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CHRISTIAN FAITH in the divine Trinity begins with the Church’s confession of
the one God. There is nothing puzzling or mysterious about this observation.
For many generations of Christians it would have seemed too obvious for
comment. On each Lord’s day, and on other major feasts, we solemnly confess
that the God whom we worship is the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. And
we begin that confession of faith in the Trinity with the words, “We
believe in one God.” Only then do we go on to say who that one God is: the
Father almighty, the one Lord Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit, Lord and giver
of life. Everything we say about these three stands securely guarded by that
beginning: “we believe in one God.” Well before the Creed itself came
to be, and later entered into the liturgy, Christians understood this confession
of the one God to be their birthright as inheritors of the faith of Israel, and
to mark them off in a primordial way from the pagan world in which they lived.


In this light it is perhaps curious that Trinitarian theology has been much
concerned, for over a half-century, with where it ought to “start,”
or begin. This question has especially pre-occupied Catholic theologians, and
has tended to have a clear 
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shape. It concerns the order of presentation, that is, the sequence in which
we take up the topics we think we need to talk about when we speak of the
triune God. As is well known, this worry stems from a long tradition in
Catholic theology of adhering to a relatively stable order of presentation on
this very basic theological topic. First we present a series of questions, or
chapters of a treatise, on the divine essence, the divine per-fections, or
“the one God,” and then we present a series of questions or chapters
on divine processions, relations, and persons, or “the triune God.”
First De Deo uno, then De Deo trino. It is imperative, we now
often assume, to reverse this traditional order of presentation, or at any rate
not to preface our Trinitarian theology with a consideration of the divine
essence or of the one God. On overturning the old order of presentation
depends, it is claimed, a Trinitarian theology that does justice to authentic
Catholic faith in the triune God—a theology, that is, which presents the
Trinity as the living heart of the mystery of salvation, and not as an arcane
puzzle to be revered by traditionalists or disdained by the avant-garde.(2)


Exactly why the order in which we
present theological topics should have such great weight is, however, less
clear. In any complex intellectual undertaking the sequence of topics can, no
doubt, be pedagogically useful and suggestive. If one is concerned 












page 3


about a topic not getting sufficient
attention, or getting the wrong kind of attention, it makes sense to put that
topic up front, and to underline what one thinks especially needs to be said
about it. Doing this, however, is no guarantee that the topic will get the
right kind of attention, or even enough attention. Still less does the order in
which the claims are presented either establish or preclude any logical
relationship between them. Whether statements are consistent with one another
or not, whether one implies another or not, and so forth, has nothing to do
with the order in which they are mentioned or brought up.


The application of these commonplaces
to Trinitarian theology is not hard to discern. A Trinitarian theology which
does justice to Catholic faith will have to exhibit, at minimum, the consistency
of some quite basic propositions. Among these are surely the following: there
is one God; there is one divine essence; the one God is the Father; Jesus
Christ is God; the Holy Spirit is the Lord; the Father, Jesus Christ, and the
Holy Spirit are three persons (this perhaps an implication of the preceding
three statements); these three persons are not the same as each other; these
three persons are the same as the one God; these three persons are the same as
the one divine essence.(3) Whether these
statements are logically consistent with one another has nothing to do with the
order in which they are presented and explained. It may be easier to understand
an explanation of their consistency if the explanation proceeds in a certain
order, but that will vary from one reader to another, and as such is a matter
over which the author has very little control. Theologians reflecting on the
Trinity will also, no doubt, undertake their work not only in an effort to
display basic logical relations, but with a particular persuasive purpose, an
eye toward what, as they see it, readers most need to be convinced of. Even so,
whether the explanation succeeds, whether it actually displays the consistency
of basic Trinitarian statements, floats quite free of the order in which it 
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proceeds. Nor need the order of
presentation have any impact on the content of the explanation itself.


The history of Trinitarian theology
gives clear evidence on this last point. Saint Thomas, for example, offers in
book I of the early Scriptum on the Sentences pretty much the
same explanation of how these basic Trinitarian propositions (and others) hold
together as he does in the later Prima Pars of the Summa
Theologiae (some interesting technical matters aside). He manages to do
this even though in the Scriptum he follows the Lombard’s order of
presentation, offering a detailed account of the Trinity at the outset (most of
distinctions 2-34) before he considers the divine perfections at the end of
book I (distinctions 35-48), whereas in the Summa Theologiae he takes
the step, recently much maligned, of treating the divine essence first. Surely
it would be odd to say that essentially the same Trinitarian theology—the same
explanation of how basic Trinitarian propositions hang together—is logically
coherent in the Scriptum, and incoherent in the Summa, simply
because it is presented in two different places.


It seems, then, that Trinitarian
theology can begin at any pertinent point. The one God, the one Lord Jesus
Christ who took flesh for our salvation, the unity of the divine essence, the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace, the two processions in God, the two
visible missions enacted at the Annunciation and at Pentecost—all these and
countless others are perfectly suitable topics for the first chapter of a book
on the Trinity. We need not, then, begin where the Creed begins, with the one
God. That the most ancient and basic ecumenical dogma does begin here might, of
course, be a weighty recommendation that we follow its lead. But since the
order of presentation has no logically necessary bearing on the success or
failure of what a Trinitarian theology aims to do, the recommendation rightly
remains optional. If, however, we did (mistakenly) suppose that a particular
order of presentation was necessary for a successful Trinitarian theology, it
becomes much more difficult to understand how we could claim that it was
misleading, let alone wrong, to begin with the one 
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God.(4)
The ecumenical Creed, after all, begins there, and if we thought we had to
choose a single place to start, the Creed presumably ought to trump current
theological opinion, no matter how widespread. All the more so, if we suppose
that we should cleave to the rule that the law of prayer gives us the law of
belief (and a fortiori, of theology), since the ecumenical Creed is
also the Church’s solemn liturgical profession of faith.


Wherever we begin in presenting a
theological understanding of the Trinity, what we say in our Trinitarian
theology will have to square, in the clearest and most explicit way we can
manage, with the creedal statement “we believe in one God.” In the
long history of Christian theology, the unity of the triune God has been
regarded with remarkable consistency to be among the most basic 
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questions theology has to face.
Athanasius, the Cappadocians, and Augustine already see clearly that the
coherence of Christian faith as a whole—or more precisely, our ability to
perceive its coherence, and thus to believe with understanding—is a stake in
this question. Scotus later puts the issue in his characteristically lucid way.
When it comes to the triune God, “there are two things which are of the
substance of [Christian] faith,” of which the first is “that there
are only three persons and [only] one God.”(5)


As Scotus and many others before and
since have observed, the elemental Christian conviction that there are three
divine persons and only one God confronts faith’s quest for understanding with
a problem about identity. We may not call it that, and may not formulate it in
a precise way, but the problem is intuitively apparent to anyone who attends to
what he is saying when he professes the Creed. We believe that the one God is
the Father. We believe, equally, that Jesus Christ is “true God.” We
believe, further, that Jesus Christ is not the Father; he is, rather, “God
from God.” But this seems impossible. Taken together, that is, it
seems impossible for all three of these basic Christian convictions to be true.
Identity or sameness is transitive: if A is identical with B,
and B is identical with C, then A is identical with C.
If Jesus Christ is (the one) God, and the one God is the Father, then, it would
seem, Jesus Christ is the Father.(6) Since
ancient times, 
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Trinitarian theology has thought it
essential to dispel the specter of incoherence at this quite basic point, and
offer a plausible explanation of the unity of the triune God.


All the more remarkable, then, that
Trinitarian theology for a half-century or more has paid so little attention to
this question. At least two generations of Catholic and Protestant theologians
alike have thought of their own time as one of great renewal and vitality in
Trinitarian theology, after a greater or lesser period of inexcusable and
destructive neglect. Yet a striking feature of this self-described renewal has
been the neglect of a matter perennially considered indispensable to vital
Trinitarian theology.


This neglect goes beyond the evident
demise of the treatise de Deo uno in Catholic theology, by whatever
name it might be called, as well as of its Protestant parallels. The admonition
to “start” with the Trinity has had the effect, it seems, not so much
of relocating sustained reflection on the one God as of killing it off
altogether, though we can hope the effect is temporary. The deeper problem lies
within Trinitarian theology itself. Though a great deal is now written about
the Trinity, surprisingly little of this writing pauses to consider in detail
how it is that the three distinct persons are one God, let alone to regard it
as a funda-mental question of Trinitarian theology. For the most part, the
unity of the triune God seems simply to be assumed, or insisted upon as a kind
of afterthought. Indeed being too preoccupied with the oneness of God can, in
recent discussions, be marked down as a telling sign that one has lost track of
the Trinity as a mystery of salvation, and become a “mere
monotheist.”(7)


Recent Trinitarian theology has,
however, been greatly concerned about a different problem, a unity of a
different sort. Most writing on the subject, especially among Catholic 
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theologians, has regarded the unity
of “the economic Trinity” and “the immanent Trinity” as the
main problem facing Trinitarian theology. This, I want to suggest, is a serious
mistake.


 


II


 


The language of “immanent”
and “economic” has become so pervasive in Catholic Trinitarian
theology that to question it might seem tantamount to questioning faith in the
Trinity itself. But that cannot really be right, since Trinitarian doctrine and
theology got along quite well for most of their history without thinking in
these terms, still less in terms of two Trinities, one “immanent” and
the other “economic.” The Greek Fathers did sometimes speak of the
history of salvation as God’s oikonomia, or household management of
his creation, but not, so far as I know, of an “economic Trinity” or
a Trinity “according to the economy.” The contrast term was theologia,
what we say about the very God who freely creates and rules what he has made.
To speak of a “theological” Trinity would have been redundant. As a
result the contrast with an “economic” Trinity could not even arise.


In the form in which Catholic
theology now generally takes it for granted, the distinction between an
“immanent” and an “economic” Trinity evidently arose in the
nineteenth century. To my knowledge the precise origin of this formula, in
particular who is responsible for first using it, has not been established. On
this matter, though, the prodigious Freiburg dogmatician Franz Anton
Staudenmaier (1800-1856) sheds a considerable amount of light. A student in
Tübingen of Johann Sebastian Drey and the young Johann Adam Möhler, Staudenmaier
became an important figure in the remarkable renaissance of Catholic theology
in Germany after 1815, and was the first Catholic theologian to attempt a
critical and systematic assimilation of Hegel.(8)
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Staudenmaier devotes the second
volume of his dogmatics, which appeared in 1844, to the doctrine of God. There
he offers several pages on “the correctness of the distinction between an
essential Trinity and a Trinity of revelation.”(9)
Yet he begins by arguing that one could only think such a distinction important
on account of “a debased faith and a way of thinking which has wandered
off into superficiality and emptiness.”(10)
According to this unfortunate cast of mind, we must acknowledge that God
exhibits himself to us as Father, Son, and Spirit, but we should deny that
“to this Trinity of revelation there also corresponds an immanent
essential Trinity.”(11) Staudenmaier’s
target here is first of all those Protestant (he says “rationalist”)
theologians of his own time who hold that God is Trinitarian “only in his
relation to the world,” and deny that God is, as Staudenmaier puts it in
his characteristically Hegelian way, “Trinitarian in himself and for
himself.” At most, God’s threefold way of revealing himself to us requires
us to believe that an essentially “unipersonal” God has made an
“eternal decision” to present himself as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
for our benefit.(12)
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Talk of an “immanent” and
“economic” Trinity in Catholic theology thus appears to have its
roots in an early reaction against nineteenth-century Protestant theologians
influenced by Schleier-macher, who invented the notion of an “immanent
Trinity” precisely in order to deny that there was any such thing. As
often happens in theology, an idea introduced by the debased was assimilated by
their opponents in the very process of attempting to refute them. So
Staudenmaier, having criticized “rationalist” theologians for coming
up with the contrast between an “imma-nent” and an
“economic” Trinity, proceeds to argue against them on their own
terms. “It will nonetheless be necessary to indicate the reasons why the
revealed Trinity as such could not be thought without the essential
Trinity.”(13)


Staudenmaier’s basic motive is much
the same as that of later theologians who, down to our own time, have sought to
articulate and defend the Church’s creedal faith in terms of an immanent and an
economic Trinity. What we see of God in this world, in the history of
revelation and salvation, is not mere appearance, but must be real in God. This
goes especially for the personal relationships among the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit that we perceive in time. By way of this economic Trinity (or
“Trinity of revelation,” in Staudenmaier’s terms), we must be able to
know God “as he is in himself,” a knowledge, moreover, we can obtain
in no other way. The Trinity we know in the economy must, as it were, go all
the way down in God, to that divine arche beyond which it is not
possible to go. Otherwise revelation becomes an act of deception on God’s part,
and God in himself simply “an Other” from what appears to us in
revelation, a nameless and unknowable monad.(14)
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In this light the unity of the
“economic” with the “immanent” Trinity becomes a basic
problem for Trinitarian theology, perhaps the most basic. This problem must be
resolved at the outset before the whole enterprise can proceed. Staudenmaier
does not here deal with the issue, as Karl Rahner later would, by saying that
the two are simply identical, that the economic Trinity just is the immanent
Trinity, and conversely.(15) But he comes
close. “Everything which is posited in the revealed Trinity could
not be posited in this way were it not posited in the same way in the essential
Trinity” (emphasis added).(16) Not just
some things, but all things we find to be true of Father, Son, and Spirit in
time—certainly everything essential to our salvation—must go all the way down
in God. What happens among the three persons in the history of salvation, it
seems, is not simply what they have eternally known and decided to do, but in
some way belongs to them as such, to “an absolute and eternal inner
relationship of the divine nature.” Of this primordial Trinitarian
situation the economic Trinity is, as Staudenmaier puts it, “only the
self-manifestation, the stepping-forth.”(17)


To be sure, a lot of Catholic
Trinitarian theology in the century or so after Staudenmaier made no use,
conceptually or 
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even verbally, of a distinction
between the immanent and economic Trinity, and pursued the chief questions of
Trinitarian theology in other terms. Many, though not all, took the
well-established distinction between “procession” and “mission”
to be basic for a coherent understanding of the triune God and his acts of
creation and redemption, and ignored the language of “immanent” and
“economic.”(18) In any case
Staudenmaier has no ownership of these terms. No one is compelled to give the
words the same conceptual content he does, even if the patterns of thought he
articulates have become pervasive, and tend to generate assumptions about what
the words mean. Why, though, should it be a problem to think about the Trinity
in this way in the first place? In particular, why should it interfere with a
rigorous account of the unity of the triune God?









III






A number of questions might be raised
about whether various efforts solve what recent Trinitarian theology seems to
regard as its most basic problem are coherent on their own terms. There is
reason to think the standard strategies for showing the “immanent”
and the “economic” Trinity to be identical are by turns
self-contradictory, much ado about the obvious, or pur-chased at fearsome
theological cost.(19) Our present concern,
however, is only whether this modern manner of thinking about the Trinity helps
us, or even allows us, to offer a plausible account of the unity of the three
divine persons, that is, of faith in the one God.


Theologians who rely on these
categories in order to understand the Church’s faith in the triune God
typically underline the clear distinction of persons with which the scriptural
economy of salvation confronts us. The Father, the Son 
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Jesus, and the Holy Spirit act in
various ways with respect to one another, and thus cannot be confused with one
another. So, for example, at Jesus’ baptism he hears the voice of another
address him: “You are my beloved Son; with you I am well pleased”
(Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22; cf. Matt 3:17). Jesus does not speak to himself (“I
am my beloved Son …”). Similarly the Holy Spirit descends and remains
upon Jesus in the form of a dove; Jesus does not descend and remain upon
himself (John 1:32-33). Given the unity of the economic with the immanent
Trinity (however explained and defended), this unmistakable economic
distinction of persons must also belong to God immanently; it must be present
at that arche behind which it is not possible to go.


So far so good, but how shall we
understand these three persons, who appear in the economy as irreducibly
distinct individuals, to be one God? Simply showing that the immanent three are
just the same persons as the economic three, while obviously correct, is no
help with the question of how the three are one God. Adding that the three
persons are one God immanently, so they must also be one God economically, is
no explanation, but precisely the state of affairs that needs to be explained.
The unity of the economic and immanent Trinity, it seems, contributes nothing
to an understanding of the unity of the triune God. They are two quite distinct
problems.


The reason for this is not hard to
see. The distinction of the Son and the Holy Spirit from the Father and from
each other does not arise within the economy of salvation. The actual economy
of salvation, and the decision that there be an economy in the first place,
both presuppose the distinction of the three persons from one another. The Son
and the Spirit enter the actual economy of salvation, and before that the
decision to have an economy at all, with their distinction from the Father and
each other already securely in place. Otherwise the Trinitarian economy of
salvation is mere appearance, and the source of the appearances remains
unknown—the sort of “rationalist” or “Sabellian” position
against which Staudenmaier and others after him rightly protest. If we are
going to think about the Trinity in terms of the economic and the 
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immanent, we have to hold that there
is an “immanent” or “essential” Trinity, and not only a
Trinity of the revealed economy. Theologians who think in these terms have,
however, tended not to notice two important consequences of this affirmation.


 


A) Personal Identity in God Does
Not Depend on the Economy


To affirm an “immanent”
Trinity is to say that Father, Son, and Spirit are already distinct from one
another—as distinct as they can possibly be—apart from, or prior to, the
economy of salvation. Distinction, however, depends upon identity. That is: you
are a person distinct from me just because you are a person, and you have at
least one property that I lack. You are a person distinct from every other
actual and possible individual (person or not) because you have at least one property
unique to you, and thus possessed by no other actual or possible entity. This
property is constitutive of your personal identity or uniqueness; it makes you
the particular individual you are (there may be many such properties, and it
may be that not all are equally important to your identity). This applies to
the divine persons as well. Since they must be distinct from one another apart
from any possible economy of salvation, each divine person must have whatever
is constitutive of his identity—whatever makes him to be the unique person he
is—apart from any economy. For our purposes we need not decide exactly what
the identity-constituting properties of the persons of the Trinity are. But if,
to take a standard position, one divine person alone has the relational
property of paternity, another alone that of filiation, and a third alone that
of (passive) procession, then these three properties belong to the unique
identity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit respectively, and
distinguish each from the others, even if there are no creatures.


In the counterfactual terms often
favored by the Scholastics, the answer to the following question must be yes:
“If there had been no economy, would Father, Son, and Holy Spirit still be
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divine persons distinct from one
another?” The theological purpose of reflection on counterfactuals is not
to engage in idle speculation, but to help isolate the real reason why a
doctrinally significant state of affairs obtains. Take, by way of comparison,
the question widely debated in medieval and early modern theology, “If
Adam had not sinned, would God still have become incarnate?” In both cases
the consequent of the conditional isolates a basic Christian doctrine (the real
distinction of the persons of the Trinity; the incarnation of God), and the
conditional asks whether what this doctrine teaches would still obtain if the
counterfactual situation specified in the antecedent had come to pass (no
economy of salvation; no sin). If yes, then the factual situation which has
actually come to pass (the present economy of salvation; the sin of Adam)
cannot be the reason why what the doctrine teaches obtains (the distinction of
divine persons; the incarnation). If no, then the situation which has actually
come to pass is the reason (or at least a reason) why what the doctrine teaches
obtains. In the case before us, then, to answer “yes” is to say that
an economy of creation and salvation is not the reason why the persons of the
Trinity are distinct from one another; that reason must be sought apart from
any possible economy.(20)


As a result, whatever distinctions
the persons of the Trinity exhibit among themselves in the actual economy would
obtain in just the same way were there no economy at all, and no decision to
have one. What Father, Son, and Spirit indicate in the economy to be
constitutive of their personal identities would constitute the identity of each
in just the same way were there no creation and no redemption. And so whatever
is true of the three in virtue of their enactment of an economy must be an
addition, a 
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supplement, to whatever needs to be
true of the three in order for them to be just these persons really distinct
from one another. The economic attributes of the divine persons cannot
contribute at all to making them the unique persons they are, or to making them
actually distinct from one another. At most these economic attributes can
exhibit distinctions which already obtain. And this means that the
“economic Trinity” cannot be the same as, identical with, or
otherwise confused with the “immanent Trinity.”


Of course the persons who
make us present to themselves in the economy of salvation are just the same
persons, and distinguished in just the same way, as they would be apart from
this or any other economy. But this means that no feature of the economy as
such—nothing belonging only to the economy—is identical with any
feature or attribute needed to distinguish the divine persons from one another.
The persons of the Trinity do not, as it were, become more distinct from one
another in the economy than they would be without it, nor do they acquire their
personal identities in virtue of anything that happens in the economy. If the
persons present in the economy are just the same as the persons who are the
“immanent” Trinity, then they cannot add or acquire any
identity-constituting property in this, or any possible, economy. On the
contrary: whatever is proper to the economy, or more comprehensively, what
would not be were there no order of creation and redemption, is not identical
with, or the same as, any divine person. Nor is anything belonging to the
economy alone the same as any property (proprium) by which each of the
divine persons is distinguished from the others, and in which he has his unique
personal identity.


Just because the distinctions among
the persons of the Trinity are not themselves mere economic appearance, the
“immanent Trinity,” far from being identical with the economic
appearances, is, one could say, what remains after everything belonging only to
the economic appearances has been factored out. In Rahner’s terms, the
“immanent Trinity” is the triune God as he is “setting 
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aside his free self
communication.”(21) The immanent Trinity
is what we arrive at, in other words, by “setting aside” everything
belonging only to the economy. If, as Rahner rightly insists, we must hold
firmly to the Trinity apart from the economy in just this sense, then his own
axiom regarding the identity of the immanent and the economic Trinity must be
false.(22) The economy of salvation—indeed the
whole order of creation and redemption—is what the triune God does, not who
the triune God is.(23)









B) Personal Identity in God Must
Be Understood apart from the Economy


The identity of each divine person
and the resulting distinctions among the three must be thought of by us,
therefore, without reference to the economy of salvation. Consequently, our
understanding of how the three persons are one God must not be infiltrated or
“contaminated,” as it were, by terms and concepts that refer only to
the economy. The economy of salvation as such contributes nothing to
understanding either the distinction or the unity of the divine persons.


This may seem like an obvious, and
serious, mistake—a stronger claim than is either needed or warranted. Surely
we rely on the economy of salvation in order to know the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit in their personal uniqueness and distinction from one another,
and so to know that the one God is these three persons. As the Catechism of
the Catholic Church insists, “[T]he whole divine economy makes known
both what is proper to the 
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divine persons, and their one divine
nature.”(24) To claim that the economy
contributes nothing to our understanding of the distinction and unity of the
persons of the Trinity is, it seems, clearly incorrect.


This objection takes
“understand” in the sense of “come to know.” Taken with
that meaning, no doubt we do “understand” the divine persons by way
of the economy of salvation. The economy teaches us that they are distinct, what
the identity of each is, and that they are the one God.(25)
But to say that we have to conceive of personal identity in God without
reference to the economy is not to claim that we come to know the
identity, distinction, and unity of the divine persons apart from the economy.
It is to claim, rather, that we have to account for their identity,
distinction, and unity apart from the economy. Where “understand” has
the sense of “account for” or “explain,” the economy
contributes nothing to our understanding of these Trinitarian mysteries—once
again, the economy as such, whatever belongs only to the triune God’s free
action in creation and redemption, rather than to the acts of generation and
spiration in which Father, Son, and Spirit have their identities, their
distinction, and their unity.


When we want to
“understand” in this sense, the economy as a whole cannot
possibly help us. The identity, distinction, and unity we want to account for
are precisely those which obtain when everything belonging only to the economy
has been factored out. We seek to grasp an identity, distinction, and unity
that must be presupposed to this, and to any possible, economy. Nothing
economic as such, nothing contingent, makes Father, Son, and 
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Spirit to be the unique persons they
are, or to be the one God they are. So in the nature of the case nothing
economic can account for—get to the root of—either their unity or their
personal identity. Precisely as the action of three whose personal identity and
distinction does not depend at all on that action, the economy itself shows us
that neither their distinction nor, a fortiori, their unity as the one
God can be explained at all in its own terms.


We need, then, conceptual means for
apprehending the distinctions among the divine persons, and their unity as God,
other than the means we use to apprehend the totality of their activity in
creation and redemption. We need, in other words, a way of thinking about the
Trinity that permits us to grasp the identity, distinction, and unity of the
persons as we come to know it in the economy of salvation, without implying
that whatever happens in the economy is in any way necessary for, or
constitutive of, their identity, distinction, and unity.


The traditional disjunction between
the eternal processions of the divine persons and their temporal missions
serves just this conceptual and logical purpose. The distinctions among the
persons of the Trinity are fully secured by the two divine processions, that
is, by the noncontingent coming forth of the Son from the Father, and of the
Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son.(26) A
temporal mission adds something created to an eternal procession, and so to the
distinct divine person who is the term of that procession. The mission of each
person sent (the Son and the Holy Spirit) includes both his eternal procession
and himself as the person who proceeds. Mission, however, supplements that
procession and the resulting personal identity with a specific relationship to
the creature. In St. Thomas’s formulation, often repeated and amplified:
“Mission not only involves procession from a source, it specifies a
temporal term for the procession. 
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Mission, therefore, is exclusively
temporal … [it] includes an eternal procession, and adds something to it,
namely a temporal effect.”(27) By this
means the triune God makes one of his number present and available in a saving
way to intelligent creatures. Thus the Son’s mission adds to his procession
from the Father the flesh he assumes in Mary’s womb, and the Spirit’s mission
adds to his procession from the Father and the Son the sanctifying grace by
which he unites us to the Son and to himself. 


A mission is obviously not identical with
a procession. It would not have occurred to a theologian thinking about the
triune God primarily in terms of eternal procession and temporal mission,
rather than of economic and immanent Trinity, to say that the missions just are
the processions, and conversely. That is, in fact, the beauty of the idea.
Working in terms of procession and mission gives us conceptual tools for
explaining quite clearly how the distinctions among the divine persons do not
arise from the economy of salvation, but are presupposed to it. The created
reality mission “adds” to procession (as Aquinas puts it) is
precisely what has to be subtracted, factored out, in order to arrive at the
processions themselves, and thereby at the identity, distinction, and unity of
the persons who proceed and the one from whom both proceed. Mission includes
procession, but procession does not include mission; procession is necessary
for mission, but mission is not necessary for procession; the divine
processions and the persons who are their subjects and terms are constitutive
of, but not constituted by, the saving missions they freely undertake.


So understood, the dependence of
mission on procession gives us a way of knowing the eternal processions and
persons from the economic missions, without implying that mission is at all
constitutive of procession or personal identity in God. The basic principle
that links knowledge of mission to knowledge of procession is this: a divine
person can be sent in time only by 
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another person from whom he proceeds
eternally. Thus, because the economy presents the Son as sent by the Father, he
must proceed eternally from the Father, and because the economy presents the
Holy Spirit as sent by both the Father and the Son, he must proceed eternally
from both the Father and the Son. Since the economy presents the Father neither
as sent by the Son nor as sent by the Spirit, but rather as sender of both the
Son and the Spirit, the Father must proceed eternally from no other person, and
be the one from whom both the Son and the Spirit eternally proceed.(28)


What warrant, though, do we have for
accepting this epistemic link of mission to procession in the first place?
Having a mission places the person being sent in a middle position between two
terms: the one who sends, and the one to whom he is sent. Mission thus involves
a motion, a coming forth or “procession,” of the person sent. The
person on a mission comes forth from the sender, and to the
term, of the mission (the term being the person or object upon whom the mission
has an effect). In human affairs one person can be sent forth by another in
various ways, usually implying some kind of disparity or inequality of
authority between sender and sent. One person orders another to do a job for
him, or one person goes to do a job for himself after having consulted with
another about how to go about it, so that the consultant sends his client forth
to do the job. Among the divine persons, though, there is no disparity in
authority, or indeed any inequality. If one divine person is to be sent by
another (as the Son and the Spirit both are, according to the scripturally
depicted economy of salvation), he must come forth from the one who sends him
in a fashion which involves no inequality between the person sent and the one
sending. The only way of “coming forth” which meets this requirement
is simply the eternal procession of one divine person from another, the
noncontingent act of 
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generation or spiration which
terminates in the very person of the Son or the Holy Spirit. The only sort of
“coming forth” there can be in God is origin—eternal,
person-constituting procession.


So, if there is going to be a divine
mission, the coming forth of a divine person which has a creature as
its term (or more precisely, which terminates in a change wrought in the
creature by a new relation to that person), it has to include the eternal
procession by which that divine person is already constituted and in which he
already has his unique personal identity. In fact, if a divine person is to
have a mission at all, the temporal coming forth of sent from sender in which
the mission consists must be the very same coming forth as the eternal
procession by which that person originates from the Father (and, as the case
may be, from the Son). The temporal procession or coming forth must, in other
words, be numerically identical with the eternal procession. The Son, for
example, does not come forth twice from the Father, once by eternal generation
and then, by a separate act of origination, in time. Rather his mission adds to
the already constituted term of eternal generation in God—the Son himself in
his unique personal identity—a relationship to a created reality, in the Son’s
case that of humanly inhabiting the fruitful womb of the Virgin Mary. One and
the same procession, we could say, becomes a mission when to the eternal coming
forth of one divine person from another is added, by the free action of the
Trinity, a temporal term, a specific and abiding relation to created reality.(29)
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In just this way, while temporal
mission is not the same as eternal procession (since it makes a real addition
to the procession), knowing the mission of a divine person requires knowing the
eternal procession included in it. Knowing a mission just is grasping, by way
of a particular created reality, the eternal procession and person to which the
creature is joined to constitute the mission. Distinguishing and relating procession
and mission gives us what we were looking for: a way of saying how we come to
know the divine persons in their identity and distinction from the economy of
salvation, without saying that the identity and distinction of the persons is
in any way constituted by the temporal economy. More briefly: mission
necessarily includes procession, but procession does not at all include
mission. As a result we can come to know procession from mission, but we cannot
account for procession and personal identity in God except by factoring out
everything which pertains to mission alone.


Of course none of this explains, or
even begins to explain, how the three divine persons can be the one God. But it
at least helps us see what a genuine explanation might consist in. We will need
to offer an account of how there can be processions in God. In Scotus’s
helpfully precise formulation, we need to understand how the one divine essence
can be possessed by a person who proceeds, or is produced.(30)
The events of the saving economy—more precisely, the temporal missions of the
Son and the Spirit—introduce us to the processions. In so doing, they also
introduce us to the question of how there can be processions in God. But they
offer no resources for answering that question—for giving an account of how
there can be processions in God—since the completed processions are wholly
presupposed to what the missions add economically.
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Theologians at least as far back as
the Cappadocians and Augustine have seen this clearly, and so have understood
Trinitarian theology as a three-part problem, which cannot be further reduced.
The parts of the problem are the one God, the two processions, and the two
missions. Trinitarian theology therefore has both the task of showing how the
personal distinctions arising from the two processions fit together with the
temporal missions, and that of showing how these personal distinctions fit
together with the one eternal God. Taking Trinitarian theology to be merely a
two-part problem, theologies preoccupied with showing how the internal three
fit with the external three are, at best, no help in understanding the unity of
the triune God.









IV




Theologies of the immanent and economic Trinity are, in fact, often rather less
than useless on this score. They encourage us to think of the fundamental
question about God’s unity—the question whether there can be processions in
the one God—as a meaningless speculative matter, unrelated to the economy of
salvation and our experience within the economy, and thus wisely ignored.
Especially in Catholic theology Rahner has perhaps fueled this disinclination
to offer a rigorous account, apart from the economy, of either the distinction
of persons or their unity as the one God. In particular he dismisses the
long-running debate over “whether a person in God is constituted by
‘relation’ or ‘procession’”—the heart of medieval and (much of) modern
reflection on what makes for identity, distinction, and unity in God—as a
quarrel over mere “verbalisms,” distinctions without a difference
concocted by “naively clever minds” to numb themselves against
“the pain of having to venerate the mystery [of the Trinity] without
penetrating it.” With that he invites the truly “critical
reader” to follow him in avoiding “the conceptual subtlety of
‘classical’ Trinitarian theology (from Thomas to, for 
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example, Ruiz de Montoya).”(31) This advice, one has to say, has often been
heeded.


In fact theologies of the immanent
and economic Trinity not only decline, for the most part, to attempt an
informative account of the triune God’s unity; sometimes they seem to rule out
the one God altogether. Naturally this is not their intention. But the urge to
suppose that everything which belongs to the persons of the Trinity in the
economy goes all the way down in their immanent divine life, which just seems
to go with thinking about the Trinity in these terms, regularly threatens to
make the unity of God unintelligible.


The urge just mentioned often takes
the form of seeking to “ground” the economic Trinity thoroughly in
the immanent, and to see the economy as the more or less natural
“manifestation” or 
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expression of these immanent grounds.
If one state of affairs grounds another simply by being necessary for the
other, or included in it—as the divine processions are necessary for and
included in the divine temporal missions—then the notion that the Trinitarian
processions and persons “ground” the economy is innocuous. But
nowadays theologians regularly reach for a lot more.


“Kenosis” is one aspect of
the saving economy that some theologians seem especially concerned to extend
all the way back into the Trinitarian arche. Hans Urs von Balthasar is
a case in point, although he in turn picks up ideas from Karl Barth and Sergei
Bulgakov, among others, and develops them in his own way.(32)
Catholic theologians looking for kenosis incipient at the heart of the Trinity
can follow an already well-marked path.


The incarnate Son’s kenosis, his act
of perfect self-giving to the Father on the cross for our salvation, he
undertakes as a human being (secundum quod homo—in virtue of the
human nature he has assumed—as Scholastic theology often put it). So far, no
doubt, all are agreed. For Balthasar, though, it seems as though the human
obedience unto death of the incarnate Son is not enough. In order to be
adequately “grounded” in God, or to have sufficient saving depth, the
economic event of the Son’s human obedience, his kenosis as a human being, must
manifest a pre-existing kenosis which belongs to the Son as God (secundum
quod Deus, in Scholastic terms). It is not yet enough, moreover, to see
this kenotic event in God as only the free decision of Father, Son, and Spirit
that the Son will assume human flesh and death for our salvation.(33) The only adequate ground of the Son’s human 
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obedience is a kenosis which just
goes with being the eternal Son, a kenosis interior to the very procession by
which he exists as a person distinct from the Father. This “immanent”
kenosis consists, Balthasar suggests, in the Son’s willingness to let himself
be produced, to be God from God, while “letting” the Father
be the God from whom he is. “‘The Son is already a co-worker in his own
generation, in that he allows himself to be generated, and holds himself ready
to be generated’… . Consequently we can already see within the Trinity the
source from which will issue the obedience of the incarnate Son to the
Father.”(34)


On this view, the Son’s eternal
filial kenosis in allowing himself to proceed from the Father is fully matched
by a paternal kenosis of the Father in bringing the Son forth. The Father
begets the Son by fully emptying himself, “dispossessing” himself
even of his divinity in order to hand everything that he is over to the Son.
“With Bulgakov, one can designate the self-utterance of the Father in the
generation of the Son as a first, inner-divine ‘kenosis’ which supports
everything, because in [this generation] the Father divests himself without
remainder of his divinity, in order to give it over to the Son as his
own.”(35)
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The twofold kenosis by which the
Father begets and the Son is begotten gives rise, Balthasar maintains, to an
infinite “distance” (Abstand) and “separation” (Trennung)
between the two, a distance which simply goes with being the Father and being
the Son. Rooted in the Son’s eternal procession from the Father, this infinite
distance grounds, and, it seems, alone can ground, both the Son’s gift of
himself to the Father on the cross and among the dead, and the Father’s gift of
the Son to us there (in the sense of Rom 8:3). “The divine act which
brings forth the Son … is the positing of an absolute, infinite distance,
within which every other distance which can appear in the finite world is
included and embraced, up to and including sin.”(36)


It may seem as though Balthasar here
exaggerates, and that it is not necessary to take the needed identity of the
immanent with the economic Trinity so far.(37)
We can, one might argue, decline to follow him to the point of seeing the
eternal generation of the Son as a protokenosis, while still holding that the
decisive events of the saving economy require some kind of parallel in the 
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immanent Trinity. Balthasar may go
too far, but it still seems that there must be immanent facts or events which
are more or less the same as their economic counterparts—which resemble them
enough for the immanent occurrences to ground the economic ones, and the
economic to manifest the immanent. 


That Balthasar and many others strive
to locate the events of salvation history ever more deeply within God’s triune
life is not, I think, an accidental exaggeration, but follows from the way
modern theology often thinks about the Trinity in the first place. More
precisely it stems from the widespread eclipse, in nineteenth- and
twentieth-century Trinitarian theology, of the carefully worked-out distinction
between procession and mission by the much more malleable and imprecise
distinction between the immanent and the economic Trinity.(38)


The logic of procession and mission
enables us to know, by means of the economy of salvation, the eternal coming
forth of the divine persons, the resulting relations among them, and thus their
noncontingent personal identities. At the same time, the logic of this
distinction ensures that no event in the freely enacted economy of salvation
will be the same as any property by which a divine person has his unique
identity from all eternity. If we get the distinction of procession from
mission right, the eternal sequence of processions in God can, as Aquinas puts
it, “be concluded infallibly” from the sequence of temporal missions,
even though the temporal missions are in no way included, already primordially
emerging, in the processions.(39)


It is unsurprising that Balthasar and
others, having lost track of the logic of procession and mission, should be at
a loss to say how God’s saving economy could teach us about the persons of the
Trinity as such, unless the events of the economy were somehow
identical with events constitutive of God’s “immanent” life. Unless
what happens in time is simply the manifestation or “stepping-












page 30


forth” (in Staudenmaier’s terms)
of what already happens eternally in God, rather than a radically novel and
contingent addition to these eternal events, we fear that the immanent Trinity
will disappear. We will have no way to keep the Trinity manifest to us in the
economy of salvation from becoming mere appear-ance, the manifestation of an
otherwise unknown God.


As a result the Trinitarian theology
of the last two centuries often finds itself confronted by a quandary of its
own making. Having insisted on an immanent or essential Trinity irreducible to
the economic appearances, theologians then paradoxically insist on identifying
the two—on finding everything salient in the economy already actual in the
deepest interior of God’s triune life. Framing the issue in the terms offered
by those who deny that we could have any access to an “immanent
Trinity” (if there were one), theologians find themselves compelled to
identify the two in order to say how we could posit—know about—the needed
immanent Trinity in the first place. Thus the restless quest, from Staudenmaier
to Balthasar and beyond, to find ever more pri-mordial immanent parallels for
the saving events of the economy.


To be sure, the language of immanent
and economic Trinity as such need not have these unhappy results. But the best
hope of avoiding them is to recover the logic of procession and mission, where
we know the divine persons in their eternal processions and relations precisely
by their free and wholly contingent addition to these processions of something
entirely new—a creature. In just this way we avoid any need to see the kenosis
we perceive in the economy as inherent in the eternal being and identity of the
Son and the Spirit, let alone of the Father.


Even if we could make sense of the
idea that the personal productions in God are inherently kenotic acts, one is
perplexed as to how the result, as Balthasar pictures it, can be squared with
the Church’s creedal faith in the one God, despite his frequent assurances to
the contrary.(40) Two human persons may dislike
each other intensely, but the distance between them will always be 
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finite. Conversely, no matter how
close they are to each other, the distance between them will always be enough
for them to be not only two persons, but two human beings. They are of the same
essence, but only generically, not numerically. If the distance between the
Father and the Son is inherently infinite, then it is (infinitely) greater than
the distance possible between any creatures. All the more, then, should Father
and Son be of the same essence at most generically, not numerically. They
should be two gods, not one. Infinite distance or separation between Father and
Son seems not, in other words, to be compatible with the creedal homoousion
and the scriptural texts that back it (e.g., John 10:30), which the tradition
has consistently taken to mean a numerical, and not simply specific or generic,
unity of essence.(41) Otherwise Father and Son
would be two gods, just as Peter and James are two human beings. Similarly, if
the Father “dispossesses” himself of his divine essence in order to
bequeath it to the Son, it becomes difficult to say what the Father’s essence,
if any, now is, but in any case it is hard to see how it could be numerically
identical with the Son’s.


Perhaps it would be better, then, to
abandon the thought that every decisive event in the saving economy depends on
a parallel “immanent” event already having taken place in God, a
primeval happening in the innermost recesses of the divine processions which
already embraces and includes whatever happens in time. If Father, Son, and
Spirit are to be one God, themselves each identical with one and the same
divine essence, they must enjoy the greatest unity possible among subjects
(persons or particulars) really distinct from each other. As such the unity of
the triune 
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God must surpass, in fact infinitely
surpass, even the greatest unity possible among creatures. In order to enact
the economy of salvation they freely give us, the divine persons do not need to
be infinitely distant from each other in their “immanent” divine
life. They need only be really (that is, numerically) distinct, and at the same
time be individually, and jointly, the one God.


How then should we think about the
unity of the triune God? My purpose here has been to clear the ground for an
answer to this question, by suggesting why the question has lately been
neglected in Trinitarian theology, and where a rigorous and informative answer
should be sought: in reflection on processions, relations, persons, and essence
in God, and not on the contingent events of the economy of salvation.


 





1.This article was originally
given as the Presidential Address at the annual meeting of the Academy of
Catholic Theology in 2009.  I am
grateful to the members of the Academy for the many helpful questions they
raised, to which I have tried to respond in this published version.
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[bookmark: N_3_]3. For an account of
Trinitarian reflection which explicitly understands the task in terms of the
consistency of certain elemental statements, see John Henry Newman, An Essay in Aid of a Grammar
of Assent,
part I, ch. 5, §2: “Belief in the Holy Trinity” (ed. Ian T. Ker
[Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985], 83-95). 


[bookmark: N_4_]4.  Recent Orthodox theology in particular has sometimes claimed that
to begin with the one God just is to begin (rightly) with the person of the
Father, since the Creed says “we believe in one God, the Father…”. Rahner had already said something similar. “[I]f one begins with
the treatise De
Deo Uno
and not with De
Divinitate Una, one is concerned at once with the Father, the unoriginated origin of
the Son and the Spirit” (“Remarks on the Dogmatic Treatise De Trinitate,” 102; this claim is
central to the earlier essay “Theos in the New Testament,” Theological Investigations 1, trans. Cornelius Ernst,
O.P. [London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1974], 79-148). But this cannot be
quite right. The Father is the one God, of course, but since the Son is
“God from God,” he must be other than the Father, yet not another God
than the Father is, since, if what the Creed says is true, there is only one
God. The Son, in other words, must be God just as much as the Father is, and so
must be the one God just as much as the Father is. The same goes, in its own
way, for the Holy Spirit, assuming that the Spirit is also true God.


With this
suggestion also sometimes goes the idea that what unites the divine triad,
making the three to be one God, is the person of the Father, rather than the one divine essence
possessed in common by the three. Thus Rahner: “the immediate unicity of
the divine nature … considered as one numerically is of itself far from
providing the foundation of the three-fold unity of God” (“Remarks on the Dogmatic
Treatise De
Trinitate,”
102). This too seems implausible. Even among creatures, what unites three
numerically distinct persons, making them to be one in this or that respect,
cannot itself be one of the three, but has to be common to or shared by all
three. This goes a fortiori for the divine three, since they, unlike created persons, possess the
same nature in such a way as to be one God, and not simply three individuals of
one kind. It is the Father, to be sure, who causes what is common to the
three—his own divine essence—to be possessed by another, and with that other,
by a third. The Father can, in that sense, be thought of as the principle or
source of unity among the divine persons. He brings it about that the Son and
the Spirit possess in an originate way the very same essence he possesses
unoriginately. But it is their possession of his essence, and not he himself,
as a person numerically distinct from the other two, that primarily unites them
so as to be one God. 


5.Scotus, Lectura I, d. 2, p. 2 (no. 164):
“Book I of the Sentences treats chiefly of two things which are of the substance of [Christian]
faith: first, that there are only three persons and [only] one God, and second,
that these persons do not exist by themselves, but one person produces another,
and these two [produce] the third. Regarding these two matters there cannot be
divergent opinions” ([D]uo sunt de substantia fidei de quibus principaliter tractatur in I
libro Sententiarum, scilicet quod sint tantum tres personae et unus Deus, et
quod hae personae non sunt a se, sed una persona producit aliam et duae
tertiam. Circa hoc autem non est licitum varie opinari) (Ioannis Duns Scoti Opera
Omnia,
vol. 16 [Vatican City: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1950- (= Vat. ed.)], pp.
166.26-167.3). 


[bookmark: N_5_]6. In Scotus’ formulation, “Those
things which are simply identical with one and the same thing are simply
identical with each other … but those things which are in the divine nature
[viz., the three persons] are simply identical with one and the same thing,
namely the divine nature. Therefore they are simply identical with each other.
As a result there will be no distinction [in God], given the unity of the
divine nature” (Quaecumque
uni et eidem sunt simpliciter eadem, inter se sunt simpliciter eadem … sed
quaecumque sunt in natura divina, sunt simpliciter eadem eidem simpliciter,
quia naturae divinae; igitur inter se sunt simpliciter eadem. Igitur nulla erit
ibi distinctio, supposita unitate naturae divinae) (Lectura I, d. 2, p. 2, q. 1 [no.
136]; Vat. ed., vol. 16, p. 159.9-10, 16-19). This is, not by accident, the
first objection Scotus introduces when he takes up the question, “Whether
it is possible that there be a plurality of persons with unity of essence”
([U]trum
possibile sit cum unitate essentiae esse pluralitatem personarum) (Vat. ed., vol. 16, p.
159.6-7). Cf. Aquinas, STh
I, q. 28, a. 3, obj. 1 and ad 1. 


7. See Rahner,
“Der dreifaltige Gott,” 319 (Trinity, 10). 


8. See Peter
Hünermann, Franz
Anton Staudenmaier (Graz: Styria Verlag, 1975), an anthology of texts with a substantial
introduction on Staudenmaier’s life and work. On Staudenmaier’s Trinitarian
theology, see idem, Trinitarische Anthropologie bei Franz Anton Staudenmaier (Freiburg: Verlag Karl
Alber, 1962). There is very little on Staudenmaier in English. For some helpful
remarks see James Tunstead Burtchaell, C.S.C., “Drey, Möhler and the
Catholic School of Tübingen,” in Ninian Smart, John Clayton, Patrick
Sherry, and Steven T. Katz, eds., Nineteenth Century Religious thought in the West, vol. 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1985), 111-39. 


9. The title of
§80: “Richtigkeit des Unterschiedes zwischen Dreieinigkeit des Wesens und
Dreieinigkeit der Offenbarung” (Franz Anton Staudenmaier, Die christliche Dogmatik, vol. 2 [Freiburg: Herder,
1844], 475). 


10.”[E]in
Resultat eben sowohl des gesunkenen Glaubens als des in Oberflächlichkeit und
Leerheit hineingerathenen Denkens” (ibid.). 


[bookmark: N_11_]11. “Ob der
Offenbarungsdreieinigkeit auch eine immanente Wesensdreieinigkeit
entspreche” (ibid.). 


[bookmark: N_12_]12. Thus Staudenmaier’s
summary of the position to which he objects: “There was an eternal
decision and intention of a uni-personal God eventually to reveal himself to
the world in the modes of Father, Son, and Spirit. But only to reveal himself,
not really to be Father, Son, and Spirit as distinct persons. For God is
trinitarian only in his relation to the world, not in himself and for
himself” ([E]s ewiger Entschluß und Vorsatz des Einpersönlichen Gottes gewesen
sei, sich dereinst in den Modis von Vater, Sohn und Geist der Welt zu
offenbaren. Aber nur zu offenbaren, nicht wirklich Vater, Sohn und Geist nach
dem Personenunterschied zu sein, denn nicht an sich und für sich, sondern nur
in seinem Verhältniß zur Welt sei Gott trinitarisch) (Staudenmaier, Die christliche Dogmatik, 2:476). Here Staudenmaier
cites Schleiermacher’s student and editor Friedrich Lücke (cf. ibid., n. 1. On
the debate over the “immanent” and “economic” Trinity in
Protestant theology after Schleiermacher, see Christine Axt-Piscalar, Der Grund des Glaubens: Eine
theologiegeschichtliche Untersuchung zum Verhältnis von Glaube und Trinität in
der Theologie Isaak August Dorners (Tübingen: J. C . B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1990). 


[bookmark: N_13_]13. “Es wird nunmehr
aber nothwendig sein, die Gründe anzugeben, warum die Offenbarungstrinität für
sich nicht gedacht werden könne, ohne die Wesenstrinität” (Staudenmaier, Die christliche Dogmatik, 2:476). 


[bookmark: N_14_]14.Without an immanent
Trinity corresponding to the economic, “the God whom we know and want to
know through revelation will be, in himself, an Other from the one whom he
reveals himself to be” (ibid.). In that case, “for real and true
Godhead we have no name in the teaching of revelation itself; this Monad is the
absolutely Unknown” (ibid., 2:477). (Gott, den wir durch Offenbarung kennen und
kennen wollen, an sich selber ein Anderer sein soll, den der, als welchen er
sich offenbart … haben wir für die eigentliche und wahre Gottheit in der
Offenbarungslehre selbst keinen Namen; die Monas ist das schlechthin Unbekannte.) 


[bookmark: N_15_]15. Cf. Rahner, “Der
dreifaltige Gott,” 328 (Trinity, 22). 


[bookmark: N_16_]16. Staudenmaier’s original
formulation is yet more circuitous: “Denn Alles, was in der
Offenbarungstrinität gesetzt ist, ist so gesetzt, daß es nicht so gesetzt sein
könnte, wäre es nicht so in der Wesenstrinität gesetzt” (Die christliche Dogmatik, 2:478). 


[bookmark: N_17_]17.  “[D]ie Offenbarungstrinität nicht ist,
wenn die immanente Wesenstrinität nicht zuvor schon ist. Jene ist nur das
Hervortreten und Sich-manifestiren eines absoluten und ewigen innern
Verhältnisses der göttlichen Natur” (ibid., 2:477-8). Precisely how
Staudenmaier himself understands these claims, so often reiterated in later
Trinitarian theology, and just how his views are connected to those of others
who think in the same terms, are important questions, but I will not try to
answer them here. It cannot, at any rate, be said that Staudenmaier is among
those theologians of the economic and immanent Trinity who ignore the unity of
God. This he understands in terms of God’s “absolute life,” and sees
the divine unity as at least in some way consequent upon the Trinity of
persons: “Tri-personality makes the one essence of God a living
unity” (Durch
die Dreipersönlichkeit ist das Eine Wesen Gottes eine lebendige Einheit) (ibid., 2, §79 [sic—the text erroneously
repeats this § number], p. 470; cf. §§76-78). Thus Schmaus (cf. above, n. 1) is
not really original on this score. 


[bookmark: N_18_]18.  These two distinctions are not the same, nor
do they map directly onto one another. I will return to this point. 


[bookmark: N_19_]19. On this see my essay
“The Trinity,” in The Blackwell Companion to Modern Theology, ed. Gareth Jones (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2004), 183-203, especially 193-97. 


20. There was, of
course, vigorous disagreement among the Scholastics about whether this
incarnational conditional (in Aquinas’s formulation, “[U]trum, si non
fuisset peccatum, Deus incarnatus fuisset” [STh III, q. 1, prooem.]) ought
to be given an affirmative answer. By contrast no Scholastic theologian, so far
as I am aware, posed a question such as “Whether, if there had been no
economy of redemption, the persons of the Trinity would still be distinct from
one another”—because, presumably, the answer was too obvious to make
counterfactual reasoning worth the trouble. 


[bookmark: N_21_]21.  “[U]nter Absetzung von seiner freien
Selbstmitteilung” (Rahner, “Der dreifaltige Gott,” 383 [Trinity, 101]). 


[bookmark: N_22_]22.  For more on this last point see Bruce D.
Marshall, Trinity
and Truth
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 263-65. 


[bookmark: N_23_]23.  I develop this thought in “The
Dereliction of Christ and the Impassibility of God,” in Divine Impassibility and the
Mystery of Human Suffering, ed. James F. Keating and Thomas Joseph White, O.P.
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2009), 246-98. 


[bookmark: N_24_]24.  CCC, §259 (cf. §236): “God’s works reveal who he is
in himself; the mystery of his inmost being enlightens our understanding of all
his works. So it is, analogously, among human persons. A person discloses
himself in his actions, and the better we know a person, the better we
understand his actions.” 


[bookmark: N_25_]25. Exactly how the economy
teaches us these Trinitarian mysteries, and in particular the role of
propositional knowledge in this teaching, as opposed to that of the sheer
economic events themselves, is another matter, but not our present concern. On
this see Bruce D. Marshall, “Ex Occidente Lux? Aquinas and Eastern Orthodox Theology,”
Modern
Theology
20 (2004): 23-50, especially 38-41; and “The Trinity,” 196-97. 


[bookmark: N_26_]26. There is controversy as
to how the processions establish
the personal distinctions, e.g., whether the relations of origin arising from
the processions do the work of securing personal distinction, or whether the
two distinct modes of origination themselves (secundum intellectum and secundum voluntatem) do this work. We need not
pursue this question here, but an adequate account of the unity of the triune
God would have to address it. 


[bookmark: N_27_]27.  STh I, q. 43, a. 2, ad 3: “[M]issio non solum
importat processionem a principio, sed determinat processionis terminum
temporalem. Unde missio solum est temporalis. Vel, missio includit processionem
aeternam, et aliquid addit, scilicet temporalem effectum.” 


[bookmark: N_28_]28.  For a more detailed account of the pattern of
missions and its epistemic significance, and in particular of the relationship
between the mission of the Son and the mission of the Spirit (where there is,
as Aquinas acknowledges, a sense in which the Spirit sends the Son in time, yet
the Spirit proceeds eternally from the Son; cf. STh I, q. 43, a. 8, sc), see
Marshall, “Ex Occidente Lux?” 30-42. 


[bookmark: N_29_]29.  So, by way of summary, St. Thomas: “The
concept of mission involves two elements. One is the relation of the person
sent to the one by whom he is sent, the other is the relation of the person
sent to the endpoint to which he is sent. Now, that someone is sent displays,
in some way, a coming forth of the person sent from the one who sends him…
. Therefore mission can belong to a divine person insofar as it implies, on the
one hand, a coming forth that consists in origination from the one who sends,
and on the other hand a new way of existing in something else. Thus the Son is
said to be ‘sent’ by the Father into the world, insofar as he begins to be in
the world in a visible way by means of the flesh he assumes” ([I]n ratione missionis duo
importantur, quorum unum est habitudo missi ad eum a quo mittitur; aliud est
habitudo missi ad terminum ad quem mittitur. Per hoc autem quod aliquis
mittitur, ostenditur processio quaedam missi a mittente… . Missio igitur
divinae personae convenire potest, secundum quod importat ex una parte
processionem originis a mittente, et secundum quod importat ex alia parte novum
modum existendi in aliquo. Sicut Filius dicitur esse missus a Patre in mundum,
secundum quod incoepit esse in mundo visibiliter per carnem assumptam) (STh I, q. 43, a. 1). 


30. Cf. Scotus, Lectura I, d. 2, p. 2, q. 3 (no.
148): “[U]trum cum ratione essentiae divinae in aliquod stet ipsum posse
produci” (Vat. ed, vol. 16, p. 162.14-15). 


[bookmark: N_31_]31.  Trinitarian theology must avoid wanting to
hide the “paradoxical” character of the Trinity from itself
“durch eine gewaltsame Subtilität von Begriffen und
Begriffsunter-scheidungen, die das Geheimnis nur scheinbar weiter erhellen, in
Wahrheit aber nur Verbalismen bieten, die für naiv scharfsinnige Geister wie
Analgetika wirken zur Betäubung des Schmerzes, das Geheimnis undurchschaut
verehren zu müssen. Wenn man sich z.B. traditionell darüber streitet, ob eine
Person in Gott durch die «Relation» oder die «Prozession» konstituiert wird, so
ist ein solcher Disput ein Streit um Verbalismen, die sachlich nicht mehr
wirklich unterschieden werden können. Wenn also die folgende Darstellung für
den Leser dem Anschein nach die begriffliche Subtilität der «klassischen»
Trinitätstheologie (von Thomas an bis z.B. Ruiz de Montoya) nicht einzuholen
scheint, dann ist der kritische Leser gebeten, wenigstens als mit einer
Möglichkeit damit zu rechnen, daß eine solche größere Armut und «Ungenauigkeit»
vielleicht doch absichtlich angenommen worden ist” (“Der dreifaltige
Gott,” 346 [emphasis in original]; Trinity, 47-48). Rahner is not alone, of course, in
sometimes wanting to convince his readers by appeal to their vanity. 


The massive Commentaria ac Disputationes
in primam partem S. Thomae de Trinitate of Diego Ruiz de Montoya, S.J. (1562-1632) appeared
in 1625. Matthias Joseph Scheeben (a theologian Rahner elsewhere seems to
appreciate) rates it “the most outstanding major work” on the
Trinity, “with regard to both positive and scholastic theology [das positiv und scholastisch
vorzüglichste Hauptwerk]” (Handbuch der katholischen
Dogmatik,
book 2, §680 (Matthias Joseph Scheeben, Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 4, ed. Michael Schmaus
[Freiburg: Herder, 1948], 291).


As John Slotemaker
points out, Rahner himself does in fact opt for relation rather than procession
as person- and identity-constituting in God, though without seeming to
appreciate (perhaps unsurprisingly, given the remark just cited) the
implications of that decision, especially regarding his stated preference for
the “Greek” Trinitarian tradition over the “Latin” (John T.
Slotemaker, “John Duns Scotus and Henry Harclay on the Non-Necessity of
Opposed Relations: The Impact of Opposed Relations on the Filioque”
([unpublished manuscript]). 


[bookmark: N_32_]32. For Balthasar’s reliance
on both of these theologians in his understanding of kenosis, see, e.g., Mysterium Paschale, trans. Aidan Nichols, O.P.
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1990), 35 (Bulgakov), 79-82 (Barth). See below,
n. 34. 
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surely right to point out that the Son’s existence in our flesh, let alone the
decision to accept this temporal mission, cannot itself be regarded as kenotic.
The Son still, and forever, has our flesh, but Philippians 2 clearly insists
that he does not now exist in a state of kenosis, but of exaltation. It must,
therefore, be the acceptance of liability to suffering and death, of flesh in
its fallen state and not of flesh as such, in which the kenosis of Philippians
2 properly consists. “One cannot apply the saying of the Apostle, ‘he
emptied himself,’ to the incarnation as such. Otherwise the Son of God would
have to exist in a state of self-renunciation and self-emptying even now, in
heaven. This it has never occurred to anyone to think” (Auf die Inkarnation als
solche kann man die Worte des Apostels ‘exinanivit semetipsum’ nicht anwenden;
sonst müßte der Sohn Gottes auch noch jetzt im Himmel in einem Zustand der
Selbstentäußerung, Selbstentleerung sich befinden, was niemanden je in den Sinn
gekommen ist)
(Matthias Joseph Scheeben, Die Mysterien des Christentums, §64 [Gesammelte Schriften II, ed. Josef Höfer, 2d ed.
(Freiburg: Herder, 1958), 350 (my translation)]; cf. Matthias Joseph Scheeben, The Mysteries of
Christianity,
trans. Cyril Vollert, S.J. [St. Louis: B. Herder, 1946], 423-24). 


[bookmark: N_34_]34. Theodramatik, vol. 4, Das Endspiel (Einsiedeln: Johannes
Verlag, 1983): “«Schon die Zeugung wird vom Sohn mitbewirkt, indem er sich
zeugen läßt, sich bereithält, gezeugt zu werden» … Damit wird
innertrinitarisch schon sichtbar, woraus der gehorsam des menschwerdenden
Sohnes an den Vater sich ergeben wird” (76); cf. Theo-Drama, vol. 5, The Last Act, trans. Graham Harrison (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1998), 87 In the quoted phrase Balthasar
appropriates, as often in this volume, the words of Adrienne von Speyr. 


[bookmark: N_35_]35. Theodramatik, vol. 3, Die Handlung (Einsiedeln: Johannes
Verlag, 1980): “Man kann, mit Bulgakow, die Selbstaussprache des Vaters in
der Zeugung des Sohnes als eine erste, alles unterfassende innergöttliche
«Kenose» bezeichnen, da der Vater sich darin restlos seiner Gottheit enteignet
und sie dem Sohn übereignet” (300 [my translation]); cf. Theo-Drama, vol. 4, The Action, trans. Graham Harrison (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1994), 323. 


In The Lamb of God, first published in Russian
in 1933, Bulgakov directly anticipates much of what Balthasar has to say about
an eternal, mutual kenosis of the Father and the Son as the “ground”
of the temporal kenosis which takes place in the incarnation.
“Unfathomable for the creaturely spirit is this begetting of the Son by the Father,
of the Person by the Person. This begetting power is the ecstasy of a going out
of oneself, of a kind of self-emptying, which at the same time is
self-actualization through this begetting… . Spiritual sonhood consists
precisely in the Son’s depleting Himself in the name of the Father. Sonhood is
already eternal
kenosis. .
. . The sacrifice of the Father’s love consists in self-renunciation and in
self-emptying in the begetting of the Son. The sacrifice of the Son’s love
consists in self-depletion in the begottenness from the Father, in the
acceptance of birth as begottenness… . The sacrifice of love, in its reality, is
pre-eternal suffering” (Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, trans. Boris Jakim [Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008], 98-99; cf. 177). 


[bookmark: N_36_]36.  “Dieser göttliche Akt, der den Sohn
hervorbringt, als die zweite Möglichkeit, an der identischen Gottheit
teilzuhaben und sie zu sein, ist die Setzung eines absoluten, unendlichen
Abstands, innerhalb dessen alle möglichen andern Abstände, wie sie innerhalb
der endlichen Welt bis einschließlich zur Sünde auftreten können,
eingeschlossen und umfangen sind” (Balthasar, Theodramatik, 3:301 [my translation]; cf.
Theo-drama, 4:323). And: “Hell is
possible only in the embrace of the absolute and real separation of the Father
and the Son” (“Hölle nur umfangen von der absoluten und wirklichen
Trennung von Vater und Sohn möglich ist”) (Balthasar, Theodramatik, 3:302-3 [my translation];
cf. Theo-drama, 4:325). The “absolute
separation” of which Balthasar speaks here is not tied up with the economy
of salvation alone, but already belongs to the “gesture” (Gebärde) by which the Father
immanently utters and produces the Son. 


[bookmark: N_37_]37. We can leave aside for
now the fact that identity does not, strictly speaking, admit of degrees:
either A is identical with B, or it is not. 


[bookmark: N_38_]38.  The older distinction is, to be sure, often
eclipsed precisely by the assumption that it is the same as the newer one. 


[bookmark: N_39_]39.  Aquinas, De Potentia, q. 10, a. 4, ad 14:
“If the Holy Spirit is sent by the Son, it can be concluded infallibly
that he exists from the Son eternally” ([I]nfallibiliter concludi potest, si Spiritus
Sanctus a Filio mittitur, quod aeternaliter ab eo existat). 


40.  I hope to return to the question whether an
inner-Trinitarian or “immanent” kenosis is even conceivable, in an
article on St. Thomas and the renewal of Trinitarian theology. 


[bookmark: N_41_]41. Thus Aquinas, Super Ioannem, c. 17, lect. 3 (no. 2214),
with reference to John 10:30: “The Father and the Son are of the same
nature in number, while we are of one nature in species” (Pater enim et Filius sunt
eiusdem naturae numero, nos autem sumus unum in natura secundum speciem). Cf. Super Ioannem, c. 14, lect. 3 (no. 1887);
c. 16, lect. 4 (no. 2114) (S. Thomae Aquinatis Super Evangelium S. Ioannis Lectura, ed R. Cai, 5th ed. [Turin
and Rome: Marietti, 1952]). This is not merely a Scholastic technicality.
Thomas cites St. Bernard of Clairvaux (De consideratione 5.8) as his authority for the claim that the
triune God is maxime
unus:
“Among all those things which are said to be one, the unity of the divine
Trinity holds first place” (Inter omnia quae unum dicuntur, arcem tenet unitas
divinae Trinitatis) (STh I, q. 11, a. 4, sc). 
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SAINT THOMAS AQUINAS, at the start of his discussion of the Holy Trinity in
the Summa Theologiae, makes the following statement: “Cum de
Trinitate loquimur, cum cautela et modestia est agendum”—“When we
speak of the Trinity, we must proceed with caution and restraint.”(1) We exercise our theological intelligence when
we speak about the Trinity, but this use of reason is modest. It is quite
different from the aggressive and acquisitive form we are accustomed to in our
modern science, as well as in our politics, journalism, and philosophy, in
which we torture both nature and one another in order to ferret out the facts.
Theological intelligence is more like poetic thinking and like philosophy in
the ancient manner, where we spend our time and do our best but know that in
the end our only hope is for grace and not for payment. What we manage to see
is a gift we have received and not a fee we can demand.


Let us begin our theological
reflection by distinguishing between God as Trinity and God as Creator, that
is, God taken simply as one and as the origin of all that is. This distinction
is present in the Scriptures and in the faith of the Church, which together
comprise what Aquinas calls sacra doctrina, the sacred teaching that
we reflect on theologically. The distinction is also present in Christian
prayers. In order to highlight the contrast between Trinity and Creator, I will
consider a specific hymn, the 
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Te Deum. Perhaps reflecting on a prayer will help us
maintain the appropriate cautela et modestia in our theological
project. 









I.
The Te Deum


Consider the word Father in
this prayer. The word is used in two ways. At the start of the prayer it is
used to designate God as one and as Creator. Later it is used to designate God
as the Father within the Holy Trinity. We begin with the very first stanza of
this hymn, where the term eternal Father is used to name God as the
creative cause of the world: 










 
  
  Te

  

  
  Deum

  

  
  laudamus,

  

 

 
  
  Te

  

  
  Dominum

  

  
  confitemur.

  

 

 
  
  Te

  

  
  aeternum Patrem

  

  
  omnis terra
  veneratur

  

 












The word Patrem is used in
apposition with Deum and Dominum, God and Lord, the one who
has dominion. God is addressed as the Father of the created world, which in
this line is represented by the earth, omnis terra, which venerates
him. We praise and confess God and the Lord, and the whole of creation turns
toward and venerates him as its eternal Father. The “we” of laudamus
and confitemur, furthermore, are not just we who are singing this
hymn, but we who speak for the whole created order. We turn to the Father of us
all. 


In the next stanza we speak about the
celestial choirs of angels, which are spelled out in their orders and kinds.(2)










 
  
  Tibi

  

  
  omnes angeli,

  

 

 
  
  Tibi

  

  
  caeli et universae
  potestates,

  

 

 
  
  Tibi

  

  
  Cherubim et Seraphim 

               incessabili voce proclamant. 

  

 












The voice of the angels is not just
unceasing but incessable; it is not only a voice that does not stop,
but one that could not end. 
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Angels, with their intelligence and
their lack of shadow and limitation, are never consciously absent from God, they
never turn their minds entirely to anything else, even if they are sent on a
mission by him, and they inevitably respond to his presence by praising him.
What do the angels say? They sing what Isaiah the prophet recorded: 




Sanctus Sanctus Sanctus,

Dominus Deus Sabaoth.

Pleni sunt caeli et terra

            majestatis gloriae tuae.









All this is done in the domain of
angels. Next in the prayer, we move downward from the articulated angelic
choirs to the apostles, prophets, and martyrs, and finally to the holy Church.
We turn to a human counterpart to the angelic choirs, one made up of
intelligent but embodied substances in their corporate identities. This
community is also articulated and as the Church it finds its domicile here on
the earth:










 
  
  Te

  

  
  gloriosus

  

  
  apostolorum 

  

  
  chorus,

  

 

 
  
  Te

  

  
   

  

  
  prophetarum 

  

  
  laudabilis numerus,

  

 

 
  
  Te

  

  
   

  

  
  martyrum

  

  
  candidatus laudat
  exercitus.

  

 

 
  
  Te

  

  
   

  

  
  

  

  

  ecclesia.

  

  
  per orbem terrarum
  sancta

       confitetur 

  

 





To this point, the praise of the
angels and of the Church have been directed to God as Creator, the Father who
is at the beginning and at the heart of all that is, the Lord toward whom
everything is turned in praise. So far we in the prayer have been addressing
the Godhead—Deum, Dominum, Patrem. But at this
point the register changes. We now have a more exact personal name of the
“you”—the te and the tibi—that has been addressed
so far. We now declare:
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  PATREM

  

  
  immensae
  maiestatis;

  

  
   

  

 

 
  
   

  

  
  Venerandum tuum
  verum et unicum 

  

  
  FILIUM;

  

 

 
  
   

  

  
  Sanctum quoque
  Paraclitum

  

  
  SPIRITUM. 

  

 












The Holy Trinity comes to light in
the words of the prayer. God the Creator now becomes addressed as God in his
own internal life, not simply in his dominion. There is a powerful shift in the
use of the word Father, Pater, which is reinforced by the
prosody of the line in which the word appears. He is the Father of im-mense
majesty, but even though he is addressed in such grandeur, he is not simply the
same as the one addressed at the beginning of the hymn. He is not just the
eternal Godhead, the simple conjunction of all perfections and the origin of
“everything,” because now he is contrasted to the Son and the Spirit
Paraclete. A new context has been introduced, and within it a new difference
comes to light. He is the same, but he is not manifested simply as he
was before. 


What is the difference that is now
introduced? The Father who is now addressed is not just the origin and center
of the world, but also the origin and center of a life within the Godhead
itself. The internal life of God had not been mentioned until now. There is a
procession, a going forth within God, and it is different from the procession
and return of creation. When we refer to Filium as tuum, we
are saying that the Son is “yours” in a way different from how the
world, heaven and earth, are the Lord’s, and how all of creation is
“yours.” But in this section of the prayer, in this Trinitarian
stanza, the one being addressed is still the Father, not the Son or the Spirit,
who are said to be “of” the Father. 


This relation of persons within the
Holy Trinity is also expressed by the location of the nouns that name the
persons. The word Patrem is at the head or the origin of the sentence
in which the Trinity is declared, while the words Filium and Spiritum
are at the conclusion of their respective poetic lines. The Father is the
source and the giver, the Son and the Spirit receive. 
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In the next stanza, suddenly, the
addressee changes. The person prayed to is no longer the Father but the Son,
and the Son as Incarnate, as the Christ:










 
  
  Tu

  

  
  Rex gloriae 

  

  
  CHRISTE.

  

 

 
  
  Tu

  

  
  Patris sempiternus es 

  

  
  FILIUS.

  

 

 
  
  Tu

  

  
  ad liberandum suscepturus hominem
  

        non horruisti virginis uterum.

  

  
   

  

 

 
  
  Tu

  

  
  devicto mortis aculeo,

       aperuisti credentibus regna
  coelorum.

  

  
   

  

 

 
  
  Tu

  

  
  ad dexteram Dei sedes, in gloria Patris.

        Iudex crederis esse venturus. 

  

  
  

  

  

  

 












In this stanza, there are two
instances of the word Father, but they are now said in a context in
which we are addressing Christ. These tokens of the word are no longer in the
vocative case, no longer in the second person, as the two previous uses were.
They are grammatically in the third person, even though they signify the first
person in the Trinity. We say to Christ that he is the eternal Son of the
Father and that after his work of Incarnation and Redemption he sits at the
right hand of God, in the glory of the Father. Here we speak about the
Father as we speak to the Son. 


The hymn now concludes with a
petition to Christ that we may be enrolled among those who are saved: 


Te ergo quaesumus tuis famulis
subveni, 

                   quos pretioso
sanguine redemisti. 

                   Aeterna fac cum
sanctis tuis in gloria numerari. 


In the Te Deum, the word Pater
is used four times. In the first usage we address God as Creator and in the
following three we address or speak about God the Father within the Trinity. In
this prayer God is addressed as Father in two different ways, and we can
reflect theologically on these two ways, distinguishing and contrasting them
with one another. 
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It is appropriate to speak about God
the Creator as Father, even though we are addressing the Godhead as such and
not the first person of the Trinity, because God as such is the origin of the
world. Gilles Emery, O.P., commenting on St. Thomas’s theology of the Trinity,
says, “It is in their unity of essence and of operation that the three divine
persons together are Father of the creature,” and he quotes Aquinas saying
that God the Father addressed in the Lord’s Prayer is the Trinity (“Tota
Trinitas dicitur Pater Noster”).(3) It
would not be appropriate for us to use the word Filius or even the
word Spiritus to name God as Creator, to address the Godhead
initially. The word Father has a welcome and helpful ambiguity,
reflecting the two contexts in which it is used: in regard to God’s first work ad
extra, and in regard to his life in himself, ad intra. In the
faith of the Church, these two approaches to God are interwoven but never
confused. Both mysteries are part of our faith, but we believe that God as
Creator is more accessible to human reason than God as Trinity. As Thomas
Prufer writes, “The world implies God, but it does not manifest him as he
is in himself.”(4)


It is precisely in the distinction
between God as origin of the world and God as origin of a life within himself
that the truth of the Trinity comes to light for us. The Arian heresy blurred
this distinction; it considered the Son as the first and highest of 
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creatures. The Church rejected this
understanding and said that there is another kind of origination in God, one
which remains within the Godhead and does not descend to something less.
Creation is not the only procession possible for God; it is not the only and
not the highest kind of generosity and exuberance possible for divine
plenitude, the goodness of God the Father.(5)
The Church reaffirmed the distinction between two kinds of origin, and she did
so by contrasting the Trinity with creation. She did so not simply in her own
voice but as the echo of what was said by the authors of the Scriptures and by
Christ himself, the Word incarnate. 


 


II. God as Creator


If God is understood as Creator, the
One from whom all things come and by whom they are sustained and directed, he
is understood by us in terms of the things he has made. He is manifested in his
works and presented to us through them. He is implied by the world. He is the
beginning and ruler of things in the world, so he is before and beyond all of
them, and we think of him and approach him as such. We think of him in his
majesty, strength, and wisdom, in his omnipotence, as these attributes are
dimly reflected in the world and the things in it. As rational beings, we use
our language to speak and think about God as Creator and to pray to him as
such, but our human language has to be very much adjusted if it is to be used
in speaking about and praying to the God who created us. 


In our normal and standard use of
language, we speak, with one another and with ourselves, about particular
things and events. We talk about this or that person, this or that object, this
or that episode, or this or that opinion. When we speak this way, the world as
a whole remains as an unnamed background for our partial discourse. Our normal
use of language is contextualized by 
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the whole of things. On rare
occasions, however, when we become reflective and philosophical, we twist and
stretch our language to name the whole of things itself. We might call this
whole the world, the universe, the cosmos, or “the all, to pan,”
to use the Greek philosophical term. This whole includes all the things that
are, and among them it also includes our knowing of the world and our speaking
about it. But God as Creator is not part of this whole; he is not even the best
and most powerful part. He is before and beyond what we name when we use such
words to name the world and its parts.


The whole contains things of great
power and splendor. The psalmist marveled at the sun, moon, and stars, the snow
and rain, the mountains, valleys, seas, and rivers, the plants and animals, and
finally the race of men, with their actions and works. We now know about
galaxies and supernovae, dark stars and black holes, quarks and gluons. We also
have hints of the mysterious energy or energies that underlie all these things,
the energy that takes on such varied forms, both detectable and hidden, and
that coalesces into such fascinating kinds of matter and mass, both living and
inert. God as Creator is not any of these things, not even their fundamental
energy. He is “outside” them, but outside in a distinctive way. In
St. Augustine’s phrase, all these things are not God but they tell us about
him, and when they speak they say one thing: they simply declare, “He made
us [ipse fecit nos].”(6) If the things in
the world are so stunning, how much more so is the one who made them all, the
one from whom they come?


If we try on our own to name the God
who made the world and all things in it, we always come up short, because our
words are naturally suited to distinguishing and naming things within the
whole; our words are suited to “the naming of parts.”(7)
The various things we respond to by using language come to light in contrast
with other things in our articulated experience: we name apples and trees,
friends and foes, you and me, things and opinions. To use a phrase found in St.
Athanasius, the various 
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things we name in the world are
“mutually incompatible”(8) and are
manifested as such in the distinctions we make among them. One thing is not
another, and the names we use designate not just the thing but what the thing
is; they capture and carry the thing’s intelligibility, precisely by
distinguishing that thing from others. Our language serves us very well in such
naming (that is what we have it for), but it begins to wobble when we try to
name the whole itself, because the whole is not differentiated in our
experience the way more particular things are. It is not differentiated from
another whole. There is nothing for us to contrast it to.


And yet, the whole of things is
differentiated, in a way. It can be distinguished from its parts, and as such
it has a kind of natural, thoughtful presence for us. It comes to light as the context
or matrix for all the things within it, and if we try hard enough we can manage
to think and speak about this whole when we become philosophical. Still, this
kind of distinction is not the kind that allows us to name this sort
of thing in opposition to that sort of thing. Speaking about the whole
already puts a great strain on our language.


But the origin of everything, the
creative first principle, is even harder to name. This source is somehow prior
to the whole of things. It is prior also to the energy that is beneath, behind,
and within everything. The origin itself is glimpsed as the truly unnameable
and the truly unknowable, so different is it from things that have come to be
and can more easily be named. This origin, moreover, is utterly simple, without
any of those parts and aspects that correspond to the words that we use in our
standard discourse.(9) The origin is glimpsed as
transcendent, and if we have 
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any serious idea of the transcendent
God, the first thing we know about him is that we cannot have an idea of him;
if we did, he would not be the truly transcendent God. Some have thought that
we shouldn’t even have a pronounceable name for him, because this would suggest
that we are able to use such a word to possess his intelligibility.(10) But even if we do not go this far, every
believer would acknowledge God as that than which nothing greater can be
thought or named, and although we may use words to speak about him, we know him
as that which is beyond our knowing and naming. We know he is the origin of
“all this,” which proceeds from him, but such knowledge implies that
he is not part of “this,” and that he is not nameable as one of the
kinds of things we find and name within the whole of things. Nor is the whole
itself comparable to him. 


We know the origin as the source and
ruler of the things that are, and the world’s things, events, and forces,
whether beautiful or terrifying, give us just hints and guesses—hints followed
by guesses—concerning the source from which they come. God is known to us only
as the origin of things and their ruler, only as refracted in and through the
things that are; he is implied by the world. He is known as the great silence
behind the harmonies and noises of the world, the silence from which they come
and in which they have their being. 


 


III. The Holy Trinity


 


To think of God as the Holy Trinity
is to think of him as being an origin in a different way. God is now spoken of,
in our language and with our words, not only as the origin of the world and of
the things that are, but as being the origin of a life within himself. The
title of one of the chapters in St. Thomas Aquinas’s Summa contra Gentiles
contains the words, “That there is 
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generation … in divinity [Quod
sit generatio … in divinis].”(11) God
generates life within himself. He is an origin within himself; he is not just
the origin of the whole of things. Such bold human discourse about what is in
God is made possible for us through the Scriptures, and it involves a further
modified use of the word “origin.” This way of being an origin is
entirely different from being the source of the things that have been made. It
is different from the refraction of God’s power through the whole of things,
different from its being presented through the world in which we live and
through the various things that we name and understand. Not only the origin but
also the term of this activity, the Son or the Word, as well as the Holy
Spirit, are beyond the whole that is the world. This kind of life is even more
distantly beyond the power of our speech than is the origin of the world. And
yet, we are able to speak about this life because of what was said to us by Jesus
Christ, who brought to completion the things that had been said about God in
the Jewish Scriptures.


Our speech about the life of the Holy
Trinity involves a further modification or troping of human language. As we
have observed, the first and natural human speech is focused on things in their
distinction from one another. A second level of speech arises when we begin to
think philosophically or religiously about the whole of things and about the
best things in the whole. Such speech involves modifying the vocabulary and
dimensions of our original language. A third level of speech occurs when we
begin to speak about God, not as the best and highest entity in the whole, but
as the mysterious and creative origin of everything that is. The fourth level of
language, the one we are investigating now, is introduced when we begin to
speak about the relationships that exist within God himself, relationships that
are radically different from the world’s relation to that which brought it into
being out of nothing. Each of these levels involves a shift in the meaning of
such terms as being and one, nature, relation, person, origin,
give, and receive. The terms are not used univocally across all
these
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levels. Each level also tropes our
prepositions, the “angular” words that serve like hinges in a
sentence, words such as from and to, with and in.
The way the Son is with the Father is not like the way one man is with another.
Many theological problems are caused by our failure to distinguish the
theological meaning of words from the standard, worldly meaning.(12)



God as the origin of the Holy Trinity
is God the Father. More precisely, he is, to use the Pauline phrase often found
in the theological writings of St. Athanasius, “the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ.”(13) If Christ had not
spoken of God as his Father, and if Christ had not been raised from the dead,
we would not have had an inkling of God as the source of a community within his
own being. God is distinguished into God the Father, God the Son, and God the
Holy Spirit, and we are enabled, in faith, to name and to address these three
persons in God. God is not differentiated into three gods but remains one, and
yet there are 
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three persons living his life. God
the Father begets and speaks God the Son, the Word, and both together
“spirate” or breathe the Holy Spirit in charity.(14)
There are reciprocities within the divine nature. The divine nature is
communicated and received in this intense donation and reception, in this
benevolence and thanksgiving, but it is not given as something separate from
the giver; the Trinity involves giving oneself and not giving something one
has, and for that reason we can say, as Christ said, that the Father is in the
Son and the Son in the Father.(15)


God is one and purely simple, but he
is not alone. There is generation, speaking, giving, and reception in God, and
they are all simply God.(16) We can name this
life and even come into its 
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presence in faith; we can glimpse it,
even though we cannot understand it; and we can hope to become affiliated with
it, through Christ and through the charity of the Holy Spirit, even though it
is beyond anything we might have anticipated in our own way of taking things.(17) This life subsists apart from the things that
have been made and it would subsist even though such things had not been made.
It is comprised of a kind of energy or power different from that which
naturally enlivens the whole of things. 


Christ spoke of this life when he
said, “All things have been handed over to me by my Father. No one knows
the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and
anyone to whom the Son wishes to reveal him” (Matt 11:27; Luke 10:22). He
referred to it when he said, “The Father and I are one” (John 10:30),
when he declared, “Everything that the Father has is mine” (John
16:15), and when he said, while addressing the Father, “Everything of mine
is yours and everything of yours is mine” (John 17:10). He also referred
to this life when he spoke about the Holy Spirit, the Advocate, and said,
“He will not speak on his own, but he will speak what he hears… . He
will glorify me, because he will take from what is mine and declare it to
you” (John 16:13-14).(18) Christ also
spoke about this life in the Holy Trinity when he used the phrase from the Book
of Exodus, “I am [eg eimi],” to refer to himself (John 8:24,
28), and when he said, “Before Abraham came to be, I am” (John 8:58;
cf. John 15:15). 
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Christ revealed the Holy Trinity by
more than just the words he used. His Resurrection into glory, following his
bitter passion and death, is a nonverbal indication to us that the life in God
is different from the life we encounter here. His Resurrection from the dead is
not an outcome of the latent energy of the world. It manifests a source and
resource beyond that, and it reveals this source more fully than creation does.
The Resurrection crowns the created world, not just by exploiting its full
potential, but by going beyond it; it reveals what creation is by exceeding it.
It brings being and life, not just out of nothing, but out of the deeper
nihilism of sin and death, and thus saves us from both desperation and ironic
cynicism. 


The natural energy we live with
evolves into marvelous complexity, but it is necessarily accompanied by entropy
and decay. Natural life ends inexorably in death; it could not be lived in any
other way. The Resurrection of Christ acts counter to this; it establishes a
form of life and truth that will not suffer decline. It overcomes the ultimate
trivializing power of death.(19) It goes beyond
the ebb and flow of cosmic powers, and it exceeds even the persistence of the
literary expression of the truth of things, which can last longer than bodily
life. But the Resurrection does not just manifest a mysterious capacity for
renewal in the powers of the world, nor does it just disclose a potential that
was there in the first creation. It reveals what is “behind”
creation. The Resurrection is more than the work of a spiritual power; it is
not something that an angelic being could accomplish. Rather, it is a new
intervention analogous to creation and it manifests the life within God
himself, because it was accomplished in one of the persons of the Holy Trinity,
even though it was the work of the Trinity itself. It is not the work of a
separate form but of esse subsistens, and, more than that, it exhibits
the relationship between the Father and the Son, and the relationship between
them and the Spirit, the giver of life. It provides a glimpse of the 
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Holy Trinity, and we would enjoy more
than such a fleeting glance if we were better disposed to take it in, if our
eyes of faith were more sharply focused than they customarily are. 


This conjunction of the Trinity and
the Resurrection is brought out in the mystery of the Transfiguration, as
described in the Gospels of Matthew and Mark.(20)
In the Transfiguration, the voice of the Father identifies Jesus as his beloved
Son; it thereby differentiates him from Moses and Elijah, the Law and the
Prophets, with whom Peter wanted to equate him. The voice makes a distinction.
The cloud that overshadows the three apostles, and from which the voice is
heard, represents God’s glory and more specifically the Holy Spirit. These
Trinitarian elements are then related to the Resurrection by Jesus himself when
he, during the descent from the mountain, instructs his disciples to tell the
vision to no one “until the Son of Man has been raised from the
dead.”(21) Only then will they begin to
understand what happened. The Resurrection will reveal the significance of what
they have experienced. It will allow the apostles and the Church to speak about
God the Father the way Christ spoke about him.


IV. Theological Speech about the Trinity




The divine essence is not the source of the three persons in God. There is no
impersonal origin for the Holy Trinity. The first and unoriginated source of
Trinitarian life is God the Father, and so Christianity is a radically
monotheistic religion.(22) For Christian faith, divinity is God the Father,
not a divine essence that is prior to him. The divine nature is personated in
the beginning, and in 
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the beginning the Father speaks the
Word and begets the Son.(23) As St. Athanasius
writes, “In the Trinity one Godhead is recognized, and so in the Church
one God is preached, the Father of the Word.”(24)
What Aquinas calls esse subsistens, in all its simplicity, is not
silent and solitary, but speaks and is spoken, gives and is received. It is not
the divine nature but the Father, as a person, who speaks the Word.(25)


In a way we could never have known
without revelation, in a way that transcends the alternatives of choice,
chance, and necessity within the created world, God is necessarily a Trinity.
The divine nature cannot but be expressed and shared, in truth and in
generosity, in the Word and in the Spirit, and it is the Father who expresses
the Word and who, with the Son, presents the Spirit or the Gift.(26)
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It may seem audacious for us to say
such things, to think that we can express such necessities about God, as though
we could in our own voice comprehend them and declare how God himself must be.
How are we capable of expressing such identities and differences? Aren’t we
presuming to bring human reason into the Holy of Holies? In fact, however, we
“know” these things only in faith, because of the words Christ has
spoken, whether in his own voice or through his gospel and his apostles, which
are like a double echo of his presence. We haven’t gone into the Holy
of Holies; we have been drawn in by God’s providence and grace, and we respond
as beings with reason. Whatever we say is simply a paraphrase of what we have
been told in the New Covenant, a covenant that calls for obedience but also
brings understanding. We can glimpse necessity and meaning in these words
(words whose meanings have been transformed from their usage in our standard
speech), but part of what we understand is that we can understand this only
through grace and in faith. A distinctive kind of acceptance is required if we
are to register such things; faith is not simply like the belief we may have in
other people and what they tell us. In faith we believe because God has spoken
to us, and ultimately we have faith not just in Christ but in the Father, who
speaks to us in his Word and who inspires us to believe through his Spirit.
This understanding comes to those who accept and believe, not to those who
simply exercise their ingenuity. Human reason is truncated without this
received understanding of the Holy Trinity; without it, what we come to as the
first and the last remains indecisive; and the doctrine of the Trinity explains
why philosophy can discover itself within Christian faith without posing a
destructive threat to it. 


As we have observed, when we speak of
God as the creative source of the world, we understand that he is beyond our
understanding, which is naturally outfitted to work within the world. We dare
not think that the names we fashion could capture and carry the intelligibility
of God. Before we resign ourselves to 
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apophatic silence, however, we should
also remember that the Sacred Scriptures, and particularly the Gospels and the
other writings of the New Testament, have indeed expressed something of how God
is to be understood, even in his own life. They manifest something of God as he
is in himself. The Gospels are a consecrated speech, inspired by the Holy
Spirit.(27) They are not just our
words. They do capture and carry something that none of our own words could
possibly have done. They do so because they have documented the life, words,
and work of the person of the Son, as well as the effect he had on the people
about him and on those who came immediately after. The Word of God has become
incarnate and hence a part of the world that he created. As such a part, he can
be spoken about, even in his divinity (he can also be depicted). He has become
part of the human conversation, both as a speaker and listener and as someone
spoken about. And since this part of the world, this man Jesus Christ, is the
Word of God, the Gospels do “contain” and “transmit”—they
capture and carry—at least a glimpse of the intelligibility of God, one that
is appropriate for our present state. They tell us what we need to know, or
what God willed that we ought to know, and part of what they tell us concerns
the relationships within God himself. They tell us something of what 
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it is for God to be and how he
necessarily is: in God there is neither plurality of gods nor solitude of
person, and the ability to know this is what makes us persons ourselves.(28) Neither we nor our minds are adequate to what
God tells us through these written words (we cannot comprehend the necessities
they contain), but we can make ourselves less inadequate by the response we
make to the grace offered us by God the Father through the Scriptures and the
Church.


The Gospels and the faith of the
Church tell us about God the Father because they tell us about the Son, and the
Son is totally transparent toward the Father. The Son is consubstantial with
the Father. He is identified with the same essence or intelligibility as the
Father, and so if we see the Son we have seen the Father, we have seen the
Godhead, but we first see it as having been received 
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by the Son.(29)
This is so because the Son is simply the Word of the Father, the Father in his
divinity understood and expressed. The Son is not the expression of an abstract
divine nature because there is no such thing as an abstract divine nature; the
beginning is the divinity that is the Father. As Aquinas says, “The Son is
not born of nothing, but of the substance of the Father [Filius non est
genitus de nihilo, sed de substantia Patris].”(30)


As St. Augustine and St. Thomas
Aquinas have shown, faint images of this identification between the Father and
the Word can be found in human thinking and speech, where an entity can be
mirrored in a concept or a word without being duplicated.(31)
A tree understood and named is not another tree but one and the same
tree existing differently. Likewise, God the Father understood and expressed in
the Logos is not another God but the same God divinely spoken. Among men a son
is another man, but in God the Son is not another God. Seeing Christ in his
divine nature is seeing him not just in his own divinity, but in the divinity
received from the Father.(32) We see the Father
in him.


The Word of God recorded in the
Gospels, therefore, is not just the presence of Jesus Christ the Son of God, but
the presence 
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in him of the Father. Because of the
beauty of the incarnate Word, which is visible even to human understanding, we
might be tempted to focus our attention and admiration on him simply, as being,
for example, a sublime moral teacher; but this would be to cut short what God
has revealed to us. Our Christian faith goes through Christ to God the Father,
who is the origin of the world and the origin of life in the Holy Trinity. Our
minds and hearts do not come to rest until they reach this beginning, and all
the elements of our faith, such as the Church, the Eucharist, and the Creed,
need to be related to the Godhead, the one true God, if they are to be properly
aligned.


The being of God, moreover, is not
just a matter of speculative truth. There is one intelligence in the divine
nature and the Trinity, but there is also one will in the three divine persons.
The Trinity involves not just thinking and wording but love and action as well,
expressed in the Holy Spirit. Within the Trinity, the Son could not say,
“Thy will be done,” because the Son’s will is the same as the
Father’s. Only in the Incarnation can that prayer be said, because in the
Incarnation there are two wills, that of the Logos and that of the human nature
of Christ. In the Incarnation there is the possibility of aligning one will
with another; Christ says, “Not my will but thine be done,” and he
teaches us to pray in a similar manner. A kind of obedience becomes possible in
the Incarnation that does not exist in the Trinity, because in the Trinity the
will of the Father is not something different from the will of the Son.(33)


Our human thinking takes place in our
intellect, but it needs external, spoken words. In human thinking the
“internal word” or the “word of the heart” (the verbum
interior or the verbum cordis) needs the stimulus and support of
the “external word” (the verbum exterius).(34)
We cannot think without speaking or picturing
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in some manner or form, at least in
our imagination, but in the Holy Trinity the Father’s speaking of the Internal
Word does not stand in need of anything external. We might, however, draw a
comparison and say that the created world is something like an external word
spoken by God.(35) It serves to manifest him
and his wisdom to others beyond himself, and these others are also persons in
their own way, precisely because they are datives of such manifestation. The
Incarnation is an even more pronounced verbum exterius, which speaks
more eloquently than the cosmos about the divine nature that it reveals. The
world and the incarnate Son are like external words that make the
intelligibility of God manifest to those who have the heart, the ears, and the
eyes to receive it. The created world and the incarnate Word are freely and
gratuitously spoken; they are not needed for the internal speech and love of
the Holy Trinity, but they are necessary for us if we are to believe
and know about the divine nature, about God the Father. They have a necessity
for us, if not for God. Our own spoken words, therefore, even in their
evanescence and fragility, can serve as reminders and images to us of the Word
that was with God and that was God in the beginning.


I conclude with a quotation from
Robert Spaemann that will bring us back to the start of this essay, where I
spoke about God as Creator of the world. Spaemann is discussing the problem of
evil in a world created by God, and he says the following: “The 
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proclamation of the New Testament,
that God is love, loses its point when it is so frequently repeated that we
have forgotten of whom this is being said. The first predicate of God
is power (die Macht).”(36) The
power of God, the potentia dei, creates the world and so it surpasses
all the energies and possibilities of the universe. It does not just shape what
is there but calls things into being; it creates them from nothing. It is the
simple omnipotence of God. In another way, however, the power of God is a potentia
generativa, as Thomas Aquinas calls it. This power is not directed to the
world but remains within God himself. It is the origin of the life of the Holy
Trinity, and as such, Aquinas says, it pertains to the omnipotence of the
Father, the omnipotentia Patris, the Father who is the beginning and
the end of all things.(37) We praise this life
when we give glory to the Father, to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit, and we
express this praise from within the created world, with its flow of change and
time, as we introduce temporal distinctions in our prayer and say that it was
so in the beginning, that it is now, and that it ever shall be, Amen.(38)
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IT HAS BEEN CUSTOMARY, and indeed almost inevitable, for Bonaventure to be
read in comparison with his Dominican contemporary Thomas Aquinas. Their
historical position— contemporaries at one of the most decisive turning points
in the history of theology—invites the comparison. So too does the magisterial
regard for these two “glorious doctors” of Scholastic theology, as
Pope Sixtus V called them, and Pope Leo XIII echoed.(1)
The papal approbation of Thomism, from Leo’s Aeterni patris to Pius
XI’s Studiorem ducem, prompted Bonaventureans— as well as the
followers of other schools—to insist on the legiti-macy of these schools, but
also to highlight, where possible, their congruency with the thought of
Aquinas.(2)


Etienne Gilson took a sharply different tack, concluding his book The
Philosophy of St. Bonaventure with the judgment that “it must be
clear that [St. Bonaventure’s doctrine] can never be properly comparable in any
point with the doctrine of St. Thomas 
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Aquinas.”(3) Gilson’s admonition was not
immediately heeded by the majority of scholars writing about Bonaventure.
However, beginning in the 1960s, as Thomism began to be abandoned as the
normative tradition in Catholic philosophy and theology, different readings of
Bonaventure emerged. Wayne Hellmann well ex-presses the shift:


My earliest attempts to read the theological and mystical works of St.
Bonaventure ended in nearly complete frustration. I could not grasp …
whence he came nor where he was going. I was about to concede defeat when two
students of the Seraphic Doctor [viz., Léon Veuthey and Romano Guardini] opened
new doors for me… . They both taught me I could not read Bonaventure in a
linear and merely logical way, as I had been trained in my manual theology and
in the texts of St. Thomas to which I had been earlier exposed.(4)


The dominance of this shift is such that, in the past forty years, in
English-language scholarship at least, the reading of Bonaventure’s thought in
markedly non-Thomistic ways has become the norm. 


During this same time, certain systematic theses have been attributed to
Bonaventure almost as a matter of course that would have seemed odd to earlier
generations of scholars. For example, it is commonly said that Bonaventure
holds that the primary reason for the incarnation was the perfection of
creation, rather than redemption from sin—even though the only time he
specifically addresses the question, he gives precisely the opposite answer.(5) Another example, and the one pertinent to this
essay, is the claim that Bonaventure has nothing that could be called a
treatise de Deo uno. Jay Hammond puts it this way:
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Nowhere does Bonaventure develop an independent treatment of the divine
nature separated from a consideration of the divine persons. Rather, he
consistently approaches God’s existence by considering how the unity of the
divine nature and the plurality of the divine persons are ultimately reconciled
and explained by the firstness of the Father who is the fecund source of both.
In approaching the mystery of the Trinity in this manner, he significantly
adjusts the Augustinian model which begins with the unity of the divine nature
(de deo uno) by following the Eastern approach of beginning with the
divine persons (de deo trino).(6)


Zachary Hayes makes the same claim, even more starkly: “The systematic
treatment of the doctrine of the trinity constitutes the whole of Bonaventure’s
doctrine about God.”(7) And Ilia Delio
draws out a rhetorical comparison with Aquinas: “Whereas Thomas Aquinas
devoted over 100 pages of his Summa theologica to the discussion of
the one God, Bonaventure never developed an independent treatment of being nor
a treatise on the one God.”(8)


The factual claims made by Hammond ought to be distin-guished from the
interpretative claims. It is quite true, as a matter of fact, that Bonaventure
has no independent treatise on the 
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divine nature. When he deals with the subject, he does so in close proximity
to his treatment of the divine persons. For example, the treatment of the
divine being in chapter 5 of the Itinerarium is paired with the
treatment of the Trinity in chapter 6; and in the disputed questions On the
Mystery of the Trinity the first article of each question deals with the
divine being, while the second deals with the Trinity. What this implies about
the independence or lack thereof of these treatments is another question.(9)


The second sentence in the quotation from Hammond is the most important.(10) Hammond’s claim is that when Bonaventure speaks
about God’s existence he does so not by a kind of independent, “merely
logical” deduction, but by relating the unity of the divine nature and the
plurality of the divine persons, drawing both back to the primacy of the
Father. This cannot be done directly; a philosopher who deduces the unity of
the divine nature, and the properties thereof, is not deducing the Father.
Rather, the claim is that what one can know of the divine nature has to be seen
in its relation to the Trinity, or it is not understood properly. As Hammond
and Hayes present it, not only does Bonaventure decline to write a treatise on
the divine nature, but one would misconstrue his thought on God if one were to
try to lift a treatment of the classic topics of de Deo uno
from his work.
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I contend that claims such as these constitute, or contribute to,
misconstruals of Bonaventure’s thought. In fact, Bonaventure’s theological
project is not unlike that of Aquinas, in the sense that both theologians would
have their readers consider certain topics having to do with the one
God—namely, his existence, his knowability, and his properties—the
intelligibility of which is not immediately dependent upon our knowledge of the
Trinity.(11)


A full-fledged argument for my position would require a demonstration that
the relationship between Bonaventure’s treatments de Deo uno and de
Deo trino is like the relationship between Aquinas’s treatments of the
same. My aim in this paper is more modest: it is to show that when Bonaventure
proposes arguments for the existence of God—the first part of a classical
treatment de Deo uno—he presents them as independent of the knowledge
of the Trinity, both in what is required for their demonstration and in the terminus
of the arguments.(12)


A correlation of the relevant texts reveals that Bonaventure consistently
conceives of three types of arguments for the existence of God. I shall look at
each type in turn. My concern is not so much with the validity of the arguments(13) as with the kind of knowledge of God that is
available through each of them. For each type of argument I shall briefly
describe it and the knowledge of God that results from it. I shall then show
that this knowledge is not dependent on the knowledge of the Trinity,
contrasting my view, where appropriate, with those of authors who are more in
line with the position expressed above by Hammond and Hayes. 
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In so doing, I hope to begin to illuminate the way in which one can speak of
a Bonaventurean doctrine de Deo uno.(14)


 


I.
The Texts


There are three principal texts in Bonaventure that deal with the arguments
for the existence of God: book 1 of his commen-
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tary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard; the first of his disputed
questions on the mystery of the Trinity (De mysterio Trinitatis); and The
Journey of the Mind to God (Itinerarium mentis in Deum),
especially chapters 1, 3, and 5.(15) I shall
give here an outline of these various texts, before dealing with their content
in detail.


 


A) The Commentary on the Sentences


The testimony from the Sentences commentary is found largely in
part 1 of distinction 3 of book 1, on the knowability of God. The four
questions asked are whether God can be known by a creature (I Sent.,
d. 3, p. 1, a. un., q. 1), whether God is knowable through creatures (ibid., q.
2), whether the knowledge of God through creatures is available to man in every
state (ibid., q. 3), and what of God is knowable through
creatures—specifically, whether the Trinity of persons with the unity of
essence is knowable through creatures (ibid., q. 4). In addition to this, a
later distinction—on the essential properties and attributes of the Trinity
and the unity (I Sent., d. 8)—contains a question on whether the
divine being is so true that it cannot be thought not to be (I Sent.,
d. 8, p. 1, a. 1, q. 2).


A quick summary of the content of this testimony is as follows. The mind of
the rational creature is formed in such a way that it is able to know God.
Specifically, it knows God through the 
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relationship it naturally has with him. This is essentially an argument from
illumination (I Sent., d. 3, p. 1, a. un., q. 1).(16)
Moreover, the rational mind is able to know God on the basis of its sense
knowledge, which points to God as the “craftsman and cause” of the
sensible creature, understood as a shadow (which points in a confused way to
the reality of its cause) or a vestige of God (which points to its efficient,
formal, and final cause in God) (ibid., q. 2). Man in every state (innocence,
fallen, viator, comprehensor) is able to know God, but there
is a difference between knowing God in creatures—recognizing his
presence and influence in them—which is proper to the blessed but may be had
partially by the viatores, and knowing God through creatures—coming
to the knowledge of him through the medium of creatures—which is proper to the
viatores and most proper to man in the state of innocence (and still
possible, though darkly, for man in his fallen state) (ibid., q. 3). The
Trinity, however, is not knowable through creatures; at most, the trinity of
appropriations—unity, truth, and goodness—is so knowable (ibid., q. 4).
Finally, Bonaventure presents what amounts to an ontological argument, on the
basis of the transcendental truth, that the divine being cannot not be (I Sent.,
d. 8, p. 1, a. 1, q. 2).


 


B) Disputed Question 1 on the Mystery of the Trinity




The disputed question has two articles. The first asks whether the existence of
God is an indubitable truth. The arguments here are strictly philosophical, and
of three kinds: illumination (which show that the knowledge of God is naturally
implanted in us), aitiological (that is, proclaimed by every creature), and
ontological (showing that God cannot be thought not to be). The second article
asks whether the doctrine of the Trinity is a congruous and necessary belief.
The arguments here require faith; they uncover what it is that the eyes of
faith can see by looking at the world, at Scripture, or at God himself. The
testimony of the whole question may be outlined as follows:
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De myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 1: Whether the existence of God is an indubitable truth of
reason


• Illumination argument: “Every truth that is impressed in all
minds is an indubitable truth.”

• Aitiological argument: “Every truth proclaimed by all creatures is an
indubitable truth.”

• Ontological argument: “Every truth which, in itself, is most certain and
most evident is an indubitable truth.”




De myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 2: Whether the
doctrine of the Trinity is credible (i.e., congruous for belief and worthy to
be believed)


• The book of creatures: creatures are either
vestiges or images of God


§        
 Vestiges point to the Trinitarian
appropriations


§        
The
rational soul, as image, points to the Trinitarian relations


• The book of Scripture: the testimony of faith


§        
In
the Old Testament, the Trinity is presented figuratively


§        
In
the New Testament, the Trinity is presented clearly


• The book of life: the light that shines on our minds


§        
In
the innate light of nature, thinking of God most highly, we see that he is able
to produce an eternal beloved and cobeloved


§        
In
the infused light of grace, thinking of God most reverently, we see that he
does will to produce this eternal beloved and cobeloved









C) Itinerarium mentis in Deum


The division in the Itinerarium is a little different from that in the
disputed questions. The guiding principle is the distinction not between reason
and faith but between knowing God through and knowing him in
what is below the soul, the soul itself, and what is above the soul (echoing
the distinction made in I Sent., d. 3, p. 1, a. un., q. 3). For our
purposes, we need only be concerned with the first type of knowledge, knowing
God through these things. As in the disputed question, there are three
different kinds of argument, depending on whether one is looking at the world,
the soul, or God himself. Strictly speaking, Bonaventure here is not trying to
prove the existence of God as much as he is showing how the knowledge of God
comes in these various ways. Yet there is no doubt about this knowledge. In
each stage of knowing God 
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through Bonaventure makes it clear that one who does not see this
is blind.(17)
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D) Correspondences


Bonaventure combines, in one level of the Itinerarium,
considerations that the disputed question divides between reason and faith. So,
in the first chapter of the Itinerarium we look at the sensible world.
Reason deduces from it the existence of a first principle, and faith regards
the things in the world as vestiges that point to the power, wisdom, and
goodness of the first principle—that is, the Trinitarian appropriations.
Likewise, in chapter 3 of the Itinerarium we look at the natural
illumination of the soul. Reason discovers that there must be a God who is the 
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object of the soul’s powers, while faith regards the relation of the powers
of the soul as an image of the Trinitarian relations. Chapter 5 of the Itinerarium
corresponds very simply to the ontological arguments in the disputed question.
The following is a summary of the correspondences, including the
correspondences of both texts with the Sentences commentary.


 


Itin.
1: Through the vestiges of God in the visible world (i.e. sensible creatures)
one sees

           • the existence of the first
principle 

                          (= De myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 1
[aitiological argument]) 

                          (= I Sent., d. 3, p. 1, a. un, q. 2)

           • the Trinitarian
appropriations 

                          (= De
myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 2 [the book of creatures]) 

                          (= I Sent.,
d. 3, p. 1, a. un, q. 4).

Itin. 3: Through the image of God (i.e., the rational soul) one sees 

           • God as the object of its
powers 

                          (= De
myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 1 [illumination argument]) 

                          (= I Sent.,
d. 3, p. 1, a. un, q. 1) 

           • the Trinity by the
relationship of its powers 

                          (= De
myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 2 [the book of creatures])(18)

Itin. 5: Ontological argument for the existence of the highest Being 

                          (= De
myst. Trin., q. 1, a. 1)

                          (= I Sent.,
d. 8, p. 1, a. 1, q. 2)




The correspondences between texts I have identified here shows that when
Bonaventure talks about arguments regarding the existence of God, he
consistently raises the same topics, despite differences in the structure and
purpose of the texts in which these arguments appear. 


It is now appropriate to look more specifically at each type of argument, to
discover the sort of knowledge that is gained, or aimed at, in each.
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II.
Arguments for the Existence of God




In the disputed question Bonaventure begins with illumination arguments, then
moves to the aitiological and finally the ontological. Moreover, in the conclusio
of article 1 he suggests that following such a pattern is to move from the
certain to the more certain to the most certain. The same order of arguments is
evidenced in the Sentences commentary, though there is no indication
that Bonaventure places any weight upon that order.(19)
In the Itinerarium, by contrast, he begins with the aitiological, then
moves to illumination and then the ontological. Overall, there is no doubt that
the ontological argument is paramount, in the sense of being the culmination of
one’s thinking about God. It is not clear that there is any great difference
between beginning with aitiological and beginning with illumination arguments.(20) I would simply suggest the following. When
Bonaventure wishes to demonstrate the existence of God, he begins by
establishing the capacity of the human intellect to know God, which leads
immediately into an illumination argument. He then goes on to make a stronger
demonstration of the existence of God by looking at something that is outside
the human mind, and therefore is more recognizable as an effect—and this is
the basis of an aitiological argument. The mind trained in this way is more
capable of grasping the surest argument of all, which is the ontological
argument, showing that God cannot be thought not to be. By contrast, when
Bonaventure is presenting the order of reality that leads us to God, he begins
with the sensible world, moves to the soul itself, and from thence to God: thus
is explained the order of the Itinerarium.


I shall begin with his aitiological argument, for no other reason than that
it is the point of most obvious comparison with the 
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thought of those like Aquinas who are supposed to have a very different
sense of the doctrine de Deo uno.(21)


 


A) The Aitiological, or Cosmological, Argument




“Every truth proclaimed by all creatures is an indubitable truth.”(22) The Christian tradition commonly acknowledges
that one can know of God through sensible creatures. For those thinkers who
hold that all human knowledge begins in the senses, this is in fact the only
way to demonstrate God’s existence—and indeed, it is the one type of argument
for God’s existence that has received approval as dogma.(23)
It has become common to speak of this type of argument as
“cosmological,” because it arises from the apprehension of the world,
but R. E. Houser suggests that the term “aitiological” is better,
since the nature of the proof is to move from effect to cause.(24)


Bonaventure lays out the possibilities for such an argument in the Sentences
commentary. If one looks at those “special” qualities of creatures
that are intrinsically limited and thereby imperfect, one can rise to a correct
knowledge of God by “removal”—that is, by denying that God possesses
such qualities. For example, looking at a body one comes to realize that God
himself is not a body. If one looks instead at the general, transcendental
qualities of creatures, one can rise to a proper knowledge of God by
“superexcellence”—that is, by acknowledging that God possesses such
qualities in the highest degree. For example, recognizing that beauty is a
general quality of creatures one comes to affirm that God is the most beautiful.(25) Furthermore, through the sensible effect one
comes to the knowledge of God as its cause—either in an indistinct way, such
that we simply know that it has a first 
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cause; or in a more determined way, such that we know God as its efficient,
formal, and final cause.(26)


Bonaventure elaborates on the way one is thus able to know God in De
mysterio Trinitatis(27) and the Itinerarium.
All in all, he makes two kinds of arguments from sensible creatures. For
example, he says in the disputed question:


If there is being by participation, there is also being by essence,
since one cannot speak of participation except with respect to some essential
property which is had from another, since everything that exists accidentally
is to be reduced to that which exists of itself. But every being other than the
first being—which is God—has being by participation; the first being alone
has being by essence. Therefore, etc.(28)


Such proofs hearken back to the way of superexcellence
identified in the Sentences commentary. They recognize a
transcendental but necessarily deficient quality of creatures and infer the
existence of the perfect form of that quality in perfect being. From posterior
being we infer prior being, from contingent being we infer necessary being,
etc.(29)


The other kind of argument is as follows, taking an example from the Itinerarium:


The observer considers things in themselves and sees in them weight,
number, and measure … mode, species, and order, as well as substance,
power, and activity. From all these considerations the observer can rise, as
from a vestige, to the knowledge of the immense power, wisdom, and goodness of
the Creator.(30)


As is the case in the Sentences commentary, to see a creature as a
creature is to know that it has a cause. The Sentences commentary in
one place speaks of that cause as efficient, formal, and final, and in another
place speaks about the philosophical recognition 
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of the Trinitarian appropriations.(31) In
the Itinerarium Bona-venture brings these considerations together and
says that to recognize creatures as vestiges of God is to see that they point
to the divine power, wisdom, and goodness—the three Trinitarian
appropriations—as their cause.


Perfect being and the Trinitarian appropriations: these are the things to
which one comes through the knowledge of sensible creatures.


If one reads Bonaventure’s theology as sharply distinct from the kind of
theology one finds in Aquinas, then, since the argument from sensible creatures
is the sole Thomistic argument for the existence of God, one might be inclined
to give little weight to Bonaventure’s proofs from sensible creatures as
proofs. Support for such a reading was articulated by Etienne Gilson:


The proofs from the sense world in the systems of St. Bonaventure and
St. Thomas are not really comparable. If the idea of God is innate, the world
of sense cannot enable us to construct it, but only to discover it within
ourselves: and the idea itself must of necessity be our real, if unrecognized,
starting-point. Looked at more closely, the starting-point turns out to be the
goal. If we have in us the idea of God, we are sure that He exists, for we
cannot not-think Him as existent.(32)


Gilson’s claim was that the aitiological argument in fact
depends on the illumination or the ontological argument. More broadly, we can
say that there is a way of reading the aitiological argument that finds in it
no demonstration of a new knowledge of God that somehow regulates our knowledge
of him, but only an exemplification of a more general truth of the relationship
between God and creatures. Thus Hayes, following Gilson, says that the
aitiological argument “may be seen as an indication of how, in
Bonaventure’s view, the reality of God is somehow involved in all human
cognitive activity.”(33)


Different ways of reading the aitiological argument are possible. Houser,
for example, speaks of Bonaventure’s proofs as 
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containing both a participation premise and an empirical premise. Insofar as
there is an empirical premise, there is something gained in the apprehension of
actual creatures that allows us to construct an argument for the existence of
God—something that we would not know if we did not actually know creatures.(34) On this point, Houser differs from Gilson.
Nevertheless, it is fair to conclude from both points of view that the perfect
being disclosed in this argument is known in virtue of his relationship to
creatures.


Insofar as the aitiological argument attains a knowledge of God as perfect
being in relation to creatures, one must then ask whether Bonaventure construes
this in a Trinitarian fashion or not. He certainly conceives of God’s causality
with respect to creatures as triadic, consisting of efficient causality,
exemplar causality, and final causality.(35)
The unity of a creature traces back to God’s efficient causality, the truth of
a creature to God’s exemplar causality, and the goodness of a creature to God’s
final causality.(36) Yet although these three
types of causality are appropriated to the different persons of the Trinity,(37) they are the common act of the divine nature,
and intelligible in that aspect. As Bonaventure says, “Although the
metaphysician is able to rise from the consideration of created and particular
substance to that of the universal and uncreated and to the very notion of
being, so that he reaches the ideas of beginning, center and final end, yet he
does not attain the notions of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.”(38)


It is possible, and reasonable, in Bonaventure to distinguish the kind of
relationship between God and creatures attributed to these different kinds of
causality. By efficient causality, God 
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causes to be something that is other than himself. By exemplar causality,
God causes to be something that bears his image. Both must be kept in mind as
one looks at Bonaventure’s aitiological argument: the arguments both
demonstrate the existence (and properties) of the God who is other than man,
and unfold the way in which the creature participates in the Creator. To be
sure, Bonaventure does regard exemplar causality as “central,”(39) but there is no reason to emphasize this to
the point of obscuring efficient, or final causality. Some scholars, noting
that for Bonaventure the principle of divine exemplarity is the Word, have
claimed that the terminus of the knowledge of sensible creatures is
the Word as exemplar.(40) In light of the above
testimony, it appears rather that this terminus is the triadic
causality proper to the one God.(41)


The knowledge of the Trinitarian appropriations raises a dif-ferent kind of
question about the natural knowledge of God and the knowledge of the Trinity.(42) For Bonaventure, the principal ratio
of the appropriations is that they are those properties that, although common
to the three persons, bear between them a relationship that is analogous to the
relationship between the divine persons. Thus the only properties worthy of the
name of 
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appropriations are those that reflect order and origin—most notably, power,
wisdom, and goodness, which reflect among them something like the order and
origin of the Trinitarian persons.(43) However,
this still must be sharply distinguished from knowledge of the Trinitarian
relations. The pagan philosopher is quite capable of rising from the knowledge
of sensible creatures to the consideration of a God who possesses supreme
power, wisdom, and goodness; he does not thereby know the Trinity. It is the
theologian who, knowing the Trinitarian relations, sees the appropriations as
reflective of the Trinity. The lesson of the Breviloquium is
instructive. The first part of the Breviloquium deals with three
topics: the plurality of the divine persons, the plurality of the divine
manifestations, and the plurality of the divine appropriations. The topic of
appropriations is therefore raised in the context of an explicit consideration
of the Trinity—in other words, the doctrine of the appropriations comes out of
Trinitarian theology. However, when it comes to the treatment of the specific
appropriations of power, wisdom, and goodness,(44)
Bonaventure explains them without any reference at all to the relations of the
divine persons. The properties that the Christian calls divine appropriations
are properties that are philosophically knowable and capable of being discussed
as such, even though the recognition of them as appropriations and the ultimate
use of the doctrine presupposes a knowledge in faith of the Trinity of persons.


Hammond comments that “within the very metaphysical structure of the
vestige one finds traces of the Trinity. The analogical triad of power, wisdom,
and benevolence already alludes to the horizontal order [i.e., the order of the
Trinitarian relations].”(45) The question
is, in what sense are the appropriations “traces” of the Trinity? My
contention is that the point of the 
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doctrine of the appropriations is not to give a metaphysical correlate to
what is known in faith of the Trinity. Rather, when Bonaventure speaks of the
Trinitarian appropriations as a terminus of the knowledge of sensible
creatures, he means that there is something about these properties that can and
should be known in a philosophical way, which can then be integrated into a
theological consideration.


 


B) The Illumination Argument


Less familiar to us, perhaps, are illumination arguments for the existence
of God, though these are not unknown in the Christian tradition. As creatures
exist only by participation in the divine being, so rational creatures know
only by participation in the divine knowledge. It is natural enough, then, to
ask whether that participation is such as can allow for a direct knowledge of
God through that which is innate to the mind—though the Catholic philosopher
and theologian will bear in mind the various condemnations of ontologism by the
magisterium.(46)


When Bonaventure looks at the acts of the soul he sees that
intrinsic to them is an orientation to God.(47)
For example, he says in the disputed question,


Boethius writes: “The desire for the true and the good is
implanted in the minds of men.” But an inclination toward the true and the
good presupposes knowledge thereof. Therefore, there is impressed in the minds
of men a knowledge of the true and the good and a desire for that which is most
desirable. But that good is God. Therefore, etc.(48)


This is of a piece with his general epistemology.(49) For our soul to know or desire truly, God
must be present to it as a kind of object 
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that moves our knowledge or desire:(50) we
judge the truth or goodness of a thing in light of the natural orientation of
our soul to God. No knowledge of the Trinity is implied here; Bonaventure is
simply claiming that there is a kind of presence of God that is in between his
simple creative presence and the infused presence of grace. And it is this that
guarantees our knowledge of the true and the good.


In the Itinerarium he uses the same argument, but in terms of the powers
of the soul. He says, “the memory leads us to eternity, the intelligence
to Truth, and the elective faculty [i.e., the will] to the highest Good.”(51) The powers of the soul thus individually
point us to the Trinitarian appropriations.


If it was tempting, in the realm of the aitiological argument, to elide the
natural knowledge of triadic structures with the knowledge in faith of the
Trinity, it is all the more tempting here. One might easily regard the
individual powers of the soul as intelligible by reference to the individual
divine persons.(52) Yet such a temptation ought
to be resisted. We certainly do see Bonaventure identifying a correspondence
between the powers of the soul and the Trinitarian
appropriations—specifically, the divine eternity, truth, and goodness.
However, this should be read as an elaboration of what it means for God to be
the object of these powers. Memory is an image of the divine eternity; what
does this mean? For Bonaventure, it means that because of its orientation to
eternity the memory receives the impression of simple forms, as well as the
changeless principles and axioms of the sciences.(53)
The intellect is joined to eternal Truth; what then? It has some knowledge of
perfect Being, it is strengthened by the divine light, and it is informed by
the divine exemplarity.(54) The 
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will participates in the divine goodness—and by that fact judges things to
be more or less good and desires the highest Good.(55)
Indeed, much can be known about God from the soul’s orientation toward him. But
all of it pertains to the unity and properties of the divine essence, not to
the Trinitarian relations.(56)


Finally, again in the Itinerarium, Bonaventure says, “if one
considers the order, the origin, and the relationship of these faculties [i.e.,
the powers of the soul] to one another, he is led up to the most blessed
Trinity Itself.”(57) In other words, when
we look at the soul with the eyes of faith we see that the relations of the
powers of memory, intellect, and will form a natural image of the Trinitarian
relations. Here Bonaventure’s concern is certainly with the Trinitarian
background of natural knowledge, not the unity of the divine essence. We have
here a natural image of the Trinity, which is not recognized except by one who
knows the reality of the Trinity in faith. It is important, however, to
distinguish this from that knowledge of God which is gained by considering the
individual powers of the soul.(58) From his Sentences
commentary on, Bonaventure consistently uses two distinct senses of “imago
Dei.” In one sense, the rational soul as the image of God reveals God
as not only its cause but its object.(59) In a
different sense, the soul is the image of God insofar as it is like him in
configuration—that is, the order and arrangement of the powers 












page 78


of the soul reflects the order of the divine persons.(60)
These two senses are both on display in chapter 3 of the Itinerarium.
The powers of the soul have God as their object; and their relationship to each
other is an image of the divine relations. One is not obliged to reduce one to
the other, or to say that what we know of God because the soul is oriented
toward him is the same as what we know of God by the Trinitarian configuration
of the powers of the soul.


 


C) The Ontological Argument


Finally, we come to the ontological argument, which Bona-venture regards as
the most certain of all.


The fault of ontological arguments for the existence of God is that they
move impermissibly from thought to reality. Just because one has a certain idea
of God, it does not follow that he exists. Bonaventure’s version of the
ontological argument, both in the disputed question and in the Itinerarium,
attempts to avoid this pitfall by specifying the condition under which one has
the relevant idea of God. This condition is the proper understanding of the
transcendentals.(61) For example:


No one can be ignorant of the truth that “the best is the
best,” and no one can think that this is false. But that which is best is
the most complete being, and every being that is complete to the highest degree
by that very fact exists in actuality. Therefore, if the best is the best, the
best exists. It can be argued in a similar way: If God is God, then God exists.
But the antecedent is so true that it cannot be thought not to be. Therefore it
is indubitably true that God exists.(62)
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Again, from the Itinerarium,


He therefore who wishes to contemplate the invisible things of God in
relation to the unity of his essence should fix the attention of his soul on
Being Itself and see that Being Itself is so absolutely certain that it cannot
be thought not to be, because the most pure Being Itself does not come to our
mind except in full flight from non-being, as also the absolute nothing does
not, except in full flight from being.(63)




The highest truth is being itself, and cannot not exist. The highest goodness
is the most complete being, and likewise cannot not exist. Finally, the notion
of being itself entails the notion of most pure being, which is completely
opposed to nonbeing, and therefore cannot not exist. From each of these
arguments, Bonaventure goes on to say that the highest truth, the highest
goodness, and the most pure being is God. When Bonaventure says, “If God
is God, then God exists,” this is not, as Houser points out, an empty
tautology. It means “if the entity to which the term God refers truly
possesses the divine essence,” it cannot not exist.(64)
The argument turns on the right knowledge of the most pure form of the
transcendentals.


Interestingly, Bonaventure uses a similar argument to demonstrate that God
is a Trinity. 


Good is said to be self-diffusive, and therefore the highest good is
most self-diffusive… . [But] the diffusion that occurred in time in the
creation of the world is no more than a point in comparison with the immense
sweep of the eternal goodness. From this one is led to think of another and a
greater diffusion—that in which the diffusing good communicates to another His
whole substance and nature.(65)




If God is good, then God is a Trinity. This is not a philosophical
demonstration of the Trinity, for the only way one will have the relevant sense
of God’s goodness is by faith. But the guiding 
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principle is the same as in the philosophical ontological argument: if one
has the right knowledge of the term “God,” the reality of
God—whether his existence, seen by reason, or the Trinity, seen by faith—will
be understood as self-evident.(66)


Because of this similarity in argument, one might, again, be tempted to
elide the distinction between knowing the divine being and knowing the Trinity.(67) In this view, to know God philosophically
requires a kind of proximity to him, the fulfillment of which is to know him in
the fullness of his Trinitarian reality. An analytical knowledge of the divine
attributes is not what is called for, but rather a knowledge in wonder that
leads into the deeper knowledge of the Trinitarian relations.


For myself, I think it is important not to make this elision.
Textually, there is no hint of a Trinitarian formulation. The terminus of the
philosophical itinerary is the divine being, which must be known in a certain
way and in its own right. It is true that a similar argument is used to say
that God is Trinity, but it must be noted that in the passages quoted above
there are two distinct arguments from the divine goodness. When we have the
right conception of the divine goodness as the completeness of the divine
being, we know that the good God exists. When our conception of the divine
goodness contains the notion of the perfect self-diffusion of goodness, we know
that God is the Trinity. But having the latter conception of goodness requires
an attunement to God that is only possible through grace.(68)


Furthermore, in chapter 5 of the Itinerarium, Bonaventure moves
from the existence of God to an enumeration of the divine 
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properties—primacy, eternity, simplicity, actuality, perfection, and unity.
Not only is this the classical progression of a doctrine de Deo uno;
it tells us that Bonaventure requires us to attend to the reality of God in
such a way that the knowledge of the divine being can genuinely—though not
completely—flourish without requiring knowledge of the Trinity.(69)


III.
Bonaventureans and Aquinas




The argument of this article has been a caution against a certain kind
of reading of Bonaventure, a reading that, as I suggested at the beginning, is
heavily invested in distinguishing him from Aquinas.(70)
This reading has a good number of adherents, including some of the most
influential contemporary Bonaventure scholars in the English-speaking world.
However, there is not, among this group of scholars, much written by way of
extensive textual commentary on the arguments for the existence of God. I am
not, therefore, arguing against a given, fixed interpretation of a defined set
of Bonaventure’s texts. Clearly, I would oppose anything so stark as Hayes’s
claim, 
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quoted above: “The systematic treatment of the doctrine of the trinity
constitutes the whole of Bonaventure’s doctrine about God.” Other claims,
however, are more ambiguous. For example, Hellmann writes,


The human stands in the midst of the world and searches the point from
which all things begin, and thereby the point where all things are to end. This
point is the divina essentia, the natura divina, or the divinum
esse. This is the primum. The full understanding of this primum
leads to the vision of the divine order of persons. The order of persons is the
horizontal order. The vertical converges into the horizontal, and these two
instances of order correspond to our two-fold understanding of God.(71)


Hellmann acknowledges that one can talk about the divina essentia,
and that this is distinct from, though related to, what one says about the
divine persons. The question is, what does he mean by saying that “the
full understanding [of the divine essence] … leads to the vision of the
divine order of persons”? In light of Bonaventure’s arguments from the existence
of God, this could mean that what we know of the one God by nature prepares us
to know him as Trinity; but it cannot mean that the knowledge of the one God is
simply opaque until he is known as Trinity.


On one level, therefore, I am arguing against statements from a variety of
scholars that either misconstrue or tend to misconstrue the “absence”
of a Bonaventurean de Deo uno. It is also worth pointing out a family
resemblance among these statements, which goes more to the question of how the
reading of Bonaventure should or should not be distinguished from one’s reading
of Aquinas. Much has been written about Bonaventure’s understanding of the
relationship between theology and philosophy. The common opinion is that they
are distinct ways of knowing, but that there is an incompleteness to philosophy
without the contribution of theology.(72)
Within this common 
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agreement, however, there are at least two different ways of regarding what
would classically be called “philosophical theology.”


One approach—the one I favor—is to regard the objects of natural reason as
knowable in their own right (not perfectly, but really) and to include them in
theology as part of what we know that helps us to understand the things of
faith.(73) This I would call a
“scientific” reading, for it understands both Bonaventure’s
philosophy and his theology along the lines of Aristotelian scientia.
Each science has its proper principles and light, and thus can come to proper
conclusions. Furthermore, that which is known philosophically can be
propaedeutic to theology, or enter it as a body of certain knowledge that
theology incorporates into its own reasoning.


Another approach is to emphasize that there is no telos of natural
reason as such, and so to regard the fruits of natural reason as of interest
chiefly as they evoke the mysteries that are the matter of faith and theology.
I call this a “symbolic” or an “evocative” reading, for it
urges us not to stop at the intelligibility of naturally knowable things but to
regard them as symbols that are evocative of the divine truth.(74)


Applied to the question of the one God in Bonaventure, the difference
between the two approaches is that the scientific reading seeks to delineate
that which can be known of the one God—his existence, knowability, and
properties—while the symbolic reading seeks to move from this knowledge to the
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knowledge of the Trinity—not deductively, but evocatively, and in an
ordered and systematic way. In the latter view, whatever we conclude about God
as first cause or about the existence of God and his properties is not to be
construed as a “separate” doctrine de Deo uno. In fact, the
intelligibility of creation itself is not sought as any kind of telos
for the human mind, but only as the natural pole that corresponds to the
revealed knowledge of Trinitarian exemplarity. On this reading, Bonaventure’s
argu-ments about God are not meant to demonstrate anything about the one God,
but to evoke the Trinity in an ordered way.(75)


It is commonly, and truly, noted that Bonaventure’s theology in general is
thoroughly Trinitarian and thoroughly Christological. Every reader of
Bonaventure must note his repeated invocations of the Trinity. There is no
doubt that the Trinity is more central to his thought than is the unity of the
divine essence. The fact is evident in the Itinerarium, as the
consideration of the divine being in chapter 5 gives way to the superior
consideration of the Trinity in chapter 6. But the best hope for seeing the
implications of Bonaventure’s Trinitarianism is in a scientific sense of his
theology. And the same sense informs his treatment of the existence and nature
of the one God.(76)
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IN OCTOBER 2007, a group of Muslim intellectuals, scholars, and clerics
issued a statement that has come to be known as A Common Word between Us
and You. The title comes from a phrase from the Qur’ān exhorting
Christians and Muslims to find agreement in their worship of the one God.
According to the official website of the group who formulated and endorsed the
statement, it was written in direct response to Pope Benedict XVI’s address to
the faculty at the University of Regensburg in September of the previous year,
and is the result of Muslims who have “unanimously come together for the
first time since the days of the Prophet r[sic] to declare the common ground
between Christianity and Islam.”(1) This is
a very bold statement, and may signal the beginning of a new era in relations
between Muslims and Christians.


But what exactly is new about this
endeavor, and how ought Christian theologians to respond to it? It is true that
such a joint effort of this kind among Muslims is revolutionary and may
ultimately serve the same purpose in articulating traditional views in
contemporary language for like-minded Muslims that Nostra Aetate has
for Roman Catholics. For this its drafters are to be highly commended. It has
taken great courage to make this public statement at a time when the Islamic ummah
is roiled by internal 
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divisions and large parts of it are
deeply suspicious of what it perceives as the Christian West. From the longer
perspective of history, the initiative itself is unique, and the drafters of
the text have taken full advantage of modern technology to spread their
message, making it possible that it will influence Muslims worldwide. What is
not new is the content of the statement. A careful reading of the text reveals
that it very closely follows the approach past Muslim apologists have taken,
namely, it emphasizes the call to a common understanding between Muslims and
Christians based on what is similar between the Qur’ān and the Holy Bible,
while clearly rejecting the Christian doctrines of the Trinity and Incarnation.
It seeks to formulate concord upon a common monotheism while calling upon
Christians to reject their own “heretical” distortion of that
monotheism.


In particular, the Common Word
statement stresses that Christians and Muslims agree that central to their
religions is love of God and love of neighbor, and that this is expressed in
worship of the one God. Indeed, this crucial doctrine can provide a firm
foundation upon which to build a more stable and peaceful society. In support,
the Common Word quotes a key passage from the Qur’ān, found in Sūra
3 (Āl-cImrān):64:


Say: “O People of the Scripture! Come to a common word between us
and you: worshipping only God, and not associating any partners with Him, and
not taking one another as lords apart from God.” And if they turn away,
then say: “Bear witness that we are the ones who have surrendered (to
God).”(2)


The Muslim confession of belief in
one God, in Arabic tawhīd, is identified here as a common point
of agreement between Muslims and Christians. In this verse, tawh īd
is defined as a monotheism that does not allow any other being to be associated
with God,(3) nor to be addressed as
“lord”; that is, it prohibits giving to anyone 
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or anything else the sovereignty that
properly belongs to God. Traditionally, this has been interpreted by Muslim
thinkers as a clear condemnation of polytheism. Read together with other verses
of the Qur’ān, it is also understood to preclude the Christian profession
of the Trinity and the Incarnation as formally defined by the early Church
councils.(4) More will be said about this below.
It has long been recognized that what unites Muslims and Christians is
monotheism, what divides us is Trinitarian monotheism. A Common
Word, in keeping with many earlier Muslim apologetical texts, reiterates
this point, exhorting Christians to recognize the truth of the Qur’ān and
to abandon any false beliefs that compromise tawhīd.(5)


The idea that monotheism is the
common ground on which Muslims and Christians can build better global
relationships has been at the center of many modern efforts to find social
unity. For this reason, the Islamic concepts of the ahl al-kit āb
(“People of the Book/Scripture”) and “Abrahamic Religions”
have been employed by a multitude of theologians (as well as politicians) and
become popular ways of conceptually integrating Muslims into communities of
Christians and Jews. In the same vein, A Common Word has elicited the
call from many well-intentioned Christians and others (some perhaps not so
well-intentioned), to act in the spirit of cooperation and desire for world
peace, leaving aside complex theological discussion. Whether out of fear it
will lead to compromise, discouragement over the dialogue process so far, or
lack of confidence that doctrinal formulations are meaningful, the point is
made on all sides that such conversation is bound to be unproductive, and is
therefore useless.


I would argue, though, that many
Christians, whether they have ignored or endorsed and promoted the statement,
have not fully grasped its radical call to abandon “heretical”
Trinitarian monotheism, and the implications of such a move. Yet this is
exactly where the rubber hits the road, so to speak, and has done 
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so from the beginning. For centuries
Christians living in close proximity to Muslims have recognized that we share a
great deal in common principles and values, and at times this has even been
enough to build a common society, as was found in Cordoba, Baghdad, and
elsewhere. This is not a new insight. What remains at the heart of the
disagreement between the two religious communities is how we speak about God’s
oneness and what does and does not violate the grammar of monotheism. The Common
Word statement offers us a renewed opportunity to take up the Christian
doctrine of Trinitarian monotheism in light of the Muslim challenge that it is
a kind of “monotheistic heresy.” As a contribution to this question,
I will offer some observations about a few of the earliest written testimonies
reflecting on the crux of the issues, in order to provide a foundation for the
present-day discussion. I am convinced that attention to these early thinkers,
men who first encountered Islam and sought to make sense of it, will prevent
contemporary theologians from “reinventing the wheel” and even help
us to avoid falling into some of the traps set by modern sensibilities and
sensitivities.









I. “Believe in AllĀh and His Messengers and 

Say Not ‘Three’” (Sūra
4 [al-Nisā’]:171)









Although the information we have of
the first encounters between Muslims and Christians is scant, it is apparent
that Christians recognized the central challenge of the Qur’ān to their
faith as being focused on the nature of God and the relationship between
Creator and creation. This, of course, had been at the heart of the struggle in
the early centuries of Christianity that had come to a head especially in the
Christological councils of Nicaea (325) and Chalcedon (451). Islamic thought
seemed to many to be a continuation of this debate but from a new angle. More
specifically, Christian thinkers recognized that the question raised by Islam
was: is the God of Israel’s prophets, the Creator of all who has revealed
himself to humanity, the same triune God of Christian confession who became
incarnated? Or is this God 
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rather the Absolute One who is unlike
any creature and has spoken his divine word in the last days through Muhammad?


For Muslims, the problem is
summarized in Sūra 4 (al-Nisā’):171:


O People of the Scripture, do not exaggerate in your religion, nor say
[anything] about Allāh except the truth. The Messiah, Jesus, son of Mary,
is [only] Allāh’s Messenger and His Word [kalimatuhu], which He
cast into her, and a Spirit from Him [rūhun minhu]. So believe in
Allāh and His Messengers and say not “Three.” Refrain, it is
better for you. Allāh is truly One God, glory be to Him! How is it He
could have a son? To Him belongs what is in the heavens and on the earth. 


Traditional Muslim commentators on
this verse, such as Ibn Kathīr (d. 1373),(6)
connect it closely to Sūra 5 (al-Mā‘ida):72-73:


For they are unbelievers (kafara) who say that Allāh is
the Messiah, the Son of Mary. And the Messiah said: O, Children of Israel,
worship Allāh, my Lord and your Lord. Surely the one who associates (yushrika)
other gods with Allāh, Allāh will forbid him [entrance into] Paradise
and his dwelling is the Fire… . For they are unbelievers who say that Allāh
is the third of three, And there is no god except the One God; and if they do
not refrain from what they say then those who are unbelievers among them will
be severely punished.


Elsewhere the Qur’ān states that
on the Day of Judgment Jesus will be asked by God: “O cIsa, son
of Maryam, did you say to the people: ‘Take me and my Mother as gods apart from
Allāh?’”, to which he will reply that it has not been given to him to
say what is false” (5:116). This and other verses have led some to
conclude that the Qur’ān is concerned with a group of Christians who
acknowledged a trinity of a Father, Mother (Mary), and Son (Jesus), and is
therefore not a critique of orthodox Christians.(7)


While the current debate as to
whether the Christians of the Qur’ān are an identifiable group who held
views quite different from accepted orthodoxy, and what the significance of
this is for qur’ānic exegesis, may be of interest to scholars, it can
cause us to 
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overlook the deeper intention of the
text. At its heart, the Qur’ān is a critique of any notion that God is,
much less chooses to become, like anything in creation. This is the truest
meaning of lā ilāh illa Allāh—“there is no god
but God.” Conversely, nothing in creation bears any resemblance to God,
including human beings. To say otherwise is the worst of all sins—shirk.


Lest we miss the point, the verses
cited above and a multitude of others draw an explicit connection between
Christian belief in the Trinity and conviction that Jesus Christ is God
incarnate, and shirk, identifying those who hold such beliefs as mushrikūn
(associators/polytheists) and kâfirūn (unbelievers).(8) Over the centuries, Muslim and Christian
scholars have debated the truth and implications of this correlation. Parallel
to the Christological disputes, one can see struggles among Islamic scholars to
understand the divine attributes, the sifāt Allāh and especially
to articulate the relationship between God’s Word, the Qur’ān, and God’s
being.(9) In this paper, I will look more
carefull[bookmark: working]y at how some Christians who first encountered the qur’ānic
critique of the Trinity understood it and more specifically how they responded
to it. It should be of interest to the modern theologian that records of the
earliest conversations between Muslims and Christians do not focus on the qur’ānic
characterization of specific aspects of Christian beliefs (for example, whether
or not Christians worship Mary as a god); rather, they take on the general
concern that belief in the Trinity and Incarnation are shirk—associating
others with God and not giving God the absolute worship and honor that is his
due.
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This consideration gives us a further
insight as to why many Christian theologians in the first centuries of Islam
regarded Muslims as adhering to another heretical Christian sect, probably
related to Arianism, and, as far as we have documentation, engaged them on the
level of theology, rather than on legal and practical issues such as polygamy,
inheritance, governance, war, etc. It was well understood by these writers of
the eighth, ninth, and tenth centuries that the real point of contention was
how to speak of the one God who is Creator and who has been revealed to
humanity, in ways that uphold the singularity of his deity; from this concern
all other practical applications flowed.(10) I
would argue that they “got it right,” and we would do well to take
another look at the insights that they gained from these encounters as we
continue the project of articulating Christian faith in the context of a
diversity of religions and, in particular, a diversity of monotheisms. This
issue is all the more urgent since one of these monotheisms is vocally and
emphatically anti-Trinitarian.


 


II. St. John of Damascus and the Heresy of the
Ishmaelites


 


The first Christian writer of
interest here is St. John of Damascus (d. 749), who needs little introduction.
His inclusion of Islam in his De Haeresibus was perhaps the Christian
commentary on Islam that was most widely read in the West until modern times.
John has been accused, unjustly I believe, of many things because of this. His
critique of Islam, and especially of Muhammad, is quite harsh. But the few
short pages in which he summarizes the beliefs of the followers of Muhammad are
surprisingly accurate. John’s synopsis of the Muslim version of Jesus’ conception,
birth, his being taken up to heaven instead of suffering crucifixion, and
Jesus’ own teaching that he was not God, reveal a good knowledge of the Qur’ān
on these topics.
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John follows his summary with a
response to the “Ishmaelites” who say that Christians are
“associators” ( JEtairiastal) when they claim that “Christ is the Son
of God and God.”(11) They maintain, he
says, that this false teaching is the result of Christians having added to the
Scriptures through the use of allegory, as well as through deception by the
Jews.(12) The Damascene’s famous response is
that the Word and the Spirit must be inseparable from the one in whom they have
their origin, so


if, therefore, the Word is in God it is obvious that he is God as well.
If, on the other hand, th[e Word] is outside of God, then God, according to
you, is without word and without spirit. Thus, trying to avoid making
associates to God you have mutilated Him. For it would be better if you were
saying that he has an associate than to mutilate him and introduce him as if he
were a stone, or wood, or any of the inanimate objects. Therefore, by accusing
us falsely, you call us Associators; we, however, call you Mutilators
[Coptas](13) of God.(14)


In a few strokes John goes to the
heart the problem: what does it mean to deny the possibility of the Trinitarian
relationship in God? He answers that to strip God of life and word is to make
the divine being more akin to a stone, and this is much worse than to say God
is like human beings in trying to explain the relationship between God’s life,
word, and being. John’s obvious point here is that if God is who Christians
believe he is, one, living, and communicating to creation, then the Spirit and
the Word must be God. The problem is not whether God is one, but the inner
nature 
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of the one God as it has been
communicated to human beings. This, of course, the Damascene lays out in great
detail in his De Fide Orthodoxa.


John’s approach had wide-reaching
influence among Christians living under Muslim rule through a number of his
later disciples, notably Theodore Aūb Qurrah in
the Melkite Church and the Syrian Orthodox Archdeacon Nonnus of Nisibis in
Armenia.(15) Those who read their writings in
Arabic, Greek, and Armenian recognized the usefulness of John’s insights for
apologetical and catechetical purposes as they carried on their engagement with
Muslims. As we shall see below, in different ways, most Christian apologists
from the first centuries of Islam made a defense of the Trinity central to
their theology, only turning to other topics after they had established this
doctrine.









III. A Tract on the Triune Nature of God: “Against
the Muslims”




This brings us to our second unknown writer, who was probably active
around the same time as John of Damascus but takes a rather different approach.
Over a century ago, Margaret Dunlop Gibson edited and translated part of a
seventh- or eighth-century codex from the Monastery of St. Catherine in the
Sinai desert containing an Arabic version of the Acts of the Apostles, the
seven Catholic Epistles, and an anonymous treatise that one might call
“Against the Muslims.”(16) The treatise, which still awaits careful scholarly
analysis, likely represents one of the very earliest 
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attempts in Arabic to counter the
claims of the Qur’ān discussed above that Christians are mushrikūn—those
who associate others with God.


At first glance “Against the
Muslims” appears to be a long chain of biblical quotes reminiscent of testamonia
lists, which demonstrated the truth of the Christian claim that Jesus Christ
has fulfilled the prophecies of the Jewish Scriptures, evidence that might be
useful for convincing a Jewish reader that Jesus is the Messiah. J. Rendel
Harris has pointed out that the treatise draws heavily on previous apologetical
writings directed against the Jews (for example, Justin’s Dialogue with
Trypho the Jew, Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa’s Adversus Judaeos, and
the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila). He even suggests that its main
value consists in its preservation of excerpts of some previously unknown
anti-Judaic and apocryphal texts.(17) In
conclusion, Harris claims it simply reveals “that the eastern church stood
toward the Moslem in much the same position that they had occupied from the
beginning toward the men of the synagogue.”(18)
In his opinion, the text is of little use for scholars of Islam.


I would argue that he has been too
quick to dismiss efforts of the author as simply throwing Jews and Muslims into
the same basket, for “Against the Muslims” points us in the right direction
for understanding the earliest perceptions of Islam by Christians. In several
places the author informs us that his intention is to counter charges of
polytheism, particularly the belief that there are multiple “lords.”
He admonishes his reader: “Say not that we believe in two Gods (allāhayn),
or that we say there are two Lords (rabbayn). God forbid! Verily God
is one God and one Lord in His Word and His Spirit.”(19)
This is certainly intended to call to mind the charge of Sūra 3 (Āl-cImrān):64
quoted above. Read through the lens of this Christian apologetical goal, it
becomes clear that “Against the Muslims” identifies the most
significant point of contention with the Muslim rejection of the triune nature
of God revealed through the Incarnation. For this reason, the 
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author was apparently confident that
he could respond to the new challenge Islam presented by reformulating in
Arabic many arguments defending the Trinity that had been used previously
against another community who questioned its coherence, the Jews.


“Against the Muslims” moves
beyond mere reformulation, though, pointing out the continuity between what
Muslims and Christians believe, and directing the reader’s attention to the
logical implications of accepting past prophecy and revelation. In one passage,
the author confronts his reader directly, stating: “The prophets and
saints of God have shewn that God and His Word (kalimatuhu) and His
Spirit (rūhuhu) established all things and gave life to all
things, and it is not fitting for anyone who knows what God hath sent down to
His prophets, that he should disdain to worship God and His Word and His
Spirit, one God.”(20) Those familiar with
the Qur’an would recognize this as an allusion to any number of verses, such as
Sūra 4 (al-Nisā’):171 quoted above, denying the
possibility of multiplicity in God. Here, the qurānic verses are not
disputed, but rather used in support of Trinitarian monotheism: if one believes
that by his Word and his Spirit God has created and sustains all things, then
it is not shirk to worship that Word and Spirit. On the contrary,
anyone who believes what God has sent down to the prophets is required to
acknowledge that the Word and Spirit are God, else they attribute God’s
creative power or life-giving spirit to something other than God. 


This type of argumentation is
repeated throughout the treatise. In one particularly interesting passage, the
Christian author writes:


The Christ said to the children of Israel : If ye believe not in me,
believe in my work which I do [John10:38]. The Christ created, and no one can
create but God. You will find in the Koran: “And he spake and created (khalaqa)
from clay like the form of a bird, and breathed (nafakha) into it, and
lo! It became a bird by the permission of God.”(21)
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This is a reference to Sūra
3 (Āl-cImrān):49 in which Mary is told that her
child will be a messenger (rasūl) performing signs (ayāt)
to confirm the revelation to previous prophets. Although the Qur’ān
emphasizes that Jesus only creates “with God’s per-mission,” our
writer uses the text to draw a direct line from Jesus, the Messiah, to God who
creates the birds of the air through his Word and Breath. If only God creates
and give life, then the Qur’ān itself is a witness to Jesus’ divinity.


Near the end of “Against the
Muslims” the author offers a brief profession of faith addressed to God,
summarizing his point: “I believe in You and Your Word and Your Holy
Spirit, one God and one Lord, as You have sent down and demonstrated to human
beings in Your Books… .”(22) The
statement is thoroughly Christian—three Persons, one God, one Lord—yet
appealing to Muslim sensibilities—a revelation sent down and found in the
Books, one God, his Word and his Spirit. At this point, the text turns
immediately to the necessity of baptism for the forgiveness of sins, taught by
Christ.(23) If one accepts part of what has
been given in revelation through the prophets, the writer argues, then one is
obligated to follow it in its totality.


It is noteworthy that the author of
this text takes for granted a common belief with Muslims in the one God of the
Prophets—what remains to be demonstrated is the truth of the Trinity revealed
through the Incarnation. He does not attempt to discredit the Qur’ān, but
instead uses what he sees as further evidence of the Trinity overlooked by
Muslims in their own sacred text. In other words, he identifies an opening to
Trinitarian monotheism in the Qur’ān’s description of Allāh as a
creating and revealing God, an opening for authentic theological exchange.









IV.
Mar Timothy and the Caliph al-MahdĪ


Perhaps the first account of an
extensive discussion between a Muslim and a Christian is the well-known
conversation between the Nestorian Catholicos, Mar Timothy, and the Caliph
al-Mahdī 
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(775-85) dated in the year 781.(24) The original text is in Syriac (although
later Arabic translations exist) and has long been recognized as containing the
major themes and the earliest answers given by Christians to Muslims who were
asking them to clarify their faith. This is well-trodden ground, and it is not
necessary for us to examine Timothy’s responses in detail here.(25)
It is enough to note that the Caliph’s questions begin with the Incarnation and
how God can beget a son without genitals or sexual intercourse (which implies
that God has a body like creatures), moving to the question of the
relationships between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.


The typical challenge presented to
the Christian respondent in this context is how to express the relationships
among the persons of the Trinity without succumbing to tritheism. Like others,
Mar Timothy draws on the work of previous writers to develop formulae useful
for Christians living with Muslims and needing to defend themselves against
efforts to convert them to Islam. But although he sees that the “new
Jews,” that is, the Muslims, present a challenge for discerning truth from
falsehood just as in previous times, and many useful parallels can be drawn
with the past, Timothy recognizes it is not enough simply to translate old
arguments. Rather, the situation requires Christians to return to the very
foundations of their faith in order to meet the questions and articulate the
fullness of Christian faith.(26)
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Central to the argument Timothy
develops in the discussion with al-Mahdī is that it is not contradictory
to describe God as one and three, but is rather necessary for truthful belief
about God. He begins by arguing that just as the Caliph is physically one,
always existing along with his word (or knowledge) and his spirit, so God also
is one, existing eternally with his Word and his Spirit. A further comparison
can be made with the sun, its light, and its heat. This analogy has its
limitations, Timothy notes, as do all comparisons between God and the created
world. Yet what the analogy illustrates is that blasphemy lies not in claiming
three persons in God, but rather in saying that there was a time when God was
without his Word and his Spirit, that is, without knowledge and life. In fact,
he argues, Scripture makes clear that God cannot be Creator without his Word
and his Spirit.(27)


Later in the dialogue, after Timothy
praises Muhammad for leading his people away from polytheism to tawhīd
(the belief that God is one), the Caliph states that it is obvious that Timothy
should “accept the words of the Prophet” that “God is one and
that there is no other one besides Him.”(28)
Mar Timothy answers, “This belief in one God, O my sovereign, I have
learned from the Torah, from the Prophets and from the Gospel.”(29) But the God revealed is one triune
God. In the ensuing discussion, Timothy marshals a wide variety of arguments
from Scripture and Pythagorean number theory to build on his previous point
about the unity of God and the nature of the relationships between the divine
persons so that they remain coequal, coeternal, unmixed, unconfused, and
uncircumscribed.(30)


The account concludes with Mar
Timothy’s amicable departure from the Caliph’s presence, leaving his reader to
ponder several points. First, it is clear that he identifies a common belief
with his Muslim interlocutor in the unity of God, and that this has been revealed
through the Old and New Testaments. To the extent that Muhammad preached this,
Timothy acknowledges that it is true. One does not find in Mar Timothy’s
discussion any disparaging
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remarks about Muslim practices or
Muhammad.(31) He further leaves aside the
question of the authorship of the Qur’ān and its relationship to Muhammad,
focusing instead on what he sees as the central issue: the necessity of
professing the triune God revealed in the Incarnation.


Timothy’s conversation with the
Caliph continues in the vein of John of Damascus—he recognizes theological
agreement with his Muslim questioner in tawhīd, but does not shy
away from arguing for the authority of Jewish and Christian Scripture as proof
of for the Incarnation and Trinity. He continues to maintain that it is Trinitarian
monotheism that has been revealed in the Scriptures. What is different about
Mar Timothy is the respect he shows the Caliph, and his apparent decision to
steer clear of criticizing the practices of Muslims (likely in order to avoid
direct confrontation with someone who holds his life in his hands!). This
approach would come to be incorporated in later writings and accounts of such
discussions in Arabic, which were readily accessible to Muslims, unlike Greek
and Syriac texts.









V. AbŪ RĀ‘ita al-TakrĪtĪ and tahrĪf




Habīb ibn Khidma Abū Rā‘ita al-Takrītī, the
Jacobite (Syrian Orthodox) Christian who died sometime around 835 in Takrīt
near Baghdad, carries on this apologetical tradition, but adds a new dimension
by emphasizing philosophical, rather than scriptural, proofs. Abū Rā‘ita
belongs to those who came to be known as mutakallim ūn, “the ones who make arguments about
religion,” and was apparently well known in his day as a controversialist
as far away as Armenia.(32) I have argued elsewhere that Abū Rā‘ita’s
signal contribution to Arabic Christian theology 
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is his introduction of certain
philosophical terminology in Arabic into discussions on the Trinity precisely
in response to some apparently intractable problems in theological debates with
Muslims. One particularly difficult issue involved the use of Scripture in
defense of Christian doctrine. At the root of the problem is the qur’ānic
charge of tahrīf, the claim that Christians and Jews have changed
(ghayyara) and altered (harrafa) their Scriptures, making
them unreliable.(33) Judging by the literature
that begins to appear in the time between John of Damascus and Abū Rā‘ita,
Muslim thinkers were continuing to develop the idea of tahrīf and
using it in their apologetics as an answer to the claim that the Jewish and
Christian Scriptures in fact support Trinitarian doctrine.


The charge of tahrīf is
found in several places in the Qur’ān and is usually associated with an
affirmation that Muhammad is a true prophet and his message is from God. The
initial function of the charge was probably that of a defense against Jews and
Christians who did not accept Muhammad as a prophet like those of the Old
Testament. In response, the Qur’ān states that first the Jews and then the
followers of Jesus have hidden the true revelation predicting the coming of
another final prophet. By the end of Muhammad’s life the concept is used to
account for any discrepancy between the Torah and the Gospels, and the messages
he received. As a consequence, all verses interpreted by Christians as pointing
to a triune God who became incarnate in Jesus Christ are deemed by Muslims as
rooted in error.(34)


The distortion of true revelation is
identified in the Qur’ān in a number of ways: as kitmān or labs
(“hiding and concealing” or “disguising” the true
revelation), layy (“to twist” the pronunciation of the text
so its true meaning is obscured), nisyān (“forgetting,
overlooking” part of the text), or most seriously, tabdīl,
the substitution of a word for another word. Understandably, the gravity of the
offense of altering the Scripture or its meaning lies in intentionality—verses
may be accidentally 
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forgotten, but God will punish the
deliberate concealment of revelation. In the effort to account for
discrepancies among the “Books,” many Muslim scholars reached the
same conclusion: any scriptural text that compromises tawhīd is
the result of some form of tahrīf and should be rejected as
unsound. (35) Thus it became impossible for
Christians to refer to scriptural evidence in support of their doctrines, even
though the Qur’ān acknowledged them as “People of the
Book/Scripture.”


For our purposes, it is enough to
note that Muslim thinkers begin to employ the charge of tahrīf
against Christians more systematically as Islamic theological thought developed
in the eighth and ninth centuries. As a result, whereas earlier Christians such
as the writer of the tract “Against the Muslims” and Mar Timothy
relied heavily on scriptural arguments and spent a great deal of their
apologetical energy demonstrating that scriptural evidence was on their side,
by the beginning of the ninth century argumentation shifts away from Scripture
to metaphysics. This change strongly suggests that Muslims were using a more
developed notion of tahrīf in oral debates.


Extant Christian texts reveal a move
from emphasis on Scripture to argumentation drawn from philosophical sources,
and in this Abū Rā‘ita leads the way. In his most influential work, On
the Holy Trinity, Abū Rā‘ita again takes up the Muslim demand
that Christians recognize their common belief in the one all-powerful Creator
God of the prophets, and abandon a belief in the Trinity that leads to shirk.
In response, Abū Rā‘ita takes advantage of the Hellenistic ideas that
were beginning to be translated into Arabic in his day, beginning a systematic
response to Muslim objections by demonstrating that it is not contradictory to
say God is one and three, drawing on Aristotelian and Pythagorean arguments
that would have been familiar to his readers. Abū Rā‘ita then makes a
novel move, adopting one of the Arabic terms being employed by translators for ijdiwvthς (individual property) to explain how to
understand the three hypostases.(36)
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The term he uses is sifa,
also commonly translated as ‘attribute’. In a nutshell, Abū Rā‘ita
argues that just as Muslims speak of the divine attributes (the sifāt
Allāh) of living, knowing, and wise, Christians recognize that these
attributes are persons (aqānīm)—the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit. Further, it is only because of these attributes that God lives,
creates, communicates, sends prophets, etc., as even the Muslim sacred book
states. Without the sift God is lacking. Thus, rather than being
contradictory in saying that God is both one and three, Christians recognize
the true necessity of the Trinity.


Throughout the entire treatise Abū
Rā‘ita demonstrates that if Muslims accept the basic principles of logic
put forth by the philosophers, they should accept the Trinity as well. The Old
and New Testaments have not been distorted; rather, Muslims have not followed
out the full implications of belief in one God who creates and communicates
with his creation. Christians know this truth because they have received and
accepted God’s perfect revelation in the Incarnation.


Abū Rā‘ita’s remaining
works in response to Islam on the Incarnation and proof of the truth of
Christianity place the Trinity at the center. For him, since God’s power to
create and communicate flow directly from the triune nature, a foundation
exists with Muslims on which to build a conversation. Like many other writers
answering the challenge of Islam, he assumes a commonality with Muslims in
their belief in one God and in the prophets, and treats it as “seeds of
the word.”









Conclusion




One could go on to multiply evidence, but I think it is possible to make some
general observations based on the texts we have looked at here.


First, the consensus that arises out
of the earliest encounters between Muslims and Christians—be they
Chalcedonian, 
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Nestorian, Miaphysite/Jacobite,
speakers of Arabic, Greek or Syriac—is that the dividing line between the two
communities is Trinitarian monotheism. For Muslims, belief in the Trinity
compromises tawhīd and leads one to gravest of all sins, shirk,
in associating what is not God with God. This is the result of a distortion of
previous Scriptures that has now been corrected by the Qur’ān. The only
solution for Christians is to recognize this and abandon the doctrine of the
Trinity.


The Christian response in the texts
presented here is that when Muslims follow out the full implications of
monotheistic belief in a God who creates and communicates with his creation
they will see that Trinitarian monotheism is necessary. Without it, God is
neither creator nor revealer; he has no personal relationship to creation and
remains remote. As John of Damascus said, Muslims may call Christians
“Associators,” but according to Christian doctrine, the Muslims are
“Mutilators.” For this reason, Christian writers responding to Islam
emphasize the necessity and logical consistency of Trinitarian doctrine.


Second, although accounts of the
discussions between a Muslim and a Christian end with one or the other
“winning” the debate, the impasse remains. One rarely hears that the
arguments result in the conversion of an individual to the opposing religion.
Even Abū Rā‘ita’s move away from scriptural evidence to philosophical
proofs was apparently more successful for strengthening Christians than
altering Muslim allegiance. Not much has changed since those earliest debates.
In the end, we may not be able to overcome the impasse, but it is critical to
know where it lies. Knowing where our difference lies has enormous implications
for how one regards the way in which to proceed in contemporary relations,
dialogue, and the goals of evangelization and mission, preaching and teaching,
even the theological enterprise.


In keeping with the Islamic
traditions of Sharīca, A Common Word emphasizes the
human obligations to God and one another. God’s commands, according to the Qur’ān,
make clear how we are to live as creatures and servants of God (cf. Sūra
51 [Dhāriyāt]:56). For the most part, Christians and Jews
can agree 
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with these requirements. But the
Christian response must be that in the Incarnation, God has revealed the
perfection of human beings and human community—that God’s very self is made
known as a loving triune community who has healed the broken relationship with
humanity through divine self-sacrifice. God is not simply the omnipotent,
omniscient Lord of all creation, the merciful and just judge; God is the triune
Lord who loves and calls those who bear within themselves the divine image.


We do well to remember the insights
of the first Christians who encountered Muslims as Islam was being formulated
and codified. They saw that the most important belief that united them was also
what divided them most deeply—not doing good works, not a common claim to a
spiritual father in Abraham or that God communicates to human beings, not even
a common belief in love of God and love of neighbor. All of these may be of
great value in finding common ground on which to promote peaceful communities,
and in this sense the Common Word initiative is an important step in
the right direction. But A Common Word also reminds us of
what the early Christian apologists recognized in their engagement with
Muslims: the significance of the radical teaching of the Trinity. The
confession that there is one God is what we have in common, but what makes
Christian faith unique (and true) is the recognition that Christ reveals to us
the triune nature of God—that God is in his very nature relational, and so
God’s self-sacrificial love for us is possible. That makes all the difference.(37)
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  THE “FREE-WILL DEFENSE” is one of the most enduring and powerful approaches 
  Christian philosophers and theologians have employed in addressing the problem 
  of evil. According to this approach, in its most basic form, God created human 
  beings with intellect and will so that we could enter into loving 
  relationships with God and with one another, as well as enjoy the broader 
  privilege (which other nonrational inhabitants of the world do not enjoy) of 
  making and exercising rationally contemplated as well as genuinely free 
  choices. Such choices, however, cannot be constrained by other agents or 
  causes influencing us to act in certain ways; even God, via an exercise of 
  omnipotence, cannot create human beings such that we always freely 
  choose to do what is good.(1) 
  Consequently, we human beings freely have chosen and continue to choose to do 
  what is not good; that is, we make morally deficient choices with 
  negative 
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  consequences, most notably, inducing harm in others.(2) 
  Thus, as it is often described, the free-will defense shows how the existence 
  of God is compatible with the existence of evil because (1) human beings, 
  rather than God, are the cause of evil, or at least a significant class of 
  evils, what are called “moral evils”; and (2) the existence of moral evils and 
  all their negative consequences are still insufficient to outweigh the great 
  good that free will is—that good again, being the fundamental ability, which 
  all human beings possess, to make genuinely free choices and carry out those 
  choices unimpeded.(3)

  Construed in this most basic form, the free-will defense still suffers from 
  significant defects. First, it cannot account for the existence of “natural 
  evils” such as sickness, disease, natural disasters, and even death that do 
  not necessarily result from the choices of moral agents. Second, it remains 
  ambiguous at best whether free will really is the sort of good robust enough 
  to outweigh all instances of its misuse, particularly when we reflect on the 
  most heinous instances of its misuse on both an individual and a global level. 
  Of course, whether free will in fact constitutes such a good is 
  something only God, or an omniscient mind, could know; thus, for all we know, 
  the very existence and exercise of free will does (or will) outweigh 
  all instances of its misuse. Furthermore, it fully remains within the scope of 
  omnipotence to bring good out of evil, whether moral or natural.(4) 
  Yet it still 
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  remains difficult to exonerate God from being indictable (even if not 
  directly) for the existence of moral evils when we see such a preponderance 
  for moral evils in the free choices that human beings make and carry out. One 
  could argue that only an unjust or unloving God would endow human beings with 
  the sort of free will that enables us consistently to bring about evils of 
  such massive quantity and severity—all with his permission.

  Consequently, if the free-will defense is to succeed, it needs a more 
  significant theological underpinning. In particular, it needs to incorporate 
  specific Christian doctrines so that it can deal more effectively with the 
  objections just enumerated, and therefore constitute a more powerful overall 
  response to the problem of evil. In this article, I advance and defend two 
  such doctrines, as officially promulgated and interpreted by the Catholic 
  Church: the doctrine of “original justice” and the doctrine of “original sin.”(5) 
  According to the first doctrine, God not only created human beings so that we 
  could function in the natural world; he also supplied us with an additional 
  grace that enabled us to function properly and optimally, in harmonious 
  relationships with ourselves, each other, and with God. Thus, according to 
  this doctrine, God imparted his own goodness to human beings in order to 
  ensure, in a way different from cancelling or overriding our own free will, 
  that we attain maximal human flourishing (short of the beatific vision in this 
  life) and thus live in a world without having to experience evil, whether 
  moral or natural. According to the second doctrine, human beings lost the 
  grace with which we were originally endowed when we freely abandoned our 
  privileged relationship to God and thereby became remarkably susceptible not 
  only to suffering evil but also to doing evil. This occurred because, most 
  profoundly, we experienced precisely the sort of interior damage to our 
  natures that resulted from being deprived of original justice. It is in this 
  “fallen,” dysfunctional state—a state of original sin—that all human beings, 
  as possessors of the same damaged nature, continue to exist.
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  In this article, therefore, I advance a more theologically robust and 
  informed free-will defense, which allows me to address the problem of evil in 
  a more theologically robust and informed way. In doing so, however, I do not 
  claim to offer a comprehensive response to the problem of evil, or full-blown 
  “theodicy”; instead, I offer a partial response, which I place in the service 
  of a full-blown theodicy.(6) 
  Moreover, my own approach is explicitly Thomistic, insofar as I formulate much 
  of it drawing on Aquinas’s own formulations of the doctrines of original 
  justice and original sin, or the human being as created and fallen. 
  Structurally, the article consists of three main sections. In first section, I 
  consider and critique a recent, expanded free-will defense offered by Peter 
  van Inwagen, which also incorporates the doctrines of creation and the Fall. I 
  then introduce key aspects of Aquinas’s own thought in order to make the 
  requisite improvements to this approach. In the second section of the article, 
  I consider some main objections to my own Thomistic approach, as I will have 
  formulated it so far: in particular, that the doctrines of original justice 
  and original sin are unintelligible from the standpoints of moral psychology 
  and evolutionary biology. I also begin to consider the objection that there is 
  no intelligible way of explaining the transmission of original sin. In the 
  third and final section of the article, I respond to these objections, 
  offering a final defense of my central claim that the free-will defense is 
  best served when it is wedded with a specifically Thomistic construal of the 
  human being as originally created in a state of original 
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  justice, but now subject to defects (both bodily and spiritual) that are 
  the inherited consequences of original sin.

  

  

  

  
  I. The Expanded Free-Will Defense

  A) Peter van Inwagen’s Free-Will Defense

  In The Problem of Evil, based on his 2003 Gifford Lectures, Peter 
  van Inwagen offers his own expanded or “more sophisticated” free-will defense 
  that he claims undermines the philosophical argument against God’s existence 
  from evil in its “global” form. Van Inwagen’s strategy, more specifically, is 
  to offer a version of the traditional free-will defense that incor-porates the 
  Christian story of creation, fall, and atonement—a story which he claims is 
  internally coherent, plausible, and hence “true for all anyone knows.”(7) 
  By advancing this story—or more specifically, placing it on the lips of a 
  “Theist” addressing a hypothetical audience of “ideal” or neutral 
  agnostics—van Inwagen claims to induce sufficient doubt that one of the main 
  premises of the argument from evil is true, namely, that “if there were a God, 
  we would not find vast amounts of horrendous evil in the world.”(8) 
  If, given the details of this story, there is (or would be, for neutral 
  agnostics in particular) no reason to accept this premise as true, then, van 
  Inwagen claims, “the global argument from evil is a failure.”(9)

  The main details of this story, as van Inwagen tells it, are as follows. 
  For millions of years God guided the course of evolution so as eventually to 
  produce a species that served as the immediate predecessors of human beings. 
  Then, “in the fullness of time,” God took the whole population of our 
  immediate predecessors (who had formed a small breeding community) and 
  “miraculously 

  
    

  

  page 110

  raised them to rationality,” affording them the gifts of language, abstract 
  thought, and disinterested love, as well as, of course, free will, which is 
  necessary for love.(10) 
  God also took these new human beings and brought them into mystical union with 
  him, in a state comparable to the beatific vision. In this privileged state, 
  these human beings lived in perfect harmony with one another and with God; 
  they also possessed “preternatural powers,” which enabled them “to protect 
  themselves from wild beasts (which they were able to tame with a look), from 
  disease (which they were able to cure with a touch), and from random, 
  destructive natural events (like earthquakes), which they knew about in 
  advance and were able to escape.”(11) 
  Consequently, there was no evil in the world to which human beings were 
  subject.

  But then, unexpectedly, human beings separated themselves from their union 
  with God, and the result was “horrific.” They now faced destruction from the 
  random forces of nature, and became subject to old age and natural death. 
  Further generations of human beings “fell” even further, as they “drifted 
  further and further from God” into evils such as idolatry, war, murder, 
  slavery, and rape.(12) 
  As a result, “a certain frame of mind had become dominant among them, a frame 
  of mind latent in the genes they had inherited from a million or more 
  generations of ancestors” that became wedded to rationality; all of this, in 
  turn, formed “the genetic substrate of what is called original or birth sin: 
  an inborn tendency to do evil against which all human efforts are in vain.”(13) 
  God then looked out over his ruined world, and the plight of human beings, and 
  decided to set in motion a “rescue operation,” whose main goal was to bring it 
  about that human beings once again love God. But “since love essentially 
  involves free will,” God cannot enforce his rescue plan; human beings 
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  must want to be rescued, and cooperate with God.(14) 
  Moreover, human beings must recognize that they need to be rescued, which in 
  turn means that they must know what it is like to live in a world without God, 
  “in a world of horrors.”(15) 
  Thus, God cannot cancel all of the evil in the world, because if he did he 
  would undermine his own plan of reconciliation. The gift of free will is (as 
  God knows) “worth it,” since “an eternity of love depends on this gift, and 
  that eternity outweighs the horrors of the very long but, in the most literal 
  sense, temporary period of divine-human estrangement.”(16) 
  Moreover, evil eventually will come to an end. “Every evil done by the wicked 
  to the innocent will have been avenged, and every tear will have been wiped 
  away.”(17) 
  The only suffering that will remain will be merited, in particular by those 
  who refuse to cooperate with God’s rescue operation and remain forever, by 
  their own choice, in hell.

  Van Inwagen’s purpose in telling this story is to offer an expanded 
  free-will defense that explains why we continue to encounter the sorts of 
  evils we do in the world, both in quantity and in kind. Van Inwagen does not 
  claim personally to believe all of the story’s details, but whether he doubts 
  of any its details is irrelevant, he says. The story simply needs to be 
  possibly true, or “true for all we know,” and plausible enough so as to cast 
  doubt on the claim that God and evil (considered on its global scale) cannot 
  coexist. Yet, despite what van Inwagen claims here, it also remains true that 
  if the story he offers proves to lack some internal coherence, or fails in 
  some of its details in properly explaining how human beings find themselves in 
  a fallen state for which they remain directly responsible, then we do not
  have sufficient reason to doubt that God and evil cannot coexist (since 
  the original free-will defense cannot account for the sorts of evils that we 
  find in the world). The story, even if it is not demonstrably true or false, 
  needs to stand up under critical rational scrutiny. Thus, it is worth 
  examining crucial aspects of the story in more detail—for our present 
  purposes, those aspects 
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  that deal with the creation of human beings and their subsequent fall.(18)

  Regarding those aspects of the story that deal with the creation of human 
  beings, the most remarkable is the claim that human beings, once they emerged 
  through divine intervention in the course of evolutionary history, not only 
  possessed full powers of rationality, but also possessed preternatural powers 
  that enabled them to protect themselves from disease, death, and the random 
  forces of nature that railed against them. This claim may strike us as utterly 
  wild and fantastic, not simply because we currently do not possess these 
  powers (the story offers a reason why this is the case), but rather because 
  their modes of operation seem utterly inexplicable. How, precisely, were the 
  original human beings able to exercise these powers in such a way that they 
  were able to escape disease, death, and the impositions of natural forces? In 
  van Inwagen’s story, the suggestion is that these human beings were able to 
  tame wild beasts “with a look,” cure diseases “with a touch,” and escape from 
  natural disasters because “they knew about [them] in advance.” But this 
  constitutes further description, not explanation. Moreover, the description 
  itself is more fitting of powers possessed not by a human being but some other 
  sort of being altogether.

  There are several points to consider regarding the claim about what happens 
  to human beings as a result of the Fall, or the separation of human beings 
  from the privileged relationship they enjoyed with God. According to the story 
  as van Inwagen tells it, not only did human beings lose their preternatural 
  powers, but they also began to inhabit a certain frame of mind “latent in the 
  genes they had inherited from a million or more generations of ancestors,” 
  which eventually formed the “genetic substrate” of what we now deem original 
  sin—the inclination towards evil 
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  (moral evil in particular) which all human beings possess. All of this 
  occurred, of course, because of a primal misuse of free will, which caused 
  human beings to cease operating according to their initial design conditions. 
  On one level, then, we need to raise the question, which van Inwagen never 
  addresses, of why human beings, who enjoyed an uninterrupted mystical union 
  with God, would sever themselves from this union in the first place. On 
  another level, we need to raise the question of how, more precisely, this 
  primal misuse of free will triggered such drastic and seemingly unrelated 
  consequences. That human beings presently suffer from death and disease 
  because of a primal misuse of free will, for example, can be difficult to 
  explain. That a positive genetic alteration occurred in human beings as a 
  result of a primal misuse of free will also can be difficult to explain. 
  Moreover, if human beings are now, at bottom, genetically predisposed 
  to commit certain evils, then it becomes difficult to see how human beings can 
  remain responsible for those evils, as well as to see how human beings, with 
  this genetic predisposition, have not transmuted into another sort of being, 
  or acquired a new sort of nature altogether.

  There are other noteworthy aspects of van Inwagen’s story—for example, his 
  claims about a “rescue plan” and what it means to live in a horror-filled 
  world—but for economy’s sake we need to offer clarifications and make 
  improvements on his claims about creation and fall more specifically in order 
  to make the expanded free-will defense more intelligible. At stake, again, is 
  the intelligibility of the claims that moral and natural evils arise in human 
  history because of a primal abuse of free will, and that human beings continue 
  to suffer and do evil as result, not haphazardly but regularly. (We will leave 
  aside, for the most part, the claim that the gift of free will is worth the 
  cost of all the moral evil that exists in human history). Further defending 
  these claims is particularly important, since the doctrine of original sin as 
  traditionally conceived, and interpreted in a novel way by a noted philosopher 
  such as van Inwagen, continues to come under fire by modern thinkers who view 
  it as hopelessly outdated and 
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  unrealistic (as well as subversive).(19) 
  I will address some of the main objections these thinkers offer in the third 
  section of the article, but first, we need to prepare for that important step 
  by developing an alternative account of creation and fall, offered by Aquinas, 
  which resembles but also surpasses van Inwagen’s account in important 
  respects, and is therefore worthy of continued exposition and defense.

   

  B) A Thomistic Free-Will Defense

  In the Summa contra Gentiles, Aquinas calls our attention to the 
  chief consequences or “penalties” that he claims afflict all human beings as a 
  result of the Fall:

  Now, the human 
  race commonly suffers various penalties, both bodily and spiritual. Greatest 
  among the bodily ones is death, and to this all the others are ordered: 
  namely, hunger, thirst, and others of this sort. Greatest, of course, among 
  the spiritual penalties is the frailty of reason: from this it happens that 
  man with difficulty arrives at knowledge of the truth; that with ease he falls 
  into error; and that he cannot entirely overcome his beastly appetites, but is 
  over and over again beclouded by them.(20)

  

  Here, Aquinas offers an accurate description of the plight of human beings in 
  our current condition. We do suffer bodily, not just in the sense that we 
  hunger and thirst (this is part of the normal, proper functioning of an 
  animal), but that we can die 
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  from hunger and thirst, which means that our bodies are corruptible, 
  oriented toward death rather than life. We also suffer “spiritually,” insofar 
  as we often lack the requisite knowledge of the truth (moral knowledge in 
  particular) and are often overrun by unwieldy, “beastly appetites” or desires, 
  when they exceed the governing power of our reason.

  An objector might protest that Aquinas has wrongly diagnosed the current 
  human condition: there is nothing wrong with us; it is purely natural for 
  human beings to suffer bodily as well as spiritually, in the sense that our 
  powers of intellect and will often fail us, especially since they are often 
  subject to inordinately strong passions or desires. In fact, Aquinas agrees 
  with this claim in one sense. He recognizes that human beings naturally can 
  experience bodily and spiritual malfunction because we are composite 
  substances, made up of different parts—an immaterial soul united to a 
  material body—and the existence and operations of the body can interfere with 
  the existence and operations of the soul.(21) 
  This occurs, most notably, when sensory experience, from which all knowledge 
  begins, interferes with reason’s ability to grasp the true natures of things 
  (by virtue of introducing the possibility of error), and the “sensible 
  appetite,” drawn as it is to sensory or bodily pleasures, often becomes 
  insubordinate to reason’s governing power.(22) 
  And yet, Aquinas rejects the view that human beings, as created by God, were 
  left in this purely natural state. Appealing to divine providence and 
  goodness, Aquinas claims that in creating human beings, God removed any 
  “failure of nature” that would have prevented our “superior” spiritual nature 
  from governing our “inferior” bodily nature, precisely in order to ensure 
  optimal human flourishing. Aquinas concludes, then, “taking into consideration 
  divine providence and the dignity of human nature on its superior side,” that 
  whatever defects, bodily or spiritual, that we experience in our current state 
  are penalties. Thus, we also can conclude that “the human race was originally 
  infected with sin.”(23)
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  On Aquinas’s view, then, God not only created the human being with the 
  requisite parts (soul and body) and powers (intellective, sensory, and 
  appetitive), but he also provided an additional grace—the grace of original 
  justice—that ensured that the parts and powers of the human being would 
  function properly and harmoniously, when they were properly aligned with one 
  another: the “lower” powers subject to the “higher” powers, the body subject 
  to the soul, and the human being (his reason in particular) subject to God:

  Thus, then, 
  according to the teaching of the faith, we set it down that man from the 
  beginning was thus established by God: As long as man’s reason was subject to 
  God, not only did the inferior powers serve reason without obstacle, but the 
  body also could not be impeded in subjection to reason by any bodily 
  obstacle—God and His grace supplying, because nature had too little for 
  perfecting this establishment.(24)

  Original justice is therefore a supernatural gift, a habit (habitus) 
  not of any particular power of the soul but of the soul itself, which was 
  freely given to the human being by God in order to perfect the human being as 
  a body-soul composite endowed with the requisite attending powers.(25) 
  As perfective of the nature that the human being possesses, the grace of 
  original justice also enabled (or, as it turns out, would have enabled) the 
  human being to attain a distinctly supernatural end—unending life with God, 
  or full participation in the divine life—beyond what he can attain by nature 
  alone. And clearly, in order to reach this end, freely and easily, without 
  impediment, the human being in his original state not only needed to be 
  internally ordered (his parts and powers properly aligned), he also needed to 
  be directly ordered to God, serving (knowing and loving) God with his entire 
  being.(26)
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  As Aquinas further understands it, original justice also includes 
  sanctifying grace, which serves as the “root” of original justice.(27) 
  The first human being was clearly created in this state of grace, but God 
  further intended that all human beings be created, or born, in this state of 
  grace, since sanctifying grace, along with original justice, were supposed to 
  be propagated along with human nature itself, “conferred on man immediately on 
  his receiving a rational soul.”(28) 
  But of course, the divine purpose was thwarted by primal sin, itself the 
  source of original sin. Con-sequently, by freely ceasing to serve God with his 
  entire being, the first human being not only was deprived of his own “proper 
  and personal good—namely, grace, and the due order of the parts of the soul; 
  he was deprived as well of a good related to the common nature.”(29)

  All human beings, therefore, by virtue of being severed from the 
  divine source (and grace) that would enable them to function properly and even 
  optimally—a consequence of a primal, tragic misuse of free will—are now 
  internally misaligned, subject to significant physical and spiritual 
  dysfunction. In the human being’s original state, the soul not only served as 
  the life-giving “form” of the body, it did so uninterruptedly, which means 
  that the body was fully infused with the soul’s life-giving power. But because 
  the body is no longer wholly subject to the soul through the ordering grace of 
  original justice, human beings experience all sorts of significant bodily 
  defects, such as sickness, physical suffering, and death. Moreover, “all the 
  powers of the soul,” Aquinas writes, “are left, as it were, destitute of their 
  proper order, whereby they are naturally directed to virtue.”(30) 
  No longer wholly subject to God, reason is deprived of knowledge, or its 
  “order to the true,” and therefore is subject to ignorance. The will
  

  
    

  

  page 118

  is deprived of justice, or its “order to the good,” and is therefore 
  subject to malice. No longer wholly subject to reason, the “lower” 
  parts of the soul, or our appetitive drives (the irascible and concupiscible 
  appetites) are respectively deprived of fortitude and temperance, and thus are 
  subject to weakness and concupiscence, or desire 
  unrestrained by reason.(31)

  It is important to emphasize that Aquinas’s description here of the 
  penalties and “wounds” associated with original sin, which afflict all human 
  beings, do not constitute any actual deterioration or change in the essential 
  properties of our natures. The powers and operations of the soul in particular 
  remain fully intact: they are neither eradicated nor even diminished by sin.(32) 
  However, the full inclination to virtue that the first human being originally 
  possessed is diminished in us. Thus, while we are not directly 
  disposed towards sin and vice—in the sense that none of our powers are so 
  disposed—we nevertheless are indirectly disposed towards sin and 
  vice, since we are no longer constrained by original justice, “which hindered 
  inordinate movements.”(33) 
  Moreover, we can further diminish the natural inclination to virtue through 
  own individual efforts—our personally sinning, or (we should add) 
  committing moral evils—by which we become “more easily inclined to sin 
  again.”(34) 
  Thus, deprived of original justice, itself the most fundamental “good of 
  nature,” we human beings still possess all of the requisite parts and powers 
  that enable us to function on some level. But those parts and powers, bereft 
  of any organizing principle, can and do malfunction, and often do so 
  drastically. In other words, deprived of original justice, we lack the 
  organizing principle we need in order to remain (as the human being once did) 
  in an ordered, harmonious state. We remain, in short, subject to bodily and 
  spiritual failure.

  We are now in a position to judge the merits of Aquinas’s “story” of 
  creation and fall, as incorporated into the free-will 
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  defense, in comparison with van Inwagen’s story. First, Aquinas does not 
  assign the first human being any special preternatural powers: the first human 
  being remains recognizably human, insofar he possessed all of the same parts 
  and powers that we do. The grace bestowed in the state of original justice 
  lies, again, in the due ordering of those parts and powers, insofar 
  as the first human being also was duly ordered to God. And it was the due 
  ordering of those parts and powers that enabled the first human being to 
  remain invulnerable to suffering and death as well as fully ordered to virtue. 
  Thus, second, although the choice of the first human being to sunder himself 
  from his ordered relationship to God is difficult to conceive (although, as we 
  will see, not totally inexplicable), the consequences of that choice 
  are not: the human being, along with human nature itself, became subject to 
  significant internal malfunction, both physically and spiritually, once the 
  human being ceased to subject himself to the source of his very being and 
  goodness, and was thereby deprived of the ordering grace that God had provided 
  him. As a result, all human beings now perpetually malfunction, as 
  human history and experience readily bear out, which means we once again stand 
  in desperate need of God’s grace.

  Third, on Aquinas’s account, the damage done to human beings, and to human 
  nature more specifically, is metaphysical and not merely 
  biological. It consists in a metaphysical lack or privation of the needed 
  habit or principle within human nature, or the due ordering of the parts and 
  powers within human beings that should be present but is in fact absent.(35) 
  This does not negate the fact that we do function differently now on a 
  biological level than the first human being did in the prelapsarian state: the 
  fact that we are now liable to death and bodily corruption clearly shows 
  otherwise. Moreover, while Aquinas does hold that original sin, qua 
  privation of original justice, is transmitted to the first human being’s 
  posterity by way of biological propagation— because that is how human nature, 
  in part (the body or “flesh”), is transmitted—he does not think of original 
  sin as constitutive of 
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  our biology (or genetic make-up) in some positive sense.(36) 
  There is no “genetic substrate” of original sin, no biological accretion or 
  formation of a positive inclination to moral evil that was previously latent 
  (prior to primal sin) but is now active within us. On Aquinas’s account, 
  although human beings are ill-disposed to virtue and indirectly inclined to 
  vice, we can point to no part or power in ourselves that has been corrupted or 
  destroyed by sin. As a result of the Fall, our nature was not fundamentally 
  altered; rather, our “nature was left to itself.”(37) 
  In short, we are damaged because of what we have lost. For fallen 
  human beings, then, living the moral life becomes arduous, and even 
  treacherous, but not impossible as such.

  Van Inwagen certainly points us in the right direction in offering an 
  expanded free-will defense that incorporates a story of creation and fall. 
  However, I submit that the free-will defense is best served by the 
  superior story of creation and fall, or original justice and original sin, 
  that Aquinas offers us. It shows us how and why human beings are liable to 
  suffer and do evil, thereby accounting for moral and natural evil. It 
  also shows us that we find so much evil in the world not only because 
  we are bereft of the ordering and preventive power of original justice, and 
  thus liable to suffer and do evil, but also because, as Aquinas 
  claims, we can further decrease our inclination to virtue (and thereby 
  increase our inclination to vice) by continuing to commit evils, misusing the 
  powers of intellect and will that God has given us. Moreover, on Aquinas’s 
  view, there is no created deficiency within human agency, or within the human 
  being more generally, that would alleviate human responsibility for evil: by 
  virtue of first endowing human nature itself with original justice, God 
  removed any defects that consequently would have led any human being to suffer 
  and do evil. Evil, whether moral or natural, is therefore not something that 
  God causes or for which he remains causally responsible; in fact, it is 
  something that God opposes, since it deprives his creation of the full measure 
  of goodness with which he originally endowed it.
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  This expanded free-will defense does not totally alleviate God’s 
  responsibility for evil. Not only did God bring human beings, along with their 
  intellective and volitional powers, into the world in the first place—thereby 
  creating the very possibility of evil in human history—but he also allows 
  evil to persist (even if he prevents much evil from occurring).(38) 
  This is why van Inwagen incorporates other narrative features within his 
  free-will defense (such as our needing to recognize that we live in a 
  horror-filled world, and God’s putting in place a plan to rescue us from 
  evil). I have similar views on these matters. For example, I believe God bears 
  direct responsibility for evil by becoming incarnate and healing the damaged 
  natures that human beings possess, thereby bringing good out of the worse sort 
  of evil.(39) 
  But as I said at the beginning of the article, I am only offering the expanded 
  free-will defense, in its Thomistic form, as part of a more comprehensive 
  response to the problem of evil, or genuine theodicy. In the remainder of the 
  article, then, I continue to defend this expanded free-will defense, which 
  entails noting some important objections (including some already noted) and 
  responding to those objections in turn.

   

  
  II. Objections to the Expanded 
  Free-will Defense

  

  A central objection to any free-will defense based on an original fall from 
  grace goes as follows: How can we intelligibly explain that fall as a 
  deliberate choice made by the first human beings, who were created good (and 
  in a state of grace), to sunder
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  themselves from God, who is himself an incommensurate good? John Hick, who 
  fundamentally opposes the free-will defense in its traditional, specifically 
  Augustinian form, puts the objection this way: “The basic and inevitable 
  criticism is that the idea of an unqualifiedly good creature committing sin is 
  self-contradictory and unintelligible” since “it is impossible to conceive of 
  wholly good beings in a wholly good world becoming sinful.”(40) 
  The further criticism, however, concerns not only the moral make-up but also 
  the moral psychology of the first human beings: there seems to be no 
  intelligible motivation or reason for the first human beings to make such a 
  choice. Thus, Joseph Fitzpatrick, a more recent opponent of the traditional, 
  Augustinian position, claims the following:

  For the will to 
  change there is needed some account of motivation or reasons for 
  changing and it is here that a defender of Augustine’s position must 
  begin to struggle. To describe it simply, as Augustine does, as a lapse or 
  failing of the will is to beg the question, for the question is: How could 
  such a will lapse or fail? What could possibly have caused the will, motivated 
  it, provided it with reason, to change or lapse? Can a perfectly good will 
  change without it being already prone to evil, and if prone to evil, already 
  implicated in sin?(41)

  These are important critical questions, since they can be directed against 
  any free-will defense that deliberately excludes sin from created humanity and 
  locates any susceptibility to sin and do evil in fallen humanity, as a primary 
  consequence of primal sin (i.e., the original sinful act performed by the 
  first human beings). As I mentioned above, van Inwagen does not consider or 
  address these sorts of questions, and his account of the Fall suffers as a 
  result.

  In order better to defend my own account, I address these questions (and 
  the overall objection they constitute) in the section that follows. But for 
  the moment, it is worth noting that they highlight an important, positive
  feature of the free-will defense, in its more specifically Augustinian 
  and Thomistic form. When Augustine famously argues that there is no 
  “efficient” or positive cause for evil in the will (especially in the will as 
  originally created 
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  good), but only a “deficient” cause, he not only is denying that evil 
  itself is a substance (his doctrine of evil as privatio boni); he 
  also is denying, for good theological reasons, that evil (and hence 
  willing evil) is rational.(42) 
  There is, at bottom, no intelligible reason for evil itself, or why evil needs 
  to exist at all. To assign evil, and hence primal sin, an efficient cause is 
  to justify it, and thereby to affirm that by itself it is necessary, 
  insofar as it contributes something positive on its own to God’s good 
  creation. On some level, then, if we are to defend the goodness of God as well 
  as the goodness of God’s creation, we cannot locate an efficient cause in the 
  wills or minds of the first human beings—so understood as a predisposition to 
  commit sin and evil, or a manifest desire to commit sin and evil—and must 
  instead understand the primary explanation for primal sin to be some sort of
  failure that leads the first human beings as rational creatures to 
  turn from God, the supreme good, toward finite things, which are lesser goods.

  A second objection concerns the compatibility, or lack thereof, of the 
  expanded free-will defense with evolutionary biology. If one accepts the data 
  and insights of evolutionary biology, one also has to accept that physical 
  suffering and death predate the emergence of human beings in evolutionary 
  history: in short, suffering and death, particularly in the animal kingdom, 
  are constitutive of the evolutionary process. As Daryl Domning, in his recent 
  book, Original Selfishness: Original Sin and Evil in the Light of 
  Evolution, writes, a material universe such as ours operates according to 
  certain natural laws in which the perpetual and often violent cycle of life, 
  suffering, and death is biologically necessary for new life to be born and 
  species to emerge:

  The result [of 
  God creating a material universe in which we live] has been billions of years 
  of “nature red in tooth and claw” that scandalize many thinking people… . 
  However, these eons of bloodshed were not gratuitous, but absolutely 
  unavoidable given the ground rules of natural laws in general and competitive 
  Darwinian evolution in particular. Nor are pain and death merely 

  
    

  

  page 124

  unfortunate 
  byproducts of the process: they play essential, constructive roles in 
  the evolution of life.(43)

  According to Domning, the ability to feel pain and the 
  suffering that accompanies it is particularly obvious from an evolutionary 
  standpoint, when we consider that it is only by being able to feel pain and 
  undergo suffering that an animal is able to avoid danger and seek safety in 
  numbers, thereby promoting its own survival value (and, more accurately, that 
  of its species). Moreover, death is necessary, because “it is obvious that 
  crowding and exhaustion of resources would have brought evolution to a halt 
  billions of years ago if literally nothing ever died.”(44) 
  Finally, death is also necessary for species to evolve, because it is only 
  through death that undesirable genes are eliminated (a requirement for natural 
  selection to work). On the cellular level, cells need to die so that animal 
  life can function normally and properly, and over the course of evolution, 
  highly complex bodily organisms such as ourselves finally can emerge and 
  continue to survive.

  According to Ian McFarland, all of this serves as a sufficient refutation 
  of any traditional theological understanding of the Fall:

  It is now beyond 
  dispute that there was no point where human existence was characterized by 
  immunity from death, absence of labour pains, or an ability to acquire food 
  without toil. Nor are the facts of evolutionary biology consistent with the 
  descent of all human beings from a single ancestral pair (monogenesis)… . 
  The geological record makes it clear that natural disasters, disease, 
  suffering, and death long antedate the emergence of the human species. It 
  follows that such phenomena cannot be interpreted as the consequence of human 
  sin.(45)
  

  McFarland also notes that “in light of these difficulties, there has been a 
  strong trend in modern theology to dehistoricize the fall.”(46) 
  Even a strictly moral fall seems to be more explicable in a world in which 
  disease, death, and disaster already existed.

  Again, I will offer a full response to this objection in the section that 
  follows, but it is important to note that none of what 
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  McFarland (or Domning before him) claims about evolutionary history 
  refutes an historical Fall, as traditionally understood. For example, 
  against what McFarland claims, it still seems possible, and hence not 
  “now beyond dispute,” that human beings, at some very early stage in their 
  existence, were immune from ex-periencing the natural evils, including death, 
  that have beset them for the vast majority of their existence, and even 
  predated their entrance into evolutionary history. At bottom, traditional 
  claims about an historical Fall from grace are theological in nature: 
  just as these claims cannot possibly be scientifically proved, they cannot be 
  scientifically disproven either, unless they are construed so narrowly that 
  their compatibility with the best scientific insight becomes impossible. 
  Otherwise, traditional theological belief and scientific insight do 
  remain compatible, although it certainly requires some effort to show how this 
  is the case.

  The final objection concerns the transmission of original sin. On one 
  level, there are difficulties surrounding the transmission of original sin if 
  human beings have a polygenetic versus a monogenetic origin. In other words, 
  if all human beings descend not from a single pair of human beings, but from 
  multiple pairs of human beings or lineages, separated by space and (possibly) 
  time, then it becomes that much harder to explain both the origins of sin and 
  its inherited consequences. On another level, there are difficulties 
  surrounding what it means to say that the con-sequences of original sin are 
  inherited. How is human nature itself changed as a result of the Fall 
  such that all human beings, by virtue of possessing the same nature, are 
  damaged as a result?(47) 
  Related to this are issues concerning the mechanism of transmission: whatever 
  change the first human beings experienced in themselves as a result 
  of primal sin is not necessarily the sort of thing that could or even should 
  be transmitted to subsequent generations, especially through purely natural 
  means. Even if we hold, as I argued above following Aquinas’s lead, that the 
  defects associated with original sin are not positive additions to our 
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  nature, but privations of what ought to be present in our nature but are no 
  longer present, the question remains, what is it about human nature, as graced 
  with original justice, that would have been transmitted had primal 
  sin not occurred? If we cannot explain how original justice, as a positive 
  addition to our nature, would have been transferred, then we cannot explain 
  what it means to say that the absence of original justice has been 
  transferred.

  I take this objection concerning the transmission of original sin to be the 
  most difficult to address. And yet, I also think that issues concerning the 
  precise beginnings of human beings in natural history are not as significant 
  as issues concerning the metaphysics of human nature—in particular, how it is 
  that a primal misuse of free will could effect the sort of change that becomes 
  constitutive of human nature itself, and hence is transmitted to all human 
  beings who possess that metaphysically shared nature. I will begin to address 
  these issues as well in the section to come.

   

  
  III. Defending the Expanded Free-will 
  Defense: 

  Responses to Objections

  

  A) Original Sin the Result of a Failure in Moral Reasoning

  

  The first objection I discussed above concerns the psychology of primal sin. 
  Not satisfied with the traditional Augustinian (and as we will see, Thomistic) 
  claim that the cause of primal sin is deficient, opponents of the Augustinian 
  position reject such a choice as unintelligible. Hence, we should now 
  investigate what it means to say that primal sin is only deficiently caused, 
  even if it does not arise from any actual deficiencies (or privations) in 
  created human nature.

  In defense of the Augustinian position, and sensitive to the objection we 
  are now considering, Scott MacDonald argues that primal sin is deficiently 
  caused insofar as it originated in the failure of primal sinners 
  (including angels and humans) “to pay attention to the reason they had for 
  loving God above all things, 
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  namely, their knowledge that God is the highest good.”(48) 
  In other words, while primal sin was surely motivated by considerations of 
  finite, mutable goods as distinct from God as the highest good, primal sin 
  also resulted from a failure in moral deliberation, or practical reasoning. 
  Primal sinners left out of their practical reasoning certain known facts about 
  God (e.g., his perfect goodness); they did not leave God out of such reasoning 
  altogether, for this would be impossible for them in their original gifted 
  state. Coupled with their perception of other created, finite goods, this led 
  primal sinners to direct their love—inordinately, of course—toward those 
  goods, thereby failing to guard against sin. MacDonald further argues that 
  such a choice fits with our common intuitions and experience of moral agency: 
  it is not that we merely forget certain reasons when acting in certain ways, 
  we also often fail to attend to those reasons altogether. As a result, those 
  reasons remain “inoperative” for us. Culpability for primal sin lies, 
  therefore, in the first human beings’ choosing to act without having the 
  requisite reasons before their minds, which again, remains possible for beings 
  created good but also finite and mutable.

  MacDonald’s analysis is helpful, because it brings to the fore two central 
  claims concerning the psychology of primal sin that opponents of the 
  traditional Augustinian view overlook: (1) deficient causality can play an 
  intelligible role in explaining the act of primal sin, since it is operative 
  in other instances of moral agency, and (2) deficient causality need not be 
  preceded and explained by deficiencies in human nature. Thus, it is once again 
  worth returning to Aquinas, who incorporates both of these claims in his own 
  moral (and theological) psychology of evil and sin. Consider, for example, the 
  lucid analogy he draws in contemplating the question “Whether good is the 
  cause of evil?” in his Quaestiones Disputatae De Malo:
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  If then there is 
  a craftsman who ought to cut a piece of wood straight according to some rule, 
  if he does not cut it straight, which is to cut badly, this faulty cutting 
  will be caused from this defect, that the craftsman was working without a rule 
  and measure. Likewise, pleasure and everything else in human affairs ought to 
  be measured and ruled according to the rule of reason and divine law; hence 
  non-use of the rule of reason and divine law is presupposed in the will before 
  its disordered choice. And indeed there is no need to seek a cause of this 
  non-use of the aforementioned rule because the liberty of the will itself, 
  thanks to which it can act or not act, suffices for this.(49)

  In light of MacDonald’s analysis above, we can interpret Aquinas’s 
  important remarks here as follows: just as the craftsman has knowledge of the 
  rules concerning proper cutting, but can fail to incorporate that knowledge 
  (or aspects of it) in choosing to cut, leading him to cut in a crooked rather 
  than in a straight manner, so primal sinners had knowledge of the divine law 
  but failed to incorporate that knowledge (or aspects of it) in choosing to 
  act, leading them to act in a disordered rather than in an ordered manner—in 
  other words, to sin. Furthermore, that primal sinners, on analogy with the 
  craftsman, failed to use a known rule of reason in acting is ultimately 
  explicable in terms of “the liberty of the will itself”; no further 
  explanation is required. In MacDonald’s terms, such failure requires no 
  further explanation because primal sinners were, at bottom, “manifesting 
  primal moral agency.”(50)

  Aquinas also makes it clear that failing to attend to the right reasons, or 
  failing to follow a known “rule” or law for acting, is not in itself sinful or 
  evil: “just as the carpenter does no wrong in not always having in hand a 
  measure but in proceeding to cut without using the measure,” so “likewise the 
  fault of the will does not consist in not actually giving heed to the rule of 
  reason or divine law but in proceeding to choose without employing the rule or 
  measure.”(51) 
  For primal sinners, then, failing to attend to their knowledge of God, or the 
  divine law—their “non-use” of that knowledge, and the rule to which they were 
  subject—was 
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  not, in itself, sinful or evil. Primal sinners became culpable when they 
  proceeded to act “without actual consideration of the rule” when they 
  could (and should) have done otherwise.(52) 
  Thus, primal sin also clearly lies in an act of will, namely, primal sinners’ 
  ceasing to submit and conform themselves to God and aligning themselves 
  instead with finite goods. In this case, there is no antecedent sin or flaw in 
  the will that serves as an efficient cause for sin: with Augustine, Aquinas 
  claims that “the will is the cause of sin inasmuch as it is deficient.”(53)

  An objector might say that while we intelligibly can explain the 
  carpenter’s acting on the basis of a failure in reasoning, or negligence of a 
  known rule, we cannot do the same with the first human beings, because their 
  immediate knowledge of God would necessarily exclude such failure or the 
  possibility of such negligence. Van Inwagen clearly remains vulnerable to this 
  objection, because he holds that the first human beings enjoyed the same sort 
  of “mystical union” with God that Christians hope to experience in the 
  beatific vision. Aquinas explicitly argues, however, that the first human 
  being did not enjoy the beatific vision of God because such knowledge indeed 
  would rule out sin as a rational possibility: by virtue of being so “firmly 
  established” in knowing and loving God, the first human being could not 
  willingly turn away from God.(54) 
  Consequently, Aquinas argues instead that the knowledge of God the first human 
  being possessed was, like the knowledge of God human beings now possess, based 
  on God’s effects—albeit intelligible effects received not through the 
  mediation of the senses but “by the radiation of the first truth.”(55) 
  Such knowledge of God was therefore more perfect than the knowledge human 
  beings possess now, but less perfect than the knowledge of God the blessed 
  possess in heaven. As such, the possibility—however unlikely—of the first 
  human 
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  being’s failing to attend to the relevant aspects of that knowledge and 
  proceeding to sin remained.

   

  B) Original Sin Compatible with Evolutionary History

  Turning to the second objection: What are we to make of the claim that 
  suffering and death predate the arrival of human beings within evolutionary 
  history? The account I have been defending so far with Aquinas’s aid leaves 
  open the possibility of the following claim: the fact that human beings, as 
  created in a state of grace with original justice, were not susceptible to 
  death and other defects associated with bodily existence (e.g., being subject 
  to disease and the physical suffering that accompanies it) does not contradict 
  the further fact that other sentient beings, including the human being’s 
  immediate evolutionary predecessors, were indeed susceptible to death and 
  other bodily defects. Aquinas (who obviously was ignorant of evolutionary 
  history) argues that in one sense death and bodily defects are 
  natural to human beings (minus the grace of original justice) because human 
  beings, like all living things, are form-matter composites, and matter is 
  naturally corruptible.(56) 
  Thus, even though the form of the human being, his rational soul, is (unlike 
  the forms of other living things) incorruptible of itself (per se), 
  the human being qua form-matter composite is naturally corruptible, 
  and hence naturally mortal.(57) 
  Once again, divine goodness and providence ensured that whatever natural 
  defects human beings were subject to by virtue of being spiritually and 
  materially composed would not impede their ability to attain their 
  supernatural end: God removed these defects by supplying the grace needed 
  fully to order the body to the soul, so that the body would uninterruptedly 
  remain ontologically subordinate to the soul, and be pervaded by the soul’s 
  uninterrupted life-giving power.

  Clearly, God’s creation of the first human beings—on this expanded 
  account, uniting a rational soul to the body along with the ordering grace of 
  original justice—is a miraculous event, an 
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  act of divine intervention within evolutionary history. However, as in van 
  Inwagen’s account, it is entirely compatible with what we know about the 
  trajectory of evolutionary history. Here, van Inwagen wisely points out (in 
  further defense of his own view) that immediate divine intervention actually
  explains the genesis of rationality. In short, rationality, which 
  sharply distinguishes human beings from their evolutionary ancestors, 
  simply does not seem to be the sort of phenomenon that could have evolved 
  naturally over time, through the selective pressures of evolution alone.(58) 
  On the Thomistic account I am defending, God’s affording the first human 
  beings the additional grace of original justice also is clearly miraculous, 
  even though it too fits within the scope of evolutionary history. Original 
  justice, which pertained not only to the individual soul but also to human 
  nature itself (as it was intended to be propagated), ensured that the first 
  human beings enjoyed an uninterrupted, harmonious existence within the natural 
  world. Again, the first human beings possessed the same metaphysical parts and 
  employed the same powers that we currently possess and employ.

  Thus, as I argued in the first section of the article, God’s miraculous 
  creation of the first human beings in a state of original justice does not 
  require overinflating the first human beings with the sorts of “preternatural 
  powers” that make them unlocatable within the course of natural history, 
  suitable for inhabiting an Edenic paradise alone.(59) 
  For example, it is entirely consonant with the Thomistic picture that I have 
  offered that human beings always have been susceptible to pain, 
  because pain is part of the normal, healthy functioning of sentient animals, 
  including human beings. Being susceptible to pain, however, is not the same 
  thing as experiencing pain: pain, while not itself a privation or evil, 
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  nevertheless can signify an underlying privation or evil, such as sickness 
  and disease.(60) 
  So by virtue of not experiencing sickness or disease, the first human beings 
  would not have experienced the pain (often severe pain) associated with 
  sickness and disease, as well as other physical ailments. Furthermore, we do 
  not need to deny that the first human beings had to protect themselves from 
  natural disasters, which would require that they exercise particular 
  intellectual ingenuity (albeit more practical than speculative) and physical 
  fortitude. But such effort is not, in itself, a form of suffering, or an evil. 
  Successfully managing the threat that natural disasters posed to them—rather 
  than merely effortlessly evading such disasters altogether, as van Inwagen 
  suggests—would have been entirely possible, presuming that human beings had 
  the requisite ontological constitution and ordering of mind and body, afforded 
  to them by the grace of original justice, to do so.

  These speculations aside, the greater challenge evolutionary biology poses 
  to the free-will defense is its claim that animal life was, for billions of 
  years, subject to suffering and death, because the evolution of 
  life—including the emergence of complex animals such as ourselves—could not 
  have occurred without such suffering and death. In order to deal with this 
  challenge, and thereby supplement his own expanded free-will defense, van 
  Inwagen tells a further story (which, once again, is “true for all anyone 
  knows”) according to which any world God could have made that contains 
  higher-level (conscious) sentient creatures “either contains patterns of 
  suffering morally equivalent to those of the actual world, or else is 
  massively irregular.”(61) 
  In other words, given God’s aims in creating a world with higher-level 
  sentient creatures, including ourselves, it is plausible that God was faced 
  with the option of creating a world with the same patterns of “morally 
  equivalent” suffering that the actual world contains or creating a 
  world “in which the laws of nature fail in some massive way”—for example, a 
  world in which God continually intervenes 
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  in order to ensure that all higher-level sentient creatures ongoingly exist 
  in a hedonic utopia (in which no animals prey on one another or suffer from 
  sickness or disease).(62) 
  For all we know, massive irregularity is a defect at least as great as (if not 
  greater than) the defect of containing vast amounts of animal suffering; thus, 
  God would have reason not to create a world that is massively irregular.(63) 
  But God also would have a reason to create a world such as ours if we further 
  stipulate that this world contains a greater good, such as the sheer diversity 
  of animal life (including intelligent life such as our own) that both depends 
  on the existence of higher-level sentient creatures and outweighs all of the 
  animal suffering that exists.

  Van Inwagen’s “anti-irregularity defense” hangs on the claim that, for all 
  we know, not even an omnipotent being could create an ordered, law-governed 
  world consisting of higher-level sentient life (including our own) in which no 
  animal suffering— particularly the sort of suffering that constitutes 
  evolutionary history—exists. I find this claim plausible, but for our present 
  purposes, I think that it is more useful to highlight those aspects of van 
  Inwagen’s defense that concern divine goodness rather than divine 
  power. As van Inwagen suggests, it seems entirely com-mensurate with 
  God’s goodness for God to allow billions of years of animal suffering (much of 
  it, we should add, consisting of the suffering of lower-level sentient life) 
  in order to bring about a greater good—that good being the full realization 
  of all levels of being, all of which reflect the divine goodness in their own 
  way. More specifically, it remains fully within the scope of God’s goodness 
  for God to create a range of finite things that are both good and mutable, 
  subject to corruption and death. Like Augustine before him, Aquinas claims 
  that “the perfection of the universe requires that there should be 
  inequality in things, so that every grade of goodness may be realized,” 
  including good things that can and do fail in goodness—and “it is in 
  this that evil 
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  consists.”(64) 
  But in creating such things, God does not become the intentional cause of 
  evil, or suffering and death more specifically. I take the Augustinian and 
  Thomistic point to be that since God only wills what is good, and what is good 
  possesses being (and vice versa), then God only wills that finite and mutable 
  things achieve the fullness of being, actualizing the potentialities with 
  which they have been endowed or which they come to possess.

  The further fact remains that in a material world such as ours, where 
  diverse species, over the course of evolutionary history, all have struggled 
  to survive, it must be the case that particular forms of animal life, in 
  actualizing their full potentiality, and therefore being the sorts of good 
  things that they were created to be, caused (even if they did not always 
  directly inflict) suffering and death in other forms of animal life. As Brian 
  Davies writes, “there is always concomitant good when it comes to evil 
  suffered, for evil suffered only occurs as something thrives at the expense of 
  something else.”(65) 
  Here, Davies is making a general point about evil suffered, but applied to our 
  current concerns, his point translates as follows. Whatever suffering and 
  death occurred over the course of evolutionary history was always coupled with 
  a concomitant good, namely, the thriving of one species at the expense of 
  another. Furthermore, God allowed suffering and death to occur only because, 
  in his infinite goodness, he first willed that all animal life achieve the 
  good ends for which it, in all of its wondrous diversity (and gradations of 
  being), was created, or enabled to come into being.

  Moreover, that God can bring further good out of such evil is demonstrated 
  by the remarkable fact, on the account I am now defending, that animal life 
  evolved to such a high level of complexity that it was capable, through its 
  own evolved potentiality, of housing and helping realize the operations of a 
  rational soul, thereby providing precisely the sort of materiality necessary 
  for the emergence of human life. This does not mean that all prehuman animal 
  life was created for a singular end, namely, the eventual creation of 
  humanity. Surely, all prehuman 
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  animal life had (as all current animal life has) diverse, individual ends 
  to obtain, as generously arranged by divine providence. But in fulfilling 
  those ends, prehuman animal life also made possible the sort of greater good 
  that evolution, without the guiding hand of providence, as well as the direct 
  intervention of providence, could not possibly yield: a being endowed not only 
  with a body but also a soul and its attending powers—most notably, intellect 
  and will. Furthermore, it was only this sort of being, by virtue of possessing 
  the requisite parts and powers, that God could raise to an even higher 
  ontological plane, which occurred when he graciously endowed this being with 
  original justice, and therefore made this being fully human.

  

  C) Explaining the Transmission of Original Sin

  

  The final objection I noted above concerns the problem of transmission: how, 
  exactly, are the consequences or penalties that accrue as a result of the 
  Fall, to which the first human beings became subject by committing primal sin, 
  transmitted to all other human beings? Related to this is the pressing 
  question concerning how a primal act of will could and should bring about such 
  drastic changes within the lives of the first human beings (where the 
  punishment, perhaps, does not fit the crime). We should start with the latter 
  question first, focused as it is on primal sin and its immediate consequences. 
  One line of response goes as follows: perhaps primal sin did not by itself 
  bring about any immediate consequences, but instead, those consequences 
  accrued over time. MacDonald argues that primal sin, on the modified 
  Augustinian view that he defends, “might be a mere peccadillo and only the 
  beginning of a process the later stages of which introduce profound moral 
  corruption”; thus, “we might distinguish, then, between primal sin and what we 
  might think of as moral fall.”(66)

  A more promising line of response, however, is to insist that primal sin, 
  as a moral fall, does bring about immediate, drastic consequences, but that 
  the manifestations or evidences for those consequences 
  visibly accrue over time, in individual human 
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  histories. On the Thomistic account I have been defending, the primary 
  consequence or penalty for primal sin is the total loss of original justice, 
  which is accompanied by various penalties. Once subject to these penalties, 
  the first human beings may have not (and probably would have not) immediately 
  perceived them as such, even if they perceived that their relationship with 
  God had changed. That is, they would not have immediately perceived that they 
  lacked the ordering and preventative power of original justice, but only 
  subsequently perceived evidence for this as they became susceptible, 
  each in his or her own individual life, to disease, suffering, and death, as 
  well as moral failure. They also, it is important to note, were susceptible to 
  ignorance, malice, etc., and even capable of accruing a stronger propensity 
  for sin (given the wide-open possibility of becoming not only morally 
  deficient but also morally depraved). That this same process unfolds, to 
  varying degrees, in all subsequent human lives is testimony to the fact that 
  the consequences or penalties for primal sin accrue not only to the primal 
  sinner but to human nature more generally.

  This assumes, of course, that the penalties Aquinas claims immediately 
  accrue as a result of primal sin are fitting or deserved. I think this claim 
  is entirely plausible. Consider the following analogy. In a casual friendship, 
  which by nature lacks a significant degree of intimacy and mutual trust, any 
  failure by one of the parties to uphold that friendship remains relatively 
  insignificant, in the sense that any “wound” that failure might inflict would 
  be slight. The more serious the friendship, however, the more opportunity 
  there is to inflict, and even bring upon oneself, significant harm, especially 
  through violating the bonds of intimacy and mutual trust. Now, the 
  relationship that the first human beings enjoyed with God, in which they were 
  established in a state of original justice, was the most intimate relationship 
  they could enjoy short of the beatific vision. Consequently, the failure on 
  the part of the first human beings to maintain that relationship fully—to 
  cease to know and love God with their entire being, or (in Augustinian terms) 
  to turn from God as the highest good toward goods that are finite and 
  mutable—should indeed be counted as a significant failure, and therefore most
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  certainly should have had lasting and serious consequences, including (most 
  drastically), their being deprived of original justice. We need not think of 
  the deprivation of original justice only as something that God imposes (a 
  penalty in the strict sense); it is rather as a natural consequence of the 
  failure of human beings to maintain the full standard of existence, or 
  privileged onto-logical status, that they had been afforded by God.

  The issue remains, of course, how these consequences or penalties, even if 
  justly appropriated to the first human beings, also have been transmitted to 
  all human beings, by virtue of being predicated not just of the first human 
  beings but of human nature more generally. As I mentioned above in explaining 
  Aquinas’s view, transmission clearly requires that all human beings are 
  biologically related to their original ancestors, because the transmission of 
  human nature occurs through generation, which is a power of human nature. And 
  while it is easier to see this transmission if all human beings derive from a 
  single pair of ancestors rather than multiple pairs or lineages, it certainly 
  remains possible that the first human beings, however many in number, all 
  committed primal sin, which means that all human beings, whatever their 
  specific biological ancestry (which, of course, is impossible to determine), 
  are subject to the same consequences or penalties. It is, of course, 
  impossible to know demonstrably which state of affairs obtained.(67) 
  As a result, it is more beneficial to respond to concerns surrounding the 
  transmission of original sin by reflecting on the metaphysics of original sin 
  and human nature itself.

  We must begin by reminding ourselves that the “wounds” that Aquinas says 
  are predicated of both the first fallen sinner and all of fallen humanity are 
  not constitutive of being in any positive sense: they are not things or even 
  qualities of things (substances or accidents). Thus, in one sense, there is 
  quite literally nothing 
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  (or perhaps better: no thing) for the first human beings 
  to transmit to their descendants. All human beings share in the Fall, then, to 
  the extent that they lack original justice, with which the first human beings 
  and human nature more generally were generously endowed. But there is more 
  that we can say here. On Aquinas’s view, human beings are soul-body composites 
  in both their prelapsarian and their postlapsarian states (the difference 
  being the respective presence or absence of original justice). But soul and 
  body are clearly not the same kind of thing: again, the soul is immaterial and 
  incorruptible while the body is material and corruptible, so unlike the body, 
  the soul is not naturally generated. Aquinas holds (as Catholic teaching still 
  holds) that the soul is created immediately by God, in both the first human 
  beings and all subsequent human beings.(68) 
  Thus, because of the Fall, the soul of every human being, as immediately 
  created by God and united to a body, is deprived of the gift of original 
  justice.

  The question then becomes: How, more precisely, would original justice have 
  been transmitted to all human beings had the first human beings (and their 
  descendants) chosen not to fall? Since, as we saw above (section I), Aquinas 
  claims that original justice is “a gift conferred by God on the entire human 
  nature,” as an accidental quality of that nature (not of the individual human 
  being), it follows that all descendents of the first human beings who share 
  that nature also would have been born in a state of original justice.(69) 
  Furthermore, since the “root” of original justice, the subjection of reason to 
  God, is effected by sanctifying grace, this too would have been present in all 
  descendants of the first human beings. And yet, such grace would not have been 
  transmitted naturally: it “would have been conferred on man immediately on his 
  receiving a rational soul [in] the same way the rational soul, which is not 
  transmitted by the parent, is infused by God as soon as the human body is apt 
  to receive it.”(70) 
  Thus, we 
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  can conclude that since sanctifying grace would have been infused by God in 
  the soul of every human being the same way the rational soul is infused by God 
  in the body of every human being, original justice too, which “pertained 
  radically to the essence of the soul,” would have been immediately conferred 
  on the soul with the creation of the soul, or the fusing of the soul with the 
  body.(71) 
  Or put another way: God would have continually bestowed the principle or habit 
  of original justice on every human being directly, presuming that all 
  subsequent human beings, guarding the gift that God bestowed upon their 
  nature, continued to retain their innocence before him.

  On one level, this explains the primary mechanism of the transmission of 
  penalties. For each and every postlapsarian human being, God refrains from 
  doing what he otherwise would have done, had sin never entered the world: 
  conferring original justice on the soul when he creates the soul. But then the 
  question arises: Why does God refrain from doing this, and how can this 
  inaction on God’s part be just? The answer to this question, which Aquinas 
  also provides, is that all human beings, by virtue of possessing a common 
  nature, are subject not only to inherited penalties but also to an inherited
  guilt.(72) 
  It remains a basic tenet for Aquinas (which should also strike us as 
  plausible) that “a penalty [such as death] is not justly inflicted except for 
  a fault. Therefore, in every single one of those in whom one finds this 
  penalty one must of necessity find a fault.”(73) 
  Consequently, a further answer to the question of why all human beings are 
  subject to the same penalties, or defects of body and soul, is that all human 
  beings are, in some sense, deserving of these penalties. By virtue of 
  possessing a metaphysically shared nature, we also all belong in one human 
  community, and so share in the sin of the first human beings (their original 
  failure to retain the grace with which they had been provided) even though 
  this sin does not stem from our own acts of will. For Aquinas, it stems from 
  the will of the first human 
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  being, “who, by the movement of generation, moves all who originate from 
  him, even as the soul’s will moves all the members to their actions.”(74) 
  Thus, in short: if all are implicated in primal sin, then all are guilty for 
  it, and deserving of the same penalties.

   

  
  IV. Conclusion

  A defense of the claim that all human beings are guilty of sin they did not 
  personally commit is surely necessary if we are to make full sense of the 
  claim that all human beings are subject to the same penalties associated with 
  that guilt: explaining the transmission of penalties also requires explaining 
  the transmission of guilt. However, this latter task, while important, simply 
  lies beyond the scope of this article. Explaining the transmission of guilt 
  associated with original sin requires delving even more deeply and carefully 
  into a mystery of faith that remains open to rational investigation but also 
  never can be fully penetrated by reason’s probing eye.(75)

  A further lingering issue, which I have touched on briefly at different 
  points in the article, concerns the value of free will itself. Even if we 
  affirm that free will is of supreme value (which I think it is), we cannot 
  demonstrably determine, by some sort of cost-benefit analysis, whether its 
  value ultimately outweighs all instances of its misuse, and particularly the 
  suffering induced through its misuse. At bottom, faith tells us that God’s 
  decision to afford us the gift of free will was good and wise. But faith also 
  tells us that God bears responsibility for affording us a gift he foreknew (or 
  at least anticipated) that we would fail to use as he intended.(76) 
  As Christian salvation history testifies, God acts in 
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  human history at decisive points in order to reorient and restore those 
  aspects of our natures that have been damaged as a result of our willingly 
  perpetrating evil and also unwillingly suffering evil, whether moral or 
  natural. Thus, a more full-blown theodicy will buttress the expanded free-will 
  defense with other important claims about divine providence. This sort of 
  theodicy also will move away from giving reasons why God allows evil to 
  persist towards explaining more fully how he defeats the evil that he allows 
  to persist.

  Although clearly more work needs to be done on this topic, the work I have 
  accomplished here allows us to affirm some significant claims. First, the 
  expanded free-will defense, as I have explicated and defended it, offers a 
  viable account of how creatures, rather than the Creator, are directly 
  responsible for the existence and ongoing suffering and perpetrating of evil 
  in human history, which means that we not only have reason to doubt that God 
  and evil cannot coexist, but we also have a positive reason actually to 
  believe that God and evil (particularly on the global scale) can coexist. 
  Second, the expanded free-will defense, as undergirded by the doctrines of 
  original justice and original sin, serves as a viable component of a more 
  comprehensive response for the problem of evil, and, thus, should be put in 
  the service of a genuine Christian theodicy.(77)
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THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN Thomas Aquinas and John Duns Scotus on the connection
of the acquired moral virtues is in large part a disagreement over the unity of
prudence.(1) Thomas thinks that the moral
virtues are connected through one prudence which commands actions that belong
to all of the virtues.(2) A deficiency in moral
virtue is always also a deficiency in prudence. Scotus rejects this position in
two ways.(3) First, he holds that there is a
particular or partial prudence which 
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belongs to each moral virtue.(4) Consequently, the perfection of one part of
prudence is independent from that of another. For instance, a defect in that
part of prudence which is concerned with temperate actions does not entail a
defect in that part of prudence which belongs to justice or courage. Second, he
states that even this particular or partial prudence is to some extent
independent of a particular moral virtue. Prudence issues judgments which the
agent is free to accept or reject. The second claim has been discussed in
recent scholarship and sheds light on the relationship between the intellect
and the will. The first claim is about prudence’s unity. I shall attempt to
give a more precise description of this first issue by looking more carefully
at the arguments which are given by Thomas and Scotus, and considering the ways
in which their views were developed by their followers.


A few introductory remarks need to be
made about the difference between imperfect and partial prudence. Thomas,
Scotus, and their contemporaries reject the Stoic understanding of the
connection of the virtues, according to which someone either possesses all the
acquired moral virtues in the highest degree or none of these virtues at all.(5) Both Thomas and Scotus accept the Aristotelian
view that a perfectly good person lacks vice, and that his virtues are
connected through prudence. But they differ over whether this prudence is
itself a lowest species or whether it is a genus which includes different
species of prudence. This disagreement over prudence is connected to different
accounts of how someone may have a true virtue even though he lacks one or more
of the principal acquired virtues. 
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For Thomas, someone who lacks a
principal moral virtue has at best “imperfect” prudence.(6) Thomas thinks that the perfectly virtuous
person possesses the intellectual virtue of prudence in such a way that he can
judge and command about the matter of any virtue. This prudence has as its
object everything the agent can do (agibilia). This habit is a simple
quality. Someone who lacks a moral virtue has imperfect prudence, since this
simple habit will be undeveloped in one area. For Thomas, perfect prudence
requires an order to the good life as a whole, whereas imperfect prudence
directs only some good actions.


Instead of distinguishing between
imperfect and perfect prudence, Scotus distinguishes between whole and partial
prudence. According to Scotus, a perfectly virtuous person has whole prudence,
which is a genus that contains the different species of prudence which concern
the matter of each different virtue.(7) Although
whole prudence needs several distinct species, these species themselves can
exist independently of each other. For example, a just but unchaste person has
that partial prudence which is connected with justice but may lack that partial
prudence which is connected with charity. 


How do Thomas and Scotus differ? Both
think that there are cases in which someone can possess one moral virtue
without another. For example, someone might be just but lack 
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temperance. Thomas would describe
such a person as having justice and prudence which are themselves both true and
imperfect. These virtues are connected in such a way that the perfection of one
depends on another. In contrast, Scotus would say that such a person might be
entirely just and prudent with respect to justice even if he lack temperance
and its accompanying species of prudence.


What is at stake? It can be hard to
identify further the extent of their disagreement. Scotus does not address
Thomas’s texts at length. Although Scotus knew of Thomas’s writings, his
account of the connection of the moral virtues is developed mostly through
contrast with that of Henry of Ghent.(8)
Moreover, his rejection of the unity of prudence focuses more on Godfrey of
Fontaines than it does on Thomas Aquinas.(9) The
texts themselves do not address the exact nature of the disagreement between
Thomas and Scotus. Later Thomists and Scotists had to develop their own
accounts.


This paper has three parts. First, I
shall consider the reasons Thomas and Scotus give for their different opinions.
At first glance their difference might seem to be merely terminological. It is
not clear how Thomas’s “imperfect prudence” differs from Scotus’
“partial prudence.” Second, I shall look at how the Thomist Thomas de
Vio Cajetan (d. 1534) and the Scotist Johannes Poncius (d. 1661) develop and
defend the positions of their schools. Poncius is particularly interesting
because he responds directly to Cajetan’s arguments. Both figures shed light on
the difference between Thomas and Scotus. Third, I shall consider the way in
which the Carmelites of Salamanca (ca. 1631) develop and extend the ideas of
both Thomas and Cajetan. Their 












apge 169


approach clarifies the original
Thomistic view and makes it easier to see why it might be preferable to the
Scotistic position.


 


I. Aquinas and Scotus


Thomas was among the first in his
century to argue that the moral virtues are connected through prudence. He
consistently appeals to the role of prudence in at least one of his arguments for
the position that the moral virtues are connected with each other.(10) This argument is based on Aristotle’s
discussion of prudence in (the then-newly available) book 6 of the Nicomachean
Ethics. In his commentary on this passage, Thomas rejects the Socratic
understanding of the unity of virtue, which is the identification of each
virtue with knowledge.(11) In contrast, on
Aristotle’s view, moral virtues are not completely rational, even though they
require and act with reason. Moral virtues are consequently distinct from
prudence. In the Summa Theologiae, Thomas uses this Aristotelian
understanding of the relationship of prudence to the moral virtues in his
argument that prudence is one even though the moral virtues are many.(12) Moral virtue has a desirable good as its
object. Since there are different appetites, there are different desirable
goods and consequently distinct moral virtues. In contrast, the object of
reason is truth. Consequently, the one intellectual virtue of prudence is
concerned with truth in all moral matters. Through prudence the agent
determines the mean of virtue and the means to the end set by virtue, and the
subsequent choice depends on understanding not only the matter of one virtue
but the interrelationship between the matters of different virtues.
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Why does Thomas think that the
acquired moral virtues are connected to each other through this one prudence? Thomas
mentions that the more common moral virtues are connected through prudence
because the matters of the different virtues are mutually ordered. In the Summa
Theologiae and in De virtutibus cardinalibus he uses this order
in his replies to objections against the connection of the virtues. Similar
objections and replies appear in both works. One objection is based on the
separation of one science from another:(13)
since the intellect can have one science without another, it follows that there
can be one moral virtue without another. Another objection is based on the
separation of the different crafts (artes).(14)
Thomas responds to both objections in part by noting that the matter of the
different virtues is ordered in a way that is not found in either sciences or
crafts.(15) Among sciences, the matter is so
different that someone can know one object without knowing another. Similarly,
an error in one craft does not entail error in another craft. But in human
actions a defect concerning one kind of act might cause a defect in others, on
account of the way in which the matter of the different virtues falls under one
order.


Scotus addresses the unity of
prudence both in his discussion of the connection between the virtues in his Ordinatio
(3, dist. 36), his earlier Lectura on the same distinction, and in his
Collatio prima, which is the most substantial account. In the Collatio
prima, Scotus responds to three reasons in favor of the position that
prudence is one, namely, (1) that prudence is concerned with the whole human
good, (2) that its principles extend to all activities, and (3) that there is a
unity of attribution towards one end. His response to the first and third arguments
is partially based on the similarity between prudence and the different crafts 












page 171


and sciences.(16)
Scotus thinks that he is following Aristotle in comparing prudence to craft and
science. Just as the precepts of crafts and sciences differ on account of their
formal objects, so do the precepts of prudence differ in respect to those
things which should be done. Moreover, just as sciences are diversified
according to the diversity of their conclusions, so are the parts of prudence
diversified according to their conclusions. Scotus argues that prudence’s unity
is the same as that of a science which has many parts. He admits that prudence
is one in a sense, but this unity is that of a genus.


Although he may not have Thomas in
mind, Scotus presents a clear alternative to Thomas’s understanding of the way
in which prudence is contrasted with the crafts and sciences. Thomas and those
who follow him stress the difference between prudence and the sciences or
crafts by arguing that the respective matters of the moral virtues are
connected whereas the matters of sciences and crafts are not so connected to
each other. In contrast, Scotus and Scotists argue that prudence is more like a
science in that it can be developed in one area and not in another.


Scotus uses a similar argument in his
response to the second reason for the unity of prudence, which is that its
principles extend to all actions. He responds that if there were one prudence
with respect to all human action, then there would similarly be only one
science with respect to everything that can be known.(17)
The independence among prudence’s various principles can be seen in the way
that partial prudence is acquired.(18) Someone
acquires that prudence which accompanies temperance by reasoning from that
principle which corresponds to the end of temperance. The possession of other
parts of prudence is unnecessary for the acquisition of that prudence which
accompanies temperance, and the acquisition of this particular 
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prudence is insufficient for the
acquisition of prudence’s other parts.


Scotus’s view of prudence is rooted
in his understanding of the relationship between a habit and its formal object.(19) Under certain conditions, different habits
can have the same formal object, but one habit cannot have distinct formal
objects. Scotus considers an argument that the partial prudence of temperance
depends on other partial prudences because its formal object involves not just
the end of temperance, but this end insofar as it includes the nature of the
good in accordance with reason (ratio boni secundum rationem). According
to this argument, this rational characteristic connects the end of temperance
with ends that belong to the other moral virtues. Scotus replies by stating
that either the good according to reason is the object of each moral virtue, or
each moral virtue has its own formal object.(20)
If the first alternative were true, then there would be no way to distinguish
one moral virtue from another. Consequently, the second alternative must be
true. If the formal objects of the different virtues are distinct even though
they all include the nature of the good in accordance with reason, then the
ends and principles which belong to prudence are also independent from each
other. Therefore, the corresponding parts of prudence are distinct and can be
acquired independently. However, since the moral virtues have distinct formal
objects, each principle that is taken from the end of one virtue belongs to a
prudence that is distinct from the species of prudence that include the
principles that belong to the other virtues.


The formal object of each virtue is
the same as that of its corresponding partial prudence. For instance, that act
which is the formal object of temperance belongs as the very same formal object
to that part of prudence which is concerned with temperate acts. The objects of
partial prudences are distinct formally just as the objects of the different
virtues are distinct. Consequently, the 
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distinction between the different
kinds of virtues is accompanied by a distinction between the different species
of prudence.


Scotus and Thomas clearly disagree
over whether we should say that someone who lacks prudence in one area but
possesses it in another has imperfect or impartial prudence. Is this difference
merely terminological? According to Scotus, the just but unchaste agent has
that particular prudence which judges the matter of justice but may lack that
particular prudence which judges the matter of chastity. Such a person can
possess justice and its corresponding partial prudence even in its most perfect
state. Such a statement is incompatible with what Thomas says, but it is
difficult to determine the exact nature of the disagreement or how it might be
resolved. A proponent of Thomas’s position needs to address the following
questions: What kind of argument supports the thesis that the matter of the
virtues is connected? Supposing that the matter is so connected, why should we
conclude that prudence is one in such a way that it contains no perfect parts? 


 


II. Thomas de Vio Cajetan and Johannes Poncius


Later Thomists and Scotists developed
their views on prudence and the virtues in large part through argument with
each other. The issues become more clearly delineated by Thomas de Vio
Cajetan’s early sixteenth-century commentary on Thomas’s Summa Theologiae.(21) Although previous Thomists had addressed
Scotus’s position, Cajetan gives clearer counter-examples and develops an
analogy between common sense and the particular interior senses. Cajetan’s
criticism of Scotus is both intrinsically interesting and historically
important, since it was addressed at length by Johannes Poncius (John Punch),
one of the most significant seventeenth-century Scotists.(22)
Poncius wrote the 
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commentaries on Luke Wadding’s
edition of books 3 and 4 of Scotus’s Opus Oxoniense (Ordinatio),
and discusses Cajetan at length in distinction 36 of book 3, which is one of
the key passages for Scotus’s understanding of prudence.


Cajetan discusses Scotus’s position
on the unity of prudence in his commentary on the Prima Secundae of
the Summa Theologiae, primarily in article 1 of question 60, and
article 1 of question 65. In his commentary on the first text, Cajetan
introduces his comparison between prudence and the power of the common sense.
In the second text he uses examples to illustrate Thomas’s doctrine of the
connection of the virtues through prudence.


In article 1 of question 60, Thomas
discusses the question of whether there is only one virtue. The first objection
uses the unity of prudence to argue for the unity of the moral virtues. In his
response to this objection, Thomas draws attention to the difference between
the unity of reason’s object, which is the true, and the variety of objects
that can be desired. The multiplicity of appetible objects explains the
diversity of the moral virtues. Cajetan introduces in his commentary Scotus’s
views that prudence has diverse species, and that it is related to human action
in the way that crafts are related to human makings.(23)


Cajetan notes that prudence must
judge concerning actions that belong to all the different virtues. He states
that the argument for the conclusion that prudence is one is similar to the
argument for the thesis that the common sense is distinct from particular
senses. The need to judge between different objects shows that the habit or
power must have a higher object which is unified and includes the objects of
the particular powers or habits concerning which it judges.(24)
In order to judge the objects of sight and hearing, the power of common sense
must be one power which has one object which includes sound and color. If it
were merely a collection of the particular powers, then it would not be able to
judge between them. Similarly, in order for prudence to judge between moral 
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objects that belong to the different
moral virtues, it must have as its object all of the different virtues. If
prudence were merely a collection of different species of prudence, then it
would not be able to judge between the members of the different species.


Cajetan’s comparison of prudence with
the common sense is interesting not only because it applies to the way in which
prudence can be deficient, but also because it focuses on how prudence orders
the different virtues. Whereas each moral virtue is concerned with some
particular matter, prudence is concerned with what moral virtue should be
exercised here and now. Just as the common sense judges between the particular
senses, so does prudence judge between the matter of the different virtues.
Since prudence makes such judgments, it must be one.


Cajetan develops several cases that
he thinks cannot be accounted for by Scotus’s understanding of partial
prudence. He uses these cases to show how the matter of moral virtue is
connected by responding to an argument that the possibility of prudence is
included in Aristotle’s very definition of virtue (Eth. Nich. 2.6),
namely, “an elective habit existing in a mean [mediatas]
determined by reason with respect to ourselves, as the wise man will
determine.”(25) Someone who holds that the
virtues are unconnected through prudence would also need to hold that the mean
of one moral virtue can be established in complete isolation from that of the
other moral virtues.


Cajetan shows the connection between
the means which are established by different virtues by developing the examples
of a brave soldier who is induced by intemperance to perform a cowardly act and
a chaste woman who is induced by fear to perform an unchaste act.(26) An imperfectly brave soldier might be quite
willing to face death, and yet love for pleasure might interfere with his
action. We can imagine that he might inadequately prepare for battle or be
misled during battle. The 
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point is that he quite easily avoids
the excesses of rashness and cowardice, but nevertheless misses the mean on
account of his love for pleasure. Similarly, a lack of courage can lead to a failure
in temperance. Lucretia was ordinarily able to act chastely by avoiding the
excess of bodily pleasure. But she did not have courage. Consequently, when
faced with the threat of death she gave in to the excess, because her fear
caused her to miss the mean of temperance. Her lack of courage led to an error
of prudence even concerning the matter of temperance. In both cases, the excess
of one virtue interferes with the mean of another.


These examples help explain why,
unlike craft, prudence does not have different species. Cajetan mentions two
ways in which prudence differs from craft:(27)


The first is,
because craft considers things to be made [factibilia] only in one
way, namely, as matter: but prudence considers things to be done [actibilia]
in two ways, namely, as matter, and as principles. The second is that …
things to be made are not connected, such that an error in one overflows to an
error in the other: but things to be done are ordered, such that an error in one
leads to an error in another, as is clear from what has been said.


The first point highlights the fact that prudence receives its end from all
of the moral virtues. With respect to the second point, in his commentary on
article 1 of question 60 Cajetan gives examples to show that an error in one
craft need not lead to an error in another. For example, a bad shoemaker may be
a good sailor.(28) Shoemaking and sailing are
both different species of human craft. A mistake in one craft does not
necessarily lead to a mistake in the other. In contrast, Cajetan’s examples of
Lucretia and the ordinarily brave soldier show that a mistake in one part of
the moral life leads to a mistake in other parts.
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These different examples and points
are all relevant to Cajetan’s appeal to the definition of moral virtue, and
most especially to two of its parts, namely, choosing the mean and determining
it by right reason.(29) According to Cajetan,
the choice of the mean should be understood not only secundum quid,
which would be only with respect to the particular moral virtue’s own matter,
but simpliciter, which is with respect to anything that could lead
away from the mean. Similarly, the determination of reason should not be
understood only secundum quid, which would be according to some part,
but simpliciter, which is what is reasonable with everything taken
into account. It is the intellectual virtue of prudence that so determines the
mean. Since the mean can be missed on account of the matter which belongs to
any virtue, it follows that in order to determine the mean perfectly with
respect to the matter of one virtue, the agent must have prudence with respect
to any possible matter.


According to Cajetan, if prudence
were absent in one area, then it would not be perfect prudence. The chaste but
cowardly or avaricious person lacks prudence even with respect to chastity or,
more broadly, temperance. She cannot judge correctly con-cerning the mean of
temperance when it is threatened by fear or monetary gain. Consequently, she
cannot perfectly have that part of prudence which is associated with temperance
if she lacks that part of prudence which is associated with courage or
liberality.


In his commentary on distinction 36
of book 3 of Scotus’s Ordinatio, Johannes Poncius particularly focuses
on defending Scotus from these arguments of Cajetan. First, Poncius addresses
Cajetan’s comparison of prudence with common sense.(30)
Accord-ing to Poncius, the common sense is needed to distinguish between the
objects of the external senses precisely because there is no other power that
can perform the task. In contrast, there is a power that can distinguish
between the different objects of prudence, namely, the intellect. Just as the
will tends to certain objects on account of the different moral virtues, so
does the 
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intellect judge between different
objects by means of specifically distinct habits of prudence. There is no
sufficient difference between prudence and the other moral virtues that would
allow for an argument to be made for the unity of prudence and not also for the
unity of the moral virtues.


Poncius’s second response is that
there is no one habit of prudence that judges any act which might be done here
and now.(31) He admits that one species of
prudence may need to judge concerning matters that belong to another species of
prudence. For example, someone who is chaste might be able to act justly in
those situations in which chastity requires a just action. The prudence that
concerns chaste actions in this case will also issue a judgment about a just
action. Nevertheless, the partial prudence that works is that which is most proximate
to the action, which in this case is the partial prudence that accompanies
chastity. Poncius also suggests that there may be another third species of
prudence which judges between the different virtues. This suggestion is based
on the way in which habits develop from acts. The following three judgments
differ: (1) that the temperate act be done here and now, (2) that the just act
be done here and now, and (3) that the moral value of the just act is greater
than that of the temperate act. The first kind of act gives rise to that
prudence which belongs to temperance, whereas the second gives rise to that
prudence which belongs to justice. Consequently, there may be a distinct third
species of partial prudence which arises from the third act. It seems to me
unlikely that Scotus would draw this conclusion, as it concedes to Cajetan that
there could be one habit that concerns the matter of the different virtues, if
even only remotely. Nevertheless, Poncius states that this conclusion is
probable enough (sequitur satis probabiliter).


Poncius not only gives these two
arguments against Cajetan’s comparison of prudence with common sense, but in
another part of his commentary he responds to Cajetan’s examples that purport
to show how someone fails in one virtue because he lacks 
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another.(32)
We have seen how Cajetan uses such examples to argue for the unity of prudence
by noting how the excess in relation to one virtue can interfere with
prudence’s determination of that mean which belongs to another virtue. Poncius
mentions that others have used Cajetan’s examples in order to attack the
Scotistic position. He responds in part by repeating Scotus’s argument that if
the matter of temperance were so connected with that of the other virtues, then
temperance would not be a distinct virtue. Poncius’s first argument for this
position is that one moral virtue is distinct from the other virtues insofar as
it inclines someone to act in accordance with a determinate object in all
circumstances. If temperance needs justice in order to act temperately in
certain circumstances, then its object does not sufficiently distinguish it
from justice.


Poncius thinks that there is a more
efficacious second argument which relies on the distinction between an
imperfect and a perfect virtue. He states that avarice can interfere with
imperfect temperance but not with perfect temperance. According to Poncius, a
virtue’s perfection requires only an inclination to the morally good act in
every set of circumstances and situations. Consequently, a temperate person is
inclined to act temperately even if an intemperate act would enable him to
satisfy some vice such as avarice. The woman who acts unchastely for money is
not only avaricious but also intemperate. If she were perfectly tem-perate, she
would act chastely in every circumstance. This perfect temperance could exist
alongside avarice, since the avarice could still produce avaricious acts so
long as they are not contrary to temperance.


Poncius uses these descriptions in
order to provide an alternative explanation of how a normally chaste woman can
perform unchaste acts on account of her avarice. First he argues that this
example is incorrectly described. Since such a woman is not motivated by the
love of pleasure but by avarice, she would be only materially and not formally
intemperate.(33) This response to 
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me seems weak in that it concedes
that the matter of the two virtues is connected in such a way that one virtue
requires the others. Nevertheless, Poncius does draw out an important
distinction, which is that the woman is more avaricious than unchaste. But
Thomas would admit this point.(34) The issue is
the way in which the exercise of a virtue such as chastity depends on another
moral virtue such as justice.


Poncius also draws support for his
position from the fact that a woman who is intemperate for the sake of avarice
can perform an unchaste act or even acts without developing a habit of
unchastity. He draws attention to the Aristotelian view that the existence of a
virtue is compatible with a single act against it.(35)
According to Poncius, chastity gives the woman the ability to act well without
difficulty, and easily to avoid sins against chastity, but it does not limit
her freedom to perform unchaste actions. Poncius does not address the case in
which the woman were to commit many unchaste acts out of avarice. It seems strange
to say that these multiple unchaste acts would be compatible with chastity.
Moreover, his statement does not on its own distinguish his view from that of
Thomas, who also holds that singular vicious acts do not destroy virtue, and
that a virtuous person is free to perform bad acts.(36)


Poncius’s second response invokes the
distinction between perfect and imperfect temperance. If the woman is perfectly
temperate, then it is impossible for her to act intemperately out of avarice.(37) If the woman is unchaste for love of money or
out of fear, then it follows that she only imperfectly possesses tem-perance.
The difference between imperfect and perfect prudence is not between different
species of the same virtue.(38) Poncius focuses
on the woman’s regard for the moral worth of chastity. By performing chaste
acts such a woman is willing to develop an 
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ability to act chastely not only in
opposition to pleasure, but also in opposition to any threat against the good
of chastity, even if it comes from another vice. Consequently, a woman who is
perfectly chaste but cowardly is able to undergo death rather than surrender
her chastity. She exposes herself to death not out of courage but out of
chastity. Poncius’s argument is significant because of the way it connects the
particular prudence to the morally worthy good which is the object of the
agent’s choice. If the agent perfectly knows and loves the good of one virtue,
then he will know and love it under every circumstance.


How does Poncius differ from Cajetan
over the unity of prudence in this case? As a Scotist, Poncius believes that an
ordinarily temperate woman can commit a sin against chastity either by acting
against the dictates of prudence or through an (ultimately culpable) failure of
prudence. If the woman sins against chastity by following an imprudent
judgment, then this imprudence shows an imperfection in that species of
prudence which accompanies temperance. The perfect development of this prudence
concerning temperance may depend on other virtues materially speaking, but
formally it is independent. Indeed, Poncius emphasizes that there are three
ways in which such a woman might be preserved from the interference of a vice
such as avarice.(39) First, she might be just
and not avaricious. However, in such a case justice does not play a formal role
in the acquisition and exercise of either temperance or its accompanying
prudence. Second, she may have a morally indifferent attitude towards money. In
such a case, even though she lacks justice, she also lacks the avarice that
would interfere with chastity. Third, she may have a natural nonmoral
inclination to justice. In such a case, she lacks the virtue of justice and yet
is inclined to act justly. In the latter two cases, the virtue of chastity
develops on its own and even materially independently from the exercise of
another virtue.


As a Thomist, Cajetan does not so
separate the cognitive judgments of prudence from its command of an action.
Nevertheless, he also thinks that an ordinarily temperate woman 
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could make a false judgment about a
temperate act on account of a vice such as avarice. For Cajetan, this case
shows that the same prudence makes judgments about and commands acts of
temperance and of justice. The matter is not separate in a way that would allow
a formal or even material independence between species of prudence.


The dispute between Poncius and
Cajetan seems to be in part over the way in which prudence is acquired. Can a
particular species of prudence be acquired (at least formally) on its own and
without the other species of prudence, or must prudence be developed alongside
all of the principal moral virtues? According to Thomists, moral virtues ensure
rectitude towards the end, but prudence, which is concerned with the means to
the end and how the end should be attained, determines the mean of
virtue.(40) How is prudence acquired if the
moral virtues require prudence, and in turn prudence requires a rectitude to
the end that depends on moral virtue? Against Scotus, Cajetan emphasizes that
the end is originally known through natural reason, and prudence is concerned
with those acts which are means to the end that is naturally known.(41) Consequently, prudence is concerned with any
relevant act that might threaten the determination of these means. The growth
of prudence in one area depends upon the natural knowledge of the ends and
rectitude concerning the all of the appropriate subsidiary ends and means to
these ends. In contrast, Scotists focus on the way in which the virtues develop
through the choice of the end that belongs to a particular virtue. It is from
the choice of the end that each virtue generates its own partial prudence.
Therefore, the chaste person’s prudence is generated from that virtue alone.(42)


Although this disagreement over the
acquisition of prudence involves a number of related disagreements, it well
clarifies the 
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way in which the matter of different
virtues can affect the determination of the mean that belongs to one virtue.
Cajetan shows that the underlying disagreement between the Scotists and the
Thomists on the acquisition of prudence is probably in this understanding of
the way in which different morally virtuous actions are interrelated and
ordered.


 


III. The Salmanticenses


Although Cajetan and Poncius
contribute to the development of the debate over the unity of prudence, it
seems to me that the Carmelites of Salamanca (hereafter Salmanticenses) present
the clearest development of the Thomist response to the Scotist position. In
large part they follow Cajetan, but they improve his arguments in three ways.
First, their examples better illustrate the points at stake. Second, they focus
not on the somewhat cumbersome analogy between prudence and the common sense,
but on those texts in which Thomas distinguishes between perfect and imperfect
prudence. Third, they develop the point about the interrelationship of the
virtues by emphasizing the importance of the end to which all acts are ordered.


The Salmanticenses give more
developed examples in order to illustrate Cajetan’s argument that there must be
one prudence to choose among incompatible good acts.(43)
For instance, they state that someone might use money to pay a creditor out of
distributive justice, or feed his parents out of piety, or sacrifice to God out
of religion, or help the poor out of mercy. Each of these actions is good and
belongs to a different virtue. Unlike in Cajetan’s examples, the conflict here
is not between vices but between virtues. Nevertheless, in certain
circumstances one act will be good and the other bad. If the agent has prudence
only with respect to one of these virtues, he will often err because he cannot
grasp which circumstances are relevant. For example, someone without filial
piety might help the poor when he should 
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use the money to support his parents.
This example shows how prudence must be able not only to recognize one kind of
morally good action, but also some sort of order between different kinds of
goods. The mean with respect to a particular virtue is threatened not only by other
vices, but even by circumstances that might call for the exercise of another
virtue.


In order to strengthen their
argument, the Salmanticenses state that prudence could issue two types of
command for a virtuous action.(44) First, the
command could be for the virtuous action regardless of any circumstance which
might vitiate it. In such a case the command would touch on the matter of all
of the virtues, since the command would hold regardless of whatever matter
belonging to another virtue could interfere with it. Second, the command could
be for the virtuous action but not cover all of the different circumstances
that could vitiate it. In such a case, the command would be imprudent because
it would allow for an act that would be contrary to right reason. The
difference between the two different commands shows that the matter of the
virtues is connected, and that someone who commands a virtuous act as virtuous
is concerned not only with the matter of one virtue, but with the virtuous act
as a whole. The description of the second command as “imprudent”
rather than “imperfectly prudent” makes an important point which is
at least undeveloped if not neglected by Cajetan.


The existence of many diverse
circumstances that could vitiate the action indicates that prudence must have
as its object the matter of each major virtue. The Salmanticenses only briefly
repeat Cajetan’s analogy of prudence with the common sense.(45)
They do so to argue that in order to judge between different objects of lower
powers there must be some higher power which has the various objects of the
lower powers as its one object. Prudence must include the objects of the moral
virtues if it is to judge between them. The prudence that is concerned about
the virtuous act under all circumstances can be described as “whole 
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prudence” (prudentia totalis)
since it is concerned with all the matter. The Salmanticenses’ description of
this prudence brings to mind Poncius’s statement that perhaps there could be a
further prudence which judges between the different partial prudences. But they
argue that such prudence makes unnecessary Scotus’s contrast between whole and
partial prudence: 


… it therefore
should be held that there is one simple habit whose object is every possible
act for the common end of human life, which is whole prudence. Having now
posited a whole prudence of this sort, the partial prudences which Scotus
distinguishes are superfluous.(46)




The contrast between imperfect and perfect prudence is connected with the
position of perfect prudence as being concerned not merely with particular
ends, but with the ultimate end. The language here resembles Thomas’s
description of perfect prudence as being concerned with the good end of a whole
life, in the Secunda Secundae (q. 47, a. 13). The distinction between
such prudence and prudence with respect to a limited matter is not the
distinction between a genus and a species, but between a perfect and an
imperfect virtue. The Salmanticenses therefore seem to connect Thomas’s
description of prudence as connecting the virtues in the Prima Secundae
(q. 65, aa. 1-2), with the distinction between perfect and imperfect prudence
in this article of the Secunda Secundae. The prudence that connects
the virtues is the same as that perfect prudence which is concerned not only
with particular ends but with the ultimate end.


The Salmanticenses’ arguments are both interesting and troublesome in that
they bring out an aspect of the connection of the virtues which Thomas
explicitly discusses in his Sentences commentary and then later does
not so clearly address. In the early Scriptum, Thomas gives three
reasons for the connection of the virtues.(47)
The first two he repeats throughout his later 












page 186


writings, namely, that they are
connected through prudence and also by the fact that each can be considered as
a general condition of the virtues. His third argument is that the virtues are
connected insofar as they are ordered to the good of virtue. Although this
order to the good of virtue is not listed as a distinct argument in his later
treatments, it seems to me that it may be implicit in his later discussions of
prudence’s unity. For example, in De virtutibus cardinalibus (a. 2, ad
8), Thomas does state that the moral virtues are unlike the intellectual
virtues in that the moral virtues are ordered to the ultimate end through
charity. This particular argument therefore rests on the connection between
particular goods of virtue and the one ultimate end. Likewise in the Summa
Theologiae, although Thomas lists only the first two arguments for the
connection of the virtues, his discussion of prudence’s unity may implicitly
contain elements of the earlier argument which bases the connection on their
order to an end.(48) He also states in the Summa
Theologiae that perfect prudence requires a correct order not only to
particular ends but to the ultimate end.(49)
Therefore, although Thomas no longer uses it as a distinct argument for the
connection of the virtues, in both De virtutibus cardinalibus and the Summa
Theologiae, he restates his view that the interrelationship of the matter
of different virtues is made necessary by the unity of the ultimate end. The
underlying position is that there is an order among the goods which requires
prudence in all areas for its establishment and preservation. The
Salmanticenses’ argument relies on and draws out the implication that prudence
is necessary for this ordering to the ultimate end.


 


Conclusion


The difference between Scotus and
Thomas on the connection of the virtues and the unity of prudence is hard to
resolve in part because it is difficult to understand. Many seemingly decisive
cases on closer examination are found to be compatible with both 
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views. As the case of the intemperate
woman shows, there is real difference in the description of agents who commit
acts contrary to a virtue for the sake of some vicious end which does not
belong to that virtue’s corresponding vice. But why would we decide for one
description rather than another? This difference is in part related to
alternative understandings of prudence and the mean.


The response of later Thomists to the
Scotist position explains and develops Thomas’s theory and helps to delineate
the difference between the two thinkers. According to Thomists, the virtue of
prudence determines the instruments to or particular instantiations of an end,
whereas for Scotists it recognizes the morally worthy end. The Thomist focus on
the instruments or instantiations makes it possible for the virtues to be
connected through one virtue of prudence. This connection is brought out
through two examples. First, there is the example in which a vice interferes
with the exercise of another moral virtue, as when someone acts against
chastity out of avarice. Correct judgment concerning the mean belonging to the
matter of one virtue often depends on correct judgment concerning the matter of
other virtues. Second, there is the example of how the prudent agent must
determine which act is good here and now. This judgment also requires prudence
with respect not only to one virtue but to an entire life. The cases in which
diverse virtues must collaborate to choose among different seemingly good
actions perhaps illustrates this point better that do cases in which one of the
virtues is missing.


Although it is hard to know how
Scotus would respond to the way in which Thomists develop the arguments,
Poncius provides some indication of how it is possible to respond in accordance
with Scotus’s principles. Whether we judge his response to be successful or
not, Poncius as well as the Thomists helps us to see that the two different
approaches to prudence are perhaps ultimately based on diverse understandings
of how the matters of the various virtues are interrelated. Cajetan’s response
to the Scotist position originally focused on the way in which the matter of
one vice can interfere with another. But Poncius points out that 
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someone who truly has one vice might
not allow such interference. This example might not seem to allow us to
discover more than a merely terminological difference between Thomas and
Scotus.


The more difficult issue is whether
the virtuous person needs to consider not merely the object of one virtue, but
rather the good life as a whole. Poncius suggests that perhaps there could be a
further kind of prudence which helps to order the partial prudences. It seems
to me that this response is necessary to defend Scotus’s doctrine of partial
prudence, but ultimately it concedes to the Thomists that there is a need for
some prudence that is concerned with the good life as a whole. As the
Salmanticenses point out, if there is such prudence, it would best be
identified with what Thomas Aquinas describes as perfect prudence, and it would
seem to make partial prudences unnecessary. Their position develops the
Thomistic position in such a way that they are able both to respond to the new
arguments of the Scotists and also to explain how Thomas’s understanding of the
connections of the virtues through prudence is related to the distinction
between perfect and imperfect prudence. Their position is not only historically
significant; it also shows the way in which contemporary Thomists should
explain and defend the connection between the virtues.(50)
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THOMAS AQUINAS IDENTIFIES groups of virtues according to a variety of
distinctions.(1) Three are examined here,
namely, those concerning efficient cause, ultimate end, and object of virtue.
Thomas distinguishes acquired virtues from infused virtues based upon how they
are obtained (efficient cause). He distinguishes natural from supernatural
virtues based upon the type of happiness toward which they direct a person
(ultimate end). And he distinguishes theological from cardinal virtues based
upon a difference between what he calls the “objects” of these
different groups of virtues.(2) Each of these
distinctions engenders two different categories of virtue, or what is
called here a single categorization of virtue. Each categorization of
virtue (e.g., acquired vs. infused virtue), therefore, includes a pair of
categories of virtues (e.g., acquired virtues and infused virtues), which are
distinguished on some basis or rationale (e.g., efficient cause) that Thomas
explicitly supplies.


Though each of these distinctions and categories is well known, there is a
certain amount of confusion as to how different 
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categorizations relate to one another. For instance, in a recent
publication, a renowned Thomist remarks, in passing, while discussing synderesis,
that “discerning and judging action in light of the natural law need
to be perfected and stabilized by the cardinal virtues (acquired habits) and
infused virtues (faith, hope and charity).”(3)
This remark implies that all cardinal virtues are acquired virtues and suggests
that the bases for the categorizations “acquired vs. infused” and
“cardinal vs. theological” are one and the same. Neither of these is
the case. As will be seen below, certain categorizations, though made on
different bases, do indeed graft onto each other. However others (including
those in this quotation) do not. Examples of such confusion are not infrequent,
as will be seen more fully in the final section of this essay.(4)
The confusion is particularly evident in historical and contemporary
discussions of the relationship between grace and virtue (and the related
classic question of pagan virtue), since scholars have commonly approached
these questions by offering different categorizations of virtue. In such
discussions, precision is especially important, given the nuance required in
describing the relationship between nature and grace.


The purpose of this essay is to help dispel such common confusion by
explaining how Thomas’s different categorizations 
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of virtue are related to one another.(5) The
first section presents the ways in which thinkers in the century and a half
leading up to Thomas Aquinas explained the bases for different categorizations
of virtue. For a variety of reasons, the period of High Scholasticism saw an
explosion in attention to categorizations of virtue. The Scholastics of course
affirmed established groups of virtues. But they also increasingly tried to
explain the bases for categorizations of virtue. For example, faith,
hope, and charity have been at the center of the Christian tradition since the
beginning, and have been understood as virtues for nearly as long. But
explaining what these three virtues have in common that makes them members of
one category of virtue, and identifying what virtues not in this
category have in common that places them outside this category, was a topic of
great interest for many Scholastics.(6) Their
work is surveyed here in the first section through the lens of Thomas’s
synthesis of three categorizations of virtue (on the basis of efficient cause,
ultimate end, and object), for two reasons. First, examining the work of
Thomas’s predecessors reveals that every one of these three bases of 
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categorization was developed prior to Thomas. We can better understand how
Thomas understood each one by tracing its origin in his predecessors. Second,
none of these thinkers offers the synthesis found in Thomas’ work, either
because they do not attend to all the needed bases of categorization, or
because they are unable to offer a satisfactory account of how the different
categorizations were related to one another.


The second section traces these three bases for categorization in Thomas’s
work. The terms found in this section are very familiar to readers of Thomas.
What is new is a presentation of these three categorizations in light of their
historical development, in a manner that directly explains how Thomas’s understanding
of the relationship between them avoids some of the problems that persisted in
his predecessors’ work. 


The third section offers several examples of recent work on virtue which
evince confusion as to how Thomas’s categorizations of virtue are related to
one another. Many of the problematic contemporary claims about virtue adduced
here (including the ones mentioned briefly above) replicate exactly the
problems that beset Thomas’s predecessors, problems that can be resolved with
the help of the careful reading of Thomas’s synthesis offered in section II.


 


I.
Thomas’s Predecessors, and Their Categorizations of Virtue




The point of this historical survey is to examine how Thomas’s twelfth- and
thirteenth-century predecessors categorized the virtues, and in particular how
they understood different categorizations of virtue to be related to one
another. Much like today, thinkers of this period were interested on the one
hand in explaining the ways in which the virtues are accessible to or found in
non-Christians, and on the other hand in what ways the grace of the Christian
life perfects the virtues. Also like today, they commonly approached this
problem by categorizing the virtues. To anticipate the conclusions of this
section, the thinkers 
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examined below categorized virtues based on three things: the object
of virtues, the end of virtues, and/or the cause of virtues.
In these authors there is growing sophistication in naming the bases of
different categorizations of virtue, and in describing the relationships
between these different categorizations. Nonetheless, in each of these
thinkers’ categorizations there remains at least one problem or lacuna which
will be addressed in Thomas’s synthesis.


 


A) Hugh of St. Victor


This historical survey and inquiry begins in the first half of the twelfth
century,(7) with Hugh of St. Victor.(8) In the scattered treatments of virtue in his
masterpiece De sacramentis christianae fidei (c. 1134), Hugh nowhere
lists or distinguishes the cardinal virtues. And though he examines both faith
and charity, he nowhere lists what are commonly called the theological virtues.(9) Yet Hugh’s work on virtue is enormously helpful
in clearly addressing one categorization of virtue, based upon what later 
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thinkers will call the cause of virtue. Hugh distinguishes virtues
possessed “according to nature and according to grace,”(10) or again what he calls natural virtues and
virtues “formed by restoring grace superadded to nature.”(11) Such a distinction will become standard in
the tradition. Hugh’s treatment is noted here both because he is an early
Scholastic who makes the distinction, and because he makes the distinction in a
manner that explains the different ways grace is present in both categories of
virtue.


The context of this treatment is important. Hugh is examining the
“virtue of man before sin,” and in doing so finds it necessary to
cite the distinction between creating and saving grace. 


By creating grace
are made those things that were not, by saving grace are restored those which
had perished. Creating grace first implants certain goods in founded nature,
saving grace both restores the good which nature when first corrupted
lost and inspires those goods which nature being imperfect has not yet
received… . In the first goods God operates in man, in the second goods God
cooperates with man.(12)


This distinction immediately leads Hugh to the topic of merit, as he claims
that “when the will of man moves according to nature only, it does not
merit outside of nature, but when it moves according to God, it merits above
nature, since it deserves Him through whom and for the sake of whom it
moves.”(13) In the latter case man merits,
since “for the sake of God one wills what he wills, and for the sake of
God he does what he does.”(14)


Hugh immediately connects these two types of grace to two categories of
virtue. He claims that “the goods of nature and the 
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affections ordered according to nature are natural virtues.”(15) These are indeed good and praiseworthy,
though they do not merit anything beyond the “goods which were founded for
the sake of nature.”(16) He distinguishes
these natural virtues from the following:


But the virtues
which are formed by restoring grace superadded to nature, since in merit they
receive something above nature, are worthy in being requited in reward also
above nature, so that for those to whom love of God is the cause in work, the
presence of God is reward in requital.(17)


Hence from Hugh’s work we can discern one categorization based upon the
cause of the virtue, which is either natural goods or “grace superadded to
nature.”


Two observations are pertinent to this study. First, it is already evident
in Hugh’s work that the cause of virtue is closely aligned with the ultimate
end of virtue, since Hugh claims that when one “moves according to
God,” it is done “for the sake of God” and “merits above
nature.” This alignment between categorizations based upon cause and upon
ultimate end will be corroborated in later thinkers. Second, Hugh explains
lucidly that even when natural virtues are distinguished from virtues
“according to grace,” neither category is wholly outside the realm of
grace, since both rely on creating grace. Hugh’s assumption, which may be
attributed to all Scholastics treated here, is that it is nonsensical to speak
of any virtue with no connection to creating grace. Yet only “virtues
which are formed by restoring grace superadded to nature” require saving
grace, are done for the sake of God, and are meritorious. Though his methods of
categorizing virtues are rudimentary, Hugh’s description of the ways grace is
and is not present in “natural” virtues applies even in later
Scholastic thinkers who will use terms like “acquired” and
“infused.” 
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B) Peter Lombard




Despite the fact that commentaries on Peter Lombard’s IV Libri Sententiae—and
in particular distinction 33 of book 3—contain some of the most important work
on the categorization of virtue provided by Lombard’s successors, Lombard
himself offers no explicit explanation for any categorization of virtues. He
does group the virtues. He clearly examines faith, hope, and charity on the one
hand and prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance on the other hand. In his
discussion of virtue he spends ten dis-tinctions successively examining faith,
hope, and charity (primarily pertaining to their presence in Christ).(18) Yet nowhere does he define a category (such
as “theological virtue”) that would include these three virtues. He
then spends a single distinction on the four “principal, or cardinal”
virtues: prudence, justice, forti-tude, and temperance.(19)
Once again, no explanation is offered as to what these four virtues have in
common. Lombard notes only that we find this list in the Book of Wisdom (8:7),
and that according to Jerome, those virtues are called cardinal “by which
one lives well in this mortal state and afterwards is led to eternal
life.”(20) 


However, though Lombard devotes no explicit attention to explaining the
bases for categorizations of virtues, his treatment of the cardinal virtues does
offer an implicit rationale for what the four cardinal virtues have in common.
The majority of this brief, two-page distinction is spent on the question of
whether or not the cardinal virtues remain in eternity. Lombard relies almost
exclusively on Augustine’s De Trinitate to argue that these four
virtues do remain in eternal life, but with important differences. This is
interesting for two reasons. First, it demonstrates that, for Lombard, the
cardinal virtues certainly pertain to humanity’s destiny in eternity, a claim
which Thomas also affirms, but upon 
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which there is some vacillation in the tradition in the time between Lombard
and Thomas. Second, because the cardinal virtues are initially described as
virtues “by which one lives well in this mortal state” and because
their presence in the next life requires further discussion, it seems that
their activities are pri-marily associated with temporal life. This is a
foreshadowing of how certain thirteenth-century thinkers, including Thomas,
will distinguish the cardinal virtues as a category.


Yet this is still far from a precise categorization, and likely what leads
Odon Lottin to observe that neither Peter Lombard nor his student Peter of
Poitiers is much concerned with cate-gorizations of the virtues.(21)
At one point Lottin even recalls how Peter of Poitiers claims that people
variously distinguish virtues as the four cardinal virtues, the three
theological virtues, or the seven gifts of the Spirit.(22)
Lottin claims that the implication is that these are three ways of speaking
about the same grace that we call virtue, rather than distinct categorizations
of the entity called virtue, or different sorts of habits.(23)
In sum, we can say that Lombard examines faith, hope, and charity, as well as
the cardinal virtues, and that his treatment of the latter suggests they are
concerned with temporal affairs; yet there is no formal 
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categorization of either group akin to that found in later medieval authors.(24)




C) Peter Abelard and the Porretans




Peter Abelard’s work on virtue contains little that is useful for the present
study. In his Dialogue between a Philosopher, a Jew, and a Christian, he
discusses what we term the cardinal virtues (without using that exact term) and
even the relationship of charity to other virtues.(25)
He clearly has in mind the grouping faith, hope, and charity, though he never
offers a label such as “theological” for this type of virtue.(26) He cites Socrates’ distinctions between
prudence, justice, temperance, and fortitude, but neither labels these virtues
“cardinal” or “principal” as Lombard did, nor ever explains
or even intimates why these virtues are grouped together.(27)


The unknown authors of Sententie Parisienses and Ysagoge in
Theologiam, two roughly contemporaneous texts in the Abe-lardian school of
thought, largely mimic Abelard’s work with regard to categorizations of virtue.(28) 
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However, two disciples of Abelard, described by Lottin as representing the
Porretan school of thought, warrant extended mention: Alan of Lille and Simon
of Tournai.(29) The cardinal virtues feature
prominently for both of them. Indeed, Alan claims that these four virtues are
the principles, or sources, of all virtue.(30)
This claim is substantiated by the fact that even the virtues of faith, hope,
and charity are treated as parts of the virtue of religion, which is itself a
part of justice.(31) Though never defined as a
category (likely since they seem to cover all virtues, suggesting there is no
other category against which to distinguish them), the cardinal virtues are
enormously important in this school of thought. 


Despite their lack of a complementary category for “cardinal”
virtue, Alan and Simon do offer a categorization that is very important for
this study. Both rely heavily on the distinction “political” vs.
“catholic” virtue. The descriptor “political” was commonly
attributed by medieval thinkers to Macrobius, and is the first part of a
fourfold division of virtue.(32) Though the
term “political” virtue is well-entrenched in the tradition (even if
the 
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same may not be said for the Porretan school’s meaning for the term),
according to Lottin the term “catholic” virtue is a creation of the
Porretan school.(33)


Both Alan and Simon are explicitly concerned with the question of the status
of virtue in Jews, infidels, and Gentiles.(34)
They affirm the presence of virtue in these people, and yet claim that
infidels, Jews, and Gentiles have different virtues. Describing this difference
is the function of the “political” vs. “catholic”
distinction. The following text from Simon is indicative of Porretan thought:


What are the species
of virtue? The species of virtue are twofold, and distinguished by duty and
end. If a quality fixes the mind toward attainment of a political duty for a
political end, it is called a political virtue. In such a way citizens, even
including infidels such as Jews or gentiles, are said to have virtues, if they
have their minds firmly set on the pursuit of necessary civic duties according
to the decrees of their land, for establishing or preserving the common good.
Political virtue is thus named for the polis, which is the multitude
or citizenry, because it is approved by the judgment of the multitude or
citizenry, although it is insufficient for salvation. However, a virtue is
catholic which fixes the mind in firm resolution toward the pursuit of a
catholic duty to a catholic end. In this way the faithful have virtues,
according to the decrees of the Catholic religion, ultimately for the sake of
God as he [alone] is enjoyed.(35)
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Therefore, the primary distinguishing factor between political and catholic
virtue, according to Alan and Simon, is the ultimate end of the activity of the
virtue, which always entails a cor-responding duty.(36)
This raises the question of how a difference of ultimate end changes the acts
of political and catholic virtues. According to Lottin, Alan and Simon seem to
think that the only difference between the acts of these two categories of
virtue is the merit associated with catholic virtues. He asks, “Why
couldn’t one who commits an act with an eye toward a natural end commit the same
act toward a supernatural end?”(37)
Lottin summarizes Alan’s answer to the question by saying, “God gives a
great gift to humanity when, by his grace and the charity he inspires, he
renders meritorious for eternal life acts which beforehand would only be
natural.”(38) A common question at the
time, whether or 
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not political virtues can become catholic, thus receives a resounding yes.(39) Lottin summarizes Simon’s answer to this
question by saying, “Thanks to the virtues of faith, hope, and especially
charity, a political virtue becomes a catholic virtue, that is, meritorious of
eternal recompense.”(40)


There are several problems with Alan’s and Simon’s use of the
“political vs. catholic” distinction. First, differentiating virtues according
to only one distinction—in this case ultimate end—conflates some virtues
which are helpfully distinguished at other points in the tradition. For
instance, when Simon claims that faith, hope, and charity can make political
virtues catholic, he fails to explain what differentiates faith, hope, and
charity from the political virtues made catholic. Once a virtue such as
temperance becomes catholic, what differentiates it from faith, hope, and
charity?(41) Furthermore, what is it that
political temperance and catholic temperance share that renders them both to be
properly described as “temperance”? Surely Alan and Simon would reply
that in both cases the virtue concerns, say, eating moderately. But by failing
to offer a category that includes all of the cardinal virtues, and yet is
distinct somehow from faith, hope, and charity, Alan and Simon end up both
conflating virtues that have important differences, and failing to account for
commonalities in virtues that are in other ways importantly 
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different.(42) In hindsight it is clear that
what is required here is an additional categorization on the basis of object.


The second problem with Alan’s and Simon’s categorization solely by ultimate
end is that it fails adequately to describe how a change in ultimate
end of a virtue changes the acts of that virtue. These thinkers of course claim
that merit is only attached to catholic virtue. However, armed with only one
categorization and thus unable to describe any other way to name the
similarities that exist between, for example, political chastity and catholic
chastity, they end up claiming that God makes what was already possessed worthy
of eternal life through the assignment of merit. This makes the assignment of
merit appear arbitrary, and fails adequately to describe the difference between
acts that have different ultimate ends. 


Both of these issues will be resolved in Thomas’s work, largely through the
availability of additional bases of categorization. In sum, Alan and Simon
helpfully distinguish virtues based upon different ultimate ends, and yet their
categorization reveals the deficiencies of utilizing only one basis of
categorization. 


 


D) William of Auxerre


William of Auxerre moves in important ways beyond the categorizations of the
twelfth century. William is the first of those surveyed here to identify the
category “theological virtue” (which includes faith, hope, and
charity) and to attempt to explain the basis of that category.(43)
In his opening treatment of distinctions 
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between virtues, William distinguishes theological from political virtues:
“this is the difference between political virtues and theological virtues,
that political virtues are engendered by frequent good acts, while theological
virtues are generated by God alone.”(44)
Here he seems to focus on the cause of virtue, but in his discussion
of the theological virtues he also attends to what Thomas eventually
understands to be the basis of this categorization, namely, their object.
In William’s words, “Faith, hope, and charity are called theological
virtues because through them we are moved into God [in Deum]
immediately.”(45) 


This lack of clarity of a basis for the category of theological virtue is
revealed when William attempts to names those virtues from which the
theological virtues are distinguished. As noted, he opposes theological virtue
to political virtue on the basis of the cause of virtue (what Thomas will call
acquired vs. infused virtue), with political virtues being caused by frequent
good acts. At times he also claims that political virtues do not concern
salvation, and that they do not exceed the capacity of human nature.(46) This latter claim would appear to be an
ultimate end distinction, akin to Alan’s and Simon’s “political vs.
catholic” distinction. It seems that William can reliably graft the
ultimate end and cause distinctions onto one another, such that, in his
categorization of theological and political virtue, theological virtues are
always 
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infused and concern salvation, while political virtues are always acquired
by frequent acts and do not concern salvation. But the problem lies in trying
to explain where the cardinal virtues fit into this picture. 


At times, William clearly equates the political virtues and cardinal
virtues; indeed, his whole question on political virtue assumes a reference to
the four cardinal virtues.(47) Yet already in
this very question the problems with conflating “political” and
“cardinal” are evident when William (citing Wis 8:7) claims that
nothing is more useful in life than these four cardinal virtues when they are
informed by charity and merit eternal life.(48)
Given the above claims about political virtue, the equation of cardinal virtue
and political virtue would mean that the cardinal virtues are also always
acquired by frequent acts and do not concern salvation. Yet how can this be
when the cardinal virtues are also said to be informed by charity and merit
eternal life? William seems to recognize this tension in a later question on
the connection between the virtues when he opposes theological virtues to
political virtues, and says that political virtues are of two sorts: the sort
described by Aristotle (which can be possessed in mortal sin and are not
necessarily connected with each other) on the one hand and the four cardinal
virtues from Wisdom 8:7 (which are dispelled by mortal sin and connected with
each other as well as faith, hope, and love) on the other hand.(49)
Here the cardinal virtues in one sense are a subset of the political virtues,
and in another sense both refer to humanity’s supernatural end and are infused.(50) 


The possibility of resolving these claims by saying that there are political
virtues that—unlike the cardinal virtues—are not 
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infused and do not concern salvation runs aground, for William elsewhere
equates the cardinal virtues and the political virtues.(51)
Indeed, he grants that the cardinal virtues are, at times, not directed
toward humanity’s eternal destiny. For instance, he distinguishes political
justice, which is acquired and available to humanity through the use of reason,
from theological justice, which is infused by God alone and through which one
earns eternal life.(52) 


The solution to William’s confusion appears obvious to readers well
acquainted with Thomas’s categorizations of virtue: positing a category of
virtue (such as cardinal virtue) that is opposed to theological virtue in terms
of object (i.e., having an object that is not God immediately).
Despite William’s description of theo-logical virtue as moving us to God
immediately, he never articulates a corresponding category of virtue that
directs us in activities that do not concern God immediately. As was
the case with Alan and Simon, employing only one categorization of virtue
impedes William from being able to distinguish all that requires
distinguishing. Despite William’s superb work on defining theological virtue, a
description of the different ways other virtues are opposed to these,
particularly with regard to object,(53) awaits
further development in the tradition. 


 


E) Philip the Chancellor and Other Mid-Thirteenth-Century Work on Virtue


In his survey of Thomas’s predecessors, Lottin ends one chapter with William
of Auxerre, and starts the next with Philip 
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the Chancellor. Just a decade separates William’s Summa aurea
(1220-25) from Philip’s De bono (1232), but the division between their
categorizations of virtue is as significant as Lottin’s organization of the
history suggests.(54) To be sure, there are
both important commonalities between William and Philip and developments
between Philip and Thomas.(55) Nonetheless, it
is in Philip that we finally see the articulation of the category that is
missing in William and yet that is crucial to explaining the best instincts of
William’s own thought. Philip explains perfectly the distinction between
theological and cardinal virtues.


Like William of Auxerre in echoing Augustine’s distinction between frui and
uti, Philip claims that the theological virtues take us all the way
“into” our ultimate end, who is God, while the cardinal virtues
concern those things directed “toward” our ultimate end.(56) Without using the term “object,” as
Thomas does, Philip distinguishes theological virtues from cardinal virtues,
not according to their ultimate end, but according to the types of 
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activities each category concerns.(57) The
cardinal virtues concern temporal things, the theological virtues eternal
things.(58)


Philip is quite aware that the cardinal virtues also “concern”
eternal things, and may be ultimately directed toward one’s supernatural
destiny of union with God. As R. E. Houser puts it, they concern temporal
things but “with God in sight.”(59)
In one passage Philip grants an objector’s observation that the cardinal
virtues may be infused by God.(60) Yet that
relation does not define the category. Thus we see more clearly in Philip than
in anyone else yet the simultaneous recognition of the bases of categorization
which will be called by Thomas the ultimate end and the object of activity.(61) What marks a development in Philip’s work
over William’s is that Philip offers a clearer explanation of how cardinal and
theological virtues differ in object, all the while noting how the two types of
virtue can share the same ultimate end in God. 


Yet even in Philip, we see lingering confusion over the relationship between
the categorizations based upon object and those based upon ultimate end. As in
previous authors such as William, the confusion comes while explaining the
relationship between the categories “political” virtue and
“cardinal” virtue, and in the author’s treatment of the connection
between the 
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virtues.(62) In asking whether or not the
virtues are connected, Philip says the question is twofold, concerning virtues
from grace on the one hand and moral virtues on the other.(63)
By virtues from grace it becomes clear he means the theological virtues. As to
what he calls “moral virtues,” he claims he will first discuss the
political virtues, and then the cardinal virtues.(64)
William had equated the cardinal virtues and the political virtues, and so his
placing the cardinal virtues as a subset of political virtues in this
discussion was problematic. Philip examines first moral virtue, and
then theological virtue. He divides moral virtue into political and cardinal
virtue. Though this is a clear advancement over William’s work, one serious
problem remains. When explaining his treatment of the moral virtues, then the
theological virtues, Philip says he will treat first the moral virtues, and
then virtues from grace, clearly implying that the moral virtues are not
infused by God’s grace, which is incommensurate with the claims noted above
about the cardinal virtues concerning God and being infused. This confusion
leads Houser to remark that Philip “backed away” from his prior
position that the cardinal virtues could be infused.(65)
This otherwise inexplicable (and ultimately inadequate) claim by Philip is more
understandable given the precedence in William’s treatment, upon which Philip
actually 
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made improvements. Despite recognizing the importance of categorizations of
virtue by object, Philip still falters by at times distinguishing theological
virtue and cardinal virtue on the basis of object (a categorization
adopted by Thomas), and at other times assuming that because theological
virtues are infused by grace (cause) and concern humanity’s
supernatural end (end), the cardinal virtues must therefore
differ from theological virtues on these bases as well, when in fact they need
not. 




F) A Word on Albert the Great and Bonaventure




Before turning to Thomas, it should be noted that, for the purposes of the
questions driving this essay, Albert the Great offers no significant
development over Philip. Philip’s distinction between the theological and the
cardinal virtues is found in Albert’s work, but it plays no significant role.(66) In fact, he offers little treatment of the
theological virtues, prompting Houser to claim, “Content with Philip’s
work on the theological virtues, Albert could then confine his De bono to
the four cardinal virtues.”(67) Albert
does have a clear understanding of the distinction and relationship between the
end and efficient cause of different categories of virtue, as when he claims
that political virtues and virtues from grace differ according to the intention
of the agent, since the former are done for the civic good while the latter are
done for the sake of God.(68) Here he correctly
notes that the cause and the ultimate end of virtue may be conflated. He also 
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claims that the cardinal virtues can be infused.(69)
Yet despite these affirmations, the main thrust of Albert’s work equates political
virtue and cardinal virtue, and he repeatedly claims without qualification that
the cardinal virtues are obtained by repeated action.(70)


Bonaventure’s work is of minor importance for the purposes of this study,
though two points should be noted. First, he also offers a clear distinction
between theological and cardinal virtue according to object: the theological
virtues regulate our actions toward God while the cardinal virtues regulate
those activities that concern other persons and ourselves.(71)
Second, his thought on the political virtues seems inconsistent at times. In
his Commentary on the Sentences he distinguishes political virtues from
cardinal virtues by saying that the former concern life among men, while the
latter concern our entry into heaven.(72) Yet
at another point in that text he makes political virtues one subset of cardinal
virtues by saying that political virtues are cardinal virtues that are acquired
and concern civic life, while other cardinal virtues are infused, meritorious
and concern our eternal home.(73) Yet again in
his Collationes in Hexaëmeron, which one commentator claims best
represents his own thought on virtue, 
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Bonaventure addresses the fourfold Neoplatonic division of virtue and
clearly understands all four divisions—including “political”
virtue—as directing one toward God.(74) Again
we see a Scholastic thinker struggling to explain the relationship between
cardinal and political virtue. Bonaventure’s work thus contains material of
interest regarding the categorization of virtue, but no further advances toward
the Thomistic synthesis.




G) Concluding Observations




Numerous advances in explaining the bases for categorizing different groups of
virtue are evident in the survey carried out in this section. Two groups of
virtues can be distinguished: one caused by God’s grace, and the other caused
by repetitious actions arising from the “goods of nature,” to use
Hugh’s term. The latter do not involve saving grace, though of course they are
rooted in creating grace. Two groups of virtues can also be distinguished on the
basis of the “end” to which they direct the person: this is either
the political good or the higher end of a supernatural destiny. Alan and
Simon’s “political vs. catholic” distinction is a fine example of
this basis of categorization, even though the term “catholic” will
not be used in this way by later Scholastics. It should also be noted that the
categorizations based on cause and end appear correlated, such that
“political” (to use the Porretans’ term) virtues are obtained by repeated
acts of one’s natural endowments, while virtues “above nature” (to
use Hugh’s term) are caused by God’s grace. This is seen particularly clearly
in Hugh’s work. 
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We also see growing clarity in the tradition on another basis of
categorization, which Thomas calls “object.” Two groups of virtues
may be distinguished on the basis of whether their activities concern God
directly (in finem), or things leading to God (ad finem).
This is best seen in Philip’s distinction between the theological and cardinal
virtues. The recognition of this basis for categorization is an achievement,
hinted at in William and seen most clearly in Philip. Problems remain, however.
For instance, neither of these authors were able adequately to explain the
relationship between what Philip calls the “theological vs. cardinal
virtue” categorization on the one hand, and the other categorizations
based on end and cause on the other hand. Thus, we see Philip alternately
claiming that the cardinal virtues may be infused and that they are only caused
by repeated acts. There is also vacillation, noted above, on whether or not
these virtues concern our eternal destiny. These problems appear most evidently
when the Scholastics try to explain the relationship between cardinal and
political virtue. Thus, though all the basic distinctions employed by Thomas
appear in his predecessors, what remained to be achieved was a synthesis of the
categorizations of virtue that would explain how the different bases for
categorization related to one another. 


 


II.
St. Thomas’s Categorizations of Virtue




Saint Thomas’s work on virtue leads Houser to claim, “At long last,
someone had finally achieved a fully integrated treatment of the general nature
of the seven fundamental moral virtues.”(75)
The 
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task of this section is to explain how Thomas employed three distinct
categorizations of virtue and how he understood the relationships between those
categorizations, in light of his predecessors’ work. The contention of this
section is that Thomas’s categorizations of virtue on the bases of object,
ultimate end, and efficient cause glean the best insights from his
predecessors’ work, and yet achieve a synthesis absent from any of their
presentations. Explaining his understanding of these three types of
categorization, and in particular how the cardinal (as distinguished from the
theological) virtues are related to the other two categorizations of virtue,
will reveal Thomas’s contribution to contemporary discussions of the
relationship between virtue and grace. In short, while Thomas recognizes that
the categorizations of virtues by end and cause may be aligned with one
another, he also demonstrates why it is importantly not the case that
categorizations of virtue on the basis of object can be grafted onto the other
two categorizations. 


As seen above, William of Auxerre offered a developed vision of the
theological virtues, but struggled in naming and explaining which virtues are
defined in opposition to the theological virtues and on what bases. Thus it is
helpful to begin here with Thomas’s understanding of the key characteristics of
the theological virtues in order to determine the ways in which different
categories of virtues are distinct from the theological virtues. In the opening
article of question 62 of the Prima Secundae, on the theological
virtues, Thomas lists three characteristics of these virtues that parallel the
three bases of categorization examined in this essay: (a) “their object is
God, inasmuch as they direct us aright to God”; (b) “they are infused
in us by God alone”; and, (c) they direct humanity to its
“supernatural happiness,” a “happiness 
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surpassing man’s nature, and which man can obtain by the power of God alone,
by a kind of participation of the Godhead.”(76)




A) Categorization by Object: Theological Virtues and Cardinal Virtues




The first claim concerns the “object” of the theological virtues.
Here Philip’s contribution to Thomas’s work is evident. Like the Chancellor,
Thomas claims that “the object of the theological virtues is God
himself.”(77) Like Philip echoing
Augustine’s distinction between frui and uti, Thomas claims,
“The theological virtues direct us to … God himself immediately,”
who alone is to be enjoyed.(78) Unsurprisingly,
the theological virtues are then distinguished from virtues that concern not
God immediately but things in relation to God (ad finem). Thomas says
that the moral and intellectual virtues perfect one with regard to “other
things, yet in relation to God,” that is, those things Augustine would
describe as to be used.(79) All moral and
intellectual virtues share a commonality as regards their proper activities, or
objects: “the object of the moral and intellectual virtues is something
comprehensible to human reason.”(80) The
objects of the moral and intellectual virtues are manifold, but they are all
activities that are 
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accessible to unaided human reason. In this way, the category of moral and
intellectual virtue (which contains a large number of particular virtues) is
distinguished from another category of virtues (which contains far fewer
virtues), namely, the three theological virtues.


Why has the term “cardinal” not appeared in the preceding
paragraph? Thomas sorts through the multitude of virtues that concern
activities accessible to unaided reason. There are distinctions within this broad
class of virtues, such as the distinction between moral and intellectual
virtues.(81) Yet Thomas understands this entire
range of virtues to be “summed up” by the four cardinal virtues. He
most explicitly aligns “moral” virtues with “cardinal”
virtues in article 1 of question 61 of the Prima Secundae, where he
responds affirmatively to the article’s question “whether the moral
virtues should be called principal or cardinal virtues.”(82)
In On the Virtues in General, when explaining the distinctions among
virtues, he explains how the moral and intellectual virtues differ from the
theological virtues, and in several replies to objections he uses the four
cardinal virtues to exemplify the former category.(83)
Indeed, when explaining the different ways the types of virtues are obtained
(addressed below), Thomas’s favorite example of the different sources of moral
virtue is temperance.(84) Finally, Thomas
organizes his Secunda Secundae according to the three theological and
four cardinal virtues. In short, for Thomas, the moral and intellectual virtues
concern the same sort of “innerworldly” activities, or objects, as
the cardinal virtues.(85) This fact, combined
with the fact that Thomas uses the term “moral” sometimes in
opposition to theological virtue and sometimes in opposition to intellectual
virtue, prompts the
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labeling of Thomas’s categorization of virtues by object as
“theological vs. cardinal.”(86)


Thomas’s categorization “theological vs. cardinal” is the
culmination of several questions on different types of virtue. A quick
comparison of the questions on virtue with those on habit and sin reveals an
interesting structural difference. In those other two “treatises,”
Thomas moves immediately from their subjects to their causes. But in the set of
questions on virtue, this inquiry is delayed for six questions. Part of the
reason is the greater attention required to distinguish certain categories of
virtue (such as moral and intellectual virtue, and the different virtues in
each of those categories). But a further reason is that examination of the
different causes of virtue would be more accessible after an explanation not
only of the differences of object among different moral and intellectual
virtues, but also of the difference in types of object between the moral
virtues on the one hand (typified by the cardinal virtues), and the theological
virtues on the other. Furthermore, Thomas must also attend to a distinction
between the different “ends” of virtue, which he does in questions 61
and 62, before turning to the cause of virtue in question 63. 


 


B) Categorization by Ultimate End: Supernatural Virtues and Natural
(i.e., Political) Virtues




As noted above, Thomas claims that the theological virtues concern
“supernatural happiness.” His explanation of humanity’s twofold
happiness is as follows:
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One is proportionate
to human nature, which man can obtain by means of his natural principles. The
other is a happiness surpassing man’s nature, and which man can obtain by the
power of God alone, by a kind of participation of the Godhead.(87)



Thomas
immediately aligns the twofold human happiness with two types of virtues. He
claims the cardinal virtues “perfect man’s intellect and appetite
according to the capacity of human nature; the theological virtues
supernaturally.”(88) The reader of the Summa
now realizes that up until this point in the questions on virtue, two
distinctions have been operative: categorizations of virtues according to
object and categorizations according to “end” (supernatural vs.
natural). Which virtues has Thomas been discussing? Looking back at the seven
questions preceding question 62, we unsurprisingly see that Thomas has been
very precise in nearly uniformly discussing only “natural” virtues,
or those virtues concerning humanity’s happiness as accessible to human reason.
He says as much in the last article before question 62. In defining
“political” virtues as those which “are in man according to his
nature” and enable him to “behave well in the conduct of human
affairs,” Thomas states, “It is in this sense that we have been
speaking of these virtues until now.”(89)
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It is Thomas’ characteristic attempt to synthesize traditions in article 5
of question 61 (on the cardinal virtues) that forces him to address explicitly
the two types of happiness in the following question (on the theological
virtues). In article 5, Thomas asks whether the cardinal virtues can be
fittingly divided into political, perfecting, perfect, and exemplar.(90) In this question, we see Thomas not only
further illuminate his categorization based upon the end of virtue, but also
address a type of virtue that disrupted the categorizations of virtue in many
of his predecessors. He affirms the fourfold categorization which includes
political virtue. Exemplar virtues pre-exist in God. Political virtues concern
natural activities in the realm of “human affairs,” and by them man
acts well in such affairs.(91) To borrow
terminology from the following article (STh I-II, q. 62, a. 1), with
the political virtues, we are clearly speaking of those which concern natural
happiness.(92) Or, as Thomas says in On the
Cardinal Virtues, “The political virtues … are ordered only to
the civic good of the present life.”(93)
Thomas goes on to claim, “But because it pertains to man, as he is able,
to strive toward divine things … it is necessary to posit some virtues
between political virtues, which are human virtues, and exemplar virtues, which
are divine virtues.”(94) The exemplar
virtues are in God. The political virtues 
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are in humanity concerning natural human activities. But what of human
activities that direct persons toward the supernatural happiness of union with
God? Though he only explicitly describes the two types of happiness as they
concern virtue in the next article, Thomas claims that perfecting virtues are
those which tend toward divine similitude, and perfect virtues are possessed by
those who have attained divine similitude.(95)
In other words, the perfecting virtues are possessed by those living graced
lives in the status viatoris, and the perfect by those in the status
comprehensoris.(96)


The fact that Thomas does not consistently rely in the Prima Secundae
on Macrobius’s fourfold division could suggest that article 5 of question 61 is
a simple acknowledgement of a respected authority, but substantively
unimportant. Yet Thomas’s claims in this article are actually crucial for this
essay for two reasons. First, given Thomas’s interpretation of the Neoplatonic
categories, he is forced to attend explicitly to virtues that concern
humanity’s supernatural happiness of divine similitude, something he had been
putting on hold “until now.” How he categorizes virtues by object,
end, and cause in questions 62-63, while relating those categorizations to each
other, is addressed below. Second, Thomas subtly yet brilliantly subverts an
entire tradition of a problematic category of virtue in this article. The
category “political” was firmly entrenched in medieval writing on
virtue, doing important (but different and at times confusing) work in people
such as Alan of Lille, Simon of Tournai, William of Auxerre, and Philip the
Chancellor. True to his modus operandi, Thomas does not simply reject
such a prominent feature of the 
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tradition. He rather delineates an exact and proper use of the term, thus
explaining how that meaning is referenced in a respected authority’s thought.
“Political virtue” in article 5 refers to humanity’s natural end.
This is why Thomas places an important dividing line between this and the other
three types of virtue in the fourfold division. In nearly all of his responses
to objections, Thomas confirms that the political virtues are “human
virtues” concerning “human affairs.”(97)



Yet the term “political virtue,” as we have seen in Alan and
William, lends itself to confusion. This may be why Thomas does not often use
it.(98) In the remainder of his work on virtue
in the Summa Theologiae, he more commonly uses the terms
“human” and “natural” to refer to virtues directed to
natural human happiness—which is, in principle, accessible to unaided human
capacities—as ultimate end.(99) Having seen
the confusion en-gendered by the use of that term by figures such as Alan and
William, Thomas’s decision is not surprising. When Thomas does use the term,
however, he gives it a precise and consistent meaning, that is, concerning
humanity’s natural end. He thus avoids the common error of alternating between
meanings which would have the term sometimes referring to end and sometimes
referring to object, since Thomas knows those two bases of categorization
cannot be conflated.
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C) Categorization by Cause: Infused Virtues and Acquired Virtues


In questions 61-62 of the Prima Secundae, Thomas explains two
categorizations of virtue: by object (theological and cardinal) and by end
(supernatural and natural). There remains one important distinction to address:
that of cause, which is taken up in question 63. To this point, this
categorization has only received brief mention (e.g., STh I-II, q. 55,
a. 4; I-II, q. 62, a. 1). In the course of explaining it, however, Thomas also
attends to a potential misreading of the relationships between categorizations
he has already offered.


In article 2 of question 62, Thomas spoke of both the object and the end of
the theological virtues in distinction to those of the cardinal virtues. He
claimed that the theological virtues have for their object “God himself,”
while the objects of the moral and intellectual virtues are things
“comprehensible to human reason.” He went on to distinguish them
according to their ends: the car-dinal virtues perfect human activity
“according to the capacity of human nature,” whereas the theological
virtues do so “supernatu-rally.” A reader of these lines could easily
misinterpret Thomas to be conflating categorizations by object and end, in
effect claiming that all theological virtues concern humanity’s supernatural
happiness (true), and all cardinal virtues concern humanity’s natural happiness
(false). Of course, given the fact that in article 5 of question 61 he
addresses whether the cardinal virtues are fittingly categorized by
Macrobius, and that his affirmative answer clearly places perfecting and
perfected cardinal virtues in reference to humanity’s supernatural
end, Thomas has already offered resources to head off such an erroneous
interpretation.(100) But in question 63 he
makes his point even more clearly.
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Thomas’s third categorization addressed here is rather straightforward. He
claims that virtues may be obtained by repeated activity (in which case they
are called “acquired”) or given by God’s grace (in which case they
are called “infused”). 


It follows that
human virtue directed to the good which is defined according to the rule of
human reason can be caused by human acts [i.e., acquired]: inasmuch as such
acts proceed from reason, by whose power and rule the aforesaid good is
established. On the other hand, virtue which directs man to good as defined by
Divine Law, and not by human reason, cannot be caused by human acts,
the principle of which is reason, but is produced in us by divine operation
alone.(101)




Thomas not only claims that the efficient cause of virtues may be infusion or
repeated activity, he also explains that distinction by saying that virtue
directing us to our supernatural good which surpasses human reason cannot be
caused by human acts, and thus must be infused. Thomas in effect aligns two
categorizations here: end and cause.(102)
Infused virtues direct us ultimately to our supernatural end, whereas acquired
virtues direct us ultimately only to our natural end.(103)
In fact, acquired virtues cannot direct us to our supernatural end. In
terms of their end, infused virtues are always supernatural and acquired
virtues are always natural. 


Two comments are warranted on this distinction between acquired virtue and
infused virtue. First, what is essential to infused virtue is that it directs
us to the supernatural good which surpasses human understanding and
achievement, and therefore must be provided by God. Despite the connotations of
the English word “infused,” it is not necessarily the case
that such virtues involve no repeated acts or human effort and involvement.(104) Yet 
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even where there is such participation of the person, God’s grace is still
the efficient cause of the virtue since one is directed to an end not
accessible (let alone attainable) by unaided human powers. Conversely, it is not
the case that acquired virtues have nothing to do with God. We recall here
Hugh of St. Victor’s superb explanation of natural virtue and virtues
superadded by grace (despite the fact that he never uses the terms
“acquired” and “infused”), as it was quite clear in Hugh’s
thought in what way creating grace is indeed present in natural (or, here,
acquired) virtues. Second, saying that infused virtues always direct one to
one’s supernatural end does not at all mean that they ignore or obliterate the
natural end of one’s activities.(105) Thomas’s
claim is simply that the natural or “civic” good is not the ultimate
end of the infused virtues.




D) Relating Thomas’s Three Categorizations to One Another




At this point it is clear that two of Thomas’s three categorizations graft
neatly onto one another. All supernatural virtues are infused, and all natural
(or human) virtues are acquired. Thus a pair of categorizations yields two, not
four, total types of virtue, namely, supernatural infused virtue and natural
acquired virtue. Yet how are these two categorizations related to the
categorization of theological and cardinal virtues? One of the main sources of
confusion in the tradition leading up to Thomas concerns the relationship
between categorizations of virtue by end and by efficient cause on the one
hand, and by object on the other. We saw above the problem with the Porretans’
attending only to end and neglecting object. We saw William grasp the way that
“theological” virtue refers to both a supernatural object and a
supernatural end, but fail to distinguish how other virtues may 
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be differentiated from the theological virtues in these distinct ways. In
the face of the error, common among Thomas’s predecessors, of grafting a categorization
by object onto categorizations by end and efficient cause, Thomas clarifies and
advances that tradition of categorizing virtues by explaining not only that,
but how, this conflation is inaccurate. 


In article 3 of question 63, Thomas asks “whether any moral virtues are
in us by infusion.” It is important that he says moral virtues.(106) He has already affirmed that theological
virtue is in us by infusion and only by infusion. He has also affirmed that
moral, or cardinal, virtues are in us by repeated activity. But to deny the
conflation of categories noted above, Thomas here affirms that moral virtues
can be infused in us by God. Why? In the respondeo Thomas describes a
parallel between the natural principles of virtue and acquired cardinal virtues
on the other hand, and the theological virtues and infused cardinal virtues on
the other. In the reply to the second objection he succinctly explains that


The theological
virtues direct us sufficiently to our supernatural end, inchoatively: i.e., to
God himself immediately. But the soul needs further to be perfected by infused
virtues in regard to other things, yet in relation to God.(107)



Reminiscent
of Philip the Chancellor and others who have at least implicitly relied on
Augustine’s frui and uti distinction, Thomas recognizes that
activities that are accessible to unaided human reason can be done for the sake
of one’s supernatural happiness, and that this requires the grace that renders
the virtues governing such activities “infused.” When activities of
the cardinal virtues are done for one’s supernatural end, we must call those
cardinal virtues infused.


The activities of infused cardinal virtues are also performed differently
than their counterparts among the acquired cardinal 
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virtue, a point affirmed by Thomas in the last article of question 63. In
that article Thomas asks, “whether virtue obtained by repeated activity
belongs to the same species as infused virtues.” He replies in the
negative, and uses his stock example of temperance to exemplify his point,
noting that the person with acquired temperance eats differently from the
(fasting) person with infused temperance. Directly refuting the Porretan claim
that the acts of virtues differing in end (for the Porretans, “catholic vs.
political” virtue) are still the same acts, Thomas claims that, although
acquired and infused temperance both share the same material object (hence
their both being fittingly labeled “temperance”), they differ as to
their formal object. Although acts of all cardinal virtues observe the mean,(108) in the case of the acquired cardinal
virtues the mean is determined by the rule of human reason, while in the case
of the infused cardinal virtues the mean is determined according to divine
rule.(109) Hence Thomas concludes that
“infused and acquired temperance differ in species; and the same applies
to the other [cardinal] virtues.”(110) In
the next lines Thomas correlates this difference of “rule” for
infused and acquired cardinal virtue with a difference in what he calls
“ultimate end.”(111) Acquired
cardinal virtues dispose one to behave well with regard to human affairs, while
the infused cardinal virtues regulate one’s behavior with regard to the
ultimate goal of citizenship in the heavenly kingdom.(112)
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Thus we have in this final article on the cause of the virtues an
explanation of how the cause of virtue (acquired vs. infused), which is
correlated with the ultimate end of virtue (natural or human vs. supernatural),
renders virtuous activities of the same material object formally distinct. Even
though infused and acquired cardinal virtues may regulate the same sorts of
activities, the very meanings of those actions differ, since they are done
“for different reasons”—that is, with an eye toward different
ultimate ends.(113) Two conclusions may be
drawn from Thomas’s work outlined here.


First, it is not accurate according to Thomas’s thought to graft the
categorization of (supernatural) infused and (natural) acquired virtues
directly onto the categorization (by object) between theological and cardinal
virtues, a mistake commonly made in the century leading up to Thomas. Though it
is the case that theo-logical virtues are always (supernatural)
infused virtues, it is not the case that cardinal virtues are always
(natural) acquired virtues, and Thomas explains quite clearly how cardinal virtues
may be infused and directed to our supernatural happiness. 


Second, it is not the case, as affirmed in the Porretan school and
reported by Lottin, that the same act can be done for either a natural or a
supernatural end. Thomas explicitly denies this claim (STh I-II, q.
63, a. 4). We therefore have in Thomas’s set of categorizations by object, end,
and cause a way to explain how “worldly” activities differ from
activities that concern God immediately, namely, by object. We also have a way
to distinguish how activities that share the same (material) object (i.e.,
those of the cardinal virtues) may be importantly different in species, or
meaning, depending on whether they are ultimately directed to natural or
supernatural happiness, a distinction that also correlates 
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with the cause of virtue as acquired or infused, respectively. The resulting
tripartite vision of virtue in Thomas—acquired (natural) cardinal virtue,
infused (supernatural) theological virtue, and infused (supernatural) cardinal
virtue(114)—enables Thomas more easily to
address questions such as whether one can have moral virtue without charity (STh
I-II, q. 65, a. 2; STh II-II, q. 23, a. 7), and whether the moral
virtues remain in the next life (STh I-II, q. 67, a. 1). 


Thomas’s vision of virtue solves the problems identified in the previous
section’s survey of the categorizations of virtue offered by thinkers such as
Alan of Lille, William of Auxerre, and Philip the Chancellor. Unlike the
Porretans, Thomas is able to account for the difference between cardinal and
theological virtues by attending to more than the ultimate end of virtue.
Whereas the Porretans cannot explain the difference between
“catholic” virtues such as faith and charity on the one hand and
temperance and justice on the other, Thomas can, thanks to his distinction by
object (theological vs. cardinal). Unlike William of Auxerre, he is able to
explain in what distinct ways a variety of categories of virtue differ from the
theological virtues. William was correct that the theological virtues are
infused (cause) and concern God directly (object). But he tried to use only one
grouping of virtue to describe how virtues can differ from theological virtues,
even though there are two ways in which this is possible (i.e., by object, as
in the cardinal virtues, and by cause, as in the acquired virtues). And these
two ways cannot always be identified with each other; in other words, they
require distinct categorizations. Unlike Philip the Chancellor, Thomas is able
to explain exactly how the cardinal virtues may be at times acquired and at
other times infused. Finally, again unlike the Porretans, Thomas is able to
explain how, despite important commonalities between the acquired cardinal
virtues and infused cardinal virtues (enabling both rightly to be called
cardinal), there is a difference of species 
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between acts of, for example, infused temperance and acquired temperance
(which the Porretans would call “catholic temperance” and
“political temperance”).


 


III.
Contemporary Discussions of Virtue and Grace


The purpose of this final section is not to engage in any great depth the
arguments of the texts adduced below. Its far more modest task is to demonstrate
how contemporary work that employs categorizations of virtue to describe the
relationship between virtue and grace could be clarified by more careful
attention to Thomas’s categorizations of virtue, and to the relationships
between these different categorizations. Recall from the beginning of this
essay the following quotation: “Discerning and judging action in light of
the natural law need to be perfected and stabilized by the cardinal virtues
(acquired habits) and infused virtues (faith, hope and charity).” It
should be clear that while the cardinal virtues certainly may be acquired, they
may also be infused (and thus should not be parenthetically identified as
acquired habits). Furthermore, the statement implies that the two groups of
virtue share a common basis of categorization, when, in fact, “cardinal
virtue” is a distinction by object and “infused virtue” is a
distinction by cause. 


Another example of possible confusion engendered by a lack of careful
attention to the relationships between the cate-gorizations of virtue is found
in no less authoritative a source than the Catechism of the Catholic Church.
In the Catechism, the material on virtue is divided primarily
into two sections: one on “human virtue” and one on “theological
virtue.”(115) From the perspective of the
Thomistic tradition, this categorization is a problem, since, for Thomas,
“human virtue” refers to ultimate end (and, accordingly, cause),
while “theological” refers to the object of virtue. Indeed, the category
“theological virtue” is defined in the Catechism by object:
“the theological virtues relate 
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directly to God.”(116) The material
under “human virtue” is sub-divided into the four cardinal virtues,
suggesting also a reference to object rather than end. This in itself could
simply mean that “human virtue” is here a reference not to ultimate
end, but rather to object, akin to “moral” or “cardinal”
virtue in the Thomistic tradition. Indeed, while the first half of the opening
paragraph on human virtue uses the term “human,” the second half
shifts to “moral virtue,” seemingly equating those terms.(117) In that case, “human” would be
synonymous with Thomas’s own phrase “accessible to human reasoning,”
and would refer to object. 


This picture, however, is complicated by references to the cause of the
virtues, particularly in the section on the human virtues. Assuming that
“human” refers to object rather than ultimate end, the most
problematic line is found in the second half of the opening paragraph on human
virtue: “the moral virtues are acquired by human effort.”(118) Despite the next line’s claim that they
dispose us to communion with God (ultimate end), and the previous claim that
they “guide our conduct according to reason and faith,” the
directness of the claim about the cause of moral virtue being repeated activity
is not only problematic in itself, but distorts the seeming parallel of human
and theological virtue according to object by introducing the efficient cause
of virtue, which is aligned with ultimate end instead of object.


Despite this problematic line, in the closing lines of the section on human
virtue, under the subtitle, “The virtues and grace,” the Catechism
clearly affirms that moral or cardinal virtues may be infused. There we read
that “human virtues acquired by … repeated efforts are purified and elevated
by divine grace.”(119) With this claim in
mind, the only possible consistent explanation of the problematic line above is
that it must mean that the moral 
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virtues may be acquired by human effort, a claim completely consistent with
the Thomistic tradition.(120) In sum, we see
in the Catechism itself how claims about the object, cause, and end of
virtue may be presented in a manner that fails to explain clearly the
relationship between these different categorizations of virtue. Though
everything important and true about virtue is present in the section on virtue,
the obfuscation of the categorizations examined in section 2 of this article
impedes the pedagogical intent of the Catechism.


Another example of confusion engendered by failing to attend accurately to
the categorizations of virtue noted above occurs in the fine historical
scholarship of István Bejcvy, in his recent article “The Problem of
Natural Virtue.” Bejcvy rightly assumes that “natural virtue”
refers not to natural dispositions or capacities but to virtue obtained without
God’s cooperative grace. He thus implicitly attends to both the ultimate end
and cause of virtue, but does not name them and never correlates them in any
way with the object of virtue. This prevents him from adequately replying to
the claim that


If Abelard should
really have sustained the idea that human beings could acquire virtue by
natural means … this would imply that he was something worse than a
Pelagian: Christians as well as non-Christians would have the possibility of
bringing about their own salvation.(121)


It must be stressed that Bejcvy strenuously denies that Abelard held a
strongly Pelagian position. But his defense of Abelard is obstructed by his
failing to note the obvious non sequitur in the charge, which
attention to the relationship between the cate-gorizations of virtue outlined
here would make clear: “natural” virtue does not concern salvation.
Bejcvy goes on to examine the cardinal virtues, but his failure to attend
either to what is distinctive about their objects, or to the natural end toward
which 
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they may be directed, impedes not only his discussion of Abelard, but the
later (otherwise accurate) discussion of problems within the Porretan school of
thought.(122)


A final example of confusion regarding Thomas’s categorizations of virtue
can be found in a recent contribution to an ongoing debate in The Thomist over
the possibility of pagan virtue.(123) In the
first of his two contributions to this debate, Thomas Osborne sets out to
examine how “the distinction between the moral and theological virtues was
worked out in the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries.”(124) Osborne immediately turns to the Porretan
school’s “catholic vs. political” distinction without explaining that
this distinction (based on ultimate end) is not made on the same basis as
Thomas’s “moral vs. theological” distinction (based on object) which
Osborne states he is investigating.(125)


He then turns back to moral virtue and claims, “As Shanley observes,
Thomas does describe acquired moral virtue as political virtue, and he states
that political virtue is concerned with the political common good.” As
noted above, it is correct to say that Thomas “describes” acquired
moral virtue as political virtue, since all acquired virtue directs one toward
the natural end of humanity (“the political common good”), which is
precisely what Thomas means by political virtue. However, Osborne goes on to
say “the identification of moral virtues as political virtues is
standard for 
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medieval thinkers. Thomas is merely repeating common usage.”(126) There are two problems with this statement.
First, as explained above, there is not a consistent usage of the term
“political” in Thomas’s predecessors. Though it commonly refers to
humanity’s natural end as distinguished from one’s supernatural (for the
Porretans “catholic,” for William “theological”) end,
“political” is also used at times to refer to the object of virtue
and is contrasted with “theological” (as in the case of William), or
even at times to refer to virtues obtained by repeated action rather than
infused (as in Philip’s problematic passage). The problem with such vacillation
in the tradition is that it implies that one can reliably graft the final-end
and efficient-cause distinctions onto the object distinction, which holds true
with the virtues faith, hope, and charity, but not the virtues prudence,
justice, fortitude, and temperance. By affirming an identification of political
with acquired moral virtue, Osborne not only mixes up different bases of
categorization but also implies that they are interchangeable when they are
not.


Second, Thomas does not use the term “political” in a manner that
“repeats common usage,” nor does he identify “moral virtue as
political virtue.” The term “moral” (or as used above,
“cardinal”) refers to a distinct basis for categorizing virtues,
namely, object. For Thomas, “political” refers to the ultimate end of
the virtuous activity, in this case as the natural civic good. Political
virtues governing activities directed toward the natural good may indeed be
“described” as acquired moral virtues, since they are always caused
by repeated human acts and concern this-worldly activities. But political
virtue may not be “identified” with moral virtue, since not all moral
virtues are political virtues. “Political” refers to a different
basis of categorization than “moral.” The problem with Osborne’s
claim is not only that it is untrue of Thomas; it also conflates
categorizations that are importantly distinct. Therefore,
“identifying” political and moral virtue as Osborne suggests would
lead to exactly the same 
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problems as were found in Thomas’s predecessors, problems which Thomas so
strenuously avoids in his own presentation of the various categorizations of
virtue and the relationships between them. 


One last example of confusion in Osborne’s use of the categorizations of
virtue and the relationships between them is his claim, central for his second
contribution to this debate in The Thomist, that “someone cannot
possess the perfect acquired moral virtues and perfect acquired prudence
without the help of grace.”(127) The
cogency of Osborne’s argument, and the reasons for positing this category, are
beyond the scope of this essay. Suffice it to say that Osborne is trying to
reconcile Thomas’s claim that there can be prudence without charity (e.g., STh
I-II, q. 65, a. 2) with Osborne’s own claim that perfect (in the sense of
connected to the other virtues) prudence requires grace.(128)
Despite my sympathy with Osborne’s attempt to refute the existence of any
“purely natural” ethic in Thomas, positing a category of perfect acquired
virtue that requires grace is oxymoronic. The problem is not the
“perfect,” which for Osborne here means connected with other virtues.
The problem is positing a category of “acquired” virtue that requires
grace.(129) The requirement of grace is
exactly what renders a virtue “infused” instead of acquired.
According to Thomas, acquired virtue is obtained by repeated activity and
directs people to the human good as apportioned by the rule of human reason.(130) Infused virtue, however, directs people to
the good as defined by Divine Law, a 
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good that exceeds and thus cannot be caused by human acts.(131) It therefore requires God’s grace, which is
what is meant by “infused.”(132)
Osborne’s claim about the necessity of grace for perfect acquired virtue thus
represents a categorization mistake.


These examples of confusion in contemporary categorizations of virtue at
times replicate confusion found in the century and a half of tradition leading
up to the Thomistic synthesis on different categorizations of virtue. The
purpose of this essay has been to outline those developments, both to
illuminate Thomas’s thought and to demonstrate how it solves certain problems
found in his predecessors, problems which at times appear in contemporary
discussions of virtue. It is hoped that this presentation of Thomas’s
categorizations in light of his predecessors will illuminate ongoing debates on
the different categorizations of virtues, especially as they concern the
relationship between virtue and grace.
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are clearly related to the virtues. In the Sententie Parisienses,
prudence, justice, temperance, and fortitude are treated within the section on
charity. Seemingly following Augustine, the author claims that indeed “all
virtue is charity.” (See Sententie Parisienses [Landgraf, ed.,
51]. This claim is never expanded upon.) In the Ysagoge in Theologiam,
these four virtues are treated first, leading into a section on faith, hope,
and charity. Though the explanatory usefulness of the concept of virtue is all
but left behind in the latter section, the author’s transition between these
two sections is the direct claim that he will now proceed on to the “three
greatest virtues: faith, hope, and charity.” (See Landgraf, ed., 78.) 
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Alan of
Lille’s entire De virtutibus et de vitiis et de donis spiritus sancti is
printed in a later volume of Lottin’s magisterial study. See Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 6:45-92. The page and line numbers cited here to reference this
text are from Lottin’s volume. Texts from Simon used here are scattered
manuscripts found in Lottin. See Lottin, Psychologie et morale,
3.2:105-18. 
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Alan of
Lille, De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 6:50). 
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Alan of
Lille, De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 2 (Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 6:53-54). 
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For the
origin of this Neoplatonic fourfold division of virtue, see Joshua Hochschild,
“Porphyry, Bonaventure, and Thomas Aquinas: A Neo-Platonic Hierarchy of
Virtues, and Two Christian Appropriations,” in John Inglis, ed., Medieval
Philosophy and the Classical Tradition (Richmond, Surrey: Vurzon Press,
2002), 245-59. Hochschild observes that Macrobius attributes the categorization
to Plotinus, but it seems instead to come from Porphyry (ibid., 245). 
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See Lottin,
Psychologie et morale, 3.2:106 n. 1. 
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Alan and
Simon repeatedly speak of virtue outside the Catholic faith. Comments like
these prompt Bejcvy to claim that the second half of the twelfth century sees a
“much fuller recognition of pagan virtue” (“The Problem of
Natural Virtue,” 144). As is evident in Lottin, a primary concern of Simon
and Alan, following Abelard, is distinguishing natural capacities and
particular acts from more established qualities of a person, such as virtues.
Given this concern, it is not surprising they are willing to affirm the
presence of virtues in people without charity. Nonetheless the claim is
noteworthy for this study, especially given its juxtaposition with Lottin’s
claim about the basic equation of virtue and grace in Lombard and his
followers. This important difference prompts Lottin to distinguish what he
calls a theological and a philosophical school of thought on defining virtue in
the era (see Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:100-106, 142-50),
though his claim that the theological school “wins out” may rest on
inadequate assumptions about the possibility of simultaneously affirming the
presence of virtue in those without charity, and its perfection in those with
charity. 
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The text
from a manuscript of Simon of Tournai is found in Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 3.2:107: “Que sint species uirtutis. Due sunt species
uirtutis, que his officiis et finibus distinguuntur. Si enim qualitas mentem
constituat ad exsequendum officium politico fine politico, dicitur uirtus
politica; quo modo ciues,licet infideles ut iudei uel gentiles, dicuntur habere
uirtutes, si mentes habeant firmo proposito constitutas ad exsequendum debita
officia secundum instituae patrie propter rem publicam conseruandam uel
confederandam. Diciturautem uirtus politica a polis, que est pluralitas uel
ciuitas, quia iudicio pluralitatis uel ciuitatis approbatur, licet sit
insufficiens ad salutem. Virtus autem catholica que constanti proposito mentem
constituit ad exsequendum officium catholicum fine catholico: quo modo dicuntur
fideles habere uirtutes, si mentes habeant constitutas ad exsequenda officia
secundum catholice religionis instituta, finaliter propter Deum ut eo
fruantur.” For a comparable quotation from Alan of Lille see his De
virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 6:49-50). Alan accentuates the difference in scope in the meaning
of the words “political” (as civic) and “catholic” (as
universal). 
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Though Alan
and Simon claim that virtues may be distinguished by duty and end, in reality
these two descriptors always function in parallel fashion, such that they yield
two, not four, categories of virtue. In other words, never does either
Scholastic describe an occasion where the end of virtue is catholic, and duty
is political (or, for that matter, where the end of virtue is political and
duty is catholic). For instance, even the virtuous Jew who clearly carries out
duties not in accord with the Catholic faith but nonetheless for the sake of
God is described as having political virtue. For a helpful explanation of the
meanings of end and duty, see Alan of Lille, De virtutibus et de vitiis, c.
1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:48-49). See also a helpful
text from a manuscript Lottin attributes to Alan, at Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 3.2:120. For an attempt by Alan to explain the virtue of the Jews
in a system that conflates end with the duties of the Catholic religion, see
his De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 6:50). 
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“Si la
vertu est politique ou catholique, naturelle ou surnaturelle, en partie du
moins selon les fins poursuivies, pourquoi celui qui pose un acte en vue d’une
fin naturelle ne pourrait-il pas exercer ce même acte pour un fin
surnaturelle?” (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:115, emphasis
added). Though the descriptors are accurate, neither Alan nor Simon uses
“natural” and “supernatural” as technical terms
synonymously with “political” and “catholic” in describing
virtues. 
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For an
example of this claim in Alan, see De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1,
a. 3 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:59): “Deus
homini conferre, cum per ea que prius habebat facit eum dignum uita eternal,
informans ea debito fine et debito officio.” This description makes
it seem that it is the same acts one previously performed that become
meritorious. In another place Alan claims that acts of political and catholic
virtue differ only in their “mode of use” (ibid.). As seen below,
Aquinas offers a more satisfactory account of how meritorious action directed
toward one’s supernatural end is transformed. For more on merit and grace, see
Joseph Wawrykow’s God’s Grace and Human Action: Merit in the Theology of
Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1996). 
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See Alan’s De
virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 3 (Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 6:57). For Simon’s treatment of the same issue, see Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 3.2:118 n. 1. 
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Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 3.2:118. This is a noteworthy difference between Simon and
Alan, as Alan nowhere claims that it is faith, hope, and charity that elevate
the political virtues to become catholic. 
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This is one
reason why it is inadequate to speak of faith, hope, and charity—rather than
God’s grace—as elevating virtues such as temperance to be directed toward
one’s supernatural end. Alan addresses the objection that it is the grace of
the Holy Spirit that engenders catholic virtues, but does not incorporate it
into his own response. See Lottin’s citation of a manuscript from Alan (Lottin,
Psychologie et morale, 3.2:120). 
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For
instance, Alan adduces chastity as an example of an action that may be political
or catholic. If one is chaste in service to the common good, the virtue is
political. If one is chaste is service to God, it is catholic. Hence in this
categorization, charity and faith on the one hand, and holy chastity and Lenten
abstinence on the other, are all catholic virtues. Alan and Simon oppose these
to virtues such as political chastity and political temperance. In sum, by
offering only one basis for categorizing, according to ultimate end, the
Porretans are unable to delineate differences between virtues with the same
ultimate end, and similarities between virtues with different ultimate ends. 
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See William
of Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tracts 11-29 (ed. Jean Ribailler [Paris:
Editions du Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1980-87], 170-584).
In my research for this essay William of Auxerre is the first person I
encountered in the Christian tradition to name and explain the basis of the
category “theological virtue.” 
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William of
Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 11, cap. 1 (Ribailler, ed., 172 and
174). 
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William of
Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 11, c. 3, q. 5 (Ribailler, ed., 193).
See also ibid. III, tract. 11, cap. 2 (Ribailler, ed., 181) for God as the
immediate end of the theological virtues. Also in this chapter, In a clear
reference to Augustine’s De doctrina christiana, William claims that
by theological virtues we desire to enjoy God (Ribailler, ed., 179). (See also Summa
aurea III, tract. 36, cap. 1 [Ribailler, ed., 684-85] for the link in the
theological virtues between “enjoying” God and having God as one’s
immediate end.) The use of Augustine’s classic distinction is treated below
under Philip. Note also that William actually uses the term “end,”
not “object” as Thomas does. But William qualifies this by saying
that he means not ultimate end—since all virtues have one ultimate end,
namely, God—but rather principal end. 
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William of
Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 11, c. 2 (Ribailler, ed., 772):
“quod politica virtus dicitur, que non excedit metas nature”
and “quoniam secundum hoc virtutes politice non excedunt fines nature.”
There William also claims, “quoniam opera virtutum politicorum
non valent ad salutem, nisi adsit caritas” (ibid. [Ribailler, ed.,
773). It is noteworthy that William adds “nisi adsit caritas“;
it is not clear from that text in what way the political virtues could still be
called political with the presence of charity. 
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See William
of Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 19, on the political virtues. Here
he repeatedly refers to “these four” virtues (e.g., “Iste
enim quatuor virtutes“) and cites Wisdom 8:7 to say that nothing is
more useful in life than these four (Ribailler, ed., 385). 
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See William
of Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 19 (Ribailler, ed., 385): “Vel
potest dici quod hiis virtutibus nichil est utilius in vita, secundum quod sunt
informat<e> caritate.” 
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See William
of Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 11, c. 2 (Ribailler, ed., 770). 
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Interestingly
enough for contemporary debates on “perfect vs. imperfect” virtue,
William uses this terminology in this question, which is a helpful context
within which to read Thomas’s STh I-II, q. 65, aa. 1-2. 
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William of
Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract 19. 
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Here
William rightly relies on “theological” to refer to end, but defies
his earlier claim that “theological” means related to God immediately,
which is clearly not the case with justice. See Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 3.2:145-46. 
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William is
not unaware of distinctions according to object, as is evident in his claim
about theological virtues concerning God immediately. He also associates
different virtues with different powers of the soul (though not in nearly the
detail found in Philip [see below]) (Summa aurea III, tract. 11, c. 3
[Ribailler, ed., 183-96]). But he never articulates an umbrella category of
virtue such as “moral” or “cardinal” that may be opposed to
“theological” on the basis of object. 
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It also
explains why R. E. Houser puts Philip first (with Albert and Thomas) in his
book on cardinal virtues (The Cardinal Virtues: Aquinas, Albert, and Philip
the Chancellor [Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 2004]).
For more on the influence of Phillip (and esp. his support of, and appreciation
by, the Dominicans), see ibid., 3-4 and 56. See also Houser’s introduction to
Philip’s thought in “Philip the Chancellor,” in Jorge J. E. Gracia
and Timothy B. Noone, eds., Companion to Philosophy in the Middle Ages
(Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, Publishing, 2003), 534-35. Philip’s advances in
categorizing virtues are not to be explained by the introduction of Aristotle’s
thought, for historical reasons and conceptual ones. For historical analysis,
see Brother Azarias, “Aristotle and the Christian Church: An Essay”
(New York: Sadlier, 1888 [posted on Notre Dame’s Maritain Center’s webpage
(http://www2.nd.edu/Departments//Maritain/etext/aatcc.htm)]), which argues for
the incorporation of Aristotle’s thought by William. As for the conceptual
consideration, a main purpose of this study is examining how thinkers have
understood the cardinal virtues in relation to a life of grace, a topic
obviously not addressed by Aristotle. 
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For
example, Philip places justice with prudence in human reason without explaining
(as Thomas does) that justice is in the rational appetite or will. Philip also
orders the cardinal virtues as follows: prudence, temperance, fortitude,
justice. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 64-73 on these matters. 
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Philip the
Chancellor, Summa De bonoIII, 2, C, 1 (ed. Nicolai Wicki [Berne:
Editiones A. Francke SA, 1985], 756): “iste [the cardinal
virtues] sint circa ea que sunt ad finem et non in finem, scilicet Deum.”
See also Houser, The Cardinal Virtues, 49. 
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Houser
notes that Philip does share Thomas’s understanding of object, even if he does
not use the term on certain occasions where Thomas does (Houser, Cardinal
Virtues, 44). Philip also correlates this understanding of object with the
superior and inferior parts of reason. See Summa De bono III, 2, C, q.
1 (Wicki, ed., 746). 
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Philip the
Chancellor, Summa De bono III, 2, C, q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 746): “quia
secundum tres virtutes theologicas ordinatur anuima ad eternal contemplanda,
secundum quatour virtutes cardinals et humanas dirigitur ad temporalia et
corporalia dispensanda.” Note here that Philip seems to use the
descriptor “human” in reference to the object of virtue. The problems
with variable usage of “human” in reference to a category of virtue
are treated below. 
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Houser, Cardinal
Virtues, 49. 
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Philip the
Chancellor, Summa De bono III, 2, C, 1 (Wicki, ed., 756): “cum
[virtutes cardinales] sint infuse ad differtiam / politicarum. .
. .” 
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Thomas at
times says “object” (STh I-II, q. 62, aa. 1 and 2) and at
other times “material object” (STh I-II, q. 63, a. 4), the
latter to distinguish it from formal object, as is discussed below. Also, what
Thomas calls “object” Philip at times labels “end,” meaning
not ultimate end but rather proximate end. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 44.
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See Philip
the Chancellor, Summa De bono III, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed.,
1069-84). This discussion parallels other authors’ treatments of Lombard’s III Sent.,
d. 36. It also parallels William’s Summa aurea III, tract. 40.
Interestingly enough, it is precisely in the context of examining Thomas mature
treatment of this question at STh I-II, q. 65, aa. 1-2 that certain
contemporary commentators have evinced confusion as to the relationship between
categorizations of virtue (see below). 
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See Philip
the Chancellor, Summa De bono III, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed.,
1069): “Questio est utrum habet unam virtutem habeat omnes, et hec
question bipartite est, tum quantum ad gratuitas tum quantum ad morales. Et
queratur primo de moralibus, quia de illis minus videtur.” Philip’s
following treatment of the moral virtues focuses on the cardinal virtues. 
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See Philip
the Chancellor, Summa De bono III, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed.,
1071). 
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Houser, Cardinal
Virtues, 50. Characteristic of his study, which offers a superb analysis
of how different scholastics treat the “parts” of the cardinal
virtues, Houser notes how the cardinal virtues are “complicated” to
address since they may refer to general or specific virtues. That claim is not
denied here. What is further claimed here is that confusion is engendered in
thinkers who preceded Thomas by their failure to explain how different
categorizations of virtue are related to one another. 
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See Albert,
III Sent., d. 33, a. 1, where he affirms the objector’s distinction
between our end (finis) and what leads to our end (ad finem),
and claims that the theological virtues concern the former and the cardinal
virtues the latter. Albert’s ad finem echoes Philip’s distinction,
though Albert does not oppose it to the exact phrase in finem as Philip
does. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 128 and 131. 
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Houser, Cardinal
Virtues, 57. Houser claims that Albert’s main contribution in Summa De
bono is his expansion of Philip’s work on the parts of the cardinal
virtues. 
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See Albert
the Great, De bono, tract. 5, q. 4, a. 2 (Geyer et al, eds., Opera
Omnia 28 [Cologne: Aschendorff, 1951], 301): “Non enim differunt
virtutes politicae a gratuitis secundum actus, sed secundum intentionem
agentiis, quia operatio virtutis politicae est propter bonum civile, operatio
gratuitorum est propter Deum.” 
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See his Commentary
on the Sentences III, d. 33, a. 2, where Albert claims that when cardinal
virtues are infused and thus well-formed, they are called cardinal in relation
to other (unlabeled) virtues. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 134. 
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For the
equation of political and cardinal virtue, see De bono, tract. 1, q.
4, “on the good of the political virtues,” which is about the
cardinal virtues without distinction. De bono, tract. 1, q. 6, a. 2
asks, “Quare dicitur cardinals vel politicae?”, and III Sent.,
dd. 33 and 36, similarly equates those terms. This is somewhat odd since it is
in his commentary on distinction 33 that Albert mentions that the cardinal
virtues can be infused. Citations such as these prompt Houser to claim that
Albert “was more consistent than Philip the Chancellor about the fact that
the cardinal virtues are acquired virtues” (Cardinal Virtues, 63)
and “both [i.e., cardinal and political virtues] are acquired”
(ibid., 57). Though Houser is right that this problematic assumption that
cardinal virtue is acquired is consistently found in Albert’s work, there are
exceptions as noted above. See also Lottin, Psychologie et morale,
3.1:183 for a view of Albert as more consistent with Philip than Houser implies
with respect to the cardinal virtues being infused and directed toward our
ultimate end of God. 
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See
Bonaventure, III Sent., d. 33, a. 1, q. 1. See also Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 3.1:173. 
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See
Bonaventure, III Sent., d. 33, dub. 5. See also Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 3.1:179. 
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Bonaventure,
III Sent., d. 33, q. 5. 
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For a
discussion of Bonaventure on the cardinal virtues (and the claim that the Hexaëmeron
represents his most mature thought), see Edward Synan, “Cardinal
Virtue in the Cosmos of Saint Bonaventure,” in S. Bonaventura
1274-1974, vol. 3 (Roma: Collegio S. Bonaventura, 1973), 21-38. For
another helpful look at Bonaventure on the virtues, see Jean Châtillon,
“Le primat de la vertu de charité dans la théologie de Saint
Bonaventure,” in San Bonaventura: Maestro Di Vita Francescana e di
Sapienza Cristiana, vol. 3 (Roma: Pontificia Facolta Teologica «San
Bonaventura» 1976), 217-38. Also see Hochschild, “Porphyry, Bonaventure,
and Thomas Aquinas,” 248-50 for Bonaventure’s claim that all four levels
are stages of a purification and ascent toward God, including the political
virtues. 
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Houser, Cardinal
Virtues, 66. Houser unfortunately uses the term “moral” here in
a nontechnical sense, presumably meaning the more general “morally
important,” which certainly faith, hope, and charity are even if they are
not technically “moral” virtues for St. Thomas. Houser’s work on the
cardinal virtues in the thirteenth century is the closest English equivalent to
Lottin’s magisterial work in Psychologie et morale, 3.2. However,
particularly in his work on Thomas, Houser focuses more on Thomas’s ingenuity
in explaining the general and specific meanings of virtue, and the parts of
each virtue. Houser’s work is helpful for the topic of this study, though this
study’s topic is not his direct focus. As for the primary Thomistic texts used
here, for the Summa Theologiae see Opera omnia iussa edita leonis
xiii p.m. (Rome: Typographia polyglotta, 1888-1904), vols. 4-12.
Translations of the Summa are from Summa Theologica, trans.
English Dominican Fathers (New York: Benziger Bros., 1948), unless otherwise
noted. For Thomas’s On the Virtues in General, On the Cardinal
Virtues, and the Commentary on the Sentences the Latin text used
here is the Parma edition, found in Opera Omnia (New York: Musurga
Publishers, 1948), vols. 7-8. Houser’s English translation of On the
Cardinal Virtues is particularly helpful since he used the Marietti text
but was able to correct it with manuscripts provided by Fr. Deronne of the
Leonine Commission (see Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 2). 
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From STh
I-II, q. 62, a. 1, respectively: “tum quia habent Deum pro objecto,
inquantum per eas recte ordinamur in Deum”; “tum quia a solo Deo
nobis infunduntur”; and, “Alia autem est beatitudo naturam hominis
excedens, ad quam homo sola divina virtute pervenire potest, secundum quandam
divinitatis participationem.” Note the three claims pulled out of this respondeo
for the purposes of this article are not the same as Thomas’s list of three
claims that concludes that article. 
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STh I-II, q. 62, a. 2. See also
On the Virtues in General, a. 12: “Whence they are called
theological, since they have God not only for their end, but also for their
object.” In STh I-II, q. 62, a. 1, cited above, Thomas employs
Philip’s in finem. 
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See STh
I-II, q. 63, a. 3, ad 2. 
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See ibid.:
“Sed oportet quod per alias virtutes infusas perficiatur anima circa alias
res, in ordine tamen ad Deum.” Thomas’s language echoes the tradition
here, both in the general influence of Augustine’s De doctrina christiana and
in the technical phrase ad Deum to refer to the objects of cardinal
virtues. See also On the Virtues in General, a. 12, ad 12. Finally,
see On the Cardinal Virtues, a. 2 where Thomas describes charity as
concerned with the ultimate end (cum sit circa finem ultimum) and
commanding those (moral) virtues which concern things for the sake of the end (his
quae sunt circa finem). 
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STh I-II, q. 62, a. 2. 
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See STh
I-II, q. 58. 
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This is
already a significant development from Philip, who as noted above called
cardinal virtues one of the two subsets of moral virtues. See Philip, Summa
De bono III, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 1071). 
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See On
the Virtues in General, a. 12, ad 23-27. 
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See STh
I-II, q. 63, a. 4; and On the Virtues in General, a. 10, ad 11. 
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The term
“innerworldly,” from Veritatis Splendor 65, is employed here
to refer to those activities that are, as Thomas says, “accessible to
[unaided] human reason.” 
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Though this
move is based on distinctions found in Philip’s work, this is a development of
Philip’s work. The Chancellor’s vacillation on whether the cardinal virtues are
infused led him at times to associate moral and cardinal virtues (e.g., Summa
De bono III, 2, C, cont., q. 1 [Wicki, ed., 1069]) and at times to claim
that the cardinal virtues are infused and thus distinct from the moral virtues.
As seen below, when Thomas aligns these categories it is under the assumption
that the cardinal virtues are not always infused but certainly may be. 


There are other
arguments Thomas offers for summing up the intellectual and moral virtues with
the cardinal virtues, such as the latter’s correspondence with four human
capacities (intellect, will, irascible passions, and concupiscible passions).
For more on this point, which is less important for the purposes of this study,
see Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 69-70. 
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STh I-II, q. 62, a. 1. Close
examination of the nature of, and relationship between, the two types of human happiness
is beyond the scope of this essay, although the conclusions of this essay may
contribute to that discussion. See Denis J. M. Bradley, Aquinas on the
Twofold Human Good (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, 1997) for several lines of debate and the various Thomistic texts on the
types of happiness (esp. 395-404, 431-39). For another perspective on this
issue see Steven A. Long, “On the Possibility of a Purely Natural End for
Man,” The Thomist 64 (2000): 211-37. 
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STh I-II, q. 62, a. 2, ad 1. For
an even more extended treatment of the two types of happiness toward which
humanity is directed, see On the Virtues in General, aa. 9 and 10
where Thomas distinguishes virtues gained by repeated action from those infused
by God primarily by distinguishing the two types of happiness toward which
humanity is destined. 
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STh I-II, q. 61, a. 5 (emphasis
added). On this point, see Miner, “Non-Aristotelian Prudence in the Prima
Secundae,” 401-22. Looking back on the questions on virtue up until STh
I-II, q. 61, a. 5, we see Thomas occasionally explicitly say “human
virtues,” as at STh I-II, q. 58, a. 3; and I-II, q. 61, a. 1. The
obvious exception is of course STh I-II, q. 55, a. 4, where Thomas
uses Lombard’s formulation of Augustine’s definition of virtue with its closing
phrase, “which God works in us without us.” Even there Thomas says
that the definition applies to all virtue if we omit that phrase, and it is
noteworthy that the title questions in each of the three articles preceding
this one explicitly say “human virtue.” This question of natural vs.
supernatural virtues reminds the reader of Thomas’s discussion of the different
types of happiness (see STh I-II, q. 3, a. 8; and I-II, q. 5, a. 5),
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Even a child makes himself known by his
acts, whether what he does is pure and right. (Prov 20:11)


 


DESPITE ALL PROTESTATIONS for and attempts at renewal, moral theology today
is lacking in clarity, thus serving to confuse souls more than guide them.
While human acts are very contingent things that never come close to permitting
the certitude of other disciplines,(1) it would
be a mistake to use this as an excuse for not expecting clarity from the
specialists in moral matters. We should not repeat Descartes’s mistake of
confounding absolute certitude (which moral matters cannot always have) with
clarity. Nor should we shrink from seeking what certitude can be had.(2)


One area that seems to be suffering
from such a lack of clarity has to do with the so-called three sources of
morality, and in particular how these are presented in the doctrine of St.
Thomas Aquinas. Much has been said, for instance, about the “moral
object” by many who would consider themselves to be faithful commentators
of St. Thomas on this point. And yet the conclusions reach no consensus, and
cover a spectrum that certainly pushes the limits of Catholic orthopraxis. For
example, various conceptions of the moral object by self-professed commentators
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on St. Thomas have aided the
conclusion that masturbation may be permissible if it is done to procure semen
for a fertility test(3) (even though pollution
for medicinal purposes has been specifically forbidden by the Holy Office);(4) infantile craniotomies are possibly licit;(5) speech signifying the false is not considered
lying if we can safely assume that “the communicative community” has
broken down;(6) and last but not least, the sin
against nature is seen as legitimate if it is done to prevent AIDS, not
children(7) (also despite magisterial statements
declaring the use of a condom an intrinsic evil).(8)
How are such views purportedly based in St. Thomas? What is the source of the
confusion?


Every Catholic who has had any
interest in moral matters is familiar with the teaching that “the object,
the intention, and the circumstances make up the ‘sources,’ or constitutive
elements, of the morality of human acts.”(9)
Yet when one goes to questions 18 to 20 of the Prima Secundae, often
matters seem to be quite complicated and confusing. Is the moral object a thing
or an act? Is the specification from the object most important, or is it the
specification from the end? Do circumstances change the species or do they not?
Do circumstances and intention factor in at all, or is it the object alone that
specifies the will? A first reading of these 
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cardinal questions in St. Thomas’s
treatment of morals may leave the impression that his thought was not quite
coherent, or if it was, he simply was not writing very clearly.(10)
What seems so simple in the Catechism appears to be very complicated
in moral theology.


My view is that St. Thomas is
fundamentally coherent, and that, secundum se, he is not particularly
complex or confusing on the sources of morality. Rather, the undeniable
confusion that readers suffer should be regarded as an unintelligibility quoad
nos. Admittedly, equivocations or apparent equivocations abound in
questions 18-20 and in the parallel loci. But they are equivocations
or applications of broad terms that St. Thomas himself understood and presumed
his readers would understand. It is only when we look back on them today, with
our firmly entrenched, univocal understanding of the three sources of morality,
that we end up being confused when we try to go to St. Thomas for light—as Veritatis
Splendor encourages us to do with regard to this very topic.(11) The confusion is aggravated because, in going
to St. Thomas, many put the greatest emphasis on question 18, since it is there
that he treats of all three “sources” ex professo. My own
opinion, which I shall elucidate in section II below, is that everything
becomes clearer if we place the interpretative key for these three questions in
question 20, article 3 (“Whether the goodness and badness of the interior
and exterior act is the same”), assuming what is said in question 18,
article 6 (“Whether the act has the species of good or bad from the
end”), rather than in the whole of question 18. This is a better approach quoad
nos. Such a reading would, so to speak, “subsume” the
consideration of the moral act from its “three sources” into a
consideration of the one act that is composed of the exterior act 
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and the interior act, an approach
that, I would propose, is more helpful, even if it comes to the same thing.


The goal of this article, then, will
be to lay out my proposal for a clearer understanding of St. Thomas’s
“moral action theory.” To this end, I will begin (section I) by
defining and distinguishing the often equivocal or at least broad terms that
St. Thomas uses. Then I will lay out my proposal for the understanding of the
specification of the moral act according to St. Thomas (section II). Lastly, I
will take up and respond to some objections to my own view (section III),
objections that lie at the root of many of the misunderstandings that afflict
moral theology today with regard to St. Thomas’s “action theory.” I
will principally be making use of the texts of St. Thomas,(12)
particularly the Summa Theologiae, the Scriptum on Peter
Lombard’s Sentences, and the disputed questions De Malo.(13)


 


I. Clarification of Terms




As many admit, part of the confusion regarding St. Thomas’s “moral action
theory” is due to the evident fluidity of the terms he uses. This is
especially so with the very three terms that make up the three sources of
morality, namely, “object,” “intention,” and
“circumstance.” It may seem an impossible task to specify precisely
the different ways in which these terms are used. Nevertheless, my proposal
here is to lay out those meanings that may be helpful to our particular
inquiry. Such an attempt will be helped by first recalling the basic definition
of each one of these terms, the quid
nominis, based on which the terms find their various legitimate
applications in distinct contexts.
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A) “Object”


The basic meaning of the term
“object” is “that which is borne upon.”(14)
It is a relational term, implying something that does the “bearing
upon.” This is in a certain way the acting subject, or the agent, but only
by means of an act by which the agent and the object are united or mediated to
each other in some way.(15) Such acts are
always the acts of powers possessed by the agent.(16)
In fact, for St. Thomas, “power” and “object” are
correlative terms.(17) In the case of the act
of an active power, the object is its term. In the case of the act of a passive
power, the object is its principle.(18) Furthermore,
since a power is a principle of many actions, (whether in number, or even in
kind for powers that are not “determined to one”),(19)
the ratio, or formal aspect, of the object of the power will
have a relation of universality to the ratio of the object of the
action or passion. For example, the will of a rational creature has the
universal good as its object, and any particular act of willing bears upon its
object only insofar as it is perceived as a good, however else the object of
that particular act of willing may be defined. The same can be said for various
habits and powers that are arranged in an order. Thus, the sensus communis bears
upon the sensible as such, whereas sight, one of the particular five senses,
bears upon the visible; and a particular “passion” of seeing(20) will bear upon a particular colored thing
insofar as it is visible.(21) Likewise,
charity, which perfects the will, bears upon God himself as a good, whereas an
act of mercy imperated by 
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charity will bear upon someone in
need insofar as he is also able to participate in God’s beatitude, and a
concrete act of almsgiving will bear upon someone perceived to be in need.


This is important for our inquiry,
since in the consideration of the moral act, there are principally two objects
to be considered.(22)


1. The Object of the Exterior Act


As the name indicates, the exterior
act is that act which is commanded, or imperated, by the will,(23)
carrying out the command of reason,(24) but
executed by the other powers of the soul and our bodily members.(25)
The object of this exterior act is the nonaction upon which it bears. Saint
Thomas refers to this object as the materia circa quam,(26)
or sometimes simply as the matter.(27) This is
not to say that the object of the exterior act is necessarily material, or
physical in the sense of a material substance. It is simply to say that the
exterior act bears upon something that is not identical with itself or the
powers that execute it, although the materia circa quam must have some
ratio that contains it within the common object of these executing
powers (e.g., an exterior act of our sexual powers will be an object that by
definition has to do with venerea and not nutrition). But that is not
all; for, since this exterior act is imperated by the will, its own object must
somehow also be contained under the object of the will as a power, as we shall
see further below. That is, the object of the exterior act is the object of
such an act immediately, but it is also the object of the will insofar as such
an object is perceived as a good to which the subject must be united 
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by means of the action of the bodily
members and/or the powers of the soul that are imperated by the will.


2. The Object of the Interior Act of
the Will


The interior act of the will is an
act that is elicited (not imperated) from the will,(28)
an act of willing as such. The object of this act is simply the volitum,
the thing willed.(29) Since the will as a power
has the good in general as its object, any object of the act of willing must be
something that reason has proposed as good. And since the good has the
character of an end,(30) such an object is also
an end. That is, for the will, object and end come to the same thing. However,
since man’s action always involves a series of many ordered ends, many
so-called ends of the will also have the character of being means to other
ends. All are goods of the will, and all thus have the notion of an end; but
that which is considered as a means only bears its notion of good by
participating in the goodness of the end to which it is ordered. That is, it is
a useful good.(31) Thus, if we consider the
order of things willed to each other, we can also distinguish the
elicited (interior) act of the will into two different aspects, each of which
has its own object:


(1) The interior act of choice or
election,(32) which bears upon that which is
perceived as a good insofar as it ordered to another end.(33)
As I will make clear below, the object of the act of choice is precisely the
exterior act itself in those actions that involve the bodily members.(34) This object of choice (the exterior act) is
what people usually mean when they refer to “the moral object” as
distinct from “intention.” 
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(2) The act of intention, which bears
upon that which is perceived as good in a more perfect way, insofar as it is an
end to be acquired through a means.(35) The
object of this action is some further end beyond the immediate exterior action
to be performed, an end for the sake of which the exterior action is performed.
This further end is also a moral object,(36)
since it is an object of the will, the principle of moral acts.(37)


This introduces us to the term
“intention,” which needs to be explained as well.(38)


 


B) “Intention”


The basic meaning of
“intention” is “an act of tending, or stretching out toward
something.”(39) It implies a kind of
pursuit.(40) Of course, everything that has an
admixture of potency pursues something, in the sense that it is inclined to its
proper act. In a particular way, intention is proper to cognitive beings, that
is, those with sense or intellectual knowledge, since their cognitive faculties
permit them to “proceed outside themselves,”(41)
and possess the form of another as other. In this sense, intendere in
Latin has the sense of “attend to,” “direct oneself to,”
“apply one’s vision to.”(42) But even
more properly, it is said of appetitive powers, since inclination and pursuit
are appetitive movements.(43) More properly
still, it applies to the appetitive movements of the 
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will, since irrational beings are
more moved than movers in their pursuit of particular goods, and hence their
intentions are not really their own acts; that is, although they have their own
inclinations, such inclinations are not based on their own ordering of
themselves to an end. This is the case, however, with the will of a rational
creature, which is both the mover of the other powers of the agent, and is
cojoined to reason itself, by which the rational agent is able to order itself
to its end.(44) Finally, the word
“intention” implies a distance from the the thing toward which one
tends. Hence, it does not properly apply to an immediate end that is before
one. This, rather, would be the object of choice, as I suggested above.


In the end, then, there are six
analogous meanings of intention. (1) The application of one’s cognitive powers
to the act of knowing something.(45) (2) The
product of such an act, such as, for example, the first and second intentions
in intellectual knowledge. (3) The motion of any appetite towards a good. (4)
The motion of the will towards a good/end. This is a very common use of the
word “intention,” though more properly this is called the voluntas
finis, or simply voluntas.(46) It
is what we mean when we say that our act was “intentional”: that we
meant to do it, that we did it knowingly and willingly. In this sense, it can
even apply to things that are properly the object of choice.(47)
(5) The motion of the will 
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towards a good specifically insofar
as it is an end to be acquired through a means. This is the most proper notion
of “intention,”(48) the one by which
it is distinguished in ratio from choice.(49)
(6) The intended end itself, that is, the object of an act of intention.(50) This is a very common use of the word today,
especially when discussing the three sources of morality. In this context,
“intention” usually refers to the end intended, rather than to the
act of intention.


For our inquiry, elements (4) and (5)
of the above division will be the most important.




C) “Circumstance”




The etymological meaning of “circumstance” is simply “that which
stands around.” We tend to use the word only in reference to actions. In
this consideration, the basic idea of circumstance is the nondefining
conditions under which the act is done.(51) Thus, it stands in
relation to the act as accidents stand in relation to a substance.


However, one must be careful, since
one act can bear diverse considerations of reason. Therefore, what may stand as
a circumstance in one consideration of the act may actually be a defining
characteristic in another consideration.(52)
This is certainly 
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the case when one considers the act
in its natural species as opposed to when one considers the act in its moral
species. To consider the act in its natural species is simply to consider the
substance of the act absolutely,(53) as it
proceeds from a natural active power,(54) along
with its natural effects. From these, the natural species can be known, since
“nature is determined to one.”(55) To
consider the act in its moral species, on the other hand, is to
consider the act as it relates to reason, the principle of moral acts.(56) For example, as far as nature goes, completed
sexual intercourse of higher animals is simply a male and a female of the
species joining their genital organs in such a way that their generative
matters may meet each other. The act is known from the powers that produce the
act. Any other relation between the individuals of either sex that engage in
it, the place where it is done, the time when it is done, the presence of
others—none of these define the natural act of sexual intercourse.
Nevertheless, they all either have or might have some import for reason’s
consideration of the act when the agents are human beings, endowed with reason
and free will. Conditions that appear to be circumstantial in one instance may
not be so circumstantial in the other, such as the two persons being unmarried.(57) Saint Thomas gives another example: to kill
the innocent and to kill the guilty are two acts that are the same in their
natural species (proceeding from our motive powers with the effect of the death
of another human being), but are quite different morally, since one belongs to
murder, the other belongs to justice.(58) Even
the selfsame act of 
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killing the guilty, which is by definition
the same act naturally speaking, can belong to different species of morals
depending on other relations of reason, for example, whether one does it out of
justice or out of anger.(59) Finally, acts that
are distinct in natural species can be generically the same in moral species.
Saint Thomas gives the example of killing a thief and of freeing an innocent
person: these are acts of our motive powers that have different natural effects
and are in different natural species, but both belong to the virtue of justice.(60) In each of these examples, that which makes
for the substance of the act considered morally is circumstantial to its
natural species, and that which makes for the substance of the act considered
its natural species may be circumstantial to its moral consideration. This
diversity of consideration, and the ensuing diverse interpretations of what
qualifies as circumstantial, can cause no little confusion.


As for the circumstances themselves,
St. Thomas adopts his list from the discipline of rhetoric.(61)
They are who, what, when, where, why, how, and by what assistance.
Among these, what and why seem to merit special
consideration. Are not these the object and the intention? And are not these
precisely distinguished from circumstance in the traditional enumeration of the
three sources of morality? Saint Thomas gives different answers to these
questions in different places. For example, he explains that the remote reason why
somebody does something is in reality a circumstance of the immediate moral
act.(62) This understanding of why
refers to the object of the strict meaning of intention (number [5] in my
division above). Nevertheless, if why means the 
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immediate end itself, not any further
end of the agent, then it is, strictly speaking, not a circumstance,
considering the act morally.(63) A similar
interpretation is given with respect to what. What can
include the object of the exterior act and the effect of the act, and even
these can be called circumstances.(64) What
can also refer to the act itself considered morally, and in this sense it
may not be considered a circumstance morally speaking, though naturally
speaking it may be (e.g., the unmarried condition of one’s sexual partner is
not a mere circumstance morally, though it may be considered so naturally).(65)


The crucial point is that certain
conditions are identified as circumstantial in relation to what is being
considered. Thus, if a certain condition is considered insofar as it gives
species to the act, it will be considered no longer as a circumstance, but
rather as a “principal condition of the object.”(66)
This obtains not only in considering natural species as opposed to moral
species, but also when considering different moral species related to each
other as more universal to less universal. For example, that a certain amount
of money belongs to someone else is circumstantial to the act of “taking
up some money,” but not circumstantial to theft; and that the money is in
the Church’s poor box is circumstantial 
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to theft, but not circumstantial to
sacrilege.(67) It is important to recognize
this latitude for the application of the term “circumstance,” since
there are some conditions that are considered as circumstances from one point
of view that can nevertheless make an act objectively evil. Thus, in response
to the following objection:


But it should be
said that that which is a circumstance to the act in its species of nature
gives the species to the act insofar as it is moral. But on the contrary, as
the object is related to the act in its genus, so the moral object is related
to the moral act. But the object gives species to the act. Therefore, the moral
object gives species to the moral act; a circumstance, therefore, does not.(68)


Saint Thomas explains:


To the second, it
must be said that just as an act in general receives its species from the
object, so the moral act receives its species from the moral object;
nevertheless, this does not exclude that it may receive a species through the
circumstances; since from a circumstance, there can be considered some new
condition in the object through which it gives species to the act.(69)


Are any circumstances just circumstances, always? Certainly: those that do
not imply primo and per se a special fittingness or
repugnance to reason’s order.(70) For example,
to take a lot of money or a little bit of money are not two new species of
evil; they only aggravate or diminish guilt already presupposing the disorder
that would be there if the money was not one’s own. The condition of “not
one’s own” constitutes a new disorder, but the condition of “how
much” only implies greater or lesser disorder 
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on the supposition of a previous
disorder.(71) Contrariwise, any circumstance
that does entail a special fittingness or repugnance primo and per
se (i.e., on the supposition of no other disorder) is, as it were, the
specific difference establishing another kind of willing, all the way down to
the species specialissima. And as such, it is no longer considered as
a circumstance, but as an object specifying the will. For example, the fact
that a stolen object is a consecrated vessel may be circumstantial in relation
to an act considered as the act of taking something (i.e., the natural
species), and circumstantial even to the act considered as the act of taking
something that is not one’s own (i.e., the moral species of theft). Indeed, a
thief most probably did not care one way or the other about its consecration.(72) But his will still bore upon it, at least
consequentially,(73) in that, knowing that the
item was 
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consecrated, he proceeded to the act
anyway, against another order of reason dictating that sacred things should be
respected.(74)


This example highlights a distinction
in the consideration of circumstances that will be useful to our inquiry.(75)


(1) Circumstances with regard to the
the natural act, or any more generic consideration of the act. For example, in
the case of sacrilege by theft, the circumstances to the natural act would be
those conditions not included in the consideration of the physical act of
“taking a vessel.”(76) This is
usually what people are referring to when they say that a certain condition is
“just a circumstance” of the act. That is, we tend to think of
circumstances at first in relation to the genus of the act, and not always in
relation to its most specific nature, as understood by reason. Hence, the fact
that a chalice does not belong to the one taking it might be called a circumstance
of the act. Or, if one is more honest and even admits that this is part of the
object, the fact that the chalice was consecrated might be called a mere
circumstance, even though this also would give a new species to the act.
Calling both of these 
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“circumstances” is
legitimate in a sense, since, under one consideration, they are circumstances.(77)


(2) Circumstances with regard to the
exterior act considered morally, that is, as chosen by the will.(78)
Such circumstances would be those conditions that do not have a special
fittingness or repugnance to reason, since it is reason that proposes the
exterior act to the will, and the will consents to it and chooses it, with all
the orders or disorders that might be entailed in it. In our example, any
condition not included in “taking someone else’s possession” and
“profaning a consecrated thing” would be circumstantial, even if they
might aggravate guilt (e.g., if two chalices were stolen; the amount is still
only a circumstance, not a new object, though it aggravates the guilt). These
are the circumstances that remain circumstances in any moral
consideration. They may either aggravate or diminish guilt, or they may be
completely irrelevant from a moral point of view. They cannot change the
species of the act, since any circumstances that would change the species of
the act are already included in the specification of the exterior act as it is
chosen by the will, and hence, by this point, they would no longer be
considered as circumstances.


One might think that if we can speak
of the circumstances of the exterior act, we should also speak about the
circumstances of the interior act. The interior act of the will, however, does
not have any circumstances that modify it, since the act of willing is simple
and within the agent himself. When the will chooses or intends something, no
circumstances of its act of willing will modify its goodness or badness. The
interior act of the will is specified by its object alone.(79)
Saint Thomas explains:


Therefore, when it
is said that someone wills some good when he must not or where he must not, it
can be understood in two ways: in one way, so that this circumstance be
referred to the thing willed [i.e., the exterior act]. And thus, the willing
would not be the willing of a good thing, since to will to do something 
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when it must not be
done is not to will the good. In another way, so that it be referred to the act
of willing [i.e., the interior act]. And thus it is impossible that someone
should will the good when he must not, since a man must always will the good,
except perhaps per accidens, insofar as, by willing this good, someone
is hindered from willing at that moment some due good. And then the evil does
not come in from the fact that someone wills the good, but from the fact that
he does not will some other good. And the same is to be said for all the other
circumstances.(80)


The will’s own act can only be modified by circumstances as regards its
object (the exterior act), not as regards its own simple act of willing. Said
in another way, morally significant circumstances regard what is willed, not
the willing itself; and yet, the will is evil if it chooses an object that is
disordered, even if that disorder accrues because of what seemed to be a mere
circumstance of the exterior act upon first glance (but which in actual fact is
sufficient by itself to entail a new disorder with respect to reason).


I have tried to give the basic notions of the three terms that signify the
three sources of morality, with the hope of thereby manifesting the reason for
the apparent latitude in St. Thomas’s usage of them. This latitude, in my
opinion, is not a sign of confusion or sloppiness. It is simply due to the fact
that these are very general terms, with a variety of applications. And St.
Thomas is quite faithful to common usage when he uses them. One cannot accuse
him of an esoteric redefinition of common terms or a gratuitous coining of new
ones.




II. The Specification of the Moral Act
according to St. Thomas


Having laid out the basic meanings of the terms that designate what has come
to be called the “three sources of morality,” I will now attempt to
explain why I think a consideration of these three concepts needs to be
subsumed into an examination of the moral act as the one voluntary act composed
of the exterior and interior 
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act(81) for a fuller understanding of St.
Thomas’s “moral action theory.” It is easier to understand the
specification of moral acts through such an examination rather than in a direct
consideration of the three sources of morality (though it may be easily seen how
these are related to the exterior act and the interior act). This is in part
precisely because of the latitude of the three terms defined above, which seems
to cause no little confusion. For example, if we are to speak of the three
sources of morality—object, intention, and circumstance—as determining the
morality of a given concrete act, these terms must mean: (1) the object of the
exterior act (which is a nonaction; the first definition of object above); (2)
the intended end for the sake of which the exterior act is done (the sixth
definition above); and (3) either one of the definitions of circumstance (i.e.,
conditions that either do enter into the object, or that merely aggravate or
diminish guilt, or that have no moral bearing whatsoever). This seems to be the
correct way of looking at these three terms if they are to be used all
together. However, when we speak of “the moral object” so as to
distinguish it from further intentions, the word “object” in that
context refers to something completely different, namely, the exterior act
itself, considered as it is chosen by the will (i.e., along with its own object
[a nonaction] and circumstances). This would correspond to the second
definition of object above. These are two very different meanings of the word
“object”; much of the debate about the moral object stems from the
fact that the word has these two principal meanings.(82)


My thesis is that the exterior act
performed is specified by its own object, that is, the nonaction upon
which it bears. It is so specified not only by this object in its natural
consideration, but along with any “circumstances” that reason sees as
entailing a certain fittingness or disorder, primo and per se.
This exterior act as it is considered by reason, and thus
specified by its object and rationally significant circumstances (which,
strictly speaking, are no longer just circumstances), and along with any pure 
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circumstances that merely aggravate
or diminish guilt, is altogether the object of the will, that is, of the
interior act of choice. This is normally what we mean by “the moral
object.” And since the will chooses it for some ulterior end (the object
of intention) which the agent intends to obtain through the exterior act, the
exterior act as it is performed by the agent also bears within it a
relation to that end, which also modifies its goodness or badness.


The first step to explaining this
thesis is to explain how all the determinants of morality are only determinants
because they are objects of the will in one way or another.


A) The Primacy of Object


One reason that it is insufficient to
consider the three sources of morality alone can be seen in the fact that, even
though we speak of “the morality of human acts [as depending] on: the
object chosen; the end in view or the intention; [and] the circumstances of the
action,”(83) nevertheless, when it comes
to the species of the moral act, that is, the voluntary act,(84)
each one of these three sources (discussed in STh I-II, q. 18, aa.
2-4) only specifies the will insofar as it is somehow a good willed, that is,
insofar as it becomes the object of the will. Put more bluntly, for something
to be morally relevant, it must be the object of the will in some way.
For example, with regard to circumstance, St. Thomas says: “The
circumstance is sometimes taken as an essential difference of the object,
according as it is compared to reason, and then it can give species to the
moral act” (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 5, ad 4) The same is said in
reference to both circumstances and intention in De Malo (q. 2, a. 6,
ad 2): 


It can be understood
that the circumstance gives the species … according as that circumstance is
considered as the object of another adjacent act; for example, if someone
commits adultery so that he may steal, there is added another species of sin
because of the act of intention tending to a bad end, which is the object of
the 
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intention; and
likewise, if someone does something unfitting in a holy season, the holy season
that is considered as a circumstance with respect to the unfitting act which is
done in it, can be considered as an object with respect to the adjacent act,
which is “to disdain a holy season.”


The reason for this we have already seen: as far as the interior act of the
will goes, specification is from the object alone.(85)
Even the intention of an ulterior end only bestows a separate ratio of
good or evil upon the exterior act (viz., the act which is the object of
choice)(86) insofar as the object of choice
(i.e., the exterior act) bears an order within it (due to reason) to the object
of intention (i.e., the end cuius gratia); for example, the
fact that I choose almsgiving for vainglory adds a ratio of vainglory
to this act of almsgiving.(87) Both the act and
the end to which it is related are objects of the will (in its act of choice
and in its act of intention).


That morality only comes into play
insofar as the will bears upon things or actions as objects is manifested well
by St. Thomas when he first introduces the exterior and interior act in
questions 18-20 (viz., in q. 18, a. 6):


I respond it must be
said that certain acts are called human insofar as they are voluntary,
as was said above. In the voluntary act, however, there is found a twofold act,
namely, the interior act of the will, and the exterior act, and each of these
acts has its own object. The end, however, is properly the object
of the interior voluntary act, but that which the exterior act is about, is its
object. Therefore, just as the exterior act receives its species from the
object that it is about, so the interior act of the will receives its species
from the end as from a proper object; in such a way, however, that
that which is on the part of the will is related as formal to that which is on
the part of the exterior act, since the will uses the members for acting,
as instruments; nor do exterior acts have the ratio of morality, except insofar
as they are voluntary [i.e., insofar as they are objects of the will, by
the act of choice]. And therefore, the species of the human act are considered formally
according to the end, but materially according to the object of the exterior
act. Wherefore, the Philosopher says in the fifth book of the 
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Ethics that “he who steals that he might commit
adultery is, per se speaking, more of an adulterer than a thief.”
(Emphasis added)


B) The Exterior Act, the Interior Act, and Intrinsic Evils


Article 6 of question 18 introduces us to the consideration of the exterior
and interior act. The exterior act has its object, which is that which it is
about, or as St. Thomas says elsewhere, the materia circa quam.(88) But the interior act also has its object,
which actually gives human and moral formality to the exterior act (since the
exterior act is only moral insofar as it is chosen by the will). The object of
that interior act is the end. This is not surprising, since the will’s object
is the good in general, and the good always has the character of an end.(89) But, of course, in any human action, there
are many ordered ends, until we are face-to-face with our ultimate end itself.
And each successive end may itself be a means with regard to another end. In
this successive order, it is the most proximate end that gives the species to
the act that is immediately being done. As St. Thomas puts it, “the same
act in number, according as it goes out from the agent once, is only ordered to
one proximate end, from which it has its species; but it can be ordered to many
remote ends, of which one is the end of another.”(90)


In this ordered succession of ends of
the will, with each end specifying the interior act of the will that bears upon
it (i.e., the proximate end specifying choice, and the remote ends specifying
intention),(91) how does the exterior act fit
in? It is precisely the object of choice:


To the first
therefore it must be said that the will is midway between the intellect and the
exterior operation, for the intellect proposes to the will its object, and 
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the will itself
causes the exterior action… . Election, however, names the act of the will
already determined to that which is to be done by this man.(92)


And thus the exterior act, as the object of choice, is also the proximate
end of the will:


for the goodness of
a thing, there is not only required the goodness of the ultimate end which the
intending will regards, but also the goodness of the proximate end, which
the choosing will regards; and therefore it does not follow that the
goodness of the intending will may suffice for the goodness of the act.(93)


Hence, the exterior act itself is an object of the will, its first end,
specifying the act of the will. It does this along with all of its
circumstances, as has been mentioned above.(94)
It is even chosen along with any further rationes of goodness or
badness that it has from its ordering to further ends, as has also been
mentioned above.(95) But does it have any other
moral import apart from these?


To answer that question, St. Thomas
begins by making a distinction:


Certain exterior
acts can be called good or bad in two ways. In one way, according to their
genus, and according to the circumstances considered in them, as to give alms,
with the due circumstances being observed, is said to be good. In another way,
something is said to be good or bad from the order to the end, as to give alms
for the sake of vainglory, is said to be bad.(96)


In the next article, St. Thomas explains what the specification of the
exterior act “according to its genus and according to the circumstances
considered in it” means: such a consideration of the act is the same as
considering it “according to its matter and 
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circumstances.”(97) This matter is
nothing other than the object of the exterior act, which St. Thomas calls the materia
circa quam (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2, ad 2), and which he says
specifies acts according to their genus (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2).(98) Thus, St. Thomas considers the exterior act,
that is, the act executed by the bodily members,(99)
according to what that act bears upon and the other significant circumstances
under which the act is performed, all as considered by reason. This is a
consideration, nevertheless, that abstracts from the further intentions of the
will to which that act is ordered. An exterior human act is never performed
without ulterior intentions;(100) but the
exterior act can be considered abstracting from such an ordering to further
ends.


It is just such an abstraction that
sometimes yields the judgment that an act is intrinsically evil. Saint Thomas
explains this in article 3 of question 20, an article that I would suggest is
very important:


However, it
sometimes happens that, in those things which are ordered to something else,
something is good from the fact alone that that it is ordered to 
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something else, just
as bitter potion is good from the fact alone that it is healing. Wherefore, the
goodness of the health and the potion are not two different goodnesses, but one
and the same. But sometimes that which is ordered to something else has in
itself some notion of the good, even besides its order to another good, as
tasty medicine has the notion of the delightful good aside from the fact that
it is healing. Thus, therefore, it must be said that when the exterior act is
good or bad only from its order to the end, then the goodness or badness of the
act of the will, which per se regards the end, is completely the same
as the goodness or badness of the exterior act, which regards the end by the
mediation of the act of the will. But when the exterior act has goodness or
badness according to itself, namely, according to its matter or circumstances,
then the goodness of the exterior act is one goodness, and the goodness of the
will that is from the end is another, nevertheless, in such a way that both the
goodness of the end from the will redounds to the exterior act, and the
goodness of the matter and circumstances redounds to the act of the will, as
was already said.


The point of this article is that the exterior act can sometimes have its
own measurability according to reason as ordered or disordered, independent of
any ends beyond itself. It can do this precisely because it is itself the
will’s own first end/object.(101) That is,
insofar as a will chooses it—sometimes by that fact alone—the will becomes
bad or good, because the exterior act gives a species to the will’s choosing.(102)


Of course, St. Thomas says that the
exterior act may have no ratio of goodness or badness apart from its
further ordering to an end. This is the case with acts that are morally
indifferent in kind.(103) But not all exterior
acts are indifferent. Some entail an order for or against reason simply by a
consideration of their object and circumstances.(104)
This is precisely the definition of intrinsically evil acts, acts that no
intention or circumstances can render good, as Aristotle points out:


But not every action
nor every passion admits of a mean; for some have names that already imply
badness, e.g., spite, shamelessness, envy; and in the case of actions,
adultery, theft, murder; for all of these and suchlike things imply by their
names that they are themselves bad, and not the excesses or deficiencies of
them. It is not possible, then, ever to be right with regard to them; one must 












page 262


always be wrong. Nor
does goodness or badness with regard to such things depend on committing
adultery with the right woman, at the right time, and in the right way, but
simply to do any of them is to go wrong.(105)




Other examples not on Aristotle’s list are the sin against nature(106) and lying. In reference to the latter, St.
Thomas gives one of his clearest texts on acts that are per se evil.


It must be said that
whenever some act has some disorder inseparably annexed to it, it can never be
done well, since the very disorder is something too much or too little, and
thus the mean—in which virtue consists, according to the Philosopher in book 6
of the Ethics—cannot be understood in such an act. However, a lie is
such an act. For words or vocal sounds were invented so that they may be signs
of concepts, as is said in the first book of the Peri Hermeneias; and
therefore, when someone enunciates by his voice what he does not have in mind,
which is implied by the word “lie,” there is there a disorder through
the abuse of voice. And therefore we concede that a lie is always a sin.(107)




There are other sins that, for their very definition, require some ordering to
an end in order to entail a disorder of reason. For example, detraction is not
defined simply as an act that diminishes another’s good name; rather, this must
be intended as an end (i.e., under the proper sense of intention, bearing on a
remote end to be obtained through a means).(108)
Scandal is not simply performing an act that our neighbor then takes as an
occasion of sin; rather, inducing our neighbor to sin must be part of the
intention.(109) Even killing a fellow human
being is not an exterior act that necessarily implies a disorder to reason,(110) as St. 
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Thomas says (in response to an
objection posed to the article just quoted above):


To the first
therefore it must be said that homicide is always a sin, since it has a
disorder inseparably annexed to it. For homicide implies more than the slaying
of a man; for composite names frequently imply more than their component parts;
for homicide implies the undue slaying of a man. And therefore, homicide is
never licit, although to slay a man may sometimes be licit.(111)
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Nevertheless, some sins are defined by the exterior act alone, considered by
reason according to its matter and circumstances, even apart from intention in
the proper sense(112) (though not apart from
intention in the sense of being done on purpose).(113)
In the case of such acts, for a person to choose them is enough to make the
will bad.


C) Judging Voluntary Acts


How is all this helpful in trying to
understand the specification of moral acts? Saint Thomas gives a good example
in De Malo, question 2, article 6:


Thus, having
considered how sins may differ in species, it must be considered what a
circumstance is. Now, a circumstance names that which stands around the act, as
if considered extrinsically outside the substance of the act. And, indeed, this
is in one way on the part of final cause, when we consider why he did
it; or on the part of the principal agent cause, when we consider who
did it; or on the part of the instrument, when we consider by what
instrument or by what assistances. In another way, it stands
around the act on the part of a measure, for example, when we consider where
or when he did it. In the third way, on the part of the act itself,
whether we consider the mode of acting, for example, whether he struck slowly
or strongly, frequently or once; or we may consider the object or matter of the
act, for example, whether he struck his father or a foreigner; or also the
effect which the agent induced by acting, for example, whether by striking he
wounded, or even killed him;(114) all of which are 
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contained in this
verse: who, what, where, by what assistance, why, how, when.
Nevertheless, in such a way that in what is included not only the
effect, but also the object, so that it may be understood as both what and
about what.




Using the case in this text as a guide, we can come to understand how to
evaluate what is morally relevant in a human act. If one would find out what
the person is intending or choosing in a particular act, a good algorithm to
follow is first to simply identify the act, even if only in its natural
species. If this seems difficult, one can refer to the powers that executed it.
This is perfectly legitimate, since although acts have their specification from
their objects, a reference to the powers that executed them can at least
provide the genus. For although in agents whose action is not determined to one(115) the specification of the act is from the
object, the power’s object is also universal in relation to the object of the
act.(116) Once one has a basic act, designated
by a verb, it might be helpful to consider first what is the proper object of
this exterior act in relation to reason. Does the object upon which the agent
is actually bearing correspond to this reasonable object? If it does not, the
act is sinful, from the object of the exterior act, which is included in the
object of the will, insofar as the exterior act itself is chosen by the will.
If it does, then the next question is whether there are any other circumstances
of the act thus far named that have a special repugnance to reason primo and
per se (that is, not assuming another disorder of reason upon 
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which the disorder from the
circumstance depends).(117) If so, then the
act is sinful, though not properly from a circumstance, but from the object of
the interior act of the will, which chose the exterior act even under such
circumstances. But if there are no circumstances of the exterior act according
to which it has a special repugnance to reason primo and per se,
then the final question is, Why is one performing this act? And if the object
of one’s intention is bad, then this also bestows a notion of badness on the
exterior act, not considered as to its genus, but considered as it is chosen
for such an end.(118)


An example will be helpful. John is
having sexual intercourse. What is the act in its natural species? It is
generative, for John is using his generative powers.(119)
What does reason say is the rational object of the use of one’s generative
powers? One with whom offspring may be produced and educated properly, which
implies an already made long-term commitment. What is the object of John’s
action? If it is an animal of another species, then his act is clearly
disordered, according to reason’s consideration of the object of the exterior
act. If it is another man, or if another party is altogether lacking, the same is
true. But if it is a woman, reason still asks, “Which woman?” If it
is one married to John, then the act is good; if not, the act is bad. Whether
one considers “married” or “unmarried” as a circumstance or
as part of reason’s consideration of the object does not really matter, since
reason must consider both, and wherever the special disorder falls, that will
always be the object of the will. Assuming that John is having intercourse with
his wife, are there any other circumstances that might make the act repugnant
to reason? One can run through the list of circumstances. Who (which
refers not to the person as agent, but to conditions of the person):(120) Does John know he has AIDS and has not told
his wife? When: Did they give up sexual intercourse for Lent, for
instance? Where: Are they doing it in public? How: Are they
keeping the natural mode? By what 
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assistance: Is John using a condom? If any of these is
the case, then it is only a circumstance in one’s initial consideration, that
is, a consideration of the natural act or of some more general moral species of
the act (according to my first definition of “circum-stance” above).
Since they all imply a special repugnance to reason that does not depend on a former
disorder, they are objects of the will, at least consequentially.(121) Finally, reason asks Why: Is John
having intercourse with his wife only so that he may deceive her so that he can
continue an affair with another woman? If so, then the act of sexual
intercourse is bad as it is performed by John, since he has ordered it to an
evil end, and his disordered intention informs his proximate act. This intended
end is both an object of the act of intention (i.e., the intention of the end
that is opposed to the choice of the means—my fifth definition above), and it
endows a ratio of disorder upon the object of choice.(122)


Or we can consider St. Thomas’s
example. What is the natural act? It is one of my motive powers. I am
“striking.” What does reason say is the rational object of striking?
Something that may harm my own bodily integrity, something subject to me that
requires discipline, something over which I have the authority to do violence
for punishment of moral guilt, or any number of irrational objects. What am I
striking? My father. Is that against reason? Normally, it would seem so, but
even for this, there is not enough data. What are the other circumstances? What
(as to effect): Did I wound him or kill him? If the latter, was
that against reason? Most probably, but even now, we must refer to other
circumstances, such as who (do I have the proper authority), and most
importantly, why: Is he a criminal brought before me for a capital
crime? Most likely, the answer to these latter two will be “no,“of
course, which is why in most cases reason can perceive disorder as soon as it
considers “father” and “killing.” Such
“circumstances,” in fact, place the object of the will in patricide,
not just violence, not just murder.(123)
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I have tried to give a basic account
of my own understanding of the moral act according to St. Thomas. In order to
further clarify this account, it will be be helpful to answer briefly some
possible objections.


III. Replies to Common Objections




In this section, I would like to consider the following five observations that
seem to go against my understanding of St. Thomas: (A) the moral object is
never a thing, but an act; (B) the moral act cannot be defined without a basic
intentionality; (C) moral acts are specified by what is intended, not by what
is praeter intentionem;
(D) the object of the interior act is related to the object of the exterior act
as form to matter; (E) the physical act as such cannot even belong to morality,
since an act is moral insofar as it proceeds from reason.


 




A) The Moral Object Is Never a
Thing, but an Act




I made the claim above that the object of the exterior act is a nonaction. But
morality is about human actions. Mere things belong to another genus of science
completely. Therefore, it would seem that the moral object is always an action.


Nevertheless, the statement,
“the moral object is never a thing, but an act,” is, simply speaking,
false. It is true that a thing, in the sense of a nonaction, is not in the
realm of morality insofar as it is a thing. But insofar as it is an object of a
human act (i.e., a moral act)(124) it can be a
moral object, just as medicinal substance is not healthy except insofar as it
causes health in an animal.(125)


The numerous texts of St. Thomas that
manifest that he clearly had no problem with referring to things as moral
objects have 
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already been pointed out.(126) The fact is that, metaphysically speaking,
at some point the object of a moral act must be a thing. This is for
at least two reasons.


(1) Moral acts are acts that proceed
from the will. They are voluntary.(127) But
the will’s object is the good. The good, however, is not like the true. For the
good is in things, whereas the true is in the mind.(128)
That which most properly has the notion of the good is the thing outside of the
subject by union to which the subject is perfected. This makes it desirable or
“appetible” to the subject. Indeed, the nominal definition of the
good is “that which is appetible.”(129)
All beings having any admixture of potency seek to obtain their perfect act by
somehow being united to those things capable of bestowing a perfection on them.(130) The moral act is no different.(131) Eventually, at the term of the many steps
of the human act, there has to be some kind of uniting with a nonaction that is
exterior to us. Nevertheless, in the intention of the agent, the action is
sought more than just the thing, since the agent cannot be united to the thing
except by some operation. But the goodness that it seeks, even in the action,
accrues to it from the thing.(132)
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(2) Everyone admits that acts are
specified by their objects. And while it is true that an action can have
another action as its object, and thus be specified by it, that latter action
in turn requires an object for its specification. There is no such thing as an
action without an object. And at some point, this series will have to be terminated
to a nonaction, for there cannot be an infinite regress.(133)


According to my view, the object of
the exterior act is an exterior thing, not necessarily a physical thing, but
certainly a nonaction. This exterior thing can even be called an object of the
interior act, but not immediately speaking. The interior act of the will,
namely, choice or intention, can only bear upon the exterior thing by the
mediation of some action executed by the bodily members and powers of the soul.(134) Certainly, there are some choices or
intentions that do not bear upon exterior things. This is particularly so in
the case of acts of temperance.(135) But even
in that case, the act of choice bears upon another action that at some point
has for its object a nonaction, namely, the venerea, by the mediation
of the moderation of the movements of the con-cupiscible appetite.(136) But where exterior things are involved, the
immediate object of choice is the exterior action by which one is united to the
thing.(137) And the immediate object of
intention is another action by which one is united to another thing.(138) Indeed, this even obtains with regard to
our ultimate end. God, as such, is the thing to which we and all
creatures of the universe are drawn. He is the object of our beatific vision,
even if in our intention, our desire for the ultimate end is a desire for that
operation by which we are united to God.(139)
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B) The Moral Act Cannot Be
Defined without a Basic Intentionality


I claimed above that reason can
consider the exterior act with its object and circumstances apart from any
consideration of any further intended ends to which it may be ordered by the
will. But if an action performed by our powers or bodily members has no
intentionality behind it, this means it is not commanded by the will, which
always acts for an end. Hence, it would seem that we cannot define the moral
act without a basic intentionality.


This statement, “the moral act
cannot be defined without a basic intentionality,” requires a distinction.
If it refers to “moral act” as a genus of actions, then it is true.
The moral act is an act that proceeds from the deliberate will. Thus, the
properly moral act is one that is done by an agent sciens et eligens.
And in this sense, it is by definition intentional in the sense that it is done
on purpose (my fourth definition above). It is even intentional in the sense
that the moral act is performed for the sake of an end to be obtained through a
means (my fifth definition of intention above), since the moral act proceeds
from reason, and reason always orders the immediate act to further ends, and
this means that there is a further intention behind every moral act.(140) This is nothing other than to consider the
moral act from “the perspective of the acting person.”(141)


However, if “the moral act”
means a species of moral act, then the statement is false. If
“intentionality” is taken to mean a specific intentionality, that is,
the specific intended end (my sixth definition above) then it is false, since
some moral acts do not require a reference to further intention for their
definition. This is the case for those acts that are intrinsically evil, in
which the exterior act by itself already carries in it a disorder. The
“what” 
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does not always need the
“why.”(142) Can the
statement be true if intentionality in general is all that is meant, that is,
that we cannot ascertain the moral species without intentionality as such?
Strictly speaking, no; for although the moral act in general requires
intentionality just to be the moral act, nevertheless, the species of some
moral acts can be determined by the exterior act alone, apart from the
consideration of the intentionality that is a property of all moral acts. It is
a matter of abstraction, just as one can specify a circle by a definition that
never mentions the fact that mathematical beings can only have their actual
existence in matter.(143)


For example, the moral act of
“stealing” can be specified merely by the exterior act of
“taking someone else’s thing,” without any inclusion of a specific
intention,(144) or any mentioning of the fact
that this act must proceed from an ordering reason that cannot but order this
act to ulterior ends; for this is already assumed in the genus, in the fact
that we are specifying human acts.


Of course, St. Thomas says it better,
and multiple times, usually responding to an objection like the following:


Furthermore, since
the good is convertible with being, something will have it that it be good from
the same thing that it has being. But the act has moral being from the will;
for if it is not voluntary, it is not a moral act. Therefore also it has moral
goodness and badness from the will. Therefore, according to itself, it is
neither good, nor bad, but indifferent.


But it may be said
that, although the act may have it that it is moral insofar as it is voluntary,
which is a certain common characteristic; nevertheless, this special
characteristic that it is good or that it is bad it has according to
itself—But on the contrary, good and bad are differences of moral acts. But
differences per se divide the genus; and thus it is necessary that the
differences not be referred to something other than the genus. If, therefore,
the act has this common 
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characteristic which
is to be moral from the will, it will also have from the same will that it be
good or bad, and thus, according to itself, it is indifferent.(145)




He replies:




To the third it must
be said that to be voluntary pertains to the ratio
of the human act insofar as it is a human act; wherefore, what is in it insofar
as it is voluntary, whether according to its genus, or according to its
difference, is not in it per accidens but per se.(146)




And as St. Thomas points out in the article, “according to its difference”
refers to the moral act judged from the relation of its object to right reason.(147) Though the the genus of the act is from its
ordering by the will, its species does not come from the will, but from the
judgment of right reason concerning its object. Yet since the will has taken up
the act for its own ends, this is enough to render the act voluntary and
imputable, as to both genus and species. To say that the species also comes
from the will is to confuse the generic nature of the moral act with its
specification. Saint Thomas identifies this problem very well in his commentary
on the Sentences.




Who say all acts are indifferent. These men considered acts
only according to the ratio of their genus; since
insofar as the act is taken generally, it is indifferent to moral goodness or
badness, although it may have natural goodness. Nevertheless, if they
understood it of the act taken in the particular, thus that opinon was simply
false. But they seem to not have understood this, since they said that the
action taken in the particular is cojoined to a certain end, from which it has
its goodness or badness, such as stealing or some such thing.(148)


Sometimes the exact same misunderstaning is found today: it is assumed that
the an exterior act can only be good or evil by reference to some intended end.(149)
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C) Moral Acts Are Specified by
What Is Intended, Not by What Is “praeter intentionem”


I claimed above that the exterior act
as a moral object is specified by its own object (a nonaction) and its
species-changing circumstances. But in many moral actions, circumstances, and
in some cases even the object of the exterior act itself, are not intended, but
materially cojoined to what is intended by the agent. Indeed, no one is able to
intend evil as such.(150) And yet, there is
the Aristotelian axiom that what is praeter intentionem is per
accidens. Thus, moral actions must be specified by what is secundum
intentionem.


This statement, “moral acts are
specified by what is intended, not by what is praeter intentionem,”
requires a distinction. According to the strict meaning of intention, namely,
the act of the will that has as its object an end to be acquired through a
means (my fifth definition above) it is false. For in that case, the immediate
moral act is specified not by what is intended, but by what is chosen, that is,
the proximate end, the first object of the will which is the exterior act.(151)


Nevertheless, it is, of course, true
that St. Thomas says precisely that “moral acts receive their species
according to that which is intended, not, however, from that which is outside
the intention, since it is per accidens.”(152)
Such statements and others like it, such as the Gloss’s “As much as you
intend, so much do you do,”(153) are to
be understood in the wider sense of intention (my fourth above) which includes
as its object whatever one does on purpose, that is, knowingly and willingly.
In this sense, it includes objects of choice. This is a very common use of the
term of which St. Thomas is quite aware, as he explains when he manifests how the
statement “As much as you intend, so much do you do” can be true:
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If nevertheless
under intention be included not only the intention of the end, but the will of
the work, thus it is true in both good and evil that as much as someone intends,
so much does he do. For he who wills to slay the saints that he may lend a
service to God, or he who wills theft that he may give alms, seems indeed to
have a good intention, but a bad will. And because of this, if under intention,
the will also be included, so that the whole thing is named
“intention,” his intention will also be bad.(154)


Thus, “as much as you intend, so much do you do” is true if
intention simply refers to what one bears upon as an object of his will, which
is always what makes an act to be moral in the first place. But if intention
refers only to a further end (my fifth defintion above), then the statement is
false. Nevertheless, it has been the source of no little confusion, since many
morally good or bad acts in fact do require some intentional content for their
definition.(155) One often makes
general statements regarding specification from intention since this is what
makes the will good or bad ut in pluribus, as Peter Lombard hints,
echoing St. Augustine:(156) “Therefore,
all the works of man are judged good or bad according to intention and cause,
except those which are per se bad, that is, which cannot be done
without transgression.”(157)


Be that as it may, if intention is
understood in the wider sense, as including election, such statements are true
without exception.(158)


 


D) The Object of the Interior Act
Is Related to the Object of the Exterior Act as Form to Matter


I claimed above that the exterior act
is specified by its own object and any of its circumstances that imply a primo
and per se fittingness or repugnance to reason. These together
finally place 
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the concrete exterior act in a
species, apart from any end to which it is ordered. Yet St. Thomas says that
the object of the interior act is formal with respect to the object of the
exterior act. But form is what makes a thing to be what it is. Hence, although
the object of the exterior act may put the act in one species, nevertheless,
when the interior act takes this exterior act up, it would seem that it endows
its own species upon it.


The basic statement, “the object
of the interior act is related to the object of the exterior act as form to
matter,” is true. Saint Thomas makes the analogy in Prima Secundae,
question 18, article 6:


Therefore, just as
the exterior act receives its species from the object that it is about, so the
interior act of the will receives its species from the end as from a proper
object; in such a way, however, that that which is on the part of the will is
related as formal to that which is on the part of the exterior act, since the
will uses the members for acting, as instruments; nor do exterior acts have the
ratio of morality, except insofar as they are voluntary. And
therefore, the species of the human act are considered formally according to
the end, but materially according to the object of the exterior act. Wherefore,
the Philosopher says in the fifth book of the Ethics that “he who
steals that he might commit adultery is, per se speaking, more of an
adulterer than a thief.”


However, if one were to interpret this to mean that the species of the one
moral act is set exclusively by the interior act, such an understanding would
be false. Saint Thomas makes it clear in the very next article that the species
comes more from the object than from the end (and in this particular context,
following as it does article 6, the word “end” refers to the object
of the interior act, whereas the word “object” refers to that of the
exterior act):


the specific
difference which is from the end is more general; and the difference which is
from the object per se ordered to such an end is specific with respect
to it. For the will, whose proper object is the end, is a universal mover with
respect to all the powers of the soul, whose proper objects are the objects of
particular acts.(159)
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Even more enlightening is the reply to the third objection. The objection
itself runs as follows:


Furthermore, the
more formal some difference is, the more specific it is, since the difference
is compared to the genus as form to matter. But the species which is from the
end is more formal than that which is from the object, as was said. Therefore,
the species which is from the end is contained under the species which is from
the object, as the species specialissima under a subalternate genus.


Saint Thomas’s reply shows just how one is to understand “form” as
it applies to either the interior or the exterior act.


To the third it must
be said that the difference is compared to the genus as form to matter insofar
as it makes the genus to be in act. But the genus is also considered as more
formal than the species according as it is more separated and less contracted.
Wherefore also the parts of a definition are reduced to the genus of formal
cause, as is said in the Physics. And according to this, the genus is
a formal cause of the species, and it will be the more formal the more general
it is.




This is very significant, since it makes clear that in St. Thomas’s own
judgment the fact that the end is formal with respect to the object of the
exterior act does not mean that the end sets the species specialissima,
but only the genus.(160)
“More formal” here 
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means more general, more universal, less restricted, less defined. This is
not just a one-time exception to how we understand “form.” In fact,
whenever we are dealing with ordered powers, that which is material is actually
that which supplies the substance of the act produced.(161)
Even more importantly, whenever we are speaking about “form” in
relation to the objects of powers, we are not designating the species specialissima,
but that which makes the object relatable to the power in question.(162) This is precisely why charity is known as
the “form of the virtues,” although each of the virtues remains
essentially distinct from charity: charity imposes its own form on the virtues(163) in that it is by charity that the other 
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virtues are truly virtuous, ordered
to the ultimate end.(164) But each of the
virtues still obtains its species from its own proper object.


Saint Thomas’s common analogy of
light and color being related as form to matter, often used in his treatments
of morals,(165) should make the proportion
clear. Although light is that by which colors are rendered visible,(166) nevertheless, the species are still from
color.(167) So the interior act of the will,
as it tends to an end, is that by which acts are moral.(168)
But its determination is still from the object of the exterior act.(169) The man who commits theft so that he may
commit adultery may be more of an adulterer than a thief, “but he is also
a thief,”(170) and, more importantly, his
proximate act is more theft than adultery.


 


E) The Physical Act as Such
Cannot Even Belong to Morality, since an Act Is Moral Insofar as It Proceeds
from Reason and Will


I claimed above that a will can be
judged as bad solely from the fact that it chose an exterior act with undue
matter and/or circumstances. And the exterior act is defined as an act executed
by man’s lower powers or bodily members, bearing upon a nonaction as its
object. This seems to make the will’s specification depend on a physical
action. But that is impossible, since morality is precisely about actions that
have reason and will as their principle, and are thus beyond the physical.


The statement, “The physical act
as such cannot even belong to morality,” requires a distinction.
If “physical act as such” means 
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that the act is simply an action that
is only natural, that is, that does not proceed from reason and will, then of
course it could not belong to morality. Even if it proceeded from other
interior principles, if these in turn were not imperated by reason and will,
the act would not be moral.


But no one says this.(171)
When we speak of the exterior act in the context of morals, we are talking
about the exterior act insofar as it is a human act, proceeding from a
deliberate will.(172) And while it must always
be acknowledged that such an act must actually proceed from reason and will,
nevertheless, when it comes to determining the species of the moral act, one
can abstract from the fact that the act proceeds from an individual’s reason
and will, and simply consider the exterior act according to its matter and
circumstances in their relation to right reason.(173)
Such an abstract consideration takes for granted that the exterior act is
chosen by a will based on a proposal by reason. Again, St. Thomas addresses
this many times:


But those who
considered in sin only that from which it has the notion of fault said that sin
only consists in the will. But it is necessary to consider not only the 
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deformity itself,
but also the act that underlies the deformity, since sin is not the deformity,
but a deformed act. The deformity of the act, however, is by the fact that it
is discordant from the due rule of reason or the law of God. And this
deformity, indeed, is found not only in the interior act, but also in the
exterior act. But nevertheless, the very fact that the deformed exterior act is
imputed to man for fault is from the will. And thus it is clear that if we wish
to consider everything that is in a sin, sin not only consists in a privation,
nor in an interior act alone, but also in the exterior act.(174)


It is not a particularly difficult distinction. It only requires the ability
to abstract.



Conclusion




The reason it was necessary to mention and reply to some of these objections is
because they are not merely theoretical. They are being taught, and I would
argue that they are contributing to the confusion in Moral Theology today. I
also think that they are rather shocking, since most of these problems were
resolved long ago. The dangers of putting the definition of all moral acts in
intention, even just one basic intention, were evident to St. Augustine:




For of what most
heinous deed, what most foul crime, what most impious sacrilege, may it not be
said that it is possible for it to be done rightly and justly; and not only
with impunity, but even gloriously, that in perpetrating thereof not only no
punishments should be feared, but there should be hope even of rewards: if once
we shall concede in all evil works of men, that not what is done, but wherefore
done, must be the question; and this, to the end that whatever are found to
have been done for good causes, not even they should be judged to be evil?(175)


While almost no Catholic theologian would like to say that his system does
away with objective morality, it sometimes becomes 
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difficult to see how any claims to the contrary are not anything more than
mere assertions. Indeed, the position that the exterior act, even apart from
intention, is not enough to specify moral acts manifests its dangers and
absurdities in the conclusions that some reach, some of which have already been
mentioned at the beginning of this article. At a certain point, it becomes
clear that those moral systems that give primacy to intention in the
specification of moral acts retain objective morality only in name.


Nevertheless, even if such a moral theory could retain its place in
theological speculation, one thing is certain: it is not the thought of St.
Thomas. The fact that such views are being entertained as his thought comes
from a misunderstanding of St. Thomas’ texts, a misunderstanding which can, I
think, be avoided if one understands the terms “object,”
“intention,” and “circumstance” within the schema of the
one moral act composed of the exterior act and the interior act, where the
former is the object of the latter, and yet has its own constitution by its own
object and species-changing circumstances.
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In my estimation, a
clear enunciation of the will bearing upon circumstances beyond the principal
intention is what is lacking in the synthesis of Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle.
These authors certainly do not deny that a person can be responsible for
effects or concomitants of their act that go beyond the principal intention.
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presumption against it due to its natural badness, Quod. IX, q. 7, a.
2: “But there are certain actions which, absolutely considered [i.e., in
their natural species; see above, nt. 53] imply a certain deformity or
disorder, which nevertheless are made good with the arrival of some
circumstances; such as to kill a man or to strike him in themselves imply a
certain deformity, but if it be added, to kill a man for the sake of justice,
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the topic of the licit killing of another man, Rhonheimer confuses the
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“Intrinsically Evil Acts,” 19 n. 20: “This affirmation, as is
obvious, presupposes that killing as the execution of capital punishment
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former assertion, capital punishment is not self-defense, and neither is just
war. In both cases, the ministers of the state are intending to kill. That is
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more far-reaching than the private good (STh II-II, q. 64, aa. 2-3).
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clear that the ministers of the state do intend the death of the one they kill:
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“the just judge simply wills that the murderer be hanged.” Rhonheimer
comments, “In my view, St. Thomas would never say that the death of the
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good!” (Vital Conflicts in Medical Ethics: A Virtue Approach to
Craniotomy and Tubal Pregnancies, ed. William F. Murphy, Jr. [Washington,
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2009], 71). But St. Thomas does
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just as to slay a beast, for a sinful man is worse than a beast and more
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action that separates Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle from St. Thomas. The New
Natural Law authors write: “Considering the behavior and its results as an
event, or sequence of events, or set of causes and effects in the natural
world, observers can readily see craniotomy to be killing the baby and rightly
describe it as doing so directly. But Veritatis splendor teaches that
it is wrong to consider behavior and its results that way when carrying out
moral reflection and seeking to determine what kind of human act is or was
being deliberated about, chosen, and done” (Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle,
“‘Direct’ and ‘Indirect’,” 22). I doubt that this interpretation of Veritatis
splendor is correct; it is certainly not the thought of St. Thomas. Saint
Thomas uses precisely the terms “effect,” as he does here, and
“event,” as he does in STh I-II, q. 20, a. 5; and in De
Malo, q. 3, a. 10, ad 5. To these texts may be added STh I-II, q.
73, a. 8 (though this one is rejected as irrelevant by Finnis, Grisez, and
Boyle because it deals with aggravation of already sinful action
[“‘Direct’ and ‘Indirect’,” n. 38]); and De Malo, q. 1, a.
3, ad 15: “Sometimes an accident of some effect is cojoined to it as in
the fewer cases and rarely; and then the agent, while he intends the per se
effect, it is not necessary that he intend in any way the per accidens effect.
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«
Furcht und Liebe », wohinein man den Inbegriff

des religiösen Verhältnisses legen kann, ist eben nichts

anderes als der religiöse Ausdruck der analogia entis:

Gott in den Geschöpfen und darum Liebe, 

Gott über den Geschöpfen und darum Furcht:

« Liebende Furcht und fürchtende Liebe » 

(Augustinus, In Ps 118 s. 22, 6).(1)


THE EARLY THOUGHT of the Upper
Silesian Erich Przywara (1889-1972) constitutes a rich and largely untilled
field of inquiry within English-language scholarship.(2)
Within the period from the 1917 “Eucharist und Arbeit” to the seminal
1932 Analogia Entis, the basic orientations of Przywara’s later
thought both were established and underwent several significant shifts. In the
early to mid-1920s Przywara elaborated his “philosophy of polarity”
that (1) allowed God to be God and creatures to be creatures made in the
likeness of God, and (2) accounted for the perpetual rhythms between subject
and object, being and becoming, and personality and form within creaturely
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existence. As the 1920s marched on,
this philosophy of polarity was gradually replaced by and absorbed into the analogia
entis. It was also during this time period that Przywara wrote some of his
more devotional and poetic works on the parables, the ecclesial calendar, love,
and Ignatian spirituality, works that Berhard Gertz argues were essential for
his later theological and philosophical formation(3)
and that prefigured his later interactions with Scripture and the Ignatian Exercises.(4) Przywara also began to en-gage the works of
Scheler, Simmel, Kierkegaard, Kant, Aquinas, and Newman, formed a friendship
with Edith Stein, and offered one of the earliest Roman Catholic responses to
the new theologians of crisis. 


Within the fairly diverse genres
exhibited by Przywara’s frühe Werke, there are three interrelated
themes that constantly reappear and that can already be seen in this article’s
epigraph: the God who is in creation and beyond creation, the analogia
entis, and a loving fear and a fearing love. This article is a descriptive
analysis of these three motifs within Przywara’s early thought. 


 


I. The God Who Is in Us and beyond Us









He is … both
interior to every single thing, because in him are all things, and exterior to
every single thing, because he is beyond all things.(5)




In some sense, the doctrine of God beyond and in us was Przywara’s preliminary
answer to a question he raised in his 1915 work Unsere Kirche: “to understand the ‘ultimate’ religious
relationship between God and creation.”(6) Przywara’s primary 
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response to this question is to
identify and then avoid the interrelated errors of “theopanism”(7) and pantheism. Following Franz Kiefl and Ernst
Troeltsch, the Przywara of the 1920s traced theopanism, or “God
alone,” back to the Reformation, particularly to Luther and his doctrine
of God’s Alleinwirksam-keit, or sole-causality.(8)
Such a doctrine was, for Przywara, nothing less than disastrous for theology
and philosophy. On the one hand, it negated the reality of creation. On the
other hand, it rendered the concept of God unstable, as such a doctrine could
readily become inverted into a philosophy of pure immanence, or “creation
alone,” as witnessed within the diverse philosophies of modernity.
Luther’s God lived on in the twentieth century in the guises of the “Eschatologismus”(9) of the “Barth-Thurneysen-Gogarten
Schule,”(10) as well as the philosophies
of Scheler and Simmel. If Barth attempted to steer a course between liberal
Protestantism and Roman Catholicism, then Przywara navigated a course between
Protestantism (basically theopanism) and modern philosophy (effectively
pantheism);(11) both, then, offered theologies
with polemic edges.


Given his assessment of where
Protestant theology and modern philosophy erred, Przywara’s primary
battlefields at this time were accounts of transcendence and immanence within
the doctrine of God, and modern epistemologies and metaphysics. Both fronts
were necessary inasmuch Przywara believed that misconstrued accounts of
transcendence and immanence, whether theological or philosophical, have
deleterious effects upon metaphysics of 












page 286


creation and epistemologies. Przywara
rehabilitates Augustine’s Deus interior et exterior, “God in us
and beyond us,” as a doctrine that is able to retain a Roman Catholic
“unity of tension” (Span-nungseinheit),
“polarity,” or “doctrine of opposition” (Gegensatz-lehre).
It is this polarity or unity of tension that is able to affirm that God is in
and beyond us while not inverting or reducing one into the other.(12) The counterpart to this doctrine of God is a
doctrine of creation that allows creatures to be creatures, and that will
exclude any thrashing between the poles of creation as nothing and creation as
everything. Przywara also begins to elaborate a “philosophy of polarity”
or what he will soon call a “creaturely metaphysics,”(13)
that will describe the inherent un-settledness and fleetingness of creaturely
existence without sub-limating creation into a mist or inflating it into the
divine.


Two representative works from this
period in which Przywara attempted to reformulate the doctrines of God and
creation are his Gottgeheimnis der Welt(14)
and Gott.(15) The former is more
oriented towards the working-out of a philosophy of polarity, while the latter
focuses primarily on showing how God is beyond and in us (and beyond and in us
both in Christ and in the Church), but both exhibit a similar structure. In
each of these works Przywara examines current cultural and intellectual
phenomena before offering his own positive theology and philosophy. In Gottgeheimnis,
for instance, he initially interacts with three of his main cultural interests
at the time: phenomen-
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ology, the liturgical movement, and
the youth movement.(16) Each movement, he
argues, contains inarticulate metaphysical, ethical, and theological concerns
and presuppositions that deserve theological reflection. Phenomenology, by
which Przywara means Husserl but most especially Scheler, raises the aporiae
of the relationships between subject and object (i.e., epistemology), being and
becoming (metaphysics), while the liturgical and youth movements raise
questions of personality and form (ethics). These movements also inevitably
pose the question of God within the context of these earlier relationships, for
“consciously or unconsciously, every worldview depends upon its
understanding of the mystery of God.”(17)
The first sections of Gott, by contrast, deal with the fashionable
philosophy of religion texts being published by Scheler, Hartmann, and
Wobbermin, after which Przywara offers a typology of doctrines of God within
antiquity and modernity. This pattern of beginning by analyzing various
historical and contemporary philosophies and theology is repeated in the
slightly later Religionsphilosophie katholischer Theologie and in the
second half of the Analogia Entis. 


Przywara’s positive response in Gottgeheimnis
to the polarities of subject and object, being and becoming, personality and
form, and even God and creation, is nicely summarized in this statement:


The philosophy of
polarity grows out of our religiosity of polarity because we can only know him
[God] as the incomprehensible unity of object and subject, life and the now of
eternity, person and form, as a unity that we can only grasp in a questioning
and limited manner, with the posture of a perpetual movement between two poles
of thought, as a unity that is in him alone, while creation can only strive
constantly towards this unity, becoming a unity, never being
a 
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unity—because in
the innermost depths of our souls, in the depths of our solus cum Solo,
we inhabit a polarity of knowing and of living.(18)


What follows in the text is an account of the absolute identity of object
and subject, being and becoming, personality and form within God, their
ceaseless difference within creation, and the movement of thought required
within theology so that God is not reified into one pole of experience or
thought.(19) The subtle yet sweeping premise of
Przywara’s method is that the doctrine of God beyond and in us works to guide
theological and philosophical accounts of epistemology, metaphysics, and
ethics. Two moves repeatedly appear as Przywara progresses through these
polarities. First of all, he uses the “God beyond us” half of his
couplet to demarcate Creator and creation, hence the repeated admittance of
“Tu Solus” at the beginning of each reflection. For example,
it is only in the God who is beyond us, the Deus-Veritas of Augustine
and the ipsum intelligere of Aquinas, that subject and object, the act
of knowing and the object known, are utterly identical. Creaturely knowledge,
by contrast, consists of an unceasing movement between subject and object. Any
attempt to absolutize either by a transcendental idealism of the knower or the
known “empties and devalues the proper fullness of the world.”(20) Przywara’s second move is to employ the
“God in us” half of his couplet to argue that the very difference
between subject and object within creation is a sign that God is within all of
the distinctions and dualisms of our created reality. He writes, 


God beyond us and
therefore he alone the identity of subject and object; but God in us, in the
ultimate depths of the created dualism between subject and object and their
being directed towards one another, the polarity, the unity in opposition and
tension of subject and object.(21)
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God’s being both beyond and in us, and our own knowing as creatures of this
God, are thus the bases of an epistemology of polarity. 


This same pattern of differentiation without separation occurs within the
sections on being and becoming, and person and form. It is again Tu Solus,
the God who is beyond us, Augustine’s operando requiescit et requiescendo
operatur and Aquinas’s actus purus, in whom being and becoming
are identical in infinite life. Within creatures, conversely, there is an
irreducible difference—Aquinas would call it a real distinction—between being
and becoming, essentia and existentia. Przywara again
concludes by stating, 


God beyond us and
thus he alone the identity of flowing life and unchanging eternity; but God in
us, in the ultimate depths of the created dualism of being and becoming and
their being directed towards one another, the polarity, the unity in opposition
and tension of becoming and being.(22)


God in us and beyond us, and our own existing as creatures of this God, are
thus the bases of a metaphysics of polarity. Finally, there is the Tu Solus
of God as person and form, which is perhaps the most obscure of the pairs.
Przywara writes, “you alone in whom person and form, life and law
coincide,” 


absolute form as
absolute personality and absolute personality as absolute form, absolute ideal
as life and life as absolute ideal, the absolute law as personal reality and
personal reality as absolute law: Tu Solus, only he, the God beyond
us.(23)


In creation, by contrast, the ideal rules over the personal, form over life,
law over actuality. These contrasts are cast in an ethical register,
specifically in terms of maturation towards personhood. The God beyond and in
us, and our own dialectic between personhood and form, form the bases of an
ethics of polarity. 


The God in us and beyond us is also the main character in the work Gott,
yet here Przywara is less interested in articulating an epistemology,
metaphysics, and ethics of polarity than in the Christological and
ecclesiological effects of this doctrine of God. 












page 290


What, then, is the relationship between the God in and beyond us and God in
Jesus Christ? Several interesting shifts occur as Przywara explains his answer.
The simplest connection he makes to his earlier arguments is that theopanism inevitably
denies Christ’s human nature, while pantheism inevitably dissolves Christ’s
divine nature. As for the immanence-transcendence discussion, Przywara notes
that the supposed tensions between the two are exacerbated in Jesus Christ. In
Christ, God’s immanence to creation “is heightened until the point of
being identical, the man Christ is God,” but so is God’s transcendence,
for “humanity and divinity are not identical in Christ, but Christ, the
visible, created man, is God, who essentially and unmixedly remains the
invisible God beyond all creation.”(24)
Even so, Przywara is aware of the limitations of the transcendence-immanence
conjunction when it comes to narrating the person and work of Jesus Christ. In
the man Jesus Christ we encounter the “God, who is not merely ‘beyond us’
while remaining ‘in us,’ transcendendo immanet et immanendo transcendit,
but who now is even ‘God’ while remaining ‘one of us.’”(25)
Or again, what is at stake in Jesus Christ is “not merely God in-beyond
creation, but God, remaining God, as creation.”(26)
Hence the strategy of positing the God beyond and in us is modified, but what
does remain is the affirmation and union of apparent contradictions: “the
form of Christ as the great incomprehensible paradox: the infinity of God
entered into the tensions and oppositions of the world. God in Christ is
himself the tension between God and creation.”(27)



As the point of the exercise is not
to shirk from the affirmation of Jesus Christ as the fullness of God and as
fullness of humanity, regardless of the metaphysical or historical conundrums
incurred, Przywara plays up the contrasts he sees inherent to any account of
Christ’s person and Christ’s work. Regarding what we might call the metaphysics
of Christ’s person, Przywara briefly expounds on 
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the tensions between (1) the
absoluteness of God and the relativity of one person, (2) the invisibility of
God and the visibility of one person, and (3) the nature of God as Spirit and
the irreducible bodiliness of one person. To these correspond the historical
paradoxes of Christ: (1) that the necessary God assumes creaturely contingency
inasmuch as Christ comes from the Jews, (2) that the invisible God assumes
creaturely visibility, and (3) that the free and majestic God assumes the
weakness of creaturely flesh.(28) The
resolution of these apparent contradictions is none other than the mystery of
the person of Jesus Christ, the God-man. There is neither sharp conceptual
delineation of how these tensions coinhere within Christ nor is there extensive
description of how this is so. Przywara merely presents them as part of the
paradoxes of Christ’s person and work without recourse to traditional concepts
such as the anhyposton/enhyposton distinction, the various genera
of the communicatio idiomatum, or an account of krypsis or kenosis.
The God beyond and in us thus simply becomes this particular, visible,
historical, and weak man while not ceasing to be God. Przywara can, therefore,
happily quote Newman to the effect that


if we only confess
God as the Almighty One then we have known only half of him. He is the
omnipotent one who can at the same time commit himself to the swaddling clothes
of powerlessness, the captive of his own creatures. He has, so to say, the
incomprehensible power to make himself weak.(29)


The usefulness of the in-beyond and immanent-transcendence couplets returns
when Przywara articulates the relationship between Jesus Christ and believers,
for Christ is “the fullness that fills all” (Eph 1:23) of the God who
is “all in all” (1 Cor 15:28). Thus is “Christ in me” (Gal
2:20), “Christ living in me,” and “Christ our life” (Col
3:4). Yet for all “mysticisms of Christ,” or “Christ in me”
or Christ as “one of us,” it is also necessary to recognize Jesus
Christ as the one who lies before and beyond us. 
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Przywara has no difficulty with speaking of the participation of believers
in Christ’s reconciling work (particularly in the form of believers filling up
in their bodies the sufferings Christ lacks [Col 1:24]), and yet this is just
one beat in the overall rhythm of Christ both in and beyond us. So, for
instance, Przywara regularly makes usage of Augustine’s totus Christus,
“caput et corpus unus est Christus,”(30)
and yet he still speaks of the irreducible difference of the head from the
members. As he argues in the essay “Mystik und Distanz,” “Christ
in me” cannot mean “an incorporation of Christ into Christians”
but is instead “the incorporation of Christians into Christ.” There
is only the unceasing movement of 


Christ into
Christians and yet this same Christ is eternally at the right hand of God,
beyond the Christian and Christianity: Tu Solus Dominus, Tu Solus
Altissimus, Jesu Christie—that is the fundamental law for a
genuine mysticism of Christ.(31)


Equally, that God in Christ is in and beyond us entails that any righteous
within us comes from without: 


“God’s
righteousness … which is from God and not from me,” as St. Augustine
says in the same place. “Not my own righteousness within me … but the
righteousness of God that is in me is not from me, but is from God.”(32)


The final application of “God in and beyond us” occurs when
Przywara discusses the tensions and polarities of the Church. The primary
doctrine that he employs to harness these contrasts of the Church fruitfully is
again Jesus Christ as the fullness of divinity and humanity and the Church as
the living and breathing continuation (Fortleben) of that fullness.
Przywara begins by detailing the problems that arise in ecclesiology when
either a one-sided God beyond us or a one-sided God in us functions as 
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the dominant motif. The former can lead to an individualistic “Christ
in me” (Gal 2:20) while the latter can lead to a collectivist “head
and body, one Christ” (Eph 5:23-25). Przywara details three tensions that
arise between “Christ in me” and “head and body, one
Christ”: (1) individualism and collectivism, (2) a religiosity of
interiority or of outward cult, and (3) the invisibility of God and the human
visibility of the Church. He attempts to render these polarities as signs of
the harmonious fullness of life within the Church and not a tragic set of
dangers for the Church’s life. With respect to the first apparent contradiction,
Przywara states, 


because the church
is the visibility of God, it therefore shares in the final transcendence of God
beyond the tension of I and community, it is truly the continuing “anakephlaiosis
pantôn” of the incarnate one: the moving fullness of all types as the
visibility of the God all in all.(33)


With respect to the second, there is a perpetual back and forth within the
Christian life between interiority and exteriority, between praying in secret
(Matt 6:5-7) and petitioning the Father “in spirit and in truth”
(John 4:23), and an objective cult of baptism, bread and wine, between the
salvation of the individual and the promise of the renewal of the whole of humanity
and the cosmos. The third tension is actually a recapitulation of the earlier
ones. Przywara attempts to balance the invisibility of the Church’s source in
the invisible God and an “all too human” visibility of the Church,
which participates in the scandal and folly of Christ (“scandalum
ecclesiae scandalum Christi“).(34) 


Several words about Przywara’s
Christology are in order given the central place most interpreters and critics
of Przywara lend to the analogy of being (at the expense of other material).
First, while Przywara’s Christological reflections no doubt seem crude and
simplistic, it is worth noting both their presence within his theology and
their prominent use within the ecclesiology 
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discussed above. Second, Przywara is
careful to temper and modify his account of the God beyond and in us in order
to describe the utterly unique and irreducible mission and person of the
incarnate Son. The theme of “God beyond us and in us” is supposed to
be useful across a range of doctrines (although its natural task seems to be
explicating God’s creative and provi-dential care for his creatures) but
clearly in the case of the person and work of Christ other conceptual materials
need to be employed. Third, the disruptive and paradoxical accents within
Przywara’s Christology will only be heightened in his later work. This is
especially the case with his adopting and furthering of the O admirabile
commercium tradition, which first appears in his commentary on the Gospel
of John.(35)


Given the central place afforded to
developing an account of God in and beyond us in both Gottgeheimnis
and Gott, it is interesting that the central motif of Przywara’s next
main work from this time period, the 1926 Religionsphilosophie katholischer
Theologie, is the analogia entis. It will be well worth the
effort, then, to consider the beginnings and development of Przywara’s account
of the analogia entis. 


 


II. Early Accounts of the Analogia Entis




Just as real
things of any kind require proper active principles, even though God is the
first and universal agent …(36)




Przywara began to develop the idea of the analogia entis as a response
to the work of Max Scheler in late 1922.(37)
The phrase first surfaced in Przywara’s writings in the 1923 article
“Gotteserfahrung und Gottesbeweis,”(38)
and gained momentum during the mid-1920s. Although the phrase does not appear
in the main text of Gott and only a couple of times in Gottgeheimnis
der
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Welt, it became the central theme of the 1926 Religions-philosophie
katholischer Theologie and, to state the obvious, of the first edition of Analogia
Entis. One of the primarily reasons for this rapid development of the analogia
entis is due to the fact that it is meant to be a reiteration of the
“God in us and beyond us” formulations, albeit with a different
emphasis. Overall, the analogy of being is supposed to serve the same causes of
banishing both theopanism and pantheism, and allowing God to be God and
creatures to be creatures of this God.(39)
Przywara himself states that the doctrine of the analogia entis
expresses nothing other than the doctrine of God beyond and in us.(40)


The earliest definitions of the analogia
entis are rather simple. In “Gotteserfahrung und Gottesbeweis,”
Przywara states that the analogia entis is 


the knowledge of a
basis of the changing and the finite in an unchanging and infinite that is
essentially different from it, such that every perfection of creation is a
likeness of the infinite perfection of the Creator, and on this basis the
Creator announces himself in the created.(41)


This definition of the analogy of being as the “metaphysical” or
“essential” “basis of the being and reality of the changeable
and the finite in the unchangeable and infinite” reappears two more times
in this essay. One could view this definition as an abstract elaboration of
Augustine’s contrast between the “was” and “will be” of
creation and the sheer “Is” of God, a key concept for Przywara at
this time.(42) It is important to note that the
above definitions refer to both the differences between and the 
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likenesses of the perfections of
creation and the perfections of the Creator, upon whom the former are based.
During this phase of his thought, Przywara even called the analogy of being the
“likeness-difference polarity” between “the God who according to
the Apostle ‘is all in all’ and ‘works all in all,’ indeed who according to the
wise Sirach ‘is all’ (tov pavn), and the proper being and reality of creation.”(43) This is why Przywara could still argue that
the analogia entis is none other than the God in us and God beyond us:
“The content of this announcement [the analogia entis], however,
is the concept of God that radiates from Augustine’s writings: God in all and
yet over all.”(44)


Furthermore, as is often the case
with Przywara, a Church council stands not too far behind his material
decisions. In this particular instance, the language of the perfections of
creation manifesting the Creator comes directly from the First Vatican
Council’s rationale for God’s willing of creation as not from necessity or lack
but “ad manifestandam perfectionem Suam.”(45)
Hence all of creation, and each creature in its sheer particularity, is a
likeness of the God who created in order to shed ad extra his
perfections and gifts. Equally, the council’s affirmation of the possibility of
knowing with certainty God as “the beginning and end of all things”(46) serves as the inspiration for his linking the
analogy of being with the knowledge of God’s self-revelation in creation,(47) as when Przywara states that the analogy of
being contains the “origin, basis of truth, content and beginning of our
natural knowledge of God.”(48)


It is, of course, one thing to say
that the possibility of knowing God as principium et finis omnium rerum
aligns with the doctrines 
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of God and creation as expressed by
the analogy of being, and quite another thing to say that the analogy of being
itself constitutes a form of “natural theology.” As we have seen,
Przywara used the analogy of being at this time as a synthetic recasting and
reinterpretation of Augustine’s God beyond and in us; its primary pedigree was
theological. Yet Przywara had no scruples about employing the analogy of being
in the service of what the Fathers of Vatican I promulgated regarding the
natural knowledge of God, a knowledge he identifies as practical knowledge
concerning the duty and service owed to God.(49)
Understood in this way, claims about the analogy of being and claims about the
possibility of natural knowledge of God are conceptually and historically
distinct. Furthermore, it should be noted that when Przywara develops these
interconnections between the council and the analogia entis more fully
in Analogia Entis, the knowledge of God, even only the knowledge of
God as the beginning and end of all things, does not signify a positive
epistemological achievement or capture, or the mere addition of one fact to an
already lengthy catalogue of facts. Instead, the knowledge of God as principium
et finis presents more of a deprivation, rendering the whole of creation
more mysterious, upsetting any notions of metaphysical progress or certitude,
and opening up epistemologies to new and unfamiliar realms.(50)


The initial definitions of the analogia
entis are rather thin, but they quickly begin to acquire a variety of
expressions. Przywara can use, for instance, the more causal language of the
Schools to state,


the analogia
entis points to God as ipsa forma of formae rerum (causa
exemplaris), but as the analogia entis to
God as principium (causa efficiens) and finis (causa
finis). In this way the three relationships between God and the world (causa
exemplaris, efficiens, finalis) are bound together in
the one analogia entis.(51)
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He can also speak more theologically of the “law of the analogia
entis” as “the positive yes of the omni-causal Creator, Savior,
and Sanctifier to the active creatures and children of God.”(52) The analogy of being, then, functions as a
synthetic concept. It represents, for instance, a common basis for both the
more “psychological” experience of God found in Augustine and Newman
and the more “logical” proofs for God’s existence found in Aquinas.(53) This tactic of conjoining differing
theological styles within the bounds of the analogy of being reaches full
expression within Religionsphilosophie katholischer Theologie.(54) Yet the fact that Przywara uses the analogia
entis to house a whole family of doctrines is readily seen in this passage
from the 1925 article “Zwischen Religion und Kultur”:


The primal
metaphysical fact is the tension of the analogia entis, or otherwise
said, the tension between God in us and God beyond us, expressed otherwise yet
again, the tension between creation’s own reality and causality and God’s
omni-reality and omni-causality of God, between the whole of creation as the
visibility of God and the invisibility of this same God over the whole of
creation. God is not the final, formal rhythm of the reality of creation; God
is the content and the reality that is before all content and
all reality.(55)


Przywara is clearly linking the God beyond and in us and the analogy of
being within this passage, but we can also see one of the most decisive
components of the analogia entis: Aquinas’s teaching regarding
secondary causes.(56)
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Przywara interprets Aquinas’s account
of divine and creaturely causes as positing that “the meaning and goal of
the divine omni-causality is creation’s own genuine causality.”(57) Przywara is not arguing for God’s own proper
causality (Eigentätigkeit) alongside creation’s own proper causality (Eigentätigkeit),
which would merely reduce God to another finite cause that would need to be
coordinated with other finite causes. Instead he is arguing that God’s
omni-causality (All-Tätigkeit) can and does include creation’s
causality (Eigentätigkeit), and hence the existence of independent
creatures is actually a sign of the goodness and power of the Creator.(58) This concept functions very similarly to the
“God beyond and in us,” for here too God is working within creation
to create and preserve its relative independence, but as the Ursache
God perpetually remains beyond creation. Inter-estingly, Przywara believes that
secondary causes help overcome a constant temptation for Augustinianism: the
dissolution of the creaturely into the divine. Przywara maintains that
Aquinas’s account of secondary causes stresses the difference between Creator
and creation as opposed to the immediacy of Augustine.(59)
Thus, “the fundamental overcoming of eschatologism is precisely Aquinas’
doctrine of secondary causes, for it uproots the eternally fruitful seed of all
eschatologism: the Platonic and Augustinian devaluation of creation’s own actuality
and law.”(60) Positively stated, Przywara
sees Aquinas’s elaboration of secondary causes as an affirmation of all
“creaturely activity and culture against all fanatical eschatologism and
hatred of the world and of life,” and 
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thus it is Aquinas and not Luther who
should be identified as the pioneer of the “holiness of vocation.”(61) 


If we phrase Przywara’s concerns in
another key, we might identify what he is after as a Catholic doctrine of concursus.
While unafraid of the more technical discussions and debates between Thomists
and Jesuits and the Reformed and Lutheran divines on issues like praemotio
versus praevisio, scientia de individualibus versus scientia
de universalibus, Przywara tends not to spend a great deal of time
exploring them or deciding between them. In Religionsphilosophie
katholischer Theologie, he argues that both Aquinas and the accent on God
alone and Molina and the accent on creation’s integrity together express the
analogy of being, the simultaneous and fruitful holding of these unities in
tension.(62) Indeed, inasmuch as there has
never been a conciliar decision regarding Thomism or Molinism on the
interrelationship between election and faith, Przywara believes himself to be
following the tenor of the Catholic Church (or at least Paul V), when he
includes both within the analogy of being.(63)
It is unsurprising, then, that these tensive accents also appear in his
doctrine of salvation. Przywara argues that “the Church does not reduce
creation’s own actuality to God’s omni-causality (in an extreme
supernaturalism) nor the divine omni-causality (in an extreme rationalism or
naturalism) to creation’s own causality.”(64)
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Any perceived tension is the result
of these two positive claims, which must be upheld regardless of any conceptual
dissonance produced. Invoking the Council of Trent, Przywara notes that the
Catholic understanding of salvation 


remains in reverent adoration before this mystery: when “Holy
Scripture says ‘turn to me, and I will turn to you’ [Zech 1:3], we remember our
freedom; then we answer ‘turn us, Lord, to you, and we shall turn’ [Lam 5:21],
we confess that we are anticipated by the grace of God.”(65)


As can be seen from the descriptions
of the analogy of being above, these earliest accounts do not yet include one
of the most significant elements of Przywara’s later thought: the Fourth
Lateran Council’s formula of an ever-greater dissimilarity within every
similarity between Creator and creation.(66)
Przywara began to adopt this definition for his analogy of being in late 1925,(67) and it would prove to be immensely productive
for his later thought. Even so, just as the analogia entis attains
greater sophistication in the Religionsphilosophie katholischer Theologie
and the Analogia Entis, this resource is not quite exploited to its
fullest potential, as it later would be, for instance, in the article,
“Reichweite der Analogie als katholischer Grundform.”(68)
Far more prevalent and fruitful at this stage was Przywara’s creative
integration of Aquinas’s real distinction and the potentia oboedentialis
into the analogy of being.(69) In the preface
to the Analogia Entis, Przywara reports that a period of intensely
studying Aquinas’s Quaestiones Disputatae and De Ente et
Essentia in 1912/13 proved crucial to 
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his subsequent thought.(70) He certainly develops the tension between existentia
and essentia in his earlier works, but it is in Religionsphilosophie
katholischer Theologie that these ideas gain traction and undergo
elaboration. Thus the analogy of being is now an account of the distinction
between essence and existence within creatures and their identity in God. It is
also in this work that the potentia oboedientialis makes its first
appearance, and at this time it means “creation’s readiness before
God,”(71) and creation’s openness to God
from God’s perspective, claims that flow naturally from Przywara’s insistence
that God works all in all, even working within a rebellious humanity.(72) These two ideas are also put to far greater
use in Analogia Entis, despite Przywara’s growing reliance upon the
Fourth Lateran Council and an increasing emphasis on the “ever
beyond” nature of God. How easily this formula of “ever-greater
dissimilarity” could settle in with Przywara’s earlier “philosophy of
polarity” is an important question. On the one hand, it fits in smoothly
with the Ignatian “ever greater” and “ever more,”(73) and the rhythms of the “in and
beyond,” “similar and dissimilar” already encountered. On the
other hand, the ever-greater dissimilarity could equally upset the balance or
equilibrium that Przywara was working to maintain, especially between Creator
and creation.(74) There is, however, one more
aspect of Przywara’s early thought that requires elucidation in order to round
out this presentation: the polarity of love and fear.
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III. Love and Fear




The fear of God is the beginning of wisdom; till you see Him to be a
consuming fire, and approach Him with reverence and godly fear, as being
sinners, you are not even in sight of the strait gate. I do not wish you to be
able to point to any particular time when you renounced the world (as it is
called), and were converted; this is a deceit. Fear and love must go together;
always fear, always love, to your dying day.(75)




The first two sections of this essay have dealt with what Przywara might call
the “theological” outworking of the confession that God is in and
beyond us and its “metaphysical” implications in the analogia
entis of the omni-working and causing of the Creator and creation’s own
relative working and causing. Przywara’s pattern of offering us paired
contrasts, polarities and rhythms continues as we consider the
“religious” backdrop to both of these concepts: a life of fearing
love and loving fear before the God who is beyond us and in us and who works
all in all. 


This paired contrast appears in the initial salvo Przywara leveled at the
dialectical theologians. In the course of his argument for the Catholic unity
of mysticism and distance, Przywara states that 


in this way we know
Augustine’s basis for the soul in a mysticism that becomes distance and a
distance that rests upon mysticism. Love, according to him, is the root, but a
love that is united with holy fear. “You are more inside of me than my innermost,”
and therefore his profoundest prayer runs, “you have placed your law on my
heart though your Spirit, which is your finger, so that I do not tremble before
you like a slave without love, but as a son loving in chaste fear and fearing in
chaste love.”(76)




The origin of this tensive couplet, like so many other phrases used by Przywara
at this time, is Augustine’s commentary on the 
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Psalms.(77) Augustine, as Przywara relates,
initiated a line of reflection concerning the God beyond and in us, and a
fearing love and loving fear, that runs to Aquinas and finally to Newman,(78) whose “opposite virtues” aptly
encapsulate the matter. Indeed, Przywara actually commented on these contrasts
within Newman during the course of editing the German translation of Newman’s
writings.(79)


The posture of humanity before the
God who is beyond all and so in all, and who wills and works so that creatures
can move and live, as also expressed in the analogia entis, is one of
love (Liebe) and fear (Furcht) or reverence (Ehrfurcht).
More specifically, love is the response to God’s being and working in us while
fear is the response to God being and working beyond us. This religiosity is,
then, specific to this particular God. When Przywara charts the differences
between ancient and Christian philosophy in Gottgeheimnis, he notes 


that wonderful
pairing of the nearness of love and the distance of reverence, as Augustine’s
antithesis formulates it, that deepest ethos of Christianity is now changed at
its most decisive point: in God himself. As the distance of reverence is an
adumbrated glimmer of the God beyond me, so is the nearness of love the
expression of the God in us.(80)




Przywara’s ideas of opposite virtues, polarity, and the forms of Christian life
shine out most brightly from his so-called “early religious
writings.”(81) In the 1923 Kirchenjahr,(82) a commentary on 
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the feast cycles appropriately
subtitled, “Die christliche Span-nungseinheit” (“The
Christian Unity of Tension”), Przywara spends his time reveling in the
rhythms of the liturgical year. There he writes, “one life with and in
God, for he is the one who is simultaneously beyond us and in us, so that there
can be no genuine union of love with him without the interval of reverence and
the humble knees of worship.”(83) This
line of thought continues in the 1924 Liebe,(84)
a glowing series of reflections on love within the Christian life replete with
selections from Scripture and Augustine. Przywara again notes, 


there is a God,
eternally living beyond you and yet mysteriously living in you, in whom you
live, move and are—the infinite personality of Father, Son and Spirit beyond
you and yet the final, mysterious depths of your very personality within you;
the puzzling depths of the personal unity of God and man beyond you and yet
your I says ‘no more I but Christ in me.”(85)


Yet is this a love that “blots out fear,” or “that matures in
fear”?(86) Is fear “the foundation of
love” or “love the root of fear”?(87)
Przywara’s response is to call it “as St. Augustine puts it, a fearing
love and a loving fear.”(88) This polarity
reappears in the 1925 Wandlung,(89) a
“Textmosaik” comprised almost entirely of biblical and
patristic texts with sparse editorial interjections and which Balthasar
identifies as the key book of Przywara’s early period.(90)
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There Przywara observes, “yet
still, in the children’s love of the Father, and in the indwelling of life
within life: maintain a gentle separation and a reverential distance.”(91) In the 1925 Majestas Divina,(92) a collection of passages from the Ignatian Exercises
that anticipate Przywara’s later 1938 commentary on them, Deus Semper
Maior,(93) he discusses the Ignatian
virtues of loneliness, service, sacrifice, and love. The Ignatian background to
the polarity of love and fear is especially evident when he quotes the Exercises:
“man is created to love God, to show him reverence and to serve him, that
is your salvation.”(94) “Your happiness,”
Przywara contends, “is that ‘the God beyond you’ is in you” filling
your life and your love, “but this can only occur when he is the divine
majesty to which loving fear and fearing love, serving love and loving service
is your corresponding disposition.”(95)


As the analogia entis begins
to assume some of the work previously allotted to the concept of God beyond and
in us, fear and love become and inform the religiosity of the analogia
entis. In an earlier essay Przywara argued that humility, as the
appropriate form of religiosity in the analogia entis, is the
Christian response to tragedy, inasmuch as it means that even in salvation
“man always knows himself as man, not as God.”(96)
Or as he says elsewhere, the analogia entis inspires “a
religiosity of trust versus the religiosity of eschatologism,”(97) by which Przywara primarily means Barth or
Hegel. Yet it is in Religionsphilosophie katholischer Theologie that
Przywara most extensively details how fearing love and loving fear form the
religious inspiration for the analogia entis. Just as the analogia
entis allows God to be God and creatures to be his creatures, so too do
fearing love and loving fear ward off any confusion between Creator and
creation. Thus 
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Przywara distinguishes between the
religiosity of Augustine and Aquinas and a Kantian-Hegelian religiosity of the
union of contradiction and identity between the empirical ego (itself tempted
to become God) and the absolute distance of the pure transcendental ego as God.
The language of this religiosity is that of being swallowed up in
contradictions. In Augustine and Aquinas, by contrast, there “is the
‘unity of tension’ of a revering love and a loving reverence towards God, and
it is in this posture that God is experienced as in us but also as essentially
beyond us.”(98) The language of this
religiosity is that of prayer, corresponding to “its original metaphysics
of the analogia entis between the unity of tension of the creaturely
‘will be’ (between essence and existence) and the ‘identity of nature’ of the
divine ‘Is’ (of essence and existence).”(99)
Hence the love of the God who is beyond and in us is “not a love of
complete fusion with God, but a love which is placed at a distance: fearing
love and a loving fear.”(100) The
relationship between metaphysics and the religious life is the analogy of
being, for “it is at the same time a ‘practical basis’ and ‘theoretical
basis.’ Its religious, practical form is that original Augustinian ‘love in
fear and fear in love,’ which is only a short expression of the relationship
between immanence and transcendence.”(101)


Conclusion




These descriptions have no doubt elicited a host of questions and worries about
Przywara’s early thought. One might fault his underdeveloped accounts of the
Holy Spirit and sin, his lack of “historical sense,” his lingering
romanticism, the potentially distorting effects of his overarching philosophy
of polarity upon Christian doctrine, the wisdom of undertaking
“responses” or 
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“solutions” to the
antinomies of antiquity or modernity, his highly conceptual and compact manner
of presenting and resolving theological and philosophical difficulties, and,
perhaps most disconcerting for some, his account of God’s self-revelation
within creation. Some of these problems and deficiencies are corrected in his
later works, other are exacerbated. 


Przywara’s philosophy of polarity in
particular elicits some worries. Perhaps the most glaring problem is the
potential subsumption of God and creation under a more overarching principle of
polarity itself, as when in Gottgeheimnis Przywara presents the
Creator-creation polarity alongside the other meta-physical, epistemological,
and ethical polarities under discussion. This objection can be countered,
however, by attending to the role of the refrain Tu Solus throughout
the discussion. Another possible criticism of Przywara’s philosophy of polarity
is that God merely becomes a projected placeholder for the reconciliation of
tensions within philosophy, an idealist coincidentia oppositorum in
which the differences between being and becoming, subject and object,
personality and form are virtually unified. Przywara specifically dismisses
this notion inasmuch as he denies that God is absolutization of any piece of
creation, including the experience of oppositions and their reconciliation.(102) Even so, to deflect this charge Przywara
would need to specify further the dogmatic backdrop and necessity of linking
various lived and conceptual tensions within creation to their unity in God.


One important genre of Przywara’s
early writings was not covered in this article. I have not dealt with his
studies of individual theologians and philosophers,(103)
as in his pairing of Scheler with Newman in Religionsbegründung, his
readings of Kant, Hegel, Husserl, Hartmann, and Heidegger in his two-volume Ringen
der Gegenwart, or his book on Kierkegaard, in which Przywara sees a
movement, probably illusory, towards 
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Roman Catholicism in Kierkegaard’s
criticisms of Lutheranism.(104) Furthermore,
Przywara’s three main influences at this time, namely, Augustine, Aquinas, and
Newman, have been dealt with, but the predecessors to his own philosophy of
polarity in Görres, Goethe or Deutinger have been left unexplored, along with
the influences of German romanticism and mysticism upon his thought.(105)


In the preface to the 1932 edition of
the Analogia Entis, Przywara offers a short account of the development
of his thought from his earlier writings. Briefly detailing the history of his
rehabilitation of the analogia entis, he notes, “in its objective
form it bore, above all in my religious writings, the Augustinian name God in
us and beyond us.”(106) Analogia
Entis itself should no longer seem so bewildering given the multitude of
resemblances it bears to earlier works. Familiar moves are seen throughout the
first half of the work, in which Przywara begins with “metaphysics
generally.” He first isolates and deconstructs opposing extremes
encountered in the history of epistemology and metaphysics and shows the
relationships of these extremes to theopanism and pantheism. He next develops a
dynamic distinction between essence and existence and a doctrine of the God in
and beyond creation. Finally, he offers creative interpretations of Aquinas’s
maxim on nature and grace and the documents of Vatican I in order to coordinate
the relationship between theology and philosophy and to criticize Hegel.(107) In the second half of the work, we again
encounter historical studies dealing with analogy and dialectic in Plato,
Aristotle, Hegel and Heidegger, and Parmenides and Heraclitus. Przywara offers
a unique inter-pretation of the potentia oboedentialis, and longer
accounts of 
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analogy in Augustine and Aquinas,
with a short summary of the results serving as the work’s conclusion. Analogia
Entis is, by all means, a novel and creative advance on Przywara’s earlier
works, but it nevertheless has precedents within them.(108)
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OVER THE COURSE of his career, Thomas Aquinas paused only once to reflect on
battlefield courage—question 123, article 5 of the Secunda Secundae of
the Summa Theologiae: “Whether fortitude is properly about the
dangers of death which arise in war.”(1) In
light of his robust teaching on just war,(2) one
would have expected him to elaborate on the special nobility of the military
profession, or to detail the moral challenges faced by its practitioners.
Instead, the article explains how “death in war” is an analogous term
that applies to soldiers certainly, but also to civic heroes and even to
martyrs for the faith.


The theme of martyrdom occupies
central stage(3) in Aquinas’s overall discussion
of courage. Some commentators have concluded that his main purpose in writing
question 123 was to substitute the ancient Greco-Roman admiration for military
heroism with a Christian focus on martyrdom.(4)
In what follows, 
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I argue that the substitution account
is misleading. Despite Aquinas’s obvious interest in highlighting martyrdom as
the highest instantiation of fortitude, he does not discredit the value of
battlefield courage within the Christian life of virtue. On the contrary, he
elaborates a two-stage theory in which military heroism is put forward as the exemplar
of acquired fortitude, while martyrdom is praised as the paradigm of infused
fortitude. Having embraced the principle “grace perfects nature,”
Aquinas is attentive to the various relations that can exist between these two
modalities—acquired and infused—of fortitude.(5)
On the one hand, the heroism of soldiers provides him with a natural basis for
understanding the supernatural fortitude of holy martyrs. On the other hand, he
recognizes how infused fortitude can find expression in military deeds, such
that death on the battlefield will sometimes count as martyrdom.


The argument will proceed in six
stages. In a first section I examine why Aquinas brings the theme of martyrdom
into his account of battlefield courage in question 123, article 5. To this
end, a comparison with his earlier discussion of prudence(6)
will prove instructive. Whereas prudence is differentiated into five separate
kinds, including a military kind, on the Aristotelian typology followed by
Aquinas, courage is a unitary virtue. Unlike many contemporary Christian
authors, who typically frame martyrdom as a category sui generis that
would stand wholly apart from the soldier’s active engagement on the
battlefield, Aquinas is intent on encompassing the two sorts of death within a
single account.(7)
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In a second section, moving more
deeply into the specific characteristics of military courage, I explore how
Aquinas goes well beyond the letter of Aristotle’s treatment of this virtue.
Whereas the Stagirite had simply stated that the courageous man faces death in
the most noble of circumstances, namely, in war, Aquinas innovates by
establishing a necessary link between courage and just cause (protection of the
common good from external threats). He accordingly rules out any possible
exercise of courage in unjust wars.


Having delineated what goods are to
be upheld by fortitude, Aquinas then explains how two passions in particular
stand in need of regulation by this virtue: fear and daring. How these passions
arise with particular vehemence in the military setting is the topic of this
article’s third section. But since in this connection Aquinas says little
explicitly about war, my account of battlefield courage is supplemented by an
analysis of the dispositions which, on his understanding, reinforce courage,
namely, hope, anger, perseverance, and the like (sections 4 and 5). This
analysis shows how Aquinas provides a nuanced set of principles for discerning
the special emotive challenges that arise within the military profession,
challenges that St. Augustine had highlighted but which commentators often
assume Aquinas had neglected in favor of a more deontological approach.


By emphasizing so strongly the military
dimensions of courage, it would seem, however, that my interpretation of
Aquinas is vulnerable to an objection. While the expectation of a future
beatitude to be conferred by God provides a motivational grounding for infused
martyrdom, no such premise comes to the support of acquired military courage.
Why should soldiers be willing to give their all if the temporal city is in no
way able to 
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return the favor? Section 6
elucidates Aquinas’s response to this question.









I. Courage in Public and Private War


In line with his earlier treatment of
prudentia militaris, Aquinas devotes a single article to battlefield
courage (STh II-II, q. 123, a. 5). The approach adopted in this
article is however markedly different from his antecedent analysis of prudence.
In light of its wide scope (the sound practical judgment needed for upright
choice), Aquinas subdivides prudentia into several distinct and
full-fledged virtues, each with responsibility over a different sphere of human
action—personal, familial, civil, or military. Fortitudo,(8) by contrast, he describes as prima facie
of quite narrow scope. Its task, as indicated by the article’s title, is to
regulate the most acute of fears, namely, those arising from an imminent risk
of violent death. Its subject matter thus construed, courage, taken precisely
as a special virtue, is deemed indivisible into multiple kinds.(9)
Aquinas thereby faces the challenge of explaining how the single species of
this virtue, which Aristotle had discussed exclusively in function of soldiers
contending on a battlefield, could be applied to other settings as well. 


Aquinas is especially intent on
enlarging the scope of courage to cover the special case of martyrdom, a case
of little or no concern to Aristotle—despite the example of Socrates—but
traditionally lauded by Christian authors as the preeminent exemplification of
fortitude. Aquinas extends courage to martyr
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dom not by modifying the essentials
of this virtue as they are presented in the Nicomachean Ethics, an
account he adheres to closely, but rather by finding a foundation in Scripture
that enables him to widen the ordinary meaning of bellum. This
foundation he finds in the Church’s Office of Martyrs, which,
reproducing Hebrews 11:34, praises those “whose weakness was turned to
strength, who became valiant in war and routed foreign armies.” Aquinas is
thus able to maintain that “sustaining personal attacks, for the sake of
the highest good which is God … is not alien to the genus of acts that
concern war, for which reason martyrs are called courageous in war.”(10)


Beyond its standard active
connotation of an army “fighting on a line of battle,” bellum may
also signify, for Aquinas, a confrontation whereby an individual, risking a
violent death at the hands of his opponent, holds firm to his purpose. This he
names “particular war” (bellum particulare), in
contrast to the “general war” (bellum generale) of
an army engaged on a battlefield.(11) The first
is a functional equivalent of bellum privatum, a term Aquinas uses
earlier in the Secunda Secundae,(12)
while the latter represents an early formulation of what medieval civil lawyers
later termed bellum publicum.(13) Since
in each there is truly found a “danger of death in war,” Aquinas is
able to conclude that both military combat and martyrdom meet the strict
standard set by Aristotle’s definition of courage.


Having found a scriptural basis for
including martyrdom within the scope of courage, Aquinas can, in his general
treatment of the virtue, remain faithful to the argumentation of book 3 of the Nicomachean
Ethics. This has been called into question by 
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some commentators. Michel
Labourdette,(14) for instance, judges that
Aquinas, by adhering too closely to Aristotle’s terminology, attempts to
synthesize a Christian conception of fortitude—modeled on the ideal of
martyrdom—around the alien Greek ideal of a “beautiful death” on the
battlefield. While admitting that the difference between the two approaches was
somewhat obscured for Aquinas—where Aristotle wrote that the courageous man
confronts “dangers that are not only great, but also beautiful” (en megivstw kai kinduvnw
kallivstw, the last word was
rendered in the Latin translation of Moerbeke as “best” (optima)—Labourdette
nevertheless finds Aquinas’s description of martyrdom under the equivocal
concept of a “particular war” to be contrived.


In the medieval context, the term bellum
enjoyed a range of application considerably broader than obtains for
“war” or its equivalents today.(15)
Policing could be described under this term, as in Gratian’s Decretum,(16) as could acts of private self-defense, as in
the influential gloss Qui repellere possunt (ca. 1200).(17)
Aquinas himself characterized a condemned prisoner’s forcible resistance
against a just sentence of capital punishment as an “unjust war” (bellum
iniustum).(18) The extension of bellum
to interpersonal violence may be found as late as Grotius, who wrote (ca.
1625) that “[w]ar may be waged by private persons against private persons,
as by a traveler against a highwayman.”(19)


Operating within the medieval notion
of “private war,” there could be an easy transition from the
causative meaning of bellum to the receptive connotation of someone
suffering violence, yet firmly by strength of soul. This more passive
signification of bellum represents an innovation on Aquinas’s part,
since in his era 
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bellum privatum typically signified a resort to
violence. In order to explain how martyrdom might represent an authentic
instantiation of courage, precisely under the Aristotelian definition
of the term, Aquinas is accordingly compelled to shift the meaning of bellum
from causing violence to receiving violence. The result is an
analogous usage that preserves reference to actual bloody confrontation, yet
that eschews the active connotation of resorting to force. In place of the
latter it substitutes the kindred ideas of determination and endurance.


Finally, in yet a further extension,
Aquinas contrasts physical fighting (pugnare corporaliter) to fighting
in a metaphorical sense, as when he says that the saints wage a “spiritual
combat” (spiritualiter certando) against their own wayward
desires to gain eternal life.(20)


The different senses of war
that figure in Aquinas’s treatment of courage are listed below. These are
susceptible of further subdivision into “just” and
“unjust,” except divine martyrdom and spiritual combat, which
designate good acts only.(21) 


Primary analogate: one army(22)
confronting another on a battlefield—public war


Secondary analogate:
one individual interacting violently with another—private war


Signified actively: resorting to force defensively or for other motives


Signified passively: suffering violent attack with firm endurance;
self-sacrifice, for God (martyrdom) or one’s country


Metaphorical
analogate: resisting concupiscence—spiritual war
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Corresponding to these different senses of bellum, Aquinas
recognizes several analogous predications of courage. Public war (bellum
universale) he views as the chief arena for the exercise of acquired
fortitude, because in this instance death is risked for the sake of a worthy
good, namely, to preserve the polity from outward attack. Yet courage, properly
speaking, may also be exercised in private war (bellum particulare),
as when an individual defends himself or others against the ambush of thieves,
or a policeman gives chase to an armed criminal.(23)
Still related, but nonetheless markedly different—as in this case violence is
undergone, not applied—is the courage exhibited by those who bear witness to
God in the face of persecution. But alongside this infused courage (fortitudo
gratuita) that the Church celebrates in its martyrs, Aquinas recognizes
that there is also an acquired courage of civic sacrifice (fortitudo
civilis), as when individuals risk their lives for the sake of the common
good.(24) The example of a “judge who does
not refrain from giving a just judgement despite fear of an impending
sword” is cited as an instance of someone who undergoes a just private
war.(25) At this juncture it can be noted that
Aquinas applies the term “martyrdom” only to the first form of
endurance (divine, infused), but not to the second (civic, acquired).


Finally, in a broader sense, Aquinas
is able to admit that courage may be exercised even in settings apart from
violence, provided that death is faced “on account of virtue.”
Attending to a sick friend despite the risk of deadly infection, or undertaking
an unsafe journey for a worthy purpose, are the two examples cited.(26) Beyond this, on all the manifold occasions
when inner strength is needed to confront nonlethal risks, Aquinas speaks not 
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of courage proper, but of
magnanimity, patience, and other “potential parts”(27)
of the virtue. Bearing a resemblance to courage, the primary or cardinal
virtue, these secondary virtues extend its reach into the myriad challenges of
daily life.(28)


Aquinas on occasion also speaks
metaphorically about bellum, using this term to designate the
spiritual combat of the faithful against the attractions of concupiscence.
Discussing the reward due to holy virgins, he notes how they win “a signal
victory over the flesh, against which a continuous war is waged” (continue
bellum geritur).(29) War waged in this
metaphorical sense against disorderly internal passions is contrasted to the
victory won by martyrs, “who fight against passions exteriorly
caused” (pugna contra passionem exterius illatas).(30)



 


II. Courage, a Virtue in Just Wars Only




Aquinas’s analysis of battlefield courage is two pronged. He describes, in
thick normative terms, what might count as the appropriate setting for the
exercise of this form of courage. Then, adopting the perspective of moral
psychology, he considers what 
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emotional reactions are
characteristic of warriors who virtuously confront death in war.


Regarding the first line of
inquiry—which today would come under the heading of ius ad bellum or
reasons for resorting to war—it is striking that Aquinas does not speak simply
of war to protect the city or nation, as did his eminent predecessor. Instead
he innovates by adopting the normative phraseology of just war:
“The dangers of death which occur in battle,” he writes, “come
to man directly on account of some good, namely because he is defending the
common good by a just war.”(31) The key
notions invoked here—“defense,” “common good,” and
“just war”—have no parallel in book 3 of the Nicomachean Ethics,
where, concerning the object of courage, Aristotle had simply stated that
the brave [bookmark: BM434]man faces death in the most noble of circumstances,
namely, in war. He thereby excluded from the scope of the virtue those lethal
dangers that human beings expose themselves to in other settings, sailors at
sea, for instance, or physicians fighting disease.(32)


While acknowledging that the temporal
peace of one’s country (pax republicae) is certainly worth dying for,
as it represents an inherent good,(33) Aquinas
is nonetheless keen to narrow the scope of courage to just wars (both public
and private), with the result that the normative status of this virtue is
considerably heightened. On his view, fully virtuous courage will arise only in
those battles that are fought, not for any civic purpose whatsoever, but only
such as are consistent with defense of the common good. Excluded from the scope
of courage would be wars fought out of 
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private interest, say for the mere
aggrandizement of the prince, or for reasons other than protection of the polity
from external or internal threat. Willingness to face death on the battlefield
must be conditioned, in other words, by the justice of the cause for which one
is fighting.(34) This represents a considerably
more stringent conception of the virtue than had been originally advanced by
Aristotle (although a case could be made that Aquinas’s linkage of courage to
just cause is consistent with the overall tenor of Aristotle’s moral teaching
on war).(35)


Regarding the second line of inquiry
(in bello), where Aquinas outlines the emotional dispositions that
should be cultivated to ensure virtuous participation in war, he begins by
noting how courage exercises an auxiliary role; its function is to ensure that
the pursuit of justice, as ordained by right reason, is not abandoned under
peril of death.(36) When justice requires
forcible action in defense of the polity, courage will necessarily be at the
service of prudentia militaris, the virtue by which right reason is
applied to the conduct of war. Chiefly a virtue of commanders, this prudence
should also in some fashion be acquired by rank-and-file soldiers, in parallel
with Aquinas’s teaching that there is a form of prudence (politica) by
which citizens share in the prudential governance (regnativa) of their
civic leaders.(37)


On this understanding, solders, like
citizens, are not expected to obey their superiors slavishly, with no
reflection whatsoever. Personal judgment is called for even in the exercise of
the most virtuous obedience. In at least one passage Aquinas may thus be found
asserting that “soldiers are not bound to obey in an unjust 
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war.”(38)
Courage is thus derivative upon right reason, a reason that must be liberated
not only from undue passion, but also from attachment to interests that stand
in opposition to the common good. In this connection, courage is also at the
service of justice. Aquinas sums this up negatively with a quotation from St.
Ambrose (De Offic. 1.35): “fortitude without justice is an
occasion for iniquity.”(39)


This strongly normative conception of
bravery would appear to rule out any possible exercise of the virtue in unjust
wars. Soldiers fighting for a patently wrongful cause, or prosecuting war in an
illicit manner, could not be designated “courageous” even if they
exhibit much endurance and daring.(40)


 


III. Fear and Daring




Having delineated what goods are to be upheld by fortitude—protection of the
common good from external threats, or internally from grave untruth or
injustice—Aquinas proceeds to explain how two passions in particular stand in
need of regulation by this virtue: fear (timor) and daring (audacia).(41)
In this connection, his comments on war (in the narrow sense) are extremely
brief. His broader account is designed to apply throughout the range of acts
where courage is called for—in war certainly, but in martyrdom also, and
indeed in any sort of setting where one’s life can voluntarily be placed at
risk for the sake of the good.
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Fear and daring are emotional
reactions that arise in us at the prospect of future harm.(42)
In this respect they differ from the related passions of sorrow and anger—the
first looks to a present harm for which there is no immediate remedy, while the
latter pursues retribution for past wrongs.(43)
Fear is the impulse of flight in the face of an evil that seems superior to our
power, while daring is the contrary impulse(44)
of attack, by which we thrust forward to eradicate the threatening object,
confident in our ability to prevail over it.(45)


Vis-à-vis fear, courage prompts
endurance (sustinere). Indeed, the tendency of our animal nature is to
flee the approach of bodily harm. Yet, as animals possessed of reason, we are
able to recognize that the fulfillment of our nature is not found in the body
alone. Above it are goods of the soul.(46) For
their preservation we must sometimes “stand immovable in the midst of
dangers,”(47) willingly enduring harm even
to the point of death.


On other occasions the emotion that
dominates is not fear but daring. Feeling superior to the threat, we go on the
attack (aggredi), offensively seeking victory over it.(48)
While this reaction can be morally appropriate, it can also happen that we act
without due reflection, thereby underestimating the danger at hand to the
detriment of the goods we wish to defend. Worse yet, this passion, left
unchecked, can lead the warrior into a tunnel of 
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violence, wherein atrocities can
readily be committed.(49) For this reason,
Aquinas emphasizes how in relation to daring fortitude is mainly about
restraint or moderation, while vis-à-vis fear it mainly prompts resistance. In
each case, however, virtue consists in achieving the mean of excellence, so
that where attack is called for, courage will stimulate daring; inversely,
should a man be inclined to endure harm needlessly, holding his own life cheap,
courage validates fear so that he flees from a harm the endurance of which will
bear no fruit. Aquinas sums this up by noting how “the act of fortitude
consists in enduring fear [of death] and going on the attack, not anyhow, but
according to reason.”(50) 


In the military setting these two
acts, endurance and attack, are complementary. Depending on the challenges
proper to each concrete situation, one or the other will predominate. Warriors
must accordingly be trained in such a way that they are able to elicit both
reactions,(51) each of which is integral to the
virtue. Aquinas acknowledges, however, that soldiers often believe they can
bypass fear in favor of daring alone. Confident in their military prowess,
“through practice in the use of arms,” they “think little of the
dangers of battle.”(52) But this
evacuation of fear, 
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by an overabundance of
self-confidence, truncates the true nature of courage. These “men of
daring” (audaces) fly headlong into danger, but once in its midst
they retreat, suddenly aware how the difficulty is far greater than what they
had imagined. By contrast, “men of courage” (fortes), listen
to their fear, hence they attend more carefully to what lies ahead, and seek
counsel, when needed.(53)


Aquinas recognizes, however, that the
Christian conception of martyrdom, exemplified by Jesus’ voluntary acceptance
of death at the hands of his persecutors, requires an adjustment to this
teaching that courage results from a regulation of both fear and daring. The
evangelists make clear that Jesus could have gone on the attack had he so
wished, calling down the omnipotent intervention of God, and he instructed
Peter to desist from forcible defense on his behalf (Matt 26:52-53). The
courage thus shown by Jesus—imitated later by St. Stephen and the long line of
Christian martyrs—consisted in endurance only. To show how authentic courage
can subsist without preparedness for attack requires a modification of the
military model of courage that Aquinas inherited from Aristotle.


To effect this modification Aquinas
explains(54) how between the two acts
characteristic of courage, endurance and attack, there is an order of priority,
the former taking precedence over the latter. This basis for this reasoning is
a comment by Aristotle—“it is more difficult to endure affliction …
than to abstain from what is pleasant,”(55)
which Aquinas alters in view of the special case of courage: “To repress
fear is more difficult than to moderate daring.”(56)
Although daring becomes virtuous when it is tempered by reason and choice, the
very propensity of our sentient nature supports this office of moderation, for
“to lash out against that 
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which promises harm” is
spontaneously curbed by the contrary “fear of receiving harm from that
source.”(57) Endurance enjoys no such
support from our sentient nature. To the contrary, instinctively we flee an
aggressor who appears superior to ourselves, so that if we are to hold fast in
the face of onslaught this will be the fruit solely of a mental determination
founded on inward choice.


The above argument should not be
taken to imply that moderating daring is in every instance easier than
voluntarily enduring harm. Recent empirical research on the emotional dynamics
of violent interactions has shown how the arousal of daring, and the resulting
forward thrust of attack, can at times become almost irresistible.(58) This is especially likely to happen when
after a period of acute confrontational stress soldiers suddenly find
themselves secure in a position of dominance vis-à-vis their adversaries. The
passion of daring then flows with full vigor, as it is no longer tempered by
the countervailing pull of fear. Exercising moderation under such circumstances
requires much inward discipline. A moral approach to military training will
prepare soldiers for this eventuality. 


Beyond the issue of restraint,
Aquinas maintains, more generally, that sustaining hardship is more difficult
than going on the attack, for three reasons:(59)
 (1) daring implies a perceived 
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superiority of the attacker vis-à-vis
the target of his hostility, while the relation is inverted with respect to
endurance; (2) daring views the danger as still future, while endurance
experiences it as already present; (3) daring is usually carried out in sudden
and quick movements, while endurance stretches out in time. The conclusion
thereby follows: voluntarily to sustain hardship, not out of passive
resignation or a fear-induced paralysis, but with active endurance, is the
“primary act” of courage, hence martyrs can truly be said to possess
this virtue even though they have renounced any resort to attack.


The argument that endurance is the
primary act of courage should not be taken to imply a depreciation of daring, as
though Aquinas was subtly advancing the Christian ideal of nonviolence
(exemplified by the martyrs), as a normative substitute for just war and other
forms of licit violence. That he did not intend to exclude daring from the
virtues is made abundantly clear in question 127, article 1 of the Secunda
Secundae (“whether daring denotes a sin”) where he quite
emphatically agrees (ad 1-3) with each of the objections that assert the
praiseworthiness of this disposition. Moreover, Aquinas takes care to show how
even the martyrs, who have renounced resort to violence, nonetheless cultivate
dispositions analogous to daring. Possessed of magnanimity and magnificence,
the “enterprising virtues,” they willingly take bold risks, including
confrontations with evil, in pursuance of the good.(60)


 


IV. Preparedness for Attack


 


Fortitude is supported in performing
its office by several subordinate dispositions, which Aquinas terms
“integral parts” of the virtue, or “things the concurrence of which
are requisite”(61) for its full actuation.
These dispositions are briefly discussed according to the support each gives to
the two acts characteristic 
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of this virtue: attack and endurance.
Regarding the first, a soldier will be inwardly prepared to mount an attack
when he trusts the ability of himself(62) and
his comrades to prevail over the adversary. This disposition of hope is
strengthened by military exercises that foster the soldier’s self-confidence in
his fighting abilities, and that enhance the cohesiveness of the fighting unit
of which he is a part. 


Virtuous soldiers will likewise
evince a readiness to execute in full the noble action they have confidently
begun (magnanimitas). The movement of attack (Aquinas remarks
elsewhere against the Stoics)(63) is reinforced
by the physiological changes arising from the passion of anger.(64)
Aquinas would thus countenance a combat readiness that is reinforced by anger:
“it belongs to anger to strike at the cause of sorrow [i.e., a wrong done
against oneself or one’s friends], so that it directly cooperates with
fortitude in attacking.”(65) He cautions
however that this anger must remain “moderate,” in the sense that it
is governed by reason, correctly identifying (and not merely imagining) an
actual wrong. 


This teaching is well summarized in a
parallel text(66) where Aquinas explains how
the Stoics were mistaken when they assumed that anger, understood precisely as
an emotional reaction (a passion), necessarily leads a man astray. This
happens, he concedes, whenever the movement of anger is antecedent to reasoned
judgment. But the Stoics failed to understand that anger can also be consequent
upon reason. In this instance, the emotion does not impede, but rather
fortifies the action that flows from correct practical judgment. By thus
assuring a prompt and efficacious execution of rational decision, the passion
of anger, with its attendant physiological changes, serves as an instrument of
virtue. 
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Anger calls for virtuous exercise in
two quite different ways, according as it requires (1) an objective judgment on
the nature and degree of punishment due, and (2) an appropriate emotive stance
vis-à-vis the person of the offender.(67) In
line with the first, the judgment in question will be regulated either by (a) commutative
justice, when it is imposed by public authority in accordance with the
relevant legal statute;(68) or (b) by the
virtue named vindicatio (vengeance),(69)
when the judgment is rendered by a private individual in accordance with a
correct moral assessment of the wrong done. But beyond this concern with the
measure of retribution due, according to (2) the virtue also assures an upright
attitude of the avenger vis-à-vis the person who did him wrong. Clemency prompts
compassion for his sinful condition and concern for his spiritual betterment,
while mansuetude moderates the pleasure taken in seeing him justly
suffer for his misdeeds.(70)


Although the function of virtuous
anger is to penalize wrongdoing, it never aims purely and simply at harming the
evildoer, who, despite his offense, remains a worthy target of charitable
concern.(71) Aquinas does not explicitly draw
out the implications of this teaching for the ethics of war, but it certainly
provides a remote foundation for the insight, embodied in modern laws of war,
that enemy combatants should never be treated with hatred and cruelty, even
when we are convinced that they fight at the service of a patently unjust
cause.


Despite Aquinas’s strong show of
interest in problems related to anger and punishment, it must be noted that,
apart from his brief mention of anger in the context of courage (STh
II-II, q. 123, a. 10), he nowhere dwells expressly on this affect in relation
specifically to war. The Dominican master’s silence in this 
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connection should give us pause: one
must be careful not to overstate the centrality of punishment in reconstructing
his general theory of just war.(72) 


 


V. Preparedness for Endurance




Turning to endurance, the other act essential to courage, Aquinas explains how
it is supported by four auxiliary dispositions—patience, perseverance,
longanimity, and constancy.(73) This multiplicity is a reflection of the special
difficulties inherent in endurance. While virtuous attack is supported by
underlying passions—the impulse of aggression and the restraining influence of
fear—virtuous endurance benefits little from our sentient nature. Moreover,
endurance must contend not only with sufferings that are still future, but also
with those that have already begun. Aquinas identifies the obstacles to
endurance as four in kind, and to each there corresponds a disposition enabling
the agent to mount a firm response.(74) 


The first and most basic obstacle to
endurance is sorrow, the passion that arises in the sensitive appetite from a
corrosive evil that is actually present. This harm may afflict the body, giving
rise to “outward pain,” or it may impact the mind, thus resulting in
“inward pain.”(75) In either case the
obstacle is overcome by patience, the virtue by which we hold fast to
an arduous good. 


But suffering need not be momentary;
it can also stretch out in time. When an agent perceives his suffering as
renewable, a foretaste of still more to come, his will to hold out erodes. This
obstacle is overcome by perseverance, the virtue by which we persist
in activity that promotes the good.
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When suffering is present, and
renewable, the desired good—the object of one’s hope and the reason for
endurance—can appear to be far off in the future. Discouragement follows. This
obstacle is overcome by longanimity, the virtue by which we know how
to wait, holding out for the accomplishment of a future good.


When endurance continues over a long
time, new and unfamiliar evils often supervene, aggravating the weight of those
already present. This obstacle is overcome by constancy, the virtue by
which we keep loyal to our path, despite the unexpected obstacles arising on
the way.


This fourfold distinction of
challenges and corresponding dispositions rests on a dialectic of the passions.
Courage, we have seen, is concerned first and foremost with regulating fear.
Yet rarely does fear operate in isolation from its kindred passion, sorrow. It
often happens that evils anticipated (feared) become present (causing pain),
giving rise, in turn, to the anticipation of still more pain, thereby
intensifying the fear. The courageous man must accordingly know how to handle
sorrow, not by expunging it altogether, but by guarding against an immersion so
intense that it hinders the use of reason.(76)
Courage likewise feeds upon hope—“a movement of the appetitive power
ensuing from cognition of a future good, difficult but possible to attain”(77)—and through longanimity it guards against
the opposing passions of discouragement and despair.


Ultimately, however, courage depends
upon the root passion, love.(78) Only
attachment to some good perceived as primordial can explain why other
goods—including bodily integrity and even life itself—can willingly be put at
risk: “the good for the sake of which one is willing to endure evils, is
more desired and loved than the good the privation of which causes the sorrow
that we bear patiently.”(79) Why love of
the temporal city might warrant such a sacrifice will be addressed in the next
section.
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Aquinas says little explicitly about
the battlefield in his discussion of virtuous endurance. That he intends his
account to apply to the military setting is however suggested by two comments.
First, to the objection that patience is incompatible with the conduct expected
of a warrior, since the brave man does not endure evils patiently but instead
goes on the attack, Aquinas responds that “it is not contrary to the
proper understanding of patience that someone should rise up against those who
do evil, when this is required of him.”(80)


The other passage even more
explicitly links endurance with soldierly conduct on the battlefield. Discussing
perseverance, Aquinas notes how, like every other virtue, it is a habit that
directs us to do something well. Doing well can take on two forms. Sometimes it
relates to the end of life as a whole (finis humanae vitae), as when
Christians are expected to persevere in the faith every single day, up until
the moment of death. In addition, they are called to complete tasks of more
limited duration, in which case the perseverance is ordered to a temporally
specified good work (finis operis). Thus “a soldier,”
Aquinas writes, is virtuous when he “perseveres to the conclusion of the
battle.”(81)


It might seem that Aquinas’s
distinction between the end of the work and the end of human life is identical
with the contrast he draws earlier(82) between
art and prudence. If this were the case, a soldier’s virtuous perseverance unto
death would describe a morally neutral act, after the fashion of a work
produced by art, such that his ability to hold firm on the battlefield could in
fact be ordered to a good or to a bad end. But at this juncture Aquinas is in
fact making a rather different point. His intent is to establish a division within
the genus of complete virtue. Some virtues, termed “principal” are
exercised throughout the whole of life; chief among them are faith, hope, and
charity. Other virtues are of a conditional character, being exercised only
when the requisite occasions arise—although the disposition to perform such
acts should be permanently with us. Magnificence, the right use of 
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great wealth, is mentioned in this
connection alongside battlefield perseverance. Aquinas clearly intends to
affirm that these “secondary” virtues are full-fledged moral
dispositions; they presuppose rectitude of the will, and are connected with the
other moral virtues.


Apart from these two comments,
Aquinas does not elaborate on the special modalities of battlefield endurance.
Had he explored this domain in greater detail he would have found much to say
about the peculiar effects of fear on the psyche of soldiers in battle. The
effects of sorrow, likewise, would have opened up a large vista for
exploration. He certainly would have made use of the distinction, mentioned
above, between the suffering occasioned by physical harm to oneself, and the
inner pain, in some measure even more intense,(83)
occasioned by the psychological impact of seeing others suffer. True enough,
virtuous warriors would not be burdened by the recollection of their own
misdeeds—having abstained from improper conduct in war.(84)
But they would sorrow at the harm suffered, not only by their comrades in arms,
but even by enemy combatants, with whom they remain united as fellow children
of God. Above all, they would sorrow at the harm inflicted on bystanders to
war, who by no fault of their own are pressed into the line of fire. This
sorrow will be most acute when the virtuous warrior recognizes his own role in
causing this harm, not intentionally of course—as this would be morally
reprehensible—but as a side-effect, whether accidental or foreseeable, of
proportionate military action.(85) 
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Aquinas’s doctrine of just war thus
does not entail a stance of insensitivity vis-à-vis the horrors unleashed by
war. To the contrary, “[i]t is a sign of moral goodness,” he writes,
“when a man sorrows on account of an evil that is actually present; for
should he fail to experience sorrow or pain, this could be only because he
feels it not, or does not deem it repugnant; both [attitudes] are manifest
evils.”(86) 


 


VI. Dying for One’s Country


Courage is called for whenever the
risk of serious bodily harm or death is consciously assumed in pursuit of a
worthy good. Falling outside the scope of this virtue are situations in which
such risks are incurred unwittingly,(87) for
reasons incommensurate with the potential harm, or for ends incompatible with
moral goodness. Moreover, the possessor of courage will recognize that the
risks in question represent real and not merely illusory evils. “Of all
the goods of the present life, man loves life itself most, and consequently he
hates death more than anything, especially when it is accompanied by pains of
bodily torment.”(88) Aquinas thereby
acknowledges the evilness of death even though he simultaneously holds that the
human soul, by reason of its immateriality, necessarily continues in existence
after its separation from the body. The two assertions are compatible because
on his understanding body and soul enjoy much more than an accidental union.
The soul is, in his words, “naturally united to the body, for in its
essence it is the form of the body.”(89)
He is thus able to conclude, quite emphatically, that “it is contrary to
the nature of the soul to be without the body.”(90)
This metaphysical truth leaves a trace in human consciousness, since we
spontaneously anticipate 
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death with dread; we assume,
instinctively, that it is a form of violence. Death for us is accordingly an
unnatural state that cries out for a remedy. Aquinas would accordingly take
issue with accounts of courage that trivialize death, as were expressed, for
instance, during the 1930s by exponents of militant (“imperial-way”)
Zen Buddhism.(91)


Aquinas adheres to Christian teaching
in maintaining that a remedy for death is found in the resurrection of Christ.
By the divine efficacy of his rising, we too, after dying, will recover our
bodies, though in our case this happens not immediately but at the end of time.
On this premise—which Aquinas connects with the related doctrine of the
separated soul’s enjoyment of the beatific vision immediately after death—it
is understandable how some might be willing to undergo a martyr’s death,
witnessing to their love of God and in hope of a future bliss with him. But, prima
facie, it would seem that no such premise comes to the support of civic
courage. Why should soldiers be willing to give their all if the temporal city
is in no way able to return the favor? 


Aquinas responds to this query with
two different lines of argument, one of which places the soldier’s death under
the category of martyrdom, while the other focuses on the special character of
acquired courage.


The first line of argument is framed
as a response to an objection which holds that fallen soldiers do not merit the
heavenly reward of martyrs.(92) While
acknowledging with Aristotle that the common good of the nation (gentes)
is indeed higher than private good of the individual, and likewise that service
to one’s country in a just war bears an inherent value, the objection asserts
nonetheless that only those who have suffered a violent death in
witness to God, the uncreated good, can be venerated in the 
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Church as martyrs. Tacitly agreeing
with this conclusion, in his response Aquinas notes however that any human
good—including presumably a willingness to die in a just war defending one’s
homeland(93)—can become a cause of martyrdom
if it is sought for a divine end.(94) No
example is given in this passage from the Secunda Secundae. But in his
youthful commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Aquinas gives a
more elaborate explanation for this same point:(95)


When a person dies
for the common good, but does not relate this to Christ, he will not merit the
aureole [of a martyr]. But should this be referred to Christ he will
merit the aureole and will be a martyr, as happens, for instance, when against
the attack of an enemy who seeks to corrupt the faith of Christ, someone
defends his country, suffering death as a consequence.


Two different scenarios are entertained in this text. On the one hand,
someone can willingly die for his country, taken precisely as the highest of
all temporal goods, yet prescinding from any ulterior ordination to the
transcendent divine good. This may very well be a virtuous death—compatible
with the faith and charity—but it falls short of the special honor signified
by the ecclesial title “martyr,” since in this instance death is
undergone for a temporal, not a transcendent end. On the other hand, one’s
country can bear reference to a transcendent end insofar as the temporal common
good includes the public practice of religion. By thus protecting the worship
of God from those who would violently impede it, armed defense assumes a
religious character. “Christ’s faithful frequently go to war [bellum
movent] against unbelievers,” Aquinas writes, “not indeed for
the purpose of forcing them to believe … but to prevent them from hindering













page 363


the faith of Christ.”(96) Should one
die in the process, this death will count as martyrdom. It is in this manner
that Aquinas describes the military efforts of those religious orders—for
instance, the Knights Templar—that had assumed arms to defend the Holy Land.(97) To underscore how military martyrdom involves
ordination to transtemporal spiritual goods, Aquinas states that it is the
fruit not of civic, but of infused virtue.(98) 


In thus allowing for military
martyrdom, Aquinas seems to have contradicted his other claim, discussed above,
that the martyr’s courage, consisting as it does solely in endurance, excludes
a stance of attack.(99) On this basis the very
notion of a “military martyrdom” (a term admittedly not employed by
Aquinas himself) would seem to be an oxymoron. This problem is not addressed by
Aquinas directly, perhaps because he assumed that military martyrdom would
apply only to soldiers who die in a purely defensive posture, such as those who
are captured and executed, or who are otherwise unable to mount a forcible
resistance.(100) Thomas’s older brother
Renaud, a knight in the service of pope Innocent IV, underwent a death of this
sort.(101) 
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Thus, even if Aquinas did allow for
military martyrdom of this limited sort, he would not employ this expression to
designate a willing acceptance of death by someone initiating an attack—even
under the hypothesis that the attack was mounted for a religious purpose and in
due observance of noncombatant immunity and other fundamental norms of war.
“Martyrdom-seeking operations,” as the term is used in some Islamic
writings today, would thus not find acceptance within Aquinas’s more
restrictive frame of discourse. 


Alongside military martyrdom—whereby
death is willingly undergone for a religious purpose—Aquinas acknowledges that
courage may also be exercised directly for the common good of the temporal
city. His most explicit treatment of this theme appears in his commentary on
Matthew 5:39, “do not resist evil,” where he reasons that the
individual person stands in relation to the common good of his polity (respublica),
as does a part to a whole. However, unlike the parallel passages where the
parts-whole formula is advanced as justification for capital and other forms of
corporeal punishment,(102) in the present case
it is employed to explain why an individual might voluntarily risk his life for
the welfare of the body politic. After noting that we instinctively recoil at
the approach of harm, Aquinas observes that we are nevertheless naturally
inclined to expose ourselves individually to harm so as to protect the whole
from a harm even greater, for every part naturally loves the whole more than
itself. Just as a man would permit his diseased limb to be severed in order to
save his life, by extension he would be naturally inclined to sustain evil when
necessary for the public good. This willingness to confront danger pertains to
fortitude and related political virtues.(103)
And from the related assertion that “each man, 
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in all that he is and has
belongs to the community,”(104) Aquinas
makes clear the confrontation with evil can require of us even the ultimate
sacrifice, death.


The parts-whole analogy is of limited
applicability, however. Human beings—having God for ultimate end—possess an
intrinsic value that cannot be reduced to the service they might render to the
temporal common good. Counterbalancing his affirmation that “each
individual person is related to the entire community as the part to the
whole,”(105) Aquinas also writes that
“man is not ordained to the political community according to all that he
is and has.”(106) While we can be called
on to sacrifice our corporeal existence for this whole, this mode of our being
does not exhaust all that is in us, certainly not the full dimensions of our
soul. 


In this vein, Aquinas explains how
the brave man, who risks death for the good of the city, does so also out of a
love of his own virtue and perfection. The loss of one’s body can willingly be
sustained because it is subordinate to the soul’s exercise of virtue. The body
is loved both because it is a natural good and also because of its
instrumentality in performing acts of virtue. When a worthy cause is at stake,
the second rationale takes precedence over the former. Subordinating the one to
the other is in line with our human self-love: the body exists for the higher
good of the soul, and the soul itself comes to perfection through exercise of
the virtues, including courage. 


Paradoxically, then, the brave
person’s confrontation with death can be a source of delight.(107)
Taken in itself, death is an evil and the prospect of dying naturally fills us
with dread (an admixture of sorrow and fear). Yet courageous acts are
nonetheless pleasurable, insofar as they are an expression of virtue 
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whereby the soul finds its natural
completion. Enabling its possessor to remain steadfast in the good despite the
presence of evil, while contemplating the triumph of good in the future,
courage brings with it a distinctive pleasure, a sense of accomplishment at
dying in a moment of excellence and for a great purpose.(108)


Aquinas does however add an important
caveat to this reasoning. Only when sorrow takes the form of a spiritual
affect can courage stand a reasonable chance of prevailing over it, for in this
case one spiritual affect—the pleasure arising from awareness of oneself as
the performer of a virtuous deed—overcomes the other affect that is formally
speaking its contrary—the sorrow that arises from the mental
perception of imminent death. But if physical pain supervenes there
will be no contrary affect to chase the attendant sorrow away. And should this
pain be intense, the spiritual pleasure of virtue cannot be sustained. On this
basis, Aquinas concludes that the habit of acquired fortitude is more effective
in enabling a person to hold fast in the face of death than in resisting acute
bodily pain. By contrast, infused fortitude is effective even in the latter
respect, since “by a copious assistance of God’s grace,” enabling the
martyr to “delight in divine things,”(109)
the pleasure of virtue is reinforced to the point where it can overcome extreme
corporeal pain.


In the preceding analysis of military
courage, we have focused on situations where there is a risk, but not a
certainty, of death. Soldiers going into battle know they may die, yet they
typically carry with them a hope of survival. Military annals do however tell
of self-sacrificing missions that are undertaken with little or no hope of
survival, such as the kamikaze bombing raids of World War II.(110)
Did Aquinas envision these self-sacrificing missions within his treatment of
acquired courage? 












page 367


The question is addressed obliquely
apropos of the biblical figure Samson (Judg 16). Taken prisoner by the
Philistines, who tied him to a temple column, and after invoking God to regain
his strength, Samson managed to pull down the column, collapsing the temple,
killing three thousand of his enemies who were celebrating his capture on the
roof above. In this manner he knowingly went to his own death in order to
fulfill a mission of revenge. Was Samson’s action condemnable on moral grounds
as a suicide? This is the question posed by Aquinas (STh II-II, q. 64,
a. 5, ad 4). Setting up a contrast with Razias (2 Macc 14:42), who
unjustifiably killed himself in order to avoid capture (“this was not true
fortitude but rather weakness of soul unable to bear penal evils” [ibid.,
ad 5]), he quotes Augustine (De civitate Dei 1.26) to the effect that
Samson’s act was allowable because it resulted from an inner prompting of the
Holy Spirit. No further explanation is given, although the point is reinforced
by a parallel drawn to the case of the holy virgins [of Aquileia], celebrated
by the Church, who took their own lives to avoid rape. Acknowledging the praise
of St. Paul (Heb 11:32), who numbered Samson among the elect, Aquinas
understands his fortitude to be an expression of infused virtue, whereby the
ordinary rules prohibiting suicide could be lifted due to a special
dispensation of God, the Master of life and death.(111)


Significantly, however, a
supplementary explanation was advanced by Aquinas’s commentator Vitoria.(112) Samson’s act cannot be described as a
suicide, precisely because he never intended to take his own life; rather, he
wished to kill his enemies, in the wake of which his own death followed as a
foreseeable side-effect. Citing the related story of Eleazar (1 Macc 6:43-47),
who was crushed after stabbing the underbelly of an elephant in order to bring
down the enemy commander, whom he 
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believed was sitting above, Vitoria
applies double-effect reasoning in order to demonstrate how even without divine
inspiration the actions of Eleazar, and by extension Samson, were conceivably
licit: “for who doubts that someone in a battle, or defending a city,
would undertake an action for the welfare of his homeland and for the great
detriment of its enemies, even though it would involve his own certain
death?”(113) To this question Vitoria
emphatically responds in the affirmative, concluding that “Eleazar and… anyone else who has killed himself [unintentionally yet foreseeably] for the
republic … should be excused.”(114)
Vitoria’s reasoning seems compatible with Aquinas’s principles, but why the
latter did not propose it himself cannot readily be ascertained. 


 


Conclusion




Despite the marginal place battlefield courage occupies vis-à-vis the chief
purpose of the Secunda Pars—how
human beings advance toward union with God—Aquinas does accord it a special
role within his typology of the virtues. This role is of a piece with his conviction
that the temporal common good, while not constituting the ultimate goal for
human beings, is still an inherent good that merits the formation of the
relevant moral virtues, among them military courage. In this connection, he
demonstrates an awareness of the distinctive moral challenges of the military
life, a setting wherein its participants struggle to find the mean of virtue
amid the darker passions—fear, aggression, sorrow, and anger. By situating
just war in this emotive context, Aquinas balances out the more principled
approach of the question “De bello” (STh II-II, q. 40) and in so doing he provides a
virtue-ethical blueprint for the revival of just war thought in our own day.
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THE FOLLOWING considerations arise from an indisputable, albeit regrettable
fact: the pervasive fragmentation of contemporary Catholic theology and the
consequent urgent need of renewal. Such renewal will have to come about by way
of recovering theology’s inner unity. And the latter requires nothing less than
allowing theology’s soul— supernatural, divine faith—to inform again the
whole body of theology. The authority of America’s foremost Catholic theologian,
the late Avery 
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Cardinal Dulles, S.J., shall suffice as a warrant for the way I characterize
the present state of Catholic theology. In his important essay, “Wisdom as
the Source of Unity for Theology,” published shortly before his death, he
observes:


Over the past fifty
years we have all heard the repeated complaint, amounting sometimes to a
lamentation, that theology has lost its unity. Like Humpty Dumpty it has
suffered a great fall, and all the pope’s theologians have not succeeded in
putting it together again. Theology is splintered into subdisciplines that
insist on their own autonomy without regard for one another. Biblical studies
go in one direction, historical scholarship goes in another, ethics in a third,
and spirituality in a fourth.


In addition to this
fragmentation of disciplines, there is a growing breach between past and
present. The classic statements of the faith are studied historically, in
relation to the circumstances in which they arose. If their contemporary
relevance is not denied, they are reinterpreted for today in ways that preserve
little if anything of their original content. The Magisterium, which has
traditionally been the guardian of theological orthodoxy, is simply ignored by
some theologians and bitterly criticized by others. Dogmatic theology, which
seeks to ground itself in official Catholic teaching, is shunned as being
servile and unprogressive… . Each theologian is expected to be creative and
is encouraged to say something novel and surprising. A theologian who reaffirms
the tradition and fails to challenge the received doctrine is considered timid
and retrograde.(4)


Cardinal Dulles’ analysis is true in every respect. Furthermore, his
constructive proposal is as salient as it is salutary in retrieving Thomas’s
three kinds of wisdom as the source of unity for theology: philosophical
wisdom, theological wisdom, and infused wisdom. While philosophical wisdom
arises from the natural capacity of the human intellect to investigate the
structures of reality, infused wisdom, the immediate gift of the Holy
Spirit, enables the believer to form right judgments by means of a divinely
given connaturality. Theological wisdom, finally, considers all
reality in light of revelation and is thus constitutive 
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of theology as sacra doctrina.(5) In
the following, I wish to build upon Dulles’s proposal by expanding it in one
important regard: the crucial connection between theological wisdom and the
infused, supernatural virtue of faith. Such an attempt is not as far-fetched as
it might at first seem. The most recent magisterial teaching—Pope Benedict
XVI’s encyclical Spe salvi—encourages a genuine recovery of the
supernatural character of the faith. By drawing out the implications of such a
recovery for Catholic theology as a unified sapiential theology, the internal
unity of which arises from its essential correlation to supernatural faith, I
intend to receive this magisterial teaching as an impulse for a genuinely
Thomist contribution to the renewal of contemporary Catholic theology.


It is worthwhile to quote at length
the pertinent passage from Spe salvi:


In the eleventh
chapter of the Letter to the Hebrews (v. 1) we find a kind of definition
of faith which closely links this virtue with hope… . “Faith is the hypostasis
of things hoped for; the proof of things not seen.” For the Fathers and
for the theologians of the Middle Ages, it was clear that the Greek word hypostasis
was to be rendered in Latin with the term substantia. The Latin
translation of the text produced at the time of the early Church therefore
reads: Est autem fides sperandarum substantia rerum, argumentum non
apparentium—faith is the “substance” of things hoped for; the
proof of things not seen. Saint Thomas Aquinas, using the terminology of the
philosophical tradition to which he belonged, explains it as follows: faith is
a habitus, that is, a stable disposition of the spirit, through which
eternal life takes root in us and reason is led to consent to what it does not
see… . [T]hrough faith, in a tentative way, or as we might say “in
embryo”—and thus according to the “substance”—there are
already present in us the things that are hoped for: a whole, true life. And
precisely because the thing itself is already present, this 
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presence of what is
to come also creates certainty: this “thing” which must come is not
yet visible in the external world (it does not “appear”), but because
of the fact that, as an initial and dynamic reality, we carry it within us, a
certain perception of it has even now come into existence… . Faith is not
merely a personal reaching out towards things to come that are still totally
absent: it gives us something. It gives us even now something of the reality
we are waiting for, and this present reality constitutes for us a
“proof” of the things that are still unseen. Faith draws the future
into the present, so that it is no longer simply a “not yet.” (§7)(6)


In this crucial passage, the source for the renewal of contemporary Catholic
theology is as plainly stated as is the name of the doctor communis
who in his theology offers the very resources for such a renewal. To put the
encyclical’s teaching on faith into Thomas’s somewhat more technical language:
Faith is an infused habitus, that is, a stable supernatural
disposition of the human spirit, indeed, the effect of the “new
being” of sanctifying grace in believers, through which eternal life takes
root in us such that reason is led to assent to what it does not see, and in
consequence of which the human person is enabled to attain the transcendent God
who is the First Truth.(7) It is this attaining
of the transcendent God who is the First Truth that makes supernatural faith
“theological” in the proper sense of the word. For in virtue of the
infused habitus of faith, “‘in embryo’—and thus according to the
‘substance’—there are already present in us the things that are hoped for: a
whole, true life.” This is what the Thomist tradition calls the
“theological life,” “la vie théologale.”(8)



When Catholic theology becomes again
intrinsically ordered to and informed by the supernatural dynamic and content
of theological faith, it will recover its unity as sacra doctrina and
thereby will undergo a salutary renewal. In this regard, I would like to
submit, Thomism—which constantly teaches the essential correlation between
theological faith and the sapiential character 
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of theology, between the simple
understanding of faith and the discursive and contemplative operation of
theological wisdom—is in an advantageous position to make a salient
contribution to such a contemporary renewal of Catholic theology.(9)


In order to avoid the danger of vague
and largely unsupported generalizations about contemporary Catholic theology,
however, I shall build upon and advance Dulles’s proposal by way of examining
two paradigmatic sketches of the nature and task of Catholic theology. I shall
first consider a programmatic post-Vatican II revision of the nature of
Catholic dogmatic theology. The author is the already-then-noted German
Catholic dogmatic theologian Walter Kasper, now cardinal and former president
of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity. Kasper’s treatise
originated in a lecture he presented at the first postconciliar Conference of
German Dogmatic Theologians, which met in Munich, 2-5 January 1967. The German
original was published the same year under the title “Die Methoden der
Dogmatik—Einheit und Vielheit” (“The Methods of Dogmatic
Theology—Unity and Plurality”).(10) In
1969 an English translation appeared, although its title omitted what is most
indicative of 












page 374


Kasper’s program: “Unity and
Plurality.”(11) This elimination was
unfortunate, because Kasper is quite explicitly concerned with recovering the
inner unity of dogmatic theology and thereby contributing to the integration of
all branches of Catholic theology.(12) 


In the foreword to his treatise,
Kasper emphasizes that this work claims to be nothing more than “a
preliminary probe.”(13) Yet precisely
because of its experimental and preliminary character, Kasper’s opuscule
represents an instructive and indeed paradigmatic example of what, in the years
immediately following the Second Vatican Council, was widely regarded as an
overdue fresh theological venture.(14)


In a second step, I shall turn to an
equally brief programmatic treatise, “The Work of Theology,”(15) of the Spanish Dominican Francisco P. Muñiz,
who taught at the Angelicum in Rome. 
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Translated by the American Dominican
John Reid, Muñiz’s humbly titled “Work” was published in English in
1953, during those theologically and ecclesiastically complicated years leading
up to the Second Vatican Council. Thus fifteen years before Kasper’s treatise
appeared in English and about ten years before the council, Muñiz’s
preoccupation with the unity of theology, with theology as a proper whole (totum),
and his creative use of Thomas’s metaphysics of the totum potestativum,
was made available to an English-speaking theological readership.


One could hardly imagine two
treatises on the renewal of Catholic theology more different in rhetorical
posture, intellectual orientation, and theological patrimony. Each bears the
traces of the particular intellectual moment in which it was conceived in the
history of Catholic theology. Muñiz’s treatise embodies in an unencumbered way
the conceptual rigor of Scholastic discourse, to which we have largely grown
unaccustomed in the last fifty years. Kasper’s treatise embraces in an equally
unencumbered way the later Heidegger’s consistent historicizing of being and
Gadamer’s version of a tradition-dependent universal hermeneutics, two philosophical
interventions of undoubted importance that, however, forty years later—and
especially outside of the confines of the German intellectual context—convey
an indisputable datedness. Moreover, the all-too-conventional post-Vatican II
hermeneutics of discontinuity, which is as superficial as it is erroneous,
would most likely dismiss Muñiz’s approach as a typical instantiation of a
static, unhistorical metaphysical and theological framework and embrace
Kasper’s program as a properly dynamic and historically sensitive stance. Among
other things, I hope to show that such a contrastive reading of pre- and
post-Vatican II accounts of the nature of theology misses the real issues at
stake, robs itself of a most salutary theological patrimony, and does justice
neither to Kasper nor to Muñiz.


In what follows, I examine what
Kasper and Muñiz have to say about (a) the nature and task of theology; (b) the
nature of faith; (c) the relationship between faith and theology; (d) the
impact of their variant understandings of the nature of faith on their 
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respective accounts of theology; and
finally (e) whether and, if so, how each programmatic proposal can be received
in light of Spe salvi‘s teaching on supernatural, divine faith.


 


I


Walter Kasper’s Methods of
Dogmatic Theology is divided into five sections: (I) “The Present
Crisis,” (II) “The Historical Background,” (III)
“Theology’s Starting Point,” (IV) “History and Theology,”
and (V) “The Goal of Methodology.” In the first section, “The
Present Crisis,” Kasper characterizes the intellectual situation of the
1960s as a “crisis of faith” in which “the fundamental
principles of faith itself and the possibility of saying anything about
God” (1)(16) have been called into question.
He understands Vatican II as addressing this critical situation with a call for
“a new theology, a dogmatic methodology that was more biblically and
pastorally oriented” (2). This new theology is to be fueled by “the
new spirit which pervades [the Second Vatican Council’s] statements and
declarations. Dogmatic theology as a whole is presented as being more dynamic,
more catholic, more oriented to this world and the future; moreover, in many
respects, it is portrayed as something possessing less certainty than
heretofore” (3). 


According to Kasper, there is an
urgent need for such a new theology, for he sees a real crisis threatening the
foundations of theology, a crisis caused primarily by rapidly accelerating new
developments: “Justifiable criticism of the a-worldliness of theology in
the past now threatens to drive us to the other extreme, to give rise to a
secular theology which has no real tradition” (ibid.). In order to check
the move to this extreme, Kasper explicitly recalls the traditional, sapiential
understanding of theology: 


Theology belongs to
the realm which tradition sums up under the word sapientia (wisdom).
Through it we savor (sapere), we come to know, “the glory of God 
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shining on the face
of Christ Jesus” (2 Cor 4, 6). This is the type of experience which is
proper to theology, and the modern-day emphasis on truth requires that this
experience be given a new, more intensive form of methodological
self-verification. For even though theology cannot simply appropriate one or other
of the secular methods, it is not a purely whimsical process either. Theology,
too, must be rigorous and serious. It, too, must draw reasonable conclusions.
It, too, must use exactness in posing and answering questions. Theology, too,
has its methods. (5)


Hence, in contrast to the newly emerging “secular theology,”
Kasper very much regards theology as a methodical inquiry into the truth, an
inquiry in which tradition is an essential ingredient. To put it into
MacIntyrean terms, for Kasper theology is irreversibly tradition-constituted:
“Only tradition, dominated as it is by the quest for truth, can put us on
the road where the search for truth is made” (6-7). The concept of
ecclesial-doctrinal tradition that Kasper introduces and consistently applies
throughout his treatise is deeply shaped by his interpretation of the doctrine
of tradition held by the nineteenth-century Roman school.(17)
More importantly, however, Kasper normatively contextualizes and thus
interprets his understanding of ecclesial-doctrinal tradition further by way of
a more comprehensive and indeed foundational philosophical-hermeneutical
understanding of tradition that is explicitly indebted to Heidegger’s late
philosophy:
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Tradition discloses
the truth and touches off the quest for it, but at the same time it also hides
the truth. The answers of tradition can never fully handle the questions to
which tradition gives rise; indeed, they often obstruct these questions and
maintain a stranglehold on them. Historical reflection on the questions of the
past leads inevitably to further exploration of the new and more radical
possibilities of comprehending truth. Tradition sets us on the road to seek
truth and, in so doing, it opens up new pathways for future theology. (7-8)(18)


This passage demonstrates as well as any other the
fundamental, ontological historicity Kasper assumes to obtain in regard to the
human act of understanding in general.(19)
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Thus it is that a philosophical
hermeneutics inspired by Heidegger and Gadamer, in conjunction with what the
German biblical exegesis of the 1950s and 1960s regarded as the newly recovered
biblical notion of truth, provides the warrant for holding truth to be a
fundamentally historical phenomenon and ultimately an eschatological promise: 


Truth and fidelity
are closely tied together. A thing is true if it actually turns out to be what
it purports to be. A thing is true if it has permanence and stability, if it
stands the test of time. Thus the biblical notion of truth is characterized by
its temporal orientation. It is concerned with things that have happened or
will happen, not with things that are what they are by nature. In the biblical view,
truth is an historical phenomenon and, ultimately, an eschatological promise.
(53)


This authentic biblical notion of truth, purportedly retrieved just recently
by the efforts of historical-critical exegesis, gives rise to a profound
questioning of the received central concepts of theology:


In these
revolutionary days we simply must probe all our theological concepts in depth,
asking how relevant and how meaningful they are for our concrete practice of
the faith. Even the central concepts of theology—grace, salvation, sin,
God—have become empty words to a large extent. They do not say anything to
men, and they have no foundation in the realm of experience. They often seem to
represent a set of values which cannot be discovered experientially in the
Christian’s life of faith in history. (52)(20) 


It is important to note that Kasper in no way intends to endorse relativism
or skepticism. He rather argues exclusively in favor of substituting what he
calls a “static framework” with a historical framework of
metaphysical structures.(21) He has no 
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interest in theology being dissolved
into a “historical soup” (56) which he regards as the inevitable
result of any radical attempt to historicize existence to such a degree that
all perduring metaphysical norms would prove illusory. Rather, he very much
wants to understand the “end of metaphysics” along the lines of the
later Schelling and the later Heidegger: “The end of metaphysics can only
mean that we are salvaging the intrinsic historicity of metaphysical thought
from the false trap of a philosophia perennis and a theologia
perennis” (57).


A genuinely historical outlook,
Kasper emphasizes, cannot, after all, afford to jettison metaphysical
categories in toto. And while theology is embedded in the same
comprehensive historicity of being and thinking as fully as philosophy,
“theology cannot dispense with universally valid metaphysical categories
any more than philosophy can” (58). If one wonders how, according to
Kasper’s comprehensive historical-hermeneutical program, theology comes by such
universally valid metaphysical categories, one might have recourse to the
universality of the eschatological promise as the normative transhistorical
point of reference for a theology that is “historical through and
through” (ibid.). In order for theology not to fall into the trap of
fideism (“apodictically propounding a particular truth as a universally
valid truth” [ibid.]), the universality of this promise must be preserved
in the concrete engagement of theology with all other ways and kinds of
thinking: “If theology is not to retire into freely chosen isolation, then
it must be able to show that its statements concretize, outstrip and fulfill
the elements of anticipation and longing that stand out in the basic structures
of every history” (58-59).


It is far from clear how such an
illustration could show that the metaphysical categories entailed in theology
are indeed true(22) and 
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how such an illustration would
protect theology from ending up in the very “historical soup” Kasper
is rightly concerned about. It is, however, patent what the overarching goal of
such a philosophical theology of history is: “to show that Christ is truly
the concretum universale … the unique and irreducible
concretization of history’s universal essence” (59, 61).(23)
This concretum universale constitutes the irreducible normative aspect
of dogmatic theology that keeps it from becoming an exclusively historical
enterprise. Consequently, “[t]he historical and speculative methods of
dogmatic theology are two aspects of a single historical-hermeneutical process”
(63). If we ask which of the two aspects governs the other, Kasper does not
hesitate to draw a not-altogether-unproblematic, albeit perfectly consistent
conclusion from his programmatic approach: there indeed is a speculative aspect
of dogmatic theology, but “[s]peculative thought must be viewed as
concrete, historical thought” (ibid.). The reason for this is that
“dogma can only be regarded as a relative, historical reality of pure
functional significance” (25). The two poles or terms in relation to which
dogma is relative are, on the one hand, “the pristine Word of God”
and, on the other hand, “the questioning process of a given era”
(ibid.). Kasper 
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stresses that “Dogma itself, and
the speculative reflection of dogmatic theology, must be viewed in terms of
these two overriding considerations which go beyond them” (ibid.).
Consequently, dogmatic theology is a hermeneutical activity that stands between
the poles of “the Word of revelation in Scripture and the present-day
realities of Christian proclamation” (ibid.).(24)
Hence, “[t]he aim of speculative theology is to comprehend faith’s
universal claim in a concrete intellectual situation” (62). With explicit
reference to Johann Sebastian Drey, Kasper conceives dogmatic theology as the
“transmission of the faith to an ever enduring present” (64).(25) 


The point has arrived where it is
apposite to ask how Kasper conceives of “faith.” Analogous to
theology, faith for Kasper has an historical as well as a normative aspect. The
normative aspect 
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of faith, the ultimate Christological
and eschatological mystery of God, pertains to faith’s existential certitudo
super omnia. The historical aspect of the faith pertains to the concrete,
historically configured articles of faith by way of which faith’s universal
claim takes concrete historical shape.(26) It
is faith’s normative aspect, its unshakable existential certitude in
relationship to the concretum universale, Jesus Christ, that sets the
theologian free to engage in an unrestrained questioning process of fides
quaerens intellectum “beyond the ready-made concepts to the
underlying reality” (ibid.).(27)
Therefore, “[s]trong in the faith and supported by the Church, the
theologian is free to ask whatever he will… . [H]e can savor the delight of
questioning everything” (64-65). “The wonder of faith is that its certitudo
super omnia permits and even calls for such a questioning process”
(64). In Kasper’s own words, as already quoted above, “[e]ven the central
concepts of theology—grace, salvation, sin, God—have become empty words to a
large extent” (52). Such provocative formulations make it difficult not to
wonder whether such an unrestrained interrogative process should not indeed
include a radical questioning of the very concept itself of the
“articles of faith.” But on these very articles seems to
depend—according to Kasper—faith’s universal claim in a concrete intellectual
situation. One wonders: Might not such a radical comprehensive questioning of
all central concepts for which faith’s certitude seems to liberate the dogmatic
theologian undo the last traces of any propositional content of the 
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faith itself (which depends upon
revealed principles and their correlative concepts that essentially transcend
history: God, salvation, grace, and sin) and thereby lay bare the very nature
of the concept of faith on which Kasper’s account seems to rely?


The only notion of faith that seems
to be essentially invulnerable to such a radical questioning process is faith
as an existential relation (in the form of a conviction) to a singular
transhistorical datum in history—the kerygma of Jesus Christ. Because of the
strong substantive resonances between Kasper’s concept of faith and a peculiar
Lutheran, existential-hermeneutical understanding of faith dominant in the
Germany of the 1950s and 1960s (Fuchs, Bultmann, Ebeling—all of whom Kasper
refers to at various places in his treatise), it might not only be permissible
but indeed salient at this point to recall the continuation of the crucial
passage from Spe salvi cited above:


To Luther, who was
not particularly fond of the Letter to the Hebrews, the concept of
“substance,” in the context of his view of faith, meant nothing. For
this reason he understood the term hypostasis/substance not in the
objective sense (of a reality present within us), but in the subjective sense,
as an expression of an interior attitude, and so, naturally, he also had to
understand the term argumentum as a disposition of the subject. In the
twentieth century this interpretation became prevalent—at least in Germany—in
Catholic exegesis too, so that the ecumenical translation into German of the
New Testament, approved by the Bishops, reads as follows: Glaube aber ist:
Feststehen in dem, was man erhofft, Überzeugtsein von dem, was man nicht sieht
(faith is: standing firm in what one hopes, being convinced of what one does
not see.) This in itself is not incorrect, but it is not the meaning of the
text, because the Greek term used (elenchos) does not have the
subjective sense of “conviction” but the objective sense of
“proof.” (§7) 


One might wonder to what degree the notion of faith Kasper advances in his
programmatic sketch on the nature and task of dogmatic theology is adversely
affected by conceiving faith primarily as the subjective conviction of an
essentially future truth that broke into history in the death and resurrection
of Christ. Due to his pervasive emphasis on the “not yet” (while
acknowledging marginally [i.e., in a footnote] an “already now”), 
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it seems Kasper’s predominantly existential-eschatological understanding of
faith lacks the specific supernatural character that according to Spe salvi
is essential to the faith:


Faith is not merely
a personal reaching out towards things to come that are still totally absent:
it gives us something. It gives us even now something of the reality we are
waiting for, and this present reality constitutes for us a “proof” of
the things that are still unseen. Faith draws the future into the present, so
that it is no longer simply a “not yet.” The fact that this future
exists changes the present; the present is touched by the future reality, and
thus the things of the future spill over into those of the present and those of
the present into those of the future. (Ibid.)


While Kasper clearly does not want to jettison completely this
“already” of the faith, he seems to be unable to account for it fully
inside his pervasive historical-eschatological framework, which is governed by
“the one eschatological mystery of God which unfolds in history”
(54).(28) Faith is for Kasper first and
foremost the conviction of the kerygma’s truth as an eschatological promise; in
such a notion of faith there obtains necessarily a foregrounding if not
privileging of the “not yet.” A faith thus conceived seeking
understanding must unceasingly give rise to historically contingent and
contextually situated explications and interpretations of the kerygma. The
radical questioning in turn of earlier explications and interpretations by the
selfsame faith seeking understanding seems to come at little cost because
faith’s existential certitude remains unaffected by any of these
time-contingent and context-dependent construals of meaning. All that the
questioning undertaken by this faith seeking understanding can deconstruct and,
in turn, construct anew are historically contingent interpretations of
revelation—never the normative, eschatological core of faith itself. Hence,
for Kasper there is no necessary intrinsic transhistorical correlation between
the faith and its object on the one side and, on the other side, the
propositions of the articles of the faith as conveyed in the creeds 
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and in dogma. Faith is the “convictio”
of a kerygma that seems to transcend any propositionality because it rests
solely in a person and his story, the concretum universale, Jesus
Christ. The prima veritas is God’s future eschatological mystery, to
which the kerygma points; and tradition is the historically concrete
application of the kerygma. Therefore, dogma is always relative to its
particular time. All propositions are functions of the promise of a future that
is not yet at hand, hence historically conditioned by this future and therefore
to be interpreted in light of it. Because there is no perennial supernatural
given of the faith, there can be no contemplation of the faith that rises above
the flux of history toward God. Consequently, theology cannot per se acquire a
sapiential character that views all historical change in light of God’s
transcendent, eternal wisdom. The gift of truth has been promised, but not yet
given.


It is hard, if not impossible, to see
how a theological program of this kind could account for and accommodate the
following statement from Spe salvi:


“[I]n
embryo”—and thus according to the “substance”—there are
already present in us the things that are hoped for: a whole, true life. And
precisely because the thing itself is already present, this presence of what is
to come also creates certainty: this “thing” which must come is not
yet visible in the external world (it does not “appear”), but because
of the fact that, as an initial and dynamic reality, we carry it within us, a
certain perception of it has even now come into existence. (§7)




Because for Kasper faith is not a supernaturally given, objective disposition
of the intellect (and hence essentially incapable of a contemplation that would
transcend the vagaries of historical reception, interpretation,
reinterpretation, and renewed radical questioning of received construals), the
theological enterprise cannot be correlated to the deliveries of the faith that
essentially transcend the vagaries of historically conditioned understanding.
Hence, the single historical-hermeneutical process becomes inevitably a
comprehensive teleological process and theology consequently a comprehensive
historical-hermeneutical enterprise 
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in service of the common heritage of human thought. Precisely by losing
itself in this process, Kasper claims, theology will truly find itself—by
showing “how its faith overcomes the world.”(29)



The unifying impact of dogmatic
theology on the other theological disciplines rests on its
historical-hermeneutical function (within the eschatological horizon of
univeral history) of bringing the normativity of the kerygma to bear on the
present. It is the correlation between the kerygmatic center of “a
positive, historical revelation”(30) and
the contemporary existential questions of life’s meaning that keeps this
historical-hermeneutical dynamic alive. The gift of truth has its root in the
kerygma and its fulfillment in the eschatological mystery of God.(31) However, “in between” kerygma and
eschaton, the hermeutically gleaned and doctrinally affirmed truth of the
kerygma is always relative to the particular historical situation of its
reception. 


Kasper’s way of correlating history
and truth in the wake of the later Schelling and the later Heidegger
constitutes a novum in the history of theology. This fact can easily
be illustrated by contrasting Kasper with the theologian who first brought the
development of doctrine into explicit conceptual form: John Henry Newman.
Kasper counts Newman among those theologians who “were viewed with
suspicion and censured to a greater or lesser degree” in the aftermath of
the “tragic controversy over Modernism” (20). However, contrary to
the well-known tenets of theological Modernism, the catholic Newman clearly
states in The Idea of a University:
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Induction is the
instrument of Physics, and deduction only is the instrument of Theology. There
the simple question is, What is revealed? all doctrinal knowledge flows from
one fountain head. If we are able to enlarge our view and multiply our
propositions, it must be merely by the comparison and adjustment of the
original truths; if we would solve new questions, it must be by consulting old
answers. The notion of doctrinal knowledge absolutely novel, and of simple
addition from without, is intolerable to Catholic ears, and never was
entertained by any one who was even approaching to an understanding of our
creed. Revelation is all in all in doctrine; the Apostles its sole depository,
the inferential method its sole instrument, and ecclesiastical authority its
sole sanction. The Divine Voice has spoken once and for all, and the only
question is about its meaning… . Christian Truth is purely of revelation;
that revelation we can but explain, we cannot increase, except relatively to
our own apprehension.(32) 




Kasper would have to reject Newman’s understanding of Catholic theology as an
all-too-typical expression of an outdated, because metaphysically erroneous, theologia
perennis. However, if faith is indeed an infused disposition by way of
which “we carry … within us [a whole true life], a certain perception of
[which] has even now come into existence” (Spe salvi §7), then
the light of faith corresponds to the gift of revelation in such a way that by
way of the contemplation of the given of revelation the light of faith does
indeed lead deeper and deeper into what revelation has given to faith.(33) What would a conception of theology look like
that—instead of being united by the synthetic, hermeneutical-speculative
exertions of dogmatic theology and practiced in correlation to an existential-eschatological
faith—was theological wisdom that in each of its parts (biblical, historical,
dogmatic, liturgical, spiritual) was informed by the theological faith, the
“whole true life in us,” the supernatural life of grace in the faithful?
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II


One specific instantiation of an
answer to the above question is The Work of Theology, by Francisco P.
Muñiz, O.P. This opuscule, as dense as it is carefully organized and argued,
must be understood as one of the smaller fruits of a genuine revival of Thomist
theology around the middle of the last century. As such it belongs to the labor
of at least two generations of Thomists who were sifting out, after Leo XIII’s
1879 encyclical Aeterni Patris, the kernel of Thomist theology and
philosophy from the husks of a philosophically quite varied neo-Scholasticism.
It is important to remember that this neo-Scholasticism was dominated by Jesuit
institutions and publications that were not directly inspired by Thomas.
Instead, Thomas was filtered through the philosophical and theological
frameworks of Suarez, Vásquez, Molina, and others, who interpreted his thought
in a philosophically heterogeneous milieu. Muñiz’s treatise is an intentional
recovery of Thomas’s own understanding of the nature and task of theology.
However, the treatise is not organized along the via inventionis,
culminating in a primarily historical reconstruction of Thomas’s genuine
account. Rather, Muñiz follows the via doctrinae from principles to
conclusions. His treatise falls into two main sections of unequal length.


In the first, rather brief section,
“Theology as a Kind of Potential Whole,” Muñiz puts to a new
constructive use Thomas’s metaphysical distinction between three types of whole
(totum): universal whole (totum universale), integral whole (totum
integrale), and potential whole (totum potestativum).(34) Muñiz 
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considers these types of wholes in
order to identify the type that allows a genuine retrieval of Thomas’s proper
understanding of the unity of sacred theology in all of its parts:


We call a universal
whole one which enters into each and every one of its parts with its complete
nature and with all its power; so, for example, animal is a universal whole in
relation to horse and to man, because the entire essence of animality as well
as all of its force or perfection are found both in horse and in man. Horse and
man are said to be and in fact are subjective parts of animal.


The integral whole
is found to occupy the opposite extreme, since it enters into each and every
one of its parts, neither in its nature nor in its power, but rather results
from all the parts taken together. This is evident in a house or in the human
organism, the essence and power of which are merely in actual contact with all
of the parts, and not in any way one or several parts taken by themselves…
.


Between these two
types stands the totum potestativum or potential whole, which enters
into its individual parts with its complete nature—wherein it agrees with the
universal whole—but not with its total power—wherein it resembles the
integral whole. (1-2)(35)


Thomas’s favorite example for the
potential whole is the human soul, which has three functions: vegetative,
sensitive, and intellective. Consider Muñiz’s succinct explanation:


It is the same human
soul and the whole human soul which vegetates, which senses, and which enjoys
intellectual knowledge. Thus the whole human soul is active in each of its
functions. But its complete power is not active in each function, for in the
function of vegetating, the sense and intellective powers play no part; and in
the function of sensing the vegetative and intellective powers remain inactive,
and so on… . It is clear from this illustration that a potential whole,
from part of the essence, bears a strong and necessary similarity to the
universal whole, but on the part of power, it approaches the terms of the
integral whole. Therefore, it is properly designated by St. Thomas as a mean
between the other two. (2-3)




As the human soul “includes within its powers a multiplicity and variety
of operations” (3), so does sacred theology in virtue of its various
potential parts. There is a further crucial characteristic, though, of the totum
potestativum: potential parts participate 
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more or less in the power of the whole. Consequently there must obtain among
these potential parts an order of super- and subordination that reflects the
degree to which the potential parts participate in the power of the whole. To
put it differently, every potential whole entails a specific hierarchical order
of its potential parts. Where this order of super- and subordination among the
parts does not obtain, we are not dealing with a potential whole, but either
another type of whole (universal or integral) or simply an agglomeration of
heterogeneous elements.


If sacred theology were a totum universale, the whole would enter
each and every one of its parts—that is, each of the subdisciplines—with
theology’s complete nature and power. The consequence would be a
compartmentalization of sacred theology into independent subdisciplines that are
all fully and sufficiently theological on their own.


If, on the contrary, theology were a totum integrale, the whole
would result from all the parts, that is, from all subdisciplines of sacred
theology taken together. Consequently, all subdisciplines would essentially
remain pretheological academic disciplines until they are brought together in a
grand theological synthesis. The practitioners of these subdisciplines would
not have to hold themselves accountable theologically, but would defer such
accountability to the eventual grand theological synthesis for which they
provide strictly pretheological building blocks. The consequence would be a
compartmentalization of theology into subdisciplines that remain essentially
pretheological academic displines.


Hence, only as a totum potestativum can sacred theology avoid these
two undesirable and indeed detrimental alternatives, both extant in
contemporary Catholic theology. In the case of the totum potestativum
the whole enters each and every part, each subdiscipline, but not with its
total power. Consequently, while all subdisciplines are genuinely theological,
they are not independently theological as would be the case if theology were a totum
universale. Rather, the parts of the totum potestativum are
essentially ordered and correlated parts. All subdisciplines 
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have the whole potentially in them to different degrees and so contribute to
the realization of the whole in different ways:


[T]he potential
parts of Theology are the various activities, functions, or offices which it
exercises with regard to its object. In each of these parts the complete nature
of Theology must be preserved not, however, all of its force (tota ejus
virtus). The whole essence of Theology must be retained, since it is entirely
one and the same habit which elicits each and every one of the several
activities, but not the complete power of Theology, because this complete power
is not actuated in each activity. (7)




Sacred theology being a totum potestativum entails an order of super-
and subordination between its various subdisciplines and consequently a mutual
but asymmetrical theological accountability among them.


In the second, larger section of the work, “The Potential Parts of
Theology,” Muñiz sketches first the nature of theology according to modern
authors, then the nature of theology according to Thomas, and finally the
potential parts of theology according to Thomas. This modus procedendi
serves the purpose of distinguishing Thomas’s superior account from what Muñiz
regards as the overly restrictive understanding of theology developed by
“modern theologians”—theologians who comprise a range of
representatives from Baroque to neo-Scholasticism. What distinguishes them
collectively from Thomas and the Dominican Thomist commentatorial tradition is
that they regard theology exclusively as a science which deduces conclusions.
According to Muñiz, these modern theologians correlate faith and theology by
way of the following analogy: faith is to theology as understanding is to
science. Faith is a simple assent that embraces truths explicitly revealed,
while theology is a discourse that focuses exclusively on truths implicitly and
virtually revealed (revelabilia).(36)
Contrary to these modern Scholastic theologians, 
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Muñiz argues—rightly, I think—that
according to Thomas the relationship between faith and theology is to be
conceived by way of the relationship between understanding and wisdom (instead
of understanding and science): as understanding is to wisdom, so faith is to
theology.(37) In consequence, theology’s total
and adequate object is every explicitly as well as implicitly revealed
truth. Theology’s scientific deductive component, the concern with truths
implicitly and virtually revealed (revelabilia), has its proper and
rightful place within a larger revelatory and sapiential whole.


The introduction of the concept of
wisdom (sapientia) is crucial in Muñiz’s recovery of Thomas and in
many ways anticipates Dulles’s constructive proposal briefly adumbrated above.(38)


Wisdom … has two
distinct functions: first, that of explaining and defending principles; and
secondly, that of inferring conclusions. In the exercise of the first function,
wisdom attains the object which is proper to understanding, namely, principles
or truths which are per se and immediately evident. In the exercise of its
other function, wisdom attains the object which is proper to science, namely,
truths that are known mediately or by demonstration. Therefore, the object of
wisdom is broader (amplius) than the objects both of understanding and
of science taken separately. It is broader than the object of understanding
because it extends to conclusions, which the habit of first principles does not
touch; it is equally wider than the object of science, because it embraces
principles, which science does not attain. (19) …


Understanding grasps
principles by simple assent, without any discourse; wisdom, however, is
concerned with the same principles, but in a discursive and argumentative mode.
… Now, then, if Theology be conceived as wisdom in relation to faith, by
this very fact it must be admitted that the theological habit should not only draw
conclusions from the truths of faith, but also should explain and defend these
very truths… . From this it follows that the total or adequate
material object of Theology is not truth which is only virtually
revealed, but every revealed truth whatsoever, whether formally and
explicitly or mediately and virtually revealed. In a word, it embraces both
principles and conclusions. Therefore, the object of Theology is broader
in scope than is the object of faith. (20)
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Therefore, according to Thomas, “Theology is at once an explication, a
defense, and an unfolding of faith itself, objectively considered” (21).
Explication and unfolding of the faith, objectively considered, are the two
discursive operations of theology that identify its essential correlation to
the supernatural faith. Faith and theology differ only in that faith as
understanding is concerned with what has been immediately and explicitly
revealed, while theology as discursive operation of the mind is concerned with
truths that have been revealed immediately and formally as well as those that
have been revealed mediately and virtually.(39)


Yet how is theology as discursive
wisdom guided, or, technically put, what is the light sub quo of
theology? Muñiz puts it succinctly: “The light sub quo of
Theology in its total extension is the natural light of reason, exercised under
the light of divine revelation, or under the positive direction of the faith;
it is ‘reason guided by faith’” (23).(40)
And so Muñiz arrives at the following definition of theology: “Discursive
wisdom, exercised under the light of divine revelation, on every truth revealed
by God either immediately and formally or mediately and virtually” (28).
First, theology is called wisdom because it both concerns itself with
principles and deduces conclusions. It is a form of contemplation that learns
to see all things in light of the first principles. Second, theology is
discursive wisdom, because it thereby distinguishes itself from faith on the
one side and the infused gift of wisdom on the other. Third, theology is
exercised under the light of divine revelation which essentially distinguishes
it from purely human 
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wisdom, which is metaphysics in its
highest mode, that is, natural theology.(41)


Muñiz draws directly on Thomas’s
teaching when he states the three things that are believed in every act of
theological faith: 


(1) an objective or
ontological supernatural truth, a certain Divine mystery; (2) this truth has
been revealed by God, for we assent to it in virtue of this divine revelation;
(3) the fact or existence of Divine Revelation manifesting the aforesaid truth.
(32)


What then is the precise nature of the correlation of
sapiential theology to supernatural faith? Muñiz specifies: The truths believed
by the habit of supernatural faith are the very principles of theology:


Therefore, Sacred
Theology—in its sapiential function—should undertake to explain and defend
those three things, which are believed as principles in every act of faith: (1)
the fact of divine revelation, (2) the connection between God’s revelation and
the truth which is believed to have been revealed, and (3) the revealed truth
itself. (32)


Hence, by way of its principles, theology participates in a certain way in
supernatural faith itself, and therefore faith is the indispensible and
supernatural foundation of theology as sacra doctrina.(42)
Conceived in this way, sapiential theology is essentially one single whole, but
it has what Muñiz calls potential parts: apologetics, positive theology
(biblical, symbolic, patristic), and Scholastic speculation.


The difference between the
subdisciplines of contemporary theology forty-five years after Vatican II (and
also after the integrative hermeneutical function of dogmatic theology has
arguably
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disappeared into thin air) and
Muñiz’s Thomistically conceived sapiential theology is the difference between
on the one hand a totum integrale, that is, a practically oriented
gathering of various extrinsically related and essentially pretheological
subdisciplines, none of which are ordered to and informed by the supernatural
faith in an actual, let alone intrinsic way, and on the other hand a totum
potestativum, a single discursive wisdom, the potential parts of which are
integrally ordered in relation to each other and the whole of which is
intrinsically ordered to and informed by supernatural faith. The crucial
difference between a largely disintegrated and compartmentalized contemporary
Catholic theology and a Thomistically conceived sapiential theology is the
difference between a totum integrale that remains formally unaffected
by supernatural faith and a totum potestativum that is intrinsically
informed by supernatural faith. 


There is another important difference
between Kasper’s and Muñiz’s proposals. By enclosing all theological
disciplines under the historical-hermeneutical category of interpretive
science, Kasper de facto isolates theology. As an essentially
historical-hermeneutical science, theology is by definition prevented from any
substantive interaction with the natural sciences, let alone with philosophy.
Kasper does not perceive this to be a problem, since according to the
ontologically conceived historicism he advances all sciences (including
philosophy and the natural sciences) are essentially historical sciences. There
would indeed not be much of a problem with this part of the proposal if the
natural sciences and philosophy had indeed adopted such an understanding of
themselves, which, however, seems hardly to be the case.(43)



Following Thomas, Muñiz, in contrast
to Kasper, insists on three different functions of sacred theology in respect
to all other sciences. First, theology judges all human sciences, both as
regards 
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their principles and as regards their
conclusions. Second, theology orders or directs all the philosophical sciences.
Third, theology uses all of them. To contemporary ears such a notion of
theology sounds most likely presumptuous, as well as utopian. However, if
properly correlated to supernatural faith and thus understood first and
foremost as surpassing wisdom, the three functions of theology sound neither
presumptuous nor utopian, but simply appropriate. Wisdom judges all human
sciences, both as regards their principles and as regards their conclusions.
Wisdom orders or directs all the philosophical sciences. Wisdom uses all of them.
Since, in the Thomist understanding, theology is most truly wisdom(44)—clearly more so than metaphysics—the three
functions mentioned above must indeed all be attributed to sapiential theology.
Hence it is only on the basis of the gift of divine faith and theology’s most
thorough and consistent illumination by this supernatural gift that one can
conceive it at all possible that sacred theology might indeed fulfill the task
that, according to Muñiz, Thomas envisions for it: 


Sacred Theology
considers God as He is the first existing Truth (prima veritas in essendo),
the cause and norm of all created truth. Hence it belongs to Theology to judge
all created truth. “Whatever is found in other sciences contrary to a
truth of this science must be condemned as entirely false.” (37)(45)
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It is obvious that Muñiz’s understanding of sacred theology ad mentem
sancti Thomae cannot simply be adopted as if nothing had happened
theologically in the last fifty-five years, a time during which much of
Catholic theology has placed itself on one of two horns of the dilemma between
conceiving of its unity as that of a totum universale and conceiving
it as that of a totum integrale. However, it is arguably apposite to
the present state of a pervasive fragmentation, compartmentalization, and
over-historicization of Catholic theology to remember that Muñiz’s genuinely
Thomist proposal offers a compellingly coherent account of the integral unity
of sacred theology that is not only fully compatible with the understanding of
theological faith taught explicitly in Spe salvi, but indeed allows
for a comprehensive theological reception of this teaching in the service of
renewing Catholic theology by recovering its unity as sacra doctrina—to
be precise, its unity as a totum potestativum.


III




These reflections on the essential correlation of sacred theology to
supernatural faith build upon and advance Avery Cardinal Dulles’s retrieval of
the sapiential dimension of Catholic theology in order to overcome its
pervasive fragmentation. The first crucial point of reference that invites,
indeed urges, this further step to be taken is Pope Benedict XVI’s teaching on
supernatural faith in Spe salvi:


Faith is a habitus,
that is, a stable disposition of the spirit, through which eternal life takes
root in us and reason is led to consent to what it does not see… .
[T]hrough faith, in a tentative way, or as we might say “in
embryo”—and thus according to the “substance”—there are
already present in us the things that are hoped for: a whole, true life. (§7)


The second crucial point of reference for this further step to be taken is a
well-known teaching of Thomas Aquinas that has been essential for Dominican
spirituality and central to the Thomist doctrine of supernatural faith and of sacra
doctrina. In his 
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discussion of the missions of the divine persons in the Summa
Theologiae, Thomas famously states: 


There is one special
mode belonging to the rational creature wherein God is said to be present as
the object known is in the knower, and the beloved in the lover. And since the
rational creature by its operation of knowledge and love attains to God
Himself, according to this special mode God is said not only to exist in the
rational creature, but also to dwell therein as in His own temple. (STh I,
q. 43, a. 3)(46)


Because of the simultaneously supernatural infusion of the
theological virtues of faith, hope, and love the Christian is able to achieve
an initial, intentional union with the triune God, which indeed is a “pati
divina,” a “suffering of divine things.”(47)
God as 
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First Truth constitutes both the medium
(the mediating formal object or formal object quo) and the distinct
subject (the terminative formal object or formal object quod) of
theological faith.(48) Simultaneously, faith as
human understanding, by way of acts of judgment, operates with the
indispensable help of the instrument of propositions (secondary material
objects), that is, a divinely received doctrina the ultimate source
and center of which is Christ.(49) Through the
instrumentality of the propositions (enuntiabile), faith truly attains
God as First Truth. Wisdom is nothing but the analogical extension of faith’s
own understanding by way of a discursive reasoning that arises from and returns
back to contemplation. 


There are at least three distinct
salient strengths of sapiential theology as retrieved by Muñiz ad mentem
sancti Thomae. 


First, because the beginning and end
of sapiential theology are essentially transhistorical (because essentially
correlated to the intentional union of the believer with God), this theology
can afford to accommodate all the genuine concerns of Kasper’s proposal without
having to adopt its comprehensive historical-
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hermeneutical approach and its
correlative constrained concept of faith. Kasper introduces the kerygma as the
normative point of reference and the eschaton as the normative frame of
reference in order to check the inherently historicizing and thus relativizing
tendency of a comprehensively historical-hermeneutical approach. However, these
twin transhistorical points of reference, kerygma and eschaton, remain too weak
to fulfill the assigned function of a normative integration because neither one
of them informs faith “already now” in a substantively
transhistorical way. Faith is not conceived of as essentially supernatural and
infused, with the consequence that faith does not directly and objectively
attend to the First Truth by way of the revealed transhistorical
principles—the beginning of the divine life in us—which would inform it
substantively and to which all of theology is essentially correlated in what
amounts to a categorically transhistorical relation.(50)


Second, by understanding the unity of
theology as that of a totum potestativum, Muñiz is able (1)
to conceive each branch of theology as a distinct actualization of the totum
of sacra doctrina, (2) to regard each particular discursive
actualization in essential correlation to theological faith, (3) to suppose a
distinct order of super- and subordination and hence of theological
interdependence and accountability between the branches of theology, and (4) to
anchor the essentially transhistorical character of sacra doctrina in
the principles of theological faith itself. The genuinely historical character
of biblical exegesis and historical theology is far from being suffocated or
suppressed by being informed by the transhistorical principles of theological
faith. Sapiential theology or sacra doctrina conceived of as a totum
potestativum allows the various parts of sacred theology to 
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do their genuine work and to
contribute to the whole. Each part, in virtue of being part of the whole, is
essentially correlated to supernatural faith and therefore essentially
contemplative, that is, sapiential. Each part, however, will be sapiential in a
different way that is ordered in relation to the other parts and thereby
realizes the whole to a different degree. Unlike Kasper, Muñiz does not need to
rely on dogmatic or systematic theology to integrate into a theological
synthesis various pretheological parts of theology that have long ceased to
understand themselves as informed by supernatural faith and hence as
sapiential.(51)


Instantiations of sacred theology
that remain essentially correlated to supernatural faith are not completely
absent from the Catholic theology of the last forty-five years, nor are they
necessarily instantiations of Thomistic theology. Dominican theologians,
however, are prime candidates for examples of this theology, be it in biblical
theology (Adrian Schenker, Ceslaus Spicq, and Pierre Benoit), historical
theology (Jean-Pierre Torrell, Guy Bedouelle), dogmatic theology (Jean-Hervé
Nicolas, Gilles Emery, Benoît-Dominique de la Soujeole, Charles Morerod, and
Serge-Thomas Bonino), or moral theology (Servais Pinckaers). What makes these
Dominican (and in most cases Thomist) instantiations unique is that the
correlation of sacred theology to the supernatural faith is always noticeable,
if not explicitly reflected. If we were to allow simply an implicit
correlation, a much wider field of instantiations would open up. But in such
cases the correlation is connatural and not carried and passed on by an
explicit reflective theological awareness, as is the case in the various
Dominican Thomist schools. Where such an explicit reflective theological
awareness is missing the correlation remains 
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at best fragile because it depends
solely on a particular theologian’s de facto correlation.(52)


Third, wherever in contemporary
Catholic theology faith is not regarded as a supernatural, infused habit, the
loss of access to the theological substance of patristic biblical exegesis, as
well as to a proper theological interpretation of the sacra pagina
itself, becomes a tangibly disconcerting reality. For the analogy of faith,
which is a requisite for such a proper theological interpretation of the Sacred
Scriptures, presupposes the light of faith, which is the supernatural quality
of the disposition of faith. Muñiz’s retrieval of Thomas’s concept of sacra
doctrina stands in remarkable proximity to the explicit teaching of the
Second Vatican Council’s Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation (Dei
Verbum) about the essential correlation between the light of faith, the
study of the sacred page, and the inner unity of sacred theology: 


Sacred theology
rests on the written word of God, together with sacred tradition, as its
primary and perpetual foundation. By scrutinizing in the light of faith
all truth stored up in the mystery of Christ, theology is most powerfully
strengthened and constantly rejuvenated by that word. For the Sacred Scriptures
contain the word of God and since they are inspired really are the word of God;
and so the study of the sacred page is, as it were, the soul of sacred
theology. (DV 24 [emphasis added])(53)
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The sacred page can only be received and hence read as such—as sacred
page—in the light of faith, that is, by way of theological faith.
Consequently, in the study of the sacred page the essential correlation of
sacred theology to theological faith becomes most obvious, and is most
fundamentally at stake. No supernatural faith, no lumen fidei; no lumen
fidei, no analogy of faith; no analogy of faith, no theological study of
the sacred page; no theological study of the sacred page, no sacra doctrina.(54) In short, the sapiential character of
theology, which is essentially correlated to supernatural faith, guarantees the
permanent rootedness of all parts of theology in the written word of God and in
sacred tradition.


Finally, if anything, it is
sapiential theology that liberates the theologian for a genuine engagement of
all kinds of intellectual disciplines of enquiry—historical, hermeneutical, or
empirical. Wisdom, after all, uses all human sciences. Sapiential theology thus
reconceived would look remarkably different from the present accommodation of
Catholic theology to the liberal nineteenth-century model of the modern
Berlin-type research university, with its Procrustean bed cutting the body of
theology into four heterogeneous parts (exegetical, historical, normative
[systematics and ethics], and practical). But since this Procrustean bed has turned
out to be the tomb of theology, a Thomistic effort at renewing the unity of
sacred theology by retrieving its essential 
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correlation to the supernatural faith
would be nothing less than a proper Thomistic participation in the raising of
the Lazarus of theology to the integral unity of a new and authentic sapiential
life.(55)
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role of dogmatic theology, most exhaustively developed in his prolegomena to
the monumental Church Dogmatics, in the opening sections of vol. 1/1
and the concluding sections of vol. 1/2. See Karl Barth, Kirchliche
Dogmatik, vol. 1/1, 10th ed. (Zurich: TVZ, 1981), §§ 1-2; and vol. 1/2,
7th ed. (Zurich: TVZ, 1983), §§ 22-24. With respect to the precise role and
understanding of dogma itself Kasper differs slightly, but importantly, from
Barth’s understanding. While Barth understands dogma in an exclusively
eschatological sense (Kirchliche Dogmatik 1/1:284), Kasper stresses
that “dogma shares the eschatological-definitive character of Christian
revelation, and its historical cast. Dogma exemplifies the trait of ‘already
here’ and ‘yet to come’ which characterize the whole existence of the Church in
this world” (25 n. 6). 


[bookmark: N_25_]25.  Johann Sebastian Drey (1777-1853) was an influential Catholic
theologian who held a professorship of dogmatic theology and the history of
dogma on the Catholic faculty of the University of Tübingen from 1817 to 1846.
Drey was one of the most important representatives of a Catholic Enlightenment
in conversation with Lessing, Schelling, and Schleiermacher. He is regarded as
the founder of modern Catholic apologetics and fundamental theology, and as the
intellectual initiator of the Catholic “Tübingen School.” For an
introduction to Drey’s thought, see Max Seckler’s informative essay, “Ein
Tübinger Entwurf: Johann Sebastian Drey und die Theologie,” in idem, Im
Spannungsfeld von Wissenschaft und Kirche: Theologie als schöpferische
Auslegung der Wirklichkeit (Freiburg: Herder, 1980), 178-98. Kasper
understands his own program very much as a continuation of this tradition,
which represents to him the best of Catholic theology of its day: “In the
first half of the nineteenth century, theologians in Tübingen, Münster, Munich
and Vienna strove to develop a theology that was both ecclesial (in the best
sense of the word) and imbued with a sound theological liberalism. It was a
theology produced by original minds who were at ease in the intellectual
currents of their time. Men like Möhler and Döllinger championed the cause of
the Church, but they were open-minded men who were recognized and respected by
other contemporary scholars” (19). 


[bookmark: N_26_]26.  Kasper offers an instructive clarification of the nature of the
articles of faith by interpreting some central assertions of the Vatican I
Dogmatic Constitution Dei Filius “in an historical
perspective” (62): “1. The articles of faith prove to be the
universal, concrete embodiment and fulfillment of history’s questions. They are
comprehended ‘ex eorum quae naturaliter cognoscit analogia.’ 2. The
articles of faith prove to be capable of protecting man’s freedom and of
answering his questions about the meaning of human life; they are comprehended
‘e nexu cum fine hominis ultimo.’ 3. Faith becomes intrinsically
comprehensible through a reductio in mysterium. All its individual
statements are resolved, christologically and eschatologically, into the unique
mystery of God. Faith is comprehended ‘e mysteriorum nexu inter se‘
(DS 3016)” (63). 


[bookmark: N_27_]27.  The only possible candidates for the “ready-made
concepts” that stand in the way of the underlying reality that come to
mind are the allegedly now outdated metaphysical concepts by way of which the
articles of faith themselves are configured. 


[bookmark: N_28_]28.  This understanding of faith seems to correspond rather well to
what Kasper calls “our newly won realization that the Church is an
eschatological entity, a reality in the making, a promise as yet unfulfilled, an
instrument of service, not an end in itself” (24). 


[bookmark: N_29_]29.  “Theology can preserve its identity only if it has the
courage to immerse itself in the alien realm of philosophy—not to commit
suicide there or to degenerate into a philosophy of religion, but to truly find
itself. In losing itself, theology will be able to show how its faith overcomes
the world (1 Jn 5, 4). In other words, theology cannot be reflected in the
common heritage of human thought unless it moves this heritage beyond
itself” (60). 


[bookmark: N_30_]30.  “Theology is grounded on a positive, historical revelation
which is accessible to us only through the historical testimonies of the
apostolic and (in a different way) the post-apostolic Church. Thus the historical
argument from authority is constitutive for theology” (33). 


[bookmark: N_31_]31.  “Kerygma, which theology serves, is essentially recollection
and eschatological, prognostic promise also” (43). 


[bookmark: N_32_]32.  John Henry Cardinal Newman, The Idea of a University, The
New Edition of the Works of John Henry Newman, ed. Charles Frederick Harrold
(New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1947), 197f. 


[bookmark: N_33_]33.  The “given of revelation” is a central, but
unfortunately somewhat forgotten, concept of the Dominican Thomist tradition
(building directly upon Thomas’s discussion of the virtue of faith in STh
II-II, q. 1, aa. 4 and 6): certain principles have been given in the
supernaturally infused faith as definitive starting points and sign posts for sacra
doctrina. See Ambroise Gardeil, O.P., Le donné révélé et la théologie,
2d ed. (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1932). 


[bookmark: N_34_]34.  On the role of the distinction between totum universale, totum
integrale, and totum potestativum in Thomas’s metaphysics, see
Ludger Oeing-Hanhoff, Ens et unum convertuntur: Stellung und Gehalt des
Grundsatzes in der Philosophie des hl. Thomas von Aquin, Beiträge zur
Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters 37/3 (Münster:
Aschendorff, 1953), 156-78. For an astute application of Muñiz’s treatise in
the context of ecumenism, see Richard Schenk, O.P., “Eine Ökumene des
Einspruchs. Systematische Überlegungen zum heutigen ökumenischen Prozeß aus
einer römisch-katholischen Sicht,” in Hans Otte and Richard Schenk, eds.,
Die Reunionsgespräche im Niedersachsen des 17. Jahrhunderts: Royas y Spinola -
Molan - Leibniz, Studien zur Kirchengeschichte Niedersachsens 37
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999), 225-50, at 237, 246. 


[bookmark: N_35_]35.  Parenthetical page numbers in this section refer to pages in
Muñiz’s The Work of Theology. 


[bookmark: N_36_]36.  It is worth observing at this point that both Kasper and Muñiz
critically distance themselves from this increasingly narrow rationalistic
performance of Scholastic theology in the modern period: Kasper in order to
reconceptualize the constitutive framework of theology, Muñiz in order to find
in Thomas a wider and more nuanced understanding of theology that would allow
to correct and improve the tradition of sacred theology from within. 


[bookmark: N_37_]37.  On this matter there is a deep agreement between Muñiz and Kasper,
for the latter observes: “Faith is never simply an affirmation of belief.
As a human act, it is something understood and accepted; it is incipient
theology” (The Methods of Dogmatic Theology, 12). 


[bookmark: N_38_]38.  Dulles, “Wisdom as the Source of Unity for Theology,”
61-68. 


[bookmark: N_39_]39.  “The true distinction between faith and Theology lies in
this, that faith is concerned only with what has been immediately and
explicitly revealed, and Theology is concerned with truths which have been
revealed both immediately and formally as well as mediately and virtually”
(ibid.). 


[bookmark: N_40_]40. “Sacred Theology is a
habit which stands mid-way between faith and natural Theology, which is a part
of philosophy. Therefore, it will have a light which is a mean between the
light of faith and that of natural Theology. Now the light of faith is the
supernatural light of divine revelation; while the light of natural Theology is
that of pure reason. Therefore, the intermediate light is one which partakes
both of revelation and of reason: it is the natural light of reason
exercised under the light of divine revelation” (22). 


[bookmark: N_41_]41.  For a recent compelling argument for the auxiliary
indispensability of philosophical wisdom for the theological task, see Thomas
Joseph White, O.P., Wisdom in the Face of Modernity: A Study in Thomistic
Natural Theology (Naples, Fl.: Sapientia Press, 2009). 


[bookmark: N_42_]42.  Profoundly faithful to Thomas’s understanding of sacra
doctrina, Muñiz in fact adopts the explicit defense by John of St. Thomas
against Vásquez of the position that theological faith is indeed the
indispensable supernatural foundation of sacred theology. See John of St.
Thomas, Cursus Theologicus I, disp. 2 (ed. the monks of Solesmes
[Paris, Tournai; Rome: Desclée, 1931], vol. 1, 350ff.). 


[bookmark: N_43_]43.  The only discipline in which Kasper’s historical-hermeneutical
paradigm seems to have taken a hold for good is Catholic dogmatic
theology—which by now, though, has quite obviously lost to a surprisingly
large degree its integrative hermeneutical, let alone normative function,
and—as Dulles has so aptly described—operates as just one increasingly
specialized subdiscipline parallel to all the other compartmentalized
subdisciplines of theology. 


[bookmark: N_44_]44.  STh I, q. 1, a. 6: “This doctrine is wisdom above
all human wisdom; not merely in any one order, but absolutely. For since it is
the part of a wise man to arrange and to judge, and since lesser matters should
be judged in the light of some higher principle, he is said to be wise in any
one order who considers the highest principle in that order: thus in the order
of building, he who plans the form of the house is called wise and architect,
in opposition to the inferior laborers who trim the wood and make ready the
stones: ‘As a wise architect, I have laid the foundation’ (1 Corinthians 3:10).
Again, in the order of all human life, the prudent man is called wise, inasmuch
as he directs his acts to a fitting end: ‘Wisdom is prudence to a man’
(Proverbs 10:23). Therefore he who considers absolutely the highest cause of
the whole universe, namely God, is most of all called wise. Hence wisdom is
said to be the knowledge of divine things, as Augustine says (De Trin.
xii, 14). But sacred doctrine essentially treats of God viewed as the highest
cause—not only so far as He can be known through creatures just as
philosophers knew Him … but also as far as He is known to Himself alone and
revealed to others. Hence sacred doctrine is especially called wisdom”
(translations of the Summa Theologiae are taken from the translation
of the Fathers of the English Dominican Province, originally published in
1911). 


[bookmark: N_45_]45.  The internal quotation is from STh I, q. 1, a. 6, ad 2. 


[bookmark: N_46_]46. STh I, q. 43, a. 3: “Super
istum modum autem communem, est unus specialis, qui convenit creaturae
rationali, in qua Deus dicitur esse sicut cognitum in cognoscente et amatum in
amante. Et quia, cognoscendo et amando, creatura rationalis sua operatione
attingit ad ipsum Deum, secundum istum specialem modum Deus non solum dicitur
esse in creatura rationali, sed etiam habitare in ea sicut in templo suo.”



[bookmark: N_47_]47. I am here primarily concerned
with the fact of the divine indwelling. Pertaining to the question of how
precisely Thomas understood the nature and mode of this divine indwelling
similarly to as well as differently from his Scholastic predecessors, see the
instructive study by Francis L. B. Cunningham, O.P., The Indwelling of the
Trinity: A Historico-Doctrinal Study of the Theory of St. Thomas Aquinas
(Dubuque, Iowa: Priory Press, 1955); and pertaining to the defense and
development of Thomas’s doctrine in the Thomist commentatorial tradition, see
Ambrose Gardeil, O.P., La structure de l’ame et l’expérience mystique,
vol. 2 (Paris: Libraire Victor Lecoffre, 1927), 6-60; Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange,
O.P., The Love of God and the Cross of Jesus, trans. Sr. Jean Marie,
vol. 1 (St. Louis, Ill.: Herder, 1947 [repr. 1957]), 136-73; and idem, The
Three Ages of the Interior Life, trans. Sr. M. Timothea Doyle, O.P., vol.
1 (St. Louis and London: Herder, 1947), 101-5.The particular way I put the
matter in the text follows John of St. Thomas’s interpretation in Cursus
Theologicus I, q. 43, disp. 17, a. 3 (the monks of Solesmes, eds., vol. 4,
364-376, esp. 370ff.). Noteworthy is John of St. Thomas’s beautiful
interpretation of Thomas’s reference to the Dionysian rendition of “patiens
divina” (De Divinis nom., ch. 2) in STh II-II, q.
45, a. 2: “Pati autem divina, et experimentalem cognitionem de Deo habere,
non solum pertinet ad statum gloriae, ubi intuitive Deus videtur, sed etiam ad
statum viae: ubi adhuc Hierotheus erat, et ubi Deus, etsi obscure et per fidem
cognitus, tamen quasi experimentali quodam tactu cognoscitur, etsi non visu.
Sicut animam nostram non videmus, et tamen experimentiâ animationis sentimus
quasi objectum praesens, quia et informat nos realiter, et informationis
indicia nobis praesentat: sic Deus suae intimae presentiae, quam habet ut agens
et principium totius esse per immensitatem, nobis specialiter per gratiam
demonstrat tamquam objectum intime et experimentaliter cognoscibile, hîc
occulte et per indicia, in patria per visionem, sed tamen jam nobis specialiter
et realiter praesens, et quasi stans post parietem [However, to suffer divine
things and to have experiential knowledge of God, does not only pertain to the
state of glory, where God is seen intuitively, but also to the state of
pilgrimage; where Hierotheus was, there also was God, even if perceived
obscurely and by faith, nevertheless, so to speak, known experientially by a kind
of touch, although not by sight. Just as we do not perceive our soul, we,
nevertheless, through the very experience of being animated by it, sense it
like an object at hand, for the soul really forms us and presents to us the
signs of us being thus formed. Likewise, in a special way by grace, God shows
to us his innermost presence (which he himself possesses as the agent and
principle of all esse in his immensity) like an object that can be
intimately and experientially known, on earth obscurely and by way of signs, in
the fatherland by way of vision; but even now God is present to us in a
particular way, just as if standing behind a partition wall]” (the monks
of Solesmes, eds., 370). 


[bookmark: N_48_]48. For an astute discussion of
this important distinction between the formal object quod and the
formal object quo of theological faith (a distinction introduced by
the Dominican Thomist commentatorial tradition based on STh II-II, q.
1, a. 6, ad 2), see M.-M. Labourdette, O.P., “La vie théologale selon
saint Thomas,” Revue Thomiste 58 (1958): 597-622, esp. 607-13. 


[bookmark: N_49_]49.  Cessario offers the important reminder that for Thomas, “[o]f
course, Christ himself stands at the center of this entire process. For it is
Christ who teaches both angels and men, and who alone fully communicates divine
Truth to the world. The articles of faith serve as instruments of this
universal outpouring of doctrine from God, which culminates in the offer of
truth and friendship that Jesus extends as a free gift” (Romanus Cessario,
O.P., Christian Faith and the Theological Life [Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1996], 69). 


[bookmark: N_50_]50.  Kasper is aware of and writes about the “analysis fidei”
in his earlier work (Die Lehre von der Tradition in der Römischen Schule,
64, 398), but in this treatise, the reference point for faith is not the
“already now” (”’[I]n embryo’—and thus according to the
‘substance’—there are already present in us the things that are hoped for: a
whole, true life” [Spe salvi §7]), but rather the future
“yet to come.” The essentially eschatological orientation of the
faith allows it to be correlated to the historicizing of being as reflected in
different but analogous ways in the later Schelling and the later Heidegger. 


[bookmark: N_51_]51.  Dulles offers an apt characterization of the burden contemporary
Catholic systematic theology is not able bear, the burden of attempting a
theological integration and synthesis that cannot be achieved as long as the
parts are essentially pretheological and therefore heterogeneous: “In many
Catholic faculties dogmatic theology has been replaced by the traditional
Protestant discipline of ‘systematic theology’—a discipline that seeks to
synthesize the results of religious experience and positive historical research
in the light of some freely chosen philosophical system, be it idealist,
existentialist, phenomenologist, pragmatist, or whatever” (Dulles,
“Wisdom as the Source of Unity for Theology,” 60). 


[bookmark: N_52_]52. What has not been addressed
in this essay at all, but what is an indispensible component of a revival of
the unity of Catholic theology by way of a recovery of its character as sacra
doctrina is, first, the question of an overall coherent curriculum that
would reflect the unity of sacred theology as a totum potestativum;
second, the role a coherent philosophical formation would play in such a
curriculum; and third, the institutional setting in which such a curriculum
could be realized. (Regarding the latter—the institutions by way of which such
curricula are carried out and sustained—see my essay “God, the
University, and the Missing Link—Wisdom” [The Thomist 73 [2009]:
241-77], in which I consider the important recent interventions by two eminent
Thomist philosophers, Alasdair MacIntyre and Benedict Ashley, O.P.). One place
that not only has great potential in addressing all three components
successfully but also has indeed a mandate to do so is the Dominican studium.



[bookmark: N_53_]53. The translation is taken from
the Vatican website: http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_const_19651118_dei-verbum_en.html
(accessed 12 May 2010). (“Sacra theologia in verbo Dei scripto, una cum
sacra traditione, tamquam in perenni fundamento innititur, in eoque ipsa
firmissime roboratur semperque iuvenescit, omnem veritatem in mysterio Christi
conditam sub lumine fidei perscrutando. Sacrae autem scripturae verbum Dei
continent et, quia inspiratae, vere verbum Dei sunt; ideoque sacrae paginae
studium sit veluti anima sacrae theologiae” [Decrees of the Ecumenical
Councils. Vol. II: Trent - Vatican II, ed. Norman P. Tanner, S.J. (London:
Sheed & Ward Ltd.; Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1990),
980]). Above I have called supernatural, infused faith “theology’s
soul.” In the quoted passage from Dei Verbum, however, the study
of the sacred page is suggested to be—veluti—the very soul of
theology. Do these two designations contradict each other? I do not think so.
They rather imply each other. The word of God that is contained in the Sacred
Scriptures can only be rightly received and understood in the light of faith,
the lumen fidei. If we hold the rational soul (and what else could be
the proper analogue for thinking about theology’s soul?) to be a composite of esse
and essence, would it go too far to understand the composition of theology’s
soul in such a way that the light of faith designates its esse and the
study of the sacred page its essence? 


[bookmark: N_54_]54.  It is for this very reason that articles 9 (“Whether Holy Scripture
should use metaphors?”) and 10 (“Whether in Holy Scripture a word may
have several senses?”) are absolutely indispensible components of the
first question of the Summa Theologiae, where Thomas discusses the
nature and extent of sacra doctrina. Take away articles 9 and 10 and sacra
doctrina has received a mortal blow. 


[bookmark: N_55_]55.  I would like to thank two anonymous peer reviewers of a previous
version of this essay for their helpful comments, criticisms, and suggestions. 
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ACCORDING TO THE first question of the Summa Theologiae, theology
is a science (a. 2), and the articles of the creed are its first principles
(aa. 7 and 8). These principles are not evident to us, but are received in
faith from the God who reveals them. A science that receives its principles
from a higher one is, for Aristotle, a subalternated science. So, for instance,
music receives principles from arithmetic, and perspective receives principles
from geometry (a. 2). Saint Thomas does not call theology a subalternated
science in the Summa, but the idea is there and he employs the
language elsewhere, notably in his commentary on Boethius’ De Trinitate.


Characterizing theology as a science is a part of the meeting of the gospel
and Aristotle, of faith and philosophy. It has the advantage of locating
revelation and sacred doctrine relative to reason and philosophy as understood
by Aristotle. On the other hand, since it is revelation itself that founds the
scientific character of theology, as supplying its first principles, there is
no subordination of the gospel to philosophy. In fact, since the certitude of
the principles of theology is greater than that of any other science just
because received from God, since as speculative its subject matter is of
greater dignity than any other science, and since as practical its end is that
to which all other practical ends are ordered, Christian doctrine is above all
other sciences (a. 5), and judges them sapientially (a. 6). Christian doctrine
is brought 
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into relation with the achievement of Aristotle not by some deformation of
its nature, therefore, but by being true to itself as a wisdom received by
faith. This has been brilliantly meditated on and shown by Michel Corbin.(1)


Maintaining that theology is a subalternated science is not without
difficulty. Such a science not only receives some of its principles by faith,
but ordinarily also has a different subject matter than the subalternating
science. This is not true of theology relative to the divine knowledge,
however, since they are both of God and of all things in relation to God.(2) Saint Thomas himself points to this departure
from the pure theory of subalternation in a text later interpolated into his
first commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard.(3)
The only similarity of theology to, for example, perspective that remains is
that they both take principles on some kind of faith, and even here the
similarity is not perfect. For while an expert in perspective could, if he
wished, become an expert also in geometry, we cannot in this life come to the
knowledge of the articles of faith such as God has of
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them. We can hope to attain to seeing the articles of faith as God sees them
only eschatologically.(4) It is presumably
precisely because of these differences that in the text interpolated into the Sentences
commentary St. Thomas calls theology a quasi-subalternated science.


There is another old and obvious objection to St. Thomas’s teaching on the
scientific status of theology. It has not received any sustained attention in
recent years that I can find, perhaps because St. Thomas himself does not
address it. According to Aristotle, science is of the necessary. It proceeds
from necessary and per se nota first principles; in its perfect form,
it concludes by demonstrative reasoning to equally necessary conclusions. The
articles of the creed, however, are at least some of them contingent. For
instance, the Son of God became man freely. Nor does God necessarily create the
world.(5) Nor, once again, are we necessarily
called to everlasting life with God. This call is a grace freely given by God.
How, then, can sacred doctrine in any sense be a science, if its principles are
not necessary truths?(6) 


This issue is of interest for two additional reasons. First, some scholars
simply assume that the principles of sacra doctrina in the 
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Summa are per se nota, when in fact St. Thomas does not characterize
them as such there.(7) It is one of the chief
objects of this article to point that out. Second, there is the substantive
issue, which has a very genuine echo in contemporary theology. Some modern
theologians would by no means be horrified at the implication that, if science
proceeds from necessary principles, and if the principles of theology are the
articles of the creed, then indeed such things as creation, the Incarnation,
and man’s call to participation in divine beatitude are necessary. Rather, some
would willingly find in theology taken as science an implication that things
are so. We must be concerned to think out the dimensions, not so much of théologie
comme science au XIIIe siècle, but of théologie comme science au XXIe
siècle, which is post Hegel, post Bulgakov, post de Lubac, post Milbank.


In what follows, I first visit some older responses to the objection that
the articles of the creed state contingent and not necessary truths. Capreolus,
Cajetan, and John of St. Thomas will give us a sense of how the objection was
addressed in the Thomist tradition. Without rejecting what this tradition has
to offer, I then propose what I think is a more satisfying solution, with
respect to both the texts of St. Thomas and contemporary theological interests.
This proposal will proceed by way of reprising St. Thomas’s treatment of
theology as science from the commentary on the Sentences to the Summa.


I.
Three Commentators from Three Centuries of 

Thomist Tradition 




The objection to regarding theology as a subalternated science is old.(8) Capreolus (+1444) reports the objection of
Peter Aureolus (+1322) as follows.


Every science
whether subalternating or subalternated is about things that cannot be
otherwise and not about contingent things, as is evident from the first book 












page 411


of the Posterior
Analytics (c. 5) and the first book of the Nicomachean Ethics (c.
6). But it is certain that in our theology there are treated many contingent
truths, as that Christ was incarnate, and the world created, and like things,
that depend on the divine goodness alone. Therefore, the habit [of mind] that
regards these things is not a subalternated science.(9)



Cardinal Cajetan (+1534) reports the same objection in his commentary on
article 2 of question 1 of the Summa: “science is about necessary
things: this [doctrine] is about contingent things, for instance the
Incarnation, predestination, glorification, etc.”(10)


Both Capreolus and Cajetan answer the objection handily by an appeal to the
divine scientia, which knows what it knows, which is all things,
necessarily and immutably. Capreolus sends us to St. Thomas’s discussion of
prophecy, where St. Thomas tells us that prophetic knowledge is a sign of
divine foreknowledge, and therefore like that foreknowledge cannot be false,
and sees things in their presentiality.(11)
Faith, however, has the same relation to the divine knowledge as does prophecy.(12) The prophetically revealed, the believed, and
what is concluded from faith in theology have therefore the same necessity as
what is foreknown by God. Capreolus finishes by referring us to his subsequent
discussion of the divine foreknowledge.(13)


Cajetan answers the objection as follows.
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the Incarnation and
other things of this kind are in themselves contingent, but according as they
fall under this science, they are necessary, in the way that things known by
God are necessary, as will appear in question 14.(14)



Article 13 of question 14 of the Prima Pars shows that nothing
known by God can be other than it is because he knows all things in one eternal
moment, one moment in which all things are present to him.


For both Capreolus and Cajetan, therefore, the divine science, to which the
first principles of sacred doctrine are “led back,” is a necessary
knowledge, and in this way the requirement of the Posterior Analytics
can be seen to be met.(15) Some may not be
moved by this defense. It will be pointed out that the necessity that Aristotle
requires for science is de re necessity, and the reply of Capreolus
and Cajetan seems to offer us nothing more than de dicto necessity, or
the necessity of the consequent: if Socrates is sitting, he is sitting. So
also, if God knows that the Second Person of the Trinity is incarnate, he is
incarnate. It does not follow from the nature of the Second Person, or from his
personal property, however, that he be incarnate, the way it follows from the
nature of the earth that it be spherical.


John of St. Thomas (+1644) reports the objection succinctly:


theology treats of
singular things and contingent things, as of vocation, justification, etc. But
science is of necessary and universal things.(16)



He does not answer in the way Capreolus and Cajetan do.




In the first place it
is said that theology does not treat of singulars formally, as singulars, [but]
of the quiddity of a singular, which on account of its excellence, 
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however, is realized
in only one individual, as the incarnation of Christ, the dignity of the Virgin
Mother, and like things. This is the way in which philosophy and astronomy
treat of the sun and planets, which are singular. And likewise theology treats
of vocation or of justification as to its excellence, not according as it is
realized in this contingent individual, as singular… . Nor does the
objection of [Gabriel] Vasquez stand, that theology treats of some singulars as
of its principal subject, as of Christ, of the Blessed Virgin, etc. For we say
that theology treats of these not formally according as they are singulars, but
of their quiddity in itself, for there are many things that are treated about
the quiddity of that union, and about what follows from it in general, and not
by determining only this, that it has taken place in an individual, although in
fact it is found only in one singular, just as philosophy treats of the sun.
Last, it can be said that … it is not unfitting that this science, which
depends on divine revelation to which even singulars are infallibly known, deal
with some singulars insofar as they fall under divine knowledge and are
revealed.(17)


There are two solutions here. In the last lines, we have that of Capreolus
and Cajetan. It is an appeal to the necessity and infallibility of the divine
knowledge. But the first has us think rather of the intelligibility of such
things as the Incarnation. That is, there is a “quiddity” of the
union of natures, of the Incarnation, within the contemplation of which we can
say certain highly intelligible things following, as it were, from its
“nature”—for instance, that the union must be according to the
hypostasis and in the hypostasis, and not in the natures. Or to take another
example, we can say many highly intelligible things about the nature of
justification, as for instance that it involves a stable, 












page 414


created grace—habitual grace—and cannot consist simply in the indwelling
of the Holy Spirit.


Neither is this solution perfectly satisfactory. If it is true that there
are intelligibilities to be contemplated in the mysteries, necessities to be
discerned, this does not pertain to the original target of the objection, which
is the articles of the creed. The objection is that “who for us men and
for our salvation became man” does not state a necessary proposition, but
a contingent one. If it is true, many things may necessarily follow from it.
But as true, it can itself follow from no set of necessary propositions, but is
rather purely and wholly a result of the divine pleasure. 


In trying to find a more satisfying way of solving the objection, I will
deny that, for the Summa, such first principles of theology as
creation, Incarnation, and man’s call to a supernatural are per se nota
for any intellect, divine or human. It should nonetheless be maintained that
sacred doctrine is rightly called a science.


It will be most expeditious to proceed historically, from the commentary on
the Sentences to In Boethii de Trinitate to the Summa.
In the first, St. Thomas holds that the articles of faith are per se nota
quoad nos Christifideles; in the second, that they are per se nota
quoad Deum; in the third, he avoids speaking of them as per se nota.



 


II.
The Scriptum super libros sententiarum (1252-56)


In the first question of the prologue to book 1, after addressing the
necessity and unity of the sacra doctrina treated in Peter Lombard’s Sentences,
St. Thomas asks whether it is scientia. The solution does nothing
except address the three arguments to the contrary, the second of which is that
sciences proceed from principles that are per se nota, but that sacred
doctrine proceeds from credibilia, which are not universally conceded.
St. Thomas replies:


it must be said that
this doctrine has the articles of faith for its first principles, which
articles are per se known by the light of infused faith for one having
faith, just as are principles naturally implanted in us by the light of the
agent intellect. Nor is it surprising if they are not known to unbelievers, who
do not have the 












page 415


light of faith,
since not even principles naturally implanted in us would be known without the
light of the agent intellect. And this doctrine proceeds from these principles
(not excluding common principles). Nor is there any way to prove them but only
to defend them from those contradicting them, just as no expert can prove his
principles.(18)


We are to understand that there is a perfect correspondence between an
Aristotelian science, a natural science that proceeds from naturally known
principles, and sacred doctrine. The principles of an ordinary science are per
se nota, known through themselves, by the light of the agent intellect.
They are not known per alia, through other and prior and previously
known principles. Rather—to take the example of a common principle—once we
know what “whole” and “part” mean, we know immediately by
the natural light that “the whole is greater than the part.” In the
same way, we are given to believe, the light of faith gives us immediately to
assent to the articles of the creed once we hear them. They are not made known
to us by argument, by other propositions, but are taken in themselves, given
the light of faith. 


The illustration, the analogy, may not be perspicuous. The natural light,
the light of the agent intellect, is our ability to question things in the
light of being. It is the capacity to make what is potentially intelligible
actually intelligible, by considering it in relation to being. This “light”
is the efficient complement to the natural openness and orientation of the mind
to being. If mind in its natural openness to become all things is
“possible intellect,” then intellect in its capacity to make all
things intelligible, to bring them into the light of being, is “agent
intellect.”


What, however, is the light of faith? Saint Thomas does not undertake the
analysis of faith until much later in the Sentences commentary (III Sent.,
dd. 23-25). This will be his earliest 
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treatment of faith, the one most proximate to the commentary on the
prologue.(19)


In distinction 23, the first article of question two asks what faith is, and
the fourth argument contests the characterization of faith of the Letter to the
Hebrews as an argumentum of things that do not appear (11:1). This
gives St. Thomas occasion to repeat more or less what he has said above.


Faith can be called
an argumentum … insofar as the infused light which is the habit of
faith manifests the articles, just as the light of the agent intellect
manifests naturally known principles.(20)



In distinction 24, the first article deals with the object of faith, and the
first quaestiuncula with the formal object—is the uncreated truth an object of
faith?


It must be said that
… there are three things to consider in the object of any power: namely,
what is formal in the object and what is material and what is accidental, just
as is plain in the object of sight, since what is formal in it is the light
that makes color visible in act, but what is material is color itself which is
visible in potency, and what is accidental are things like quantity and other
things of that kind that are concomitant with color. … And these three are
found in the object of faith. For since faith does not assent to anything
except on account of the credibility of the First Truth, it does not possess
anything credible in act except from the First Truth, just as color is visible
from the light. And therefore the First Truth is what is formal in the object
of faith … but whatever there is that is to be believed of God, as that he
suffered or something of that sort, is what is material in the object of faith,
and those things that follow from these credible things are as it were
accidents.(21) 
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Saint Thomas does not exactly call the First Truth the light of faith, but
the analogy invites that identification; it is that in virtue of which the
articles come to be believed. The light of faith, therefore, might be specified
more particularly as the habit of faith insofar as its object is the First
Truth. As soon as we grasp some article of faith as being proposed by the First
Truth, then without need of any further argument we know this article is true.
In this sense, it is known immediately.


This understanding is supported, moreover, by the Summa Aurea of
William of Auxerre (+1231), from which St. Thomas seems to have borrowed his
teaching in the Sentences commentary on the first principles of
theology.


Faith is called an argumentum
of what does not appear on account of the articles of faith, which are the per
se nota principles of faith. Whence faith or the faithful Christian
rejects proofs of them. For faith, because it relies on the Truth alone, finds
in these article the reason why it believes them, namely God, just as in
another faculty the intellect finds in this principle, “Every whole is
greater than its part,” a reason through which it knows it, since if there
were no principles in theology, it would not be an art or science. Therefore,
it has principles, namely the articles, which however are principles to the faithful
alone, but to which faithful they are principles per se nota, and not
from something outside them, not needing any proof.(22)



The First Truth is for William explicitly “light.”


Faith … relies
on the First Truth on account of itself and above all things. Whence the
knowledge of God, which is faith, is as it were the knowledge of first
principles. For just as there is found the reason of its knowledge in this 
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principle,
“every whole is greater than its part,” nor is another reason looked
for, so also the faithful soul finds the cause of faith in the First Truth
itself, which is believed, nor does it ask for another reason.(23)


William is not necessarily claiming that we see the nexus of subject and
predicate in the articles, as we do when we understand that a whole is greater
than its part. But once they are illumined by the First Truth, we do not go
outside the articles to know their truth; we do not look for other reasons,
demonstrating the articles from other propositions. In that sense, since they
are not known per alia, they can be characterized as being known per
se, even if we do not see the nexus of subject and predicate. Indeed,
William very strongly invokes the analogy of sight and light in speaking of
faith.


The third kind of
knowledge of God that comes to us is gratuitous and occurs through
illumination, when the True Light illumines the soul so that it can see itself,
the Light, and other spiritual things; and such knowledge is gratuitous faith,
which says in the heart of man “I believe,” not on account of natural
reason, but on account of what I see, since once such knowledge comes, the soul
assents to the First Truth on its own account and above all things.(24) 


Just here, however, St. Thomas leaves William. William asks whether a thing
can be both known and believed, as does St. Thomas. Saint Thomas, however, asks
also whether the same thing can be believed and seen, where “seeing,”
by transference from bodily seeing, indicates that “an intellectual form
comes to be in our intellect through intellectual light,” whether the
light be 
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natural or supernatural.(25) And in this
way, St. Thomas denies that faith is of things seen. The reply to the second
objection directly addresses the issue of the articles of faith.


The terms of
principles that are naturally known are comprehensible to our intellect;
therefore, the knowledge that arises concerning these principles is vision. But
it is not so with the terms of the articles. Whence in the future, when God
will be seen through his essence, the articles will be known through themselves
and seen just as the principles of demonstration are now.(26)



Here St. Thomas draws attention to the difference that William skipped over.
The First Truth revealing makes us to grasp the articles immediately, but not
because we comprehend their terms, seeing that they are necessarily connected
with one another. When the light of the agent intellect illumines
“whole” and “part,” that is just what we see; we understand
the mutual and necessary relations of whole and part. No such thing happens,
however, when we consider the articles, even when they are beheld in the light
of God revealing. 


Thus, St. Thomas’s response to the question of whether faith is of things
seen amounts to a simple denial of what he says in the commentary on the
Prologue. There, the articles are per se known even now, and seen,
just as are the first principles of an Aristotelian science, and in that way
they function as the principles of sacred doctrine. Here, in the commentary on
the third book, they are not so known, and they are not therefore said to be
seen. Such a state of affairs is rather eschatological. The articles will be
known through themselves when we see God face to face. 


According to Albert Lang, the thirteenth century deployed two strategies for
dealing with the question of whether sacred doctrine 
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is a science, on the supposition that its first principles are the articles
of faith.(27) One could hold that these first
principles are somehow rightly described as per se nota because of the
light of faith. Or one could invoke the theory of subalternation. Saint Thomas
seems to have abandoned the first strategy before finishing the commentary on
the Sentences. It is certain that he takes up the second in the
commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate. 


 


III.
The Expositio super librum Boethii De Trinitate (1257-58, or 1259)(28) and the Interpolation in the Scriptum


Saint Thomas’s first attempt to make sacred doctrine a science, that of the
beginning of his Sentences commentary, has thus been found wanting and
is implicitly abandoned before the commentary is finished. If sacred doctrine
is a science, another way must be found to understand the scientific status of
its principles. A second attempt is made in the commentary on Boethius’s On
the Trinity, where the relation of subalternation between sciences is
introduced. Commenting of the Prologue, St. Thomas explains in the corpus
of article 2 of question 2 that by faith we come to a scientia of
divine things in this life by adhering to the First Truth, in virtue of which
we are able to conclude from what we hold in this way as principles to
conclusions.(29) The reply to the fifth
objection, which observes that all men do not assent to the articles of faith
as they do to the first principles of a science, deploys the apparatus of
subalternation.
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Even in the sciences
that are humanly passed down there are some principles in some of them that are
not known to all, but one has to take them from superior sciences, just as in
subalternated sciences there are supposed and believed some things from the
superior sciences; and such things are not per se nota except by those
who know the superior sciences. And in this way, the articles of faith, which
are the principles of this science, are related to the divine knowledge,
because the things that are per se nota in the science that God has of
himself are supposed in our science; and we believe him who indicates these
things to us through his messengers, just as the physician believes the natural
scientist that there are four elements.(30)


Both human sciences and divine science are put within the framework of
things handed down, the traditional. Some human sciences are handed down in
such a way that their principles are not seen to be true, but are simply
received from a higher science in which they are seen to be true. So, also,
divine science is handed down, and in such a way that its principles are not
seen by us to be true, but are taken on faith. Because of faith, adhering to
the First Truth, divine science is a “participation and assimilation to
the knowledge of God.”(31) Above, we noted
the dissimilarities that remain. Here, what is important to see is a similarity
expressly asserted: the principles of sacred doctrine, though not per se
nota to us, are indeed per se nota relative to the superior
science, which in this case is the divine knowledge. The principles are per
se nota to God.


The passage interpolated into the text of the commentary on the Sentences
also embraces this view. Corbin argues that it is later than the commentary on
Boethius (1256) because of its greater technical precision.(32)
The interpolated text has it that sacred doctrine is not a subalternated
science pure and clear but is rather 












page 422


“quasi-subalternated.”(33) The
interpolation also distinguishes, as the commentary on Boethius does not, the
two ways in which one science may be superior to another, either by way of
subject matter or by the way in which it knows what it does. Most important for
our purposes, the text explicitly notes the requirement of necessary principles
for a science, for that is the ground of its certitude.


There are two things
to consider in science, namely certitude, since not every knowledge but only
certain knowledge is called science … from which first thing it follows
that science is from necessary [principles]: for from contingent things
certitude cannot be caused.(34)


Further, this text too speaks of “principles” as being known to
the divine science.


For we know
imperfectly what God knows most perfectly, and just as a subalternated science
takes some things from the superior science, and proceeds by those things as by
principles, thus theology takes the articles of faith, which are infallibly
proved in the science of God, and believes them, and through that proceeds further
to prove those things that follow from the articles.(35)


In the commentary on Boethius, the principles of sacred
doctrine are themselves per se nota relative to the divine science.
Here, they are something proved—probati—in the science of God. As it
were, from principles per se nota the divine science concludes to,
proves, the articles of faith. The incongruence of such language for the
knowledge of God is more apparent in the latter than in the former instance.
But in either case, there is floated the 
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idea that certain propositions, doubtless known nonpropositionally,(36) would be per se nota relative to the
divine mind. 


 


IV.
The per  se nota




We must recall what the per se nota is for Aristotle. What is the
nature of a proposition, a first principle, in an Aristotelian science that it
is known through itself, and not through other propositions, other principles?
The nature of such a proposition is that it is about natures.


This is perfectly clear in St. Thomas’s mature understanding of Aristotle’s
doctrine of science.(37) The full expression of
this view is certainly late, since the commentary on the Posterior
Analytics is one of the last things St. Thomas worked on (1269-72). It is
subsequent to the composition of the Prima Pars (1266-68). As will
appear, however, I believe this mature view to have been anticipated in the way
St. Thomas expresses himself in the first question of the Summa.


The first principles of a demonstrative science, Aristotle says and St.
Thomas repeats in his commentary, are necessary.(38)
Of the contingent, there is no science. This takes us back to the beginning of
the Posterior Analytics.


We suppose ourselves
to possess unqualified scientific knowledge of a thing, as opposed to knowing
it in the accidental way in which the sophist knows, when we think that we know
the cause on which the fact depends, as the cause of that fact and of no other,
and further, that the fact could not be other than it is… . Consequently
the proper object of unqualified scientific knowledge is something which cannot
be other than it is.(39) 



















page 424


Such knowledge is given by demonstration—and, as the rest of the chapter
explains, demonstration that proceeds from premises that are true, primary and
immediately known (that is, per se nota) and so indemonstrable, causes
of the conclusion, prior to the conclusion as grasping the cause whence what
the conclusion says it true, and better known than the conclusion. Here is how
Alasdair MacIntyre puts it.


A perfected science
is one which enables us to understand the phenomena of which it treats as
necessarily being what they are, will be, and have been, because of the variety
of agencies which have brought it about that form of specific kinds has
informed the relevant matter in such a way as to achieve some specific end
state. All understanding is thus in terms of the essential properties of
specific kinds.(40) 


The premises of such demonstrative syllogisms are examined in book 1,
chapter 6. In the first place, they must be necessary. As St. Thomas explains:


If it is a
demonstrative science, that is, if it a science acquired through demonstration,
then it must be from necessary principles. The necessity of this inference is
evident since it is impossible for what is known to be otherwise than it is, as
is had in the definition of what it is to know.(41)


The definition he refers to is the definition of book 1, chapter 2, quoted
above. But the necessary premises called for are premises per se nota.
Per se nota premises are premises whose predicate is said per se
of the subject. This is explained in the commentary on chapter 4, where
Aristotle takes up the per se (see I Post. Anal., lect.
10). The first two modes of per se predication render 
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propositions that are the premises of scientific syllogism. In the first
mode, something belonging to the definition is predicated of the subject, which
is to say, something belonging to the form of the thing is predicated of the
thing.(42) So, we have premises that employ two
of the five predicable relations: we may predicate the genus of the species, or
the specific difference of the species. Man is an animal, and man is rational.
In the second mode of per se predication, we predicate of some
attribute its proper subject, as in “snubness is nasal”—snubness
subsists always and only in the nose. Further, we may predicate a property of
the species, where “property” keeps its strict sense, and is what
belongs not only always to the species, but necessarily.(43)
This is the fourth mode of the per se. Man is grammatical, risible,
etc. It is the point of perfect science to demonstrate, via middle terms that
state the definition, properties of the subject. Perfect science shows the
properties that follow upon the nature. MacIntyre again:


What the substantive
first principles which provide the initial premises of any perfected science
achieve then is a statement of those necessary truths which furnish the
relevant set of demonstrative arguments with their first premises, but also
exhibit how if something is of a certain kind, it essentially and necessarily
has certain properties. The de re necessity of essential property
possession is represented in and through the analytic form of the judgments
which give expression to such principles. It is their analyticity which make it
the case that such principles are evident per se …(44)


Now let us check up. Can the articles of the creed be thought to be like
such premises? Or be thought to be derived from such premises? Of course not.
That would require us to think that, when we say that God creates the world, we
are saying that that he be creator is something that follows necessarily from
what he 
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is. It would require us to think that, when we say the Son of God is man,
the Incarnation follows necessarily from either the essence or the personal
property of the Son. It would require us to think that, when we say we believe
in life everlasting, it belongs to the essence of man that he be ordered to the
enjoyment of divine beatitude. 


Therefore, if there is any point to speaking of sacred doctrine as a
science, there can be no point to speaking of its principles as per se nota.
They are not so known either to us, or to the blessed, or to God. Nor, in his
last treatment of this issue, in the Summa, does St. Thomas speak of
them in that way. He avoids—I want to say, sedulously avoids—characterizing
the articles of the creed as premises that are per se nota or probati,
evident as proved from per se nota principles, or following along from
Realities whose intelligibility could be expressed in per se nota
principles. 


 


V.
Summa theologiae, prima pars (1265-68)(45)









This is what we have in the Summa.


The genus of the
sciences is twofold. For there are certain ones that proceed from principles
known by the natural light of the intellect, like arithmetic, geometry, and
that kind of science. But there are certain other ones that proceed from
principles known by the light of a superior science: as perspective proceeds
from principles known by geometry … And in this way sacred doctrine is a
science, because it proceeds from principles known by a superior science, namely,
the science of God and the blessed.(46)


The principles of theology are not per se nota to us, but neither
are they said to be so to God. They are simply “known,” “known
by the light of a superior science.” Neither are the principles known by
the natural light said to be per se nota. They are, 
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doubtless. And the principles that perspective receives necessarily follow
from per se nota principles. But the principles of the higher science
are not characterized as per se nota, because that does not enter into
the analogy with sacred doctrine. The principles of sacred doctrine are not per
se nota. 


The first argument of the article does mention per se nota
principles, to deny that sacred doctrine proceeds from such. The reply repays
careful reading. “Principia cuiuslibet scientiae vel sunt nota per se,
vel reducuntur ad notitiam superioris scientia” (The principles of
any science are either per se nota or are reduced to the knowledge of
a superior science). He does not say they are either per se nota or
reduced to principles per se nota. They may be reduced to per
se nota principles, like the principles of perspective are. It is enough
merely that they be reduced to some notitia, some knowledge of a
higher science. And such is theology. 


The first question of the Summa thus completes the development in
St. Thomas’s understanding of the first principles of theology, and does so by
carefully avoiding imputing to them the quality of self-evidence in any sense.
There are two texts, however, where it can be alleged that St. Thomas once
again imputes self-evidence to the principles of theology.


The first is in the Prima secundae, where in the fourth article of
question 100, St. Thomas asks whether the precepts of the Decalogue are fitly
distinguished. The first objection argues that the first precept in fact
contains two precepts, one, “you shall not have strange gods,”
pertaining to faith, and another, “you shall not make a graven
image,” belonging to worship. The first, moreover, is out of place, since
the precept should deal solely with worship, and not faith. St. Thomas replies
that worship, latreia, is nothing but the protestation of faith, and
so the first precept is not really double. He explains further that “to
believe in God is a first and per se nota principle to someone who has
faith,” in just the way “the first common precepts of the natural law
are per se nota to one who has natural reason.” The parallel with
moral science, with the express designation of the principles 
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as both first and self-evident, invites us to think that he is also
conceiving the first principles of theology, the articles of the creed, the
first of which is to believe in God, as also self-evident. 


It is to be noted that, in fact, St. Thomas does not say here that the first
principles of theology are self-evident. That is an inference. It is,
furthermore, a faulty inference. We see better what he is driving at when we
observe that it is a question about precepts that he is sorting out, not a
question about the articles of the creed. He tells us the “precept of
faith is presupposed to the precepts of the Decalogue.” When he says
“to believe in God is first and per se nota,” he means the precept
to believe in God is first and per se nota: it is prior to the
precepts of worship, something first in respect to them, and is self-evident to
one who has faith. We see also what he driving at when we see how he supports
the dictum that “to believe in God is a first and per se nota
principle to someone who has faith.” He supports it by adducing Hebrews
11:6: “he who comes near to God must believe that he is.” “Must
believe”—the point is that one cannot come near to God in worship without
believing that He exists. The precept of faith, “believe in God,” is
therefore presupposed to the precept of worship, “you shall have no
strange gods before me.” And St. Thomas concludes that the precept of
faith therefore needs no promulgation except that of the infusion of faith
itself. 


What is at issue, therefore, is the relation of the precepts, one of faith,
the other of worship. The precept of faith is presupposed to the precept of
worship, or in other words, obeying the first precept of the Decalogue includes
as something presupposed obeying the precept to believe in God. But then, it is
one precept that is presupposed to another. The precept to believe in
God, however, is not the first article of the creed. The first article of the
creed is that God is the Father almighty, the maker of heaven and earth. The
first article of the creed is a proposition, not a precept. If one recites the
first article with faith, then to be sure one is obeying the precept to
believe, self-evident to one who has faith. But one is not necessarily
enunciating a self-evident proposition. 
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This first text is by no means a revocation of what I claim is St. Thomas’s
mature position on the principles of theology. A second text is no more
difficult to square with the development I allege. 


The Super Epistolam ad Titum Lectura are contemporaneous with the Prima
pars of the Summa. At 3:9, Paul is telling Titus what his
teaching is to avoid, and in the first place, he is not to entertain
“foolish questions.”(47) These are
questions, St. Thomas says, that are “contrary to the intentions of the
teaching.” Such questions are, for instance, ones that raise doubts about
“what one ought to hold as per se in a science.” And the
things that are to be held as per se in the science at hand “are
the things that regard instruction in the faith and training in morals.”(48) Once again, St. Thomas does not directly say
that the first principles of sacred doctrine are per se nota. But it
could be that what he means by the per se are the first principles of
sacred doctrine, and that is how Michael Sirilla takes the text.(49)



For this interpretation to be certain, however, every proposition containing
a per se predication has to be a first principles of the relevant science.
If this is so, then St. Thomas is characterizing the first principles of sacred
doctrine as self-evident. It is not the case, however, that every proposition
containing a per se predication is a first principle. Per se
propositions are not necessarily primitive propositions, where the subject and
predicate are convertible (all Ss are Ps, and all Ps are Ss), a requirement for
first principles. And this means that not all propositions containing a per
se predication are first principles.(50)
Further, first principles must be immediate. But not every proposition whose
predicate is predicated per se of the subject is immediate.(51) It 
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should be remembered, moreover, that the ideal form of the scientific
syllogism is to conclude to a proposition that contains a per se
predication of the second or fourth mode, where the proper subject of an
attribute is included in the predicate, or a proper accident is predicated of
the subject.(52) Such conclusions, obviously,
are not first principles. 


So it by no means follows from the text that St. Thomas is repeating the
teaching of the Sentences commentary. What he would be referring to
are the many propositions in theology that contain per se predications
and yet are not first principles, which is to say, not articles of the creed.
For instance, that the divine punishment is just is a necessary proposition.
The predicate is a necessary property of the subject. But it is not a primitive
proposition, since not all the just acts of God are punishments. And although
that God will judge the living and the dead is an article of the creed, the
justness of his judgment is not. Again, there are many per se
predications that follow from the doctrine of transubstantiation, for instance
that the presence of the true Body of the Lord in the sacrament is not a
spatial presence. But such things are not first principles of sacred doctrine.









VI.
Significance of the Development


With the Summa, then, St. Thomas speaks in such a way that there is
no necessity for the question to arise of how theology can be a science if its
principles are contingent. We do not have to ask this question, since there is
no necessary implication from the text that the articles of the creed are
necessary propositions. 


This is a better way to speak for two reasons. First, it is better because
it respects the issues of the certainty of science and the necessity of science
as two distinct issues. They may be inseparable issues for human science, but
not for science just as such. Science is certain knowledge. And for us this
means that science is not of the individual, for we have no causal knowledge of
material individuals. Science for us must be of the necessary, for only that 
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knowledge, the knowledge of the quiddity of material things, what is
universally true of all the individuals of a species, will for us be certain.
But if there were a cause embracing singularity as such, the very materiality
of the material individual, and if this cause could be known, then there could
be a science of the individual. The First Cause is such a cause, and, moreover,
knows itself and what it causes. So, the divine science is of singulars.(53) This science, the certain knowledge of things
according to their causes, will extend to the contingent,(54)
and what to us must remain enigmatic fate is for God the sweet order of his
providence. 


This brings us to the second reason why the way of the Summa is a
better way. It is a better way to speak because it respects the transcendence
of the divine scientia, which is one with the divine being. That is,
it is a better way to speak because it respects the status of created
necessity and contingence relative to God, which is all that Aristotle spoke of
in the Posterior Analytics. So, in asking whether the will of God
imposes necessity on things, St. Thomas says that the divine will is “most
efficacious,” and therefore “it not only follows that those things
occur that God wants to occur, but that they occur in the way he wants them to
occur,” some by necessity and some contingently.(55)
But the divine will follows the divine wisdom, and the divine knowledge is
itself the cause of things, “according as the divine will is conjoined to
it.”(56) Like the divine will, it is
anterior to the distinction of created necessity and contingency. 


With this in mind, it is fruitful to compare the principles of ordinary
sciences to the principles of sacred doctrine. For the 
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human sciences, God establishes those principles that are per se nota
in establishing the natures of things of which there can be scientific
knowledge. What is per se nota to us is led back to a divine knowledge
that is prior to and causal with respect even to these natures, and so also
therefore to the sciences they found. The principles of sacred doctrine are
likewise led back to the same higher science, God’s. Thus, in the first place,
the principles of all the sciences, theology among them, are led back to the
same science, the divine knowledge that is beyond necessity and contingency. 


Second, it is noteworthy that neither the principles of theology nor the
principles of the physical sciences, both of which are to be led back to the
divine knowledge, are led back to a necessity. The principles of the physical
and speculative sciences are per se nota—that is, they report the
interior intelligibility of the nature the science is about. But they are not
led back to the divine science as to some necessity therein. For while it be
true that each created nature expresses and imitates some part of the
intelligibility of God, and so is no arbitrary construction of a voluntarist
God, nevertheless, it need not have been that these natures exist at all.



Third, notwithstanding the first thing, there is nonetheless a difference
between the principles of the sciences of things within the world and the
principles of theology. Once established, created natures ground principles
that, in their own terms, are necessary. But the articles of theology, once
established by the infallible knowledge and immutable will of God are still not
rightly characterized as necessary. Should we say then that they are
contingent? Yes, but Robert Sokolowski points out that the contingency of the
first article of the creed is not the same as contingency within the world.


These are two
different kinds of contingency. In both cases, contingency means that the
beings that exist could have been otherwise; but the way in which they could
have been otherwise is different. Within the world, contingency is explained by
the indeterminacy of the causes on which the contingent beings depend. … But
the created world as a whole does not have a wider context of 
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created causes that
intervene in its contingency. The created world as whole depends only on the
freedom, wisdom, and holiness of God and nothing else.(57)



That God create the world is contingent. And God creates the world freely.
But that does not make him a “contingent cause.” On what, indeed
could he be contingent, on what depend?(58) He
cannot be coerced. He wills no other end than himself in creating.(59) Nor yet does he will the world arbitrarily.(60) But this means that, in contrast to the per
se nota principles of the worldly sciences, this first article of the
creed is, as it were, closer to the divine wisdom and freedom than they are,
since the principles of the worldly sciences concern parts within the world,
parts that just as such could have been different, imitating some other aspect
of the inexhaustible divine being.(61) By
contrast, the first article engages the generosity of the divine will and the
wisdom of the divine knowledge more immediately. And so, while not per se
nota, it is as it were a principle of greater power than any per se
nota principle of worldly science; it is a more principial principle. 


So also are the second and third articles.(62)
The third article speaks to the fact that we are called to share the divine
life, to be consors divinae naturae (2 Peter 1:4). This principle does
not merely determine the end of a created nature, ours, but engages the divine
nature itself. Like creation, it engages the divine knowledge more immediately
than any principle of a natural science, because more completely; it means that
the creature is to share the divine science in whose wisdom all things are
disposed sweetly and in order (Wisdom 8:1). 


The second article likewise involves both natures, divine and human, in one
principle. It makes the divine Word—who in himself contains “all the
treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Colossians 2:3; sapientiae et
scientiae in the Vulgate) in a 
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knowledge prior to the created distinction of the necessary and
contingent—subject as incarnate to both these created modalities of ens
commune. The Word is that by which the Father speaks both himself and all
created things, and as the subsistent art by which the world is made, and so by
which their forms come to be, the Word manifests all things.(63)
Thus, the second article is in itself a principle closer to the divine mind
than any principle of any natural science because it involves the subsistent
expression of that mind, according to which all things are made, in one of the
things that is made (i.e., the humanity of Christ), and the perfect reflection
of that mind in the human mind of Christ, than which no greater reflection can
be conceived.(64) 


Taking the articles in this way, we are led back to the Trinity of Persons,
not as to something whence they necessarily follow, but to a sort of final
necessity, a final horizon beyond which there is nothing to see or say.(65) 


Conclusion




Capreolus and Cajetan are right to point out the special status of divine
knowing. But noting that the articles are known in their presentiality does not
indicate to us their quite peculiar status, for in this way, all things are
necessary. Rather, we should attend to the transcendence of divine knowing as
causal of what is contingent and necessary.


For his part, John of St. Thomas is right to point out the necessities
interior to the mysteries of faith. But that does not immediately indicate to
us that the principles of sacred doctrine proceed from prior non-contingent
principles, and in fact proceed from a knowledge above contingency and
necessity. 


Is there still any point to speaking of sacra doctrina as a
science, once we see it does not conform to the Aristotelian 
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pattern either of having per se nota principles or principles that
derive from per se nota principles? Yes. Just in itself, scientia
as described by Aristotle names a perfection, the certain knowledge of
something according to its causes. When we human beings have such knowledge the
certitude is a function of the necessity of the causal relation. But certitude
can be had otherwise by the divine mind, This was pointed out by Cajetan and
Capreolus. Moreover, the divine mind can have certain knowledge of singulars,
knowing their causes, and knowing infallibly the causes of all things, whether
contingent or necessary.(66) 


The idea of scientia is therefore realized in a surpassing way in
God. And sacred doctrine is a participation in this, the supreme realization of
science. Because of this, Corbin notes, St. Thomas drops the characterization
of sacred doctrine as a “quasi-subalternated science.” The
“quasi” means that the exemplar of science is taken to be what
Aristotle describes in the Posterior Analytics. Dropping it means that
the exemplar of science is God’s science.(67)
Once we do this, however, we must abandon the attempt to locate per se nota
principles of this science. The principle of the science is the unlimited
understanding and intelligibility of God, whose understanding, as whose being,
is prior to our first and worldly experience of what is necessary and what is
not.
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IN 1989, THE CARMELITE theologian François-Marie Léthel published a book on
what he called “The Theology of the Saints.” The book was the
dissertation he had written at Fribourg under the direction of the Dominican
Christoph Schönborn. Its opening line is a succinct and bold claim regarding
the nature of theology: “All saints are theologians, and only saints are
theologians.”(2)


Léthel is one of many modern Catholic
theologians who have talked about the importance of integrating theology and
holiness.(3) 
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Such efforts are hardly uniform;
neither are the various diagnoses they offer regarding the situation that
prompts their call. This is perhaps inevitable, given the ambiguity surrounding
the terms “theology” and “holiness”: for recent decades have
seen the rise of many and varied definitions of “theology,” and
“holiness” has no fixed, commonly recognized definition. Moreover, if
the task of integration is posed as a question, it admits of two very different
types of answer. That is, if we ask, “How are theology and holiness to be
integrated?” the answer could focus on the way in which theology fosters
the achievement of holiness, or the way in which holiness fosters the
achievement of theology.(4)


The present article attempts to
contribute some clarity and content to the conversation by delineating various
ways in which holiness is necessary for theology as understood in a Thomistic
sense. The definition of theology is assumed, based largely on Aquinas’s
prologue to his Scriptum on the Sentences and the first
question of the Summa Theologiae.(5)
For the sake of a systematic approach I will delineate this definition
according to the four 
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causes of theology: in order, the
material cause (what theology is about), the formal cause (how theology goes
about its business), the final cause (the perfection of theology), and the
efficient cause (who the theologian is).(6) For
each cause, I shall elaborate on what, if anything, holiness has to do with it.


For the moment, I shall leave
“holiness” undefined. This may seem to be an odd choice, for Thomists
know that Aquinas is distinctive among his contemporaries in actually giving a
definition of “holiness”: It is the virtue by which “the human
mind applies itself and its acts to God.” It differs from religion (which
is part of the virtue of justice) only logically, not really. And in a more
general sense, it encompasses all the virtues insofar as they are directed to
the divine good.(7) The discussion of theology
and holiness often might be said to take its cue from Aquinas in that
“holiness” is often supposed to refer to a virtue or set of
virtues—at any rate, qualities of the theologian that are necessary for
theology. But “holiness” can reasonably be understood as having a
wider ambit. The Christian dispensation is unintelligible without the communion
of those who are in Christ: is there not an ecclesiological dimension to
holiness—that is, a sense of particular persons being ordained by God to be
theologians for the Church?(8) Again, theology
in its sapiential aspect involves a view of the whole, creation and revelation,
reproducing “God’s wisdom in our frail minds”: might not holiness be
understood as recapitulating that ontological order, manifesting and testifying
to this view of the whole?(9) Moreover, there is
the famous saying of Evagrius Ponticus: “If you pray truly, 
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you will be a theologian.”(10) As we will see, Aquinas himself, in laying
out what is necessary for theology to be what it is appeals to things other
than human habits that can be seen as pertinent to holiness.


My conclusions will therefore follow
the template “holiness is important, or influential, or necessary for
theology insofar as holiness encompasses the notion of X.” My concern is
with the intrinsic perfection of theology, that is, what is necessary for it to
fulfill its nature. If we take holiness to mean purity of life, the question is
in what way does theology require purity of life? If we take holiness to mean
the practice of pious devotion, the question is in what way does theology
require pious devotion? Let the net be cast as wide as we please; we will find
many features of Christian life that seem to be relevant to the practice of
theology. The question is, does theology intrinsically demand any of
these things? And to answer this, we need to know what it is that theology demands.




I. Holiness and the Subject of Theology









The material cause of theology is the
subject, or “what theology is about.” There are three senses in which
one can speak of the subject.(11) In one sense,
the subject of a science is everything that is considered within that science.
This is the subject considered in a material sense, and in theology it
encompasses what can rightly be called res et signa, Christus
totus, or the opera restaurationis.(12)
In another sense, the subject is that which is 
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primarily considered—or, as Aquinas
puts it in the Scriptum, the subject the knowledge of which is
“principally intended” in the science. This “intention”
signifies not only that thing at which the science aims, but all other things
that are, as it were, drawn into the science by their relation to that
principal thing. The customary term for this is the obiectum formale quod,
which blends both material and formal elements.(13)
The subject of theology in this sense is God, for it is the knowledge of God at
which we principally aim in theology, and everything else that belongs to the
material subject of theology is related to God as its principle and end. This
subject is material, in the sense that it is the “that” which is
considered, but formal in the sense that it signifies that all things other
than God are considered in the science “sub ratione Dei.” Finally,
the subject of a science may be said to be that by which one science is
distinguished from another. This is the formal consideration of the subject,
pure and simple. The same material can be considered by various sciences, as
for example both philosophy and theology treat of God. The sciences are
distinguished by the formal aspect under which they consider that material, and
this is what Aquinas calls the subject in the sense of the “ratio formalis
obiecti,” or what is commonly called the obiectum formale quo.(14) In theology, this formal subject is the credibile
(Sent.) or omnia quaecumque sunt divinitus revelabilia (STh).(15)
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The difference between the material
object and the formal object quo is easiest to understand. We can see
here what distinguishes theology from other disciplines, as well as what they
have in common. Metaphysics and theology both treat of God, but they are
formally distinct, for metaphysics considers God as the cause of being, while
theology considers God as he is revealed. Insofar as theology depends upon
revelation, therefore, it requires the reception of revelation in faith.(16) Thus we come to our first conclusion
regarding holiness: insofar as holiness encompasses the infused virtue of
faith, it is necessary for theology.


A more difficult distinction is
between the material object and the formal object quod. For the
Thomist, the principal subject of theology is God. God is also, as one of the
things we talk about in theology, one of the material objects of theology. But
when we say that God is the subject we are speaking about the formal aspect of
the science. It is not that God is the most important thing we talk about in
theology, or that theology says more things about God than about any of the
other things that constitute its material object. It is that anything spoken of
in theology belongs to theology only by virtue of its relation to God.


A right consideration of the subject
means that theology cannot pursue its rightful activity without being oriented
to and guided by that subject. This is the meaning of Aquinas’s dictum
that 
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everything in theology is treated sub
ratione Dei. Jean-Pierre Torrell has made this a strong theme in his
discussion of the nature of theology in Aquinas and the connection between
theology and spirituality. As Torrell says, it was a fateful day for theology
when theologians began to think that theology was about multiplying the things
we say about God, rather than knowing him.(17)
Theology is not solely or even principally the deduction of new truths, but
rather the relating of all truths to what we know of God as revealed.(18) For example, the philosopher knows that the
world is not necessary, that it is entirely dependent upon a cause that
transcends it. But when we in faith know the full satisfaction of the divine
love among the persons of the Trinity, we see and understand better the utter
non-necessity of creation, and we acquire a sense of how creation is related to
the love of God for us.(19)


Holiness is therefore necessary for
theology insofar as one means by “holiness” a right and abiding
relationship to God as the subject of theology, and a recognition that the
things about which one speaks gain their theological intelligibility from their
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relationship to God. A definition of
theology that misses these elements falsifies the nature of theology.


It is worth noting a classic dispute
regarding the formal object quod. In Aquinas’s own day, some
theologians taught that the subject of theology is not God but rather the whole
Christ. Similarly, one occasionally hears today a plea that theology be less
theocentric and more Christocentric. It is not difficult to imagine why such an
option would seem desirable. To define the subject of theology as God opens the
way to considering theology almost entirely as a philosophical discipline.
There are many things we can know about God on the basis of philosophy (e.g.,
his existence, his perfections, his creation), and theology might be drawn to
take its measure from these, rather than from the revelation of God, his actual
dispensation with respect to us. Moreover, a focus on Christ as the subject of
theology makes more apparent how theology is to be Christian, that is,
Christocentric.


Aquinas considers the possibility
that the whole Christ is the subject of theology. He rejects it, saying that
while it is true that “the whole Christ” encompasses the matter of
theology, it is not the principal subject. His objection is most telling.
Aquinas wants a subject that formally defines the science, not a mere list of
the things we talk about in it. To talk about the whole Christ is to talk about
divinity, humanity, the source of grace and the life of grace. This is all well
and good, but where is the formal unity? How are these things related to each
other?(20) They are related, of course. The
medieval Franciscans who talked about “the whole Christ” were not
interested in bits and pieces of the whole Christ, as if one could talk about
humanity or creation in separation from the creating God. But this simply
proves Aquinas’s point. Positing Christ as the subject of theology, producing a
Christocentric theology, is possible if one can show the principle of
order that coalesces the whole Christ into a unity.(21)
For example, St. 
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Bonaventure defines the subject of
theology as both the whole Christ and God, and it is possible that he would
unite these by regarding God as the principle to which the whole Christ is
reduced.(22) To ask whether Aquinas might
accept this formulation is beyond my scope here. But at least such a
formulation would highlight precisely the same thing Aquinas does when he
speaks of the subject of theology: it points to a simple extramental reality to
which everything the theologian wishes to speak about is ordered and to which
he must be in right relation in order to fulfill the demands of the science.


 


II. Holiness and the Mode of Proceeding in Theology




The formal cause of theology has to do with its “mode of
proceeding”—that is, how theology goes about its business. Does it
proceed by way of authority, or by way of reason? Is its mode exhortative,
argumentative, or something else? For the Thomist, theology is both a science
and a wisdom, based in revelation, reasoning to conclusions, and judging the
principles of all other sciences. Various modes of proceeding are appropriate,
depending on what aspect of theology is being considered, especially whether
one is considering its reception of its principles or the use that is made of
it. In the reception of its principles the mode of theology can be reuelatiuus (insofar as the
principles are given through God speaking forth through a human instrument), oratiuus (the spirit in which the
principles are received), narratiuus
signorum (the signs confirming the authority of the ones who make
the principles known), or metaphoricum,
siue symbolicum, uel parabolicum (insofar as the things revealed
are too high for us, and so can be made known only by creaturely similitudes).
Again, theology has a threefold purpose: when it is being used for the
destruction of error or for the contemplation of truth, its mode is argumentatiuum; when it is being
used for moral instruction, its 
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mode can be preceptiuus,
comminatorius et promissiuus, or narratiuus exemplorum.(23)


For those who are accustomed to think
of Thomistic theology as simply scientific, the above catalogue must broaden
the outlook. Indeed, a common objection to a scientific conception of
theology—an objection both modern and medieval—is that this mode of
proceeding is inadequate to the subject and end of theology. Are not the things
of God too high for our sight? And are they not to be believed rather than
known? The objections have some merit. One cannot approach theology in an uninvolved
way, as one might approach, say, geometry or physics. But this is true for a
reason that is intrinsic to the scientific nature of theology. The first
principles of theology are not hypothetical postulates. They must be both true
and known to be true, by the assent of faith in the theologian, by his
attention to the authority of the teacher, by his prayer, etc. Someone who
lacks these qualities can practice the science of theology only in a very
attenuated way.


When we recognize this aspect of
theology we see the key question with respect to holiness and the formal cause
of theology: what are the habits that are necessary, or at least important, for
theology to be theology?


Faith is obviously a sine qua non
for theology, for without faith one does not have the first principles from
which the science of theology proceeds. Charity is likewise necessary, though
not so absolutely as faith. Insofar as there can be faith without charity, so
there can be theology without charity. But this is not the norm, nor is it
possible for theology to begin without charity—for since the infusion of faith
is always accompanied by the infusion of charity, if the latter has never been
present, theology is missing its condition sine qua non.












page 447


Morever, charity is necessary for
theology to achieve its end. It is important to be precise here. The temptation
is to make a separation between theology and the theologian, and to say that,
while charity is certainly necessary for the theologian—that is, as a
Christian who cannot be in communion with God without charity—it is not
necessary for theology as such, which is a purely intellectual act of reasoning
applied to the things of faith. In fact, for Aquinas at least the distinction
is not so neat. He says that “the end of this doctrine [sacra doctrina]
is the contemplation of the first truth in heaven”(24)—not
the end of the theologian, but the end of the activity of knowing the divine
things, that is, the end of theology. To be sure, this is an intellectual end;
but without charity, it is impossible for theology to be directed toward that
end.(25)


There are other habits that are
intrinsic to the correct “mode of proceeding” in theology as well.
There are those moral and intellectual virtues that are a necessary part of any
intellectual discipline, notably studiousness (the virtue of moderating the
pursuit of knowledge [which is part of the virtue of temperance]) and docility
(the virtue of being ready to be taught [which is part of the virtue of
prudence]).(26) There are also the gifts of the
Holy Spirit, most notably the gifts of knowledge and understanding.(27)


The contribution of these intellectual
gifts is not the infusion of special species into the human mind, as if they
were a version of prophecy. The gifts of the Holy Spirit are the habits that 
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dispose the natural powers of the
mind to be moved by the Holy Spirit. Their distinctive quality may be read off
of the natural capacity they modify. To appreciate the gifts of knowledge and
understanding, therefore, one should begin with the natural virtues of
knowledge and understanding.


Knowledge is the virtue that has to
do with the conclusions drawn from sure principles. This is the goal of much of
our theological activity: discerning what follows from the sure principles of
our theology. The gift of knowledge likewise has to do with conclusions: it
gives us the capacity to see the implications of and connections between the
things of faith insofar as we are moved to do so by the Holy Spirit. In no way
does it replace theological reasoning itself, which proceeds in a natural mode
and whose conclusions are judged in light of the rigor of the reasoning
process. But the gift of knowledge can and should guide theological reasoning,
for it is the capacity that allows one to see the conclusions in a divine mode,
following the causal chain that leads from anything that can be known of
creatures to what is known of God.(28) As the
gift of knowledge influences theology, theological conclusions are seen to
matter—that is, not to be merely the interesting fruit of speculation. For
example, in theology one rightly proceeds on the basis of a judgment about the
contingency of creation—God would not be less God if he did not create.
However, it is also the case that the principle of creation is in some way the
procession of the persons within the Trinity.(29)
Theological reasoning, knowing this principle, tries to discover what one can
say about the connection between the procession of the Son and the Spirit and
the creation of the world. 
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The gift of knowledge gives one a
sense for the connection. In the proper order of things, then, the gift of
knowledge orders theological reasoning in harmony with what it senses is the
case.


As for understanding: the virtue of
understanding involves the apprehension of the principles of knowledge. So too
by the gift of understanding we have a graced apprehension of the principles of
the things of faith. By the virtue of faith we believe that which is revealed;
by the gift of understanding we penetrate more deeply the reality of that which
is revealed, for a connaturality is established between it and us. The gift of
understanding therefore assists theology in two ways: first, it enhances the
theologian’s adherence to the things revealed; second, it can give the
theologian a more expansive grasp of what is revealed. Romanus Cessario
comments that we often look to the saints, those who “manifest special
clarity in their understanding of the economy of salvation … [as] those who
model the gift of understanding.”(30) He
gives an example: “think of St. Francis of Assisi and his intuitive grasp
that all creation reflects the glory of the Lord.” This does not mean that
the theologian, by the Holy Spirit through the gift of understanding, receives
distinct principles—things that he knows that are other than the things known
in faith. The gifts do not grant a new object. But it is possible that because
of the gift of understanding the theologian will apprehend the reality of the
thing believed in a way that will grant a distinctive guidance to his theology.


The Thomistic teaching on the habits
necessary for theology may therefore be summed up as follows. Certain moral and
intellectual virtues are important aids to theology, as they are to any
speculative discipline. The infused virtues of faith and charity are simply
necessary. And the gifts of the Holy Spirit have a formative role; theology is
possible without them, but impoverished. Insofar as holiness is associated with
any or all of these habits, one may thereby distinguish its role within
theology.
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III. Holiness and the End of Theology


 


The end of theology might be
considered as its purpose. Why do we engage in theology? Many answers could be
given, but they will generally be clustered around the same thought: that
engaging in theology helps one to achieve the goal of Christian life. This is
the sense that often underlies discussions of theology and holiness, or
theology and spirituality. The real Christian good is identified with holiness,
or spirituality (viz., union with God), and theology is regarded as necessarily
governed by this purpose—whether by having precisely the same telos,
or by materially contributing to the achievement of that telos.


The problem with this line of thought
is that if theology is defined as a science, it must be judged by the canons of
a science. It may be that an intellectual activity is undertaken for the sake
of a nonintellectual goal, but such a goal would be extrinsic to the activity,
and thus not an essential part of the understanding of the activity. To be more
precise, one needs to speak not about the purpose but about the “end”
of the activity, that which perfects it in its own right. A science is
identified as speculative or practical with respect to its end. Insofar as
theology is understood as a speculative science, its end is properly
speculative.(31)


Yet it is not enough to say this, for
here we run up against the concern expressed by both the Magisterium(32) and the Tradition. Common in the tradition
was the view of theology as a kind of knowledge that is not purely speculative,
for it was supposed to pertain to more than just the speculative intellect.
Aquinas himself notes several passages from Scripture that suggest a practical
end to theology.(33) And if there was after the
time of the High Scholastics a separation between theological knowledge and the
spiritual or mystical life of the Christian, there were also attempts to
overcome this divide—most famously, in Thomistic circles, in the description
of theology as an affective science in the 
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seventeenth-century French Thomism of
Vincent Contenson, Louis Bail, and Louis Chardon.(34)


What then can we say about the
definition of theology as a speculative science? In what way does Aquinas’s
understanding on this point satisfy the concern of the Magisterium and of the
Tradition for a theology that is not “merely” speculative, but
includes the practical and the affective as well?


The first element of the answer is
that Aquinas does in fact see a perfection of the human being that is first and
foremost speculative: the highest end of man is the contemplation of God. There
is no derogation of the practical here. A practical science has to do with
human acts. However much these can and must be ordered to the divine things,
one has to say that dealing with the divine things themselves is intrinsically
a higher, and more final, activity. The speculative is to the practical here as
the higher is to the lower: to be sure, the good works of the will are
necessary for man to achieve that end, but the end itself supercedes them, and
thus it cannot be described as truly practical.


A second element lies in the fact
that theology is not separated from the realm of the practical. Aquinas speaks
of theology as containing the perfection of all practical knowledge as well as
of all speculative knowledge.(35) Since the
formal object of theology is relation to divine revelation, and since divine
revelation pertains not only to human knowledge but also to the perfection of
man in virtue, there is no difficulty in saying that the same science perfects
all practical as well as all speculative knowledge.


It is not only the encompassing
character of divine revelation that guarantees this. Revelation must be
received with the human habit of faith, and faith itself consists of both
speculative and practical elements—that is, the intellect and the will. Faith
lies in the intellect, but because the evidentiary power of the object of faith
is not enough to move the intellect to knowledge, the will is 
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always in play as well. Hence the
classic definition of belief as “to think with assent,” the will
moving the intellect to assent.


Supernatural charity is the most
obvious companion to faith in this respect, for it is this that makes faith
living, saving faith. And charity of course belongs to the perfection of the
will. But charity is not the only volitional component related to faith. In
charity faith finds its perfection, but the order of these virtues must be that
faith comes first—for the simple reason that it is only in faith that the
intellect is so related to God (its object, the one it knows) that the will can
be moved to love with charity. Aquinas also recognizes a movement of the will
prior to the act of charity that forms part of the act of faith: what the
Tradition comes to call the “pius credulitatis affectus.”
This is not the adhesion of the will to the Beloved; it is rather the
recognition, moved by grace, of the goodness and appropriateness of that which
one is called to believe, which brings with it both a desire and confidence.(36)


Recognizing this element of faith we
avoid the difficulties associated with a pure speculation in faith. That which
is believed in can never be a matter of indifference to the believer, for if it
is there is no act of faith, no movement of the will inclining the will to
assent. To this extent, theology is properly practical as well as speculative.


A third element has to do with the
distinction between a speculative and an affective science. There is an
advantage to describing theology as an affective science—that is, a science
that is completed in fostering and perfecting our affective relationship to
God—in that it accords well with some of the characteristics of theology we
have already seen in Aquinas, such as attention to the subject rather than the
multiplication of things known about the subject, or the kind of apprehension
associated with the gifts of the Holy Spirit. One could then describe the
perfection of theology as something like, as Bonaventure puts it, a pious
knowledge of the things that are believed.(37)
A connection to holiness would be self-evident.
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Aquinas does not take this route, nor
does he even explicitly consider it.(38) For
Aquinas, our affections properly speaking do not have the capacity to attain
God. I may have joy (gaudium, pleasure in the satisfaction of the
rational appetite) in knowing God as the source of all Truth. I may so delight
in God that I yearn for him more and more. But what is really happening is
either that my affection arises from a cognitive or appetitive act, which is
able to be directed toward God; or, that my affection prompts my spiritual
capacities of knowledge and will to attend to God.(39)
For Aquinas, there is no special affective capacity that brings theology to its
completion. To speak about the perfection of theology is to speak about the
kind of act in which theology is completed. To say that it is in an affective
act is to mis-locate affection. The confusion arises because we long to see
theology as a loving knowledge of God. This is all well and good. But we have
to distinguish between love as part of the intellectual appetite, which does
importantly direct us to the proper knowledge of God, and love as an affection
that arises from our perception of God as our good. The way Aquinas sees it,
the knowledge of God inevitably has an appetitive component; but this is not
enough to warrant calling theology an affective science.


We must not be deceived by Aquinas’s
description of theology as a speculative science. It is indeed speculative: it
is perfected in knowing rather than in doing or in loving. But doing and loving
follow inevitably in its train, and insofar as they are capable of producing
acts that direct the speculative intellect they can have a directive influence
on theology. What Aquinas excludes is the 
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possibility that a holy, loving
affection is in fact a capacity outside of the speculative intellect that is
itself capable of apprehending God. One finds such a possibility elsewhere in
the Christian tradition, in the doctrine of “the spiritual senses.”
Aquinas marks a decisive turn from this doctrine—again, not because he wishes
to uproot affection from theology, but because he simply gives it a different
place in his anthropology.(40)


Given this description of the kind of
speculative science that theology is, there are several things to say about the
relationship between theology and holiness, depending on whether one defines
holiness in relation to the intellect, the will, or the affections. Holiness is
implicated in theology insofar as one can describe the speculative end of
theology as itself a holy knowledge. The beatific vision is, after all,
beatifying. Furthermore, holiness is necessary for theology insofar as it
encompasses the acts of the will that are the necessary concomitants of faith,
namely, the pius credulitatis affectus and charity. Finally, holiness
is related to the end of theology insofar as it connotes either the loving
response to God prompted by the theological apprehension of him or, more
strongly, that loving quality that directs the attention of the theologian
toward God. 


 


IV. Holiness and the Theologian




It remains to speak about holiness and the efficient cause of theology, that
is, the theologian. Who is the theologian? Is the saint, as saint, a
theologian, as Léthel would have it? What of the bishop—the theologian par
excellence in the Dionysian system of hierarchy, of which Aquinas is an heir?(41)
Or should one say, 
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following an ancient Augustinian
motif, that Christ is the theologian?(42)


To be clear, I am not talking here
about the habitual qualities the theologian must possess; I have already
treated of these under the formal cause of theology, or the “mode of
proceeding.” The question is rather whether there is something else about
the state of the person that is a definitive element in his being called a
theologian.


In the simplest sense, the theologian
for Aquinas is the individual who has acquired the habitus of
theology. Thus Cajetan is certainly a theologian, while Joan of Arc is not (pace
Léthel). We properly call Avery Dulles a theologian, but we do not extend the
term to Blessed Theresa of Calcutta. The state of a particular Christian may
demand of him an attention to theology (e.g., the bishop, who must reflect on
Sacred Scripture and the articles of faith so as to be able to teach his
people),(43) but in this view there is nothing
about any Christian state that by itself makes the person in that state a
theologian.


Such is the view in which theology is
understood as the private activity of an individual Christian (i.e., his
attempt to move from faith to understanding). But theology may also be
considered as part of the teaching role of the Church. This requires some
explanation. It is common in Catholic theology to say that it is the work of
the Magisterium to define what is revealed, and it is the work of the
theologian to draw out the things that follow from revelation, as part of
understanding it better. The realm of the Magisterium is that of faith, while
the realm of the theologian is theology. On such an account we cannot speak of
the Church 
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having a magisterial theology. Yet is
this the case? On the contrary, the Magisterium has the authority not only to
define the deposit of faith, but also to teach definitively regarding those
things that are necessary for us to hold the deposit of faith.(44)
At times the Magisterium has made a point of identifying philosophical theses
that fall into this category.(45) Also included
could be certain ways of ordering and understanding that deposit, which is a
properly theological activity. In this sense, we can speak of a magisterial
theology: the definition of elements of theology necessary for holding what we
know in faith to be true.(46) As the
Magisterium knows these things, so it is engaged in theology.


Moreover, theology pertains not only
to knowing, but in a distinctive way to teaching. One knows the Dominican
ideal: “contemplata aliis tradere.” In this life, it is a greater
thing to teach what one knows than simply to know it. This is not only the
fruit of charity. Aquinas maintains, following Dionysius, that God 
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ordains that “the gifts of his
providence should come to the lowest through intermediaries.”(47) This includes sacred doctrine. The preeminent
theologian is therefore the one from whom all theological knowledge
begins—namely, Christ. Included in his theological activity is the work of
those through whom his teaching comes. This obviously pertains to the
Magisterium, for it was given to the apostles and their successors the bishops
to pass on, define, and defend the teaching of Christ. Thus the Magisterium as
teacher participates in a theological activity.


Moreover, individual theologians may
enter the ranks of the intermediaries of sacred doctrine as well, insofar as
their theology can be conceived as a part of the divine ordering through which
the teaching of Christ is spread to all. As Kevin White comments: “The
unwritten doctrina Christi [that is, the oral teaching of Christ] . .
. is transmitted through the doctrina Christiana of which the Summa
Theologiae is meant to be an exemplary case.”(48)
The Doctors of the Church are the most notable members of this group. But the
work of any theologian, insofar as it is attempting this passing on of doctrina
Christiana, and as it is received and given approbation by the
Magisterium, can fall into this category.


Finally, one may wonder if individual
saints who are not obviously theologians may be included as well. This is a
theme one finds in Hans Urs von Balthasar: the idea that God uses specific saints
as a way of communicating a distinctive way of living out the truth of the
gospel that is normative for a specific age.(49)
Thus some would speak of the theology of a saint enshrined 
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in his vocation and mission (one
thinks of Francis of Assisi, Joan of Arc, or Therese of Lisieux). Again, the
point is that insofar as a person is part of the divine ordering through which
the teaching of Christ is transmitted to all, he may be part of a theological
activity. Thus is opened the possibility of some theologians being defined as
such by their holiness, insofar as holiness encompasses the distinctive gift
from God that enables a person to participate in this mission. (Holiness thus
understood is associated with gratia gratis data rather than gratia
gratum faciens.)


There is a hint of this same idea in
Aquinas’s discussion of the “states of perfection.” There are two
such states: that of the bishop and that of religious. Following Dionysius,
Aquinas says that the bishop is in the position of a perfecter, while religious
are in the position of being perfected.(50)
Either one can be seen as relevant to theological activity. A religious,
because of the form of his life, is singularly equipped with the aids to
contemplation that make for a good theologian.(51)
A bishop, on the other hand, is in a state in which it is incumbent upon him to
practice theology, insofar as this pertains to his perfective pastoral duty.


In summary, although it makes sense
to say for St. Thomas that the theologian is the person with acquired
theological habitus, it also makes sense to say that the person marked
by holiness in a distinctive way—whether the bishop, an individual teacher, or
a paradigmatic saint—can as such be called a theologian.









Conclusion


I have presented a variety of ways in
which holiness, depending on how one defines it, can be seen as intrinsic to
theology. I will close simply by emphasizing the following point. One can conceive,
on Thomistic grounds, of a theologian who is both a genuine, even a fine
theologian, while he is also a wretched Christian. But this does not mean that
theology should be regarded as an intellectual activity that has nothing to do
with 
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holiness, or that has only an
extrinsic relationship thereto. The question is, as I stated at the beginning,
how is holiness intrinsic to theology? How is it impossible for theology to be
what it is truly meant to be in isolation from holiness? St. Thomas gives us
much to think about here. Foremost in his consideration are perhaps the habits
necessary for the theologian, which would accord well with his attention to
holiness as a virtue. But his carefully delineated treatment of the various
elements of theology, with his explicit and implicit teaching on the kind of
knowledge theology is, the role of the will in theology, the connection of
theology with different states of Christian life, etc., open up a wide field
for exploration. To recover this is to recover the integrity of Christian
thought and life, and the most robust sense of the nature of theology.
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education from the Magisterium of Venerable Pope John Paul II and Pope Benedict
XVI. These reflections, I trust, will be both a confirmation of the steadfast
work of the administration, faculty, staff, and student body of The Thomas More
College of Liberal Arts, and all other Catholic colleges that wish to be true
to their Catholic identity, and an inspiration to continue to put one’s hand to
plow, not looking backward but going forward in the mission of the Catholic
college or university for the sake of the Church and society in general.(2)


I.
The Importance of the Catholic University to Society and the Church




My first reflection concerns the importance of the Catholic university to
society and the Church. The Declaration on Christian Education, Gravissimum
educationis, of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council underlines the
importance the Church has consistently assigned to Catholic higher education,
in 
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order that “the convergence of faith and reason in the one truth may be
seen more clearly.”(3) It is sufficient to
consider the challenges of a lifetime as a member of the Church and a citizen
of the nation, and the many and significant fields of human endeavor for which
the university student prepares himself, to know the importance of his
receiving a complete education, that is, an education in which the convergence
of faith and reason in the pursuit of the one truth is consistently taught and
exemplified.


Pope Benedict XVI gives clear expression to the irreplaceable service of
Catholic higher education for the attainment of the necessary unity of faith
and reason. In his meeting with Catholic educators at The Catholic University
of America, on 17 April 2008, addressing the fundamental Catholic identity of
the Catholic university, he reminded them:


Clearly, then, Catholic
identity is not dependent upon statistics. Neither can it be equated simply
with orthodoxy of course content. It demands and inspires much more: namely,
that each and every aspect of your learning communities reverberates within the
ecclesial life of faith. Only in faith can truth become incarnate and reason
truly human, capable of directing the will along the path of freedom (cf. Spe
salvi, 23). In this way our institutions make a vital contribution to the
mission of the Church and truly serve society. They become places in which
God’s active presence in human affairs is recognized and in which every young
person discovers the joy of entering into Christ’s “being for others”
(cf. ibid., 28).(4)


In a particular way, the Catholic university that is true to her identity
will help students to be strong in giving an account of their faith in their
vocation in life, whether it be the married life, the dedicated single life,
the consecrated life, or the ordained priesthood, and in whatever field of
human endeavor they engage, 
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resisting the secularist dictatorship which would exclude all religious
discourse from the professions and from public life in general.


Quoting Blessed John Henry Cardinal Newman, Venerable Pope John Paul II
underlined the importance of the service of the Catholic university to the
Church and society in general in his apostolic constitution Ex corde
ecclesiae with these words:


It is the honour and
responsibility of a Catholic University to consecrate itself without reserve to
the cause of truth. This is its way of serving at one and the same
time both the dignity of man and the good of the Church, which has “an
intimate conviction that the truth is (its) real ally … and that knowledge
and reason are sure ministers to faith”. Without in any way neglecting the
acquisition of useful knowledge, a Catholic University is distinguished by its
free search for the whole truth about nature, man and God. The present age is
in urgent need of this kind of disinterested service, namely of proclaiming
the meaning of truth, that fundamental value without which freedom,
justice and human dignity are extinguished.(5)


The fact that the Catholic university had its birth “from the heart of
the Church,” to quote the beginning of the same apostolic constitution,
demonstrates the importance the Church has always assigned higher education.(6)


During various periods of the Church’s history, the service of the Catholic
university has been critical to meeting the challenges of the time. In a
society marked by a virulent secularism which threatens the integrity of every
aspect of human endeavor and service—for example, medicine, law, government
and higher 
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education itself—the service of the Catholic university is more needed than
ever. How tragic that the very secularism which the Catholic university should
be helping its students to battle and overcome has entered into several
Catholic universities, leading to the grievous compromise of their high
mission.


 


II.
The Harmony of Faith and Reason at the Catholic University




At the Catholic university, the student will be led to overcome the prevalent
and utterly destructive error of our time, which holds that somehow faith is
contradicted by reason. This error has hindered and even prevented the
essential and irreplaceable contribution of the Church to the life of society
in general, that is, to the pursuit of the common good. It is only through the
meeting of faith and reason that the deepest truth of the various areas of
study can be uncovered. In Ex corde ecclesiae, Venerable Pope John
Paul II declared:




It is in the context
of the impartial search for truth that the relationship between faith and
reason is brought to light and meaning. The invitation of Saint Augustine,
“Intellege ut credas; crede ut
intellegas“,
is relevant to Catholic Universities that are called to explore courageously
the riches of Revelation and of nature so that the united endeavour of
intelligence and faith will enable people to come to the full measure of their
humanity, created in the image and likeness of God, renewed even more
marvellously, after sin, in Christ, and called to shine forth in the light of
the Spirit.(7)


At the Catholic university, students should be equipped, through their study
and research, to address the truth of the Decalogue and of the Golden Rule to
their personal lives and to the life of 
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the society in which they live. At the Catholic university, the very manner
of study and research should manifest the bankruptcy of the abuse of human life
and human sexuality, which has come to be standard on many university campuses,
and the bankruptcy of the violation of the inviolable dignity of human life, of
the integrity of marriage, and of the right order of our relationship to one
another and to the world in general, which is the trademark of our culture, a culture
of violence and death.


Pope Benedict XVI provided a somewhat lengthy reflection on the
communication of faith with reason at the Catholic university in his meeting
with Catholic educators during his pastoral visit to our nation in April 2008.
In particular, he commented on how the mission of the Catholic university
responds to the highest aspiration of a nation, namely, “to develop a
society truly worthy of the human person’s dignity.”(8)
Noting the division that secular society creates between truth and faith, he
underlined the importance of the study of metaphysics which uncovers the nature
of truth which, in turn, necessarily forms us in the pursuit of the moral good.(9)


The Holy Father pointed out that “the truths of faith and reason never
contradict one another.”(10) He
illustrated the irreplaceable service of the Church, of the Catholic faith, in
man’s pursuit of truth with these words:


The Church’s
mission, in fact, involves her in humanity’s struggle to arrive at truth. In
articulating revealed truth she serves all members of society by purifying
reason, ensuring that it remains open to the consideration of ultimate truths.
Drawing upon divine wisdom, she sheds light on the foundation of human morality
and ethics and reminds all groups in society that it is not praxis that creates
truth but truth that should serve as the basis of praxis. Far from undermining
the tolerance of legitimate diversity, such a contribution illuminates the very
truth which makes consensus attainable and helps to keep public debate
rational, honest, and accountable. Similarly the Church never tires of
upholding 
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the essential moral
categories of right and wrong, without which hope could only wither, giving way
to cold pragmatic calculations of utility which render the person little more
than a pawn on some ideological chess-board.(11)


One thinks, for example, of the cold and calculated advance of the
experimentation on human embryos for the sake of supposed cures in our nation
to see the critical need of education in metaphysics and the doctrines of the
faith at the Catholic university.


 



III. A Place to Encounter Jesus
Christ


The first and chief teacher at every institution of Catholic higher
education is Our Lord Jesus Christ Who is the fullness of the revelation of God
to us. A Catholic college or university at which Jesus Christ alive in His
Church is not taught, encountered in the Sacred Liturgy and its extension
through prayer and devotion, and followed in a life of virtue is not worthy of
the name. Pope Benedict XVI, in his meeting with Catholic educators, declared:


First and foremost,
every Catholic educational institution is a place to encounter the living God
who in Jesus Christ reveals his transforming love and truth (cf. Spe Salvi,
4). This relationship elicits a desire to grow in the knowledge and
understanding of Christ and his teaching. In this way those who meet him are
drawn by the very power of the Gospel to lead a new life characterized by all
that is beautiful, good, and true; a life of Christian witness nurtured and
strengthened within the community of our Lord’s disciples, the Church.(12)


The presence of Our Lord Jesus Christ on the campus of the Catholic college
and university is not something additional to or even extraneous to the pursuit
of truth. It is, rather, He alone Who inspires, guides, and disciplines
professors and students, so that they remain faithful in the pursuit and do not
fall prey to the 
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temptations which Satan cleverly offers to corrupt us whenever we set out to
attain a great good.


According to the ancient canonical wisdom, corruptio optimi pessima est,
“the corruption of the best is the worst.” Sadly, we have witnessed
the truth of the axiom in so many Catholic colleges and universities in our
nation, which once gave pride of place to their Catholic identity and the
Catholic life of the campus but now are Catholic in name only, usually
qualifying their Catholic identity by another name, for example, calling
themselves a Catholic university in the Franciscan or Jesuit tradition. What
the “tradition” means in practice can have little, if anything, to do
with Tradition. The word “Catholic” in the name of a university has
its full qualification, that is, it accepts no modifiers.


In Ex corde ecclesiae, Venerable Pope John Paul II described the
Catholic identity of the Catholic university, using the words of the Final
Document of the 1972 Congress of Delegates of Catholic Universities. Having
noted the four characteristics of the Catholic university, he concluded:


In the light of
these four characteristics, it is evident that besides the teaching, research
and services common to all Universities, a Catholic University, by
institutional commitment, brings to its task the inspiration and light of
the Christian message. In a Catholic University, therefore, Catholic
ideals, attitudes and principles penetrate and inform university activities in
accordance with the proper nature and autonomy of these activities. In a word,
being both a University and Catholic, it must be both a community of scholars
representing various branches of human knowledge, and an academic institution
in which Catholicism is vitally present and operative.(13)
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In his ad limina address to the United States Bishops of New York
State on 15 October 1988, Venerable Pope John Paul II made it clear that the
critical service of the many Catholic universities in our nation depends upon
the strength of their Catholic identity. He told the bishops:


Catholic
institutions of higher learning, which educate a large number of young people
in the United States of America, have a great importance for the future of
society and of the Church in your country. But the degree of their influence
depends entirely on preserving their Catholic identity. This Catholic
identity has to be present in the fundamental direction given to both teaching
and studies. And it must be present in the life of these institutions which are
characterized by a special bond with the Church—a bond that springs from their
institutional connection with the Catholic message. The adjective “Catholic”
must always be the real expression of a profound reality.(14)


Identifying a university as Catholic means identifying every aspect of the
university’s life as Catholic.


Earlier, during his visit to our nation in September 1987, Venerable Pope
John Paul II reminded leaders of institutions of Catholic higher education of
their greatest challenge. He observed:


The challenges that
confront you are just as testing as those your forefathers faced in
establishing the network of institutions over which you now preside.
Undoubtedly, the greatest challenge is, and will remain, that of preserving
and strengthening the Catholic character of your colleges and universities—that
institutional commitment to the word of God as proclaimed by the Catholic
Church. This commitment is both an expression of spiritual consistency and a
specific contribution to the cultural dialogue proper to American life. As you
strive to make the presence of the Church in the world of modern culture more luminous,
may you listen once again to Christ’s prayer to his Father for his disciples:
“Consecrate them by means of truth - ‘Your word is truth’“(Jn
17:17).(15)
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Those who have struggled and continue to struggle to maintain and develop
the Catholic identity of The Thomas More College of Liberal Arts know the truth
of Pope John Paul II’s words. At the same time, they know the deep joy of
imparting a truly Catholic higher education, through which students and
professors grow in their love of Christ, and, thereby, of providing to society
a service which only a truly Catholic institution of higher education can
provide.


The Catholic university makes a lifelong contribution to the formation of
the conscience of her students. Through authentically Catholic studies, the
student grows ever more sensitive and attentive to the voice of God, which we
call the conscience, by which he knows right from wrong, truth from falsehood,
and beauty from ugliness.


It is the conscience, the voice of God, speaking to our souls that is, in
the words of Blessed John Henry Cardinal Newman, “the aboriginal Vicar of
Christ.”(16) As such, the conscience is
ever attuned to Christ Himself Who instructs and forms it through His Vicar,
the Roman Pontiff, and the bishops in communion with him. Blessed Cardinal
Newman observed that conscience “is a messenger of him, who, both in
nature and in grace, speaks to us behind a veil, and teaches and rules us by
his representatives.”(17) In accord with
the wisdom of Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas, our thoughts and actions should
not be conformed to the voices of men who speak about human and passing things,
no matter how persuasive or powerful they may be, but to the voice of God
speaking to us, through our conscience, about the realities that pertain to our
relationship with Him and are enduring.


The encounter with Jesus Christ, which takes a privileged form at the
Catholic university, naturally requires the active engage-ment of the bishop,
the successor of the apostles, in any Catholic university within his
jurisdiction. The Catholic university, for its part, will seek the fullest
possible communication with the bishop. 
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Regarding the relationship of the bishop with the Catholic university,
Venerable Pope John Paul II, in Ex corde ecclesiae, observed:


Bishops have a
particular responsibility to promote Catholic Universities, and especially to promote
and assist in the preservation and strengthening of their Catholic identity,
including the protection of their Catholic identity in relation to civil
authorities. This will be achieved more effectively if close personal and
pastoral relationships exist between University and Church authorities,
characterized by mutual trust, close and consistent cooperation and continuing
dialogue. Even when they do not enter directly into the internal governance of
the University, Bishops “should be seen not as external agents but as
participants in the life of the Catholic University.”(18)


When one considers the noble mission of the Catholic university, it becomes
clear that it can only be accomplished within the Church, within the living
Body of Christ, in which the bishop acts in the person of Christ, Head and
Shepherd of the flock in every time and place.


How much the bishop should be able to depend upon the Catholic university to
be a partner with him in meeting the many challenges of the new evangelization;
teaching the faith in its integrity; celebrating the Sacred Liturgy as the
action of Christ, uniting heaven to earth; and giving sound discipline by which
the order inherent in the life of the Church is safeguarded and promoted! The
situation in which the Catholic university views the bishop as a suspect or
outright unwelcome partner in the mission of Catholic higher education—unless
the bishop is willing to betray the duties of his office as the chief teacher
of the faith in the territory in which the Catholic university has its seat by 
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endorsing the Catholic identity of the university without regard for the
high demands of such an identity—is totally anomalous.




IV. The Importance of Theology to the
Catholic Identity of the Catholic University




The Catholic identity of the Catholic university is defined by the
fullness of the revelation of God’s love in His only-begotten Son Who became
man in order that we might know and live the truth of that love. The study and
research that takes place at the Catholic university finds its ultimate meaning
in that revelation which is the source of all being. The conduct of study and
research in the context of an ever-deepening knowledge of Divine Revelation
helps the teacher and the learner to grow in wonder before the mystery of God’s
immeasurable and unceasing love of man and to return love for love. In the
earlier-referenced ad limina address to the U.S. Bishops of New York
State, Venerable Pope John Paul II reminded the bishops of the stable and
irreplaceable contribution the study of theology makes to the safeguarding and
promotion of the Catholic identity of the Catholic university. He observed:




What faith teaches is
not the result of human investigation but comes from divine revelation. Faith has not been transmitted to the human
mind as a philosophical invention to be perfected; rather, it has been
entrusted to th spouse of Christ as a divine deposit to be faithfully guarded
and infallibly interpreted (see First Vatican Council: Dei Filius, ch. IV: DS 3020). In the area of
strictly human knowledge, there is room not only for progress toward the truth
but also, and not infrequently, for the rectification of substantial error.
Revealed truth, however, has been entrusted to the Church once and for all. It
has reached its completion in Christ. Hence the profound significance of the
Pauline expression “deposit” of faith (see 1 Tm.
6:20). At the same time, this deposit allows for a further explanation and for
a growing understanding as long as the Church is on earth.(19)









In this light, one understands the insistence on the importance of at least
a chair, if not a faculty, of Catholic theology at every 
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Catholic university.(20) In Ex corde
ecclesiae, Venerable Pope John Paul II set forth the importance of the
teaching of Sacred Theology in the Catholic university. He wrote:


Theology plays a particularly important role in the search for
a synthesis of knowledge as well as in the dialogue between faith and reason.
It serves all other disciplines in their search for meaning, not only by
helping them to investigate how their discoveries will affect individuals and
society but also by bringing a perspective and an orientation not contained
within their own methodologies. In turn, interaction with these other
disciplines enriches theology, offering it a better understanding of the world
today, and making theological research more relevant to current needs. Because
of its specific importance among the academic disciplines, every Catholic
University should have a faculty, or at least a chair, of theology.(21)


His insistence on the importance of a solid and profound teaching of
Catholic theology at the Catholic university echoes the directive of the
Fathers at the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council: “In Catholic
universities in which there is no faculty of Sacred Theology there should be an
institute or course of theology in which lectures may be given suited also to
the needs of lay students.”(22)


Given the importance of the teaching of Sacred Theology at the Catholic
university, whether through a faculty or a chair or a designated course of
studies, special care should be given to the curriculum and the hiring of
professors prepared to lead students 
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in the study of the Scriptures and the Tradition, especially the study of
the Fathers of the Church and the approved theologians, above all, St. Thomas
Aquinas.


It should be kept in mind that, today, many young Catholics are poorly
catechized. It may, therefore, be advantageous to connect the study of the
classic texts of Sacred Theology with the relevant parts of the Catechism
of the Catholic Church. Given the religious illiteracy which marks our
time and in fidelity to the seriousness with which university studies should be
undertaken, there is really no place for engaging in speculative theology that
is not firmly grounded in Tradition and certainly no time to waste on
superficial and tendentious theological writings of the time.


What sense does it make, for instance, to engage students in a discussion of
the possibility of the admission of women to Holy Orders, when the students
have little or no knowledge of the consistent teaching of the Holy Scriptures
and Tradition on the Sacred Priesthood and on the reservation of priestly
ordination to men. Special care must be exercised in the teaching of moral
theology to correct the numerous and readily available articles and books which
follow a proportionalist or consequentialist approach to moral questions, and
to ground students in the Aristotelian-Thomistic ethics which, in turn, is
grounded in a sound metaphysics.


Conclusion




There are many more aspects of the Catholic university, compellingly
illustrated in the Magisterium of both Venerable Pope John Paul II and Pope
Benedict XVI, which time does not permit me to address. It is my hope that my
little reflection on the fundamental aspects which I have been able to address
will help us all to see more clearly the critical importance of the Catholic
university and specifically of The Thomas More College of Liberal Arts to the
Church and the world in our time. It is also my hope that it will inspire us
all to a stronger engagement in the apostolate of Catholic higher education.
Pope Benedict XVI, in 
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addressing Catholic educators during his pastoral visit to our nation in
2008, emphasized the importance of the engagement of the entire community in
the critical apostolate of Catholic education. Speaking of the heroic
sacrifices made in the past to provide Catholic schools and universities in our
nation, he observed:


This sacrifice
continues today. It is an outstanding apostolate of hope, seeking to address
the material, intellectual, and spiritual needs of over three million children
and students. It also provides a highly commendable opportunity for the entire
Catholic community to contribute generously to the financial needs of our institutions.
Their long-term sustainability must be assured. Indeed, everything possible
must be done, in cooperation with the wider community, to ensure that they are
accessible to people of all social and economic strata. No child should be
denied his or her right to an education in faith, which in turn nurtures the
soul of a nation.(23)


What Pope Benedict urges pertains not only to the support of Catholic
elementary and secondary schools, but also to the support of truly Catholic
colleges and universities. They are critical to the nurture of the soul of our
nation.


Saint Thomas More, the patron saint of the College, steadfastly, in the face
of imprisonment and execution, listened to the voice of God rather than to the
voices of men who would have had him act according to a human way of thinking,
alienated from the wisdom of God. At his trial on 1 July 1535, St. Thomas More
held firmly to the living Tradition of the Church, which forbade him, in
conscience, to acknowledge King Henry VIII with the title of Supreme Head of
the Church. When, during his trial, the Chancellor rebuked him, citing the
acceptance of the title by so many bishops and nobles of the land, Thomas More
replied: “My lord, for one bishop of your opinion I have a hundred saints
of mine; and for one parliament of yours, and God knows of what kind, I have
all the General Councils for 1,000 years.”(24)
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When the Duke of Norfolk accused him of malice in his response, Thomas More
responded: “What I say is necessary for discharge of my conscience and
satisfaction of my soul, and to this I call God to witness, the sole Searcher
of human hearts.”(25) Rightly, Thomas More
declared on the scaffold before his execution: “I die the king’s good
servant, and God’s first.”(26) The saint
served his king well by obeying God Who revealed His truth to him through his
conscience, instructed and formed by the example of the saints of the Church and
by her Magisterium.


Let us continue to pray and work so that the College, under the patronage of
St. Thomas More, will form its graduates to cultivate, throughout their
lifetime, the divine wisdom and truth which they pursue through their studies,
so that they place always first in their lives the truth and love into which
God leads them through their consciences, formed by the Magisterium of the
Church, our Mother and Teacher. My reflection is offered to assist us all in
seeking always the truth and love by which we serve others and our world well
by serving God first.





[bookmark: N_1_]1. This address was delivered
at the Annual President’s Council Dinner for The Thomas More College of Liberal
Arts, Merrimack, New Hampshire, at The Harvard Club of Boston, Boston, Massachusetts,
4 December 2010. 


[bookmark: N_2_]2. Cf. Luke 9:62. 


[bookmark: N_3_]3. “altius perspiciatur
quomodo fides et ratio in unum verum conspirent” (Gravissimum
educationis 10 [Sacrosanctum Concilium Oecumenicum Vaticanum II, Declaratio
de Educatione Christiana, “Gravissimum Educationis,” 28
October 1965, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 58 (1966): 737; English
translation: Vatican Council II: The Conciliar and Post Conciliar
Documents, ed. Austin Flannery, O.P., rev. ed. (Northport, N.Y.: Costello
Publishing Company, 1992), 735]). 


[bookmark: N_4_]4. Benedictus PP. XVI, “Ad
Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 17 Aprilis 2008, Acta
Apostolicae Sedis 100 (2008): 323; also found in Pope Benedict XVI, Pope
Benedict in America (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2008), 74. 


[bookmark: N_5_]5. “Sese autem veritatis
causae sine ulla condicione devovere et decus Catholicae Universitatis est et
officium. Haec namque ratio ipsius propria est qua tum hominis dignitati
inservit tum Ecclesiae muneri, cui nempe funditus est persuasum «veritatem esse
suam sociam veram … atque cognitionem esse rationemque fideles fidei
ministras».Nihil sane neglegens utilium cognitionum adeptionem, eminet tamen
Universitas Catholica propter liberam suam totius veritatis inquisitionem de
mundo et homine et Deo. Etenim huic nostro tempori valde est opus hac ratione
ministerii suorum commodorum immemoris, quod scilicet ministerium est
proclamandi veritatis sensum, quod est principale bonum sine quo libertas et
iustitia et hominis dignitas pereunt” (Ex corde ecclesiae 4
[Ioannes Paulus PP. II, Constitutio Apostolica de Universitatibus Catholicis, Ex
Corde Ecclesiae, 15 Augusti 1990, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 82
(1990): 1477-78; English translation: Apostolic Constitution of the
Supreme Pontiff John Paul II on Catholic Universities (Vatican City State:
Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1990), 5-6]). 


[bookmark: N_6_]6. Ex corde ecclesiae 1 (AAS, 82 [1990]:
1475; Vatican trans., 3). 


[bookmark: N_7_]7. “Porro intra eos
limites, ubi veritas abstinenter pervestigatur, lucem sibi recipit
significationemque necessitudo fidem inter ac rationem. «Intellege ut credas;
crede ut intellegas»: haec Sancti Augustini cohortatio ad Universitates quoque
Catholicas adhibetur, quae invitantur videlicet ut audacter Revelationis et
naturae divitias investigent, unde consociatus intellegentiae fideique conatus
homines assequi sinat plenum quidem propriae humanitatis modum ad Dei imaginem
ac similitudinem conditae mirabiliusque post peccatum in Christo refectae et
destinatae ad splendendum sub Spiritus lumine”(Ex corde ecclesiae
5 [AAS 82 (1990): 1478-79; Vatican trans., 6-7]). 


[bookmark: N_8_]8. Benedict XVI, “Ad
Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 323; Pope Benedict in
America, 74. 


[bookmark: N_9_]9. Cf. Benedict XVI, “Ad
Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 324; Pope Benedict in
America, 75. 


[bookmark: N_10_]10.
Benedict
XVI, “Ad Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 323; Pope
Benedict in America, 75. 


[bookmark: N_11_]11.
Benedict
XVI, “Ad Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 323-24; Pope
Benedict in America, 75. 


[bookmark: N_12_]12.
Benedict
XVI, “Ad Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 320; Pope
Benedict in America, 70-71. 


[bookmark: N_13_]13.
“«Praefulgentibus
porro hisce proprietatibus, patet Catholicam Universitatem, praeter instituendi
et pervestigandi opus necnon servitia omnium Universitatum communia, ex ipso
officio Instituti proprio afferre in suum opus inspirationem lucemque
christiani nuntii. Apud Universitatem ergo Catholicam proposita ac agenda
rationes et principia Catholica pervadunt et fingunt multiplices Universitatis
navitates secundum harum naturam ac autonomiam proprias. Brevi: cum eodem sit tempore
tum Universitas tum Catholica, simul eam oportet studiosorum esse communitatem
in variis scientiae humanae provinciis versantium, simul academicam quidem
institutionem ubi Catholica religio adsit modo vitali»” (Ex corde
ecclesiae 14 [AAS 82 (1990): 1483-84; Vatican trans., 14]). 


[bookmark: N_14_]14.
Pope John
Paul II, The Pope Speaks to the American Church: John Paul II’s Homilies,
Speeches, and Letters in the United States, ed. The Cambridge Center for
the Study of Faith and Culture (New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 1992), 468.



[bookmark: N_15_]15.
Pope John
Paul II, allocutio “Novae Aureliae,” 9 (Ioannes Paulus PP. II,
Allocutio, “Novae Aureliae, ad magnorum lycaeorum catholicorum
Professores,” 12 Septembris 1987, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80
[1988]: 768; English trans.: The Pope Speaks to the American Church,
199). 


[bookmark: N_16_]16.
John Henry
Cardinal Newman, “Letter to the Duke of Norfolk,” V, in Certain
Difficulties Felt by Anglicans in Catholic Teaching II (London: Longmans
Green, 1885), 248. Quoted in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, no.
1778. 


[bookmark: N_17_]17.
Ibid. 


[bookmark: N_18_]18.
“Officio
proprio obstringuntur Episcopi ut Catholicas promoveant Universitates
potissimumque curis prosequantur eas et adiuvent ut indolem suam Catholicam
conservent immo et corroborent etiam coram civilibus Auctoritatibus. Quod
convenienter quidem obtinebitur si vincula generata asservataque erunt arcta et
personalia et pastoralia inter Universitates et ecclesiasticas Auctoritates,
quae vincula fiducia mutua e congruens adiutrix opera et dialogus continuus
signent. Quantumvis directo haud ingrediantur Episcopi interius Universitatis
regimen, non ideo tamen «existimandi sunt velut extrarii quidam actores, verum
vitae ipsius Catholicae Universtatis participes»” (Ex corde ecclesiae
28 [AAS 82 (1990): 1491; Vatican trans., 23]). 


[bookmark: N_19_]19.
The
Pope Speaks to the American Church, 469, no. 4. 


[bookmark: N_20_]20.
Cf. Gravissimum
educationis 10 (AAS 58 [1966]: 736-37). 


[bookmark: N_21_]21.
“Insignem
partem sustinet theologia in doctrinarum omnium summa sive synthesi quarenda
pariter ac in dialogo inter fidem et rationem. Affert utilitatem pariter suam
reliquis omnibus disciplinis, cum in iis plena significatio conquiritur,
quoniam non tantum illis subvenit ut recte investigent quo pacto inventa
propria personas hominum societatemque sint affectura, verum etiam viam iis
praebet iudicandi necnon directionem quandam quae desunt methodologiis earum.
Reciproca haec actio ceteris cum disciplinis earumque inventis locupletat
vicissim theologiam, dum meliorem mundi huius temporis intellectum ei exhibet
atque ipsam theologicam investigationem magis adhaerere cogit praesentes ad
necessitates. Perspecto ergo proprio theologiae pondere inter academicas
disciplinas, Facultatem vel saltem theologiae cathedram habere debebit omnis
Catholica Universitas” (Ex corde ecclesiae 19 (AAS 82
[1990]: 1486-87; Vatican trans., 17). 


[bookmark: N_22_]22.
“In
Universitatibus Catholicis in quibus nulla Facultas S. Theologiae exstet,
Institutum habeatur vel Cathedra S. Theologiae, in qua lectiones laicis quoque
alumnis accommodatae tradantur” (Gravissimum educationis 10 [AAS
58 (1966): 737; Flannery, ed., 735]). 


[bookmark: N_23_]23.
Benedict
XVI, “Ad Catholicam Studiorum Universitatem Americae,” 321; Pope
Benedict in America, 72. 


[bookmark: N_24_]24.
Gerard B.
Wegemer and Stephen W. Smith, eds., A Thomas More Source Book
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2004), 354. 


[bookmark: N_25_]25.
Ibid. 


[bookmark: N_26_]26.
Ibid., 357.










Web server status








The Thomist 74 (2010): 515-61









THEOLOGIA AND DISPENSATIO:

THE CENTRALITY OF THE DIVINE MISSIONS IN ST.

 THOMAS’S TRINITARIAN THEOLOGY


 


Gilles
Emery, O.P.









University of Fribourg

Fribourg, Switzerland




IN ST. THOMAS’S Summa Theologiae, the doctrine of the divine missions
of the Son and the Holy Spirit is found at the very end of the section
dedicated to “what pertains to the distinction of the persons” (STh
I, q. 43).(1) At first glance, the placement of
the question could (wrongly) suggest that the question dealing with the divine
missions is just an appendix or an
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afterword in Trinitarian doctrine. In
this essay, I will attempt to show that, on the contrary, the divine missions
play a crucial role in St. Thomas’s Trinitarian theology.


After some preliminary clarifications
about the “theology” and the “economy” (I), I will show
that the relationship between theology and economy can be explained by St.
Thomas’s teaching on the processions and missions (II). The divine missions are
ordained to a twofold end: they reveal the Trinitarian mystery, and they effect
salvation by giving a share in the life of the Trinity (III). This teaching
implies a Trinitarian understanding of salvation, and it is grounded in the
fact that the mystery of the eternal Trinity is present within the economy: for
St. Thomas, “theology” is not a theological construct, but it is
taught by Scripture itself (IV). On this foundation, I will suggest that
Trinitarian theology can be taught following three steps: starting from the
economy, the theologian is led to the consideration of the divine persons in
their eternal being and relationships, which in turn illuminates the creative
and salvific work of the Trinity (V). Finally, I will suggest that St. Thomas’s
doctrine of the divine missions and processions offers an insightful
alternative to the scheme of the “economic Trinity” and the
“immanent Trinity” (VI).


This essay deals exclusively with St.
Thomas Aquinas (except in the last section, which considers some modern
authors). Such a focus is by no way meant to suggest that other medieval
theologians neglected the role of the divine missions in Trinitarian theology.
Most of them shared St. Thomas’s acknowledgment of the need for speculative
theology, and for linking the missions and the account of the divine persons.
However, a comparison with other medieval theologians would go beyond the scope
of the present essay.(2)
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I. Theologia and dispensatio




Saint Thomas does not speak of “theology” and “economy”
exactly as we generally do today. He employs the word theologia to refer to the
divinity, or deity, of the three persons, but this meaning of the word theologia appears in patristic
quotations.(3)
He also employs the word oeconomia,
or yconomia, but this
word appears mostly in his commentaries on Aristotle, and it means the
government of household.(4) This being said, St. Thomas has a fine understanding
of the reality we describe, with reference to the Cappadocian Fathers, as
“theology” and “economy.” For theologia, he uses several expressions, for instance
“Deus … secundum quod in se est.”(5) And for what we call
“economy,” in the context of Trinitarian theology, his main word is dispensatio (together with the
verb dispensare). The dispensatio is the realization, in
time, of God’s eternal ordinatio
or dispositio.(6)
“Faith in God’s Providence includes all those things which God dispenses
in time [omnia quae temporaliter a
Deo dispensantur] 
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for man’s salvation, and which are
the way to beatitude.”(7) In most cases,
the divine dispensatio appears in relationship to the person of
Christ, and especially to his incarnation.


In the Summa Theologiae,
following St. John Damascene, St. Thomas identifies the theologia with
the Godhead of the divine persons, and the dispensatio with the
mystery of the incarnation.(8) The dispensatio
concerns the divine plan of salvation which is accomplished through the
incarnation of the Word.(9) In Christ, the
eternal mystery and the dispensatio are united: Christ himself is
“the mystery of the Father.”(10) The
same identification appears in other works.(11)
But St. Thomas has many other ways to express this. The following example is
taken from the commentary on John 1:1 (“In principio erat Verbum”).
This example makes clear that, in the order of our access to the knowledge of
the Trinity, the dispensatio comes first.


Order is found in
learning, and this in two ways: as to nature [secundum naturam], and
as to ourselves [quoad nos]. And in both cases we can speak of a
beginning [principium]… . As to nature, in Christian doctrine the
beginning and principle of our wisdom is Christ, inasmuch as he is the Wisdom
and the Word of God, that is to say, in his divinity. But as to ourselves, the
beginning is 
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Christ himself
inasmuch as he is the Word of God made flesh, that is to say, in his
incarnation.(12)




We can use these explanations to identify the two ways according to which a
doctrine of the Trinity may be set forth: either by beginning with the divine
persons in their divinity, or by beginning with the incarnation of the Son and
the mission of the Holy Spirit. In the Summa Theologiae St. Thomas
follows the first path (which in the prologue of the Summa he simply
calls “ordo disciplinae“).(13)
In his commentaries on Scripture he follows both paths. Quoad nos,
priority clearly belongs to the dispensatio, as St. Thomas makes clear
in other places: one must first receive the nourishment of the “Word made
flesh” in order to be able to grow and become capable of receiving the
teaching concerning “the Word that was in the beginning with God.”(14) For this reason, Trinitarian doctrine
consists in two paths or complementary movements. The first path is that of our
discovery of the mystery. It starts from the dispensatio, that is,
from the divine missions. The second path is that of “theology.” It
starts from faith in the eternal subsistence of the three divine persons in the
inmost life of the Trinity. The relationship between the dispensatio
and the theologia can be explained by St. Thomas’s teaching on the
Trinitarian missions and processions.









II. Processions and Missions


By “processions” (i.e.,
eternal processions), St. Thomas means the coming forth (origo) of a
person from another, that is, the eternal generation of the Son from the
Father, and the eternal 
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procession of the Holy Spirit from
the Father and Son. By his generation from the Father, the Son receives the
fullness of the divine nature, as does the Holy Spirit by his procession.
Intra-Trinitarian processions, or “origins,” must be grasped as
“the drawing out of a reality that has issued from a principle,” that
is, as a pure “relation of emanation” within the one Godhead.(15) Since these processions occur within the
Godhead, and since the person who proceeds remains within the person from whom
he proceeds, such processions or “origins” account for both the
con-substantiality of the three (i.e., their being one single God) and their
personal distinction (by virtue of the personal relations founded on the
processions themselves).(16)


As for the “divine
missions,” following a tradition rooted in St. Augustine, St. Thomas
distinguishes between the “visible” and the “invisible”
missions. By “visible missions” he understands the coming of the Son
of God in the flesh, and the manifestation of the Holy Spirit through visible
signs (at Christ’s baptism and transfiguration, at Easter [John 20:22-23], and
at Pentecost [Acts 2]). The “visible missions” relate to historical
events foundational for salvation, from Christmas to Pentecost.(17)
By “invisible missions” St. Thomas understands the sending of the Son
and of the Holy Spirit into human souls (and angels): “God has sent the
Spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying, ‘Abba! Father!’” (Gal 4:6).
These missions are called “invisible” because, although their fruits
are manifested exteriorly in the practice of a holy life, they are accomplished
interiorly in the soul of the just. In the invisible mission as well as in the
visible mission, the person is sent by the one from whom he proceeds. The
eternal relation of origin is included in the mission itself; the person is
sent according to his personal property.
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A) The Concept of
“Mission”


A divine person’s mission has two
constitutive features: (1) the person’s eternal procession and (2) the divine
person’s relation to the creature to whom this person is made present in a new
way. One can formulate the two sides in terms either of procession or of
relation. In terms of procession: a mission consists in the person’s procession
toward a creature. The mission includes in itself the eternal procession, to
which it adds a created effect that disposes the creature to receive this
divine person himself in a new way (one thus speaks of the “temporal procession”
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit).(18) In
terms of relations or relationships: “The meaning of ‘being sent’ includes
a twofold relationship: one is the relationship [habitudo] of the one
who is sent to the sender; the other is the relationship [habitudo] of
the one sent to the one to whom he is sent.”(19)
The first feature of the mission of the Son and of the Holy Spirit consists in
their relation of origin, or “procession of origin.”(20)
This relation is eternal and uncreated, like the divine persons themselves. Put
otherwise, the person sent is the person as proceeding, that is, the
person himself according to his eternal procession. The second feature of the
mission consists of the relationship to the term of the mission, that is to
say, to the created being who receives the divine person sent. As a summary:
“A divine person admits of being sent in the sense that, on the one hand,
this implies procession of origin from the sender and, on the other, a new way
of existing in another.”(21) As we shall
see, St. Thomas accounts for the mission of the Son and 
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of the Holy Spirit by means of their
eternal properties, as Word and Love respectively.(22)




B) The “Invisible
Missions”




The “invisible missions,” that is, the sending of the Holy Spirit and
the Son into angels and into human souls, give us the fundamental structure of divinization.
Here the reference, or paradigm, is the outpouring of the Holy Spirit who is
given. The invisible mission consists not only of the gift of a created effect,
but first of all of the divine person himself who is sent:




In the very gift
itself of sanctifying grace, the Holy Spirit is possessed by man and dwells in
him, and so it is the Holy Spirit himself who is given and sent… . The
invisible mission takes place according to a gift of sanctifying grace; and yet
the divine person himself is given [ipsa
persona divina datur]… . Sanctifying grace disposes the soul to possess the divine
person; and this is signified when it is said that the Holy Spirit is given
according to a gift of grace; nevertheless the gift itself of grace is from the
Holy Spirit; which is meant by the words, the charity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Spirit.(23)


In short: “The grace of the Holy Spirit is given to man in such a way
that the source itself of the grace is also given, that is, the Holy
Spirit.”(24) In his Scriptum super
Sententiis, St. Thomas explains that the invisible mission of the Holy
Spirit consists of two elements, or two aspects: first, his eternal procession,
which is really present in the mission itself (the Holy Spirit is sent as
proceeding from the Father and the Son); second, a temporal 
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effect in the order of sanctifying
grace (this created effect is appropriated to the Holy Spirit).(25)
On this basis, St. Thomas specifies that the gift of the uncreated divine
person has absolute priority over his created gifts:


A natural ordering
between two things can be looked at in two ways. (1) On the side of the one who
receives … the disposition takes priority over that to which it disposes:
in this sense, the receipt of the gifts of the Holy Spirit has priority over
that of the Holy Spirit himself, since it is by receiving these gifts that we
are conformed to the Holy Spirit. (2) But on the side of the agent and end,
priority belongs to what falls closer to the agent and end: in this sense, the
receipt of the Holy Spirit has priority over that of his gifts … and this
kind of priority is absolute.(26)


The temporal effect, a created gift, is caused by the Holy
Spirit and disposes us to receive the Holy Spirit himself. From the standpoint
of our assimilation to the Holy Spirit, the created gift of sanctifying grace
is primary: it is the priority of a disposition. But from the
standpoint of the cause of grace, and of the end to which
grace disposes us (that is, receiving the Holy Spirit in person), the reception
of the Holy Spirit has priority over that of his gifts: in this sense, the gift
of the Holy Spirit himself is absolutely primary. This teaching is essential to
a correct understanding of the divine missions.


Saint Thomas’s commentary on Romans 5:5 is perhaps the best passage on this
theme. Here, he shows that the Holy Spirit in person is given; and when the
Holy Spirit is given, he gives us a participation in his personal property,
that is, charity:


The charity of
God can be understood in a two-fold way. In one way, as the charity by
which God loves us. “I have loved you with an everlasting
love” (Jer 31:3). In another way, the charity of God can
be said to be that by which we ourselves love God, below 8:38f.:
“For I am certain that neither death nor life 












page 524


will separate us
from the love of God.” Nevertheless, in both cases the charity of God is poured
into our hearts through the Holy Spirit who has been given to us. For the Holy
Spirit, who is the Love of the Father and the Son, to be given to us, is to
lead us to the participation of Love, which is the Holy Spirit, from which
participation we are made lovers of God. And the fact that we love him is a
sign that he loves us. Prov 8:17: “I love the ones loving me.”
“Not as if we have loved God first, but because he loved us first,”
as it is said in 1 Jn 4:10. Now the charity by which he loves us, is said to be
poured into our hearts, because it is shown clearly in our hearts
through the gift of the Holy Spirit impressed in us. 1 Jn 3:24: “By this
we know, that God remains in us, from the Spirit which he gave to us.” On
the other hand, the charity by which we love God is said to be poured into our
hearts because it extends itself to the perfecting of all habits and acts of
the soul; for, as it is said in 1 Cor 13:4: “Love is patient, love is
kind,” etc.(27)


At this stage, one might raise the following objection. For St. Thomas,
relations between the divine persons and creatures are “real” in
creatures, but in God they are “relations of reason.”(28)
Can a relation “of reason” account for the real gift of the divine
person himself? Here it is necessary to recall two aspects of St. Thomas’s
teaching on relations. First, in order for relations to be “real” (relatio
realis) in both correlative terms or extremes, these two terms must belong
to the same order (unius ordinis). This is one of the main conditions
for the existence of relations that are bilaterally real.(29)
Because of this, since “God is outside the whole 
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order of creatures,”(30) his relations to creatures are “of
reason” and not “real.” Ascribing to God a relation “of
reason” toward creatures does not mean that such a relation is a mere
mental fiction, but that God surpasses the relation which we have with him,
because he is its transcendent cause. Second, St. Thomas distinguishes between
two kinds of “relations of reason.” In the first kind, the
“order” (ordo) of concepts is posited by our intellect (inventus
per intellectum). This is the case, for instance, of relations between
genus and species (logical relations). In the second kind, the relation arises
from the mode of our understanding (modus intelligendi), “when
the intellect understands one thing in its reference [ordo] to
another, although that relation is not ‘invented’ by our intellect but follows
by a kind a necessity its mode of understanding.”(31)
This (often neglected) distinction is important. Relations of the divine
persons to creatures belong to the second kind of relations, namely, those
relations which “are attributed by the intellect not to that which is in
the intellect, but to that which has objective reality… . Our intellect
attributes to God certain relative names, inasmuch as it considers God as the
term of the creature’s relation to him.”(32)
God’s action on our behalf is very much real. It is real to the point that it
is identical with the very essence of God, but it makes no addition to God.
This is why God’s action in the world is “God’s 
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essence with a relation to the
creature” (a relation of reason): it does not introduce any difference or
progressive alteration into God himself.(33)


The interior sending of the Holy
Spirit and of the Son into souls thus consists in two aspects. The first,
uncreated aspect is the divine person himself sent in accordance with his
proper mode of existence. The Son is sent by the Father just as he is begotten
by the Father; the Holy Spirit is sent by the Father and the Son insofar as he
proceeds from the Father and the Son. Under this first aspect, the invisible
mission carries in it the eternal procession of the divine person who is sent.
The person sent is the begotten Son and the proceeding Holy
Spirit. The Son and the Holy Spirit are sent into hearts in accordance with
what they are.


The second aspect that constitutes
the invisible mission is a gift of sanctifying grace that the divine persons
give to souls, a created effect by reason of which the Son and Holy Spirit are
present in a new manner. When the Holy Spirit is sent, this new created effect
consists in the gift of charity. Charity renders souls conformed to the Holy
Spirit who is Love in person. In the sending of the Son, this effect is the gift
of sanctifying knowledge of God, namely, wisdom (the divinizing gifts that
illumine the intellect, starting with faith), which renders souls conformed to
the Son, the Word of the Father. In the exposition of the divine missions, we
find the same doctrine of the Word and of Love that St. Thomas developed in his
theological account of the eternal properties of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit. The Son is sent invisibly into souls when he dwells there according to
the gift of wisdom, or sanctifying knowledge, which breaks forth into the
affection of love—since the Son is the Word who breathes forth Love. And the
Holy Spirit is sent into souls when he dwells in them according to the gift of
charity—since the Holy Spirit is Love.(34) The
gift of wisdom is a participation in the personal 
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property of the Son, and the gift of
charity is a participation in the personal property of the Holy Spirit. Thus
the Son and the Holy Spirit lead us to the Father according to the way in which
they refer themselves to the Father; they make saints participate in
the way they are in relation with the Father: the Son as the Word of the
Father, and the Holy Spirit as Love.(35) These
created gifts (wisdom and charity, inseparable from one another) are caused by
the divine persons and they dispose us to receive the divine persons
themselves. The missions of the divine persons are, in this way, the outflowing
in grace of their eternal procession.


 


C) The “Visible
Missions”


The visible missions manifest the
invisible missions through visible signs. In his account of the Holy Spirit’s
visible missions, St. Thomas explains that they contain three features: (1) the
sending of the Holy Spirit by the Father and the Son from whom he eternally
proceeds (his eternal procession); (2) the divine person’s new presence (by
virtue of a created gift that disposes the soul to receive the Holy Spirit in
person); and (3) the disclosure, or manifestation, of the eternal origin and
new presence of the Holy Spirit through a visible sign.(36)
This teaching implies that the mission of the divine person “is not
essentially different from the eternal procession, but only adds a reference to
a temporal effect.”(37) In other words,
the mission bears within itself the eternal procession of the person
sent. The mission includes the 
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uncreated person according to the
relation that eternally constitutes this person.


The visible missions are oriented
toward the invisible missions: they are ordained to the interior gift of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit, and to the indwelling of the whole Trinity.


III. The Divine Missions: Revelation and Salvation




The invisible missions of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, by giving a share in
the Trinitarian life, procure salvation, divinization. The visible missions of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit have a twofold function or end: they reveal the
Trinitarian mystery, and they effect salvation.









A) Revelation and
Salvation




The mystery of the Trinity in itself, that is, the mystery of the persons in
their common divinity and in their personal properties, is revealed and made
present within the dispensatio
itself, since the eternal generation of the Son, and the eternal procession of
the Holy Spirit, are really included in their mission. Saint Thomas maintains
this truth without confusing the economy with the theology. The eternal mystery
of the Trinity is present and disclosed in the Son made flesh, and in the Holy
Spirit himself who is given. I will come back to this later. For now, I will
look at St. Thomas’s explanations of the revelation of the Trinity.


In his discussion of the visible
missions, in the Summa Theologiae, he explains that


God provides for all
things according to the nature of each thing. Now the nature of man requires
that he be led to the invisible by visible things, as explained above. The invisible
things of God must be made manifest to man by the things that are visible. As
God, therefore, in a certain way has demonstrated himself and his eternal
processions to men by visible creatures, according to certain signs; so it was
fitting that the invisible missions of the divine persons also should be made
manifest by some visible creatures. This mode of manifestation applies in
different ways, however, to the Son and to the Holy Spirit. For it belongs to
the Holy Spirit, who proceeds as Love, to be the Gift of 












page 529


sanctification [sanctificationis
donum]; to the Son as the principle of the Holy Spirit, it belongs to be
the author of this sanctification [sanctificationis auctor]. Thus the
Son has been sent visibly as the author of sanctification; the Holy Spirit as
the sign of sanctification.(38)


Providence uses the mode it has
inscribed within human nature: it takes sensible experience as its point of
departure. We are led to the invisible through the visible (per visibilia
ad invisibilia).


In this passage, St. Thomas
emphasizes two functions of the visible missions: (1) revelation (demonstrare,
manifestare) and (2) sanctification (sanctificatio). Regarding
the first aspect (revela-tion), the visible missions of the Son and Spirit
manifest their invisible missions. This means that the visible missions involve
a dual disclosure: they manifest the eternal procession of the Son and Spirit
(they reveal the persons themselves in their eternal origin), and they manifest
the donation of these persons in grace.(39) A
similar connection between the visible and the invisible is found in St.
Thomas’s teaching on Christ’s miracles: on the one hand, “it is natural to
man to arrive at the intelligible truth through sensible effects”;(40) on the other hand, “Christ did not heal
a man’s body without healing his soul” (since the end of the outward
healing worked by Christ is the healing of the soul).(41)


The second end of the missions,
namely, sanctification, implies a difference between the Son and the Holy
Spirit. What makes them differ is something rooted in their personal properties
(relative properties). A person is sent by the one from whom he proceeds:
the eternal relation of origin is included in the mission 
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itself; the person is sent according
to his personal property. Since the Holy Spirit is properly and personally Love
within the Trinity, he is the Gift in person. Under this aspect, the Holy
Spirit is not the Giver but rather is the Gift itself, the “Gift of
sanctification” (sanctificationis donum). The Holy Spirit is
interiorly given as the Gift who sanctifies, and the visible signs (the dove,
the bright cloud, the breath, the tongues “as of fire”) manifest him
as such. As for the Son, he is sent in the flesh insofar as he is the Son and
Word, that is to say, insofar as he is the principle of the Holy Spirit (to be
the principle of the Holy Spirit properly belongs to the Son as Son and Word of
the Father), and therefore he is sent as the “author of
sanctification” (sanctificationis auctor): the Son is the Giver
of the Holy Spirit. In this way, St. Thomas links the incarnation to the fact
that the Son, because he is the Son and Word of the Father, takes on a humanity
by which he gives the Holy Spirit.


The person of the
Son ought to [oportuit] be manifested as the author of sanctification,
as explained above. Thus it was right [oportuit] for the visible
mission of the Son to come about in a rational nature to which it belongs to
act, and which is capable of sanctifying [cui potest competere sanctificare];
whereas any other creature could be the sign of sanctification. Nor was such a
visible creature, formed for such a purpose, necessarily assumed by the Holy
Spirit into the unity of his person, since it was not assumed or used for the
purpose of action, but only for the purpose of a sign; and so likewise it was
not required to last beyond what its use required.(42)




In the visible missions of the Holy Spirit, the “signs” (the dove,
the bright cloud, the breath, the wind, the tongues “as of fire”)
only manifest the abundant gift of the Holy Spirit, whereas in the visible
mission of the Son this “sign” is of a very different order:
“The Holy Spirit did not assume the dove into a unity of person, 
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as the Son of God assumed human nature. The reason for this is that the Son
did not appear only as a manifester, but [also] as the Savior [Filius apparuit
non solum ut manifestator, sed ut salvator].”(43)


The Son co-opts the humanity he takes
into the work of human salvation, because “divine wisdom requires that God
takes care of each thing in a style that is fitting to it.”(44)
God saves humanity with the cooperation of a free humanity. Further, as St.
Thomas explains when dealing with the fittingness of the incarnation of the
Son, the person of the Word has a special affinity to human nature.(45) “The likeness of the image comes down to
the fact that it is capable of God, that is, capable of attaining God through
its own operations of knowledge and love.”(46)
This is a reason why it was fitting for the Word to unite himself to a human
nature. When St. Thomas explains that the visible mission of the Son is brought
about “in a rational nature to which it belongs to act, and which is
capable of sanctifying,” he does not mean that a creature could be capable
by itself of sanctifying or giving the Holy Spirit: only God can sanctify.(47) Instead, it should be understood as the
action of a creature (Christ’s humanity) that is endowed with a proper and free
power, and that cooperates instrumentally with the divine operation in the work
of salvation. Christ teaches the faithful interiorly by sending the Holy Spirit
upon them: “Christ gave his disciples complete teaching when he sent the
Holy Spirit 
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upon them.”(48)
Christ also procures salvation for his disciples by sending the Holy Spirit
upon them. This sending is accomplished by Christ as God, but also as man.(49) “To give grace or the Holy Spirit
belongs to Christ as he is God, authoritatively [auctorita-tive]; but
instrumentally [instrumentaliter] it belongs also to him as man,
inasmuch as his manhood is the instrument of his Godhead.”(50)
Thus, right in the middle of his treatment of missions in question 43 of the Prima
Pars, Thomas lays out the foundations of his teaching on the instrumental
action of the humanity of the Son. Question 43 provides the first extended
treatment of missions, which is continued and developed later in the Summa.


As for the visible mission of the
Holy Spirit, it is ordered to the sanctification of human beings, but it is
realized in a way different from the Son’s sanctifying mission. The Holy Spirit
internalizes the life of grace in us, bringing about sanctification and the
divine indwelling. He himself is what the Son communicates to human beings in
the mysteries of his flesh. As already noted, the Holy Spirit is not the Giver
but the Gift himself, cast forth into human hearts. Thus the visible indicators
of the Holy Spirit do not display him as the Giver but as the sanctifying
Gift: the Holy Spirit is present as the “signified is in the
sign.”(51) Saint Thomas’s commentary on
chapter 20 of St. John offers a short but illuminative example of this
teaching:


The Holy Spirit was
sent over Christ, first, in the appearance of a dove, at his baptism (Jn 1:32),
and then in the appearance of a cloud, at his transfiguration (Mt 17:5). The
reason for this appearance is that the grace of Christ, which is given by the
Holy Spirit, was to be distributed to us by being proliferated through the
sacraments [per propagationem gratiae in sacramentis]. 
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Consequently, at
Christ’s baptism the Holy Spirit descended in the form of a dove, which is an
animal known for its proliferation. And since the grace of Christ comes through
his teaching, the Spirit descended in a luminous cloud, and Christ is seen to
be a Teacher [ostenditur doctor], “Listen to him” (Mt 17:5).
The Spirit descended over the apostles the first time through a breath to
indicate the proliferation of grace through the sacraments [propagationem
gratiae in sacramentis], whose ministers they were. Thus Christ said,
“If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven”: “Go
therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” (Mt 28:19). The second time
the Spirit descended on them in tongues of fire to indicate the proliferation
of grace through teaching [propagationem gratiae per doctrinam]; and
so we read in Acts (2:4) that right after they were filled with the Holy Spirit
they began to speak.(52)


The visible missions of the Holy Spirit manifest the fullness of grace with
which Christ’s soul was filled from the first instant of his conception, and
which he caused to overflow to others by his actions, and by his teaching:
“by mode of operation” and “by mode of teaching.”(53) Here again we should note the double mode by
which Christ, in his human operation united to his divine operation, effected
salvation: action (merit, satisfaction, and instrumental efficient causality)
and teaching. Christ’s actions and teaching are intrinsically connected, and
inseparable. By these two modes, a participation in the grace with which
Christ’s humanity was filled (“capital grace”) is communicated to the
faithful. The visible missions of the Holy Spirit sent upon the apostles are
linked with Christ’s deeds and teaching, insofar as the apostles are filled
with the Holy Spirit in order to found the Church by communicating the fruits
of Christ’s actions (by the sacraments) and by transmitting Christ’s teaching
(by preaching).


This is not the place for a
discussion of St. Thomas’s Christology, but it may at least be noted that this
discussion touches on Christ’s fullness of grace, that is, the complete
outpouring of the Holy Spirit in the soul of Christ. This outpouring renders
the humanity of Christ capable of “attaining God himself through knowledge
and love” and of “making this 
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grace flow out upon others.”(54) The divine Son is the principle and giver of
the Holy Spirit, and in his visible mission, his incarnation, the Son acts as the
author of sanctification. He does this through the cooperation of his human
action with his divine operation, such that the former is endowed with
instrumental efficient causality. As man he communicates instrumentally the
grace of the Holy Spirit which he himself possesses in its fullness. Christ is
the author of sanctification, the “principle of all grace.”(55) The Holy Spirit, then, is at the heart of St.
Thomas’s account of the incarnation of the Son.


When Trinitarian theology reaches
this juncture, it leads immediately to the consideration of Christ’s mystery
and of the sacraments. This is the order St. Thomas follows in the Summa
contra Gentiles: after the Trinitarian doctrine (ScG IV, cc.
2-26), he moves on to the mystery of the incarnation (ScG IV, cc.
27-55) and to the sacraments (ScG IV, cc. 56-78). In any case,
Christology, ecclesiology, and sacramentology find their roots in Trinitarian
theology, and more precisely in the discussion of Trinitarian missions. The
same applies to eschatology, as I shall suggest below.


 


B) Reading the New Testament


Saint Thomas’s commentary on the
Gospel of St. John confirms the centrality of this teaching. Here, he shows
that Trinitarian faith comes from the recognition of the divinity of Christ and
of the Holy Spirit, together with the Father, and it comes simultaneously from
the recognition of the personal distinction of the three. This revelation is
brought about by the mission of the Son and of the Holy Spirit: the mission of
the Son and the mission of the Holy Spirit reveal their consubstantiality with
the Father, as well as their personal properties. Moreover, as 
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they reveal the Trinitarian mystery,
the divine missions effect salvation.


First, the action and teaching of the
Son and the action of the Holy Spirit reveal their divinity. “The
belief that Christ was God could be known from two things: from his teaching
and from his miracles… . Our Lord shows his divinity by these two
things.”(56) The role of Christ’s teaching
deserves special attention (see below). For now, it suffices to note that
Christ’s actions are a revelation of his divinity: “We should note that
Christ is truly divine and truly human. And so in his actions we find almost everywhere
that the divine is mingled with the human, and the human with the divine.”(57) Here, St. Thomas starts from the dispensatio
(viz., what Christ did in his human flesh) and leads his reader to the theologia
(i.e., Christ’s divinity):


When we want to know
if a certain thing is true, we can determine it from two things: its nature,
and its power. For true gold is that which has the species of true gold; and we
determine this if it acts like true gold. Therefore, if we maintain that the
Son has the true nature of God, because the Son exercises the true activities
of divinity, it is clear that the Son is true God. Now the Son
does perform true works of divinity, for we read, Whatever he [the
Father] does, that the Son does likewise.(58)


It is natural for man to learn of the power and natures of things from
their actions, and therefore our Lord fittingly says that the sort of person he
is can be learned through the works he does.(59)
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The effects lead to the knowledge of the power that produces them, and
through the power we come to know the nature of the agent (following the
sequence: effect-operation-power-nature). “For the clearest indication of
the nature of a thing is taken from its works. Therefore, from the fact that he
does the works of God it can be clearly known and believed that Christ is
God.”(60)


This is, for St. Thomas, the central
teaching of the Fourth Gospel. At the beginning of his commentary on the second
chapter of St. John, when explaining the structure of the gospel, he writes: 


Above [in chapter
1], the Evangelist showed the dignity of the incarnate Word and gave various
evidences for it. Now he begins to relate the effects and actions by which the
divinity of the incarnate Word was made known to the world. First, he tells the
things Christ did, while living in the world, that show his divinity.
Secondly, he tells how Christ showed his divinity while dying; and
this from chapter twelve on.(61)


This explanation of the structure is recalled at the beginning of the
commentary on chapter 12: “So far the Evangelist had been showing the
power of Christ’s divinity by what he did and taught during his public life.
Now he begins to show the power of his divinity as manifested in his passion
and death.”(62) Here, two remarks should
be made. First, St. Thomas constantly underlines that Christ revealed his
divinity by both his deeds and his words. The role of Christ’s teaching in
relation to his works is emphasized from the first words Jesus speaks to his
apostles in the 
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Fourth Gospel: “Christ, wishing
to raise him [Simon Peter] to faith in his divinity, begins to perform
works of divinity, preaching things that are hidden.”(63) Second, the full revelation of Christ’s
divinity takes place at Easter, that is, in his death and re-surrection.(64) Saint Thomas does not neglect the mystery of
Easter as a central place of the revelation of Christ’s divinity and,
consequently, of the Trinity. It is “after the resurrection that the
apostles clearly understood that Christ was God, through what he had shown with
regard to his passion and resurrection.”(65)
Faith in Christ’s resurrection made the apostles firmly believe that he is true
God,(66) when Christ’s humanity, by his
exaltation, became “a partaker of divine immortality,”(67)
that is to say, fully “participant of the Father’s glory.”(68)


Mutatis mutandis, the same applies to the revelation of the
divinity of the Holy Spirit: 


It is clear that the
Holy Spirit is God, since he says, unless one is born again of water and
the Holy Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God… . From
this we can form the following argument: He from whom men are spiritually
reborn is 
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God; but men are
spiritually reborn through the Holy Spirit … therefore, the Holy Spirit is
God.(69)


Second, when commenting on Scripture, St. Thomas pays great attention to the
distinction and relations of the divine persons. In many
passages of his commentary on St. John he notes that Christ’s deeds and words
show his personal distinction from the Father, to the point that “Whenever
Christ mentions the unity and equality [of the Father and Son], he immediately
also adds the distinction of persons according to origin, and conversely.”(70) In this context, St. Thomas formulates a
fundamental principle of his Trinitarian theology: the mission shows the origin
(in missione demonstratur origo).(71)
The sending of the Son shows his eternal origin from the Father, and the
sending of the Holy Spirit shows 
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the eternal origin of the Holy Spirit
from the Father and the Son. An example regarding the Holy Spirit can be found in
St. Thomas’s commentary on John 20:22: the risen Christ breathed on the
apostles and said to them, “Receive the Holy Spirit.” Quoting St.
Augustine, St. Thomas comments: “This bodily breath was not the substance
of the Holy Spirit, but a fitting sign that the Holy Spirit proceeds not only
from the Father, but also from the Son.”(72)
The relations of the three persons are found in the biblical text. The Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit are made known to us in their consubstantiality and in
their personal relations according to origin: this revelation takes place
through and in Christ’s action and words, and through the Holy Spirit who was
sent.


These personal relations ground our
return to God through the mission of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. At this
point, three features of the divine missions deserve attention. First, the
mission of the Son reveals the Father, as the mission of the Holy
Spirit manifests the Son (and, in the Son, the Father himself):
“Everything that is from another manifests that from which it is. Thus the
Son manifests the Father because he is from the Father. And so because the Holy
Spirit is from the Son, it is proper to the Spirit to glorify the Son.”(73) This is, for St. Thomas, a central feature of
the divine missions: the person who eternally proceeds from another manifests
that other. Commenting on Christ’s baptism, he gives the following summary of
his understanding of the revelation of the Trinity: “As the Son, existing
from the Father, manifests the Father … so the Holy Spirit, existing from
the Son, manifests the Son.”(74) This work
of revelation belongs to 
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the Son in a special way, because of
his personal property: insofar as the Son is the Word of the Father, he is the
perfect expression of the Father. The Son in person is the “doctrine of
the Father,”(75) he is the very “face
of the Father.”(76) As for the Holy
Spirit, his work of revelation is rooted in his property as Love, insofar as
“knowledge of the truth is given due to the ardor of love:”(77) “To manifest the truth fits the property
of the Holy Spirit, for it is love that leads to the revelation of
secrets.”(78) “The Son, since he is
the Word, gives teaching to us, but the Holy Spirit enables us to grasp
it.”(79) “The one who receives the Holy
Spirit from the Father and the Son knows the Father and the Son and comes to
them. The Spirit makes us know all things by inspiring us from within, by
directing us and lifting us up to spiritual things.”(80)


Second, the mission of the Holy
Spirit not only makes the Son known by faith, but it assimilates its
beneficiaries to the Son: “Since the Holy Spirit is from the Truth [the
Son and Word], it is appropriate that the Spirit teach the truth, and makes
those he teaches like the one who sent him“;(81)
“The Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the Son… . The Holy Spirit makes
those to whom he is sent 
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like the one whose Spirit he is.”(82)
This work of “assimilation to the Son” properly belongs to the Holy
Spirit by reason of his personal property, insofar as the Holy Spirit proceeds
from the Son, and inasmuch as he is Love in person. Further, by making the Son
known through faith, the Holy Spirit manifests the Father himself, since the
Son is the perfect “similitude” of the Father.


Third, both missions, that of the Son
and that of the Holy Spirit, effect divinization by leading their
beneficiaries to the person from whom they proceed: “Just as the effect of
the mission of the Son was to lead us to the Father, so the effect of the
mission of the Holy Spirit is to lead the faithful to the Son.”(83) In the dispensatio, the person who
eternally proceeds from another manifests that other and leads us to him.


This understanding of the divine
missions is fully in line with the teaching of several Church Fathers. In his Demonstration
of the Apostolic Preaching, St. Irenaeus wrote:


For those who bear
the Spirit of God are led to the Word, that is to the Son, while the Son
presents them to the Father, and the Father furnishes them with
incorruptibility. Thus, without the Spirit it is not possible to see the Word
of God, and without the Son one is not able to approach the Father; for the
knowledge of the Father is the Son, and knowledge of the Son of God is through
the Holy Spirit, while the Spirit, according to the good-pleasure of the
Father, the Son administers, to whom the Father wills and as He wills.(84)




The same structure of the Christian life (in/from the Spirit to the Son, and
in/from the Son to the Father) is also found in Irenaeus’s Against
Heresies: “Here is, according to the presbyters, the disciples of the
apostles, the gradation and arrangement of those 
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who are saved, and the steps by which they advance: they ascend through the
Spirit to the Son, and through the Son to the Father.”(85)
The same teaching is well summarized in the following comments by St. Basil the
Great: “The way to divine knowledge ascends from one Spirit through the
one Son to the one Father”;(86) “For
our mind, enlightened by the Spirit, looks upon the Son, and in him, as in the
Image, beholds the Father.”(87)


 


IV. Theologia and dispensatio: 

Salvation and Biblical Exegesis




Given the previous consideration of the relationship between the theologia and the dispensatio, we should now consider
two facets of the revelation of the Trinity. First, the purpose of the
revelation of the Trinity clearly belongs to the soteriological order, that is
to say, it is for our salvation.




There are two reasons
why the knowledge of the divine persons was necessary for us. First, it was
necessary for the right understanding of creation… . In another way, and
chiefly, the knowledge of the divine persons was necessary so that we may think
rightly concerning the salvation of the human race, accomplished by the
incarnate Son and by the gift of the Holy Spirit.(88)
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This statement must be grasped with reference to the first article of the Summa
Theologiae, where St. Thomas explains that a teaching coming from revelation
was necessary for the salvation of human beings, in order that they might know
that they are directed to God as to their end, an end that surpasses human
reason. The knowledge of the Trinity which is “necessary for us”
refers principally to the work of our salvation performed by the Son made flesh
and by the Holy Spirit who is given, and it refers to the Son and to the Holy
Spirit themselves, insofar as the Son and the Holy Spirit are,
together with the Father, the ultimate end whose vision makes human beings
fully happy. Within this one final end, the person of the Father is the
ultimate personal term to whom we are led by the mission of the Son and of the
Holy Spirit: “The vision of the Father is the end of all our desires and
actions.”(89) As the Son manifested the
Father in his visible mission during his earthly life, and as he manifests the
Father in his invisible missions (together with the Holy Spirit),(90) he will also manifest the Father in eternal
life: “In our homeland we will see ‘face to face,’ as we read in 1
Corinthians (13:12)… . No one can see the Father in that glory unless the
Son reveals him.”(91) The beatific vision
of God’s essence takes place in Verbo, by virtue of an action of the
Son who makes the Father manifest to the souls of the blessed.


Second, if we want to read St. Thomas
correctly, we should not think of the Bible as dealing only with the
Trinitarian dispensatio, as if the doctrine of the Trinity in itself (theologia)
were a later construct by the Church. As the mystery of the eternal Trinity is
present within the dispensatio, so the theologia is taught by
Scripture. Here are three examples. When commenting on John 16:28 (“I came
[exivi] from the Father, and 
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have come [veni] into the
world”), St. Thomas explains that the first part of this sentence refers
to the eternal generation of the Son from the Father (the Trinitarian mystery in
itself), whereas the second part is about his temporal procession, that is, his
mission.(92) Similarly, he understands John
17:8 (“For I have given them the words which you gave me, and they have
received them and know in truth that I came forth [exivi] from you,
and they have believed that you did send me [tu me misisti]”) as
teaching first the eternal generation, and then the temporal mission of the
Son: “For Hilary [of Poitiers], as was said, ‘to come forth’ [exire]
refers to the eternal generation of the Son, and ‘to be sent’ [mitti]
refers to the incarnation of the Son.”(93)
The truth revealed by Christ’s words pertains to both the theologia
and the dispensatio, so that the object of faith includes the Trinity
in itself and the missions. Again, when commenting on John 15:26 (“When
the Paraclete comes, whom I shall send to you from the Father, the Spirit of
Truth, who proceeds from the Father”), St. Thomas explains that the first
part of this verse concerns the mission of the Holy Spirit in time, whereas the
second part of the same verse, beginning with “the Spirit of Truth,”
teaches his eternal procession from the Father and the Son.(94)
It is noteworthy that, following the biblical text, St. Thomas’s exegesis
sometimes begins with the persons’ eternal processions (John 16:28, John 17:8),
but in some other passages it starts with the persons’ temporal mission (John
15:26). In any case, Christ’s words teach us both the mission and the eternal
procession of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.
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An example will be illustrative: the
exegesis on the foot washing of the apostles by Jesus in John 13:4. The
biblical text reads: “He [Jesus] rose from supper, laid aside his
garments, and girded himself with a towel.” Saint Thomas offers two
“mystical” (mystice) interpretations of this action, that
is, interpretations which refer to the disclosure of Christ’s own mystery. The
first interpretation is referred to the incarnation (the second one deals with
Christ’s passion):


It tells us three
things about Christ. First, he was willing to help the human race, indicated by
the fact that he rose from supper. For God seems to be sitting down as
long as he allows us to be troubled; but when he rescues us from it, he seems
to rise, as the Psalm (43:26) says: “Rise up, come to our help.”
Secondly, it indicates that he emptied himself: not that he abandoned his great
dignity, but he hid it by taking on our smallness: “Truly, thou art a God
who hidest thyself” (Is 45:15). This is shown by the fact that he laid
aside his garments: “he emptied himself, taking the form of a
servant” (Phil 2:7). Thirdly, the fact that he girded himself with a
towel indicates that he took on our mortality: “Taking the form of a
servant, being born in the likeness of men” (Phil 2:7).(95)


According to this exegesis, the whole mystery of Christ is
disclosed in his action: (1) his being true God, with the will to save men; (2)
his kenosis (which does not mean any loss of his divinity but, rather, the
assumption of our humanity); and (3) the assumption of our mortal condition, in
order to accomplish the mysteries of our salvation in a mortal flesh. In the
foot washing of the apostles by Jesus, St. Thomas finds an expression of the
whole “visible mission” of the Son, which includes, as its starting
point, Christ’s divinity. The mystery is disclosed and really given within the dispensatio.
A similar observation can be made on the basis of several other passages of St.
Thomas’s commentary on St. John, notably from his exegesis on the healing of
the blind man in John 9:7:
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Augustine gives the
mystical and allegorical explanation [causam vero mysticam et allegoricam].
He says that the spittle, which is saliva that descends from the head,
signifies the Word of God, who proceeds from the Father, the head of all
things: ‘I came forth from the mouth of the Most High’ (Sir 24:3). Therefore,
the Lord made clay from spittle and the earth when the Word was made flesh. He
anointed the eyes of the blind man, that is, of the human race. And the eyes
are the eyes of the heart, anointed by faith in the incarnation.(96)


Here again, the mystical and allegorical interpretation (referring to the
mystery of Christ and to our healing by faith in Christ’s incarnation) gives a
full account of Christ’s mystery as the incarnate Word of the Father: (1) his
divine generation as the Word spoken by the Father from all eternity, (2) his
incarnation when he took up a human nature, and (3) the gift of illumination by
faith that saves. Christ’s action bears within itself his entire mystery. There
is no separation between the eternal mystery of the Word and his saving action
in the flesh. On the contrary, the mystery itself is disclosed and given within
the dispensatio. The mission bears within itself the eternal
procession of the Word, together with the effect of the saving action that the
incarnate Word performed in the flesh.


 


V.
Teaching St. Thomas’s Trinitarian Theology 




Following the preceding explanations, which are drawn from St. Thomas’s
biblical exegesis, the elaboration of a doctrine of the Trinity can occur in
three stages, or three steps.


The first step consists of the acknowledgment of the revelation of the
Trinity through the sending of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, listening to and
following the witness of Scripture. Trinitarian theology takes its start from
the study of the divine missions as taught by Scripture. Here, a reading of St.
Thomas’s commentaries on Scripture is essential for the understanding of his
systematic treatises. This first step already includes affirmations about the
Trinity in its inner life—the eternal generation of the Son from the Father,
and the eternal procession 
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of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son. A good example is the
soteriological point that the Son and Spirit show us their divinity by making
us participate in divine life, and they show us their distinction by taking us
into the Father’s communion, following the order of their personal relations.
It is also important to recall that St. Thomas’s understanding of the
relationship between theology and economy is rooted in the way he received the
teaching of the Scriptures through the Church Fathers: St. Augustine (not only
his De Trinitate, but also his Tractates on St. John), St.
John Chrysostom, St. Hilary of Poitiers, St. John Damascene, and Origen,(97) as well as St. Athanasius, St. Cyril of
Alexandria, and others. Although St. Basil of Caesarea and St. Gregory of
Nazianzus do not appear very often in St. Thomas’s account of Trinitarian faith
(there are exceptions, notably in the so-called Contra errores Graecorum),
given their importance for his clarification of the relationship between
personal properties, hypostases, and the one divine substance, it is fair to
say that these Cappadocian Fathers are part of his background.(98)
Saint Irenaeus 
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of Lyons is not explicitly quoted,
but much of his teaching had been integrated into the patristic and medieval
sources of St. Thomas. Similarly, St. Thomas’s reading of the Scriptures
requires knowledge of the main Trinitarian heresies: Sabellianism, Arianism, as
well as the heresy of Eunonius of Cyzicus and of the “Pneumatomachi”
(the heresy attributed to Macedonius).(99)
Patristic Trinitarian theology is necessary to understand St. Thomas’s
“pro-Nicene” background,(100) and to
grasp the intention or purpose of his Trinitarian reading of Scripture.(101)


In the second stage, the theologian puts
forward a speculative reflection on the persons in their distinction and unity,
in order to account for the teaching of Scripture—that is, in order to make
the teaching of Scripture more articulate and manifest to our minds. This is
where the doctrine of personal distinction through relations of origin is
developed, as well as the understanding of the divine person as a subsisting
relation, and so forth. This second stage may be said to correspond to what St.
Thomas does in the Summa Theologiae, Prima Pars, questions 2
to 43, but it is also found in his biblical commentaries.(102)
Such speculative teaching follows the order that St. Thomas observes in the Summa
Theologiae: processions, relations, the concept of person, the persons
“in particular” (Father, Son, Holy Spirit), and the persons in
reference to the divine essence, to properties, to acts, and to 
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one another. A special emphasis on
the co-immanence of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (STh I, q. 42, a.
5) is quite helpful to offer a synthesis of this speculative teaching.


A third and final phase uses the
results of the speculative reflection in order to highlight the action of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit as taught by Scripture. This is where a genuine doctrine
of the action of the Trinity (creation, salvation, eschatology) is conveyed,
when doctrinal speculative principles are applied to the agency of the persons
as taught by Scripture. In this third phase, the economy is set forth in the
light of the doctrine of the inner being of the Trinity. The doctrine of the
action of the Trinity (third step) is achieved when a speculative reflection on
the divine persons (second step) is applied to the agency of the persons
discovered in the reading of Scripture (first step).(103)
In this way, Trinitarian theology moves not only from Scripture to Scripture,
but all three steps move within Scripture itself. This third step is present in
the Summa Theologiae as well as in St. Thomas’s biblical commentaries.


An essential feature of this third
step consists of showing that, in St. Thomas’s view, the divine persons act in
the world by virtue of their one essence (they act in the world by a single
action, so that the effects are common to the whole Trinity), and
according to what is proper to each of them, so that each divine person has a
proper and distinct mode of acting in the economy. The distinct mode of acting
corresponds to the distinct mode of subsisting of each divine person, and it concerns
the intra-Trinitarian relation of divine person to divine person. In sum: in
the one action of the Trinity, each person operates by virtue of the power and
nature 
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common to the three, and each person
acts according to the distinct mode of his property.(104)


Saint Thomas’s doctrine of the divine
missions also accounts for the relationship that believers have with each
divine person in his personal distinction: the sanctifying gifts of wisdom and
charity assimilate or conform the just to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, thus
leading them to the Father. Here it is necessary to be precise. Insofar as the
gifts of grace are created effects, they have the whole Trinity as their cause.
Under this ontological aspect (as created effects in their relation to their
cause), the gifts of grace refer us to the whole Trinity. But under their
“objective” or “intentional” aspect, these gifts of grace
(the theological virtues, together with the gifts of the Holy Spirit) refer us
to the three divine persons inasmuch as these persons are known and loved not
only as one single God, but also as distinct from each other in their proper
singularity, one as Father, the other as only-begotten Son, the third as Holy
Spirit that comes forth from the Father and the Son.(105)
By grace and glory, “we enjoy the property of each person.”(106)


Another task of this third step is to
account for the unity of St. Thomas’s theology in the light of Trinitarian
faith. Trinitarian theology has to show how the doctrine of creation,
theological anthropology, ethics, Christology, ecclesiology, and eschatology
are rooted in Trinitarian doctrine. Here again, the doctrine of the divine
missions has an essential role to play in the attempt (an urgent need today) of
“defragmenting” Christian theology. In what follows, I will limit
myself to a few fundamental aspects of such an attempt.


Saint Thomas’s teaching on the divine
persons is built on the doctrine of the Word and of Love. The Father’s personal
property of paternity, and the Son’s property of filiation, are manifested by
the doctrine of the Word: it is by means of his doctrine of the Word that St.
Thomas accounts for the Father’s property of 
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paternity (the Father is the one who
“says” the Word) and for the Son’s property of filiation (to be the
Son, in God, means to be the Word conceived and born from the one who
“says” this Word).(107) In a similar
way, it is by means of his doctrine of Love (understood with the help of the
analogy of the “imprint” of love in the will of the one who loves in
act) that he accounts for the property of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is
Love proceeding from the principle of the Word and from the Word (Father and
Son).(108)


This doctrine is first applied to the
Christian understanding of creation. God creates by his wisdom and by his will.
On the one hand, this truth can be grasped by the light of natural reason,
inasmuch as natural reason can be led from God’s effects to the knowledge of
“what must necessarily belong to God as the first cause of all things,
exceeding all things caused by him,”(109)
including his essential attributes of knowledge and will. On the other hand,
creation finds its full intelligibility in the light of Trinitarian faith, as
we recalled above: 


The knowledge of the
divine persons was necessary for us. First, it was necessary for the right
understanding of creation. The fact of saying that God made all things by his
Word excludes the error of those who say that God produced things by a
necessity of nature. And when we say that in him there is a procession of Love,
we show that God produced creatures not because he needed them, nor because of
any other extrinsic reason, but on account of the love of his own goodness.(110)




On this basis, the integration of a philosophical approach to creation into a Trinitarian
account of God’s creative act can work in two ways. The first way consists of
showing that God’s essential 
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attributes (attributes that account for creation) are included in the divine
persons and in the divine processions themselves. The Summa Theologiae
gives prominence to this first way: 


The divine Persons,
according to the nature of their procession, have a causality respecting the
creation of things. For as was said above, when treating of the knowledge and
will of God, God is the cause of things by his intellect and by his will, just
as the craftsman is cause of the things made by his craft. Now the craftsman
works through the word conceived in his intellect, and through the love of his
will regarding some object. Hence also God the Father made creatures through
his Word, who is his Son; and through his Love, who is the Holy Spirit. And so
the processions of the persons are the reason of the production of creatures
inasmuch as they include the essential attributes, knowledge and will [inquantum includunt essentialia
attributa, quae sunt scientia et voluntas].(111)


As our grasp of a divine person includes the divine nature,(112)
Trinitarian doctrine includes God’s essential attributes. Trinitarian theology
is not limited to “that which concerns the distinction of persons,”
but it also includes “that which concerns the divine essence.”


The second way consists of showing
how the divine processions account, in a different manner, for creation and for
grace. This second way is not essentially different from the first one, but it
is more clearly built on the concept of “procession”
(intra-Trinitarian processions, and “processions toward creatures”),
and uses the exitus-reditus scheme. It receives special emphasis in
St. Thomas’s Scriptum super Sententiis: the procession of the Son and
that of the Holy Spirit are the “reason” for the production of
creatures, that is, for the “natural gifts in which we subsist” (exitus:
creation). And, at another level, the same processions are the reason for the
gifts “that unite us to the 
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ultimate end, namely, sanctifying
grace and glory” (reditus: the divine missions).(113)
In any case, the centrality of the divine missions does not imply any
“supernaturalism” in the con-sideration of created beings. The
consistency of nature (and of natural reason), as really distinct from grace
(and from knowledge by faith), is fully safeguarded by a theology centered on
the processions of the divine persons.


The doctrine of the Word and Love, as
already observed, is also the theological key to the divine missions: 


Since the Holy
Spirit is Love, the likening [assimilatur] of the soul to the Holy
Spirit occurs through the gift of charity and so the Holy Spirit’s mission is
accounted for by reason of charity. The Son in turn is the Word; not, however,
just any word, but the Word breathing Love [Verbum … spirans Amorem].
… Thus the Son is sent not in accordance with every and any kind of
intellectual perfection, but according to an instruction of the intellect which
breaks forth into the affection of love.(114)


The teaching on the visible missions showed a similar structure: the Holy
Spirit is sent visibly as the Gift in person (being the Gift belongs to the
Holy Spirit insofar as he is Love), and the Son is sent in the flesh as the
principle of the Holy Spirit.(115)


This theological structure is found
again in the doctrine of the image of God in man (theological anthropology):
the imago Dei is explained in terms of “knowing God” and
“loving God.” The “image of the Trinity” in the human soul
(mens) is explained as follows: 
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As the uncreated Trinity
is distinguished by the procession of the Word [Verbum] from the
Speaker [Dicens], and of Love [Amor] from both of these, as
we have seen; so we may say that in rational creatures wherein we find a
procession of the word in the intellect [processio verbi secundum
intellectum], and a procession of the love in the will [processio
amoris secundum voluntatem], there exists an image of the uncreated
Trinity.(116)


The emphasis that St. Thomas puts on acts rests on the same basis: “For
this reason, first and chiefly, the image of the Trinity is to be found in the
acts of the soul, that is, inasmuch as from the knowledge which we possess, by
actual thought we form an internal word; and thence break forth into love.”(117) The theocentrism of the imago Dei in
St. Thomas is fully in line with these explanations:


The divine Persons,
as we said above, are distinguished from each other according to the procession
of the Word from the Speaker [secundum processionem Verbi a Dicente],
and the procession of Love from both [et Amoris ab utroque]. Now, the
Word of God is born of God according to the knowledge of himself; and Love
proceeds from God according as he loves himself… . Hence the divine image [divina
imago] is found in man according to the word conceived from the knowledge
of God [secundum verbum conceptum de Dei notitia], and to the love
derived therefrom [et amorem exinde derivatum]. Thus the image of God
is found in the soul according as the soul turns to God, or possesses a nature
that enables it to be drawn to God.(118)


In this way, theological anthropology is directly rooted in Trinitarian
theology, insofar as it rests on the doctrine of the Word and of Love. The same
observation can be made about the study of the virtues, especially of the
theological virtues, and of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, thus illuminating the
fundamental structure of St. Thomas’s moral theology.(119)
The doctrine of the Word and Love thus provides us with a unified understanding
of 
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the Trinity in itself, of Trinitarian
action, of the divine missions, and of theological anthropology.


As noted above, the doctrine of the
divine missions grounds Christology. This can be observed in many places. In
the third part of the Summa Theologiae, for instance, the account of
the “fittingness” of the incarnation of the Son is built (for its
main part) on the doctrine of the Word of God.(120)
The understanding of the relationship between the hypostatic union and the
fullness of Christ’s habitual grace is also founded in Trinitarian theology
(the divine missions).(121) Such examples
could be multiplied in great number.


Finally, St. Thomas’s eschatology is
no exception to this rule. We already observed that the beatific vision of the
Father takes place in the Word and by the Word (Filio manifestante).(122) The beatific acts of vision and of fruition
must be linked to the Word and Love: an “invisible mission” of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit is made to the blessed at the beginning of their
beatitude.(123) Insofar as the object of
fruition is divine goodness, fruition has for its object the divine essence
that is common to the three persons. But the divine essence subsists in each of
the distinct persons; so, since 


whoever knows a
relative term also knows its correlative, and because the whole fruition derives
from the vision … the [blessed] who enjoys one of the relative [divine
persons] as such, also enjoys the other… . We enjoy the property of each
person, for instance, paternity. However, “paternity” does not
indicate the reason of fruition. Hence we will enjoy paternity inasmuch as
paternity is really
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identical with the
supreme goodness, although it differs from it according to reason.(124)









As the formal object of the beatific vision is the divine essence, the
formal object of beatific fruition is the divine goodness. Under this aspect,
there is only one fruition, as there is only one vision of the three divine
persons. However, by one and the same vision and fruition, each person is seen
in his personal distinction, and each person is enjoyed in his personal
property. Moreover, because of the unique status of the Son’s incarnation in
the dispensatio (visible mission: the hypostatic union), “in
eternal life we will also rejoice in the humanity of Christ.”(125) Here St. Thomas’s teaching on the Son’s
visible mission in the flesh reaches its culminating conclusion: in heaven,
“the corporeal sight [of the blessed] will consider God’s great glory in
the bodies, and especially in the glorified bodies, and most of all in the body
of Christ.”(126) 


A thorough study of the presence and
influence of Trinitarian doctrine throughout St. Thomas’s theology is still
lacking. But the few aspects mentioned here are enough to suggest that his
Trinitarian theology (which means the theological account of both the essential
unity of the divine persons and their personal distinction) shapes the main
fields of his theology, and offers a fundamental structure for grasping his
theology as a consistent whole. The doctrine of the Word and Love is a key that
provides us with a unified understanding of the Trinity in itself, and of
Trinitarian action (creation and divinization). And, in order to 
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understand the connections within
this whole, a decisive role belongs to the divine missions.




VI. Missions and Processions: An
Alternative to the 

“Economic Trinity”/“Immanent Trinity” Scheme




Today, theological reflection on the Trinity is commonly undertaken in terms of
the “economic Trinity” and the “immanent Trinity,”
following the “fundamental axiom” developed by Karl Rahner: “The
Trinity of the economy of salvation is
the immanent Trinity and vice versa”;(127) “The ‘economic’ Trinity is the ‘immanent’
Trinity and the ‘immanent’ Trinity is the ‘economic’ Trinity.”(128)
The first phrase of the fundamental axiom (“the Trinity of the economy of
salvation is the
immanent Trinity”) emphasizes that the economy is truly the manifestation
and communication of God the Trinity himself. The second phrase (“and vice
versa”) indicates that the Trinity communicates himself in a complete and
definitive way in Christ Jesus and in the pouring out of the Holy Spirit.
Rahner sought particularly to show that the Trinity is the mystery of salvation
par excellence. In his own “self-communication,” God reveals and
gives himself as he is. Salvation consists in the gift that God the Trinity
makes of himself. This gift is accomplished in Christ and the Holy Spirit.
Rahner wished to avoid separating theological teaching on the Trinity and
teaching concerning the other realities of faith (particularly teaching on the
work of Christ). He emphasized that the divine persons act in a differentiated
manner and that, in grace, each divine person communicates himself to us
according to his personal property: “Both mysteries, that of our grace and
that of God in himself are the same fathomless mystery.”(129)
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Rahner’s axiom on the identity of the
economic and immanent Trinity has been the subject of various interpretations.
Some authors understand it as a simple reformulation of a truth commonly held
by the Church Fathers.(130) Others point out
the risk of collapsing the distinction between God in himself and his action in
time, and thus of collapsing the essential distinction between God and the
world. Understanding this “fundamental axiom” requires indeed certain
precisions. First, it is necessary not to conflate the eternity of God and the
time of the economy. The history of salvation manifests the Trinity, but it is
not the economy of salvation that gives to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
their distinct personality. The economy does not constitute the Trinity.
Second, the eternal being of God is “necessary,” whereas the economy
is absolutely free, gratuitous, and not necessary. Nothing obligated God the
Trinity to reveal himself or to give himself in grace: it is a purely
gratuitous work. Third, we should not conflate the reality of the Trinity in
himself, in his transcendent mystery, with the human knowledge and experience
that we can have of the Trinity. It is indeed the Trinity in his own mystery
who reveals himself and communicates himself in the economy, but humans receive
this knowledge and this experience in a limited manner, proportionate to their
condition as creatures. This leads us to a fourth clarification. The participation
of humans in the Trinitarian life will only find its fulfillment beyond
history, in the blessed vision of the Trinity. By reason of this expectation, a
certain “distance” remains. As St. Thomas puts it:


Those who see God
are in some way transformed into God. If they see perfectly, they are perfectly
transformed, as the blessed in heaven by the union of fruition: When he
appears we shall be like him (1 John 3:2); but if we see imperfectly, 
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then we are transformed
imperfectly, as here by faith: Now we see in a mirror dimly (1 Cor
13:12).(131)


The dialectical form of the axiom has given rise to another, and perhaps
deeper, criticism: are we to posit two Trinities? “A disadvantage of this
terminology is that it may give the impression that there are two trinities,
but obviously this cannot be so. It merely indicates the two perspectives in
which the Trinity can be conceived.”(132)
But this just raises the same question: what do these “two
perspectives” mean?


The distinction between the
“economic” and “immanent” Trinity is not a creation of
twentieth-century theology. It is already found in eighteenth-century
Protestant theology (Trinitas oeconomica and essentialis),(133) and perhaps earlier. In the nineteenth
century, Schleiermacher wrote that “we have no formula for the being of
God in Himself as distinct from the being of God in the world.”(134) Whatever the sources may be, today’s scheme
of the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity tends to start with a formal
distinction between the two aspects, and then attempts to reunite them. But why
should Trinitarian theology start with this formal distinction?


Instead, St. Thomas’s systematic
doctrine of the Trinity begins with the doctrine of the eternal processions of
the persons, and it understands the divine missions as including the
eternal processions, with the clear statement that the divine persons
themselves are given. His commentary on St. John also shows 
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that, when he deals with the
missions, he accounts for them in light of the divine persons’ eternal
processions. I would suggest that St. Thomas’s doctrine of divine missions and
processions offers a powerful alternative to the scheme of the “economic
Trinity” and the “immanent Trinity.” In St. Thomas, the missions
are in no way separated from the processions. There is no need to reunite the
economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity (after having started by
distinguishing between them), because the missions bear in
themselves the eternal mystery of the divine persons. In St. Thomas’s own
words: “processio temporalis non est alia quam processio aeterna
essentialiter.”(135) At the same time,
his doctrine of the missions maintains the essential difference between God and
his created effects, with no danger of confusing the Trinity and his created
gifts. The issue at stake is not just the foundation of the missions in the
eternal processions, or the missions as a manifestation of the inmost life of
the Trinity, but a fuller understanding of the Trinitarian nature of revelation
and salvation, and of the Trinity itself.


The doctrine of the divine missions,
insofar as it integrates the teaching on processions, on relations, and on
persons (the Trinity in itself), may be considered as the pivot, indeed a real
key, of St. Thomas’s Trinitarian theology: the revelation of the Trinity
and the gift of salvation consist in the missions of the divine persons.
The doctrine of salvation is the doctrine of the missions of the Son and of the
Holy Spirit (the missions that we have called “visible” and
“invisible”). This approach presents many advantages. It invites one
to contemplate Christ’s person and actions in his relations to the Father and
to the Holy Spirit, that is to say, to regard Christ and his work in the light
of Trinitarian faith. The doctrine of the missions does not separate the
teaching on God and the teaching on Christ (Christology), but rather it
understands them in their unity. It also does not separate the teaching on
Christ and on the Holy Spirit, but rather it regards Christ and the Holy Spirit
in their unity and in their relations. 
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Saint Thomas’s teaching on the
missions of the divine persons thus offers a light capable of guiding all
Christian theology.(136)
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IT IS STILL widely taken for granted in contemporary Trinitarian theology
that there exist two fundamentally divergent traditions aptly characterized as
“Greek” and “Latin,” despite a decade of withering
criticism. If Augustine is the villain of this story as the originator of Latin
“essentialism,” Thomas Aquinas is generally considered to have
perfected the type in his Summa Theologiae. Because a judgment of
value is almost invariably implied when these assertions are made, recent
decades have seen numerous efforts to defend Thomas and Augustine.


This typology has its origins in the monumental work of the Jesuit historian
of doctrine Théodore de Régnon, Etudes de théologie positive sur la sainte
Trinité.(1) De Régnon discerned a turning
point connected with the Arian, Sabellian, and Macedonian crises, when, in
order to safeguard the revealed mystery, the Fathers formulated the Trinitarian
dogma in terms of person and nature.(2) He
systematized this insight into an analytic scheme for understanding the
historical development of Trinitarian theology. Since the dogma of the Trinity
affirms three who are distinct as persons but identical in nature, the concepts
of ‘nature’ and ‘person’ provide two ways into a synthetic account of
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the mystery, variously realized as
the concepts are variously ordered.(3)


Latin philosophy first contemplates the nature in itself, and proceeds
to the supposit; Greek philosophy first contemplates the supposit, and then
penetrates it to find therein the nature. The Latin sees personality as a mode
of nature; the Greek sees nature as the content of the person. There are here
two opposed designs, which project conceptions of the same reality onto different
backdrops.(4)


According to de Régnon, on the Latin starting point, one conceives “la
nature in recto et la personne in obliquo.” On the Greek
starting point, conversely, one conceives “la personne in recto
et la nature in obliquo.”(5) Now
since in recto and in obliquo refer to conceptual orderings,
the adequacy of the typology clearly depends on the actual execution of any
given author. In other words, it may have its uses as an ideal type, but it is
not itself a description of anyone’s actual theology.


The expectation fostered by this
scheme is that Thomas Aquinas will be typical of the Latin pattern. In fact de
Régnon does not hesitate to say that Latin Scholasticism in general exhibits
this pattern,(6) and he specifically applies it
to Thomas: “At the starting point of St. Thomas’s Trinitarian theory, we
meet a God who is single, subsistent, possessing a spiritual nature, a God who
is perfect and presents all the characteristics of a ‘personal’ God, of a
Person-God.”(7) Effectively, he thinks,
this means God the Father, which he tentatively approves as fitting the ancient
pattern, “for during the first centuries of the Church’s life, the 
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name ‘God’, unmodified, preeminently
meant God the Father, source of divinity.”(8)


De Régnon did not consider his
typology evaluative in itself. For him, the two patterns are of equal value and
equal adequacy, though they follow different routes, though they be like two
paintings of the same mountain from two quite different per-spectives.(9) His project and purposes were different from
those of later scholars who adopted his scheme—often without acknowledging
him—and applied it to their own ends.(10) The
reception of his typology into contemporary Trinitarian theology has had far
reaching, if unintended, consequences. It has become very widely taken for
granted, not merely as a possibly relevant set of ideal types but as an actual
description of the theology of Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, or the Latin
tradition generally. In the process, it has also taken on an evaluative tone. 


Yves Congar, surveying de Régnon’s
historiography and its influence,(11) accepts
that there is a basic difference between Greek and Latin approaches, and
credits de Régnon with revitalizing interest in the historical study of the
distinctiveness of the Greek Fathers. “At the same time, however, de
Régnon simplified the difference between the [Greek and Latin] theologies, with
the result that many theologians, especially Orthodox scholars, have since
taken his most clear-cut formulae as they stand.”(12)
Thus when de Régnon’s hypothesis is linked, as it usually is, to the assumption
that Augustine marks the point at which Latin theology parted ways with a more
ancient, personalist tradition of Trinitarian theology, it is used to justify a
negative judgment on Augustine specifically and the Latin tradition after him
generally.


In these contexts, it is often
implied or asserted that Augustine departed from the sounder biblical and
patristic tradition, and 
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other traditional authorities are
positively evaluated on the basis of their putative differences from Augustine.(13) For Orthodox authors with an apologetic or
controversial purpose, and for Catholic and Protestant authors reacting to the
real or imagined evils of Scholastic or neo-Scholastic theology, the prospect
is attractive, because the entire approach stemming from Augustine can be
rejected as a derailment.(14) But conventional
wisdom about Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, or the Latin tradition in general can
and often does stand in the way of serious engagement with the constitutive
questions and goals of that tradition.


 


I. Overview of Karl Rahner’s Critique


Karl Rahner’s treatise Der
dreifaltige Gott was probably the most influential mediator of de
Régnon’s typology into Catholic systematic theology. Rahner regarded Thomas as
a kind of terminus ad quem of the “Augustinian” tendency to
privilege the unity 
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of the divine substance over the distinction
of the divine persons. His criticisms of Thomas (and more broadly of the
“Augustinian-Latin” conception) convert de Régnon’s categories into
theological value judgments. According to Rahner, the Thomist and Augustinian
approach to Trinitarian theology closes the Trinity in upon itself so that it
loses touch with its sources, on the one hand, and the realities of religious
commitment, on the other.


[T]he treatise on
the Holy Trinity occupies a rather isolated position in the total dogmatic
structure. To put it bluntly (and naturally with some exaggeration and
generalization): When this dogmatic treatise is concluded, the subject never
comes up again. Its function in the whole dogmatic structure is only dimly
seen. This mystery seems to have been communicated only for its own sake. Even
after its communication, as a reality it remains locked within itself.[bookmark: _Ref247522499](15)


[In St. Thomas] the treatise begins not from God the Father as the
unoriginate origin of divinity and reality, but from the nature common to all
three persons… . In this way the treatise on the Trinity falls into ever
more “splendid isolation,” through which it comes very seriously in
danger of being felt a matter of indifference for religious Existenz.
It looks as though everything about God that matters to us had already been
said in the treatise De Deo uno.(16)
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If one starts from
the basic Augustinian-Western conception, an a-Trinitarian treatise De Deo
uno comes as a matter of course before the treatise on the Trinity. In
this way, however, the theology of the Trinity must all the more arouse the
impression that only absolutely formal statements can be made about the divine
persons (with help from the concepts of the two processions and the relations),
and even these only concern a Trinity absolutely enclosed, not outwardly open
(and of which we who are shut out know something only by a peculiar paradox).(17)


To help overcome this forgetfulness, Rahner urges a return to the biblical
and Greek understanding of God as a proper name for the Father.(18)
It is a proposal in which he has been widely joined.(19)


Rahner’s sharp criticisms and
enormous influence have perhaps done more than anything else to create the
impression, at least in Anglo-Atlantic theology, that the tradition of
Augustine and Thomas is moribund. For many, Rahner’s reputation as a
“Transcendental Thomist” probably adds to the authority of his
judgment on Thomas. His criticisms are forcefully presented and frequently
repeated. Still, there are good reasons to doubt that Rahner grasped the
strategy and structure of Thomas’s mature treatise on God. He acknowledged that
he did not understand why, in the Summa Theologiae, Thomas
“separated” (scheiden) his treatment into a series of
questions on what belongs to the divine unity, followed by a series on what
belongs to the plurality of 
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persons, or, as Rahner put it, into
two separate treatises.(20) In fact, Thomas
revised his presentation of the Trinity several times, and we might have a
better understanding of his mature presentation if we understood his reasons
for doing so.(21)


Rahner’s alternative program receives
its basic formulation in his famous counter-thesis (Grundthese):
“The ‘economic’ Trinity is the ‘immanent’ Trinity, and vice-versa.”(22) Rahner did not himself execute a full-scale
Trinitarian theology along the lines of this proposal. He did, however, sketch
out its main lines in ex-plicit contradistinction to the theology of Thomas
and, in the footnotes, to Bernard Lonergan’s textbook De Deo trino.(23) It is not my purpose here to consider
Rahner’s proposal in all its dimensions, but rather to focus on a few of the
points at which it seems clear that fundamentally different theological
horizons are operative.


 


II. Method and Order


Rahner accuses the approach of Thomas
Aquinas of forgetfulness of the economy in the development of its ideas: 


The classical
psychological theory of the Trinity also suffers from another methodological
deficiency. Its speculation does not include knowledge about the 
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origin of the dogmas
concerning the ‘immanent’ Trinity. As it begins to develop its ideas, it has,
in a way, forgotten about the ‘economic’ Trinity.(24)


The criticism brings three different problems into view, but without putting
any of them into clear focus: (1) the relationship between systematic theology
and the documents of revelation, (2) the relationship between systematic
theology and the articles of faith, and (3) the problem of order within
systematic theology. 


For Thomas the relationship between theological under-standing and the
documents of revelation was largely uncomplicated by the encumbrances of
historical criticism. Today it is vastly more complicated by our historical
awareness of the cultural and historical contingencies affecting the formation
of the New Testament documents (individually and as a canon) and the path from
the New Testament to the dogmas of the Church. The documents of revelation had
for Thomas an immediate application to systematic theology; if we are to be
responsible today, we must acknowledge a series of mediating operations between
the systematic theologian and his or her Bible.(25)
We know too well the distance that separates us from the New Testament authors,
and it is therefore we ourselves who are in 
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danger of losing touch with the
originating experience behind an “impenetrable wall” of scholarship.(26)


Rahner’s objection may be taken in a
different way, however, as pointing to the function of doctrines in relation to
systematic theology. For Thomas the articles of faith (doctrines) are the
principles of theological science, the starting point in the quest for
theological understanding; conversely, the goal of sacra doctrina in
the via disciplinae is a fruitful understanding of the mysteries.(27) Today we know a great deal more than did
Thomas or any of his contemporaries about the “origin of the dogmas
concerning the ‘immanent’ Trinity,” if by this is meant the historical
process which led from the New Testament to the reception of the conciliar
dogmas of the fourth century. We are much more acutely aware of the fact that
doctrine develops and, as we take note of its development, there arise for us
questions about the transitions, the continuity between stages or orderings of
doctrine, the criteria for preferring one ordering to another, and the shift
toward increasingly systematic orderings which inevitably are further removed
from the largely narrative order of the sources.(28)


It seems to be contingently true that
the process which led from the New Testament to the Nicene homoousion
moved from the first-for-us to the first-in-itself, that is, from the relations
of Father, Son, and Spirit to us, to the relations they have amongst
themselves. The historical process arrived at a new ordering of doctrine,
expressed incipiently in the Athanasian “whatever is said of the Father is
said of the Son, except the name Father,” and somewhat more systematically
in the Cappadocian distinction between ‘common’ and ‘proper’ names in God. This
terminus became the starting point for Augustine in his De Trinitate, which
begins, not from the divine essence, but from the equality of the 
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divine persons, and flowers in the
various Scholastic formulae to the effect that in God all is one where there is
no opposed relation. The question raised by Rahner’s criticism is whether these
transitions are valid. Still more fundamentally, the question regards the
criteria for judging the validity of transitions from one ordering of doctrine
to another.


To go to the roots of this problem is
far beyond the purview of this present article. For the moment, perhaps, it
will be sufficient to acknowledge that the problem is deeper than Rahner’s
criticisms let on. It may be that the fourth-century homoousion is not
an authentic starting point for a subsequent stage of doctrinal and theological
development, but then one has to formulate criteria for discriminating between
inauthentic and authentic. It is radically insufficient to assert merely that
the stage from Augustine forward is removed from the sources, for the homoousion
itself is removed from the sources (as its fourth-century critics were
delighted to observe). If Thomas did not deal with these questions—which were
not raised in the thirteenth century—it may be said in his defense that he
took the articles of faith as the starting point of his investigation of sacra
doctrina in the via disciplinae. A functionally differentiated
theology able to deal with the larger historical problems more adequately will
not, in my judgment, do away with ecclesial and theological doctrines as the
proximate norm for systematic theology.


If it is granted that the articles of
faith, formulated in ecclesial and theological doctrines, may authentically
serve as the starting point for systematic theology, there is a still further
question about the internal ordering of questions within systematic theology
itself. Thomas met the problem of order in part with a distinction between the
way of discovery and the way of teaching, which he took over from Aristotle.(29) The way of discovery begins from what is
first for us—the given in the sensible order—and proceeds to what is first in
itself. The way of teaching proceeds 
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from a grasp of the reasoned fact to
an explanation of the data.(30) Thomas
generalized this strategy and applied it, analogically, to sacra doctrina.
The goal of the first movement is certitude, the removal of doubt, and in
matters theological one proceeds to this end by appeal to recognized
authorities. The goal of the second is to understand not whether but how
the truth is true, and to attain this goal one has to find the reasons that go
to the root of the matter, though in theology these are grasped only analogically.[bookmark: _Ref246676528](31)


It is on the basis of this
distinction that Thomas conceived and organized the Summa Theologiae “secundum
ordinem disciplinae” (as he says in the Prologue), or “secundum viam
doctrinae” (a phrase that introduces the treatise on the Trinity).(32) This project became for him the occasion to
restructure the entire treatise on God, and the structure of the treatise must
itself be acknowledged as a fundamental aspect of Thomas’s achievement.(33) It is this very structure that Rahner finds
so perplexing and unsatisfactory.


For Thomas at least, the ordo
disciplinae or via doctrinae is determined by a pedagogical
judgment, which is not necessarily a judgment about the intrinsic connections
among the realities under consideration. This may seem counterintuitive, since
in the previous paragraphs I suggested that the movement from the symbolic and
narrative world of the New Testament to the cool, propositional world of the
Nicene homoousion was also a movement from the first-for-us to the
first-in-itself. Since in the way of discovery the missions reveal the persons,
the persons reveal the relations, and the relations disclose the originating
processions affirmed in the Nicene creed, it might seem that the processions
are intrinsically prior to the relations and persons in God. From this vantage
point the structure of Thomas’s treatise might be easily misunderstood as
expressing a judgment about the intrinsic priority of essence to processions to
relations to persons in God.
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This difficulty fades away if we
distinguish two different ways order enters into Thomas’s theological project.
There is the functional order in which doctrines—the articles of faith—
precede systematic understanding, and Thomas expressed this order in terms of
the subalternation of sacra doctrina to the knowledge of God and the
blessed. But the functional priority of doctrines to theological understanding
is quite distinct from the question of pedagogical order which is internal to
systematic theology itself. Sacra doctrina “according to the
order of teaching” may presuppose doctrines as determining its basic
problems for understanding, but its own internal ordering is governed by
judgments about the most effective way to develop explanatory concepts.
Questions are ordered so that earlier questions presuppose the least and later
questions build upon the earlier. In this way the learner is brought to a
fruitful and transformative understanding of the mysteries even though the
realities in themselves are not understood directly in this life.(34) 


Thomas’s decision to handle the
questions on the divine being and operations before dealing with the
distinction of persons is part of a pedagogical strategy. A learner who has not
radically clarified the meaning of ‘God’ through the kind of process Thomas
initiates in question 2 of the Prima Pars cannot come to grips with
the fundamental Trinitarian problem, nor appreciate why the key to the problem
is discovering a fruitful analogy for the divine processions, nor grasp the
importance of opposed relations of origin for personal identity in God. The
ordering of these questions is not at all reflective of a judgment about the
priority of the divine essence vis-à-vis the divine persons nor does it reflect
a bias toward essence rather than person. It is a function of a judgment about
the most expedient way to communicate the material to learners. 


This seems to be a fundamental
difference between Thomas and his critics inspired by Rahner. For Thomas, the
only real, intrinsic order in God is the order of the divine persons. The 
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order in which we work out our
concepts is not identical to the order of the realities they mediate, because
we come to know through a discursive process, as Thomas explains in his
commen-tary on the verbum in the Gospel according to John.(35) Hence, although God is simple and without
priority or posteriority, still we arrive at a mediated understanding of this
by gradually developing our concepts. Because Rahner and other critics are at
best vague about the relationship between developing understanding and
knowledge of the real, they convert de Régnon’s typology into an evaluative
judgment: If Thomas considers the essence of God before he considers persons in
God, he must think there is some real priority of essence to person, etc. What
is at stake here for Thomas, however, is not the order intrinsic to the
realities—he acknowledges no real order in God other than the order of the
persons, and even there denies every semblance of priority, even to the Father(36)—but rather the order efficacious for
developing understanding.


Such pedagogical discipline is not at
all a matter of “forgetting about the economic Trinity.” It is rather
a reversal of the move-ment of the way of discovery: as the way of discovery
moves from the historical missions to the affirmation of the mysteries to the
elimination of incoherencies, so the way of teaching resolves the problem of
understanding the mysteries to its component ele-ments, and unfolds the
questions in an ordered series so that prior questions do not presuppose but
shed light on later questions. What is at stake is not a deductive chain, but a
process of developing understanding which grasps that the intelligibility of
the missions is founded on the identity of the persons, that the identity of
the persons is a function of the relations, that the intelligibility of the
relations flows from and presupposes the conception of the processions, that
the conception of the processions flows from and presupposes—in our
thinking—the divine nature, and orders questions appropriately.(37)
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This is the task of the wise
pedagogue: to find the problem that presupposes the least and illumines the
most so as to proceed in an orderly way through the connected problems. In this
way are avoided the multiplication of useless questions, the occasional and
haphazard mode of proceeding, and the frequent repetition the Angelic Doctor
laments in the prologue to the Summa Theologiae. 


Other instances, though not exactly
parallel, confirm the general principle that we cannot make assumptions about
the intrinsic ordering of realities because of the ordering of questions in the
via disciplinae. For example, Thomas treats the creation of spiritual
creatures (angels), then the creation of corporeal creatures, and only then the
creation of the human being who belongs to both orders, but it would be silly
to conclude from this that he has “privileged” the material order
over the human. The pedagogical significance of this decision is clear: until
the principles of spirit and matter are understood, one cannot develop an
understanding of the being that is a compound of spirit and matter. Examples
could be multiplied: sin is treated before grace which is its remedy, and,
notoriously, God and human beings before the one who is both, Christ.


It should hardly need to be added
that the via disciplinae is not conceived as the whole of theology.
Thomas presupposes the practices of lectio and praedicatio
(conducted, as it were, in the via inventionis) that were the staples
of theological study in his time and, in fact, constituted his main work.(38) As we find it in Thomas, then, theological
exposition secundum ordinem doctrinae is one moment in a larger
project, albeit a moment of particular significance in terms of the conception
of sacra doctrina as a science (in the Aristotelian sense). If he says
that sacra doctrina is speculative rather than practical, it is
because its ultimate finality is the vision of God, and for this very reason it
also has a practical, or pastoral, finality.(39)


Rahner’s criticisms, then, run deeper
than a dispute about the most fruitful way to order theological questions about
the triune 
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God. They touch upon Thomas’s very way
of conceiving the-ology. Thomas has not forgotten religious Existenz,
if his pedagogy is a method of intellectual and spiritual transformation in
preparation for the vision of God. He has not forgotten the sources, if he is
right to complement the via inventionis with a via disciplinae.
He has not forgotten the ‘economic’ Trinity, if the development of doctrine
sets the basic problem for theological understanding and if his via
disciplinae results in an enriched, fruitful, and profound understanding
of the ‘economy’ in light of the ‘theology’. 


The via disciplinae respects
the systematic exigency in theology, without supposing that it is the whole of
theology. This means that the goal of systematic understanding in theology can be
pursued without prejudice to other goals, such as exegesis, history, and
pastoral application. Although the differentiation between the ways of
discovery and synthesis is not in itself the solution to the problems posed for
theology today by critical history, it will be part of a successful framework
for dealing with those problems. The problem of history has to be met through
functional differentiation; the radical problem is not simply finding the
fruitful explanatory principle but coming to grips with the implications of
intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. The way forward in theology will
not be along Rahner’s route of neglecting the differentiations already
achieved, but must sublate them into a higher synthesis of theological
operations.


III. Hypothesis, Verification, Fittingness, and
Necessity


Rahner points out that the intelligentia
fidei yielded by Thomas’s inquiry and Lonergan’s is only hypothetical:


That is where, in fact, the difficulties of
the classic psychological speculations about the Trinity set in. They have no
evident model from human psychology for the doctrine of the
Trinity (a model known already before the doctrine of the Trinity), to explain
why divine knowledge, as absolute primordial self-presence, necessarily means
the distinct manner of subsisting of that which is “uttered.” Or even
why divine knowledge means an utterance, and not simply original
self-presence in absolute identity. Rather it postulates from the
doctrine of the 
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Trinity a model of
human knowledge and love, which either remains questionable, or about which it
is not clear that it can be more than a model of human knowledge
precisely as finite. And this model it applies to God. In other words,
we are not told why in God knowledge and love demand a processio ad modum
operati (as Word or as “the beloved in the lover”)… . Then
it becomes clear too that such a psychological theory of the Trinity has the
character of what the other sciences call an “hypothesis.”(40)


What are we to make of these remarkable statements? Does Rahner mean to
suggest that the rational psychology underlying the analogy is somehow
contrived—he says the reasoning is circular—or only to point out the
contingent fact that the psycho-logical theory developed in response to
theological questions? And why does he underscore its hypothetical character?
Does he think its hypothetical status tells against it, or does he wish merely
remind us that no hypothesis can have a special claim on our allegiance? Is it
that the psychological analogy is not modest enough, that through it
theologians try to know too much without adequately adverting to the merely
hypothetical character of their instrument of analysis?


If we call to mind Thomas’s distinction between the two theological ends of
determining the truth and developing understanding, each with its corresponding
procedure,(41) it is clear that for Thomas the
appropriate question is not whether 
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theological understanding is certain
or “merely hypothetical”; it whether and to what extent the
hypothesis illumines and is confirmed by the data.(42)
Thomas did not speak in terms of hypothesis and verification. But he recognized
its foundation in the duplex operatio mentis and the discursive
process of human reasoning.(43)


The development of theological method
between the twelfth and thirteenth centuries effectively brought to light the
im-portance of this structure in the investigation of the mysteries of faith.
Aristotle had conceived science as true and certain knowledge of things through
their causes. Even so, the conception of sacra doctrina as a science
in the Aristotelian sense had to be expanded to make room for the Augustinian crede
ut intelligas for the simple reason that reasons proportionate to
supernatural mysteries are not proportionate to human intelligence in this life
or even the next.[bookmark: _Ref247523252](44)
Modern science understands itself to be no more than the best available
hypothesis, indirectly verified; Thomist sacra doctrina at least
acknowledges that there is for us no certain knowledge of the causes of the
mysteries. Accordingly a theological hypothesis must be indirectly verified,
like any scientific hypothesis; one has to work out its implications and test
them against relevant data. The mysteries are received in faith though we do
not understand them, but a hypothesis in systematic theology is accepted
precisely because it is understood and its explanatory power appreciated. Where
the criteria are set by the desire to understand, the hypothesis with the
greatest explanatory power for the greatest range of questions will be
acknowledged as the best available. Of course, there are competing desires, and
where they are allowed to set the criteria, political utility or 
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cleverness or some value other than
explanatory power will deter-mine the success or failure of theological
hypotheses.


This is not the place for a proper
explication of the psychology underlying the analogy developed by Augustine,
Thomas, and Lonergan, and in any case Lonergan gave a careful exposition of the
historical and theoretic questions in Verbum and Insight. We
should at least take note, however, of the fact that Rahner’s grasp of the
psychology and its analogical application is inexact. He continues the passage
introduced above:


The difficulty grows
because we cannot say that the actual divine knowledge or love, insofar as
either is the Father’s as such (already given with his divine essence) are
formally constituted by the Word. We cannot say, therefore, that the Father
knows through the Word; rather he says the Word because he knows. If
human psychology can demand an operatum (an object of the act of
knowing), it can do so only because and insofar as otherwise spiritual
knowledge would not exist.(45)




The implied contrast between the procession of the Word from the Father because
he knows, and the procession of the word in us as that through which
we know, overlooks utterly that while the word is in us as a species in qua
of our knowledge, it also proceeds from intelligere which is the
reception of a species qua. In other words, it is true in us too that
the word proceeds because we understand. It is precisely this
conscious ordering of the act of understanding to the inner word, and the
reciprocal relation of the word to the act of understanding—that is, the
conscious, intellectual, rational because—that is germane to
understanding the divine processions.(46) More
importantly, Rahner’s under-standing of the application of the analogy assumes
the prior 
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constitution of the Father as
unoriginate possessor of the divine essence, the very difficulty which the
whole development of Thomas’s Trinitarian thought moved to overcome.(47)


The most important point for the
present purpose is that Rahner’s interpretation of the analogy is linked to his
criticism that it is “merely hypothetical.” He regards it as a
weakness that the psychological theory cannot explain the necessity (Notwendig-keit)
of immanent processiones operatorum in God. He repeats the same
contention in his Foundations of Christian Faith:


ultimately they [the
speculations of the psychological theory] are not really all that helpful. A
“psychological theory of the Trinity” … in the end does not
explain precisely what it is supposed to explain, namely, why the Father expresses
himself in a Word, and with the Logos breathes a Spirit which is different from
him. For such an explanation must already presuppose the Father as knowing and
loving himself, and cannot allow him to be constituted as knowing and loving in
the first place by the expression of the Logos and the spiration of the Spirit.(48)


But Thomas had his necessities too, and one of them was that
no one should pretend to give necessary reasons for mysteries hidden in God. In
this life we know the divine Trinity only by revelation, and can understand it
only analogically. This was one of the reasons why Thomas rejected the
self-diffusive character of the good as a relevant explanatory principle for
the divine processions; it seemed to prove too much by suggesting we could
grasp the necessity of the plurality of persons in God.(49)
Theological mysteries in the strict sense are too high for us to 
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understand in this life, and it is rationalism
or semi-rationalism to suppose we can assign necessary reasons for them.


For Thomas, the goal of Trinitarian
theology is much more modest. He aims simply to “save the
appearances,” that is, to account for the known facts without pretending
to understand the mysteries in themselves. The methodological differentiation
of the twofold mode of truth, evident in the whole structure of the Summa
contra Gentiles, is likewise brought to bear in the elaboration of
Trinitarian theology.


Reason can be brought
to bear on a matter in two ways. In one way, to sufficiently establish a
principle, as in natural science sufficient reason can be given to establish
that the movement of the heavens is always of uniform velocity. In another way,
reason is brought to bear not to sufficiently prove the principle, but to show
how the effects fit the established principles. Thus in astronomy, the theory
of eccentricities and epicycles is accepted because it can explain the sensible
appearances of the heavenly movements; but not as though this were sufficient
proof, because another theory might also do. In the first way, reason can be
applied to establish that God is one, and so forth. But it is in the second way
that reason is applied to manifest the Trinity, because, granted the Trinity,
reasons of this kind fit; but it is not as though the Trinity of persons is
sufficiently established by these reasons.(50)


Different kinds of reasons are available for different kinds of questions.
One may prove the existence and attributes of God, for which creation furnishes
sufficient proof; but let there be no pretence of proving the mysteries or
discovering necessary reasons for them. Sacra doctrina as a
subalternate science of the mysteries 
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takes its principles as true on the authority of God. The sole sufficient
and necessary reason—not only in the sense of the causa essendi but
also in the sense of the causa cognoscendi—for the divine Trinity is
the nature of God, and in this life we know God only by remotion. The articles
of faith are the starting point of the way of understanding in theology. For
Thomas, the enterprise of sacra doctrina is too humble, and its
subject too high, to abide the conceit of necessity. He sets himself to the
homelier task of developing an obscure, indirect, but fruitful and reverent
hypothesis to manifest or illumine the contingent revelation of the divine
persons through the missions of Word and Spirit.


While Rahner faults Thomas for erecting an immodest theology on the basis of
the psychological analogy, his own proposal in Der dreifaltige Gott
betrays a predilection for necessary intelligibilities which in the end seems
far less modest than the approach it sets itself over against. This tendency is
already intimated in the formulation of his Grundthese (“the
‘economic’ Trinity is the ‘immanent’ Trinity”), which glosses over the
very basic problem of contingent predication in the theory of the missions.(51) On this question, too, Rahner’s Trinitarian
theology pursues the path of de-differentiation.(52)


Contingent predication is a much more
obvious and pressing problem when theological intelligibility is not a matter
of necessity and impossibility but of the possible and conveniens, as,
for example, in dealing with the motives for the incarnation. In a systematic
theology conceived in terms of the procedure of hypothesis and verification,
the intelligibility to be sought will not be necessary but conveniens,
appropriate, fitting. By convenientia here is meant, not just a nice
example, but a proper intelligibility that is contingent and not fully
understood in this life. It denotes 
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the concrete intelligibility of the
actual economy of salvation which is necessary neither in its essence nor in
its actuality.(53) A grasp of convenientia
is not a grasp of necessity or impossibility, but rather of a probably verified
intelligibility, or, more precisely, of a hypothesis indirectly verified in the
measure that its implications can be worked out, tested against the available
data (the “appearances” in Scripture and tradition), and shown to
answer the relevant questions. Because this understanding pertains to the
mysteries of faith which exceed the proportion of human knowledge—mysteries
received, in the present life, in faith—it is based on analogy with realities
naturally known, the interrelationships among the mysteries, and their
connection to our final destiny.(54)


Rahner’s criticisms of the
Augustinian-Thomist approach and his own counterproposal give the sense that
insight regarding convenientia, as opposed to necessity, is no
understanding at all. For instance:


[S]tarting from
Augustine, and as opposed to the older tradition, it has been among theologians
a more or less foregone conclusion that each of the divine persons (if God
freely so decided) could have become man, so that the incarnation of precisely
this person can tell us nothing about the property of this person
within the divinity.(55)
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If we admit that every divine person might assume a hypostatic
union with a created reality, then the fact of the incarnation of the Logos
“reveals” properly nothing about the Logos himself,
that is, about his own relative property within the divinity.(56)




These statements are very forceful: the mission of the Word “declares
nothing,” allows us to know “properly nothing” about the proprium
of the Word.


What is at stake on these points for Thomas is the difference between
abstract (or absolute) and verified possibility. It is abstractly possible for
any divine person (or all three) to become incarnate,(57)
for the peremptory reason that each of the divine persons is God, God is
infinite, and what is infinite is not subject to any conditions whatsoever.
Thomas might fairly bid anyone who fails to grasp this point to return to
question 2 of the Prima Pars and work through the ensuing questions to
clarify the meaning of the name ‘God’. On the other hand, in the concrete order
of salvation the Word is incarnate as author of salvation, and the Spirit is
poured forth to change hearts of stone to hearts of flesh. Thomas’s theology is
able to acknowledge the abstract possibility of any person becoming incarnate
without losing sight of the concretely verified possibility of the actual order
of the economy. It is this concretely verified possibility that Thomas is interested
in understanding. Hence in the Tertia Pars he asks, first, why it was
appropriate that God be incarnate, and second, why it was appropriate that it
be the person of the Word.(58)


In contrast to this is Rahner’s
proposal, in Foundations of Christian Faith, that the Son be
understood as God’s ability to manifest himself.


If by three persons,
or, more precisely, by the formalities which form the ‘person’ and distinguish
the ‘person’, we understand three modes of subsistence 
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in the one God, and
the second of these is exactly identical with God’s ability to express
himself in history, which ability precisely as such belongs immanently and
essentially to God and is inner-Trinitarian, then we can and also have to speak
of a pre-existence of the subject who expresses himself in Jesus Christ.(59)




Here we encounter two significant problems, from the standpoint of the
traditional theological and dogmatic framework, regarding (1) the conception of
the Son’s proprium in terms of an absolute divine attribute, and (2)
the personal identity of the ‘subject’ in Jesus Christ.


First, the Son is conceived as a divine ‘ability’, the divine capacity for
historical self-revelation (Aussagbarkeit). It was not necessary that
God be incarnate; but if God be incarnate, necessarily the incarnate God is the
Son. Thus Rahner proposes a necessary (as opposed to conveniens)
intelligibility both for the eternal identity of the Son, and for the structure
of the economy as spelled out in his “transcendental Christology.”(60) It is not immediately clear, however, how
this proposal avoids the purported immodesty of the theory it aims to supplant.
Where Augustine and Thomas had acknowledged something inscrutable in divine
wisdom, will, and power, Rahner postulates a contingent necessity in God which,
moreover, is at least vaguely modalist.(61)


On Rahner’s account, the proprium
of the Son is to be the “geschichtlichen Aussagbarkeit Gottes,”
the possibility of divine revelation in history. But the possibility of divine
revelation in history has its sole sufficient condition in divine wisdom and 
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power, and its consequent term in history.
God revealing or not revealing in history makes a real difference, not in God,
but in history; it is a contingent predicate. Failure to come to grips with
contingent predication has real consequences. On the other hand, the divine
attributes are not contradistinguished from one another in reality, but only in
our thinking; there is no real distinction in God except on the basis of
relations of origin: “all is one, except where there is opposition of
relation.”(62)


Hence, Rahner’s proposal seems to
assign an absolute, rather than relational, reality as the proprium of
the Son. On Thomas’s account, distinguishing the divine persons on the basis of
absolute realities is either Arian or Sabellian. If the Son is really distinct
on the basis of an absolute reality, the position is Arian, “for whatever
is predicated absolutely of God, signifies the divine essence; whence it would
follow that the divine persons were distinguished by essence, which is the
heresy of Arius.”(63) Alternatively, if
the distinction is absolute but merely of reason, the position is Sabellian.(64) Of course, Rahner knows this dilemma and
intends to transcend it by asserting that the distinctions are real (contra
Sabellius), but they are within God and not extrinsic to God (contra Arius).
This is quite correct, from a dogmatic standpoint, but the bare assertion
itself merely restates the traditional problem, without shedding any light upon
it.


In point of fact, Rahner’s effort to
reconstitute the tradition while avoiding the traditional dilemmas has some
fairly awkward consequences. Consider the Christological implications of his
regular insistence that God is Absolute Subject.(65)
By three ‘persons’ in the Trinity, Rahner understands three ‘modes of
subsistence’ (Subsistenzweisen), apparently within the one 
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Absolute Subject. We leave to one
side the reasonable question how this conception of God as Absolute Subject
puts Rahner in a position to criticize Thomas’s treatment of “what
pertains to the divine essence”(66) in
order to put a different question, regarding the coherence of Trinitarian
theology with Christology. Who is the pre-existent divine subject that
expresses himself in Christ?(67) Who is the
center of Christ’s ontological and psychological identity? Who prays to the
Father in Gethsemane? Is it the ‘Absolute Subject’? Is it a ‘mode of subsistence’?
It cannot be a created person, a human person, for this is excluded by the
dogmas: it is Nestorian, if there are two subjects, and Ebionite, if there is
only one, a human, subject.(68)


Rahner argues that we cannot take it
for granted that [bookmark: _Ref52770778]“person, when this concept comes
to be used in Christology, means simply what it does in the
Trinity.”(69) If there is undoubtedly
something in this, I am inclined to think it is because progress in theological
understanding and the development of dogma are linked but not identical
processes. On the problem of Christ’s personhood, theological understanding did
not progress in a straight line, and there is plenty of confusion in the
historical record. Yet the fundamental meaning of the Christological dogma is
not obscure. Again and again, we read in Leo and the Chalcedonian definition
that “one and the same,” our Lord Jesus Christ, is the single and
sole subject of two distinct and unconfused sets of predicates. The “one
and the same” of the Chalcedonian definition is the person of the Word.
Union “in person” and not “in nature” means that “not
God the Father, not the Holy Spirit, not the Trinity itself, 
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but only the Son, the Word of God,
became flesh.”(70) What there are three of
in God, there is one of in Christ: “one of the Trinity died for us.”
This might seem to be the obvious meaning of a Grundaxiom affirming
the identity of the economic with the immanent Trinity, but it is not so for
Rahner. His affirmation that God is Absolute Subject raises grave questions
about the personal identity of Christ, and I do not find that he has faced them
squarely.(71)


Rahner, for his part, contends that
the psychological analogy isolates Thomas’s account of the Trinity from the
rest of his theology. But precisely the opposite is the case. In the Summa
Theologiae, Thomas’s conception of the triune God fundamentally shapes his
thinking about the Trinitarian imago and its perfection, and the
fittingness of the incarnation of the Word and the Spirit’s gift of grace and
charity. Created persons are brought into communion with divine persons through
contemplative knowledge and love which is a created communication of the Trinitarian
life.(72) It is more than false to say that
Thomas’s “psychological” approach isolates Trinity from economy; it
is precisely by this theory that Thomas profoundly manifests the integration of
Trinity and economy. Perhaps he should have done more to spell out the
connections for his readers, but it might have been difficult for him to
anticipate the relentless skepticism, the loss of differentiation (about
contingent predication, convenientia, etc.), and the short attention
span that has greeted his project in recent decades.
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When Rahner leaves off asserting
necessary intelligibilities for Trinity and economy, his better angels reassert
themselves. Indicating that his fundamental objection to the psychological analogy
is its lack of modesty, he explains the limits within which an hypothesis of
intelligible emanations might meet his criteria.(73)
To meet his requirements, a reformed “psychological” account would
have to be subordinated to the modest necessities he posits, with kataphatic
certitude, as the indispensable safeguards of apophatic humility. Nevertheless,
he grants that such an account could yield fruitful insight into the economy.
So, in a statement more rhetorically effective than precise, he suggests that
“a revelation of the Father without the Logos and his incarnation would be
like speaking without a word.”(74) It is a
familiar insight.


Conclusion




The Trinitarian theologies of Thomas Aquinas and Karl Rahner manifest
divergence along a series of points: on how to order questions about God, on
the kinds of intelligibilities to be sought in systematic theology and how they
are to be verified, and on the content of theology itself. The evidence
suggests that Thomas and Rahner are separated by more than differences of
theological opinion. Their theological projects diverge because their
theological horizons diverge.


The range of data surveyed from the
works of Rahner is insufficient to lay bare the roots of this divergence. If I
were to venture an opinion about where the roots may be found, I should say
that Rahner and Thomas have fundamentally opposed conceptions of the goal of
theological understanding, which in turn suggests still deeper points of
dialectical opposition. Rahner’s goal is a grasp of necessity and
impossibility. For Thomas, this cannot be the standard for theological
investigation. Systematic 
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theology deals with the contingent and
the fitting. The understanding it achieves is hypothetical. 


Fundamentally different conceptions
of the goal of theological understanding result in differences in the
conception of how the goal should be achieved and how its fruit should be
presented. These fundamental differences also account for many of the
disagreements on particular theological questions, and probably explain
Rahner’s failure to grasp how Thomas integrated Trinity and economy in his Summa
Theologiae.


In my judgment, Rahner’s critique of
Thomas reflects a de-differentiation and regression in both the method and
content of Trinitarian theology. The treatise on God in the Prima Pars
is an achievement of breathtaking genius, as Lonergan and others have
showed. Unfortunately, Rahner’s criticisms seem to have been as influential as
they are superficial and inaccurate. He did not begin to come to terms with the
deeper ramifications of Thomas’s achievement in ordering the questions on God,
refining the analogy of intelligible emanations, clarifying the problem of
contingency in the economy, and manifesting its Trinitarian structure.


In all this, Thomas was receiving and
building upon a longstanding and generally cumulative tradition of Trinitarian
theology. This tradition achieved a high degree of differentiation on questions
regarding unity and distinction in God and contingent predications about God.
Rahner neglects this tradition and glosses over its constitutive questions,
with bad results for the coherence of his theological program. His Grundaxiom
identifying Trinity and economy is too compact to found a serious project, and
his identification of God as Absolute Subject creates unresolved difficulties
for his Christology.


From time to time I have linked
Augustine, Thomas, and Lonergan in a series. They are operating in genetically
linked horizons, though I cannot substantiate that claim here. Their
theological accounts of Trinity and economy are cumulative and progressive
because their horizons are in a genetic sequence. The progress is not merely
linear or accretive. There is also genuine 
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transposition to successively more
differentiated contexts. Thomas and Lonergan each received the achievement of
his predecessor in the sequence and inserted it into a more differentiated methodological
and theoretical context to form a dynamic, open, and expansive theologia
perennis of the mystery of the Trinity.(75)


Let me conclude by recalling Rahner’s
remark to the effect that, when Thomas is finished with it, the Trinity
“seems to have been communicated for its own sake.”(76)
If the remark in its intended sense reflects an oversight, still it points to
deep mystery. In the theological understanding of St. Augustine, St. Thomas
Aquinas, and Fr. Lonergan, the Trinity is an eternal order of giving and
receiving, of divine self-communication. The order of grace is a created
communication of that same order. Divine intersubjectivity consists in an
ordered, contemplative love of the divine Good and all things in that Good, and
human intersubjectivity is fulfilled in the created communication of that same
ordered, contemplative love. In the deepest and most important sense, this is
indeed the one and only reality “communicated for its own sake.”
Divine self-communication is fathomless mystery, in itself and in our receiving
it, not only here but even in the heavenly Jerusalem where “our love shall
pass over into him, that as God willed all things to be for his own sake, so we
too may will neither ourselves or anything else to have been and to be, except
equally for his sake, on account of his will alone and not our pleasure.”(77)
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ACCORDING TO ITS MUNDANE USAGE in the Greco-Roman world, the word uiJoqesiva denotes the adoption of a son,
especially in order to secure an heir and to provide for one’s old age.(1) The Apostle Paul seems to have coined the
theological usage whereby uiJoqesiva denotes the
grace by which God brings human beings into a filial relationship with himself.(2) 












page 594


In Romans 9:4 Paul uses this term to
refer to God’s election of Israel to a covenant relationship, placing it at the
head of a list of Israel’s divinely bestowed prerogatives. The remaining four
New Testament occurrences of uiJoqesiva,
which are likewise in the Pauline corpus, refer to the new covenant grace by
which God makes us his sons and daughters in Christ (Rom 8:15, 23; Gal 4:5; Eph
1:5).(3)


In Romans 8, Paul uses the word uiJoqesiva (“filial adoption”) in two
different contexts. In verse 15 he speaks of “the Spirit of filial
adoption” (pneu~ma
uiJoqesiva”) as something
Christians have already received and by which we cry out “Abba, Father.”
In verse 23 he refers to uiJoqesiva as
something that we still await and identifies it with “the redemption of
our bodies.”(4) Douglas Moo, 
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an exegete in the Reformed tradition,
explains that the Spirit of filial adoption to which Paul refers in verse 15 is
received “at the moment of justification” but that “this
adoption is incomplete and partial … until the body has been
transformed.”(5) Moo further observes that
Paul’s double use of uiJoqesiva in Romans 8 is
typical of “the ‘already-not yet’ tension that pervades his
theology.”(6) Thomas Aquinas’s explanation
is similar. Verse 15 refers to our filial adoption as “initiated by the
Holy Spirit justifying the soul,” whereas verse 23 indicates that this
adoption “will be consummated by the glorification of the body
itself.”(7) There is, then, a two-stage
realization of uiJoqesiva, since by adopting human beings God admits
them “to the goods of grace and glory” (ad bona gratiae et
gloriae).(8)


The present essay aims to consider
the nature of filial adoption, its relation to the infusion of grace and
charity at justification, and the dynamics of the believer’s progress from the
initiation of adoption to its consummation. Parts I and II will examine the
treatment of these issues in Douglas Moo’s Epistle to the Romans and
in Thomas Aquinas’s Super epistolam ad Romanos lectura respectively.
While the former will serve as something of a foil for the latter, it is not
merely such. Moo brings the tools and methods of modern biblical scholarship to
the service of a serious theological attempt to grasp Paul’s argument as an
integral whole, avoiding the atomistic and superficial treatment of the
biblical text that is characteristic of some historical-critical exegesis. He
thus proves to be a more able dialogue partner for Thomas than even many
Catholic exegetes might be. Thomas’s commentary, for its part, sheds
considerable 
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light on Paul’s teaching on filial
adoption, especially with regard to its nature and its relation to the infusion
of grace and charity, but leaves insufficiently illuminated Paul’s teaching on
“sanctification” (aJgiasmov”).
To begin to fill this lacuna, part III will consider Thomas’s discussion of the
increase of charity in the Secunda Secundae, question 24. Like all
good exegesis and theology, Thomas’s interpretation of Paul does not constitute
an end in itself but sends us back to the sacred text with new insights and
further questions. Accordingly, part IV will take a fresh look at Paul’s
teaching on filial adoption in Romans 8 (with reference also to other parts of
the Pauline corpus). Here I wish especially to expound the dynamics by which
the believer makes progress toward the consummation of filial adoption in
glory, and in doing so to account for the particular accent that Paul places on
the role of the body and the place of suffering in the Christian life. My
purpose throughout is to illuminate not simply the thought of Thomas or of Paul
but the thing itself, namely, the grace of filial adoption which has been
bestowed on us in Jesus Christ.


 


I. Douglas Moo’s Epistle to the Romans




As we have seen, Douglas Moo and Thomas Aquinas agree that Paul’s references to
uiJoqesiva in Romans 8:15 and 8:23 point
to two distinct moments in the redemption of the human person: the initiation
of filial adoption and its consummation. However, once we begin to consider the
precise nature of filial adoption and its relation to other dimensions of
redemption such as justification, moral transformation, and the hope of
attaining heavenly glory, major differences emerge between these two exegetes,
both in their interpretation of the Epistle to the Romans and in their overall
understanding of the mystery of redemption. We can arrive rather quickly at the
heart of these differences between Moo and Thomas if we begin in each case with
the interpretation of Romans 5:1-11, a passage which, as all agree, anticipates
and 
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lays the groundwork for chapter 8.(9) In particular we need to attend to the way in
which each exegete understands Paul’s statement that “the love of God has
been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit” (5:5) as well as his
teaching on “the hope of the glory of God,” that is, the assurance we
have in Christ of attaining final salvation (5:2, 9-10). Moving on from this
starting point, we shall consider how each exegete interprets Paul’s teaching
on filial adoption in Romans 8.


In his comment on Romans 5:5, Moo
notes that the phrase “the love of God” (hJ ajgavph tou~ qeou~) can denote either God’s love for us
(subjective genitive) or our love for God (objective genitive). Moo considers
it “certain” that we should construe Paul’s grammar in the former
manner, and he by no means understands Paul to refer to divine love as an
infused virtue. What we are given is, rather, “the subjective certainty that
God does love us.”(10) The Father has
demonstrated his love for us “in the objective, factual event of Christ’s
death on the cross,” and by the action of the Holy Spirit this love is
“experienced ‘in the heart’ by the believer.”(11)
While Moo does not deny that this gift includes an “intellectual
recognition of the fact of God’s love,” he accents the “internal,
subjective—yes, even emotional—sensation within the believer.”(12) This interpretation fits the context of
Romans 5:1-11 tolerably well and also has the merit of harmonizing nicely with
8:15-16, where Paul identifies the Holy Spirit as “the Spirit of filial
adoption” who “bears witness with our spirit that we are children of
God,” thus prompting us to “cry out, ‘Abba, Father.’” It is
important to note, however, that Moo does not attempt to relate the Holy
Spirit’s gift of “the love of God” to the same 
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Spirit’s work of delivering the
regenerate believer from the power of sin, though he readily acknowledges that
such deliverance takes place.(13) In Moo’s
reading of Paul these two components of the Christian life seem to be
extrinsically related, even though they both come from the Holy Spirit.


Moo’s interpretation of “the
love of God poured into our hearts” correlates with his dual conviction
that justification by faith is a strictly forensic matter—not to be confused
with the transformative power of the Spirit that accompanies
justification—and that the justified believer possesses the absolute certainty
of attaining salvation. Justification is God’s “past declaration of
acquittal pronounced over the sinner who believes in Christ,” and there is
an “unbreakable connection between the believer’s justification and his or
her salvation from the wrath of God still to be poured out in the last
day.”(14) The “already-not yet”
tension characteristic of Christian existence in this life derives from the
fact that on the one hand the “believer’s acceptance of salvation” is
“absolute and final,” while on the other hand “salvation is not
complete until the body is redeemed and glorified.”(15)
The “love of God poured into our hearts” mediates between justification
and final salvation only in the sense of providing the subjective assurance
that one has been justified and will be saved. It is not an
infused virtue or principle of moral progress which moves one qualitatively
closer to one’s goal. While a certain level of “holy living” is made
possible by the Holy Spirit and is in fact a “precondition” for
attaining salvation, it is not in any sense a grounds or cause of salvation.(16) In other words, “justification” and
“sanctification” are not only quite distinct but extrinsically
related.


As for filial adoption, Moo
interprets the uiJoqesiva referred to by Paul in Romans 8:15 to be a
status of sonship conferred at the moment of justification—a status that gives
the believer subjective “peace and security”—while the completion of
adoption spoken 
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of in 8:23 is nothing less than the
redemption of the body and thus tantamount to final salvation.(17)
And just as Moo understands the Holy Spirit’s work of pouring God’s love into
our hearts (5:5) in terms of “subjective certainty,” so his exegesis
of the phrase pneu~ma
uiJoqesiva” in 8:15
emphasizes the “comforting conviction that we are God’s own
children.” He explains: “Paul stresses that our awareness of God as
Father comes not from rational consideration nor from external testimony alone
but from a truth deeply felt and intensely experienced.”(18)
While the justified believer is “sadly conscious” of moral failings,
he or she has no anxiety about whether final salvation will be achieved, and so
the inward “groaning” of which Paul speaks in 8:23 is only the
“frustrated longing for final deliverance” from sin, death, and wrath.(19) While Moo occasionally refers to salvation,
or adoption, as a “process,” it is so only inasmuch as it consists of
two moments of transition—justification and glorification—with the latter in
some sense “completing” the former.(20)
Though the period in between these two moments may include any number of
vicissitudes, it is a steady state with respect to one’s eternal destiny. Moral
progress or regress does not affect one’s qualitative proximity to salvation,
and still less is there any possibility of falling from grace or being restored
to grace.


The exegetical strength of Moo’s
interpretation lies in the way it does justice to the accent Paul places, both
in Romans 5 and in Romans 8, on the specific activity whereby the Holy Spirit
touches the human “heart” or “spirit” in order to bestow
upon the believer the subjective assurance of salvation and the confidence to
call upon God as Father. A weakness in his interpretation is that it does not adequately
account for the way Paul closely relates this interior work of the Spirit both
to the believer’s death to sin and to his or her endurance of afflictions. Why
does Paul choose to discuss filial adoption within that portion of the letter
which is most intensely concerned with moral transformation and suffering 
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(chapters 5-8)? That he perceives
these dimensions of Christian existence to be linked organically is especially
clear in 8:12-17, and this is precisely where Moo’s exegesis runs into serious
difficulties.


Having exhorted the Roman Christians
to consider themselves “dead to sin and alive to God” in chapter 6,
and having established a diametric opposition between living “according to
the flesh” and living “according to the Spirit” in the first
part of chapter 8 (verses 1-11), Paul now sternly warns his readers: “If
you live according to the flesh you will die, but if by the Spirit you put to
death the deeds of the body you will live” (8:13). This mortification of
sinful drives “by the Spirit” is rephrased positively in terms of
being “led by the Spirit,” and Paul explains that those so led—and
only they—are “sons of God” (8:14). This statement leads directly
into the description of the Holy Spirit as the pneu~ma uiJoqesiva” (8:15-16). It seems tolerably clear therefore
that the mortification of sinful habits “by the Spirit” is at least
one integral component of being “led by the Spirit,” and Moo grants
as much. Further, since Paul specifies that “as many as [o{soi] are led by the Spirit of God are sons of
God,” the conclusion seems inescapable that death to sin is an intrinsic
and essential dimension of filial adoption. But it is precisely this conclusion
that Moo fails to draw. According to him, death to sin is one aspect of being
“led by the Spirit,” and the latter is “a distinguishing
sign” of filial adoption, but filial adoption is not per se a matter of
dying to sin.(21) The two are extrinsically
related. Those who enjoy the status of filial adoption are the very same people
as those who put sin to death, but it is not one and the same grace that
accomplishes both, even though Paul ascribes both to the activity of the Holy
Spirit. Clearly Moo’s concern is to guard against the idea that one’s ongoing
status as son or daughter of God—and thus one’s prospects for attaining the
completion of filial adoption in the glorification of the body—is in any
respect determined by one’s moral condition. He bolsters this interpretation by
resisting the idea that the theme of adoptive sonship is central to Romans 
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8. According to Moo, Paul’s
discussion of filial adoption in verses 15-16 is “somewhat
parenthetical,” and his references to sonship in verses 19, 21, and 23 are
“incidental” to his argument.(22)


Moo’s commitment to “the
finality of justification” and to keeping moral sanctification extrinsic
both to justification and to sonship leads to a rather strained exegesis of
Romans 8:13: “If you live according to the flesh you will die, but if by
the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body you will live.” Moo
recognizes that Paul here is saying that “his readers will be damned if
they continue to follow the dictates of the flesh,” but insofar as Paul’s
readers are “regenerate believers,” Moo must suppose that Paul’s
threat is merely theoretical. Damnation is not a real possibility for the
justified, for “the truly regenerate believer” is “infallibly
prevented from living a fleshly lifestyle by the Spirit within.”(23) Further, Paul’s teaching—as Moo understands
it—that God’s work in Christ is “the sole and final grounds for our
eternal life” and Paul’s insistence on “the indispensability of holy
living as the precondition for attaining that life” are two things
“we cannot finally synthesize in a neat logical arrangement.”(24) Since Moo admits that “this problem is
basic to Reformed theology,”(25) one might
reasonably wonder whether it is not so much the elements of Paul’s teaching as
those of Calvinist doctrine that resist synthesis.


 


II. Thomas Aquinas’s Super epistolam ad Romanos
lectura




Turning now to the Super epistolam
ad Romanos lectura (supplemented by pertinent passages from the Summa Theologiae), we may observe
how differently Thomas Aquinas deals with the same set of exegetical and
theological issues. In taking up the question of whether “the love of
God” (caritas Dei)
in Romans 5:5 should be understood as God’s love for us or our love for God,
Thomas maintains that both loves are poured into 
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our hearts. He explains that, since
the Holy Spirit is the eternal “love [amor] of the Father and of
the Son,” the gift of the Spirit brings us “into a participation of
the love [amor] who is the Holy Spirit,” and that by this
participation we are made “lovers of God” (Dei amatores).
Further, he notes that “the love [caritas] by which we love [diligimus]
God is said to be poured into our hearts” because “it reaches to the
perfecting of all the moral habits and acts of the soul.”(26)
Four features of this richly illuminative comment deserve our special
attention.


First, Thomas judges that the grace
of redemption bestows upon the human person a real participation in God’s inner
life. The Holy Spirit is the eternal love of the Father and the Son, or as
Thomas says elsewhere, the “bond” (nexus) between the Father
and the Son.(27) Thomas is able to develop this
point with particular clarity precisely in the context of explaining what is
meant by filial adoption. By “grace and charity” the rational
creature is “assimilated to the eternal Word according to the unity which
the Word has with the Father.”(28) Filial
adoption is thus “a certain similitude of the eternal Sonship, just as all
things which occur in time are certain similitudes of those things which have
been from eternity.”(29) It is evident
from these passages that Thomas’s interpretation of Paul’s doctrine of filial
adoption is grounded on metaphysical principles and on Trinitarian theology
properly speaking (i.e., not simply on a vague economic Trinitarianism), a
grounding that is absent from Moo’s interpretation. While many biblical
scholars and theologians might view this hermeneutical difference as a point in
Moo’s favor, I think that metaphysics and Trinitarian theology enable Thomas to
give an interpretation of Romans that is, on balance, more penetrating and
coherent than that offered by Moo.
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Second, Thomas is able to hold that
“both loves” are poured into our hearts because he understands that,
while these two infused loves are distinguishable, they are aspects of a single
grace, namely, gratia gratum faciens or “sanctifying grace.”
Indeed, the grace by which we are justified, sanctified, and glorified is
numerically one,(30) such that moral
transformation is an intrinsic component of redemption and may be seen to
mediate, in a certain sense, between justification of the soul and
glorification of the body, and therefore between the beginning of adoption (Rom
8:15) and the consummation of adoption (Rom 8:23). Gratia gratum faciens
is the grace by which a rational creature is united to God “through the
effect of love” (secundum effectum dilectionis) and is nothing
other than “the grace of adoption.”(31)
One might say that to view the effects of sanctifying grace, from justification
to glorification, under the aspect of filial adoption is to grasp something of
their unity.


Third, Thomas (like Moo) recognizes
that Paul’s references to the Holy Spirit’s action upon the “heart”
and “spirit” of the be-liever (Rom 5:5 and 8:16 respectively) point
to an interior, affective dimension of Christian existence. This is suggested
already in the way Thomas expounds the phrase caritas Dei (5:5) in
terms of amor and dilectio, but it is all the clearer in his
comment on the phrase in quo clamamus Abba Pater (8:15). We make this
cry “not so much with the sound of the voice as with the intention of the
heart,” and the ardor of this intention pro-ceeds “from the feeling
of filial love” (ex affectu filialis amoris). Like the seraphim,
whose name means “burning” (ardentes) and who “cried
out” (clamabant) in the prophet’s vision (Isa 6:3), we pray this
way because we burn “as with the fire of the Holy Spirit.”(32) The difference between Moo and Thomas in this
regard is that, whereas the former is concerned with the believer’s
“comforting conviction” that he or she is loved by God, the
latter accents the believer’s love for God. These two emphases
complement each other nicely. Moo perceives, in a way that 
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Thomas seems not to, the close
correlation Paul is drawing between the objective historical demonstration of
God’s love for sinners in Christ’s death on the cross (5:8) and the subjective
appropriation of that demonstration which the Spirit works in the heart of the
believer (5:5; 8:16).(33) Thomas, for his part,
notes that the Spirit’s interior testimony to God’s love for us
immediately produces affection for God in us. He goes as far as to say
that the Spirit “speaks his testimony by the effect of filial love [per
effectum amoris filialis] which he produces in us.”(34)
Apart from this effect, the believer might remain turned in on himself or
herself in the “comforting conviction” of God’s love.


Fourth, Thomas relates Paul’s
reference to the “heart” not only to our dilection of God but also to
“all the moral habits and acts of the soul,” thus indicating the
intimate connection between love of God and love of neighbor.(35)
The same grace by which God convinces us of his love for us and turns us away
from ourselves to love him heals and perfects the powers of the soul for
Christian charity. The effectus amoris filialis—the specific effect
of infused grace by which we love God—is the crucial link between God’s love
for us and our love for neighbor, a link that is conspicuously missing between
“justification” and “sanctification” in Moo’s Reformed
doctrine. It is not coincidental that Moo refuses to see any reference to our
love for God in Romans 5:5 and that when he comes to Paul’s undeniable
reference to “those who love God” in 8:28 he merely offers the bland
comment that this is a way of summing up “the basic inner direction”
of Christians. Absent a robust notion of infused and inhering grace, love for
God can hardly be more than “our response” to grace and thus can make
no real contribution to the process of redemption.


When we turn to Thomas’s commentary
on Romans 8, we find that he discerns a greater coherence among the elements of
Paul’s discussion in that chapter than Moo does, and that his interpretation is
closely linked to what he has already said about the caritas Dei in
Romans 5. The gratia gratum faciens by which 
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“we have been justified”
(5:1) and by which “the love of God has been poured into our hearts”
(5:5) is the same grace by which we “walk according to the Spirit”
(8:4), “mortify the deeds of the body” (8:13), are “led by the
Spirit” (8:14), “cry out, ‘Abba, Father’” (8:15), “suffer
with” Christ (8:17), and finally attain “the freedom of the glory of
the children of God” (8:21). Unlike Moo, Thomas does not treat Paul’s
discussion of filial adoption as “parenthetical” or
“incidental” to the argument of Romans 8, and he is able to give full
exegetical weight to the equation Paul makes between those who are “led by
the Spirit” and those who qualify as “sons of God” (8:14).
Thomas paraphrases Paul: “Only those who are ruled [reguntur] by
the Holy Spirit are sons of God.”(36) To
be ruled by the Spirit is to be ruled by love, and love is the key to
understanding how all the effects of grace, from justification to
glorification, fit together.


To see why this is so, it is crucial
to recognize that, according to Thomas, redemption essentially is the
healing and perfection of human nature. Commenting on Romans 5:6 (“when we
were still weak [infirmi], at the right time, Christ died for the
impious”), Thomas notes that here Paul compares sin to bodily illness.
“For just as by bodily infirmity the due harmony of the humors is
destroyed, so by sin the due order of the affections is excluded.”(37) Now, since justice is “a certain
rectitude of order in a man’s interior disposition, namely, inasmuch as what is
superior in man is subject to God, and the inferior powers of the soul are
subject to the superior, namely, to reason,”(38)
the justification of the ungodly cannot simply be God’s “declaration of
acquittal pronounced over the sinner,” as Moo would have it, but requires
an infusion of inhering grace if it is to restore man to the right order that
is the very essence of justice. That is why Thomas says that “the
remission of guilt is meaningless unless it includes the infusion of
grace.”(39)
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Commenting on Romans 8:19 (nam
expectatio creaturae revelationem filiorum Dei expectat), Thomas says that
the word “creature” may be understood here to refer to human nature
itself, “which is the substratum of grace,” and which in the unjustified
man is “not yet justified but as though without form.”(40)
If we read this statement from within the interpretive framework of modern New
Testament scholarship (which has been determined to a significant extent by the
agenda and categories of Protestant theology), it seems tautologous to say that
the unjustified man is “not yet justified,” and in any case a
distortion of Paul’s doctrine of grace to make human nature the proper
object of justification. But if we remember that for Thomas justification is
not only the remission of sins but the infusion of grace, we see that he means
that the grace of justification restores nature to that rectitude of order that
is justice and that this justice is a kind of form. Thomas goes on to
say that in those who have been justified human nature is “partially
formed by grace but nevertheless still unformed with respect to the form which
it will receive by glory.”(41) Further,
since the “expectation” of justified human nature is “the
revelation of the sons of God,” we may suppose that the “form”
to which Thomas refers here is none other than filiatio adoptiva.


Recalling that adoptive sonship is
“a certain similitude to eternal Sonship” inasmuch as “the
creature is assimilated to the eternal Word according to the unity which the
Word has with the Father,” and that this assimilation “is
accomplished by grace and charity,” we may conclude that the gratia
gratum faciens by which “the love of God has been poured into our
hearts by the Holy Spirit” brings human nature to this intermediate state
of being “partially formed” (partim formata). At this stage,
which Paul elsewhere refers to as sub gratia (Rom 6:14), nature is iustificata
and thus “formed” with respect to its prior iniusta and
“unformed” condition, but it is “not yet formed” (adhuc
informis) with respect to the form which it will receive per gloriam.
Thomas 
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insists that, while the rational
creature is by nature capax adoptionis, only those who possess charity
are adopted sons.(42) In the Lectura
on Romans, as we have seen, Thomas says that adoption “is initiated”
(inchoata est) in justification and “will be consummated” (consummabitur)
with the glorification of the body.(43) But in
the Summa Theologiae he explains that the assimilation of the rational
creature to the eternal Word, insofar as this is accomplished by the infusion
of grace and charity, already in this life gives adoption a kind of formal
completeness (talis assimilatio perficit rationem adoptionis).(44) What is “inchoate” in one respect
is already “perfect” in another respect. It is inchoate inasmuch as
the transformation of human nature which filial adoption entails cannot really
be complete short of the glorification of the body, but it is perfect inasmuch
as the caritas Dei poured into our hearts at justification really is,
already in this life, a participation in eternal love which “reaches to
the perfecting of all the moral habits and acts of the soul.”(45) Moreover, the grace by which charity and the
other theological and moral virtues are infused is not simply one ingredient in
a recipe but is sufficient to bring us all the way to our goal. As Thomas
explains in another context: “Grace that is subsequent according as it
pertains to glory is not numerically other than the prevenient grace by which
we are now justified,” and so “the charity of the way is not voided
in the fatherland but perfected.”(46) In
still another place Thomas makes this point even more plainly: “Grace is
nothing other than a certain beginning [inchoatio] of glory in
us.”(47)
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One ramification of this
understanding of redemption— according to which iustificatio means
the infusion of a grace that not only remits sin but heals and perfects
nature—is that the justified believer can forfeit grace and charity, and thus
his or her salvation, through subsequent mortal sin. Thomas draws out this
implication frequently and in no uncertain terms in the Lectura on
Romans. Glossing the phrase spes autem non confundit (5:5), he writes
that hope “does not fail, unless a man fail it.”(48)
Similarly, in his comment on Romans 8:9, he explains that Paul appends the
conditional clause si tamen Spiritus Dei habitat in vobis (“if
indeed the Spirit of God dwells in you”) because, although his readers
received the Holy Spirit in baptism, “they might have lost the Holy Spirit
through an ensuing sin.”(49) To cite but
one further example, Thomas expounds Paul’s argument in Romans 8:13-14 in the
form of a syllogism. Major premise: “All who are sons of God attain the
eternity of a glorious life.” Minor premise: “But only those ruled by
the Holy Spirit are sons of God.” Conclusion: “Therefore only those
ruled by the Holy Spirit attain the inheritance of a glorious life.”(50) Douglas Moo would accept this conclusion, but
only after entering the caveat that justified believers are infallibly
ruled by the Holy Spirit and thus in no real danger of losing their salvation.


 


III. The processus viae




It will be obvious from the foregoing presentation that I regard Thomas Aquinas
as providing overall a more theologically cohesive account of Paul’s doctrine
of adoption than does Douglas Moo. In particular, Thomas’s recognition that
justification— which both commentators identify as the beginning of filial
adoption—is not merely a declaration of acquittal but the infusion of
sanctifying grace enables us to grasp the coherence of all the effects of grace
and thus something of the inner logic of redemption. Important aspects of
Paul’s thought, and of the 
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saving mystery to which he refers,
remain unilluminated to this point in our analysis, however. I am especially
interested in the dynamics of the justified believer’s “progress along the
way” (processus viae).(51) This
seems to be at the forefront of Paul’s mind in Romans 5-8 and generally
throughout his corpus. In the Second Letter to the Corinthians, for example, he
says that “we are being transformed from glory to glory” (2 Cor
3:18), that “our inner self is renewed day by day” (2 Cor 4:16), and
that we “bring sanctification to perfection in the fear of God” (2
Cor 7:1). Apart from acknowledging in passing that “the saints progress
daily in purity of conscience and in the understanding of divine things,”
Thomas does not give such expressions a great deal of attention in the Lecturae
on Romans and Second Corinthians.(52) Because
he binds justification and sanctification so closely together, his
ninterpretation of Paul may seem at first glance to minimize the importance of
making gradual progress in sanctity. And when we view redemption in terms of
filial adoption, it is even more difficult to discern any room for
“progress along the way” in Thomas’s interpretation of Paul. If the
infusion of grace and charity at justification already completes the ratio
of adoption, what is left for the believer but to await the consummation of
adoption in bodily glory?


In Paul’s letters
“righteousness” (dikaiosuvnh)
and “sanctifi-cation” (aJgiasmov”)
are clearly distinct secundum intellectum and are to a certain extent
also distinct secundum esse. The latter term designates a moral
quality of life—often with special reference to sexual purity—which admits of
increase in those to whom “God has given his Holy Spirit” (1 Thess
4:1-7; cf. i{na
perisseuvhte ma~llon). In Romans
6:19-22 aJgiasmov” seems to be a middle term between the dikaiosuvnh received at justification and the tevlo” of eternal life. This is perhaps also true in
1 Corinthians 1:30, where Paul says that Jesus Christ has become our
“righteousness and sanctification and redemption” (dikaiosuvnh te kaiV
aJgiasmoV” kaiV 












ajpolutrwsi”).(53) No doubt,
Paul’s distinction between dikaiosuvnh
and aJgiasmov” has contributed to the Protestant doctrine of
imputed righteousness. Commenting on Romans 6:19, Moo defines aJgiasmov” as “the process of becoming holy,”
whereas Thomas takes the corresponding Latin term (sanctificatio) to
mean “the execution and increase of sanctity.”(54)
While both commentators understand Paul to refer to a processus, the
subtle but important difference is that Thomas speaks of putting into act (exsecutio)
a sanctity already possessed, whereas Moo implies that one becomes
holy only subsequent to justification.


If we turn to Thomas’s discussion of
the increase of charity in question 24 of the Secunda Secundae, we
find that in fact he gave a great deal of thought to the dynamics of the processus
viae, even if this is not always reflected in the Lecturae on the
Pauline epistles. Christians are called “wayfarers” (viatores)
because they are on the way to God, to whom they draw near “not with
bodily steps but by affects of the mind.” Infused charity makes this
approach to God possible, since it is by love that the mind is united to God,
and so it is of the essence of the caritas viae that it should
increase. Since charity is a virtue ordained to act, its increase is virtual
(not dimensive) and consists in “the efficacy to produce an act of more
fervent dilection.”(55) Because charity is
formally complete when it is infused, it increases not by addition but by an
intensification of its form. And since charity is an accident, “its being
is to be in” its subject (eius esse est inesse), and so its
essential increase or intensification of form is nothing other than a deeper
radication in the subject.(56) Thomas explains:
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Thus charity
increases only by way of the subject’s greater and greater participation of
charity, that is, the subject’s being more reduced to its act and more subject
to it… . Each act of charity disposes one to an increase in charity,
inasmuch as by a single act of charity a man is rendered more ready to act
again according to charity; and as this aptitude grows, a man breaks forth into
a more fervent act of dilection.(57)


Citing 2 Corinthians 6:11—cor nostrum dilatatum est—Thomas
explains that there is no limit to how much charity can increase in the subject
in this manner since “whenever charity grows, the aptitude for a further
increase grows,” and so “the capacity of the spiritual creature is increased
by charity, for by it the heart is dilated.”(58)


Next Thomas takes up the question of
whether charity can be perfected in this life. Since God is infinitely good and
therefore infinitely lovable, while no creature is capable of infinite love,
the only absolutely perfect love is that by which God loves himself.
Nevertheless, one can speak of “perfect charity” in the human subject
when a person loves as far as he or she is able (secundum totum suum posse),
and this happens in three ways. First, there is the perfection common to all
who possess grace and charity, whereby a person “habitually places his
whole heart [cor] in God” and “neither thinks nor wills
anything contrary to the dilection of God.”(59)
As this would apply even to the tepid soul who barely avoids mortal sin, it
might seem a stretch to refer to it as “perfection” at all. But doing
so is entirely consistent with, and in a sense even required by, Thomas’s high
view of infused charity as a participation of eternal love, his recognition
that sanctifying grace is the inchoatio gloriae, and his affirmation
that by grace and charity filial adoption is already formally complete at
justification.(60) We might refer to this level
as the perfectio caritatis iustitiae or perfectio caritatis
habitualis since, strictly speaking, it implies no progress beyond the
infusion of grace at justification (e.g., it is possessed by the baptized
infant). A second and higher 
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state of perfection is reached when
“a man makes an earnest endeavor to devote himself to God and divine
things, setting aside all else except insofar as the necessity of the present
life requires.” This perfection of charity is possible in this life but is
not achieved by all who have charity. Thomas calls it the perfectio
caritatis viae, and he notes that the Apostle Paul evidences this
perfection when he says, “I desire to be dissolved and to be with Christ”
(Phil 1:23). Third, there is the perfectio caritatis patriae, by which
“a man’s whole heart [cor] is always actually borne to God.”
This occurs only in heaven, since the infirmity of this life makes it
impossible “always in act to think about God and to be moved by dilection
for him.”(61)


Finally, on the basis of the
distinction between the first two modes of perfection—the perfectio
caritatis iustitiae and the perfectio caritatis viae—Thomas
specifies three degrees of charity according to the principal pursuits (studia)
which are characteristic of three distinct stages in the processus viae.
First, there is caritas incipiens, whereby the Christian is
principally concerned to withdraw from sin and to resist concupiscence. Second,
once the onslaught of sin and concupiscence has become somewhat less violent,
there is caritas proficiens, whereby one is primarily occupied with
the more positive task of progressing in virtue. Third, there is caritas
perfecta, whereby one’s principal care is to be united to God and to
delight in him.(62) Each of these degrees
implies some progress beyond the sheer possession of infused charity. That the
third degree is identical to the perfectio caritatis viae discussed in
the previous article is apparent from the fact that Thomas once again cites
Philippians 1:23: “Cupio dissolvi et esse cum Christo.”(63) Thomas recognizes that these three pursuits
overlap (e.g., even the beginner has some concern to make progress in
virtue and to be united to God), and he explicitly states that all of the many
discernable advances in 
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charity which one might make sub
gratia are comprised within these three principal stages.(64)


Thomas’s schema is thus quite
compatible with Paul’s notion of being “renewed day by day” (2 Cor
4:16). It is therefore somewhat surprising that Thomas’s understanding of the
increase and perfection of charity plays such a minor role in his exegesis of Romans
5-8 and 2 Corinthians 3-6. With some justification, for example, Thomas might
easily have found the three degrees of charity reflected in Romans 8:13-15, as
follows. Caritas incipiens is primarily concerned to “mortify the
deeds of the flesh by the Spirit”; caritas proficiens is
“led by the Spirit” to ever-increasing virtue; and caritas
perfecta expresses its desire to be united with God when it cries out in
the Spirit, “Abba, Father!” Significantly, this very passage
constitutes the heart of Paul’s teaching about what filial adoption means for
this life. Whether or not one accepts the specific correlation I have just
drawn between Paul’s words in Romans 8 and Thomas’s teaching on the increase of
charity in the Summa, the latter holds some promise for probing
further the relationship between the beginning of adoption in justification and
its consummation in glory, which is the central concern of this essay.


Especially striking about both
Thomas’s treatment of filial adoption and his teaching on the increase of
charity is the strong accent he places on affectivity. Naturally, no one
supposes that his view of the Christian life, broadly speaking, shortchanges
the role of faith as the perfection of the intellect or the role of the infused
moral virtues! Still, when Thomas approaches the mystery of redemption under
the aspect of filial adoption, he views the Christian primarily as amator
Dei and describes prayer as proceeding ex affectu filialis amoris.
Similarly, his explanation of how charity increases and comes to perfection is
decidedly nonmoralistic. The perfection of charity is fundamentally a question
of “a man’s heart being borne to God” (cor hominis feratur in
Deum)—whether this be habitualiter, as is true of all those in
the state of grace; or actualiter insofar as the limitations 
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of this life permit, as is the case
with those who have achieved perfectio caritatis viae; or actualiter
semper, as is possible only in heaven.(65)
In defending the position that charity can be perfect in this life (whether in
the sense of perfectio caritatis iustitiae or in the sense of perfectio
caritatis viae), Thomas is not at all troubled by the seemingly compelling
objection that we can never be entirely free of venial sins prior to death.
These, he explains, are not incompatible with perfectio viae since,
though they are contrary to the act of charity, they do not touch the infused
habit.(66) Charity is defined as “a
certain friendship of man for God,” which “has for its object the
ultimate end of human life, namely, eternal happiness.”(67)
And the closer one comes to this end, the more one finds oneself saying with
Paul: “Cupio dissolvi et esse cum Christo.”


This link back to Paul’s letters is
important. What still remains insufficiently illuminated in the apostle’s
understanding of redemption is the role of the body—its suffering, its
dissolution in death, and its glory. The accent Paul places on the body
throughout his epistles (not least in Romans 5-8 and 2 Corinthians 3-6) is
truly remarkable and raises difficult questions with which neither Moo nor
Thomas deal directly in their commentaries. One such question, an important one
for our purposes, is why Paul virtually identifies uiJoqesiva as “the redemption of the body”
(Rom 8:23). It is fine to say, as both commentators do, that the glorification
of the body is the consummation of filial adoption, but that merely begs the
question why this should be so. If the uiJoqesiva that is received at justification is a status of sonship and an
“awareness of God as Father” which gives the believer “peace and
security,” as Moo maintains, what does this have to do with the body? Why
should the glorification of the body be identified as the consummation of this
aspect of redemption in particular?


Thomas’s more cohesive understanding
of the various effects of grace at least paves the way for an answer to this
question. If 
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the grace of filial adoption is
the grace of justification, and if justification is the healing and
perfection of human nature, it makes perfect sense to say that adoption is not
complete in every respect until the entire human person, body and soul, rests
in heavenly glory. Furthermore, if filial adoption is a participation of
eternal love which makes the believer amator Dei, filial adoption is
perfect exactly insofar as charity is perfect, and it is precisely the mortal
condition of the body and the concomitant limitations of this life which
prevent the human heart from being “borne to God” actualiter
semper, which is the ultimate perfection of charity. The
“groaning” of those who await the consummation of adoption is not
merely “frustration at the remaining moral and physical infirmities”
of this life, as Moo would have it, but something much more positive:
“affliction due to the delay of what is anticipated with great
desire,” namely, union with God, as Thomas explains.(68)
In other words, the “groaning” referred to in Romans 8:23 is
identical with the longing expressed in the words “cupio dissolvi et esse
cum Christo” in Philippians 1:23. Once again, Thomas appreciates the
importance of the Christian’s love for God in Paul’s doctrine of
filial adoption, whereas Moo does not.


One should not, however, draw the
conclusion that Paul views the mortal body merely as a hindrance to final
beatitude. On the contrary, as we shall see momentarily, he looks upon the
body—precisely in its weakness and mortality—as playing an integral role in
the believer’s union with Christ already in this life. While Thomas has laid
the groundwork for appreciating this positive somatological dimension of the processus
viae, it is not an aspect of Paul’s thought to which he pays much
attention in the Lectura. Accordingly, I would like to devote the
remainder of this essay to a fresh look at Paul’s teaching. Building on what we
have learned from Thomas, and by attending carefully to Paul’s anthropology, I
hope to expound further some of the dynamics involved in the believer’s
progress from the present possession of the pneu~ma uiJoqesiva” to the eschatological consummation of
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uiJoqesiva constituted by the redemption of the body. My
focus will be on Romans 8, drawing other Pauline texts into the discussion
insofar as this seems helpful.


 


IV. Another Look at Paul’s Teaching









A) Spirit and Body


Douglas Moo objects to those
interpretations that “seek to relieve the tension” between Romans
8:15 and 8:23 by pressing the distinction between pneu~ma uiJoqesiva” in the former verse and uiJoqesiva by itself in the latter. According to these
interpretations, Christians now possess only the Spirit of filial
adoption, whereas at the resurrection on the last day they will possess filial
adoption itself.(69) Moo is right to resist any
implication that the gift of the Holy Spirit is somehow insufficient or that
the believer’s cry of “Abba, Father” expresses anything less than
real adoption. Indeed, Paul makes it clear that the same indwelling Spirit by
which uiJoqesiva is begun in us at justification brings this
gift to its eschatological consummation: “If the Spirit of the one who
raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, he who raised Christ from the dead
will give life also to your mortal bodies through his Spirit which dwells
within you” (8:11). To say that we now possess “the Spirit of filial
adoption” is to say that we possess exactly what we need to get us all the
way to our goal: the consummation of filial adoption in glory.


On the other hand, Paul’s choice of pneu~ma uiJoqesiva” for verse 15 and uiJoqesiva by itself for verse 23 is not arbitrary. The
terms are not simply interchangeable. He includes the word pneu~ma in verse 15 not only to indicate the
principle of our filial adoption—the Holy Spirit—but also in order to suggest
the specific mode in which we possess uiJoqesiva throughout the pilgrimage of this life. Ours is a filial
adoption on the way to glory, lived by faith, love, and hope.
Accordingly, Paul refers to our present possession of the Spirit as “first
fruits” in verse 23, 
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and elsewhere speaks of the gift of
the Spirit as an ajrrabwvn, a “deposit” or “first
installment” (2 Cor 1:22; 5:5; Eph 1:14).


We must likewise note that the
contrast between Romans 8:15 and 8:23 is not only in terms of the
“already” and the “not-yet,” but also in terms of
“spirit” and “body,” or inner man and outer man. The Holy
Spirit is not the only pneu~ma referred to in
Romans 8. Paul also speaks of “our spirit,” when he locates the
specific activity of the divine Spirit in the interior core of the human
person: “The Spirit itself bears witness with our spirit that we are
children of God” (8:16). The work of the Spirit begins in the spiritual
dimension of the human person and is completed in the glorification of the
somatic dimension. The Christian must live out the rest of this life in a body
subject to mortality—which is the penalty of sin—but at the same time
possesses a new principle of life within: “If Christ is in you, though the
body is dead on account of sin, the spirit is alive on account of
righteousness” (8:10). As Paul puts it in 2 Corinthians: “Though our
outer man is decaying, our inner man is being renewed day by day” (4:16).
In other words, we experience the tension between the “already” and
the “not-yet” in large part as a tension between enlivened spirit and
dying body. And it is this tension that prompts “groaning” within
those who possess the first fruits of the Spirit while they await the
consummation of uiJoqesiva, the redemption of their bodies (Rom 8:23).


By granting a certain priority to the
interior life of the believer, Paul neither denigrates the body nor suggests
its relative unimportance. On the contrary, the precise tension to which he
refers would not obtain at all if the body were not integral to the human
person and to Christian redemption. Paul does speak in this context of
redemption as emancipation from the “bondage to decay”
(8:21), a condition which our mortal bodies share with all organic matter. But
the “glorious freedom of the children of God” is by no means
deliverance from the body or from the realm of matter. As Paul says
elsewhere, “while we are in this tent we groan under its weight, not
because we wish to be unclothed but 
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further clothed, so that what is
mortal may be swallowed up by life” (2 Cor 5:4).


Must the body, then, wait for the
general resurrection before it can play a positive role in the mystery of
redemption? Not at all. If we ask Paul how it is that one gets from here to
there, from pilgrim uiJoqesiva to the
consummation of uiJoqesiva in glory, he gives us an uncharacteristically
straightforward answer: We must “suffer with” Christ “in order
that we may also be glorified with him” (Rom 8:17). As we live with the
tension between decaying body and enlivened spirit, the body, precisely in its
mortality, is an important locus of union with Christ. “We always bear
about in our body the dying of Jesus … in order that also the life of Jesus
may be manifested in our mortal flesh” (2 Cor 4:10-11). Note that it is
not simply his “death” (qavnato”)
that we bear about in our bodies, but his “dying” (nevkrwsi”).(70) Our
whole Christian existence usque ad mortem is a process of dying with
Christ. Note also that at the same time his life is to be manifest “in our
mortal flesh,” that is, even in this life prior to glory.


 


B) Death to Sin


Before developing those last two points,
we need to consider more precisely what this “suffering with” Christ
entails and how Paul’s accent on the body might be compatible with the priority
we have already seen him give to the “spirit” or “inner
man.” In Romans 8 Paul specifies two crucial dimensions of our suffering
with Christ: death to sin, and the endurance of afflictions and persecution. In
6:10-11 Paul makes the remarkable assertion that Jesus’ own death was a death
“to sin” and his risen life a life “to God,” and on that
basis he exhorts the Romans to reckon themselves dead to sin and alive to God.
This underscores the point that Paul views our death to sin as an integral
aspect of our imitation of Christ.


The relationship between the inner
man and the outer man with respect to the death to sin is illuminated
especially in the first 
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part of Romans 8, where Paul locates
the power of sin in “the flesh” and speaks of habitual sin as
“walking according to the flesh” (8:4). The claim is frequently made
that Paul does not use the term savrx
(“flesh”) here to refer to man’s material dimension as distinct from
his mind or soul, but rather in a specialized sense, to denote a basic attitude
or disposition of the whole person as opposed to God and dominated by sin.(71) The important grain of truth in this claim
ought not, however, to obscure the fact that in several passages in Romans Paul
explicitly locates sin and the power of sin in the physical body, as distinct
from the inner man. For example, in chapter 7 he writes: “I take pleasure
in the law of God according to the inner man, but I see another law in my
members making war against the law of my mind and taking me captive by the law
of sin which is in my members” (7:22-23). Whether this passage refers to
regenerate or unregenerate man,(72) it is an
expression of Pauline anthropology, and it is surrounded in the letter by
similar statements. In chapter 6, Paul reminds us that “our old man was
co-crucified that the body of sin might be nullified” (6:6) and exhorts us
not to let sin “reign” in our “mortal bodies” and not to
present our “members” as “weapons of unrighteousness for
sin” (6:12-13). In chapter 8, as we have seen, he tells us that we must
“by the Spirit put to death the deeds of the body,” and he presents
this practice as the opposite of living “according to the flesh” (kataV savrka [8:12-13]).


At the same time, it is clear from
Paul’s letters that the power of sin works upon the life of the mind and that
moral transformation can only take place through the renewal of the mind (Rom
12:2; Eph 4:17-24; Phil 1:9-11; 4:8; Col 1:21; 2:2-3; 3:10). The mind is the
primary battleground between vice and virtue, and so it is the place where the
grace of filial adoption must take deep root if it is to transform the whole
person. As 
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Thomas puts it, spiritual generation
“comes about by spiritual seed transmitted to the place of spiritual
generation, which is a man’s mind or heart, for we are begotten sons of God by
the renewal of the mind.”(73)


Ground zero in the spiritual battle
is what Paul refers to as the frovnhma. This
term designates the preoccupation of the mind, the set of concerns that
dominate the conscious life of the mind.(74)
According to Paul, “the frovnhma of
the flesh is death, but the frovnhma of
the spirit [pneu~mato”] is life and peace” (8:6). Here pneu~ma should probably be translated
“spirit” (with a lower-case s), and we should understand the
frovnhma as mediating between “flesh” and
“spirit.” The word “spirit,” in other words, can designate
the deepest inner core of the human person (roughly equivalent to the
“heart”), where the Holy Spirit intercedes “with inexpressible
groanings” (8:26). It is not the case, however, that Paul had a tripartite
anthropology, nor that “spirit” designates an irrational element in
man. The frovnhma and the pneu~ma
are two aspects of a single spiritual soul (with faculties of reason and will).
But these terms represent “levels” of the soul’s life. The frovnhma lies nearer the surface, so to speak, near
the soul’s interface with the physical body. At this level the mind may be
occupied with either speculative or practical concerns—though the latter tend
to dominate, both because the needs of the body are so many and so persistent,
and because this is precisely the level at which the thoughts of the mind,
governed by the will, are translated into bodily actions.(75)


Now, when the drives of the body,
disordered by sin, dominate the conscious life of the mind or frovnhma, they press down into the deeper dimensions
of the soul and suffocate the life of the spirit (lower-case s). This
is what Paul means by saying, “The frovnhma
of the flesh is death”—spiritual death. He expands on 
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this statement by indicating that
“the frovnhma
of the flesh is enmity with God,
for it does not submit to the law of God, nor can it” (8:7). But when the
human pneu~ma is enlivened by the divine pneu~ma and the will allows the promptings of the
Holy Spirit to inform, illuminate, and even preoccupy the conscious life of the
mind in both its speculative and its practical dimensions, the desires (so
closely identified with the life of the body) are gradually purified, and the
interior transformation of the personality manifests itself on the somatic
level in concrete bodily-historical actions. This is what Paul has in mind when
he speaks of the moral sanctification of the person “in perfect wholeness”
(oJlotelei~”), a sanctification that begins in the inner
core of the personality and works its way outward: “spirit, soul, and
body” (1 Thess 5:23).(76) The union of
body and soul in the human person is so intimate that the presentation of one’s
body to God as a “living sacrifice” constitutes one’s “rational
worship” (Rom 12:1).


 


C) The Love of God


In Romans 8, Paul refers to the
manner of life that brings about this sanctification as “walking according
to the Spirit” (8:4) or being “led by the Spirit of God” (8:14).
These expressions, like the entire thrust of his parenesis here and in chapter
6, presuppose that this mode of life is not forced upon the Christian. It is
not inevitable that those who have received the quickening gift of the Holy
Spirit will in fact cooperate with grace and experience transformation. That is
why Paul exhorts the Galatians in these words: “If we live by the Spirit,
let us also walk in step with the Spirit” (Gal 5:25).


The crucial question, then, is: What
exactly can induce the will to pursue this spiritual way of life? And it is
this question that brings us back to uiJoqesiva.
Paul expounds what it means to be “led by the Spirit of God” by
calling our attention to the specific character of sanctifying grace as filial
adoption and by contrasting 
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this grace with the dynamic operative
under the Mosaic Law. Under the old covenant, one might “delight in the
law of God in the inner man,” but this was not sufficient to emancipate
fallen man from captivity to “the law of sin” that operates in one’s
“members” (7:22-24). The Mosaic Law could not justify because it did
not “vivify” (Gal 3:21). To the extent that it was effective in
modifying behavior, it was so largely by means of fear, the fear of forfeiting
a blessing or incurring a punishment. By contrast, the baptized “have
received not a spirit of slavery back into fear, but a Spirit of filial
adoption, by which we cry out, ‘Abba, Father’” (Rom 8:15).


The grace described here in terms of uiJoqesiva is, as we have seen, identical to the grace
spoken of earlier in the letter in terms of ajgavph:
“The love of God has been poured out into our hearts through the
Holy Spirit who has been given to us” (5:5). The death of Jesus Christ for
us “while we were still sinners” is the definitive historical
demonstration of “God’s own love for us” (5:8), while the interior
gift of the Spirit bears personal witness to that demonstration of love and to
the filial adoption that it brings about: “The Spirit itself bears witness
with our spirit that we are children of God” (8:16). The “joint
mission” of the Son and the Spirit is “manifested in the children
adopted by the Father in the Body of his Son.”(77)


The infusion of divine ajgavph into the inner man is the only force that can
break the power of sin, and it does this, not by means of servile fear, but by
means of a powerful attraction to the good. “The love of Christ compels
us,” not by violating our freedom, of course, but by means of the
theological virtues, which enable us to recognize in Christ’s Passion God’s
love for us and, further, to realize that the supreme good of our
existence is “no longer to live for [ourselves] but for the one who died
and rose for [us]” (2 Cor 5:14-15).(78)
The enmity with God that is original 
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sin consists in large part in a
profound lack of trust in God and his goodness.(79)
The wound of sin begins to heal when Christ’s merciful death for us sinners
convinces us that God is after all a loving Father who can be trusted and who
wants what is best for us. The Spirit’s interior witness to this love begins a
transformation of our wounded personality by means of a reformation of our
deeply disordered desires. According to Thomas, “we cry ‘Abba, Father’
when we are kindled affectively by the warmth of the Holy Spirit to desire
God.”(80) This purification of desire
moves through the levels of the personality and manifests itself somatically in
concrete-historical acts expressive of love of God and love of neighbor. This
is the ajgavph that Paul identifies as the “fullness of
law” (Rom 13:10). Love accomplishes what fear never could, so that
“the righteous requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us who walk
not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit” (8:4).


The process of sanctification that is
driven by divine love cannot be completed prior to death, for only in death can
one give oneself to God totally in reciprocal love. Our life is embedded in
temporality, our freedom is realized in history, our soul acts through a body
that is subject to death—and so the process of sanctification is determined
(to some extent) by the structure of human life as vita usque ad mortem.
Our “obedience of faith” must imitate Jesus’ obedience “unto
death” (Rom 1:5; 16:26; Phil 2:8; cf. Heb 5:8-9). Within such a structure
every authentic act of obedience and love along the way anticipates
and prepares for the opportunity for self-oblation that biological death will
present us with. Even at a merely human level, aging and the deterioration of
the body constitute a kind of daily proleptic participation in one’s own death.
Under the grace of filial adoption, this ineluctable experience of mortality
serves as the material and occasion of our “suffering with” Christ.
The daily reckoning of ourselves as dead to sin imitates Christ’s once-for-all
death to sin (Rom 6:10-11). The presentation of our members to 
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God as instruments of righteousness
constitutes a “living sacrifice” (6:13; 12:1). Note the oxymoron!




D) Power Perfected in Weakness


The recognition of this dynamic of
“dying daily” (1 Cor 15:31) is even more illuminative when we turn
from our consideration of death-to-sin in order to look at the other element of
“suffering with” Christ that Paul highlights in Romans 8, namely, the
endurance of afflictions and persecution. Jesus Christ “knew no sin”
(2 Cor 5:21). The sin he “died to” was outside of himself. It was the
sin of the world, which surrounded him and pressed in upon him (Rom 6:10; cf. 1
Pet 2:22-23). Therefore our “suffering with” Christ is more perfect
to the degree that, having gained some level of victory over personal sin and
having proclaimed the gospel with our life and words, we incur afflictions and
persecution for the sake of the gospel. As Ignatius of Antioch puts it,
“Christianity achieves its greatness when it is hated by the world” (Romans
3:3). It is in this context especially that Paul speaks in terms of proleptic
death and living sacrifice. To the Corinthians he writes: “We always bear
about in our bodies the dying of Jesus … we the living are always being
handed over to death on account of Jesus” (2 Cor 4:10-11). And in Romans 8
he quotes the Psalter in reference to the Christian life: “For your sake
we are put to death all the day; we have been reckoned as sheep for the
slaughter” (Rom 8:36; cf. Ps 44:22).


In the context of his apostolic
ministry Paul experienced not only participation in the suffering and death of
Jesus but also a paradoxical anticipation of bodily glory. Christ’s risen life
was manifest already in Paul’s “mortal flesh” (2 Cor 4:10). When he
was beaten down by afflictions, attacks, and infirmities of every sort, the
power of Christ overshadowed him (2 Cor 12:9). He pummeled his own body and
made it his slave (1 Cor 9:27); he worked with his hands indefatigably
“night and day” (1 Thess 2:9); he traveled thousands of miles, often
going without proper food, sleep, or shelter (2 Cor 6:5); he performed
“signs and 
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wonders and powers … with all
endurance” (2 Cor 12:12); and he carried on this way with indomitable
energy for decades (Col 1:29). “Power is perfected in weakness … when
I am weak, then I am strong” —this was the mystery revealed to Paul by
means of the “thorn in the flesh” (2 Cor 12:7-10). Living this
mystery filled him with confidence that Christ would always be “magnified
in [his] body, whether through life or through death” (Phil 1:20).


Paul, in other words, knew
“Christ and the power of his resurrection,” not only in the inner
man, but also overflowing into his body. Far from providing Paul with a life of
physical ease, however, this power flowed through him only in the midst of tireless
apostolic labor and great affliction. Paul’s experience of resurrection power
was inextricably linked to his “communion” (koinwniva) in the sufferings of Christ, while at the
same time this mystery of power-in-suffering was a real anticipation of glory.
Paul yearned to be “conformed to [Christ’s] death, that [he] might somehow
attain to resurrection from the dead” (Phil 3:10-11). This may explain why
Paul speaks of glorification in the past tense in Romans 8:30: “Those he
called he also justified, and those he justified he also glorified.” That
which takes us all the way to glory has already been conferred upon us in
justification.


As we have seen, Paul refers to this
grace in several ways in Romans. It is “the love of God … poured into
our hearts through the Holy Spirit” (5:5), “the law of the Spirit of
life in Christ Jesus” (8:2), “the Spirit of filial adoption”
(8:15), “the first fruits of the Spirit” (8:23), and “the love
of God which is in Christ Jesus our Lord” (8:39). Still another phrase for
the same reality—“newness of life”—is found in Paul’s description
of the sacrament of baptism: “We have been buried with him through baptism
into his death, in order that, just as Christ was raised from the dead through
the glory of the Father, we might walk in newness of life” (6:4). The
parallelism between Christ’s resurrection through the Father’s glory and our
newness of life suggests that the latter is a real participation in the former.


Paul reminds us that “we hope
for what we do not see” (8:25). But this does not mean that Christian hope
amounts to a blind 
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leap of the will with no intellectual
or experiential basis. On the contrary, “affliction produces steadfast
endurance, steadfast endurance proven character, and proven character
hope” (5:3b-4). This rhetorical sorites (or staircase device)
expresses the truth that the infused virtue of hope is built up in us as part
of a moral and intellectual transformation that finds its material and occasion
in suffering. As Thomas puts it, “tribulation prepares the way for
hope.”(81) The ultimate basis for hope is,
of course, the love of God. “Hope does not disappoint, because the love of
God has been poured into our hearts” (5:5). But we know this love and grow
in it through the mystery of “suffering with” Christ, with all the
elements that this entails, including death to sin, the endurance of
afflictions and persecution, and the experience of power perfected in weakness.
The Christian who dares to imitate Paul in the appropriation of these graces
will be “transformed into the image” of God’s Son “from glory to
glory” (2 Cor 3:18; cf. Rom 8:29).
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This volume will doubtless prove a classic on Thomas’s Trinitarian thought.
It evinces speculative acumen and great historical erudition. Emery places
Thomas’s doctrine within medieval theology and demonstrates its relation to the
patristic debates, which Thomas knew well. Emery’s control of the medieval
problematic, Albert, and Bonaventure is extraordinary. The book illumines the
relevance of the questions and their ordering in Thomas’s Summa Theologiae.
Although Emery follows broadly the order of the Summa Theologiae, he
employs all Thomas’s major Trinitarian writings as well as his scriptural
commentaries (esp. on the Gospel of John) to illuminate, expand, and complement
that masterful summary. This expanded treatment helps to point out Thomas’s
development and to interpret the sometimes abbreviated text of the Summa
Theologiae. Overall Emery seeks to link harmoniously the speculative
doctrine of the Trinity in itself (immanent) to the Trinity’s effectuation of
man’s salvation (economic). 


An initial chapter notes that, although the Summa Theologiae starts
from the divine persons to explain our salvation, Thomas’s exegetical
commentaries argue to the immanent Trinity, the persons’ divinity, from their
workings in the economy: our re-creation and divinization occur because the
Holy Spirit leads to the Son, who leads to Father. The second chapter stresses
the mystery of the Trinity: it is known only through revelation. At best theologians
defend it, showing that it is not contrary to reason, that personal
distinctions are compatible with divine simplicity. A third chapter compares
the structures of the commentary on the Sentences, the Compendium,
De Potentia, and the two Summae in their presentations of the
Trinity. Though each work has advantages, the Summa Theologiae
represents the culmination of Thomas’s thought. Treating Thomas’s central
argument, Emery dedicates separate chapters to the processions, the relations,
and the persons (qq. 27-29). Against Arians and Sabellians, who linked God’s
actions to external natures, the origin of the persons was traced to actions
giving rise to immanent processions, which must be consubstantial to the
divinity since no accidents exist in God. After the first 
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procession of knowing (Logos) is recognized as an immanent activity, it is
identified with generation (Son). The second procession raises difficulties
since love carries the lover outside himself. After early hesitations both Summae
interpret the good loved as dynamically immanent in the lover as volition’s
term and fruit. Although both processions involve intellect and love
“concomitantly” (I Sent.), Thomas uses the modes of
knowing and loving (De Pot.) to establish their order as relations of
origin. The two processions constitute a “circle” since God,
understanding himself, conceives the Word through which he loves himself. This
immanent “circulation” excludes every other procession. Anticipating
question 41, Emery introduces notional acts as actions of the persons in
generation and spiration, since the Trinity can be envisaged from many
different angles. These acts are produced by the divine nature as their
principle, not the divine will, as Arius imagined, although God’s will is concomitant
with his nature. “The power through which the Father begets must be
designated as the divine nature itself in the person of the Father” (76). 


The chapter on relation traces its development from the Arian crisis to
Augustine and Boethius; all relied on the Father-Son relation to reject a
difference of nature between them. Relation can be either real, if both terms
belong to the same “order,” or “logical” (elswhere called
“rational”). God’s relation to the world is logical insofar as he is
not enriched by it; it implies no indifference. Since Father and Son are
consubstantial, they belong to the same order; their relation is real. While
Thomas rejects Gilbert de la Porrée’s “extrinsic relation,” condemned
at Reims, for impugning God’s simplicity, he borrows Albert’s insight that
relation has a “minimal degree of being” since Aristotle’s relation
does not inhere in a subject but involves “an ec-stasis, a ‘pure
outward referring,’” which does not modify or perfect its subject (I
Sent.). Yet insofar as relations exist in and through a subject and all
that is in God is his essence, the relations are identified with an
“absolute” in God. Both aspects can be joined since the divine
essence transcends all genera, possessing all their perfections. Relation’s
notion includes both common essence and the persons’ mutual connections. What
prevents the same relations from being predicated of all the persons is the
relative opposition in paternity, filiation, spiration, and procession. Already
present in the Cappadocians, “opposition” was developed by Anselm and
the Scholastics as a principle of distinction with regard to origin. Indeed
“relative opposition” indicates how the persons are inseparable as
well as distinct. Hence paternity can be identified with the Father, filiation
with the Son, and procession with the Spirit, whereas (active) spiration, which
is relatively opposed to procession, belongs to Father and Son as the Spirit’s
common principle.


Chapter 6 handles question 29, the lynchpin of Aquinas’s presentation in
which the Boethian definition of person, “individual substance of a
rational nature,” is transmuted into “subsistent relation.” The
primary substance existing in itself is designated subsistence. Since
“subsistence is the same thing as the subsisting reality” (STh
III, q. 2, a. 3) and is employed by Latin theology to translate hypostasis,
this ambivalence allows Thomas to avoid Augustine’s 
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understanding of person as an “absolute name” equivalently
designating a substance. Instead, person is “what is distinct in an
individual nature,” and in God the relations which distinguish Father,
Son, and Spirit are identical with the divine essence and are subsistent as the
divine nature is. Hence persons subsist. Thomas’s originality consists in integrating
personal distinction and essence in the divine relation, which enjoys “the
prerogatives of the absolute in the mode of the hypostatic
incommunicability.” “What relation naturally signifies is a form, a
reference to another; whereas what person naturally signifies is a concrete
subject, a subsistent” (117). Upon that base Thomas assimilates other
current definitions and expounds an analogous notion of person, “a
distinct subsistent in an intellectual nature,” which applies to God, men,
and angels, without identifying created persons with relation. Question 40
compares relations and persons. In God they are identical, and both are the
divine essence. The relative properties of paternity, filiation, and procession
designate abstractly the reality of the persons. Relations, not just origins,
determine personal distinctions; thus, contrary to the Franciscan position that
the Father is Father because he engenders, Thomas held that the Father
engenders because he is Father. The person exercising the action cannot be
conceived apart from the relation that he is.


Chapter 7 examines language appropriate to maintain essential unity with
personal diversity. Trinity, alius (not aliud), distinction
(not diversity or dif-ference), etc., are explained. “Transcendental
multiplicity” is lauded as Thomas’s insight which resolved the debate
raging from Roscelin to Albert about applying numbers to God: “one”
means undivided being; it excludes division, not plurality, since multiplicity
means a plurality of indivisible unities. Moreover, since the persons are the
nature, they are not three gods; yet each personal property serves as “a
quasi principle of individuation.” This distinction supports Lateran IV in
rejecting Joachim of Fiore’s “supreme reality” which engenders, is engendered,
and proceeds. Though some Fathers employed terminology imprecisely, the Father
engenders and the Son is engendered. Yet “God” besides designating
the essence, can “represent” a person, as “God born of
God.” Chapters 8-10 consider the persons of Father, Son, and Spirit,
illuminating their personal properties and relations to creatures. Though
“Father” is the first person’s proper name as principle, source, and auctor
of the Son, it is applied analogously to the whole Trinity as principle by
creation, grace, and glory. Thus all creatures can address the Trinity as
“our Father.” The three persons are one principle of creation and the
action of adoption, like that of creation, is one. Yet personal modes of action
permit describing the Father as auctor, the Son as exemplar, and the
Spirit as the one imprinting the resemblance to the Son; hence the Father is
said to act alone through the Son in the Spirit. He is seen as the source and
end of creation as well as of the Trinitarian processions. Unlike Bonaventure
who interpret the Father’s unbegottenness as primal fecundity (qua
unbegotten, he engenders), Thomas understands that property negatively as
“principle without principle.”
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Thomas treats the second person primarily as Word, not as Son, since the
intellectual analogy with a species, a concept, facilitates showing
how the Word remains in God and prepares his involvement in the economy. The
Father knows himself and all created things in the single Word who is one with
God and distinct from the Father. While Thomas distinguishes the essential act
of intelligere from the notional act of dicere, an analogy
exists between immanent procession and external creation since the Father
utters all creatures in uttering his Word. So the Father is said to make all
through his Word, although creation’s formal principle is the divine essence.
Since the Word expresses the Father in eternity, he fitly reveals him in time.
Indeed man is perfected in Wisdom insofar as he participates in the Word, and a
unity of creation and salvation ensues. Sonship through participation in the
Word is predicated analogously for creation, grace, and glory. Correspondingly
the personal name “Image” is predicated of the Trinitarian relation
of origin, creation, and redemption. The Word is the Exemplar in which creation
pre-existed, the first-born of all creation, and by participation men are
created and recreated in him. Patristic witnesses understood the Spirit as the
Son’s image, and men develop toward this Image who descends in participation to
them. Thomas understood him as Holy Spirit, Love, and Gift. Though
“holy,” “spirit,” and “gift” apply to the
Trinity, they serve as personal names befitting him as communion of Father and
Son as well as love’s impulse. As proceeding Love, he is love’s imprint or
blossoming fruit—that is, not Father and Son’s mutual love but the Love
proceeding from their mutuality. The Father loves himself and all creation in
the Spirit. Thomas integrates the Trinitarian procession as creatures’ origin
with the efficacy of the divine essence so that the Spirit’s impulsion
permeates creation. “Gift” is the Spirit’s proper name and eternal
property insofar as in eternity he is the aptitude for being given, the basis
of actual givenness in time. Father and Son give, free creatures receive; the
capacity to love and know is inscribed in the divine image, yet created grace
is required to raise nature to communion with God. Created grace enjoys a
relative priority as uncreated grace’s disposition, but uncreated grace, the
Spirit as Gift, possesses an absolute priority. Since one acts as one is, the
Spirit deifies, making us God’s friends, assuring continuity between revelation
and ecclesial practice, and leading to the Son, the Spirit’s principle, and
through him to the Father. All act together while “each of them exercises
this action in the distinct mode of his personal character” (266). A
separate chapter treats the Spirit’s procession from Father and Son. Thomas
insisted on Filioque to prevent heresy, uphold the Son’s dignity, and
preserve creation’s filial form because he found Filioque in Scripture
and tradition. He bolstered his position by speculative arguments based on
distinction by relative opposition, the Word’s precedence over Love, and
necessary order in plurality. The Spirit proceeds principally from the
Father insofar as the Son accepts his spiration from the Father, yet Father and
Son act as one principle. “From the Father through the Son” expresses
their distinction, “from Father and Son” their unity. Respecting the
Greek Fathers, Thomas suspected Byzantine theologians of ignorance or bad
faith, but never deemed them heretics. A brief chapter sees a 
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synthesis of Trinitarian theology in perichoresis, reciprocal
interiority of the three persons based on unity of nature, relational
correlates, and immanent processions. Communal immanence grounds the Trinity’s
common action in history: “the persons act within one single
operation” (309).


Chapter 13 studies appropriation, “the disclosure of the persons
through the essential attributes” (329) intended to render faith more
evident. Melding Bonaventure’s and Albert’s positions, Thomas says that while
we must first know the divine substance before understanding the persons,
revealed knowledge of the persons is required before essential attributes can
be appropriated. Similarity between essential attributes and personal
properties generally provides the basis for appropriation and Thomas takes over
traditional triads: aeternitas-species-usus,
unity-equality-connection, power-wisdom-goodness, through-with-in him
(efficient-formal-final causes). Emery notes how these four aspects correspond
to the Summa Theologiae‘s structure treating God-in-himself, his
unity, Trinity, and creation. The next chapter examines creatively Thomas’s
effort to bind theology to the economy. As God (Father) does everything through
his Word and in the Spirit, the persons qua divine are involved in
God’s relation to creation. The Son is called “engendered Creator,”
and the eternal processions are the cause and patterns (rationes) of
creation’s procession. “The three persons act through their common nature,
each person bringing his own property into play” (346). Each “acts
within the distinct mode of this relationship to the other persons within this
common action” (349). Distinct modes of action are in play, the Father
acting through the Word in the Spirit. Action corresponds to being, and their
modes of being are distinct since each person is the same being, the divine
essence, “after a distinct relation” (353). There is one principle of
action but three subjects of creative action. The Son receives his power of
acting, like his being, through the Father and thus is said to be “the
subject of an action (an operation) distinct from that of the Father”
(355). This “relational mode of action” (ibid.) both grounds the
universe’s plurality as a positive good and gives the economy a Trinitarian
structure, with men returning to God through grace.


The final chapter explains missions through the imago Dei, man’s
capacity to know and love God analogically, that is, by nature, by grace, and
in glory. Divine person becomes present in new ways for man’s sanctification;
the visible missions manifest what the invisible missions intend for
sanctification. A divine person can only be sent by his principle; the Father
sends the Son and both send the Spirit. Yet the whole Trinity sends the Son and
Spirit insofar as they create the effects in which the missions become
observable. The new modes of presence are due to graces received, which allow
creatures to possess the divine persons, present as known in the knower and
beloved in the lover. This presence allows ever greater assimilation to God
until glory is attained. While sanctifying grace is a participation in the
divine nature, an experiential relation to the Son and Spirit is attained
through the gifts of wisdom and love, sanctifying grace’s formal effects.
Through them the divine persons are given to be enjoyed by those in whom they
abide. They are present as objects of activity exist in acting subjects,
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and they bring about deification. Thus the eternal persons are involved
fully in the economy. Theology and economy are united. 


Questions remain. What is a mode in Aristotelian thought? How does it act?
In the economy does Jesus or the Trinity work miracles? Does God or the Father
think the first procession and generate the Son? Is conceptio (STh
I, q. 27, aa. 1-3) adequately rendered as “concept”? If the divine
processions are known only by revelation, why does Thomas designate knowledge
of “divine persons” supernatural only in question 32? Does question
29 really succeed in reconciling relation with substance? Wouldn’t Boethius’s
definition make God’s substance a person (cf. STh III, q. 3, a. 3, ad
1-2)? Is the natural-supernatural distinction adequate? Emery provides answers.
This reader might wish to dispute some of them or might find alternative
accounts more persuasive. Nevertheless, Emery’s book represents a noteworthy
contribution to the study of Aquinas’s Trinitarian doctrine.


John
M. McDermott, S.J. 
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[bookmark: horror]Christ and Horrors: The Coherence of
Christology. By Marilyn McCord Adams.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. Pp. 334. $31.99 (paper) ISBN:
978-0-521-68600-6.


The combination of philosophy and theology can make for a good brew, and in
the hands of an expert does not disappoint. Such is the case with Marilyn
McCord Adams, now Distinguished Research Professor of Philosophy at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and former Regius Professor of
Divinity at the University of Oxford and Canon of Christ Church Cathedral,
Oxford. A sequel to her Horrendous Evils and the Good of God (1999)
the present volume is a Christological explication of her basic theodicy,
essayed in the earlier work. In fact, Christology makes it work; thus the
unnerving title of her first chapter: “Christology as Natural
Theology.” If this sounds like a blurring of the boundaries between the
two disciplines, it is, with a backward glance to the medieval doctors but a
determination to harvest their fruit following the century of horrors.
Nevertheless, it is a principled blurring, not so much in regard to what is
proper to each discipline, but in the integral uses of philosophy made by
theologians to propound the coherence of the faith. Coherence is at the heart
of the matter and persuasive in its own right.
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Already I have made a misstep. This book is only in the broad sense a Christologically
informed theodicy. Admittedly, to speak of the divine goodness in light of a
“horror-infested world” (42) seems like an exercise in theodicy. But
to her credit Adams possesses a healthy sense of divine transcendence (the
legacy of her beloved medieval doctors) “because God has no obligations to
creatures and hence no need to justify Divine actions to us”
(43). Nevertheless, classical theodicy is not convincing. That evil exists to
enhance the cosmos or others rather than the “horror-participants”
(45) themselves is unthinkable. Adams’ option is to offer an explanatory regime
(as contrasted with a justificatory one) for how God in Christ makes good on
the horrors for all who undergo them, an “eventual beatific intimacy
with God” (47). Enter Christology. It is by God’s unitive and
assimilative aims in Christ that God shares in the horrors and as such Christ
is the “horror defeater” (53). For us horror-participants Adams waxes
confessional: “If God takes God’s stand with the cursed, the cursed are
not cut off from God after all!” (41).


Her philosophical and theological provenance? Adams is a metaphysical
realist (and down deep believes in a correspondence theory of truth) although
skeptical on matters of epistemic decidability; hence her option for coherence
as “a method of pursuing truth” (11). As an Anglo-Catholic
it is the doctrine of the Incarnation that captures her theological
imagination, especially as articulated by turn-of-the-twentieth-century British
theologians with their correlative worldview of a sacramental universe. Yet,
skeptical realism remains to the extent that since only God is fallible,
wronged-headed theological views, even if embedded in Holy Scripture, are
simply wrong. This matters, for Adams is an avowed Christian universalist and
in this soteriologically driven book proffers an understanding of the cross
that departs from most classically orthodox Christian confessional traditions.
But first to her Christological program.


The hypostatic union sets the agenda, Chalcedonian in form, elaborated by
the medievalists and qualified by modern and contemporary sensibilities.
Adams’s own succinct formula is that Christology should be “metaphysically
high” (2) and “materially low to medium” (79). Holding to
the former it is indeed “Christ the Divine Word [who] assumes a human
nature … one person or supposit and two natures” (2)—one could not be
more Scholastic!—but whose humanity is more like ours in regard to its
developmental capacities. As with historic orthodoxy the concern is that the
two natures of Christ enable the soteriological intent of God saving humankind
through one who is like us in all things but sin. The low materiality of the
incarnation is to ensure “sharing the horrors” as the necessary
precondition of the Savior as “horror defeater.” This proceeds in
three stages (Stage I, Stage II, Stage III): to establish a relationship of
organic unity between the horror participant and God, to offer healing and
meaning to such participation, and to recreate a relation to the material world
free of horrors. Incidentally, as if to make the point about the
interrelationship between the two disciplines, Adams’s language and terminology
is part philosophy and part theology with a certain colloquial edge—for
example, “jobs” as a descriptor of Christ’s soteriological office
(77). For those who work
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in traditional dogmatics it takes some getting used to. Others can decide as
they read.


The challenge of this Christological project is to take seriously the need
to psychologize the person of Christ while maintaining a relatively classical
metaphysics. Here the theologian is on the lookout for how Adams negotiates the
path between “right-wing” and “left-wing” liberal Anglican
Christologians. There is little sympathy for the latter (the likes of William
Temple and John Hick) who undo any metaphysical predication of divinity in
Christ (one can even say “substantial divinity”). The former (back to
the turn-of-the-twentieth-century) had the proper intention in their concern
that the doctrine of the Incarnation means that Christ enters into all aspects
of our humanity. However, their efforts on the heels of various forms of
kenotic Christology combined with their rejection of metaphysics was a failed
venture. Adams, nevertheless, continues in their footsteps by employing their
utilization of biblical criticism and psychological theory (especially more
contemporary developmental psychology and object-relations theory) in concert
with a recovery of metaphysics.


Interestingly, but not surprisingly, her metaphysical retrieval is of
medieval Aristotelianism with a nod to Richard Swinburne whom she eventually
critiques. In her judgment this provides a “theological systematic
flexibility … about the contents of the Divine and human natures” (139)
in the hypostatic union. Since these contents are not prescribed by Chalcedon
(except that they are “distinct without confusion“) and
since the medievals lacked an account of the developmental aspects of Christ’s
human nature, Adams provides such content “by other systematic desiderata,
by Scriptures and the results of their historical and text-critical analysis,
by reason, and by experience” (139). She can even agree with Swinburne
that “the Divine nature is mutable and passible” but only to the extent
that it exercises “self-determination over whether and how it
changes” (142). So, with her Anglican ancestors Adams chooses to be
innovative in her own manner, not slavishly repeating the medievals, but
drawing on them for the metaphysical substrate of her own very contemporary
project, one that exceeds these forbearers in positing an even greater
vulnerability of Christ’s humanity to the horrors of this world. In her words:
“the developmental process that Christ goes through must be messy”
(67).


For all its philosophical sophistication the resulting theological construct
may give one pause. Certainly it is welcome that Adams retrieves the categories
of substance and supposits. The medievals, following Aristotle, still have
something to contribute to systematic theology, which is not always appreciated
in contemporary theology. However, the metaphysical argument that a substance
or accident can exist in another supposit as its ultimate subject (“via an
ontological dependence relation” that may be true of any substance [140]),
is true enough but not sufficient to explicate the saving mystery of Jesus
Christ. Adams considers this a boon in order to achieve the low materiality
that her soteriology requires of the Incarnation. But is it adequate for the theological
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explanation of the hypostatic union? For her, this affirmation allows each
nature to be about really distinct things. I will return to this question.


The fruits of this soteriological model of the Incarnation, in which Christ
is vulnerable to horrors so as to overcome them, can be measured on personal,
cosmological, and eschatological planes. The personal dimension will appeal to
pietists of all stripes for it concentrates on Christ as the inner teacher.
Here again, Adams’s initial appeal is those turn-of-the-twentieth-century
Anglicans who emphasized our personal identification with Christ, even our
“progressive surrender to the Spirit of the Incarnate One” (146) that
reconstitutes our inner selves, in the words of R. C. Moberly—“Christ in
us; ourselves realized in Christ” (147), a play on Paul’s
“I-not-I-but Christ” (Gal 2:20). Adams develops this well through the
notion of the “inclusive personality,” essentially a functional
metaphysics of interrelational psychology between persons. Although
metaphysically grounded in the hypostatic union this is a dynamic functional
union between the Christian and the Spirit of Christ appropriated interestingly
(in terms of Trinitarian appropriation) to Christ the “Inner Teacher”
rather than to the third person.


The coherence of this project (as in the subtitle of the book) would not be
credible if it did not embrace the cosmos. Indeed it does, marking well an
extensive soteriology as well as an intensive one. After reviewing medieval
debates over the necessity of the Incarnation Adams argues for its conditional
necessity based upon the assimilative and unitive aims of the divine decision
to create such a world as this one. This casts Christ as the center of the
cosmos by virtue of his two natures (a Bonaventurian move), the “via
media between Divine immanence and Divine transcendence” (194), and
the “cosmic Recreator” (189). This has both ecclesiological and
eschatological consequences. Christ’s cosmic headship leads to concentric
ecclesial circles, from all humanity for whom Christ defeated the horrors to
those wrestling, congregating, and missioning their acceptance and
participation in his work. Eschatologically, this commits Adams to a robust
doctrine of the resurrection and cosmic renewal since Stage-III-horror defeat
requires each and every person to be made anew in a material creation as a
horror-free zone without social dysfunction.


Adams concludes by processing this Christological coherence in its
sacrificial and Eucharistic aspects. The former means that God sacrifices
Godself to us in Christ, a “a connection-reinforcing” gifting
intended to be a target for our anger in which “Horrors for
horrors”—“for once—creatures give as good as they get, for we
return by destroying the very same gift that God offered: the Word-made-flesh,
God’s own self!” (281). Indeed! This is extended into the Eucharist where
by impanation (not transubstantiation or consubstantion) Christ’s risen
humanity is hypostatically united to the substance of the bread. Therefore,
Christ’s Body is present according to its (nonextended) human nature and
(extended) bread nature, the latter as an “aversion and a propitiation
sacrifice to absorb and serve as a target we bite and chomp and tear with the
teeth, returning horrors for horrors to God” (309). 
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Adams is a universalist and eschews traditional notions of atonement by
exchanging horrendous evils for sin as the primary nonoptimal category for
humanity. (I employ her terminology.) Therefore, “the Savior’s job is to
rescue us, not fundamentally from sin, but from horrors” (32), with the
former understood “in terms of dysfunction that is derivative from the
metaphysical mismatches God has set up in creation” (79). In this scenario
the soteriological project with all the density of Incarnation prescribes that
in Christ “God participates in the horrors that God has perpetrated on
us!” (41). What is one to think of this?


Certainly it will have its appeal to some. At the beginning of the twentieth-first
century this broad theodicy will register. However, when Adams distinguishes
between Christ dealing with the “sin-problem” with “His Divine
nature, which is sinless” and “horrors” mainly through his human
nature without an “a commitment to Christ’s utter sinlessness,” we
realize that we are in revisionist theological territory (79). We are—albeit
unintentionally—in the realm of a postmodern Nestorianism. The Chalcedonian distinct
without confusion is here overdrawn and the mediation of divine saving
agency through the instrumentality of Christ’s graced and deified human nature
in both atoning death and heavenly glory is diminished. But for a well-argued
alternative Christ and Horrors is a rich and provocative read.


 


Ralph
Del Colle 
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[bookmark: perfecting]Perfecting Human Actions: St. Thomas Aquinas on
Human Participation in Eternal Law. By John
Rziha. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2009.
Pp. x + 300. $ 39.95 (paper). ISBN-978-0-8132-1672-0.




During the last thirty years St. Thomas’s moral philosophy and moral theology
have enjoyed a comeback that forty years ago no one would have thought even
remotely possible. Sent into exile after Vatican II by the majority of Catholic
moral theologians, Aquinas has returned and is—slowly but surely—making his
salutary intellectual presence felt again. However, this presence has a
profundity and complexity to which our current academic culture, as fast paced
and impatiently disinclined to speculative contemplation as it is craving for
short-term public effects, has the hardest time accommodating itself. Hence, it
is not too surprising that most interpreters of Aquinas’s moral theory—not
altogether unaffected by the current academic climate—have tended to identify
one single, albeit important, component for the center of his moral 
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thought. At best, such a component is regarded as the key to understanding
the rest of his moral thought; at worst, it is regarded as the sole aspect worthy
of a current reconsideration. The competing candidates for such an exclusive
center have been happiness, practical reason, the natural law, the new law, the
virtues, or the supernatural virtue of charity. And so Aquinas’s moral theory
has been presented by different interpreters, though simultaneously and hence
quite incompatibly, as primarily, or even exclusively, a virtue ethics, a
natural-law ethics, a eudaimonian ethics, and an ethics of the Christian life
as the life of charity. 


In refreshing contrast, John Rziha, associate professor of theology at
Benedictine College, in a competent and indeed masterful study, understands
these various elements of Aquinas’s moral theory as integral components of a
complex, but perfectly coherent whole. He is able to achieve this task by
rightly identifying the single capstone that sustains the coherence of the
complex whole of Aquinas’s moral thought and supports each constituent
part—the eternal law. Rziha’s book is to be welcomed as not just an important,
but indeed an overdue contribution to the contemporary recovery of Aquinas’s
moral theory. More importantly, this study is of surpassing importance in
advancing the correct understanding of the relationship between human freedom
and natural law. During the latter half of the twentieth century, this
relationship was discussed in highly controversial terms and was regarded by
the vast majority of Catholic moral theologians as aporetic, with the
predictable consequence that most—in order to safeguard the dignity of human
autonomy and responsibility—embraced and elevated human freedom and bracketed
and even jettisoned the natural law. Rziha shows that on Aquinas’s terms an
aporetically conceived either-or between human freedom and the natural law is
not only unnecessary but the result of an insufficient conceptual analysis that
in turn is due to the uncritical adoption of deficient Enlightenment
assumptions. The agonistic stalemate between human freedom and the natural law
arises from a failure to understand the natural law as a distinct mode of human
participation in the eternal law, a mode that presupposes free choice, a
potency which itself arises from the participation in the eternal law of human
reason, will, and sense appetites. Through the potency of free choice, human
beings are able to determine (by way of the intellect) and to choose (by way of
the will) the proper means to achieve the happiness (the proper human
perfection) to which human beings are ordered by the eternal law. The
achievement of happiness is the achievement of freedom and the achievement of
perfect happiness (the beatific vision) is the achievement of perfect freedom.
Hence freedom, that is, human perfection, is achieved in no other way than by
participating in the eternal law through those operations that are directed to
the end of human perfection, the achievement of perfect happiness. Rziha
successfully demonstrates that, according to Aquinas’s moral theory,









[t]he eternal law functions to give a simple and universal foundation
to many diverse elements (principles) that come together in the 
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complex understanding of human action and morality. No single created
principle of morality (whether it be reason, nature, virtue, law, happiness,
grace or the gifts) acts as a proper foundation of Thomas’s theological moral
theory. All of these principles work together in Thomas’s moral theory because
they cause different modes of participation in the eternal law. In other words,
when the eternal law directs humans to their end, it directs them to their end
by means of each of these principles. Each of these principles causes actions
in their own particular way as ordered by the eternal law. (281)


Rziha’s lucidly written and well-documented study displays all the characteristics
of a competent and learned interpretation of the thought of the doctor
communis according to the highest standards of current Aquinas
scholarship. The book gives evidence not only of a fine interpretive as well as
conceptual command of the relevant texts in Aquinas’s vast corpus, but also of
a commendable familiarity with the most important recent English and French
(though only marginally Italian and not at all German) literature on Aquinas’s
metaphysics of participation, moral philosophy, and moral theology.


The book is divided into five well-organized chapters that carry the
argument forward in a clear and concise way. Not unlike an ellipsis, Rziha’s
study has a twofold conceptual center: the metaphysics of participation and the
theology of the eternal law. Because the former is an indispensable conceptual
prerequisite of the latter, Rziha discusses first the metaphysics of
participation, then considers participation in the eternal law, and
subsequently turns to the two modes of such a participation, the first as “moved
and governed,” and the second as cognitive participation, to conclude the
study with a final chapter in which he illustrates the difference Aquinas’s
understanding of participation in the eternal law makes in three areas of moral
theology.


In the first chapter, “The Notion of Participation,” Rziha offers
a helpfully informative account of how the notion of participation was
recovered in twentieth-century Thomist metaphysics. His analysis is
appropriately selective in focusing on those thinkers around whom the
development took its essential turns: Cornelio Fabro, L. B. Geiger, John
Wippel, and Rudi te Velde. 


The second chapter, “Participation in Eternal Law,” with its 83
pages, is by far the longest of the book and forms the heart of Rziha’s
interpretive case. It would take too long to enter into the complexity of
Aquinas’s account as discussed in proper detail in this chapter. Rziha’s lucid
analysis and discussion of the privileged role instrumental causality plays for
Aquinas in accounting for a genuine human participation in the eternal law lays
the groundwork for his salient analysis in the last chapter of the
noncompetitive relationship between divine agency and human freedom as
participated theonomy. Consistently distinguishing between (without, however,
separating from each other) a natural and a supernatural participation in the
eternal law, Rziha unfolds the overarching role of the eternal law as the
divine exemplary cause of all human actions: “The eternal law as the
governing ratio of God directs humans to act for the divinely
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intended end: participation in divine goodness by means of the act of
happiness. The eternal law directs humans to this ultimate end by means of
intrinsic and extrinsic principles” (110). The extrinsic principles are
law and grace, the intrinsic principles are the virtues (acquired and infused).
Hence, “the eternal law is the ultimate extrinsic principle of
action” (98).


In the third chapter, “Moved and Governed,” and in the forth
chapter, “Cognitive Participation,” Rziha spells out in detail how
Aquinas understands that human beings participate in the eternal law: first, as
moved and governed by God’s exemplary causality on the movements of the entire
soul (by way of virtue and grace); and second, as having a certain knowledge of
this divine exemplar, that is, a cognitive participation in the eternal law (by
way of wisdom and faith).


In the fifth and final chapter, “Application to Contemporary
Morality,” Rziha indicates—all too briefly, though—the difference an explicit
recourse to human participation in the eternal law makes for three important
areas of moral theology. One may hope that this final chapter will form the
kernel of a future work in its own right, for each of the three areas addressed
is in and of itself of surpassing importance for the contemporary moral debate intra
et extra muros ecclesiae. First, Rziha considers the natural law in
relation to human freedom and convincingly shows that the notion of
participation allows for a noncompetitive relationship between the human agent
and God. Human agents are true causes of their actions, but these actions, by
participating in God’s wisdom, are nevertheless moved, guided, and eventually
perfected by God. Aquinas’s account of genuine human freedom as participated
theonomy offers a most salutary and constructive alternative to the
unsustainable and in the meanwhile intellectually bankrupt, though culturally
dominant, modern contrastive, competitive, and ultimately atheistic concept of
moral autonomy as moral sovereignty, that is, as freedom over against and
ultimately from God.


Second, Rziha turns to public and political discourse about morals and
argues that indeed “Christians can enter into the political debate using
arguments based solely on natural reason, and because these arguments are based
on natural reason, humans in other traditions have the capacity to understand
them” (271). Yet his position on this hotly debated matter remains
carefully nuanced. While entering political debates using arguments based
solely on natural reason is possible for Christians, the result of such an
approach, Rziha reminds his readers, will always be, quite predictably and at
best, mixed. After all, natural reason is subject to error and ignorance on
account of its fallenness and its natural weakness. Hence, Rziha thinks it
necessary for the precepts of human reason to be judged by the divine law.
This, after all, is not only possible, but indeed eminently reasonable, because
the eternal law is the source of the natural law as well as of the divine law.
He concludes: “In contemporary society, this means that natural reason
must be judged to be in conformity with Church teaching. In judging natural
reason by the new law, inasmuch as the reason is truly directed by the Holy
Spirit, it is directed by the eternal law” (273). Rziha seems, though
mostly by implication, to make the important point that, informed by the new 
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law, the Church’s teaching is communicable to and intelligible in public
discourse, precisely because natural reason and the divine law have their
common source in the eternal law. In consequence, magisterial teaching that is
based on natural reason as informed and directed by the Holy Spirit and
addresses all persons of good will is always per se communicable to and
intelligible for natural reason (and therefore in public discourse),
albeit—due to ignorance and error—often not persuasive.


Third, but all too briefly, Rziha makes the salient suggestion that
spiritual discernment of God’s will (as a form of supernatural guidance by the
Holy Spirit) on the path to Christian perfection is also best understood by way
of human participation in the eternal law. This represents an ever-so-brief,
but most pertinent reminder of the fundamental truth, largely forgotten in
post-Vatican II theology, that moral and ascetical, or mystical, theology
are—if one wishes to follow the doctor communis—components of one
single sacra doctrina that considers humanity in its ordination by the
eternal law to the final, supernatural end of the beatific vision.


Rziha’s book is to be commended for a variety of reasons. First, it provides
a helpful introduction to participation metaphysics for newcomers to this
important but long-neglected strand of Aquinas’s metaphysics. Second, throughout
all chapters of his book, Rziha pays careful attention to the way Aquinas
understands how the human being participates in the eternal law not only by way
of the intellect and the will, but also by way of the sense appetites
(passions). The passions, an often-neglected but indispensable part of
Aquinas’s anthropology, thus receive due attention. Rziha also shows how the
natural inclinations, a crucial factor of human embodied existence and closely
related to the passions, only become fully intelligible when discussed as a
particular mode of human participation in the eternal law. Last but not least,
Rziha offers a clear and nuanced account of God’s efficient, final, and
exemplary causality in general and, in particular, of the interplay between the
three kinds of causality as they inform the various modes of participation in
the eternal law. The clarity of the analysis in addition to the perspicuity of
the prose make the book an ideal addition to the works required in upper
undergraduate and postgraduate courses in departments of theology or philosophy
on Aquinas’s moral thought.


In summary, the case Rziha makes is absolutely essential for a correct
interpretation and a proper appreciation of the surpassing strength of
Aquinas’s moral theory. While other Catholic moral theologians and moral
philosophers before Rziha—especially in the wake of the promulgation of Pope
John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor (see esp. VS 44,
where Pope John Paul II cites Pope Leo XIII’s encyclical letter Libertas
Praestantissimum (20 June 1888): “[T]he natural law is itself the
eternal law, implanted in beings endowed with reason, and inclining them towards
their right action and end; it is none other than the eternal reason of
the Creator and Ruler of the universe”—have rightly pressed the
centrality, indeed, the indispensability of the concept of participated
theonomy for Catholic moral theology, Rziha is the first to show
comprehensively on the basis of Aquinas’s works that participation in the
eternal 
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law is the one concept that orders and integrates all constituent principles
of Aquinas’s moral thought. Rziha offers his argument by way of a comprehensive
interpretation of Aquinas’s moral theology. This case he wins hands down. And
this achievement by itself makes the book an indispensable contribution to the
full recovery and proper understanding of Aquinas’s moral theology. At the same
time, however, Rziha’s study amounts to an urgent invitation to contemporary
Thomist philosophers and theologians to follow up with a constructively argued
speculative re-articulation of Aquinas’s insight into the abiding truth of the
eternal law as God’s wisdom guiding all things to their proper ends, in order
to shed light from a higher source on the dark landscape of a late modernity
littered with the countless ruins of collapsed and abandoned post-Enlightenment
moral experiments etsi Deus non daretur. To put it more bluntly: any
natural-law ethic in the footsteps of the Enlightenment project that disregards
the eternal law (and hence divine providence and governance, in short, the
primacy of divine agency as efficient, final, and exemplary cause) and the
various human modes of participation in it, only one of which is the natural
law, is doomed to fail—sooner or later.
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One of the outcomes of the feminist movement of the twentieth century is the
increased attention paid to the mystical experiences of women in Christian
history. Scholarly and popular books, journal articles and dissertations
provide theological and historical studies that have enriched our understanding
and appreciation for medieval women such as Hildegaard of Bingen, Gertrude the
Great, Julian of Norwich, Angela of Foligno, Catherine of Genoa, and Marguerite
Porete, to name but a few. Catherine of Siena, canonized saint and doctor of
the Church, has been one of the most popular and frequently studied among these
female mystics and is the subject of the current book by Fr. Thomas K.
McDermott, O.P., professor of spirituality and director of spiritual formation
at Kenrick Seminary in St. Louis.


This volume, which includes an appendix, substantial notes, and an index is
essentially McDermott’s doctoral dissertation made accessible to the wider
readership through some careful editing. This is no mere inspirational
meditation on the spirituality of St. Catherine, but a serious study of her
doctrine and it is
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a significant contribution to the corpus of Catherinian studies. His work
will be of invaluable assistance to anyone attempting a comprehensive
appreciation of the doctrine of the woman who is, as McDermott describes her, a
“doctrinal mystical theologian” (2). By this he means, “she is a
mystic who experiences contact with God and who then communicated this
experience, affective and experimental, to others—often through images”
(ibid.). While the final product bears the limits of any thesis-turned-book, it
is a work that must influence any serious student of the Virgin of Siena and
those interested in late-medieval spirituality or mysticism. 


McDermott’s central thesis is that the notion of spiritual development
“is not the only theme found in Catherine’s writings, but is undoubtedly
the most important” (ibid.). He traces this theme of spiritual development
through Catherine’s works, most particularly the Dialogue. Here he
makes what is perhaps his strongest contribution. His methodology is carefully
to analyze Catherine’s writings to discover therein the doctrinal foundation
for her teaching about how a person grows in the life of virtue, prayer, and
union with God. While proceeding from the classical understanding of the
spiritual life as having a certain organic structure, that is, progressive
stages of growth and development, McDermott does not impose established
categories or terminology on Catherine’s thought, but seeks to discover from within
the text her doctrine of growth and development.


Because Catherine’s spirituality is so diffuse in themes and images, many
authors and commentators have chosen one or another theme or image to unlock
the theological richness contained in her writings. Some have even alleged that
Catherine’s writings are so personal and affective that it is not possible to
discern any theological “plan” in her works. However, with remarkable
intellectual sobriety, McDermott has kept his promise that despite these
problems he will “present Catherine’s principal teachings as they relate
to spiritual development in a clear and systematic fashion” (80).


Chapters 2 and 3 form the core of the work. Chapter 2 offers a survey of Catherine’s
writings in order to discover the contours of her theology of the spiritual
life. Displaying a masterful grasp of earlier Catherinian studies and
commentaries, McDermott produces a clear outline of the foundational
theological themes and images of Catherine’s doctrine. Most important for his
argument is Catherine’s use of the image of the Bridge which he sees as the
“primary image to illustrate the human person’s spiritual development
towards union with God” (94). This Bridge is none other than Christ
himself, what McDermott comes to refer to as the “Christ-Bridge.” 


Describing the layers of meaning of the bridge as found in the Dialogue,
McDermott recognizes Catherine’s emphasis on the life of virtue. Humility,
charity, patience, and discernment enjoy pride of place in her view rather that
a consideration of the Commandments. Hers is an anthropology most definitely
positive and optimistic and she is convinced that “love follows
knowledge,” thus acknowledging the role of reason and the intellect in the
journey of the soul towards God. The great obstacles to spiritual development,
Catherine insists, are 
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disordered self-love and self-will. For Catherine, the antidotes to these
obstacles are the way of self-knowledge and holy desire.


Chapter 3 is McDermott’s tour de force. Here he not only shows how
Catherine’s notion of stages of spiritual development flows from her own
mystical encounter with God, he manages to give a clear explanation of the
meaning of the three steps on the Christ-bridge for those going the way of
common charity (the scaloni generali) and the three steps for those
going the way of perfect charity (the scaloni particulari).
Catherine’s complex use of these images has daunted earlier authors and
McDermott is singular in managing a coherent and theologically consistent
explanation of them. He admits that “Catherine’s teaching on the stages is
incredibly rich but also tangled, repetitive and sometimes appears
contradictory” (150). Undaunted by the challenge, he traces in the Dialogue
a clear doctrine of spiritual development that is neither alien to nor
identical with the classical three stages or ages of the spiritual life, that
is, the purgative, the illuminative, and the unitive. In the Dialogue,
Catherine’s account of this progression of stages or states is embedded in her
understanding of the image of the Bridge, more precisely, the
“Christ-Bridge.”


Along the way, McDermott offers some important commentary on recurring
issues in the theology of the spiritual life. For example, he is aware of the
danger of taking what Catherine offers as a theological doctrine to be a map by
which an individual can plot his or her progress in the spiritual life.
“The spiritual journey is something fluid, not mechanical, making distinctions
difficult; elements of one stage can overlap into the next” (152).
“[O]ne’s spiritual development can never be neatly contained in any of the
spiritual stages” (150). There is the further thorny issue of reading all
of Catherine’s teaching as autobiographical. Likely generated by the
late-twentieth-century feminist emphasis on “lived-experience,” some
commentators read the Dialogue as a biographical account of
Catherine’s own interior experience rather than a treatise intended to
communicate a doctrine of the spiritual life. McDermott is able to avoid this
error and the eighty-six pages of ample footnotes (235-321) provide the
necessary documentary support for his argument. His focus is less on the genre
of “pious literature” and more on serious academic studies.


One of the limits of most books which begin as dissertations is style.
Conceived in environs of the academy and marked by technical language, it is
never easy to transform such an opus into a reader-friendly text.
McDermott’s style sometimes betrays some of the heaviness of the academic, but
must be judged, overall, as a readable account of a serious theological topic.


What are the limits of this work? In his account of Catherine’s doctrine on
prayer (129-30), McDermott fails to offer a broader theological understanding
of the relationship between mental prayer, vocal prayer, and liturgical prayer.
Does Catherine understand the Divine Office, the Mass, and the sacraments as
“vocal prayer,” as McDermott suggests? And what of the doxological
“ultimate purpose” of prayer being the glory of God rather than
simply “loving union with God?” 


As a fellow Dominican, I would take issue with McDermott’s notion that the
early friars did not let “the regular life with its monastic observance
stand in the 
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way of ‘being useful to others.’” Though the principle of dispensation
was an innovation employed by Saint Dominic in establishing the way of life of
the preaching friars, the good of souls and the good of the regular life were
never pitted against one another, but fed and energized one another. The communion/mission
dynamic dates to the very beginnings of the Order of Preachers. The
problem of seeing regular observance as a potential obstacle to the apostolic
mission of the Order came much later. 


In spite of any shortcomings, McDermott’s work can only be considered a
success. In methodology and content he has acquitted himself as a master of his
subject. Since Origen, in his biblical commentaries, began the tradition of
discerning the inner “structure” of the spiritual life in order to
make possible coherent discourse on the subject, theologians have considered
the issue of “development” in the spiritual life. McDermott has not
simply appplied an already established outline to the work of Catherine, but
has discovered her theological vision from within. As a precedent for a new
direction in the study of mystical writers of the past, his study is
outstanding. Young scholars in the field of spiritual theology would do well to
take note. 


 


Gabriel
B. O’Donnell, O.P. 
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The title of this profound work provokes skepticism because the phrase
“virtue approach” seems to suggest a way to avoid moral principles,
redefine moral objects based on one’s motives, the trumping of subjectivity
over objectivity, or simply a lack of realism. Such is not the case with this
book, in the author’s view. Rhonheimer claims he is not a proportionalist, nor
a teleologist, nor a denier of the basic moral teachings of the Church
concerning abortion, euthanasia, or other received norms taught by sacred
Scripture and the Tradition. He does attempt to show that the moral
methodologies that have seemingly underpinned the Holy Office’s decree against
craniotomy and perhaps tubal pregnancies are wrong. He attempts to show that
the principle of double effect, with its appeal to direct action with indirect
consequences not willed, does not apply to these moral problems. Or does it?


Originally written in German, this book was presented to the Congregation of
the Doctrine and Faith. Then-Cardinal Ratzinger asked the author to publish
this work. With this translation, the English speaking world has a chance to
see 
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if Rhonheimer has either homogeneously or heterogenously evolved the moral
teaching of theologians and the conclusion of the Church on abnormal
pregnancies: that is, when the fetus is in the wrong place, or the head is too
large (cephalopelvic disproportion), or the body is too large, or there are
multiple babies that cannot leave the womb naturally, or when the feet are
first in line to the leave the womb and the fetus also cannot leave. In modern
medical practice, Cesarean sections are performed for fetuses who are too large
in one way or another, but in less fortunate areas of the world other methods
may be employed such as crushing the skull (or skulls in the case of multiple
babies).


When fetuses are in the wrong place, they either die naturally or doctors
who have the requisite technology may use salpingectomy or salpingotomy (also
salpingostomy) and the drug methotrexate, which kills the trophoblast, which
keeps the fetus alive. In all cases, other than C-sections, the babies are
killed to save the life of the mother. Can it be possible that killing fetuses that
are going to die and will kill the mother may not be direct killing but have
another moral object? Would these killings be under the rubric of abortion?


In his footnotes, Rhonheimer tries to show that many of his critics over the
years have misunderstood his ideas or have applied St. Thomas Aquinas’s
teaching erroneously. While he is presenting a new action theory and applying
it to craniotomy and resolutions to tubal pregnancies that also kill the
fetuses, he is also answering theologians and critics alike such as Noldin,
Prummer, Bouscaren, May, Diamond, Knauer, Sgreccia, The German Catechism,
Bockle, Flannery, Dewan, Long, and Grisez, as well as late-nineteenth century
authors such as Avanzini, Eschbach, and Waffelaert among others. The reader
would do well to read the text without the footnotes first. Once he understands
Rhonheimer’s main arguments, then he may find it very helpful to go back to the
footnotes dealing with the critics to fill in and receive a more complete idea
of the overarching theses.


Rhonheimer lays down a challenge to theologians: “Should a person die
to safeguard a moral principle: an innocent should not be killed
directly?” (xv). The problem posed is this: is the moral object of saving
the life of the mother by craniotomy, and other death-dealing actions on a
morally certain dying fetus, an abortion condemned by the Church? Or, is the
moral object a morally good object, taking the life of the fetus in this
special irrational and absurd context and at the same time saving the life of
the mother, all of this taken as a unity? If the former, we have therapeutic
abortion; if the latter, we have a life-saving moral act.


The Church’s teaching on the subject began with late-nineteenth-century
decrees of the Holy Office and approved by Pope Leo XIII concerning a fetus
with a large head. The question was posed: can this kind of fetus be expelled
or be aborted to save the life of the mother? The decision was that this cannot
be safely taught; later teaching ruled that this could not be done because it
brings about the death of the fetus directly, even if it does save the life of
the mother. It should be noted that these decisions were made before medical
doctors learned about the procedure called a C-section, and before the
invention of the X-ray, and other ways of seeing inside the body of a mother.
In 1902, a similar question
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whether a premature fetus can be removed from an ectopic pregnancy (i.e., a
pregnancy in which the fetus is in the Fallopian tube), was answered in the
negative. The Church was always concerned about saving the life of the child
and the mother, if at all possible.


Rhonheimer claims these decision were based upon a flawed moral action
theory, drawn from a number of theologians at the time who claimed that direct
killing of a fetus meant abortion, which is intrisically evil. He does all in
his intellectual vigor to show that physical killing does not necessarily mean
one intentionally kills a fetus, supporting his argument with certain sentences
found in the encyclical letters of John Paul II Veritatis Splendor and
Evangelium Vitae, and two texts from Pius XII.


As the century moved on, the Jesuit Bouscaren saw that one could perform
several therapeutic interventions on the pathology of the body of a woman even
if a fetus would die as a result. He distinguished a therapeutic intervention
from killing a fetus by using the terminology “direct and indirect”
causality. One can directly remove a cancerous womb, or a damaged Fallopian
tube which will kill the mother if not removed. If a fetus happens to be there,
it dies as a result of the operation, but such a death is caused indirectly by
the doctor, not directly.


Rhonheimer attempts to refute such argumentation. He notes and agrees with
the following teaching from Evangelium Vitae: “the direct and
voluntary killing of an innocent human being is always gravely immoral” (EV
57.4). He then quotes, from the same work, “The deliberate decision to
deprive an innocent human being of his life is always morally evil and can
never be licit either as an end in itself or as a means to a good end” (EV 57.5),
and the pope’s words, ”’[P]rocured abortion by whatever means it is
carried out’ is defined as ‘the deliberate and direct killing … of a human
being’” (EV 58.2). From these texts, he derives an important
conclusion: “In other words, the action that admittedly causes the death
of the fetus (in some way) without, however, involving a decision to deprive
the child of its life or the choice to kill it as a means to an end is not a
‘direct abortion’” (32). He then cites a portion of Veritatis Splendor
78: “By the object of a given moral act, then, one cannot mean a
process or an event of the merely physical order, to be assessed on the basis
of its ability to bring about a given state of affairs in the outside world.
Rather, that object is the proximate end of a deliberate decision which
determines the act of willing on the part of the acting person.” And he
concludes with a passage from the same paragraph: “In order to be able to
grasp the object of an act which specifies that act morally, it is therefore
necessary to place oneself in the perspective of the acting person.”


From these statements, Rhonheimer concludes that in dealing with the
situation of a fetus who will die and a mother will also die along with it if
nothing is done, the killing of the fetus is neither direct nor intentional, so
it cannot be part of the moral object. Rather the moral object of any action
that kills a fetus when it is going to be dead shortly and the woman will also
die if nothing is done is a direct saving of a life. The pathological condition
of the tube or the womb or the head of the fetus is a single and individual
pathology. By removing the cause in one way or another, namely, the fetus, one
is not 
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intending to kill the fetus but intending to save the mother’s life. Nor is
one shortening the life of the embryo because it is already a mortal threat to
the life of the mother and will certainly die itself. In the final analysis,
whatever is done to the fetus physically to destroy it is solely for the sake
of saving the life of the mother, which is the moral object of the action. This
is not a direct killing because it lacks an intention to kill, even though the
action of killing is physically immediate.


From Rhonheimer’s perspective, the gravid fetus is outside of the
perspective of justice and its rights thereof. Killing is moral or immoral
depending upon the circumstances of justice according to St. Thomas (STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7). In the circumstances considered here, the fetus is a
physical event and a pathological situation and not equal to its mother; n or
is the mother above its fetus from the perspective of justice. Both are in a
state of dying. Killing the fetus is similar or analogous to a natural event
that kills many people, like an earthquake. But there is a difficulty, namely,
an earthquake may kill many people but it is not a person who kills.


Saint Thomas speaks of killing people as a disorder because it is an effect
of original sin, whether natural or something done by an individual to another.
In his Questiones quodlibetales 9,7,2 (15) he puts it this way:
“There are some actions which, absolutely considered, involve a definite
deformity or disorder, but which are made right by reason of particular
circumstances, as the killing of a man … involves a disorder in
itself, but, if it can be added that the man is an evil doer killed
for the sake of justice … it is not sinful, rather it is virtuous” (translation
taken from Germain Grisez, The Way of the Lord Jesus, General
Moral Principles, vol. 1 [Chicago, Ill.: Franciscan Herald Press 1983],
149).


One can rightly defend oneself from an attacker, with due proportion,
without willing to kill him or her (STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7). A gravid
fetus in the womb is not a wilful attacker or an aggressor but a threat to the
mother by reason of something pathological. One can never take the life of an
innocent person, that is, be an efficient cause of its death. The issue here is
whether one can be an efficient cause of the fetus’s death—that is, crush its
skull, remove it from a Fallopian tube—and at the same time not will the
death.


Choosing to do a good action such as operating on an appendix may occasion
the death of the patient. If there is no negligence on the part of the doctor,
there is no injustice done. The doctor sets in motion something physically
violent (inserting a knife to take out an infected appendix to prevent it from
bursting and sending its potentially lethal poisons throughout the body) but
because of unusual circumstances the patient died of a stroke. The doctor was
only the efficient cause of an operation, but he was an occasional cause of the
death. But can one really efficiently cause a death and not choose it?


Soldiers or police choose to defend their country or city from grave harm.
They have the potential of killing to protect the common good in serious and
grave circumstances. They are authorized to kill. If they pulled a trigger
thinking only of the common good they are defending, why would they be so
careful in their aim? Is it reasonable to think that a sniper can kill by not
intending death when he does all he can to get the sights of his gun aimed at
the skull or heart 
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of his enemy? It may or may not be a reluctant choice but he is an efficient
cause of his enemy’s death.


To be sure, the situation of a gravid fetus is grim and unreasonable. But
there are some problems that have no moral solution. As Dignitas Personae
says about another problem: “there seems to be no morally licit solution
regarding the human destiny of the thousands and thousands of ‘frozen’ embryos
which are and remain the subjects of essential rights and should therefore be
protected by law as human persons” (DP 19e).


One must bow before the will of God and wait. In the case of craniotomy,
doctors eventually discovered the Cesarean section. In the case of expelling
the fetus before its due time, science discovered ways to keep babies live in
the ICU and learned when to get them out of the wombs of their mothers without
being so early as to cause their death.


Mothers who died with their children when they followed the Church’s
old-fashioned teaching witness not to a mere ethical principle but to the
virtue of religion, which recognizes that God is the Lord and author of life.
They sacrificed themselves to God by the virtue of religion in obedience to the
Church. They also believed that the Church’s authorities are enlightened by the
Holy Spirit not merely by reason alone but by faith.


When a pope makes a decision about a particular moral or doctrinal problem,
one does not have to agree with the method he followed to get to the
conclusion. One bows before the conclusion even if it is not infallible and
then seeks to find reasons why the conclusion may be true. And if new reasoning
is in continuity with the past, then it does not overturn moral conclusions but
advances or deepens them. Veritatis Splendor and Evangelium Vitae
did not teach a new moral methodogy but rather reaffirmed certain fundamental
moral principles about moral objects in general and specifically, then offered
some insights from a Thomistic moral theology as guidance. But the purpose of
these two documents was not to advance a new method of fundamental moral
theology or even to discover new moral species.


If a duck quacks, flies, reproduces, and tastes like a duck, it is a duck.
If direct physical violence kills a dying fetus in the womb, it hastens its
death and so comes under the radar of abortion; one cannot do this without
intending what one is really doing. Rhonheimer’s position, while brilliantly
posed and argued, seems to be lacking a certain moderate realism about killing
and the way people normally intend. Saint Thomas has the following to say as a
caveat: “We must say that man is constituted master of himself by his free
will. Of his own free will, therefore, man is allowed to dispose of things of
his life. But the passage from this life to a happier life, does not lie within
the power of man’s free will but, rather, within the power of Almighty
God” (STh II-II q. 64, a. 5, ad 3).


Basil
Cole, O.P. 


Dominican House
of Studies

Washington, D.C.
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[bookmark: newman]The Letters and Diaries of John Henry Newman, vol. 32, Supplement.
Edited at the Birmingham Oratory. Notes and introduction by Francis J. McGrath, F.M.S. New York:
Oxford University Press, 2008. Pp. xvi + 731. $180.00 (cloth). ISBN
978-0-19-953270-4.


Unlike any of the
previous thirty-one volumes in the masterful collection of Cardinal Newman’s Letters
and Diaries, each of which covered about two or three years, the present
volume of 525 letters knows no fixed time parameters (references below will
include the page number and the year in which the letter was written). These
letters came to light after all 17,777 of Newman’s previously known letters had
gone to press. This total-series tabulation does not include the many
Newman-composed memoranda, his diary and journal entries spanning a
half-century, and the thousands of letters written to Newman that the Letters
and Diaries series editors, from C. S. Dessain to Frank McGrath, have
included and that place Newman’s own letters in context. The full collection is
monumental by any standard. My recent review of the tenth volume of the Letters
and Diaries (The Thomist 72 [2008]: 517-23) provides an overview
of the vast series and of the strategy governing when volumes appeared.


A ready criterion
to bring to these recently discovered letters is to ask, “So what’s
new?” Do we learn anything new about the Oxford Movement of 1833, the
Tract Ninety affair, Newman’s 1845 conversion to Roman Catholicism, his 1859
article on the role of the laity that caused such consternation in conservative
circles, his acclaimed 1864 autobiography entitled the Apologia Pro Vita
Sua, other seminal books such as the Grammar of Assent, the
infallibility and papal primacy issues swirling around the First Vatican
Council, his emergence from under a Vatican cloud when Leo XIII named him a
cardinal in late life, and so forth? We learn a few things, as I shall
instance. But we gain much more from the exhaustive scholarship of Francis
McGrath, whose footnotes to the letters and whose 150 pages of appendices make
this concluding volume to the entire series a bookshelf treasure trove.


Some very personal
materials have surfaced, and Newman’s letter of 26 November 1852 to Mrs. John
(Jemima) Mozley is noteworthy. Newman had three sisters. Mary died suddenly in
1828, barely nineteen years old. Harriett married Tom Mozley, blamed her
brother for Tom’s earlier Roman Catholic sentiments, and then disowned her
brother when he converted years later. 
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Jemima married
Tom’s brother, John, and she remained close to her brother her whole life long.
To her Newman confided his thoughts about the libel trial he was enduring.
Newman had publically denounced an expelled Italian Dominican, Giovanni
Achilli, for his immoral behavior while a friar. The anti-Catholic Evangelical
Alliance had brought Achilli to England to deliver diatribes against the
Vatican. Newman sought to defang the defrocked cleric, and he was put on trial
for it. While McGrath’s footnotes provide full background to the trial issues,
Newman’s letter to Jemima (LD 32:61-66 [1852]) brings readers inside
the heart of the unjustly accused defendant.


To assist Newman
scholarship concerning the establishment of a Catholic university in Dublin in
the 1850s, McGrath has brought to print, for the first time, materials from the
private journal Newman maintained from November 1853 to March 1856 describing
his work in Dublin and labeled by Newman “My University Journal,
Private” (LD 32:73-144, passim). It complements known materials.
In 1873, in a fifteen-year retrospective view, Newman composed a
“Memorandum” on his involvement in founding the university (see Autobiographical
Writings, ed. Henry Tristram [New York: Sheed & Ward, 1957], 280-333),
and especially on what he thought caused its failed initiatives. In it, Newman
occasionally quotes from this journal, which we can now access in its
completeness. These two sources, along with apposite correspondence material in
Letters and Diaries volumes15-18 and now 32, and the privately printed
material posthumously published as My Campaign in Ireland by Newman’s
literary executor, William Neville (Aberdeen: King & Co., 1896), provide
scholars the full range of background material to the Dublin experiment for English-speaking
Catholic higher education. Newman’s more theoretical views on university
education are found, of course, in his Uniform Edition writings, Idea of a
University and Historical Sketches. To give but two examples from
the newly published journal material: In a scene familiar to any dean or
provost today, Newman recorded on March 7 his negotiations with Prof. Denis
McCarthy over the salary for a lectorship (LD 32:79 [1854]). The
journal entry for June 21 (LD 32:90 [1854]) sketches the neuralgic topic
of a professor’s nationality. Newman saw the need for scholarly appointments,
whether Irish or British or from the Continent, but the bishops, especially
feisty John McHale of Tuam, wished Irishmen only to be appointed professors.


The present volume
adds nothing new concerning Newman’s controversial 1859 Rambler
article, “On Consulting the Faithful in Matters of Doctrine,” for
which he was delated to Vatican authorities. It provides, however, Bishop
Ullathorne’s 1862 letter to his Birmingham diocesan clergy rebuking the Rambler’s
successor publication, The Home and Foreign Review that Richard
Simpson and John Acton continued to edit (LD 32:237 nn. 1 and 2).
Regarding questionable articles from them and the bishop’s displeasure with the
Review, Newman sided quite clearly with the bishop. “The question
is not whether [Ullathorne] is right or wrong in his interpretation of these
Articles; for he has the right to interpret them, and it is useless to argue
that the writers do not mean 
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so an so… .
There would be an end of all discipline, if the competent ecclesiastical
authority could not overrule all such private judgment” (LD
32:236). While Newman supports rightful theological freedoms, he also supports
the rights of church authorities. A certain balance was to rule matters, but
Newman never supported public dissent from the magisterium. On the other hand,
he feared the hegemony of a single theological viewpoint, as happened later
with the Ultramontane orientation of the Dublin Review and its editor,
W. G. Ward, who came to distrust Newman’s more liberal views on Church matters.
How ironic, then, was Ward’s letter to Newman in 1862, announcing that Cardinal
Wiseman had just appointed him editor. “I am very desirous to avoid …
all appearance of cliquiness, and my notion is when I go back to town
to call on as many different kinds of [writers} as I can… . I wish I could
hope there was any chance of persuading you to write” (LD 32:239
n. 1).


In the Apologia,
Newman had referred favorably to the Anglican Church as a
“breakwater” against doctrinal errors afoot. When Edward Pusey,
Newman’s old Tractarian colleague, had occasion in 1866 to publish that even
Roman Catholics (i.e., Newman) rejoiced in the Established Church’s being a “bulwark”
against infidelity, Archbishop Edward Manning responded by denying that there
could be any Catholic appreciation of Anglicanism. Manning’s target was really
not Pusey but Newman. Manning had a more jaundiced view than Newman of the
Church both men quit for Roman Catholicism, and the attack on Pusey from
British Catholicism’s leading prelate caused Newman to backpedal somewhat for
the sake of public propriety. However, McGrath has provided a November 1864
letter from Newman to an unknown correspondent that has the advantage of
summarizing Newman’s views of both Protestantism and the Established Church in
a calmer context than in the tempest Manning later created. (Mirabile
dictu, the letter’s provenance was Lansdale [Pennsylvania] Catholic High
School, a mile distant from this reviewer’s home.)


The unnamed
correspondent asked Newman to square his contention that he “owe[d]
nothing to Protestantism” (Apologia pro vita sua [London: Penguin
Classics, 1994], 455) with the influential role accorded Thomas Scott, an early
Evangelical mentor in his life, in the Apologia (p. 5 of the Uniform
Edition). Newman responded: 


By Protestantism I mean that system of theology which came into the
world in the 16th century—its characteristics are such as
these—the doctrine of justification by faith only—the bible the sole rule of
faith—the denial of sacramental influence—assurance of personal
salvation—and, as regards Calvinism, the doctrine of reprobation. Some of them
I professed, from the writings of Protestant writers, when I was young—some I
never could stomach—but, at least afterwards, I unlearned them all. The only
doctrines of Thomas Scott which stuck … are those [reflecting] Catholic
truth from the beginning—the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, of the Incarnation,
of grace… . I hold none of the distinguishing doctrines of
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Protestantism… . But I do owe much to Anglicanism. It was
in the divines of the Anglican Church, Laud, Hooker … that I found
[Catholic] doctrines… . As to the second [point] … I have said that I
have had milder thoughts of the Establishment more than I had as an
Anglican, because I consider it to be, to a certain extent, a guardian of the
true faith… . With a violent hand the State kept down the multitude of
sects that were laying England waste during the Commonwealth. The State kept
out Unitarianism, not to say infidelity, at the era of the Revolution. It was
the State which prevented the religious enthusiasm of the Methodist revival
from destroying dogma… . I do not wish to weaken the Anglican Church, while
it sustains dogma (LD 32:261-62 [1864]). 


One can sense that it is but quibbling whether bulwark or breakwater
better describes the value of the Anglican Church Establishment for Newman.


There is continuing
theological debate today whether ordinations to priesthood and episcopate in
the Anglican Church are valid from a Roman Catholic point of view. Newman’s
view in the Apologia (Uniform Edition, p. 341) is well known: He
doubted the existence of apostolic succession in the Anglican episcopate
because “antiquarian arguments are altogether unequal to the urgency of
visible facts.” By the latter Newman meant the Protestantizing drift of
the church’s bishops that untied his own adherence to the Church of England in
the 1840s—for example, the Anglican-Lutheran agreement for a joint bishopric
in Jerusalem. Newman’s letters here under review place the validity question on
a sounder theological footing than the apostolic succession criterion in the Apologia.
His principle is that valid orders spring from being the true church, not that
a church is to be considered true if its ordinations are valid. 


As to the Catholic Church, there have been very many bad bishops before
now, but, as being the Catholic Church, it has a supernatural
providence, watching over it, and hindering bad bishops doing acts to
invalidate sacraments, just as a Providence watches over its bad Popes to
hinder them from erroneous decisions. It is the Catholic Church, not because of
its orders, but because it is the one visible body from which the Apostles set
off once for all, and from which the Anglican Church split off, just as the
present English nation is the representative of the past English nation, and
not the United States, though they came out of it. The Catholic Church does not
depend on its orders, but its orders depend on it (LD 32:317
[1871]).


After the famous
novelist and Cambridge church history professor Charles Kingsley had attacked
Newman’s integrity in the January 1864 issue of Macmillan’s Magazine,
and following an unresolved exchange between the two men, Newman began
publishing a weekly series of pamphlets that he later compiled, reedited, and
published as the Apologia (see LD 32:258 n. 2,
describing the installments). It is known that Newman wrote untiringly for each













page
315


pamphlet, perhaps
fifteen hours daily. What has not been fully appreciated is how emotionally
draining the writing of these installments was. Charles Furse, who had
reestablished friendship with Newman in the 1870s and visited him occasionally
at the Birmingham Oratory, recounted one such visit to his wife: “But let
me note this. [Newman] says in answer to my question, whether the intense
effort of the Apologia hurt his health—Mr William Monsell had told me of the
marvelous rapidity of it’s [sic] composition—‘Did William Monsell tell you
another thing? did he know it? I fancy not. I wrote the greater part of it, crying
all the time’” (LD 32:365 [1876]) Newman’s heartache
referred to the loss of so many Anglican and Oxford friends that his 1845
departure for the Church of Rome caused. The Apologia needed to
retrace and explain why he left the Anglican Church. The memory of those
earlier days and friends was almost too much for him. As he wrote to Furse
himself, “For seventeen years, I do not say by whose fault, if by any
one’s, my own or that of others, I was simply cut off from my former friends.
Many of them died in that estrangement; some of that old generation still
remain unforgiving” (LD 32:335 [1873]).


But God blessed
Newman’s tears. Former friends came forward to help him with documentation as
he retraced the Oxford Movement years. Others, their hard feelings melted away
after reading his weekly pamphlets, rekindled old friendships. One such was
with Henry Arthur Woodgate who had come running to Newman’s side when Newman’s
sister Mary died suddenly on 5 January 1828. To Woodgate, Newman dedicated his
book Discussions and Arguments in 1874 and chose the fifth of January
to do it (LD 32:320 [1872]). Another resurrected friend, and a
dear one indeed, was Richard William Church who became dean of St. Paul’s
Cathedral in 1871 and with whom Newman, even when a cardinal, preferred to stay
when visiting London. Church wrote the must-read obituary in the Guardian
when Newman died (LD 32:601). He called Newman “the founder,
we may almost say, of the Church of England as we see it. What the Church of
England would have become without the Tractarian movement we can faintly guess,
and of the Tractarian movement Newman was the living soul and the inspiring
genius.”


Although the
present volume does not shed new light on the dogmatic definition of papal
infallibility at Vatican I (18 July 1870), with respect to this event it
corroborates the vast difference in attitude between Archbishop Manning and
Newman regarding Pusey’s High Church faction in the Anglican Church. “As
to the Anglican Church … those of its members who are what is called Evangelical,
and those who are Liberals, cause a re-action in favor of Catholicism, and
those who take the high line of Pusey are but educating souls for a communion
holier and truer than their own” (LD 32:277 [1867]). In other
words, as the traditions of an older Anglicanism continue to wane under the
growing hegemony of Evangelical and Broad Church sentiments, the Puseyites will
drift more toward communion with Roman Catholicism. But the definition of papal
infallibility was an obstacle for them, at least momentarily, just as it was 












page
316


for many Roman
Catholics when faced with Manning’s insistent and severe interpretation of the
dogma. 


As to Dr. Pusey, the one thing which was sure to throw him and his
friends back, was the definition of the Pope’s Infallibility. Indeed, I am not
sure that it was not with this very object that some of the most earnest
supporters of the definition went to work—because they considered persons who
denied or doubted the infallibility worse Catholics than infidels themselves. I
almost think they have said so. Any how, Dr Pusey has now finally given up any
prospect of ever being in communion with Rome. To me this is a great pain (LD 32:311
[1870]). 


Manning wished an
all-or-nothing adoption of Catholicism by Anglicans. Conversion was the story
of moving from evil to good. Newman saw conversion arising from a slower
unfolding of convictions along with the retention from one’s past of whatever
was good.


Throughout the many
volumes of the Letters and Diaries there are innumerable letters from
Newman to potential converts, counseling them on whatever troubles or perplexes
them. The topics are as varied as the persons writing the letters. A 4
September 1870 letter to an unknown correspondent provides in a nutshell
Newman’s philosophy for approaching such letters and for the fundamental issue
at stake in deciding to convert to Roman Catholicism. 


You will easily understand that the circumstance of my not knowing you
personally makes it impossible [to answer your question]. I ever feel that
religious questions are simply personal, and that the advice and arguments
suitable to one inquirer are not suitable to another… . You have to
consider therefore whether you have that conviction that the Catholic Church is
(as I firmly believe it to be) the one communion to which the promises
are attached, the one ark of salvation, which will carry you through a great
trial. You leave friends and come to strangers, and our Lord bids us
“count the costs.” A mere liking for Catholic devotions or opinions
is no sure ground for conversion. You have no call on you to leave your present
position unless you believe that such a step is necessary in order to save your
soul… . However, if you have a clear view that the Catholic Church is the
true and only Fold of Christ [,] you are bound at all hazard and
suffering to join it, and God will give you strength (LD 32:312
[1870]). 




The advice, of course, is autobiographical, and my review of volume 10 of the Letters and Diaries
(noted supra)
recounts Newman’s movement toward this kind of a decision for himself.


As with the
previous volumes of Letters and Diaries, this volume includes pastoral
counseling letters that display a side of Newman as admirable as his 
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theological
abilities. I conclude my sampling of Newman’s writings with a letter he sent a
Balliol College undergraduate who had written him concerning the allure of
atheism and whether the student was duty bound to quit his studies in order to
resolve matters. Recall that one needed to subscribe to Anglicanism’s
Thirty-Nine Articles in order to stand for a degree.


I cannot see that it is your duty. Your direct duty is to go on
with your reading for your degree examination… . [Otherwise], you would
fall between two stools—you would not only lose your honors, but you would get
into greater confusion of mind as regards religion than ever. Yours is no
unusual case—it is the case of intellectual youth of this day generally—It is
like an epidemic, which one man may have in a severe form and another in a
lighter… . You cannot hasten what is a natural process, like the diseases
of children. Put yourself in God’s hands, and never mind, though you say to
yourself, “Perhaps there is no God.” Our Lord praised the woman who “did
what she could.” Let all your reading be done in His sight, with a desire
to please Him… . Go to God as a loving Father, and ask Him to make you love
Him. Write again, if you have any thing to say.


Newman could
discourse on theism vs. atheism with the brightest of minds, but his savvy
response to this undergraduate took a calmer approach lest it “only make
[matters] worse (LD 32:352 [1875]).


This concluding
impression of the deeply spiritual side to Newman accords well with the reason
why the pope led his beatification ceremony in September 2010. Newman was a
giant of the spiritual life. In lieu of describing the many appendices with
which McGrath has enhanced the present volume, I would merely direct readers to
the testimonies to Newman’s character that appeared in the newspapers all over
the United Kingdom and elsewhere when he died in 1890. In Appendix 9, McGrath
has unearthed and collated 93 of them! Newman died so esteemed by so many.


So many letters—18,302 thus far. This is what editors, beginning with the
scholarly Charles Stephen Dessain in 1961 and ending with the equally scholarly
Francis J. McGrath today have provided Newman experts and Newman devotees and
Newman admirers over almost fifty years. Given all these letters, one still
must nod in agreement with the final words of McGrath’s “Introductory
Note”: “And the probability is that more Newman letters will continue
to surface for years to come” (LD 32:xvi).






Edward Jeremy Miller 
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[bookmark: justification]Justification as Argued by Newman. By Stanley
L. Jaki. New Hope, Ky.: Real View Books, 2007. Pp. viii + 286. $22.00
(paper). ISBN 978-0-9790577-4-8.


Fr. Stanley Jaki’s monograph on Bl. John Henry Cardinal
Newman’s 1838 Lectures
on Justification is an impassioned, comprehensive, keen, and timely
treatment of Newman’s classic. (Newman reissued the lectures as a Catholic in
1874; references will be to the edition by Longmans, Green, and Co., 1900.) The
recent beatification of Newman renders all of Jaki’s commentaries on Newman
timely, but this monograph is especially so in light of recent ecumenical
dialogues. Growing is the number of those appreciative of the ecumenical intent
and import of Newman’s classic. At the same time, Jaki’s commentary is timely
as a well-researched and well-argued alternative to certain interpretations of
the Lectures
which, though undertaken in search of the good of Christian unity, risk false irenicism.


Always with one eye
on this risk, which he confronts throughout with the support of Newman’s own
pen, both directly and indirectly, Jaki intends chiefly to usher the reader
into the pith and marrow of Newman’s text, tracing his intention and method as
well as expounding the book’s contents. Under Jaki’s guidance, one hears
Newman, in his literary mastery, logical acumen, and genuine humanity, laud God
the Father as he who pardons past offenses and really cleanses the wretched,
accomplishing both by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit into hearts on account
of the one sacrifice and many petitions of Christ. Jaki’s central thesis is
that Newman aims above all, as the first and second lectures make clear, to
defend the ontologically real character of justification, and, secondly, to
denounce the doctrine of a sheer nonimputation of sin. Helpfully, Jaki cautions
Newman’s reader, while wading into the Lecture‘s speculations
concerning a rapprochement between moderates on both sides, not to forget the
two opening lectures.


In literary style,
theological acumen, and human solicitude, Jaki shows himself a good student of
his erudite master, competent to suggest where the teacher may have wandered
from the path. Still, in tone and focus, Jaki departs somewhat from Newman’s
equanimity (relatively speaking) and vantage point. Before discussing the
strengths of the text, I wish to indicate these weaknesses.


First, Jaki’s
rhetoric is heated; one is reminded of Augustine against Pelagius or Nazianzus
against the Arians. It is to be lamented that the flares punctuating Jaki’s
insights may deter from reading his fine work some who might benefit from its
theological solidity and scholarly breadth. What are these flares? Jaki writes
harshly at times, almost vilifying Luther and his recent advocates. To be sure,
Jaki anchors his remarks in textual evidence and is not without respectable
company. Among others, there comes to mind St. Thomas More, who judged Luther’s
doctrine a cause of dissolute behavior: “As for the doctrine of this
unhappy sect, and the behavior, also, of the beginners of the same, they are
such that, as every sensible person well perceives, do teach and give rise to
their evil deeds” (Dialogue concerning Heresies, rendered in
Modern English by Mary 
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Gottschalk [New
York: Scepter Publishers, Inc., 2006], §8, p. 424). Especially on account of
Luther’s conception of divine predestination, not unrelated to his thesis
“iustificatio sola fide,” More pronounces Luther’s doctrine
“the very worst and most harmful heresy that ever was thought up; and, on
top of that, the most insane” (ibid., §11, p. 453). In the hands of many
whom Jaki hopes to convince, his adjectives for Luther, as used in the titles
of thirteen chapters (“antirational,” “unscriptural,”
“paradoxical,” etc.), albeit tame in comparison with More’s slings,
may betray him. Of course, one must not neglect to note that the sense of these
very slings was traced by Newman’s own pen: “Surely it is a paradox to
maintain that the only safeguard of the doctrine of our being accepted freely
and without price, is that of our hearts being left odious and offensive to
God” (Lectures, III, sect. 8, n. 3 [John Henry Newman, Lectures
on the Doctrine of Justification (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1900),
78f.]); this doctrine is an “utter perversion of the truth” (Lectures,
II, sect. 14 [Longmans ed., 60]). It was on account of these that Ian Ker
described the Lectures as “hardly eirenic in intention or
tone” (Newman the Theologian: A Reader [Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1990], 29). (In tone, especially with regard to today’s
standards, yes. In intention? To the contrary, the set of Lectures has
this intention, even if it employs heated rhetoric in service of this aim.
Newman subdues his pen to his earnest prayer “Lead kindly”.)


Second, due to his
focus on rescuing Newman from the abuse of false irenicism, Jaki’s gaze
materially diverges from Newman’s. Their compass-settings are identical—veritas
et amor—but their situations opposed. Really buffeted, Newman labors patiently
to unite the diverging; Jaki, engulfed by what he considers an overly facile
consensus, strives to distinguish the confused. Newman begins and ends his
treatise, punctuating it throughout, with his central thesis—namely, that at
the core of moderate Protestant and moderate Catholic doctrine lies a via
media, acceptable in principle to the absolute strictures of both parties:
There are two partial so-called formal causes of justification, the Holy Spirit
indwelling and the genuine albeit inchoate, insufficient renewal that attends
that indwelling (Lectures, Appendix, par. 1 [Longmans ed., 343 n. 1).
This thesis, remarkably akin to a number of recent proposals for an ecumenical
rapprochement (esp. that of the Finnish school of Luther research), is prescient.
Jaki has his sites so trained on the insinuation into Catholic discourse of
errors grounded in Luther—the “basic target” of the Lectures
(24), which are “profoundly anti-Lutheran throughout” (17)—that he
does not do full justice to what Newman took to be the purport of the Lectures.
(Of course, one might note that Alister McGrath also observes Luther to be the
“primary target” of the Lectures: [“Newman on
Justification: An Evangelical Anglican Evaluation,” in Newman and the
Word, ed. T. Merrigan and I. Ker (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2000),
97].) Notwithstanding, Jaki knows and states (e.g., 16, 30, and 74) that
numerous outstanding Lutherans variously parted ways with Luther, and rather
soon (e.g., Melanchthon, Chemnitz, Gherard). These Lutherans, Jaki notes,
pressed in Catholic directions in various ways. (But again, on this point, the
Lutheran scholarship is mixed, some claiming that Luther was closer to the 
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Catholic view,
others claiming that official Lutheran statements mollify some harsh elements
in Luther’s doctrine.) 


Jaki does recognize
that Newman is trying to “put the best light on the difference of
Protestant and Catholic discourse” (80). So, Jaki gives us a corrective to
his own excesses: He points out that, in his reading of these and also of the
Reformed divines, Newman is not being anti-Lutheran but rather
“anti-” a certain exclusive, or “paradoxical,” thesis—that
justification is but the imputation of Christ’s righteousness, and that,
correlatively, renewal and works, albeit always concomitant, are not really a
condition of final salvation. Jaki would have us note, also, that Newman does
not hesitate to credit this paradoxical thesis to Luther (see, e.g., Lectures,
I, sect. 4 [Longmans ed., 9 n. 1) as well as to a swath of his
nineteenth-century contemporaries. Jaki is quite lucid regarding Newman’s
central, conciliating thesis.


A supporting reason
for Jaki’s divergent gaze is that, according to him, Newman claims to
accomplish too much and thus unwittingly cloaks outstanding differences between
the absolute strictures of Protestant and Catholic positions (see, e.g., 81-83
and 146-49). These claims seem to me warranted. For this reason, Jaki’s angle,
which at first glance appears a weakness, makes the publication of his book
opportune, while his rhetoric may curtail the longevity the strengths of his
commentary merit. It is to these I now turn.


Among the many
strengths of the book that render it a must read for the serious ecumenist and
scholar and an enjoyable read for others the following can be indicated. First,
Jaki is attuned to the Lectures’ modality: Newman wrote the lectures
neither as a merely scholastic exercise nor as a merely homiletic exhor-tation
(22). Weaving two genres together, he challenges readers of all stripes. This
synthetic approach is not uncharacteristic: “One has to use more than
one’s brains in approaching almost anything Newman wrote” (24). This
coupling of genres manifests Newman’s concern for souls, whether intellectual
or simple, each one of whom is confronted by personal sin and offered grace
throughout life. As Jaki shows, the stuff of which Newman’s classic is woven is
Scripture. Yet, in attending to the remedy of souls, Newman does not shrink
from certain theological precisions, which Jaki accurately deems as
“Scholastic” in tenor and “ontological” in sense. These
precisions are conveyed with conventional terms, for Newman’s audience as he
well knew was determined to attend to biblical phrases (249f.). Still,
Newman occasionally employs even technical terms.


Second, the
monograph is thoroughly researched. Extensive is Jaki’s command of the
secondary literature, knowledge of the history of disputes over justification,
and grasp of Newman’s corpus (including the different stages of the drafting,
delivery, and preparation for publication of the Lectures). Jaki thus
bursts asunder the myth that speculative thinkers cannot competently remark on
historical figures. On the contrary, historians not philosophically adept are
unfit to read the history of ideas.


Third, and most
importantly, is Jaki’s profound grasp and love of the full scope of Catholic
teaching on justification. He was trained in a rigorous theological methodology
and availed himself of twentieth- and twenty-first-
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century scholarship
on the teachings of Trent. Reading Newman with methodological precision and
scholarly acumen, Jaki is able to indicate shortcomings in Newman’s masterful
synthesis. 


This brings me to a
fourth strength: Jaki’s remarkable capacity for sympathetic criticism. He does
not dispense with Newman’s great work on account of certain rhythmic drawbacks,
as might a less patient and appreciative reader. On the contrary, Jaki defends
it as a “masterpiece.” Still, he observes therein a tragic flaw: Newman
never fully appreciated the precision of the Catholic doctrine on justification
and its distinction from the novel theory of “double justice.”
Consequently, Jaki claims, Newman at times did not trace the full scope of the
Catholic position and at times conceded too much to the moderate Protestant
position. Jaki points out again and again the corrective notes that Newman
added to the 1874 reprinting. In these notes, Newman enters retractions that,
if thought through, are no mean admissions of error. Nevertheless, Newman
issued the reprint on the judgment that he still held in substance in 1874 what
he wrote in 1838. Despite Jaki’s incisive remarks on the weaknesses of the 1838
text, he candidly admits that, if it is acceptable, Newman’s notion of divine
indwelling as the (major) formal cause “would soften the doctrine of the
‘unica causa formalis’” (190). Implicit, however, in Jaki’s sustained
criticism of Newman’s failure adequately to ground that indwelling in a created
corollary (sanctifying grace) is a contrary suggestion, that Newman’s
hypothesized via media is likely too tenuous. (More viable, perhaps,
is Matthias Scheeben’s reading of the indwelling, for Scheeben both accounts
for the indwelling of an immutable divine person and steers far away from the
theory of double justice.)


Fifth, connected
with this last point, Jaki’s major contention, noted above, that Newman’s
central insight concerns the thoroughly ontological character of justification in
the concrete (157-62) is wholly accurate. Jaki’s monograph sustains this
claim with evidence culled from throughout the text of the Lectures.
Jaki also drives the point home with numerous very helpful references to
Newman’s corrective notes, which appear more substantial than Newman’s Preface
avows. 


Collectively, the
strengths of Jaki’s monograph are unmatched by those of recent works on
Newman’s Lectures. (It should be noted, as Jaki does, that several
dissertations on the Lectures were written in the middle of the twentieth
century.) Ian Ker (Newman the Theologian) and Avery Cardinal Dulles
(chap. 2 of his John Henry Newman [New York: Continuum, 2002]) offer
balanced presentations of Newman’s central thesis, but both treatments are of
necessity brief. Thomas Sheridan wrote a monograph on Newman’s development up
to his mature position in the Lectures but features the Lectures
only in a concluding chapter (Newman on Justification [New York: Alba
House, 1967]). More recently, Sheridan (in sync with the Finnish school) has
shown that Luther resonates with the Lectures‘ stress on divine
indwelling (“Newman and Luther on Justification,” Journal of
Ecumenical Studies 38 [2001]: 217-45). I would recommend Sheridan’s
article as a companion piece to Jaki’s monograph. One 
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might also avail
oneself of works of the Finnish school. Alister McGrath, more trenchant the
more he reflects on the Lectures, observes, as does Sheridan, critical
flaws in Newman’s reading of Lutheran positions. Some elements are
“seriously inaccurate,” demonstrating “a standard of
intellectual integrity which falls short of what one might have hoped to
encounter” (McGrath, “Newman on Justification,” 94). John Perry
concludes similarly (John F. Perry, “Newman’s Treatment of Luther in the Lectures
on Justification,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 36 [1999]:
303-17). One sympathizes with McGrath’s and Perry’s criticisms of Newman’s
scholarship on Luther. To be clear, these criticisms cut in two directions.
They both mitigate some of Newman’s accusations against Luther (he did not wish
to interpose faith, much less as some feeling, between Christ and the
soul) and distance Luther from Newman’s occasional reading of him in support of
the Lectures’ conciliating thesis: Luther indeed taught justificatio
sola fide, contrary to Newman’s attempt to call him to his aid (against sola
fide) with a citation that omits by ellipsis Luther’s most important
precision (Lectures, XII, n. 11 [Longmans ed., 300f.]; see McGrath,
“Newman on Justification,” 101-5). 


Essentially the
first of its kind, Jaki’s monograph is a helpful Catholic complement to the
scholarship of Perry, McGrath, and Sheridan. It is a marvelous commentary on
the Lectures from a leading disciple of Newman who does not neglect a
(once again, sympathetic) critique from the Catholic doctrinal perspective. It
may prove more substantiated than some Catholic efforts to wield Newman without
due regard for Tridentine doctrine. Most importantly, the monograph’s scholarly
erudition, theological acumen, and literary-interpretative skill make this work
important reading for those involved or interested in ecumenical dialogues on
justification. It is to be hoped that Jaki’s labor will be given the attention
it deserves and thereby direct even greater attention to Newman’s own Lectures.


 


Christopher J. Malloy 
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[bookmark: heresy]Catholicity and Heresy in the Early Church. By Mark Edwards. Surrey, U.K.: Ashgate Publishing Company,
2009. Pp. 201. $29.95 (paper). ISBN: 978-0-7546-6297-6.


“The
phenomenon, admitted on all hands,” writes John Henry Newman, “is
this: That great portion of what is generally received as Christian truth is,
in its rudiments or in its separate parts, to be found in heathen philosophies
and religions” (Essays, vol. 2, as repeated in his Development
of Doctrine 2.8.2.12). 
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Newman’s examples
include the doctrine of the divine Word being Platonic and the doctrine of the
Incarnation being Indian. If much of Christian truth can be found piecemeal
outside of Christianity, would it be so disturbing to argue that various
elements of that same truth were in heresy prior to orthodoxy? 


Mark Edwards,
Lecturer in Patristics at Christ Church, Oxford, has written a challenging book
that seems meant to disturb. It re-examines the role of heresy in the formation
of early Christianity. Rather than simply being a catalyst for future
development, Edwards argues, heresy actually served a positive role in
formulating teachings that would be appropriated by future catholicity. Conversely,
some tenets proposed by catholic writers to counter heretical claims would
later be considered beyond orthodoxy’s limits. It is a book, I think, that
Newman would have read with interest. 


Contrasting his own
approach with that found in the Essay on the Development of Doctrine,
Edwards faults Newman for preferring the notes of preservation of type and
continuity of principle. For Edwards, neither one is satisfactory “since
there is no early Christian movement which is demonstrably unfaithful to the type
laid down by Jesus, and there is no hermeneutic or philosophic principle which
yielded only heterodox logomachies without enlarging the catholic
proclamation” (2). In place of Newman’s preference, Edwards argues for the
test of the assimilation of teachings “which to Newman himself seemed
aberrant and unworthy of the name ‘Christian’” (ibid.). Edwards does not
explain himself more on this point, which is a pity as Newman offers the power
of assimilation as the third note of true development. Writing on assimilation,
Newman himself borrows an image from Jerome: “The Church, like Aaron’s
rod, devours the serpents of the magicians” (Essays, vol. 2, as
repeated in Development of Doctrine 2.8.2.12). Perhaps Newman and
Edwards do not mean the same thing by assimilation. Newman’s interest is to
investigate how the Church has a genuine development of doctrine without
undergoing corruption—even unifying through assimilation the scattered seeds
of truth found outside the bounds of the Church. Edwards, on the other hand,
has the consistent aim “to dismantle the antithetical constructions which
obscure the diversity of Christian thought in our modern patrologies”
(142). The ultimate antithetical construction seems to be expressed in the
first part of the book’s very title: Catholicity and Heresy. The title
further suggests a unity beyond the diversity of Christian thought: in the
Early Church. Orthodoxy, for Edwards, is “whatever is taught in any
epoch by the majority of bishops, and to be catholic is to concur with this
majority” (7). The provisional aspect should not be overlooked. Edwards
closes his introduction with this statement on assimilation which surely would
have irritated Newman: 


The present study suggests that it [the church] was catholic in a sense
that it might have preferred to disown, since, notwithstanding its fanciful
claim to preserve the one truth handed down to the heirs of the apostles, it
was the church that lent its countenance most readily to the mingling of the
old and the new, as liberal in receiving the 
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chastened form of an idea that it had once declared unlawful as in
taking back the excommunicate who abjured his sin. (9)




Edwards’s argument, laid out in the Introduction and reprised in the Epilogue,
unfolds over the course of six engaging chapters. The first is provocatively
entitled “The Gnostic Beginnings of Orthodoxy.” It argues that those
reckoned to be some of the first heretics, such as Valentinus, Basilides, and
Marcion, contributed key ideas to the formation of catholicity. The second
chapter tackles the catholicity of Irenaeus, showing how he is in various ways
indebted to his heretical enemies and not influential in certain ways that he
diverged from them. The third chapter presses the argument further by examining
figures after Irenaeus, such as Theodotus, Clement, Origen, Hippolytus, and
Tertullian. The fourth chapter studies “Origen and Orthodoxy,”
especially through the Apology for Origen by Pamphilus of Caesarea. Chapters 5 and
6 deal with the first four ecumenical councils. Chapter 5 argues that Eusebius
of Caesarea and the homoiousians should be credited with the real victory of
asserting the Son’s metaphysical equality with the Father; chapter 6 positions
the heresiarch Apollinarius of Laodicea as the champion leading Christians to
Chalcedon’s definition on the Incarnation. 


What might be the
contemporary significance for theology from this reconfiguration of early
Christianity? In the book’s Epilogue, Edwards assures his reader that his goal
is not to confuse what is right with error: “Not only the Curia but the
academy requires its theologians to decide that this is false because that is
true” (175). But his plea follows what he calls the “emollient recommendations”
of Hans Küng, quoted as writing: 


The one essential thing is understanding: the ‘unmasking and refutation’
of heretical doctrines, which from the time of Irenaeus was always regarded as
the main aim of the Christian heresiologists, generally makes true
understanding impossible… . Heresy should be seen, not primarily as a
challenge to the unity of Church fellowship, but as a challenge to the Church
to discover a new, purer and deeper unity. (Ibid.) 


Edwards wants that
deeper unity to press beyond any strict division between catholicity and
heresy, and to find that catholicity has within itself building blocks borrowed
from heresy. In the end, the label of “heresy” is itself
questionable: “it would not have been impossible for the same church to
accommodate contradictory inferences from the same text without deeming any of
them heretical” (ibid.).


While space
prevents a full engagement of the theology that Edwards expresses in his
writing (and I do think Newman’s Development of Doctrine would be a
handy resource in such a dialogue), I would like to concentrate on just one
historical figure that Edwards adduces so as both to display his interesting
inquiry and to respond to it. Either Origen or Apollinarius would be an obvious
choice given their prominence in the book, but I will select someone 
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from the first half
of the second century to make the task more manageable. I turn to how Edwards
handles the case of Marcion.


In concentrating on
early heretics like Valentinus, Basilides, and Marcion, Edwards seems too quick
to dismiss the likes of Ignatius of Antioch and Justin Martyr as formative for
subsequent theology. He writes, “[I]t has seldom been profitable to look
for intimations of a future orthodoxy in the writings of the apostolic fathers
or the apologists, as the latter wrote primarily to deflect false accusations
while the former touch on doctrine only so far as is necessary to arm the
faithful against temptation or distress” (7). Edwards turns to those early
heretics, such as Marcion, to show how they “can be associated with the
first expression of a principle which has become an axiom of catholic
doctrine” (11). 


Because Marcion
sets himself as an interpreter of Paul, it is important to see what Edwards
thinks of Marcion’s version of the Apostle. Edwards writes, “Matter is
irredeemable, and Christ came not in the flesh but (as Paul discloses at Romans
8.3) in the phantasmal likeness of flesh” (29). This parenthetical comment
seems partial to Marcion’s construal. The Apostle says: “For what the law,
weakened by the flesh, was powerless to do, this God has done: by sending his
own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for the sake of sin, he condemned
sin in the flesh” (Rom 8:3). The Son did not have sinful flesh,
but he was sent in that likeness for the reason of God condemning sin in
the flesh. Moreover, Edwards is quite generous toward Marcion in
interpreting Paul’s understanding of the resurrection. Marcion denied the
Incarnation, saying that Christ came only in spirit—and so it should not
surprise that Marcion believed that the resurrection is only of a spirit.
Edwards says that there is nothing in Paul’s testimonies to imply that Paul saw
a body. Edwards chastises Tertullian for quoting Luke 24:40 “a spirit has
not flesh and bones, as you see me having” when he writes: “But his
[Marcion’s] true preceptor is Paul, not Luke, and the strength of his position
is revealed by the strange constructions that his adversaries put on Paul’s
exclusion of flesh and blood from the kingdom of heaven” (32). What should
not be overlooked in this analysis is that Marcion, by clinging to a selective
reading of Paul, fails Edwards’s own test of assimilation for catholicity.
Marcion cannot represent catholicity, but how did the Church assimilate
Marcion’s teaching?


Edwards gives three
considerations of Marcion’s legacy for catholicity: “his choice of Paul as
a privileged amanuensis of the mind of Christ, his perception that any theory
of obligation to the Law involves a theory of human nature, and his insistence
that when Paul hailed Christ as the end of the Law he did not mean simply that
Christ fulfilled the prophecies of the Old Testament and left us an example of
righteous works” (33). In each case, Edwards has touched upon something significant,
but perhaps some further distinction is required. Yes, Marcion may have brought
Paul to greater prominence in the tradition, but no one in the mainstream after
Marcion—not even John Chrysostom—would have concurred with Marcion’s way of
privileging Paul. As for the second, yes again. But does not Paul himself give
in his Letter to the Romans an implicit theory of human nature? The third
aspect of Marcion’s legacy is oddly expressed. What 
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is the significance
of saying that Marcion’s version of Paul did “not mean simply that Christ
fulfilled the prophecies of the Old Testament”? The word
“simply” is a problem. Marcion seems more to say that Christ was the
antithesis, rather than the fulfillment, of Israel’s Scriptures. The Church had
considerable work to show, both against Marcion and against Jews who did not
accept Jesus as the Messiah, that Jesus fulfills the Law for our salvation.
Furthermore on this third point, did the Church need Marcion to say that Jesus
was not simply giving an example of righteous works, or was that already
imbedded within the apostolic tradition of understanding the person of Christ?


Edwards has done a
great service in writing this book, and its power is demonstrated in its
ability to provoke reconsiderations of what is too facilely believed about the
fascinating world of early Christianity. Theologically, the book succeeds in
disturbing even those who accept Newman’s note of assimilation. It will prove
especially valuable to those dealing with accounts of who is “in” and
who is “out” in the first five Christian centuries, and should also
be read by ecclesiologists, ecumenists, and others interested in broad
questions pertaining to the nature of Tradition, Church teaching, and the
theological enterprise.


Readers should be
alerted that the book suffers from some poor proofreading. I was frequently
distracted by errors, as many as three or four on a single page (e.g., pp. 41,
155, 168, 171, and 175). Some mistakes are howlers, such as this Christological
affirmation: “there is one Sin and not two” (8). Others require a
theological eye. Genesis 1:3 does not say “Let us make man in our
image” (15), and it is misleading to speak of the Council of Ephesus
occurring in 433 (6 and136). The back cover even misrepresents the prodigious
work by Edwards. He has a very useful translation of Optatus, Against the
Donatists, not Optatus, Against the Gnostics.


 


Andrew Hofer, O.P. 
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[bookmark: lexikon]Thomistenlexikon. Edited by David Berger
and Jörgen Vijgen. Bonn: Nova
& Vetera, 2006. Pp. viii + 374. 98.00 (cloth). ISBN 978-3-936741-37-7.




In the third edition (1993-2001) of the prestigious eleven-volume German
Catholic theological encyclopedia, Lexikon für Theologie und Kirche, edited
by Walter Cardinal Kasper in cooperation with a group of leading German
Catholic theologians, the competent entry in volume 9 on “Thomism”
(pp. 1517-22) by Klaus Obenauer ends with the following noteworthy statement:
“Although currently Thomism has lost its significance to a large degree,
it still contains a 
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rich reservoir of
metaphysical insights that could be reactivated, if one only were to think
beyond certain narrow hyper-concentrations [Engführungen] of Thomism
in particular and scholastic philosophy in general” (p. 1521). Attracted
by the promise of this rich reservoir of metaphysical insights and guided by
the entries on “Thomism” and “Neoscholasticism/Neothomism,”
the student of Thomism in search of further and deeper orientation will most
likely turn to various entries on individual representatives of this veritable
intellectual tradition and school of thought—to not much avail, alas. While
Thomas de Vio Cajetan is covered in one full column and while Domingo Soto
receives thirty-four and Gustav Siewerth twenty-four lines of one column,
Ambroise Gardeil and Josef Pieper have to content themselves with seventeen
lines of one column each, Francisco Marin-Sola with fourteen, Antonin
Sertillanges with thirteen, Hermann Plassmann and Franz Diekamp with eleven,
John Capreolus, Ceslaus Maria Schneider, and Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange with
eight lines each. One searches in vain for entries on the Belgian Charles de
Koninck, the French Thomas Deman, or the American Joseph Owens. In order to get
the larger picture right, one needs to understand that in this most recent
edition of the Lexikon für Theologie und Kirche, St. Dominic, Matthias
Josef Scheeben, and the early nineteenth-century German Catholic rationalist Anton
Günther each receive forty lines of one column—while the other early
nineteenth-century German Catholic rationalist, Georg Hermes, receives
sixty-four lines! Needless to say, with very few exceptions, the entries on
most Thomists across the centuries offer very little beyond the bare bones of
the biographical and historical data.


Fortunately, the
student who wishes to tap the rich reservoir of the metaphysical, let alone the
theological, insights still hidden in Thomism is not left without help. On behalf
of the German and Dutch Thomas societies, David Berger and Jörgen Vijgen
gathered an impressive international group of scholars to produce what
according to my knowledge is a singularity—a lexicon that introduces the life,
works, and thought of over 230 Thomists in 738 columns. The entries range from
Aegidius of Rome and Juan Arintero to Karol Wojtyla and Francisco Zumel, from
1272 (the death of Hannibaldus de Hannibaldis, a student of Thomas Aquinas) to
2005 (the death of Joseph Owens, one of the leading figures at the Pontifical
Institute of Medieval Studies in Toronto). All entries are of a consistently
high scholarly quality and offer extensive bibliographic resources for further
study. In many cases, this bibliographic information pertains to works that are
preciously rare and exceedingly hard to come by. To the persistent reader of
this lexicon, the richly varied, but profoundly coherent picture of an
intellectual tradition stretching over more than eight centuries will emerge in
front of the mind’s eye. Such a reader will quickly reach a much more nuanced
understanding of the richness, rigor, and ongoing relevance of the Thomist
and—yes, indeed—even neo-Thomist thought stretching well into the twentieth
century and will discover (next to some justly forgotten figures) a range of
important and currently quite unjustly neglected or forgotten thinkers,
especially of the nineteenth century.
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Some of the entries
are small masterpieces. Among the many worthy candidates I would like to
highlight from the earlier periods the entries on John Capreolus
(Cessario/White), Cajetan (Klueting), Sylvester of Ferrara (Elders), Báñez
(Martínez), John of St. Thomas (Stöhr), and Vitoria (Spindelböck); from the
nineteenth century the entries on Benoît Henri Merkelbach (Hauke), Norberto del
Prado (Berger), Matthias Joseph Scheeben (Berger), and Ceslaus Maria Schneider
(Berger); and from the twentieth century the entries on Cornelio Fabro
(Ferraro), Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange (Berger), Etienne Gilson (Stickelbroeck),
Marie-Michel Labourdette (Vijgen), Bernard Lonergan (Sala), Gallus Manser
(Braun), and Jacques Maritain (Ritzler). One finds rich entries on the Salzburg
Benedictine Thomists (Vijgen) and on the Salmanticenses (Berger), and in
addition, entries on Catherine of Siena, Dante, Savonarola, Edith Stein, and
Popes John XXII, Pius V, and Leo XIII. Being myself German, I admittedly was
especially pleased to find entries on lesser known and barely remembered
figures like Ernst Commer (Berger), Franz von Paula Morgott (Peitz), and
Hermann Ernst Plassmann (Peitz), or figures which are mainly (and arguably,
quite unjustly) seen in a negative light as Friedrich Heinrich Suso Denifle
(Klueting) and Franz Diekamp (Hauke).


For the student of
Thomism, the Thomistenlexikon is an indispensable tool. It not only
offers reliable and in many cases fecund entries (together with commendably
comprehensive bibliographies of primary and secondary resources) for virtually
every important philosopher and theologian from the distant to the most recent
past who could reasonably be identified as a Thomist. For students of theology
and philosophy in general, the consistent consultation of this lexicon will
irreversibly undermine the currently conventional wisdom that Thomism is a monolithic,
sterile, and therefore rightly bygone intellectual tradition and will provide
all the necessary markers to guide them sooner or later to the rich reservoir
of metaphysical and theological insights still hidden in Thomism.


In conclusion, I would mention one criticism and two desiderata. As
for the criticism: the lexicon could have profited from one more round of
careful proof-reading. The first desideratum is the inclusion as an entry, in a future
second edition, of an entry by Jörgen Vijgen on Bernhard of Trilia and another
entry by M. Hauke on Alexis-Henri-Marie Lépicier that appeared as a separate
essay in Doctor
angelicus 7 (2007): 189-97. Such a second edition should also
include entries on Josef Kleutgen, Jean-Pierre Torrell, and Servais Pinckaers,
Ferdinand Ulrich, and Carl Werner. The second desideratum is an English translation of
this important lexicon, appropriately supplemented and updated, though, with
entries on Benedict Ashley, W. Norris Clarke, Fergus Kerr, Alasdair MacIntyre,
Ralph McInerny, and William A. Wallace. After all, as with all living
traditions, the story of Thomism goes on. And this lexicon is the best reminder
of it.






Reinhard Hütter 
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[bookmark: poor]He Became Poor: The Poverty of Christ and Aquinas’s Economic Teachings. By Christopher A. Franks. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 2009. Pp. 207 $27.00 (paper) ISBN: 978-0-8028-3748-6.


This is an
interesting book with an underdeveloped argument. A significant part of the
book’s interest is that Franks turns the light on a crucial topic, the moral
standing of credit. As the West ponders the guiding principles of its banking
system, the topic could not be more timely. To show that Thomas might have much
to say on this topic is, of course, very welcome. The point is crucial to the
book. Catholic social thought has Thomas’s ideas at its moral center and He
Became Poor wants to show why Thomas remains a touchstone for the Church’s
continuing engagement with the social arena.


The reasons for the
West’s 2008 credit problems are multiple and still not well understood. One of
many unsavory parts of the story, however, is usury: Some lenders only released
credit at exorbitant interest rates. Franks makes the interesting claim that
Thomas’s arguments about lending at interest are a central front in the
persuasiveness of his natural-law reasoning in toto. Natural law’s
deep teaching is that humans are from the outset placed in a moral order. It is
also, says Franks, an order of provision, wherein God has lovingly crafted a
natural fecundity to meet our “natural human needs.” 


Some might wonder
at this dual construction of natural law but Franks cleverly puts it to use in
the matter of lending at interest. Franks argues that usury is unjust because
it is a sin of presumption. Contracting the borrower to pay interest even when
the foreseen benefits of the loan are swallowed up by adverse circumstances is
an injustice to the borrower; the entire exchange relies on the presumption of
security in God’s continuing material beneficence. Contrasting investing and
usury, Franks writes: “While the investor entrusts his money at his own
risk, the usurer transfers risk to the borrower… . The usurer thus claims a
title to a return that neglects any attempt to conform to God’s actual
provision” (81). 


This strikes me as
Franks’s deeper argument but he has another on which he relies. He wants to
argue against a consensus that Thomas’s comments on usury lack power because
they mischaracterize the nature of money (77). Thomas’s image is well-known:
The use of money is like drinking wine. Renting a house is permissible because
the rent is the sale of the use of the house; after the rental period the house
is returned. Renting money is not comparable, however. Money’s use is its
consumption; I spend the money and it is gone. It is just like when I pay for
the wine, use it, and it is gone. Who would pay both for the wine and,
separately, for its use? If the use of something is its very consumption, to
charge for the use and to also expect the borrowed original returned is unjust:
one thing has been charged twice and this is thus stealing from the borrower.
When I borrow money at interest, and must return the original money and also
pay interest, then I have been charged twice for the same thing; so the lender
has stolen from me.
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To the modern mind,
something seems wrong with Thomas’s analogy: I borrow money at interest to put
it to work on my behalf; I borrow money, and pay to do so, because money’s
function isn’t consumption, but generation. Money has a genuine use value,
therefore: I pay back the loan, I pay the interest, and I keep what the money
generated. This is the role of a mortgage, for example, or a business loan. Of
course, not everyone relies on credit with its generative capacity in mind, and
there is risk all around, but the main point is that the money borrowed isn’t
simply like wine. Franks thinks this typical response to Thomas—that he
assumes money’s sterility—misses his real point. The standard critical account
is wrong because, “Thomas’s point is that insofar as money is nothing more
than that convention—nothing but pure exchange value—there is no way to
exchange the use of it without exchanging it. It has no separable use such that
the potential uses of a sum of money could accumulate with time” (79). So
far as I can tell, this is Franks’s counterclaim, and I do not see that it is
expanded upon elsewhere. The point is too condensed. I wish Franks had expanded
upon the argument, perhaps by explaining why a mortgage is illicit, as many in
the Islamic world think. Perhaps I am missing something but a mortgage does
seem like a counterexample to his construction of Thomas’s argument, a
construction that does not itself seem to escape the basic charge against
Thomas, his sterility assumption. My basic fear is that Franks “thins
out” the reality, institutional character, and variety, of money.


The way Franks
embeds the question of usury in the general topic of consumerism is
interesting, however. Part of the problem attending credit in recent years is
not reducible to poor regulation or exploitative sales agents foisting
mortgages on the unsuspecting, but a general cultural drift to an inflation of
self and choice. Most needful, insists Franks, is a new sensibility of
deference to God’s providential order, a humble grasp that God has so ordered
the natural world that our central needs are met. Franks spells this out with
reflections of what he terms our “ontological poverty.” Pointing
towards our vulnerability as the proper context in which to examine economic
and business policy seems exactly right to me, and Franks’s work is a useful
reminder about the deeper meanings in play if anyone wants to give an adequate
account of banking and business.


Like his previous
argument, this one is never really made, however. The argument is undeveloped
both in terms of Thomas and in terms of Thomism. Thomism seeks to take the
arguments of Thomas out onto the contested field of modern ideas. For example,
Franks would have us take comfort that Malthus’s vision of nature is wrong and
that a gentler providential order reigns. Thomists agree but few other
intellectuals do. Franks needs to argue against Malthus: Where did his powerful
analytical mind go wrong? Moreover, where did Darwin go wrong? As early as his Voyage
of the Beagle, Darwin was overwhelmed by the pervasive evidence that
large-scale extinction is the normal run of nature. Rare is the species that
survives; death, not life, is the history of Earth. Later, of course, in The
Origin of Species, Darwin harnesses Malthus’s analytics of population as a
central explanation for this observation. Thomism cannot ignore
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the Darwin-Malthus
alliance when making the claim that there is a sufficient providential order
writ large in nature. 


A not dissimilar
problem is misidentifying the target of one’s arguments. A surprising number of
Christian critics of commercial civilization think that ours is a culture of
narcissistic egoism (187). To say this is to fail to engage seriously the Whig
architects of our civilization. Smith, for example, is explicit that commercial
life is a sacrificial life, devoted to satisfying the rigors of an aesthetic
imagination. Beauty is an exhausting mistress but as she uses up our lives
nature is made fertile in new ways and poverty overcome. Hume and Burke agree.
Thomism cannot ignore their arguments: To contest the Whig consensus that now
sits at the heart of the West, and increasingly much of the world, a first
necessary start is to identify its animating logic.


These two examples
combine in the sense that this reader at least has that the book is a bit
one-dimensional. It is a heartfelt book but gives the sense of preaching to the
choir. There is much in the book for students of Thomas to think about, but the
choir might also start raising questions.


Two dramatic claims
are made. Thomas’s natural law is intimately tied to his arguments on usury and
if the latter fail then the overall persuasiveness of Thomas’s natural-law
reasoning crumbles. On the face of it, this seems wrong. Relatively little
attention has been paid Thomas’s arguments about credit for hundreds of years
yet reflection of his natural-law thinking has never abated. Earlier I
specified the exact contours of Franks’s claim and here I only add why his
tight running together of Thomas on credit and Thomas on law is wrong. It seems
to me that Thomas is just wrong about credit because he is wrong about the
nature of money. Thomas, ever alert to all the other places throughout creation
where fertility abounds, appears not to have seen that money too could be
fecund. Thomists do not need to be defensive about this. There is nothing wrong
in simply acknowledging that things like bond markets hadn’t been invented when
Thomas was alive and so he didn’t understand money very well. Norris Clarke
often spoke about the “creative completion” of Thomas and this is a
case in point. Thomists should be pluralists, I believe, and harness good
arguments where we find them in order to make Thomas’s broader points.
Ultimately, it does Catholic social thought little good if we make Thomas do
work he cannot really manage.


Perhaps there are
Thomist purists who would reject this suggestion but Franks will certainly have
a problem with them, too. His second audacious claim comes in the third chapter
where he argues that the counsels have priority over the precepts. He argues
there that in Thomas the poverty of the crucified Christ is a norm of faithful
Christian life. This is true but it does not have the implication he thinks. He
thinks that Christians who go to the mall on Saturday and church on Sunday are
confused: The whole tenor of Christian life respecting material needs and
property ought to be governed by the poverty of the Cross. Yet this claim in
itself confuses the diverse requirements of our spiritual and moral lives. Of
course, my saying this is precisely what Franks wants to reject. My comment
assumes a two-tier mentality to nature and grace that de Lubac is presumed to 
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have overcome. This
is not the place to engage what is a great debate in the Church today but any
variety of Thomist is likely to suspect that Franks goes too far when arguing
that living the poverty of the Cross requires the gift of fear: “As we
sense our lowliness and God’s greatness, we also recognize the extent of our
dependence. So the gift of fear shores us up for the arduous task of trusting
God for all our needs… . The fear of the Lord is not only a stumbling block
for modern thought; it also evokes a sense of our ontological poverty”
(111). It goes too far, because Franks believes a sense of ontological poverty
sits at the heart of natural law. Franks’s position seems to collapse into the
idea that our moral sensibility relies heavily on the gifts of the Holy Spirit
and this does seem like a sin of presumption. One wonders whether Franks’s—in
my opinion—incautious formulations, running too closely together the natural
law and the virtues of spiritual perfection, point to a troubling lust for
perfection immanent to a de Lubacian outlook. Despite my wanting to see the
argument of the book clarified and tightened, I enjoyed this book and found it
genuinely thoughtful. 


 


G. J. McAleer 









Loyola University of Maryland

Baltimore, Maryland
















[bookmark: perception]Aesthetic
Perception: A Thomistic Perspective. By Kevin E.
O’Reilly. Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2007. Pp. 131. $55.00 (cloth). ISBN
978-1-84682-027-4.




The study of Aquinas’s aesthetics is inevitably hampered by the fact that he
wrote no sustained discussion of the topic. He devoted neither a question nor a
single article to the nature of beauty. This is not to suggest the topic is
unworthy of scholarly attention. Though Aquinas did not pursue the topic
directly, he did bequeath ample resources by which his students might do so
themselves. As a number of recent studies have indicated, such an undertaking
more than compensates for the labors required, leading to a deeper and broader
appreciation of Aquinas’s philosophical achievements. Not only do we stand to
gain deeper insights into his understanding of beauty, we might also appraise
this in relation to other aspects of his thought.


The expectation
that we might find an aesthetic theory in Aquinas is perhaps due to
developments of post-Enlightenment thought. With the dissatisfaction of
rationalism, an explicit consideration of beauty and our experience of it
assumed much greater importance than it had before. After the publication of
Kant’s Critique of Judgment the topic came to be highly appreciated,
if not as the locus of metaphysical speculation, then as that which readily
engages our speculative attention in our more common experiences. It is within
this modern context that 
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the study of
Aquinas’s aesthetics acquires an added significance. It offers Thomists the
possibility of introducing his thought to a wider audience which might not
understand or appreciate his relevance, not only as a representative of the
Middle Ages, but also as a thinker who affords us a thoroughgoing understanding
of our own experience.


Kevin O’Reilly’s Aesthetic
Perception: A Thomistic Perspective is a welcome addition to this topic,
not only for its study of Aquinas’s aesthetics but also as it leads us to
appraise the importance of that aesthetics within a broader philosophical
spectrum. O’Reilly provides a penetrating and expansive treatment of this
field. Beyond his thoughtful review of the psychological and metaphysical
moorings of Aquinas’s aesthetics, he also considers its moral significance,
which has received scant attention in other studies. Moreover, he proposes
Aquinas’s thought as a response to some more recent developments, thus
encouraging Thomists to consider how the Angelic Doctor might be introduced
into quarters where he might have been previously unknown.


Though an
insightful study, one of the disappointments of this volume is that it does not
always pursue the implications of its findings, some of which are quite
significant, to the degree they deserve. Another unfortunate aspect of the
project is the degree to which the author allows his insightful analysis of
Aquinas to be unduly indebted to debates among relatively recent Thomists. One
of O’Reilly’s principal aims is to establish the superiority of Jacques
Maritain’s reading of Aquinas to that of Umberto Eco. His preference stems from
his belief that Eco’s interpretation obscures Aquinas’s presentation of the
unity of the human person, which he believes Maritain’s reading preserves.
However viable this assessment, it does not serve O’Reilly as well as it might.
He cannot always maintain it: he must occasionally acknowledge his debt to
Eco’s more astute analysis. Moreover, it is not clear how much Maritain helps
bolster O’Reilly’s discussion of the ethical implications of this topic.
Although O’Reilly indicts Eco’s rationalist approach, he hardly considers the
fact that it is possible to underemphasize reason. To be sure, one does not
wish to engage in an endless debate over the relative merit of reason in
Aquinas’s aesthetics, but we might more profitably gauge a balanced
adjudication between the alternatives if we base our approach in Aquinas’s deep
metaphysical and anthropological roots. We might further appropriate him as a reply
to the claims of the post-Enlightenment as well as the Enlightenment.


O’Reilly’s first
chapter introduces competing interpretations of Aquinas’s aesthetics. His
complaint is that Eco’s preoccupation with the role of reason leads him to
ignore such key elements as human emotions. Maritain’s interpretation is
“supremely integrated and is sensitive to the dynamic interplay between
reason, the emotions, and our bodies” (16). Yet O’Reilly still has to
concede his debt to Eco (33 and 51). Reason must be given its proper emphasis,
and one must also determine its role relative to all the other factors that
O’Reilly himself so thoroughly enumerates.


The second chapter
summarizes what Aquinas counts as the formal constitutive elements of beauty:
(1) proper proportion of the various ontological 
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factors of a
object, which include the relation between its form and matter, between its
essence and existence, etc.; (2) integrity: the adequacy of an
individual object to its nature, that is, that it lacks nothing it ought to
have; (3) clarity: how well the object manifests its form. Recent
literature has devoted a fair amount of attention to these elements and their
interrelations—rightfully so, as they are the objective constituents of
beauty. While O’Reilly recognizes their importance, his concern to avoid
overemphasizing reason allows these objective elements to recede into the
background. This has the unfortunate consequence of leading us to weigh one set
of subjective factors (reason) against another (emotion), to the point that we
nearly lose sight of what are the objective grounds of both.


Chapter 3 reviews
the various moments wherein concepts are produced in the intellect thorough the
interplay of the external and internal senses. O’Reilly concedes Eco’s insight
that aesthetic experience necessarily occurs after we abstract concepts from
experience, not, as Maritain supposes, through intuition alone. As he notes,
only as “a subject actualizes his aesthetic visio in
relation to an aesthetic artifact by means of a series of judgments … will
he be able to encounter and experience the artifact’s aesthetic quality”
(37). He then describes the relative contributions of the cognitive factors
limned by Eco with those identified by Maritain. This allows him to develop his
insights in terms of the contribution of the will.


One of the more
noteworthy parts of O’Reilly’s study is his reading of De Veritate,
which describes reason’s progression toward understanding. Reason, through its
discursive engagement with multiple truths, eventually arrives at simple and
uniform insight (understanding). Although most interpreters read this in
relation to the abstract truths of science, O’Reilly proposes that this also
pertains to aesthetic experience: we come to a deeper appreciation of beauty
through a series of judgments. In this way, he advances his argument against
Enlightenment allegations that Aquinas’s aesthetics is unduly static. He then
develops this possibility along the ethical axis of his analysis: as our
appreciation of beauty deepens, so does our capacity for moral reflection. This
dynamic was also considered by a number of post-Enlightenment authors (e.g.,
Kant and Schiller), but one factor that differentiates Aquinas from his
post-Enlightenment counterparts is that he gives much greater emphasis to the
ontological basis of our aesthetic engagement: that which we are drawn to is
what we find in given patterns of existence (creation), not merely in
ourselves—a possibility O’Reilly tentatively introduces but does not actively
pursue.


Oddly, O’Reilly
continues to base his analysis on Maritain’s interpretation, even after he
concedes its deficiencies. Essentially, he appeals to Maritain’s theory of
poetic intuition as a paradigm for what he identifies as “judgment by
inclination.” Such poetic knowledge, while it arises preconsciously,
emerges in our consciousness through our emotional and intellectual engagements
(55). This helps counter the various readings of Aquinas that restrict our
consideration of beauty to a cognitive engagement alone. Because beauty is
related to the true and
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the good, it
necessarily elicits a response from the mind and the will. As O’Reilly makes
clear, the agent’s response must be fully informed, that is, it must occur at
the level of judgment, rather than that of intuition or emotion. Whatever our
debt to Maritain, it need not obscure what we learn from Eco. 


In what is the
strongest and most helpful part of the text, chapter 5 calls our attention to
Aquinas’s distinction between judgment by cognition alone, as in the exercise
of moral science, and judgment by inclination which includes cognition and
will, that is, a more complete and personal engagement with the exigencies of
one’s own life. O’Reilly underscores the role of habitus, the
“definite ability for growth through activity” (65), as the means by
which we learn to form judgments by inclination. Presumably this means that as
we become more familiar with beauty our moral acuity increases, not merely
because we know more about the world, but because we are increasingly inclined
to restore it to its proper order. Citing Aquinas’s De Potentia,
O’Reilly invites us to consider the circular exchange between cognition and
will: the more we know of the beautiful, the more we seek to draw near to it,
which, in turn, increases our knowledge of it, etc. This, along with the
dynamic between reason and understanding, highlights O’Reilly’s articulation of
a more integrated Thomistic view of the human person than that which the Enlightenment
offered. Yet by what he has invited us to consider, we might continue his lead
further than he advances it. Not only is Aquinas’s view of the human person
anthropologically integrated—a desideratum of Kant and Schelling—it
is ontologically grounded: not only does our engagement with beauty bring about
a personal integration, it also brings about an integration with the world, or,
more specifically with God’s creation. Here again, we encounter a possibility
that O’Reilly does not pursue.


Chapter 6 draws our
attention to the possibility of integrating the individual into the community
through aesthetic education. By schooling the young in the proper standards of
taste and morality, the community can lay the psychological groundwork by which
they learn to appraise the goodness, and thus the moral significance, that they
find in beauty. As O’Reilly observes, this was a theme common to the German
Idealists. For example, Kant sought to articulate a synthesis of individual
subjective experience that was yet universal because of the same interplay of
subjective faculties in all humans. O’Reilly reminds us that Aquinas secures
such an assurance by the claim that we know things as they are (89), rather
than in their mere appearance, the implication being that not only is there a
commonality in how we know but also in what we know. This suggests that our
aesthetic engagements may bring us closer to objective reality even in our
individual encounters with it. This is the closest O’Reilly comes to proposing
Aquinas as a counterweight to both the post-Enlightenment and the
Enlightenment, but here again, he declines to provide further development.


Chapter 7 reviews
Aquinas’s treatment of the transcendentals. Conceding that Aquinas does not
include beauty in this list, O’Reilly argues that it is only a transcendental
in a secondary sense, that is, in its relation to truth and goodness. This
insight effectively undergirds the entire sweep of his analysis: beauty is not 
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merely what we know
of being, it is also that toward which we are drawn. A thoughtful inclusion of
the latter is one of the more powerful endorsements of O’Reilly’s approach. Had
he presented this assertion toward the beginning of his discussion, it might
have served as a powerful guiding theme.


In his final
chapter O’Reilly characterizes his study as a “humble effort in the
direction of what one might call a virtue aesthetic” (119). Though humble
in its length, it is certainly thorough in its survey of the relevant elements
of the subject. If it does not completely synthesize these elements to the
degree that it might, it leaves subsequent attempts ample means by which to
begin and to proceed.









Brian Chrzastek, O.P. 









Dominican House
of Studies

Washington, D.C.









Web server status








BOOK REVIEWS









[bookmark: natural desire]The Natural Desire to See God according to St.
Thomas Aquinas and His Interpreters. By Lawrence
Feingold. Second edition. Ave Maria, Fla.: Sapientia Press, 2010. Pp.
528. $34.95 (paper) ISBN: 978-1-932589-54-2.




Few people would have the historical learning and speculative acumen to
undertake a comprehensive re-evaluation of the complex issues raised by Henri
de Lubac’s famous work from 1946, Surnaturel. De Lubac’s controversial
treatment of the doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas concerning the final end of man
and the natural desire to see God is challenging not only because it appeals
(or sometimes leaves unexamined) a broad swath of texts in Aquinas, but also
because it makes ambitious claims about a variety of subsequent interpreters
whose speculative thoughts are themselves quite involved and subtle—from
Scotus and Cajetan to Suárez and Baius—and whose works are often composed in
reaction to one another. Lawrence Feingold has produced a work that attempts to
revisit the question of Aquinas’s doctrine on this contested topic in such a
way as to provide criteria for evaluating subsequent interpretations of St.
Thomas’s doctrine—from Cajetan to De Lubac—through both historical analysis
and speculative comparison. 


The book is composed of sixteen chapters and a lengthy conclusion. The
opening chapters (1-3) treat Aquinas’s analysis of natural desire (appetite,
inclination, objects of the will, conditional desires), and many of his texts
concerning the natural desire to see God. From the beginning of the book,
Feingold establishes a distinction that is central to his interpretation not
only of St. Thomas but also of the subsequent debate: an innate inclination or
appetite of a nature (which precedes any conscious reflection) versus an
elicited desire that arises consciously as a result of knowledge, proceeding
out of the natural desire for knowledge of causes. The distinction is not
proper to Aquinas, but is one employed commonly by theologians on both sides of
the debate, from Scotus to Suárez and including De Lubac. (Thus there is no
escape from terminological anachronism.) Throughout his work, Feingold
is at pains to show that the distinction has a basis in Aquinas’s own texts and
that without it his various 
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statements on the natural desire cannot be treated adequately. Classically,
interpreters of Aquinas from Soto and Toledo down to De Lubac have argued that
the natural desire to see God in Aquinas is rooted in the first element of the
distinction: an innate tendency naturally inscribed in the inclinations or
appetites of created spirit as such for the supernatural. Meanwhile, the
mainstream Dominican and Jesuit commentary tradition (Sylvester of Ferrara,
Báñez, John of St. Thomas, Vázquez, Suárez) has argued for the latter
interpretation: the natural desire to know God in himself pertains to a natural
appetite for human knowledge, elicited by the knowledge that there exists a
first cause of all things, and by the natural desire to see or know immediately
this first cause. The two interpretations differ on substantive issues: Is the
natural inclination of created spirit capable by its own powers of tending
formally toward the supernatural? Is the human desire for immediate knowledge
of God demonstrable by reason or known only by way of revelation? Is this
desire conditional (based on the idea of a possibility nature cannot realize
itself but which would be wonderful were it possible) or something inscribed in
the spirit in such a way that its absence would imply natural failure for the
creature, considered precisely with respect to its natural orientation toward
an end? Ultimately the answers one gives to these various questions affect
deeply how one understands the structural relations of grace and nature in spiritual
creatures.


Chapters 4 and 5 treat the doctrines of Scotus and of Denis the Carthusian
respectively on the natural desire for God. The contrast elaborated between the
two is instructive. The Subtle Doctor held to the presence of an innate
inclination in created spirits toward the beatific vision, yet based on a
potency for what is not due to the creature. Thus Scotus holds that the souls
of infants who die without baptism do not suffer from the privation of the
vision of God in limbo, and that their nature is not “due” this grace
in view of its fulfillment (48-56). Denis the Carthusian, meanwhile, reacts
against Scotus’s views on the innate tendency toward the supernatural by
affirming that the natural end of the human being must be proportionate to a
nature’s capacities, so that there cannot be a natural desire to see God. Such
a desire is made possible only in grace and is made known only through divine
revelation. It cannot be demonstrated as a truth available to natural reason
concerning the final end of man (69-72).


Chapters 6-8 amount to a 100-page historical and analytical defense of
Cajetan’s interpretations of Aquinas, with respect to De Lubac’s often
textually inaccurate and metaphysically confused treatment of this figure.
(This was in fact long overdue, and Dr. Feingold is to be commended for his
courage in defying the politically correct certitudes of those who continually
rehearse De Lubac’s metanarrative in a wholesale and uncritical fashion.)
Chapter 6 shows how Cajetan in his De potentia neutra responded to
Scotus’s arguments concerning the natural desire by recourse to Aquinas’s
arguments that there cannot exist in 












page 463


human nature a natural inclination toward the supernatural as such, and
that, for this, new principles of supernatural grace (faith, hope, and charity
in particular) are required. (Aquinas’s view is analyzed synchronically in
multiple texts: 85-97.) From this point on in the book a number of things begin
to emerge clearly: that Aquinas’s treatment of the natural desire cannot accord
completely with that of De Lubac; that De Lubac has in some respects taken a
Scotist reading of the question and projected it back onto Aquinas without
distinguishing their views sufficiently; that De Lubac misunderstood in part
what Cajetan was doing theologically (in maintaining a Thomistic distinction of
the natural and supernatural against what he rightly perceived to be an
ambiguous distinction in Scotus); and that the Thomistic commentary tradition
did not always rush to project alien categories onto Aquinas in this dispute,
but, at least in this case, appealed to Aquinas’s own terminology concerning
natural inclinatio in order to fend off a potential misreading that
would itself be anachronistic. 


Chapter 7 compounds this sense of the shaking of the foundations, as
Feingold examines Cajetan’s treatment of “obediential potency.”
Famously, Gilson, Laporta, and De Lubac claimed that this notion in Aquinas
appeals above all to the miraculous as such, and therefore was misapplied by
Cajetan in his polemic against Scotism to the arena of the soul’s elevation to
grace. Feingold demonstrates conclusively through an examination of multiple
texts of Aquinas that Cajetan interpreted his thought in largely accurate ways.
The notion of “obediential potency” is employed by Aquinas to speak
of the passive potency of human nature for elevation in grace to the exercise
of the theological virtues, the infused virtues, beatification, and the
hypostatic union (136-54). Here especially the book seems to show that a
widespread assumption of modern theology is in need of re-evaluation.


Chapter 8 argues (to my mind accurately) that Cajetan misinterpreted Aquinas
on the natural desire to see God, particularly in his commentary on question
12, article 1 of the Prima pars, precisely by claiming that the desire
was supernatural only, as related to a supernatural object. The subsequent
Dominican commentatorial tradition commonly criticized this reading, insisting
precisely against Scotus and others. that the natural desire to see God that
Aquinas speaks of always pertains to an elicited desire, based on the desire to
know the hidden cause of manifest effects. Therefore it is properly natural in
both its formal constitution and its end or object, and not supernatural as
such. Feingold argues, however (175-79), that in his commentary on question 3,
article 8 of the Prima secundae, Cajetan does begin to pursue the
solution that the Dominicans after him will understand to be textually and
metaphysically compelling.


Chapters 9-12 detail the formation of the mature Scholastic synthesis on
this topic, in figures such as Sylvester of Ferrara, Medina, Báñez and Suárez,
against the counterinterpretations of Aquinas by Soto and Toledo. Feingold
returns to 
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the texts of Aquinas on multiple related topics to attempt to demonstrate
the bases for the later interpreters’ readings. The chapter on Sylvester
presents the interpretation of Aquinas that Feingold himself ultimately
upholds: The natural desire to see God is an elicited desire, a movement of the
will that follows on knowledge. It is necessarily aroused whenever a given good
is considered (the good of immediate knowledge of God). The desire is related
to the consideration of God as the primary cause who can be known to exist
through the medium of creatures, but who remains unknown in himself and who the
intellect would naturally wish to see in himself. This desire stems, then, from
the natural desire to know rooted in the innate appetite for knowledge (189).
It is evidently not specified or ordered immediately to the grace of the
beatific vision, but is rather the structural natural precondition for the
latter grace, so that the intellect is susceptible (in obediential potency) to
elevation to the supernatural order. 


In chapters 11 and 12 Feingold argues that Medina, Báñez and Suárez built up
a set of reflections complementary to those of Sylvester: Aquinas affirms a
twofold end of man, one natural and one supernatural. The former is
“proportional” to nature’s intrinsic powers and inclinations while
the latter is not (236-55). While human beings were created in a state of
grace, it is possible for the formal structure of the human nature that we now
possess in this economy to have been created in a state of pure nature, with a
proportionate natural end alone (223-35). The natural desire to see God is a
conditional desire, something that permits man to open up naturally to the
grace of the vision of God, not something ordering our nature toward
divinization such that the vision is due to nature or necessary in order to
complete its intrinsic structure qua natural spirit (261-67).
Aquinas’s arguments from reason for the possibility of the grace of the
beatific vision are not demonstrative arguments, but arguments from fittingness
(269-76).


On these various subjects, Feingold’s arguments are accompanied by analysis
of a dense array of texts of Aquinas, as well as a coherent thread of
narrative, explaining the gradual development of a doctrine by later
interpreters who made appeal to these texts. The argument is accompanied by
helpful analysis of the contrary views of Laporta, De Lubac, and several other
influential modern interpreters.


In chapter 13 Feingold notes how Jansenius challenged this Scholastic
consensus and returned to the notion of an innate natural tendency or appetite
for the supernatural. He then presents at length the views of De Lubac and
compares these views with those of Aquinas in chapters 14 and 15. The treatment
of De Lubac is insightful and certainly respectful in tone. It is in fact
possible that those who are sympathetic to De Lubac’s overall interpretation of
Aquinas will find the identification of the fundamental points of controversy
helpful in various ways. Among other things, Feingold does an excellent job of
showing how those who 
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do uphold the doctrine of an innate natural tendency or appetite for the
supernatural (Scotus, Soto, Toledo, Bellarmine, Jansenius, De Lubac) disagree
on many important specific issues and therefore articulate the doctrine in a
diversity of ways. Such topics include: the possibility of a state of pure
nature; the possibility of a painless limbo for nonbaptized, sinless souls
deprived of the beatific vision; the sense in which the final end of grace is
due to nature; the way in which the desire to see God might be conditional or
“absolute”; the way such a desire might be rationally demonstrable or
not. In short, Feingold shows that De Lubac’s own position is not really marked
by a return—behind 700 years of monolithic commentary to the contrary—to the
true Aquinas who should be read in light of the Fathers; it is rather a reading
of Aquinas that has many precedents in more recent centuries, itself marked by
ways of thinking that are irreducibly neo-Scholastic. Furthermore, De Lubac’s
own interpretation of the problem tends to understate (or ignore?) that this
tradition of interpretation is itself marked by contrasting subdifferences that
are subtle but quite theologically significant in consequence. 


Feingold underscores some of the acute originality of De Lubac’s own
position, vis-à-vis Scotus, Soto, or Jansenius. The Jesuit takes the natural
desire to see God to be an absolute desire. The intellect and will
develop dynamically toward the reception of the vision as their unique
ultimate object. This object characterizes radically what they are as natural
inclinations because they are constituted by a calling to the
supernatural (297-305). Therefore, while God might make a spiritual creature in
some possible world in a state of pure nature, the spiritual creatures that
exist in our world (ourselves and angels) could not—given our natural
structure—have possibly existed without a corresponding offer of grace. The
gratuity of grace is safeguarded by De Lubac principally by underscoring the
gratuity of creation as such of spiritual creatures in grace (309-14). 


Feingold’s final chapter and conclusion offer a thorough critique of De
Lubac’s position in light of the preceding study of Aquinas’s own texts and of
the commentary tradition that treated the desire as an elicited desire for
knowledge of the primary cause. It seems to this reader that the historical and
speculative arguments offered in defense of the classical position are utterly
compelling and that the critique of De Lubac’s interpretation of Aquinas is
quite convincing. Others, of course, will be reticent to assent. Cardinal De
Lubac’s disciples will find a loyal engagement with the book very helpful,
however, for it aids one greatly to circumscribe better the shape of this
multisided and complex debate. Feingold identifies a host of important and
subtle theological and historical questions, and his interpretation of the
controversy suggests important consequences for our rethinking of the themes of
nature and grace.
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One aspect in the study that is underemphasized or that could be considered
an important addendum is a consideration of the effects of sin upon the
attainment of the natural ends of the human person (natural knowledge and
natural love of God). Aquinas is quite adamant about the absence of a capacity
in fallen human nature to love God above all things even naturally—in
the absence of grace (STh I-II, q. 109, a. 3). He also in various
places minimizes the natural capacities of the intellect to contemplate God in
most men in virtue of the consequences of sin, ignorance, and cultural
limitations. Consequently, if the final natural end of man (the imperfect
beatitude of natural knowledge and love of God) is preserved in the economy of
redemption, it is also in some real sense restored therein. This means
that even if Feingold is right in identifying a more nuanced account of the
structure of nature and grace in Aquinas than De Lubac sees, existentially
even the natural order is only obtainable in its relative integrity under and
in grace. The unity of the two orders (of nature and grace) in the exercise of
the economy suggests a unified destiny: the natural ordering of the person
toward God cannot function rightly except within and by grace. To say this is
not to agree with De Lubac’s reading of Aquinas on the final end (to the
contrary), but it does show that there is a point of irenic contact between him
and a thinker like Sylvester of Ferrara: Ultimately it is only in the calling
by grace to the beatific vision that we recover fully even our own natural self
and its theocentric tendencies.


Henri de Lubac’s Surnaturel thesis was influential, but it is not
true to say that his argument (or perhaps more accurately, his constellation of
intuitions) was universally compelling. It was and continues to be irreducibly
controversial, and this for reasons that are speculative or metaphysical, but
also textual and historical. Part of the power and beauty of De Lubac’s writing
stems from his capacity synthetically to present a host of historical and
literary sources. But he almost never presents a complete historical analysis
of those sources themselves, sufficiently cited and analyzed in their
respective contexts, and arranged diachronically and in relation to subsequent
authors and controversies. Even less does he seek systematically to disclose
the speculative presuppositions of the thinkers whose ideas he cites, while
arranging these speculative views in relation to one another and in refutation
of the true and false propositions of the speculative arguments of his
adversaries. This is why Feingold’s book is important and why it challenges the
thesis of Surnaturel so effectively. Feingold returns to the sources
De Lubac so often merely alludes to, from Aquinas to Jansenius, and presents a
coherent, clear historical and speculative analysis of their various treatments
of the problem of the “natural desire to see God.” Of course, the
controversy surrounding Surnaturel stemmed not only from the content
of the theological argument advanced, but also from the form of the method
employed (historical ressourcement, as opposed to neo-Scholastic 
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presentation). Feingold’s work is an interesting reflection of this
background: the theological issue being touched upon is treated by recourse to
a highly ambitious synthesis of Scholastic and historical methodologies.
Interestingly, Feingold has produced what is simultaneously an historical ressourcement
of the Thomist Scholastic commentary tradition and a veritable contemporary
exercise of the Scholastic speculation which that tradition embodies. Whatever
the imperfections of his work, it represents a highly respectable achievement.
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From its inception with Georg Voigt’s Die Wiederbelebung des klassischen
Alterthums oder, das erste Jahrhundert des Humanismus (1859) and Jacob
Burckhardt’s Die Kultur der Renaissance in Italien (1860), the modern
study of Italian humanism has labored under a curious burden. Straining to find
men who were emancipated from traditional religious authorities, the first
students of the Italian Renaissance made their subjects into good liberal
Protestants. Although scholars as diverse as Giuseppe Toffanin, Paul Oskar
Kristeller, Henri de Lubac, and Edgar Wind have repeatedly challenged such
prejudices since the 1950s, historians of philosophy have largely ignored their
valiant efforts to return the humanists to their native soil. Such historians,
like Wilhelm Dilthey and Ernst Cassirer before them, still imagine the chief
moral values of the Renaissance to be individualism and secularism. Lodi
Nauta’s study of Lorenzo Valla’s The Pruning of Dialectic and
Philosophy (Repastinatio dialectice et philosophie) is a
wonderful response to this ongoing prejudice about the philosophical
significance of Italian humanism. Drawing upon but surpassing the previous
studies of Gianni Zippel, Charles Trinkaus, Riccardo Fubini, and Scott
Blanchard, In Defense of Common Sense is a welcome contribution to our
understanding of medieval, Renaissance, and modern philosophy alike.


This is no mean feat. Lorenzo Valla (1406-57), perhaps best known as the man
who showed the Donation of Constantine to be a forgery, is a bit of a 
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chameleon, having been linked to a motley crew of philosophers including
Francis Bacon, Rene Descartes, David Hume, Martin Heidegger, and the late
anti-essentialist Wittgenstein. One need not ponder long to understand why
historians of philosophy have placed Valla in such mixed company: they have
defined the humanist less by his arguments and more by their shared prejudice
against the alleged “essentialism” of Scholasticism. Nauta’s work is
a healthy corrective to this trend. As he drily remarks, “one must be
familiar with the scholastic tradition to evaluate Valla’s program, and this
understandably is not the forte of Neo-Latinists and literary historians”
(3). Nauta does note, however, that any study of Lorenzo Valla “will
likely be viewed with suspicion by not a few of my colleagues in medieval
philosophy” (ix). Such scholars—as myself for example—might see Valla’s
attempted demolition of Aristotelian metaphysics as misguided at best; indeed,
they might wish that such a book not be published at all. At the same time,
Nauta imagines that many of his colleagues in the field of Renaissance humanism
might be similarly suspicious, but for very different reasons. Enamored of the
supposed modernity of the Renaissance humanists, they might very well be
angered by a book that places Valla “on the philosophical rack”—as
Nauta often does. Steering a fine course between these two extremes, In
Defense of Common Sense steadfastly refuses to divorce Valla from his
historical context and place him “on the road of modern rationalist
empiricism” (144). In doing so, it subjects Valla to a strong but fair
criticism, a task that has often been ignored by humanists who possess only a
nodding acquaintance with Scholasticism.


Nauta’s study is composed of eight chapters in three parts. The first part
introduces the reader to Valla’s attack on Aristotelian-Scholastic metaphysics
in three chapters that explore Valla’s sometimes enlightening, but often
frustrating, criticisms of the Tree of Porphyry, the Scholastic doctrine of
transcendental terms, and the Aristotelian categories. The second part
introduces Valla’s anthropology, with chapters devoted to his assault on
Aristotelian psychology and natural philosophy, his account of the virtues, and
his analysis of Scholastic Trinitarian theologies. The third part concerns what
we might call the more methodological aspects of Valla’s philosophy, namely,
his understanding of propositions, demonstration, dialectic, and argumentation.
In Defense of Common Sense concludes with a particularly interesting
investigation of claims that Valla anticipated the “ordinary language
philosophy” of Ludwig Wittgenstein, J. L. Austin, and Gilbert Ryle
(269-91).


Nauta’s stated aim is to offer a “comprehensive discussion” of
Valla’s attempted reform of Aristotelian Scholasticism based on a
“philosophically-informed analysis” of the entire text of the Repastinatio
in its several versions, with appropriate forays into other works such as
Valla’s dialogue on the highest good, De vero bono. In this respect,
Nauta does not hesitate to admit that the 
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outcome of his analysis is “not always flattering for Valla” and
that the arguments that he levels against Aristotle and the Scholastics are
“often poor, inconsistent, and unfair” (4). Nauta’s second aim is to
evaluate existing interpretations of Valla, especially the claim that Valla’s
project was inspired by William of Ockham’s own attempts to rethink Aristotle’s
Organon. This, incidentally, is one of the few things upon which
Valla’s many supporters seem to agree, so Nauta’s argument that Valla’s program
“differs significantly in aim, approach, and argument” from Ockham’s
own is welcome. The final aim of In Defense of Common Sense is to
offer a genuinely philosophical assessment of Valla’s project: “Just as
the assessment of the historical significance of Valla’s program depends on
one’s wider views on the relationship between scholasticism and humanism, so an
evaluation of its philosophical significance depends of [sic] one’s view of
philosophy” (7). In other words, even if Valla is presented as an
anti-philosopher, his work is still shot through with philosophical
assumptions. If Nauta believes that Valla’s diatribe against the excesses of
theoretical jargon is “vitally important,” he also believes that the
controversy between Scholasticism and humanism “goes to the heart of
philosophy itself” (xi). 


It is impossible to summarize the varied topics in Nauta’s study; in
addition to those I have already mentioned, it contains enlightening
discussions of the predicables, universals, privation, negation, the nature of
definitions and propositions, abstract and concrete terms, the origin of
language, the immortality of the soul, sensation, the differences between animal
and vegetative souls, the relative merits of Stoicism and Epicureanism, the
nature of virtue, and the formal rules for induction. Not surprisingly, a work
of such richness contains much to interest readers of The Thomist.
Most provocatively, Nauta in his spirited attempt to distance Valla from
William of Ockham suggests that Valla’s treatment of the categories as modes of
predication is compatible with Aquinas’s own approach to the analogous
predication of esse as described in his expositio of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics (lect. 9 [Marietti ed., 890] [18-19]). In
fact, Nauta often compares Valla to Aquinas, even noting the possibility of
influence at one point (68-70), but usually showing how Valla differs from the
Angelic Doctor (79, 117, 132). Historians of late medieval Scholasticism might
also be interested to learn that Valla’s admittedly strained attempt to reduce
the ten categories and six transcendental terms of Scholastic philosophy to
three categories of substance, quality, and action unified by the single
transcendental term res harkens back to the great importance of that
term in the metaphysics of Henry of Ghent (298 n. 4). Despite these tantalizing
suggestions, the general impression one gets from Nauta’s exploration of the Repastinatio
is that Valla gained the larger part of his knowledge of Scholasticism by
hearsay. Even the authors that he cites, such as Peter of Spain and Paul of
Venice, do little to impede—or even affect—the forward march of his
anti-Scholastic rhetoric. Their relationship to 
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Valla’s arguments seems tangential at best. One also gathers from reading
Nauta’s study that Valla willfully ignored some rather straightforward
objections to his views, as when the humanist denies the analogical predication
of the term unum (cf. 65-67) necessitated by the Aristotelian
understanding that one is the principle of number, or when he offers some
rather obtuse reasons for denying that plants have souls (133) or, perhaps best
of all, when he remains unaware that his account of the Trinity is Sabellian
(194-95).


Of course, one can always quibble with the details when an author has
included so much in a single book. I would have preferred that Nauta turn to
the more recent studies of Jos Decorte, Carlos Steel, or Juan Carlos Flores for
his understanding of Henry of Ghent, or to the work of Armand Maurer for his
knowledge of William of Ockham, but the older secondary sources that he
uses—such as Henri Paulus and William Courtenay—are still very solid and, in
any event, do not alter the substance of his argument. I would have also liked
to see him qualify his occasional remarks that Valla preferred an Augustinian
account of the soul to the Aristotelian one (129, 149). Still, three themes
emerge from Nauta’s study with particular clarity, and make the book well worth
studying even for those without a professional interest in Italian humanism. In
the first place, Nauta skillfully illustrates how polemical conceptions of
Scholasticism have unduly influenced scholars of the Renaissance. He consistently
shows, for example, how the claim that a thinker “loathes metaphysical
speculation” conceals a number of metaphysical assumptions. Nauta’s
frequent exposure of Valla’s vitriol should also give pause to anyone who
imagines that humanism was somehow permissive and tolerant, while Scholasticism
was rigidly dogmatic. Conversely, Nauta’s study of Valla implicitly raises a
question of great importance for contemporary Scholasticism, namely, the
normative value of Aristotle for philosophy. If Valla’s attempt to demolish the
foundations of Aristotelian-Scholastic metaphysics, ethics, and natural
philosophy must be judged a failure, his attempt to transform Aristotelian
logic into a rhetorically and grammatically sensitive dialectic tailored to the
practical needs of public debate is certainly intriguing, especially when we
notice that many of the features that Nauta valorizes in Valla—especially his
great attentiveness to linguistic usage—can be found among the greatest
Scholastics. Taken together, these two themes allow for the emergence of a
third, namely, the possibility of a stronger connection between the humanist
attention to rhetoric and traditional metaphysics than has yet been
acknowledged, especially by historians of humanism. In this respect, the
Scholastic philosopher might wish to expand the influence of the old masters by
returning to their own analyses of the canons of Ciceronian or Quintilian
rhetoric, or even create new syntheses based on modern concepts of ordinary
language philosophy, as can be seen in the recent emergence of Analytic
Thomism. 












page 471


These are issues of no small concern for contemporary Scholastic
philosophers. If studies of the Renaissance have labored to cast off the yoke
of past prejudices, it is all the more amazing how easily Catholic theologians
and philosophers indulge in these very prejudices. Many Aristotelians have long
imagined that Scholasticism is a worldview entirely sufficient for
understanding all aspects of human society, while many humanists have just as
easily imagined that thinkers of the caliber of Thomas Aquinas, Henry of Ghent,
John Duns Scotus, or Francisco Suárez have nothing to offer the modern Catholic
philosopher. But restorationist and progressive alike share a myth of the
so-called “waning” of the Middle Ages; indeed, the only thing that
separates the one from the other is that they have reversed the terms of an
otherwise identical genealogy. For the one, Thomas Aquinas is the summit from
which all fall away; for the other, he is the nadir from which all struggle to
escape. With such an aggressive rhetoric overdetermining both side of the
contemporary debate about Scholasticism, a sensible book on its interaction
with humanism during the Renaissance is a welcome balm.


Trent
Pomplun 
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[bookmark: mystery]Nouvelle théologie and Sacramental Ontology: A
Return to Mystery. By Hans Boersma.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. Pp. xvi + 336. $120.00 (cloth). ISBN
978-0-19-922964-2. 




In this book, Hans Boersma argues that various currents of twentieth-century
thought encompassed by the term nouvelle théologie can all be
understood as attempts to argue for a “sacramental ontology.” What is
at issue is not the theology of sacraments, but the sacramentality of ontology,
that is, the capacity of all of reality to contain and lead to the divine. The
author’s thesis, expressed in clear and penetrating prose, is that the nouvelle
theologians (in particular, Henri Bouillard, Marie-Dominique Chenu, Yves
Congar, Jean Daniélou, Henri de Lubac, and Hans Urs von Balthasar) all wanted
“to recover a sacramental ontology” and so to promote a “return
to mystery” (viii). This sacramental pattern is found in a number of
different fields of theology and is expressed in a variety of ways: the literal
meaning of Scripture sacramentally contains the figurative; secular history
sacramentally contains the sacred; nature sacramentally 
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contains the supernatural. Boersma holds that these nouvelle
theologians were promoting this sacramental ontology in opposition to what they
regarded as neo-Thomist “extrinsicism,” which included a theology of
grace that builds on nature while remaining extrinsic to it, instead of
elevating and perfecting it from within. This group of theologians, in their
methodological return to classic patristic and medieval sources (ressourcement),
held that with this extrinsicism, neo-Thomism (unlike St. Thomas’s own work) had
unwittingly conceded to the Enlightenment the notion of an independent realm of
nature (5). This in turn made belief in God difficult for people in the modern
world by relegating him to a remote realm that is irrelevant to life in the
world. For Boersma, the nouvelle théologie wanted to save the faith
from rationalism, at times by saving St. Thomas from neo-Thomism.


Although the author does not present his book primarily as an exposition of
his own theological opinions, he clearly has sympathy for the overall outlook
of the nouvelle theologians and for many of their views (though he
critiques some of them). In particular, the ideas of Henri de Lubac seem to be
particularly favored, providing the leitmotif of the book. De Lubac is
discussed in every chapter (unlike any of the other five figures), and is
spared even mild or oblique criticism, unlike Bouillard (113), Chenu (116,
144-48), or Daniélou (180, 190). Viewpoints opposed to the movement are
presented soberly and fairly, albeit rather briefly. Boersma’s aim is to
explain the nouvelle théologie, including the contexts of the disputes
surrounding it, not to offer full coverage of all sides of those disputes.


The book has eight chapters. The first and introductory one, “The
Rupture between Faith and Life,” presents the main concerns of the nouvelle
théologie as well as a concise account of the principal controversies
surrounding it. Among the insightful analyses that the author offers is the
contrast he notes between the nouvelle théologie and modernism. He
points out that ressourcement was indispensable for the nouvelle
théologie, but foreign to modernism; he also shows that, unlike such
modernists as Loisy and Tyrrell, the nouvelle theologians saw God at
work in history and in human discourse. One of the controversies covered is the
dispute provoked by de Lubac’s Surnaturel over the natural desire for
God, which is presented briefly but incisively.


Chapter 2, “Precursors to a Sacramental Ontology,” presents four
chief influences for the later proponents of the nouvelle théologie:
the early-nineteenth-century theologian of the Catholic Tübingen school, Johann
Adam Möhler; and the late-nineteenth-/early-twentieth-century figures Maurice
Blondel, Joseph Maréchal, and Pierre Rousselot. Boersma shows that their ideas
led the nouvelle théologie movement to see historical categories and
the human subject as central, and to critique rationalistic truth-claims in
favor of more mystical ways of knowing.
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Chapters 3 through 7 are each organized around a theme present in the work
of two or more of the featured theologians. The third and fourth chapters
concentrate on the relation between nature and the supernatural. Chapter 3
engages de Lubac and Bouillard, beginning with De Lubac’s seminal efforts, in Surnaturel
and in other writings, to show how theology should favor the idea that humans
are naturally ordered to a supernatural end. Boersma explains that for de
Lubac, humans are never (in the world as it actually exists) without the desire
for God; but they cannot actually attain God without his help. De Lubac opposed
the idea that humans have ever existed in a state of “pure nature”
with their own natural end, apart from the natural desire for God. He saw the
idea of “pure nature” as a neo-Thomist corruption, in that it
isolates man from the God who created him. Boersma goes on to discuss
Bouillard’s ideas, particularly on the development of doctrine, showing how the
historical process plays its own role in leading doctrine toward an ever-closer
analogical knowledge of God. Boersma’s treatment includes a somewhat
sympathetic discussion of some objections to these ideas, including the charge
that Bouillard’s teaching leads to relativism.


Whereas the third chapter deals with an ascent of the natural to
the supernatural according to de Lubac and Bouillard, the fourth chapter
explores how both Balthasar and Chenu speak of the divine descent upon
creatures, the coming of the supernatural to the natural. Both Balthasar and
Chenu (like de Lubac and Bouillard) see the supernatural within creation, and
oppose the neo-Scholastic separation of grace and nature. Boersma shows how
Balthasar, influenced by de Lubac’s ressourcement of the Fathers and
his “approach to the nature-supernatural relationship” (118),
rejected the factual existence of any “pure nature” apart from grace,
seeing in the creature an analogous, sacramental participation in the divine.
Boersma then describes Chenu’s own recovery of older theological insights,
chiefly from the tradition of high Scholasticism. Chenu saw theology as a
connatural participation in God’s own knowledge, making faith an essential
component of theology, and making the practice of theology a kind of
spirituality. This led him to seek to recover a kind of mysticism that goes
beyond the ordinary grace of the theological virtues, without being the reserve
of a gifted elite. Boersma shows that despite promoting this recovery of
mysticism, Chenu maintained a fundamental optimism about modernity. Indeed, he
approved of the medieval emphasis on the autonomy of the created order, the
“‘desacralizing’ of a previously ‘sacramentalized’ world” that Chenu
believed simply becomes more pronounced with modernism. Boersma finds it
“difficult to reconcile this interest of Chenu to his more sacramental
Dionysian analogical approach” (145); Chenu’s commitment to a sacramental
ontology remains somewhat ambiguous.
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The fifth chapter explores the attempts by de Lubac and Daniélou to revive a
spiritual interpretation of Scripture for the present day. Boersma
characterizes De Lubac’s recovery of patristic and medieval interpretation,
including the multivalent and spiritual interpretation of the Bible, as a
“sacramental hermeneutic,” in which the spiritual meaning presupposes
the historical, countering both the “positivist mindset behind historicist
exegesis” (152) and the neo-Thomist exclusion of such multivalence.
Boersma then presents Daniélou’s own retrieval of an older style of biblical
interpretation. Whereas de Lubac had sought a recovery of the patristic and
medieval four-fold sense of scripture, Daniélou focused on typological
exegesis, in which the Old Testament points toward the New. In Boersma’s view,
though Daniélou and de Lubac differed in their appropriation of older forms of
interpretation, they both sought to highlight God’s action in the world,
employing a sacramental reading of reality.


The sixth chapter deals with the efforts of several theologians to show how
history informs theology while having God as its origin, center, and goal
(191). Three main topics are covered: Daniélou’s attempt to connect
“cosmic and Christian revelation”; theological accounts of the
development of doctrine by Chenu, Louis Charlier, and de Lubac; and Congar’s
influential work on tradition. The seventh chapter concerns the ecclesiology of
de Lubac and Congar. Boersma shows that both of them, while at odds in some
ways (e.g., de Lubac’s break from the Concilium group, including
Congar, to help found Communio), in fact uphold the sacramentality of
the Church and of all creation.


Boersma’s concluding chapter, “The Future of Ressourcement,”
summarizes his own insights into the nouvelle théologie movement,
showing its place in the history of doctrine and proposing how its concerns may
be further developed, including a reflection on its ecumenical implications
(Boersma himself coming from the Reformed tradition). This wrap-up (seven
pages) is very brief, and does not include any extensive analysis of the
movement; indeed, the author admits that the “scope of the book was not to
evaluate the import of nouvelle théologie, but to describe” its
“shared theological sensibility” (289). The conclusion may leave the
reader wishing that the author had undertaken a more comprehensive evaluation
of the merits of this sacramental ontology for theology today. Without
attempting such an evaluation here, we can suggest that there are three
difficulties in particular—touched upon in Boersma’s work—that will need more
thorough attention if one wishes to develop this theological outlook further
today.


First, in each form of sacramental ontology described, the supernatural and
nature become more closely linked; if the emphasis remains on how tightly
interlinked they are, does it become more difficult to distinguish
them from each other? Does it thereby become impossible to account for the
transcendent at work in the world? Boersma himself notes that some of the nouvelle
theologians began to discern these kinds of problems in theology after Vatican
II. In the 
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early- and mid-twentieth century, they had focused on rejecting
“extrinsicism.” However, the opposite problem of
“immanentism” (the denial of “any transcendent impact on
historical cause and effect” [11]) increasingly became a concern at least
to de Lubac (254, 257, 262-65). Similarly, Daniélou (180) and Balthasar (11)
both expressed a concern over post-Vatican-II “historicism,” in
contrast to their earlier emphasis on making sure that history would be taken
seriously in theology.


A second, related question concerns sin. How do the various forms of
sacramental ontology allow for the possibility and reality of sin? After all,
do not aspects of created existence point decidedly away from God? Boersma
shows how de Lubac, in a late work, saw the need to account for “human
sinfulness” in the consideration of the grace/nature relation (263),
emphasizing this to a degree not present in his earlier work. This is one of
the few places that the issue makes an appearance in Boersma’s text.


The third issue regards how St. Thomas’s work should be interpreted. In
particular, how is the Thomistic commentatorial tradition to be received?
Boersma notes that the nouvelle théologie either bypassed the
commentators in their interpretation of the Common Doctor, or used that
tradition in a new way. The author’s treatment is more than adequate for the
kind of book he has written, offering resources for further investigation where
needed (see, e.g., 95 n. 31); still, more analysis and reflection is required regarding
how a fuller ressourcement might include the way Thomas’s work has
been received by the Church through the commentators.


In the end, Boersma’s achievement is to draw together a number of related
strands of twentieth-century Catholic theology, synthesizing them under the
rubric of a “sacramental ontology.” In so doing, he clarifies a
recent pivotal turn in theology, suggesting a trajectory for future reflection.
However, the merit of Boersma’s book is not limited to its broad-brush insights.
It provides enough background and references related to the ideas and disputes
surrounding the nouvelle théologie that the interested reader can
easily pursue a given issue more deeply. This should make the work useful as a
part of graduate (or advanced undergraduate) courses in the theology of grace,
theological anthropology, or the history of doctrine. Specialists as well as
those with a more general interest in theology should find the author’s
insights and overarching thesis worth engaging. Let us hope that an edition
priced for a broader audience will soon become available.


Bryan
Kromholtz, O.P. 
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[bookmark: pere]Le Père, Alpha et Oméga de la vie trinitaire.
By Emmanuel Durand, O.P. Paris:
Cerf,  2008. Pp. 300. 33.25 (paper). ISBN  978-2-204-08622-6.




Emmanuel Durand’s Le Père Alpha et Oméga de la vie trinitaire, a tour
de force of profound and original theological investigation, will be of
particular interest to Thomists for its groundbreaking research on
Bonaventure’s and Aquinas’ contrasting accounts of God the Father.


Durand joins an astute reading of Scripture with a penetrating analysis of
Aquinas’s and Bonaventure’s views of the Father, in order to develop his own
portrait of the Father as the Alpha and Omega of the life of the Trinity and
the created economy. He proposes adhering to a Thomistically inclined
“doubly relational” conception (based on paternity and spiration) of
the person of the Father, which resituates Bonaventure’s guiding intuition in
the created order, by taking note of the fact that innascibility and primacy
overlap an unfathomable plenitude (244). In this work, Durand describes an
eschatological tension that the Father exerts on the whole created order, as
soon as he is revealed by Christ, the Son (11-12, 51-148). He shows that the
Father is the Alpha and Omega of creation and of our divinization and that he
polarizes the whole economy of salvation, because the first initiative and
ultimate finality belong to him (18-19, 44-45, 85, 142-44,147-48, 245). In
Durand’s words, the ultimate end of spiritual creatures properly designates the
very person of the Father, and our participation in divine life is revealed to
be a father-to-son relationship (35, 140-41).


Another theme highlighted in this book is the transparency of the Son in
revealing the Father. Pointing to the parable of the prodigal son, Durand (277)
observes that the charity that Jesus showed to sinners manifests the
Father’s charity, for “he who has seen [Jesus] has seen the
Father” (John 14:9). Durand also offers a compelling insight
concerning an abiding hiddenness of the Father, despite his being revealed by
Christ (14-15). He concludes that a theology of the Father must remain
incomplete in a certain way, in patient expectation and suspense; without this
appreciation, Christian Christocentrism is sometimes accompanied by a univocal
resituation of eschatology in the present that does not respect the importance
of the yet unrealized eschatology, consequently leaving the Father in an
ambiguous indifference (45-46, 103-4).


This work proposes a fresh look at the theology of God the Father by moving
from “the Father’s final role in Christian eschatology to the theology of
the Father in his Trinitarian mystery, viewed from the angle both of his
primacy and of his relations” (11). Durand notes that the anthropological
approach, the model most commonly adopted today, has been called into question
on account of the collapse of the father’s place in the family and in society
(9). Another approach particularly common today, arising from interreligious
dialogue and 












page 477


thus aiming to escape the limits of a twentieth-century Christocentrism,
results in an “undetermined” theocentrism, where God is not attached
to any particular historical revelation. In place of exaggerated
Christocentrism and agnostic indeterminism, Durand proposes a Trinitarian
theocentrism that resituates Christocentrism in its proper place (9-10). He
offers an original approach in clarifying the Father’s primacy in the Trinity
by examining his place as the final end of all creatures. Accordingly, this
work is divided into two parts: (1) “The Revelation of the Father and the
Eschatological Tension Toward Him” and (2) “The Father in His
Mystery, Alpha and Omega of the Immanent Trinity.” Durand introduces these
two parts in a single chapter (ch. 1) in which he lays out the theological
issues at stake in a theology of God the Father, as well as possibilities and
limits of its lines of development.


In the first part, Durand offers a reflection on the revelation of the
Father and the eschatological pull that this revelation exerts on those who
receive the revelation. He begins, in chapter 2, with the manifestation of the
Father through the only-begotten Son, especially as recorded in St. John’s
Gospel, in order to grasp the Son’s eternal relation to the Father in the
Trinity. Durand then examines the significance of the movement in the prologue
of John’s Gospel from the relative pair “Word-God” to the relative
pair “Only Begotten-Father.” He proceeds, in chapter 3, to a
consideration of our filial communion with the Father, where he ponders our
inclusion in the Son, the Church in communion with the Father, and the
eschatological gathering of the children of God. This leads into a reflection,
in chapter 4, on the Father’s eschatological sovereignty. Here Durand engages
in a rich meditation on the Paschal Lamb and the Father on his throne in the
book of Revelation, and develops a Christocentrism reordered according to its
finality in God the Father. Durand includes a critique of Rahner and Balthasar
regarding the axiom “the economic Trinity is the immanent Trinity and vice
versa,” which can lead to Christocentrism that lacks the paternal finality
of the whole order of salvation. He explains that there must be an
“eschatological hiatus” between the Trinity and its historical
engagement, that is, between the immanent Trinity and the economic Trinity; the
identity is not pure and simple (111-13). Chapter 5, which completes the first
part of the book, treats of the eschatological vision of the Father—
specifically: the glory of the Father in the Word in John’s Gospel, Irenaeus’
account of man’s growing capacity to see God as the Father as he is gradually
revealed in the Word, Gregory of Nyssa’s understanding of God’s
incomprehensibility and the eternal newness of desire all the way to union, the
complementary images of beatitude in word and Eucharist, and the Father as the
final end of the beatific vision.


The second part of this work, building on the first, pursues a speculative
examination of the Father in the immanent Trinity. In chapter 6, Durand traces
the development of the notion of the Father’s innascibility, that is, his being
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without origin. He reports on Peter Lombard’s reading of Sts. Augustine and
Hilary on innascibility, and the creative interpretations of Lombard’s dossier
by William of Auxerre and Alexander of Hales. Although Lombard reads Augustine
and Hilary as convergent, by the time of Alexander of Hales’s commentary on
Lombard’s Sentences, there are already two camps as regards
innascibility: the Augustinian camp which maintains that innascibility is
strictly a negation (i.e., the denial that the Father proceeds from any
principle), and the Hilarian camp which holds that innascibility bears the
positive meaning of primacy or authority (i.e., being the principle of other
divine persons).


Chapter 7 undertakes a detailed investigation of Bonaventure’s theology of
God the Father. In this original research, Durand exposits Bonaventure’s
understanding of the Father’s primacy, where innascibility receives strong
emphasis and looms over (surplombe) the Father’s relations of
paternity and spiration (213). Bonaventure is thus a representative of the
Hilarian camp par excellence, and he is squarely in the Franciscan school that
views the divine hypostasis as constituted by emanation rather than by
relation. In chapter 8, Durand examines Aquinas’s theology of God the Father.
He shows that for Aquinas the concept of relation is the key to a coherent
account of the Trinity, and God the Father’s hypostasis must be constituted by
the relation of paternity, that is, by his relation to the Son. Innascibility,
by contrast, must be a sheer negation and does not include in its meaning the
idea of being the principle of another divine person. Aquinas rejects the
notion that the Father has primacy or is constituted in some way by his
innascibility. This places him unequivocally in the Augustinian camp as regards
the Father’s innascibility.


In chapter 9, the final chapter of the book, Durand sketches out his own
theology of God the Father. His approach might be described as based on
Aquinas, with the integration of elements of Bonaventure’s paternal primacy,
all taken from an eschatological perspective. Durand intends to avoid certain
weaknesses he finds in both of these great masters. On one hand, “it is
not possible to maintain with Bonaventure that the hypostasis of the Father is
‘posited’ by virtue of his mere primacy or that his fontal plenitude
‘outclasses’ the two divine processions of the Son and the Spirit” (272).
After all, “this God does not correspond to the God revealed in Jesus
Christ, and his primacy looming over all actual fecundity would only be a vague
conceptual projection, without name or personal identity” (272-73). On the
other hand, it is not fitting to maintain with Aquinas “that the
hypostasis of the Father is ‘constituted’ by his lone relation to the Son”
(273). Durand is concerned that Aquinas’s insistence on the Father’s being
constituted only by his relation of paternity, which follows from his
understanding of a divine person as a subsistent relation, might reduce the
Father’s identity to his paternity with respect to the Son. This, observes
Durand, is unacceptable because God’s incomprehensibility remains normative 
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in the background of the whole New Testament (247-48), and the Father is
determined not only by his relation to the Son but also by his relation to the
Holy Spirit (271). Paternity does not suffice to describe the Father because
“the mysterious identity of the Spirit manifests that the original
plenitude of the Father is not exhausted in the lone generation of the
Son” (ibid.).


Durand embraces the Thomistic centrality of the concept of relation, which
offers a coherent account of the unity and distinction of the divine persons,
and he develops an understanding of divine paternal primacy from the divine
missions, which lead us back to the Father. At the heart of the Trinity, all
begins and ends in the Father, who is the unfathomable and inexhaustible source
of the whole Trinitarian life; in every divine act the first initiative belongs
to the Father (244, 249). Therefore, “to envisage the Father’s primacy, we
need simply to trace back from the missions of the Son and the Spirit up to the
origin of their being sent into the world, namely, to the Father’s
initiative” (249). With respect to the eschatological role of the other
divine persons, “the return to the Father is constitutive of the persons
themselves of the Son and the Spirit” (256-58). Durand rules out “all
undue subordination within the Trinity” in taking the attraction of the
Son and the Holy Spirit in the return to the Father to be “a finality
without unrealized potentiality just as their origin from the
Father is an origin without becoming” (258). As Durand has it,
the Son and Holy Spirit are revealed not only to be originated but also
“truly to be persons that ‘assume’ and ‘ratify’ their relation of
origin” (ibid.). That is, “by their eternal
response to the Father, the Son and the Spirit freely assume their relation of
origin to the Father” (263). Even a certain “gratuity” comes
into play in the life of the Trinity in order to manifest that “throughout
the entire necessary unfolding of the intra-divine life, the Father retains his
personal primacy and eternal ‘initiative’ of gift with respect to the Son and
the Spirit” (266-67).


Also, in this last chapter, Durand proposes but does not develop two
provocative conceptual advances in Trinitarian theology, namely, an
understanding of person that, while grounded in substance,
extends to “a much broader existential basis,” and the expression of
the interpersonal plenitude of divine life as “the gift of love according
to multiform relations included within the strict relations of origin”
(259).


The strict Thomist might be reluctant to welcome the author’s assertions
that the Son consents to his generation or responds to his generation with
gratitude toward the Father (39, 257-58, 263, 266-67) or that the return to the
Father is constitutive of the persons themselves of the Son and Holy Spirit
(256-58). For if the Son makes some kind of response, it would seem to suggest
that the Son is not active in being generated and must therefore respond
“afterwards.” Fully aware of this, Durand quotes (262 n. 2) Aquinas’s
explanation that for the Son, to be generated is an action: “by
one and the same operation, the Father 
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generates and the Son is born; but this operation is in the Father and the
Son according to different relations” (I Sent., d. 20, q. 1, a.
1, ad 1). And Durand does not take this filial response to be in the notional
act of the Son’s being generated but rather in the essential act of concomitant
love (258). However, this raises questions as to how the return to the Father
could then be constitutive of the Son and the Holy Spirit. For Aquinas
clarifies that the Father’s reception of the Son’s essential concomitant love
is not a reception of anything in the real order, just as there is no reception
of anything in the real order when the Father loves himself (I Sent.,
d. 10, q. 1, a. 2, ad 3). For the strict Thomist, what is common must not be
confused with what is proper and constitutive of distinct persons.


Since Aquinas was anxious to reject the attribution of primacy or fontal
plenitude to the Father, the strict Thomist might also hesitate to embrace
Durand’s integration of this Bonaventurian element into his theology of the
Father. We might note two small points of emphasis in this regard. First,
Durand emphasizes incomprehensibility as a characteristic of the Father in
particular (17, 20-21). While this is by no means incompatible with Aquinas’s
view, wherever Aquinas discusses the incomprehensibility of a divine person we
find him affirming that the Son is just as incomprehensible as the Father (I Sent.,
d. 9, q. 1, prol. [the Son’s generation]; In Ioan. 1:18 [lect. 11]
[the Son’s invisibility]; in In ad Heb. 1:4 [lect. 3] [the Son’s
name]; De Rationibus Fidei, ch. 6 [the Incarnation]; and In ad Eph.
3:19 [lect. 5] [Christ’s charity]). It is characteristic of Aquinas’s theology
strongly to underscore the Son’s equality.


Second, in order to avoid the reduction of the Father to his paternity, Durand
maintains that “the mysterious identity of the Spirit manifests that the
original plenitude of the Father is not exhausted in the lone generation of the
Son” (271). While little effort is required to give this a favorable
interpretation, if we accept the kenotically suggestive term
“exhaust,” it would be important to affirm that generation does
exhaust the Father’s plenitude so that the Son can be understood truly to be
equal to the Father; the Holy Spirit would not somehow use up the rest of the Father’s
plenitude but rather would again exhaust the Father’s plenitude according to
the order of processions in a knowing and loving being where the communication
of being is perfect. Here we can see that one might be forced to choose between
Bonaventure’s preference for fontal plenitude and Aquinas’s central placement
of relation, which though perhaps less romantic and dashing is brilliantly
coherent and ordered. For the strict Thomist, the connection between generation
and spiration should be developed by unpacking the fact that spiration is
virtually included in generation.


Le Père Alpha et Oméga de la vie trinitaire offers an important
contribution in articulating the eschatological dimension of the economy of
salvation as revelatory of the Trinitarian mystery in itself: the innascible
Father in the Trinity
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is the Alpha and Omega of creation and of our divinization, and he polarizes
the whole economy of salvation, because the first initiative and ultimate
finality belong to him. Well founded on Scripture and patristic and medieval
sources, this work takes up relevant modern questions, such as the relation
between the economic and immanent Trinity; Christocentrism versus theocentrism;
the Father’s relation to the Holy Spirit; and the concepts of person,
substance, and relation. The author’s exposition of God the Father in the
thought of Bonaventure and Aquinas is superior and original. For that reason
alone, Le Père Alpha et Oméga de la vie trinitaire is an indispensable
resource for any scholar interested in the theology of God the Father. 


 


John
Baptist Ku, O.P. 
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In Thomas Aquinas on the Passions, Robert Miner offers his readers
three reasons for studying questions 22 through 48 of the Prima Secundae of
the Summa Theologiae. First, reading Thomas on the passions increases
our understanding of the historical pedigree of contemporary philosophical
reflections on emotions and how these stand in continuity (or discontinuity)
with classical traditions. Second, reading Thomas on the passions can help us
enter into a constructive conversation with the sciences on the study of human
emotions while avoiding “scientistic” reductionism. Finally, Miner
adduces a more important reason for taking the time to study Thomas’s
“treatise” on the passions: It helps us better to understand Thomas’s
account of the virtues and happiness. Miner’s book amply substantiates these
reasons, to which this reviewer would like to add yet another reason: Reading
Thomas on the passions (with the aid of Miner’s study) helps us better
understand the role of the passions in our sanctification.


The structure of Miner’s study cleaves closely to Thomas’s questions on the
passions in the Summa Theologiae. The study is divided in three parts:
the passions in general, the concupiscible passions, and the irascible
passions. In the first part of his study, Miner considers the passions in
general, their nature, their 
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relation to sensitive apprehension, and their moral significance. In the Summa,
Thomas does not offer a strict definition of passion. Instead the angelic
doctor leads his readers to greater conceptual penetration by means of
carefully sifting through a range of authorities on the subject. Miner too
engages a variety of interlocutors in this section (as he seeks to place
Thomas’s account of the passions in the context of the philosophical debates of
his day and ours).


Miner begins his study of Thomas’s account of the passions by attending to
the sensitive appetite. The passions are acts of the sensitive appetite
requiring bodily organs for their operation. Every passion involves some kind
of bodily alteration. However, the embodiedness of the passions does not make
them exclusively material realities without any relation to the spirit. The
subject of the passions is not the body or the soul but the whole person, body
and soul. Correlatively, since God and the angels lack bodies, they lack
passions. As Miner explains, “Thomas consistently reserves passiones for
acts of the sensitive appetite. He uses affectiones (and, less
frequently, affectus) for acts that may or may not belong to the
sensitive appetite” (35). The joy attributed to God and the angels is a
pseudopassion, a simple act of the will that bears a resemblance in its effect
to the act of the sensitive appetite. Hence, “it is clear that while
Thomas restricts passions, in the proper sense of the term, to acts of the
sensitive appetite, he neither overlooks nor denies affections that belong to
the rational appetite (pseudopassions). He simply does not label them as passiones”
(36).


A thread that runs through Miner’s study of Thomas on the passions is the
ontological priority of good over evil. Given the structure of the appetite,
evil is never sought for its own sake as evil. As Miner avers:
“Inclination toward a perceived good is the cause of repugnance from evil,
but the converse is not true. Repulsion from evil occurs solely as a reflex of
the more basic attraction toward some good, of which the shunned evil is the
privation” (26). The affirmation of the ontological priority of good
entails the priority of love among the passions, the priority of the
concupiscible passions to the irascible ones, and the order among the various
passions.


In the second part of his study, Miner considers particular concupiscible
passions: love, hatred, pleasure, and sorrow. In his treatment of particular
concupiscible and irascible passions, he benefits from his study of Santiago
Ramirez’s De passionibus animae. While at times disagreeing with
particular points of the Spanish Dominican’s study of Thomas, he adopts
Ramirez’s method of paying close attention to the ordo articulorum of
the questions on the passions.


On the passion of love, Miner draws underscores the importance of sensitive
love. One might expect that a teacher like Thomas who asserts so strongly the
centrality of charity in the perfection of the human might minimize or even
reject the significance of sensitive love. However, Thomas does not follow this
path.
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As Miner explains: “Love in its most proper sense is sensitive love,
because sensitive love is most passive. Allowing oneself to be passively helped
by God is the precondition of dilectio, of inclining oneself toward
God by rational means. Amor sensitivus turns out to be the seed out of
which the highest amor rationalis grows” (121). In other words,
the cultivation of sensitive love is essential for the rational creature’s
journey into God. “Lacking the energy of the sensitive appetite, the amor
intellectualis Dei will be weak” (122). Surprisingly, on Miner’s
reading of Thomas, love for others needs to be grounded in love for self. The
extension of amor amicitiae to others presupposes that we love
ourselves with amor amicitiae. For Thomas, friendship is an image of
self-love and not the other way around. “Love for others, proceeding from
the unio similitudinis, is modeled on the love of self which
proceeds from the unio substantialis” (133). 


Miner’s close attention to the ordo articulorum pays dividends in
his examination of the question of hatred. In his treatment on love, Thomas
inquires into the passion itself, before treating its cause, and finally its
effects. This tripartite structure is employed time and again throughout the
study of the particular passions, but not in question 29 on hatred. Some
commentators (like Ramírez) have forced the treatment of hatred into the
essence, cause, and effect schema. But Miner convincingly argues that the
absence of a de ipso odio is not an accidental omission on Thomas’s
part but revelatory of something about the “essence” of hatred. Hatred
exists in a parasitic relation to reality. The ontological priority of good
over evil is reaffirmed. “Hatred is a loathing that cannot exist except in
a being that loves the contrary of what is loathed” (141). The
relationship between love and hatred is asymmetrical. Hatred presupposes love,
but love does not presuppose hatred. Things are loved in so far as they exist,
but nothing can be hated simply on account of its existence. By implication,
self-hatred is a metaphysical impossibility. “If human beings expend a
large amount of energy avoiding evils, they do so in the name of goods which
they care about. The intensity with which a person avoids an evil is a function
of the intensity with which that person loves the contrary good” (195).
Most Christians assume that there is no place for hatred in Christianity, but
for Thomas, hatred is a corollary of love. Love for someone entails the
rejection of things that threaten the existence or thriving of that someone.
Nevertheless, Miner offers an important caution: “hatred should not be
cultivated as a good in itself” (149).


In the third part of his study, Miner considers the irascible passions:
hope, despair, fear, daring, and anger. Throughout this part of the book the
ontological priority of the good and the salutary significance of the passions
is frequently reasserted. Love is the dispositional cause of fear. “Amor
not only inclines a person toward the bonum conveniens, but also
inclines him away from what he perceives as contrary to the suitable good”
(244). On anger, Miner suggests that 
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Thomas offers a sort of apologia pro ira: “In itself anger is
natural and promotes the flourishing of the human person ” (269). This
positive valuation of anger is a minority opinion in the Christian tradition.


Perhaps the most significant contribution of Miner’s study of Thomas on the
passions is the elucidation of the role of the passions in the perfection of
the human. Happiness requires the perfection of all the powers and appetites of
the person. “Right reason is required to perfect the acts of the sensitive
appetite. One implication is that reason must know the passions, in order to
direct them, just as those who govern must understand the nature of the
governed” (296). Kantian approaches that reduce morality to reason’s
conquest of the passions are incomplete in this regard. “To suppose that
humans can attain their full good without attending to the totality of their
acts, including those shared with other animals, is to commit the mortal sin of
angelism” (92). The passions are a fundamental part of our humanity. As
such, the passions are to be cultivated not uprooted. Of course, the
cultivation of the passions is not by itself enough for humans to attain the
goal of eternal beatitude with God. Humans are in need of grace. But as Miner
warns, “to scorn this enterprise, presuming that divine grace magically
relieves human beings of any need to order their passions, is dangerous”
(229). Granted that God can infuse virtues in souls that have not prepared themselves
in any way, still this is not God’s usual way of acting. “Souls
indifferent to the achievement of human things cannot be expected to assert
themselves in divine things” (228).


One area that I think Miner could have profitably explored further is that
of Christ’s passions. The subject hovers along the margins of the book. In his
discussion on sorrow, Miner remarks that “Thomas regards the capacity to
feel sorrow as a condition of being human. This explains, at least, in part,
why Christ assumes the ‘defect of soul’ constituted by tristitia“(196).
In his study on anger, Miner suggests that “If Christ’s assumption of the
passion of ira were better known, the popular images of Jesus as
Mister Rogers (or some other version of the world’s nicest guy) might lose their
grip on us” (285 n. 9). Miner’s remarks on Jesus’ assumption of the
passions are suggestive but brief. Granted, he is not writing on the passions
of Christ as considered in the Tertia Pars. However, it seems to this
reader that in the same way in which the final chapter places the questions on
the passions within the framework of the Secunda Pars and Thomas’s
reflections on happiness and virtue, Miner could have used the epilogue to
engage in some fruitful consideration of the role of the passions in the life
of Christ as viator. Moreover, attending to the Tertia Pars would
also offer an opportunity to reflect on the role of the sacraments in the
perfection of the passions. In any case, Miner’s study lays the groundwork for
future exploration of these topics.
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In sum, Miner’s study of Thomas helps us better understand how the passions
in general and each passion in particular contribute to human flourishing and
prepare the way for a felicity that transcends (but does not leave behind) the
passions. Readers who work their way through this lovingly and carefully
nuanced exposition of Thomas will find their efforts richly rewarded.
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[bookmark: logos]Logos and Revelation: Ibn ‘Arabi, Meister
Eckhart, and Mystical Hermeneutics. By Robert
J. Dobie. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University America Press, 2009.
Pp. xii + 313. $39.95 (paper). ISBN 978-0-8132-1677-5.




This inquiry proposes and sustains the thesis that both Ibn ‘Arabi and Eckhart
were steeped in their respective revelational traditions, and from that vantage
point engaged in a mode of philosophical theology using reason to order and
clarify the revelational sources, as well as using those sources to expand
standard philosophical categories to negotiate the known perils of discourse
regarding divinity. Moreover, both of these thinkers, while working in
disparate traditions, proceed dialectically to allow reason and revelation to
illuminate each other fruitfully. They accomplish this in four
areas—revelation itself, existence, intellect, and the ideal human
paradigm—in such a way as to allow each tradition to illuminate the other, yet
never eliding difference, especially where difference itself may further
illuminate the comparative inquiry.


But let us first position the respective authors. Ibn ‘Arabi represents what
I like to call the “second phase” of Islamic philosophy, wherein the
center of gravity retuned east from Andalusia, while a fresh set of
protagonists sought ways to relate revelation with reason rather than
contrasting one to another (see my “Islamic Philosophical Theology and the
West,” Islamochristiana 33 [2007]: 75-90). That would explain why
students of philosophy in the West might not recognize Ibn ‘Arabi as a
philosopher, habituated as they have become to the story that al-Ghazali’s
critique of Averroës effectively terminated any hope of philosophical inquiry
in Islam. That judgment reflects modernist assessments of properly
philosophical inquiry, however, rather than attending to the contours of
philosophical theology in the wider Muslim world, comprising Shi’ite as well as
Sunni perspectives. On a more accurate reading, al-Ghazali’s critique
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represents a dialectical moment in Islamic philosophical inquiry, not an end
to it, much as recent scholarship finds Averroës to be less a
“rationalist” than one who seeks ways to reconcile faith with reason
(see Avital Wohlman: Al-Ghazali, Averroes and the Interpretation of the
Qur’an: Common Sense and Philosophy in Islam [London: Routledge, 2009]). A
trio of Eastern thinkers form the vanguard of this “second phase” of
Islamic philosophy, introducing a properly philosophical theology: Suhrawardi,
Ibn ‘Arabi, and Mulla Sadra. (For leads to them, see Oliver Leaman and Sayyed
Hossain Nasr, eds., History of Islamic Philosophy [New York:
Routledge, 1996]. For Ibn ‘Arabi, the most comprehensive treatment can be found
in William Chittick’s trilogy: The Sufi Path of Knowledge: Ibn al-‘Arabî‘s
Metaphysics of Imagination [Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1989]; The
Self-Disclosure of God: Principles of Ibn al-‘Arabî‘s Cosmology [Albany,
N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1997]; and Imaginal Worlds: Ibn al-‘Arabî and the Problem
of Religious Diversity [Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1995]; see also
Salman Bashier, Ibn al-‘Arabi’s Barzakh: Concept of the Limit and the
Relationship between God and the World (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 2004).
These secondary sources converge to help readers discover the philosophical
acumen of Ibn ‘Arabi. Though he is often dubbed a “mystic” (or even a
“pantheist”), his work is better appreciated when read as a sustained
attempt to articulate what Robert Sokolowski has identified as the crucial
“distinction” between creator and creatures in a universe founded on
free creation (The God of Faith and Reason [Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1996]).


Now we begin to suspect why Dobie sought to compare Ibn ‘Arabi with Meister
Eckhart, who has been saddled with similar incomprehension. Yet applying the
Sokolowski test allows us to capture Eckhart’s intent as well: to show how a
focus on Aquinas’s masterful account of creation as “the emanation of all
of being from the universal cause of being”—existence itself [ipsum
esse]—culminates in a “distinction” which eludes proper
articulation, since creator and creatures can never be “two” as two
creatures are. Let us take their respective treatment of existence,
which Aquinas introduces as the only “feature” common to creatures
and creator, precisely because it cannot properly be a feature: “only
in so far as things are beings can they be similar to God, as the first and
universal principle of all existence [esse]” (STh I, q.
4, a. 3), and this only when we recognize that “God alone is being
essentially, while all other beings are so by participation” (ibid., ad
3). In employing the Platonic scheme of essentially / by
participation, Aquinas introduces what Sokolowski dubs “the
distinction.” As Dobie puts it, comparatively:


What is important to
appreciate in Ibn ‘Arabi and Eckhart is the logical rigor or necessity of this
understanding of God’s nature as 


 












page 487


dialectical. The
absolute transcendence of God necessarily demands his immanence in all things,
for what makes God transcendent is God’s existence and sustenance of all that
is. Likewise, God’s true and utter immanence implies transcendence because what
is inmost in all things is precisely that which escapes limitation and
objectification into a “this” or a “that.” Again the logic
here is clear: as Ibn ‘Arabi puts it, to assert only the transcendence of God
without his immanence is, in effect, to limit him, because you are marking him
off from creatures. And to assert his immanence without asserting his
transcendence is to limit him to the sum of finite creatures. Similarly for
Eckhart, God’s distinction from creatures, his transcendence, lies precisely in
his indistinction from all things, i.e., in his immanence in all things as
their existence, oneness, truth, and goodness—in short, the transcendental
properties that “run through” all the categories of existence and
that all creatures have insofar as they exist. (95)




This nicely expresses “the distinction” Sokolowski identifies as
lying “at the intersection of faith and reason.”


Let us explore another of Dobie’s four areas, that of revelation. Here
especially the very differences will prove illuminating. Ibn ‘Arabi’s great
commentator, Dawud al-Qaysari, notes how, in effect:


The meaning of
revelation is found in the faculty of imagination, the ability to strike
similitudes for what transcends reason (27)… . Thus, in a proper
hermeneutics of the Qur’an, understanding is becoming what one ultimately is in
the real; … uncovering what the divine Word means for me and my life,
which is to say what it means for me insofar as I exist only in and through God
and am what I am in God. It follows that, for Ibn ‘Arabi, the imagery of the
Qur’an is not a drawback for the rational seeker but an advantage, for through
the “imaginal world” (i.e., the interlocking symbolic logic) of the
Qur’an and the Prophet (in the hadith traditions), the inner meaning
of creation manifests itself in and through a creative appropriation of that
imaginal world by the believer (28). [Here lies a clear point of contrast
between “first” and “second” phases of Islamic philosophy.]
To recognize creation as an act of divine imagination, then, is to recognize,
to be sure, the ambiguity of creation. But it is also to see all creation as
rooted in the divine reality (34)… . The Qur’an provides the key: …
creation as an act of imagination is crucial to understanding the relation
between the “book of nature’” and the “divine book of
revelation” (40)… . It is in the Qur’an that the voyage is made that
leads man back to his original status, to his divine similitude (54)… . The
goal is the complete assimilation of the self to the Word of God as revealed in
the Qur’an. (55) 
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Fascinating for both its similarity and its difference is the way “the
birth of the Son in the soul … is central to Eckhart’s interpretation of
scripture:


all interpretive
activity aims at cracking the “outer shell” of the text to reveal its
“hidden marrow,” which is precisely the process of inner birth.
Eckhart thus argues that the Christian life is not one of mere rational assent
to the divine Word of Scripture but an actual giving birth to this Word in the
innermost ground of the soul, which then bears fruit in a life of detached
freedom and love. (59) 


Yet “human reason is structurally unable to grasp God’s oneness or the
oneness of creation’s source,” so


the only way to
overcome this alienating effect of reason is to present reason’s truths under
the cover of parables or myths, so that it will stimulate the hearer to the
activity of interpretation and thus to an inward penetration of the divine
mystery and the indwelling of transcendent truth. (65)


This comparison leads Dobie to delineate “the difference in the ways in
which Ibn ‘Arabi and Eckhart interpret their respective scriptures, which
follows that of their respective religious traditions”:


for Eckhart, it is
to have the Word of Scripture reborn in the very ground of a fallen and
corrupted soul so that the soul may become a true Nobleman [edele Mensch];
for Ibn ‘Arabi, it is to understand the inner meaning of the Law or shar’ia
that restores the Muslim to the state of perfect vice-regency as the Universal
Man [al-insân al-kâmîl], which is itself a return to the pure,
original nature of humanity [fitra] in which the human being was a
perfect mirror of God’s essential attributes. (88) 


I have quoted extensively to give a flavor of the author’s approach and
mastery of each figure. No book-length comparative work on these two axial
figures matches this one for thorough grasp of each figure and for clarity of
presentation. Dobie has mastered the texts of each, as well as the relevant
secondary literature, with a teacher’s touch for expressing recondite matters with
admirable clarity. From a scholarly viewpoint, all is in order, yet presented
in a reader-friendly manner that will offer a model for the work of others, as
the area of comparative philosophical theology is currently exploding with a
growing number of younger scholars equipped with the tools needed to do the
work. Dobie has a special way, however, of combining interpretive skills with
stunning theological and philosophical sophistication, all in a remarkably
modest manner which accounts for his clarity of expression. Finally, his manner
of comparing Islamic with Christian philosophical theology highlights the
crucial parallel between the Qur’an and Jesus: where Christians believe that
Jesus is the word of God made human, Muslims believe the Qur’an is the Word of
God made book. Since this strictly parallel presentation displays substantial
differences as well, it allows him to proceed by highlighting
similarity-in-difference. His concluding chapter on the venture of comparative
study is nothing short of brilliant, with a sustained argument against
context-less approaches to “mystical” literature, which he has
effectively countered in the work itself by grounding each author’s substantive
philosophical reflection in his respective revelational tradition.


David
Burrell, C.S.C. 
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Rhonheimer. Edited by William F. Murphy, Jr. Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 2010. Pp 309. $39.95 (paper). ISBN:
978-0-8132-1722-2.


Martin Rhonheimer has been a key voice in the revival of natural law
theorizing and casuistry in recent decades. His work is triply important for
this revival. First, Rhonheimer has gone beyond the stereotype of natural law
as concerned primarily, in his words, with “nature” and
“command” to focus instead on “reason” and “good,”
as the critical terms of a natural law theory. Second, he has distanced his
approach from third-person objective accounts of the human act, in favor of a
methodological approach that focuses on the “perspective of the acting
agent,” that is, the perspective a practical agent adopts in considering,
choosing, and carrying out an action. And third, he has developed his natural
law approach with a view to concrete application to disputed issues,
particularly those surrounding the taking, the preventing, and the creating of
human life.
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It is the third of these contributions that is the focus of this book.
Rhonheimer begins with a discussion of his approach to natural law theory, and
his action theory, but his sights are set on a defense of three key theses
prominently asserted in recent magisterial documents: the teaching of Humanae
vitae on the morality of contraception; the teaching of Donum vitae
on the morality of procreation apart from the marital act; and the teaching of Evangelium
vitae on the morality of abortion. The discussion of the first and
third theses also involve a defense of two further claims: first, that the use
of contraceptives as a defense against rape is morally permissible; and second,
that the moral teaching on abortion has political consequences.


Rhonheimer’s discussion of the natural law corrects a number of important
errors. The natural law is not “natural” because it illicitly reads
off norms from a naturally given structure, such as the structure of our
biological desires. Rather, it is natural because it is “intrinsic to man
as a rational creature” (5). Accordingly, the natural law is itself
“the ordering act of human reason itself in the sphere of good and
evil” (ibid.). Rhonheimer sounds here much like proponents of the
so-called “new” natural law theory, such as Germain Grisez and John
Finnis, and I will return to this comparison. And, like the new natural law
theorists, Rhonheimer argues that natural inclinations are important to our
knowledge of the natural law, even though they are not themselves the natural
law. He describes the natural inclinations as a “point of departure”
for our understanding of goods, such as the good of marriage and marital
sexuality, which need to be integrated into the horizon of reason. But the full
moral relevance of a natural inclination such as that towards sexuality is only
to be found in reason’s grasp of the “flowering of marital chastity, of
which the inclination is the seed” (9). 


From this quotation, one begins to see something that is an important focus
of this book, namely, its emphasis on virtue—here, chastity—as central to the
norms of the natural law. The picture appears to be this: natural inclinations
set us on the road to certain goods which can only be understood and enjoyed
insofar as reason recognizes the full meaning of that towards which an
inclination directs us. That full meaning is, typically, a virtue: the virtue
of marital chastity, for example, or the virtue of justice; and immorality is
to be judged as a departure from action in accordance with these virtues. As we
will see, the use of contraception is a failure, on Rhonheimer’s account, to
even pursue, let alone succeed in pursuing, the virtue of marital chastity;
abortion and extrasexual means of procreation are failures of the virtue of
justice, which fundamentally orients us towards an equal treatment of all human
beings.


The heart of Rhonheimer’s book consists in an extended argument about the
two sides of what Rhonheimer calls the “Inseparability Principle,”
articulated in Humanae vitae, and a cornerstone of Church teaching on
sexual and reproductive ethics. According to Humanae vitae human
sexuality has two meanings, 
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unitive and procreative, which must never be separated. Contraception is
widely understood to do this in one way, by pursuing the unitive without the
procreative; and extrasexual modes of reproduction, such as in vitro
fertilization, are understood to do this in a different way, by disjoining
procreation from sexual union. But these claims are in need of considerable
argument, and it is this that Rhonheimer endeavors to provide throughout
chapters 2-5.


Rhonheimer takes the Inseparability Principle to be basic; it is
incapable of defense by deeper principles, although it may be explicated. He
articulates the meaning of the Inseparability Principle as a truth about our
body-spirit nature as that nature is manifest in the sexual act. Insofar as
that act is bodily, it is procreative in nature; insofar as that act is an act
of rational persons, it is a free gift of self to the other. But normatively,
these two aspects of the sexual act cannot be disjoined without alienation from
one or another side of our body-spirit unity; nor can they be disjoined
without, in reality, diminishing the reality of both meanings of the sexual
act: “The bodily reality of procreation receives its fully human
specification from spiritual love; the spiritual love of the married persons
receives its specification as a determinate sort of love from the
procreative function of the body” (77). As this passage indicates, the
bodily meaning of the sexual act possesses the entirety of its meaning only in
the context of a full communion of persons, namely, the communion appropriate
to specifically marital love. Thus, not only must the two meanings, unitive and
procreative, not be disjoined, but they must be pursued only in the context of
marriage. 


So the Inseparability Principle grounds a normative principle: that the
unitive and the procreative must not be divided. This raises for Rhonheimer the
question of whether contracepted marital sexual acts always do, in fact, divide
that unity. He defends an affirmative answer by way of an account of
what he calls “procreative responsibility,” the task given to spouses
to fully integrate their sexual drives “into the dominion of reason and
will.” As integrated, such desires will not simply be suppressed;
as under the dominion of reason, such desires will be directed to the
common good of the couple; and as desires of a unified person, a rational
animal, such desires will be experienced as by a subject, and not allowed, as
it were, a life of their own to which the human person is subjected.


A married couple for whom sexual desires are thus integrated into their
lives as rational animals will have occasional need to avoid conception in
service of the common good of their marriage. Rhonheimer argues that the only
way in which they could pursue this common good, and meet the conditions above
for integrated sexuality, is by choosing a “willing renouncement to engage
here and now in sexual intercourse” (97). This act of renouncement denies
in no way the procreative reality of sexual intercourse, nor does it deny the
mutual giving of 
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self that characterizes marital love. Rhonheimer thus characterizes this renunciation
as an act of the virtue of marital chastity.


By contrast, a couple who contracept renounce, in a sense, the need for
procreative responsibility and, hence, chastity, by subjecting the procreative
dimension of their lives to their technical dominion; but this subjecting is
itself a result of their allowing their sexual desires a veto power over the
need for reason’s rule. Rhonheimer writes, “Contraception is problematic
precisely because of the fact that it renders needless a specific sexual
behavior informed by procreative responsibility; it also involves a choice
against virtuous self-control by continence” (100, emphasis in
original). In this choice, Rhonheimer argues, spouses act against the virtue of
chastity, and also treat their bodies as objects to be regulated in service of
desire, rather than treating their desires as aspects of the person to be
integrated into the spiritual aspects of the person’s nature.


This terse description of Rhonheimer’s argument cannot do full justice to
his discussion, which is rich with insight. But, in its contrast with the
discussion of abortion in the last part of the book, it illustrates an
interesting point about contemporary Catholic thought on the two issues of
contraception and abortion. 


The book has two long essays on the topic of abortion. The first contains an
extended critique of Norbert Heorster, a German thinker who has argued for a
significant liberalization of German law regarding the unborn. While
philosophically sound, this chapter concentrates perhaps too much on a figure
who is not essential to the debates of the English-speaking world.
Nevertheless, the crucial point is this: Rhonheimer argues that science shows
(and Hoerster does not deny) that the human conceptus is a human being, a member
of the species Homo sapiens. 


Rhonheimer further argues that this means that human embryos and fetuses
have, as part of their nature, certain potentialities which, when actualized,
manifest themselves in recognizably personal acts. But the actualization of
these potentialities does not change the nature or the species
of the individual. Thus, rather than a potential person, the unborn human being
is what Rhonheimer calls “a person ‘in potential’” (203). Embryos and
fetuses should thus be treated, morally, with the respect owed to persons, and,
as Rhonheimer argues in the final chapter, they should be given the protection
of the law if the law is to serve the true common good of political society.


I would suggest that Rhonheimer’s arguments here represent the settled
consensus of Catholic philosophers and moral theologians who are working
within, not just the Catholic intellectual tradition, as it is sometimes
called, but the magisterial tradition of the Church. That is, such thinkers
have converged both on the view that human beings exist from conception, and on
the view that all human beings are persons. There is no tentativeness based on
questions of 
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ensoulment or development, nor are there any substantially different ways of
approaching the crucial questions.


The case is very different where contraception is concerned. Even among
those working within the magisterial tradition, there is a great deal of
divergence concerning the question of why contraception is morally
impermissible. The divergence has both theoretical and practical consequences,
as can be seen in the differences between Rhonheimer’s treatment and that of
the new natural law theorists, which Rhonheimer critiques.


New natural law theorists diverge in at least two ways from Rhonheimer.
First, they do not take the Inseparability Principle to be basic. Rather, they
see it as summarizing the results of two arguments, an argument against
contraception based on its contra-life character, and an argument against
extrasexual creation of human beings because of the implicit treatment of all
such created entities as “things” (Rhonheimer too argues for this
position, in chapter 5). This is a considerable theoretical difference, as is
the “contra-life” argument itself. But that argument has a further
consequence, that the wrong of contraception is not exhausted by its
relationship to the good of marriage or marital chastity, and can be committed
by someone who otherwise does no wrong to those goods, for example, someone who
is a victim of rape. So, where Rhonheimer’s defense of the (permissible) use of
contraceptives for rape victims asserts that the aim of this use is, precisely,
to prevent conception, the new natural law approach holds that the aim (when
legitimate) is, precisely, to prevent the further invasion of the rapist’s
sperm into the woman’s body. This difference is encapsulated in Rhonheimer’s
definition of contraception: “To impede, as an alternative to an act of
continence, the procreative consequences of one’s freely chosen sexual
acts” (148). By contrast, the new natural law theorists hold that
contraception can take place—and is wrong—even in the context of unchosen
sexual acts.


A book review is a forum only for identifying, nor for negotiating such
differences. But the differences indicate one direction that future research in
the Catholic magisterial tradition must go: towards dialectical exchange
amongst defenders of Catholic teaching on sexual and reproductive ethics, where
the accounts given by such defenders diverge. Martin Rhonheimer has established
himself as one of the thinkers who must be engaged in that dialectical
exchange; this important and rewarding book provides a helpful starting point
for that conversation.
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[bookmark: knowledge]Knowledge and the Transcendent: An Inquiry into
the Mind’s Relationship to God. By Paul
A. Macdonald, Jr. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, 2009. Pp. 306. $69.95 (cloth). ISBN 978-0-8132-1577-8.


Macdonald’s book demands the attention of philosophers and theologians
alike. Philosophically, Macdonald engages skepticism, subjectivism, philosophy
of the mind, analytical philosophy, epistemology, realism, and Thomism.
Theologically, Macdonald discusses the relation of faith and reason, the role
of the intellect and the will in faith, apophatic theology, eschatology, and
the significance of theological realism. These twin trajectories inform his
answer to the question: “How can God transcend the mind but still remain
known to the mind?” Critical of the overwhelmingly negative responses to
this question since Kant, Macdonald affirmatively proposes, “Having
knowledge of God thus seems to require that our conceptions of God bear on or
are directed on God’s transcendent reality” (xiii). The aim of the book,
therefore, is to offer an epistemology that permits objective knowledge of God
that does not diminish God’s transcendence. Macdonald accomplishes this by
arguing for an epistemology of direct realism and then shows how direct realism
is compatible with natural knowledge of God, knowledge gained by faith, and
even knowledge in the beatific vision. This last aspect is particularly
intriguing since the beatific vision functions as the primary or quintessential
instance of direct realism.


Knowledge and the Transcendent is divided into three parts. The
first part outlines how subjectivism and skepticism proffer a problematic
conception of the mind’s relation to God, and traces the influence of this
problematic through various philosophical and theological thinkers since
Descartes and especially Kant. The second part addresses this problematic by
offering an alternative, direct realism, argued for on the basis of a close
reading of Aquinas’s epistemology (STh I, qq. 78-85) and supported by
its consistency with the knowledge of God by reason, faith, and beatitude.
Macdonald argues that direct realism ensures objective knowledge of things and
correspondingly of God—even if, in the case of the latter, this knowledge is
partial, noncomprehensive, and nonabsolute. The third part applies direct
realism to contemporary discourses on faith and reason on one hand and
theological realism on the other. In this manner, Macdonald orients direct
realism and its implications by critically engaging the works of John McDowell,
Victor Preller, Norman Kretzmann, Denys Turner, and Peter Byrne.


Modern discussions about knowing the transcendent God have often been
falsely construed on the basis of a misconception of the relation between the
mind and the world and, derivatively, the mind and God. Modern epistemologies
conceive a disjunctive dualism between subject and object, the 
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mind and the world, which limits reason to dealing with mere appearances and
not things-in-themselves. This restrictive narrowing of reason and objective
knowledge by skepticism and subjectivism consequently creates a divide or
boundary between the mind and God so that one must either overcome the divide
by reducing God to the subject (anthropomorphism) or accentuate it so that God
ultimately remains entirely unknown (agnosticism). Macdonald explains the
consequences of many modern epistemologies, worth quoting at length,


In short, the problem can be specified as follows: once God is placed
outside or beyond a cognitive boundary (given that God is pictured as
transcending a cognitive boundary), then there can be no objectivity in what
human persons believe and say about God. The beliefs and assertions we hold and
make about God … can have no bearing on who God objectively is. This leads
to skepticism regarding our knowledge of God. The alternative to the skeptical
position, which in fact turns out to be an extension of skepticism, is
subjectivism. According to this position, we can think and talk about God in
terms of our religious symbols and experience; or we can think and talk about
God in terms of our individual or collective religious responses and practices;
but again, we cannot think and talk about God “in God’s self.” (3)


As one may expect, Macdonald outlines the genesis of this problematic in
Descartes, Hume, and Kant. Their epistemologies result in “theological
anti-realism,” whether in its anthropomorphic or agnostic forms,
indicative of Ludwig Feuerbach, Paul Tillich, Gordon Kaufmann, John Hick, Don
Cupitt, and Merold Westphal. Macdonald also discusses the influence of
theological anti-realism among analytical thinkers such as D. Z. Phillips and
George Lindbeck. 


In response Macdonald argues for direct realism, which is intended to
abolish the fallacious boundary between the mind and God along with its
corresponding subject-object dualism. Macdonald relies on Aquinas by
acknowledging, “Aquinas is a direct realist in the following sense: in
case of veridical sensation and apprehension, we as cognitive subjects enjoy
direct sensory and intellective access to objective aspects or features of
empirical reality. This means that the world is directly accessible in sense
experience as well as thought, such that in sense experience and thought we are
in direct sensory and intellective contact with extra-sensory and extra-mental
objects and states of affairs” (82). By “direct,” then,
Macdonald means the absence of mediation or representation. The senses do not mediate
the world—there is no disjunction to be overcome—they conjoin us to the world
spontaneously and immediately. It should be noted that Macdonald conceives
direct realism and metaphysical
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realism together. “The shorthand of this is that epistemological
realism and metaphysical realism go hand-in-hand… . what grounds realism in
epistemology is realism in metaphysics (or ontology)” (96). This is the
case because direct realism necessarily requires formal causality to ensure the
immediate conformity between our mind and the world, maintaining “direct
cognitive contact with objective, external states of affairs” (89). Having
secured direct realism, Macdonald has his basis for theological realism.


Macdonald appeals to the beatific vision as a “paradigm case of direct
realism in cognition” (135). As is the case with direct realism, formal
causality has a definitive role in the beatific vision. Just as sensible forms
are directly accessible to the mind by means of formal causality, so also God
is directly and objectively knowable “as God is” because God is the
intelligible form of the intellect in beatitude. That God is the form of the
intellect in the beatific vision is a fantastic, bold assertion by Aquinas that
Macdonald puts to good use, explicating how direct knowledge of God in the
beatific vision does not result in those pitfalls that worry modern
epistemologies. First, this heightened, graced state does not compromise human
subjectivity but rather fulfills it. Second, direct knowledge of God in the
beatific vision is not comprehensive knowledge, thus preserving God’s
transcendence. In contrast to modern epistemologies that posit a boundary
between the mind and God, the immediate knowledge of God in the beatific vision
shows that God’s transcendence need not be conceived in opposition to the
knowing mind or vice versa. Theologians will especially find this section
insightful and informative.


Can one have objective knowledge of God in this life when God is not the
form of the intellect? Following Aquinas, Macdonald argues that in this life we
can objectively know God by reason and by faith though God remains
“unknown”: that is, we do not have knowledge of God’s essence in
itself. Concerning natural knowledge, Macdonald explains that by means of the via
triplex we are capable of arriving at true beliefs about what God is and
what God is not. For this to be possible there must be a “requisite
ontological relation between creatures and God” (186). Referring to John
Wippel, Macdonald specifies this ontological relation as a participated
likeness of effects to their uncreated Cause. On the basis of this relation, we
can speak truly about God even if names fail to completely convey God’s
preeminence. In light of Macdonald’s appeal to participation metaphysics, one
may wish for a more robust account of reason’s knowledge of God, especially
after remarking on the profundity of Aquinas’s doctrine of substantive names.
Further elaboration of being, goodness, truth, and unity could have
strengthened Macdonald’s argument since these provide the first principles not
only of nature but of cognition as well, and thus specify precisely how the
mind is open and oriented to God. Admittedly, Macdonald limits his argument to
securing the “positive 
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epistemic status” of our knowledge of God, whether by reason or by
faith. To this end he draws upon William Alston’s “truth conducive
desiderata” and Alvin Plantinga’s “doxastic evidence” to show
that one does not need to prove that such knowledge is indeed true but only
that such knowledge is not unreasonable. Knowledge of God can be shown to have
“adequate grounds” or “sufficient warrant” supporting a
high probability to be true. Macdonald modestly concludes, “while I have
not definitively established that there is, in fact, knowledge of God by way of
reason and faith, I have certainly offered good reasons for thinking that
reason and faith, properly interpreted, furnish knowledge of God” (224).
By bringing Aquinas’s natural theology and account of faith into dialogue with
contemporary discourses on the epistemology of religious belief, Macdonald
applies Aquinas in ways that will certainly interest Thomists, including his
description of analogy as a theological epistemology and his account of the
will with regard to faith. 


By way of conclusion, it may be helpful to briefly consider Macdonald’s work
with respect to analytical Thomism—the tradition in which he locates his work
(xxi). Macdonald adopts many of its major tenets and yet there are other
aspects in his work not typically associated with this tradition. For instance,
at crucial points Macdonald relies on Thomistic metaphysics—typically
considered underdeveloped by analytical Thomists. One may wish to press Macdonald
for a further explanation of how he conceives the relation between these two
traditions. Furthermore, it has been a growing concern that analytical accounts
of the doctrine of analogy, like those by David B. Burrell and Victor Preller,
tend to be more apophatic in their construal of the doctrine of analogy than
other formulations, such as those of John Wippel or Bernard Montagnes, where
ontological concepts of relation provide a basis for the way in which names can
be appropriately and substantively predicated of God. It seems more than just
coincidence that in his quest to secure objective knowledge of God, Macdonald
relies on Wippel’s metaphysics of participation. In many ways, then, Knowledge
and the Transcendent will be integral to the ongoing debate about the
nature of analytical Thomism compared to traditional Thomism.


Nathan
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[bookmark: disciples]The Disciples’ Jesus: Christology as Reconciling Practice. By Terrence W. Tilley. Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 2008. Pp.
320. $38.00 (paper). ISBN 978-1-57075-796-9.


It is difficult to
know how to review a book whose theological style and commitments are so
disjunctive with one’s own as almost to belong to a different discipline. This
is precisely the challenge that faces the present writer in assessing Terrence
Tilley’s The Disciples’ Jesus. The challenge is worth taking up not
only because the author is a major American Catholic theologian who carries out
his work with high theological seriousness and enviable erudition, but also
because the sullen silence that reigns between the distant camps of
contemporary Catholic theology ill serves the Church we share. The best way to
proceed is to begin with an exposition.


In brief, Tilley
wants theologians to rethink how they do Christology. Most conceive of their
work as primarily theoretical: to present within their own context an
intellectually and spiritually satisfying account of what the Church teaches
about Jesus Christ as the Word incarnate and humanity’s savior from the
death-dealing power of sin. In other words, theologians attempt to explicate
the meaning of Peter’s answer to the question, “Who do you say that I
am?” Yet this approach mistakenly assumes, Tilley argues, that we can give
the same answer as Peter and mean the same thing. Peter’s answer belongs to him
as a disciple just as much as Romeo’s identification of Juliet as “the
sun” belongs to him as a lover. The primary Christological issue,
therefore, is “not ‘what’ Jesus is and does but ‘who’ he is for us who
follow him”(18). Christology belongs in the practical, not the
theoretical, realm.


If Tilley is right
about this, his assertion that Christology arises from the “imaginative
practice of his disciples” follows swiftly and sweetly. This imaginative
practice, however, cannot be read off the pages of the New Testament but must
be reconstructed by critical methods. Tilley’s reconstruction depends on three
scholars in particular: Elizabeth Schüssler-Fiorenza, James Dunn, and Larry
Hurtado. Tilley is influenced by Schüssler-Fiorenza’s view that in seeking a “great
man” who stands above his interpersonal context the traditional quests for
the historical Jesus serve to legitimate the dominance of privileged males over
the disempowered, as well as by her counter-portrait of Jesus as a member of a
larger “emancipatory Divine Wisdom movement.” Tilley, 
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however, has a
higher view of Jesus’ relative standing within the movement based on the fact
that he alone suffered crucifixion at the hands of the Romans; Jesus was,
therefore, “the first among equals” and the movement is properly
described as “the Jesus-movement.” Dunn also highlights the
inseparability of Jesus and his disciples in Jesus Remembered (2003).
According to him, the gospel accounts of what Jesus said and did began as the
disciples’ orally transmitted remembrances and were consequently shaped within
various Christian com-munities prior to being written down. Thus, the only
Jesus we can know is the Jesus remembered by the people he most directly
affected. Hurtado adds another dimension: the disciples’ worship of Jesus was
rooted in their conviction that he was a uniquely saving agent sent from God
and, therefore, worthy of being addressed in ways previously reserved for the
God of Abraham. While Tilley credits Hurtado’s account with being a likely historical
reconstruction of the first claims regarding Jesus’ divinity, he finds
Hurtado’s description of early Jesus worship as overly “cultic” and
insufficiently informed by the fact that the disciples’ view of Jesus as divine
arose primarily from their experience of being “empowered” by Jesus
to “live in and out the reign of God” (65). At this point, Tilley
returns to Schüssler-Fiorenza’s concern with the political implications of
uncovering a Jesus who was both “first among equals” and
“divine agent” by raising the possibility that “Jesus as Lord
can empower resistance to the lords of this world” (68).


If Christology must
start with what the disciples remembered, it must pay special attention to
those biblical passages in which they identify Jesus as “the Christ.”
These texts are not to be mined for “beliefs that Christians may
accept” but “patterns that Christians are to reenact to be part of
the ‘running performances’ of discipleship” (76). Not surprisingly, Tilley
begins with Peter’s confession of Jesus as “the Christ” in the Gospel
of Mark, a confession that results in Peter’s being rebuked for thinking as
human beings do and not as God does. Peter was unable to rightly name Jesus
“the Christ” because his imagination was insufficiently disciplined
by the practices distinctive to the Jesus-movement and he was unprepared to
live out a story ending in persecution and death rather than earthly power and
glory. In contrast to Peter’s rebuke Tilley notes the praise Martha and Mary
receive after accepting Jesus’ own understanding of what it means to be the
Christ. Together these stories show that “doing Christology is impossible
without properly practicing the wisdom of God’s ways” (108). This nexus is
especially clear in the response Jesus gives when asked by John’s disciples if
he is “the one who is to come.” While the question seems to require a
yes or a no, Jesus instead recites a list of reconciling practices associated
with his ministry, for example, the healing of the blind, the raising of the
dead, and the preaching of the good news to the poor. The list not only serves
to distinguish Jesus’ message of salvific reconciliation and restoration from
John’s warnings of impending divine judgment, but also highlights those
practices that constitute what it means for Jesus to be the Christ. As Tilley
insists many times throughout the book, Christology properly conceived does not
lead to or even arise from certain practices, rather it is these
practices.
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In order to get
more specific Tilley turns to what he calls the “politics of the
Jesus-movement” or what the disciples remembered being empowered by Jesus
to do: they exorcised, they healed, they offered forgiveness, and they
preached. The first three are essentially the same for Tilley because each
seeks to overcome hurtful separation through reconciliation into a community.
When it comes to teaching, however, we begin to see how radical Tilley intends
his equation of Christology with practice to be. Since historiography can tell
us very little about what Jesus or his disciples actually taught about God and
his coming reign, we must shift our focus toward the practical: “If Jesus
is indeed God’s agent who empowers people to engage in such practices when they
are his disciples, then that empowerment consists in his teaching the disciples
how to engage in these practices. What is crucial about Jesus’
teaching is not what content he teaches but what he teaches to do
and what attitudes Jesus is remembered as finding to be proper for
disciples” (151).


Jesus’ parables or
exhortations are, therefore, a call to act with compassion for those in need of
reconciliation, whether in physical distress, in need of material help, or
internally wounded by the divisive power of sin. Tilley interprets the various
accounts of table fellowship found in the Gospels, including the Last Supper,
along the same lines. What is essential in these events is not what was said,
what was eaten, or who took which role, but the sheer fact that all were
invited. To be able to recognize Jesus as the Christ is to be able to see in
these inclusive, reconciling meals overflowing with food and drink a foretaste
of the reign of God.


The final section
of the book is entitled “Implications” and allows Tilley to address
traditional Christological loci: the divinity of Christ, the doctrine of the
atonement and the Church’s missionary task. Although worth inclusion, these
essentially theoretical questions are secondary to practical ones and can only
be assessed by their “appropriateness for the contemporary community that
seeks to be faithful in the present to the practice of the Jesus-movement”
(195). Tilley begins with a critical analysis of the Congregation of the
Doctrine of Faith’s “Notification on the Works of Fr. Jon Sobrino,
S.J.” (2007) and, in particular, its misguided attempt to overturn the
Jesuit’s historical assertion that “Jesus was a believer like
ourselves” with the “faith statement” that “the filial and
messianic consciousness of Jesus is the direct consequence of his ontology as
Son of God made man.” For Tilley this is evidence that the CDF is
seriously out of sync with contemporary theologians who are “conscious of
the contributions of historical methods” and “treat reflective
doctrines as based on, not the basis of, claims about actual, historical events
and persons” (198). In other words, it is the Jesus uncovered by
historical methods, not the Jesus described in the New Testament, or even less
in authoritative Church teaching, that is ultimately determinative for saying
what is true of Jesus Christ. Tilley differs from Sobrino, however, in finding
a basis for his description in “the historic Jesus” rather than
“the historical Jesus.” I return to this distinction below.


Prior to developing
his own account of Jesus’ divinity, Tilley clarifies his position that
Christological doctrines are essentially rules for what is and is not 
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properly Christian
discourse and can claim no “ontological status.” The teachings of the
early councils concerning the nature of Christ, therefore, need not be repeated
as if they were truths to be believed by modern Christians; they should be
understood as important benchmarks for reformulations appropriate to time and
place. Indeed, repetition is impossible since modern speakers cannot retrieve
the meaning of the conciliar definitions by employing the same words. Terms
like “person” or “nature” mean something quite different
today; further, any attempt to speak of Christ’s “two natures” only
confuses by giving the very un-Thomistic impression that God and world belong
to the same superclass of being instead of operating as nonconstrastive and
noncompetitive dimensions of reality. Tilley himself explains Jesus as
“truly human, truly divine” by taking the reader back to Peter and
characterizing his mistakes as a refusal to understand that for Jesus to be the
Christ means that his ways are God’s ways. As first among equals and divine
agent, Jesus “wants and wills finitely in particular situations what the
infinite God wants and wills in those situations” (227). Accordingly, the
divinity in Jesus operates in nonviolent harmony with the human, and both are
perfectly expressive of God’s desire for the human flourishing that is the
reign of God on earth. The disciples he empowers, therefore, become
“secondary agents” of God’s salvific will through carrying out
practices of reconciliation in whatever context they find themselves. From this
notion of salvation, Tilley offers a theory of atonement admittedly very close
to Peter’s Abelard’s “exemplar” theory but differing in that Jesus
not only “shows” his followers what to do but empowers people
“to live in God’s reign” (248). What does this belief mean for how
Christians should relate to those who are not followers of Jesus Christ? To
answer this, Tilley offers a quite novel interpretation of the Great Commission
that concludes Matthew’s Gospel: “The injunction to teach should then be
understood as an injunction not to teach what to believe but to teach how
to engage in the practices Jesus empowered the disciples to perform” (255).
The Church’s outreach should, therefore, no longer be seen as missio ad
gentes but missio inter gentes. The book ends with an epilogue in
which Tilley discusses topics that he admits play little role in his
Christology: divine revelation and resurrection.


A critical
assessment of Tilley’s proposal to equate Christology with the reconciling
practices Jesus empowers in his followers must begin with an acknowledgement of
its intentional distance from any Christology viewed as properly theoretical
and based upon revealed truths entrusted to the Church. Such an approach,
according to Tilley, is outmoded not only because it confuses historical and
dogmatic claims but also because it fails to give proper priority to practices
to be done over doctrines to be believed. Instead of detailing the many baleful
consequences entailed in Tilley’s rejection of traditional Christology, I would
like to concentrate on his effort to give the findings of historical methods
concerning Jesus priority over dogmatic claims.


To begin with, it
must be conceded that Tilley is touching upon an unsettled question in
theology. The possibility that historical truths about Jesus might be
discovered apart from direct reliance upon the gospel portraits is a thoroughly
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modern notion and
one absent from the great theological systems of the Catholic tradition. The
issue cannot be avoided, however, since whatever Jesus actually said and did is
without question determinative for Christian theology. It is to Tilley’s
credit, therefore, that he boldly seeks to integrate an historical
recon-struction of Jesus and his disciples into his Christology. That said,
Tilley’s insistence that the reconstruction that serves as the basis for his
proposal is “the historic Jesus” rather than “the historical
Jesus” comes with a number of problems. The term itself is reminiscent of
Martin Kähler’s der geschichtliche Christus, but is employed for the
very different purpose of giving an historio-graphically reconstructed Jesus
epistemic priority over the Christ of faith. Yet what could justify giving a
conceptual construct such sway apart from some rea-son to believe that
“the historic Jesus” gets us closer to Jesus as he actually was than
the New Testament itself? Dunn, in fact, employs such arguments for his Jesus
Remembered based on the oral character of first-century Palestinian Jewish
culture, but Tilley inexplicably does not pursue this line of historical
reasoning.


A much greater problem arises when we note the non-Jewish character of the
historic Jesus to which Tilley assigns such theological significance. Apart
from raising the possibility that the disciples’ Jesus worship was an instance
of a “two powers in heaven” theology existent in Second Temple
Judaism, Tilley neglects the influence of distinctively Jewish theological
themes—for example, creation, covenant, the Mosaic Law, the Messiah’s role in
the fulfillment of God’s promises to Israel and the nations—on Jesus’
ministry, the disciples attraction to him, or the hostility of their opponents.
Tilley can claim, of course, that there is little agreement among historians on
these matters, but he cannot deny that Jesus’ preaching and practice was
informed by some firmly held set of convictions concerning God’s ongoing
history with Israel. Indeed, a Jesus apart from such beliefs cannot be
historical in any sense of that word. However, the problem goes much deeper,
for an acknowledgement of the theological convictions at play in Jesus’
ministry undermines Tilley’s equation of Christology with reconciling
practices. Once it is acknowledged that Jesus and his followers carried out
their activities in light of a collection of beliefs concerning the God of
Israel’s present purposes, it is permissible to describe the Jesus-movement and
its reconciling practice as theory-laden from the beginning. This would mean,
moreover, that attempts by latter Christians to give doctrinal expression to
the full meaning of what had happened in Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection
would be in essential continuity with the ways of the “historic” or
the “historical” Jesus. To be true to Jesus, therefore, means to
unite theological theory and the practices that identify the Christian
believer. This is not to say that traditional Christologists have nothing to
learn from Tilley’s proposal, but only that they need not follow him in
disconnecting practice from doctrinal theory.


James F. Keating
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[bookmark: Surnatureal]Surnaturel: A Controversy at the Heart of Twentieth-Century Thomistic Thought. Edited by Serge-Thomas Bonino, O.P. Translated by Robert Williams. Ave Maria, Fla.:
Sapientia Press, 2009. Pp. xiii + 362. $32.95 (paper). ISBN
978-1-932589-52-8.


Sapientia Press of
Ave Maria University has published an English translation of a symposium
examining the controversy surrounding Henri de Lubac’s Surnaturel
(1946), held in May 2000 at the Institut Catholique of Toulouse and originally
published in French in the Revue Thomiste 101 (2001). Although lacking
a unitary character in subject matter and perspective, the essays in the book
are representative of the Toulouse school of Thomism, which seeks to combine a
historical-critical exegesis of St. Thomas and his school with a theological
emphasis and a dialogue with contemporary theological currents. The work is
divided into four sections: the historical context of Surnaturel,
nature and grace in St. Thomas, the Scholastic development, and contemporary
perspectives.


In the first
section, Henry Donneaud’s “Surnaturel through the Fine-Tooth Comb
of Traditional Thomism,” offers an interesting view of three very
different types of critiques of Surnaturel, represented by the works
of Charles Boyer, S.J., Rosaire Gagnebet, O.P., and Marie-Joseph Le Guillou,
O.P. This essay is welcome for calling attention to these three fine Thomists
whose profound and complementary critiques of the thesis of de Lubac tend today
to be completely overlooked.


After presenting
the position of Le Guillou, Donneaud gives a brief criticism of it for not
solving an apparent contradiction in the texts of St. Thomas himself, which
frequently assert both that (a) every intellectual creature has a natural
desire to see God, and (b) the vision of God transcends all natural inclination
(citing 1 Cor 2:9). Donneaud also observes that de Lubac downplayed the second
line of texts. Following Jorge Laporta, Donneaud holds that the solution lies
in differentiating two senses of natural desire, innate and elicited, and
understanding the natural desire to see God as innate rather than elicited
(55). Marie-Bruno Borde, in a later article in the book on the Salmanticenses
(254), holds the same position. While I agree on the necessity of this
distinction, I think that Donneaud, Borde, and Laporta err in reversing the
roles of these two forms of natural desire. Saint Thomas affirms an elicited
natural desire to see God that is aroused by knowledge of God’s existence. Once
we know that God is, we spontaneously seek to know who God
is. However, when St. Thomas frequently denies that there is a “natural
inclination” for the vision of God, he is denying an innate natural desire
for the supernatural, because natural inclination is based on proportionality
and the capacity of man’s faculties, which clearly cannot of themselves attain
the vision of God.


Chaintraine’s
article, “The Supernatural: Discernment of Catholic Thought according to
Henri de Lubac,” gives a good summary of de Lubac’s position, but without
critical discernment. For example, Chaintraine repeats de Lubac’s claim that
the defense of the possibility of a state of pure nature on the part of Suárez 
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and others was
motivated by purely philosophical reasons (29). The historical context and the
texts of Suárez (Opera omnia, 4:153-54; 26:154), however, show that
the principal concern was theological. After the condemnation of Michael Baius,
it became necessary to show the gratuitousness of our supernatural end also
with respect to Adam and Eve before the Fall.


The attitude of
Jacques Maritain to Surnaturel is addressed by René Mougel in his
essay, “The Position of Jacques Maritain Regarding Surnaturel:
The Sin of the Angel, or ‘Spirit and Liberty.’” Mougel centers his
attention on the question of whether the angels would have been able to sin had
they been created in a purely natural order. This hypothetical question is of
great interest for moral theology, and drew forth some very interesting essays
in the mid-twentieth century, including a fine article by Maritain, in which he
argues that the angels would have been able to sin in such an order.


Although the
peccability of the angels is a question in which Maritain and de Lubac came to
hold the same position, it would have been good to bring out the fundamental
difference between them on the interpretation of the natural desire to see God.
Maritain argued (rightly, I hold) that the natural desire to see God is an
elicited and conditional natural desire, whereas de Lubac viewed it as innate
and absolute. This difference has many very important consequences.
Furthermore, Maritain was perhaps the foremost twentieth-century defender of
the possibility of a state of pure nature from the perspective of philosophy,
and his study of the sin of the angel is a perfect example of this. Maritain
wished to show that even in a state of pure nature, the angel would have had a
moral trial in which he could sin by making himself his final end. Thus
Maritain maintained the natural peccability of the angels to reinforce the
coherence of the natural order.


Another example of
the way the two men’s views on the supernatural radically diverge concerns the
notion of limbo. De Lubac’s interpretation of the natural desire to see God as
innate and absolute implies that limbo would be impossible because the lack of
the vision of God would radically frustrate man’s nature (see The Mystery
of the Supernatural, 54). Maritain, by contrast, vigorously defended, from
the philosophical point of view, the plausibility of the state of limbo,
conceived basically after the manner of St. Thomas (see “Idées
eschatologiques” in Approches sans entraves).


Saint Thomas’s
texts on limbo are the subject of an excellent contribution by Serge-Thomas
Bonino in the second section of the book. These texts have great relevance for
the debate concerning the natural desire to see God, for they address a key
question: How is the deprivation of the vision of God in limbo compatible with
the absence of any spiritual suffering? In a first text (II Sent., d.
33, q. 2, a. 2), Saint Thomas stresses that the natural desire to see God in
these souls would only be a conditional desire (velleitas) whose
frustration would not cause suffering (ibid., ad 2). In a later text (De
Malo, q. 5, a. 3), he solves the problem by distinguishing between natural
and supernatural knowledge of man’s final end. The souls in limbo would have
only natural knowledge, and thus would know that they were made for happiness,
but would not know of the
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supernatural
beatitude lost on account of Adam’s sin and their lack of baptism, and
therefore would not mourn its loss. They would thus be possessors of a natural
happiness for which they would think they were made. Bonino rightly concludes
from these texts that “human nature of itself does not entail” the
vision of God, and that “the doctrine of limbo pleads in favor of the
relative consistency of a natural order defined by its own finalities, [and] by
the immediate ordering to the natural end” (145). It can be seen that St.
Thomas’s texts on limbo are at odds with de Lubac’s interpretation of the
natural desire to see God as innate and his hostility to the thesis that God
could have made man with a final end within the limits of the natural order
(contemplating God through creation).


Jean-Pierre Torrell
offers a very fine study of original justice and the effects of original sin as
understood by St. Thomas in his essay, “Nature and Grace in Thomas
Aquinas.” Torrell nicely elucidates the fact that the nature of original
justice was determined by man’s destination to the supernatural end of the
beatific vision. He also rightly affirms that St. Thomas holds that it would
have been possible to create man without ordering him to the supernatural end.
This affirmation serves above all, as Torrell rightly notes, to delineate the
distinction between nature and grace. I would add that it also illuminates the
question of man’s connatural end. However, a key element in this distinction is
the notion of proportionality and debitum naturae, which the author
does not discuss.


The third section
of the book, less successful than the second, focuses on Scholastic
developments after St. Thomas. The doctrinal history of the natural desire to
see God after St. Thomas is examined by Laurence Renault in “William of
Ockham and the Distinction between Nature and Supernature.” This article
begins well by presenting the positions of Scotus and Ockham and the
differences between them. However, it fails to note the significant distinction
between Scotus and St. Thomas. Scotus rejects the existence of elicited natural
desires of the will, departing from St. Thomas and the preceding tradition (St.
John Damascene, the Summa fratris Alexandri, and St. Bonaventure),
thereby equating natural desire with innate appetite. Ockham goes still further
by also denying the existence of an innate appetite of the will, accentuating
the freedom of the will while weakening the concept of nature.


Thus the three
positions are as follows: St. Thomas affirms an elicited natural desire of the
will for the vision of God, but does not affirm an innate appetite for that
end, which would require proportionality with that end. Scotus affirms an
innate appetite (not based on proportionality with the end, but on
perfectibility by the end), but denies an elicited natural appetite for the
beatific vision. Ockham denies both an elicited and an innate appetite for the
vision. Renault’s analysis here is incomplete because he neglects the
distinction between Scotus and St. Thomas. Renault then errs, it seems, by
implying that Cajetan and Suarez were influenced by Ockham in their
interpretation of the natural desire to see God. On the contrary, Cajetan and
especially Suarez are very much opposed to Ockham in their emphasis on the
importance of proportionality and debitum naturae in rightly dividing
the natural from the supernatural orders, for “nature’s 
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due” has no
place in Ockham’s system. In reality, de Lubac has much more in common with
Ockham than Suarez does. This can be seen in Surnaturel (487-88) and The
Mystery of the Supernatural (236-37), where de Lubac quotes Ockham to the
effect that whatever God does is purely gratuitous.


The fourth section
of the book examines the question of the supernatural in contemporary theology.
Georges Cardinal Cottier, in his essay, “On Natural Mysticism,”
speaks of one of the great dangers of contemporary theology: phobia of nature
and “pan-supernaturalism” (282), although he does not directly
connect it with de Lubac’s Surnaturel. Instead, he explores a
rectification of some of the dangers of “pan-supernaturalism” in
Maritain’s study of natural mysticism. The connection of
“pan-supernaturalism” with Surnaturel is explored in some
depth by Gilbert Narcisse in “The Supernatural in Contemporary
Theology.” Narcisse nicely shows how de Lubac’s understanding of a natural
and absolute desire for the supernatural is further radicalized in various
sectors of contemporary theology, as in Karl Rahner’s supernatural existential.
In the wake of de Lubac, human existence has tended to become a principal theological
source.


Archbishop
André-Mutien Léonard, in “The Theological Necessity of the Pure Nature
Concept,” eloquently asserts the necessity of the concept of pure nature,
along the lines of Rahner, Hans Urs von Balthasar, and Juan Alfaro. He
criticizes de Lubac for failing to maintain the gratuitousness of the
supernatural and for failing to sufficiently respect Humani generis 26.
This last point needs to be more qualified by acknowledging the refinement of
de Lubac’s position in his 1949 article and in his 1965 book, The Mystery
of the Supernatural.


I fully agree with
Archbishop Léonard in the utility of the defense of the possibility of pure
nature as a thesis necessary to maintain the full notion of grace and the
supernatural. However, I think that it is upside-down to look at the notion of
nature simply as a “remainder concept” after grace has been
subtracted (as in Rahner and Balthasar). Our knowledge starts with the natural
order, and not with grace, which is not directly subject to our ordinary
experience. Thus there exists a philosophical order that analyzes human nature
as such and its connatural end, independently of the supernatural.


The contributions
in the volume are prefaced by an excellent introduction by Serge-Thomas Bonino
that sets de Lubac’s contribution to Thomism in its historical context. He
gives a good summary of the state of the question by stressing the importance
of maintaining a “difficult equilibrium” (xi) that brings out both
the innate openness of human nature to being elevated to the supernatural and
the coherence of the natural order in itself, which provides the foundation for
its gratuitous elevation.


De Lubac emerges in
this volume as a figure whose work deeply affected the practice of Catholic
theology, and Thomism in particular, by focusing attention on the historical
development of the theology of the supernatural and the natural desire to see
God, and discrediting the Thomistic commentatorial tradition beginning with
Cajetan. Nevertheless, this contribution is not without quite significant
problems, both historical and doctrinal, for which reason 
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contemporary
theology must critically rethink the issues raised by Surnaturel to
better achieve the “difficult equilibrium.”


Lawrence Feingold
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[bookmark: natura]Natura Pura: On the Recovery of Nature in the Doctrine of Grace. By Steven A. Long. New York: Fordham University Press, 2010.
Pp. 282. $65.00 (cloth). ISBN 978-0-8232-3105-8. 


The sifting and resifting
of Henri de Lubac’s Surnaturel, its implications and its consequences,
proceeds apace. The subtitle of Long’s book, On the Recovery of Nature in
the Doctrine of Grace, aptly tells us the aim of its first two chapters,
where Long deals directly first with de Lubac and second with Hans Urs von
Balthasar. However, Long goes on to say something about how the recovery of
nature is to be effected (chap. 3) and the need for its recovery in thinking
out in what terms the Church is to stake out her place in the public square
(chap. 4).


Long defends two
theses against de Lubac. First, human nature has and must have a proportionate
natural end if it is to be a nature at all. Second, God need not have called
our actually existing and divinely chosen human nature to a strictly
supernatural end. As to the first thesis, Long faults de Lubac for being
insufficiently philosophical to see the wreck he makes of any nature in denying
it a proportionate end. As to the second, de Lubac is wrong to see the
assertion of this thesis as severing a real openness to and genuine suitability
for the supernatural end of the vision of God. De Lubac thinks this, according
to Long, because he reduces all obediential potency to the general potency
whereby God can perform miracles, making bread from stones. He ignores the
notion of a specific obediential potency, whereby what is in potency
is not abolished, but perfected and according to the way (albeit
superabundantly) it is perfected by its own proportionate natural end.


Long thinks it
incumbent upon him also to discern and honor the theological intention
motivating de Lubac’s position. He does this by noting the ideological
circumstances in which de Lubac worked. Modern philosophy had already denatured
Aristotle’s physis by scrapping teleology and relegating what remained
of it to a world in which the writ of God’s providence no longer ran. Much of
modern theology, culminating with Luis de Molina, had severed human freedom
from divine causality. It was these things that separated man from God, not
nature understood as St. Thomas understood it, ordered to a proportionate
natural end naturally attainable. Since the natural connections of human nature
to God had been severed in early modernity, de Lubac, in Long’s telling of the 
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story, makes them
supernatural from the outset, “hot-wiring” nature to grace by
proposing vision as the only end of human nature as it de facto
exists. In this way, alas, de Lubac joins in modernity’s attack on nature when
the true solution is the restoration of nature.


In all this, Long
does good work, and his reading of St. Thomas is largely supported by the
magisterial work of Lawrence Feingold. In one important way, however, Long
disagrees with Feingold. Long follows Cardinal Cajetan in reading question 12,
article 1 of the Prima Pars, on the natural desire to see God. It is,
for Long, not a natural desire to know the essence of God, but rather a desire
to know the essence of God as cause of the world, where these two
specifications of object are supposed to declare a real distinction. Feingold,
following Domingo Bañez, Francisco Suárez, and many others, makes the object of
the desire the knowledge of the essence of God indeed, but has it that the
desire for that object is conditional. This seems to me to have the advantage
of moving nature closer to grace than does Long, and therefore of supplying de
Lubac’s desiderata more fully (which is not to forget that de Lubac dashed cold
water on both positions).


What becomes of
nature once de Lubac has “hot-wired” it to grace by replacing its
proportionate end with the supernatural vision of God? As Balthasar said in his
book on Barth, it is reduced to the bare minimum required in order for
revelation to have an addressee; it has no material content isolable from its
relation to and ordination to grace; it is “createdness as such.”
Long is at his best in showing how this position puts unbearable pressure on
other parts of theology. Created things are no longer things
necessarily related to God but are wholly relations, and we move from
St. Thomas to Hegel. What is assumed in the hypostatic union is
“createdness as such,” and the instrumentality of the assumed nature
seems to disappear because the tool itself has no form and does not keep its
edge; the natural virtues by analogy with which we gain some understanding of
supernatural faith, hope, and charity become indiscoverable. Like Feingold,
Long has some illuminating things to say about the conceptual mess de Lubac and
Balthasar land us in speaking of “concrete” and “abstract”
nature. However, Long also tries to show how certain other pieces of Balthasar’
theology flow from this mistake, for instance, his attribution of passion and
receptivity and limit to the Trinitarian relations and his view of analogy. In
this, I think, he is less successful. On the other hand, Long is surely correct
in pointing out the difficulty of the Church pretending to declare the natural
law where nature has been evacuated of material content. And Long is right to
point out how the teaching of Vatican I on the natural knowability of God and
on miracles has suffered from the evisceration of nature. 


At the end of the
discussion of Balthasar, it is evident that nature cannot play any role in theology
unless it is a “full” nature, not something that is a limit concept
for grace. The nature we need is, in Long’s apt phrase, “theonomic
nature,” where the relation of created things to their Creator as both
first cause and last end is worked out in some detail. Only then will we
conceive the addressee of revelation and the subject of grace adequately, and
only then will 
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we have an
analogatum sturdy enough to support an (imperfect) understanding of a host of
theological realities—the knowledge of faith, the theological virtues,
revealed divine law, the assumed nature, etc. This means that nature that is in
proximate potency to theological utility is nature that is philosophically
under-stood. The third chapter is a long but probably necessary warning that
expecting the contemporary Anglo-American analytic tradition to deliver the
desired goods is quixotic. Beyond a common commitment to logic of a certain
variety and to logical form and to reading the history of its own failed
revolutions, there is no substantive philosophical core to this tradition. In
this chapter, Long examines I. M. Bochenski’s attempt to make logic more
comprehensive than ontology as a sort of illustration of what analysis can and
cannot do. The upshot of the chapter is that nature will not be appreciated in
itself except by the traditional philosophy of nature whose point of departure
is the Physics of Aristotle, nor will it be theonomically appreciated
absent a metaphysical context that does more than nod at Plato, Aristotle, and
Plotinus.


In theology, the
theses that human nature has a proportionate natural end and that providence
could have left us to pursue this end alone were supposed—in de Lubac’s
account—to make grace only accidentally and extrinsically connected to nature.
The idea that human nature is in specific obediential potency to grace
addresses this concern, at least in part. But in political theology, and in the
Church’s engagement with state and society, the theses were supposed also to
have the unhappy consequence of fostering a secularist minimalism scrubbed bare
of any regard for the law of God. Long addresses this issue and argues the
contrary in his last chapter by considering how three thinkers have approached
the question of what the Church should propose as the basis for a just public
order. Jacques Maritain maintained that a sufficient basis could be secured by
common agreement on the subjective rights of the citizens. This does not
address St. Augustine’s teaching that not only private thanks but public
worship of God is due him. Moreover, it ignores our practical need to take
public account of the results of the Fall and the availability of redemption,
which Maritain otherwise acknowledges in subalternating moral philosophy to
moral theology. Jean Porter’s proposal of a common agreement on the natural law
as a capacity for knowing good and evil is also found wanting: the natural law
is more than a capacity for knowledge—it is an actual ordering of man to
natural ends, an ordering inscribed in our nature, and, contrary to Porter, it
yields immediate knowledge as to the goodness and badness of actions bearing on
each of the ensemble of natural goods we are ordered to. She, too, proposes a
common acknowledgement of subjective rights. Long observes that such
acknowledgment does not provide a way to adjudicate conflicting rights claims
in the absence of a framework of commonly acknowledged natural ends. Last, and
from quite another perspective, David Schindler worries whether the First
Amendment is a Trojan horse for liberal atheism, and wants our Christian
discourse about public things to proceed from nature understood as
intrinsically ordered to grace.
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To all three, to
Maritain and Porter who are willing to settle for too little, and to Schindler
who wants too much, Long proposes that we consider nature uncut and untrimmed,
and take as the basis for state and society both the speculative and the
practical truths imbedded therein. It will be nature that renders up a knowledge
of its provident First Cause and beneficent Last End. It will be a nature that
delivers the practical guidance of the natural law within a known hierarchy of
natural ends. And it will be a nature that is open to the news of its fallen
condition and beatific end.


In order even to
have sufficient Catholic voices who could mount the arguments in the philosophy
of nature and metaphysics that Long thinks required, we should have to
refashion the universities—I mean Catholic universities—in the way Alasdair
MacIntyre has proposed in God, Philosophy, Universities. One therefore
feels the same sense of not quite knowing what world we are in at the end of
Long’s book as at the end of MacIntyre’s, with the same doubt whether there is
anything to be done, with the same awareness of there being no rational or
Christian alternative to their programs worth aiming at.


I regret to say
that Long’s diction can be recondite and his syntax rococo. I confess there are
some places where I don’t know what he is saying. I wish that in charity he
would make it easier for us rustics to share his great learning and timely
insight. 


 


Guy Mansini, O.S.B.
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[bookmark: job]Deconstructing Theodicy: Why Job has Nothing to Say to the Puzzle of
Suffering.
By David B. Burrell, C.S.C., with
A. H. Johns. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Brazos Press, 2008. Pp. 144. $20.00 (paper).
ISBN: 978-1-58743-222-4.


The provocative
subtitle of this book is slightly misleading. This eclectic work shows that Job
does have something to say to the puzzle of human suffering, but not in the
form of a post-Leibnizian theodicy. The aim of the book is revealed in the main
title: to deconstruct the modern project of theodicy.


The first four
chapters of the book provide a reflection on the nature and strategies of the
Book of Job. Burell argues that the Book of Job was written in order to
deconstruct the Deuteronomic assumption that God would reward observance of the
covenant and punish deviation. Job’s interlocutors all formulate some version
of the prevailing view that Job must be guilty of some sin in order to have
merited his affliction from God as punishment. They attempt to defend
forensically the justice of God by speaking about God. In stark
contrast to his interlocutors, Job’s speeches are neither propositional
arguments nor
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forensic in nature.
Job’s words are primarily performative in nature-they speak directly to God
rather than about God. Job, the outsider from the land of Uz, speaks directly
to the agent of his affliction seeking an answer to the question of why God is
afflicting him when he has done nothing to deserve it. What is ultimately most
remarkable about the Book of Job is that God accepts Job’s challenge to respond
to him in the voice from the whirlwind. It is the personal response of God to
dialogue with Job that relieves his deepest and unarticulated affliction: a
feeling of alienation from God as a result of suffering. As many commentators
have remarked, God never gives Job an “explanation” for his
suffering. God instead reminds Job that he is the transcendent, free Creator of
the world whose agency is unfathomable to a creature. God’s response to Job is
not theodicy in the modern sense. It suggests instead that what human sufferers
need most from God is a renewed sense of being in a loving, personal, and
dialogical relationship with the God who is the transcendent Creator rather
than a theoretical explanation. The Book of Job is in a sense an argument
against argument—it is futile to seek an explanation from God or about God,
when what is needed is speech directly to God. It is the very act of
speech from God to Job in response that lifts the suffering.


The middle of the
book is like a musical interlude. Burrell adapts a previously published article
by Anthony Johns on the way the figure of Job is portrayed in the Qu’ran. The
Qu’ran itself has nothing comparable to the Book of Job. Job takes his place
instead as a minor prophet whose example of patient endurance of undeserved
suffering prefigures the Prophet’s trials. Johns’s own conclusion ably sums up
the heart of this chapter: “Together these four pericopes show Job as a
member of the community of prophets with a distinctive place and a special
charism: that he should suffer without knowing why, and instead of despairing,
cry to God for relief, trusting in God as the Merciful” (80). Parallel to
the Book of Job, there is no explanation for suffering: there is only the
patient endurance of suffering in response to the personal mercy of the Creator
God.


The sixth chapter
of the book mines the medieval commentaries of Maimonides, Aquinas, and
Gersonides for insights into the Book of Job. Burrell argues that all three
commentators read Job too much along the lines of classical wisdom treatises on
the value of temporal goods in human flourishing and so miss the main point of
the biblical narrative (although he does allow that Aquinas came closest to
finding it). What is more valuable in these commentaries, however, is the way
that they situate the puzzle of suffering within sophisticated treatments of
divine providence. Maimonides recognized that one of the errors we easily fall
into is to think that God’s knowledge and providence are like our own.
Maimonides argues that we cannot understand the final cause of creation, or how
things are ordered; there is no functional explanation for transcendent
providence from an emanationist standpoint. Gersonides tries to give one from
an Averroistic perspective that ends up compromising divine providence by denying
God’s knowledge of material particulars as such. Burrell presents Aquinas as
steering between the extremes of equivocation and univocation on providence by
marrying the model of practical intelligence with the doctrine of
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divine eternity.
Aquinas’s doctrine of creation, with its emphasis on God’s creative and
intentional immediacy to all that exists, provides the metaphysical foundation
for the human sufferer’s ability to engage the Creator in intimate dialogue.
The eternal God who created us is always immediately present to us and we to
him.


The seventh chapter
of the book argues that a proper reading of the Book of Job can make a valuable
contribution to the contemporary debates in analytic philosophy of religion. In
different veins, both Terence Tilley’s Evils of Theodicy and Marilyn
McCord Adams’s Horrendous Evils have called into question the
traditional strategies of theodicy. Tilley argues that the very project of
theodicy, of justifying the ways of God to man, is untenable. McCord Adams stresses
the need to recall the transcendence of the Creator God and God’s relationship
to those who suffer horrendous evils. In their treatments of the Book of Job,
both Tilley and McCord Adams emphasize the contrast between Job and his
interlocutors: the interlocutors speak about God, while Job speaks to
God. It is precisely in the renewed enactment of one’s relationship to the
Creator that a sufferer can “go on” without explanation. The voice
from the whirlwind reminds us that God is the transcendent Creator in the
manner that Robert Sokolowski has articulated in his “Christian
distinction.” Faced with the transcendent Creator, we should give up the
very project of theodicy. What the human sufferer may come to understand
retrospectively is not the justice of God, but rather his grace, allowing them
to “go on.”


The conclusion of
the book stresses the contrast between the semantics of explaining and
addressing. Theodicies attempt to explain the justice of God, when what the
sufferer really needs is a loving dialogue with God wherein the relationship is
deepened and by which some deeper mode of understanding beyond theoretical
explanation might be achieved. The good news of the Book of Job is not the
explanatory value of what God says in the whirlwind, but that God accepted
Job’s plea to speak with him directly in response. It is the renewed
relationship that enables Job to “go on.” Finally, Burrell suggests
that Augustine’s Confessions models the kind of dialogue between us
and God that enables us to bear the unexplained hardship of suffering. The Confessions
teaches us that it is only in dialogue with God that our divided selves
find healing and order. At the same time that the dialogue is intimately
personal, Augustine comes to interpret it in the context of his new community,
the Church. The Confessions discloses the importance of narrative for
personal identity and the centrality of dialogue and friendship to that
identity.


One of the singular
gifts of the writings of David Burrell is that he manages to bring into
fruitful dialogue so many different figures. This book is another example of
that gift. In the course of a rather short work, he manages to shed new light
on the puzzle of human suffering by weaving together biblical exegesis, the
Qu’ran, medieval thinkers from all three Abrahamic traditions, contemporary
philosophy of religion, and Augustine! While the remarkable ken of this book
reveals the creativity and capacity of Burrell’s mind, it will challenge a
reader with a different kind of mind to keep up with all the sources. I believe
Burrell
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succeeds in
deconstructing theodicy. What Job and we need from the Creator God is not an
explanation, but rather a renewed dialogical relationship.


 


Brian J. Shanley, O.P.









Providence
College

Providence, Rhode Island





















[bookmark: albert]Reclaiming Moral Agency: The Moral Philosophy of Albert the Great. By Stanley B. Cunningham. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2008. Pp. 294. $79.95 (cloth). ISBN:
978-0-8132-1540-2.


In Reclaiming Moral Agency: The Moral Philosophy of Albert the Great,
Stanley B. Cunningham sets himself the challenge of mapping Albert the Great’s
contribution to moral philosophy, which he sees as a largely uncharted region
of Albert’s otherwise well-sounded “humanism.” It is uncharted,
Cunningham argues, because scholars have for the most part denied it even
existed, preferring to see Albert as the polymath with wide-ranging scientific
interests famously sparked by the recovery of the full Aristotelian corpus, rather
than as the architect of an integrated theological or philosophical system of
his own. But in Cunningham’s view Albert did elaborate a coherent moral theory,
and, what is more, he—and not his student Thomas Aquinas—was the first
medieval thinker to do so, because he was the first medieval truly to accept
the premise that man has a natural capacity for moral goodness, achievable
without the aid of supernatural grace. This led Albert to explore the notion of
natural law, to ask such questions as how virtue is naturally acquired and what
the means of attaining natural happiness are and, in the end, to produce, yes,
a systematic moral philosophy. Cunningham thus hopes to achieve two things with
his book: first, to focus deserved attention on Albert’s undeservedly neglected
moral theory, especially as revealed in his treatise De bono and his
commentary on the ten books of the Nicomachean Ethics, and,second, in so
doing to reclaim for Albert some of the spotlight that scholars have always
granted instead to his more famous student. Cunningham’s study is divided into
five parts. The first situates Albert’s contribution in relation to
developments in thirteenth-century moral philosophy, and also in relation to
modern virtue theory. The second teases out Albert’s un-derstanding of the
domain of “moral science” and the procedures for investi-gating it.
With the third Cunningham’s discussion turns to the content of Albert’s
thought, outlining the Swabian’s understanding of the nature and causes of
virtue in human behavior. The fourth part treats Albert’s conception of natural
law and morality’s relationship to it. The fifth examines what Cunning-ham
terms “virtue’s rewards”—friendship, happiness, and our final end.
Throughout, Albert’s treatise De bono forms the main focus of Cunningham’s attention.
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That emphasis on De
bono is worth considering, for it witnesses to an important aspect of the
author’s argument. Unlike Albert’s commentary on the first ten books of the Ethica
Nicomachea, in which he was forced to pursue topics in the order and from
the angles that Aristotle’s text dictates, in De bono Albert
was free to “work out his own principles of order” (72). This,
Cunning-ham suggests, makes De bono the surer indicator of Albert’s independent
conceptualization of moral theory and of his own ideas, and thus the more
significant text within the Albertine corpus. While this is a fairly
commonplace observation in the scholarship, Cunningham pushes the argument for
the significance of De bono further by showing the extent to which it
marks a departure from the approach to man’s moral behavior taken by earlier
Scholastic authors, who had been similarly constrained by the traditional
context within which such questions were raised. Before Albert, man’s capacity
for virtuous behavior had been treated as a pendant to discussions of grace,
because virtue was seen to be possible only with supernatural assistance, not
as something attainable by human efforts alone. And this textual reality, this organization
of material, Cunningham insists, is one very important reason why most authors,
including Peter Lombard, Abelard, and Philip the Chancellor, tended to
de-emphasize, if not to negate, the importance of naturally acquired virtue in
their moral doctrine: the structure of their texts conditioned their responses.
Albert, says Cunningham, was the first to pick up on this and to take the
radical step of considering natural virtue in its own right. Even if modern
scholarship, as epitomized by the work of Dom Lottin, has recognized the
originality of the thinking in De bono, the author insists that little
consideration has been given to the overall organization of this text, which
reveals Albert’s broader conceptualization of the subject when he had a free
rein to explore it. And this Cunningham means to rectify here. 


All this does lead
to a study that generally follows the same sequence of topics and works through
the same material in the same order as Albert does in De bono. This is
something that the reader needs to be aware of as Cunningham’s analysis
proceeds. To a certain degree it reads as an expositio textus that
belies the study’s origin in a dissertation originally dedicated specifically
to assessing De bono. The author does admit that Super Ethica,
which postdates De bono by about ten years, cannot be written
off as a simple commentary ad litteram and therefore not part of the
calculus: Albert punctuates Super Ethica with disputed questions,
meaning that the text of Aristotle is not only expounded, but thoroughly
explored in a dialectical encounter, and also that we are allowed to see
exactly what Albert’s opinion is when he provides his determinations of these
questions as the genre demanded. The author admits, too, that on some points Super
Ethica provides “the most refined and representative philosophical
treatments in Albert’s corpus” (74), of which he will take account. But
for all that, Cunningham does tend to use Super Ethica (and also
Albert’s earlier De natura boni and his Aristotelian paraphrases) as a
gloss on De bono, ever bringing his discussion back to this other
text. To an certain extent, then, Cunningham allows his appraisal of De
bono as the most free-flowing and 
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comprehensive of
Albert’s examinations of moral theory to become an argument for its being the
most mature statement of his conclusions. 


Having said that,
this is a book that has much to commend it. It does shed light on the place of
Albert within (and without) the larger currents of moral philosophy in the
thirteenth century. It clarifies some important aspects of Albert’s
understanding of ethics, when, in the book’s central chapters, the author takes
us stepwise through Albert’s moral doctrine. Guided by the order of proceeding
in De bono, Cunningham first recounts Albert’s metaphysical analysis
of the good, then turns to consider the causes of virtue, the nature of virtue
itself, the classification of the virtues, and the relationship between the
passions and virtue, and focuses finally on the matter of natural law, to which
Albert sometimes refers, tellingly, as ius rationis—that which is
seen to be right according to reason. For each topic Cunningham provides not
only his reading of what he believes Albert actually says, but some insight
into how the issues were treated by earlier thinkers of the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries—with the emphasis again on the Lombard, Abelard, Philip
the Chancellor, William of Auxerre—and where the lines of demarcation between
them and Albert lie. Indeed, Cunningham does not shirk the responsibility of
taking the longer view and tracing the lineage of many postulates back to their
early medieval and classical roots in Augustine, Boethius, Macrobius, and
Cicero. There is also an ongoing conversation with some of the current scholarship
designed to highlight Cunningham’s sense of how his analysis of Albert moves
the discussion forward, topic by topic. The cumulative effect of this threefold
presentation of each issue, treating text, context, and historiography, is to
build up quite a comprehensive picture for the reader. In sum, Reclaiming
Moral Agency provides a wealth of historical information and perceptive
interpretation clearly born of a long familiarity with the writings of Albert
the Great and their setting.


Those who approach
Cunningham’s study looking for some new insight into the internal dynamics of
the intellectual history of the Dominican order are left ever-so-slightly
disappointed, however. While Cunningham is very thorough in placing Albert’s
thought against the backdrop of the contribution made by other Scholastics, he
does very little to move beyond comparing him to other Schoolmen, at Paris, in
particular. But a good deal of the more recent scholarship on Albert’s Order
has been at pains to point out that most of the teaching activity, and most of
the textual production, of the Dominicans took place outside of the
universities and secular schools and through genres of writing that are too
easily ignored by intellectual historians because they are not overtly products
of the schoolroom. Given that Cunningham’s focus is upon Albert’s moral
philosophy, and how Albert answers questions regarding the nature of virtue and
human ethical behavior, his study might have benefitted from at least a passing
glance at the many practical handbooks, the summae of the virtues and
vices, the confessors’ manuals that increasingly incorporated sections on human
intentionality as means of assessing the moral freight of particular acts,
which formed such a prominent part of the Dominicans’ literary output in the
thirteenth century. At the very least, this would have made possible some more
nuanced observations about the reception and application of Albert’s moral
teaching precisely in the environment that Albert himself desired to make the
most impact—amongst his own confrères and in their dealing with real-life
ethical quandaries. To a degree, Cunningham is guilty of the same
Aquinas-centrism that he rails against, when virtually his sole touchstone and
point of comparison for Albert’s thought within the Dominican order is that of
his more illustrious student.


In fairness,
Cunningham’s is a more philosophical project. He is attempting to show that
Albert did indeed stand alone in his time in looking at moral doctrine from a
purely philosophical point of view, not as something conditioned by theological
assumptions about man’s behavior or final end. The opposite of virtue for
Albert is not sin, but action contrary to natural law. Still, it is with regard
to Cunningham’s general premise, rather than his particular readings, that one
might raise the most pertinent question, namely, whether he has actually
succeeded in demonstrating that Albert did devise a completely new
philosophically, as opposed to theologically, coherent system of ethical doctrine.
There is no doubt that Cunningham’s study has shown Albert to have reached some
original conclusions that earlier Scholastics had shied away from, and that he
pursued Aristotle’s thought with an exceptionally clear-sighted rigor. But one
is not altogether convinced that it all adds up to a new system.
Arguably, what Albert achieved was the first thoroughgoing exposition of
Aristotle in the medieval West that did what Cunningham claims it did, which is
that it left Christian theological assumptions to one side as it teased out the
implications of the natural moral theory Aristotle presents. Where Albert
systematically diverges from Aristotle—what makes this something other than an
Aristotelian ethical universe—is not nearly so clear in Cunningham’s
appraisal.


But it is an
appraisal worth reading.


M. Michèle Mulchahey
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[bookmark: speak]We Speak because We Have First Been Spoken: A Grammar of the Preaching
Life. By Michael Pasquarello III. Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2009. Pp. viii + 158. $18.00 (paper). ISBN 978-0-8028-2917-7.


Michael
Pasquarello, who holds an endowed professorship in preaching at Asbury
Theological Seminary, summarizes the major concern of his book as follows:
“The person of the preacher is now a mere technician, a ‘communicator,’
whose task is to produce results, rather than a truthful witness to the wisdom
and virtue of the incarnate Word, whom we are called to follow 
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and proclaim as the
source and end of things” (vi). Admittedly, the best preachers do tend to
be exceptional communicators who can fill the pews and inspire others to give
of their time and talents. But the focus on numerical results forgets that
spiritual acts such as repentance, conversion, and growth in faith and love
cannot be empirically measured. Furthermore, truthful witness to Christ
crucified is often not popular.


The book ably
defends a non-empirically driven, non-technique-oriented homiletics. The first
two chapters explore truthful speech in the context of conformity to the
crucified and risen Lord. Pasquarello insists upon the importance of
theological formation for good preaching. Preaching requires doctrinal training
in order to be appropriately “directed toward God” (18). Yet what
doctrinal training reveals is that Christian truth cannot simply be learned
intellectually; faith’s knowledge is embodied in charity, as is manifested most
clearly by the truth of the gospel, “the wisdom of Christ’s cross and
resurrection” (19). The grace of the Holy Spirit, who gives us the gift of
faith, transforms not only our minds but our whole way of life—despite our
sinful weakness. We discover that doctrinal truth is embedded in, and requires,
embodied praise of the God who reveals himself in Christ and the Holy Spirit.


Truthful speech is
not simply a matter of knowing the truth, rather, it also involves an entire
way of life, rooted in the Church’s liturgy and able to be described as
“faithful performance” (20). Pasquarello emphasizes the need for the
“congruence between the one of whom we speak and the one who speaks”
(21). As he puts it in the title of the book, “We speak because we have
first been spoken.” Speech can therefore never be merely “a verbal
tool or empty vehicle, a possession rather than a gift” (22). Truthful
speech cannot be separated from truthful ways of life. These ways of life
cannot be reduced to formulaic programs based on a set of principles.


The relevance of
preaching, Pasquarello adds, can only be measured in relation to its source and
end: the triune God. Rather than requiring that Jesus Christ be made relevant
to us, we must allow Jesus Christ (revealed in the whole of Scripture) to judge
our lives and transform them. The credibility of Scripture, its truthfulness,
is manifested in lives transformed by the Holy Spirit to be embodiments of
self-giving service rather than manipulative power. Since the triune God is
self-giving love, the power or relevance of preaching depends on the preacher’s
receptive attunement to self-giving love rather than on his technical skills. 


Homiletics, then,
is a properly theological discipline. Since no human technique can control the
effectiveness of preaching the truth of God’s Word, formation in preaching
should concentrate upon the ways in which we learn to contemplate and to
receive from the triune God. Only in this way can preachers become the kind of
people who can communicate, rather than distort by attempting to control, the
wisdom of the crucified Lord. Truthful speech is fundamentally a response to
God, not something that we originate or control.


Exploring the
“preaching life,” Pasquarello emphasizes its place within the
Trinitarian economy of gifting. It is through the gift of the Holy Spirit that
the 
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preacher proclaims
Christ Jesus and that the congregation is transformed by this proclamation.
Formation for preaching primarily involves nourishing the preacher’s immersion
in the triune life. This immersion is not triumphalistic, for it requires
following the way of the Cross. Formation for preaching thus means formation in
radical self-giving love, so as “to become a living sacrifice of
praise to the God of Jesus Christ” (45). For this reason, teaching
homiletics should involve (as it did for Augustine) communicating “a
participating way of knowing that unites thought and life and unfolds in
devotion to God through the apprehension of Christian wisdom” (53). Far
from being fundamentally pragmatic or utilitarian, the preaching life aims at
contemplating and adoring God from within the Spirit-filled body of Christ.
Pasquarello concludes that the preacher must seek practical wisdom, which
unites faith and life and enables the preacher to embody the love of Christ in
concrete words and deeds. 


As his source for
the meaning of “practical wisdom,” Pasquarello turns to St. Thomas
Aquinas, to whose theology he devotes the three chapters that comprise the bulk
of the book. Noting the centrality of preaching for St. Dominic’s Order of
Preachers, Pasquarello commends the Dominicans’ combination of
“theo-logical inquiry and preaching” (70). Rather than training young
Dominicans in the latest techniques, Dominican formation involves intensive
theological study within the context of a rigorous liturgical and prayer life. 


For Pasquarello,
the structure of Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae suggests the proper
pattern of homiletics: the contemplative focus on the Trinity (Prima Pars),
from which flows the “practical theology” (Secunda Pars)
that attains its end through Christ Jesus and the sacramental mediation of the
grace of the Holy Spirit (Tertia Pars). The Summa Theologiae shows
how virtuous Christian action arises from contemplation of the triune God, who
unites us to himself by knowledge and by love. The various modes of sacra
doctrina, including the communication of the Scriptures through preaching,
proclaim “the saving truth of God’s knowledge and love in Jesus
Christ” (84). By proclaiming this saving truth and embodying it, the
preacher draws closer to God “by service to others and strenuous
intellectual activity” (87).


Pasquarello also
finds Aquinas’s emphasis on happiness to be significant. The preaching life,
when undertaken for the glory of God, should render us joyful and happy in the
deepest sense. Preaching has to do not with temporal goods such as fame, power,
or money, but with “the enjoyment of God” (92). Since God wills to
heal our fallen imago by uniting us to him by knowledge and by love,
the proclamation of the gospel is far more than a set of rules; it corresponds
to the interior activity of Christ and the Holy Spirit in our minds and hearts.
The joy of the preaching life thus has its foundation in the graced life of
virtue and the gifts of the Holy Spirit. The happy preacher is not the one with
the smoothest tongue. 


Happy preachers
will be known by their practical wisdom, which serves to embody the theological
virtues in concrete words and deeds. Pasquarello combines Michael Sherwin’s
treatment of practical wisdom (or prudence) with Stanley Hauerwas and Jim
Fodor’s emphasis on “performing” the gospel. If the 












page
648


preaching life is a
“performance” of the gospel, then it is a performance rooted in
wisdom rather than in extrinsic techniques or strategies for effectiveness. 


Preaching also
responds to the beauty of Christ’s holiness. The analogy of art provides
Pasquarello with yet another way of saying that homiletics must move away from
pedagogically “reductive, instrumentalist tendencies” (134) and that
preachers must “become what we do and say” (136) by lives rooted in
contemplation, prayer, and worship. As Pasquarello puts it, “By following
in the way of Jesus Christ, a preacher’s whole way of being is transformed by
the Spirit to become a ‘living sermon,’ moved and moving others to worship God
in ‘the beauty of holiness’” (151). The preaching life, like the Christian
life as a whole, is entirely a response to the Word and Spirit who lead us to
the Father.


It will be apparent that, like many good preachers, Pasquarello has a
tendency frequently to repeat his favorite insights and phrases. Especially in
the early chapters, he also fills his pages with quotations from so many
contemporary authorities that at times the book reads almost like a medieval catena. Yet
these minor criticisms should not obscure his achievement. Rather than a study
of Aquinas on preaching, this book is something arguably even more valuable: a
theology of preaching that discerns in the Summa Theologiae the resources for a
contemplative and nonutilitarian understanding of the practice of preaching and
a sapiential, virtues-based understanding of the preaching life. Like many
others over the centuries, Pasquarello finds particularly instructive Aquinas’s
theocentric theology, his Trinitarian and Christological sensibility, his
scriptural insight, and his appreciation for the union of knowledge and love
and the role of practical wisdom in the Christian life. As Pasquarello ably
demonstrates from a Methodist perspective, it is not for nothing that Aquinas
is both the Church’s “common doctor” and the outstanding
representative of the Order of Preachers. 


Matthew Levering
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[bookmark: wesley]Wesley, Aquinas and Christian Perfection: An Ecumenical Dialogue. By Edgardo Colón-Emeric. Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press,
2009. Pp. 330. $49.99 (cloth). ISBN: 978-1-60258-211-8.


John Wesley and
Thomas Aquinas are surely not the most obvious pair of individuals to bring
into touch with each other, separated as they are by five centuries in time and
vastly different cultural and ecclesiastical circumstances. Yet it is their
respective positions in relation to two traditions in Christian
history—themselves long ignorant of each other but now brought into mutual
contact and attention by the modern ecumenical movement—that lends interest 
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to a comparison
between the two figures, standing as they do in formative theological positions
at the head of Methodism and, in the other case, of a strand in that movement’s
more remote ancestry, with the elder Catholic indeed a most distinguished
medieval member of the Order of Preachers and the younger Protestant an
eighteenth-century evangelist committed to “the general spread of the
gospel” (to quote the title of Wesley’s programmatic Sermon 63). In the
broadest sense, a conversation between Aquinas and Wesley could contribute to
that “mutual reassessment” which the Joint Commission for Dialogue
between the World Methodist Council and the Roman Catholic Church has declared
to be necessary and possible in the “new context” of ecumenism since
the Second Vatican Council, as well as furnishing matter for both the
“exchange of ideas” and the “exchange of gifts” which Pope
John Paul II in Ut Unum Sint (1995) saw as belonging to the nature of
ecumenical dialogue: so the Joint Commission’s Seoul Report of 2006 under the
title “The Grace Given You in Christ.”


An initial
difficulty in comparing the thought of the two subject figures of this book
resides in what its author detects as the difference in their exercise of the métier
of the theologian. Edgardo Colón-Emeric characterizes Aquinas as a
“speculatively practical” theologian and Wesley as a
“practically practical” theologian. Much of Thomas’s work was
conducted in the role of a scholarly teacher, and his writings follow an
orderly structure. John Wesley, on the other hand, taught and wrote in the more
“occasional” mode of an annual “con-ference” of preachers,
a few ordained but many lay, in “connection” with himself.
Nevertheless, there is a large measure of substantial coherence among his
literary remains in the shape of sermons, letters, “minutes of
conference” and “rules” of conduct for his
“societies.” Wesley, of course, has nothing to compare with the Summa
Theologiae of Aquinas, but his positions on the various topics of theology
stay pretty well consistent, and they are maintained in structural con-nection
by virtue of what Wesley calls precisely the analogia fidei, or
“the general tenor of Scripture” or “the grand design of
doctrine”—which is enacted at the anthropological end in repentance,
faith, and holiness as divinely assisted response to the creative, redemptive,
and perfective work of “the Three-One God.”


Colón-Emeric takes
the respective teaching of Aquinas and Wesley on perfection as his focus,
without however losing sight of the other moments in the story or features in
the pattern. According to Aquinas, God—himself perfect in the strictest
sense—is the source and goal of all perfection, while for the creatures there
is a first and a second perfection, a perfection of form and a perfection of
operation whereby the Creator guides his creatures to the proper goal of their
kind, which can also be called their final perfection. In the case of human
beings, this takes the route of knowing and loving the triune God by means of
intellect and will, a completion of their original creation ad imaginem Dei.
According to Aquinas, the perfection of form is never lost, although it is
“wounded” by the Fall. The perfection of operation requires the
illuminating and redemptive incarnation of the Word and the sanctifying and
energizing descent 












page
650


of the Spirit,
which allows humans to imitate Christ and participate in him as the efficient
and exemplary cause of their incipient and final perfection in holiness.


A difference
appears between Wesley and Aquinas, which may not be as serious as confessional
oppositions between Protestants and Catholics have made it. For Wesley, the
original perfection of the human creature—its “first perfection” in
Aquinas’ scheme—was lost at the Fall, so that Wesley shares the
Protestant suspicion of an alleged Catholic “optimism of nature.” Yet
Wesley does not swing to the “pessimism of grace” that has marked
some extremes of Protestantism. According to Wesley, no human being is left
alone in an unaltered state of fallen nature. Rather the universally sufficient
work of Christ makes available to all our race the possibility of a free and
positive response to God by virtue of a prevenient grace—so that E. Gordon
Rupp can characterize Wesley’s position as an “optimism of grace” (Principalities
and Powers [London: Epworth, 1952]), which (I think) places Methodism
towards the Catholic end of the spectrum. That prevenience of assisting grace
extends—according to Wesley’s Sermon 43, “The Scripture Way of
Salvation”—“from its first dawning in the soul,” on through
conscience, repentance, faith, and initial and growing sanctification,
“till it is consummated in glory.” So, then, let us maximize our
confessional similarities, which is precisely what Colón-Emeric succeeds in
doing between Wesley and Aquinas.


The author is able
to demonstrate correspondences—albeit sometimes nuanced—between Wesley and
Aquinas in several areas where contrasts are often drawn between Protestants
and Catholics. One example of this has to do with human cooperation with God,
or the question of “works.” Colón-Emeric calls attention to Wesley’s
repeated quotation of the Augustinian saying: “He who made us without
ourselves will not save us without ourselves” (47, 174, 226 n. 29; but cf.
264 nn.19-20 for questions of attribution and use, also in Aquinas). The
Thomistic gratia operans and gratia cooperans is matched by
Wesley’s teaching as he expounds Philippians 2:12-13 in his Sermon 85, “On
Working out Our Own Salvation”: “God works, therefore you can
work; God works, therefore you must work.” To this may be linked
the resemblance between Aquinas’s “habits” and “infused
virtues” and Wesley’s “holy tempers” or “dispositions”
in the process of growth in grace, which removes any danger of punctiliousness
in ethical conduct or personal sanctity and even makes it possible for Wesley,
in the “1770 Minutes,” “ever so cautiously to crack a window to
the value of merits in salvation” (172). Again, this is a framework which
allows both Aquinas and Wesley to reckon with—though not, of course, condone—
infirmities, and even backsliding, along the pilgrim path to perfection.


In an entirely
positive mode, both Aquinas and Wesley are shown to agree in the centrality of
Christ—himself both viator and comprehensor—as both the way
and the goal of perfection. Jean-Pierre Torrell’s work on the structure of the Summa
is neatly quoted for the deferral of Christology to the Third Part as “a
deliberate decision to reclaim Christ’s role in the creature’s movement of
return toward God and in the fulfillment of the history of salvation”; and
Colón-Emeric is able to cite Wesley’s favorite use of “having the same
mind that was found in 
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Christ Jesus”
(Philippians 2:5) and “walking as Christ walked” (1 John 2:6). The teaching
of Christ is displayed in a “Dialogue on the Beatitudes” between
Wesley and Aquinas, for both of whom—again with nuances—“perfection,
happiness, and holiness are correlative.” As already stated, the
Christocentrism is properly Trinitarian. Wesley declares his vision of the end
at the conclusion of his Sermon 64, “The New Creation”: “Hence
will arise an unmixed state of holiness and happiness far superior to that
which Adam enjoyed in paradise… . And to crown all, there will be a deep,
an intimate, an uninterrupted union with God; a constant communion with the
Father and His Son through the Holy Spirit; a continual enjoyment of the
Three-One God, and of all the creatures in him.”


Exposition of the
Sermon on the Mount allows both Wesley and Aquinas to bring out the social
dimension of holiness under several aspects. For Wesley, love of
neighbor—whether friend or enemy—is a means whereby “whatever grace you
have received of God may be communicated to others” or “every holy
temper and word and work of yours may have an influence on them also”
(Sermon 24, “Fourth Discourse upon our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount”);
or, as Colón-Emeric sums it up for Aquinas: “The saint is not simply good,
but a bonum diffusivum sui” (131). Ecclesially, the Church—as
the gathering of the faithful before God—is the primary locus for the
learning, bestowal, and exercise of sanctity, without neglecting its part in
the missionary task. According to Aquinas, the bishop has the special ministry
of being a “perfecter” among his flock. Wesley would not make that
hierarchical point, although he attributes a properly effective role to
ordained ministers and other appointed teachers, while in the “Rules”
he characteristically also names “watching over one another in love”
as a responsibility of all the members in the Methodist “societies”
(141-44). Both Aquinas and Wesley give all due value to the Eucharist as the
sacramental meal of the Christian community. Wesley ranks the Lord’s Supper in
the top category both among “the means of grace” and among “the
works of piety.” Early Methodism is reckoned, historically, as not only an
evangelistic but also a eucharistic revival by virtue both of more frequent
celebration of the sacrament (“constant communion” is John Wesley’s
phrase) and of the deeply patristic Hymns on the Lord’s Supper of the
Wesley brothers (see 145-46).


Reverting to the
opening observation that Wesley and Aquinas form an “odd couple,” one
may note the recurrent ploy of Colón-Emeric whereby their soteriologies or
ecclesiologies are described under the respective and related figures of
“house” and “cathedral.” Wesley characterizes the Methodist
structure thus: “Our main doctrines, which include all the rest, are
three—that of repentance, of faith, and of holiness. The first of these we
account, as it were, the porch of religion; the next, the door; the third,
religion itself” (5). To Colón-Emeric this metaphor suggests that the
Methodist “house of doctrine” is no Thomist “cathedral”; it
is “simpler and plainer, its proportions are not as majestic and soaring
as those of the great medieval Summae” (5-6). As he pictures it,
both the house and the cathedral are needed to make “Church” (see
145-46, 179-80). I might risk adapting the scenario a little and imagine the
day when the cathedral would accommodate within itself a modest chapel
dedicated 
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to the Wesley brothers, John and Charles (for all the occasional differences
between them), where the invocations might run “Sancte Thoma, ora pro
nobis… . Sancti Ioannes et Carole, orate pro nobis,” and where the
entire space might resonate with the hymns of Aquinas as well as those of the
Wesleys; and all that might not be too far away from what Colón-Emeric himself
calls “kneeling ecumenism” (183-85). Whatever the outcome of my
particular flight of architectural fancy, the dialogue between Methodists and
Catholics must continue on its way towards its stated goal of “full
communion in faith, mission, and sacramental life.” And certainly
Colón-Emeric, as a theologian of the upcoming generation, has important
contributions to make from the Methodist side.






Geoffrey Wainwright
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The present volume seeks to respond to the important “return to
truth” that is evident throughout the work of a number of contemporary
philosophers. The articles included offer multiple perspectives that take as
their focus a “robust theory” of truth. This robust theory sets itself
in contrast to modern deflationary theories (common to the contemporary
analytic tradition), denials of truth (found in the postmodern
deconstructionist approach), and relativist theories found in both. 


The volume brings
together two sides of the truth question, namely, that of the being of
objective truth and that of the human capacity to know the truth. Despite the
numerous contemporary debates and studies that have dealt with the importance
of truth and the power of philosophical argumentation, serious doubt appears on
both sides of the question. The doubt surrounds the possibility, first, that
objective truth can be obtained and shared and, second, that truth has any hold
“over the lives of persons whose rationality is subordinate to will or
desire” (2). In taking on this question, in both these aspects, and in
recognizing its contemporary relevance and importance, the collection advances
our understanding in two important ways. First, it seeks to go beneath the
current debate to uncover what assumptions about truth may in fact obstruct a
proper approach and resolution to the question. Second, it offers historical
studies that are not a simple rehearsing of past arguments. Each article deals
concretely with 
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the question and
contributes to our deeper understanding of philosophers who have taken the
question of truth seriously.


Pritzl’s opening
study, “Aristotle’s Door” presents and defends Aristotle’s
“exuberant account of truth” over against contemporary thin or
dismissive accounts of truth. Understanding truth as “The proverbial door,
which no one can fail to hit” (Metaphysics 2.1), Pritzl offers a
consideration of the expression of noetic and dianoetic truth in Aristotle’s Metaphysics
and De anima as two sides of a teleological account of truth, both of
which offer an explanation of how human knowing, despite its limitations, has
real contact with reality.


Mitchell Miller’s
“A More Exact Grasp of the Soul?” complements the study of Aristotle
with that of Plato. This essay offers a close and compelling reading of the two
approaches to the soul that are found in Plato’s Republic (a
tripartite soul) and in the Philebus (the dialectic approach).
Miller’s fascinating and dense contribution sets the stage for a fuller
understanding, not just of Socrates and Plato, but of the domain of human
existence. He does this by means of an intertextual analysis. His study
demonstrates what the “fuller path” to truth about the soul requires
of the philosopher. This article offers a stand-alone study of Plato’s texts as
well as contributing to the overall purpose of the volume.


In “Truth,
Creation and Intelligibility in Anselm, Grosseteste, and Bonaventure,”
Timothy Noone presents the development of the medieval position on truth, in
light of the Christian commitment to creation. While attempting to preserve the
Greek notion of truth as the unity of being and what the intellect knows about
what is, all three medieval thinkers contextualize the philosophical within the
domain of revelation, in particular the role of God as source of the created
order and as foundation for human powers of knowing. Noone’s essay demonstrates
the important and nuanced ways that medieval approaches to a particular
question build up and correct earlier authorities.


Jan Aertsen’s
“Truth in the Middle Ages: Its Essence and Power in Christian
Thought” continues the thrust of Noone’s study and, importantly, draws
back to view the question from a broader and modern historical lens, thus
offering a bridge to later articles in the volume. Against an opening
discussion that evokes critiques of Nietzsche and Heidegger, Aertsen considers
three approaches to truth, each building upon the earlier: Anselm, Aquinas, and
Nicholas of Cusa. All three medieval thinkers deal with the absoluteness of
truth and the plurality of truths. They contribute to a reflection on truth in
its ethical dimension (Anselm), in its metaphysical dimension (Aquinas), and in
its critical precision (Cusa). The study also shows that to deny that the
precision of truth is unattainable to us is not to embrace relativism. 


Daniel Garber’s
“Religion and Science, Faith and Reason: Some Pascalian Reflections”
moves the volume into modernity, directly addressing the existential dimension
of the question of truth. Garber uses Pascal’s insights to consider the
contemporary debate between science and religion not as a doctrinal issue, but
as a reflection of the deeper conflict between theism and agnosticism/atheism.
Because of this, any attempt to reconcile the two purely on the basis of doctrine,
such as Ian Barbour attempts, is, according to Garber, beside the point.
Pascal’s 












page
654


writings on
religious epistemology offer a way to consider two distinct ways of seeing the
world, two mindsets, whose gap can only be bridged by a “conversion
experience.” Garber’s conclusion is slightly disappointing: that, perhaps,
the two worldviews should be allowed to coexist as a reminder that the world
might be very different from what either party imagines. It is, however, a
modern response to the modern question he seeks to address.


Continuing the
trajectory into the modern era, with its attendant focus on subjectivity and
the conditions of truth, Sean Dorrance Kelly offers an interesting
consideration in “On Time and Truth.” Against the backdrop of Augustine,
Kant, and Heidegger, Kelly focuses carefully on the question of the temporal
nature of experience and studies two traditions on notion perception: the
tradition of Retention, where intentionality retains elements of the past
(Locke, Hume, and later Kant/Husserl) and that of the Specious Present which
asserts a direct per-ception of duration (William James and, later, C. D.
Broad). Kelly’s comparative analysis offers a critique of the Specious Present
and points to the advantages of Husserl’s method in characterizing the temporal
nature of all experience and to Heidegger’s more radical analysis of the
temporality of everyday existence.


Daniel Dahlstrom’s
“The Prevalence of Truth,” similar to Miller’s contri-bution, deals
directly and textually with the work of one major philosopher over a lifetime
of philosophical reflection on a particular question. Dahlstrom takes up
Heidegger’s attempt to provide a substantial account of truth and to account
for thinner versions, using the distinction between ontic and ontological
truth. At the close of the article, Dahlstrom directly engages what appears to
be a later recanting of Heidegger’s early position on truth as the disclosure
of being. Because of Heidegger’s importance for modernity, this article is particularly
informative and engaging. And, like Miller’s contribution, Dahlstrom’s piece is
a stand-alone study well worth the reading.


In “Will
versus Reason: Truth in Natural Law, Positive Law and Legal Theory,” Brian
Bix moves (as will the final articles) into fields whose relationship to the
question of truth bring the second purpose of the volume, the existential
question, more centrally to the fore. His study explores the elements that make
the nature of truth, especially as it relates to law and legal reasoning, so
difficult and paradoxical. He concludes that all law and all morality can be
reduced either to a dependence on reason or a dependence on will. Without
proper attention to this distinction, understanding truth in the legal realm is
hopelessly confused.


The essential and
important relationship between art, truth, and being is explored in Robert
Wood’s study, “Art and Truth: From Plato through Nietzsche to
Heidegger.” The historical exploration of these three philosophical
visions is made possible thanks to their shared insight about truth as not
limited to particular truths or logical rectitude, and about art in its
distinctive role in coming into relationship with such an encompassing truth.
This article brings the purpose of the volume full circle. Art, in fact, offers
that experience of the whole that the consideration of truth, especially a
deflationary consideration, may miss altogether. This article touches upon a
question of contemporary interest and importance: that is, how might art and a reflection
upon art help to reintroduce 
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and ground a fuller
understanding of being and truth. And, since for each thinker, art’s role
operates at “the limits of conceptuality” (276), the implications for
mystery and transcendence are even more compelling for a contemporary
discussion.


John Millbank’s
provocative study “Truth and Identity: The Thomistic Telescope”
treats the question through a much broader historical lens. Although the
article ends with a discussion on Balthasar and the role of beauty, its
location in this volume is puzzling. Millbank neither focuses on a particular
text, nor does he engage one thinker to the degree found in the earlier
contributions. Moving through the history of philosophy very quickly and at a
(dizzyingly) high level, Millbank traces out development and decline, to bring
the reader to the reductionist program of modernity. This article could have
functioned as the final contribution to the volume, rather than the
penultimate. Like many authors, Millbank argues for the reality of truth that
opens to contemplation of the infinite, disclosing an infinite integral
identity only insofar as it begins “to realize in our finitude the
measured exchanges of hope and love which ceaselessly and incomprehensibly
blend the same with the different” (309).


After Millbank’s tour
de force, Susan Haack’s contribution, “Truth and Progress in the
Sciences: An Innocent Realist Perspective,” seems a bit out of place. She
brings together the question of truth today and its relationship to scientific
inquiry, defending a Innocent Realist metaphysics grounding her Critical Common
Sense epistemology. Arguing that the goal of science is in fact the sort of
substantial, significant, and explanatory truth that the entire volume has
explored, her assessment of the potential for success, particularly in the
sciences, is not an optimistic one.


This volume offers a variety of positions on the central question of truth,
understood in its richest and most robust reality, both as being in reality and
as being as it is known. Combining textual and historical approaches, the study
as a whole provides the reader with a sense of how compelling and complex the
question of truth is today, and how important it is that such questions are
raised and, to the degree that one is able, how well they are answered. It is a
study that will interest both the historian and the specialist in philosophy.
With an excellent bibliography and index, it opens numerous avenues for
continued reflection and discussion, rather than attempting to settle the
question. More proper for academics and advanced graduate students, the volume
brings together the major voices and traditions in the conversation about
truth, a conversation that is as old, and as important, as philosophy itself. Scholars
and friends of Kurt Pritzl mourn his recent passing into the presence of that
Truth beyond all understanding. The publication of this volume remains a
lasting tribute to the life and the mind of a remarkable scholar and human
being.


Mary Beth Ingham, C.S.J.
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I.
Aperçus on Father Pinckaers





AS FAR AS I AM ABLE to determine, The Thomist first took extended
notice of Servais-Théodore Pinckaers’s moral theology in an article that I
wrote in 1987.(1) The essay treated theology at
Fribourg, and it introduced the main lines of Fr. Pinckaers’s Les sources de
la morale chrétienne, his chef d’oeuvre which had been published
a few years earlier at the Editions Universitaires in Fribourg, Switzerland.

Because the Belgian Dominican whom this current issue of The Thomist honors
for his life-long commitment to the truth of the Catholic faith practiced the
virtues that he wrote about, especially the virtues of modesty and humility, few
were aware in 1987 that the Holy See was turning to this distinguished
University of Fribourg theology professor for assistance with two very
im-portant projects: The Catechism of the Catholic Church and Pope John
Paul II’s encyclical letter Veritatis splendor. The protocols of the
Holy See do not allow official confirmation of the list of persons that are
consulted about its important documents of recent date. The Church wisely leaves
this information for historians to examine. Still, those who later espied on his
bureau the handsomely white leather-bound edition of the Catechism that
today holds an honored place in the Pinckaers Archives can only
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conclude that Fr. Pinckaers had contributed to its composition. Even those
who never visited his office in Fribourg could recognize his theological
fingerprints in more than one place in the Catechism, which first saw
the light of day in a French edition of 1992. Much the same can be said about
Fr. Pinckaers’s participation in the officially summoned “workshop”
that provided Pope John Paul II with the draft materials for the encyclical that
he would eventually sign on 6 August 1993. Most Catholic scholars knew in 1987
only that these two literary milestones in the pontificate of Pope John Paul II
were forthcoming.

Father Pinckaers’s work on both the Catechism and Veritatis
splendor turned out to supply crowning moments to his more than
half-century professional theological life—sixty-three years as a Dominican. No
definitive evaluation of the contributions that Servais Pinckaers made to the
shaping of twentieth-century Catholic theology exists in print. This happy task
awaits the patient work of some future historian of theology who—thanks to the
Dominican Fathers of the Albertinum in Fribourg, Switzerland—will find at his
or her disposal the bulk of our author’s primary materials. At the same time,
Fr. Pinckaers’s work has not gone unnoticed. On the occasion of his eightieth
birthday in 2005, a celebratory symposium was held at the University of Fribourg.
During the program, I sketched out the broad lines of Fr. Pinckaers’s biography,
both spiritual and academic, and located him within the long tradition of
commentators on St. Thomas Aquinas, especially the strain that developed within
the borders of his native Belgium.(2) Other
speakers on the same program highlighted selected themes from his theological
corpus, writings in moral and spiritual theology, and pointed out their
significance for contemporary issues.

Father Pinckaers first took up his teaching of the whole of moral theology in
his native Belgium. The year was 1953, a time when Europe was still living out
the traumas of the post-World


  



page 3

War II period. In fact, the experience of the Second World War left a strong
impression on the young Servais Pinckaers. The wartime hostilities began for him
shortly before 27 May 1940, the date that Belgium surrendered to Germany. They
ended in the fall of 1944 when Brussels was liberated from the occupation army.
On his first visit to the United States in 1990, Fr. Pinckaers shared his
recollections of what he and his family had to endure throughout the war. He
deeply moved his audience at a theological conference held in Washington, D.C.,
when he prefaced his formal remarks with an expression of gratitude to the
American armed forces that had liberated the region surrounding his native
Liege.

On the occasion of the above-mentioned conference, Fr. Pinckaers delivered a
paper titled “The Christian Concept of the Moral Conscience.”(3)
The contents of that paper reflect the methodological preferences that Father
Pinckaers had been developing since his arrival in 1953 to teach at the
Dominican study house at La Sarte, near the Belgian city of Huy. His preferences
for the sources of theological investigation included the Sacred Scriptures, the
rich treasury of patristic authors from both East and West, with special
attention paid to the way that St. Thomas Aquinas incorporated these authorities
into his exposition of the sacra doctrina, and the documents of the
modern period whose composition had been shaped by certain decisions mandated at
the Council of Trent (1545-63) for the reform of Catholicism.(4)
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Formal instruction at the Dominican studium or study house at La
Sarte was suspended in 1964. It is my understanding that Fr. Pinckaers viewed
this decision as a casualty of an early and perhaps precipitous implementation
of reform measures thought by some persons to accord with the Second Vatican
Council (1962-65). After a short period spent in preaching and research, Fr.
Pinckaers, in 1973, again took up his professional theological activity at the
University of Fribourg. He remained active there until his death on 7 April
2008. Those thirty-five years of research, preaching, teaching, and writing
afforded this gifted Dominican the time and wherewithal to produce a corpus of
work whose dimensions may be judged partially from the bibliography carefully
constructed by John Berkman and Craig Steven Titus.(5)
Even before his arrival in Fribourg, however, Fr. Pinckaers had begun to publish
in the area of moral theology. In fact, the very year that La Sarte suspended
formal instruction, 1964, Fr. Pinckaers published his first book-length study, Le
renouveau de la morale.(6)

Renewal was not a foreign concept to the young Belgian Dominican. When one
considers the titles of his licentiate and doctoral dissertations, published in
1952 and 1958 respectively, the impression is gained that Servais Pinckaers had
been duly influenced by the theological motifs that would come to characterize
much of Catholic theology in the twentieth century. During the course of his
preparation for teaching within the Dominican Order, Fr. Pinckaers had turned
his attention while still a student himself at La Sarte to “La ‘Surnaturel’
du P. De Lubac” and, later at the Angelicum in Rome, to “La Vertu
d’espérance de Pierre Lombard à St. Thomas d’Aquin.”(7)
Hope and the supernatural: these are themes that one will recognize as important
indicators of the concerns that not a few theologians took up during the
twentieth century. These and other theological
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motifs, some would argue, also distinguish in large measure the tenor of the
documents of the Second Vatican Council from the sort of theological language
used to draft the decrees of the Council of Trent. Father Pinckaers, however,
gave no quarter to the view that the twentieth-century ecumenical council of the
Catholic Church signaled a rupture, that is, a moment of discontinuity, with all
that until 1965 had enriched Catholic theology.

 



II.
Twentieth-Century Theology





In order to evaluate the place that Servais Pinckaers holds in contemporary
moral theology, it is useful to recall the theological world that he inhabited.
It is fortunate, then, that the distinguished Dominican philosopher and author,
Scotsman Fergus Kerr, has composed recently an account of some twentieth-century
Catholic theologians.(8) With both the scholarly
expertise and the clarity of expression that one has become accustomed to expect
from this recognized figure of intellectual life in Great Britain, Fr. Kerr
presents us with profiles of three Dominican, three Jesuit, and four diocesan
priests active during the twentieth century in Roman Catholic theological
circles. Although he admits that there may be other figures of meritorious
standing whom he has overlooked, these are the chosen clerics whose
contributions to the evolution of Roman Catholic theology in the past century he
considers worthy of attention. All in all, the book makes for fascinating
reading. The author, whose professional career includes service in the Royal Air
Force, makes no claim to write the history of Catholic theology in the
twentieth century. Instead he supplies, as it were, snapshots of the major
themes, their chief exponents, and also of the sometimes, as Kerr reports them,
irksome events that crystallized around the Second Vatican Council. This
milestone event of Christian life in the twentieth century began in 1962, the
year that Fergus Gordon Kerr was
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ordained a priest. As noted above, this is the same period during which
Servais Pinckaers was preparing for publication his views on the renewal of
moral theology.

The subtitle of Kerr’s book reads: “From Neoscholasticism to Nuptial
Mysticism.” Father Kerr observes pleasantly the movement away from the kind
of theology practiced in Catholic schools after Pope Leo XIII, in 1879, recalled
the attention of Catholics thinkers to both the texts and the thought of St.
Thomas Aquinas.(9) At the same time, Kerr tracks
an evolution in the style of doing theology that was, for lack of a better term,
less structured than the work of the man whom Kerr deputizes as a
standard-bearer for Roman style “Neoscholasticism,” his fellow
Dominican, Fr. Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange.(10)
To give a de-scriptive name to contemporary Catholic theology, Kerr picks a
theme that he observes can be traced back to the third-century thinker Origen of
Alexandria. All things considered, Kerr finds surprising the emergence of
nuptial mysticism as a leitmotiv for present-day Catholic thought. But there it
is. Bridal mysticism however has not made all the problems go away. There are
some loose ends to consider. The final chapter of Kerr’s book describes issues
in postconciliar theological and pastoral circles that today remain more or less
unresolved. These include controversies in ecclesiology, liturgical practices,
and, especially significant for considering the work of Fr. Pinckaers, moral
theology.

The work that Fr. Kerr has done helps us to put into relief the importance of
Fr. Pinckaers’s contributions to contemporary moral theology, even though
Pinckaers does not make the cut of Kerr’s makers of that theology. As noted
below, Servais Pinckaers appears only briefly in Kerr’s history and then, for
that matter, as part of a concluding remark on the influence of the French
Dominican, M.-D. Chenu. The benevolent reader will not be
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surprised to discover that this essay aims to suggest that Fr. Pinckaers
merits a place of greater significance in the history of twentieth-century
Catholic theology than Fergus Kerr seems prepared to acknowledge. But first we
need to consider the competition as Kerr presents them. To accomplish this
objective, I will offer some benignly critical observations about Kerr’s Twentieth-Century
Catholic Theologians.

A preliminary observation may be placed under the heading of perspectival
hermeneutics. A crucial decade in the twentieth century separates the present
author’s generation from that of Fr. Kerr. It is called the 1950s. Fergus Kerr
began his public Dominican career in 1962, whereas I and my classmates, the
ordination class of 1971, were just then starting the program of institutional
studies that would continue through the year that has become emblematic for the
large-scale social, cultural, and religious revolutions that occurred, suddenly,
a little after the close of the Second Vatican Council: the Year 1968. The
French still refer to “68ers,” soixante-huitards. In Catholic
circles at least, the turmoil experienced especially in northern Europe both
during and after 1968 did not erupt with the same vigor in the United States,
except among the very avant-gardist. To the best of my recollection, our
American theology teachers, both at the Dominican House of Studies in
Washington, D.C., and at The Catholic University of America, did not exhibit the
same degree of soul-trying angst that Kerr remarks upon throughout the course of
his narrative, especially when he discusses the reactions to the efforts of the
Church’s pastors to shepherd erring theological inquiry. Our overall theological
serenity may also explain why the same Dominican House of Studies and its
theological orbit would later come to embrace the teaching of Fr. Pinckaers as
quite congenial to its own purposes and experiences. By and large, we were
instructed to take the long view of things. Recall too that during the very
hectic days of the late 1960s and early 1970s, Fr. Pinckaers was busy about the
work of preaching and evangelization. He was, in other words, practicing with
his sources for the salvation of souls. The Dominican motto, contemplare
et 
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contemplata aliis tradere, with its inbuilt emphasis on seeking the
Highest Truth, shields the one who observes it from paying too much attention to
the vicissitudes of the temporal.(11)









III.
Theology and Theologians





It is fair to observe that the history of Catholic theology in the twentieth
century remains largely a European affair. The authors Kerr studies save one are
each continental Europeans: French, Belgian, German, Swiss, and Polish:
Marie-Dominique Chenu, Yves Congar, Edward Schillebeeckx, Henri de Lubac, Karl
Rahner, Hans Urs von Balthasar, Hans Küng, Karol Wojtya, and Joseph Ratzinger.
And while the Canadian Bernard Lonergan retired to Boston College (U.S.A.), he
spent most of his mature years teaching in Rome. Kerr, in any case, finds
himself well-placed to comment on developments that transpired for the most part
on the other side of the English Chanel.

Kerr also, perhaps inadvertently, alerts his readers to the fact that
theology has come to be identified with theologians. Today, many people take
this equation for granted. It was not always so. In the Catholic world at least,
the identification of theology with the scholars who manufacture it emerges as a
largely unnoticed upshot of the Second Vatican Council. During the first half of
the twentieth century, the views of individual theologians counted for much less
than they do today among many students and, especially, teachers of theology.

How did everyday theology students occupy themselves for the better part of
the twentieth century? They studied theology. Catholic students, at least, were
expected to learn the sum of theology, whether they acquired only the
conclusions of this special science or, as happened with the intellectually
bright, they also made an effort to discover the arguments that support the
conclusions. In either case, theology students left their courses with the
conviction that they held a purchase on a complete body
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of knowledge that, for the majority at least, would enable them to conduct
the business of the Church. This “business” of salvation would have
included everything from running large urban dioceses to preparing first holy
communicants. For a small minority from whose ranks the ten twentieth-century
theologians treated in this book were selected, it would have meant in the
normal course of affairs passing on to the next generation of clerics the
theology that they had received. However, there is not much evidence to support
the claim that Catholic clerics (effectively the only ones to undertake
theological studies before the 1960s) thought of themselves as adhering to a
system or to a method authored by a specific theologian of their own generation.(12)

Most Catholic thinkers expressed no substantial reservations about the
above-described way of learning and doing theology. Indeed they considered the
established practice, if you will, as eminently suited to the “sapiential”
character of the instruction that they received. This instruction the same
Catholics would have referred to simply as “theology.” A sapiential
conception of theology set up certain expectations. Those who engaged seriously
the task of doing theology assumed that they were being exposed to a
specifically divine science, one that would communicate to them the highest
wisdom, a sacred teaching articulated by propositions, the ultimate authority
for the truthfulness of which resides in God. Aquinas refers to the sacra
doctrina in the first question of the Summa Theologiae, and he
observes there that “holy teaching goes to God most properly as deepest
origin and highest end.”(13) The typically
Catholic preference for the sapiential in theology created a certain ambience in
which Catholic theology was undertaken. There was, for example, not much
interest in the tenets of other Christian denominations, let alone in what other
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religions held. The expression “religious studies” was largely
unknown in Catholic circles. Theology did not train one for a proprietary
occupation. Few considered studying theology the religious equivalent of taking
up other learned professions, such as law or medicine. Theology was about
divinely revealed, supernatural truths that showed the way to embracing a
beatific and beatifying Wisdom. As the widespread popularity that grew up during
the first decades of the twentieth century around the nineteenth-century
Carmelite nun, Thérèse of Lisieux, illustrates, the Catholic people knew
instinctually that one did not require a university education in order to grasp
the highest truths of Catholic theology.

The theologians whom Kerr studies, with the exception of the two diocesan
priests who became Popes, Karol Wojtya and Joseph Ratzinger, voiced significant
objections to this sapiential way of doing and learning theology. They of course
were not opposed to seeking divine wisdom. Instead the eight objectors whose
work Kerr sketches wondered whether the received way of doing theology, to put
it nicely, met the needs of their contemporaries. Another way to describe
succinctly the outlook that applies to all ten twentieth-century theologians
Kerr discusses is aggiornamento. Each in his own way felt that some
improvements needed to be made to the Scholastic theses that had become standard
in the Catholic schools of their day. It comes as no surprise to discover that
Kerr’s theologians either theorized about or themselves modeled new ways of
doing Catholic theology. One or two of them attempted to do both.

Before the end of the 1960s, studying theology, as far as many students of
theology were concerned, effectively meant studying theologies. Pluralism had
become not only allowed but fashionable. This new openness to diversity did not
proceed without some high-ranking support. The eminent, Paris-trained archbishop
of Montreal, Paul-Émil Cardinal Léger, was heard to exclaim at the Second
Vatican Council: “Vae Ecclesiae unius
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doctoris!”(14) The purpled Father may
not have envisioned how things would turn out. He may not have foreseen that
many more serious woes would follow. Still, in retrospect, one could opine that
from that moment on the floor of the council, at least symbolically, the
hermeneutics of discontinuity began to pick up steam.(15)
In any event, many theologians and others as well still commonly describe
themselves as Rahnerians, Lonerganians, disciples of de Lubac and surely of
Balthasar and, a few at least, as followers of Hans Küng. The Dominicans Chenu,
Congar, and especially Schillebeeckx remain influential, even though their
family names have not become commonly used theological sobriquets. The
pope-theologians of course occupy a different place in the Church’s theological
architecture, although the present Holy Father still distinguishes explicitly
some of his scholarly work from his exercise of the Petrine office.(16)









IV.
A Long and Tested Tradition





The question of the overall effectiveness of the twentieth-century theologians
who challenged the established way of doing things is one that Fr. Kerr, as far
as I am able to discern, leaves unanswered. I do not blame him. Who would want
to run the risk of making a definitive statement about the present-day state of
Catholic theology? One fact remains: until the mid-1960s, and in some places
later still, students of theology were content with studying, in one form or
another, the writings of the great Scholastic authors, which since the end of
the nineteenth century meant almost exclusively the works of Thomas Aquinas,
especially
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his Summa Theologiae. This program surely held true for both
dogmatic and moral theology, although as Fr. Pinckaers has pointed out, the
casuist paradigm for doing moral theology seriously distorted the Thomist
approach to this discipline from the mid-sixteenth century until the close of
the Second Vatican Council.(17) Dogmatic
theology remained Thomist. Sometimes primary texts were used. At other times,
theological texts by recognized authors (called manuals to indicate the
convenience of reference that they afforded) were employed because of their
overall pedagogical utility. When Catholic theology students read outside the
list of required texts, they turned generally to ap-proved authors who expounded
particular aspects of what is known simply as Catholic doctrine. Most of this
extracurricular reading would have fallen into the category of spiritual
reading. Whatever else may be said about this Thomist-based program for teaching
and learning Catholic theology, it had passed the test of time, in fact, a test
of centuries. Neoscholasticism, it should be observed, accounts for only about
ninety years of this long Thomist-dominated history.

The death of John Capreolus in 1444 marks a turning point in the Thomist
tradition and in Western theology in general.(18)
Based on the diffusion of the summaries of his four-volume Defensiones,
it is arguable that the practice of learning theology by studying approved
compendia has been in place since the end of the fifteenth century.(19)
How earlier developments in Western
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theology that date from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries comport with
this generalization hardly requires elucidation. The medieval achievement is
both well known and, at the same time, too complex to summarize here.(20)
It is true that during the later medieval and early modern periods variety
emerged among the Schoolmen. The theses multiplied. Universities allotted chairs
to Thomist, Scotist, and Nominalist professors. Sometimes new findings from
either philosophy or the physical sciences affected some Catholic theologians.
But figures such as Raymond Lull (d. 1315) and Nicholas of Cusa (d. 1464),
although both prolific authors, never produced complete presentations of
Catholic doctrine. The sixteenth-century Protestant reformers each agreed that
the medieval Schoolmen had missed altogether the point of Christian theology.
“Yes,” wrote Luther in 1541, “we have a beautiful, pure, and holy
Church—one such as existed in the time of the apostles.”(21)
Followers of Luther and the other reformers went on to generate their own
history of theology, their own Scholasticism of sorts. In the Catholic world,
however, clerical students, by and large from the start of the sixteenth
century, read Aquinas and his commentators to prepare for their service to the
Church. This practice was effectively confirmed on 11 April 1567 when Pope St.
Pius V proclaimed Thomas Aquinas a Doctor of the Church, the first theologian to
be added to the traditional list of eight doctors from the patristic period. Why
Aquinas? The Church had to ensure that those who studied theology received a
complete instruction in the deposit of faith.

Elsewhere I have summarized the development of Thomism after the Council of
Trent.(22) It is true that there existed
differences of opinion among the schools and within the schools. The enigmatic
Dominican Thomas of Campanella (d. 1639),
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especially with his views on the Immaculate Conception, provides one example.
Sometimes these differences became aggravated, but not threatening to Catholic
truth. The Molinist controversies at the end of the sixteenth century fall into
this category. At other times the differences in fact threatened to distort
Catholic truth. The Church’s lengthy responses to Jansenism and Quietism witness
to threats of this nature. Theology rarely lapses into periods of inertia.
However, the majority of theology students still studied their lessons from
books approved for their fidelity to Catholic doctrine. They mastered the
“givens of Catholic faith.”(23) The
authors of these Thomist compendia and manuals became household names, so to
speak, and there developed established pedigrees within the commentatorial
tradition. It is also true that during this period the Church oversaw the
teaching of Catholic theology according to the diverse means available to her in
the face of European political absolutism. After all, the sixteenth-century
Protestant Reform had provided what today we would call a salutary wake-up call.
Religious communities require some way to regulate the doctrines and practices
that keep them together.

The French Revolution did much to disturb in Europe the practice of both
Roman Catholic life and theology. After the first quarter of the nineteenth
century, practitioners of theological studies began to regroup. It was about
this time that the young Gioacchino Pecci, the future Leo XIII, while still a
student in Viterbo, recalled that he had seen an edition of Aquinas’s Summa
on his father’s library shelf, and wrote home to ask that it be sent to him. The
seeds of the Leonine renewal of Thomism had been planted. Can one point to smart
Catholics who were not full-fledged Thomists? The example of Cardinal Newman may
come to the minds of some readers. But even today, no one would argue that the
finely crafted writings of this distinguished Englishman supply a complete
course in Catholic doctrine. We are left with the conclusion that the teaching
of St. Thomas Aquinas set the standard for theological education.
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Each twentieth-century theologian treated by Fergus Kerr, having undergone
his basic theological formation before the Second Vatican Council, was educated
not by reading the in-teresting theologians du jour but rather by
studying the com-prehensive list of theses in philosophy, dogmatic theology, and
moral theology that more or less reflected the main tenets of Aristotelian
Thomism. Whether they were Dominican, Jesuit, or diocesan priests, each was
obliged to appropriate the time-tested theses that were held to reflect the
authentic thought of St. Thomas Aquinas. Ad mentem divi Thomae, as the
expression went.(24) As Fr. Kerr makes
abundantly clear, each of the theologians he treats reacted, with various
degrees of antipathy and for various reasons, against one or another expression
of this thesis-based Thomist theology. This observation applies as well to
Bernard Lonergan, even though his early compositions reveal that he was a master
of the literary genre that had become accepted in the theological schools.
Lonergan’s theses on soteriology, which are still very useful today, would
reveal to not a few Catholic theologians and others what they do not know about
the complete Catholic teaching on the mystery of our redemption.(25)
What remains unclear is whether the reaction to the way of teaching the mind of
St. Thomas Aquinas also meant on the part of Kerr’s ten twentieth-century
theologians a rejection of the Common Doctor.

 



V.
Challenges to Catholic Doctrine



 



Father Kerr, like many other observers of developments in modern Catholic
thought, identifies the difficult-to-define movement known as Modernism as the
catalyst for eruptions in
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Catholic theology during the twentieth century. Talking about
“Modernism” is like talking about “the Inquisition.” It is
easy to become stereotypical. At the same time, it remains a safe generalization
that the ecclesiastical precautions taken in the face of Modernism shaped a
generation of theologians who took up the challenges of interpreting and
implementing the contents of Pope St. Pius X’s 1907 encyclical letter Pascendi
dominici gregis. As Kerr frequently reminds us, Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange
stands out as the lodestar of this group. Kerr further informs us that it was
the same Garrigou-Lagrange who supervised the doctoral dissertation on hope by
Servais Pinckaers.(26)

It should be noted that Modernism and its Church-supported opponents did not
destabilize completely the environment of twentieth-century Catholic thought.
Even with the vicissitudes, and in some cases the ravages, of two world wars
played out on their terrain, Europe and Great Britain managed to produce
theologians and experts in the theological subdisciplines who did not develop
the same allergic reaction to Leonine Thomism that Kerr reports to have animated
many of his selected twentieth-century theologians. To cite some examples of
these other twentieth-century theologians, one could name from the English
Dominican Province alone Bede Jarrett, Gerald Vann, Victor White, and the
indomitable Thomas Gilby who is responsible for the last successful effort to
translate the whole Summa Theologiae into an English that would render
it useful for mid-twentieth-century readers. It may even be possible to number
Herbert McCabe, whom Kerr considers “one of the finest recent Catholic
theologians,” among those Catholic intellectuals who were not bent on
tinkering with the Thomist foundations of theology.(27)
One could easily add the names of theologians from other European countries to
this list. To cite only Dominicans, there are the moral theologians, Michel-M.
Labourdette at Toulouse and the Belgian Bernard Olivier at La Sarte (whom Fr.
Pinckaers recognizes as a formative influence on his own work), and the
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dogmatic theologians, Jean-Hervé Nicolas also at Fribourg and the Belgian
Jerome Hamer, a teacher of Servais Pinckaers, who later served as a curial
cardinal. Jesuits, Franciscans, Salesians, and Discalced Carmelites (especially
for mystical theology) would be able to augment from their own ranks the number
of theologians who merit a place on this list of “other”
twentieth-century theologians. Diocesan priests should take pride in the
accomplishments of the Swiss-born Charles Cardinal Journet, whose theological
writings, like those of Garrigou-Lagrange, today draw attention, at least in the
United States, from twenty-first-century Catholic theology students.

While anti-Modernist precautions may have affected the tone of some
twentieth-century Catholic theology, we should be grateful to the popes for
setting these cautions in place. At the very least, putting the brakes on
Modernism allowed the Church and her theologians the chance to develop a mature
approach to the fresh ideas that figure in the complex proposals advanced by
those whom we have come to identify with Modernism. This period of reflection is
all the more important when one recalls that, by and large, the Modernist
proposals originated from outside the patrimony of Catholic thought. This fact
in part explains why someone like Garrigou-Lagrange found in the philosophy and
the theology of St. Thomas Aquinas a veritable arsenal of arguments to refute
the culturally attuned proposals from the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries that Modernist authors were persuaded would prove indispensable to the
survival of Christianity. As it turns out, they were wrong.

Kerr appraises critically the authors whom he surveys. While his overall
disposition toward the ten thinkers remains sympathetic, he acknowledges that
sometimes they raised questions they were unable to answer. In a word, they were
only able to accomplish so much. While each of them raised important questions
for twentieth-century theology, not one of them produced a complete presentation
of the sum of theology. In fact, no one in the post-Vatican II period has
managed to compose the kind of theological tools that, arguably, developed first
with John
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Capreolus and that kept Catholic theology together and running smoothly for
about five centuries. I refer to the textbooks of the Thomist commentatorial
tradition.

The followers of Hans Urs von Balthasar are most likely to make the claim
that they possess in the voluminous work of their Swiss theologian a replacement
for the achievement of St. Thomas Aquinas and his tradition. In another place
however, Kerr strongly rebukes one of the followers of Balthasar for her
bombastic remarks about twentieth-century (and perhaps all) Thomism. Kerr writes
sharply of Communio theologian Tracey Rowland, whose somewhat bizarre
sentiments he quotes:

It is one thing to
celebrate the Thomist tradition for “its openness to the best of pagan
thought,” as Thomists often did. It is quite another to treat his
“synthesis” as “a kind of all-purpose garbage recycling unit with
the capacity to pick up any rubbish and repackage it as something useful.”
Who—one wonders—ever thought that?(28)

Kerr clearly recognizes that some anti-Thomist reactions are capable of
approaching the ridiculous, even when they appear under the auspices of the Communio
group.(29) While Balthasar surely provides
inspiration for many Catholics, his essays do not supply everything that the
theologian needs to interpret the deposit of faith as it is set forth in the Catechism
of the Catholic Church. To cite only one reason, there are too many
concepts borrowed from Greek philosophical categories, such as physis
or nature, that have been incorporated into the Church’s official
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pronouncements of Catholic doctrine and about which Balthasar in his works
provides little commentary.(30)

 



VI.
The Renewal of Moral Theology



Fergus Kerr mentions Servais Pinckaers once in his book. The reference comes
in the conclusion to the chapter that Kerr dedicates to the French Dominican
Marie-Dominique Chenu. It is actually somewhat surprising to discover that Kerr
recognizes in the work of Servais Pinckaers a monument to Chenu’s achievement.
In the end, the venerable maître of Le Saulchoir opted for an
upside-down theological method that Fr. Pinckaers would not have endorsed.(31)
Kerr however offers another appraisal: “The best testimony to Chenu’s
advocacy of historical-contexualist studies as the way to retrieve and
appropriate Aquinas’s thought most creatively may be found in the work of the
Belgian Dominican Servais Pinckaers.” Kerr then goes on to observe that
“most Catholic theologians, however, do not find it attractive, or even
necessary, to study Aquinas in Chenu’s or anyone else’s way.”(32)
There is no need to cavil with this generalization. The real question is whether
Catholic theologians, especially moral theologians, will need to study Aquinas
in order to remain faithful to the new order of moral theology that, if all
indications are correct, Servais Pinckaers deserves a great deal of the credit
for enshrining in the official documents of the Catholic Church. If we return to
the Catechism of the Catholic Church and to the encyclical letter Veritatis
splendor, the answer is patently
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affirmative. The new Catholic moral philosophers and moral theologians will
need to study Aquinas and his commentators. Why? The new order of moral
theology—the teleology of beatitude, the freedom for excellence, and the
virtues of the Christian life—is actually an order that Pinckaers learned from
studying Aquinas. Pinckaers explicitly acknowledges his debt to the Common
Doctor: “With regard to moral theology, the study of St. Thomas’s teaching
was decisively important for me.”(33) It is
encouraging to observe that many of the younger generation already have begun to
take up again the task of studying St. Thomas with an eye toward renewing
Catholic studies. One small sign of this Thomist resurgence appears in the
significant number of Catholics scholars who present papers on the thought of
Aquinas at the International Congress on Medieval Studies held annually in
Kalamazoo, Michigan.(34) These men and women,
one expects, will become the Catholic thinkers of the future.

Moral theology occupies a special place in the hierarchy of studies that
expose the sacra doctrina. It is noteworthy to observe that except for
Pope John Paul II, both before and after his election as Supreme Pontiff, none
of the selected theologians that Kerr holds up for examination expended much of
their scholarly efforts on developing a complete account of Catholic moral
thought. The concerns of these twentieth-century theologians were, for the most
part, mainly speculative and methodological. Moral theologians however are
obliged by the nature of their science to treat the speculatively practical. The
more that Catholic moral thought approaches the level of the here-and-now, the
more the practitioners of moral theology become involved with the ebb and flow
of human events. Theories give way to problem solving, and the speculative
interests of the theologian become bogged down in a concreteness that only
leaves room for the application of principles. As the four-hundred-year history
of
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casuist authors illustrates, the more one becomes involved in moral problem
solving, the less time there is for discussion of the principles that govern the
solutions. The theological imagination is easily stifled. It requires a
theologian of special vision to return the ruminations of moral theologians to
their sources.

Father Pinckaers restored moral theology to its legitimate place within the sacra
doctrina in a way that resembles what St. Thomas Aquinas achieved in the
thirteenth century. In most twentieth-century faculties of theology, moral
theology had been considered a less prestigious subject to teach than dogmatic
theology. As Kerr’s selection of theologians indicates, the brightest students
devoted themselves to dogmatic theology. One reason for this niggardly
evaluation of moral theology stems from the way that moral theology developed
after the Council of Trent. Few accounts of the theological deficiencies
embedded in the casuist systems are better than the one that Servais Pinckaers
researched and wrote about in his major textbook, The Sources of Christian
Ethics.(35) For our present purposes,
however, it is sufficient to observe that casuistry came to be practiced as if
moral theology were concerned only with the practically concrete order, for
example, with delineating sins. The casuist moral theologians spent their time
dispensing useful information about how a good Christian is expected to perform
in this or that circumstance, no matter what amount of detailed complexity may
be involved in describing the situation in which persons find themselves. Father
Pinckaers illuminated the moral psychology that governed this casuist conception
of moral theology. He showed that this moral psychology depended upon
historically determined theoretical views about key moral realities for the
human person. These casuist presuppositions included a particular view of human
freedom, the undirected freedom of indifference, certain assumptions about the
validity of moral laws, a strong sense of moral obligation, and, above all, an
overly wrought doctrine about how the moral conscience works. Whatever the
deficiencies
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of these presuppositions, new and challenging moral quandaries kept the moral
theologians of the casuist period busy for about four centuries. Then came 28
October 1965. The Second Vatican Council promulgated its decree on priestly
formation, Optatam totius, with its injunction in number sixteen to
improve moral theology. The year before Servais Pinckaers had published his Le
renouveau de la morale.

Casuistry, as Fr. Pinckaers outlines this practice in his text-books, now
belongs to the past history of moral theology. It is one of the remarkable
features of the postconciliar period that the claim that casuist moral
theologians held on the consciences of the Catholic faithful disappeared with a
rapidity that left libraries with shelves upon shelves of no longer consulted
volumes and confessional lines much shorter than they had been in 1962, the year
that Fergus Kerr was ordained. Change, however, was already in the air since the
post-World War II period when Catholic life developed, at least in the United
States, with a growth rate that since the 1950s has not been matched. Consider
what Thomas Merton wrote in 1955 in his popular book, No Man Is an Island:

The man who is
content to keep from disobeying God, and to satisfy his own desires wherever
there is nothing to prevent him from doing so, may indeed lead a life that is
not evil: but his life will remain a sad confusion of truth and falsity and he
will never have the spiritual vision to tell one clearly from the other. He will
never fully live up to his vocation.(36)

Merton was obliquely criticizing the casuist mentality. Servais Pinckaers
would have recognized that the Cistercian monk also was talking about the gifts
of the Holy Spirit.

The demise of casuistry was not a disaster for Catholic life. What Fr.
Pinckaers’s early investigations into the history of moral theology revealed was
the discontinuity that sixteenth-century casuistry introduced into the long
history of moral theology that stretched from the early Fathers of the Church to
the eve of the Reformation. For the authors of these early periods in the
history
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of Catholic thought, the operative category for instruction in moral theology
is virtue. What Fr. Pinckaers discovered from his studies of St. Thomas Aquinas
is that while the casuists were meeting the practical needs of Catholic
believers, these authors also were changing, perhaps unwittingly, the conception
of the place that human action holds in the Christian life. In a word, they
dismantled the delicate two-tier teleology that Aquinas had constructed in his Summa
Theologiae and replaced it with a rule-based program driven by moral
obligation, if not shame. What had fallen out of Catholic moral thought is the
word that students of Fr. Pinckaers still remember his repeating again and again
in his classes at Fribourg: “Le bonheur”—happiness. The
demise of casuistry, however, did not immediately dispose Catholic believers
worldwide to take up the works of St. Thomas to discover the pattern for their
moral lives. Serious challenges faced the Church. These challenges to
discovering the full truth about Catholic moral thought, as we know, remain.

In 2001, Servais Pinckaers published a small article, “Un symposium de
morale inconnu” in the French edition of Nova et vetera.(37)
The article reveals a great deal about what transpired in Catholic moral
theological circles during the twenty-five years between 1968, the year of the
publication of Humanae vitae, and 1993, the year of Veritatis
splendor. The unnoticed symposium had been held in Rome between 22 and 28
March 1981. The sponsor was Pinckaers’s former teacher, Jerome Hamer, who was in
a position to bring together those who held divergent views on moral theology
with an eye toward achieving a consensus among them. In a certain sense, the
symposium succeeded inasmuch as it set the stage for collaboration among certain
theologians on the documents mentioned at the beginning of this essay, the Catechism
and Veritatis splendor. As Fr. Pinckaers reports, however, there
existed a certain division among the participants that no amount of dialogue was
able to bridge. The written text of his short report spells out with discretion
these differences that
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had sprung up among theologians from different language groups. Once when I
visited him in Fribourg, Fr. Pinckaers told me that certain of the theologians
gathered for this unnoticed Roman symposium remained intractable. It is fair to
conclude that their positions rank among those that Veritatis splendor
sets aside as incompatible with Catholic moral thought. One should not be
surprised that the 1970s and 1980s turned out to be a difficult period for
Catholic life. Tridentine casuistry disappeared like a pebble beneath the
ripples, while at the same time many of the proposals for its replacement,
broadly included under the labels of proprotionalism, consequentialism, and the
theory of the Fundamental Option, turned out to contain serious defects.

 



VII.
An Approach to Father Pinckaers





These remarks on Catholic theology in the twentieth century may leave young
students of the discipline in a quandary. The student of moral theology
discovers a special difficulty. How should someone interested in discovering the
truth of Catholic moral thought proceed? How can a young moral theologian
prepare to read Fr. Pinckaers with profit? What is more important, how can a
young moral theologian continue the important work that Fr. Pinckaers has begun?
How can one benefit from his retrieval of the classical themes that have
informed the work of Catholic moral theologians for centuries? What follows
represents my personal recommendations to help students reach up to the mind of
Aquinas, to adapt a phrase from Fr. Bernard Lonergan. The books I cite are meant
to provide guidance for the newcomer to the study of Catholic theology, without
at the same time suggesting that the strategy I propose is the only one
available to students or teachers. So that the books may be purchased and kept
as part of one’s personal library, I have selected titles that are still
available in bookshops, whether the one at the corner of the street or the many
on the Internet. It goes without saying that there are many other titles in
philosophy and theology worthy of mention, especially when one considers
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publications in languages other than English. It is my conviction that the
program of reading and study is indispensable for the student of moral theology
who wishes to capture all that Servais Pinckaers can offer for the study of the
discipline.

My considered advice to the beginner would be to start off by reading two
books in print by Dominican Fr. Benedict Ashley. One, Theologies of the
Body: Humanist and Christian, provides a complete account of Thomist
psychology and anthropology, whereas the other, The Way toward Wisdom: An
Interdisciplinary and Intercultural Introduction to Metaphysics, gives one
of the best treatments available of classical Thomist metaphysics. One feature
of Fr. Ashley’s work is that he refers generously to those who do not share his
outlooks, even other Thomists, and he responds to their objections. Father
Ashley also displays an encyclopedic acquaintance with the modern sciences,
mathe-matical, natural, and psychological, and a recognized ability to relate
their findings to Catholic thought.

After seeing how indispensable philosophy remains to the work of Aquinas, I
would suggest that aspiring theologians read the two introductory volumes to St.
Thomas by the French Dominican Jean-Pierre Torrell, Saint Thomas Aquinas,
vol. 1, The Person and His Work, and vol. 2, Spiritual Master.
To prepare for the next step in the program, they also should pick up the same
author’s Aquinas’s Summa: Background, Structure, and Reception. With
these sound philosophical and historical studies completed, I then would
encourage the theologian of the twenty-first century to begin reading the Summa
Theologiae. If he or she is able to do so in Latin, that would be best, of
course. Otherwise, there are English translations readily available. Should a
passage or a section prove too difficult to understand immediately, one should
pass over it, and continue on to the next article or the next question. Some
students may find it helpful to read first the excellent summary of Aquinas’s
sum of theology, Knowing the Love of Christ: An Introduction to the Theology
of St. Thomas Aquinas by Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering.
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I have taken the liberty of referring above to my brief account of the
Thomist commentatorial tradition, A Short History of Thomism. This book
provides more details about some of the points made in this essay, especially in
chapter 3. Once this basic reading has been completed, the beginning theologian
should then pick up the Catechism of the Catholic Church. There he or
she will discover many other authorities for Catholic doctrine than those that
belong to the Thomist tradition. At the same time, it would be profitable to
place a pencil mark next to the numbers in the Catechism where the
texts of Aquinas help to explicate the statements of Catholic truth that are
being taught and which, we are assured by the Magisterium, form part of the
deposit of faith. It would make an interesting research project for students so
inclined to note the philosophical terms, such as nature, sub-stance, and end,
used in the Catechism to present Catholic truth. Many of these can only
be understood properly with the help of the Thomist tradition, even though some
terms such as “transubstantiation” entered into official Catholic
usage before St. Thomas was born. The Catechism itself will suggest
many Catholic authors and texts by them that the young theologian may usefully
obtain and read. For those who would like to catch a synthetic glimpse of the
whole of Catholic theology, however, they could do much worse than to take up
the books of Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange, most of which, fortunately, were
published in English in the United States and Ireland.(38)

The above program should provide the beginner with an entree to the thought
of Servais Pinckaers. From there, the person interested in understanding
Catholic moral thought must study carefully the teleological moral realism that
suffuses Veritatis splendor.(39) Some
helpful commentary is provided by a book that
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the editors of The Thomist published to mark the fifth anniversary
of this key encyclical for the twenty-first century.(40)

The student of theology who successfully discovers the way that Fr. Pinckaers
does his moral theology will at the same time acquire a theological habitus
that renders him or her apt for inquiring into the other areas of the
theological science. Such students will not, as some would suggest, find
themselves isolated in a wasteland of Thomist archaisms. On the contrary, these
fortunate students once duly initiated into the art of practicing Thomism will
possess everything that is needed to carry on the work of Catholic theology.
This new generation of Thomists will proceed unfettered by the vicissitudes of
mid-twentieth-century theologians, who, as Fr. Kerr has demonstrated, bequeathed
to the Church the evocative but incomplete metaphor of bridal mysticism to
explain all that the Christian creed contains. Today’s Thomists will make
available to their generation the superabundant legacy of Saint Thomas Aquinas
that takes as its starting point God, “the universal cause of all
being.”(41)
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SERVAIS PINCKAERS REPEATEDLY affirmed the importance of the infused cardinal
virtues for the moral life.(1) For Pinckaers,
what is at stake in this doctrine is the difference that grace makes in the life
of virtue. Grace transforms the source and character of moral excellence.
“The first source of moral excellence is no longer located in the human
person, but in God through Christ.”(2) In
this reorientation, the most important moral virtues “are not ‘acquired’ by
unaided human effort, but implanted in the human person by the Holy
Spirit.”(3)

Nevertheless, as dispositions residing
in the powers of the human soul, the infused moral virtues are intimately the
excellences of the agent himself. As such, they become the traits of character
by means of which the Spirit teaches us the ways of holiness. “Thus, in the
context of a gradual education guided by the light of the Gospel, an active
cooperation between God and 
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the human person can develop.”(4)
Pinckaers, therefore, did not see Aquinas’s doctrine on the infused moral
virtues as a Scholastic vestige, but as something rooted in the scriptural
account of moral development. “Some such theory seems necessary if we are
to explain what the Scriptures teach concerning the way to live as followers of
Christ.”(5)

A cursory analysis of the way New
Testament authors employ the Greek terms for the cardinal virtues seems to
support their status as infused by God. Ephesians, for example, describes God as
having lavished upon us grace that grants us “all wisdom and prudence [phronesis]”
(Eph 1:8), while 2 Timothy (1:7) tells us that “God did not give us a
spirit of cowardice but rather of power, love and temperance [sophrosyne],”
where “power” (dynamis) is one of the New Testament
equivalents for the pagan Greek word for courage.(6)
It is the strength (kratos) that comes from God and emboldens us to
resist the devil (Eph 6:10). Lastly, although the New Testament authors
radically reinterpret the meaning of justice (dikaiosyne), they affirm
that Christ is our justice (1 Cor 1:30) and that in him we become the justice of
God (2 Cor 5:21). Prudence, justice, courage, and temperance, therefore, are all
described in the New Testament as given to us by God. In this the New Testament
authors seem to be following an Old Testament theme that portrays God, through
the mysterious action of his wisdom, as teaching the cardinal virtues: “if
one loves justice, the fruits of [wisdom’s] works are virtues; for she teaches
temperance and prudence, justice and courage, and nothing in life is more useful
for humans than these” (Wis 8:7).

These passages, however, while
suggestive, are not of themselves probative. Indeed, many reject the doctrine of
infused 
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moral virtues as superfluous,
affirming that the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity sufficiently
account for the new life granted to the Christian in the gift of grace.(7)
Even among medieval theologians there were dissenters.(8)
Duns Scotus, for example, asserted that faith sufficiently establishes the
higher end (heavenly beatitude), while charity’s inclination adequately animates
and moves the acquired virtues toward this higher end. On this account, by
engaging in acts of faith, hope, and charity, the Christian gradually also
acquires the cardinal virtues of prudence, justice, courage, and temperance.(9)

Dom Odon Lottin, a careful student of
medieval theories of infused virtue, was perhaps the most eminent
twentieth-century scholar to reject the existence of infused moral virtues.(10)
Although 
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he recognized that the doctrine was
part of a longstanding Scholastic tradition, he saw it as a needless
complication. Affirming that in matters of grace one cannot appeal to
psychological experience, Lottin turns instead to the teaching of the
Magisterium and draws from it two principles that must be maintained if one
wishes to remain faithful to the gospel message: “First, in order to lead
us to our supernatural end, our moral acts must be supernatural. Next, to be
supernatural, our acts must flow from stable supernaturalizing principles.”(11)
He rightly defends the second principle by appealing to its fittingness or
suitability. 



One could, no doubt,
explain this supernaturalization by means of actual graces successively
intervening to move each of our acts, but it is much more in harmony with what
we know of divine providence to recognize the existence in us of stable
principles of supernatural operation added onto our natural faculties after the
manner of habitus.(12) 



Drawing on the Scotist tradition, Lottin affirms that faith and charity are
the sufficient principles of this supernatural activity. He portrays charity as
having the dominant role in this process.



The habitus
of charity supernaturalizes the will in its two principal acts: love of the end,
voluntas, and the efficacious search for this end, intentio.
Now, the decisive influence of this intentio upon the whole
psychological process of human action is well known: it is this intentio
that makes affective charity, voluntas, become an effective charity; it
is thus intention that penetrates with its influence the entire decision of free
will, electio, and its entire realization, usus. 



The virtue of
charity, therefore, is in us a stable principle of supernaturalization for all
of our moral acts, whether they relate to the end or whether they relate to the
means.(13)



Lottin foresees two possible objections. The first concerns the passions. Do
not the passions also require the ordering and elevating influence of infused
virtue? Lottin grants with Aquinas that for the passions to be supernaturalized
they must both be
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subject to reason and proportioned to our supernatural end. He argues,
however, that the acquired moral virtues as “penetrated by the permanent
influence of charity” suffice for this: “the acquired moral virtues
subject the sense appetite to reason, and these same virtues as penetrated by
the intention of charity fit the appetite for the supernatural end.”(14)
He explains that although charity does not destroy the specific character of the
acquired moral virtues, it nonetheless transforms them from within by means of
the will’s intention. “Once one envisions the acquired moral virtues as in
this way habitually penetrated and saturated with a supernatural intention by
charity, one no longer sees the necessity of infused moral virtues.”(15)

The second objection concerns the
cognitive element of human action, although here Lottin addresses the issue
solely from the perspective of the different measures that must guide human
action. Does not graced action require a distinct infused cognitive virtue
(namely, infused prudence) that provides a new and higher “rule” and
“motive” for action? Lottin responds by asserting that faith
sufficiently plays this role.



One can secure these
distinct norms without recourse to two different types of moral virtue, because
these norms are, on the one hand, reason, and on the other, the theological
virtue of faith. An act is naturally morally good when it conforms to natural
reason, and it is supernaturally good when it conforms to reason as enlightened
by faith, which provides the Christian with rules of life and motives for action
worthy of our status as children of God.(16)



From this perspective, therefore, when the acquired moral virtues are
animated by charity’s intention of the end and enlightened by faith’s knowledge
of the end, they sufficiently empower us to judge rightly about the means to our
supernatural end and to act according to these judgments.

But what happens if we don’t have the acquired moral virtues? Specifically,
how are we to account for adult conversion, whereby one who was formally living
from his acquired vices is
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subsequently empowered to live the life of grace? Clearly we would want to
hold with the Council of Trent that the grace of conversion empowers us to live
the gospel: that it empowers us to obey the commandments and avoid mortal sin,
by engaging in actions that are ordered to our supernatural end.(17)
Yet, if the infused psychology of grace presupposes the presence of acquired
moral virtues, how is this possible? In other words, if sanctifying grace only
orders us to our supernatural end on the level of the primary principles of
action (on the level of our knowledge and intention of the supernatural end),
how can this grace be effective for salvation in one who lacks the acquired
virtues? For a person who has been steeped in vice, it matters little how
profoundly or intimately faith and charity animate and elevate the acquired
moral virtues: if he does not have them, faith and charity cannot animate and
elevate them. It is precisely this issue that was one of the factors motivating
the Scholastics to posit the existence of infused moral virtues. Such virtues
are dispositions empowering the formerly vicious adult convert to do what he
could not do on his own: reason practically and act according to this practical
reasoning concerning those actions that are necessary for salvation.(18)

Lottin was certainly right to remind
us that we cannot construct probative arguments about the character of grace by
drawing upon psychological experience. As the Catechism states,
“since it belongs to the supernatural order, grace escapes our
experience and cannot be known except by faith.”(19)
Nevertheless, 
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since the issue at hand is not the
epistemological question of whether someone has grace, but the conceptual one of
understanding how adult converts are able to live the virtues,(20)
examples drawn from experience can help us in our efforts to construct arguments
from fittingness or suitability. It is with this in mind that we turn to the
example of Matthew Talbot. His case not only illustrates why something like
infused cardinal virtues must exist, it also helps us understand some of the
moral struggles faced by adult converts.



 



I. Matt Talbot and the Character of Christian
Conversion: A Test Case



 



The example of this poor Irish laborer
is of interest to us because of an event that occurred one Saturday afternoon in
early 1884 outside a pub in a poor section of Dublin.(21)
Talbot, who had spent the week drinking, was awaiting the arrival of his
coworkers. It was payday in Dublin, and although he hadn’t worked he looked
forward to receiving a few free drinks from his friends. As he slouched beside
the door of the pub, Matt Talbot would not have been viewed as the embodiment of
the classical ideal of virtue. Indeed, Aristotle would most certainly have
classified Talbot among those who “from the hour of their birth … are
marked off for subjection.”(22) In other
words, Aristotle would have classified Talbot among the natural slaves, who,
like beasts of burden, are incapable of virtue because of the poverty of their
natural gifts and of the environments in which they were raised. Aristotle held
out little hope for one raised in bad habits from birth. As he states in the Ethics,
“It makes no small difference whether we form habits of one kind or of
another from our very youth; it makes a very great difference, or rather all
the 
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difference.”(23)
Talbot had certainly been raised in bad habits from his youth. The second of
twelve children, all but one of whom drank to excess, Talbot in great part
received his education running free in the streets of the poor neighborhoods by
the docks of Dublin. His formal education consisted of two years at a school run
by the Christian Brothers, during much of which he was absent doing chores at
home. In spite of whatever positive influence he may have received from school
and from the example of his devout mother, by the time he was fifteen, Talbot
was an inveterate drunk who lived for alcohol. For the next thirteen years,
until he was twenty-eight, his daily routine was to work hard all day, and to
drink hard all night. He worked to drink. On payday he would give his entire
earnings to the pub manager and drink freely for as long as his wages lasted.(24)

But on that Saturday afternoon in
1884, he had no wages, because he had spent the week drinking. That fact and the
events surrounding it—not the least of which was that none of his coworkers
would buy him a drink—led Talbot to change his life radically. That very day he
stopped drinking, never to drink again. Moreover, from a life dedicated to the
love of alcohol, he turned to a life dedicated to the love of God: to prayer,
sacrifice, and the service of the poor. A turning point occurred that Saturday
afternoon, a metanoia, a transformation. Earlier events may have
prepared the way, but that afternoon was nonetheless a recognizable turning
point.

Matt Talbot’s life is an example of
Christian conversion and points to the incomplete character of both Aristotle’s
conception of virtue and of the Scotistic tradition’s theory of the sufficiency
of the theological virtues. Talbot would agree with Aristotle that the habits we
develop from youth make a very great difference, but do they make all
the difference? The Christian experience of conversion points instead to the
fact that in the grace of conversion other virtues are given—virtues of which
Aristotle was unaware and the existence of which the Scotists deny. Even 
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though one may still struggle with the
remaining effects of one’s acquired vices, in the grace of conversion we have
the infused capacity to live a life directed to a higher goal. We now have the
capacity to judge rightly and do those actions that lead us to union with God in
heaven. In short, we receive the infused cardinal virtues. The example of Matt
Talbot is instructive because it sheds light on the complexity of the divided
self: the experience of one who not only has faith, hope, and charity, but also
has a new phronesis (a new capacity to reason practically) and a new dynamis
(a new power) in his will and passions, even though he still feels drawn to his
addiction. Talbot, for example, began to make judgments and to act in ways that
radically reoriented his life toward God, judgments and actions he seemed
incapable of making before his conversion. Nevertheless, he still retained,
especially in the beginning, a strong desire (and inclination) to continue
drinking and to return to his former way of life. Talbot’s experience seems to
embody Aquinas’s affirmation that although sanctifying grace infuses cardinal
virtues within the convert, the convert may still struggle with the residual
effects of his acquired vices.(25) In what
follows, I shall first sketch Aquinas’s teaching on the infused cardinal
virtues; I shall then propose some of the implications of this teaching for our
understanding of moral development and of cases such as Matt Talbot’s.



 



II. Thomas Aquinas’s Theology of

Infused Cardinal Virtues



Aquinas presents his theology of the
infused virtues by analogy with his psychology of the acquired virtues. He
agrees with Aristotle that the acquired virtues require training and discipline.
We acquire the virtues (the dispositions of character) necessary for an adult
moral life by repeatedly performing acts that are in accord with virtue.(26)
This occurs through a moral apprenticeship. At first we do what virtue demands
because we are disciplined if 
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we don’t. Gradually, however, we begin
to acquire a taste for the joys inherent to doing the right thing, and we begin
to imitate the actions of those whom we admire.(27)
Doing deeds of temperance, courage, and justice, and making the practical
judgments that these actions require, we acquire the four principal virtues of
the moral life on the natural level. These virtues dispose us to act in accord
with natural human flourishing and the common good of the temporal community.(28)

None of this would be possible without
the natural principles underlying the intellect and will.(29)
The practical intellect in every act of knowing naturally apprehends the
principles of practical reasoning (or what Aquinas elsewhere describes as the
precepts of the natural law: that good is to be done, evil is to be avoided, and
so on), while the will simultaneously naturally inclines toward the good in
general and toward the particular goods that promote natural human flourishing.(30)
In other words, the fact that we can acquire virtues that dispose us to act
rightly with regard to the means toward human flourishing presupposes
that there exist in us principles inclining us toward human flourishing as our
natural end.

Aquinas underlines, however, that this
natural flourishing is not the existential ultimate end of the human person. We
are citizens of the heavenly Jerusalem and our vocation is to know and love God
for all eternity in heaven.(31) Yet we cannot
attain this end by our natural powers. Instead, we receive the power to attain
it through a gift from God: through sanctifying grace and the infused virtues.
In Aquinas’s view, when grace elevates the powers of the human person, the
theological virtues function in a way analogous to the natural principles
underlying the intellect and will. Just as the principles of action orient our
lives toward natural human flourishing, the theological virtues orient us toward
the 
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loving vision of God.(32)
God is the object of the theological virtues and these virtues have their own
acts: to believe, hope in, and love God.(33)
Nevertheless, just as in our natural life the principles orienting us toward our
natural end depend on the acquired cardinal virtues with regard to the means to
that end, so too in the life of grace. Although the theological virtues orient
us toward God as our ultimate end, we require other infused virtues—the infused
cardinal virtues—in order to act rightly with regard to the means to that end.
The analogy, therefore, is as follows: natural principles are to the acquired
cardinal virtues as the theological virtues are to the infused cardinal virtues.(34)

Aquinas next contrasts the acquired
and infused cardinal virtues. He asserts that although the subject matter (materia
propria) of both sets of virtues is the same, they are guided by different
measures. With the acquired virtues the good act is determined according to the
rule of reason (we make judgments according to the principles of the natural
law), while the acts of the infused virtues are determined according to a divine
rule, namely, the divine law revealed in the Scriptures and at work in us
through the action of the Holy Spirit. Aquinas offers the example of temperance.





For instance in eating,
the measure fixed by human reason is that food should not harm the health of the
body, nor hinder the use of reason; whereas the measure fixed by divine law
requires that a man should chastise
his body, and bring it into subjection (1 Cor 9:27), by abstinence in food, drink and the
like. It is therefore evident that infused and acquired temperance differ in
kind.(35)





The context of the biblical quotation is important. It is from the First Letter
to the Corinthians, chapter nine. After describing himself as “under the
law of Christ,” Paul portrays the chastisements he imposes on his body as
ordered toward his attaining the imperishable prize promised by the gospel.
Unaided human reason knows nothing of our vocation to heavenly
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beatitude or of the effects of original sin that can hinder our attainment of
it. Thus, while reason measures acquired temperance according to our physical
health and the proper functioning of natural reason, the divine rule measures
infused temperance according to our spiritual health and the judgments of
infused prudence. In other words, infused temperance is measured by a wisdom
that understands our wounded nature and the priceless character of our
supernatural end made possible for us by the elevating and healing action of
grace.

Aquinas concludes this portion of his argument by stating that “the same
reasoning applies to the other virtues.”(36)
Indeed, as Angela McKay has noted, Aquinas offers a similar contrast in his
treatment of courage.(37) Although acquired
courage primarily concerns earthly combats and the temporal common good, infused
courage pertains to spiritual combats and our struggle to attain eternal life.
As with temperance, these two types of courage are regulated by two different
measures. When judging what constitutes an act of acquired courage, we are
guided by the measure of human reason (in other words, the precepts of the
natural law), while when judging acts of infused courage we are guided by the
measure of divine law. Thus, Aquinas states:



The precepts of the divine law, both about courage
and the other virtues, are given with regard to what suits the direction of the
mind toward God. This is why it is written in Deuteronomy, Do
not fear them, for the Lord your God is with you, and he will fight for you
against your enemies.
Human laws on the other hand, are directed towards certain secular goods, and
the precepts of courage are articulated to meet their conditions.(38)





In the new law, humans
are taught how through a spiritual struggle they come to posses eternal life,
according to Matthew 11, the kingdom of heaven suffers violence, and the violent bear it away.
And Peter teaches, your
enemy the devil is prowling like a roaring lion, looking for someone to devour;
resist him solid in your faith.(39)
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The one who has the acquired cardinal virtues, therefore, still needs their
infused equivalents if he is to act rightly with regard to the means to his
ultimate end. Indeed, the infused cardinal virtues become the focus, while
“the acts of acquired virtue can only be meritorious by the mediation of
the infused virtues.”(40) Thus, from the
Thomistic perspective, the Christian’s primary concern should be to grow in
charity and the infused virtues (which we only do dispositively by means of
merit, because the infused virtues are caused solely and directly by God).(41)

Aquinas’s teaching on the two measures
that guide our actions explains why “love alone” is not enough. It
explains why the theological virtues cannot be the only virtues the Christian
receives with sanctifying grace. If faith, hope, and love are truly to be human
acts lived in the context of a human life, they require (1) the ability to judge
practically about what we should do and when and how we should do it (infused
prudence), as well as (2) an inclination in the will toward a higher justice
(infused justice) and (3) a receptivity in the passions to be guided by these
higher judgments and inclinations (infused courage and temperance).

At this point, however, we might
imagine an objector responding as follows. If Aquinas is affirming that all
Christians in the state of grace are models of virtue, this is simply wrong,
because at the very least we see misjudgments (imprudent actions) among those
whom we would classify as loving God with true charity. Focusing simply on the
issue of practical wisdom, history points to patently imprudent actions even
among the saints and even with regard to spiritual things. An example from
Aquinas’s lifetime is Louis IX, King of France. Saint Louis was recognized by
his contemporaries as a man of great personal sanctity, but reproached even by
his personal friend and biographer, the Seneschal Jean de Joinville, for his
deeply unwise decision to undertake the disastrous seventh crusade. (Joinville
very frankly states that it would have been better for France if Louis had spent
more time with the internal affairs of his country and paid more 
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attention to the needs and concerns of
his wife the Queen.)(42) So, one form of the
objector’s complaint could be summarized as follows: Sanctity does not
necessarily imply practical wisdom (prudentia/phronesis). Therefore, it
is false to affirm that sancti-fying grace necessarily imparts infused cardinal
virtues (an integral component of which would have to be infused prudence).

Aquinas himself recognizes this type
of objection to his theology and responds to it characteristically by making a
distinction. He specifies that the infused moral virtues do not concern all
actions, but only those actions necessary for salvation. This distinction
enables him to account for how even saints can lack prudence (and by implication
the other virtues) while still maintaining that the saints and all Christians
receive infused moral virtues. In other words, Aquinas integrates into his
theology the objector’s counter examples by affirming that the infused moral
virtues pertain to a narrow band of action: they pertain only to those acts
necessary for the agent’s personal salvation.(43)

But the objector might easily remain
unsatisfied. Indeed, Aquinas’s response might push him to formulate the deeper
con-cern underlying his objection. Granted that by limiting the scope of infused
virtue one can account for how a Christian in the state of grace can lack virtue
in certain domains, there is still a more fundamental problem. Even if we focus
only on those actions that are necessary for salvation, many Christians don’t
seem to live those actions from virtues—from what we normally understand by
good dispositions of character. They don’t seem to do these actions with ease,
promptness, and joy.(44) Here again the example
of Matt Talbot is instructive. When he stopped drinking—a decision inspired by
his newfound love for God and his desire to serve him—he nevertheless retained
(especially in the beginning) 
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a deep and abiding desire to drink to
excess.(45) The thought of getting drunk and of
all the practices integral to the life of a drunkard (the illusory camaraderie,
the bravado, etc.) still brought him great pleasure. Such a life still felt
connatural to him. His whole character was inclined to it. Just as a
professional athlete even when he is not playing his sport experiences
psychologically an inclination to play it and the concomitant awareness that he
can play it with easy, promptness, and real pleasure, so too Talbot during the
early years of his conversion experienced psycho-logically an inclination to
return to the life of a drunkard with the concomitant awareness that this was a
life he could live easily, promptly, and with pleasure. Even though he refused
to return to such a life, how can we describe his acts of sobriety as acts of
virtue? In other words, when Christians do what the divine law requires, but
apparently do so without the psychological inclina-tion to do it, in what sense
can these actions be said to spring from virtues? This objection brings us to
the core concern of our study: infused virtue in relation to the residual
effects of acquired vice.

Aquinas himself formulates this
objection by contrasting the Aristotelian requirements of virtue with the
Christian experience of the divided self.



Those who have a habitus
of virtue perform with ease the acts of that virtue, and these acts are pleasing
to them for their own sake … as is noted in the Ethics. But many
who have charity and are free from mortal sin, nonetheless have difficulty
performing acts of virtue; nor do they find these acts pleasing for their own
sake, but only for the sake of charity. Therefore many have charity, without
having the other virtues.(46)



He responds to this objection by employing an example from the speculative
virtues. A person who habitually knows some scientific truth (and therefore
normally has ease and pleasure engaging in
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acts of knowing that truth) may nonetheless experience difficulty actually
knowing or understanding that truth because of some “extrinsic
impediment.” For example, sickness or drowsiness may impede his ability to
know in act what he knows habitually. Moreover, since the sick or drowsy person
no longer experiences ease in knowing, neither does he experience the same
pleasure in knowing. It is possible, therefore, to have a speculative virtue,
but not have ease and pleasure in engaging in that virtue’s acts be-cause of
some impediment extrinsic to the virtue itself.

Aquinas affirms that analogously the same thing can occur with the infused
cardinal virtues. We can have the infused virtues but our ease and pleasure in
engaging in their acts may be impeded by the residual effects of our acquired
vices. “One may experience difficulty in performing the actions proper to
the habitus of the infused moral virtues because of certain contrary
dispositions surviving from pervious acts.”(47)
Aquinas elsewhere explicitly links these “contrary dispositions” to
the vices by describing them as “lingering dispositions caused by the acts
of one’s prior sins.”(48) He refuses,
however, to portray these lingering dispositions them-selves as vices because
they are no longer the principles of our action. He explains, for example, that
when an intemperate person is led to conversion, the grace of contrition
destroys the vice of intemperance within him. What remains is not the “habitus
intemperantiae” properly so called, but a certain disposition on the
way to corruption (in via corruptionis).(49)
In other words, although the disposition to sin is no longer the principle from
which we act, it still can impede our ability to act from our new principle of
action, which is infused temperance. Aquinas’s response to the objection
therefore runs as follows. Even though some Christians in the state of grace
fail to perform acts of moral virtue with ease and pleasure, this does not imply


  



page 45

that therefore infused moral virtues
do not exist. It means only that the ease, promptness, and joy proper to infused
moral virtue can be impeded by the lingering dispositions caused by our previous
sinful actions.

Several features of this response
deserve our attention. First, Aquinas explicitly affirms here that the infused
moral virtues impart ease, promptness, and joy.(50)
This is integral to what it means for them to be virtues: they empower us to act
with facility, promptly, and with joy. This is internal to what they are.
Second, however, he simultaneously affirms that our ability to experience
psychologically this ease, promptness, and joy can be impeded by something akin
to a spiritual malady or drowsy lethargy caused by the residual effects of our
former life, the residual effects of our acquired vices. This means that infused
moral virtues are a very strange type of virtue and impart a unique type of
facility. Aquinas is even willing to liken the beginner’s experience of these
virtues to Aristotle’s account of a soldier’s experience of courage. Although
the annoyances of warfare inhibit a soldier’s ability to experience pleasure in
courage, he at least is able to live his courage without sadness. So too,
Aquinas maintains, does the beginner experience his infused virtues. Although
the residual effects of his acquired vices (which we can number among the
annoyances proper to spiritual warfare) inhibit his ability to experience
pleasure in virtue, he can at least live these virtues without sadness.(51)
Aquinas also appeals to Paul to explain that virtue always entails struggle.
“There always remains the struggle [colluctatio] between the flesh
and the spirit, even with moral virtue. The Apostle speaks of this in Galatians
(5:17) where he states: ‘for flesh lusts against the spirit, and the spirit
against the flesh.’”(52) Aquinas then
contrasts the two ways by which acquired and infused virtues help us in this
struggle.



Acquired virtue
prevails in this, that the struggle [impugnatio] is felt less, and this
is due to how this type of virtue is caused, which is by repeated acts: for one 
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looses the custom of
obeying such passions when one becomes accustomed to resisting them and that is
why one is troubled by them less. But infused virtue prevails in this, that
although such passions are felt, they in no way dominate, for infused virtue
brings it about that the concupiscence of sin is in no way obeyed, and as long
as infused virtue remains, it does this infallibly.(53)





The post-conversion Christian, therefore, has the power to overcome his
inclination to sin, even though he might still not experience this power as
something he can exercise with ease, promptness, and joy. In other words, the
beginner finds himself in the unique position of having virtues that he does not
psychologically feel like he has. It is at this point that we can consider some
of the implications of Aquinas’s teaching.









III.
Some Implications of Thomas Aquinas’s Theology of

 Infused Virtue



Jean Porter has noted that any effort to appropriate Aquinas’s theory of
virtue for contemporary issues must offer “some account of the relation of
acquired to infused virtues in the case of the individual who possesses
both.”(54) The above analysis would perhaps
suggest, however, that the best way to develop an account of this relationship
is by beginning with the equally important issue of the relationship between the
infused cardinal virtues and the theological virtues in one who lacks
the acquired cardinal virtues. As we have seen, after his conversion, such a
person has the power to act according to his vocation to holiness, but because
of the residual effects of his former vices, he might not feel like he has this
power. Not only will he still be inclined to sin, this inclination may dispose
him to regard sin as good for him here and now. Moreover, depending on how he
lived before his conversion, virtues such as chastity, sobriety, or even justice
may feel unnatural to him. In other words, he may still experience the morality
of the gospel as an external imposition. If, therefore, he is to act according
to what grace enables him to do, he must live


  



page 47

from a twofold trust: he must trust
that gospel morality is good for him and he must trust that God gives him the
grace (the power) here and now to live according to this morality. This trust is
necessary because on the level of psychological experience neither feature of
gospel morality may feel true. Consequently, the infused virtue that
predominates in the beginner is not a cardinal virtue, but a theological virtue:
the virtue that predominates is faith as animated by hope and charity.

Once again, the experience of those
who struggle with addiction can be instructive. One of the cofounders of Alcoholics
Anonymous describes how trust in God played the decisive role in overcoming
addiction. There was first an encounter with a friend who had made the discovery
before him.



My friend sat before
me, and he made the point-blank declaration that God had done for him what he
could not do for himself. His human will had failed. Doctors had pronounced him
incurable. Society was about to lock him up. Like myself, he had admitted
complete defeat. Then he had, in effect, been raised from the dead, suddenly
taken from the scrap heap to a level of life better than the best he had ever
known!(55)





This encounter and other preparatory events eventually led the future cofounder
to the following experience.





At the hospital … I
humbly offered myself to God, as I then understood him, to do with me as he
would. I placed myself unreservedly under his care and direction. I admitted for
the first time that of myself I was nothing; that without him I was lost. I
ruthlessly faced my sins and became willing to have my new-found friend take
them away, root and branch. I have not had a drink since.(56)





Although aspects of Alcoholics Anonymous‘s approach remain
controversial, Bill Wilson articulates in these passages the almost universal
experience among former addicts that their road to recovery began with a
personal encounter with a loving God and a twofold act of loving trust that this
encounter elicited. My thesis
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is that the best way to understand the dynamics of this healing conversion is
by appealing to Aquinas’s theology of the relation-ship between the residual
effects of acquired vice, the infused cardinal virtues, and the theological
virtues. In the beginning, the former addict still feels drawn to his addiction,
but has the ability from the infused moral virtues to act against it. To do so
success-fully, however, he must trust that God gives him the power to do so and
that so doing is truly for his good.

Perhaps not surprisingly, Aquinas himself explicitly affirms the primacy of
faith in the life of the beginner. In his treatise on charity, when considering
the stages of moral development, he explains that the principal task of the
beginner is to avoid sin and to resist the inclinations of his disordered
desires; he does this by obeying the precepts of the Decalogue.(57)
But in order to obey the Decalogue he must enter into a moral apprenticeship
that implies loving trust in the master, whereby he “believes God the way a
disciple believes the master who is teaching him.”(58)
Importantly, however, this is only the beginning of the moral life. As the
Christian progresses, the focus shifts to acts of virtue in harmony with the
Sermon on the Mount, and the predominant virtue becomes hope: the Christian’s
focus is no longer behind him toward what he is striving to give up (sin), but
ahead of him toward the good he increasingly thirsts to attain: heaven. Then,
when he has reached spiritual maturity he is no longer primarily concerned with
growing in virtue, but with maintaining and deepening his union with Christ.
Being configured to Christ, the Christian both participates in his suffering and
shares in his joys.(59) The focus is no longer
on desiring God as his own fulfillment, but on loving God for himself and on
loving what God loves, even unto death for love of one’s enemies. He now enjoys
the freedom of the saint: a creative freedom that enables him in intimate
friendship with God to act in new and surprising ways: to live the
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beautiful and creative excellence
proper to the Spirit.(60) It is a freedom
analogous to an athlete’s excellence or a musician’s crea-tive freedom (like
jazz improvisations). Here again the example of Matt Talbot is instructive. As
the years passed, the focus was no longer on avoiding drink but on love for God
and neighbor: he learned to read so that he could study Scripture and theology;
he meditated on the life of Christ and participated actively in the sacraments.(61)
Although he worked long hours, he continued to be virtually penniless. Now,
however, the reason for his penury was different. Instead of drinking his wages,
he was giving them to the poor, especially to poor families.(62)
At the end of his life, the extraordinary penances that he joyfully embraced
revealed a man configured to Christ, who as a pauper had lived a surprising
freedom, and the desire for drink was long in his past. As he revealed to
friends, he had long since ceased to be troubled by it.

At this point we can return to the
question of the relationship between the infused and acquired cardinal virtues
in one who has both. We should begin by recognizing that Aquinas says virtually
nothing explicitly about this relationship. Generations of commentators,
therefore, have had ample space to debate and discern between the lines what
Aquinas actually held on the issue.(63) At some
point, however, the theologian must move from textual interpretation to creative
theological reflection. The example of adult converts such as Matt Talbot can
perhaps promote just such creative reflection. For the adult convert the issue
is first one of understanding the relationship between the infused virtues and
the remaining effects of his acquired vices. How does the adult convert reduce
these lingering effects? The most obvious answer seems to be that he does this
by doing good 
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actions that are contrary to his
disordered inclinations. Repeated good actions, however, do more than just
destroy disordered inclinations, they also develop good dispositions within us.
These good dispositions are what we normally call acquired virtues. How, then,
do these newly acquired virtues relate to our infused moral virtues? An earlier
cited quotation from Aquinas can perhaps provide some guidance: “the acts
of acquired virtue can only be meritorious by the mediation of the infused
virtues.”(64) To explain this, he likens
the relationship to the one existing between two different types of acquired
courage: “just as the courage proper to man as a man does not order its act
to the political good except by mediation of the courage proper to him insofar
as he is a citizen,”(65) so too, by
implication, the acquired virtues are not ordered to the good of the eternal
Jerusalem except by means of the infused virtues. This seems to imply that the
(elicited) acts of the acquired moral virtues are commanded by the infused moral
virtues.(66)

A problem arises, however, when we
remember that according to Aquinas these two types of virtues have two different
measures. One way out of this bind is to affirm that often these two measures
correspond: often infused temperance (guided by infused prudence) disposes us to
the same healthy consumption of food to which acquired temperance (and prudence)
would dispose us. It is only in certain contexts that the two measures
necessarily diverge, as in the case proposed by Aquinas.(67)
In situations where the two measures correspond, acts of infused temperance
concomitantly develop the habit of acquired temperance.(68)

Whatever the exact relationship
between these two types of virtues, something like this solution seems required
if we are to 
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account for the gradual integration of
the personalities of adult converts. Talbot’s example is once again instructive.
At the moment of his conversion, the infused virtues empowered him to live
soberly, even as he continued to feel a burning desire to drink. Over time,
however, this desire began gradually to disappear. The easiest way to account
for this gradual integration is by seeing it as the result of many acts of
sobriety. It is thus at least partially an acquired integration obtained by
developing the acquired virtues, but as animated and commanded by the infused
virtues. In other words, when the acquired virtues are integrated into the life
of grace, they begin the process of integrating our wounded nature into the
activities that the infused virtues make possible. The acquired virtues,
therefore, are not—as some recent commentators have affirmed—a prerequisite to
living the infused virtues.(69) On the contrary,
for many adult converts, the infused virtues are what make developing the
acquired virtues possible at all. Stated another way, we do not become well
ordered with regard to eternal beatitude by first being well ordered toward the
temporal community. Instead, we become well ordered to our temporal community by
first becoming citizens of heaven in the gift of grace.(70)

The experience of those who struggle
with the lingering effects of their acquired vices, therefore, points to the
continued usefulness of Aquinas’s theology of the infused cardinal virtues.
Although these experiences are not probative, they are suggestive. They imply
that grace imparts to us more than simply the theological virtues. Indeed, they
further suggest that accounts that rely on the acquired cardinal virtues—no
matter how much these virtues are animated by charity and illuminated by
faith—remain inadequate, because they cannot explain how the adult convert who
lacks the acquired virtues is nonetheless able to live the 
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Christian life. The doctrine of
infused cardinal virtues, therefore, especially when seen in relation to the
lingering effects of ac-quired vice, continues to offer resources for a renewed
under-standing of Christian moral development. As Servais Pinckaers well
understood, the doctrine helps us grasp what it means for the Christian life to
be an “active cooperation between God and the human person,”(71)
a cooperation that becomes especially important for those who struggle with the
lingering effects of their past actions.(72)
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THE GOSPELS DESCRIBE Jesus Christ as passionate and emotional. He wept over the
death of a close friend (John 11:35) and shed tears over the fate of Jerusalem
(Matt 23:37; Luke 19:41). He rejoiced with his disciples (Luke 10:21) and
expressed affection for particular people—men (Mark 10:21; John 13:23) and
women (Mark 9:36), adults and children (Matt 19:13-14; Mark 10:13-14). He was
roused to anger (30 refer-ences: Mark 10:14; 11:15-19), but also to express
compassion (25 references: Luke 7:13).(1) He
suffered physical hunger, thirst, pain, and death. These passages (and many
others) demonstrate that the four canonical Gospels describe Jesus Christ as
passion-ate, even spontaneous in the expression of his emotions.

Directly or indirectly, the passions in Christ have been debated throughout
the centuries. Although this essay will neither address the particular emotional
emphases of each Gospel nor the details of the great Christological
controversies, it will address the quality of Christ’s passions and their
relevance for Christian ethics. Contemporary moral theologians, especially those
that are
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interested in moral progress that seeks to imitate Christ, have reason to be
attentive to the quality of his passions and emotions.(2)

In face of the extremes of rationalist and voluntarist condemnations of
spontaneous emotions, on the one hand, and of emotivist celebrations of them, on
the other, Servais Pinckaers—in his presentation of moral theology and his
explication of St. Thomas Aquinas’s thought—has identified types of spontaneity
that are fitting for virtuous emotions and for a spiritual life in imitation of
Christ.(3) His position is neither
uncontroversial nor
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easily received by rationalist, voluntarist, emotivist, or reduc-tionist
accounts of human nature, freedom, and emotion. Spon-taneity in general and
passionate spiritual spontaneity in particular pose challenges to moral theology
and Christian ethics. Indeed, the spontaneity and development of moral virtue
need to be understood with nuance. In many of his major works in moral theology,
Pinckaers has defended a renewed understanding of spontaneity and instinctus
in the biophysical, moral, and spiritual realms.(4)
He has dared to translate Aquinas’s model, thought, and works with a fidelity
that cannot be grasped without a renewed understanding of the human person and
of divine grace.

In this essay, I will treat several anthropological and moral issues related
to the passions and emotions in Christ and the issue of spontaneity therein. I
will not have space to address extensively the soteriological, historical, or
comparative questions related to the Passion, although Aquinas’s discussion (and
other medieval discussions) of Christ’s human affectivity centers on his Passion
in order to affirm the reality of his psychosomatic suffering and pain.(5)
I will demonstrate Aquinas’s pertinence in the renewal of
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moral theology, in which Pinckaers has played a leading role, through a
presentation of Christ’s emotions as an archetype for the sanctification of love
and well-ordered emotions.(6) Three questions
shape this essay: Does Jesus Christ display spontaneity in his emotions or are
they always rationally controlled in advance? Are his emotions in all ways
virtuous? And do they develop over time?



.





I.
Christ’s Sensate Human Nature









Among these questions, the most controversial one concerns whether Christ’s
passions were spontaneous. Difficulties arise in affirming such spontaneity
because, as Pinckaers has said, there is a philosophical tradition of distrust
of spontaneous emotions in Kantian, rationalist, and voluntarist approaches, as
well as in certain trends of moral theology. Furthermore, Pinckaers thinks that
misunderstandings about motivational forces such as instinctus have
caused the misgivings about the Gifts of the Holy Spirit and the New Law that
have relegated discussions of grace and the Gifts to spiritual and mystical
theology.(7)

In Christ’s humanity, as well as in ours, Aquinas discerns three levels of
operation (the vegetative, the sensitive, and the intellectual or spiritual)
that comprise five faculties of the one human soul. There is a type of
spontaneity proper to each level. This anthropological and metaphysical
framework is based on a teleological and eudemonic approach to human nature that
tends through a natural desire to see God toward the enjoyment of the beatitude
that only God can offer. It highlights the unity of the human person and the
importance of interpersonal relationships.










  
  

  


 



A) Terms and Frameworks









Several distinctions are necessary to prepare to discuss Aquinas’s and
Pinckaers’s thought on spontaneity.(8) First, passio
(pl. passiones) in Aquinas includes the concept of emotion, but
outstrips it. In the larger sense, Aquinas uses passio to refer
analogously to different capacities inasmuch as they involve receptivity. Passiones
pertain not only to what contemporary psychology calls emotions and feelings,(9)
but also to sense knowledge of the world and its actors, and to the potential to
be hurt, hungry, and thirsty, as well as to suffer death. Although my focus is
on the passions in Christ’s soul (that is, his emotions as potential perfections
and principles of action), I will also attend to the other senses of the term passio,
so as to distinguish (1) emotion (love, desire, joy, psychological suffering and
so on) from bodily passivity (physical pain, illness, and death), (2) sense
knowledge (the external or primary senses) from prediscursive adjudication (the
evaluative-cogitative sense, that is, vis cogitativa), and (3) the
spontaneity of the emotions and that of the will.(10)
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Second, the positive potential of emotions has met good press in
psychological circles recently, especially in humanistic, cognitive, and
positive psychologies, to name but a few. The neurosciences for their part have
been charting the emotive neural networks.(11)
Pharmacological treatments are being used to stabilize some emotive pathologies.
Nonetheless, there is still a tendency to avoid moral and metaphysical
appreciations of asocial and self-destructive spontaneity, especially
emotion-related immoral acts, which range from angry violence and crimes of
passion, to blinding fits of anxiety or jealousy, to sexual abuse and conjugal
infidelities, to distracting desires and immobilizing fears. The question is not
simply what degree of responsibility is possible under the influence of
emotions, but how the emotions might contribute to positive outcomes, including
a wider notion of responsibility and of ultimate happiness.

Third, there is a tendency in contemporary neuroscience to mistake the parts
for the whole, a confusion that Bennett and Hacker call the “mereological
fallacy” (from mereos, Greek for “parts”).(12)
This tendency seeks to study complex processes (like
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human action and emotion) by dividing them into constituent parts, while
presuming that the whole complex process is simply the sum of the individual
parts or processes. In one form, the mereological (parts-whole) confusion
assumes that a whole thing—the action of a living human being, for example—can
simply be reduced to its parts for the sake of study, without overlooking vital
aspects of the whole being. If such research in the biophysical realm could
explain everything about the human person, then the neurosciences would be able
completely to circumscribe human emotionality, and perhaps volition. However,
examining the neurobiology of each emotion in an act of generosity, for example,
will tell one neither why the person felt pity nor why he offered some kindness
(service or monetary) nor why he felt joy at having been delayed or made poorer
in the doing. Aquinas gives reasons to reject hard reductionist (dualist and
naturalist) positions that confuse the parts for the whole and thereby reduce
the human to the neurological level and the moral to its biological bases.

Fourth, contemporary discussions of the human person often focus on
consciousness as the nexus of rational and volitional self-awareness and agency.
Such contemporary explanations often use “emergence” and
“top-down” metaphors to describe the unfolding of our knowledge of
uniquely human phenomena and the effects of spiritual or intellectual influences
on human emotions.(13) Even when they do not
employ a strictly materialist interpretation of the biological bases of
consciousness, they nonetheless most often bypass the metascience or
metaphysical
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issues, for example, personhood. In a constructive light, Aquinas’s vision of
the unity of the person accounts for an interaction between the diverse
cognitive and affective human capacities. It employs epistemological, moral, and
metaphysical analyses in accounting for the particularly human influence
involved in the intellectual (rational and affective) capacities (sometimes
called “top-down” influences) to manage the emotions in the context of
a life of interpersonal commitments and goals.

Fifth, Aquinas’s thought matured and changed on certain issues. I will focus
on the mature Aquinas of the Summa Theologiae, where he argues for an
anti-monothelite and anti-docetist position on the humanity of Christ. This is
significant since Aquinas’s mature anthropology allows for a nuanced
appropriation of the New Testament account of Jesus Christ’s emotions and
affectivity.









B) Translating and Situating Aquinas’s Notion of “Passio”



 



In order to focus on the passions in Christ (that is, how he experienced
human emotions and sorrow), I will analyze Aquinas’s understanding of the wide
range of movements or operations called the “passiones” and
the nature of related spontaneity, development, and mature operation therein.

Aquinas uses the word passio(14)
differently than do many ancient and contemporary writers. In his discussion of
the passions, Aquinas repeatedly contrasts his viewpoint to that of the Stoics.
In particular, he uses Cicero’s account of the Stoics, which considered the
passions as disordered perturbations, always irrational and certainly evil. The
weakness of this view is that it does not differentiate sensitive appetites or
orexis (emotions) from intellectual appetites or orexis (will) per se,
but rather irrational affections from rational ones, the former being then
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identified with the passions and the latter with the will. In his discussion
of the place of emotions in contemporary morality, Pinckaers adds the
problematic contrast in Cartesian dualism which perceives the passions as
mechanistic rather than as “integrated into the human composite.”(15)

Before examining Aquinas’s position more fully, it is important to trace some
contemporary ideas on affectivity and address the question of translation.
Contemporary psychology distinguishes emotions(16)
from passions,(17) often reserving the latter
for negative, vehement, or overpowering emotions (e.g., anger or love). It also
employs other terms for human emotions, such as feelings, affections, or
sentiments.(18) In current psychological
studies, emotions are construed as serving a rapid-action meaning system, which
effectively advises the agent about an event’s import to his or her well-being.
They involve cognitive appraisals(19) and serve
to inform a person of potential benefits, present dangers, pressing injustices,
and the like. They are functional inasmuch as their appraisal is accurate and
the response it generates is fitting.(20)
According to Antonio Damasio, ordered emotions are even necessary for any
consistency in human agency.(21) While
contemporary psychology of emotion does not always distinguish
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emotions from cognition and the movements of the will (since some
psychologists do not admit the existence of the will),(22)
there are nonetheless leading theories of emotion that incorporate reason and
will in their construals of emotions.(23) These
latter acknowledge that emotions can guide, influence, or constrain cognition
and, in turn, that they can be guided, influenced, and constrained by it.

Aquinas construes the operations of the sensitive appetite in general, which
he calls “emotions,” as animal faculties (as a natural genus) which
are neither good nor bad.(24) This distinction
saves them from the Stoic condemnation. However, he goes further in also
considering them from a moral perspective (as a moral genus), inasmuch as they
are voluntary and under the control of reason. In this optic, there are good and
evil emotions.

Aquinas’s understanding of passio is both larger than the
contemporary psychological view on emotion and more nuanced than that of the
Stoics. He uses the term to refer to human passibility at sensate level. In
general, a passio is a movement of a passive power, as acted on by an
agent. More precisely, it applies to a movement of an appetitive power (bodily,
sensitive, or intellectual). More properly still, it can refer to a
transmutation of an appetitive power having a bodily organ.(25)
The passions related to evil, such as fear and sorrow, specifically also involve
“some harm or privation or hindrance” (aliquod nocumentum) of
the organ, at least when an evil overcomes a particular good, that is, inasmuch
as something that is due and fitting is missing.(26)
This last seemingly derogatory reference (to a “defect” or privation)
properly concerns how evil influences human bodies and psyches
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and how evil is perceived as a privation, including the evil pertaining to
suffering, injury, and death. It does not, however, eradicate the positive
potential of the emotions and of such bodily transmutations. Aquinas thus
identifies passiones as including the natural changes of the bodily
organ—for we shake with fear, weep in sorrow, and in the case of anger we
experience “a kindling of the blood about the heart” (STh
I-II, q. 22, a. 2, ad 3). His approach touches on the biophysical sphere (as
understood in his day). As a model, it suggests an opening to contemporary neuro-science.
Aquinas provides an epistemologically and metaphysically significant distinction
between the cognitive or apprehensive faculty (orectic) and the emotive or
affective faculty (orexis). In both, it is first a human passivity (that is, a
receptivity) that permits us to receive and to appreciate (in order to know and
to love) the perceivable “intention” of the object or person. The
distinction between physical passibility and the emotions of the sensitive
orexis is needed in order to understand the positive potential of emotion.

Aquinas recognizes that the passions receive and express a type of
intelligibility. The passions of the affective appetite naturally involve
corporal transmutations, or changes in the “organs of the soul.”(27)
First, the apprehensive faculty or the cognitive sensation receives and
processes the “intention of the object,” inasmuch as an object’s
“intentional” qualities (intelligible structure and rela-tionality)
can be perceived. Sensations through the external-primary senses and perceptions
through the inner-secondary senses lead to the evaluative sense’s prediscursive
adjudication of whether the object is attractive, repugnant, and so on.(28)
Second,
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the appetitive faculty (sensate appetite) involves the related material
movements of the bodily organ. The intentional quality (formal object) received
through the sense knowledge and prediscursive judgment elicits the body’s
reaction in the form of the emotions of “desiring” (traditionally
called “concupiscible” emotions)—love, desire, pleasure, or joy;
hatred, disdain, pain, or sorrow—and those of initiative-taking
(“irascible” emotions)— hope or despair; fear and daring; and anger.(29)
Inasmuch as they are voluntary and controlled by reason, these emotions can be
morally evaluated. In particular, good and evil pertain to the species of
emotion according to each emotion’s object, considered as “in harmony or in
discord with reason” and according to the particular kind of correlated
external act (STh I-II, q. 24, a. 4).

Within his overarching notion of receptivity (passio), Aquinas
distinguishes affective passivity as exchange (loss or gain, pati) from
passivity as gaining perfection (perfici).(30)
In the first type of affective passivity, a good is exchanged for an evil
(health for illness; life for death) or an evil is exchanged for a good
(suffering for pleasure; death for life). This type of passivity is exchange or
privation. The second type of affective passivity concerns the reception of
perfection as development or as mere reception. We thus feel (sentire)
and understand (intelligere) as perfections of being.(31)
It is in this latter case that a emotion can participate in reason and other
goods of being.

The appetitive faculty and its emotions are not purely passive. Their limited
passivity involves receptivity of knowledge about the world and what attracts or
repulses us. The emotions involve a type of activity as well, for they imply
corporal changes and serve as principles of action (STh I-II, q. 22, a.
2, ad 2). Through an
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emotion, the external agent has two effects on the patient.(32)
First, it gives the form, which we call complacency and love. Second, it yields
the movement that results from the form (which we call desire). There is also
joy that results at the attainment of the desired goal. This tripartite
structure of the most basic form of sensitive appetite, the concupiscible (in
the sense of “desiring”), involves movement from the source (agent) to
the receptive patient, who then in his own way moves toward (or returns to) the
source. Within this overall framework of love, the emotions can have positive or
negative influences on further cognition and affection. For example, hope can be
a positive influence that helps to focus a person’s attention and can be
conducive to action (STh I-II, q. 44, a. 4). Moderate fear, likewise,
can cause solicitude, disposing one to take counsel, and can focus attention,
thereby being conducive to working well. Excessive fear, on the contrary, can
negatively influence cognition and agency inasmuch as it disturbs reason and
thus hinders action. The emotions can indirectly influence attention by
distraction (when they attract toward or repulse from an object in the case of
pleasure and pain) and by impediment (when the will follows imagination or
practical reason in focusing inordinately on an object).(33)










C) Where Does Aquinas Situate Christ’s Passions?





After the positive approach Aquinas takes in his treatise on mankind (Prima
pars), and his treatise on the emotions and their place in the virtues (Secunda
pars), one might expect him to treat Christ’s passions among the questions
pertaining to the consequences of the hypostatic union in his treatise on
Christ.(34) However, even after affirming the
complete integrity of the “animal” side of Christ’s human nature,
Aquinas in the Summa
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treats the passiones among Christ’s co-assumed defects.(35)
This placement seems curious because of Aquinas’s well-known, but not
uncontroversial, affirmation about the potential positive development of the
sensitive appetite as the subject of the moral virtues.(36)
In particular, affirming that moral virtues can reside in the sense appetite and
that emotions can be virtuous is novel and notably distinct from the Franciscan
school of St. Bonaventure.(37) Although these
two thirteenth-century friars agree that the primary act of moral virtue is
expressed in the intellectual power through choice (electio),
Bonaventure holds that virtue is only possible in higher reason (ratio),(38)
while Aquinas argues that the subject of moral virtue is the sensate appetitive
power and its operations inasmuch as they can participate in reason, as we will
discuss later.(39)

What can we make of Aquinas’s placing Christ’s passions among his co-assumed
defects? The notion of passio as a “defect” needs to be
understood as an affirmation that sets the soteriological stage. It entails
neither that Christ’s emotions represent moral deficiencies per se nor
that they are inherently evil operations. Rather, it entails that his passiones
involve, at one level, limitations and the capacity for his human organism
to exchange what is fitting for what is not—that is, his capacity to hunger,
suffer, and die. In the wake of various denials of the
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passibility of Christ (esp. Hilary of Poitiers),(40)
Aquinas needs to underscore the possibility and psychosomatic reality of
Christ’s physical pain and psychological suffering. If Christ cannot suffer and
die then salvation cannot be gained by his death, his Passion. Nonetheless,
Aquinas distinguishes the physical passibility of Christ from the emotions of
the sensitive appetite. The latter concern the type of passiones that
belong to the perfections of Christ’s human nature.

As a basis for understanding Christ’s human nature, emotions, and psyche (we
might say a Christological psychology), Aquinas— in his scriptural commentaries
and in the Summa Theologiae— treats Scripture as a normative and
necessary authority.(41) He addresses sacred
Scripture in the light of patristic sources,(42)
Peter Lombard and other medieval authors, and a modified Aristotelian
philosophical anthropology. By assuming true human nature, Christ possesses a
true human body and a passible intelligent soul, which are united by the
substantial form (the soul).(43) This unity is
of utmost importance for Christ’s human affectivity. The rational soul is the
form of the body and the principle of every human operation, including sentient
powers and activity, even before the more complex capacities of reason and will
express themselves or “emerge” through maturation. For Aquinas,
mankind is made in the image of God and the Holy Spirit’s work of justification
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(redemption and sanctification) renews that image.(44)
Thus, the divine person has a human nature with all that is distinct to it,
including growth, but always informed by grace. As Aquinas says: “Christ is
the true God in Divine Person and Nature. Yet because together with unity of
person there remains distinction of natures … the soul of Christ is not
essentially Divine. Hence it behooves it to become Divine by participation,
which is by grace.”(45) Be-coming divine by
participation, that is, by habitual grace (in the case of Christ’s human soul
and of ours), respects certain anthro-pological truths about human faculties and
their operations, in Aquinas and in Pinckaers’s understanding.(46)
By a dispensatio, Christ was both comprehensor and viator.
As the divine Word of God, he had beatific and infused knowledge that were
complete. As possessing human nature, he furthermore had properly human
knowledge and virtues that grew through experience and over time.



 



II.
Sin, Grace, and the Movements of the Emotions









A) “Fomes Peccati” (Spark of Sin) in Christ?





Returning to the treatise on mankind for a moment, we find that the serenity of
Aquinas’s discussion of the sensitive appetite
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is broken when he considers the effect of original sin (STh I, q.
96). In the condition of original justice, the inferior powers of the soul of
Adam and Eve were in harmony and subject to reason and will. The gift of
original justice permitted their embodied emotions, will, and reason to serve
each other in truth and goodness. In the postlapsarian condition (i.e., without
the supernatural gift of original justice) however, the inferior powers of the
sensitive appetites are no longer naturally in harmony with or subject to reason
and will in the same way.(47) They have been
wounded and are not yet fully restored.(48) The
two exceptions to this state are Mary (STh III, q. 27, a. 3), who had a
special dispensation from the fomes peccati, and Christ.(49)
Aquinas confirms that “Christ had grace and all the virtues most
perfectly” (STh III, q. 15, a. 2). Because of this highest
perfection of virtue in Christ the fomes of sin never existed in him.

Even though Christ neither committed sin nor suffered its effects, it is
helpful to compare our experience of the emotions to his. To do so, we can ask
how the fomes peccati influence human nature and at what level they
involve a resistance of the sensitive appetite to reason.

Because of the fomes peccati, the diverse sensitive appetites suffer
a tendency to seek their own goods independent of the other appetites,
independent of reason and will, and independent of our ultimate good (beatitude
with God).(50) According to Aquinas, “the
very nature of the spark of sin [fomes peccati] [is] an inclination of
the sensual appetite to what is contrary to reason” (STh III, q.
15, a. 2). These effects of original sin remain
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even after baptism, flagging human nature and disrupting one’s affective life
(STh I-II, q. 82, a. 3, ad 2). On a more optimistic note, without
denying the lingering effects of sin, Aquinas says, “the flesh naturally
seeks what is pleasing to it by the concupiscence of the sensitive appetite; but
the flesh of man, who is a rational animal, seeks this after the manner and
order of reason.”(51) He thus maintains
that it is not proper to the sensitive appetites to lust (i.e., to desire in a
way against the order of reason). However, the potential of virtuous appetites
is realized consistently only with grace. Christ serves as the exemplar. Even
though “the rebellion against reason by the irascible and concupiscible
cannot be wholly removed by virtue”(52) in
the rest of mankind, the interior powers of the sensitive appetite (1)
“have a natural capacity to be obedient to reason” (STh III,
q. 15, a. 2, ad 1), (2) can use the “rational will to check individual
inordinate movements,”(53) and, even more
so, (3) can, through virtue, rewrite a rational ordering in these appetites. As
Aquinas concludes: “it is plain that the more perfect the virtues are in
any man, the weaker the ‘fomes‘ of sin becomes in him” (STh
III, q. 15, a. 2).



 



B) Spontaneity and Reasonable Emotions in Christ?





As I indicated at the beginning of the essay, the Gospels pre-sent a vivid
account of Christ expressing emotions rather freely, even spontaneously. A
modern rationalistic (or spiritualist)
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approach to Christian ethics downplays such accounts, seeking to affirm that
Christ always directly commanded his emotions. Aquinas’s position is more
nuanced in this regard. In addressing the naturalness and spontaneity of
Christ’s sensitive and intellectual appetites (orexis) within the purview of
reason,(54) Aquinas’s position sits between two
extremes: (1) a romantic notion of spontaneity (spontaneous emotions as the
highest good) and (2) a distrust of the capacity of mature moral virtues to
direct the emotions responsibly. Pinckaers has shown how centuries of Catholic
casuist manuals have treated the passions only in the context of impediments
against voluntariness, and therefore as evil.(55)
Today some thinkers will say only that emotions are neither good nor bad.
Aquinas and the Catechism of the Catholic Church agree, but only
insofar as they consider emotions as a “natural genus” or natural
capacity (like the capacity to act itself). Both Aquinas and the Catechism,
however, affirm that emotions need to be considered from a moral point of view,
inasmuch as they engage reason and will.(56)

The question then becomes, can there be a spontaneity that is not irrational
but rather a sign of embodied intelligence? In this regard, Pinckaers has
labored to reinstitute a deeper understanding of responsible spontaneity in the
moral-spiritual life, not only at the level of the Gifts of the Holy Spirit, but
also as a characteristic of moral virtue.(57) He
follows Aquinas in identifying three characteristics of perfect virtue, namely,
connatural ease, promptness, and joy that come with perfect
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virtue.(58) The freedom for excellence, as he
says, “is developed through the virtues that enable us to act with
excellence, ease, and joy.”(59)

As I mentioned earlier, Aquinas’s treatment of the emotions was original in
identifying the emotions or the movements of the sensitive appetite (orexis) as
the seat or subject of moral virtue inasmuch as they participate in reason.(60)
Aquinas, in his nonrationalist and nonvoluntarist approach, affirms that the
moral virtues are “essentially” in the emotions.(61)
He nonetheless admits that the emotions have their own type of participation in
reason, a dialogic (nondespotic) sort that involves a limited autonomy, unlike
the types of movement of the body that are subject to direct (despotic) control
of the rational soul (e.g., moving one’s own hands or feet).(62)
Yet the emotions are not only in dialogue with the rule of discursive reason.
They are also naturally moved by sensation, imagination, and the evaluative
sense. An emotion’s participation in reason involves its proper (well-ordered)
movements that do not become idle but rather through moral virtue become
fashioned toward proper acts and the agent’s final end (within a unity and
interconnection of the
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virtues).(63) This type of rationality by
participation is not possible in other nonrational bodily capacities (although
there can be another type of habitus instilled in them).(64)
Thus, emotions can enjoy a natural dynamism, an active “derivation” (derivatio)
of the intellect (reason and will).(65)
Aristotle says that the sensitive appetites are informed by moral virtues. In
the fully virtuous person, the temperate and the brave person, the sensitive
appetites “speak, on all matters, with the same voice as the rational
principle.”(66) They listen to and obey
reason, being persuaded through “a tendency to obey as one does one’s
father.”(67) Aquinas says that the
operations of sensitive powers are “rational by participation”
inasmuch as they “naturally obey reason.”(68)
Moral virtue makes the sensitive appetites “execute the commands of reason,
by exercising their proper acts. Wherefore just as virtue directs the bodily
limbs to their due external acts, so does it direct the sensitive appetite to
its proper regulated movements [motus proprios ordinatos]” (STh
I-II, q. 59, a. 5). What is the proper well-ordered movement of the sensitive
appetite for Christ?

Aquinas affirms that Christ exercised the plenitude of human nature and
operations. However, given his sinless condition, he did not experience the
emotions as we do (STh III, q. 15, a. 4). He willed his body to
experience everything that we know except
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sin. Thus, as Aquinas says in his Compendium of Theology:
“Christ permitted each of his lower powers to be moved by its own impulse [proprio
motu], in keeping with what was suitable for him” (Comp. theol.
I, c. 232). In the Summa Theologiae, he says: “Christ’s flesh
naturally desired [naturaliter appetebat] food, drink, sleep, and other
such things with his sensitive appetite, after the manner and order of right
reason” (STh III, q. 15, a. 2, ad 2). The Gospel of Matthew (Matt
26:37), furthermore, says that Christ “began to be sorrowful and
troubled.”

As already indicated, it is not universally accepted in ethical theory that
the movements of the sensitive appetite can express the order of right reason.
In regards to sorrow, especially, the Stoic does not admit that such sensual
movements can be morally good. The rationalist, on the other hand, does not
admit that such a sudden movement could be morally adequate—at best it is
morally neutral—because in order to be reasonable the movement of the sense
appetite must explicitly and temporally follow a command (imperium) of
reason. Against such Stoic and rationalist views, Aquinas holds that
“sudden sensual movements” (subitus motus sensualitatis) can
have a licit object and therefore not be sinful.



 



C) First Movements and Antecedent Emotions in Christ?



Aquinas resolves the conundrum of emotional spontaneity in Christ by
distinguishing first movements of the sensitive appetites from secondary
sensitive appetitive movements produced by intellectual reflection and volition.
All movements of the sensitive appetite are types of love (or related therein
secondarily and indirectly, as in the repulsion of evil and danger). They
“tend towards good and evil, as to their proper objects” (STh
I, q. 20, a. 1). Aquinas specifies these two types of emotion according to their
origin. The first type of emotion (passio corporalis) proceeds from
bodily alteration (passio as a type of reception), sensation (via the
external-primary senses), and perception (via the inner-secondary
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senses, including the memory and imagination).(69)
It is naturally moved by the prediscursive adjudication of the evaluative power
and the natural inclinations, that, by an act of “particular reason,”
instantaneously compares particular intentions perceived in the sense object.
Thus, the person first discerns objects of love, pleasure, danger, and the like.(70)

A second type of emotion (passio animalis or passio animae)
starts from the intellectual part of the soul (reason and will).(71)
This more complex movement of the sense appetite springs from: (1) the
reflective awareness of the object of emotion and (2) the adjudication of
discursive reason. The sensitive appetite is shaped (through a dialogic and
nondespotic type of influence) by acts of moral discernment, choice, and command
(the virtue of pru-dence). Emotions consequent to such discernment participate
in the moral act of practical reason and will. These emotions are essential for
complete moral action,(72) actually rendering it
more praiseworthy,(73) and facilitating its
completion (STh I-II, q. 44, a.
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4). Well-ordered emotions increase the goodness of an act, as for example
when we choose both to aid a poor person and to feel mercy for him. The passion
of mercy serves both as a sign of the intensity of the will and as a chosen
self-motivator to act (STh I-II, q. 24, a. 3, ad 1).

Both these types of emotion would seem to play their own part in an integral
life of emotional virtue. However, due to unwitting or rationalist tendencies
that pit rational command (imperium) against virtuous emotions,
Aquinas’s “antecedent-consequent” distinction has become an occasion
for misunderstanding. He makes this distinction in several places, for example,
in the Summa Theologiae (STh I-II, q. 24, a. 3, ad 1) while
asking “whether emotion increases or decreases the goodness or malice of an
act.”(74) In order to affirm that an act
precipitated by emotion alone does not suffice as a complete moral act, Aquinas
distinguishes emotions whose sources either precede or follow deliberation
(discernment) and free rational choice. However, this article is often read as
teaching that any emotion, besides one that comes from free rational choice (imperium-electio),
clouds the use of reason.

There are two bases for the misunderstanding: translation and interpretation.
A questionable translation of the text about how antecedent passions relate to
the judgment of reason reads: 



First, antecedently:
and thus, since [cum] they obscure the judgment of reason, on
which the goodness of the moral act depends, they diminish the goodness of the
act; for it is more praiseworthy to do a work of charity from the judgment of
reason than from the mere passion of pity.(75)
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The translation of the Latin cum in a causal sense, instead of a
temporal-conditional sense (“when,” or “inasmuch as”),
counters Aquinas’s teaching on the way in which moral virtues habituate the life
of emotions. In this passage, Aquinas is not referring to every emotion that
precedes an act of reason and will. Rather he is referring to an antecedent
emotion that overpowers the will or blinds reason. Aquinas repeatedly argues
that inasmuch as emotions can come to participate in reason, through habituation
they become more fine-tuned, object-directed and reasonable (though not
discursive) movements of the soul.

The interpretation problem is as follows. The fact that it is more
praiseworthy to act “from the judgment of reason than from the mere emotion
of pity” does not mean that the assistance of such an emotion (as rendering
people more attentive to the plight of their neighbor) diminishes the
praiseworthiness of the charitable act. A criteria and safeguard is that the act
be done out of a charitable judgment of reason and will. Aquinas is neither
referring to every emotion that precedes an act of reason and will nor negating
his extensive discussion of the positive potential of habituated movements of
the sensitive appetites. Rather, in a technical sense, he is referring to a
disordered “antecedent” emotion that overpowers the will or blinds
reason or is simply followed slavishly by the will.(76)
Indeed, he affirms that there are good emotions that precede the judgment of
reason.(77)

Aquinas’s mature reflection moreover gives principles to adjudicate morally
first emotional reactions. He affirms that “every sin depends on the
judgment of reason, since even the first movement of the sensuality [primus
motus sensualitatis] has nothing sinful in it, except insofar as it can be
suppressed by reason.”(78) He denies that
unelicited movements of the appetite are venial sins, unless they are gravely
disordered (imperfecti motus in sensualitate) and can be controlled,
such as a “first movement
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of concupiscence, in the genus of adultery, and the first movement of anger,
in the genus of murder, and so in the genus of envy we find sometimes even in
perfect men [viris perfectis] certain first movements, which are venial
sins.”(79) The distinguishing feature of
venially sinful first movements is that they involve an inordinate object that
is not suppressed when it could be.

If “sometimes even perfect men” fall prey to such venially sinful
passions, how is Christ immune? This question leads us to focus on whether the
emotions in Christ lend themselves to developmental growth and moral virtue
(infused or acquired).(80)



 



III.
Development and Virtue in the Passions of Christ?









A) Dispositions in the Passions of Christ





Time and again in the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas says that Christ was
“full of all virtue.” This fullness flowed from grace,(81)
but although Aquinas correlates grace and virtue, he does not equate them
essentially. Grace pertains to the essence of the soul, while virtues pertain to
its power. “As the powers of the soul flow from its essence, so do the
virtues flow from grace.”(82) Christ’s
perfection of grace is the source for his fullness of virtue, perfecting his
human soul’s powers and their acts. The superior
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expression of grace and virtue in Christ does not mean, however, that his
virtues are irrelevant for our consideration, but rather indicates “that he
had [virtues] most perfectly beyond the common mode” (STh III, q.
7, a. 2, ad 2). Christ enjoyed a sublime degree of virtue that has been called
the “virtue of the purified soul.”(83)

Did Christ’s fullness of virtue, however, extend to the level of his emotions
so that he possessed perfect (acquired) moral virtues? In order to respond to
this complex question, we must first recall that Aquinas’s mature description of
a perfect acquired moral virtue puts it essentially (per se) in the
emotions.(84) Nonetheless, he also holds that
“according to their origin and beginning, they are in reason and will,
because choice is the principal act of moral virtue and it is an act of rational
appetite.”(85) The moral virtues, which are
found in the irrational part of the soul, render the irrational part of the soul
obedient or responsive to reason (STh III, q. 15, a. 2). This is
convincing if we understand that Aquinas distinguishes virtuous dispositions
from virtuous acts (dispositions as virtues from acts as virtues). As moral
dispositions, the moral virtues are essentially in the sense appetites
(participating in the ordering of reason and will in a dialogic way). As moral
acts, they must respond to a direct act of intelligent choice, which is the
“principal act of moral virtue.” Therefore, a first movement of the
sensitive appetite taken without reference to discursive reason
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cannot be considered a virtuous act, a virtue in the full sense.(86)
For example, “pity” or “mercy” is said to concern: (1) the
first movement of the sensitive appetite based on a prerational cognitive
judgment of particular reason or natural inclination (insofar as a habitus
disposes a person to bestow pity reasonably), (2) a second or consequent
movement based on rational ad-judication about the moral means to help the
person in need (insofar as that emotion of pity obeys discursive reason), and
(3) an external act based on reasoned choice about the adequate means to meet a
person’s needs (an act of mercy). Aquinas thus attributes moral virtue to the
sensitive appetite, in a limited yet essential way. He says that an emotion as a
“natural inclination to a good of virtue is a kind of beginning of virtue,
but is not perfect virtue” (STh I-II, q. 58, a. 4, ad 3). It is a
positive influence on moral action, as in the initial sense of measured fear of
a truly fearful situation or the first movement of pity concerning a person in
objective need.

Aquinas insists moreover that emotions are virtues “insofar as the
interior movements of the appetitive faculty are principles of external
action” (STh I-II, q. 41, a. 1, ad 1; cf. I-II, q. 22, a. 2, ad
2). Even the first movements press toward some further act. For a moral habitus
to be a perfect act of virtue, it must be accompanied by “right reason,
which rectifies a choice of fitting means towards the due end.” Aquinas
combines Platonic and Aristotelian positions when he affirms that moral virtue
“inclines man to that which is according to reason … but also it needs
to be joined with right reason.”(87)
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Such is Aquinas’s description of man’s situation. But does this tripartite
distinction and the idea that emotions are principles of action apply to
Christ’s emotions?



 



B) The Propassions and the Moral Perfection of Christ





In his question on whether Christ’s soul was passible (STh III, q. 15,
a. 4), Aquinas identifies three ways that the emotions were in Christ, who
exercised true human affection, in a true human body, and a true human soul.
First, in moral consistency, his emotions never attached themselves to an
unlawful object. Second, in principle, his emotions never forestalled rational
adjudication. “All movements of [his] sensitive appetite were ordered in
accord with the disposition of reason.”(88)
Third, in effect, Christ’s emotions never deflected his reason and will from
doing what was right. These three qualifications make Christ’s emotions utterly
good.

It seems that these three characteristics of Christ’s emotions apply not only
to his consequent emotions, but to the first movements of his sensitive appetite
as well. For instance, in speaking about the second characteristic Aquinas says
that it concerns “every movement of the sense appetite,” inasmuch as
the first movements of the sense appetite present to reason an ordered movement
(involving an appetitive appraisal of the intention of the thing). The movement
gives a new awareness for the discernment of reason (the adjudication of the
virtue of prudence). Indeed, reason must work within the unity of the person and
not simply focus on the first movement of sense desire. This affirmation becomes
clearer in the test case concerning whether there was sorrow in Christ (STh
III, q. 15, a. 6). In Matthew 26:37, we read that Christ “began to be
sorrowful and troubled.” Following St. Jerome’s commentary, Aquinas says
that Christ displayed “propassions” instead of the type of passion (passionem
perfectam) that deflects reason’s proper work or
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substitutes itself for the judgment of reason. A propassion has two
characteristics: it begins in the sensitive appetite but does so in a way that
is in accordance with “the disposition of reason” (STh III,
q. 15, a. 4). Such propassions designate first movements of the sensitive
appetite that inform (based on the prediscursive judgment of the evaluative
sense), but do not overpower discursive reason. Aquinas explains how they can be
reasonable. An experience of sorrow concerns certain secondary goods that
pertain, for example, to the body or exterior things. The wise man can be
sorrowed by these things without disturbing his reason. Christ was rightly
sorrowful and troubled at the realization that he would be killed. However, he
was sorrowed as a propassion, without troubling his reason.(89)



 



C) Virtue in the Emotions of Christ?





In the Tertia Pars, question 34, article 1, Aquinas acknowledges that
Christ was sanctified from the first instant of his conception, as attested by
John 1:14: “We saw His glory … as it were of the Only-Begotten of the
Father, full of grace and truth.” The Word of God sanctified both the human
body and the human soul of Christ, so that his obedience and charity might
fulfill the Torah and the Temple.(90) What does
this unique condition mean for his emotions and his growth in moral virtue?

Certain perfections of Christ were established from the first instant of his
conception: holiness (STh III, q. 34, a. 1), spiritual perfection,
intellect and will (STh III, q. 34, a. 2), and so on. The perfection of
such dispositions was “attained not by making progress, but by receiving it
from the very first” (ibid.). Aquinas recognizes that this type of first
act is exercised in the power, specifically as the disposition of the power to
act.(91) The operation,
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however, which is the ultimate perfection considered as a second act, is
elicited from the power’s disposition. Thus, Christ was per-fect, yet he grew.
He was perfect of disposition from the first, yet he grew through his acts, such
as when he spontaneously and freely willed to accept death in order to atone for
humankind’s sins.(92) In addition to assuring a
meritorious atonement, this possibility for free agency and growth highlights
Christ’s fully human nature.

The temptations of Christ give Aquinas another occasion to discuss the
cotemporality of spiritual perfection and growth. Christ willed to be capable of
temptation for four reasons: to strengthen us against temptations, to ensure
that no one may think himself safe or free from temptation, to give us an
example of overcoming temptation, and to make us confident in his mercy (STh
III, q. 41, a. 1). The perfection of Christ meant that he experienced temptation
from an outward suggestion, rather than by disordered flesh (STh III,
q. 41, a. 1, ad 3); that is, his disposition was always pure and ordered to his
ultimate goal. Moreover, he overcame the temptation not by simple brute force,
but by righteousness and in deed (STh III, q. 41, a. 1, ad 2). Christ
thus grew, manifesting new and even greater acts, true to his mission. Christ
was also made perfect in suffering his Passion and death (Heb 2:10).

Aquinas affirms that “the emotions were in Christ otherwise than in
us” (STh III, q. 15, a. 4; cf. III, q. 15, a. 6). What man has to
build (personally in order to overcome the fomes peccati) and rebuild
(in relation to original justice) through the reign of the moral virtues was
established in Christ from his conception at the level of disposition, but grew
throughout his life through acts.(93) Christ was
full of grace (John 1:14) in the highest degree and as to all its effects,
regarding both dispositive power and operation (STh III, q. 7, a. 9;
III, q. 7, a. 12). The Gospels describe Jesus Christ as growing in knowledge,
wisdom, and grace (see esp. Luke
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2:52).(94) Aquinas, correcting his early
writings and the common opinion of the early thirteenth century, explored the
implications of Christ having a true human nature in the development of his
human knowledge, will, and moral virtues.(95)
There is no doubt that Christ’s humanity (i.e., his body-soul composite)
progressed in physical maturity. Nonetheless, since Christ was perfectly
disposed from his conception, he did not progress in the habitus of
wisdom and grace per se. Rather, he made progress in the works and effects that
he realized (STh III, q. 7, a. 12, ad 3). With a perfect disposition,
Christ did greater works of wisdom and works of grace with his increase in age.
He acquired human knowledge by discovery in addition to his infused divine
knowledge (STh III, q. 9, aa. 1-4). He also advanced in the exercise of
his human will,(96) which at least once
manifested a natural resistance to the repugnance of death before he could say
“not my will, but thine, be done.”(97)
As Aquinas says, he did ever
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greater (more perfect) works “in order to prove Himself true man, both
in the things of God, and in the things of man” (STh III, q. 7, a.
12, ad 3).

The development of moral virtue involves the sanctification of Christ’s
emotions. While these were holy from the beginning, only through his life and
death can they express a new holiness that was won through emotional experience,
suffering, and obedience. The realism of his Incarnation assures that Christ’s
full humanity assumes everything essential to human nature, including the
sensitive appetites and the ensuing movements of the emotions and temptations.(98)
However, the internal harmony of his human acts involves the obedience,
spontaneity, and freedom that are typical of charity and the New Law of grace.(99)
By consent of his divine will and without sin or moral compromise, Christ took
on a true human nature with all its natural affections (STh III, q. 21,
a. 2) and was susceptible to the defects of mortality (and other passions such
as hunger and thirst), as well as the perfection and the sanctification of love
that are acquired through experiencing the emotions of joy, compassion, just
anger, and even the repugnance of death. These emotions are natural to human
nature and imply defect neither of knowledge nor of grace (STh III, q.
14, a. 4), nor passivity in the Godhead nor compromise in the divine will.(100)
Finally, it is fitting within his perfection of nature, grace, and virtue for
Christ to develop his human faculties also at the level of emotional
dispositions, both as first movements and as emotions consequent to his rational
command. His harmony of all the movements of the emotions with human reason and
will is
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a model for human affective, moral, and spiritual development, a supreme
model of perfection and the sanctification of love.(101)
Although this harmony is unique in its origin, it points to the three stages of
growth in charity that involve the grace of the Holy Spirit (STh II-II,
q. 24, a. 9).



 



Conclusion



We can now return to our initial question about spontaneity in virtue.
Pinckaers has pinpointed Aquinas’s attentiveness to the types of spontaneity in
human emotions and virtue. There is potential goodness and evil in
emotions—both as spontaneous first movements, prior to discursive reason and
will, and consequent thereto. A spontaneous emotional movement (be it positive
or not), however, demands both rational adjudication and engagement of the will
in order to verify the accuracy of its end, to determine fitting means to attain
it, and to bring about complete action. Pinckaers has moreover argued for the
recovery of attentiveness to the spontaneity of the Holy Spirit in the New Law,
whose origin is external, but whose working is internal to human nature and
action. The different types of morally good affective spontaneity (both of
emotion and of will) do not rule out the need for discernment and growth (the
virtue of prudence) nor does the need for discernment and growth rule out
spontaneity. Believers seek to progress in moral development through charity by
discerning what is true and good in their spontaneous affective movements and by
trusting the instinctus of the Holy Spirit in following Christ, who
reveals man to himself (Gaudium et spes
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22). Pinckaers affirms that such “virtue implies an aim and thrust
toward perfection, which cause us to transcend spontaneously the lowest
demarcation between the allowable and the forbidden and to become engaged in an
ongoing effort to grow and develop.”(102)
Saint Paul and Aquinas use the image of the mature spiritual person (Rom 8:4) to
explain the type of spontaneity and surety that the life of the Spirit offers in
the form of its Gifts and the theological and infused moral virtues.(103)
A believer’s development toward maturity in charity demands active participation
in prayer, sacrament, and justice (under the direction of the New Law) as well
as work in self-discipline (with the aid of the Decalogue) and progress in
virtue (with the aid of the Beatitudes and the Sermon on the Mount).(104)
As the fulfillment of the Law and the Prophets, Jesus Christ offers the model
throughout.

In the renewal of moral theology, Fr. Pinckaers has offered a confident model
that turns to the scriptural, patristic, and magis-terial sources and to
Aquinas’s thought in order to clarify a central tenet in Christian moral
teaching. In following Christ and being lead by the Holy Spirit, a spiritual and
moral spontaneity is tightly linked to discernment, prudential judgment, and
right action. Throughout his writings, from the first years to his last,
Pinckaers brought to bear in moral development the goal of “excellence,
ease, and joy.” A more coherent treatment of Aquinas’s teaching on the
emotions, the will, and the instinctus Spiritus Sancti permits a deeper
understanding of the spontaneity, development, and virtue active in the emotions
in Christ and the type of consistency made possible through grace for the
believer.
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THE DEATH OF Fr. Servais Pinckaers, O.P., has left the world of moral theology
without one of its leading lights. His work in moral theology centered on the
recovery of Thomas Aquinas’s perennial wisdom as it concerns the nature and
destiny of the human person. He was widely known as a ressourcément
rather than as a systematic theologian. His own substantive proposals were
appreciably different from those of the ressourcément theologians of
the nouvelle théologie, both in regards to subject matter and in
regards to certain central governing intuitions, above all about the proper
interpretation of the principle “grace does not destroy nature but perfects
it.” Nevertheless, he shared with them the conviction that the further
theology moved from immediate consideration of its normative sources, the more
unhealthy its developments were likely to be. He certainly knew the necessity of
rigorously scientific systematic theology and appreciated the insights offered
by the more metaphysically recondite approach to the writings of Aquinas taken
by the Thomistic commentatorial tradition. His own genius, however, was to make
his proposal through the vehicle of historical exposition. This recovery of
Aquinas was to be achieved through the discipline of reading Aquinas through the
lens provided by his sources rather than the lens provided by his commentators.
Pinckaers was convinced that Aquinas’s sources, most fundamentally the
Scriptures, but also the Fathers and, of course, Aristotle, had an idea of moral
teaching that was fundamentally different from that provided by modernity.
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If the moderns, beginning with William of Ockham, set the stage for
considering moral teaching as chiefly concerned with the detailing and defense
of moral obligations, the ancients were agreed in seeing moral teaching as
chiefly engaged with setting out the authentic paths to human happiness.
Pinckaers shared this conviction with the ancients and likewise the conviction
that this path is essentially the path of virtue. Furthermore, as the telos
of moral instruction is practical the teaching on virtue has to be accessible.
Though Pinckaers recognized that there are distinctions that must be made with
speculative rigor—for example, the distinction between the freedom of quality
and the freedom of indifference—they were drawn out only to provide accessible
help to the man or woman searching for authentic human happiness.





I. The Neglect of Paraclesis/Paraenesis





Pinckaers placed great weight on the ancient genre of paraclesis or
exhortation as a mode of moral instruction. Several factors influenced him in
this regard: his reverence for the authentic sources of Christian ethics; his
conviction that the Scriptures are normative for the faith (and that they are to
be read pace the Fathers in a “realist” fashion, and are in
no way the private preserve of professional exegetes); his conviction that moral
theology is, above all, about the search for authentic human happiness; his
conviction that this search is integrally tied to the acquisition of virtue; and
his conviction that discussions of virtue must be intelligible to the man or
woman of today. Regretting that paraclesis is not as esteemed as it
should be by modern ethicists he wrote: 



It is now considered
as a minor, unimportant genre useful only for people who are aiming at
perfection. It is sharply distinguished from a duty-driven morality or ethic,
and is given the name paranesis to indicate that it is optional. Once
again, the mistake is a serious one, for exhortation seems to have been the
characteristic mode of apostolic moral teaching. If we are faithful to the
primitive Christian vocabulary, we will replace paranesis, a term very
rarely used, (three times only: in Luke 3:18 and in Acts 27:2 and 22) with paraclesis,
which indicates an earnest exhortation. We may think of it as a technical
term in St 
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Paul, for he often
uses it to introduce moral teaching in his letters. For example “Think of
God’s mercy, my brothers, and worship him, I beg you” (Rom 12:1 See also
Phil 2:1; Eph 4:1 and 1 Peter 2:11). Paraclesis puts us in a
relationship with God that has passed beyond legal justice to mercy. It is the
most appropriate mode for the apostle when he is transmitting the doctrine of
the Lord’s mercy to his disciples, who have become his brothers and whom he
addresses with the tenderness of a father. He does not give them orders as if
they were servants, for he has already opened their hearts to love. He exhorts
them by word and example, as his brothers and friends.(1)



In the course of this article I will show that paraclesis
completes paraenesis. Yet as Pinckaers notes, the latter is the term
preferred in contemporary literature to speak of moral exhortation. James
Gaffney offers a preliminary description:



The noun ‘parenesis’
and the adjective ‘paranetic’ … derive from the Greek verb paraine
meaning “I recommend, or advise.” The corresponding noun parainesis,
was adopted from Greek rhetorical vocabulary by biblical scholars to refer to
all general exhortations of an ethical or practical nature.(2)



What has become known as the “Lund definition” offers a more
precise definition. A group of researchers from the Nordic coun-tries met at a
conference in Lund, Sweden, 25-27 August 2000 at the “Oslo conference”
to discuss a broad range of issues pertaining to the style and substance of
moral exhortation to be found in the Graeco-Roman world, specifically Christian
instances of moral exhortation, as well as the functions such exhortation played
in the ancient social world. The issue of definition was not easy to resolve but
at the conference in Lund a tentative though detailed definition of paraenesis
was proposed as follows. 



Paraenesis is

1. a heuristic
modern term used to describe

2. a text or communication in which

3. a person of authority, A. addresses

4. a party, B. who shares A’s basic convictions about the nature of reality and
God,
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5. in order to
influence B’s behavior in the practical (“ethical”) issues of everyday
life and possibly

6. in order to strengthen B’s commitment to the shared ideological convictions
in 4,

7. where A. may incorporate traditional ethical material, and

8. where A. may employ some or all of these literary devices:



a)      
brevity of style (e.g. precepts, lists)



b)     
 the Haustafel

c)     
antithetical statements (not “a”
but “b”)



d)     
 the offering of examples to be imitated.(3)



A year later at the Oslo conference a somewhat more compact, less detailed,
and perhaps narrower definition was offered. The “Oslo definition”
states that “Paraenesis is (a) concise, benevolent injunction that
reminds of moral practices to be pursued or avoided, expresses or implies a
shared worldview, and does not anticipate disagreement.”(4)

It is clear that this sort of genre
exists in the Scriptures. Granted that there is not a universal consensus
concerning the “paracletic canon,” when Pinckaers considers examples
of paraclesis he cites:



Romans 12-15. The Christian life is presented as a liturgy, a spiritual
worship we give to God by offering him our bodies and our persons within the
body of Christ. We have become Christ’s members through baptism and his charity
animates us.

1 Corinthians 12-13.
After having discussed a series of “cases of conscience”, solved
mainly in their relation to Christ and having to do with incest, appeals to
pagan courts, fornication, etc., chapters12 and 13 give us the hierarchy of the
gifts of the spirit. These are ruled by charity, which binds together the body
of Christ, the Church and inspires all the other virtues, ministries, and
charisms.

Galatians 5.
A description of the spiritual combat, in which the flesh is opposed to the
fruits of the Spirit, of which charity is the first.

Ephesians 4-5.
An exhortation to unity in one Body and one Spirit and to the putting off of the
old man to be reclothed in the New Man,“created in God’s way, in the
goodness and holiness of the truth.”

Phillipians 2:1-17 and 3:1-4, 9.
An exhortation to imitate the sentiments of Christ in the humility and obedience
of the cross in order to share in his glory, 
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and to become imitators of St. Paul,
stretching forward on his course to win the prize of the knowledge of Christ
Jesus.

Colossians 3:1-4, 10.
An exhortation to live a life hidden in Christ, to put on the new man, “a
new self which will progress towards true knowledge the more it is renewed in
the image of its creator.” (Notice too, in Colossians and Ephesians, the
two great initial hymns describing the mystery of Christ, given for Christian
hope and contemplation: they show us our destiny in the divine plan.)

1 Thessalonians 4-5.
An exhortation to holiness and vigilance while awaiting the day of the Lord, as
children of the light, in imitation of Christ, who lives anew in our fraternal
imitation of him.

We should also note in their entirety; The
Letter of James, the First Letter of Peter recalling the Sermon on the Mount,
the First Letter of John, with its great themes of light, sin and the world,
charity and faith.(5)



It is obvious from this list that we are faced with a highly significant
literary genre with crucial implications for Christian life.



 



II.
Paraclesis and Moral Norms



Pinckaers thinks that the lack of attention to the
paracletic texts in the Scriptures can be traced to the preoccupation of
moralists with the specification, justification, and defense of moral norms or
obligations. This preoccupation causes them to relegate questions about
happiness, the virtues, or growth in perfection to that nebulous realm of
quasi-theological discourse otherwise known as spirituality.(6)

It is well known that Pinckaers spent
the better part of his life patiently combating the absolute distinction
sometimes drawn between spiritual theology and moral theology. For Pinckaers, a
moral theology grounded in the human being’s search for authentic happiness will
indeed have much to say concerning moral norms and obligations. However, what is
said about such matters is always contextualized within the more fundamental
concern for elucidating the virtues and the exercise of the gifts of the Spirit
as authentic paths to happiness. These surpass in 
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urgency and excellence the merely
obligatory dimensions of our moral life as a response to God.

Thus the reason for the neglect of paraclesis
is seen to be a preoccupation with norms and a consequent neglect of what
later ages would call spirituality. I wish to develop Pinckaers’s account a bit
here by claiming that, given the presupposition that moral theology is chiefly
about moral norms, one would be bound to conclude that paraclesis is
fundamentally derivative and not originative of moral knowledge.

Some help here is afforded by the
distinction between formal and material norms. Formal norms enjoin the qualities
belonging to a good person and are thus often articulated in the language of the
virtues. Examples would be “Seek justice,” “Be chaste,” etc.
On the other hand, material norms always specify and enjoin the objects of right
actions or specify and place under interdict the objects of wrong actions. The
categories good/bad have to do with persons while the categories right/wrong
have to do with actions.

If the language of paraclesis
is translated into the language of moral norms the norms enjoined would be
formal rather than material. These norms touch upon the deepest mystery of the
human person, which is his or her openness to God. Paracletic norms enjoin the
modes of goodness belonging to the human person in his or her formal
availability to the divine mystery. In the language of proportionalist authors,
paracletic norms resemble transcendental norms while categorical norms are in
fact material norms.

Nevertheless, unless one is committed
to an absolute separa-tion between formal norms and material norms (and no
proportionalist author advocates such a radical separation) one must concede
that one becomes a “good” person precisely by doing the
“right” thing. Formal norms are only realized as material norms are
fulfilled. The good is dependant upon the right—or, to say the same thing
another way, paraclesis does not so much independently convey knowledge
of the right to be done as it imparts encouragement and motivation to become
good by doing the right that is already known to be right (i.e., known from 
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human reason, commonly shared moral
experience, etc.). Hence specifically Christian paracletic norms are both
formally and materially derivative and therefore of only secondary interest to
the Christian ethicist. The clear implication of all of this is that, in such a
view, the event of revelation itself adds nothing substantive to our moral
knowledge.(7)

But surely a more reasonable point of
departure for a moral theologian is to claim that the event of revelation is in
fact constitutive of our knowledge of God and therefore likewise
constitutive of our knowledge of a fitting response to him. Moral knowledge for
a theologian acting as a theologian and not as a moral philosopher is not
independent of the event of revelation. Rather the moral knowledge that we
surely and truly acquire as reflective human beings, as social beings, as
historically situated beings, is transposed (not annihilated) as the
implications of the event in which God communicates himself and the mystery of
his will to us unfold, and becomes the subject of rational and systematic
exposition.

It must be emphasized that the notion
of revelation includes both the divine self-communication and the action of God
that moves a human being to accept that self-communication.(8)
Furthermore, the latter is a true knowing act which is also essentially
transformative. God’s self-communication to human beings attains its proper end
in the transformation of human life. The Word of God is effective.(9)

Paraclesis as
the word of God serves this transformation. I would suggest two principal ways
in which paraclesis furthers the metanoia that the gospel
brings. The first is that paraclesis furthers the noetic healing of the
human person that is brought about by faith by enabling the human person to
grasp the behavioral 
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implications of the paschal mystery of
Christ. The second is that paraclesis by building up the unity of the
Body of Christ in charity helps create the necessary setting in which such
teaching can be effectively heard, heeded, and thus enabled to function as
revelation.



 



III. Paraclesis and the Healing of the Mind





Paraclesis is rooted in
the special form of knowing that is faith. Faith itself is a form of noetic
healing, the need for which implies that something has gone askew in human
rationality. It is possible to treat this question from the perspective of the
necessary limitation of any creature, however excellent and integral its
condition be, and to conclude that even in an unfallen world human nature would
require the elevation of grace and the human mind would require the gift of
faith before a personal union with God could be secured. In a fallen world we
have all the more need to hope for and claim in faith a noetic grace which is at
one and the same time elevating and healing.

The noetic grace offered by the gospel
is, of course, the wisdom of the Cross, offered in opposition to the wisdom of
this world. Pinckaers considers these contrasting wisdoms in an article entitled
“Aquinas’s Pursuit of Beatitude.”(10)
In this article he considers the apostolic paraclesis offered by St.
Paul in the First Letter to the Corinthians. The standards of worldly wisdom are
first put to flight by the wisdom of the Cross. “In fact, St. Thomas
explains, the preaching of the Cross of Christ, the object of faith, contains
truths that seem impossible to the eyes of human wisdom, for example, that God
should die, that the all-powerful one should be subjected to human
violence.”(11) According to the Letter to
the Romans, the masters of this age should have been able to rise to certain
knowledge of the creator by the consideration of his works.
Since human wisdom was pleased to rest in the corruption of lust and idolatry,
God had to reform this 
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wisdom,
teaching through the “folly” of the cross the wisdom that could be
apparent only to faith.(12) What follows is the
movement of return in which human standards of reason and goodness are allowed
their full if transfigured status.

Paracletic speech, far from being a
derivative form of moral wisdom, reveals its full evangelical originality in the
context of the exposition of the cross of the Lord. Pinckaers writes:



After having
presented to his readers the mystery of the Cross of Christ in all its
starkness—Christ “who, though he was in the form of God … emptied
himself … and humbled himself and became obedient unto death, even death on
a cross”—he gives them the following advice as a consequence of their
faith. “Finally, brethren, whatever is true, whatever is honorable,
whatever is just, whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is gracious, if
there is any excellence, if there is anything worthy of praise, think about
these things.” (Phil 4:8-9 RSV)(13)



 



To be sure, faith as a form of human rationality presupposes the real
possibility of the mind’s coming to know truth. Were this not possible, there
would be no power in the mind capable of bearing the healing. There is no total
degradation of human nature and its attendant specifying powers; if there were,
it would remove the possibility of renovation in the grace of God. Pinckaers, as
much a disciple of St. Augustine as St. Thomas, reads the Scriptures with the
problematic relationships between grace and nature, faith and reason, in the
foreground of his mind and (being of an irenic rather than polemical theological
tempera-ment) strives to honor the legitimate claims of both.

Nonetheless, there is reason to suppose that the pressing issue for Paul was
not an abstract discussion of doctrine concerning the possibilities of graced or
ungraced human reason in discerning moral truth. From that perspective the First
Letter to the
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Corinthians could be seen as an aggressive assertion of the sovereignty of
divine revelation over against the pretensions of human reason. Yet the basis
for the divisions in the Corinthian Church seems to have been not divergent
doctrinal positions on the relationship between faith and reason but differing
and equally false criteria used to justify ecclesial and social prominence.(14)
“I belong to Apollos,” “I belong to Cephas,” “I belong
to Paul,” “I belong to Christ,” are not slogans signaling
coherently divergent interpretations of the gospel. Rather, they are slogans
signaling the presence of self-inflated camps, each striving for status, worth,
public acknowledgment, and ecclesial approbation. The divisions appear to have
been between competing members of diverse social strata in the Corinthian Church
and therefore between factions all equally thinking “according to the
flesh.” The need for acknowledgment and status creates idols which are
“needy and compulsive and which require full adherence in order to grant
validation of one’s status, worth and position.”(15)

In this context Paul’s mode of
preaching and the tone he establishes fit the substance of his message exactly.
Paul refuses to locate himself in a war over social geography. Instead he
writes:



When I came to you
brothers and sisters, I did not come proclaiming the mystery of God to you in
lofty words or wisdom. For I decided to know nothing among you except Jesus
Christ and him crucified. And I came to you in weakness and in fear and much
trembling. My speech and my proclamation were not with plausible words of
wisdom, but with a demonstration of the Spirit and of power, so that your faith
might rest not on human weakness but on the power of God. (1 Cor 2:1-5)





There seems to be a connection between noetic disability and sin. In the Letter
to the Romans (1:18ff.), the failure to know the true God through the signs of
himself that he left in his creation is not treated as a simple failure to draw
a proper conclusion— tracing contingent effects to their necessary cause. It is
not a
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matter of defective logic. It is a question of rebellion, one of the most
malignant effects of which is an incapacity for and an ever-increasing aversion
to the truth about God and the truth about the order in creation reflecting
God’s wisdom.

This linkage between noetic disability and sin indicates that sinners as such
do not see the world in its true light. This can take on the form of doctrinal
disparagements of creation, which leads to proto-gnosticism or something of the
sort. It can also take on more particularized and social forms—which led, for
instance, to the divisions of the church in Corinth, caused by envious mis-perceptions
concerning one’s true status and place in the world.(16)

Mark McIntosh notes the development of
this Pauline theme in some of the desert Fathers:



These writers taken
together suggest what it might mean to share in the mind of Christ, to heal and
awaken human rationality, from grasping and jealous habits of mind by flooding
the whole person with the light of the limitless divine abundance that is in
fact the very ground of the mind’s activity. Persons whose entire existence has
become attuned to this abundance no longer understand anything “according
to the flesh,” as Paul puts it; that is they no longer understand reality
in terms of a fundamental lack, compelling all to anxious self seeking, but are
instead awake to the endless mercy of God’s giving life.



Just by way of
setting the scene, consider the following observation from Evagrius;
“Spiritual fat is the obtuseness with which evil cloaks the
intelligence.” Behind this conviction, I believe, lies the thought that
reality is in fact inaccessible to minds that have fallen into certain
debilitating convictions… . To draw an initial implication, this might mean
that faith would have an ascetical function, setting the reason free from ugly
yet hypnotically self-gratifying illusions about others.(17)



These “ugly yet hypnotically self-gratifying illusions about
others” are part of that destructive dynamic that St. Paul would call
thinking according to the flesh. The flesh for St. Paul is not, as is well
known, simply the inherently physical dimension of human life. Rather it
represents the incurably self-aggrandizing dimension of human life which
necessarily finds expression both within—in the sanctuary of the destructive
fantasies of the human heart—and
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without—in the bustling and ceaseless jockeying for position and advantage
that characterizes “the world.” The flesh is human life as it is
helpless to transcend its own need. It is therefore incapable of pleasing God
because it is in itself incapable of imaging God’s absence of need and his
consequent mode of love which, vis-a-vis creatures, is necessarily selfless and
agapetic. The flesh takes cognitive and affective form in the eight logismoi
or thoughts, or, in the language handed down in the Christian West, the Seven
Deadly Sins.(18)

Reasoning according to the flesh can
be disguised, diluted, mitigated. However, it remains a noetic toxin; it does
not contain within itself the possibility of its own cure. As long as we are in
the flesh we reason according to the flesh. Reasoning according to the flesh can
be put to death by only by faith and participation in the paschal mystery of
Christ. The desert Fathers would describe the healed and faith-filled mind of
one who has died to the logic of the flesh as a mind of “dispassionate
understanding.”(19)

The process begins with the
realization that the Cross is an event of revelation. That is, the Cross reveals
to the human mind dominated by logismoi that the author of all reality
is not himself so dominated. The hymn quoted by Paul in the Letter to the
Philippians (2:6-11) specifically concerns itself with Jesus of Nazareth not
deeming equality with God as something to be grasped at or clung to. Instead
revelation offers us an image of Jesus forsaking his own proper privilege and
taking the form of a slave—the lowest of the low—and embracing the cruelest
and 
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most degrading death that the ancient
world could inflict. Surely it is this example that Paul has in mind when he
contrasts the wisdom of this world with the wisdom of God. The wisdom of God
displayed on the cross puts to shame—that is, publicly discredits—the wisdom
of the world which is dominated by the needs of the flesh.(20)

How does paraclesis further
the noetic healing brought about by faith? It does so, first of all, by spelling
out the behavioral implications of the revelation of the paschal mystery. If God
has revealed himself as self-sacrificing love manifested on the cross, then his
disciples must manifest the same mystery in their own lives.

Paul is able to apply this mystery
even to such apparently mundane details as the question of eating meat
sacrificed to idols. He acknowledges the “freedom” of the
“stronger” members of the Church in Rome to consume such fare (so
there is no question of an immutable moral norm) and yet they are called on to
imitate the example of Christ who freely gave himself in sacrifice by
sacrificing their “rights” in the interest of the salvation of their
“weaker” brothers and sisters. Paraclesis furthers noetic
healing by detailing the paths of the imitatio Christi.

In addition to this, it must be said
that noetic healing depends upon a coterminous healing of affectivity. The logic
of the flesh is as persuasive as it is because the mind is afraid of the
malevolent powers that so often seem to hold sway over the affairs of this
world. Disciples live in between the times, and while the Kingdom has already
arrived in the person of Jesus his victory over sin and death is not yet
publicly and inescapably manifest. The language of paraclesis is the
language of consolation. Paraclesis assumes this victory and
prophetically consoles the 




  
  

  


page 102

disciples by recalling to their minds
the teaching (and thereby the actual saving presence) of the Lord and thereby
strengthens them in patient endurance and in love of their fellow disciples as
they persevere in the imitation of Christ.

It is clear that such consolation is
integrally linked to ecclesial solidarity. Prophetic consolation is directed
first of all to the Church as a whole because it is as his risen body that the
Church receives his life; it is as his risen body that it can effectively
proclaim the illusory nature of thinking according to the flesh; and it is only
as his risen body that it can model in its communal life what redemption and
progressive sanctification look like. For this reason, paraclesis
furthers noetic healing because in furthering communion in the Church it helps
provide corporate and not merely individual testimony to the quality of life
that the whole world is called to. It is to this paracletic function of
ecclesial edification that I now turn.



 



IV. Paraclesis and the Edification of the

Church in Charity



The death of Christ on the cross is
only saving, of course, in view of his resurrection. Francis Martin writes:



The fact that Jesus
is risen from the dead makes of his humanity, in all its historicity, the
transcendent fulfillment and prime analogue of all God did in the past and the
exemplar and instrument of what he does now. We have contact with that humanity
through faith and, as transformed by the power of the resurrection he is the
“new and living way” that gives us access to the Sanctuary. (Heb
10:19-22)(21)



What would it mean to say that the risen body of Jesus Christ is “in all
its historicity, the transcendent fulfillment and prime analogue of all God did
in the past”? If we understand body to imply a physical mode of
communication and therefore of rela-tionship and if we understand
“fulfillment and prime analogue of
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all God did in the past” to be about God’s fidelity to his covenant,
then somehow Christ’s risen body is the holy place of relationship enfleshing
both the Father’s deathless fidelity to his Son and the deathless fidelity of
the Son to his Father. Jesus is raised forever into that act of fidelity and his
risen body is the radical principle behind our access to it as well. This
relationship which obtains between Jesus and his Father is only saving for us if
we have access to it. Paul is clear that we do have access to this relationship,
which is to say that we can share in it, through faith in the gospel preached.
We are given the spirit of adoption which truly is the principle behind
“the renewal of our minds.” The “renewal of our minds”
consists in the freedom for the imitation of Christ and the freedom to use his
cross and resurrection as the pattern for all of our actions.

It is clear that the “renewal of our mind” is not accomplished in
isolation. Rather, if we are raised with Christ we are raised into his risen
body and this means that we are raised into a network of relationships which
themselves are taken up into the unity of his body. Paraclesis teaches
an essentially ecclesial morality because it presupposes that the hearers of the
moral exhortations are included in the risen body of Christ. This inclusion in
the body is what ultimately grounds confidence in the boundlessness of the
divine generosity shown to us. Being free of the terrors of sin because of the
divine forgiveness shown to us in the cross, and being (in principle if not yet
in accomplished fact) free of the terrors of death because of Christ’s
resurrection, believers are free of the tyranny of thinking “according to
the flesh” and are therefore free of the ruthlessness of the competition
that marks the life of the world. Freedom from thinking according to the flesh
makes it possible for the renewed mind to “discern what is good and
acceptable and perfect.” Paraclesis as moral instruction finds its
origin and root not in the commonalities of human nature or in socially
normative summations of moral experience but in the freedom afforded by grace to
the human person who finds in the body of Christ, the Church, his or her native
land in which the logic of the flesh no longer holds. Paraclesis is the
mode of
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instruction that is appropriate and efficacious for this charity-infused
world as well as a mode of instruction that presupposes it.

In fact, much of the paracletic canon is found in teaching concerning the
unity of the body of Christ. For example, the great hymn to love in 1
Corinthians 13 is the climax of a discussion of the gifts of the Spirit. Here we
see Paul wrestling with the truth that even the charismatic gifts can be used as
an occasion for boasting and hence for thinking “according to the
flesh.” He finds his solution in the principle that the charisms are
themselves ordered to the unity of the body of Christ and are hence subordinate
to it. Saint Thomas in his commentary on this chapter distinguishes between the
graces gratis datae, which are gifts of the Spirit which are not given
to everyone and which do not imply the personal indwelling of the Spirit in the
person who exercises them but only in the Church as a whole for whose sake they
are given, and the graces gratum faciens, which do realize such a
personal and saving presence of the Spirit in the believer and which are
identified with charity.

In this context Aquinas makes three points. The first is that there is indeed
a hierarchical ordering of the Church according to gifts received. Those who are
dedicated to an active life (the “feet”) are subordinate to the
prelates (the “hands”), while the noblest activities in the Church are
the discernment of truth by the doctors (the “eyes”) and the reception
of the truth from them by all disciples (the “ears”).(22)
The second is that these gifts are interdependent. The higher callings and gifts
cannot operate without the humbler ones. Just as in the life of the body the
hand needs the ear and the eye the feet, so in the body of the Church the
contemplatives need and could not survive without the active members. Farmers,
for instance, though they are compared to a hidden and humble organ of the body
(the intestines), are, in fact, indispensable and are even more necessary in the
Church “than those who give themselves to contemplation and to wisdom for
the Church’s adornment and perfection.”(23)
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The third point is that all of these
gifts, whatever their relative ranking in dignity, find their point and
fulfillment in charity. Pinckaers writes:



Aquinas devotes his
commentary on Chapter 13 to charity, which is inseparable from the grace gratum
faciens and offers us a higher and more perfect path than all of the
charisms. St. Paul demonstrates it in three points: (1) charity is necessary for
no gift suffices without it; (2) it is the most useful, since through it we
avoid every evil and acquire every good; and (3) it is permanent, because it
never comes to an end. We would add, in this same perspective, that through
charity all the members of the Church, with their own functions, collaborate and
unite for the good of the whole Body, which is the Church; charity also infuses
in all the virtues their unity of action.(24)



The hymn to charity is often used (for example in otherwise secularized
wedding celebrations) as a generic piece of moral wisdom whose appeal does not
depend upon its being placed in its immediate social and theological context.
Yet the hymn is only truly understood by those who see in it the only possible
antidote to the “wisdom of the flesh” (on full display in Corinth in
the competition over the charisms) and by those who see charity as an
ever-present resource available to the believers not through their own native
moral capacities but through their acceptance in faith of the wisdom of God
displayed in the cross of Jesus. This wisdom of God is on full display not in
the solitary and existential wrestlings of faith with the pretensions of a
solitary and idolatrous mind, but rather in the community of the Church, in
whose ordered and charitable relationships one can, under the influence of
grace, discern both the uselessness of thinking “according to the
flesh” and the joy and freedom of minds at last capable of discerning what
is acceptable and good and perfect.

The effects and aims of paraclesis are the same as its setting. Paraclesis
as the word of God furthers and fosters the mind’s liberation from destructive
fantasy by both describing and (since it is the Word of God) effecting those
normative patterns of relationships that are fitting to those who belong to each
other as brothers and sisters in the Body of Christ.
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CONCLUSION



In this paper I have attempted to explore Pinckaers’s abiding conviction that
paraclesis is the privileged mode of moral instruction for the disciple
of Christ. He believes that paraclesis is undervalued by moral
theologians today because of a misplaced emphasis on norms and obligations as
the proper matter of moral teaching. If one searches the moral teaching of the
New Testament with the goal of setting forth an exhaustive catalogue of
exceptionless material norms, then the results of such a search are bound to
seem paltry, derivative in origin, and thus lacking in interest. However, if one
changes ones presuppositions about the nature of moral instruction and sees that
authentic moral teaching guides one along the path to happiness, and that the
indispensable way to happiness lies in the acquisition of the virtues, then
language which both instructs about the nature of virtue and provides the
motivation required to begin the discipline of its acquisition is language of
the first importance. Paraclesis, the language of fraternal
exhortation, is just such a language.

I have suggested that paraclesis works in two principal ways. The
first way is that of furthering the noetic healing wrought in essence by the
gospel. Paraclesis presupposes that the “wisdom of the flesh”
has been discredited by the wisdom of the Cross and that the pattern of selfless
love displayed by the Savior is now available to the believer thanks to the
action of the risen Christ who sends his Spirit and vivifies the believer with
faith and with charity. The special grace of paraclesis is to indicate
the paths to follow which are in conformity with the realities of the New Age.
It is not a matter of delimiting moral norms otherwise available to the
reflective efforts of disinterested reason. It is a matter of living in the sway
of faith-filled and healed reason, persuaded of the good news that God is
gracious, that God rules the world, and that therefore one can afford to be
gracious according to this same pattern.

The second principle way in which paraclesis works its special
effects is in building up the unity of the Church. To be given the
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grace of faith and baptism is to be reborn not in an original solitude of the
alone before the alone but rather to be reborn into a network of redeemed
relationships. The human efficacy of paracletic teaching presupposes confidence
in these deeply personal relationships engendered in the unity of the risen body
of Christ.

Paracletic teaching can hold the Church together by proffering the
consolation of God in times of sorrow. It can function as an exhortation to
remain united in the teaching of the faith during times of persecution. It can
function as a rebuke to members of the Church, still subject to rivalries and
the wisdom of the flesh, by reminding them that the telos of the charismata
is not the glorification of the one endowed by the Spirit but rather the
upbuilding of the whole Church, and that this upbuilding is more decisively
accomplished by charity than by any graced capacity to realize “signs and
wonders.” Paraclesis has no higher function than to remind us of
this truth and, by the courage and faith it engenders in us, to effect it.



[bookmark: N_1_]1.  Servais Pinckaers, The
Sources of Christian Ethics, trans. Sr. Mary Thomas Noble, O.P.
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1995), 165. 



[bookmark: N_2_]2. James
Gaffney, Matters of Faith and Morals (Kansas City: Sheed and Ward,
1987), 134. 



[bookmark: N_3_]3. Early
Christian Paraenesis in Context,
ed. James Starr and Troels Engberg-Pedersen (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter Pub.,
2004), 3. 



[bookmark: N_4_]4.  Ibid., 4 



[bookmark: N_5_]5.  Pinckaers, Sources of Christian Ethics, 166. 



[bookmark: N_6_]6.  See Servais Pinckaers, “Scripture and the Renewal of
Moral Theology,” in The Pinckaers Reader: Renewing Thomistic Moral
Theology, ed. John Berkman and Craig Steven Titus (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 54. 



[bookmark: N_7_]7.  For an example of this view, see Charles Curran,“The Role
and Function of the Scriptures in Moral Theology,” in Charles Curran and
Richard A. McCormick, S.J., The Use of Scripture in Moral Theology,
Readings in Moral Theology 4 (New York and Ramsey: Paulist Press, 1984), 205-6. 



[bookmark: N_8_]8.  See Francis Martin, The Feminist Question: Feminist
Theology in the Light of Christian Tradition (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1994), 2-3. 



[bookmark: N_9_]9.  Ibid., 17. 



[bookmark: N_10_]10.  Servais Pinckaers, “Aquinas’s Pursuit of Beatitude,”
in Berkman and Titus, eds., The Pinckaers Reader, 93-114. 



[bookmark: N_11_]11.  Ibid., 109. 



[bookmark: N_12_]12.  Ibid., 110: “The teaching method St. Thomas proposes to
us, like that of the Fathers of the Church, includes two moments. The first
consists in planting faith in the disciple as the root of the wisdom of God,
placing it in mind and hearts as a foundation and source of divine truth. Faith
is the acceptance of the preaching of the cross … as a mystery hidden from
human eyes. It is not contrary to reason but rises above it and summons us to
abandon our human reasoning in order to receive this higher wisdom as a sheer
gift of the Holy Spirit.” 



[bookmark: N_13_]13.  Ibid., 111. 



[bookmark: N_14_]14.  See Mark McIntosh “Faith, Reason and the Mind of
Christ,” in Reason and the Reasons of Faith, ed. Paul J.Griffiths
and Reinhard Hütter (New York: T &T Clark, 2005) 123-24. 



[bookmark: N_15_]15.  Ibid., 124. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16.  Ibid., 120. 



[bookmark: N_17_]17. Ibid.




[bookmark: N_18_]18.  See ibid., 126. 



[bookmark: N_19_]19.  The very first of the ten definitions that begin Diadochus of
Photike’s One Hundred Chapters on Gnosis says, “Faith is
dispassionate understanding (ennoia apathes) of God.” Francis
Martin comments: “First, faith is a mental activity; ennoia
implies an insight or an understanding. Second, this is without disordered
emotional accompaniment: apathes and apathea express a notion
dear to early monastic thinking. They describe not a state of unfeeling—Diadochus
insists on this—but a lack of what we would call compulsive thinking, being
dominated by ones emotional complexes. The desire for a tranquil interior in
order to commune with the Beloved led many fervent Christians to an authority
over their ‘thoughts,’ that is, those basic imaginative patterns deriving from
sinful disorders in the personality that in turn give rise to angers, fears, and
lusts and their expression. Although the ideal was first articulated by pagan
philosophers, the Christians saw in apatheia the power of the Cross to
put habit patterns of sin to death” (Martin, The Feminist Question, 31).




[bookmark: N_20_]20.  “The paradox Paul has been able to discern because of the
cross is this: The more the pseudospiritual seek to evade their fears by
assuming a higher status and comparing themselves with others, the more they
remain enmeshed in the idolatry to which fear and rivalry subjects them. The
word of the cross, however, is a word which brings to nothing this mentality
because it is news about God’s action to embrace the very status
(slavery, humiliation and death) that the pseudospiritual most fear. Jesus
accepts this status and, by his death, destroys the power of death to frighten
and dominate those who put their whole trust in God” (McIntosh,
“Faith, Reason and the Mind of Christ,” 129). 



[bookmark: N_21_]21.  Martin , The Feminist Question, 50-51. 



[bookmark: N_22_]22.  See Servais Pinckaers, “The Body of Christ,” in
Berkman and Titus, eds., The Pinckaers Reader, 36. 



[bookmark: N_23_]23.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_24_]24.  Ibid. 









Web server status






The Thomist
73 (2009): 111-27



 



DISCERE ET DOCERE:

THE IDENTITY AND MISSION OF THE DOMINICAN

 HOUSE OF STUDIES IN THE
TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY(1)



 



J.
A. Di Noia, O.P.



Secretary, Congregation for Divine Worship and the
Discipline of the Sacraments

Vatican City



 

 

I.
Learning and Teaching in the Dominican Order



WHEN HE WAS ASKED once to state what rule he professed, Blessed Jordan, the
successor of St. Dominic at the head of the Dominican Order, declared:
“Nothing beyond the rule of the Friars Preachers, which is to live
virtuously, to learn, and to teach” (Lives of the Brethren 4.31).
To live virtuously, to learn and to teach (honeste vivere, discere et docere)—for
Blessed Jordan, it was a phrase that summed up the whole Dominican vocation. For
us today, as we celebrate the dedication of this new academic center and
theological library, Blessed Jordan’s simple phrase can serve as a compact
description of the mission of the Dominican House of Studies: learning and
teaching in the setting of a life of prayer.

It will hardly be news to you—though it bears repeating—that the centrality
of learning and teaching in the Dominican charism derives directly from St.
Dominic himself.(2) Blessed Jordan’s succinct
formula expressed what he had learned from St. Dominic whose experience with the
Catharist heresy in southern France
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convinced him of the absolute necessity of a solid intellectual formation for
his new band of preaching friars.

The link between study and the apostolic aims of the Order was thus clear
from the very beginning. The primitive con-stitutions state: “Our study
must aim principally at this, that we might be useful to the souls of
others.”(3) Blessed Jordan makes this point
vividly when, in his encyclical letter of May 1233, he complains that brethren
who are uninterested in study, “apart from neglecting their own benefit and
depressing their teachers … deprive many people of a chance of salvation,
when they could have helped them on their way to eternal life if only they had
studied properly, instead of being careless about it”(4)
The Lives of the Brethren recount the story of a certain friar in the
early days of the Order who, because he neglected study for the sake of long
prayers and works of asceticism, was accused by the brethren “of making
himself useless to the Order by not studying.”(5)
With his usual clarity, Blessed Humbert of Romans, the fifth master general,
sums it up nicely: “Study is not the purpose of the Order, but it is of the
greatest necessity for the aims we have mentioned, namely, preaching and working
for the salvation of souls, for without study we can achieve neither.”(6)

The centrality of study for the apostolic aims of the Order meant that
learning and teaching could not be left to chance. Successive general chapters
created the organization and structures that would provide a solid institutional
basis—unique at the time—for studies in the Order. They were organized in such
a way that every priory took on the responsibility of structured learning and
teaching in a system that was capped by the establishment of studia
generalia, first in Paris, and sub-sequently at Oxford, Cologne,
Montpellier, and Bologna.(7)
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It is only within the framework of this long tradition that the identity and
mission of a studium generale like the Dominican House of Studies can
be properly understood. The study of philosophy and theology in the Dominican
Order—albeit having an integrity and finality of its own—is nonetheless
intended to form friars who will be “useful to the souls of others.”



 



II.
Learning and Teaching in the Province of St. Joseph:

1805-1905



Exactly one hundred years before the establishment of the Dominican House of
Studies, the Province of St. Joseph itself was founded by Maryland native Edward
Dominic Fenwick and two English friars. Fenwick had received his formation and
education from the English friars living in exile in Belgium since the English
Reformation. Generally speaking, the early 1800s were a catastrophic moment for
religious orders in Europe’s Catholic countries, where they were the victims of
the aggressively secularist policies of Napoleon and Emperor Joseph of Austria.

Bishop John Carroll sent Fenwick and his companions to Kentucky, at that time
the largest Catholic population center in the eastern United States apart from
Maryland itself. So it happened that, for much of its first hundred years, the
province was a missionary and preaching province, founding and caring for
churches in Ohio and Tennessee where the first bishops were Dominicans. There
were few resources available for the establishment of priories that could
support the full range of traditional Dominican life, much less the regular
structures enjoined for philosophical and theological studies in the Order.

It was not the case that the province had been bereft of learning and
teaching during these first hundred years. In fact, the first studium
generale of the Dominican Order in the United States was founded in 1834 at
St. Joseph’s Priory in Somerset, Ohio. But maintaining the characteristically
Dominican program of studies had proven difficult—despite the efforts of the
great Italian Dominican, Eugenio Giacinto Pozzo, who, upon his arrival in
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1841, was appointed the first regent of studies in the Province of St.
Joseph. “Never, before Pozzo, had [the province] known the meaning of
Dominican intellectual training.”(8) Under
his influence, the historic intermediate provincial chapter of 1845 enjoined a
two-year course of philosophy according to Thomistic principles, and a five-year
course of theology to be taught from the text of the Summa Theologiae
of St. Thomas, supplemented by the com-mentary of the Belgian Dominican Charles
René Billuart. The capitular fathers were well aware that their ordinations
would not fulfill all the requirements of the Order’s legislation for a
Dominican studium, but it was the best they could do given the small
number of students as well as the paucity of qualified faculty.

The latter difficulty plagued the province’s program of studies throughout
much of the nineteenth century. For various reasons, provincials were unwilling
to send qualified friars to study in Rome, despite the persistent requests of
the master general, Fr. Vincent Jandel (1850-72). The turning point occurred
during the 1881 visitation of the master general, Fr. José Maria Larroca
(1879-91). He ordered that Brothers Lawrence Francis Kearney and Daniel Joseph
Kennedy be sent to Louvain to receive a solid Thomistic training from the
Belgian Dominicans. Larroca’s initiative prompted a more consistent program for
the preparation of qualified friars for service as professors of philosophy and
theology—essential for the establishment of the intellectual life and
theological formation characteristic of a mature Dominican province.

In effect, the seeds of the present Dominican House of Studies were planted
by Fr. Larroca. Their experience with the Belgian Dominicans provided the vision
and inspiration for Kearney and Kennedy who, upon their return to America, were
determined to provide a properly Dominican form for learning and teaching in the
province with the establishment of a studium generale.
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III.
The Foundation of the Dominican House of Studies

 (1902-1907)



Not until his second term as provincial was Fr. Kearney able to execute this
plan. The decision to erect a new studium generale in Washington, D.C.,
was taken on 2 January 1902 and Fr. Richard Jerome Meaney was placed in charge
of the project. Having taken up residence at St. Dominic’s across town, Fr.
Meaney rode his Rambler bicycle over to the (then) Bunker Hill Road building
site every morning to supervise the work.

We owe to Fr. Meaney the existence of a detailed account of the progress of
the construction from the development of the initial plans, through the
groundbreaking ceremony on 23 April 1903 and the laying of the cornerstone on 16
August of the same year, to the blessing of the new building on 20 August 1905
and, finally, to the dedication of the chapel on 4 February 1907.

At the solemn dedication of the chapel on that Sunday morning, Meaney tells
us, James Cardinal Gibbons presided, along with the Apostolic Delegate,
Archbishop Diomede Falconio (auspiciously, it was felt, a Franciscan), while Fr.
Kearney preached the sermon. Kearney was finally able to give voice to his joy
at the fulfillment of his cherished dream and his gratitude to the friends of
the Dominican Order for their bountiful generosity whom he thanked when he said
in conclusion: “[T]his chapel today dedicated and this building raised to
the honor and glory of God, is the monument of the poor whom we have served
long, silently and faithfully.”(9) A festive
dinner followed the Solemn Mass and, according to Fr. Meaney, “the
refectory was well filled, everything white and clean, the snowy white habits of
the Dominicans contrasting with the brown of the Franciscans and the black of
the seculars and purple scattered through it all; and happiness shining in every
countenance.”(10)
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The learning and teaching of philosophy and theology according to Thomistic
principles in the Province of St. Joseph was finally established on a solid
institutional basis in a true studium generale that could meet all the
requirements of Dominican legislation. As Fr. Kearney declared in his sermon at
the dedication of the chapel: “Here the sons of Dominic will be trained in
piety and learning, walking in the spirit of their vocation, going forth to meet
the needs of the Church in America as priestly scholars, as faithful religious,
as zealous missionaries.”(11)

Moreover, the province had fulfilled the traditional Dominican expectation
that a studium generale be located in the vicinity of a major
university. Cardinal Gibbons—who had since 1890 urged the Dominicans to
establish their studium at The Catholic University of America in
Washington—happily presided at all of the founding events of the new Dominican
House of Studies. For their part, the friars were delighted that, while
maintaining its independence as a studium generale, the Dominican House
of Studies would enjoy a wide range of mutually beneficial exchange and
collaboration with The Catholic University of America.

In the hundred years since its foundation, the Dominican House of Studies has
fulfilled and even surpassed the expectations and the dreams of its founders. It
has turned out to be a dis-tinguished center of learning and teaching in the
Order and beyond. As it reached maturity in the mid-twentieth century, the
faculty commenced publication of The Thomist to provide a forum for
serious philosophical and theological discussion.(12)
The intellectual formation received by the friars at the Dominican House of
Studies led to such widely diverse initiatives as the foundation of Providence
College, the Theology for the Layman movement, and the establishment of
Blackfriars Theater.(13) The parishes and parish
missions conducted by the Dominican friars
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became famous for the quality of preaching and pastoral care that they
provided. Dominicans holding distinguished professorships at Catholic University
and teaching at Catholic colleges throughout the nation insisted on a high level
of theological teaching based Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae as opposed to
the more catechetical approach of the so-called kerygmatic theology.(14)
These teachers also contributed to the cultivation of a potent Catholic
intellectual culture in the United States.(15)

But during this time there were also developments that reshaped identity of
the Dominican House of Studies and redefined its mission without altering its
fundamental character as a studium generale. It is of immense
importance to understand the significance of these developments for the new
century. 



 



IV.
Developments Affecting the Identity and Mission of

 the Dominican House of Studies



A critical moment in the continuing evolution of the Dominican House of
Studies occurred with the relatively calm assimilation of the renewal measures
promulgated by the Second Vatican Council. This development was due, at least in
part, to the fact that during and after the years of the council the faculty and
senior friars in the DHS community and in the province construed the conciliar
teachings as being in essential continuity, rather than a disruption or break
(to use Pope Benedict’s language), with previous Catholic teaching and the
tradition. Although there were difficulties, perhaps especially during the
1970s, the council was generally not experienced as a revolution. Without the
destructive turmoil that had beset some other Catholic institutions and
communities, the fundamental patterns of the Dominican religious and liturgical
life of the priory, as well
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as those of formation and theological education in the Thomistic tradition,
while undergoing necessary adjustments, continued more or less undisturbed.

Two postconciliar trends did affect the Dominican House of Studies very early
on. Cooperation among theological schools and consolidation of Catholic
seminaries came to be seen as desirable and were widely encouraged. Driven by
both ecumenical and educational concerns, the national trend toward cooperation
among Catholic and non-Catholic theological schools led in 1967 to the
foundation of the Washington Theological Consortium, of which the Dominican
House of Studies was a founding member and always an active participant. The
consolidation of Catholic seminaries in Washington proceeded at a rapid pace and
led the Franciscans, the Carmelites, the Augustinians, and other religious
communities with formation houses in Brookland to join together in 1969 in the
creation of the Washington Theological Union (originally known as the Coalition
of Religious Seminaries) as an independent theological school with a unified
curriculum. In order to maintain the prized civil or ecclesiastical
accreditation their schools already enjoyed, the Dominicans, the Oblates of Mary
Immaculate, and the Oblates of St. Francis De Sales declined to join the
Washington Theological Union and instead in 1970 established the Cluster of
Independent Theological Schools.

That the priory and academic community experienced the Second Vatican Council
as a time of renewal in fundamental continuity with the great Catholic tradition
was a tremendous grace—attributable, in the view of many of us, to nothing less
than the protection and intercession of Our Lady. This grace laid the foundation
for the revival and renewal of the Dominican House of Studies of which we are
the happy, if somewhat amazed, witnesses today.

Throughout this period, the Dominican House of Studies retained its
independence and identity—along with a strong conviction that, in the
philosophy and theology of St. Thomas, it possessed a distinctive intellectual
tradition that served well as the framework for teaching and learning within, as
well as for
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engagement with other traditions beyond, its ambit. It was drawn into new
relationships that profoundly affected its self-understanding and day-to-day
operations. The Dominican House of Studies has emerged from this process with a
durable set of interlocking identities that have secured its independence and
thus ensured its capacity to sustain and transmit its distinctive intellectual
tradition.

The studium generale at the Dominican House of Studies emerged from
this period as, at one and the same time, a seminary, an ecclesiastical faculty,
and a theological school. Its fundamental character as a studium generale (according
to current Dominican legislation, a “center of institutional studies”)
is maintained by observance of the legislation that regulates studies in the
Order and in the province (as formulated in the Ratio Studiorum). As a
seminary, the Dominican House of Studies must also abide by the Program of
Priestly Formation (now in its fifth edition) of the United States
Conference of Catholic Bishops. PPF5 incorporates a vast amount of
magisterial and episcopal teaching as it bears on the intellectual, pastoral,
and spiritual preparation of young men for the Catholic priesthood.

In its wider ecclesial identity, the Dominican House of Studies is also
governed by the provisions of the apostolic constitution Sapientia
Christiana (1979) since, on 15 November 1941, the studium generale
here was erected as the Pontifical Faculty of the Immaculate Conception (PFIC)—at
the time, only the second such faculty in the United States after The Catholic
University of America. From that date, the Dominican House of Studies has
operated by virtue of the authority granted to it by the Holy See according to
standards that govern ecclesiastical faculties of theology in the Catholic
Church, and is thus empowered to offer basic and advanced programs of
theological learning leading to the conferral of degrees recognized throughout
the universal church and the international academic community.

In addition, over the course of the twenty-five years after 1970, the
Dominican House of Studies won civil accreditation from the Association of
Theological Schools and Middle States
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Association, first as part of the Cluster of Independent Theological Schools
and now, since the closing in 1996 of Oblate College and De Sales Hall, as a
free-standing faculty of theology. Hence, the programs of study and degrees
granted are recognized by all other institutions of higher education in the
United States and elsewhere.

These interlocking identities—while they naturally create some headaches for
the school’s hardworking administrators—have secured the independence and
distinctive intellectual tradition of the Dominican House of Studies, and at the
same time immeasurably enlarged the scope for its pursuit of the mission to
promote learning and teaching “useful to the souls of others.”



 



V.
St. Thomas Aquinas and the Distinctive Intellectual

Heritage at the Dominican House of Studies



The interlocking identities and new institutional affiliations, along with
the setting of a stable conventual and liturgical life, have enlarged the public
profile of the Dominican House of Studies and prompted a considerable expansion
and diversification of the student body. In addition, the Washington location
affords an unprecedented scope for the exercise of the intellectual apostolate
of the Order. The Dominican faculty of the relatively enclosed studium of
earlier generations could not itself reach such a wide audience as is afforded
by the “free market” of ideas created and sustained by these new
institutional affiliations and identities. Current circumstances permit a
previously unanticipated realization of precisely those Dominican ideals that
inspired the transfer of the studium generale from Somerset, Ohio to
Washington, D.C.

When the studium was still in Somerset, the Province of St. Joseph recognized
that the study of the philosophy and theology of St. Thomas are fundamental
elements of the Dominican intellectual heritage. Throughout its history, the
Thomistic tradition has been significantly, though not exclusively, associated
with the Dominican Order. Indeed, since the end of the thirteenth
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century, the Dominican Order has built its institutional learning and
teaching around the works of St. Thomas Aquinas.(16)
There are many reasons for this, not the least of which is that this tradition
is a natural outgrowth of the Dominican charism with its optimism about the
rationality and fundamental goodness of the created order, its conviction about
the centrality of divine grace and mercy, its realism about the peril of the
human condition apart from the redemptive sacrifice of Christ, its appreciation
of the inner intelligibility of divine revelation, and its resistance to all
purely moralistic accounts of the Christian life. The Dominican House
of Studies has been able to sustain and develop this Thomistic vision over the
years.

The climate of pluralism in which the Dominican House of Studies finds itself
flourishing today has so far favored the articulation of this distinctive
Dominican theological tradition, and has also stimulated the growth of interest
and enrollments in DHS/PFIC programs. An important factor in the attractiveness
of the DHS course offerings will continue to be the vibrancy and relevance of
their presentation of the theology of St. Thomas.

Students who are drawn to the study of Aquinas and who appreciate his
contemporary relevance want the kind of education that DHS programs provide.
Perhaps ironically, the growth of pluralism in Catholic theological education,
although initially unfavorable to the study of Aquinas and Thomism,(17)
now seems indirectly to stimulate interest in this theological and
philo-sophical tradition. The climate of pluralism tends to foster the vitality
of distinctive traditions and to permit them to stand (or fall) on their own
merits.(18) In this climate, the presentation of
Aquinas exhibits a direct relevance to theological and philo-sophical debates in
a way that attracts many students, Catholic and Protestant alike.
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The potential of this modest flowering of Thomism should not be
underestimated. In effect, this magnificent new academic center and theological
library wing is a testimony to our confidence that this is indeed the case.
Small beginnings have marked the start of similar movements in the history of
the Order. Although Catholic circles have been slow to catch on, the interest in
Aquinas manifest here is matched by a definite revival of his thought throughout
the English-speaking world. This develop-ment has provided members of the DHS/PFIC
faculty with numer-ous conversation partners in faculties and professional
societies throughout the nation and beyond.

The recognition that the potential exists here for a distinctive contribution
to the pressing theological, philosophical, and pastoral issues of our time has
led the province to envisage the establishment of a Thomistic institute here at
the Dominican House of Studies. Although still in its planning stages, the
institute would presumably encourage historical and textual studies of St.
Thomas and Thomism with a view to promoting the constructive engagement of this
distinctive intellectual tradition with other traditions in such as way as to
deepen understanding of the great philosophical and theological questions as
they are posed in our time. Precisely this kind of study of Aquinas and the
Thomistic tradition draws a growing number of young scholars into a movement
that has been called by some the “new Thomism.” Building on
nineteenth- and twentieth-century historical research inspired by the Thomistic
revival fostered by Pope Leo XIII, this “new Thomism” seeks to bring
Aquinas and the Thomistic tradition into dialogue with contemporary
philosophical and theological positions.

It is of critical importance to notice that, while these purposes flow from a
deeply apostolic motivation in the Dominican spirit, they have an integrity and
finality of their own. To view one’s life and one’s vocation in the light of the
invitation to Trinitarian communion—as Catholics do—does not constrain human
reason and freedom but opens them out to their widest conceivable fulfillments.
It has been an especially important contribution of
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Dominicans like Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas to show that intellectual
inquiries pursued within the framework of this vision nonetheless enjoy their
own scope. To say that the triune God is the ultimate end of human thinking and
striving is not to exclude other interests and ends, but to order them to the
all-encompassing end of interpersonally shared communion. Applied to
intellectual life, this insight in many ways constituted the charter for
“speculative” philosophy and theology, as well as the authentic
freedom of those who pursue this study.



 



VI.
The Thomistic Synthesis as Basis for Theological

Education at the Dominican House of Studies





It remains true nonetheless that, as we have seen, Dominican “study must
aim principally at this, that we might be useful to the souls of others.”
It is the experience and conviction of the Order that the study of
Aquinas—especially his Summa Theologiae— provides not just an object
of specialized study, but also the basis for theological education itself. It
promotes an overall vision of the Catholic faith that, unmatched as it is for
its intelligibility, comprehensiveness, and integration, precisely makes the
study of philosophy and theology useful to the souls of others.

This approach to the sacred sciences sustains a robust theological realism
through which the student learns that theology is not just about discourse,
or narratives, or texts—and certainly not about the structures of
consciousness—but about the living God and the realities of his saving work.(19)
These features of Aquinas’s synthesis foster in the student a true theological habitus—a
way of thinking about the Catholic faith in its entirety and in its inner
intelligibility. Insisting that the theological virtue of faith involves a
participation in the divine knowledge itself,(20)
Aquinas invites the student to adopt what might be called a God’s-eye-view not
only
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of the created order and the economy of salvation but also of everyday life,
of the course of human history, and of all human inquiries, including the
physical, social, and philosophical disciplines. With Aquinas as guide, the
student gains a working knowledge of how faith and reason interact in achieving
understanding of the truths of revelation, and thus how a theological
perspective can encompass the perspectives of other disciplines—especially
metaphysics—without suppressing them. In a time when fragmentation is
everywhere the bane of theological education, the Thomistic synthesis
presupposes and cultivates the integration of scriptural, historical,
philosophical, theological, and pastoral studies, on the part of both teachers
and students at the Dominican House of Studies.

For Aquinas, the fundamental structure of the economy of salvation is a
Trinitarian one. Just as the Father loves the Son and from this love springs the
Holy Spirit, so, in reverse order, we are transformed by the Holy Spirit in the
image of the Son and thus come to be loved by the Father who sees and loves in
us what he sees and loves in Christ. Thus, the overarching Thomistic theme of
adoptive filiation—participation in the communion of divine life through
conformity to Jesus Christ—permits a profound integration between the mysteries
of our faith and the demands of the moral life. There is a deeply Christian
humanism at work here that affirms the intrinsic link between what human beings
are and what they can hope to become. Created in the image of God, human beings
are meant to grow into the image of Christ. As they become increasingly
conformed to the perfect man, Jesus Christ, the fullness of their humanity is
realized. There is “a finality built into human nature as such, and,
although its realization is possible only with the assistance of divine grace,
this realization is in a real sense continuous with the tendencies and
aspirations of human nature.”(21) A
Christian anthropology—itself tied to Trinitarian theology, Christology, and
soteriology—thus furnishes the basis for moral theology.
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Overall, the Thomistic approach to theology gives students the ability to
reason through the intellectual difficulties and questions that people have and
that can create barriers to their Christian life.(22)
Here the paradigm is St. Dominic himself who argued through the night with a
Catharist innkeeper in order to persuade him to abandon his errors. This
approach presupposes in the student a readiness to seek through study an
understanding of the sorts of questions that typically arise today, to take the
questions seriously, and to guide inquirers to the truths of faith that will
respond to these questions. A person trained in the Thomistic approach to
theology will not prematurely cry “It’s a mystery!” in response to the
questions people raise. Remember Blessed Jordan’s complaint about friars who
“could have helped [others] on their way to eternal life if only they had
studied properly, instead of being careless about it.” Sometimes the
response “It’s a mystery” is just a cover for theological ignorance on
the part of people who should know better. The kind of study that makes itself
useful to others is untiring in its pursuit of an understanding of the
underlying cultural presuppositions—sometimes involving deep confusions—that
block acceptance of the message of the gospel.

It is of considerable interest, in this connection, that some of these
cultural presuppositions are in a sense already familiar to us in their
nominalist sources. Recent authors have sought to identify the pre-Enlightenment
roots of modernity in nominalist theses, particularly those concerning the
primacy of the divine will and omnipotence as well as the nonuniversality of
human nature.(23) Among these cultural
presuppositions, the most intractable obstacles to the acceptance and
understanding of the Christian faith have arisen from typically modern views
with nominalist roots, especially concerning the alleged meaninglessness and
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unpredictability of the universe (especially with respect to evolutionary
processes), the lack of fit between human flourishing and eternal beatitude,(24)
the arbitrariness of the moral law,(25) the
opacity as opposed to luminosity of divine action in the economy of salvation,(26)
the erosion of metaphysics in philosophy and theology,(27)
and the eclipse of the category of “mediation” in speaking of the role
of Christ, the Church, and the sacraments. It is an interesting historical
question why the legacy of nominalism proved more durable than its forceful
Thomistic opponents. But the fact remains that characteristically nominalist
theses, even when only implicitly, have remained influential at key points in
Catholic systematic and moral theology, at the same time that they framed the
agenda for Western thinkers beginning with Descartes.

Other cultural presuppositions—loosely or not at all ascribable to
nominalist influence—can also create barriers to the understanding and
acceptance of the Catholic faith. One thinks of the prevailing subjectivism that
locates all talk about God in the structures of consciousness. Connected with
this is the view that, through consciousness itself, all persons have access to
the transcendent realm, and can give expression to their experience of the
divine in the equally valid forms of sacred literature, institutions and ways of
life that we find arrayed in the world religions.(28)
In the climate created by this pluralism, it becomes increasingly difficult to
affirm the unique role of Jesus Christ and the Church in salvation.
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A formidable obstacle to Catholic moral teaching is posed by the fateful
separation of procreation and sexuality that goes by the name of “the
sexual revolution.” Thus separated from one another, reproduction (as it is
termed) and sexuality have each evolved a whole menu of possibilities that are
claimed by their proponents as offering perfectly legitimate alternatives for
the achievement of self-authenticity—alternatives, alas, that cannot make the
persons who embrace them authentically happy.

The effort to grasp the impact of these cultural presuppositions involves
tireless reading and study. I am reminded of a recommendation from the primitive
constitutions in force during Blessed Jordan’s tenure as master general:
“The brethren ought to be so intent on study that by day and by night, at
home or on a journey, they read or meditate on something, and endeavor to commit
to memory whatever they can.”(29) There is
a great deal of work to be done here. To propose the truth often requires of us
that we be able to understand and to clear up the errors that stand in the way
of its acceptance. The study of St. Thomas—who was famous for his ability to
frame the arguments of his opponents more effectively than they could
themselves—provides a useful training ground for the kind of work that is
needed today for preachers and teachers of the faith.

For these and for many other reasons, Dominicans have come to be persuaded of
the enormous pastoral efficacy of the study of philosophy and theology with
Thomas Aquinas as master and guide. It is to provide a place for this study that
the Dominican House of Studies exists.
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WHEN I WAS A CHILD, during the pontificate of Pius XII, as far as I can remember
it seems that various realities in the Church were more distinct than they are
now. Prayer, and in particular liturgical prayer, was understood as something
very sacred and objective. Even though the priest was not hidden behind an
iconostasis as in the Orthodox liturgy, he was in front of the high altar,
celebrating in Latin, and the faithful joined in that celebration primarily
through their acts of faith. Catechesis was understood to be an intellectual
instruction in which children were required to memorize formulae, such as
catechism answers, or the Creed, or certain prayers, the full meaning of which
the children did not understand, the assumption being that bit by bit,
throughout life, the significance of these formulae would be grasped. Catechesis
was addressed to the mind, which had to adhere to truths that by no means are
obvious. Moral formation was primarily given in the families and, to a lesser
extent, in other social groups, like the school or the scout troop, where,
somewhat like in the catechumenates of antiquity, one entered into a living way
of life, being corrected on the way by the older and wiser so that the personal
moral dispositions, the virtues, would be formed.


  



Page 130

The clear distinction between the supernatural dimension of prayer and
liturgy, the intellectual dimension in faith of catechesis, and the moral
dimension in life allowed for a comprehensive formation of the decisive
components of the personality. It seems that now, these three realities have
become more intermingled. The liturgy is often treated as a moment of catechesis
or as a social gathering, or even worse, as a moment of artistic entertainment.
Moral formation in families and schools has been grossly reduced, and catechesis
seems to focus primarily on “experiences.” The major focus seems to be
on “happenings.” One may wonder, what is the difference between a
World Youth Day, a sacramental liturgy, a catechetical session, or even a mass
demonstration? Everything seems to be addressed to an emotional, colorful, but
ephemeral and transient “experience.”

We need liturgies that go beyond moral and pedagogical instruction and beyond
social celebration, in which the objective, instrumental causality of the
sacramental rites—celebrated in the name of Christ—is accessed through an
active faith.(2) We need an instruction that
forms the mind, supplying clear, coherent, and cohesive concepts, even when they
refer to a mysterious reality that one encounters through prayer, both private
and liturgical. That instruction should furnish the mind, allowing one to have
convictions, to be able to say: “We hold these truths!”, thus offer-ing
a solid structure on which intellectual and moral virtues can be based. And we
need schools of life in which growth in these virtues is nurtured by a living
community. Just as in antiquity mature Christians enabled adult catechumens to
work out the practical implications of the mystery into which they were about to
be immersed, so similar catechumenates run by more experienced Christians need
perhaps to be established, preparing for the grasping of and habituation in the
practical implications of
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the sacraments of baptism and
confirmation, for the fruitful reception of penance and the Eucharist, and for
Christian marriage, just as the Church provides a long and carefully tuned
preparation for the holy priesthood.



 



I. A Few Questions





What is the task of intellectual formation, and therefore of theology in the
Church? Is it to generate a sympathetic climate, to list doubts without ever
solving them, or to help in the acquisition of convictions? It is true that some
people are moved more by poetic language, by story telling, by colorful
“happenings,” and by a careful and sympathetic attention to their
resistances and doubts rather than by a dry exposition of truths. Jesus himself
preached through parables, through immediately recognizable biblical references,
and through his personal charm. But he also used strong and clear language,
making shocking statements that cut across human expectations and social
customs.

There are various approaches suitable
to different types of theology. Positive theology studies how through an
assortment of images and terms rooted in the cultures of the Middle East divine
revelation was disclosed within salvation history, and how in the following
centuries salutary truths have been expressed within changing cultural settings.
Such an intellectual endeavor has its place in the Church. A reflection
therefore on our contemporary culture, or the lack of it, on attractive images
and associations of ideas and on the ways the divine message may be transmitted
through them is an element of the pastoral theology of the Church. But the
Church needs also something more. The articles of faith and their implications
need to be articulated in a precise language, capable of introducing pertinent
distinctions between truth and error, between the supernatural perspective and
natural human effort, even if the grasping of these distinctions requires
openness to the mystery of faith, the support of logic and reference to
metaphysical realities, which to the untrained mind may initially seem distant
and incomprehensible. Speculative 




  
  

  


page 132

theology, as distinct from positive
theology and from pastoral reflections, goes beyond the study of diverse
cultural contexts in which the salutary truths may be inserted and beyond an
effort to charm with an intellectual or emotional atmosphere to the formu-lation
of precise, clear-cut definitions and their presentation in a systematic manner
that is conducive to the holding of convictions. Is this possible? Is it
possible to present the mysterious reality of God and his dealings with us in
precise terms that correspond to the inherent need of the human mind for
clarity? Is the working out of a systematic, speculative synthesis of the
mysteries of faith that many people will have difficulty in grasping, undertaken
in such a way that the mysteries will still remain mysteries and shall not be
reduced to the level of a proud gnostic knowledge, worth the effort?

Coupled with this question is another
one that Dominican friars sometimes raise. Is the prime academic effort of the
Order to be focused ad extra, on people who are on the frontiers of the
Church and either are struggling with difficulty against the truths of faith or
even are completely indifferent towards them? Or should the prime effort of the
Dominican Order be addressed ad intra, enabling believing Christians to
structure their thinking within faith and thereby to mature in their
intellectual and moral virtues? The question of the major focus is one that
certainly has generated strong and differing opinions within the Dominican Order
in the past century and is one that may be posed again on the occasion of the
extension of the facilities of an important Dominican center of studies. Is the
Dominican Order to look more to the world, to those who need to be evangelized,
studying the world’s difficulties in the reception of the gospel, or is the
Order to look more towards Christ and to the mystery that has been revealed in
him, trying to look into all the ramifications of the first Truth that has been
given to us in faith, and thereby assisting those who already have been touched
by the grace of faith in the structuring of their intellectual and affective
lives in accord with that grace? The Dominican Order has been established
“from the beginning for preaching and the salvation 
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of souls.”(3)
Ultimately, reflection on the prime focus of the Dominican Order and of choices
made within the Order needs to be undertaken in the light of Catholic teaching
on the genesis of the grace of faith. How is faith born in the soul? On what
grounds is its existence accepted? How is it maintained and strengthened, and
what are the consequences of the life of faith? 









II. The Genesis of Faith





Happily the question of the genesis of faith in the human soul has been
reflected upon by Aquinas in the light of Catholic doctrine. Christian faith is
not the conclusion of a natural process of reasoning. Philosophical reflection
on God, named “theodicy” in Poland and “natural theology” in
England, cannot generate salutary faith in the soul. If intellectual assent were
to be justified by such reasoning, it would be an act not of faith, but of
knowledge. It is not possible to move from disbelief to religious belief through
the delivery of convincing arguments. This would in fact entail a transfer from
the natural order to the supernatural by natural power. This is impossible. It
also cannot be true that faith is motivated uniquely by an act of the will
simply because the will suddenly wishes the articles of faith to be true. If
that were the case faith would be based on the pure caprice of an arbitrary
will. The other extreme of fideism, which claims that faith does not need reason
because reason is only an obstacle to faith or that contradictory statements of
faith and reason can be held simul-taneously, is unacceptable. Reason is a
natural faculty that has its dignity and needs to be respected as such, even
within faith.

Salutary faith that initiates the
supernatural life within us is a gift of God. Already in the sixth century, at
the Second Synod of Orange, the Church rejected a heresy that ten centuries
later was labeled “semi-Pelagianism.” The first movement of the mind
that 
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adheres to the mysterious revealed
truth is a fruit of grace. The Synod, listing a number of interior acts,
declared:



If anyone says that
mercy is divinely conferred upon us when, without God’s grace, we believe, will,
desire, strive, labor, pray, keep watch, endeavor, request, seek, knock, but
does not confess that it is through the infusion and the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit that we believe, will or are able to do these things, as is required… he contradicts the apostle who says: “What have you that you did not
receive?” (1 Cor 4:7) and also “By the grace of God I am what I
am” (1 Cor 15:10).(4)



Faith is a gift of grace and is to be received as such. The object of the act
of faith is the first Truth that is God. Even though the act of faith is located
partly in the intellect and partly in the will—nobody believes without willing
to do so—the motive for faith, that is, its formal object, is also God. The
content of what is believed in has been disclosed by divine revelation in the
history of salvation and is transmitted by the Church, but in the very act of
the humility of the mind that is faith there is a movement of grace that enables
the mind to adhere to God, for no other reason than God himself, who has moved
the intellect and the will to adhere to him. Faith therefore does not base
itself on any argumentation from outside faith that would be of a lower quality
than faith itself. If such argumentation is used, it is secondary and in time
faith has to be purified from it. Faith is warranted by a direct impulse of God.

This does not mean that the act of faith is absurd or even that it is to be
justified by its absurdity. There is a morality of the intellect. We do not give
facile credence to anybody who may expect it of us. There is room therefore in
faith for the checking out of credibility. Rational arguments from natural
theology and the example of miracles may assist from without, convincing us that
the act of faith is not absurd. They may urge one to give credence to the
witness that has spoken, that is, to God himself. However, the arguments in
favor of credibility, while disposing to
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the assent of faith, do not bring it about. Faith is born of an impulse of
grace. In faith there is assent to truth, not because that truth is convincing
in itself, but in view of the authority of the witness that is God himself. The
ground for credibility is not an objective proof; it is only the result of
pondering whether the truths of faith profit from an authorized witness.

The inclination of the will towards the supreme good that includes the
highest truth disposes the intellect to go beyond its own limits towards the
supreme beatifying truth that is God himself. In accepting that the revealed
mystery begins to inhabit the intellect, the humble intellect is drawn out
towards an eschatological perspective. This interests the intellect, as it
corresponds with its deepest desires, even though they are ineffable. The object
of faith is obscure, but the will is capable of recognizing that it is worthy of
credence. This does not mean that faith imposes a brake upon the intellect, as
if it had no confidence in the attraction of the intellect for truth. Faith is
not a harness thrown upon the intellect. In faith the intellect is aided by the
will in its courageous reaching out towards truth that is beyond the natural
capacities of the intellect, a truth that is received. The next step for the
intellect will be the vision of God, which will be given in the life to come,
and faith urges the intellect to go forward towards that vision, even though at
present the intellect in faith is clouded by obscurity. In this process, faith
offers a greater conviction than knowledge, even the knowledge of philosophical
truths.(5) The acceptance of revealed truths in
faith means that the intellect of the believer constantly has to accept humbly
the contradiction between the inherent need of the intellect for clear evidence
that can be grasped and the fact that in faith the intellect is in the position
of a receiver. This intellectual humility in faith
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takes place not only in the assent to
dogmatic truths but also in the practical functioning of the intellect. Only
when the mind is habituated to include the perspective of faith in its vision is
it possible to engage in courageous acts of charity on the unique basis that is
belief in the immanent and real power of divine grace. In general people find it
easier to accept the mysteries of faith that refer to dogmatic truths; they find
it much more difficulty to believe in the reality of grace and to persevere in
charity recognizing through faith the image of Christ in difficult people and in
complex human situations.









III. The Preaching of Faith ad extra





The Dominican reaching out to those who are on the frontiers of the Church needs
to take into account the reality and the process of the genesis of faith.
“Faith comes from hearing” (Rom 10:17), but the preacher does not
infuse the grace of faith. It is a gift of God. The preacher therefore in his
ministry has to invite the grace of preaching through his own life of faith,
truly believing in the work of the Holy Spirit in the souls of those to whom he
is speaking. Aquinas, as he studied the New Law of the gospel that represents
the summit of the new disposition made possible by the salutary work of Christ,
said that its primary element consists in the grace of the Holy Spirit that is
given to those who believe in Christ. The secondary element of the New Law is
composed of all the teaching that is imparted in the Church, whether orally or
in writing, concerning that which is to be believed in and that which is to be
done. This teaching disposes towards the reception of the grace of the Holy
Spirit and orders its application into all walks of life.(6)
Preaching and teaching in the Church are therefore a constituent part of the New
Law that specifies the Christian dispensation. Without attributing a sacramental
dimension to preaching, Aquinas insisted in this way on the spiritual
disposition of the preacher that is essential for the fecundity of his ministry.
It is in the context of this truth that
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Aquinas made the strong observation
that even the letter of the gospel will kill, if the interior healing grace of
faith is lacking.(7) Christian teaching that is
imparted without a simultaneous moment of faith on the part of both the preacher
and the listener is frustrating, and will be interpreted by the listeners as
such.

In the light of this teaching of the
Dominican doctor, questions concerning the Order’s mission towards those who are
on the fringes of the Church may be answered. The Dominican Order is certainly
to reach out towards those who are far away, whether geographically or
culturally, but without empty hands. The word of the preacher, even though it
may be well attuned to the cultural and intellectual resistances of his
listeners, will never be an attempt to convince, coax or manipulate nonbelievers
towards belief, nor will it be a retreat to the positions of the unbelievers.
The preached word of the gospel will always come as a surprise and as a
countercultural sign of contradiction. It may, nevertheless, be pronounced
because the underlying disposition of the preacher is his faith in the
concomitant power of divine grace, which alone can infuse in the minds of the
listeners the primary intuition of faith, leading towards the living God.



 



IV. The Teaching of Faith ad intra





The mission of the Dominican preacher or teacher does not end here. Once the
grace of faith has been freely given by God, the content of faith, as it has
been revealed by God and passed on in the Church from the apostles, has to be
transmitted and convictions within faith have to be formed. This is already a
task that is undertaken ad intra,
within the reality and the community of Christian faith. Speculative theology,
which is the treasure of the Dominican Order, is conducted within faith. Its
task does not lie in proving of revealed truths, in checking out whether they
are true or even relevant according to some criteria from outside of faith,
whether be they philosophical arguments, ideological,
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sociological or political views, or
intellectual fads. Speculative theology participates in the sacred teaching that
has been disclosed by God. It attempts to present that received teaching in a
cohesive and well-articulated manner, taking into account also those truths that
can be known as a result of philosophical reasoning and empirical research. The
prime intellectual effort of speculative theology however is always within
faith, arriving at the formulation of clear and precise expressions of the
mysteries of faith and manifesting the interior reasonability of these truths.

The specific subject matter of sacred
doctrine immediately demands a different focus of mind than that found in all
the other sciences. This entails an approach that is in stark opposition to the
prevailing mood of the academia. All contemporary sciences begin with the
observation that something is unknown. Then, with the help of some cognitive
method, information is extracted from existing reality, and as a result
something is known. In this method, which has its roots in the philosophy of
Descartes, it is the reason of the knower that establishes the criteria of
knowledge. It is the knower’s methodology, not the known object, that sets the
criteria of truth. In this process the knowing mind is conditioned by its own
presuppositions, suspicions, and limitations.(8)

In sacred doctrine the reverse takes
place. The knower does not begin with a lack of knowledge, but with the gift of
faith opening the intellect towards the first Truth which surpasses the natural
capacities of the intellect and towards the further truths that have been
revealed by God and transmitted in the Church. The task of intellectual
reception and rational reflection does not consist in assessing the truthfulness
of the articles of faith, but in drawing out conclusions from them, perceiving
their interior logic, ramifications, and implications. Checking the validity of
cognitive methods can only apply to the logical processes involved, not to the
subject matter of the discourse, which ultimately has been disclosed by God and
as such is beyond proof 
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and certain. For this reason Aquinas
begins his masterly work by flatly stating without any proof that our salvation
requires that we receive a teaching which is based on divine revelation and not
on the conclusions of philosophical endeavors.(9)
This direct state-ment, which surprises the modern mind, is consistent with the
supernatural reality of faith. Hans Urs von Balthasar could therefore declare:



Each theology in the
Church, as a response to the infinitely free and gratuitously given word of God,
must have the character of adoration, of thanksgiving. In other words, it has to
be a doxology… . we cannot even in a moment transform and reduce the
infinite subject of the [divine] Word into a neutral object of our study.(10)



Aquinas could attribute to sacred doctrine the status of a scientia
because it offers a knowledge, albeit it a knowledge that has been received, in
which therefore the causes are known better than the effects. This knowledge is
certain because it comes from a superior source that is God, and in fact is
based on the scientia of God himself.(11)
We may be tempted to translate the Latin scientia into the English
“science,” but for the sake of clarity it is better to translate it as
“knowledge.” Sacred teaching and therefore theology does not aspire to
the status of information justified experimentally through scientific evidence,
but it has the audacity to view all reality from the highest angle that is the
received knowledge of God.(12) Furthermore,
fully respecting human reason, it studies the internal comprehensibility of
these revealed truths without ever questioning their mysterious origin.

The cognitive effort that scrutinizes
and communicates divine knowledge is to be undertaken in a methodical fashion.
Sacred doctrine is not a chaotic reflection on the contents of faith, nor is 
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it just a flat declaration of the
revealed truths. It studies the text of Scripture and with the aid of precise
notions worked out by philosophy and through reference to the truths that are
known due to the discoveries of natural reason it strives to offer an
understanding of the revealed truths. That is why sacred doctrine satisfies
reason, reason which by nature searches for order in its thought structures.
Reason may fall into error, but we cannot deny reason the right to look into the
contents of revelation and to consciously direct human lives in the light of
these truths. That is why reason undertakes the effort of research within faith
which has received its basic truths from revelation. While the role of
philosophy within sacred doctrine is only ancillary,(13)
theological reason aims for the roots of the received truths and tries to see
not that but how they are true. If it would not undertake this
effort, the truths of faith would only be accepted on the basis of authority,
leaving the mind void of knowledge and understanding.(14)

The main subject matter of theology is
God. Aquinas rejected the opinions of those theologians who claimed that the
subject matter of theology are such themes as the sacraments, redemp-tion, or
the Church. These are interesting topics, but theology, if it is to be a part of
sacred doctrine, deals with God, and if it discusses anything else, it is only
in its respect to God.(15) It is of course
possible to study various themes and ancillary subjects in theology, like the
history of salvation, the history of dogma, 
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biblical archaeology, or various
traditions of spirituality. It is pos-sible to study specific pastoral needs and
ways of responding to them or ethics and the rational justification of moral
norms, but all this is not the sacred doctrine. Sacred doctrine studies God
himself as he has revealed himself, that is, not only God as the metaphysical
cause of everything but the living God, who engages in dialogue with men.

Speculative theology that is born
within faith has a specific maternal function towards faith. Aquinas explained
the finality of this specific intellectual endeavor with a quotation of
Augustine: “We ascribe to this knowledge such cognition that generates,
nourishes, defends and strengthens salutary faith.”(16)
Just as a mother transmits life, nourishes her child, defends it, and
strengthens it, so the offering of sacred doctrine participates in the
transmission of supernatural life given by God, inviting the intel-lect to
persist in the receptive disposition towards God, it nour-ishes that life by
supplying a cognitive synthesis that supports the process of trust and surrender
to God, it defends the faith against accusations coming from the world of
disbelief and the indepen-dent ambitions of reason, and it strengthens the mind
as it is exercised in the constant commerce with the received mystery. The
cognitive effort of speculative theology that scrutinizes the truths of faith
ultimately grants to the mind an interior peace and spiritual consolation, a solatium
that comes from the grasping of the intelligibility of faith.(17)
The mind that not only has memorized catechetical formulae in childhood but has
gone on towards a perception of their interior intelligibility, mutual
cohesiveness, and significance has a solid foundation on which an understood and
well-chosen and creative life of virtues may be based.



Conclusion





Cardinal Georges Cottier sees in the search for various natural and
non-Christian mysticisms in contemporary Western civilization a sign of a
violent rejection of the scientist intellectual
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culture in which there is no room for
wisdom. What is often sought for in the name of wisdom is a speculation on
exceptional subjective experiences. Philosophies following the current initiated
by Plotinus attribute to themselves a transphilosophical but natural finality as
they reach out towards an experience of identification with some one, unique
Absolute. In this there is a fascination with the experience of self and an idea
of salvation that is said to be obtainable as a result of a gnostic
self-propelled cognition. Seeing the keenness and the courage with which some
embark in this direction, Christians who have given up the effort of studying
the riches of wisdom available in Christian theology and have failed to open up
to the Gifts of the Holy Spirit received at baptism ought to be ashamed.(18)
The viewing of all reality through the supreme cause that is the self-revealed
God grants to theological wisdom superiority over all other types of cognition.(19)
It is better to be convinced with a certitude that is based on God about the
most fundamental truths concerning human life, its dignity and divine destiny,
even if this conviction may be articulated in poor formulae and may lack an
extensive explanation, than to have a extensive and experimentally proven
knowledge of some secondary issue, such as the movements within quantum physics
or the biochemical composition of Peruvian spiders. Wisdom, whether at its
lowest level based on metaphysics, or at its higher level based on theological
truths, or at its highest level based on the direct impulses of the Holy Spirit,
marks out the route to supreme happiness in a way that even the most advanced
knowledge of the experimental sciences cannot. Those who capture the deepest
principles of reality and of life on the basis of divine revelation have a more
certain orientation than those who base themselves on the results of empirical
sciences or on fleeting, ephemeral fashions.

The intellectual tradition that
maintains and develops the profound intuitions of St. Thomas Aquinas is a
treasure not only 
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of the Dominican Order, and also not
only of the Catholic Church. It has a mission towards the entire academy.
Aquinas’s stark claim that human salvation requires a teaching based on divine
revelation which surpasses philosophical endeavors has meaning not only in the
context of eternal salvation. Without knowing the finality and sense of human
existence, a destiny that cannot be purely deduced from observable facts,
nothing, not even our intellectual efforts, has sense. All sciences need to be
located within a deeper reference for their labors to be something more than an
illusion or even an absurdity. The word “illusion” comes from ludere,
“to play,” and the word “absurdity” comes from surdus,
“deaf.” We may try to discover or even to impose a meaning on the
cosmos, but that is only our game. The cosmos is deaf to our speech.(20)
Only the Creator of the cosmos, who made his Word heard in the Word that was
made flesh, in Jesus Christ, can grant a meaning to the entire reality and to
human existence in particular. A serious intellectual reflection that is based
on God’s own Word, undertaken in full rigor and respect towards the capacities
of the natural mind offers to all scientific endeavors a necessary, meaningful,
corrective and encouraging framework, watering them all with a wisdom that flows
from above.

The Dominican Order’s ambition to be
seriously present in the center of the intellect’s scrutiny of the God-given
truth, in full union and creative continuation with the Order’s centuries-old
heritage, through a high ranking school located in the vicinity of the
universities of one of the major capitals of the world, but without a blending
with these universities that would deprive the Order’s school of its own
identity and autonomy, is a service of immeasurable value. The apprenticeship of
minds in their adherence to, articulation of, and understanding of salutary
truths will bring fruit not only to the Order, not only to the Catholic Church,
but to human culture at large. I am delighted that at a time when some provinces
in the Order have retreated from this mission, the Province of St. Joseph has
espoused it as her own.
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THE UNDERLYING THEME of this article is the teaching of the Catholic Church on
religious liberty. In order to address this much-contested subject one must
first consider other subjects that are at least as important: the concepts of
conscience, freedom, and rights. In this article, I will contrast St. Thomas’s
understanding of these concepts with the under-standings of the
Counter-Reformation and the Enlightenment, and will argue that St. Thomas’s
understanding is the one that should be adopted. In addition to providing a
necessary pre-liminary to an examination of Catholic teaching on religious
liberty, this discussion will put us in a position to understand the state of
the Church as a whole, and the crisis she has been undergoing not simply since
the Second Vatican Council, but since the Enlightenment.


Examination of these concepts will have to be carried out at some length.
This is because I will be arguing for theses in the line of the nouvelle
théologie, claiming that the nominalist and Counter-Reformation
understandings of these concepts are wrong and damaging, and that St. Thomas’s
understanding of them should be accepted instead. Because St. Thomas’s views on
these subjects are still often misunderstood, and the opposing views remain
well entrenched, the arguments for St. Thomas’s position need to be substantial.
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I.
Conscience vs. Prudence









A) Conscience in St. Thomas


Discussions of conscience usually proceed on the assumption that its basic
features are known and not controverted, or at least not controverted by
morally decent and sincere people. Frequent rhetorical appeals to the rights of
conscience and the inviolability of conscience rest on this assumption. In
fact, however, this assumption is mistaken. The understanding of conscience to
which such rhetoric appeals is not an evident notion that arises from universal
human experience, but is rather the product of a particular philosophical and
theological development. This development, together with the notion of human
freedom with which it is connected, began to be elaborated in the Middle Ages,
and was brought to completion by the theologians of the Counter-Reformation. It
is radically different from the notion of conscience held by St. Thomas, and
the understanding of freedom that it involves is radically different from St.
Thomas’s understanding of freedom. To attain the degree of clarity that we
require about St. Thomas’s understanding and the Counter-Reformation
understanding, it will be necessary to put them in the contexts of the accounts
of human action of which they are parts. This is particularly necessary in St.
Thomas’s case, in order to remove the layers of misinterpretation that have
been imposed on his views by commentators trying to force his thought into the
mold of Counter-Reformation moral theology.


Conscience, according to St. Thomas, is not a power or a habitus,
but an act (STh I, q. 79, a. 13; De Verit., q. 17, a. 1); it
is the act of making a speculative judgment about the goodness or badness of a
particular act of the will. The making of this speculative judgment need not
occur in the course of deliberating about whether or not to do the act to which
the judgment applies; it can be made about actions in the past. This
understanding of conscience is at odds with the notions that conscience is an 
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authority, is “the most immediate giver of moral imperatives,”(1) or is the proximate rule of human acts, with
the divine law being the remote rule.(2) The act
of making a judgment of conscience does not as such give rise to moral
permission or a moral imperative to act, nor does it contain the power to
motivate an action. It is the reasons assented to in the judgment that perform
these functions, rather than the act of making the judgment. As Herbert McCabe
says, “it is not the strength and sincerity of my conviction that the use
of nuclear weapons must always be evil, but rather the grounds for this
conviction, that make it morally right for me to refuse cooperation with any
such use.”(3) On St. Thomas’s view there is
nothing that makes a judgment of conscience closer to an action than
the divine law. It is misleading to think of conscience in his sense as
authoritative or imperative, because the basic act of conscience is a passive
one, in the sense that all judgments about reality are passive: they are formed
in response to reasons and evidence. Moreover, when the content of a judgment
of con-science is known to be true, it is misleading to speak of the reasons
contained in such a judgment being the motivation for action, rather than the
realities this judgment is about being the motivation. Saint Thomas holds that
our knowledge of propositions does not stop short at the propositions known,
but attains the realities themselves that the propositions are about. For such
judgments, it is thus the good itself that is known that ultimately motivates
action.


This passivity exists even in the
case of an erroneous judgment of conscience. Saint Thomas holds that such a
judgment must be obeyed, but this is not (contrary to what many of his
interpreters say) simply because there is something about conscience as such
that demands obedience. It is instead because built in to the notion of making
a judgment of conscience—whether erroneous or not—is the fact that the person
believes something about the act being judged that makes it a good or bad act,
even if the belief 
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is something as general as “this
act is commanded by God.” It is this reason, as believed to be
true, that confers authority on the judgment of an erroneous conscience.
Ascribing moral authority to the judgment of conscience as such is like giving
the act of calculating the answer to a statistical problem a probabilistic
value in itself, which raises the probability of the conclusion arrived at in
the calculation beyond the probability conferred on the conclusion by
the other evidence that the act of calculation takes into account.


Because there are no limits in
principle to the kinds of knowledge that may be needed to establish that
particular actions are good or bad—a doctor will need scientific knowledge, a
civil engineer will need mathematical knowledge, and so on— conscience in St.
Thomas’s sense is not the product of any particular cognitive power. This was
denied by some later theologians, who distinguished between actual
conscience—conscience as St. Thomas defines it—and habitual conscience, which
they conceived of as the power to form judgments of conscience. They situated
this habitual conscience in St. Thomas’s system by identifying it with his
notion of synderesis.(4)


This glaring misinterpretation is an
interesting example of the force of preconceived ideas.(5)
Saint Thomas makes it clear that synderesis is the grasp of the first
principles of practical reason.(6) 
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These principles are made up of the
very first principle of practical reason, which is that good is to be done and
evil to be avoided (STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2), and the principles that
specify basic goods to which humans have a natural inclination, such as life,
reproduction, knowledge, and social existence (cf. ibid.). But these principles
are not only the principles of right action, or even of action that is believed
(whether innocently or culpably) to be right, but of all rational
action whatsoever, whether or not it is good or approved by the judgment of
conscience. That is what it means to say that they are the first principles of
practical reason. What makes them the principles of all rational action is that
all such action is motivated by the good as understood by the reason
(“omne enim agens agit propter finem, qui habet ratione boni”).(7) The subsidiary principles of synderesis specify
in a basic way what the forms of good for humans are, and the first principle
conveys what good as such is. Without a grasp of these principles, there could
be no rational action. The subsidiary principles determine what morally bad actions
are, because such actions are simply actions that are not good in every
respect, and the principles determine what it is to be a good human action.
These principles are not proscriptions of such actions.


This explains why St. Thomas holds
that no one errs concerning these subsidiary principles (STh I, q. 79,
a. 12, ad 3). If these principles were basic moral principles like “do not
steal,” “do not murder,” and so on, it would be obviously false
to claim that no one disbelieves them. But in St. Thomas’s conception, a person
who fails to grasp one of the subsidiary principles would not be a person who
would fail to understand that acts that violate the good referred to in them
would be wrong. He would be a person who could not do an act that is motivated
by the good referred to in that principle—whether it be life, or reproduction,
or social existence—because he would not understand that these features of
human life are worth pursuing. The inability to grasp any of these basic forms
of good as motivations for action would make someone irrational, and it is thus
true that any rational 
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person will grasp these principles.
(This grasp, because it is a feature of practical rather than theoretical
reason, need not involve philosophical acceptance of these principles as
principles of action—Kant and Mill were not practically irrational as a result
of holding views on action and morality that were incompatible with St.
Thomas’s account of synderesis. But it does require the ability to act in
pursuit of these goods as such.)


The idea that synderesis in St.
Thomas can be equated with habitual conscience is an erroneous assimilation of
his views to the position of later theologians—to the position of moralities
of conscience, a school of thought that is more fully discussed below. One
mistake in this assimilation is the one just noted, that of holding that only
morally good actions can be motivated by the principles grasped by synderesis.
This mistake necessarily follows from a further one, which is a wrong
understanding of what St. Thomas conceives these principles to be. In
moralities of conscience, the principles grasped by synderesis are understood
in a way that conforms to the definition of synderesis as “habitual
conscience.” They possess two features that distinguish them from these
principles as St. Thomas understands them: they have imperative force, and the
fact that an action is done out of obedience to them makes that action morally
good.


For St. Thomas, however, it is only
the very first principle of practical reason—“good is to be done and evil
is to be avoided”— that moves the will, because it is this principle that
commands the pursuit of the ultimate end of man, which is in turn the motive
for all rational action (cf. STh I-II, q. 1, aa. 3 and 6). All other
goods are sought for the sake of the ultimate end, which is specified by the
goal of human nature as such. This notion can be illustrated by an analogy with
a car. It might be good for a car of a given make to operate at between 1500
and 4500 rpms. This way of operating will, however, only be good on account of
the ultimate end of the car. If the car had a different end, such as emitting a
certain amount of heat or producing a certain amount of CO2, it
could be the case that only operating above 4500 rpms would be good. Without
the end of the car being given, it is impossible to 
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say whether or not such operation
would be good. The same applies for the goods grasped by synderesis, in St. Thomas’s
understanding. Since the ultimate end is the criterion for good action, the
fact that an action is motivated by one of the particular goods grasped by
synderesis cannot suffice to make it a good action. A good action is one that
pursues the particular good in such a way as to attain the ultimate good. This
requirement to reach the ultimate good, a good not referred to by the
principles grasped by synderesis, means that these principles cannot function
as imperatives, obedience to which makes an action good as such.


A further misinterpretation of St.
Thomas’s account of con-science lies in the way it has been connected to
prudence. Later members of the Thomist school, beginning with Billuart,(8) described true judgments of conscience as being
acts of the virtue of prudence. Identifying the error in this position is very
helpful in illuminating St. Thomas’s account of conscience.


Billuart confines acts of prudence to
true judgments of conscience because he is aware that prudence, being
a virtue, only produces good acts. He wrongly identifies such true judgments
with exercises of prudence, because he fails to understand that prudence—as
St. Thomas understands it—is a virtue that is exercised in acts. Prudence is
what supplies the intellectual component of good actions (cf. STh
II-II, q. 47, a. 8). The assent to a true judgment of conscience will form a
component of an exercise of prudence, but it cannot itself be an exercise of
prudence, because an exercise of that virtue goes all the way through to the
act. One can make a true judgment of conscience without acting upon it, and a
person who does not act well is not prudent, even if all his beliefs about how
he should act are true. 
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But a true judgment of conscience is
not an act, and need not be acted upon.


Saint Thomas’s conception of prudence
and conscience explains why he gives an extensive discussion of prudence, but
no discussion of formation of conscience, and not much discussion of conscience
itself. According to St. Thomas’s understanding of prudence, identifying the
formation of conscience as the way to moral improvement is a mistake, if such
formation is understood as first an attempt to improve one’s capacity for
arriving at true speculative judgments about the rightness or wrongness of
actions, in order then to be able to act upon this improved knowledge. On St.
Thomas’s view, this will not work. The natural way to get better at knowing
what it is good to do is principally by doing what is good (the qualifier
“natural” here is meant to take into account the possibility of
divine grace producing knowledge of what it is good to do). One can acquire
knowledge about the goodness or badness of actions through speculative
investigation rather than through practice, but only in a subsidiary and
introductory way. Such speculative investigation will primarily yield
information about kinds of action that are intrinsically wrong, and the
learning of such information belongs to the first stages of moral development.
Apart from such intrinsically wrong actions, the goodness or badness of most
actions cannot be deduced from an easily accessible description of them. It is
part of the task of prudence to discern the relevant descriptions
under which actions should be evaluated; and the capacity to make this
discernment is developed through developing one’s prudence, which is done
through doing good acts. It is thus prudence, rather than conscience, that
plays the central role in moral discernment for St. Thomas.


The notion of formation of conscience
not only obscures the central role of good action in developing one’s power to
form true judgments of conscience, but also conveys a mistakenly
individualistic picture of how this power is developed. The chief way in which
prudence is developed is not by reasoning out moral judgments on one’s
own—“forming one’s conscience”—and then 
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acting on them, but by accepting
moral principles on trust from the persons charged with one’s education, and
then learning the truth of these principles for one’s self by acting on them.
This is indeed the kind of way one acquires practical skills in general. It
applies not only to the overarching virtue of prudence, but to subsidiary
practical skills such as those of a doctor, a lawyer, or an airplane pilot.









B) Moralities of Conscience


Counter-Reformation moral theologies
are what Michel Labourdette disparagingly calls “moralities of
conscience.” The central role of conscience rather than prudence in these
theologies emerges from an overall structure that is radically different from
that of the theology of St. Thomas (one should not say “from the moral
theology” of St. Thomas, because the very term and concept of “moral
theology” belongs to moralities of conscience, not to St. Thomas’s thought).
Servais Pinckaers has rightly identified the notion of liberty of indifference
as the fundamental source of the divergence between St. Thomas and
Counter-Reformation thought.(9) Originally
inherited from nominalists and Scotists, and preserved from criticism in part
because of its perceived usefulness in combating Protestants and Jansenists,(10) the notion of liberty of indifference is
defined by its rejection of St. Thomas’s claim that there is something the will
wills of necessity, and by its assertion that freedom consists purely in the
power to choose between alternatives.


Pinckaers’s term for St. Thomas’s
conception of liberty, “liberté de qualité,” has been rather
uninspiringly translated as “freedom for excellence,” which sounds
like the motto for an earnest service club—and misleadingly suggests that such
freedom is directed especially towards excellence, rather than to any 
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goodness whatsoever. The term that
will be used for this con-ception here is “teleological liberty.”
This term is intended to signify that all voluntary action, according to St.
Thomas, is done for the sake of some good that is understood by the intellect as
good; that the ultimate good sought is happiness; and that happiness is
determined by human nature, whose teleology specifies the goal of human beings
as such, achievement of which goal constitutes happiness. Possession of
teleological liberty is a result of the possession of intellect and will, and
its exercise is an exercise of those faculties. The source of moral obligation,
on this view, is the fact that some actions are not good in every respect, and
hence ought not to be done; it is not that they lack some specific kind of
goodness that can be called “moral goodness.” The source of the
capacity to sin is the fact that actions, although seen as evil when adequately
considered, can nonetheless fall under more general descriptions that refer to
good sorts of action, and hence can motivate the will to pursue them. Freedom
to choose between alternatives arises from the fact that more than one possible
action can be good in some respect. Hence, the blessed in heaven, who, because
of their direct apprehension of the divine essence, are unable to conceive of
sin as good, are unable to choose to sin; but this is not a limitation on their
freedom. The law of nature that specifies the goodness of the will is given by
the goods to which human teleology is directed. This law, whose basic features
are grasped in synderesis, does not specify kinds of good action, but features
of reality that human actions are to realize, features that provide the measure
by which to evaluate actions. A law is nothing other than a certain plan and
rule of acting (“lex nihil aliud sit quam quaedam ratio et regula
operandi”).(11)


If liberty is conceived of as liberty
of indifference, however, this conception of the ultimate motivation for human
action has to be abandoned, because liberty of indifference must retain the
power to reject any good at all presented to it by the intellect. The 
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notion of such a power is
incompatible with St. Thomas’s very first principle of practical reason. It
also denies the teleology of human nature, as St. Thomas understands it. For
him, this teleology consists in the fact that voluntary action, and the human
will itself, it directed towards the good as understood by the reason. If this
direction does not exist, the end of man, as he conceives it, is removed.
Liberty of indifference thus removes the basis of his account of the nature of
the human good, of practical reason in general, and of good action.


A replacement for this basis is
required for the purpose of moral theology, and it is furnished by the notion
of the command of a superior as the ultimate motivation for doing what is good.
For Ockham, the content of what is good is furnished by the divine command, as
well as the obligation to do it.(12) For
Suarez—a characteristic representative of Counter-Reformation theology, as the
official theologian of the Society of Jesus—the content of what is good is
given by the nature of things, and this goodness can provide a motivation for
action. It cannot, however, make an action obligatory, and thus cannot furnish
a basis for morality and for law. The command of God adds the extra ingredient
needed to achieve this. Law, in the mind of the legislator, consists in a just
and right act of will by which a superior wills to oblige an inferior to do
this or that thing (“addo … legem mentalem [ut sic dicam] in ipso
legislatore esse actum voluntatis justae et rectae, quo superior vult
inferiorem obligare ad hoc vel illud faciendum”)(13)
In order for this act to apply to the inferior it must be promulgated, but this
happens, in the case of the natural law, through rational beings inferring that
God, as perfectly good, wills that the natural good be done by us (De
Legibus, bk. 2, ch. 6, para. 8). In St. Thomas, by contrast, it is the 
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grasp of the first principles of
practical reason itself, rather than any inference to conclusions about God’s
will for us, that constitutes the promulgation of the law of nature (STh
I-II, q. 90, a. 4, ad 1). Suarez, in proposing a morality of obligation rather
than a morality of virtue, was characteristic of a general outlook that had
become common in the Middle Ages, and later became universal. Elements and
causes of this outlook were the replace-ment of the virtues by the Ten
Commandments as the basis of moral catechesis, the revival of Roman law in the
Middle Ages, and the power and influence of canonists; St. Thomas in fact stood
out against this movement, which was already strong in his day.(14)


The idea that the law of nature
consists in commands is a reversal of St. Thomas’s idea. The law of nature for
St. Thomas works from the inside; the will moves towards the ultimate end, via
the particular goods that participate in it. For Suarez, the force of the law
of nature comes from the outside: the divine command replaces the first
principle of practical reasoning as the ultimate source of obligation, and
gives an imperative force to the law. Because this law has to govern individual
actions, its imperative force has to reach all the way to commands,
prohibitions, and permissions of specific actions, these being the categories
of imperative that Suarez assigns to the law (De Legibus, bk. 1, ch.
15).


Because it is impractical to have a
distinct divine command for every possible situation, the description of the
kinds of action that are commanded, prohibited, or permitted is always rather
general. Their application to particular cases is thus not straightforward.
This is where conscience enters into the picture. Conscience, in the conception
of Suarez and of other moralists of conscience, is the intermediary between
divine commands and particular actions. Conscience is an active power—it has
the task of discerning how the application of a command to a particular action
is to be done. Since it is only by conscience that the divine 
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commands are applied to action,
conscience becomes an author-ity. It is not simply the reasons upon which
conscience judges that have authority; conscience inevitably possesses an
authority of its own, since it carries out the selection and evaluation of
reasons for judging an action. In this capacity, conscience becomes central to
Counter-Reformation moral theology—in contrast to its very minor role in St.
Thomas.


 


C) Conscience as Authority


This notion of conscience as an
authority gives rise to a crucial difference between St. Thomas’s notion of
conscience and that of Counter-Reformation theologies. For St. Thomas, and for
moralities of conscience, an erring conscience binds; if one falsely believes
that a given act is good or bad, one is morally required to act in accordance
with that false belief. An erring conscience does not necessarily excuse,
however; if one’s false belief is the result of previous bad actions, acting in
accordance with it remains a sin. Only when a mistaken judgment of conscience
is arrived at inculpably is acting in accordance with it not sinful. Thus far,
St. Thomas and moralities of conscience agree. Where they disagree is over the
question whether an action that follows an inculpably erring judgment of
conscience is a good action or not. Saint Thomas denies that such actions are
good. He asserts that the ignorance in question removes the character of
voluntariness from the act, thus making it neither good nor bad (STh
I-II, q. 19, aa. 5-6; see also De Verit., q. 17, a. 4). 


For moralities of conscience,
however, an action done in accord with an inculpably ignorant judgment of
conscience is not only not sinful, but good.(15)
Such an action is put on the same moral level as an action based on a judgment
that is actually true. This follows from the conception of conscience as an
authority, and of good action as consisting in obedience to that authority. 
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That is not to say that moralists of
conscience do not argue for this position. Eric D’Arcy makes a case for it:


The will has only
one way of recognizing good or evil: the picture presented to it by reason. If
reason presents a false picture, the will cannot be blamed; there is only one
standard for judging it: the good as apprehended. If it fails to live up to
that, its only standard, its performance is bad. But if it is faithful to its
only standard, its performance is surely good. What else is a standard for?(16)


This line of argument is offered by D’Arcy as the basis for the position
that conscience has rights, and is a clear and characteristic statement of the
case for this position. It is not controversial that someone has the right to
act according to a true judgment of conscience; but it is not apparent that
this right has anything to do with conscience as such. The right, in such a
case, could more plausibly be based on the true moral facts that such a
judgment of conscience correctly apprehends. For conscience as such to have
rights, there need to be cases where it is the judgment of conscience as such
that confers the right to act. A culpably erroneous judgment of conscience will
not be a suitable case, so this leaves inculpably erroneous judgments of
conscience as the only plausible basis for rights of conscience as such. D’Arcy
gives a typical argument for the existence of such a right. He claims that such
rights exist in the case where a judgment of conscience, to the effect that one
has a moral duty to act in a certain way, is erroneous, but where this error is
blameless as being due to invincible ignorance. His argument is that a
condition for attaining the sovereign end of the human person is substantial
fidelity to moral duty, and that such fidelity consists in following one’s
conscience. The sovereign end of the human person is not subordinate to the
good of the state; instead, the state exists in order to promote the ultimate
good of persons. The state thus has a duty to respect actions that are done out
of fidelity 
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to moral duty, even when this fidelity is based on an erroneous judgment of
conscience—a fidelity that will exist in cases where the error of such a
judgment is inculpable.


The falsity of this conclusion is readily established. For one thing, human
stupidity does not have narrow limits; as a result, in the case of almost any
just law it is possible that someone could, as a result of stupidity and/or bad
epistemic opportunities, inculpably come to believe that we ought not to obey
it, and inculpably be unable to figure out that this belief is wrong. Some
suicide bombers, for example, may fall into this category with respect to laws that
proscribe suicide bombing. But it cannot be claimed that stupid people of this
kind have a right to act in accordance with their consciences. Moreover, a
culpably erring conscience cannot as such ground a right; and the difference
between a culpably and an inculpably erring conscience is not discernible to
outside observers (and is not always discernible to the agent himself at the
time of action). The distinction between a culpably and inculpably erring
conscience is thus not something that a legal system can take into account.
Possession of an inculpably erring conscience hence cannot be the basis of a
legal right. Nor, obviously, can a claim to be inculpably acting in accordance
with one’s conscience form the basis of a right. Such a claim is an
observable fact, but it is one that anyone can make about any action at all
without fear of being shown to be wrong. To allow that an inculpably erring
conscience confers a legal right would thus lead to the total undermining of
the legal order. D’Arcy is however right in holding that such a right follows
from the premises of the morality of conscience. Seeing where the argument goes
wrong casts light on how that morality is mistaken.


The fact that D’Arcy’s views sound very convincing, if we do not consider
their unworkable implications, indicates the influence of moralities of
conscience on our moral assumptions. The flaw in his argument is its assumption
that St. Thomas is 
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wrong in denying that an action done in accordance with an inculpably
ignorant judgment of conscience is morally good.(17)


We can see through the appeal of the
argument, however, if we construct an analogous argument about belief, along
the following lines: We can only believe in accordance with the grounds for
belief our reason presents us with; if our reason gets these grounds wrong, our
act of belief cannot be blamed, because there is only one standard for judging
it: its conformity to the grounds presented to it by reason; but if it is
faithful to its only standard, our act of belief is surely good. The problem is
that there is not only one standard for judging belief. In addition to the
standard of conforming belief to the grounds for belief present to the reason,
there is the standard of actually being true. This latter standard is the
fundamental one, because truth is what beliefs aim at.


A similar point can be made about
action. Action aims, not simply at conforming to the judgment about the good
made by the reason, but at conforming to what actually is good. The
latter standard is the fundamental one; we conform to the judgments about the
good made by reason for the sake of doing what is actually good. It is not true
that conforming to the good as apprehended is the only standard for the will.
It is a subsidiary standard, but it is not the prime standard, the attainment
of which makes an action good. We tend to lose sight of the distinction between
these standards because the influence of moralities of conscience has made us
lose sight of the fact that actions have the purpose of really
achieving some human good.


In St. Thomas’s view the ultimate
motivation of action, in true judgments of conscience, is the good itself that
is judged to exist. This view in turn is based on his view that when true
propositions are known, the ultimate object of knowledge is not those
propositions, but rather the things that the propositions are about (cf. STh
II-II, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2). This fact makes it possible for the 
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will, responding to knowledge of some
good, to have as its proper object not the mind’s knowledge of that good, but
the good itself existing in extramental reality. As a result, if this object is
absent, the good to the knowledge of which conscience is ordered is absent. In
moralities of conscience, however, the good to the knowledge of which
conscience is ordered is simply obedience to the divine command, when that
command is apprehended by the reason. This collapses doing good into doing what
one inculpably believes to be good.


This collapse explains the different
approaches taken to erring judgments of conscience in medieval theologians and
in moralities of conscience. The medieval approach is that if one’s judgment of
conscience errs, one should correct the error. The possibility of making a correction
is generally taken for granted by them. For one thing, proposed actions
believed to be good are confronted with reality when they are actually
performed, and this confrontation casts light on whether actions of this sort
are truly good or not. Such a light, if carefully attended to, enables the
agent to develop the capacity to bring the judgments of his conscience in line
with the truth. For another thing, Catholics—who after all made up the
audience for medieval theologians—have access to the teachings and the means
of grace provided to them by the Church. These aids to action cannot fail to
enlighten the consciences of those who sincerely avail themselves of them.


For moralities of conscience,
however, a judgment of con-science is produced by factors internal to the
agent: understanding of the divine commands, and the conscience’s application
of those commands to a particular situation. Any other influences on judgments
of conscience—practical experience, or grace—must be mediated through these internal
factors. In a case where the conscience errs, it is therefore hard to explain
how such error can be readily corrected. The medieval approach cannot be
applied, and the focus is moved to moral evaluation of the erring conscience,
rather than to the task of putting it right.
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D) Disastrous Results of
Moralities of Conscience




This error of moralities of conscience about inculpably erring consciences has
an important implication for the moral life. The fact that acting on an
inculpably erring conscience is not morally good means that such actions do
nothing to develop virtue in the agent. This gives a reason for correcting such
a conscience that is recognized by St. Thomas, but not by moralities of
conscience.


Much of the importance of conscience
in moralities of con-science arises from the fact that the task assigned to it
by these moralities—deducing from general commands the action that is
appropriate to a particular situation—cannot actually be carried out, except
in the case of applying exceptionless moral norms that forbid intrinsically
evil actions. No such deduction can occur, because these commands, being more
general in their content than typical descriptions of particular situations,
cannot logically determine the rightness or wrongness of such situations. In
real life, what happens in the case of good action is that prudence discerns
from the realities of the situation what it is that is good to do (just as St.
Thomas says). This discernment is possible because an account of realities,
unlike a command to perform certain actions, can be developed through
investigation to the point of containing enough content to be able to specify
what it is good to do in a given situation. Accounts of realities can thus be
suited to each individual situation, whereas commands cannot, since a command
cannot be provided for each one of the (infinite) number of possible situations
that may arise. This problem was addressed in the world of moralities of
conscience, however, by developing casuistry to bridge the gap between commands
and actions, producing numerous ready-made solutions to possible moral dilemmas
(about twenty thousand in the Resolutiones morales of Antonino Diana).(18)


The difference between the law of
nature for St. Thomas and the law of nature for moralities of conscience can be
illuminated 
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by an analogy. The law of nature for
moralities of conscience is like a book of instructions for repairing a car.
Such books are incapable of being complete guides to car repair. They provide
norms for action in repairing cars, but they can never settle every question
about what should be done to the car. What is more, the norms that they do
provide always presume some basic (or not so basic) prudence on the part of the
mechanic. The law of nature for St. Thomas is like the car itself. The car
itself does always furnish enough information about how it should be repaired,
if it is investigated carefully enough. Exceptionless moral norms, for St.
Thomas, are like facts about how the car can never be made to work (e.g., by
rearranging it to inject water rather than fuel into the pistons). Increasing
one’s knowledge about how to repair a car cannot effectively be done by
learning the contents of more and more detailed repair manuals, either. It can
only be done by actually practicing car repair, and moving from easier repairs
to more difficult ones—a process analogous to the acquisition of moral
knowledge by the exercise of prudence.


Since humans, unlike cars, have more
than one activity to carry out, it would help to give a more complex analogy.
The goodness of human actions for St. Thomas is like the goodness of the
actions of a battleship (where “battleship” is meant to include crew
as well as vessel). The good functioning of a battleship involves such things
as navigating, signalling, firing accurately at the right targets, and keeping
station with other ships—all of which are evaluated by the ultimate function
of a battleship, which is to engage and defeat the enemy in pursuance of
orders. Saint Thomas’s assertion that an action is good absolutely speaking
only if it is good in every respect, and bad absolutely speaking if it is not
good in any one respect, has a parallel in the performance of a battleship; if
the ship is firing accurately but at the wrong target, or moving at the right
speed and time but in the wrong direction, its performance is bad absolutely
speaking. There are rules that are absolutely true for the performance of a
battleship (e.g., it is always a bad thing to capsize) and that are true as a
rule (e.g., the admiral’s orders should be obeyed 
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[justified exceptions like Nelson at
Copenhagen being rare]). But no amount of knowledge of rules will suffice for
good performance, which results principally from skill learned through
practice.


The substitution of rules for reality
by moralities of conscience helped to undermine morality, by disguising what is
at stake in the moral life. Saint Thomas makes it clear that bad actions are
bad because they are calamitous for the person who does them. If their badness
is supposed to consist in breaking a divine command transmitted by the
conscience, however, their calamitous char-acter for the person who does them
is obscured. Since it is this calamity that in reality constitutes the action’s
moral badness, obscuring it is a form of moral de-education—a de-education
that substitutes for the actual basis of morality a sort of Freudian super-ego,
an internalization of the wishes of a father figure. As well as undermining
morality, this fostered infantilization. The internalization of the commands of
parents is necessary for the moral education of children, who are not capable
of formulating accurate moral rules on their own, and who lack the psychological
resources to follow such rules without the aid of parental pressure.
Development of moral maturity however requires leaving behind these aids to
right action, and doing what is good because it is understood to be good.
Moralities of conscience discouraged this maturing process, because they
presented moral action as something resembling childish obedience.


The elaboration of moralities of
conscience during the Counter-Reformation was accompanied by an emphasis on the
confessional as a means, even the means, of spiritual formation. This
meant that the outlook of these moralities was inculcated into Catholics in a
most serious and intimate manner. The standard classification of kinds of
consciences in moralities of conscience—as perplexed, scrupulous, or lax—were
described in manuals of moral theology as offering a classification of natural
forms of human character. However, these categories were in fact psychological
tendencies or malfunctions produced by the inculcation of moralities of
conscience. This is apparent from the 
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fact that the problem of scrupulosity
did not exist as a serious and widespread disorder in the Middle Ages or
antiquity, but became one of the gravest and most common spiritual problems for
Catholics after the Counter-Reformation. Philippe Delhaye remarked in 1964 that
at least half of the discussions in moral theology concerning problems of
conscience dealt with scrupulosity.(19)


These disorders are connected to the
fact that the law of nature in moralities of conscience has a radically
different scope from the law of nature in St. Thomas. For moralities of
conscience, there are possible motivations for human action that do not come
under the law of nature, an idea that has no place in St. Thomas’s thought.
Such motives are allowed for in the notion of permissive laws, a notion that
accepts that acting on motivations that are independent of the law of nature is
possible, and can even be good. This divides up the terrain of actions between
conscience and freedom, and presents conscience as a constraint on freedom. For
St. Thomas, on the other hand, a true judgment of conscience can constrain
freedom in the sense of ruling out certain actions, but it cannot constrain the
will in the sense of denying it what it is ultimately directed towards. True
judgments of conscience by definition direct the will towards what it will find
satisfying. Moralities of conscience, however, present God as denying us what
we will actually find satisfying, thus giving us a ready-made inducement to
rebel against him. They thus gave a psychological boost to Enlightenment
atheism.


More recently, the division of
actions between conscience and freedom has resulted in a tendency to give
unrealistically positive evaluations of people’s actions. It has fostered a
usually un-examined assumption to the effect that if someone is motivated to
perform an action by some form of will for the good, that action 
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can be supposed to belong to the
sphere of conscience rather than freedom, since the former is the proper home
of the pursuit of the good, as opposed to the pursuit of simple gratification.
This is probably a motivation for theologies of religious pluralism that argue,
or even begin by assuming, that religions other than Catholicism ought to be
considered as alternative ways to sal-vation. For St. Thomas, however, doing an
action for the sake of some form of the good is simply equivalent to doing a
voluntary action, and does not constitute a recommendation for it. 


The separation of moral and spiritual
theology that emerged in the Counter-Reformation period was an important result
of moralities of conscience. In St. Thomas’s view, we develop the capacity to
make true judgments of conscience by developing the virtue of prudence, and we
develop the virtue of prudence by doing good deeds. The way to improve the
accuracy of our judgments of conscience is thus by reducing or eliminating the
evil that we do, and increasing the good that we do. Spiritual theology is the
discipline that studies how to increase our capacity to do good. It is by
putting spiritual theology into practice that we improve the accuracy of our
judgments of conscience, and the subject matter of spiritual theology—grace,
virtues, gifts, prayer, sacraments, and other means of
sanctification—describes the principal causes of accurate judgments of
conscience.


For moralities of conscience, as we
have seen, the conscience is an independent faculty of the theoretical
intellect. Its development need not as such result from growth in holiness, and
the study of growth in holiness is not the study of the means for improving
judgments of conscience; the manuals of casuistry do not command acquisition of
holiness as a preliminary to under-standing the truth of the solutions they
propose. In keeping with the imperative basis of moral law in moralities of
conscience, the study of growth in holiness comes to be thought of as
principally the preserve of those who have undertaken an obligation to
attempt such growth, by vowing themselves to the religious life.


This consequence of moralities of
conscience for the study of good actions had an equivalent result on attitudes
to the 
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performance of good actions. Saint
Thomas‘s position is that the pursuit of perfection is a matter of
precept for all Christians, and follows from the two great commandments of love
of God and love of neighbor (STh II-II q. 184 a. 3: cf. Deut 6:5; Lev
19:18; Matt 22:40). Perfection thus does not, in his view, consist in the
following of the evangelical counsels; these counsels indicate ways to remove
impediments to the attainment of the end of perfection that all Christians must
seek, but they are not necessary for the attainment of this end. This position
cannot however be accommodated to moralities of conscience, which conceive of
the law that Christians are required to obey as consisting in imperatives that
require performance of or abstention from specific kinds of actions. If a
command to seek perfection is understood in this way, rather than as a command
to pursue a particular end (which is how St. Thomas understands it), there must
be specific actions that the command mandates. These actions could not fail to
include the actions indicated by the evan-gelical counsels—voluntary poverty,
chastity, and obedience— which are indicated in the Scriptures as the best
path to perfection. But the evangelical counsels are counsels and not commands.
Since a command to seek perfection, in the framework of moralities of
conscience, would thus have to command performance of the evangelical counsels,
these moralities cannot admit such a command—a command that, in addition, is
quite opposed in spirit to probabilism’s claim that minimizing the scope of
moral obligation is a positive good.


The acceptance of moralities of conscience within the Church thus led
Catholics to believe that the pursuit of perfection, identified with the
following of the evangelical counsels, was the goal of religious, while the
requirement for the laity was simply to save their souls by keeping the
Decalogue. This view is exemplified in the (in many ways excellent) textbook of
Tanquerey:


for the faithful in
the world there is no other obligation than that of preserving the state of
grace. However, the question is precisely whether they can preserve the state
of grace for a long time without growing in holiness… . in the state of 
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fallen nature, one
cannot for a long time remain in the state of grace without striving at the
same time to make progress in the spiritual life and to exercise oneself from
time to time in the practice of some of the evangelical counsels. It is only in
this restricted sense that we maintain the obligation of perfection for
ordinary Christians… . To strike the target, we must aim above it.(20)




In addition to the principles of moralities of conscience, there is a line of
argument that usually underlies this view. It takes this form: (i) the
obligation for all Christians is to seek salvation; (ii) those Christians who
do not commit mortal sins, or repent for the mortal sins they have committed,
will be saved; (iii) therefore, the obligation for all Christians is to avoid
mortal sin and repent for mortal sins committed. This argument is superficially
plausible, but is not in fact valid, because the second premise refers to what
Christians actually do, but the conclusion refers to what Christians pursue as
their obligation. Telling the laity that they are not obliged to follow the
divine command to seek perfection is obviously a very serious deviation from
the truth, with crippling spiritual results for lay Catholics.(21)


The problem of scrupulosity is part
of the explanation for the emergence of probabilism. Medieval thinkers held
that if one had objectively serious reasons for doubting about whether or not
an action was a sin, it was sinful to do it; thus, for example, if one were not
sure that a sum of money belonged to one, it was sinful to take it (they of
course did not hold that this was true for situations where every possible
alternative might be sinful). The framework of moralities of conscience does
not permit the general application of this sensible and correct principle.
Since such moralities conceive of the law of nature as a set of imperatives
governing kinds of action, and since these imperatives are not in fact
sufficient to specify what should be done, the scope of doubt about the
sinfulness of actions is extremely wide. If the medieval principle were
adopted, such doubt would rule out all the actions 
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whose moral status is not adequately
settled by moralities of conscience—which would impose an intolerable burden.


To avoid imposing such a burden, the
probabilists made use of the division of actions between conscience and freedom
that is central to moralities of conscience. Suarez argued that in a case of
doubt, it should be assumed that the condition which is in possession should
have the burden of proof in its favor; and hence that freedom, as being a good
possessed by men, deserves that favor. But law is doubtful when it has not been
sufficiently promulgated, and a doubt on the part of the reason about an
action’s being commanded by a law means that that law has not been sufficiently
promulgated (De bon. et mal. hum. act., disp. 13, sect. 5). Doubt
about a law thus leaves freedom in possession. The basic structure of
probabilism is completed when to this view is added the idea that a doubt is
justified by a probable opinion in favor of the doubt, and that an opinion counts
as probable not only when good reasons can be given for it, but also when a
recognized authority rules in favor of it. The former kind of probability was
described as intrinsic probability and the latter as extrinsic probability.
Extrinsic probability soon came to play a larger role than intrinsic
probability in questions of doubt, which contributed greatly to the Catholic
identification of good behavior with obedience to authority. The basic
structure of probabilism became complicated by various modifications and
exceptions designed to answer objections or accommodate condemnations by Church
authorities, but this structure persisted, and remained influential as long as
moralities of conscience dominated the scene.(22)
Its usefulness in dealing with scrupulosity contributed to its appeal.(23) The premise used by Suarez should be noted,
as it is extremely important. It claims that freedom of choice is a good as
such, rather than being good on account of its making possible the 
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choice of what is good. The notion of
autonomy as an intrinsic good can thus be partly traced back to probabilism.


In an earlier article,(24)
I criticized the probabilist approach to faith for presenting as a positive
good the opportunity to avoid acquiring important knowledge. It is apparent
that this criticism can be generalized to the probabilist approach as a whole.
Probabilism describes the natural law as making us worse off in some respect,
through infringing our freedom. It is however absurd to claim that the natural
law can make us worse off in any way at all, because the natural law indicates
how we are to attain our good. Thus, the Psalms describe the law of the Lord as
delightful (Ps 1:2), and sweeter than honey (Ps 19:10), which is scarcely
compatible with the probabilistic view. The exposition of probabilism given
here indicates why probabilism leads to this absurd conclusion: that is,
because it incorporates false conceptions of law, conscience, and freedom.


 


E) Moralities of Conscience and
Reforms


Probabilist assumptions explain much
of the approach to Church reform of the nouvels théologiens. The
keystone of this approach was the supposition that the Church had failed to
evangelize her secular opponents in European society because she had put them
off by her intransigence, her following a “logic of confrontation that
opposed truth to truths, faith to beliefs.”(25)
The course that needed to be followed was therefore to reduce as far as
possible any such confrontation, in order to reduce prejudice and animosity and
to make people open to hearing the Catholic message. Contrary to history,
common observation, and sociology,(26) this
approach stemmed from the probabilist assump-
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tions of its adherents. If an
obligation is stubbornly resisted, and resisted for a long time by an
increasing number of people, that gives some grounds for thinking that it is
too strict and needs to be relaxed. A probabilist approach will then suggest
relaxation as the ideal option to take—indeed, it will treat the attempt to
resist such relaxation as blameworthy and an act of oppression. In general, it
will see any form of confrontation and command as at best a necessary evil. The
notion of externally probable opinions also had the effect of creating an
attitude according to which the permitting of an opinion that denied the
existence of some obligation would in itself remove the obligation, without
taking into account the intrinsic reasons in favor of the obligation. This
dispensed reformers from any need to give serious consideration to the reasons
given for a “logic of confrontation,” once they had succeeded in
banishing that logic.


It should be underlined however that
the reformers were attempting to answer an important question that was not
being adequately addressed. Why is it that the Church since the Enlightenment
has been steadily in retreat, and that all her attempts to recover lost ground
have ultimately ended in failure? This question is all the more pointed because
the disasters that resulted from the Enlightenment project—the crimes of the
French Revolution and of Communism—should have put the Church in a position to
regain ground. Explaining this retreat as simply due to a general increase in
human sinfulness is not satisfactory. The Church has the mission and the power
to sanctify, and a general long-term increase in sinfulness suggests some interference
with the exercise of that power. The fact that the reformers misunderstood the
nature of that interference does not mean that there is no interference to be
understood and removed. This discussion of moralities of conscience, together
with the discussion of subjective rights in the next section, will put us in a
position to answer this question.
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This wholesale dismissal of four
hundred years of Catholic moral theology perhaps requires some defence. One
might ask the general question why, if moralities of conscience are as bad as
all that, it was possible for the Church, guided as she is by the Holy Spirit,
to go so far wrong for so long? And one may ask the particular question how the
Church could have canonized St. Alphonsus Liguori, declared him a Doctor, and
officially taught that his solutions to moral questions were safe to follow?
Saint Alphonsus, after all, worked within the framework of moralities of
conscience. If such moralities are wrong, his approach must be wrong, and he
should not have been given this endorsement.


The answer to the question about St.
Alphonsus is that his approach of equiprobabilism, by requiring that one begin
by determining whether command or freedom should be treated as in possession,
allowed reasoning about the actual moral issue to return to moral reflection
through the back door. Partly as a result, his personal solutions to moral
dilemmas were distinguished by good judgment. The answer to the question about
moralities of conscience in general is that a key component of them, the
casuistic method, could in fact be made to serve some useful purposes. If the
general population are to be practicing Catholics, the spiritual life of the
majority of that population will inevitably consist in a struggle to keep the Ten
Commandments. The emphasis on the confessional as a means of spiritual
formation was a realistic and necessary approach to this situation. And for the
narrow task of training confessors—as opposed to the broader task of
indicating how Christians should live—casuistry, the practical fruit of
moralities of conscience, was useful. The one task that casuistry performs more
or less adequately, that of judging whether or not actions are intrinsically
wrong, is the principal task that confessors must undertake.


This emphasis on the confessional was
a result of one of the postive features of the Counter-Reformation period: its
attempt to develop a serious commitment to the Christian life in the whole
Catholic population. This attempt was the ultimate fruit of the decisive step
made by the Fourth Lateran Council, of requiring 
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every Christian to go to confession
at least once a year. James Franklin remarks that


The decree requiring
confession was soon obeyed almost everywhere, and the effect on the European
soul was profound. The mere effort to classify a year’s sins was a greater
demand for abstract thought than the common man or woman had experienced
before. Guilt flourished, though without as much diminution as might have been
hoped in things to be guilty about. Sin and conscience became prominent topics
of study.(27)


There is an obvious connection between this decree and the eventual
replacement of the virtues by the commandments as the basis for moral
catechesis during the Middle Ages. This replacement was part of the struggle to
move away from the situation in the early Middle Ages, when the Church was
content to leave most of the population in a barely catechized, semi-pagan
state. The development of moralities of conscience, and the eclipse of the
virtues and of St. Thomas’s theology of them, was thus partly an unfortunate
side effect of a basically correct policy.


 


F) Influence of Moralities of Conscience outside the Church


Having set forth the conception of conscience in moralities of conscience,
we may easily describe the secular idea of conscience in European culture that
grew out of these moralities of con-science. Emancipated from the Church, this
idea preserves the notion of conscience as an authority whose endorsement of an
action makes it a good thing to do, but drops the notion of submission to a
confessor or to external probability, and even-tually drops the notion of
submission to God. The limited use made by moralities of conscience of goodness
founded in natural teleology is rejected as well. The importance of this
development 
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has been underlined by Alasdair Macintyre.(28)
Oliver O’Donovan describes the evolution that followed:


Moralists of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries simply gloried in the absolute authority
with which conscience, displaying, as they thought, its rational character as
well as its divine institution, presided over the vacillations of the will and
the ambiguities of judgment… . The tribute that had too often to be paid to
the categorical authority of subjective moral reason was the paralysis of
reason or the frenzy of exaggerated scruple.


The
eighteenth-century reaction to this, anticipating the emergence of voluntarism
as the dominant force in modern moral philosophy, was to deny the competence of
reason to pass moral judgments, and to attribute them instead to ‘affection’ or
‘sentiment’.(29)


The notion of conscience, in this situation, naturally passed into
subjectivism and egotism—as it did with Rousseau, a central figure of the
Enlightenment.(30) By helping to deceive
Rousseau about his own moral character, this notion also made an important
contribution to his belief in the natural goodness of humanity, another
keystone of the Enlightenment.


 


II. Subjective Rights vs. Objective Right









A) The Aristotelian Conception of
Objective Right


The essential work on the notion of
human rights is that of the French scholar of jurisprudence Michel Villey, one
of the most important Catholic thinkers of the twentieth century. Knowledge of
Villey’s thought has suffered from the fact that his taking up 
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the cause of St. Thomas’s understanding
of rights got fully underway in the 1960s, a time when the notion of ressourcement
was being buried in ecclesiastical circles, and when the Catholic intellectual
world was generally following this ecclesiastical trend. As a result his work
remains largely untranslated into English,(31)
and is not widely known outside the French-speaking world.(32)
Although there are modifications and additions that can be made to his
position, its essential structure is correct, and is indeed susceptible of
expansion in ways that illuminate the situation of the Church today and of the
world she finds herself in.


It has become commonplace to observe
that the notion of human rights is unknown in many non-European cultures.
Villey’s work both reveals the limitations of this observation and indicates
the truth that lies behind it by drawing a distinction it does not draw,
namely, that between objective right and subjective rights.(33)
It is subjective rights that are the product of a peculiarly European
development, that have come to dominate legal and political thought and
practice about rights, and that have been faced with a few dissenting voices
who have attacked that dominance. Because the idea of a right to religious
liberty developed after this dominance was established, the notion of
subjective right is crucial to the question of religious liberty.


The basic difference between
objective right and subjective right is that an objective right is a relation,
obtaining between specified individuals and/or groups and/or things; a
subjective 
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right is a monadic property of an
individual, a property that serves as a basis for determining just relations
into which the individual can enter. A description of the development of these
two conceptions of rights will cast light on their relative merits, as well as
their content.


The concept of objective right was
elaborated briefly, but fairly completely as to its essentials, by Aristotle in
book 5 of the Nicomachean Ethics. In developing his views on this
topic, Aristotle built on reflection on politics in Greek philosophy generally,
a reflection that held a central place in Greek philo-sophical thought, and on
his own considerable involvement and research in political questions. His
thought is the culmination of ancient Greek political thought, which makes it a
central part of the culmination of ancient Greek thought as a whole.The first
step in its elaboration is the distinction that Aristotle draws between general
and particular justice. General justice is simply the virtue of an individual
in so far as that virtue has any bearing on the common good. Because being
virtuous in one’s behaviour towards others is the most difficult form of
virtue, possession of general justice is simply possession of complete virtue (Nic.
Ethic. 5.2.1130b18). General justice is the object of the law, which has
as its function the promotion of the common good, and thus of virtue as a whole
(Nic. Ethic. 5.1.1129b15-20). 


Aristotle asserts that there is a
further kind of justice, the pursuit of which will fall under the pursuit of
general justice, but which is not the same as general justice. This is
particular justice. Its object is not virtue as a whole, but to dikaion,
“that which is just.” This neuter expression, to dikaion, is
distinguished from the masculine ho dikaios, which refers to the just
man, and from dikaiosyne, which refers to the virtue of justice. To
dikaion is not a person or an action, but an external object, a relation;
it consists in a distribution of goods or burdens, or a rectification of
injuries.(34) The just distribution is a
distribution that is equal, but not one that is equal in the sense of every
individual receiving the 
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same thing. It is determined by a
proportional equality. This entails, for distribution, that the ratio between
the good con-tributed and received by one person will correspond to the ratios
of goods contributed and received by others (Nic. Ethic.
5.3.1131a30-b24). For rectification, it entails that the imbalance between
injured and injurer created by an injury is restored by a balancing removal of
good from the injurer and conferring of good on the injured. This notion of
proportion (analogia) is what is common to the various forms of just
relation, whether found in distribution, in compensation, or in exchange. What
the virtue of particular justice demands is that such relations be brought into
being.


These relations are not in
Aristotle’s view things that are or can be the object of philosophical
discovery—merely of philosophical clarification. The proportions that
determine them simply make precise our prephilosophical notion of what is just
and fair. This notion is something that all people in practice assume and
appeal to—at least where their own interests are concerned—and it must govern
the settlement of disputes if societies are to function properly.


The bringing into being of such
relations through the doing of a just act is clearly distinguished by Aristotle
from the relation that is actualized (Nic. Ethic. 5.7.1135a8-11). This
distinction is explicated by Aristotle’s explanation of the difference between
a just thing and a just act: a just act occurs when a just thing is brought
into being voluntarily (Nic. Ethic. 5.8.1135a17-1136a9). This
explanation should not be understood in terms of the later distinction between
an action with a materially but not formally good object, and an action with a
formally good object. This later distinction applies solely to actions,
not to actions and the relations they bring into being. The sort of goodness
that characterizes an action with a materially but not a formally good object
cannot be described as the kind of goodness that a formally good action aims to
bring about, but the goodness of a just thing is the goodness that a just
action aims to bring about. 
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To dikaion can be either natural or legal. Despite the
existence of natural justice, however, justice in the strict sense exists only
between members of the same political community (Nic. Ethic.
5.6.1134a25-34); between members of different political com-munities only a
certain likeness of justice can exist (Nic. Ethic. 5.6.1134a28-30).
There is natural justice in a political community because the political
community exists by nature, and is in fact prior to the family and the
individual (Politics 1.2.1253a2, 19), something that is proven by the
fact that the individual cannot exist independently of a political community (Politics
1.2.1253a25). There is not however a single just structure that such a
community should take. Aristotle provides a survey of the possible forms in his
Politics. Although he believes that there is a best possible form of
society considered in itself—best in that it has the greatest capacity to
realise the goods that the city exists for—he thinks that the form that is the
best for a given set of circumstances varies with the circumstances. The nature
of to dikaion is dependent on the particular form that community
takes. It is not like fire, which burns in the same way in Greece and in
Persia. The fact that to dikaion emerges from a natural structure
embeds it in the order of the cosmos as a whole.


Fred Miller has made a strenuous
attempt to argue that for Aristotle the central meaning of to dikaion
is one of the forms of ‘right’ delimited by W. H. Hohfeld, namely, the form in
which X has a right in the sense of having a claim to A against Y.(35) It is obvious that to dikaion,
understood as a relation, forms the basis for a just claim. But it is quite
impossible that to dikaion, considered as the object of the particular
justice that is being discussed in chapters 2 to 8 of book 5 of the Nicomachaean
Ethics, should be such a claim. To dikaion is a relation between
several terms, as Aristotle explains at length, whereas a just claim is not the
relation itself, but a given individual’s standing in that relation . Miller
himself does not stick to the Hohfeldian notion 
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in his exposition of Aristotle,
remarking that in the context of disputation (amphisbetesis)
“just things are the things which one party claims justly against another
party”;(36) clearly a thing, and the claim
that one has to that thing, are distinct.


Aristotle’s conception of objective
right, Villey claims, became central to Roman law, where it constituted the
chief meaning of the term ius.(37) It
did not however become integrated into patristic theology, which took little
note of Aristotle, and which experienced its first great flourishing at a time
when the Roman law was moribund. The Scripture-centered thought of the Fathers
produced, in the Latin world, an Augustinian view of law that saw it as
deriving ultimately from the Scriptures—a view whose appeal to theologians
derived partly from the support it gave to clerical supremacy.(38)


 


B) Saint Thomas on Objective
Right and Natural Law




Saint Thomas, after encountering Aristotle’s conception of objective right,
rejected this Augustinian position, and gave a place in Christian thought to
Aristotle’s understanding of justice—a task that he only undertook fully in the
Summa Theologiae. In
addition to Aristotle, he was influenced by Roman law, with which he was
familiar, and to whose revival he contributed.(39) Both his acceptance of
the value of a legal system of pagan origin, and his assertion that the
juridical precepts of the Old Covenant were abrogated by Christ without being
replaced by new ones (STh
I-II, q. 104, a. 3), struck at the root of the Augustinian system. They 
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constituted a rehabilitation of
nature and natural reason as the deciding factors in the determining and
identification of justice.


Saint Thomas, unlike Aristotle,
inherited an account of morality characterized in terms of the divine law. This
enabled him to make a clearer and more elaborate distinction between morality
and law than is to be found in Aristotle—a distinction in which his fidelity
to the Aristotelian conception of particular justice emerges sharply. Saint
Thomas discusses law, lex, in the Prima Secundae. There he
situates the natural law in the context of a discussion of the essence of law,
and of the eternal law, which is the divine wisdom moving all things to their
due end. The principles of the natural law are the principles that are grasped
by synderesis (STh I-II, q. 94, a. 1, ad 2). They bear upon the
actions of an individual who exercises practical reason, and govern the
goodness of individual actions and of the persons who perform those actions.
They are the principles of morality.


Saint Thomas discusses justice and
its object—ius—in a completely different part of the Summa,
the Secunda Secundae. It is in the discussion of ius in the Secunda
Secundae, not in the discussion of lex in the Prima Secundae,
that St. Thomas considers those topics that are the concern of legal systems,
topics such as theft, murder, justice in exchange, and justice in the
distribution of goods. Following Roman law, he uses ius to express the
content of Aristotle’s expression to dikaion. He defines ius
as a relation that involves a certain kind of equality, as for example the
giving of a just reward for a service rendered (STh II-II, q. 57, a.
1). Ius is a principle of moral conduct, in that it is the object of
the virtue of justice, but it differs from the objects of other virtues in that
it is an external object: “as the object of justice is an equality in
external things, so the object of injustice is an inequality” (“sicut
obiectum iustitiae est aliquid aequale in rebus exterioris, ita etiam obiectum
iniustitiae est aliquid inaequale” [STh II-II, q. 59, a. 2]).(40) The character of ius as an external
object is argued for in question 58, article 10 of the Secunda Secundae.
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This relation of equality in external
things is the proper matter of the virtue of justice (STh II-II, q.
58, aa. 1, 10).


The objects of the other virtues are
described in relation to the agent, but since ius, the object of
justice, is an external object, it is defined independently of the intentions
of the agent in bringing it about (STh II-II, q. 57, a. 1). To get the
moral attribute which is the virtue of justice, we must add to the notion of
bringing about just relations in external objects the intention of bringing
them about because they are just, and the constant disposition to
bring about such just relations because they are just. This is expressed in the
definition that St. Thomas offers for the virtue of justice: “justice is
the constant and perpetual will to render to each person his due”
(“iustitia est constans et perpetua voluntas ius suum unicuique
tribuens” [STh II-II, q. 58, a. 1])(41)—a
definition taken from the Digest of Justinian (lib. 1, tit. 1, leg.
10). The connection between ius and moral obligation for St. Thomas can
be illustrated by an analogy. A good parent will provide for the health of his
child; this is a moral obligation. But this moral obligation does not as such
determine what a child’s health consists in, or what will promote it. The
nature of health is an external reality that provides the object for virtue,
but is not derivable from moral principles alone (cf. STh I-II, q. 94,
a. 3).


The character of ius as an
external object provides the answer to a question that on examination is deeply
puzzling: Why should there be four cardinal virtues? Prudence gives knowledge
of what it is good to do; fortitude prevents the agent from being deterred by
pain from doing what is good; temperance prevents the agent from being allured
by pleasure away from what is good. These three virtues, it seems, ought to
suffice to produce good action, since the action of the three of them together
provide knowledge of what is good and leave the agent with no motivation, and
thus no capacity, to do anything except what is good. A fourth cardinal virtue
ought not to be needed. The point of postulating justice as a fourth virtue is
to acknowledge the existence of a good whose nature cannot be determined from
the first principles of practical 
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reason alone, because it depends not
just on the end of the individual agent but also on the end of the society that
the agent belongs to. That the end of society is a good to be pursued
by the individual is of course given by these first principles; but these
principles do not specify what this good is in the way they do for the
other goods.


Saint Thomas connects ius to
law, lex, in several ways. The relation of ius to the eternal
law stems from the fact that God is the creator, and that he has brought into
being a creation whose end is for the sake of his glory, and whose parts all
have ends that concur for the good of the whole creation. The moral law, which
governs the individual, stems from the end, the telos, of the
individual. Objective right, ius, is given not by the nature of individuals
as such, but by the nature of the human societies in which individuals find
themselves. Human societies are natural entities in their own right, not simply
products of the wills of their members, and as such possess an end that stems
from their nature. This end is related to the ends of the individuals who
compose the societies, since man is the most social of all ani-mals,(42) and is also connected to the end of the
universe as a whole, and the ends of the other parts of the universe to which
it is related.(43) The eternal law is thus
expressed by ius, because ius is the good of the things
that are human societies—things that are created by God with the purpose of
making their distinct contribution to the glory of his creation. Although these
things are distinct from the individuals that make up societies, the social
nature of these individuals means that the good of these things is an aspect of
the good of their individual members.


 


C) Objective Right and Human Law


Ius falls in its entirety under the divine law,
but ius and human law are not coextensive. Human law necessarily falls
short of ius. 
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It is not possible for human laws to
be so framed as to cover all cases, because of the limitations of human wisdom.
Even if it were possible, it would be inadvisable, because the resulting laws
would be too unwieldy (STh I-II, q. 96, a. 6, ad 3). Laws are suitably
framed when they command what is for the common good in the majority of cases;
in exceptional cases, where the common good is incompatible with the law, the
law should not be followed. In such exceptional cases departing from the law
should not be considered as breaking it, since such departure is acting in accordance
with the will of the lawmaker, as Aristotle asserted (Nic. Ethic.
5.10.1137b11-35; see also STh II-II, q. 120).


It follows from this conclusion that
the office of the judge is not simply to apply the human law. The law is one
factor that the judge is to take into account in determining what is just, but
it is not the only one. He must consider both positive ius, which is
created by being contained in human written law, and natural ius,
which may be enshrined in human law, but is not created by it (STh
II-II, q. 60, a. 6), together with other factors such as custom (STh
I-II, q. 97, a. 3)—both because of the possible need to depart from the letter
of the law, and because of the fact that human law in itself cannot provide a
decision-making procedure for settling even those nonexceptional cases where it
need not be departed from. These other factors are what provide the additional
material that enables the judge to come to a decision. The object of iudicium,
the judge’s act, is not to command, as is the case with law (STh I-II,
q. 90, a. 1, ad 3), but to declare what the right relation is. The imperative
and compulsive actions of a legal system follow from this act, but are not
identical with it. The role of the judge is another indication of the way in
which ius is distinct from morality in St. Thomas’s view. The moral
virtue of justice belongs to everyone, but the office of declaring what is just
pertains to the judge (ibid., ad 3). This declaration is not a moral judgment,
because it bears upon the exterior object, the relation that is ius
(“justice concerns certain exterior operations” [“iustitia est
circa quasdam operationes exteriores”])(44)
independently of a 
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moral evaluation of the people who
enter in to that relation. Villey illustrates this with an example;


It may be unjust, on my part, to profit from the clause
of article 1341 of the Civil Code, and to refuse to pay my debt on the grounds
of my creditor’s not having a written title to it. But it is just for the judge to refuse to use the force of law to enforce this
debt, because the judge has to take into account not only my interest (very
unworthy, in these circumstances, of being protected), but also the interest of
third parties; and the interest of third parties requires a uniform method of
proof.(45)







Villey acknowledges(46) that St. Thomas uses
the words ius and lex interchangeably on some occasions
(e.g., STh I-II, q. 91, a. 3; I-II, q. 94, aa. 4-5; I-II, q. 95, a.
4), but he points out that these are cases where he is referring to recognized
authorities who use these terms interchangeably—St. Isidore of Seville,
Gratian, or Cicero. This is in line with St. Thomas’s approach of respecting as
far as possible not only the thought but the language of such authorities, and
of not making use of uniform terminology himself. Saint Thomas uses terms
carefully, but he contents himself with making their meaning clear in the
particular contexts in which he uses them, without trying always to use them in
the same way. It is clear from the definition of ius that he gives in
the context of his discussion of the virtue of justice that the meaning of ius,
in this context, differs from that of lex.


Villey points out that although St.
Thomas distinguishes between ius and morality insofar as morality,
unlike ius, has for its proper object the good of individuals, he does
not hold that the two are independent. In addition to the fact that acts of
virtues other than justice, such as temperance or fortitude, can be commanded
by justice on account of the common good—a command that demands exercise of
the virtue of general justice—St. Thomas insists on a regulatory function for
morality with regard to law. Any law that contradicts the Decalogue, for 
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example, such as a law commanding
idolatry, is an act of violence rather than a law, and must not be observed (STh
I-II, q. 96, a. 4). This seems initially puzzling. How is it, given this
position, that St. Thomas can insist not only that every just law has
exceptions, but also that there can be no universally just laws, due to the
changeability of human nature and the consequent variations among human
societies? “A rule ought to be enduring in so far as possible. But in
changeable things there cannot be anything that is wholly lasting, and
therefore human laws cannot be entirely unchanging” (“Mensura debet
esse permanens quantum est possible. Sed in rebus mutabilibus non potest esse
aliquid omnino immutabiliter permanens. Et ideo lex humana non potest esse
omnino immutabilis” [STh I-II, q. 97, a. 2, ad 2]) But if, as St.
Thomas holds,(47) there are actions that can
never rightly be done, why can there not be laws that are unchangeable and
universally applicable because they forbid the doing of such acts?


The solution of this puzzle is that
when he talks about laws as mutable, he has in mind their function of
contributing to the determination of ius. This function cannot be
performed by uni-versal rules, because the external relations that are iura
inevitably vary according to circumstances. As Villey remarks, in response to
criticism of his agreeing with St. Thomas on the mutability of law:


Ius, in the strict sense, is the proportion of
“exterior” goods and obligations divided between the citizens of a
given political group… . It is in fact on the exact content of the share of
each person in these goods and obligations, and on the foundation of the
division between them, that legal cases are brought, and that the system of
justice works to establish… . Is it not evident that the divisions of
goods, offices, or obligations in a social group changes according to 
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changes in modes of
life, economic conditions, political structures? Is this a problem? Are we
really dealing with a difference of opinion on this point?(48)


The Decalogue does indeed give universal principles that tell us that
certain things are not just. But this does not contribute to the
positive task of determining iura, what is just; it simply
tells us that any ordinance that violates the Decalogue is not a law.









D) Eclipse of Objective Right


Saint Thomas’s understanding of ius (henceforth “objective
right,” to mark the distinction with subjective rights) did not meet with
general acceptance, running counter as it did to a very strong Augustinian
tradition. His notion of objective right eventually passed from being
controversial to being almost totally eclipsed, as a result of two
developments: (1) the return to an identification of justice and individual
morality, and (2) the development of subjective rights rather than objective
right as the theoretical basis for justice. (“Individual morality”
here refers to the moral principles that follow from the goods of a human being
con-sidered as an individual—the goods whose essences are grasped in
synderesis, and that do not as such involve reference to the nature of human
society. The virtue of temperance, and the incompatibility of drunkenness with
temperance, are examples of such principles of individual morality.) Villey
sees these developments as forming part of the foundation for the modern
world—and also as being disastrous mistakes.


The identification of justice and individual morality was a return to the
medieval view prior to St. Thomas, a view which can be found in theologians and
in Decretists such as Rufinus and Huguccio. All of these treat justice as
falling under the natural 












page 211


law, and the natural law as having the function of directing personal
morality.(49) A first step in this return is
the work of Scotus, who defends the traditional Augustinian claims that earthly
sovereignty and private property are a result of the Fall rather than of human
nature as such, and bases their postlapsarian authority on divine positive law.(50) The return is completed in the work of the
baroque Scholastics, whose eclectic selection from the positions of their
predecessors ended up being dominated by nominalist ideas.


One element of this work is the
change in meaning of the term “ius,” in the sense of “id quod
iustum est,” in baroque com-mentaries on the Secunda Secundae.
“Id quod iustum est” is misrepresented by commentators such as
Vitoria and de Soto as meaning a just act, rather than the object that a just
act aims to bring about. With the disappearance of objective right as the
measure for the justice of the just act, another measure is needed, and this is
provided by conformity to the commands of the law.(51)
This change makes possible another element in the work of subsuming justice
under morality. Justice is defined by the law, and as a result justice as well
as law are discussed, in the commentaries on the Summa that become the
standard theological instruments of baroque Scholasticism, not under the
heading of the discussion of ius and iustitia in the Secunda
Secundae, but under the heading of the discussion of lex in the Prima
Secundae. The baroque Scholastics recognized that basing human law on the
Scriptures, as the earlier Augustinians attempted to do, is not feasible. They
therefore attempted to base it ultimately on the first principles of practical
reason that are given as the source of the natural law by St. Thomas in the Prima
Secundae. Since these principles are understood by St. Thomas as 
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the principles for morality, this
gives a full philosophical expression to the subsumption of justice and law
under morality.


Villey identifies a clericalist
motivation for this change.(52) Since law
emerges from morality, and theologians are the experts on morality, it follows
that theologians are the experts on law. In Roman law, lay judges were the
experts on ius. This change was decisive for subsequent modern
accounts of natural law, which can be classified according to which of the
basic inclinations mentioned by St. Thomas in the Prima Secundae they
give priority to—for example, self-preservation in Hobbes and Spinoza, or
social life in Grotius and Pufendorf.(53) Lay
jurisprudence, which had become the predominant influence on law in the
seventeenth century, also moved towards a basing of law and justice on moral
principles. An important factor in this change was the revulsion against
Aristotle that characterized this epoch, and the preference for Platonic or
Hellenistic philosophy. Both of these philosophical influences favored the
subordination of law to morality, with Cicero’s influence being particularly
significant in this regard.(54) 


The second development that led to
the replacement of objective right, the emergence of subjective rights, is
often denied by scholars—simply because they are unable to understand rights
as being anything other than subjective rights, and they cannot believe that
there was a period when no conception of rights existed at all. Miller’s
interpretation of Aristotle on to dikaion, criticized above, is an
example of this outlook. This obtuseness among intelligent researchers is
evidence of the fundamental place that subjective rights hold in the
contemporary mind. The difference between objective right and subjective rights
is not in itself difficult to grasp. Subjective rights are not relations, like
objective right, but monadic properties of individuals. As originally
formulated, they consisted in a power possessed by an individual to act freely
in some sphere. This power flows from the human nature of the individual
possessing the right, and gives to 
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that individual an entitlement to act
within that sphere, an entitlement upon which no one can justly infringe.
Subjective rights are called natural rights because they are thought to be
conferred solely by the possession of human nature. Although they are natural,
they have consequences for legal systems. They can be expressed in human law
just as they are, without needing significant interpretation, and human legal
systems have an obligation in justice to respect them. Although legislation
should recognize subjective rights, it does not create them. They do not, like
objective right, emerge from the structure of society as a whole considered as
a natural entity. Indeed, the strongest theories of subjective rights hold that
these rights are the basis for political life. Like the electron shells of
ions, which make it possible for atoms to be connected into molecules and
determine how those molecules are structured, subjective rights are the binding
factors that join individuals together into political communities, and that
determine the just structure for political communities. This is the claim of
the Declaration of the Rights of Man of 1789, asserting, as it does,
that “the purpose of every political association is the preservation of
the natural and imprescriptible rights of man” (article 2). This
description of subjective right is not an idiosyncratic notion of Villey’s. It
is the conception of rights that is found in the principal seventeenth-century
theorists of rights, such as Hobbes and Locke, and that our culture has
inherited from them.


Villey holds that some general notion
of subjective rights is probably as old as egoism itself. An egotistic outlook
makes it natural to conceive of justice in one’s relations to others in terms
of the free exercise of one’s will.


It is natural to
conceive of everything in terms of one’s self, to press into the service of
one’s self everything that pertains to the common good, and accommodate it to
the needs of one’s egoism. And thus it is probable that the notion of
subjective right has had some existence in all times.(55)
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An embryonic conception of subjective rights can also be found in ancient
philosophies that take the individual as their sole starting point.(56) The use of subjective rights as the basis for
a full-fledged political philosophy, however, was chiefly the fruit of two developments:
the elaboration of an explicit definition of subjective rights by William of
Ockham, and the elaboration by Thomas Hobbes of a theory of human society to
replace the Aristotelian one.


 


E) Genesis of a Philosophical
Account of Subjective Rights


The debate over Franciscan poverty
was the occasion, and to some extent the inspiration, of Ockham’s theory of
subjective right.(57) 


To obey their founder’s injunction
that they not possess any property, and at the same time to provide for their
practical needs, the Franciscans had arranged with the Holy See that the pope
should own all Franciscan priories and other things used by the order, while
conceding to the Franciscans the right of using these things. This arrangement
was codified by Nicholas III, a friend of the order, in the bull Exiit qui
seminat, which accepted the proprietas of these things while
conceding to the Franciscans only the simplex usus facti of them—a
use which was not a right, a ius utendi, and thus could not be a form
of property. The arrangement fell apart as a result of John XXII’s disputes
with the Spiritual Franciscans over their claim that the way of life of Christ
and the apostles involved the ownership of no property at all. In his bull Quia
vir reprobus of 1329, he argued that the use of things consumed in their
use (such as food) was either just or unjust, and that just use of such things
constituted ownership of them. From this it follows that both Christ and the
apostles, and the Franciscans, owned property. Turning from his previous pur-
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suits in philosophy and logic, Ockham
wrote his Opus nonaginta dierum to attack this bull.


The debate prior to Ockham’s
intervention had thus already considered one of the components of the notion of
subjective right, the idea of a power to use a thing as one chooses. Villey,
and following him Annabel Brett, have identified Ockham as offering a
full-fledged conception of subjective rights in the Opus nonaginta dierum,
a conception expressed in his definition of ius utendi: “A right
to use [ius utendi] is a licit power to make use of some external
thing, a power of which one should not be unwillingly deprived without rational
cause unless one has committed some crime, and the deprival of which can be
contested at law” (“ius utendi est potestas licita utendi re aliqua
extrinseca, qua quis sine culpa sua et absque causa rationabili privari non
debet invitus; et si privatus fuerit, privantem poterit in iudicio conveniri”).(58) Ius utendi, according to Ockham, is
the property that Christ and his followers renounced. Brett asserts:


The ius utendi is, then, as Villey rightly stressed in his
early articles, a subjective power of action. It is not a relation of control
over things, as was ius for the earlier Franciscans. Moreover, the
category of a licit power directed towards action gives Ockham the genus for
his two definitions of dominium. Ockham replaces dominium with
right as the axial analytic category … ‘dominium is the principal
human power of vindicating a temporal thing in court, and of treating it in
every way which is not prohibited by natural law’.(59)


This definition is not yet a
definition of natural subjective rights, since, as Villey notes,(60)
ius utendi is described by Ockham as stemming from positive human law.
The crucial step that is made here is not the definition of ius as a
power rather than a relation—definitions of this sort predated Ockham—but the
basing of all legal claims on such powers, and thus the elimination 
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of objective right. Villey links
Ockham’s development of a conception of subjective right with his nominalism.(61) By rejecting the existence of relations and
of entities other than individual substances, Ockham’s nominalist ontology
rules out the existence of objective right and of the natural human societies
that found it. This philosophical stance would seem important not so much for
the development of the idea of ius as a power to act—a concept that
might be used to supplement, rather than replace, the concept of objective
right—as for the banishing of objective right and its replacement by
subjective right.


Villey’s identification of Ockham as
the father of subjective right is generally thought to have been refuted by the
work of Brian Tierney.(62) Tierney attempts to
establish that the notion of subjective right can be found in twelfth-century
canonists prior to Ockham; furthermore, he argues that Ockham’s nominalism is
independent of his notion of subjective right.


It is not evident why Tierney’s
assertions about the existence of a notion of subjective rights in the twelfth
century would be important if they were true. The main conclusions that
Villey’s work seeks to establish are that Aristotle, Roman law, and St. Thomas
all postulate objective rather than subjective rights, and that their
understanding of objective right is basically correct, while theories of
subjective right are false and pernicious. If Tierney’s claim about the
emergence of subjective right in the twelfth century were true, Villey’s case
for these conclusions would actually be strengthened from the point of view of
followers of St. Thomas. His exclusive adherence to objective right would then
appear as a deliberate rejection of well-elaborated views of subjective rights.


However, the evidence that Tierney
himself produces shows that this claim is not true. His argument rests on the
assumption 
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that any sort of identification of a ius
with a potestas is a notion of subjective right—as he himself
indicates, in a summary description of his alleged refutation of Villey,
“subsequent research has shown that the association of ‘right’ and ‘power’
was quite common in earlier medieval jurisprudence.”(63)
But it is obvious that not every association between right and power is a
subjective right. Objective right itself, as noted above, provides a basis for
some kinds of powers. For example, a debt legally owed to me gives me the power
to enforce the payment of this debt at law. Such powers are not however
subjective rights, and none of the associations between ius and potestas
that Tierney identifies in the early canonists can be described as subjective
rights. This is obviously the case in the definitions of ius naturale
given by Odo of Dover (c. 1170; “natural ius is a certain force
divinely inspired in man by which he is led to what is just and right and
equitable”),(64) Simon of Bisignano
(“natural ius is said to be a force of the mind of the superior
part of the soul, namely reason which is called synderesis“),(65) and the canonist Huguccio (“natural ius
is called reason, namely a natural force of the soul” [“ius ergo
naturale dicitur ratio, scilicet naturalis uis animi ex qua homo discernit
inter bonum et malum”]).(66) The
definition of Rufinus in about 1160 says: 


Natural ius is
a certain force instilled in every human creature by nature to do good and
avoid the opposite. Natural ius consists in three things, commands,
prohibitions, and demonstrations… . It cannot be detracted from at all as
regards the commands and prohibitions … but it can as regards the
demonstrations, which nature does not command or forbid but shows to be good.(67)




Commands and prohibitions are obviously not subjective rights, and
demonstrations in general cannot be subjective rights, since 
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Rufinus explicitly states that they can be detracted from. All of these
definitions of forms of ius cited by Tierney are distinct from
subjective rights, and are often concerned with entirely different subject
matters.


The legal powers identified by Charles J. Reid in twelfth- and
thirteenth-century canon law are closer to subjective rights, but they are not
identical with such rights. Reid, like Tierney, con-ceives of any
identification of a ius with a potestas as a subjective
right.(68) None of the powers mentioned by Reid
are subjective rights, because all of them either contain some reference to
specified individuals or groups, or do not constitute fundamental juridical
principles, or both. This is the case with the right of the poor in extreme
necessity to take from the rich what is needed for their subsistence,(69) the right of a cathedral canon to vote in the
election of a bishop,(70) the faculty to
contract marriage,(71) the right of married
people to claim sexual intercourse from their spouses,(72)
and the right of parents to be honored by their children on the basis of the
fourth commandment.(73) All of these rights
presuppose the existence of individuals or groups aside from the holder of the
right (the rich, a person it is possible to marry, a spouse, a diocese,
children), and bear on those specified individuals or groups rather than on
anyone at all; they are thus not monadic properties of individuals. The
multiplication of legal powers in the early Middle Ages described by Reid is in
fact something that Villey draws attention to, and identifies as an influence
on the development of subjective rights.(74)
However, these powers are not themselves subjective rights.
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It may be that the importance of the
claim that subjective rights predate Ockham lies for Tierney in the resulting
separation of subjective rights from nominalism. If these rights were
postulated prior to the development of nominalism, that would show that they
are independent of nominalist ontology. Tierney has argued that there is no
connection between Ockham’s nominalism and his views on rights. However, his
arguments entirely miss the point of Villey’s position. The element of Ockham’s
nominalism that Tierney discusses is his position on the problem of universals.(75) Villey, in referring to Ockham’s nominalism,
is not simply alluding to Ockham’s position on the problem of universals, but
to Ockham’s ontology as a whole. The aspect of this ontology that Villey
singles out as essential to his postulation of subjective rights and rejection
of objective right is Ockham’s rejection of the existence of relations and of
subsisting entities aside from individual substances.(76)
If there are no relations, there can be no objective right. If human societies
are not natural entities that are irreducible to a mere collection of
individuals, there is no basis for objective right.(77)


The importance of Ockham’s nominalism
does not lie simply in the need for coherence between one’s metaphysical
account of the world and one’s philosophical account of law and rights. As 
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Villey points out, objective right is
a real feature of the world, which inevitably obtrudes itself into daily life
and legal decisions. Accounts of natural subjective rights, together with
positive legislation, are in practice insufficient for juridical purposes.(78) The real activity of judges, when
investigated, turns out to involve acknowledgment of the existence of objective
right. An account of justice and law with no place for objective right
therefore needs an understanding of the world that can motivate people to deny
the existence of objective right, and to reject or reinterpret the judicial
activity that depends on the existence of objective right. Ockham’s nominalist
ontology performs this essential function for a theory of subjective rights.




F) Full Development of Subjective
Rights




Villey’s account of the origin of philosophical accounts of subjective rights
thus stands up to examination. Although he identifies Ockham as the originator
of subjective rights, he holds that the full-fledged subjective rights position
took time to develop. An important step in that development was the baroque
Scholastic account of ius
as a power rather than a relation,(79) but the final steps were taken by Hobbes. These
steps were the definition of subjective rights as natural rights and the
elaboration of a conception of the nature of individuals and human society that
would replace the Aristotelian conception that underlies objective right.
Hobbes offers this definition of right:




The right of nature,
which writers commonly call jus
naturale,
is the liberty each man hath, to use his own power, as he will himself, for the
preservation of his own nature; that is to say, of his own life; and
consequently, of doing any thing, which in his own judgment, and reason, he
shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto… . Right, consisteth in
liberty to do, or to forbear; whereas law, 
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determineth, and
bindeth to one of them: so that law, and right, differ as much as obligation,
and liberty; which in one and the same matter are inconsistent.(80)




Inspired by the scientific practice of the day,(81)
Hobbes attempted to describe the properties of human societies as functions of
the properties of the individuals that compose them. This is the rationale for
the hypothesis (or perhaps merely the thought experiment) of the state of
nature, a state where the attributes of individuals who are joined by no social
bonds can be considered. These attributes then serve as the basis for the
construction of all social bonds, much as the electron shells of atoms serve as
the basis for the construction of all molecules. This conception of the nature
of society is fundamentally opposed to that of Aristotle and St. Thomas, and
rules out the possibility of objective right. The only attributes of
individuals in a state of nature are those that flow from the bare human nature
found in each one of them, since every historical circumstance or personal
relation has been thought away. Political structures are derived from these
attributes from the drive to self-preservation, together with the law of nature
that requires individuals to keep their promises. This gives rise to a situation
in which the rights possessed in the state of nature are ceded by contract to
the ruler, in order to achieve the goal of self-preservation for individuals.
Since these rights are absolute spheres of freedom in which to act, they confer
absolute power on the ruler when transferred to him. The ruler becomes, for
Hobbes, a “mortal God” upon which his subjects can make no claim.


This absolutism, favored by Hobbes
partly as a result of his experiences of the English Civil War, did not go down
well in England. The flexibility of the notion of subjective right was
demonstrated by Locke’s use of it to limit the powers of the ruler, through the
simple expedient of postulating more subjective rights in the state of nature
than Hobbes’s solitary right to self-
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preservation. This expedient,
together with the postulation of a more comprehensive law of nature that binds
men in the state of nature, transformed the state of nature from a misery to be
escaped into the foundation upon which society is built. The principal
additional natural right postulated by Locke is that of property (Two
Treatises on Government, b. 2, c. 5). The natural law commands us to
respect the natural rights of others. Because they are natural, these rights
are absolute, and cannot be infringed on by the state against the will of their
possessors. The powers of the state are those natural rights that have
supposedly been ceded to it by the free consent of its citizens. 


The great and chief
end, therefore, of men’s uniting into commonwealths, and putting themselves
under government, is the preservation of their property… . in the state of
nature, to omit the liberty he has of innocent delights, a man has two powers.
The first is to do whatsoever he thinks fit for the preservation of himself and
others within the permission of the law of nature… . the other power a man
has in the state of nature, is the power to punish the crimes committed against
that law. Both these he gives up when he joins in a … particular politic
society… . the first power … he gives up to be regulated by laws made
by the society… . the power of punishing he wholly gives up.(82)




The obligation to keep one’s promises is also a part of the natural law, thus
giving a moral basis to the power of the state. The result of this social
contract is a night-watchman state, with no authority over religious belief
(which is taken to be a purely private matter), no authority to punish immoral
behavior as such, and no authority to suppress the free expression of opinion,
except in so far as any of these things violate the rights of others or the
public peace (these positions are all developed by Locke in A Letter
concerning Toleration). Its function is to protect individual rights
against internal and external aggressors—a function that emphatically cannot
include any kind of redistribution of property, which would be an infringement
on natural rights. Locke’s political philosophy is the theoretical rationale,
and a 
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historical cause, for the “Anglo-American” conception of the
religiously neutral state, which is often favorably contrasted by Catholic
thinkers with the more determinedly secular understanding of the state that
emerged from the French Revolution.


Villey’s account of the development and eventual supremacy of the concept of
subjective rights is not limited to the ideas of philosophers. It also contains
descriptions of the important con-tribution of jurists. The baroque
Scholastics, especially Suarez, fell to some extent into both these categories
(and had an under-estimated influence on the development of legal thought), but
in the seventeenth century the work of men whose scholarly activity was
concerned primarily with the law began to play an important role in this
process. The chief figure in this development was Grotius. Villey points out
that the innovation usually credited to him, that of separating law from
religious belief, was not in fact novel. It is a basic feature of the thought
of St. Thomas on ius, grounded as it is on the pagan Aristotle; and
Grotius’s formula of the natural law obtaining even if it is assumed that God
does not exist (“etiamsi daremus … non esse Deum”) is in fact
found in substance in a number of Scholastics.(83)
Nor was Grotius’s definition of rights as subjective rights a novelty. Villey
identifies Grotius’s originality as consisting in his attempt to base the law
on principles of morality. Grotius’s ambition was to found the law on a
rational basis that was as independent of empirical facts as the work of
mathematicians.(84) He sought to achieve this
by merging law with morality—“law is a rule of moral actions obliging one
to do what is right” (“ius est … regula actuum moralium obligans
ad id quod rectum est”)(85)—and basing
law on the first principles of morality inscribed in the human conscience.
These principles are founded on the inclination to live in human society, and
are taken from Stoic morality as passed on by Cicero. They are the 












page 224


duties to respect the property of
others, to keep one’s word, and to repair the damage one has caused by one’s
own fault, and the justice of punishment being inflicted for any violation of these
duties.(86) From these, Grotius claims to
derive the whole content of the law.(87) 


In basing law and subjective rights
on one of the basic inclinations that St. Thomas identifies as the first principles
of practical reason, Grotius exemplifies what is now thought of as natural-law
theory. Samuel Pufendorf and Christian Wolff were to follow along the same
lines, as were many of the jurists of eighteenth-century France. Grotius’s
approach of basing legal obligation on principles that ignored empirical facts
adapted to the law a method that is not adequate even for morality itself, as
we have seen in our discussion of moralities of conscience. As a result, the
alleged deductions in his system, like the deductions in casuistry, are full of
holes.(88) This lack of logic was not a
hindrance to the success of Grotius’s thought, because the main appeal of that
thought lay in its convenience for early modern capitalism and the class that
benefited from that capitalism. The myth of a natural right to property based
on original possession gave complete security to the property of the well off.
Basing contracts on an absolute duty to keep one’s promises—a notion in
contra-diction to the Roman law of property—meant that oppressive 
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contracts exacted by the economic
power of one of the contractees were necessarily binding in morality and law.
The whole search for distributive justice in the law, in this approach, is
conjured away. In dealings between nations, Grotius’s system comes down on the
side of the powerful, and especially on the side of European colonialists
against indigenous peoples. As Villey remarks,


[Grotius’s] system
of subjective rights is perfectly suited to ensuring the security of
established property, the reliability of fiscal transactions, the tranquillity
necessary for economic development, and the restriction of violence; but at the
price of justice. He responded to the need for order that political and
economic circumstances had given rise to. He was the product of a pragmatic
cast of mind, that, in order to promote the temporal goals pursued by the
society of his time, proved itself capable of an inspired exploitation of a
ruling ideology.(89)


Villey makes the same observation about Locke, and notes that Marx had
already pointed out that subjective rights, as expressed in the Declaration of
the Rights of Man, had been crafted to serve the political and economic
interests of the bourgeoisie—an assertion with which Villey agrees.(90)


The irksome and unjust aspects of
this ideology helped to produce the final significant evolution of the notion
of subjective rights. As originally conceived, subjective rights were spheres
of immunity from coercion, as appears in the definition given by Hobbes above.
When the notion of subjective rights had monopolized the domain of justice,
however, aggrieved parties who suffered from the injustices of the capitalist
system found no other way of demanding better treatment than the language of
such rights. This gave birth to the notion of subjective claim-rights: rights
to some good, or to the necessary conditions for the achievement of some good,
that attached to invidivuals in virtue of their human nature, and that entitled
them to claim these goods from others. The goods in question are typically the
basic goods identified by the first principles of practical reason, or by the
dignity of the human person. The problems with subjective claim-
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rights are obvious. One person’s
claim to a good is liable to interfere with another person’s claim, and the
concept of subjective rights provides no means of determining whose claim is to
prevail; the notion that one’s own claim should prevail over others just is
an expression of the idea of a subjective claim-right. As for the dignity of
the human person, worthy notion as it is, Villey’s comment is apt: the attempt
to settle juridical dis-agreements between persons by appeal to the dignity of
the human person is like trying to calculate the age of the captain from the
dimensions of the boat.


Villey’s disparaging comment about
the usefulness of the notion of human dignity is liable to raise hackles among
Catholics, who are accustomed to frequent appeals to human dignity in
ecclesiastical rhetoric. However, a look at the origins of this rhetoric
indicates the justice of Villey’s stand. Its principal source is the personalism
of Emmanuel Mounier, a figure who had an immense influence on progressive
Catholic thought.(91) The popularity of
Mounier’s views in the 1940s and 1950s was one basis for later ecclesiastical
rhetoric about a growth in understanding of the dignity of the person in
contemporary society. Mounier however scorned any idea of giving philosophical
or metaphysical precision to the notion of the dignity of the human person, an
anti-intellectual stand that was helpful in evading awkward questions about his
sympathies with fascism and Nazism before the Second World War, his qualified
enthusiasm for Vichy and contempt for the French Resistance, and his zealous
support for Stalin after the war.(92) If philosophical
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precision is supplied for the notion
of the dignity of the person, however, it becomes apparent that this dignity is
Villey’s main theme. It is precisely the order of justice that he defends that
specifies what the natural dignity of the human person consists in; and it is
the order of charity described by St. Thomas (STh II-II, qq. 23-27)
that specifies the dignity conferred on the human person by grace.


 


G) Subjective Rights as a Harmful
Myth


The failure of modern natural-law theories
is apparent in one of their more recent versions, that of Mounier’s mentor
Jacques Maritain. Maritain takes the nature of the individual human as the
foundation for natural law, following the standard modern natural-law approach.(93) However, warned by the example of his
predecessors, he does not attempt logically to deduce the principles of the
natural law, or natural rights, from this nature. He denies that the natural
law can be known by reason,(94) and asserts
that it is grasped by the nonconceptual inclinations of the person, which are
the song produced in the subject by the 
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“vibrations” of his
interior tendencies.(95) In postulating a nonconceptual
grasp of reality, Maritain, a disciple of John of St. Thomas, follows M.-D.
Chenu in assuming that concepts are signs of reality, and that these signs can
be circumvented by a superior, nonconceptual intuition.(96)


For the natural law to be recognized
in a society, its members must agree about the directions of their inner
vibrations. This agreement is brought about by the operation of a general law
of history, which asserts that human societies progress over time. Maritain
identified this law in 1942. He addressed any possible doubts about the
existence of such progress by pointing out that the general law in fact
predicts two developments, in which human societies progress in some ways while
simultaneously worsening in others.(97) The
improvements necessary for his theory are brought about by the positive side of
the law, while the disasters that provoke skepticism about progress result from
the negative side.


The nonconceptual nature of knowledge
of the natural law does not prevent Maritain from describing this law, and the
rights to which it gives rise. From the basic inclinations known by vibrations
(which turn out to be the basic goods described by St. Thomas) arise rights to
the possession of the goods sought by these inclinations. Such rights exist not
only to the goods sought by fundamental inclinations, such as life, but also to
more specific ways of realizing these inclinations, such as unemployment
insurance.(98) Maritain is aware that these
rights will need to be reconciled with one another, and to achieve this
reconciliation he introduces the idea of the common good.(99)
This notion is not properly explained, and it does not seem to correspond to
the understanding of the common good that St. Thomas uses to found 
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objective right; Maritain does not
grasp St. Thomas’s view, simply remarking that in antiquity and the Middle Ages
the natural law was focused on obligations rather than rights.(100)
In the absence of criteria for determining their scope, the rights postulated
by Maritain are in effect no more than a list of desirable objectives to be
pursued. Maritain distinguishes between rights that can be limited by the
demands of the common good, and those that are inalienable. He does not offer
criteria for distinguishing between the two, and the examples of inalienable
rights that he gives—those of life and the pursuit of happiness—do not have
any evident characteristics that identify them as being inalienable, except for
their having been so described in the American Declaration of Independence (no
doubt a reflection of Maritain’s sojourn in America). 


One need not labor the point that this
account of natural law and natural rights does not stand up to examination. In
addition to its influence on Vatican II’s Dignitatis humanae, its
interest lies in its illustrating the full flowering of the tendency, already
noted by Villey in the baroque Scholastics, to substitute a concern with
arriving at the right answer for a concern with answering rightly—with the
content of the right answer having been provided by the goals, interests, and
presuppositions of the time.(101)


The above survey of objective and
subjective rights puts us in a position to consider Villey’s case for the
abandonment of subjective rights, and for the acceptance of objective right.
The historical element of this survey provides an answer to the objection that
Villey’s position is a form of archaism. Villey’s idea is that by accepting
objective right and rejecting subjective rights we should accept the views of
the thirteenth century rather than the views of the fourteenth century. At this
distance of time, there is no longer much to choose between these alternatives
when it 
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comes to archaism. In the fifteenth
century it would have been different; but in the twenty-first, we can be
content to examine these alternatives on their merits, without having to worry
about which is more contemporary.


Villey’s case against subjective
rights is that they are non-existent, and that the belief that they exist is
damaging. His argument for their nonexistence overlaps with that expressed by
Alasdair MacIntyre;


By ‘rights’ … I
mean those rights which are alleged to belong to human beings as such and which
are cited as a reason for holding that people ought not to be interfered with
in their pursuit of life, liberty and happiness. They are the rights which were
spoken of in the eighteenth century as natural rights or as the rights of man.
… There are no such rights, and belief in them is one with belief in
witches or unicorns. The best reason for asserting so bluntly that there are no
such rights is indeed of precisely the same type as the best reason which we
possess for asserting that there are no witches … every attempt to give
good reasons for believing that there are such rights has failed.(102)




The history of the development of subjective rights that is given by Villey
substantiates MacIntyre’s claim that no good reason for believing in their
existence has been offered. To this can be added reasons for believing in their
nonexistence: the contradictions be-tween different accounts of subjective
rights, the illogical features of every proposed account of subjective rights,
the mythological character of the state of nature that is essential for the
historically foundational theories of subjective rights, and the fact that such
rights were unknown to very many cultures, despite their supposedly flowing
from the essence of human nature and being the basis for just social relations.


The evils caused by belief in subjective rights are multifarious. Their
postulation as the basis of justice and law renders invisible the actual
justice of objective right. Attempts to make the law conform to the structure
of subjective rights have a damaging effect, and the nonexistence of such
rights permits accounts of them to be turned to all kinds of dubious ends.
Their claims to be 
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complete and universal rules of justice rule out consideration of the
particular circumstances of culture and history that are in fact essential to
the determination of justice in the particular case. As a result, they are
powerful tools for cultural and political imperialism. We have seen how
theories of subjective right were used to protect the interests of the rich and
defend the injustices of early capitalism. In the hands of Hobbes, such a theory
was used to justify absolutism; if the power of the ruler is conceived of as a
subjective right, it admits of no limitations, since the essence of such a
right is to confer an entirely free sphere of action. (This advocacy of
complete surrender of subjective rights to the ruler both arose from and
fostered the development of absolutism in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries.) In the area of familial relations and family law, the model of
subjective rights had deleterious consequences that were similar to its
consequences in politics. Forms of authority within the family were conceived
of as analogous to subjective property rights over things, imposing a tyranny
that produced a reaction against the notion of the family as a natural unit.
The proposed remedy for that tyranny, which was to consider relations within
the family as contractual agreements between autonomous individuals—on the
model of the social contract by which subjective rights are given up to
political authorities—meant denying that there is such a thing as the family
at all.(103) Subjective rights eliminated the
Aristotelian connection between good human societies and the good of the
universe as a whole, removing any grounds for obligations towards nonhuman
animals or the rest of creation in general. On St. Thomas’s view, the claim
that there is no justice between humans and animals does not remove any sort of
obligations towards animals. After all, there is no justice between citizens of
different states, on his theory, but that does not eliminate all moral
obligations towards noncitizens. If justice is understood in terms of
subjective rights, however, the denial of any justice between humans and
animals leaves animals with no 
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moral standing. Indulging in the
rhetoric of subjective rights produces a delusory self-righteousness, because
it makes people feel that they are doing something about the crying injustices
in the world, without demanding actual sacrifices from them. Promises of
subjective rights—such as awarding rights to education or employment in bills
of rights—are used as an opiate, as empty promises that are a substitute for
actually benefitting people.(104) The claim
version of subjective rights can give grounds for demanding the satisfaction of
any kind of selfish interest. Subjective rights are, in short, a solvent for
all the essential bonds of human society.


The case against subjective rights as
set out above is conclusive, and we can therefore endorse Villey’s claim that
they should be rejected. His presentation of objective right as the alternative
to accept in their place will meet philosophical opposition from
consequentialists, whose position is the only substantial alternative to both
objective and subjective rights. The philosophical case against
consequentialism is familiar, and cannot be rehearsed here. From our discussion
of objective and subjective rights we can however extract objections to consequentialism
that supplement this philosophical case. One relevant consideration is that
much of the appeal of consequentialism stems from the disadvantages of
subjective rights together with the oblivion into which objective right has
fallen. This oblivion has meant that consequentialism has appeared as the only
alternative to subjective rights and their disadvantages. Rediscovery of
objective right and its long tradition thus takes much of the wind out of the
sails of consequentialism. Another consideration is the stubborn persistence,
noted by Villey, of objective right in juridical and moral practice—a
persistence that is difficult to explain except by the actual existence of
objective right. These considerations tip the balance in favor of objective right—and
together with the endorsement of objective right by St. Thomas, they imply that
from a Catholic standpoint objective right should certainly be accepted.
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H) Human Rights and Catholic
Teaching




This last remark about the Catholic standpoint will raise a question. Has not
the Church, at least since Mater et
magistra, explicitly endorsed and insisted on respect for human
rights? And was not this endorsement of human rights meant to be an endorsement
of the Enlightenment conception of natural rights, which—as we have seen—were
subjective rights? Is not Villey’s position thus incompatible with Catholic
teaching?


Villey certainly knew about and
disapproved of the Church’s misleading endorsement of the notion of human
rights (he ironically dedicated his last main attack on subjective rights, Le
droit et les droits de l’homme, to John Paul II, as being reflections
provoked by the pontiff’s teaching on the rights of man). He did not trouble to
defend himself against the accusation of dissent, no doubt because he realized
that the inference from the Church’s defending human rights to her defending
subjective rights could only be warranted if Church teachings explicitly
identified human rights with subjective rights—which they do not. He also knew
that defending the position of St. Thomas, as he did, is permissible for any
Catholic thinker, unless the view defended has been explicitly condemned by the
Church.


A Catholic cannot however simply
refuse to accept that Church teaching on human rights imposes an obligation to
believe in subjective rights, but give no account of what this teaching does
oblige us to believe. Some positive account of this teaching must be given in a
Catholic account of human rights. The resources for such a positive account can
be found in St. Thomas. One resource is his claim, underlined by Villey, that
the Decalogue sets limits on what laws can be just (STh II-II, q. 57,
a. 2, ad 2). We can translate this simply into rights language by saying that a
law that allows some people to treat others in a way that is contrary to the
natural law, or that requires people to act in a way that is contrary to the
natural law, is a violation of their natural rights. The commandment of the
Decalogue that asserts “thou shalt not kill” is precisely the grounds
upon which John Paul II, invoking his 
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apostolic authority, teaches a right
to life that forbids the deliberate killing of the innocent (Evangelium
vitae 57). Absolute moral norms thus provide a basis for exceptionless
natural rights. Another resource is the assertion by St. Thomas that there are
rules of natural equity that bind as a general rule, but that are subject to
exceptions. The example he gives is returning a deposit to a depositor,
something that is required by natural equity but that ought not to be done if
the deposit is a sword that the depositor will use to commit murder. Such rules
of natural equity form the basis for rights that are natural, although not
exception-less. A further resource is what might be called
“Maritainian” rights—that is, statements of goods that a society
ought to pursue, such as health and education. Much of the Church’s teaching
that is couched in terms of human rights is simply enunciations of general
rules of equity and desirable goods to be pursued, applied to particular
situations where these rules and goods are being neglected. These three
categories of rights together cover the area of Catholic teachings in human
rights. Villey is right to say that the terminology of human rights is a
misleading way of framing these teachings, but that does not mean that the
teachings themselves are not important and true. Villey indeed ac-knowledges
this. He does not criticize the substance of Church teachings on rights and
justice. He only objects to their expression in the language of human rights,
and to the theological accounts that have been built upon these
teachings—accounts that wrongly attempt to derive a blueprint for a just
society from them, in the fashion of the blueprint for a just society found in
modern natural-law theories.(105)
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We can conclude this discussion of
objective and subjective rights by briefly indicating the light it casts on the
flaws of the conflicting positions in the debate over Dignitatis humanae
at the Second Vatican Council. The progressives believed that religious liberty
was a natural subjective right flowing from the nature of the individual human.
The conservatives believed that it could not be a right of any kind, because it
would be a right to do what was morally wrong, namely, to practice a false
religion. They believed such a right to be impossible, because they accepted
the identity of justice and morality, an identity that rules out not only a
natural subjective right to the practice of religion, but any kind of just
claim—any objective right—to any form of practice of any false religion.


 


III. The Counter-Reformation System and the
Enlightenment Religion


The above discussion of moralities of
conscience and subjective rights has been an exercise in ressourcement,
arguing that nominalists and their baroque Scholastic heirs adopted gravely
mistaken views, and that these views should be rejected in favor of the
superior positions of St. Thomas. In an earlier article I pointed out the flaws
in the baroque Scholastic conceptions of faith and theology.(106)
These two arguments yield more than philosophical and theological conclusions. In
describing the baroque Scholastic views that have been argued against, the main
outlines of a system have been delineated: a system that can be called the
Counter-Reformation system. The intellectual founda-tions of this system are
liberty of indifference, moralities of conscience, faith conceived of as
obedience, and authority understood as the exercise of subjective rights. The
system itself is the embodiment of these foundations in the intellectual,
spiritual, psychological, and institutional life of Catholics and the Church.
This embodiment involved holiness conceived of as the 
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prerogative of clergy and religious;
clerical, and ultimately papal, authority conceived of in parental or even
despotic terms, rather than as analogous to a form of political leadership over
citizens; and faith conceived of, and inculcated, primarily as obedience to
orders rather than as attainment of truth. It is termed the Counter-Reformation
system, because it was during the Counter-Reformation that it came to shape the
life of the Church and decisively influence her strategies for dealing with the
world. It does not correspond to the Counter-Reformation itself, which had many
features that were independent of and even at odds with it. The
Counter-Reformation system was however a chief aspect of the
Counter-Reformation, that persisted after the energy and achievements of the
Counter-Reformation itself were largely exhausted. It was the source of the
evils in the Church that have been discussed in this article and the previous
one: clericalism, authoritarianism, anti-intellectualism, aversion to
philosophical thinking, and spiritual immaturity and lack of ambition on the
part of the laity.


Understanding the Counter-Reformation
system is one of two tasks that are required to answer the question asked
above, the question of why the Church has been steadily in retreat since the
Enlightenment. The other task can be carried out by developing some insights of
Villey’s. The above defence of Villey’s views on objective and subjective
rights is concerned with the work of his academic career. This work, the life
work of a great scholar,(107) emerges
vindicated from its defence, but it is not the only important contribution made
by Villey to the question of subjective rights. In addition to this work, there
is also an insight that Villey the Christian and Catholic drew from it. This is
the insight that natural subjective rights are an idol; and that they are
connected to another idolatry, that of the self.(108)













page 237


This development of these insights of
Villey’s points out that conscience (as understood by moralities of
conscience), liberty of indifference, and subjective rights assign to human
beings properties that belong to God alone, which is idolatry. Moralities of
conscience ascribe a real, and in practice a decisive, moral authority to
conscience as such. But moral authority belongs to God alone. Attributing it
even partially to the human conscience is thus a form of idolatry. The same is
true of liberty of indifference. To possess liberty of indifference is to
possess the power to determine one’s actions in a way that results solely from
one’s own will—from one’s own self. In reality this power belongs only to God,
whose actions are determined by his own goodness. In addition, according to the
notion of liberty of indifference the fact of any action occurring at all,
independently of what choice that action involves, is at least to some extent
caused only by the agent. This means that the agent (as Robert George has
approvingly (!) noted)(109) is to that extent
an uncaused cause. But to be an uncaused cause to any extent at all is an
attribute that belongs only to the divine nature. Subjective rights add to the
notion of being an uncaused cause an entitlement to do whatever one wants,
simply because one chooses it. This extends the idolatrous aspect of liberty of
indifference. It means that one not only can act as God does, but one
can rightly act only for the sake of one’s self.


Put together, these three
anthropological notions constitute in a strict philosophical and theological
sense a deification of the self. They are the unholy trinity of what can be
called the Enlightenment religion. This religion, whose fundamental tenet is
this conception of the deified self, has provided the ultimate motivation and
the strength of the Enlightenment, and has explained its success in converting
people. This success does not 
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rest upon the utopian promises of
progress that the various Enlightenment movements have made—which is why the
failure of these promises, and the appalling miseries that attempts to
implement them have brought, have scarcely disillusioned people with the
Enlightenment in the least. Instead, its success rests on the fact that the
Enlightenment offers a religious goal, in the form of an ultimate authority and
good to be sought; that making the self that goal has a powerful appeal to
human nature in its fallen state; and that the depth of sin involved in
choosing this goal produces an extreme form of bondage and spiritual blindness,
which is very hard to break.


This goal has presented itself in
different guises—as com-munism, Nazism, or consumerism—but the fundamental
concept and its appeal remains the same. It is the driving force behind the
vulgar and base consumerism and sexual depravity that char-acterizes modern
society. Previous non-Christian societies would have found these practices
shameful and embarrassing. This natural human reaction is overridden, and even
made use of, by the Enlightenment religion. This religion gives these forms of
decadence a deeper meaning, the meaning of adoration of the deified self. The
natural guilt and shame they provoke are transmuted into a proclamation of this
self, which by rejecting the moral law is declaring its total supremacy. The
deep and sincere belief in the human right to have an abortion gets its
strength from being the ultimate expression of the Enlightenment religion. Its supporters
understand that abortion is the murder of an innocent child, although they may
not publicly proclaim this fact or even consciously admit it to themselves. It
is precisely its status as murder of the most innocent that makes abortion the
triumph of the deified self as ultimate end. (One may speculate that the
emergence of the Enlightenment religion was the end stage of a pattern of
decline that civilizations tend to follow; being focused first on God in the
Christian epoch, then on the created world in the Renaissance, and finally on
the self in the Enlightenment— with some overlap between the stages,
obviously.) 
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This understanding of the
Enlightenment religion explains the steady defeat that the Church has
experienced at its hands. The anti-intellectualism of the counter-Reformation
system left the Church unable to deal with the intellectual attacks of the
En-lightenment, and the spiritual weakness fostered by this system made
Catholics vulnerable to the spiritual temptations the En-lightenment offered.
But the most important reason for this defeat was that the unholy trinity of
the Enlightenment religion was taken from Catholic theologians, and the
Counter-Reformation system not only did not condemn, but actually taught, this
trinity. This fact was completely overlooked by Catholics, who usually saw
Protestantism as the original source of Enlightenment thought—failing to
realize that the Reformation was instead one of the results of the ideas behind
the Enlightenment religion, ideas which had already been developed by
nominalists. It is true that at the same time the Church was teaching the
Catholic faith that contradicted the Enlightenment religion, and that the
teaching of the elements of the Enlightenment religion was done by theologians
rather than officially by the Church, but the theo-logical teaching was so
pervasive that its nonofficial character did not undo its effects. Thus, in
addition to the spiritual and intellectual weakening caused by the drawbacks of
the Counter-Reformation system that have been emphasized above, the system, to
the extent that it was inculcating belief in liberty of indifference, the
authority of conscience, and subjective rights, was helping to train devotees
of the Enlightenment. The philosophical elements of the Counter-Reformation
system, and the accumulated victories of the Enlightenment over the Church,
were in turn key influences on the debates over religious liberty within the
Church. The content and outcome of these debates cannot be understood without
grasping the nature of these influences, whose effects were not limited to the
progressive side in these debates.(110)





[bookmark: N_1_]1. Karl Rahner, “The Appeal to Conscience,” in idem, Nature
and Grace, trans. Dinah Wharton (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1964), 49. 


[bookmark: N_2_]2.  St. Alphonsus Liguori, Theologia Moralis, new ed.
(Lyon, 1829), lib. 1, tract. 1, p. 2. 


[bookmark: N_3_]3.  Herbert McCabe, “Aquinas and Good Sense,” New
Blackfriars 67 (1986): 421-22. 


[bookmark: N_4_]4. This identification is explicitly
made by Philippe Delhaye, who speaks of “habitual conscience or
synderesis” (P. Delhaye, La conscience morale du chrétien
[Tournai: Desclée, 1964], 96). A similar identification is made in M. Zalba, Theologiae
Moralis Compendium I (Madrid: Biblioteca de Autories Cristianos, 1958),
356. 


[bookmark: N_5_]5.  It should be acknowledged that the identification of the
principles grasped by synderesis with moral principles is suggested by St.
Jerome’s account of the term in his commentary on Ezekiel (translated in Timothy
C. Potts, Conscience in medieval philosophy [Cambridge: Cambridge
Univeresity Press, 1980], 79-80) and by the account in Peter Lombard (see
ibid., 93), and is explicitly advanced by Philip the Chancellor (ibid., 100),
St. Bonaventure (ibid., 116), Albert the Great (see Eric D’Arcy, Conscience
and Its Right to Freedom [London: Sheed and Ward, 1961], 31-33), and
others. This fact makes St. Thomas’s departure from this consensus a striking
innovation. 


[bookmark: N_6_]6.  See STh I, q. 79, a. 12. Although the accounts of
practical reason given by Germain Grisez and John Finnis differ radically from
that of St. Thomas, they do underline that the first principles of practical
reason in St. Thomas are not moral principles. This was a fundamental advance. 


[bookmark: N_7_]7.  STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2 (Madrid ed., 610). 


[bookmark: N_8_]8.  “An upright conscience coincides with the act of
prudence that is termed judgment” (“Conscientia tamen recta coincidit
cum actu prudentiae qui dicitur judicium”; Charles Billuart, Summa
Sancti Thomae, vol. IV, new ed. [Paris: Meillier Frères, 1828], 187). I
owe this observation to M.-M. Labourdette’s lecture notes on the Summa, Cours
de théologie morale: Les actes humains, 2a2ae, 6-48 (Toulouse,
1959-60); see esp. p. 150. The discussion of conscience and prudence in this
paper is largely based on these notes. I have not been able to obtain the
revised version of this course published by Parole et Silence in 1999, and have
used the original notes. 


[bookmark: N_9_]9.  See Servais Pinckaers, Ce qu’on ne peut jamais faire
(Paris: Éditions du Cerf, 1986), 43-46; and idem, Les sources de la morale
chrétienne, 2d ed. (Paris: Éditions du Cerf, 1990), chap. 10, esp. pp.
259-61. 


[bookmark: N_10_]10.  On liberty of indifference as a weapon against Jansenism, see
Pinckaers on Billuart, in Pinckaers, Les sources, 357-58. 


[bookmark: N_11_]11.  ScG III, c. 114 (St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa
contra Gentiles [Rome: Leonine Commission, 1934], 366). 


[bookmark: N_12_]12. This account of Ockham’s
views is contested—see Thomas M. Osborne, “William of Ockham as a Divine
Command Theorist,” Religious Studies 41 (2005): 1-22, for a
description of this debate—but it will be accepted here, as providing one of
the main theoretical possibilities for describing how the divine command
determines moral obligation. 


[bookmark: N_13_]13. Suarez, De Legibus,
bk. 1, ch. 5, para. 24, in Franciscus Suarez, S. J., Opera Omnia, vol.
5 (Paris: Vivès, 1851), 22. This definition, radically different from the
definition of law given by St. Thomas and cited above, is repeated in substance
as late as the manual of Zalba, Theologiae Moralis Compendium I
(1958), 173. 


[bookmark: N_14_]14.  On this see Thomas Gilby, “Appendix 1; Prudence and
Laws,” in St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, vol. 36
(2a2ae 47-56) (London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1974). 


[bookmark: N_15_]15.  This is stated in Suarez, De bonitate et militia
humanorum actum, disp. 12, sect. 4, 7-9, in Opera omnia, vol. 4
(Paris: Vivès, 1856), p. 445. He is preceded in this by Ockham; for discussion
see Michael G. Baylor, Action and Person: Conscience in Late Scholasticism
and the Young Luther(Leiden: Brill, 1977), 87. 


[bookmark: N_16_]16. D’Arcy, Conscience and
Its Right to Freedom, 117-18. This argument resembles the one given in
Suarez, De bonitate et militia humanorum actuum, disp. 12, sect. 4,
para. 8 (Vivès ed., 445). We can take it that D’Arcy is assuming that such
conformity exists not just for the action itself, but for any other actions
that influence the judgment that is made about the good of that action. 


[bookmark: N_17_]17. D’Arcy is aware that St.
Thomas’s views differ from his own, but dismisses St. Thomas’s positions in a
rather hubristic manner, remarking that “one cannot but feel again the
disappointment occasioned by some of the views of St. Thomas studied in the
third part of this book” (D’Arcy, Conscience and Its Right to Freedom,
216-17). 


[bookmark: N_18_]18.  Diana, a laxist, was nicknamed “agnus Dei,” on the
grounds that he took away the sins of the world. 


[bookmark: N_19_]19.  Delhaye, La conscience morale du chrétien, 103-4.
Delhaye gives an insight into how tiresome scrupulous penitents are for
confessors: “they can describe their case for five hours and return the
next day … they change confessors in order to have the pleasure of
repeating their story” (ibid., 106-7); this tiresomeness may have been an
important factor in the virtually complete abandonment of moralities of
conscience by confessors between the 1950s and the 1970s 


[bookmark: N_20_]20. Adolphe Tanquerey, The
Spiritual Life: A Treatise on Ascetical and Mystical Theology, 2nd
rev. ed. , tr. Herman Branderis (Tournai: Desclée & Co., 1930), 176-77,
180. 


[bookmark: N_21_]21.  For defence of the claim that the pursuit of perfection is
required of all Christians, see Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, Perfection
chrétienne et contemplation selon s. Thomas d’Aquin et s. Jean de la Croix (Montreal:
Milicia, 1952), vol. 1, ch. 3, art. 5, 215. 


[bookmark: N_22_]22.  The best account of probabilism is still Th. Deman,
“Probabilisme,” in Dictionnaire de théologie catholique.
Henry Davis, S.J., wrote in 1941 that “the tendency of the great majority
of modern theologians is towards the gentler and more liberal system,”
i.e. probabilism (Henry Davis, S.J., Moral and Pastoral Theology, vol.
1, Human Acts, Law, Sin, Virtue (London: Sheed and Ward, 1941), 86. 


[bookmark: N_23_]23.  See Davis, Moral and Pastoral Theology, 1:94. 


[bookmark: N_24_]24. See John R. T. Lamont,
“Determining the Authority and Level of Church Teaching,” The
Thomist 72 (2008): 376-77. 


[bookmark: N_25_]25.  Étienne Fouilloux, Une Église en quête de liberté
(Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1998), 215; Fouilloux gives a useful description of
this approach and its supporters. 


[bookmark: N_26_]26.  For the sociological evidence against it see the work of
Rodney Stark, particularly Rodney Stark and Roger Finke, The Churching of
America, 1776-2005: Winners and Losers in Our Religious Economy (New
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2005). This evidence is not Stark’s
debatable market analysis of the success and failure of religious groups and
religion itself, but his well-established claim that a religious group must
differentiate its members from its nonmembers in important ways, and make
significant demands on its members, if it is to thrive and expand. 


[bookmark: N_27_]27. James Franklin, The
Science of Conjecture: Evidence and Probability before Pascal (Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001), 66. 


[bookmark: N_28_]28.  Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue: A Study in Moral
Theory, 3rd ed. (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007).
Scientific rejection of Aristotelian physics has been given as a justification
for rejecting natural teleology. For criticism of the view that rejection of
Aristotle’s physics requires rejection of broadly Aristotelian metaphysics, see
John Lamont, “Fall and Rise of Aristotelianism in the Philosophy of
Science,” Science and Education 18 (2009): 861-84. 


[bookmark: N_29_]29. Oliver O’Donovan, Resurrection
and Moral Order, 2d ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 118. O’Donovan
himself advocates a view similar to St. Thomas’s: “the authority
attributed to reason is more properly understood to belong to reality”
(ibid., 120). 


[bookmark: N_30_]30. On Rousseau and conscience,
see the remarks of Servais Pinckaers in “Suivre sa conscience,” in
Servais Pinckaers, L’Évangile et la morale (Paris: Éditions du Cerf,
1990). 


[bookmark: N_31_]31. A few of Villey’s works are
accessible in English; see “Epitome of Classical Natural Law,” Griffith
Law Review 9 (2000):74-97; “Epitome of Classical Natural Law (part
II),” Griffith Law Review 10 (2001): 153-78; “Law in
Things,” in Controversies about Law’s Ontology, ed. Paul Amselek
and Neil McCormick (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1991), 2-12. 


[bookmark: N_32_]32. The power of his scholarship
and thought has compelled some response to his views from Francophone opponents
of his ideas. See, e.g., Luc Ferry and Alain Renaut, Philosophie politique
3: Des droits de l’homme à l’idée républicaine (Paris: Quadrige/PUF,
1984), 47ff. Ferry is the grandson of the anticlerical and imperialist minister
of the Third Republic Jules Ferry, and was as Minister of Education from 2002
to 2004 charged with implementing the policy of banning the wearing of
religious symbols in French state schools. I defend Villey against such
criticisms in “In Defence of Villey on Objective Right,” forthcoming.



[bookmark: N_33_]33.  Villey uses the plural for subjective rights and the singular
for objective right, a useful device that will be adopted in this article. 


[bookmark: N_34_]34.  Cf. Sarah Broadie, “Philosophical Introduction,” in
Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. Christopher Rowe (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002), 36. 


[bookmark: N_35_]35.  See Fred D. Miller, Jr., Nature, Justice, and Rights in
Aristotle’s Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 106; idem,
“Aristotle and the Origins of Natural Rights,” The Review of
Metaphysics 49 (1996): 882. Miller’s claim is criticized in Malcolm
Schofield, “Sharing in the Constitution,” The Review of
Metaphysics 49 (1996): 831-58. 


[bookmark: N_36_]36.  Miller, Nature, Justice, and Rights, 882. 


[bookmark: N_37_]37. Villey’s work on the whole
question of objective and subjective rights began with his arguing that
subjective rights did not exist in Roman law. Natale Rampazzo gives an overview
of scholarly reaction to Villey’s claim about Aristotle’s conception of
objective right being central to Roman law in “Critique de la lecture
villeyenne du droit romain: Le droit subjectif,” in Michel Villey: Le
juste partage, ed. Chantal Delsol and Stéphane Bauzon (Paris: Dalloz,
2007). He concludes that the reaction is generally favorable. 


[bookmark: N_38_]38.  See Michel Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique
moderne (Paris: Quadrige/PUF, 2003), 133-38. 


[bookmark: N_39_]39.  See Michel Villey, “St. Thomas et l’immobilisme,”
in Michel Villey, Seize essais de philosophie du droit (Paris: Dalloz,
1969), 97-100; and Jean-Marie Aubert, Le droit romain dans l’oeuvre de
Saint Thomas (Paris: Vrin, 1955). 


[bookmark: N_40_]40.  St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, vol. III
(Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1956), 403. 


[bookmark: N_41_]41.  Ibid., 388. 


[bookmark: N_42_]42.  See, e.g., St. Thomas, I Polit., lect. 1
(36-37) (St. Thomas Aquinas, In libros Politicorum expositio, ed. R.
Spiazzi [Rome: Marietti, 1951], 11). 


[bookmark: N_43_]43.  On the metaphysical picture underlying objective right, see
Michel Villey, “Historique de la nature des choses,” Archives de
philosophie du droit 10 (1965): 267-83. 


[bookmark: N_44_]44.  Madrid ed.,417; STh II-II, q. 61, a. 3. 


[bookmark: N_45_]45.  Michel Villey, “Abrégé du droit naturel classique,”
in Leçons d’histoire de la philosophie du droit (Paris: Dalloz, 1962),
126. 


[bookmark: N_46_]46.  Michel Villey, “Bible et philosophie gréco-romaine: De
saint Thomas au droit moderne,” Archives de philosophie du droit
18 (1973): 31-32. 


[bookmark: N_47_]47.  See e.g., De Malo, q. 15, a. 1, ad 5. There have
been unconvincing attempts to show that St. Thomas does not hold this. For
criticism of these attempts, see Patrick Lee, “The Permanence of the Ten
Commandments: St. Thomas and His Modern Commentators,” Theological
Studies 42 (1981); John Finnis, Moral Absolutes: Tradition, Revision,
and the Truth (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1989); Servais Pinckaers, Ce qu’on ne peut jamais faire: la question des
actes intrinsequement mauvais: Histoire et discussion (Paris: Editions du
Cerf, 1986). 


[bookmark: N_48_]48.  Georges Kalinowski and Michel Villey, “La mobilité du
droit naturel chez Aristote et Thomas d’Aquin,” Archives de
philosophie du droit 29 (1984): 196 (my translation). Villey usually talks
of ius in terms of a division of goods, but he is aware that it
involves a division of punishments as well; he discusses punishment in
“Des délits et peines dans la philosophie du droit naturel
classique,” Archives de philosophie du droit 28 (1983): 181-203.
He points out that the ius of a parricide, in Roman law, was to be
sewn up in a sack with a dog, a cock, a viper, and an ape, and thrown into the
sea. 


[bookmark: N_49_]49.  Michel Villey, “Torah-Dikaion I,” in Critique
de la pensée juridique moderne: Douze autres essais (Paris: Dalloz, 1976),
33-34. Villey refers the reader to the useful texts on the natural law from
Gratian to St. Thomas collected by Dom Odon Lottin in Psychologie et morale
aux XIIe et XIIIe siecles, vol. 2 (Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César, 1948),
but warns against Dom Lottin’s commentary. 


[bookmark: N_50_]50.  See Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne,
209-12. 


[bookmark: N_51_]51.  Villey, “Bible et philosophie gréco-romaine,” 43,
46-48. 


[bookmark: N_52_]52.  Ibid., 42. 


[bookmark: N_53_]53.  Ibid., 42-43, 50. 


[bookmark: N_54_]54.  See Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne,
p. 3, c. 1, “La renaissance des philosophies hellénistiques.” 


[bookmark: N_55_]55. 


55 Michel Villey, “Droit
subjectif I,” in Villey, Seize essais de philosophie du droit,
140. 


[bookmark: N_56_]56.  Michel Villey, “Droit subjectif II,” in Villey, Seize
essais de philosophie du droit, 183-85. 


[bookmark: N_57_]57. A good discussion of this
debate is Virpi Mäkinen, Property Rights in the Late Medieval Discussion on
Franciscan Poverty, Recherches de théologie et philosophie
médiévales—Bibliotheca 3 (Leuven: Peeters, 2001).


[bookmark: N_58_]58.  William of Ockham, Opus nonaginta dierum, in Opera
politica, ed. J. G. Sikes and H. S. Offler (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1963), vol. 2, p. 302; quoted in Annabel Brett, Liberty,
Right and Nature: Individual Rights in Later Scholastic Thought
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 63; and by Villey in “Droit
subjectif I,” 166. 


[bookmark: N_59_]59.  Brett, Liberty, Right and Nature, 63; the quoted
passage is from Sikes and Offler, eds., Opera politica, 2:320-21. 


[bookmark: N_60_]60. Villey, “Droit subjectif
I,” 167. 


[bookmark: N_61_]61.  See e.g. Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique
moderne, 223ff.; it is a frequent theme in his work. 


[bookmark: N_62_]62.  An example of this attitude is this statement by Martin
Rhonheimer: “Tierney convincingly challenges the view of Michel Villey,
for whom the idea of ‘rights’ (as subjective rights) is specifically
modern” (Martin Rhonheimer, “The Political Ethos of Constitutional
Democracy and the Place of Natural Law in Public Reason: Rawls’ ‘Political Liberalism’
Revisited,” American Journal of Jurisprudence 50 [2005]: 5). 


[bookmark: N_63_]63.  Brian Tierney, “Religious Rights: An Historical
Perspective,” in Religious Rights in Global Perspective, ed. John
Witte and J. D. van der Vyver (London: Martinus Nijhoff, 1996), 27. 


[bookmark: N_64_]64.  Brian Tierney, The Idea of Natural Rights (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 63. 


[bookmark: N_65_]65.  Ibid. 


[bookmark: N_66_]66.  Ibid., 64. 


[bookmark: N_67_]67.  Ibid., 62. 


[bookmark: N_68_]68. See Charles J. Reid,
“The Canonistic Contribution to the Western Rights Tradition,” Boston
College Law Review 33 (1991): 37-92; “Thirteenth-Century Canon Law
and Rights: The Word ius and Its Range of Subjective Meanings,” Studia
Canonica 30 (1996): 295-342. 


[bookmark: N_69_]69. Reid, “The Canonistic
Contribution to the Western Rights Tradition,” 66. 


[bookmark: N_70_]70.  Ibid., 67; Reid, “Thirteenth-Century Canon Law
and Rights,” 321. 


[bookmark: N_71_]71. Reid, “The Canonistic
Contribution to the Western Rights Tradition,” 73. 


[bookmark: N_72_]72.  Ibid., 80. 


[bookmark: N_73_]73.  Ibid., 57. 


[bookmark: N_74_]74. Villey, “Droit subjectif
I,” 156-58. Villey remarks here that “the shift in meaning of the
word ius towards a notion of power characterizes the language of
practice in the Middle Ages” (ibid., 157). 


[bookmark: N_75_]75.  Some scholars have connected Ockham’s political philosophy
with his views on universals, a fact that may have misled Tierney in his
approach to Villey; they are criticized in Charles Zuckerman, “The
Relationship of Theories of Universals to Theories of Church Government in the
Middle Ages: A Critique of Previous Views,” Journal of the History of
Ideas 36 (1975): 579-94. A. S. McGrade, in “Ockham on the Birth of
Individual Rights,” in Authority and Power, ed. Brian Tierney and
Peter Linehan (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), has defended the
claim that Ockham’s views on universals had some impact on his conception of rights.
This debate, while interesting, is not relevant to Villey’s argument. 


[bookmark: N_76_]76. Paul Vincent Spade remarks,
“Ockham removes all need for entities in seven of the traditional
Aristotelian ten categories; all that remain are entities in the categories of
substance and quality, and a few entities in the category of relation, which
Ockham thinks are required for theological reasons pertaining to the Trinity,
the Incarnation and the Eucharist, even though our natural cognitive powers
would see no reason for them at all” (The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy [Fall 2006 edition], s.v. “William of Ockham”
[available at
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2006/entries/ockham/>]). 


[bookmark: N_77_]77.  See, e.g., Villey’s review of Richard Tuck’s Natural
Rights Theories: Their Origin and Development (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1979), in “Travaux récents sur les droits de l’homme,
I,” Archives de philosophe du droit 26 (1981): 411-18. 


[bookmark: N_78_]78.  See, e.g., Michel Villey, Réflexions sur la philosophie
et le droit: Les carnets de Michel Villey, ed. Marie-Anne Frison-Roche and
Christophe Jamin (Paris: PUF, 1995), 305. 


[bookmark: N_79_]79.  For ius as a power in Vitoria and Suarez, see
Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne, 344-45, 356-57. 


[bookmark: N_80_]80. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan,
p. I, c. 14, in The English Works of Thomas Hobbes, vol. 3, ed. Sir
William Molesworth (London: John Bohn, 1839; repr. Darmstadt: Scientia Verlag
Aalen, 1966), 116-17. 


[bookmark: N_81_]81. Villey, La formation de
la pensée juridique moderne, 574-75. 


[bookmark: N_82_]82. John Locke, Two Treatises
of Government, book 2, Essay on Civil Government, c. 9, in The
Works of John Locke, vol. 5 (London: Thomas Tegg, 1823; repr. Germany:
Scientia Verlag Aalen, 1963), 412-14. 


[bookmark: N_83_]83.  Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne,
539; he instances Suarez, De legibus, bk. 2, ch. 6, para. 17; Vasquez,
Commentari ac disputationes in Primam Secundae S. Thomae (Lyons,
1631), disp. 150, c. 3, n. 23; Gabriel Biel, Super Sentent. II, d. 3,
a. 2. 


[bookmark: N_84_]84.  Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne,
541. 


[bookmark: N_85_]85.  Ibid., 542. 


[bookmark: N_86_]86.  Ibid., 543, 547. Villey points out that Grotius, following
Cicero, puts these Stoic principles to a use for which they were not originally
intended, since they were meant by the Stoics purely as a guide to individual
conduct, not as a basis for law. 


[bookmark: N_87_]87.  It is worth mentioning that by unifying law and morality, the
baroque Scholastics and the seventeenth century jurists injured morality as
well as law. As we have seen, the human law and the rulings of human judges can
only bear upon exterior realities, which are not defined in terms of the
intentions or moral responsibilities of the agents involved in these realities.
If the law becomes thought of in terms of morality, morality as a result tends
to be understood on the model of the law. Moral principles come to be thought
of as bearing on actions described from the exterior; as Pinckaers notes of
moralities of conscience, “the distinction between exterior act and
interior act is blurred” (Pinckaers, L’Évangile et la morale,
277). Pinckaers also discusses the damage done by the notion of subjective
rights to a grasp of the virtue of justice (ibid., 49-50). 


[bookmark: N_88_]88.  Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne,
551-2, points out the flaws in Grotius’s reasoning, and explicitly makes the
comparison with casuistry; see also Michel Villey,“Morale et droit (sur un
texte de Grotius),” in Villey, Seize essais de philosophie du droit,
107ff. 


[bookmark: N_89_]89.  Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique moderne,
p. 557. 


[bookmark: N_90_]90.  Michel Villey, Le droit et les droits de l’homme
(Paris: PUF, 1983), 152. 


[bookmark: N_91_]91.  Mounier’s influence was not limited to clerical circles. To
give one example, Pierre Elliott Trudeau, a self-described follower of Mounier,
launched his public career by founding a journal, Cité libre, which
was intended to be a Canadian version of Mounier’s journal Esprit;
Canadian Catholics will be able to judge how much Trudeau’s thought and actions
did to promote human dignity in Canadian society. 


[bookmark: N_92_]92.  For Mounier’s life, thought, and influence, see John Hellman,
Emmanuel Mounier and the New Catholic Left 1930-1950 (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1981). Hellman’s The Knight-monks of Vichy
France: Uriage, 1940-1945, 2d ed. (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 1997) is helpful on Mounier’s connections with figures of the nouvelle
théologie such as Chenu, Congar and de Lubac. Mounier’s prewar interest in
fascism and Nazism is described in Zeev Sternhell, Ni droite ni gauche: l’idéologie
fasciste en France, rev. ed. (Brussels: Éditions Complexe, 1987). Debates
over Sternhell’s overall thesis do not undermine his documentation of Mounier’s
views. Mounier mocked Georges Bernanos for broadcasting on the BBC in favor of
the Resistance (see Michel Winock, Histoire politique de la revue ‘Esprit’
[Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1975], 209), and denounced the D-day landings as a
“myth of liberation” (Mounier, Oeuvres [Paris: Éditions du
Seuil, 1961-63], 4:766; see Seth D. Armus, “The Eternal Enemy: Emmanuel
Mounier’s Esprit and French Anti-Americanism,” French
Historical Studies 24 [Spring 2001]: 271-304). After the war, Mounier
defended the Communist takeover of Czechoslovakia and the show trial of the
left-wing democratic Bulgarian politician Nikola Petkov, “one of the most
dreadful of eastern Europe’s show trials” (R. J. Crampton, Bulgaria [Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1997], 322). Petkov was shot. Mounier attacked
François Mauriac for showing a concern for “individual justice” in
the Petkov case (see Tony Judt, Past Imperfect: French Intellectuals,
1944-1956 [Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992], 86-97); a line of
argument parallel to that of Charles Maurras in the Dreyfus case, although
Maurras did not accompany his position with extensive reflections on the
dignity of the human person. Mounier’s eventual rejection of Christianity in
favor of Nietzsche did not much affect his influence in Catholic circles. 


[bookmark: N_93_]93.  Jacques Maritain, L’homme et l’état, in Jacques
et Raïssa Maritain: Oeuvres completes, vol. 9 (Paris: Éditions Saint-Paul,
1990), 578-79. 


[bookmark: N_94_]94.  Ibid., 585. 


[bookmark: N_95_]95.  “L’intellect, pour former un jugement, écoute et
consulte l’espèce de chant produit dans le sujet par la vibration de ses
tendences intérieures” (ibid., 586). 


[bookmark: N_96_]96. On this, see Lamont,
“Determining the Authority and Level of Church Teaching,” 387-90. 


[bookmark: N_97_]97. Jacques Maritain, Les
droits de l’homme et la loi naturelle, in Jacques et Raïssa Maritain:
Oeuvres completes, vol. 7 (Paris: Éditions Saint-Paul, 1988), 638. 


[bookmark: N_98_]98.  Maritain, L’homme et l’état, 604. 


[bookmark: N_99_]99. Ibid., 597. 


[bookmark: N_100_]100.
 Ibid., 589. 


[bookmark: N_101_]101.
 In “Sur la politique de Jacques
Maritain,” Archives de philosophie du droit 19 (1974): 444,
Villey comments on the negative influence of baroque Scholasticism on Maritain,
and notes that “following the example of most contemporary philosophers
and theologians, he was distinguished by an almost total absence of knowledge
of economics and law.” 


[bookmark: N_102_]102.
 Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue,
2d ed. (London: Duckworth, 1985), 68-69. I do not know whether or to what
extent MacIntyre was influenced by Villey. 


[bookmark: N_103_]103.
 On subjective rights and the family see
Michel Villey, “Droit familial et philosophies du droit naturel,” Revista
chilena de derecho 7 (1980): 621-32. 


[bookmark: N_104_]104.
 See Villey, Le droit et les droits
de l’homme, 156-57. 


[bookmark: N_105_]105.
See Villey’s
discussion in ‘Une enquête sur la nature des doctrines sociales chrétiennes’, Archives
de philosophie du droit 9 (1964). Villey’s objection is confirmed by an
examination of the thought of Luigi Taparelli d’Azeglio, the 19th century
Jesuit and co-founder of Civiltà Cattolica who coined the term ‘social
justice’. Taparelli taught the future Leo XIII and was a principal influence on
Rerum Novarum, and was quoted by Pius XI in Divini illius magistri
50, which described his Saggio Teoretico di Diretto Naturale as
‘a work never sufficiently praised and recommended to university students’. His
thought was largely a version of baroque scholastic natural law theory, with
eclectic borrowings from Locke and other non-Catholic thinkers. John C. Rao’s
enthusiasm for Taparelli as having provided an alternative to Enlightenment
thought is thus misplaced. The failure of Catholic social thought to be widely
accepted and practiced - a failure Rao finds mysterious - is in fact due to a
large extent to the weaknesses that result from its being framed in modern
natural law terms. 


[bookmark: N_106_]106.
 See also Lamont, “Determining the
Authority and Level of Church Teaching.” 


[bookmark: N_107_]107.
 On Villey’s learning, see Stéphane
Rials, ‘Présentation’, in Villey, La formation de la pensée juridique
moderne, 13-16. 


[bookmark: N_108_]108.
 For Villey on the rights of man as
idols, see e.g. Villey, Réflexions sur la philosophie et le droit,
243, 257; on the self as an idol, see ibid., 159. Villey’s view on idols is
discussed in Stéphane Rials, Villey et les idoles: Essai (Paris:
PUF/Quadrige, 2000). 


[bookmark: N_109_]109.
 Robert George remarks that “whether
or not one recognizes Biblical authority or believes in a personal God, it is
true that human beings possess a power traditionally ascribed to
divinity—namely, the power to be an uncaused causing” (“Natural Law
and Human Rights: A Conversation with Robert P. George,” in Does Human
Rights Need God? [sic], ed. Elizabeth M. Bucar and Barbra Barnett [Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005], 138). Unsurprisingly, this statement occurs in the
course of a defense of subjective rights. 


[bookmark: N_110_]110.
I am
grateful to Rachael Briggs, Fr. Gerald Gleeson, Geraldine Pace, and an
anonymous review for The Thomist for helpful comments on this paper. 









Web server status








The Thomist 73 (2009): 241-77




GOD, THE UNIVERSITY, AND THE MISSING LINK— WISDOM: REFLECTIONS ON TWO UNTIMELY
BOOKS









Reinhard
Hütter









Duke
University

Durham, North Carolina









Without
the Creator the creature would disappear… . But when God is

 forgotten the creature itself
grows unintelligible.(1)


 


POPE BENEDICT XVI, in his famous lecture at the University of Regensburg on
12 September 2006, “Faith, Reason, and the University: Memories and
Reflections,” makes this programmatic statement about reason and the
modern university:


The scientific
ethos, moreover, is … the will to be obedient to the truth, and, as such,
it embodies an attitude which belongs to the essential decisions of the
Christian spirit. The intention here is not one of retrenchment or negative
criticism, but of broadening our concept of reason and its application. While
we rejoice in the new possibilities open to humanity, we also see the dangers
arising from these possibilities and we must ask ourselves how we can overcome
them. We will succeed in doing so only if reason and faith come together in a
new way, if we overcome the self-imposed limitation of reason to the empirically
falsifiable, and if we once more disclose its vast horizons. In this sense
theology rightly belongs in the university and within the wide-ranging dialogue
of sciences, not merely as a historical discipline and one of the human
sciences, but precisely as theology, as inquiry into the rationality of faith.(2)
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Quite obviously, and not unlike his predecessor Pope John Paul II,(3) Pope Benedict has a keen interest in the modern
university. In an equally important speech composed for the university “La
Sapienza”—once the pope’s own university in Rome, today a secular Roman
university—a speech that was, however, never to be delivered, because the
invitation to the Holy Father was withdrawn at the last moment, the pope points
even more explicitly to a danger facing reason and consequently also the
university in the Western world:


The danger for the
Western world—to speak only of this—is that today, precisely because of the
greatness of his knowledge and power, man will fail to face up to the question
of the truth. This would mean at the same time that reason would ultimately bow
to the pressure of interests and the attraction of utility, constrained to
recognize this as the ultimate criterion. To put it from the point of view of
the structure of the university: there is a danger that philosophy, no longer
considering itself capable of its true task, will degenerate into positivism;
and that theology, with its message addressed to reason, will be limited to the
private sphere of a more or less numerous group. Yet if reason, out of concern
for its alleged purity, becomes deaf to the great message that comes to it from
Christian faith and wisdom, then it withers like a tree whose roots can no
longer reach the waters that give it life. It loses the courage for truth and
thus becomes not greater but smaller.(4)


In his Regensburg lecture, Pope Benedict makes a case for theology belonging
to the very heart of what a university is about; in his lecture for “La
Sapenzia” he makes a similar case for philosophy. Only if theology and
philosophy occupy an in-dispensable central role in the structure of the
university will the 












page 243


university as an institution maintain the courage for truth, realize
reason’s inherent orientation toward transcendence, and thus be able to resist
“the pressures of interest and the attraction of utility,” in short,
the familiar instrumentalization of the modern university for tangible ends in
the material order. The modern research university prepares for its own
disintegration by embracing a reductive notion of truth, by degrading
philosophy from its original status as integrative metascience (viz.,
metaphysics) to the status of one academic discipline among many—and more
marginal than most—and by, at best, preserving theology in the semi-exiled
reservation of a professional school of Christian ministry, a divinity school,
or, at worst, simply banning it from its walls.


Pope Benedict XVI’s assessment of the modern research university is echoed
by one of the most highly respected and widely read philosophers presently
teaching in the United States:


To whom … in
such a university falls the task of integrating the various disciplines, of
considering the bearing of each on the others, and of asking how each
contributes to the overall understanding of the nature and order of things? The
answer is “No one,” but even this answer is misleading. For there is
no sense in the contemporary American university that there is such a task,
that something that matters is being left undone. And so the very notion of the
nature and order of things, of a single universe, different aspects of which
are objects of enquiry for the various disciplines, but in such a way that each
aspect needs to be related to every other, this notion no longer informs the
enterprise of the contemporary American university. It has become an irrelevant
concept. It makes little difference in this respect whether a university is
professedly secular or professedly Catholic.(5)


This statement is taken from the first of two books to be discussed in this
essay, Alasdair MacIntyre’s God, Philosophy, Universities. MacIntyre
is one of two Catholic philosophers who have recently undertaken a most central
but also most unfashionable task, namely, to rethink the unity of all academic
disciplines by way of the integrative role of philosophy. MacIntyre pursues
this task by unfolding a selective narrative account of the complex history of 
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Catholic philosophy in relationship to the emergence of the university.
Benedict Ashley, O.P., in The Way toward Wisdom: An Interdisciplinary and
Intercultural Introduction to Metaphysics,(6)
pursues this task in dialogue with the sciences, especially the natural
sciences, by way of an Aristotelian Thomist reconstruction of metaphysics as
meta-science.


MacIntyre and Ashley share the
concern for the integrative role of philosophy in the university: the first
argues for it by way of a narrative account, the latter by displaying
concretely how this integrative role of philosophy as meta-science actually
works. Moreover, MacIntyre and Ashley share a fundamental normative
presupposition, namely, that the enterprise of the university should be
essentially informed by “the very notion of the nature and order of
things, of a single universe, different aspects of which are objects of enquiry
for the various disciplines, but in such a way that each aspect needs to be
related to every other.”(7) The pursuit of
such a substantive interdiscipinarity, such a “connected view or grasp of
things,” as John Henry Newman puts it in The Idea of a University,(8) is nothing but the pursuit of wisdom, and such
a pursuit entails an ever-widening horizon of reason, indeed, the inherent
openness of reason to transcendence. It is by way of teaching such a
“connected view or grasp of things”—or “teaching universal
knowledge”(9)—that the whole of reality in
its essential interconnectedness is attended to. For it is first and foremost
the coherence of the curriculum of a particular science and the
interrelationship between the university curricula that reflects best the
“nature and order of things.” This is the reason why for MacIntyre,
as well as for Ashley, the extension of knowledge by way of teaching (as
integral to education in a comprehensive sense) is the first and foremost task
of the 
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university. By attending primarily to
this task, the university realizes and maintains best the unity and coherence
between all academic disciplines.


The advancement of knowledge by way
of research is, by contrast, not absolutely essential to the normative
understanding of the university defended by MacIntyre and Ashley. Highly
advanced research can just as well be undertaken by globally networked
academies, think tanks, and laboratories sponsored by corporations and
governments. Such research institutes and laboratories are not essentially
directed toward the extension of knowledge by way of teaching and hence are
also not in any need whatsoever of students. Consequently, a university that
focuses primarily on research and only secondarily upon teaching—in short, the
modern research university—will eventually become a victim of the systemic
forces unleashed by making research, and hence knowledge production, its
dominant purpose and end.(10) Both MacIntyre
and Ashley hold that an increasing transmutation of universities into such
conglomerates of advanced and ever-more-specialized knowledge production will
necessarily increase those centrifugal, purely research-oriented forces that
will lead to 
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the all-too-familiar fragmentation of
the university as a whole and of the field-specific curricula in particular.
Consequently, for both authors the very nature and vitality of the university
depend on the role philosophy as a meta-science plays in ensuring a
“connected view or grasp of things.” For a university cannot be
“a place of teaching universal knowledge”(11)
and hence of pursuing wisdom if it lacks interdisciplinary integrity and fails
to reflect reason’s openness to transcendence.


There is, however, a subtle
difference between MacIntyre and Ashley in that the latter, possibly because of
his extensive dialogue with the natural sciences, is more open than MacIntyre
seems to be to regarding the university also as a legitimate place for
the advancement of knowledge by way of research. While profoundly dedicated to
a program of education in a Thomistic sense,(12)
Ashley appears also to allow space in the university for a modern extension of
Aristotle’s comprehensive program of research. Possibly because of the central
role Newman’s understanding of the university plays for him, MacIntyre has a
deeper and more exclusive commitment to the university as a place of the
extension of knowledge by way of teaching. I shall revisit this
not-altogether-unimportant difference later, but at this point I shall turn to
the ways MacIntyre and Ashley make their respective cases.









I. God, Philosophy, Universities(13)


God, Philosophy, Universities grew out of an undergraduate course of the
same title that MacIntyre taught for many years at the University of Notre
Dame. The book is remarkable in at least three respects. First, it is—as far
as I can see—the only book in which MacIntyre, by way of explicit
philosophical discourse, 












page 247


attends to God. Second, it is the
book in which MacIntyre offers his, so far, most ambitious and comprehensive
philosophical narrative about philosophy. Stretching across a spectrum of
one-and-a-half millennia on 180 compact and elegantly written pages, from
Augustine to the late Pope John Paul II’s encyclical Fides et ratio,
the narrative pursues an intricate pattern made of three distinct but tightly
interwoven strands: the philosophical contemplation of God, the tradition of
Catholic philosophy, and the development of universities. Third, among
MacIntyre’s rich corpus, and especially in comparison with After Virtue
and Three Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry, this book is his most
disquieting, if not despairing, pace the invocation of hope in the
book’s very last line. The book’s profoundly disquieting character does not
pertain to the theistic discourse about God (though some theologians might wish
for an explicit Trinitarian identification of and discourse about God). Nor
does it pertain to the tradition of Catholic philosophy per se (though
MacIntyre prescribes to its contemporary practitioners a disquietingly
ambitious and comprehensive agenda). Rather, God, Philosophy, Universities
is most disquieting in its evident disdain for the present modern research
university. More than twenty-five years ago, in one of those rare but important
conversations that go to the very core of things, a German university professor
of theology, who eventually became my Doktorvater, made the following
remark to me: “It is only the students who still believe in the university
as a corporate reality with an overarching, coherent telos. The professors have
long ago ceased to do so.” As a motivated student with not untypically
high ideals, I was markedly disturbed by what struck me then as a rather
alarming statement. Ten years into teaching at a leading, Berlin-type, American
research university, I now know all too well what my Doktorvater then
observed about his and my Berlin-type, German research university. In
MacIntyre’s words the observation sounds thus: 


Research
universities in the early twenty-first century are wonderfully successful
business corporations subsidized by tax exemptions and exhibiting all the
acquisitive ambitions of such corporations. 
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What disappears from
view in such universities, and what significantly differentiates them from many
of their predecessors, is twofold: first, any large sense of and concern for
enquiry into the relationships between the disciplines and, second, any
conception of the disciplines as each contributing to a single shared
enterprise, one whose principal aim is neither to benefit the economy nor to
advance the careers of its students, but rather to achieve for teachers and
students alike a certain kind of shared understanding. Universities have
become, perhaps irremediably, fragmented and partitioned institutions, better
renamed “multiversities,” as Clark Kerr suggested almost fifty years
ago. (174)


Is MacIntyre chasing the memories of a long bygone past or is he musing over
the contours of a utopia that never existed and never will exist? Should he,
having himself been a professor at numerous distinguished modern research
universities, better acknowledge the unavoidable or, even better, praise and
defend the achievements of these “multiversities”? While it might
argu-ably be inadvisable for persons sitting in a glass house to throw stones,
it is very advisable, if not mandatory, for professors teaching in these kinds
of institutions to raise overarching norma-tive questions (of precisely the
kind MacIntyre does) in order to critique the modern university. For who should
raise such questions with greater legitimacy (and even a necessity internal to
his or her very academic discipline) than a philosopher—or for that matter, a
theologian?(14) The question of the
relationship between all disciplines, and of the overall shared end of the
university, must be raised inside the university if there is to be even the
smallest indication of a genuine life of the intellect and hence of the
capacity for a critical self-examination and self-reflexivity left in such an
institution.


Such questions, moreover, are asked
best in a proper scientific way, and this means in the context of a
meta-science that deals with the nature, the mutual relationships, and the
overall ordering of all academic disciplines, and hence with the nature and
scope of the university as such. Were such a meta-science to occupy a 
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central role in a university it could
indeed achieve the kind of intrinsic coherence that not even the most advanced
and sophisticated extrinsic managerial strategies and administrative tactics
could ever hope to achieve.(15) What is so
disquieting about MacIntyre’s book is that even a cursory consideration of its
narrative by any member of an average contemporary “multi-versity”
makes it plain how utterly removed these fundamental concerns are from the
day-to-day business of such institutions, and hence in turn how utterly removed
these activities are from what pertains to the essence of a university properly
conceived. Might the application of the term “university” to such
institutions have become just a craftily camouflaged case of equivocation?


A summary of the book’s narrative is
both easy and difficult to compose. MacIntyre has written this book with an
educated Catholic lay audience in mind: persons of largely Catholic
convictions, broadly educated in a variety of current matters, but not
particularly informed by the Catholic philosophical tradition and hence
unequipped to situate and assess in a constructive and meaningful way. By way
of a broadly accessible, and hence necessarily selective narrative, MacIntyre
intends to offer a map that will allow educated Catholics to negotiate a better
path through the complexities and ambiguities of late modern thought and life
by evaluating the underlying philosophical theses and claims and effectively
distinguishing between the truth of some philosophical theses and the falsity
of others. As in his earlier works, MacIntyre is interested in reclaiming the
central role of philosophy for a wider, nonspecialized public. He thus
conceives philosophy as the systematic development of questions that plain
persons might raise, especially but not exclusively in light of their broadly
theistic or concretely Catholic beliefs. The narrative MacIntyre unfolds, with
an exemplary erudition, is indeed largely accessible to a nonspecialized readership.
The prose is attractive and transparent; the narrative flows with an admirable
ease and coherence, yet with subtle nuance.
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According to MacIntyre, broadly
theistic and specifically Catholic beliefs have historically given rise to
three pre-eminent philosophical questions: first, the question of the
compatibility between the existence of God and the scope of evil—natural,
social, and moral—in a universe of finite beings; second, the question of the
compatibility between divine transcendent causal-ity and genuine secondary
causality (i.e., between divine omni-potence and human freedom); and third, the
question of true knowledge of and hence meaningful discourse about God.
Catholic philosophy has had to consider these issues again and again. And
because the engagement of these profound and difficult questions has occurred
in socially, culturally, and institutionally embodied forms, the university has
to be part of the narrative of Catholic philosophy.


Not altogether unpredictably, the
narrative commences with Augustine. The eminent imperial rhetor and later even
more eminent bishop of Hippo turns out to be also the first Catholic
philosopher—offering consistent, frequent, and extensive philosophical
argumentation in defense of the Catholic faith. The lucid treatment of
Augustine’s ontology forms part of a patristic prologue that includes Boethius
and the Pseudo-Dionysius and that ends in Anselm of Canterbury, who is
presented as the first fully refined Catholic philosopher in the Augustinian
tradition—a monastic thinker, however, in an eleventh century Christian French
kingdom devoid of any university. Before the university, or, at least, the studium
generale enters the stage for Catholic philosophy, another prologue has to
be told: the pivotal role for Catholic philosophy of Muslim philosophy,
especially the first encounter of Catholic philosophers with most of the Corpus
Aristotelicum by way of its Muslim commentators. The encounter between the
Augustinian tradition (having adopted and successfully adapted large
neo-Platonic strands of thought with select Aristotelian moments by way of
Boethius) and a massive Corpus Aristotelicum (interpreted by highly
sophisticated Muslim philosophers) created the critical mass that gave rise to
the genesis of a Catholic philosophical tradition in the proper sense.
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MacIntyre himself regards the
convergence of three dynamic events as the birth hour of Catholic philosophy in
its full sense: a large set of intellectually challenging new texts, a pool of
profound thinkers, and the emergence of new institutions of higher learning—a studium
generale at Paris, Oxford, Bologna, and Naples. The hero of this part of
MacIntyre’s narrative is Thomas Aquinas (his most crucial forerunner, Albert
the Great, and his role in founding the Dominican studium at
Cologne—the seed of its later university—is regrettably absent). For it is
with Aquinas that a separate, proper philosophical discourse is assumed, not parallel
with and indifferent to Catholic convictions, but as a mode of inquiry
informing these convictions while being informed by them. The marked decline
MacIntyre observes in the decades after Aquinas’s death must not be understood,
he stresses, as a willful departure by these thinkers from the position of the doctor
communis, but rather as a proliferation of philosophical difficulties and
rival philosophical conceptualities that could no longer be successfully
resolved in one coherent and comprehensive philosophical discourse. The result
of this failure was the formation of particular schools and traditions of
Catholic philosophical enquiry (Thomism, Scotism, Ockhamism, Augus-tinianism),
schools that allegedly marked themselves off from each other by way of
increasingly arcane and protracted lines of argumentation.


With the rise of and in light of the
challenges of Renaissance humanism, modern natural science, and early modern
skepticism, the Catholic philosophical tradition underwent a series of
transformations. The discovery and political subjugation of the Americas
presented profound intellectual challenges to key representatives of the
Catholic philosophical tradition in Spain in the sixteenth century. However,
this tradition was not able to achieve a coherent and compelling position on
these novel and conceptually challenging, as well as politically pressing
matters. Rather, the formation of particular schools of thought with complex
speculative positions continued (Suarezianism forming a new school). The fact
that these highly developed positions were 
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in what seemed to the sharpest minds
of the time to be an irresolvable and hence interminable conceptual conflict
with each other gave rise to a Catholic version of skepticism. Descartes,
Pascal, and Arnauld reacted to this in varying complex ways. Thus, having
reached the threshold of modernity, the narrative continues to unfold according
to the following basic pattern: after an ever-increasing Baroque Scholastic
self-isolation, Catholic philosophy eventually distinguishes itself by its
complete absence. “Where philosophy flourished, Catholic faith was absent.
Where the Catholic faith was sustained, philosophy failed to flourish”
(133). 


When does Catholic philosophy proper
re-emerge in the modern context? Parallel to the emergence of Catholic
philosophy in the patristic era with Augustine and its medieval flourishing
with Aquinas, MacIntyre identifies a forerunner and a subsequent hero in the
modern era: the forerunner is Antonio Rosmini-Serbati, and the hero is John
Henry Newman. Rosmini-Serbati, having intellectually confronted Kant and German
idealism, was the first seriously to attempt to address modern philosophical
problems as a Catholic thinker; and only Newman, having intellectually confronted
British empiricism, was able to define the tasks confronting Catholic
philosophy in modernity. However, Rosmini’s engagement was not altogether
successful, and even Newman did not fully identify, let alone muster, the
resources necessary to address these daunting tasks. Only with Pope Leo XIII’s
coordinated effort—encapsulated in his famous 1879 encyclical letter Aeterni
Patris and in the launching of the Leonine edition of the works of Thomas
Aquinas—does the situation change. In one crucial regard, namely, the way
Christian faith actually enables true rational enquiry, MacIntyre makes the
link between Newman and Aeterni Patris explicit: 


Part of the gift of
Christian faith is to enable us to identify accurately where the line between
faith and reason is to be drawn, something that cannot be done from the
standpoint of reason, but only from that of faith. Reason therefore needs
Christian faith, if it is to do its own work well. Reason without Christian 
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faith is always
reason informed by some other faith, characteristically an unacknowledged
faith, one that renders its adherents liable to error. (152f.)


Next to new ventures in personalism (Marcel et al.) and
phenomenology (Hildebrand, Scheler, Stein, Marion), and quite a bit later in post-Wittgensteinian
analytic philosophy (Anscombe, Geach, Dummett), MacIntyre identifies inside the
ecclesiastically encouraged and endorsed neo-Scholastic form of Catholic
philosophy various strands of neo-Thomism. The strand with the most lasting
success and impact is the one that led to an increasingly sophisticated
recovery of the full breadth and depth of Aquinas’s thought in its own medieval
context. MacIntyre also discusses Transcendental Thomism and Aristotelian
Thomism briefly. He keeps at a distance, subtly but firmly, all strands of
Thomism that understand themselves as instantiations of a shared philosophia
perennis. This is not because he would disagree with such an effort in
principle, but rather because he seems to regard the performance of modern
Thomist metaphysics as not quite true to the highest standards of the Catholic
philosophical enterprise, standards presumably set by Augustine and Aquinas. In
other words, he seems to be most rigorous in his expectations where the
performance comes close to, but still falls somewhat short of, these highest
standards. 


Where is the journey of Catholic philosophy going? MacIntyre turns to the
twentieth-century Catholic philosopher who became pope in 1978. He understands
Pope John Paul II, in his 1998 encyclical letter Fides et ratio, as
doing nothing short of reconceiving the Catholic philosophical tradition
according to the highest possible standards: “It is within the Catholic
philosophical enterprise, when it is true to its own highest standards, that philosophy
is carried on as it needs to be carried on” (165). MacIntyre reads Fides
et ratio as a most urgent invitation to Catholic philosophers to refocus
on the deepest human concerns and what it is to be human, and thereby to carry
on philosophy as it needs to be carried on. Such an account of what it is to be
a human being will explain why human beings are capable of relevant
self-knowledge. In other words, the integrative function 
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of philosophy in the Catholic tradition will best be recovered by way of a
comprehensively anthropological focus. For 


such an account will
have to integrate what we can learn about the nature and constitution of human
beings from physicists, chemists, and biologists, historians, economists, and
sociologists, with the kind of understanding of human beings that only theology
can afford. (177)


According to MacIntyre such an account would presuppose the theology of
Augustine and would otherwise be largely Thomist (in questions of truth and of
God as the first and final cause of all reality), but would draw upon seminal
non-Catholic thinkers such as Kierkegaard, Husserl, and Wittgenstein, while
making the best of insights of key Catholic thinkers as different as Anselm,
Scotus, Suarez, Pascal, Stein, and Anscombe. MacIntyre’s adumbration of such an
account culminates in the following programmatic remarks:


If such an account
were to accomplish its philosophical purposes, it would have to confront and
overcome more than one kind of difficulty. It would have to enable Catholic
philosophers to engage with the contentions of the whole range of contemporary
major philosophical positions incompatible with and antagonistic to the
Catholic faith, including the whole range of versions of naturalism, reductive
and nonreductive, the Heideggerian and post-Heideggerian romantic rejections of
the ontology presupposed by the Catholic faith, pragmatist reconceptions and
postmodern rejections of truth, and that so often taken for granted thin
desiccated Neokantianism that is so fashionable in contemporary philosophy.
(178)


I think he is exactly right. Needless to say, this program would be greatly
helped by a contemporary recovery of the Thomist philosophical tradition
according to Aquinas’s own highest standards (as, arguably, adumbrated in Three
Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry), a program that would require the
sustained cooperation of numerous Catholic thinkers in various fields of
enquiry across a prolonged period of time. Moreover, such a program would
require a well-functioning Catholic university roughly along the lines Newman
conceived of in his Idea of a University, a university in which
philosophy occupies a central, integrative position, 












page 255


essentially open toward theology (natural theology as well as sacra
doctrina) on the one hand and, on the other hand, equally open to the
human and natural sciences. The reality of contemporary Catholic universities,
let alone secular universities, in America (and Europe, I venture to claim) is,
however, strikingly hostile to such possibilities. For


what in fact we find
is that the most prestigious Catholic universities often mimic the structures
and goals of the most prestigious secular universities and do so with little
sense of something having gone seriously amiss. To the extent that this is so,
the institutional prospects for the future history of the Catholic
philosophical tradition are not encouraging, quite apart from the daunting
character of its intellectual needs and ambitions. (179)(16)
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Again the question of the university emerges forcefully. But before I return
to this topic, I shall address, first, the overall narrative; second, strands
one and two, God and Catholic philosophy, com-bined. Finally, I shall return to
the third strand, the university.


 


A) MacIntyre’s Narrative


In the preface to his book, MacIntyre anticipates that the selection
underlying his narrative will be a likely point of contention with many a
reader of the book. And indeed, admirers of late medieval philosophy in general
and of the thought of Scotus and Ockham in particular will be quick to observe
that MacIntyre’s narrative depends too much on Gilson’s classic, but by now
broadly challenged, account of the rise, progress, and decline of medieval
Catholic philosophy from Augustine to the Renaissance. Admirers of Catholic
thought in the early modern period, especially the Thomist tradition, might be
quick to observe that the narrative in its modern period depends too much on an
ever so subtle self-congratulatory attitude underlying virtually all of modern
philosophy interpreting itself as a decisive break with previous traditions of
philosophizing, arriving at insights to which Catholic philosophy has little or
nothing to say in response. Such admirers of Catholic thought in the modern
period would most likely want to question the following strong claim:
“Where philosophy flourished, Catholic faith was absent. Where Catholic
faith was sustained, philosophy failed to flourish” (133). They would also
most likely regret that MacIntyre did not explicitly consider the possibility
that if indeed his judgment were true it might simply be because modern
post-Cartesian philosophers such as Hume, Rousseau, Diderot, and Robespierre
regarded themselves as quasi-theologians intent on displacing theology first
and foremost as sacra doctrina and eventually also as natural
theology, integral to metaphysics (see 134). Wherever Catholic faith and its
theological and philosophical reflection was 












page 257


sustained, there indeed was no need for nor interest in a philo-sophical
discourse indifferent or inimical to the truth of revela-tion, and intent on
setting up (a)theistic agendas, let alone in the advancement of philosophical
claims that were per se untenable in the considered judgment of the best of
Catholic philosophers.


Moreover, some might want to point to not a few noteworthy instantiations of
a Catholic engagement with and reception of Enlightenment philosophy, as soon as
Catholic intellectual life had somewhat recovered from its persecution and
repression in the French Revolution and its Central European aftermath. One
thinks of the Dillinger circle, the Landshuter circle, and the Tübingen School.
There are later names of intellectual significance and influence as well, such
as, in Germany, Franz von Baader, Friedrich Schlegel, Joseph Görres, Anton
Günther, Carl Werner, Hermann Schell, and Franz Brentano, or, on the French
side, Louis de Bonald, Joseph de Maistre, François-René de Chateaubriand, and
Félicité-Robert de Lamennais, et al.


Finally, since the French Revolution has already been mentioned, some might
wonder why MacIntyre did not pay more attention to the oppressive and
destructive effects of the French Revolution on the state of Catholic
philosophy and the subsequent secularization and state confiscation of Church
property, the suppression of monasteries and Catholic institutions of
education, and the fundamental reconfiguration of what once were Catholic
universities. In short, they might wonder whether Catholic philosophy was
absent from a range of new intellectual developments, possibly not because it
had nothing to say in response to them, but rather because the institutional
basis for its flourishing had been willfully destroyed by state violence. If
one consults the first of the three eight-hundred-page volumes of Christliche
Philosophie im katholischen Denken des 19. und 20. Jahrhunderts,(17) a much more nuanced picture emerges, a picture
that indicates quite an intense and substantive engagement of modern secular
thought antedating Antonio Rosmini-Serbati’s and 
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John Henry Newman’s respective
engagements—not to mention Pope Leo XIII’s 1879 encyclical Aeterni Patris—by
a generation, if not more.


Others might wonder about the
significance of MacIntyre’s complete silence about the impact of the reception
of Vatican II on the curriculum of Catholic philosophy, as well as, and even
more importantly, on the curriculum of Catholic theology in most Catholic
universities and seminaries. In light of MacIntyre’s narrative it is hard if
not simply impossible to regard the impact of this reception as anything other
than an overzealous and underreflected, wholesale dismissal of increasingly
sophisticated preconciliar efforts to recover Catholic philosophy, with a
devastating result on Catholic philosophical formation in colleges and
universities and a consequent weakening of the conceptual backbone and
intellectual strength of Catholic theology.


Still others might wonder what ever
happened to that fourth strand without which the narrative of Catholic
philosophy in its relevant social and institutional embeddedness cannot
possibly be told—the Church as visible institution and especially the
relationship between episcopal authority and universities in Catholic
countries. They might wonder whether indeed the relationship between Catholic
philosophy, the Catholic universities, and the Catholic Church from the
emergence of the universities in the Middle Ages to the French Revolution and
even afterwards is purely extrinsic and contingent, so that the Church’s
magisterial role might indeed be negligible for such a narrative.


 


B) God and Catholic Philosophy 


I shall turn now to the first and
second elements of MacIntyre’s narrative: God and Catholic philosophy. The most
important, albeit elusive strand of MacIntyre’s narrative is clearly his
restrained but persistent philosophical reflection upon God. From his brief and
brilliant opening adumbration of a theistic grammar of God to his concluding
insistence that human beings can only comprehend themselves in even an
approximately 












page 259


adequate way if they understand
themselves as fundamentally directed towards God (an ever-so-careful allusion
to the long and hotly debated desiderium naturale visionis Dei), his
focus is evident. However, in MacIntyre’s discourse, God-talk remains very
distinctly and precisely that of philosophers—theistic phi-losophers, that is,
of the Jewish, Christian, and Muslim variety— and never crosses over into the
explicitly Christian discourse governed by the Trinitarian grammar of Scripture
and tradition. MacIntyre states explicitly that Catholic philosophers qua
Catholic are committed to the revealed truths of the Catholic faith. That is,
the God of theistic philosophical enquiry is none other than the One who has
revealed himself as the essentially and eternally triune God of love, Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. The revealed truths of the Catholic faith, however, are
not the subject matter of Catholic philosophy properly conceived, but are
rather the subject matter of sacra doctrina, the science of revealed
truth.


MacIntyre’s precision at this point
is greatly to be welcomed. It identifies him not only as an astute student of
Thomas Aquinas but indeed as a Thomist. Any imprecision about and subsequent
confusion between doctrina fidei Christianae (Summa contra
Gentiles) or sacra doctrina (Summa Theologiae) as the
science of divinely revealed truth, on the one hand, and philosophia humana
(Summa contra Gentiles), on the other, will be detrimental for both
disciplines. MacIntyre seems to have a clearer sense than many contemporary
theologians about the importance of this distinction, an importance not so much
for the sake of phi-losophy, which as metaphysical enquiry has its proper
completion in a natural theology, an enquiry into the first cause, but rather for
the sake of sacra doctrina. The distinction is not simply between two
kinds of enquiry, but between two orders of discourse. Sacra
doctrina considers everything in light of an essentially supernatural
principle, that is, divine revelation. The theistic discourse that MacIntyre
affords is not at all the discourse of sacra doctrina proper, but
rather a contemporary application of an important distinction Aquinas
introduces in the Summa contra Gentiles (ScG II, cc. 3-4).
What he observes about 












page 260


Aquinas’s distinction between
theology (doctrina fidei Christianae) and philosophy (philosophia
humana) there holds true for the way he himself maintains the distinction
between these two orders of discourse:


Philosophy begins
from finite things as they are and from what belongs to them by nature. It
leads us from them through an enquiry into their proper causes to knowledge of
God. Theology by contrast begins from God and considers finite beings only in
their relationship to God. So, although there are matters of which theology
treats and philosophy does not and vice versa, they also have a common subject
matter. (74-75)(18)


 


It is this common subject matter, God, as first cause of all finite things,
that opens the space for a theistic discourse proper to the philosophical
order.


One reason Aquinas and Newman occupy such an eminent role in MacIntyre’s
account—not unlike the two foci of an ellipse—is that both serve as strategic
signposts for how MacIntyre wants to understand the proper distinction, as well
as the relationship, between nature and grace, reason and faith, and
consequently between (Catholic) philosophy and theology (sacra doctrina).
Most importantly, and most offensively for postmodern instincts, neither
Aquinas nor Newman evacuates nature and reason, and hence philosophy has an
essentially unproblematic access to 
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reality. Aquinas puts it in characteristically brief terms: “The
philosopher considers such things as belong to them by nature” (ScG
II, c. 4).(19)
The nature of a thing is that by which its essential operation is
characterized. All those characteristics together as they are accessible to
human natural powers form “nature” in a comprehensive sense, the
sense to which Newman appeals in one important passage in The Idea of a
University:




By nature is meant, I
suppose, that vast system of things, taken as a whole, of which we are
cognizant by means of our natural powers. By the supernatural world is meant
that still more marvellous and awful universe, of which the Creator Himself is
the fulness [sic], and which becomes known to us, not through our natural
faculties, but by superadded and direct communication from Him. These two great
circles of knowledge … intersect; first as far as supernatural knowledge
includes truths and facts of the natural world, and secondly, as far as truths
and facts of the natural world are on the other hand data for inferences about
the supernatural. Still, allowing this interference to the full, it will be
found, on the whole, that the two worlds and the two kinds of knowledge
respectively are separated off from each other; and that, therefore, as being
separate, they cannot on the whole contradict each other.(20)









MacIntyre’s tangible reticence to trespass onto a discourse of an
essentially supernatural order displays an awareness lost to many post-Vatican
II Catholic theologians in Catholic colleges and universities in America, and
to Catholic university faculties in Europe for whom theology—emancipated from
magisterial tutelage—has ceased to be understood as sacra doctrina.
Theology has become intelligible only as a form of practical
“training” for a specific profession. The individual disciplines
entailed in this “training” constitute “fields of enquiry”
of essentially the same order as all the other academic pursuits of the modern
research university. Catholic theology in this naturalized state has become as
unspectacular as irrelevant, indeed largely superfluous. The 
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setting is one in which philologists, linguists, historians, archaeologists,
psychologists, and philosophers can do equally superb if not better research on
the same “material” of which this kind of naturalized theology
treats. This comes with the predictable consequence that typically theologians
in the modern research university want to be nothing but excellent
philologists, linguists, historians, archaeologists, and philosophers. In such
a desolate situation, MacIntyre’s discursive performance is a remarkable
witness to a proper awareness of these categorically different orders of
discourse.


 


C) Meta-science and the Nature and Task of the University




What connects the narrative’s first strand with its second (viz., the tradition
of Catholic philosophy) and eventually with its third (viz., the nature and
task of a university), is Aquinas’s fundamental operative assumption—following
Aristotle—that there is a philosophical enquiry that integrates and orders all
other scientific enquiries: metaphysics in the broad sense of the term or, in
Benedict Ashley’s apt terminology, “meta-science,” the acme of which
meta-science is nothing but an enquiry into the first cause of all being.
MacIntyre seems to be in agreement with Aquinas on this fundamental operative
assumption, and it is significant that John Henry Newman in The Idea of a
University entertains a similar operative assumption—only that he does
not do it along Thomist lines and that he calls it more broadly
“philosophy.”(21)


Aquinas and Newman constitute the
normative points of reference around which MacIntyre’s narrative is ordered.
Both assume the inner coherence of each science and the overall coherence
between all sciences. This intra- and inter-disciplinary coherence is for them
constitutive of what makes a university a 
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university. To remove this double
coherence is to lose the university. Hence the disintegration of the curriculum
and the internal disintegration of academic fields go hand in hand. 


The normative thrust of the argument
underlying MacIntyre’s narrative entails an ambitious agenda for Catholic
philosophy. Arguably, Benedict Ashley’s The Way toward Wisdom can be
received most fruitfully as an equally ambitious implementation of MacIntyre’s
agenda avant la lettre.









II. The Way toward Wisdom(22)


 


There are at least three good reasons
why Ashley’s The Way toward Wisdom: An Interdisciplinary and Intercultural
Intro-duction to Metaphysics, though published three years previously,
offers itself as a fit sequel to MacIntyre’s God, Philosophy, Universities.


First, the school of modern Thomism
that conversed most intensely with the modern natural sciences, that attended
most extensively to Aquinas’s commentaries on Aristotle’s works, and that
reflected more than any other strand of modern Thomism on the proper ordering
of all the sciences for a genuine liberal arts education, finds no mention in
MacIntyre’s brief sketch of the various strands of neo-Thomism that developed
after Leo XIII’s encyclical Aeterni Patris. Next to the Canadian
Charles de Koninck,(23) the American Ralph
McInerny,(24) and the Dutch Leo Elders,(25) who all stand in a certain proximity to this
strand, it is the River Forest School of Aristotelian Thomism (William H. Kane,
O.P., James A. Weisheipl, O.P., William Wallace, O.P., 












page 264


Benedict Ashley, O.P., et al.) that
has now found its late fruit in Ashley’s magnum opus.


Second, The Way toward Wisdom
throws more penetrating and consistent light onto the question of what
MacIntyre might mean by “nature” in his selective history of the
Catholic philosophical tradition. The overlapping common ground between the
understandings of “nature” in Aquinas and Newman is none other than
Aristotle. And Ashley offers a most instructive argument for the ongoing relevance
of Aristotle’s natural philosophy with more comprehensive and far-reaching
implications than even MacIntyre entertains in Dependent Rational Animals.


Third, The Way toward Wisdom
offers a most comprehensive and accurate account of how the sciences are to be
ordered according to Aquinas. This ordering is far from a matter of purely
antiquarian interest for specialists in medieval thought or only relevant for a
small band of disciples of Thomas Aquinas. Rather, Ashley makes a compelling,
530-page case showing in detail how Aquinas’s ordering of the sciences is the
result of a remarkably successful meta-science in operation.


No one serious about meta-science and
a vision that integrates the natural sciences and the humanities into a
universe of knowledge ordered toward wisdom (universal knowledge in Newman’s
terms) can afford to ignore Ashley’s remarkable achievement. Following Thomas,
Ashley displays an encyclopedic knowledge of the natural sciences as well as
the humanities—not in the extrinsic alphabetical ordering of an encyclopedia,
but ordered, engaged, and evaluated by a way of a meta-scientific enquiry.


In his Commonweal article
(cited above), MacIntyre points out a pervasive problem haunting most
nonspecialized but interdisciplinary conversation inside the modern research
university and even more so beyond its borders in the wider public:


Ours is a culture in
which there is the sharpest of contrasts between the rigor and integrity with
which issues of detail are discussed within each specialized discipline and the
self-indulgent shoddiness of so much of public debate on large 
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and general issues
of great import… . One reason for this contrast is the absence of a large
educated public, a public with shared standards of argument and inquiry and
some shared conception of the central questions that we need to address.(26)









Ashley’s work does nothing less than outline the program of a liberal arts
education that would help to eliminate this problem from its very roots up.
That such a suggestion sounds all too utopian in light of the present state of
colleges and universities only displays the lack of vision that plagues the
imagination, the lack of understanding of the depth of the crisis of university
education that plagues the intellect, and the lack of courage that plagues the
will. Ashley, who wrote his magnum opus as an octogenarian, displays
more intellectual vision, understanding, breadth, and courage than many a
younger and, by contemporary academic standards, successful and recognized
university scholar.(27) 


Ashley intends this book “for
the general reader as a sustained critical argument to show why metaphysics is
still a valid intellectual endeavor, and what kind of metaphysics can
justifiably claim to be true and useful today” (xix). Like MacIntyre, he
is also profoundly concerned with “the fragmentation of knowledge that
prevails in our modern colleges and universities” (xx) and hence intends
this extensive introduction into metaphysics as meta-science primarily for the
undergraduate student reader who is in need of a uniform fund of information.
What Newman in The Idea of a University called “genuine
philosophical knowledge” as the end of a true university education, Ashley
names “wisdom,” and the path to reaching this end he names
“interdisciplinarity.” 


[H]ow is a modern
university, or any of our “think tanks,” to engage in or promote
multicultural dialogue unless it has reflected on the foundations of its 
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own unity as an
institution? To do this it must achieve genuine interdisciplinarity. (20)




In order to pursue the goal of genuine interdisciplinarity, the meta-science he
unfolds must be essentially dialogical, not in order to achieve conversion or
refutation, but in order to achieve reconciliation. The mode of this
dialogic approach is analytic, “since it aims to formulate basic
assumptions held by the dialogue partners so that what is true in both
positions may be recognized” (19). It is the aim to achieve a genuine
interdisciplinarity that drives Ashley’s book and also accounts for the
extraordinary scope of its discussion, from the religions and the wisdom of
ancient cultures to modern astrophysics, from Aristotelian logic to
contemporary mathematics. This book is the fruit of a life-long intellectual
effort to achieve a comprehensive understanding of reality, and thus represents
a precious gift to the university—a gift, however, I am not sure the
contemporary university is capable of receiving:




The very term
“uni-versity” means many-looking-toward-one, and is related to the
term “universe,” the whole of reality. Thus, the name no longer seems
appropriate to such a fragmented modern institution whose unity is provided
only by a financial administration and perhaps a sports team. The fragmented
academy is, of course the result of the energetic exploration of all kinds of
knowledge, but how can it meet the fundamental yearning for wisdom on which
each culture is based? (20)


In part 1, “Metaphysics: Nonsense or Wisdom?” (93-169), Ashley
offers an astute and informative survey of the varieties of metaphysics in
Western culture. Most helpful are his lucid characterizations of the varieties
of twentieth-century Thomism. The subsequent discussion of part 1 represents a
rigorous unfolding of the Aristotelian Thomism of the River Forest School’s
philosophy of nature. By way of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics and Physics
(following Aquinas’s interpretation of both works), Ashley argues forcefully
that (1) natural science is epistemologically first; (2) that the basics of
Aristotle’s Physics are still in harmony with modern science; and (3)
that natural science 
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establishes the ground for first philosophy or metaphysics—not the ground
for its possibility, but indeed the ground for its necessity (and here his
running disagreement with such Thomists as Clarke, Dewan, Knasas, Wippel, et
al. becomes manifest).


In part 2, “The Properties of all Reality” (173-381), Ashley
unfolds a comprehensive consideration of all branches of knowledge ordered and
guided by the properties of all being, the transcendentals one, true, good (unum,
verum, bonum), correlated to efficient, formal, and final
causality. This approach allows for a concise and always solid consideration of
the constitutive aspects of all central academic disciplines, from natural
science and mathematics to the practical sciences and history. I know of no
other contemporary philosopher who, between the covers of one book, so concisely
discusses the unity of physical bodies, atoms, and particles, as well as the
unity of contingent spiritual substances (that is, the unity of the embodied
human spirit and the unity of the pure spirit, the angel). This part of the
book strikes me as a paradigmatic instantiation of Pope Benedict XVI’s mandate
from his Regensburg Lecture (cited above) to broaden our concept of reason and
its application and thereby disclose reason’s vast horizons. 


In part 3, “The First Cause or Absolute Principle of Reality”
(385-430), Ashley’s The Way toward Wisdom ascends finally to an
enquiry into the First Cause, a discussion that can be read as an extended
treatment of what MacIntyre condenses in the opening four pages of his book and
presupposes for the rest of his discussion. MacIntyre follows the ordo
doctrinae proper to unfolding a philosophical narrative while Ashley
adopts the ordo inventionis proper to an immediate metaphysical
enquiry. It is important to realize that Ashley follows Aquinas in holding that
the First Cause is not included in the proper subject of metaphysics, which is ens
commune. Rather, the First Cause is but the goal of metaphysics, a goal
that this science can never claim to comprehend. Unsurprisingly, Ashley
emphasizes the crucial difference between this understanding of metaphysics
(arguably the proper Aristotelian understanding as adopted by Aquinas)
and 
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the one advanced by Scotus, adopted by Suarez, popularized by Wolff,
rejected by Kant, and rightly submitted to the charge of
“onto-theology” by Martin Heidegger, a charge echoed by Jean-Luc
Marion and held as conventional wisdom by those who announce the
postmetaphysical epoch in philosophy and theology. Ashley simply invites a
closer and better philosophical rereading of Aristotle. At stake in
this part is nothing less than the truth of monotheistic belief:


In trying to achieve
some understanding of the nature of the First Cause, the first question must be
whether the world of human experience is really distinct from a First Cause who
has freely created it out of nothing, or whether this world of experience is
really identified with its First Cause. (385)


Ashley offers an astute discussion and withering critique of materialistic
or nature monism, the panentheism of Whitehead, and the spiritual monisms of
Neoplatonism and Idealism.


The subsequent chapter, “The One Creating First Cause” (403-30),
would make an excellent study for those theologians, especially Protestant, who
all too quickly might want to dismiss the deity of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
12 (Lambda) as final causality elevated to the supreme level of “world nous”
in charge of moving the outermost sphere of an eternal universe and otherwise
simply contemplating itself—hence intrinsically unfit for any form of adoption
by Christian theology. Ashley makes a convincing case to the contrary by
arguing that, in principle, final causality can only be understood in light of
efficient causality. Hence:


[i]t is utterly
contrary to Aristotle’s whole thought to suppose that there could be a final
cause that does not require a proportionate efficient cause. Final causality… is the predetermination of an efficient cause and could not exist without
such a proportionate efficient cause. Since the total series of moved movers
cannot move itself, how could the First Cause be the final cause of the motion
of all things unless, by implication at least, it was the first efficient
cause of their motion? (404)




Consequently, the discussion of the final cause in Metaphysics 12 (Lambda)
must be read in light of the antecedent proof of the 
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existence of the Unmoved Mover in Physics 7 and 8. The final cause
of the universe is first and foremost the efficient first cause of the world.
And as Aquinas maintains, the efficient causality of the first cause not only
pertains to the causality of motion, but the very causality of substance
itself.(28)


The subsequent enquiry into the
perfection of the First Cause follows closely the first book of Aquinas’s Summa
contra Gentiles and questions 3-25 of the Prima Pars, arguing
“why and how the First Cause is one and why and how the First Cause is
personal” (409). It is in this section that Ashley offers a compelling
con-temporary Thomistic answer to the three preeminent philo-sophical questions
which, as MacIntyre claims, arose historically from broadly theistic and
specifically Catholic beliefs: first, the question of the compatibility between
the existence of God and the scope of evil—natural, social, and moral—in a
universe of finite beings; second, the question of the compatibility between
divine transcendent causality and genuine secondary causality (i.e., between
divine omnipotence and human freedom); and third, the question of true
knowledge of and hence meaningful discourse about God.


In part 4, “Wisdom, Human and
Divine” (433-51), Ashley returns to the book’s fundamental concern that
strongly echoes Newman’s The Idea of the University and his concern
about liberal education. However, there are two differences to be noted between
Newman and Ashley’s Aristotelian Thomism, differences that remain unresolved in
the way Aquinas and Newman form the two foci of MacIntyre’s narrative. First,
following Aquinas, Ashley 
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affirms that the study of nature is
basic to all disciplines;(29) second, also
following Aquinas, he affirms the fundamental connectedness of the intellectual
and the moral virtues, and especially the pre-eminent role of prudence in
uniting the virtues (228; 355) such that a proper liberal arts education along
Thomistic lines should lead to an integral excellence of mind and character.
Newman, on the contrary, stresses a principled disconnection between the
intellectual and the moral virtues. For Newman, the existence of
“gentlemen” who are intellectually brilliant and socially refined,
but who are also scoundrels, is something that in principle even the best
liberal arts education cannot avoid.(30) Ashley
would most likely agree that even the best liberal arts education along
Thomistic lines can never completely exclude the possibility of such
an undesirable outcome. However, with respect to such cases of gentlemanly
scoundrels as Newman has in mind, Ashley would maintain that we must diagnose
not only an obvious failure of moral formation but also some consequent
deficiency in the comprehensive formation of the intellectual virtues. In
short, the disagreement comes down to the question of whether a genuine liberal
arts education is supposed to form the intellectual virtue of 
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prudence and whether this virtue is
integral to the overall pursuit of wisdom.(31)


Ashley demonstrates persuasively how
the pursuit of wisdom along the lines of a recovery and expansion of the
Aristotelian-Thomist trajectory of a meta-science is a nontrivial contribution
to the proper flourishing of theology (sacra doctrina). Much of
contemporary “post-metaphysical” theology, especially in the dialogue
between theology and science, naively adopts the deliveries of the sciences,
adapting its own construals to them without fully employing the critical
mediation afforded by meta-scientific reflection. It frequently follows that
philosophically erroneous entailments of naturalism, materialism, and
pro-grammatically atheistic versions of evolution theory tend to find their way
into theology and contribute to deficient understandings of God, what it is to
be human, and the world as creation “all the way down.” Here
theologians can learn fruitful lessons from Ashley’s nondefensive,
meta-scientific reflection on all branches of knowledge, which gives priority
to the natural sciences and at the same time remains a nonreductive exercise of
a consistent 












page 272


expansion of the horizons of reason.
(This performance would have driven the Kant of the Critique of Pure Reason
insane, but then again, Ashley makes a persuasive case that Aristotle was right
and Kant was wrong—in matters of epistemology, as well as in matters
pertaining to the validity of the proof from motion that a first immaterial
efficient cause exits.) In short, The Way toward Wisdom represents a
paradigmatic exemplification of Pope Benedict XVI’s call in his Regensburg
Lecture to overcome the self-imposed limitation of reason to the empirically
falsifiable, and once more to disclose reason’s vast horizons.


A book of such vast scope and
ambition makes itself vul-nerable, of course, to all kinds of shortcomings,
weaknesses, and failures of nuance in multiple respects—though, from my own
limited perspective, I encountered only a few. Because Ashley approaches the
unity and order of all sciences by way of natural philosophy and natural science,
the practical sciences, as well as history, in short, the
“humanities,” do not receive quite as extensive and nuanced a
consideration as they deserve. Some Thomist metaphysicians (Clarke, Dewan,
Knasas, Wippel, et al.) will want to challenge Ashley on the philosophical
necessity of accessing the subject matter of metaphysics by way of natural
philosophy and natural science. Additionally, students of Maritain will wonder
whether, in light of the very nature of modern physics, the integral unity of
natural philosophy and natural science that Ashley defends can still be
maintained or whether some greater distinction between natural philosophy and
modern physics is necessary—with the entailed acknowledgment that a direct
passing from modern physics to meta-science is impossible. While such
objections and reservations represent some of the in-house debates among
Thomists, other philosophers will raise quite predictably more fundamental
objections and disagreements, many of which are anticipated and quite forcefully
addressed in Ashley’s work.


There is, however, a much simpler and
at the same time much deeper problem as a result of which Ashley’s
accomplishment will go largely unnoticed. It is the problem to which MacIntyre
points 
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to both at the beginning and at the
end of God, Philosophy, Universities. The single most serious, if not
insuperable obstacle to any substantive reception of Ashley’s book outside a
narrow circle of Aristotelian and Thomist philosophers rests on the fact that
most, if not all, contemporary university teachers and scholars have never been
introduced to and habituated into any sustained intellectual practice of
meta-scientific reflection, let alone the search for wisdom, and consequently
do not comprehend that their particular fields of enquiry can only flourish as
part of a larger search for wisdom. In short, the predicament of secular
universities simply reflects the necessary outcome of abandoning any commitment
to reason as a compre-hensive operation in search of a shared, integral
understanding. But for this to be the predicament also of Catholic universities
amounts for MacIntyre to grave error in the intellectual order and to grave
fault in the moral order. As mentioned already above, in contrast to MacIntyre,
Ashley puts the challenge in slightly more positive terms and directs it
especially to theologians and philosophers—not in Catholic universities in
particular, but in Christian universities in general:


Christian
universities represent a great international culture that is inevitably a major
player in any multicultural dialogue at the sapiential level. Christian culture
has played a leading role in the historical development of the university, yet
because its theologians and philosophers in the post-Galilean epoch withdrew
from active dialogue with developing natural science, it remains isolated.
Christians must now accept the laborious and even painful tasks of rethinking
the foundations of natural science and of achieving a Metascience grounded in
such a revised natural science. It will then be effective in a mediating,
ecumenical role between Secular Humanism (which threatens to reduce all
cultures to its own ideological perspectives) and the cultures of the world
that recognize spiritual reality. 


In this task, a
Christian university must not only promote dialogue with its monotheist
partners—the Jews and the Muslims—but it must also learn to dialogue with the
naturalist and spiritualist monism of most other cultures. (443)









As it turns out, the agenda Ashley prescribes for philosophers and
theologians in contemporary Christian universities is no less ambitious than
the one MacIntyre prescribes to contemporary 
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Catholic philosophers. However, Ashley’s approach and agenda seems more
capable to accommodate the modern, Berlin-type research university with its
ideal of an integral unity between research and teaching. Ashley’s agenda,
while admittedly not very likely to be adopted by any present research
university, Christian or Catholic, let alone secular, still betrays more hope
in the potential redeemability of such universities than MacIntyre’s narrative
does. For Ashley can acknowledge the modern research university as the
great-grandchild of Aristotle’s comprehensive program of research, from whence Ashley
also sees arising the very potential for its internal reform. In the case of
the Aristotelian research program (and its modern adaptation by the River
Forest School of Aristotelian Thomism), the advancement of knowledge by way of
research always remains integral to a comprehensive program of education for
which the teaching of universal knowledge holds primacy. MacIntyre, more deeply
committed to Newman’s exclusive vision of the university as “a place of teaching
universal knowledge,” will keep high the critical bar on the hopes Ashley
entertains for Christian universities. Not only would theology and philosophy
have to reoccupy a long-lost central position (and in consequence reinvent
themselves) in these Christian universities, but these Christian universities,
in order to be in a position of adopting Ashley’s agenda, would have to become
again primarily places of teaching universal knowledge on the
basis of curricula that would facilitate, indeed mandate, the interface between
theology and philosophy with the natural sciences. These schools would only
secondarily be places in which research agendas are also maintained for the
sake of the expansion of knowledge.


A fundamental question remains: From where would come the faculty who
themselves had received the kind of integrated interdisciplinary education that
would enable them to appreciate, adopt, and pursue Ashley’s agenda? to
questions of this kind, MacIntyre, has a rather blunt response:


We do possess the
intellectual resources to bring about the kind of change I propose. What we
lack, in Catholic and in secular universities, is the will to 
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change, and that
absence of will is a symptom of a quite unwarranted complacency concerning our
present state and our present direction.(32)




Should we entertain any reasonable hope for Christian universities in general
and Catholic universities in particular? I should say that any undergraduate
curriculum that approximates the normative vision of the university shared by
John Henry Newman, Alasdair MacIntyre, and Benedict Ashley—and for that
matter, by the late Pope John Paul II and by Pope Benedict XVI, two former
uni-versity professors—should be applauded. For resigning oneself to
increasing curricula fragmentation, to acceleration of centrifugal forces of
knowledge production—with its accompanying tendency to instrumentalize and
commodify—and to dismissing phi-losophers like MacIntyre and Ashley as
incurable romantics will only cement an already emerging reality: that the
label “university” held by these late modern institutions is an
illegitimate claim at best and quite simply an equivocation at worst.


MacInyre’s and Ashley’s books have indeed the touch of untimeliness to them.
They are written for generations of university professors and students still to
come, generations ready to receive the profundity of MacIntyre’s and Ashley’s
insights and proposals as the gifts they are. For these future generations will
eventually become disillusioned with the present celebration of knowledge
production without end and will thirst again for a “connected view or
grasp of things,” in short, for wisdom, let alone, for God.


When this is going to happen, though, will depend largely on when it is that
the first part of the conditional clause of Pope Benedict XVI’s speech for
“La Sapenzia” ceases to obtain:


If our culture seeks
only to build itself on the basis of the circle of its own argumentation, on
what convinces it at the time, and if—anxious to preserve its 
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secularism—it
detaches itself from its life-giving roots, then it will not become more
reasonable or purer, but will fall apart and disintegrate.(33)









Are there presently any signs of hope, any instantiations of an institutional
awareness of and concern for Pope Benedict XVI’s sobering analysis and grave
warning? That there are at least some liberal arts institutions that
seem both aware of the pope’s somber analysis and capable of acknowledging
MacIntyre’s and Ashley’s proposals can perhaps be gathered from the remarks of
the late Dr. Thomas E. Dillon (1946-2009), president of Thomas Aquinas College:


Our fundamental
endeavor at Thomas Aquinas College is a modest one: to help you make a good
beginning on the ascent to wisdom… . These four years at the College are a
precious opportunity to develop your minds and refine your habits of thought
and action. You will be reading and discussing the greatest works ever written;
works that have defined eras and shaped civilizations. In a community of
friends, and under the guidance of tutors who care deeply about your good, you
will seek to make reasoned judgments about the nature of reality. You will be
aided in your inquiries by the rich intellectual tradition of the Church as you
study Her wisest teachers—wise especially because of their own docility to
Christ and His Church. Liberal education concerns not what is servile and
transient, but what is intrinsically worthwhile and permanent. By coming to
Thomas Aquinas College, by devoting yourselves to four years of a liberal arts
education, you are standing with Socrates and opting not for the life of
convenience and trivial pleasure, but rather for the life rooted in the love of
wisdom and ordered to 
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virtue. Such a life
is not easy, for it demands discipline and self-denial, but it is a life of
genuine freedom and happiness.(34)


An institution of higher education shaped in its core curriculum by such a
vision provides the proximate context for an intelligent and fruitful reception
of Ashley’s The Way toward Wisdom and offers some warrant for the hope
MacIntyre expresses at the very end of God, Philosophy, Universities.
It is to liberal arts institutions shaped by a vision like the one expressed by
Dr. Dillon that the modern research university will eventually have to turn in
order to find the medicine that will cure it from the ruinous disease that has
befallen it.(35) Neither an ivy-covered
neo-gothic architecture, nor a top placement in international university
rankings, nor the desperate acceleration of research production, nor the
foundation of another research institute of bio-engineering will prevent the
fatal consequences of the disease unless the medicine be taken from marginal
and often belittled and ridiculed Christian, and especially Catholic, liberal
arts institutions as Thomas Aquinas College. Considering such medicine to be
vital is the first step for resuscitating the heart of the modern university
and restoring the pursuit of wisdom.
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MORAL THEOLOGY HAS SEEN an explosion of interest in virtue over the past
several decades. This trend is generally presented as a return to a traditional
focus on virtue that has been lost in modernity. The prominence of virtue in
classical ethics and patristic and medieval moral theology is obvious. Despite
the relatively infrequent appearance of the term “virtue” or lists of
virtues in Scripture,(1) one concern among those
contributing to the recent resurgence of virtue ethics has been establishing
how themes central to an ethics of virtue are indeed at the heart of Scripture.(2) This essay is part of the larger endeavor to
demonstrate how the virtues and the concerns prompting the recent turn to an
ethics of virtue are indeed prominent in Scripture, and in particular the
Sermon on the Mount, which has 
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been called “the charter of the
Christian life” and the written text of the new law in Christ.(3) 


Right at the center of the Sermon on
the Mount is Jesus’ instruction to his disciples on how to pray, the Lord’s
Prayer (Matt 6:9-13).(4) This prayer is
absolutely foundational in the history of Christian life, in liturgy,
commentary, sacramental preparation and catechesis, preaching, etc. Tertullian
famously called the prayer a “summary of the whole gospel.”(5) Augustine audaciously claimed that “if you
go over all the words of holy prayers, you will, I believe, find nothing which
cannot be com-prised and summed up in the petitions of the Lord’s Prayer.”(6) Aquinas called it “the most perfect of
prayers,”(7) and Bonaventure said that
despite its brevity it “contains in itself all prayer and everything to be
asked for.”(8) The Catechism of the
Catholic Church calls it the quintessential prayer of the Church, and uses
it to structure the fourth pillar on prayer.(9)


Due to its importance, there is an
immense tradition of interpretation of the Lord’s Prayer. The central claim of
this paper is that the Lord’s Prayer can be accurately understood as a request 
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for the seven foundational virtues of
the Christian life, the three theological virtues and the four cardinal
virtues.(10) The first half of the paper
contextualizes this claim within the Christian tradition by surveying how
Christians for millennia have understood the Lord’s Prayer, particularly with
regard to questions that are central to the constructive contribution of this
essay. The first section will make it clear in what ways the findings of the
second half are seamless continuations of a long tradition, and in what ways
they are more innovative. The second half then offers a constructive
interpretation of the Lord’s Prayer on the basis of virtue, and more broadly
explores how the prayer contributes to certain common questions and concerns of
virtue ethics.


Before proceeding one caveat is in
order. I am certainly not claiming that one only understands the
Lord’s Prayer truthfully through the lens of virtue employed here. As
commentators have consistently stated, the Lord’s Prayer invites a plentitude
of interpretation. My more modest claim is that given the centrality of the Lord’s
Prayer (and the Sermon on the Mount) in the Christian life, it is not
surprising that there would be important parallels between the prayer and the
virtues if it is the case (as virtue ethicists would avow) that virtue offers a
lens through which to see and understand the life of Christian discipleship. 


 


I. Four Consistencies (and a Lacuna) in the History of


Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer


Commentaries on the Lord’s Prayer
begin less than two centuries after Christ, and now number in hundreds if not
thousands.(11) The purpose of this first
section of the paper is to 
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identify some important commonalities
of these commentaries, which will place the more constructive work of the
second section in historical context. Four commonalities will be presented
here: a focus on the prayer’s petitions, the number of the petitions, the
groupings of the petitions, and alignment of the petitions with other groupings
relevant to living the Christian life in order to better understand both the
prayer and a life of discipleship. I will conclude the section by identifying a
surprising omission in the history of interpretation of the Lord’s Prayer.


 


A) Commenting on the Petitions


All commentaries on the Lord’s Prayer
speak of the different petitions in the prayer. That the prayer is making
requests is more evident to English speakers in the later petitions which use
the imperative (“Give us …,” “Forgive us . . ,”
“Lead us not . . ,” and “Deliver us …”). But
commentators have universally noted that the three clauses dealing with God’s
name, God’s kingdom, and God’s will are also petitions, a fact easily missed in
English (and in Latin as well as in Romance languages) where the imperative is
not used and where the grammatical construction indicating a request is less
evident. Nonetheless, the petitionary character of these clauses is evident if
one attends carefully to their gram-matical construction. The verbal mood of
the first three petitions is not indicative, as might be assumed in the absence
of the imperative. We are not stating that God’s name is hallowed, His
kingdom comes, and His will is done. We are praying that it be the
case—hence the use of the subjunctive in languages such as 
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French, Latin, and even English.(12) All of the verbs in Greek are aorist
imperative, revealing that the first three petitions are indeed petitions.(13) The verb forms in the original Aramaic can
only be surmised.(14) In sum, the Lord’s Prayer
consists of petitions, and commentators have universally examined the prayer
accordingly. 




B) Numbering the Petitions




It is widely recognized that there are seven petitions in the Lord’s Prayer.
This observation is far from universal.(15) In the earliest Latin
commentaries (Tertullian [ca. 200] and Cyprian [ca. 252]),(16) in Greek commentaries in
the Eastern traditions (from Origen’s commentary [ca. 234](17) onward), and in
Protestant discussions of the Lord’s Prayer (beginning with John Calvin),(18)
the last two petitions are treated together as one, giving a total of 
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six petitions. But in a long
tradition beginning with Augustine, followed by hundreds of medieval
commentaries, and continuing today particularly in Catholic circles, seven
petitions are recognized in the prayer.(19)


The variance in the number of
petitions is more complicated than even this divergence suggests. Authors such
as Tertullian and Cyprian saw what are called here the sixth and seventh
petitions as distinct, even while treating them as one petition.(20)
And Augustine, the apparent origin of the seven-petitions tradition, seems to
have equivocated on the number of petitions.(21)
Catholics after the Reformation have generally maintained there are seven
petitions, though Jean Carmignac claims that more and more twentieth-century
Catholics numbered the petitions as six.(22)
There is a thorny Greek grammatical question at the root of this variance,
concerning the conjunction ajllav.
Carmignac claims there is little hope of definitive resolution of the number on
grammatical grounds. But he reveals his own affirmation of the seven-petition
tradition when he claims that given the symbolism of the number seven and how
scripturally based the Lord’s Prayer is, it would be surprising for the prayer
to be divided into only six and not seven petitions.(23)
Perhaps this is what led some authors who number six petitions to treat the
prayer in seven parts by counting the opening invocation, “Our Father who
art in heaven.”(24) The point for the
purposes of this essay is that there is 
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a long and prominent tradition of
numbering seven petitions in the Lord’s Prayer. Indeed, the variance over the
relationship between the last two petitions may further substantiate the
interpretation offered here, for reasons explained below.


 


C) Grouping the Petitions


Commentators have consistently
divided the petitions into subgroups. The oldest and perhaps most common
subdivision is found in Tertullian and Augustine, who distinguished the first
three petitions from the remaining ones.(25)
Both of these Latin Fathers saw the first three petitions as concerning
heavenly or eternal things, and the remaining petitions as concerning earthly
or temporal things. Both note the division is not hard and fast, as if the two
groups had nothing to do with each other. Yet authors such as these, and later
ones such as Bonaventure,(26) notice that the
first three directly concern God (“Thy name,” “Thy
kingdom,” Thy will”), while the later petitions concern worldly
matters (bread, trespasses, temptation, evil).(27)
There are other variations on these subgroupings. For instance, Luther
understands the first three petitions as spiritual, the fourth as material, and
the last three as concerned with deliverance form evil.(28)
Interestingly, 
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although Aquinas consistently affirms
Augustine’s three-eternal / four-temporal grouping, he never uses it as his own
primary principle of grouping the petitions in the various groupings he employs
throughout his works. Nonetheless, the point stands that subgroupings are
common and a division between the first three and the remaining petitions has
extensive historical precedence.(29) 


 


D) Aligning the Petitions with
Other Groupings


Following in a tradition inaugurated
by Augustine, many commentators on the Lord’s Prayer have aligned the different
petitions with some other organizing structure. The most famous example is
Augustine’s alignment of the petitions with the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit
as well as the beatitudes. Carmignac(30) and
Kenneth Stevenson offer examples of commentators who have aligned the petitions
with one or even more of the following: the gifts of the Spirit, the
beatitudes, the seven deadly sins (to which the petitions would be antidotes),
orders of Church ministry, Jesus’ seven last words from the cross, stages in
spiritual growth, and even the seven days of the week.(31)
There are often changes in the orderings of groupings, as when Amalar of Metz
in the early ninth century initiates a tradition of inverting Augustine’s
alignment of petitions and gifts of the Holy Spirit, an ordering continued with
authors such as Anselm of Laon and Hugh of Amiens.(32)
In sum, there is ample precedent in the tradition for aligning the petitions
with other groupings important to life in the Spirit.
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E) A Lacuna: Aligning the
Petitions with Virtues


Of particular interest to this study
are alignments of the petitions with the seven virtues of the Christian life.
In his list of different groupings historically aligned with the petitions,
Carmignac mentions virtues, but (unlike in the case of each of the other
alignments) offers no substantiating footnote.(33)
Stevenson mentions five commentators from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries
who draw parallels between the seven petitions of the Lord’s Prayer and the
virtues. The Allegories on the New Testament attributed to Hugh of St.
Victor (likely composed by his colleague Richard of St. Victor) treats several
different virtues in its discussion of the petitions, but offers no specific
alignment.(34) The remaining four Scholastics
do indeed align the seven petitions with seven virtues. But in each case, the
virtues are actually the beatitudes, or rather, the qualities of people
described in the first half of each beatitude: poverty of spirit (i.e.,
humility), meekness, mourning, thirst for justice, mercy, cleanness of heart,
and peacefulness. In none of these cases where an author intends to align the
seven petitions with the seven virtues are the virtues the three theological
and four cardinal virtues.(35)


One text that comes close to aligning
the seven petitions of the Lord’s Prayer with the theological and cardinal
virtues is the Catechism of the Catholic Church, which simply mentions
faith, hope, and love with regard to the first three petitions but never 
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explicitly aligns them with
particular petitions or mentions the cardinal virtues.(36)
J.-F. Bonnefoy, in Le saint-esprit et ses dons selon saint Bonaventure,
explicitly aligns the seven petitions with the three theological and four
cardinal virtues (along with gifts and capital sins, among others) in a manner
reflective of St. Bonaventure’s thought.(37)
However, as is clear from Bonnefoy’s chart, Bonaventure never offers this
alignment himself; Bonnefoy presents his own constructive alignment as
compatible with Bonaventure’s thought.(38)
Furthermore, the alignment between petitions and virtues offered by Bonnefoy is
different from that offered here.(39) 


In conclusion, the number of
occasions in the commentary tradition where specific virtues are mentioned in
the context of the petitions of the Lord’s Prayer is miniscule, especially
considering the breadth of that tradition of commentary. On the basis of this
research I cautiously conclude that that there is no prominent example in the
tradition of aligning the seven petitions with seven virtues in the manner
outlined here.


This is rather surprising. It is not
only surprising due to the massive amount of commentary on the Lord’s Prayer
and various ways authors have aligned the petitions with other groupings. It is
also particularly surprising that Thomas Aquinas does not adopt such an
alignment, given that Thomas organizes his entire treatise on specific moral
theology according to the seven virtues. Indeed, within that work Thomas
consistently aligns virtues with the gifts 
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of the Holy Spirit, and with the
beatitudes. In that same work he acknowledges and affirms Augustine’s alignment
of the petitions on the one hand, and the gifts and beatitudes on the other.(40) The transitive property would seem to dictate
that Thomas would make the connection between the seven virtues and the
petitions. But nowhere in his work does he do this.(41)
The same may be said of contemporary Thomists, including Servais Pinckaers,
O.P., who wrote extensively on Thomas’ alignments and who even wrote a book on
the Lord’s Prayer.(42) 


There is no obvious explanation for
why Thomas, and his contemporary disciples such as Fr. Pinckaers, have not
aligned the petitions with the virtues. One possibility is that the use of the
transitive property to align the virtues and the petitions on the basis of how
Thomas himself aligned the gifts with each of these groups simply does not
work, for two reasons. First, Thomas assigns two gifts to the virtue of faith,
and none to the virtue of temperance, thus preventing a neat alignment. Second,
while both of his alignments, between the petitions and gifts/beatitudes on the
one hand(43) and between the virtues and
gifts/beatitudes on the other, seem to “work” in terms of the content
of each of the groups aligned, connecting the petitions and virtues using the 
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transitive property results in an
alignment in which the meaning of the virtue aligned with each petition does
not appear reflective of the content of that petition.(44)
Since presumably Thomas would respect the order of the petitions as given in
the Lord’s Prayer given their source, an alignment of the petitions to the
virtues “though” the gifts, ordered by the petitions, would look like
this:









Hallowed be thy name              Fear of the Lord                       Hope


Thy Kingdom come                  Piety                                         Justice


Thy will be done                       Knowledge                               Faith


Give us this day …                  Fortitude                                  Fortitude


Forgive us our trespasses …    Counsel                                    Prudence


Lead us not into temptation       Understanding                          Faith


Deliver us from evil                   Wisdom                                   Charity(45)




In this schema, the meaning of each virtue is not at all obviously reflective
of the meaning of the petition to which it supposedly corresponds. Furthermore,
Thomas at times indicates the importance of the order of theological and
cardinal virtues, an ordering that is wrecked in the above alignment.(46) Therefore, the above alignment is not the
alignment I endorse here. 


To sum up: There is an extensive
history of commentary on the Lord’s Prayer. In this tradition the prayer is
always regarded according to its petitions, which commonly (though not
universally) number seven. The petitions are also commonly subdivided, and
there is strong precedent for grouping them into the first three and latter
four. Furthermore, alignment of seven petitions with another group of seven is
also common, though it 
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has been done in many different ways.
Finally, despite the commonalities in the tradition noted here, there is a
surprising lacuna regarding a possible alignment of the seven petitions to the
three theological and four cardinal virtues, an omission that is particularly
surprising in the Thomistic tradition. These conclusions serve to contextualize
the second section, and more constructive contribution, of the essay. With
these conclusions in mind it should be clear in what ways the claims below are
a natural continuation of a long tradition, and in what ways they are without
precedent. 


 


II. Interpreting the Lord’s Prayer

through the Lens of Virtue


The thesis of this essay is that the
Lord’s Prayer is fruitfully interpreted by aligning its seven petitions with
the seven foundational virtues of the Christian life, namely, the three
theological and the four cardinal virtues. This second section proceeds in two
parts. First, how can the seven petitions of the Lord’s Prayer be aligned with
these seven virtues in such a way that the alignment helps further illuminate
both the virtues and petitions? Second, how does this alignment reveal that the
Lord’s Prayer both addresses and helps to answer questions about the moral life
from the perspective of virtue ethics?




A) The Seven Petitions of the Lord’s
Prayer




The goal of this section to examine each of the petitions individually, and
explore how the particular petition reflects and further illuminates one of the
seven main virtues of the Christian tradition. Again, the claim here is neither
that each petition offers an exhaustive understanding of one of the virtues, nor
that each petition only makes sense in reference to its corresponding virtue.
The more modest claim here is that in most cases there is a strikingly clear
correspondence between each petition and a virtue, and that we can better
understand both the prayer and the 
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virtues by looking at them in
relation to each other.(47) Given the genre of
this essay, the task here is briefly to state why each petition is aligned with
a specific virtue, and then to offer a couple of examples of how that
interpretation reflects claims made by commentators in the tradition (even if
these latter do not explicitly align the petitions with virtues). In order to
provide some practical limitation on the vast amount of material available in commentaries
on the Lord’s Prayer, and to reflect the Thomistic approach to the virtues
presented here, the commentaries referenced here are limited to those written
by Thomas, or those coming from patristic sources to which Thomas explicitly
refers in his work.(48) Many other commentaries
could be gleaned here, and it is hoped they will be by others.(49)
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  Our Father, who
  art in heaven, hallowed be thy name.

  

  
  Faith

  

 

 
  
  Thy Kingdom come,

  

  
  Hope

  

 

 
  
  Thy will be done,
  on earth as it is in heaven.

  

  
  Love

  

 

 
  
  Give us this day
  our daily bread,

  

  
  Prudence

  

 

 
  
  And forgive us our
  trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. 

  

  
  Justice

  

 

 
  
  Lead us not into
  temptation,

  

  
  Temperance

  

 

 
  
  But deliver us
  from evil.

  

  
  Fortitude

  

 












1. Faith 


After the opening invocation “Our Father who art in heaven,” the
first petition reads “hallowed by thy name.” God’s name reveals who 
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God is,(50) or as Thomas says, a reference
to “God in Himself.”(51) What is
being asked for here? Commentators consistently claim it is not that God’s
name be holy, since this is clearly already the case. It is that what is holy
in itself be recognized as such by us.(52)
This first petition is asking that who God is, as represented by God’s name, be
“hallowed,” or reverenced by us. This is exactly what the virtue of
faith enables us to do: to know who God is in a manner inaccessible without
God’s gift of grace.(53) Far from being simple
knowledge of who God is, the virtue of faith is a reverential knowledge,
involving not only an intellectual grasp of what is true about God (though it
is primarily this) but also a loving desire of that “object” as good.(54) The knowledge of the virtue faith is thus a
“hallowing,” as opposed to the knowledge of the demons who
“believe and yet shudder” (James 2:19).(55)
Furthermore, as the first word of the Lord’s Prayer reminds us, the virtue of
faith is not simply an individual endeavor but is rather a communal, an
ecclesial, endeavor.(56) The first petition is
thus aptly understood as a prayer for the virtue of faith, or an increase in
faith, in us.
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2. Hope


The second petition reads, “thy
kingdom come.” The kingdom of heaven, according to Thomas, describes that
state of affairs where all happens according to God’s will.(57)
It is a state of perfect justice,(58) or as
Chrysostom notes, the redemption for which all creation groans (Rom 8:22-23).(59) In the second petition one prays that this
come to pass.


What does this have to do with hope?
As with the previous petition, commentators consistently observe that the
petitioner is not simply praying that God reign (since this is clearly
already the case), or even that the fullness of God’s reign arrive. This reign
is not simply a state of affairs in which people (“hopefully”) one
day find themselves. It is a state of affairs in which people participate.(60) Thomas calls the kingdom of heaven “the
happiness of the saints.”(61) Thus the
prayer is that God’s kingdom come in us.(62)
The person with the virtue of hope, equipped with the knowledge of faith, longs
to possess that ultimate happiness that is God’s kingdom. This person yearns to
participate in the kingdom primarily by one day entering into it, but also by
longing 
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for it virtuously in this life,
before it is fully possessed.(63) That virtuous
longing for God as one’s ultimate happiness—and the only possible way we
achieve that happiness—is hope.(64) Thomas
comes closest to naming it as hope when he claims that the second petition is a
willing to enjoy God’s glory.(65) 




3. Love


The final petition of the group of
three that represents the theological virtues is “thy will be done, on
earth as it is in heaven.” What is God’s will? Commentators consistently
claim that the petition is referring to God’s will that all are saved, often
citing 1 Timothy 2:4.(66) Once again, this is
not something that sim-ply happens to us, but something in which we
participate. As Cyp-rian says quite clearly, “‘Let your will be done in
heaven and on earth.’” We say this not so that God might do what he
wishes, but that we should be able to do what God wishes. For who stands in the
way of God to prevent him from performing his will?” Therefore the real
question is, How is God’s will fulfilled in us? Here Augustine is very clear.
“Thus ‘they will be done’ is rightly understood as ‘let obedience be given
to your precepts… .’ For 
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the will of God is being done when
His precepts are being obeyed.”(67) From
here it is but a small step to see how the third petition represents the virtue
of charity. Particularly in the Johannine tradition, charity is identified with
keeping God’s commandments. 


Whoever has my
commandments and observes them is the one who loves me. (John 14:21)




If you keep my
commandments, you will remain in my love. (John 15:10; cf. 1 John 3:24)




In this way we know that we love the children of God when we love God and obey
his commandments. For the love of God is this, that we keep his commandments.
And his commandments are not burdensome. (1 John 5:2-3)


 




In this petition we are asking God to infuse us with charity so that we
may live the commandments, which Christ himself repeatedly summarizes as agape
or caritas (Matt 22:34-40; Mark 12:28-34; Luke 10:25-28). Loving
God and our neighbor in God is precisely what the infused theological virtue of
charity enables us to do.(68)


It is most fitting that this is the
final petition of those representing the theological virtues. It accords with
Thomas’s general understanding of the order of those virtues. But more germane
to charity is the phrase “on earth as it is in heaven.” This phrase
may seem to be simply a climactic conclusion to the previous lines, but it is
actually most properly a reference to love, and therefore appropriately placed
in the third petition.(69) As important as
faith and hope are in this life, they “pass away” in 
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the next life as we see God
“face to face” and experience full union with him. Then there is no
need for faith or hope; but love remains.(70)
Love is the very meaning of existence “on earth as it is in heaven.”
Hence despite the enormous importance of all three theological virtues,
“the greatest of these is love” (1 Cor 13:13). 


 


4. Prudence


One of the dangers of aligning two
groups together and grafting them on to each other as related and mutually
illuminating is that the effort is always in danger of being
“forced,” driven more by the desire to align two groups (in this case
of seven) neatly than by the actual relation of their content. Thus far, the
alignment I have presented here is not forced. Connecting the fourth petition,
“Give us this day our daily bread,” with prudence presents a greater
challenge. Yet a look at the tradition of interpretation of this verse reveals
that seeing a connection with prudence is not so foreign an imposition after
all. 


First we must ask what is meant by
bread, a prominent issue in the commentary tradition.(71)
Does “bread” refer to literal, material bread, or does it have a
spiritual meaning?(72) Thomas is representative
of the broad current of the tradition in affirming both meanings.(73) Citing Augustine’s Letter 130 (to
Proba), he claims that in a material sense “bread” refers not only to
actual bread but also to all necessary sustenance for bodily life.(74) The most obvious spiritual meaning is a
reference to the Eucharist, an interpretation Thomas recognizes and even holds
as paradigmatic 
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for all spiritual interpretations of
“bread.”(75) Yet it also has other
spiritual meanings. In his Homilies on the Lord’s Prayer, Thomas
claims that bread also refers to the Word of God, citing Matthew 4:4, “man
does not live by bread alone, but by the Word of God.” In his Commentary
on Matthew, Thomas claims that the word can be taken to mean “the
bread of wisdom.”(76) Is it unreasonable
to understand this as practical wisdom, or prudence? Not at all,
according to Thomas and Augustine, for two reasons. First, both saints affirm
that bread in this sense refers to observing God’s commandments, or precepts.
Thomas claims that “the one who eats the bread of wisdom is the one who seeks
guidance toward salvation, who observes the divine precepts.”(77) Augustine, after acknowledging that bread can
mean material bread or the Eucharist, reveals his preference for interpreting
bread in this third sense, as “meditating on and living the divine
precepts.”(78) Second, both affirm that
“this day” (hodie) is a reference to this life.(79) Thomas repeatedly uses the phrase “in
this life” in this section of his Commentary on Matthew,(80) and Augustine does the same, even starkly
claiming that “this food is now called daily since it is finished during
this temporal life, during its passing, waning days.”(81)
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It is now clearer how this fourth
petition can be understand as a prayer for prudence. Prudence is the virtue
that enables one to see things truly so as to act well in worldly matters.
Com-mentators like Augustine and Aquinas have understood “bread” to
refer to the wisdom needed to act well in daily life.(82)
In this petition one thus asks for that quality, or virtue, by which one
possesses precisely such practical wisdom. Finally, the prevalence of
references to John 6 in these commentaries reminds us that this practical
wisdom is found most perfectly through Christ, the Word made flesh and Bread of
Life, who identifies himself as the way, the truth, and the life. 


 


5. Justice


“Forgive us our trespasses, as
we forgive those who trespass against us” is simultaneously an enormously
important, and yet perhaps the least commented upon, petition in the Lord’s
Prayer. As evidence of the latter, it is covered in thirteen pages in
Carmignac’s magisterial survey of writing on the Lord’s Prayer, less than any
other petition.(83) As evidence of the former,
it is the only petition that Christ in effect “repeats” at the
conclusion of the prayer (Matt 6:14-15). Here is a perfect example of how the
quantity of discussion of a matter need not reflect its importance. The more
fitting explanation for the briefer treatments in the tradition is that the
meaning of the petition is straightforward. It is also quite obviously about
justice.


Justice is the virtue that inclines
one to right relations with others, to give others their due.(84)
The forgiveness sought in the fifth petition is the re-establishment of right
relations after some disruption. Therefore, in this petition we are praying
that the order of justice (ius) be restored, that right relationship
be re-established between us and God, and between us and other 
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people.(85)
Thomas discusses the petition in the context of remission of sin, certainly a
matter of justice.(86) Augustine makes the
connection to justice even clearer when, in his commentary on this petition, he
points his reader back to his examination of the nature of punishment in the
context of the fifth antithesis (Matt 5:38-42).(87)
Of course, as in the case of the theological virtues above, we are not simply
praying that something happen to us, but also that we participate in
that re-establishing of right relations. It is the possession of the virtue of
justice that enables exactly that. 


 


6. Temperance


The last two petitions are treated
similarly in the tradition of commentary, whether the commentator sees them as
one (two-part) petition or as two distinct petitions. When examining the sixth
petition, “Lead us not into temptation,” Thomas and those whose work
he draws upon are concerned primarily with one point. They emphasize that the
petition cannot be taken to mean that we never be tempted—not primarily because
this would be unrealistic, but mainly because it is clear from the Scriptures
that God allows us to be tempted.(88) As Thomas
says, “To be tempted is human, but to consent to it is diabolical.”(89) The strategy 
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generally employed to make this point
is to note that the prayer says “lead us not into temptation,” rather
than “let us not be tempted.” Thomas claims, “we do not ask not
to be tempted, but not to be conquered by temptation, which is to be led into
temptation.”(90) He does not use the
language of “consent to temptation” here as he does in his work on
the Lord’s Prayer, but the basic sense is the same. Thomas cites Augustine to
specify more precisely the different ways we may be “led into”
temptation (rather than simply tempted) when he says that we pray here for
three things: not to be without divine help in resisting temptation, not to
consent to its deception, and not to give in to its affliction.(91)


What has any of this to do with
temperance? Temperance for Thomas is the cardinal virtue whereby our desires
are moderated reasonably, specifically with regard to sensual pleasures (of
touch), but more generally including all desires.(92)
Though the petition refers to all “temptations,” the sensual
temptations which are proper to temperance particularly come to mind. This
connection to sensual pleasures was particularly clear to Augustine who, though
he does not use the term “temperance,” says, “What else does one
say who says, ‘Remove from me the desires of the belly, and let not the desire
for intercourse lay hold of me’ (Sir 23:6), but, ‘Lead us not into
temptation’?”(93) Still, both temptation
and temperance can be taken more generally to refer to 
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temptations other than those which
are properly sensual. Further-more, the claim that this petition is a request
for temperance fits perfectly into the commentators’ concern that the petition
means not that we be not tempted, but that we not be led into
temptation. Possessing the virtue of temperance does not mean that one never
encounters temptation. Rather, it enables one to encounter and even at times
enjoy pleasing entities in a moderate and reasonable manner in accord with
one’s station in life. The temperate person is indeed not “led into
temptation” even when faced with tempting situations.


 


7. Fortitude


Thomas and his sources consistently
make two points about the nature of the evil from which we pray to be delivered
in the seventh petition.(94) First, it is evil
that is already present.(95) Second, it refers
to both punishment and afflictions in general. In his work on the Lord’s
Prayer, Thomas says that since the previous two petitions concern sin and
temptation, he speaks here of other evils, such as adversity and afflictions of
this world.(96) How are we to be delivered from
such evil? In this same work Thomas claims that God “delivers” us
from evil only rarely by preventing evil from happening to us. Far more common
are other ways God delivers us, which include consoling us in affliction,
bestowing good things on those afflicted, and directing the evils of our trials
and temptations toward our own good.(97)
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Fortitude for Thomas is the cardinal
virtue by which we are able to endure or resist obstacles that impede us from
living in accordance with reason.(98) The brave
person is able to face afflictions and adversities well. Reminiscent of
Thomas’s claims about how God grants deliverance, this is quite often achieved
not by removing the difficulty at hand, but by enduring it.(99)
One is brave, and has been delivered from evil, when evils experienced are
overcome, or at least one is not overcome by them. Hence in the seventh
petition as one prays for deliverance from evil, one is indeed praying for
fortitude.









This is the alignment I propose
between the seven petitions of the Lord’s Prayer and the seven foundational
virtues of the Christian life. In most contexts it would be appropriate to
examine in much greater detail the richness evoked by these petitions and the
virtues they suggest. But given the more analytic setting of this essay, and
the larger concern to substantiate the scriptural foundations for an ethics of
virtue, I turn now in the second part of this section to note how the alignment
presented here addresses and helps answer classic questions in virtue
approaches to ethics. 


 


B) Reading the Lord’s Prayer in
the Light of the Virtues: Implications for Virtue and the Christian Life


The task I undertake here is very
limited: it is simply to note the ways that the alignment between the virtues
and petitions presented above informs certain issues central to virtue ethics.
I offer here four observations in line with this task. 


1. Ordering of the Petitions and
Virtues


The order of the petitions generally
corroborates how the virtues have been ordered in the Christian, and especially
the 
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Thomistic, tradition. The foundations
of the life of Christian virtue are the three theological virtues, which are
fittingly placed at the opening of the prayer. Faith has been affirmed as
im-portantly prior among the three, as it is through faith that we know the God
in whom we hope and whom we love.(100) But of
course love has also been consistently affirmed as both the form of the virtues
and the one theological virtue that endures in the next life. And so it is
fittingly given a climactic place at the conclusion of the first three
petitions, including the decisive “on earth as it is in heaven.”(101) The wording of the Lord’s Prayer not only
reflects primacy of and proper ordering among the theological virtues in the
tradition, but also ascribes a climactic place to the virtue of love.(102) 


The Christian tradition shows more
variation in the ordering of the cardinal virtues.(103)
But the Thomistic tradition follows strains of Greek thought in consistently
affirming the following order: prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance.
Prudence is fittingly placed first since it is a virtue of the intellect, and
directs the moral virtues. Justice is fittingly next, since it is a virtue of
the appetite, but the rational appetite or will. Thomas generally lists
fortitude next, and then temperance. This is reflected in his ordering of the
cardinal virtues in the Secunda Secundae, and explained in passages
where he describes the irascible appetite (governed by fortitude) as
participating more in human reason than the concupiscible appetite (governed by
temperance).(104) Yet the differences between
the capacities governed by temperance and fortitude are far fewer than those
between the sensitive appetite on the one hand (temperance and fortitude) and
the intellect (prudence) or the intellectual appetite (justice) on the other.
Indeed, at times in his work Thomas switches the order of temperance and fortitude,
something he does not do with the other two cardinal virtues either in relation
to each other or in 
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relation to temperance and fortitude.(105) In sum, the ordering of the virtues
presented here as aligned with the petitions of the Lord’s Prayer (prudence,
justice, temperance, and fortitude) largely respects the ordering of the
cardinal virtues in the Thomistic tradition. Indeed, the fact that the virtues
of temperance and fortitude both govern the passions explains not only why
their ordering in relation to each other is variable, but also why they could
quite fittingly be treated together under one petition, as represented by the
six-petition tradition of commentary since Tertullian.


 


2. Grouping the Petitions


The Lord’s Prayer is consistently
divided in the tradition into two groups of petitions: the first three and the
remaining four (or three, depending on the author).(106)
This division is suggested in the very grammar of the petitions, as noted
above. In explaining this difference, Thomas and his sources consistently
differentiate the two groups in the manner described by Augustine:


Accordingly, in the
Evangelist Matthew the Lord’s Prayer seems to embrace seven petitions, three of
which ask for eternal blessings, and the remaining four for temporal; these
latter, however being necessary antecedents to the former. For when we say,
“Hallowed be thy name: Thy Kingdom come: They will be done in earth, as it
is in heaven …” we ask for blessings that are to be enjoyed for ever;
which are indeed begun in this world, and grow in us as we grow in grace, but
in their perfect state, which is to be looked for in another life, shall be a
possession for evermore. But when we say, “Give us this day our daily
bread: and forgive us our debts, as we forgive our debtors: and lead us not
into temptation, but deliver is from evil,” who does not see that we ask
for blessings that have reference to the wants to this present life?(107)
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Thomas recognizes and affirms this grouping in the Summa Theologiae when
he explicitly refers to Augustine’s Enchiridion and claims in
reference to the first three petitions that “these three petitions will be
perfectly fulfilled in the life to come; while the other four, according to
Augustine, belong to the needs of the present life.”(108)
Interestingly enough, despite recognizing Augustine’s eternal/temporal distinction
here and in other texts,(109) Thomas
frequently groups the seven petitions otherwise, in fact in varying ways that
seem to display a clear trajectory of development.(110)
Nevertheless, the point for our purposes is that 
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the petitions themselves, in their
grammar and in their content, exhibit a ready division between the first three
and next four with the first three concerning eternity (although begun in this
life) and the last four concerning the needs of this life. This grouping is
evident in the tradition of commentary. 


This division perfectly reflects the
distinction between the theological and cardinal virtues in Thomas’s thought,
not simply in the numbers of each (three theological and four cardinal) but
also in the content of the two different categories of virtue. For Thomas, the
theological virtues have God’s very self as their object.(111)
They govern activities which concern God directly (believing in God, hoping for
God, loving God and one’s neighbors in God) which are begun in this life but
are brought to perfection in eternity. The four cardinal virtues concern
temporal activities accessible to unaided human reason: practical decision-making,
relations with others, facing difficulties, and engaging in sensual pleasures.(112) The claim that the petitions concern both
eternal (heavenly) and temporal (earthly) matters is directly reflective of
Thomas’s distinction between the theological and the cardinal virtues. Of
course, all commentators want to maintain that there is no dichotomy between
these two groups. As Augustine’s says, what is requested in the first three is
begun in this life, and the temporal necessities of the final four prepare one
for eternity.
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3. The Primacy of Infused Virtue


Despite the neat division between the
first three and last four petitions, the Lord’s Prayer importantly affirms the
unity of the Christian life, a life that is both directed toward (and indeed is
even a foretaste of) a supernatural destiny of union with God, and yet firmly
embedded in worldly existence in time and space. That this is the case with the
first three petitions and their cor-responding theological virtues is readily
apparent. What is sought in the first three petitions, and is made possible for
humanity in the three theological virtues, is only perfectly possible in the
next life, but it is begun in this one.(113)
Yet the same is true of both the last four petitions and the four cardinal
virtues. In a simple sense, as Augustine notes, these four are needed in order
to attain eternity. But while the cardinal virtues directly concern temporal
activities accessible to unaided human reason, they are only perfectly possible
with God’s grace. In praying the Lord’s Prayer, one simultaneously recognizes
that God does help people with their temporal activities, and that such grace
is needed in order to perform them perfectly.(114)
In the Commentary on Matthew, Thomas repeatedly observes that what is
sought requires human action (once even specifying liberum arbitrium)
but also the help of God.(115) Furthermore,
Augustine’s claim regarding the necessity 
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of these petitions (and by extension
their corresponding virtues) for eternal life reveals that their activities are
ultimately directed toward supernatural happiness in union with God. Indeed,
there is a sense in which the cardinal virtues remain, even in eternal life.(116) These two characteristics—God as efficient
cause and final end—are what characterize the infused virtues in the Thomistic
tradition.(117) In the Lord’s Prayer, not only
the first three but also the final four petitions are made possible by God’s
grace and direct one ultimately toward one’s supernatural destiny. Thus the
very format of the Lord’s Prayer is both an “argument” for the
existence of the infused cardinal (or moral) virtues, and indeed the primacy of
the infused (rather than acquired) cardinal virtues.(118)



 


4. Happiness and Its Relationship to
Virtue


The Lord’s Prayer takes a stand on an
age-old question in virtue ethics concerning the ultimate good for humanity. Is
the ultimate good, and thus happiness from attaining it, achieved sim-ply by
the possession of virtues (as the Stoics claimed), such that the attainment of
happiness is not subject to the capriciousness of 
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luck or other factors beyond the wise
person’s control? Or is genuine happiness something that in important ways
happens to us, in a manner not achieved by possessing the virtues, or
the well-developed capacities of the wise person? Aristotle wrestled with this
thorny question,(119) and Augustine famously
categorized the multitude of possible answers to it in the opening pages of
book 19 of the City of God. It is clear from the Lord’s Prayer that
the answer is both/and.(120) Full happiness
does not simply happen to us, given the capacities we possess as creatures in
the image and likeness of God. Reminiscent of the Thomistic (and Aristotelian)
claim that happiness is an activity, the happiness for which we pray in the
Lord’s Prayer is something in which we participate.(121)
Hence in the Lord’s Prayer we pray not simply that certain things happen (to
us), but that we become people who are equipped to enjoy true happiness,
namely, persons with the theological and cardinal virtues. 


While the Lord’s Prayer reveals that
happiness requires a change in the petitioners (i.e., the possession of the
virtues), it is also evident from the prayer that the yearning for happiness
from which the supplicants’ words are born is not satiated on their own power.
The petitioners are asking through God’s grace to be granted the virtues.
Furthermore, though the words of the petitions do request changes in those who
utter the prayer (changes represented by the virtues), those who pray also ask
God that certain things happen not only in them but in the world outside of
them: that the kingdom come, God’s will be done, that their bread is given,
their trespasses be forgiven, and that they be delivered from evil. Hence the
possession of the virtues alone, even the infused virtues, is not constitutive
of the full happiness sought in the Lord’s Prayer. This full happiness is the
redemption for which all creation groans (Rom 8:22-23). For humanity it is a
participation in the divine nature (2 Pet 1:4) requiring, but not 
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constituted by, the possession of the
theological and cardinal virtues.


 


III. Conclusion


Given the fact that Christians have
depicted the fullness of life in Christ by reflecting both on the petitions of
the Lord’s Prayer and on the seven virtues, it should not be surprising that
one may find an alignment between those groupings. The historical survey of the
first section of this essay has delineated how the constructive work of the
second section is both historically grounded and yet new. Much work remains to
be done in drawing out how specific claims in the Lord’s Prayer (and in the
Scriptures more generally) ground and inform an ethics of virtue. But more
importantly, the rudimentary reflections here on the petitions in light of the
virtues are meant to nourish the lives of discipleship of the faithful who
utter this prayer and endeavor to live out the virtues, both to know and enjoy
the happiness to which all are called and which is constituted by union with
the God of Jesus Christ.(122)





[bookmark: N_1_]1. There are well-known passages which do indeed use the term, or provide a
list of virtues, such as Phil 4:8; 1 Cor 13:13; 1 Thess 5:8; and Wis 8:7. 


[bookmark: N_2_]2.  One theologian who has written on this topic, perhaps more than
any other contemporary theologian, is Fr. Servais Pinckaers, O.P. See
especially his Sources of Christian Ethics (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1995), esp. 104-67; “Scripture and
the Renewal of Moral Theology,” in John Berkman and Craig Steven Titus,
eds., The Pinckaers Reader: Renewing Thomistic Moral Theology
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 46-63;
“The Sources of the Ethics of St. Thomas Aquinas,” pp. 17-29 in
Stephen J. Pope, ed., The Ethics of Aquinas (Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 2002), 17-29, esp. 16-17. Pope John Paul II’s
encyclical Veritatis splendor is a perfect example of approaching
moral theology from the starting point of a primary concern of virtue ethics,
namely, happiness. See especially the reflection on Mark 10:17-31 in the first
part of the encyclical. 


[bookmark: N_3_]3. The former description is
from Augustine, De sermone domini in monte (CCSL 35:1): “perfectum
uitae christianae modum.” See also the English translation The
Lord’s Sermon on the Mount (Westminster, Md.: Newman Press, 1965), 1.1.
Augustine’s recognition of the importance of the Sermon is evidenced by his
being the only one of the Fathers to compose a commentary on it alone (distinct
from a commentary on Matthew’s Gospel). For the second description see Thomas
Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 108, a. 3; Catechism of the
Catholic Church (CCC) 1965-66. See also Servais Pinckaers, O.P., Sources
of Christian Ethics, 134-35, 142, and 144-45. 


[bookmark: N_4_]4.  For an example from contemporary Biblical scholarship of the
centrality of the Lord’s Prayer in the Sermon on the Mount, see Ulrich Luz, Matthew
1-7: A Commentary (Minneapolis, Minn.: Augsburg Fortress Press, 1989),
212. 


[bookmark: N_5_]5. Tertullian, De oratione
1 (CCSL 1:258): “in oratione breuiarium totius Euangelii
comprehendatur” (translation in Alistair Stewart-Sykes, trans., Tertullian,
Cyprian, Origen on the Lord’s Prayer (Crestwood, N.Y.: St. Vladmimir’s
Seminary Press, 2004), 42. 


[bookmark: N_6_]6.  See Augustine’s Letter 130 (to Proba), 12 (CSEL
44:64-66): “et si per omnia precationum sanctarum uerba discurras, quantum
existimo, nihil inuenies, quod non ista dominica contineat et concludat
oratio.” 


[bookmark: N_7_]7.  STh II-II, q. 83, a. 9. See also CCC 2763. 


[bookmark: N_8_]8.  Bonaventure, Commentarius in evangelium sancti Lucae 11.8
(Bonaventure, Opera omnia.[Quarrachi: Typographia Collegii Sancti
Bonaventurae, 1882-1902], 7:279): “Quamquam sit brevissima, continet in se
omnem orationem et omnia postulanda.” 


[bookmark: N_9_]9.  CCC 2776. 


[bookmark: N_10_]10.  Given the importance of the Sermon in general and the Lord’s
Prayer in particular, this claim is important for the larger task of
demonstrating the scriptural foundations of an ethics of virtue. 


[bookmark: N_11_]11.  Nowhere have I found an attempt to number these commentaries. For
evidence of the sheer number of commentaries on the Lord’s Prayer, see Incipits
of Latin Works on the Virtues and Vices 1100 A.D. - 1500 A.D. (Cambridge,
Mass.: Medieval Academy of America, 1979), which lists the opening lines of
texts (known in 1979) simply from these four centuries. Though it does include
some repetition, it lists over 1200 such incipits. There are well over a
hundred works on the Lord’s Prayer treated in some level of detail in the
research of Kenneth W. Stevenson and Jean Carmignac, both of whose books proved
invaluable for this study. See Kenneth W. Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer: A
Text in Tradition (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2004); and Jean Carmignac,
Recherches sur le «Notre Père» (Paris: Éditions Letouzey & Ané,
1969). Tertullian’s commentary, written approximately 200-206, is widely
regarded as the earliest such commentary. See Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer,
30. For the Lord’s Prayer in North Africa in the early Church, see Michael
Joseph Brown’s The Lord’s Prayer through North African Eyes (New York:
T & T Clark International, 2004). 


[bookmark: N_12_]12.  That the English is in the subjunctive is seen in the use of
“be” in the first and third petitions. This may be commonly assumed
to be an archaic form of the verb form “is,” akin to the continued
use of “art” and “thou.” But it is actually a necessary
grammatical formulation, as the subjunctive of the verb “to be.” As
for Latin, the Vulgate text reads: Pater noster qui in caelis es
sanctificetur nomen tuum veniat regnum tuum fiat voluntas tua sicut in caelo et
in terra[bookmark: 6:11] panem nostrum supersubstantialem da nobis hodie et
dimitte nobis debita nostra sicut et nos dimisimus debitoribus nostris et ne
inducas nos in temptationem sed libera nos a malo. As in English and
French, the first three petitions in Latin express the sense of petition
through the use of (in this case, jussive) subjunctive, while the last four
employ the imperative. 


[bookmark: N_13_]13.  For a helpful treatment of the grammar of the petitions, see
Raymond E. Brown, “The Pater Noster as Eschatological Prayer,” in
Raymond E. Brown, New Testament Essays (Milwaukee, Wis.: Bruce
Publishing Co., 1965), 217-53. 


[bookmark: N_14_]14.  For an example of such speculation see Ernst Lohmeyer, The
Lord’s Prayer (London: Collins Publishing, 1965), 27-29. 


[bookmark: N_15_]15.  Stevenson’s historical overview continually attends to the number
of petitions identified by authors of commentaries. See his helpful summary in
Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer, 222. See also Carmignac, Recherches
sur le «Notre Père», 312-19 for a specific discussion of this issue. 


[bookmark: N_16_]16.  For Cyprian’s commentary, see De dominica oratione (CCSL
3A:87-113; translation in Stewart-Sykes, Tertullian, Cyprian, Origen on the
Lord’s Prayer, 65-93). On its dating, see Stevenson, The Lord’s
Prayer, 32. 


[bookmark: N_17_]17.  See Origen, On Prayer, in Stewart-Sykes, trans., Tertullian,
Cyprian, Origen on the Lord’s Prayer, 95-214. On the dating see Stevenson,
The Lord’s Prayer, 35. 


[bookmark: N_18_]18.  See John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion
3.20.35 (Institutes of the Christian Religion, trans. Henry Beveridge
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdman’s, 1981], 183-84). Luther maintains there are
seven petitions; see Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer, 160. 


[bookmark: N_19_]19.  For contemporary examples, see the Catechism of the Catholic
Church 2803-54; Pinckaers, Sources of Christian Ethics, 155-58;
Servais Pinckaers, O.P., Au coeur de l’Evangile: Notre Pere
(Saint-Maur: Editions Parole et Silence, 1999), 39-40; Pope Benedict XVI, Jesus
of Nazareth (New York: Doubleday, 2007), 128-68. 


[bookmark: N_20_]20. See Tertullian, De
oratione 8 (CCSL 1:262); Cyprian, De dominica oratione
25-27 (CCSL 3A:106-7). See Carmignac, Recherches sur le «Notre
Père», 312 for how others authors treat the sixth and seventh petitions. 


[bookmark: N_21_]21.  In sermons thought to be written ca. 410-412, Augustine treats the
sixth and seventh petitions together. See Augustine, Sermons 57.10 (CCSL
41Aa:187) and 56.18-19 (CCSL 41Aa:170-71), in Sermons III (51-94),
trans. Edmund Hill, O.P. (New York: New City Press, 1991), 114 and 105. 


[bookmark: N_22_]22.  Carmignac, Recherches sur le «Notre Père», 314. He also
notes one Catholic from 1572, Jansénius, who counts six petitions. 


[bookmark: N_23_]23.  Ibid., 315. 


[bookmark: N_24_]24.  For an example of treating the prayer in seven parts, but with the
invocation and seven petitions, see Tertullian De oratione 2-8 (CCSL
1:258-62). 


[bookmark: N_25_]25.  See Tertullian, De oratione 6 (CCSL 1:260-61):
“Sed quam eleganter diuina sapientia ordinem orationis instruxit, ut post
caelestia, id est post Dei nomen, Dei uoluntatem et Dei regnum, terrenis quoque
necessitatibus petitioni locum faceret!” (“But how gracefully did
divine wisdom draw up the order of the prayer that, after heavenly petitions on
the name of God, the will of God, and the Kingdom of God, it should also
provide a place for earthly needs”; Stewart-Sykes, trans., 46 [modified]).
Augustine, Enchiridion 115 (CCSL 46:110): “Proinde apud
euangelistam Matthaeum septem petitiones continere dominica videtur oratio,
quarum in tribus aeterna poscuntur, in reliquis quattuor temporalia”
(“in the evangelist Matthew the Lord’s Prayer seems to embrace seven
petitions, three of which ask for eternal blessings and the four remaining for
temporal”). 


[bookmark: N_26_]26.  See Bonaventure, Expositio super regulam fratrum minorum
3.3 (Quarrachi ed., 8:407). 


[bookmark: N_27_]27.  This division is also evident in those contemporary commentators
who distinguish (in both Matthew’s and Luke petitions) between the
“you” or “thou” petitions on the one hand, and the
“we” petitions on the other. See Brown, “The Pater Noster as
Eschatological Prayer,” 238. See also Joachim Jeremais, The Prayers of
Jesus (Naperville, IL: Alec R. Allenson, Inc.: 1967), 98-104. 


[bookmark: N_28_]28.  There is precedent for this claim in Anselm of Laon; see
Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer, 124 


[bookmark: N_29_]29.  For a contemporary example of this, see Leonardo Boff, The
Lord’s Prayer: Prayer of Integral Liberation (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis
Books, 1983) 


[bookmark: N_30_]30.  See Carmignac, Recherches sur le «Notre Père», 387 


[bookmark: N_31_]31. For an example of several of
these at once, consider not only Augustine on gifts and beatitudes but Hugh of
Amiens on gifts, beatitudes, and orders of Church ministry. See Stevenson, The
Lord’s Prayer, 126. 


[bookmark: N_32_]32.  See ibid.,124-36. This inversion (or, more accurately, this
undoing of Augustine’s inversion of the order of gifts in Isaiah 11) is not
adopted by all after Amalar, as seen in the case of Thomas Aquinas who follows
Augustine’s ordering. 


[bookmark: N_33_]33.  Carmignac, Recherches sur le «Notre Père», 387. When he
mentions seven virtues he even specifies “the theological and cardinal
virtues,” which mirrors the interpretation offered in the second section
here. But again, he cites no historical example of this. 


[bookmark: N_34_]34.  Stevenson mentions this text (Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer,
123). The text, Allegoriae Novum Testamentum - Liber Secundus, is
found at PL 175:763-89. For an example of the more fluid associations
of virtues and petitions, see how the opening invocation “Our Father”
is aligned with benevolence and reverence (PL 175:768). 


[bookmark: N_35_]35.  See Bonaventure, Expositio orationis dominicae 5
(Quaracchi ed., 7:653). See William Durandus, Rationale divinorum
officiorum 4.47.10 (Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Mediaeualis
140:504-79, at 508). For dating see Stevenson, The Lord’s Prayer,
123-38. See Gunther the Cistercian, De oratione, jejunio, et eleemosyna
(PL 212:171-205 at 172), where he does not list the seven all together
but notes their connection to the beatitudes. (References to each of the seven
are given during successive treatments of each petition.) See Stephen of Auten,
Tractatus de sacramento altaris (PL 172:1303-8, at 1304). 


[bookmark: N_36_]36.  See CCC 2806. In fact, in CCC 2803 and 2805
different bases of alignment are suggested. 


[bookmark: N_37_]37.  I am grateful to Gregory LaNave for pointing this text out to me.
Bonnefoy refers to two more texts, which seem by their titles to do something
of the sort that Bonnefoy does: Le P. Louis-Th., Les opérations du
Saint-Esprit dans les âmes (1896), and Mgr. Amédée Cure, L’oraison
dominicale: Ses rapports avec les sept dons du Saint-Esprit, les sept pêchés
capitaux, les vertus théologales et cardinales et les béatitudes, 4 vols.
(1895-1906). I have been unable to obtain either text. 


[bookmark: N_38_]38.  In fact, Bonnefoy seems to do with Bonaventure something of the
sort that has been attempted with Aquinas (see below). Namely, Bonnefoy seems
to constructively suggest a Bonaventurian alignment of petitions and virtues
based on texts where Bonaventure aligns each grouping with a third group. 


[bookmark: N_39_]39.  Bonnefoy’s alignment of the virtues and petitions, in order of the
petitions, is: temperance, justice, prudence, fortitude, hope, faith, and
charity. As will be seen below, this is different from the alignment offered
here. 


[bookmark: N_40_]40.  See STh I-II, q. 83, a. 9. 


[bookmark: N_41_]41.  The closest he comes to aligning the virtues with the petitions is
in his commentary on Matthew, where he mentions the three theological virtues,
but all in conjunction with the salutary “Our Father in heaven”
rather than with any particular petitions. See Super Evangelium S. Matthaei
lectura (Turin: Marietti, 1951) (584). Parenthetical numbers in references
to this text refer to paragraph numbers in the Marietti edition. 


[bookmark: N_42_]42.  Pinckaers writes extensively on the virtues, gifts, beatitudes,
and petitions. But like the Angelic Doctor, he connects the petitions with the
gifts and beatitudes, and virtues with the gifts and beatitudes, but never the
virtues with the petitions. See Sources of Christian Ethics, 155-58.
Pinckaers claims that “The order of the petitions follows the structure of
the prima secundae: the relation between God’s ultimate end and all
that is ordered thereto… . The Lord’s Prayer expresses the desire that impels
us toward the divine beatitude as our ultimate end. It dominates our entire
moral life” (ibid., 158). Here Pinckaers affirms that the Lord’s Prayer
“dominates our entire moral life” and is thus unsurprisingly
reflected in the structure of the Prima Secundae. Yet he never aligns
sections of the latter with petitions of the former. Furthermore, Pinckaers
does not mention the parallel of the seven petitions with the seven virtues
used to structure the Secunda Secundae, even in his Au coeur de
l’evangile: Notre Père, cited above. 


[bookmark: N_43_]43.  Here Thomas follows Augustine directly, without the inversion of
order that had become common in the twelfth century. See STh II-II, q.
83, a. 9, ad 3. 


[bookmark: N_44_]44.  The transitive property states that “if A = B and B = C then
A = C.” One reason using this property on the petitions, gifts, and virtue
may not “work” is that the relationships between each pair are not
relationships of equality, but rather ones of correspondence in some ways. So
it is quite possible that the ways different pairs correspond will not be
reflected in new pairings set up by the transitive property. 


[bookmark: N_45_]45.  It is just such an alignment of two groupings “through”
another that Bonnefoy may be doing with Bonaventure’s work. He arrives at a
different alignment, with the petitions corresponding to temperance, justice,
prudence, fortitude, hope, faith, and charity, respectively (220-221). 


[bookmark: N_46_]46.  For the significance of the order of the theological virtues, see STh
I-II, q. 62,a. 4. For the cardinal virtues, see STh I-II, q. 61, aa.
2-4. Discrepancies in Thomas’s work as to the order of the cardinal virtues are
treated below. 


[bookmark: N_47_]47.  Thomas himself offers some reflection of how aligning two groups
can illuminate them, but should not be taken as a reduction of one to the
other, or as a claim that a member of one group is related only to a single
member of the group with which it is aligned. See III Sent., d. 24, q.
1, a. 6 (Scriptum super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombardi, vol. 3,
ed. Maria Fabianus Moos [Paris: Lethielleux, 1929-47]). 


[bookmark: N_48_]48.  Thomas examines the Lord’s Prayer extensively in five texts in his
corpus. They are given here in chronological order, according to
Jean-Pierre Torrell, O.P., Saint Thomas Aquinas, vol 1: The Person
and His Work (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1996), 332-58 (there will be closer attention to dating, with years provided,
below): III Sent., d. 34, q. 1, a. 6; Super Matt., lect. 18
(583-602); STh II-II, q. 83, a. 9;In orationem dominicam
videlicet “Pater noster” expositio, (in Opuscula Theologica,
vol. 2 [Turin: Marietti, 1954]); Comp. Theol. II (Opera Omnia,
vol. 42). The question of the authenticity of Thomas’s commentary on Matthew is
treated below. Note that the Compendium Theologiae remains unfinished,
as Thomas died before completing it. It is structured in three sections, each
corresponding to a theological virtue, akin to Augustine’s Enchiridion.
Reminiscent of the latter, Thomas’s book 2, on hope, treats that theological
virtue through an examination of the Lord’s Prayer. Thomas died after finishing
only his discussions of the first two petitions. There is no mention
in this text of any alignment of the seven petitions with the seven virtues,
even though what we have of his commentary seems to warrant such alignment (see
below). As for Thomas’s patristic sources on the Lord’s Prayer, the works
explicitly mentioned in the above Thomistic texts and referenced here are:
Augustine, On the Sermon on the Mount; Augustine, Enchiridion;
Augustine Letter 130 (to Proba); Gregory of Nyssa, On the Lord’s
Prayer; Cyprian, On the Lord’ Prayer; John Chrysostom, Homilies
on Matthew; Jerome, Commentary on Matthew. In his Catena
Aurea on Matt 6:9-13, the sources Thomas cites that are used here (and not
already listed) are: Augustine’s On the Gift of Perseverance; and
Cassian’s Collections. (Citations to critical editions of Thomas’s
source texts are given as they are referenced.) 


[bookmark: N_49_]49.  I have found particularly helpful the patristic commentaries of
Origen and Tertullian available in English in the Stewart-Sykes translation
cited above, as well as contemporary commentaries such as those of Fr.
Pinckaers and Pope Benedict XVI (cited above). 


[bookmark: N_50_]50.  The fact that God’s name is a representation of who God is is a
point not emphasized by Thomas (with the exception of his words in the
following note), nor by his sources which are used here. But it is a point made
consistently in the tradition of commentary. For an extensive treatment of this
point, see Origen On Prayer, 24. He offers several Old Testament
examples of where God’s “name” stands for the reality of who God is.
Tertullian offers several Johannine examples of this point in On Prayer 3,
to which could be added the end of Paul’s Christological hymn at Phil 2:10. For
a contemporary example of this point see Pope Benedict XVI, Jesus of
Nazareth, 142-44. 


[bookmark: N_51_]51.  See STh II-II, q. 83, a. 9: “Deum in seipso.”
The next word in this passage is diligimus. Thomas treats this
petition as an example of loving God in Himself, which is different
from the point made here about the priority of faith. Yet Thomas is well aware
of the ways faith is a prerequisite of love. See STh I-II, q. 62, a.
4; also Michael Sherwin, O.P., By Knowledge and by Love (Washington,
D.C: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), esp. 152-63. Thomas also
insists that one’s final end is best possessed primarily through an act of the
speculative intellect, which faith is in its essence (STh I-II, q. 3,
a. 5; STh II-II, q. 4, a. 2, ad 3). Indeed, in his In orationem
dominicam expositio he mentions the virtue of faith in his treatment of
the invocation “God dwells in the saints by faith.” 


[bookmark: N_52_]52. Super Matth. 587: “Sanctificetur,
idest quod in se sanctum est manifestetur in nobis” (“Let [your name]
be hallowed, that is, let what is holy in itself be known to be holy by
us”). See also In orationem dominicam expositio, a. 1 where the
claim is made twice. This point is ubiquitous in the history of commentary, and
recognized by Thomas as such. In his Commentary on Matthew he
attributes it to both Cyprian and John Chrysostom. See John Chrysostom, Homilies
on Matthew 19.7 (translation in Jaroslav Pelikan, The Preaching of
Chrysostom [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967], 139-40); Cyprian, On
the Lord’s Prayer 12 (CCSL 3A:96-97). Augustine, in De dono
perseverentiae 4 (PL 45:996-97; cited in Aquinas, Catena
aurea) makes the same claim. See also two works referenced by Thomas
concerning the Lord’s Prayer, though not on this particular point: Augustine, De
sermone in monte 2.5.19 (CCSL 35:109): “This [first
petition] is not asked as if the name of God is not holy, but so that it may be
held as holy by men.”); and Gregory of Nyssa, On the Lord’s Prayer 2
(Hilda Graef, trans., St. Gregory of Nyssa: “The Lord’s Prayer”
and “The Beatitudes,” Ancient Christian Writers 18
(Westminister, Md.: The Newman Press, 1954), 49. 


[bookmark: N_53_]53.  In the unfinished Compendium Theologiae, the entire
treatment of the first petition concerns knowledge of God, which is very
imperfectly attained through reason and which God has revealed through
salvation history, most perfectly through Christ. Yet the word
“faith” never appears in the chapter (8) on the first petition, even
though it seems most relevant to Thomas’s point. This is perhaps due to the
overall structure of the work, since the treatment of the Lord’s Prayer falls
within the second section, which is on hope, rather than the first section,
which is on faith. 


[bookmark: N_54_]54.  See STh II-II, q. 2, a. 1; II-II, q. 4, aa. 1-4. For God
as the “object” of the theological virtues, including faith, see STh
I-II, q. 62,aa. 1 and 2. 


[bookmark: N_55_]55.  See STh II-II, q. 5, a. 2 for Thomas’s treatment of this
passage in the context of the theological virtue of faith. 


[bookmark: N_56_]56.  Thomas makes this point in Comp. Theol. 2.5. There he
cites Cyprian, On the Lord’s Prayer 8 (CCSL 3A:93-94), and
John Chrysostom as making the same point. His citation of Chrysostom is
actually to the Opus Imperfectum (14) of Pseudo-Chrysostom, though the
same point is made in John Chrysostom’s Homilies on Matthew 19.6. 


[bookmark: N_57_]57.  See In orationem dominicam expositio, petitio 2:
“The best rule is where nothing occurs against the will of the
ruler.” 


[bookmark: N_58_]58.  Ibid.: “indeed that reign is greatly desired for three
reasons, and first according to the complete justice that is found in it.”



[bookmark: N_59_]59.  See John Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 19.7. 


[bookmark: N_60_]60.  See In orationem dominicam expositio, p. 2: “When
therefore we pray ‘Thy kingdom come,” we pray that we may participate in
the Kingdom of Heaven and glory of Paradise.” See also Super Matt.,
lect. 18, where, in the transition from the second to third petition,
Thomas claims “‘Thy kingdom come,’ that is, let it reign in us …. But one
is not able to come into the Kingdom of heaven unless he be made
heavenly.” 


[bookmark: N_61_]61.  See Comp. Theol. 2.9: “Sic igitur et beatitudo
sanctorum regnum caelorum dicitur.” This chapter of Thomas’s Compendium
is an oft-overlooked jewel on ultimate happiness, and a perfect companion
to STh I-II, qq. 1-5. See also Augustine, De sermone in monte
2.6.20 (CCSL 35:110): “Then the happy life will be wholly
complete in the saints in eternity.” 


[bookmark: N_62_]62.  See Cyprian, On the Lord’s Prayer 13 (CCSL
3A:97): “Just as we desire that his name be hallowed among us, we ask that
the Kingdom of God be made known to us.” See also Augustine, De
sermone in monte 2.6.20, where he claims that “come” must refer
to the kingdom being “recognized by men” (CCSL 35:110). 


[bookmark: N_63_]63. Thomas claims that the final
good of ultimate happiness can be possessed, albeit imperfectly, even in this
life through hope. See STh I-II, q. 5, a. 3, ad 1 (where he cites Rom
8:24, “by hope we are saved”); and I-II, q. 11, a. 4, ad 1 and 2. 


[bookmark: N_64_]64.  For more from Thomas on hope, and in particular its twofold
object, see STh II-II, q. 17 (esp. a. 4). See also STh II-II,
q. 19, a. 1; and Thomas’s Quaestio Disputata De Spe 1. 


[bookmark: N_65_]65.  See STh II-II, q. 83, a. 9. Thomas’s language here
strongly evokes his thought on hope. Reminiscent of his distinction between
charity and hope (STh I-II, q. 62, a. 4; II-II, q. 17, a. 6), he
claims in STh II-II, q. 83, a. 9 that the second petition pertains not
to love of God simply, but to the love by which we love ourselves in God
(“secundum vero pertinet ad dilectionem qua diligimus nos in Deo”). 
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this petition. In discussing how the will of God dispels all in man that is
contrary to that will, he claims “the supreme good of charity will expel a
whole catalogue of opposing evils from the soul” and “the whole host
of such evils is wiped out by a charitable disposition” (Gregory of Nyssa,
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[bookmark: N_71_]71.  There are of course others, most notably the meaning of what St.
Jerome translated in the Vulgate as supersubstantialem. That question
is not addressed here. For a helpful overview, see Carmignac, Recherches
sur le «Notre Père», 121-43 for an (inconclusive) survey of the tradition
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monte 2.7.27 (CCSL 35:115): “Restat igitur ut cotidianum
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Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1966); Daniel Westberg, Right
Practical Reason (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994). 


[bookmark: N_79_]79.  I am grateful to Daniel Westberg for helping me to see this point
more clearly. 
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[bookmark: N_82_]82.  Indeed, even when Thomas is examining “bread” in a
material sense, he refers to it as aiding a person to act well and as
instrumental in service to virtue. See III Sent., d. 34, q. 1, a. 6. 
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no reference to a text of Augustine in this text, but this basic quotation is
found in Thomas’s Catena aurea on Matt 6:13, attributed to Augustine’s
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IN HIS 1970 ARTICLE on weakness of will, Donald Davidson faults Aquinas for
presenting the weak person with two one-sided arguments, that of reason and
that of the passions.(1) Since these two
arguments reach contrary conclusions, and since they are both valid, Davidson
concludes that Aquinas must maintain that the argument of the passions contains
a false premise, which Davidson plausibly supposes to be the major premise. The
upshot, says Davidson, is that Aquinas’s moral universe is rather flat and
one-sided. It cannot contain conflicting goods that pull the agent in opposite
directions and which the agent must weigh in his deliberations.


Is Davidson’s portrayal of Aquinas fair?(2)
If one takes Aquinas’s descriptions of the reasoning of the weak person absolutely
literally, then it would seem so, but reflection upon other statements of
Aquinas concerning practical reasoning reveals that the rather didactic
syllogisms of the weak person must be nuanced. Given these nuances, the views
of Aquinas and Davidson may not be that distance from one another. In
particular, the premises of practical reasoning turn out not to be one-sided
categorical statements but sometimes quite elaborate evaluations 
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of the pros and cons of a course of action. Furthermore, reason can consider
what the passions have to say, for the error of the passions resides primarily
in the minor premise rather than in the major.(3)


I wish to locate this error of the passions, and in so doing to reveal some
elements of practical reasoning common to Aquinas and Davidson. I will begin
with Davidson’s portrayal of Aquinas (section I). I will then show that Aquinas
seems to think, contrary to Davidson, that the error of the passions is found
in the minor premise (section II). Explaining how this can be so, however, is
no simple matter. It demands, first, an explanation of the major premises
(section III): how reason can consider both the pros and cons, by using
propositions that are not straightforwardly categorical, but rather involve the
consideration of actions in themselves. These universal major premises of
actions considered in themselves, however, must be applied to actions as they
actually are by way of a minor premise that eliminates further consideration
(section IV). Precisely in this elimination, the weak person errs; he cuts from
his deliberation that which should not be eliminated. I conclude by returning
to the major premise, considering how it can be true even while the weak person
abandons the human good (section V).


 


I.
Davidson’s Portrayal of Aquinas




Davidson faults Aquinas for presenting the weak person with two one-sided
arguments, that of reason and that of the passions. The passions pull the weak
person away from the judgment of reason, so that he acts contrary to what is
best. A person tempted 












page 351


to commit adultery, for instance, might have the following two arguments:


REASON                                                                                               THE
PASSIONS


Adultery is to be avoided.                                                          Pleasure is to be
pursued.          

This action is adultery.                                                                This action is pleasurable.

\This action is to be avoided.                                               \ This action is to be pursued.




The weak person uses the argument of the passions, so that he acts contrary to
the knowledge of what is best, which he possesses in the argument of reason.


Davidson’s complaint is not so much that there are two arguments, for his
own analysis of weakness involves multiple arguments; rather, he complains
about the nature of the two arguments. All the propositions, both premises and
conclusions, are categorical statements. Since the contrary conclusions cannot
both be true, and since both syllogisms are valid, there must somewhere be a
false premise. The minor premises appear to be true (or we can imagine
situations where they are), so it seems that one of the major premises—that of
the passions—must be false.


The consequent worldview, Davidson thinks, is rather flat and one-sided. It
does not allow for moral conflict. The passions have nothing to say worth
listening to; only the dictates of reason have any worth. There can be no
combined view that considers the merits of both sides, both of reason and of
the passions, coming to an overall evaluation of what is worth pursuing. The
side of the passions, since it is false, can have no value. Only true
statements deserve to be considered, and only reason provides the truth.


Davidson thinks it more realistic to allow for moral conflict that is
ultimately resolved by an overall evaluation, by what he calls an
all-things-considered judgment. Pleasure is truly something good and worth
pursuing, and we should take it into consideration in our practical judgments.
Pleasure can have at least some weight in our deliberations, even if its value
is ultimately overridden by the consideration that this action is an act of
adultery. Davidson would desire, then, at least three 












page 352


judgments: the judgment of reason, the judgment of the passions, and an
overall comparative judgment, which includes the first two and which he calls
the judgment of conscience or of the will.(4)
Aquinas cannot allow for such an overall judgment, claims Davidson, since it
would include the false premise of the passions.


 


II.
The Inclusive Vision of Reason




A) Is the Error in the Major or the Minor Premise?




Aquinas does suppose, as Davidson claims, that the passions err in their
judgment. He does not, however, identify the source of the error with the major
premise. He says very little about the major premise, except that it is
suggested by the passions; indeed, his entire account of weakness dwells upon
the minor premise. The weak person is led into error precisely because the
passions focus his attention on the minor premise, that the action is
pleasurable.(5) It does not follow that the
minor premise is itself false. One might think that the passions focus the weak
person’s attention upon a true minor premise, but in so doing they impel him to
conclude under a false major premise. The weak person is so overcome by his
passions that he cannot concentrate upon the truth that “This action is
adultery,” so that he considers only, “This action is
pleasurable,” and thereby concludes under the false major premise.


I wish to argue otherwise. The error lies with the minor premise itself, as
Aquinas’s focus on this premise suggests. If the passions in fact provide a
false major premise, then it seems that this role of the passions—rather than
the role of fixating the mind upon the minor premise—would be the primary cause
of the sin of passion. Aquinas should have focused his attention upon this
cause rather than dwelling upon the other, secondary role of the passions, or
at the very least he should have given them equal attention. As it is, he
barely mentions in passing that the passions have some role in furnishing the
major premise. It seems 
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plausible, then, that Aquinas thinks that the primary error in the sin of
weakness lies with the minor premise.(6)


On the face of it, unfortunately, it is difficult to see how the minor
premise could be false, unless by “pleasurable” we mean
“pleasurable to human nature” and not merely to the senses.(7) This reading, however, would not so much make
the minor premise false as it would make the syllogism invalid by equivocation.
I wish to argue, rather, that the major premise means what it says, that the
pleasures of the senses should be pursued. Nevertheless, I wish to argue,
similar to Davidson, that this major premise has a true meaning, and it is this
meaning that first enters the mind of the weak person. Aquinas himself
acknowledges that pleasures of the senses, considered as such, do not oppose
reason.(8)


Sensible and bodily
goods, considered in their species, are not opposed to reason; rather, they
serve reason, as an instrument that reason uses to attain its own end. They are
opposed to reason chiefly insofar as the sensitive appetite tends into them
apart from the measure of reason.(9)


The error of the passions, then, somehow lies in the minor premise, in the
statement, “This action is pleasurable.” Before we can see how this
is so, we must come to recognize that the 












page 354


differences between Davidson and Aquinas are far less significant than
Davidson supposes.


 


B) The Multifaceted Judgment of Reason


Davidson’s criticism, it seems, is wide of the mark. He supposes that
Aquinas’s judgment of reason is one-sided, a claim that Aquinas himself would
surely find odd. Aquinas’s judgment of reason corresponds best, it seems, with
Davidson’s comparative judgment, with his all-things-considered judgment. When
dis-cussing weakness, Aquinas’s example does seem rather one-sided, for he
presents reason as considering only one aspect of the action, namely, that it
is adultery. But reason can and certainly does consider multiple aspects of an
action, both good and bad.


In De Malo, Aquinas suggest that reason considers various good and
bad features of an action, even saying that an action can be good for giving
pleasure. When the will is moved according to reason, however, Aquinas says
that it is moved according to the condition that has greater weight. In other
words, the judgment of reason is not one-sided; rather, it is a judgment of
what aspects of an act are most important.


If some good thing
is not found to be good according to every particular detail that can be
considered, then it will not move [the will] necessarily even with respect to
the determination of the act, for someone can will its opposite, even while
thinking about it, because it is better or more fitting according to another
particular consideration, just as that which is good for health might not be
good for pleasure. It may happen in three ways that the will is inclined to
that which offers more from one aspect than from another. First, insofar as one
aspect has greater weight, and then the will is moved according to reason, for
example, when a man prefers that which is useful for health insofar as it is
useful to the will.(10)
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Furthermore, Aquinas says elsewhere that the prudent person considers all
the relevant circumstances, judging how one consideration might be overshadowed
by others.


Since prudence
concerns singular actions, in which many factors come together, it sometimes
happens that something considered in itself might be good and fitting for the
end, but from some additional feature it becomes evil or inappropriate for the
end. When considered in itself, for instance, giving signs of love to someone
seems to be an appropriate means of fostering love in his heart, but if he
happens to be proud, or if he suspects flattery, then it will no longer be
fitting for the end. Therefore, prudence demands careful consideration,
involving a comparison between that which is ordered to the end and any
additional aspects of an action.(11)


The judgment of reason, then, is not simply one-sided. It is a comprehensive
judgment that best corresponds with Davidson’s judgments of conscience.


 


III.
The Major Premise









A) Prima Facie Judgments


In Davidson’s eyes the very categorical nature of the premises poses a
problem for an overall comparative judgment. We cannot combine the categorical
statement “Adultery should be avoided,” with the statement
“Pleasure should be pursued,” into the proposition “Adultery
that is pleasurable should be avoided.” After all, if the major premise is
a universal categorical proposition, then all pleasure should be pursued; the
premise can never be incorporated into a statement about some pleasure that
should be avoided.
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Davidson gets around this difficulty by making his major premises prima
facie statements rather than categorical statements.(12)


 THE MAJOR OF REASON                                                                            THE MAJOR OF THE PASSIONS

Prima facie, if an action is adultery,                                                 Prima facie, if
an action is

it should be avoided.                                                                                           pleasurable,
it should be pursued




These premises can both be true, for they do not lead to contradictory
conclusions but rather to the following compatible conclusions:


THE CONCLUSION                                                                             THE
CONCLUSION 

      OF REASON
                                                                                  OF
THE PASSIONS


Prima facie, insofar as this action is                                Prima
facie, insofar as this action is 

adultery, it should be avoided.                                          pleasurable
it should be pursued.


Will or conscience, then, can combine the evidence of reason and of the 
passions, both of which provide true premises, leading to the following 
all-things-considered major premise





THE PREMISE OF 
CONSCIENCE

Prima facie, insofar as an action is adultery and pleasurable and [other
relevant considerations], it should be avoided.




The problem with the weak-willed person, on Davidson’s view, is that he uses
the partial evidence of the passions rather than the more comprehensive
evidence of conscience.


Aquinas, it seems, cannot take Davidson’s approach, since his major premises
are categorical. But are they? I wish to suggest that Aquinas’s major premises
are similar to Davidson’s prima facie propositions.
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B) Absolute Considerations


As the late G. E. M. Anscombe pointed out, only a madman would assent to a
universal major premise of the form “All pleasure is to be pursued”
or “All nutritional food should be eaten.”(13)
Neither of these precepts can be fulfilled, since there are many mutually
exclusive pleasures, and many nutritional foods which could not be eaten
simultaneously. Furthermore, the latter precept would lead someone to gorging
to the point of death, which is clearly contrary to the goal of health that the
person presumably would be pursuing. The universal precept to pursue pleasure
is not followed even by the intemperate man; he is not apt to pursue
pleasurable adultery, for instance, if it is likely to get him killed.


If the major premise of the passions is not universally quantified—if it
does not read, “All pleasure is to be pursued”— then the
conclusion does not follow with necessity.(14)
Aquinas himself acknowledges that there is a gap between the universal judgment
and the particular conclusion that falls under it.(15)
This gap, says Aquinas, leaves an indeterminacy to the conclusion.


The final decision
or judgment of reason concerning what is to be done is in the realm of
contingent things, which can be done by us. In such affairs, conclusions do not
follow of necessity, with an absolute necessity, from necessary principles, but
only from those that are necessary conditionally, for example, if he runs, then
he moves.(16)
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Furthermore, Aquinas says that deliberation involves an inquiry.(17) Once a person has determined the end she
intends to pursue, then she must inquire into the best means to achieve it. For
example, when someone decides to pursue health, she still must determine how
best to pursue it. She considers various possi-bilities, such as eating well,
getting plenty of sleep, exercising, moving to Arizona, yoga, and so on. She
then considers the advantages and disadvantages of these various means, and she
finally decides which means she will pursue. Suppose she decides that she will
eat well and exercise. Still, she has not yet settled upon some definite
action. She has settled upon some means to attain health, but these means have
now taken on the character of new ends. Now she must determine the means to
these new ends, so new inquiries must begin.


For instance, the person might consider the various kinds of exercise in
which she could engage. In her inquiry, she considers running, biking,
swimming, and so on, not only in light of their ability to provide good
exercise, but also in light of other relevant factors. Running might be
eliminated, for instance, because she has bad knees, and she fears that running
will only further exacerbate the problem. Running is fine as exercise, but it
is inadequate in regard to the further end of health. Other considerations,
wholly extraneous to health or exercise, might also come into play. For
instance, membership fees for the nearby facilities with a swimming pool may be
exorbitant, so she eliminates swimming on the basis of finances. On the other
hand, perhaps biking has the added benefit that the bike trail is in a
beautiful natural setting. Then again, running might have as a benefit that her
close friend runs and the two could run together.(18)


Obviously, exercise is not the only factor that comes into her
deliberations. There is no simple syllogism of the sort:
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Exercise is to be pursued.

This action is exercise. 

\This action is to be
pursued.


The fact that a certain action is exercise is but one consideration, albeit
an essential consideration, in its favor. Aquinas notes that a single action
can be intended for many purposes:


A person can intend
many things at the same time, as is plain from the fact that a man prefers one
thing to another because it is better than the other. One thing can be better
than another because, amongst other things, it is helpful for achieving many
goals; therefore, one thing can be preferred to another from the fact that it
achieves many things.(19)


The means to exercise (what particular kind of exercise will be pursued)
will be determined in part by factors independent of its contribution to the
end of exercise or even to the further end of health.


Deliberation involves a twofold process.(20)
We begin with some end or goal and we seek to discover some means to achieve
this goal. After we have discovered various means, we then investigate these
means, seeing how they relate to other goals, especially to the ultimate end;
we seek to determine whether the means are “possible” given our other
commitments and goals, including our goal of choosing from amongst conflicting
means that which seems better than the others.(21)
As Aquinas puts it, we seek to bring the means back to some end in which the
will can rest.


When the will traces
the object of deliberation back to an end in which it can rest entirely, then
it adheres determinately onto that object, but if it traces the object 












page 360


back to an end in
which the will does not rest entirely, then it wavers between options.(22)


For Aquinas, then, (1) the universal major premise does not lead necessarily
to the particular conclusion; (2) deliberation involves an inquiry into a
variety of means; and (3) the means are evaluated according to a variety of
attributes, including the diverse goals they may achieve. Clearly, then,
deliberation does not look like a simple series of categorical propositions.


It remains to be seen whether Aquinas’s major premises would look something
like Davidson’s prima facie propositions. Would Aquinas want to say
that the person reasons as follows: “Given that swimming is expensive, prima
facie it should be avoided”; “Given that biking is in a beautiful
setting, prima facie it should be pursued”; and so on? Aquinas,
of course, does not speak in terms of prima facie good or prima
facie bad, but he does say,


Every particular
good thing may be considered under the aspect of being good and under the aspect
of the lack of good, which has the notion of evil, and in this respect
everything may be considered as worthy of choice or as something to be avoided.(23)


Though Aquinas does not use the term “prima facie,” he
might well say, “Insofar as (or in the respect that) biking takes extra
time, it should be avoided”; or “In the respect that biking is in a
beautiful setting, it should be chosen.” Since Davidson himself uses the
terminology “in a certain respect” and “insofar as” to
express prima facie judgments,(24) it
seems plausible that the two thinkers are expressing the same or similar ideas.
“In-some-respect” propositions share two important features with prima
facie propositions: (1) they do not lead necessarily to the con-
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clusion and (2) diverse “in-some-respect” propositions may be
combined into larger considerations.


These two features can be found in another way that Aquinas speaks of
looking at practical information. He distinguishes between willing something in
consideration, or absolutely, and willing it actually, as it exists here and
now. For instance, he says that a merchant would not want, considered in
itself, to throw his cargo overboard, but given the circumstance that he is in
a storm and that saving the ship requires jettisoning the cargo, he does will
to throw his cargo overboard.(25) Jettisoning
the cargo can be considered in two ways, in itself and insofar as it saves the
ship. Considered in itself, the merchant wishes to avoid it; considered insofar
as it saves the ship, he pursues it. The “considered-in-itself”
judgment, then, appears to be prima facie. It does not lead to a
necessary categorical conclusion. At best it leads to the prima facie
conclusion, “Insofar as this is cargo, it should not be thrown
overboard.” From other evidence, however, another conclusion can be
reached, namely, “Insofar as this is a dangerous weight, it should be
thrown overboard.” The merchant wishes to retain his cargo, just
considered in itself, but this desire does not automatically translate into a
will actually to retain his cargo.


All of the elements of prima facie propositions, then, are found
within Aquinas, only waiting to be flushed out into a fuller account of
practical reasoning. In the next section, we can see how diverse considerations
might be combined into more complex considered-in-itself major premises.


C) Comparative Judgments


There is no reason to suppose that Aquinas thinks the major premise of
reason must always be a universally quantified negative precept, a requirement
that would unrealistically restrict the instances of weakness (or of practical
reasoning in general).(26) 
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Someone might give himself the precept “Unhealthy foods should be
avoided,” yet consider that some actual unhealthy foods should be pursued,
insofar as they have other good traits. Perhaps one’s host has served the
unhealthy food and it would be rude not to eat it. In other words the precept
is more precisely worded, “Considered in itself, unhealthy foods should be
avoided.”


I have suggested that the judgment of reason is comprehensive, including
evidence against eating the food as well as evidence that favors eating the
food. It considers that the food is unhealthy but also that eating the food
would be polite. Perhaps it could also consider, in favor of eating, that the
food is pleasurable. The judgment of reason, then, which is also the judgment
of conscience, would look something like this:


 REASON
(OR CONSCIENCE)


Considered in itself, eating food that is
unhealthy, pleasurable, polite and [other relevant factors] is to be pursued.

This action is an act of eating food that is unhealthy, polite, pleasurable… 

.\This action is to be
pursued.


The major premise of reason might consider many factors, while yet remaining
a judgment “in consideration.” Phrased as a considered-in-itself
judgment it would look something like this: “Considered in itself, an
action that is a and b and c … should be avoided (or pursued).” Such a
judgment begins to look much like Davidson’s all-things-considered judgment: a prima
facie judgment that evaluates many factors, perhaps all the relevant
aspects of an action.


The upshot of this discussion is that Davidson’s criticism against Aquinas
is unfounded. Aquinas can allow for conflicting claims for and against an
action, all of which are true, and he can combine them into a single judgment,
for the major premise of his practical syllogism is not universally quantified
but is an absolute 
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judgment—a “considered-in-itself” judgment—so that it serves the
role of Davidson’s prima facie premises. While Aquinas does not
explicitly spell out how this might be done in an example of practical
reasoning, nevertheless, all of the elements of such reasoning are present
within his thought.


IV.
The Minor Premise


A) All-Out Judgments


Davidson would rightly object to one aspect of my presentation, namely, that
I present the conclusions as categorical.(27)
Given the premises indicated, the conclusion of each syllogism should be, like
the major premise, an absolute consideration. The judgment of the passions, for
instance, should appear as follows:


REASON
(OR CONSCIENCE)


Considered in itself, eating food that is
unhealthy, pleasurable, polite and [other relevant factors] is to be pursued

This action is an act of eating food that is
unhealthy, polite, pleasurable… .

\Considered as an act of
eating food that is unhealthy, pleasurable, polite and [other relevant
factors], this action is to be pursued.


Such a conditional judgment, notes Davidson, will hardly move someone to
act. We choose actions, not actions under a consideration. We can want things
considered abstractly; we can choose only what is actual.


Aristotle observes that we can want immortality, but we cannot intend or
choose it, because choice concerns only what is possible. It is not that we
want what is impossible, considered as impossible, by kind of conditional
velleity, such as, “if it were possible, then I would want it.”(28) Rather, we want immortality not 
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insofar as it is impossible but as it is abstracted from its possibility or
impossibility. We can consider immortality apart from its possibility or
impossibility, although as it actually exists it must be possible or
impossible. Similarly, we can want immortality considered apart from its
possibility or impossibility, but it must be chosen as it actually exists, and
therefore it can never be chosen, since it is impossible.


The major premise of reason, as so far presented, is an absolute judgment,
abstracting from many conditions of an action. As such, it can generate wanting
but never choosing. The conclusion reached is also an absolute consideration,
so that it can generate wanting but not action. The conclusion of a practical
syllogism must not abstract from the conditions of an action; it must be a
conclusion of what actually is. It cannot be an absolute judgment; it must be
categorical.


Davidson notes this inability of prima facie premises to generate
categorical conclusions, so he posits a fourth judgment, beyond the three
judgments mentioned above, which he calls an “all-out” or sans
phrase judgment.(29) It judges not that an
action should be done or avoided insofar as it has some attribute or other;
rather, it judges that an action should be done tout court, categorically
and without qualification. Davidson provides no explanation of how this
judgment is reached. He compares it to probability judgments.(30)
We somehow move from “given that the barometer is falling, it will
probably rain tonight” to the judgment, “it will probably rain
tonight.” But no simple syllogism or formula gets us from one to the
other. Similarly, the weak person moves from the prima facie judgment
“Given that this action is polite, it should be pursued,” to the
all-out judgment, “This action should be pursued.” The only medium
that Davidson offers to get from the prima facie premise to the
all-out conclusion is the “principle of continence” which recommends,
with no logical necessity, that we follow our all-things-considered 
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judgment. The weak person, of course, does not use the principle of
continence, and yet reaches an all-out conclusion.


As Daniel Westberg has noted, in Aquinas’s account, an agent must not only
deliberate before a choice (indeed, deliberation is not always necessary); he
must also pass judgment that this action, here and now, is to be done.(31) We have so far examined inquiry or
deliberation, in which an agent considers what aspects of actions are
worthwhile pursuing and what aspects are not. This inquiry considers actions in
themselves, that is, it operates in the mode of prima facie judgments. Before
an agent moves to action, however, he must pass judgment upon what actually is
to be done. He must, as Davidson says, reach an all-out judgment.


But how can the agent reach such a categorical conclusion from the prima
facie premises provided in deliberation? What vehicle can move him from a prima
facie premise to an all-out conclusion? An obvious candidate presents
itself: the minor premise. If it is to play this role, however, then the minor
premise must be more than it first appears. We have seen that the major premise
is not usually a simple universal categorical proposition, but rather an
absolute judgment. Likewise, we will discover that the minor premise must be
more than Aquinas’s simplified examples suggest.


B) Negative Judgments


We can consider an act of eating unhealthy food just as such, abstracting
from whether it is pleasant or polite or anything else. What if it existed that
way? What if there were an action that was just an act of eating unhealthy
foods and nothing else? It would be undesirable tout court. We could
reach a categorical conclusion that it should be avoided. Of course, no such
action exists. Nevertheless, in order to proceed from wanting to acting, it
seems that we must consider the action in this light. We must judge that it is
an act of eating unhealthy food and nothing else. We must judge not that it is
to be avoided insofar as it is unhealthy; rather, 
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we must judge that it is to be avoided as it actually is. If it actually is
unhealthy, and nothing else besides, then it should in all ways be avoided. The
practical syllogism would look like this:


Insofar as an action is eating unhealthy
food, it should be avoided.

This is an action of eating unhealthy food and nothing else.

\This action should be
avoided.


The absolute character of the conclusion is dropped on account of the
“and nothing else” clause that is added in the minor premise. In
effect, this clause designates that the action actually exists after the manner
it is considered in the major premise, namely, apart from additional
considerations. By adding the “and nothing else” clause, the minor
premise allows us to reach an all-out conclusion.


Unfortunately, the minor premise is absurd. No real concrete action is
simply an act of eating unhealthy food and nothing else. Invariably, it will be
an action of eating something pleasurable or something distasteful, an action
of eating at an appropriate time or at an inappropriate time, and so on.


The more considerations we place in the major premise, however, the more
likely the minor premise becomes. Consider the following argument of
conscience.


REASON
(OR CONSCIENCE)


Considered in itself, eating food that is
unhealthy, pleasurable, polite, … is to be pursued.

This is an act of eating food that is unhealthy, pleasurable, polite … and
nothing else.

\This action is to be
pursued.


The minor premise still falls short of truth, but it approaches closer to
the truth. The more things that fall within consideration, the fewer things are
excluded from consideration by the “and nothing else” clause.


No quantity of considerations, of course, will ever make the minor premise
true, for there will always be more information one could add concerning the
action as it actually exists. It is an 
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act of eating something green, it is an act of eating something circular,
and so on. Nevertheless, at a certain point the minor premise approaches what
might be called practicable truth, that is, it includes everything worthy of
practical consideration. That the action involves eating something green or
circular is not (usually) something that bears upon whether it should be
pursued or avoided. These considerations are practically irrelevant. The minor
premise, then, might be rewritten as follows: This is an act of eating food
that is unhealthy, pleasurable, polite … and (practically) nothing else.
“Practically” does not mean “almost,” as it sometimes does
colloquially. It means either that an aspect or feature has no practical
bearing at all or that it has minor significance that will not modify the
judgment.


Aquinas provides no such account of “and nothing else” minor
premises, but his in-consideration propositions, as opposed to Davidson’s prima
facie propositions, lend themselves to this sort of minor premise. If the
major premise is an abstraction from many conditions of an action, then when
the minor premise excludes these conditions—that is, when it considers an
action precisely without these conditions—an all-out conclusion follows. The
abstraction of the major premise disappears because the minor premise affirms
the abstraction as practicably true, as applying to the way things really are,
as applying to the world in which the person must now act. We do not choose
action-types but concrete actions. Therefore, there must always be a gap
between a universal abstract major premise and the concrete actions we must
perform. This gap can be bridged only by affirming that the concrete action
realizes the abstract type. But since the abstract type can change (for example,
from being worthy of pursuit to being worthy of avoidance) with additional
considerations, it follows that the gap can be bridged only by denying anything
further in the concrete action. The principles of deliberation found within
Aquinas require some such negative minor premise.
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C) The Role of the Passions and Choice


We now have a prima facie major premise, a true minor premise, and
an all-out conclusion. But how do we reach the minor premise, that is, how do
we determine that the action has no other features of practical importance? It
is impossible to reach such a particular negative proposition conclusively.(32) No doubt experience tells us what sorts of
things are likely to be practically relevant and what are not; no doubt
experience tells us when we have likely exhausted the relevant features of an
action.


To move from such impressions to intellectual belief, Aquinas tells us,
requires the intervention of the will.


Sometimes the
intellect cannot be determined to one side of a contradiction, not immediately
through the definitions of the terms, as with first principles, nor in virtue
of the principles, as with the conclusions of demonstrations. Then it can be
determined to one side of the contradiction by the will, which chooses to
assent to one side on account of something sufficient to move the will but not
sufficient to move the intellect, for example, because it seems good or fitting
to assent to this side.(33)


In short, we must choose to believe that the action is nothing else of
practical importance.(34) The choice may be
reasonable, grounded upon evidence and experience, but it is a choice
none-theless. It is a determination to cease deliberating and to begin 
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acting. Sometimes it is a choice that itself requires deliberation: we
examine whether we have considered all the evidence. Sometimes it is a choice
without deliberation, for Aquinas says that actions carried out in a habitual
or standard way do not require deliberation.(35)
To avoid an infinite regress, presumably all such choices must rest upon something
reached without deliberation.


We have, then, filled in some details of Davidson’s logical gap between the prima
facie major premise and the all-out conclusion. We have precisely located
the gap: it lies in the judgment that the action has nothing further of
practical importance. We have also determined how the gap is bridged:
ultimately, through a choice of the will. But that choice itself follows upon
no logical necessity.


Aquinas seems to think, and scientific evidence backs him up, that this
choice relies heavily upon the emotions, for the senses, and the corresponding
sensible appetite, bear upon particular details.(36)
Antonio Damasio’s patient “Elliott,” whose brain damage prevented him
from feeling key emotions, was able to conjure up options and reason through
choice scenarios but he could not apply this reasoning to actual choices.(37) He could give reasons for and against various
actions, but he could rarely make a balanced final judgment. A similar patient
considered the pros and cons of two alternate appointment dates for half an
hour, without reaching a conclusion.(38)
Damasio thinks that emotions help pick out those features of actions that are
relevant to a decision, and they keep these features in mind.(39)
In other words, emotions provide the minor premise, “this action is A and
B …” where A and B represent features of an action relevant to choice.
Those whose emotions are severely impaired might be able to provide the prima
facie major premise, but they cannot reach the 
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all-out judgment, for they miss the appropriate minor premise, the premise
that provides the particular judgment.


If the lack of emotions prevents this particular judgment, then it seems
reasonable that strength of emotion might force this particular judgment, or at
least push strongly toward one particular judgment over another.(40)
The man who is sorely tempted by his passions is faced with two major premises:


THE MAJOR OF CONSCIENCE                                                        THE
MAJOR OF THE PASSIONS 


Considered in itself, an action                                                           Considered
in itself, an action that

that is adultery, pleasurable, … should                                           
is pleasurable should be pursued.

be avoided.


He also has two minor premises available to him:


THE MINOR OF CONSCIENCE                                                        THE
MINOR OF THE PASSIONS

This action is adultery, pleasurable,                                                 This
action is pleasurable and

… and (practically) nothing else.                                                     (practically)
nothing else.


This minor premise is reached ultimately through choice, but a choice
heavily influenced by the passions. Under the sway of the passions, then, the
weak person thinks that this action is pleasurable and likely nothing else. He
must yet choose. If he chooses to consider no further, then he concludes with
the argument of the passions, reaching the all-out judgment that this action
should be pursued. And so he pursues.


 


D) The Error of the Minor Premise


The above account finds confirmation in Aquinas’s insistence that the weak
person errs in the particular. We can now see how the premise “this action
is pleasurable” might be false. The action is certainly pleasurable, but
it is much more besides; much more 
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of practical import must be considered. In short, the “and nothing
else” phrase belies the minor premise. The choice to act without further
deliberation, without considering the rule of reason, impeaches the weak
person’s reasoning. In his desire to attain the goal of pleasure he has
endorsed a false minor premise.


This failure to posit the true minor premise is precisely what marks the
weak person. Her desire for pleasure is such that she wants to choose now, and
she does not want to bother thinking about other aspects of the action.(41) She is, Aquinas says, like the carpenter who
makes a cut without his straight edge: he is to blame for the resulting crooked
cut precisely because he should have used his ruler.(42)
Similarly, the weak person chooses an action without her straight edge, that
is, without the judgment of reason. She is to blame for the consequent evil
action because she should have thought about her action more; she should have
realized that there were more things worth considering. She acts under a kind
of voluntary blindness—judging that the action is nothing more than
pleasurable—and so she is to blame for her evil action.(43)
In this respect, Aquinas’s weak person is much like Davidson’s, who acts based
upon a limited subset of the evidence available.(44)


The sin of weakness, then, is much like a sin of ignorance concerning some
particular. The hunter who shoots at a movement in the bushes, not taking the
time to investigate whether the cause of the movement is a deer or a human
being, sins through a failure to posit a correct minor premise. He argues,
“Shoot at an animal; this is an animal; shoot at this.” In fact, 
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however, he is ignorant of the minor, or at least not sufficiently aware of
the minor, perhaps because he previously failed to check for the presence of
human beings. When he posits the minor premise, he abandons the rule of reason
at the particular level. He fails sufficiently to investigate the nature of
this particular action. Reason must determine whether this action here and now
is ordered to the proper end, not whether some abstract type is ordered to the
end. By failing to investigate, he fails to order this particular action to the
end; he fails to apply the order to the end—found in the major premise—to the
particular action.


The hunter is unlike the one who sins from passion, however, in that the
hunter does not have the correct premise (“this is an animal” or
“this is a man”) available even in habit. In contrast, he who commits
fornication from passion does know, in habit, that “This woman is not my
wife,” so he knows that “This action is fornication.” Indeed, he
may have thought it a moment previously.(45)
Both in the sin of ignorance of the particular and in the sin of passion the
person decides to act without the rule of reason, for he judges that the action
is such and nothing else, including whatever else reason might find worthy of
consideration. The two differ in that the one who sins from weakness has the
rule of reason ready to hand—that is, he is at least habitually aware of what
further information reason must consider.(46)
In the sin of ignorance, on the other hand, the rule of reason is not so
readily available. The person is ignorant and he must investigate to discover
the needed truth.
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V.
The Status of the Major Premise


What of the major premise of the passions? Is it true, as Davidson suggests?
Or is it false? I have already suggested that it is true in some sense. It can
be incorporated into the syllogism of reason or of conscience—for instance, a
person can reasonably include pleasure amongst the factors favoring pursuit of
a proffered slice of cheese cake. Aquinas himself grants that pleasure can be
one factor in favor of pursuing an action.


The weak person does not propose to himself, as a major premise,
“Pleasurable action should be pursued as an ultimate end.” This
premise is false and he knows it. Nor does he propose “Pleasurable action
should be pursued insofar as it is ordered to the ultimate end.” It is
precisely the order to the ultimate end that he fails to consider. Rather, he
proposes “Pleasurable action should be pursued just considered as
such.” It is a goal worthy of pursuit, but not worthy of pursuit as an
ultimate end. As such, before it can be fully endorsed, it must be traced back
and ordered to the ultimate end. The weak person, however, chooses to set aside
this order, this tracing back to the end. He wants to choose now, without
bothering over such details. What happens when the will proceeds to choose
before bringing the means back to the ultimate end? Aquinas gives an answer.


The will as a
certain kind of nature, as has been said, is moved to some object considered
absolutely, so that if the object is not ordered by reason to some further end,
then the will will adhere to that object absolutely, as if that were its end.
On the other hand, if the object is ordered to some further end, then the will
will not adhere to an object absolutely until the point it reaches the
consideration of the end.(47)


In other words, if the will does not bring the means back to the ultimate
end, then it settles upon the more immediate end as if that were the final end.












Page 374


Aquinas cannot mean that for every action we perform we must actually consider
its order to the ultimate end. Common experience reveals that we rarely make
such an explicit reference to the ultimate end. Furthermore, Aquinas himself
acknowledges “habitual” or “virtual” orders to an end:
through some prior act of ordering, a person retains the order to the end
without at the moment thinking about it.


Someone need not
always be thinking about the ultimate end in all that he desires and does, but
the virtue of the first intention, which refers to the ultimate end, remains in
any desire for anything even if he is not now actually thinking upon the
ultimate end. Similarly, someone walking upon a road need not always think upon
his destination at every step.(48)


Someone who deliberates about exercising for the sake of health, then, need
not explicitly consider the fact that health is ordered to the ultimate end.
Previously (perhaps long ago), he has recognized that health considered in
itself is ordered to the ultimate end, and this previous recognition retains
its power in further deliberations. At the moment, he desires health in itself,
as a good in its own right. He does not desire health as an ultimate end, but
as something good, as a certain kind of perfection. A person can desire goods
in themselves, even abstracted from the relation to the end, because the will
has a natural desire for any perfection of the person, such as the realization
of any power.


A man naturally
wills not only the object of the will but also those things which are fitting
to other powers, for example, knowledge of the truth, which is fitting to the
intellect, and to exist and to live and other such things, which concern 












pa page 375


natural well-being,
all of which are included within the object of the will as certain particular
goods.(49)


Pleasure itself is the realization of the sensitive appetite, so that the
will can have a natural tendency even toward it.


These various goods, of course, are not desired as ultimate ends. They are
desired with their own inherent goodness, for not every goodness is simply
derivative upon an order to the end.


Sometimes that which
is ordered to another, however, has in itself some character of goodness, even
apart from the order to another, as sweet medicine has the character of the
good of pleasure in addition to the good of bringing health.(50)


The “tracing back,” then, need not go explicitly all the way back
to the ultimate end. A person’s deliberations can stop at something good in
itself. His action is nevertheless ordered virtually to the ultimate end
because of some prior recognition that this good, which he now desires merely
considered in itself, is ordered to the ultimate end.


In what manner, then, does the weak person fail to trace his action back to
the ultimate end? Two possibilities seem plausible. First, it may happen at
least for pleasure—and perhaps for the satisfaction of the passions in
general—that it cannot be ordered habitually to the ultimate end, even when it
is considered in itself. This is because pleasure is an end and good insofar as
it completes some other activity.(51) In order
for pleasure to be ordered to the ultimate end, this presupposed activity on
which pleasure focuses must itself be ordered to the end, a condition that is
not built into pleasure just considered in itself. The major premise of the 
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passions (at least when it concerns pleasure), then, can have no habitual
order to the end.


A second possibility bears upon what is more central to sins of weakness. In
the final analysis, this concrete chosen action—and not some abstract
action—must be traced back to the ultimate end. The ignorance (or ignoring)
with which the weak person acts, however, prevents him from ordering his
concrete action to the ultimate end. If we grant (contrary to what was said
above) that pleasure in itself can be habitually ordered to the ultimate end,
it does not follow that the weak person can order this concrete pleasurable
action habitually to the end. As we have seen, with additional considerations
what was ordered to the end—considered in itself—might lose this order in the
concrete. For example, the act of eating a certain food might lose its order
with the additional consideration that the action is rude.(52)
Likewise, if a pleasurable action, considered in itself, is habitually ordered
to the ultimate end, the additional consideration that the act is one of
fornication would remove this order.


The weak person ignores such additional considerations, at least at the
moment of choice. He judges that nothing further need be considered, that the
action is nothing else of practical importance. Nevertheless, the weak person
recognizes to some extent the inadequacy of his own deliberations. He knows that
perhaps he should not have cut short his deliberations, that perhaps the action
is more than he now considers. Even in the best of deliberations, of course,
some such doubt remains, however slight.


Since the subject
matters of prudence are the singular occurrences upon which human actions bear,
the certainty of prudence cannot be of such a degree that it entirely removes
doubt.(53)
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What vitiates the weak person’s deliberations, however, is his lack of
effort to remove the doubt insofar as it is possible, such that his doubt is no
small matter. He is far from certain that this action is pleasurable and
nothing else, and so he is far from certain that this action can indeed be
traced back to the ultimate end. What he does know, which therefore stamps his
motive or intention, is that the action is pleasurable. That it can be ordered
to the ultimate end is uncertain. He therefore abandons tracing this concrete
action back to the ultimate end for the sake of the pleasure that he knows now.


The error of the passions, which is an error in the particular, diverts the
weak person’s will from the ultimate end. His major premise provides him with a
reason to pursue the pleasure; his lack of consideration in the concrete leaves
this concrete action with an unknown relation to the ultimate end. Pursuing
pleasure while having provided no order to the end, however, is to pursue
pleasure without a relation to the end, which is to pursue pleasure as the only
end.(54) The error of the minor premise sets up
this pleasure as an end with no order to anything beyond itself. The weak
person, with his will, is disposed to seek the good of reason. His sinful
choice is both a choice for this pleasure and for pleasure with no
further end. He does not sin from choice, from a prior will towards evil, but
he does sin while choosing.(55) In the very
choice to act without further consideration he sets aside his prior ultimate
end and settles upon pleasure.


CONCLUSION


Davidson argues that Aquinas cannot allow for moral conflict, that is, for a
consideration of both the pros and the cons of some course of action, because
Aquinas’s major premises are universal categorical statements. Worse yet,
according to Davidson’s 
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reading, the side of the passions rests upon a false major premise, so that
one side of the argument is not even worth considering. We have seen, however,
that Aquinas provides a simplified presentation of moral reasoning. It is clear
that deliberation involves an inquiry that considers both the pros and cons;
furthermore, pleasure itself can be one consideration that reason weighs in
favor of an action. Aquinas’s major premises are best portrayed not as
universal categorical propositions but as absolute propositions, that is, as
considerations of some thing in itself, abstracted from other details.


While such “in some respect” propositions allow for the reasonable
consideration of both sides of a case, it is not immediately evident how they
can lead to action. In order to act we must judge that an action should be
pursued, not that it should be pursued in some respect. Davidson himself
provides no clue of how to reach such all-out judgments from prima facie
premises. Neither does Aquinas provide an explicit account, but his manner of
expressing the absolute character of the major premises avoids the obscurity
associated with the term “prima facie,” thereby leaving room
for an account to fill the gap, an account drawn from his principles.


To consider something in itself means to consider it just as such, apart
from other characteristics. Consequently, when the minor premise asserts not
only that the action is pleasurable but also that the action is practically
nothing else, an all-out conclusion follows. The passions lead reason to dwell
upon such a minor premise. This premise, however, is false, since much more
beyond pleasure needs to be considered to evaluate the action. In his hurry to
make a choice, the weak person excludes from his minor premise considerations
relevant to the end of reason. Of course, he is unaware (at the moment) of what
details of the action he is omitting. Nevertheless, he is aware that he is
failing to consider some aspects of the action, aspects that might remove the
order to the end. He brushes aside reason in his eagerness to gain his
pleasure.
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Davidson’s accusations against Aquinas, then, are unfounded. They apply only
to the simplified forms of reasoning that Aquinas presents in his treatment of
weakness. A broader examination of what he says concerning deliberation reveals
a nuanced view that can readily address Davidson’s concerns. On some points,
Aquinas explicitly contradicts Davidson’s reading: for instance, he states that
reason considers all the various aspects of an action. On other points, Aquinas
makes sufficient references to indicate that he holds positions more in line
with Davidson’s own view than with Davidson’s portrayal of him. For instance,
Aquinas’s treatment of inquiry and the good or evil of actions considered in
themselves reveals that his account of deliberation utilizes absolute
considera-tions, which are something like prima facie judgments.
Finally, on some points, Aquinas’s account lends itself, perhaps even of
necessity, to certain accommodations, so that, for instance, the absolute form
of the major premise lends itself to the “and nothing else”
formulation of the minor premise, which thereby closes the gap between “prima
facie” judgments and “all-out” judgments. In short,
Aquinas’s account is more than able to address Davidson’s concerns.
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ONE NIGHT EARLY IN 1274, a Dominican friar in Naples had a dream about St.
Thomas. In the friar’s dream, Aquinas is lecturing on the letters of St. Paul
when suddenly there enters into the hall none other than the Apostle himself.
After acknowledging him with a slight bow, St. Thomas inquires whether his
exposition of the text accords with the meaning that St. Paul intended. The
Apostle Paul replies approvingly that Aquinas is indeed teaching “what
could be understood from his epistles in this life,” but that there would
come a time “when he would understand them according to their whole
truth.”(1) With that, the Apostle takes
hold of Aquinas’s cappa and draws him from the lecture hall.


Jean-Pierre Torrell sees in this dream not just a touching premonition of
the passing of Thomas Aquinas into eternal life—for, as it happens, the news
of the death of Aquinas reached Naples three days later—but also confirmation
of his view that the final version of the commentary on Romans dates to a
course of lectures given by Aquinas at Naples during 1272 and 1273. I do not
intend to enter here into the controversy concerning the dating of Aquinas’s
Pauline commentaries, except to note that, for the purposes of this article, it
is reasonable to assume that the 
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section of the Romans commentary under consideration here
represents the mature teaching of Aquinas.


I take St. Paul’s words of approval in this remarkable dream as an occasion
to comment on the achievement of the Pauline commentaries of Aquinas, their
scope, importance and influence. Indeed, as Otto Hermann Pesch commented years
ago, “the thinking of the Apostle is omnipresent” in the theology of
Aquinas.(2) In a real sense, St. Thomas regarded
the Apostle as a fellow master of theology, “the professor among the
Apostles.”(3) He saw in the letters of Paul
a systematic vision of the faith, and commented on them with meticulous
attention and profound insight. Saint Thomas considered the Pauline corpus to
constitute a complete treatise, in three parts, on the grace of Christ: (1)
nine of the letters concerning this grace as it exists in the mystical body
(Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1
and 2 Thessalonians); (2) four letters concerning the grace of Christ as it
exists in the chief members of the Church, namely, the
prelates (1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon), and (3) one
letter—Hebrews—concerning the grace of Christ as it exists in the head
of the body, Christ himself.(4)


It is worthy of note that, in the friar’s dream, the Apostle qualifies his
approval of Aquinas’s exposition of his letters by saying “what could be
understood … in this life” is as yet partial in comparison to the
fullness of truth that he would possess in the life to come. I shall keep this
cautionary note in mind as I take up the difficult topic of original sin—a
mystery of faith in the strictest sense—bedeviled in our time no less than in
Aquinas’s by many errors, confusions, and misunderstandings.
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I.
Saint Thomas’s Commentary on Romans 5:12-21


In his commentaries on the letters of St. Paul, as in his other exegetical
and theological works, Aquinas used the edition of the Vulgate edited at the
University of Paris at the beginning of the thirteenth century. In this
so-called Biblia Parisiensis or “Bible of the University of
Paris,” the order of the sacred books and the chapter divisions (and,
later, verses) within them correspond to those of our own modern editions.(5) Thus Aquinas’s outline of the structure of the
section of the Letter to the Romans under consideration in this article
corresponds roughly to that recognized by most commentators, who see it as part
of the long “doctrinal section” of the letter that stretches from
chapter 1, verse 16 through chapter 11, verse 36.(6)
According to this common view, the argument of this section moves through three
stages, showing in turn: first, that through the gospel the holiness of God is
revealed as justifying the person of faith (1:16-4:25); next, that the love of
God assures the salvation of those justified by faith (5:1-8:39); and finally,
that this plan of salvation does not contradict God’s promises to Israel
(9:1-11:36). Once St. Paul has announced the second stage of his overall
argument at the beginning of chapter 5, he moves on to discuss the threefold
liberation that new life in Christ brings: freedom from sin and death
(5:12-21), freedom from self through union with Christ (chap. 6), and freedom
from the law (chap. 7). The focus of our attention here is Aquinas’s commentary
on Romans 5:12-21, which treats of the first element of the threefold liberation
that Christ brings.


In accord with the common exegetical tradition, Aquinas states at the start
of his commentary on this passage that St. Paul’s theme in 5:12-21 is that
through Christ’s grace we are freed from 
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the slavery of sin. Reflecting the logic of St. Paul’s argument, Aquinas’s
exposition of these ten verses falls into two sections of two lectiones
each: (1) the history of sin deals with, first (in 5:12) the origin of
sin and death and their entry into the world (lectio 3 [406-20]), and
then (in 5:13-14) the existence of sin and death even under the law (lectio
4 [421-29]); (2) the history of grace concerns how Christ removed sin,
first (in 5:15-19), insofar as it entered the world through one man (lectio
5 [430-47]), and then (in 5:20-21) insofar as it proliferated after the
coming of the law (lectio 6 [448-67]).


Wiesaw Dabrowski identifies the hermeneutical principle at work in the
Pauline commentaries in two passages early in the Romans commentary where Aquinas
calls Christ the “content of the Gospels” (“materiam
evangelii“) and where he states that “the Son of God is
deservedly called the subject matter of the Holy Scriptures” (“Convenienter
autem Filius Dei materia Sanctarum Scripturarum esse dicitur“).(7) This principle lends to the commentaries a
Christological and Christocentric character, even as they present “a rich
doctrine of original sin.”(8) This point is
of critical importance for a correct reading of Aquinas’s exposition of chapter
5 of Romans. Not just the sin of Adam but the grace of Christ as well are at
the center of our attention: not just the history of sin, but all the more so
the history of grace. We need to know what sin and death are in order to grasp
what Christ’s grace has won for us.


The mature skills of a magister sacrae paginae are fully on display
in Aquinas’s commentary on Romans 5:12-21. A striking feature of the text of
the commentary—something to which it will not be possible to do justice in
this article—is the constant and ample reference to texts from everywhere in
the Bible. The classic Christian understanding of the Bible as one, internally
cross-referenced book, centered on Christ and the economy of salva-
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tion, is at work here. A condition for such a comprehensive theological
hermeneutics is, of course, a mastery of the content of the individual books of
the Bible from Genesis to Revelation—precisely what was to be presupposed in a
qualified “master of the sacred page.” The unity and inner coherence
of the Bible form the basis for the exegesis of each passage in what has lately
come to be called a “canonical” interpretation.(9)


The theological hermeneutic at work in this commentary is not only
comprehensive. It is also cumulative . Each passage and verse is to be read,
not in an interpretive vacuum, but within the context of a tradition of
reading, understanding, and teaching. A magister sacrae paginae like
Aquinas is aware that he is not the first reader to have pondered the meaning
of these verses. Thus, at crucial points in his commentary, one finds St.
Thomas engaged with other key figures in the tradition of Pauline exegesis—
principally, here, Ambrose and Augustine.(10)
Especially where his interpretation seems to diverge from theirs, he is
concerned to show the broad coherence they share with his reading—one which takes
its place in a cumulative tradition of reading and interpretation which it both
represents and seeks to enlarge and deepen.


The hermeneutics of Aquinas is properly theological. Here the
doctrines of the Catholic faith function, we might say, rulishly. They guide
the Catholic exegete, who reads these texts with the eyes of faith, to
interpret the Sacred Scriptures in accord with the revelation they contain.
Although a reading that is consistent with Catholic doctrine is important for
the entire Bible, it is particularly significant in the rare instances where
the official Magisterium has construed a passage authoritatively, as is the
case with Romans 5:12. The doctrine of the Church has been clear:
“Revelation … enunciates one essential point about original sin: 
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every man is heir to true sin just by being a member of the human race. This
is the mystery.”(11)


The genre of the commentary entails verse-by-verse exegesis rather than a
systematic presentation of the theology of original sin. For the complete
teaching of Aquinas on these topics, one would have to consult the parallel
discussions in his other works.(12) Still, many
of the key elements of the doctrine of original sin and our liberation from sin
and death in Christ come up for discussion in Aquinas’s commentary on Romans
5:12-21.









II.
The History of Sin: The Origin of Sin and Death 

(Rom 5:12)


The entirety of lectio 3 of chapter 5 is devoted to verse 12, in
which St. Paul describes the entry of sin and death into the world:
“Wherefore as by one man sin entered into this world and by sin death: and
so death passed upon all men, in whom all have sinned.”(13)


After noting that, against the Pelagians, St. Augustine construed this verse
to mean that sin entered the world not only by imitation (of actual sins, that
is, according to the Pelagians) but also by propagation, Aquinas plunges
directly into the difficulties that this doctrine poses. The first difficulty
he raises is perhaps the most acute: “But it seems impossible that sin be
passed from one person to another by carnal origin.”(14)
Sin is in the soul, and guilt must be voluntary: how can they be physically
transmitted? As the exposition continues, more difficulties emerge. According
to the Scriptures, Adam repented of his sin: if this is so, why didn’t this
repentance cancel out the inheritance of sin? Why have we not 
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inherited the effects of the other sins of our first parents? What is more,
according to Genesis, Eve sinned before Adam: shouldn’t Paul say that sin
entered the world through a woman rather than through a man? Moreover, death is
natural: how can Paul say that death is the consequence of sin when it is
evident that all material things—anything that has a body—are perishable? If
sin affects all the descendants of Adam, why doesn’t it affect Christ who is
said to be sinless? Finally, doesn’t St. Paul contradict our faith that baptism
removes sin?


Addressing these issues in turn, Aquinas begins with the seeming
impossibility of the physical transmission of a spiritual property. Part of the
answer lies in the receptivity of the body to the infusion of the soul, which
is adapted to the body according to the principle that whatever is received
exists in the mode of the receiver (n. 408). But if a defect is transmitted by
a source that is in some way defective, this does not involve guilt on the part
of the one who inherits the defect. “Therefore, it must be admitted that
as actual sin is a person’s sin, because it is committed through the will of
the person sinning, so original sin is the sin of the nature committed through
the source of human nature.”(15) To
explain how this might be the case, Aquinas offers the analogy of the body and
its various members. If the hand is involved in a sin, the source of the guilt
for the action lies principally in the will of the person who uses his hand to
commit the sin and only derivatively in the hand itself. In a similar way, the
disorder of human nature derives from the will of Adam who is the source of
human nature, and this disorder carries with it “the notion of guilt in
all who obtain that nature precisely as susceptible to guilt” (n. 410).
Just as an actual sin extends to the various members by reason of the personal
act of the one who commits it, so original sin extends to each human being by
the natural act of generation. 


By generation, therefore, human nature is passed on along with the defect it
acquired from the sin of the first parent. According 
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to Aquinas, this defect is nothing other than the lack of original justice,
which was conferred by God upon the first parent not only as an individual
person but also as the source of human nature. Original justice was to have
been passed on to his progeny along with human nature. Instead, having lost it
by his sin, the first parent could not pass on original justice. This defect
has the aspect of guilt in his descendants in the way that the guilt of a
person’s members derives from the actual sin that he willfully commits. 


Neither Adam’s repentance for his first sin nor his subsequent actual
sins—nor for that matter the sins of other men—can be passed on by generation
because these are strictly personal acts. Only through the first sin could the
good of nature, originally intended to be inheritable, be lost. What is more,
Adam’s repentance did not extend beyond him personally (n. 411). For this
reason, St. Paul states that “sin,” not “sins,” entered the
world through one man (n. 412). Even though Eve sinned before Adam, only
through the sin of Adam—who was the source of human nature—could the
resulting absence of original justice be transmitted to the human beings who
followed (nn. 413-14).


Saint Paul’s assertion that death entered the world through sin must be
understood in the light of what has been said so far about the loss of original
justice. Certainly, from the perspective of the structure of human nature as
such, one could say that death is natural since, due to the presence of matter
in its composition, the human body is perishable. But in the state of original
justice, the human mind was ordered to God, the lower powers of the soul to the
human mind, the body to the soul, and all external things to man. Ordered to
the soul, the human body would receive life from it uninterruptedly, and would
never be susceptible to harm on the part of any external agents. It was the
plan of divine providence that “the rational soul, being incorruptible,
deserved an incorruptible body” (n. 416). Divine power thus provided to
the soul whatever was lacking in human nature to maintain the body incorrupt.
With the loss of original justice, “after man’s mind was turned from God
through sin,” he lost the ability to 
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control the lower powers and the body, as well as external things, and so
became subject to death from within and to violence from without (ibid.).


Sin and death are indeed universal to human nature—lacking in original
justice—as it has been passed on by Adam. But this is not true of Christ,
whose bodily substance derived from Adam through the Blessed Virgin but in
whose generation the active principle was not Adam but the Holy Spirit. We
derive human nature from Adam, both in bodily substance and in his role as
active principle in our generation. For this reason, we inherit the lack of
original justice he passed on with human nature. But this is not true of Christ
(n. 419).


Finally, to the question of the perdurance of the transmission of original
sin after baptism, Aquinas responds that through baptism the mind is freed from
sin, but not the flesh, and, since it is the flesh and not the mind that begets
children, a man cannot transmit to his descendants the new life of Christ but
only the old life of Adam (n. 420). 




III. The History of Sin: The Existence of
Sin and Death 

under the Law (Rom 5:13-14)




In lectio 4, Aquinas turns his attention to the relationship of
sin and the law as St. Paul presents it in verses 13 and 14: “For until
the law sin was in the world: but sin was not imputed, when the law was not.
But death reigned from Adam unto Moses, even over those who did not sin after
the likeness of the transgression of Adam, who is a figure of him who was to
come.”(16)


The theme of these verses, as Aquinas reads them, is that, although neither
the natural law nor the Mosaic Law could remove sin or free us from death, they
could nonetheless cause knowledge of sins not previously recognized (nn.
422-25). The original sin that is in the child even before the use of reason
(in 












page 390


this sense, before the natural law) is reckoned by God even though
it is not imputed by men. Before the Law of Moses, actual sins not explicitly
prohibited by the Law were not imputed because they were not recognized as
sinful, while sins against the natural law were reckoned against those who
violated the precepts of the natural law. Although sins were not imputed before
the Law, death—both physical and spiritual (eternal damnation)—reigned or
exercised power over men. Aquinas suggests that St. Paul is implying that we
know that sin existed, though it was not imputed before the Law, because death
reigned even over children who committed no actual sins (i.e., those whose sins
were not like the transgression of Adam).


Aquinas develops this point further in connection with an intriguing
question to which St. Paul’s language here and earlier gives rise (nn. 427-28).
Having stated in the previous chapter that “where there is no law, there
is no transgression” (4:15) and in this chapter that “through one man
sin entered the world” (5:12), does not St. Paul seem to imply that, as it
is a transgression of the divine law, sin entered the world not through one man
but through the Law? According to Aquinas, the words “until the law sin
was in the world” are introduced by St. Paul precisely to exclude this
misreading. Both original and actual sin were in the world but it was not
“imputed”—it was not recognized as something to be punished by God
since the law did not exist. What St. Paul intends to convey is that original
sin was in the world and that it entered through Adam. The fact that children
and the just who did not sin mortally—who were, in other words, without
personal sin—died nonetheless shows that Adam’s sin had been spread to them by
origin.









IV.
The History of Grace:

 Christ Removes the Sin of Adam
(Rom 5:15-19)


Comparing the gift of Christ to the transgression of Adam, St. Paul turns
from the history of sin to the history of grace when he states in verse 15:
“But the gift is not like the trespass. For if many 
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died through one man’s trespass, much more have the grace of God and the
gift of grace of that one man Jesus Christ abounded for many.”(17) The efficacy of Christ’s grace far exceeds
that of Adam’s sin (nn. 431-34). For sin is caused by the weakness of the human
will, while grace flows from the immensity of the divine goodness. “The
power of grace exceeds every sin” (n. 431). Even though Adam’s sin brought
death to many, God’s grace extends not only to the remission of Adam’s sin but
also to the removal of actual sins and the bestowal of abundant blessings.


In verse 16, according to Aquinas, St. Paul continues the comparison between
the grace of Christ and the sin of Adam by considering their effects: “And
the gift is not like the effect of that one’s man’s sin. For the judgment
following one trespass brought condemnation, but the free gift following many
trespasses brings justification.”(18)
Christ’s grace had a greater effect than Adam’s sin (nn. 435-37). Because the
grace of Christ entails a more powerful agency than the sin of Adam, it
produces a greater effect. Adam’s sin brought condemnation on all men, while
Christ’s grace extends not only to original sin but also to many actual sins
and brings the complete cleansing of justification. 


According to Aquinas’s construal of this passage (nn. 438-40), St. Paul in
verse 17 offers the first part of a twofold proof for the affirmation contained
in the preceding verse: “If, because of one man’s trespass, death reigned
through that one man, much more will those who receive the abundance of grace
and the gift of justice reign in life through the one man Jesus Christ.”(19) The first premise of the first proof,
according to Aquinas, is contained in the words, “If, because of one man’s
trespass, death reigned through that one man,” as St. Paul has argued up
to this point. 
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The words, “those who receive the abundance of grace and the gift of
justice,” express the minor premise. Explaining that the remission of sins
cannot be won by any merits of ours but is due only to the grace of Christ,
Aquinas refers to Romans 11:6: “If it is from works, it is no longer by
grace.” The conclusion of this first argument, fittingly introduced by the
term “igitur,” comes in verse 18: “Therefore as one
man’s trespass led to condemnation for all men, so one man’s justice leads to
acquittal and life for all men.”(20)


But this conclusion seems to be false, according to Aquinas, because,
although all men do in fact die as a result of the sin of Adam, not all men are
justified by Christ (nn. 443-44). The point of the argument, however, is to
affirm that all men who are justified receive justification through
Christ. One could say that this justification is capable of justifying all men,
but de facto it reaches only those who have faith in Christ. “As no one
dies except through Adam’s sin, so no one is justified except through Christ’s
righteousness, and this is brought about by faith in him” (n.
444)—including those who lived before as well as those who lived after the
resurrection. 


According to Aquinas, St. Paul then states the second proof in verse 19:
“For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by one man’s
obedience many will be made just.”(21) The
argument appeals to the similarity between cause and effect: just as Adam’s
disobedience—unrighteous in character—made men unrighteous, so
Christ’s obedience—righteous in character—made them righteous (n.
445). Pride is the beginning of all sin (Sir 10:13), but the first step of
pride consists in an unwillingness to be subject to God’s precepts, which
pertains to disobedience. Thus, “man’s first sin seems to have been
disobedience, not as far as the outward action was concerned but in regard to the
inner 
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movement of pride, by which he wills to go against the divine command”
(n. 446). Christ’s obedience, on the other hand, consisted in his acceptance of
death for the sake of our salvation in accord with the Father’s command.









V.
The History of Grace:

 The Abundance of the Grace of
Christ (Rom 5:20-21)


Saint Thomas devotes lectio 6 to the final verses
of chapter 5: “Now the law entered in secretly that sin might abound. And
where sin abounded, grace super-abounded, that as sin has reigned unto death,
so grace might reign by justice unto life everlasting, through Jesus Christ our
Lord.”(22)


Saint Paul’s language in verse 20 creates a difficult problem, as Aquinas
notes at the start. It seems to suggest that the purpose of the law was to make
sin increase. Aquinas summarizes the solutions to this difficulty provided by a
Gloss, whose overall force is to suggest that the law was not the cause but
more properly the occasion of the multiplication of sin (nn. 452-60). Experience
shows that what the law forbids is desired all the more. There are various
psychological reasons for this. Things that are forbidden engage a greater
level of energy than things that are easy to attain. Emotions and desires that
are repressed for fear of punishment tend to build up when there is no outlet
for them. We often don’t bother about seeking things that we can have for the
taking, but, when it comes our way, we jump at the opportunity to have what is
forbidden. In the end, law seems more to exacerbate than to allay concupiscent
desire. Contrary to the will of the legislator, human law—which cannot confer
the grace of diminishing concupiscence—causes sin to multiply. It is true that
the giving of the law caused sin to multiply in some people, but for those who
love virtue, by the help of grace, the prohibitions of the law brought them to
the perfection of virtue.
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Aquinas adds his own explanation of the meaning of verse 20 by
distinguishing five senses of “law,” each supported by a biblical
citation. According to scriptural usage, the term can designate (1) the entire
Old Testament, (2) the five books of Moses, (3) the precepts of the Decalogue,
(4) the entire content of the ceremonial precepts of the law, or (5) a
particular ceremonial precept. Aquinas suggests that, in this section of
Romans, St. Paul uses the term “law” in a general way, referring to
“the total doctrine of the Mosaic Law” (n. 461). Given that the
entire Mosaic Law includes the ceremonial precepts—which prescribe rites that
did not give man the grace to fulfill the moral precepts or control
concupiscence—it can be said that the law at least could not reduce
sin and thus could be said to have increased it (n. 462). In this connection,
the end of the law must be taken into account, as well as the different types
of persons to whom it is directed: to the recalcitrant type of person, the
moral precepts were enjoined by threats of punishment and the ceremonial
precepts to prevent them from the worship of idols; to ordinary people, the law
had a pedagogical function—the moral precepts advancing them toward justice
and the ceremonial precepts restraining them in divine worship; for the
perfect, the ceremonial precepts were given as a sign and the moral precepts as
a consolation (n. 463).


That sin abounded under the law placed no obstacle in the way of God’s plan
for the salvation of the Jews and for the whole human race. Saint Paul declares
that where sin abounded, grace super-abounded. Aquinas gives two reasons for
this. The first is that, just as a serious illness requires strong medicine, so
an abundant grace is needed to heal an abundance of sin. The second reason is
that, while some sinners despair at the enormity of their sins, others, with
the help of grace, are humbled by them and thus obtain a more abundant grace
(nn. 465-66). So it is that, just as sin attained complete dominion over men
and led them to physical and spiritual death, the grace of God reigns in us
through justice, and all this through the giver of grace, Jesus Christ our Lord
(n. 467).
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VI.
The Lasting Theological Significance of the 

Commentary on Romans 5:12-21


We may note some of the salient features of Aquinas’s mature theology of
original sin. We know from divine revelation that, but not how,
sin passes to all of Adam’s progeny. The doctrine itself neither proposes nor
depends on a theory of transmission. The most fundamental elements of the
Christian faith are in play here. God’s intention in creating human persons was
to make them participants in the divine life and to share the communion of
Trinitarian life with them. For this reason, according to Aquinas, the first
human beings were created in grace. Only from divine revelation itself do we
know that the first human beings momentously turned away from this invitation
to share in divine life, and, further, that their doing so had inescapable
consequences for the human race which could only be undone by Christ. According
to Catholic doctrine, just by virtue of being part of the human race, all human
beings are born in a state of sin—a state that is thus said to be acquired not
by imitation but by propagation.(23)


We are all aware of the considerable intellectual difficulties this doctrine
poses. “[O]f all the religious teachings I know,” writes the
Evangelical author Alan Jacobs in a recent book on original sin,
“none—not even the belief that some people are eternally
damned—generates as much hostility as the Christian doctrine we call ‘original
sin.’”(24) As we have seen, Aquinas would
concur with what Jacobs sees as the fundamental problem: even if one accepts
that there was such a thing as a “first sin,” how could this act influence
or cause subsequent sinful acts by human beings who come after the so-called
“first parents”? Moreover, how could all their “progeny” be
culpable or guilty of this first sin? How can someone be guilty prior to any
personal choice or moral action?
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It does not help to suggest, as G. K. Chesterton famously remarked, that, of
all Christian doctrines, this the only one that can be demonstrated by
empirical evidence.(25) The doctrine of
original sin is not the conclusion of observation and reflection on the
presence of moral evil in the world. The most compelling empirical
explanation for this undeniable feature of the human landscape is simply that
people commit personal sins. There is no need to appeal to a theory of
inherited sin. In fact, the doctrine of original sin is a datum of
revelation. We learn about the peril of our state—the radical alienation from
God which is the human condition—and our need for Christ the Savior only
through the witness of the Sacred Scriptures and constant Tradition.(26)


These premises are fundamental to Aquinas’s presentation. His method is to
address the ways in which this doctrine can be made intelligible and can be
shown to follow “the pattern of nature.” As Aquinas says, “Where
authority is wanting we should shape our opinions to the pattern of
nature” (STh I, q. 101, a. 1). 


Aquinas’s approach points the way to the resolution of many of the
difficulties the doctrine has posed over the centuries.(27)
The history of theological reflection on this topic makes for fascinating
reading. A series of articles helps us to track the twentieth-century
developments,(28) and thus supplement Henri
Rondet’s generally reliable account.(29)


Two critically significant elements in Aquinas’s theology of original sin
address some of the most vexing issues that have arisen in recent writing: (1)
his insistence that the first personal 
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sin of Adam was not merely the transgression of an arbitrary command, but an
interior disobedience rooted in pride, that could be rectified only by the
perfect obedience of the Son; and (2) his understanding of original sin in us
as a lack of original justice—a lack of facility in choosing the good, not a
fatal inclination to evil. Thus he locates the doctrine of original sin within
the context of the factors that affect moral action.(30)
These crucial elements, as we have seen, feature in his commentary on Roman
5:12-21 as well as in his other mature works.(31)


We have seen that Aquinas touches on many of the most neuralgic points in
the doctrine of original sin, but some issues he did not consider explicitly.
The most serious new objections come on the one hand from modern biblical
interpretation,(32) and on the other hand from
evolutionary theory(33) and sociobiology.(34) Both sets of issues in a sense concern the
historicity of the first parents and their first sin—something that Aquinas
not only assumed, but took to be fundamental to the Catholic doctrine of the
economy of salvation. It has become commonplace to construe modern biblical
criticism as entailing the view that the account of the first sin in Genesis is
a myth that conveys a universal truth(35)
rather than, with classical exegesis, an historical narrative that conveys factual
truths. While it is clear that we cannot regard Genesis as strict history, we
must nonetheless regard it—as did Aquinas and 
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all traditional exegetes and theologians—as a symbolic rendering of what
really happened, utilizing mythic elements in a kind of history-like or
“realistic narrative,”(36) or
“the history of the first human beings in the manner of traditional
narratives.”(37)


The approach of Aquinas in addressing difficulties of this kind, in stark
contrast to much Enlightenment thinking, teaches us to take our methodological
orientation from the criterion of intelligibility rather than the criterion of
reasonableness. His is a theology that does not put God to the test, as it were
calling him to the bar of human reason, but rather one that acknowledges the
limits of human rationality and the unlimited character of the intelligibility
of divine truth and the divine plan in which it is manifested. It is in this
light that Aquinas offers his explanation of our membership in the human race
as a way of understanding, in line with Catholic doctrine, how original sin
could be said to have been transmitted—how sin and death entered the world
through one man—and how, “as sin reigned unto death, so also grace might
reign by justice unto life everlasting, through Jesus Christ our Lord.”
While the criterion of reasonableness allows only what makes sense to us, the
criterion of intelligibility draws the human mind into the fullness of divine
truth. No wonder, then, that in the friar’s dream, after approving of St.
Thomas’s teaching “what could be understood from his epistles in this
life,” St. Paul should remind him that there would come a time “when
he would understand them according to their whole truth.”
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IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING a summary of the rules for employing the method of
division in the study of animals, the medieval naturalist Albert the Great
issues a caution to the zoological researcher. The zoologist, he says, must
beware of “introducing forms existing apart from matter, as did Plato, for
the forms of animals and their parts all exist in matter and are brought forth
from the potentiality of matter.”(1) This
is a reference to the error Platonis discussed by Albert in several of
his Aristotelian commentaries.(2) 


The error in question arises out of the Platonic understanding of the
subject of natural science as being the eternal subsistent forms rather than
the form of the substantial material individual. The notion that the true
generative principles of material beings are to be found in antecedent formal
being of quantitative dimensionality which, in turn, is founded on even more
abstract metaphysical principles is a notion that Albert rejects as
“wholly 
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false.”(3) Further, Albert contends that
such a conception of the sensible subject makes research in the natural
sciences impossible.(4) This reference to the error
Platonis in the context of a discussion of the method of division suggests
that Albert understood Aristotelian division as distinct from and a reform of
the original Platonic method.


In the last twenty years, the method of division has received increased
attention from Aristotle scholars, especially insofar as it throws light on the
zoological treatises and their methodology.(5)
An important aspect of this scholarship has been the focus on Aristotle’s
rejection of dichotomous division as apparently practiced in the Academy and
his development of a new method of division better suited to scientific
research. Aristotle scholars rightly associate this revision with the
abandonment of the Platonic theory of subsistent forms and the concern to
understand substantial individuals in terms of their natural causes. Thus,
recent attention to Aristotelian division is associated with the growing body
of literature on Aristotle’s natural science, especially his zoology. Much less
attention has been given to the crucial role played by Albert the Great in the reform
of Platonic division. His thirteenth-century commentaries on Aristotle’s 
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works, especially the zoological treatises, provide the first important
treatment of the function of Aristotelian division in scientific research since
the early Peripatos.(6) Given that Albert is the
first scholar after Theophrastus to carry out a scientific research program
along Aristotelian lines, his treatment of division is of significant
historical importance.(7)


Albert’s Aristotelian commentaries contain two extensive discussions of the
method of division.(8) The first is in his
para-phrastic commentary on the Topics, where he treats division in
the context of a general discussion of the dialectical syllogism. Here he
recognizes that, unlike Plato, Aristotle ontologically distinguished between
genus, differentia, species, property, and accidents of various types, thereby
establishing a new approach to defining the natural subject through division.
Albert’s second treatment of division, in his commentary on the Parts of
Animals, provides a more detailed set of rules for avoiding accidental
division. Here he insists on continuous differentiation to preserve the unity
of definition and clearly distinguishes the improper dichotomous division of
the Platonists from the polychotomous 
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division of Aristotle. Albert argues that zoological research can advance
only if divisions are made by a plurality of differentiae simultaneously instead
of one at a time. Both of these discussions are part of a larger methodological
exposition of scientific demonstration and constitute a contribution to the
development of scientific method that has hitherto received little attention.(9)


The task of the present study is to set out the evidence establishing
Albert’s clear understanding of the details of Aristotle’s reform of Platonic
division. Albert’s treatment of division is part of his recovery of the
Aristotelian theory of substantial form and its distinction from the Platonic
notion of ontologically subsistent form. Given this, it will be useful to begin
with Albert’s summary account of Platonic division as a method of formal
definition in the context of the general Aristotelian account of the purpose of
division given in the Topics. This will provide the background for a
study of Albert’s more detailed analysis of division as a research methodology,
found in his De animalibus. After setting out Albert’s critique of the
Platonic method of dichotomous division, this study will proceed to itemize
Albert’s rules for proper division as a reliable method of scientific discovery
and definition. The itemization of these rules will show that Albert clearly
understood Aristotelian division as a reform of the Platonic method. It will
also draw attention to an important respect in which Albert’s treatment of
Aristotelian science anticipates recent developments in Aristotle studies.









I.
Platonic Division and the Reforms of the Topica




In commenting on the first book of Aristotle’s Parts of Animals,
Albert gives a brief description of the Platonic method of division. 
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The Platonists aim, says Albert, at defining a species of animal through a
division of a series of kinds (per divisionem generum). Such a process
is intended to result in the collation of the final forms (finales formae)
that, taken together, constitute the definition of the animal species.(10) Albert goes on to explain that this conception
of definition is grounded in the Platonic conception of form. The Platonists,
he notes, hold that


every form is common
and has differences, therefore form always remains common unless something is
appropriating it. What appropriates a form, however, is not something of that
form and, thus, the form will remain common in itself. Many things, however,
that are under that commonality are not separated except by differences.
Therefore, it remains the case, according to the Platonists, that each form is
divided into differences and, accordingly, no form will be ultimate.(11)


Albert realized that Platonic definition is not a matter of specifying the
defining form,(12) but rather dividing until a
series of appropriating forms is given such that, when taken together, the
definition is provided. Each form retains its universality in itself, yet each
can combine with other equally universal forms to constitute a species. For
example, animal can be divided into blooded and bloodless, notes Albert, but
the resulting form blooded animal can itself be divided by further differences.
With respect to the form animal, being blooded is appropriated—that is, being
blooded is a way of being an animal. Yet, being blooded is itself a form and so
universal. Moreover, being blooded may 
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appropriate other forms: say, being terrestrial or being quadruped.(13)


This description is consistent with the dialectical method presented in the Phaedrus,
Sophist, and Politicus.(14) In
these texts, Plato provides a method by which a general kind is dichotomously
divided into differing forms and these into further forms until the object of
definition is reached. Then the divisions are collated, showing the forms in
which the definiendum participates, or as Albert puts it, is appropriated.
Having decided, in a rough way, that man is a sort of animal, for example, one
can use the method of division to refine the definition in such a way that it
becomes clear why it makes sense. Animal is divided into footed and footless,
footed animal is divided into biped and quadruped, biped into winged and
wingless. The resulting series of divisions, when collated, is seen to be
coextensive with the definiendum man. Thus, man is seen to be wingless bipedal
animal in virtue of the way in which his form combines with the per se
independent forms of animal, footed, biped, and wingless.(15)


Implicit in such a procedure is the lack of any clear distinction between
essential nature and adventitious attributes. Each division is treated in the
same way without any ontological distinction or priority. The result is a
method of defining an object that must include all the divisions, and not just
the last, for latter divisions do not necessarily imply the former.(16) One must define man as wingless, bipedal,
animal and not just as wingless, because wingless does not necessarily
presuppose biped. In short, the Platonic method of division does not rely on
the categorical distinctions of genus, difference, species, and attribute later
made by the Aristotelians.
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Albert’s paraphrastic commentary on the Topics provides an
Aristotelian treatment of these distinctions in the context of a general
discussion of the predicate-types (praedicata): accident, genus,
property, and definition. The purpose of division remains definition, as it was
for the Platonists, but now its use depends on exact distinctions of these
predicate-types and a recognition of their ontological relationship to the five
predicables (praedica-bilia) of genus, species, difference, property,
and accident, and to the ten categories (praedicamenta). Because the
subject of study is first substance which exists as individual and not as a
subject existing in more abstract subjects, the predicables genus, differentia,
and species take on a rather different ontological significance than they had
for the Platonists. The predicate-types are now the means by which the
essential being of a subject is distinguished from its adventitious attributes
and its basic nature from its particular characteristics. The method by which
these means are employed is a reformed method of division capable of
dialectically displaying these ontological relationships.


That this is a major theme of the Topics is already clear from
Albert’s introduction to his commentary, which comprises the two opening
chapters of the work. The first chapter is Albert’s own preface where he
discusses in a general manner the subject of the work and the ways in which it
can be studied as both a science and a practical art.(17)
He identifies the subject as the dialectical syllogism—that is, the form of
reasoning that proceeds from the probable in the search of the unknown from the
known.(18) Dialectics, he adds, can be
considered in two ways: it can be studied as a theoretical or teaching science
(dialectica docens) or 
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as an applied science put to use (dialectica utens).(19)
It is only in the second introductory chapter, where Albert provides another
preface based on the opening lines of Aristotle’s text, that he indicates the
central role the method of division will play in dialectics.(20)
In an explanatory aside to his paraphrase of Aristotle, Albert notes that the Topics
sets forth a method that will allow the scientific investigator to reason from
probables about any problem that arises concerning what is properly predicated
of the subject of his investigation. He goes on to explain that by “any
problem” he is referring generically to any question about inherence (inesse),
such as inhering as an accident, or as a genus, or as a property, or as a
definition. An investigator who is proficient in reasoning about the way being
inheres according to these predicate-types will be able to reason about
“any problem concerning inherence that can be shown from probables.”(21) The reason for this is that inhering as a
differentia is reducible to a genus and inhering as a likeness is reducible to
definition. This is the case despite the fact that the species under investigation
cannot be reduced to inherence as a predicate nor to a subject in which the
predicate exists, because the subject is primary substance which is individual.(22)


For Albert, then, the method of division is central to the study of
dialectics, for it is the method by which the subject under study comes to be
known through predication. He recognizes that, as David Balme puts it, the Topics
“have been rightly said to consist 
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largely of rules for the control of diairesis.”(23)
The subject of any scientific investigation is the universal kind which exists
only as substantial individual. Such a subject comes to be known through a
grasp of how the various predicate-types inhere in the individual, and this
comes to be known through the method of division. The theoretical foundation
underlying the use of division is set out by Albert in books 2 through 7, where
he treats of each of the predicate-types individually.(24)
Throughout he makes clear that the purpose of dividing a genus by differentiae
into species is to define the substantial individual by clearly designating its
essential kind and distinguishing this from its accidents.


One example from this long treatment of predicate-types will suffice to
indicate the nature of Albert’s discussion. In book 4 he investigates the
predicate-type genus, making it clear from the outset that the point of
identifying predicate-types is dialectically to examine and confirm as probable
claims about what the subject is. Thus, he remarks that genus is not typically
discussed for its own sake, but is considered primarily as part of a process of
definition.(25) Whereas genus is subsistent
form for the Platonist, however, it is here reserved for the general kind,
which can be predicated of an individual. It is said of an individual in order
to identify its type so that the process of explaining the individual’s nature
has a place to begin. In itself, then, a genus is a kind that collects under it
different species, and a species is one of the kind collected.(26)
This sets the stage for the remainder of the discussion in which genera are first
established as distinct predicate-types from properties, are then considered
with respect to various subject matters, and are finally related to species and
differentiae. The result is a form of definition that dialectially indicates
what the subject is by showing how genus inheres in it—that is, by showing how
its form is of this kind.
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While Albert does provide some examples in his treatment of the various
predicate-types throughout his Topica, his account remains mostly at a
rather theoretical level. This is true even of his discussion of the dialectica
utens in book 8, where his purpose is to explain how dialectical reasoning
with respect to the predicate-types is to be applied in research.(27) There he considers how questions are raised
in an investigation, how answers are to be formulated, and what impediments to
clarity may be encountered.(28) Yet despite
these many prescriptions, this text does not contain Albert’s most straightforward
account of Aristotelian division both as an alternative to Platonic dichotomy
and as an applied scientific methodology. Rather, it is in book 11 of his
massive De animalibus that he turns his attention to the
considerations intended to guide the researcher in the technique of division.
Being in that text directly concerned with the use of division in zoological
research, he sets out a series of detailed rules in a way that most clearly
shows his understanding of the Aristotelian reform of the Platonic method.









II.
Critique of Dichotomy in De animalibus




Albert opens his treatment of zoological division(29)
with a detailed critique of the Platonic method of dichotomous division. 
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Like Aristotle, he is concerned to show the limitations of this method
before turning to a positive statement of the rules for proper dividing. He
begins by showing that dichotomy produces only one final differentia and argues
that this restricts the usefulness of dichotomy as a means for defining animal
species. This is followed by two further critical discussions: the first
showing that dichotomy splits natural kinds and the second arguing that
dichotomy cannot make proper use of privative differentiae.


Certain philosophers, says Albert, divide an animal kind into two.(30) They intend the single differentia that
produces these two differentiations to be the means by which the final forms
characterizing two distinct species come to be defined. On the one hand, this
is not a problem, for one can validly divide through the affirmation and
negation of an attribute. On the other hand, “it is impossible”
because such a division does not allow for the genus to be determined in other
ways.(31) It is clear that what Albert has in
mind here is not that dichotomy or dividing into two is impossible, but rather
that it is not possible to understand the observed individual animal by simply
dividing its kind dichotomously. In fact, he immediately goes on to remind the
reader that the point of division is to arrive at a definition that is
convertible with the observed species. In a progressive series of divisions,
the final one is definitive, the remainder being superfluous in that the more
specific differentiae imply the more 
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general.(32) Single-differentia division
like this will always be either inadequate or invalid—that is, it will fail to
include sufficient characteristics to be truly convertible with the species or
it will do so only through accidental or false division.(33)


Albert provides his own expanded version of Aristotle’s rather cryptic
example. Were one to attempt a definition of human being through a division of
animal into biped and nonbiped or into split-footed or solid-footed, one would
not arrive in either case with a differentia convertible with the species. At
best, one would have arrived at a particular property which, while true of the
species, fails to properly define it.(34) Even
if one were to “collect together” the successive divisions
split-footed, biped, and



  
    
      
        

 Animal

         /           \

  footless      footed

              
/           \

    quadruped     biped

                      
/          \

       
solid-footed       split-footed


        

      

    

  






footed animal the species is not clearly designated, for the final differentia,
split-footed, does not indicate completely and essentially what a human being
is. Indeed, the problem is the same if the final differentia is biped. This
procedure could only work if 
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each successive differentiation implies—or as Albert put it, contains as
covered or hidden (coopertae et occultae) within it—all the relevant
previous differentiae. This is because a species is known through the observed
individual and the differentia is concealed in the species as what is prior is
understood in what is posterior (sicut prius intelligitur in suo posteriori).(35) Yet, split-footed does not imply biped, nor
does biped imply split-footed. In any case, valid dichotomy provides only one
series of divisions that must end with a single differentia and this is not
enough to identify the species under study.(36)


Another problem with dichotomy is that it attempts to define a species in
terms of a genus that is naturally divided in such a way that the species will
fall under both sub-genera.(37) If, for
example, animal is divided into terrestrial and aquatic and this division is
used to determine dichotomously what a bird is, the definition will fail. This
is because bird is determined as both





 
Animal


 
/               
\


 aquatic       terrestrial

               /        \          /          \

        
nonbird        bird  nonbird   bird






terrestrial animal and aquatic animal and the definition of bird cannot be
constituted by one of these descriptions alone. Here, notes Albert, the final
differentiae are analogous in form yet differ in being (secundum esse),
resulting in an equivocal definition.(38) 
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Given that the point of dichotomy is to understand a species by showing how
its genus is successively determined, the division is false, for bird cannot be
finally determined as terrestrial secundum esse, if there are aquatic
birds as well.


Dichotomy is not a useful means to attaining the definition of a species
for, as Albert puts it, “generally, in no differentiae at all will there
be complete univocity according to each genus” and therefore one who
attempts to use equivocal division “to learn the natural forms which are
the ultimate ends errs and acts idly.”(39)
If one is dividing animal dichotomously, then one cannot differentiate both
aquatic/woodland animals and multiped/ nonmultiped animals. This is because
multiped will show up under both aquatic animal and woodland animal, denying
the previous dichotomous division which established the distinction of
water-dwellers and forest-dwellers. By splitting natural kinds, then, dichotomy
results in inconsistent divisions. Further, dichotomy is useless for
designating how species are secundum esse. Given that multipeds are
sometimes aquatic and sometimes forest-dwellers, the species multiped has been
artificially split and, therefore, does not clearly indicate how things exist
in nature.(40) 


Albert goes on to suggest that this difficulty shows that privative or
negative differentiae will sometimes have to be used.(41)
Yet, again, there will be a problem with dichotomy. Following Aristotle, he
discusses three difficulties connected with privation: (1) privations cannot
serve as genera, (2) privations cannot serve as species, and (3) division of
privations never results in a form. 
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Albert’s overlapping discussion of these three points makes it clear that
the basic problem with the use of privations in dichotomy is that “it will
be difficult to determine [on the basis of such divisions] the specific forms
of animals that are their final causes.”(42)
In other words, dichotomous division of or into privations will not result in
definitions that will be useful in producing a scientific explanation of the
subject.


The point of dichotomously dividing a genus is to define the species in
terms of its inclusion in the genus. If the genus is a privation, however, such
as wingless or footless, this cannot be usefully divided. There are many kinds
of animals that are wingless, yet there are not many ways of lacking
wings—there is simply the lack of wings. In other words, lacking wings cannot
function in definition by division as does being winged. For example, the genus
winged can be divided by the differentia of morphological continuity of
wing-surface:


 


Winged

/        \



continuous morphology        discontinuous morphology

                                              
(membranous wings)          (feathered
wings)




Being wingless, however, has no specifications. Dividing wingless into
serpents, fish, quadrupedic mammals, etc. will not do, for these are not so
much ways of being wingless as they are ways of









 Wingless


                     
/           \

                                                                            
?              ?
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being animal. Moreover, the result of the division is not dichotomous, for
there are so many ways of being wingless that they outnumber any strict
distinction into two.(43)


Parallel problems arise from the attempt dichotomously to divide a genus by
a differentia that results in a privative. Dichotomous division into an
affirmative species and a corresponding negative species will be useless, for
the privative species cannot be further divided. Any attempt to divide a genus,
such as animal, into possessing and lacking a certain characteristic, such as
footed/footless or feathered/featherless, will result in so many subspecies
that the purpose of dichotomy is defeated. Further, at least some such
divisions will be invalid. If, for example, one attempts a division of the
genus insect into winged and nonwinged, this will fail as definition through
dichotomy because the same species may show up under both specifications, the
difference being not in species, but in maturity.(44)






Insects


/          \

    
winged         nonwinged


 (e.g., mature fireflies)         (e.g., larval fireflies)




Whether applied to a genus or a species, the use of privations in dichotomy
fails to result in a form that is defined by the division. This is generally
the case because there is no form of non-P. Insofar as non-P
is said to be in a subject, there is only the form of the subject which is non-P.
As Albert puts it, “a privation constitutes nothing” (privatio
autem nihil constituit) whereas any “differentia is constitutive of
something” (est etiam alicuius constitutiva differentia).
Footlessness in animals, for example, is 
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neither a form that can be divided into species, nor a form that is of a
certain kind. Thus, it cannot serve as a differentia in dichotomous division,
because a privation “establishes nothing from itself” (privatio
de se nihil ponit).(45) Privations, Albert
points out, are indivisible and, consequently, equivalent to individuals.
Clearly, then, they cannot be genera or species, for they cannot be common; as
they themselves are not forms, they cannot be divided into forms.(46) This means that definition cannot result from
the attempt dichotomously to divide a privative genus nor from a division
yielding a privative ultimate species.(47)


Clearly, Albert understood and articulated Aristotle’s critique of Platonic
division, realizing that dichotomy fails to provide a method of scientific
definition that can function in an actual research program.(48)
The purpose of the Platonic method of division is to define the subject under
study in terms of its appropriated forms. Definition is supposedly achieved
when the series of species dichotomously specified is collated to show the
order of appropriation or formal participation. Albert understood why Aristotle
held the purpose of this procedure to be frustrated by its dichotomous nature.
While it is possible validly to divide a genus dichotomously, as through an
affirmation and negation of a property, such division is too radically
incomplete to function 
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as definition. Dichotomous division provides only one series of divisions
which must end with a single differentia, yet the resulting ultimate species
cannot be convertible with the species being defined. At best, the investigator
will have revealed one particular generically related series of properties of
the species. This, however, is insufficient for true definition. Albert also
argued that any attempt to make dichotomy a means of complete definition will
result in invalid divisions, adding some clarifying details to Aristotle’s
critical account. To the extent that dichotomy splits natural kinds, it is
incapable of dialectically displaying the esse of a species in terms
of its genus, as the species fall under opposing genera. Dichotomy is also
incapable of accommodating privations. Genera cannot be privations because
privations are indivisible and species cannot be privations because privations
are not forms. Yet definition must sometimes involve contrary forms and,
therefore, division must be able to make use of privations in some way.
Consequently, Platonic dichotomy will either be useless or invalid, defeating
the purpose of division as a method of scientific definition.









III.
Rules for Division in De animalibus




Following his critique of Platonic dichotomy, Albert sets out four rules for
dividing according to the Aristotelian method.(49)
The first three of these rules are aimed at avoiding the accidental divisions
of the dichotomists. The fourth rule sets out the technique of polychotomous
division used by Aristotle as the alternative to Platonic dichotomy. Taken together,
these four rules provide a method by which a definition may be reached through
the application of multiple differentiae to a genus together. Because it is
strictly normative, Albert states the fourth rule in prescriptive terms. The
first three, however, are stated partly in prescriptive terms and partly in
negative terms following upon Albert’s critique of the Platonic method.
Emphasizing the 
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nature of these rules as guides for actual research, all four rules may be
stated in an entirely prescriptive manner as follows:


 


Rule I: Every differentia dividing a genus must be essential to the
species being defined.


Rule II: Every division of a genus must be by proper opposites.


Rule III: Every functional differentia dividing a genus must be the
effect of the essential nature of the genus.


Rule IV: All
differentiae relevant to defining the species must be applied to the genus
together.


The application of these rules in the process of defining a species through
division can make use of dichotomy. Unlike in the Platonic method, however, the
dichotomies are not a single series of subordinated divisions resulting in an
ultimate species that is “gathered” or “read back” into its
successively more universal genera to achieve definition. Rather, the
Aristotelian method involves a series of nonaccidental divisions that are
laterally coordinated to produce definition of a species. The divisions are set
side-by-side in such a way that the researcher recognizes from the outset that
multiple differentiae apply to a genus together.


 


A) Rule I: Every differentia dividing a genus must be essential to 

the species being defined


Given that the goal of division is the revelation of the essential nature of
the definiendum, the researcher cannot be content with accidental differentiae.
Such differentiae do not disclose what is essential to the subject as
substantial form. Albert makes it clear by example(50)
that even a proper accident will not do, for it will direct attention away from
the necessary and essential ratio of the definiendum. A certain
species of octopus, for example, can be 
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identified by its possession of a single longitudinal arrangement of suckers
on each tentacle. Yet this cannot constitute its morphological definition, for
it is a proper accident consequent upon the narrowness of the tentacle which is
the true defining differentia.(51) The solution
is to divide every genus by differentiae that are in the essence of the
definiendum.


This rule highlights the importance of two aspects of a proper method of
division. First, division as a method of definition cannot simply be a grouping
of similars in the absence of an analysis of the grounds for the similarity.
This is one of the problems with Platonic division, which fails to distinguish
between categories of form. Proper division is always aimed at revealing the
substantial form of the subject.(52) Second,
Aristotelian division must be understood in the context of scientific
explanation through the demonstration of causes. The way in which the
researcher knows what is essential and what is properly accidental is in terms
of what is causally fundamental to the definiendum.(53)
The purpose of division is to provide rigorous definitions in preparation for
causal demonstration, and division will only be able to function this way if
the differentiae are causally relevant to the esse of the definiendum.


 


B) Rule II: Every division of a genus must be by proper opposites.


The infimae species of a genus will always be opposed secundum
esse. This is why it is necessary, when defining through 
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division, to divide by true opposites, such as pigmented/ unpigmented or
straight/curved.(54) Should the researcher
shift the fundamentum divisionis, invalid cross-division will result,
as when one attempts to divide the magnum genus “animal” in
a way that produces nonopposed species. Dividing animals into swimming 






                                                
Animal (magnum
genus)



/           \

                                          
swimming           pigmented




and pigmented is invalid because, while both are ways of being animal, they are
not properly opposed. The problem here is that the fundamentum divisionis
has been shifted from means of locomotion to coloration. Consequently, the
species belong to differing categories and are not properly opposed in the same
category.(55) Invalid cross-division results,
for there may be animals that are pigmented and that swim. The proper method is
to 






                                                 
Fish (magnum genus)



/        \

                                               pigmented      unpigmented




divide a more specific magnum genus, such as fish, into properly opposed
species by applying a single differentia to the genus to produce species in the
same category of opposition.(56)
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Albert points out that the failure to maintain a stable fundamentum
divisionis throughout a division results, not only in invalid divisions,
but in unintelligible definitions. Among his concerns here is to allow division
of genera according to quantitative differentiae and this requires that the
same measurable characteristic be divided into properly opposed quantities.
This is why he points out that the researcher must not divide a genus into a
certain weight and a certain dimensionality as these are not opposed in the
same category of quantity. Rather, a genus must be divided into different
measures of a characteristic in the same mode.(57)
In his commentary on book 1 of Aristotle’s History of Animals, Albert
notes that often morphological diversity is a matter of greater or lesser
magnitude of a char-acteristic found within a certain genus.(58)
The rule that one must divide by proper opposites would insure that such
quantitative differentiae would mark off truly opposed species. For example, in
the magnum genus “bird,” degree of beakedness distinguishes
species on the basis of length of beak, such as the long beak characteristic of
the stork and the short beak characteristic of the parrot.(59)


 


C) Rule III: Every behavioral differentia dividing a genus must
be

 the effect of the essential nature
of the genus.


Some animals are capable of changing their behaviors within a given
behavioral mode. Bird locomotion, for example, is sometimes by flying and
sometimes by walking. When this is the case, dividing by such behavioral
differentiae may result in false 
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divisions. Were the researcher to attempt to divide the genus ants into
species by the behavioral differentia of flying, false division would result
because the difference between flying and nonflying ants is not a difference of
substantial form, but of stage of life.(60)
Likewise, some animals are capable of being domesticated, yet one cannot divide
an animal genus into wild and domesticated without misleadingly splitting the
genus with respect to the substantial form of the animal in question. Following
Aristotle,






                                               
Animal (magnum
genus)



/            \

                                          
domesticated        wild

                                           
(e.g., cattle)         (e.g., cattle)




Albert points out that cattle and various other animals that live wild in India
are domesticated in other parts of the world.(61)
The difference here is not in the substantial form of the animal, but simply
its general manner of life. Dividing by domesticity, then, is to divide by
behaviors common to many kinds and this may result in accidental division.(62)


Generally, a distinction must be made between those behaviors and bodily
operations that result from the substantial being of the animal and those that
are merely superficial. This is why division of a genus by a behavioral
differentia must be limited to those behaviors that are proper to the esse
of the animal, as walking is 
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to quadrupeds or flying is to birds. Albert reminds his readers that the
definition of an animal cannot be learned from the species, but from the genus.
This is because it is the genus conjoined to the differentia that constitutes
the substantial form of the species.(63)
Division of the genus “large quadruped” into domesticated and wild
does not produce an understanding of domesticated behavior, whereas division of
the same genus according to complexity of stomach morphology does produce
understanding of ruminant behavior.(64) The
latter division is correct because the 


  

                                                                
Quadruped


  
/              
 \

                                
single-chambered stomach          multi-chambered
stomach

                                                             
/                                 
 \

                                             
nonruminating                            ruminating





behavior known through the division belongs to the genus as
the proper effect of its formal nature.









D) Rule IV: All differentiae relevant to defining the
species must be 

applied to the genus together.




In the attempt to provide sufficient differentiae to define a species,
dichotomists add a new attribute at each stage of division. By collecting all
the differentiae applied at each stage, then, the dichotomist supposes that a
definition is established. This procedure, Albert points out, will always fail
because the differ-entiae will at some stage be discontinuous (sine
continuatione). Division of the magnum genus “animal,”
for example, into winged and nonwinged and of winged into domesticated and wild
fails in this way. Even if being domesticated can be an infima species
of some genus, it is not an immediate specification of winged, but of 
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something prior to being winged—namely, being animal.(65)
Domestication is not a


 Animal (magnum
genus)

                                                         
/           \

                                                  
winged       nonwinged

                                                 
/           \

                                     domesticated
    wild




kind of wingedness and, therefore, the unity of the definition is lost. Such
contrived divisions fail to show that the ultimate differentia is a
determination in the species of what belongs to the genus.(66)


Even if one were somehow able to avoid the problem of discontinuous
division, dichotomy must always produce a single ultimate differentia and this
will be inadequate as definition. The inadequacy is not remedied by collecting
all the differentiae up to the maximum genus and placing them into the
definition. Human being, for example, cannot be defined by reading back through
a division of animal into continuous specifications of footness.


 Animal (magnum
genus)

                                                          
/           \

                                                   
footless       footed

                                                                     
/      \

                                                           
multiped      biped

                                                                            
/           \

                                                          
solid-footed         split-footed

                                                                                    
/             
 \

                                                                             
nonhuman       human
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This definition of human being as split-footed, bipedal animal avoids
discontinuous division, yet it fails properly to define because of insufficient
or inessential differentiae. No natural entity is so simple that a single
succession of dichotomies will define it. Yet this is precisely how dichotomy
must proceed, if it is to be valid and continuous.(67)
If, therefore, the method of division is to yield rigorous and useful
scientific definitions, an alternative method is needed.


The solution to the problems posed by discontinuous and incomplete division
is the Aristotelian method of polychotomous division. The researcher must apply
all the relevant differentiae to the genus together. This is accomplished by
making a series of coordinated divisions that divide a genus with continuous
differentiae. The differentiae are applied to the genus simultaneously and the
resulting infimae species are laterally collated to provide a
definiendum that is understood in terms of the genus. No individual kind can be
discovered through a division that marks it off by just one differentia alone.
What a kind is essentially (per se) can only be indicated by taking
all the relevant differentiae together.(68)
This cannot be done by a single succession of dichotomies, because the ultimate
differentia alone 
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must be convertible with the definiendum.(69)
This is why, Albert points out, “immediately opposing differentiae, which
may be attributed to the same division, ought not to be differentiae of one and
the same thing,” while many differentiae attributed to multiple divisions
can be of one and the same thing.(70)


Albert argues that, in actual research practice,(71)
the use of division as a method of discovery does not begin with a simple maximum
genus, such as “animal.” Rather, the researcher begins with
observed individuals commonly grouped together as magna genera and for
which there is an accepted common nomenclature such as “fish” or
“bird.”(72) Each of these genera will
be recognized by a collection of common attributes of the genus and each genus
will be divided according to the way in which the attributes appear in the
various species that fall under the genus. Birds, for example, are recognized
as winged, biped, beaked, etc. The various species of bird, then, are defined
by the way in which each 
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of these attributes differ according to “the more and the less.”
All birds are winged, but not in the same way. Some have shorter, broader wings
whereas others have longer, narrower wings, and these are among the
differentiations that mark off the various species.(73)


Quantitative differentiae that divide according to the more and the less (secundum
magis et minus) are possible because there exist morphological and
functional conformities among the subjects of scientific research. Where the
conformity is absolute, there is identity of kind signified by a univocal name.
Often, however, such conformities are proportional (convenientia
proportionis)(74) and this makes possible
a division of a univocally identified genus into distinct species. The univocal
name of the genus, with all the properties associated with it, is carried down
to each of the species, which differ from each other only in the degree to
which the property exists in the variants. Thus, Albert remarks, the species
differ in a measurable way while remaining of the same generic kind. Their
proportionality is with respect to one genus (sunt convenientia in
proportione ad unum) and this is why the generic name is applied to the
species as well. Knowing the proper generic identification of bird as winged
biped, for example, the researcher can also apply the univocal name
“bird” to each of the species of bird distinguished according to the 
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degree of wingedness (possessing wings of differing length, shape, etc.).(75)


Now, it will be clear to the researcher from observation and common
nomenclature that the generic name will apply, not only with respect to the
possession of a certain property in varying degrees, but also with respect to
other properties as well. Birds are winged, but they are also footed, and the
various kinds of birds will be distinguished by the varying degrees of
footedness—such as degrees of continuousness (webbing) of foot or degrees of
curvature in pedial digit. These cannot be shown through the same division
marking off species through differentiae of wing-length, but must be shown
through different divisions. Thus, the common wood duck is distinguished from
other birds not only by the length and shape of wing but also by its webbed
feet, its distinctive markings in the sexes, length and shape of tail feathers,
etc. Each of these specific determinations is made in a separate division and
the divisions laterally collated (set side by side) providing a logically
structured and rigorous definition. In using division to determine the nature
of animals, Albert notes, bodily characteristics of magnitude of size, degree
of hardness, degree of surface roughness, and similar accidents ought all to be
considered together, for in all of these generic characteristics animals will
agree according to the more and the less.(76)






IV.
The Use of Division in De avibus




Most of Albert’s massive De animalibus is devoted to paraphrastic
commentary on Aristotle’s zoological treatises. The final five books, however,
record the results of zoological research 
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beyond that of Aristotle. Like Aristotle in his Historia animalium,
Albert here includes zoological descriptions based on his personal observations
and studies as well as those of others.(77) A
brief look at some of these researches, those devoted to birds, will illustrate
how Albert understood Aristotle’s reform of the method of division to apply to
actual scientific investigation. Albert recorded morphological and functional
descriptions of some 114 species of bird.(78)
While some are rather brief, many are quite detailed and are clearly based on
close empirical study. This is especially evident in his treatment of birds of
prey, most notably his work on falcons.(79) As
in modern ornithological treatises, Albert’s descriptions are set out in a
continuous narrative form suitable for reference, rather than as a record of
the actual stages of research by which the information contained in the
narrative was attained.(80) Nonetheless, the
divisions upon which these descriptions are based can be reconstructed. 


Albert prefaces his study of avian life with some general methodological
remarks that indicate the dependence of his morphological and functional
descriptions on the method of division. He begins by reminding the reader that
every scientific investigation proceeds from the general to the particular. He
will, therefore, first describe birds according to what belongs to the whole
genus and only then consider what belongs to the various 
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species.(81) This is a reference to his
earlier insistance, following Aristotle, that the researcher must initially
establish the genera to be divided according to accepted nomenclature. The
science of birds, just as the science of any other subject-genus, begins with
the articulation of those observed morphological characteristics that are
commonly gathered together under one generic designation. These are then
divided according to the proportion in which they exist in the variant species.(82) Albert goes on to explain that in his De
avibus he will treat the divisions according to the common names of the
species listed alphabetically in the manner of a traditional bestiary. He
admits that this is not the proper philosophical method and that he is using
this order for pedagogical purposes alone.(83)
Such a method, then, does not explicitly show the divisions made in the process
of discovery and definition upon which the descriptions are based. This is
because the descriptions are being here offered not as a record of research
activity, but as an authoritative presentation of what is known of the
subject-genus both in general and in its variant kinds.(84)
It is clear, however, that the morphological and functional elements given in
the descriptions that follow have been identified and organized through the
application of a series of careful divisions, for Albert frequently refers to
these elements as generic or as specifying differentiae.(85)
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After articulating what is true of birds throughout their entire genus (secundum
totum genus suum), Albert proceeds to list each species according to its
common name.(86) For each, he typically begins
by providing a general description showing how the generic elements of bird
morphology or behavior characteristically exist in the species. He then
proceeds to describe the various ways in which the morphology or behavior
differs in the various sub-species according to the more and the less. Usually,
he will characterize the sub-species by more than one morphological or
behavioral property, showing that he has arrived at the definition of the
sub-species by multiple divisions. His treatment of the goshawk, for example,
contains a discussion of the way this subspecies differs from other species of
hawk, not only in terms of physical morphology, but also according to the
number of eggs it lays, its manner of flight, and its typical prey.(87)


A general idea of how Albert uses division to define and organize his
knowledge of a particular bird species is evident in the structure of his De
falconibus. This section of the text begins with four chapters on the
characteristics that define falcons as a genus.(88)
Each of these—physical morphology, coloration, characteristic behavior, and
characteristic call—is a specification of generic bird attributes set out at
the beginning of De avibus. Following this, Albert adds thirteen
chapters that describe the nineteen species of falcon according to the way in
which generic falcon characteristics differ in degree from one type of falcon
to another.(89) A careful reading of these
ornithological descriptions in light of the rules of division set out in book
11 reveals that the differentiation of the species on the basis of these
differing characteristics cannot be the result of dichotomous division. The
only way that Albert could discover the multiple differentiae that 
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distinguish each falcon type is through a series of divisions applied to the
genus “falcon” all at once. The peregrine falcon, for example, is
distinguished from the other noble species of falcon, not only on the basis of
overall size, but also with regard to length, slenderness of proportion, size
and shape of breast, as well as other factors. Each of these specific
characteristics are discovered through a separate division that places
peregrines in a class relative to the other species. A division according to
overall size places the peregrine midway between the larger saker, gerfalcon,
and mountain species and the smaller gibbous falcon. At the same time, the
peregrine differs from the saker in being shorter in length and from the
mountain falcon in having a smaller, less-rounded breast.(90)


Albert uses a similar procedure in distinguishing a species, such as falcon,
from other birds that form a genus on the basis of some generally recognized
common factor, such as diet, mode of feeding, or way of life. This is an
important application of division in an Aristotelian science that allows
various nonarbitrary accounts of precisely what is contained in the
subject-genus of the science. Generally, avian science is distinguished from
other sciences by those differentiae that define the magnum genus
“bird” in such a way that this genus is divisible into species and
subspecies corresponding to common nomenclature. Yet, other common factors that
can be used to differentiate the magnum genus yield species that, in
one way, constitute a specific type in a certain limited respect, but, in
another way, do not constitute a type differentiated in enough ways to
constitute a commonly named species. An example is the genus “bird of
prey” which is marked off from the magnum genus “bird”
primarily by mode of feeding and way of life (carnivorous and hunting). This is
not a commonly named genus of bird in the way that hawk, eagle, and falcon are,
but it does organize the subject-genus of avian science according to a useful
distinction that allows further differentiation into morphologically defined
species. Thus, among birds that 
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make their living from hunting prey, Albert morphologically distinguishes
hawks, eagles, and falcons according to overall size, appearance, and
wing-structure. Hawks are distinguished from eagles by, among other things, a
wing that is more pointed than that of the eagle, but less pointed than that of
the falcon. By morphologically defining types of birds of prey, such a division
makes possible further divisions into the various subspecies of the kinds of
hunting birds.(91)


All of these divisions follow the four rules Albert sets out in book 11. A
division of the genus “bird of prey” into the various raptorial
species, for example, must be through differentiae that are nonaccidental and
properly opposed. All birds, including birds of prey, are by nature winged. To
divide according to wing structure, then, provides species that are essentially
alike in form. The possession of markedly pointed wings in a bird of prey is
not an accidental similarity of falcons, but essential to being a falcon as
opposed to being some other type of raptorial bird. Moreover, morphological
distinctions according to degree of pointedness in wing structure are properly
opposed, for the fundamentum divisionis (wing-pointedness) remains the
same across the divisions and one degree of it excludes another. Albert avoids
dividing the genus “bird of prey” by behavioral differentiae that
would result in invalid definition. That the genus can be divided into trained
and untrained does not yield scientific description of the falcon, for the same
distinction applies to other birds of prey as well. Finally, the division of
the genus into species of raptorial birds does not depend on a single
dichotomous division of pointed-winged/unpointed-wing, but division according
to degree of pointedness which admits of a range. These degree-divisions are
laterally collated to discover the various types of birds of prey
distinguishable according to wing-structure. While degree of wing-pointedness
is fundamental to the definition of falcon and other raptorial birds, other
differences are found as well. Thus, divisions of the genus according to degree
of overall physical size 
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and length of tail feathers are set beside the division according to
wing-pointedness to arrive at the definition of the species.




Conclusion




The logical method of division, common to the early medieval textbook tradition
deriving from Cicero and Boethius, found a revised articulation in the work of
Albert. Possessing new translations of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics
and Topics, Albert was able to treat division as part of a larger
method of scientific investigation. It is Albert’s historic role in the revival
of the early Peripatetic research projects in the natural sciences, especially
in the life sciences, that prompted his detailed studies of division as a
method of scientific discovery and definition. These studies reveal that Albert
understood Aristotle’s method of division as a reform of the Platonic method as
well as the necessity of that reform for the scientific investigation of
nature. Albert clearly articulated the Aristotelian critique of dichotomous
division as well as the proper rules for valid and useful definition through
genera and differentiae. He also realized that the Aristotelian reform of
division was grounded in a notion of natural form quite distinct from the
Platonic conception of subsistent abstract form. He was careful to distinguish
himself from his Platonically inclined contemporaries, for whom the new natural
science of Aristotle was metaphysically grounded in the formal abstraction of
mathematical principles.(92) Realizing that
such a Platonic conception of natural form fails to provide an adequate
foundation for research in the life sciences, Albert sought a distinctively
Aristotelian method of scientific definition. This he discovered in the reform
of Platonic division and he was concerned systematically to describe and apply
a valid form of nonaccidental division capable of producing rigorous and
complete scientific descriptions of observed phenomena.
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Albert’s treatment of division anticipates recent developments in Aristotle
studies that associate the reform of the method with the interpretation of the
zoological works as methodological applications of the Posterior Analytics
and Topics. Like many recent scholars, Albert did not consider these
logical works to provide a highly formalized deductive methodology quite
distinct from the nondeductive and varying methods of the zoological treatises.
Rather, he understood Aristotle’s zoological studies as exhibiting precisely
that two-staged methodology of theoretical description and causal demonstration
described in these logical works.(93) The
predemonstrative methods of the Topics aimed at dialectically
organizing the data derived from observation use division to provide the
descriptions contained in such scientific works as the History of Animals.
These rigorously produced descriptions provide the materials from which
explanatory demonstrations of the sort found in the Parts of Animals
and the Generation of Animals are constructed. Albert’s treatment of
Aristotelian division as well as his application of the method to his own
zoological studies indicates that he recognized that Aristotle’s logical works
articulate the methodology actually used in scientific research.


Albert’s treatment of Aristotelian division anticipates recent Aristotle
studies in another way as well. The recent discovery of the elements of
Aristotle’s reform of Platonic division has prompted scholars to a more
accurate appreciation of the nature and role of the zoological descriptions of
the History of Animals. Long considered Aristotle’s attempt at
zoological systematics, this work has recently been reinterpreted as a nontaxonomical
collection of morphological and functional descriptions of animals produced by
the application of Aristotelian division.(94)
Albert understood Aristotle’s classification of animals in the same way, 
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for he makes no reference to systematics in his commentaries and makes no
attempt at systematic taxonomy in his own zoological studies. It is evident in
Albert’s account of division given here that the notions of genus and species
refer to the same ontological relationship at each level they are used. Species
are always forms of genera and are arrived at by the specification of a
differentia. Genera are not necessarily continuous and may be of widely
differing types. Further, division into species is not always exhaustive, but
is only carried out to some limited extent relative to a specific explanatory
purpose. For Albert, as for Aristotle, the method of division is not aimed at a
general taxonomy of animal kinds. Rather, the function of division is
scientific discovery and definition for the purpose of causal explanation.(95)


Albert’s insistance that zoological researchers must avoid explaining
natural substances in terms of forms that do not exist in matter and derive
from material potentialities was born of his discovery of the sharp contrast of
the Platonic and Aristotelian conceptions of form. The significance of this
discovery concerns not only the proper interpretation of Aristotle’s science,
but the possibility of continued and future scientific research as well.
Crucially important to this possibility is the clear distinction between the
Platonic and Aristotelian methods of division and the development of proper
rules of division capable of producing the definitions necessary for causal
explanation of natural substances. After some 1500 years of neglect, Albert
revived and extended specific Aristotelian research programs in which the
method of division played a central role in scientific discovery. In light of
this, Albert’s treatment of division occupies a significant place in the
history of the development of scientific method.
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to describing this use of dichotomy discussed by Aristotle (De part.
animal. 1.3.643b9) as “discontinuous” (sine continuatione),
Albert also calls it “artless” (sine arte and inartificiali)
at De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 1 (Stadler, ed., 15:787.25-40). 


[bookmark: N_67_]67.
Albert
gives this example at De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c.1 (Stadler, ed.,
15:788.37-789.3), where he says that every dichotomous division must end with a
final species “because if one will divide man, … man falls only into
one differentia and not into many” (“quoniam si quis diviserit
hominem, … homo non incidit nisi in differentiam unam et non in
plures”). He cannot here intend a division of the genus “human
being,” because he immediately follows diviserit hominem with
“who is constituted through the final or otherwise most specific
species” (“qui constituitur per ultimam aut aliam speciem
specialissimam”). He must have in mind a definition of human being that is
attained by “collecting” all the differentiae that resulted in the final
form of human being. This reading is also supported by Albert’s own comment
immediately following this passage (Stadler, ed., 15:789.4-8; see note 70
below). 


[bookmark: N_68_]68.
“quod
impossibile quod aliquod singularium per se inveniatur sine altero dividentium:
omnia enim, quae sunt in communitate generis cadunt sub altero dividentium:
sicut quidam homines fingendo opinati sunt, quod impossibile unam solam per se
differentiam inveniri in rebus singularibus … sub unumquodque incidere in
multis differentiis” (“It is impossible that any specific individual
kind be discovered without other dividing differentiae, for everything in the
commonality of the genus falls under other dividing differentiae. It is
impossible that, as certain men have imagined, only a single differentia be
discovered by itself in individual things … rather, each individual falls
under many differentiae”) (De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 1
[Stadler, ed., 15:787.40-788.6]). 


[bookmark: N_69_]69.
“sed
propter naturam diffinitionis quae est ostendens rei quiditatem convertibilem
cum ipsa, accidit quod differentia ultima solum est differentia quae
convertitur” (De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 1 [Stadler, ed.,
15:788.25-27]); see also Quaestiones de animalibus 11, q. 7 (ed.
Colon., 12:221). 


[bookmark: N_70_]70.
“Declaratum
est igitur, quod multae differentiae immediate oppositae non debent esse
differentiae unius et eiusdem rei, quae uni et eidem divisioni sint attributae,
quia illae sunt immediate oppositae, sed ultima differentia debet esse tantum
una. Plures autem quae pluribus divisionibus attribuuntur, unius et eisudem rei
esse possunt” (De animalibus 11, tr.2, c. 1 [Stadler, ed.,
15:789.4-9]). 


[bookmark: N_71_]71.
That Albert
intends his account to be a guide to actual research is indicated by the titles
of the two chapters (beginning at Stadler, ed., 15:789.15) following the one
containing his critique of dichotomy. The first of these chapters raises the
question whether the researcher is to begin from universal genera (“Utrum
incipiendum sit ab universalibus an a particularibus?”) and the second indicates
how the researcher is to proceed from the definitions given through divisions
to causal explanation (“De quibus causae physicae sunt inquirendae et
qualiter”). At the very end of these texts (Stadler, ed., 15:796.12-16),
Albert remarks that the whole treatment of division has been discussed for the
sake of a scientific procedure that ought to be used in coming to know the
nature of animals (“et scientia qua uti debemus in cognoscendo naturans
animalium”). 


[bookmark: N_72_]72.
“Dubitabit
autem aliquis, quare duo genera animalium, scilicet animal aquosum quod est
piscis, et animal volatile quod est avis, non comprehenduntur nomine uno. Isti
enim modi animalium et alii quorum accidentia sunt contraria, recte etiam
nomine dividuntur” (“Someone will wonder why two kinds of animals,
namely aquatic animal (fish) and flying animal (bird), are not brought together
under one name. These kinds of animals and others that have contrary accidents
are rightly divided by name”) (De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 2
[Stadler, ed., 15:789.15-19]). 


[bookmark: N_73_]73.
“Verbi
gratia inter avem et avem quae sunt unius et eiusdem generis, est differentia
quae est secundum magis et minus in eadem natura, quoniam utraque est alata,
sed una est magis alata quae est longioris alae, et alia est minus alata quae
est alae brevioris” (De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 2 [Stadler, ed.,
15:789.28-32]). 


[bookmark: N_74_]74.
Kitchell
and Resnick translate this term as “proportional agreement”; see Albertus
Magnus On Animals, 885 n. 76. It is clear from Albert’s use of this and
similar terms (similitudo proportionalis, proportionantur ad unum,
proportionalitas ad idem, etc.) that he intends proportionality
primarily in the category of quantity. In this he is following Aristotle; see
James G. Lennox, “Aristotle on Genera, Species, and the More and the
Less,” Journal of the History of Biology 13 (1980): 321-46. This
does not rule out a qualitative proportional agreement between animal genera
with respect to analogous features such as feathers in birds and scales in fish
(Stadler, ed., 15:789.34-790.2) or human bone and fish spine (Stadler, ed.,
15:791.38-792.2). Albert notes that in such cases the agreement is functional (secundum
principium virtutis et operationis) rather than morphological (secundum
formam). 


[bookmark: N_75_]75.
This
example is based on De animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 2 (Stadler, ed.,
15:791.7-12): “Ita etiam loquendo de ave non est loquendum de quolibet
modo avium, sed de avis natura in communi: hoc enim genus, quod est avis, habet
modos specierum qui sunt individui secundum formam, licet dividantur secundum
materiam: et de talibus individuis speciebus est nobis loquendum, sicut est
passer et grus et aliae avium species specialissimae.” 


[bookmark: N_76_]76.
“Sic
igitur accipienda sunt communiter accidentia corporalia animalium in
magnitudine et parvitate et mollitie et duritie et lenitate et asperitate et
aliis accidentibus sibi similibus: et in omnibus hiis consideranda sunt
universalia, secundum quod magis et minus conveniunt animalibus” (De
animalibus 11, tr. 2, c. 2 [Stadler, ed., 15:792.3-7]). 


[bookmark: N_77_]77.
For a
general description of these books and of Albert’s personal animal studies, see
Kitchell and Resnick, Albertus Magnus On Animals, 22-42 and the
introduction and notes to Albert the Great, Man and the Beasts: De animalibus
(Books 22-26), trans. James J. Scanlan (Binghamton, N.Y.: Medieval &
Renaissance Texts & Studies, 1987). On Albert’s sources, see Pauline Aiken,
“The Animal History of Albertus Magnus and Thomas of Cantimpré,” Speculum
22 (1947): 205-25; and Miguel de Asúa, “El De animalibus de
Alberto Magno y la organización del discurso sobre los animales en el siglo
XIII,” Patristica et Mediaevalia 15 (1994): 3-26. 


[bookmark: N_78_]78.
De
avibus
comprises the whole of De animalibus 23 (Stadler, ed., 16:1430-1514). 


[bookmark: N_79_]79.
These
ornithological descriptions of birds of prey represent Albert’s most extended
avian studies. Drawing on his own observations as well as the work of numerous
experts, Albert treats several genera of raptorial birds including eagles,
hawks, and falcons. About half of De avibus is given over to a
separate treatise on falcons in twenty-four chapters (Stadler, ed.,
16:1453-93). For a general description and Albert’s sources, see Robin S.
Oggins, “Albertus Magnus on Falcons and Hawks,” in Albertus
Magnus and the Sciences, 441-62. 


[bookmark: N_80_]80.
For
Albert’s account of scientific narration (narratio) and its
relationship to scientific explanation (demonstratio) see the
references given in note 42 above. 


[bookmark: N_81_]81.
“In
hoc libro specialiter de natura avium agendum est, et quia omnis physica
consideratio de communibus ad particularia descendit, ideo primo in communi de
avium dicendum est natura, et postea secundum ordinem alfabeti Latini nominatim
aves secundum suas species et modos exprimantur” (De animalibus
23 [Stadler, ed., 16:1430.1-6]). 


[bookmark: N_82_]82.
See notes
73 and 74 above. 


[bookmark: N_83_]83.
“Licet
enim hic modus non omnino sit phylosophicus eo quod in ipso multotiens idem
repetitur, idcirco quod unum et idem multis convenit avibus, tamen ad
facilitatem operatur doctrinae, et hunc modum multi tenuerunt philosophorum”
(De animalibus 23 [Stadler, ed., 16:1430.6-9]). 


[bookmark: N_84_]84.
In the
preface to his commentary on the Historia animalium, Albert indicates
that this is Aristotle’s procedure as well; see De animalibus 1, tr.
1, c. 1 (Stadler, ed., 15:4.21-34). 


[bookmark: N_85_]85.
These
opening words of De avibus (De animalibus 23 [Stadler, ed.,
16:1430-33]) indicate that, while Albert drew his information from many
sources, his own presentation of it is organized with the requirements of
Aristotelian division in mind. For this reason, the divisions implicitly or
explicitly given in the text will be referred to Albert on the understanding
that, in some cases, Albert may have appropriated them from his sources. 


[bookmark: N_86_]86.
See
Stadler, ed., 16:1430-33; the remainder of book 23 is devoted to particular
descriptions according species arranged alphabetically by common name. 


[bookmark: N_87_]87.
De
animalibus
23 (Stadler, ed., 16:1438-39); see also Oggins, “Albertus Mangus on
Falcons and Hawks,” 446-47. 


[bookmark: N_88_]88.
De
falconibus,
cc. 1-4 (Stadler, ed., 16:1453-56). 


[bookmark: N_89_]89.
De
falconibus,
cc. 5-16, 24 (Stadler, ed., 16:1457-71, 1492-93); to these ornithological
descriptions Albert adds seven chapters (cc. 17-23) on the training, feeding,
and veterinary care of falcons (beginning at Stadler, ed., 16:1471). 


[bookmark: N_90_]90.
De
falconibus,
c. 8 (Stadler, ed., 16:1461-63); see also cc. 7 and 9 (Stadler, ed.,
16:1460-61, 1463). 


[bookmark: N_91_]91.
For
references, see Oggins, “Albertus Magnus on Falcons and Hawks,” 447f.



[bookmark: N_92_]92.
For the
identification of these contemporaries, see Weisheipl, “Albertus Magnus
and the Oxford Platonists,” 124-39; for a discussion of the metaphysical
foundations of natural science, see Benedict M. Ashley, “Albertus Magnus
on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, I, tract 1,” American Catholic
Philosophical Quarterly 70 (1996): 137-55. 


[bookmark: N_93_]93.
Concerning
the modern debate on this issue see Gotthelf and Lennox, eds., Philosophical
Issues in Aristotle’s Biology, 65-198. 


[bookmark: N_94_]94.
This was
first argued at length by Pierre Pellegrin, Aristotle’s Classification of
Animals, trans. Anthony Preus (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1986); see also Balme, “Aristotle’s Use of Division and
Differentiae,” 80-85; and Lennox, Aristotle’s Philosophy of Biology,
7-71. 


[bookmark: N_95_]95.
For a brief
account of Albert’s place in the history of interpretation of Aristotle’s History
of Animals as zoological systematics, see Michael W. Tkacz, “Albert
the Great and the Interpretation of Aristotle’s Historia animalium,”
Proceedings of the PMR Conference 18 (1993-94): 217-27. 
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IN OCTOBER 2007 the Joint International Commission for Theological Dialogue
between the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church published
“Ecclesiological and Canonical Consequences of the Sacramental Nature of
the Church: Ecclesial Communion, Conciliarity and Authority.” The document
has been greeted with much satisfaction insofar as Orthodox agree with
Catholics that the bishop of Rome is the first of the “patriarchs” in
the universal Church. Moreover, in comparison with previous documents which
strongly if not exclusively emphasized the Church as sacramental
communion (in baptism, Eucharist, and episcopal ordination), the Ravenna
statement gives a higher profile to the necessity of canonical
legitimacy in the episcopate. One may hope for future agreement on the nature
and consequences of the primacy of the bishop of Rome in the universal Church.


However, the Ravenna statement also opines that there cannot be an
ecumenical council in the strict sense as long as the Churches are divided.
This assertion is both problematic and a consequence of unresolved theological
tensions that characterize the document as a whole. The present article will
examine these tensions and suggest that they arise from deeply rooted
presuppositions in recent ecclesiology that need to be re-examined in light of
the integral Tradition of the Church. 
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I.


Noticeable in the Ravenna statement is a tendency to conceive the Church’s
being and nature as sacramental in such a way that baptism, “apostolic
succession” understood as episcopal ordination, and Eucharistic celebration
suffice to make “the Church” be. The consequence of this sacramental
sufficiency is language that views “canonical” structures as only
“expressions” of the mystery of koinonia. The overall tone
of the document is set in the following passage:


On the basis of
these common affirmations of our faith, we must now draw the ecclesiological
and canonical consequences which flow from the sacramental nature of the
Church. Since the Eucharist, in the light of the Trinitarian mystery,
constitutes the criterion of ecclesial life as a whole, how do institutional
structures visibly reflect the mystery of this koinonia? Since the one
and holy Church is realised both in each local Church celebrating the Eucharist
and at the same time in the koinonia of all the Churches, how does the
life of the Churches manifest this sacramental structure? Unity and
multiplicity, the relationship between the one Church and the many local
Churches, that constitutive relationship of the Church, also poses the question
of the relationship between the authority inherent in every ecclesial
institution and the conciliarity which flows from the mystery of the Church as
communion.(1)


To say only that “institutional structures” must
“reflect” the communion of the Church tends to superpose
“institution” over “communion,” such that the Church would
exist essentially as communion, while relations of hierarchical subordination
would be accidental, no matter how normal or desirable. 


Despite the diffusion of statements in modern theology such as “The
Church is a communion before it is an institution,” such a theory does not
do justice to authentic Christian life in the Church. Communion in the mystery
of Christ necessarily includes subordination to his visible representatives,
the successors of the apostles, and not only in the time of liturgical
celebration. For a Catholic, there is no licit sacramental communion without 
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hierarchical communion with the pope; the communion of the Church is
essentially hierarchical and canonical as well as sacramental. The Ravenna
statement seems to defend the contrary when it says that authority is an aspect
of every ecclesial “institution,” while conciliarity is said to
derive from the Church as communion. The Catholic would ask, isn’t the
authority instituted by Christ, the once visible and now invisible head of the
Church, also an invisible reality accepted in faith? 


A certain separation of sacramentality/mystery from hierarchy/jurisdiction
that characterizes contemporary ecclesi-ology is based on a dubious metaphysics
of ecclesial being that has become an unconscious thought pattern during the
last fifty years, reflecting the massive influence of the nineteenth-century
Tübingen school and some twentieth-century Orthodox theo-logians. Although the
leading theologian of the Tübingen school, Johann Adam Möhler, went through two
distinct phases in his work, such that his Symbolik corrects certain
aspects of his Die Einheit der Kirche, it is the perspectives of Die
Einheit der Kirche that have come to be simplified into an unconscious
dominant paradigm in mainstream Catholic ecclesiology.(2)
In the name of a return to biblical and patristic thought, supposed to have
been largely obliterated in the post-Tridentine period, the Church is sometimes
said to be communion, rather than a multitude of spiritual subjects in
hierarchical and spiritual communion. By the careless use of metaphorical
language no longer recognized as metaphorical, communion thereby loses its
being of quality, and through the force of the grammatical substantive comes to
be treated as if it were a mysterious substance, nature, or essence. 












Page 440


The paradoxical result is that the
multitude of persons ordered by sacramental signs and hierarchical relations,
who as such are the Church, is imagined as the locus of the entity
“the Church.” 


Problematic understandings of
ecclesial communion are sometimes derived from personalist-existentialist
Trinitarian theologies. These tend to reduce incomprehensible divine being to
interpersonal “communion,” which in turn becomes the inner
“essence” of the Church. The result is an obscuring not only of the
categorial distinctions of created being, but also of the very distinction of God
and creature. Insofar as traditional ontological categories are retained, it is
also affirmed that since the unity of the Church is the unity of the Trinity
where the persons are substantially one and equal, there can be no
subordination of local Churches; that the local Church is not a part of the
universal Church but each local Church is a realization of “the
Church.” As “realizations” of Church but not parts of the whole
Church, each Church is wholly Church as each divine person is wholly God.(3)


In reality, the patristic passages
usually quoted in this context do not support such an understanding of
“Church.” For example, when St. Cyprian in De oratione dominica 23
referred to the Church as a people united in the unity of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit, he was speaking in a paraenetic context of forgiveness,
peace, and concord as required by the Lord’s Prayer. Likewise, although the
passage from St. Basil (On the Holy Spirit 45) that the Ravenna
statement cites as support for the equality of local Churches does imply the
nonsubordination of the persons in their ontological perfection, nothing
indicates that Basil would have attributed the same type of unity to local
Churches as to divine persons. Nevertheless, this is precisely how readers
trained in communion ecclesiology might read the following commentary, found in
the Ravenna statement:
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Conciliarity
reflects the Trinitarian mystery and finds therein its ultimate foundation. The
three persons of the Holy Trinity are “enumerated,” as St Basil the
Great says (On the Holy Spirit, 45), without the designation as
“second” or “third” person implying any diminution or
subordination. Similarly, there also exists an order (taxis) among
local Churches, which however does not imply inequality in their ecclesial
nature.(4)


It is difficult to see how this passage leaves any possibility for the
divinely willed subordination of all local Churches to the Church presided over
by Peter’s successor.


In summary, the image of the Church as a mysterious divine entity wholly
“realized” in each local Church, which thereby fails to be considered
as a “part” of the universal Church, owes more to nineteenth- and
twentieth-century philosophies of organicism and Gemeinschaft than to
the Fathers of the Church.(5) In the following
lines, I summarize these philosophies against their historical background—in
broad strokes which, admittedly, could be nuanced—in order to show how they
produce an unhealthy tension between “communion” and authority in
modern ecclesiology.


The ancient city subsumed economy,
culture, and religion under an authority seen as divinely established—in
modern terms, there was no distinction between Gesellschaft and Gemeinschaft.
Christendom introduced the supernatural power of the Church 
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over man in his transcendent
dimension, thus allowing the political power to be seen as distinct and ordered
to earthly peace as its proximate end. Nevertheless Christendom everywhere saw
the political power as God-given and meant consciously to serve man’s eternal
salvation in indirect ways as its remote end, insofar as historical
circumstances and the capacities of the majority allowed. This was publically
manifested and accepted by all, in the liturgical coronation of rulers and in
myriad other ways. The liberal revolutions ruptured the ordering of earthly
justice and prosperity to man’s eternal end, effectively privatizing religion
and setting up the modern state, founded on the consensus of individuals
seeking mutually to secure their lives, property, and freedom. Idealist and
Romantic thought in turn accepted modern political society as a given,
eventually calling it Gesellschaft, but wanted to cultivate Gemeinschaft,
that is, human beings somehow one in spiritual communion and not reducible to a
sum of individuals contracting to found a coercive power for the sake of
self-defense and property. Law and power came to be associated exclusively with
Gesellschaft, while spiritual communion was the realm of natural and
organic unity in freedom. Thus, instead of retrieving and enriching the
classical Christian philosophy of society which saw human beings integrated
through relations of subordination and authority in view of the true human and
common good, relations which had constituted societies from a multitude of
families and institutions, Romantic philosophies tended to posit a false
opposition between the juridical and the spiritual-personal, a dichotomy
conceived in reaction to liberalism and alien to both premodern life and the
history of the Church. They concluded to a quasi-collective spirit that would
somehow constitute the essence of a given organic society. And instead of deepening
their understanding of hierarchical relations (the juridical element) and
integrating them with the mission of the Holy Spirit and supernatural grace
(the spiritual and personal element) as Pius XII and Charles Journet would do
in their teaching on the Mystical Body, theologians influenced by Romanticism tended
to imagine the Church as an “organic” 
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entity, collective life or spirit, to
which hierarchical relations would accrue more or less as excrescences.


When “the Church” is thus
conceived as a mysterious and even divine quasi-substance or nature located in
a given multitude of baptized persons with a bishop, there can and often does
result a denial that the local Church is a part of the universal Church,
insofar as each local Church is seen as a locus for the quasi-substantial
nature “Church.” And with the denial of the part-whole relationship
between local Churches and the universal Church, which Catholic faith sees
represented in the papacy and the episcopal body in hierarchical communion with
him, it becomes impossible to find ecumenical agreement on the nature of the
papacy and hierarchical communion in general.


Furthermore, the contemporary
reluctance to recognize hierarchical subordination of particular Churches to
the whole extends to all levels of the Church. The Ravenna statement perhaps
shows traces of this tendency in certain formulations that blur the doctrinal
authority of the magisterium, at least by omission. For example, paragraph 6
presents Trinitarian ecclesial communion in Romantic fashion, namely, as
“organic” without any mention of the head, organ of doctrinal and
disciplinary direction of the body. When paragraphs 7 and 8 attribute
“authority” to both the baptized lay believer and the bishop, it is
not clear how their “authority” and “responsibility” are to
be distinguished, and it is nowhere stated that in its analogically primary
sense “authority” can only be attributed to the hierarchy. Although
obedience to the bishop is clearly presented as essential to the communion of
the Church, there does not seem to be any place for authentic magisterium, that
is to say, the magisterium as proximate rule, criterion, or touchstone of
faith, for the sensus fidelium is defined without mention of the
faithful knowing the truth under the guidance of the magisterium (as the Second
Vatican Council has it).


The reality of authority is blurred
in these same paragraphs when the exercise of authority in a council is said to
depend on the criterion of communion itself. While this is true insofar as no
exercise of authority may damage faith and charity, the 
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presentation in the Ravenna statement
is one-sided, insofar as the exercise of apostolic authority by the hierarchy
charged with teaching the baptized in the power of Christ is a constitutive
element of communion itself. After the promulgation of the gospel was completed
by the apostolic Church, there is no faith in the full and ordinary sense of
the term if the gospel is not received directly or indirectly from the
authentic magisterium.(6) As it stands, paragraphs
7 and 8 can be interpreted to mean that communion and authority are distinct
realities in such a way that communion ontologically precedes authority and
judges it.


I now proceed to show how this
unresolved tension between communion and authority as these are understood by
the Ravenna agreed statement manifests itself in its treatment of ecumenical
councils.









II




The Ravenna statement seems to ground the authority of regional and ecumenical
councils in the communion between the participating Churches. This communion
consists in each Church’s being the Church catholic in a certain place, in the
one Eucharist celebrated by each and all of them, and in episcopal ordination
which must be conferred in each Church by bishops from other Churches who ordain
in the name of the whole episcopal body. There are possibilities for agreement
present in this statement, but I would argue that Orthodox theology would
reject such possibilities—and indeed does so in another passage of the
document.


A Catholic theologian could first
point out that on the one hand the Ravenna statement actually implies the
subordination of each particular Church to the universal Church, insofar as the
ordaining bishops must act in the name of the whole episcopate of
which the pope is the protos. An ordaining bishop could not act 
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in the name of the whole episcopate
if the whole episcopate in the person of its head were to oppose the
ordination, as sometimes happens. This constitutes an initial basis for the
Catholic doctrine according to which the pope’s primacy of jurisdiction implies
that every bishop receives his canonical mission from God through the at least
tacit consent of the pope, or through his implicit and general consent to all
local order arising in communion of faith with him and not against his will.
This ensures the unity of all the Churches.(7)
Orthodox theology stands opposed to all this, in part because of its conviction
that the bishop of Rome, although protos among the “patriarchs,”
cannot determine anything without the 
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consent of all.(8)
And this in turn may be due to seeing each particular Church as a
consubstantial realization of Church, such that a particular Church is not
subordinate even to the bishop of Rome, who represents the whole Church in his
person.


In another passage, the Ravenna
statement says that the communion of all the Churches in the true faith, in
space and in time, is guaranteed if bishops in each Church succeed each other according
to “the canons.” Here too the document associates
“communion” closely with the canonical dimension, and seems to base
the authority of the canons themselves on the unanimous consent of a council of
bishops who recognize the first among them. Were this principle to be applied
at the universal level, the result would again be similar to the Catholic
understanding of the episcopal college with and under the pope, in its
magisterial and disciplinary dimensions. But here two problems also appear: (1)
it is stated that there can be no ecumenical council in the strict sense while
Catholic and Orthodox Churches are divided, and (2) the document attributes the
authority of ecumenical councils to the truth of their content in a way that
allows for debate among the faithful in the process of their reception. I will
examine these two problems and suggest remedies for both; they seem to be
consequences of the ecclesiological presuppositions summarized above, and so a
different and more traditional ecclesiological approach seems necessary.









III




The Ravenna statement asserts that if not all the Churches come to a council,
then there can be no ecumenical council in the strict sense of the term. This
flows logically from the attribution of “being Church” to every local
Church insofar as the latter is considered to be “Church” tout court and only with
difficulty 
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acknowledged to be truly a part of
the universal Church. There is a presupposition here, which seems to consist in
the following implicit reasoning: since particular Churches unable or unwilling
to come to a council are nevertheless Church, it is the Church itself that is
not represented in this council, and thus such a council cannot be ecumenical.


A Catholic could make a distinction
that would allow him to say that during a schism there cannot be an ecumenical
council in the strict sense: in such circumstances it can be said that a
council convoked by the pope is formally ecumenical but not materially
ecumenical. It would not be materially ecumenical because every bishop
surrounded by baptized faithful is like proper “matter” for the form
of hierarchical communion with the pope, such that during a schism the Church
of Christ, and by extension an ecumenical council, is lacking a material and
potential part of its body while it remains outside communion. But given that
the Catholic Church in communion around the See of Peter is the Church of
Christ, a council convoked by the pope is formally ecumenical: it represents
the whole Church of Christ, insofar as it is an extraordinary actuation of the
universal magisterium composed of all bishops in communion with the head of the
episcopal college.


The ordinary and universal
magisterium, to which a bishop belongs not merely by episcopal consecration but
also by hier-archical communion with the visible head, belongs to the Church’s
divine constitution, which cannot be lost any more than its unity can be lost.
To say that on account of schism there cannot be an ecumenical council in the
strict sense is to say that the college of bishops no longer exists in the
strict sense, which is to say that the Church no longer exists in the strict
sense. Since these assertions are false, Florence, Trent, Vatican I, and
Vatican II were indeed formally ecumenical (and Florence was also materially
ecumenical).(9)
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A distinction between formal and
material ecumenicity of councils would flow from a similar distinction which
has been widely taught in Catholic ecclesiology between formal and merely
material apostolic succession. In this schema, validly ordained Orthodox
bishops who succeed to an historic see without the pope having named someone
else are considered to be in apostolic succession, but only materially. Their
rejection of papal authority deprives them of an essential element of apostolic
succession, namely, that ordinary jurisdiction which cannot be held over the
mystical body of Christ by someone who is separated from the unity of the body.(10)


Retrieving the material-formal
distinction and applying it to “particular Church” would allow
Catholic ecumenism to recog-nize the ecclesial elements present in the Orthodox
Churches while remaining in continuity with the Church’s own Tradition as
taught consistently by the popes, most notably since the Middle Ages and by Leo
XIII and Pius XII. In much Catholic reflection today on “particular
Church” there seems to be a difficulty. On the one hand, the Orthodox
particular Churches are said to be wounded in their very being as particular
Churches insofar as Petrine communion is intrinsic and not extrinsic to being a
particular Church. But on the other hand, the Orthodox Churches are called
“true particular Churches,” in contrast with the Reformation communions.(11) If Petrine communion is intrinsic to
particular Churches, and some particular Churches lack this communion, how can
the “wound” not be mortal? In other words, how can the Churches in
question be “true” particular 
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Churches if they lack an intrinsic
and not merely an extrinsic element?


One way to understand the phrase
“true particular Churches” would be to say that, in contrast with the
Reformation communities, the presence of valid bishops surrounded by baptized
faithful makes Orthodox Churches images of the universal Church.(12)
They are in this sense true particular Churches, in contrast to communities
that lack validly ordained bishops. Having bishops whose episcopal character
makes them apt to be heads of a portion of Christ’s flock, they are images of
the universal Church whose visible head is the Vicar of Christ the invisible
head. They are proper “matter” for being particular Churches within
the Catholic Church. All that is lacking to these groups of the baptized with
bishops is the form of doctrinal and hierarchical communion with the pope. They
would once again be Churches within the one Church if their bishops were to
enter into hierarchical communion with the pope. But as long as Petrine
communion is lacking, they are true particular Churches in an analogical sense:
disposed matter for or of a particular Catholic Church.(13)


As mentioned at the end of part II
above, the Ravenna statement’s tendency to horizontalism in questions of faith
and the authentic magisterium is clearest when it says that decisions of an 
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ecumenical council are subject to
discernment and debate in the process of reception. If “decisions”
includes definitions of faith, then it is unclear how this statement is
compatible with faith in the infallibility of the authentic magisterium when it
intends to define and hand on the truth of revelation. A Christian cannot
consider authentic definitions of faith as subject to discernment: they are of
themselves criteria of discernment. When the document says bishops in council
are “bearers of and give voice to the faith of” their Churches (par.
38), it says the inverse of a passage in St. John Damascene:


[Y]ou enrolled me
among the children of your holy and spotless Church… . You let me graze in
green pastures, refreshing me with the waters of orthodox teaching at the hands
of your shepherds. You pastured these shepherds, and now they in turn tend your
chosen and special flock. Now you have called me, Lord, by the hand of your
bishop to minister to your people… . And you, O Church, are a most
excellent assembly, the noble summit of perfect purity, whose assistance comes
from God. You in whom God lives, receive from us an exposition of the faith
that is free from error, to strengthen the Church, just as our Fathers handed
it down to us.(14)




The Ravenna statement is consistent in its own very different approach: as its
metaphysics of Church makes it difficult to see a local Church as a part of the
Church subordinate to an ecumenical council or the pope, since each local
Church is the realization of the Church as such, so the baptized lay faithful
do not receive the faith from their pastors as from an infallible authority,
since their communion is seen as a criterion for the exercise of authority. For
many contemporary theologians whose language is perhaps echoed in the Ravenna
statement, this criterion is a single consciousness of faith of the Church as a
spiritual reality. 









IV




I conclude with some suggestions for an approach based on the Tradition which
would avoid the two problems identified in the Ravenna statement. 
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Rather than beginning ecclesiology with the local Church conceived in a
purely sacramental way, or with a metaphysically problematic notion of
“mystery,” it is the whole Church of Christ with its twofold
hierarchy of (sacramental) order and jurisdiction that needs to be the object of
study. The best of the Catholic ecclesiological “manuals” of the
early- and mid-twentieth century, supported by the teaching of Popes Leo XIII,
Pius XI, and Pius XII, integrate episcopal order and jurisdiction in a
scriptural, patristic, and theological synthesis that shows how the Holy Spirit
imparts the power to rule—that is, wills a bishop to rule—only on condition
of the at least general and tacit consent of the pope, head of the episcopal
college to whom obedience is due.


This obedience to the pope is not a purely Latin theologoumenon; a
remarkable post-schism text from St. Symeon of Thessalonika accepts obedience
to the pope in principle: 


Let [the Latins]
only show that the pope perseveres in the faith of Peter … and we
acknowledge in him all the privileges of Peter, and we recognize him as the
leader, as the head and supreme pontiff… . . [W]e will proclaim him truly
apostolic and we will consider him the first of the pontiffs and we will obey
him not only as Peter, but as if he were the Savior himself.(15)


It was in the context of this teaching common to the West and (in admittedly
lesser degree) the East that Leo XIII pointed out in Satis cognitum
that schismatic bishops do not have ordinary (temporally indefinite and
habitual) jurisdiction. Canonists and theologians have long explained how such
bishops can enjoy a “supplied” (punctual) jurisdiction from the
general consent of the pope for each ministerial act necessary for the
salvation of a soul in good faith. The theological and canonical principles
sum-marized in this section would therefore allow the Church to recognize
elements of truth and sanctification in the Orthodox Churches while continuing
to maintain that only the Catholic Church, existing in and from the Churches in
Petrine communion, is the Church of Christ endowed with formal and complete
apostolic succession.
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The distinction of formal apostolic succession from the merely material yet
real succession in the post-schism Orthodox Churches would allow the pope
today, as in the Middle Ages, to invite Orthodox bishops to an ecumenical
council for dogmatic agreement and reunion, without implying that the council
would not be formally ecumenical if some declined to attend or failed to agree
to the definitions made.


The distinction also allows us to understand the varying phenomena of papal
relations with schismatic Orthodox nations and their Churches through the
centuries. For example, when popes recognized or appointed Catholic patriarchs
over historic sees and provinces returning to or manifesting full communion,
there was the implication that the Eastern Catholic Church in question would be
the same Church as the pre-schism Church founded by an apostle or the first
evangelizers. In the papal mind, it was the Catholic patriarch who would have
ordinary juris-diction over all the faithful of that tradition. In other times
and places, there is no Catholic patriarch for an ancient Church, or he
co-exists with an Orthodox counterpart normally referred to as a patriarch by
the pope. How shall we understand the diverse phenomena?


Where there are simultaneous Eastern Catholic and corresponding Orthodox
Churches, we could say that it is the Catholic patriarch who, with Petrine
communion, possesses jurisdiction over all the baptized of that tradition and
territory, that is, all those who actually or by right should belong to that
historic Church.(16) His Orthodox counterpart is the object of the pope’s willingness,
that is, a tentative but not yet effective will, 
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canonically to assign him that
portion of the faithful who do not yet recognize the Catholic patriarch, if
that would facilitate their return to unity, or some as yet unspecified portion
of the faithful after new elections and designations, once full communion shall
(hopefully) be proclaimed.(17)


Where there is no Catholic patriarch,
a schismatic patriarchal Church can be understood as an ancient canonical
framework (object of an intention in the mind and will of the pope and the
universal Church involving persons and territory) in which regularly elected
bishops enjoy tacit papal approbation of the electors’ choice.(18) As seen above, this choice provides de
facto and material possession of a see linked with the apostles, but not
actual jurisdiction in the sight of God, due to the obstacle of refusal of
submission to the pope. Both where there is and where there is not a Catholic
patriarch, the partial recognition of a schismatic patriarch by the pope does
not effectively communicate jurisdiction, according to the teaching of Leo XIII
and common doctrine.(19)
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Finally, the Ravenna statement does
not mention the guidance of the magisterium when it presents the sensus
fidelium, quoting St. John on the anointing of the faithful in this
context. While the scriptural passage does indeed speak about supernatural and
divine faith without referring to the external rule of faith which is the
unanimous authentic magisterium of the apostles and their successors, it does
not imply that faith does not need this external rule as a dimension of its
formal object. When John says the faithful have no need for anyone to teach
them, “anyone” refers to the heretics who claim to have something to
teach, not to the apostles and their legitimate successors. Taking all the
relevant scriptural passages into account, St. Thomas Aquinas’s theology of
faith shows how the instinct and habit of faith incline one to the First Truth
manifested in Scripture as taught by the Church, over whom the pope enjoys
universal jurisdiction and the authority to define articles of the Creed, an
authority implicitly understood to be infallible. It is not the case that faith
belongs to communion, and authority only to institution, as often implied by
modern ecclesiologies; rather, the one light of faith which shines on God’s
revealed truth also identifies the authentic magisterium established by Christ
to present it to us. In this way, the Church’s believing the divine Word has a
structure such that the authentic magisterium of the pastors headed by Peter’s
successor infallibly believes the Word by proclaiming it in medio
ecclesiae, while the lay faithful, anointed by the Spirit, believe it by
repeating it from the lips of their pastors. In this way one voice of one
Teacher is echoed by an ecclesial confession made audibly one through the one
voice of Peter’s successor, criterion of the Church’s faith in her ordinary and
extraordinary magisterium, and thereby principle and foundation of unity.
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SAINT THOMAS AQUINAS MAINTAINS that, although God is neither directly nor
indirectly the cause of sin,(1) still God does
cause the act of sin. Having demonstrated the existence of a single unmoved
source of all motion and cause of all being apart from itself, and having
identified this being with God, he notes that it simply follows that the act of
sin, insofar as it is a movement and a being, has God as cause. Thus, when
Aquinas asks “Whether the act of sin is from God?” he derives his
answer as an inevitable consequence from his prior conclusions in natural
theology:


The act of sin is a
movement of the free will. Now the will of God is the cause of every movement,
as Augustine declares (De Trin. iii. 4, 9). Therefore, God’s will is
the cause of the act of sin.


The act of sin is
both a being and an act; and in both respects it is from God. Because every
being, whatever the mode of its being, must be derived from the First Being, as
Dionysius declares (Div. Nom. 5). Again every action is caused by
something existing in act, since nothing produces an action save insofar as it
is in act; and every being in act is reduced to the First Act, viz. God, as to
its cause, Who is act by His Essence. Therefore, God is the cause of every
action insofar as it is an action.(2)
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Within the context of Aquinas’s overall metaphysics, consistency requires
one to conclude that God causes the act of sin.(3)


A problem remains, however, regarding
how God could cause the act of sin without causing sin itself. Aquinas attempts
to solve this problem by arguing that a sin is not just an act, but an act with
a defect, and that it is the defect that renders the act sinful. To cause a
sin, therefore, one must cause both the act and the defect.(4)
But, while the creature causes both,(5) God does
not cause the defect, but only the act:


God is the cause of
every action, insofar as it is an action. But sin denotes a being and an action
with a defect: and this defect is from a created cause, viz., the free will, as
falling away from the order of the First Agent, viz., God. Consequently, this
defect is not reduced to God as its cause, but to the free will… .
Accordingly, God is the cause of the act of sin: and yet He is not the cause of
sin, because He does not cause the act to have a defect.(6)


Although God causes the act of sin, he does not cause the sin itself, since
he does not cause the defect that renders the act sinful. The cause of the sin
itself, therefore, is the creature, who causes both the act and the defect.


In what follows, I explicate and defend Aquinas’s solution by addressing two
objections to which it may appear vulnerable. The objections will serve a
heuristic purpose, enabling us better to understand Aquinas’s solution by
seeing how it escapes the objections. The first objection is set out as a
dilemma, and resolved in section I; its resolution gives rise to a second
objection, set out in section II. There I argue that the best-known 
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defense of Aquinas’s solution—that given by Jacques Maritain—fails as a
response to the second objection. Nevertheless, I argue in section III that the
second objection can be answered by attending to Thomistic principles for
referring effects to causes. Not only can the objection be addressed on
Aquinas’s terms, but the principles for addressing it are intuitively and
philosophically plausible.


My approach will be systematic, rather than historical, in that I will
largely ignore questions of development across texts, and focus instead on
showing that there is a viable, Thomistic solution to our problem, extractable
from (or at least consistent with) Aquinas’s corpus as a whole. There are two
assumptions I will make in my defense of Aquinas’s solution. The first is that
evil is privation, the lack of perfection due to some subject, which subject,
considered in itself, is good.(7) Aquinas’s
understanding of sinful acts clearly presupposes the privation account. The act
of sin, qua being and act, is good; the defect that makes the act
sinful is a privation, in particular, a lack of conformity to moral rule or
order. As lacks or absences, evils do not have being or esse.
Consequently, we do not have to say that God causes the defects simply in
virtue of his being the cause of all esse apart from himself. To be
sure, that privations lack esse does not by itself mean that God does
not cause the defect in the act of sin. Privations still have causes,(8) and given that the defect is reducible to the
creature as cause, we might wonder whether it is not also reducible to God.
Still, presupposing the privation view does mean that the very reason that
leads us to identify God as cause of the act of sin—that God causes all esse
other than himself—will not by itself force us to identify God as cause of the
defect that renders the act sinful.












Page 458


The second point I will take for
granted is that God’s causing creaturely acts is consistent with intellectual
creatures’ being free in the sense required for moral responsibility.(9) This point would be denied by many contemporary
philosophers of religion, but it seems clearly to represent Aquinas’s own view.
Indeed, his whole discussion of whether God can cause the act of sin without
causing sin itself would make very little sense absent this pre-supposition. An
act is not sinful if it is not one for which the agent is morally responsible.(10) Consequently, were God’s causing a creature’s
act incompatible with that creature’s being morally responsible for the act,
then God’s causing acts of sin would be impossible, and the problem of this
article would never even arise.(11)
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I. A First Objection









A) A First Objection and
Aquinas’s Solution


According to Aquinas, God causes the
act of sin, but only the sinner causes both the act and the defect that renders
the act sinful. Thus, only the sinner, and not God, is cause of the sin. Our
first objection takes the form of a dilemma:


(1) Either the
sinner does something to make the act defective, or it is not the case that the
sinner does something to make the act defective.

(2) If it is not the case that the sinner does something to make the act
defective, then the defect cannot be causally reduced to the sinner.

(3) If, on the other hand, the sinner does do something to make the act
defective, then, since this doing will be an action, it will be caused by God,
thus making the defect causally reducible to both the sinner and God.

(4) Therefore, either the defect cannot be causally reduced to the sinner, or
the defect will be causally reducible to both the sinner and God.


The dilemma poses a clear challenge to Aquinas’s position, for the
conclusion denies that the defect in an act of sin could be reducible to the
sinner as its cause without also being reducible to God. Premise (1) is an
unimpeachable, logical truth. So, in order to escape the dilemma, Aquinas will
have to reject (2) or (3).


Rejecting (3) does not appear to be an especially promising means of escape.
Aquinas is clearly committed to the position that, if the creature does
something to make his act defective, that doing is caused by God, the first
cause of all doings. One might be tempted to argue that God could cause the
doing in virtue of which the sinner causes the defect without that defect’s
thereby being reduced to God’s causality as well. Yet it seems more 
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plausible to say that the cause of an act that causes a defect is likewise
the cause of the defect. Indeed, Aquinas would appear to accept this last
principle. When he asks whether God is the cause of evil, he answers in the
affirmative with respect to what we might call privations of first act, that
is, privations of some form or part required for the integrity of a thing.
Privations such as these are at least often explicable in terms of one creature
acting at the expense of another. That is, the activity of one creature has as
a side effect the privation of some good in another, as when a lamb is deprived
of bodily integrity on account of the action of a lion, or oxygen is deprived
of its form through the activity of fire. In all such cases, God is the first
cause of the creaturely activities that result in such privations, and thus
Aquinas concludes that these privations are reducible to God.(12)
By parity of reasoning, therefore, it looks as though Aquinas should also hold
that the defect in the act of sin is reducible to God, if, indeed, the sinner
does something to make the act defective and the sinner’s doing has God as
cause. In other words, it looks as though Aquinas’s own principles commit him
to the truth of (3).


It appears, then, that Aquinas’s best
hope of escaping the first objection is to reject premise (2) of the dilemma.
Is it the case that the defect in a sinful act can be reduced to the sinner
only if the sinner does something to make the act defective? As it
turns out, Aquinas thinks not. Indeed, for Aquinas, the defect is introduced
into the act of sin precisely because of what the sinner doesn’t do.
Herein lies what, for Maritain, is “one of the most original of
[Aquinas’s] philosophical discoveries.”(13)
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In addition to privations of first
act, Aquinas distinguishes a second general category of evil: privations of
second act. These privations consist in an absence of due operation or activity,
which absence can occur either because a creature fails to perform an activity
that it should, or because it performs an activity that is defective. While a
substance’s suffering a privation of first act is often explicable in terms of
the activity of another substance, as when a lamb is deprived of limb and blood
due to the activity of a lion, Aquinas tells us that privations of second act
are caused by some defect in the agent:


In action evil is
caused by reason of the defect of some principle of action, either of the
principal or instrumental agent; thus the defect in the movement of an animal
may happen by reason of the weakness of the motive power, as in the case of
children, or by reason only of the ineptitude of the instrument, as in the
lame.(14)


We are now in a position to see how Aquinas rejects premise (2) of the
dilemma. Since the defect in an act of sin is clearly a species of privation of
second act, this defect will be caused by some prior defect in the sinful
agent. But, as it turns out, this prior defect is a certain absence of action
on the part of the sinner—not a doing, but rather a not-doing. Consequently,
Aquinas can deny the claim that the defect in the act of sin is reduced to the
sinner only if the sinner does something to introduce this defect. On the
contrary, the defect in the act of sin is reduced to the sinner precisely in
virtue of what the sinner does not do.


What, then, is this absence of action, or not-doing, that constitutes the
defect in the sinner in virtue of which the defect in the act of sin is caused?
Aquinas speaks of this not-doing variously as the sinner’s not subjecting
himself to (non subiicit se),(15) not
attending to (non attendere),(16) not
using (non uti),(17) not applying (non
adhibere),(18) or his moving to act
without actual consideration 
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of (sine actuali consideratione),(19) his proper rule, the rule of reason and the
divine law. Thus, according to Aquinas, “In voluntary things the defect of
action comes from the will actually deficient in as much as it does not
actually subject itself to its proper rule.”(20)
Again, “Non-use of the rule of reason and divine law is presupposed in the
will before disordered choice.”(21)


If Aquinas’s teaching regarding what
accounts for the defect in the act of sin proves defensible, then he can
successfully escape the first objection by rejecting premise (2), since it will
be possible to reduce the defect in the sinful act to the sinner on the basis
of a not-doing, rather than a doing. In fact, it is not entirely clear how
Aquinas’s teaching is to be understood. The places where he discusses or refers
to the teaching are few and relatively brief.(22)
Within those texts, as we have seen, he employs diverse language to describe
the absence of action at the root of sin, leading one to wonder, for example,
whether “not considering” and “not using” the rule refer to
one and the same type of not-doing, or whether they name different sorts of
not-doings in terms of which the defect in the act of sin can be explained.
Furthermore, how one interprets the not-doing at the root of sin may pivot on
one’s understanding of other issues in Aquinas’s general action theory.(23)


One thing that is clear is that
Aquinas thinks this not-doing, this defect in the sinner that gives rise to the
defect in the act of sin, must satisfy the following four conditions.(24) First, this defect 
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is a defect in the will rather than
being in some other power.(25) This condition
is especially worth noting since, as I will point out, the proximate or
immediate cause of the defect in the act of sin is actually something missing
in the sinner’s reason, not in his will. Tracing this lack in the reason to a
non-performance of the will is necessary to secure the sinner’s responsibility
for the defect in the act of sin. It is also fitting that the defect in the
sinner that gives rise to the defect in the act of sin be located in the will
rather than in the reason. For, although both will and intellect are 
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principles of action,(26)
the will, as an appetitive faculty, takes primacy over the intellect as a
principle of action, since all action is for the sake of an end desired by
appetite.(27)


The second condition is that the
defect in the sinner be voluntary, not just in the sense of being of the will,
but in the sense that it is something with respect to which the sinner has
control.(28) Were the defect that gives rise to
the defect in the act of sin not something the sinner could have avoided, then
the sinner would not be responsible for the defective character of the sinful
act that results. By characterizing the defect in the sinner as a not-doing,
Aquinas not only locates the defect in the will, the chief principle of doing,
but also highlights the character of the defect as voluntary, since although
the sinner does not in fact consider the rule, he could have.


The third condition required of the
defect that gives rise to the defect in the act of sin is that it be in some
relevant sense prior to the defect in the sinful act.(29)
Were the defect not prior, it could not serve as an explanation or cause of the
defect in the act of sin. The fourth condition is that this prior defect not
itself be sinful, not even a sin of omission.(30)
If the not-doing were a sin, this would merely push the question concerning the
cause of sin a step back, for then the non-consideration or non-use of the rule
would constitute a new sin that needs explaining. If we had to explain this new
sin by appeal to yet a prior sinful non-consideration, we would be headed for
an infinite regress in our attempt to account for the defective character of
the first sin we set out to explain. Aquinas, therefore, insists that the
non-consideration of the rule, though voluntary, is not itself a sin.



















Page 465


B) Two Ways of Understanding
Aquinas on the Non-Consideration or Non-Use of the Rule


Having specified the conditions that
must be satisfied by the non-consideration, or non-use, of the rule if it is to
be the defect that explains the defect in the act of sin, we will shortly be in
a position to discuss two ways in which Aquinas’s teaching might be understood.
As a preface to this discussion, however, it will be helpful to return to the
remark above, that the proximate or immediate cause of the defect in the act of
sin is actually some-thing missing in the reason, rather than the will.(31) As is well known, although Aquinas holds that
choice is substantially an act of the will, he also holds that each choice is
for an object as presented to the will by reason. Every choice is made
according to some order of reason. Thus, even though reason does not move the
will with respect to its exercise, its choosing or not-choosing, nevertheless
by providing the object and order according to which a choice is made, it does
move the will in the manner of a formal principle, supplying the species for
that choice.(32) For every sinful choice,
therefore, the proximate cause or explanation of the defect in that choice will
be something lacking in the reason that provides the order according to which
the choice is made. Something will be missing from that order of reason with
the consequence that there will be a privation in the act elected under that
order.


The foregoing can be made more
concrete by recalling that, for Aquinas, choosing has a syllogistic structure.
Choice, or at least the judgment from which choice follows, is understood by
Aquinas to be the conclusion of a practical syllogism, a conclusion 
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drawn from a general, major premise
about what is desirable, or what ought (or ought not) to be done, together with
a minor premise that frames the act chosen as an instance of the general type
referred to in the major. On this analysis, my choice to take a walk this
morning was a conclusion drawn from the major premise “Would that I take
some exercise,” or alternatively, “I ought to take some
exercise,” and the minor, “To walk this morning would be to take some
exercise.” The premises of the syllogism constitute at least a portion of
the content of reason’s deliberation prior to choice, a deliberation that
terminates the instant a choice is drawn as a conclusion from these premises.(33)


Since my present concern involves
sinful choice, I will take a sinful choice as an example. Suppose I choose to
lie for the sake of averting embarrassment. Such a choice is drawn from the
following premises, which premises also constitute the order of reason
according to which the choice is made:
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(A) Would that I avert
embarrassment.

(B) Telling this lie will avert embarrassment.




My choice to lie is, of course, largely explained by my desire to avert
embarrassment coupled with my recognition that lying will help me avert it. Yet
the defect that renders my act sinful, its lack of conformity to moral rule, is
explicable by the fact that the order of reason according to which I make this
choice has something important missing, namely, the precept against lying. Consider
the alternative pair of premises:




(C) No lie is to be
told


.(D) The act I am contemplating is a lie.




(C) is the precept against lying and (D) the judgment that the act in question
constitutes a lie. To choose under this order of reason is to choose to refrain
from lying. Since one cannot choose to lie and to refrain from lying at the
same instant, any choice to lie will be made under an order of reason other
than that given by (C) and (D). Speaking more generally, any choice of a sinful
act will be made under an order of reason that does not include the precept
against that act. Thus, in every sinful act, the defect in the act, the act’s
lack of conformity to moral rule, can be explained by the fact that the moral
rule was missing from the order of reason according to which the choice of the
act was made. The proximate cause of the defect in the act of sin, therefore,
is something missing in the order of reason that specifies the act.


With these preliminaries behind us, we are now in a position to consider the
aforementioned two ways of understanding the non-consideration or non-use of
the rule. On a first way of understanding the teaching, the fact that the rule
was missing from the order of reason according to which the sinful choice was
made can be explained by the sinner’s not actually considering or attending to
the relevant precept at the moment of choice.(34)
This 
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not attending can consist in a
failure to think about the rule at all prior to choice, or it can consist in
thinking about the rule, but then turning one’s thoughts away from the rule and
toward what makes the act attractive at some time before the choice is made.(35) To return to the example above, I may never
think about (C) and (D), or I may, prior to choosing, abandon my thought of (C)
and (D) in order to focus on (A) and (B). Either way, the defect in my act of
lying can be explained by the fact that I was not actually considering the rule
at the time of choosing. Thus, I did not have in mind the rule from which I
might have chosen to refrain from lying, and the rule was missing from the
order of reason specifying my choice.(36) On
this first interpretation, the reason the 
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choice is made according to an order
of reason lacking the rule is that the creature does not have the rule in mind
at the moment of choice.


On a second interpretation, by
contrast, the creature can have multiple orders of reason in mind at the time
of choice, including the one that contains the rule. Thus, at the instant of
choice, I might be thinking on the orders represented by both (A) and (B), and
(C) and (D). It is within my power to choose under, and thus assent to, either
of these orders. If my choice is made under the latter, then the will has
applied (used, subjected itself to) the rule. If my choice is made under the
former, then the will has not subjected itself to the rule, and a defective act
results, which defect in the act can be explained by the fact that the rule was
missing from the order under which the choice was made.(37)


 


C) The Plausibility of Aquinas’s
Solution


Is Aquinas’s teaching on either of
these interpretations plausible? Objections could be raised against both
versions of the account. It seems, however, that Aquinas’s account on the whole
can be defended.
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To consider an initial objection that
goes against both versions, one might argue that either version works only on
the supposition that the defect in every sinful act is a lack of conformity to
some rule. But, it might be insisted, not every sinful act is sinful because it
belongs to an act-type or species, such as lying, that falls under negative
precept. Some actions are wrong, not because they violate a rule or precept,
but because of other factors, such as unsuitable circumstances or bad motives,
that vitiate the act. If not every sinful act is defective because of its lack
of conformity to moral rule, then we will not be able to explain the defect in
every sinful act by virtue of the sinner’s non-consideration, or non-use, of
the rule.


In response to this objection, one
may say that, while it can certainly be granted that not every sinful act is
wrong through belonging to an act-type (such as lying, adultery, murder, etc.)
that falls under negative precept, it remains the case that the defect in every
sinful act is a lack of conformity to moral rule or principle. Even if a sinful
act is not wrong by its species or type, we can still state why the
act is wrong, and to state why the act is wrong always involves
reference to some moral rule, principle, or consideration that the act is
violating. “Taking a walk,” for instance, does not fall under
negative precept. Yet, if the choice to take some particular walk is wrong, we
can say why it is wrong. Perhaps it is wrong because in taking the
walk the agent is shirking more important responsibilities, and it is wrong to
perform an act when doing so involves such shirking. Or perhaps the act is
wrong because it has an illicit motive, and it is wrong to act from an illicit
motive. The point is that in stating why taking the walk is wrong, we
have stated a moral rule to which the act does not conform. Note, further, that
had the agent considered and chosen under this rule, he would have chosen to
refrain from taking the bad walk. Thus, the defect in the sinful act of taking
a walk can be explained by the sinner’s not considering or not subjecting
himself to the relevant moral rule. Whether or not, then, a sinful act is
sinful by belonging to a type that falls under negative precept, it is still
sinful by lacking conformity to some 
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moral principle. This objection,
therefore, does not undermine Aquinas’s explanation of the defect in the act of
sin.


Turning to the first version of
Aquinas’s account, it seems that it clearly satisfies the four conditions laid
out above. The sinner’s non-consideration belongs to the will (condition 1) and
is voluntary (condition 2), since it is within the will’s power to direct the
intellect, or use it, to consider the rule.(38)
The non-consideration is prior to the defect in the act of sin (condition 3):
it is temporally prior, since the will either never directs the intellect to consider
the rule before choosing, or it ceases to direct the intellect to consider the
rule at some instant before making the election;(39)
it is explanatorily prior, since the non-consideration explains why the rule
was absent from the mind at the moment of choice, and hence missing from the
order of reason according to which the choice was made. Finally, the
non-consideration of the rule is not itself a sin (condition 4), for it is not
the simple not-considering of a negative precept that violates obligation, but
only the trespassing of that precept by acting contrary to it.(40)


Some have objected to Aquinas’s
account, on this first understanding, that it proves untrue to our experience
as agents. Desmond FitzGerald puts the objection well:


The difficulty that
has always bothered me … is that this theory implies that you cannot
psychologically consider the moral rule you are breaking while you are choosing
to break it. The defect or sin arises from the non-consideration of the rule at
the moment of choosing to do something immoral. But common experience confirms
our ability to look a moral principle in the face and defy it.(41)
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We know from sad experience that we sometimes make sinful choices despite
noting to ourselves prior to choosing that the choice in question is contrary
to moral precept. Thus, a simple failure to think about the rule at all prior
to choosing can hardly be the explanation for all sinful acts, even if it is
the explanation for some. Yet, FitzGerald seems to think that adequacy to our
experience demands not only that we be able to choose a sinful act after having
considered the moral rule at some point prior to choice, but also that we be
able to consider the rule and choose against it at the very same instant.
Since, on the first interpretation, Aquinas’s teaching explains the defect in
the act of sin by our having ceased to think about the rule at the moment of
choice, FitzGerald would judge the teaching, so interpreted, to be
psychologically unrealistic.


Individuals will have to judge for themselves whether they have had the
experience of choosing a sinful act at the very same instant they
consider the precept against the act. It is, however, consistent with the first
version of Aquinas’s account that the sinner cease considering the rule just
milliseconds before the sinful choice, and that he consider the rule again just
milliseconds after. Since it is doubtful that one could distinguish the
experience of a scenario like the one just suggested from the experience of
choosing sinfully at the very same instant one considers the precept, it is
likewise doubtful that experience shows Aquinas’s teaching on the first
interpretation to be inadequate. Certainly, this interpretation can accommodate
the sinner’s looking a moral principle in the face and defying it. The sinner
can do just that by considering the moral principle and then abandoning that
consideration to focus on, and swiftly choose for the sake of, that which makes
the sinful act attractive.


Still, it must be admitted that the first version of the account provides an
explanation for the defects in all acts of sin only on the supposition
that it is not possible to choose a sinful act at the same instant one
considers the precept against it. Suppose such a choice were possible. In that
case, the defects in such acts would not be explicable, as the first version
holds, in terms of the 
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sinner’s having ceased to consider the rule at the moment of sinful
election. Maritain, perhaps in an attempt to ward off this concern, denies that
it is possible for one considering the moral rule simultaneously to choose
against it.(42) Yet he offers no argument to
support this claim; nor does he refer to any text that shows that Aquinas
shares this supposition. An objector might protest that unless we can establish
that it is impossible to choose sinfully at the very instant one considers the
rule we have not shown that the first account provides an explanation for the
defects in all possible acts of sin.


Moving to the second version of
Aquinas’s account, however, we notice that it is not even superficially
vulnerable to the sort of objections raised against the first version. On the
second version, the sinner might have the rule before his mind at the very
instant he chooses against it. For instance, the sinner might simultaneously
have before his mind the order represented by (C) and (D) and the order
represented by (A) and (B). While cognizing the rule under the order of (C) and
(D), he nevertheless chooses to lie, electing under the order of (A) and (B)
instead. The defect in the act of sin is explicable by the fact that the sinner
did not subject his will to, or use, the rule, but instead elected under an
order of reason from which the rule was missing.


No one will be tempted to think that
the second interpretation of Aquinas’s account describes the situation of all
sinful choices. We know that in many cases of sinful choice the sinner either
never considers the rule or turns his attention away from the rule 
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prior to choosing. The second
version, therefore, should not be viewed as a rival account purporting to
explain the defects in all acts of sin. Rather, it should be viewed as
complementing the first version. By offering an explanation in terms of the
sinner’s not using or not electing under the rule he is considering, the second
version provides an account that works even if in some cases sinful choices are
made at the very instant the sinner considers the rule.(43)


Does the second version satisfy the
four conditions laid out by Aquinas? Although the proximate cause of the defect
in the act of sin is the absence of the rule from the order of reason under
which the sinner makes his choice, nevertheless, because it was within the
sinner’s power to elect under the order of reason that included the rule, this
lack in the specifying reason ultimately redounds to the will and is voluntary.
Conditions 1 and 2 are thereby satisfied.


Condition 4 demands that the
not-doing that explains the defect in the act of sin not itself be a sin. Yet,
it might be objected that, for example, not electing under the order
represented by (C) and (D) is already sinful, and thus that condition 4 is not
met on the second interpretation. On closer reflection, however, we can see
that condition four is met. What would it be to use the rule, that is, to elect
under an order such as (C) and (D), which includes the rule? To elect under (C)
and (D) would be to make the choice not to tell this lie (the lie
being contemplated). Yet, while it violates moral precept to tell a lie, and
while electing under (C) and (D) would, at least at the instant in question, be
to make the choice not to tell this lie, nevertheless, simply not
making the choice not to tell this lie violates no moral precept.
Again, I am morally obligated not to tell lies, and thus any lie constitutes a
sin. But I am not under a similar obligation to draw as the conclusion of a
practical syllogism the choice not to tell this lie. Thus, I do not
sin simply by not making this choice, even though I do sin by 
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lying, and even though by choosing
not to tell the lie I would have avoided sinning.


Apart from Maritain’s objection that
it is simply not possible to act against the rule while considering it, the
chief objection to the second version is that it violates condition 3. This
condition holds that the not-doing that constitutes the defect that explains
the defect in the act of sin must be prior to the defect in the act of
sin. On the second interpretation the sinner does not fail to consider or cease
to consider the rule before the sinful choice is made. On the contrary, the
rule is before his mind at the very instant he makes the sinful election, and
the not-doing is simply his failure to elect under the rule at that same
instant. Thus, on the second interpretation, the not-doing that is supposed to
explain the defect in the act of sin does not take place prior to the
defective, sinful choice. But, in that case, it appears that condition 3 is
left unsatisfied.


The answer to this objection is that,
although on the second version the sinner’s not-doing (his not using the rule,
or not electing under the order that includes the rule) is not temporally prior
to the sinful choice, it is nevertheless prior in the order of explanation. To
see how it is prior in the order of explanation, we will have to wait until
section III, which discusses in more detail the way in which not-doings can be
explanatory. The discussion in section III will show that this chief objection
to the second version can be answered.


Aquinas’s solution to the problem of
how God can cause the act of sin without causing the sin itself is to hold
that, even though God causes the act of sin, he does not cause the defect that
vitiates the act. Since the defect is reducible to the sinner alone, the sinner
alone can be said to cause the sin. Thus far, I have focused on Aquinas’s
strategy for responding to the first main objection to this solution. This
strategy involves rejecting premise (2) of the dilemma by arguing that the
defect in the act of sin can be reducible to the sinner, not in virtue of
anything the sinner does, but in virtue of what the sinner does not do, the
sinner’s non-consideration or non-use of the rule. In my view, Aquinas’s
strategy is successful.
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As we have seen, there are two
different versions of how the sinner’s not-doing might be understood on
Aquinas’s account. Central to evaluating these versions is how we answer the
question whether it is possible to make a sinful choice at the same instant one
considers the rule against it. I do not know how to answer this question
definitively, even for Aquinas.(44) Yet
prescinding from this question, I have argued that both versions offer
successful explanations of the defect in the act of sin.(45)
Furthermore, the overall success of Aquinas’s strategy would not appear to
depend on how we answer the question. Let us suppose it is not possible to
choose against the rule at the very instant one considers it. In that case, the
second version of Aquinas’s account turns out to be impossible, but at no great
loss, since the first version will then be capable of explaining the defects in
all acts of sin in terms of the sinner’s not considering, or ceasing to
consider, the rule before the sinful choice is made. Let us suppose, on the
other hand, that it is possible to choose against the rule while considering
it. In that case, the first version will not afford an explanation for the
defects in all sinful acts. However, the second version will now be
available to explain the defects in whatever acts of sin are chosen at the same
instant the sinner considers the rule. It follows that however we answer the
question whether it is possible to make a sinful choice while considering the
rule 
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against it, Aquinas will have an
explanation of the defect in the act of sin in terms of the sinner’s not-doing.
For the purposes of responding to the first objection, therefore, there is no
need to argue for a definitive answer to this question.


 


II. A Second Objection and Causing by Not-Doing









A) Causing by Not-Doing









If Aquinas’s solution has been
vindicated against the first objection, a new question emerges. If the defect
in the act of sin is caused by the sinner in virtue of what the sinner does not
do (his not considering, or not using, the rule), why isn’t it also caused by
God in virtue of what God does not do (God’s not causing the sinner’s act of
consideration)? After all, Aquinas holds that, “If God moves the will to
anything, it is incompatible with that supposition that the will be not moved
thereto.”(46) Thus, God’s causing the
creature’s considering the rule is sufficient for, and hence guarantees, the
creature’s considering it.(47) Moreover, from
Aquinas’s teaching that every action must be caused by God, it follows that the
creature considers the rule only if God causes the creature’s considering it.
But, then, God’s not causing the creature’s act of consideration is
sufficient for, and guarantees, the creature’s not considering the rule.


Given that God’s causing guarantees
the sinner’s considering, and that God’s not-causing guarantees the sinner’s
not-considering, then if the defect in the act of sin is caused by the sinner in
virtue of the sinner’s not-considering, does it not follow that it is also
caused by God in virtue of God’s not causing the sinner’s consideration?(48)












Page 478


The foregoing question constitutes a
second objection to Aquinas’s solution. This objection can be raised even if we
grant his response to the first objection. Aquinas’s response to the first
objection depends on the claim that the defect in the act of sin can be
causally reduced to the creature in virtue of what the creature does not
do—that is, the creature’s non-consideration, or non-use, of the rule. The
second objection allows that the defect might be reducible to the creature in
virtue of what the creature does not do, but maintains that the defect is just
as reducible to God in virtue of what God does not do. Because God does not
cause the creature’s consideration or use of the rule, the defect in the act of
sin is as causally reducible to God as it is to the sinner. In that case,
however, Aquinas’s solution fails. For, if God causes the defect as well as the
act of sin, then, like the sinner, he causes the whole of the sin, the sin
itself.


 


B) The Strategy of Maritain


In his three main treatments of God’s
permission of sin,(49) Maritain takes it as
axiomatic that “God is the absolutely universal first cause, on the motion
of whom depends the action of the creature down to the least iota—even and
especially the action of the free will.”(50)
On the other hand, he also takes as axiomatic that “God is absolutely not
the cause of moral evil, neither directly nor indirectly,” a teaching he
lifts from Aquinas (STh I-II, q. 79, a. 1).(51)
Convinced that God is the cause of every action, Maritain will not attempt to
account for man’s unique responsibility for sin with reference to anything man
does, for anything man does will 
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have God as its cause. Instead,
Maritain enthusiastically advocates Aquinas’s strategy of reducing the defect
in the act of sin to the sinner in virtue of a not-doing, the sinner’s
non-consideration of the rule.


How, then, does Maritain respond to
the second objection, that in virtue of God’s not causing the sinner’s act of
con-sideration, God is as causally responsible for the defect as is the sinner?
To the extent that Maritain has a response, it would seem to come in his
concept of “shatterable” divine motion, a concept designed to relieve
God of causal responsibility for sin’s defect by stipulating that God gives the
creature everything he needs to perform a good act, and to avoid a defective
one.(52)


Maritain holds that, by a
“shatterable” motion, God causes or moves the free agent to tend to a
morally good act. If the creature fails to consider the rule, then the
shatterable divine motion is “shattered” and a defective, sinful act
is the result. If, on the other hand, the shatterable divine motion is not
shattered by the creature’s non-consideration, then that shatterable motion
“fructifies” of itself into an “unshatterable” motion
“under which the creature, freely and infallibly, will consider the rule
in its very operation and will produce the good act to which it is moved by
God.”(53)


For our purposes, there are three
points that need to be made concerning the fructification of shatterable motion
into unshatterable motion. First, the condition of this fructification is the
creature’s not not-considering the rule (i.e., its not failing to consider it).
Second, on the condition that the creature does not not-consider the rule, the
shatterable motion frucitifies of itself into unshatterable motion
“without having the need of being completed by the slightest actuation or
determination coming 
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from the creature.”(54) Finally, the unshatterable motion is simply
God’s infallibly moving the creature to a good act.(55)


It might seem that Maritain’s
teaching concerning shatterable motion allows for a response to the second
objection. Because the shatterable motion given by God “fructifies of
itself” into a good act, it may seem that in giving this motion God is
doing and giving everything that needs to be done and given for a good act to
be produced. And, if God is doing everything that needs to be done for a good
act to be produced, and if a defective act results only because of what the
sinner does not do, then it seems reasonable to say that the sinner alone, and
not also God, is causally responsible for the act’s defect.


On closer examination, however,
Maritain’s concept of shatterable motion does not provide the help we need. A
necessary condition of the shatterable motion’s fructifying into the good act
is the creature’s not not-considering the rule. But to not not-consider the
rule is simply to consider it. And to consider the rule is an action, an action
whose necessary and sufficient condition is God’s causing the act of
consideration. Thus, God has, in fact, not given everything needed to produce
the good act, unless he also causes the creature’s consideration of the rule.
Hence, if he doesn’t cause the creature’s consideration of the rule, the
question raised by the second objection still remains: If the defect in the act
of sin is reducible to the sinner in virtue of what the sinner does not do, why
isn’t it also reducible to God in virtue of what God does not do?









III. Not-Doings and Causes


The sinner’s not considering the rule
implies God’s not causing the sinner’s act of consideration, and God’s not
causing the sinner’s act of consideration implies the sinner’s not considering.
There is, then, never a not-considering on the part of the sinner without a
corresponding not-causing on the part of God; nor is 
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there a not-causing on the part of
God without a corresponding not-considering on the part of the sinner. How,
then, can Aquinas claim that the defect in the act of sin is caused by the
sinner in virtue of what the sinner does not do, but is not caused by God in
virtue of what God does not do?


To respond to this objection we need
some principled basis for reducing the defect to the sinner, but not to God.
This basis will emerge when we ask the following question: Under what
conditions does a substance’s not performing some act constitute an explanation
of something such that we can say that the substance causes the thing being
explained in virtue of its non-performance? As it turns out, Aquinas offers a
fairly precise answer to this question. Indeed, there are Thomistic principles
for causally reducing an effect to a substance on the basis of that substance’s
not-doing. Not only are these principles plausible in their own right, but when
applied to the problem at hand they enable us to see why the defect in the act
of sin is reducible to the sinner, but not to God, in virtue of their
respective not-doings.


Let us begin with a homely example.
Suppose I have an aquarium into which I drop fish food every morning before leaving
for work. Every day, the fish food is gone upon my return. Today, however, I
arrive home to find the food still floating about the water’s surface. The fish
food’s still-floating calls for an explanation. What explanation should we
give?


Consider the following possibilities:


(1) The food is
still floating because my goldfish didn’t eat it.

(2) The food is still floating because the plants in my aquarium didn’t eat it.

(3) The food is still floating because the water in my aquarium didn’t dissolve
it.


All three of these explanations purport to explain the fish food’s
still-floating in terms of the non-activity or non-operation of some substance.
Furthermore, had any of these substances performed the activity in question,
the fish food would no longer be floating. It would not be floating had my fish
eaten it; but neither would it be floating had my plants eaten it, or had the
water dissolved it. Yet, while the first of these explanations is perfectly
reasonable— 
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indeed, it is the most obvious explanation of the fish food’s
still-floating—explanations (2) and (3) are absurd. The first explanation is
reasonable because, given what fish are, we expect them to eat fish food in
normal circumstances. Thus, the fish food’s still-floating can be explained by
the fish’s not having done what we would expect it to do.(56)
Explanations (2) and (3), by contrast, clearly do not explain the fish food’s
still-floating. Given what plants and water are, we have no reason to expect
that in eight to ten hours they will eat or dissolve the fish food. These
examples show that in some instances the non-operation of a substance is
explanatory, but not in others.


The discussion of these examples can
be recast with the help of Aquinas’s views regarding natural inclinations.(57) According to Aquinas, in virtue of its
species or nature, every substance has inclinations for certain ends, and to
perform certain sorts of activities in suitable circumstances.(58)
All activity is for the sake of some end to which the agent is naturally
disposed or inclined, a point that holds true across all levels of being.(59) Thus, fire, an inanimate substance, has a
tendency to give forth heat.(60) Non-rational
animals intend that to which they are moved by the instincts proper to their
various species.(61) Human beings have a
natural appetite for happiness, intending other goods because reason perceives
them as contributing to or constituting happiness.(62)
For Aquinas, the proper or per se effects of a sub-












page 483


stance are precisely those to which
it tends by its nature.(63) In this light, it
is because goldfish have a natural tendency to eat fish food that we can
explain the fish food’s still-floating in terms of the fish’s not-eating. Since
plants and water do not have natural inclinations to activities that would have
as a consequence the disappearance of the fish food, the non-activities of
these substances do not explain the fish food’s still-floating.


Aquinas’s teaching on natural
inclinations supplies the necessary presuppositions for the explanatory analysis
offered with the foregoing examples.(64)
Furthermore, Aquinas himself offers an account of the way in which a substance
can cause an effect in virtue of a non-performance. Commenting on Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
he agrees that one and the same thing can be the cause of contrary or opposite
effects. That which when present is the cause of some particular effect, when
absent is the cause of the contrary effect, as a ship’s safety is caused by the
presence of a pilot, whose absence causes the ship’s loss.(65)
This passage does not quite say that the pilot causes the ship’s loss in virtue
of a not-doing. The passage is, in fact, ambiguous as to whether the cause of
the ship’s loss is the pilot himself or the pilot’s absence. Nevertheless, it
is clear in the passage that Aquinas is talking about agent causes, causes that
bring about their proper effects by acting. If the presence of an agent
explains some effect and its absence explains the contrary effect, it is only
because when present the agent operates and when absent the agent does not
operate. Aquinas could just as easily have said that it is the not-doing of the
pilot, his not steering the ship, that explains the ship’s loss, or that the
ship’s loss is causally reducible to the pilot in virtue of his not-steering.


In fact, this is precisely what
Aquinas says in what is perhaps his most explicit statement regarding causing
by non-performance:
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One thing proceeds
from another in two ways. First, directly; in which sense something proceeds
from another inasmuch as this other acts; for instance, heating from heat.
Secondly, indirectly; in which sense something proceeds from another through
this other not acting; thus the sinking of a ship is set down to the helmsman,
from his having ceased to steer.(66)




Under what conditions does an effect proceed from, or get caused by, a
substance in virtue of its not-doing? Aquinas continues:




But we must take note
that the cause of what follows from want of action is not always the agent as
not acting; but only when the agent can and ought to act. For if the helmsman
were unable to steer the ship or if the ship’s helm be not entrusted to him, the
sinking of the ship would not be set down to him.(67)




An agent causes some effect by not acting only when the agent can and ought
to act. What do “can” and “ought” mean here?


With respect to the helmsman, and given the context of the Prima
Secundae, it is natural to read “can” and “ought” as
having a moral connotation. The helmsman “ought” to steer the ship
just in case he is under some sort of obligation to do so, and the helmsman
“can” steer the ship just in case he has whatever ability is required
for him to be morally at fault if he does not. Nevertheless, we should not
think Aquinas means to restrict the cases when an agent causes through
not-doing to rational, moral agents. For starters, he introduces the discussion
with the very general “One thing proceeds from another in two ways,”
and uses for his example of the first, direct way, the act of a natural agent,
heat (he might better have said, “fire.”). Both the introduction and
this example would be odd if, without notifying us, he means to restrict the
second, indirect way to agents of a rational nature. Furthermore, the
conditions Aquinas states for when an agent causes by not acting can be
satisfied by substances at all levels of being. No less than rational agents, inanimate
substances, plants, and brute animals “can” and “ought” to
perform certain operations.


Just as a substance, in virtue of its species, is inclined to certain ends,
and to perform certain activities in suitable conditions, so 
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also does it have natural powers for engaging in these activities. A
substance “can” perform a particular act if it has the power to do
so. Thus, fire has the power to burn wood, and eagles to fly. What is more, a
substance, whether or not it is rational, “ought” to perform the
activities to which it is naturally inclined. That is how it “should”
behave, given its nature. Indeed, if it fails so to behave, then it falls short
of its good. The good of a substance consists in its achieving the end(s) to
which it is naturally ordered or disposed. In the case of a rational substance,
achieving its end requires fulfilling its moral obligations, but for all
substances it requires performing the actions needed to realize their ends.(68) The goldfish’s not eating the fish food is
not a moral failure. Nevertheless, by not so eating, the goldfish has
failed to act as it ought, and fallen short of its good.(69)


We are now in a position to set out a
Thomistic principle for causally reducing an effect to a substance on the basis
of that substance’s not-doing. Employing a broad sense of “ought,”
where a substance “ought” to perform those activities to which it is
naturally inclined, and which are needed to realize the end(s) or good(s) to
which it is naturally (or supernaturally) ordered, I propose the following:


Effect e is
caused by substance S in virtue of S‘s not f-ing if and only if

(a) S‘s f-ing would have insured or at least made it likely
that e not occur, and

(b) S had the power to f, and

(c) S ought to have f-ed.


I have indicated what I mean by “ought” in condition (c). A
complete defense of this principle would also need to specify the precise sort
of power figuring in condition (b). One could say that the power to f could be one, like the power to see,
that a substance has in virtue of its species; or it could be a power, like 
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the medical art, that has to be acquired.(70)
The question becomes complicated, however, when we ask whether the relevant
sort of power requires any of the following: (1) if the power be of the sort
had by S in virtue of its species, that S be a mature
enough member of the species to exercise the power; (2) that S be
perfect or healthy enough to exercise the power, assuming the
absence of impediments; (3) that, in the given circumstances, there be no
impediments to the exercise of the power by S.(71)
My tentative suggestion is that the relevant sort of power includes none of
(1)-(3). Intuitively, it seems reasonable to explain the absence of rabbit
births in the hutch by the male and female rabbits’ not generating offspring
together, given that rabbits by nature have the power and proclivity to
generate. If the rabbits do not generate, that fact may be further explained by
their being too young to generate, by their being in poor health, or by the
presence of impediments. But these additional factors help explain the lack of
rabbit births only because that lack is first explained by the rabbits’
non-performance, which non-performance these additional factors explain. The
example suggests that the sort of power needed by S in order for S‘s
not f-ing to explain e need not include (1)-(3), even though the absence
of (1)-(3) may help explain why S fails to f.(72)
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B) Aquinas’s Response to the
Second Objection


Fortunately, the resolution to our
second objection does not hinge on specifying the precise sort of power that
figures in condition (b). Even if we leave condition (b) somewhat imprecise,
the formulated principle is clear enough to show why the defect in the act of
sin is reducible to the sinner, but not to God, in virtue of their respective
not-doings.


Take, first, the sinner. As was made
clear above (section I), had the sinner considered or used the rule, he would
not have committed the defective, sinful act, and consequently the defect in
the act of sin would not have occurred. Since the sinner’s not-doing would have
insured that the defect not occur, his non-performance clearly satisfies
condition (a). Condition (b) is also satisfied. Again, as shown above, the
sinner has it within his power to consider or use the rule. Though he does not,
he could have. Finally, the sinner’s not-considering or not-using satisfies
condition (c). Just as a goldfish ought to engage in the sort of activities to
which goldfish are naturally inclined, and just as failing to do so means
falling short of the good for a goldfish, so, also, human beings ought to
govern themselves by the moral rule, and need to do so in order to attain their
end(s), whether natural or supernatural. Not considering the rule, or not
electing under the order that includes the rule, is not by itself a sin.
Nevertheless, when someone sins as a result of failing to consider or to elect
under the rule, we rightly say that he ought to have governed himself. We
expect human beings to consider and to abide by the rule, not because that is
the statistical norm, but because it is the teleological norm. It is due to us
by nature that we attend to and adhere to the moral law.(73)
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With the foregoing in mind, we can
return to the objection left on the table from the end of section I. On the
second way of understanding the sinner’s not-doing, the sinner’s not-electing
under the order of reason that includes the rule does not take place temporally
prior to the defective, sinful election. Yet Aquinas insists that the not-doing
that explains the defect in the act of sin must be prior to that defect. One
can now see that, on the second interpretation of Aquinas’s teaching, the
sinner’s not electing under the rule is explanatorily, even if not temporally,
prior. To use the earlier example, had the sinner, at the moment of choice,
elected under the order represented by (C) and (D), rather than the order
represented by (A) and (B), his choice would have been to refrain from lying,
rather than to lie. His electing under the order that includes the rule,
therefore, would have insured that the sinful act, and its defect, not
occur (at least at that instant). But the sinner had the power to
elect under the order that includes the rule, and, what is more, he ought
to have elected under that order so as to avoid sin. His not electing under the
order that includes the rule is therefore explanatorily prior to the defect in
the act of sin, since, by the principle I have formulated, the sinner is the
cause of the defect in virtue of his not electing under that order.


Does God’s not causing the creature’s
act of considering, or electing under, the rule likewise satisfy our conditions
for causing by not-doing? Here we reach the critical point in responding to the
second objection. Clearly, God’s not causing satisfies condition (a). Had God
caused the creature’s act of consideration, then there would have been no
sinful act, and hence no defect in the act. Just as clearly, God’s not causing
satisfies condition (b). 












Page 489


It was within God’s power to cause
the creature to consider, or elect under, the rule. The difference in the case
of God and the sinner is that God’s not causing does not satisfy condition (c).
The sinner ought to have governed himself by the moral law, and hence he ought
to have considered, and elected under, the rule, so as to avoid sin, and
realize his good. But, for Aquinas, it is simply not the case that God ought to
have caused the sinner’s considering, or electing under, the rule.


Two reasons, not mutually exclusive,
support this claim and appear consistent with points emphasized by Aquinas. The
first is simply that God cannot fail to do what he ought, since he is subject
to no rule distinct from himself, but is his own rule and measure.(74) Aquinas insists that whatever God does (or
does not do) accords with his wisdom and justice.(75)
Thus, when God does not perform some act, it cannot be the case that he ought
to have performed it. In a passage where Aquinas has something very much like
our second objection in mind, he argues as follows:


For it happens that
God does not give some the assistance whereby they may avoid sin, which
assistance were He to give, they would not sin. But He does all this according
to the order of His wisdom and justice, since He Himself is Wisdom and Justice:
so that if someone sin it is not imputable to Him as though He were the cause
of that sin; even as a pilot is not said to cause the wrecking of the ship, through
not steering the ship, unless he cease to steer while able and bound to steer.(76)


Not giving help to avoid sin, and not causing the sinner’s act of
considering the rule, are not exactly the same thing.(77)
Never-theless, the passage strongly supports what I have suggested is 












page 490


Aquinas’s logic for denying that the
defect in the act of sin is reducible to God in virtue of God’s not causing the
sinner’s act of consideration. The analogy with the pilot makes it clear that
God would not be the cause of sin unless he were able and bound
to give the assistance. Clearly he was able; so it must be that he was not
bound. And he was not bound because what God does necessarily accords with his
wisdom and justice, indeed, necessarily accords with the Wisdom and Justice
that God is. It follows that if God does not give the assistance, he was not
bound to give it. It is not something he ought to have given. The same can be
said for God’s causing the creature’s act of consideration.(78)


The second reason why it is not the
case that God ought to cause the sinner’s act of consideration concerns the
very logic of “ought.” It makes sense to say that a substance “ought”
to perform certain activities only on the supposition that those activities are
needed, either instrumentally or constitutively, for the substance to attain
its end. Fire ought to burn wood, dogwoods ought to bloom, eagles ought to fly,
and human beings ought to govern themselves by the moral rule—all because such
creatures are ordered to these activities and need to perform them in order to
achieve their respective goods. There is a gap, as it were, between the
creature and its full perfection, a gap that must be traversed by action. But
there is no such gap, and there are no such activities, in the case of God. God
has the end and good in himself.(79) Thus,
while the rational creature needs, in certain situations, to consider the rule
in order to attain his end,(80) God 
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need not cause the creature’s act of
consideration in order to attain his.(81)


We have, then, a Thomistic principle
for causally reducing effects to substances in virtue of not-doings. Applying
the principle, we see that the defect in the act of sin is reducible to the
sinner, since the sinner’s not considering, or not electing under, the rule
satisfies all three conditions of the principle. By contrast, the defect is not
reducible to God, because God’s not causing the sinner’s considering, or
electing, does not satisfy condition (c). The principle is not ad hoc—it
is not designed for the limited purpose of denying that God is the cause of sin.
On the contrary, it has a very general applicability, and can be used to reduce
effects to all genera of substances in virtue of not-doings. Moreover, the
principle accords well with common sense, and is consistent with the sort of
explanations we find ourselves giving in daily life. “Why is the mouse
still in the basement?” “Because the poison didn’t kill it, and the
cat didn’t catch it.” “Why is the snow still in the driveway?”
“Because my neighbor didn’t shovel it. Doesn’t he remember that he owes me
from last time?”(82)


 


C) Some Final Objections to the
Foregoing Solution


Before closing, I want to address two
possible objections to the foregoing solution. The first objection is that, on
the supposition that God does not cause the sinner’s act of considering the
rule, the sinner does not really have the power to consider the rule, after
all. As we have seen, God’s causing is a necessary condition 
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of the sinner’s considering. But,
then, it is not possible for the sinner to consider the rule if God does not
cause the sinner’s consideration. And so the objection continues: Not only
would this mean that the sinner could not have avoided failing to consider the
rule (a violation of the second condition for the sinner’s not-doing discussed
in section I), it would also mean that the sinner’s not-considering fails to
satisfy condition (b) of our principle for causing by non-performance: On the
supposition that God does not cause the sinner’s act of consideration, the sinner
does not have the power to consider the rule, in which case the defect in the
act of sin cannot be reduced to the sinner in virtue of his not-considering.


The response to this objection lies
in the second assumption I articulated at the very beginning this article. The
assumption is that God’s causing our actions is consistent with the sort of
freedom required for moral responsibility. The assumption is a fair one to hold
in place for the purposes of this article, since the problem that I attempt to
address—how God can cause the act of sin without causing sin itself—never
even arises unless it is presupposed that God’s causing our actions is
consistent with our freedom. But since an agent is not free with respect to an
act unless he has the power to perform that act, from this second assumption it
follows that the sinner who fails to consider the rule had the requisite power
to consider it, even though his con-sidering it has as a necessary condition
God’s causing the act of consideration. Exactly how it can be said
that the sinner retains the requisite power is a question for another article,
an article devoted to reconciling human freedom with God’s universal causality.
Here, it is enough to note that the second assumption enables us to stipulate that
the sinner had the requisite power to consider the rule, even in the case where
God does not cause the sinner’s considering.


The second objection to the foregoing
solution is that the Thomistic principle regarding causing by not-doing
conflicts with certain things Aquinas says when discussing God’s ability to
annihilate creatures.(83) Although Aquinas
denies that God will, in 












page 493


fact, annihilate any creatures, he
maintains that it is possible for God to do so simply by ceasing to preserve
them in being.(84) Moreover, in at least one
location, Aquinas says that, by withdrawing his action from them, God would be
the cause of creatures’ being reduced to nothing.(85)
Yet Aquinas denies that preserving creatures is something God ought or needs to
do: He need no more preserve them than create them in the first place.(86) The upshot is that Aquinas gives an example
in which an effect is said to be caused by an agent in virtue of its not-doing,
even though the not-doing in question does not meet all the conditions laid out
in our principle. Aquinas tells us that were God to annihilate creatures, he
would be the cause of their non-existence in virtue of his not preserving them.
His not preserving them satisfies condition (a) of the principle, since were he
to preserve them the creatures would retain their existence. His not preserving
them satisfies condition (b) of the principle, for he would have had the power
to preserve them. His not preserving them does not, however, satisfy condition
(c). As we have seen, Aquinas denies that preserving them is something God
ought or needs to do. It looks, then, as if our principle falls short of
consistency with at least one of Aquinas’s examples of causing by not-doing.


There are two ways of responding to
this objection. The first is to argue that Aquinas simply makes a mistake in
saying that if God annihilated a creature he would be the cause of its not
existing. This response points out that what Aquinas says here conflicts with
what he says elsewhere (e.g., STh I-II, q. 6, a. 3; I-II, q. 79, a.
1). In those passages Aquinas is very clear that a sub-stance causes in virtue
of not performing some act only if it had the power to perform it and
ought to have performed it. Since Aquinas denies that God ought, or is bound,
to preserve creatures in being, he should also deny that God would be the cause
of creatures’ not existing in virtue of not preserving them. The first 
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response, in effect, gives preference
to Aquinas’s more formal statements on the conditions under which an agent
causes by not doing, writing off the conflicting text regarding annihilation as
a mere imprecision on Aquinas’s part.


The second response, by contrast,
takes the conflict to show that the conditions given in Aquinas’s more formal
statements are themselves imprecise, or at least incomplete. It then attempts
to supplement those conditions, and our principle, in a way that accommodates
what Aquinas says in his discussion of annihilation. The following is a
possible revision of our principle, a revision that alters condition (c):


Effect e is
caused by substance S in virtue of S‘s not f-ing if and only if

(a) S‘s f-ing would have insured or
at least made it likely that e not occur, and

(b) S had the power to f, and

(c) Either (i) S ought to have f-ed, or (ii)
prior to not f-ing, S was f-ing, and in so doing bringing about the negation of e.


On this revised version of the principle, God’s not preserving creatures in
existence could make God the cause of their not existing. Although God was not
bound to preserve creatures (and hence his not doing so fails to satisfy
[c]-[i]), he was preserving them before ceasing to do so,(87)
and his preserving brought about their existing, the negation of their
not-existing. Thus, God’s not preserving creatures would satisfy condition
(c)-(ii). Since it would also satisfy conditions (a) and (b), the revised
principle accommodates the claim that, if he annihilated them, God would be the
cause of creatures’ not existing in virtue of his not preserving them.


The revised principle enjoys some
intuitive plausibility.(88) Suppose my neighbor
is under no obligation to remove snow from my driveway (he does not, for
instance, owe me from last time). Nevertheless, suppose out of sheer generosity
he always, or almost always, shovels for me. If I discover snow in my driveway
at a 
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time when my neighbor would have
normally removed it, it is natural to answer the question, “Why is there
snow in my driveway?” by “My neighbor didn’t shovel it today.”
However, the answer is natural not because I think that my neighbor ought to
have shoveled it, or had an obligation to shovel it. Rather, the answer is
natural because he habitually removes the snow from my driveway, and his having
done it with such regularity in the past led me to expect that he would
continue to do it even now.(89)


There are, then, two ways, of
responding to the objection raised by Aquinas’s text on annihilation.(90) Both require us to say 
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that, in one text or another, Aquinas
has been imprecise or incomplete. Still, both responses preserve the core of
what I have argued is Aquinas’s principled grounds for thinking that the defect
in the act of sin is reducible to the sinner, but not to God, in virtue of
their respective not-doings.(91) 
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could be explained by the non-performance of a natural substance. Such a
non-performance would always be due to an impediment, which means that the
natural substance would never have the relevant sort of power. The point could
be made more generally. It seems plausible that there will always (or almost
always) be a natural explanation for why a natural substance fails to operate
in accordance with its natural inclination. It may be that the substance’s act
is impeded. Perhaps the substance is unhealthy or defective. Perhaps the
substance is not sufficiently mature. If, then, we say that the sort of power
relevant to condition (b) of our principle is only had by a substance when
there are no factors of the sort that would explain a natural substance’s not
operating in accordance with its inclination, then, assuming that the
non-operation of natural substances can almost always be so explained, our
principle would result in almost no effects being explained by the not-doings
of natural substances. But, this result seems an unhappy and counter-intuitive
one, and, therefore, constitutes further grounds for thinking that requirements
such as (1)-(3) should not be included in the power relevant to (b). 


[bookmark: N_73_]73.  The claim that when someone sins he ought to have considered,
or elected under, the rule might seem to contradict the claim that not
considering (or not electing under) the rule is not itself a sin. Yet, on
reflection, there is no contradiction here. When someone lies, we do not
ordinarily think he has committed two sins, the sin of lying and the separate
sin of not considering (or not electing under) the precept against lying.
Still, we agree that he ought to have considered and elected under the precept
against lying, because, as a general matter, we think people ought to govern
themselves by the moral law, something the person who lies hasn’t done. Saying,
then, that the liar ought to have considered and elected under the precept
against lying—that is, that he ought to have chosen to refrain from the
lie—in no way commits us to the claim that, in addition to the lie, he is
guilty of the sin of not having chosen to refrain. As Aquinas puts it (De
Malo, q. 1, a. 3): “The fault of the will does not consist in not
actually giving heed to the rule of reason or divine law but in proceeding to
choose without employing the rule or measure.” 


[bookmark: N_74_]74. See, for instance, De
Malo, q. 1, a. 3, ad. 9. 


[bookmark: N_75_]75.  At De Verit., q. 23, a. 6, Aquinas notes that the
divine will and its correctness are identical. God’s will cannot fail to
conform to his wisdom and justice for they are, in themselves, one and the
same. 


[bookmark: N_76_]76. STh I-II, q. 79, a. 1. 


[bookmark: N_77_]77.  “Assistance” to avoid sin could consist in divine
acts other than causing the creature’s act of considering the rule.
Furthermore, such “assistance” might be construed as referring to
something God gives in the order of grace. By contrast, God’s causing an act of
considering the rule, at least as such, does not necessarily pertain to the
order of grace. Were there no order of grace, there would still be moral rules,
and a person’s act of considering those rules would still need God as first
cause. 


[bookmark: N_78_]78.  I cannot here argue for the claims that there is no rule
distinct from God to which God is subject, that God is his wisdom and justice,
and that there is no distinction between God’s will and its correctness.
Clearly, these claims have implications for whether it could ever be the case
that God ought to have done something he did not do. I note here only that
Aquinas does not seem to be worried that these claims about God’s essential
justice are vulnerable to arguments by counterexample of the form: “(1)
God didn’t do X. (2) But an essentially just God would have done X. (3)
Therefore, these claims are false.” Aquinas, I take it, would say that the
evidence of both reason and revelation should always give us more confidence in
the truth of these claims than in our intuitions regarding the truth of
particular propositions on the model of (2), where those propositions conflict
with what God has actually done. 


[bookmark: N_79_]79.  See STh I, q. 6, a. 3; STh I-II, q. 3, a.
1, ad 1; ScG III, c. 37; ScG I, cc. 100-102. 


[bookmark: N_80_]80.  Here it is helpful to recall that law and rule are understood
by Aquinas as directing human beings to their end, happiness. See STh
I-II, q. 90, aa. 1-2. 


[bookmark: N_81_]81.  Aquinas tells us that, absolutely speaking, God need not will
anything other than himself. He gives as his reason that God’s perfect goodness
does not depend on God’s willing anything apart from God. See STh I,
q. 19, a. 3. 


[bookmark: N_82_]82.  Typically, if a non-rational substance (such as poison or a
cat) has the power to perform a particular act, it will also be naturally
inclined to perform that act. Thus, rarely will a natural substance’s
non-performance satisfy condition (b) without also satisfying condition (c) of
the principle. In the case of rational substances, by contrast, a substance
will often have the power to perform a particular act without it being the case
that the substance ought to perform the act. Imagine if my neighbor did not owe
me from last time. He would still have the power to shovel my driveway, but it
would not be the case that he ought to shovel it. His not shoveling would
satisfy condition (b), but not condition (c). Thus, his not shoveling would not
explain the snow’s still covering my driveway. 


[bookmark: N_83_]83. The need to address this
objection was brought to my attention by Michael Torre. 


[bookmark: N_84_]84.  STh I, q. 104, aa. 3 and 4. 


[bookmark: N_85_]85. STh I, q. 104, a. 3, ad 1:
“Indirectly God can be the cause of things being reduced to non-existence,
by withdrawing His action therefrom.” 


[bookmark: N_86_]86.  STh I, q. 104, a. 3, ad 2. 


[bookmark: N_87_]87.  See STh I, q. 13, a. 7 for the claim that, despite
God’s eternity, statements that predicate of God a relationship to creatures
can be predicated of God temporally, as in, “God was preserving creatures
before ceasing to do so.” 


[bookmark: N_88_]88.  In addition to the following example, see Brock, Action
and Conduct, 134. 


[bookmark: N_89_]89.  Which is more plausible, the original version of (c) or the
revised version? The question turns on whether we should think that, in
examples like that of my neighbor’s not-shoveling, a substance causes some
effect by not-doing, even if it is not the case that the substance ought to have
performed the act, provided that the substance has been performing the
act. Clearly, the fact that a substance has been performing a certain act gives
rise psychologically to the expectation that it will continue to do so. But,
such expectation is not a decisive sign that, in not performing the act, the
substance causes the negation of the effect it normally brings about through
the act, for what we are accustomed to expect does not always coincide with
genuine causal connection. In stating that the revised version enjoys some
intuitive plausibility, therefore, I do not intend to say that it is more
plausible than the original version. I take no stand on that question here. My
purpose is simply to show how one might develop the second of the two responses
to the problem raised by Aquinas’s text on annihilation. 


[bookmark: N_90_]90.  It must be admitted that the revised principle used in the
second response had to be formulated carefully. It had to be formulated
carefully in order to avoid the unhappy result that, at least on the first
interpretation of the not-doing in virtue of which the sinner causes the defect
in the act of sin, God is sometimes also the cause of that defect. Recall that
on the first interpretation, the sinner is sometimes considering the rule before
turning his attention away from it and choosing the sinful act. But that means
that God was causing the sinner’s consideration of the rule, and then ceased to
cause it. One might, therefore, argue that God’s not causing the sinner’s act
of consideration satisfies (c)-(ii) of the revised principle, for even though
God is not bound to cause the sinner’s act of consideration, he was doing
so prior to ceasing to cause it. The revised principle I have suggested
was formulated to avoid this unhappy result. Strictly speaking, God’s not
causing the sinner’s act of considering the rule does not satisfy (c)-(ii).
Even though the sinner’s considering the rule entails that the sinner not
choose the sinful act (and hence entails that there be no defect), what God’s
causing strictly brings about is the sinner’s act of consideration, not the
negation of the defect. In other words, what God is doing, the object of God’s
act, is causing a creaturely act of considering the rule, not bringing about
the negation of a defect in an act of sin. Contrast this to what God is
bringing about when he preserves the universe in being prior to hypothetically
annihilating it. What God is bringing about here is the existence of the
universe. But the existence of the universe is the negation of its
non-existence, which is what Aquinas says God would be causing were he to cease
preserving the universe in being. Thus, on the revised principle, we could say
that God would be the cause of the universe’s being reduced to nothing in
virtue of his not preserving it. But we would not have to say that God is the
cause of the defect in the act of sin in cases where he ceased causing the
sinner’s act of consideration after having previously caused it. 


[bookmark: N_91_]91.  Thanks to Steven A. Long, Thomas M. Osborne, Jr., and Michael
D. Torre, for their helpful feedback on previous drafts of this paper. Thanks
also to the editors and referees from The Thomist, that is, to Rev.
Joseph Torchia O.P., Gregory LaNave, Rev. Stephen L. Brock, and an anonymous
referee, for their helpful feedback. 
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Thomas ist ein schwieriger Denker, der sich
im Licht verbirgt und niemals seinen ganzen Gedanken auf einmal sagt.(1)


                                                                                                                                                                                              
Josef
Pieper




JOSEF PIEPER’S apt observation has special pertinence when one approaches the
interpretive as well as the speculative challenge of comprehending Aquinas’s
thought on the natural desire for the vision of God. This teaching was
contested among interpreters of Thomas Aquinas long before Henri de Lubac
contributed to the debate in 1946 with his influential and controversial study Surnaturel.(2)


William O’Connor, in an unjustly
forgotten, instructive study from 1947, The Eternal Quest: The Teaching of
St. Thomas Aquinas on the Natural Desire for God,(3)
argued that since the days of the principal sixteenth-century commentators on
Aquinas’s thought on the natural desire for the vision of God, one can usefully
distinguish between a tradition of minimizing and a 
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tradition of maximizing interpreters.
These two tendencies of interpretation draw in differing ways upon two series
of texts in the vast corpus of the angelic doctor. In the first series of
texts, Aquinas understands the desire to know the essence of the First Cause as
a natural desire; in the second series he holds that the desire to know the
divine essence is supernatural. Both series of texts run from the early through
the later works and Aquinas sees no need anywhere to reconcile them.(4)


O’Connor argues that the tradition of
“minimizing” interpretations has its roots in the commentatorial work
of the Italian Dominican theologian Thomas de Vio Cajetan (1469-1534) and of
the Spanish Dominican theologian Dominicus Bañez (1528-1604), while the
tradition of “maximizing” interpretations emerges from the
commentaries of the Italian Dominican theologian Sylvester of Ferrara
(1474-1528) and the Spanish Dominican theologian Dominicus Soto (1494-1560).(5) Cajetan and Bañez strongly privilege the first
series of texts and prefer to interpret the natural desire in terms of an
“obediential potency,” a nonrepugnance or even a suitability in the
created spiritual nature for the vision of God as he is in himself. Sylvester
of Ferrara and Soto, on the other hand, read Aquinas as teaching a genuine
natural desire for the vision of God, although with the significant difference
that Soto understands this desire primarily as a “pondus naturae,”
a profound, innate natural impulse toward the vision of God as true human
beatitude, while Sylvester of Ferrara takes the genuine desire to be not an
innate, but an elicited desire that follows upon cognition.


All four interpreters of Aquinas
react to the profound impact Duns Scotus had on this debate with his strict
Augustinian insistence that God in his divine substance is the natural end of
the human being. All human volitions, Scotus argues, are ordained 
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to the divine substance as to their
ultimate end. Scotus’s doctrine had such discursive weight that it inevitably
impacted the subsequent interpretations of Aquinas’s thought, especially in the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries when Scotism had become a veritable
philosophical and theological school in its own right.(6)
Hence, not only did the maximizing and the minimizing interpretations draw
differently on two famous series of texts in the corpus of Thomas Aquinas; they
also were the result of Thomist commentators “post Scotum”
having to consider and respond in their speculative interpretations of
Aquinas’s doctrine to a subtle metaphysical and theological doctrine at
variance with the doctor angelicus.(7)


It is possible to trace these
interpretive traditions of Aquinas’s thought through the course of the
subsequent centuries, with Cajetan’s reading gaining predominance in the
Dominican neo-Thomist revival of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
cen-turies. With the appearance of de Lubac’s Surnaturel and the
expanded sequels The Mystery of the Supernatural(8)
and Augustinianism and Modern Theology,(9)
the tradition of a maxi-mizing interpretation of Aquinas along the lines of
Soto found an unexpected but sustained renaissance. Put in a nutshell, de Lubac
reads Aquinas’s teaching as establishing that human nature tends in itself
necessarily toward God, that is, toward the supernatural end. In Surnaturel
he states his thesis—and with it his reading of Thomas Aquinas on this
matter—in provocative brevity: “‘Natural desire for the supernatural’:
most theologians who reject this formula, reject together with it the very
doctrine of St. Thomas 
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Aquinas.”(10)
His position has become a widely accepted view, if not a majority consensus,
among contemporary theologians in the English-speaking world as to how Aquinas
should best be understood on this difficult topic.(11)


When recently this consensus was
challenged by Lawrence Feingold’s substantive study The Natural Desire to
See God according to St. Thomas Aquinas and His Interpreters,(12) the response was one of considerable
irritation. Such irritation in the English-speaking world is only explicable if
one assumes that two earlier significant challenges or at least qualifications
of this post-Lubacian consensus, advanced by French Dominicans and Thomist
scholars, went largely unnoticed: first, the volume Surnaturel: Une
controverse au coeur du thomisme au XXe siècle;(13)
second, Georges Cottier, O.P., Le désir de Dieu: Sur les traces de saint
Thomas.(14) In light of these recent
substantive contributions to the discussion it is hard to deny that de Lubac’s
intervention, while arguably unsettling in a possibly irreversible way a once
dominant minimizing interpretation of Aquinas, turns out not to have been the
last word on this matter. At the same time it is obvious that a renewed
consideration of this intricate topic cannot simply go back behind de Lubac’s
intervention and give in to the temptation of pretending that Surnaturel
and its sequels never had been written in the first place.
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In this article I will attempt not to
settle the matter, but to take a step “after Lubac” toward a way
of reading as one the two sets of texts of Aquinas on the natural desire
for the vision of God. In order to be manageable, such a reading of Aquinas has
to be exemplary and paradigmatic and needs to be backed by an equally exemplary
and paradigmatic engagement of de Lubac’s central thesis. Therefore, the essay
falls into two parts. In the first part, I will focus on book 3 of the Summa
contra Gentiles, since in any maximalizing interpretation of Aquinas this
book, and especially chapter 25, tends to play a pivotal role. Consequently,
any rereading of Aquinas on the natural desire for the vision of God
“after Lubac” will have to attend to Aquinas’s exact use of the
concept “desiderium naturale” in the context of his overall
argument in book 3 of the Summa contra Gentiles.


In the second part of the essay, I
will reconsider one of the most astute and nuanced early Thomist engagements of
Surnaturel. While now largely forgotten, the constructive and critical
analysis of Surnaturel by Marie-Joseph Le Guillou, O.P., encapsulates
a promising Thomist reception of de Lubac’s genuine concern as well as an apt
critique of the excessive elements in de Lubac’s reading of Aquinas. In short,
there is still much to learn from Le Guillou’s Thomist engagement of Surnaturel,
an engagement as balanced as it is penetrating and astute.




I. Summa contra Gentiles III, c. 25 in its 

Discursive Context: A Relecture




Since all creatures,
even those devoid of understanding, are ordered to God as to an ultimate end,
all achieve this end to the extent that they participate somewhat in His
likeness. Intellectual creatures attain it in a more special way, that is,
through their proper operation of understanding Him. Hence, this must be the
end of the intellectual creature, namely, to understand God.(15)
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Besides, a thing has the greatest desire for its ultimate end. Now, the
human intellect has a greater desire, and love, and pleasure, in knowing divine
matters than it has in the perfect knowledge of the lowest things, even though
it can grasp but little concerning divine things. So, the ultimate end of man
is to understand God, in some fashion.(16)




In the first part of the essay, I will argue that Aquinas’s discourse in book 3
of the Summa contra Gentiles, as it pertains to our specific topic
under discussion, is best understood as a metaphysical enquiry into the ontological
structure of created substance. The emphasis of Aquinas’s enquiry falls
upon created substances, hence substance not absolutely considered, but
considered under the perspective of creation, that is, as the contingent effect
in relationship to its first and final cause, the Creator. At the same time,
however, his analysis pertains primarily to the constitutive structure, that
is, the respective nature of particular created substances—first and foremost
among them the substantia intellectualis. Book 3 of the Summa
contra Gentiles, hence, is to be understood as first and foremost an
investigation into the principle of nature in its relative integrity and hence
as properly accessible to metaphysical enquiry.(17)
Consequently, while this primarily metaphysical enquiry is part and parcel of a
wide-ranging consideration of divine providence, Aquinas is not concerned here
with the concrete givens of the one obtaining order of providence in which
angels(18) and humans de 
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facto exist. Any attempt to read particular
statements or conclusions from Aquinas’s precisely delimited metaphysical
argumentation here as prima facie theological claims about the
obtaining order of providence as it coincides with the economy of salvation can
only obfuscate the status of the conclusions reached. In short, as will be
shown, the desiderium naturale visionis Dei as considered in book 3 of
the Summa contra Gentiles belongs to the principle of nature in
its relative integrity as it pertains to the metaphysical constitution of the intellectus.


By insisting upon the fundamentally
metaphysical nature of the discourse undertaken here, I do not intend to
resurrect the outdated thesis that the Summa contra Gentiles
represents Aquinas’s “philosophical summa.” Far from
it—though, as often, there may be a grain of truth in even such a misguided
characterization. Indeed, as Jean-Pierre Torrell expresses the current
consensus on the matter, “the Summa contra Gentiles is indeed a
theological work”—and adopting a rendition fashionable in some
contemporary academic circles, I might want to add, “all the way
down.”(19) However, it is obvious beyond
dispute and hence in all likelihood significant for its particular purpose that
the organization and mode of discourse of the Summa contra 
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Gentiles is markedly different from that of the later Summa
Theologiae. In the Summa contra Gentiles we find a stronger
separation than in the Summa Theologiae between a primarily
metaphysical enquiry (in books 1 through 3), an enquiry in which Aquinas seems
to engage head-on the Graeco-Islamic intellectual culture and especially
Islamic Aristotelianism—hence an enquiry intelligible and pertinent equally to
a broad range of Jewish, Muslim, and Christian theologians and philosophers of
Aquinas’s day and age—and on the other hand, a properly Christian theological
discourse, based on revelation (in book 4). However, a strict and clean
separation between these two parts is not possible.(20)
Elements of the one are clearly present in the other. The metaphysical enquiry
in books 1 through 3 often takes a particular route due to matters that concern
the truth of faith;(21) moreover, the
theological discourse in book 4 consistently draws upon metaphysical
argumentation in order to refute objections raised by unbelievers against
revealed truth.
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Aquinas’s foreword to book 4,
therefore, merits a close reading. Here I can give only a brief adumbration of
the aspects most pertinent to our discussion. First, Aquinas opens the specific
discourse of book 4 with a succinct summary of the topic that preoccupies us in
these pages:


The human intellect,
to which it is connatural to derive its knowledge from sensible things, is not
able through itself to reach the vision of the divine substance in itself,
which is above all sensible things and, indeed, improportionately above all
other things. Yet, because man’s perfect good is that he somehow know God, lest
such a noble creature might seem to be created to no purpose, as being unable
to reach its own end, there is given to man a certain way through which he can
rise to the knowledge of God: so that, since the perfections of things descend
in a certain order from the highest summit of things—God—man may progress in
the knowledge of God by beginning with lower things and gradually ascending. (ScG
IV, c. 1, 1)(22)


Second, Aquinas sketches two paths of metaphysical contem-plation by way of
which the human intellect may rise to the knowledge of God: one by a descent of
perfections from God, the other by beginning with lower things and gradually
ascending to the first cause. However, despite the intellectual rigor required
and the insights gained on these different, but ultimately complementary, paths
of metaphysical enquiry, Aquinas emphasizes that “because of the weakness
of the intellect, we are not able to know perfectly even the ways [of
metaphysical enquiry] themselves” (ScG IV, c. 1, 3).(23) And if that were not enough of a blow against
the confidence of the all-too-routinized metaphysician, Aquinas adds only
shortly afterwards, “and because that source [of these imperfectly known
ways of enquiry] 
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transcends the above-mentioned ways
beyond proportion, even if we knew the ways themselves perfectly we would yet
not have within our grasp a perfect knowledge of the source” (ScG
IV, c. 1, 3).(24) In short, as Rudi te Velde
rightly emphasizes, “[i]t is characteristic of the Contra Gentiles that
natural reason, in its search for truth, is constantly reminded of its human
point of departure.”(25)


It no longer comes as a surprise that
Aquinas characterizes the knowledge of God to be reached by these ways of
metaphysical enquiry as feeble (debilis cognitio). We would gravely
misunderstand Aquinas, however, if we were to take the license to brush aside
this feeble knowledge of God gained in books 1 through 3 in a quasi-Barthian
fashion as at best irrelevant, outdated rubble (or worse, dangerously
misleading natural theology), and expect Aquinas to announce a “new
beginning” with book 4, a “post-metaphysical” theology solely
based on revelation’s grammar as unfolded in the biblical narrative. On the
contrary, feeble knowledge is not ignorance, error, or delusion, but still
knowledge. And indeed, for Aquinas the feeble knowl-edge gained by way of the
intellectual labors of the first three books is the indispensable precondition
for a comprehensive actuation of the intellectus fidei as well as for
an effective defense of faith’s truth against its philosophical detractors.(26) For Aquinas, 
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the perfection of wisdom entails
both, in the proper distinction and in the right order: wisdom gained by way of
human enquiry, an operation essential to an embodied intellect, and wisdom
gained gratuitously by way of revelation, a wisdom infinitely surpassing all
human knowledge. Only if we remember that the perfection of wisdom is the
unifying source and goal of the Summa contra Gentiles are we able to
appreciate the subtle synthesis between the predominantly metaphysical enquiry
of books 1 through 3 and the primarily theological discourse of book 4. Te
Velde captures Aquinas’s intention accurately when he states: “It is
Aquinas’s declared intention to assume the task of someone wise (officium
sapientis). With this ‘office,’ Aquinas creates something new, an
intellectual point of view that is formally different from theology as well as
philosophy.”(27)


 


A) Wisdom


Aquinas pursues the officium
sapientis by way of the overarching and integrating vision of an order of
wisdom. Thomas Hibbs, in his important work Dialectic and Narrative in
Aquinas, offers the following felicitous characterization of Aquinas’s
project as he summarizes the achievement of the first book of the Summa
contra Gentiles:


Wisdom is a way of
life, replete with joy, that satisfies all human longing, unites man to God in
friendship, and warrants the name of blessed. The first book is itself an
enactment of that life of wisdom, an enactment that culminates in a recognition
of the pursuit of wisdom as a participation in the exemplary cause of the
whole, a sharing in the life of that first and highest cause whose
contemplation is the goal of philosophy. The previous arguments on behalf of
God’s desire to communicate his goodness to creatures provide grounds for an
unexplained and audacious assertion of the prologue: the life of wisdom
establishes friendship between us and God.(28)
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Later, in book 3, Aquinas will show how the wise person imitates God in the
perfection of wisdom achieved by way of contem-plating God’s goodness. Hence,
unsurprisingly, the whole of the Summa contra Gentiles is structured
according to an order of wisdom: the first book treats the perfection of the
divine nature, the second book the perfection of the divine power, and the
third the perfect authority and dignity insofar as God is the end of all things
and executes his government over all of them—in short, as perfect as God is in
being and causing, so he is perfect in the ruling of all things, especially in
the ruling of the intellectual creatures, angels and humans. Saint Thomas
regards this threefold consideration as accessible to natural reason as it
rises up in metaphysical contemplation toward God. However, while throughout
the Summa contra Gentiles he insists on the validity of this
contemplation by way of metaphysical inquiry as belonging to the proper domain
of natural reason, he emphasizes with equal insistence the incomplete character
of the knowledge thus gained, an imperfection deriving first of all
structurally from the weakness of the human intellect, the lowest in the order
of spirits. It is for this reason that he finally considers in book 4 a
perfection surpassing all other perfections, the perfection of God’s goodness.
For God offers humanity a path by way of which human beings are elevated to a
perfect knowledge of him, the unmediated vision of God that effectively unites
human beings to him such that they become “partakers of the divine nature”
(divinae consortes 
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naturae [2 Pet 1:4]). And so we find in book 4 the treatment of the
revealed mysteries that lie by definition outside the range of the kind of
contemplation by way of metaphysical enquiry to which natural reason is able to
rise, and that are solely the object of faith.(29)


Throughout the following reading of
the Summa contra Gentiles it should be kept in mind that the whole
argument Aquinas advances in book 3 is (a) part of a consideration of divine providence—God’s
perfect dominion—(b) in the context of a structural-metaphysical analysis that
(c) demonstrates that, and displays in which way precisely, God is the end and
good of all things.


B) God’s Being and Participated
Being


The axiomatic beginning of such a metaphysical demonstration is, as always
with Aquinas, the consideration of God’s being: 






That there is one
First Being, possessing the full perfection of the whole of being, and that we
call Him God, has been shown in the preceding Books. From the abundance of His
perfection, He endows all existing things with being, so that He is fully
established not only as the First Being but also as the original source of all
existing things. Moreover, He has granted being to other things, not by a
necessity of His nature but according to the choice of His will. (ScG
III, c. 1,1)(30)




Contrary to those who would want to claim that “creator” is an
intrinsic characteristic of God—echoes of a Neoplatonic notion of emanationism
(reverberating not incidentally in the Origenist 
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tradition)(31)—because as essentially
self-diffusive summum bonum God ineluctably emanates an inexhaustible
surplus of participated being, Aquinas holds rightly that creation, that is,
the totality of partipated being, is a surpassingly gratuitous act of the
divine will.(32) God is not captive to some
intrinsic aspect of his essence, the infinite act of being itself, but remains
in his essence tran-scendently free, such that even if there were an eternal
creation, it would still subsist as contingent relation to God, a relation
originating from the divine will.


This relation constitutes the
internal structure as well as the overarching purpose of creation: 


Now, each of the
things produced through the will of an agent is directed to an end by the
agent. For the proper object of the will is the good and the end. As a result,
things which proceed from will must be directed to some end. Moreover, each
thing achieves its ultimate end through its own action which 
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must be directed to
the end by Him Who gives things the principles through which they act. (ScG
III, c. 1,2)(33)


While the principle of an all-encompassing teleology must strike many a
contemporary reader as utterly counterintuitive and outright strange, Aquinas
calmly enunciates it as one of the first metaphysical principles of creation as
an order of participated being brought about as the result of the will of a
transcendent, infinitely intelligent first cause. Everything that is (i.e.,
that has participated being) is directed to an end. As Georges Cottier puts it
quite succinctly: “The universality of the final cause, without which any
action were to remain inexplicable, is a principal given of reality.”(34) Based on the universal teleology established
in the first chapter of book 3, Aquinas unfolds in the subsequent sixty-two
chapters what is entailed in understanding God as the end of all things: if God
has created everything because of his will, there must be an ultimate end to
what God has willed; but the only possible ultimate end is God himself. The
perfection of every participated being—being an effect of the First Cause—is
achieved by reaching its ultimate end, which is nothing but its proper return
to its source. In the second book of the Summa contra Gentiles, where
Aquinas considers creation, he lays the groundwork for this all-encompassing
teleology:


An effect is most
perfect when it returns to its source; thus, the circle is the most perfect of
all figures, and circular motions the most perfect of all motions, because in
their case a return is made to the starting point. It is therefore necessary
that creatures return to their principle in order that the universe of
creatures may attain its ultimate perfection. Now, each and every creature 
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returns to
its source so far as it bears a likeness to its source, according to its being
and its nature, wherein it enjoys a certain perfection. (ScG II, c.
46, 2)(35)


C) Primary and Secondary Perfection


As soon as Aquinas has established the overarching teleology of participated
being, he reintroduces a crucial distinction: the primary perfection of every
created being by virtue of its nature and the secondary perfection of every
created being by virtue of its operation. While distinct, the perfections are
inherently related to each other. Every being, in virtue of its nature, is
intrinsically oriented toward its proper operations. Aquinas puts the matter
most succinctly in the discussion of divine providence: “Each thing
appears to exist for the sake of its operation; indeed, operation is the
ultimate perfection of a thing” (ScG III, c. 113, 1).(36) A longer and more important instantiation of
this distinction is to be found in the second book of the Summa contra
Gentiles—with immediate implications for the opening argument of book 3:


A thing’s second
perfection … constitutes an addition to its first perfection. Now, just as
the act of being and the nature of a thing are considered as belonging to its
first perfection, so operation is referred to its second perfection. Hence, the
complete perfection of the universe required the existence of some creatures
which return to God not only as regards likeness of nature, but also by their
action. And such a return to God cannot be made except by the act of the intellect
and will, because God Himself has no other operation in His own regard than
these. The greatest perfection of the universe therefore demanded the existence
of some intellectual creatures. (ScG II, c. 46, 3)(37)
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We can see this distinction at play in the following, easily overlooked
section at the beginning of book 3, which is central to all that follows.
Aquinas emphasizes that as God is perfect in being and causing, so he is also
in ruling. The result of this rule is, however, diverse:


[T]he result of this
rule is manifested differently in different beings, depending on the diversity
of their natures. For some beings so exist as God’s products that, possessing
understanding, they bear His likeness and reflect His image. Consequently, they
are not only ruled but are also rulers of themselves, inasmuch as their own
actions are directed to a fitting end. If these beings submit to the divine
rule in their own ruling, then by virtue of the divine rule they are admitted
to the achievement of their ultimate end; but, if they proceed otherwise in
their own ruling, they are rejected. (ScG III, c. 1, 4)(38)




Aquinas posits a direct relationship for beings possessing understanding (i.e.,
angels and humans) between submitting to the divine rule and achieving one’s
ultimate end. Concerning the manner of this rule, he states, “as regards
those intellectual beings who are led by Him to their ultimate end, which is Himself,
the Psalmist uses this expression: ‘For the Lord will not cast off His
people’” (ScG III, c. 1, 8).(39)


Aquinas establishes here three claims
of paramount im-portance: (1) God is the infallible agent of that rule by
virtue of which intellectual beings can achieve their ultimate end. (2)
Whatever is constitutive of intellectual beings (i.e., inherent to their
primary perfection, their nature) is not in and of itself efficacious in
achieving their final end, for intellectual beings are, 
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as the rest of created beings,
fallible. It is their secondary perfection, operation, which itself is in need
of divine help, that leads them to their ultimate end. (3) Intellectual beings
can resist the divine rule and guidance and hence miss their ultimate end (as
permitted by God).


D) Agency


In chapter 3, Aquinas lays out the
broad metaphysical contours of what is constitutive of an “agent”
that “intends” and “acts.” It is important to take note
that throughout book 3 the notions of “agent,” “intending,”
and “acting” do not denote at all the kind of “rational
agent” and the kind of “intelligible actions”(40)
that name the terminus a quo and the terminus ad quem of the
will’s exercise (usus) under the intellect’s rule (imperium).
The latter is indeed the principal context in which we are used to encounter
the notions of “agency,” “intention,”(41)
and “moral act.”(42) However, in book
3 of the Summa contra Gentiles these notions have a broader,
analogical application. They denote various aspects entailed in the fundamental
principle of secondary perfection executed by every participated being, which
is operation properly advancing its perfection toward the ultimate end. As W.
Norris Clarke aptly put it, “Action is the primary bond of similarity
between different kinds of being and thus is the ontological ground justifying
the application of the same analogous term to them.”(43)
Everything that achieves its secondary perfection by way of its operation
“intends” and “acts” in the broadest sense, be it inanimate
as fire is, animate as trees or birds are, or intelligent as humans or angels
are. Aquinas thus argues 
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that in acting every agent intends an
end, and that the ultimate end is that beyond which the agent seeks nothing
else. 


For every agent the principle of its
action is either its nature or its intellect. 


[T]he end is that in
which the appetitive inclination of an agent or mover, and of the thing moved,
finds its rest. Now, the essential meaning of the good is that it provides a
terminus for appetite, since “the good is that which all desire.”
Therefore, every action and motion are for the sake of a good. (ScG
III, c. 3, 3)(44)


Two things are especially noteworthy here. First, Aquinas can use the term
“agent” analogically because God is the first and foremost agent, who
brings about creation. And since every effect has a certain similarity to its
cause, creation indeed imitates its first cause in the most important respect:
agency. Moreover, since God as perfect agent acts for an ultimate end, which
necessarily can be nothing else but God, and since, from the perspective of
creation, God’s efficient and final causality ultimately coincide, the final
cause’s “pull” constitutes the ultimate end which every creature’s
operation “intends” by way of its action. Finally, since God is
perfectly and infinitely in act, actus purus (ScG I, c. 16,
5),(45) created substances, in virtue of their
participated being, imitate the first cause by being “in act” as
well. However, their being “in act” not only imitates the first
cause’s agency. Rather, because the first cause and the final cause are
identical, the final causality of the actus purus is the reason why
all participated beings desire (appetunt) as their proper good their
own perfection and thereby the final cause as the ultimate good. As Cottier
aptly puts it: 


Under the attraction
of God, ultimate end and summum bonum, created being tends, in the
measure according to which it is possible for it, toward a maximum of
actualized being. This is indeed a dynamic vision. It arises from the doctrine 
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of act, of which St.
Thomas makes good all the implications, especially in light of the metaphysics
of the final cause.(46)


In short, we find in Aquinas’s use of “agent” an analogical
attribution secundum prius et posterius, based on a participation by
imperfect similitude:(47) “[A] created
thing tends toward the divine likeness through its operation” (ScG
III, c. 21, 2).(48) Only the first transcendent
cause of the universe is agent in the full and proper sense. Every participated
being—being an effect of the first cause’s agency—reaches its own proper
perfection in someway imitating the first cause’s agency; consequently, every
participated being, properly, albeit analogically, is predicated as an
“agent” that “intends” and “acts.”(49)


Second, Aquinas’s metaphysical
analysis pertains to the whole range of participated being, encompassing every
created sub-stance, from ants to angels and from humus to humans. The end is
that in which the agent’s appetitus comes to a rest. That end 
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constitutes the good of the agent in
light of which it “acts.” And “good” is that—here Aquinas
simply regards Aristotle’s famous definition as expressing the normative
philosophical consensus— “which all things desire.”(50)
Hence “appetite” (appetitus) and “good” (bonum)
must also be understood in the widest analogical sense. Consequently, on the
level of metaphysical analysis and in this analogical sense of agency, any
premature projection onto the text of the alternatives between an unelicited,
innate, and unconditional desire versus an elicited, conditional desire is
clearly out of place at this point. While the metaphysical inquiry pertains to
the primary perfection (nature) as well as to the secondary perfection
(operation), it remains an inquiry into the ontological structure, the
principle of nature in its relative integrity. For the analysis and
demonstration pertain exclusively to the formal constitution of every created
being seeking its perfection in its proper good, that good which terminates its
appetite because the secondary perfection has been achieved. The sole criterion
St. Thomas mentions is the creature’s specific capacity (quantum in se est)
to be moved to its proper perfection:


[I]f anything lacks
a proper perfection, it is moved toward it, in so far as lies within its
capacity [quantum in se est], but if it possess it the thing rests in
it. Therefore, the end of each thing is its perfection. (ScG III, c.
16, 3)(51)


As we shall see soon, the defining referent for the “quantum in se
est,” that is, the specific capacity of angels as well as humans, is
the intellectus.




E) God: The Final End of All Things




Let us return to the overarching teleology Aquinas unfolds in the opening
chapters of book 3. In chapters 17-25, Aquinas elaborates more extensively how
God is to be understood as the 
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end of physical as well as intellectual beings. As I have already
emphasized, his metaphysical-structural argument encompasses all creatures
(separate substances [i.e., angels], humans, animals, inanimate things). All
things are ordered in at least three respects to one ultimate end that is God:
(1) by way of the substantial act of being, (2) by way of everything that
pertains to a thing’s perfection, and (3) by way of the thing’s proper
operation. 


Having established in chapter 17 that God is the end of all things, in chapter
18 Aquinas specifies how precisely this is the case. One could very well assume
that God is the end of all things in the sense of an ideal, or in the sense of
being something produced, or in the sense of something being added to God, or
in the sense of something being obtained for God. It is not hard to recognize
in these rejected positions an uncannily perceptive anticipation of the
emasculated modern simulacra of teleology as one can encounter them in Kant,
Hegel, and process philosophy. In chapter 13 of book 1 of the Summa contra
Gentiles—a chapter worth meditating on at length—Aquinas refutes the
premodern precursors of these positions on the basis of the proofs of God’s
existence as well as God’s categorical transcendence in relationship to participated
being. It is, however, only in chapters 17 and 18 of book 3 that Aquinas argues
that God is simultaneously first agent and ultimate end. For our particular
concern, the most relevant argument is the last one proffered in chapter 18:


Moreover, the effect
must tend toward the end in the same way that the agent works for the end. Now,
God, Who is the first agent of all things, does not act in such a way that
something is attained by His action, but in such a way that something is
enriched by His action. For He is not in potency to the possibility of
obtaining something; rather, He is in perfect act simply, and as a result He is
a source of enrichment. So, things are not ordered to God as to an end for
which something may be obtained, but rather so that they may attain
Himself from Himself, according to their measure [sed ut ab ipso ipsummet
suo modo consequantur], since He is their end. (ScG III, c. 18,
5)(52)
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Since God is in perfect act, nothing can enrich or improve or contribute to
his perfection as final end. On the contrary, things are ordered solely to him
as their final end so that everything may obtain God from God “suo
modo.” This small but decisive qualifier “suo modo”
is a crucial anticipation of the role that the intellectus plays in
obtaining God from God. Yet what can the creature—as creature and without
ceasing to be creature—obtain from God but the divina bonitas, God’s
own very goodness according to the measure of the creature’s specific nature?


F) Being—Similar to God


In chapter 19 Aquinas introduces the Platonic concept of
“similitude.” It is, Aquinas argues, in virtue of created things (res
creatae) attaining divine goodness that they are made like unto God. And
because everything tends toward God in order to obtain God’s goodness, it
follows that the ultimate end of all things is to become like God. Again we
turn to the argument most relevant for our particular concern. It builds upon the
general principle “omne agens agit sibi simile” (“every
agent produces its like”). In consequence of this universal metaphysical
principle, all created things must be understood as images—in the broadest
analogical sense of similitude—of the first agent. Their similitude obtains in
virtue of their primary perfection—they exist as participated beings—and
especially in virtue of their secondary perfection, by way of which they are
ordered to God in order to obtain divine goodness and hence attain to the
divine likeness according to their measure. We must note at this point again
that the concept of “similitudo” is an analogical concept,
for similitude is realized ac-cording to diverse modalities, which Aquinas
considers eventually in chapter 22. 


In chapters 20 and 21 Aquinas analyzes in detail the likeness arising from
the secondary perfection, operation:
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So, if each thing
tends toward a likeness of divine goodness as its end, and if each thing
becomes like the divine goodness in respect of all the things that belong to
its proper goodness, then the goodness of the thing consists not only in its
mere being, but in all the things needed for its perfection, as we have shown.
It is obvious, then, that things are ordered to God as an end, not merely
according to their substantial act of being, but also according to those items
which are added as pertinent to perfection, and even according to the proper
operation which also belongs to the thing’s perfection. (ScG III, c.
20, 8)(53)


Each thing tends toward being and act which is the same as tending to its
perfection and goodness. It is important to realize that with chapter 21
Aquinas moves his consideration to the order of operation. However,
also in this regard, he focuses his enquiry strictly upon the ontological
structure of such operations as a particular nature actuates them.


In fact, a created
thing tends toward the divine likeness through its operation. Now, through its
operation, one thing becomes the cause of another. Therefore, in this way,
also, do things tend toward the divine likeness, in that they are the causes of
other things. (ScG III, c. 21, 2)(54)


The order of proper secondary causality itself reflects
God’s first causality: things by way of their operation bring forth other
things and in that tend to divine likeness.




G) Intellect and Its Proper Appetite, the Will




In the midst of the seemingly seamless analogical range of predication of
agency, Aquinas finally in chapter 22 attends to the diverse mediations under
which this similitude comes about by 
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way of diverse modes of agency. Again, note that we are not leaving the
realm of an enquiry into the general ontological structure of such modalities.
In this chapter, Aquinas finally introduces the far-reaching fundamental
distinction between those agents whose secondary perfection comes about simply
by way of their natures versus those agents whose secondary perfection
comes about by way of their intellect. It is in natural agents alone
that the end is determined by the ontological appetitus. For agents
endowed with intellectus, on the contrary, the end is determined by
the ratio boni, the intellect’s consideration of the good by way of
which the good becomes the object of the will. This distinction is most clearly
stated in the following passage:


One kind of
operation pertains to a thing as the mover of another, as in the actions of
heating and sawing. Another is the operation of a thing that is moved by
another, as in the case of being heated or being sawed. Still another operation
is the perfection of an actually existing agent which does not tend to produce
a change in another thing. And these last differ, first of all, from passion
and motion, and secondly from action transitively productive of change in
exterior matter. Examples of operations in this third sense are understanding,
sensing, and willing. Hence, it is clear that the things which are moved, or
passively worked on only, without actively moving or doing anything, tend to
the divine likeness by being perfected within themselves; while the things that
actively make and move, by virtue of their character, tend toward the divine
likeness by being the causes of others. Finally, the things that move as a
result of being moved tend toward the divine likeness in both ways. (ScG
III, c. 22, 2)(55)




Here Aquinas intimates the most decisive characteristic of human beings, their
capability of intransitive operations, that is, operations that do not affect
an external object: understanding, sensing, and willing. The first and the last
kind of operation 
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human beings share with angels, the second operation they share with
animals, a fact that for Aquinas as for the whole classical Christian tradition
clearly indicated the precise place of humanity in the hierarchy of being: the
highest in the order of beings composite of form and matter and the lowest in
the order of spiritual beings. And again, it is according to the formal
metaphysical analysis and not under the aspect of the particular instantiation
of an operation that Aquinas establishes tersely the relationship between
intellect and will: 


[T]hings that know their end are always ordered to the
good as an end, for the will, which is the appetite for a foreknown end,
inclines toward something only if it has the rational character of a good,
which is its object. (ScG III, c. 16, 4; emphasis added)(56)


It seems that for Aquinas knowing one’s end is a precondition for any thing
to be ordered to the good as its end. But did we not learn earlier that things
deprived of any knowledge also “act” in view of an end, also tend
toward their perfection, toward divine likeness? The possibility to hold both
claims together is the very point of the doctrine of divine providence, the
consideration of God’s perfection as governor and ruler of what he brought into
being and continues to hold in being:


[I]t is also evident
that every working of nature is the work of an intelligent substance, because
an effect is more fundamentally attributed to the prime mover, which aims at
the end, than to the instruments which have been directed by it. And because of
this we find that the workings of nature proceed toward their end in an orderly
way, as do the actions of a wise man. (ScG III, c. 24, 5)(57)




The whole universe is the product of an infinite, subsistent intellectus
in act, and hence ordered to him as finis ultimus and summum bonum.
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Hence, it becomes
obvious that even things which lack knowledge can be made to work for an end,
and to seek [appetere] the good by a natural appetite [naturali
appetitu], and to seek the divine likeness and their own perfection. And
there is no difference between saying one of these things or the other. For, by
the fact that they tend to their own perfection they tend to the good, since a
thing is good to the extent that it is perfect. Moreover, by virtue of tending
to be good it tends to the divine likeness, for a thing is made like unto God
in so far as it is good. (ScG III, c. 24, 6)(58)


It is of paramount importance that Aquinas states (a) that there is no
difference between saying that everything seeks the good by way of an appetitus
naturalis, saying that everything seeks divine likeness, and saying that
everything seeks its own perfection; and (b) that everything tends to the
divine likeness by virtue of tending to be good. Tending to the divine likeness
is the fundamental ontological condition of every created substance. 


What then is the difference in tending to divine likeness between, on the
one hand, things devoid of knowledge and, on the other hand, intellectual
beings? Consider the following argument of St. Thomas:


It is evident …
that the more perfect something is in its power, and the higher it is in the
scale of goodness, the more does it have an appetite for a broader common good
[tanto appetitum boni communiorem habet], and the more does it seek
and become involved in the doing of good for beings far removed from itself.
Indeed, imperfect beings tend only to the good proper to the individual, while
perfect beings tend to the good of their species. But more perfect beings tend
to the good of the genus, while God, Who is most perfect in goodness, tends
toward the good of being as a whole. (ScG III, c. 24, 8)(59)
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If the power in question is intellectus, it seems clear that the
natural appetite for the bonum communi is categorically higher in
angels and humans qua their ontological constitution than in any
creature devoid of intellectus. Moreover, on the basis of what has
been established so far, it seems equally clear that the good has become
explicit—that is, known to the intellectus in order for it to become
the telos/end of this agent’s proper operation. Contrary to those
beings whose perfection comes about simply by their nature and which hence are
brought to perfection by en-telechy, the intellectual substance needs to
understand its proper good in light of the bonum communi for it to
become its proper end or, differently put, the end of its proper perfection.
The will—that is, the appetite for a foreknown end—can incline only
toward that which is presented by the intellect as a good. Only what the
intellect presents—and a fortiori is able to present—as a good, does
the will incline to.(60) In short, I can only
be drawn by my rational appetite, the will, to a good that I first of all
understand as a worthwhile end. In order to desire with my rational appetite,
that is, in the way proper for me as an intellectual substance, the ultimate
end—the end in which my perfection rests—I must understand enough of this
ultimate end for it to become the overarching good for my rational appetite.
But we are rushing ahead. Before we finally turn to the crucial chapter 25 of
book 3 in the Summa contra Gentiles, we need to gain a somewhat better
sense what Aquinas means by “intellectus.” For it is as
axiomatic for him as for all theologians of the patristic and medieval
period—as it should be for contemporary theologians—that angels and humans
share something extraordinary with God that separates them categorically from
the rest of creation—intellectus.
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H) Intellectus




It might seem—and indeed be—preposterous, in a brief excursus—to attempt an
incipient clarification of intellectus
in Aquinas’s thought. Because intellectus
is utterly central to, if not constitutive of, his metaphysics, we need to
limit ourselves to what is most crucial for our present consideration without,
however, doing grave injustice to the utter profundity of the vision entailed.(61)
Hence, this quite preliminary adumbration of intellectus in Aquinas takes as its delimiting parameters
two fundamental insights. On the one end stands Aquinas’s insight into the
peculiar way the human intellectus operates.
Because the differentiating characteristic of intellectus in the case of human beings is the condition of
its essential embodiment, human beings have to advance in knowledge
discursively by way of enquiry and discovery. On the other end stands Aquinas’s
insight, rather difficult for us to grasp, that in a certain respect intellectus pertains to and
encompasses everything that is. But we are rushing ahead. Let us turn to the
first of the two parameters.


In order not to get stuck immediately
in the dead-end of merely lexical variations, we shall simply take note of the
fact that when considering the human mind, Aquinas is comfortable with the use
of various terms to intend the same thing: mens, ratio, and intellectus.
In the sed contra of question 79, article 8 of the Prima Pars,
after quoting from Augustine’s literal commentary on Genesis, he states
tersely: “Reason, intellect, and mind are one power.”(62)
In the body of the article, however, he distinguishes between two fundamentally
different aspects in the one power of the human mind, two aspects that do not
simply reflect a lexical variation, but that indeed represent a substantive
differentiation 
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in the constitution of one single
power: “[T]o understand is simply to apprehend intelleiible truth: and to
reason is to advance from one thing understood to another, so as to know an
intelligible truth.”(63) The difference
between these two aspects of the one power is indeed crucial for a proper
understanding of how, according to Aquinas, human knowing comes about. The
latter aspect is the one that seems intrinsically obvious: Human reasoning is
discursive, that is, it advances from one thing to another in order to arrive
at the knowledge of intelligible truth. Human reasoning proceeds in the medium
of time. The Latin verb discurrere denotes this mental
movement—discourse as the mind’s journey of enquiry and discovery. Aquinas
uses for it the technical term ratiocinari, reasoning. Why does the
human intellect operate this way? Human beings qua their embodiment do
not receive intelligible truth by way of a perfect, immediate intuition, but by
way of what is proper to their essential embodiment, that is, by way of the
senses. I must hasten to add, however—lest Aquinas be mistakenly identified as
a proto-Lockean epistemologist—that according to Aquinas, in virtue of the
rational soul being the substantial form of the human body, intellectus
subsists in the human being antecedent to any sense-impressions. As form, intellectus
activates the principal operation of understanding (intellectus agens),
in-forming the mind by abstracting the forms from the senses’ deliverance and
thus realizing (reducing from potency to act) specific knowledge (intellectus
possibilis) that in turn forms the basis for the reasoning process.(64) The principal operation of understanding
itself (intellectus agens), however, subsists as a habitus of
the human soul, as an inventive capacity intrinsic to its nature. It is, to be
precise, the habitus of all first 
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principles of knowledge, whether
theoretical or practical principles, implicitly known in and of themselves,
indemonstrable yet indispensable for any discursive knowledge. The source that
keeps the intellectus qua form unceasingly in act is none but
God: “Divina substantia est … totius intellectualis cognitionis
principium” (“The divine substance is the … principle of all
intellectual cognition” [ScG III, c. 54]). Human understanding is
thus always gifted with the intuitive knowledge of first principles—certain
things simply understood. From those principles the human being in the process
of reasoning must discursively move forward by way of enquiry and discovery,
and then in turn analyze these findings scientifically by way of a return to
the first principles.


By contrast, angels, as subsistent
intellects or separate sub-stances, “who, according to their nature,
possess perfect knowledge of intelligible truth, have no need to advance from
one thing to another; but apprehend the truth simply and without mental
discussion.”(65) Aquinas puts the
similarity and difference between angelic intuitive understanding and human
discursive reasoning the following way: “Reasoning … is compared to
understanding, as movement is to rest, or acquisition to possession; of which
one belongs to the perfect, the other to the imperfect.”(66)


Are we to conclude from this
relationship between movement and rest, between the imperfect and the perfect,
that since God is universally perfect (as Aquinas argues in ScG I, c.
29), intellectus must first and foremost be identical with God, the
subsistent act of being. That this indeed is the case, Aquinas argues
extensively in chapters 45 and 46 of the first part of the Summa contra
Gentiles, and summarizes crisply in an important argument about “the
supreme and perfect grade of life which is in the intellect, for the intellect
reflects upon itself and the intellect can understand 
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itself” (ScG IV, c. 11,
5).(67) So, if indeed the perfect grade of life
rests in the intellectus, what would the ultimate perfection of life
be? Here is Aquinas’s answer:


The ultimate perfection of life belongs to God, in
whom understanding is not other than being, as has been shown [ScG I, c. 45]; accordingly, the intention understood in
God must be the divine essence itself. Now, I mean by the “intention
understood” what the intellect conceives in itself of the thing
understood. (ScG IV, c. 11, 5-6)(68)


Now we are at the point where we can appreciate that “light” has
been the predominant metaphor for intellectus. God, pure act at
perfect rest, is fully transparent to himself in the single perfect act of
comprehension: “in God, because He understands Himself, the intellect, the
thing understood, and the intention understood are all identical” (ScG
IV, c. 11, 7)(69)—light from light in light.
As creatures, in proportion to our nature, we participate in this divine
perfection. Hence, we are able by way of a faint analogical glimpse to surmise
what the perfection of intellectus must be like, starting from the
basic insight that intellectus is the power to apprehend intelligible
truth. The perfection of intellectus must indeed be the identity of
the act of understanding with the very act of being: “divinum intelligere
est eius esse” (“God’s under-standing is his being”).(70) And precisely this Aquinas establishes in
book 1, chapter 45 of the Summa contra Gentiles. We recall Aquinas’s
argument “that the perfection of the universe required the existence of
some intelligent creatures” (ScG II, c. 46).(71)
For 












page 555


only these are able to return to God
by way of their very action, an action that resembles God’s own being in act
which is understanding.


If such a relationship indeed obtains
between the divine perfection of intellectus and some created
participation in this perfection, the two, divine intellectus and
created intellectus, cannot be absolutely foreign to each other:


The divine substance
is not beyond the capacity of the created intellect in such a way that it is
altogether foreign to it, as sound is from the object of vision, or as
immaterial substance is from sense power; in fact, the divine substance is the
first intelligible object and the principle of all intellectual cognition. But
it is beyond the capacity of the created intellect, in the sense that it
exceeds its power. (ScG III, c. 54, 8)(72)


Here we have reached the point of closest proximity in Aquinas’s work to the
deep Augustinian intuition that fuels Henri de Lubac’s vision as well as his
subtle polemic against most Thomism since the early sixteenth century. Let us
give expression to this Augustinian intuition by way of a sentence from
Augustine himself, from his treatise De quantitate animae: “Just
as we must acknowledge that the human soul is not what God is, so is it to be
set down that among all things that God has created nothing is nearer to
God”; it is in fact equal to an angel.(73)
If the human soul 
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is to be understood as equal to an
angel, would this entail that the human being, similar to an intellectual
substance, is essentially spirit? Here it is imperative to realize
that Aquinas does not follow this admittedly attractive, albeit not unproblematic
Augustinian inspiration. Rather, he develops his position by drawing upon and
by deepening the prima facie obvious fact that human beings in respect
to the essentially composite nature of their substance are not pure spirits.
However, not being a pure spirit could still mean, as de Lubac arguably might
press, that the intellectual soul is nevertheless what is truly human
in the human being. Aquinas would not agree with such a qualified insistence
either, for even in this modified form such a claim simply disregards the
indispensable significance of human embodiment for an accurate grasp of human
nature, of which the rational soul undoubtedly is the substantial form. It is
the latter fact, human embodiment as integral to the nature of the human soul,
that leads Aquinas to hold that the human being essentially is not
only spirit. We find a striking argument for this position hidden away in the
disputed questions De Potentia. The objection is posed that the real
human being is the soul:


The end of man is a
perfect assimilation to God. Now seeing that God has no body, the soul without
the body is more like God than when united to the body. Therefore in the state
of final beatitude the soul will be without the body. (De Pot., q. 5,
a. 10, obj. 5)(74)


Aquinas responds:




The soul is more like
God when united to the body than when separated from it, because its nature is
then more perfect. For a thing is like God forasmuch as it is perfect, although
God’s perfection is not of the same kind as a creature’s. (Ibid., ad 5)(75)



















page 557


Here, in this crucial claim—crucial for all that follows—we have Aquinas’s
insistence most clearly expressed: intrinsic to the nature of the
human soul is to be the substantial form of the body. That is, the human soul
is essentially ordered to the body such that its nature is perfected in its act
of embodiment, of in-forming the body and thus realizing the human being.
Hence, while able to subsist in separation from the body, in such a state the
nature of the human soul is severely diminished. Not only is this one of
Aquinas’s strongest arguments for bodily resurrection, it is also one of the
clearest reminders that the body is integral to the perfection of the nature of
the human intellectual soul. Consequently, while the human intellectus
is capable of self-knowledge, of grasping universals, and therefore ultimately capax
Dei, human understanding, while antecedently enabled from within, arises
concretely from without. “Without” is the body, the very way by which
human beings are integrally part of the material world: “[T]he diversity
of man’s capacity to perform various acts of the soul arises from the diverse
dispositions of the body.”(76) By way of
the body human beings “suffer” reality and are available to each
other and to the world. Consequently, whatever is proportionate to the human
intellect’s nature in its proper perfection pertains to the intellectual soul
as the substantial form of the body. To put it differently, the body does not
diminish the perfection of the human soul’s nature. It rather is its guarantor.
For, as Aquinas puts it in his commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul,
“The nobility of the soul corresponds to a good bodily constitution,
because every form is proportioned to its matter” (II De Anima,
lect. 19)(77) And here lies the profound
difference in the constitution of human beings and angels: both are signified
as intellectualis creatura, yet categorically different in the way the
proper perfection of intellectus is realized in each.
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I) Intelligere Deum—finis omnis
intellectualis substantiae


Let us now turn to the crucial
chapter 25, the heading of which is, “To understand God is the end of
every intellectual substance” (“Quod intelligere Deum est finis
omnis intellectualis substantiae”).


(1) It is of paramount importance to
note the concept designating the particular kinds of agents under discussion
here: “intellectualis substantia” or “intellectualis
creatura.” The context is that of a primarily metaphysical enquiry
into the very structure of divine providence: the ordering of every created
substance, proper to its nature, to God as its ultimate end. The overarching
category under consideration in part 3 is created substances, and in chapter 25
Aquinas focuses on one particular and in some ways unique subset of created
substances: the intellectual substances, angels and humans. Angels and humans,
as just discussed, are unique in the universe in that they share something
extraordinary with the Creator of the universe that separates them
categorically from the rest of creation—intellectus. Hence,
pertaining to the primary perfection, the perfection of nature, the
metaphysical analysis of the last end does not differ for intellectual
substances that subsist separately (i.e., as nonmaterial subsistent forms
[angels]) and those that subsist as composites of form and matter (i.e., human
beings). The conclusion to which Aquinas’s eight arguments in chapter 25
converge is that for every intellectual substance, be it angel or human, the
ultimate end is to understand God. We will, however, see later that it matters
greatly for Aquinas that the gift of the intellect operates in fundamentally
different ways for angels and for humans. And it is precisely this difference,
in the order of secondary perfection (operation), we shall see, that matters
for grasping the difference in the way the natural desire for the vision of God
comes to play in angels and in humans.


Here is Aquinas’s opening thesis:


Since all creatures,
even those devoid of understanding, are ordered to God as to an ultimate end,
all achieve this end to the extent that they participate 
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somewhat in His
likeness. Intellectual creatures attain it in a more special way, that is,
through their proper operation of understanding Him. Hence, this must be the end
of the intellectual creature, namely to understand God. (ScG III, c.
25, 1)(78)


In unfolding his argument, Aquinas reminds his readers first of one
fundamental axiom of divine providence informing the very structure of participated
beings: “[E]ach thing intends, as its ultimate end, to be united with God
as closely as is possible for it” (ScG III, c. 25, 2).(79) As said above, material participated beings,
which were primarily under consideration until this chapter, attain God by way
of realizing their own proper perfection— which represents a distant
similitude of the summum bonum. Now, quite obviously, the ultimate end
each thing intends is achieved to a greater degree if something attains to God’s
very essence in some manner. The latter is accomplished when one knows
something of the divine substance. For “knowing” or
“understanding” is to attain the object itself, because
“under-standing is becoming the other intentionally in its property as other.”(80) By way of the concept—the object’s form
abstracted by the agent intellect—one comes to know the thing itself. Because
of this very ontological structure of knowledge, it constitutes a more perfect
form of union with God. For “understanding” does not proffer a
distant and mediated similitude of the known to the knower. Rather, by way of
knowledge, an immediate presence occurs of the known to the knower. Cottier,
drawing on Sylvester of Ferrara’s commentary on the Summa contra Gentiles,
felicitously names the distinction Aquinas makes here as that between a via
assimilationis and an infinitely superior via cognitionis.(81) “Therefore, an intellectual substance
tends to divine 
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knowledge as an ultimate end” (ScG
III, c. 25, 2).(82) The intellectual substance
attains its ultimate end by way of knowledge. Why so and how so, exactly? 


(2) In order to demonstrate how
precisely the intellectual substance attains its ultimate end, Aquinas turns
from a consideration of the order of being (ScG III, c. 25, 2) to a
consideration of the order of operation (ScG III, c. 25, 3). As he had
argued earlier, since the proper operation of every thing is its secondary perfection,
proper operation is a genuine end for every created substance. And because the
act of understanding (intelligere) is the proper operation of an
intellectual substance, this act is its proper end. Since every operation is
specified by its object, operations of intelligere are specified by
their objects through which these operations are known, and the more perfect
the object, the more perfect the operation. In other words, the perfection of
the operation of intelligere depends completely on the perfection of
the object understood. Consequently, to under-stand the most perfect
intelligible object, God must be the most perfect thing in the genus of the
operation of understanding; hence it is the ultimate end of that being whose
proper operation is intelligere. Consequently—and utterly
counterintuitive to the present pervasive preference for reductively
materialist and quantitatively measurable forms of knowledge tending to ends of
a more or less Epicurean kind—for Aquinas, the most imperfect knowledge of God
is infinitely more valuable than the most comprehensive knowledge of
comparatively imperfect things, be they quarks, genes, and galaxies, or
combustion engines, computer chips, and cosmetic surgery. In short, Aquinas’s
evaluation reflects that mode of the human being as perfected by wisdom (sapientia),
and hence characteristic of the homo sapiens, while the con-temporary
reductively materialist view is more reflective of what the ancients and, for
that matter Aquinas too, would have described as the way of thinking
characteristic of the homo insipiens. For “dixit insipiens in
corde suo non est Deus [Vulgate]” (“The fool says in his heart,
‘There is no God’” [Ps 
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13:1 (RSV)]). And precisely because
his metaphysical analysis remains properly restricted to the ontological
structure, Aquinas does not refer in this place to the absolutely most perfect
understanding of God, the scientia Dei et beatorum of questions 1 and
12 of the Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae—which is
essentially supernatural—but only to the structurally or formally most perfect
understanding of God that is entailed in the formal characteristics of the substantia
intellectualis.


(3) Unsurprisingly, Aquinas focuses
next on the structure of cognition and understanding, the process of admiratio
that culminates in first philosophy or scientia divina, the natural
theology that constitutes the acme of metaphysical enquiry (ScG III,
c. 25, 6-9 and the preparation for 11).(83) And
understanding elicited by cognition is indeed the sole and proper way by which
intellectual substances—angels as well as humans—tend to God. Aquinas offers
the following argument:


[A] thing has the
greatest desire for its ultimate end. Now, the human intellect has a greater desire,
and love, and pleasure, in knowing divine matters than it has in the perfect
knowledge of the lowest things, even though it can grasp but little concerning
divine things. So, the ultimate end of man is to understand God, in some
fashion [quoquo modo]. (ScG III, c. 25, 7)(84)
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If read in isolation from its context, one could easily mistake this
statement for an empirical observation from which Aquinas draws an inference.
The discursive context of this argument, however, makes it plain that this is
not the case. The opening sentence lays down a comprehensive metaphysical
principle pertaining to every created thing. The subsequent sentence continues
a strictly metaphysical analysis of the ontological structure of the intellect,
as derived from the earlier analysis. It does not describe the de facto
operation of the human being sub conditione peccati, nor for that
matter in statu iustitiae originalis or in statu gratiae, but
the relative principle of human nature and the ontological structure of the
most perfect operation proper to it as an intellectual nature. 


In knowing only a little of divine matters the human intellect comes to a
greater perfection—that is, it realizes its own proper end—than knowing a lot
about the material world. Hence this kind of knowledge, however fragmentary, is
desired more, due to the nature of the intellect itself. However, we must note
the decisive qualification “quoquo modo” at the end of the above
quotation, for the argument itself delivers nothing regarding the question of
the mode of this operation. The conclusion at this point is that the final end
of the human is the knowledge of God, attained in whatever mode, even the most
imperfect. We need to return to the qualification “quoquo modo”
when we consider again the natural desire in detail. We have here, however, a
first inkling that this qualification refers to the way the structure of the
intellect is actualized in the very order of knowledge, the end of which is the
scientia divina of first philosophy (metaphysics). 


Here is Aquinas’s argument in a nutshell. First comes the general principle:
everything that is desirable for the sake of something else exists for
something that is desirable in and of itself. Why so? Because, if the working
of the appetite of nature (appetitus naturae) were to go on
interminably, then the desire of nature (desiderium naturae) would be
frustrated, for it is impossible to traverse infinity.


Now Aquinas applies this principle to the order of knowledge. The practical
sciences as well as the arts (including what we would call engineering and
technology) are not directed toward 
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knowledge, but toward operation, and hence they are means to an end, desired
for the sake of something else. Only the speculative sciences are desirable in
and of themselves, because their end is knowledge itself. Every human activity
is ordered toward some other end with the exception of theoretical
contemplation (consideratio speculativa). As all practical sciences
and arts are ordered toward the theoretical ones, so are all human activities
ordered toward the theoretical contemplation of the intellect (ad
speculationem intellectus). And as all sciences and arts, ordered in such
a way, have their end in that particular one which provides the ordering
measure and rule for them (praeceptiva et architectonica), all the
theoretical sciences relate in a similar way to metaphysics (philosophia
prima), for the latter provides all the principles for the former.
However, 


[t]his first philosophy is wholly ordered to the knowing of God, as its
ultimate end; that is why it is also called divine science. So, divine knowledge is the ultimate end of every act of human
knowledge and every operation. (ScG III, c. 25, 9)(85)


Here, we receive a first commentary on the qualification “quoquo
modo.” One way the knowledge of God is attained is by way of the
operations of “first philosophy” which contemplates the first cause.
The contemplation of the highest cause is the concrete terminus of the
secondary perfection of the human intellect. This terminus is the condition for
the possibility of a coherent archi-tecture of the sciences and hence the order
of human knowledge. Such a terminus and the structural possibility of attaining
it is the condition for the desire of nature (desiderium naturae) to
tend toward its fulfillment by way of the appetite of nature (appetitus
naturae), realized most eminently in the will, the rational appetite as it
moves the intellect to its proper good and hence perfection in contemplating
the most excellent object, the first cause.


However, as Aquinas reminds us (ScG III, c. 25, 10), the absolutely
superior mover is not the will, but rather the intellect, 
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for the intellect moves the appetite by presenting it with its object. (It
is only because embodied human thinking, also speculative contemplation, is
discursive, and not intuitive, i.e., takes place by way of a discursive,
temporal “procedere” that is vulnerable to exhaustion, distraction,
and distortion, that the will is of importance in relationship to the
intellect’s proper operation.)


(4) There obtains a proper correspondence between the order of agents and
movers and the order of ends, such that the end of the first agent and mover is
the final end of all intermediate agents and movers. Aquinas applies this
general metaphysical principle to the human intellect: 


[O]f all the parts
of man, the intellect is found to be the superior mover, for the intellect
moves the appetite, by presenting it with its object; then the intellectual
appetite, that is the will, moves the sensory appetites, irascible and
concupiscible, and that is why we do not obey concupiscence unless there be a
command from the will; and finally the sense appetite, with the advent of
consent from the will, now moves the body. Therefore, the end of the intellect
is the end of all human actions. ‘But the end and good of the intellect are the
true’ [Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, VI, 2 (1139a 27)]; consequently,
the first truth is the ultimate end. So, the ultimate end of the whole man, and
of all his operations and desires, is to know the first truth, which is God. (ScG
III, c. 25, 10)(86)


Cognoscere primum verum, to know the first truth,
is the ultimate end of the human being and all his operations and desires (omnium
operationum et desiderium eius).(87)
Again, it is noteworthy that Aquinas makes reference only to all desires of the
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human being in their ontological
structure, converging to one final end, the knowledge of the first truth. One
of these desires, the desiderium cognoscendi causam, stands at the
core of the next argument: “Besides, there is naturally present in all men
the desire to know the causes of whatever things are observed” (ScG
III, 25, 11).(88)


A natural reaction of “admiratio,”
wonder, gives rise to increasingly disciplined and methodologically reflective
philo-sophical enquiry. This quest is a movement that receives its élan from a
natural desire elicited by the encounter with something(89) and that finds its rest
or terminus in the contemplation of the cause of that thing—by way of which
contemplation the thing itself is more perfectly understood. In principle, but
only rarely in fact, this quest does not stop until the first cause is reached.
The natural desire to know the causes arises from the very ontological
structure of the intellect itself, for it is precisely knowing the causes that
is the operation that perfects the intellect. Aquinas extends this argument to
the order of causes:


[F]or each effect
that he knows, man naturally desires to know the cause. Now, the human
intellect knows universal being [ens universale]. So, he naturally
desires to know its cause, which is God alone, as we proved in Book Two. Now, a
person has not attained his ultimate end until natural desire comes to rest.
Therefore, for human happiness which is the ultimate end it is not enough to
have merely any kind of intelligible knowledge; there must be divine knowledge,
as an ultimate end, to terminate the natural desire. So, the ultimate end of
man is the knowledge of God. (ScG III, c. 25, 12)(90)
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Aquinas is not really arguing anything new here; rather, he is in a subtle
way intensifying the previous arguments in an ascending line from the knowledge
of the first truth to the knowledge of the first cause to the knowledge itself
of God: ipsa Dei cognitio. Note however that ipsa Dei cognitio,
the knowledge itself of God, is not to be confused with the knowledge of God
himself, cognitio Dei ipsius, the latter being nothing but the
beatific vision, the eternal participation of the blessed in the life of the
Holy Trinity. The ipsa Dei cognitio, on the contrary, is the proper
ultimate end of every created intellectus, the very knowledge of the
essence of the first cause: “Omnis intellectus naturaliter desiderat
divinae substantiae visionem” (“Every intellect naturally desires the
vision of the divine substance” [ScG III, c. 57, 4]). However,
for the created intellect a natural knowledge of the essence of the first cause
independent from any created effects remains essentially unattainable. Hence
the felicitas sought by way of metaphysical contemplation must
necessarily remain incomplete. Nevertheless, it is the ontological structure of
the created intellect in the first place that renders intelligible the ultimate
significance of the Christian economy of salvation and its promise of perfect
beatitude. Not only will the essence of God be known by the created intellect,
but God will also make himself known to the intellect and thereby grant by way
of friendship a created participation in his own triune life.


The natural desire to know the cause aims at ipsa Dei cognitio as
its proper terminus. Again, we learn nothing here about the mode of this
cognition. But then again, as in the earlier arguments the axiomatic assumption
is that the “desiderium naturale” arises from the structure
of the intellect itself in the encounter with the reality for which it is made.
In other words, the “desiderium naturale” is not
ontologically prior to the structure of the human intellect. Rather, it is its
very entailment and arises simultaneously with the intellect’s encounter with
reality. An analysis of the precise modes of the intellect’s operation in regard
to the knowledge of God lies beyond the confines of chapter 25.


(5) Aquinas, however, prepares the transition to this inquiry by introducing
the notion of happiness or felicity:
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Now, the ultimate end of man, and of every intellectual substance, is
called felicity or happiness, because this is what every intellectual substance
desires as an ultimate end, and for its own sake alone. (ScG III, c. 25, 14)(91)


The chapter ends with the fascinating juxtaposition of the Evangelists
Matthew and John on the one hand and Aristotle on the other:


And so, it is said in Matthew (5:8): “Blessed are the clean of
heart, for they shall see God”; and John (17:3): “This is eternal
life, that they may know Thee, the only true God.” (ScG III, c. 25, 15)(92)




With this view, the judgment of Aristotle is also in agreement, in the last
Book of his Ethics, where he says that the
ultimate felicity of man is “speculative, in accord with the contemplation
of the best object of speculation” [Nicomachean Ethics, X, 7 (1177a 18)]. (ScG III, c. 25, 16)(93)




While the proper term for the end which Matthew and John have in view is
beatitude, Aquinas neverthess uses “felicitas” in order to
correlate Aristotle, at least in a preliminary way, to the two Evangelists. The
reason Aquinas prefers felicitas to beatitudo is arguably
that he regards as a considerable part of his audience for the Summa contra
Gentiles philosophers—that is, those who would agree with Aristotle, the
Neoplatonic tradition and its Aristotelian commentaries, their reception in the
Arabic tradition by Avicenna, Averroës, and others, and also with Maimonides,
but would not accept the witness of the New Testament about the Son of God.
Because of an explicitly assumed theological audience in the Summa
Theologiae, Aquinas privileges there the term “beatitudo.”


There is, however, a deeper reason why Aquinas correlates Aristotle’s notion
of the highest human felicity to the Christian notion of beatitude. He
expresses this deeper reason at the 
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beginning of the Summa contra Gentiles, where he states that
“in so far as a man gives himself to the pursuit of wisdom, so far does he
even now have some share in true beatitude” (ScG I, c. 2, 1),(94) and later more explicitly in the Summa
Theologiae, where he avers that “the consideration of speculative
sciences is a certain participation of true and perfect happiness [beatitudo].”(95) Te Velde interprets Aquinas’s subtle
reception of the Aristotelian felicitas succinctly: 


In Thomas’ view the
Aristotelian felicitas essentially retains an open and dynamic
character as aiming at the perfect knowledge of the divine insofar as is
possible through the speculative sciences… . The differentiation in
happiness must … not be understood in the sense of their representing two
wholly different kinds of happiness. They are related to each other in terms of
imperfect and perfect; the happiness of philosophical contemplation shows a
certain likeness with true happiness; seen from a Christian standpoint
philosophical happiness points beyond itself to a more perfect happiness, to an
adequate fulfilment of what the philosophical search for wisdom is aiming at.(96)


Aquinas’s oblique correlation (in ScG III, c. 25,
14) of the acme of philosophical contemplation with the term of the Christian
pilgrimage in the beatific vision is a telling reminder that in his
metaphysical analysis of the ontological structure of the intellectualis
substantia he is not interested in analyzing the concrete modes of
elicitation, which differentiate the structurally one desiderium naturale
visionis Dei de facto into two different desires—one elicited by way of
creation’s trace of the causes, leading philosophical admiratio to the
contemplation of the first cause, with a desiderium naturae for
happiness directed to the “bonum communi“; the other
elicited by way of sanctifying grace with a desiderium gratiae for
heavenly glory. As soon as he has to address explicitly the question of the
ultimate human perfection, 
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he does not shy away from using the proper theological term for this
specific perfection (beatitudo), nor does he shy away from pointing to
the necessity of the divine help (auxilium) of grace in order for
human beings to attain this ultimate perfection, as plainly expressed in the
title of chapter 147 of book 3 of the Summa contra Gentiles:
“Quod homo indiget divino auxilio ad beatitudinem consequendam”
(“That the human being needs divine help to attain beatitude”). Here
in chapter 25 of the same book, by contrast, Aquinas is principally concerned
with the underlying ontological structure, the principle of nature in its own
relative integrity. “Relative integrity” signifies here that human
nature is not per se in act. Only particular human beings exist in the concrete
order of providence in specific states; they do so, however, in virtue of one
shared nature from which all acts characteristic of being human flow. Moreover,
the principle of nature accounts for the gratuity of the concretely extant
order of providence as it coincides with the economy of salvation. For the
principle of nature allows one to affirm divine transcendent freedom: it is
solely in virtue of divine convenientia and not due to any exigencies
that might arise from human nature itself that the extant order of providence
coincides with the economy of salvation. Furthermore, only by way of the
relative integrity of the principle of nature is it possible to grasp the
continuity of the identity of nature across various states of human nature in
the economy of salvation.


 


II.
The Desire for God: Sic et Non—Marie-Joseph Le

 Guillou’s Response to Henri de Lubac’s Surnaturel


S. Thomas est très
maître de sa pensée et de son vocabulaire: il affirme le désir naturel de voir
Dieu; il affirme aussi nettement - et selon nous, sans moindre contradiction -
que l’esprit n’est pas effectivement proportionné à voir Dieu.(97)
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Marie-Joseph Le Guillou (1920-90), a Dominican theologian from the Province
of Paris, produced what is an unjustly for-gotten, astute engagement of de
Lubac’s Surnaturel. Only Georges Cottier and Henry Donneaud have saved
his remarkably nuanced and construcive Thomistic response to de Lubac’s
challenge from the fate of oblivion.(98) Le
Guillou’s engagement of Surnaturel rests on three principal points:
(1) Unlike not a few other Thomist respondents, he readily recognizes a crucial
insight that de Lubac rightly presses—the absolutely unique case of the
created spirit, its fundamental ontological orientation toward God and hence
its natural desire for the vision of God. (2) However, Le Guillou demonstrates
convincingly that Aquinas simultaneously maintains that the created spirit is
not effectively proportioned for the vision of God and hence the positive
supernatural character of the divine gift must be affirmed under all
circumstances. These two truths neither contradict each other nor are they to
be reconciled with each other by way of some notional or objective dialectic.
Rather, according to Aquinas, they are two complementary truths about the
created spirit, the first being the result of a metaphysical enquiry
into the ontological structure of the created spirit, the second the result of
a theological enquiry into the concrete operations necessary for the
beatific vision to occur, a discussion ultimately completed only in the Summa
Theologiae in the treatises on grace and the infused supernatural virtues
of faith, hope, and love, as well as the gifts of the Holy Spirit. (3) Le
Guillou rightly insists on the need to safeguard the proper in-tegrity of the
respective created natures. Consequently, he defends the position that the
nonrealization of the transcendent end, the beatific vision, does not mutilate
human nature, because the re-sources to reach this end simply do not belong to
the nature itself.


A) A Natural Desire for the
Supernatural—Properly Speaking?


Le Guillou’s remarkable essay might
best be understood as a perspicacious engagement and refutation of the
previously 
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mentioned thesis forwarded by de
Lubac in Surnaturel: “‘Natural desire for the supernatural:’ most
theologians who reject this formula, reject together with it the very doctrine
of St. Thomas Aquinas.”(99) Le Guillou’s
argues that while Aquinas indeed held the natural desire for the vision of God,
this affirmation is fundamentally different from, albeit essentially related
to, the desire for the supernatural, a desire elicited by the supernatural
virtue of hope. The latter desire is fundamentally different because it is
supernaturally elicited; however, it is essentially related to the natural
desire, because it is that very natural desire (conditional by nature) that is
presupposed as well as perfected by the supernaturally elicited desire. Thus Le
Guillou will show that rejecting the formula “natural desire for the
supernaturel” in its precise sense does not entail a rejection of
Aquinas’s teaching at all. On the contrary, on the basis of Aquinas’s teaching
this formula must be rejected.


B) The Historical Context of
Aquinas’s Argument: The Conviction That the Immediate Vision of God Is
Impossible


Before anything else, Le Guillou puts
great emphasis on the importance of recalling the historical context in which
the problem of the natural desire for the vision of God arises for Aquinas.(100) His insistence upon a natural desire for
the vision of God constitutes his considered response to the strong
contestation of the very possibility of any immediate vision of God by two
quite different intellectual strands, both exercising a subtle influence on the
thought of the day. 


The first is a strand of Greek
Christian apophaticism, mediated into the Western medieval debate by Scotus
Eriugena, for whom the impossibility of the immediate vision of God does not
constitute a problem, because for him the supposition suffices that an
unfulfilled desire eternally links the beatified spirit to the 
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invisible cause.(101)
The second is a strand of Neoplatonism inherited by Arabic philosophers who
deny the very possibility of the immediate vision of God by the human being and
instead propose that human felicity is attained by way of the con-templation of
separate substances (angels)—that is, beings higher in the hierarchy of being
than humans but lower than God. Only these separate substances would, according
to this position, be capable of an immediate vision of the One.(102)



The philosophical contestation of the
very possibility of an immediate vision of God constitutes the concrete
discursive context of Aquinas’s argument for a desiderium naturale.
The point of Aquinas’s whole line of argumentation is to establish, by way of
arguments acceptable to the philosophical disputants, the suitability between
the nature of the human spirit and its supernatural destiny. Le Guillou argues
convincingly that the theologian Aquinas, who knows by divine revelation that
we are destined for a perfect beatitude, the immediate vision of God, intends
to show by arguments of reason why such a perfect beatitude, though infinitely
surpassing human nature, lies in direct line with its fulfillment. As we have
seen above, the universal metaphysical principle from which Aquinas develops
such a philosophical argument in book 3 of the Summa contra Gentiles
is the following: the ultimate perfection of each being consists in its
unification with the principle or cause of its being.


Aquinas, by applying this principle
to the creatura intellectualis, develops the proper and immediate
principles of the rational soul. He does so by embarking upon a metaphysical
analysis of the structure proper to the anima rationalis in which he
draws equally on the Augustinian inquietum cor and the Aristotelian
and Arabic desire to know the essence of a thing (quid est). Not only
does this analysis allow him to lay bare the fundamental orientation of the
created spirit toward the in-tellection of the divine essence;(103)
more importantly, it allows him 
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to demonstrate (in ScG III)
the concrete possibility of the vision of God against its impossibility (Greek
apophaticism) and against the failure of Arabic Neoplatonism to recognize its
true meaning. And while Aquinas does rely on the Augustinian tradition, which
is so sensitive to an élan that “carries” the human being, so to
speak, to the vision, Le Guillou rightly stresses that Aquinas quite
intentionally avoids the claim of that tradition that one may ascertain naturally
and experientially such a call to the vision of God. Le Guillou helpfully
points out that, contrary to the sweeping Augustinian claim of a natural
desire for the supernatural, Aquinas remains more modest and restrained in
his interest of proffering and defending solely a structural metaphysical
analysis of a natural desire as it pertains to the respective principles of
human and angelic nature in their proper relative integrity.


C) What Is a Desire?


In order to gain a deeper sense of
the nature of “desiderium” according to Aquinas, Le Guillou
recalls Aquinas’s analysis of the passions: 


Properly speaking,
desire may be not only in the lower, but also in the higher appetite. For it
does not imply fellowship in craving, as concupiscence does; but simply
movement towards the thing desired. (STh I-II, q. 30, a. 1, ad 2)(104)


Here we finally are offered a crisp definition of desiderium:
“simplex motus in rem desideratam.” Desire denotes the spontaneous
reaction of the lower as well as the higher appetite to the apperception of a
good, that is, the tendency toward a good that is inchoately understood and
loved, yet not possessed. Unlike hope (spes), which regards something
in the future that is “arduous and difficult to obtain,” “desire
… regards the future 
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good absolutely.”(105) For Aquinas,
desire is, so to speak, a distance covered by the rational appetite, the will,
anterior to the intellect’s consideration of the possibilities of its
realization. The desire is an inchoate movement that becomes one of a firm
consistency only if there is for it the possibility of realization. Hence hope,
which always presupposes desire, is an essential component of such a firmly
consistent movement of the will, for hope considers the possibilities and
difficulties of gaining the desired good.(106)
To put it differently, while desiderium is a simple motion that
belongs inherently to the nature of the created spirit and the principal
operation of the rational appetite, spes belongs essentially to the
embodied human existence in the extant order of providence as it coincides with
the economy of salvation. For spes has to tackle the profound difficulties
that arise from the loss of original righteousness. Consider Aquinas’s
discussion of the twofold difficulty hope has to attend to:


A thing is difficult
which is beyond a power; and this happens in two ways. First of all, because it
is beyond the natural capacity of the power. Thus, if it can be attained by
some help, it is said to be difficult; but if it can in no way be
attained, then it is impossible; thus it is impossible for a man to
fly. In another way a thing may be beyond the power, not according to the
natural order of such power, but owing to some intervening hindrance… . To
be turned to his ultimate beatitude is difficult for man, both because it is
beyond his nature, and because he has a 
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hindrance from the
corruption of the body and the infection of sin. (STh I, q. 62, a. 2,
ad 2)(107)




Note that the desiderium naturale per se contributes effectively
nothing besides providing the fundamental structural openness of the intellectus
as well as the natural precondition of the simple motion to being turned to
ultimate beatitude (converti ad beatitudinem ultimam). The concrete
possibility of realizing the ultimate end, the enjoyment of God, is de
facto only opened by, and indeed occurs inchoately in, the gift of divine
faith,(108) while the infection of sin is
healed by the ensuing gift of sanctifying grace. Now, enlightened by faith, the
intellect is able to present the ultimate end quite differently to the will as
well as to consider quite concretely the means—the antecedent reality as well
as the promise of the continuing aid by divine grace—of attaining the ultimate
end. Thus the enlightenment of faith gives rise to hope, which in turn
fortifies the will in striving toward attaining fully what the intellect
already beholds in its assent of faith—the happiness of eternal life:



















page 576


[T]he hope of which
we speak now, attains God by leaning on His help in order to obtain the hoped
for good. Now an effect must be proportionate to its cause. Wherefore the good
which we ought to hope for from God properly and chiefly, is the infinite good,
which is proportionate to the power of the divine helper, since it belongs to
an infinite power to lead anyone to an infinite good. Such a good is eternal
life, which consists in the enjoyment of God Himself. For we should hope from
Him for nothing less than Himself, since His goodness, whereby he imparts good
things to His creature, is no less than His Essence. Therefore the proper and
principal object of hope is eternal happiness. (STh II-II, q. 17, a.
2)(109)


Note Aquinas’s employment in this article of the universal
metaphysical principle “an effect must be proportionate to its
cause.” An infinite good, the enjoyment of God, can only be brought
about by a proportionate cause: God. In an unexpected context, the
question whether an angel needs grace in order to turn to God, Aquinas offers a
concise application of this principle:




[T]he natural movement
of the will is the principle of all things that we will. But the will’s natural
inclination is directed towards what is in keeping with its nature. Therefore,
if there is anything which is above nature, the will cannot be inclined towards
it, unless helped by some other supernatural principle. … Now it was shown
above … when we were treating of God’s knowledge, that to see God in His
essence, wherein the ultimate beatitude of the rational creature consists, is
beyond the nature of every created intellect. Consequently no rational creature
can have the movement of the will directed towards such beatitude, except it be
moved thereto by a supernatural agent. This is what we call the help of grace.
(STh I, q. 62, a. 2)(110)
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Hence the firm movement of the will toward the infinite good that is eternal
happiness—in short, the habit of hope—can only be brought about by divine
grace. Consequently, this hope is a supernatural, infused virtue. Such an
elevation and perfection of natural hope indeed presupposes and draws upon the desiderium,
the simple movement toward the desired thing. There is no movement of hope
without the simple inchoate movement of desiderium. The former always
presupposes the latter while the latter in and of itself is unable ever to
reduce itself into a movement of firm consistency toward a specific end. The desiderium,
however, has its own proper consistency, which arises from the very structure
of the intellectus itself.


D) What Is the “Natural” Desire for the Vision of God?


In the case of the natural desire for the vision of God, the attribute
“natural” denotes the consistency of the desire: a consistency
arising from the nature of the intellectus.(111)
It belongs to the very nature of the intellect consistently to give rise to the
simple motion of the will to desire the human spirit’s highest good. Hence it
is precisely that consistently present, inchoate natural motion of the rational
appetite which grace presupposes and perfects. The desiderium remains,
however, an inchoate movement of the will, somewhat conditional, because it is
less than a firmly realized movement of the rational appetite to a specific
good. When we ask what it is that elicits this desire consistently as a “simplex
motus,” Le Guillou points us to what the human intellect comes to
know naturally: “Thomas calls it a natural desire, because it arises from
the nature of the intellect as such, insofar as it is commended by natural
knowledge.”(112) Hence, Le Guillou
emphasizes, the desiderium naturale visionis Dei is by no means a
natural desire in the sense of a Scotist “pondus naturae,” a
weight of nature pulling us inexorably toward the vision of God. Rather, it is
a desire elicited by the very things the 
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intellect comes to know, and hence a
desire that is objectively directed at everything implied in our natural desire
to know to the fullest degree by way of comprehending the causes of the things
we come to know, an unlimited intellectual enquiry that continuously transcends
known causes and eventually, at least in principle, leads to the first cause,
the cause that cannot be transcended because it is the source and origin of all
causes. Consequently, in the end this natural desire may develop into the
full-fledged desire to come to know—to “see” by way of the intellectus—the
essence of this first cause.(113)


Hence, it is crucial to realize in
the debate over the desiderium naturale visionis Dei that Aquinas’s
proof of the natural desire for the vision of God in book 3 of the Summa
contra Gentiles is a proof properly at home in the desire to know essences
and causes, which as such is the clear manifestation of the openness (capacitas,
aptitudo) of the human intellectus for all being. Le Guillou
reminds his readers at this apposite moment of the specific way in which
Aquinas understands the image of God to be in all human beings:


Since man is said to
be to the image of God by reason of his intellectual nature, he is the most
perfectly like God according to that in which he can best imitate God in his
intellectual nature. Now the intellectual nature imitates God chiefly in this,
that God understands and loves Himself. Wherefore we see that the image of God
is in man … [f]irst, inasmuch as man possesses a natural aptitude for
understanding and loving God; and this aptitude consists in the very nature of
the mind, which is common to all men. (STh I, q. 93, a. 4)(114)
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Note at this point that for Aquinas the terms “capacitas”
and “aptitudo” signify an exclusively receptive potency,
contrary to “facultas,” which signifies an active potency.


E) What Is Special about the Natural Desire?


It is here where Le Guillou acknowledges the Thomist point of contact with
de Lubac’s Augustinian élan of nature for the supernatural. The natural desire
appears in the consciousness as the difference between the proper object of the
created spirit (which is the realm of all being) and its connatural object
which is the consciousness of a nonaccordance between the nature of the intellectus
and its very ground. Instead of committing the errors of ontologism or
illuminationism, Le Guillou does nothing but offer a full acknowledgment of the
gift of the active principle of the intellectus, the irreducible
being-in-act of the intellect (intellectus agens) in every created
spirit, an act which indeed begs the question of its source. However, while its
very existence unavoidably raises the question of its source and giver, the intellectus
agens by no means carries with and in itself an innate knowledge of God,
in any remote form whatever.


The human spirit aspires naturally to unite itself effectively to the one it
divines negatively and ideally in its universality beneath the manifold species
of its proper object (being)—God. This desire for union, however, is nothing
but the desire to understand the truth, as Le Guillou’s choice of citation from
the Summa contra Gentiles shows:


[U]ltimate felicity
is to be sought in nothing other than an operation of the intellect, since no
desire carries on to such sublime heights as the desire to understand the
truth. Indeed, all our desires for pleasure, or other things of this sort that
are craved by men, can be satisfied with other things, but the aforementioned
desire does not rest until it reaches God, the highest point of reference for, and
the maker of, things. (ScG III, c. 50, 9)(115)
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It is indisputably the case that Aquinas holds, in Le Guillou’s words,
“that in the very core of the human being there is an aspiration of a
self-accomplishment in the order of the spirit, in a dimension somewhat
divine.”(116) Le Guillou is readily
willing to grant this point to de Lubac and to affirm that a definition of the
human being along the lines of Aristotle, as rational animal, does not exhaust
at all the greatness of the human being. Acknowledging that much emphatically
does not, however, entail agreeing with the Augustinian thesis that the human
spirit’s proper and only connatural object is God in and of himself. Rather,
the being that is human is qua intellectus structurally oriented
toward an enquiry into its spiritual identity up to its proper limits as a
finite being, composite of rational soul and body.




F) The Natural Desire Denotes an
Ordination to the Vision of God




After having reached the point of closest contact with de Lubac, Le Guillou
rightly presses the point that Aquinas’s argument concerning the natural desire
for the vision of God never passes beyond the idea of an ordination in the
sense of a real metaphysical possibility.(117) The argument amounts in
each case always only to the defense of the possibility of the vision, as in
the following: 




[I]t is impossible for
natural desire to be unfulfilled, since ‘nature does nothing in vain.’ Now,
natural desire would be in vain if it could never be fulfilled. Therefore,
man’s natural desire is capable of fulfillment [implebile]. (ScG III, c. 48, 11)(118)


 


It is only now, after a closer reading of the first
twenty-five chapters of book 3 of the Summa contra Gentiles that this 
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particular claim can be appreciated in its proper discursive context. The
subsequent statement “So, it must be fulfilled after this life”
(“Oportet igitur quod impleatur post hanc vitam”) cannot be read as a
kind of quasi-ontological necessity obeying a metaphysical exigency. Rather, it
must be understood as an anticipation of what is intimated in book 3, chapters
51-63, and is fully developed only in book 4. In short, it is the convenientia
of the economy of salvation itself that is in the one obtaining order of
providence the concrete implementation of what on the basis of the principle of
nature remains merely “implebile.” Consider again at this
point what Aquinas states in the opening chapter on divine providence about
those creatures that “bear His likeness and reflect His image:”


[T]hey are not only
ruled but are also rulers of themselves, inasmuch as their own actions are
directed to a fitting end. If these beings submit to the divine rule in their
own ruling, then by virtue of the divine rule they are admitted to the
achievement of their ultimate end; but, if they proceed otherwise in their own
ruling, they are rejected. (ScG III, c. 1, 4)


“To submit to the divine rule in their own ruling,” however, was
the primordial gift of original righteousness. Unlike the gift of nature
itself, the primary perfection, the gift of an antecedent, habitually perfected
secondary perfection can be refused and, alas, indeed was refused. After the
initial refusal, any fulfillment of the natural desire rests upon a new,
infinitely superior initiative of God (hence “felix culpa“),
an initiative that infallibly, though not irresistably, restores the original
gift of habitually perfected operation in order, finally, to elevate the
original gift to its infinitely surpassing perfection in the beatific vision.


G) The Natural Desire Is a Genuine Capacity—Reflecting the Fundamental
Openness of the Human Being for God 


Does Le Guillou then embrace the interpretation that such a desire, for
Aquinas, must simply and solely be a question of a passive natural potency or a
simple obediential potency in the 
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strict and limited sense? Interestingly, Le Guillou does not take this to be
the consequence of Aquinas’s metaphysical analysis of the ontological structure
of the created intellect. Rather, he astutely observes that wherever Aquinas
treats the natural desire for the vision of God ex professo, the doctor
communis affirms that the natural desire reveals a capacity of the human
spirit in regard to the vision of God.(119)
Moreover, the fact that Aquinas uses next to “capacitas”
also the terms “ordinatio,” “habilitas,”
“aptitudo,” and “inclinatio” indicates
rather clearly that he intended to signal that the desiderium naturale
visionis Dei is an altogether proper desire for the creatura
intellectualis—created after all ad imaginem Trinitatis.(120)


“Capacity,” according to Le
Guillou, entails a purely passive ordination to the beatific vision, such that
either the capacity is fulfilled by a determinate object or, if it is not, it
simply remains unformed. The “desiderium naturale”
“designates the real capacity which the created spirit has of opening
itself to the vision of God, the possibility of a positive convenientia,
which we can only await and to which the created spirit cannot adapt itself on
its own.”(121) However, by way of its natural
desire, the ontological structure of the created spirit reveals its capability
of a genuine reception: the vision of God can pour itself into the created
spirit’s activity without destroying or transmuting it, because it is—due to
its ontological constitution as intellectus—capax Dei.
Indeed, the beatific vision is the de facto return of the created
spirit to its source. Le Guillou rightly draws attention to a crucial passage:


The divine substance
is not beyond the capacity of the created intellect in such a way that it is
altogether foreign to it, as sound is from the object of vision, or as
immaterial substance is from sense power; in fact, the divine substance is the
first intelligible object and the principle of all intellectual cognition. But
it is beyond the capacity of the created intellect, in the sense that it
exceeds its power; just as sensible objects of extreme character are beyond the
capacity of sense power. Hence the philosopher says that “our intellect is
to the most evident things, as the eye of the owl is to the light of the
sun” [Aristotle, 
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Metaphysics 2.1.993b9]. So, a created intellect needs to be
strenghened by a divine light in order that it may be able to see the divine
essence. (ScG III, c. 54, 8)(122)


While the natural desire for the vision of God arises from the unique
structural kinship, by way of participation of the effect in the cause, between
the divine substance and the created intellect, the fulfillment of this desire
lies utterly beyond the capacity of the created intellect. And since the
created intellect does not subsist per se but is realized in the existence of
separate substances (angels) as well as in the existence of human beings, the
natural desire, which in the structural analysis of the created intellect is
one, comes to operate only according to the specific nature of the extant
intelligent creatures. Hence, for angels, due to their specific nature as
separate substances, this desire is an innate, unconditional desire. For human
beings, due to their specific nature as composites of soul and body, it is an
elicited and conditional desire.


H) Three Possible Objections from Aquinas’s Oeuvre


In order to advance our understanding of how precise, and how precisely
delineated, Aquinas’s notion of the natural desire for the vision of God is, Le
Guillou offers three paradigmatic instances from Aquinas’s work that seem to
question, indeed, to negate the very possibility of such a natural desire for
the vision of God.(123)
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(a) “Natural
desire can only exist for what can be obtained naturally.” (III Sent.,
d. 27, q. 2, a. 2, ad 4)(124)


(b) “Now in his nature man is proportioned to a certain end for
which he has a natural appetite.” (De Verit., q. 27, a 2)(125)


(c) “[T]his particular good (which he does not naturally
desire)—for example, the vision of God.” (De Verit., q. 22, a.
7)(126)


Le Guillou correctly stresses that Aquinas distinguishes
three things from each other:




(1) the natural and
necessary appetite for the beatitude in
communi,


(2) the natural and
elicited desire for the vision of the essence of God, and


(3) the effective
choice of God as final end and hence the desiderium gratiae for the
beatific vision.


The three texts that Le Guillou quotes as possible contradictory evidence
from Aquinas’s opus address (1) and (3), but not (2). But what about
passage (b)? Considering how the citation continues, should it not fall under
(2)? Did Le Guillou misinterpret Aquinas at this subtle point? At a first
glance, passage (b), because of the way it appeals to the philosophers’
metaphysical admiratio, seems to be pertinent to (2), despite the
difference in terminology. However, if we take a closer look, the end to which
the appetitus naturalis is directed in this passage is designated as
“aliqua contemplatio divinorum,” which is not the
intellectual vision of 
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the divine essence, but rather what a natural theology as the very acme of
metaphysical contemplation is indeed able to accomplish. Aquinas is here
interested only in that aspect of the philosophers’ metaphysical “admiratio”
that can be realized by human effort and ingenuity alone, resulting in a
knowledge, albeit “debilis,” that is proportionate to the
active potency, the faculty, of the human intellect, at its highest point of
metaphysical contem-plation. In the particular discussion, Aquinas is after the
distinct contrast between that end to which human nature is proportioned and
for which, hence, it has a natural appetite, and 


an end for which man
is prepared by God which surpasses the proportion of human nature, that is,
eternal life, which consists in the vision of God by His essence. That vision
is not proportionate to any creature whatsoever, being connatural only to God.
(De Verit., q. 27, a. 2)(127)


Now it becomes clear that this particular passage indeed falls under (1) as
well as (3). Aquinas distinguishes here between nature and grace, that is,
between an end proportionate to human nature and a natural appetite directed
toward such an end, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, an end infinitely
surpassing human nature toward which the human being is directed by grace
through the infused theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity. In book 3
of the Summa contra Gentiles, on the contrary, Aquinas is not pursuing
a contrastive analysis of nature and grace, but a metaphysical enquiry into the
structure of the created intellect, as an effect that participates
ontologically in its cause. And it is such an enquriy that yields the insight
into the created intellect being capax Dei and into an ensuing natural
desire for the vision of God that corresponds to the very ontological structure
of the created intellect.
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I) The Indispensable Elements Entailed in an Affirmation of the Natural
Desire for the Vision of God


In conclusion, Le Guillou urges three fundamental and equally indispensable
aspects of the consideration of the natural desire for the vision of God.


First, it is altogether necessary to affirm the significance of the natural
desire for the vision of God: 


The very structure
of the created spirit gives witness to a desired opening in the
prolongation of its proper perfection, an opening toward a supernatural
surpassing which would be the vision of God Himself, the divine essence. The
realization of which, however, being absolutely out of the range of the created
spirit, depends solely on God’s good pleasure. Naturally powerless to realize
the desire’s fulfillment, the created spirit can only wait for the gratuitous
gift, which can neither be accessed nor demanded.(128)


However, he also stresses that it is this very gift of the beatific vision
that makes good the authentic symbiosis of the two orders, the natural and the
supernatural. For the latter by no means simply redoubles the natural order in
some heterogeneous and incomprehensible juxtaposition.


Second, it is altogether necessary to affirm the positive super-natural
character of the divine gift. For only God is to himself his proper connatural object.
Hence, the positive content of the word “supernatural” corresponds to
that of an order of communion with God, accorded gratuitously. And God is
absolutely free to communicate his divine life. The fact that God created a
spirit capable of such communion in no way obligates him to grant the beatific
vision.(129)


Third, it is altogether necessary to
maintain the integrity of the respective created natures. “The created
spirit is in its very structure raised above itself. It carries in its own
structure the call to realize itself in a transcendent end.”(130) Hence it aims always 












page 587


beyond its connatural end. However,
the nonrealization of this transcendent end does not result in the loss of the
created spirit’s proper consistency, though it will not achieve perfect
felicity. Indeed, the unsatisfied desire does not mutilate at all the nature of
the spirit, simply because the resources necessary to fulfill it do not belong
to the created spirit’s nature itself. Rather, by way of its structure, the
human spirit simply opens up to the divine gratuity, to the good pleasure of
God.


In short, Le Guillou concludes,
“the natural mystery of the created spirit consists in the fact that it
structurally orients our attention to the mystery of God: the image of God
points back to its model.”(131)
Furthermore, in the concretely obtaining order of providence, to be satisfied
with humanity’s connatural end amounts to a sin! 


J) “Natura pura”: The
Integrity of the Relative Principle of Nature


After having secured these
indispensable aspects of a correct consideration of the natural desire for the
vision of God according to St. Thomas, Le Guillou once more returns to the
relative integrity of the principle of nature. It is the very ontological
structure of the created spirit that he understands to be referred to by the
notion of “pure nature” (natura pura): 


It is for this very
reason we deem it necessary to affirm the radical possibility of a “pure
nature,” which is not at all a nature closed in upon itself. For we see no
other way to safeguard the affirmation of the new creation, which the first creation
by itself does not require at all. Pure nature is not a nature which would be
completely foreign to us… . It rather designates in our world the very
structure proper to the created intellect. In our opinion, in a created world,
in which the human being were not called to the beatific vision, the created
spirit would still rise above itself.(132)


Insisting upon the contested concept of the “natura pura”
(according to the above understanding) has a twofold value for Le 
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Guillou: first, it puts into the right light the created structure of the
spirit; second, it insists strongly on the absolute difference between the
“created” and “uncreated” and hence allows to account for
the gratuity of God’s actual plan with the world. Here Le Guillou agrees
explicitly with de Lubac that the theologian’s task is to contemplate the
gratuity of the actual plan of God and not some hypothetical plan. It is for
this very reason that Le Guillou, on the one hand, reclaims Jacques Maritain’s
rightly famous statement that, in fact, God would not have created human nature
if he had not ordained it to the elevation by grace. On the other hand, he
refuses for the reasons given to speak with de Lubac of a “natural desire
for the supernatural.”(133)


Conclusion









Sic


Le Guillou’s response to Henri de
Lubac’s Surnaturel represents a highly nuanced position that in an
exemplary way maintains the subtle synthesis of the doctor communis on
this intricate topic. Le Guillou agrees with de Lubac on one point of
surpassing importance: Human nature is capax Dei, is ontologically
oriented towards the beatific vision. There is in the human being a positive
fittingness, an opening inscribed into the very core of the nature of the human
intellectus, created ad imaginem Trinitatis.


 


Et Non


However, the affirmation that the
created intellect has only one concrete ultimate end is fully compatible with
the distinction between two orders of finality. Indeed, positing one concrete
ultimate end makes the distinction between such two orders of 
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finality indispensable. For the
genuinely surpassing gratuity of attaining the ultimate end can only be
safeguarded if there obtains a finality that corresponds to the natural
faculties of the created intellect. Without a proportionate proximate finality
of human nature toward which humans are able to move on the basis of their
nature, there would exist no active potency for sanctifying grace to presuppose
and to perfect. In order for the human being—qua human—to be
elevated to the ultimate end, and in this supernatural actuation neither to be
transmuted into some other nature nor recreated ex nihilo, the
gratuitous transcendence of the ultimate end requires the relative but proper
integrity of a nature, including its proportionate finality, that is
intrinsically open and waiting for such an elevation.


In a highly compressed passage in the
Compendium Theologiae, Aquinas holds both aspects together: on the one
hand, qua structure of the intellectus, there obtains a desiderium
naturale for ever-more perfect knowledge up to and including the knowledge
of the essence of the first cause; on the other hand, the intellectus
is not effectively proportioned to see God and hence lacks the natural
disposition for such knowledge. And since the intellect is by definition unable
to present to the will the ultimate good, which is the essence of the first
cause, the will does not actuate a fortified desiderium, a specific motion
to this end as presented by the intellect. Hence the desiderium naturale
has to remain a simple motion, conditional upon some future activation:


[W]e cannot attain
our ultimate end by the actuation of our intellect through the instrumentality
of the agent intellect. For the function of the agent intellect consists in
rendering actually intelligible the phantasms that of themselves are
only potentially intelligible… . These phantasms are derived from
the senses. Hence the efficacy of the agent intellect in reducing our intellect
to act is restricted to intelligible objects of which we can gain knowledge by
way of sense perception. Man’s last end cannot consist in such cognition. The
reason is that once the ultimate end has been reached, natural desire ceases.
But no matter how much we may advance in this kind of understanding whereby we
derive knowledge from the senses, there still remains a natural desire to know
other objects… . Hence our natural desire for more perfect knowledge ever
remains. But a natural desire cannot be in vain.
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Accordingly, we
reach our last end when our intellect is actualized by some higher agent than
an agent connatural to us, that is, by an agent capable of gratifying our
natural, inborn craving for knowledge. So great is the desire for knowledge
within us that, once we apprehend an effect, we wish to know its cause.
Moreover, after we have gained some knowledge of the circumstances investing a
thing, our desire is not satisfied until we penetrate to its essence. Therefore
our natural desire for knowledge cannot come to rest within us until we know
the first cause, and that not in any way, but in its very essence. This first
cause is God. Consequently the ultimate end of an intellectual creature is the
vision of God in His essence.(134)


Previous discussion has brought out the fact that no creature is
associated with God in genus. Hence the essence of God cannot be known through
any created species whatever, whether sensible or intelligible. Accordingly, if
God is to be known as He is, in His essence, God Himself must become the form
of the intellect knowing Him and must be joined to that intellect, not indeed
so as to constitute a single nature with it but in the way an intelligible species
is joined to the intelligence. For God, who is His own being, is also His own
truth, and truth is the form of the intellect… . Our intellect is not
equipped by its nature with the ultimate disposition looking to that form which
is truth; otherwise it would be in possession of truth from the beginning.
Consequently, when it does finally attain to truth, it must be elevated by some
disposition newly conferred on it. And this we call the light of glory, whereby
our intellect is perfected by God, who alone by His very nature has this form
properly as His own. In 
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somewhat the same way the disposition which heat has for the form of
fire can come from fire alone. This is the light that is spoken of in Psalm
35:10: “In Thy light we shall see light.”(135)


For Aquinas, there cannot exist an innate, unconditional natural desire for
the supernatural—the supernatural in the strict sense of the word being
nothing less than the specific overarching good of God according to his proper
quiddity, the Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, as presented by
revelation and inchoately embraced in the infused virtue of divine faith.(136) Henri de Lubac, with the thesis of a “natural
desire for the supernatural,” overshot the goal. What has to occur—and
indeed what does occur in the economy of salvation via divine convenientia—is
a perfecting of the natural, conditional desire by sanctifying grace into the
unconditional desire of the infused virtue of hope to see “the God whom I
know (by faith) secundum suam propriam quidditatem (and as the
Trinity), the God whom I know as able to give Himself to me according as He
is the object of the divine knowledge itself.”(137)
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agente quam sit agens nobis connaturale, quod quiescere faciat desiderium quod
nobis inest naturaliter ad sciendum. Tale est autem in nobis sciendi
desiderium, ut cognoscentes effectum, desideremus cognoscere causam, et in
quacumque re cognitis quibuscumque eius circumstantiis, non quiescit nostrum
desiderium, quousque eius essentiam cognoscamus. Non igitur naturale desiderium
sciendi potest quietari in nobis, quousque primam causam cognoscamus, non
quocumque modo, sed per eius essentiam. Prima autem causa Deus est, ut ex
superioribus patet [cap. 3; 68ss]. Est igitur finis ultimus intellectualis
creaturae, Deum per essentiam videre.”) 
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THE MOST INFLUENTIAL EVENT in Catholic theology of the twentieth century was
the appearance of Henri de Lubac’s Surnaturel in 1946.(1)
This is not an especially novel or controversial claim. In this article I want
to say why I think it true, and true precisely because of the centrality and
fundamentality of the theological theses de Lubac put forward, and not merely
in virtue of its historical location, its being “of this time, of that
place,” to steal a title from Lionel Trilling. But before that, which is
indeed the burden of this essay, something should be said about some of the
other ways in which a theologian can be—and de Lubac was—influential.
Moreover, it will help to situate de Lubac if one considers him next to some
other of the great figures of the past century.


By “influential” here I
mean “pivotal,” an event that makes a watershed, that marks a before
and an after. There are many great 
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works of theology from the first half
and middle of the twentieth century. But Charles Cardinal Journet’s Church
of the Word Incarnate (French 1941, 1951) or Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange’s De
revelatione (1945) do not mark a before and after. Something like Yves
Congar’s Chrétiens désunis (1937) marks a before and after in Catholic
ecumenical theology, but not in Catholic theology as a whole.


The significance of Surnaturel
does not belong to it in isolation, of course. Part of its influence owes to
the cumulative impact of other works to which it is related both by historical
assumptions and by systematic links. But Surnaturel is the keystone of
the arch. De Lubac and his work, crowned by Surnaturel, turn out to be
pivotal, I think, in three ways.(2) First, there
is his influence on both the form and the content of the publicly taught and
institutionally sponsored theology of the Church. As to form, it is more
historically minded. As to content, it is less focused on already defined
dogma, it is almost anything except neo-Scholastic—and if not
anti-philosophical, it is inclined to be at least a-philosophical,
a-metaphysical.(3) Combined with the more
historical cast of things, this can induce a mild case of historicism, which de
Lubac would by no means have countenanced.


In a second way, there is de Lubac’s
influence on how the history of theology is read and understood, and what we
understand its possibilities to be. Not only neo-Scholasticism since Leo XIII,
but also the silver Scholasticism of the sixteenth and ensuing centuries have
been largely consigned to oblivion because they are thought to be a distortion
of St. Thomas and the larger tradition. Furthermore, if as Serge-Thomas Bonino
says, de Lubac taught people better to appreciate St. Thomas’s relation to the
Fathers, he also flattened out the difference between St. Thomas 
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and the Fathers.(4)
Saint Thomas is no longer esteemed as doing something different, as offering us
theology in its “scientific” form.(5)
Although de Lubac himself, obviously, read St. Thomas, he made it possible to
link present concerns to patristic heritage while skipping the reception of the
latter by the high Scholas-ticism of the thirteenth century. For some, this was
a recovery of legitimate theological pluralism; for others, it was an
impoverishment of the very idea of theology and, together with the abandonment
of its scientific form, a detaching of theology from an adequate metaphysics of
being.


De Lubac’s influence is pivotal in a
third way, too, in that he has installed in the common mind of countless
contemporary theologians certain key theses in theological anthropology. This
is what I shall be mostly concerned with. 


Preliminarily, however, it is useful
to underscore de Lubac’s unique position by considering other figures of recent
Catholic theology. It is impossible to do this here in any depth or breadth but
one can at least glance at the table of contents of Fergus Kerr’s Twentieth-Century
Catholic Theologians. Is Karl Rahner’s Spirit in the World
(German, 1939) pivotal?(6) One may have been
tempted to say that in America forty years ago. However, transcendental Thomism
is, I think, fairly moribund now. Doctoral students still trawl through the
vast ocean of Rahner’s corpus for dissertations. But those who appreciated the
transcendental part of transcendental Thomism can now proceed directly to the
German Idealists without the detour through the thirteenth century, in part
because of de Lubac. Those who appreciated the Thomist part have come to realize
how little interested Rahner really was in the thought of St. Thomas, and have
had further to deal with Heidegger’s historical claims about onto-theology more
directly. As for the later Rahner, the more he 
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wrote, the more the white,
incandescent light of the experience of the God who has come close to us
overwhelmed all the colors in the palette of revelation, and made the contours
of the creed itself difficult of discernment.(7)



There is also Hans Urs von Balthasar
(1905-88). The Theo-drama especially has been something fresh and
enlivening for Catholic theology. But then, does not Balthasar rather return us
to de Lubac? Do they not together make one front? It is notable that the same
institutional resources, the journal Communio and Ignatius Press,
serve the memory and the continuation of their work equally. They both sought
the destruction of neo-Scholasticism, Balthasar more openly, I think, in Razing
the Bastions (Schleifung der Bastionen [1952]), but de Lubac more
effectively. De Lubac’s work as a whole, but especially Surnaturel,
dismantled Scholasticism by purporting to demonstrate the historical and
theological ignorance of its custodians. Every learned footnote was a shell
landed on the parapets Balthasar wanted thrown down. In this way, Surnaturel
makes things like the Theo-drama possible—I mean, possible as finding
an audience. 


Mentioning Balthasar reminds us that
of course de Lubac was not alone in the work of destruction. In some sense, Surnaturel
operates as the flagship of a potent squadron. There were Balthasar and Rahner,
and also men like Henri Bouillard (Conversion et grace chez s. Thomas
d’Aquin [1944]). This is to return to the first sense in which de Lubac
was influential.


Should Surnaturel also be
taken to stand with Marie-Dominique Chenu’s Le Saulchoir: Une école de
théologie (1937)?(8) This, I think, is the
only possible rival to Surnaturel, because it is such an important
step along the way to a revival of that part of 
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Modernism that had to do with how
theological statements and dogma mean what they do, how they could be true, how
they are related to history. La nouvelle théologie, whose center is de
Lubac, was certainly in some measure the continuation of the controversy over Une
école. However, Chenu and de Lubac stand for what I take to be two
different wings of what Pius XII addressed in Humani generis (1950).


Chenu renewed the historicist view of
theology and dogma condemned first by Pius X, then by Pius XII, a view
developed transcendentally by the later Rahner, and ending in what has become
the default position of many contemporary theologians, who make of experience a
font of theology as long as it is understood to be something communally and
culturally mediated—a Catholic form (Alfred Loisy’s) of Liberal Protestantism.(9) Humani generis addresses this in
article 16. But de Lubac was no relativist. His properly theological influence
consists in the re-Platonizing of theology, a re-Platonizing which has been
developed and continued in the postmodern drive to avoid the strictures of
Heidegger against onto-theology.(10) Pius
touches on this—not in these terms of course—in articles 25 and 26 of the
encyclical. 
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In this light, we can divide the
theological territory after the Second Vatican Council as follows: (1) those
who agree with Chenu, and the later Rahner, on dogma, and also with de Lubac on
the correctness of his theological anthropology and reading of St. Thomas; (2)
those who do not agree with Chenu on dogma, but agree with de Lubac, and
appreciate him together with Balthasar—the “Communio” theologians;
(3) those who agree with neither.(11)


It is an immense task to come to
terms with de Lubac and his work. To understand almost any figure in Catholic
theology of the past seventy-five years, it is important to ask what his
relation was to de Lubac. This makes it both necessary and difficult to come to
terms with him. There are also other difficulties of which it is necessary to
be aware. They involve the complicated ecclesial and political context in which
pro- and anti-de Lubac camps formed in post-war France. De Lubac was deeply
committed to “spiritual resistance” to the Nazi power throughout the
war. For this he suffered, and narrowly escaped arrest. Some of de Lubac’s
theological opponents, on the other hand, were supporters of Vichy.(12)


In this essay, however, I want to
consider the teaching of de Lubac, not as a counter in the relative fortunes of
conservative and progressive agendas, but as an influence within the mind of
Church. In the end, this is what must drive the “political” for
Catholics. It is a matter not of article 16 Humani generis—that is
for Chenu—but of article 26.(13) De Lubac
makes an historical claim in Surnaturel, a claim about the history of
theology, but he also makes a properly theological claim, about the res,
about how things are between man and God. Both claims are contested; 
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neither can be separated from the
other. Still, the second is the more important.


How strange the claim for the
importance of Surnaturel sounds upon opening de Lubac’s volume and
looking at the list of what must strike the novice, anyway, as very prolix, if
very learned, historical studies of some of the obscurities in the
controversial theology of the sixteenth and seventeeth centuries and in the
Scholasticism of the last 500 years. How could studies on such things as the
emergence of the idea of the natural impeccability of angels and of the
language of Christian anthropology, “supernatural” and
“superadded,” have moved the theological world off its axis? 


On the other hand, the first and
fourth parts of the book may seem even on their face to have some greater
importance. And it is indeed in these parts, the essays on “pure
nature” and the “natural desire for God,” that de Lubac accomplishes
most of his work.


De Lubac’s theological claim is,
negatively, that we do not need the idea of “pure nature” in order to
safeguard the gratuity of the supernatural order, and, positively, that there
is in man an innate desire for the vision of God. His historical claim is that
the first notion is a sort of bastard child of late Scholasticism, and that the
second, a notion alive and well in St. Thomas, has been obscured by that same
late Scholasticism. It was the intertwining of the historical, Thomist, thesis
with the theological one that made Surnaturel so impossible to ignore.
Could de Lubac be right on both counts? Then Thomists have misunderstood St.
Thomas, and the Church her own truth, for half a millennium. At the time, both
seemed equally devastating, and so both equally impossible.


In what follows, I look first at
“pure nature,” and second at the natural desire for the vision of
God. I then turn to some criticism of de Lubac’s theses, dogmatic and
historical. Last, I explore why he remains at the center, whether acknowledged
or not, of so much Catholic theology.
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I. Pure Nature




What is “pure nature”? It is human nature considered simply in its
created reality, in its mere distinction as a reality from God. This is to
consider it apart from any gift of grace or glory.(14) That is to say, it is to
consider it apart from any help of God that enables man to live with God’s own
life: knowing what only he could know (i.e., things beyond our own powers of
investigation and reasoning), and loving in the manner only he can love (i.e.,
so acting from charity as to merit divine happiness), which is to know God as
God knows himself. More concretely, pure nature is human nature considered as
created, but not created in Christ and not destined to be conformed to Christ,
not called to adoptive sonship, not called to a life animated by the Holy
Spirit, not called to behold God face to face.(15) The idea of pure nature
becomes theologically prominent, by de Lubac’s account, in the sixteenth
century response to Baianism. Michel de Bay— “Baius”—held in the
sixteenth century that the gifts given to Adam before the Fall were all owed to
him. They were all required in order that he be able to do what by his nature
he should do, act in a morally upright way. Without the things given to Adam,
Adam could not really be human. And acting in a morally upright way, with the
aid of these helps that were owed to him, Adam would have merited heaven. To
this collapse of the order of grace into nature, St. Robert Bellarmine
responded with 
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the hypothesis of “pure
nature.” To Adam is owed by nature the air we breathe and the water we
drink. To Adam is owed by nature the capacity to come to the knowledge of the
moral law and the chance to acquire the moral virtues. But it is not owed us
that we be called to heaven or furnished with the means—grace and the
theological virtues and the gifts of the Holy Spirit—by which to get there. To
Adam is owed friendship with Eve, but not with God. We could have been
established in a purely natural condition, and we could have been left to
attain but a purely natural end, with no insult taken or injustice done. This
natural end would include some sort of knowledge of God, to be sure, but
something far short of the vision of God face to face, knowing even as we are
known.


Why does de Lubac think “pure
nature” such a dangerous notion? It severs or at least ignores the link
between the orders of nature and grace without which we fall into
“extrinsicism.” There are two issues here, at least, an apologetic
one and a systematic one. 


The notion of pure nature can, and
sometimes has been, developed in such a way as to imply that man need not be
interested in the offer of grace and the invitation to glory. Having a natural
end perfective of his natural powers, a natural happiness satisfying all his
natural appetites, the gospel can sound for him as news, perhaps curious news,
but not good news, not as news necessary if we are at all to find happiness.


The systematic issue is that of the
unity and integrity of the divine plan. The completeness of the natural order
in the developed system of pure nature, and the parallelism of the natural and
supernatural orders, can lead us to think of the supernatural order as a second
thought, an after thought. First God thinks out human nature. Then he considers
whether and what extra gifts to give it. The unity of the world order becomes
questionable, and therefore also the unity, as it were, of the divine mind.
This is incompatible with such texts as the prologue to the Fourth Gospel or
the first chapter of Colossians, where all things 












page 602


are created in Christ, and the divine
destiny of man is declared already in his origins.









II. The Natural Desire to See God


 


Contrary to the hypothesis of pure
nature, de Lubac would have us reassert the natural desire for the vision of
God, which is the positive link between nature and grace, the natural and the
supernatural. This natural desire is something structural in man. It is a
built-in appetite, as much as is our desire for food or for society. It is not
a conditional desire, but an absolute desire. The supernatural finality of man
is something “inscribed” on our being.(16)
The desire to see God is therefore in the first place a structural desire, and
not a conscious desire. It comes to explicit consciousness and we know its
existence only when it is woken by the word of the gospel.(17)


The influence of Maurice Blondel
(1861-1949) and the support of Etienne Gilson (1884-1978) can be recalled here.
On the issue of what St. Thomas means by the natural desire to see God, de
Lubac enjoys the agreement of the great historian of medieval Christian
thought, especially of St. Thomas’s thought, as to the accuracy of his
exegesis. Gilson gave, and for some still does give, historical cover to de
Lubac.(18)


More original was the influence of
Blondel. We might urge the candidacy of Blondel’s L’Action to be
counted the most significant event within Catholic theology of the twentieth
century, except that it was sustained as a philosophical thesis, and occurred
in 1893. Its bearing on de Lubac’s project, however, is enormous. In L’Action,
Blondel undertakes to show that human life and moral action cannot make
ultimate sense without the postulation of something more than natural, more
than worldly, entering into 
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the scope of our hope and
expectation. He does not demonstrate the Christian supernatural order, of
course. But he demonstrates that there is in man an anticipation of something
beyond our limits, something that can be shaped and determined in the Christian
form, though we can know that precise form only with revelation. L’Action
is very much a philosophy pointing beyond the limits of philosophy, and for
that reason it made Blondel’s philosophical career difficult in secularist
France. What is important for the purposes of this essay is to see that, in the
terms of Surnaturel, Blondel offers as close a philosophical
demon-stration as is possible that in fact, nature is not “pure,” and
that there is a natural desire for the supernatural.


For de Lubac, Sacred Scripture (e.g.,
the Colossians hymn), the Fathers (recall St. Augustine’s restless heart), the
medievals rightly read (including St. Thomas), and philosophy all converge on
the truth of his theses: he feels the position is strong, unshakable.


If the desire for the vision of God
is natural, in the sense of innate, and absolute, how is grace not compromised
in its character precisely as what is not owed to us? If the desire is natural
in the sense de Lubac gives to it, how has he not repeated the mistakes of
Baius and Cornelius Jansen, the criticism of which begins his account of the
modern theology of grace and nature? De Lubac never denies the gratuity of
grace, never says that grace is something owed, never says our deification is
something due to us in justice. The question is whether he implies it. If the
desire for the vision of God is natural, how can the object not be owed in the
same way as air is owed to those whose nature includes lungs, or water is owed
to those whose nature is 97 percent watery? It was this question that aroused,
and still arouses, the greatest resistance to de Lubac’s views.


De Lubac has three strategies here.
The first is to say that the desire is a desire not for vision as owed, but for
vision precisely as freely given gift.(19)
The desire is not to possess God as something 
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due to us, as something our own and
as falling within the scope of our power. In that way, we do not escape our own
confines, and we are not beyond ourselves. The natural desire for God is a desire
to be beyond our nature, to exist ecstatically in the freedom and freely given
friendship of God.


A second strategy characterizes the
natural desire as something given us just because God wills to give himself to
us in friendship.(20) As de Lubac is fond of
saying, our desire for the vision of God is his call to us, and the call is
prior to the desire. The desire to go up higher is installed only in
view of the ontologically prior divine invitation to come up higher. 


A third strategy, one developed
subsequently to Surnaturel itself, is to understand the gift of the
natural desire by analogy with the gift of creation itself.(21)
Just as there is no creature prior to creation to receive the gift of created
being, so there is no human creature prior to creation to receive the
ordination to the vision of God. This is because a nature’s finality defines
the nature. There is no daylight between nature and finality. If then our true
finality is unto the vision of God, then this defines our nature, and cannot be
something superadded to an already created human nature. And yet, just as
created being is a gift, utterly gratuitous, so the ordination to God as to
one’s end, enjoyed in vision, is likewise a gift, utterly gratuitous. 
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The second strategy seems to envision
the possibility of our nature without the desire. The third strategy, however,
closes this possibility off: we would not be ourselves, what we are, without
the natural desire. This strategy seems to envision the possibility of some
created spirit, if not those actually created, not called to vision.
In fact, the deepest impulse of de Lubac is to deny there can be created spirit
not called to vision. Under the pressure of Humani generis, however,
he grants the possibility of some created spirit not called to vision. Pope
Pius teaches that Catholic theologians must deny that God “cannot create
intellectual beings without ordering and calling them to the beatific
vision” (HG 26).(22) To be sure,
this possibility remains “abstract” for de Lubac, for we
could not have been so created and still be ourselves, but even so, according
to John Milbank, granting even this much to the magisterium threatens to tip de
Lubac’s position into incoherence.(23) It is
worth adding that de Lubac’s concession is little responsive to the teaching of
the Holy Father, who surely understands, contrary to de Lubac, that we
could indeed have been so created, created as not called to grace and glory.


 


III. Some Evaluation




What should one think of these strategies de Lubac employs to deny that his
position destroys the gratuity of grace? To say that we desire God not as
something justly given us and as our due but as a freely given gift, and that
therefore the natural desire does not encroach on the gratuity of grace seems
to me to confuse innate desire and conscious desire. The “as” in the
saying that we desire God only as
a gift is something that is installed only by 
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consciousness. It is conscious mind,
with its capacity to bend back on itself and its objects that inserts the
precisive qua, the specifying as. Thus, it cannot save the
assertion of an innate, preconscious, constitutive desire from the consequence
that gratuity is destroyed.


The second strategy does not preserve
gratuity for us unless it is granted that God can make us without the natural
desire for vision. But the third strategy seems to preclude that. After all, de
Lubac says of himself that he would not be himself, he would not be what he is,
were he not called to the vision of God. This certainly seems to follow from
the third strategy. To my mind, it is the clearest expression of what is wrong
with de Lubac’s position. If I cannot be what I am without the innate desire to
see God, if I cannot be placed in being without this, an innate desire, then it
becomes unthinkable that God will frustrate it. More importantly, it becomes
impossible for me to think of myself as not rightly receiving the gift of grace
and vision as the completion of my desire. But in that case, how can I
experience grace as a gift? How can I experience grace as grace, as a gift that
is set off from all the others, the incomparable gift? The gifts of God are all
bound up in the one gift of creation, and I cannot discover a self, I cannot
conceive of a self, not ordered to vision. I can experience myself as a whole
as a gift. But I cannot experience grace and glory as another gift. I
cannot experience it as a grace to a self that could be what it is without the
gift. But this is required, to my mind, by the reality of election discovered
in the Bible. To be chosen is to realize oneself as not having to be chosen.
And again, “eye hath not seen, nor ear heard nor the heart of man
conceived what God has prepared for those who love him” (1 Cor 2:9). 


Speaking more strictly here, I would
distinguish person and nature. I think it true to say that we are not who we
are without the ordination to God, without the grace he has offered, without
the promise of vision. Who we are is something dramatically constituted; it is
something we become according as we are related to other persons, make moral
decisions, and especially, according as we are engaged with the God revealed to
us by 












page 607


Christ, whose Spirit dwells in our
hearts. But what we are—that is another question. What we are can be the same,
indeed, is the same, whether we are called to grace and glory or not. Sharing
in the divine nature does not give us another nature. Deification does not make
us no longer men. 


The dogmatic issue raised by the
teaching of Surnaturel is therefore settled, and against de Lubac, by
Pius XII. The historical issue of the interpretation of the teaching of St.
Thomas is, I think, settled by the monograph of Lawrence Feingold.(24) An innate desire for St. Thomas, a desire
built in to the nature, prior to knowledge of its object, prior to any elicited
act relative to its object—such a desire is an absolute, unconditional desire,
and an absolute desire destroys the gratuity of grace.(25)
To deny such a desire for the supernatural does not mean man is not
“open” to the supernatural; it does not mean the supernatural end is
not conveniens relative to the nature. It means there is no natural actual
ordination to a supernatural end. Rather, for St. Thomas, our being actually
ordered to a supernatural end is itself a supernatural work.


Just as the first
perfection of man, which is the rational soul, exceeds the capacity of
corporeal matter, so does the last perfection which man can attain to, the
beatitude of eternal life, exceed the capacity of the whole of human nature.
And because each and every thing is ordained to an end through some operation,
and because those things which are unto the end have to be proportioned to the
end in some way, it is necessary that there be some perfections of man by which
he is ordered to the supernatural end, which perfections exceed the capacity of
the natural principles of man. But this could not happen unless, beyond the
natural principles, there were some supernatural principles of operation
infused into man by God. (De virtutibus in communi, a. 10)


Prior to grace, without grace, there is no ordination to the supernatural
end. If one thinks Feingold is correct in taking such texts as controlling, if
one thinks he is correct about St. Thomas, and one thinks St. Thomas is correct
about the res, then, once 
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again, de Lubac’s position is untenable.(26)
One may say, as Bonino does, that one of the abiding achievements of de Lubac
is to have shown the openness of nature to grace, and this against
over-confident systems of late Scholasticism, imagining in too great detail a
world without grace. But the exact way de Lubac asserts this openness cannot be
sustained.


I have mentioned John Milbank, who is
perhaps the most vociferous claimant to the mantle of de Lubac. He thinks to
style Radical Orthodoxy as the most faithful custodian and developer,
theologically and speculatively, of the theses of the Surnaturel. If
Milbank is correct, if Radical Orthodoxy really is the legitimate heir to Surnaturel,
then making up our minds about de Lubac is a much easier task than previously,
in that Milbank broadcasts en clair what de Lubac almost always
encrypted in his observations on and criticisms of the views of other
theologians, ancient and modern. Then one may say, I think, that de Lubac’s
position is as incoherent as some Thomist critics argued when it was first
proposed. Milbank says that the natural desire is neither of nature nor of
grace, and is of both.(27) That is, he thinks
de Lubac anticipates the collapse of the distinction between the orders of
nature and grace that he says is the original position of Christian wisdom, a
wisdom according to which philosophy is no handmaid, but rather an organ of
theology.


To be sure, de Lubac and Milbank
preserve at least part of the divine freedom, the gratuity of creation itself.
In holding so insistently to the necessity of the perfection of our return to
the First Principle, however, they risk not being able to escape the completion
of the neo-Platonist circle, and so must also assert the necessity of our
emanation from God. Plotinian and Proclan Neoplatonism is not a cafeteria line;
things are very tightly connected. In this light, de Lubac and Milbank stand
for a partial 












page 609


identification of Christianity with
Neoplatonism. Others, like Sergius Bulgakov, stand for a more complete
identification.(28) And indeed, if the natural
desire is innate, all the rest seems to follow: if the desire is innate and so defines
our nature, then the consequence seems inescapable—however systematically and
for the sake of the gospel we try to obscure it—that in some sense hardly
distinguishable from univocity our nature is divine; therefore, our
end must be the divine end, the possession of the divine goodness, and, looking
backward, our beginning must be an emanation that is more like generation than
creation.(29)


If those last implications are
correct, then a position like Bulgakov’s is coherent, and de Lubac’s, which is
an uneasy mix of Aristotle and Plato, is not.(30)


 


IV. Why De Lubac’s Speculative Position Stays Alive


I have already touched upon a very important
first reason why de Lubac’s position remains in play, and that is the perennial
availability and attractiveness of the Neoplatonist picture of the world. Nor
is the difficulty of integrating the truth both of Plato and of Aristotle into
the gospel to be underestimated. But there are other reasons that de Lubac
remains a contemporary theological voice.
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A) The Theorem of the Supernatural


First, there is a difficulty in
negotiating not only the continuity but also the difference between the Fathers
and St. Thomas. One will look long and hard in the Fathers, and mostly in vain,
for any even implicit expression of the gratuity of grace as distinct from the
gratuity of creation. I think it is implicit in the later Augustine when, in
the controversy about grace, he tracks down the necessity of an interior grace
for conversion and charity.(31) But most
patristic discussion of our de facto end as willed by God, while
giving due expression to the generosity and goodness of God, and indeed
marveling at the gift of himself as unforeseen and unforeseeable apart from
Christ, does not set this de facto end off against the foil of a
purely natural end. The idea of a purely natural end, while it is nowhere said
to be unthinkable, is in fact unthought. The gratuity of friendship with God
and the freedom with which he so engages us is praised, but not played off
against an order of “pure nature.”


One should think here also of the
appeal de Lubac can and did make to such scriptural passages as 1 Thessalonians
5:23 and Genesis 1:24. Saint Paul prays that the “spirit, soul, and
body” of the Thessalonians be preserved complete. What is this pneuma,
this “spirit”? For St. Irenaeus, it is the Holy Spirit, and the
perfect man, the complete man, is not perfect and complete without the
indwelling of God. For Origen, this pneuma is rather the created
effect in us of God, perfecting us by divinizing us, setting us on the road to
eternal life. The first answer evokes the proscription of “pure
nature”; the second evokes a natural desire for the vision of God.(32)


Again, what does the first
anthropological word of the Scriptures mean, that man is made in the image and
likeness of God? How can an image be an image and not of its nature be 
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ordered ever more to manifest its
Exemplar? If such manifestation for rational and intellectual creatures means
reflecting God also according as they know him, then there must be a natural
desire, a desire innate to the image, to see God.(33)
For his part, St. Thomas distinguishes what the image is according to nature
and what it is according to grace.(34) But
absent the installation of an Aristotelian conception of nature into Christian
anthropology, there will always be the temptation to Platonize and speak, not
of the nature of man, but of the nature of the image, the nature of
manifestation and the idea of a conformation of the image to the Exemplar than
which no greater can be thought.


Such considerations stemming from St.
Paul and the way the Fathers read him, and from Genesis and the way it
continues to seem possible to read it, give pause. It will always be tempting
to explain Scripture and the Fathers by speaking of a “natural
desire” for God. But it will be a mistake to think this will mean what it
would for St. Thomas. In de Lubac’s case, such a mistake would also be ironic,
since he was himself sensitive to and taught us to be sensitive to such
anachronism. “Nature” is a common word, and it has a common meaning
and usage, and everyone will think he knows what it means in ordinary discourse
and how to use it. But “natural desire” is a term of art in St.
Thomas. It means what it does, first of all, only within the elaborate
theoretical development St. Thomas makes of what Aristotle means by physis.
Of this, de Lubac was thoroughly aware. The question is whether St. Thomas’s
indebtedness to the Fathers deformed what he had from Aristotle as much as de
Lubac thought.


Again, and second, “nature”
means what it does for St. Thomas also in dependence on what Bernard
Lonergan has called the “theorem of the supernatural,” distinguishing
the orders of nature and of grace.(35) This
distinction, which entails because of Aristotle












page 612


also a distinction of ends, natural and
supernatural, was worked out in the generation just prior to St. Thomas by
Philip the Chancellor. And of this development, already in place by the time
St. Thomas wrote, de Lubac seems not so aware.(36)


The lateness of Philip’s distinction
can of course be taken as an invitation for us to ask whether entertaining such
an hypothesis is a theoretical advance or a corruption. But before we pronounce
this distinction relative to our end a corruption, it will be enlightening for
us to look in the Fathers for affirmations of the freedom of creation itself.
Are they many and clear? They are not. There is a clear affirmation in St.
Irenaeus. There is one also in St. Athanasius. St. Augustine, as one might
reasonably expect, is clear.(37) But St.
Gregory Nazianzen, for his part, gives us the pure Platonism, teaching that it
is impossible to think God would not create, and Gregory does so, moreover, in
the very vocabulary of Neoplatonism.(38) Does
this make the divine freedom relative to creation questionable? Of course not.
It shows us how slowly the Christian mind came to be concentrated and to find
clarity of expression on absolutely essential issues.


 


B) The Issue of Apologetics


Second, there is the issue of
apologetics. De Lubac especially regretted “pure nature” in its
developed form for what he conceived of as its deleterious influence on the
ability of Christians to mount a successful apologetics. Correlatively, the
affirmation of the natural desire for God was the necessary foundation of such
an apologetics.
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This is a serious issue, and we
should try to listen to de Lubac sympathetically at this point. Before we are
justified by grace, before our embrace of Christianity, it seems that it must
be possible for us to desire for ourselves a more than natural end, in fact, a
strictly supernatural end. Otherwise, the proposition of the gospel cannot
engage us, cannot interest us. But we can desire something as perfecting us
only if, beyond a conscious interest in it, we can think of it as perfecting
our nature. That is, our conscious desire for a supernatural end will move us
to conversion only if we can suppose ourselves, by nature, to have some
ordination to God as possessed in vision. By the same token, we must think a
purely natural end insufficient, inadequate really to make us happy.


On this view, eliciting some mere
velleity to see God, a conscious but vague wish upon a star that it could be
true—what Suarez and John of St. Thomas make of the natural desire—is wholly
inadequate.(39) We must, as apologists, be able
to make the addressee of our apology conscious of such a desire as he thinks
will make him the most unfortunate of men if it is not met. The apologist, on
this view, proceeds to recommend the supernatural good of friendship with God,
and so the gospel is recommended at its highest value.


Now, it is certainly correct that man
by his nature must be thought to be open to the supernatural possession of God.
But that does not sufficiently describe the situation of the man we are
addressing. We can suppose him already conditioned by the supernatural existentiale
of Karl Rahner.(40) Or we can suppose with de
Lubac that he is constituted by an innate desire for the vision of God. Or we
can suppose that he is already moved by habitual grace and charity, offered to
him according to St. Thomas in his first moral decision.(41)
On the first two suppositions, our apology will always recommend the gifts of
God and his friendship to one able to appreciate them. But in the last 
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case, we will not be sure whether the
one we address is already animated by the supernatural and ready to understand
the gift of God (cf. John 4:10). Perhaps indeed there are no signs of this. And
then we may well proceed as does St. Augustine in his First Catechetical
Instruction.(42) He starts by asserting
the emptiness of such things as riches, honor, and bodily pleasures, and the
foolishness of dedicating one’s life to their pursuit. He evokes the inescapability
of death. He evokes the judgment of God. He then holds out the prospect of
“true rest,” where there is a “sweetness and comfort,” not
further specified, that can be tasted even now. And he promises that there is
“more genuine and pleasurable joy in a good conscience amidst
afflictions” than is to be found by one “who has a bad conscience
amid delights” (16.25). And the prospective Christian is exhorted to
become one “for the sake of … everlasting blessedness and perpetual
rest” (17.27). There follows the production of a warrant for the
reasonableness of faith, namely, the shape of salvation history as a whole, in
which the role of Christ as the fulfillment of the types and prophecies of the
Old Testament is especially prominent. The introductory and fundamental appeal,
the initial motivation which is the engine of the entire discourse, is
self-interest. It is not an exhortation to the love of God above all things; it
is not an exhortation to friendship with God; it is not an evocation of the vision
of God as completing our nature.


Why does Augustine aim so low? What
has happened to the restless heart of the Confessions—that heart made
by God for himself, and unquiet until it rest in him? It has retired before a
more mature episcopal experience.(43) We might
turn to St. Thomas for some explanation. Prior to grace, in our postlapsarian
condition, we do not love God, even naturally, above all things. Prior to
grace, we are not concretely ordered to God. Prior to grace, we do not seek
friendship with God. Rather, as St. Paul says, we are enemies of God (Rom 5).
Prior to grace, man can 
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desire to see God, indeed, but desire
it only concupiscently, as did the ancient philosophers. According as we love
God for the sake of the act of contemplation as perfecting our nature, we love
him by the love of concupiscence.(44) That is,
the pagans desire it for their own good, and their own good as conceived by
their own lights. This is to want the vision of God as part of my
final end, and not as my final end, where it is the result of grace
and charity. Prior to grace, we can desire God as wage-earners, but not as
sons. And so St. Augustine does not address the prospective Christian as, now,
already a son. He appeals to what the man can understand now of Christianity,
and also of God, as serving his self-interest. He appeals to the wage-earner
now in order to make him a son after he has entered the hospital of the Church.


When de Lubac says he could not be
himself without the desire for God, he is telling the truth; but it is a truth
about his person, not his nature. 


The evocation of the fragility and
emptiness of such things as riches and honor and the rather more extended
canvass depicting the fleeting and tawdry character of bodily pleasure—surely
a reflection of the fact of our practically universal conspiracy with
concupiscent appetite—bears a further word of examination. It reminds us of
what we want to escape, something more present to us than what is only
promised, namely, the incalculable and unforeseeable good God offers—which is,
after all something that no eye hath seen nor ear heard nor has it entered into
the heart of man. It has not entered man’s heart because, I would say, there is
no desire for it “inscribed” upon our nature “as it has been put
into this universe by God.”(45) It is
rather something inscribed or written on our nature by the apostolic ministry,
where our nature functions in this regard as a blank page which very suitably receives
the inscription, and makes the letters legible in their unexpected novelty by
the contrast with the page. Just as St. Paul conceives it, the letters he makes
of the Corinthians are of his writing, “not with ink but with the Spirit… on tablets of human 
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hearts,” and not some message
already encrypted in those hearts (2 Cor 3:3).


De Lubac wants apology to look like
mystagogical catechesis. I would say rather that apology should concentrate on
our misery, which is manifested, first, in the order of knowledge, in that what
is naturally knowable of God is in fact known only with great pains and then
only rarely apart from revelation. Second, in the order of moral action, our
natural end and perfection, insofar as that consists in the attainment of moral
virtue, is hardly attained, and rarely apart from grace. Nor can we avoid grave
moral fault apart from grace. Third, in the order of physical being, our
properly personal life of knowing and loving has no intrinsic limitation, and
yet we are consigned to a finite exercise of knowing and loving by death. What
a doom and a destiny, what a dread and a gloom enveloping life. Fourth, in the
order of metaphysical being, the soul is immortal and survives the wreck of
death, since it is an incorruptibly simple quasi-substance. But without the
body, we cannot see philosophically how it can place its typical
operation, and a substance that does not operate seems hardly to exist at all.


For this misery there is only one
remedy, grace; and for the conundrums, knots, paradoxes in thought our misery
includes or leads to, there is only one solution, the light of the gospel. It
is, I think, on the evocation of our misery, and not on the appeal to our
innate desire for God, that such apologists as Pascal take their stand.


It is worth remembering that it is
enough to approach the sacrament of reconciliation with imperfect contrition.
The sacrament will evoke and provide perfect contrition, if we lack it. But
sometimes, it is all we can do to come to the sacrament because we dread the
loss of heaven and fear the pains of hell, trusting that the mercy of God will
also and in the event make us love him above all things and sorry to offend him
as the loving Father he is. But we do not always begin with calling out
“Abba, Father” (Gal 4:6). Sometimes we start by saying “Wretched
man 
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that I am! Who will deliver me from
this body of death?” (Rom 7:24). 


 


V. Conclusion


There is a final reason, of course,
why de Lubac will remain, and that is paragraph 22 of the Constitution on the
Church in the Modern World, Gaudium et spes. 


In fact, only in the
mystery of the incarnate Word is the mystery of man truly illumined. For Adam,
the first man, was the figure of Him Who was to come, namely Christ the Lord.
Christ, the last Adam, in the revelation of the mystery of the Father and His
love, fully reveals man to man himself and makes his supreme calling clear.(46)




Everyone will recognize this as the key anthropological statement of the
council, the beacon held up by Pope John Paul II in Redemptor hominis
(8), recalled in Redemptoris missio (2), quoted again in Veritatis
splendor (2) and in Fides et ratio (13). This is the text that
both John Paul II and then Cardinal Ratzinger held up as the hermeneutical key
to Gaudium et spes.(47) This text of Gaudium
et spes came so readily to the mind of the pope, one supposes, because as
a young bishop he, Karol Woytyla, helped compose this constitution. Also
working on it was the old theologian, Henri de Lubac. Paul McPartlan observes
that Gaudium et spes 22 recalls a passage in de Lubac’s Catholicism.(48) “By revealing the Father and by being
revealed by him, Christ completes the revelation of man to himself.”(49) And again: “It is through Christ that
the person reaches maturity, that man emerges definitively 
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from the universe, and becomes
conscious of his own being.”(50) These
dicta of 1938 anticipate the theses of Surnaturel. Why cannot man know
himself completely and become perfectly conscious of his own being apart from
Christ? One answer might be because there is no such thing as pure nature and
that there is such a thing as an innate natural desire for the vision of God.(51)


But the text of Gaudium et spes
itself embraces no such determinate answer, and it is not the only possible
answer. Gaudium et spes does not commit itself to any technical,
ontological theses on the natural desire nor on the relation of nature to
grace. The text asserts no more than does Sacred Scrip-ture, which is to say,
it asserts a narrative unity between the First and Last Adam, and so by
implication no more than a narrative unity between nature and grace, and so,
also by implication, no more than a narrative unity between the philosophical
knowledge of man and nature and the theological knowledge of Christ and grace.(52) De Lubac, by contrast, in his theology, makes
the connection metaphysical, ontological. 


At the end of the day, we can
recognize that the work of de Lubac played an essential role in the twentieth
century in the Church coming to a better—because more traditional—mind on the
unity of nature and grace in the single plan of God, according to the mind of
him who repents not and has no second thoughts. Yet the path to this good
destination included historical error, as in the interpretation of St. Thomas,
and theological confusion, as in the relation of such things as innate desire
and gratuity. Can such a thing be possible? Can God write straight with crooked
lines? Of course he can, just as also—in the grand framework of Gaudium et
spes, the glory of the Last Adam is in part constituted by bearing the
wounds of the First. 


What then remains of the theological
anthropological theses of de Lubac? For all of Catholic theology, for all
Catholic 
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theologians, there remains just what
the magisterium accepted from them: an affirmation of the openness of man to
the supernatural; an affirmation of the unity of the economy, in such sayings
as that man cannot understand himself except in the light of Christ; and an
assertion of this unity as Christological. What remains is enough, in other
words, to merit the gratitude of every Catholic theologian.
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IN RECENT DECADES there has been an attempt to reinstate virtue ethics in moral
theorizing and debate. One contribution in this regard is that of Rosalind
Hursthouse, whose book On Virtue Ethics,(1)
seeks a rapprochement between an Aristotelian-inspired virtue ethics and
Kantian deontology. Hursthouse’s On Virtue Ethics captures the
interest of a Thomist in part because of her discussion of the ends in the
light of which we evaluate plants, animals, and human beings as members of
their respective species. Her reflections bear a certain resemblance to Thomas
Aquinas’s observations concerning the natural inclinations (at STh
I-II, q. 94, a. 2). While Philippa Foot pioneered contemporary discussion
concerning the subject of ethical naturalism,(2)
Hursthouse, build-ing upon Foot’s work, has led the way in discussing the
“ends” (which bear a certain similarity to Aquinas’s “natural
in-clinations”) that are characteristic of embodied beings, that is to
say, of humans and of other animals. Her project, however, reveals a certain
operative anthropological dualism. Put briefly, rationality is not constrained
in its deliberations by the parameters suggested by our animal
“ends”; it ultimately enjoys an absolute freedom in imposing its own
“ends” as though from outside the corporeal conditions of our being.
Thus, in transcending the 
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bodily dimensions of human being,
rationality is free to manipulate them according to its own designs.


As I will demonstrate, Hursthouse’s
account betrays some of the same features as are found in the theorizing of
John Duns Scotus concerning the ethical life, albeit in a mutated form.(3) Scotus’s conception of ethics, however,
constitutes a rupture with an Aristotelian-inspired virtue ethics, whose major
medieval proponent was Thomas Aquinas, not least because of his treatment of
the natural inclinations—which treatment also results, I will argue, in an
operative anthropological dualism. If, however, we are hylomorphically
constituted as body-soul unities, our bodies and their natural inclinations
must necessarily enter into our appraisal of what conduces to human
flourishing; if it does not, ethics becomes voluntarist in nature.


History shows that Scotus’s
speculations contributed to the death of the virtue-ethics tradition that
arguably culminated in Aquinas. Clearly, it is not possible to predict the
future of contemporary virtue ethics; nevertheless, given the historical
precedent of Scotus, there are grounds for grave misgivings about a virtue
ethics grounded in a dualistic anthropology. Ultimately, 
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a voluntarist ethics entails the
imposition of arbitrary dictates, whether by the divine will, as in Scotus’s
system, or by human reason, as in Hursthouse’s scheme. As such, voluntarism is
funda-mentally indifferent to human flourishing, that is to say, the
flourishing of beings who are psychosomatically constituted. Given the
importance of human flourishing for virtue ethics, there is an inherent
contradiction in a virtue ethics that is voluntaristic.


In order to make this case it will
first of all be necessary to examine Aquinas’s account of human nature and the
natural inclinations as well as Scotus’s voluntarist rejection of teleology in
ethics.









I. Aquinas on the Natural Inclinations




The central text for our
consideration of St. Thomas’s view of the natural inclinations is that from the
Prima Secundae in which he offers his exposition of the precepts of
the natural law:


Since, however, good
has the nature of an end and evil, the nature of a contrary, hence it is that
all those things to which man has a natural inclination, are naturally
apprehended by reason as being good, and consequently as objects of pursuit,
and their contraries as evil, and objects of avoidance. Wherefore according to the
order of natural inclinations, is the order of the precepts of the natural law.
Because in man there is first of all an inclination to good in accordance with
the nature which he has in common with all substances: inasmuch as every
substance seeks the preservation of its own being, according to its nature: and
by reason of this inclination, whatever is a means of preserving human life,
and of warding off its obstacles, belongs to the natural law. Secondly, there
is in man an inclination to things that pertain to him more specially,
according to that nature which he has in common with other animals: and in
virtue with this inclination, those things are said to belong to the natural
law, which nature has taught to all animals, such as sexual
intercourse, education of offspring and so forth. Thirdly, there is in man an
inclination to good, according to the nature of his reason, which nature is
proper to him: thus man has a natural inclination to the know the truth about
God, and to live in society: and in this respect, whatever pertains to this
inclination belongs to the natural law; for instance, to shun ignorance, to
avoid offending those among whom one has to live, and other such things
regarding the above inclination. (STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2)
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From the above passage it is evident that Aquinas considers the natural
inclination to the good to be that which underpins the others—to
self-preservation, to procreation and education of offspring, and to knowledge
of the truth. In other words, the unfolding of these specific inclinations is a
manifestation of the inclination to the good. “Now,” according to
Aquinas, “being good, conveying as it does the notion of desirability,
implies being an end or goal, and this is where causality starts, for no agent
acts except for some end, and except some agent acts no matter acquires
form.” It is for this very reason that Aquinas can call the end “the
cause of causes.”(4) Teleology is intrinsic
to his conception of ethics in which God, as the supreme good, is the final end
of all human striving.


All things desire the good, not only
those that have knowledge but also those that lack it.(5)
Consequently, they are ordered towards effects that are in agreement with their
particular ontological constitution.(6) Now a
thing can be ordered and directed toward an end in one of two ways: first, by
itself, as when a man directs himself to where he wishes to go; second, by
another, as when an arrow is directed by an archer towards a determinate place.
While rational beings move themselves to an end, for they have dominion over
their actions through their free will, those things that lack reason are
directed to an end by virtue of their natural inclination “as being moved
by another and not by themselves.”(7)
Irrational nature can be compared to God as an instrument to the principal
agent.(8) Aquinas recognizes that the analogy of
the arrow and the archer is limited, for while creatures receive their nature
from God, what natural things receive from man in addition to their nature
involves a certain violence. Consequently, “as the violent necessity in
the movement of the arrow shows the action of the archer, so the natural
necessity of 
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things shows the government of Divine
Providence,”(9) for God has bestowed on
them their forms by which they have their inclina-tions. Consequently,
“natural things go to their ends inasmuch as they cooperate with the one
inclining and directing them through a principle implanted in them.”(10)


In delineating his conception of the
natural appetite possessed by things, Aquinas thus synthesizes two
perspectives. On the one hand, it is clear that what is directed or inclined to
something by another is directed to whatever is intended by the one directing
it—as, for example, the arrow “is directed at the same target at which
the archer aims.”(11) It follows that
since all natural things have been directed by a certain natural inclination
towards their ends by God, the prime mover, “that to which everything is
naturally inclined must be what is willed or intended by God.”(12) God of course can have no other end than
himself;(13) since, therefore, “He is the
very essence of all goodness, all other things must be naturally inclined to
good.”(14) On the other hand, while all
things are directed by God to good, each thing nevertheless inclines toward the
good in accordance with a principle, which issues from the very form with which
God has endowed it, “by which it tends of itself to good as if seeking
good itself.”(15) In other words, in
virtue of an innate principle, all things are said to incline toward the good
of their own accord. Aquinas succinctly expresses his position with the
following interpretation of Scripture: “For this reason it is said in
Wisdom (8:1) that divine 
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wisdom ‘ordereth all things sweetly’
because each one by its own motion tends to that for which it has been divinely
destined.”(16)


The definition of the
“good” as “what all desire” is not meant to signify that
something is good simply because it is desired; on the contrary, the essence of
good constitutes the moving principle of the appetite. “The essence of
goodness consists in this, that it is in some way desirable. Hence the
Philosopher says (Ethic. i): Goodness is what all desire. Now
it is clear that a thing is desirable only in so far as it is perfect; for all
desire their own perfection. But everything is perfect in so far as it is
actual.”(17) Since to be good belongs
pre-eminently to God, it follows that he is the end of all things. This
assertion is predicated upon the notion that God is the first effective cause
of all things. Every agent impresses its likeness on its effect so that
“the perfection and form of an effect consist in a certain likeness to the
agent.”(18) It is this participation of
the likeness of the agent on the part of the effect that makes the agent
desirable, conferring on it the nature of good. “Therefore, since God is
the first effective cause of all things, it is manifest that the aspect of good
and of desirableness belong to Him.”(19)
Indeed, God is the supreme good inasmuch as “all desired perfections flow
from Him as from the first cause.”(20)


Clearly, for Aquinas, God’s act of
creation is a communicatio boni. When discussing whether God wills
things apart from himself, Aquinas notes that natural things not only have an
inclination to their own proper good—striving to acquire it if it is absent
and resting in it when possessed—but also “to spread abroad their own good
amongst others, so far as possible.”(21)
If it pertains to natural things insofar as they are perfect to communicate
their goodness to others, all the more does it belong to the divine will to do
so. Thus, concludes Aquinas, God “wills 
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both Himself to be and other things
to be; but Himself as the end, and other things ordained to that end.”(22) Since God is the final end of all created
reality, all creatures necessarily desire their fulfilment in him. Everything,
including man as an agent endowed with free will, tends towards the objective
of “becoming like God, inasmuch as He is good,”(23)
each imitating the divine goodness according to its own measure. 


 


II. Aquinas on Human Freedom


 


It is clear that all men desire their
final end, a fact which is evidenced by the desire each has for his own
perfection and perfect goodness. This perfection of man is precisely what we
call beatitude.(24) Beatitude, according to
Aquinas, is that which a man cannot not want.(25)
God as final cause moves man to act not only by presenting an object to his
consciousness, but also by moving his will: “Every activity, of both nature
and will, comes from him as first mover.”(26)
This assertion in no way undermines an understanding of voluntary activity as
predicated on an internal principle within the subject. Anything that acts as
an efficient cause, whether actually or potentially, needs to be set in motion
by another mover. The will is a case in point, for it begins to will after it
has not been willing. Something must therefore have moved it to will. We cannot
entertain the possibility of an infinite regress, the will moving itself to
will through a process of deliberation based on some previous volition. So,
states Aquinas, “we have to conclude that the original volition of will
comes forth from the will by the impulse of some exterior efficient cause.”(27) This exterior efficient cause is of course
none other than God. Aquinas therefore cites two reasons, pertaining to
efficient and final causality respectively, that make it clear that God alone
can 
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be the cause of man’s willing:
“First, because the will is a power of the rational soul, which is caused
by God by creation… . Second, because of the will’s bearing on universal
good, none other than God, who is the universal good, can cause it to
act.”(28)


Does not this ineluctable desire for
the universal good, for beatitude, eradicate human freedom? Aquinas notes the
following objection: “every motion received from an irresistible agent is
of necessity. Now God, who is of infinite power, is irresistible… .
Therefore when he acts on the human will its motion necessarily follows.”(29) He responds by pointing out that divine
providence moves things according to their condition, so that from necessary
causes effects follow of necessity and from contingent causes effects follow
contingently. The will is not determined ad unum, but is rather
confronted with many objects. Consequently, God moves it in such a way that it
is not constrained by necessity to a determined object; instead, its motion
remains contingent, except in the case of those things to which it is moved by
the exigencies of its nature.(30) (In speaking
this way of what many call the natural desire for God, Aquinas does not depart
from his general account of the desire of all creatures for God. According to
Porter, Aquinas’s doctrine “conveys a theological interpretation of our
common psychology, but it does not imply an actual, positive desire for God as
an object (however inchoately known) of common human striving.”)(31)


It should not be supposed that
Aquinas offers a neat, and consequently facile, solution to the problem of
human freedom. A quotation from De Potentia encapsulates well the intricacy
of the matter: “[T]he will naturally desires happiness, although it 
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desires it necessarily.”(32) The lack of clarity available to us in our
understanding of freedom owes itself to our created condition. Thus our thought
returns to our origin, to God as the efficient cause of all created reality.
Human beings, like all other beings, are what they are by virtue of the divine
act of creation. It follows that what is natural to the created soul is so
precisely on account of its created condition. Creation is the ground of human
free-dom, but how this can be so ultimately escapes our com-prehension. We can
say, however, that freedom is opposed to violence and coercion and that these
manifest themselves in obstructing natural inclinations and processes.(33)


The ineluctable directedness of man
to the supreme good, which is inscribed within the ontological constitution of
his being, thus furnishes the transcendental condition for the possibility of
his lack of determination with respect to intermediate ends. This supreme good
which lacks nothing is of course beatitude. All other particular goods suffer
limitation and so can strike us as not being good from some point of view.
Thus, Aquinas states, “[T]he will can refuse them or accept them as the
case may be, for it is able to respond to one and the same object from
different points of view.”(34) Every
created good, however, participates in the being of uncreated good. The
attainment of a created good therefore provides an experience of reflected
beatitude. As Aquinas says in De Malo: “As a created good is a
likeness and sharing of uncreated good, so the attainment of a created good is
a happiness analogous to true happiness.”(35)
Josef Pieper signals the existential import of Aquinas’s assertion in the
following words: “[A]ll happiness has some connection with eternal
beatitude. Some connection, if only this, that every fulfilment this side of
Heaven instantly reveals its inadequacy. It is immediately evident that such
satisfactions are not enough; they are not what we really have 
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sought; they cannot really satisfy us
at all.”(36) These satisfactions give rise
to a feeling that we have not obtained what we really sought and suggest that
we have not attained that which we really desired.(37)
This experience arises because every finite good is simply a symbolic
anticipation of the infinite good.(38) Perhaps
we could add that this experience has a causal efficacy in so far as it spurs
us on to the attainment of eternal beatitude.


 


III. Scotus and a Law Conception of Ethics




In a discussion of Scotus’s action theory, Thomas Williams states that it
constitutes “not so much an unraveling of the Thomist synthesis as a
deliberate dismantling.”(39) In contrast to 
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Aquinas, Scotus thinks that natural
happiness has nothing at all to do with morality—hence his rejection of
natural teleology, so important in Aristotelian-Thomistic ethics. In the
latter, the naturally impressed ends that are furnished by the natural
inclinations, and that are understood as final causes, furnish conditions for
the exercise of true freedom. In this scheme of things, to negate these
conditions is to undermine human freedom itself. Moral norms derive their force
from the human good.


Scotus breaks this intimate
connection between moral goodness and the human good. In his estimation, the
concept of the moral goodness of an action is not necessarily or inherently
reducible to what conduces to human flourishing.(40)
Good actions are not good because of any relationship to human flourishing but
because God has freely commanded them. In keeping with his rejection of
Aristotelian-Thomistic teleology, moreover, Scotus argues that the will can
determine itself to act independently of any final cause as co-principle. He
denies that the rational appetite acts on account of its relation to a final
cause. Indeed, he regards any appeal to 
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final causes as flight of fancy (fugiendo
finguntur viae mirabilis),(41) arguing that
the will must be viewed as an efficient cause that moves itself.(42)
In this way, Scotus removes any determination from the will other than that
which comes from itself.


Scotus posits that human beings are
free in the strongest possible sense. In this regard he distinguishes between free
powers (i.e., the will) and natural powers. The former, in contrast to
the latter, are undetermined with regard to contradictory or contrary states:
the will “with no change in its nature, either [of two con-tradictory or
contrary states] falls equally under its power.”(43)
A free power, moreover, is a self-mover, that is to say, a sufficient cause of
its own actions. In addition, a free power can refrain from acting even when
all the conditions for its acting are present.(44)
The distinction between free and determined is basic so that “One can give
no other reason why [a power] elicits its action in this way except that it is
this sort of cause.”(45) In discussing the
kind of causation involved in being a free self-mover, Scotus argues that there
is an indeterminacy of “superabundant sufficiency” and that something
indeterminate in this sense is capable of determining itself with regard to
opposites.(46)


An important point to note in
Scotus’s treatment of the will is his ascription of two inclinations to it,
namely, the affectio commodi (affection for the beneficial or
advantageous) and the affectio iustitiae (the affection for justice).(47) While the precise nature of the affection for
justice is a matter for debate, the most plausible interpretation is that which
views it as an inclination to 
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act in accordance with the moral law
regardless of its connection with our own happiness. Otherwise the will would
be necessitated to its own self-fulfillment.(48)
Richard Cross well describes Scotus’s affectio iustitiae as “that
in virtue of which the will can determine itself to a different course of
action from a slavish seeking after the natural goals of human existence.”(49)


According to Scotus, the pursuit of
happiness, if unchecked, can be immoral. Expressed otherwise, it can be counter
to the divine will. Sin in effect consists, for Scotus, in failing to restrain
the affectio commodi by the affectio iustitiae in accordance
with the divine command, as in the case of the fallen angels. God’s will in effect
furnishes the rule or measure for every free appetite.(50)


Clearly, for Scotus, there is a
rupture between what the divine will commands and the natural conditions of
human happiness. We therefore need to restrain the natural appetite for
happiness in order that we might conform our willing to the divine will. Scotus
contends that God can establish a new law in place of a former one, the new law
being right because it is established by the divine will.(51)
The entire realm of natural law is in fact subject 
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to God’s absolute power so that
divine omnipotence can dispense from any commandment that enters partly into
the constitution of a given order.(52)


Several points regarding Scotus’s
position ought to be mentioned here, as relevant to the concerns of this
article. First, his rejection of natural teleology in the realm of ethics paves
the way for ethics to become simply an affair of the mind, divorced from the
reality of human being as psychosomatically structured. The will, unrestrained
by teleological considerations, is set apart from and above the bodily
dimensions of human being, which dimensions are teleologically determined. The
teleology of our embodied condition necessarily determines what conduces to our
flourishing as bodily beings and what does not promote such flourishing. For
Scotus, however, bodily flourishing does not necessarily instantiate what is
morally good. Therefore, the good will, in exercising its freedom, should
presumably seek to under-mine the bodily conditions of flourishing if and when
they conflict with what is morally good. At the very least, one can say that
there is a conflict between the volitional and somatic aspects of the human
being as conceived by Scotus, a conflict in which the will can exercise a
despotic rule over the body as opposed to the political rule envisaged by
Aristotle and Aquinas. Scotus’s approach to ethics arguably leads in the
direction of an anthro-pological dualism despite his position that the
composite of soul and body is per se unum.(53)
In other words, there is a tension between the implications of his doctrine
concerning the freedom of the will, on the one hand, and his anthropology, on
the other. If one is convinced, moreover, that anthropological dualism offers
an erroneous account of the structure of the human person, one will be
logically constrained to reject Scotus’s ethics.(54)
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More specifically, the radical
freedom of the will proposed by Scotus, divorced as it is from considerations
of natural teleology, leaves the way open for human freedom to be directed
against our natural inclinations—something that effectively happens later in
the history of Western civilization, as evidenced by various developments in
the bioethical and sexual-ethical domains. This point lies at the heart of the
critique of Hursthouse’s virtue ethics in the next section. At issue here again
is the ontological unity of the human person. If human embodiment in all its
dimensions (i.e., including its teleological constitution), is partly
constitutive of what it is to be a human person—in other words, if we truly
are psychosomatic unities—then the body and its natural processes and
inclinations must enter into our understanding of moral normativity.(55)









IV. Hursthouse’s Ethical Naturalism and the Subversion
of the Natural Inclinations




Hursthouse’s book On Virtue
Ethics furnishes an interesting contribution to contemporary virtue
ethics. As part of her project 
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Hursthouse attempts to effect a
certain rapprochement between an Aristotelian-inspired virtue ethics and
Kantian deontology. Whether or not she is successful in this attempt—indeed,
whether such a rapprochement is possible at all—will become clear in the
remainder of this article. As the first step in my engagement with Hursthouse’s
virtue ethics I turn to her treatment of ethical naturalism, that is to say,
naturalism as it obtains in the case of rational animals as against the other
animals.


When discussing the more
sophisticated of the other animals, Hursthouse discerns three ends with respect
to which they are evaluated: (1) individual survival, (2) the continuance of
the species, and (3) characteristic pleasure or enjoyment/characteristic
freedom from pain.(56) It is open to question
whether characteristic pleasure or enjoyment/characteristic freedom from pain
con-stitutes an end in itself. It seems more correct to regard it as an index
of attainment of a connatural end. Its inclusion by Hursthouse is therefore
unwarranted. In relation to specifically social animals, Hursthouse mentions a
fourth end, namely, (4) the good functioning of the social group. There is here
a certain parallelism with the precepts of the natural law as delineated by
Aquinas (at STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2).


Hursthouse points out that, just as
social animals can be evaluated in light of the four ends cited above, so we
might expect that human beings could be appraised “in the light of some
fifth end which relates to this new, transforming, capacity” that is
rationality.(57) What, she asks, could this
fifth end be? She identifies a few alternatives that are drawn from tradition.
One alternative is the preparation of our souls for the life hereafter, an end
which she rejects since to adopt it would be “to go beyond naturalism
towards supernaturalism.”(58) The second
alternative mentioned in passing by Hursthouse is contemplation, that is to
say, “the good functioning of the theoretical intellect.”(59) Here she has Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics in mind and the common interpretation of
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it according to which he falls foul
of a latent Platonism.(60) Quite
rightly, Hursthouse wishes to reject any candidates for this “fifth
end” that are devoid of reference to the body. Thus, while she concludes
that she can see no plausible candidate for the fifth end, she suggests that
“the genuinely transforming effect of our rationality on the basic
structure adequately registers the ‘huge gap’ that exists between us and the other
animals.”(61)


Her own talk about “the
genuinely transforming effect of our rationality on the basic
structure”—presumably meaning our basic somatic structure—seems to
bespeak a hylomorphic conception of the human being, yet other considerations
indicate, as will become evident, that her operative anthropology is in fact
dualistic. In her scheme of things the will lacks the kind of ecstatic
character found in Aquinas’s treatment of the natural inclinations. It
ultimately turns back upon and lords it over the somatic condition of human
being along with its natural inclinations (as will presently become apparent).(62)


Whilst Hursthouse’s use of the notion
of “end” exhibits certain superficial similarities with the Thomistic
natural inclinations, therefore, her understanding of the characteristic human
end thus seems to be a purely psychological one, devoid of any intrinsic
connection with the somatic aspect of the ontologically unitary entity that is
the human being in the Aristotelian tradition. Indeed the third end, which
humans share in common with other animals (characteristic pleasure or
enjoyment/characteristic freedom from pain), albeit in a modified manner,
places her theorizing at a complete remove from the Aristotelian tradition of
ethics. Not 
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surprisingly, these two different
approaches entail important implications that are radically different from each
other. 


Hursthouse quite rightly discerns
characteristics that human beings share in common with other kinds of being,
although she fails to advert to the fundamental inclinations that ground them.
Thus, for example, “like the other higher mammals, we characteristically
enjoy food and suffer when physically damaged; like some other sophisticated
social animals, we characteristically enjoy company and play, and suffer when
solitary or confined.”(63) Hursthouse is
also correct in asserting that “we do not seem to be pained by and enjoy
these things in just the same way as the other animals do,”(64)
adverting to rationality as the reason for this difference. It is precisely on
account of rationality, moreover, that human beings are not limited in their
pursuit of their “characteristic pleasures” and avoidance of their
“characteristic pains.” While other beings are very restricted,
humans display a remarkable variety in this regard. The reason that the other
animals live the way they do is because “it is in their nature to do
so.”(65) In other words, “they are
biologically determined.”(66) We on the
other hand are not. Indeed, as she states later on, it is “an open
question whether any human being is good, or living well, given what we could
be, not something that has already been determined by nature.”(67)


Passing on to an assessment of the
ethical implications of her position, Hursthouse argues that ethical
evaluations cannot be strictly analogous to biological/ethological evaluations
of good, that is to say, healthy, well-functioning animals. Put simply,
“Nature determines how they should be, but the idea that nature could be
normative with respect to us, that it could determine how we should be, is one
we will no longer accept.”(68) The notion
that human nature ought to play some role in ethical evaluations 
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is strikingly undermined on the basis
of our rationality or, as Hursthouse tellingly expresses the point, in virtue
of “our free will if you like.”(69)
The voluntarism instigated by Scotus at the end of the thirteenth century
appears in an anthropocentric guise, instantiating Vereecke’s claim that
“We are the inheritors or opponents, albeit often unconsciously so, of
systems elaborated in former times.”(70)


It might be objected that my
portrayal of Hursthouse’s position is unfair, that in fact she does elsewhere
insist that human nature ought to play some role in ethical evaluations. She
argues that the four ends, delineated above, introduce a certain normativity
into how we understand what constitutes characteristic human behavior:
“[T]he structure—the appeal to just those four ends—really does
constrain, substantially, what I can reasonably maintain is a virtue in human
beings.”(71) In response to this
objection, I simply point to an apparent contradiction between this assertion
and her statement that “the idea that nature could be normative with
respect to us, that it could determine how we should be, is one we will no
longer accept.”(72) One might wish to
interpret Hursthouse as meaning that, while the natural-end structure as found
in other animals is maintained, reason effects changes within it. It is far
from clear, however, what precisely this could mean. At any rate, as will
become evident, a certain practical dualism is operative in Hursthouse’s
thinking, a dualism in which the freedom of the will plays an ultimately
coercive role vis-à-vis the body.(73)


Hursthouse does not speak of
fundamental inclinations underlying the ends she posits as characteristic of
human action; yet it is clear that her position is consonant with the notion
that 
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we are free in spite of our
fundamental inclinations, not because of them. It is of course possible to act
contrary to the directedness of the fundamental human inclinations—thereby
undermining the conditions of true freedom according to the Thomistic
tradition, but truly positing our freedom according the tradition that finds
its origin in Scotus. With regard to characteristic human ways of going on,
Hursthouse states: “Apart from obvious physical constraints and possible
psychological constraints, there is no knowing what we can do from what we do
do, because we can assess what we do do and at least try to change it.”(74) This assertion is no doubt true to a large
extent, but surely not always true. Modes of behavior that—albeit grounded in
the natural inclinations—are historically, culturally, and socially
conditioned are one thing; modes of behavior that go against the fundamental
inclinations to the good are quite another. If the will exercises its freedom
voluntaristically so as to undermine fundamental inclinations to the good, it
undermines the very conditions of freedom. Freedom has parameters, beyond which
its exercise enters into the realm of self-destruction. It is one thing to
effect changes in a country’s educational system, for example, in order to
achieve greater access for the less privileged in society. It is quite another
thing to facilitate a gay lifestyle and to do so in a way that undermines
heterosexual marriage.(75) Or again, to use a 
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slightly less politically charged
example, many people would accept that whether or not possibilities that recent
advances in biotechnology have brought about ought to be realized is something
that must be appraised in the light of deeper anthro-pological considerations.
What, for example, does it mean to be a human person? When does human life
begin? When does death occur? Certainly, considerations of pleasure or
enjoyment/ characteristic freedom from pain do not offer any reliable judgment
as to whether a particular course of action will objectively conduce to human
flourishing.


One might object that my
interpretation of Hursthouse’s intent is unwarranted. Julia Annas, for example,
offers an interpretation that is far more benign. Referring to Hursthouse’s
assertion that “Apart from obvious physical constraints and possible
psycho-logical constraints, there is no knowing what we can do from what we do
do, because we can assess what we do do and at least try to change it,”(76) Annas points out that although we eat to
satisfy hunger, as do lions, our eating is not tied simply to the satisfaction
of hunger as it is in the case of lions: “It involves a number of social
aspects—eating is standardly a social occasion, meals are structured in
various ways, numerous conventions are involved.”(77)
Eating is, moreover, informed by individual choice—we like some kinds of food
and not others, sometimes we eat just to be polite, and we at times take great
pains to prepare food in complex ways. The basic point that Annas wishes to
make is that “even our basic needs and the ways we fulfill them are
thoroughly transformed by occurring in the life of a rational animal.”(78)
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Interpreting Hursthouse’s assertion
from within its own confines and without reference to anything else she writes,
Annas’ interpretation would find some legitimation. Yet elsewhere, as already
pointed out, Hursthouse states that “it is an open question whether any
human being is good, or living well, given what we could be, not something that
has already been determined by nature.”(79)
Hursthouse does not flesh out this claim very much in terms of concrete
illustrations. In a brief consideration of feminist concerns, she denies any
validity to the notion of “essentialism.” In other words, she does
not believe that it is in the nature or essence of female human beings that
they are bound to do whatever women have always done. “We can do
otherwise.”(80) What exactly she means by
her rejection of essentialism is not totally clear as she does not state her
position in unequivocal terms. The analogy Hursthouse draws between women and
female cheetahs—or, more precisely, pregnant female cheetahs—affords some
space for interpretation. Female cheetahs have “a rotten life” in
comparison with their male counterparts. Hursthouse illustrates this point in a
footnote with a factual account of the hardships experienced by female cheetahs
when searching for prey during pregnancy. These cheetahs can of course do
nothing to change their conditions; their lot is determined by nature. When
Hursthouse posits that female human beings are not constrained in the same way
as cheetahs, it is difficult not to detect an implicit reference to control of
their reproductive powers. She is after all rejecting essentialism, and
essentialism has nothing to do with any accidental aids that may be provided to
a woman to render her pregnancy more comfortable. This interpretation seems to
be borne out by her assertion that “Our concepts of ‘a good human being’
and ‘living well, as a human being’ are far from being completely constrained
by what 
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members and biologically specialized
members of our species actually, or, at the moment, typically, do.”(81)


Hursthouse’s contention that “it
is an open question whether any human being is good, or living well, given what
we could be, not something that has already been determined by nature”(82) provides further support—given the
context—for the claim that her notion of end is a psychological one, lacking
any intrinsic connection with those fundamental inclinations which are grounded
in the bodily aspect of our being. This end is a function of the will which,
since it is devoid of such connection, can freely use its freedom either with
or against the inclinations and deem itself to be good in doing so. There seems
ultimately, therefore, to be no protection against arbitrariness in moral
decision making when it comes to issues in which the body and its fundamental
inclinations are centrally involved. In this case, Hursthouse’s virtue ethics
does not seem to possess any principles that would allow it to hold strong
against morality conceived as an expression of one’s subjective preferences and
moral discourse as a rationalization of the same. One is reminded, mutatis
mutandis, of Hegel’s criticism of Kant, expressed by MacIntyre as follows:
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“[T]he conscientious moral agent
dominated by the form of the categorical imperative is in fact licensed to do
anything at all—provided he does it conscientiously.”(83)


The foregoing critique affords
argumentative support to the contention that any synthesis between Aristotle’s
and Kant’s ethics cannot redound to the benefit of the former. Aristotle’s ethics
is teleologically inspired, whereas Kant’s is not. For Aristotle, eudaimonia
is the motive force, for Kant it is duty. Aristotle’s moral agent is embodied,
Kant’s is disembodied. These features of the Kantian account of the moral life
show a remarkable similarity with those which characterize Scotus’s thought.(84) Hursthouse’s attempt to sustain a dialogue
between these traditions ends up subverting natural teleology in order to
assert the primacy of the will. In doing so she also posits an operative
anthropological dualism. Plus ça change, plus c’est la même chose.


 


Conclusion




In her elaboration of a Neoaristotelian virtue ethics Hurst-house strikingly
limits her engagement with Aristotle’s writings to his ethical texts.
Particularly noteworthy is the lack of reference to Aristotle’s inquiry into
the human soul, which inquiry, as Thomas S. Hibbs puts it, “marks the
culmination of natural philosophy and precedes the study of ethics and
politics, on the one hand, and the study of metaphysics on the other.” In
brief, “The study of the soul is pivotal.”(85) Any treatment of
Aristotle’s ethics that ignores his De
anima is simply misguided. Aquinas understood this point well.
Hibbs summarizes Aquinas’s position as follows: “On the one hand, the
human body is raised up, transformed by its union with the intellectual soul.
On the other 
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hand, the soul is naturally ordered
to union with the body. We cannot disavow our bodies without courting self-misunderstanding.”(86)


The understanding of the human person
underlying Hursthouse’s project is ultimately not hylomorphically conceived as
a psychosomatic unity. Intimately linked to this anthropological rupture is the
voluntaristic attitude that raises its head in her theorizing. Here one can
discern the influence of Kant and, more distantly, Scotus. So, for example,
while in Scotus’s voluntaristic account of the divine law God’s omnipotent
freedom trumps human freedom, for Hursthouse human freedom finally reigns
supreme over the conditions of human bodily being and its inclinations. In both
cases this freedom proves finally to be arbitrary. While Scotus’s approach
views morality as an external imposition on human nature with no necessary
reference to its intrinsic inclinations, Hursthouse’s approach simply
substitutes human desire for the divine will. Her account is at one with
Scotus’s in the sense that this desire can if needs be trump the natural
inclinations. In place of Scotus’s conception of the divine law as an external
imposition of arbitrary dictates of the divine will, Hursthouse’s virtue ethics
ends up by substituting the arbitrary dictates of human desire.


To the extent that voluntarism
characterizes Hursthouse’s take on virtue ethics her project falls foul of an
internal contradiction: while seeking to elaborate a Neoaristotelian virtue
ethics with its inbuilt teleological dynamics,(87)
she imports a voluntarist attitude when it comes to issues relating to the body
and its inclinations. There is, I believe, an inherent contradiction in an
ethics that purports to be concerned with human flourishing yet adopts a
voluntarist attitude towards the bodily aspects of that flourishing. Since the
case of Scotus shows that there is an irreconcilable and, indeed, logical
opposition between voluntarism, on the one hand, and human nature as
teleologically and hylomoporphically 
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conceived, on the other, one has to
conclude that Hursthouse’s project lacks coherence in this respect.


This shortcoming could well be
remedied by reflecting on the implications of Aristotle’s De anima for
an ethics that claims to be Aristotelian in inspiration. Attention, moreover,
to the implications for ethics of Pseudo-Dionysius’s dictum bonum est
diffusivum sui would I believe serve to transform her notion of end as
simply a psychological one, devoid of any necessary reference to the incarnate
nature of human being, into something more akin to Aquinas’s understanding of
the natural inclinations as structuring the very life of practical reason.(88) In this latter conception—which takes to
heart the implications of Aristotle’s De anima for ethics—the body
can never be viewed as an object over and against a knowing and willing
subject. “I” am the composite of my body and soul and it is precisely
this composite that properly furnishes the subject of the moral enterprise.(89)
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THE CONTEMPORARY DEBATE over the validity of the neurological criteria for
death can be understood best as a disagreement over which of two distinct
criteria for death–-either the loss of bodily integrity or the loss of
radical capacity—is compatible with an authentic anthropology that upholds the
dignity of the human person.(1) 


Traditionally, the presence or
absence of bodily integration has been used to discern the presence or absence
of human life. This is the criterion endorsed both by Pope John Paul II when he
taught that the “death of the person is a single event, consisting in the
total disintegration of that unitary and integrated whole that is the personal
self”(2) and by the President’s Commission
for the Study of Ethical Problems in Medicine and Biomedical and Behavioral
Research when it concluded that “death is that moment at which the body’s
physiological system ceases to constitute an integrated whole.”(3) Proponents have used this 
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criterion to argue for the validity
of the total-brain death definition for death: Since the brain is the
integrating organ of the human body, loss of the brain inevitably leads to loss
of bodily integrity and thus to death.(4) 


In contrast, in recent times, the
presence or absence of a radical capacity, more precisely the radical capacity
for personhood, has been proposed as an alternative criterion for discerning
the presence or absence of human life.(5)
Proponents have used this criterion to argue for the validity of the
neocortical definition for death: Since the neocortex is the organ responsible
for those distinctive higher-order functions—language, learning, memory, and
complex thought—that constitute us as persons, loss of the neocortex leads
both to loss of personhood and to death. 


In the new edition of his textbook, Catholic
Bioethics and the Gift of Human Life, William May refers to a Thomistic
argument—I will call it the radical capacity for sentience (RCS)
argument—presented at a recent meeting(6) that
suggests that the presence or the absence of the radical capacity for sentience
can be used to discern the presence or absence of human life.(7)
The RCS argument has been used to argue for the validity of the total-brain
death definition for death: Since the human brain is required for sentience,
loss of the brain inevitably leads to loss of the radical capacity for
sentience and thus to human death. Integral to this argument is the premise
that animals are defined by their radical capacity for sentience: An animal is
a sentient creature. Thus, according to this argument, loss of the whole brain,
and therefore, the loss of the radical capacity for sentience, necessarily
involves a substantial change that transforms a human being into something that
is not even an animal. Convinced by the 
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veracity of the RCS argument, May
concludes that “bodies” that really are brain dead “are not
human or even mammalian.”(8)


In this essay, I will respond to May
by pointing out that anyone who accepts the logic of the radical capacity for
sentience argument he embraces must also endorse the brain-stem and the
neocortical definitions for death, putting the lives of the most disabled of
neurologically disabled patients at risk. This is troubling. However, I will
also suggest that we do not need to accept the RCS argument because it is
flawed. It presupposes an ambiguous criterion for the material foundation for a
radical capacity that links the radical capacity for sentience to a particular
part of rather than to the whole nervous system. Instead, I will defend the
coherence of a loss of bodily integrity as a criterion for death that is
grounded in a more robust understanding of how a radical capacity is linked to
the integrity of the body. 


 


I


According to the RCS argument, a
brain-dead patient has died—he has undergone a substantial change that makes
him something other than a human being—because he is not even an animal. The
logic of the RCS argument is as follows. It begins by defining an animal as a
creature with a radical capacity for sentience. It borrows this definition from
the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition. Next, it proposes that the whole brain is
the material foundation for this radical capacity for sentience. Therefore, it
concludes that an animal that has lost its whole brain has also lost its
radical capacity for sentience, and as such, ceases to be an animal. From this
argument, it follows that the brain-dead patient, who has lost his radical
capacity for sentience, is not even an animal. Thus, a brain dead patient has
died, that is, he has undergone substantial change that makes him something
other than a human being.


As I noted in the introduction,
however, the logic of the radical capacity for sentience argument can also be
used to justify both 
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the brain-stem and the neocortical
definitions for death. I begin with the brain-stem definition. Following the
RCS argument, we define an animal as a creature with a radical capacity for
sentience. We then propose that the brain stem is the material foundation for
this radical capacity for sentience. In support of this claim, we point to
patients who have lost their brain stems and are therefore in a coma. They are
incapable of sentient acts. We therefore conclude that an animal that has lost
its brain stem has also lost its radical capacity for sentience, and as such, ceases
to be an animal. Thus, a patient who has lost his brain stem has died, that is,
he has undergone substantial change that makes him something other than a human
being.


Three objections can be raised
against this argument. First, it might be denied that the brain stem is the
material foundation for the radical capacity for sentience. However, the
scientific evidence does not support this objection. Individuals who have
experienced brain-stem death from either illness or damage cannot perform
sentient acts.(9) 


Therefore, it is reasonable to
conclude that they have also lost their radical capacity for sentience. Notice
that this empirical analysis parallels the analysis that is presupposed by the
radical capacity for sentience argument: Patients who have lost their brain
stem are incapable of sentience in the same way that patients who have lost
their whole brain are incapable of sentience. Thus, to deny the validity of the
premise that the brain stem is the material foundation for sentience is to also
deny the validity of the premise of the RCS argument that the whole brain is
the material foundation for this radical capacity.


Second, it might be argued that we
could never know when the brain stem is completely and irreversibly lost.
Therefore, we need to presuppose that all patients in irreversible comas have
retained their radical capacity for sentience. We need to always treat them as
human beings. This, however, is not a conceptual objection to my argument. It
is a medical one. Until recently, physicians could 












pge 651


not determine if the whole brain had
been destroyed and beyond repair. Now they can. Today, physicians cannot
determine if the brain stem has been completely destroyed and is beyond repair.(10) However, as medical technology advances, it
is not unreasonable to think that they will be able to do this in the future.
At that point, irreversibly comatose patients with permanent brain-stem damage
would be considered dead: They would have undergone a substantial change,
becoming something other than human beings. At that point, these disabled
patients could be killed to harvest their organs. This is troubling.


Finally, those who endorse the RCS
argument could argue that loss of the brain stem does not lead to the loss of
the radical capacity for sentience but rather to the loss of the ability to
exercise this capacity. This would be comparable to a severe genetic
abnormality that leads to mental retardation. We would all agree that a baby with
Trisomy 13 is incapable of rational activity though he has not lost the radical
capacity to engage in such activity. In other words, we would all agree that he
is still a human being, though a disabled one. It must be noted, however, that
this objection can also be raised against the radical capacity for sentience
argument. The loss of the whole brain does not lead to the loss of the radical
capacity for sentience but to the loss of the ability to exercise this radical
capacity. In other words, the brain-dead patient remains a human being, though
a disabled one. Thus, to deny the validity of the argument that loss of the
brain stem leads to loss of the radical capacity for sentience is also to deny
the validity of the RCS argument that loss of the whole brain leads to loss of
the same capacity. Both arguments have the same logical structure, and both
make use of the same kind of empirical data that show that the loss either of
the brain stem or of the whole brain makes someone incapable of being sentient.
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II


We turn now to the neocortical
criterion for death, and its justification by the logic of the RCS argument. To
do this, we begin by defining a human being as a creature with a radical
capacity for rationality. The human being is a rational animal. Next, we
propose that the neocortex is the material foundation for this radical capacity
for rationality. We conclude that a human being who has lost his neocortex has
also lost his radical capacity for rationality, and as such, ceases to be a human
being. From this argument, it follows that several categories of severely
disabled patients, who have lost their radical capacity for rationality—
including some patients in the persistent vegetative state and others with
end-stage Alzheimer’s Disease—are not human beings. They too are dead, that
is, they have undergone a substantial change that makes them something other
than a human being. 


As before, three objections can be
raised against this argument. First, it may be denied that the neocortex is the
material foundation for the radical capacity for rationality. Instead, they
could claim that the whole brain is the material foundation for this radical
capacity. In response, once again, the scientific evidence does not support
this objection. First, individuals born without a neocortex never manifest any
signs of rationality.(11) They are only capable
of those sentient acts associated with animals. Second, patients who have lost
their neocortical function from either illness or injury—for example,
end-stage Alzheimer’s patients and a subset of PVS patients with tumors that
have destroyed their neocortex—cannot perform rational acts.(12)
They 
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may be able to respond to light or to
respond to sound but they are unable to reason. They too are only capable of
sentient acts that are characteristic of animals. Both of these observations
reveal that the neocortex is absolutely necessary for rationality.


Once again, this empirical analysis
parallels the analysis that is presupposed by the key premise in the RCS
argument. We only know that the whole brain is the material foundation for the
radical capacity for sentience because patients who have lost their whole brain
from either illness or injury cannot perform sentient acts. In the same way, we
know that the neocortex is the material foundation for the radical capacity for
rationality because patients who have lost their neocortex cannot perform
rational acts. Thus, to deny the validity of the premise that links the
function of the neocortex to rational behavior is also to deny the validity of
the premise of the RCS argument that links the function of the whole brain to
sentient behavior. 


Second, in a parallel argument to the
objection raised above,it might be argued that we could never know when the
neocortex is completely and irreversibly lost. Therefore, we need to presuppose
that all patients with neocortical damage have retained their radical capacity
for rationality. We need to always treat them as human beings.


In response, once again, this is not
a conceptual objection to my argument. It is a medical one. It is not
unreasonable to think that physicians will be able to diagnose irreversible and
complete loss of the neocortex in the future. At that point, end-stage
Alzheimer’s and some PVS patients would be considered dead: they would have
undergone a substantial change becoming something other than human beings. At
that point, these disabled patients too could be killed to harvest their
organs. Again, this is troubling.


Finally, in another parallel
argument, it might be argued that loss of the neocortex leads not to the loss
of the radical capacity for rationality but to the loss of the ability to
exercise that same capacity. According to this objection, the person who has
lost his neocortex remains a human being. Yet the same objection could 
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be raised against the RCS argument.
To deny the validity of the argument that loss of the neocortex leads to loss
of the radical capacity for rationality is also to deny the validity of the
argument that loss of the whole brain leads to loss of the same capacity. Both
arguments have the same logical structure, and both make use of the same kind
of empirical data that show that the loss either of the neocortex or of the
whole brain makes someone incapable of being either rational or sentient
respectively. 









III




As I demonstrated above, the logic of the RCS argument can be used to justify
the brain-stem and the neocortical definitions for death, putting the lives of
the most disabled of neurologically disabled patients, including those in a
coma and in the vegetative state, at risk. However, I am convinced that we do
not need to accept the RCS argument because it is flawed: It presupposes an
ambiguous criterion for the material foundation for a radical capacity that
links the radical capacity for sentience to a particular part of rather than to
the whole nervous system.


To illustrate my point, I pose the
following question: How do we identify the material foundation for a radical
capacity? The RCS argument appeals to observations that patients who have lost
the functioning of their whole brain are unable to perform sen-tient acts.
Thus, the argument concludes that the whole brain is necessary for sentience.
It then proposes that the whole brain is the material foundation for the
radical capacity. From this analysis, it is clear that the RCS argument
identifies the material foundation for a radical capacity with an organ that is
necessary for that radical capacity to be actualized. However, as I have
pointed out, there are other parts of the animal—for instance, the brain stem,
understood here as a part of the whole brain that can be identified as an
independent part, an independent organ—that are as necessary for sentience as
is the whole brain. Thus, the RCS criterion for identifying the material
foundation for sentience is ambiguous.
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Instead, I propose that the material
foundation for a radical capacity is that part of the organism that is both necessary
and sufficient for a radical capacity to be actualized. The robustness of
this criterion may be seen in its application to the radical capacity for
reproduction. What is the material foundation for the radical capacity to
reproduce? With the RCS criterion—that a material foundation is a part that is
necessary for the radical capacity to be actualized—there are multiple
material foundations for repro-duction. For the woman, her ovaries, her uterus,
and her vagina would all fulfill this criterion. Again, the criterion is
ambiguous. Instead, I would suggest that since all of these organs together are
necessary and sufficient for reproduction, it is more fitting, at a
minimum, to identify the entire reproductive system as the material foundation
for the radical capacity for reproduction.


With this in mind, we should note
that neither the whole brain nor the brain stem is both necessary and
sufficient for sentience. An isolated brain or an isolated brain stem
cannot be sentient. Both are parts of the organism that process inputs received
from sensory neurons that innervate all the other tissues of the body. Properly
speaking, therefore, the whole brain requires a functioning nervous system, in
toto, in order for the organism to be sentient.(13)
To put it another way, in theory, if a patient could permanently lose
functioning of those parts of the nervous system other than the brain without
losing the functioning of his whole brain itself, then he too would be unable
to perform sentient acts. Therefore, it is more accurate to say that the
material foundation for the radical capacity for sentience, at a minimum, is
the entire 
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nervous system because the entire
nervous system is both necessary and sufficient for sentience. A similar
analysis would reveal that it is more accurate to say that the material
foundation for the radical capacity for consciousness, at a minimum, is the
entire nervous system and not the neocortex because the entire nervous system
is necessary and sufficient for consciousness.


In sum, changing the criterion for
the material foundation for a radical capacity from the part that is not only
necessary for that actualization of that capacity to the part that is both
necessary and sufficient for the same allows us to challenge the
neocortical and brain-stem criteria for death without jettisoning the
philosophical wisdom that we inherit from the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition.









IV


 


In light of the argument outlined
above, it is reasonable to affirm that the material foundation for both the
radical capacity for consciousness and the radical capacity for sentience is,
at a minimum, the entire nervous system. In theory, therefore, in order to
determine if a human being has died—that is, undergone a substantial change
such that he is neither a rational nor a sentient creature—we would have to
determine if he has com-pletely and irreversibly lost the functioning of his entire
nervous system. In reality, however, this is not possible because the nervous
system innervates every tissue of the whole human being. To put it another way,
we could never lose the entire the nervous system without losing the organism.
Thus, the only real sign for the death of the human being must be the loss of
the human organism. 


How do we discern the presence or the
absence of the human organism? As I have discussed in more detail elsewhere, an
organism can be defined scientifically as a discrete unit of living matter that
follows a self-driven, robust developmental pathway that manifests its
species-specific self-organization.(14) The 
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organism’s organization gives it its
metabolic and teleological integrity. To put it another way, an organism’s
organization gives it its ability to live and to grow in a species-specific
manner. Thus, the definitive sign for the presence or the absence of the
organism, and thus the presence or absence of its life, I propose, is the
presence or the absence of its organization, its bodily integrity.
Consequently, since the brain-dead patient remains sufficiently organized to
exist and to grow as a human being, albeit a disabled human being in the ICU,
does, he remains an organism. He has bodily integrity and as such is not dead.
He is still a living human being. 


One could object to this argument by
pointing out that there are clear examples of organized nonorganisms. For
example, severed embryonic human limbs and detached human organs can be
maintained in the laboratory for extended periods of time. Though these
entities are organized, they are certainly not organisms. Therefore, the
objector could claim that the presence or absence of organization cannot be
used as a sign for the presence or absence of the organism.


Yet this objection relies upon an
equivocation. It assumes that the organization found in an intact
twelve-year-old child is the same kind of organization found in a severed
embryonic limb. This is not the case. The organization of the intact child’s
body is unlike the organization of the severed embryonic limb, in the same way
that the human “being” of a human adult is unlike the human
“being” of the human cell.(15) In the
former case, the organization of the intact child’s body, which I will call
organismic organization, is such that it can coordinate and regulate the
child’s metabolic and teleological functions. To put it another way, the child
is organized in such a way that he is capable of growing to maturity and of
attaining his end as a 
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human being. He can grow and mature
because his organization is radically unlike the organization found in severed
limbs or detached organs. His organization is such that the activities of his
parts are coordinated in a way that tends to keep him alive and maturing. 


In contrast, the organization of the
severed embryonic limb, which I will call suborganismic organization, is unable
to co-ordinate and regulate the limb’s metabolic and teleological functions.
Not surprisingly, therefore, in culture, the embryonic human limb cannot grow
and reach the size of an adult man’s arm. It cannot do this because the
activities of the severed limb’s parts, its cells and its tissues, are not
coordinated in a way that tends to keep the limb as a whole alive and ordered
towards its functional end. In fact, the limb only gets its teleological
properties from the way it relates to the intact human organism. There are two
kinds of organization, organismic and sub-organismic organization, and only the
former, what one may call bodily integrity, is a manifestation of the organism.


The organization found in a
brain-dead patient is clearly organismic in nature because brain-dead toddlers
are able to grow and mature into brain-dead adults. Dependent upon mechanical
ventilation and clinical support, they are nevertheless as capable of
maintaining their own metabolic integrity and teleology as severely disabled
human beings who are cared for in an ICU are capable of maintaining theirs.(16) Like ICU patients, they maintain their bodily
integrity. They are human organisms. They are alive.









V


 


In sum, proponents of the radical
capacity for sentience (RCS) argument, including William May, have used it to
argue for the validity of the total-brain death definition for death. However,
as I have described in this article, an ambiguous criterion for the material
foundation for a radical capacity, which lies at the very 
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heart of the RCS argument, linking
the radical capacity for sentience to a particular part of rather than to the
whole nervous system would allow advocates of both the brain-stem and
neocortical definitions of death to use the same RCS argument or some variant
of it to advance their claims, putting the lives of the most disabled of
neurologically disabled patients at risk. 


Changing the criterion for the
material foundation for a radical capacity from a part that is necessary for
that actualization of that capacity to the part that is both necessary and
sufficient for the same allows us to challenge the neocortical and
brain-stem criteria for death without jettisoning the philosophical wisdom that
we inherit from the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition, the wisdom that
undergirds the criteria endorsed by Pope John Paul II and the President’s
Commission. With this clarification, it is clear that the brain-dead patient
has the bodily integrity that is characteristic of human beings. He, therefore,
is still an intact human being, albeit a disabled human being like the human
beings in the ICU. Thus, he is still alive. The brain-dead patient is not dead.
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[bookmark: angels]Les anges et les démons:
Quatorze leçons de théologie. By
Serge-Thomas Bonino, O.P. Bibliothèque
de la Revue Thomiste. Paris: Parole et Silence, 2007. Pp. 351  32.00
(paper). ISBN 9782845735606.



The French Dominican theologian
Serge-Thomas Bonino is the longtime editor of the Revue Thomiste, and
as such, the recent director of a new series of Thomistic monographs entitled
“Bibliothèque de la Revue Thomiste.” Four volumes of this series have
appeared, while at least six more are projected. The aim of the series to
“exposit in a synthetic and pedagogical manner the major themes of theology
based upon the principles of Thomas Aquinas, while taking into account the
contemporary renewal of theology in an integral fashion” (2). Thus the
series sets for itself a fascinating task: self-consciously to reconceive the
form of a postconciliar Thomistic theology, at once rooted in the classical
Thomistic tradition (including the great Thomistic commentators such as Cajetan
and John of St. Thomas), while assimilating modern historical insights
concerning the context and nature of Aquinas’s work (inspired by the efforts of
Chenu and Gilson, etc.), and responsive to the concerns and physiognomy of
modern theological questions and methods (not excluding the patristic ressourcement
movement of la nouvelle théologie, as well as the situation of modern
European theology). This is of course no mean task, and one fraught with
historical and methodological difficulties. Yet it also bespeaks a promising
possibility: the movement of Thomistic theology into a new phase that speaks to
the current theological setting, and which assimilates the valid yet partial
concerns of various critics and promoters of Scholastic Thomism from the
previous century while integrating these into a renewed and greater whole.

Bonino’s work, as his title
indicates, is divided into fourteen chapters, yet these are themselves grouped
into four main sections. The first section is historical, treating the question
of the theology of angels from the Old Testament to the Middle Ages, followed by
two very lucid chapters on demythologization, and the problem of angeology in
modernity. The second section is on the nature of angels (their metaphysical
structure), based in large part upon a detailed exposition of the positions of
the Thomistic tradition. The third section considers the “history” of
angels: the rapport in them of the inclinations of nature and grace, their
vocation to beatitude, the confirmation in glory of the blessed angels, and the
fall of the sinful angels. The last section treats 
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the role and function of both angels
and demons in the divine economy, and their effect upon the human community.

On the first page of his work, the
author introduces the principal objection this particular study could raise: is
this not a peripheral topic, far down on the hierarchy of truths, and somewhat
“lateral” with respect to modern theological concerns? If so, what
then is the value of a contemporary reflection on this topic? (5-6).
Thought-provoking responses are offered. First, “to compare the manner in
which this or that perfection (life, knowledge, language, love) is realized in a
pure spirit and in man, permits one to determine the ‘core’ of this perfection,
which is analogically universal, and to distinguish this from the particular
conditions in which this perfection is realized in man. The specificity of the
human condition is thereby understood more clearly” (6). Second, “angeology
obliges a theologian to understand more clearly a number of notions that are
central to his discipline: the meaning of creation, the Trinity’s plan for the
divinization of creatures, the universality of providence, the place of Jesus
Christ in the economy of salvation, the nature of the Church” (7). Third,
the study of the angels reveals something about God, the creator who is their
source, and “is a means to reestablish the truth of Christian theo-centrism
obscured by a certain way of understanding the ‘anthropological turn’ in
contemporary theology” (8).

The author’s initial study of the
biblical origins of the doctrine of angels in the Old and New Testaments
(chapters 1-2) is a succinct but intellectually potent theological synthesis of
contemporary biblical exegesis. Bonino’s point is clear: there is no reason to
stereotype Thomism as an a-biblical or a-historical theology—on the contrary,
the biblical notions here will be seen retrospectively as the firm foundation
upon which subsequent tradition and speculative synthesis are built.
Particularly deft is the author’s treatment of the gradual biblical realization
of the reality of demonic evil, as he narrates plausibly the increased
sensitivity to this truth in the postexilic period and then even more acutely in
the New Testament. At the same time, he distinguishes the ordo cognitionis
from the ordo entis: 



Is it necessary to clarify that this evolution is not that of the
realities themselves but that of the representations of the angels that
believers have formulated in the course of history? … representations that
were driven and refined by the action of the Spirit of truth. For example, when
I affirm that the angels became more numerous after the Exile or that Satan
became the head of the demons in the inter-testamental period, it is clear that
this change does not concern the reality itself … but the human grasp of
this reality, which occurred in a progressive fashion (16). 



The author offers similarly theological and Christological
reflections on the relation in the New Testament between the angels and the
problem of evil, ancient cosmology and the stars, and the seeming moral
neutrality of worldly “principalities and powers” in certain passages
of St. Paul.
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Sensitive (in the wake of the work of
de Lubac and Daniélou) to avoid any seeming dichotomy or opposition between a
patristic theology and the Scholastic synthesis of Aquinas, the author goes on
in chapter 3 to discuss the angelology of the Fathers, particularly that of St.
Augustine and Dionysius the Areopagite, as a prelude to situating Aquinas’s
treatment of the angels in its historical context, and relating the treatise in
the Summa Theologiae to the other major themes of theology presented in
that work.

Chapters 4 and 5 reintroduce the
problem of modern theological and antitheological skepticism regarding
immaterial realities in general, and the angels in particular, and goes on to
present a lucid defense of the warrant and rationality for this dimension of
theology. The first defense is philosophical, and considers the rational
arguments for the existence of angels. Unlike Thomists such as Benedict Ashley,
Bonino considers a posteriori arguments for the existence of separated
substances (from effects in this world to the angels as causes of those effects)
to be arguments from fittingness, and not demonstrative arguments (85). However,
he underscores and defends in turn Aquinas’s own commitment to a priori philosophical
arguments for the existence of angels (ScG II, c. 91; STh I,
q. 50, a. 1; Q. de spiritualibus creaturis, a. 5), a priori
not beginning from innate knowledge, but beginning deductively from a
philosophical acknowledgement of the existence of the Creator, and the knowledge
that he has created realities that participate in his perfections. Angels fall
within a spectrum of participated being between God, who is unparticipated pure
spirit, and the fragile contingency of the physical world, in which the human
hybrid of spirit and matter is a necessarily imperfect participation in
spiritual life. 



God wishes to cause other beings to participate in his own perfections.
He wishes to assimilate them to himself, to render them like himself… . God
created all things by a personal act, “by his intelligence and his
will.” Consequently, it is necessary that there exist in the universe
creatures who imitate this aspect of the perfection of God, that is to say
creatures capable of intellectual knowledge and love. But intellect, because it
transcends the particular to attain to the universal, cannot be made of a
corporeal power as such. The perfection of the universe requires then the
existence of at least one created intellectual substance that is incorporeal… . [But] all the intellectual substances are not necessarily united to a body
[i.e., human beings]… . Following a sound metaphysics of participation, one
must affirm that for the transcendental perfections, if there exists a
realization of that perfection that is imperfect, there must also exist one that
is perfect… . the human intelligence being imperfect … the human spirit
is then led to recognize the existence of a created intellectual power that is
fully in act. This is the angel. (90-92)
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In his theological reflection that
follows, (chap. 5) the author offers forceful theological arguments in favor of
a reconsideration of the theology of angels, centering especially around the
idea that the secularization of the human being and a materialization of
metaphysical reflection are coextensive phenomena. The recovery of a
metaphysical theocentricism and a theology of angels are interrelated
aspirations (see esp. 106-7).

The heart of Bonino’s work is the
nine chapters (and three sections) of the book which follow, and which amount to
nothing less than a masterful com-mentary on Aquinas’s angeology as it touches
upon other key aspects of the theology of creation, grace and nature, freedom
and sin, Christology and salvation, divine revelation and mediation, and divine
government and the pedagogical value of temptation. What begins to become
manifest in the book at this point is a quasi-encyclopedic set of references in
extensive and often fascinating footnotes, treating of the ontology and moral
life of angels, their relationship to Christ and God, and their impact upon
human beings, as these appear in a vast array of Church Fathers (particularly
Clement, Origen, Augustine, Gregory of Nyssa, Dionysius, and Gregory the Great),
medieval Scholastic doctors (Albert, Bonaventure, Aquinas, Scotus, and Ockham),
Baroque commentators (principally John of St. Thomas and Suarez), and modern
theologians (e.g., Barth, Brunner, von Balthasar). Here the author treats very
central but difficult metaphysical themes regarding angels (the pure
immateriality of angels in the Christian tradition, their individuation by
species, their natural form of nonabstractive knowledge, nonemotional capacity
to love God above all things, grace and nature in angelic willing, the angelic
capacity to sin, angelic linguistics, etc.), carefully presenting Thomistic
views in intelligible continuity with or distinction from other patristic and
medieval theories. The tenor, while of a great speculative quality, remains
biblical and theological, rooted in constant reference to patristic precedents
that influenced Aquinas’s own reflection, and with an eye toward a deeper
understanding of the workings of grace and the spiritual life of human
creatures.

At the same time, Bonino alludes to a
set of subtle and important questions (either controversial within the Thomistic
tradition, or vis-à-vis its interlocutors) demonstrating at various turns how
the study of Aquinas’s angeology must necessarily condition how one evaluates
other elements of his theology, and central theological topics more generally.
For example, the author discusses parallels between Aquinas’s theory of angelic
knowledge (through divine ideas as angelic species, which are a
nonabstractive medium for knowledge), and his analogical conception of being, as
contrasted with the parallel between Scotus’s affirmation of angelic abstraction
from experience of singulars, and his univocity theory as it affects his
conceptions of immateriality (146-54). In treating of angelic knowledge, the
author underscores the distinction of the natural and supernatural dimensions of
this knowledge in the theology of Aquinas, indicating in incidental ways the
fundamental character of this distinction. “If one follows Q. de malo,
q. 16, a. 4, one must admit that in the first instant of its creation, even
though it was truly in a state of grace, the activity of the angel consisted in 
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taking full possession of
[intellectual] objects that were proportioned to it by nature” (137). The
analysis suggests clearly why Aquinas’s treatment of the creation of spiritual
creatures in a state of grace does not obscure but rather requires an
understanding of the integral distinction of nature and grace in spiritual
operations.

In treating of natural love in
angels, understood as an inclination rather than as an elective choice, the
author contrasts eloquently the distinctions that may be drawn between Aquinas’s
notion of angelic potency to love and certain modern, nonteleological theories
of indeterminate volitional freedom, detailing how the freedom to love God is
the foundation for the authentic freedom for love of self and of others
(160-69). In treating of angelic grace, merit and sin, the author then shows
evidence of conflicting viewpoints in Aquinas concerning the natural
impeccability of angels. (Given their perfectly actuated natural knowledge, can
angels sin against their natural inclination to love God above all
else, or is sin only possible for the angel through a rejection of grace, and of
the knowledge that comes by way of divine revelation?) The author intimates a
preference (against Maritain) for the views expressed in De Malo,
especially article 4 of question 16: 



These two acts of knowledge, Aquinas insists, cannot be simultaneous [in
the newly created angel]. They presuppose two truly distinct acts stemming from
two necessarily distinct species or intellectual forms because the species
that relates to supernatural mysteries is irreducible to the species
that yields knowledge of natural realities. One must therefore distinguish a
first instant where each angel takes possession of its natural knowledge,
accompanied by an act of the love of God (that is not meritorious [for divine
life] because it is of the natural order)—and here no sin can occur—then a
second instant where the angel poses an act of supernatural knowledge and
determines freely how to relate itself to the call of God to eternal life. (191)



The author’s reflections on such
interesting theological controversies carry over into Christological and
ecclesiological matters in the last section of the book. In chapter 11, he
carefully dissects a diversity of patristic and Scholastic opinions concerning
the question of whether or how the capital grace of the man Christ relates to
the graces of the angelic hierarchy, and the beatitude of the blessed angels.
Highlighting especially the contrast between Aquinas and Suarez, Bonino shows
how for the former the grace of Christ as God incarnate is meant to repair the
relations of God and man, such that Jesus is the mediator of all grace for the
human race, while the angels receive their beatitude directly from the Word,
without the mediation of his humanity, but obey the God-man as their ecclesial
head in the provisions of the divine government. For Suarez, meanwhile, the
angels receive all of their grace directly from the hypostatic union, through
the humanity of Christ, and do so (for Suarez) in a world in which the
Incarnation would have occurred even had man never sinned (228-
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36). Meanwhile, in his treatment of
angelic illumination and the divine government (chap. 12) the author shows how,
for St. Thomas, the community life of the angelic world is a spiritual communion
of shared knowledge in divine life, implying simultaneously that each of the
blessed see God, and that this coexists simultaneously with hierarchical degrees
of insight into the mystery of God and the plan of the divine government
(238-53). This cooperation-amidst-differentiation in knowledge of God and his
plans is in turn related to the mission of at least some angels to save and
protect human beings. The author shows a cautious reserve concerning the utility
and necessity of the Dionysian hierarchy of nine angelic choirs, but gives sound
arguments from both reason and revelation for some kind of hierarchical
differentiation of angels both according to essence or species and according to
power or function (257-61).

If this book has weaknesses, then
they are three. First, the author is trying to keep the historical portion of
his narrative fittingly succinct. However, a slightly lengthier treatment of the
biblical, patristic, and medieval development of angelological doctrine might
have been desirable prior to the dense Thomistic expositions. Second, the author
might have treated more comprehensively the relation between the angels and the
mysteries of the life of Jesus: the nativity, the temptations, Gethsemane, the
resurrection. Due reflection on these events as they are treated in the Tertia
Pars would have strengthened the Christological moorings of some of the
author’s reflections, and yet in a decidedly Thomistic vein. Third, if the
author does a superb job of introducing many subtle questions of intra-Thomistic
dispute (concerning angelic freedom, the angelic natural desire to see God, the
possibility of angelic sin, the character of angelic language), he often
refrains from giving a detailed account of his own opinions as to how to resolve
such disputes. Some brief appendices bearing upon such matters in greater detail
would have been highly welcome. Outside the angelic world, and in the sublunar
human sphere, one seldom encounters persons with the author’s degree of
metaphysical insight into Aquinas’s doctrine of angels. It would be helpful to
see his extensive reflections on some of the more complex issues Aquinas’s
thought presents as a means of trying to resolve some of the more difficult
controversies.

In sum, Fr. Bonino’s book seems to
this reader to be an important work that merits careful attention, particularly
due to its methodological physiognomy. It exemplifies a form of Thomism that is
profoundly speculative and historically well-informed, conversant with the
lasting insights of the theological tradition, and open to transparent parlance
with the interests and objections of modern theologians. It does this while
remaining centered on the perennial significance of Aquinas’s coherent and
penetrating doctrine, which it exposits convincingly. In a sense, then, this
work marks the advent of a kind of Thomism that is un-apologetic and yet
historically and culturally self-aware: something that transcends the now
increasingly sterile debates of the 1940s concerning the methodology theology
should favor (i.e., metaphysical Scholasticism vs. histori-cal and spiritual ressourcement).
Theology should of course favor the authentic insights of both approaches
simultaneously—as mutually enriching and 
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profoundly compatible. In this work,
Fr. Bonino has self-consciously and quite convincingly shown how such theology
can be done.



Thomas Joseph White, O.P. 



Dominican House of Studies

Washington, D.C.







[bookmark: aquinas]On Aquinas.
By Herbert McCabe, O.P. Edited and introduced by Brian
Davies, O.P. Foreword by Anthony
Kenny. London and New York: Continuum, 2008. Pp. xii + 180. $19.95
(paper). ISBN 9780860124610.



The slender volume On Aquinas
represents a posthumously edited and published set of lectures Herbert McCabe
originally advertised and delivered as “An Introduction to Aquinas.”
Readers interested in a contemporary appropriation of Aquinas’s thought in a
movement recently labeled “Analytic Thomism” are greatly indebted to
the diligent and persistent editorial labors of Brian Davies, O.P., who after
McCabe’s death in 2001 made available much of his unpublished material. On
Aquinas is the most recent instantiation, preceded by God Still Matters
(2002), God, Christ, and Us (2003), The Good Life (2005), and Faith
within Reason (2007).

In his brief, lucid, and predictably
provocative introduction, Anthony Kenny utters the following pertinent caveat
about this edited set of lectures: “The book is not a treatise about
Aquinas, it is an exercise in philosophy with Aquinas” (ix). And Kenny is
right. The lecture series begins with what looks like the usual opening chapter
to a treatment of Aquinas’s thought suitable to a contemporary audience of
historically underinformed and most likely uninterested undergraduates
(“Aquinas Himself”). But already with the second chapter (“Living
Things”) McCabe enters a particular trajectory of engaging Aquinas’s
philosophy that becomes clearer and more pronounced as the lectures progress.
From exploring with and by way of Aquinas what it means to be alive, McCabe
moves to the question, what does it mean to be a human being? The answer to this
question constitutes the theme of the book: the human being is a linguistic
animal. Subsequently McCabe unfolds, in a running dialogue with Aquinas’s
thought, what it means for a linguistic animal to think and to act, and most
importantly, what it takes for such an animal to live well, that is, to flourish
in all respects. The edited volume might have been served well by a subtitle
like “The Linguistic Animal: Engaging Aquinas’s Philosophical
Anthropology” as the sections from the Summa Theologiae McCabe
draws upon, though does not discuss systematically, are to be found in the Prima
Pars (soul, interior senses, rational soul, intellect, will), the Prima
Secundae (happiness, action, deliberation and decision, passions,
dispositions, virtue, law), and the Secunda Secundae
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(prudentia, iustitia,
fortitudo, temperantia, together with related virtues and the
respective vices). He also draws in one important instance from De Malo
as well as at least once from Aquinas’s Commentary on 1 Corinthians.
Furthermore, he carries in a wonderfully light way his impressive command of the
Aristotelian corpus, especially the Categories, the Prior Analytics
as well as the Posterior Analytics, On the Soul, On Sense
and What is Sensed, On Memory and Recollection, and, of course,
Aquinas’s commentaries on some of these works.

To put it in a nutshell: On
Aquinas is a work of philosophical inquiry by way of a
Wittgenstein-informed dialogue with Aquinas. However, McCabe—unlike other
contemporary interpreters of Aquinas’s philosophy—in no way shies away from the
fact that Aquinas’s project was ultimately, and all along the way, of a
theological nature. He repeatedly acknowledges this fact by referring quite
unapologetically to the beatific vision, the resurrection of the body, and the
centrality for the Christian life of grace and the infused virtues, especially
charity. This is indeed what Aquinas in the end is all about. But in good
Thomist fashion, McCabe avoids two all-too-common mistakes, namely, either to
understand Aquinas’s philosophy as a mere entailment of the sacra doctrina
(a philosophical minimalism necessitated “from above” by revelation,
so to speak) or to understand his theology as an extrinsic (and philosophically
ultimately irrelevant) add-on to what is first and foremost a philosophical
project. What is tangibly absent in McCabe but utterly central for the whole
project of the Summa Theologiae, though, is a confidence in limited,
though tangible, analogical knowledge of the central mysteries of the Christian
faith. This is a confidence that Aquinas draws from the analogy of being,
integral to a set of metaphysical commitments McCabe—in the wake of
Wittgenstein’s influence—seems to have jettisoned. The consequence is a more
intense apophaticism regarding the central mysteries than we ever find displayed
in Aquinas himself.

The two foils, obviously inherited
from Wittgenstein, against which McCabe forcefully demonstrates the ongoing
relevance and indeed superiority of Aquinas’s philosophical anthropology are
Descartes’s body-mind dualism and Hume’s assimilation of concepts to sensations.
And McCabe’s Wittgensteinian re-lecture of Aquinas’s reception and development
of Aristotle’s hylomorphism indeed goes a very long way to exorcize Descartes’s
ghost in the machine as well as the presently popular Humean reduction of
language/thought to bodily processes (i.e., brain functions). In this last
regard, McCabe’s very accessible and forceful argument for the irreducibility of
language/thought to biological epiphenomena makes his book not only a relevant
contribution to the present debate on these matters but also a more accessible
introduction to what is systematically argued in a much more comprehensive but
also less accessible way in David Braine’s outstanding work, The Human
Person.

Those who already have come to enjoy
McCabe’s lively and witty style will not be disappointed by these brief
chapters, brimming with lucid and often quite funny examples that make Aquinas’s
thought come alive for the contemporary reader. One almost thinks one can hear
McCabe lecture. For this reader from 
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“the Continent” the book
has a lovely, but at points also irritatingly, local English feel to it. It
might not be surprising that McCabe draws the set of fundamental assumptions in
light of which and by way of which he interprets and engages Aquinas’s
philosophy of being human rather exclusively from the Anglo-Austrian doctor
ineffabilis Ludwig Wittgenstein, for whom McCabe held well-known and
life-long admiration. All other names appealed to are rather close intellectual
neighbors: Elizabeth Anscombe, Philippa Foot, Peter Geach, Anthony Kenny,
Alasdair MacIntyre, Denys Turner, and the British Dominicans Gerald Vann, Thomas
Gilby, and Victor White. David Burrell and Daniel Westberg are the only
non-British and non-Irish interpreters of Aquinas mentioned by name. Due to
numerous oblique remarks, however, the reader uninitiated in Thomism will come
to surmise that in the somewhat distant past of early modernity there must have
existed some rather sinister figures, called “Thomists” (who gave in
far too much to Descartes) and in the more recent past other figures, “neo-Thomists,”
no less sinister and misinformed than the former. But the same reader is kept in
the dark as to the precise identity of this dangerous group of alleged
misinterpreters of Aquinas. Kenny in his introduction helps out and at least
mentions the names of Gilson, Maritain, and McInerny under the heading of
“neo-Thomism,” a categorization and a company that Gilson at least
would have found not altogether amusing. While being left to guess at the
precise identity of the Thomist misinterpreters of Aquinas, the reader, whether
Thomistically informed or uninformed, is richly compensated by learning about
McCabe’s life-long distrust of the free-market economy, his corresponding
life-long commitment to socialism, and last but not least his admiration for
Lenin whom he introduces as a prime example of the virtue of magnanimity. The
reader also learns how McCabe reads the fate of Aquinas’s thought in the history
of modernity, after what he regards as a brief resurgence of interest in Aquinas
at the Council of Trent:



Then nobody read him again for a long time because the Renaissance had
happened and European thinking began to be based on that other devout Catholic,
René Descartes; there was rationalism on the Continent and empiricism in
Britain, which culminated in the liberal bourgeois Enlightenment, and excellent
as this was in many ways none of it had much in common with the Aristotelian
tradition. Then the intensely conservative Roman Church of the nineteenth
century, terrified by the Enlightenment, went back and dug up St. Thomas because
they thought he might provide the intellectual framework they needed to hold the
crumbling fabric of Christianity together. They invented “Thomism,” a
specially conservative version of his thought insufficiently liberated from
Cartesian questions, and it turned out to be a weapon that twisted in their
hands. For it led to a new critical historical study of Aquinas. The new study
of the text of Thomas proved if anything more corrosive of the Catholic
establishment than even the Enlightenment had been. It was corrosive from
inside. Thomas, it emerged, took the Fathers of the Church 
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seriously and took scripture seriously and had a disturbing view of the
Church and the sacraments that had been forgotten for centuries or dismissed as
Protestant. This development, in the hands especially of the French post-war
Dominicans, the new Jesuits, and the Benedictine liturgical revivalists, was the
major intellectual power in producing Vatican II in the 1960s, which, amongst
other things, put paid to what had been “Thomism.” (4f.)



From these and numerous other
similar, broader claims and oblique allusions—which are, to say the very least,
debatable—the reader uninformed in these debates does not really learn anything
at all. The reader who is at home in these debates will understand only all too
well the hidden “who’s who” in the sense of who is getting even with
whom in the struggles over the issues of how Aquinas relates to Thomism; what
Thomism is and is not; and who reads Aquinas—why, how, for what end, and in
whose intellectual company—and how these readings are related to how Vatican I
and Vatican II are to be understood in relationship to or in contrast with each
other. It is quite obvious that the above as well as other smaller statements in
the book serve more as territorial markings put down in what McCabe seems to
regard a highly contested terrain than carefully argued claims that might be of
value to a newcomer to these debates. While this somewhat distracting and,
indeed, irritating aspect of the book does not diminish its philosophical value
per se, it is this rather permanent subtext at work in these lectures that makes
them largely unfit as an introduction to Aquinas’s thought. On their substantive
and discursive side these lectures work well as a therapy for faulty thinking in
Humean, Cartesian, and naturalistic veins. Regarding the question as to how
Aquinas is interpreted and how this interpretation relates to and conflicts with
other contemporary and past interpretations of Aquinas, these lectures are most
profitably read by those with at least an initial familiarity with Aquinas’s
thought and that of his various interpreters.

McCabe takes aim at quite a specific
intellectual problematic:



In what I shall be going on to say, I shall often try to explain what
Thomas is getting at by starting from the linguistic end. This is because I
think this is more intelligible and less misleading for people of our age. The
trouble with the alternative way of putting things is that it sounds to
us—though it did not, I think, to Aquinas’s contemporaries—as though he were
describing understanding as the product of some kind of interior mental
mechanism, and this would be wholly to miss his point. (20)





To put it differently: because McCabe is intent on explaining Aquinas to people
who suffer from what he regards as a pervasively Cartesian mind-set, he follows
Wittgenstein’s lead in prioritizing the linguistic end, thus saving Aquinas’s
anthropology from being co-opted by what seems to be a virtually unavoidable
subconscious Cartesianism of a hypostatized interiority. This sounds like a
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primarily pedagogical decision as how
to organize a via doctrinae of presenting Aquinas’s philosophy. In an
important instance much further down the line of his lectures it becomes
obvious, however, that McCabe regards prioritizing the linguistic end as a
normative philosophical issue, one in regard to which Aquinas’s thought needs to
be improved. For according to McCabe, Aquinas does not offer a good enough
account for why human understanding has to be accompanied by a physical process,
the imaginatio.



I think it is possible to give a better account of this than does
Aquinas, who though he says it must be so sometimes seems to talk as though it
were merely a contingent empirical fact. This better account is based on making
the shift that some modern interpreters of Aquinas make … all of whom, in
explaining the essential connection of thought and language, start from the
language end instead of, as Aquinas does, starting from the thought end. Aquinas
is very clear that every thought we have can, in principle, be expressed in
language; what he does not say is that human thought has to be the
significance expressed by some bodily symbols because human thought just is
the capacity to use language (in the broad sense of symbols used in accordance
with conventional rules). Or, to put it in another way: we analyse understanding
and thinking in terms of human communication whereas Aquinas analyses
communication in terms of understanding and thinking. This is no great matter,
since we should all be non-Cartesians and clear about the vital connection
between being a rational animal and being a linguistic animal. But I think the
twentieth-century analysis is an improvement on the thirteenth-century one, if
only because it makes it easier to see why something that Aquinas
thought is true, is true. (132f.)





Such a way of improving upon Aquinas by way of Wittgenstein is perfectly
legitimate as far as it goes, and it goes indeed a long way to offering a
strikingly fresh approach to some of Aquinas’s most pertinent insights about the
body and the interior senses, about intention, deliberation, and action. These
indeed are the strongest and most rewarding reflections developed in the course
of these lectures, especially the two extraordinary lectures on the interior
senses. It is here that McCabe succeeds in demonstrating in contemporary terms
but very much following Aquinas (not unlike MacIntyre in his Dependent
Rational Animals) how the human being is to be understood in
profound continuity with other animals by way of the utter centrality for being
animal as well as for being human of the body and the senses. Simultaneously,
McCabe is able to account for the categorical difference between the linguistic
animal and other animals. Drawing upon Wittgenstein as much as Anthony Kenny’s The
Metaphysics of Mind, McCabe forwards a strong contemporary argument
that confirms Aquinas’s conviction that intelligence, the capacity for using
language, is not a bodily material process, but indeed transcends materiality.
It is in the arena of challenging contemporary philosophical and scientific
reductionism where McCabe’s Wittgensteinian reading of Aquinas does the most
tangible and
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important work in bringing central
insights of Aquinas’s anthropology to a post-metaphysical readership.

This is how far it goes. While I can
understand McCabe’s primarily pedagogical concern in prioritizing the linguistic
end, I am unable to share his confidence that this prioritization indeed is a de
facto improvement on Aquinas’s thirteenth-century way of thinking about these
matters, for two reasons. First, adopting McCabe’s approach not pedagogically,
but normatively, makes it hard if not impossible continuously to appropriate the
via doctrinae undertaken in the Prima Pars of the Summa
Theologiae. How can one still understand angelic intelligence and human
intelligence as instantiations of imperfect but real participation in the divine
intellect, if one has to start from the language end in order to
account for intelligence at all? It also strikes me to make it harder if not
impossible to grasp the nature of separate substances. Perhaps McCabe is ready
to jettison Aquinas’s philosophical reflections on separate substances and on
angelic epistemology as something that is to be held by faith, but far too
mysterious to be discussed meaningfully under the strictures of the linguistic
turn. This, however, would strike me as too high a price. Understanding angelic
nature rightly is, arguably, an indispensible condition for getting human nature
right. Furthermore, differentiating between the human embodied way of knowing
and the angelic way of knowing is an important remedy for curing the false
angelism entailed in Cartesian “cogito.” It was Jacques Maritain who
has applied this medication most successfully in a number of his important
works.

Which brings me to my second
reservation. The normative adoption of the linguistic approach seems, at least
in McCabe’s case, to entail the jettisoning (or at least the effective
bracketing) of Aquinas’s metaphysics of being. For only on account of simply
presupposing Wittgenstein’s own anti-metaphysical animus can one ignore or put
to the side the significant purgations of Cartesianism achieved by interpreters
of Aquinas who continue to draw constructively upon his philosophy of being.
Maritain is only one of them. One can as easily think of Gilson, Cornelio Fabro,
Edith Stein, and others. Their ways of going about philosophical matters is, of
course, utterly foreign and possibly even repulsive to the Anglo-Saxon
intellectual habits and conventions that emerged in Cambridge and Oxford in the
1920s and that were exported from there quite successfully to the United States
in the post-World War II period. John P. O’Callaghan’s important work Thomist
Realism and the Linguistic Turn (2003) builds an important bridge across
what strikes me in McCabe’s lectures as a rather unintegrated
“either-or” approach of a contemporary interpretation of Aquinas in
wake of the linguistic turn.

But jettisoning or at least
bracketing the metaphysics of being might have another undesirable, if
unintended, consequence, which pertains to the very core of Christology. McCabe
states:



Indeed, St. Thomas’s soteriology (his account of how we are saved by
Christ) is centered on the idea that Christ, the human being, through the grace
given him by the triune God, earned, merited, for himself 
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his conquest of death and, for those who believed in him, their
conquest of sin and death. For Aquinas it is Christ precisely as human and full
of grace, a saint, who saves the human race. (107)





This is, to say the least, a remarkably one-sided (and without its proper
context in the comprehensive Christology of the Tertia Pars, not to mention the Commentary on the Gospel of John and the treatise De
unione verbi incarnati) an all-too-abbreviated account of Aquinas’s
soteriology. It sounds much more like the late Schillebeeckx than the Aquinas of
the second Parisian regency. To get soteriology secundum
mentem S. Thomae right, one needs first to get his comprehensive
Christology right, and this requires a metaphysical (and not just a grammatical)
account of the hypostatic union. As the failures of much of modern,
post-metaphysical Christology plainly demonstrates, this cannot be done well at
all without the help of the philosophy of being. Even if one were to posit a
twofold esse in the
incarnate Word, Jesus Christ (as numerous students of Aquinas have done), in
order to account to the utmost degree for the ontological integrity of the human
nature assumed by the Word, one would never want to claim that Aquinas regarded
Christ—even just in respect to the way he saves humanity—as as saint, who is by definition always a human
person, and just that. Aquinas would hold it to be quite correct to
talk about Mary this way. The hypostatic union, as metaphysically interpreted by
Aquinas, entails a different grammar than the one advanced by McCabe in this
instance and again also when he characterizes God’s plan as “the renewal of
the life of grace through the sanctity of one of us, the man Jesus Christ, who
is the historical presence to us of the Word of the eternal God himself”
(162). These ways of groping in the theological dark for a nonmetaphysical way
of talking about the incarnation—while quite characteristic of some
Christological experimentations in the 1960s and 1970s—fails to do justice to
the profound balance of Aquinas’s Christology and soteriology in which he in
turn does justice to the best of the patristic theologians. McCabe’s failure at
this point is in no way detrimental to the central topics of philosophical
anthropology pursued in this course of lectures. Nevertheless, it strikes me as
indicative of not insignificant problems “down the road” inherent to
receiving Aquinas’s thought all too exclusively by way of a Wittgensteinian
prioritizing of the linguistic.





Reinhard Hütter 
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[bookmark: lexicon]Lexicon of Saint Thomas Aquinas.
By Roy J. Deferrari. Fitzwilliam, N.H.: Loreto Publications, 2004. Pp. 1185.
$70.00 (cloth). ISBN: 978-1930278455.



When The Catholic University of
America Press first published the Lexicon of Saint Thomas Aquinas in
1948, it was extolled as “an epoch-making event in the world of American
scholarship” and a “monumental work” with “brilliant
significance.” One reviewer, writing for the Anglican Theological
Review, called it “an indispensable tool for the student of St.
Thomas” and praised “the thoroughness of the study” (A.D. Kelley,
in ATR 36, no. 4 [1954]: 301-2).

Thomistic studies and the technology
available to assist it have both changed considerably in the past sixty years,
yet the Lexicon remains a useful resource for any careful explication
of the Thomistic corpus. It is therefore with some of the old enthusiasm that we
can welcome the return of the Lexicon to the catalogues of new book
offerings. A reprint of Roy J. Deferrari’s magnum opus was published in
2004 by Loreto Publications in collaboration with Preserving Christian
Publications (Boonville, New York). To begin with, the bibliopegistic qualities
of this volume are impressive. The binding has a sturdy sewn signature, and the
11¼” x 8¾” paper used for the pages is of a high caliber (non acidic
and resistant to deterioration). At 1,185 pages, the volume is over 2 ½”
thick and weighs approximately five pounds. The printing is consistent and clear
and has none of the blurry or uneven aspects that make many other reprints look
like photocopies. Finally, with its tan leather-like cover and imprinted
lettering, the Lexicon is in all likelihood the most handsome reference
book that will grace one’s shelves. It is astonishing that, with all these
attributes, the Lexicon‘s regular price is listed at only $70 on the
Preserving Christian Publications website and $89 on the Loreto website
(inexplicably, it retails on amazon.com for $119).

The content between the covers is
commensurate with its appearance. Roy Joseph Deferrari, the Gardiner Professor
of Greek and Latin at Catholic University, was a prolific translator of early
and medieval Christian texts (his name appears frequently in the Fathers of the
Church series). He was already known as a “veteran in the field of
concordances and lexicons” when he began collaborating with M. Inviolata
Barry, C.D.P., and Ignatius McGuinness, O.P., on the formidable task of making
sense out of the diction and style of Aquinas. The project was daunting not only
because of the quantity of Aquinas’s 200+ writings, but because of their
variance. Aquinas adopted different styles in the works he composed (which,
needless to say, affected his use and selections of words), and his overall
Latinity—despite the fact that it was firmly rooted in a well-established
Scholastic tradition—is fairly distinctive. A worthwhile general lexicon would
have to be able to account for any underlying commonality as well as subtle
shifts in meaning based on context.

The editors were resolute because
they held the conviction (somewhat ahead of their time) that in order to
understand St. Thomas’ thought it was important to “understand his language
generally and not its philosophical and theological aspects exclusively”
(vii). They also saw that because typical Latin instruction was primarily in
classical Latin, students and scholars were ill-prepared for Aquinas’s
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“phraseology and idiom,”
which is “quite unknown to the writers through whose works our college and
seminary students have in a large part been trained” (vii). Thus, they
conclude, “in these days when the study of Latin has declined almost
universally and appears to be on the downward trail [this in 1948!], it becomes
increasingly important that attention be given to the language of St. Thomas as
an indispensable instrument in the study of his thought” (vii-viii). In his
enthusiastic foreword, Ignatius Smith claims that Aquinas understood Aristotle
better than his nemeses Averroës and Siger of Brabant because he had a better
grasp of Aristotelian terminology (v). Whether or not this is the case, it is at
least true for the study of what Smith calls “the real ‘Intentio Thomae.’”

Deferrari and his collaborators were
not able to account for all of the several million verba that appear in
the works of the Angelic Doctor, but they laid the foundation for a solid
Thomistic philology nonetheless. The Lexicon contains every word of the
Summa Theologiae, supplemented with numerous examples from his other
works. If an entry does not include the phrase et passim, it is an
exhaustive list of the term in the Summa; if it does include the
phrase, citations have been omitted. The editors relied on the Leonine edition
of the Summa and the Vives edition of Aquinas’s other works,
and they express their indebtedness to Ludwig Schütz’s German-language Thomas-Lexikon.

The result is that the reader has
access not only to mundane verbiage such as pratum (meadow), rana (frog),
and pectusculum (a little breast-bone) but to a vocabulary fraught with
theological and philosophical significance. The entry on anima, which
occupies three-and-a-half full quarto pages of small, single-spaced print,
covers meanings such as the principle or first act of life; kinds of soul
(vegetative, animal, human); parts of the soul (appetitive, irascible, and
rational); the soul in both its glorified and unglorified states; the soul of
the world versus the soul of the first heaven (anima mundi seu orbis vs.
anima primi caeli); etc. Entries such as intellectus, materia,
natura, peccatum, and scientia are similarly robust, though it
appears that ratio, which takes up almost eleven full columns on six
pages, is the longest of them all.

Deferrari’s careful chronicling in
English of the different usages of terms in Aquinas’s writings is of enormous
value as an exegetical and conceptual tool. To return to the entry on ratio,
being armed only with the presumption that “ratio = reason”
is hardly adequate in mastering the 40,792 instances of a word that can also
designate—as we learn from the Lexicon—intelligence, concept,
essence, cause, ratio, aspect, and proof. Or to take a simpler example: it is
not surprising that artificialis means “artificial” but, as
Deferrari notes, it also signifies what is artistically or skillfully ordered.
Hence when the question is raised in the Commentary on the
Sentences as to whether the mode of the science of theology is artificialissimus,
Aquinas is not wondering whether theological method is highly contrived or
unnatural but to what degree it is well-ordered (I Sent., q. 1, a. 5,
arg. 1). As one would expect from a work that consists of lexicological
interpretation, not every definition will be met with full approval. Peculium,
for instance, is listed simply as “private property,” but as Aquinas’s
use of the term makes clear, it is not private property tout court but
that which is owned by a 
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slave, son, or wife. Still, the
advantages of the Lexicon far outweigh any quibbles one might have
about this or that rendering.

Deferrari’s was the first general
lexicon of Aquinas’s works to appear in any language, but one may wonder, is it
still relevant today given Rev. Roberto Busa’s Index Thomisticus, now
available online (corpusthomisticum.org)? An answer may be conjectured by
comparing the merits of the two aids. The Index‘s extraordinary
strength is also its weakness: its breathtaking thoroughness sometimes acts as a
deterrent rather than an incentive to lexicological inquiry. Even if it were
possible, does one really want to spend the remaining hours of one’s life
scrutinizing all 80,048 instances of a/ab/abs in the
works of St. Thomas? How much more fruitful a starting point (should questions
over Aquinas’s employment of the preposition arise) is Deferrari’s four simple
definitions and handful of examples. Further, the Index Thomisticus
does not provide contextual information. Its tagging of the name “Consentius”
is exhaustive (unlike the Lexicon), but it does not tell its
user that Consentius “was a lay theologian of the time of Augustine, who
lived on certain islands, probably the Balearic. In Epistle 205 Augustine
answers some questions raised by Consentius on the nature of the risen
body” (Lexicon, 213b).

By contrast, the Lexicon‘s
weakness is also its strength, namely, that it is the creation of critical human
minds rather than muscular computer software. While it cannot claim the Index‘s
unparalleled breadth of information and instantaneousness of access to the
primary texts, its English definitions of key terms are the result of thoughtful
and synthetic ruminations on the meanings of passages. This makes the Lexicon
an indispensable complement to the Index—and, for that matter,
vice versa. In their original foreword, Deferarri and his collaborators
expressed the hope of a “systematic continuation” of their work so
that one day “a Lexicon of St. Thomas of Aquin complete for all his works
will have appeared” (viii). That day has not yet dawned, but with
Deferrari’s Lexicon and Busa’s Index together, we are
significantly closer.



Michael P. Foley 
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This is the last book of the eminent scholar of Aristotelian and Thomistic
metaphysics, Joseph Owens, who died in 2005. The manuscript of the book was
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found among his papers by his
colleagues and religious brothers in the late 1990s, when he ceased scholarly
work. His academic colleagues knew that he was writing this book. The posthumous
editing was slight, because the book was largely finished. Proof-reading of the
published version was, unfortunately, also slight. There are a few glaring
typographical errors and omissions in publication information of cited
scholarship. Placed at the beginning of the book is a very valuable bibliography
of Owens’s work that includes reviews of his books.

As Lloyd Gerson indicates in his
preface, the book would have included more references to contemporary secondary
material on Aristotle’s Metaphysics had Fr. Owens been able to complete
it. It is clear that Owens’s account here of Aristotle’s metaphysics is in
dialogue with ongoing research of the 1980s and 1990s, and there are references
to Miles Burnyeat, Mary Louise Gill, and others. The only noticeable sign of the
work being unfinished is an occasional repetitiveness in the text over the
course of five or ten pages, something that would have been eliminated by closer
editing done by the author himself. Some sentences are repeated verbatim or
nearly so, and a few summaries or conclusions are repeated two or three times
when once would do.

As the book comes to us, however, its
structure is well laid out initially and executed with the clarity of a master
of Aristotelian metaphysics. Owens begins with the disparity between Metaphysics
books Epsilon and Zeta in their approaches to gradations of being. Book
Epsilon begins with the subject matters of different inquiries and reasons to
first principles or causes, while Zeta is concerned with the intrinsic
composition of sensible things. The problem is that primary being, ousia,
seems to have different meanings in the two texts. In recent years, the
so-called central books of the Metaphysics, Zeta, Eta, and Theta, have
been treated together with scant reference to Epsilon. The key to resolving the
apparent disparities lies in understanding how gradations of being are manifest
in sensible things and by reflection upon them. Owens explains this, giving an
account both nuanced and precise of the meaning of being in Aristotle.

Owens begins his treatment of both
Epsilon and Zeta with a translation of their first chapters. He likens
Aristotle’s metaphysical thinking to an arch whose two bases are sensible things
and the separate substances. Epsilon 1 is the keystone of the arch. A perennial
asset of Owens’s treatment of Aristotle’s metaphysics has always been his
sensitivity to the differences in topic and purpose of the different books of
the Metaphysics. This asset is evident in the book but does not prevent
him from establishing the coherence of Aristotle’s metaphysical thought. Indeed,
his layered but unifying interpretation, presented in such a concise and tightly
argued format, makes the book an excellent text for a serious graduate student
who wishes to solidify his or her understanding of the principles of metaphysics
in their origin in Aristotle. Furthermore, Owens prepares the ground for an
understanding of Aristotle in Aristotle’s own terms. He is especially strong in
distinguishing Aristotle and Aquinas on being and existence. He is brilliant
when he locates a modern difficulty in understanding Aristotle’s notion of being
in Cartesian expectations about concepts. Aristotelian ousia is not a
concept, a clear and distinct idea, because it is always “the external 
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sensible thing in itself” that
is the object of cognition (93). Ousia means both the individual thing
that is and its beingness. The subject and its characterization are combined in
the notion.

Owens has three crucial starting
points. The first is that all knowledge begins with sensible things. Even
knowledge of the divine he finds on a mundane level in the vague apprehensions
of Greek myths and popular religion. The second is that ‘what something is’ and
‘that it is’ are, for Aristotle, gained by the same intellective act. Without
understanding this, no one can grasp Aristotle’s concept of being, in which
existence is not separate from whatness. The third is that the term ‘being’ is
multisignificant. This feature of being is explicated, to begin with, by the
doctrine of pros hen predication in Metaphysics Z.1 and 4. The
significance of pros hen predication in Aristotle’s thought was
elucidated systematically by Owens in his Doctrine of Being in the
Aristotelian Metaphysics (1st ed., 1951) and neatly named later
‘focal meaning’ by G. E. L. Owen. In this present account, Owens take the
general idea of the multisignificance of being beyond focal meaning, using it to
illuminate the problem of the universal versus particular nature of the subject
matter of metaphysics and the different senses of form in physics and
metaphysics. Over against most philosophers since Descartes, he would contend,
Aristotle holds it a virtue of some notions that they do not have clear
boundaries. ‘Being’ must follow the being of things. The philosopher’s task is
to distinguish the modes of being that are routinely grasped by mind and those
that must be refined by philosophical thought. From these starting points, Owens
works through the chapters of Metaphysics Zeta in order to explain the
Aristotelian notion of essence.

To begin with, however, in his
treatment of Book Epsilon (chapters 2-3), Owens argues that the subject matter
of metaphysics, being qua being, are the separate substances. There is
no reason why, for Aristotle, these should not be more than one. Since they are
not directly cognizable, separate substances must be conceived in contrast to
sensible being and so emerge as finite eternal actualities (24-26). Owens’s
identification of first philosophy and divine science does not rule out,
however, the inclusion of the being of all things in the study of being qua being,
since mutable substances have their being through dependence on the primary
actualities. In this context, it becomes clear that what being primarily meant
for Aristotle was stability and permanence. Importantly, “[a] greater
degree of stability indicated a higher degree of being for the thing’s
substance” (50). This is why the subject matter of metaphysics is not
defined by sensible things, even though these are what we know most readily. At
the same time, stability is not a privative, empty concept but connotes, in
primary substance, the highest definite actualities in the universe—life,
beauty, and goodness (52-53).

Owens cautions against pursuing the
subject matters of Aristotelian science, including metaphysics, in terms of
abstraction (47-48, 51). Sciences develop their subject matters from things
themselves, not by the mind acting as a sieve of a particular mesh. Focal
meaning originating in a stable but mutable substance or in primary being is how
all being will be understood, and so, correspondingly, 
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systematic equivocation around stable
substance is the Aristotelian method for the proliferation of the sciences and
their hierarchical connection.

One problem with this interpretation
is that it makes the subject matter of metaphysics particulars, namely, separate
substances, rather than something universal or supergeneric. Another problem is
that being qua being is known only in the modulated, shifting
connotations of being dependent on substance or dependent on eternal beings.
Isn’t this just vagueness or confusion? Owens’s answers to these two problems
are related. He insists that being “has to be taken always in its own
intrinsic complexity” (65). Rejection of systematic equivocation as
confusion is simply a modern mistake. His answer to the problem concerning the
universality of being is to deny our expectation that beings all share existence
in common. This is an assumption of medieval origin. For Aristotle, there is no
conceptual difference between being and thing. This means that a being is an
“ordered whole, despite the multiplicity of its accidental being”
(66). In the final analysis, being is not a generic notion. “The ‘qua
being’ [in the phrase ‘being qua being’] serves to emphasize the
stability that the notion imparts to lower instances, as with substance in
regard to accidents and immobile substance in regard to mobile things”
(67). In fact, we live comfortably with the polyvalence of being, recognizing
the stability of ordinary things but not always aware that “fixity and
stability as such belong to a nature that has no potentiality whatever for
change” (69). Every predication of being to a mutable thing depends on the
notion of being belonging to nonmutable things (75). This dependence on a source
is, Owens says, a second kind of universality in Aristotle’s thought. The nature
of this universality is the topic of chapter 4.

Chapters 5-10 present Owens’s
interpretation of Metaphysics Zeta. He begins with a prevalent
difficulty that undermines metaphysical understanding but is not always noted.
Aristotle’s examples for pros hen predication, ‘medical’ and ‘healthy’,
certainly explicate connectedness of meaning but how does this apply to the
dependence of the being of tree or stone on primary being? Separate substances
are not directly known as such, so how can one predicate being of ordinary
things by virtue of the unknown separate substance? Owens believes that the
answer lies in the centrality of substance as being. Substance does not need
anything else to have being; this is the meaning of kath’auto or per
se. Accidents are not separable from substance and so the same is not true
of them. Nevertheless, an accident is what it is, because of the substance in
which it inheres. Owens suggests, somewhat tentatively, that in a similar way
sensible things are what they are by virtue of what separate substance
is (89).

In any case, he believes that the
early chapters of Zeta establish that the question of what being is will be
answered by pursuing what ousia is. There are significant difficulties
in translating the Greek ousia. It is always something definite but is
sometimes best understood as the ‘beingness’ of a definite thing. The term
‘entity’, an alternative to ‘substance’ for translating ousia, does not
capture the combined whatness, existing, and stability of ousia. Owens
is adamant that, among the principles available as candidates for the primary
sense 
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of being, matter is the least able to
impart being to anything. Known by analogy, it is ultimately without
characteristics and does not even have quantity.

Owens proceeds to explain Aristotle’s
identification of beingness with essence (to ti ên einai ) and form in
Zeta. Essential being is a better translation of to ti ên einai than
essence, he says, because “the original Greek phrase asked what the being
is that has to be present in a thing for the thing to stay what it is,
regardless of the particular circumstances” (98 n). Being needs to be
included in the translation. We also see here why there is not an essence of a
subject qualified accidentally—for example, a person who becomes a musician.
Musician is not essential to man.

Owens contrasts the notion of essence
in Metaphysics Zeta to the parallel ‘in virtue of itself’ (kath’auto)
in Posterior Analytics 1.4, showing that essence cor-responds to
only one sense of kath’auto in that treatise. So, in addition to
excluding accidental combinations, like the musical man, essence excludes
reference to a necessitated substrate, the way white, for instance, implies
surface or snub implies nose. Essence is whatever is included in what something
is, when the thing itself is not part of the notion. This is not a separating of
thing and essence. The point is rather that if the matter or genus were included
in essence, then it must “coalesce” with form in complete unity, a
state of affairs that would make a hash of the distinction between matter and
form and destroy the rationale for matter’s contribution to the composite. If
form is the source of intelligibility and unity in things, then form is essence
(103-5).

Interestingly, Owens says that
Aristotle approaches essence by means of analyzing concepts (99). By conceptual
analysis, we discover there can be no true essence of an accidental combination.
If the essential being of a white surface, for instance, included both white and
surface, then when one described the composite, which has a substrate
necessitated by the form, the subject would be mentioned twice, as in ‘white
surface surface.’ This conceptual and linguistic oddity is considered for both
natural combinations like snub and accidental ones like white man (100-105).

Despite the recourse to conceptual
analysis, when Aristotle says in Zeta 4 that he will speak logikôs,
the salient contrast, Owens says, is to physikôs (109). Essential
being is intelligible in its contrast to matter. In philosophy of nature, form
is contrasted to matter and means shape or figure; in philosophy of being, it
may still be contrasted to matter but explains a type of being. The intellect
knows essence by “precisive abstraction,” the separation of form from
the individual of which it is the form. Precisive abstraction is not a
separation from matter or anything else taken as subject. Accordingly, essence
is not predicated of individuals: “what the animal is can be known in
precisive abstraction as animality,” but no animal is animality itself
(138). Nevertheless, considered apart from the issue of predication, the
individual and his essence are identical (117). To know a thing is to know an
essence, and the thing must be completely identical with its essence to be known
(122). It is really the issue of cognition in Aristotle that makes clear to the
modern mind the identity of a thing and its essence. Philosophical psychology is
propaedeutic to metaphysics.


  
  

  


Page 165

There is not really a problem, Owens
says in chapter 7, about the relation of essence to singular things. Inspecting
the categories, we see that essence is not the same notion as the individual
thing in the way that a thing’s accident and its accidentality are the same. For
example, Callias is a human person and is identical to his essence, but Callias
is only ‘pale’ and never identical with ‘paleness’. The accident ‘pale’ is the
same as its being an accident. This alone serves to show how essence is not a
universal and thus not subject to the problem of how it is related to singulars.
Owens points to the form of discourse in Zeta, the school logos, to
explain Aristotle’s staccato-like style in treating this problem and includes
this style as a factor in his own solution of the problem of individual and
essence, which he says follows the pattern of the contrast of essence for a
substance versus for an accidental combination (117). Focal meaning is basic to
the solution. A thing is identical with its essence, whether substance,
accident, or a “loose combination.” There is no limit to the
knowability of things from the vantage point of the sort of being appropriate to
them (122). Accordingly, we may even speak derivatively of the essence of a
combination, like pale man or cloak (106).

Chapters 8-10 treat of form in
relation to the subject matter of metaphysics in particular. Owens makes clear
the difference between natural philosophy and metaphysics (145-47). Chapter 9 is
a clear and extremely valuable treatment of the issues of individuality,
singularity, and universality surrounding the notion of form. The primary ousia
is form, and no universal is ousia, because a universal does not
bring its separate instances into a single being (154). Furthermore, the form
cannot be an individual in the way a singular instance is an individual (156).
Nevertheless, a ‘this’ is form in contrast to matter. Owens treats these issues
in relation both to natural philosophy and to metaphysics. Throughout, he does
not hesitate to take up the most difficult objections to Aristotle’s philosophy
of being, for example, in his rebuttal of the charge of naïve realism (a theme
of chapter 10 and the Epilogue).

This book is a memorable and elegant capstone to a life’s work dedicated to Aristoteles
ex Aristotele. I can think of no better compact treatment of
Aristotle’s philosophy of being. Future Aristotle scholars may well consider it
a gem for its combination of depth, succinctness, and combative problem-solving.
With its grounding in the Greek of the manuscripts, the book provides a
trustworthy entry into the range of interpretations of Aristotle’s metaphysics.
It should be especially valuable to students and scholars interested in the
relation of Aristotle to the medieval Aristotelian tradition.
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[bookmark: delubac]De Lubac: A Guide for the
Perplexed. By David
Grumett. Edinburgh: T&T Clark Ltd., 2007. Pp. 192. $26.95 (paper)
ISBN: 9780826493156.





There are two ways one might go about writing an introduction to the work of de
Lubac. The first way is to look at the underlying structure of his thought and
show how the particular affirmations and arguments are related to his
fundamental philosophical and dogmatic commitments. A useful exposition of de
Lubac will look at the interior form, the logos of the mind, the “spirit” that animates the
writing. This is the method de Lubac used in his own writing and that Hans Urs
von Balthasar used in his Introduction
to the Theology of Henri de Lubac. The second approach is to simply
analyze the texts on the level of the clear, discursive meaning of the words and
to articulate, to restate the basic insights and the various connections between
them and the distinction between the thought of the writer and the thought of
others. It is this approach that de Lubac saw as one of the defects in the
approach of the neo-Scholastics to St. Thomas—a Cartesian attachment to clear
and distinct ideas that misses the heart and mystery of the truth of the reality
that the words are trying to convey. In the present work, David Grumett
obviously intends to present the first type of analysis, but with mixed success.
Some of the work appears to be more consistent with the second type of analysis.

There are many strong points in
Grumett’s book. He begins with the topic with which de Lubac is most often
associated—the theology of the supernatural. He then follows with two chapters
on de Lubac’s social thought (“spiritual resistance to Nazism,”
“Person, World and History”), one on ecclesiology and sacramental
theology, two on fundamental theology (scripture interpretation, faith and
reason), and one on interfaith dialogue. Each chapter is for the most part
structured well and includes the most important points. Some of the chapters,
such as “Scripture,” are more tightly and systematically argued.
Others are a more loose collection of subtopics, such as the chapter on the
Church. Some are structured as an argument for a controversial position, such as
the one on Buddhism, which seeks to propose a reading of de Lubac alternative
and contrary to that of Balthasar.

Along the way, it comes out clearly
that the Incarnation and the sacramental principle are at the heart of de
Lubac’s dogmatic substructure and are the real basis for all his thought. For
instance: the thesis that ever greater unity is accompanied by ever greater
distinction, which comes from the Incarnation, shows up in his affirmation of
the concrete manifestation in the material of the spiritual. Grumett succeeds in
showing how the theology of natural desire penetrates all of de Lubac’s thought,
including his sympathy for Teilhard. He emphasizes rightly the potentially
cosmic and liturgical scope of de Lubac’s theology of nature, which is
understated in de Lubac’s own theology.

Grumett highlights the social
significance of de Lubac’s thought. The value of de Lubac for an interpretation
of Gaudium et spes has often been denied. Yet Catholicism, his
first book, is the source of what John Paul II thought, at any rate, is the
central affirmation of Gaudium et spes, that “Christ, the final
Adam, 
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by the revelation of the mystery of
the Father and His love, fully reveals man to man himself and makes his supreme
calling clear” (GS 22). Grumett puts the chapter on Nazism second
precisely to emphasize the social significance of the theology of the
supernatural. He also highlights the social significance of other aspects of de
Lubac’s thought, such as the theology of the supernatural (23) and the four-fold
interpretation of Scripture (91).

The transpolitical nature of de
Lubac’s social thought receives proper attention here, as well as the spiritual
transcendence of culture over the political (65) and the priority of personal
relations in social action (107) because of the community of persons that makes
up the Trinity. A man who does not tend to his spiritual life—his participation
in the inner life of the Trinity—cannot engage in the spiritual resistance to
the principle of the enemy that is grounding and infiltrates political activity
and institutions.

Grumett also rightly emphasizes the
value of de Lubac’s devotion to the broad sweep of tradition, thus avoiding too
great an attachment to a particular position on such topics as the relationship
between the Eucharist, the Church, the mystical Body, and the real Body of
Christ.

Finally, Grumett finds great insight
into the applicability of de Lubac’s theology of the spiritual nature of man in
his exaltation of human nature. “The authentic reign of the ‘supernatural’
is never established on a deprecation of ‘nature’” (14, quoting de Lubac).
God did not come into the world exclusively because of sin, but because of
something which is in accord with man’s dignity and spiritual nature—described
as a desire and explained as the imago dei. Hence de Lubac affirms that
an authentic Christian spirituality will not focus on an “excessive
personal criticism” (110), and highlights the role of conscience in the
political life (35ff.).

Grumett clarifies some of the most
important components of de Lubac’s thought. He appears to be at home in the same
intellectual circles as de Lubac, having previously written on Teilhard and
Blondel. The question still remains, does Grumett’s reading provide us with the
kind of clarity that he promises? Grumett says his goal is to show the
“comprehensiveness” and “consistency” of de Lubac’s work
(x). At some points he clearly does so; at other points the clarity is not as
obvious.

Grumett’s method may be too inductive
and historical. His desire to contextualize means that at some points,
especially in the first chapter, his narrative reads like a catalogue of
positions. One has to read carefully to follow the logic of de Lubac’s position
and the meaning of various words used. Later, Grumett clearly evinces an
understanding of how the French and English use their respective versions of
“historical” and “literal” in the opposite sense, but
doesn’t then make clear that he is going to use the words in the French sense in
an English-language book. This is a great insight, but not implemented here in a
useful way (79).

It may be that Grumett’s own
theological agenda colors his interpretation. He wants to show that de Lubac was
not as negatively critical of some trends in modernity and some strains of
Buddhism as some interpreters (both sympathetic 
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and antagonistic) make him out to be.
He sometimes uses de Lubac’s ideas in ways that de Lubac himself may not have
considered or concurred with, as when he recommends the use of the fourfold
sense for feminist theology (151). One of Grumett’s purposes is to posit some
controversial interpretations of de Lubac that are opposed to some of the
interpretations previous interpreters may have made. He seems, for example, to
want to emphasize the affinity of de Lubac’s thought with Teilhard and
deemphasize the affinity with Balthasar. The question remains, was Balthasar as
wrong about de Lubac and Buddhism as Grumett portrays him?

There are other sources of obscurity
and confusion in Grumett’s text. At least once, and on a crucial point, he makes
a statement that is contrary to fact: “They [the Roman neo-Scholastics]
understood him as holding that God could have created human beings with a purely
natural end” (viii). This was the position that Humani generis
supported and which many theologians thought de Lubac was denying.

Grumett’s book sheds light on important aspects of de Lubac’s thought. It is
a useful instruction, especially for those that have some philosophical and
theological background. It is not consistently and systematically clear, but it
provides a great deal of important material for a graduate-level class on de
Lubac. Yet, the intentionally controversial nature of some of Grumett’s
interpretations, coupled with the somewhat disorganized method of argu-mentation
means that the book will not be as useful for the undergraduate level or for the
educated reader with no guidance. One is advised to read it in tandem with
Balthasar’s book. Balthasar still brings us to the heart of de Lubac’s thought,
the underlying principle idea, more clearly and directly than does Grumett.





Robert F. Gotcher 



Sacred Heart School of Theology
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[bookmark: bock]Markus Bockmuehl’s Seeing the Word begins with C. H. Dodd’s 1936
inaugural lecture at the University of Cambridge, in which Dodd sets forth his
understanding of the five steps of critical exegetical methodology, beginning
with text criticism and ending with biblical theology. Whereas Dodd exudes
confidence in the enduring value of the text-critical, higher-critical, and
linguistic research of his predecessors, Bockmuehl shows that contemporary New
Testament scholarship lacks a consensual basis upon which to conduct its
inquiry. This fragmentation has been accentuated by such factors as the growth
of subspecialties, the vast quantity of publications, the dismissal of
scholarship done prior to the past three decades, and the growing inability to
read foreign languages. Even so, like Dodd, Bockmuehl holds that “most of
the major historical-critical questions one might wish to ask of the
New Testament have now indeed seen a pretty good airing of the available
options” (44), in part thanks to the recent work of N. T. Wright and
Martin Hengel.
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Arguing that questions of theological meaning now are at the forefront,
Bockmuehl cautions against approaches that ignore the text’s own historical
setting/intention. He encourages efforts to unify New Testament research
through “forums of shared inquiry … where a common concern for truth
makes it possible both to articulate and to question inherited certainties,
to assess one’s own and the other’s deep-seated ideological commitments without
immediate disqualification” (61). This vision of inquiry as a common
project, requiring concern for truth and attentiveness to the other,
characterizes Bockmuehl’s two major recommendations for advancing New Testament
study: to include the “effective history” or “historical
footprint” (65-66) within the task of understanding the meanings of the
New Testament texts, and to attend to the standpoint of the implied reader of
the texts. Both proposals open up New Testament scholarship to the Church, and
especially to the Church of the apostolic period, but neither proposal excludes
non-Christian scholars or represses historical/theological disagreements.


Bockmuehl first takes up the significance of the texts’ implied reader. He
observes that “the historic significance of the ancient biblical texts is
inseparable from the space they have inhabited, and continue to inhabit, as the
canonical Scripture of the Christian church” (77). While secular readers
can contribute to New Testament interpretation, they cannot fully apprehend the
“ecclesial dynamic of life and worship” (ibid.) that provides the
matrix of the New Testament texts. The New Testament texts emphasize that nonbelieving
readers require the transformation of their minds (wisdom) before they will be
able to understand. Does this claim underestimate the tensions intrinsic to the
New Testament texts themselves? Critiquing Rowan Williams’s
“conflict-driven hermeneutics” (84), Bockmuehl argues that theology
has its coherence in and through the exegesis of Scripture. Far from primarily
revealing conflict, Scripture reveals God’s wisdom addressed to the ecclesial
implied reader in “the hermeneutic of the Spirit” (91). Yet as Bockmuehl
indicates through a reading of Genesis 3 and Matthew 4, the New Testament’s
implied reader learns from Jesus not to claim power to control the meaning of
God’s word; instead Jesus’ receptivity to God’s word, a receptivity enacted in
his Pasch, undergirds the standpoint of the texts’ implied reader.


If the implied reader calls for the biblical texts to be read as God’s
wisdom for the Church, does this undercut Bockmuehl’s earlier warning that
theological readings of Scripture must be fully appreciative of, and engaged
with, the historical setting and intention of the text? Bockmuehl surveys the
increasing fragmentation of Scripture in scholarship since the eighteenth
century, and concludes that today one finds “a virtually normative
assumption that New Testament theology is possible only as a serial compilation
of its authors’ diverse theologies” (105). He points out that, as with the
four Gospels, the canon itself recognizes (and gives shape to) a diversity that
supports unity. Despite their differences in emphasis, the New Testament
authors do not envision themselves as being at odds with each other. Rather the
texts, while diverse, presuppose an ecclesial unity around one gospel, “a
unified core of theological conviction” 
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(115). As regards the historical setting and intention of the text,
“the New Testament does not create the church but rather presupposes
and confirms it at every turn” (113). In this regard, it is readings
that presuppose fragmentation, rather than readings that presuppose canon and
creed, that are fundamentally ahistorical. If this is so, Bockmuehl suggests,
then the New Testament’s meaning cannot be limited to the Second Temple period,
but rather receives legitimate interpretation in the “rule of faith”
that is to be found in the New Testament’s “effective history.”


On this basis Bockmuehl turns to his second major recommendation, namely,
that scholars should attend to the texts’ effective history. The New Testament
texts intend to shape their (ecclesial) readers in accord with the pattern of
the gospel, and so the texts’ effective history cannot be rigidly separated
from their own historical settings and intentions. At this point, Bockmuehl
takes up the question of whether he has overestimated the unity of the
first-century Church. Were not Paul and Peter/James at loggerheads regarding
the status of Jews and Gentiles in the Church (Galatians 2)? Critiquing F. C.
Baur’s influential reconstruction of a split between Hellenizers and Judaizers,
Bockmuehl finds in 1 Corinthians 1-4 and Galatians 2, as well as in Mark,
Matthew, and 2 Peter, evidence that Paul and Peter understand themselves to be
in communion with each other, proclaiming the same gospel. Likewise Bockmuehl
remarks upon “the effect of canonizing Paul’s relationship with
Peter” (132). The differences between Paul and Peter were not, either for
them or for the Church, nonnegotiable. 


In a similar vein, Bockmuehl retrieves as an exemplar the
mid-twentieth-century New Testament scholarship of E. C. Hoskyns, who argued
for “a unifying christological kerygma of the New Testament” (141).
Hoskyns recognized that the New Testament presents itself as “the place of
an arresting encounter with the living God” (147) and therefore envisions
its own effective history. For Hoskyns, and for Bockmuehl as well, the Church’s
continual exegetical labor opens the Church to receive correction and renewal
from God’s word. Such biblical interpretation must be fully
historical, attentive both to the original settings and to the effective
history of the texts. Following Hoskyns, Bockmuehl recognizes that
Christological/pneumatological claims change one’s understanding of history and
thus of “historical” biblical interpretation. Bockmuehl thus calls
for “an integrated historical-critical reading of Scripture that is at
once keenly theological and concerned for the organic lines of continuity
connecting Jesus with the church” (156). It would be historically
deficient to envision the New Testament texts in isolation from the
“church that for all its division, diversity, and change maintained—and
maintains—a defining loyalty to the same apostolic gospel” (157).


The task of fidelity to the apostolic gospel defines the Church’s
exegetical-theological labor: for Bockmuehl theologians must be trained biblical
exegetes (evangelical) while at the same time valuing the ecclesial/creedal
effective history of the texts (Catholic)—a “mediating position”
(ibid.) that Bockmuehl finds in Hoskyns’s Anglican approach.












Page 316


Regarding the effective history of the New Testament, Bockmuehl draws
particular attention to “the early Christian emphasis on living memory of
the apostolic age” (161). While historical events cannot be separated from
inter-pretation, historical events are not pure interpretation; moreover, the
particular historical events of Scripture interpret the interpreters—the
events resist efforts to restrict them to the past. How then to interpret the
New Testament with due attention both to historical-critical analysis of the
texts’ original settings/ intentions and to their effective history? Discussing
Ulrich Luz’s effort to achieve such an integration in his recent Matthew
commentary, Bockmuehl inquires into what happens “in cases where the
effects conflict with each other or even with the plain sense of the text
itself” (165). He proposes that the “effective history” of the
first 170 years after Christ deserves a place in historical-critical
interpretation, because of the “living memory” possessed by people
who knew the apostles or who were taught by others who knew the apostles.
Following other recent scholars who have accentuated the role of memory in the
New Testament and in the early Christian writers, he suggests that valuable
effective history for biblical interpretation is largely limited to the first
two centuries: “After 200, the chain of tradition might be expected to
take on a different shape” (179).


Given this positive evaluation of the New Testament’s effective history in
the apostolic period, Bockmuehl expresses deep concern that the Church got away
from Jesus’ Jewish identity, to the point that the Church’s Jesus,
theologically identified by “universalizing abstractions” rather than
by Jewish practices (194), became unrecognizable as Israel’s Messiah.
Bockmuehl particularly has in mind the parting of ways in the first century:
“Jews and Christians came to agree on the tragic conclusion that one could
not both follow Jesus and practice Judaism” (193). By choosing the Twelve
and giving his own life for the restoration of Israel, Jesus reconstituted
Israel around himself in a messianic/eschatological action, which Bockmuehl
interprets in accord with the parable of the vineyard (Matthew 21/Luke 20).
Jesus’ commitment to the salvation of Israel, however, was in Bockmuehl’s view
obscured by the Church Fathers, beginning especially with Origen. As a result
Paul’s mission, after the fact, turned out to contradict Peter’s: “The
apostolic church had embodied the Abrahamic mission and the command of Jesus by
pioneering at great personal cost a Jewish welcome of Noahide Gentiles as
Gentiles. Subsequent Gentile Christianity generally failed to return the
compliment” (224). Bockmuehl suggests that the solution may arise from the
emerging communities of Messianic Jews, who, like many first-century Jewish Christians,
confess Jesus as Messiah while continuing to observe Torah.


How might we evaluate Bockmuehl’s position? He holds that a fully historical
interpretation of the New Testament must include, in addition to the standard
historical-critical approaches, attention to the implied reader and the
effective history of the texts. The implicit suggestion seems to be that at
issue is what kind of validity the Church’s development of doctrine and
sacramental structure possess.
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Repeatedly, Bockmuehl raises the question of whether systematic theology can
in fact be distinct from biblical interpretation (inclusive of its
historical-critical tools). Against “historically oblivious models of
doctrinal and ecclesial assertion” (232), he holds that when the Church
(or the theologian) affirms doctrinal truth, such affirmations must rest on
(inevitably contested) historical-critical analysis, broadened theologically by
the implied reader and ecclesiologically by the texts’ effective history,
especially the apostolic period. Nonetheless, the question remains, how should
one understand the development of doctrine and the guidance of the Holy Spirit
in the (sacramentally structured) Church? As a test case, Bockmuehl surveys the
first-century division between Rabbinic Jews and Christian Jews/Gentiles, and
argues that contemporary Messianic Judaism holds out the hope of overcoming
this split. The number of theological issues here is staggering, and one
wonders whether the test case actually reveals the need for systematic theology
grounded on something more than theologically erudite historical-critical
scholarship that privileges the first two centuries of reception history.
Bockmuehl would probably agree, but his position might be made more clear in
his otherwise rich and valuable book.


[bookmark: mob]By examining how the Bible presents the discernment of true prophetic
discourse, R. W. L. Moberly’s Prophecy and Discernment seeks to
strengthen the ability of contemporary Christians to present “divine
revelation as a matter of public, albeit contested, truth” (1). How do
believers know when God is truly speaking through human beings? Unless
Christians can defend the possibility of “divine communication through
human mediation” (12), Christian faith and preaching disintegrate.
Contemporary biblical scholarship, however, generally denies that Old Testament
prophecy can be discussed in terms of its truth or falsity. Instead, prophets
succeed when the word that they speak is timely and adaptable to different
situations. In explaining the motives of ancient prophets, scholars tend to
appeal to unusual psychological experiences. Due to the presumption that God
could only be an intruder in the world, God appears as a threat to the full
humanity of the prophetic voice. For these reasons, Moberly fears that
“legitimate difficulties in speaking appropriately of God seem to be
threatening to remove issues of faith and transcendence out of the realm of
rational discourse altogether, and to make them into an arbitrary a priori”
(30). He proposes that a renewed account of prophetic mediation of God’s word,
employing “conceptual assumptions appropriate to a classic and renewed
‘rule of faith’” (38), is in order.


Moberly undertakes this task by first turning to Jeremiah’s contested
prophetic mission. In Jeremiah 1, God gives Jeremiah a mission to proclaim
God’s powerful word despite Jeremiah’s own professed weakness and
vulnerability. In Jeremiah 18, God through Jeremiah compares himself to the
potter (powerful), and Israel to the clay (dependent). Yet Jeremiah 18 also
includes God’s promise that if nations repent and obey him, then he will bless
rather than curse them. The potter, in other words, is not arbitrarily
powerful, but instead responds to the clay. God (the potter) seeks a response
from the 
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nations (the clay) to his powerful word, spoken by the prophet. God also
warns through Jeremiah that he has a plan for Israel (the clay), namely, to
refashion it disastrously unless Israel repents. The clay must become malleable
to God’s word, or else it will be broken and refashioned by the God who is
malleable to the clay (insofar as his curse will not come about if Israel hears
and obeys his word through the prophet). In light of this understanding of
God’s word as “response-seeking speech” (52), Moberly reflects upon
the signs of truly repentant “response”: not solely performing a
ritual, but internalizing the ritual so that it becomes an embrace of God. The
Temple alone cannot protect Jerusalem and Judah; “YHWH’s presence in the
temple does not guarantee protection for the corrupt” (61), but rather
portends the opposite. Compared with the holiness of God’s word, the
self-serving words of the false prophets, which suggest that God supports
injustice, rend Jeremiah to the core. 


On this basis Moberly proposes that true prophetic speech can be discerned
by the conduct, moral seriousness, and divine vocation of the prophet. But how
is one to discern whether the divine vocation is real? Moberly notes that John
Calvin presented divine vocation in terms of whether the prophet knows Torah
and interprets it rightly. If this is so, however, then every good interpreter
of God’s word is a prophet, and this seems to underestimate the distinctiveness
of the prophetic vocation. Is prophetic authority then entirely subjective (as
Walter Brueggemann and, in a different way, Patrick Miller suggest)? 


In response to such a question, Moberly argues that a true prophetic
vocation is revealed in the congruity between what we know of God’s
“character and priorities” and the content and priorities of the
prophetic speech: “genuine prophetic speech … should be such as to
confront sinful people with their need to turn to God” (88). Responding to
Robert Carroll, Moberly returns again to the image of the potter and the clay,
and examines the balance between Jeremiah’s “strong portrayal of divine
initiative” and “strong portrayal of divine and human
responsiveness” (99). Judgment and restoration are combined in Jeremiah’s
prophetic word. As Moberly concludes, prophetic speech involves “concern
both with human self-will which cannot bring itself to live rightly and respond
to God’s will and also with God’s refusal to be bound by that failure”
(ibid.).


Having identified these criteria for discerning prophetic authenticity,
Moberly explores Jeremiah 28 and 1 Kings 22. While scholars generally find
Jeremiah 28 to be particularly important for prophetic discernment—it
describes Jeremiah’s conflict with the false prophet Hananiah—Moberly points
out that there is never any doubt that Hananiah is a false prophet. He suggests
that the conflict between Micaiah ben Imlah and the four hundred prophets in 1
Kings 22 offers a better test case. The four hundred court prophets promise
victory for King Jehoshe-pahat of Judah and King Ahab of Israel against the
king of Aram; only Micaiah ben Imlah, an outsider to the court, prophesies
defeat. Moberly shows how the message of divine compassion, a message that
requires repentance and humility on the part of the king, does not evoke the
necessary response in the king—in part due to the self-serving false prophecy
of Zedekiah, the leader of the court 
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prophets, but largely due to the king’s pride. The central contrast is
between the four hundred court prophets’ sycophantic accommodation to power and
Micaiah’s vulnerability and critique of the king’s pride. Micaiah’s integrity
stands against the king’s refusal “to relinquish self-will and admit
error” (126). The authentic prophet speaks on behalf of the God who
compassionately challenges disastrous human pride. Moberly asks whether God
reveals to Micaiah something beyond the capacity of unaided human reason. On
the one hand, God reveals that Ahab will die if he chooses to fight the battle;
on the other hand, Micaiah’s prophetic knowledge has to do with ordinary life
rather than esoteric information.


Next Moberly turns to the cases of Elisha (2 Kgs 2) and Balaam (Num 22), so
as “to argue that what enables, or disables, prophetic vision of God is
not different in kind, but only in degree, from what enables, or disables,
anyone’s vision; and that the discernment of God in Himself does not take place
on a basis different from the discernment of God in a human person” (131).
For Moberly, the key is purity of heart. Why does Elisha three times disobey
Elijah’s command to stay behind? Unlike the company of prophets, Elisha has the
purity of heart required to follow Elijah and to see the divine power in
Elijah’s assumption into heaven. As for Balaam, once he agrees to come to Balak,
God teaches him that mortal danger “awaits him if he continues to take the
path he has embarked on, and it becomes more inescapable the further he
proceeds” (144). Even an ass can see that self-seeking pride will lead not
to discernment of God’s will, but to disaster. Balaam’s repentance, prompted by
God, enables him to continue in his prophetic vocation.


Moberly finds that the New Testament, in its understanding of prophetic
discernment, accepts the pattern found in the Old Testament but transforms this
pattern so as to make it “Christ-centred and cruciform” (151). In the
Sermon on the Mount (Matt 7:15-16), Jesus warns against “false
prophets,” who can be known “by their fruits.” True prophets
must live in accord with God’s will by loving God and their neighbor. The First
Letter of John, with its admonition to “test the spirits” (1 John
4:1), argues that we must learn (in Christ Jesus and the Holy Spirit) to know
and love God in order to know whether others know and speak for him. If we do
not love our neighbor, then we do not know and love God. Although John
reformulates prophetic discernment around Christ and the Holy Spirit, he agrees
with Jeremiah that “self-giving concern for the well-being of others is
that form of moral practice which most displays the character of God”
(167) and which therefore marks true prophetic speech.


In examining Paul, Moberly focuses his attention largely upon the Second
Letter to the Corinthians. Paul confronts a challenge to his authority; the
Corinthians have received another apostle who teaches “a different
gospel” (2 Cor 11:4) from Paul’s. Paul therefore has to provide
“criteria whereby the Corinthians can evaluate his ministry” (183),
and in so doing he emphasizes his self-giving service to others. The pattern of
Jesus’ life and death provides the model for testing the authenticity of Paul’s
vocation; if Paul’s vocation is authentic, then believers will be able to see
in him God’s reconciling work in 
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Christ. It is not evidence of spiritual power, but evidence of cruciform
love, that reveals apostolic authenticity. Moberly observes, “As
elsewhere, a particular kind of (moral) human reality is the necessary
corollary for (spiritual) claims to speak on God’s behalf to be valid”
(208). In this light he critiques Elizabeth Castelli’s postmodern reading of
Paul’s letters in terms of power, as well as similar readings of Paul as power
hungry by Graham Shaw and David Brown. Sympathetic reading of Paul, he points
out, requires accepting Paul’s premise that “life-giving truth is at
stake” (218) and “trusting the historic decision of the Church to
include Paul’s writings within Scripture as a true revelation of the mind of
Christ” (220). As Moberly demonstrates, Paul attempts to give criteria,
rooted in Christ, for the discernment of whether his words merit such trust. 


Such criteria remain important, Moberly notes, because for believers
prophetic speech is not merely “an interesting phenomenon of the
past” (222). Far from being outside the bounds of rational discourse,
“claims to speak for God can be meaningfully tested both in terms of the
moral character, disposition, and behaviour of the speaker and in terms of the
moral and theological content of the message” (225). Committed to
self-giving rather than self-seeking, the speaker of God’s word becomes more,
not less, human; psychological disturbances or narrow moralism cannot account
for prophecy. Nor does the validity of prophecy depend upon the miraculous. But
can persons speak God’s word while engaged in grave sins? Moberly explores
Martin Luther King, Jr. as a contemporary example of a truthteller who also
committed, at least for a time, serial adultery. Moberly also surveys the case
of Osama bin Laden, arguing that the content of bin Laden’s message rules out
accepting it as prophetic speech. Can God speak through nonbelievers? Citing
John 3:19-21, Moberly holds that the movement of grace is present in
nonbelievers who “do what is true,” although their lives would
nonetheless be transformed by grace. Lastly, taking up the issue of homosexual
actions, he remarks that prophetic discernment, by itself, cannot suffice for
the difficult “formation of that wisdom which the churches need in their
decision-making” (251).


In short, Moberly suggests that beginning with contemporary theological
concerns about truth is a good way to enter into Scripture itself, which is
deeply concerned with the questions of whom to trust and how to live. For
Moberly, it would be a mistake to trust the religious community as being so
guided by the Holy Spirit that it is able to avoid teaching errors. Although
Christian communities down the centuries have made a number of discernments in
the name of God about doctrinal and moral truth, “fresh challenges often
rightly lead to reassessment of the continuing appropriateness of past
decisions” (18). This is a theological claim about the Holy Spirit’s
presence within the sacramental structure of Christ’s Mystical Body, a claim
that exegesis cannot by itself resolve. Moberly’s contribution is to show the unity
of love and truth in the discernment of prophetic speech, but he has trouble
identifying how God’s communication through human speech goes beyond, in its
authority and in its claims upon the world, what a wise and humble human being
might prudently 
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know. This lacuna in Moberly’s book is filled, I think, by the work of
Christopher Seitz reviewed below.


[bookmark: gath]

Do the Synoptic Gospels (like the Gospel of John) teach a preexistent Messiah?
Since the mid-twentieth century, historical-critical scholars have generally
agreed that the answer is no. In the past decade, however, studies by Ludger
Schenke, Richard Bauckham, and Larry Hurtado either defend preexistence in the
Synoptic Gospels or, at the least, argue for the Synoptic Jesus being “in
some sense, ‘divine’ and ‘transcendent’” (16). Simon Gathercole’s The
Preexistent Son builds upon this recent research to offer a robust account
of the Synoptic Gospels’ witness to the Messiah’s preexistence.


By way of prolegomena, Gathercole treats Paul’s letters, Hebrews, and Jude
on the preexistence of Christ and the Synoptic Gospels on the transcendence of
Christ. In the case of Paul and Hebrews, Gathercole has wide support from other
contemporary scholars, with the exception of J. D. G. Dunn. Gathercole’s
discussion of Jude relies heavily upon Bauckham’s commentary. With regard to
the transcendence of Christ in the Synoptic Gospels, Gathercole demonstrates,
again with widespread support from other scholars, that Jesus “has
heavenly identity throughout his ministry” (53). He treats such topics as
the recognition of Jesus by the demons, Jesus’ identity in the transfiguration,
his authority to forgive sins, his miracles, his name (especially the baptismal
formula in Matt 28:19), his supernatural knowledge, and his ability to give
commandments. As Gathercole shows, “a heavenly christology is not a
distinctively Johannine phenomenon: there are plenty of thunderbolts throughout
Matthew, Mark, and Luke as well” (79). On the basis of this research, he
notes that the presumption should be that the Synoptic Gospels contain the
doctrine of preexistence rather than that they do not.


Gathercole begins his discussion of preexistence in the Synoptics with a
lengthy analysis of Jesus’ “I have come” sayings. In these sayings,
Jesus sum-marizes his mission. While scholars generally hold that these sayings
do not indicate preexistence, Gathercole points out that “because the
sayings talk of coming with a purpose, they imply that the coming is a
deliberate act. A deliberate act requires a before-and-after, and, in the case
of a ‘coming,’ an origin from which the speaker has come” (86-87). He
argues that preexistence is not merely a plausible explanation of these
sayings, but the correct one. Thus, against the view of Rudolph Bultmann and
Otto Michel, he makes the case that the “I have come” sayings are not
an instance of the “Hellenistic mode of prophetic self-presentation”
(95). Likewise, he shows that it does not suffice to interpret “I have
come” on the basis of “hypothetical Aramaic idiom” (100). In his
view, the key consists in appreciating the statement of purpose and the
“heavenly” implications that accompany the “I have come”
sayings. 


In this regard he compares Jesus’ “I have come” sayings with
similar sayings on the part of angels in the Old Testament and in extrabiblical
Jewish and Christian literature. He argues that the only two real alternatives
with respect to whence Jesus comes are heaven or Nazareth, and that exegesis of
each of the 
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passages indicates that heaven is the proper interpretation—in which case
Jesus in some sense preexists. He shows that this conclusion also makes sense
of many of the parables, and he adds that later New Testament texts (Hebrews,
John, 1 Timothy) explicitly connect “I have come” sayings with
preexistence. Through-out this treatment, his exegesis often accords with the
perspectives of prominent mid-twentieth-century scholars, and he finds support
in the work of some contemporary scholars as well.


Gathercole takes a similar approach to the passages in the Synoptic Gospels
that depict Jesus as the one “sent” (including the parables’ indirect
affirmations of this sending). On the one hand, he grants that
“preexistence cannot be seen in statements about sending per se”
on the grounds that “God also ‘sends’ other non-heavenly figures, in
particular, the prophets” (177). Yet he argues that the
“sending” passages in the Synoptic Gospels do not have in view Jesus
as merely a prophetic figure. Instead he observes “a close formal
correspondence between the ‘coming’ and the ‘sending’ sayings” (179).
Although he recognizes the ambiguity of the “sending” sayings in
themselves, he suggests that these sayings make most sense within the
preexistence framework of the “coming” sayings. At the same time, he
argues against earlier pro-preexistence interpretations of the
“sending” sayings (generally by mid-twentieth-century scholars), on
the grounds that these earlier interpretations claimed too much for the
“sending” sayings taken in themselves.


Granting that the Christology of the Synoptic Gospels draws significantly
upon the Old Testament/Second Temple figure of Lady Wisdom, Gathercole asks
whether this indebtedness shows that “Jesus, like Wisdom, has come
from a preexistence in heaven” (193). Against the view of numerous
scholars up to the 1970s, he argues that the Synoptic Gospels, while indebted
to Wisdom motifs, do not identify Jesus “with preexistent Wisdom in any
strong sense” (199). He also points out, following G. B. Caird, that
Second Temple Judaism generally regarded Wisdom not “as a preexistent entity
distinct from or independent of God, but rather as an attribute of God and a
way of speaking about his purpose: in short, a personification rather than a
person” (209). Even if the Synoptics had identified Jesus with Wisdom in a
strong sense, therefore, this would not entail personal preexistence. 


Gathercole devotes special attention to Matthew 23:37, which provides the
best case for preexistent-Wisdom Christology. Although he disputes the notion
that Matthew here identifies Jesus with preexistent Wisdom, he finds that
“the depiction of Jesus here is clearly as one longing for Israel’s
repentance through successive generations within history” (214).
Does Matthew 23:37 also presuppose that Jesus transcends history (preexists)?
Gathercole argues that the context and content of Matthew 23:37 “indicate
Jesus’ preincarnate longing for Israel’s repentance in continuity with his
present desire” (219). While the passage affirms that Jesus transcends
history, so as to be active throughout Israel’s generations, Gathercole points
out that it is “only a single reference and so should not be
overemphasized” (221). 
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Gathercole also discusses favorably E. C. Hoskyns’s argument (whose main
lines are found in various other scholars) that Luke 1:2 involves a “logos
christology” comparable to John’s (222). In light of various passages in
Acts, he finds that Hoskyns’s interpretation is a plausible one, even if not
demonstrable. Yet Luke-Acts need not thereby be fully affirming preexistence in
the fashion of John’s Logos Christology. Gathercole finds that “it is
quite possible that Luke regards Jesus as the embodiment (not necessarily incarnation
in the full sense) of the Word of God which came upon the prophets in the
OT” (227).


Gathercole next takes up the meaning of four titles applied to Jesus in the
Synoptic Gospels: “Christ,” “Lord,” “Son of Man,”
and “Son of God.” With regard to “Christ,” he comments
briefly on the debate regarding the extent to which Second Temple texts
envision a preexistent Messiah, and then he explores the thirty-seven uses of
“Christ” in the Synoptics. Evaluating the purpose of this title in
the Synoptics, he finds that Mark 12:35-37 (with its parallels in Matthew and
Luke) suggests the preexistence of the “Christ,” who is not merely
the son of David. He also argues that Zechariah’s prophetic reference to the
coming ajnatolhV (Luke 1:78) probably implies preexistence. Regarding the
Synoptics’ use of “Lord” (kuvrio”), Gathercole did not have the
benefit of Kavin Rowe’s recent study of kuvrio” in Luke, but he does
observe how passages in Mark, Matthew, and Luke draw together Jesus and YHWH
through the title kuvrio”. He does not, however, find that the title
clearly denotes preexistence. Drawing upon the research of D. R. Burkett,
Gathercole notes that the scholarly consensus through the 1960s was that the
title “Son of Man” in the Synoptics indicates pre-existence, and that
even more recent research defends this view in connection with the
interpretation of Daniel 7. As Gathercole shows, in the Synoptic Gospels
“there is an association (which is nevertheless not emphasized) of the Son
of Man with coming from heaven and consequent preexistence” (270). Lastly,
he briefly takes up “Son of God” and “Son.” As with
“Son of Man,” he notes that contemporary scholarship on “Son of
God” and “Son” in the Synoptics is generally favorable to
preexistence, and he emphasizes the con-nection of “Son of God” and
“Son” with the “sending” sayings that play such an
important role in his argument. 


As a final step, Gathercole treats certain contemporary theological
concerns. Responding to Bultmann and Pannenberg, he points out that
preexistence does not rule out the virgin birth: “One would expect a
supernatural being to enter the human realm in a supernatural way; if one
begins with the Son’s preexistence, then his humanity must have started
somewhere” (285). Responding to John Macquarrie’s concern that
preexistence would destroy Jesus’ full humanity, Gathercole notes that Hebrews
and 4 Ezra both present the Messiah as preexistent and fully human.
Responding to R. Hamerton-Kelly’s view that Jesus’ preexistence is only in the
mind or plan of God, he observes that confining preexistence to God’s
foreknowledge would deprive it of significance, because first-century
Christians and Jews generally believed that God foreknows everything.
Responding to Karl-Josef Kuschel’s view that “preexistence is a marginal
feature of the NT” (287) and to Robert Jenson’s somewhat similar 
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relativizing of preexistence, Gathercole argues that, on the contrary,
preexistence has a significant place throughout the New Testament. The fact
that the New Testament emphasizes Christ’s saving work rather than his preexistence
does not mean that preexistence is insignificant: “it is precisely the
heavenly Son of God who is crucified” (292).


This point is underscored by the Gospel of John, and so Gathercole observes
in conclusion that “the ditch often assumed between the Synoptic Gospels
and the Fourth Gospel is not as ugly as many think. References to Jesus’ coming
have much the same sense in all four Gospels, although John does of course make
explicit what is only implicit in the other three: it is a coming ‘down from heaven’
‘into the world’” (295). Gathercole grants that the Synoptic Gospels,
unlike John, do not contain a doctrine of the Son’s participation in the divine
act of creation. Yet all four Gospels make clear that Jesus’ coming into the
world is his own purposeful action, which “presupposes a prior
co-ordination of the Son’s will with that of the Father, because of the
parallelism between the Father’s sending and the Son’s coming” (296). It
is therefore not inappropriate to speak, even as regards the Synoptic Gospels,
of a relationship of the Father and the Son (however implicit in the Synoptics)
prior to the Son’s coming into the world. Even though “the focus is on the
actual purposes of the coming” (ibid.), Jesus’ preexistence has
important ramifications for how one understands the purposes accomplished by
his Cross and Resurrection.


The effect of Gathercole’s arguments is to undermine the biblical basis of
the standard theological distinctions between “low Christology” and
“high Christology,” or Christology “from below” and
“from above.” By examining Christology in terms of the “I have
come” sayings and the “sending” sayings, and by showing that the
construction of these sayings in the Synoptic Gospels rules out the supposition
that they refer solely to a this-worldly movement, Gathercole succeeds in
exhibiting the role of incarnational theology in the Synoptic Gospels—a role
that is never isolated from Jesus’ soteriological purpose. Likewise,
Gathercole’s attention to the titles of Jesus provides further evidence that
the “I have come” and “sending” sayings do not pertain
simply to a prophet or angel-like figure, as does Gathercole’s careful
distinction of Jesus’ personal preexistence from Wisdom Christology. Gathercole
helpfully builds his discussion of preexistence upon a survey of evidence of
Jesus’ transcendence according to the Synoptic Gospels. The result is a
beautifully developed cumulative case. 









[bookmark: seit]In describing the purpose of his Prophecy and
Hermeneutics, Christopher Seitz remarks that “the very definition of
what we mean by ‘history’ is at stake. At the heart of history lies a figure,
Jesus Christ. Understanding his place in time—our time right now—requires a
full appreciation of the way he is prefigured in God’s life with and witness
within Israel” (7). Seitz argues that the biblical canon, as an inspired
interpretation of history, exposes “configural” relationships between
biblical texts that reveal how “God is acting consistently and
comprehensibly across time” (8). God does not solely inspire the original 
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prophetic content and context; he also inspires how that original content
will be heard, applied, and reconfigured in new contexts. It follows that fully
historical research should primarily ask how God has been configuring prophetic
speech into the witness that we find in the canonical form of the prophets.
Seitz approvingly quotes Karl Barth: ”’[T]he history in question is a
‘history’ which not only happened but happens and will happen in all times as
the same history… . We are always at one with the prophets of the Old
Testament’” (13).


Seitz’s book emerges from his reflections upon the current condition of the
genre of the “introduction to the prophets.” Historical-critical
research has enhanced scholarly understanding of when various books (and parts
of books) in the prophetic corpus were written, and so the standard
contemporary “introduction to the prophets” discusses the prophetic
material in a historically reconstructed order rather than in the canonical
order. Thus when Gerhard von Rad takes up the prophetic literature, his
question is whether the historically reconstructed ordering can be shown to be
theologically significant as a “tradition-historical movement” (22).
In dialogue with von Rad, Seitz asks the opposite question, whether the
canonical ordering can be shown to be theologically (and historically, once
“history” includes God’s providence) significant. As Seitz puts it,
“The author of time has seen to the construction of a prophetic witness,
whose very form tells us how to understand both history and the character of
the one directing it” (24). 


What might it mean to “introduce” the prophets? Seitz notes three
options: first, a historical-sociological survey of Israel’s
“prophetic” literature as an ancient Near-Eastern phenomenon; second,
a textbook for seminary instruction in Scripture; third, “an account of
the way the prophets had been read in the church and synagogue—a history of
the interpretation of the prophets” (28). In light of these three options,
Seitz points out that new research into the canonical form of the prophets,
without calling into question the historical-critical account of the gradual
formation of the books, is showing that “the Twelve is a single
coordinated work as well as a composite collection—now no longer random or
requiring a basic historical retrofitting—of twelve coordinated
witnesses” (30). If this is so, then the third option, the Church’s and
Synagogue’s canonical interpretations of the prophets, gains importance. In
addition, the isolation of the “introduction to the prophets” from
other portions of the canonical literature needs to be questioned.


Turning to the origins of contemporary historical-critical scholarship,
Seitz highlights the split between biblical and dogmatic theology advocated in
the late eighteenth century by J. P. Gabler. In Gabler, biblical theology
receives its or-ganizing principle not from theology but from history
understood as the linear progression of time: biblical theology focuses on
“understanding the biblical authors and the writings associated with them
as belonging to discrete and particularized periods” (35). The
relationship of history to God, on the other hand, is the domain of dogmatic
theology. As Seitz recognizes, the problem consists in the separation of linear
time (now the domain of biblical exegesis) from what Seitz calls
“figural” time (now the domain of dogmatic theology). The 
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separation undermines Scripture’s way of attesting to its unity as God’s
revelation. As Seitz states, “Time was previously understood according to
not just economic but also immanent and ontological considerations, and these
were seen as subsisting together in, and then revealed by, a complex network of
scriptural senses. Figural linkages assured that temporally discrete periods
were coordinated through time” (35). As a result of the separation,
biblical scholarship constructs an increasingly fragmented account of biblical
authors/texts in their historical contexts. Even were it possible to master all
the specializations, the separation produces “the disintegration of
overarching theological, historical, literary, and curricular rationale for a
common theological enterprise” (43).


On the one hand the study of the prophets benefits from this situation,
because the prophetic literature seems well suited to reconstruction along a
timeline. On the other hand “the prophets are also that portion of
Christian Scripture most affiliated with the rest of the canon—by virtue of
their own claim to speak through time and by the claim of a second canonical
witness that they have done that well and truthfully” (ibid.). In other
words, the separation produced by limiting biblical exegesis to linear history
undermines the very claims that make the prophets intelligible as prophets. In
response to this situation, theologically inclined Christian biblical scholars
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries generally moved in one of two
directions: either emphasizing (as Edward Pusey did) the prophets’ miraculous
capacity to predict later realities, or emphasizing (as von Rad did) “a
reconstructed tradition-history of constant adaptation, dynamically
transforming the former witness in radical ways until the witness of the New
Testament culminates in one final fulfillment and dramatic external
appropriation” (43; cf. 163). In both cases the prophets appear only as
steps on the way to something further. For Seitz, by contrast, the prophets do
not only predict or make way for something to come on a strictly linear
timeline; rather, in the light of “figural” exegesis, they share with
us (without losing their linear historicity) in the providential fulfillment. 


Having made these programmatic points, Seitz undertakes an analysis of von
Rad’s approach. According to von Rad, the prophets had available to them the
traditions of ancient “Jahwism” (in his view the substrate of the
present Pentateuch). In making this affirmation, von Rad seeks to go beyond the
tendency of some nineteenth-century interpreters to identify the prophets as
“religious founders and geniuses at the ground floor of Old Testament
theology, soon to be cramped by the legalism of postexilic Judaism, en route to
a New Testament rescue operation” (63). While von Rad’s prophets are not
“religious founders,” nonetheless their true significance can be
known only through historical-critical reconstruction; von Rad has to provide
an entirely new “understanding of inspiration, time, and
providentiality” (68). He does this through his
“tradition-historical” model, but since this new understanding
depends upon his historical reconstruction, it lacks stability. Seitz suggests
that the key deficiency in von Rad’s approach—which he praises for
“granting a positive theological value to the entire history of
tradition” (192)—is that von Rad failed to ask whether the canonical form
of the prophets might bear witness 
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to tradition-history in a more stable and theologically satisfying fashion
than does von Rad’s “tradition-historical” model. 


For Seitz, the New Testament does not provide merely the final moment in the
tradition-historical dynamic found in the prophets (as von Rad thinks). The
newness proclaimed by the New Testament figurally accords with the canonical
witness of the prophets. In order to place this position in context, Seitz
describes more fully nineteenth-century scholarship on the prophets. Heinrich
Hävernick and Gustav Oehler, among others, sought to retain a link to Moses and
the Pentateuch, but this link came under increasing strain as scholars such as
Heinrich Ewald and W. Robertson Smith began to call into question not only
Moses and the Pentateuch but also the historical setting of the prophets
themselves. Seitz attends in particular detail to E. B. Pusey’s 1860 commentary
on the Twelve. While he commends Pusey for avoiding emphasis on “the
genius of the prophetic spirit” (101) and for appreciating the internal
connections within the prophetic corpus, he finds that Pusey overemphasizes
both the predictive aspect of prophecy and the historical accuracy of the
canonical ordering. By making the linear timeline into the hermeneutical key,
Pusey reduces his ability to attend to the canonical prophets’ own account of
providence and fulfillment.


By contrast, Seitz notes that contemporary research on the canonical unity
of the Twelve, indebted to the work of Brevard Childs, suggests that the lack
of dating in some prophetic books is purposeful: the corpus is (providentially)
arranged so that the books bear upon each other, and upon all of Scripture, in
a figural fashion without losing their historical particularity. Likewise,
attention to the canonical form—at once a “single and twelvefold
testimony” (149)— avoids placing all theological weight upon the
historical reconstruction of the individual contribution of each prophet in the
timeline, which mars the work not only of von Rad but also of scholars such as
George Adam Smith (1928) and Joseph Blenkinsopp (1996), otherwise far removed
from each other in time and perspective (as Seitz shows through a detailed
discussion of Smith).


Seitz sums up his thesis regarding canonical reading of the Twelve:
“The canonical form of the twelve Minor Prophets is concerned both to
protect the original witness and to comprehend how that witness is meant to
speak meaningfully across the ages, through time” (150). In this way both
aspects of history are preserved: the original speech and the providentially
arranged (canonical) speaking, the one always caught up in the other. Indeed,
Seitz points out that although von Rad “does not regard the final form as
theologically significant” (168) in the case of the prophets, he does
consider (albeit in a tentative fashion) the canonical form of Genesis to be of
theological interest. In von Rad’s work on Genesis, Seitz finds passages
“where von Rad saw quite clearly that it was in the combination of the
sources that real theological interpretation of history came into sharpest
profile” (193). Seitz thus emphasizes that the link between the Old
Testament and the New cannot be located in historical reconstructions of the
original sources, but requires attentiveness to the Old Testament in the form
that it was providentially received by Christ Jesus. 
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This canonical form contains its own pattern of affiliation between the
books, so that historical reconstruction need not take on the task of
constructing a different pattern.


However, what about differences that one finds among ancient manuscripts as
regards the ordering of the prophets? Did a standard ordering of the prophets
exist in Jesus’ time? Seitz proposes that “the Septuagint is best seen as
an effort to recast a strange Masoretic Text order” (204), but he also
explores the Masoretic ordering of the Twelve with the same goal of
appreciating its intelligibility. Even if the earliest collections differ in
their ordering of the Twelve’s undated books, Seitz’s basic point remains
accurate: “historicality is more than just pulling prophetic witnesses
apart, determining what is authentic and secondary, and placing this all within
a reconstructed history of traditions or history-of-religion” (218; cf.
232). Grasping “how the Bible relates to itself in its own system of
cross-reference” (228) is required by a historical reading of the
Bible, and is fundamental to the Bible’s own theology of history. As Seitz
remarks, “The very notion of a canonical process assumes a doctrine of
inspiration that spills out from the prophetic word once delivered, as God
superintends that word toward his own accomplishing end” (240; cf. 250). 


By attending to the formation of the prophetic witness within a canonical
process, Seitz enables us to understand prophecy and fulfillment in a manner
that appreciates the working of God’s (Trinitarian) providence in and through
the linear unfolding of history. The figural accordance of this prophetic
witness with the gospel instructs us about the God who is acting: “Because
the word is God’s, he undertakes to carry it through time and outfit it to do
what he purposes: to show that it is his word, that he did what he promised,
and that inside of every one of his promises there is a providentially overseen
surprise as well” (252). Seitz’s book is a major contribution to our
understanding of what it means to do fully historical research from a critical,
and Christian, perspective. The discernment of true prophecy cannot be
separated from God’s providential arrangement of the canon. History is not
neutral terrain. Recognizing that the account we give of history is inevitably
a theological account, Seitz inaugurates a deeper exploration of the prophetic
canon as witness to God’s activity in history and in the Church. 









[bookmark: adams]In Reading Scripture with the Church, four leading exponents of
theological exegesis—A. K. M. Adam, Stephen E. Fowl, Kevin J. Vanhoozer, and
Francis Watson—engage in constructive dialogue, each author providing two
essays. In their preface, the authors note that they agree on four principles:
first, “the church’s teaching traditions complement the truth that comes
to expression in the theological interpretation of Scripture” (9); second,
interpretation of the Bible requires theological judgments throughout
interpretative labor; third, the “postmodern” critique of modern
philosophy has value; fourth, how one interprets the Bible is inseparable from
how one lives one’s life.


A. K. M. Adam provides the first essay, “Poaching on Zion: Biblical
Theology as Signifying Practice.” Adam proposes that biblical theology
should be weighted 
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in favor of an abundance of possible meanings rather than begin with the
inevitably polemical and exclusionary assumption that the goal of exegesis is
to search for the one correct meaning. When we flatten “discourse into
polarities” (20), we tend to limit biblical interpretation to our favorite
group of experts, whose interpretations become “a fortified outpost
isolated from the teeming flux of signification outside its secure walls”
(23). Adam does not reject “criteria for evaluating interpretations”
(25), but the effort to identify such criteria should not privilege words over
the nonverbal meanings of “images, sounds, and gestures” (28). As a
“signifying practice” that includes nonverbal meanings, biblical
theology should be attuned to the embodied dimension of interpreting Scripture,
including ethics, homiletics, and liturgics.


On this view, biblical interpretation is like an improvisational
performance, in which interpreters undertake to perform “the shared
scriptural score” (31). Scripture informs how we interpret the “waves
of signification” (30) that we receive from our surroundings, and
Scripture guides us in the “signifying practice” by which we attempt
to communicate Scripture’s meanings to others. No performance can claim to be the
fulfillment of the “biblical score,” and no performance can use
one aspect of the biblical score for negating another aspect. Rather, the
biblical canon, read in light of the saints and within our communal labors of
exegesis (preeminently worship), should be expected to unveil its own richness
and harmony. Adam calls for a theocentric exegesis that directs “attention
away from us, away from our ingenuity, away from the urgent messages we need to
convey, away from our resourcefulness, and toward the God whom we praise”
(33). By imitating and trusting “reliable friends” (34) who teach us
how to imitate Christ in communities of worship, we learn how to be
“better biblical theologians” who need not confine the Bible to
“splendid disciplinary isolation” (ibid.), but who instead rejoice in
“the abundant flux of meaning that surrounds and suffuses us, practicing
at every turn the harmony, the diligence, and the gratitude by which our
biblical theology testifies to the grace of Christ” (ibid.).


The second essay, Stephen E. Fowl’s “The Importance of a Multivoiced
Literal Sense of Scripture: The Example of Thomas Aquinas,” begins by
noting that recent theological arguments among Episcopalians (most notably over
the moral status of homosexual acts) are in fact arguments about the literal
sense of Scripture. In Fowl’s view, however, both sides have too narrow a
notion of what the literal sense includes. Fowl suggests that Thomas Aquinas
provides a broader notion of Scripture’s literal sense, and that Aquinas’s
approach has clear benefits as regards the theology of God, the communion of saints,
the dignity and place of Scripture, and the growth of our friendship with God. 


For Aquinas, Fowl shows, Scripture has the foremost place within sacra
doctrina, “holy teaching” that guides human beings to holiness.
Scripture has both a spiritual sense and a literal sense. The spiritual sense,
which is threefold, flows from the Holy Spirit’s ability to use human deeds and
words to signify something further: “spiritual senses depend on one’s
ability to discern similarities between things mentioned in the Old Testament
and things mentioned in the 
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New Testament, between Jesus’s deeds and our own, between our final end and
our present situation, and so on” (39). Scripture’s literal sense provides
the norm for discerning the spiritual sense. The literal sense is the meaning
intended by the human author and the divine author of Scripture. The literal
sense intended by the divine author may go beyond the literal sense intended by
the human author, and so there may be more than one literal sense of a passage.


As an example, Fowl discusses Aquinas’s commentary on John 1:1, where
Aquinas assents to three patristic suggestions as regards the literal sense of
“principium” on the grounds that each suggestion contains a truth
about “principium.” Likewise, in the face of different patristic
interpretations of Genesis 1:2, Aquinas affirms that each can be the literal
sense, and warns against constricting “‘the meaning of a text of Scripture
in such a way as to preclude other truthful meanings that can, without
destroying the context, be fitted to Scripture’” (44, citing Aquinas’s De
Potentia). How then can one discern a true literal sense from a false one?
In his engagement with Aquinas, Fowl points to the canonical Scripture, read in
light of the “rule of faith” (49), as normative. He also argues that
a true literal sense is one that “enhance[s] believers’ friendship with
God” (48), since the purpose of Scripture—and of the exploration of its
possible literal senses—is “drawing us into deeper love of God” (49)
as reflected in our doctrine and practice.


The third essay is Kevin Vanhoozer’s “Imprisoned or Free? Text, Status,
and Theological Interpretation in the Master/Slave Discourse of Philemon.”
Vanhoozer is concerned that the theological interpreter, including the Church,
sometimes becomes deaf to the biblical text. He also recognizes, however, that
imagining biblical interpretation as a power struggle between the text and the
interpreter is inadequate. He therefore inquires into the nature of true
“interpretive freedom” (53), in critical dialogue with Hegel’s
master/slave paradigm. If the interpreter (master) constitutes the meaning of
the text (slave), then the text/author is radically dependent upon the
interpreter. But if the text is master and the interpreter slave, then the
interpreter’s intelligence has no role.


As Vanhoozer observes, the problem is with the master/slave dichotomy: the
author/text’s “right to be heard” (59) need not be in conflict with
the interpreter’s intelligent freedom. Granting that “[t]he church is not
an error-free zone” (61), interpreting the Bible requires reading “in
order to hear what God is saying to the church—to discern the divine discourse
in the canonical work” (62). As “God’s word written”
(ibid.), the biblical text speaks to and in the Church. The Bible and the
Church need not be at odds. God inspires prophets and apostles who teach the
gospel of Christ in a manner that bears spiritual fruit in the Church.


After surveying various contemporary means of accounting for the canonical
unity of the Bible, Vanhoozer follows Nicholas Wolterstorff’s Divine
Discourse, which interprets “Scripture as a divine work—a unified
discourse made up of diverse human discourses” (69). Vanhoozer
concentrates here on the question of what the divine and human authors are
doing with their words; since the divine author is the author of the whole,
what he is doing can be known only 
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canonically, with Jesus Christ at the center. For Vanhoozer, therefore,
“Theo-logical interpretation is not a matter of breaking some code (‘this
means that’) but of grasping everything that God is doing in and with the
various strata of biblical discourse” (71). Biblical interpretation
includes “right reception and right response” (72) guided by the Holy
Spirit, and so God speaks not only in Scripture, but also through Scripture.


Vanhoozer concludes that Scripture, as God’s speech and action in the
“servant form of human language and literature” (74), is like a
dramatic script: Scripture not only sets forth the theo-drama, but also calls
upon its interpreters to participate in the theo-drama. Not only the author
(the triune God), but also the interpreters (the Church) are present and active
in the “theodramatic action” (75) of Scripture. The result is not a
power struggle between text/author and interpreter, but rather a rich “intersubjectivity
(dialogue, communicative interaction): both the interpersonal interaction of
the Spirit of God with the human authors of the Bible (inspiration) and the
interpersonal interaction of the Spirit of God with the human readers of the
Bible (illumination)” (76). Sanctified by God for evangelization,
Scripture has a unique and primary place as God’s speech and action in human
words—but to say this is also to affirm the efficacy of the Spirit’s work
through Scripture, “in the church’s reception of the gospel over the
centuries and across cultures” (77). 


Theological interpretation thus has as its goal ecclesial participation in
the theodrama, a participation or wise performance whose guidelines are laid
down by doctrine. Vanhoozer gives an example of such theological interpretation
as regards Paul’s Letter to Philemon. Paul suggests that status in Christ is
based upon “free obedience” (89). In terms of exegesis, this means
that the interpreter’s free obedience to the text/author liberates the
interpreter, by means of “hermeneutic hospitality” (91) through the
Spirit. Theological exegesis, in short, bears fruit through humbling itself, in
imitation of Christ, to serve the biblical texts and to embody them in
“free improvisation” (93).


Francis Watson provides the fourth essay, “Are There Still Four
Gospels? A Study in Theological Hermeneutics.” Watson notes that Jesus is
mediated to Christians through texts; the biblical texts specify even the
nontextual encounters with Jesus, such as the Eucharist. Without the four
Gospels, the Church could not exist. Yet what sets these four Gospels apart
from other texts about Jesus? Does the canonizing of only four Gospels serve to
silence other voices with respect to Jesus?


Critiquing the notion that “the church’s leaders successfully concealed
the original revelation, substituting a religion that expressed their own will
to power” (98), Watson examines Irenaeus’s theological rationale for the
fourfold gospel, which Irenaeus (followed in slightly different ways by
Augustine and Jerome) links with the four faces of “the four mysterious
figures who uphold the divine throne” (103) in Ezekiel 1 and Revelation 4.
Irenaeus suggests that these figures “attest the four-dimensional mission
of the Son of God: his regal authority, his sacrificial self-giving, his true
humanity, and his bestowal of the Spirit” (106). Watson finds here “a
via media between pure singularity and 












page 332


limitless plurality” so that the Gospels reveal “a Christ who
evades our attempts to grasp his being as a whole, yet whose person and work
are subject to the constraints of definite form” (107). Theologically, the
fourfold witness shows that Christ exceeds our grasp without thereby being
unintelligible. Diversity does not negate coherence.


Watson also looks at Justin Martyr’s account of the role of the Gospels, or
“‘memoirs of the apostles’” (110, citing Justin’s First Apology),
in the Eucharistic liturgy. In describing the celebration of the Eucharist,
Justin draws upon all four Gospels, which provide a fourfold attestation to the
Eucharist (also confirmed for Justin by Malachi 1:11). By contrast, the
apocryphal gospels do not attest to the Eucharist. In the “eucharistic
life of the church,” as in the four Gospels, diversity and unity come
together.


Each of the four authors then briefly responds to the three others, in
reverse order. Interested by his colleagues’ focus on the relationship of
author/text and reader, Watson points out that “[a]t least two of these
authors were also readers” (120), namely Matthew and Luke. Pace
Vanhoozer and Adam, Matthew’s and Luke’s “[r]eading seems to conform
neither to the model of self-subjection to the prior canonical authors nor to
the model of unlimited semantic abundance” (121). Furthermore, the
earliest readers invested heavily in the harmonization of the Gospels with each
other and of the Old Testament with the New. As the basis for contemporary
hermeneutics, Watson proposes Augustine’s On Christian Doctrine, which
balances theological, linguistic, literary, and historical elements.


Fowl emphasizes that “the key to interpreting theologically lies in
keeping theological concerns primary to all others” (126), and he too
cites On Christian Doctrine for its awareness that exegesis aims at
attaining to union with God, not at any lesser goal. In a “fractured
church” (127), Fowl argues that local congregations need to be places of
formation in the “rule of faith” and in “Christ-focused
practical reasoning” (129), whose success is known by the
“fittingness” of its display of cruciformity.


Vanhoozer argues that biblical interpretation is an opportunity not for
proposing an abundance of creative meanings, but rather for humbly listening to
the texts of Scripture. Rather than scorning hermeneutical theory, interpreters
should seek a theory of interpretation rooted in “apprenticeship to Jesus’
own reading practice” (134). Vanhoozer also light-heartedly associates
each of the book’s four approaches with one of the four faces of Ezekiel 1. Pace
Fowl, he argues for a “multifaceted” literal sense rather than
literal senses, and he insists upon interpretation of the historical Greek text
rather than the Latin “principium.” He also suggests that Adam does
not sufficiently appreciate the fact that there has “always been a certain
polarization between God’s people and ‘not-my-people’” (138), which
envisions biblical norms for truthful witness.


Adam finds that the essays show “both an increase in the degree to
which our positions converge and an increase in the nuance of our
disagreements” (143). Both aspects, he suggests, indicate that theological
exegesis has come of age; no longer can historical-critical methodology claim
sole legitimacy. Adam calls for further attention to “ambiguity,
presuppositions, context, and power” (145) so 
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as to clarify the significance of interpretive difference, given its
inevitability. He appreciates Watson’s exploration of how the fourfold gospel
affirms both diversity and unity, Vanhoozer’s emphasis on “dramatic
improvisation between the close of the canon and the consummation foretold in
Revelation” (146), and Fowl’s point that the literal sense does not dispel
all ambiguity but rather can contain many true meanings. For Adam, the book’s
project of exegetical convergence is ultimately an eschatological one,
“reaching toward a resolution yet to be revealed” and awaiting
“the eventual recapitulation that will bring our efforts into harmony with
one another and the truth” (148).


At the center of the book’s dialogue, it seems to me, is the question of how
to read Scripture with the Church if the (teaching) Church cannot be trusted to
read Scripture adequately. For Adam the answer awaits an eschatological
resolution; for Fowl the Church can be instructed by Scripture’s own openness
to multiple literal meanings; for Vanhoozer the answer consists in how one
conceives the “theodramatic action” in which the Church participates
through the faithfulness of her members to Scripture’s Word; for Watson the
answer may well be the Anglican “via media” between Catholic and
evangelical. Vanhoozer’s work here strikes me as particularly impressive, but I
would connect his emphasis on the humble receptivity of interpreters to the
embodied sacramental receptivity fostered by the apostolic constitution of the
Church.









[bookmark: wat]Francis Watson’s Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith has four parts.
The first part introduces his thesis, which is that Paul reads the Torah as
containing two antithetical affirmations: the unconditional blessing of Genesis
15:6 (“And he [Abraham] believed the Lord; and he reckoned it to him as
righteousness”) and the conditional blessing of Leviticus 18:5 (“You
shall therefore keep my statutes and my ordinances, by doing which a man shall
live: I am the Lord”). Watson argues that Paul’s interpretation of the
Torah critiques Leviticus 18:5 in favor of Genesis 15:6. The second, third, and
fourth parts defend this position by comparing Paul’s exegesis of texts from
the five books of the Torah with exegesis of the same texts by roughly
contemporaneous Jewish interpreters. Paul reads the Torah in light of Christ;
the other Jewish interpreters (arriving at the opposite conclusion from that of
Paul) also appeal to “some kind of revelatory hermeneutical event”
(532). Watson thus aims to show that, despite Paul’s disagreement with other
Jewish exegetes, Paul’s exegesis and that of his Jewish contemporaries belong
within a continuum of possibilities open to Jewish readers of Paul’s time. This
conclusion does not “erase the difference between Pauline Christian
Judaism (for want of a better expression) and non-Christian Judaisms”
(ibid.)—a Christological difference. Rather, Watson holds, his analysis
provides “a possible non-reductionistic way of negotiating that
difference” (533).


Watson begins by placing his argument within the context of the “new
perspective on Paul” put forward by E. P. Sanders and others (including
Watson himself in his 1986 Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles). Sanders
holds that Jews of Paul’s day practiced a “covenantal nomism” in
which covenant had priority to Torah observance. By contrast, Watson notes that
although Paul strongly 
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prioritizes covenant, other contemporaneous Jews exhibit “broad
agreement that Israel’s observance or non-observance of the law is fundamental
to the covenant itself” (9). The result is that “[i]n Sanders no less
than in Bultmann, ‘Judaism’ is subjected to a generalized Pauline norm” (12).
Watson suggests that a richer understanding of Judaism in Paul’s day would make
clearer that Paul’s disagreements with his fellow Jews flowed not solely from
his profession of Christ, but also from his exegesis of Torah. As Watson
proposes in dialogue with Richard Hays’s Echoes of Scripture in the Letters
of Paul, “In Paul, scripture is not overwhelmed by the light of an
autonomous Christ-event needing no scriptural mediation. It is scripture that
shapes the contours of the Christ-event, and to discern how it does so is to
uncover the true meaning of scripture itself” (17). Reading Torah in light
of Christ (soteriologically), Paul locates the Torah’s true meaning in its own
internal fractures: “the tension between the unconditional promise and the
Sinai legislation, and the tension between the law’s offer of life and its
curse” (23). The Torah contains an internal critique of the Law, a
critique that is illumined and resolved in Christ.


Watson recognizes the similarity of his reading to that of Martin Luther,
who likewise appreciated the “distinction between a reading of the Torah
that lays all possible emphasis on the promise to Abraham of unconditional
divine saving action, worldwide in its scope, and a reading centred upon the
demand emanating from Sinai for specific forms of human action and
abstention” (29). In Watson’s view, critiques of Luther’s reading of Paul
(among which Watson most values Albert Schweitzer’s) have not adequately
understood how Paul’s “doctrine of righteousness by faith is an exercise
in scriptural interpretation and hermeneutics” (39). For this reason,
Watson undertakes a careful exposition of the place and function of scriptural
citations in Paul, with a focus on the meaning of the citation in the Letter to
the Romans of Habakkuk 2:4. In Romans 1-3, Paul shows that Scripture both
denies that anyone is righteous and affirms a righteousness by faith. For Paul
the Torah reveals human sin and guilt (the curse), but it also reveals the
unconditional divine blessing. As Watson puts it, Paul holds that “[t]he
law declares that ‘works of law’—its own works, the observance of its
commandments—are not the way to righteousness. But the observance of its
commandments is precisely what the law enjoins from beginning to end, from the
Decalogue in Exodus 20 to the eloquent exhortations of the book of
Deuteronomy” (68). By revealing its own failure as a path of blessing, the
Torah leads the attentive reader back to the Torah’s promise of unconditional
blessing through divine saving action.


Watson adds a lengthy discussion of Habakkuk 2:4 in the context of the Book
of the Twelve, with particular attention to how the Qumran pesherist interprets
Habakkuk 2:4. For the Qumran pesherist, as opposed to Paul, “The righteous
will live not ‘by faith alone’ but by virtue of their practice of the law as
well as their faith in the Teacher” (123), and so the Qumran persherist
Habakkuk 2:4 lacks “the Pauline emphasis on faith’s universal scope”
(124). Addressing the question of whether Habakkuk 2:4 can plausibly be read to
mean what Paul thinks it means, Watson shows that within its canonical context
in the Twelve, 
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Habakkuk 2:1-4 stands as a privileged expression of the “canonical
hermeneutic of hope in the face of non-fulfilment” (138). In this regard,
Watson concludes, both “Paul and the pesherist draw on the semantic
potential of the scriptural text itself—while not allowing themselves to be
confined self-effacingly within its limits, as though they had nothing of their
own to contribute” (163).


Watson next examines Paul’s exegesis of specific passages from Genesis,
Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. Describing Paul’s overall
out-look, Watson comments that Paul views Scripture as revealing that humans
are so entangled in sin that only divine action can extricate them:
“Despairing of all human capacity, we must place our hope in God alone:
that for Paul is the sum of the law and the prophets” (169). As Watson
points out, the narrator in the Abraham story attributes numerous good works to
Abraham, and so the interpretation found in Jubilees, which presents
“an image of a Torah-observant Abraham” (237), is not far-fetched.
Paul, however, holds that God’s unilateral blessing in Genesis 15:6 provides
the key to interpreting everything else about Abraham. Watson shows that this
position fits with the commencement of the Abraham narrative (Genesis 12:1-3),
where God unconditionally gives Abraham the promise of divine blessing. Citing
Genesis 12:3 and 15:6, Paul argues in Galatians 3 that Abraham’s blessing
consists in his righteousness by faith, which “is identical to the
blessing that God will bestow on the Gentiles” (189). The point, Watson
notes, is that “salvation is wholly God’s act” (196); God gives a
“unilateral, unalterable covenant of pure promise which cannot be emended
even by the law” (198). Watson also examines Romans 4:13-16 for its
similar exegesis of Genesis 15.


Along the same lines, Watson explores Galatians 4 and Romans 9, which
discuss the theological significance of Ishmael (law) and Isaac (promise).
Ishmael symbolizes the Law because Abraham’s intercourse with Hagar represents
“the possibility that human initiative is a necessary precondition for the
fulfilment of the promise” (207), whereas God unconditionally promises Isaac’s
miraculous conception. Watson also notes that Abraham is not circumcised until
Genesis 17, and so (as Paul argues in Romans 4) the unconditional promises (to
a Gentile) precede the conditional relationship. After discussing Jubilees’
Torah-observant Abraham, Watson compares Paul’s account to Philo of
Alexandria’s depiction of Abraham as an exemplar of virtuous living in
accordance with natural law. As Watson observes, neither Jubilees nor
Philo fully appreciates the (theocentric) unilateral divine promise that has
such a central place in the Abraham narrative. In Philo, Watson states, the
divine promise means simply that “God comes out to meet the soul that is
already journeying towards him” (246) via natural gifts. Josephus, for his
part, argues that God’s promise in Genesis 15:6 comes about because of
Abraham’s good action in refusing to take more than his share of the spoil in
Genesis 14; Josephus also presents Abraham as spreading “Chaldean science
and culture” to Egypt (258).


Regarding Exodus, Paul generally focuses on the law given at Mount Sinai. In
2 Corinthians 3:7, Paul refers to the giving of the two stone tablets as
“the dispensation of death.” Watson connects this with the slaughter
that occurs after 
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Moses’ first descent from Mount Sinai (Exod 32). When Moses descends from
the mountain a second time, he face shines with dazzling glory; after talking
with the people, Moses veils his face in order (Paul reasons) to conceal the
departing of the glory. Watson suggests that according to Paul, the Torah thus
reveals its own inadequacy: “In the allegorical figure of the veiled
Moses, the Law of Moses secretly acknowledges that it does not speak with
complete openness, that it conceals the fact of its own transitoriness, and
that its glory is destined to be eclipsed by a surpassing glory that endures
for ever” (295). By contrast, Watson notes, Philo does not describe the
first descent’s violent result and instead focuses on the glory of the second
descent.


Regarding Leviticus, Watson brings Paul’s critical reading of Leviticus 18:5
into dialogue with Josephus’s use of this text. While Paul affirms the
un-conditional promise, “Leviticus assumes that everything that preceded
the Sinai disclosure comes to fruition in it” (325). Josephus accepts
Leviticus’s view that salvation flows from observance of God’s law, and he
“paints an idealized picture of the law and the benefits it has to offer
to the human race” (347). Similarly, Watson compares Paul’s understanding of
Numbers with that of Wisdom of Solomon. Whereas Paul emphasizes the
destruction of the sinful and rebellious people on their journeying, Wisdom
of Solomon grants that sinners undergo judgment but underscores more
broadly the “antithesis between the divine judgment inflicted on Egypt and
the saving goodness experienced by Israel” (383). In Wisdom of
Solomon, the figure of Wisdom is active in creation (Genesis) so as to
establish the basis for salvation and judgment (Exodus and Numbers). In its
rewriting of the stories of Numbers, Wisdom of Solomon ignores or
minimizes the destruction of the Israelites. As Watson puts it, “Paul
exploits the fact that the history of Israel in the aftermath of Sinai is a
history of disaster, whereas the author of Wisdom does his utmost to
conceal this fact” (404). Even where Paul deliberately echoes Wisdom,
as in Romans 1, Paul turns the tables by emphasizing that Israel “is
itself deeply complicit in the idolatry and ungodliness that it prefers to
ascribe to the Gentiles” (411).


Watson identifies five Pauline citations and allusions from Deuteronomy
5-26, and eight from Deuteronomy 27-34. The citations and allusions from
Deuteronomy 5-26 appear almost entirely in the Corinthian correspondence, and
generally describe “laws or commandments with direct practical
applications within the Christian community” (416), such as the
commandments to love God and to expel evildoers. The citations and allusions
from Deuteronomy 27-34 show that life under the Law is defined by the covenantal
curse. While Paul knows that “according to Deuteronomy 30, the predicament
created by the law’s curse is to be resolved by way of the law” (427),
Paul argues on the basis of Deuteronomy 27-29 that the curse is inescapable
because of human sinful inability to follow the Law. Deuteronomy 30 makes
obeying the Law sound easy, but the entire history of Israel stands against
this. For Paul the true way forward is found in the prophetic Song of Moses
(Deut 32), regarding which Paul emphasizes two texts: “the jealousy text,
and the exhortation to Gentiles (Deut. 32.21, 43)” (449). Watson argues
that for Paul the Song gives indications of an
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“unconditional divine saving act” that will achieve “a final
comprehensive mercy, encompassing a recalcitrant Israel and the ‘non-nation’ of
the Gentiles alike” (453). Paul thus contrasts Moses the lawgiver, whose
anthropocentric path will fail, with Moses the prophet, whose theocentric path
will succeed.


Watson compares Paul’s reading of Deuteronomy with two roughly
contem-poraneous alternative readings, Baruch and 4 Ezra. Baruch
first confesses the people’s sins that have brought upon them the just
judgment of God. He then praises the gift of the law as the path of wisdom and
life, and looks forward to Israel’s future glory, with a focus on Deuteronomy
30 as the source of hope. Watson contrasts this view with Paul’s perspective:
“In one case, the turning-point between the old and new is a matter of
appropriate human action, beginning with confession and determined by
the law. In the other case, the turning-point is a matter of definitive,
unsurpassable divine saving action, which reorients human action
towards itself and so represents a breach with the law” (464).


Turning to 4 Ezra, Watson finds that it contains the same concerns
that one finds in Paul. 4 Ezra contains a passionate dialogue with
God’s representative, the angel Uriel, in which the figure of Ezra challenges
God’s goodness vis-à-vis Israel. Since Israel has tried to observe God’s law,
Ezra suggests that the curse may be too harsh. As Watson puts it, “On the
grounds both of Israel’s conduct and of the electing divine love, present
suffering is incomprehensible” (479). When Ezra learns that only a tiny
fragment of the people of Israel will be saved—namely, the tiny fragment that
has observed the Law in accord with Deuteronomy 30—he pleads on behalf of all
Israel, but to no avail. Watson puts his finger on the problem: “The
Gentiles subject Israel to temporal suffering in this world, but Moses condemns
the majority in Israel to eternal suffering in the next” (493). By
contrast, Watson holds that Paul, in Romans 11, “has reached a position
that goes far beyond even Ezra in its absolutizing of the divine mercy”
(504). Paul’s portrait of God’s mercy, Watson suggests, fits better
exegetically with the character of the God who makes himself known in Israel’s
Scripture. In this regard Watson argues that “Genesis as a whole gives
little occasion for the lament, ‘O Adam, what have you done?’ Sin and death
only become serious later, with the coming of the law” (513).


Watson concludes by summarizing once again the key passages in Galatians and
Romans where Paul offers a “construal of the Torah as a whole” (519),
with particular attention to Genesis 15:6, Leviticus 18:5, Exodus 32 and 34,
and Deuteronomy 27:26. The question is whether Watson might extend Paul’s
“construal of the Torah as a whole” to include the question of
whether Paul envisions Christ, and Christians, as fulfilling the Mosaic law. Or
does Paul conceive Christ as simply the embodiment of God’s universal and
unconditional promise of salvation? What does Paul mean when he says, “For
our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we might become
the righteousness of God” (2 Cor 5:21)? One thinks likewise of Romans
8:3-4, “For God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not
do: sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, he
condemned sin in the flesh, 
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in order that the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us, who
walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit.” Watson’s
account of Paul’s exegesis will greatly enrich future consideration of Christ’s
relationship, as revealed by the New Testament, to the Mosaic law—as well as
of Christians’ relationship to the “law of Christ.”


 


How does Christ Jesus communicate to us? How do we learn who
he is and what he has to teach us about the divine life and our lives? How can
we live out the reconciliation that he has achieved? All six books reviewed
here return us to these fundamental questions and remind us that the visible
Church embodies answers to these questions (without negating their
eschatological dimension). Exegetes and theologians ponder, in different ways,
the mystery of what God, in Christ and the Holy Spirit, has brought forth in
the world.
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[bookmark: garr]Reason with Piety: Garrigou-Lagrange in the Service of Catholic Thought.
By Aidan Nichols, O.P. Naples,
Fla.: Sapientia Press of Ave Maria University, 2008. Pp. viii + 152 (paper).
ISBN 978-1-932589-49-8.




R. R. Reno has written recently that Catholic theology “after the
revolution”—after the labors of Henri de Lubac, Karl Rahner, Hans Urs von
Balthasar, Marie-Dominique Chenu, and the other greats, that is—suffers from
terminal idiosyncraticity. The achievements of the giants could be
speculatively profound and historically incisive, sometimes in one and the same
work, and were always brilliantly original as measured against the common foil
of Leonine neo-Scholasticism. Because of this last point, alas, that is,
because they were brilliant in unique ways, we of the next generation (or two),
their heirs, have no theological lingua franca with which to speak
among ourselves, no common theological discourse in which to educate our own
successors, and no easy way to introduce a would-be student even into the
thought of the great revolutionaries themselves, since the common foil against
which they worked and which is necessary for understanding them, Leonine
neo-Scholasticism, has largely vanished, dismantled by their common effort.
Along comes Aidan Nichols, a man in the resurrection business, inviting us to
look at an exemplar of theology very much before the revolution, namely
Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P. (1877-1964).


Nichol’s characterization of Garrigou as a Thomist of the “Strict
Observance” is important for understanding the inventory of his work that
makes up the bulk 
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of this book. Such a Thomist holds that the philosophy and theology of St.
Thomas alone provide the only wholly adequate instruments for the defense, for
the most truthful expression, and for the exploration of revelation. Moreover,
such a Thomist is confident that the commentatorial tradition, from Capreolus
to Cajetan to John of St. Thomas and beyond, provides a reliable interpretive
guide to and authentic development of the thought of St. Thomas. There is no
need to get behind the tradition of commentators and scholiasts in order to
find the “true” Thomas; the tradition in question, like the larger
Tradition of the Church, is a window and even a magnifying glass, not an
encrustation or opaque film obscuring our vision of what has been handed down.
A Thomist of the Strict Observance in the first part of the twentieth century,
furthermore, was especially concerned to defend Catholic teaching from
Modernism, which destroyed the objective reference of dogma as the expression
of a revelation spoken from outside of us and made of it rather a token of
interior religious experience and subjective aspiration.


This takes us to Garrigou’s intervention in the previous century’s first
great clash of theological arms, his brief contra Modernism. Nichols, in his
discussion of Le Sens commun, la philosophie de l’être et les formules
dogmatiques (1909), points us to the foundational philosophical
commitments informing all of Garrigou’s writing. Furthermore, with his usual
conciseness and lucidity, he inventories the contents of Garrigou’s theological
oeuvre, from his theology of revelation to the great treatises on God
and his attributes, through Christology and on to the theology of grace,
predestination, and the mystical life. Nichols ends with an evocation of
Garrigou’s political commitments, a reality affecting the reception of his
theology especially after the Second World War.


Along the way there are dazzling glimpses of speculative brilliance and
theological profundity: Garrigou’s elaborate deployment of the Fourth Way, his
demonstration of the confluence of all the Ways to esse subsistens,
the ordered ensemble of the divine attributes, Trinitarian fecundity, and the
structure of providence. All this makes us want to read or re-read. Along the
way, as well, we see that Garrigou gives us a great example of confidence in
the Church, confidence in the continuity of the life and the life of the mind
of the Church. This goes hand in hand with Thomism of the Strict Observance. 


Nichols’s conciseness and modesty can sometimes seem to be pressed to a
fault. He does not tell us enough to let us make up our minds on the question
of Garrigou’s reduction of the principle of causality to the principle of
identity, or on that of his alleged theological determinism, nor is any
critical question raised about his attempt to prove the fact of revelation
prior to the act of faith. On the other hand, there is a good evocation of the
importance of getting the relation between ascetical and mystical theology
right, and of Garrigou’s role in the Second Vatican Council’s teaching of the
universal call to holiness.


Can we just go back to Garrigou? Reno laments the impossibility of giving
the works of the great revolutionaries to beginning students of Catholic
theology. Can we give them the books of Garrigou? Certainly, he speaks a
theological discourse common to his time and place, and is an example of how to
build 
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within such a commonly shared framework. But the framework itself supposes a
greater culture of Catholic thought and letters, hardly any of which finds
cultivation today. So, no, we can’t give them Garrigou’s books, either.


Moreover, there are two issues intrinsic to the oeuvre that need to
be addressed before we recommend Garrigou even to the student who is acquainted
with the Posterior Analytics, knows something of the doctrine of the
predicables, has a more developed capacity to follow an argument than is usual
with students today, and is appreciative of the careful, hierarchical, and
brook-no-contradiction deployment of authorities that structure such thinking
as Garrigou’s.


The first issue is that of the soundness of Garrigou’s theory of common
sense, which alleges both the universality of the basic concepts of the
philosophy of being and the Church’s adoption of just these concepts for the
expression of its doctrines. The second issue is Garrigou’s indifference to the
historical-critical location of texts. In fact, however, these are not two
issues but one and the same thing, since the theory of common sense is
Garrigou’s philosophical warrant for why it is safe—intellectually safe—to
avoid the kind of historical studies, especially including that of St. Thomas,
undertaken or appreciated by almost all his adversaries, from the Modernists to
the exponents of the nouvelle théologie. Garrigou is to be honored for
the tenaciousness with which he defended the objectivity and truth of dogma
throughout the course of his career, and for the accuracy of his discernment of
neo-Modernist currents within the nouvelle théologie. But he found
himself, I think, in the position of the master of St. Thomas’s fourth Quodlibet
who, while he correctly determines the truth of some question, sends the
student away unsatisfied because he has not illumined him with an understanding
as to how the truth is true. And this is so for the reason that part of our
understanding of any truth today, however necessary and timeless and eternal it
may be, consists of an awareness of the concrete contingency of its appearance,
of how it came to be manifest, and in that sense of its history. Just in order
to defend the objectivity and truth of, say, fourth- and fifth-century
Christological dogma, we have to assure ourselves of how and under what
concrete conditions of thought and imagination the gospel appeared—truly!—to
the blessed 318, to the Cappadocians, to Cyril, to Leo, and this in order that
we may behold it appearing truly to us in the very terms and relations worked
out by the saints. To be sure, such historical inquiry could not be merely
extrinsically related to dogmatics. Still, dogmatics cannot replace such
inquiry or pretend that it has no role to play. Nichols writes that for
Garrigou, “What mattered was what was true not who said it.” There
is, of course, a sense in which this indicates the praiseworthy avoidance of ad
hominem. But it can also conceal an unwillingness to recognize the
necessity of history.


By speaking of a contemporary requirement of the knowledge of the conditions
of the historical manifestation of dogmatic truth, I mean very much to evoke
what Robert Sokolowski calls “the theology of disclosure.” What
Sokolowski would have us as theologians pay attention to is not only what is
disclosed by revelation, but how it is disclosed, which can include also at
certain 
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crucial points some of the historical circumstances of its disclosure. For
instance, we need to see such things as how a concern both for the
transcendence of God and for human nature as an integral object of salvation
come together in the Cappadocian rejection of Apollinarianism. Or again, we
need to see how the Cappadocian distinction between hypostasis and nature, just
by itself, was an open invitation to Nestorianism. It is this sort of
analysis-in-history (which of course cannot be conveyed in any convincing form
in a book review) that gives us to understand why the Church’s doctrinal
formulae had to be articulated as they were and why such articulation remains
meaningful and true, and not an antecedently constructed “conceptual
realist theory of common sense.”


Saying as much on behalf of historical-critical inquiry, which is also to be
deployed in reading St. Thomas, is not by any means to endorse the
twentieth-century depreciation and even vilification of the Thomist
commentatorial tradition undertaken by Gilson, Chenu, and de Lubac. There are
likely rehabilitations to be made there, too, and such work is already apace. I
think of Romanus Cessario and Lawrence Feingold. What I want to say is that we
can have it all; we can have everything—the objectivity and stability of
dogma, defended in metaphysical depth as it of course needs to be today;
knowledge of the historical conditions of the manifestation and expression of
dogmatic truth and so of the fatedness of its appearance; and appreciation of
the traditions, both magisterial and theological, that have preserved and
deepened our hold on dogma and the understanding of dogma. It’s not just that
we can have everything, however; today, we need to have
everything. 


The remarks in the last half of this review are not meant to be critical of
Nichols, but I hope are an example of the kind of engagement his book will
provoke, since he has in every way shown himself to be once again “in the
service of Catholic thought.”


 


Guy
Mansini, O.S.B. 


 


Saint Meinrad Archabbey

Saint Meinrad, Indiana










[bookmark: athe]Atheist Delusions: The Christian Revolution and Its Fashionable Enemies. By
David Bentley Hart. New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2009. Pp. xiv + 253. $28.00 (cloth). ISBN
9780300111903.


In his Pensées, the seventeenth-century mathematician Blaise Pascal
admonishes his readers to avoid any untoward atheist-bashing: “Pity the
atheists who are searching. Aren’t they unhappy enough already? Revile those
who boast about it.” In his latest book, Atheist Delusions, David
Bentley Hart never mentions Pascal in his brilliant dissection and diagnosis of
the atheist soul; but 
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the spirit of this great apologist for Christianity pervades Hart’s
brilliant tour de force, a sober and deeply pessimistic depiction of
the dreariness infecting our post-Christian civilization.


Like Pascal, Hart admires some enemies of Christianity, above all the pagan
emperor Julian the Apostate (331-63), who was raised a Christian but abandoned
the religion of his childhood and tried to restore paganism in the Roman
empire; and Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), who also abandoned the
Christianity of his childhood for a belief in a godless universe bereft of
meaning. “Of all the emperors in the Constantinian line,” says Hart,
“Julian alone stands free of any suspicion of bad faith.” And
Nietzsche, whom Hart calls “the most prescient philosopher of
nihilism,” correctly foresaw a post-Christian world dominated by what he
called the Last Men: a race of self-absorbed narcissists sunk in banality and
self-congratulation. As Hart observes, Nietzsche was entirely accurate in his
predictions: “Contemporary culture does after all seem to excel at
depressing mediocrity and comfortable conventionality, egoistic precocity and
mass idiocy.”


On the other side of the ledger, there are those braggart atheists whose
books now crowd the bestseller lists. On them Hart is withering. Richard
Dawkins, for example, concludes his most important book, The Blind
Watchmaker, with this philosophical whopper: “Natural selection is
the ultimate explanation for our existence.” To which Hart deftly replies:
“Even the simplest of things, and even the most basic of principles, must
first of all be, and nothing within the universe of contingent things
(not even the universe itself, even if it were somehow ‘eternal’) can be
intelligibly conceived of as the source or explanation of its own being.”


On Christopher Hitchens’s God is Not Great: How Religion Poisons
Everything Hart is especially devastating. After first noting the petulance
of the title and subtitle, he skewers Hitchens’s “heads-I-win,
tails-you-lose” trickery: For Hitchens, when atheists commit crimes, that
is only because they belong to a “political religion,” but when
believers succor the poor, they are merely being “enlightened”
despite their religion. “By the same token,” Hart says, “every
injustice that seems to follow from a secularist principle is obviously an
abuse of that principle, while any evil that comes wrapped in a cassock is unquestionably
an undiluted expression of religion’s very essence.” Even in strictly
Darwinian terms, this thesis will never work. For it is a fact, often
airbrushed away by the keepers of Darwin’s flame, that Charles Darwin was the
first Social Darwinist. In The Descent of Man he asserted, “At
some future period, not very distant as measured by centuries, the civilized
races of man will almost certainly exterminate and replace throughout the world
the savage races.” Moreover, the idea is simply risible that humans were once
born super-nice and only became violent because of this excrescence called
“religion,” which, suddenly and without provocation, was foisted on
innocent primitive societies by scheming shamans.


It would be far more accurate to say that every injustice flowing from a
secularist principle is an expression of the essence of its fondness
for Social Darwinism (on right and left), whereas religiously motivated
violence by 
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Christians represents a departure from the teachings of Jesus. For that
reason, one must stress that Hart’s book in no way attempts a brief for
Christianity (an apologia, in the traditional sense of that word), for
he is just as harsh on such “Christian” emperors as Constantine and
Justinian, and on the Inquisition and the Thirty Years War, as any modern-day
Voltaire.


But there is a crucial difference between Christian crimes and modern,
secular ones. For one thing, the ethical perspective that allows one to see
atrocities as crimes against humans of equal worth and dignity,
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, comes from the
revolution in human outlook brought about alone by the religion of the God-man.
In one telling passage, Hart mentions that some Arians in the ancient world
claimed that Jesus could not be fully God because St. Paul had said that Christ
took on the form of a slave, and what kind of God would do that? To which one
Church Father, Gregory of Nyssa, indignantly replied: such was the whole point
of Christianity. So Nietzsche was right after all: Christianity really is
a “slave revolt in morality,” a “transvaluation of all
values,” a total revolution of how human beings understood themselves and
their place in the cosmos:


[T]he term “post-Christian” must be given its full weight
here: modernity is not simply a “postreligious” condition; it is the
state of a society that has been specifically a Christian society but has
“lost the faith.” The ethical presuppositions intrinsic to modernity,
for instance, are palliated fragments and haunting echoes of Christian moral
theology. Even the most ardent secularists among us generally cling to notions
of human rights, economic and social justice, providence for the indigent,
legal equality, or basic human dignity that pre-Christian Western culture would
have found not so much foolish as unintelligible. It is simply the case that we
distant children of the pagans would not be able to believe in any of these
things—they would never have occurred to us—had our ancestors not once
believed that God is love, that charity is the foundation of all virtues, that
all of us are equal before the eyes of God, that to fail to feed the hungry or
care for the suffering is to sin against Christ, and that Christ laid down his
life for the least of his brethren. (32-33)


For that reason, as Nietzsche rightly saw (again), any attempt to cling to
an ethics founded on the universal dignity of man while jettisoning the
religion that bequeathed to us that ethic will never work. “In
England,” he sarcastically noted of the prim but unbelieving novelist
George Eliot, “one must rehabilitate oneself after every little
emancipation from theology by showing in a veritably awe-inspiring manner what
a moral fanatic one is. That is the penance they pay over there.” But
there was to be no penance in Nietzsche’s Dionysian religion: “If we cast
a look a century ahead and assume that my assassination of two thousand years
of opposition to nature and of dishonoring man succeeds, then that new party of
life [!] will take in hand the greatest of all tasks—the higher breeding of
humans, including the unsparing destruction of all degenerates and
parasites.”
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We do not need Nietzsche’s foresight to see the connection between the
Christian worldview and the metaphysical equality of all human beings, or to
foretell the violence that will inevitably follow in the wake of the
abandonment of that worldview—all we need is history. In one of the most
eloquent passages in the book, and which bears quoting in full, Hart comes to
this conclusion:


The savagery of triumphant Jacobinism, the clinical heartlessness of
classical social eugenics, the Nazi movement, Stalinism—all the grand utopian
projects of the modern age that have directly or indirectly spilled such oceans
of human blood—are no less results of the Enlightenment myth of liberation
than are the liberal democratic state or the vulgarity of late capitalist
consumerism or the pettiness of bourgeois individualism. The most piteously and
self-righteously violent regimes of modern history—in the West or in those
other quarters of the world contaminated by our worst ideas—have been those
that have most explicitly cast off the Christian vision of reality and sought
to replace it with a more “human” set of values. No cause in
history—no religion or imperial ambition or military adventure—has destroyed
more lives with more confident enthusiasm than the cause of the
“brotherhood of man,” the postreligious utopia, or the progress of
the race. (107-8)


In the fifth century, St. Augustine’s City of God helped Christians
come to terms with the collapse of the Roman Empire. In that same tradition of
offering a vigorous defense of the Christian religion in dolorous times, Hart’s
Atheist Delusions has given Christians who are now trying to negotiate
the shoals of post-Christian civilization just the book they need.


Edward
T. Oakes, S.J. 









University of St. Mary of the Lake

Mundelein, Illinois









[bookmark: doct]The Hermeneutics of Doctrine. By Anthony C. Thiselton. Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2007. Pp. 649 $46.00 (cloth). ISBN:
978-0-8028-2681-7.




Starting with The Two Horizons in 1980, and later with New
Horizons in Hermeneutics (1997) and Thiselton on Hermeneutics
(2006), Anthony Thiselton has established himself as a master in cataloguing
various interpretative theories, particularly as applied to biblical exegesis.
As the title indicates, the present work is concerned with establishing a
proper hermeneutics for doctrinal claims. The book is sweeping in its scope, as
its length attests, because the author seeks not 
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only to provide general interpretative guidelines, but also to offer
examples of a hermeneutically sensitive approach to virtually the entire realm
of Christian doctrine: the person and work of Christ; the meaning of the cross,
expiation and substitution; the significance of the Trinity; the nature of the
Church; and the sacraments and eschatology. 


Although the book offers many themes worthy of discussion—such as the
author’s distaste for easy condemnations of foundationalism or for similarly
facile invocations of “incommensurability”—all of his minor
digressions are ultimately in service to his central claim: Christian doctrines
can never be understood as jejune abstractions because they arise from the performative,
dramatic, embodied life of the Church. As such, doctrines are lived out
publicly in communal settings and “invite and … deserve belief”
(21). Markedly accented here is the Wittgensteinian claim that the utterance
“I believe” is necessarily incarnated in patterns of action and
commitment which surround the believer’s assertions (20). Doctrine, therefore,
is “indissolubly interwoven with practices and a form of life” (97).
Thiselton intends to obviate, then, any understanding of dogma as a brittle
thing, severed from its living meaning in Scripture and in the practices and
rituals of the Christian community. His approach is to examine biblical
teachings by means of the historical-critical method, to discuss how such
claims have been read in the later tradition and, finally, to make such
teachings—by a hermeneutically perceptive reading— intelligible for today.
Although this methodology may have the scent of varying correlational
approaches, Thiselton strongly rejects any tendency to collapse biblical
teaching into contemporary experience. And he emphatically wishes to overcome
the kind of thinking which holds that the New Testament needs an emptying of
its traditional content in order to become acceptable to present-day
sensibilities. On the contrary, he champions the continuing relevance of New
Testament teachings for the Church’s later history.


Thiselton has little use, then, for Harnack’s attempt to juxtapose adversely
the claims of Christ and the New Testament with the teachings of the apostolic
Fathers. In the first place, the New Testament itself clearly includes
doctrine; in the second place, it is not the case that “the theological
formulations of the early Church Fathers are ‘hellenized’ abstractions or
metaphysical speculations that have little in common with the New
Testament” (37). One can fully agree with these affirmations, although the
second will, unfortunately, undergo some modification later in the volume. In
general, however, Thiselton insists that there is an “evident continuity”
between the confessions of faith in the New Testament and later Christian
declarations. Such continuity is, indeed, the general thesis and driving idea
of the book, an idea which one can warmly endorse as it develops in Thiselton’s
artful hands. He is concerned that only with a sophisticated hermeneutics
(equally sensitive to the two horizons of biblical text and contemporary
intelligibility) can we remain faithful to the New Testament even while
extrapolating biblical meaning for the sake of addressing issues of our own
times (215).
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Despite my agreement with Thiselton’s fundamental intentions and my
admiration for his erudite and comprehensive work, I find several problems that
weaken his attempt to establish a fully adequate hermeneutics of Christian
doctrine. 


First, Thiselton indicates, early in the volume, that he will resist any
attempt to drive a wedge between the claims of the New Testament and the later,
alleged philosophical domination of Christian formulations. This is a
narrative, of course, that has its roots in the Reformation but which was given
new force by Karl Barth with his dyslogistic comments about philosophy,
particularly metaphysics and the language of being. This critique has found
resonance in some contemporary Catholic thinkers as well, such as the early
Jean-Luc Marion, who thought that the language of “being” constituted
an unnecessarily predeterminative boundary for Christian revelation—an
affront, therefore, both to a proper understanding of phenomenology and to the
appearance of revelation in its fullness. Elements of this narrative find their
way into Thiselton’s account, unsurprisingly so considering how deeply he leans
on Moltmann’s work. For example, the author argues that speaking of God as
immutable and impassible clearly indicates the later mindset of
“Hellenistic metaphysics” rather than of the biblical narrative (40,
478)—although the case is scarcely proven with a few scattered references to
Moltmann’s reflections upon a loving and suffering God. Further, while strongly
defending the importance of theological reasoning, Thiselton nods in assent to
Pannenberg’s claim that Luther had to disagree with Aquinas because “the
contents of the Christian faith could not be derived from these [Aquinas’s
Aristotelian] a priori principles” (228). Needless to say,
Aquinas would vigorously refute the assertion that he was educing Christian
doctrine from predetermined philosophical positions. Similarly, Thiselton
eulogistically cites Colin Gunton’s claim that Augustine and his Western
successors “allowed the insidious return of a Hellenism in which being is
not communion” but nonrelational substantia (467-68). This, of
course, is a now-familiar story—perhaps traceable as far back as Joachim da
Fiore’s attack on Lombard—which has been successfully rebutted by Gilles Emery
and others. There is, then, in this volume an underlying, though modest,
adherence to aspects of the narrative that an overweening Hellenism imposed a
foreign metaphysics on Christian doctrine to detrimental effect. It would have
been better to point out that the Reformation insightfully saw that the gospel
of grace could not be obscured by any alien account even while underestimating
the extent to which philosophy and metaphysics have been traditionally
understood as conjunctive with, but necessarily subordinate to, the claims of
Christian truth. The Catholic Church’s invocation of philosophy is hardly for
the sake of establishing a conceptual foundation for theology outside of
Scripture. As Pope Benedict again repeated in the Regensburg Address of 2006,
the convergence of faith and reason is essential because reason offers support,
in the philosophical order, for faith’s claims.


Second, in a book devoted to defending the continuity of doctrine, one
wishes that Thiselton had given a richer account of the material identity of
Christian 
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truth over the course of time. How does one explain the universal validity
and stability of doctrine, the claim that the same perduring meanings are held
by all peoples despite deep socio-cultural-linguistic differences and the
profound effects of historicity? How does one offer theoretical reinforcement,
in other words, for the universal, transcultural, and transgenerational claims
of the Christian faith? Is such continuity only a matter of grace or of
long-standing rituals and practices? Does not the issue of stability within
change, unity within multiplicity, and perdurance within temporality,
inevitably raise questions concerning the metaphysical and ontological
dimensions of reality? This invocation of metaphysics has traditionally helped
the Church find support, in the philosophical order, for what she holds by
grace and faith. 


John Caputo has stated that the appeal to hermeneutics means the inevitable
death of metaphysics. But while this is surely true for the Gadamerian
approach, it is not at all inexorably the case. In fact, a metaphysical
dimension within hermeneutical theory is the only interpretative
approach that can ultimately offer support for the determinate claims of
Christian doctrine and, indeed, for the stability of textual meaning of any
kind. It is just here that one wishes Thiselton were more pointedly aware of
precisely how metaphysical thought, properly used, can illuminate faith’s
claims. Failing to discuss this issue weakens his attempt to establish the
material continuity of the Christian faith from biblical times to our own day.


Third, Thiselton is rightly known for his interest and expertise in
Gadamerian thought. In this volume, Gadamer is not at all uncritically
followed, and is usually invoked (as, to the author’s enduring credit, Emilio
Betti is as well) in order to accent the marked “otherness” of the
“form” that one is interpreting. Thiselton’s legitimate point is that
when one interprets the biblical text—for example, when speaking about
“expiation” or “substitution”—one must be hermeneutically
sensitive to the way these terms have been traditionally used, particularly if
one hopes to make them intelligible to contemporary society. He even endorses
Schleiermacher’s claim (often a whipping post for au courant theories)
that one must enter into the frame of mind of the author, of the
“other” (183). My concern here is that while Betti and Gadamer both
stress the “alterity” of the interpreted form, the manner in
which they seek to protect its otherness is very different indeed, a
difference not averted to at any length—even though the author does note that
Pannenberg cautiously approved of Betti’s more profound accent on objectivity
in interpretation (158). Although Gadamer has certainly made contributions to
theological hermeneutics (one thinks of his marked emphasis on the constitutive
importance of tradition), Gadamerian thought, with its deeply Heideggerian
abjuration of metaphysics (and with its consequent abandonment of recoverable
textual meaning inasmuch as there exists no ontological warrant for it) can
only be adopted by theologians in a qualified way precisely because Gadamer,
dismissing recoverable meaning as founded on the allegedly “Romantic”
notion of a common human nature, tries to re-establish historical continuity on
the “fusion of horizons,” a construct which cannot support the
material identity of meaning in and through 
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temporality. But Thiselton does not here discuss the deep difference between
Gadamerian and Bettian approaches or the extent to which each is or is not able
to offer support for the substantial continuity of Christian teaching. This
issue is especially important to Catholicism with the claim of Vatican II (and
afterwards) that one may make a (careful) distinction between perduring meaning
and mutable conceptual expression, thereby allowing for a theological
reconceptualization which protects a fundamental affirmation throughout the
irrepressible “differences” of historicity, culture, and language.
The pressing question remains: how is this carefully wrought distinction (which
echoes Vincent of Lerins’s famous fifth-century dictum “dicas nove non
dicas nova”) philosophically supported? Precisely here is where crucial
problems in Gadamerian thought may be discerned. In my judgment, Betti’s
hermeneutics are more clearly congruent with the author’s project of recovering
biblical meaning through exegetical methods and making it “speak
newly” in the contemporary world. Unfortunately, Thiselton never presses
the hermeneutical question down to its underlying and unavoidable metaphysical
roots. 


Fourth, in his admirable desire to be comprehensive, the author occasionally
does a bit too much. Offering summaries of various positions can buttress
arguments, to be sure. But it can also give the sense of a montage of thinkers,
distracting from the main point. In the space of fifteen pages (293-308), we
are given summaries of the hermeneutics of sin found in Schleiermacher,
Ritschl, F. R. Tennant, Barth, Brunner, Reinhold Niebuhr, Tillich, Berkouwer,
Rahner, Küng, Zizioulas, and Pannenberg. Undoubtedly, Thiselton retrieves
valuable points in each thinker, but such a rapid review has a numbing effect
which blocks the flow of the argument. 


Despite these criticisms, I willingly endorse Thiselton’s substantive book
for its significant and undeniable merits: the author’s vast learning on
biblical and theological themes, his steadfast and skillful defense of the
continuity existing between biblical teaching and the later theological
tradition, and his insistence that, with the proper use of hermeneutics, one
may ably defend the full intelligibility of Christian faith and doctrine.









Thomas
G. Guarino 


Seton Hall University

South Orange, New Jersey
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[bookmark: wisdom]Wisdom, Law and Virtue: Essays in Thomistic Ethics.By Lawrence Dewan, O.P. New York: Fordham University
Press, 2007. Pp. xvi + 690. $85.00 (cloth). ISBN 978-0-8232-2796-9.


This is a
collection of twenty-seven papers written by Lawrence Dewan over a span of more
than three decades. Up to now many of them have been hard to come by and have
not received anything like the attention they deserve, and so Fordham Press is
to be thanked for issuing this volume. It includes a bibliography and a good
index of names and subjects. Regrettably there is no index of texts of St.
Thomas. Also regrettable is that the notes have all been sent to the back of
the book. This may make the pages more pleasing to the eye, but besides the
annoyance of having to go back and forth, there is the problem that the notes
are substantial and sometimes very important, and this layout risks their being
overlooked. But it is a solid and handsome production, and I found very few
printing errors.


As for the content,
the praise that I am inclined to lavish upon it might put some readers off. I
shall try to keep sober.


The subtitle calls
the papers “essays in Thomistic ethics.” This is true, but the
perspective taken throughout is that of the title’s first word: wisdom. These
are studies in St. Thomas’s sapiential approach to ethical matters, his
characteristic treatment of them in light of the “highest causes.”
The primary focus is the treatment’s metaphysical dimension. This of
course is understood to be at the service of the theological; as Dewan says in
the Introduction written for the volume, “the presence of Christian
revelation and its truth constitutes the all-enveloping context.”


The essays form a
surprisingly coherent whole, and Dewan has chosen to arrange them
systematically, under six headings. The first five go from the general to the
particular—the order that Thomas himself recommends in ethics. The last is a
“Methodological Postscript.”


The opening group
of papers is called simply “Universal Considerations.” In most of
these the aim is to bring out some aspect of the metaphysical point of view and
its controlling function in Thomas’s ethical thought. Titles include
“Wisdom and Human Life: The Natural and the Supernatural,”
“Wisdom as Foundational Ethical Theory,” “St. Thomas,
Metaphysics and Human Dignity” (an extended plea for hylomorphism
as fundamental in establishing the human 
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person’s dignity),
“Truth and Happiness,” and “Is Liberty the Criterion of
Morals?” A passage from this last piece typifies Dewan’s program: “I
submit that one must move from freedom to its source in reason and from
practical reason to contemplative reason if one is really to discover reason in
all its amplitude as the source of ‘ought’ and ‘ought not’ for human action. It
is the goal that is the principle of practical reason, and the goal is
contemplation of the truth” (120).


Notice that the
(ultimate) goal is not moral goodness itself. Dewan is emphatic about the fact
that for Thomas the moral good is not man’s highest good. It is not reason’s
highest good. “Ethics is of secondary importance. We must not let
ourselves be caught in the spell of ‘the sanctity of ethics.’ In some ways,
this is a sort of substitute for religion… . In the face of this, we must
assert the primacy of contemplation and the role of ethics as in the service of
contemplation. Ethics is essential, but it is not what is best” (57).


For the same
reason, neither is the moral good what is most delightful (although it is
delightful, pace Kant). In another paper in this group, “Is St.
Thomas a Spiritual Hedonist?”, Dewan carefully lays out Thomas’s highly
nuanced understanding of the relation between desire of the good and desire of
pleasure or delight. One especially interesting result of this analysis is that
the desire of happiness constitutes a condition of the very possibility of the
highest moral good, charity. Charity’s chief delight, of course, is not in its
own inherent goodness, but in that of its chief object: the divine good, as it
is in itself, in its own truth.


The second theme,
with four papers, is “The Will and Its Act.” The issues are classic:
the distinction between intellect and will, the “primacy of
intellect,” the causes of free choice, the first cause of moral evil.
Among the many studies of Thomas on these topics, I know of none equal to these
in clarity, philosophical penetration, or even (as far as I can judge) sheer
accuracy. Also exhibited here, more perhaps than anywhere else in this volume,
is Dewan’s extraordinary sensitivity to the theoretical significance of the
differences (and constants) among Thomas’s various handlings of a question over
the course of his career.


Four papers on
“Natural Law” comprise the next group. In these Dewan engages three
very different interpreters of Thomas: John Finnis, Jacques Maritain (two
papers), and Jean Porter. The papers on Finnis and Maritain make the case for
the presence of genuine “metaphysical light”— merely seminal,
unscientific, but definitely “pertaining to wisdom,” and even
including a glimpse of the divine—at the very dawn of our vision of moral
truth. The paper on Porter contains the book’s only pages (eight) on sexual
ethics. The relative brevity is somehow refreshing; and the reflections on
Thomas’s conception of nature, as it bears on this topic, are
magisterial. They are offered here in answer to a “sympathetic modern
critic” of Thomas on sex. In light of them, however, one must be struck by
how weakly that conception often comes across even in many of Thomas’s modern
advocates. To see what I mean, one might read these pages and then look over
the literature on the so-called “perverted-faculty argument.” More
generally, I am led to wonder whether sealing Thomas’s ethics 
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off from his
metaphysics (if only for “marketing purposes”) can possibly avoid denaturing
it.


“Legal
Justice” is Dewan’s heading for the fourth group. He might have subjoined,
“Personal Dignity and the Common Good—Human and Divine.” Is the
dignity of persons compatible with the “primacy of the common good”?
In the extreme case, is it compatible with community-inflicted death
(capital punishment), or with self-inflicted death on behalf
of the community? Thomas’s affirmations of the person’s dignity and of the
common good’s primacy are equally vigorous, and in the first essay Dewan traces
them to a highly unified vision. The key consideration is a person’s special way
of being related to the common good (understood primarily as the good of the universe).
The line of thinking comes strikingly to a head in the account of the primacy
in justice—natural justice—of the love of God above oneself: the
deity’s status as “supreme personal existent” turns out to be quite
inseparable from that of supreme common good. The second
essay, again in discussion with John Finnis, insists on the primacy, in the
human order, of political community, chiefly on account of its special
role in fostering that decidedly personal “basic human good” which is
virtue (moral and intellectual). Three pieces address the
death issues. The third, “Suicide as a Belligerent Tactic,” is in
response to well-known recent events, with extended reflections on information
drawn from media sources. Dewan judges that both in theory and in practice these
issues cannot receive adequate treatment except in light of our relation to
God.


Next come five
papers on “Various Virtues.” Here too, although the topics are fairly
specific, the viewpoint remains firmly metaphysical. In Dewan’s practice of
it—as in Thomas’s, surely—metaphysics is by no means confined to
generalities, a “view from the clouds.” In some way metaphysics gets into
everything.


Three of these
essays regard the virtue of religion. Since Thomas regards this virtue as the
highest part of justice, and justice the highest moral virtue, Dewan judges the
philosophy of religion to be the highest part of moral philosophy. Thus in the
first paper, in which he outlines some basic elements in Thomas’s philosophy of
religion, his declared aim is to further Jacques Maritain’s concern for
“developing as far as possible an autonomous moral philosophy.”
Obviously this can hardly mean a moral philosophy developed in isolation from
metaphysics (or from God). It means simply a moral philosophy whose principles
are fully up and running. Of these, among the most important are the practical
implications of our being creatures. An essay with the remarkable
title “St Thomas and the Ontology of Prayer” shows the need for
metaphysics in fully making sense of one of religion’s chief acts.


Nowadays of course
not all theologians are persuaded that there is much of a role for metaphysics
even in the science of theology, let alone in religious practice. In a lovely
essay in this group, “Philosophy and Spirituality,” Dewan insists
that “spirituality formation”—meaning simply religious formation, or
formation in holiness—has “an essentially philosophical
dimension.” He even argues that “this is truer for Christians than it
was for the Greeks who listened 
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to Aristotle”
(363). As for the present situation, “A return to intense philosophical
studies as a form of priestly education is necessary. Without it, what do we
have? What we have is literary studies of sacred Scripture, under every sort of
human theoretical light save the sapiential. This is a formula for confusion
and spiritual disaster” (364). Along this line, in an essay on the
relation between philosophy and faith, he raises provocative questions about
current departmental distinctions, suggesting for instance that, in a way,
knowledge of the Bible falls under the general category of “philosophical
science” (391-92). This is not as odd as it might sound, since here Dewan
is using the word “philosophical” to cover the whole range of “human
theoretical lights”: not only metaphysics, but also literary studies,
history, etc. But the word is not intended merely to startle. His further point
is that, in order to serve theology, these disciplines need to be unified and
orchestrated, and this indeed is a job for philosophy.


The topic of the
other essay in this group is still more particular: “St Thomas, Lying, and
Venial Sin.” Dewan however takes the occasion to sketch a beautiful
panorama of Thomas’s whole moral world, so as to locate lying within it. A
helpful complement to this paper is to be found on pages 92-111 of the article
by Dewan in Nova et Vetera (English edition) 6 (2008). There
is a notion currently circulating that, for Thomas, to assert (to signify
oneself as holding) what one does not in fact hold, or to deny what one does
hold, is sometimes not at all wrong (even venially); in some versions, it is
not even a “lie.” Together these discussions should put that
notion to rest.


The
“Methodological Postscript” contains two essays. One is Dewan’s
well-known study, ”’Obiectum‘: Notes on the Invention of a
Word.” In scope this far exceeds the moral object, but the
intense discussion going on about that could benefit considerably from the
light shed here on the very meaning (or rather, meanings) of
“object.”


Dewan does have a
good deal to say about the moral object in the last piece, “St. Thomas and
Moral Taxonomy.” This is mainly an extended and very lucid gloss on a text
that gives many readers (including the author of this review) no little trouble:
question 18 of the Prima Secundae, on the good and the bad in human
acts generally. A prefatory look at the first quaestio of the Prima
Secundae sets a helpful context. At the end, in what to me is a striking
move, and also a fitting conclusion for the entire volume, Dewan pans over to
the last two articles of question 19, on the relation of the goodness of the
human will to the will of God. He finds St. Thomas making “conformity with
the will of God” to be the determinant of the highest genus of
good human acts, that is, their most universal and formal genus.
“The entire moral life of the good person is viewed as organized under
this union with the will of God: ‘doing the will of God’ is the supreme name of
every good act, in its kind (as regards moral species) or in its individual
reality (as regards morally indifferent acts)” (477).


This is a book of
exceptional value, I believe, in at least three ways. One, somewhat
specialized, lies in its obvious bearing on the ongoing debate about the
relation between metaphysics and ethics in Thomas. It seems to me that after 
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working through
these studies, one must wonder how it is even possible to regard the
metaphysics in Thomas’s ethical writings as some sort of dispensable appendage.
Perhaps the only answer is that discerning metaphysical influence takes a
“metaphysical eye.” Dewan has one, and the influence he sees is deep
and pervasive. This is not to deny the distinctness of ethics. It has
its own subject and principles, and hence its “autonomy.” But it is
not a self-starter, partly because of what we saw earlier: it is not its own
last end. Its absolutely first principle, for Thomas, is the last end. (In some
interpretations, however, even this is not too clear.) To be sure, the first
principles that ethics supposes, being genuine firsts, must be indemonstrable,
“self-evident.” But ethics only supposes them. To determine,
judge and defend them—to bring them fully into their own
“evidence”—is a metaphysical exercise. That this is so for
Thomas ought to be plain enough even from a glance at the first few lines of
the proemium to his commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics. In
this book Dewan puts on display how it is so.


These essays are
certainly not just for specialists. Anyone wanting to understand Thomas’s
thought better will benefit immensely from them. It is not just that Dewan
knows Thomas intimately and gets his meaning right. He has a way of capturing
what is “happening” in the text, of “watching” Thomas
philosophize and re-enacting the event, which is unusually instructive. As for
the prose, it is always crystal clear, and as fresh as it is serene.


The book’s chief
virtue, however, is simply the perennial moral wisdom that it transmits. Dewan
says, “I wish to stress the lifelong use of St. Thomas’s Summa
theologiae secunda secundae. Moral education, self-help in spirituality,
requires that we make such a book, such a treatise on human living, a constant
stimulus of our reflection” (363). Clearly he has done this very thing.
The results have a power to stimulate all their own.
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An all-too-common view of Leibniz is that of the metaphysician who humored his
more devout correspondents with an occasional, though disingenuous, bit of
theologizing. How many times have we read that Leibniz was pulling the leg of
his Jesuit interlocutor Bartholomew de Bosses when he compared his notion of 
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the vinculum
substantiale with the Eucharist? Surely, a century’s worth of rationalists
have informed us, the man who invented the calculus would not—could not—have
taken Christianity seriously. 


Leibniz on the
Trinity and the Incarnation, a fully revised version of the author’s Trinità
e Incarnazione: Il rapporto tra filosofia e teologia rivelata nel pensiero di
Leibniz, should drive the final nail in the coffin of this tired old
story. Hardly the textbook rationalist, Leibniz emerges in Antognazza’s fine
work as passionate defender of the Christian mysteries, a dexterous exponent of
St. Augustine’s account of Trinitarian vestiges in creation, and an able
apologist for the perennial value of the terms ‘substance’, ‘nature’, and
‘person’ in Trinitarian theology. Moreover, Antognazza makes a fine case for rereading
Leibniz’s metaphysics in light of his commitment to revealed theology: 


Although theological in origin, these Trinitarian debates were
interwoven with many philosophical problems, such as the relationship between
reason and revelation, knowledge and faith; the issue of the limits of human
understanding, of the degrees of knowledge, and of the epistemological status
of belief; the question of the scope and validity of the principle of
noncontradiction; the reflection on the role and meaning of analogy; the
inquiry into the concepts of ‘nature,’ ‘substance,’ and ‘person’; and the
theory of relations (xiii).


Two conclusions
emerge from Antognazza’s survey of Leibniz’s theological interests. On the one
hand, she argues that Leibniz was “clearly convinced” that the
doctrine of the Trinity could be cleared of the charge of contradiction;
indeed, he repeatedly asserted that it should be accepted as revealed truth
owing to the long established ecclesiastical tradition. On the other hand,
Antognazza maintains that Leibniz endeavored to explain the mysteries of the
Trinity and the Incarnation in a way that was consistent with the main tenets
of his philosophy, and—perhaps more importantly—to construct his metaphysics
in a manner that was consistent with the main tenets of revealed theology.
Indeed, Antognazza argues that Leibniz was remarkably consistent in his
commitment to the norms of Christian orthodoxy, broadly considered, from the
earliest stages of his career to his final writings. That Leibniz was serious
about theology, and especially Trinitarian theology, she says, is
“immediately obvious to anyone who reads Leibniz’s work without the
distorting lens of modern priorities” (5).


To drive this point
home, Antognazza unearths a veritable trove of “minor” texts in which
Leibniz addresses theological topics. She begins her study with the Demonstrationum
catholicarum conspectus, an adventurous plan of “Catholic
demonstrations” written by Leibniz when he was twenty-two years old. The Conspectus
is eye-opening, to say the least; it has extensive, if never completed, plans
for a wide range of Trinitarian and Christological positions, including a long
discussion of the paternal monarchia, various arguments for the filioque,
and an argument ex convenientia for why only the second divine person
could have become incarnate. Using the Conspectus as her outline,
Antognazza analyzes 
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Leibniz’s
anti-Socinian works in the first part of her study, which occupies the years
1663-71. Among the works she discusses are the Defensio Trinitatis,
the Refutatio objectionum Dan. Zwickeri contra Trinitatem et incarnationem
Dei, and a pile of forgotten manuscripts, including De incarnatione
Dei seu de unione hypostatica, De transsubstantiatione, De
usu et necessitate demonstrationum immortalitatis animae, and De
demonstratione possibilitatis mysteriorum eucharistiae. In these youthful
works—whose titles alone give a sense of the philosopher’s preoccupations—we
see Leibniz wrestling with whether the mysteries of the faith can be
demonstrated, the relationship of faith and reason, and the cognitive value of
faith. His approach to these issues is largely Augustinian, although elements
of his mature metaphysics, such as the adoption of the Hobbesian notion of conatus,
also make their appearance in these early works (cf. 41ff.).


The years 1672-92,
to which Antognazza devotes the second part of her study, contain “the
scattered pieces of a puzzle called the Demonstrationes Catholicae”
(67). This work, a successor to the Conspectus, also remained
unfinished, but individual fragments, such as the Examen religionis
christianae (the so-called Systema theologicum), allowed Leibniz
to launch new offensives against the various Averroists and Socinians who so
irritated him. In these fragments, Leibniz offers a detailed account of the
motives of credibility and the use to which Christians should put reason. His
notions in this respect look perfectly innocuous; he argues that reason
verifies the authenticity of the witnesses to revelation, especially in its
historical and philological dimensions; that reason helps the Christian
interpret Scripture; and, not surprisingly, that reason enables the Christian
to defend revealed truths. He also starts to show a greater awareness of the
Scholastic tradition, particularly Thomism, during this stage of his career. In
a claim sure to be of interest to readers of The Thomist, Antognazza
remarks that the line of reasoning adopted by Leibniz “takes its basic
conception of the analogia entis from the Thomist school” (69).
No doubt many will challenge this claim. It might be asked whether a Thomist
conception of analogy is possible within a Leibnizian metaphysics, although
Antognazza has already offered the reader such a strong rereading of Leibniz’s
philosophy at this point in the book—and one based on so many obscure and
frankly shocking manuscripts—that one cannot assume to know too much about
Leibniz’s metaphysics any longer.


The third part of Leibniz
on the Trinity and the Incarnation covers the years 1693-1705. Leibniz
spent a good deal of these prime philosophical years following Trinitarian
controversies in England. Although he was honest enough to point out that he
had not read all of the men involved in these debates—they included such
luminaries as John Locke, Ralph Cudworth, and Richard Hooker—he was
particularly interested in pointing out the flaws of the “Sociniens
d’Angleterre,” especially the anti-Trinitarian provocateur
Stephen Nye, the mathematically-inclined neo-Arian William Freke, and the Deist
John Toland. In these debates, too, Leibniz comes off as surprisingly
conventional: he comes to the defense of Robert Bellarmine and evinces
suspicion when lesser 
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British divines,
such as William Sherlock and John Wallis, depart from traditional Trinitarian
language. Always the devotee to methodological rigor, Leibniz even corrected
Friedrich Simon Löffler, on his incorrect use of definitions, axioms,
hypotheses, and postulates when his nephew entered the debate with William
Freke. The last chapter of this section, the tenth of the book, is particularly
noteworthy. In a careful study of Leibniz’s Annotatiunculae subitaneae ad
Tolandi librum De christianismo mysteriis carente, as well as his
correspondence with Thomas Burnet, Antognazza shows how much of Leibniz’s Nouveaux
essais has its genesis in Edward Stillingfleet’s A Vindication of the
Doctrine of the Trinity, particularly its charge that Locke’s epistemology
endangered the mystery of the Trinity. While Leibniz exonerates Locke of the
charge of guilt by association with John Toland, he still expresses his doubts
about Locke’s inclinations towards Socinianism, especially in his hypothesis of
thinking matter (cf. 134). 


The intellectual
issues of Leibniz’s final decade, which are taken up in the fourth and final
part of Antognazza’s work, have their beginning in the controversies that
surrounded the Dissertations historiques of Mathurin Veyssières de La
Croze. These controversies widened the scope of the debates about Socinianism
to include speculations about Islamic theology, the Kabbalah, and possible
anticipations of the Trinity found in pre-Christian antiquity. Leibniz’s
longstanding interest in these debates also came full circle during these
years, when he encountered an old antagonist from his early writings, the
Socinian apologist Andreas Wissowatius. Antognazza provides a thoughtful
analysis of Leibniz’s annotations to his copy of Wissowatius’s Vernünfftige
Religion in the penultimate chapter of her book, which serves as Leibniz’s
final statements against those who would deny traditional Christian mysteries
and also sets the stage for Antognazza’s final synthesis. In her final chapter,
she addresses the famous “Preliminary Discourse on the Conformity of Faith
with Reason” which Leibniz prefixed to the Theodicy. After
following Antognazza through so much diverse material, expertly led by the red
thread of Leibniz’s abiding interest in the Holy Trinity, passages that had
once seemed to be mere allusions to the Trinity in his late masterpieces, or
even concessions to his more pious readers, stand out as hermeneutic beacons
that are crucial for the proper understanding of his metaphysics. The effect is
surprising and, more importantly, convincing.


Antognazza is to be
commended for synthesizing so much material for the reader. Her exposition of
Trinitarian theology is generally sound, although she occasionally stumbles,
and the reader must be exceptionally careful to follow her without error. She
remarks, for example, that St. Anselm “seems to want to prove the absolute
necessity of the Incarnation” in Cur Deus Homo (13). Although
such language occasionally appears in modern Thomist polemics, it really cannot
be taken that seriously. Anselm obviously did not use the term “necessary”
in the way that St. Thomas Aquinas or Leibniz used it, and the reader should
not take too much from this passage. Of course, Leibniz himself might have made
the same mistake, but this is difficult to determine from Antognazza’s brief
summary of St. Anselm. Antognazza also seems to imply that 
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Scholastic
commonplaces, such as the distinction between attributing terms to God essentialiter
or personaliter, are the province of Protestant theology alone (71).
While the distinction is in fact well-known among the Protestant Scholastics,
it is not unique to them, and so one is left to wonder about Leibniz’s sources.
At the opening of the seventh chapter, too, it is not clear whether Leibniz
rejects the communicatio idiomatum or rejects its Lutheran form (77).
While Antognazza later remarks that Leibniz inclined to the interpretation of
the communicatio idiomatum favored by Reformed theologians (86), the
position she finally outlines (87) is a common teaching that Leibniz could
easily have read in one of the Catholic treatises in his library, such as
Dionysius Petavius’s Dogmata theologica. Still I must stress that
these are very, very minor flaws, and they concern exposition more than
substance. They take nothing away from the immense contribution that Leibniz
on the Trinity and the Incarnation makes to our understanding of Leibniz.


Antognazza’s book
also provides a wealth of enlightening and even humorous historical tidbits.
Who would have expected Leibniz to appeal to the authority of the Fifth Lateran
Council (1512-17) to dismiss contemporary Averroists (7)? Or who would have
thought the placid and accommodating philosopher would have erupted so
passionately when confronted with the anti-Trinitarian Daniel Zwicker, whom
Leibniz called “arrogant,” “inept,” “childish,”
“redundant,” and “barbarously stupid” (30)? In one of the
more interesting developments of the book—at least to this reader—Leibniz
comes off as an uncanny forerunner of many of our own ecumenical strategies. He
almost seems like a postliberal Lutheran committed to working towards
reconciliation from within his own confession, even as he criticizes
foundational Lutheran positions such as sola scriptura and
“repeatedly stresses the authority of the church as the interpreter of the
scriptures” (76). The great contribution of Antognazza’s work, however, is
its apt—and much needed—demolition of the old stereotype of Leibniz. Her
wonderfully detailed portrait bears no resemblance to the stale rationalist
found in Wolff, Kant, Rosmini, Russell, and the neo-Scholastic textbooks, and
Leibniz appears all the better for her diligence. Still, if Leibniz emerges as
a generally orthodox theologian, he does not appear to be a particularly
brilliant one. But neither did he need to be. It is enough to know that the
grand man of the seventeenth century was content to follow the tradition of the
Church, and defend it against all comers.
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In this book,
Tracey Rowland provides a thematic introduction to Joseph Ratzinger’s theology.
It complements Aidan Nichols’s The Thought of Pope Benedict XVI, which
gives a chronological account of Ratzinger’s work. In her first book, Culture
and the Thomist Tradition after Vatican II, Rowland approached Thomism and
Catholic theology from the perspective of Radical Orthodoxy and the Ressourcement
theological tradition. She enriched this approach with special attention
to political philosophy and culture. In Ratzinger’s Faith, she
explores Ratzinger’s thought in the same vein. The book is both intellectually
sophisticated and yet aimed at the ordinary educated reader.


Before considering
the details of her approach, it would be useful to note certain aspects of it
which might be unusual to Catholics who are not familiar with the Ressourcement
tradition or the more recent and primarily Anglican Radical Orthodoxy
movement. Ressourcement scholars attempted to revive theology by
returning to the Fathers. They were often critical of Scholastic theology but
generally had some first-hand acquaintance with it. Joseph Ratzinger was
connected with this movement and an associated later journal, Communio.
More recent scholars in this tradition often uncritically accept the earlier Ressourcement
scholars’ claims and do not have a deep acquaintance with Scholastic
theology. Rowland is influenced by this approach as well as that of the Radical
Orthodoxy movement, which is an attempt to revive Christian theology in a
postmodern perspective.


Sweeping remarks
about Thomism and Scholasticism are common in this book. Rowland eventually
finds herself forced to explain, “This book has not been written to annoy
Rahnerians or other species of Thomists” (149). She frequently cites the
anti-Scholastic Hans Urs von Balthasar, stating at one point that “It is
popularly believed that the only other twentieth-century Catholic theologian
who comes anywhere near von Balthasar’s stature is Karl Rahner from the circle
of Transcendental Thomists” (22). 


Although Rowland is
often critical of Thomists, she is not so critical of Thomas Aquinas. In this
respect she falls squarely in the mainstream of twentieth-century Thomist
attempts to separate Aquinas from the supposedly ahistorical Thomism of some
Thomists. This fall-and-recovery model of Thomism has been commonplace for
nearly a hundred years and was perhaps most distinctly held by existential
Thomists such as Etienne Gilson. But Rowland’s guides here are Henri de Lubac
and two mainstays of Radical Orthodoxy, namely, John Milbank and Catherine
Pickstock. Her comments on these figures may be misleading to a general
audience. For instance, she states that Henri de Lubac’s main theses are
commonly accepted, whereas he never answered his critics and his historical
accuracy is still hotly debated (20-21). Another instance may be when she
states that Milbank and Pickstock’s Truth in Aquinas is “how
Ratzinger would prefer to read the Thomist tradition” (27). She 
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does not cite
Ratzinger to support this claim. She does show sympathy for more recent
“Biblical Thomists” and for the Thomist Servais Pinckaers’s attempt
to move moral theology away from an ethics of obligation towards a focus on the
virtues. This sympathy might seem out of place since she regards Reginald
Garrigou-Lagrange as a villain of preconciliar Thomism—even though he rejected
casuistic approaches in his attempt to center moral theology around progress in
the spiritual life, and focused especially on the virtues and the gifts of the
Holy Spirit.


The above remarks
point to a recurring tendency in the book to describe Ratzinger’s thought as a
struggle against a variety of poorly defined movements. The bad movements
include Scholasticism, Kantianism, moralism, and Jansenism (141). Rowland gives
very little information about the theses held by members of these movements or
their justification of the theses. Even the positively portrayed movements are
not described in enough detail. For instance, she states that Ratzinger has a
strong preference “for Augustinian and Bonaventurian over Kantian
epistemology” (46). I hope that she is correct, but it is hard to know, as
this statement is not explained. The scattered remarks on Bonaventure can be
puzzling. For instance, she approvingly cites a scholar who describes Ratzinger
as holding the Bonaventurian view that “only the Gospel will save us, not
philosophy, not science, and not scientific theology” (14). Has any
respectable Catholic theologian held the alternative view? Garrigou-Lagrange
was especially insistent on this supposedly “Bonaventurian” point.


Rowland’s general
approach is to move back and forth between what would widely be regarded as
bedrock statements of the Catholic faith and Ratzinger’s personal theological
and religious opinions. This movement can be confusing because of the book’s
thematic approach. Periods and genres of text are mixed together. For instance,
in the space of a few pages Rowland explains Ratzinger’s thought with reference
to an official Church document which he influenced, his early commentaries on
Vatican II, and a late journalistic interview (94-99). She shows a masterful
command of Ratzinger’s texts but does not show his development from the young
theologian of the 1950s, the expositor and later partial critic of Vatican II,
and the more cautious theologian of the 1970s. The approach becomes more
confusing when she cites Church documents such as Dominus Iesus in
order to explain Ratzinger’s own thought (96-99). She might give some readers
the impression that document’s emphasis on the centrality of Christ and the
Catholic Church are merely Ratzinger’s theological positions rather than
articles of faith.


Each chapter is an
informative discussion of how Ratzinger’s writings relate to some of the
central issues of the contemporary Catholic intellectual scene. The
introduction and chapter 1 discuss Ratzinger’s relationship to contemporary
currents and are perhaps the least helpful. But they do give an indication of
what a Communio scholar might see as progress in the movement from a
preconciliar Scholastic approach to the less-disciplined variety of approaches
in contemporary Catholic theology.
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Chapter 2 focuses
on Vatican II’s Gaudium et spes. This chapter reflects themes in
Rowland’s earlier book, which was in large part a criticism of this document.
Rowland shows that Ratzinger has consistently expressed similar reservations
about its “Pelagian” characteristics (32-40). The document does not
emphasize enough that there is a special Christian anthropology. She suggests
that it presents an underlying and in her view problematic conception of nature
and grace which resembles that of Garrigou-Lagrange. (37) Another interesting
feature of this chapter is Rowland’s explanation of how Ratzinger avoids
Rahner’s claim that just as the “Council” of Jerusalem marks the
separation between Jewish and Gentile Christianity, so does Vatican II mark the
separation between two kinds of Catholicism (30-32). It is surely odd that any
theologian would wish to place one of many ecumenical councils alongside a
gathering of the apostles which occurred while the deposit of faith had not yet
been fully completed. Such a claim would have been strange at the time of
Rahner’s work, but it seems especially self-important from the perspective of a
later generation. In general, Rowland does not clearly indicate those aspects
of Ratzinger’s thought which are common to a much larger group and those which
are distinctive.


Chapter 3 discusses
Ratzinger’s treatment of revelation. This topic has special importance not only
for its treatment by Vatican I and Vatican II, but also because of Ratzinger’s
early habilitationsschrift on Bonaventure, an early draft of which had
a controversial and later deleted section on revelation. Rowland focuses on the
documents of Vatican II and introduces a new villain: Francisco Suarez. She
states that Suarez’s account of revelation was replaced during Vatican II by an
account which resembles that of Ratzinger.


Rowland’s
description of the differences between the positions of Suarez, the classical
Thomists, and Ratzinger lacks lucidity, and it is therefore difficult to
evaluate it. She connects the once-common notion that the articles of faith are
propositional with Suarez’s understanding of the order of assent and faith
(48-49). She may be making the point that for some Jesuit Scholastics the same
propositions which are held by faith can be judged credible even apart from
faith. But her presentation is unclear. For centuries Thomists have
consistently attacked the position that there is an acquired faith which is
based on a judgment of credibility. Even for those of us who have little
sympathy for such Jesuits on this point, Rowland may be constructing a straw
man.


The title of
chapter 4 is “Beyond Moralism: God is Love.” Rowland states that
Ratzinger and the Communio school more generally think that
preconciliar moral theology was casuistic and harmful to faith. She makes
interesting remarks about the importance of love for moral theology, and
discusses Nietzsche’s view of agape and eros. This discussion
is connected with remarks about the evils of both Jansenism and Pelagianism. At
points it is unclear what the different terms mean and consequently why they
should be rejected. But there is a welcome remark on the importance of
friendship with God in moral theology (83).


Chapter 5 is on
ecclesiology. This chapter sheds light on a topic which received much less
treatment in Scholastic theology than it does today. Rowland 
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argues that
Ratzinger follows de Lubac and von Balthasar in their emphasis on a theology of
communion, in contrast with a once-fashionable emphasis on the Church as the
“people of God.”


Chapter 6 is on
“Modernity and the Politics of the West.” Rowland is unusual among
theologians in her competence and interest in political philosophy, and this
chapter makes surprising and helpful claims about how Ratzinger’s criticism of
contemporary Western culture is rooted in an emphasis on the importance of
tradition. Ratzinger has opposed the tendency to sever Christian theology from
the Western emphasis on reason , which is influenced by ancient Greek culture.
She thinks that Ratzinger’s 2006 Regensburg address was an attempt to
en-courage Islam “to engage with the intellectual heritage of Greece”
(121). She also returns to a theme which she addressed in chapter 2, which is
that even politically there is no purely natural order which can be perfected
apart from the supernatural order. There is no “unprejudiced” moral
or even religious stance in which to stake political claims. She writes that,
according to Ratzinger, “there is no such thing as a theologically neutral
state which is the good which the liberal tradition claims to offer”
(113).


Chapter 7 is on the
development of the liturgy since Vatican II. This chapter discusses Ratzinger’s
criticisms of the “Lecarco-Bugnini inspired liturgical experiments of the
last three decades” (141). She gives many references to Ratzinger’s own
texts in this context. Especially welcome is her discussion of Ratzinger’s
attempt to improve liturgical music (131-33).


The conclusion
makes additional remarks about Ratzinger’s overall religious viewpoint, but it
also compares his thought with that of John Paul II. Rowland writes, “The
papacy of Benedict should therefore be seen in a harmonious contrast with John
Paul II’s in certain respects, but also as one which is in unison with his
predecessors on all the big issues” (154). 


Rowland’s book can
seem in part to be an exposition of the author’s own thinking along with
Ratzinger rather than an exposition of Ratzinger’s thought. Many movements and
figures are dismissed in a perfunctory and even confusing way. Rowland displays
no familiarity with many theologians whom she criticizes, especially the
preconciliar Thomists. Various groups (“preconciliar Thomism,”
“moralism,” “Augustinianism,” et al.) are presented in too
general and vague a manner. Nevertheless, this book provides valuable insight
into how an influential contemporary theologian and—perhaps—other members of
her circle view the development of contemporary Catholic theology and
Ratzinger’s role in it.
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Fergus Kerr’s “Work
on Oneself”: Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Psychology is a
peculiar addition to the already unwieldy—perhaps unseemly—number of existing
introductions to the thought of Ludwig Wittgenstein. Based upon lectures
“commissioned by a Catholic institution for students of clinical
psychology,” Work
on Oneself is intended to be an “elementary introduction to
Wittgenstein’s philosophical reflections on psychology” with an
“emphasis on Wittgenstein’s religious background and the implications,
arguably, for his philosophy” (8). Needless to say, most introductions to
Wittgenstein are not designed for Catholic students of clinical psychology
interested in his religious impulses and later philosophical psychology. Hence,
in an obvious way, Kerr’s work is justifiable, for it approaches Wittgenstein’s
work from a novel angle; indeed, a more curious target audience would be hard
to imagine. Yet the work as a whole succeeds in more ways than that of filling
a narrow niche; in fact, it succeeds almost in spite of its intended purpose.


Work on Oneself
is a
valuable and commendable introduction to the life and thought of Wittgenstein,
but not because it really accomplishes what a reasonable reader would expect an
“elementary introduction” to Wittgenstein’s philo-sophical psychology
to accomplish. The chapters do not build upon one another in a linear or
chronological fashion, nor do they tightly cohere around the subject of
“Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Psychology,” as the subtitle
advertises. Instead, the book is more a series of biographical vignettes that,
taken together, provide a sketch of Wittgenstein’s life and philosophical
journey, and the animating spirit behind both. Rather than a continuous and
sustained argument, the chapters are, for the most part, collections of one- to
three-page snapshots of episodes in Wittgenstein’s life—usually his intersection
with a cultural or intellectual movement or an influential person or work—and
the philosophical insights or transformations to which they gave rise. (As an
intellectual biography, the work is more philosophically rich and less damning
than David Edmonds’ and John Eidinow’s Wittgenstein’s Poker but more
compact and less prone to hero worship than Ray Monk’s The Duty of Genius.)
By adopting this biographical-philosophical approach, Kerr effectively blurs
the lines between biography and philosophy in order to show what Wittgenstein
himself said, namely, that “work on philosophy … is work on
oneself.”


Kerr’s treatment of
Wittgenstein and Catholicism is a case in point. Though Wittgenstein is not
immediately recognized as a philosopher of religion, his extant writings
contain numerous remarks on Christianity and Catholicism and reflections on
major religious works such as James George Frazer’s Golden Bough and
William James’s Varieties of Religious Experience. According to
Maurice Drury, a friend of Wittgenstein’s for over twenty years, Wittgenstein
once confessed, “I am not a religious man but I cannot help seeing every
problem from a religious point of view. I would like my work to be understood
in this 
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way.”
Commentators have long had difficulty reconciling such serious reflections on
religious issues and the use of religious language with the wider thought of
Wittgenstein, the one-time inspiration for logical positivism and the Vienna
Circle. Most have either ignored these remarks or written them off as
peripheral, a regrettable hang-over from his early exposure to Catholicism or
his youthful fascination with Schopenhauer. 


In Kerr’s view,
however, a deep religious sensibility in general and a fascination with
Catholicism in particular were principal motivators in Wittgen-stein’s personal
and intellectual life. The biographical-philosophical sketches that
collectively constitute the second chapter revolve around the thesis that the
later Wittgenstein’s holistic and pragmatic tendencies sprang from a
“double event,” namely, his “repudiating rationalism in Catholic
apologetics and respecting the place of ritual and ceremony in human life”
(52). By sketching brief episodes and encounters from Wittgenstein’s life—from
his reading of such figures as Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, and Barth to his death-bed
request, made through Elizabeth Anscombe, that he speak with a priest—Kerr
progressively makes his case that at least two of Wittgenstein’s major insights
were born out of his wrestling with specifically religious questions. His
embracing of “holism”—the notion that a word or sentence is only
meaningful within a larger context of a whole language and practice—and
“pragmatism”—the insistence upon the priority of action and behavior
to language and reason—arose, on Kerr’s account, out of Wittgenstein’s
encounter with and subsequent rejection of the over-intellectualizing of
religion. When the language of faith is taken out of the life of ritual and
practice, the resulting “doctrine” denatures religion, turning it
into something inert and listless, a kind of super- or pseudo-science,
competing with physics and chemistry for its truth claims. “The symbolism
of Christianity is wonderful beyond words,” Wittgenstein declared in 1930,
“but when people try to make a philosophical system out of it I find it
disgusting.”


It is not clear
that Kerr succeeds in demonstrating that Wittgenstein’s repudi-ation of certain
approaches to religion and his own appreciation for ritual, sym-bolism, and
Christian practice were, in fact, the driving forces behind his later
philosophical positions. It could argued that his insights into religious
language and practice were merely a paradigmatic application of more general
conclusions acquired elsewhere in his life and thought. Due to the introductory
nature of the book, Kerr’s defense of his position does not extend to an attack
on alternative hypotheses. But whatever the case, Kerr is to be commended for
taking Witt-genstein’s remarks regarding religion seriously and attempting to
incorporate them in a substantial way into the larger body of his work. Even
more par-ticularly, Kerr is to be commended for offering a novel thesis
regarding Wittgen-stein without torturing any texts or consciously disregarding
biographical or textual evidence. (By contrast, the novelty of the recent
American decon-structionist read of Wittgenstein—which contends that the Tractatus
is an ironic piece of nonsense with no metaphysical ambitions and that the
later Wittgenstein never advanced philosophical theses but was consistently
therapeutic in his approach to philosophical problems—comes at the expense of
genuine exegesis.) 
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There is no slight
of hand or misdirection with Kerr. He has an adroit command of Wittgenstein’s
published works and Nachlaß, the papers and manuscripts Wittgenstein
left to his literary executors in 1951, as well as the secondary literature. In
true Wittgensteinian fashion, he brings freshness to his subject matter merely
by rearranging what all Wittgenstein scholars already know.


For instance,
Kerr’s take on Wittgenstein’s philosophical psychology stays close to the
conventional path but at times takes interesting and somewhat unorthodox,
though textually and biographically grounded, detours. Kerr’s Wittgenstein is
highly suspicious of the human tendency to try to provide scientific or
philosophical explanations for ordinary concepts such as “thinking,”
“believing,” or “doubting.” Because fields such as
psychology and psychiatry have borrowed the quantitative and experimental methods
of the hard sciences, people are tempted to believe that these fields will
bring forth as much understanding about the human being as physics and
chemistry have about the physical world. But the parallel is misleading.
Psychology does not explain mental phenomena, in the sense that it reduces
thinking, believing, or doubting to more basic phenomena or elements; rather, a
psychology, such as Freud’s, presents us with a certain mythology or way of
looking at the world, which indeed throws new light on the subject but not by
revealing any new entities or hidden realities. In the same vein, philosophers
have been tempted to explain mental phenomena in terms of one of two grand
theories, behaviorism or introspectivism. As a consequence of these theories, which
are two sides of one philosophical coin, such questions as “How do I
really know what is going on in my neighbor’s mind?” have invariably
arisen, but they, too, are the results of conceptual confusion, which can be
revealed through an analysis of how we use language in relation to people other
than ourselves.


In large part,
then, Kerr sees Wittgenstein’s role as many others have seen it, namely, as a
debunker of pseudo-scientific and philosophical nonsense. But at the end of the
day, the question arises, what is the point of all of this debunking? The
currently fashionable read, somewhat supported by Wittgenstein’s remarks, is
that philosophical activity is undergone for the sake of reaching a state of
“quietism,” a term coined by John McDowell. No longer vexed by
perplexing—because nonsensical—questions, the philosopher can attain inner
peace, almost a return to his happy-go-lucky prephilosophical self, by learning
to leave everything as it is. On the other hand, and more plausibly, Kerr’s
Wittgenstein is much more interested in why people are motivated to go
beyond the limits of sense than he is to help people strip themselves of all
philosophical longing. The philosophical urge to venture into the
ineffable—for example, to “know” other minds “directly” or
to acquire knowledge about which doubt is no longer possible—reveals something
profound about the human being, something like a transcendental urge (in a
Kantian sense) or even a yearning for the divine.


Though Kerr is more
than adept at clearly explaining the flow of Wittgenstein’s arguments and his
overarching convictions or methods, the book does not proceed in a single
direction, with previous chapters or subsections providing a foundation for
later ones. In other words, in a conventional sense 












page
513


the book does not
hold together. But in Kerr’s defense, it could be argued that a conventional
introduction is hardly the way to introduce the thought of an unconventional
thinker. Kerr’s way of organizing his remarks about Wittgenstein seems to mirror
Wittgenstein’s way of organizing his own remarks. As Wittgenstein famously
confesses in the Preface to Philosophical Investigations, “[M]y
thoughts were soon crippled if I tried to force them on in any single direction
against their natural inclination… . For [the very nature of the
investigation] compels us to travel over a wide field of thought criss-cross in
every direction. The philosophical remarks in this book are, as it were, a
number of sketches of landscapes which were made in the course of these long
and involved journeyings.” Kerr’s sketches of these sketches often have a
similar criss-cross pattern over an equally wide field of thought. For
instance, chapter 4 begins with a discussion of mental illness and
consciousness, then touches on the question of the ontology of the person and
its implications for life issues in ethics, then turns to the relationship
between the mind and brain, then turns to solipsism and knowledge of other
minds, and finishes with the reflections of four contemporary philosophers who
have developed Wittgenstein’s reflections on skepticism and other minds in new
directions.


In the final
analysis, of course, questions of style and structure are only pertinent in so
far as they help to answer the greater question whether Work on Oneself is
a worthy introduction, for Catholic clinical psychology students or even a more
general audience. Readers interested in being able to reconstruct specific
arguments from the body of Wittgenstein’s work—for example the so-called
“private language argument” of Philosophical Investigations—would
be better served by some of the earlier introductions, such as Robert Fogelin’s
or Anthony Kenny’s Wittgenstein or David Pears’s Ludwig
Wittgenstein. And those readers interested in reliving the typical two
Wittgensteins narrative—the first, positivistic yet mystical Wittgenstein,
deeply indebted to Russell and Frege, who gives way to the second, ordinary
language/therapeutic Wittgenstein, with pragmatic and holistic leanings—will
also be served better elsewhere. Kerr’s work, of course, is concerned with the
private language argument, Wittgenstein’s pragmatic and holistic streaks, and
the development of his thought, and he presents these topics with clarity and energy.
But the strength of Kerr’s work lies elsewhere. 


Professors who
teach Wittgenstein to undergraduates know that the hardest part of their
endeavor is to explain not what Wittgenstein is saying but why he is saying it.
Why these mundane observations about human language and behavior? “What we
say will be easy,” Wittgenstein once began a lecture in 1934, “but to
know why we say it will be difficult.” In four short chapters, Work on
Oneself is able to communicate the spirit and principal motivators of Wittgenstein’s
later life and work much more effectively than larger volumes written with
greater detail and analytic rigor. Ironically enough, Kerr’s scattered approach
conveys a uniform message: the nature of Wittgenstein’s project was always
something of a lived philosophical anthropology, a relentless grappling 
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with the mystery of
what it is to be a human being and to live amongst other human beings.
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In his recent book What
Is Truth? John Rist has a section called “Where the Hell Are We
Now?”. The two books under review here attempt, with very different
degrees of success, to answer this question.


Anyone trying to
answer Rist’s robust questions would do well to consider what sort of an answer
he is looking for and where he might find such an answer. Our enquirer would
quickly see that he is looking for something more than an account of the
“world in review for 200…”, such as a group of sociologists,
journalists, economists, theater critics and political commentators might
produce. The enquirer might very well see that “the world in review”
approach would be an essential element of any adequate answer to his question,
but he would also have a sense that he will not understand the mass of material
dealing with the contemporary situation without some sense of how things got to
be the way they are now. The snapshot view of reality provided by “the
world in review” leaves out the dynamic or developmental aspect of the
situation he is trying to grasp, the situation that has led in the first place
to his frustrated question” “where the hell are we now?”.


Bur where will he
find an account of this dynamic or developmental aspect of the situation? It
would seem that a consultation with the historian would be in order. The
present situation developed out of the past, he says to himself, and historians
deal with the past. He quickly finds, however, that historians at least ex
professo are not concerned with the whys and wherefores of what has
happened, but with producing an accurate account of how things really happened.
There are specializations within this broad description based on different
bases: temporal, national, cultural, economic, of ideas, and so on; but they
all seek to describe a past reality which is, as a reality, something given—no
matter how difficult it may be to obtain an objective account of that reality.


It is perfectly
legitimate to ask questions about the origins of modern culture or the makings
of modernity, but they are not historical questions in the strict 
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sense. That is,
such questions are second-order questions about the dynamic aspect or developmental
direction at work within history, and a request for a theory or an explanation
of why things have worked out the way they have. At the same time, while such
questions may be legitimate, the answers themselves must constantly be viewed
in the light of first-order historical knowledge. This means not only verifying
that the answer is not obviously contradicted by history, but also engaging in
a continuing effort to be as sensitive and discriminating as possible, to
ensure we have not begun either to ignore or to rearrange the givens of
historical knowledge in the interest of our explanation.


Louis Dupré‘s
reflections on the development of history towards modernity are a model of
careful scholarship and insight. His short book is a distillation and refinement
of many years of careful research and serious writing on questions of the
philosophy of religion and cultural history. The value of the present slim
volume under review bears no proportion to the length of the book. This work
carries with it the authority of what Hegel would have called the labor of
the concept. Dupré‘s outlines of various problems and his descriptions of
the positions of a wide range of thinkers have a distinction that is only
achieved by a persevering and hands-on effort to wrestle with the matters dealt
with, as well as a first-hand knowledge of the texts under discussion. Dupré
understands in a real way what he has read and he knows what he is talking
about.


The book can be
viewed as an extended meditation on the consequences of the breakdown of the
medieval synthesis of nature and grace. This breakdown occurred in the
nominalistic theology of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries when the term supernatural
came to refer to a separate reality “and the theology of nature became
detached from that of the supernatural order.” This separation led to a
naturalism that contributed to the later rise of atheism; the natural, as
distinct from the supernatural, was viewed as an autonomous realm in which God
became increasingly to be viewed as irrelevant. The consequences of the rise of
modern science, and “the unqualified assertion of human freedom in the
nineteenth century,” are shown to have their place in the creation of a
modernity in which religion seems to have become increasingly irrelevant.


In a way all this
has become a familiar tale of the origins of modernity, but the telling of the
tale in this case is particularly interesting and fresh. Here I will focus on
three of the many of Dupré‘s discussions that deserve to be mentioned: his remarks
on form, the transfer of the source of meaning from nature (and ultimately from
God) to the human mind, and how the identification of God’s creative act with
efficient causality was the factor in modern thought that led immediately to
contemporary atheism.


The origins of
modernity are to be found, on Dupré‘s account, in fourteenth-century Italy
where the concept of form began to acquire a new significance. In Plato’s
thought the notion of form is not merely, as it is sometimes presented, a
theory about the nature of universals. It also implies the profound
metaphysical principle that it belongs to the nature of the real “to appear
and to do so in an orderly and intelligible way.” Dupré drives straight
for the heart of the matter and shows us the real importance of “the
problem of universals.” Behind all the rather uninspiring arguments as to
the status of universals there is the more 
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fundamental
question as to why it is important to bother with the question at all. It is
important, Dupré shows us, because whether it is Plato or Aristotle who got the
matter right as to where the universals in themselves are to be found they both
taught that reality itself is ordered and intelligible because of the universal
elements by which it is characterized.


Truth was to be
discovered through an effort to detect the universal elements that characterize
reality; but reality from one point of view seems to be both irreducibly
particular and seriously disordered. Of course, Plato and Aristotle knew this
but they thought this did not matter; or at least it did not matter very much.
Aristotle, for example, held that poetry, like theoretical science, is
“more philosophical and of graver import” than history, for the
former is concerned with the pervasive and universal, and the latter is
addressed to the special and the singular. 


But what about
history? What about “the special and the singular”? What about the
Incarnation and the life of Christ? If we think that the life of Christ is in
itself somehow important because it is real and true then this reality and
truth somehow or other is to be found “in the special and the
particular” and not because of the universal elements in Christ’s life.
The religious humanism that Francis initiated “blossomed into an artistic movement,
in which, contrary to the Greek primacy of the universal, the highest spiritual
meaning resided in the individual.”


Aquinas and Scotus
tried in different ways to maintain the Greek view while at the same time
acknowledging the centrality of the Incarnation. The damage, however, had been
done and Ockham brought the development away from concentration on the
universal to the focussing of attention on the particular and to its conclusion
“when he denied that universal—including all ancient forms in any
way exist.” This position is called nominalism, the view that
regards uni-versals or abstract concepts as mere names, without any
corresponding realities.


This movement in
its turn led to a new idea about the nature of truth; truth was no longer a
discovery of the way things are, but a characteristic of human thinking. The
combined movements of humanism and nominalism moved the pursuit for truth away
from the universal and the conviction that truth was to be found in discovering
these universal elements as they were found in reality. Both classical Greek
thought and the Scholastics, in spite of major differences amongst themselves,
held that thought was intentional, that is, very generally, that the
mind is directed towards an object, and that truth is to be discovered in
delineating the nature of this object. Once it was generally accepted that
reality itself did not contain and display any of the necessary and universal
aspects characteristic of truth, then universality and necessity had to be
looked for somewhere else. This “somewhere else” was in the human
mind. Truth, as Descartes explicitly taught, was to be identified with
certainty, and certainty is something the mind possesses; it is not a
characteristic of reality. “Rationality, which formerly had constituted
the essence of the real, now became the exclusive attribute of the mind.”


Descartes’s
position is usually called rationalism, but in this fundamental shift away from
intentionality his position is shared by empiricists, logical positivists, 
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and linguistic
analysts alike. In spite of the efforts of the German Idealists to recover some
sort of objectivity beyond the constructions of the human mind, as well as
their efforts to establish once again the viability of a notion of transcendence,
it remains true that the mind-set of Descartes still characterizes the modern
age. “Who would dare to say that today the desire for rationalist
engineering under yet a different banner, such as the desire for the worldwide
spreading of democracy upon reluctant nations, has vanished?”


Finally, we have
Dupré‘s illuminating discussion of the reduction of causality to efficiency,
and of creation to efficient causality. This development, he argues, was the
factor in modernity that immediately led to atheism. For Plato, Aristotle, and
Plotinus, efficient causality is neither the only nor even the primary form of
causality; there is also formal and final causality. In late medieval thought,
divine causality became increasingly conceived as an external source. This
coupled with the contention that a moving object possesses an inherent power of
motion meant that God’s creative act was required to get things started, but
motion became less dependent on a continuous divine causality. 


The application of
this concept of causality to creation became acute with Descartes and Newton.
God was required to bring the physical mechanism of the universe into being and
to set it in motion; after that modern physics neither required nor permitted
special divine intervention. The final steps towards atheism were the
perception that the principle that the universe had a beginning was unproved,
and the realization that Newton’s principle of inertia had abrogated the
assumption that rest had a natural priority over motion. Diderot summed up this
development and its conclusion: “If motion might have been inherent in
nature from the beginning and if matter be conceived as dynamic rather than
inert, indeed, most likely endowed with a universal sensitivity, then over a
long period of time nature could have arranged itself into an orderly cosmos.
And possibly have been capable of producing intelligent life. D’Holbach, La
Mettrie, and Helvétius took it upon themselves to draw the conclusions, and
materialistic atheism was born” (51).


All in all, Dupré
gives us a comprehensive, serene, and learned discussion of a variety of themes
which can only deepen and enrich our understanding of the large complex of
questions connected with the themes of modernity, culture, and religion. It is,
of course, possible to disagree with particular discussions or even to ask
questions about his stance on the relative importance he ascribes to different
themes, but no one who reads this book with any care will fail to profit from
this model of exposition and of great learning lightly worn.


Professor
Gillespie’s book The Theological Origins of Modernity is a book of a
somewhat different kind for it is a tract on one theme; it is a tract that is
developed with panache and a wide-ranging view. “Modernity,”
Gillespie tells us, “came into being as the result of a series of attempts
to find a way out of the crisis engendered by the nominalist revolution.”
This in itself is a welcome breath of fresh air and promises a new take on the
familiar outline of the origins of modernity that begins with Descartes and
creeps along to Hume and Kant, and ends with Hegel who is said to have spawned
both Fascism and Communism. On the other hand, there is much to be said for
this familiar outline and if it is to be 
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overturned then not
only careful argument, but evidence of first-hand knowledge of a wide range of
texts will be required. The proof of Gillespie’s thesis depends on a rigorous
exposition of nominalism, and more generally a certain competence with Scholastic
philosophy. It is not being over-scrupulous to ask for this because Gillespie
wants to overthrow the usual picture of the development of modernism, and he
cannot use the excitement engendered by his thesis to disregard what he might
regard as picayune considerations of philosophical or historical accuracy. He
has to show, that is, how his thesis really worked out in the lives and work of
those he writes about, and that requires that he show his thesis has not
skewered his historical sense.


This first-hand
knowledge of the texts requires, especially when dealing with the development
of ideas, a certain sympathy or understanding of the context within which the
ideas developed. Gillespie’s discussion certainly displays an acquaintance, at
least by description, with a wide range of texts, but there is little evidence
of a serious attempt to understand the Christian and historical context of the
thinkers he discusses.


An example will
illustrate the point. Gillespie writes that the assumption that Petrarch was devoutly
Christian is “difficult to reconcile with his classicism.” This may
in fact be the case—it may indeed be difficult to reconcile Petrarch’s
Christianity and his classicism—but that does not say anything very much about
whether or not Petrarch’s Christianity was authentic or not. Petrarch may have
been confused; he may have been clear-headed enough to understand that the task
he had set for himself was one with many strands with the possibility of all
sorts of false turnings, and infelicities of expression; or perhaps he had
lived so long with the difficulties of honestly trying to understand and
describe what he thought was true and important that he had lost sight, if he
ever did see it, that his scholarly interests and his Christianity in fact required
reconciliation.


However, Gillespie
means that Petrarch’s Christianity was suspect; and he says this because he has
no understanding that one can be devoutly Christian and at the same time be
aware that one is not in possession of all the answers. Furthermore,
Gillespie’s contention about Petrarch flies in the face of the consensus of
scholarly work of the last fifty years. In Gillespie’s favor, it is fair to say
that intellectual breakthroughs are often the result of just such a refusal to
go along with the generally accepted. On the other hand, to show Kristeller,
Trinkhaus, and Foster to be wrong is a formidable undertaking, and it is one
that Gillespie evidently thinks it unnecessary to undertake. 


The differences in
the interpretations of Petrarch’s Christianity stem from the complexity of his
own aims, a complexity he both shared and could be said to have bequeathed to
the Catholic humanists. They had rediscovered the world of antiquity, but they
were not simple-minded enough to conclude that they had to jettison the gospel
merely because they had come to appreciate how alien to their own times it in
fact was. It is somewhat ironical that Gillespie cites on several occasions
that fine flower of Dominican scholarship, Kenelm Foster, O.P., but no where
indicates that Foster’s views about Petrarch’s Christianity are diametrically
opposed to his own. Antiquity became for the humanists, as Foster puts it,
“a real period in time both distant and distinct from the middle
ages,” 
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and Petrarch wanted
to hold on to this new awareness as well as to understand it in the light of
his faith.


A complex set of
aims leaves the way open for a complex set of interpretations, and this is true
of not only the weight to be given to the various aims, but also how those
involved in trying to bring about the ends in question view their own subject
matter. If this is the case, and I believe it to be so, then we should not be
surprised that a creative genius like Petrarch was not altogether clear as to
how his divergent interests were to be reconciled—if, indeed, he thought they
had to be reconciled. What is clear is that for him there was no one dominant
idea we can use as key to understand what he was “really” trying to
do. It follows, as there was no main theme of Petrarch, that there is for us no
criterion of relative importance when we come to discuss the various things in
which he was interested. It is a bad mistake to take any one of his aims, such
as the vindication of classical studies, or “the discovery of individuality,”
and claim that this was his real or dominant interest. The search for such a
monochrome Petrarch betrays unwillingness to be patient before a complex
situation, not to say the presence of an idée fixe. But to go on to
maintain that whatever else he might have said about, most importantly,
Christianity is of lesser importance is to prejudge the issue to such an extent
as to doom the hope of any valid understanding of Petrarch’s work. It falsifies
any interpretation of his work because it imputes to him a clarity of a
synthetic purpose which he did not have at the beginning, and which in fact he
may never have had. One of the marks of Petrarch’s genius is that he was
unwilling to give up on any of the elements of the awareness of reality in the interests
of a specious and monolithic clarity.


We have to accept
the unwelcome truth that sometimes, perhaps often, there is no apparent
reconciliation available to us, and we must try to hold on to all the elements
of a given situation if we are to even begin to deal with it, much less to
understand it. The sort of tensions this introduces into a man’s intellectual
life may be destructive because they lead to fence-sitting and an apparent
incapacity to make up one’s mind—a sort of intellectual dithering; on the
other hand, the effort to hold on to unreconciled and apparently disparate
elements of a situation may be the source of a deeper and more complex grasp of
reality. I think such was the case with Petrarch.


The vindication of
Gillespie’s thesis depends on a re-evaluation of the origins and development of
modernity and such a re-evaluation demands a first-hand reworking of the
historical data. Gillespie’s discussion of Petrarch is only one example of a
failure to meet this requirement.
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The work under
consideration is the publication of a dissertation in dogmatic theology
composed at the l’Institut Saint Thomas d’Aquin de Toulouse (France). Its
principal object is to study, in its initial origins and sources, the thought
of Aquinas on the institution of the sacraments by Christ, as this thought was
developed in the first speculative works of this medieval master. The choice of
such a topic does not imply a restricted scope of study of St. Thomas, since
the Scriptum is the work where his teachings on this subject are the
most developed. Other sources, including the Summa Theologiae, offer
less ample information on this subject, even if they develop his views in a way
that is consistent with the early works (13). 


The precise
question of the institution of the sacraments by Christ is one of real
importance, as it touches directly upon what is at stake in the treatment of
other fundamental theological questions (the role of the Church with respect to
the sacramental acts from which she draws her life, the place accorded to the
Holy Spirit in the economy of the Incarnation, etc.). What is being considered
here, then, is the nature of the relationship between the Savior and
sacramental acts, and this relationship casts a decisive light upon the economy
of salvation (12-13).


The book begins
with a historical introduction to the work of St. Thomas. It focuses on the
patristic background of his thinking, and the Scholastics (especially St.
Albert the Great and St. Bonaventure) who wrote at the time of the Scriptum
(16-50). This is helpful in situating Aquinas’s original theological
contribution while also exhibiting his doctrinal continuity with these others.
The texts on the institution of the sacraments are then rapidly presented
(52-68). The main body of the work is the analysis of these texts (69-555),
which concludes with a theological synthesis.


On the level of the
methodology, this study is extremely well done, with regard to both the
analysis of the texts and the synthetic conclusions. It makes use first and
foremost of the historical-critical method of the study of the texts of St.
Thomas, which permits one to understand more precisely their exact meaning, in
distinction from the theological problematics of later time periods. However,
the presentation of synthetic perspectives on his teaching also casts a light
upon contemporary theological questions. 


The texts that are
assembled for each sacrament in the analytical-historical section of the book
are extremely interesting and deepen our understanding of St. Thomas’s thought.
Much more than in the Summa Theologiae, St. Thomas underscores here
the importance of sacraments for the history of salvation. (See the valuable
reflections on the necessity of sacraments through the course of various ages
[104f.]). It is very helpful to read the later teaching of Aquinas with the
help of these foundations that he poses in the Sentences. 
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The doctrinal
synthesis presents in a very remarkable way the relationship between the
sacraments and the redemptive Incarnation. The history of salvation is
sacramental, and attains its perfection in the mystery of Christ. The sense of an
evolution that leads to Christ (from the age of the natural law, through that
of the Old Law) brings to light the progressive pedagogy of God which is also a
developing anthropological teaching. The “power of excellence” of
Christ is presented as strictly interrelated to the meritorious causality of
Christ, that is to say, as being related to a quality of his humanity (577).
This means (in principle) that the capacity to institute the sacraments could
have been conferred to others than the Savior. This value placed upon the
humanity of Christ is equally related to his instrumental dignity, even while
this latter theme, although related to his merit, did not attain its full
importance for Aquinas prior to the Summa contra Gentiles. In effect,
once the power of excellence is taken into account, the place and the role of
the Church are clearly identified by Aquinas (the Church determines the
sacramental rites), this despite the fact that he lacked a wider knowledge
of the historical variation of rites that we have now.


This book, by the
precision of its analysis and by the clarity of its synthesis, permits a
historical and theological reappropriation of a Thomistic doctrine of the
sacraments. One also finds in it numerous basic elements for a deepened
understanding of the sacramental economy of salvation. The importance of this
work is far from being uniquely historical. The author has made a contribution
of great quality to contemporary dogmatic theology. (Translated by Thomas
Joseph White, O.P.)
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The Perspective of the Acting Person: Essays in the Renewal of
Thomistic Moral Philosophy. By Martin
Rhonheimer, edited with an introduction by William F. Murphy, Jr. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2008. Pp. xxxix + 329. $39.95 (paper). ISBN
978-0-8132-1511-2.




This book collects ten essays by Martin Rhonheimer on moral philosophy, some of
which are published for the first time in English. The essays center on two
major topics: the moral object and natural law. Rhonheimer’s main points of
reference in this book are Thomas Aquinas and the encyclical Veritatis Splendor.
The book contains an excellent introduction in which the editor, William
Murphy, Jr., recounts Rhonheimer’s intellectual biography, provides a summary
of his major books, and gives a concise and useful introduction to each essay. 


Towards the end of
the review I will discuss an aspect of Rhonheimer’s account of natural law. But
for the most part I will concentrate on the topic of the moral object, with
regard to which Rhonheimer has recently sparked a lively debate. He presents
the most comprehensive account of the moral object in the eighth essay of this
book, “The Perspective of the Acting Person and the Nature of Practical
Reason: The ‘Object of the Human Act’ in Thomistic Anthropology of
Action,” originally published in 2004 in the journal Nova et Vetera, English
edition. (N.B. The first issue of the 2008 volume of Nova et Vetera is
almost entirely dedicated to the discussion of this essay.) Rhonheimer has the
merit, in fact, of raising a number of important questions regarding Aquinas’s
account of the moral object. The debate ignited by these questions promises to
provide us with a better understanding of a fundamental topic in Aquinas’s
ethics—one that is among the most difficult of his teachings, from both the
exegetical and the philosophical point of view. 


What is
philosophically at stake in the topic of the moral object? The moral object
defines the intelligibility or essence of an intentional action. In other
words, the moral object establishes an action within a given species in the
moral order: “this homicide is murder,” or “this homicide is a
judicial execution.” Apart from its intentional dimension, an action is
merely a natural event. As a purely natural event, it is described according to
its natural characteristics and possesses a natural species, such as death that
occurs by a falling rock. From the
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natural
perspective, it does not matter whether the rock fell down by itself, or was
kicked off by accident, or was dropped intentionally. From the moral
perspective (which is the “perspective of the acting person” [VS
78]), the way in which an act is achieved is of course crucial. The same
natural kind of action might in fact be done by accident or intentionally, and
in the latter case, either for a good or bad motive. A judge might order that
someone be executed either for the sake of justice or to appease his anger (see
STh I-II, q. 1, a. 3, ad 3). Moral specifications do not necessarily
line up with natural specifications. Two acts might share the same natural
characteristics but be of different moral species; conversely, two acts might
be morally equivalent but differ in natural species. Thus what belongs
naturally speaking to the same kind of homicide might be either an act of
justice or injustice, and what is morally speaking the same kind of homicide
might happen either by strangling, stoning, or stabbing (see STh I-II,
q. 72, a. 6). What is at issue here is not classification for its own sake, but
the moral evaluation of actions. In fact, moral specification, that is,
describing an act as being of such and such a moral character, means above all
to specify the act as good or bad (see STh I-II, q. 18, a. 5).


Up to this point,
there is nothing controversial. Disagreement, however, surfaces when one
attempts to articulate the factors that determine the moral object. In the
second, third, and fourth essays, Rhonheimer discusses proportionalist
theories, according to which the moral object is seen as an “expanded
object,” that is, as the result of a weighing of all pertinent
circumstances and consequences. According to proportionalists, an action is a
purely physical event that brings about good or bad effects. It cannot be
morally specified as good, evil, or indifferent according to its own
intentional character, independently from any further, added intentions
regarding whatever incidental effects one hopes to obtain or avoid by means of
the act. Rhonheimer convincingly illustrates what is problematic in this
account with the example of Paul Touvier, a French collaborator of the Nazis in
the Vichy regime, who killed seven Jews in order to prevent the killing of a
hundred planned by the Gestapo. Is this action properly described as saving the
life of ninety-three Jews, because the seven were killed with the intention to
save the rest? If what one chooses are mainly consequences and not actions
themselves, then, as Rhonheimer points out, the answer is affirmative. By
contrast, according to Rhonheimer’s own view, the action is properly described
as killing seven Jews with the further intention of saving
ninety-three. Rhonheimer explains that contrary to the proportionalists’ view
of the expanded moral object, the word “‘object’ means the basic
intentional content of the human act, distinguishable from further
intentions” regarding what someone may incidentally hope to achieve by
means of the act (81; see also 196).


Those engaged in
the current debate about Rhonheimer’s work generally agree with him up to this
point, but they disagree on a different issue. The key questions revolve around
the moral object understood as the basic intentional content of the human act,
an issue Rhonheimer deals with above all in the eighth essay. The conclusion he
draws from this notion of the moral object is that “to 
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describe the object
of a human act … we must also include in the description the will
with which it is chosen and executed” (220). To be sure, Rhonheimer has in
mind the will as informed by reason (221).


What is the precise
role of the basic intention (as distinct from further intentions) in the moral
specification of human acts? In one sense, according to Aquinas, everything
depends on the end intended by the will, so much so that the specification by
the end and by the object collapse into one. The reason is that the end is
precisely the object of the will, that is, of the “interior act”
(see, e.g., STh I-II, q. 1, a. 3; q.18, a. 6; q. 72, a. 1; q. 72, a.
3; q. 72, a. 6). But what about the “exterior act,” that is, the act
first intended and then commanded by the will? What is the role of the basic
intention in the moral specification of the exterior act? It is here that disagreement
arises.


The first topic of
contention concerns whether the exterior act has a moral object of its own, in
addition to being the moral object of the will. This problem can be reduced to
the question of whether a certain exterior act, if consciously performed, is
already by itself morally qualified, that is, specified in a morally relevant
sense, independently from the reason for which it is done. Rhonheimer denies
this. For him, the exterior act is the moral object of the will, but the
exterior act does not itself have a moral object—although he admits that
Aquinas does call the moral object the object of the exterior act, which
according to Rhonheimer can cause confusion (210-11; see also 203-4).


If the exterior act
does not have a moral object of its own and if it is not morally specified
before reason presents it to the will, it seems that the moral specification
and hence the moral quality of an exterior act depends entirely on the
intention for which it is done. It is here that I find it difficult to grasp
the consistency of Rhonheimer’s position. On the one hand, he insists that not
every exterior act can reasonably be judged compatible with every intention
whatsoever. The exterior act is not indifferent in itself and the intention is
not separable from the material conditions of the act (206). An exterior action
becomes an object of the will only because reason orders it and presents it to
the will, and reason does not operate arbitrarily: “for reason,
there exists a non-arbitrary connection between the material elements of the
exterior act, its objective moral species as a ‘theft,’ and its consequent
valuation as ‘unjust’” (222). Rhonheimer holds that there are naturally
given limits to how our actions can be organized intentionally. Not every behavioral
pattern is reasonably compatible with an upright intention, as in the case of
intercourse with someone else’s spouse or with a partner of the same sex (239;
see also 84, 152-53).


On the other hand,
for Rhonheimer an exterior act depends for its moral specification on the basic
intention with which it is done. Thus, for example, when the Catechism of
the Catholic Church defines masturbation as the “deliberate
stimulation of the genital organs in order to derive sexual pleasure,”
this would imply that the stimulation of the genitals is not masturbation if it
is done for the sake of fertility analysis (82). Also, the use of
contraceptives is not morally specified as a contraceptive act apart from the
intention (228, 233). Although the specific issue of contraception is not
discussed at any length in the 
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present book, it is
more suited than other examples (such as lying, 226-33) to bring out the
implications of Rhonheimer’s understanding of the moral object. Let us leave
aside the use of contraceptives by one who does not intend to engage in sex,
such as when they are employed to prevent pregnancy when there is a high risk
of rape. Let us focus instead on the debated question of the use of condoms by
married couples where one spouse is HIV-infected (cf. Benedict Guevin and
Martin Rhonheimer, “On the Use of Condoms to Prevent A.I.D.S.,” The
National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 5 [2005]: 37-48). For Rhonheimer,
the use of a condom in this scenario is specified by the intention to prevent
infection, not by the intention to prevent conception, for according to the
hypothesis the prevention of conception is unintended. Since the contraceptive
effect is unintended (praeter intentionem), the act is not
morally specified as a contraceptive act. Hence it does not fall under the
prohibition of contraceptive sexual acts by Humanae Vitae.


Here it seems to me
that two crucial questions need to be answered, not merely in order to settle
this particular issue, but also in order to gain an adequate understanding of
the moral specification of human acts. First, is it true that from the moral
perspective the action is not an act of contraception (although, as admitted by
all, from the natural perspective it is contraception)? Second, is the
contraceptive effect entirely unintended in this situation? These questions are
concrete instances of the more general philosophical questions: To what extent
is the intentional content of an action constitutive of the moral specification
of the exterior act and how does the exterior act work back on the
specification of the interior act of the will? Furthermore, what, precisely,
falls under the intentional content of the human act when a certain behavior is
chosen?


Granted that
Aquinas holds that moral specification is entirely an issue of the will’s
intention, this conviction nonetheless goes hand in hand with his view that the
exterior act is morally specified according to whether the things or persons
the act is concerned with are in due proportion to reason. While Rhonheimer
acknowledges this (206-9), he denies nevertheless that the exterior act has
itself a moral object, in addition to being a moral object for the will. In my
understanding of Aquinas, however, it is the exterior act together with its own
moral object that becomes the moral object of the will when the said act is
intended or chosen: “Although the object is the matter about which [materia
circa quam] an act is concerned, yet it has the character of an end, in so
far as the intention of the agent is fixed on it” (STh I-II, q.
73, a. 3, ad 1; cf. I-II, q. 20, a. 1). To return to the example of the use of
condoms, it is the act with all its characteristics that becomes the object of
the will. But according to the hypothesis, the contraceptive effect is not
intended. Is this hypothesis consistent? Can one avoid intending an effect that
inevitably follows from one’s action when one intends to perform the action? 


This is where the
second question comes in. For Aquinas, although an undesirable effect may not
be per se intended, it does become part of one’s 
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intention if the
effect is essentially connected with the action. He states this most clearly in
De Malo: 


Sometimes an accident of some effect is joined to it
in a few cases and rarely, and then it is reasonable to presume that the agent
in intending the per se effect, in no way intends the accidental effect. But
sometimes an accident of this kind always or in most cases accompanies the
effect principally intended, and then the accidental effect is not separated
from the agent’s intention. If then in a few cases some evil is joined to the
good that the will intends, the sin is excusable, for example if someone
cutting timber in a woods through which people rarely pass, in felling a tree
should kill a man. But if always or for the most part evil is connected with
the good that is per se intended, it does not excuse from sin, even if that
evil is not per se intended. (De
Malo, q.
1, a. 3, ad 15; trans. Oesterle). 


 


Accordingly, an HIV-infected person engaging in sexual
intercourse by using a condom, assuming he regrets the contraceptive effect,
intends per se to
enjoy sexual intercourse as well as to prevent infection, but also
intends—although not per se—contraception. It seems to follow, then, that
contraception enters into the moral specification of the act, even when it is
not per se intended,
because by engaging in such action one cannot have a selective basic intention.


So, although acts
are entirely specified by the end intended, once a specific exterior act is
intended, the range of what is beyond the intention of the agent is limited.
Not only are certain intentions incompatible with certain acts, but also
certain acts cannot be done without having—at least implicitly—certain
intentions. Rhonheimer acknowledges this with regard to a different scenario
than the one discussed above (207 n. 42), but I do not see how this
acknowledgment is consistent with his denial that the exterior act is morally
specified by its own moral object, that is, by the nature of the things or
persons it is dealing with, independent from the manner in which the act is
intended when it is performed.


Given the
prominence of a second topic in this collection of ethics, namely, that of the natural
law, I would like briefly to mention a noteworthy dimension of Rhonheimer’s
interpretation of Aquinas. In chapter 5, an essay that appears here for the
first time in English, he discusses the fundamental aspects of Aquinas’s
doctrine of the natural law: the nature of the first principle of practical
reason as well as the relation between practical reason and the natural
inclinations. Rhonheimer’s central claim about the role of the first principle
of practical reason (“the good is to be done, evil is to be avoided”
[STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2]) is that, thanks to this principle, “man
does not constitute himself as a practical / rational subject beforehand and
independently from the relationship of the practical reason with the appetitive
goals of the natural inclinations, but right in the grasp of the bona
as revealed by the natural inclinations, a grasp that in any event is always a
rational grasp” (107). So the first principle of practical reason is
operative in the ordering of the human goods that correspond to the
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natural
inclinations. Practical reason is at work in the “integration of every one
of these inclinations and their goals into a unified whole of all natural human
strivings” (113). The natural inclinations themselves only become
practical goods as they are informed and ordered by practical reason.
Rhonheimer thus accounts for the fact that the natural inclinations have a
practical and normative relevance, for they are normative not in their mere natural
givenness, but as informed by practical reason. It is thus that the “truth
of sexuality,” for example, is to be found not in the blind pursuit of the
sex drive, but in the ordering of the natural inclination for the preservation
of the species by practical reason (111-15).


My discussion of
the book, although incomplete, has nevertheless shown, I hope, that Rhonheimer
intelligently engages some of the most difficult topics of ethics in general
and of Aquinas’s moral thought in particular. Engaging in his writings can only
be profitable to the reader.


 


Tobias Hoffmann 
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Frederiek Depoortere is a postdoctoral fellow and member of Lieven Boeve’s
“Theology in a Postmodern Context” research group at the Catholic
University of Leuven. The present book explores the work of three continental
European intellectuals, each of whom turned, at some point in his career, from
criticism of religion to the caritas of the incarnate God as the only power capable of
overcoming the violence inherent in human history. The three—Vattimo, Girard,
and Žižek—have been selected by Depoortere as representatives of distinct
possibilities for postmetaphysical thinking about “Christ” as
signifier of the divine. Despite their differences, they share a common interest
in the Christian theme of divine embodiment or “immanence” in
contrast to theologians who emphasize the radical otherness of God in the wake
of Heidegger’s apophatic ontology. Depoortere wants to explore, and ultimately
test, their respective interpretations of theological “immanence” in
connection with the themes of divine transcendence and Christian particularity.


The opening chapter
introduces the Christology of Gianni Vattimo, with attention to its
articulation in his Belief (1999) and After Christianity
(2002). Here we learn how Nietzsche and Heidegger functioned as pedagogues on
his way to Christ. The Teutonic lessons on the violence of metaphysical
thinking prepared the Italian ex-Catholic for Christ’s way of kenosis and il
pensiero debole
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(“weak
thought”), in which, according to Vattimo, the nihilistic destiny of
hermeneutics is announced as the heart of the gospel message. Vattimo’s Christ
saves by desacralizing the world and releasing the process of secular political
emancipation into a history purified of any trace of transcendence. In this
way, Vattimo rejects the apophatics, like Caputo and Levinas, who appropriate
Heidegger to reintroduce to Western civilization the God who is “wholly
other.” Vattimo’s eschatology is immanent, though not fully realized, for
the arrival of the secular-Christic order awaits the dissolution of the
remnants of metaphysical violence embedded in the dogmatic and moral doctrines
of the Church. At that time, divine caritas alone will govern the
radically historical process of interpreting Christ’s message according to the
rule of Augustine, “dilige, et quod vis fac.”


The trenchant
quality of Depoortere’s criticism of Vattimo is matched only by its breadth.
Among other concerns, he questions Vattimo’s sweeping and unsubstantiated
association of metaphysics and Christian dogma with violence, and interprets
his kenotic Christology of the total self-emptying of divine transcendence into
immanence as a “legitimation for the abandonment of Christianity” (60)
in the tradition of Altizer’s “Christian atheism.” At the root of the
material insufficiency of Vattimo’s Christology lies a one-sided methodological
commitment to the reconciliation (“correlation”) of Christian
tradition and modern secularization. As such, Vattimo seems not to have fully
awakened to the contemporary postmodern situation of radical religious and
ideological pluralism and the chorus of critics of the late-modern
metanarrative of universal secular emancipation.


For Depoortere,
pluralism, not secularization, presents the more basic challenge for Christian
thinking in a postmodern context. This pluralism must be met with an exposition
of the “irreducible uniqueness” of Christ and an apologetic defense
of Christian truth claims in their particularity. Readers should understand
that Depoortere’s concept of “irreducible uniqueness” is influenced
by Boeve’s notion of divine “interruption” in history (God
Interrupts History[New York: Continuum, 2007) and the latter’s argument
that Christian theology is a “radical hermeneutics” of the “open
narrative” inaugurated by Christ who always exists as a “difference
in continuity” in dialogical relation to other religious and philosophical
perspectives. Depoortere turns to Girard and Žižek as possible witnesses to
Christ’s “irreducible uniqueness.” His strategy is interesting, if
not unproblematic: he proposes that the hypothesis of a supernatural (revealed)
transcendent reality can be supported indirectly by (a) establishing
the content of the “natural sacred” and its origins, and (b) asking
about the difference of the incarnate Christ in relation to this natural
sacred.


Chapter 2 explores
René Girard’s turn to Christ in connection with the exceptional character of
Jesus’ refusal of violence (Things Hidden since the Foundation of the
World, 1978). Girard’s argument is anthropological in nature: human desire
is not fixed as in the case of other animals, but is given shape through the
process of imitation (“mimesis”) of the object-oriented desire of
others. Because two people cannot possess the same object (recalling Freud’s 
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reading of Oedipus
the King), mimesis gives rise to a violent rivalry that exceeds anything
found elsewhere in the animal world. As mimesis is the very basis of culture
(whereby the human animal transcends “nature”), all cultures
inevitably find themselves trapped in a “mimetic crisis” wherein
murderous envy threatens public order. Girard argues that the “scapegoat
mechanism” is born in this crisis, and the ritual sacrifice of the
scapegoat aims at purification of the people through the destruction of the
murderous desire projected upon the “otherness” of the scapegoat.
Because the purification does not resolve the mimetic crisis at its roots, the
system of violent sacrifice must be repeated. The scapegoat is an ambivalent
figure, embodying both evil and redemption, and it is this strange
“otherness” of the scapegoat that gives rise to the fear and worship
that lie at the origins of “the metaphysical, the sacred, the divine”
in natural religiosity (42-43). The uniqueness of Jesus’ love enacted in life
and death shatters the metaphysical, sacral aura that surrounds the scapegoat
in natural religion by revealing the violence that resides at the heart of all
civilization, and offering hope for the formation of a redemptive human desire
through an imitatio Christi. 


Two further
conversations are introduced in order to test Girard’s case for Christ’s
uniqueness. The first concerns Nietzsche’s claim that Christian mimesis does
not overcome violence, but sends it underground in the form of resentment.
Depoortere argues that resentment is not the father of Christianity, but the
“outcome of the unfinished impact of Christianity on world history”
(59). In this way, Depoortere shows his sympathy for the view that the process
of secularization is the incomplete product of Christian religion
(insofar as secular culture channels pagan vengeance into the vices of envy,
greed, and vanity, and harnesses them for the “well-being” of its
“egalitarian” capitalist economy). The second conversation offers an
excursus on recent work in sociobiology and the transmission of cultural
information through “memes” as a possible complement to Girard’s
naturalistic theory of culture. The results are ambiguous: on the one hand,
scientific research in “memetics” supports the idea that human desire
is shaped by mimesis; on the other, sociobiology tends toward a reductive,
deterministic account of the formation of human desire. Furthermore, some
prominent sociobiologists, such as Richard Dawkins and Susan Blackmore, present
“science” as the vaccine against religion as a dangerous viral
“memeplex.” Depoortere’s sanguine outlook on the apologetic potential
of the results of naturalistic criticism of “natural religion”
prevails when he concludes that corroborating evidence for the intrinsic
connection between religion and violence could be used to support the
“supernatural” transcendence of Christ and his charity (83).


Depoortere’s
presentation of Žižek’s Christology in chapter 3 is the most intellectually
challenging and rewarding part of the book. He wants the reader to know that
Žižek’s Marxist origins survive his conversion to “Pauline
materialism,” or the view that the institutional body of Christ and its
praxis in history is the distinguishing mark of Christ’s work. Even more
helpful for interpreting Žižek’s Christology is the knowledge that his
construction of “Pauline materialism” involves a
“reactualization” of Hegel by way of Jacques 
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Lacan, embodying a
commitment to the insights of modern German philosophical humanism and
political emancipation through the subject’s use of reason. Furthermore, like
Girard, Žižek rejects traditional Christian beliefs about Christ’s
“sacrifice,” though unlike Girard, “sacrifice” and even
“violence” find a new meaning in Christian life.


The Lacanian
reading of Hegel underscores the impossibility of achieving self-identity
through reason, precisely because of the excess of human desire
(“drive”) characteristic of the human animal. Žižek exploits Lacan’s
semiotic analysis of human desire in ways that recall St. Paul’s own
dialectical wrestling with the self and its infinite desire before the Law.
Žižek’s analysis of signs and their function outside the Christic order begins
with the infinite gap between the signifier and the signified: the Thing
signified is marked by its radical absence in the sign. In this way, a profound
tension between Law and drive arises. Law articulates the rational content of the
“pleasure principle,” which directs human beings to desire that
limited happiness which is possible within civilization and its finite system
of signs. Human drive reaches out beyond this limited happiness, and desires to
transgress the Law in order to be one with the Thing itself. This is the thanatos
drive, for the desire to close the gap between the subject and the object
of desire is the desire not to exist as a finite ego. Outside of
Christ, human transgression results in a tragic or destructive drive to be one
with the “sublime beyond” of the Wholly Other. The fallenness of the
human condition has its basis in the nihilism of this drive.


In the New Law of
charity, the incarnate Christ redirects human desire away from the Wholly Other
to the neighbor. In this light, Christ might be understood as the ultimate sign
of divinity, though this is qualified by Žižek’s Hegelianism: Christ is a
“vanishing mediator,” for the visible sign is cancelled and preserved
in the outpouring of the invisible Spirit that animates the Christic body in
history. Christian sacrifice is not the human act of self-oblation before
God, it is the sacrifice of the tragic drive for the God of transcendence which
permits God to exist in immanence in Christ’s ecclesial Body. Depoortere quotes
Žižek on this point: “When Christ dies, what dies with him is the secret
hope discernible in ‘Father, why hast thou forsaken me?’: the hope that there
is a father who has abandoned me” (117). Žižek is not far from Vattimo’s
Christian atheism here, though Depoortere notes one significant difference: for
Žižek, Christian charity has its own structure of violence (Luke 14:26; Matt
10:34-39) relative to the cultural agendas of modern and postmodern secularisms
alike, for the Christ-event is “the violent intrusion of Difference that
precisely throws the balanced circuit of the universe off the rails”
(126). 


In his conclusion,
Depoortere notes that both Girard and Žižek develop perspectives on a Christ
whose gift of charity offers an alternative to the violence which pervades
human history, a violence manifest most keenly today in global capitalism and
its formation of a covetous human desire before which modern and postmodern
wisdom alike remain powerless. Of the two, however, only Girard’s Christology
points toward a real transcendence-in-immanence. Depoortere’s judgment here is
probably connected to Girard’s willingness to 
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allow the
particularity of Christ’s nonviolent charity shine more brightly than the
synthetic power of Hegel’s dialectic, which lures both Vattimo and Žižek alike
into its orbit.


Christ in
Postmodern Philosophy not only serves as an excellent primer for those who might be
relatively new to the conversation about Christ in contemporary continental
thought, but also offers a set of insights and intuitions which will prove
fruitful for further reflection upon Christ’s uniqueness. Depoortere’s
intuitions, however, stand in need of further development on the issue of
Christ and the religions. On the one hand, the “postmodern” Depoortere
declares his opposition to those views which present non-Christian religions as
“precursors” to Christ, a position he describes as
“Hegelian.” The “modern” Depoortere, however, looks to the
anthropological and natural sciences to construct a somewhat wooden binary
opposition between “the natural sacred” (with its inherent violence)
and the supernatural revelation of God incarnate. Critics will suspect that a
postmetaphysical Christology, cut off from a doctrine of creation and the
goodness of nature, will inevitably yield such results. One might hope that
Depoortere will turn his attention to these issues in the future.









Gary M. Culpepper 
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The Mass: The
Presence of the Sacrifice of the Cross. By Charles
Cardinal Journet. Translated by Victor
Szczurek, O. Praem. South Bend, Ind.: St. Augustine’s Press, 2008. Pp.
xxii + 273. $37.50 (cloth). ISBN 978-1-58731-494-0.







The Swiss cardinal and theologian Charles Journet (1891-1975) is best known as
one of the principal founders of the journal Nova et Vetera and the author of the
immense theological masterpiece L’eglise du verbe incarné. It is no small event that
Journet’s lesser-known La messe: Présence du sacrifice de la croix, one of the
lost classics of Eucharistic theology, is now available in a fine English
translation by Fr. Victor Szczurek, a Norbertine priest of St. Michael’s Abbey
in Orange County, California. Originally published in 1957, La messe came at
the end of a great upheaval in Eucharist theology. At the turn of the twentieth
century, a general Scholastic consensus existed in the field: Dominican,
Franciscan, and Jesuit theologians perfected the general emphases of their
schools while the more eclectic German school, represented by Nicholas Gihr and
Joseph Pohle, largely upheld the consensus. Dom Odo Casel, who advanced an
adventurous but novel account of sacramental presence, and Maurice de la 
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Taille, who used a
massive amount of patristic data to offer a similarly novel account of the
relationship of the sacrifice of the Mass to the heavenly liturgy, largely
upset this consensus, and the first half of the twentieth century saw an
explosion of creative but occasionally unmeasured treatises on the Eucharist.


Journet looks back
upon this development with the serenity afforded by his staunch Thomism. He
insists on the two Thomistic positions that the Mass is primarily Christ’s
sacrifice rather than the Church’s sacrifice and that the Mass is of infinite
efficacious power. He follows his outline of these positions with a skilled
historical account of the Church’s teaching on transubstantiation, communion,
and the settings of the Mass. Journet takes special care to outline the
sacramental presence of Christ’s sacrifice on Calvary at the Last Supper and at
the Mass in light of Protestant criticisms, following the general emphases of
Tridentine theologians, and he is a fine controversialist. Two appendices
summarize the importance of Pius XII’s encyclical Mediator Dei and
theological approaches to the mystery of the Mass in the medieval and modern
periods. Journet is an able exponent of Aquinas’s teaching, which he
supplements with a skilled exegesis of Cajetan’s contributions to the Thomist
tradition and the guiding light of the Council of Trent. He also peppers his
pages with quotations from mystics such as Catherine of Siena, John of the
Cross, Benedict Joseph Labre, and Marie of the Incarnation; luminaries of
modern French intellectual life like Pascal, Bossuet, Leibniz, Claudel, and
“Théophile Delaporte” (Julian Green); and more exotic characters like
Marguerite de Veni d’Arbouze and Anne de Gonzague de Clèves. While solidly
Thomistic in its doctrine, The Mass is closer in style and inspiration
to the great works of la nouvelle théologie that it is meant to
combat.


Journet’s
contribution to Eucharistic theology is to provide a profoundly Thomist
alternative to these newer theologies of Eucharistic sacrifice and to correct
their frequent misuse of the Angelic Doctor, perhaps the most famous of which
is Vonier’s and Casel’s appeal to Summa Theologiae III, q. 60, a. 1,
to justify their speculations about a “sacramental world” having its
own laws of space and time. Although Journet does not explicitly correct these
theologians, the existential synthesis that opens The Mass is a clear
rebuttal of their mistakes but also a clever appropriation of their better
insights. For Journet, the redemptive sacrifice of Christ opens the
“universe of nature” to a “universe of redemption” that
recapitulates the entire history of the world, including all previous acts of
sacrifice. Of course, when Journet remarks that the unforeseen arrival of sin
enables the advent of a “totally better world” (10), he alludes to
the debates between Scotists and Thomists about the motive of the incarnation
that raged through theological journals in the 1940s and 1950s. Rather than
addressing this controversy directly, however, he appropriates the Thomist
position on this question to divide the world into two economies, according to
which the redemptive sacrifice is either awaited or possessed. In this respect,
Journet recasts the opening of Eugène Masure’s great work Le sacrifice du
chef with more data from the history of religions, including a well-placed
nod to 
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Mircea Eliade (cf.
7, 24, 47). This wonderfully suggestive move begs to be picked up by Thomists
interested in proclaiming the gospel in the context of interreligious dialogue.



Journet does not
fare quite as well when he takes up more Scholastic issues. He makes much too
much ado about the debate about the principal celebrant of the Mass, which is
largely terminological. The Scotists and Jesuits who argued for the relative
proximity of the Church’s sacrifice never denied that Christ offers the sacrifice.
At times, too, Journet uses terminology that suggests the very position he
wishes to criticize, especially when he speaks of the unceasing
“actualization” of the redemptive sacrifice in the Mass (22) or when
he notes that the Mass is a sacrifice only by “identifying itself”
with the one redemptive sacrifice by its content (57). The cardinal clarifies
his position by noting that the “efficacy of the sacrifice of the Cross,
being supreme, does not need to be completed, but rather applied, actualized in
the course of time by the heavenly Christ” (65). Later, he also notes that
the one sacrifice is completed with respect to the Head but
“incomplete” with respect to the members (71-72), another position
with which his alleged opponents would not disagree. Journet’s evocation of the
heavenly Christ points to the real issue in this debate, however, namely, the
relationship of the eternal and transitory acts of Christ. The cardinal’s
presentation of the thought of St. Thomas in this respect is straightforward
(61-71), but he does not address the chief issues that informed the rich early
modern discussion on this topic. In places, Journet seems to hint that
sacrifice finds its essential element in an act of destruction (58 n. 5), but
the “divergent view” he wishes to criticize, which is exemplified by
de la Taille, merely returns to the Augustinian notion that the essence of
sacrifice is to be found in the act of making something holy. If Journet really
felt it necessary to correct de la Taille on this score, he could have
addressed the question of the definition of sacrifice directly. Since Journet
defines sacrifice as an immolation that is really distinct from oblation (76,
n. 38)—in contrast to de la Taille’s fourfold sequence of oblation,
immolation, consummation, and participation— he argues that Christ cannot
exist in a sacrificial state in heaven; as a result, the effects of Christ’s
transitory act must be made present to believers by God’s infinite operative
power, and the relationship between the sacrifice of the Cross and the
sacrifice of the Mass can only be one of an efficient cause to its effect.
While this very Thomist emphasis on efficient rather than final causality has
wonderful applications in terms of the salvific unicity of Christ, it leads Journet
to make some rather arbitrary metaphysical assertions. It seems strange—to me
at least—that Journet can claim that God, by his infinite power, can make the
effects of a transitory act permanent (75), while suggesting that it is
“metaphysically impossible” to make those effects present to people
who lived before the Incarnation (68 n. 20). Presumably the Swiss theologian
would have also judged it metaphysically impossible to eternalize the act
itself after the manner of Dom Odo Casel. These issues call for a much more
detailed engagement with the relevant metaphysical doctrines, but The Mass
is not
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forthcoming in this
regard. Although Journet rightly intuited that the solution to this problem is
to be found in the notion of the divine acceptance of the sacrificial act (87),
his univocal definition of sacrifice prevents him from integrating this insight
into his larger synthesis.


Journet is also
somewhat out of his depth when he criticizes non-Thomistic theologians and
historians. The Mass is clearly meant to correct Casel, de la Taille,
and, to a lesser extent, Masure, although their works are only discussed in a
short appendix on post-Tridentine theology. With all respect due to the late
cardinal, it seems a tad hasty to dismiss Suárez, Bellarmine, Lessius, de Lugo,
and the Salamanticenses—each of whom arguably has a far more complex account
of the sacrifice of the Mass than the Angelic Doctor—as well as modern authors
such as Billot, de la Taille, and Masure—each of whom inherits this complex
early modern tradition—in only 12 pages after devoting approximately 250 pages
to setting forth the vast resources of Aquinas’s teachings. Journet even
brushes aside Joseph André Jungmann’s Missarum Solemnia as presenting
a “purely external and non-theological point of view” (93 n. 2). If
one does not follow the Jesuit liturgist’s theological suggestions—and I think
there are very good reasons not to—one cannot deny the theological
significance of his historical data.


Journet’s rhetoric
is occasionally too dismissive, as well. Consider the passage with which he
ends The Mass: “None of the theological opinions which we have
summarized,” he says, “have been directly condemned by the
Magisterium. It is clear, however, that whatever elements of truth they might
contain, they all cannot be true at the same time, and that, as soon as the
theological reflection centers on the ineffable Mystery of the Mass, one must
make a choice” (267). Exactly what is the cardinal insinuating with the
notion of indirect condemnation? The famous line in Mediator Dei that
speaks of the “uncertain and vague way” that “some recent
writers” had spoken about the presence of the mysteries in the liturgical
year is often thought to be an indirect reference to Casel and his followers,
but none of the other thinkers that Journet summarizes has ever been suspected
of heresy by the Church. The tone with which he implies that these authors
“might” contain “elements of truth” is frivolous, as is his
implication that none but Thomists “center” on the ineffable Mystery
of the Mass. This rhetoric seems at odds with Journet’s own eloquent summary of
the different points that might be emphasized in the study of the liturgy
(233-35). The choices Journet outlines are legitimate, but it is unhelpful to
pretend that the Jesuit or Scotist theologian who makes different choices
cannot also appeal to the teachings of the Magisterium and the tradition. Mysterium
Fidei is a perfect case in point. Journet’s implied distinction between
liturgy and theology only exacerbates this problem.


None of this should
take away from Journet’s wonderful theological synthesis. As a work of
Thomistic theology, The Mass is superb: it is a work that will truly
edify the sensitive reader, whether he be a Thomist or not. The reader of Fr.
Szczurek’s translation, who will gain great spiritual insight from considering
the
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teaching of St.
Thomas Aquinas presented therein, should heed Journet’s wise words:
“Christ’s offering is charged with too many riches not to be complex”
(96).


Trent Pomplun 
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The first edition of this manual appeared in 2001. The second edition contains
twenty-nine chapters, most of them either substantially reworked from the first
edition, or new articles based upon developments within the field of bioethics.
The work is not meant to be read from cover to cover but to be used like an
encyclopedia by doctors, nurses, and members of ethics committees working in
hospitals who face often complex medical dilemmas. Circumstances and medical
issues change a great deal from person to person in medical situations. It is
not always easy to understand practically the burdens and benefits of an array
of medical and personal issues. For this reason, what may be a settled
procedure or a practical conclusion about an end-of-life issue may not be true
for all end-of-life issues, even though the cluster of the same guiding
principles may be utilized in both cases. And so, this book has numerous
practical guidelines, drawn from the teaching Church, for the practitioner to
learn.


The manual is
divided into six parts: Foundational Principles, Ethics Committees,
Beginning-of-Life Issues, End-of-Life Issues, Selected Clinical Issues, and
Institutional Issues. This reviewer could see the invisible hand of St. Thomas
Aquinas guiding many solutions to problems and the visible hand of Albert S.
Morazcewski, O.P. (since deceased) who was the founder of The National Catholic
Bioethics Center in 1973. Of special note are the finely honed summaries of
each article done by the editors. The articles taken as a whole have a profound
unity to them and a passion for the truth guides them all even when there is
disagreement in an area not yet clarified by the Magisterium.


The various studies
are followed by an appendix of the major bioethical documents of the papal
Magisterium, that is, the teaching of particular popes, and the Congregation
for the Doctrine and Faith. It also includes writings from a consultative body
to the Holy See, the Pontifical Academy for Life, and finally three documents
of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. Lesser 
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documents of the
Magisterium are referenced in the various studies made by the thirty-three
authors. 


Some bioethical
issues are left out, but interested readers can easily find much about these
other areas by searching the National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly,
published by the same institute. I am referring to medical and ethical issues
surrounding such problems as conjoined twins, adoption of embryos, craniotomy
and the like.


Each study presents
a robust command of the material, evidenced by the numerous endnotes citing
materials even with a entries as late as 2008. Of particular interest is the
debate between solid theologians and medical personnel such as Peter Cataldo
and Patrick Yeung, Jr., Erica Laetham, and Joseph Tham, L.C. They tackle the
question of taking one pill of plan B (levonorgestrel) after rape. Cataldo
argues that the pill does not produce an abortifacient effect, based upon the
scientific studies of Nicanor Austriaco, O.P., while the others think that the
scientific studies of other bioethologists indicate the pill might inhibit a
conception from implantation, and therefore, kill the conceptus or embryo. If
further scientific research clearly indicates that the use of one pill after
rape is in fact an abortifacient, then the bishops of Connecticut would be
shown to have been in error by permitting such an action in the Catholic
hospitals under their jurisdiction. In any case, Cataldo has done quite an
admirable task in explaining moral certitude and applying it to his point of
view.


For all practical
purposes, all the articles deserve special recognition for their insight and
wisdom. Several that struck this reviewer in particular were the following.


“Contraceptive
Mandates and Immoral Cooperation,” by Marie Hilliard, is exceptionally
timely because she shows how the government has violated the rights of
Church-sponsored hospitals by “mandating” payment for contraceptives
and abortifacients through employee benefit plans for its workers and staff.
She uses reason and canon law to show that “the Church is paving the way
for further government intrusion” (279) and makes the case that the Church
will have to stand up and vigorously to oppose these mandates. Anything less
than that would seem to be complicity in a grave evil. In other words, simply
cooperating against immoral procedures “even under protest” must
yield to “a decisive response from the Church to these violations of its
liberty” (281). 


“Medical Facts
and Ethical Decision Making,” by Moraczewski and Greg Burke, provides both
doctors and ethicists working in hospitals the questions that need to be raised
when thinking through “the benefits and burdens” question and
deciding whether or not a treatment is proportionate or disproportionate. They
show why “it is critical to remember that the moral analysis of benefits
and burdens is uniquely related to a patient’s personal circumstances”
(201). 


The study
“Chemical, Barrier, and Surgical Contraception,” by John Haas,
presents an extremely interesting study of the most controversial teaching of
the Catholic Church concerning the “regulation of births,” which
could also be named the “regulation of conception.” Haas shows why
this teaching, which
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regards
contraception as immoral, is based upon sacred Scripture and the tradition of
the Fathers and is taught by the papal Magisterium. Not only did Humanae
Vitae reaffirm the Church’s teaching in this matter; Paul VI, in that
encyclical, made several prophecies which have turned out to be true, namely,
that contraception leads to abortion and other dire consequences. Haas
concludes with the potential moral problems associated with collaborating with
doctors and other hospitals who do not adhere to this teaching of the natural
law.


Finally, Cataldo
and T. Murphy Goodwin have masterfully shown in “Early Induction of
Labor” that, given abnormal pregnancies or anomalies of the fetus when the
mother and child are singly or together in danger of death, the use of early
induction of labor has to be based upon the premise that “human beings
should live to the natural terminus of life” (118). They weave together a
series of conclusions that at first seem counterintuitive because abortion is
never an option in Catholic health care.


Many future studies
of both revisionist bioethicists and those who uphold the Magisterium will have
to reckon with the problems, insights and challenges offered in this manual. It
should be at hand for every bioethical committee in Catholic hospitals—if not
the major secular hospitals as well, so that the committee members may
understand Catholic viewpoints when confronting issues of a Catholic patient.
One would assume that by now it is on all the bishops’ desks as well.


Basil Cole, O.P. 
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In Thomas Aquinas
on the Jews, Steven Boguslawski has made an important scholarly
contribution, with a number of far-reaching implications. Boguslawski writes at
the convergence of two fields. First, Christian reflection upon Judaism has
occurred in a renewed way in the late twentieth-century, with scholars
continuing to look for ways to respond to the anti-Judaism that has often been
present in Christian teaching and practice. Boguslawski takes up this work via
the study of St. Thomas Aquinas, also an area of study enjoying new enthusiasm
in many quarters. In undertaking such a work, with a focus especially on
Aquinas’s Commentary
on Romans, this book is unique.
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This is not to say
that Boguslawski is the first to treat Aquinas on the Jews. The work of Jeremy
Cohen (beginning with The Friars and the Jews: The Evolution of
Anti-Judaism and continuing with Living Letters of the Law: Ideas of
the Jew in Medieval Christianity) addresses the issue with force. Cohen
situates Aquinas in his historical context, and insists that Aquinas’s thought
must be understood as a part of a larger movement in the thirteenth century, a
movement exemplified above all in the “Talmud controversies” and
facilitated especially by certain Dominicans, which instigated a change from
relative tolerance to active persecution of Jews. In arguing for this claim,
Cohen notes several features of Aquinas’s thought, one of the most important of
which is Aquinas’s statement, in his Summa Theologiae, that observance
of the ceremonial law constitutes mortal sin. Put simply, this is Aquinas’s
apparent claim that those parts of the Law whose observance Christians now
forgo—but which are seen as obligatory by Jews—actually bring about spiritual
death. Although Cohen’s work on Aquinas has been criticized, he points here to
a feature of Aquinas’ thought that cannot be overlooked. 


Indeed, concern
regarding this claim has been highlighted also by the well-known Jewish thinker
Michael Wyschogrod. Wyschogrod, in fact, notes explicitly that this is not only
a matter for historical study, since Aquinas’s claim has immediate and negative
implications for Jewish-Christian interaction.


John Hood, whose Aquinas
on the Jews was published between Cohen’s first and second volumes, adopts
a more modest thesis. According to Hood, even given this difficult claim
concerning the ceremonial law, Aquinas is completely conventional regarding the
Jews. In the main, he simply reiterates traditional (primarily Augustinian)
teaching, which is inherently ambiguous, and indeed, ambivalent in its
appraisal of the Jews. For Hood, this ambivalence is best seen in the crucial
question of whether or not the Mosaic Law is effective in moving the Jewish
people toward holiness. In Aquinas’s work, he detects a conflicted attempt to
answer both “yes” and “no” simultaneously.


The crucial insight
that Boguslawski brings to the issue comes from a much broader consideration of
Aquinas’s work: Boguslawski argues that the key to understanding Aquinas on the
Jews is to gaze through the prism of the doctrine of predestination and, more
specifically, that of election, a central tenet of Aquinas’s teaching. Having
been largely eclipsed in contemporary theological work, election is a doctrine
that also tends to be overlooked in current Thomistic scholarship. Boguslawski
helps his readers to see, however, that in the case of Aquinas’s teaching on
the Jews, it is of critical importance. 


Considering the
matter with a focus on election, Boguslawski argues, allows Aquinas’s positive
theology of the Jews, particularly clear in his Commentary on the Romans,
to emerge. Contra Cohen, Boguslawski insists that, for Aquinas, the state of
the holiness of the Jews at any particular moment is not the most important
question. The question, rather, is an ultimate one: are they destined for
salvation or not? Are they chosen or not? To this question Boguslawski says
Aquinas’s Commentary on the Romans gives an unequivocal
“yes.” In this, Aquinas does far more than simply repeat the received
tradition. In fact,
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Boguslawksi argues,
contra Hood, that Aquinas corrects that tradition in such a way that the
priority of the Jews in God’s plan of salvation is clearly asserted.


Boguslawski begins
in chapter 1 with his central thesis: within the Com-mentary on Romans
is found a crucial part of Aquinas’s treatment of the Jews, an account that is
shaped by his doctrines of predestination and election. In Chapter 2,
Boguslawski examines the standard policies of the Church toward the Jews in
Aquinas’s day, and especially the move from the relative tolerance of the
“Sicut” tradition to the intolerance surrounding the Talmud
controversies of the 1240s. With this historical context in mind, Boguslawski
considers in chapter 3 Aquinas’s view of the Jews as found in his Summa
Theologiae, noting that his relative tolerance is more like the former
than the latter. 


In chapters 4 and
5, Boguslawksi turns to the theological matters at the heart of this book. He
considers how predestination and election function in a broad sense in
Aquinas’s writings. Next, he considers Augustine’s account of the Jews. Then,
with this background in place, he engages in a direct comparison of Aquinas’s
reading of Romans with Augustine’s reading, in order to underscore some key
differences. Specifically, Boguslawski argues, Aquinas’s overarching
understanding of election yields key elements of a more positive account of the
Jewish people. Aquinas does not argue that the Jewish prerogatives—privileges
mentioned in Romans 9:4-5—are simply foreshadowings, but rather that they
continue to function after Christ. He does not claim that Israel has been
replaced by the Church; he in fact insists that the fall of Israel, in its
rejection of Christ, is a temporary state of affairs. Finally, in chapter 6
Boguslawski argues that, given the relevance of Aquinas’s claims, his reading
has a place in the contemporary debate over interpretation of Romans 9-11 and
the status of the Jewish people.


There is no
question as to the importance of the contribution Boguslawski makes here. He
shows that Aquinas is not simply Augustinian on these questions. He underscores
the fact that Aquinas cannot be described as “supersessionist” in the
most basic sense, as understanding the Church to have replaced the Jews. He
proves the importance of including the Commentary on the Romans in any
reckoning of Aquinas’s account of the Jews, and he offers election as the key
to understanding as primary the claims Aquinas makes regarding the ultimate
salvation of the Jews. 


One question that
must be raised of Boguslawski’s work, however, has to do with an important
lacunae therein. Nowhere, not even in the chapter entitled “The Jews in
the Summa Theologiae,” does Boguslawski mention the troubling
claim that Aquinas makes regarding observance of the ceremonial law as mortal
sin. There may be a way, it is true, to understand this claim within
Boguslawski’s reading of Aquinas, given its emphasis upon the ultimate
salvation of the Jews. There is a tension here, though. Boguslawski notes that
“for Thomas, Jewish rites are not an evil to be suffered, nor are they
idolatrous or to be curtailed aggressively; rather, Jews and Christians derive
useful benefit from their observance” (40). An account that incorporates
both Aquinas’s judgment of the ceremonial law as well as this claim would have
to be made carefully.
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What Boguslawski offers here then is an important, if a not a final, word on
the question of Aquinas’s treatment of the Jews. This book offers a hopeful
direction in contemporary work on the Jews within Christian theology. To those
engaged in this work, as well as to those whose primary interest is in Aquinas
or in readings of Romans 9-11, it give stimulus for further thought.






H. T. Coolman 
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In The Disfigured
Face, Luis Cortest joins other Thomists who have in recent decades
tried to liberate the natural-law doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas from its
modern proponents. Cortest provides a broad historical narrative of what he
argues is the modern disfigurement of Aquinas’s moral theory. While other
studies have covered this ground, Cortest’s narrative is unique by emphasizing
the importance of the sixteenth-century debates on natural servitude and the imago Dei, which
surrounded the Spanish conquest of the New World, and the impact these debates
had on modernity.


The central
argument of The Disfigured Face is that St. Thomas’s understanding of
morality and the natural law is first and foremost an ontological one. His
understanding of justice is contingent on human nature and being itself.
Cortest argues that the ontological foundation of Aquinas’s thought was
gradually abandoned in the legal debates of the sixteenth century and that this
contributed to the modern notion of individual autonomy as a basis of positive
human rights.


Cortest lists three
objectives for the book. First, he describes the nature of traditional
natural-law doctrine as it was developed by Aquinas and later
“re-formulated” by sixteenth-century Spanish Thomists. Then, he
explores the interaction of traditional natural law with modernity. Finally, he
argues that the traditional natural-law theory of Aquinas has survived in
modern times through the endorsement of the Roman Catholic Church and its
prominence in papal encyclicals throughout the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. The traditional natural-law doctrine, he says, is one of the primary
tools the Church uses to challenge the “overpowering influence of secular
culture” (xvii).


The first chapter
of the book highlights the central importance of ontology in Aquinas’s moral
theory by contrasting his view with those of William of Ockham, the Dominicans
of Salamanca, and, finally, Francisco Suarez. Cortest 
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explains that
existence is the fundamental category in Aquinas’s philosophical system. Our
understanding of truth, of nature, and, by extension, of ethics and morality,
is dependent on our perception of existence (4-5). Yet, since all existence is
from God, “In a very profound sense, philosophy, and especially ontology,
is a consideration of a divinely created reality for Aquinas” (12).


Cortest offers the
standard Thomist critique of William of Ockham’s rejection of this view.
Principally, with his rejection of the distinction between existence and
essence, Ockham and his students, favored a “science of the
particular” instead of the universal metaphysics of Aristotle and Aquinas
(5). In line with this, Ockham’s morality was voluntarist, emphasizing the
primacy of the divine will in moral matters. A human act is right and just
because it obeys divine command, not because it is congruent with human nature
and existence.


The Jesuit
Francisco Suarez is presented as a principal antagonist to Aquinas’s
ontological morality. As Cortest reads him, Suarez subordinated existence to
essence and thus rejected Aquinas’s carefully constructed system, which
emphasized the unity of all being (9-11). When existence is excluded from
ontological speculation, Cortest writes, “On the one hand … we begin
to lose contact with the physical world; our observations become purely
conceptual or formal. On the other hand, if we are not concerned primarily with
existence, the truth of propositions is lost in endless speculation about the
possible and that which is not self-contradictory” (3-4). 


Nevertheless,
Cortest continues, there was a revival of Thomism beginning in the late
fourteenth century with John Capreolus, which would culminate in the Spanish
Thomism of Francisco de Vitoria and the Salamanca Dominicans (6-8). However,
Cortest wishes to make it clear that, with exception of Domingo Bañez, who
Cortest praises as one of the greatest commentators of Aquinas’s ontology, the
Salamanca Dominicans were not theologians or metaphysicians, primarily, but
moral philosophers, canonists, and legalists (7). This is an im-portant point
for the development of the argument: the Salamancans were not much concerned
with an ontological morality.


In the second
chapter, Cortest further distinguishes between thought of Aquinas and that of
Aristotle, the Salamanca Dominicans, and Suarez. He notes that Aristotle argued
that some human persons are incomplete and deformed because they lack full
deliberative faculties. This led Aristotle to conclude that there is a natural
hierarchy among human persons, with women, children, and slaves at the bottom.
This is why Cortest does not believe a modern theory of positive rights is
compatible with a strict reading of Aristotle’s philosophy (18-19).


Furthermore, the
Salamanca Thomists, who gained prominence during the great legal debates
concerning legitimacy of the Spanish conquest of the New World, began by
distinguishing between right (ius) and the use of an object or a
person (dominium). Domingo de Soto makes it very clear that “Ius
must … not be confused with dominium, as it is superior to it, and of wider
reference” (23). The Salamanca Dominicans argued that the Native Americans
were entitled to self-governance (dominium). While many of them never
explicitly rejected the 
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possibility that
the Native Americans were natural slaves in the Aristotelian sense, all of them
tempered Aristotle’s texts to be palatable to a Christian worldview (25-26).
What is important for Cortest’s argument is that the Salamancans were not
arguing for the ontological dignity of the Native Americans. They were arguing
for the right of Native Americans to govern themselves (23-24). They were more
concerned with legal and civic jurisdiction than with ontological categories. 


It is Suarez and
Hugo Grotius who began the transformation of ius to the modern idea of
a personal right. “For Thomas, human beings are not free-standing
individuals… . Aquinas defends the dignity of the human person because he
conceives of man as a rational substance created by God; he did not imagine
that human beings should have the freedom to live as they choose in a human
society” (20). For Aquinas, any discussion of right (ius) is
always in the context of justice, which concerns the relationship of
individuals with each other (21). He rejects any form of natural servitude.
Slavery for Aquinas is purely economic: those who are wise serve the common
good by ruling the unwise (44-46). 


Suarez, on the
other hand, began referring to ius as “a certain moral power
which every man has, either over his own property or with respect to that which
is due to him” (26). And Grotius says that right (ius) is
lordship over one’s own property: oneself, other persons, or material things.
In his opinion, this lordship is the constitutive element of freedom (27-29). 


The third chapter
of the study continues this narrative in more detail by highlighting the role
Aquinas’s understanding of the human person, created in the image of God,
played in the debates between the Aristotelian Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda and the
Dominican Bartolomé de las Casas. Sepúlveda argued that the Native Americans
were natural slaves. Las Casas, on the other hand, was among the first to
assert the inherent dignity of all peoples created in the image of God. He is a
standard bearer of Aquinas’s natural-law theory in the sixteenth century
debates (31-49).


With the fourth
chapter, the book begins a discussion of the modern development of human
rights. The development begun by Grotius and continued by Thomas Hobbes is
catalyzed by John Locke’s insistence that freedom of conscience and mutual
respect is more important than any religious doctrine. Locke advocated the
strict separation between Church and state along with an emphasis on individual
autonomy. The problem as Cortest sees it is this: “When religion is
understood as a purely personal matter, it becomes extremely difficult to
tolerate religious groups that defend a doctrine of absolute truth in matters
of faith and morals… . For Locke, it was more important that each person in
society follow his or her own conscience than for anyone to defend a doctrine
of absolute truth” (53). 


In the next step of
the narrative, Immanuel Kant resolves the question of morality in a world
lacking in ontological truth with his rational universal imperative, which
insists that “any action is right if it can coexist with everyone’s
freedom in accordance with a universal law” (54). Kant’s moral theory
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establishes right
and wrong according to a purely rational order. Human dignity is based on
autonomy and reason rather than human nature (54-59). G. W. F. Hegel follows
with a further reification of the rational by raising reason above even human
dignity. In Hegel’s opinion, only those human beings who are rational have any
dignity (59-64). What began with an assertion of individual liberty in Locke
passed through the universal reason of Kant to conclude with the exaltation of
reason beyond even human dignity in Hegel.


In the final two
chapters of the book, Cortest offers the Church’s response to these
developments. In 1879, Pope Leo XIII issued the encyclical Aeterni Patris
in which he laid out his view of contemporary problems and called for the
development of a Christian philosophy according to the principles of St. Thomas
Aquinas. Leo expresses concerns that the conclusions of secular philosophers
like Locke, Kant, and Hegel had crept down to common acceptance by the masses
and had infiltrated the organization of states (66f.).


There is no such
thing as rational autonomy, Leo declares. Following the principles of Aquinas,
he argues that human reason has the force of law only when it properly
interprets divine reason manifest in revelation or in the law of nature. Leo
borrows the phrase “law of nature” from his secular interlocutors but
employs Aquinas’s definition of natural law (66-71). Like Aquinas, Leo argued
that philosophy and faith strengthen each other. A philosophy without God,
without a concept of absolute truth, in which falsehood is given credence,
leads only to confusion and turmoil. In Cortest’s reading, Leo was far from
attempting to reconcile the Lockean view of natural rights with Christianity.
Rather, the pope insisted that state-sanctioned autonomy lessens the dignity of
the human person by subsuming him into a collective irrespective of his nature
(73).


In the concluding
chapter of the book, “The Survival of Tradition,” Cortest provides a
survey of Thomistic natural-law theory in the twentieth century, which thrived
in spite of the dominant secular and philosophical antagonism to the core
concepts of objective truth, universal nature, and being. It is logical, then,
that he provides a brief exegesis of the work of Desiré Joseph Mercier and
Jacques Maritain. The former attempted to unite Thomism with modern science and
experimental psychology, the latter supported the concept of a democratic state
founded upon ontological truth. (77-87). The historical narrative continues through
the pontificate of John XXIII to the pontificate of John Paul II.


Cortest spends a
number of pages outlining John Paul’s contribution to natural-law theory in the
face of secular opposition and in spite of the gradual abandonment of Thomism
after the Second Vatican Council. The encyclicals Veritatis Splendor, Fides
et Ratio, and Centesimus Annus are the subjects of his exegesis.
John Paul reasserted the necessity of an ontological foundation for any theory
of natural law. Without a foundation in objective truth, freedom is reduced to
self-love and individual autonomy becomes more important than morality and
human nature (88-93).


The motive driving
Cortest’s argument is in part a response to contemporary natural-law
theoreticians such Michael Crowe, John Finnis, and Germain Grisez—all of whom,
Cortest argues, have capitulated to modern notions of 












page
683


autonomy and
reason. Crowe has abandoned any sense of a universal natural law, arguing
instead for norms bound more to culture than nature (94). Finnis has conceded
too much to the modern notions of individual autonomy and rationalism in his
attempts to reconcile them with Aquinas’s system (94-98). And Grisez harbors a
greater concern for human action and practical reason than he does for human
nature and existence (98-99). These modern formulations have little connection
to Aquinas’s natural-law theory because they have abandoned the ontological
primacy inherent in his worldview (100).


Cortest concludes
that in spite of the variants circulating in moral discussions, the traditional
natural-law doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas has survived in the magisterial
pronouncements of the Church. It “has survived in an intellectual world
that has rejected almost any notion of ontological reality and understands the
human person and morality in purely biological and cultural terms. For most
modern thinkers, traditional natural law is like a face that no one can bear to
look upon anymore. Indeed, it is a face disfigured by time and neglect”
(101).


The Disfigured
Face is a welcome contribution to the present discourse on the
status and role of natural law in moral theology. In this study, Cortest is
concerned with identifying those theologians and philosophers who departed from
Aquinas’s natural-law theory. A future volume might include those modern
thinkers who have remained true to this theory, in line with the very
magisterial documents Cortest outlines. In this regard, a principal figure not
included in the bibliography but who has covered much of the same ground as Cortest
is Servais Pinckaers, O.P. The present study would have been strengthened by
his inclusion. Nevertheless, Cortest’s succinct historical narrative along with
his terse survey of the thought of principal figures in the gradual abandonment
of traditional natural-law theory will prove useful for students and scholars
alike. 






Thomas Petri, O.P. 
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SUBSISTIT IN:

NONEXCLUSIVE IDENTITY OR FULL IDENTITY? 



 



Christopher
J. Malloy





.

University of Dallas,

Irving, Texas





THE CONGREGATION FOR THE Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) published on June 29, 2007,
with papal ratification and confirmation, a brief yet highly significant
document entitled “Responses to Some Questions regarding Certain Aspects of
the Doctrine on the Church.”(1)

The document touches a tender issue,
the identity of the Church founded by Jesus Christ. Until the mid 1960s, the
vast majority of Catholic theologians simply presumed that the Church Jesus
Christ founded is the Catholic Church. Vatican II, on the other hand,
in its dogmatic constitution regarding the Church, Lumen gentium,
teaches, “This Church [of Christ], constituted and ordered as a society in
this world, subsists in the Catholic Church” (emphasis added).(2)
It would seem that if the Church of Christ “subsists in” the Catholic
Church it is not fully identical with that Church and can, moreover, exist
elsewhere. Few theologians continued to hold a “full identity” between
the Catholic Church and the Church Christ founded. Lumen gentium was
taken to be a watershed, an irrefragable warrant for one case of what Pope
Benedict XVI has criticized as a “hermeneutic of rupture.”(3)
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The CDF’s recent document, however,
warns theologians away from such a hermeneutic with regard to “subsistit
in” and affirms a “full identity” of the Catholic Church and
the Church founded by Jesus Christ: “The council did not wish to change,
nor is it to be said to have changed, this doctrine; instead, it wished to
unfold it, to understand it more deeply, and to express it more
fruit-fully.”(4) Again, “The use of the
terms [i.e., subsistit in], by pre-serving the full identity [plenam
identitatem] of the Church of Christ and the Catholic Church, does not
change the doctrine on the Church.”(5) If
the council did teach a “full identity,” then many Catholic
ecclesiologists have, for the past forty years, mis-construed a fundamental
matter, one that orients the Catholic ecumenical compass. How could so many have
perceived a “watershed” if there was none? Or is the CDF vainly
attempting to turn back the clock?

In this article, I intend to
demonstrate that, in continuity with the preconciliar magisterial teaching,
Vatican II does not mitigate the full identity of the Church of Christ with the
Catholic Church. First, I will take stock of the textual history of the
constitution on the Church. Second, I will present four ways in which one might
deny a full identity, focusing on the fourth way, which involves the notion of
nonexclusive identity. Third, I will adumbrate the forceful arguments of one of
the most respected English-speaking defenders of nonexclusive identity, Francis
Sullivan. Finally, I will respond to Sullivan’s arguments and offer a number of
arguments that “converge” in favor of full identity. 



 



I. From “Is” to “Subsists in”



As is well known, the fathers of
Vatican II approved a key change in the wording of an early draft of its decree
on the Church. The first draft, Aeternus Unigeniti, was the schema
drawn 
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up by the Preparatory Theological
Commission.(6) It taught that there is only one (unica)
Church and that the Catholic Church alone could by right (iure) be
called “Church.”(7) The title of this
section of the draft (a. 7) reads, “The Roman Catholic Church is the
Mystical Body of Christ.”(8) Here, we have
an identification of the Catholic Church with the Mystical Body of Christ and,
hence, with the Church of Christ. It would seem that no one would presume that
the Mystical Body is to be distinguished from the Church founded by Christ, for
the latter expression certainly indicates a complex reality, both spiritual and
visible, and the former expression would have done so in the minds of the
drafters. Note 50 of chapter 1 of the draft states plainly, “The Church is
[the] Roman Catholic [Church],” further indicating the identity of the
Catholic Church with the Church founded by Christ.(9)
Although this draft does not explicitly identify the Church founded by Christ
with the Catholic Church, it nevertheless does not entertain the slightest
distinction.(10)

As with many of the initial schemata,
this first draft was not to enjoy a long life.(11)
One can indeed be thankful, other considerations aside, for the richness and
vitality resulting from the fresh 
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approach of newer drafts. Although
common opinion has it that one of the reasons for the rejection of the first
schema was its identification of the Catholic Church on earth with the Mystical
Body, it seems that in fact few criticized the schema on this count.(12)
Gérard Philips wrote an alternative draft before the circulation of the initial
schema. This draft, although indeed markedly different in approach and tone,
included a similar identification of the Church founded by Christ with the
Catholic Church.(13) Philips completed another
draft in February 1963; this draft soon became the Urtext of the
council.(14) The document was presented to all
on 29 September 1963. It explicitly affirms the identity of the Catholic Church
and the Church founded by Jesus Christ: “Therefore, this Church, true
Mother and Teacher of all, constituted and ordered as a society in this world,
is the Catholic Church, led by the Roman Pontiff and the Bishops in communion
with him, although outside of her total structure many elements of
sanctification can be found, which, as things proper to the Church of Christ,
impel towards Catholic unity.”(15)
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Discussions among the fathers of the
council provided an impetus for further changes. As Karl Becker notes, a
subcommission was established in late October to make emendations. About a month
later, the emended draft was presented to the theological commission in a
plenary meeting.



Original draft (February 1963): “Therefore, this Church, true Mother
and Teacher of all, constituted and ordered as a society in this world, is the
Catholic Church, led by the Roman Pontiff and the Bishops in communion with him,
although outside of her total structure many elements of sanctification can be
found, which, as things proper to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic
unity.”



Emended draft (November 1963): “This Church constituted and ordered
as a society in this world, is present in the Catholic Church governed
by the successor of Peter and the Bishops in communion with him, although
outside of its structure many elements of sanctification are found, which
as gifts proper to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic
unity.”(16)





I have underscored the suggested changes or additions (“true Mother and
Teacher of all” is also omitted). Philips offered explanations for the
change most relevant for our purposes, the change from “is [est]”
to “is present in [adest in]”:
The change was called for on the floor, and it fits better with the
“although” clause.(17) Becker contends that only one of the written
responses from the floor reflected the desire that est be changed.(18) Sullivan admits that Cardinals Liénart, König,
and Bea—who criticized the original schema for identifying the Mystical Body
with the Catholic Church—did not criticize the February 1963 draft on this
point. He nonetheless points out that a handful of bishops
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had desired something of a softening
of the identity.(19) Alexandra von Teuffenbach,
who wrote her dissertation under the direction of Karl Becker, contends that
there were few requests for a change on this point.(20)

“Lengthy discussion”(21)
among the members of the commission resulted in the important emendation that
concerns us. The text was emended from the proposed “is present in [adest
in]” to “subsists in [subsistit in].” Becker has
helpfully drawn attention to this double change. Previous presentations of this
history tended to ignore the (at least in this passage) transitory adest in.
Subsistit in is a direct replacement not of est but of adest
in. This change was introduced by a member of the theological commission,
none other than the conservative Sebastian Tromp. The emended draft, completed
July 1964 and presented to the floor 15 September 1964,(22)
reads, “This Church, constituted and ordered as a society in this world,
subsists in the Catholic Church, governed by the successor of Peter and the
Bishops in communion with him, although outside of its structure, many elements
of sanctification and of truth are found, which as gifts proper to the Church of
Christ, impel towards Catholic unity.”(23)
This sentence was 
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approved and appears verbatim in the
final, dogmatic decree (LG 8).(24) What
is the significance of this change? 



 



II. Interpretations à la Rupture



At least until the recent intervention
of the CDF, the vast majority of theologians, with several exceptions (e.g.,
Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani, Sebastian Tromp, Leo Cardinal Scheffczyk,(25)
Karl Becker, Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger,(26) and
others), interpreted 
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the decree in harmony with the
following claim: There is not a full identity between the Church of Christ and
the Catholic Church. As is well known, Pius XII, following what was presumed and
not questioned by the tradition, taught a full identity.(27)
Paul VI did not refrain from expressing the identity.(28)

For Becker, “the change from est
to subsistit in does not mean that Vatican II ever abandoned or even
weakened its original assertion of total identity between the Church of Christ
and the Catholic Church.”(29) Sullivan and
many others have seen things quite otherwise. Although differences among
interpreters are legion, the possible denials of total identity might be
distinguished into four categories, each of which, in different ways, involves 
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some real distinction between the
Catholic Church and the Church of Christ. Some of these positions are compatible
with one another.

First, most radically, one might say
that the Church of Christ exists nowhere on earth. Even if all Christian
communities were taken together and considered in their complementary diversity,
one could not call this totality the Church of Christ. Rather, the Church of
Christ is an eschatological ideal or goal, for which Christians must hope and
labor but which does not or cannot have a concrete, “subsisting”
realization in history. Quite ob-viously, this position cannot really be counted
an “interpretation” of Vatican II. Whether any Catholic has actually
espoused such a position is another question. The CDF treats this as a position
to be addressed.(30)

Second, some say that the Church of
Christ consists in all Christian communities taken together as forming the one
Church of Christ. Thus, the Church of Christ consists in Catholic, Orthodox, and
Protestant communities, all taken together.(31) 
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Accordingly, not any
“church” on its own but the collection of all churches forms the
Church founded by Christ. For this reason, some proponents of this idea add, it
is beneficial to have con-trasting expressions of the faith. Out of diverse
witnesses—which many faithful members of each communion once understood to be
contradictions calling for mutual anathemas—arises the plenitude of the
“Body of Christ.” In a somewhat Hegelian way the contradictions
(antitheses) of the past are seen as sublimated into a higher unity. Another
approach would have the antitheses still conflict and, as such, stand in tense
juxtaposition, casting mutual light through their fruitful discordances.(32)
So, too, out of divergent Christian communities, there arises the Church of
Christ.

A third group claims that the Church
of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church but that this Church of Christ could
and/or does subsist in other, non-Catholic Churches.(33)
Leonardo Boff was criticized by the CDF for holding this view. Boff presupposes
a differentiation between the gospel and its mediations. The gospel is the very
truth and way of life Jesus presents humanity, but his message and way must be
mediated if it is to be communicated. So, one may distinguish the gospel itself
and its mediations; neither can stand by itself. Boff differentiates,
analogously, between Christianity itself and Catholicism as a realization and
mediation of Christianity. There are, of course, other mediations 
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of Christianity. Some persons, then,
will find themselves striving to articulate and defend one side of the polarity
(this or that mediation of the gospel; this or that reception of Christianity),
while others will find themselves critiquing aspects of that side in the name of
the other side (the gospel itself; Christianity itself). Boff defends both sides
of this delicate balance. Support of either side is warranted, so long as
“pathologies” are kept in check. “Pathology” would emerge
from an exaggerated stress on one side of the polarity to the detriment of the
other. There is, thus, an irreducible tension in Christian life. The relevant
upshot for our investigation is this: “The Roman, Catholic, and apostolic
Church is the Church of Christ on the one hand, and on the other hand, it is
not… . It cannot claim an exclusive identity with the Church of Christ
because the Church may also be present in other Chris-tian churches.”(34)
Given that Boff conceives of Christian society as having to hold in tension
these two approaches—support for the gospel itself, which leads to critique of
all existing structures, and support for such-and-such structural mediations of
the gospel—and given that he describes each approach as “half of the
equation” of the Church’s life, he risks obscuring the integral unity of
the visible and the invisible aspects of the Church. The implication of Boff’s
thought may be the notion of several “subsistences” of the Church of
Christ.(35) George Tavard has 
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suggested this position more
forthrightly: “The council says nothing for or against the possibility of
[the Church of Christ] also invisibly subsisting in other ecclesial institutions
and other visible churches. Logic would seem to make this contention acceptable
in the problematic of Vatican II.”(36)

A fourth group says (a) that the
Church of Christ continues to exist fully in the Catholic Church alone but (b)
that the Church of Christ also exists, in lesser and in varying degrees, in
other Christian churches and communities. What pertains precisely to the fourth
position is the following way of linking these two claims: There is between the
Church of Christ and the Catholic Church a “nonexclusive identity.”
There is identity, but it is “not total,” “not full,” and
“not exclusive.”(37) We can pursue the
nature 
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of this differentiation-in-identity by
asking, Do non-Catholic ecclesial communions and churches have one relation to
the Catholic Church and another relation to the Church of Christ? According to
Sullivan, they do: 



Whatever “elements of sanctification and truth” are present and
operative in other Christian churches historically are derived from the one
church of Christ which “subsists in” the Catholic Church. In some way,
which the council does not further specify, their efficacy as means of salvation
is also derived from that fullness which is found in the Catholic Church.(38)






Again, this differentiation is implicit in Sullivan’s reading of the following
passage from John Paul II:

Insofar as these kinds of elements exist in other Christian communities,
the one (unica) Church of Christ has an efficacious presence therein.
On this account, the Second Vatican Council speaks of a certain, albeit
imperfect, communion. The constitution Lumen gentium highlights that
the Catholic Church knows that “for many reasons she is joined” to
these communities in a certain real communion of unity in the Holy Spirit.(39)
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According to Sullivan, “This
papal statement affirming the effective presence of the Church of Christ in
other Christian communities is obviously hard to reconcile with [Becker’s]
thesis that the Church of Christ is totally identified with the Catholic
Church.”(40) Sullivan’s inference is valid
on the presupposition that the presence and operation of the Church of Christ in
non-Catholic churches and communions is not totally identifiable with the
presence and operation of the Catholic Church therein.(41)
Accordingly, the Catholic Church is not simply identical with the universal
Church of Christ.

Having adumbrated various ways of
denying total identity, I will now consider Sullivan’s considerable arguments in
favor of this negation, in his response to Becker. 



 



III. Sullivan’s Arguments against Total Identity





First, quite naturally, Sullivan calls to mind the revision of the February 1963
draft: “The 1963 draft of the Constitution on the Church, while it no
longer affirmed identity between the Mystical Body and the Catholic Church,
still said ‘The Church of Christ is the Catholic Church’.”(42)
As we have seen, the est
of this draft became, in the final draft, subsistit
in (LG 8). A
similar expression is found in Unitatis
redintegratio (UR
4). Sullivan (and most others) have seen this change as a sign that the council
“abandoned or even weakened” previous teaching. The council
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was drawing some real distinction
between the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ. Despite a fundamental
connection, there was “no longer … an exclusive identity.”(43)
There was, therefore, “a very significant difference between what the
council finally said at this point and previous drafts of the Constitution (and,
indeed, previous official statements of Roman Pontiffs).”(44)

Second, Sullivan takes the clause in
the final draft that succeeds the subsistit clause as further support:
“… although outside of its structure, many elements of sanctification
and of truth are found, which as gifts proper to the Church of Christ, impel
towards Catholic unity.” What is adumbrated here is drawn out in Unitatis
redintegratio (UR 1-4). Sullivan claims that this clause was first
added in the 1963 draft (i.e., that it was not present in the original schema).(45)
As is evident by an examination of its various versions, this licet
clause underwent more than one set of emendations. Sullivan contends that even
the pre-emended addition marked an important shift away from Aeternus
Unigeniti. The heart of Sullivan’s contention has to do with the status of
the elementa: Are they “only elements” or are they
“ecclesial elements”?

Sullivan highlights a critical
emendation of another section of the 1963 draft (art. 9) that involved the
addition (in art. 15 of the 1964 draft) of an explicit designation of separated
communities as either “churches” or “ecclesiastical
communions.”(46) Before this draft,
Sullivan contends, there was merely a recognition of elements (e.g., the
sacraments) outside of the Catholic Church. With the emendation, “For the
first time, a conciliar text uses the terms ‘Churches’ and ‘ecclesiastical’ of
the communities in which those sacraments are received. The relatio
given for this text shows that the doctrinal commission realized that this
language, of which Tromp could hardly have approved, needed to be
justified.”(47) The relatio notes
that the elements regard com-
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munities, not merely individuals, that
the communal character of the elements serves as the foundation for ecumenism,
and that papal documents regularly refer to the Eastern communities as
“Churches” and to Protestant bodies as “Christian communi-ties.”(48)
Rebutting Becker, Sullivan links the movement from a recognition of only
elements to a recognition of ecclesial ele-ments, that is, of elements
that constitute particular bodies as churches and communions, with the change to
subsistit.(49)

The council, approving the conciliar
decision to call some non-Catholic communions “churches” and other
non-Catholic communions “ecclesiastical communions,” therefore
distanced itself from the opinion of the very person who introduced the phrase subsistit
in, Sebastian Tromp. Becker discovered that it was Tromp who suggested the
novel phrase.(50) Given that Tromp manifestly
held that the Church of Christ was nothing but the Catholic Church, Becker
argues, they are mistaken who use the phrase subsistit in to deny the
strict identity between the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ. Now we can
grasp the power in Sullivan’s response to Becker: Tromp welded his opinion on
the “full identity” to his refusal of the term “Church” to
any separated communion: “[Tromp] strongly insisted [that subsistit in]
meant that the Church of Christ subsists exclusively in the Catholic Church and
that outside it there are only elements. Obviously this meant that outside the
Catholic Church there is nothing that can be called a church.”(51)
As Sullivan reads Tromp, no particular body of Christians outside the Catholic
Church can even be called “a church.” Yet, the council accepted the
title “church” for many non-Catholic communions. Further, if one
considers the sense of the final draft, this acceptance was 
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intimately tied with the move from est
to subsistit in.(52) Tromp was correct
(Sullivan contends) in welding his opinion on strict identity to the exclusive
use of the title “church”; therefore, the twofold change of the
conciliar document bespeaks a rejection of the notion of strict identity:
“The doctrinal commission that approved this change must have understood it
to mean no longer claiming an exclusive identity between the Church of Christ
and the Catholic Church.”(53)

Third, Sullivan draws on the relatio
of the change to subsistit: The change was made “in order that the
expression might harmonize better with the affirmation concerning the ecclesial
elements which are present outside [the Catholic Church].”(54)
In an earlier work, Sullivan also appealed to the summary provided by the
commission: “There is but one church, and on this earth it is present in
the Catholic Church, although ecclesial elements are found outside of it.”(55)
The Acta regarding the change to subsistit in, then, show the
link between Sullivan’s first two points. Sullivan concludes that one cannot
affirm the ecclesial reality of non-Catholic communions unless one
denies the full identity between the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ.

Fourth, Sullivan appeals, as we have
seen, to Ut unum sint (UUS 11 [see above, p. 14]). In the
footsteps of Unitatis redintegratio (UR 3), John Paul presses
forward, teaching that the one Church of Christ is effectively present and
operative in non-Catholic churches and ecclesial communions insofar as these
enjoy elements of this true Church. Dominus Iesus reaffirms this
teaching (DI 17).(56) Moreover, Dominus
Iesus states not that the Church of Christ exists only in the
Catholic Church (as might be suggested by a metaphysical reading of subsistit)
but that the 
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Church of Christ exists fully
only in the Catholic Church.(57) The same
document affirms that non-Catholic communions with valid orders and a valid
celebration of the Eucharist are “true particular churches” (see
below, p. 24). Therefore, the Church of Christ can exist elsewhere, though not
fully. Sullivan finds these teachings irreconcilable with the thesis of total
identity.(58) Putting these and other data
together, Sullivan contends that Catholics are no longer bound to believe that
the Catholic Church is one and the same thing as the Church of Christ.(59)

We may now investigate whether there
is any evidence in favor of the CDF’s recent intervention on the meaning of subsistit
in.



 



IV. Full Identity, or “Hermeneutic of
Continuity”





A number of considerations support the CDF’s recent intervention. These can be
divided into arguments directly in favor of “full identity” and
responses to various arguments against full identity. I will begin with the
latter. Given that the fourth position described above is the most circumspect,
a response to arguments in favor of it will stand duty for responses to the
other three positions, which have in various ways been addressed by other
interventions of the CDF.(60)
I will thus respond to Sullivan’s arguments.
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A) Responses to Sullivan



With respect to Sullivan’s first
observation concerning the change from est to subsistit in,
one should note that the 1963 draft still affirms, albeit by implication, the
identity of the Catholic Church with the Mystical Body. The text stresses the
utter unicity of the Church;(61) it teaches the
identity of the visible society and the Mystical Body;(62)
and it affirms the identity of the Catholic Church and the Church founded by
Christ. These three teachings imply that the Catholic Church is the Mystical
Body of Christ, in the sense in which the term “Mystical Body” points
to a single society both visible and spiritual.(63)
Moreover, that identity is still explicitly affirmed in a note to the text.(64)

At any rate, est became subsistit
in. Sullivan contends that the change marked a departure from previous
teaching. Becker, who prefers a “hermeneutic of continuity,” suggests
that the intention of the one who introduced the phrase is relevant for an
interpretation of its meaning. Becker’s investigation of the archives
illuminates how est was changed to subsistit in, namely, by
way of adest in. I have already treated the first change. As for the
second change, Becker reports, “H. Schauf wished to substitute adest
with est, while S. Tromp responded by proposing subsistit in.”(65)
Apparently, Schauf thought adest in imprecise and wanted to return to
the wording of the 1963 draft. Tromp offered subsistit in for the sake
of precision. Obviously, Tromp did not intend subsistit in to be a
denial or softening of exclusive identity. 
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Becker reports Tromp’s own words in
the meeting of the commission, recorded on tape: “We can say, ‘Indeed [the
Church of Christ] subsists in the Catholic Church, and this is something
exclusive [Tromp speaking quite loudly] insofar as it is said that outside [of
her] there are nothing but elements’.”(66)
Sullivan himself, in his work before the publication of Becker’s article,
considered the paucity of our knowledge about the intention behind the change to
be regrettable.(67) Upon Becker’s publication,
Sullivan refined his view: “The question, however, is whether the doctrinal
commission that accepted [Tromp’s] suggestion, and the council that approved the
change from est to subsistit in, understood it to mean what
Tromp insisted it had to mean.”(68) This
point is well taken; notwithstanding, the interpreter should not lightly dismiss
Tromp’s own understanding of the phrase. Of course, a more significant factor in
interpreting subsistit in is consideration of the structure of the
entire sentence finally approved. I will return to this point at the end of my
third response to Sullivan.(69)

Sullivan’s most compelling evidence
pertains to his second argument, on the status of the elementa. It
should be noted that Sullivan’s remarks regarding the February 1963 draft is not
entirely accurate. Becker expressly indicates that the “although”
clause was not added at this stage. Instead, it was adapted from a passage in Aeternus
Unigeniti concerning ecumenical issues.(70)
Article 51 of that text affirms that Christians are invited to return to the
Catholic Church, not as individuals (that is, when we speak of ecumenism) but as
united with each other. The reason for the call for a return as communities
rather than simply as individuals is that in non-Catholic communities there are
certain “elements of the Church … which, as efficacious means and signs
of unity can 
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produce mutual union with Christ, and,
of their nature as things proper to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic
unity.”(71) This passage obviously served
as the material for the 1963 licet clause, itself the basis of the
corresponding passage in the final draft. It also set the trajectory for the
conciliar affirmations concerning the ecclesial efficacy of non-Catholic
churches and communions (LG 15; UR 3). There is confirmation
of this observation in what follows in article 51: “The Sacred Synod does
not deny that [such] elements, as long as they are preserved by such
communities, can be salvific and produce the fruit of Christian spiritual life
therein.”(72) It should be clear that Aeternus
Unigeniti supplied much of the raw material for the very relatio
on article 15 of Lumen gentium, concerning the use of the term ecclesiae,
to which relatio Sullivan appeals against Becker.

The presence of these and similar
passages in the original schema is evidence counter to the “hermeneutic of
rupture” and, implicitly, counter to Sullivan’s reading of Tromp. To see
this all the more clearly, one may attend, finally, to note 6 of article 51:
“Now, whatever be the nature of such separated communities, it is certain
that in the tradition the name ‘church’ is attributed often and constantly
to the separated communities of the East: On this, see the following
documents” (emphasis in original).(73)
Sullivan’s contention that “for the first time, a conciliar text [i.e., the
1964 draft] uses” the terms “churches” and
“communities” for non-Catholic communities is not accurate.(74)
Such application appears in a significant note of the very text that Tromp
“played a major role”(75) in drafting.
In fact, note 6 provides an exceedingly lengthy 
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list of magisterial evidence for this
use of the title “church,” from Gregory VII through Pius XII. Among
the documents listed are decrees from the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) and the
Council of Florence (1439).(76) Moreover, well
before the appearance of ecclesiae in article 15 of the 1964 draft of Lumen
gentium, it had appeared, together with the same lengthy list of
magisterial evidence, in two early drafts of the independent document on
ecumenism. Before the change to adest, some non-Catholic communities
were named “ecclesial” in the body of the text on ecumenism.(77)
Eventually, the list of evidence is, understandably, shortened.(78)

We should recall that, according to
Sullivan, Tromp welded his opinion on exclusive identity to the rejection of the
title “church” for non-Catholic churches. It is noteworthy how
Sullivan relates Tromp’s position: “[Tromp] strongly insisted [that subsistit
in] meant that the Church of Christ subsists exclusively in the Catholic
Church and that outside it there are only elements. Obviously this meant that
outside the Catholic Church there is nothing that can be called a church.”(79)
There is a slippage from “Church” to “a church,” from a term
that is fit to designate the universal Church to a term more suitable to a
particular church (or set of churches). The text Sullivan has in mind, article 7
of Aeternus Unigeniti, without doubt refers to the universal Church.
Now, as we have just seen, Aeternus Unigeniti acknowledges that some
non-Catholic communions bear the title “church,” teaches 
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the existence of ecclesial elements of
the Church outside of the Catholic Church, etc. If Sullivan’s reading of Tromp’s
thought on the title “church” is accurate, Tromp ought to have
objected to this very schema. Perhaps he meant neither that outside the Catholic
Church there is nothing that can be called “a church” nor that the
elements have no communal character.

We can reconcile Tromp’s opinion with
the tradition and with Aeternus Unigeniti, both of which acknowledge
the title “church” for some non-Catholic communions. This
reconciliation may be possible in one or both of two ways. We could suggest (a)
that Tromp (or the authors of Aeternus Unigeniti 7) was denying the
existence of more than one Church on the universal level but not the
applicability of the title “church” to every particular non-Catholic
communion. Or (b), we could understand the term “church” of particular
communions in three senses: improper, proper but analogous, and proper and
univocal. An “improper” use of the term “church” would
involve an extension beyond the bounds of analogy, a use not proper to theology qua
scientific. (Such, for instance, would be its use with respect to those
communions that do not have valid Orders and a valid Eucharist.) Now, the Acta
of Vatican II show the Secretariat for Christian Unity firmly defending the
“proper” use of the term “church” for some non-Catholic
communions (i.e., those of the “East”).(80)
In the official conciliar teachings, the term is several times predicated of
such communions (LG 15; UR 3, 14, and 15; and Orientalium
ecclesiarum 26 and 30). More recently, the CDF has taught that such
communions “merit” the title “church”;(81)
in Dominus Iesus, the CDF declared them to be “true particular
churches.”(82) In a document issued the
same year, the CDF affirmed that the term is said of them in a “proper
sense.”(83)
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From this established teaching, it
does not necessarily follow that the title “church” (when designating
a particular church) must be taken only univocally.(84)
A “proper” use of a term, according to many theologians, can admit of
analogous extensions. On what bases would one deny a univocal use of
“church” to some particular communion? The CDF teaches:



Communion with the universal Church, which is represented by the
Successor of Peter, is not a certain complementing feature of the particular
church coming from the outside but one of her internal principles by which she
is constituted. Therefore, the situation of [being] particular church that these
venerable Christian communities receive is also affected by a wound.(85)




This point would seem to affect the
way the designation “church” should be understood when predicated of
such communions.(86) We can connect this
observation with an important passage in the CDF’s intervention regarding Boff,
relevant to the status of the 
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elementa:
“The council had chosen the word subsistit— subsists—exactly in
order to make clear that one sole ‘subsistence’ of the true church exists,
whereas outside her visible structure only elementa ecclesiae—elements
of church—exist.”(87) As Sullivan admits,
“It seems to me, we do have [here] an interpretation that corresponds to
the way that Tromp understood subsistit in, that is, that the Church of
Christ subsists so exclusively in the Catholic Church that outside it there are
only elements.”(88) Sullivan implies that
such a reading involves a “hermeneutic of re-rupture”: “In fact,
however, Vatican II nowhere said that outside the Catholic Church there are only
elements of the church.”(89) Sullivan
believes the CDF returns to the authentic meaning of Vatican II in the body of Dominus
Iesus, which expressly calls some non-Catholic communions “true
particular churches.” He finds it “incom-prehensible” that note
56 repeats the outworn tag from the Boff intervention.(90)
Significantly, the recent CDF “Responses to Some Questions regarding
Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church” includes a reference to this
intervention,(91) and the CDF’s commentary on
this document restates the claim. Supposing, pace Sullivan, that the
CDF is not being inconsistent, one can account for both points by appeal to an
analogous use of “church.” The two basic theses that Tromp espoused
can be understood similarly.(92)
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Sullivan in this third argument points
to the explanations given for the change: subsistit in was used in
order better to accommodate both the single, full subsistence of the Church of
Christ in the Catholic Church and the reality of ecclesial elements
outside of the Catholic Church, referred to in the licet clause. He
takes it that, in contrast to est, subsistit in allows the
contents of the licet clause to be accommodated because it implies the
negation of “total identity” while affirming a mitigated (i.e.,
nonexclusive) identity. Consequently, one can affirm that the non-Catholic
churches and communions established through these ecclesial elements (to which
the licet clause refers) have two relations, one to the Catholic Church
and another to the Church of Christ.

Against this common reading of the licet
clause, von Teuffenbach maintains, “The licet clause would be
logically impossible in this form, if the first part of the sentence were
in-tended to imply already that—besides the Catholic Church—there is also the
possibility of other concrete realizations of the Church.” Instead, the
structure—anchored by the pivotal “although”—logically implies a
differentiation of affirmations between the two clauses. Were the meaning
“The Church of Christ consists mostly in (subsistit in) the
Catholic Church,” then the relative licet clause would be
redundant and pointless. Better to replace licet with quia or enim!(93)
Von Teuffenbach concludes, “There is no other concrete realization of the
Church of Christ than the Catholic Church, yet there are also ecclesial elements
outside of this Church.”(94) Of course, one
could respond that the relatio defending the change to subsistit in
implies that est was less apt than subsistit in to account for
ecclesial elements that are present (adsunt) outside of the
Catholic Church (see note 54).(95) 




  
  

  


Paeg 27

Becker opines, not unreasonably, that
this relatio is likely a carry-over from the draft containing the adest
in. According to Becker, subsistit in was meant as a precision to
the ambiguous adest in, in order to satisfy Schauf’s concerns, and not
as a mitigation of est.(96) Becker does
not fail to mention that subsistit in adds the crucial note of
permanence.(97) According to Robert Fromaget, subsistit
in is more precise than both est and adest since it
specifies the manner of being of the one Church of Christ, which in its
essen-tial character is described throughout chapter 1 of Lumen gentium.
The Church exists in the manner of a self-standing mystical person.(98)

In any case, the relatio does
not necessarily imply the “nonexclusive identity” thesis, and von
Teuffenbach’s observation on the very structure of the authoritative sentence
has force. Sullivan’s first three arguments, then, offer no sufficient warrant
for denying the full identity. Whether one accepts a historical or a
metaphysical sense of subsistit in, the extra-Catholic ecclesial
reality affirmed by the council should be understood not as self-
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standing but as both grounded in and
oriented towards the Catholic Church.(99)

In his fourth argument, Sullivan
appeals to Ut unum sint (UUS 11) and Dominus Iesus (DI
16-17), which affirm that the Church of Christ is present and operative in
non-Catholic churches and communions. From this he deduces that the Catholic
Church is not totally identified with the Church of Christ. This deduction is
valid only on the presupposition that the presence and operation of the Church
of Christ in these non-Catholic churches and communions differs from the
presence and operation of the Catholic Church. John Paul nowhere affirms this
presupposition. Dominus Iesus, in fact, subtly guides one away from it:




There is but one Church of Christ, subsisting in the Catholic Church, the
government of which belongs to the successor of Peter and to the Bishops in
communion with him. Those churches which, although not in perfect communion with
the Catholic Church, are yet joined to the same [Church] by the closest bonds,
as apostolic succession and a valid celebration of the Eucharist, are true
particular churches. Wherefore, the Church of Christ is present in and works in
these churches, although in them full communion with the Catholic Church is
wanting, for the reason that they do not accept the Catholic doctrine of the
primacy, which, by the will of God, the Roman Bishop objectively possesses and
exercises over the universal Church.(100) 



The CDF clearly ascribes the ruling of
the one Church of Christ to the pope and those bishops in communion with him,
namely, to the Catholic hierarchy.(101)
Further, the CDF holds the 
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Church of Christ to be present and
operative in these communions, although they lack full communion with the
Catholic Church. This “although” is crucial, for it reflects that the
presence of the Church of Christ is hindered precisely by the non-Catholic
communion’s lack of full communion with the Catholic Church. Here, Dominus
Iesus is simply following Unitatis redintegratio (UR 3),(102)
in harmony with Ut unum sint (UUS 11).(103)

Sullivan pits Dominus Iesus‘s
historical reading of subsistit and its mere affirmation that the
Church of Christ exists fully only in the Catholic Church against the CDF’s
metaphysical reading of subsistit and restrictive affirmation of mere
“elements of the Church” outside of the Catholic Church in the 1985
intervention on Boff (itself echoed in later CDF documents). Whatever is meant
by the “presence and operation” of the Church of Christ in
non-Catholic churches, this teaching need not imply a denial of the total
identity of the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ. Becker raises
questions about the precision of this manner of formulating the relation of the
Church of Christ to the non-Catholic churches.(104)
Notwithstanding such reservations, the 
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crucial point is this: The mystery of
how the Church of Christ is “present and operative” in non-Catholic
churches is the same mystery of how the Catholic Church is “present and
operative” therein. Neither Dominus Iesus nor Ut unum sint
affirms a differentiation of presence and operation. Nor is such a dif-ferentiation
required for the explanation—which remains a task—of this mystery.

Need a metaphysical reading of subsistit
in exclude a historical reading of the term? At least, may one hold the
truth of the affirmations associated with either reading simultaneously? If so,
one may, following out the implications of the CDF’s intervention on Boff and of
its most recent clarification, venture to say that the Church of Christ has one
sole “self-standing” or agential existence (as dependent Bride, of
course). This full and self-standing existence of the Church of Christ, the
actual Catholic Church, began at Pentecost, continues today, and shall remain
forever. By contrast, extra-Catholic ecclesial reality does not exist as a
self-standing mystical person. By God’s will, it remains grounded in and
oriented towards the one Bride; it is properly hers; and thus it belongs to her
by right.(105) Communions endowed with a
sufficient threshold of ecclesial endowments are proximately disposed to be, in actu
pleno, particular churches of the Catholic Church. Because they lack an
internal principle constitutive of church they can, it seems, bear only the
effects of having the Church’s form. At any rate, Dominus Iesus‘s
employment of “only fully exists” should not be read as allowing for
degrees of metaphysical subsistence, which, as Becker implies, is a
contradiction in terms.(106) Sullivan maintains
that the Church of Christ “subsists—though not fully—in the Orthodox
churches.”(107) If “subsists”
means simply “it somehow remains” or “something 
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of it remains,” one can speak of
degrees of more or less, for the precise manner of “remaining” or
“existing” is not in view. Further inquiry would lead to the
metaphysical question.(108) In sorting all
these diverse manners of the “being” of the Church of Christ, one
should compare the existence of non-Catholic particular or local churches not
to the existence of the Catholic Church, the universal Church of Christ, but to
the existence of Catholic particular or local churches. Only in that way can a
proper comparison be drawn.

Although Becker does not subscribe to
a metaphysical reading of subsistit in, he implies the truth of the
affirmation of the Church’s metaphysical subsistence as one integral reality.
The implication of this viewpoint dovetails with the “full identity”
associated with a metaphysical reading. Sullivan contests, “It is difficult
to understand how Becker can claim that the Secretariat for Christian Unity
totally identified the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church, when it so
clearly recognized that non-Catholic churches and communities are used by the
Holy Spirit as means of salvation.”(109)
James O’Connor provided a response to this difficulty over two decades ago. In
the council’s Acta we find the following important response to an
objection to the description (in UR 3) of non-Catholic churches as
“means” of salvation: “Without doubt, God uses the disjoined
communities themselves, not indeed qua disjoined, but qua
informed by the 
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aforementioned ecclesial elements, for
conferring saving grace to believers.”(110)
O’Connor comments:



The elements [of separated churches and communions] are operative here
and now because they belong by right to the Church and presently derive
their efficacy from the plenitude of grace entrusted to the Catholic Church. In
other words, the ecclesial elements are elements of the Catholic Church
presently operative in the separated Churches and Communities because of their
real, although imperfect, unity with the Catholic Church.(111)




A number of arguments directly favor
the thesis of “total identity.”
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B) Arguments for Total Identity



I intend these arguments to be taken
as “converging probabilities.” First, a Catholic theologian ought to
presume in favor of the perpetuity of past doctrine, unless he countenances an
explicit revocation, or unambiguous implicit revocation, thereof.(112)
Much more is this the case for a longstanding teaching.(113)
Vatican II nowhere expressly revokes previous teaching, nor do the conciliar
teachings necessarily imply such a revocation. One therefore presumes the
continuity of doctrine reaffirmed recently in the CDF’s “Responses.”

Second, as some have pointed out, the
council elsewhere affirms the identity of the Mystical Body of Christ and the
Catholic Church. Orientialium ecclesiarum, which received conciliar
approval the same day as Lumen gentium, reads, “The holy and
Catholic Church, which is the Mystical Body of Christ …”.(114)
No one, presumably, would differentiate the Mystical Body from the Church of
Christ. This passage, therefore, is tantamount to an affirmation of identity
between the Catholic 
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Church and the Church of Christ.(115)
Another conciliar utterance implies the same: “Now, the bishops are singly
the visible principle and foundation of unity in their particular churches,
which are formed in the image of the universal Church; it is in these and from
these that there exists the one and only Catholic Church.”(116)
The analogy in context is clear: As the pope is to the universal Church, each
bishop is to his particular church. To designate the universal Church, which is
“one and only one,” Lumen gentium does not hesitate to use
the title “Catholic Church.”(117)
Sullivan might explain this statement, as he does the use of “the one and
only Church of God” to designate the Catholic Church (UR 3),(118)
as being applicable only in the first millennium.(119)
Yet, the passage from Lumen gentium occurs in the context of a
discussion of the college of Bishops, which by definition is constituted only by
the pope and those bishops in hierarchical communion with him.(120)
Further, the Acta attest that the conciliar secretariat affirmed the
total identity of the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ.(121)
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Third, in various ways, Vatican II
presents Peter as the pastor of the entire Church; similarly, Peter and the
bishops united with him form one college, governing the entire Church. In
harmony with established tradition, this is the constant claim of the entire
council.(122) Now for the argument: When Peter
exercises authority over all the Catholic faithful, he fully exercises his
supreme authority. This exercise of authority is not that merely of bishop or
metropolitan or even “patriarch of all the West.” But, at least
objectively, he fully exercises his supreme authority precisely as pastor of the
entire Church of Christ. Therefore, Peter’s authority as pastor of the Catholic
Church is coextensive with his authority as pastor of the Church of Christ. With
regard to Peter’s 
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authority, what can be defective is
not his power but the acceptance thereof by Christians. But papal authority,
which is supreme, is objectively augmented neither by the consent of the
faithful nor by the cooperation of bishops, even though bishops receive their
power directly from Christ and even though, when united with the pope in an
ecumenical council, they jointly exercise that supreme authority. Nor should one
attempt to circumscribe papal authority or true conciliar authority by appeals
to “recognition” and “reception.”(123)
Given, then, the perpetually established supreme authority of the Bishop of
Rome, there are no grounds for distinguishing realiter the Catholic
Church and the Church of Christ.

Fourth, as Vatican II teaches, the
entire means of salvation, the full deposit of faith, and the full governing
structure of the Church belongs only to the Catholic Church: “Through
Christ’s Catholic Church alone, which is the comprehensive help [generale
auxilium] for salvation, can [potest] the fullness of all the
means of salvation be attained.”(124)
Clearly, the potest does not allow for a temporally limited
distribution of the predicate. The reason is this: “that fullness of grace
and truth … is entrusted to the Catholic Church.”(125)
Now, if there were a real differentiation 
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between the Catholic Church and the
Church of Christ, it would be possible for a set of non-Catholic Churches to
attain full communion with the Church of Christ, and hence to enjoy the fullness
of grace and truth, without eo ipso becoming particular Catholic
churches. Such a situation is impossible, since the fullness can be obtained
only through Christ’s Catholic Church.

Fifth, Vatican II presupposes that,
during this “end of the times,” the people of God—which no one would
differentiate realiter from the Church of Christ—is the Catholic
Church. This point can be shown by the following observations. First, the people
of God is said to cling to the word of the magisterial teaching office.(126)
The predicate is, as such, applicable only to the members of the Catholic
Church. Second, the council speaks equivalently of “The Church, or the
people of God.”(127) The context shows
that “Church” here means “Catholic Church.” Third, the
teaching on incorporation into the people of God manifests the same. All are
called to the Catholic unity of the people of God, and all people either
“belong” (pertinent) or are “ordered” (ordinantur)
to this unity.(128) The distinctions between
belonging and being related are presented more precisely as follows. Those are
“fully incorporated” who accept all the means of salvation and the
entire structure of this society, who are united with Christ in its visible
structure governed by the supreme pontiff and the bishops (by the ties of the
profession of faith, the sacraments, ecclesial authority, and communion), and
who still have the Spirit of Christ.(129) Those
who meet all conditions but the 
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last (i.e., Catholics who have not
persevered in charity) are nonetheless “incorporated” into this
society.(130) Catechumens desire to be
incorporated into the Church.(131) “Mother
Church” thus embraces them as her own.(132)
Other Christians are, on various grounds, “joined” to the Church.(133)
Finally, other people are “ordered” to the people of God in various
ways.(134) This narrative of diverse relations
to the unity of the people of God presupposes the identity of the people of God
with the Catholic Church.(135) Fourth, Unitatis
redintegratio (UR 3), echoes this presupposition: For the building
up of the one body, Christ entrusted all the blessings of the New Testament to
the apostolic college alone, over which Peter presides. Into this one body
“all those who already belong in some way to the people of God ought to be
fully incorporated.”(136)

Sixth, according to Vatican II, it is
precisely the Catholic Church—not the Church of Christ conceived as extended
beyond the Catholic Church—that is necessary for salvation. It is first
asserted that the pilgrim Church of Christ is necessary for salvation.(137)
From this general principle the council concludes to 
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a particular moral precept pertaining
to God’s will for concrete man: “Wherefore, those men could not be saved
who—not unaware that the Catholic Church was by God through Jesus Christ made
necessary—nonetheless would not will to enter into her or to remain in
her.”(138) If the objective necessity to
enter the Catholic Church follows straightforwardly from the necessity of the
pilgrim Church of Christ for the salvation of wayfarers, then, as Fromaget
argues, the Catholic Church is the very same thing as the Church of Christ.(139)
Or is the Catholic Church some kind of instrument of the Church of Christ? Of
course, it is emphatically to be added that salvation is possible for
individuals who are not Catholic.(140)
Moreover, non-Catholic Christian communities enjoy ecclesial mediation of the
means for achieving this possibility. Disputes about the denial of the
possibility for non-Catholics to be saved, à la Feeney, are to be distinguished
from the issue of subsistit. Non-Catholics can be saved precisely
through a mystical communion with the Catholic Church. There is no compelling
need for a Catholic theologian to appeal to some other “mystical
communion” with a Church of Christ supposedly not fully identical with the
Catholic Church.

Seventh, the denial of full identity
does not accord with the context of the subsistit clause. The burden of
article 8 of Lumen gentium, as well as that of Mystici corporis,
was to maintain the inseparable unity of the invisible and visible aspects of
the one and 
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only (unica) Church. The one
reality of the Church is constituted on this earth “as a visible
structure.”(141) The Mystical Body of
Christ and the “society arranged with hierarchical organs,”(142)
therefore, form one complex reality from two elements, a mysterious analogy for
which is Christ, one person composed of two natures.(143)
Insofar as particular gatherings of Christians do not retain the full scope of
the visible order of the Catholic Church, they fail to be, in actu pleno,
particular churches of the Catholic Church. Given that the Church of Christ is
one reality, visible and invisible, how then could they be, in actu pleno,
particular churches of the Church of Christ? However one qualifies the status of
such churches with respect to the Catholic Church (e.g., they
“participate” in the reality of the Catholic Church; they
“approximate” to being, fully, Catholic particular churches), one must
identically qualify their status with respect to the Church of Christ.(144)
To differentiate these “respects” would be to render the Catholic
Church but a collective sister church, albeit massive and “full,”
among the major collective sister churches of the Church of Christ.

Eighth, only the doctrine of full
identity preserves the teaching that the Catholic Church is Mother of all
particular churches and not a federated sister to any particular church or
churches. The CDF has reaffirmed this constant teaching: “As recalled
above, one cannot properly say that the Catholic Church is the sister
of a particular church or group of churches.” The reason (what is being
recalled) is that “The one, holy, catholic and apostolic 
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[U]niversal [C]hurch is not sister but
mother of all the particular churches.” This is not mere
semantics. It is a matter “above all of respecting a basic truth of the
Catholic faith: that of the unicity of the [C]hurch of Jesus Christ. In fact,
there is but a single [C]hurch.”(145) This
teaching has no grounds if the Catholic Church is not, now and always, the
Universal Church of Christ, Mother of all particular churches.(146)

How, then, to account for the
ecclesial reality of non-Catholic churches? Non-Catholic churches can be
considered “true particular churches” in a proper but analogical
sense. A more precise accounting of the extension of the sense of
“church” is desirable. Clearly, they are not particular churches in
actu pleno. Would it be accurate to describe them as “true
churches” insofar as they are proximately disposed to the form of the one
true Church?

It seems to me, finally, that the
denial of total identity has been bolstered by an unwitting transposition from
one set of ecclesial polarities to another. The following polarities, each in
its own way, apply to the Church: visible society - mystical reality; perfect in
the means for the attainment of the end - imperfect and sinful in her members;
sign - signified; essential character - variegated incarnate manifestations;
pilgrim wanderer - heavenly victor; etc. Early conciliar discussions rightly
highlighted these polarities. Problems arise, however, when these as it were
eschatological and vertical polarities are taken to justify a horizontal
(geographical) and present polarity between the Catholic Church and the Church 
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of Christ, qua further
extended.(147) This leads to a kind of
abstraction of the “universal Church of Christ” from the Catholic
Church: “There is one Church of God that embraces the particular churches
of both East and West, even though at present they are not in full communion
with one another.”(148)

On the basis of this abstraction,
there emerges the conception of a dual relation: non-Catholic church - Church of
Christ; non-Catholic church - Catholic Church. This dual relation, in turn,
entails difficulties for a conception of the universal Church as both always
visible and always ontologically prior to particular churches.(149)
Ontologically prior, the universal Church, as Bridal Servant and Instrument of
Christ, informs this or that particular church with its ecclesial reality. If
the universal Church is always visible, just what universal Church informs
non-Catholic churches with their ecclesial reality, if not the Catholic Church?
If one appeals neither to the Catholic Church nor to an invisible Church, one
seems to have no recourse but to the notion of the universal Church as a
communion arising out of the many churches.(150)
But the universal Church is not a federation of churches, however intimately
connected.(151) The first set of polarities can
be main-
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tained without the addition of a
geographical polarity between the Catholic Church and the further extended
Church of Christ.



 



Conclusion





I have attempted to demonstrate (a) that Vatican II does not mitigate the
traditional doctrine on the full identity of the Church of Christ with the
Catholic Church and (b) that therefore on this point there is no warrant for a
hermeneutic of rupture. Conciliar and postconciliar magisterial teachings leave
theologians with the urgent tasks of articulating the unique contribution of subsistit,
accounting for the ecclesial status of non-Catholic churches and communities,
and unpacking the ecumenical implications of full identity.

Perhaps advertence to a distinction of
manners of consideration may assist in these theological endeavors. On the one
hand, one can consider the essential character and constitutive elements of the
one Church, visible and invisible. From this perspective, one approaches the
Church as such, not prescinding from her earthly aspects but considering them
absolutely, as it were. On the other hand, one can consider the actual
manifestation and concrete life of the Church.(152)
From the latter perspective, one 
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attends directly to the variegated
manifold of the one Church, which exists in particular churches. One attends
directly to the relative strengths and weaknesses—liturgical, theological,
pastoral, etc.—of these churches or those. One attends to the adequacy of the
harmony among the sister churches. In virtue of the real, albeit imperfect,
communion enjoyed by Catholic and non-Catholic particular churches, further, one
may simply include the latter with the former in this estimation of the adequacy
of the ecclesial symphony. Of course, this suggestion involves a differentiation
of considerations, not dual realities.(153)
From the coupling of these perspectives on the unique Church, finally, one can
affirm both the essential fullness of the ecclesial reality of the Catholic
Church and the concrete poverty and woundedness of her lived life, together with
her practical need of the expressive ecclesial riches found outside her visible
boundaries.(154)
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acceptant de Primatu, quem, ex Dei consilio, Episcopus Romanus obiective
possidet et in Ecclesiam universam exercet” (DI 17 [AAS
92 (2000): 758]; my translation). 



[bookmark: N_101_]101.
If one wishes
to include non-Catholic bishops in this ascription, one must qualify the
ascription (e.g., “in some way”). If a non-Catholic bishop “in
some way” governs a particular church not in full communion with the Church
of Christ, he may be said “in some way” to govern a particular church
not in full communion with the Catholic Church. 



[bookmark: N_102_]102.
 “Those
who believe in Christ and have received baptism validly [rite], are
placed in a certain communion, albeit imperfect, with the Catholic Church.
Indeed, on account of the discrepancies presently existing between them and the
Catholic Church, in various ways, whether in doctrinal or even disciplinary
matters or regarding the structure of the Church, not a few obstacles, sometimes
grave ones, stand in the way of full ecclesiastical communion. The ecumenical
movement has as its aim the overcoming of these obstacles” (“Hi enim
qui in Christum credunt et baptismum rite receperunt, in quadam cum Ecclesia
catholica communione, etsi non perfecta, constituuntur. Profecto, ob
discrepantias variis modis vigentes inter eos et Ecclesiam catholicam tum in re
doctrinali et quandoque etiam disciplinari tum circa structuram Ecclesiae,
plenae ecclesiasticae communioni opponuntur impedimenta non pauca, quandoque
graviora, ad quae superanda tendit motus oecumenicus” [UR 3 (AAS
57 [1965]: 93)]). 



[bookmark: N_103_]103.
In the paragraph preceding the one to which Sullivan refers, John Paul teaches
that the elements of sanctification and truth found outside the visible
structure of the Catholic Church constitute the objective basis of the
communion, albeit imperfect, of non-Catholic churches and ecclesial communions
with the Catholic Church. These elements are present, he adds, in different
degrees (see UUS 11 [AAS 87 (1995): 927]). 



[bookmark: N_104_]104.
See Becker,
“The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in‘ Terminology,”
520C-521A. His suggestion—that the text behind John Paul’s expression is ASS
3/2:335—is compelling. That text shows marked caution. See also note 86. 



[bookmark: N_105_]105.
 Feiner
notes (see Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree [Unitatis redintegratio],”
159 and 161) that, at the last minute, Paul VI requested that “iure”
be added to the important line in UR 3: “All these things, which
come from and lead to Christ, pertain by right to the one Church of Christ”
(“[H]aec omnia, quae a Christo proveniunt et ad Ipsum conducunt, ad unicam
Christi Ecclesiam iure pertinent” [AAS 57 (1965): 93]). 
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See Becker,
“The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in‘ Terminology,”
520C. 
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 Sullivan,
“The Meaning of Subsistit In,” 120 (see also 121). 
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The
historical sense of the term subsistit—that the Church of Christ
continues to exist in her fullness here, in the Catholic Church—is of course
required by Catholic teaching. So long as one does not take a metaphysical
reading in a crass sense—“something” subsisting “in something
else”—a metaphysical affirmation about the manner of existence of this
Church of Christ need not contradict the doctrine of full identity (cf. Becker,
“The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in‘ Terminology,”
519B, who yet appears to presume the idea as well [ibid., 520C]). It seems to me
that metaphysical reflections on this matter add a certain depth. Importantly,
they establish the theological grounds for the doctrinal affirmation of the real
ecclesial character of non-Catholic churches (see note 26 on Ratzinger’s thought
on this; see also Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 38-45). Clearly, the
council can employ the term in a merely historical sense (see UR 13,
regarding the perpetuation of Catholic traditions in the Anglican communion). It
would be a mistake, however, to take metaphysically a merely historical
application regarding the enduring existence of “elements” outside the
Catholic Church (see, e.g., Sullivan, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,”
120). 
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 Sullivan,
“Response,” 405. See also ibid., n. 29, with reference to ASS
3/7:35 



[bookmark: N_110_]110.
 “Deus
procul dubio utitur ipsis Communitatibus seiunctis, non quidem qua seiunctis,
sed qua informatis praedictis elementis ecclesialibus, ad conferendam
credentibus gratiam salutarem” (ASS 3/7:35). It should be
mentioned, first, that Aeternus Unigeniti already stated something to
this effect (see notes 71 and 72). One might object that Aeternus Unigeniti
spoke of the instrumental efficacy of the elements and not of the communities.
Yet, second, the Acta attest that it is on account of the elements that
said communities have their efficacy. In response to worries that Lumen
gentium 15, exaggerated the promise of non-Catholic communions and thus
gave license for the Protestant prosyletization of Latin America, the doctrinal
commission made clear that “This entire passage treats of the objective
elements which constitute a certain bond with the Catholic Church. The
passage is obviously stated in general terms” (“In toto textu agitur de
elementis obiectivis quae nexum quemdam cum Ecclesia Catholica constituunt,
et sermo evidenter est generalis” [ASS 3/6:100; the same point is
made in ASS 3/2:335]). Third, John Paul II ascribes the presence and
operation of the Church of Christ in non-Catholic Churches to the presence
therein of ecclesial elements (see note 39). The CDF follows him (see CDF,
“Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,” response to the
second question [AAS 99 (2007): 606]). See, also James O’Connor,
“The Church of Christ and the Catholic Church,” in The Battle for
the Catholic Mind, ed. William May and Kenneth Whitehead (South Bend, Ind.:
St. Augustine’s Press, 2001), 258-59. 



[bookmark: N_111_]111.
 O’Connor,
“The Church of Christ and the Catholic Church,” 259. O’Connor is well
aware of the problem that non-Catholic churches cannot be impeded in the
validity of certain exercises of the sacraments on account of a juridical act of
Rome (see, e.g., ASS 3/7:35). Nevertheless, as he notes, the same is
true within the Catholic Church (differences of domains for various
canonical norms notwithstanding). A “suspended” bishop can serve the
Lord, but not qua separated (ibid., 260). Moreover, the nota
praevia accompanying Lumen gentium offers preliminary guidelines
for the interpretation of some matters, such as the meaning of
“communion” and the question of “juridical determination” of
a bishop’s power to perform his sacred function. Diverse answers to questions of
liceity and validity do not prejudice the argument that the Church of Christ is
simply the Catholic Church. However, diverse answers to the question of
juridical determination will affect the ways in which one understands the
meaning of “church” when said of non-Catholic communions. See also Leo
XIII, Satis cognitum 14-15; Pius XII, Mystici corporis 42. 
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 For
a similar contention, see Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 47. 
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 Was
the teaching longstanding? Sullivan contends that the total identity of the
Catholic Church and the Church of Christ was not held by the fathers of the
Council of Florence. He indicates the reference in session 6 to a wall that
divided the “western and eastern Church” (in the singular in Latin and
Greek). See Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:524.9-11; and Sullivan, “The
Meaning of Subsistit In,” 524. This reading is problematic in the
context of that council as a whole. In session 8, the council portrays the
Greeks and the Armenians as having been made one with the Roman Church (see
Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:535.31-536.2). Session 6 stresses the primacy
of the Roman pontiff over the whole Church (see Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:528.15-30)
and refers to the Catholic Church as Mother Church and Spouse of Christ (see
Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:524.30-31 and 525.14). How, then, should one
understand the passage to which Sullivan refers? The voice of the council is as
it were that of the universal Church addressing her actual sons, those who were
divided. She rejoices that those who are her sons, and who were once divided
though marked by Christ in baptism, are united at last. This is as though to say
that, whereas the objective scope of papal power is and was universal, it
suffered in its reception among some of the Eastern churches, which are now, in actu
pleno, particular Catholic Churches. Who, finally, can forget Florence’s
very difficult teaching (applicable formaliter) that no one who does
not remain in the bosom of Catholic unity—be he a heretic or schismatic—can be
saved (see Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:578.7-26)? 
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 “Sancta
et catholica Ecclesia, quae est Corpus Christi Mysticum” (Orientalium
Ecclesiarum 2 [AAS 57 (1965): 76]). See O’Connor, “The Church
of Christ and the Catholic Church,” 257. 
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The refrain
“Christ’s Body, which is the Church,” evocative of Pius XII and
Sebastian Tromp, appears in various places. See Sacrosanctum concilium
7 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:822.29-30); Lumen gentium 7
(Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:853.24), 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:860.13), 48 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:887.37), and 49 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:889.15); Gaudium et spes 32 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:1088.38-39); and Presbyterorum ordinis 12 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:1057.21). 
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 “Episcopi
autem singuli visibile principium et fundamentum sunt unitatis in suis Ecclesiis
particularibus, ad imaginem Ecclesiae universalis formatis, in quibus et ex
quibus una et unica Ecclesia catholica exsistit” (LG 23 [AAS
57 (1965): 27]). 



[bookmark: N_117_]117.
 See
also Code of Canon Law, canon 368. 
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 “[U]na
et unica Dei Ecclesia” (UR 3 [AAS 57 (1965): 92]). 
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 See
Sullivan, “Response,” 402-4 and 407. 
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 See
LG 22-23; and Nota explicativa praevia, no. 3. 



[bookmark: N_121_]121.
 With
respect to the introduction to Unitatis redintegratio, there was a
complaint that non-Catholic communions were being numbered alongside the
Catholic Church, giving the appearance of a false connumeration. The response
was: “In this place, only the reality as perceived by all is being
described. Below, it is clearly affirmed that only the Catholic Church is the
true Church of Christ” (“Hic tantum factum, prout ab omnibus
conspicitur, describendum est. Postea clare affirmatur solam Ecclesiam
catholicam esse veram Ecclesiam Christi” [ASS 3/7:12]). The third
concern regarding chapter 1 urged the explicit addition of “Catholic”
whenever the use of “Church” was meant to designate the Catholic
Church. The response was that the sense in each case should be obvious from the
context (see ASS 3/7:15). The same bishop desired another change (the
fourth listed): That the text explicitly state that only the Catholic Church is
the Church of Christ and that everyone has the duty to seek her out and enter
her in order to obtain eternal salvation. The risk, in not clarifying this
matter, is that Catholics will be exposed to indifferentism. The secretariat’s
response was, “What is asked here is sufficiently borne out in the entire
text. On the other hand, the text cannot pass over the fact that revealed truths
and ecclesial elements are also found in other Christian communities”
(“In toto textu sufficienter effertur, quod postulatur. Ex altera parte non
est tacendum etiam in aliis communitatibus christianis inveniri veritates
revelatas et elementa ecclesialia” [ibid.]). Other bishops urged that the
text more clearly teach that the true Church is only the Catholic Church and
that the pope enjoys supreme authority over all the faithful. The response was
that the text presupposes this doctrine, expounded in Lumen gentium
(see ibid.).



In the discussion of UR
2, there was a desire that the unicity of the Church be more clearly expressed.
The response reads: “(A) From the whole text, the identification of the
Church of Christ with the Catholic Church is evident, although, as is necessary,
the ecclesial elements of the other communities are set in relief. (B) The
Church—governed by the successors of the Apostles with the successor of Peter
as their head—is explicitly called the ‘only flock of God’ and the ‘one and
only Church of God’ (“[A] Ex toto textu clare apparet identificatio
Ecclesiae Christi cum Ecclesia catholica, quamvis, ut oportet, efferantur
elementa ecclesialia aliarum communitatum. [B] … Ecclesia a successoribus
Apostolorum cum Petri successore capite gubernata … explicite dicitur ‘unicus
Dei grex’ et … ‘una et unica Dei Ecclesia’” [ASS 3/7:17]). It
is noteworthy that the CDF, in its responses to questions on “Certain
Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,” cites these texts in its fourth
footnote (AAS 99 [2007]: 605-6 n. 4). 
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 LG
8 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:854.21-23, 26-28); 18 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:863.11-14); 19 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:863.28-32); 20 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:864.4-6); 22 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:865.28-866.11; 866.14-18,
20-24, 25, 32, 34); 23 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:867.21, 23, 29-30); and
25 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:869.30-34, 39). Among other witnesses to
the constancy of this tradition, see Fourth Lateran Council, chap. 5 (DS
811); Council of Lyons, Session 4 (DS 861); Boniface VIII, Unam
sanctam (DS 870-75); Council of Florence, “Decree for the
Greeks” (DS 1307); Vatican I, Pastor aeternus (DS
3050-64); Leo XIII, Satis cognitum 13-15; and Pius XII, Mystici
corporis 40-41. 
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We find such
an appeal in the Joint International Commission for the Theological Dialogue
between the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church, “Ecclesiological
and Canonical Consequences of the Sacramental Nature of the Church: Ecclesial
Communion, Conciliarity and Authority” (Ravenna, 13 October 2007). 
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 “Per
solam enim catholicam Christi Ecclesiam, quae generale auxilium salutis est,
omnis salutarium mediorum plenitudo attingi potest” (UR 3 [AAS
57 (1965): 94]). The elements of sanctification and truth found outside the
Catholic Church, conducive to salvation, draw their efficacy from the fullness
of grace and truth entrusted to the Catholic Church. Lumen gentium
teaches that these elements are proper (propria) to the Church of
Christ and therefore impel towards Catholic unity (LG 8). In the Acta,
the following response regarding a suggested change is noteworthy: “When
ecclesial elements are said to exist outside of the boundaries of the Catholic
Church, it is by no means affirmed that in the Catholic Church one does not find
all the elements [of the Church]. The fullness of the means of salvation …
is explicitly ascribed to the Catholic Church alone” (“Eo quod extra
saepta Ecclesiae catholicae elementa ecclesialia exstare dicuntur, nullatenus
affirmatur non omnia elementa in Ecclesia catholica inveniri. Plenitudo mediorum
salutis … explicite soli Ecclesiae catholicae adscribitur” [ASS
3/7:31]). See also John Paul II, Ut unum sint 11 (AAS 87
[1995]: 927). 
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 “[I]psa
plenitudine gratiae et veritatis … Ecclesiae catholicae concredita est”
(UR 3 [AAS 57 (1965): 93]). Paul VI requested the insertion of
“Catholic” at the end of this statement (see Feiner, “Commentary
on the Decree [Unitatis redintegratio],” 159). 
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 See
LG 12. 
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 “Ecclesia
seu Populus Dei” (LG 13 [Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:859.17];
see also LG 28 [Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:873.36-37]). 



[bookmark: N_128_]128.
 LG
13 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.5-7). For a similar analysis, see
Fromaget, “Subsistit in,” 39-40. 



[bookmark: N_129_]129.
 See
LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.20-25). Of course, the
conditions spelled out here pertain to the objective order. Whether someone who
is commonly assumed not to be Catholic may in fact be Catholic is another
question, which the council chose not to answer. Hence, the wording in UR
3: “Those who have by faith been justified in baptism are incorporated into
Christ” (“iustificati ex fide in baptismate, Christo incorporantur”
[AAS 57 (1965): 93]). The text does not read “into Christ’s
body,” pace the Tanner translation (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:910.13-14). The secretariat called attention to the deliberate omission of the
term “body” here, since it was not the council’s intention to settle
disputed questions of membership (see ASS 3/7:30). The readings of
Feiner (Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree [Unitatis redintegratio],”
73) and Congar (Congar, Le Concile de Vatican II, 160) concerning
Church membership seem, therefore, to go beyond the text. For a reading
alternative to these, see Karl J. Becker, “The Teaching of Vatican II on
Baptism: A Stimulus for Theology,” in Vatican II: Assessment and
Perspectives Twenty-five Years After (1962-1987), vol. 2, ed. René
Latourelle (New York: Paulist Press, 1989), 62-75. For a good and subtle
presentation, see Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 27-33. Von Teuffenbach
argues that Cardinal Liénart failed to distinguish the question of membership
from the question of the relation of non-Catholic communions to the one and only
Catholic Church (see von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des ‘subsistit in’,
304f.). 
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 See
LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.25-27). 
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 See
LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.31f). 
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See LG
14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.33). 
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 LG
15 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.34-37). 
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 LG
16 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:861.14f). 
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 Sullivan
reads into the constitution the notion of “degrees of incorporation in the
church” (see Sullivan, Salvation outside the Church? 146). He
further blurs the subtlety by contending that since one either belongs (a loose
term) or is related to the Church, therefore, all who belong are members of the
Church (see ibid., 153). 
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 “cui
plene incorporentur oportet omnes, qui ad populum Dei iam aliquo modo
pertinent” (UR 3 [AAS 57 (1965): 94]). 
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 See
LG 14 (AAS 57 [1965]: 18). 
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 “Quare
illi homines salvari non possent, qui Ecclesiam Catholicam a Deo per Iesum
Christum ut necessariam esse conditam non ignorantes, tamen vel in eam intrare,
vel in eadem perseverare noluerint” (LG 14 [AAS 57
(1965): 18]). Tanner, following a general editorial decision, capitalizes
neither Ecclesiam nor Catholicam (see Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:860.17). 
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 See
Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 38 n. 145. 
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 LG
15-17. Sullivan argues from the possibility that non-Catholics can be saved,
even though they do not enter into visible union with the Catholic Church, to
the denial of total identity. This is to presuppose what one intends to
establish. It is not necessary to deny total identity in order to save this
possibility. As O’Connor has shown, the secretariat found it not necessary to
repeat, in UR 3, the necessity of the Catholic Church for salvation,
since the truth of this necessity was abundantly clear: “The necessity of
communion with the Catholic Church for obtaining the grace of Christ and
salvation is sufficiently indicated in the entire context” (“Necessitas
communionis cum Ecclesia catholica ad gratiam Christi et salutem obtinendam
sufficienter indicatur in toto contextu” [ASS 3/7:35]). See
O’Connor, “The Church of Christ and the Catholic Church,” 259. 
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 “ut
compaginem visibilem” (LG 8 [AAS 57 (1965): 11]). 



[bookmark: N_142_]142.
 “Societas
autem organis hierarchicis instructa” (ibid.). 
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 Even
late in the Acta, the unicity of the Church is repeatedly expressed.
See ASS 3/1:176 and 180; and ASS 3/7:12, 15, 16-17, 35
(response to suggested emendation no. 57) and 36 (response to suggested
emendation no. 63). The unicity is, of course, also enshrined in the conciliar
texts themselves: “This is the only Church of Christ” (“Haec est
unica Christi Ecclesia” [LG 8 (AAS 57 [1965]: 11)]); and
“In this one and only Church of God” (“In hac una et unica Dei
Ecclesia” [UR 3 (AAS 57 [1965], 92)]). The teaching
continues to manifest itself (see CDF, “Some Aspects of the Church
Understood as Communion,” 8; UUS 11; and DI 16-17). 
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 If
one may in some mode of discourse speak of degrees of being particular churches
of the Church of Christ, one could speak identically of degrees of being
particular Catholic churches. See, e.g., The Catechism of the Catholic
Church, 834. 
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 CDF,
“Note on the Expression ‘Sister Churches,’” 10-11 (Origins 30
[2000]: 224B). The tradition witnesses that the Catholic Church is Mother of all
Churches through the primacy accorded to her visible head. Accordingly, the
tradition does not hesitate to call the Church of Rome the Mother of all
Churches (see Fourth Lateran Council, chap. 5 [DS 811]; Council of
Lyons, session 4 [DS 861]; and Leo XIII, Satis cognitum 13).
See also the teaching of Paul VI cited above in note 28. The supremacy of the
one Church of Rome over all particular churches is stressed also at Vatican I, Pastor
aeternus (DS 3060). 
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 Sullivan
insists, however, that the Universal Church of Christ is not simply the Catholic
Church, and he implies that Paul VI not only permitted one to hold but expressed
himself in such a way as to imply that the Catholic Church is a collective
“sister” of the churches of the East. See Sullivan, The Church We
Believe In, 63. 



[bookmark: N_147_]147.
 See,
e.g., Farmerée, “Local Churches, Universal Church and Other Churches in Lumen
Gentium,” 54-58. By contrast, the movement from LG 49 to LG
50 ratifies both the differentiation of the pilgrim status from the heavenly
status of the Church and the identity of the Church with the Body of Christ (AAS
57 [1965]: 55). 
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 Sullivan,
“The Significance of the Vatican II Declaration,” 283. See also idem, The
Church We Believe In, 24f. Again, “The Orthodox Churches can hardly be
said to be particular churches of the Catholic Church. If they are not, of what
universal church are they particular churches? It would seem that they must be
particular churches of the church of Christ, which must then continue to exist
beyond the limits of the Catholic Church and not be simply identical with
it” (Sullivan,“The Meaning of Subsistit In,” 123). John
McDermott’s remark retains its pertinence: “Sullivan’s universal Church is
hardly an ordered society in this world” (John McDermott, “Lumen
gentium: The Once and Future Constitution,” in Kenneth Whitehead, ed.,
After 40 Years: Vatican Council II’s Diverse Legacy [South Bend, Ind.:
St. Augustine’s Press, 2007], 158 n. 21). 



[bookmark: N_149_]149.
 See
CDF, “Some Aspects of the Church Understood as Communion,” 7 (AAS
85 [1993]: 842). See also Ratzinger, “Ecclesiology of the
Constitution,” 133-39. 
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See Sullivan,
The Church We Believe In, 63-65, and Farmerée, “Local Churches,
Universal Church and Other Churches in Lumen Gentium,” 60. 



[bookmark: N_151_]151.
 See
Paul VI, Evangelii nuntiandi 62; and CDF, “Some Aspects of the
Church Understood as Communion,” 9. 
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By means of
this distinction, one can illuminate the harmony in Cardinal Ratzinger’s claims
that the Church of Christ is fully identical with the Catholic Church and that
she extends beyond the Roman Catholic Church. Seen from the material
perspective, Catholic churches and non-Catholic churches and communions have
this in common: They are the particular, ecclesial stuff upon which God through
Christ, in the Spirit, works. So, if by “Catholic Church” one intends
to designate the variegated manifestation or complexion of the Church of Christ,
where it is perfect or metaphysically subsistent, then one might say that the
reality of the Church of Christ extends beyond the Catholic Church. (It seems to
me that this is why the cardinal prefixes Roman to “Catholic
Church” in affirming such an extension, as though drawing attention to
those temporal aspects of her concrete manifestation that are not per se
necessary to her essential constitution. I thus find Heim’s contention that
Ratzinger “does not presuppose a complete identity” [Heim, Joseph
Ratzinger, 317] to be misplaced.) Nevertheless, such an affirmation is not
admissible from the perspective that approaches the Church as such. The Catholic
Church, as such, is not a mere set of federated churches but the universal
Church of Christ, totally identical thereto. (Hence, the CDF, in its commentary
on its “Responses to Some Questions regarding Certain Aspects of the
Doctrine on the Church,” describes this total identity as a
“substantial identity of essence.”) So, it is more proper to recognize
“Catholic Church” as a term designating the very Church founded by
Christ, visible and invisible, divine mystery and ordered society. It is this
very Church that can be conceived in this twofold consideration. 
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This
consideration opens up space for a Catholic approach to ecumenism that does not
rely on a real differentiation between the Catholic Church and the Church of
Christ. It allows for both of the following assertions: (a) the goal of the
ecumenical movement is not the union of churches in some tertium quid
but their union in the Catholic Church herself, conceived as such, and (b) the
Catholic Church as presently manifest, i.e., as conceived from the material or
phenomenological point of view, is not configured in the same way as she was
four hundred years ago and as she shall be in the future. A particular or local
church that enters full communion with the Catholic Church becomes Catholic,
while the latter undergoes reconfiguration in her concrete complexion. Various
theologians point in different ways to something of this distinction. I have
noted Cardinal Ratzinger already. Others include Richard Schenck (Richard
Schenk, “The Unsettled German Discussions of Justification: Abiding
Differences and Ecumenical Blessings,” Dialog: A Journal of Theology
44 [2005]: 161 and n. 30); Gamberini (“‘Subsistit’ in Ecumenical
Ecclesiology,” 68-69); and, especially, Fromaget (“Subsistit In,”
80-88). I find particularly promising Thomas Aquinas’s meditation on the two
senses in which one can understand forma mixti: as the substantial form
rendering many parts one substance and as the emergent, manifest
“quality” of the harmony among these parts (see Thomas Aquinas, Summa
contra Gentiles IV, c. 81). There is only one substance and one substantial
form; yet, in a composite being, harmony among the parts is a necessary feature.
Disharmony entails sickness, or even death. Approaching a composite entity from
the material point of view, one can consider potential parts together with
actual parts as both belonging to the whole according as it has the character of
a balanced interplay of ordered parts. Given that the Church is a corporate
entity, Aquinas’s insight on forma mixti could be applied only
analogously. 
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BRIAN DAVIES OBSERVES that justification, for Aquinas, “is a matter of
God making us more godly.”(1) But how
exactly does Aquinas understand this process of “making us more
godly”? The key concept in Aquinas’s teaching on justification is that
justification denotes a movement towards “rectitude of order”:

Justice is so-called
inasmuch as it implies a certain rectitude of order [rectitudo ordinis]
in the interior disposition of a human being, in so far as what is highest in
humans is subject to God, and the inferior powers of the soul are subject to the
superior, i.e. to the reason; and this disposition the Philosopher calls
‘justice metaphorically speaking’.(2)

In this article I wish to explore the Christological and soteriological
significance of Aquinas’s understanding of justice as “a certain rectitude
of order in the interior disposition of a human being.” Firstly, I intend
to examine his treatment of original justice and original sin, especially in so
far as these denote a relation to “ordinateness.” Secondly, in the
light of the close connection between the questions of law and justification in
Pauline theology, I intend to explain why it is for Aquinas that the
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Old Law is incapable of justifying—that is, of producing “a certain
rectitude of order in the interior disposition of a human being.” Finally,
I intend to show how the justice of Christ—Christ’s own personal justification
and interior rectitude of order—is the ground for all human redemption and
justification.

Although this study is expository rather than speculative, I do not plan to
offer either a detailed account of the relevant question from the Summa
Theologiae (STh I-II, q. 113) or an assessment of whether or not
Aquinas’s argument there is successful.(3)
Neither do I intend to discuss in great depth the twin issues of justification
by faith and of the relationship of grace and justification.(4)
In the light of the Reformation, these issues have become, together with the
debate as to whether justification is imputed (Lutheranism) or imparted
(Catholicism), central to the discussion of justification whether this is
conceived polemically or ecumenically, and they are, understandably, issues that
feature prominently in the Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification by
the Lutheran World Federation and the Catholic Church.(5)
However, there has emerged over the last thirty years or so (primarily in the
English-speaking world) a current of thinking in contemporary Pauline
scholarship to the effect that Paul’s teaching on justification needs to be
interpreted not along the customary post-Reformation lines, but in the light of
his understanding of Old Testament covenant theology and of the shape of
biblical narrative.(6) This “new
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perspective on Paul” has recently
found a counterpart in what might be described as the “new perspective on
Aquinas.”(7) I hope to demonstrate that
Aquinas’s teaching on justification is likewise grounded in a theology of
salvation history according to which Christ is presented as the fulfillment of
Torah and Wisdom.

 



I. Sin as Disorder









Defining original justice, Aquinas
writes that

this rectitude
consisted in his [Adam’s] reason being subject to God, the lower powers to
reason, and the body to the soul; and the first subjection was the cause of both
the second and the third; since while reason was subject to God, the lower
powers remained subject to reason.(8)

For Aquinas, the antithesis of justice is sin. Justification, indeed, is a
movement away from sin and towards justice,(9)
and the rectitude of order in which justification consists presupposes a
reordering of that which has become disordered. Aquinas explains that “sin
denotes an inordinate act, even as an act of virtue is an ordinate and due
act,” while “the vice of a thing seems to consist in its not being
disposed in a way befitting its nature,” which is another way of saying
that it represents a “disordered” condition.(10)
Likewise, human actions are elicited by the will and “a human act is evil
through lacking conformity with its due
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measure” which in turn depends on
a “rule.” The two rules of the human will are human reason and the
eternal law “which is God’s reason, so to speak,” with the result that
sinful actions are those which do not conform with the twofold rule of human and
divine reason.(11)

The inordinate reason itself is the
primary cause of sin

first, in so far as
it errs in the knowledge of truth, which error is imputed to the reason as a
sin, when it is in ignorance or error about what it is able and ought to know;
secondly, when it either commands the inordinate movements of the lower powers,
or deliberately fails to check them.(12)

The will is moved in accord with reason, but the will and reason may be
thrown off kilter either by some disorder within themselves or by the sensitive
appetites in such a way that they falsely apprehend their good and fail to
measure up to the rule of reason and of the eternal law.(13)
When this occurs the consequence is a lack of order between the body (mediating
the sensitive appetites) and the reason and between the reason and the eternal
law (“God’s reason”). This is the precise opposite of the rectitudo
ordinis at which justification aims.

Original sin “is an inordinate
disposition, arising from the destruction of the harmony which was essential to
original justice, even as bodily sickness is an inordinate disposition of the
body, by reason of the destruction of that equilibrium which is essential to
health.”(14) Actual sin is “an
inordinateness of an act,” whereas original sin is “an inordinate
disposition of nature,” and, unlike actual sin, is “a kind of
habit.”(15) It destroys original justice
and diminishes the natural inclination to virtue.(16)
Aquinas explains that
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As a result of
original justice, the reason had perfect hold over the lower parts of the soul,
while reason itself was perfected by God, and was subject to him. Now this same
original justice was forfeited through the sin of our first parent … so that
all the powers of the soul are left, as it were, destitute of their proper
order, whereby they are naturally directed to virtue; which destitution is
called a wounding of nature.(17)

In consequence of this the reason, the will and the irascible and
concupiscible powers of the soul (the subjects of fortitude and temperance
respectively) become disordered:

in so far as the reason is deprived of its order to
the true, there is the wound of ignorance; in so far as the will is deprived of
its order of good, there is the wound of malice; in so far as the irascible is
deprived of its order to the arduous, there is the wound of weakness; and in so
far as the concupiscible is deprived of its order to the delectable, moderated
by reason, there is the wound of concupiscence.(18)



Original sin, accordingly, introduces disorder—an inordinate disposition—at
every level of the soul, undermining the body’s proper subordination to the soul
and the soul’s proper subordination to God.

 



II.
Desire and Disorder









This “inordinateness” is what Aquinas understands by
“concupiscence.” At one level, inordinateness is caused by the loss of
original justice:

Now the whole order
of original justice consists in a human’s will being subject to God. This
subjection, first and chiefly, was in the will, whose function it is to move all
the other parts to the end … so that the will being turned away from God,
all the other powers of the soul become inordinate.(19)

At another level, however, the “material element” in original sin
is that inordinateness which Aquinas equates with concupiscence:
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Accordingly the
privation of original justice, whereby the will was made subject to God, is the
formal element in original sin; while every other disorder of the soul’s powers,
is a kind of material element in respect of original sin. Now the inordinateness
of the other powers of the soul consists chiefly in their turning inordinately
to mutable good; which inordinateness may be called by the general name of
concupiscence.

Aquinas notes that “the concupiscible power is naturally governed by
reason” and that “the act of concupiscence is so far natural to
humans, as it is in accord with the order of reason.” However, “in so
far as it trespasses beyond the bounds of reason, it is, for humans, contrary to
reason,” and it is in that that the concupiscence of original sin consists.(20)
Moreover, “as in good things, the intellect and reason stand first, so
conversely in evil things, the lower part of the soul is found to take
precedence, for it clouds and draws the reason.”(21)
The inordinate reason may be the primary cause of sin, but the loss of
subjection of reason to God is mirrored within the soul itself in the
inordinateness which sees concupiscence and the lower part of the soul seize the
hegemony from intellect and reason; Aquinas notes that “the appetitive
faculty obeys the reason, not blindly, but with a certain power of
opposition,” with the result that “the habits or passions of the
appetitive faculty cause the use of reason to be impeded.”(22)

The inordinateness in which original
sin consists derives from pride. Pride (superbia) is the desire to
overstep above (supra) what one really is, and consequently is opposed
to “right reason,” which “requires that every man’s will should
tend to that which is proportionate to him.”(23)
Instead, “pride makes a man despise the divine law which hinders him from
sinning.”(24) Aquinas explains that
“the first inordinateness of the human appetite resulted from his [Adam’s]
coveting inordinately some spiritual good” which “he would not have
coveted inordinately if he had desired it according to his measure as
established by the divine 
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rule.”(25)
In particular, Adam (like the devil) “coveted somewhat to be equal to God,
in so far as each wished to rely on himself in contempt of the order of the
divine rule.”(26) Pride, accordingly,
constitutes an inordinateness within the soul which goes against the “order
of reason,” rejects the “divine rule,” and so disrupts the
subordination of the body to the lower parts of the soul, of the lower parts of
the soul to the intellect and reason, and of the intellect and reason to God.

We may note in passing that this
coveting of equality with God represents a disordering both of the vocation to
exercise genuine freedom and of the vocation to exist in the imago Dei.
Rudi te Velde argues that Aquinas understands the disorder that follows from the
loss of original justice as depriving the human self of its basic freedom.
Reduced to a state of disorder and disharmony, human beings are unable to
realize that freedom which is intrinsic to what it means to be truly human.(27)
In particular, because of the disorder it introduces into the human soul, Adam’s
prideful coveting of equality with God deprives human reason of its freedom to
obey the eternal law. At the same time, the coveting of equality represents a
disordering of humanity’s creation in the image of God.(28)
Joseph P. Wawrykow accordingly discerns a number of resonances and structural
similarities between Aquinas’s teaching on original justice and his teaching on
the imago Dei,(29) while Romanus
Cessario speaks of the “prerogative of image-perfection in the state of
original justice,” and goes on
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to present sin in terms of the loss of
the divine image.(30) While it is beyond the
scope of this study to explore in detail the equation between disorder and the
loss of authentic human freedom and of the imago Dei, it is important
to bear in mind the full range of ideas implied by concepts such as ordo
and iustitia.

 



III. Law and Order



We have seen that reason is central to
the idea of rectitudo ordinis, inasmuch as right order consists in the
due subjection of the sensitive part of humans (the flesh and the sensitive
appetites of the soul) to the reason and of the reason to God. For Aquinas, law
is likewise intimately bound up with reason,(31)
and has to do with God’s rational ordering of the universe.(32)
Natural law is a participation in the divine law, whereby the eternal law is
imprinted on rational creatures,(33) and natural
law, human law, and divine law (Old Law and New Law) are all determinations of
eternal law by which eternal law is manifested and reflected within the order of
creation. The function of divine law is to order humanity towards its
supernatural end: “since man is ordained to an end of eternal happiness
which is disproportionate to man’s natural faculty … it was necessary that,
besides the natural and the human law, man should be directed to his end by a
law given by God.”(34) In rational
creatures, accordingly, rectitudo ordinis denotes a natural ordo
which is in accord with natural law and a supernatural ordo which is in
accord with divine law, each of which is a determination of eternal law.

Aquinas is keen to underline the
identification of eternal law with divine reason (ratio) and Wisdom. He
explains that “the ratio of divine Wisdom, as moving all things to
their due end, bears the character of law. Accordingly the eternal law is
nothing 
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else than the ratio of divine
Wisdom, as directing all actions and movements.”(35)
If eternal law is the ratio of divine Wisdom, it follows that all law
participates to some degree in that ratio. Where Sirach equates Torah
with divine Wisdom, Aquinas equates the eternal law in which Torah participates
with divine Wisdom.(36) Aquinas also identifies
eternal law with the person of the Son.(37)
Accordingly, eternal law = divine Wisdom = the Word = the Son. As will become
clear, inasmuch as Christ is divine, he is the divine Wisdom to whom human
reason is properly subordinated, while, inasmuch as he is human, his flesh and
the lower parts of his soul are duly ordered to reason, and his reason is duly
subjected to the divine Wisdom.(38) As incarnate
Wisdom, Christ is just, well-ordered and rational—in the sense that his human
reason is subordinated to the ratio of the divine Wisdom which he
himself incarnates.(39)

The problem with Torah—the Old
Law—is that, although it participates in eternal law and hence in the ratio
of the divine Wisdom, it is radically incapable either of reordering what has
been disordered by sin or of ordering the rational creature towards beatitude.(40)
The Old Law was good because it was “in accordance with
reason”—“it repressed concupiscence which is in 
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conflict with reason” and
“forbade all kinds of sin; and these too are contrary to reason”—but
“the end of the divine law is to bring humans to that end which is
everlasting happiness,” and “this cannot be done save by the grace of
the Holy Spirit, whereby “charity, which fulfills the law … is spread
abroad in our hearts” (Romans 5:5).”(41)
This outpouring of the grace of the Spirit is reserved to Christ, for which
reason one function of the Old Law is to ordain humans to Christ.(42)
Another function was to overcome pride—the root of original sin:

after man had been
instructed by the Law, his pride was convinced of his weakness, through his
being unable to fulfill what he knew. Hence, as the Apostle concludes (Romans
8:3-4) “what the Law could not do in that it was weak through the flesh,
God sent his own Son to do … that the justification of the Law might be
fulfilled in us.”(43) 





In the light of original sin, pride abounds and reason is disordered. The Old
Law does not solve the problem of disordered reason but brings it into focus,
preparing for the justification that will be accomplished by Christ. Torah
reveals the disorder that has been introduced into the rational creature by sin,
but is unable to reorder what has been disordered, and unable to subordinate
flesh to reason and reason to God. 





IV. Spirit and Freedom









That work of reordering is accomplished by the grace of the Spirit in which
the New Law primarily consists. Aquinas explains that “that which is
preponderant in the law of the New Testament, and on which all its efficacy is
based, is the grace of the Holy Spirit, which is given through faith in Christ.
Consequently the New Law is chiefly the grace itself of the Holy Spirit, which
is given to those who believe in Christ,”(44)
and inasmuch as it consists in “the grace of the Holy Spirit bestowed


  



page 55

inwardly” the New Law justifies.(45)
Both Old Law and New Law have the same end, “namely, the subjection of
humans to God,” but the Old Law works towards this end “like a
pedagogue of children,” whereas “the New Law is the law of perfection,
since it is the law of charity.”(46) The
Old Law encouraged people to live justly in accordance with right reason by
inducing fear of punishment, whereas the New Law, “which derives its
pre-eminence from the spiritual grace instilled into our hearts,” inclines
them “to do virtuous deeds through love of virtue, not on account of some
extrinsic punishment or reward” by the grace of the Spirit and by offering
spiritual and eternal promises “which are objects of the virtues, chiefly
of charity” in such a way that they “are inclined of themselves to
those objects, not as to something foreign but as to something of their
own.”(47)

The New Law, in short, orders us
towards subjection to God not out of fear on the basis of legislation but
spontaneously and out of virtue on the basis of Spirit-infused charity. Human
beings are now truly free:

the children of God
are led by the Holy Spirit, not as bondsmen, but as free. They are free, who are
a cause unto themselves; and we do that freely which we do of ourselves, that
is, of our own willing; but what we do against our will, we do, not freely, but
after the manner of bondsmen. The Holy Spirit then, rendering us lovers of God,
inclines us to act of our own will, freely, out of love, not as bondsmen
prompted by fear.(48)



Jean-Pierre Torrell accordingly attributes to the Spirit the gifts of freedom
and “instinct.”(49) This is
significant, because one of the consequences of that loss of ordo that
follows from original sin is the loss of a spontaneous (or instinctive)
obedience of the lower part of the soul to the reason and of the reason to God.
The Old Law does not solve this problem. There is nothing free about
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obeying laws out of fear of
punishment, and nothing spontaneous and instinctive about trying to reorder the
soul through compliance with legislation. The problem is solved only by the
outpouring of the Spirit,(50) who restores us to
the imago Dei by moving us to obey God out of spontaneous love.(51)
This understanding of the grace of the Spirit in terms of freedom and
spontaneity sheds light on what Aquinas means by rectitudo ordinis.
Rectitude of order comprises freedom from disorder and freedom from the Old Law
which is a temporary and contingent mechanism for dealing with disorder, and
brings with it the spontaneity and instinctiveness which are the corollary of
right order between flesh, reason, and God.(52)

Aquinas explains that “the New
Law fulfils the Old by supplying that which was lacking in the Old Law.”(53)
More specifically,

the end of every law
is to make men righteous and virtuous … and consequently the end of the Old
Law was the justification of men. The Law, however, could not accomplish this,
but foreshadowed it by certain ceremonial actions, and promised it in words. And
in this respect, the New Law fulfils the Old by justifying men through the power
of Christ’s passion.(54)



The nonjustifying Old Law is related to the justifying New as shadow to
reality: “it is written (Colossians 2:17) concerning the ceremonial
precepts that they were ‘a shadow of things to come, but the body is of Christ’;
in other words, the reality is found in Christ. Wherefore the New Law is called
the law of reality; whereas the Old Law is called the law of shadow or of
figure.”
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Aquinas notes that “Christ fulfilled the precepts of the Old Law both in
his works and in his doctrine,” where “fulfilled” means not so
much “observed” as “perfected,” “completed,”
“consum-mated.” In Christ the shadow (which merely prefigures
justification and ordinateness) yields to the reality (which contains them)
“that the justification of the law might be fulfilled in us”—that is,
that the ordinateness that Torah foreshadowed might be manifested in Christ and
hence in us as a reality. Matthew Levering has argued convincingly that “at
the heart of Thomas Aquinas’s scientific theology of salvation lies the
narrative of Scripture—the fulfillment of Israel’s Torah and Temple through the
New Covenant of Christ Jesus,”(55) and, as
we shall see, Christ’s own rectitudo ordinis finds expression in his
own fulfillment of the Old Law.(56)

 



V. Christ and the Order of Grace



Aquinas addresses in detail the
question of Christ’s habitual grace because it is important to him to emphasize
that Christ is a real and complete human being to whose rectitudo ordinis we
can be configured.(57) According to Aquinas the
Spirit dwells in Christ by habitual grace,(58)
and habitual grace is in Christ in such a way that he stands nearest to the
inflowing grace of God, attains most closely to God by that knowledge and love
to which human nature is raised by God, and as mediator between God and human
beings is filled with grace which overflows on others.(59)
As God he is essentially divine, but as human he is divine by participation
through grace.(60) Aquinas notes that
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The humanity of
Christ is the instrument of the Godhead—not, indeed, an inanimate instrument,
which nowise acts, but is merely acted upon; but an instrument animated by a
rational soul, which is so acted upon as to act. And hence the nature of the
action demanded that he should have habitual grace.(61)




Christ’s mediatorial and instrumental role does not mean that grace simply
flows through him as a passive instrument; rather, his rational soul acts in
addition to being acted upon. The “grace of Christ” is not just grace
that Christ receives and that dwells within him but something that he shapes by
his own actions so that it truly is the “grace of Christ”—that is,
grace that Christ has not only received but made Christ-formed by the graced
acts of his human soul, and in particular of his reason and will and intellect.

Christ is said to possess the “fullness of grace” in terms of both
the fullness that he receives and the fullness that he pours out.(62)
He possesses the virtues,(63) though he does not
possess faith, being a comprehensor to whom the beatific vision belongs
from the outset as well as a viator,(64)
and the gifts of the Spirit.(65) Significantly,
he lacks the “fomes” of sin which in other humans results in
inordinateness:

Christ had grace and
all the virtues most perfectly. Now moral virtues, which are in the irrational
part of the soul, make it subject to reason, and so much the more as the virtue
is more perfect. Thus, temperance controls the concupiscible appetite, fortitude
and meekness the irascible appetite… . But there belongs to the very nature
of the “fomes” of sin an inclination of the sensual appetite to what
is contrary to reason. And hence it is plain that the more perfect the virtues
are in anyone, the weaker the “fomes” of sin becomes in him. Hence,
since in Christ the virtues were in their highest degree, the “fomes”
of sin was nowise in him.(66)
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Christ is a complete human being who possesses grace in all its human
fullness in a way in which other humans possess it, except in so far as he
possesses it so fully and perfectly that his humanity is entirely without
inordinateness, and already enjoys the final outcome of grace, which is
beatitude.(67)

Christ’s habitual grace is the grace
to whose fullness human beings gain access by means of membership of the
mystical body. Aquinas explains that “Christ is called the head of the
church” in virtue of his nearness to God (and thus the preeminence of his
grace), his perfection and fullness of all graces, and his “power of
bestowing grace on all the members of the church.”(68)
We are, accordingly, conformed with, perfected by and filled with Christ’s own
habitual grace—that habitual grace of which Christ is not a passive instrument
but an active mediator. Jean-Pierre Torrell emphasizes the centrality for
Aquinas of the idea of conformitas and configuratio with
Christ.(69) The imitatio Christi is
fundamental to the sharing of the Christian in the divinizing grace of the
Spirit, and this “imitation” of Christ the exemplar of perfect
humanity necessarily involves a configuration with his rectitudo ordinis.(70)
Finally, it is through the imitation of Christ that the believer participates in
the divine nature by way of likeness, and is assimilated to the imago Dei
through conformity with the one in whom the image is restored.(71)

Aquinas adds that “the personal
grace, whereby the soul of Christ is justified, is essentially the same as his
grace, as he is the head of the church, and justifies others.”(72)
That is to say, the grace 
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in virtue of which Christ enjoys that
rectitude of order—that proper order of body to soul and soul to God—in which
justi-fication consists is also the grace (understood as participation in the
divine nature by way of likeness) that he communicates to members of his
mystical body so that they too might be justified. What we participate in as
members of the mystical body is nothing other than Christ’s own
justification—his ordinatio, his rectitudo ordinis. To be
“in Christ” is to participate in his personal habitual grace (which
belongs to him as to his human nature and which is itself a participation in the
divine nature) and to be justified in conformity with his justification. Daniel
Keating observes that “Aquinas understands justification in rather broad
terms as encompassing various aspects of the New Testament’s depiction of our
incorporation into Christ.”(73) To use the
language current in English-speaking Pauline scholarship, for Aquinas
justification is a participatory rather than a juridical category.(74)

VI. Christ’s Rectitude of Order





Central to an understanding of Christ’s justification is Aquinas’s treatment of
the two wills in Christ.(75) Following the sixth ecumenical council
(Constantinople III), he affirms that “there are two wills in Christ, i.e.
one human, the other divine.”(76) Christ’s human will encompasses both the natural or
sensitive and the rational:





it must be allowed that
in Christ there was a sensual appetite, or sensuality. But it must be borne in
mind that sensuality or the sensual appetite, inasmuch as it naturally obeys
reason, is said to be “rational by participation”… . And because
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“the will is in
the reason,” as stated above, it may equally be said that the sensuality is
“a will by participation.”(77) 





From what was said above it is clear that any inordinateness between the
sensitive will and the rational will result in a radical disordering of the
entire person. In Christ, however, what we see is “a certain rectitude of
order” in which “what is highest in humans is subject to God, and the
inferior powers of the soul are subject to the superior.” In Christ, and in
Christ alone, the reason really does obey the divine will, and the sensual
appetite really does obey the rational will.

Aquinas explains that Christ “allowed all the powers of his soul to do
what belonged to them,” and adds that “it is clear that the will of
sensuality naturally shrinks from sensible pains and bodily hurt.”
Accordingly,

it was the will of
God that Christ should undergo pain, suffering, and death, not that these of
themselves were willed by God, but for the sake of nan’s salvation. Hence it is
plain that in his will of sensuality and in his rational will considered as
nature Christ could will what God did not; but in his will as reason he always
willed the same as God, which appears from what he says (Matthew 26:39)
“not as I will, but as you will.”(78) 





Aquinas concludes:





although the natural
and the sensitive will in Christ wished what the divine will did not wish, yet
there was no contrariety of wills in him. First, because neither the natural
will nor the will of sensuality rejected the reason for which the divine will
and the will of the human reason in Christ wished the passion… . Secondly,
because neither the divine will nor the will of reason in Christ was impeded or
retarded by the natural will or the appetite of sensuality. So, too, on the
other hand, neither the divine will nor the will of reason in Christ shrank from
or retarded the movement of the natural human will and the movement of the
sensuality in Christ. For it pleased Christ, in his divine will, and in his will
of reason, that his natural will and will of sensuality should be moved
according to the order of their nature. Hence it is clear that in Christ there
was no opposition or contrariety of wills.(79)
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Aquinas presents Christ as one in whom the sensitive or natural will is
properly ordered to the rational will, and in whom the rational will is properly
ordered to the divine will (which, in virtue of the incarnation, is his own).
The harmony between the two parts of the will and between the human and divine
wills is perfect. In consequence, Christ enjoys perfect freedom, including the
exercise of free will.(80) There is no
inordinateness in Christ; rather, there is order, freedom, and spontaneity. In
fine, Christ is the one in whom original justice is restored, and in whom
the work of justification is already realized.

 



VII. Christ’s Work of Reordering



The implications for human redemption
of Aquinas’s two-wills Christology are worked out in his discussion of the
passion, where he affirms that “it was befitting that Christ should suffer
out of obedience.”(81) The primary reason
for this is “because it was in keeping with human justification, that ‘as
by the disobedience of one human, many were made sinners, so also by the
obedience of one, many shall be made just’, as is written[bookmark: vul_Rom_5_19_0_0]
(Romans 5:19).” Accordingly, Christ suffers out of obedience in order
to justify human beings. Secondly, “it was suitable for reconciling man
with God: hence it is written (Romans 5:10): ‘We are reconciled to God by the
death of his Son,’ in so far as Christ’s death was a most acceptable sacrifice
to God… . Now obedience is preferred to all sacrifices… . Therefore it
was fitting that the sacrifice of Christ’s passion and death should proceed from
obedience.” Finally, “it was in keeping with his victory whereby he
triumphed over death and its author; because a soldier cannot conquer unless he
obeys his captain. And so the human being Christ secured the victory through
being obedient to God.” All of this presupposes a dyothelite Christology,
without which the idea of Christ’s obedience would be meaningless.
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Aquinas is at pains to emphasize that
Christ’s obedience does not in any way contradict his freedom of will, but
rather reflects the complete conformity (or ordinateness) of his natural will
with his rational will and of his rational will with his divine will:

Although obedience
implies necessity with regard to the thing commanded, nevertheless it implies
free-will with regard to the fulfilling of the precept. And, indeed, such was
Christ’s obedience, for, although his passion and death, considered in
themselves, were repugnant to the natural will, yet Christ resolved to fulfill
God’s will with respect to the same, according to[bookmark: vul_Ps_39_9_0_0]
Psalm 39:9: “I have desired to do your will, O God.” Hence he said
(Matthew 26:42): “If this chalice may not pass away, but I must drink it,
your will be done.”(82) 



Here Aquinas portrays Christ bringing his natural or sensitive will into line
with his rational will and his divine will in order to fulfill the will of the
Father. The passion thus marks the point at which Christ’s own justification
(his rectitudo ordinis), already perfect, attains its ultimate destiny
in obedience through suffering.(83) “Christ
received a command from the Father to suffer,”(84)
and, in Christ’s suffering, obedience and charity come together: “Christ
suffered out of charity and out of obedience because he fulfilled even the
precepts of charity out of obedience only; and was obedient, out of love, to the
Father’s command.”(85) This convergence of
suffering, obedience, and charity reflects the perfect rectitudo ordinis
that exists within Christ—the ordinateness between his natural will and his
rational will and his rational will and his divine will.

Christ’s loving obedience is
specifically that of the New Law, which is a law of charity rather than of fear,
and which brings humans to fulfill God’s will freely and spontaneously and
lovingly 
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by the grace of the Spirit.(86)
Thus Romanus Cessario writes that “The charity of Christ, ‘obedient because
of his love for the Father’, inaugurates the new covenant of love.”(87)
Aquinas explains that “because the Old Law was ended by Christ’s death,
according to his dying words, ‘it is consummated’ (John 19:30), it may be
understood that by his suffering he fulfilled all the precepts of the Old
Law.”(88) In particular, by his obedient
suffering the right-ordered Jesus accomplishes what the Old Law could not bring
about and fulfills the moral, ceremonial, and judicial precepts.(89)
The convergence in Christ of obedience and charity together with his fulfillment
of the precepts of the Old Law effects the consummation of the Old Law and the
transition to the New Law. Since all of this is rooted in Christ’s own personal
justification—his due order of flesh, natural will, rational will, and divine
will—it makes possible the justification of all by participatio and imitatio
through the grace of the Spirit.

Aquinas further underlines the
connection between Christ’s personal justification (the corollary of an
authentic two-wills Christology) and the work of atonement when he writes

Christ’s passion,
according as it is compared with his Godhead, operates in an efficient manner;
but in so far as it is compared with the will of Christ’s soul it acts in a
meritorious manner; considered as being within Christ’s very flesh, it acts by
way of satisfaction, inasmuch as we are liberated by it from the debt of
punishment; while inasmuch as we are freed from the servitude of guilt, it acts
by way of redemption; but in so far as we are reconciled with God it acts by way
of sacrifice.(90) 



Here atonement is presented from the threefold perspective of Christ’s
grace-causing divinity, his meritorious will, and his satisfactory, sacrificial,
and redemptive body. Each of the elements
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in whose ordo to each other his justification consists exercises a
salvific function precisely in so far at it is aligned with the others and acts
in perfect cooperation and coordination with the others. Sin, we have seen, is
basically a withdrawal from order, with the result that salvation consists in
the restoration of that divine order in which the human will is ordered towards
its ultimate and supernatural end,(91) with the
qualification that in this present life the “lower parts”—the flesh
and the lower powers of the soul—remain rebellious towards the justified
reason.(92) For Aquinas, this restoration of
divine order is accomplished through loving obedience by the justified,
ordinate, right-reasoned Christ—the Christ whose rectitudo ordinis is
the ground of all justification, and to whom we are conformed sacramentally by
the justifying and reordering grace of the Spirit.(93)

 



VIII. Jesus and Justification



In Christ’s passion the definition of
justice as “a certain rectitude of order in the interior disposition of a
human being, in so far as what is highest in humans is subject to God, and the
inferior powers of the soul are subject to the superior” is lived out in
his loving obedience to his Father through suffering and in his fulfillment of
the precepts of the Old Law. In addition, through the medium of the mystical
body and of the sacraments of the Church, Christ’s own personal habitual grace
in virtue of which he himself attains this rectitudo ordinis is poured
out on believers who, by the grace of the Spirit, are set free from
inordinateness 
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and assimilated to the imitatio
Christi and imago Dei.(94) Christ,
who stands in perfect rectitudo ordinis thanks to the indwelling grace
of the Spirit, effects the reordering of the universe by fulfilling the Old Law
(which is itself a determination of eternal law, that is, of God’s reason and
Wisdom, which in turn is iden-tified with Christ’s own person),(95)
and by inaugurating the New Law—the law of charity and freedom and
spontaneity—through his own loving obedience to the Father. In this way he
deals with the disorder of sin and with the inordinateness of fallen humanity,
creating in his mystical body a locus in which the grace of the Spirit, mediated
through the sacraments, can communicate to the faithful conformity with the ordo
of Christ’s personal justification, which brings with it the true freedom and
spontaneity of life in the Spirit and the image-perfection of life in the imago
Dei.
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ACCORDING TO BOTH Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, the problem of the 
person is fundamentally a problem of individuation, since 
individuation—understood as embracing incommunicability, completeness, and 
singularity— constitutes personhood.(1) 
Patristic and medieval reflection on the Christian doctrine of the Trinity 
posited the special category of relation as the formal principle of personal 
distinction in God. In this article, I wish to revisit the problem of 
individuation as approached by medieval Scholasticism, with special attention to 
Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, and Henry of Ghent. My intent is to advance 
relation as a candidate, even in the context of composite substances, for the 
distinctive (individualizing) aspect of supposital perfection.(2) 
I shall here treat the concept of






page 68

individuality in a broad sense 
convertible with the notion of numerical unity or distinctive existence, and not 
in the restricted sense of signifying the multiplication of logical inferiors 
with respect to a species (i.e., the division of a species into subjective 
parts) and the quantitative factors ordinarily associated with that.

The so-called problem of 
individuation concerns the establish-ment of the causes and principles of 
individuality—consisting both in the relation of distinction from others and 
indivisibility into a multiplicity of like natures(3)—in 
an effort to acquire scientific knowledge of the fundamental makeup of the 
individual thing. An enormous amount of literature, ancient and contemporary, is 
devoted to this question, and the theories span a broad spectrum of often 
incompatible metaphysical standpoints. But their common objective was to 
determine which of the essential or inhering components of a given body is 
responsible for its being this individual among many. Is it the matter? the 
form? the particular collection of accidents? some combination of the foregoing? 
or something else again? A synthetic overview of the historical development of 
the problem is not possible within these 
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pages, but I shall address these 
questions in a limited way, while referring to several representative Scholastic 
theories.(4)

Like Henry of Ghent, but unlike 
Scotus, I see the only possi-bility for ultimate personal individuation in an 
existential factor (i.e., something pertaining to existence and the causes of a 
thing’s existence).(5) 
Like Scotus, and also like Francis Suárez (though for different reasons), but 
unlike Joseph Owens in his modern, purportedly Thomist theory, I believe that 
esse actus essendi can-not perform the individuating role. This issue 
has recently been a topic of great interest amongst Thomists, with contributions 
from Lawrence Dewan, Timothy Noone, Joseph Owens, Kevin White, and others.(6) 
I would like to enter into that debate and ally myself with a position I 
perceive as consistent with Thomas.

The immediate principle of 
individuation, I maintain, is bound up with the creature’s unique relation to 
God as to the cause of its existence. Henry came close to such a formulation(7) 
but, faced with the difficulty of describing what this might mean intrinsically 
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for the supposit (fearing the risk of 
infinite regress), stated his principle in other terms.(8) 
I submit that it is the relative formality of existence (responsible for a 
unique mode of being) that finally accounts for the individuality according to 
which nature is hypostatized, and therefore also for the formal perfection of 
personality.

In order to defend this thesis, I 
shall briefly present the insufficiency of historically important contending 
theories, then give a more detailed exposition of my own position, and end with 
a consideration of a critical difficulty this position must face. 


  

I. Elimination of 
“Essence Theories” 



The first theories one must consider are essence 
theories. These are theories that identify the principle of individuation with 
something that belongs directly to the order of the essence as opposed to the 
order of existence, including the formal or material parts of the nature, 
substantial or accidental—that is, those things discernible within the absolute 
structure of the essence.

The object of our investigation is 
the principle of numerical unity amongst natural substances. That principle, if 
we follow Aristotle, is said to be matter. But matter which is conceived as a 
pure potency cannot operate as an actual principle of numerical distinction just 
because it is capable of being the matter of anything. To be such a principle, 
that matter must be related to quantity in some fashion. It must have the 
minimum quantitative 
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aspect of extension for the 
divisibility necessary for numerical multiplicity. In the Aristotelian-Thomistic 
understanding, matter as extended allows us to distinguish and 
indicate—segnare— different parts and individuals. In this manner it 
is able to limit the acts proper to forms. Precisely how the Thomistic 
materia signata is to be understood is open to debate, and we find a 
variety of late medieval interpretations on this point. But if matter’s role in 
individuation is not to be attributed to the fact that it is already quantified 
in some fashion (as held, for example, by Capreolus),(9) 
then some other disposition inherent in the matter must account for its ability 
to individuate (as Cajetan holds).(10) 
Either scenario presupposes a perfection requiring the act of some 
form, taking us beyond the matter alone.(11) 
In the end, it is either some corporal formality or the substantial form that 
provides the explanation for individuation. Matter itself fails to deliver an 
explanation, and one still must account for what makes the form in question to 
be the form that it is.

Alternative accounts include: (1) 
“bundle” or accident theories, locating a thing’s individuality in its unique 
collection of accidents (for which the authority of Porphyry, Boethius, and 
Avicenna may be cited);(12) 
and (2) appeals to quantity itself on the basis of its very notion as divisible 
or as self-individuating (as in one opinion of James of Viterbo).(13) 
But none of these will succeed prima facie.
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Accident theories appear unacceptable 
for several reasons. First, individuation must be a substantial perfection, lest 
sub-stantial individuals differ only accidentally. Second, accidents, from the 
point of view of their quiddity, as formal perfections, can be common to many. 
Third, accidents are naturally posterior to substance from which they derive 
their being.

Note that this last fact led some, 
such as Durandus of St. Pourçain, to assert that accidents necessarily 
presuppose the existence of an already individual substance, since substances 
exist only as individuals.(14) 
The implication is that the individuality of the substance has to be antecedent 
to the existence of the accident. The presupposition, however, is in certain 
respects unwarranted, since the existence of substance as naturally prior to 
that of an accident is indifferent to the possible causes of the individuality 
of the substance. While it is true that no substance can exist except as 
individual, it does not follow that what stands on the existence of the 
substance also stands on the individuality of the substance. It is therefore 
conceivable that something naturally posterior to the being of the substance 
would remain nonetheless prior as regards the individuality of the same 
(provided all temporal priority or posteriority is excluded). I will return to 
this crucial issue.(15)

Quantity theories also appear 
unacceptable, for several reasons. First, quantity is itself an accident. 
Second, quantity can play a role in the numerical multiplication of specific 
forms only by virtue of its residence in matter as ultimate (limiting) subject. 
Third, while quantity enables matter to serve as a substrate for the 
multiplication of individuals within a species, it cannot (of itself) account 
for the ontological unity (indivisibility) and incommunicability of the 
individual, the consideration of which, furthermore, precedes that of the 
multiplication of the species 
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into subjective parts.(16) 
In analyzing the role of quantity in individuation it is especially important to 
keep in mind precisely what one is trying to explain: is it the intrinsic unity 
(identity) of the individual, or is it the division of specific nature into 
subjective parts? For the latter, quantity may well (and perhaps necessarily) 
play a central role insofar as material substances are distinguished according 
to dimensive properties. For quantity to have an explanatory role regarding the 
former problem, it would have to be the defining feature (metaphysically 
constitutive) of an individual’s identity. But this is not conceivable for 
undefined quantity, but only for some determinate quantity; and the 
determination of quantity obtains not from the nature of quantity itself, but as 
the effect of substantial form. Ultimately, a certain determination of quantity 
is necessary for it to serve as a proximate cause of numerical unity, whether 
that numerical unity is understood in terms of individual identity or of the 
division of the species into its logical inferiors. But since such a 
determination derives from something besides the quantity as such, defense of 
quantitative individuation entails recourse to other fundamental 
principles.

The only remaining candidate within 
the order of the essence is substantial form itself. Many have proposed form as 
principle of individuation, including Averroës, Godfrey of Fontaines, Peter of 
Auvergne, John Baconthorpe, Richard of Mediavilla, and Durandus of St. 
Pourçain.(17) 
However, in the system of each of these thinkers, factors other than form itself 
are involved in causing individuation, or are at least added to the essence in 
concomitance with its “contraction.”(18) 
This is because, at a 
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specific level, form is common to 
every member of the species and cannot account for what differentiates them. 
Therefore something beside formal quiddity must account for the uniqueness of 
individuals. Nevertheless, most proponents of this theory tend to posit 
substantial form as the principle of individuation because of what appears to be 
the impossibility of attributing individuation (especially in the sense of 
ontological unity) to anything superadded to the nature, given that such 
additional things appear to be accidental.(19) 
While it is correct to affirm a real substantial difference between the 
individual natures of two individuals, such an affirmation is not enough to 
explain the source of that difference when confronted with the identity of the 
essential structures (specific formal quiddity) of their respective natures. 
Thomas explains that, while every real form is something individual, it is not a 
“this” (individual) insofar as it is a form.(20) 
He further argues for the universality of every form qua form: “Every 
form is, of itself, something common; wherefore, the addition of one form to 
another cannot be the cause of individuation.”(21) 
Similarly Albert the Great: “Every nature, and every form, is communicable of 
itself.”(22) 
Following Avicenna’s lead,(23) 
Henry of Ghent also argues that essences hold themselves 
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indifferently toward existence of any 
kind, whether common or individual (universal or singular), and are of 
themselves capable, therefore, of subsisting in a single supposit or in many.(24) 
Scotus cites Avicenna’s position to the same effect and devotes an entire 
question to establishing the multiplicability of angelic forms.(25) 
Appeal to factual difference (formal unity) leaves the problem of explaining its 
principle or principles unresolved—unless one is willing to adopt a nominalist 
stance, denying the reality of common essences altogether, and with it any need 
for individuation.

Individuation, it seems, must be 
located at a metaphysical level even deeper than these substantial principles of 
nature. 

  

II. Alternatives to 
Essence Theories 


In the quest for a principle of 
individuality, once essence categories have been discounted (a path followed in 
different ways by various medieval authors including Henry of Ghent, Godfrey of 
Fontaines, Peter of Auvergne, and John Baconthorpe),(26) 
one naturally turns either to the properly existential order (pertaining to 
esse) or to principles of the supposit. Theories rooting individuation 
in what pertains to the supposit can follow a number of paths. Four domains have 
traditionally been identified 
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as pertaining to the supposit as 
such: accidents, the act of existence, individuality, and the formal principle 
of supposital perfection (called in some theories the principle of habitual 
subsistence).(27)

Accidents properly speaking, it 
seems, cannot perform the task at hand, lest individuality itself be subject to 
coming and going or be merely accidental to an individual, to the detriment of 
all subjective identity. However, we cannot exclude accidents sim-plistically 
and shall have to come back to a consideration of them, since we have not yet 
taken into account the predicable modes according to which necessary, proper, 
and accidental accidents may be distinguished.(28)

Among the remaining domains of the 
supposit, it would be senseless to appeal to individuality, for that is what we 
are trying to explain. That leaves only the act of existence or subsistence, the 
latter understood not in the sense of being as such (which would be equivalent 
to the act of existence), but rather as a particular mode of being.(29)

If a supposital theory of 
individuation appeals to the act of existence as the principle of individuation, 
we simply come back to the existential order through the medium of the supposit, 
and the cause of individuality will have to be sought either in (1) what is 
formal to the existence of a complete concrete nature or (2) something dealing 
with the efficient causes of the existence of the nature. Option (1)—currently 
in vogue among some Thomists, such as Joseph Owens—is, in my opinion (as well 
as from the metaphysical perspective of Thomas, as I intend to argue), 
fundamentally problematic. Option (2), dealing with the efficient 
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causes of esse, however, 
introduces an entire set of elements that broaden the scope of our discussion 
and is able, I believe, to point us in the right direction for rendering an 
account of individuality. I shall return to this.

Finally, a supposital theory of 
individuation might look for the source of individuality in the very source of 
supposital/hypostatic perfection or subsistence. The difficulty here lies in 
one’s concept of the supposit. If the supposit is understood to consist in 
nothing other than the concrete individual nature,(30) 
then the appeal made is circular (and begs the question). If, on the other hand, 
the supposit is conceived as adding something to concrete individual 
nature, then attention to the formal principle of the supposit as such passes 
right over the problem of individuation, leaving it unexplained.(31)

Thus the solution comes down to 
either the formal actuality of an individual essence or something related to the 
efficient principles of the nature’s existence. 

  

III. The Problem 
with “Esse” 

The first solution, locating 
individuation in the formal actuality of an individual essence, cannot be 
accepted. For Scotus, the reason for this is rooted in the undifferentiated 
character of esse itself which, having no distinctness as such, cannot 
be the cause of distinction in another.(32) 
The determination of esse derives only 
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from its reception in, its becoming 
the actuality of, a determinate form. Suárez contends that esse cannot 
be the source of individuality lest nothing could be individual which did not 
exist, which would be incompatible with the notion of an individual possible 
being.(33) 
Of course, the notion of a properly individual possible being is problematic in 
its own way. As a pure possibility in the mind of God, the individuality of that 
being concretely considered, given the simplicity of everything in the divine 
mind, would be identical to that of the divine nature with which its 
esse is one. However, a certain proper mode of individuality (i.e., 
other than the simplicity of the divine mode of being) could still be ascribed 
to the pure possible considered in its potential relationship to being, 
where the latter is understood to enter only obliquely into its notion. This is 
analogous, mutatis mutandis, to the Capreolist notion of the “common 
supposit,” though it pertains not so much to a common nature qua 
concrete or concretely signified as to an individual nature qua 
possible or in abstraction from its being.(34) 
Other Scholastic authors and various Thomists have similarly argued for the 
impossibility of esse performing the individualizing function.(35)

Against these positions, however, and 
intending to represent the teaching of Thomas, Joseph Owens claims that, with 
respect to the distinguishable parts and attributes of a thing, it is 
esse that “is forging all the varied elements of the thing into a unit 
… they are brought together by real existence in the one person … 
existence makes them a unit,” and speaks of “the unifying feature of existential 
actuality.”(36)
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A number of serious objections can be 
brought against this thesis. First of all, it seems that Owens makes the error 
of con-fusing the order of knowing with the order of being, moving from 
existence as responsible for our perception of unity to existence as 
cause of the same unity. Coming into contact with and experiencing the 
unique act of existence of a thing reveals—to our understanding (and through a 
special act of judgment)—not only that it has being, but also that it is 
“this,” that is, an individual. But revealing that something is one is not the 
same as causing the unity we are compelled to admit on the basis of 
being’s (phenomenological) effect.(37)

Epistemic questions aside, there 
remains a nontrivial ambiguity in Owens’s position. This existence which “always 
individualizes as an actuality” and which “gives the thing its thoroughgoing 
individuation by synthesizing everything in the thing into a single unit,”(38) 
it seems, can no longer be the act of the essence in a formal sense as Thomas 
himself understood it. Owens has implicitly treated esse in these 
passages after the manner of an efficient cause. To say, moreover, that being 
unifies is to give it a unifying power, which is to “naturalize” being as it 
were, giving it a certain nature. But being is no natural thing or nature; it is 
purely the act of a nature, and wholly distinct as such from nature considered 
as such, as act is distinct from potency.

Naturally, any alternative to 
esse understood as the formal actuality of a thing (which, as we have 
seen, cannot individuate)— if that alternative likewise refuses to consider the 
existential order in efficient terms—would result in reducing the cause of 
unity to a function of the essence (even if it must be acknowledged that this is 
the actual essence).(39) 
Owens correctly represents Thomas as holding this last position (especially with 
respect to form) while nevertheless identifying the ultimate unifying factor in 
esse. To be 
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sure, the essential principles of a 
nature cannot operate without existing. But, if the fact that the actuality of a 
principle is necessary for it to exercise its function is all that lies behind 
Owens’s insistence upon existence as cause of individuation, then his theory 
makes little headway and simply begs the question. He is right to seek the 
explanation of individuation in the existential order, but errs by moving too 
far in that direction.

The very texts cited by Owens do, in 
fact, show that the cause of a thing’s subsistence is the cause of its 
incommunicability or individuality.(40) 
Despite the inconsistency in the above noted treatment of the term 
esse, the rest of Owens’s article serves to confirm this last 
affirmation and closely associates the causes of a thing’s existence with 
individuality.(41) 
However, the principal conclusions he wishes to draw from that important 
association go beyond the meaning and intention of Thomas’s texts. An analysis 
of these limitations is beyond the scope of this article,(42) 
but I would like to examine the relationship of the causes of a thing’s 
existence to its principle of individuality. 

  

IV. Existential 
Relation as Principle of Individuation 


Henry of Ghent conjectures that individuation 
has to be brought about not through the principles of the nature, but through 
the causal action of the divine agency whereby the nature receives its existence 
as a supposit.(43) The notion of 
subsistence, proper to the supposit, is always really distinct from that of the 
nature as such. And it is subsistence alone, understood as joined to the nature 
absolutely considered, that, for Henry, ultimately sets one individual off from 
another.
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Because the actual joining of these 
two principles cannot be accomplished by the principles themselves, an extrinsic 
agent— namely, God—is invoked to provide the causal explanation for the unique 
subsistent act by which concrete natures differ. While this is fine at the level 
of efficient causality, it leaves unsettled the question of what intrinsically 
distinguishes the supposit from the absolute nature that makes it 
formally to be this individual. It is precisely at this point in the 
inquiry that Henry’s response becomes most interesting. Henry (working with 
Avicennian principles) appeals to something joined to the nature in an 
accidental fashion, inasmuch as it does not belong to the notion of the essence, 
but without thereby being separable from the existing nature.(44) 
He also speaks of this additional element as a certain disposition of the 
supposit as supposit, which means qua subject to the “accidental” 
feature just mentioned.(45)

Henry was unable to carry his 
explanation further. But, keep-ing in mind that his entire discussion refers to 
the productive agency responsible for the above factors (i.e., that it 
repeatedly refers to the determination in question as possessed by a form only 
through that agency which brings it into and holds it in existence),(46) 
one is justified in seeing in his accidental feature(47) 
the only factor in creative causality yet to be mentioned, namely, the 
relation existing between the divine agent and the subsisting 
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supposit.(48) 
From this perspective, moreover, there is room to interpret the “quasi 
dispositio” proper to the supposit as such in terms of the same relation, 
but with respect to the subject of the relation—effectively 
acknowledging that Henry thereby identifies the foundation of the 
causal relation rather than the relation itself.

Such then is the position that I 
would like to propose: the immediate formal principle of individuation is 
nothing other than the creature’s relation to God as to the cause of its 
existence.(49) 


  

V. Advantages of the 
Existential Relation Theory 



Identifying the principle of individuation with 
such a relation has powerful advantages. This relation is not a mere “accident”; 
it is what we might call today a “transcendental” relation. It is “extrinsic” to 
the nature as such (and in some respects adds to the individual nature only an 
extrinsic reference, from the point of view of its esse ad), and thus is able to be 
“added” to the nature absolutely considered in such a way as to operate as its 
distinguishing principle. At the same time, however, it is intrinsic to the very 
constitution of the nature in its individuality, and thus is able to serve as 
its intrinsic principle of identity. While the substance supplies the being for 
the predicamental accident from the point of view of its esse in, it is the esse ad of the relation (or what 
is expressed by the esse 
ad: that is, the formal perfection of the relation itself)(50) which actualizes the 
nature from the point of view of its individual identity (i.e., 
distinctiveness). Something
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proper to the entirety of the 
substance serves as the foundation for the relation; indeed, this foundation is 
the substance itself considered as a potency with respect to esse. As a 
result, the con-stitutive being of the relation (pertaining to its esse 
in) and that of the substantial nature in its proper “entitas”(51) 
are distinguishable only according to mode of signification (or virtually)—one 
as distinguishing, the other as distinct.(52)

Let us clarify this complex series of 
relationships. A thing’s creative relation to God is integrated into the 
individual according to the esse in of the relation as it inheres in 
the creature according to the passive dimension of creation (founded upon and 
identical to the contingency-reality or “undergoing” of the creature as such), 
in contrast to active creation, which, identical to the universal cause of being 
(God), is the term of the referential esse ad of the same relation. If 
what individuates me is the existential relation, it can do so only by entering 
into my constitution; but the relation penetrates me only according to its 
esse in and insofar as there is a real foundation in the subject of the 
relation. The foundation of that relation is the contingency of the entire 
essence, which is identical to the accidental being of the relation (i.e., its 
esse in) and therefore identical in mode of being to that which 
individuates the essence. Note that I call the generic being of the relation 
“accidental” and “inherent” following the 






page 84

conventions of logic,(53) 
though it may equally be called nonaccidental because of its identity with the 
foundation, precisely to the extent that such a foundation (the contingency 
reality in question) is nonaccidental). According as the being of a relation is 
determined by that of its foundation, if its foundation is not an accident, we 
may describe the being of the relation, its esse in, not as an 
accidental being, but as something other than accidental. The foundation here is 
the essence itself insofar as it is contingent or limited (which is the entirety 
of the essence, not some partial dimension of it). As a result, the being of the 
relation must be identical to that of the actual essence. But the fact that the 
inesse of the relation is identical to the being of the existing 
essence does not mean that the essence is the same as the relation 
simpliciter. The relation includes the aspect of esse ad as 
well as its esse in. Moreover, the intrinsic relativity of the essence, 
due to the fact that, as a foundation, it is identical to the being of the 
relation, does not necessarily mean that the essence is itself a relation, but 
only that it is relative. In general, the fact that the esse in of a 
relation is identical to that of its foundation does not mean that the 
foundation is a relation: in the relation of similarity, for example, between 
two white bodies, the whiteness, which serves as the foundation for the relation 
of similarity, remains an absolute accident. Thus the contingency in 
question is the very essence, and the “accidental” being (esse in) of 
the relation is identical to the existing essence which is entirely referred to 
God as to its cause. The accidental being of the esse relation is not 
in the essence as in a distinguishable subject, but it is 
identical to the essence. To say, therefore, that the relation to God 
individuates a substance is the same as to say that the existing substantial 
essence (understood precisely according to the dynamism of its 
ex-sisting, i.e., as an actual potency in its relationship to esse 
actus essendi) individuates the substance from the perspective of the 
actuality of the distinctiveness. But we cannot lose sight of the said 
relation’s esse ad, formally accounting 
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for the distinctiveness of the 
actuality of the same substance. We thus keep before our eyes a relationship of 
mutual actualization between the relation and its substantial subject, each 
determining the other in differing respects.(54)

The various criticisms launched 
against accidental theories of individuation, including the well-known 
objections raised by Scotus in his commentary on the Metaphysics,(55) 
are thus warded off. The fact that accidents are posterior to substance in the 
order of nature is no longer problematic, since the accident in question is an 
inseparable, necessary accident that reciprocally actualizes the nature with 
respect to its concrete, indivisible mode of instantiation, though without 
actualizing it in the order of esse. Both the relation and the 
substance stand toward one another as potency and act in different respects.(56) 
The relation possesses a certain priority of nature regarding the essence it 
determines with respect to individuality (and the individual modality of 
existence which that signifies) even if the essence enjoys a natural priority 
with regard to the relation in respect of being simpliciter. Neither 
exists in temporal priority with respect to the other.(57)

The underlying problem, it seems, is 
that whatever makes something to be individual must itself be individual. But 
everything that is individual is so on account of a principle of individuality, 
and so we embark on an infinite regress—unless these two entities are 
co-principles simultaneously, mutually 
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determining one another in 
different respects. This is precisely what we must affirm.

An analogy might illuminate this 
point. In the realization of a being (ens), both the essence and its 
existence are necessary principles. Created esse can only be realized 
in a limited way, that is, through the determining/limiting role of essence; and 
essence is nothing without its act which esse supplies (or, more 
precisely, for which esse is another name). The obvious question is: 
how can essence exercise a limiting function with regard to being when it is 
nothing prior to the possession of that being? The response is simply that no 
antecedent actuality on the part of the essence is required for it to exercise 
its limiting function, for it performs that role (and can only perform such a 
role) in its potentiality. The actualizing principle is determined by the 
potential principle only in its potentiality.(58) To make sense of 
this, it seems we should affirm that what is potential can determine what is 
actual because what is actual is limited by the producing agent to the 
distinctive contours of the potentially real thing considered in the mind of the 
agent. Thus the essence qua potential really performs no limiting role 
at an efficient level, but only as a determinant of the productive cause, 
somewhat like a final cause for the production of this act of being. The 
actual potency (which is the existing essence), however, certainly 
limits the act of being (which it possesses) to itself, and the two are 
perfectly and uniquely proportioned to one another. It is in this sense that the 
actual essence, according to its potency for being, that is, according as it is 
an actual potency (for, even the real essence does not possess its being of 
itself or necessarily), is actually determining the being it possesses. It is in 
this sense that a potency can be said to determine an act. This general rule for 
co-principles related to each other according to potency and act might help to 
explain what takes place between an essence and its individuating relation of 
dependence for being.

 (A) The relation of 
dependence, in one sense, is only potential with respect to (the actuality of) 
the essence of which it is the 
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relation, 
since it cannot be actual without the actuality of the essence. But if this 
relation determines the individuality of the essence, it seems it could only do 
so as an actual potency. Given the above observations, this means that 
the agent producer restricts the essence (which, in the case at hand, is actual 
with respect to the relation depending upon it for its being) to this particular 
relation of dependence, and henceforth that relation actually determines the 
essence, even though it does so in its potentiality for existing (i.e., for 
being the relation of the essence). There is, however, no temporal priority 
between the two, just as in the case of an essence and its esse actus 
essendi. What is required is an exterior agent capable of circumscribing 
his production of the active principle to the natural limits of the potential 
principle.

 (B) In another sense, 
the relation of dependence is rather like an active principle with respect to 
the essence it individuates, while the essence is potential, inasmuch as it 
cannot be individual without such a relation (which actualizes individuality). 
Again, the agent produces the relation in respect of the essence to which it 
must conform (and, of course, as always united to and supported in being by the 
essence, since absolutely no temporal priority is involved). Then the essence 
can serve, in its actuated potency for individuality, as a foundation 
for the individuating relation. Only as an actuated potency for 
individuality—by virtue of which the essence is indeed individual (though not 
so of itself)—can the essence serve as a real foundation for the individuating 
relation.

 (C) Finally, either the 
essence or the relation can be viewed from the point of view of determining the 
other after the manner in which an act determines a potency. However, taking the 
relation as an actual form determining the essence to be this individual (the 
essence, as it were, in potency to such a perfection) only makes sense if the 
existence of the essence—as an individual (since only individuals exist)—is 
already taken for granted, on the basis of which the relation itself may exist 
as an actual form. Taking the essence as the actual principle of the existence 
of the dependence relation by which the essence is numerically one (or 
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individual) 
only makes sense if the essence already possesses being (and as an individual), 
on the basis of which the essence may truly found the relation in order that 
that relation (in potency to being) may itself be this determinate relation. 
Such necessary pre-conditions, however, cannot be explained except in terms of 
(a) and (b) above, and by appealing to the agent cause responsible for the 
concomitant production of the individual and the intrinsic principle of its 
individuation, analogous to (and immediately connected with, if not a virtual 
translation of) the production of an essence and its actuality.

Albert the 
Great speaks of the composition of an essence with its existential relation, a 
composition said to effect the very concreteness of the subject.(59) 
He also speaks of an “ultimate composition” intrinsic to the constituents of 
every supposit and inseparable from the relation of dependence by which they 
exist.(60) 
For every created reality, composition of an at least extrinsic sort must be 
admitted due to its dependence on the efficient cause from which its 
esse is received.(61) 
Furthermore, Albert explicitly defends the notion of a relation and its subject 
as mutually prior 
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and posterior to one another. In the 
first book of his commentary on the Sentences, Albert refutes an 
argument which claims that substances can be relative not only by reason of 
relation but also by themselves, as though, abstracting from the relation, the 
substance nevertheless remains related. The example used is that of creation 
(implying the relation of a substance to its total principle) where, according 
to the argument, if the relation is removed, the substance of the creature 
remains and is, never-theless, still relative to its Creator. In his response, 
Albert observes that certain relations are, in a certain respect, anterior to 
the subject of relation, namely, when they enter into the constitution of the 
substance. If, therefore, such relations were to be removed from the substance, 
the substance itself would disappear. Such is the situation with regard to the 
relation of creation (or conservation, if we tie the signification of “creation” 
to the concept of “beginning”), which cannot be separated from the creature lest 
the creature cease to exist.(62) 
Albert also argues for the mutual and simultaneous dependence of the 
constitutive principles of supposits (whether in the realm of composite 
substances or that of the separated substances).(63) 
These co-principles are unified according to an entitative dependency, and 
neither is consistent without the other. This interdependence is reflected in 
the fact that neither is produced without the other, but both are simultaneously 
produced in and for the supposit.

Thomas will argue in a similar way.(64) 
Interpreting the classical Thomist theory of individuation by matter along 
analogous lines, invoking the same principles, J.-H. Nicolas notes the necessary 
interdependency between matter and form as mutual principles of 
individuation/specific multiplication (due to the sheer potentiality of matter 
as such).(65) 
Hervaeus Natalis likewise appeals to such a 
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metaphysics when advancing his 
position regarding individuation through quantity (where quantity is a 
dispositive cause of sub-jective plurality and antecedent secundum quid 
to the individual substance).(66) 
None of this could stand, of course, except within a properly Aristotelian 
metaphysical framework such as that of Thomas, where the analogical diversity of 
the causes and the notion of reciprocal and total causal principles constituting 
a per se unity of causation intrinsic to a single res (or 
single operation) is upheld.(67)

The further concern that the frequent 
change of accidents and their coming and going renders them incapable of 
accounting for substantial identity over time is also overcome in light of the 
inseparability and immutability of the relation in question, any change of which 
would require a corresponding change on the part of one of its terms. But God 
cannot change, and the requisite 
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change on the part of the substance 
would have to involve a complete substantial change, since the foundation for 
the relation in the substance is identical to the entire reality of the 
substance in itself.

Finally, the “something added” to the 
nature is not something accidental to the nature qua individual, so the 
individuating principle is not accidental to the existing primary substance. 
Note that this also circumvents the various objections raised by Godfrey of 
Fontaines against the possibility of anything superadded to the essence 
performing the individuating role.(68) 
The numerical unity achieved through such a relation, moreover, cannot be lost 
through bodily death, as it is not tied to quantitative 
considerations. 

  

VI. No Infinite 
Regress or Multiplication of “Things” 

But what makes the relation in 
question to be this and not that? There is no need to pursue this line of 
questioning, since this relation (along with the existence of the substance) is 
an immediate formal effect of God’s creative causal action which produces the 
entirety of the individual nature (which is the terminus of all creative action 
as well as of all natural generative action)(69) 
according to its intrinsic and mutually related principles of potency and act. 
These principles are matter and form at the 
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essential level, and, at the level of 
individuality as such,(70) 
the entire composite substance and existential relation to God, principles that 
come into existence only together, and in reciprocal causal coordination, in 
such a way that only one “thing” (res) is produced.(71) 
The relation in question is not an additional res the individuality of 
which needs to be explained. Again, the nature of its esse in, as 
identical to the substantial foundation, reveals the unity of the being involved 
in this production, the singularity of ens. The case is analogous to 
(and intimately tied up with, if not indistinguishable from) the relation of 
creation. Creation is essentially a relation, real on the part of 
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the creature, logical on the part of 
God. But traditional teaching holds that this relation is not itself created in 
the proper sense of the term and needs no additional causal explanation for its 
own being (which too is rooted in the potency of the substantial subject brought 
into existence).

In the end, what emerges is a highly 
ordered picture of the intrinsic structure of the supposit, consisting of a 
harmonious interdependency between essence and existence, matter and form, 
quantity and matter, and the relative and the absolute, while acknowledging a 
metaphysically significant role for each of these factors in accounting for the 
ontological unity of the individual and/or the numerical distinction of many 
individuals within a common species. But it all ultimately and 
beautifully comes down to the productive agency of God, and to the existential 
relation binding us to him. 


VII. What about God’s Knowledge of
“Possible 
Individuals”? 



At 
least one fundamental problem, however, confronts the theory, namely, the 
problem of explaining “possible individuals” or “individual possibles.” Scotus 
and Suárez both argue against the possibility of esse functioning as principle of 
individuation because (among other reasons) nothing could then be individual 
which did not exist.(72) The implication would 
preclude the possibility of God’s knowing individual things prior to their 
actually existing.

First of all, it must be stressed 
that the principle I have posited is not esse, but the relation 
involved in the communication of esse to an essence. Nevertheless, the 
problem raised by Scotus and Suárez apparently remains, inasmuch as there is no 
such relation in abstraction from esse. However, it would be premature 
and overly simplistic to confound the two notions to the point of denying that a 
certain kind of knowledge of one (viz., the relation) can be had without knowing 
the other (the esse). While no such relation can exist in abstraction 
from esse, this does not 
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mean that a concept (or knowledge) of 
such a relation cannot exist without a concept (or knowledge) of the 
esse naturally associated with it. The relation in question contains 
within its concept exactly two terms, the essence and God, along with the notion 
of dependence (rooted in the essence). But must esse itself, properly 
speaking, enter into the very concept of that relation? The dependency alluded 
to has its ratio directly in the realized potency of the 
essence, and only indirectly in the correlative notion of actuation 
(esse) necessary for the potency to be real.

If the above comments about the 
essentiality of the existential relation with respect to individuality are true, 
then at least the relational aspect of existence cannot be said naturally to 
follow individuation. To the extent, moreover, that that relation entails a 
thing’s actuality, even the formal actuality of a thing appears to be (at least 
indirectly) built into the individual as such. In the intentional order, the 
complete notion of an individual substance, then, is certainly not without its 
unique causal relation to God and includes at least an oblique reference to the 
esse by which it exists (or could exist). On the one hand, the quiddity 
of the individual form is, for the human intellect, virtually inconceivable 
since it depends upon (or includes a reference to) an apparently nonquidditative 
element for its quiddity, making quidditative what is seemingly nonquidditative. 
On the other hand, one should perhaps not jump to the conclusion that merely 
oblique intentional reference to the nonquidditative (existential) order 
effectively imports that very order into a proper intention of the quidditative 
(i.e., into our concept of the essence). Nevertheless, if for an individual 
essence there is no difference between its ultimate individuality and its 
existential relation, and if the inclusion of that existential relation 
in the notion of the individual implies the inclusion of esse itself (a 
conclusion which, as noted, would require further justification), then it would 
follow that its essence and existence are inseparable notions.

Concerning specific unity, Thomas 
states that “being does not enter into the definition of the creature, since 
being is neither a 
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genus nor a difference.”(73) 
If, however, the existence relation constitutes the individuality of a thing, 
then it functions like a difference with respect to the common species and thus 
belongs to the definition of the individual as such.(74) 
For this reason we cannot abstract from the causal relation by virtue of which a 
thing receives existence and still have a concept of the individual essence. But 
(and here is the potential force of the objection), if esse itself is 
wrapped up in our notion of the causal relation responsible for it, then an 
individual’s very existence would be a principle of its individuality and, 
arguably, function like a “difference” with respect to the species. In this 
case, we could not abstract from being at all and still have a concept of the 
individual essence,(75) 
since the individual essence would be an individual essence only through 
existence.

The apparent inseparability of 
existence and individuation when the latter is conceived as consisting in a 
thing’s existential relation to God, though it does not reduce esse 
itself to the principle of individuation, nevertheless makes the event of 
individuation unintelligible without the act of existence. Their necessary 
correlation, we observed, is unmistakably evident in the 
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passages of Thomas cited by Joseph 
Owens. The doctrine of their inseparability can be traced as far back as 
Boethius, for whom the individualization of the complete substantial entity is a 
simul-taneous event with being posited in existence/receiving being and amounts 
in the final analysis to nothing other than a “mode of existence.”(76) 
Within the Boethian structure, the reception of esse and the 
determination accomplished by the particularizing principles are a simultaneous 
event. They are two distinguishable aspects of the same realization of a thing’s 
actuality, the former (esse) being “conditioned” or specified by the 
latter, stamping a particular modality upon the manner in which a subsisting 
thing exists. That a substance’s actuation extra causis is inseparable 
from its individuation, however, does not mean that esse is equated 
with the formal principle of individuality. In fact, individuality is here 
depicted as a mode of existence—having a principle, therefore, 
distinct from existence as such. The strength of the above objection, of course, 
lies especially in the fact that there is more than a mere correlation between 
esse and the existential relation: the notion of the latter and, 
therefore, the notion of the individual essence, seems to include the 
former.

Nevertheless, there is a sense in 
which the individual essence remains abstractable from esse (and, in a 
certain manner, even from the existential relation bound up with it), as long as 
the individualizing causal relation to God is still retained within its notion 
as potential. (Indeed, the possibility of this thing’s relation to God cannot be 
abstracted from, otherwise it could not be conceived as this thing.) While the 
possibility for a relation is certainly not the same as the actual relation, the 
inclusion of the notion of such a possibility—because of its direct reference 
to the (hypothetical) actuality with respect to which it is a possibility— 
would nevertheless suffice for cognition of an “individual 
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possible,” that is, cognition of a 
possible thing according to such a relation (inasmuch as it is known 
with reference to such a relation). We can consider it, then, according 
to its possible act of existence, leaving behind as it were its actual 
act of existence. To do so is to consider the causal relation in its 
potency—that is, according as an essence’s existence is contingent and 
according as it is not necessary that such a causal relation (by which it would 
exist) be actual to it. In this sense, we may speak of a possible essence. That 
possibility translates as a potency with respect to the act of esse, 
that is, as a potentiality for the causal relation to God. Not that a possible 
essence is anything with an actual or real potency in itself, but our 
concept of a possible essence signifies the essence according to its 
receptive potency (i.e., according to the receptive potency which the real 
essence is or would be) with respect to the act of existence.

The very notion of a potential 
inclusion of being in the individual substantial entity abstracted from the 
proper act of the supposit is proposed by Capreolus.(77) 
Suárez maintains a similar position, recognizing an extrinsic order to actuality 
or being on the part of the substantial entity signified as distinct 
from the subsistent, a distinction he explains in terms of modal distinc-tion.(78) 
One might also add that, in speaking of the essence’s potency for being, we are 
effectively signifying the essence (as earlier explained) according as it is the 
foundation for the relation in question. Thus, the relation is virtually and 
indirectly imported by such a manner of conceptualizing the essence (even if the 
relation be viewed here only from the perspective of its dependence upon its 
subject, i.e., according to its generic being).(79)
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Despite these reflections, some will 
still object that existential factors cannot make something unique because, 
contrariwise, the uniqueness of the existential factors themselves are a 
consequence of or follow upon the numerical identity of the thing.(80) For nothing but some 
distinct thing can exist, and existence does not come to nothing. However, this 
is to speak of existence as “coming to something,” as if there was something to 
come to without existence. What is meant is that existence comes to the idea of 
the essence had in the mind of God. But what makes that “idea” individual? Its 
individual intention, of course. And what makes that individual intention 
individual? One of its conceptually distinguishable components? If we are not to 
be led to an infinite regress, we shall be pushed to consider being again—but 
in this case either the essence’s intentional being in God, or its objectively 
possible being. Given the nature of divine intellection, an essence’s 
intentional being in God is substantially identical to the divine essence. While 
this gives the intention a certain “individuality” (in an analogical sense of 
the term), it has nothing to do with the structure of the intention objectively 
considered, with respect to which some factor among others intrinsic to the 
possible must account for the individuality of the intention.(81) 
I argue for its possible being (which, moreover, cannot be absent from its 
intentional being), since the possible being (directly for what concerns the 
existential relation, and indirectly for what concerns esse) cannot be 
abstracted from the concept of the individual essence. Possible being is 
necessary for (intrinsic to) quidditative or essential individuality. Someone 
may object that even unicorns have possible being. They do indeed, and they have 
an essential individuality, the ultimate conceptual explanation for which is 
possible being. But they are not therefore 
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individuated in reality. Real being 
is necessary for real individuality—that is, for a thing to become an existing 
individual.

Note that “possible being” does not 
mean the mere possibility that something may be, but rather refers to the being 
(and, more precisely, the existential relation) that would have to be intrinsic 
to the thing in order to account for its thisness, and considers it as 
potentially in the essence being conceived. This possible being is absolutely 
essential to the thing being conceived. Capreolus reasons much the same way in 
his explanation of the formal constitutive of the supposit, where he 
distinguishes the common concrete thing or “concrete supposit” from the singular 
concrete thing or simply “supposit,” precisely in terms of the being that is 
“potentially,” “implicitly,” or “indirectly” contained in an in-dividual’s 
notion. The former corresponds to our notion of the forma totius 
individualis somehow abstracting from actual existence but not from 
possible existence, while the latter corresponds to our concrete existent in 
possession of its actual being.(82)

Another way 
around the entire problem might be to suggest that the notion of divine 
knowledge of “possible individuals,” when the latter is understood as signifying 
a potentially real thing according to its proper individuality, is 
contradictory. God knows every possible thing only as a possible, and therefore 
as instantiable. Anything truly individual necessarily exists (and, therefore, 
for God to know it would be to know it in its existence). God has an idea of the 
manner in which he would like to create Socrates, but this remains an idea, 
potentially multipliable in many until he actually creates an individual 
according to that idea. Such an idea is therefore not really an individual idea 
(a complete/perfect idea of the individual Socrates), but an idea of how God 
could in fact make a Socrates. I do not deny that God can also have an idea of 
the possible Socrates (which I discuss below), but I distinguish the 
idea of Socrates from the idea of Socrates as possible. God’s knowledge 
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of the 
individual Socrates (if it is indeed knowledge of Socrates the individual) must 
presuppose the individual Socrates (at some time in the past, present or future 
for what concerns our temporal perspective). Thus God knows the individual only 
as existent (at some time)—which is equivalent to saying that God knows the 
individual only as individual. This does not make divine knowledge dependent 
upon something besides God; it simply denies that there can be knowledge of some 
distinct thing that does not exist at some time, lest there be knowledge without 
an object.(83) 
Such a stance should not be understood as excluding the scientia simplicis 
intelligentiae by means of which purely possible entities are also known by 
God; it merely maintains that such knowledge is not really knowledge of the 
individual, but only of the potential individual (i.e., knowledge of the 
individual only as it is in potentiality). Thus Thomas: “those things that are 
not actual have truth according as they are in potentiality, for it is true that 
they are in potentiality; and as such they are known by God.”(84) 
The possibility for this, notwithstanding the fact that “a thing is known 
according as it is in act” (“unumquodque conoscitur secundum quod est actu”), is 
explained by the fact that the conditions for the existence of all things exist 
in God as in 
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their active cause.(85) 
From this perspective, one may continue to defend the perfection of God’s 
knowledge of every logically possible thing—whether realized or yet to be 
realized (cor-responding to his scientia visionis) or merely contained 
within his or another’s power (corresponding to his scientia simplicis 
intelligentiae). For God does not know the possible individual as existing, 
but only as being able to exist: “it is in the knowledge of God not that they 
be, but that they can be.”(86)

Considering knowledge of a thing only 
as potentially existing (which, it should be noted, is not really 
knowledge of the thing in itself), God could know not only a possible Socrates, 
but even the possible Socrates, provided, of course, that the 
determinate existential relation in its potentiality enters into the notion. It 
is a question of conceptualizing Socrates according to the relation he 
would have were he to exist as this individual. Such a notion is 
possible because the individuating factor (the existential relation) is 
cognizable ( realizable in actuality) without the inclusion of actual 
existence—that is, without having to equate its notion with that of actually 
existing, even if it implies a reference to actually existing. The relation 
itself, moreover, is known only as possible. While it is true that the 
real/actual existential relation is what formally individuates the individual 
Socrates, it is not necessary to know that relation in its actuality in order to 
have knowledge of the possible Socrates, for the relation in its potentiality 
uniquely delimits the possible Socrates (which is the individual Socrates only 
according to its intentional existence in the mind of God). The intentional 
individuality imported by the notion of the relation in its potentiality 
suffices for knowledge of the possible individual. This is particularly the case 
in God, given the perfection of the divine intentionality. While our notion of 
intentional individuality admits of a certain abstraction, from both 
esse and the actual individuality of the individual being conceived, 
and thus fails to capture the true individuality of Socrates, in God the very 
intention of Socrates’ individuality (and the very notion 
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of the possible Socrates) fully 
contains the real perfection of the singularity Socrates would enjoy were he to 
exist.(87) 
Though the determinate existential relation be known only as possible, and 
though it be known in its cause, and not in itself, it is known perfectly in its 
cause because the divine perfection contains every participated perfection 
pre-eminently.

The fact that knowledge of this 
relation (whether possible or actual) necessitates knowledge (correspondingly 
possible or actual) of the subject to which it belongs (and vice versa) nowise 
precludes the presence of its idea in God.(88) 
An “idea” strictly speaking signifies the form of something that could be 
produced.(89) 
But even co-principles of a composite entity (which alone has a complete and 
per se act of existing, and to which alone cor-responds the perfect 
notion of an idea in God),(90) 
have their idea (taken in a looser sense as notion or similitude) in the divine 
essence, as the principle of every principle constituting the composite.(91) 
Just as God can know the singular understood as singular through a potential 
co-principle (i.e., a co-principle that is purely potential with respect to the 
formal actuality of the nature) and therefore can also know the principle of 
that 
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singularity even if that principle is 
by itself neither realizable nor intelligible to us,(92) 
in the same way he can know the individual (possible or real) through an equally 
complete understanding of the existential relation (possible or 
real).

Following what Thomas seems to affirm 
in book 1 of his commentary on the Sentences, it should not be denied 
that a potential co-principle has a certain intrinsic intelligibility to God 
even when it is taken in precision from its correlative active principle. 
Potential principles (even prime matter), to the extent that they are or can be, 
are fully intelligible to God,(93) 
whose mode of knowing is neither abstractive nor limited by the imperfect 
metaphysical state of such objects, since he knows all objects in knowing 
himself.(94) 
This does not mean that God can know actual prime matter without knowing the 
composite, nor does it mean that a perfect “idea” of prime matter (possible or 
actual) exists in God, but only that some representation of possible prime 
matter is possible in God and that some representation of any other possible 
potential or relative principle considered even secundum se is possible 
in God in light of the superior mode of being the intrinsic perfection of that 
principle (and its intelligible species) enjoys in God. Whatever perfection is 
implied in the notion of such a principle exists absolutely in God and can, 
therefore, be known in the divine essence, precision from its correlative 
notwithstanding. Of course, it can be so known only according as it is in 
God and the unique mode of being this implies,(95) 
whence an idea of such a principle considered by itself—and which, to repeat, 
cannot be considered by itself except according to its mode of being in 
God—intentionally captures that possible principle less according to the 
possible mode of being it would enjoy were it to be created than according to 
the eternal being it 






page 104

has in God.(96) 
All of this serves simply to confirm the presence in God of distinct ideas for 
an individual nature, its individuating relation (or any other principle of 
individuation) and the foundation for that relation (or any other principle 
correlative of the individuating factor).(97)

Thus God can fully know—“vel per 
ideas distinctas, vel per cognitionem suae potentiae”—both the existential 
relation (according to all of its perfection) and the foundation for that 
relation. And this foundation, although nothing other than the individual nature 
according to its potentiality for being, is logically distinct from the 
natura individualis as such, since it signifies that essence 
differently than it is signified by the name “individual.” Both of these come 
together either in actuality to constitute the individual nature or logically to 
constitute the “possible individual.” 


VIII. Deep Significance of the Issue 



Considerations of a substance’s objective 
possibility and of the divine ideas are not only important for replying to 
objections against positing an existential factor as the formal principle of 
individuation, but also are necessary for a deeper understanding of the dynamic 
relationship between potency and act interior to the coordinated causes that 
make the individual. Earlier I
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addressed a concern that, because the 
foundation, and therefore the esse in (generic being) of the relation, 
is in the substance (and even identical to the latter when properly signified), 
it might seem that the principle of individuation (or at least its ultimate 
condition) reduces to nothing other than the substance. The difficulty was 
resolved by affirming a reciprocal determination between the individual’s 
existential relation to God and the (substantial) subject of that relation. But 
it is worth noting here again, as a way of illustrating the relevance of the 
divine ideas to our understanding of the dynamics of the existential relation, 
that the foundation in question is the potentiality of the substance, 
that is, its potency for being. This potency, considered in itself, and not 
insofar as it is equivalent to the actual essence considered in relation to its 
actuality, is nothing other than the possibility that God’s infinite perfection 
be imitable in a manner corresponding to the individual essence in question.(98) 


  

Conclusion 


In light of the forgoing considerations, I 
submit that it is precisely a particular relation to God that ultimately 
individuates every individual res (meaning every individual 
substance, only substances being truly individual in the full sense). That 
relation is responsible for each substance’s thisness, while the individual’s 
form (forma totius 
individualis) as such is what makes the substance not to be “this 
here,” but rather to be what 
it is. Being what 
it is implies something other than just being distinct from some 
other thing and indivisible; it means to be distinct and one in a particular 
way, by being this 
particular (and this individual) “kind” of substance (such a substance), this individual 
quiddity.(99)
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For better or for worse, it follows 
from this understanding of individuation by transcendental relation that the 
coming to be of substances by way of generation or eduction implies the coming 
to be of new existential relations to God. Furthermore, when sodium and 
chlorine, for example, unite to form a new substance in the universe of created 
reality, the result is that two distinct relations to God have disappeared and 
been replaced by a single relation to God on the part of the now single 
substance called salt, or sodium chloride. Therefore, in the change observed in 
nature whereby several substances combine to form one, or one substance is 
broken into many substances, we are witnessing a constant and continual 
reduction and multiplication, respectively, of existential relations to God. God 
himself never changes in this respect. But the real relations to God are 
constantly changing in this world, ceaselessly coming to be and disappearing, in 
exact correspondence with—and directly and formally (albeit not independently) 
responsible for—the coming to be and disappearing of individuals.(100)
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ANY DISCUSSION OF Albert the Great on the hypostatic union must account for 
his occasional references to two hypostases or to a purely human hypostasis in 
Christ, together with Albert’s insistence on the truth of the Lombard’s second 
Christological opinion, the subsistent or composite-person theory. Such accounts 
were offered by V.-M. Pollet and M. Lamy de la Chapelle.(1) 
Since then, much relevant research into late twelfth- and early 
thirteenth-century views on the hypostatic union(2) 
and into Albert’s extensive reflections on personhood(3) 
has
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appeared. Informed by this research, 
it is possible to set Albert’s references to two hypostases within the context 
of early thirteenth-century Christological debates and Albert’s own presentation 
of ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’.

The import and potential dangers of 
Albert’s formulations come into sharp focus in comparison to Thomas Aquinas’s 
presentation of ‘person’, ‘hypostasis’, and ‘hypostatic union’. This comparison 
also sheds light on Thomas’s Christology as it reveals a shift in perspective 
from that of early thirteenth-century Christologies. More specifically, 
examination of this issue helps to explain why Thomas does not share his teacher 
Albert’s understanding of ‘person’, yet develops the basic lines of Albert’s 
presentation of unity and duality in Christ, particularly in terms of Christ’s 
esse. Reading Thomas in light of Albert’s Christology provides a 
valuable and underutilized perspective for examining various issues in Thomas’s 
Christology. This essay will offer inter-pretations of Albert and Thomas that 
highlight the continuities and discontinuities between these learned 
Dominicans.

This investigation will begin with 
the background of late twelfth- and early thirteenth-century presentations of 
‘person’. Particular attention will be given to any distinctions made between 
‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’. This background well frames Albert’s definition of 
‘person’ in terms of per se unity, per se singularity, and 
per se incommunicability. The focus here will be on the three types of 
incommunicability distinctive of persons. Thomas Aquinas rejects any distinction 
of ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ based upon any type of incommunicability. This 
disagreement largely relates to the Lombard’s three opinions on the mode of 
union in the Incarnation: the homo assumptus theory, the subsistent or 
composite-person theory, and the habitus theory (III Sent., d. 
6). This essay will argue that Albert’s affirmation of two hypostases or of a 
purely human hypostasis in Christ is intended to combat the habitus 
theory and the (in Albert’s mind) related view that Christ according as man was 
not something (Christus secundum 
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quod homo non est 
aliquid), otherwise known as 
Christological nihilianism. When Albert directs his attention to the homo 
assumptus opinion, he stresses the unity of person and hypostasis in Christ 
through a discussion of Christ’s esse. These various affirmations are 
best reconciled by accepting Albert’s use of ‘hypostasis’ both as a term of 
first intention or first imposition (i.e., a name for a thing) and as a term of 
second intention (i.e., a name for an abstraction). Albert’s equivocal use of 
‘hypostasis’ corresponds to similar understandings of the term in other early 
thirteenth-century Christologies and so corresponds to the perception of the 
habitus theory and Christological nihilianism as urgent Christological 
concerns.

Thomas rejects any equivocal use of 
‘hypostasis’, fearing that affirmation of it as a name of second intention 
allows for positing two hypostases in Christ. Such equivocal use thus risks 
sliding toward Nestorianism. We can thus see a shift in perception between 
Albert and Thomas as to the most pressing Christological concerns. For Thomas, 
shades of Nestorianism coloring popular formulations of the Lombard’s second 
opinion represents the greatest Christological danger. Though he rejects 
Albert’s lan-guage of two hypostases, Thomas repeats Albert’s reformulation of 
Christological questions in terms of esse. Albert’s discussion of 
Christ’s esse stresses the union of two natures in Christ and seeks to 
avoid the first and third opinions through the formula of unum duplex 
esse. Thomas follows Albert’s logic but does not employ the formula of 
unum duplex esse, perhaps due to fears that this formula could be 
misinterpreted in support of a two hypostases view. Thomas’s adherence to 
Albert’s method of Christological unity through unity of esse also 
casts doubt upon contemporary interpretations of Thomas as supporting two 
esses in Christ. 

I. Late Medieval 
Conceptions of Person 


Twelfth- and thirteenth-century 
discussions of ‘person’ built upon the foundation laid by Boethius (ca. 480-ca. 
524). Boethius’s definition of ‘person’ as an individual substance of rational 
nature 
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(“persona est rationalis naturae 
individua substantia”)(4) 
set the basic terms for Scholastic reflections on personhood.(5) 
The overriding question for later theologians concerned the meaning of 
‘individual substance’ in Boethius’s definition. As Boethius knew from 
Aristotle, substantia could be taken for primary substance (the 
existing individual or hypostasis) or secondary substance (essence or nature). 
An ‘individual’ secondary substance seems an obvious contradiction. If, however, 
‘substance’ in Boethius’s definition of person indicates primary substance, the 
addition of ‘individual’ seems unnecessary.(6) 
The very use of substantia in the definition of person is curious as 
well. Boethius generally recognizes a distinction of substantia and 
subsistentia according to which the subsistent subsists “on account of 
an essence’s reception of its actuality” and may exist either as a substance 
(through the medium of its particularizing aspect) or as 
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a nonsubstantial subsistent (such as 
God).(7) 
Stephen Hipp notes that subsistentia differentiates this particular 
subsistence from other essences and indicates independence from accidents 
while substantia “designates being placed under accidents as a 
substrate.”(8) 
Subsistence is thus a general designation realized in two ways, the substantial 
and the non- or supra-substantial. Granting Hipp’s characterization of this 
distinction, Boethius’s definition of ‘person’ seems restricted to those 
individuals of rational nature that stand under accidents and so would not apply 
to the divine persons.

For these and other reasons, 
subsequent theologians found it necessary to elaborate upon or replace 
Boethius’s definition in order for it to serve the requisite tasks of 
Trinitarian theology and Christology. Richard of St. Victor (d. 1173) thought 
the definition, especially its formulation in terms of substance, inadequate in 
a Trinitarian context.(9) 
Literally applying Boethius’s definition of ‘person’ to God would yield the 
absurd conclusion that the divine substance is not one alone or that the Trinity 
is a 
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person, which conclusions lead 
Richard to reject Boethius’s definition.(10) 
Richard holds that “a divine person is an incom-municable existence 
[incommunicabilis existentia] of the divine nature” (De 
Trinitate, 4.22) and later adds that a person must exist through itself 
alone (De Trinitate, 4.24).(11) 
These formulations stress incommunicability and a per se mode of 
existence. Richard’s Trinitarian specifications of personhood enriched the 
larger discussion of personhood and exercised a decisive influence on subsequent 
Trinitarian and Christological discussions.

William of Auxerre (d. 1231) provided 
a bridge from twelfth- to thirteenth-century theology.(12) 
William’s Summa aurea (1215-20), which develops themes from the 
Lombard’s Sentences along more Aristotelian lines of rational 
demonstration, enjoyed vast popularity in the thirteenth century. The Summa 
aurea‘s investigation of Christology reflects the lines of development 
begun in the late twelfth century, and these lines encourage William to specify 
the meaning of ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’.(13) 
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Expanding upon Boethius’s definition, 
William argues that personhood requires a threefold distinction: singularity, 
incom-municability, and dignity. Particularly relevant here is William’s 
application of this threefold distinction to the Incarnation, for he holds that 
the Word’s human nature, which William often designates as “Jesus,” lacks only 
the third distinction.(14) 
Based upon this distinction, William can deny that the Word assumed a person or 
a man while affirming that Christ according as he is man is something 
(secundum quod homo est aliquid), namely, the individual human nature 
or subject “Jesus.”

Alexander of Hales (ca. 1186-1245) 
plotted the course followed by much of later Scholastic theology when he began 
to lecture from the Lombard’s Sentences.(15) 
Alexander offers three definitions of ‘person’: Boethius’s, Richard of St. 
Victor’s, and a third anonymous definition that highlights the property of 
dignity (“persona est hypostasis distincta proprietate ad dignitatem 
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pertinente”) (Glossa 
1.23.9).(16) 
The distinction of dignity, as Alexander explicates it, precludes the individual 
human nature assumed into union with the Word from being a person. The specific 
characteristics of the property of dignity are never fully clarified but do 
involve a moral dimension.(17) 
In short, Alexander presents three definitions of ‘person’ and uses the 
distinction of dignity noted in the third definition to defend the Lombard’s 
second opinion together with the affirmation that Christ is aliquid secundum 
quod homo. The definition of ‘person’ in terms of dignity put forth by 
William of Auxerre and Alexander of Hales and its use to deny personhood of the 
individual human nature assumed to the person of the Word provide the backdrop 
for interpreting Albert the Great’s presentation. 

  

II. Albert the Great 
and Thomas Aquinas
 on 
Person and Its Relation to Hypostasis 

Albert the Great (1200-1280) earned 
the designation “Universal Doctor” through the staggering breadth of his 
learning.(18) 
This breadth was not at the expense of depth, a fact particularly evident in 
Albert’s conception of ‘person’. As did his predecessors, Albert begins with 
Boethius’s definition and elaborates upon it in service of specific Trinitarian 
and Christological requirements. In his Commentarii on the Lombard’s 
Sentences (completed in 1249), Albert explicates Boethius’s 
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definition in terms of per 
se unity, per se singularity, and per se 
incommunicability.(19) 
These three types of perseity indicate the same basic reality but differ 
according to our mode of understanding. Per se unity indicates a 
subsisting whole and “means that a thing is indivisible in itself and divisible 
from others.”(20) 
Per se singularity indicates the singular mode by which an individual 
exists as a supposit. This means that every person is a person in a unique 
manner, even persons within the same species. Albert employs this principle to 
explain how Christ holds humanity in common with all other human beings while 
expressing that human nature through the divine personality of the Word.(21) 
My focus here will be on per se incommunicability, 
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particularly as expressed in 
Christology. The language of per se incommunicability offers the 
greatest detail and so is most revealing of Albert’s thought. The distinction of 
person based upon incommunicability is also Thomas’s point of greatest 
contention with Albert’s view of ‘person’.

For Albert, personhood excludes three 
types of communi-cability: the communicability of the universal, the 
communi-cability of the substantial part, and the communicability of 
assumptability or of union into the singularity of another.(22) 
Christ’s human nature displays all the necessary characteristics for personhood 
except this third type of incommunicability, which is proper to Christ’s human 
nature and prevents the individual human nature assumed from being a person.(23) 
In other words, this third type of incommunicability, of which there are no 
other examples, functions in Albert’s Christology much as the distinction of 
dignity functioned in the Christologies of William of Auxerre and Alexander of 
Hales.

Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) spent his 
formative years as a theology student (1245-52) under the guidance of Albert, 
first in 
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Paris and then in Cologne.(24) 
Albert’s influence on Thomas was considerable. Thomas followed Albert on many 
points and only adhered to an opposing position cautiously and with strong 
reasons. Debates over the definition of ‘person’ illustrate this well. Albert 
finished his Commentarii in 1249, so the young Thomas would have been 
familiar with Albert’s elaboration of Boethius’s definition in terms of per 
se unity, per se singularity, and per se 
incommunicability. Thomas, in a manner surprising given the regular 
practice of expanding upon the various definitions of ‘person’, begins and ends 
with Boethius’s definition, defending it with explanations but few supplements. 
More to the point, Thomas rejects defining ‘person’ according to 
incommunicability and rejects differentiating ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ 
according to the incommunicability of assumptability. Though this is clear 
already in his Scriptum on the Lombard’s Sentences 
(1252-56),(25) 
it is most evident in the disputed questions De Potentia (1265-66).(26) 
The objections of question 9, article 2 of De Potentia challenge every 
word of Boethius’s definition. Thomas defends 






page 118

each word and explains its meaning. 
The seventh objection argues that ‘individual’ was unnecessary in the definition 
because the ‘substance’ referred to is clearly primary substance, in which case 
individual adds no useful specification. Aquinas responds: 


It should be said 
that some say that substance is posited in the definition of 
person just as it signifies hypostasis, but since individual belongs to the 
ratio of hypostasis according as it is opposed to the community of 
universals or of parts—because no universal, nor any part, such as a hand or 
foot, can be called a hypostasis—individual belongs in a higher degree to the 
ratio of person, according as it is opposed to the community of 
assumptability. For they say that human nature in Christ is a hypostasis but not 
a person. And therefore [they say that] individual is added to the definition of 
person in order to exclude assumptability.(27) 


The ‘some’ (quidam) mentioned by Thomas 
equate substance and hypostasis and define these as incommunicable in terms of 
uni-versals and parts. They further argue that ‘individual’ adds to substance 
the incommunicability of assumptability. Distinguishing ‘hypostasis’ and 
‘person’ according to the incommunicability of assumptability allows for the 
assumption of a hypostasis. Thomas fears the distinction is made for the very 
purpose of specifying the Word’s assumption of a hypostasis though not a 
person.(28) 
This






page 119

fear seems to be directed toward or 
at least to include Albert’s view of ‘person’ and the question of the Word’s 
assumption of a human hypostasis. 

III. The Mode of 
Union in Christ
according to Albert the Great 


Peter Lombard’s (1095/1100-1160) 
Sentences exerted immense influence on late twelfth- and early 
thirteenth-century theology.(29) 
The general framework for thirteenth-century discussions of Christology was 
provided by three opinions enumerated by the Lombard in distinction 6 of the 
third book: homo assumptus, subsistent or composite-person, and 
habitus.(30) 
The first opinion (homo assumptus) holds that a rational soul and human 
body were united to constitute a true human being and that this human being 
began to be God through its assumption to the person of the Word. The second 
opinion (subsistent or composite-person) holds that the human being Jesus Christ 
is composed of two natures (divine and human) and three substances (divinity, 
soul, and body). This opinion holds that before the Incarnation the person of 
the Word was simple but that after the Incarnation he was composite. The third 
opinion (habitus) holds that Christ’s body and soul were not united so 
as to form a substance but were 
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united to the person of the Word in 
the mode of a habitus, pre-serving the Word from any change and 
precluding two persons in Christ.(31)

The Lombard’s second opinion 
(subsistent or composite-person theory) had received virtually unanimous assent 
by Albert’s time.(32) 
In Thomas’s view, however, aspects of a homo assumptus Christology had 
crept into the prevailing understanding of this opinion. His concern with this 
trend only increased with his recovery of the acts of the councils of Ephesus, 
Chalcedon, and Constantinople II and III.(33) 
Through these councils, Thomas learned the orthodox statement of Christological 
doctrine as formulated by the Church meeting in council and gained a more 
thorough knowledge of Nestorius’s arguments.(34) 
Learning the 
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motivations and arguments of 
Nestorianism allowed Thomas to equate a homo assumptus Christology with 
Nestorianism and so to label the homo assumptus view a heresy condemned 
by the Church meeting in council.(35) 
This equation of a homo assumptus view and Nestorianism made more 
dangerous the disguised presence of elements of a homo assumptus 
Christology in popular interpretations of the Lombard’s second opinion. Thomas 
taught that assuming a man or a hypostasis is equivalent to assuming a person 
(Nestorius’s view),(36) 
which results in an accidental union of natures in Christ. The habitus 
theory falls prey to the same critique of positing an accidental union.(37) 
Thomas counters that the union was substantial rather than 
accidental.
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To what extent do Thomas’s worries 
and corrections apply to Albert? The Universal Doctor does not defend the 
incom-municability of assumptability on the grounds of distinguishing ‘person’ 
and ‘hypostasis’.(38) 
This by itself does not answer the question. Albert does occasionally refer to a 
purely human hypostasis in Christ or to two hypostases in Christ.(39) 
He writes: “It should be said that human nature is properly and per se 
assumed, and also united by a certain mode [aliquo modo]: but it 
was assumed first and per se, and it was united in its hypostasis to 
the divine hypostasis” (III Sent., d. 5, a. 10).(40) 
Later in the same article he writes that “it suffices for assumption that the 
hypostasis of human nature participates in the [personal, individuating] 
properties of the Son of God and of the divine nature, and conversely the divine 
hypostasis accepts the properties of the human hypostasis” (ibid., ad 4).(41) 
In these passages, Albert seems 
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to affirm the view attacked by 
Thomas, namely, that the hypostatic union is a union of two hypostases in the 
one person of the Word. Albert rarely uses the expression ‘hypostatic union’ and 
does not use the expression ‘substantial union’, but more reservedly he admits 
that the union in Christ was not a union of persons and did not take place in 
the natures. His willingness to leave matters defined negatively opens his 
position to varying interpretations. Even if he does not add the 
incommunicability of assumptability to the definition of ‘person’ in order to 
distinguish ‘person’ from ‘hypostasis’, his definition of ‘person’ seems to 
support the distinction.

Clarifying the meaning of Albert’s 
affirmations of two hypostases requires examining their proximate context within 
the Commentarii and the more remote context of early thirteenth-century 
presentations of the hypostatic union and the Lombard’s three opinions. Albert’s 
affirmations of two hypostases in Christ occur in his commentary on distinction 
5 of the third book of the Sentences. The lengthy commentary on this 
distinction is divided into 16 articles, with topics ranging from a comparison 
of union and assumption (a. 1) to querying whether the Word assumed a man or 
this man or some man (homo, vel hic homo, vel aliquis homo) (a. 11). 
This latter topic is of particular interest here. Albert denies that the Son of 
God assumed a man, on the grounds that persons are undivided in themselves and 
divided from others. The Son did not assume a man because the Son did not and 
could not assume a person. Noteworthy here is that Albert does not present this 
article in terms of the Lombard’s three opinions. So, while this denial that the 
Son assumed a man contradicts the homo assumptus view (first opinion), 
Albert does not explicitly make that point in distinction 5 but delays analysis 
of the three opinions till distinction 6.

Albert focuses in distinction 6 on 
refuting the Lombard’s first opinion (homo assumptus). In article 2, he 
distinguishes the meaning of ‘a thing of nature’ (res naturae), 
‘suppositum’, 
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‘substance’, ‘hypostasis’, 
‘individual’, and ‘person’. Albert here reiterates the three modes of 
incommunicability definitive of personhood, culminating the progressive 
specification of the various terms. ‘Substance’ is “distinct through this 
matter, distinguishable through accidents, and not distinct through itself” (III 
Sent., d. 6, a. 2). Albert presents ‘hypostasis’ as the Greek 
equivalent of ‘substance’, implying that hypostases are not distinct through 
themselves and so lack the incommunicability proper to persons, seemingly 
allowing for the assumption of a hypostasis.(42) 
Such an interpretation gains credibility in light of the third article’s 
rejection of the Lombard’s first opinion. Albert denies that Christ assumed a 
man or a suppositum but makes no mention of hypostasis.(43) 
This all seems evidence that Albert allowed for two hypostases in Christ, 
distinguished a two-hypostases view from a homo assumptus view, and 
found a two-hypostases view compatible with the second opinion.

The evidence against this reading of 
Albert’s Christology is found largely, though by no means exclusively, in 
article 5 of this distinction, where Albert expressly states that there is only 
one hypostasis in Christ. The article concerns the number of esse 
simpliciter in Christ; Albert argues there can be only one esse 
simpliciter in Christ because there is only one hypostasis. Note that 
affirmation of one hypostasis in Christ functions here as premise rather than 
conclusion. Other explicit affirmations of only one hypostasis in Christ are 
found in nearby texts.(44) 
Does 
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Albert flagrantly contradict himself 
or is there some other explanation for these seemingly contradictory 
affirmations? Does Albert, despite his express approval of the second opinion, 
support some version of the first opinion? The development of late twelfth- and 
early thirteenth-century Christological reflection helps to untangle these 
knots.

Walter Principe has traced the 
progression of early-thirteenth-century Christological debates, showing their 
emphasis on questions of whether Christ as man is something (an Christus 
secundum quod homo est aliquid) and whether Christ is one (unum) 
or two.(45) 
The question of aliquid or non est aliquid served to 
distinguish the first and second opinions from the third, or at least from the 
popular interpretation of the third opinion as supporting Christological 
nihilianism, a position condemned by Pope Alexander III in 1170 and 1177.(46) 
Questioning the unity or duality of Christ revealed a difference between 
adherents of the first opinion and those of the second and third opinions. In 
short, answering these two questions identified one’s position on the 
Christological spectrum reported by the Lombard. William of Auxerre, Alexander 
of Hales, and Albert the Great all treated Christological nihilianism as a 
pressing concern. Concern to refute 
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the habitus theory and its 
perceived assertion that Christ as man non est aliquid largely colored 
these theologians’ presentation of the human nature assumed.

William of Auxerre sought to deny 
both the Word’s assump-tion of a man (homo assumptus) and 
Christological nihilianism.(47) 
William argued that a homo assumptus view amounted to affirmation of 
two persons in Christ, the rejected position of Nestorius (De 
Incarnatione 1.5). The challenge for William was to hold this denial 
together with the proposition that Christ as man is aliquid. William’s 
elaboration of ‘person’ in terms of singularity, incommunicability, and dignity 
provided the ter-minological and conceptual means for asserting that the Word 
assumed an individual human nature (which is a ‘something’) and that this 
individual human nature lacked the dignity proper to persons.(48) 
Principe explains the distinction as follows: 

Thus the distinction 
of dignity, connected with perseity in power or operation and more fundamentally 
with perseity in being, is lacking to Jesus as Jesus. His humanity is singular 
rather than universal; it is not part of a nature, but a whole nature; but the 
‘nobler form’ in the Son of God replaces the constituent of human personality in 
Christ’s human nature. Therefore Jesus precisely as Jesus is not a person.(49) 

William explains this replacement of personality and the affirma-tion that 
Christ is one (unum) by proposing that the individual human nature 
degenerates into an accident.(50) 
This infelicitous
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phrase would be reverentially 
interpreted or altogether dropped by subsequent authors, even those heavily 
indebted to William.(51)

Alexander of Hales developed 
William’s insights using more precise, though not necessarily more felicitous, 
terminology. Alexander’s precision, however, does not exclude all ambiguities, a 
fact evident in his diverse understandings of ‘hypostasis’. This diversity 
extends into Albert’s use of ‘hypostasis’ and so clarifies his meaning. 
Alexander often equates ‘hypostasis’ and ‘subsis-tence’, distinguishing these 
from ‘person’ according to a property of dignity.(52) 
While Alexander normally conceives of ‘hypostasis’ as a term of second intention 
(i.e., an abstraction or logical con-cept) akin to ‘individual’, the ambiguity 
emerges from his occasional references to ‘hypostasis’ as “a concretely existing 
individual thing, not as the individual within a species.”(53) 
The relevance of this ambiguity comes into sharper focus with Alexander’s 
discussion of Christ as aliquid secundum quod homo. In his attempts to 
stress the reality of the individual human nature assumed to the Word, Alexander 
makes mention of a purely human hypostasis in Christ. Principe 
writes: 

An important element 
in the doctrine of Alexander of Hales on the mode of union is his acceptance in 
Christ of a human hypostasis that is not identical with the person of the Son of 
God. Although Alexander does not state this in so many words in Redaction A [of 
the Glossa], several texts have already been seen in 
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which he says that 
because an individual hypostasis is not necessarily a person, the individual 
human nature in Christ does not have to be a person. Clearly, Alexander 
envisages a human hypostasis in Christ lacking the property of dignity that 
would make it a human person but sharing the personal property of the Word in 
the union.(54) 

Principe goes on to argue that references to a purely human hypostasis in 
Christ refer to ‘hypostasis’ as a term of second intention and so affirm nothing 
more than the individuality and singularity of Christ’s human nature with 
respect to its species.(55) 
This, in Principe’s estimation, removes any concern that Alexander’s Christology 
slides toward Nestorianism or a homo assumptus Christology.(56) 
Principe’s interpretation requires a similarly charitable reading of Alexander’s 
affirmations of two supposits in Christ and (seemingly) of a purely human 
subject in Christ.(57) 
These affirmations indicate a performative fluidity in the Christological 
opinions that permits Alexander to adhere expressly to the second opinion while 
incorporating aspects of the first opinion.(58) 
Albert the Great inherited from Alexander this
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ambiguous use of otherwise precise 
terminology in the context of fluid Christological positions.

Returning now to Albert, the 
influence of William and Alexander becomes clear. Albert explicitly affirms two 
hypostases in Christ or a purely human hypostasis in Christ when combating the 
Lombard’s third opinion, the habitus theory. The habitus 
theory, as Albert understands it, denies that Christ’s soul and body were joined 
to each other, but says that they were rather put on individually by the Son of 
God. This prevents the assumption of a man but at the expense of Christ’s true 
humanity or that Christ was aliquid secundum quod homo. Albert wishes 
to deny that the Word assumed a man while affirming that Christ was aliquid 
secundum quod homo. ‘Hypostasis’ serves Albert as a middle term, marking 
Christ’s human nature as an individual distinct according to its particular 
unity of body and soul though not a man or a person.(59) 
When Albert’s attention turns to the first 
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opinion (as in III Sent., d. 
6, a. 5), he affirms only one hypostasis in Christ. Albert’s use of ‘hypostasis’ 
follows closely the pattern established by Alexander, employing it both as a 
name of first intention and as a name of second intention depending on the 
context and purpose. When ‘hypostasis’ names a thing, Albert affirms only one 
hypostasis in Christ against the homo assumptus theory. When 
‘hypostasis” names a logical abstraction, Albert affirms a purely human 
hypostasis in Christ against the habitus theory. Whether or not this 
implies any self-contradiction, it certainly opens itself to various 
interpretations. The risks involved with such interpretive openness no doubt 
prompted Thomas’s rejection of this equivocal use of ‘hypostasis’.

Stress on the fact that Christ was 
aliquid secundum quod homo inched William, Alexander, and Albert toward 
aspects of a homo assumptus view or at minimum suggested to them 
language rem-iniscent of a homo assumptus view. The second major 
Christo-logical question in the early thirteenth century regarded whether Christ 
was one (unum) or two. Albert’s reflections on Christ’s unity inch his 
position on this spectrum of Christological opinions back toward the subsistent 
or composite-person theory, yet the urgency of preventing Christological 
nihilianism remains evident. Albert frames the question of Christ’s unity or 
duality in terms of esse, which framing highlights the delicate balance 
of preserving unity without sacrificing the truth of Christ’s humanity. The 
union in Christ is a union in esse rather than in essences, a union in 
which the one person is a supposit for two natures. Albert concludes that “the 
esse in Christ is one in comparison to the hypostasis whose 
esse it is, although this esse is of two essences which remain 
distinct, such that the esse of one [essence] is the 
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esse of the other [essence]” (III Sent., 
d. 6, a. 4).(60) 
Article 5 clarifies the relationship of esse to hypostasis and to 
nature. Albert writes: 

Preserving the truth 
of the union made in the hypostasis, as is true, the second opinion says the 
wholly one esse is the one esse simpliciter of Christ: but the 
esse of this simpliciter is one thing, the esse of 
this according to this or that nature is another thing, and the esse of 
this or of that nature is another thing. For the esse simpliciter of 
this is the esse of the person or hypostasis, according as it is a 
hypostasis: and this is not but one in Christ. It stands clear from this that 
the Catholic faith says the union was made in esse. For if it is made 
in esse, it will be in some esse, and not but in the 
esse of the hypostasis: therefore, the esse of this hypostasis 
is one from that union: for whatever things are united are one. 

Likewise, there is 
not but one esse of one hypostasis: but Christ is not but one 
hypostasis: therefore, Christ does not have but one esse simpliciter: 
because the esse of the thing of nature or hypostasis is the 
esse of the whole: and this is the esse 
simpliciter.

The esse 
according to this or that nature, however, is the esse taken in 
comparison to the nature making the esse in the hypostasis, and from 
that part the esse in Christ is doubled. For, the esse of the 
nature of humanity is in that one, as well as the esse of the nature of 
deity. If we wish to speak properly, then we would say that according to this 
consideration [the hypostasis] would not have two esses but rather one 
twofold, constitutive esse [unum duplex in constituente 
esse]. 

The esse of 
the nature is the esse that the nature has in itself: for every thing 
has its own esse. The esse of the human nature in Christ is 
not the esse of God’s nature, but the esses are not by that 
way two as the natures. (III Sent., d. 6, a. 5)(61) 
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The argumentation here is dense, but this article well encapsulates Albert’s 
understanding of the mode of union in Christ. In response to the third opinion, 
Albert affirms the substantial reality of the human nature assumed by noting 
that the esse of Christ’s human nature is not the esse of the 
divine nature. When esse is viewed in terms of the nature as a formal 
cause of esse in the hypostasis, Albert affirms one twofold 
esse in Christ.(62) 
Albert subordinates this duality to the greater unity of Christ in terms of 
esse simpliciter, which is one as the hypostasis in Christ is one. 
Stressing the unity of esse simpliciter in Christ while noting the 
duality of natural esse according as the hypostasis subsists in human 
nature is an attempt to strike a proper balance between the reality of Christ’s 
singular human nature and the ultimate unity of
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hypostasis.(63) 
Albert inherited ambiguous terminology with which to address Christological 
questions along a fluid spectrum of opinions. His great triumph was to recast 
pressing questions and concerns in terms of Christ’s esse, a maneuver 
that allowed affirmation of Christ’s personal unity without undermining the 
integrity of his two natures. 

  

IV. Thomas Aquinas 
on the Mode of Union in Christ 


Thomas Aquinas preserves many of Albert’s 
insights while simultaneously tidying the ambiguous terminology Albert inherited 
from William and Alexander. The focus here will be on Thomas’s presentation of 
the union in Christ in terms of ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’, a focus that 
highlights the differences between Thomas and Albert.(64) Thomas rejected adding 
the incom-municability of assumptability to the definition of ‘person’, noting 
that advocates of such an addition distinguished ‘hypostasis’ and ‘person’ on 
the grounds of incommunicability in order to affirm two hypostases in Christ but 
only one person. Thomas counters that ‘hypostasis’ and ‘person’ indicate the 
same reality and that
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‘person’ simply adds the 
specification of rational nature.(65) 
The clarity and certitude with which Thomas attacks not only the homo 
assumptus view but also the elements of a homo assumptus view that 
had been incorporated into early thirteenth-century articulations of the 
subsistent-person theory indicate a shift from Albert to Thomas in their 
perceptions of which Christological opinion represented the most pressing 
challenge.

In question 9, article 1 of De 
Potentia, Aquinas investigates the meaning of the terms ‘essence’, 
‘subsistence’, and ‘hypostasis’ in preparation for the second article’s 
discussion of Boethius’s definition of ‘person’. As discussed previously, Albert 
identifies ‘hypostasis’ as the Greek equivalent of ‘substance’. Thomas repeats 
this identification with the qualification that ‘hypostases’ name substances as 
substanding.(66) 
“Person, though, adds to hypostasis a determinate nature, for it is 
nothing other than a hypostasis of rational nature” (De Pot., q. 9, a. 
1).(67) 
In the reply to the first objection, Thomas holds that because “person adds 
nothing beyond hypostasis save rational nature, it is necessary that hypostasis 
and person are completely the same in rational nature” (ibid., ad 1).(68) 
These assertions implicitly affirm what article 2 
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states explicitly, that ‘individual 
substance’ in Boethius’s definition of ‘person’ designates nothing other than 
‘hypostasis’. Thomas discredits the separation of ‘individual’ and ‘substance’ 
in Boethius’s definition as a misguided attempt to distinguish ‘person’ and 
‘hypostasis’ (De Pot., q. 9, a. 2, ad 7). Equally important is Thomas’s 
insistence that ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ are names of first imposition (names 
of things) rather than names of second intention (logical abstractions) (De 
Pot., q. 9, a. 2, ad 2). In these two articles, many of the terminological 
ambiguities characteristic of early thirteenth-century Christologies have been 
eliminated.

The value of terminological clarity 
is apparent in the Summa Theologiae‘s discussion of the hypostatic 
union. The second question of the Tertia Pars analyzes the mode of 
union in Christ, arguing that the union takes place not in nature (a. 1) but 
rather in person (a. 2).(69) 
All the theologians considered here would unhesitatingly assent to this 
conclusion. Article 3 raises the less common and more difficult question of 
whether the union takes place in the supposit or hypostasis. Based upon Thomas’s 
above-noted identification of ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ in rational natures, his 
response in article 3 predictably defends a union in the one hypostasis of the 
Word. Thomas notes, however, “that some, ignorant of the relation 
[habitudinem] of hypostasis to person, although they concede there was 
only one person in Christ, nevertheless posited one hypostasis of God and 
another hypostasis of man, as if the union were made in person but not in 
hypostasis” (STh III, q. 2, a. 3).(70) 
Three arguments follow that reduce this view to some position condemned at 
Ephesus or Constantinople II. The first and now familiar argument equates 
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‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ in such a 
way that assigning a purely human hypostasis to Christ amounts to recognizing a 
purely human person (STh III, q. 2, a. 3; De Unione, a. 2). 
The second argument is more interesting. If ‘person’ adds anything to the 
definition of ‘hypostasis’, that can be nothing but a property of dignity. 
Thomas here cites the definition of ‘person’ as “a hypostasis distinct by a 
property pertaining to dignity” (STh III, q. 2, a. 3).(71) 
Granting this distinction, a union in person but not in hypostasis would be an 
accidental union in dignity alone, a view condemned at the Second Council of 
Constantinople. The third argument concerns the subject of predication in 
Christ. If there were a purely human hypostasis in Christ, everything true of 
the human nature would be true of the human hypostasis as its subject. It would 
then be false to affirm that the Son of God was born of the virgin, suffered, 
was crucified, and was buried. This would undermine the truth of the 
Incarnation.

The Scriptum on the 
Lombard’s Sentences also rejects any attribution of two hypostases in 
Christ. Its treatment reflects more closely the questions that were of greater 
import in the early thirteenth century, particularly whether Christ is one 
(unum) or two. Thomas, even at this early stage in his career, stresses 
‘hypostasis’ as a name of first imposition and individuum, ‘singular’, 
and ‘particular’ as names of second intention.(72) 
This clear and firm distinction provides the terminological resource for 
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specifying what in Christ is one and 
what is two.(73) 
Since ‘hypostasis’ is a name of first imposition, allowing two hypostases in 
Christ is tantamount to allowing two persons. This equivalence of ‘person’ and 
‘hypostasis’ renders unintelligible any attempt to posit one person but two 
hypostases in Christ, a position Thomas identifies with the first opinion or 
homo assumptus theory.(74) 
Though he believes affirmation of two hypostases or of homo assumptus 
ultimately leads to Nestorianism, in the Scriptum he characterizes 
these affirmations as unintelligible or erroneous but not heretical.(75)

Throughout his career, Thomas 
rejected a two-hypostases view of Christ. In the Scriptum he identifies 
the position of one person 
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and two hypostases in Christ as the 
homo assumptus view, a view he finds unintelligible. In the 
Summa, he addresses these positions separately and in each case reaps 
the fruits of his research into patristic and conciliar sources. Article 6 of 
question 2 of the Tertia Pars is justifiably famous for its clear 
statement that the Lombard’s first and third opinions are not opinions but 
heresies long con-demned by the Church and that the second opinion is not an 
opinion but the orthodox faith. Less famous but equally interesting is the 
assertion in article 3 that “it is a heresy long condemned to say that in Christ 
there are two hypostases or two supposita or that the union is not made in 
hypostasis or supposit” (STh III, q. 2, a. 3). By the time of the 
Summa, Thomas was no longer content to suggest the incoherence of a 
one-person, two-hypostases view or its affinity with the first opinion; he makes 
explicit that such a view is heretical. To the extent that several prominent 
thirteenth-century theologians, including Thomas’s illustrious teacher Albert 
the Great, at times affirmed two hypostases in Christ, these theologians left 
their views open to heretical misinterpretations. The same holds true for 
affirmations of a purely human subject in Christ occasionally made by William of 
Auxerre and Alexander of Hales. What seems to preserve safely the orthodoxy of 
these early thirteenth-century Christologies is their consistent defense of 
Christ’s unity. Albert’s ardent support of one esse simpliciter in 
Christ makes it clear that the Universal Doctor defended Christ’s fundamental 
unity and only affirmed two hypostases in opposition to the habitus 
theory and due to his ambiguous understanding of ‘hypostasis’. This is to 
suggest not that Albert’s Christology is unproblematic but rather that Albert 
groped for adequate language to express the mode of union in Christ while 
responding to the Christological questions of his time. Thomas undoubtedly 
benefitted from Albert’s advances.

Thomas returned to the question of 
whether Christ was one (unum) or two in his later works. For him, the 
question of whether Christ is unum relates closely to unity of 
hypostasis and 
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unity of esse.(76) 
Albert raised to prominence the question of Christ’s unity of esse; 
Thomas learned from Albert the significance of this question as well as the 
basic lines for developing a response. De Unione has garnered much 
attention for its affirmation of a secondary esse in Christ furnished 
by the human nature assumed, an affirmation seemingly at odds with Thomas’s 
regular presentation of only one esse in Christ (III Sent., d. 
6, q. 2, a. 2; Quodl. IX, q. 2, a. 2; STh III, q. 17, a. 2; 
Comp. theol., c. 212). His presentations of Christ’s esse have 
generated a substantial body of secondary literature and raise many questions 
beyond the scope of this discussion.(77) 
Even if only in a limited manner, it will prove useful to examine some aspects 
of Christ’s unity of esse. The question of whether Christ is unum 
vel duo well introduces the question of esse and so will be 
briefly sketched here.
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Positing two persons in Christ would 
render Christ two in the masculine, a position rejected by each of the three 
opinions. The first opinion affirms that Christ is one in the masculine but two 
in the neuter. Proponents of this affirmation sought to avoid the view that 
Christ non est aliquid secundum quod homo and reasoned that the human 
aliquid made Christ two in the neuter. The Scriptum offers a 
somewhat more accurate appraisal of the issue from a purely historical 
standpoint (III Sent., d. 6, q. 2, a. 1). De Unione and the 
Summa Theologiae argue that some held Christ to be two in the neuter 
because they posited two hypostases or supposita in Christ (De Unione, 
a. 3; STh III, q. 17, a. 1). Thomas’s slight reworking of the 
motivations for affirming Christ as two in the neuter separates this issue from 
the question of Christ as aliquid secundum quod homo, a separation that 
makes more comfortable the assertion that Christ is one in the neuter. The 
neuter (unum), according to Thomas, designates the indistinct or 
imperfect; the masculine (unus) designates the distinct and complete. 
Natures, save in God, do not exist of themselves but are that by which something 
exists (the id quo in Boethius’s terminology). Christ subsists as man 
through humanity. Humanity indicates the nature according to which Christ exists 
as man, while man indicates the existing reality. Since the existing reality 
(the id quod in Boethius’s terminology) is none other than the 
hypostasis of the Word, ‘man’ designates not simply the nature but the concrete 
instantiation of that nature in a subject.(78) 
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There is only one subject in Christ, 
so ‘man’ and the human aliquid designate in Christ the one hypostasis 
of the Word under the determination of humanity. Thomas has, following Albert, 
reformulated the question of Christ as unum vel duo in terms of the 
number of supposits or hypostases in Christ such that affirmation of two natures 
in Christ does not lead to Christ as two in the neuter, which disrupts the logic 
of the first opinion, and that affirmation of Christ as unum does not 
lead to the view that Christ non est aliquid secundum quod homo, which 
avoids the pitfalls of the third opinion.

A similar logic governs Thomas’s 
presentation of Christ’s esse, namely, that everything pertaining to 
hypostasis in Christ is one while everything pertaining to nature is two. 
Following Albert, Thomas acknowledges that esse “pertains to hypostasis 
and to nature, to hypostasis as to that which [id quod] has 
esse; to nature as to that by which [id quo] something has 
esse” (STh III, q. 17, a. 2). So, granting that esse 
pertains both to hypostasis and to nature, according to which should it be 
numbered? Albert proposed unum duplex esse, a simple and compelling 
formula. Thomas’s sympathies remain ever loyal to Albert’s intent, yet not even 
in De Unione does Thomas repeat Albert’s formulation. The general line 
of thought developed here suggests a plausible reason for Thomas’s more reserved 
terminology, namely, that unum duplex esse could be misinterpreted in 
terms of one person and two hypostases. Thomas counters any notion of two 
hypostases or supposits in Christ by stressing, even in De Unione, that 
esse “is properly and truly said of the subsisting supposit” (De 
Unione, a. 4), which in Christ is one.(79) 
Affirmation of only one esse has generated many concerns and critiques 
in Thomas’s readers, most serious of which is the charge of Monophysitism.(80) 
At minimum 
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it seems to raise the question of the 
ontological status of Christ’s human nature.

Christ is aliquid secundum quod 
homo, namely, a hypostasis or person of human nature.(81) 
Thomas casts the aliquid or non est aliquid debate as 
fundamentally a question about the number of hypostases in Christ. Even terms 
predicating nature predicate in the concrete and so refer to the hypostasis, 
whether distinctly or indistinctly. A critical reader of Thomas’s explanatory 
strategy might judge that his solutions more conceal than solve questions about 
the ontological status of Christ’s human nature. Does not referring the 
aliquid in aliquid secundum quod homo to the hypostasis of the 
Word undermine the most basic logic of the affirmation? Is such a reference 
meaningful or problematically circular? Though these questions are serious in 
their own right, they do not pose serious challenges to Thomas’s Christology. 
Underlying these concerns rests the notion that the truth of the Incarnation and 
the Word’s assumption of an individual, perfect human nature require that the 
human nature assumed possess some reality, some basic act of existence on its 
own or of itself. Thomas stresses that hypostases are what truly and properly 
exist. Christ’s human nature exists only insofar as it is a particular human 
nature, the concrete human nature of the divine Word. When questioning whether 
Christ is aliquid secundum quod homo or the number of esses in 
Christ, Thomas reminds us that the 
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aliquid and the esse indicate that the 
hypostasis of the Word is the subject of predication in Christ. This does not 
lessen the truth of the Incarnation or of Christ’s human nature, no more so than 
it would lessen the truth of Peter’s human nature to note that predications 
concerning Peter’s human nature are true of the hypostasis rather than 
humanity.

If this goes some way toward 
clarifying Thomas’s defense of one esse in Christ, the question remains 
how this can be recon-ciled with De Unione‘s provision for a secondary 
esse supplied by Christ’s human nature. The camp against such 
reconciliation includes a large and diverse group of interpreters.(82) 
Some have attempted to harmonize De Unione with Thomas’s other 
presen-tations of Christ’s esse. Thomas Weinandy argues that “Aquinas 
implicitly held two esses from the start (and so was never a 
Monophysite), but only explicitly stated this position on the one occasion in 
the De unione Verbi incarnati.”(83) 
Victor Salas articulates the opposite position, folding De Unione‘s 
secondary esse into the metaphysics grounding the one-esse 
view. “Simply put, the human esse introduced in De Unione 
seems to be none other than the divine esse when considered from the 
point of view 
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of its subsisting in a human 
nature.”(84) 
This articulation fits well with the interpretation of Thomas described here. 
Thomas consistently states that esse properly belongs to the hypostasis 
as that which (id quod) exists. In the Incarnation, the id 
quod of the Word gains a new id quo such that the Word newly 
subsists as a hypostasis of human nature. De Unione highlights the 
esse of the Word as determined by the form of human nature. While 
Thomas’s other treatments more narrowly highlight the one esse of the 
Word, this is not to the exclusion of the nature’s role in forming that 
esse.(85) 


  

Summary 

Early thirteenth-century 
Christologies staked out their positions along the spectrum of the Lombard’s 
three opinions by answering the questions of whether and how Christ was 
aliquid secundum quod homo and of whether Christ was unum vel 
duo. Though near unanimous assent was given to the second opinion, this 
assent often concealed aspects of a homo assumptus view. Late medieval 
reflections on person developed Boethius’s definition in terms of 
incommunicability, unity, singularity, and dignity. These reflections produced 
remarkably refined notions of ‘person’, a fact most evident in Albert the 
Great’s thought. Armed with a long list of qualifications determining 
personhood, late-twelfth- and early-thirteenth-century theologians combated the 
habitus and homo assumptus theories by arguing that the Word 
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assumed an individual human nature 
but that this individual human nature did not meet the requisite qualifications 
for personhood. Such a proposal verges toward a homo assumptus view 
when the individual human nature assumed is characterized as a hypostasis or 
subject. To varying degrees, William of Auxerre, Alexander of Hales, and Albert 
the Great affirmed a purely human hypostasis or subject in Christ.

These affirmations, incautious though 
they may be, do not inevitably lead to a homo assumptus Christology or 
to Nestorian-ism. Albert, as did Alexander, uses ‘hypostasis’ both as a term of 
first imposition and as a term of second intention. References to two hypostases 
or to a purely human hypostasis in Christ should be read, at least in Albert’s 
case, as indicating an individual human nature composed of body and soul, 
lacking nothing save in-dependent existence. This human hypostasis indicates a 
logical abstraction conceived as a refutation of the habitus theory and 
Christological nihilianism. Albert defends the unity of Christ through 
consideration of esse. Christ is unum because he is one 
supposit or person, to which esse properly belongs as that which 
exists. Since the one hypostasis or person of the Word subsists in two natures, 
Albert proposes one, twofold (unum duplex) esse in Christ. 
Albert’s reflections on Christ’s esse calm fears that his Christology 
amounts to a homo assumptus view, though the language of two hypostases 
in Christ remains open to heretical misinterpretation.

Thomas Aquinas steadfastly refused 
any distinction of ‘person’ and ‘hypostasis’ in rational nature. This refusal 
reflects Thomas’s concern to eliminate the traces of a homo assumptus 
view lurking within popular interpretations of the second opinion, a concern 
that itself reflects a change of perspective from earlier thirteenth-century 
figures. While William of Auxerre, Alexander of Hales, and Albert the Great 
worked diligently to combat any affinity between the second and third of the 
Lombard’s Christological opinions, Thomas devotes greater attention to 
distinguishing the first and second opinions. He explicitly rejects 
distinguishing person and hypostasis through the incommunicability of 
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assumptability, a distinction perhaps 
supported by Albert’s understanding of ‘person’. Though Thomas declines to 
reproduce Albert’s conception of ‘person’, he follows his learned teacher in 
connecting the question of Christ’s unity with Christ’s esse. Albert 
and Thomas both link esse with ‘person’ and maintain one esse 
simpliciter in Christ. Thomas does not repeat Albert’s formula of unum 
duplex esse, but he does adhere to Albert’s basic intuition. This reading 
of Thomas helps account for the views of De Unione in light of Thomas’s 
other treatments of Christ’s esse and advances our understanding of 
Thomas’s reformulation of Albert’s Christology.

The conclusion remains that Albert 
the Great refined his conception of ‘person’ to confront the Christological 
questions of his time, questions largely inherited from the early thirteenth 
century. Thomas Aquinas approached Christological questions from a slightly 
different perspective. Not content to reject the Lombard’s first and third 
opinions, Thomas sought to root out any semblance of the first opinion in 
expositions of the mode of union in Christ. The surface differences between 
Albert’s and Thomas’s Christological language sometimes indicate deeper 
differences and other times mask deeper continuities. My aim here has simply 
been to begin the process of discerning the differences and the continuities so 
as to better understand each theologian’s Christology.
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[bookmark: N_28_]28. 
 Thomas repeats this argument in the 
Summa Theologiae. “It should be said that according to some substance 
is posited in the definition of person for primary substance, which is the 
hypostasis. Nevertheless, they say the addition of individual [in the definition 
of person] is not superfluous, because by the name hypostasis or primary 
substance the ratio of universal and of part is excluded, for we do not 
say that universal man (homo communis) is a hypostasis, nor a hand, 
since it is a part. The addition of individual excludes assumptability from the 
ratio of person, for the human nature in Christ is not a person, since 
it was assumed by a more dignified [form], namely by the Word of God. - But it 
is better to say that substance is taken commonly, just as it is divided through 
primary and secondary. Through the addition of individual, [substance] is 
assumed to stand for primary substance” (Thomas Aquinas, STh I, q. 29, 
a. 1, ad 2 [Summa Theologiae (Ottawa: Commissio Piana, 1941)]). 


[bookmark: N_29_]29. 
 On Peter’s life and works, see Colish, 
Peter Lombard, 1:15-32; and P. Rosemann, Peter Lombard 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 34-53. One underappreciated influence 
of the Lombard was in his use of John Damascene’s De fide orthodoxa as 
an authoritative source. “The second redaction of the Collectanea 
contains revisions informed by the teachings of John Damascene, whom Peter was 
the first Latin theologian to use in 1154 after his translation from Greek; he 
draws on this authority even more extensively in the Sentences, 
especially in Trinitarian theology and Christology” (Marcia Colish, “Peter 
Lombard,” in The Medieval Theologians: An Introduction to Theology in the 
Medieval Period, ed. G. R. Evans [Oxford: Blackwell, 2001], 168-83, at 
169). Peter quotes the Damascene according to Burgundio’s translation, 
undertaken at the request of Pope Eugene III, which Peter had perused during his 
trip to Rome in 1154. Curiously, Peter only quotes those portions of the 
Damascene also available in the earlier and partial translation by Cerbanus 
(De fide orthodoxa III.1-8). See E. M. Buytaert, ed., De Fide 
Orthodoxa: Versions of Burgundio and Cerbanus (St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: The 
Franciscan Institute, 1955). 

[bookmark: N_30_]30. 
 The Lombard presents these three opinions 
in distinction 6 of book 3 of the Sentences. See Peter Lombard, 
Sententiae in IV Libris Distinctae, Cure PP. collegii S. Bonaventurae 
ad Claras Aquas (Grottaferrata, 1981). 

[bookmark: N_31_]31. 
N. M. 
Häring, “The Case of Gilbert de la Porrée Bishop of Poitiers (1142-1154),” 
Medieval Studies 13 (1951): 1-40, attempts to describe these opinions 
as they were understood in the twelfth century. Nielsen examines the three 
opinions as presented by the Lombard and uses that examination to identify 
sources for each theory and the Lombard’s own preference (Nielsen, Theology 
and Philosophy, 243-64). Nielsen attributes the first opinion to Hugh of 
St. Victor and the second, though filtered through the Lombard’s own theological 
framework, to Gilbert Porreta (ibid., 256-67). This reconfiguration of Gilbert’s 
Christology, Nielsen argues, reflects the Lombard’s preference for the third 
opinion (ibid., 257-64). See also Colish, Peter Lombard, 1:398-438. 
Colish disputes Nielsen’s conclusion and maintains that the Lombard did not 
clearly favor any of the three opinions. “In coming to the conclusion that all 
three positions, despite their biblical and patristic warrants, were 
problematic, Peter had before him the arguments of contemporaries who espouse 
one or another of the positions and whose terminology was so unclear or 
inconsistent that they did not, in his estimation, succeed in making their case” 
(ibid., 1:404). See also W. H. Principe, “Some Examples of Augustine’s Influence 
on Medieval Christology,” in Collectanea Augustiniana (Louvain: Leuven 
University Press, 1990), 955-74. 

[bookmark: N_32_]32. 
Albert 
asserts that “Virtually all the modern doctors hold the second opinion and not 
the first” (III Sent., d. 6, a. 3). 

[bookmark: N_33_]33. 
 On Thomas’s historical research while at 
Orvieto and his resultant knowledge of patristic texts otherwise unused in the 
thirteenth century, see M. Morard, “Thomas d’Aquin lecteur des conciles,” 
Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 98 (2005): 211-365; G. Geenen, “En 
marge du concile de Chalcédon. Les texts du quatrième concile dans les œuvres de 
saint Thomas,” Angelicum 29 (1952): 43-59; idem, “The Council of 
Chalcedon in the Theology of St. Thomas,” in From an Abundant Spring: The 
Walter Farrell Memorial Volume of ‘The Thomist’ (New York: P. J. Kennedy, 
1952), 172-217; I. Backes, Die Christologie des hl. Thomas von Aquin und die 
griechischen Kirchenväter (Paderborn: Schöningh, 1931). 


[bookmark: N_34_]34. 
 Common knowledge of Nestorius’s views 
derived from Boethius’s Liber contra Eutychen et Nestorium, c. 4. 
Albert even seems to confuse Nestorius and Eutyches in III Sent., d. 5, 
a. 12. 

[bookmark: N_35_]35. 
 “Some of those conceded one person in 
Christ but posited two hypostases or two supposits, saying that a certain man, 
composed from soul and body, was, from the beginning of its conception, assumed 
by the Word of God. This is the first opinion posited by the Master in the sixth 
distinction of the third book of the sentences. Others, however, wishing to 
preserve the unity of person, posited that the soul of Christ was not united to 
the body, and that these two, separated from each other, were accidentally 
united to the Word, so that the number of persons would not increase. This is 
the third opinion the Master posits there. Each of these opinions, however, 
falls into the heresy of Nestorius. The first indeed because it posits two 
hypostases or two supposits in Christ, which amounts to positing two persons, as 
was said above. And if the name person should be emphasized, it must be kept in 
mind that even Nestorius admitted unity of person on account of unity of dignity 
and honor. Whence the fifth synod pronounced anyone anathema who said one 
person according to dignity, honor, and adoption, just as Theodore and Nestorius 
insanely wrote” (STh III, q. 2, a. 6 [Opera Omnia (Roma: 
Leonine, 1903)]). Häring argues that Thomas correctly views the first opinion as 
a lapse into Nestorianism but that Thomas’s association of the second opinion 
with Chalcedonian orthodoxy resulted from a failure to interpret correctly the 
second opinion (Häring, “The Case of Gilbert de la Porrée,” 38). 


[bookmark: N_36_]36. 
 It was a common criticism of the first 
opinion that assuming a man amounted to assuming a person. See William of 
Auxerre, Summa aurea III, tract. 1, q. 1, c. 1. 

[bookmark: N_37_]37. 
Thomas 
stresses that the habitus theory posits an accidental union, though the 
twelfth-century proponents of the habitus theory did not posit an 
accidental union. On the accuracy of Thomas’s understanding of the motivations 
of the positive formulations of the habitus theory, see W. H. Principe, 
“St. Thomas on the Habitus-Theory of the Incarnation,” in Saint Thomas 
Aquinas, 1274-1974, Commemorative Studies (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of 
Mediaeval Studies, 1974), 381-418. Richard Cross somewhat reduces Thomas’s 
concern with an accidental union in Christ to consideration of the 
habitus theory (R. Cross, The Metaphysics of the Incarnation: 
Thomas Aquinas to Duns Scotus [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002], 
51-64). The argument defended here puts far greater stress on Thomas’s concern 
to refute the homo assumptus theory. 

[bookmark: N_38_]38. 
 In his discussion of the Trinity, Albert 
does affirm that ‘individual’ in Boethius’s definition of person clarifies that 
‘substance’ stands for hypostasis (I Sent., d. 25, a. 1, qcla. 2). He 
later adds that if ‘substance’ signifies ‘hypostasis’, then ‘individual’ 
signifies the ratio distinctionis not included in the meaning of 
hypostasis (I Sent., d. 25, a. 1, qcla. 3). 

[bookmark: N_39_]39. 
 Pollet recognizes the Nestorian overtones 
of Albert’s references to two hypostases. “Albert’s language is in places very 
defective and hardly comprehensible: certain sentences are so clumsy that they 
appear tinged with colorings of Nestorianism” (Pollet, “L’union hypostatique 
d’après S. Albert le Grand,” 506). Pollet attributes Albert’s clumsy phrasing to 
his refutation of Abelard’s Christology read into the Lombard’s third opinion 
(ibid., 509-10). Albert’s concern with the third opinion was conditioned by the 
development of Christological debates at the end of the twelfth century and the 
beginning of the thirteenth. Pollet’s insight can be usefully expanded with 
reference to those debates. 

[bookmark: N_40_]40. 
 “Dicendum, quod humana natura est 
assumptum proprie et per se, et etiam unita aliquo modo: sed assumpta est primo 
et per se, unita autem in hypostasi sua ad hypostasim divinam” (III 
Sent., d. 5, a. 10). 

[bookmark: N_41_]41. 
 Albert also seems to refer to two 
supposits. “The proposition is true in those in whom the entire esse of 
the supposit is from one nature. This is not true in Christ. That opinion errs 
in this, because the esse of this or that supposit is not from one 
nature, but from two. This is so because that man has esse of man 
united, and not confused or mixed” (III Sent., d. 6, a. 3, ad 3). Lamy 
de la Chapelle suggests this last quotation is a faulty text in so far as it 
doubles the supposit but that the Borgnet edition can be made intelligible. 
“However, the reading of d.6, a.3, ad 3 the Borgnet edition proposes to us 
remains partially intelligible. In splitting the supposit, -hujus vel hujus 
suppositi, - but in continuing to affirm that each of them obtains its 
esse by two substantial [natures], Albert brings the pseudo-duality of 
hypostasis taught by the first opinion back into a unity. In other words, when I 
consider the Word incarnate, ‘this man is God, and God is this man,’ because the 
supposit of his humanity does not have as its unique and first principle the 
nature assumed. This explication is evidently inoperative when one considers the 
Word as such” (Lamy de la Chapelle, “L’unité ontologique du Christ,” 209 n. 94). 


[bookmark: N_42_]42. 
 On individual as specifying 
incommunicability beyond hypostasis, see Hufnagel, “Das Person-Problem bei 
Albertus Magnus,” 215. 

[bookmark: N_43_]43. 
 “And so I say that Christ did not assume 
a man or a supposit, etc., but this all was united to him in singularity of 
person. And I say that the thing of nature (res naturae) is not 
distinct from the Son of God through esse, but rather it is 
incommunicable with the incommunicability of the Son of God and is not another 
in Christ. In others, however, the thing of nature (res 
naturae) is incommunicable through this matter, just as a suppositum, 
and individual, and person” (III Sent., d. 6, a. 3, ad 1). 


[bookmark: N_44_]44. 
 “Whence Christ is not two but one 
(unum), because he is not two persons nor two hypostases, as is clear 
from what was said before” (III Sent., d. 6, a. 4, ad 2). Albert writes 
that ” it does not follow that Christ is two hypostases but that he is one 
hypostasis existing in two natures, one of which relates to his mother and the 
other to his Father” (III Sent., d. 7, a. 3, ad 3). “Without prejudice 
I say that there is not but one filiation of Christ the Son of God, because it 
is not intelligible how two [individuating] properties of the same type 
determine one hypostasis” (III Sent., d. 8, a. 2). 


[bookmark: N_45_]45. 
 For a general characterization of the 
evolution of Christological reflection in this period, see Principe, William 
of Auxerre’s Theology of the Hypostatic Union, 64-70. “It must be 
emphasized from the very beginning that by the time William of Auxerre wrote his 
Summa Aurea the presentation of the teachings of the three opinions had 
become schematized in ways that often failed to reproduce the opinions as they 
were originally stated about the middle of the twelfth century” (ibid., 64). 
“These thirteenth-century authors themselves reflect the evolution that had gone 
on in the presentation of each opinion by both its adherents and opponents. A 
reading of the theologians of the late twelfth and early thirteenth century 
reveals that there were not three uniform positions but rather three general 
groupings or tendencies, each with certain common presuppositions and each with 
general agreement on answers to the various questions proposed. Within each 
tendency or grouping, however, individual authors provided different 
explanations and theories in response to the new positions and explanations of 
others” (ibid., 64-65). 

[bookmark: N_46_]46. 
By the 
beginning of the thirteenth century, the non est aliquid position was 
associated squarely with the third opinion, but in the twelfth century some 
proponents of the second opinion also supported this position (ibid., 67-70). 
See also Principe, “St. Thomas on the Habitus-Theory of the Incarnation,” 
398-405; Nielsen, Theology and Philosophy, 243-64; Colish, Peter 
Lombard, 1:399-427. 

[bookmark: N_47_]47. 
 On William’s presentation of the three 
opinions, see Principe, William of Auxerre’s Theology of the Hypostatic 
Union, 71-78. 

[bookmark: N_48_]48. 
 “William of Auxerre’s analysis of the 
distinction between individual human nature and personality, based on the 
distinction of dignity, enabled him to accept, without fear of positing a human 
personality, the teaching that Christ as man is an ‘individual of this species 
“man”,’ and therefore aliquid secundum quod homo (DeInc 8,12)” 
(ibid., 93). 

[bookmark: N_49_]49. 
 Ibid., 82-83. 

[bookmark: N_50_]50. 
 “To the second we say that in truth there 
is an essential binarity in Christ. One of the united things of that 
binarity, namely the humanity, although it is essential, nevertheless 
degenerates into the accidental. Therefore that binarity does not 
number the subject but the natures, just as a binarity of accidents 
does not number the subject but its forms” (William of Auxerre, De 
Incarnatione 3.7, in Principe, William of Auxerre’s Theology of the 
Hypostatic Union, 257). 

[bookmark: N_51_]51. 
 For examples of such reverential 
interpretation, see Summa halensis III, inq.1, tr. 1, q. 4, tit. 1, d. 
4, c. 4; Bonaventure, III Sent., d. 6, a. 1, q. 3. 


[bookmark: N_52_]52. 
 On Alexander’s view of hypostasis and 
subsistence as equivalents, see Principe, Alexander of Hales’ Theology of 
the Hypostatic Union, 52-57. “When it comes to distinguishing the 
hypostasis or individual substance from person, it is usually this ‘property of 
dignity’ or this ‘excellent property’ found in the person, but not in the 
hypostasis, that serves to distinguish the two” (ibid., 68). 


[bookmark: N_53_]53. 
 Ibid., 64. Principe holds that Alexander 
prioritizes hypostasis as a term of second intention rather than a term of first 
intention. Principe’s interpretation helps to smooth over some of Alexander’s 
statements that otherwise verge toward the first opinion. “In summary, for 
Alexander of Hales the individual, considered in relation to the principles of 
individuation and as distinct from subject and person, is a being of the 
logico-metaphysical order, an order in which thought and reality coalesce. At 
times, however, Alexander speaks of the individual hypostasis in the order of 
physical reality; then it is closely akin to, if not identical with, the 
subject. As will be seen, in Alexander’s theology of the Hypostatic Union the 
former notion of individual and of individual hypostasis prevails” (ibid., 65). 


[bookmark: N_54_]54. 
 Ibid., 122. 

[bookmark: N_55_]55. 
 “The reply of Redaction L is clear: the 
human hypostasis is an individuum rationis, an individual within a 
logical species: it is a name of second intention” (ibid., 124). 


[bookmark: N_56_]56. 
 “Thus the human hypostasis of Christ is 
an entity of the logical order, the center of reference for the logical 
properties and accidents that constitute an individual. When the hypostasis is 
understood as belonging to this level of being (esse logicum, one text 
says of the being of the individual), it need not be feared as if it were some 
kind of crypto-person in the human nature of Christ” (ibid., 125). 


[bookmark: N_57_]57. 
“What is 
said about two supposits [Glossa III, 6, 25 (L)] is a rather surprising 
concession in view of other statements, but it must be remembered, as is said 
here explicitly, that suppositum is understood as natura 
supposita or natura subjecta: this is true throughout the tract on 
the Incarnation. To admit two supposita in this sense is thus to admit 
in Christ two natures but not two independent centers of activity or of 
attribution, as one might suspect from the ordinary use of the term 
suppositum by other authors, especially regarding the first opinion on 
the Incarnation. Nevertheless, to say as Redaction L does that Christ is ‘duo 
neutraliter’ comes very close to certain views of that first opinion and leaves 
open to misinterpretation a teaching that otherwise strongly defends the unity 
of Christ” (ibid., 190-91). Principe discusses Alexander’s references to a human 
subject in Christ in ibid., 211-12. 

[bookmark: N_58_]58. 
 This fluidity is evident as well through 
Principe’s analyses of Hugh of St. Cher and Philip the Chancellor. Hugh, 
following the lead of William and Alexander, names the individual human nature 
composed of soul and body ‘Jesus’ in order to avoid an accidental inherence of 
humanity in the Word (W. H. Principe, Hugh of Saint-Cher’s Theology of the 
Hypostatic Union [vol. 3 of The Theology of the Hypostatic Union in the 
Early Thirteenth Century], 103). “Hugh intends to distinguish his position 
from that of the first opinion on the Hypostatic Union: this is clear from his 
description of what its proponents understand by the name ‘Jesus.’ The first 
opinion holds, he says, ‘that this name “Jesus” is imposed from a created form 
and on a created thing only; it has supposition only for a created thing’ [III 
Sent., 6, 14]. Hugh disagrees with this position in that for him the 
name ‘Jesus’ has an accidental supposition by which it stands for the divine 
person” (ibid., 130). Albert’s Christology reflects many aspects of Philip’s. 
Philip stresses the perfection of personality as derived from the particular 
esse that individuates it as a being per se (W. H. Principe, 
Philip the Chancellor’s Theology of the Hypostatic Union [vol. 4 of 
The Theology of the Hypostatic Union in the Early Thirteenth Century], 
66-67, 94-97, 144). 

[bookmark: N_59_]59. 
Albert’s 
understanding of hypostasis as a middle term plausibly derives from Philip the 
Chancellor. Philip writes: “If it is asked which of those is more proper, ‘Those 
two natures are united in hypostasis’ or ‘are united in person,’ I respond that 
it is more proper to say ‘in hypostasis’ than ‘in person.’ They are said to be 
united in unity of person on account of the heretics who posited a plurality of 
persons in Christ just as a diversity of natures. There is a difference between 
person and hypostasis, because person names a property of excellence, but 
hypostasis holds a middle place between person and individual. On the divine 
side, there is a person. From the side of human nature, there is an individual 
that has the universal nature in itself and is individuated by a twofold 
individuation, as was said. In the union made of the Word to human nature, the 
hypostasis there was a person in respect to a property of excellence, and an 
individual, for Jesus is an individual, and that individual was founded upon the 
hypostasis of the Son of God” (Quaestiones de incarnatione, q. 2, b, 
11, in Principe, Philip the Chancellor’s Theology of the Hypostatic 
Union, 172; see also 66). Hipp identifies two basic senses of hypostasis 
for Albert. In one sense, hypostasis is an inherently relative term signifying 
“the substance according as it stands under the common nature and the 
proprietas,” yet abstracted in so far as possible from personality 
(Hipp, “Person” in Christian Tradition, 259). It signifies determinable 
substance without properly signifying the proprietas. Hypostasis thus 
signifies the same reality as person but according to a different mode of 
signification (ibid., 246). In a different sense, hypostasis is logically 
convertible with the proprietas. “The hypostasis is formally dependent 
upon the proprietas for its hypostatic being. At the same time, every 
instance of perfect and complete (i.e. ontologically independent) distinction 
entails a unique hypostatic being” (ibid., 466). Hufnagel emphasizes the 
hypostasis as logically prior to the personal property determining a being as 
incommunicable (Hufnagel, “Das Person-Problem bei Albertus Magnus,” 231-32). 


[bookmark: N_60_]60. 
 “Sic igitur secundum praedicta dico, quod 
unum est esse in Christo secundum comparationem ad hypostasim cuius est esse, 
licet hoc esse sit duarum essentiarum quae distinctae manent, eo quod hoc esse 
istius est hoc esse alterius: et est mirabile ut unio fiat in esse, et non 
essentiis” (III Sent., d. 6, a. 4). 

[bookmark: N_61_]61. 
 “Tenendo veritatem unionis factam esse in 
hypostasi, sicut est veritas, et secunda opinio dicit unum tantum esse, 
simpliciter est unum esse Christi: sed aliud est esse hujus simpliciter, et 
aliud esse hujus secundum naturam hanc vel illam, et aliud est esse natura hujus 
vel illius. Esse enim hujus simpliciter est esse personae vel hypostasis, 
secundum quod est hypostasis: et hoc non est nisi unum in Christo. Et hoc patere 
potest ex hoc quod fides Catholica dicit unionem illam factam in esse. Si enim 
in esse facta est, erit ipsa in esse aliquo, et non nisi in esse hypostasis: 
ergo esse hujus hypostasis ex unione illa est unum: quaecumque enim uniuntur, 
sunt unum. 


“Item, unius 
hypostasis non est nisi unum esse: sed Christus non est nisi hypostasis una: 
ergo Christus non habet nisi unum esse simpliciter: quia esse rei naturae sive 
hypostasis, est esse totius: et hoc est simpliciter esse. 

“Esse autem secundum 
naturam hanc vel illam, est esse acceptum in comparatione ad natura facientem 
esse in hypostasi, et a parte illa geminatur esse in Christo. Est enim in eo 
esse naturae humanitatis, et esse naturae deitatis. Et si vellemus proprie 
dicere, tunc diceremus, quod haberet tali consideratione non duo esse, sed unum 
duplex in constituente esse. 

“Esse naturae est 
esse quod habet natura in se: omnis enim res habet suum esse. Esse naturae 
humanae in Christo non est esse naturae Dei, neque illa esse sunt duo sicut 
naturae” (III Sent., d. 6, a. 5). 

[bookmark: N_62_]62. 
 “To the fourth we say that constitutive 
differences only produce [non faciunt nisi] formal esse. 
Whence they pertain to logical considerations, which consider form. The 
esse of the supposit or person, however, is not only formal 
esse but also the esse that results from both components 
[quod relinquitur ex utroque componentium]. This is one in Christ. 
Although formal esse is twofold on account of the difference [of 
natures], the esse of the supposit or person is not but one. And so it 
does not follow that Christ is two, because he is neither two supposits nor two 
persons. It does follow that he is one [unum] having esse in 
himself from two different opposites” (De Incarnatione, III, q. 3, a. 
4, ad 4). Lamy de la Chapelle focuses on the role of esse actualizing 
the essence in the hypostasis. “It is the esse that gives essence to 
the hypostasis. All the actuality of the essence, in the order of the 
effectuation of being, comes from the esse. From this perspective, the 
esse plays the role of cause (as the supreme act of the existing 
thing), and essence plays the role of effect: different sicut effectus et 
causa” (Lamy de la Chapelle, “L’unité ontologique du Christ,” 216). He also 
notes the accommodations to the first opinion present in Albert’s allowance that 
the natures double the esse in Christ. “[Albert] accepts the principle 
put forward by the supporters of the first opinion: natura facit esse in 
hypostasi. Far from exhausting the meaning, he seeks an intermediary 
interpretation that offers the possibility of maintaining the full 
substantiality of the nature assumed without, for all that, conferring to it the 
value of a distinct supposit. Moreover, he does not innovate. Certain 
defenders (convinced they are right) of the second opinion were already 
trying to reconcile the two points of view, as implied by the pivotal text 
dedicated to the unique esse simpliciter of Christ, which closes 
article 4 and introduces article 5” (ibid., 223-24). 

[bookmark: N_63_]63. 
 This view is clear also in Cod. Vat. lat. 
4245, where Albert distinguishes esse suppositi and esse 
naturae. Albert affirms a unity in esse suppositi and a 
duality of esse naturae. This unity and duality of esse allows 
for a twofold predication of the one supposit. “I say without prejudice that the 
divine power uniting makes the supposit of this nature to be substantially the 
supposit of another nature, with the distinction of natures remaining. Since the 
union is according to the esse of the supposit and not of nature, there 
is one esse of the supposit in as much as the supposit is of two 
natures. The esse of the natures remains distinct, because the uniting 
is united, as Boethius holds. Whence the union is made in the unity of the 
supposit; the distinction of natures according to their esse, which 
remain in one and the same supposit, allows for the predication of a twofold 
property, so that it may properly be said: This one is a man and this one is 
God” (F. Pelster, “Die Quaestio Alberts des Großen über das Eine Sein in 
Christus nach Cod. Vat. lat. 4245,” Divus Thomas 26 (1948): 3-25, at 
25). 

[bookmark: N_64_]64. 
 For an excellent summary and discussion 
of Thomas on the hypostatic union, see J. Wawrykow, “Hypostatic Union,” in Rik 
Van Nieuwenhove and Joseph Wawrykow, eds., The Theology of Thomas 
Aquinas (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), 222-51. 
See also M.-V. Leroy, “L’union selon l’hypostase d’après saint Thomas d’Aquin,” 
Revue thomiste 74 (1974): 205-243. On Thomas’ Christology in relation 
to the Lombard’s second opinion, see M. Raschko, “Aquinas’s Theology of the 
Incarnation in Light of Lombard’s Subsistence Theory,” The Thomist 65 
(2001): 409-39. 
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Hufnagel 
argues that a rough equivalent to this is Albert’s final position: “Albert’s 
thinking seems obviously to have developed in the following direction: he 
finally defined hypostasis to include every individual being, but he defined 
person to include only hypostases of a spiritual [geistigen] nature” 
(Hufnagel, “Das Person-Problem bei Albertus Magnus,” 232). The Summa 
halensis expresses the same view. “A hypostasis is an incommunicable 
existence or substance distinguished from all others. This definition is taken 
from Richard of St. Victor, who sometimes takes person for hypostasis. Person, 
according the definition and name of person, is an incommunicable rational 
substance distinct through a property of dignity. From this it is clear that 
every person is a hypostasis but that the converse is not true. In rational 
natures, which import dignity, the hypostasis is a person. In other natures, the 
hypostasis is not a person unless when speaking of person grammatically” 
(Summa halensis III, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, tit. 1, d. 3, mem. 4, c. 3, 
a. 3 [Summa theologica seu sic ab origine dicta “Summa fratri 
Alexandri,” (Quarrachi, 1948)]). 

[bookmark: N_66_]66. 
 Substances also exist quasi per 
se, being sustained in themselves rather than in an external foundation. 
According to this, a substance is said to subsist and is called 
subsistentia or i” (De Pot., q. 9, a. 1). 


[bookmark: N_67_]67. 
“Persona vero addit 
supra hypostasim determinatam naturam: nihil enim est aliud quam hypostasis 
rationalis naturae” (ibid.). 

[bookmark: N_68_]68. 
“Ad primum 
ergo dicendum quod, ex quo persona non addit supra hypostasim nisi rationalem 
naturam, oportet quod hypostasis et persona in rationali natura sint penitus 
idem” (ibid., ad 1). 

[bookmark: N_69_]69. 
 For a critical appraisal of Thomas’s 
distinction between person and nature as applied to Christology, see M. Gorman, 
“Uses of the Person-Nature Distinction in Thomas’ Christology,” Recherches 
de théologie et philosophie médiévales 67 (2000): 58-79. 


[bookmark: N_70_]70. 
 “Respondeo dicendum quod quidam, 
ignorantes habitudinem hypostasis ad personam, licet concederent in Christo unam 
solam personam, posuerunt tamen aliam hypostasim Dei et aliam hominis, ac si 
unio sit facta in persona, non in hypostasi.” “Dicendum quod quidam volentes 
evitare Nestorii haeresim, ponentis in Christo unam personam, sed duas 
hypostases, sive duo supposita” (De Unione Verbi incarnati, a. 2 
[Quaestiones disputata, vol. 2 (Turin: Marietti, 1949)]). 


[bookmark: N_71_]71. 
 “Second, because if it is granted that 
person adds something beyond hypostasis in which the union was made, this 
something is nothing other than a property pertaining to dignity, according as 
it is said by some that person is a hypostasis distinct by a property 
pertaining to dignity. If therefore the union is made in person and not in 
hypostasis, it will follow that the union was made only according to a certain 
dignity” (STh III, q. 2, a. 3). Thomas offers nearly identical 
argumentation in De Unione, a. 2. 

[bookmark: N_72_]72. 
 “Accidents follow nature; therefore every 
name designating a particular thing with respect to its properties designates it 
also with respect to the common nature. This can be done in two ways. In one way 
it can be done through a name of first imposition, and thus hypostasis is taken 
commonly in ever substance but person only in rational substances. In another 
way it can be done through a name of second imposition, and thus it is an 
individual in as much as it is undivided in itself, but it is singular in as 
much as it is divided from others; whence singular is the same as what is 
divided [from others]” (III Sent., d. 6, q. 1, a. 1, qcla. 1). 


[bookmark: N_73_]73. 
 “Nevertheless, just as we say the union 
was made in person, so we say [it is made] in hypostasis, supposit, thing of 
nature, individual, singular, and particular. This is said of the last three 
because although they can be predicated of things that do not subsist through 
themselves, nevertheless they are also predicated of things that do subsist 
through themselves. We say that a hypostasis is an individual; whence, in as 
much as the union is made in hypostasis, it is also made in the individual. So 
we can say that Christ is one individual and also that in him there are two 
individuals or many individuals, as also happens for every other man. This 
applies the same for singular and particular” (ibid.). 

[bookmark: N_74_]74. 
 “It should be known that although the 
first opinion posits two hypostases, it does not posit two persons. For, from 
the fact that person is an individual of rational nature, which is most 
complete, and where the total intention of nature is present, person signifies 
the most complete thing by the final completion, beyond which there is no other. 
Whence, since they posit one man assumed [hominem assumptu unum] to the 
Word, they do not grant to it the ratio of person but only the 
ratio of hypostasis, in as much as it is subsisting” (ibid.). 


[bookmark: N_75_]75. 
 “Whence it should in no way be conceded 
that a man was assumed. It should be known, nevertheless, that the first opinion 
posited none of the aforementioned modes of union, whence it is not heretical. 
It did posit that the union was made according to this, that the person of the 
Word began to be that substance. This, indeed, is not intelligible, that one of 
two is made another, unless through the conversion of one into another. Rather, 
it is impossible, as was said before, and therefore it cannot be sustained” (III 
Sent., d. 6, q. 1, a. 2). Bonaventure similarly equates a 
two-supposita view with the first opinion, noting that this view is not 
heretical. “It can be understood in a third way that Christ is two in a 
middle sense, not because Christ is of two natures or of two persons, but 
because he is two supposits or two things of nature, which 
hold a middle place between duality of nature and duality of person. This mode 
of speaking pertains to the first opinion and is not heretical, but has much 
probability. For since diverse natures correspond to diverse things of 
nature, and diverse substances correspond to diverse 
supposits, therefore they wish to say that Christ, who is God by reason 
of the divine nature, and man by reason of human nature, is two things of 
nature, one of which is predicated of the other on account of the unity of 
person. But although this position has some probability, nevertheless it says 
something even more improbable and so has few or no supporters” (Bonaventure, 
III Sent., d. 6, a. 1, q. 1). 

[bookmark: N_76_]76. 
The 
Scriptum treats together the questions of unum vel duo (III 
Sent., d. 6, q. 2, a. 1), esse (III Sent., d. 6, q. 
2, a. 2), and composite person or hypostasis (III Sent., d. 6, q. 2, a. 
3). De Unione follows its discussion of unum vel duo (De 
Unione, a. 3) with discussion of esse (De Unione, a. 4). 
The Summa Theologiae examines the issue of composite person under the 
heading of the mode of the union (STh III, q. 2, a. 4) and the issues 
of unum vel duo and esse together under the heading of 
consequences of the union (STh III, q. 17, aa. 1 and 2). On Thomas’s 
interpretation of persona composita, see M. Gorman, “Christ as 
Composite according to Aquinas,” Traditio 55 (2000): 143-57. 


[bookmark: N_77_]77. 
 See V. Salas, “Thomas Aquinas on Christ’s 
esse: A Metaphysics of the Incarnation,” The Thomist 70 
(2006): 577-603; T. Weinandy, “Aquinas: God IS Man: The Marvel of the 
Incarnation,” in T. Weinandy, D. Keating, and J. Yocum, eds., Aquinas on 
Doctrine: A Critical Introduction (London and New York: T&T Clark, 
2004), 67-89; R. Cross, The Metaphysics of the Incarnation: Thomas Aquinas 
to Duns Scotus; J. L. A. West, “Aquinas on the Metaphysics of esse 
in Christ,” The Thomist 66 (2002): 231-50; S. Brown, “Thomas Aquinas 
and His Contemporaries on the Unique Existence in Christ,” in K. Emery, Jr., and 
J. Wawrykow, eds., Christ among the Medieval Dominicans (Notre Dame, 
Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1998), 220-37; R. Cross, “Aquinas on 
Nature, Hypostasis, and the Metaphysics of the Incarnation,” The 
Thomist 60 (1996):171-202; T. Morris, “St. Thomas on the Identity and Unity 
of the Person of Christ: A Problem of Reference in Christological Discourse,” 
Scottish Journal of Philosophy 35 (1982): 419-430; E. Gilson, 
“L’esse du Verbe incarné selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,” Archives 
d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen âge 35 (1968): 23-37; J. H. 
Nicholas, “L’unité d’être dans le Christ d’après saint Thomas,” Revue 
thomiste 65 (1965): 229-60; A. Patfoort, L’unité d’être dans le Christ 
d’après s. Thomas. A la croisée de l’ontologie et de la christologie 
(Paris: Desclée, 1964); H. Diepen, “L’existence humaine du Christ,” Revue 
thomiste 58 (1958): 197-213; M. Corvez, “L’unicité d’existence dans le 
Christ,” Revue thomiste 56 (1956): 413-26; A. Hastings, “Christ’s Act 
of Existence,” Downside Review 73 (1955): 139-59. 


[bookmark: N_78_]78. 
 It is worth explaining two distinctions 
Thomas often resorts to in his explorations of Christological predication (e.g., 
STh III, q. 16). Some names predicate natures abstractly (e.g., 
humanitas or divinitas), while others predicate natures 
concretely (e.g., homo or Deus). Aside from the case of God, 
names designating nature abstractly cannot be truly predicated of an individual 
possessing that nature. It is not true that “Peter is humanity 
(humanitas).” Rather, only concrete names of the nature can be truly 
predicated of an individual. It is true that “Peter is a human being 
(homo).” A further differentiation, in some sense a subdivision of 
concrete predication, can be made between distinct and indistinct predication. 
The term human being (homo) can be applied to every individual of human 
nature and so predicates human nature of the individual indistinctly. Personal 
names (e.g., Peter) predicate human nature distinctly or under the determination 
of individual properties. For a discussion of abstract and concrete predication, 
see Gorman, “Uses of the Person-Nature Distinction in Thomas’ Christology.” 
Thomas derives this use of the concrete and abstract distinction from 
Bonaventure, III Sent., d. 6, a. 1, q. 1. 

[bookmark: N_79_]79. 
 “Esse enim proprie et vere dicitur de 
supposito subsistente”; cf. STh III, q. 17, a. 2, ad 1). 


[bookmark: N_80_]80. 
 Cross argues that Thomas’s 
one-esse position amounts to Monophysitism or avoids Monophysitism only 
through internal inconsistencies (Cross, The Metaphysics of the 
Incarnation, 57, 67-68; “Aquinas on Nature, Hypostasis, and the Metaphysics 
of the Incarnation”). Weinandy argues that if Thomas truly restricted Christ’s 
esse to the divine esse of the Word, then such a view would be 
a version of Monophysitism. Weinandy holds that Thomas did not so restrict 
Christ’s esse but allowed for a finite created human esse 
(Weinandy, “Aquinas: God IS Man,” 80-83). For a response to Cross, see 
West, “Aquinas on the Metaphysics of esse in Christ.” For a response to 
Weinandy, see Salas, “Thomas Aquinas on Christ’s esse.” 


[bookmark: N_81_]81. 
 As Principe notes, in the Summa 
Thomas does not explicitly address the question of whether Christ is aliquid 
secundum quod homo but his views on the matter are relatively clear from 
his position on the question of whether Christ secundum quod homo is a 
person or hypostasis (STh III, q. 16, a. 12) (Principe, “St. Thomas on 
the Habitus-Theory of the Incarnation,” 414-18). Leroy seems wrongly to 
distinguish suppositum and person in his denial that for Thomas there is a human 
person in Christ. “This man has a human nature: he is the supposit of a human 
nature (suppositum humanae naturae), but he is not a human person. That 
by which he is man does not constitute a new human person nor does it turn the 
Word into a human person (!). Rather, it makes Jesus the Word incarnate to be a 
divine Person in a human nature” (Leroy, “L’union selon l’hypostase d’aprés 
saint Thomas d’Aquin,” 206). A human person is nothing other than a person of 
human nature. The person of the Word, by virtue of the Incarnation, is a person 
of human nature and thus a human person. 

[bookmark: N_82_]82. 
 Cross argues that De Unione‘s 
account is coherent, unlike the remainder of Thomas’s accounts of Christ’s 
esse, but lacks all explanatory value (Cross, “Aquinas on Nature, 
Hypostasis, and Metaphysics,” 172-73, 198-201). Patfoort regards De 
Unione, aa. 3-4 as circular and so incautious if not unsuccessful 
(Patfoort, L’unité d’être, 168-69). West describes De Unione‘s 
two-esse view as an aberration that leans toward either a homo 
assumptus or habitus view (West, “Aquinas on the Metaphysics of 
esse in Christ,” 233-37). 

[bookmark: N_83_]83. 
 Weinandy, “Aquinas: God IS Man,” 
80. Weinandy suggests that Thomas’s normal emphasis on one esse stems 
from a concern to oppose Nestorianism and that he became increasingly aware of 
the need for a created esse. Weinandy understands Thomas’s most basic 
Christological insights to demand this created esse. “If the Son of God 
actually did assume the substantial nature of manhood and so come to exist as an 
authentic man, then the authenticity of that substantial manhood demands a human 
created esse” (ibid., 81). “The humanity is in act (exists) as a man 
and thus its act is human. If it did not have a finite created human 
esse, it would simply not be because it, obviously, only is because it 
has been created” (ibid.). Weinandy is careful to add the qualifications that 
this “finite created human esse” does not entail any existence 
independent of the Word. “The created esse is more than accidental 
because the humanity is an authentic substance in its own right (manhood), and 
thus it possesses its own integral created human esse. However, the 
created human esse is not the principle esse because the 
humanity does not exist independently of the Son as a separate supposit/reality” 
(ibid., 82). 

[bookmark: N_84_]84. 
 Salas, “Thomas Aquinas on Christ’s 
esse,” 592. Salas’s interpretation rests heavily on Thomas’s 
understanding of the incarnate Word as a composite person (see Gorman, “Christ 
as Composite”). Salas criticizes Weinandy for essentializing Thomas’s notion of 
esse by insisting that the created human esse must be 
substantial (Salas, “Thomas Aquinas on Christ’s esse,” 593-94). 


[bookmark: N_85_]85. 
 “To the third it should be said that the 
temporal generation does not terminate in the esse of the eternal 
supposit, such that it would simply through itself begin to be, but rather that 
it began to be a supposit possessing that esse of a supposit of human 
nature” (Quodl. IX, q. 2, a. 2, ad 3 [Quaestiones de quodlibet 
(Rome: Marietti, 1956)]). “To the first it should be said that esse 
follows nature, not as having esse but as something by which it is. A 
person or hypostasis, however, follows as [something] having esse. 
Therefore [Jesus] more retains unity according to unity of hypostasis than 
possesses duality according to duality of nature” (STh III, q. 17, a. 
2, ad 1). 
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CATHOLICS AND LUTHERANS more or less agree on what it is on which they disagree.
It is more complicated to specify why the Orthodox disagree with them both.
Speaking in “phenomenological” terms, the difference of
“religious world” between Eastern-Byzantine and Latin-Western Churches
is primary evidence for the faithful on both sides. However, defining what it is
that makes those religious worlds so different seems a desperately tricky
venture. The difference in ecclesiastical structure is not the cause, but the
consequence of the splitting of the Oikoumene into Western-Latin and
Eastern-Byzantine parts. Differences between specific religious rituals and
practices can well express a difference of religious world views, but a
harmonious religious world-view cannot be born out of specific rituals and
practices. One can always point to dogmatic divergences between Western and
Byzantine Churches, such as the famous Filioque. However, though the
subjects of disagreement between Catholics and Lutherans are much more numerous,
they do not give rise to a similar difference of religious worlds.
Conversely, one cannot conceive of an agreement on matters of dogma or ecclesial
prac-tice between the Catholic and the Orthodox Churches that would suppress the
difference in the “religious world” between the Latin-Western and the
Byzantine-Eastern forms of Christianity.(1)


  



Page 174



It would
seem that this difference is not really a divergence—it is rather due to the
set of positive properties that makes one mental world different from another.
Both John and Peter have their own mental worlds, and this can lead them to
disagree on a number of things, like who is the most inept politician in England
or what color they should paint the kitchen wall. These dis-agreements are
consequences of their different mind sets, and not the other way round. It is
difficult to explain what makes the mind-set of individual human beings so
different. It is all the more difficult to describe the difference of the
religious world-view between the Byzantine tradition and its Western equivalent.
The clues that can be gleaned from the extant literature on the
subject—cultural influences, conflicts of political ambitions, etc.—are
disappointingly vague. What then about the constitution, throughout the ages, of
two original, consistent world views which, despite the existence of a
relatively wide consensus on dogmatic issues, seem to have remained utterly
foreign to each other by successfully resisting any form of higher synthesis?

Keeping
these preliminary considerations in mind, one can fully appreciate the
monumental undertaking of David Bradshaw in his Aristotle East and West:
Metaphysics and the Division of Christendom.(2)
As the title and subtitle suggest, the author does not appeal to difference of
dogmatic stances or to the infinitely contingent list of religious practices in
order to explain the estrangement of the two Church traditions. It is in the
living process initiated by the encounter between Christian revelation and Greek
philosophy that Bradshaw claims to identify the reasons for the silent emergence
of two distinct religious worlds within Christendom. This approach contrasts
with the rash judgments and the confessional invectives to which, probably for
lack of convincing arguments, theologians from both sides have had abundant
recourse in the past. Relying on an impressively wide range of literary sources,
the study possesses the basic feature of the scientific genre: it is open to
further discussion. This is precisely the purpose of the present argument. As I
launch 




  
  

  


page 175

into a
critical response to the positions of the author, I recognize that I owe this
opportunity to Bradshaw’s innovative approach. I am convinced that he will
welcome the possibility to discuss his conclusions further and to scrutinize new
perspectives sketched out on the very issues with which he wrestles. If the
following argument fails to convince, the responsibility rests on the critic,
not the original author. If, on the contrary, it opens the door to further
debate, there can be no more rewarding result for the two researchers.

I will start
by summarizing the content of Bradshaw’s view on the evolution of the two
traditions. I will then focus on a point which I find to be pivotal, but
unfortunately overlooked in his study: the relativistic aspect of God’s
operations ad extra. This will lead me to sketch another way of
accounting for the genesis of the Byzantine and the Latin theological
world-views.

 



I.
Bradshaw on the Making of Two Theological Universes: A Promising Disappointment





It is not easy to synthesize the main line of Bradshaw’s argument. He starts by
carefully laying out distinct meanings inter-twined in the writings of Aristotle
that are said to witness the evolution in the philosopher’s thought: energeia
as pertaining to the very principle that makes things real in contrast with
potentiality, energeia as
defining the capacity on which all forms of activity rest, and finally energeia as the static condition of all physical movements
(chap. 1, “The Aristotelian Beginnings”). This set of meanings
circumscribes the conceptual field that will be exploited in various ways by
later commentators, glossators and original thinkers alike.

At this
point the reader comes across the first problematic aspect of Bradshaw’s study.
Nowhere is the reason for the impressive speculative developments to which
Aristotle’s complex notion of energeia has given rise in later
scientific, philosophical, and theological literature clearly stated. Is it the
difficult harmonization ad intra of Aristotle’s considerations on energeia?
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If so, what
is it that makes this harmonization so difficult? In what sense does a new
formulation of the notion constitute an adequate solution? On the other hand,
the developments could also be due to the desire to harmonize Aristotle with
other schools of thought, such as the Platonic.

Leaving
aside this question for the time being, it seems that the attention of
Aristotle’s readers has been drawn toward the type of causality exercised by the
motionless being-in-actuality of God (chap. 2, “The Prime Mover”) as
the source of the understanding of natural causality. Being logically prior to
potency and implied by any type of movement in the mode of a causal
prerequisite, energeia is no longer seen primarily as the perfection of
the natural ousia‘s being (the opposite of its being-in-potency) but as
the power, the actual dynamis that the ousia possesses and
exerts without movement upon other substances. In Plutarch’s and Quintillian’s
comments on rhetorical art, in Polybius’s Histories and Strabo’s Geography
as well as in the medical treatises of Galen, energeia, qualifying the
efficiency connected with the condition of actuality, is used to designate an
active power related to specific essences, ousiai, and therefore
somehow emanating from them (chap. 3, “Between Aristotle and Plotinus”).
Alexan-drian Judaism (Pseudo-Aristeas, Philo of Alexandria) does the same in a
theological setting: the deeds of God result from God’s energeia or energeiai.
Human beings cannot know God’s ousia, but they can make reliable
theological assumptions on the grounds of his energeiai (Philo). In
this manner, Middle Platonists such as Numenius and Alcinous assume that the
First God, being eternally at rest, produces the whole universe in virtue of its
intellectual, self-directed energeia, whereas the strictly demiurgic energeia,
which is mixed with movement, pertains to the Second God. The teaching of
Plotinus goes one step further: the motionless, unspeakable energeia of
the One is conceived as the inner source of an outward, overabundant energeia
which crystallizes hypo-statically and animates the whole hierarchy of beings
teleogically. While this creative energeia gradually disperses down to
the unreality of pure matter, its source never comes to exhaustion 
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(chap. 4,
“Plotinus and the Theory of Two Acts”). In passing, Bradshaw observes
that Alexander of Aphrodisias might have been the missing link between
Aristotle’s theory of the Prime Mover and Plotinus. In Alexander’s comments on
the mechanisms of sense-perception in De Anima, light, understood as a
kinetic energy, gives the aerial medium substance by granting it
actuality. According to Plotinus, the outward diffusion of the One’s
“inner” energeia likewise “substantifies” or “hypostasizes”
the Intellect.

As regards
the Latin-speaking West, Bradshaw assumes that it came into contact with the
Greek philosophical speculations on the energeiai through Porphyry or
Porphyrian-inspired treatises such as the Commentary to the Parmenides
(chap. 5, “The Plotinian Heritage in the West”). This explains the
fact that the main Latin-speaking proponent of Greek Neoplatonism, the Christian
Marius Victorinus, tends to assimilate the One’s outwardly diffusive energy with
the notion of being (einai/esse). In his triadology, Being, as
a category, relates to the Father as to the first divine Hypostasis. According
to Bradshaw, this “energetic” concept of being, elaborated in the
Porphyrian line, lies behind Boethius’s understanding of participation, based on
the celebrated distinction between esse and quid quod est.
With Boethius, however, diffusive ontology yields to a logico-grammatical
approach. Bradshaw maintains that the Latin word operatio cannot
express the semantic riches of the Greek energeia, designating a source
of power, a motion, and the achievement of motion altogether. Moreover, the
Latin tradition remains foreign to philosophical developments that take place in
the Greek-speaking Neoplatonic (Iamblichus, Proclus) and Hermetic ambient (chap.
6, “Gods, Demons and Theurgy”). The physical universe appears here as
pervaded by the energeiai of the One, continuously reverberating from
one level of the hierarchy of Being to the other. Participating in these divine energeiai,
by exercising the virtue of speculative intellect (Proclus) or using
semi-magical, “theurgical” practices (Iamblichus), emerges as the main
purpose of the human path towards perfection.
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Bradshaw
further asserts that the Eastern Church tradition integrated these later
elaborations on Aristotle’s energeia into a dogmatically orthodox
framework (chap. 7, “The Formation of Eastern Tradition”). As a matter
of fact, “unorthodox” Christian thinkers were probably the first to
adapt this philosophical apparatus to their doctrine. Ironically, in striving to
refute such erroneous positions, the Fathers also volens nolens relied
on the same apparatus. They modified it, though, to fit their own views on
dogmatic truth. In this manner, Eunomius, the fourth-century theoretician of a
renewed version of Arianism, distinguished between Ousia as designating
the knowable essence of the Father and energeia as the Son whom the
Father has once generated. Against this theory, the Cappadocian Fathers argued
that both Ousia and energeia designate what Father and Son
have in common but, whereas God’s Ousia is unknowable and beyond
participation, his energeiai are knowable and participatory. According
to the Cappadocians, although creation provides a reliable basis to understand
something about God, it does so only to the extent to which it discloses God’s energeiai
to the inquisitive mind. Conjectures based on created beings cannot tell
anything about what God is beyond the free and eternal decision out of
which creation itself stems. The divine Ousia as the principle on which
rests the divine decision to produce something out of nothing remains out of
reach. Still, while the names that qualify God in human languages are derived
from an understanding of these various energeiai, knowing God according
to his energeiai can go much further than the conclusions of a
“scientific” or discursive reflection. There is a knowledge that comes
out of an instantaneous participation in the energetic reality that produces and
supports created beings. This is the work of grace which, through the synergy
or cooperation of human freedom, grants access to the creative and life-giving energeiai
of the Holy Spirit (Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa).

The cosmic
contemplation of the fifth- or sixth-century author known as Dionysius the
Areopagite forms, according to Bradshaw, an almost perfect congruence with the
Cappadocians’ doctrine.
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The energeai
that, originating from the unknowable One in some kind of discretive
process of ek-stasis, produce and support existent beings, are the same
energeai that, through the purifying and illuminating synergy of the
angelic hierarchies, bring finite intellects back into unity with the unknowable
One.

Bradshaw
goes on to cite the crucial influence of the divine energeiai theory on
the insights of later Greek Fathers such as St. Maximus the Confessor, St. John
Damascene, Symeon the New Theologian and Gregory of Cyprus (chap. 8, “The
Flowering of Eastern Tradition”). In his ascetic writings, Maximus explains
the synergy of human spiritual capacities with God’s energeiai. His
understanding of nature, in the Ambigua, rests on the intermediary role
of the divine energeiai between created beings and their logoi,
their eternal reasons which dwell in God’s mind. Angelic and divinized created
minds perceive the attributes of God (wisdom, goodness, etc.) as so many energeiai
eternally emanating from God’s unknowable ousia (“the things
around God which have no beginning”).(3)
Thus, divine energeiai are at the same time conceived as eternal and
diffused throughout the whole creation. Referring to the teaching of John
Damascene, Bradshaw claims that the identification of Dionysius’s proodoi with
a divine light, divided into as many rays as there are finite beings capable of
partaking in it, plays a fundamental role in regard to the theologian’s way of
conceiving the “energetic” mode of the presence of God within the
world. The reader is cautioned that the understanding of the divine energeia
as a supernatural light should not be taken as a mere metaphor. The mystic
teaching of Symeon the New Theologian stems from the experience of the light
which is manifested at the Transfiguration. Moreover, Gregory of Cyprus’s
triadology describes the Holy Spirit as proceeding from the Father through the
Son as radiance originates in the sun and is conveyed through its beams.

The last
chapter of the book (chap. 9, “Palamas and Aquinas”) is also the most
decisive. As epitomized by the conflict between Thomism and Palamism, the
difference of doctrinal fate associated 
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with the
notion of divine energeia is presented as accounting for the
estrangement between the Eastern and the Western traditions. Bradshaw starts by
pointing to the “non-energetic” aspect of the
“school-master” of Western theological thought, St. Augustine.
Construing God as Being in its fullness, Augustine defines this divine Being in
terms of essentia, not of operatio: no divine operatio
exists distinct from God’s essentia. Finite beings thus participate in
God’s essence (whereas from the Eastern perspective they participate in God’s energeiai)
and the vision granted to the elect has God’s essence as its perceptive object
(whereas the East defines God’s Ousia as beyond the knowledge of finite
beings, even of angelic minds).

The
fourteenth-century dispute over hesychast prayer, in the East, has been
instrumental in revealing the gap between the two theological traditions.
Criticizing the Athonite monks’ claim to contemplate the uncreated light of the
Transfiguration through the exercise of uninterrupted prayer, Barlaam of
Calabria is described as being deeply influenced by the theological views of
Augustine. This happened either directly through Planudes’ translations, or
indirectly, through Barlaam’s familiarity with Western Scholasticism. Defending
the spiritual practice of the Athonite monks on doctrinal grounds, St. Gregory
Palamas, on the contrary, emerges as an heir to the genuine Eastern tradition:
God is the unknowable Ousia, but he is also the knowable energeia,
divisible in so many distinct energeiai as there are finite
participants. The divine energeia eternally emanates from the Ousia,
the former being “enhypostasized,” as it were, in the latter. In this
context, grace is nothing else than human beings’ participation in God’s
uncreated and sanctifying energeiai according to their own faith and
free-will.

Quite
naturally, as set in Bradshaw’s historical perspective, this account of the
dispute raises some questions: if the Byzantine East appears to be unconsciously
indebted to Aristotle, via the Neoplatonic and Christian elaborations
on the philosophico-theological notion of energeia, what about the
West? What can be said about a type of theological thinking that, underlying the
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critical
attitude of Barlaam, is so often associated with Aristotelianism? Bradshaw
focuses here on Thomas Aquinas, as being both the main theoretician of Western
Scholasticism and the main authority which the anti-Palamites usually put
forward (with the exception of Barlaam himself, notorious for his anti-Thomistic
treatises).

Bradshaw
argues that the Augustinian framework combined with the deficient reception of
Aristotelianism’s later develop-ments by the Latin West prevented Thomas Aquinas
from finding an appropriate use of the notion of energeia within his
theological vision. Thomas’s understanding of God as Actus purus led
him to conceive of the communication of esse to creatures almost only
in terms of causal, “extrinsic” efficiency. According to Bradshaw,
God’s all-productive actuality, identified with his essence for the sake of
divine simplicity, never unites with the being nor with the activity of
creatures. This metaphysical escape from pantheism comes therefore at the price
of a genuine concept of synergy. Moreover, it implies philosophical
inconsistencies. If the act of creation follows from God’s nature, since
operation and will are identified with the essence in God, it seems difficult to
conceive this act as being entirely free, according to the contingent nature of
its object. Conversely, if this act is conceived as free, that is, as bearing on
mutually exclusive possibilities, it is difficult to hold any longer to the idea
that God’s will and operations are identical uno numero with his
intrinsically necessary nature.

In his
“Epilogue,” Bradshaw claims that the doctrine of Palamas, by
postulating a real distinction between Ousia and energeia in
God, is spared from inner contradictions of such kind. Some energeiai
are temporal, willed by God in a contingent mode, in contrast to the necessity
of the divine Ousia; others are eternal, emanating from God’s
unknowable Ousia in a “natural” way. However, all the energeiai
of God are self-manifestations of God; all are “relational” as
“indicative” of the eternal relations between the divine Hypostases.
Bradshaw’s general conclusion includes considerations on the evolution of the
Western and Eastern types of civilizations. In Thomas’s failure to secure a
proper under-
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standing of
the synergy between God and creatures, Bradshaw discerns the deepest source of
the Western world’s process of “laicization.” The order of nature, and
even the order of grace, now stand at a distance from the divine being.
According to Bradshaw, this shift lies at the root of the radical questioning of
faith bound up with the modern age, as a purely Western development. One has to
look therefore towards the Eastern tradition to find an adaptation of
Aristotle’s insights that really fits a Christian vision of the world.

Against the
background of classical East/West confessional polemics, the whole of Bradshaw’s
demonstration stands out as quite idiosyncratic. The apologists for the Eastern
tradition usually claim that an excess of philosophy—that is, of
Aristotelianism—is responsible for the manner in which Western theology was led
astray from a correct interpretation of the revealed truth. Bradshaw claims the
exact opposite: in contrast with the East, the West falls victim to a much too
narrow, shallow, almost pietistic treatment of the metaphysical insights
expressed in the writings of Aristotle. Of course, at the end of the day, the
consequences of this comparison are exactly the same—unfortunately for the
West. In this regard, the gauntlet that I threw down at the beginning of this
review, that of defining the positive properties that make the Western and the
Eastern religious universes so different from each other, is not really taken
up. One seems to be inevitably led back to conceiving the difference between the
two worlds in terms of superiority versus inferiority, fullness versus
deficiency.

As I have
written above, I believe that there is much to criticize in Bradshaw’s
historical “demonstration.” Nonetheless, as I have also mentioned
above, I believe that his study opens a path towards a correct understanding of
the estrangement between the Western and the Eastern religious worlds. The
conceptual history of energeia does indeed, in my view, provide the
thread that is vital in unwinding the maze of defining the precise nature of the
divide between the two religious worlds. By localizing the exact point on which
the analysis of Bradshaw comes up short, a critical 
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approach to
the book could enable us to recover this vital thread, so that we might follow
it to the exit of Ariadne’s labyrinth. Let us then start from the point where
the historical itinerary sketched out in the book ends. Retracing vv
the steps that the author has made
in a false direction provides perhaps the only opportunity to find the crossroad
that he seems to have missed.





II. Thomas Aquinas vs. Gregory Palamas:

A Questionable Divergence





The core of Bradshaw’s comparison between Gregory Palamas and Thomas Aquinas is
the opposition between Thomas’s “extrinsic” approach of divine
causality through efficiency and Gregory’s “intrinsic” approach
through the energeiai,
which Bradshaw calls “synergistic.” I would like to question the
coherence of this supposed opposition by arguing that it rests on a double
misunderstanding.

It is not
easy to understand exactly what Bradshaw has in mind when he so emphatically
writes about the “synergism” of the Eastern tradition as being the key
philosophical principle that distinguishes it from the Western tradition.(4)
He describes it as “a way of knowing another by sharing in his
activity” (177), “a sharing of life and activity” which is
“an on-going and active appropriation of these aspects of divine life which
are open to participation”(265). Similar expressions are distressingly
vague when it comes to defining the specific type of relationship between God
and creatures to which the term is supposed to refer.

One might
get a clearer idea about what Bradshaw believes synergy to be by taking a closer
look at what he thinks it is not. Thomas Aquinas’s understanding of creation as
a communication of being is said to fall short of synergism, since the divine
Being, albeit conceived as a living source of activity, Actus purus, in
the Aristotelian model, remains beyond the reach of creatures (250-
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53). One
wonders however what a truly synergistic participation could mean here. Should
the activity of God mix ontologically or essentially with the activity of the
creature? Should the esse of the creatures fuse with the esse
of God? Bradshaw seems to blame Thomas for making a distinction between esse
commune and the divine being, as if the medieval theologian did not take
Dionysius’s saying on God’s being “the being of the existents (to einai
tois ousi)” seriously enough (244-45, 251). One may spare Bradshaw
accusations of pantheistic tendencies akin to those which were so repeatedly
rejected by the Eastern Fathers. Contrasting synergy with the ontological stance
of Aquinas, Bradshaw describes it as a “fusion of efficient and formal
causality in that God would cause the being of creatures by enacting their esse”
(251). However, if this is “precisely” what Dionysius’s formula
intends, is it not also “precisely” what Thomas does when he writes
that “God is the esse of all things not essentially but
causally” (STh I, q. 4, a. 2; quoted on p. 245)? It is true that,
according to Thomas as well as almost all Western theologians, the activity of
God is one realiter with the divine essence. Yet the fact that causal
efficiency is not to be thought of as a combination of mutually exclusive
essences—uncreated and created—does not, in this framework, prevent creatures
from partaking of God’s activity by virtue of the communicatio esse.
Creation does not only allow creatures to participate in God’s esse by
reason of their form, which implies a determinate analogy with God’s infinite
perfection (this holds for Bradshaw’s “formal causality”). It also
grants them participation in God’s esse through a transcendent
communication of existence which continuously actualizes their specific forms.
In this way, nothing lies deeper in the creature than the relationship that
binds it to God as to the Actus purus: “Being itself is the most
universal [communissimus] effect of divine power which is more
intimately [intimior] inscribed in the creature than all its others
effects.”(5)

Yet at the
same time, this communication is to be understood in a causal sense, via
efficientiae, and not as a transmission or 
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mingling of
substance. The Agent and the “patient” realities remain ontologically
distinct from each other. As Bradshaw observes (251), the interaction between
the sun and the air during daylight provides Thomas with the most consistent
representation of this communicatio. Even when the air becomes radiant
under the causal impact of the sun’s own radiance, the illuminated air remains
substantially different from the radiating sun. As the sun recedes (end of
efficient causation), without its radiance being in the slightest diminished,
the air loses the quality that bore a certain resemblance to the sun’s radiance
(end of formal causation).

Is there any
reason to think that Gregory Palamas, as the legitimate heir of the whole
Eastern tradition, conceives some other way in which God produces and maintains
the universe? If the doctrine on God’s energeiai is so crucial in
Palamas’s plea for the hesychast way of prayer, it is because union with the
divine light does not imply any substantial nor essential unity with God. The
divine energeia deals with the deifying effect of a
determinate power, so that Barlaam’s accusations of pantheism cannot
hold.(6) As Palamas holds, the same idea is
present in the writings of the Fathers, as when they conceive of the
relationship between God and the world. Drawing a comparison between the way God
regulates the universe and the interaction of soul and body, Gregory of Nyssa
writes:



there
is no sort of communion [koinwniva
ti”v ], as has been just said, on the score of substance[
kataV toVn th~” oujsiva” lovgon],
 v
between the simplicity and invisibility of the soul, and the grossness of those
bodies; but, notwithstanding that, there is not a doubt that there is in them
the soul’s vivifying energeia [j ajll
j o{mw” toV ejn touvtoi” ei\nai thVn zwtikhVn th~” yuch`”
ejnevrgeian jv],
exerted by a law which is beyond the human understanding to comprehend [lovgw/ tiniV kreivttoni th~” ajnqrwpivnh”
katanohvsew” ajnakraqei~sanj~].(7)
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I cannot see why Gregory Palamas’s idea of created
substances, endowed with natural faculties of their own, is to be thought of as
more “synergetic” than its equivalent in Thomas’s theology. For both
theologians, created substances enjoy a legitimate autonomy at the natural
level, while simultaneously depending on God as on an unceasing and utterly pure
source of activity. Should we then suppose that the alleged synergetic
superiority of Gregory Palamas is more obvious at the supernatural level, when
dealing with the participation of the faithful in the grace of the Holy Spirit?
Here also, Bradshaw blames Thomas for his extrinsicism, due to the excessive
role of efficient causality. The speculations of Karl Rahner on uncreated grace
are dismissed in the book as so many vain attempts to salvage Thomas’s theory
from this extrinsicism. If the activity of God cannot be dissociated from his
essence, there is no way in which it could play the role of a “quasi
forma” that would raise the created mind from the inside to the reality of
communion with God (257-59). Even the divine light that enables the elect to
contemplate God’s essence as they participate in his eternal life is something
created as a result of God’s causal efficiency according to Thomas (or, rather,
according to Bradshaw’s interpretation of Thomas [253]). But here again, one
wonders what kind of relationship between the faithful/the elect and God is
required in order for the former to participate in the latter’s uncreated
activity in a truly synergetic mode. Should they fuse in a unique divino-human
intellectual activity? According to Thomas, the relationship between the created
mind and the uncreated reality, as contained inchoative in the gift of
faith and as fully developed in the vision of the elect, rests on a supernatural
transformation of the faculties of the soul due to the inner influence of an
utterly transcendent source of activity. The source of activity is uncreated,
the result is created, namely, the supernatural transformation of the soul,
becoming fit to sense a Reality beyond any material sense.(8)
This creative
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communication
from which grace, as a supernatural habitus, originates, respects the
ontological distinction between the uncreated cause and the created receptacle.

As Bradshaw
observes, the best analogy is once again provided by the relationship between
the air and the sun:

The
creature must be “elevated to a higher operation… . by the imposition
of a new form” (Contra Gentes, III, 53.6) much as the diaphanous
object becomes luminous by being filled with light.(9)



Although the diaphanous object has to be filled
with light in order to become luminous, the luminosity that becomes a
qualitative determination of its being remains distinct from the light. In a
similar manner, the lumen gloriae, operating as the continuous medium
sub quo of the beatific vision, never becomes a created reality (the species
increata remain increata). At the same time, this lumen
produces the supernatural quality, habitus gloriae, which enables the
intellect, henceforth released from any medium in quo, to perceive God
directly.

Do Gregory Palamas and the Eastern tradition
understand the union of grace between created intellects and God differently? It
has been said that Gregory, striving to dismiss the accusations of Barlaam, had
built his line of defense on the traditional distinction between substantial and
“energetic” participation.(10) In
order to stress that energetic participation involves some kind of real blending
between the created and the uncreated, Bradshaw puts forward the Ambiguum
7 of Maximus the Confessor, one of Gregory’s more respected authorities. In this
text, the elect are said to possess “one single energeia”
with God, since the energeia of God has totally taken hold of their
own.(11) Seeing the divine light, they are
themselves transformed into light. Yet in the same passage Maximus emphasizes
that he does not conceive here of “a
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destruction
of self-determination.” This means that the elect are not deprived of their
own natural energeia. They freely use it to welcome the divine one, so
that this divine energeia might raise their own created energeiai
far above their natural limits, allowing limited minds to contemplate an
infinite Reality.(12) This indwelling of God in
human beings is therefore described as a circular or perichoretic chain of energeia
and pathos, perfective actio and perfected passio,
generated by the causal influx of God and implying the free will of the
creatures. The elect are able to see God as long as their intellectual faculty
is raised to a supernatural level of activity under the influx of the divine energeia.(13)
This circular synergy, manifesting the uninterrupted movement of God’s energeia
which pours forth from the divine essence towards the elect and comes back to
its source through their contem-plation, does not involve a blending between the
uncreated energeia of God and the created energeiai of the
creatures at any stage. The energeia of the reality that moves does not
mix with the energeia of the reality that it sets in movement. If it
happened otherwise, the energeia of the creature would blend with the
essence of God, there being no ontological separation between God’s ousia
and his energeia. As stated in Ambiguum 41, the union between
God and the elect is complete according to the “hexis [habitus]
of charity.” It is total but in the “identity according to the essence
[th~” kat j
oujsivan taujtovthto”].”(14)

In summary,
the alleged divergence between the two theological traditions regarding the
causal process involved in creation and divinization is far from convincing. It
seems to derive 




  
  

  


page 189

both from a
prejudiced reading of Thomas and from a superficial treatment of the Greek
Fathers’ notion of synergy. Dealing with the principles of cosmic order and
deifying grace, the Greek Fathers and Thomas equally believe that participation
without confusion rests on efficient causality. However, this does not suppress
the basic problem which Bradshaw tackles in the line of a great number of
theologians from the time of Demetrios and Prokhoros Kydones. Whereas Gregory
Palamas formulates a distinction between God’s essence and his energy(ies),
Thomas Aquinas postulates an identity between essentia and operatio
in God. Whereas Gregory, although not denying the existence of a created grace,
emphasizes the uncreated aspect of divinization, Thomas seems to do exactly the
opposite when he advocates the created nature of grace despite its divine cause.
Finally, Thomas is interested in defining how the elected will attain to the
contemplation of God’s essence, whereas, according to Gregory, God’s essence
cannot be known by any creature. If there is no significant divergence between
the manners in which the two theologians conceive the natural and the
supernatural orders, where does such heterogeneity of views stem from?

In order to
shed a new light on this old problem, I suggest pondering the metaphysical
conditions of God’s transcendent interaction with the world. In my view, one of
the major shortcomings of Bradshaw’s argument lies here.

Bradshaw
blames the Western tradition, as permeated with the theology of Thomas Aquinas,
for being inconsistent when it comes to the articulation of necessity and
freedom in God (see above). In this regard, Gregory Palamas’s distinction
between God’s Ousia and his energeia, resulting from a long
and innovative maturation of Aristotle’s insights, is presented as much more
satisfactory than the Augustine-based assimilation between essentia and
operatio in God. Of course, one can hardly expect Bradshaw to take a
sympathetic look at the most essential claims of Aquinas’s meta-physics
(although when reading contemporary theologians, one cannot help but yearn after
the generous manner in which Aquinas treats adverse doctrines). Still, one is at
least entitled to 




  
  

  


page 190

require a
similar level of philosophical precision when it comes to the metaphysics that
Bradshaw advocates as supremely consistent. It is not the case here, and this
vagueness might conceal a major problem of understanding concerning the very
issue the book claims to settle.

It is
tempting—since it seems to make things simpler—to think of the distinction
between God’s inner being and his free act of creation in terms of a one-to-one
correspondence with Gregory’s distinction between Ousia and energeia
in God. However, following Bradshaw’s line of argument, this would lead back to
the flaws he attributes to Thomas Aquinas’s theory. If the energeia of
God, identified with the divine act of creation, proceeds from God’s Ousia
in a natural or necessary way, how would this act be really free? And if dealing
with possible worlds is the condition of a free act of creation, why would it
imply the imperfection associated with passive potency in the case of Thomas’s
God but not in the case of Gregory’s? The interesting point is that Gregory does
not make such a simplistic assumption. If all the divine energeiai which
rule the world and divinize the saints reflect God’s providential design, the
converse is not true. Not all the energeiai of God appear as having an
external, temporal end, like creation and divinization. Bradshaw eagerly
acknowledges this aspect:

No
essence can be without its powers or ‘natural energies’ so in the case of God
these two are without beginning (Triads III.2.6). The same is true of
the ‘things around God’, or what Maximus has referred to as His uncreated works:
His foreknowledge, will, providence, and self-contemplation, as well as reality
(ojntovth”),
infinity, immortality, life, holiness, virtue and everything that is
‘contemplated as a real being around God’ (III.2.7, cf.III.3.8). All are
uncreated, yet none is the essence of God, for God transcends them as cause.(15)





However, what is the difference between those divine energeiai which
have a beginning and an end and those which are deprived of beginning and end?
Discussing E. Perl’s interpretation of Palamas’s energeiai as referring
to God’s eternal act of creation,
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Bradshaw writes: “Just as some energeiai
are fully temporal, some could be different than they are.”(16)
According to Bradshaw, some energeiai are eternal, as pertaining to
“the things around God,” others are temporal and purely contingent, as
produced in relationship to creation (272-73). The unique feature that these
“extremely heterogeneous” energeiai have in common is that
they all are “God’s self-manifestation.” One cannot help contemplating
with some sense of perplexity the idea that God’s act of creation is to be
wholly subsumed under the categories of space and time:

Palamas
says specifically that God’s creative act has a beginning and an end. In this,
he is typical of the Greek Fathers, who generally think of creation as a
specific act taking place at the beginning of time, not as the relation between
an eternal Creator and a (possibly beginningless) temporal world.(17)



Is the existence of such created entities as space
and time required in order for creation to take place? This assumption sounds
like the best possible example of a self-contradictory statement, and gives way
to many similar interrogations. Are the eternal logoi or reasons of the
things that are created in time and space also created in time and space? If
time is in the mind of God, is God eternal? Ultimately, is God God? That God’s
creative decision does not imply time, although time depends on this decision,
is a fact unambiguously stated by Gregory himself:

My
discourse (guided by the absolute and eternally preexisting nature) now leads me
briefly to show the unbelieving that not only the divine powers (which the
Fathers often call “natural energies”), but also some works of God are
without beginning, as the Fathers also rightly affirm. For was it not needful
for the work of providence to exist before Creation, so as to cause each of the
created things to come to be in time, out of non-being? Was it not necessary for
a divine knowledge to know before choosing, even outside time? But how does it
follow that the divine prescience had a beginning? How could one conceive of a
beginning of God’s self-contemplation, and was there ever a moment when God
began to be moved toward contemplation of Himself? Never!(18)
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The “natural energies” from which
creation stems preexist creation and are eternal. Writing somewhat earlier about
God’s power of prescience, creation, deification (Triads 3.2.5),
Gregory points out that if these energeiai had begun in time, God would
have acquired them, and therefore God would be imperfect. However, as Bradshaw
rightly points out (238, 272-73) creation, providence, deification are also said
by Gregory to have sometime a beginning (deification), sometime an end
(prescience), sometime both (creation). Could it not mean, contrary to
Bradshaw’s interpretation, that one and the same energeia is to be
conceived as simultaneously without beginning and with a beginning, depen-ding
on the point of view chosen? Bradshaw dismisses the notion of relativity put
forward by Perl in the case of the energeiai “with a beginning and
an end” on the grounds that there are energeiai without end, and
that all these “finite” energeiai are not related to the act
of creation, as for instance deification (240). Notwith-standing, this
relativistic aspect is implied in the very passage that falls under these
controversial comments: “there is a beginning and an end, if not of the
creative power itself, at least of its action and clearly of the energeia
relating to created things (kata
dedhmiourghmevna)(“(19) Deification
pertains to creation in the sense that it is an event occurring within space and
time, which is therefore related to created things. Oddly enough, Bradshaw
refuses here to translate energeia by energy, as he does everywhere
else: “Palamas does not mean that there is an end of the divine energy in
relation to created things, but that there is an end of the divine activity of
creating.”(20)

But again:
how can this divine activity be conceived in the categories of time and space?
The interpretation of Gregory’s sentence that Bradshaw dismisses here is an
exact repetition of the words of Gregory himself: in relation to
created things, the divine energeia has a beginning and an end. It is
worth paying some attention to the singular form of energeia in the
previous passage. As Perl has rightly emphasized, it is in relationship to the 
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multiplicity
of those who are to participate in it that the one and unique energeia of
God finds itself proportionally multiplied(21).
If the partakers undergo the perfective influence of this unique energeia according
to their own finite dimensions, why should not the unique, infinite, and
absolute energeia of God be described here as simultaneously finite and
transient? It is indeed such, insofar as its praxis, that is, its
creative and deifying action, is limited.

Bradshaw
seems at pains to explain how Gregory can bluntly ascribe God’s energeia to
the sphere of the relative:

Not
everything which is said about God refers to the essence. For the ‘toward
something’  (tov pro”v ti) is
also said; which is relative (jajnafirikovn) and is indicative
not of the essence but of a relation to another. Such is the divine energeia
in God.(22)



Although this idea is never mentioned in the
writings of Gregory, Bradshaw argues that “relationship” here refers
to the relationship between the divine Persons. All the energeiai have
the capacity to be God’s self-manifestation, which implies a Trinitarian
dimension (273). In this case, however, the energeiai would not be more
related to the divine persons than they are related to the divine essence—so
why should they indicate the persons and not the essence? It seems more
reasonable to assume that “indication of a relation to another” is
meant of the mode in which creatures relate to God. In actual fact, the manner
in which creatures relate to God prevents them from understanding God
“according to His essence,” or “according to what He is
absolutely” (if the expression has any meaning, “absolute relationship
to God” is the privilege of God himself). Creatures merely understand God
according to the conditions induced by his free decision to create and sanctify
them: “Therefore, as Creator and Cause of these things, God is known and is
named from them and
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according to them, and is seen in a certain
relation (scevsei)
according to them.”(23)

God’s
absolute energeia, proceeding necessarily and motionlessly from God’s
essence, as radiance stems from the very being of the sun, is also and at the
same time the efficient cause of what happens to the creatures in time.
Consequently, it can be considered simultaneously from two distinct points of
view: relatively to the creatures it affects, and as subsisting (“enhypo-stasized”)
in God(24). Deification has a beginning (albeit
no end) in the sense that no ordinary human being is holy from birth: he
eventually becomes so under the influence of the Holy Spirit’s sanctifying energeia
working within the bonds of space and time (and ultra for the elect).
Yet, and at the same time, deification has no beginning, since it means nothing
but the participation of the creature in a holiness that is utterly foreign to
the bonds of time and space. It is the holiness of God himself, perceived as an
eternal irradiation of God’s essence. Probably alluding to the famous saying of
Maximus on the “unrelated or absolute (ajscevtojv”) grace” of Melchisedek as the paradigm of deification, Gregory
writes:

This grace is in
fact a relationship (scevsiv”)
albeit not a natural one; yet it is at the same time beyond
relationship (ajscevtojv”) not only
by virtue of being supernatural, but also qua relationship.(25)
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The same can be said about prescience. On one hand,
this energeia has an end, since it strives to move creation towards the
goal that God has assigned to it. On the other hand, it has no end, since it
does not differ numero from God’s eternal act of self-contemplation.(26)

The first
conclusion that can be drawn from this rectification of Bradshaw’s
interpretation is that a correct understanding of Gregory’s idea of creation is
liable to the very same criticism that Bradshaw formulates against Thomas’s
thought. If the energeia of creation stems from God’s essence
naturally, as being among “the things around God” (Triads
3.2.5), how can it at the same time pertain to God’s freedom? How can it relate
to the eternal choice between the opposites (Triads 3.1.29)? Is it not
because the “necessity” of God’s nature should not be conceived,
following Thomas’s teaching, as the hold of a foreign law on God that would
restrict God’s possibilities of choice, but precisely as an unlimited
possibility of choice entailed by the absence of such a law? The necessity of
God’s being, properly understood, cannot be conceived separately from the
exercise of an absolute, unrestrained freedom, as the positive power (and not
the imperfect potency) of choosing between opposites.(27)

The second
conclusion that can be drawn from the same considerations raises concerns about
the global framework of Bradshaw’s foray into conceptual history. Leaving aside
the succinct treatment of the Latin tradition, Bradshaw’s study seems to have
overlooked a pivotal aspect of the notion of divine energeia, as
elaborated within the Greek-speaking philosophical and theological tradition:
the dialectics between the absolute and the relative. After all, if it is true
that Gregory’s doctrine merely displays the thought of the Fathers without
adding anything to it, this dialectics is likely to have appeared at a much
earlier stage of the tradition. How could Bradshaw effectively measure the
estrangement between East and West without taking this crucial element into
account? Conversely, exploring this neglected aspect 
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of energeia
as a theological notion might lead us to a more balanced understanding of the
estrangement between the Latin and the Byzantine religious worlds.

III. The Porphyrian Principle 





A) The Byzantine Tradition

The paradigm
of the solar radiance, as expressing the way in which the divine energeiai interact
with the created sphere, comes up several times in the course of Bradshaw’s
historical survey. It plays the role of a leitmotiv that appears at every
important step of this exploration. The productive function of light in
Alexander of Aphrodisias’s gnoseology is said to have inspired Plotinus to form
a new concept of energeia from the principles sketched out by
Aristotle.(28) Basil of Cesarea draws a parallel
between the sun’s illumination and the participation of the saints in the energeiai
of the Holy Spirit.(29) The very same
paradigm is used by John Damascene to account for the providential activity of
God within the created sphere. It is also a vital element of Symeon the New
Theologian’s mysticism as well as of George of Cyprus’s triadology. Finally, the
whole dispute between Barlaam and Gregory Palamas hinges on the perception of
God’s uncreated light, identified by Gregory as the Holy Spirit’s divine energeia.
Regarding the Latin tradition, Bradshaw shows that the paradigm of the sun’s
light is pivotal in Thomas Aquinas’s accounts on God’s creative and deifying
activities (251), but he neglects to comment on the convergence with the Eastern
tradition. If this is a coincidence, it is a peculiar one: are not the two
traditions supposed to be mutually exclusive precisely on this very point, that
is, in the understanding of divine activity?
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Leaving for
later an examination of whether this unexpected convergence is meaningful or
not, I will be satisfied for the moment with showing that the solar paradigm
contains a clue regarding the origin of the dialectics between the absolute and
the relative energeia.

In his Life
of Plotinus, Porphyry claims to have “worn out” (vparevteinen ajpodeiknuv”) his master Plotinus asking him questions about the mode of the union
between the soul and the body three days and nights in a row.(30)
It is probably an oblique way to draw the attention of his readers to the
originality of his own approach. The truth is that Plotinus developed more than
compelling considerations about the mode of this interaction. He laid down the
precise nature of the problem as well as the elements of the solution, as
reported in book 4 of the Enneads (Enneads 4.3.18-23). What is
the kind of state-of-thing involved when we say that the soul is in the
body? According to Plotinus, the idea that the soul is contained in the body as
things are said to be contained in space or in a vessel involves a series of
logical contradictions. Plato’s image of the steersman emphasizes that an
intellective substance such as the soul remains distinct from the body while
interacting with it. Still, the simile does not indicate the mode of this active
presence of the soul to the body.

In actual
fact, the only way in which real causal interaction can be achieved without any
substantial mixing is provided by the relationship between the light of the sun
and the air:

This
certainly is presence with distinction: the light penetrates through and
through, but nowhere coalesces [di j o{lou paroVn oujdeniV mivgnutaiv];
the light is the stable thing, the air flows in and out; when the air passes
beyond the lit area it is dark; under the light it is lit. We have a true
parallel to what we have been saying of body and soul, for the air is in the
light quite as much as the light is in the air.(31)




The “illumination” of the body by the
soul sets the body in movement. More precisely, specific parts of the existing
body
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become instruments or organs of the soul when they
come into contact with its powerful presence. As the rays of the sun fill the
air with light, the soul diffuses its power throughout the body by means of the
nervous system, which connects the specific bodily organs to the brain. However,
one should not think that the soul is located in the brain simply because the
brain is the physical starting-point of rational action is not accurate. The
brain is rather the initial place where the soul exercises the energeia which
corresponds to its power:

[it
is considered] that, obviously, the one who uses the instruments is present
where the instruments have their source [ou%
dhlonovti aiJ ajrcaiV tw~n ojrgavnwn]], but it is
wiser to say that “there” indicates the energeia of the
faculty, as the point from which stems the movement of the instrument [vbevltion  deV levgein thVn ajrchVn th~” ejnergeiva” th~”
dunavmew” ejkei o{qen gaVr e[melle kinei~sqai toV o[rganon
[].(32)



One of the main treatises in which Porphyry
discussed the issue of the mind-body interaction, Symmikta Zetemata, is
lost. As H. Dörrie has shown, the third chapter of De natura hominis,
a famous treatise written by a Christian theologian, Nemesius of Emesa, between
390 and 400, contains a summary of Porphyry’s position.(33)
The problem of the interaction between the soul and the body is set here in
similar terms to that of book 4 of the Enneads, including the reference
to Plato’s steersman. Furthermore, the paradigm that helps to formulate a
solution is also borrowed from Plotinus. The clue to a correct understanding of
the union between the soul and the body lies in the relationship between the sun
and the air. It deals both with a causal interaction and with a union without
confusion , ajsuvgcuto” e{nwsi”:



as
the sun through its sheer presence [th/~ parousiva//] transforms the air
into daylight by endowing the latter with a luminous form [fwtoeidh~~],
and as daylight is united to the air in a manner which is both foreign to mixing
and self-
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diffusive
[jajsugcuvtw” a{ma aujtw/~
kecumevnon], likewise the soul is united
to the body while remaining totally deprived of mixing.(34)



Porphyry has discovered a general principle of
metaphysics that accounts for any form of interaction between the intelligible
and the material levels of reality in Plotinus’s insight concerning the
main-body interaction. Energetic causality is the mode in which union
without confusion can be achieved:

whenever
an intelligible entity comes to be implicated in a relationship [ejn
scevsei] with a place or with a thing
located in space, we take liberties by saying: “it is here.” Since it
is the former’s energy which is there, we use the term “place” instead
of relationship and energy [V toVn tovpon ajntiV th~” scevsew” kaiV th~”
ejnergeiva” lambavnonte”]. One
should say: “it operates here [diaV thVn ejnevrgeian aujtou~ thvn
ejkei~]j~]”
rather than: “it is here.”(35)



Porphyry’s concept of the interaction is fairly
precise. Although there is a relationship, skhesis, between the place
and the in-telligible entity, the latter is not spatially, but merely
energetically, related to the former. In virtue of this
“relative-state-of-thing” between the two entities, the material
entity “suffers” (vpavscei)
the energeia belonging to an intelligible entity which itself remains
“unmixed,” independent of the material dimension. This
“relative-state-of-thing” is therefore fundamentally asymmetrical. The
fact that the intelligible substance A affects the material
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substance B through its own energeia,
induces a relationship from B to A, but no relationship from A
to B. A remains absolute, askhetos, at the very
moment when it affects relatively, en skhesei, B. We will
designate this asymmetrical system of causation which Porphyry derives from
Plotinus as the “Porphyrian Principle” (or PP).

As it is plain to see in the interaction between
body and soul, the intelligible substance is not unaware of its own causal
effect upon the heterogeneous substance. Since it is deliberate action that
comes into focus, one has to conceive of an “intellective
relationship” to the body that would subsist in the soul. This is an
“idea-will,” an intention, existing in the soul. In one of the few
original treatises of Porphyry that have managed to find their way down to us,
the Sententia ad intelligibila ducentes, he states:

Since
the incorporeal realities are not present in bodies in a spatial sense, they are
present in the latter at their willing [o{tan bouvlhtai]because
they have a natural inclination h/| pevfuke rJevpein] towards them.
Not being present spatially, they are present by virtue of the relationship [th/~
scevsei].”(36)



This idea-will of the soul mixes energetically, not
substantially, with the material element, as it is diffused throughout the parts
of the body. This movement of the soul outward which never becomes a movement in
a spatial sense, is described (Sent. 28) in terms of tension, tavsi”:

the
incorporeal has to give an existence [uJposth~saiJv]  to the powers which tend
outwards according to the union, powers
through which, making a descent, [the incorporeal] mingles with the body. The
confinement of the soul in the body takes place in an unspeakable
tension-outward of its own being..(37)



One understands that this ex-tension is said to be
“unspeakable.” Although the soul cannot ontologically come into
contact or blend
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with physical entities, it nevertheless manages to
reach out to external realities, to “mingle” with them, without ever
departing from its own intellectual sphere.(38)

For a
Christian like Nemesius, the Porphyrian Principle could of course easily be
applied to the interaction between God and the world: the “blending without
mixing” or the “traveling without moving” of the higher entity to
the lower, safeguards its transcendence.(39) In
fact, Nemesius explicitly refers to Porphyry when he applies the principle to
the union between human and divine natures in Christ.(40)
But Nemesius is not the only Christian author, at least in the East, who seemed
to have gleaned some theological inspiration from Porphyry. Basil of Caesarea’s
use of the solar paradigm, in the famous chapter 9 of the Treatise on the
Holy Spirit, composed as early as 375, becomes clear against the background
of the Porphyrian Principle. “After the likeness of the
sunbeam,” writes Basil, the Holy Spirit can “fill all things with his
power” while at the same time “communicating Himself only to the
worthy.” He can be “simple according to his essence” while being
at the same time “multiple according to his powers.” He is said to be
“impassively divided” and “shared without loss of being
entire.” Paraphrasing Roman 12:6, Basil replaces “grace” with
“energeia,” so that the Holy Spirit is said to
“distribute its energeia according to the proportion of
faith” [kat
jajnalogivan  thH~pivstewH).”(41)
As the one and only radiance of the sun multiplies in 
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proportion
to the aerial volume that it fills, the one and only energeia of God
fills the universe in proportion to the realities, material or intellectual,
that are “able to suffer” its effect. A pas-sage from Gregory of
Nyssa’s Discourse on the Infants perfectly describes this proportional
(i.e., creature-related) multiplication of God’s unique and absolute energeia:

[David
the prophet] turned his mind to heaven’s greatness and was led to the boundless,
immeasurable power which embraces the universe. Seeing the sun’s rays shining
down upon us from such heights, he believed that God’s providential energeiai
never cease to come down from the height of the Divinity, making their way down
to us through visible realities[ diaV tw~rfainomevnwn ] . If
one shining star encompasses all things by its luminous power, if it becomes
entirely and indivisibly present, as though distributing itself, to all things
that participate in this power [pa~si toi~H 
metevcousin eJautoVn ejpinevmwn Ó
loH 
eJkavstw  kaiV 
ajdiaivretoH
pavresti], then how much more will the
Maker of this light make himself “all in all” as the Apostle says
[1Cor 15:28], giving himself to every subject according to its capacity [eJkavstw
pavresti tosou~ton eJautonJ didouvH,
Ðson
toV uJpokivmenon devcetai].(42)





The laws of nature and the order of visible realities, ta fainomena,
rest on this invisible process of energetic multiplication which prophets like
David have been able to contemplate intellectually. At the same time, these
prophets have understood that this process does not entail any multiplication in
God himself, since it is merely related to the creatures that undergo the
effects of his creative will.

While inspired by later Neoplatonism (Proclus), the
treatise on the Divine Names, patronymically ascribed to Dionysius
Areopagita, also appears to rely on the Porphyrian Principle as it displays the
picture of a Christian universe. The love that God lavishes on existing
beings is said to be diffused through an innumerable variety of
“providential emanations or energies”
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(pronohtikai~H
proovdoiH
kaiV ejnergeivaiH),
that existent beings “suffer,” as it were.(43)
Stemming from the diakrisis, the division-multiplication of the
unspeakable One, they move down to existent beings, with the effect of
triggering their existential, operative, and contemplative faculties. This
process of proportional multiplication happens however without affecting the
unspeakable One. Since God is the “cause without relationship 
(a[scetojvH aijtiva) which
is “beyond all love” (pantoVH
e[rwtoH),
this cosmic diakrisis is merely relative to existent beings, said to be
intrinsically skhetikoi, in a state-of-relationship to the unspeakable
Cause.(44) Here again, the paradigm of solar
radiance is put forward to depict the interaction between God and the world:

For
as our sun, through no choice or deliberation, but by the very fact of its
existence, gives light to all those things which have any inherent power of
sharing its illumination, even so the Good (which is above the sun, as the
transcendent archetype by the very mode of its existence is above its faded
image) sends forth upon all things according to their receptive powers, the rays
of its undivided goodness [pa~si
toi~H
oÞsin
ajnalovgwl ejfivhsi taVl
th~l
Ójgaqovthtol ajktinal].(45)



In order to present the relativity of created
beings and the illusions associated with it, Dionysius uses the picture of a
luminous, motionless chain hanging from the heavens down to existing beings.
While the chain affects them merely from a causal point of view, by lifting them
upwards, the human mind cannot help perceiving this influence as an illusory
movement of the chain itself. Similarly, thinking that the providential energeiai
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move from God to the created being in a spatial
sense is an illusion due to the fact that created beings are themselves
“moved,” not in a spatial, but in a causal sense by the unique energeia
of the unspeakable One.(46)

More or less
contemporaneously with the composition of the Dionysian corpus in the Syrian
region, the revival of Aristotelianism in the school of Alexandria gave rise to
an inter-esting phenomenon. Originally the product of a reflection on the
mechanisms of causality in Aristotle, and perhaps more speci-fically, as
Bradshaw holds, on the process of sense-perception in De Anima
(Alexander of Aphrodisias), the Neoplatonic under-standing of energeia,
as linking the realm of the intelligible to the material, was reintroduced in
the commentaries on Aristotle’s treatises, and especially in the commentaries on
De Anima.

It is not
difficult to show that Philoponus makes good use of the Porphyrian Principle
when offering a new interpretation of the trajectory of light and colors in De
Anima. The type of movement associated with light in the aerial medium is
conceived in terms foreign to the common notion of spatial transfer; the kind of
potency it involves does not relate to the mobile, as according to the
Aristotelian definition of movement (“the actuality of the potential qua
potential” [Metaphys. 201a10]), but to the medium. Being
continuously affected by the sun’s remote and absolute being-in-energy, what is
a simple disposition or capacity (ejpithdeiovthl)
in the medium (first potentiality) changes into transparency (second
potentiality or first actuality) and 
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transparency
in its turn changes into light (second actuality).(47)
Light can therefore be said to be the actuality of the transparent, toV
diafaneVl kat j ejnevrgeian. However, the medium has no determinate potency in itself to become
light, insofar as a simple disposition is not an ability to carry out an action,
that is, not a hexis (Latin habitus). Taken in itself, the air
is not capable of becoming diafanev” nor of receiving light as a certain quality. It is the continuous energeia
of the sun that provides the aerial disposition with the hexis of
transparency and enables the latter to carry out its luminous action. The air
loses the hexis as soon as the sun recedes. The air, in order to become
daylight, is entirely dependent on the sun, as on a source of actuality that is
itself utterly independent of the air. When daylight comes, no time separates
the illumination of one point of the sky from the next, since all these points
are at the same time undergoing the perfecting influence of the one absolute energeia
of the sun. Consequently, speaking of the change from night to day, one has to
conceive of an instantaneous movement:

perfect actuality   ejnevrgeia
teleiva] is the
state which does not proceed along with the movement of time but holds similarly
in every part of it, the sort of things which the production of light is. For,
at the same time that the light source appears, everything that can be
illuminated is illuminated, not by the actuality of light proceeding along with
the movement of time [ouisumproi>ouvsh” th/” tou~ cronvou
kinhvsei] but by
its holding similarly in every part of time [ejn pantiV mevrei aujtou~
oJmoivw” ejcouvsh”].(48)



This is a precise account, in Aristotelian terms,
of the “union without confusion” implied by the Porphyrian Principle.
It is not the energeia of the medium that is in the medium as a
quality, but the energeia of the sun, which does not mix substantially
with the medium. It is in the medium, multiplied according to space and
identical in every place, as a consequence of the medium’s dependence on the
sun. This results in transparency, as a relative 
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hexis of the medium. Meanwhile,
the energeia of the sun itself remains one and indivisible taken in
itself. Colors, which provide sight with a perceptual content, do not move in
such a highly “energized” medium.(49)
Their trajectory is as simultaneous in the transparent medium as the
trajectory of light is when it grants actuality to the transparent medium. Color
itself is conceived as a specific and directional energeia radiated
into the medium by the object under the influence of the sun’s energeia.(50)
Therefore, if one can reconstruct the trajectory of this specific energeia
in the air, in a stained glass or in any other transparent medium, it does not
mean that there has ever been an interval of time between the different points
of what appears as a geometric line of motion. Similarly, the perception of
colored objects by an animated subject is instantaneous. When the energeia
coming from the sensible object triggers the visual faculty of the subject,
promoting it to a state of actuality, the perceptive action and the perceived
object become immediately one, exactly as the transparent medium becomes
instantaneously daylight in the presence of the sun:

Such
a kind of thing is also the energeia implied by sensation for at the
same time that we look, without the passage of time, we perceive perceptible
objects. For which reason, he [Aristotle] does not say that the senses are moved
but that they operate [oujdev
fhsi kinei~sqai tav” aiJsqhvsei”, ajll j ejnergei~n].(51)
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The considerations of Philoponus on energeia
also provide the best example of the continuous connection between Aristotelian
science and Christian theology. Simplicius had argued that one cannot conceive
of a God producing a temporal universe without thinking of God’s act of creation
as a kind of movement happening in time. Refuting such a conclusion, Philoponus
writes:

That
it is not justified to conceive the productive action of God and, in general,
his energeia as a sort of movement, since it brings everything to
existence through mere willing, substantifying realities without need of time or
of any interval, this is plain to see. Indeed, energeia does not
indicate per se a movement. Energeia is a broader notion than
movement, as Aristotle teaches. As a matter of fact, he writes that energeia
has two meanings: there is a perfect energeia and an imperfect one. He
calls movement the imperfect one… . When he defines perfect energeia,
he says that it is an immediate projection [atroa probolh] which has a
habitual-quality [hexis] as its starting point and which does not alter
the latter. This projection does not coincide with a temporal movement; it
happens instantaneously, as living light proceeds from light. From the very
first moment of its appearance, the luminous reality, fire or sun, illuminates
everything that can be so. Things are similar in the case of the energeia related
to vision. From the very first moment of perception, we instantaneously perceive
the sensible objects… . If the energeia of these realities is
deprived of time and therefore perfect, without movement, is there not something
astonishing in the recklessness of those who assign movement to the energeia
of God?(52)



From this theological point of view, the influence
of Philoponus’s Neoaristotelian research seems to have reached out to Maximus
the Confessor in his attempt to synthesize the teachings of the Cappadocian
Fathers and Dionysius Areopagita on the divine energeiai. Indeed,
commenting in Ambiguum 23 on various passages from Gregory Nazianzen
and Dionysius, Maximus “purifies” the idea of the creative and
providential energeia of God from the idea of movement in time and
space. This happens in much the same way as when Philoponus “purified”
the notion of creatio ex nihilo from the idea of motion:
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Nay, there
is an efficient power [vdrasthvrio”
uJpavrcousa duvnami” ]
which, by way of principle, produces everything that comes to be according to
God’s will, propels and attracts moving entities by way of the goal, and finally
gives them determinate boundaries How then, as it is likely to be objected, can
this wonderful master [Dionysius] somehow credit the Deity with motion?(53)

Maximus’s justification of Dionysius relies on the
analysis of two concrete examples. The first refers to Maximus’s theory of the
divine logoi of creation. A vase or a piece of furniture is said to
bring into existence the models (paradeivgmatav)
that are in the mind of the craftsman. The models, though, do not themselves
move as they are granted existence. They rather move without moving the mind and
the body of the craftsman who in turn frames the objects of dead matter. Motion
is related to matter, not to the models. However, what about the art of the
craftsman, which is the necessary link between the two? The second example is
derived from the science of optics, and it refers more speci-fically to the
divine energeiai as to the concrete power that molds the universe
according to the eternal logoi. These energeiai are to be
conceived on the model of the sunbeams: “People also say that light, while
it enables us to see by moving our sense of sight, is moving, whereas, properly
speaking, it sets in movement rather than moves.”(54)
It is relatively easy to identify these “people.” We have just read in
Philoponus: “For which reason, he [Aristotle] says not that the senses are
moved but that they operate.”(55)
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God’s energeiai
do not move when, stemming from God’s unique power, they induce a series of
specific effects in the created realm on its behalf—such as bestowing
existence, conserving it, and guiding it by promoting the movement of creatures
towards God. If the motionless energeia of God triggers the different
ontological and operative hexeis of the creatures, as a pianist
pressing with great precision his fingers on his instrument’s various keys, it
is because these created hexeis cannot be related to God’s motionless energeia
without becoming them-selves active. They naturally pass from a state of
qualified potency to a state of energeia. Similarly, the
aerial medium cannot be placed in the presence of the sun without becoming
daylight. Indeed, there is no movement from the source towards the receptacle
nor a movement in the receptacle. The receptacle passes instantaneously from a
determinate potency to act (hexis) to the state of actuality, of
being-in-energeia under the influence of a source that is itself always
and unalterably in the state of actuality. Once again, it is the Porphyrian
principle that underlies Maxi-mus’s speculations: created beings are
in-a-state-of-relationship, en skhesei, whereas God is
foreign-to-any-relationship, askhetos.(56)

One could
continue this survey of the solar paradigm by exploring the thought of John
Damascene and his successors (Symeon the New Theologian especially; see the
summary of Bradshaw’s book above). Nevertheless, by now it must be sufficiently
clear that Gregory Palamas’s theory regarding the simultaneously finite and
infinite uncreated energeiai of God rests on a concept of created
relativity which, originating in the Neoplatonic ambient, has been the object of
a continuous and innovative effort of re-elaboration among the founding Fathers
of the Byzantine tradition. It is this dialectic between God’s 
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absoluteness
and creaturely relativity that one finds missing in Bradshaw’s account on energeia
in the Eastern tradition. What then of the Western tradition? Can it still be
thought of as having ignored the adequate manner in which the riches of the
philosophical reflection on energeia should be echoed in the realm of
theology? There might be more than one adequate way to reassume those riches;
and this legitimate difference of interpretation might supply a clue as to the
deepest reasons for the theological estrangement between the Christian East and
the Christian West.

 



B) The
Latin Tradition

 



1. Saint
Augustine

From a
logical point of view, the reconstruction in Bradshaw’s book is sometimes
perplexing. As mentioned before, Marius Victorinus and Boethius are described as
having followed the Porphyrian inspiration of the Commentary on the
Parmenides in transforming the transcendent causality of the divine energeia
into a system of metaphysics based on the concept of Being and participated
Being. Later in his historical trek, Bradshaw claims that Augustine assumed
positions utterly foreign to the eastern Fathers due to the influence of
Neoplatonic authors: “Clearly, the gulf separating Augustine from the
eastern tradition is immense. It encompasses such basic issues as the nature of
being, the simplicity of God, the intelligibility of God, and the final goal of
human existence.”(57) However, did
Augustine do something other than what Marius Victorinus and Boethius did? Did
he not transform the transcendent “energetism” of his Neoplatonic
sources into a metaphysics of Being and participated Being? This is at least
what Bradshaw bases his argument upon: “in light of this simplicity, God
does not simply have being. He is being. As Augustine puts it elsewhere, God is
being itself, ipsum esse. Hence 
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all other
things must derive their being from Him in some way.”(58)
Consequently, if some marginal Neoplatonic theme connects Marius Victorinus and
Boethius to the Greek speculations on the operative mode of the Godhead, the
same at least ought to be said of Augustine.

How then can
Bradshaw hold that the ignorance of Eastern “energetism” by Augustine
is the peccatum originale of Western theological tradition, if the
consequences of this ignorance cannot be distinguished from the achievements of
those who have known Eastern “energetism” and brought it to the West
under this metaphysical version? The reflection that, according to Bradshaw, has
molded Western theology draws on exactly the same Neoplatonic sources as the
Eastern Fathers. Certainly, this reflection might open a new theological path—a
path indeed as different from the Eastern Fathers as it is consubstantial to the
West. Still, the modifications or the novelties that it introduces do not come
from a source of influence different from that which inspired Marius Victorinus
and Boethius. On the contrary, the speculations of Augustine, based as they are
on the readings of Neoplatonic authors, have decisively contributed to
implanting Western theology in the very philosophical ground in which the
Eastern tradition has flourished. It is hasty to conclude from the fact that
Augustinian theology obviously departs from the positions of the Eastern Fathers
that it has cavalierly ignored the theoretical refinements of Neoplatonic “energetism.”
Augustine might have understood those refinements differently, but in such a
brilliant manner as to pave the way for the whole destiny of Western theology.

It is true,
as Bradshaw states, that the “books of the Platonists” led Augustine
to identify God with Being in the fullest sense, namely, in a sense that goes
beyond any human concept (see 222-25).(59)
Bradshaw asserts that this understanding relieved Augustine 




  
  

  


page 212

from the
necessity of identifying God, after the Manichean fashion, as a subtle body
spread throughout the world’s material elements, “as a sponge floats in the
sea” (see Confessions 7.5). It is certainly a good thing, from a
Christian point of view, onto-logically to distinguish the Creator from the
creation. But how precisely did the “books of the Platonists” succeed
in winning Augustine back to the Christian doctrine? Is it not due to the fact
that they provide a rational explanation for the presence of a transcendent
entity within the world that preserves its ontological “otherness”?
The unchangeable “light” that Augustine discovers inside himself when
he withdraws from sense-perception is not merely different from the material
world. It created and continuously sustains the material world, and the very
intellect that contemplates it: “Nor was it above my mind as oil is above
water, nor as heaven above earth; but above it was, because it made me, and I
below it, because I was made by it.”(60)
The relationship between the intellect and the light that it contemplates is an
experience of utter proximity that is, notwithstanding, totally foreign to
spatial determinations. This relationship has only one analogé in the
world: it is the relationship between the soul and the body. As the soul is in
the body, not spatially, but as the source of its existence and movements, God
is in the soul, as the source of its existence and movements:

This,
their nature declareth unto him that beholdeth them. “They are a mass; a
mass is less in part than in the whole.” Now, O my soul, thou art my better
part, unto thee I speak; for thou animatest the mass of thy body, giving it
life, which nobody furnishes to a body but thy God is even unto thee the Life of
life.(61)





The whole metaphysics of participation that Augustine is led to formulate
suggests that changing beings, although having
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substantially nothing in common with the changeless
Being, somehow partake of it in some degree or another. God is present in the
world but not in a spatial sense. He is the inner source for the existence and
movement of creatures, but at the same time this source is totally transcendent
to their being. In short, God is present to the world as its unceasingly
creative cause. This is nowhere more vigorously expressed than in Letter 187
to Volusianus:

God
so fills all things as to be not a quality of the world, but the very creative
being of the world, governing the world without work, sustaining it without
effort. Yet He is not extended through space by size so that half of Him should
be in half of the world and half in the other half of it. He is wholly present
in the whole of it, as to be wholly in heaven alone and wholly in the earth
alone, and wholly in heaven and earth together; unconfined to any place, He is
in Himself everywhere.(62) 



This “blending without mixing” of the
transcendent in the immanent sphere is, of course, reminiscent of the Porphyrian
Principle.(63) As a matter of fact, Augustine,
exactly like Plotinus and Porphyry, draws on the mind-body relationship to
conceive the paradoxical mode of God’s presence in the world:

The
nature of the soul is very far different from that of the body; and how much
more different must be the nature of God, who is the Creator of both soul and
body! God is not said to fill the world in the same way as water, air, and even
light occupy space, so that with a greater or smaller part of Himself He
occupies a greater or smaller part of the world.(64)





Here again, as in Plotinus and Porphyry, this mind-body interaction rests on the
model of the relationship between sun and daylight. Emphasizing as usual the
immaterial nature of the soul in De Genesi ad litteram, Augustine
writes:
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As
God is much more excellent than any creature, the soul likewise overcomes all
bodies according to the dignity of its nature. It is true that light and air,
the more excellent material elements of creation, that are meant to act on
behalf of their superior status [faciendi praestantia] more than to be
acted upon on behalf of their bodily mass [patiendi corpulentiam], as
is the case for water or earth, administer the body by means of certain elements
which bear more resemblance to the spirit. Indeed, corporal light heralds
something—however, the reality to which it is a herald is different from it [cui
autem nuntiat, non hoc est, quod illa].(65)





For Augustine as for the Neoplatonic authors, the soul is an immaterial light,
analogical to the sun, which illuminates the whole body, whether in terms of
will or in terms of knowledge. This illumination happens through the
“material light” of the body, which plays the role of an
intermediary—a “herald”—between an activity that is purely
intellectual and a passivity that is the specific feature of matter. In chapter
20 of the same work, Augustine describes the action of the thin particles of
light and air. Dwelling along bodily circuits, they are the first to receive the
commandment (excipere nutus) of the soul. As the aerial medium becomes
daylight by virtue of the sun’s presence, the “corporal light of the
corporal sky” as Augustine calls it here (i.e., the “atomic
arrangements” that take place in the brain) receives its diffusive
existence and power from the radiating presence of the soul.(66)
The intentio of the soul, while remaining in the soul, is transcribed
in the brain according to the multiple arrangements of this “atomic”
language and hence conveyed to the material organs, so as to exercise rational
will. Conversely, sense impressions are transcribed into other atomic
arrangements of the same kind and conveyed through the same circuits to the
brain, where they are in some way “read” by the soul. This is how the
mind comes to be informed about the external world. The “travel” of
the intentio through the bodily circuits is conceived as being as
instantaneous as the travel of light in the aerial medium, enabling the soul to
be present locally in the organs of the body while having never stepped out of
the intelligible realm.
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Although
Augustine probably borrowed the framework of his explanation from Plotinus in
the Enneads (4.3.22-23), there are indications that he reads Plotinus
in a Porphyrian key. The very notion of intentio, which plays here, as
in other treatises, an important role in Augustine’s thought, is not Plotinian.
It could be Porphyrian. As we have seen, the idea of tension, tavsi”,
is a central element of Porphyry’s description of the mind-body interaction in
the Sententia: “The confinement of the soul in the body takes
place in an unspeakable tension-outward of its own being [di
j ejktavsew” oun ajrrhvtou th~J~”
eJautou].”(67) The notion of intentio
implies a paradox. It means stretching out (tendere) without coming out
(by staying in). Yet it is precisely the role assigned by Porphyry to
his fantasia, a faculty which is closely similar to Augustine’s memoria.
We read that it is through a tension of itself that does not ontologically
mingle with outer realities that the fantasia is able to “stand
close to its own picture” or “mold pictures from outer realities”
(Sent. 43). Various scholars maintain that Augustine’s understanding of
the mind-body interaction betrays the thorough influence of Porphyry’s
conception of “blending without mixing.”(68)
Indeed, Augustine’s 
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scheme is
strikingly reminiscent of chapter 3 of Nemesius’s De natura hominis:
that the soul is able to display its activity throughout bodily parts comes from
the fact that the body suspends from the soul and its intrinsic power, vis,
in the same way as the aerial medium suspends from the sun’s intensity in order
to become daylight. The “ontological relativity” of the body induces a
“dynamic relativity” of the soul. According to Augustine, the intentio
of the soul is “relatively” in the body while remaining in itself from
an absolute point of view.(69)

This
coincides with Porphyry’s notion of energeia, but with a specific
difference. Porphyry’s energeia is said to be in the body as an
efficient cause, there being no ontological divide between the source and its
activity. Augustine’s physical intentio is the effect in the body of
the intellectual intentio remaining in the soul, the two
intentiones being therefore essentially (but precisely not intentionally)
distinct.

Be that as
it may, Augustine applies the formula of this interaction to the relationship
between God and the world, exactly as the Eastern Fathers do. Arguing in De
immortalitate animae against the Manicheans, who thought that creation
implied a temporal change in God’s will, Augustine writes:
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there
can exist something that is not changed when it moves changeable things. For
there is no change in the mover’s intention [non mutetur moventis intentio]
of bringing the body he moves to the end he wants, while that body in which the
change takes place is changed from moment to moment by the same motion, and it
is clear that the intention of accomplishing this remains utterly unchanged [illa
intentio perficiendi quam immutatam manere manfestum est].(70)





The instantaneousness of God’s will, which makes it come true under the
conditions of time and space, is itself an event devoid of time and space. These
conditions are relative to the creatures which undergo the effect of this will.
Therefore, when the intellect of creatures enclosed in space and time strives to
conjecture the cause from its effect, it has to overcome its own

relativity in terms of space and time. This is one
of the great themes in Augustine’s Confessions: “Thou, O Lord,
ever workest, and art ever at rest. Nor seest Thou in time, nor movest Thou in
time, nor restest Thou in time; and yet Thou makest the scenes of time, and the
times themselves, and the rest which results from time.”(71)

The
numerical identity of will and essence in God cannot be understood separately
from this mental process of “de-relativizing,” which guides the famous
discussion on the nature of time in book 11 of the Confessions: 





Lo, are they not full
of their ancient way, who say to us, “What was God doing before He made
heaven and earth? For if,” say they, “He were unoccupied, and did
nothing, why does He not forever also, and from henceforth, cease from working,
as in times past He did? For if any new motion has arisen in God, and a new
will, to form a creature which He had never before formed, however can that be a
true eternity where there ariseth a will which was not before? For the will of
God is not a creature, but before the creature; because nothing could be created
unless the will of the Creator were before it. The will of God, therefore,
pertaineth to His very Substance.”(72)



 



From
this point of view, there is something strange in accusing Augustine’s notion of
divine essentia of having a “static 
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character,” as Bradshaw does (224).
Augustine’s notion of divine essentia points merely to the fact that
all the actions of God are not separated from being, esse, so that one
must conceive of God’s uncomposed essentia as intensively active.(73)

As we see,
Augustine draws as much as the Eastern Fathers do on the Porphyrian Principle to
construct his “theory of divine relativity.” A determinate action of
God here and now, although stemming from God’s eternal being-in-activity as from
its source, does not imply any movement or separation from this source. However,
whereas Eastern theology strives to display relativity, seeing it as a
means to understand the condition of creatures from a theocentric point of view,
Augustine endeavours to overcome this relativity, as the only
possibility for a creature, enclosed in the space-time continuum, to attain to
the contemplation of God’s absolute being. The Eastern tradition, following a
descending line from God to the creatures, focuses on the diakrisis of
the One, the atemporal process of multiplication/division of the divine energeia
towards the world. Augustine, following a line that goes in the opposite
direction, takes its starting-point in the created effect of God’s
will, and hence ascends gradually to the eternal preconditions of his experience
in the space-time continuum. Accordingly, Augustine forges a perspective that is
in some way the mirror-image of the Dionysian diakrisis: the
multiplicity of God’s creative operations in the world is shown to be relative
to the condition of the creature, so that these actions are systematically
reduced to the simplicity of an eternal intentio enclosing all measures
of time and space within itself.

The
existence of symmetrically inverse interpretations of the same “divine
relativity” leads of course to different ways of expressing the mystery of
God in the West and in the East. In the 
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perspective
that Augustinian theology frames, the intellects of the blessed, once removed
from the physical dimensions of space and time, as are the angelic intellects,
can contemplate God according to his essence. Here, the radiance of God, as the
radiance of sun, is shown to be identical uno numero with its source.
Sym-metrically, from the perspective of the Eastern Fathers, this divine
radiance, being perceived according to the finite capacity of created
intellects, is distinct from what God is in himself, kat’ousian, as a
Reality free from the limitations of created minds. The elect are said to
contemplate God according to the unconfined variety of his energeiai
(kindness, virtues, sanctifi-cation, creative power, etc.) which are the same
Being-in-energeia considered under its different notional aspects. Once
again, the finite nature of created intellects induces a multiplicity where
there is only unity on an absolute level. However, the multiplicity contemplated
by the elect does not point towards the finite realities belonging to the time
and space continuum, but to the being of God himself.

It is
apparent that the West and the East do not designate the same states-of-things
when it comes to the “vision of God according to essence.” Moreover,
they manifestly designate the same state-of-thing under wordings that merely
sound mutually exclusive. “The vision of God according to essence,” as
Augustine conceives it, does not designate a vision of God that would comprehend
uno intuitu the wholeness of the divine Being. Yet this type of vision
is precisely what the Eastern Fathers reject when they say that no created mind
will ever be able to contemplate the essence of God. Correlatively, the
“vision of God according to the energeiai,” as conceived by
the Greek Fathers, does not designate the vision of an entity numerically
different from the divine essence (God is uncomposed). Yet this type of vision
is precisely what Augustine rejects when he states that operations and essence
are one in God. Once again, it is worthwhile emphasizing, in opposition to
Bradshaw, that this difference in the wordings is not due to Augustine’s
ignorance of the philosophical patterns that inspired the Greek Fathers, but to 
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his original
way of reassuming these patterns. The fact that the interpretations of Augustine
and of the Eastern Fathers, despite their difference of approach, coincide from
a doctrinal point of view, is probably the best tribute possible to the idea
that dogmatic unity within Christianity does not imply theoretical uniformity.

What then of
the rest of the Latin theological tradition? On one hand, it is true that
Augustine has influenced it to an extent that can hardly be overstated. On the
other hand, it is not true that his influence could have led its victims astray
from the dogmatic stances of the Eastern tradition. Taking into account these
two facts, can we not imagine that the distance between the two traditions, as
epitomized by the conflict between Thomism and Palamism, has more to do with a
question of approach, of a difference of perspectives, than with genuine
opposition? The goal of the present reflection is to shed some light on the
construction of two different religious universes within Christendom. I shall
therefore be satisfied if the theological difference that surfaces can
contribute to the success of this investigation.





2. Saint Thomas Aquinas





All the apparent shortcomings specified to this point pale in comparison to the
paradox that, for want of being openly addressed, affects the whole line of
Bradshaw’s argument. As I stated in the beginning, the idea that the flaws of
Western theology stem from a neglect of an Aristotle-inspired school of thought
sounds highly original. It turns upside down not only the usual criticism
against the West formulated by Neopalamites, but also the traditional claim of
the Eastern Fathers that they were willing to philosophize “according to
Christ and not to Aristotle.” Originality is welcome insofar as it is
consistent. If it were such in the Bradshaw’s study, one would have at least
expected the following question to be raised: what happened to the prodigious
renewal of Aristotelian thought in the West, from the beginning
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of the
thirteenth century, if, as Bradshaw claims, it produced theological results that
were so deeply at odds with the thought of the Eastern Fathers? Hypothetically,
it could all be “la faute à St. Augustin.” After all, the weight of
his theological authority might have prevented the West from rediscovering the
essential connection between Aristotelianism and the Christian faith. But then
what about the essential connection that Western theology has succeeded in
establishing between that very Aristotelianism and the Christian faith? Is this
essential connection inessential? If so, why? And ultimately, what about the
whole foundation for the argument, if Augustine is shown to owe as much to this
“Aristotelian vein,” via Plotinus and Porphyry, as the
Eastern Fathers? When it comes to the notion of divine operation, understanding
the manner in which the Augustinian theological habitus of the West
influenced the Aristotelian renewal of the thirteenth century deserves better.
Let us take up the issue by showing how Bradshaw’s interpretation of Thomas
Aquinas’s metaphysics falls short of grasping this definitely essential
connection between Augustine and Aristotle.

As we have
said before, the solar paradigm comes up everywhere Thomas considers the communicatio
esse between the Creator and the creature: “Being results naturally
from the form of a creature, given the influence of the divine action [supposito
tamen influxum Dei]; just as light results from the diaphanous nature of
the air, given the action of the sun.”(74)
Bradshaw is aware of the importance of the paradigm, but believes that its
interpretation in terms of efficient causality closes Thomas’s metaphysics to
the synergetic universe of the Greek Fathers:

[Thomas
Aquinas] describes creatures as participating in esse ‘vigorously or
feebly’ and as possessing a power or ‘intensity’ of being that is determined by
their form. He also sees the esse of the creatures as an ongoing and
continual dependence upon that of God. Since creation is not a change from some
prior state, he argues, it is not a motion but a relation of continual
dependence, like that of the air upon the sun. It is also complete at each
moment that it occurs ‘as a thing that at the same time is being illuminated and
is illuminated’ (Contra Gentiles II 19,6). Finally, Aquinas describes
God as acting continually to 
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maintain
the esse of things just as a corporeal mover acts continually to
maintain the motion of the thing moved (III, 65,5). All of this could be taken
to mean that the esse of creatures is an ongoing activity of God. At no
point, however, does Aquinas actually say it is.(75)



As I noted above, it is fortunate that Thomas never
said that the being of creatures was identical to the activity of God, since no
Orthodox Father ever said such a thing. Let us recall that the whole point of
Gregory Palamas’s argument against Barlaam is that participation in God’s energeia
involves no essential blending, no ontological confusion, between the
participant and the Participated. Being distinct from its effect (energema),
the divine energeia of the Greek Fathers is an efficient cause that,
considered in relationship to the entity it affects, is neither natural nor
violent, but transcendent and perfective. Is this not the case of Thomas’s communicatio
esse?

Looking into the matter more precisely, however,
one can see that the similarity between the creative energeia of the
Fathers and Thomas’s communicatio esse has nothing to do with a strict
equivalence. The communicatio Thomas has in mind stands for the result
of God’s will, not for the creative will itself. Thomas emphasizes, in a direct
line with the Augustinian tradition, that the will and operation of God cannot
be really distinct from God’s essence. In this manner, whereas the energeiai
of the Greek Fathers seem to “fill the distance” between the
unspeakable unity of God’s Ousia and creatures, there seems to remain
in the conception of Thomas, as Bradshaw claims, a kind of “gap”
between the result of God’s will and the divine will itself. But how can that be
the case, if Thomas deals here with a transmission, a communicatio esse?

We need to take a deeper look at Thomas’s
metaphysical use of the solar paradigm. For this purpose, a brief analysis of a
passage where the actions of animated creatures are referred to as the
“ordinary communication” of a divine impulse will suffice.
Interestingly enough, Thomas takes up here the Augustinian notion of intentio:
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the
natural virtue which is attributed to natural things when they are constituted
in being has its place in them as a kind of form endowed with a determinate and
steady being as to its nature. But that which derives from God in a natural
thing [id quod a Deo fit in re naturali], by whose virtue it actually
operates [quo actualiter agat] is a kind of sheer intentio [est
ut intentio sola] endowed with a sort of incomplete being, similar to the
mode in which colors are said to be in the air and to the way the virtue of
craftsmanship is to be found in the instrument of the craftsman [virtus
artis in instrumento artifices].(76)



Thomas highlights here the difference between a
capacity of action that relies on the nature of the creature and a capacity
induced by an additional energetic influx from God. Whereas the former pertains
to the existence of a habitus, of a steady potency in the creature, the
latter is independent of the nature of the creature. Consequently, the creature
does not own its actions in the way it owns its natural abilities. Indeed, the
natural habitus, taken in itself, is unable to transform a capacity for
action into an actual action without the addition of this transcendent and
instantaneous influx. The analogy with the propagation of light and colors in
the air squarely reminds us of Philoponus’s interpretation of Aristotle’s De
Anima, sketched above. The aerial medium endowed with the hexis of
transparency would not produce light, if it did not receive an additional
energetic influx from the sun. This influx is received in the mode of an energeia
and propagates instantaneously, travelling as it were through the medium, but
without movement. Although the result (the action of an animal/the illumination
of the aerial medium) is the actualization of a given habitus,
affecting the medium in the mode of a quality, this quality is immediately
related to its source (God/the sun) as to the intimate and exclusive principle
of its existence. In other words, although daylight is a quality of the aerial
medium, it is much more intimately related to the light of the sun than to the
aerial matter, since there is nothing else in this matter than the mere
possibility of being illuminated.(77)
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Accordingly,
as daylight is the moment in which matter receives a determinate sharing in the
light of the sun, the action of an animal implies a determinate sharing in the
activity of God himself.

The
“intentional” aspect of the interaction between the medium and the
independent source of activity is not limited to the natural level. Evoking the
vision of the divine essence momentarily granted to Moses, Thomas states that it
happened “by way of a transitory passion [per modum cuiusdam passionis
transeuntis], as stated above … and in this way that light was in Paul
when he was in rapture.” The momentary perception of the divine essence is
the result of the essence’s intensity of being reflecting itself in the
intellect of Moses and Paul as in a medium. This gracious contemplation does not
last because the intellect of the prophets and saints is not endowed with a habitus
gloriae. It is not until they are in Patria that the elect will
enjoy this vision “by way of an abiding form [per modum formae
immanentis].”(78) The sole exception
is the human mind of Christ. He was granted, from his conception, such a
supernatural habitus/hexis. Christ intellectually contemplated the
Father continuously in the days of his human life, and this contemplation was so
intense that it sometimes reflected in the mode of a visible light, as at the
moment of the Transfiguration. This is another example of supernatural “passio
transeuns,” this time of a material order, illuminating the aerial
medium in a literal sense. Like the vision of the divine essence in the minds of
the prophets, this extraordinary light lasts no longer than an instant, since it
does not encounter in the medium a habitus that it could raise to a
state-of-activity.

In such a
context, the reappearance of the Augustinian intentio might be more
than a coincidence. Historically, as pointed out by R. Sorabji, the ontological
status of the Philoponian energeia was used by Avicenna and Averroës
in order to account for the type of reality associated with the content of
sense-perception in the medium, that is, between the object existing in the
material space 
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and the
percipient subject. Averroës refers to entities propagated in the medium as intentiones
(ma’na or ma’qul for the Greek  novhma and
lovgo”) insofar as they contain in potentia the sense-data that will
be actualized by the agent intellect:

The existence of forms in the medium has a manner intermediate between
spiritual and corporeal. For forms outside the soul have a purely corporeal
existence, within the soul a purely spiritual one, and in the medium a form
which is intermediate between spiritual and corporeal.(79)



Albert the Great clearly acknowledges his
indebtedness to the Arabic tradition when he writes about this
“travel” of colors in the medium:

this is more of an alteration than a local motion. Nevertheless, it is
not truly alteration, by the fact that not a thing, but the intentio of
a thing is generated in the medium, which intentio is not a thing
firmly established in being but rather the spiritual likeness of a firmly
established thing [quae intentio non est res rata in esse, sed potius ratae
rei similitudo spiritualis].(80)





One recognizes here the most proximate source of Thomas’s “mere intentio,
endowed with a sort of incomplete being” as opposed to the “form
endowed with a determinate and steady being as to its nature.”(81)

In this
philosophical context, one wonders why late-twelfth-century translators of
Arabic philosophy chose intentio to translate the Arabic notions.(82)
The only philosophical use of 
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intentio
witnessed in the Latin tradition leads us back to the works of Augustine.(83)
But why should translators have picked up this term from there? As we have seen,
Augustine’s intentio, as the ma’na and ma’qul of the
Arabic philosophers, also includes a duality of aspects, being intelligible and
static in the mind, while it is dynamic and material in the body. Moreover, it
specifies a continuity between the two aspects: according to Augustine, the
instantaneous “travel” of the material intentio in the body
hinges on the intensity of the mental intentio in the mind, whereas the
opposite is not true. Although the gnoseology of Augustine has little in common
with that of Aristotle, the parallel between the “travel without
travel” of Augustine’s intentio in the body and the “movement
without movement” of Averroës’ ma’na in the medium is
indeed striking.(84) Insofar as the views stated
above in 
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the present
article are consistent, it is not difficult to account for this phenomenon:
Augustine’s intentio and Averroës’ ma’qul have a common root
in the Porphyrian Principle, directly for Augustine and through Philoponus’s
interpretation of De Anima for Averroës.(85)
It is by virtue of the relativity of the lower entity to the higher that the energeia
of the latter communicates itself to the former. One therefore understands
that Thomas Aquinas was able to use the solar paradigm, construed in this
Aristotelo-Philoponian key, as a most accurate and “scientific”
expression of Augustine’s insight concerning the interaction between God and the
world. The “travel without travel” of the energeia-intentio in
the medium witnesses the unilateral dependence of the creatures on their
motionless and supremely actual Creator.

Historical
conjecture aside, the Porphyrian logic underlying Thomas’s solar paradigm proves
that there is no “gap” between 
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the communicatio
esse and its transcendent Source. Saying that the existence of the effect
is entirely dependent on the actualitas, the intensitas essendi
of the Source postulates a causal continuity between the two. If there is a
distance between them, it is to be understood exclusively in terms of substance
or nature. The essence of the effect is utterly different from the essence of
the Cause, the former being created and the latter uncreated. In this manner,
the Philopono-Aristotelian structure which Thomas gives to the paradigm of the
solar radiance points to the inanity of postulating an essential continuity
on the basis of the causal continuity that binds the creature to the
Creator. While being causally the closest reality to the creature, as creating,
conserving, guiding, and sanctifying it, God remains essentially the farthest
from the creature. All that he does is done in virtue of his pure actualitas
essendi, without his having to move or to step out from eternity into the
sphere of time and space.(86) This is nothing
but the Augustinian approach reasserted in Aristotelian terms. The
Porphyro-Philoponian scheme enables us to overcome the anthropomorphic illusions
induced by the relativity to the divine inherent in our condition. Thus, while
formulating Augustine’s view on the interaction between God and the world in
Aristotelian terms, Thomas remains faithful to the founding metaphysical
intuition of the Confessions.

In the
example of Thomas Aquinas, it becomes once again plain that the Western
theological tradition has neither neglected nor minimized the importance of the
synergism that lies at the core of its Eastern equivalent. The
post-Aristotelian, strongly Platonized scheme which, in Augustine’s works,
regulated the interaction between God and the world is taken up by Thomas in an
apparently Neoaristotelian, yet intimately Neoplatonic form. From a doctrinal
point of view, there is no difference between the ways the West and the East
envisage the causal continuity and the essential discontinuity between God and
the world. However, an identical philosophical scheme has given way to two
distinct 
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theological
perspectives. The perspective of the Greek Fathers is clearly theocentric: the
Absolute—God-being-in-energeia—is set forth in the first place, while
the energetic relativity that produces, conserves, and sanctifies creatures is
understood as a consequence of it being in relationship, en skhesei, to
the world. The perspective of the West can be called anthropocentric: the
created subject, taken in the continuum of space and time where it is created,
conserved, and sanctified is led to overcome the energetic relativity inherent
in its condition in order to contemplate God as a source of actuality
essentially secluded from time and space.

In order to
understand how two different religious worlds have emerged from these two
theological perspectives, notwithstanding their doctrinal identity, one should
keep in mind the mutually exclusive nature of these perspectives. One and the
same event can be described simultaneously from the two perspectives. This means
that there is no third point of view that could allow us to embrace
simultaneously both perspectives: one must choose one system of reference or the
other. There is no place, in Thomas’s perspective, for the Palamitic distinction
between God’s Ousia and God’s energeia, since it relies on the
theocentric view according to which the divine energeia
“in-relationship,” en skhesei, reaches out to existents.
Conversely, there is no place in Gregory Palamas’s perspective for a universe
envisaged indepen-dently from the energeiai of God, since the
identification between God’s essentia and God’s operatio
relies on Thomas’s anthro-pological view, whereby the creature’s relativity has
to be intellectually reduced. The impossibility of fusing the two perspectives
into one does indeed produce two very distinct pictures of the universe. From
the Eastern perspective, the phenomena, the visible and material realities,
appear as continuously “energized” by the Uncreated, in virtue of the
emphasis on the causal continuity between the divine energeia and the
created beings. The will of God reaches out to the world of the subject, so that
perceiving and experiencing this uncreated energeia tend to define the
content of the Christian “science of 
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God,” theologia.
From the Western perspective, the phenomena appear as having a created density
owing to their radical separation from the uncreated sphere. The will of God has
“withdrawn” into the abyss of God’s eternity, so that paying due
tribute to the “natural autonomy” of the universe becomes a primary
task of theology as sacra doctrina. Depending on the perspective
embraced, the religious meaning of the universe seems to change. This might be
the closest one can get to grasping the fundamental content of the estrangement
between the Latin West and the Byzantine East.

 



Conclusion



Bradshaw’s
study ends up with a very negative assessment of the path followed by Western
theology, which hardly comes as a surprise. All the problematic consequences of
the Enlightenment are presented as having their roots in the various limitations
and flaws of medieval theology (275-77). However, can Thomas Aquinas really be
blamed for “the long movement of the West towards unbelief”?

On the other
hand, our survey of Bradshaw’s book, though very critical on several substantial
points, does not entirely dismiss the observations that it contains. It is true
that the manner in which Western theologians, especially Thomas Aquinas, have
handled the notion of divine operation, on the basis of the Neoplatonic
conjunction between Augustine and Aristotle, has ultimately led to an emphasis
on the autonomy of the created world, either in the natural or the supernatural
sphere (grace as a “created accident”). If the condition for the
emergence of free-thinking in the Western world is the growing importance of a
scientific attitude towards the world, then there are indeed some reasons to
claim that free-thinking owes something to the theological developments that
characterize the works of Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas.

Nevertheless,
on this point, as on so many others, Bradshaw’s insights are undermined by an
unbalanced philosophical 
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judgment. If
a blossoming scientific attitude is the prerequisite of modern scepticism, it
also means that the scientific achievements of the modern era owe something to
the medieval revival of Aristotelianism. The least one can say is that the role
of Palamism in the development of modern science and in the construction of new
social paradigms is not nearly so evident. Should one give one’s preference to a
theology that has shaped in depth what we call the modern world, with all its
achievements and failures? Or should one give it to a theology that,
notwithstanding its wonderful fruits of holiness, has always kept a distance
from a purely immanent type of human knowledge? The question is probably unfair.
Giving personal preferences is not what is expected from theologians, or rather
from historians of theology. Their role is merely to explore the religious roots
of present culture, with all its inner tensions and conflicts, in the most
objective way possible. To this extent, such a commitment might prove crucial.
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l. 205 [Corpus Christianorum Cont. Med., Turnhout: Brepols, 1996]).
There is, however, no sign of further philosophical or theological elaboration. 



[bookmark: N_84_]84.
Augustine had
in mind the “travel” of the intentio in the body, as
pertaining to the interaction between the soul and the body, not the
“travel” of the intentio in the external medium, as
pertaining to the interaction between the percipient subject and the material
world. Moreover, when Augustine deals with the latter, he takes up the “extramissive”conception
of Plato and the Stoics: sense perception is not caused by the formal activity
of the object in the intellect of the percipient, as in the Philoponian theory,
but by the causal activity of the subject itself, as the light of the soul
extends in conic rays towards the surrounding space in order to grasp the forms
of material things (see De quantitate animae, 66; De Genesi ad litteram,
3.5.7). The progress of “physiological optics” in the Arabic world, at
the cusp of the tenth and eleventh centuries., has led to the reversal of the
old extramissive theory of vision, which had found its final exponent in Galen.
The ideas of Philoponus, well known as Yahya al-Nahwi, the commentator on
Aristotle’s Physics, are probably not foreign to this crucial step.
Avicenna relies on Al-Razi (d. 924) when he refutes the intramissive theory
still defended by Al-Kindi and Hunayn ben Ishaq (d. 877). The conceptions of
Al-Hazen (Ibn-al-Haytham, d. 1038), the greatest Arabic theoretician of
physiological optics and a contemporary of Avicenna, stand even closer to
Philoponus. Some of the results to which the experiments of Al-Hazen, making use
of darkrooms, have led coincide tightly with the argument of Philoponus on the
example of stained glass. Exactly like stained glass, air needs to be
transparent in order to convey colors, while colors need to fall on an opaque
surface in order to become visible. Al-Hazen’s general theory of perceptual
processes sounds very similar to that of Philoponus: sensible objects emit rays
or powers (called “forms” and “intentiones” in the
Latin translations of Al-Hazen’s treatises) in a natural way, which fall into
percipient eyes in perpendicular lines. While traveling in the medium, those
powers, treated geometrically as points and lines, are devoid of matter
(otherwise they would interfere with one another while propagating in the
medium). These forms or intentiones are the source of the intentiones
grasped by the mind when the sense organ is properly affected by those
activities. Albert the Great was familiar with Al Hazen’s “physiological
epistemology”: “Light does not remove anything from the colored body
according to matter [per esse materiale]. It produces a similar form in
the medium, like the similitude of a seal is imprinted on wax or in some other
matter. Regarding the existence of such a form in the eye, Haceuben Huchaym has
produced evidence of it, relying on many visible signs” (Albertus Magnus,
Liber de sensu et sensato, tract. 1 [Opera omnia, ed. A. Borgnet
(Paris: Vives, 1890-95), 25]). Regarding the progress of physiological optics in
Arabic medieval science see Gül A. Russel, “La naissance de
l’optique physiologique,” in Histoire des Sciences Arabes, vol.
2, ed. R. Rashed and R. Morelon (Paris: Seuil, 1997). 
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 In his strenuous attempt to sketch out a deeper, metaphysical
connection between the different meanings of intentio in Thomas, in one
tight line with Marechal’s transcendental Thomism, A. Hayen points also to a
nonstrictly Aristotelian (i.e.,, Neoplatonic), origin of the notion (see A.
Hayen, L’intentionnel selon Saint Thomas [Paris: Desclée de Brouwer,
1954]). 
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 See M.-J. Dodds, “Ultimacy and Intimacy: Aquinas on the
Relation between God and the World,” in C. J. Pinto de Oliveira, O.P., Ordo
sapientiae et amoris: Hommage au Professeur J.-P. Torrell (Fribourg:
Editions universitaires, 1993). 
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THE TITLE OF THIS ESSAY points to two questions for a study of Aquinas’s
virtue ethics and the renewal of Catholic moral theology. Does Aquinas’s virtue
approach to ethics necessarily involve moral development? And can we rationally
speak of moral development in terms of theological virtue ethics and
“making all things new in Christ”?(2)

Concerning the first question, William
Spohn recently claimed that “moral development has not yet become a major
concern for virtue ethics.”(3) Even though
moral growth was central to the thought of Aristotle, the grandfather of virtue
ethics, Spohn professed to be unaware of any “major concern” for moral
development in contemporary virtue theory, with two minor exceptions.(4)
Of course, Spohn was, in part, referring to the Kohlbergian brand of “moral
development,” which, because of its 
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philosophical presuppositions, differs
markedly from Aristotelian approaches to moral growth.

Concerning the second question, the
fragmentation of academic disciplines and the compartmentalization of
theological approaches has driven a wedge between ethics and moral theology, as
well as between the latter and key Christological sources in biblical,
patristic, dogmatic, and spiritual theology. In the latter part of this essay, I
focus on Aquinas’s understanding of a tripartite development in virtue in order
to present his teaching on the moral and spiritual development of the
theological virtues. The particular attention paid to the virtue of charity
permits us to answer the question: in what way can we intelligibly speak of
moral development in terms of “making all things new in Christ”?

I will turn to the writings of St.
Thomas Aquinas and Fr. Servais-Théodore Pinckaers for guidance in responding to
these questions. Before doing so, I will give an overview of contemporary
approaches to moral development in order to understand Spohn’s difficulty and to
prepare for the discussion of moral development based in a virtue approach, with
application to properly theological issues in moral development.



I. Contemporary Studies on Moral Development



In the 1970s and 1980s, Harvard
psychologist Lawrence Kohlberg’s cognitive structuralist school of moral
development was dominant to the point of making “moral development”
seem synonymous with his research project, which he founded on Jean Piaget’s
cognitive developmental theories and on Immanuel Kant’s philosophical ethics.
Contemporary theoretical and empirical research on moral development, however,
is no longer summed up in Kohlberg’s cognitive developmental approach. More than
one serious attempt at assimilating Kohlberg’s moral development theory and
ethics have gone down blind alleys,(5) because of
the 
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partiality found in their
philosophical presuppositions. Moreover, the hegemony of Piaget and Kohlberg’s
formalist ethic was over-come in secular academia by different postmodern
voices. Both psychologists and ethicists have found that Kohlberg’s approach
remains limited to cognitive issues correlative to justice set in a formalist
framework and overly influenced by Kant, John Dewey, and John Rawls.(6)
For instance, Kohlberg’s moral cognitive structuralism has been repudiated by
some, such as Owen Flanagan,(7) and modified by
others, such as Carol Gilligan.

In 1982, Carol Gilligan, a close
disciple of Kohlberg, identified his Achilles heal as Kantian formalist
presuppositions, the Enlightenment disassociation of emotion and caring from
moral judgment, and a misrepresentation of woman’s transition to moral maturity.(8)
On a constructive note, Gilligan identified feminine expressions of
“care” as a further element for recognizing moral maturity. While
Gilligan’s feminine ethic and development theory are insightful and remain
popular, they are criticized for an overly rigid conceptual division of feminine
and male anthropology and developmental tasks.(9)
Moreover, they have proven to be neither empirically established(10)
nor philosophically adequate.(11)
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Faced with such critiques, Kohlberg
himself partially revised the conception and annotations of his empirical
studies on moral development before his death in 1987; in particular, he amended
his aim as being the study of justice reasoning rather than moral development in
general.(12) His approach has been complemented
by various other psychological theories of moral development, such as
attribution theories, social learning-social cognition, psychoanalysis, Marxist
conceptions, as well as composite and specialized theories.(13)
Other theories have been proposed that purport to find their bases in religious
doctrine or in the structure of faith.(14) In
all, recent explorations in cognition, emotion, and social relations have
outstripped and complemented Kohlberg’s approach and his refocused research.

On the nonformalist side, virtue
ethics has returned to the limelight of philosophical and Christian ethics.
Following this trend, contemporary studies that correlate virtue ethics and
empirical, psychological studies are increasing in number. The largest concerted
effort carries the banner of positive psychology. Interested in what constitutes
and promotes the good life, positive psychology has realigned empirical
psychology’s focus from clinical disorders (e.g., in the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of the American Psychiatric Association) to the
classification of character strengths and virtues. It describes this
classification as “the social science equivalent of virtue ethics using the
scientific 
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method to inform philosophical
pronouncements about the traits of a good person.”(15)
Although the project adopts some of the assumptions of philosophical virtue
ethics, it distances itself from the normative aspect of virtue theory by
focusing on the virtues as functional qualities that make the person good. Thus,
it does not pursue virtue-related issues of moral law (normativeness) and of
adjudication in the face of moral conflicts. Rather, it seeks to explain the
correlation of disparate character traits, action, and a singular self by modern
personality psychology.(16) It makes a
contribution not on the properly ethical level, but rather on the psychological
level of explaining the psychological function of the virtues. It offers an
example of an empirical, comparative study that interweaves interest in positive
growth, character, and virtue.

In contrast to the moral developmental
models described above, certain philosophical virtue ethics tend less to
integrating nuanced considerations of moral psychology into virtue theory than
to describing virtue statically in the acts and obligations that correlate with
moral laws, rules, and customs. This approach construes virtue simply as an a
priori norm itself or reduces it to practical moral discourse and acts. Here
‘virtue’ serves casuistry, effectively construed as a kind of disguised virtue
of obligation.(17) More generally, philosophical
virtue theories tend to resist psychological theories of development, fearing
uncritical pres-uppositions and world views. Such virtue theories disassociate
themselves from psychological concerns and research on moral 
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development, preferring a priori,
utilitarian, or casuistic approaches.(18) At the
base of the resistance to recognizing the mutual services that different
sciences render each other (in this case, the service that moral psychology can
render ethics and vice versa) is the modern tendency to compartmentalize the
sciences and effectively to deny an ordering and unity of knowledge. In ethics,
this tendency has reinforced the autonomy of ethics and its focus on
normativeness; the cost is a reduced notion of service that has isolated virtue
theory from a deeper understanding of human anthropology and development. While
the notion of service itself does not destroy the relative autonomy of the
sciences, it does demand that we come to terms with the ordering of the
sciences.(19)

As a mere preface, this status
quaestionis cannot treat more fully the promise or partiality of these
moral development and virtue theories. It does however set the stage for a
discussion of Aquinas’s notion of moral development as a study not only in
philosophical ethics but also in moral psychology and in theological virtue
ethics.



 



II. Aquinas’s Developmental Perspective



A) Psychology of Development



Does Aquinas necessarily imagine
virtue in terms of moral growth and development? If so, what develops when the
human person grows morally? The response to the first question is not obvious.
Some thinkers have critiqued Aquinas’s approach to human and social development
for its psychological shortcomings. Certain respected Thomists—for example,
Jean Porter and Anthony Kenny—have taken Aquinas to task for not presenting a 
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more nuanced notion of the psyche’s
dynamic development. Although Aquinas’s account of the virtues remains
fundamentally sound and normative, it needs reformulation, according to Porter.
She says that Aquinas “has no sense of the dynamic development of the
psyche, and, perhaps more importantly, he also has very little sense of the
significance of social forces in shaping individual identity.”(20)
This critique, while expressing a valid concern to advance Aquinas and the
tradition’s reflections on virtue, seems overstated or perhaps limited to a
modern notion of subjective “identity.” There is no reason to defend
Aquinas for not having foreseen contemporary debates with both their drawbacks
and their advances concerning human individuation and socialization.
Nonetheless, we need to look more extensively at the structure and content of
his moral anthropology and virtue theory in order to examine his developmental
insights.

Aquinas’s developmental approach
differs significantly from both Kohlberg’s theory of “moral
development” and Gilligan’s theory of the dichotomy between male justice
and female care. Aquinas’s notion of moral development is rooted in an inclusive
vision of nature and the human person and society. Its backbone is constituted
by the virtues, which are understood through the developmental concepts of
habitus (i.e., a disposition to act and a key for understanding the development
of human powers) and connaturality (i.e., the need to develop a second nature to
act competently). His notion of development furthermore involves following
nature (sequi naturam) and the natural law through the human rational
participation in the divine law, and, proper to the theological and infused
virtues, receptivity to the grace of the New Law of the Holy Spirit, given to
those who believe in Christ and act in love. Pinckaers has made a significant
contribution to 
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reviving interest in Aquinas’s
understanding of the New Law of grace as the keystone in moral theology.(21)
According to Aquinas, a connatural disposition for a freedom of excellence
develops from a natural foundation toward a spiritual goal through personal
experience and divine grace,(22) the latter
manifesting itself as an instinct of the Holy Spirit.(23)

Aquinas’s vision of virtue focuses on
that personal experience which does not come to be without sense perception of
the environment, intellectual reflection and choice, social influences, and
grace.(24) Moral progress requires a
transformation of the person’s emotional and intellectual capacities, which
include social dimensions. Aquinas says: “it pertains to man’s good that
the whole of human nature should be subject to virtue, that is, that virtue
should involve the intellectual part, the sensitive part, and the body.”(25)
Virtues instill changes that are not simply quantitative, but intensive, and
that involve the correlation of receiving and giving at natural and graced
levels.

Without attempting here to explore all
the elements of Aquinas’s philosophical and theological anthropology that are
significant for his theory of development, I would like to address more fully
two oft-neglected aspects of that anthropology: the natural inclinations and the
evaluative sense.
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B) Natural Inclinations and Moral
Development



Aquinas construes natural inclinations
as seeds for moral development. He grounds this vision on a metaphysical
under-standing of creation and on the human sense and intellectual capacity to
be informed by the hierarchical order of being.(26)
His classic treatment of natural inclinations in question 94, article 2 of the Prima
Secundae addresses the question whether the natural law contains several
precepts.(27) Nominalist, casuist, proportion-alist,
and utilitarian perspectives have interpreted the natural inclinations
legalistically and extrinsically, without adequate reference to the Summa‘s
developmental perspective, as Pinckaers has astutely observed.(28)

The natural inclinations speak of the
human person’s basic tendencies to desire good and shun evil, to seek
self-preservation, to tend toward the goods of family, to search truth, and to
intend the goods of society,(29) which all
underlie a basic and natural desire for happiness, both natural and
supernatural.(30) They are an expression of the
natural law and the indelible image of God imprinted in each human being, a
participation in the eternal law and divine likeness, which includes a tendency
“to spread abroad their own good amongst others.”(31)
The natural inclinations correlate with the precepts of natural law, which are
ordered from the self to family and then to others and to God.(32)
This generosity 
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expresses the Neoplatonic dictum
“Goodness is diffusive of itself” (bonum diffusivum sui).(33)
As Aquinas says, these “seeds of virtue,” which are in us, are an
ordering of the will and reason to the good connatural to us.(34)
He does not specify how the inclinations per se develop chronologically
or according to stages. They are so basic that they progressively manifest
themselves at different periods of human life, even in the early acts of an
infant who seeks to preserve her life by crying for food. Through sense
experience, the natural inclinations’ ordered interrelations are received in our
perceptual, emotional, rational, and volitional capacities. Moreover, led by the
virtue of prudence through a quest toward true happiness and virtue, their
interrelation deepens over time and according to one’s state in life.

The mere presence of natural
inclinations, though, is inadequate for responsible moral action or character
develop-ment. These seeds of virtue are underspecified for concrete action. Our
intelligence must be engaged in choice and action. Of course, this can only be
understood in the context of time and space, communal practices, environmental
influences, and grace as well. Although basic inclinations become the
well-ordered personal and social dispositions of the virtues that produce moral
and spiritual acts, Aquinas cautions us that



the natural inclination to a good of virtue is a kind of beginning of
virtue [inchoatio virtutis], but is not perfect virtue. For the
stronger this inclination is, the more perilous may it prove to be, unless it be
accompanied by right reason, which rectifies the choice of fitting means towards
the due end. Thus if a running horse be blind, the faster it runs the more
heavily will it fall, and the more grievously will it be hurt.(35)




Thus, we give birth (though not alone)
to various more or less deep-seated tendencies or dispositions that either are
in “accord 
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with reason” and true goods or
are objectively disordered.(36) The level and
malleability of these dispositions, and our responsibility for them, is an issue
for developmental virtue theories.





C) The Evaluative Sense’s
Contribution





Aquinas’s assessment of the importance of the internal senses for the life of
virtue (and their relationship to the natural inclina-tions) is often neglected.
Of special interest in his fuller notion of the embodied person is the
cogitative or evaluative sense (vis
cogitativa), which is the human sensate capacity for prerational
judgment. Aquinas also calls this power “particular” intelligence,
because of its association with intellect and its capacity to compare and infer
the intentions of individual things.(37)
The other three internal senses, namely, imagination, memory, and the common or
synthetic sense serve the evaluative sense as well as the higher cognitive and
affective capacities. Aquinas would have us understand that this sensate
perception and judgment directly influence the emotions and our exercise of the
intellectual and moral virtues. Human emotions, reason, and will count on these
first movements of the sensate perception and judgment quickly to perceive and
recognize what attracts and repels human beings. Evolutionary theory identifies
the utility of such judgments for hygiene and genetic health (e.g., disgust for
feces or repulsion at thoughts of incest). With great understanding of the human
as an embodied person, Aquinas distinguishes the evaluative sense’s embodied
judgments about what will suit or harm us from other internal senses (tying this
capacity to memory and imagination). In his view, a type of sensate judgment
about the “individual intentions” (intentionum
individualium) of the world around us produces an attraction
(desire) or repulsion (disgust) that precedes
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emotional expressions(38)
and gives us a first approximation or “imperfect” perception of our
end.(39) Nonetheless, these sensate judgments
are not the last word on moral action. Through rational and affective
deliberation, the person evaluates the accuracy of these first approximate
judgments and enacts the practical work of deliberating, discerning, and judging
what is true and good to do, in the context of his historical commitments and
personal goals.

Moral dispositions (that is, virtues
and vices) are not located at the level of the internal senses,(40)
yet Aquinas’s discussion of the participation of acquired dispositions in the
goods of reason does apply to internal sensate perception and judgment.
Following Aristotle, Aquinas recognizes that we form bodily dispositions in the
internal senses, notably through memory which is modified by the force of the
object, meditation, and repeated acts.(41) When
well-disposed (by nature and by habituation) the evaluative sense 
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serves our exercise of prudence and of
the other virtues.(42) When disordered, on the
other hand, it can disserve the functioning of our emotions, reasoning, and
willing, which it misleads toward apparent or compromised instead of true goods
(STh I, q. 77, a. 1). The evaluative power’s positive impact on human
thought and action comes from its excellence, which it owes “not to that
which is proper to the sensate part; but to a certain affinity and proximity to
the universal reason, which, so to speak, overflows into them” (STh
I, q. 78, a. 4, ad 5) and guides them.(43) The
evaluative power’s negative potential comes from the influence of underdeveloped
capacities and ignorance of the true nature of the good or evil on hand,
disordered passions and acquired vices, personal or social bias and sin, learned
errors and mistakes, and the effects of other developmental factors or
psychosocial pathologies. For example, good sensate judgments can be over-ridden
by passions that fixate only on one aspect of reality at the expense of other
morally decisive factors (STh I-II, q. 24, a. 3). In such a case, the
evaluative sense can end up following disordered emotion (STh I-II, q.
77, a. 1). Focusing exclusively on the savory meal, for example, will distract
one from the otherwise evident plight of one’s neighbor.

Further study of these two
areas—natural inclinations and the evaluative sense—will aid in retrieving the
wisdom of the tradition concerning moral development and advancing it in
dialogue with contemporary sciences. While Aquinas’s philosophical principles
are solid, the neurological and psychological sciences offer fine-tuned
observations on the functioning of perception, affection, and cognition that
need to be taken up (and interpreted) in such a sound philosophical anthropology
and to be put into the service of a properly theological anthropology and virtue
theory.
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III. Tripartite Development in Virtue





Without going into the extensive discussion of moral agency and virtue found in
Aquinas’s Prima Secundae,
I would now like to focus this study on his tripartite understanding of growth
in virtue, particularly theological virtue. Evocative descriptions of this are
found in his account of the subject of the theological virtue of charity (STh
II-II, q. 24, a. 9), freedom (STh
II-II, q. 183, a. 4), and of the fruits of the Holy Spirit (STh
I-II, q. 70, a. 3, ad 2).(44)









A) Analogies for
Development



Aquinas employs three analogies he
draws from human growth, physics, and biology in order to illustrate the
trajectory of moral growth in virtue. First, human psychosocial growth provides
an analogy of the relationship between stages of growth and types of action and
pursuit. Aquinas observes “fixed divisions according to those particular
acts [actiones] and practices [studia] to which we are
brought” by growth through infancy and childhood, to adolescence and
adulthood (STh II-II, q. 24, a. 9). He notes that infants learn to use
their intelligence (usum rationis) before learning to speak and to
perfect their reasoning (incipit loqui et ratione uti), and that human
beings learn to master generative powers and responsibilities (incipit posse
generare) before refining an array of other acts and practices that
indicate maturity (ad perfectum).

Second, a spatial metaphor illustrates
the tripartite structure of virtue development, which is likened to local motion
that at first involves “withdrawal from one term, then approach to the
other, and thirdly, rest in this term” (ibid.). Although the
“rest” of an inanimate object may appear an insignificant goal in the
context of human perfection and maturity, application of this metaphor to the
interior realities of human virtues brings a different assessment. In the human
context, Aquinas’s notion of rest 
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identifies the progression from love,
through desire, to pleasure and differentiates the typology of pleasure, while
distinguishing the properly spiritual pleasure called joy.(45)

Third, in the article on whether the
virtue of charity increases with every charitable act, Aquinas likens spiritual
increase in virtue to the nonproportional bodily growth of animals and plants.(46)
Fallow times prepare for extended periods of increase, which also depend on
other factors including light, warmth, and nutrition. Nature disposes for
increase before an actual increase occurs. Aquinas draws his model from biology
or horticulture rather than mathematics or geometry in order to affirm that this
growth is neither linear nor continuous. He explains that:



charity does not actually increase through every act of charity, but each
act of charity disposes to an increase of charity, insofar as one act of charity
makes a person more ready to act again according to charity, and this readiness
increasing, the person breaks out into an act of more fervent love, and strives
to advance in charity, and then his charity increases actually. (STh
II-II, q. 24, a. 6) 





Here Aquinas recognizes the interrelation and distinction between the
disposition and the act of charity. There is not a simple increase of act;
rather, an increase in readiness and striving to act occurs at the level of
disposition. Acts modify dispositions, which lead to modified acts. 









B) Three Moral Stages





Through these parallels between spatial movement, biological growth, and
psychosocial development, Aquinas identifies three moral stages, namely,
discipline, progress, and maturity. First, growth in virtue involves a
disciplined distancing of oneself from what is destructive, empty, or
undeveloped. It involves employing law as a sure rule to protect our burgeoning
affections and cognitions as well as self-mastery to aid us to resist disordered
emotions and to act morally with greater consistency. Second, we
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advance toward a perfective goal
through the habituation (teleological growth) of our malleable capacities. In
our quest for goodness, we start to make progress in virtue, encouraged by
family, teachers, friends, and the community. We develop patterns of being that
are more receptively and actively disposed to goodness and truth, tending toward
self-preservation and life in family and in society. Finally, we obtain maturity
and rest, as well as joy and spontaneity, in the internal exercise of virtuous
ways that express a creative freedom of excellence. Over time, our moral powers
can continue to be perfected in the pursuit of personal acts and communal
practices that accord with reason, including faith-informed reason.(47)

In order to understand moral growth
and Aquinas’s teaching here, Pinckaers has used two analogies from the arts:
learning to play the piano and to speak a foreign language.(48)
The piano analogy addresses the need for predispositions (such as attraction to
music and an ear for it), a teacher to articulate the rules of the art and to
mentor the budding artist, and exercise in order to develop raw talent into
consolidated skills. There are stages in growth (1) from difficulty and painful
effort in the acquisition of basic skills and self-discipline; (2) through
progress in art, such as playing the piano with accuracy and good rhythm
(acquiring ease, spontaneity, and pleasure); (3) to establishing the capacity to
interpret and improvise—a freedom of creative excellence.

In discussing the duties and states of
life, Aquinas also employs the notion of three stages in order to explain
deliberate growth in spiritual freedom or servitude. In spiritual matters, a
person’s internal state of freedom can be aimed at servitude or justice (STh
II-II, q. 183, a. 4). On the one hand, the servitude of sin leads to the freedom
from justice that is actually a habitual inclination to sin. This is true
servitude. On the other hand, the servitude of justice leads to the freedom from
sin, whereby a person is inclined to good by a disposition of justice. This is
true freedom. Moreover, Aquinas recognizes that perfect states are attained 
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gradually and with intentional effort,
following St. Paul’s teaching in the Letter to the Romans (Rom 6:16, 20-22). As
in every human effort, and no less in those that are fully under the aegis of
grace, a person grows in spiritual freedom or servitude through three stages as
beginner, proficient, and perfect.(49)

Aquinas draws upon Aristotle and
Augustine to show that moral growth involves a basic structure of human nature
that we express in terms of the virtues. Neither Aquinas nor Aristotle nor
Augustine are formalists in terms of a Kantian emphasis on good will or in terms
of a Kohlbergian priority on the universal form of justice reasoning. Rather,
their approaches are content driven and teleologically structured around the
virtues. Augustine and Aquinas moreover distinguish the natural principles that
underlie acquired intellectual and moral virtues from the infused dispositions
that underlie the theological and infused moral virtues that direct us to our
supernatural end, so that we behave well as “fellow citizens with the
saints, and of the household of God” (Eph 2:19).(50)
On the one hand, there are the acquired dispositions. Fortitude, as an example
of an acquired virtue, concerns an external norm about rationally adjudicating
what to do in a fearful situation. Through this virtue, our affective
dispositions to experience and express fear and daring tend toward courageous,
good, and just acts, supported by the adjudication of reason and the motivation
of will. On the other hand, as an infused virtuous disposition (infused by grace
and informed by Judeo-Christian Scripture, models, and teaching), Christian
courage expresses a theological mean and finality at work in emotional,
rational, and volitional dispositions in order to express and defend Christian
convictions about faith and justice in fearful situations, even being prepared
to give one’s life for Christ and for others.(51)
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IV. Development in the Three Stages of Charity





With this foundation in place, we can now address moral development more
explicitly in terms of “making all things new in Christ.” Aquinas
presents his clearest treatment of three stages of development while discussing
the theological virtue of charity (STh
II-II, q. 24, a. 9). This virtue must itself be studied in its larger context.
Here we enter the realm of theological trans-formation that is active in the
infused virtues and the gifts of the Holy Spirit, concerning which Aquinas calls
upon the authority of Scripture (especially the Gospel of John and the Sermon on
the Mount), St. Augustine, and St. Gregory the Great.(52)
In so doing, Aquinas construes the virtue of charity as the perfection of the
person’s will in “a friendship of a human person for God, founded upon the
fellowship of everlasting happiness.”(53) This virtue grows through the exercise of various
practices (in family and community, sacrament and worship, work and so on),
according to three stages: from difficult beginnings, through effort-filled
progress, to more spontaneous maturity.(54)









A) The Beginner and the Law 





The beginner, while seeking the proper object of virtue, which in the case of
charity is union with God through friendship with Christ, will have certain
developmental preoccupations, if not distractions. Aquinas explains that
beginners advance in their love for God, self, and neighbors through a stage in
which they must adapt their behavior and train their dispositions with the aid
of the commands of law, in particular the Decalogue,(55)
but also the practices, customs, and rules that constitute the good life of a
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family, community, profession, and so
on.(56) When consciously seeking to be united to
God, a person seeks to follow the commandments especially as formulated in
Scripture (most notably in the Decalogue and the New Testament commands and
lists against sin). As an external principle of action, law leads a person away
from immoral extremes and sin and, at the same time, toward moral and spiritual
goals. The law’s pedagogical role involves the basic training needed for
self-actualization and maturity.(57) For the law
to have its full effect, though, each person must not only apply himself but
also receive further assistance (parental training, social input, and divine
grace). Moreover, the Decalogue is established according to the order of the
generation of human goodness (from acts of religion, to filial piety, to justice
and to moral integrity writ large), so as to create a culture for advancing not
only virtuous acts, but even virtuous dispositions.(58)

This first stage of development
involves a special focus on avoiding sin and resisting disordered passions that
lead us away from God and parents, and that tend toward death, adultery, theft,
dishonesty, and covetousness. Depending on dispositions and upbringing or
training in particular practices, a person may have more or less difficulty in
avoiding the extremes that are excluded by the negative precepts (do not kill,
do not steal, and so on) or in concentrating on the means toward positive ones
(love of God, neighbor, and self—including specific positive precepts to honor
parents and love enemies). Aquinas recognizes that, at a lower degree of virtue,
negative precepts of law have particular importance, while positive ones aid us
to progress, especially at a higher degree. Moreover, he draws a parallel
between the degrees of virtue and the types of precepts in his discussion of
sin: 



In God’s law, the various affirmative and negative precepts serve to
gradually lead people to virtue, first by abstaining from evil, being induced to
this by the 
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negative precepts, and afterwards by doing good, to which we are induced
by the affirmative precepts. Wherefore the affirmative and negative precepts do
not belong to different virtues, but to different degrees of virtue.(59)






At the first stage, there is a tendency to a servile relationship to the law,
which is perceived as oppressive and foreign.(60)
Just as a faint flame needs shelter and fanning, burgeoning charity needs
protection and promotion. Law serves to protect it from self-destruction since
contrary acts corrode and crush love. In conscious and unconscious ways, the
person progresses in charity through the practice of obedience to law and in the
exercise of good and just practices inasmuch as he employs such experiences for
constructive discipline and positive pedagogy. Aquinas thus construes law, not
as an end in itself, but as a means to promote the growth of internal virtuous
dispositions(61)
and to provide the arena for practices (studia) that model charity. 









B) Progress in
Virtue and the Encouragement of the Sermon on the Mount





At the second stage, we progress in the good of virtue through a new internal,
embodied quality of our personal acts and com-munal practices. The Christian
model for this advancement is formulated in the Sermon on the Mount.(62)
Aquinas places great importance on the Sermon on the Mount not only as a model
for growth and renewal, but as a corpus of spiritual teaching and moral
practices for imitating Christ (Matt 5-7; Luke 6). Following yet outstripping
Augustine’s Commentary on the Sermon
on the Mount,(63) Aquinas correlates the Sermon’s seven beatitudes
not
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only with the gifts of the Holy
Spirit, but also with the seven principal theological and cardinal virtues.(64)
The importance of the disciplined practices outlined in the Sermon cannot be
over-emphasized nor can the need for each person to have a spirit of initiative
in seeking to instantiate this teaching. The beatitudes, for example, identify
general areas in which one must engage in concrete action with real neighbors
and personal challenges. The affirmations and admonitions of the Sermon point to
types of practice that must be personalized in terms of substantial good works,
patience, respect for others, conjugal commitment and purity, truth-telling,
pardon, love of enemies, and confidence in God. Specific types of almsgiving and
generosity, prayer, and fasting (Matt 6) further structure the internal life of
one who is making progress in Christian virtue.

Charity’s intensity is strengthened by
the knowledge and practices found in the Sermon. Aquinas extensively explains
how the intellective appetite (the will) as the subject of charity can grow in a
person,(65) but not without knowledge. In the
act of charity the human mind (mens) is united to God and to others for
love of God. A person’s charity increases according to the excellence of the
object and the number of objects known, but also according to the intensity of
the act of the will, for someone can be loved more or less.(66)
An increase in charity is nothing other than an alteration in the person, in
whom the form of charity intensifies, thus changing the person who loves.(67)
Aquinas says that “this is what God does when he increases charity, that
is, he makes it to have a greater hold on the soul, and the likeness of the Holy
Spirit to be more perfectly participated by the soul.”(68)
For 
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Aquinas, this change of the soul
involves a change of the em-bodied person, whose “body and those things
which are necessary for the body help to tend toward God, albeit
instrumentally.”(69) At this
moral-spiritual level which involves various types of suffering and joy,
ascetical and purgative practices and spiritual exercises are vital Christian
disciplines that promote growth and awaken in us a greater awareness of and
attraction to true good, as Pinckaers has reminded us.(70)

This process is a two-way street;
increase is not guaranteed. Charity can be undercut through acts that oppose
charity, namely, two types of sin. Mortal sin does not so much diminish as
destroy charity. This loss of charity effectively results when a changeable
subject freely “prefers sin to God’s friendship,” evidenced when he
chooses to disobey God’s will and the rule of his com-mandments.(71)
Venial sin, on the contrary, decreases one’s disposition to act in charity. The
cessation of the “practice of works of charity”(72)
and slack acts can thus dispose one to a lower degree of that virtue. As Aquinas
says: “The effect does not surpass the power of its cause. But an act of
charity is sometimes done with some tepidity or slackness [cum aliquo tepore
vel remissione]. Therefore it does not conduce to a more excellent charity,
rather does it dispose to a lower degree” (STh II-II, q. 24, a. 6,
sc). Here we should speak of the effect of venial sin rather then an
act of charity per se. This case, moreover, clarifies the
interconnection of deliberate choice (volition and intention), progress in
virtue, and the divine law (the latter being expressed not only in the Decalogue
but also in the Sermon).(73) It also brings
nuance to the adage that “to stand still in the way to God is to go
back.”(74) 
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C) Maturity and the Inspiration of
the New Law



At the third stage, Aquinas speaks
about the maturity in virtue and freedom that render one fruitful and give a
certain mastery. A person efficaciously attains this higher goal through the
connaturality of virtue, but principally under the inspiration of the New Law,
which “is chiefly the grace itself of the Holy Spirit, given to those who
believe in Christ”(75) and “working
through love.”(76) For Aquinas, each virtue
has (1) its proper content; (2) its subject, faculty, or power; and (3) its
object. Moreover, each virtue necessarily draws from the other virtues, that is,
from the complete dispositions and acts of the embodied person. The specific
“theological” transformation of patience, courage, prudence, and the
like is worked through the grace that underlies infused moral and theological
virtues. Nonetheless, there is a human participation therein, for “a
movement of the free-will is requisite in the infusion of charity.”(77)
Besides divine help, Aquinas identifies two other levels of assistance in
tending toward God as an end, namely, self-help and the cooperation of fellow
men.(78)

For Aquinas, drawing from St. Paul (1
Cor 2:6), people can have a type of mature or “perfect” love according
to the use of their present capacities, when seeking wholeheartedly to serve God
and others, or at least habitually to “neither think nor desire anything
contrary to the love of God.”(79) There can
be continual increase in charity at the third stage, since God’s infinite
goodness can always lead a human person to fuller “participation of the
infinite charity which is the Holy Spirit.”(80)
In this life, God can continue to enlarge the heart (the intellective appetite)
to be capable of further increase. Determinative factors for charity are
knowledge and faith, which will give way to vision for the blessed 
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in heaven. By his commitment to the
connection of the virtues,(81) in general, and
to the mutual dependency of charity and knowledge, in particular,(82)
Aquinas avoids a formalist reduction of moral goodness to the goodness of the
will.

Aquinas construes a unity of object
(for the virtue of charity) when speaking of the same virtue that develops from
beginning to end, through the three stages. Charity is analogous to other
virtues. Nonetheless, besides the principal act of charity, which is a knowing
love (“a friendship of man for God, founded upon the fellowship of
everlasting happiness”),(83) a fuller
account of it in-cludes the interior effects of joy, peace, and mercy, in
addition to the outward effects, such as acts of beneficence, almsgiving, and
fraternal correction.(84) This stage of
perfection in charity chiefly involves aiming for union with God, and brings an
increased joyful preoccupation with and consciousness of God. The issue of its
development, while related, is distinct from its pedagogy (or how we learn to
exercise charity in personal efforts and struggles, in communal practices and
through the instruction and modeling of others—in particular Christ, the
saints, and the Church).(85)

Aquinas says that moral and spiritual
maturity gives birth to a type of ease and even spontaneity in regards to
charity, rooted in the instinct of the Holy Spirit (instinctus Spiritus
Sancti).(86) 
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Charity’s highest form involves
spontaneously exceeding minimal normative and conventional demands, taking the
Sermon on the Mount and the New Law of the Holy Spirit as its guide, while not
neglecting (but rather fulfilling) the requirements of the Decalogue.(87)
This teaching is unpopular among some ethicists and many moral theologians, who
focus on the acquired connaturality or normativeness of pure reason or the
Decalogue alone. A renewed vision of moral development has to grapple with
chal-lenges to recognize the place of the gifts of the Holy Spirit and
friendship with Christ in the moral life, and the reasons moral theologians have
neglected them and hesitated to use the word ‘instinct’, for example, in this
regard.

Part of the problem is to resolve the
putative conflict between law and instinct in the context of the effects of sin
(wounded human nature) and the promise of divine grace. For Aquinas, law and
instinct (their highest and purest levels) do not conflict. At the first two
stages though, a person will inevitably experience instinctive or emotive
conflicts between certain customs and civil law, on the one hand, and natural
law and the evangelical or New Law of the Holy Spirit, on the other. Some
conflicts are due to ignorance or the inapplicability of a custom or rule, which
demands the virtue of prudence for discernment. Aquinas’s notion of the grace
(the graced instinct) of the Holy Spirit does not constitute parallel realms or
competitive worlds that divide nature from graced-nature or law from spiritual
instinct.(88) Rather the grace of the sevenfold
gift of the Holy Spirit disposes one to the impulses that bring a further
measure to reason.(89) In this regard, Fr.
Pinckaers(90) and Pope John Paul II’s Veritatis
splendor (which 
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speaks of a participated theonomy)(91)
offer intelligent keys to resolve the problem of law and instinct and to
understand how Christian theological and infused moral virtues mark a
developmental pathway that transforms people and communities from without and
from within. 



 



Conclusion



Aquinas’s correlation of virtue ethics
with personal moral growth offers a firm philosophical foundation on which to
advance a vision of development in theological and infused virtues. By its
scope, this ethical theory covers moral growth in a complete fashion, without
being exhaustive; for, as we have suggested, it is open to dialogue with the
biological and psychosocial sciences, which each contribute insights about human
growth and development according to their respective competencies and level.
Moreover, Aquinas employs his ethical edifice in a theologically innovative way,
for his theological virtue theory integrates considerations of the infused
virtues, the gifts of the Holy Spirit, spiritual practices, and the human quest
for beatitude in Christ, which all need reappropriating in moral theology after
the long winter of modernity. In sum, Aquinas’s tripartite model of growth in
virtue gives us both philosophical and theological bases for understanding moral
development and a way to speak intelligibly about making all things new in the
love of Christ.
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AT THE ROOT OF Jewish and Christian
understandings of human nature are God’s words in the first chapter of the
Bible: 



Then
God said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness; and let them
have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the air, and over
the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps
upon the earth.” So God created man in his own image, in the image of God
he created him; male and female he created them. (Gen 1:26-27)



Interpreting this passage, Richard Middleton
describes the contemporary debate between “a metaphysical, substantialistic
analogy” (the image of God as rooted in human rationality) and “a
dynamic, relational notion of the image as ethical conformity or obedient
response to God.”(1) Middleton’s concerns
regarding 
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the traditional
account of the image of God as human rationality are shared by Jewish theologian
David Novak, who sets forth his position especially in two books, Natural
Law in Judaism and Covenantal Rights. In what follows, I will
explore Novak’s approach in detail, and then examine Thomas Aquinas’s theology
of the image of God in light of Novak’s insights and criticisms. The goal is to
offer an account of the imago dei that engages constructively with
contemporary concerns about “a metaphysical, substantialistic
analogy.”



 



I. The Image of God according to
David Novak











A) Human Nature
and Divine Power: Creation and Covenant



Novak argues against
the view, held by Aristotle as well as by Jewish thinkers such as Maimonides,
that the human relationship with God is part of a cosmic teleology. For Novak,
such a view undermines the priority and gratuity of the covenantal relationship
of human beings with God.(2) Although for
Maimonides the eschatological “world-to-come” will include only
persons “whose moral conduct is oriented in the context of a relationship
with God,”(3) nonetheless he reaches this
conclusion primarily on the basis of the doctrine of creation rather than that
of covenant. As Novak says regarding Maimonides’ teleology, 
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“the whole
orientation of the human person is to be related with God; that relationship is
the telos for which human nature is ordered at creation.”(4)



Novak argues for the
priority of covenant. Even so, he underscores the importance of a philosophical
“theory of human nature, one that recognizes a basis of concern with one’s
fellows.”(5) As examples of nonteleological
theories of human nature, he cites those of Immanuel Kant and Martin Buber. Such
theories help “explain the rules that structure the relationship between
humans in society and even the supreme relationship with God.”(6)
Novak suggests that Jews and Christians can contribute to such theorizing about
human nature by working within their covenantal commitments. On the basis of the
Hebrew Bible/Old Testament, Jews and Christians affirm that God creates human
beings to be related to him.(7) Novak
distinguishes here between philosophical and theological thinking on the part of
Jewish and Christian scholars: “By philosophical grounds, I mean theories
about human nature and its capacity for concern with fellow humans, its
sociality. By theological grounds, I mean theories about the human capacity for
a relationship with God.”(8)




  
  

  


Page
262



Against any hint of
human autonomy, Novak holds that the human being “has no ontological
foundation upon which any basic moral claim must ultimately rest.”(9)
Not even the created order circumscribes God’s absolute power; God may do
anything he wishes to creatures. Merely as created, human beings have no claim
in justice upon the transcendent God: “At this level, they have not yet
been given any ground from God. Here we are painfully aware of the edges of our
mortality, where we have no power at all.”(10)
As Novak puts it elsewhere, “God creates everything, even justice itself,
and nothing in the world can stand over God as judge.”(11)
Related to Novak’s emphasis on God’s absolute power is his insistence that
“[t]he primary response of humans to the power of God is terror (pahad).”(12)
He cites Deuteronomy 32:39, “See now that I, I am He and there is no power
(elohim) along with me. I kill and I give life; there is no one who can
escape my hand.” Before the living God, human beings cannot but feel their
tremendous weakness, ignorance, and dependence.



Although Novak
regards the movement from terror to fear as “a concession to us by
God” in which “God limits the full range of his power,”
nonetheless Novak also appreciates God’s wisdom: “our terror of God’s power
is mostly sublimated into our reverence for God’s wisdom.”(13)
Yet in light of the unity of wisdom and will in God, could one hold that
rational creatures have a “moral claim” upon him—not a moral claim
that proceeds 
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primarily from the
creature, but a moral claim that expresses what God owes to himself as the wise
Creator who orders his creatures to an end (a fulfillment) that he knows from
all eternity? In this light, the word “terror” would mistakenly
suggest an arbitrary rather than a wise and good God. Even if “terror”
does not accurately describe the human position, nonetheless, as Novak
emphasizes, in the presence of the living God we experience fear, since we are
not autonomous self-creators. Novak observes that when applied to ethics,
“fear of God” means refusing to violate the moral “order that God
has enabled humans to know through their very nature.”(14)
Thus Novak affirms that there exists a “natural law” that is “the
law of God by which the universe is run.”(15)
God gives this law an “ontological foundation” in the created order so
that it “is universally intelligible to all humankind.”(16)
Natural law guards human beings against the encroachment of positive law that
claims to be autonomous.



In describing both
God’s absolute power and the natural law inscribed in the created order, Novak
aims to repudiate human claims to autonomy by recalling God’s power.(17)
Although Novak does not locate the relationship of justice between human beings
and God in the order of creation, therefore, he does locate in the order of
creation the relationship of justice between humans. He also recognizes the
importance of affirming that rational creatures have some “ground under
them upon which to stand up before God.”(18)
He argues that God freely gives this ground by 
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relinquishing some
of his own power. In order for human beings to have a relationship with God,
“God must relinquish some of his own space, as it were, to allow his human
creatures a place on which to stand before him—but never successfully against
him.”(19) He relinquishes “some of his
own space” by inviting human beings into a relationship of mutuality (even
if not equality) with him. Following Genesis, Novak states that 



humans,
the only beings whom we know to be addressed by God, are granted a special
status at the time of their creation. “And God created humans (adam)
in his image, in the image of God (be-tselem elohim) He made him: male
and female He created them” (Genesis 1:27). And when humans leave the
otherworldly haven of the Garden of Eden to take their place in this world, God
says: “Now humans (ha’adam) are one like Us, knowing good and
bad” (Genesis 3:22).(20)





Humans receive the “special status” of
being “in the image of God” (Gen 1:27).



Novak suggests that the special status is
confirmed “when humans leave the otherworldly haven of the Garden of Eden
to take their place in this world,” because it is only then that “God
says: ‘Now humans (ha’adam) are one like Us, knowing good and bad’
(Genesis 3:22).” Does Adam and Eve’s disobedience, then, receive a reward
rather than a punishment? Certainly Novak by no means approves of Adam and Eve’s
actions. On the contrary, 
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he rejects the “frequently uttered
modern liberal Jewish notion” that “Judaism has no doctrine of
original sin, that Christianity teaches that humans are evil by nature whereas
Judaism teaches that they are good by nature.”(21)
But he does distinguish sharply between the “eating of the forbidden fruit
in the Garden of Eden” and the “subsequent human attempt to see this
act as making humans God’s equals, thus making God no longer God.”(22)
Only the latter, Novak thinks, is sinful and merits punishment.



Novak explains that
God’s commandment regarding the tree of the knowledge of good and evil intends
only “to present a conditional offer rather than a categorical imperative:
If you want to experience good and bad—that is, to be part of the world—then
you must accept your own mortality in the bargain.”(23)
Seen in this light, Adam and Eve’s eating from the tree is not an act of
disobedience. Rather, as a free acceptance of mortality, their eating from the
forbidden tree inaugurates their entrance into full personhood and full dialogue
with God. According to Novak, then, humans receive their dialogic status vis-à-vis
God by stepping forward to “experience good and bad—that is, to be part of
the world.” God relinquishes “some of his own space” in order to
make this human experience possible. The fact that they can now either obey or
disobey God’s 
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commandments
indicates that God has given them “some power as persons.”(24)




Novak notes that
“no orthodox Christian exegete could possibly interpret the text in this
way in good faith.”(25) This is so, first
and foremost, because of the interpretation that St. Paul gives to Genesis 2-3.
Paul states, “Therefore as sin came into the world through one man and
death through sin, and so death spread to all men because all men sinned”
(Rom 5:12); to which he adds that “the wages of sin is death” (Rom
6:23). But even employing only the texts of Genesis, one wonders whether Novak’s
reading is plausible. The Lord explicitly commands that “of the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat” (Gen 2:17). Having issued
this command—“you shall not”—the Lord describes what will happen if
Adam and Eve disobey his command: “you shall die” (Gen 2:17). Tempted
by the serpent, Adam and Eve disobey the Lord’s command. Why would their
disobedience not be sinful? Correspondingly, in his list of specific punishments
for Adam and Eve’s disobedience, the Lord includes death: “you are dust,
and to dust you shall return” (Gen 3:19).(26)
From this perspective, the exile of humans from Eden is not the culmination of
the human initiation into freedom/power, as Novak thinks, but rather a reduction
of true human power.



Whether or not
Novak’s particular interpretation of Genesis 2:16-17 can stand, his fundamental
point is that God freely grants dialogic status to human beings. As we have
already intimated, Novak holds that since “God’s power is inherently
infinite,” it follows that “the consistent execution of justice is
actually God’s 
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own limitation of
that infinite power for the sake of covenantal relationality with the
world.”(27) For Novak, this accentuates
God’s free gift of mercy and justice; God accedes to Abraham’s plea that the
Lord not destroy Sodom if even ten righteous men reside there (Gen 18:22-32). As
Novak understands this passage, Abraham argues with God that “if you choose
to be involved in the world with your human creatures, especially as their
judge, then you must function as the archetype and model of justice.”(28)
By choosing to enter history, God enters into the moral context of the world
(even if the world as created, “prior” to God’s covenantal entrance,
can make no claim upon God). Yet the covenant does not determine God’s justice
or limit his freedom; rather he freely determines covenantal justice.



For this reason,
Novak emphasizes that divine justice in history, the ground upon which Abraham
successfully argues with God, does not impinge upon divine freedom. He states,
“When he [God] chooses Israel, he owes them nothing, just as when he
creates the world, he owes it nothing. All obligations on God’s part are
subsequently self-imposed.”(29) To imagine
otherwise, in Novak’s view, would be to fall into anthropocentrism
(“liberal theology”).(30) Comparing
human freedom to God’s freedom, he observes that for human beings justice comes
before freedom, because we humans find ourselves located in a moral context (the
world) not of our own choosing. By contrast, “With God, 
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however, freedom is
entirely creative. According to Scripture, only God has autonomy; only God can
make laws that are not derivative from something else in the world. ‘Justice is
God’s’ (Deuteronomy 1:17)… . God’s freedom, then, comes before
justice.”(31) Although God “invokes
the natural created order to ‘testify’ against Israel” when Israel violates
“natural justice”—as he does with respect to Sodom and Gomorrah—this
“natural created order” does not bind him, because “when he
creates the world, he owes it nothing.”(32)
When he chooses to enter into a relationship of justice with his creatures, he
imposes justice upon himself “subsequently” to his creative action.



We find a similar
emphasis on God’s freedom in Novak’s understanding of divine transcendence. As
we have seen, Novak insists that God is “the free creator of the world and
everything in it” and that he is not determined by anything created.(33)
Novak remarks, “God has the freedom either to make or not to make a
covenant with anyone, which is like his freedom to create nature or not.”(34)
Thus he radically transcends history. Yet when confronted with the
metaphysically “unchanging” (eternal) God of Maimonides, Novak fears
that such a God cannot truly enter into history. He remarks that in Maimonides’
understanding of the relationship of humans to God, “All concern is in one
direction: from man to God. Maimonides in no way ever attempts to constitute a
truly responsive role for God. There is no real reciprocity here. But the
covenant is surely characterized by constant transaction between God and Israel,
with that activity being mutual.”(35)
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The question is how
God can be responsive if his action is transhistorical, that is, if he creates
and redeems without moving from potency to act (in accord with Aristotle’s
understanding of Pure Act). If God’s action is so different from ours as to
involve no “change” on his part and thereby to take place on an
entirely different metaphysical level, how can God respond historically to the
actions of his covenantal people? Moreover, if God already is the fullness of
being, lacking nothing and therefore absolutely transcendent, what does he gain
from his covenantal relationship with Israel? Novak comments in this vein that
“the relationship Maimonides constitutes is more than anything else a
relation to a God who seems to closely resemble the God of Aristotle.
It is a relation where only God and not man is the object of love.”(36)
In Novak’s view, Maimonides cannot account for the intimacy between Israel and
God, an intimacy inseparable from the human status as the “image of
God,” in which Israel truly acts with and even for God
rather than simply worshiping God from afar. In short, Maimonides accounts for
God’s transcendence but not for God’s immanence, and thereby gives Israel no
real, active “participation in her salvation.”(37)
As Novak remarks, “Pascal was right at this point: the God of Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob is not the God of the philosophers, certainly not the God of
Plato and all whom he influenced.”(38)



In short, Novak
strongly affirms divine transcendence as regards God’s freedom, even though he
fears that divine transcendence, at least as depicted in Aristotelian terms by
Maimonides, undermines God’s freedom to engage in a true, 
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reciprocal
covenantal relationship with Israel in history. So far as I know, Novak does not
pursue this metaphysical tangle further. He insists upon God’s absolute freedom
in both contexts, without seeking to reconcile the metaphysical issues involved.



 



B) The Image of
God as Relationship





With these metaphysical preliminaries, we are
now ready to focus on how Novak’s emphasis on divine freedom and agency shapes
his discussion of the image of God, which he depicts in light of the
interpersonal relationship of God and Israel. Crucially, he argues that
“the problem with seeing the image of God in substantial terms, as some
inherent property of human nature, is that such a characteristic can be
constituted phenomeno-logically without reference to God.”(39)
Once one makes the image of God an “inherent property,” how can one
uphold the view that the image of God involves a relationship with God? After
all, an ontological relationship need not be characterized by the
(phenomenological) mutual responsiveness that we normally associate with
interpersonal relationships. An ontological relationship can exist without any
mutual responsiveness at all; human beings need not even be aware of it. As
Novak observes, if “the image of God is a transfer of some divine power, be
it reason or will, to a special creature,” then this creature can exercise
this power (reason or will) without any reference to the God whom the power
images.(40)
The image of God then denotes simply a power that human beings can and do
experience as exercised autonomously from God, indeed as having nothing to do
with God.



If the image of God
does not constitute an identifiable and concrete relationship with God, however,
then the phrase “image of God” loses the promise contained by the
notion of being God’s very image. As Novak asks rhetorically, “What does
saying ‘humans receive their reason or their will from God’ add to the 
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meaning of the
proposition ‘humans are rational or willful’?”(41)
How can it add something if the affirmation that “humans are rational and
willful” remains true in the very same way even without any mention of God?
Even if the rational and volitional powers were God-like, the lack of a need to
mention God would suggest that the human person can be God-like in an autonomous
fashion. Novak thus finds that those who wish to locate the image of God in a
human attribute (reason and/or will) make of God merely the extrinsic cause of
the attribute in which is supposed to reside the divine “image.”
Surely for humans to be the “image” of God means something richer than
that a human power, with God as its extrinsic cause, enables human beings to
experience themselves as autonomously God-like.



Having offered this
critique of accounts of the image of God that envision it as “some inherent
property of human nature,” Novak argues that what is needed is more
attention to the phenomenological dimensions of God’s richly evocative words,
“Let us make man in our image, after our likeness” (Gen 1:26). These
words, Novak observes, suggest that God intends to have a relationship with
human beings that goes beyond the ontological relationship that he has with the
other creatures he has made. The fact that human beings are made in God’s
“image” is thus not primarily an ontological statement, but rather
primarily a statement about the kind of relationship God the Creator wills to
have with the human creature. God’s words express the establishment of a common
bond between God and the human creature, so that God and the human creature will
be able to relate personally to each other. As Novak puts it, God’s words
promise “the intimacy of a relationship between God and
humans,” the “intimacy of a relationship with God.”(42)



What is required for
a relationship to be both intimate and mutual (“between God and
humans”)? The activity in the relationship cannot all be on the side of the
“image”; God too must be active in the relationship. This mutually
active 
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relationship must
occur on the level of history, and so in order to describe the intimate mutual
relationship between God and the human creature, a relationship worthy of God’s
“image,” Novak suggests that we should look not to human ontology or
“some property of human nature,” but to human history. He states,
“The only way one can constitute the intimacy of the relationship with God,
which Scripture suggests is a possibility for humans from the very
beginning and continually thereafter, is to see the ‘image of God’ as that which
God and humans share in what they do together.”(43)
The “image of God” is nothing less than a real historical
participation in God’s action. Far from being an inherent ontological property
that precedes human intentionality (and phenomenologically does not require
divine intentionality), “The image of God is the active mutuality possible
only between God and humans.”(44)



For Novak, the
“active mutuality” that defines the image of God is especially
manifest in the covenantal relationship of God and Israel, constituted
preeminently by the observance of Torah. Through this relationship, Israel
shares in “the creative word of God” and co-constitutes with God a
“covenantal world.”(45) Israel’s 
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human intentionality
unites with God’s intentionality: “Essential human action, which is the
practice of the commandments of God, is unlike all other things that are made by
the creator. Instead, it is done along with the creator. In
rabbinic teaching, even God himself is imagined to observe the positive
commandments of the Torah in order to share with his people the basic reality of
their active life together.”(46)



Although Israel’s
Torah observance makes especially manifest for the world the true content of the
image of God, Novak does not limit the image of God solely to the people of
Israel in relation to their God. On the contrary, “all human beings are
either the subjects or the objects of God’s commandments.”(47)
Universalized, the image of God consists in “the normative rela-tionship
when humans recognize that the moral law, which is consistent with their nature,
is rooted in the commandment of God.”(48)
This recognition does not require revelation, let alone being part of the
Torah-observant people of Israel. In Novak’s view, “Any inkling of the
presence of God, however mediated by nature or tradition, always calls forth a
dutiful response or a rebellious refusal on the part of any human.”(49)
As the image of 
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God rather than
autonomous self-creators, all humans find themselves in the presence of the God
whose creative word requires obedience. Drawing upon the biblical portrait of
God’s creating by speaking a word, Novak notes that the proper human response to
God’s creative word is to ensure that “our words correspond to God’s
word.”(50) Humans accomplish this
cor-respondence by acknowledging that the moral law is God’s commandment and
should be obeyed as such.



Put another way, in
order for our words to “correspond to God’s word,” we must accept that
we are subject to norms that do not originate with us. In order to cospeak with
God rather than to descend into babble, we must accept the primacy of God
speaking. When we do so, we make possible the human flourish-ing that follows
from correspondence to God’s creative word. As Novak states, “Being
commanded, however we hear that commandment, is something that enables us to do
well in the world. Without that sense of being commanded, when our own practical
power becomes the measure of all things, we destroy ourselves and our
world.”(51) Outside of the relationship of
“active mutuality” in which “God is for us through his
commandments” and “we are for God through our obedience,”(52)
we obscure the image of God in us by our pride. Such pride spurs us to reject
any created order and to suppose that we can construct human 
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happiness out of
human resources alone. The result is violence, as the biblical account of Cain
and Abel makes clear. Commenting on Cain’s murder of Abel, Novak elsewhere
states that “the original sin of humankind, namely, that which is repeated
by everyone at one time or another, is twofold: the temptation to see oneself as
God’s equal, and as the absolute superior of one’s fellow humans. Idolatry thus
breeds violence.”(53)



Novak buttresses his
view by noting that if the image of God is human rationality, what about people
who are unable to exercise reason? Would not such a doctrine of the image of God
validate the denial of the humanity of such individuals as “the unborn, the
permanently and severely retarded, the irrevocably comatose”?(54)
Since for Jews (and Christians) “all those born of human parents” must
be humans made in the image of God, the exercise of rationality cannot be
constitutive for the image of God.(55) Prior to
recent decades, biblically influenced societies had not challenged the humanity
of “all those born of human parents.” By contrast, societies now
routinely deny the humanity of those unable to exercise reason.(56)
To suppose that the image of God is human rationality now means to condone the
killing of the innocent, which is the primal consequence of the distortion of
the image of God by idolatry.



 



C) The Image of
God as Shadow



Novak offers yet
another way to facilitate discourse that takes place outside the covenantal
commitments of Jews and 
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Christians.(57)
He suggests that the image of God can be defined “negatively,”
according to a “via negativa,” which “helps us to
determine what humankind is not, thereby preparing us to know what humankind
is.”(58) Since the knowledge of “what
humankind is” comes ultimately through revelation, however, the question
must be raised whether biblical revelation warrants the idea that the image of
God is a “negative” concept.



By means of an
etymology of the Hebrew phrase translated as “image of God,” tselem
elohim, Novak seeks to show that the answer is yes. He argues that
“[a] plausible etymology of the word tselem is that it might come
from the noun tsel, which means a ‘shadow.’”(59)
By contrast to an image, which has a positive content, a shadow has only
outlines. A shadow “simply tells us that something is there (Dasein),
but not what it is.”(60) When one sees a
shadow, one knows that something is producing the shadow, but often little else.



Novak emphasizes the
interpretative and theological potential of this etymology on the grounds that
it radically undercuts the temptation to posit human autonomy. When one says
that humans are the image of God because of rationality, “image of
God” inevitably comes to seem a mere ornamental phrase. We experience
ourselves as exercising rationality autonomously, without the assistance of God.
By contrast, the focus on shadow “prevents us from assuming that what is
there comes from ourselves. It thus reminds us that everything we can possibly
say about the shadow is only tentative until the real presence behind 
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it makes itself
known.”(61) A shadow does not possess
substantial attributes that can be mistaken for autonomous powers; rather, a
shadow always points to the mysterious reality of which it is merely the shadow.
Instead of allowing one to rest content in what one sees, a shadow makes one
desirous of coming to know the reality so as to understand the shadow.



In other words, if
human beings are “shadows,” we cannot construct a doctrine of human
nature that can stand on its own. Autonomy would be the very opposite of God’s
intention in making human beings in his image. Novak states, “The shadow
itself is nothing without its connection to what lies behind it. As a
shadow of something else, it limits what use we can make of the space
that it occupies. One can thus see the relation of the shadow to its source as
limiting our pretension, both theoretical and practical.”(62)
Our knowledge of human nature is thus dependent upon what stands behind the
shadow; we can truly know what is human only by coming to know what stands
behind the shadow.(63) Unlike subhuman natures
in the world, the human can be known only at the personal level, as
pointing toward the transcendent. In a significant sense, the humanum
is a mystery waiting to be unlocked by divine revelation, because “the
human person cannot be definitively categorized by any category by which we
determine the nature of the things of the world. Any such categorization,
including the category of animal rationale, reduces the human person to
a merely worldly entity.”(64)



One might object
that rationality need hardly be restricted to merely worldly entities. After
all, God does not lack rationality, even if he utterly transcends our finite
apprehension of that perfection. We can understand Novak’s negative view of
“rational animal” by returning to his critique of the traditional
connection 
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of rationality with
the image of God. He summarizes this traditional connection: “Just as God
is the rational power in the macrocosmos, so man is the rational power in the
microcosmos. Creation in the image of God means, then, that reason is what
distinguishes humans from the rest of creation by enabling humans to have
something substantial in common with God.”(65)
When described in this manner, the connection gives rise to a twofold problem.
First, since the spheres governed by divine rationality and by human rationality
are quite distinct, human beings appear to have autonomy in their sphere
(“the microcosmos”). Second, rationality is presented as a substantial
property shared by God and humans, which seems to undercut (through univocity)
the transcendence of divine rationality. If God and humans have rationality
“in common,” then such rationality must be simply the rationality that
we observe in this world. In short, rationality belongs firmly to the sphere of
this world, and therefore this categorization “reduces the human person to
a merely worldly entity.”



In Novak’s view,
therefore, the identification of human beings as “rational animals”
cedes ground that must not be given up, even if human beings are the only
creatures in this category. Rationality is a capacity that we experience as an
autonomous possession, no matter how much one might insist that it is a gift of
God. Thus the notion of rational animal seems to give human beings, rather than
God, charge over the worldly sphere. Indeed, Russell Hittinger, surveying the
development of Catholic moral theology over the past forty years, concludes that
many Catholic theologians have treated the natural law in exactly the manner
feared by Novak. Taking Josef Fuchs as an example, Hittinger notes that, for
Fuchs, “the notion that the human person ‘is il-luminated by a light that
comes, not from one’s own reason … but from the wisdom of God in whom
everything is created … cannot stand up to an objective analysis nor prove
helpful in the 
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vocabulary of
Christian believers.’”(66) In the same
vein, comparing Fuchs’s position on natural law (as a participation in the
eternal law) to that of Augustine and Aquinas, Hittinger observes, 



For
the older tradition, there is a clear distinction between the mind’s discovering
or discerning a norm and the being or cause of the norm. The human mind
can go on to make new rules because it is first ruled. This, in essence, is the
doctrine of participation as applied to natural law. Natural law designates for
Fuchs, however, the human power to make moral judgments, not any moral norm
regulating that power—at least no norm extrinsic to the operations of the mind.(67)



The question however is whether Novak’s
answer, namely, his emphasis that human beings “are always in the
world, but never truly of it,”(68)
suffices. On the one hand, it seems that Novak’s answer does suffice. If human
beings are never “of” the world, then human identity, human
nature, comes from a transcendent source and is intelligible only in
relationship to this source (“active mutuality”). It follows that
human life must be given value no matter what attributes the particular human
being does or does not possess. As God tells Cain, “The voice of your
brother’s blood is crying to me from the ground” (Gen 4:10).
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On the other hand,
the price of claiming that human beings are “never truly of”
the world is a steep one. By placing human freedom and identity far above
this-worldly human characteristics, one leaves the latter open to
dehumanization. The strong separation between personhood and nature, with the
latter pertaining to the this-worldly realm, tends toward the denigration of
what is “natural” in the human, with the result that human flourishing
seems to depend solely upon the workings of human freedom. As Hittinger shows in
another essay, this is the result that Enlightenment philosophers sought in
their efforts “to tame the biblical myth, and to render it ‘speculatively’
amenable to the notion that man causes himself to be distinct from his
zoological fundaments.”(69) As Hittinger
describes the Enlightenment account of human freedom over against human
bodiliness: “Like the animals that serve man, the proto-human must be
tamed, shaped, and humanized. Of course, the proto-human is knowable in terms of
physical and psycho-somatic structures; in another, and more important sense,
however, it is not knowable as specifically or normatively human. The latter
knowledge is a function of freedom and culture.”(70)
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Novak, however,
seeks to take in another direction the dictum that humans “are always in
the world, but never truly of it.” As we have seen, he argues
that “negative anthropology,” which refuses to determine what human
nature is, “prevents us from appropriating the shadow into any of our own
schemes.”(71) Negative anthropology
glimpses, without being able to apprehend, the transcendent source toward which
the humanum points. Novak says in this regard that “even before
revelation, humans have some inchoate notion of their special status, and that
it is beyond anything one could get from the world.”(72)
This “inchoate notion” can be misused by those who wish to proclaim
Adam’s autonomous rule over himself and over all things. Such thinkers see only
the “special status” without attending to the fact that it implies a
transcendent source. Yet the very claim of such thinkers to autonomous
human transcendence over nature reveals the contradiction. How could
transcendence be the accom-plishment of one who is fundamentally “in the
world”? As Novak says, “Our existence intends more transcendence than
our action does or could do. That is so whether our action be thought or
deed.”(73) Transcendence is something that
we strive for, that we desire. It is not something that we autonomously give
ourselves. We cannot accomplish what we seek.



For Novak, then, it
is our desire that gives the lie to any claim to autonomy, and that is the mark
of our “special status” and our transcendence of the categories of
this world: “Without that desire, I am something much less, a disposable
thing of the world.”(74) We are not “of”
the world because we desire to be known by our transcendent source. This desire
is both what separates us from any purely worldly reality, and what exposes our
neediness, our lack of autonomy. Novak remarks that “one can take this
essential limitation of human pretense as knowledge that can well inform human
action. Only when human finitude has been properly accepted can God’s light
shine through into the 
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world.”(75)
Despite views to the contrary, our rationality does not give us dominion over
ourselves, because our rationality cannot enable us even to know ourselves. Our
rationality can only teach us inchoately that our fulfillment—and therefore the
answer to the question, “what is human nature?”—utterly transcends
the worldly realm compassed by our finite powers. It is only in this
transcendent realm, the realm not of our dominion but of the Lord’s, that we can
find out who we are. Novak’s separation of human personhood from every
“worldly category” thus stands at the service not of elevating human
freedom to de facto autonomy over every natural order, but of deflating every
human pretense to autonomous self-fulfillment in this world.



In short, unlike
other creatures, which fit worldly categories, humans are like a
“shadow” because we are “nothing” without our
connection to our transcendent source. Only in this source does our life make
sense, and so human dignity (far from being autonomously constituted) derives
from this source: “Ultimately, we affirm the worth of every human person
because we believe somehow or other that we are all the objects of God’s
concern. To apprehend that concern and Who is so concerned for us is the desire
of all desires.”(76) On this basis, Novak
argues that the separation of what is human from everything this-worldly, to the
point of rejecting the definition “rational animal,” does not increase
violence against human beings, but rather stands firmly against such violence.



Recall Hittinger’s
point that the separation of freedom from nature results in the postulate of a
“proto-human” realm of “physical and psycho-somatic
structures” that is “not knowable as specifically or normatively
human,” and that therefore opens the entire human being to degradation by
unmoored human 
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freedom.(77)
Novak, by contrast, rejects the definition “rational animal,” in which
the terms are both categories of this world. If we cannot define ourselves in
this-worldly terms, he suggests, then the ground of our value and dignity must
also be located beyond this world.



According to Novak,
humans can only be understood as the object of a transcendent subjective concern
(whether or not this transcendent subjective concern actually exists cannot be
known, he maintains, outside of divine revelation).(78)
He notes that “to regard any human person as anything less than the object
of God’s concern is to fundamentally deny the true intention of his or her
existence—and our own, even if the goal of that intention is only to be found
in our desire of it.”(79) All humans, no
matter whether capable of exercising rationality or not, possess this claim to
“God’s concern.” Each human thus owes every other human the treatment
owed to God’s beloved. Quoting Proverbs 17:5, “Who-ever belittles (lo’eg)
the poorest one blasphemes his Maker,” Novak remarks that “[n]o one
can desire God’s concern for himself or herself alone without denying the very
meaning of that concern. Its very operation can only be apprehended as being for
more than one existence.”(80) Whereas the
“image of God,” when viewed as reason, can be distorted both in the
direction of substantial autonomy and in the direction of supposing that only
those who exercise rationality are in the image of God, the image of God viewed
under the rubric of “shadow” underscores the finitude of human beings
and our utter dependence on the transcendent source toward whom each and every
one of us is oriented.
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D) Novak’s
Position vis-à-vis the Traditional View



Like Hittinger, Novak
argues against the notion that humans must “humanize” themselves in
order to achieve their proper dignity. As Novak states, “human beings are
more than they can ever do
or make of
themselves.”(81)
Because he consistently affirms God’s dominion, he would not agree with the
claim (as Hittinger puts it) that “the human body is raw material to be
shaped according to a mandate of dominion.”(82)
Similarly, Hittinger, following Karol Wojtya/John Paul II, is open to the kind
of phenomenological analysis by which Novak defines the image of God. Hittinger
notes appreciatively that, in The Acting Person,
“Wojtya believes that he has uncovered one sturdy piece of evidence
confirming the fact that man is ad imaginem Dei. Namely, that he is unrepeatable, inalienable, and incom-municable.”(83) Yet Hittinger emphasizes the unity of the human
person and construes this unity so as to account for the participation of human
reason in divine reason (and thus of the natural law in the eternal law). This
participation requires that the human person, through rationality, be an
“image of God.”(84)



Is there a case,
then, for a more positive assessment of the traditional view that the human
person, through rationality, is the image of God? It seems to me that the answer
is yes, and I will seek to make this case by examining Thomas Aquinas’s approach
to the image of God.(85) Given the profundity of
Novak’s concerns, 
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I will pursue my
examination of Aquinas’s doctrine in light of questions raised by Novak. Among
these questions are the following: If the image of God is an inherent and
substantial property of human nature, does that image name a power exercised in
isolation from God’s activity, and thereby foster human presumption and pride?
Does the affirmation that humans are in the image of God through rationality
include or even allow for the active mutuality of God and human beings? Does it
constitute a true locus of intimacy between God and humans? Does it fit either
with the God who commands Israel in the Torah, or with the biblical emphasis
upon divine love? Does it emphasizes reason above freedom, and thereby reduce
God’s transcendence and freedom? Would humans who cannot exercise rationality
thereby not be made in the image of God, and not be the objects of God’s
concern? Is historical revelation necessary if reason is already the image of
God? And how would such revelation not merely be a refurbishing of reason?



 



II. Aquinas on the Image of God











A) The Divine
Image



Aquinas shares
Novak’s concern that thinkers have construed “the image of God as
consisting in some quality humans share with God by virtue of a divine
transfer,” which provides human beings with “something substantial in
common with God.”(86) Such an image,
Aquinas points out, could only be idolatrous: “For it is written (Isa.
xl.18): ‘To whom have you likened God? or what image will you make of
him?’”(87) Because God is the Creator,
Isaiah teaches, he is incomparable to creatures. As Aquinas puts it, “God
is more distant from creatures than any creatures are from each other,” and
nothing belongs “in the same way to God and to 
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man.”(88)
Aquinas further remarks that “it must nowise be admitted that God is like
creatures.”(89) To suppose that the image
of God means that human beings possess “something substantial in common
with God” would therefore be a grave mistake, if by “in common with
God” one meant that God and humans are united by possessing the same
attribute in fundamentally the same way. 



Interpreting Genesis
1:26, therefore, Aquinas first discusses “image” in the divine
Trinity. Explaining that “[i]mage, properly speaking, means whatever
proceeds forth in likeness to another,”(90)
he holds that the procession of the Son from the Father is an Image. In the
strictest possible sense of equality, then, there is an Image of God, and this
eternal Image “became flesh and dwelt among us, full of grace and truth; we
have beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son from the Father” (John
1:14). Aquinas cites Colossians 1:15, “He is the image of the invisible
God, the first-born of all creation.”(91)



But how can such an
Image be divine without destroying God’s unity? Aquinas (following Augustine)
argues that plurality can in some cases be joined to unity. In particular, he
notes that the act of understanding involves a procession within the one mind.
This procession does not diversify the mind into two minds, but it does result
in a two distinct relations: generating and being generated. Aquinas
distinguishes this from physical generation: “Whatever proceeds by way of
outward procession is necessarily distinct from the source whence it proceeds,
whereas, whatever proceeds within by an intelligible procession is not
necessarily distinct.”(92) This
intelligible procession results in a mental word or concept. In the intellection
that we experience as creatures, this mental word lacks full identity with the
mind, but Aquinas points out that this need not be the case in spiritual
generation per se. If the mind could generate a perfect concept of itself, its
mental word or concept would be the same as the mind itself. Thus Aquinas 
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comments that
“the more perfectly it [the mental word] proceeds, the more closely it is
one with the source whence it proceeds. For it is clear that the more a thing is
understood, the more closely is the intellectual conception joined and united to
the intelligent agent; since the intellect by the very act of understanding is
made one with the object understood.”(93)



Since “God is
spirit” (John 4:24), his act of understanding generates a perfect Image of
him. This Image does not differ from God, but it does involve a distinction
between generation and being generated in God. In this relation of origin, the
two “terms” of the relation differ in a real way from each other. Do
they thereby differ from God? According to Aquinas, “whatever has an
accidental existence in creatures, when considered as transferred to God, has a
substantial existence; for there is no accident in God; since all in Him is His
essence. So, in so far as relation has an accidental existence in creatures,
relation really existing in God has the existence of the divine essence in no
way distinct there-from.”(94) With respect
to the subsistence of the relation in God, the relation does not differ
from God in any way. Yet “in so far as relation implies respect to
something else, no respect to the essence is signified, but rather its opposite
term.”(95) In this regard the two relations
in God are distinct. 



We have already
noted, however, that God is not like creatures, including the human mind.
Furthermore, Aquinas holds that the study of created things (such as the mind)
cannot lead us to knowledge of the Trinity: “It is impossible to attain to
the knowledge of the Trinity by natural reason.”(96)
How then can the human mind and its operations assist us in understanding what
Colossians reveals about the divine Image? It would appear that Aquinas’s
theology of the divine Image founders on these shoals.
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Aquinas responds to
these concerns by noting that the fact that God is not like the creature does
not mean that the creature is not “in some sort like God.”(97)
This is so because God the Creator causes the creature to be; the doctrine of
creation requires a “relation of a creature to God as its principle and
cause.”(98) In order to bestow perfections
upon his creatures, the Creator must possess these perfections himself, but he
cannot possess these perfections according to the finite mode of creatures. When
we speak about God in terms of these perfections, we use language drawn from the
realm of creatures (God’s effects) analogously to describe their cause. We name
the Creator from a transcendental perfection, such as being and goodness,
without ascribing to the Creator the finite mode in which we know the
perfection. 



When Aquinas
discusses the Son of God as the divine Image, therefore, he analogously employs
the human mind and its operations in order “to prove that what faith
teaches is not impossible.”(99) Because
“the intellect is not in God and ourselves univocally,” we cannot hold
“the image in our mind [to be] an adequate proof in the case of God.”(100)
It is not a question of proving that the divine act of understanding requires
the genera-tion of a divine Image. Rather, once Christians have learned of the
divine Image from revelation, the analogy can show that believers need not
affirm a divine Image in a polytheistic manner.



By locating the
doctrine of the “image” at the level of the triune God, Aquinas both
avoids an anthropocentric account of the image and emphasizes the limitations of
the merely human image of God. As regards the human image of God, Aquinas says,
the “likeness is not one of equality, for such an exemplar infinitely
excels its copy.”(101) Following
Augustine, Aquinas likens the human image of God to “the image of a king in
a silver coin.”(102) Compared with a
living king, a portrait on a lifeless coin gives some sense of the distance of
the human image of God from the 
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divine Image. The
human image of God exists in a nature that is “alien,” completely
other, from God.(103) The image of God in
humans thus does not mean that God is not “more distant from creatures than
any creatures are from each other”;(104)
the difference between the living king and the lifeless portrait is nothing
compared to the infinite difference between the image and the Image. 





B) The Image of God
as Human Rationality: Three Problems





What then is the image of God in human beings?
Is it an “inherent property of human nature,” with the result that its
constitutive presence in the human person “can be constituted
phenomenologically without reference to God”?(105)
If so, it would be more like the divine Image than like a mere portrait on a
coin, possessing a subsistence and vitality of its own, while in the coin the
lifeless image of the king is unintelligible outside an explicit reference to
the king. On Aquinas’s own terms, therefore, would it not be better to follow
Novak’s view that the image of God is the area of “shadow” that
expresses the neediness that the human creature has for the Creator?



Aquinas thinks that
we can say that humans are the image of God because of their rationality. He
observes in this regard that “specific likeness follows the ultimate
difference. But some things are like to God first and most commonly because they
exist; secondly, because they live; and thirdly because they know or understand;
and these last, as Augustine says (QQ. 83; qu. 51), ‘approach so near to God in
likeness, that among all creatures nothing comes nearer to Him.’”(106)
It is clear that Aquinas holds 
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that, in Novak’s
words, “reason is what distinguishes humans from the rest of
creation,”(107) and that humans are in the
image of God because they possess reason. Does Aquinas thereby fall into the
problems that Novak, citing Philo, identifies with this traditional account of
the image? In what follows, I will examine Aquinas’s theology for evidence of
the three key problems: (1) Such an image fosters an illusion of human autonomy.
(2) Such an image excludes humans who cannot exercise rationality. (3) Such an
image seems to undermine divine transcendence by claiming for humans an area of
substantial identity with God.



 



C) The Image of
God and Autonomy



Aquinas accepts the
dictum that “an image leads to the knowledge of that of which it is the
image.”(108) In its fullest expression,
therefore, the image of God is found in humans when human rationality is in act.
Following Augustine (in De Trinitate 14) Aquinas points out that
“in our soul word ‘cannot exist without actual thought.’”(109)
He concludes that the image of God, insofar as it is an image of the Trinity,
exists primarily “in the acts of the soul, that is, inasmuch as from the
knowledge which we possess, by actual thought we form an internal word; and
thence break forth into love.”(110)
Augustine goes on to say that the image of the Trinity does not reveal itself in
any acts of the soul whatever but more properly in those acts that have God as
their object. In Augustine’s words, quoted by Aquinas, “The image of God
exists in the mind, not because it has a remembrance of itself, loves itself,
and understands itself; but because it can also remember, 




  
  

  


page
291



understand, and love
God by Whom it was made.”(111) As an image
of the Trinity, then, the human image of God is not self-enclosed but rather is
our knowing and loving God. 



In other words, the
image of the Trinity in human beings is an image formed in relationship with
God, in the “active mutuality” and mutual intimacy that Novak
commends. The human person cannot be the image of God in this fullest sense
unless the person fulfills God’s law. As Aquinas points out, the Torah commands
that “you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your might” (Deut 6:5).(112)
Lacking such charitable intimacy with God, one cannot love in the way requisite
for the image of the Trinity and so one does not fully manifest the image.(113)



Aquinas thus would
agree with Novak that the fullness of the human image of God comes about within
the covenantal relationship that God bestows upon his people, although Aquinas
understands this in light of the New Covenant in Christ and the Spirit. Does
this emphasis on human relationship with God hold also when the human image of
God is understood as an image of divine unity? Aquinas notes that because God’s
unity is not 
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opposed to God’s
Trinity, “to be to the image of God by imitation of the divine nature does
not exclude being to the same image by the representation of the divine Persons:
but rather one follows from the other.”(114)
In this regard, Aquinas turns from Augustine to the Greek Fathers, notably
Gregory of Nyssa and John of Dam-ascus. For Gregory of Nyssa this image is
ontological, involving human participation in divine goodness, whereas for John
of Damascus “the image of God in man belongs to him as ‘an intelligent
being endowed with free-will and self-movement.’”(115)
Aquinas agrees that these attributes make the human being an “image”
rather than merely a “trace” of God.(116)



When understood in
this way, however, is the image of God reduced to being “constituted
phenomenologically without reference to God”? Much depends upon how one
understands ontological goodness and free will. For the ancient philosophers and
their patristic and medieval inheritors, goodness had a richer signification
than it does in modern thought. Aquinas remarks that “according to the
Platonists … goodness is more extensively participated than being,” and
he cites Pseudo-Dionysius in favor of the view that “goodness, since it has
the aspect of desirable, implies the idea of a final cause, the causality of
which is first 
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among causes, since
an agent does not act except for some end.”(117)
For Aquinas, to say that human ontological goodness is a likeness of God’s
goodness thus includes reference not only to God’s creative activity (as final
cause), but also to our activity as ordered to God as our end or goal.
Ontological goodness means that human beings never exist in a state of
neutrality toward good; we are always in motion toward God in some way, and it
is this inclination that undergirds our intentional activity toward God through
knowledge and love.



It follows that the
“active mutuality” in the relationship of human beings and God extends
all the way down, as it were, rather than being solely based upon human
intentionality. While the fullness of such active mutuality takes place on the
intentional level, it cannot be restricted to that level without ignoring the
basis for the human drive toward relationship with the Creator. As Aquinas
points out, goodness requires “a form, together with all that precedes and
follows upon that form”—that is, its proper inclination and
action—“for everything, in so far as it is in act, acts and tends towards
that which is in accordance with its form.”(118)



In short, for
Gregory of Nyssa and Aquinas, goodness involves an intimacy with God, especially
insofar as humans seek the divine goodness as their end or goal. This dynamism
toward God belongs intrinsically to all creatures: “All things desire God
as their end, when they desire some good thing … because nothing is good and
desirable except forasmuch as it participates in the likeness to God.”(119)
In human beings, as intentional agents, this desire grounds the intimate active
mutuality that attains its pinnacle in the consummation of the covenantal
relationship. As Aquinas states, “The intellectual soul approaches to the
Divine 




  
  

  


page
294



likeness, more than
inferior creatures, in being able to acquire perfect goodness.”(120)



What about John of
Damascus’s view that the image of God consists in human free will and
self-movement? Does this view require reference to God, or does it open the door
for the modern portrait of the human being as autonomous? Nothing other than the
divine will, Aquinas observes, causes the divine willing.(121)
God’s knowledge does not determine his will, because while God knows all things
that are possible, he does not will all things that are possible. Yet the divine
will is not autonomous from the divine wisdom, nor does the divine will have an
unlimited freedom of choice. Regarding the role of divine wisdom, Aquinas notes
that “effects proceed from His own infinite perfection according to the
determination of His will and intellect.”(122)
With respect to freedom of choice, he points out that the divine goodness is the
“proper object” of the divine will, which wills the divine goodness by
absolute necessity.(123) The act of will does
not begin from a position of neutrality toward all objects; rather, the will is
a rational appetite for the good. The good attracts and draws the will. The
divine goodness, as infinite perfection, supremely fulfills this appetitive
movement.



Yet this necessary
movement of the divine will, willing the divine goodness that the divine
intellect knows, does not mean that God wills creatures by a necessary movement.
God freely loves creatures into existence: “since the goodness of God is
per-fect, and can exist without other things inasmuch as no perfection can
accrue to Him from them, it follows that His willing things apart from Himself
is not absolutely necessary.”(124) Were
this not the case, God would not truly transcend the creaturely realm. But since
it is the case, we can say that God’s will, by which he necessarily wills his
goodness and freely wills creatures, is uncaused.
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If goodness draws
even the divine will, however, is God truly free? Yes, because the embracing of
perfect goodness is true freedom. If God were neutral toward goodness,
what would trigger his appetitive movement? If he desired neither being
(apprehended by the rational appetite as good) nor nonbeing, how could he move
toward anything? Lacking an appetitive desire for being as good, God would
remain in a state of frozen neutrality. Such a situation would constitute the
slavery of the will, not its freedom. True freedom requires the ordering of
appetite to being as good, since a neutrality of appetite, while seeming to
promise a radical freedom, in fact makes motion toward anything impossible. Will
is not a neutral appetite, but a rational appetite for being as good. God’s
freedom consists in his willing his own infinite goodness, rather than being
“free” to hate his infinite goodness.(125)



What does this mean
for human free will and self-movement? Aquinas points out that “by the will
we are masters of our own actions. But we are not masters of that which is of
necessity.”(126) It would seem that human
free will is incompatible with any kind of necessitation. Yet all people desire
happiness, even though people identify diverse goods with happiness.(127)
No one desires to be unhappy. Does “happiness” necessitate the will?
Aquinas distinguishes between three kinds of necessity: natural or absolute
necessity (for instance that the angles of a triangle add up to 180 degrees),
necessity of coercion, and necessity of end. Necessity of end signifies that
certain ends require certain means: if one wishes to get from New York to San
Francisco in three hours, one needs more than an automobile. Necessity of
coercion, on the other hand, militates against free will. We are not free if
something coerces the movement of the will. Yet Aquinas points out that
coercion, which implies violence, is quite different from inclination. If we
incline toward knowing and loving others, this does not mean that others are
coercing us or even that our own 
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nature is coercing
us. When the will inclines toward a good, it acts in a voluntary fashion. What
about natural necessity, however? Again, Aquinas affirms that natural necessity
differs from coercion. He remarks that “as the intellect of necessity
adheres to the first principles, the will must of necessity adhere to the last
end, which is happiness: since the end is in practical matters what the
principle is in speculative matters.”(128)
Were there no “end,” the will could not move toward any particular
good; the will, as a rational appetite, would remain stuck in neutral.



The above discussion
of the nature of divine and human freedom has important consequences with
respect to John of Damascus’s (and Aquinas’s) view that human free will and
self-movement constitute humans in the image of God. To act consciously for an
end is intrinsic to rational freedom.(129) The
“end” toward which the rational appetite tends does not constrain the
will, even though the will’s movement is not free in the sense of determining
its own ends. These ends are inscribed in human nature—and indeed the very
postulate of a human nature with determinate ends leads ultimately to the
reality of a Creator. Aquinas also observes that the ultimate source of the
movement from potency to act, in every movement, is God (not simply the ultimate
source in the sense of a chain that stretches back in time, but the ultimate
source, presently active, of the requisite actuality).(130)
The human free will, in other words, does not constitute itself in autonomy from
God. Even phenomenologically speaking, one cannot correctly conceive of the free
action of the human will apart from inscribed ends or apart from a source of the
will’s being.



The role of
happiness in framing the view of free will as the image of God must be
emphasized. Human action, insofar as it is 
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rational and free,
always aims at an end. Following Augustine (in De civitate Dei 19 and De
Trinitate 13), Aquinas explains that human action takes place within a
hierarchical ordering of ends, wherein one end is valued over all others as the
ultimate source of happiness. The acting person seeks to attain other ends or
goods with a view to attaining this “ultimate end” as the
“perfect and crowning good” that fulfills the desire that motivates
volition. Happiness, Aquinas states, is the ultimate end for which all human
beings act. But what constitutes happiness? Aquinas examines various candidates,
including wealth, honors, fame, power, health, pleasure, and care of the soul.
He concludes: “It is impossible for any created good to constitute man’s
happiness. For happiness is the perfect good, which lulls the appetite
altogether; else it would not be the last end, if something yet remained to be
desired.”(131)



According to this
perspective, humans are in the image of God because human free will leads
ineluctably toward intimate relationship with God as the constitutive element of
happiness. When understood in this way, the image of God in human beings does
not render us autonomous, but instead leads us upward to the fulfillment of
volition in the happiness that consists in communion with God.(132)



Holding that humans
are in the image of God through human rationality does not put the doctrine of
the image of God in the service of human autonomy. This is especially true with
regard to the image of the Trinity, which is fulfilled in the covenantal
relationship of knowing and loving God. Aquinas emphasizes that Augustine’s
famous triad—the mind remembering itself, understanding itself, and loving
itself—is in the image of God “due to the fact, not that the mind reflects
on itself absolutely, but that thereby it can furthermore turn to God.”(133)
In this respect Aquinas agrees with the teaching of Augustine: “Augustine
says (De Trin. xiv. 12): ‘The image of God exists in the mind, not 
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because it has a
remembrance of itself, loves itself, and understands itself; but because it can
also remember, understand, and love God by Whom it was made.’”(134)
As we have seen, neither does emphasizing the divine unity connect the image of
God with human autonomy, once goodness and freedom are rightly understood. 





D) The Image of God
and Rational Activity











Novak’s second
concern has to do with the possibility that locating the human image of God in
rationality excludes human beings who cannot exercise rationality, including the
unborn, the permanently and seriously mentally disabled, and the comatose. In
modern societies, where abortion and euthanasia are common modes of death, the
affirmation that God has bestowed the image of God upon all human beings,
including those who cannot exercise rationality, is, as Novak puts it,
“anything but academic.”(135) Does
the traditional view of the human image of God as constituted by rationality
provide, however unwittingly, a foundation for horrific contemporary violations
of the commandment “You shall not kill” (Exod 20:13)?(136)



Aquinas states that
“since [the mind] is not always actually understanding, as in the case of
sleep, we must say that these acts, although not always actually existing, yet
ever exist in their principles, the habits and powers.”(137)
The habits qualify the 
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powers, and so
virtues and vices denote habits of the powers of the soul.(138)
The powers themselves are not the soul’s essence, since only in God is operation
the same as essence.(139) Aquinas notes that
“if the very essence of the soul were the immediate principle of operation,
whatever has a soul would always have actual vital actions, as that which has a
soul is always an actually living thing.”(140)
This distinction between the essence and powers of the soul already provides a
basis for denying that human beings who lack rationality thereby lack the image
of God.



Can one possess the
rational powers of the soul without being able to exercise them? It would seem
not: if the spiritual soul is the “primary principle” of human
intellection,(141) how could the body prevent
such intellection from occurring? Aquinas’s answer is that since human
intellection requires sense knowledge, human intellection cannot occur without a
fitting “corporeal instru-ment,”(142)
and so bodily disorders (as is well known from obser-vation) prevent
intellection. While such bodily disorders may prevent intellection, however, no
bodily disorder—including the rupture that is death—can erase the powers of
intellect and will from the soul. Even the soul’s sensitive and nutritive
powers, which are destroyed by death, nonetheless remain “virtually in the 
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soul, as in their
principle or root.”(143) Either really or
virtually, then, powers of the soul can be present in the soul despite their
seeming absence. In the case of unborn children, permanently and seriously
mentally disabled persons, and the comatose, the rational powers are present in
the soul. Such persons simply “lack the use of reason accidentally,”
due to bodily immaturity or impairment.(144) 



Aquinas therefore
holds that human beings who cannot exercise rationality may be baptized and
enjoy the life of grace, including friendship with God through the elevation of
the rational powers.(145) With regard
specifically to unborn children, Aquinas observes that while they cannot
physically be baptized while living inside the womb, they can already “be
subject to the action of God, in Whose sight they live, so as, by a kind of
privilege, to receive the grace of sanctification.”(146)
The grace of sanctification heals and elevates the essence of the soul, and
through the essence flows into the powers of the soul so as to infuse the
virtues.(147) The same holds for newborn
infants and young children. Although as yet unable to exercise rational acts, 
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they can possess the
infused habits that qualify the soul’s rational powers in grace.



How can one have
habits in the rational powers, however, without being able to act rationally?
Aquinas observes that while “it belongs to every habit to have relation to
an act,” nonetheless a habit is “in a state of potentiality in respect
to operation.”(148) In general, of course,
it requires at least one act, and often many acts, to cause a habit to form in
one of the soul’s powers.(149) Yet since a
habit is not an act, but rather is ordered to action, actions on the part of the
person are not absolutely necessary for the presence of a habit. It can happen
that even before being able to act, a human being may possess habits—infused by
a special divine sanctifying action or by baptism—that qualify the powers of
intellect and will. Among such habits are faith and charity.(150)



The view that humans
are in the image of God through rationality does not, then, exclude human beings
who are unable to exercise rationality. Does the above argument, however, hinge
on the claim that human beings possess a spiritual soul? Certainly, were one to
hypothesize that the human soul is solely material, as animal souls are, then
one would have more trouble defending the 
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humanity of human
beings who cannot exercise rationality. Peter Singer and others have made clear
this difficulty. Likewise, were one to suppose that human beings were simply
well-developed animals, one would have much more trouble defending the view that
all human beings, and not just some, possess a unique “shadow”-image.
Suffice it to say that even if the doctrine of the spiritual soul were rejected,
God could elevate the human rational powers by infused grace.(151)



With regard to human
beings who cannot exercise rationality, recall also Novak’s remark about the
image of God: “The only way one can constitute the intimacy of the
relationship with God, which Scripture suggests is a possibility for
humans from the very beginning and continually thereafter, is to see the
‘image of God’ as that which God and humans share in what they do together.”(152)
The position that humans are in the image of God through rationality largely
accomplishes what Novak has in mind here. It might appear that human beings who
cannot exercise rationality do nothing together with God; they cannot obey God’s
commandments or even be rational subjects of God’s command-ments, although they
can be passive objects. But as we have seen, the image of God enables God to
work even with those who cannot exercise reason and will. God enables them to
possess the habits of faith and charity. They become full members of the
mystical Body that seeks, by the grace of the Holy Spirit, to instantiate
Christ’s charity in the world until the fullness of the new creation arrives.
The fullness of the image of God is this working together to bring about the
restoration and fulfillment of 
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creation in wisdom
and holiness, by means of human beings’ sharing in the divine life.(153)



 



E) The Image of
God and Divine Transcendence



Novak’s third
concern is that the traditional approach exaggerates the image of God by
understanding it not as a shadow but as “a transfer of some divine
power”(154) that enables “humans to
have something substantial in common with God.”(155)
If humans have “some divine power” that is possessed “in common
with God,” what happens to the God who commands Israel, the God who
relinquishes “some of his own space, as it were, to allow his human
creatures a place on which to stand before him—but never successfully against
him”?(156) If humans already have divine
power, will humans fear God (let alone have “terror” of him)?(157)
Will humans desire to be “the objects of God’s concern”?(158)
In other words, having received divine power, why could not human beings stand
on their own and be self-sufficient? As Novak cautions in light of the view that
the rational soul (as an incorruptible image of God) is immortal, “Were
even humans, whom Scripture teaches are the highest of all creatures, to believe
themselves to be immortal, that would blur the difference between God and
creation… . Were humans immortal, being born without having to die, could
they not even assume that they have succeeded God in the order of things?”(159)



As we have seen,
Aquinas addresses such concerns by emphasizing that the image of God is
“some likeness to God, copied from God as from an exemplar; yet this
likeness is not one 




  
  

  


page
304



of equality, for
such an exemplar infinitely excels its copy.”(160)
Because of this infinite difference, no attribute can be predicated univocally
of God and of human beings. God cannot “transfer” anything divine to
human beings, nor can human beings possess anything “in common” with
God. The infinite difference between God and humans means that even though
creatures can analogously have a likeness to the Creator, “it must nowise
be admitted that God is like creatures.”(161)
Even so, in claiming that human beings are the image of the infinite God in some
positive way, rather than limiting the image to the via negativa of the
shadow, how can we avoid fostering the illusion that humans “have succeeded
God in the order of things”?



Aquinas suggests
that the fact that “God understands and loves Himself” is the root of
the image of God in human beings.(162) Among
bodily creatures, only human beings can know God. The fact that other animals do
not share the perfection of rationality (intellect and will) has significance,
Aquinas suggests, for the interpretation of human beings’ special creation in
the image of God in Genesis 1.(163) How could
humans imitate or image God more distinctively than in knowing and loving?
Aquinas has in view not the mere knowing and loving of anything, but rather the
supreme relationship made possible by intellect and will, namely knowing and
loving God. But does this mean that humans do what God does, so that, in our own
domain at least, humans “have succeeded God in the order of things”?
What kind of power is the power to know and love God? To what degree is it
something that humans have “in common” with God?



Aquinas here
distinguishes between our natural knowing and loving, and the knowing and loving
that grace and glory make possible for us. To avoid misunderstanding, two points
should be 
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made at the outset.
First, Aquinas does not conceive of our natural knowing and loving as a neutral
realm, impervious to God or to the grace of the Holy Spirit. Even our created
powers of knowing and loving are always being drawn by God toward himself as
Truth and Goodness. The distinction between nature and grace does not indicate
an opposition between the two, but rather expresses the scope of the gift of
creation, in and through which the grace of the Holy Spirit transforms and
deifies human beings. Second, Aquinas does not conceive of even our glorified
powers of knowing and loving as divine. Even heavenly glory is simply a
“likeness” of God, a participation in God rather than a full crossing
of the gap between finite creatures and infinite Creator.



Aquinas sets forth
three ways in which human knowing and loving imitates or images God’s knowing
and loving. The first way is our “natural aptitude for understanding and
loving God,” an aptitude that “consists in the very nature of the
mind.”(164) As I noted above, the
intellect and will are never neutral vis-à-vis God, even when we do not
consciously know and love God. The second way comes through the grace of the
Holy Spirit elevating our natural powers, “inasmuch as man actually or
habitually knows and loves God, though imperfectly.”(165)
Aquinas presents this as an imperfect “conformity” to God, which leads
into the third way, which consists in a perfect human knowledge and love of God.(166)
Far from displacing God, the three levels of the image depict God’s activity in
human beings in creation, re-creation, and heavenly conformity. As Aquinas
states, “The first is found in all men, the second only in the just, the
third only in the blessed.”(167) 
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Understood in this
way, the image of God does not raise us to God’s level or makes us his
competitors. On the contrary, the image of God describes God’s activity in us,
with us; it is a theocentric reality. In and through the image of God, God acts
uniquely in and with us to accomplish historically and covenantally his purpose
of salvation. When we imagine that the image of God describes primarily our own
activity rather than God’s activity in us, we fall into the trap of pride. But
the fact that the image of God can be distorted does not mean that we would do
better to think of it as a shadow. Our knowing and loving are more than a mere
shadow; they are what constitute the possibility, through their teleological
ordering, of the gratuitous gift of the covenantal relationship. Only those who
know and love can enter joyfully into a relationship with the God who teaches
and commands.



 



F) Image and
Incarnation






In affirming that humans are the image of God
through rationality, therefore, one does not isolate the human being from God’s
activity or undermine his transcendence; nor does one exclude those human beings
who cannot exercise rationality. Rather, the image of God, when construed as
rationality, high-lights the intimacy between God and human beings, fulfilled in
the “active mutuality”(168)
that takes place when human beings know and love the God who creates and redeems
them in covenantal love. Yet, given this account of the image of God, one might
still ask what exactly revelation accomplishes. Does God’s covenantal election
of Israel, as fulfilled in Christ Jesus, merely refurbish (without elevating)
human rationality? Likewise, does the image of God as human rationality have a
place for Novak’s insight that the image of God is ultimately “that which
God and humans
share in what they do together“?(169)



For Aquinas, these
questions require contemplation of the union of the Image and the image, that is
to say the incarnate 
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Word. It would take
us too far afield to enumerate all the ways in which this is so. For our
purposes, it will suffice to explore Aquinas’s analysis of why it was
particularly fitting that the Word (and not the Father or the Holy Spirit)
became incarnate. The first reason for this fittingness is that in the Word, God
knows all the ways that he can be participated. Therefore the Word is the
“exemplar likeness” of all creatures, because God knows all creatures
by knowing his Word.(170) Just as a craftsman
turns to his original idea of his artwork in order restore his tarnished work,
God the Father sends his Word or Image in order to refurbish his fallen
creation, so that creatures might participate in God as they were intended to
do, in the manner that God knows in the Word. Since the incarnate Word is not
the highest participation in God (but rather is God), the incarnate Word can
accomplish the refurbishing of all that participates in the Word. Commenting on
2 Corinthians 5:19, “God was in Christ reconciling the world to
himself,” Aquinas emphasizes the aspect of new creation: “The first
creation of things was made by the power of God the Father through the Word;
hence the second creation ought to have been brought about through the Word, by
the power of God the Father, in order that restoration should correspond to
creation.”(171)



It will be already
clear that the Word/Image’s taking up of the human image of God (in the
hypostatic union) enriches the notion of the rational image. The divine Image
renews the rational understanding and volition of the human image. As Aquinas
says, the renewal and elevation of our rationality comes “by participating
the Word of God, as the disciple is instructed by receiving the word of his
master.”(172) This master is Christ, in
whom the image of God has been taken up and perfected by the divine Image. In
his human image, Christ displays the divine Image; he is “the image of the
invisible God” (Col 1:15). As Christ says in response to the question of
his disciple Philip, “He who has seen me has seen the Father” (John
14:9). Reflecting 
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upon the renewal of
the image in the Image, Aquinas remarks that “for the consummate perfection
of man it was fitting that the very Word of God should be personally united to
human nature.”(173) The Word incarnate
leads us to the Word, from whom our wisdom comes.



In this first reason
of fittingness, we see that the Word incarnate, the Messiah of Israel, does more
than simply renew the rational image of God; he also accomplishes “the
consummate perfection of man” by transforming human participation in the
Word. Human nature now does not merely participate distantly in the Word.
Through the hypostatic union, human nature belongs to the Word, so that Christ
is the Word. This profound elevation of the human image means that in Christ,
who as human is the image of God, we see the very Image of the Father. It is
through the mutual activity of the humanity and divinity of Christ that the
image of God in us is restored. In this sense, the image of God, as consummated
in Christ, becomes a “theandric” reality. When the Holy Spirit
configures us to Christ’s image/Image, we too share in the perfected and
elevated image of God. This mutual activity of God and humans resonates with
Novak’s view of the image of God as “that which God and humans
share in what they do together.” In Christ, it seems to me, we
experience the image of God as the “active mutuality” emphasized by
Novak.



This point is
strengthened by Aquinas’s second reason for why the Word, in particular,
fittingly became incarnate. The first reason proceeds on the basis of the claim
that “such as are similar are fittingly united.”(174)
The second reason proceeds from the goal of the union, namely, salvation through
adoptive sonship. In this vein Aquinas quotes Romans 8:17, which teaches that we
are to be “fellow heirs with Christ.”(175)
Aquinas observes that we are “conformed to the image of his Son” (Rom
8:29) and become adopted sons. This happens when Christ, by his external and
interior teaching, configures us through the Holy Spirit to the divine Image. It
is fitting that the Word/Image be the one who 
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conforms the human
image to the divine Image. Once again we find a strong emphasis on the mutual
activity of God and human beings in the perfection and elevation of the human
image of God.



Aquinas’s third
reason for the fittingness of the Word’s incarnation comes from his reading of
Genesis 3, the fall of Adam and Eve. He points out that Adam and Eve sought
knowledge, but sought it in an inordinate way. The serpent promises Eve,
“For God knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, and you
will be like God, knowing good and evil” (Gen 3:5). Eve determines to eat
the fruit partly on the ground “that the tree was to be desired to make one
wise” (Gen 3:6). Disobedience to God’s commandment, however, results not in
a deeper participation in God’s Word, but in alienation from God’s Word/Image
and correspondingly in loss of wisdom.(176)
Aquinas observes that “it was fitting that by the Word of true knowledge
man might be led back to God, having wandered from God through an inordinate
thirst for knowledge.”(177) By obeying the
incarnate Word’s teaching and commandments human beings receive, in love, the
true knowledge that Adam and Eve mistakenly sought to claim for themselves by
disobedience. This true knowledge exceeds the limits of natural human knowledge:
“For now we see in a mirror dimly, but then face to face. Now I know in
part; then I shall understand fully, even as I have been fully understood”
(1 Cor 13:12).



 



III. Summary





As we have seen, Novak emphasizes the primacy of
the relationship with God for any account of human nature. According to Novak,
we begin in a condition of “terror” before 
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God, before whom we
cannot stand on the basis of our own resources, and we discover that God
graciously allows us room to stand before him. In this relationship of intimate
“active mutuality,” which is ultimately one of commandment and
obedience (whether constituted covenantally by Noahide law or by Torah), we find
the basis for envisioning ourselves as God’s “image.” Novak also
argues that one can fruitfully conceive of the image of God as a shadow, by
means of a via negativa that exposes a profound neediness in human
beings that requires a transcendent referent. In this way, one avoids reifying
the “image” as something humans autonomously possess rather than as
something that God freely bestows upon us.



By emphasizing that
human nature is constituted in the free response of humans to God, however,
Novak risks relegating the other concrete dimensions of human nature to the
subhuman (which becomes open to the manipulation by human freedom). His account
of divine power and divine transcendence also seem to me to require some
clarification. In dialogue with Novak’s views, therefore, I explored Aquinas’s
presentation of the image of God with particular attention to three problems:
whether Aquinas’s view of the image of God posits human autonomy, whether it
excludes those who cannot exercise rationality, and whether it ascribes a divine
power to human beings, as though divinization were a human ontological
attribute. While in my view Aquinas’s account does not fall into these problems,
attending to these problems enriches and deepens our understanding of the
traditional account of the image of God. The theology of the image of God must
emphasize relationality vis-à-vis God (in accordance with the dictum that an
image leads to that which it images), and must also be careful to stress that
the image of God does not name a “divine,” and thus autonomous, human
power. Moreover, the theology of the image of God must be inscribed within a
theology of God’s salvific activity that reminds us that God and the human soul
can be in mutual relationship even if the human person lacks an adequate bodily
instrument for the normal processes of cognition and volition. 
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With respect to
Christian theology, Aquinas’s account attains its highest point in the personal
unity of the divine Image and the human image in the incarnate Son, whose
humanity is formed by the Holy Spirit. From this perspective, the human image of
God thus has its fullest meaning in the covenantal fulfillment that accomplishes
the unity of divine and human knowing and loving. In the imago dei as
the meeting point of nature and grace, we find the revelation of “the holy
city, new Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from God, prepared as a bride
adorned for her husband” (Rev 21:2). To quote John Paul II’s favorite
passage from the Second Vatican Council: “Christ the new Adam, in the very
revelation of the mystery of the Father and of his love, fully reveals man to
himself and brings to light his most high calling” (Gaudium et spes 22).(178)
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THE PROVOCATIVE THESIS of Leonard Boyle’s seminal 1983 essay entitled
“The Setting of the Summa theologae of Saint Thomas”(1)
is that the Summa Theologiae represents an attempt on Aquinas’s part to
set the pastoral or practical theology that was at the center of the Dominican
curriculum into a larger theological context. According to Boyle, Aquinas used
the free-dom accorded to him at the studium personale in Rome to depart
from the accepted tradition of using as principal texts (in addition, of course,
to the Bible) Peter Lombard’s Sentences for dogmatic theology and
Raymond of Penyafort’s Summa de casibus with William Peraldus’s Summa
de vitiis et virtutibus for practical theology. Dissatisfied with this
approach because it disconnected moral theology from its larger setting, Aquinas
set out to compose a new textbook for theology that would combine all of sacra
doctrina into a unified whole:

But he [Aquinas] now
gave that practical theology a setting which had not been very evident in
Dominican circles before him. By prefacing the Secunda or moral part with a
Prima pars on God, Trinity and Creation, and then rounding it off with a Tertia
pars on the Son of God, Incarnation and the Sacraments, Thomas put practical
theology, the study of Christian man, his virtues and vices, in a full
theological context. Christian morality, once for all, was shown to be something
more than a question of straight ethical teaching or of vices and virtues in
isolation. Inasmuch as man was an intelligent being who was made master of
himself and possessed of freedom of choice, he was in the image of God. To 
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study human action is
therefore to study the image of God and to operate on a theological plane. To
study human action on a theological plane is to study it in relation to its
beginning and end, God, and to the bridge between, Christ and his sacraments.(2)



It is a testimony to Aquinas’s conviction about the significance of this
approach that he kept working on the Summa Theologiae long after the
responsibility for educating incipientes ceased to be his primary
charge.

As Boyle’s study of the subsequent manuscript tradition reveals, however,
Aquinas’s grand project of situating moral or practical theology within the
larger whole of sacra doctrina seems to have gone for naught insofar as
copies of the Secunda Secundae soon circulated independently from the
rest of the Summa (as did the other parts, but not as many). Neither
the Summa as a whole nor the Secunda Secundae as a part played
a leading role in Dominican education in the period after Aquinas’s death;
rather, the Summa confessorum of John of Fribourg, which borrowed from
Aquinas, became the main guide to practical theology. Business as usual had
returned, despite all of Aquinas’s efforts, and moral theology remained
disconnected from speculative theology. In assessing the reasons for the failure
of Aquinas’s vision to take hold, Boyle ends his essay by saying:

One could argue, finally, that in any case the relationship between the
various parts of the Summa
is not as clear as it might be in the various prefaces, and that Thomas
profitably could have been more forthright about precisely what he was up to
when, in the Summa theologiae, he wrote what I may now venture to call his
one ‘Dominican’ work, and made what I have suggested was his own very personal
contribution to a lopsided system of theological education in the Order to which
he belonged.(3)



I esteem Leonard Boyle as one of the greatest
Dominican scholars that I have known, and I think this article in particular is
among his finest. Yet I would argue that the prologues of Aquinas do provide
clear architectonic clues for the connections of moral
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theology to the whole of theology. Specifically, I will argue in this article
that the prologue to the Secunda Pars (implicitly referred to by Boyle
in the first quotation above) gives us the decisive connection in its reference
to human beings as imago Dei. My purpose is to try to paint a broad
connective canvas showing how the doctrine of imago Dei means that
human action, including human freedom, can only be understood in the light of
the exemplar of the Trinity. The Secunda Pars makes sense only in the
light of the Prima Pars and as pointing to the Tertia Pars.

 



I.
Quia homo factus est ad imaginem Dei



The prologue to the Secunda Pars gives strong prima facie
evidence that imago Dei is the key conceptual link between what has
come before and what is yet to come:

Because, just as
Damascene said, the human person is said to be made in the image of God insofar
as image implies intellectuality, free choice, and self-control, after having
spoken of the exemplar, namely God, and of what came forth from the divine power
in accord with God’s will, it remains for us to consider God’s image, the human
person… . First we must consider the ultimate end of human life.(4)





The import of the opening quia is that somehow the doctrine of imago
dei is the explanation for why Aquinas proceeds in the way that he does. It
implies also that a proper understanding of free human agency is only possible
in the light of the exemplar of God. As we shall see also, even the discussion
of human beatitude presupposes the exemplar of divine beatitude. As Aquinas
indi-cates, everything in sacra doctrina is conceived sub ratione
dei, including human being and agency.(5) So
before moving forward we have to look back to the Prima Pars to find
out what is being
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presupposed. Specifically, we have to look at the discussion of imago Dei
and then behind it to the Trinity.

As Colman O’Neill has pointed out,(6) there is
an early clue in the Summa that Aquinas’s understanding of the image of
God is intrinsically connected to human completion in the beatific vision. In
the sed contra to question 4, article 3 of the Prima Pars,
Aquinas begins his affirmative answer to the question whether creatures can
resemble God by appealing to two biblical texts: (1) “Let us make man in
our image and likeness” (Gen 1:26), and (2) “When he appears we shall
be like him” (1 John 3:2). Protology and eschatology are here inextricably
intertwined; it is not possible to understand the creation of the human person
without seeing it as ordered to its end. We are made in the image and likeness
of God in order to be assimilated to God, both now and in the life to come. In
reply to an objection in the treatise on the Trinity that the imago Dei
does not apply properly to the second person of the Trinity since it is also
true of human beings, Aquinas notes that the second person is the
perfect image of the Father, while humans are only said to be ad imaginem
because their imaging of God is a dynamic tending toward a perfection to be
achieved rather than an already-realized state.(7)

This becomes clear in the formal discussion of imago Dei in question
93 of the Prima Pars, which is framed in terms of the finis of
God’s creation of human beings. In the opening article Aquinas explains that
what image adds to the vestigial similitude found in every creature is that it
belongs to an image to be from another as an imitation of the other in its
activity.(8) Exemplar causality implies both
formal and final causality: an image is made like its original in form in order
to become like the original through its own actions. Specifically, the
difference that makes a
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difference is that human beings are created with the capacity to know and
love, and herein lies the formal similarity that makes us images of God. Of
course, the image and the original do not share in the same form in the same
way, since the infinity of God’s being cannot belong to a creature; rather, the
human being images God only in an imperfect way through conformity,
participation, and dynamic assimilation.

The fourth and central article asks the question whether the image of God is
found in every human being. Aquinas begins by arguing that human nature imitates
God to the highest degree when it imitates what characterizes God’s nature in
the highest degree: God’s own self-knowing and self-loving. He goes on to say:

Thus the image of God
in human beings can be considered in three ways: one way is insofar as human
beings have a natural aptitude to know and love God, and this aptitude is
constituted by the very nature of mind which is common to all people. A second
way is insofar as a person actually or habitually knows and loves God, although
in an imperfect manner; this kind of image is through the conformity of grace.
The third way is insofar as a person actually knows and loves God perfectly,
which follows from the image in accord with the similitude of glory.(9)



Here we see the dynamic relationship between nature, grace, and glory. The
purpose of the creation of human nature, with its natural aptitude for knowing
and loving God, is that human beings might actually know and love God through
grace as the prelude to glory. Here we see also the relationship between exitus
and reditus, the great architectonic theme of the Summa.
The
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exitus of creation finds its consummation in the creation of the human as the
image of God and, precisely for that reason, human nature has inscribed into it
as image a dynamic orientation to return to the source in the peculiar way
possible for an image: that is, through a freely chosen relationship with the
Three-Personed God.

While Aquinas’s doctrine of grace cannot be reviewed here, it is important to
note that his fundamental definition of grace is “a special love by which
God draws the rational creature above the condition of its nature to participate
in the divine good.”(10) Aquinas is a
realist about grace in the sense that he thinks it is a real sharing in God’s
own life; it is a deification.(11) By knowing
and loving God, we share in God’s own life(12)
and God’s own beatitude.(13) The kind of
activity that Aquinas associates with imaging God is not doing what God does
merely in imitation of God from the outside, as one person might imitate the
example of another, but rather entering into the very knowing and loving that is
the Trinitarian life of God. It is an imitation of the Trinity as a real sharing
in the Trinitarian life of beatitude. Aquinas makes this eminently clear in the
final two articles of question 93 when he says that because “the divine
persons are distinguished
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according to the procession of the Word from the One speaking it and the Love
uniting them to each other,”(14) the image
of God is realized in us first and foremost when our minds actually reflect that
structure: “namely, insofar as from the knowledge that we have, we form an
interior word through which we burst into love.”(15)
The structural imitation is a result of God’s action in us conforming us to
God’s own life; our knowing and loving are only a knowing and loving of God as
God when it is a sharing in God’s own knowing and loving by grace or glory.(16)
Precisely as a real sharing in the Trinitarian life of God, this knowing and
loving presupposes and harkens back to the doctrine of divine indwelling
outlined in Aquinas’s treatment of the divine missions, wherein the thematic
link between Trinity and creation is articulated. The key passage reads:

The soul is conformed
to God through grace. Thus in order for one of the divine persons to be sent to
someone through grace, it is necessary that the one to whom the divine person is
sent be assimilated to that divine person through some gift of grace. And
because the Holy Spirit is Love, it is through the gift of love that the soul
becomes assimilated to the Holy Spirit; hence it is through the gift of charity
that we understand the mission of the Holy Spirit. The Son is the Word, not just
any kind of word, however, but rather one breathing love… . Accordingly it
is not as a result of just any intellectual perfection that we understand the
mission of the Son, but rather according to that instruction which bursts forth
into an affection of love… . Thus Augustine says expressly that the Son
is sent whithersoever he is known and perceived. Now perception here
signifies a kind of experiential awareness and this is properly called wisdom.(17)
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The tight conceptual link between the Trinitarian
missions and the doctrine of the imago Dei is a reflection of one of
Aquinas’s deepest theological intuitions structuring the Summa but
present in his mind even in his earlier commentary on the Sentences of
Peter Lombard:

In the going forth of
creatures from their first principle there follows a kind of revolving or
turning around since all things return as to their end to that principle from
which they came forth. And thus it is necessary that the very same principle
from which they came be that by which they return to their end. Accordingly it
follows that since it has already been established that the procession of the
divine persons is the pattern and explanation for the production of creatures
from the first principle, it follows that that same procession be the pattern
and explanation for their return to their end; because it was through the Son
and the Spirit that we were created, so through them we are conjoined to our
ultimate end.(18)



What this text indicates is that the reditus of the human person as
the image of God can only be understood in the light of the procession of the
Son and the Spirit. The return of the image is both patterned on and powered by
the life of the Trinity. The reminder that we are looking at the human person qua
image of God at the beginning of the Secunda Pars is a signal to the
reader to see the moral life in the light of the exemplar of the Trinity as
pattern and source. The beatitude at the heart of the Secunda Pars is
Trinitarian. The assimilation to the divine or the deification is Trinitarian.
It is by freely chosen acts of knowledge impregnated with love in union with the
Trinity that we are beatified and deified. Ultimately Aquinas’s moral thinking
is an ethic of deifi
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cation or beatification; the moral life is a progressive entering into
inchoate beatitude through actions in union with the triune God. It is
especially through the exemplar causality of the Son and the Spirit that we
become who God created us to be. We may now follow out that assimilative
pattern.

II.
Christ: Via est nobis tendendi in Deum





If the goal of life is progressive assimilation into the Trinity, then the way
along that path lies through Christ, whom Aquinas describes in the prologue to
question 2 of the Tertia Pars as “For us the way of tending toward
God” (via est nobis tendendi in Deum). In the prologue to the Tertia
Pars, Aquinas says:





Because our Lord and
Savior Lord Jesus Christ, “in saving his people from their sins” as
the angel said, demonstrated to us the way of truth in himself by which we can
arrive at the happiness of eternal life by rising up, it is necessary in order
to bring this entire theological enterprise to its fulfillment that, after
considering the ultimate end of human life along with the virtues and vices, our
consideration turns to the Savior of all and the benefits offered by him to the
human race.(19)





That the consideration of Christ is necessary “to bring this entire
theological work to its fulfillment” implies that the deepest meaning of
what has thus far been written cannot be understood apart from Christ the
Savior. What I want to suggest here is that Christ as exemplar is necessary to
understand the reditus of the image described in the Secunda Pars.(20)
The way into Trinitarian beatitude is through Christ, especially through the
cultivation of
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the virtue of Christ, which sheds new light on the entire dis-cussion of
virtue in the Secunda Pars.

In discussing the motive for the Incarnation, Aquinas con-sistently stresses
our need for Christ as moral exemplar in order to attain beatitude. In question
1, article 2 of the Tertia Pars, where he discusses the necessity of
the Incarnation in order that we might better and more fittingly attain our end
(per quod melius convenientius pervenitur ad finem), he enumerates five
reasons why the Incarnation furthers us in the achievement of our good. Two of
them bear on the themes of this paper: (1) “for the sake of right action,
in that he has given us an example in his own life”(21)
and (2) “for the sake of a full participation in divinity, in which lies
our beatitude and the end of human life, and this is bestowed on us through the
humanity of Christ.”(22) In the parallel
discussion in the Summa contra Gentiles, Aquinas begins by noting that
the Incarnation is the most efficacious help in our journey to beatitude because
it gives us hope that we can attain it. More relevant to my concerns here,
however, are remarks that Aquinas goes on to make about our need for a moral
exemplar in order to acquire virtue:

It is clear that
beatitude is the reward of virtue. Accordingly it is necessary that those
striving for beatitude be disposed in accord with virtue. But we are led to
virtue by both words and examples. Now the words and example of another are more
effective in inculcating virtue the more confident we are in our opinion
regarding that person’s goodness. Regarding no person, however, can there be
completely infallible opinion about his or her goodness because even the holiest
people are found deficient in some things. Hence it was necessary for us, so as
to be confirmed in virtue, that we receive teaching and examples of virtue from
God-made-man. For this reason our Lord said: I have given you an example so that
just as I have done, so too you also might do (Jn 13:15).(23)
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It is a standard Aristotelian doctrine that one needs the example of a phronimos
in order to learn virtue. Aquinas shows here, however, that the need for Christ
as moral exemplar is fundamentally a Johannine claim closely connected with what
might be termed an Augustinian intuition that the reality of sin implies that we
cannot count on anyone being a completely virtuous moral exemplar.

The need for the Incarnation in order to provide a moral exemplar is
connected with the doctrine of imago Dei. Apart from Incarnation, how
would we know how to imitate Father, Son, and Holy Spirit? As Aquinas says in
commenting on 1 Corinthians 11:1:

The primordial
principle of the procession of things is the Son of God, as it says in Jn 1: Through
him all things are made. Thus He Himself is the primordial exemplar who is
imitated by all creatures as the true and perfect image of the Father… . But
in a special way He is the exemplar of the spiritual graces which shine forth in
spiritual creatures… . Having been generated before all creatures in
resplendent grace, he has in an exemplar way in himself all the splendors of all
the saints. Previously the exemplar was exceedingly remote from us… . And
thus He willed to become human so that he might give to humans a human exemplar.(24)





The inaccessibility of the internal life of the Godhead is remedied by
Incarnation. God the Father is only knowable to us through his perfect image,
the Son, and in the Spirit. We are only conformed to the Father through
conformity to Christ: “since the Son is
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similar to the Father in sharing the same essence, it is necessary that if a
person is made into the image of Christ, he will also be made into the image of
the Father.”(25) It is important to note
that Christ’s exemplarity is not merely at the level of a moral model to be
imitated, as one might imitate a saint, but rather also involves genuine
exemplar causality such that it is through Christ, and especially Christ’s
humanity, that we are made capable of acting in imitation of Christ. We are
created in his exemplar likeness and actively enter into that likeness through
Christ’s grace.

As Gillon(26) and Torrell(27)
have pointed out, the idea of the moral life as an imitatio Christi is
not prominent in Aquinas’s systematic works, while it does figure prominently in
his Scripture commentaries and in his preaching.(28)
It is not entirely absent from the Summa Theologiae, however, insofar
as Aquinas accepts the theological axiom that every action of Christ is meant to
be an instruction for us.(29) As Torrell has
noted, the Christology of the Tertia Pars is unique in the medieval
period for the way in which it incorporates an extended treatment of the
mysteries of the life of Christ as an integral part (qq. 27-59); the entirety of
the life of Christ is a mysterion with both exemplar and soteriological
significance for us.(30) No part of Christ’s
life is more important as an exemplum in our own lives than his
passion:
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For as blessed
Augustine says, the passion of Christ suffices completely as instruction for our
lives. Whoever wills to live perfectly should do nothing other than to contemn
what Christ contemned on the Cross and desire what Christ desired. No example of
virtue is lacking from the Cross.(31) 



It is the life of Christ contemplated in its totality that gives the
Christian an example of what it means to live in the image of the triune God. It
is above all else an example of virtue, the key category of the Secunda
Pars, because it is the inculcation of the right sets of dispositions that
is crucial to making the free choices in the fabric of our own lives as images
of God. Christ gives us an example of how to make our way to our end, but that
way must be realized and indeed created in the particular context of our own
lives, especially through charity and prudence. This is not a slavish imitation
but rather a free creation; we cannot copy exactly the life of Christ, we can
only imitate it. And this cannot be accomplished without the Spirit:

We read in Sacred
Scripture that we are configured to the Son: You have received the Spirit of
adoption as sons (Rm 8:15) and Because you are sons, God sent the
Spirit of his Son into your hearts. Now nothing is configured to something
else except by the seal of what is proper to the model. For we see in created
natures that what conforms something to itself does so through something from
itself (as when semen makes a man like a man instead of a horse). But the Holy
Spirit is from the Son as his proper seal, hence it is said of Christ that
he has signed us, sealed us, and given us the pledge of the Spirit in our hearts.(32)
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III. Per Spiritum Sanctum Deo configuramur





A suggestive text from the Summa contra Gentiles links the Spirit to
some of the key concepts of this paper and describes it, like Christ, as our way
to beatitude:





In order to attain the
fruition of beatitude, which is proper to God by his nature, it is necessary
first that we be assimilated to God through spiritual perfections, then act in
accord with them, and so achieve beatitude. The spiritual gifts are given to us
by the Holy Spirit, as established already. Thus it is through the Holy Spirit
that we are configured to God, through the Holy Spirit that we are rendered fit
for good works, and through the Holy Spirit that the way to beatitude is opened
to us.(33)



 



It is through the Holy Spirit that we are deified,
assimilated, conformed, and beatified. This begins with the gift of sanctifying
grace and flowers in all the other ways in which our sharing in the divine
nature transforms our capacities for action through the theological virtues
(especially charity), the infused moral virtues, the gifts, and the beatitudes.
It is obviously not possible here to rehearse all this. What I want to do is to
examine two key treatises in the Summa Theologiae(34)
that display a particular emphasis on the role of the mission of the Holy Spirit
in the moral life, especially with respect to the way in which our actions
imitate the freedom of God as a sharing in the Trinity.

The discussion of the gifts of the Holy Spirit in question 68 of the Prima
Secundae follows the general discussion of virtue as the interior principle
of good human action. The first question Aquinas considers is whether or not the
traditional sevenfold gifts of the Holy Spirit should be considered as distinct
principles of good human action in addition to the virtues. The objections and
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the opening part of the reply itself propose various arguments to reduce the
gifts to the virtues. In resolving the question, Aquinas argues that the key is
to look carefully at how Scripture (Isa 11:2) emphasizes that the gifts are
spiritual, implying that they are in us by divine inspiration. He goes on to
explain that the term “inspiration” implies a motion from without (exterior),
meaning that the gifts are distinct from the interior moving principle of human
action (reason).(35) As we shall see, it is
vital not to construe the Spirit of God “moving” as an
“exterior” principle as though it were like a physical object moving
another object exterior to it in space. Aquinas goes on to say that whatever is
moved must be proportioned to what moves it, and that the greater the perfection
of the mover, the greater the degree of readiness presupposed in the mover; for
example, the greater the mind of the teacher, the more finely developed the
student must be. The human virtues dispose a person to be docile to the judgment
of human reason, as is natural for us. But the human virtues do not by
themselves make us docile to be moved by God; hence there must be higher
perfections that dispose us to be moved by God, and these are the gifts of the
Holy Spirit. They are called such not just because they
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come from God, but rather also because they dispose us to be easily moved by
divine inspiration.(36)

The subsequent history of moral theology has shown a ten-dency to identify
the “higher acts” to which we are disposed by the gifts of the Holy
Spirit as mystical. Yet Aquinas goes on in the next article (STh I-II,
q. 68, a. 2) to ask whether or not the gifts are necessary for salvation.
And the answer is affirmative:

Human reason is
perfected in two ways by God: first, by a natural perfection, that is by the
light of natural reason; in another way by supernatural perfections, that is by
the theological virtues (as said above). And while this second kind of
perfection is higher than the first, nonetheless the first is possessed in a
more perfect manner by us because it belongs to us as fully possessed, while the
second is possessed in an imperfect way because we love and know God
imperfectly… . Yet anything that possesses some nature or form or virtue
imperfectly cannot act through itself, but only as moved by another… .
Accordingly when it comes to those matters which are subject to human reason in
its orientation to its connatural end, we may act through the judgement of
reason… . But as ordered to a ultimately supernatural end, with respect to
which reason is in some way only imperfectly disposed by the theological
virtues, the direction of reason is not sufficient unless there comes to it from
above an instinct and movement of the Holy Spirit; as it says in Romans 8:14,
17: Those who are led by the Spirit are sons of God, and if Sons … also
heirs; it also says in Psalm 142:10: Your good 
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Spirit leads me
into the right land. For no one can
attain the inheritance of that land of the blessed unless he is led by the
Spirit. And so in order to attain that end, it is necessary that we have the
Gift of the Holy Spirit.(37)



Aquinas’s doctrine on the gifts of the Holy Spirit
is a reminder that our sharing in the divine life is always imperfect and
fragile, both because of the discrepancy between creature and Creator and
because of the reality of sin. We need a special docility to the movement of the
Spirit in order that our interior sources of action might be unified in
responding to the promptings of God. The purpose of the gifts is not to inspire
us to actions that go “beyond” the virtues in a supererogatory
fashion, but rather to remedy the imperfect mode of how we act when it comes to
what pertains to the divine. By describing the movement of the Spirit as an instinctus
or impulse, Aquinas implies that while this motion originates in God, it is
nonetheless interior to us like the natural impulse to the good commensurate
with our nature; it is “exterior” in the sense that its source is in a
transcendent other rather than in the sense of being “external.”(38)
Because this movement is associated with the Holy Spirit, there is an affective
component to it, yet because it is meant to provide some kind of guidance, it is
also cognitive. In this way it recalls the central
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teaching about the divine indwelling being a notitia experi-mentalis,
a word breathing love. It results in a loving sense of what God wants; not,
perhaps, a full understanding of why but rather a feel for what is right.
Aquinas assigns each gift to a corresponding virtue, seeing the two principles
as working in synergy, with the gifts disposing us to act in accord with the
prompting of the Spirit and in accord with virtue. Charity is what binds the
virtues and the gifts together: “Hence just as the moral virtues are
connected together through prudence, so the gifts of the Holy Spirit are
connected to each other in charity such that whoever has charity has all the
gifts of the Spirit, none of which can be had without charity.”(39)

At this point, however, we encounter a paradox about freedom. Aquinas’s
doctrine of the gifts stresses that someone who acts in accord with the Spirit
is moveatur ab alio. Yet the prologue to the Secunda Pars,
where this all began and where it now will end, describes the human person as
reflecting the image of the Trinity in being originative through itself of
action and in being the principle of its own activities (per se potestativum,
suorum operum principium) because of its intellect and freedom of choice.
How can the image be both the principle of its own actions and moved by another?
What sort of freedom is compatible with being in the image of God? In order to
answer this question, I want to turn our attention to the other great
pneumatological zone of the Summa.

 



IV.
Ubi est spiritus, ibi est libertas



It is worth noting that the climax of the Prima Secundae is the
classic Pauline triptych of sin, law, and grace, with the link between law and
grace being Aquinas’s treatise on the New Law (qq. 106-8). It should not be
surprising, then, to discover that ultimately Aquinas’s account of freedom is
more Pauline than
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Aristotelian,(40) and completely outside the
box of contemporary philosophical debates about freedom in terms of
libertarianism and compatibilism.(41) The
interplay of Aristotelian and Pauline notions of freedom comes into clear focus
in a parallel text in the Summa contra Gentiles where Aquinas discusses
the effects of the Spirit in moving creatures toward God:

It should be noted
that those made sons of God by the Holy Spirit do not act as slaves, but as free
people. For since to be free means “to cause oneself” to act [causa
sui], we act freely when we act from ourselves. This is to act from our
wills, for when we act against our will we act in a servile manner rather than
freely, whether that be through unqualified violence—as when the entire
principle of the action is outside the agent and the agent contributes nothing,
as when someone is pushed to move—or whether it be violence mixed with
voluntariness as when someone is forced to do or suffer something less contrary
to his will in order to evade something even more contrary. But the Holy Spirit
inclines us to act so that we act by our wills insofar as we have been made
lovers of God. Accordingly, those who have been freed by the Spirit act out of
love, not out of servility. Hence the Apostle says in Romans 8:15: You
did not receive a spirit of slavery leading once more to fear, but a spirit of
adoptive sonship.(42)



In this remarkable passage we see Aquinas using Aristotelian concepts to
promote a Pauline view of freedom. Aquinas is fond of the Aristotelian axiom liber
est qui causa sui est.(43) Now this
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cannot be taken in a libertarian sense of an origination of action
independent of any antecedent metaphysical causality or divine causality.
Aquinas makes this clear in the context of answering an objection—based on the
principle that free action must be causa sui—that human beings do not
have free choice because God moves the will as its first cause. In replying,
Aquinas makes an important distinction between causa sui and prima
causa sui:

Free choice is the
cause of its own motion because the human person moves himself to act through
free choice. But it is not necessary for liberty that what is free be the first
cause of itself, just as neither is it required that what is the cause of
another be the first cause of it. Accordingly, God is the first cause moving
both natural and voluntary causes. And just as by moving natural causes God does
not take away their natural quality, so in moving voluntary causes God does not
annul the voluntary character of their activities but rather makes them to be
voluntary, for God operates in each in accord with its own properties.(44)



God is the causa prima of all human action, both in the order of
nature and in the order of grace, in accord with the priority of act over
potency and in accord with the priority of grace to human initiative.
Paradoxically, God’s motion causes the human will to choose freely; God’s
ultimate causality is somehow the explanation for human freedom rather than its
enemy. Aquinas interprets the connection that Aristotle makes between free
action and being causa sui in terms of its political meaning (i.e., the
distinction between a free person and a slave) rather than as a claim about
causal origination. A free person, in contrast to a slave, is someone whose
actions come from out of his own self and for his own sake (rather than for the
sake of another).(45)
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Freedom is the capacity to orientate oneself from within toward that good
which is one’s ultimate completion. A servile will is one that is unable to set
its own end and pursue it spontaneously. Aquinas sees the Holy Spirit not as
violent external agent, but rather as acting through the power of love and
friendship to incline our wills interiorly towards God as our own good precisely
insofar as our being incorporated into the life of the Trinity makes God’s good
our own by participation. The primary model of caus-ality here is friendship and
love, not a Deistic Deus ex machina or a Frankfurt-style malevolent
demon operating on our brains. God inclines us from within through love and
frees us from slavery to sin. How that exactly works Aquinas does not say. It is
axiomatic for him, however, that “God does not work within us without
us,” and that both at the moment of conversion (operative grace) and in the
life of the Spirit, grace works through human freedom.(46)

The parallel text in the Summa Theologiae is in the treatise on the
New Law (STh I-II, qq. 106-8), which Aquinas defines as gratia
Spiritus sancti given through faith in Christ; it is through this that we
attain our ultimate end.(47) Aquinas discusses
there whether it is appropriate for the New Law to enjoin or forbid external
works, and remarks that while it is fitting for some external actions to be
enjoined or forbidden by the New Law because they are either necessary for or
contrary to faith working through love, the New Law of Christ leaves most things
to
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individual discretion.(48) The New Law is
thus fundamentally an ethic of prudence and a lex libertatis. In
response to an objection that any kind of prescription is contrary to freedom,
Aquinas answers:

According to the Philosopher, “a free person is self-causing.”
Thus someone does something freely when the action is from him. Now a person who
acts by virtue of a habit in accord with his own nature acts from himself
because a habit inclines us in a natural way. But if the habit were to be
opposed to nature, then the person would not act from himself but rather in
accord with some corruption that he has taken on. Accordingly the grace of the
Holy Spirit is like an interior habit infused into us, inclining us to righteous
action, that makes us free to do what is in accord with grace and to avoid what
is repugnant to grace. Thus the New Law is said to be a law of liberty in two
ways. First, because it does not compel us with respect to what must be done or
avoided except in those matters that are necessary or repugnant to salvation and
that fall under the prescription or prohibition of the law. Second, because even
with respect to precepts or prohibitions of this kind, it enables us to fulfill
them freely insofar as we fulfill them from an inner instinct of grace. And for
these two reasons the new law is said to be a law of perfect liberty.(49)



Here we see that the paradigm of free action is virtuous action, insofar as
it flows out of the second nature of a person that is the
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creation and the deposit of his or her own free actions. It is not a liberty
of indifference, but a freedom for the good that accords with our nature. Action
in accord with vice, by contrast, is the paradigm of unfree action and so a kind
of slavery since it leads us to what does not fulfill our nature. Action in
accord with the New Law of the grace of the Holy Spirit is like virtuous action
because it flows from a habitus infused in us in accord with our
divinized nature. Insofar as we have become sharers in the divine nature,
actions that flow from the Spirit are actions that flow freely and spontaneously
from within us.

The parallel between nature and grace, virtue and the New Law, points to one
of the most important intuitions in Aquinas’s thinking: the interior origin of
morality. When Aquinas describes law as an “exterior” principle,(50)
this is only to say that it originates in God, not that it involves heteronomy;
“exterior” here means having its ultimate origin in another (God)
rather than being “outside” or “coercive.” Both the natural
law and the New Law are indita a Deo, inscribed in our hearts, built
into our natures both created and graced. In discussing natural law, Aquinas
remarks that rational creatures share in the Eternal Law in a special way as
being provident for self and others as God is provident.(51)
Natural law is our sharing in the eternal law in a manner commensurate with our
status as images of God; it is precisely because we are created in the image of
God that the source of morality must be interior to us. God implants within our
nature the resources to know the good and an attraction for it. We recognize the
good as something to be done because we are created with an affinity for it;
because God the creator is God the legislator, the natural law is nothing other
than our recognition of what we must do to become what we were created to be. In
this
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sense Aquinas’s account of human agency is a form of autonomy: while the
moral law has its ultimate origin in God, nonetheless we discern it from within
as in accord with our natures.(52)

Aquinas’s account of the New Law presupposes that God pro-vides for us in the
order of grace in a manner that parallels the order of nature by giving us an
interior principle whereby we may have a correlative inclination to the good in
accord with our deified nature. The New Law is a deeper entering into divine
providence, indeed a sharing in it precisely as Trinitarian: returning to the
Father through the Son and in the Spirit. It is an ethic of freedom and an ethic
of prudence. The whole of the moral life of a Christian is an enactment in time
and history of the interior life of God—this is its ultimate meaning in the
light of the Summa theologiae. We enter most deeply into the life of
the Trinity when charity is crowned with the gift of wisdom resulting in a deep
affective affinity (compassio sive connaturalitas) for the things of
God as our own, and the resultant ability to judge them aright on that basis (recte
judicium propter connaturalitatem).(53)

 



V.
Conclusion



As noted at the beginning, it has been the fate of Aquinas’s moral thought to
be detached from its whole. This is still true today, though perhaps for
different reasons. People who write about Aquinas’s “ethics” these
days tend to be academic specialists who look closely at some part, often as
small as a single article or question, and attempt to distill a doctrine out of
it. Often there is no attempt to read the part in the light of the theological
whole. As Boyle notes, and I would concede, Aquinas does not always signpost the
deep connections as much as one would like, yet they are there to an attentive
reader. Perhaps if Aquinas had lived to finish the Summa, he might have
gone back to make the con
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nections clearer. In an era in which philosophy and theology are distinct
disciplines and theology itself is fragmented in ways that would astonish
Aquinas, for whom the unity of sacra doctrina comprises everything that
is divided in a modern academic department, those deep connections are not
easily perceived. What I have tried to indicate, albeit sketchily, is that there
is a deep unity in Aquinas’s moral thought that comes from the Trinity and that
is expressed in the exitus and the reditus that is the grand
theme of the Summa. Aquinas’s theology is above all else Trinitarian.
If that is so, then the key for an understanding of Aquinas’s moral thinking
would be the human person as imago Trinitatis.
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THE TEACHING OF THE Second Vatican Council on religious liberty in its
declaration Dignitatis humanae has been a subject of bitter
disagreement ever since the promulgation of that declaration. Presented by some
as one of the council’s main achievements, it has been condemned by others as a
departure from the past teaching of the Church. Most seriously, perhaps, it has
been celebrated as being both these things, and as thereby establishing that it
is possible for the Church to change her teachings, however authoritative, in
the light of a better understanding of reality.

There are two issues involved in this disagreement: the question of the
content of the document’s teachings, and the question of the level of authority
of these teachings. These questions turn upon the more general issues of the
nature of the principles to be used in determining the content and authority of
Church teachings. These general issues are the topic of long-standing disputes
in Catholic theology, disputes that are at least as important as those on
religious freedom itself. This paper will attempt to resolve these disputes,
partly as a preliminary to considering the issue of religious liberty, and
partly on account of their intrinsic interest. It will not go on to apply its
conclusions to Church teaching on religious liberty because of space
limitations; this task will be undertaken in subsequent publications. However,
the consideration of positions on the interpretation of
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church teachings and the consideration of Dignitatis Humanae are not
entirely independent tasks. The debates on both these issues emerge from a
common theological and ecclesiastical history, and the exposition of this
history that is necessary for a consideration of interpretation of Church
teachings will prove essential for an understanding of Dignitatis humanae.

None of the teachings of Dignitatis humanae are infallible
pronouncements that of themselves demand the assent of faith. This is the case
with all the teachings of the Second Vatican Council, since that council did not
make any dogmatic definitions.(1)
Dignitatis humanae thus raises the particular issue of the level of
authority of noninfallible Church teachings. It is really only for this category
of Church teaching that the question of level of authority arises in an
important way, since infallible teachings by their nature have the highest level
of authority, an authority that excludes rejection or doubt on the part of those
who profess the Catholic faith. For theology, the question with respect to
infallible teachings is not properly speaking their level of authority, but the
means of identifying them. The question of how to identify infallible teachings
has been fairly thoroughly discussed, and has in fact been the main focus of
theological disputes about the authority of Church teachings. These disputes
have generally been asking, what level of authority—fallible or 




  
  

  


page 373

infallible—does a given Church
teaching have? The question that concerns us, however, is what are the levels of
authority below infallibility that Church teachings can possess, and how are
these levels to be identified?

 



I. Historical Context of Doctrine



In order to determine the content of
a teaching (and, in some cases, the degree of its authority), it is necessary
carefully to examine the circumstances in which it is issued. The relevant
circumstances include the nature of the theological terms used and the
theological approaches within which these terms emerged, the errors that are
intended to be condemned, and the conciliar discussions that gave rise to the
texts. The force of the forms used to promulgate a teaching may also vary with
time, and requires some attention to context to be understood. Neglect of these
circumstances has at times led to more or less serious mis-representations of
conciliar teachings. A good example of this is the teaching of the Council of
Trent on Scripture and Tradition as sources of revelation. The standard view of
this teaching for many years was that it asserted that oral tradition was an
independent source of revelation, in the sense that it contained and passed on
divinely revealed truths that are not contained in Scripture. However,
investigations of the deliberations of the Council of Trent have shown that the
council cannot be said to teach this position.(2)

It is also necessary to interpret
particular teachings in the context of Church teaching as a whole. All these
teachings are issued by the same authority, which intends them to harmonize with
and to interpret each other. The fact that teachings are 
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intended to be read in the context of
the whole of the Church’s teaching is often explicitly stated in conciliar
documents, in such phrases as “following the saintly fathers” (Chalcedon)(3)
or “follow-ing without deviation in a straight path after the saintly
fathers” (Constantinople III);(4) it was
expressed at the Second Vatican Council in Dei Verbum 1 and Lumen
gentium 51. The presump-tion is therefore that one teaching does not reject
or contradict another, unless it is impossible to understand it except as doing
so. The practice in the rare instances where a previous teaching is corrected by
a subsequent one is for this correction to be made explicit (as in the
condemnation by the Third Council of Constan-tinople of the teaching of Pope
Honorius on Monothelitism).

This means that the meaning that we
might attach to a teaching if taken in isolation may not be the meaning that we
should understand as meant by the Church, when the whole of the Church’s
teaching is taken into account. This principle of interpretation is not confined
to magisterial documents; as René Laurentin remarks, “when a pontifical
document seems to go contrary to an opinion received by the Fathers or Doctors
of the Church, notably by such a one as St. Thomas Aquinas, this doctrine should
not be thought to be rejected by it, unless the papal document says so in so
many words.”(5)

It may be the case that the meaning
of a given teaching is clarified by another teaching, even if the clarification
occurs centuries later. An example is Pope Leo the Great’s assertion about the
divine and human natures in Christ, to the effect that

“the activity of each form is
what is proper to it in communion with the other: that is, the Word performs
what belongs to the Word, and the flesh accomplishes what belongs to the
flesh.”(6) On its own this expression could
be understood in a Nestorian sense, as implying that the two natures are
independently acting entities. 
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It was indeed understood in this way
by many theologians, an understanding that contributed to the Monophysite
schism. This understanding was however excluded by the Third Council of
Constantinople, which interpreted Leo’s claim as asserting that there is both a
divine and a human will in Christ, and thus as being a rejection of
Monothelitism.(7) Even if this meaning was not
present in Leo’s original statement, it became part of the meaning of that
statement after the clarification of Constantinople III. This is because Leo was
not expressing his private opinion, but teaching in his official capacity. The
meaning of an official statement is determined by the authority that issues the
statement, not by the individual who happens to exercise that authority at a
given time; and the authority in question has the power to expand the meaning of
its assertions. A humdrum example is British law on value-added tax, which
states that bread is not subject to this tax but that cake is. The question
arose as to whether bagels should count as bread or as cake; when it was legally
decided that bagels were bread, the previous legislation then acquired the
content of exempting bagels from value-added tax, a meaning that it did not have
before that decision.(8)

The example of the Third Council of
Constantinople is a case in which the clearer teaching occurs later than the
less clear one. Although this is a sensible order in which to proceed, there is
nothing about order in time as such that means that a later statement is to be
used to interpret an earlier one rather than vice versa. Statements of greater
authority are to be used to interpret statements of lesser authority, and
clearer statements are to be used to interpret less clear ones, regardless of
the temporal order of the statements in question. A case where earlier teachings
are to be used to interpret later ones is where the later teachings repeat
earlier ones that have been solemnly defined, as with the Christological
teachings of the Second Vatican Council. The former teachings, those of the
great Christological councils, are more authoritative than the latter, which are
not 
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solemn definitions. They are also
more precise, because the solemn definitions were intended to settle specific
controversies, whereas the appeal to this teaching at Vatican II was intended to
give a more general picture.

There are particular principles of
interpretation that have been proposed specifically for the teachings Vatican II
that ought to be mentioned here. It is sometimes said that these teachings
should be interpreted in the light of the “spirit” of the council, or
the “location of the texts within that historical thrust … towards
self-understanding by the Church and definition of its relationship with
history,”(9) or should give “greater
interpretative privilege to the thesis supported by the greater majority of
voters.”(10) The problem with such
principles is not simply that they are not very specific, and are thus open to
manipulation by people with their own agendas,(11)
but that they are wrong, full stop. They violate the principle that a council is
only to be interpreted as teaching what it manifestly and officially teaches.

These proposals for reading Vatican
II stem in fact from a transposed ultramontane heritage. The extreme
ultramontane position on the extent of the authority of the pope, and the
ultramontane psychological attitude towards that authority, were expressed by W.
G. Ward:

Take the obvious
illustration of a parent; and suppose it were revealed to me, that my mother’s
guidance is infallible in every particular of moral and religious training. That
I should accept with unquestioning assent the very least detail of her explicit
instruction, is but a small part of my submission to her authority. I should be
ever studying her whole demeanour in my regard—her acts no less than her
words—in order that I may more fully apprehend her implied principles 
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of conduct, and
gather those lessons of profound wisdom which she is privileged to dispense.(12)



This
ultramontane attitude is simply transferred by some theologians to the Second
Vatican Council. The faithful, in relation to the council, are to be like the
slaves in the psalm keeping their eyes on the hands of their master. In reality,
this attitude is only appropriate towards God. It can be applied to pope or
council when these entities are exercising the divine authority, but this
attitude is only called for when this authority is exercised in proper form.
Otherwise, it is not faith but a regression to childishness, to seeing pope or
council as a parental authority whose every word and intention is to be
uncritically accepted. 



 

II.
“Historical Conditioning” of Doctrine



The purpose of the investigation of the context of Church teachings is to
find out how these teachings represent reality. Acceptance of these teachings
consists in holding that reality is indeed how they say it is, on account of
their saying that it is. This seemingly banal clarification needs to be made
because it is rejected by some currently influential accounts of the
interpretation of doctrine.

One such account was given in clear and summary form in an address by Julius
Cardinal Döpfner to a conference of European bishops in 1969:

All the dogmas in the
strict sense of the word, in turn call for interpretation. Although they also
contain, with the help of the Holy Spirit, a “timeless” truth, i.e. an
objectively valid truth for all times, they still present this truth in a
time-bound language. Dogmas are always statements which are historically 




  
  

  


page 378

determined in a
conceptual system; they are tied to a particular time and a particular way of
thinking. Dogmas come to be in a concrete situation because of a specific set of
causes. Doctrinal statements, therefore, always express the truth which is their
object in an inadequate and fragmentary way which, nonetheless, is valid from a
specific perspective, namely, the perspective of a certain group of hearers. In
order to understand a doctrinal truth, one must be familiar with these
circumstances. Insofar as these circumstances have changed, the context of a
certain dogma no longer exists for us.(13)





This notion of the historical conditioning of doctrine is derived from Karl
Rahner. I have criticized this notion in an earlier article,(14)
and will simply recapitulate in brief the contents of that criticism. This
understanding of the way doctrine is historically conditioned takes the
perfectly true claim that doctrinal statements are conditioned and limited by
the historical circumstances in which they are made, and adds to it the further
claim that this limitation must result in their not being perfectly true. But
the former claim does not justify the latter one. Every statement of any kind at
all must be subject to limitations of this sort, since every human being and
every institution composed of humans exist in historical circumstances that
shape and limit what they can know and express. These limitations do indeed mean
that there are things that people in a given set of circumstances will be unable
to know or comprehend. Such limitations are part of the explanation for the
development of doctrine; as conceptual horizons expand, new questions about the
subject matter of the faith can be put that require an answer.
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The existence of limitations on knowledge and comprehension, however, does
not imply that there is nothing that can be fully known or comprehended. That
men are mortal, or that water becomes solid if cooled sufficiently, are examples
of statements that describe reality entirely truthfully, and that are com-prehensible
to anyone with a normal human conceptual appara-tus. The claim that the Holy
Spirit guides the Church into the truth is to be understood as asserting that
the Holy Spirit guides the Church to teach only statements that fall within the
conceptual capacities of the Church, at the time the teaching is made, for
describing reality as it is—and, furthermore, that succeed in describing
reality as it is. The idea that at some times the limits on the conceptual
capacities of the Church have prevented her from accurately describing reality
is no more than the disguised assumption that the Holy Spirit does not in fact
guide her into the truth. This notion of historical conditioning is simply an
expression of unbelief.

So understood, belief in the historical conditioning of Church teaching
denies the teaching of Vatican I that “if anyone says that it is possible
at some time, given the advancement of knowledge, a sense may be assigned to the
dogmas propounded by the Church which is different from that which the Church
has understood and understands; let him be anathema.”(15)
It thereby asserts some of the tenets of the Modernist heresy.(16)
However, unlike Modern-ism, it does not amount to a coherent view. It faces the
difficulty that if historical conditioning means that some aspects of past
doctrines are not to be accepted as part of the faith, it follows that we cannot
now know what the faith is. We, like believers in other epochs, exist in
history, and hence are subject to historical conditioning that limits our
perspectives. Because we cannot get outside our own historical situation, we
have no way of finding
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out what those limits are, and hence no way of knowing what part of our own
beliefs is historically conditioned and not objectively true. We thus cannot
determine what features of our own understanding of the faith are historically
conditioned, and hence untrue.

The Modernists did not face this problem, because they discarded the idea of
faith as giving any “objectively valid truth for all times” at all,
and evaluated religious beliefs solely by their conformity to the needs of a
given time. This makes it unlikely that the origins of this notion of historical
conditioning are to be found primarily in Modernism. It is probably more the
result of belief in progress and the superiority of the present—of the
assumption that people in the past were inevitably ignorant and prejudiced in
comparison to us, and that their views have to be altered in order to take into
account our greater knowledge. This assumption explains why “historical
conditioning” is attributed to past teachings, but its implications for
present teachings are not considered.

There is a particular version of the historical-conditioning notion that
requires further discussion. It is frequently maintained that the concepts used
in particular Church teachings change over time, and thus that the teachings
have to be re-expressed in different concepts in order to preserve their
original message. Taken as stated, this notion can be straightforwardly
dismissed. The notion of a concept usually designates a component of the mental
life of a particular individual. In this sense, the content of Church teachings
cannot depend on particular concepts, because concepts of this sort are not
publicly available, and Church teachings are expressed in language. Since
language is a public means of communication, its meaning can only be acquired by
reference to interpersonal things and events that are publicly identifiable.
This familiar point about language means that the vicissitudes of people’s
concepts are not relevant to the content of Church teaching. They are only
relevant to the degree of comprehension that a given individual may possess of
them.
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We can also use the term “concept” to refer, not to the components
of the mental life of a particular individual, but to the content of such
components. The point made in the preceding paragraph about the teachings of the
Church applies to this notion as well. Since these teachings are expressed in
language, their content must be given by the elements of the external, publicly
observable world that provide meaning to language. The relation between external
things and the vocabulary of the language that determines the meaning of this
language is that obtaining at the time of the teachings. This does not change;
it refers to a relation obtaining at a single specified time, and change of the
meaning of language must occur over a lapse of time. Careful investigation, of
the sort described above, is often necessary to discern the exact nature of this
relation—since languages and their expressive resources change over time—but
there is no such thing as conceptual change that this investigation needs to
take into account.

However, many of the theologians who talk about changing concepts seem in
fact to have a different notion in mind. They point out that Church teachings
are expressed not just in terms that derive their meaning from the external
publicly observable world, but also in terms taken from theories that attempt to
give a philosophical account of the external world, and that in so doing
elaborate concepts that go beyond what is evident to observation. They argue
that Church teachings are not intended to advance philosophical theses, and that
the Church has no authority to settle philosophical questions. Since the
philosophical concepts in Church teachings stand or fall with the truth of the
philosophical systems of which they are a part, such theologians conclude that
these concepts do not form a constitutive part of these teachings, and can be
dispensed with or replaced by other philosophical notions. The specifically
philosophical element of Church teaching is thus identified as a historically
conditioned element that does not demand the assent of faith. These are the
concepts that can change, and that need not be retained.
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If this view is correct, the question of the teaching of Vatican II on
religious liberty, for example, would at once be settled. Liberty is a notion
that must be explicated in philosophical terms, and any statements about it
would thus be disqualified from forming part of the teaching of the Church. This
consequence is a good example of why this view is untenable. It is not possible
for Church teaching to be expressed without making use of philosophical notions,
because the subject matter of this teaching is inherently philosophical. It
deals with such ultimate realities as the nature of God, of humanity, of
knowledge, of good and evil. These are philosophical realities; philosophy
itself came into being as the investigation of them. Divine revelation does not
have a subject matter that is entirely separate from that of philosophy. Where
it differs from philosophy is in the reason for belief that it offers, and in
conveying some truths that philosophy is incapable of reaching. To reflect on
many central theological issues just is to venture into philosophy, and the
accurate formulation of claims about them will necessarily use philosophical
notions (cf. Fides et ratio 66). This is apparent in the early councils
that dealt with Christological issues; these described Christ using the
philo-sophical conceptions of substance, nature, hypostasis, and person. It is
necessary to use these notions not only to accept, but to reject, these
conciliar teachings; the only way to avoid philo-sophical characterizations of
Christ would be never to think seriously about him at all—which is scarcely an
option for theology or faith. The claim that particular philosophical concepts
cannot be an intrinsic part of Church teaching is false.

As for the Church not being in the business of teaching philosophical
systems, it is true that the falsity of a philosophical system can entail the
nonapplicability of the concepts that make it up, but making use of
philosophical concepts to describe the world does not amount to embracing a
complete philosophical system. Such concepts can be elements of more than one
system. The necessary employment of philosophical concepts by the Church in her
teaching thus does not constitute an endorsement of a particular philosophical
system, and cannot be rejected on
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that account. Such employment does limit the available philo-sophical options
by excluding philosophies that do not admit these concepts, but the rejection of
philosophical views that are incompatible with the faith is an unexceptionable
and necessary element of the Church’s teaching—one could hardly say that a
condemnation of solipsism, to take an extreme example, would go beyond the
authority of the Church because it settles a philosophical question. It is thus
false to say that the Church lacks the authority to settle philosophical
questions (cf. Fides et ratio 50).

The nonexistence of a core content in Church teaching that is independent of
philosophical concepts means that if one main-tains that the philosophical
concepts in Church teachings can be changed, such teaching becomes a nose of
wax, able to be twisted into any shape called for by one’s philosophical
convictions. Because the essence of these teachings is expressed
philo-sophically, a change in philosophy produces a change in their essence. The
exercise of finding examples of such twisting in contemporary theology I leave
to the reader; it does not require very extensive research.

 



A) Twentieth-Century Debates over Historical Context and Historical
Conditioning

The importance of historical context in understanding Church teaching, and
the falsity of notions of historical conditioning of this teaching, are at the
heart of twentieth-century debates in Catholic theology—debates that retain
their importance today. The first of these theses is a key theme of the nouvelle
théologie— the theological approach associated with the Dominicans of Le
Saulchoir and the Jesuits of Lyon-Fourvières—and the basis of its principal
achievement; the second is its fatal flaw.

The crucial achievement of the nouvelle théologie, produced by the
application of its program for investigating the historical context of doctrine
and theology, was the discovery that the generally accepted conception of
Catholic theology in fact had
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serious shortcomings. This conception was inherited from the baroque
Scholasticism of the Counter-Reformation period. What the nouvels théologiens
brought to light was the fact that baroque Scholasticism had lost some of
the key insights of previous Catholic theology, and had acquired severe flaws
not present in that earlier theology.(17) These
problems were largely the result of the thought of the Counter-Reformation not
having sufficiently emancipated itself from the nominalism of the late Middle
Ages. The nouvels théologiens connected the problems in the Church
with the need to remove these flaws, and to return in theory and in practice to
the better understandings that had existed before the disaster of nominalism, a
disaster that bore much of the responsibility for the Reformation.

The better understandings that needed to be restored were variously
described. Some were sought in the Fathers, especially in the Greek Fathers; but
a significant strand of ressourcement— inspired above all by
Marie-Dominique Chenu—looked for these understandings in St. Thomas himself. It
is this strand of ressourcement that will be considered (and argued
for) here. Its program involved a rejection of the form of Thomism accepted by
neo-Scholastics, which accepted and built upon the thought of baroque
commentators on St. Thomas, such as Cajetan and John of St. Thomas. These
commentators, and their neo-Scholastic heirs, were alleged to have imbibed
certain nominalist assump-tions, and to have introduced errors of their own. As
a result, the “Thomism” of the neo-Scholastics was a significantly
changed and impoverished version of the thought of St. Thomas, many of whose
deep insights needed to be restored.

Not surprisingly, the neo-Scholastics reacted violently to this accusation.
They conceived of the relation of the baroque commentators and themselves to St.
Thomas as analogous to the relation of physicists working on general relativity
after Einstein
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to Einstein himself. Einstein’s successors simplified and extended his theory
a great deal, but their work was based on and in-corporated the fundamental
insights developed by Einstein himself as the discoverer of general relativity.
The notion that the work of later Thomists could be corrected by reference to
St. Thomas himself struck the neo-Scholastics as being like the notion that
later physicists could be corrected by reference to Einstein’s pioneering work
(although they would see later Thomists as more dependent on St. Thomas than
later physicists on Einstein). Apparent differences between St. Thomas and his
followers would result from the fact that reflection over the centuries would
express St. Thomas’s original conceptions in clearer ways, and attempts to show
that St. Thomas was different in significant respects from his followers—the
“palaeo-Thomism” mocked by Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange—were simply
trying to take advantage of the inevitable occasional unclarity to be found in
the founder of a school of thought, in comparison with later elaborations of
that school.

It is not clear whether or not the neo-Scholastics can fairly be described as
being hostile to historical research in maintaining this view—as the nouvels
théologiens claimed—or whether they should rather be described as having
a historical thesis about Thomism that happened to be wrong in some respects.
After all, they held a historical view about the development of Thomism, and
they looked to history to find the favored sources of their ideas, namely, the
baroque Scholastics. Whichever of these is the case, the fact remains that the nouvels
théologiens were right about baroque Scholasticism and its heirs being
different from, and inferior to, the thought of St. Thomas himself.

This endorsement of this claim of the nouvelle théologie needs to
be qualified; it is not as if the neo-Scholastics got St. Thomas totally wrong.
Some of them were in fact responsible for reviving and building on important
aspects of his thought—for example, Garrigou-Lagrange’s work on spiritual
theology (a synthesis of the views of St. Thomas and of St. John of the Cross on
contem-plation), which was crucial to Vatican II’s teaching on the universal
call to holiness. (The value of this synthesis illustrates
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the fact that the Counter-Reformation, producing as it did a theologian of
the caliber of S. John of the Cross, was not barren of theological achievement.)
This observation about the contribution of some neo-Scholastics to the broader
program of ressourcement brings out the fact that that program was not
peculiar to the nouvels théologiens or to the subjects they
considered. The Thomist revival promoted by Leo XIII, particularly its
historical element, was both a precondition and to some extent a form of ressourcement.
Moreover, the program of ressourcement was carried on past Vatican II
and persists up to the present.(18) The newly
revived understandings of the notions of conscience and right that prove to be
crucial to the discussion of religious freedom, for example, are a product of ressourcement.

The fatal flaw of the nouvelle théologie was the espousal, by many
of its significant figures, of forms of the theses about historical conditioning
of Church teaching described above. These theses were expressed most clearly by
Henri Bouillard,(19) and criticized courteously
and effectively by M.-M. Labourdette in an article that is still worth reading
(a criticism that earned him dismissal from teaching duties by the Dominicans
after the council).(20) They were criticized
more bluntly by Garrigou-Lagrange, who answered his own question “La
nouvelle théologie où va t’elle?” by “Le modernisme.”(21)
As applied to the historical-conditioning element of the nouvelle théologie,
Garrigou-Lagrange was right, as the postconciliar period was to show. The
verification of this claim has contributed to a guarded and partial
rehabilitation of Garrigou-Lagrange by Fergus Kerr, who admits that Garrigou-Lagrange
was right in criticizing Maurice Blondel’s rejection of truth as adaequatio
rei et intellectus, and that M.-D. Chenu was wrong in effectively siding
with Blondel on this
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issue.(22) It is most unfortunate that the
truth of the position of the nouvels théologiens on the general need
for ressourcement contributed to the force of neo-Scholastic criticism
of other aspects of their views being ignored.

Étienne Fouilloux sees an evolution in Chenu’s thought. It began with the
idea of ressourcement, but moved to an acceptance of the notion of
historical conditioning.(23) The key to this
evolution was a philosophical assumption that Chenu inherited from nominalism,
via the baroque Scholastics he despised. The nominalist account of concepts
described them as particular contents of individual minds, which relate to the
things in the external world that they are concepts of through signifying these
things.(24) This view is repeated in the
“Thomist” account of John of St. Thomas.(25)
On this understanding, concepts are signs of things, of a kind that serve as
intermediaries between the person understanding and the things that are
understood. The assumption of this understanding of concepts is what permitted
Chenu to hold that concepts are capable of failing adequately to represent the
things they signify, and are susceptible of being replaced by other
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concepts that do the job better—and, in consequence, that the same can be
said of propositions, which are made up of concepts. Chenu thought, furthermore,
that the mystical encounter with God that is basic to faith is not mediated
through concepts, and that it is higher than any conceptual encounter; he
described propositional assent as the medium for supernatural
illumina-tion.(26) Hence his claim that every
theology is the expression of a spirituality; a theology is the expression, in
conceptual terms, of a higher spiritual encounter.(27)
Hence, as well, his view that theology must be adapted to the historical
situation of the theo-logian. This historical situation affects the conceptual
capacities of the theologian (to deny this is to deny that the theologian exists
in history). The theological enterprise must therefore respond to the historical
situation, must respond to the “signs of the times”—a demand that
Fouilloux claims was adopted by Vatican II from Chenu(28)—rather
than pretend to an atemporal under-standing of truth, an understanding that
would inevitably be ossified and cut off from the living object of faith.

This position on concepts led Chenu to his support of Blondel’s definition of
truth, and to his belief that the Modernists, with their concern to adjust
doctrine to historical circumstances, had important insights.(29)
It also contributed to his view, shared by the other nouvels théologiens,
that the faith ought to be expressed in terms of contemporary philosophies, as
well as—or instead of—Scholastic categories. This view was in effect an
acceptance of a version of the Modernist heresy. A particular philosophy gives a
global account of reality, and significantly different philosophies are
different just because they give different accounts of reality. To change the
philosophical systems and concepts that are used to express the faith is
thus—as noted above—to change
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the content of the teachings of the faith; the replacement of the notion of
transubstantiation by that of transsignification is a contemporary example. Part
of the nouvels théologiens‘ motiva-tion for adopting contemporary
philosophies was no doubt an apologetic intention coupled with a lack of
understanding of what philosophy is, but the baroque Scholastic understanding of
concepts would also have played a role.

Chenu’s views are an instance of an important failure of ressourcement:
its glaring omission, in its researches into medieval Scholasticism, of the
central role that logic, philosophy of language, and semantics played in
medieval thought.(30) Chenu’s historicism was
not entailed by his view of concepts as signs, since one can accept this view
without holding that the relation of a given concept to the world can be
improved or changed. But the view of concepts as signs gives room for Chenu’s
historicism, whereas St. Thomas’s understanding of concepts does not. Saint
Thomas does not consider concepts to be signs that can represent reality more or
less accurately, because he holds that the content of concepts is identical
with the natures of the realities that they are concepts of: “intelligibile
in actu est intellectus in actu”(31) (STh
I, q. 14, a. 2). Concepts may be of more or less general types of realities—the
concept of ‘man’ is more specic than the concept of ‘animal’—but a concept
cannot represent reality inaccurately, because all there is to the content of a
concept is the feature of reality that it is about. Nor does St. Thomas consider
that there can be a grasp of reality, aside from sense experience, that is
nonconceptual; for him, to grasp reality in a way that is not seeing, touching,
hearing, etc., just is to have a concept, or to
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understand a proposition that is composed of concepts. This latter position
is easily established. We cannot have a grasp of reality that does not present
what we grasp as having a determinate character. We cannot grasp a feature of
reality as being no more than a “something I know not what”; that is
not a grasp of anything. But to have an intellectual grasp of a feature of
reality as having some determinate character just is to have a concept of the
character in question. What else is it to have a concept?

The substantial philosophical topic of whether or not concepts are signs does
not have to be fully addressed in order to dispose of Chenu’s position. The
understanding of concepts as signs has been attacked by Wittgenstein, Peter
Geach,(32) and Hilary Putnam, and St. Thomas’s
understanding has been defended by Geach(33) and
in at least some respects by Anthony Kenny.(34)
The idea of concepts as signs, or as mental representations, has nonetheless
retained a large following, largely because of its perceived usefulness in
offering a physicalist account of thought.(35)
It is not however accepted by philosophers in any form that could lend support
to Chenu. In these theories, there is no form of nonconceptual understanding
that can provide a superior nonrepresentational grasp of reality. Propositions
are true if they accurately represent the world; if their representation of the
world is something that can be corrected (as opposed to supplemented by the
provision of more information), that means that they are not true. To accept a
theological assertion or a Church teaching as true, on these theories, is thus
to admit that they are not susceptible of correction.

There are a number of ironies about this debate between the nouvels théologiens
and the neo-Scholastics. Henri de Lubac, although he came to the defense of his
Jesuit colleagues in the
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debates with Labourdette and Garrigou-Lagrange, did not in fact accept the
historical-conditioning notion at all; he thought that his claim about human
nature as such being ordered to the beatific vision was true, in the
immutable, essentialist way attacked by Daniélou. The neo-Scholastics, in
holding to the classical Aris-totelian definition of truth, were being loyal to
tradition, while the nouvels théologiens, in distinguishing concepts
and intuitions, conceptual values and religious perceptions, supernatural
illumination and propositional assent, a catalogue of propositions and living
material, and in claiming that theology investigates events rather than the
nature of things,(36) were committing the sin of
which they accused their opponents—that of imposing an anachronistic
philosophical framework on Catholic tradition that falsifies and obscures it (in
this case, a mixture of Cartesian, Enlightenment, sub-Kantian, and
existentialist ideas).

More generally, the neo-Scholastics, in attacking the views of the nouvels
théologiens on historical conditioning by offering a reasoned
philosophical case against them, were following in the footsteps of St.
Athanasius, St. Basil, St. Augustine, and St. Thomas.(37)
The nouvels théologiens, for their part, did not attempt any
substantive reasoned reply to this criticism. It is doubtful whether they could
have managed to offer one; they did not think philosophically. This is shown by
their enthusiasm for Blondel, and by their taking Pierre Teilhard de Chardin
seriously. Blondel was a confused thinker(38)
and Teilhard was an intellectual charlatan; but both were gifted rhetoricians,
and their rhetoric made the nouvels théologiens accept them as
philosophers. Indeed, rhetoric was what the nouvels théologiens
understood
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philosophy to be. In this they were children of the Counter-Reformation.
Rhetoric, unlike philosophy, uses appeals to desires and emotions to affect
belief— that is, it uses factors connected with the will. This revulsion from
philosophical thought on the part of the nouvels théologiens was a
much more radical departure from Catholic tradition than anything of which the
neo-Scholastics were guilty.(39) If belief is
seen as obedience to a command, in the characteristic fashion of
Counter-Reformation theology, rhetoric will be the natural way to produce it,
and rhetoric, rather than philosophy, will be the appropriate tool for
addressing issues of faith.(40)





B) Problems with the Neo-Scholastic Approach to Doctrine, and Their Remedy

The ideas about the interpretation of Church teachings that have been
criticized so far emerge from “progressive” theological currents that
have become widely accepted only since the 1950s. Immediately before this
period, the predominant approach to the interpretation of Church teachings was
that of neo-Scholastic theologians, itself a development of the views of baroque
Scholastics. Although this approach is still the one generally used by
theologians who reject the heterodoxy of the progressive notions, resorting to
the neo-Scholastic approach is not a satisfactory method for evaluating certain
conciliar teachings, such as that on religious liberty. While this approach is
not heterodox, it nonetheless has serious shortcomings. Remedying them requires


  



page 393

some constructive work on the issue of the interpretation of Church
teachings.

One class of shortcomings arises from its dependence on a mistaken theory of
revelation, which I have dubbed the “magis-terial” theory of
revelation, and criticized elsewhere.(41) This
theory underlies the neo-Scholastic system of theological notes, which divides
teachings into the categories of de fide divina, de fide divina et
catholica, de fide catholica, de fide in genere, theologice
certa, doctrina catholica, and proxima fidei. The falsity
of the magisterial theory and of the theories of the development of doctrine
that are associated with it means that these classifications are mistaken or
inadequate.(42) However, since most of these
notes are intended to be applied to teachings that are infallibly taught, we
need not go into their shortcomings in detail. The feature of the neo-Scholastic
system that does concern us closely is its general approach to Church teachings,
which conceives of assent to these teachings as primarily obedience to a
command.

It should be pointed out that criticism of this conception does not involve
rejecting a crucial principle of interpretation of Church teachings. Such
teachings both convey information and impose an obligation on believers to
accept that information as true. The content of the teaching and the fact of its
promulgation must be made manifest. To the extent that the teaching is not made
clear and binding, it does not convey information or impose an obligation.(43)
The need for clarity and promulgation is common
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to teachings of the faith and to commands. Nor is criticism of this approach
meant to imply that there is no such thing as obligation in faith. The trouble
with the neo-Scholastic view is that it loses sight of the primary form of
obligation that faith involves. This obligation is not the obligation to obey an
order from a superior, but the obligation to believe the assertion of a
trustworthy speaker (cf. 1 John 5:10). This mistaken perspective of the
neo-Scholastic view emerges in two of its characteristic features.

The first of these features is the classification of Church teachings
according to the sin involved in rejecting them, rather than the degree of
rational conviction that they should be given. This feature is neatly expressed
in Sixtus Cartechini’s diagram of the various kinds of teachings, to each of
which is attached the degree and nature of the sin incurred by disbelief in
them.(44) This kind of classification is
certainly what is needed by a confessor dealing with very erudite penitents.
However, it is of less use to theologians, for whom it is not the sin involved
in rejecting a teaching, but its truth and degree of warrant, that are of
interest. These features of a teaching cannot always be simply read off from the
degree of sin (if any) that is involved in rejecting it. In a particular
individual, blameless ignorance and stupidity will affect the degree of
culpability of disbelief, but not the degree of warrant of a teaching. And when
we consider teachings taken in themselves and abstract from the effects of
ignorance and stupidity, the degree of sin involved in disbelieving them is not
a fine-grained enough measure to identify the degree of warrant they deserve.
For one thing, sin can attach only to the fact of disbelief as such; there is no
sin in accepting a Church teaching as true, but not awarding it the degree of
probability it deserves.

The second characteristic feature is the predominant neo-Scholastic view that
Church teaching should be interpreted in such a way as to minimize as far as
possible the obligation of Catholics to believe. This view results from
combining the notion of faith as obedience with the position in moral theology
known as probabilism. It is usually expressed with regard to infallible
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teaching, but the general principle that Catholics should only have to
believe the minimum that can reasonably be expected of them applies a
fortiori to noninfallible teaching. It is stated by Carte-chini in his
manual for theologians of the Holy Office: “Condemnation, as an odious
thing, is to be restricted… . Since infallibility demands a sacrifice of the
mind, the Church requires this sacrifice to the minimum extent possible.”(45)

The same teaching is also advanced by a great name, John Henry Newman. In his
Letter to the Duke of Norfolk, he writes,

So difficult a virtue
is faith, even with the special grace of God, in proportion as the reason is
exercised, so difficult is it to assent inwardly to propositions, verified to us
neither by reason nor experience, but as depending for their reception on the
word of the Church as God’s oracle, that [the Church] has ever shown the utmost
care to contract, as far as possible, the range of truths and the sense of
proposition, of which she demands this absolute reception.(46)






Newman was not giving here the fruit of his personal investi-gation and
reflection on this topic. He was accepting Fr. Ignatius Dudley Ryder’s account
of the Catholic theology of faith, and Ryder in turn was repeating the standard
baroque Scholastic view. It is Ryder’s criticism of W. G. Ward that Newman cites
as the source of his position.(47) Ryder later
gave a clear and characteristic identification of faith with obedience:
“What probabilism is in moral, that is minimism [Ryder’s own view] in
dogmatic theology; they are both based upon a common principle, ‘lex dubia non
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obligat.’”(48) Cartechini quotes this
very maxim, “lex dubia non ob-ligat,” in his handbook.(49)
Newman’s espousal of this view found expression in his criticism of the
definition of papal infallibility: “When has definition of doctrine de
fide been a luxury of devotion, and not a stern painful necessity?”(50)

This view can only be maintained if we do not think about the fact that the
object of faith is the gospel of Christ. When we do think about this, we realize
that what Newman, Ryder, and Cartechini are saying is that the faithful should
be asked to believe as little of the gospel as possible, and hence that they
should be required to know as little of the saving truth of the gospel as
possible, and to make the minimum possible number of those acts of charity that
are acts of the virtue of formed faith. This view implies that professing the
Catholic faith is a stern painful necessity; that the faithful would be better
off in some respects if there were fewer books of the Scripture and fewer
articles of the Creed; and that Christ’s hearers became worse off in some
respects when they heard him explain how he was the fulfillment of the
Scriptures, because this explanation imposed on them a sacrifice of the mind,
through requiring them to believe more things as a matter of faith. It ignores
the fact that faith gives us the most important truths.

The premise from which these absurd conclusions follow is, not surprisingly,
a false one. For the principle “lex dubia non obligat” to be
applicable to faith, not only would probabilism with respect to laws have to be
true, but in addition an act of faith would have to consist in obedience to a
command, which is not the case. The fact that disbelieving God is a sin does not
entail
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that the object of an act of faith is a command. Faith is belief in God’s
testimony,(51) and an act of believing someone’s
testimony is not an act of obedience to a command; it is an act of accepting
their claim as true, on account of their saying it.(52)
The criteria for determining what it is that someone is saying are simply the
criteria for understanding expressions in human language. There is nothing that
requires or permits “contracting as far as possible the sense of a
proposition” that is believed on the basis of someone’s testimony.

The fact that faith is belief in God’s testimony reveals the mistake in
Newman and Cartechini’s claim that increasing the content of the faith as such
means increasing the difficulty of faith. Believing another dogma is not like
having to donate another $1000 to the poor. The basic psychological and
intellectual difficulty of faith lies in accepting that the Church, to outward
observation simply a human group, is in fact speaking for God in announcing the
faith. If this difficulty is overcome, it is not intrinsically more difficult to
believe more doctrines than less; just as if we accept that a given individual
is a competent doctor, we go on believing the advice he gives us about our
health, without taking into account the volume of the advice he gives. We may
have difficulty in believing him if his advice seems contrary to other evidence,
but it is the seeming contradiction that gives rise to the problem, not the
volume of advice he gives as such. The same applies to believing the teachings
of the Church.

The minimizing view of belief is often supported by appeal to the fact, noted
above, that teachings of the faith, like ecclesiastical laws (which are
commands), require manifest promulgation in order to be binding. It is thence
concluded that the requirement of manifest promulgation justifies the
application of the principle
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“lex dubia non obligat.”(53)
However, we can see the fallacy in arguing from the need for manifest
promulgation to a minimizing view of doctrine by considering a parallel with
systems of civil law. Such systems usually include the requirement for a law to
be promulgated in some manifest way in order to be binding. In Canada, for
example, federal law must receive the royal assent from the Governor General,
and then be published in the Canada Gazette. This does not however
enable Canadian lawyers to apply a probabilist kind of minimizing to Canadian
law. The issue of manifest promulgation bears on the question of whether a law
exists, not on the question of what the content of a law commands; and it is in
relation to the latter question that the issue of minimizing arises. It is of
course possible to attempt to minimize obligations by questioning the existence
rather than the content of Church teachings, but this is rarely feasible in
practice, because systems of promulgation are deliberately arranged to make the
fact of promulgation clear. Thus, for example, since the issuance of the
constitution Promulgandi pontificias by Pope St. Pius X (29 Sept.
1908), publication in the Acta apostolicae sedis is required for a law
of the Holy See, unless the Holy See provides otherwise through some other
recognized form (e.g., an apostolic constitution). This should not be taken as
implying that certain precise forms of promulgation are required for a Church
teaching to be promulgated and thus binding. Given the varied circumstances of
the Church throughout the centuries, such a requirement would be impractical.
All that is necessary is that the form of words used and the method of their
being communicated
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clearly manifest the intention of addressing a binding teaching, of whatever
level, to the whole Church.(54)

In addition to the need for manifest promulgation, there is also a
requirement that the content of a teaching be clear; we are obligated to believe
only what is clearly taught. However, the fact that clarity is a necessary
condition for the existence of a Church teaching is not a ground for minimizing.
The clarity of the content of a teaching is a function of the meanings of the
sentences used to express it, which in turn is a function of the rules of
meaning for the languages in which the sentences are uttered, taking into
account the context. These rules will determine the degree of clarity—that is,
of lack of vagueness and/or ambiguity—of a teaching. But there is no rational
basis for attempting to minimize the content determined by these meaning rules.
In fact, the rules themselves incorporate standards for determining the amount
of content that should be attributed to utterances. Provided that there is
some clear content to a teaching, the nature of its content is simply that which
is determined by the rules of the language used; and that content is what we
have a duty to believe, without any maximizing or minimizing.

It could be maintained that although minimizing ought not to be applied to
the content of a Church teaching, the degree of obligation to believe a Church
teaching, once its meaning has been ascertained, is subject to the principle
“lex dubia non obligat,” and ought thus to be minimized. This would
not apply to teachings that have been taught by the Church as a matter of faith,
but might be claimed to apply to noninfallible teachings. This claim— as Ryder
says—stands or falls with the truth of probabilism, of which this principle is
a maxim. The issue of the truth of probabilism is an important one, that will be
addressed in subsequent work on the issue of religious freedom; it will there be
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argued that probabilism is a harmful mistake that has had de-structive
effects in the Church. But even if probabilism is true, the claim will still be
one that is relevant to the confessor, rather than the theologian, for the claim
professedly bears upon the moral obligation to believe a teaching, rather than
the rational degree of assent that the teaching merits.

In attacking the minimizing view as absurd, some explanation is called for as
to why, if absurd, it came to be generally accepted. One of its sources, the
notion of faith as obedience to a command, was partly a result of attitudes
inherited from nominalism, which conceived of the moral life entirely in terms
of obedience to commands. Since faith is a virtue, it follows from this view
that faith is a disposition to obey commands. This notion was reinforced by the
habits of mind produced by the measures adopted to deal with the emergency of
the Reformation. The project of the Counter-Reformation relied crucially upon
the substitution of seminaries for universities as the means for training
clergy, and upon the Society of Jesus. Both these institutions exalted obedience
as the supreme virtue, and discouraged independence of mind. This was
particularly true of the Jesuits on account of their requirement that Jesuit
scholars teach as true the more common Jesuit opinion, as opposed to the one
that struck a given Jesuit as best supported by reason. The other source of the
minimalist view, the probabilist approach to obedience, was also a result of the
nominalist inheritance (and of measures taken to deal with the results of this
inheritance).

The ultramontane attitude to belief also strengthened the minimizing
approach, once ultramontanism became powerful in the nineteenth century. From a
psychological point of view, the minimizing approach is a sort of adolescent
rebellion against the infantile features of the ultramontane attitude. The
minimizing approach in turn strengthened the ultramontane approach, by giving
rise to alarm about the risk of eroding the faith of believers—a danger against
which the ultramontane approach presented itself as a shield. The two fed on
each other, at the expense of an approach dedicated to finding out exactly what
the
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Church taught, without attempting to minimize or maximize, and then believing
it.

This conception of faith as obedience to authority, and the general
nominalist outlook from which it sprang, had an important influence on the
debate over religious liberty and the production of Dignitatis humanae.
It meant that objections about Dignitatis humanae contradicting
previous teaching were not taken very seriously by most bishops at the council.
If one’s fundamental model of faith is that of obeying a command rather than
that of grasping reality, it is psychologically easier to accept a Church
pronouncement that seems hard to reconcile with earlier teachings, because it is
quite permissible—and even necessary— for an authority to issue one command at
one time, and a contrary command at a later time. The effect of this fundamental
model can be seen in the expression “the contemporary magisterium.”
Theologically this expression is nonsensical, because there is only one Church
with one teaching office, and the pronouncements of this teaching office, from
the apostles to our own time, are to be interpreted as a whole. If however these
teachings are seen as commands, it is reasonable to conceive of a
“contemporary magisterium” distinct from the past magisterium, and to
conceive of the deliverances of the former as superseding those of the latter.
The continued debates over the morality of contraception and the possibility of
women’s ordination reflect this conception of the faith (as well as the
acceptance of notions of the historical conditioning of doctrine criticized
above). Church teachings on these subjects are conceived of as orders that could
in theory be countermanded, rather than as what they in fact are—descriptions
of reality that are true beyond a reasonable doubt.

The debate over Dignitatis humanae was also influenced by this
conception of faith in a more general fashion. The notion of belief as obedience
to authority had a blighting influence on the philosophical culture of the
Church, because it tended to destroy the habits of mind needed for philosophy.
This can be seen by comparing the philosophical achievements of the clergy
before
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and after the Counter-Reformation.(55) Some
of this philosophical decline is no doubt due to the fact that
Counter-Reformation systems incorporated incompatible elements from earlier
thinkers. (The principal incompatibility was the acceptance of nominalist
concepts while allegedly following St. Thomas.) This meant that one could not
adhere to these systems if one thought deeply about philosophical issues;
probably this was partly a product and partly a cause of clerical intellectual
weakness. Leo XIII’s attempt to revive Thomism had limited success in reforming
this short-coming, in part because many of its supporters tried to impose this
revival principally as a matter of obedience. This shortcoming fatally
handicapped discussion of the right to religious freedom, a discussion that
centered around difficult philosophical issues.





C) The Degrees of Warrant of Noninfallible Church Teachings





Having established the unsuitableness for theological purposes of considering
belief in noninfallible Church teachings in terms of obedience to authority, we
can set about the positive task of describing the degrees of warrant that can
attach to such teachings. There are four basic categories of warrant that they
can possess.





(A) Taught with such a degree of authority that it is unreasonable to suppose
that there could ever be any good evidence against their being true.

In understanding this category, it is important to remember the character of
infallible teachings. These teachings have the highest
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degree of warrant that a human belief can have; they are as certain as that 1
+ 1 = 2. This is the degree of warrant that attaches to beliefs where there is
no logical possibility of their being false, and where the nonexistence of such
a logical possibility is known with certainty. (This is not a claim that
infallible teachings are of this character. They are not, since if they were,
belief in them could not be voluntary and could not be an exercise of faith. It
is rather a claim that infallible teachings have the same degree of warrant, and
demand the same degree of assent, as statements of this character.)

Beneath this strength of warrant, which in matters of faith belongs only to
infallible teachings, there is a lesser degree of warrant, according to which
the logical possibility of a belief’s being false is admitted (e.g., the belief
that I am not deceived by an evil demon in the way described by Descartes, or
the belief that the world did not come into existence five minutes ago with all
the apparent traces of its past built into it), but where it is unreasonable to
suppose that any good evidence for their being false will ever turn up.
Sufficiently authoritative Church teachings which nonetheless fall short of
infallibility fall into this category.

 (B) Authoritatively taught, and
without any evidence against their truth, but where the real possibility of
there being such evidence is not excluded.

(C) Authoritatively taught, and with existing evidence against their truth,
but where the evidence against them is not strong enough to justify rejecting
them.

(D) Authoritatively taught, but contradicted by evidence that is so strong
that they ought reasonably to be rejected. 









Any discussion of the truth of a noninfallible Church teaching will
effectively be assuming that that teaching does not belong to category (A), and
discussing whether or not it belongs to category (D).

Such discussion must begin by identifying the sense of the teaching in
question. In making this identification, we must take into account the point,
made above, that we ought to understand
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a given individual teaching as having a sense that is true and that
harmonizes with the rest of the teachings of the Church, unless the way in which
such a teaching is expressed makes such an understanding impossible. The sense
we attribute to a given in-dividual teaching may thus not be the one we would
have ascribed to the sentences that express it, if we had encountered those
sentences in a different context. This could be described as giving these
sentences a nonnatural sense, or as giving them a pious interpretation. Such
descriptions are however misleading, because they imply that we are interpreting
the sentences in question in some kind of unusual or nonstandard way. This is
not the case; we are simply applying the principles that are to be used in
understanding utterances generally.(56) What
makes the result of this application seem unusual is the fact that the
application is not to the utterances of Pope X or Council Y taken in isolation,
but to the utterances of the Catholic Church, who speaks through these
instruments, and whose meaning is not therefore to be understood as
corresponding to what these individuals or groups might be understood as saying
if they were speaking on their own behalf.

This principle of interpretation has implications for the question of whether
or not a particular Church teaching is false. The whole body of Church teaching
forms a harmonious whole. The minimal form of harmony that can exist between a
particular Church teaching and the whole body of Church teaching is that of
absence of contradiction. Typically, however, because Church teaching is a
unified whole dealing with a particular subject matter, this harmony will
consist in a particular Church teaching’s repeating and/or elucidating other
teachings. Because Church teaching as a whole cannot be false, the latter kind
of harmony makes it difficult for an individual teaching to be false, and
impossible for it to be a radical misrepresentation of reality. Ascribing a
sense to a given Church teaching that harmonizes with Church teaching as a whole
will thus also be ascribing a sense to


  



page 405

it that makes it unlikely to be false, and that is not a radically wrong
description of reality. This in itself will make it unusual to identify a Church
teaching that falls under category (D).

If, however, there is no option but to ascribe to a given Church teaching a
sense whose truth seems doubtful, there are a number of considerations that need
to be kept in mind in evaluating it. One consideration is that although there is
by definition a (low) possibility of any noninfallible teaching that is not in
category (A) being false, this does not imply that there is a possibility
(however low) of all these teachings being false; no such possibility exists.
These teachings are brought into being by God for the purpose of teaching the
faithful, and this purpose would be frustrated if a majority of them—or even a
greater proportion than an extremely small minority—turned out to be false. It
is impossible for God to be frustrated, so it would be impossible for this to
happen. It follows that if there is a sufficient weight of teaching in favor of
some doctrine, the possibility of the doctrine’s being false must be excluded,
even if none of the teachings taken individually is infallible or in category
(A). This fact has traditionally been recognized by theologians, who have
accepted that a sufficient weight of teaching in favor of a doctrine has the
effect of making that doctrine a teaching of the faith, even if each individual
teaching that asserts the doctrine could in itself possibly be false.

This is connected to a general point about theological investigation that is
pertinent to questions such as those of religious liberty. Such investigation
can only be focussed on the authority of a particular noninfallible
pronouncement respecting it when it is a question of whether or not that
teaching is in category (A). For the other levels, what is needed is an
investigation of all the factors that are relevant to the question, where the
Church teachings that will have to be considered cannot be restricted to one
pronouncement that addresses the question, but must instead be Church teaching
taken as a whole in so far as it has any bearing on the subject at hand.
Focussing upon particular magisterial utterances, when it comes to teachings
that are not infallibly taught, is (except for category [A]) an
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inappropriate transfer to fallible teachings of an approach that properly
belongs to the consideration of infallible ones. With infallible teachings, this
approach is correct, because particular infallible teachings are capable on
their own of finally settling a debated question, and are typically intended to
do just that. Noninfallible teachings in categories (B), (C), or (D), on the
other hand, are not suited to being considered except within the whole context
of Church teaching and tradition that bears upon the subject they address. Since
the contents of Dignitatis humanae certainly do not belong to category
(A), this is the approach that needs to be taken to the question of the
teachings of the Church on religious liberty.

If there is a real case for the falsity of a given teaching, either because
it contradicts another teaching or because there is very strong evidence against
it that is external to Church teaching, two issues will arise: (1) proving its
falsity, and (2) explaining its falsity. These will be related, since it will be
easier to conclude that a teaching is false if a plausible explanation for its
falsity is available. Such explanation is called for, because an authoritative
Church teaching is not the sort of thing that can just turn out to be false
every once in a while, in the way that the conclusions of statistical inferences
with a probability of .95 will just happen to be false one time in twenty. Such
teachings have the function of conveying the truth, and the Church has the
capacity to communicate the truth through them—that is why they are
authoritative. If they fail in this function, it is because something has
interfered with this capacity. Nothing could bring it about that the Catholic
faith could itself contain any falsehood, so the explanation for a false Church
teaching can only be a failing in the human instruments who formulate it. Such
failings can result either from error or from deceit in these instruments, these
being the two possible explanations for the falsity of any form of teaching. A
claim that a given Church teaching is false, if it is to be plausible, must thus
include reasons for believing that the human instruments who uttered it on
behalf of the Church were either deceitful or in error.
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This account of the methods for identifying the content and degrees of
authority of noninfallible Church teaching does not make any radically new
proposals. Instead, it systematizes and to some extent makes explicit principles
that theologians have always been practicing. This is how it should be; a
radically new account of how to determine the content and degree of authority of
Church teachings would imply that theologians have been badly mistaken about
these teachings for two thousand years, which is absurd if Catholicism is true.
The need for this explicit systematization arises from the development of
approaches to Church teaching that are radically new—approaches that
have described and criticized above. These radically new approaches have
promoted distorted understandings of the Church’s teachings on a number of
subjects, and especially in the field of religious liberty. Application of this
systematized approach will be valuable in correcting this distorted
understanding. However, as the account of this approach given above makes clear,
its application requires a thorough consideration of the Catholic tradition on
the questions at issue; and this consideration must be undertaken in a further
discussion.
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THOMAS AQUINAS FEATURES Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite(1)
in the very first article of the Tertia pars of the Summa
Theologiae, on whether it was fitting that God should become incarnate.
This use of Dionysius to begin the treatise on the Savior can prompt us to step
back and reconsider him as a source for Aquinas’s teaching on Christ. The
general authority of Dionysius has been a source of some dispute, both in the
tradition and at present.(2)
Christology today could gain much from considering Aquinas’s sensitive
appropriation of this enigmatic ancient figure.

The most influential Greek patristic
authority in Aquinas’s thought, Dionysius presents within Aquinas’s treatment on
Christ a pervasively ambiguous source. Aquinas adapts Dionysius’s teaching to
strengthen his own understanding of the incarnation. Aquinas’s frequent recourse
to the theandric operation, in particular, demonstrates his keen appreciation
for Dionysius and the wider Greek tradition. Yet, the most significant point of 
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convergence between the Christology
of Dionysius and that of the Summa Theologiae lies not in explicating
Christ’s theandric operation, but rather in extolling the divine goodness and philanthropia
in Christ for the salvation of sinners.

My investigation falls into four
parts. The first sketches a broad assessment of the presence of Dionysius in the
thought of Aquinas in order to establish his preeminence among Aquinas’s Greek
patristic sources. The second undertakes a brief overview of Dionysian
Christology, particularly in regards to its articulation of Christ’s theandric
operation and its emphasis on philanthropia. The third surveys the
Dionysian presence in Aquinas’s Christology in questions 1-59 of the Tertia
pars. With all this as background, the fourth section offers a more
detailed and critical appreciation of all of Aquinas’s uses of one Dionysian
contribution: Christ’s theandric operation. I conclude by suggesting the
importance of Aquinas’s understanding of the theandric operation for ecu-menism
today and underscoring the common emphasis in Diony-sius and Aquinas of God’s
love made known in the Savior for us sinners.

 
 


I.
Dionysius as a Source for Aquinas
 


Estimates in assessing the role of
Dionysius in Aquinas’s thought vary considerably. T. C. O’Brien defines an auctoritas
for medievals as a privileged text “from the canonical Scriptures,
ecclesiastical writers, canon law, liturgy, even the philosophers.” He then
claims that Dionysius is cited by Aquinas “more than any other single auctoritas.”(3)
This is an exaggeration, as the canonical Scriptures are for Aquinas a far
superior and more frequently cited authority than any nonbiblical source.(4)
Significantly for our 
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present interest, Aquinas often poses
objections to the use of a nonscriptural term in theology on the basis of
Dionysius’s authority that no one should ever dare to say anything about God
except what is divinely expressed to us by the Sacred Scriptures.(5)
In fact, Wayne Hankey goes so far as to say that “Denys determines his
[Aquinas’s] interpretation of Holy Scripture.”(6)
Returning to a position reminiscent of O’Brien’s, Hankey states flatly, “[T]he
authority and strength of Denys’ writings for Aquinas is unsurpassed by
others.”(7)

In light of the profound and complex
influences of Aristotle and Augustine on Aquinas, Hankey’s claim is
unconvincing, but a more manageable question can be asked. How does the
Areopagite compare with other Greek Fathers as an auctoritas for
Aquinas? Even this question has hazards. In an article on Aquinas and the
Fathers of the Church, Leo Elders offers a table of research results from the Index
Thomisticus.(8) The tabulation gives statistics
of patristic references in Aquinas, but it should be interpreted with care. For
example, Elders knows that the Opus imperfectum, excerpted liberally by
Aquinas along with John Chrysostom’s homilies on Matthew, is falsely attributed
to Chrysostom.(9) However, his research does not
take this fact into account when it gives 1,281 citations of “Chrysostom”
in the Catena aurea on Matthew. Omitting the many false references 
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would reduce that number, but it
should still be conceded that Chrysostom exercises a far greater influence in
the exegetical works authored and compiled by Aquinas than does Dionysius.
Dionysius, after all, has extant only four treatises and ten letters—no
biblical commentary or homily.

How frequently does Dionysius appear
throughout Aquinas’s opera omnia? J. Durantel’s groundbreaking study on
the Dionysian influence on Aquinas reports 1,702 explicit citations, not
including other forms of reference.(10) But this
number is now known to be too low. According to John D. Jones, whose Catalogue
of Citations of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite in the Opera Omnia of St. Thomas
Aquinas will be published by The Catholic University of America Press,
Aquinas “refers directly to Dionysius in nearly 2200 texts—more references
than to any other author except Aristotle and Augustine.”(11)
Indeed, Jones’s own careful notation of explicit citations shows that Dionysius
appears 755 times in the Scriptum super Sententiis, 582 times in the Summa
Theologiae, and 48 times in the Summa contra Gentiles.(12)
These figures can be compared with Chrysostom’s 42 times in the Scriptum,
240 times in the Summa Theologiae, and 0 times in the Summa contra
Gentiles, as well as Damascene’s 285 times in the Scriptum, 328
times in the Summa Theologiae, and 7 times in the Summa contra
Gentiles.(13) Moreover, Aquinas chose to write
commentaries on only two Christian nonbiblical authors: Boethius and Dionysius.
When taking Aquinas’s commentary on 
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Dionysius’s longest treatise, On
the Divine Names, into consideration, the material presence of Dionysius
significantly increases. Thanks to Jones’s research, Dionysius should be
esteemed as the leading Greek Christian authority for Aquinas’s writing.(14)

Moreover, the evidence of Aquinas’s
ongoing adaptation of Dionysius is not limited only to explicit citations of the
Areopagite. Aquinas famously writes “Therefore, since grace does not
destroy nature but perfects it …”.(15)
Less well known is how closely this relates to what he twice quotes from
Dionysius elsewhere in the Summa Theologiae, “It is characteristic
of providence not to corrupt nature, but to preserve it.”(16)
Another case is taken from Aquinas’s Christology. Aquinas asks whether it was
fitting that Christ should preach to the Jews, and not to the Gentiles (STh
III, q. 42, a. 1). In the second reason he gives for this fittingness he notes
that Christ’s coming was from God, by whom all things are ordered. Because of
their faith and worship of the one God, the Jews were closer to God. Therefore,
Aquinas argues, Christ’s doctrine should have been first propounded to the Jews
and “through them it be transmitted to the Gentiles, just as also in the
celestial hierarchy the divine illuminations come down through the higher angels
to the lower ones.”(17) Aquinas does not 
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explicitly cite Dionysius, and
Dionysius does not discuss the transmission of the gospel to the nations through
Israel. However, the Dionysian inspiration is palpable. This suggests that
Aquinas used the Dionysian concept of hierarchy without any need for added
elaboration. Indeed, the Dionysian word “hierarchy” had become a
standard term in Western usage by Aquinas’s day.(18)

Such a pervasive reliance upon
Dionysius was by no means universal in Western Scholasticism. Peter Lombard
quotes Dionysius only three times in all of his Sententiae.(19)
Between the time of Lombard’s Sentences and Aquinas’s Scriptum,
Scholas-ticism received a rather dramatic Dionysian infusion.(20)
Reputed to be Paul’s Athenian convert mentioned in Acts 17:34, Dionysius enjoyed
a nonscriptural authority like no other among some Scholastics in the
mid-thirteenth century.(21) Aquinas follows his
mentor Albert the Great, who commented on all of Dionysius’s works and cited the
Areopagite from the originalia (in Latin 
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translations) more frequently than
did any other Scholastic.(22)
For his part, Aquinas did not simply repeat his teacher’s method of
appropriating Dionysius, but forged his own interpretation, which has received
critical approval in our day. For example, Andrew Louth criticizes Westerners
for “pillaging” the Dionysian writings for themes and images quite
remote from their original context and rendering them in a way foreign to
Dionysius’s intention.(23)
Exceptionally, Louth gives this positive assessment: “St. Thomas Aquinas
read Denys with great care and attention: and whole areas of his theology—the
doctrine of the divine attributes, angelology, to name but two—are deeply in
debt to him.”(24)

Especially since Durantel’s
pioneering study, scholars have appreciated more and more the Dionysian
influence on Aquinas, effectively countering the stereotype of Aquinas as simply
a “Christian Aristotelian.”(25)
However, most contemporary scholar-ship on Aquinas’s appropriation of Dionysius
has concentrated on matters concerning Neoplatonist philosophy and language of
God, leaving aside other important aspects of Dionysius found in Aquinas. Fran
O’Rourke’s work exemplifies this contemporary 
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appreciation for Aquinas’s debt to
Dionysius. Yet O’Rourke con-cludes his suggestive study observing that
Dionysius’s “importance for Aquinas, both in philosophy and theology,
should not be underestimated; the phrases and themes of Dionysius appear almost
at every turn and in the most unexpected contexts.”(26)
A study of Thomistic Christology could well complement the more recent research
on Aquinas’s use of Dionysius in the Prima pars by Gregory Rocca and
Thierry-Dominique Humbrecht.(27)
However, one first ought to be acquainted with Dionysian Christology in its own
right in order to appreciate Aquinas’s adaptations.

 
 


II.
Dionysian Christology
 


Paul Rorem warns, “Analyses of
the Areopagite’s teaching about Christ must sift the entire corpus and gather
the various unsystematic comments.”(28)
I propose to touch upon Dionysius’s Christology, a daunting task in a
controversial field, in only two respects.(29)
This cursory overview notes the difficulty of Dionysius’s proposal of Christ’s
theandric operation and exposes 
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the theme of philanthrōpia
in its decisive role as the main concern in his Christology. The twofold project
paves the way for a more detailed study of Aquinas’s reception of Dionysian
Christology.

Unlike those who immediately situate
Dionysius with respect to the philosophical traditions of Neoplatonism,(30)
Louth perceptively introduces the world of Dionysius through the Christological
controversies of the late fifth and early sixth centuries. Significantly, the
first record of Dionysius comes from a 532 colloquy in Antioch between
Chalcedonians and Severians in which the latter (mis-)quoted Dionysius’s fourth
epistle to support the position of Severus of Antioch against the Chal-cedonian
doctrine of two natures.(31)
The misquotation has to do with the fact that the Severians claimed that
Dionysius wrote of a “single” (mia in Greek) theandric
operation. The controversial passage, even without the word “single,”
still poses a challenge for interpretation: “Furthermore, it was not by
virtue of being God that he did divine things, not by virtue of being a man that
he did what was human, but rather, by the fact of being God-made-man he
accomplished some new theandric operation [kain ēn tina t ēn
theandrikēn energeian] in our midst.”(32)

The Christology of Dionysius’s fourth
epistle has been the subject of a recent, extensive study on the Greek and
Syriac texts. Against a Severian interpretation, István Perczel considers
Dionysius’s Christology to have “a rather pronounced Dyophysite
doctrine” and he states, “this already gives us cause to wonder 
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why the hypothesis that the author
was a Monophysite or crypto-Monophysite has been and is still held so firmly by
so many scholars.”(33)
Indeed, Jaroslav Pelikan calls the theandric operation formula from Epistle
4 “[t]he most notorious statement … of Dionysian spirituality, and the
one with the most momentous consequences for its Westward odyssey.”(34)
 Profoundly aware of the controversy in interpretation, Pelikan writes
starkly, “Whatever the status of his alleged ‘Monophysitism’ may be,
however, his ‘Monenergism’ does indeed seem to be an ‘obvious fact’; and
Monenergism was condemned, too. That remains so even after putting as charitable
a construction as possible on his words.”(35)

We will soon consider how Aquinas
interprets the most notorious statement from the Areopagite. First, though, I
would argue that the central aspect of Dionysian Christology is something more
broadly conceived than theandric operation. It is divine philanthrōpia,
which was frequently translated into Latin as benignitas. This Latin
word does not adequately capture the Greek concept, “loving humanity,”
an idea that propelled Christians to speculate about its appropriateness to
describe the incarnation. Pace John Rist, the term itself is
scriptural.(36)
Its 
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biblical derivation supports in this
instance Dionysius’s protestation of being completely dependent upon Sacred
Scrip-ture. Moreover, the very brief Epistle 4 features philanthrōpia
twice to show the context in which Christ’s theandric operation must be
understood. Dionysius says:

He who exceedingly
loves humanity [ho diapherontōs philanthrōpos] became quite
truly a human, both superhuman and among humans; and, though himself beyond
being, he took upon himself the being of humans… . As one considers it all
in a divine manner, one will recognize in a transcending way that every
affirmation regarding Jesus’ love for humanity [epi tēi philanthrōpiai
tou Iēsou] has the force of a negation pointing toward transcendence.(37)


These two instances of philanthrōpia demonstrate the very
reason for the incarnation and how our positive statements (such as affirming
the theandric operation) must yield to what cannot be said about the utterly
transcendent mystery of Jesus, who is God among us. The theandric operation is,
in a sense, (only) a telling detail of what Dionysius gives as the big picture
of God’s philanthrōpia.

While Epistle 4 is the most controversial text in Dionysian
Christology, Epistle 8 contains the most vivid description of Christ
and philanthrōpia.(38)
 In this
letter to the monk Demophilus, the Areopagite offers a Christology that
underscores the divine kindness to the human race. Dionysius writes to
Demophilus because that monk had overstepped his place to criticize a priest who
showed mercy to a repentant sinner. Demophilus is told, “You are ignorant
of the very truth of scripture, you who abuse it daily to the misfortune of
those who hear you.”(39)
Dionysius expounds a biblical account of Christ’s compassionate mercy. He
recounts how Jesus even in his suffering asked the Father to forgive those who
did him wrong. He rebuked the disciples because they had sought punishment
against the impious Samaritans. Among several references to the Letter to the
Hebrews, Dionysius quotes Hebrew 4:15, “We do not have a high
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priest who is unable to sympathize
with our weaknesses.”(40)
Unlike Demophilus who beat back the man who was on his way to repentance, Christ
in his kindness goes out to look for the one who is lost. Dionysius clearly
understands Christ’s compassion to be an example for others, as he writes,
“Those who do not know must be taught, not punished. We do not hit the
blind. We lead them by the hand.”(41)

Moreover, at the end of this letter
Dionysius refers to a private revelation to present the scriptural teaching on
Christ’s mercy. He recounts a story of a visit on Crete with a holy man by the
name of Carpos. Carpos told Dionysius that he once felt great hostility to two
certain sinful men when he awoke in the middle of the night for prayers. He
prayed that God would hurl thunderbolts at the men. Suddenly, he experienced a
transformation of the place where he was. A vision of heaven showed Jesus
surrounded by an endless throng of angels. When Carpos looked at the ground, he
saw the two men whom he had cursed sliding down a pit where serpents and men
were trying to pull the two down with them. The sight delighted him, and he
tried repeatedly to help the serpents finish the two. He failed and cursed
again. Looking up, he saw Jesus moved by compassion coming down to save the
unfaithful two. With the angels assisting, Jesus reached down and pulled up the
two men, one on either side. Then Jesus said to Carpos:

So your hand is
raised up and I now am the one you must hit. Here I am, ready once again to
suffer for the salvation of man and I would very gladly endure it if in this way
I could keep men from sin. Look to yourself. Maybe you should be living with the
serpents in the pit rather than with God and with the good angels who are the
friends of man.(42)




This dramatic vision of Christ coming down, in the Dionysian letter most
concerned about hierarchy, should give cause for 
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revision to those who construe Dionysian hierarchy in a way that removes
Christ’s tender love for individual sinners.

 
 


III.
An Overview of Aquinas’s Use of Dionysius

 in STh
III, qq. 1-59
 


It should be better known that Aquinas draws abundantly from Dionysius in
some key areas of his Christology.(43)
 In the next section I will give ample treatment to one Dionysian element;
here I will give an overview of how Dionysius appears in Aquinas’s treatise on
the Savior in the Summa Theologiae. Aquinas explicitly cites Dionysius
46 times in questions 1-59 of the Tertia pars.(44)
Sixteen of these citations appear in the objections, indicating some ambiguity
that Aquinas must clarify. As a point of contrast, Aquinas is commonly regarded
as Cyrillian in his Christology.(45)
 He appeals to Cyril 21 times in these questions, 4 times in objections.
Dionysius thus appears about twice as often as Cyril.

I do not intend to recast Aquinas’s
Christology as resolutely Dionysian. A greater material presence does not
necessarily mean 
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a deeper influence. Cyril’s teaching
on Christ does in fact profoundly shape Aquinas’s anti-Nestorian Christology,
and one must never forget the enormously influential model of John Damascene’s
eighth-century work for Aquinas’s Christology.(46)
Indeed, Aquinas’s profoundly scriptural teaching on the Savior draws abundantly
from many sources, such as his varied patristic research for the Catena
aurea, the unprecedented Western
use of the conciliar acta, and his Scholastic predecessors.
Acknowledging this much broader field of sources, I will treat select aspects
that Aquinas appropriates from Dionysius for his own project as well as select
points that Aquinas has to handle as Dionysian objections or that he avoids in
the sacred teaching on Christ.

Our first point of inquiry can be the
first article of the Tertia pars,
mentioned in this essay’s introduction, “whether it was fitting that God
should become incarnate.” After the sed contra from John
Damascene’s On the Orthodox Faith (De fide orth.
3.1, itself seemingly inspired by Gregory of Nyssa’s Catechetical
Oration 24), Aquinas speaks in the corpus
about things being suited to distinctive natures, as reasoning is fitting to the
human being due to our rational nature. “But the very nature of God is
goodness, as is clear through Dionysius. Therefore, whatever pertains to the
meaning of the good,” Aquinas says, “is fitting for God.”(47)

Those attentive to Aquinas’s debate
with Dionysius about the nature of God in the Prima pars might be a bit
perplexed by his reasoning as he begins the Tertia pars. In question 5,
article 2 of the T, Aquinas
asks, “which is prior according to reason, the good [bonum] or
being [ens].” The first and second objections come from Dionysius.
“Good” is before “being” among the names of God, and
“good” has a more extensive application than “being.”(48)
Aquinas prefers the Liber de causis for his sed contra:
“the first of all created things is existing [esse].”(49)
The corpus 
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unfolds Aquinas’s reasoning,
supported by Aristotle’s authority, that being is prior to the good.(50)
Yet, Aquinas does not say at the beginning of the Tertia pars that
God’s very nature is to exist (as he makes clear in STh I, q. 3, a. 4).(51)
Rather, he repeats a subsequent (and dependent) notion of God as good.(52)

As O’Rourke has shown, Aquinas agrees
with Dionysius by reinterpreting him through the primacy of God’s title as
“Qui est.”(53)
Replying to the Dionysian objection that “the good” is the principal
name of God, Aquinas says that “the good” is the principal name of God
insofar as he is a cause, but is nevertheless not his principal name simply
speaking.(54)
Aquinas repeatedly describes this causality of God as good in terms of the
desire for the good arising from final causality.(55)
This can point us to the movement toward God that is the very purpose of the Tertia
pars.

Aquinas’s next mention of Dionysius
at the beginning of the Tertia pars elaborates
on this meaning of the good. “But it pertains to the meaning of good,”
he says, “so as to communicate itself to others, as is clear through
Dionysius.”(56)
 Aquinas here points to chapter 4 of On the Divine Names.
His wording is similar to the axiom, “bonum diffusivum sui,”
a phrase used in the tradition but not explicitly found in the Areopagite.(57)
Commenting on Aquinas’s use of Dionysius in this first article, R. J. Hennessy
accurately notes, “The principle expresses, first of all, the final
causality of the good as attracting things towards a share in it.”(58)
The significance of this appears if we recall the intention 
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in the Tertia pars to treat
“Christ, who as human is the way for us to take in going to God.”(59)
The way, as communicating or manifesting the goodness of God, attracts humans.
This attraction to divine goodness, which is found preeminently in the
incarnation, then prepares for the second article’s consideration of
“whether it was necessary that the Word of God be incarnated for the
restoration of the human race.”(60)

Before turning to that second
article, we should first refer to an insight found in the remarkable work of
Henk Schoot.(61)
In propounding Aquinas’s teaching as a negative Christology, Schoot makes use of
the conclusion to the corpus of the first article of De unione.(62)
There, Aquinas borrows from Dionysian apophaticism: “And Dionysius says in On
the Divine Names 2, ‘Jesus for us
is a divine composition, that is union, ineffable for every word, unknown to the
mind, and even so to the very first of the most noble of angels’.”(63)

Aquinas gives another example of
negative Christology in question 1, article 2 of the Tertia pars (though
this seems not to be adduced by Schoot for his argument). After providing ten
reasons for the fittingness of the incarnation—five reasons pertaining to
furtherance in the good and five pertaining to with-drawal from evil—Aquinas
concludes, “But there are many other advantages which follow, above the
comprehension of the human mind.”(64)
This last statement compares favorably with “ineffable for every word,
unknown to the mind,” cited in De unione. The beauty of ten
tightly ordered advantages, a work of cataphatic 
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theology, must be situated within a
broader apophatic approach to the incarnation. Other reasons could be given, but
they exceed human comprehension. This is only right because when we speak of
Christ, we speak of the incomprehensible God among us. Given this article’s
prominent placement, perhaps Aquinas reveals a Dionysian presumption that he
expects the reader to understand in the rest of his questions on Christ.

We can also hear in the subsequent
article an echo of a favorite Dionysian passage used by Aquinas and already seen
above. One should not dare say anything about God that has not been revealed in
the Scriptures.(65)
Aquinas holds that things which flow from God’s will beyond all that is due to
creatures can come to be known by us only insofar as they are handed down in
Sacred Scripture. Because Aquinas reads in the Scriptures that the reason for
the incarnation was Adam’s sin, he thinks it preferable to see the incarnation
as God’s remedy for sin—but divine power is not limited to this (pointing again
to the apophatic). Moreover, we saw in Epistle 8 how Dionysius finds in
our sin the motive for Christ’s descent among us. It is worth repeating that
Jesus says in Epistle 8: “Here I am, ready once again to suffer
for the salvation of man and I would very gladly endure it if in this way I
could keep men from sin.”(66)
Thus, question 1, article 3 of the Tertia pars displays a twin
Dionysian emphasis—a reservation to speak only according to the Scriptures and
a belief that Christ came on account of our need arising from sin.

We have seen that philanthrōpia
gives a key to Dionysian Christology and that Aquinas begins the Summa‘s
Christology in light of the Dionysian attention to divine goodness for our
salvation. Is there a connection? It is true that goodness and philanthrōpia
are distinct terms for Dionysius, and Aquinas uses benignitas,
the Latin translation of philanthrōpia, only when 
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quoting authorities in the
Christology of the Tertia pars.(67)
One might think that Aquinas sidesteps this most significant of Dionysian
contributions to Christology—but such is not at all the case. In his perceptive
book Le Christ selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,
Édouard-Henri Wéber writes that the fundamental explication of Aquinas on the
theme of the Word’s incarnation remains strictly biblical: the love of God for
the human person.(68)
To be sure, the word philanthrōpia in Latin translation appears
only rarely, but its meaning forms the heart of Aquinas’s understanding of what
is revealed about God’s goodness in the incarnation.(69)

Such an interpretation can lead the reader to pertinent sections on God’s
love in the Summa Theologiae.
For example, in question 20 of the Prima
pars Aquinas
writes on God’s love. Asking whether God loves all things, Aquinas presents the
first objection with the authority of Dionysius. According to the Areopagite,
“Love places the lover outside of himself, and in a sense transports him
into the beloved.”(70)
This would be unfitting for God, continues the objection. Aquinas answers by
returning to Dionysius:

To the first it must
be said that the lover thus becomes outside of himself, transported into the
beloved, insofar as he wills the good for the beloved, and works through his
providence for the beloved just as he does for himself. Whereupon Dionysius
says, It must be dared to speak the truth about this, that 
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even he who is
the cause of all becomes through the abundance of his loving goodness outside of
himself by providence for all things existing.(71)
 
 


This interpretation can also make the reader more attentive to Aquinas’s
emphasis on love in his Christological treatise. For example, Aquinas cites John
3:16 (“For God so loved the world …”) as the sed contra
in question 1, article 2, and in the corpus of the same article
quotes Augustine: “What greater cause is there for the coming
of the Lord except so that God would show his love for us?”(72)
Again, the nature of love’s friendship answers the objection in question 1,
article 5 that God should have become incarnate at the beginning of the human
race.(73)
In the sed contra of question 4, article 1, Aquinas quotes Proverbs
8:31: “we hear from the mouth of Wisdom begotten, ‘My delights were with
the children of men.’”(74)
In treating the mysteries of Christ’s life, when Aquinas comes to the
fittingness of the liberation of the human race by Christ’s passion, the first
reason he gives is so that we would be able to see how much God loves us.(75)
Although not in the questions on Christ’s passion, Aquinas does in fact
explicitly link Christ’s passion with benignitas elsewhere in the Summa.
In the Secunda secundae (STh II-II,
q. 82, a. 4, ad 1) Aquinas says that in Christ’s passion God’s benignitas
(which we can certainly understand as the Greek philanthrōpia)
enkindles our joy.

But what would Aquinas think about
the story concerning Christ’s philanthrōpia from Dionysius’s Epistle
8? Given his theological method for handling sources, Aquinas probably
would not have approved featuring a private revelation so prominently.(76)
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Elsewhere he does make mention of
Carpo from Epistle 8 concerning a private revelation, but not in direct
reference to the vision of Christ’s rescue of the sinners.(77)
 Moreover, in the Summa Theologiae he refers to the alleged
eyewitness account offered by Dionysius of the miracle worked on creation at the
time of Jesus’ death.(78)

One final example can serve to
illustrate Aquinas’s appro-priation of Dionysius in the Christology of the Tertia
pars. We saw above that Andrew
Louth admires Aquinas’s fidelity in interpreting Dionysius, but the two disagree
on an important aspect of Dionysian Christology. Although he knows that
Dionysius considers the incarnate Son of God to be the “source and
perfection of all hierarchies” (Ecclesiastical Hierarchy
1.2), Louth asserts, “[I]t is made quite clear that during his
earthly life, Jesus was subject to angelic ministrations and like us had no
direct, unmediated communion with God.”(79)
 What prompts both Aquinas and Louth to investigate Dionysius on this point
comes from Celestial Hierarchy 4. Aquinas gives the controversial
passage as the second objection in the article on “Whether Christ received
knowledge from the angels” (STh
III, q. 12, a. 4):

Moreover, Dionysius
says, For I see that even Jesus himself, the supersubstantial substance of
supercelestial substances, in coming to our substance without changing, was
obediently subject to the instructions of his Father and God through the angels.
Therefore, it seems that Christ himself willed to be subjected to the ordination
of divine law, through which humans, with angels mediating, are instructed.(80)
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Aquinas does not abandon Dionysius as the great authority in this respect.
Rather, Aquinas quotes him both in the sed contra and in the reply to
the second objection. In the former, Aquinas cites Celestial Hierarchy
7 that the highest angels “make their question to Jesus
himself, and learn the knowledge of his divine operation for our sake; and Jesus
himself teaches them without mediation. It does not belong to the same one
to teach and to be taught. Therefore Christ did not receive knowledge from
angels.”(81)
Answering the second objection, Aquinas explains that Dionysius says that Christ
was subject to the angelic instructions, not for himself, but simply for the
events surrounding his infancy. Aquinas concludes, “Therefore, in the same
place, he [Dionysius] adds, the
flight of Jesus to Egypt, prepared by the Father, is announced to Joseph through
mediating angels, and the same occurs for the return again to Judea from Egypt.”(82)
Aquinas thus makes a case both for Christ not receiving knowledge from angels
and for Dionysius as an authority whose ambiguity must be sufficiently cleared.
In this case, Aquinas has Dionysius interpret Dionysius to explicate the gospel.

For further appreciation of the broad
Dionysian influence on Aquinas’s mature Christology, one should look beyond
questions 1-59 of the Tertia pars. For example, Aquinas appeals to Ecclesiastical
Hierarchy 3 for Dionysius’s
authority that the sacrament of the Eucharist contains Christ himself; other
sacraments culminate in it; and “it does not happen that anyone is
perfected with hierarchical perfection except through the most divine
Eucharist.”(83)
It would be interesting to compare the link between Christ and the sacraments,
especially the Eucharist, found in both 
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Dionysius and Aquinas. But such is
beyond the scope of this present study.



IV. A Dionysian Element in Aquinas:

Christ’s
Theandric Operation
 


When describing the three parts of
the Summa Theologiae, Gerald
Vann commented that the Prima pars considers divine activity, the Secunda
pars human activity, and the Tertia pars theandric activity.(84)
Such a characterization stretches the impor-tance of the term “theandric”
for Aquinas’s theology, as in the Tertia pars
he uses the word only in one objection and a reply to that
objection.(85)
However, Vann’s description does hold a suggestive power that deserves closer
examination. By exploring all the uses of “theandric” in Aquinas’s
works, we can achieve a more detailed knowledge of Dionysius as an authority in
Aquinas’s Christology.(86)
Moreover, because Aquinas continues Maximus the Confessor’s legacy inherited by
John Damascene in this regard, this study can assist ecumenism today to
re-examine the ancient controversies concerning Christ’s acts and see what is at
stake in terminological differences.(87)
In what follows I will treat
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Aquinas’s treatments of theandric
activity in chronological order of composition: the Scriptum super
Sententiis (1252-56); the Summa contra Gentiles (IV, ca. 1264); Compendium
theologiae (I, ca. 1265-67); De
unione Verbi Incarnati (ca. 1272);
and Summa Theologiae (Tertia
pars, 1272-73).

Aquinas’s earliest treatment of the
theandric operation occurs in the commentary on book 3 of Lombard’s Sentences.
He first considers it as a reply to the objection as to whether Christ’s grace
is infinite.(88) 
This objection takes for granted that Christ’s merit is infinite, as it suffices
for the redemption of the whole human race. But a finite cause cannot produce an
infinite effect. Since grace is the cause of merit, the grace too must be
infinite. Aquinas answers that infinity of efficacy in merit occurs because the
divine person concurs in this action. He then says, “It is not only an
action of a human, but of God and of a human. On this account, Dionysius calls
Christ’s action ‘deivirile.’”(89) 
This is the only place in his opera omnia that Aquinas calls upon the
Dionysian principle without giving the Greek term and without noting a problem
in its use. It simply serves to reply to an objection.

A fuller consideration is given in
the following distinction, which addresses Christ’s merit. Aquinas begins his
treatment of merit here (III Sent.,
d. 18, q. 1, a. 1) by asking if Christ has two actions—a move that demonstrates
Aquinas’s care to distinguish within his treatments of grace and merit.(90)
His first objection is from the authority of Dionysius. The objection says,
“It seems that in Christ there is only one action. For Dionysius calls the
action of Christ ‘theandric,’ that is ‘deivirile.’ But this signifies one
action, not different actions. Therefore in Christ there is only 
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one action of divinity and
humanity.”(91)
At the time of this writing, Aquinas had not yet read the acts of Constantinople
III, but he did know John Damascene, whom he quotes repeatedly as an authority
on this question.(92)
 In reply to the first objection, Aquinas gives three reasons to support the
Dionysian term “theandric.”

Dionysius calls
Christ’s action “theandric,” not because it is simply one action of
deity and humanity in Christ, but because the actions of the two natures are
united as to three things. First, as to the supposit doing a divine and human
action, which is one thing. Second, as to the one effect, which is called the
work having been worked, or apotelesma
according to Damascene, such as the healing of a leper. Third, as to this that
the human action of Christ himself shares in something from the perfection of
the divine nature, just as his intellect more eminently than others understood
from the power of the divine intellect conjoined to it in the person; although
the divine action in no way was weakened by consort with the human nature.(93)


In taking the trouble to give these three reasons, Aquinas underscores the
unity at work in the actions that flow from the incarnate Word, while he still
preserves the sense of Christ having both human and divine actions.

Aquinas’s careful treatment of the term “theandric” should be
compared with that of his teacher Albert the Great. Corey Barnes finds in
Albert’s early work De Incarnatione what may be the first
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Scholastic use of Dionysius on the theandric operation.(94)
 However, Barnes comments, “Albert provides no indication that this
reference requires reverential interpretation but rather takes it as naturally
supportive of the orthodox position of two powers in Christ, divine and
human.”(95)
Indeed, in his commentary on Dionysius’s Epistle 4 Albert does not
suggest that the term “theandric” may hold difficulties for the
doctrine of Christ’s two operations.(96) 
Moreover, in his commentary on the Sentences,
Albert introduces “theandric” to support the view that Christ’s acts
are many and not one, although the actor is but one.(97)

Within this context, and with his knowledge of John Damascene, Albert says,
“every action of Christ was saving for us.”(98)

Aquinas continues Albert’s use of
“theandric” as investing saving significance in all of Christ’s deeds
in the Summa contra Gentiles.
The significance of the theandric operation on Aquinas’s understanding of the
incarnation appears in startling fashion in book 4. Aquinas in this work rarely
quotes the authorities of the Fathers and the councils when doing his own
scriptural work of refuting Trinitarian and Christological heresies. Yet he
adduces Dionysius, his most frequent ecclesiastical authority (exceeding even
Augustine) in the Summa contra Gentiles,
in a moment of great significance. While upholding the Church’s teaching of two
operations and two wills, Aquinas concedes that one must speak 
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of a kind of oneness when discussing
Christ’s activities—but with a distinction lacking in Macarius’s heresy.(99)
He observes the following concerning those who posit one operation:

It seems that this
position arose because its authors did not know how to distinguish between that
which is one simply and that which is one in order [simpliciter unum et
ordine unum]. For they saw the human will in Christ to be completely
ordered under the divine will so that Christ willed nothing by his human will
except that which the divine will disposed him to want. Similarly, also, Christ
did nothing according to his human nature, either by acting or by undergoing,
except what the divine will disposed, according to John 8:29: “I always do
the things pleasing to him.” For the human operation of Christ conveys a
certain divine efficacy from the union of the divinity, just as an action of a
secondary agent conveys a certain efficacy from a primary agent. On this
account, it happens that his every action or undergoing was saving. For this
reason, Dionysius calls the human operation of Christ “theandric,”
i.e. “deivirile,” and also because it is of God and of a human.
Therefore seeing the human will and operation of Christ to be ordained under the
divine infallible order, they judged there to be only one will and operation in
Christ. However, as was said, one of order and one simply are not the same thing
[quamvis non sit idem, ut dictum est, ordinis unum et simpliciter unum].(100)
 
 


Aquinas thus affirms a certain “oneness” in Christ’s action, while
making a vital distinction. Moreover, he is clear that the term “theandric”
applies to what he calls the human operation of Christ. With this in mind, he
gives a twofold explication of the
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term’s significance. While the second one succinctly points to Christ as the
God-man, the first one has more elaboration and points to the salvation bestowed
in Christ’s life. Dionysius’s formula summarily expresses how everything the
Lord did or underwent in the flesh conveys divine and saving power. This
significance for our salvation can be related to what Aquinas repeatedly says,
“Every action of Christ is our instruction.”(101)
Although the Summa contra Gentiles lacks a detailed presentation of
Christ’s life, Aquinas’s understanding of the importance of Christ’s actions and
passions appear with great detail in the Summa Theologiae (STh
III, qq. 27-59).

Aquinas wrote the Compendium
Theologiae not long after finishing the Summa contra Gentiles. In
book 1, chapter 212, he treats those things which are said in Christ to be one
or many. Much of the brief treatment deals with the question of operations.
Aquinas first explores the faulty reasoning process of those who think because
in Christ there is only one subject there must also be only one operation. This
need not be so, as operations proceed from principles of operations, which may
be plural in an agent. For example, a human being has the operations of
understanding and of sensing. Likewise, fire has one operation to heat and
another to rise. Then, Aquinas asserts, “But nature is compared to
operation as its principle.”(102)
Such a statement admittedly may pose a difficulty for the previous examples, as
the human being with different faculties is not said to have different natures.
But these prior examples may be meant simply to introduce the reader to think
about the fact that one agent can have multiple actions. Now, Aquinas becomes
more exact. Relying upon the doctrine of two natures, he says, “Therefore,
there is not one operation in Christ according to the one supposit, but there
are two according to the two natures, just as the converse in the Holy Trinity
there 
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is one operation of the three persons
according to the one nature.”(103)
Aquinas maneuvers his Christological teaching to conform to the principles
already known in Trinitarian doctrine. The better-known converse argument in
this respect is that the Trinity is one nature, but multiple persons; Christ is
one person, but multiple natures. Here, Aquinas applies it to show how the one
Trinitarian operation, because of oneness of nature, supports the twoness of
Christ’s operations, because of the twoness of natures.

Aquinas continues with a profound,
brief reflection upon instrumentality, heavily indebted to John Damascene.

Nevertheless, the
operation of humanity participates in Christ with something from the operation
of the divine power. For of all these which are fitting in one supposit, to that
which is more principal other things are subject instrumentally, just as other
parts of a human are instruments of the intellect. Thus, therefore, Christ’s
humanity is considered as a certain organ of divinity. Moreover, it is clear
that an instrument acts in the power of the principal agent. For this reason,
one finds in the instrument’s action not only the instrument’s power, but also
that of the principal agent, just as through the action of an axe comes a box,
insofar as the craftsman handles the axe. Therefore, so also the operation of
the human nature in Christ was having a certain force from the deity above the
human power. For that which touched a leper was the action of humanity, but that
touch which healed him from leprosy proceeded from the divine power. And through
this way all his human actions and things endured were saving from the power of
his divinity. And therefore, Dionysius calls the human operation of Christ
“theandric,” i.e. “deivirile,” because namely it thus
proceeds from his humanity but nevertheless the divinity’s power was active in
it.(104)
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The Compendium thus
demonstrates an increased use of the language of instrumentality when
explicating the meaning of Christ’s theandric operation.(105)

Aquinas continued to refine his
response to the Monenergist argument. Most notably, by the time he wrote De
unione Verbi Incarnati, he had studied the acts of Constantinople III.
Perhaps that is why he features the question of whether in Christ there is only
one operation as the fifth and last article of this disputed question. In this
treatise, discussion of the union of the incarnate Word culminates in
articulating the operations of Christ. The immediately preceding article
(whether in Christ there is only one being [esse]) has received
considerable scholarly attention as some see it as differing from Aquinas’s
other treatments of the topic.(106)
Here, in article, 5 we find that he begins the dispute with an argument from
Dionysius: “With God having become man, he moved about with a certain
new operation of God and of man. Moreover, there would not be a new
operation of God and of man,
unless there were one and the same operation of both. 
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Therefore in Christ there is one
operation of God and of man.”(107)
Aquinas answers:

It must be said that
Christ’s operation according to his humanity is called “theandric,”
i.e. “deivirile,” insofar as Christ’s humanity was acting in divine
power. And from this, the action of his humanity was saving, just as an
instrument acts in the agent’s power. And because of this, it is said that a new
action has occurred, because it has newly happened that the humanity of Christ
is the conjoined instrument of the divinity in the unity of the person. But it
is not that there is one composition from two actions.(108)




Aquinas here gives evidence of interpreting the Dionysian theandric operation
with a greater refinement of his own instrumental-causality language. Theandric
operation serves to point, in Aquinas’s interpretation, to Christ’s humanity,
significantly described as “the conjoined instrument of the divinity in the
unity of the person.”

In the Summa Theologiae, we
find yet another expression of Christ’s operations. Aquinas says that an action
which is moved by another is “twofold: one indeed which it has according to
its proper form and the other which it has according to which it is moved by
another.”(109)
 His overall argument has not substantially changed; yet its accent seems to
have shifted. Most importantly, Aquinas takes into even greater account the
authority of Constantinople III, while Dionysius appears in this article only in
the first objection and its response. As such, “theandric operation”
admittedly holds little prominence in the Summa‘s teaching on Christ.
Aquinas clearly has become more adept in the language of
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the councils and found his own voice
in emphasizing other aspects important for understanding the saving acts and
passions of Christ, such as the grace of Christ as head and the subtleties of
instrumental causality, and in an unprecedented attention to the mysteries of
Christ’s life.(110)

With this said, Aquinas in the Summa
still finds the Dionysian term “theandric operation” useful—if
properly understood. The first objection of question 19, article 1 proceeds on
the authority of On the Divine Names 2,
which includes the phrase, “he did and underwent whatever things were
fitting to his human and divine operation.” Aquinas then comments, “he
names this one operation human and divine, which in Greek is called ‘theandric,’
i.e. ‘deivirile.’ Therefore, it seems that there is one composite operation in
Christ.”(111)
In reply Aquinas gives a two-part argu-ment which deserves close attention.

The first argument concerns the
operations of the Word as incarnate with both divine and human natures as
sources of operation: the divine operation uses the human, while the human
operation participates in the power of the divine operation. This is the same
language that Aquinas uses in the corpus to interpret Pope Leo the
Great’s teaching through instrumental causality.(112)
 Aquinas gives for this argument the authority of Dionysius’s 
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Epistle 4:
“he was doing these things of a human superhumanly, which the Virgin
conceiving supernaturally shows, and fluid water sustaining the weight of his
earthly feet.”(113)
 Aquinas comments that to be conceived and to walk are things of a human
nature, but both are in Christ supernaturally. Likewise, he continues, Christ
“did divine things humanly, just as when he healed the leper by touching
him. Thereupon in the same letter Dionysius adds, But God having been made
human, with a certain new operation of God and of human.”(114)

The second argument also proceeds
from the establishment of the divine and human natures, but it has a Trinitarian
reference. Aquinas says that the distinction of the two operations is implicitly
presupposed in Dionysius’s writings, as made clear in the Areopagite’s
Trinitarian reflections on the distinction of operations. Aquinas again quotes On
the Divine Names 2:

where Dionysius says
that in these, which pertain to
his human operation, the Father and the Holy Spirit share in no way, unless
one were to speak according to the most kind and merciful will,
insofar namely the Father and the Holy Spirit willed Christ from
their mercy to act and to undergo human things. Moreover, he adds, and every
most sublime and ineffable operation of God which he did although having been
made in accordance with us, yet was unchanging by that which he was God and the
Word of God.(115)
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Put slightly differently, the Word who was made incarnate did not cease doing
the operations of his divine nature, together with the Father and the Holy
Spirit, when he undertook a human nature. Aquinas thus finds that Dionysius
himself provides the distinction of the two operations on this Trinitarian
basis. One is what Aquinas calls the “human operation,” in which the
Father and the Holy Spirit do not share except according to their common philanthrōpia
expressed in the incarnation of Christ alone. The other is Christ’s divine
operation done as the Word in God, in which the Father and the Holy Spirit do
share.



Conclusion
 




What significance does Aquinas’s repeated attention to Christ’s theandric
operation have for today? To mention just one benefit, Aquinas’s work on this
difficult Dionysian element through the course of his career has relevance in
ecumenism for understanding the truth of the common faith believed by Christians
who historically have been divided on the question of Chalcedon’s authority. In
1984, Pope John Paul II and Patriarch Mar Ignatius Zakka of Antioch signed a
joint declaration stating, inter
alia:



He who is God eternal
and indivisible, became visible in the flesh and took the form of a servant. In
him are united, in a real, perfect, indivisible, and inseparable way, divinity
and humanity, and in Him all their properties are present and active.(116)


In studying Aquinas on Christ’s theandric operation, we find a position
consistently supportive of the teaching of two operations, but one that is
nuanced to allow for multiple reasons that the operations flowing from the
incarnate Word could be called one or are really united. The different
interpretations that Aquinas gives to Christ’s theandric operation can help
distinguish today
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what is at stake in saying that the operations of divinity and humanity,
united in Christ, are present and active in him.

Indeed, Dionysius’s authority and ambiguity brought Aquinas many
opportunities for further development of his own thought in Christology. As an
acutely perceptive theologian, Aquinas gladly borrows much from Dionysius in
constructing his teaching on Christ, but uses him with great care so as to
clarify both the sacred teaching itself and Dionysius as an authority. Moreover,
Aquinas in his mature Christology seems most indebted to Dionysius for something
other than the term “theandric operation.” When writing his treatise
on Christ in the Summa Theologiae,
Aquinas tellingly begins with a quotation from Dionysius on divine goodness
because it is precisely in Christ that one comes to know the infinite goodness
and philanthrōpia drawing
sinners on the way back to the most loving God. Aquinas thus wholeheartedly
agrees with the central principle of divine love that guides Dionysian
Christology, a principle well worth stressing in their times and ours.(117)
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IT SEEMS INCONCEIVABLE that any contemporary Christian moralist in his or her
right mind, or at least in his or her enlightened heart, would admit to
being a “legalist” or uncomplainingly accede to a description of his
or her moral theological framework as “legalistic.” Those terms are
often used as rhetorical weapons, in order simultaneously to express disdain for
a moral theory or argument and to justify a decision to refrain from engaging
that theory or argument further. Just as the term “fundamentalism” is
freely used in some secular academic discussions to gesture to an object of
polemic and scorn, so too is the term “legalism” used in Christian
theological discussions.

But what, exactly, does it mean to call a Christian moral theory
“legalistic”? The general consensus that legalism is unhelpful in a
Christian moral framework a is not matched by a corresponding consensus about
either the exact definition of legalism or the precise impediments it poses to
sound moral analysis. Perhaps this is to be expected. From its very beginnings,
Christianity expressed a complicated and ambivalent attitude toward the law, as
its early leaders struggled to define its relationship with both Judaism and
Greek philosophy. Chapter 3 of St. Paul’s Letter to the Galatians furnishes us
with a compact example. On the one hand, St. Paul tells us that “all who
depend on works of the law are under a


  



curse.”(1) On the other
hand, after raising the rhetorical question “Is the law then opposed to the
promises [of God]?” he emphatically responds “Of course not!”(2)
Distinguishing proper respect for the law, especially the moral law, from
improper use of it or reliance upon it, especially with regard to salvation, has
occupied the attention of many a Christian theologian from apostolic times until
the present day.(3)

My aims in this article are modest. I do not hope to resolve here the great
questions about the role of law in Christian life, the relationship of the
eternal law to the natural law, the influence of natural law on positive law, or
the relationship of law and grace. I do hope to shed some light on the meaning
and use of the charge of “legalism.” In order to do so, I will use St.
Thomas Aquinas’s definition of law(4) to
structure a close comparison of the thought of H. Tristram Engelhardt, Jr., an
Eastern Orthodox thinker, and Germain Grisez, a Roman Catholic, on the role of
law in the moral life.

Why Aquinas’s definition of law? The charge of “legalism” cannot be
fully understood without a clear understanding of the meaning of
“law.” Roughly speaking, to charge a moralist with
“legalism” is to charge that he or she allows law, legal concepts, and
characteristically legal ways of thinking unduly to influence his or her moral
theory. What, then, does the concept of “law” entail? Manifesting his
characteristic precision and nuance, Aquinas’s definition offers a response to
this question, and therefore a base for gaining more precision about what the
charge of “legalism” entails.
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Why Engelhardt and Grisez? First, both are rigorous thinkers who have produced
significant, lengthy, and wide-ranging articulations of their respective
position on the relationship of Christianity and the moral life. Engelhardt,
Professor of Phil-osophy and Professor of Medicine at Rice University, has
written Foundations of Christian Bioethics,(5)
which situates biomedical questions within a broad articulation of an
Orthodox Christian approach to the meaning and purpose of human life. Grisez,
the Flynn Professor of Christian Ethics at Mount St. Mary’s Seminary, has
produced a magisterial three-volume work entitled The Way of the Lord Jesus.(6)
Within this work he not only develops his Roman Catholic moral theory in great
detail, he also applies it to a number of concrete questions, including
questions of bioethics and sexual ethics addressed by Engelhardt as well.

Second, while Grisez and Engelhardt operate out of different traditions
within Christianity, their positions are not difficult to bring into
conversation with each other. Engelhardt, a former Roman Catholic, develops his
argument for a “noetic” approach to theological ethics that emphasizes
mystical union with God as the ultimate ground of moral knowledge, in critical
conversation with Western Christian moral thought, particularly Roman Catholic
moral casuistry. Grisez, in contrast, attempts to retrieve, reform, and
refurbish the very tradition that Engelhardt has rejected. Both theorists
situate their account of moral norms, even moral norms applied to concrete
cases, within a broader context of humanity’s relationship with God, mediated by
Christ Jesus.

Third, and most importantly, both are contemporary moralists who combine in
their writings serious respect for the role of moral discernment and moral norms
in Christian life with a strong antipathy to legalism. It is possible, of
course, to find Christian thinkers who will condemn as “legalistic”
anyone who believes that Christianity ought to encompass disciplined moral
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reflection, settled commitment to moral norms, and sustained reflection upon
what it means to follow God’s law. There is an “antinomian” strand in
Christianity that is deeply suspicious of any effort to integrate respect for
the law, including the moral law, into an account of a good Christian life.(7)
Opposition to legalism, however, does not necessarily make one an antinomian. Abusus
non tollit usum. Consequently, one purpose of this article is to help
illuminate what it means to respect moral norms and to honor God’s law while at
the same time opposing legalism.

My plan for this essay is as follows. In section I, I will briefly set forth
the five components of the definition of law offered by Aquinas in his Summa
Theologiae to serve as a framework for my comparative analysis. In section
II, I will attempt to flesh out precisely what Engelhardt and Grisez mean by
“legalism” by analyzing their thought in light of Aquinas’s definition
of law. In section III, I will examine some of the deleterious consequences that
Engelhardt and Grisez believe a legalistic approach to morality entails for
moral life and pastoral practice. In section IV, the Conclusion, I will offer
some brief reflections on the usefulness of the term “legalism” in
contemporary discussions regarding the methodology and content of Christian
ethics.



 



I.
Aquinas’s Definition of Law



In the first question of his treatise on law, question 90 of the Prima
Secundae, entitled, “Of the Essence of Law,” Aquinas offers a
multifaceted definition of law. It is “nothing else than an ordinance
of reason for the common good, made by him who has care of the
community, and promulgated.”(8)
In the four articles of that question, Aquinas systematically considers each
element of that definition. Note, however, that the first element actually
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encompasses two components, not one: Aquinas tells us that law is an ordinance
of reason. He takes it for granted that a law is fundamentally an ordinance;
it is not simply a statement, it makes a normative claim upon an agent subject
to its jurisdiction. While Aquinas does not devote a separate article to an
examination of this element of the definition of law, he does indicate what it
involves in the course of explicating the other four elements. Since all five
elements are relevant to my analysis of legalism, I will briefly describe
Aquinas’s treatment of each of them.



 



A) An Ordinance



By its very nature, law has a normative, directive thrust. In article 1 of
question 90, which discusses “whether law is something pertaining to
reason,” Aquinas clearly recognizes that “[i]t belongs to law to
command or forbid.”(9) Noting that the word
“lex” (law) is derived from the word “ligare” (to bind), he
writes that “law binds one to act.”(10)
Law operates as a constraint on human activity, either by mandating or
prohibiting certain particular actions. The same recognition permeates article
2, “whether the law is always something directed to the common good.”
Aquinas here assumes that law “directs man in his actions”(11)
and goes on to consider the ultimate purpose of these directions. Article 3,
“whether the reason of any man is competent to make laws,” grapples
not only with the directive power of law, but also with its more specifically
“coercive power.”(12) Article 4,
“whether promulgation is essential to a law,” considers what is
necessary “in order that a law obtain the binding force which is proper to
a law.”(13) In short, Aquinas takes it for
granted that law orders human activity through its ordinances; on
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this basis, he goes on to ask what else must be true about law if it is to
order human activity well and properly.



 



B) Of Reason 



The first and fundamental move that Aquinas makes is to shape, define, and
qualify the type of ordinance that law is. It is not an ordinance of whimsy. It
is not an demand based in pure desire, on the one hand, or pure fear on the
other. It is not an arbitrary expression of power. Ordered as well as ordering,
law is an ordinance of reason. Law is a “rule and measure” of
human acts.(14) The ultimate rule and measure of
human acts, however, is reason. Consequently, law must correspond to reason.(15)
For Aquinas, therefore, it is necessary, but not sufficient, that law entails an
ordinance or a command. He tells us that “in order that the volition of
what is commanded may have the nature of law, it needs to be in accord with some
rule of reason.”(16)



 



C) For the Common Good



Practical reason is oriented toward achieving an end or a goal; that end or
goal is in fact the starting point and first principle in its deliberations. To
say, therefore, that law must be guided by practical reason is immediately to
raise the question, what is the end or goal of the law? Aquinas tells us that
the end of the law is “universal happiness,” the flourishing not only
of an individual, but of a perfect or complete community of individuals. The
purpose of law is to direct individual actions with a view to the good of that
community—the common good. “[S]ince the law is chiefly ordained to the
common good, any other precept in regard to some individual work, must needs be
devoid of the nature of a law, save in so far as at regards the common
good.”(17)
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D) Competent Authority



If law is an ordinance of reason, whose reason counts? Can any reasonable
person make law? Aquinas says no. Precisely because law pertains to the common
good, only those responsible for the common good can make law. “Now to
order anything to the common good, belongs either to the whole people, or to
someone who is the viceregent of the whole people.”(18)
Consequently, making law “belongs either to the whole people or to a public
personage who has care of the whole people.”(19)
Moreover, Aquinas does not forget that law entails the coercive imposition of
the lawgiver’s will. “[C]oercive power is vested in the whole people, or in
some public personage, to whom it belongs to inflict penalties.”(20)



 



E) Promulgation



Finally, Aquinas maintains that law must be promulgated. Because “law is
imposed on others by way of a rule and measure,”(21)
those who are subject to the rule and measure must be given notice of its
existence and application. “Wherefore promulgation is necessary for the law
to obtain its force.”(22) This requirement,
while seemingly obvious, is in fact quite significant. It strongly suggests, for
example, that ex post facto laws, which apply to actions that took
place before they were promulgated, are not “laws” properly speaking.



In view of Aquinas’s multifaceted definition of law, what, then, is legalism?
My hypothesis is that moralists will label as “legalist” any view of
moral norms that they believe gives disproportionate or otherwise inappropriate
stress to one of the five elements of
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the definition of law given to us by Aquinas. As one might suspect, the label
functions more as a broad, negative judgment about a rival moral system than as
a nuanced, positive statement about one’s own view of the moral life.
Furthermore, in using the label, the user objects to a perceived distortion in a
rival way of understanding morality, but is not committed to adopting a
mirror-image distortion. For example, by saying, negatively, that one objects to
an overemphasis on God’s will in understanding the eternal law at the expense of
his reasonableness, one is not asserting positively that God’s will plays no
role whatsoever in the legitimate meaning of the eternal law.

This way of understanding “legalism” has several advantages. First,
it makes it clear that one’s definition of legalism is (a) dependent upon one’s
understanding of the nature and function of law and (b) integrally related to
one’s understanding of the way in which the norms of the moral life can
helpfully be understood as laws. Second, it gives us a way to account for the
fact that the various people who make the charge of legalism, and those who
respond to it, frequently seem to be talking past one another, even while they
seem to be loosely talking about the same thing—the moral law. This definition
allows us to see how they are indeed talking about the same thing, but about
different facets or aspects of it. There are several components to the
definition of law, and one or more of them may be the central focus of a charge
of “legalism.” Third, this definition makes clear that in some
cases—perhaps in many cases—the charge of “legalism” within a
Christian context can be more helpfully understood as a charge that a particular
thinker or school of thought has incorporated one or more distorted elements
into a proffered articulation or application of the moral law, rather than a
charge that a thinker has wrongly extended the moral law into a sphere where it
does not belong.

We are now in a position to test the explanatory power of my hypothesis about
legalism by considering the work of H. Tristram Engelhardt and Germain Grisez.
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II.
Engelhardt and Grisez: Two Definitions of Legalism





The title of Engelhardt’s book, Foundations of Christian Bioethics,
needs some interpretation. It is not a book about biomedical ethical
questions—or their foundations—narrowly construed; it is rather a book that
situates biomedical questions within a broad articulation of an Orthodox
Christian approach to the meaning and purpose of human life. Engelhardt clearly
frames his objectives in the preface to his work:





The cardinal
philosophical and theological puzzle is: can one break through immanence to
truth? And if so, how? By addressing this puzzle, this volume invites the reader
to the Christianity of the first millennium, a Christianity rooted in mysticism,
or better stated, a noetic theology. It is here that the puzzle is solved and
the door is found in the horizon of immanence: Christianity’s disclosure of an
immediate experience of the uncreated energies of a radically transcendent,
personal God.(23)





Engelhardt objects to the Christianity of the West on both political
philosophical and religious grounds. Following Alasdair MacIntyre, he argues
that the Western tradition in political philosophy has failed in its objective
of identifying foundations for a common morality in a religiously pluralistic
world.(24) Second, he maintains that Western
Christianity has not even succeed in providing a coherent, content-full morality
that is uncontro-versially acknowledged to be true by its own adherents.(25)

What approach does Engelhardt adopt in this situation? Because all attempts
to formulate a substantive, rich common morality have failed, he argues that the
attempt to do so must be given up as impossible. He maintains that in a secular
society whose members do not agree on the nature and purpose of human life, the
only justifiable morality is based on autonomy, consent, and contract; in his
terms, the only justifiable public morality is a libertarian cosmopolitan
morality of strangers. Such a morality will, he admits, allow practices deeply
offensive to many


  



page 452

Christians (e.g., abortion and assisted suicide) to proceed without legal
impediment. It will also tolerate a great deal more disparity in the
distribution of health-care resources than most Christian theorists of social
justice would deem permissible.

Engelhardt objects to the theological and liturgical commit-ments of Western
Christianity no less than to its political morality. For him, the problem with
Western Christianity is that it never moves beyond an immanent understanding of
reality to touch the transcendent. Roman Catholic thought emphasizes the
priority of discursive reason, which remains trapped within the immanent; it
therefore cannot find itself a secure foundation in unchanging, transcendent
Truth. Protestant thought, with its emphasis on private study of Scripture,
apart from the liturgical life of the worshiping community, generates a
historical-critical approach to sacred writings that obscures their value as a
gateway to transcendence. “If God is available to us only through
arguments, texts, and oral traditions, God is obscured by the immanent, the
finite, the contingent, and the historically conditioned.”(26)

Engelhardt maintains that traditional Christianity, in contrast, is enabled,
by the grace of God, to reach beyond the immanent in order truly to touch the
transcendent—to touch the energies of God himself through a type of noetic
experience. The marks of a life formed by such an experience do not change with
the passage of time throughout the ages. He writes: 



Orthodox Christianity
interweaves theological experience and reflection through liturgical texts and
ascetical practices that have firm roots in the work and the sentiments of the
Fathers, thus making the Fathers of the Church and their lives present to the
contemporary community of believers. By sustaining religious life in the spirit
of the first millennium, a framework for moral theology is engaged so that the
contemporary believer can engage the moral reflections of early Christians with
little conceptual opacity or distance.(27)
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Engelhardt maintains that one virtue of his “traditional Christian”
approach, which is rooted in the theological and liturgical traditions of
Eastern Christianity, is that it avoids legalism. According to Engelhardt,
Western Christian moral thought, particularly Roman Catholic moral thought, has
long been plagued by legalistic modes of analysis. More specifically, his
prototype of legalistic thinking seems to be the “manualist” model of
moral theology that predominated in the Catholic Church from the time of the
Council of Trent until the mid-twentieth century, and which was designed to
allow confessors to evaluate the seriousness of the sins confessed by members of
their flock and to set an appropriate penance.

Of course, as Engelhardt repeatedly observes, Catholic moral theology
underwent a sea-change after the Second Vatican Council. The moral manuals have
all but disappeared from the scene. Are there any intellectually respectable,
card-carrying legalists left within mainstream Roman Catholic thought? Or is
Engelhardt’s polemic against legalism nothing more than a quixotic battle with
authoritarian ghosts of the past? It is hard to say, because Engelhardt does not
support his accusations of Catholic legalism with citations of any contemporary
Roman Catholic thinkers.

Germain Grisez seems to be an eminently plausible candidate for the role of
an intelligent, contemporary, card-carrying legalist. Strongly supportive of the
reforms initiated by the Second Vatican Council, he nonetheless has also been
concerned to promote and defend aspects of Catholic moral and spiritual life
that have fallen into desuetude in its wake: the desirability of frequent use of
the sacrament of penance, the importance of penitential practices, and even the
usefulness of indulgences in deepening one’s spiritual life. Moreover, for
nearly thirty years, Grisez has been a tireless defender of the Roman Catholic
magisterium’s affirmation of the existence of exceptionless moral rules,
including an absolute prohibition against the use of drugs, devices, or surgical
procedures for the purpose of preventing conception. At first glance, therefore,
Grisez seems as likely as any post-Vatican II
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Catholic moralist to defend an explicitly and self-avowedly legalistic
approach to moral theology. Nonetheless, he does not do so. In fact, in The
Way of the Lord Jesus he devotes a great deal of explicit attention to
combating what he defines as legalism and the abuses and distortions it
introduces into the moral life of Christians.

Both Englhardt and Grisez have reason to distance themselves from legalism,
because the nature of their writings renders their work casually susceptible to
that very charge. Both maintain that moral theological reflection ought not to
remain at the level of abstraction; it should provide sufficient detail to help
people address the issues that arise in their day-to-day lives.(28)
The writings of both men, therefore, include finely nuanced analyses of
particular classes of cases, which achieve definite conclusions regarding
acceptable and nonacceptable courses of action. As Engelhardt and Grisez surely
know, the refusal to limit one’s moral theology to the articulation of abstract
ideals or principles can render a theorist vulnerable to the charge of legalism
by those inclined to think that any effort to reach a definite judgment on
specific questions threatens to constrain Christian freedom.

Despite the fact that Engelhardt is Orthodox and Grisez is Roman Catholic,
they share a significant number of basic judg-ments regarding the shape of the
Christian moral life. For example, although Grisez is a natural-law thinker (and
therefore believes that a significant amount of moral truth is accessible in
principle to both believers and nonbelievers), he and Engelhardt would agree
that Christian revelation affects both the accessibility and the substantive
content of moral norms. Engelhardt and Grisez also both maintain that prayer and
spiritual guidance can significantly contribute to moral discernment. Neither
man believes that the Christian moral life can be lived without participation in
the liturgical practices that have marked the Christian community from its
beginnings.
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As we shall see below, however, their commonalities are punctuated by
important differences. While they are equally adamant in their condemnation of
“legalism,” Engelhardt and Grisez in fact mean significantly different
things by the term. By exploring their differences within the broader context of
their respective theological commitments, I hope to shed some light on the more
general question of when and how it is appropriate to understand Christian
morality as a type of “law.” The five-pronged definition of law
offered by Aquinas offers us a way to organize and compare what the two thinkers
mean by the term “legalism.”



 



A) An Ordinance



To focus on the aspect of law as an ordinance is to focus on its
nature as a command or an order given by the lawgiver to those subject to the
law. To someone who concentrates on this aspect of the law, the content of the
order is less decisive; it is the fact that it is valid order that is
crucial for recognizing its binding legal character. Some Christian theologians
have placed almost exclusive emphasis on God’s role as lawgiver, conceiving of
the moral life largely as obedience to a series of divine commands. Their heavy
emphasis on the sovereignty of the divine will logically leads to the position
that even a divine command to perform an evil action must be obeyed.(29)
In one sense, such an approach is not different from that taken by theorists
such as Aquinas, who also maintained that all divine commands should be obeyed.
Aquinas took pains, however, to show that an apparently a wrongful act (e.g.,
taking someone else’s life) might not in fact be evil (because God is in command
of life and death already).(30) Viewed narrowly,
this endeavor may seem like an attempt at special pleading, an attempt to escape
a difficult moral problem with a clever distinction. When viewed more broadly,
however,
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Aquinas’s goal is to ensure that the divine knowledge and the divine will are
not set against one another.

For Grisez, the core mistake of legalism is placing too great an emphasis on
the aspect of the moral law as a product of the will of God, rather than as
something intelligible in itself, as an aspect of the divine intellect. He
writes: 



In thus tracing the
practical force of moral obligation back to God as lawmaker, classical moral
theology tended toward voluntarism. Voluntarism in general is a theory which
assigns primacy to the will over reason. Classical moral theology assigned
primacy in the genesis of moral obligation to God’s will, although it left a
subordinate place for human reason. This limited voluntarism, together with the
isolation of moral from dogmatic theology, led classical moralists to pay less
and less attention to intrinsic reasons for accepting Christian moral norms as
true. Instead, they increasingly tended to treat moral norms as laws which
members of the Church must obey because the Church insists upon them with divine
authority.(31) 



Grisez identifies four basic consequences of this voluntaristic legalism for
the moral life. First, it concentrated too much on the “detailed
specification of duties,” without clarifying “the meaning of good and
bad in terms of the total Christian vocation.” Second, it meant that
Catholic moral theology is primarily concerned with “the minimum required
to avoid mortal sin.” Third, it largely avoided addressing the
responsibilities of personal vocation, because “it tended to suggest that
what is not forbidden is thereby permitted, in the sense that one is free to do
as one pleases in regard to it; thus it tended to ignore the responsibilities of
personal vocation.” Fourth, classical moral theology “tended to liken
moral truths to Church laws,” leading to the “suggestion that the
Church might or should change its moral teaching, as if it were changeable law
rather than unchangeable truth.”(32)

Engelhardt would agree with Grisez about the undesirability— and the
danger—of most of the consequences that the latter attributes to legalism. He
would not, however, be likely to trace their source to an overemphasis on the
moral law as an aspect of
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God’s will, or of human willing in response to the will of God. According to
Engelhardt, the basic move toward God is one of the will, rather than one of
reason. “The impact of the Fall is not so much on man’s will as often
supposed in the West, but upon his intellect, his noetic capacity for
non-discursive knowledge.”(33) The
knowledge of God’s moral law follows upon, rather than leads to, an experience
of God himself, what Engelhardt refers to as a “noetic” experience of
God, which begins with a grace-inspired turning to God. He writes: 



Natural law properly
understood compasses the precepts taught us by God through our being and through
the world around us, rendering nature a window to God. To see that law, one must
take on the faith that turns us from agnosticism to an encounter with God. God
then allows us through His energies to grow in knowledge of His commandments.(34)



According to Engelhardt, our fundamental mistake is to attempt to come to
know God through discursive reason before we will to join ourselves with him by
grace. Consequently, as discussed below, for Engelhardt the key problem of
legalism is a distorted emphasis on the powers of human reason to reach the mind
of God by proceeding in a discursive manner. 



 



B) Of Reason





For Aquinas, law is an ordinance of reason; it is not an arbitrary
imposition expressing the whim of the lawgiver. In his account of morality,
Grisez follows Aquinas in emphasizing the reasonableness of the moral law. In
fact, it is in this emphasis on the reasonableness of the requirements of
morality, and the reasonableness of expecting Christians to follow them, that
Grisez locates the antidote to legalism. For example, he charges the “new
moral theology” developed after Vatican II with remaining “as
legalistic as the old,” because “[i]t provides no account in Chris-tian
terms of why one should seek human fulfillment in this life,
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what the specifically Christian way of life is, and how living as a Christian
in this life is intrinsically related to fulfillment in everlasting life.”(35)

In this situation, Grisez aims to provide an adequate treatise on Christian
moral principles, which



clarify what a
Christian is and how Christian life can be at once and entirely both human and
divine. It must explain how human goods determine Christian moral norms and show
why a life in accord with the Christian norms is the only life which is really
humanly good, while also showing how to live such a life. It should be oriented
toward preaching, teaching, and counseling, while providing an adequate basis
for studies leading to the formation of confessors. Finally, it must explain the
authority of the Church’s teaching.(36) 



For Engelhardt, in sharp contrast, reason is not the solution, it is the
problem. He believes that legalism results from distorted emphasis on the
rational accessibility of divine law. As noted above, the key for Engelhardt is
the noetic experience of the uncreated energies of God, which is only made
possible by union with God. The goal of the Christian life is “an intimate
knowing between persons, most particularly an illumination of the creature by
the Creator. It is only through this illumination that true knowledge becomes
possible.”(37) It is only by repenting of
one’s sins, joining with God, and living in accordance with God’s will that one
will be in a position to discern the requirements of the moral life.

Engelhardt contrasts “noetic knowledge,” the intimate, im-mediate,
nondiscursive knowledge of the transcendent God made possible through this union
with God, with “discursive knowl-edge,” his name for human reasoning
as it proceeds more or less autonomously. Discursive reason is helpful in
dealing with the world of immanence, but absolutely useless in reaching the
transcendent. In fact, by relying exclusively on discursive reason, human beings
will move away from God, rather than toward him. The sad history of Western
debates over the establishment of
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rational foundations for morality demonstrates that discursive reason is not
sufficient to produce a morality certain enough to provide a basis for living
one’s life. Relatedly, and perhaps more importantly, discursive reason remains
trapped within the realm of immanence, according to Engelhardt. He would reject
the effort to clarify and systematize moral norms that constitutes the heart of
Grisez’s project. He reflects:



This is not to deny a
place in Christian bioethics for moral rules, commandments, or precepts:
properly understood, they indicate real boundaries beyond which one will go very
wrong rather than enter into union with God. But they cannot be systematized in
terms of conceptual foundations. So, too, one should resist the temptation to
ground prohibitions against murder or abortion in supposed general principles
such as the principle of the sanctity of life, rather than in the pursuit of
God. Murder and abortion are wrong first and foremost because they lead us away
from union with God. Nor can there be a legalistic rule for dealing with
particular cases.(38)



1. The Principle of Double Effect



A flash point revealing the difference in the approaches of the two
theologians is their attitude toward the principle of double effect. At its
core, the principle states that agents are responsible for the intended effects
of their actions (whether they intend those effects as ends in themselves or
merely as means to other intended ends) in a way different from their
responsibility for the foreseen-but-unintended side effects of their actions.

What is the difference? In mainline Roman Catholic thought, one is never
permitted to intend to cause certain effects in one’s acting (e.g., the death of
an innocent human being), but under certain circumstances one may permit such a
result as the foreseen-but-unintended side effect of one’s action. This is not
to say that agents are not responsible for the foreseen-but-unintended effects
of their action. They are required to consider whether permitting such effects
conforms to the norms of proportionality and fairness. For example, a doctor may
not perform an abortion intending to bring about the death of a child,
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even to save the life of the mother, but may perform another action (e.g.,
removing the cancerous uterus of a pregnant woman) foreseeing but not intending
the death of the baby, provided it is proportionate and fair to cause that
result in that particular case.

According to Grisez, this distinction between intended conse-quences and
consequences that are merely foreseen is an essential tool of practical reason.
Fundamentally, one constitutes one’s character differently with respect to the
intended effects of one’s action (even those intended as means to other ends)
than with respect to effects that are foreseen-but-unintended side effects of
one’s intentions. Consequently, Grisez believes that it is extremely important
for deliberating agents to identify precisely which effects they are intending
in their actions, and which effects they are merely permitting as
foreseen-but-unintended side effects. This process of clarification requires
reflecting upon the path of action proposed by one’s own practical reason, which
chooses means in order to achieve ends. For example, an agent may mistakenly
believe that a contemplated action is ruled out by the prohibition against
intentional killing, when a proper under-standing of the situation and the norm
at issue reveals that the action in question will involve permitting, but not
intending, the death in question.(39) Once an
agent has reached this understanding of his or her action, he or she is not
required to rule it out ab initio, but is permitted to go on to
consider whether it is pro-portionate and fair to cause such a side effect in
the case at hand.

Engelhardt rejects the principle of double effect, and its basic distinction
between intended effects and side effects that are foreseen-but-unintended by
the agent, as the tool of a legalistic, rationalist mentality. First, he
believes that by exonerating certain types of unintentional killing, the
distinction ignores the need for spiritual treatment in this type of case. He
notes that in the Church of the first millennium, even involuntary homicide
required penance and purification. “One can become involved in
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an evil such as the death of a person, which even against one’s will can have
an effect on one’s heart.”(40)

Second, he argues that the distinction is wrongly used to draw absolute
distinctions between cases that should be treated as different in degree, not in
kind.



One must fully
recognize how far a choice to kill in order to save life falls short of the mark
and that this is the case whether the abortion is undertaken
“indirectly” (i.e., the abortion as a side effect of another
intervention), as when one removes a cancerous uterus containing a child, or
when one performs a “direct” abortion (i.e., acts to abort) for a
woman with severe congestive heart failure.(41) 



Engelhardt notes that according to traditional double effect analysis, the
indirect abortion should be justified and the direct abortion should be
prohibited. In his view, both abortions can be permitted and both must be
repented, in the sense that the spiritual harm they inflict upon both the
physician and the mother should be recognized and treated in the context of
spiritual direction.

From one perspective, the difference between Engelhardt and Grisez on double
effect may not be as great as it initially appears. Like Grisez, Engelhardt
acknowledges that “differences in willing make a difference to the human
heart,”(42) although obviously for him the
difference is not as decisive as it is for Grisez. Moreover, although
Engelhardt’s approach might seem to be more permissive in theory, in practice,
the only cases of abortion that Engelhardt seems willing to allow are those
designed to save the life of the mother. He categorically rules out other
abortions, including in the stereotypical “hard cases” of rape and
incest, although this position does not seem to be required by his theological
commitments. For his part, Grisez’s reformulation of the principle of double
effect in order to focus on the purpose of the acting agent would likely permit
the narrow range of actions permitted by Engelhardt but prohibited by the
Catholic manualists (e.g.,
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early delivery of a nonviable baby in the case of the mother’s congestive
heart failure).(43)

Yet significant divergences in opinion do remain. At bottom, Grisez believes
that the distinction between intended effects and effects that are merely
foreseen by the agent is an illuminating tool of moral discernment, separating
unjustified actions from those that may, other things being equal, be justified
for an agent to perform. For Engelhardt, this distinction, the core of the
principle of double effect, functions to obscure more than it reveals. More
specifically, it threatens to occlude the spiritual harm to an agent that can
result from foreseeably causing certain effects, in particular the death of
another human being. 



 



2. The Role of Reason in Identifying Moral Norms



In identifying similarities and differences between Engelhardt and Grisez on
the place of reason, it is important to avoid creating the impression that the
two thinkers are as far apart as one might initially judge them to be on the
basis of their rhetoric. Engel-hardt, for his part, does not deny the usefulness
of reason—it would be foolish for him to do so, given the analysis and argument
that is the backbone of his four-hundred-page book. In fact, he emphatically
denies that “a Christian bioethics should eschew clear expression, analytic
explication, or systematic reflection in favor of contradictory statements and
deliberately ambiguous claims.”(44) His
overriding goal is to downgrade the importance of discursive reason relative to
the moral wisdom that stems from the noetic experience of God, which is a
property more properly of the holy than of the analytically brilliant. More
generally, he wants to affirm that the recognition and appreciation of moral
norms are only possible within a life shaped by the liturgical and ascetic
practices of the orthodox Church.
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Grisez too is sensitive to the need to situate morality within a well-lived
Christian life. Moreover, he explicitly describes the moral life as leading to
union with God, as God’s decision to offer us divine life within the divine
unity.(45) He notes, as well, that his position
on this point “is very similar to the view of some theo-logians of the
Eastern Church.”(46) Furthermore, like
Engelhardt, Grisez recognizes both that Christian morality is true morality,
appropriate for all persons, and that a full account of that morality is only
accessible with the help of the grace divinely provided to the Church. He also
acknowledges, like Engelhardt, that Christian commitment generates additional,
specific norms binding only upon Christians.(47)

Nonetheless, there are significant differences in their understanding of the
role of reason in identifying moral norms. Grisez certainly has more confidence
than Engelhardt does in the power of a reasoning person, working with all the
resources that the Church has to offer, to identify moral norms and courses of
action that correspond to them. It is not possible, with the texts at hand, to
be more specific. However, it is not difficult to identify the point at which
further conversation would need to begin. In describing his methodological
approach, Grisez cites a passage from the First Vatican Council about the role
of reason in the context of faith:



It is, nevertheless,
true that if human reason, with faith as its guiding light, inquires earnestly,
devoutly, and circumspectly, it does reach, by God’s generosity, some
understanding of mysteries, and that a most profitable one. It achieves this by
the similarity [analogia] with truths which it knows naturally and also
from the interrelationship of mysteries with one another and with the final end
of man.(48)
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Grisez maintains that Vatican I should be understood here as implying that
the appropriate method for theology is “dialectic,” in Plato’s sense
of the term. “By this method, one considers truths of faith by comparison (anologia)
with truths of reason, with one another, and with the ultimate fulfillment to
which God calls us in the Lord Jesus.”(49)
In broad terms, this method is advocated by nearly all post-Vatican II Roman
Catholic moral theologians, both liberal and conservative. Does Grisez’s
dialectical method qualify as “discursive reason” in the sense
condemned by Engelhardt? I am not sure.

On the one hand, Engelhardt never gives a clear account of what he means by
“discursive reason.” At times, he seems to mean a process that
stresses conceptual analysis as opposed to reflection on experience, an
excessive concern for logical consistency, a desire for immediate certitude as
opposed to dynamic progress in understanding eternal truths, and a total
prioritization of unchanging human nature rather than the changing conditions of
history. His account of discursive reason, in short, significantly resembles the
“rationalism” of the pre-Vatican II Catholic Church that Grisez
criticizes.(50) Moreover, admittedly with some
glossing,
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Engelhardt’s account of the practice of noetic theology, within the context
of the ecclesial community of Orthodox Christians, could be encapsulated in
Grisez’s summary of the use of the dialectic method in Catholic thought. The use
of that method “means that, accepting the truth of Catholic faith present
in the living Church of which one is a member, one seeks a better understanding
of this truth in which one already lives.”(51)

On the other hand, Engelhardt might argue that the method that Grisez
actually practices in The Way of the Lord Jesus not in-frequently seems
more akin to discursive reason—or rationalism— than to dialectical reason. For
example, he might suggest that the rhetorical tone, together with the
exhaustively pursued question-and-answer format of Christian Moral
Principles, overwhelmingly conveys the impression of the author’s certitude
with regard to the answers he provides, rather than an invitation to the reader
to engage in a dialogical pursuit of truth. One wag gave the title “Germain
Grisez Explains it All (Well, Almost)” to a largely sympathetic
review of Difficult Moral Questions.(52)
In addition, Grisez’s work bears more than a trace of the rationalist concern
with true propositions. His most extensive and explicit discussion of truth in
Scripture in Christian Moral Principles, for example, focuses largely
on Scripture’s? role in transmitting true moral propositions to the faithful.(53)
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C) For the Common Good





According to Aquinas, the purpose of law is to advance the common good. But
what, exactly, is the “common good”? This is a notoriously elusive
question. In Gaudium et spes, the Second Vatican Council’s Pastoral
Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, the common good is defined as
“the sum of those conditions of social life which allow social groups and
their individual members relatively thorough and ready access to their own
fulfillment.”(54)

In defining the common good, the precise relationship of the good of the
individual person and the good of the community is a key issue. Christian
thought has generally resisted the temptation to choose between the two,
asserting that the common good is the good of all persons, who are by nature
social creatures designed to flourish in community.

According to Jacques Maritain, the common good “is therefore common to
the whole and to the parts, which are themselves wholes, since the very
notion of person means totality; it is common to the whole and to the
parts, over which it flows back and must all benefit from it.”(55)
On this basis, mainstream Christianity has rejected, for example, the idea that
the community can sacrifice one innocent person to save many; any community that
did so would actually be undermining its own common good, not merely the good of
the sacrificed individual.(56) Nonetheless, many
of the debates within Christian ethics can
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fruitfully be understood as rooted in a disagreement about the appropriate
balance between protecting the good of the individual and safeguarding the good
of the many in promoting the common good.

In his articulation of the requirements of Christian morality, Engelhardt
tends to emphasize the good of the individual over the broader concerns of the
community. This emphasis appears first and foremost in his understanding of the
point of the moral law: it is therapy for diseased souls, a way of preparing us
to experience God. The moral law is intimately connected to a regime of personal
asceticism, quelling our passions and enabling us to make life-giving contact
with the energies of the divine being. For Engelhardt, “the moral law is
thus a means for the growth of an intimate connection between the creature and
the creator.” In his view, “[m]orality must be lived so as to cure our
souls from passions, to make us whole, and to unite us with God.”(57)
Like medicine, like therapy, the application of the moral law must be intensely
personal, applied with discretion and judgment to each patient, taking into
account his or her own particular strengths and weaknesses.

Engelhardt contrasts the notion of the moral law as therapy with a more
“legalistic notion” of morality, one that concerned not with promoting
the well-being of the individual, but with enforcing the requirements of
“an impersonal codebook of divine law.”(58)
While he does not expand systematically on this contrast, it seems to me to
include the following three components.

First, according to Engelhardt, the moral law should be applied and
interpreted with the mindset of a healer—a spiritual physician, if you will. In
contrast, he seems to believe that a legalistic conception of morality is
applied and interpreted with the mindset of a judge. The healer is first and
foremost concerned with the well-being of the individual patient, while the
judge is more concerned with protecting the well-being of the community
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as a whole by maintaining the structure and authority of the rule of law.

Second, of crucial importance for Engelhardt is his under-standing of
morality as intensely personal—grounded in and facilitating the
relationship of a personal God with the persons created in his image and
likeness. To subordinate the well-being of particular persons to the inexorable
requirements of law is an aspect of what he means by “legalism.”(59)

Third, by combining his notion of the purpose of morality as being a type of
healing with his understanding of morality’s ground as a relationship between
persons, Engelhardt develops a pastoral approach that gives great discretion to
spiritual advisors to tailor moral advice to particular situations. “The
appropriate response will not be found in a casuistic literature, or at least in
a formalized casuistical approach. In each particular case, the appropriate
response must be drawn from prayer and grace. A formal casuistry that provides
recipes for responses to particular cases would confront the Spirit with our
dead letters.”(60)

Grisez tends to focus more than Engelhardt does on morality’s role in
contributing to the well-being of the community as a whole, by providing a basis
on which human beings can rightly structure their interactions with one another.
In this vein, a striking difference between the two theorists is the way they
conceptualize paradise and the human path to it. Engelhardt emphasizes the
personal relationship between God and the believer, characterized by the
communication of the divine energies to the human person. The social dimension
of paradise is not developed in his analysis, which concentrates on the
individual believer’s union with God. In contrast, Grisez’s notion of heaven,
and our path to it, is much more essentially social—one could even say
political, in the sense of having to do with a polis. He sees the task
of earthly life as nothing less than building up the kingdom of God. Quoting the
Second Vatican
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Council, he writes “after we have obeyed the Lord, and in his Spirit
nurtured on earth the values of human dignity, brotherhood and freedom, and
indeed all the good fruits of our nature and enterprise, we will find them
again, but freed of stain, burnished and transfigured.”(61)
Although the kingdom can only be brought to fruition with the second coming of
Jesus Christ, Grisez maintains that believers are contributing to its
construction here and now. In fact each and every one of our morally acceptable
actions contributes to the building up of the kingdom of God.(62)

A theory that sees morality as identifying the actions that contribute to the
construction of the kingdom of God will have a significantly different
understanding of the role of moral principles and rules than does a theory of
morality that sees it as a type of therapy for sick souls. Grisez emphasizes
that free choices are constitutive of both self and community.(63)
His act analysis focuses on principles and rules, which pick out not the unique
circumstances of agents and their lives, but the generalizable features of
action that are repeatable in a number of cases. Furthermore, he expresses far
more concern than does Engelhardt for the maintenance of social practices in
which large numbers of people may find their flourishing. For example, in
analyzing the prohibition against divorce and remarriage in the Catholic Church,
he stresses the importance of being able to make an absolute commitment for the
creative unfolding of the lives of many Christians.

In responding to proportionalists—those who would make exceptions to some
moral prohibitions (e.g., prohibitions against contraception, adultery, and
divorce) in difficult circumstances for proportionate reason—Grisez is
concerned with the impact of such exception-making upon moral and social
practices in general.
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Proportionalism also
undermines unconditional commitments, which are essential to Christian personal
vocation. Those who have lived in any state for a few years have a very
different awareness of its good and bad points than they had upon entering it.
Marital and religious vows often are set aside today with the encouragement of
proportionalist theologians, who suggest that in some cases the choice to set
them aside is a lesser evil than continuing fidelity without any apparent
benefits.(64) 



This is not to say that Grisez is insensitive to the needs of human beings
who experience themselves constrained by moral rules and principles. A bedrock
assumption of his approach is the ultimate compatibility of the flourishing of
the individual with compliance with exceptionless moral rules, even in difficult
situations. First, he emphasizes that such situations provide tremendous
opportunities for evangelization. He notes that a woman who refuses a
potentially life-saving abortion “can bear outstanding witness to her faith
and hope in God: faith if her refusal is based on her willingness to live by the
Church’s teaching and to leave in God’s hands the risk of the disaster which
might occur; hope if her choice shows her confidence that disaster accepted in
Jesus is not final.”(65) Second, he
emphasizes the self-constituting character of actions. “Human action is
soul-making. Moral acts are ultimately most important insofar as they make a
difference to the self one is constituting by doing the act. Ultimately, it
would profit nothing if one saved the mortal lives of everyone in the world by
committing one mortal sin.”(66) Third, he
believes that every Christian, by grace, has the power of avoiding mortal sin.
Grisez rejects as incoherent the idea that there might be some circumstance
under which one is required to commit a mortal sin. Fourth, and most generally,
he believes that complying with the Church’s moral teaching is the only way to
achieve genuine human fulfillment. “To sin is not to break a law (taking
‘law’ in any ordinary sense); to be punished for sin is not to experience the
sanction imposed upon lawbreakers. Rather, to
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sin is to limit oneself unnecessarily, to damage one’s true self and block
one’s real fulfillment.”(67)

Nonetheless, Engelhardt, in my view, would consider this analysis as verging
dangerously close to his understanding of legalism. First, he would not accept
the Roman Catholic tradition’s clear division of sins into the categories of
mortal and venial; he would argue that the failures of the human heart are
deeper and murkier than that division permits. We all sin; in his terms, we all
“fall short of the mark” and stand in need of some form of spiritual
therapy. Engelhardt would likely consider any attempt to distinguish so sharply
between fatal and nonfatal “falling short of the mark” to exemplify
the rationalism he associates with legalism. Second, he would argue that it is
simply unjustified to say that every human being is strong enough not to be
morally or spiritually destroyed by bearing the burdens associated with acting
in a morally courageous way. Third, he would contend that the Orthodox tradition
allows for the possibility of maintaining the ideal, while allowing for merciful
exceptions to be made individual instances. He could point, for example, to the
Orthodox practice of allowing for divorce and remarriage in cases where it is
simply impossible for the two parties to the first marriage to carry on in it.
These exceptions do not endorse the less-than-optimal course of action tout
court. They simply constitute a merciful recognition that the agents
involved are not capable of doing more at the present time.(68)

Grisez would likely respond that Engelhardt’s view of morality is a logical
muddle, particularly in its attempt to recognize that there some acts which are
both permissible and morally forbidden. Engelhardt in turn would argue that
Grisez’s approach places too much emphasis on logical coherence. At some point,
theological sources would become an issue. Grisez would likely observe that
Engelhardt’s view of morality is inconsistent with the teaching of the Roman
Catholic magisterium, which is divinely assisted in its identification and
proclamation of moral norms,
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including the acceptance of negative moral norms (such as the norm against
adultery) which bind absolutely.(69) Engelhardt
would obviously not find this a telling point, given his own view of
ecclesiastical teaching authority as a member of the Eastern Church. This
response, of course, would lead to a discussion of the next two elements in
Aquinas’s definition of law: it must be made by one who has care of the
community, and promulgated.



 



D) Competent Authority



Engelhardt and Grisez are in agreement that the source of the moral law is
ultimately God, who has care of the universe. Both of them are worried, in some
sense, that the moral law will be wrongly perceived as independent of the divine
lawgiver. But the shape of that worry is very different in the two cases, which
difference reflects back to other differences in their views of morality.

Engelhardt worries that the Roman Catholic tradition depicts the moral law as
a constraint independent of God, and therefore as binding upon God in a way
analogous to the way it binds human beings.(70)
For him, the basic problem with this approach is that it will lead to an
application of the moral law that does not take into account God’s overriding
purpose for it as a type of therapy for sinful and diseased souls. In contrast,
Grisez worries that people will think of the law as independent of the divine
law giver for a different reason. If it is merely a product of divine will, then
God, or divinely authorized representatives, can simply change the law, or
discount it as an arbitrary imposition by a divine bully. For Grisez, the basic
separation at issue is the separation of divine will from divine intellect. The
moral law is not an arbitrary imposition, but a constitutive element of God’s
rational plan for building the kingdom of God with the cooperation of human
beings. 
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E) Promulgation



Finally, of course, the different ecclesial commitments of Engelhardt and
Grisez affect their assessment of legitimate and illegitimate moral law. For
Engelhardt, as an Orthodox Christian, God’s moral law is revealed preeminently
in the theological reflections, liturgical practices, and ascetic disciplines
that have been handed down by the Fathers of the Church.(71)
The true meaning of that law in difficult cases is revealed primarily to the
holy, not primarily those skilled in discursive reasoning. The application of
the law to one’s own difficult case is to be done by engaging in prayer and
appropriate liturgical and ascetic practices, and by consulting one’s spiritual
father or mother. For Engelhardt, therefore, the moral law of God is not
definitively promulgated through the magisterium of the Roman Catholic Church.
In fact, he argues that the widely secular culture which we have now has its
roots in the rationalist understanding of the natural law perpetuated by the
Catholic Church.(72) To Engel-hardt’s mind, the
Roman Catholic moral tradition before the Second Vatican Council at least had
the advantage of being coherent. Now, much of it simply follows the latest
intellectual fashions, dictated by the concerns for liberal equality animating
secular Western culture. It is posttraditional Christianity, which is nothing
short of blasphemy to the traditional Christian.(73)

In contrast, for Grisez, the mind of Christ is closely identified, and at
points virtually equated, with the authoritative teaching of the Catholic
Church: “One ought to proceed with personal obedience of faith; one must
submit one’s experiences, insights, and wishes to the judgment of the Church’s
teaching, prepared to reform oneself according to the mind of Christ.”(74)
While the Catholic tradition includes the possibility of the development of
doctrine, and the revision of noninfallible Church teaching, it is not a
possibility upon which Grisez dwells. Instead, he emphasizes
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the need to bide one’s time while living in a spirit of docility with respect
to Church teaching:



Catholics who wish to
be faithful and consistent will attempt to conform their consciences exactly to
the Church’s moral teaching. There is a substantial body of received moral
teaching which deserves recognition as infallibly accepted and handed on by the
Church. Moreover, even teachings which are not proposed infallibly must be
accepted with religious assent; this obligation admits of exception only if
there is some superior theological source for a contrary judgment.(75)



Consequently, for Grisez, when the Church teaches authoritatively it is not
legalistically imposing an arbitrary norm on the faithful; instead, it is
communicating the will of God, which is ultimately inseparable from the mind of
God. The point of the norm will therefore be accessible, in principle, to the
mind of the believing Catholic “thinking” with the mind of the Church.



 



III.
Legalism and the Moral Life 





The charge of legalism is not a solely theoretical charge, lodged against the
plausibility or internal consistency of a moral theory in the abstract. It is a
charge with a fierce practical bite; it is made with deep concern about the
ramification that the legalism identified will have for the moral life of
Christians. What are the consequences of legalism for the moral life? It is
helpful to look at this question from two angles: how people apply the moral law
to themselves in a legalistic framework, and how people in authority apply the
moral law to others in such a framework.









A) How People Apply the Moral Law to Themselves



One concrete problem often identified with legalism is the equation of the
contents of the moral life with the application and extension of a discrete set
of rules or principles—moral “laws,” so
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to speak. This equation can have one of two consequences: moral minimalism
and/or laxism, or moral maximalism and/or rigorism.

One could fear that a view of the moral life as a collection of rules or
principles illegitimately reduces it to a small set of moral rules.
Those who worry about this consequence focus on two aspects of legalism’s effect
on moral agents. First, a legalistic account of morality will create the
impression that there are no moral norms applicable to situations that fall
outside these rules; if an agent follows the rules, then all other aspects of
his or her life are matters of unfettered freedom. Second, such an account of
morality will create the impression that the more difficult rules can be
changed, provided enough pressure is exerted on the rule maker. Conjoined with
the factual judgment that the most dangerous temptation in the contemporary
world is to minimize the requirements of morality, a moralist could come to the
conclusion that these two features of legalism will generate moral minimalism
and/or laxism.(76)

In fact, this reasoning process encapsulates Grisez’s most pressing worries
about the practical consequences of legalism for moral life today.(77)
At the end of his most extensive section
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discussing legalism at the beginning of Christian Moral Principles,
he summarizes his concerns: 



Legalism often causes
the faithful to view the Church’s moral teaching as an imposition. The suspicion
grows that the Christian life itself is a kind of arbitrary test for which
different rules could well be devised if only the test maker chose. In these
circumstances, the desire increases to do as one pleases as much as one can.
Thus, while setting stringent requirement concerning a few matters, classical
moral theology offers little or no helpful guidance for much of Christian life.
The temptation to rebel against received teaching is nourished by its seeming
arbitrariness, as well as by interests cultivated without reference to Christian
faith.(78)



In opposition to legalism, Grisez’s major concern is to emphasize that every
decision we make, every path we choose, is fraught with moral implications. We
are never free to do as we choose in the sense that there are aspects of our
lives that are unrelated to our overarching task to building up the kingdom of
God by following “the way of the Lord Jesus.” But we are generally
free to do as we choose in the sense that every choice we make is an opportunity
freely to constitute ourselves as the children of God that we are called to be.
In his view, the purpose of his book is to provide guidance to Catholics who
realize, as adults and as believers, that “[i]n this passing world we make
the selves and relationships which will endure forever.”(79)

Like Grisez, Engelhardt wants to emphasize the radical, all-encompassing
claim of Christianity on the lives of those who profess their faith on it. The
goal is nothing short of holiness, which he repeatedly emphasizes cannot be
achieved within the framework of a legalistic account of morality. For example,
in


  



articulating how a Christian should approach
beginning-of-life ethics, he writes: “This focus on holiness transforms the
question of how correctly to make reproductive choices from a merely legalistic
engagement to the ascetic task of finding spiritual wholeness in a morally
broken world.”(80)

In contrast with Grisez, however, Engelhardt seems to be more worried about
the maximalist rather than the minimalist ten-dencies of legalism. It is
important to remember that Engelhardt’s fundamental definition of legalism
concentrates on an excessive rationalism, rather than on an excessive
voluntarism. If we expand the sphere of operation of moral principles and rules
and the demand for rational discernment to cover the whole of our lives, we
will, in his view, lose the forest for the trees. More specifically, we will
begin to think that holiness is virtually identical to, if not actually
constituted by, the requirements of discursive rationality.

Engelhardt would say that a rationalist approach, even one as nuanced as
Grisez’s (or perhaps, especially one so nuanced), simply expands the
requirements of immanence, when what is required is a turn to the transcendent.
An analogy may be helpful here. The requirements of practical reasonableness are
like a map. One can continue to mark landmarks, to fill in details, to add color
and some texture to the map. Nonetheless, no matter how elaborate it becomes,
the map remains two-dimensional. Finding the transcendent in life is
fundamentally a matter of breaking the confines of the map itself; it requires a
new movement into a third dimension, which transcends the map entirely.(81)

While rational argumentation has its place for Engelhardt, as do rules and
principles, it is not fundamental. Instead, as I noted above, the fundamental
source of knowledge is grace-filled participation in the liturgical rites and
the way of life of traditional Christianity. The moral life, and its rational
regulation,
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are preparatory means for the noetic experience of God.(82)
Indeed, Engelhardt’s major complaint against Roman Catholic thought is precisely
that it has lost the forest for the trees: “In this century of intellectual
energy [the 13th century, which saw the rise of the medieval
university], theology came no longer to be regarded primarily as the fruit of
holiness. Theology came instead to be understood more centrally as the fruit of
scholarship.”(83)



 



B) How People Apply the Moral Law to Others



We apply the moral law not only to our own actions, both prospectively and
retrospectively, we also apply it to the actions of others. Often we do so
informally, with respect to friends and acquaintances who seek our advice, with
respect to the actions of public figures whose activities are reported by the
media, and with respect to the actions of strangers who cross our paths. Some
situations, however, present more formal occasions for evaluating the past acts
of other persons, or of giving counsel to them with respect to future acts. In
Roman Catholicism, these occasions are most frequently associated with the
priest-penitent relationship in the sacrament of penance; in Orthodoxy, they are
found in the relationship between a spiritual father or mother and his or her
spiritual children.

What special concerns arise in contexts where people apply the moral law to
the lives and choices of other people? Here, John Noonan’s Persons and Masks
of the Law provides a good perspective on the problem, although he
discusses law as it is treated in the legal system, not the moral law per se.
Standing at the heart of any system of law are two entities: rules and persons.
For Noonan, the legal “process is rightly understood only if rules


  



page 479

and persons are seen as equally essential components, every rule depending on
persons to frame, apply, and undergo it, every person using rules.”(84)
Grave dangers arise from letting go of either component. On the one hand, the
subsumption of persons into the inexorable impersonality of rule can be
ruthless, creating masks (“personae”) that obscure the faces of
persons. On the other, the abandonment of impartially formulated rules can
produce “monsters” that strangle justice with favoritism and
arbitrariness.(85)

Not surprisingly, Engelhardt is very concerned about the for-mer possibility.
His core concern is rooted in his conception of morality (and spiritual
direction regarding moral concerns) as being a kind of therapy, designed to heal
the soul and enable union with God. The task of the spiritual father or mother
is always to keep this ultimate purpose of the moral law in sight when dealing
with individual spiritual children.(86)
Consequently, the spiritual parent has a significant amount of discretion in
dealing with individual cases—dealing with them as a guide and a healer, not as
a judge. Fulfilling this role entails refusing to constrain one’s evaluation of
a spiritual child’s actions within the law-oriented framework of
“justified” or “unjustified,” “innocent” or
“guilty.”

Sometimes, a spiritual father or mother must identify problematic aspects of
situations that would not raise any question from the perspective of a more
law-oriented framework focused on the culpability of the agent. Engelhardt
recognizes, along with the Eastern tradition, the possibility of
“involuntary sins,” a manifestation of the brokenness of original sin
in our lives. An example would be a woman who suffers a miscarriage, and who may
face feelings of guilt, hopelessness, and despair because of it. If we recognize
that repentance and spiritual therapy can be called
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for outside the narrow context of individual moral responsibility, then the
Orthodox practice of providing for purification in such cases can be seen as a
humane way of dealing with a situation that manifests human brokenness on an
bodily level.(87) Furthermore, Engelhardt argues
that some actions that may be morally justified from a legalist point of view
(e.g., abortion to save the life of the mother)(88)
are nonetheless fraught with spiritual danger. Persons who engage in these
actions are at risk of spiritual harm, for which they should receive spiritual
treatment.(89)

In other situations, Engelhardt believes that the strict requirements of the
law should be modified to take into account the exigencies of the particular
situation. Sometimes those modifications are designed to recognize that the
application of the moral law in its full force will break a morally weak person,
causing them to turn their backs on the Christian message, or will cause harm to
innocent third parties.(90) In some instances, a
gradualist approach to Christian holiness is possible. For example, Engelhardt
contends that prophylactics (and contraceptives) might be provided to unmarried
persons “with regret, admonition, but without impropriety.”(91)

Sometimes those modifications involve tailoring general moral concerns to
specific situations. While Engelhardt recognizes the validity of many of the
concerns identified in Humanae vitae about the consequences of widely
available contraception,(92) he does not believe
that these concerns justify an absolute prohibition
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against its use, even by married couples.(93)
In these situations, the Orthodox tradition assigns the responsibility to
spiritual fathers or mothers to help married persons make decisions in this
regard in a way that will facilitate their journey to holiness. In some cases,
that may mean abstaining from artificial contraception. In other cases, it may
not.(94) Engelhardt writes: “The
differences between the Orthodox and the Roman Catholic views regarding
contraception lie in the first being primarily articulated in terms of an
asceticism directed toward approaching holiness and the second being directed to
conforming to impersonal norms, including those rooted in a highly biological
interpretation of natural law.”(95) He
notes as well that the Orthodox Church has a highly developed notion of married
asceticism,(96) which requires married persons
regularly to abstain from sex at certain points in the liturgical calendar. In
his view, this integration of moral norms with liturgical practices is the key
to understanding the holistic aim of Christian ethics: to enable a life of
holiness in union with God.(97)

Engelhardt’s general position on these matters is encapsulated in his
discussion of the Orthodox understanding of canon law as it bears on moral
discernment:



The result is a
collage of canons without systematic order, making their legalistic application
nigh unto impossible. The canons are not a set of laws to be applied, for
example, to bioethical issues. The canons have not given rise to a systematic
casuistry, but to an invitation to approach each case guided by the relevant
canons and the Holy Spirit. This is surely one of the great strengths of the
canons. The canons must be understood not as a law that must be applied
following its letter, but as a set of very important spiritual signposts
directing Christians toward salvation.(98)
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Particularly important to him is the difference between the notion of
“economia” in the Orthodox Church and the notion of
“dispensation” in the Western Church. 



A dispensation lifts
the law for a particular person or class of persons. An economia recognizes that
the purpose of the law, namely, to bring salvation, is best achieved by
something other than the strict application of the law. An economia thus should
not violate the spirit of the law; rather, it should focus better on the goal of
the law by setting aside its letter. It is important to note that the notion of
economia includes not only applying a canon less rigorously, but also applying
it more rigorously, thus achieving the true purpose of the canon. At times, the
spirit of the law is best served by acrivia, the strict application of the law.(99)



Grisez’s concerns, in contrast, seem to be clustered more at the other end of
Noonan’s polarity: he is primarily worried about the monsters that strangle
justice with arbitrariness and favoritism. Because he does not conceive of his
approach to the moral life as the imposition of an arbitrary set of norms, but
as the fruits of the deliberation of practical reason (aided by the magisterium)
about acts to be done and to be avoided, he would not share the worries about
the impersonal application of the moral law expressed by Engelhardt. The idea
that the requirements of practical reason should be bent to conform to the
exigencies of particular situations would likely strike him as a deeply
misguided claim. Within his framework, the danger that looms largest in our time
with respect to the application of the moral law to others is precisely the
temptation to distort the requirements of the moral law for irrational reasons
(e..g., sympathy with the plight of a particular person).

Like Engelhardt, Grisez believes that Christians and the Christian community
are called to perfect holiness, an ideal that is not possible immediately to
achieve. At the same time, he firmly rejects any interpretation of Christian
morality as an ideal that would reduce the claim that binding moral norms have
upon us
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here and now.(100) While acknowledging that
complying with some of those norms is difficult, he does not believe it is ever
impossible, in congruence with Catholic belief that it is never impossible to
refrain from sinning mortally. Consequently, moral gradualism, in the sense of
only gradually bringing oneself to comply with difficult moral teaching (e.g.,
the teaching that using contraception is always wrong) is not acceptable to
Grisez.

Unlike Engelhardt, Grisez struggles hard to demonstrate that there are no
true moral dilemmas (situations in which one has no choice but to commit a
wrongful act), at least for the morally upright, and sometimes even for those
who have sinned. He emphasizes the possibility of always complying with the
negative absolute norms, which by definition trump positive norms. He is less
concerned about the specific effect of compliance with moral norms upon
individuals, and more concerned with upholding the validity of the norm. In
arguing that there are fewer moral conflicts than initially appears to be the
case, Grisez writes: 



In many cases,
apparent conflicts are removed when the morally right course, previously ignored
because it is unappealing, is accepted as a practical possibility. For example,
persons who have divorced and remarried need not really choose between
committing adultery and renouncing their responsibilities to their second
family. They can choose instead to live together in celibacy, in accord with the
moral truth that they have no marital rights but do have familial
responsibilities.(101)



In Engelhardt’s view, this response would likely epitomize an
“impersonal” concern for the preservation of the moral law, rather
than a “personal” concern for the well-being of the two parties. In
some cases, a celibate marriage is likely to suffer immense strain, leading to a
second divorce. In line with the Orthodox view, second marriages are permitted
(regrettably) as a concession to the lingering effects of sin in human life. For
Grisez, however, for a confessor to distort the requirements of practical reason
by inappropriately responding to the emotionally appealing aspects of a
particular situation would be triply wrong.
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First, the priest would be conveying only illusory comfort to the penitent.
Because the moral principles and rules at issue are rooted in reason, not in
arbitrary will, they cannot be set aside in individual cases. Second, the priest
would be weakening the social and religious fabric that allowed the faithful to
recognize the truth. Third, he would be weakening his own moral character, by
choosing in a way that reflected and confirmed a distorted perception of the
goods at stake.(102)









IV.
Conclusion





In this essay, I hope to have demonstrated that “legalism” is not a
straightforward concept. Tristram Engelhardt and Germain Grisez both condemn
legalism, but mean significantly different things by the condemnation. I have
argued that the concept of legalism is a derivative concept, drawing its meaning
from a theolgian’s conception of the nature and proper function of the moral law
in the Christian life. “Legalism” is a pejorative term, with which
theologians gesture to what they believe are distorted elements in a competing
understanding of the nature and function of the moral law for Christians. As
defined by Aquinas, the concept of law includes a number of components.
Consequently, there are a number of trigger points, tracking these components,
each of which can attract a charge of legalism from one critic or another.

These trigger points touch on basic issues in Christian ethics, such as
whether morality is more appropriately seen as an aspect of God’s will or God’s
reason; what relationship obtains among the individual, the community and the
common good; and what role various ecclesiastical authorities and theologians
play in interpreting Christian moral teaching. Moreover, they have significant
practical implications for how one addresses questions such as whether true
moral dilemmas occur in the Christian life, and whether some moral norms can be
tailored to the exigencies of particular circumstances.
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What does this mean for future conversation among Christian ethicists? In my
view, it suggests that the charge of “legalism” generates more heat
than light. To understand what precisely is meant by the charge, one has to
understand the fundamental moral framework used by the theologian making it, in
comparison to the framework of the theory against which the charge is being
lodged. Once one understands the relevant frameworks, the charge itself loses
its sting; it becomes situated within broader and more fundamental disagreements
about the nature and purpose of Christian life, and the role of the moral law
within it.

Speaking more broadly, it is not surprising that Christians would have
different views of the use and misuse of the law, including the moral law, in
the way of discipleship. After all, Christ himself expressed different attitudes
toward the law on different occasions in the Gospels. On the one hand, in the
Gospel of Mark, he chastises the Pharisees, with the admonition that “The
Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath” (Mark 2:27). On the
other, in the Gospel of Matthew, he says, “Think not that I have come to
destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy but to fulfill. For
verily I say unto you, until heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall
in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matt 5:17-18).

From the earliest times, beginning with James and Paul, there have been
disputes among faithful followers of Christ about the proper way to reconcile
the seemingly conflicting attitudes toward divine law that these statements
reflect. It is not surprising that the debates continue to this day, whether we
give primacy with Engelhardt to the first millennium of the Church’s witness in
the East, or honor with Grisez its continued development in the West under the
headship of the bishop of Rome.
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ONE OF THE KEY DIFFERENCES between the Catholic and the Evangelical
understanding of Scripture is the role that Tradition plays in passing on the
realities mediated by Scripture. Underlying this may be a different implicit
under-standing of cognition itself. A short study such as this will be unable to
address these issues in the depth that they merit, but it may help to locate an
area of convergence as well as difference in a way that moves the conversation
forward.

To approach this topic, I have selected a method that in archeology would be
called a “trench” approach. Rather than scrape off layer after layer
to see the whole of the site in its successive historical periods, I will dig a
trench and then try to elaborate certain principles that seem to be explicative
of what has been uncovered. I have selected for my “trench” one of the
two events in which Mary, the mother of Jesus, plays a clear role in the Gospel
of John. There are only two accounts in which she is explicitly mentioned: the
wedding feast at Cana (John 2:1-12) and Jesus’ words to Mary and to John from
the Cross (John 19:25-27). For the sake of brevity, and because one text will be
sufficient to illustrate the Catholic manner of reading such texts, I will begin
with an historical-theological analysis of John 2:1-12, an enigmatic text, and
then trace a history of how the text has

* This article was first presented as a paper at the
meeting of the group “Evangelicals and Catholics Together,” 2007. 
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been understood in the history of the Church. I will then present some
reflections on the principle that “the Church is the interpreting subject
of the Scriptures” as being the basis for a Catholic understanding of the
role of Mary in the economy of salvation. Then, after giving some examples of
“Tradition at work,” I will conclude with a few reflections on how one
might proceed from here.

 



I.
A Study of John 2:1-12 





A) General Remarks





Revelation takes place primarily in events that require divine light to
be understood. These events reach us through the life of the community that
narrates them, thus interpreting them by transposing event into word. They also
live on in the memory of the community as liturgically enacted, commented upon,
and invoked as principles of community memory in prayer and moral action. All of
this activity forms a community culture, and some of this goes to make up a body
of authoritative literature that is recognized to be the work of God in a
particular way, having a unique function and authority in God’s plan of
salvation.(2)

This principle is enunciated in Dei
Verbum (no. 2):

This economy of
revelation is brought about by actions and words intrinsically connected with
each other so that the works accomplished by God in the history of salvation
manifest and confirm both the teaching and the realities signified by the words,
while the words proclaim the works and bring to light the mystery contained in
them.

Commenting on these words, Hans Urs von Balthasar says:

The gradual clothing
of the events within the folds of Scripture is not only an inevitable drawback
(because the people of the Orient of that time did not know,
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in fact, an
historiography in the modern understanding of the term), but assuredly also this
corresponds unqualifiedly to a positive intention of the Spirit.(3)

This means, in effect, that we must make every effort to enter into
sympathetic communion with the literary expression employed by the Holy Spirit
through the human authors, transmitters, glossators, etc., but we must also
recognize that grasping the intention of the author is not merely a literary and
psychological task—“what he was trying to say”—but also a
theological responsibility, being in touch with the reality his mind
intended. Otherwise, to quote the familiar expression of George Steiner, our
commentary becomes nothing but “texts about texts.”(4)
I will return to this fundamental principle of cognition later.

Because of the “intrinsic
connection between actions and words,” it is of fundamental importance to
contextualize the literary means employed by the author. One of the primary
contributions of historical and literary study has been to render a text more
intelligible by placing it in its cultural and linguistic context and to
understand the immediate context of a given passage by appreciating its place
and function within the structure of the work itself. I will attempt this now in
regard to the passage under consideration.

 



B) The Wedding at Cana

And on the third day,
a wedding took place in Cana of Galilee, and the mother of Jesus was there.
Jesus was invited—and his disciples—to the wedding. And as the wine ran short,
the mother of Jesus said to him: They have no wine. And Jesus said to her: What
[is this] to me and to you, woman? Has not my hour come?(5)
His mother said to the servants: What ever he says to you, do it. There were
standing there six stone jars, in keeping with the purification [rites] of the
Jews, each one holding two or three measures (16-24 gallons). Jesus said to 
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them: Fill the jars with water. And they filled them up to the top. And
he said to them: Draw [it] now and take [it] to the headwaiter; so they took it.
As the headwaiter tasted the water become wine, and he did not know where it was
from—the servants knew who had drawn the water—the headwaiter called the
bridegroom and said to him: Everyone first puts out the good wine, and when they
have drunk plenty, the inferior wine; you have kept the good wine until now.
This, the beginning of the signs, Jesus did at Cana of Galilee; and he
manifested his glory, and his disciples believed in him.



After this he went down to Capernaum, he and his mother, and his
brothers, and his disciples, and he remained there not many days.









C) The Context through Which John Interprets Cana





1. Narrative





It is important to locate this text within a brief and schematic presentation of
the nature of narrative.(6) I begin by defining
narrative as a literary presentation of a completed action. Tzvetan Todorov
describes its basic structure:

The minimal complete plot consists in the passage from one equilibrium
to another. An “ideal” narrative begins with a stable situation which
is disturbed by some power or force. There results a state of disequilibrium; by
the action of a force directed in the opposite direction, the equilibrium is
re-established; the second equilibrium is similar to the first, but the two are
never identical.(7)







If we could use an X-ray on a narrative text, we would discover that lying
underneath the actual word texture are several layers which, for our purposes,
may be reduced to three: event, plot, and “poetics.” The event
is “what happened”; it may be something the narrator makes up or
borrows from the story tradition of the culture, or, as in our case, it may be
an historical happening. On the second level, this event must be given shape;
that is, its plot must be discerned and presented. The action has
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to be lifted out of its historical flow of events and given its own
beginning, middle, and end (equilibrium—disequilibrium—new equilibrium). To do
this well is the art of storytelling, as Aristotle observed long ago. Finally,
there is the more complex layer lying just below the surface of the narrative
text. It may be called its poetics. This term refers to the whole
complex of images, allusions, resonances, and associations, the flow of thought
and feeling created by the words. It is at this level that the narrative
interprets the event in an important way. If event may be compared to a
room, then plot is the architecture of the room and poetics is
its furniture.

The understanding of layers in narrative is very important in making out what
the inspired authors are doing when they recount an event. Every narrator is an
interpreter, and those whom the Holy Spirit instructed and inspired are no
exception. In fact, the ancients, who had a much more sophisticated
understanding of this law of narrative than do we with our mechanical view of
history-writing, took their responsibility very seriously. It is most especially
at the level of poetics that the biblical authors interpret the event, and it is
at this level that they choose words, images, and so forth that will place the
event on which they are meditating within the interpretive context of the
biblical tradition.(8) For the New Testament the
basic interpretive context is the Old Testament, often already interpreted by
successive retellings in the Old Testament itself and in the liturgical
celebrations of the events narrated therein.(9)
As a general principle it may be said that when the Fourth Gospel re-reads and
alludes to Old Testament passages in order to shed light on an event it is
recording, it understands them in the light of their contemporary Jewish
interpretation, especially their liturgical expression in the life of the
people. Thus the “poetics” of a
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Johannine narrative is often drawn
from the liturgical life of the Judaism of the first century.

2. Application to the Cana Event: Allusions to Sinai





Such a principle is particularly helpful in understanding why John is careful to
locate our incident “on the third day.”(10)
After the introductory presentation of Jesus as the Word of God made flesh now
manifest to us and revealing his glory (John 1:1-18), there is a succession of
revelatory events that are presented as taking place over a period of four days.
There is first the
Baptist’s witness to those sent from Jerusalem, pointing away from himself to
the presence of one in their midst who is greater than John but unrecognized by
his interlocutors. Then, on the next
day (1:29), John witnesses to his own disciples regarding what he
learned at Jesus’ baptism, and calls Jesus “Lamb of God” and “Son
of God.” On the next day
(1:35), after the Baptist’s reiterated designation of Jesus, two disciples
follow Jesus and one, Andrew, brings Peter to Jesus who gives him a new name.
Then, on the next day
(1:43), Jesus calls Philip who calls Nathanael who is promised that you (pl.)
will see the Son of Man as “the place,” “the house of God,”
and “the gate of heaven” of Jacob’s dream (Gen 28:16-17)—in short,
the new Temple where the glory of God will be revealed.(11)

Four days of successive revelation
have passed, culminating in a solemn promise made to Nathanael, the fulfillment
of which will be the matter of the rest of the Gospel. Then, “on the
third 
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day there
was a wedding feast at Cana.” [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]The
closest parallel to this succession of four days followed by a notice of
“the third day” is in the rabbinic rendering of the Exodus account of
the giving of the Torah.(12) In the Old
Testament text itself (Exod 19:10-19), the instructions concerning preparation
for the Lord’s descent mention four times that this will take place on “the
third day.” Three of these expressions, in the Septuagint, are couched in
the same Greek phrase as is found in John’s Gospel. There are several
indications that, in New Testament times, Jewish liturgical practice included
not three but several—either six or seven—days of preparation for the feast of
Pentecost, the giving of the Law.(13) It is to
that practice that John is alluding. Several texts that reflect that practice
are extant, the oldest of which is the “Tractates” (Mekhilta)
on Exodus attributed to Rabbi Ishmael, the substance of which dates from the
second century of our era.

Confirmation that the Sinai event as
understood in the whole of the Jewish tradition is the correct background for
John’s account of Cana can be seen in how the notion of “glory” (kabod)
becomes more explicit as the tradition develops. Exodus 19:16 mentions a
“heavy cloud” (anan kabed) on Mount Sinai as yhwh descends.
In Deuteronomy 5:24, when, after mentioning the same phenomenon, the people say:
“Behold yhwh our God had us see his glory [kbodo] and his
greatness.” In the Aramaic interpretive translations (Targums) of the Sinai
passage, the word “glory” occurs frequently.(14)
Finally, on Exodus 19:9 in Targum Neophyti, we find the theme of
“belief”: “And yhwh said to Moses: Behold my Word [memra]
will be revealed to you in the might [in the 
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thick] of the cloud so that the people
may hear when I speak with you and also that they may always believe in your
prophecy, Moses my servant.”(15)





3. Other Possible Echoes of Sinai Traditions 





The instruction of the Mother of Jesus to the servants, “Do whatever he
says to you,” is clearly reminiscent of the threefold response of the
people at Sinai to the proposal of the Covenant: “all that yhwh says we
will do” (Exod 19:8; 24:3, 7).(16)
Later rabbinic commentary can see this proposal on the part of yhwh and its
wholehearted acceptance as effecting a marriage.(17)
This may explain the discreet insistence on the nature of the occasion achieved
by the twofold notice in the first two verses of our text that this is a
“wedding feast” (gamos).
Finally, one may note that wine is a frequent symbol in Israel for the
Torah/Wisdom, for the eschatological age, and sometimes a combination of these,
often while evoking or explaining Proverbs 9:5: “Come, eat of my bread and
drink of the wine I have mixed.”(18)
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D) An Interpretation of John’s
Interpretation of the Cana Incident





While other interpreters point to other possible background settings for the
narrative and its allusions,(19) it is clear to everyone that the Cana incident is
very important in John’s understanding. It is the first complete narrative in
the Gospel; it is included in a series of days of revelation; it is the
first/beginning of Jesus’ signs; it reveals his glory and initiates the
disciples’ faith; and it is paired with the incident at the end of the Gospel
that then leads into the statement, “after this, Jesus knowing that now everything had been accomplished …” (John
19:28).

Accepting the liturgical practice of
preparing for the celebration of the giving of the Torah as background for the
narrative interpretation of the incident, we are alerted to see in the
expression “on the third day” an indication that there will be another
Sinai revelation. Although it is historical reminiscence, the mention of the
“wedding feast” probably alludes, as I have shown, to the spousal
overtones attributed in Israel’s tradition to the covenant at Sinai. Then, as
the third factor in the setting of the narrative along with “the third
day” and the “wedding feast,” there is the presence of “the
mother of Jesus,” followed by the mention that “Jesus was invited—and
his disciples—to the wedding.”

Having established what narratologists
call the “equilibrium,” John introduces us into the “disequilibrium,”
namely, the notice that the wine ran short. The “force” toward new
equilibrium is described in steps: the words of the mother of Jesus to Jesus,
“they have no wine”; Jesus’ reply; the words of his mother to the
servants; the words of Jesus to the servants; their response. The new and better
equilibrium is articulated in the words of the 
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headwaiter.(20)
This is followed by the narrator’s comment: “This, the beginning of the
signs, Jesus did at Cana in Galilee; and he manifested his glory and his
disciples believed in him.” The solemnity of the narrator’s comment, with
its three heavily freighted Johannine terms—“sign,”
“glory,” and “believe”— invites us to look more deeply into
this event in an effort to move, as the ancient commentators would express it,
from historia to mysterium.(21)

The historia of the event is
simple. Jesus miraculously changed water into wine at a wedding feast in Cana.
The mysterium—the inner dimension of the event—requires study and a
share in John’s understanding. This is achieved by allowing the Holy Spirit,
through the words of John, to bring us into living contact with the event
itself: we understand and speak about this event under the aegis and authority
of the biblical narrative.

Every event, since it is the action of
subjects and not merely of agents, has some degree of interiority. This can
range from the apparently insignificant action of two men shaking hands—until
we know that this gesture reverses twelve years of enmity—to the death of a man
on a cross—until we are taught prophetically that this brings about the
salvation of the world. Jean Lacroix once described this inner dimension of
history, referring to it as “mystery”: “Mystery is that which
opens up temporality and gives it its depth. It introduces a vertical dimension
into temporality. It 
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makes of it the time of Revelation, of
unveiling.”(22) Postponing for the moment a
broader discussion of the topic of “mystery” itself, I wish to
describe John’s understanding of the event as he narrates it.





1. Coming in Touch with the Event





Jesus performed a prophetic gesture that foretold that the future effects of his
ministry, including his death, resurrection, and the outpouring of the Holy
Spirit, would be the promulgation of a New Law. John saw this and presented, in
symbolic language, the anticipated fulfillment of the Sinai event as it was
transmitted in the liturgical practice of his people. Jesus’ prophetic gesture
at Cana was much the same as his multiplying the loaves, in which he foretold
how he himself would one day be the eternal and living manna for God’s people.
This gesture in regard to the bread, taking place as it did near the feast of
Passover and in the desert, was partially but also erroneously understood by the
crowd as Jesus’ claim to be the new Moses: “When the people saw the sign
which he had done, they said, ‘This is indeed the prophet who is to come into
the world!’ … they were about to come and take him by force to make him
king” (John 6:14-15). The context of this manna sign, it is true, as well
as the discourse that follows, made the gesture easier to understand. On the
other hand, Jesus’ action in cleansing the temple, which occurs in John’s Gospel
immediately after the sign at Cana, and prophesies the new
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temple, despite or because of Jesus’
words was not fully under-stood: “When therefore he was raised from the
dead, his disciples remembered that he had said this; and they believed the
Scripture and the word which Jesus had spoken” (John 2:22). Such a
remembering is a striking instance of the role of the Paraclete: “But the
Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach
you all things, and will bring to your remembrance all I said to you” (John
14:26).

Up to this point I have concentrated
upon the transposition of the gift of the Law at Sinai, prophetically realized
here and to be effected at the Cross.(23) There
are other aspects of the narrated mystery. One of the most enigmatic of these is
the abrupt introduction of “the mother of Jesus,” never before
mentioned in the gospel and presented to us here even before Jesus and the
disciples. All that is initially said of her is that she was “there” (ekei).
There then follows the notice that Jesus was “invited” (singular
verb), and his disciples. The disequilibrium is introduced by an expression that
could be translated, “and as the wine was failing.” This is continued
by the words of Jesus’ mother: “They have no wine.” In light of the
other markers in the text so far (“third day,” “wedding
feast”), a reader familiar with the current overtones of the Sinai story
could already suspect that the “wine” being spoken of here is more
than the drink required at the wedding.









2. The Nucleus of the Restored
Equilibrium





.As all commentators point out, the first part of Jesus’ response is clear; it
establishes a gap of interest or of understanding between Jesus and his mother,
placing their relationship on a new


  
  

  


page 537

basis: “What [is this] to me and
to you?” Jesus calls his mother “woman,” a term he is recorded to
have used in addressing other women,(24) but not
a term recorded as a form of address to one’s own mother. Perhaps the most
satisfactory explanation, one adopted by many commentators, is that the term
alludes to Eve (“she shall be called woman [gynē] because she
was taken from her man” [Gen 2:23]). Such a designation is even more apt
when one considers Jesus’ words to her from the cross.(25)
The presence of multiple allusive contexts in one narrative (here Gen 2 and Exod
19-24) is found elsewhere in John, a notable example being the allusions to the
sources of the “living water” in John 7:38.

After some form of distance has been
established, Jesus’ response is given. It can be understood in one of two ways.
The majority of commentators, both ancient and modern, understand the phrase to
mean, “my hour has not yet come.” A certain small number, also ancient
and modern, defend the meaning, perfectly justifiable on philological grounds,
“has not my hour already come?”(26) In
either case, the key word “hour” becomes another instance of the
Johannine “plasticity” in regard to certain terms (the verb pisteuein
would be another). In addition to our text here, there are several types of
statements regarding the term ‘ra in the Fourth Gospel.(27)
When it is used with the article, it always refers to the hour of the passion
and resurrection, the glorification of Jesus. Without the article, the hour can
be described as “coming” or “coming and already here.” With
a possessive pronoun, “hour” designates a specific moment.

The determination of the meaning of
Jesus’ response to Mary was significantly advanced by a 1974 article of Albert
Vanhoye.(28) 
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I will try to sum up in a few lines
the main direction of that study. First, Vanhoye points to a characteristic form
of question in the Fourth Gospel that supposes a negative response but, in
reality, requires a positive response, though of a different nature than that
expected by the question: “Are you greater than our father
Jacob?”(John 4:13-14); “Does he intend to go to the Dispersion among
the Greeks and teach the Greeks?” (John 7:35).(29)

Second, Vanhoye indicates a particular
grammatical form in the New Testament in which, when a question is responded to
by the introductory word oupō, the response itself is always a
question.(30) Thus, following upon the first
question, “What [is this—the lack of wine—] to me and to you woman?”
the response should be understood as another question: “Has not my hour
come?” Understood thus, the preceding term “woman” should be
understood as a declaration that from now on the relation between Jesus and his
mother is founded, not on the ties of human birth, but on the nature of Jesus’
mission as determined by the Father.(31) If one
accepts the allusion to Eve in the term “woman,” then Jesus’ words
mean that the relation is no longer son and mother but rather “Adam”
and “Eve.” Jesus’ question to her, then, admits of both a positive and
a negative response: yes, the hour has incipiently begun, and no, it is not yet
here in the fullness of its reality. Such a view of the working out of the
Father’s plan in history is characteristic of the New Testament, particularly of
John, and explains why he can state that this “sign” revealed the
“glory” of Jesus. Even if one retains Jesus’ words as a statement
about the “hour” not yet present, John’s use of the expression
“he manifested [ephanerōsen] his glory” introduces the 
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same tension between the hour begun
but not yet brought to completion (John 19:28) as does Jesus’ question,
“Has not my hour come?”

Mary’s next action shows that she
accepts her new relation to Jesus as disciple with a special role as his
companion in the now initiated “hour.” Understanding this significant
shift in their relationship is the key to understanding the full dimension of
the narrative.(32) As I have already shown, her
words echo those of the people in response to God’s offer of a covenant:
“Whatever he says to you, do it.” After a description of the water
jars destined for Jewish purification rites,(33)
we hear of Jesus’ directives, their being fulfilled, and the reaction of the
head waiter. His words to the groom (who only appears in the narrative at this
point) are a perfect illustration of the Johannine capacity to retain the
“earthy” dimension of an event while having it reveal a divine mystery
(recall the conversation with the Samaritan woman). “You have kept the
excellent wine until now,” is at once the conclusion of the wedding
narrative and the proclamation that, indeed, the initial “sublation”
of the wisdom and Torah of Sinai has begun. As Augustine expresses it: “The
choice wine Christ has kept until now: this is his Gospel.”(34)

At this point, John ends his narrative
proper and begins his commentary: “This, the beginning of the signs, Jesus
performed (epoiēsen) at Cana in Galilee.” This sign is the archē
of the signs, both as being the first and as being, as it were, the
“seed” of all that follow. Much work has been done on the significance
of the term semeion in the Fourth Gospel. For our purposes, it will
suffice to use the following two descriptions of “symbol” given by
Gilbert Durand: “The symbol is the epiphany of a present reality” and
“The symbol is, by the very nature of the signified something 
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inaccessible, an epiphany,
that is, an appearance, by and in the signifier, of the inexpressible.”(35)
These definitions apply equally well to the literary creations of symbol by
which reality is revealed, not represented, and to a narrative that gives a
word-existence to an event in such a way that the event itself can be
seen as a symbol, an epiphany, of some other event in which it objectively
shares. Entering into this world is what the ancients meant by the
“spiritual understanding” (sensus spiritualis) of a biblical
event/text. I will return to this briefly in the next section.

By this sign Jesus reveals his
“glory.” This mention of the doxa/kabod of Jesus is an
evocation, as I have shown, of the revealed glory of yhwh at Sinai, and thus to
Jesus as the source of the new Covenant. But there is more. “Glory” in
this sense refers to a uniquely divine reality:

.The expression “the glory of yhwh”
means God Himself insofar as He is revealed in his majesty, His power, the glow
of His holiness, the dynamism of His being. The glory of yhwh
is therefore epiphanic… . God manifests his glory by striking interventions.
… In the second type of divine manifestations the visible reality (Ex 16,10)
is the flashing radiance of the divine being… . The essential revelation of
the NT is the connection of glory with the person of Jesus… . In John the
revelation of glory in the life and death of Jesus appears still more explicit.(36)





To say of this “sign” that by it Jesus revealed his glory is to make
an extraordinary claim—one far surpassing the immediately perceptible event.
And to state that, as a result of this sign, “the disciples believed in
him” is to go further. Admittedly, as John implies by the manner in which
he presents faith throughout his gospel, the “beginning of the signs”
evokes but the beginning of faith. But it is significant. Significant too is the
fact that John
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states only of the disciples that they “believed [incipiently] in
him.” This is not said of Mary. Her reaction to Jesus’ words to her
establishes her on a different plane. She has already accepted the role assigned
to her by Jesus in their new relationship.(37)
There is a subtle confirmation of this in the order in which verse 12 describes
the entourage of Jesus as he goes to Capernaum. She is now mentioned after Jesus
but before the rest: “After this he went down to Capernaum, he and his
mother and his brothers and his disciples and he remained there not many
days.”





3. The Place of Mary





It is impossible, of course, to elaborate the entire New Testament presentation
of Mary from what is perhaps the most enigmatic of the Marian texts, especially
since even the complete Johannine theology regarding Mary requires an analysis
of the other event in which Mary appears in the Fourth Gospel (John 19:25-27).

Analysis of the plot of the story
shows us Mary as the announcer of the “disequilibrium” and, in her
words to the servants, the initiator of the movement by which “the force in
the opposite direction” establishes another equilibrium. However, there is
another and most important level just “below” as it were the actual
verbal texture of the narration.(38) It is
mostly here that one finds the poetics of the narrative.

In regard to John’s narrative of the
Cana incident, there is a growing consensus among commentators that the
interpretive context is the Jewish celebration of the feast of the giving of the
Law, with subsidiary allusions to Genesis and a whole host of allusions to the
themes of “bride,” “wine,” etc. At this level of poetics,
then, we see the mother of Jesus calling attention to the fact that the present
supply of “wine,” that is, the beverage for the 
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wedding, is deficient. Jesus’ reply
accomplishes two things. First, it distances them both from the immediate
concern. Then, second, by calling her “woman,” and asking, “Has
not my hour come?” he places the whole incident in the context of the
insufficiency of the Torah and invites her to a new relationship to him, based
on the reality of his Father’s plan and the presence of the hour. Mary accepts
this invitation and speaks to the waiters in terms of the Sinai covenant
proposal.

It is legitimate to ask whether this
dialogue pertains to the interpretive poetics employed by John in order to bring
his audience into a spiritual understanding of the event rather than to exact
historical reminiscence. I would respond in the affirmative: The historicity of
the miracle is not in doubt, but John has the freedom to interpret the event
through the use of allusive vocabulary. One of the aspects of this allusive
vocabulary is to present the mother of Jesus in the act of becoming the most
prominent of his disciples and most intimately associated with him in the living
out of “the hour” until its completion in his ultimate glorification.
If time and space allowed, I would need to trace now the further deepening of
her role when from the cross Jesus establishes her not only “the mother of
Jesus,” but as “woman” in a more profound sense: the new Eve,
mother of the believers. And, of course, to understand fully the Catholic
understanding of the biblical teaching about Mary, one must look in the same way
at all the other texts where Mary figures, directly or indirectly.

Now, however, I prefer to reflect on
how this text has been carried and interpreted by the Tradition. This may help
show how Catholics understand biblical teaching in general and particularly
biblical teaching on Mary. The next part of my study is dedicateed to developing
the “General Remarks” enunciated at the outset. I will follow this
with a brief representative view of how this event as narrated by John has been
understood in the history of the Church.
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II. The Transmission of the Cana Incident

 in the History of the Church









A) Mystery or Fact Plus Value?

In asking this question, I am returning to investigate how
the Fourth Gospel understands, in George Steiner’s words, “the covenant
between world and word.” In other words, is this narrative presenting a
dogmatic truth using narrative as a convenient vehicle or is it uncovering for
us the “mystery,” the revelation of a portion of God’s plan as it
actually transpired in the event?

One may recall the statement in John
1:16: “While the law was given through Moses, grace and truth came through
Jesus Christ.” This dogmatic statement from the Prologue of the gospel can
help us pose the question in these terms: Does John narrate this event,
decorating it so that it becomes a symbol of his dogmatic position vis-à-vis
the relationship between Torah and Jesus, or does he see in the event itself a
historical realization of this mystery and mediate the mystery to us through
allusions to Sinai? In other words: Is this gesture of Jesus the inauguration
and prophecy of the new Torah/Wisdom to be conferred as the fruit of his death
and resurrection, or is John’s narrative a story which utilizes aspects of the
Cana event as the vehicle for his symbolic presentation of Jesus as the source
of the new Covenant/Torah? Or again, is the Cana narrative mediating a mystery
or a particular value attached to a fact?

Prior to the revolution in cognition
theory inaugurated by William of Ockham and Duns Scotus a question such as this
would have been unintelligible. Now this unresolved question lies at the root of
many of the differences in the manner in which the Scriptures are read in the
churches. The discussion of Mary is a propitious occasion to look at this
question, for there are aspects of some Catholic positions concerning Mary that
cannot be traced back to the explicit and surface expressions to be found in
Scripture.
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It is necessary to devote some lines
here to a presentation of what lies behind a Catholic reading of Scripture.
After doing so I will continue my reflection on the Johannine text by tracing
the lines of its understanding in the history of the Church.









B) Two Principles

From a Catholic point of view, there are two important
principles that influence the way we read Scripture. The first is that the
Church is the interpreting subject of the Scriptures and the second is that the
“mira profunditas”
so often spoken about in regard to Scripture derives, ultimately, from the
events that it narrates and comments upon.









1. The Interpreting Subject





In an essay dedicated to “The Spiritual Basis and Ecclesial Identity of
Theology,” Joseph Ratzinger discusses the Church as the subject of
theology, thus opening up its interior mystery:(39)

 



The Church, moreover, is not an abstract principle
but a living subject possessing a concrete content. This subject is by nature
greater than any individual person, indeed than any single generation. Faith is
always participation in a totality and, precisely in this way, conducts the
believer to a new breadth of freedom. On the other hand, the Church is not an
intangible spiritual realm in which everyone can pick what suits him. She is
endowed with a concreteness rooted in the binding Word of faith. And she is a
living voice which pronounces itself in the organs of faith… .



But how exciting
exegesis becomes when it dares to read the Bible as a whole. If the Bible
originates from the one subject formed by the people of God and, through it,
from the divine subject himself, then it speaks of the present… . [W]ithout
the living subject, either one must absolutize the letter, or else it vanishes
into indefiniteness.(40)
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“Subject,” as the term is being used here, may be defined as
“the locus of agential receptivity and active engagement.” Employed
this way the primary reference must be to a person, predicated analogously of
divine and human persons.(41) The term may also
be used to apply to collective entities as “subjects”—the state, a
family, a race, and so forth—which can be loci of receptivity and engagement
but whose unity is found in a bond that is external to the persons who make it
up. There is also a third way of being a subject, and this is the way of the
Church, the Body of Christ which is neither a person, defined as “the
incommunicably proper existence of spiritual nature,”(42)
nor a collectivity. Aquinas says that the Church, which is the Mystical Body of
Christ, may be considered as a “quasi person” united to Christ its
Head.(43) It is this “mystical person”
which is the subject of revelation and its interpreter.

The Church is a mystical person, a
mystery as well as an agent. The Scriptures have been entrusted to the Church as
a source of life, that life which consists of a transforming knowledge of Jesus
Christ, “the leader and perfecter of faith” (Heb 12:2). Such a
faith-vision is expressed by Aquinas who, while he does not use the word
“subject,” expresses the same truth: “The formal ob-jective of
faith is the First Truth as this is made known [mani-festatur] in
Sacred Scripture and in the teaching of the Church which proceeds from the First
Truth” (STh II-II, q. 5, a. 3).

In another essay, Ratzinger approaches
the question of the Church as the subject of revelation primarily in terms of
the relation between revelation, Scripture, and Tradition.(44)
In his 
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1964 study, published along with a
study by Karl Rahner, Ratzinger considers the question in just these terms,
proceeding in part by a series of five “theses.”(45)
I will excerpt some lines from that essay.

The first thesis, “revelation and
Scripture,” begins by stating that “tradition” derives from the
nonidentity of “revelation” and “scripture” (35). The
nonidentity lies in the fact that revelation is more than Scripture to the
extent that the reality exceeds its verbal expression, and also because there
can be Scripture without revelation, as when a nonbeliever reads Scripture.
“For revelation always and only becomes a reality when there is faith…
. It is a living reality which calls for the living man as the location of its
presence” (36). Ratzinger expresses the same principle elsewhere when he
says that for St. Bonaventure, “Revelatio refers not to the letter
of Scripture, but to the understanding of the letter; and this understanding can
be increased.”(46)

Another thesis, “Christ the
revelation of God” means that “the actual reality which occurs in
Christian revelation is nothing and no other that Christ himself” (40).
Thus, “faith is equivalent to the indwelling Christ”(47)
(this is expressed in Eph 3:17), which implies that by faith “the
individual encounters Christ and in him enters the sphere of influence of his
saving power” (41). On a broader scale, it also means that the Pauline
expression “Body of Christ” “implies that the community of the
faithful, the Church, represents Christ’s continued abiding in this world in
order to gather men into, and make them share, his mighty presence… . It
also follows that the presence of revelation is essentially connected with the
two realities ‘faith’ and ‘Church,’ which themselves, as is now clear, are
closely connected” (ibid.).
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The fourth and most fully developed
thesis has to do with “the nature of tradition.” The basic principle
stems from the fact that the reality of revelation is in excess (Überhang)
of Scripture (45). Revelation itself, the explicitation of the Christ-reality,
has its double yet single enduring presence in faith and in the Church and it
occurs in preaching, which is an unfolding of what is presented, first in the
Old Testament and then in the New Testament; it is also an interpretation of the
Christ-event itself on the basis of the pneuma. “But it is
precisely in this Church that Christ is living and present; in the Church which
is his Body in which his Spirit is active” (42). The move to include the
Gentiles, thus moving from “Kingdom” to “Church,”
“opened out that new interpretation of the message of Christ which is the
essential message of the Church” (ibid.).(48)
After discussing the “Old Testament theology of the Old Testament” (a
series of new readings of older texts),(49)
Ratzinger moves on to the “New Testa-ment theology of the Old
Testament” (i.e., its “spiritual sense”),(50)
the “New Testament theology of the New Testament” (established by
looking at successive expressions of the Mystery), finally arriv-ing at what he
calls the “Church theology of the New Testament.” By this last he
means the continuation of that successive process already begun in the New
Testament itself but now no longer canonical. He calls this “dogmatic
theology” and goes on to specify that “in a precise sense we could
designate only dogma as such as the Church’s theology of the New Testament”
(45).

Finally, the essay develops the three
“sources” (Wurzeln) of tradition. The first I have already
shown: the excess of the reality of revelation over Scripture. The second is
“The specific character of New Testament revelation as pneuma as
opposed to gramma 
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and consequently what one might call
in Bultmann’s terminology the impossibility of objectifying it” (ibid.).
From this comes the fact that the rule of faith has a guiding priority in
interpretation. The third source is given as,

The character of the Christ-event as present and
the authoritative enduring presence of Christ’s Spirit in his Body the Church
and, connected with this, the authority to interpret Christ yesterday in
relation to Christ today, the origin of which we have observed in the Church’s
reinterpretation by the apostles of the message of the kingdom. (Ibid.)





Ratzinger goes on to enumerate the “levels” of tradition: (1) The
original paradosis made by the Father of his Son who continues this
action as judgment and gift of salvation and remains in the whole of his mystery
in the Church. This superabundant tradition remains “the decisive
fundamental reality which is antecedent to all particular expressions of it,
even those of scripture, and which represents what in fact what has been handed
down.” (2) The presence in faith of the indwelling Christ. (3) The organ of
tradition, which is the authority of the Church, that is, those who have
authority within it: these are the “apostles, prophets, evangelists,
pastors and teachers” spoken of in Ephesians 4:11 whose authority is
diverse but real. (4) The expression of tradition as the rule of faith. Finally,
there is exegesis, or interpretation, whose basic principle is that
“revelation becomes present through preaching” and therefore that
“[t]radition by its very nature is always interpretation, does not exist
independently, but only as exposition, interpretation ‘according to the
scriptures’” (47).

This principle must, of course, be balanced by the insistence that the
Church’s witness is linked to an exegesis “which investigates the literal
sense, and so guards the link with the sarx of the Logos in opposition
to all gnosis,” (48) “defending the sarx of history
against the caprice of gnosis which perpetually seeks to establish its
own autonomy” (49). The Church performs this function in virtue of the
right of prescriptio: The Church is the rightful owner of Scripture (Tertullian).
This raises the issue of the delicate balance between the rule of faith and the
historically
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ascertainable literal sense of Scripture in confrontation with those types of
gnosis which seek either to claim a “higher” knowledge on the basis of
modern historical study or to bypass such historical work in the name of a
“spiritual” understanding. The key is a restored understanding of
human cognition and of faith as a way of knowing. Some approaches to this were
made by Dei Verbum but the crucial question of how the Church uses
Scripture to correct the potential exuberances of “tradition” has yet
to be thoroughly considered.(51)

“The act of faith essentially
consists in an act of knowing; that is its formal or specific perfection; this
is clear from what its object is.”(52) This
splendidly dense statement of Aquinas may be explicitated by Ratzinger’s remark
that “to know the person of Christ is the foundation of theology.”(53)
Dei Verbum 8 presupposes that “faith is a way of knowing” and
at the same time places this principle in the context of the growth of
Tradition, which growth it understands to be a combination of the increased
knowledge of all the members of the Body of Christ and the preaching of those
with the episcopal charism.(54) It is important
to note in this text 
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how the council places this reality
within the life of the whole Christ which is presented as the subject of
interpretation:

The Tradition which is from the Apostles makes
progress in the Church under the assistance of the Holy Spirit.(55)
There is a growth in understanding, both of the realities as well as of the
words that have been handed on. This takes place as a result of the
contemplation and study of the believers who ponder these things in their heart
(see Lk 2:19, 51), as well as by the intimate knowledge of the spiritual
realities which they experience, and by the preaching of those who have received
with episcopal succession the sure charism of truth. Thus, as the centuries
advance, the Church continually moves toward the plenitude of divine truth until
the words of God reach their fulfillment in her.



 



The ministries enumerated in Ephesians 4:11 as
“apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors and teachers” ultimately
derive from, are sustained by, serve and direct that whole body of the faithful
whose growth in understanding, achieved through “contemplation and
study” and an “intimate knowledge of the spiritual realities which
they experience,” is the source of the growth of Tradition. Tradition,
therefore, is a slowly moving, meandering stream with eddies, strange turns, and
unexpected directions. It carries within it the pure gold of divine knowledge
and the flotsam and jetsam of human deficiency. That is why, from a Catholic
point of view, an essential dimension of this whole movement must include, in
addition to the contemplation, study, and spiritual and mystical experience of
all the faithful, a divinely constituted organ of tradition which constitutes
the prophetic function of preserving the purity of the apostolic heritage. One
of the often unexpressed reasons for this is precisely the fact that “faith
is a way of knowing.” When “knowing” becomes an adjudicating
function of the knower, there is not knowing, but conformity imposed by the
knower. This ignores the fact that, that since God’s “motive” in
creating is agapē, there is present in creation what Jacques
Maritain calls “the basic generosity of existence.”
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2. Mira Profunditas

One of Joseph Ratzinger’s most trenchant criticisms of the
cognition theories that lie at the root of much biblical interpretation is to be
found in his 1989 essay “Biblical Interpretation in Crisis,” which was
published the same year in German and in English. The occasion for the English
text was the Ratzinger Conference on Bible and Church.(56)
Early in his presentation, Ratzinger observes that historical criticism of the
Bible labors under many of the erroneous presuppositions of modern historical
investigation, especially the notion that history is a “science” in
the same way as are the empirical sciences (6). A diachronic analysis of the
results of the method can show unmistakably that, contrary to the positive sciences,
after two centuries there are few
if any assured results that have become a common basis for progress (8). In
addition, modern fascination with an understanding of history as made up of a
succession of moments has eliminated the biblical vision of history as the
working-out of God’s plan of salvation:





If we are to understand
modern exegesis and critique it correctly, we simply must return and reflect
anew on Luther’s view of the relationship between the Old and New Testaments. In
place of the analogy model which was then current, he substituted a dialectical
structure. (12)(57)



 



One must also note that while there has been a continuity
in the historical analysis of the biblical text, it lies not so much in a
settled body of agreed-upon results as in the perdurance of philosophical
presuppositions at work in what is called historical reason (14).
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The real philosophic
presupposition of the whole system seems to me to lie in the philosophic turning
point proposed by Immanuel Kant. According to him, the voice of being-in-itself
cannot be heard by human beings. Man can only hear it indirectly in the
postulates of practical reason, which have remained, as it were, the small
opening through which he can make contact with the real, that is, his eternal
destiny… . (15)(58)



In theological terms, this means that revelation must recede into the
pure formality of the eschatological stance, which corresponds to the Kantian
split. As far as everything else is concerned, it all needs to be
“explained.” What might otherwise seem like a direct proclamation of
the divine can only be myth, whose laws of development can be discovered. It is
with this basic conviction that Bultmann, along with the majority of modern
exegetes, reads the Bible. He is certain that it cannot be the way it is
depicted in the Bible, and he looks for methods to prove the way it really had
to be. To that extent there lies in modern exegesis a reduction of history into
philosophy, a revision of history by means of philosophy. (16)(59)



Concretely, this means that the event is not accessible
either to the biblical author or to his reader. What one attains is one’s own
interpretation of, in our case, John’s understanding of an event that he knows
only through community transmission and the filter of his own mental categories.
Contrast this with the faith contact with an event that can be attained even
through a written medium. Such an understanding lies at the heart of what the
ancients called “the spiritual sense.” Herein lies the mira
profunditas celebrated by generations of believers. The profundity is in
the event itself as it is attained through the sacred text which, as we have
seen, interprets the event as it narrates it and may then add further
interpretation by way of commentary or explanation. This gives rise to that
“growth in understanding” spoken of by Dei Verbum.(60)
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C) Traditional Reflections on the
Role of Mary at Cana

Tradition is the One Christ, the new “I” who,
speaking both individually and communally, says, “It is no longer I who
live, but Christ who lives in me” (Gal 2:20). It is the una
persona mystica we encounter in the expressions of Augustine and
Aquinas. It is the Christ who, through baptism, is “put on” with the
result that now “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor
free, there is not male and female, for you are all one [singular masculine] in
Christ” (Gal 3:8). This “one man” can be called “the
Christ”: “For just as the body is one and has many members, and all
the members of the body, though many, are one body, so it is with the
Christ” (1 Cor 12:2, see also 1 Cor 1:13). This one man both possesses and
receives the form (typos) of teaching to which we are entrusted and to which we
give obedience from the heart (Rom 6:17). Jesus Christ is the one who, as God
incarnate, is the source of the body’s life. He is the one who, through the Holy
Spirit, animates our prayer and understanding, and who prays for us.

The flow of life-giving understanding
courses through the Body of Christ in saints and in sinners, in scholars, in
peasants, in children. It is found, to invoke Dei Verbum once again, in
the prayer and contemplation of all the faithful, in their intimate
understanding of the realities they experience, and in the consis-tent preaching
of those endowed with the grace of episcopacy. It is a meandering and, often, a
very wide stream whose direction is discreetly guided by the Holy Spirit in and
through the spiritual power of believers and their corporate interaction, and
this takes place in the whole divided Body of Christ.(61)
In the course of this movement certain positions are eliminated or moved to the
extremity and others begin to congeal and to be recognized by the Body as the
more central understanding of the Spirit’s message. This is expressed in
preaching, in liturgy, in the life of the faithful and in the guidance of those
in leadership (the apostles, prophets, 




  
  

  


page 554

evangelists, pastors and teachers). In
matters of importance the bishop of Rome, who continues the strengthening role
entrusted to Peter, may declare a truth to be contained in the apostolic
heritage. This he always does in consultation with all those “who have
received with episcopal succession the sure charism of truth.”(62)

1. Some Ancient Interpretations of John 2:1-12

 



Thanks to the leadership and energy of Professor Thomas
Oden, who has edited the Ancient
Christian Commentary on Scripture, readers today have easy access to
representative expressions of the broad stream of Tradition.(63)
I wish to note two characteristics of this ancient form of interpretation.
First, it is “canonical” in that none of the theologians considers
himself bound solely to the interpretation of the text in hand, but rather can
range over the whole canon of Scripture to talk about the reality mediated and
interpreted by the specific text being considered. Second, it is
“liturgical” in the sense that much commentary takes place in a
liturgical setting, and also because the manner in which the event is treated
and made present in the liturgy itself has a bearing on how it is understood.(64)
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I present here Joel Elowsky’s
introductory résumé of the texts commenting on John 2:1-4. In addition to
efforts to understand the dialogue between Jesus and Mary, the principal themes
are those of matrimony and the new wine of Christ’s teaching and life.

Overview: Christ, as a servant, attends his servant’s wedding (Chrysostom) held
in Galilee of the Gentiles rather than Jerusalem or elsewhere in Judea (Cyril),
fulfilling the prophecy of Isaiah (Eusebius). According to the chronology in
John, the wedding was held three days after his baptism (Theodore of Mopsuestia).
On the third day, that is, in the last times, the Word descends to earth to
consummate his marriage to our human nature which he heals (Theodore of Heraclea).
The third day also signifies the Trinity, while the miracle Christ performs at
the wedding is a foretaste of the dowry of his blood which Jesus will give for
his bride (Caesarius). Jesus accepts this wedding invitation as an opportunity
to confirm his institution of marriage (Origen) portending his own wedding to
the church (Augustine). His presence sanctifies the institution of marriage (Maximus)
and annuls the Genesis curse (Cyril). 



When the wine runs
out, Mary turns to Jesus expecting a miracle—but from where did she get such an
idea since this was the first miracle John relates to us (Romanos)? Perhaps she
also was hoping for some recognition for her son (Theodore). But Jesus still
rebukes Mary for her request, even as he still loved and respected her (Chrysostom).
We also get a glimpse of the divine nature in this rebuke, however (Ammonius,
Augustine). He rebukes her because of her focus on the physical wine when he has
in mind the wine of our redemption (Maximus) as he waits for the hour known only
by his Father (Irenaeus). The miracle was not done out of necessity but rather
to manifest his glory which would only be fully manifested when his hour had
come on the cross (Augustine).(65) As the
creator of time itself, Christ knew what the most appropriate hour would be for
him to accomplish his work, but he also honored his mother and so performed the
miracle at the proper time (Romanos).





It is interesting to see in the texts that follow a sympathy for the allusive
context (Sinai) of the text, although it is most probable that the rabbinic
background was not known. At least four of the commentators speak generally of
the bride to be wedded as being either the nations or the Church which is to be
sealed with a new covenant. Several, as one can see from the résumé,
understood this event as ratifying the goodness of marriage. A certain number,
as can also be seen from the résumé,
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see in Mary’s words an importunity, although none interpret Jesus’ words as a
rejection of her. Nor do any of the texts adduced here understand Jesus’ reply
to Mary as a question, though there are scattered examples of this.(66)

In regard to John 2:5-11, the résumé
gives the following:

Overview: Jesus grants his mother’s request in order to show both that he honors
his mother (Bede), and that he was not governed by fate. The jars used were for
purification which meant they would have been thoroughly cleaned; there could be
no deception in how the miracle was accomplished (Chrysostom). These jars also
symbolize the womb of the virgin in which Jesus had been conceived and which had
also witnessed a transformation of nature (Ephrem). As a king coming to his own
banquet, Christ not only brings his own wine but also pours it for his guests as
a servant (Ephrem). He makes his own wine of the gospel out of the water of the
law and prophets which, without Christ, have no taste (Augustine). The one who
created water out of nothing could change that same water into wine (Maximus).
The detail the evangelist John provides proves the genuineness of the miracle
(Theodore) as the miracle gradually unfolds before all those who witness it,
culminating in the witness who could best testify to what had happened, that is,
the steward in charge of the wedding who judged the wine superior (Chrysostom).
Such superior and abundant wine proved also to be a generous wedding present for
the new couple. (Theodore)



Jesus only uses his
power for a purpose (Ephrem). Changing water into wine is a miracle that goes
beyond the senses and thus manifests the power of God (Hilary). Jesus chose
appropriate witnesses who could testify both to the miracle and to the quality
of the wine (Chrysostom). The miracle proved Jesus’ sonship (Maximus of Turin)
and that he was the King of glory prophesied in the Psalms (Bede). Changing
water into wine is no different than changing wine into blood (Cyril) and so we
continue to celebrate the mystery of the changed wine in the church’s banquet
today (Romanos).



One sees here a common trait of patristic commentary in the
interweaving of commentary and application, unlike our historical analysis which
leaves the text and the event in the past and then tries to make them relevant.(67)
I will give some brief quotations of some of the passages collected by Elowsky
and then add some others, mostly from a later date. The aspect of the event
which
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most of these theologians comment upon
is the incipient bridegroom-bride relation of Christ and the Church. Some imply
and others explicitly connect this event with the beginning of the preaching of
the new Torah, the gospel. 





Ephrem the Syrian: Let
Cana thank you for gladdening her banquet!







The bridegroom’s crown
exalted you for exalting it,



And the bride’s crown belonged to your
victory.



In her mirror allegories are expounded and
traced,



For you portrayed your church in the bride,



And in her guests, yours are traced,



And in her magnificence she portrays your
advent.

Let the feast thank him, for in multiplying
his wine

Six miracles were beheld there:

The six wine jugs set aside for water

Into which they invited the King to pour his
wine.

(Hymns on Virginity 33.1-2)

Augustine: He omitted none of the ancient Scriptures,
i.e., the water, and for that reason they were called senseless by the Lord
because they still tasted water, not wine. But how did he make wine from water?
When he opened their understanding to them and explained the Scriptures to them,
beginning with Moses through all the prophets. (Tractates
on the Gospel of John 9.5)





Bede: By this sign he
made manifest that he was the King of glory, and so the church’s bridegroom…
. Therefore, let us love with our whole mind, dearly beloved, the marriage of
Christ and the church, which was prefigured then in one city and is now
celebrated over the whole earth. (Homilies
on the Gospels 1.14)









Some other remarks:

Origen: None of the other three Evangelists noted
that John the disciple had reported in regard to the first work of Jesus that:
“This was the beginning of the signs that Jesus performed in Cana of
Galilee.” In fact that which took place at Capernaum was not the principle
[arch]
of the signs, for the most outstanding [progoumenon]
of the signs of the Son of God is the joy [of the wedding banquet]. In all the
circumstances in which men might find themselves, it is not so much in the
healings, in healing the sick, that the Word shows forth his 
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proper beauty, but in
the joy of the sober drink by which their good [spiritual] health enables them
to enjoy the wedding feast. (Homilies on John 10.65-66)(68)

Ephrem: The terrestrial bridegroom invites the
celestial Bridegroom and Lord, ready for the espousals, to come to the wedding
feast… . But he in his turn invites us just as he and his disciples had been
invited. (Commentary on John)(69)



 



Ephrem: Cana is the praise of Thee, for through Thee
came the joy of this feast. The bride is the holy Church, the guests at table
are Thy guests, and the triumph of the miracle looks forward to Thy coming in
majesty. (Hymn
on the Lord’s Mysteries 24.1)(70)



 



Cyril of Alexandria: He descended from heaven in
order to unite himself to human nature and to persuade it, as its Bridegroom, to
allow itself to be made fruitful by the spiritual seed of Wisdom. For this
reason, humanity is called the Bride, and the Savior, the Bridegroom. (On
John)(71)





Other texts could be adduced here. Most of them accent the twofold themes of the
new wine of Christ’s gospel and wisdom and the theme of marriage, with all its
overtones of human marriage, the marriage of Christ to the people, and the
marriage of Christ to each individual soul. As the literature multiplies, it is
harder to collect and categorize, but one can notice a tendency to continue the
same themes with a greater accent on the role of Mary as a
“facilitator” in the procuring of the new wine of
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Christ’s wisdom and in the wedding union. Thomas Aquinas, for instance, who
in his biblical commentaries is a remarkable source of the statements and
attitudes of his predecessors, says of the wedding aspect of Cana:

“And the Mother of Jesus was there.” In its
mystical meaning [= the spiritual sense],(72)
the mother of Jesus, the Blessed Virgin, is present in spiritual marriages as
the one who arranges the marriage [sicut
nuptiarum consiliatrix]
because it is through her intercession that one is joined to Christ through
grace: “In me is every hope of life and strength” (Sir 24:5). Christ
is present as the true groom of the soul, as is said below (John 3:29): “He
who has the bride is the Bridegroom,” while the disciples are the friends
of the bridegroom, as it were joining the Church to Christ, as one of them said:
“for I betrothed you to Christ to present you as a pure bride to her one
husband” (2 Cor 11:2).(73)






About a century before Aquinas, Rupert, abbot of Deutz, commented on the same
passage. One might note in his commentary the fact that Mary and the Church are
intertwined in a way that reflects and synthesizes many of the statements
already encountered.(74)

 



And there was a marriage in Cana of Galilee. The
whole household is rejoicing, and the household is the Church, “And the
mother of Jesus was there,” when this marriage was celebrated, for not one
of the children or guests at this marriage is ignorant of how Christ became man.
[There follow some lines concerning false teachers.] And the only true festival
and heavenly marriage-feast is the one where the mother of Jesus is there—and
that means the Church, the mother, is there. And here every day by the espousals
of virginal souls to Christ is the true faith in God made man proclaimed. (Commentary
on John 2)(75)
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2. Subsequent Understandings of the Cana Event

a. The contemplation and experience of the faithful





Obviously, the foregoing overview has several lacunae. The understanding of the
significance of the Cana event continued to be broad from the thirteenth to the
sixteenth centuries and controversial from the sixteenth century until now,
especially in the West because of the division of the Church during this period.
This situation should be studied in detail, something that exceeds the limit of
this article.(76) It is, however, possible to
see an “undertow” of comprehension of the event of Cana that moves in
the direction of a deeper penetration of the event itself. I stress that it is
the event that must be interpreted, not merely the words. This has
taken place, to repeat the words of Dei Verbum once again, through the
contemplation and study of all the faithful, by the intimate knowledge gained
through spiritual experience of the realities mediated by Scripture, “and
by the preaching of those who have received with episcopal succession the sure
charism of truth.” Leaving aside for the moment this last aspect of a
growth in understanding, I wish to reflect upon the activity of the faithful,
especially those engaged in the study of the Sacred Scriptures who are often
working in conjunction with Church leaders.

The convergence of Protestant and
Catholic use of historical methods in biblical interpretation has facilitated a
certain common understanding of the Old Testament and New Testament texts in
general—thus, also of the Johannine text under consideration. This has been an
important step, but it has not been without a certain ambiguity and with a
concentration on the intercessory role of Mary to the neglect of all the other
dimension of the mystery. A fine example of what can be accomplished and what is
left to accomplish is the 1978 ecumenical study, Mary in the 
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New Testament.(77)
In that study a significant first step was taken in working toward what the text
says, but there was little discussion about the reality mediated by the
texts: what the texts are talking about. This latter is often relegated
to the domain of “theology,” but such a division of labor risks
embracing the Kantian dichotomy mentioned above and can reduce Tradition to a
succession of more or less successful interpretations now being corrected by the
historical-critical method (not to deny the clarifications that modern
historical and philological advances can actually effect).

An example of a lapse into such
thinking can be found in a remark by Raymond Brown in his magisterial The
Death of the Messiah. Brown says of John 19:26-27, “I agree with Schürmann
that the significance of this episode lies in the new relationship between the
mother of Jesus and the beloved disciple, not in the symbolism attached to Mary
in the history of interpretation.” In a footnote Brown mentions an article
by A. Kerrigan who, “by arguing that Jesus conferred a universal maternity
directly on Mary confuses Johannine theology with that of the later
Church” (emphasis added).(78) Implied
here is the position that subsequent Church teaching is a symbolism which
develops a theology that goes beyond the intentio auctoris as expressed
in the text and determined by the historical-critical method. Such a view of the
relation between reality, thought, and language restricts inter-pretation
to an attempt at determining what the author is trying to say (a psychological
consideration). In fact, interpretation involves understanding the reality intended
by the mind of the author: this is an epistemological and metaphysical
consideration. The growth in understanding of this latter, the reality, is
precisely what “progresses in the Church” in the power of the Word of
God and by the three means mentioned in Dei Verbum.
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In regard to the Cana event, the
contributors to Mary in the New Testament carefully consider most of
the exegetical options available to them and do not explicitly reject but a few.
Their concluding lines are, however, quite restrictive. The authors first
describe two extreme exegetical positions.

At one extreme of the spectrum is an exegesis once
popular among Roman Catholics (but scarcely held by any scholar today) that the
story is an example of Mary’s power of intercession: the first miracle worked by
Jesus was at the behest of his mother, and this is meant to teach us to pray to
Jesus through Mary. On the other extreme, it has been argued that by persisting
in her demand after Jesus’ refusal, Mary showed that she really did not believe
in Jesus… .

Rather she falls into
a general category of those who, despite their good intentions misunderstand
Jesus (e.g. Nicodemus in chap. 3 and the Samaritan woman in ch. 4)… .



[The request for a
sign in the Fourth Gospel might mean: a hostile lack of faith, an excessive
enthusiasm for signs], and still other times a request for a sign shows both naïve
trust and a lack of comprehension, leading ultimately to solid faith (4:47, 48,
53; 20:30-31). The fact that the mother of Jesus remains with him after he has
changed water into wine (2:12) and ultimately appears at the foot of the cross
(19:25-27) makes it likely that it is the last mentioned category that most
suits her in the Johannine spectrum. But until she appears at the foot of the
cross, she is not yet a model for believers and indeed is kept distinct from the
disciples who at Cana saw his glory and believed in him (2:11 - notice the
continued distinction between the mother and the disciples in 2:12).(79)





Another ecumenical statement about Mary was produced by the well-known Groupe
des Dombes in 1999.(80) This group of
theologians, more sensitive to the dynamics of Tradition and aware of the
implicit patristic attention to the realities rather than to the words of
Scripture, at the end of their brief overview of patristic teaching about Mary
have this to say:





The patristic texts we
have been reading here may seem to go beyond the councils. In fact, however,
these texts do not depend on the councils but, like the councils themselves, on
scripture and the faith of the apostles. Then too, the gap we see between their
belief and the letter of the scriptures (their assertion of Mary’s perpetual
virginity, for example) is seen by them not as a departure from 
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the scriptures but as
fruit of their conviction that the scriptures in their entirety are spiritual.
This is why perpetual virginity, like the phrase “consubstantial with the
Father,” interprets the letter of the scriptures. That is how the Fathers,
even those we describe as “literalists” read the scriptures.(81)



The document treats Mary
in the Gospel of John specifically (nos. 177-84). It is remarkable for its
delicacy of presentation and degree of convergence:





While John the
evangelist calls Mary the “Mother of Jesus,” it is Jesus who reveals
and assigns her vocation to her when he calls her woman and appoints her to be
the mother of the beloved disciple while she is at the cross… . Is it that
he is unwilling to think of Mary as the one who brought him into the world? No,
the context shows rather that he wants to give Mary a role beyond that of simply
physical motherhood… .



Jesus is present at a
human celebration [Cana] not in order to satisfy needs felt there but to
manifest his glory and inspire faith. It is this latter purpose that he makes
known in advance by performing the sign. It is in this way that the theological
perspective of the gospel reveals itself. Mary is present at this revelation,
although she does not realize it… .



[Jesus’ question]
does not simply underscore the limitations of Mary, who does not understand how
and when the glory of Jesus will be revealed. It also invites her to adopt the
outlook of her Son and to abandon her own initiative in order to follow his. It
can be said that in this sense the episode of Cana is a milestone on the way of
Mary’s conversion, for she is made to understand that her role henceforth is to
lead servants to her Son and to listen to his word and obey it fully… .



The Gospel of
John structures three elements: Mary-as-Mother of Jesus, Mary-as-woman, and Mary
as mother-of-the-disciples, in a theological gradation: starting with Mary,
“Mother of Jesus,” it proceeds by way of Mary as “woman” to
Mary “mother-of the disciples” with a new kind of motherhood that is
of a different order than the first and that the church professes with him.(82)



The last of the examples I wish to give of a collaborative
effort to study, contemplate, and experience the realities of revelation is the
recent Anglican-Roman Catholic statement.(83) I
will concentrate on what the document says about Cana:
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John gives a
prominent position in his Gospel to the wedding at Cana (2:1-12), calling it the
beginning (arche) of the signs of Jesus. The account emphasizes the new
wine which Jesus brings, symbolizing the eschatological marriage feast of God
with his people and the messianic banquet of the Kingdom. The story primarily
conveys a Christological message: Jesus reveals his messianic glory to his
disciples and they believe in him (2:11).



The presence of the
“mother of Jesus” is mentioned at the beginning of the story: she has
a distinctive role in the unfolding of the narrative. Mary seems to have been
invited and be present in her own right, not with “Jesus and his
disciples” (2:1-2); Jesus is initially seen as present as part of his
mother’s family. In the dialogue between them when the wine runs out, Jesus
seems at first to refuse Mary’s implied request, but in the end he accedes to
it. This reading of the narrative, however, leaves room for a deeper symbolic
reading of the event. In Mary’s words “they have no wine”, John
ascribes to her the expression not so much of a deficiency in the wedding
arrangements, as of the longing for salvation of the whole covenant people, who
have water for purification but lack the joyful wine of the messianic kingdom.
In his answer, Jesus begins by calling into question his former relationship
with his mother (“What is there between you and me?”), implying that a
change has to take place. He does not address Mary as “mother”, but as
“woman” (cf. John 19:26). Jesus no longer sees his relation to Mary as
simply one of earthly kinship.



Mary’s response, to
instruct the servants to “Do whatever he tells you” (2:5), is
unexpected; she is not in charge of the feast (cf. 2:8). Her initial role as the
mother of Jesus has radically changed. She herself is now seen as a believer
within the messianic community. From this moment on, she commits herself totally
to the Messiah and his word. A new relationship results, indicated by the change
in the order of the main characters at the end of the story: “After this he
went down to Capernaum, with his mother and his brothers and his disciples”
(2:12). The Cana narrative opens by placing Jesus within the family of Mary, his
mother; from now on, Mary is part of the “company of Jesus”, his
disciple. Our reading of this passage reflects the Church’s understanding of the
role of Mary: to help the disciples come to her son, Jesus Christ, and to
“do whatever he tells you”… .

[The concluding line
of the discussion of Mary in John’s Gospel:] When John’s account of Mary at the
beginning and end of Jesus’ ministry is viewed in this light, it is difficult to
speak of the Church without thinking of Mary, the Mother of the Lord, as its
archetype and first realization. (84)





b. The preaching of those who have received with episcopal succession the sure
charism of truth
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Taking for granted that my readers know the Roman Catholic position regarding
the role of the magisterium and most particularly the papacy, it will suffice
here to recall that study/contemplation, experience, and episcopal succession
are meant to interact mutually in the Church. This understanding includes the
position that the Church, the interpreting subject of Scripture,
“subsists” in the Catholic Church.(85)

In a 1997 essay, Joseph Ratzinger
addressed the issues of revelation, Christology, the role of office in the
Church, and the notion of the Church as subject:(86)

For the believer, however, the Church is not a
sociological subject created by human agreement, but a truly new subject called
into being by the Word and in the Holy Spirit; and precisely for that reason,
the Church herself overcomes the seemingly insurmountable confines of human
subjectivity by putting man in contact with the ground of reality which is prior
to him… . (23)



The Second Vatican
Council teaches the historical continuity between the Church founded by Christ
and the Catholic Church in the now-famous paragraph 8 of Lumen Gentium:
“This Church constituted and organized as a society in the present world
subsists in the Catholic Church, governed by the Successor of Peter and by the
Bishops in communion with him, although outside of her structure, many elements
can be found of sanctification and truth which, as gifts properly belonging to
the Church of Christ, impel toward Catholic unity”… . (24)



Subsistere
is a special case of esse. It refers to existence in the form of an
individual subject. That is exactly what it means here. The Council wanted to
say that the Church of Jesus Christ, as a concrete subject in the world, is
found in the Catholic Church. (27)





In light of this last consideration, I wish to look at an example of the
teaching of the magisterium of the Catholic Church regarding the event at Cana.
I have selected the 1987 encyclical of John Paul
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II, Redemptoris mater, which, in the course of its commentary,
refers back to the teaching of Vatican II. The key concept in this teaching
about Cana is the explicit use of the idea of “mediation,” a notion
not necessarily foreign to expressions such as “mother of the
disciples” found in the ecumenical documents mentioned above, but
nevertheless embodying a whole set of theological positions that touch on
anthropology, death, the true nature of the Body of Christ, and more. I will
quote some passages from the encyclical, including its recourse to the
statements about mediation in Lumen Gentium.

If through faith Mary became the bearer of the Son
given to her by the Father through the power of the Holy Spirit, while
preserving her virginity intact, in that same faith she discovered and accepted
the other dimension of motherhood revealed by Jesus during his messianic
mission. One can say that this dimension of motherhood belonged to Mary from the
beginning, that is to say from the moment of the conception and birth of her
Son. From that time she was “the one who believed”… .



From this point of
view, particularly eloquent is the passage in the Gospel of John which presents
Mary at the wedding feast of Cana. She appears there as the Mother of Jesus at
the beginning of his public life… . We are familiar with the sequence of
events which resulted from that invitation, that “beginning of the
signs” wrought by Jesus—the water changed into wine—which prompts the
Evangelist to say that Jesus “manifested his glory; and his disciples
believed in him” (Jn. 2:11). 



Mary is present at
Cana in Galilee as the Mother of Jesus, and in a significant way she contributes
to that “beginning of the signs” which reveal the messianic power of
her Son… . Even though Jesus’ reply to his mother sounds like a refusal
(especially if we consider the blunt statement “My hour has not yet
come” rather than the question), Mary nevertheless turns to the servants
and says to them: “Do whatever he tells you” (Jn. 2:5). Then Jesus
orders the servants to fill the stone jars with water, and the water becomes
wine, better than the wine which has previously been served to the wedding
guests.

What deep
understanding existed between Jesus and his mother? How can we probe the mystery
of their intimate spiritual union? But the fact speaks for itself. It is certain
that that event already quite clearly outlines the new dimension, the new
meaning of Mary’s motherhood. Her motherhood has a significance which is not
exclusively contained in the words of Jesus and in the various episodes reported
by the Synoptics (Lk. 11:27-28 and Lk. 8:19-21; Mt. 12:46-50; Mk. 3:31-35). In
these texts Jesus means above all to contrast the motherhood resulting from the
fact of birth with what this “motherhood” (and also
“brotherhood”) is to be in the dimension of the Kingdom of God, in the
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salvific radius of
God’s fatherhood. In John’s text on the other hand, the description of the Cana
event outlines what is actually manifested as a new kind of motherhood according
to the spirit and not just according to the flesh, that is to say Mary’s
solicitude for human beings, her coming to them in the wide variety of their
wants and needs… . Thus there is a mediation: Mary places herself between
her Son and mankind in the reality of their wants, needs and sufferings. She
puts herself “in the middle,” that is to say she acts as a mediatrix
not as an outsider, but in her position as mother… . As a mother she also
wishes the messianic power of her Son to be manifested, that salvific power of
his which is meant to help man in his misfortunes, to free him from the evil
which in various forms and degrees weighs heavily upon his life… .

Another essential
element of Mary’s maternal task is found in her words to the servants: “Do
whatever he tells you.” The Mother of Christ presents herself as the
spokeswoman of her Son’s will, pointing out those things which must be done so
that the salvific power of the Messiah may be manifested. At Cana, thanks to the
intercession of Mary and the obedience of the servants, Jesus begins “his
hour.” At Cana Mary appears as believing in Jesus. Her faith evokes his
first “sign” and helps to kindle the faith of the disciples .

We can therefore say
that in this passage of John’s Gospel we find as it were a first manifestation
of the truth concerning Mary’s maternal care. This truth has also found
expression in the teaching of the Second Vatican Council. It is important to
note how the Council illustrates Mary’s maternal role as it relates to the
mediation of Christ. Thus we read: “Mary’s maternal function towards
mankind in no way obscures or diminishes the unique mediation of Christ, but
rather shows its efficacy,” because “there is one mediator between God
and men, the man Christ Jesus” (I Tim. 2:5). This maternal role of Mary
flows, according to God’s good pleasure, “from the superabundance of the
merits of Christ; it is founded on his mediation, absolutely depends on it, and
draws all its efficacy from it.”(LG #60). It is precisely in this sense
that the episode at Cana in Galilee offers us a sort of first announcement of
Mary’s mediation, wholly oriented towards Christ and tending to the revelation
of his salvific power.

From the text of John
it is evident that it is a mediation which is maternal. As the Council
proclaims: Mary became “a mother to us in the order of grace.” This
motherhood in the order of grace flows from her divine motherhood. Because she
was, by the design of divine Providence, the mother who nourished the divine
Redeemer, Mary became “an associate of unique nobility, and the Lord’s
humble handmaid,” who “cooperated by her obedience, faith, hope and
burning charity in the Savior’s work of restoring supernatural life to
souls.” (LG #61) And “this maternity of Mary in the order of grace… will last without interruption until the eternal fulfillment of all the
elect.” (LG #62)(87)
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III.
Summary



The object of this study has been to present the Catholic
understanding of the biblical teaching on Mary, not by giving a résumé of that
teaching, but by giving an example of that understanding, tracing out how the
interpretation of one passage, and an enigmatic one at that, developed over the
centuries. This may serve as an illustration of the way that Catholic teaching
develops out of the realities mediated by Scripture and not merely out of an
analysis of the words.

My brief treatment of narrative was intended to locate the level of the
narrative process at which the interpretation of an event mostly takes place,
namely, what I have called its “poetics.” I maintain that the main
interpretive context employed at the poetics level for the wedding at Cana was
the liturgical feast which commemorated the giving of the Law. This served as an
interpretive matrix for the manner in which the incident was presented.

In regard to the event itself we can see that John is teaching us that by
changing water into wine in such a context, Jesus was declaring his identity as
the bearer of the eschatological gift of a new wisdom/teaching/Law, and implying
that the marriage between God and his people would be raised to a new level. All
of this could have been accomplished by Jesus and by the narrator without
including Mary. However, her intervention and Jesus’ response served to invite
her to a new relationship with Jesus, that of disciple and collaborator. This
relationship will be deepened at the cross. The gospel writer’s concluding
remarks include the key Johannine terms, “sign,” “glory,”
and “belief,” thus accenting the true significance of this event.

I felt it necessary to set forth some basic interpretive principles of
Catholic theology in order to clarify the Catholic stance in regard to
Scripture. The first is the notion of the Church throughout the centuries as the
interpreting subject of the Scriptures. This includes liturgy, preaching, and
custom and includes the three manners in which “the Tradition which is from
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the Apostles advances in the Church under the assistance of the Holy
Spirit.” The most significant difference between Catholics and Evangelicals
in this regard would be the understanding of the phrase, “the preaching of
those who have received with episcopal succession the sure charism of
truth.”

I also wanted to point out the “default Kantianism” in the manner
in which texts are interpreted. It is for this reason that I continue to speak
of “the reality mediated by the text,” though space does not
permit a more extended consideration of both language and cognition and its
allied topic, the spiritual sense of Scripture and of the history it mediates.

Finally, I tried in a schematic fashion to trace the way in which the Cana
incident has been understood in Tradition. This is not an exhaustive study,
tracing some of the twists and turns and backwaters of the successive
interpretations of the event. Nevertheless, as the subsequent ecumenical efforts
have borne out, my examples (regrettably lacking in a more ample presentation of
the understanding of the early Reformers) do represent the “main
stream” of the Tradition. Continued close and contemplative attention to
the event mediated in this text will allow the efficacious power of the Word to
draw all Christians together.
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I. Liturgy As a Pattern of Signs





SAINT THOMAS AQUINAS is, among other things, a philosopher and theologian of the
sign.(1) For him the sacramental Liturgy
belongs to the order of signs. And this is surely correct. The Liturgy is a
pattern of signs and symbols that speak to our senses of the spiritual realities
they seek to represent. So much might be said, of course, of any worthwhile art
form,(2) and the Symbolist poets of
late-nineteenth-century France held it to be true of nature itself. As one of
their number, Charles Baudelaire, wrote in his sonnet Correspondances:





La nature est un
temple où de vivants

          
piliers



Laissent parfois
sortir des confuse.

          
paroles:



L’homme y passe à
travers des forêts

              
de symboles …(3)
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(Nature is a temple whose living pillars emit now and then confused words;
man passes that way through forests of symbols… .) In a theistic context,
Aquinas draws close to Baudelaire’s viewpoint in the Disputed Questions on
Truth when he affirms that natural knowledge of God in this life comes
about per speculum et aenigma sensibilium creaturarum, “through
the mirror and enigma of sensory creatures.”(4)
For the ancients “mirror” and “enigma” were closer than they
are for us. Mirrors were highly polished metal where one might have to peer hard
to make out that which was mirrored. At any rate, enigmatic mirrors must be the
starting point for our enquiry, for as Dom Cipriano Vagaggini, principal
architect of the new Eucharistic Prayers in the Roman Missal of 1969, explains,
“the whole liturgical economy … falls under the concept of sign.”(5)
I only hope my account will not be too enigmatic—much less, in Baudelaire’s
word, “confused.”

For Thomas, to specify the liturgical
sign we have to mention something further. The liturgical sign in particular is
to express the reality of the holy—the reality of the holy as
pertinent to human salvation. Because the Liturgy operates in a context in
which the order of the day is not natural truth but a saving truth which, by
definition, goes beyond the natural, this particular set of signs can only be
approached by the distinctive understanding that comes from faith in divine
revelation. Though, as we shall see, the primary saving sign for Thomas is the
humanity of the Word made flesh, in the Church of the Word incarnate this unique
sign is itself represented by the ritual signs we call the sacraments. Thomas is
speaking in the formal perspective of Christian faith when he defines a
sacrament as “the sign of a holy reality insofar as it makes human beings
holy.”(6) But sacramental theology—the
study of such signs—does not flourish when sundered from a theology of the
Liturgy as a whole. A similar 
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thumbnail description of the wider
Liturgy might read: the Liturgy is the total complex of signs at work in the
Church’s worship for the purposes of the divine sanctification of human beings.
That is broad enough to include the Liturgy of the Hours or Divine Office, the
sacramentals (a word that means “little sacraments”), and the other
ceremonies that make up the complete pattern of Catholic worship. Sacramentality
here has a more extended sense than the septet of great sacraments as defined by
the Council of Trent. It is not good for the sacraments to be alone, divorced
from their context in the wider worship of the Church—nor, for that matter,
from the role of sign in the entire divine economy. To cite Vagaggini again,
“The liturgy … is nothing else than a certain phase of revelation, a
certain way in which the meaning of revelation is realized in us.”(7)




 



II. The Congruence of Sign in the Divine Plan





For Thomas it is altogether appropriate that God should lead human beings to
supernatural communion with himself through sensibly perceptible signs. As he
writes in his little treatise “On the Articles of the Faith and the
Sacraments of the Church,” it is congruent that God grants his grace
through bodily things.(8) When the divine freedom embraced the purpose of
human salvation nothing compelled it to use this particular means. But that it
should so do was altogether suitable. Here, as always when Thomas speaks of convenientia—appropriateness,
congruence, fittingness—we have a tacit appeal to theological aesthetics.(9)
Theological “convenience” for Thomas denotes how the divine Wisdom
selected really quite the best means for realizing the mystery of salvation and
so the glorification of man in God. Wisdom itself—or, rather, himself—chose
the human body to be the gateway of salvation. That for Thomas is an example of
the characteristic beauty of
the divine ordering of the universe in
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creation and redemption. In Thomas’s
Latin, “the beautiful” is termed pulchrum. So we could say,
punningly, it was pulchrum that the body be the fulcrum of
human salvation. The body is the fulcrum, or, as the North African writer
Tertullian put it in a pun of his own in the third century, our flesh—in Latin,
caro—is the “hinge”—in Latin, cardo—of our
salvation.



 



III. The Relevance of Thomas’s Anthropology





This raises the question of Thomas’s anthropology, his account of man. In a
positivist philosophical climate, such as that of modern Britain, it may seem
odd to mention it, but Thomas was going against the grain of much ancient
philosophy when he insisted that the human body was absolutely integral to the
human person.(10)
Though the soul alone is by nature indestructible and therefore immortal, man is
nonetheless one single reality of body and soul together. He is, as Thomas
tersely remarks, unum simpliciter.(11)
The soul may be the actuating principle of the human being, but it is the body
that renders man a concrete reality. Using the matter-form analysis of such
realities, which he had learned from Aristotle, Thomas stresses that only with
the help of its matter can form unfold its own dispositions and perfect them.(12)
The body, so understood, belongs intrinsically to the human personal subject,
the suppositum or
hypostasis. This is the source of its distinctive dignity as a human
body and is what befits it for possible entry into the realm of grace.

The place of the body in personal
soul-life is reflected in its role in human knowledge. The working of the mind
is so dependent on the body for the content of its thinking that even sheerly
intellectual objects are mediated to it through a process that begins with the
senses.(13) In a Thomist maxim, omnis
cognitio 
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incipit a sensu:
“all knowledge starts from the senses.” The norms of human
understanding apply analogously to the realm of salvation as well. Were it not
so, supernatural life would damage natural life, rather than fulfil it.(14)
It is appropriate, then, that knowledge of the divine offer to bring man
salvation should like-wise have its origin in the senses. Thus in the Tertia
Pars of the Summa Theologiae, where Thomas is thinking
specifically of the principal liturgical signs, the sacraments, he makes the
point that the rationale for the sacraments is the same as that for verbal
imagery in the Scriptures, the primary testimonies of revelation. The Bible uses
imagery because it is connatural to man to acquire knowledge of the spiritual
order through signs that are grounded in the sensible realm. What is true of the
Word of God written in Scripture is no less true of the spiritual and
intelligible goods through which man is sanctified, the “sacred
things” signified by the sacraments.(15) So
the divine economy, by the way it has disposed saving history, renders man a
liturgical being in such a fashion that this is in conformity with our human
nature as such.

In the single most important doctrinal
statement of the Roman magisterium on the Liturgy, the encyclical Mediator
Dei of 1948, Pope Pius XII grounded not only the interior but also the
exterior character of the Church’s worship on a twofold consideration that bears
a strong family resemblance to Thomas’s. Firstly, man is naturally a body-soul
composite. Secondly, divine providence has so worked in the history of salvation
that “recognising God through the visible we may be drawn by him to love of
the invisible.” Here the pope cites the Preface of the Nativity in the
Roman Rite, itself a mosaic of texts from the sermons of his predecessor St. Leo
the Great.(16) This passage of the encyclical is
almost certainly a reprise of Thomas, who uses the same Leonine text in
a similar context.(17)
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IV. A Caveat



Reference to the “invisible”
invites the caveat that Thomas cannot be presented as a “Christian
materialist” for whom man is simply a “ceremonious animal.”
Indeed, Thomas remained close enough to the Platonist tradition to hold that, in
the words of a recent study, the divine essence “can only be known in the
most sublime way when the human mind is able to function independently of
the senses.”(18) What begins in the
senses does not necessarily end there, as the Beatific Vision will demonstrate.
In De Veritate Thomas maintains that, though initially it is natural to
know God through sensory experience, in the beatified state it will be
“natural” for human intelligence to know the essence of God through
divine assistance.(19)

It would be not only crass but
unfaithful to Thomas’s world-picture as a whole were we to draw from his
emphasis on the role of the senses the conclusion that, applied to cult, the
mere performance of ritual activity, by outwardly “active”
participation, meets the needs of liturgical man. Once again, Thomas is far from
materialism. As Anton Pegis wrote in a celebration of the seventh centenary of
Aquinas’s death:
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[For Thomas]
embodiment is not to be understood simply as the existence of the soul in the
world of matter; on the contrary, it is the existence of the body in the
spiritual world of the soul itself. The existence, the life and the economy of
the human composite derive from the nature of the soul, so that it is not
strictly correct to say that in the human composite the soul is in the body; it
is more proper to say that the soul exists in the body—and in the world of
matter—only because the body exists in the world of the soul.

And Pegis concludes: “The human body is matter existing and functioning
with and within the life of the intellectual soul.”(20)

For Aquinas, writing in an imagistic
mode, which is more connatural to him than some critics of Scholastic
abstraction allow, the intellectual soul of man exists on the
“horizon” and, as he writes, at the “confines, as it were”
between things bodily and things incorporeal. It is itself intelligent substance
and not just the form of a body.(21) Naturally,
this has implications for worship. When Thomas declares the soul to have its
being “above motion and time, touching eternity,” accepting from that
Neoplatonically inspired text the Liber de causis the soul’s situation
“on the horizon below eternity but above time,” this cannot be without
consequence for the celebration of the Liturgy.(22)
Our expectations of liturgical worship cannot go unaffected if it be true that
the soul, whose life the body shares, exists on a boundary between time and
eternity.(23) Of our nature, we strive for
timelessness in a temporal world. Christian worship must take that into
considera-tion. It cannot simply consecrate the world. We are not altogether at
home here. We are viatores, wayfarers in exile. The Liturgy is not just
consolation in time. It must tug at our moorings. It is preparation for
eternity.
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V. The Application to Worship





Thomas’s fullest statement of the application to worship of the issues involved
may well be a text from book 3 of the Summa
contra Gentiles, where he is speaking, as throughout the first trio
of books of that work, somewhat in a philosopher’s tone of voice. There he
treats the creation of sensible things, sensibilia, as a “reminder” of “divine
realities.” He gives a rationale for God’s institution, according to the
biblical narrative, of sensibilia
sacrificia, “sacrifices in sensible form.” The sacrificial
cultus was urged on Israel, explains Thomas, so that man might
“represent” to himself his own complete dependence on the Creator
Lord. And the same rationale—representation, signification—is offered for the
existence of sacraments—God putting in place “certain hallowings through
things of sense” in acts of washing or anointing, eating or drinking. In
these symbolic actions, the God of creation and providence was, writes Thomas,
“signifying to mankind that it receives gifts in the intelligible order
from a source outside itself, and [more especially] from God whose own Name,
after all, is expressed by sensible words.”(24)

Elsewhere, in the Secunda Pars of
the Summa Theologiae, Thomas mounts a lengthy enquiry into the virtue
of religion whereby we act justly—that is, duly—towards God as the source and
goal of all existence. In its course, he raises and adjudicates a number of
issues that such provision of sensible media for the God-man relationship
suggests. The first of some nineteen “questions” (i.e., question 81)
proposes a general rationale for exteriority—for ritual cultus—in
divine worship. In its seventh article, Thomas takes as the signature tune for
his positive exposition of the issues the third verse of Psalm 83, which reads
in the Latin Psalter: “My heart and my flesh have rejoiced in the living
God.” Just as internal actions belong to the heart, explains Thomas, so
external actions belong to the flesh. And God, the Psalmist is saying, has to be
worshipped in both. The corpus of the article gives the pith of the
argument. Thomas writes:
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Because God possesses
perfect glory to which creatures can add nothing, we do not give honour and
reverence to God for his sake, but rather for our sake, because when we do so
our mind is subjected to him and in this our perfection consists… . The
human mind, however, needs to be led to God by means of the sensible world [conjugatur
Deo sensibilium manuductione], since “the hidden things of God are
manifested by those things that are made,” as St. Paul states. Hence, in
divine worship the use of corporeal things is necessary so that by using signs,
man’s mind may be aroused to the spiritual acts which join him to God.(25)





The Pauline reference is to the celebrated text in the Letter to the Romans so
important in the history of natural theology.(26)
But for our purposes we can notice especially how in Thomas’s account exterior
acts are subordinated to interior worship, which is the heart of the matter.

A little later in these questions,
Thomas’s discussion of vocal prayer confirms what has just been said. Common
prayer—he means prayer using the texts of the Liturgy—is necessarily vocal. As
he explains: 



Common prayer is
offered to God by ministers of the Church representing all the faithful. Such
prayer should be known to all the people for whom it is offered, which would be
impossible unless it were vocal.(27)





Indeed, the prayer of the individual person is appropriately vocal too. The use
of the voice excites interior devotion. Through external signs, which may be
either words or gestures, the mind is moved to apprehend and to desire—in fact,
to “increase holy desire,” desiderium sanctum, quoting St.
Augustine’s Letter to Proba on prayer (now to be found, divided into
sections, in the Office of Readings of the Roman Rite).(28)
In this passage, Thomas as it were underwrites in advance the concern of the
twentieth-century liturgical movement that all worshipers share by gesture or
voice—and not only by recollected silence—in the liturgical symbols. Yet he is
realistic when he goes on to admit that signs
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can also distract. In which case, when
devotion is already fervent, they should, in personal praying, be laid aside.

Two further considerations are
pertinent to vocal prayer. In justice, our body, and not just our soul, owes God
worship— Thomas cites the rather quaint Vulgate version of Hosea 14:3:
“Give unto God the heifers of your lips.” And, he adds, whether we
like it or not, we shall find that where there is intense love for
God—literally, “vehement affection” for him—there will be an
overflow from the soul to the body and this will naturally manifest itself in
outward ways. Here it is Psalm 15:9 that Thomas finds serviceable: “My
heart has been glad and my tongue rejoiced.” As David Berger puts it:
“The joy and jubilation of the soul endowed with grace by God cannot do
other than let the soul’s fulness flow over into the body.”(29)
Still, it seems fair to conclude from the questions on the virtue of religion
that Thomas’s emphasis on the “cardinal,” hinge-like, importance of
the worship of the body is always at the service of an even-more marked stress
on the worship of heart, mind, and soul—which is what his view of the
time-eternity relation might lead us to expect.



 



VI. The Liturgy before the Liturgy: The Case of Israel



The use of texts from the Hebrew Bible
to pinpoint a discussion of the principles of Christian prayer and
worship reminds us that Thomas devotes a great deal of attention to the
institution of worship among the people of Israel, under the Old Covenant. So
far we have been thinking chiefly of those presuppositions of the Liturgy in
revelation that concern the individual human being as worshipper. Now we must
begin to factor in their corporate counterparts: Israel, and Christ as Head and
Bridegroom of the Church, herself a corporate personality, his body and bride.
In tacit reference to the longest treatise on any topic at all in the Summa
Theologiae (that on the Old Law), 
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Thomas declares: “The ancient
Fathers [i.e., our spiritual ancestors in Israel], by observing the sacraments
of the Law, were brought towards Christ through the same faith and love by which
we are still brought towards him.”(30) In
his biblically oriented study of Thomas’s soteriology, Christ’s Fulfilment
of Torah and Temple, Matthew Levering comments on this passage: “The
sacraments of the Mosaic Law, while they do not cause grace,
nonetheless belong to the movement whereby men and women under the state of the
Old Law participated in the New Law.”(31)
As Levering explains, in the ceremonial precepts of the Law the people of Israel



found a figurative
outline of the manner by which the disorder that obstructed human beings from
receiving God’s grace would be healed. By participating in this figurative drama
(through the sacraments of the Old Law), they could be proleptically, and
implicitly, united to the future Messiah who, by perfectly fulfilling all
aspects of the Law, would make this grace available to all.(32)






And this is so even if, as Levering concludes,





the ultimate reward of
the New Law (beatific communion with God in heavenly glory) is received by the
souls of the holy men and women of the Old Testament only after Christ had undergone his passion.(33)





Thomas always takes a broad view but never to the point of anticipating the
tendency of twentieth-century so-called transcen-dental theology, which would
suppress what is distinctive in each epoch of salvation history, with all that
history implies for significant discontinuities as well as continuities in the
divine plan.

However, as Levering shows, while Aquinas does not seek to relativize the
great turning-points of salvation history in the name of the a priori structures
of the God-world relationship, his reading of Scripture is an example
of a theology of worship
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centered firmly on Jesus Christ. The precepts on which Israel founded her
worship have to be interpreted in the light of the message of the prophets, not
least the prophets of “He who Cometh,” the expected Mediator. Indeed,
for Thomas, the entire state or way of life of the Jewish people was meant to be
“prophetic and figurative” of the Incarnation.(34)
The Jews were elected precisely so that Christ might be born among them. For
Thomas, the life of the Word incarnate, lived out in obedience to the Torah,
came to its climax on the Cross, where Jesus’s self-sacrifice, perfect in its
love and freedom, fulfilled the laws regarding ritual sacrifice and purity that
Israel had received from the Lord, and fulfilled too the role of the Jerusalem
Temple as the locus of true—that is, nonidolatrous—worship.



 



VII. A Christocentric View of Worship



As these references to the rationale
of Israelite worship suggest, we cannot—for Aquinas—begin to write a theology
of the sacramental Liturgy until we recognize that human beings are not only
creatures but fallen creatures. As rational creatures made with a
natural desire for God, and destined by a further determination of the divine
loving kindness to share his life, we are on a course of return. But it is a
course of impeded return. In a circular movement, which in the Summa
contra Gentiles Thomas declares to be the most perfect of all movements,(35)
man first comes forth from God in creation—an initial movement that is
indissolubly linked to his elevation into a condition of grace. In both
respects, as a bearer of his own nature and a recipient of divine grace, the
human creature then strives to return to God as the One whom Thomas calls in the
Summa Theologiae “the goal of all our desires and actions” (finis
omnium desideriorum et actionum nostrarum).(36)
Sin impedes this return, to which man nonetheless still aspires with a desire
that is naturally ineradicable 




  
  

  


page 583

yet of itself ineffective.(37)
Effectively, the return is only made possible by the mystery of the Incarnation,
which reunites man to his divine source.(38)
When in the divine person of the Word human nature is assumed into union with
the divine nature this is for all of us the way home to the Father’s house. As
Thomas puts it in his commentary on St. John’s Gospel, Christ’s humanity is our
way of tending towards God.(39) Redemption from
sin can now take place in that very nature where sin was committed and, once
committed, ratified again and again. (There are implications here for the
organic character of the process of salvation, as well as for the way
it respects human dignity.)

Thomas uses the concept of
“instrumental causality” to speak of the task that thus awaited the
Lord’s humanity in its personal union with the Word. We are saved, for Thomas,
not by the eternal decrees which, as in John Calvin’s thought, so determined
matters that Christ’s human actions would divinely count as saving us.
Rather are we saved by the humanity of Christ which brings about the
effect that is man’s salvation instrumentaliter, that is, of its own
working, albeit through the power it receives from the principal agent in the
saving process, the triune God. Influenced in this by the Greek Fathers and
notably by St. Cyril of Alexandria, and after him St. John of Damascus,(40)
Thomas holds that the body-soul unity of Christ’s human nature, in its radical
engracement through the hypostatic union, is the very means of divine salvation
reaching us. Since the sixteenth century at least, the Thomist school has not
shrunk from employing the phrase “physical efficacy” in this
regard.(41) The basic idea was taken up by the
Fathers of the Second Vatican Council in the early paragraphs of their
Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy where they maintain, “[Christ’s]
humanity, in the union with the person of the Word,
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was the instrument of our
salvation.”(42) And the point, the pur-pose,
of this unique, indeed astonishing, ennoblement of human nature is the human
race’s return to God.

By his insistence that we are saved
through the instrumental causality of the humanity of the Word, Thomas is
committed to the view that salvation reaches us through the causal mediation of
visible signs—which are, therefore, far more than merely revela-tory
in character. Here, in the Tertia Pars, signs are not only
pedagogical—which has been the dominant message hitherto. More than this,
Thomas is now saying, they are effectively salvific. It was by assuming human
nature for the work of our sal-vation that the Logos “placed himself in the
order of signs.”(43) As the primordial
sacrament of salvation, the Incarnation will be the basis for the sacramental
Liturgy. Situating the two together, the one principally and the other
derivatively, allows the sacramental signs to show themselves as images and
mediations of the original “sacrament” of Incarnation itself.(44)
As the Summa contra Gentiles has it, the sacraments are “as it
were visible instruments of the incarnate God who suffered” (quaedam
instrumenti Dei incarnati passi).(45)

It is a feature of Thomas’s
sacramentology that it can maintain simultaneously two positions often treated
as alternatives. First, the sacraments are signs, and so belong happily to the
normal world of human agency, to the life of human culture in its natural
setting in the cosmic environment. But second, they are genuine causes of the
salvific effects they signify, which is only explicable 
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if they also belong with action that
is divine.(46) The sacraments are not merely
declarative signs, they are efficacious ones, efficacious in communicating the
fruits of our redemption.(47) 



 



VIII. The Priesthood of Christ As Foundation of the
Liturgy



By far the most important
Christological theme Thomas invokes in this connection from the New Testament
and the Fathers is the priesthood of Christ. The office of a
priest—and on this point social anthropology and traditional theology are at
one—is to serve as a mediator between God and human beings, conveying men’s
prayer and penance to God and God’s gifts to men. Thomas completely approves of
the decision of the author of the Letter to the Hebrews to describe Jesus Christ
and his work in priestly terms. As he remarks pithily in the Tertia Pars:
“Through [Christ] divine gifts are bestowed on human beings, and he himself
reconciled the human race to God. Thus priesthood is maximally fitting to
Christ.”(48)

In his commentary on the Letter to the
Hebrews, Thomas sets out at some length the priestly office of Christ, the
divine Word 
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who assumed the wounded human
condition to the extent of the humiliation of the Cross, thereby becoming
“Lord”—that is, meriting to be exalted to the glory of heaven and
installed in his humanity as our merciful judge and faithful advocate with the
Father.(49) It is in this context of
New-Testament-inspired reflection that Thomas is moving when in the Summa
Theologiae he calls Christ the “primal agent” in the genus of
priesthood. Just as the sun is not illumined but illuminates, and fire is not
warmed but warms, so Christ is the “fount,” fons, of all
priesthood worth the name.(50) Likewise, his
supreme priestly act—the sacrifice he consummated in his passion and death—has
an everlasting power that invigorates all the sacrifices dependent on it while
receiving nothing from them. In other words, the sacrifice of our great high
priest is the source of whatever is valid for salvation in the sacrificial
worship of the Church. In a Thomist perspective, the entire Liturgy of the
Church thus shares in the “liturgy” of Jesus’s life—the worship he
gave the Father through the visible signs which were the “mysteries,”
the chief events, of that life—and the Church’s worship is effective only by
their power.(51)

All the mysteries of Christ’s life can
be included here because the Savior’s self-oblation on the tree, the
“baptism” (in blood, not water) of which he said he was
“straitened” until it was “accomplished” (Luke 12:50), made
of his whole life the priestly service of God. All his significant actions and
sufferings can be considered as ordered to the offering on the Cross, the
offering that will transmit for all time the salvation there merited.(52)
Though situated in the past, these actions and sufferings of the incarnate Word,
with the Cross as their center, have present efficacy. The Liturgy draws
attention to this in explicit fashion since its prayers and sacrifices are
pleaded on the basis of the 
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unique merits his human career and
destiny gained him: the goods we seek from God are sought, as the terse Roman
formula has it, “through Christ our Lord.” Thomas writes
epigrammatically: “the whole cult of the Christian religion is derived from
the priesthood of Christ” (totus ritus christianae religionis derivatur
a sacerdotio Christi),(53) a statement that
must be interpreted in the light of its fellow in the immediately previous
question of the Summa Theologiae: “Through his Passion he
inaugurated the rites of the Christian religion by ‘offering himself as an
oblation and sacrifice to God.’”(54)

Christ’s priesthood means utter
ecclesial fruitfulness in the sacramental Liturgy. Thomas never—or, if ever,
then (in the words of W. S. Gilbert in H. M. S. Pinafore) hardly
ever—speaks of the sacrifice of Christ without simultaneously thinking of its
actualization in the sacraments and especially the Holy Eucharist.(55)
Dom Vagaggini, fulfilling his brief as a Thomist Benedictine, wrote:



Christian worship is
the worship of God instituted by Christ in his mortal life, chiefly on Golgotha,
as Redeemer and Head of the redeemed humanity which was to be formed into his
Church, his body and his spouse, the expression of himself and the continuation
of his work in the world until his glorious return. It is, therefore, the
worship of God in Christ and through Christ: begun by Christ, continued
invisibly by him in us, through us and for our benefit, that is, in his Church,
by means of his Church and for the benefit of his Church, who simply takes part
and associates herself in his worship. The proper excellence of the divine life
on which Christian worship is formally based is, therefore, the divine life
manifested in Christ.(56) 



It was said more succinctly by Pius XII, “The Liturgy is nothing more
nor less than the exercise of the priestly function of Jesus Christ,” words
which achieved a resonance in both the Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy of the
Second Vatican Council
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and, thirty years later, the present Catechism of the Catholic Church.(57)



 



IX. Liturgy and Sacraments





Even in those aspects of the Liturgy that house or contextualize the seven
sacraments—the ceremonies, sacramentals and official prayers—the blessings the
Liturgy requests flow out, writes Vagaggini, not only





according to the
private moral dignity of those individuals who carry out or are the recipients
of those rites and prayers, but also according to the moral dignity of the
Church as a spouse intimately united
to Christ her Bridegroom, as a body intimately united
to Christ its Head.(58)





The all-important role of Christ as principal liturgist shows itself especially,
however, in the celebration of the sacraments, where the level of objectivity of
what is taking place is raised to a higher pitch, the interval being signalled
by the difference between two Latin tags. Not merely is there spiritual good
here ex opere operantis Ecclesiae, by the Church’s confident
supplication as the Lord’s bride and his body. Rather, what we have before us in
the sacraments is bestowed ex opere operato, by the very deed of
Christ. In the Thomistic theology of the sacraments, no sacrament bears grace
except inasmuch as it is related to the passion of Christ, the all-perfect
satisfying, reconciling deed of God for our salvation in the humanity of the
Son. In every sacrament what is signified is the sacrifice of Christ in his
passion and its fruits in grace and glory. A German interpreter of the mission
of the Dominican Order and its classical theology, writing during the
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First World War, found in the sacraments life through loving death:



seven streams [that]
flow forth from Christ’s Cross, to carry from there to the end of the ages the
salvation that springs out of the heart of the God-man [das dem Herzen des
Gottmenschen entquellende Heil].(59)





In Thomas’s Summa Theologiae, indeed, the treatise on the sacraments
follows immediately the treatise on Christology—an appropriate linkage, as
Aquinas himself explains, because the sacraments of the Church “derive
their efficacy from the Word incarnate.”(60)
This is at its most evident in the way Christ’s act of petition and praise on
Calvary finds subsequent sacramental expression in the Eucharistic sacrifice,
which for Thomas is the undoubted center of the liturgical cosmos.(61)
That explains how the Thomist school came to rally so wholeheartedly to the
Coun-cil of Trent whose fathers taught (in the council’s twenty-second session)
that the sacrifice of the Cross and the sacrifice of the Mass are substantially
identical, differing only by the outer form of the one oblation. That is also
why, as Thomism understands it, the Mass can be offered by its ministerial
celebrant, and co-offered through and with the priest by the people, only in
virtue of sacramental character. That “character” is for Thomas
participation—in various grades conferred by baptism and confirmation for the
lay faithful, by orders for presbyters and bishops—in the priesthood of Christ,
the Head of the Church.

As David Berger has rightly
emphasized, in the present state of excessive subjectivism in the Liturgy,
Thomas’s account of the Church’s worship as truly the act of our eternal high
priest is of the highest importance. The Liturgy, as the service-books of the
Catholic Church understand it, is only conceivable “from above.” Once
treated as essentially established “from below” it becomes
“anthropocentric idolatry.” No doubt Berger’s rallying to the Old 
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Roman Liturgy makes him, in the eyes
of some, a suspect guide. But we can note that no different message is given by
Michael Kunzler, author of what is widely regarded as the best contemporary
manual of liturgiology from the mainstream of the German-speaking Church. As
Kunzler writes:



A share in the
fullness of divine life for the mortal creature is conceivable only as God’s
gift. If the Church’s Liturgy claims to be powerful for the salvation of men,
then this can only be so under the aspect of the divine catabasis—God’s
descent, “he came down from heaven.” What happened once for all in the
Incarnation and redemptive work of Christ, comes to pass daily in the liturgical
actions of the Church. In them there takes place God’s catabasis in
which the triune God assumes the initiative and acts for the salvation of men.(62)



The Liturgy as saving action is “catabatic”: coming down from God
to human beings. What by contrast is “anabatic”—going up to
God—about the Liturgy is the glorification of God by men. But notice that,
while the catabatic aspect of the Liturgy must come first, it is to such
anabatic glorification that the sanctifying divine action is ultimately
directed. The example of our great high priest tells us so. Christ’s entire life
and passion was directed chiefly to the glorification of the Father: even the
salvation of the human race was subordinated to this goal. So also in the
Liturgy the soteriological intent of the rite, aiming as it does at our
sanctification, is itself subordinated to its doxological purpose. This may seem
an unnecessary exaltation of God at the expense of man, shades of a Feuerbachian
nightmare. But we see that things cannot be otherwise, once we realize that our
sanctification is nothing other than our incorporation into the glorification of
God through Jesus Christ our Lord. As Vagaggini, again, puts it:



The sanctification of
man is ordered to the adoration, the glory given to God in Christian worship,
and not vice versa. The two inseparable ends of the Liturgy, sanctification and
worship, are not parallel or independent aims, but one is subordinated to the
other: sanctification looks to worship.(63)
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The implication is plain: our sanctification only takes hold of us to the
extent that we allow ourselves to be carried up into the doxological movement of
Christ’s own existence, living as he did for what the Letter to the Ephesians
calls “the praise of [God’s] glory” (Eph 1:14b). This will be our
beatitude, our eternal happiness.

The early twentieth-century Carmelite Elizabeth of Dijon took just that
formula of Ephesians—“to the praise of his glory”—as the motto of
her doctrine, a fact which suggests the importance of her mystical theology now.
The timeliness of Elizabeth’s “spiritual mission” to the contemporary
Church, in reminding it of the primacy of doxology, was noted in a book-length
study by the Swiss dogmatician Hans Urs von Balthasar.(64)
He wrote that monograph in 1952, just at the moment when the Western Catholic
study of the Liturgy was starting to take, in the name of pastoral welfare, its
reformist—and all too often either didactic or indeed frankly
anthropocentric—turn.(65)

Today a revival not only of the sense
of objectivity of the sacramental Liturgy in its divinely given salvific aspect
but also of the primacy of doxology in the grace-influenced human intention of
worship is a major desideratum for our Church.(66)
The doxology in question is best regarded as what one American student of
Balthasar’s thought has called “mutual doxology.”(67)
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For at the end of the ages we who
glorify the Father in the Holy Spirit through the Father’s Son Jesus Christ will
also be glorified by them. As Thomas puts it in perhaps the most pregnant and
poignant text of his treatise on the sacred signs:



A sacrament is a sign
that commemorates what precedes it—Christ’s Passion; demonstrates what is
accomplished in us through Christ’s Passion—grace; and prefigures what the
Passion pledges to us—future glory.(68) 



Like the twentieth-century Anglo-Welsh poet David Jones, Thomas saw the
Mass-Liturgy as pointing more ramifyingly than any other rite of the Church to
humanity’s past, present, and future as well as to all the mysteries of the life
of Christ. For this a certain complexity in both text and gesture seems a
necessity. As Thomas wrote: since in the Eucharist “there is comprised the
whole mystery of our salvation, it is performed with greater solemnity than are
the other sacraments.”(69)

Conclusion



Mark Jordan, who likes to think of
Thomas’s Summa Theologiae as what he terms an “ideal
curriculum” for theological wisdom, remarks of it: 



The Summa is
read whole when it is taught—taught to a community of beginners in the pursuit
of an integral theology… . The Summa is read whole when it is
enacted as a single theological teaching, with morals at its centre and the
Passion of Christ as its driving force, before a community committed to
sanctification through mission, with the consolations of sacraments and
liturgy, in the illumination of contemplative prayer.(70)





The Summa Theologiae is not the whole of St. Thomas’s theology, as the
contemporary rediscovery of his biblical exegesis is proving. Yet the word
“consolations” for “sacraments and liturgy” may
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stand so long as it is taken in its strongest sense, indebted as this is to
the prophetic scrolls in the Book of Isaiah. Conscious of that prophetic
background, “looking for the consolation of Israel” was the best
formula St. Luke could find for those people in the near vicinity of Jesus who
had kept alive the Jewish hope of divine visitation.(71)
“Blessed be the Lord, the God of Israel; he has visited his people and
redeemed them.”(72) These words of the
Canticle of Zachary—words of mutual glorification and robust objectivity— are
a good indicator for how, in the spirit of St. Thomas, to share the
“sacramental Liturgy” of the Church.
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AROUND THE YEAR 1270, Thomas Aquinas began composing the Tertia Pars
of his Summa Theologiae, which treats of Christ the Savior. Here, after
an opening question on the “fittingness of the Incarnation,” he delves
into a detailed consideration of the mode of the union of humanity and divinity
in the Incarnate Word. In the sixth article of his second question, which
inquires “whether the human nature was united to the Word of God
accidentally,” he reviews the ancient Christological heresies of
Eutychianism and Nestorianism before explaining that “some more recent
masters, thinking to avoid these heresies, through ignorance fell into
them.”(1)

Summarizing the first position set
forth in book 3 of Peter Lombard’s Sentences (which modern scholars
know as the homo assumptus theory), Thomas continues: “For some of
them conceded one person of Christ, but proposed two hypostases or two supposita,
saying that a certain man, composed of soul and body, was from the beginning of
his conception assumed by the 
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Word of God.”(2)
After briefly explaining the Lombard’s second and third opinions (now known as
the subsistence theory and the habitus theory, respectively), Thomas
concludes: “Therefore, it is clear that the second of the three opinions
that the Master proposes, which affirms one hypostasis of God and man, should
not be called an opinion, but an article of Catholic faith. Similarly, the first
opinion which proposes two hypostases, and the third which proposes an
accidental union, should not be called opinions, but heresies condemned by the
Church in Councils.”(3)

What is perhaps most striking here to
the student of the twelfth-century theology on which Thomas is drawing is the
way in which the thirteenth-century Dominican master, writing a little more than
half a century after the Fourth Lateran Council, imposes the categories of
orthodoxy and heresy on an earlier Christological presentation from which such
distinctions were markedly absent. Indeed, scholars of the Sentences
consistently note the Lombard’s refusal to make a final determination among his
three positions. Philipp Rosemann, for example, affirms, “From a reading of
the Sentences themselves, it is not possible to determine with
certainty which of the theories Peter preferred.”(4)
Similarly, Marcia Colish observes that even on this central doctrine of
Christianity, “Peter really does think that the three opinions he outlines
can truly be maintained within the orthodox consensus.”(5)
Such a holding together of differing positions or explanations within the bounds
of acceptable belief, summarized 
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in the phrase diversi sed non
adversi, was characteristic of twelfth-century theological thought.(6)

Peter Lombard describes what has come
to be dubbed the homo assumptus theory in this way:



Some people say that
in the very Incarnation of the Word, a certain man was constituted from a
rational soul and human flesh, from which two every true man is constituted. And
that man began to be God—not, however, the nature of God, but rather the person
of the Word—and God began to be that man. Indeed, they concede that that man
was assumed by the Word and united to the Word, and nevertheless was the Word… . Not, however, by the movement of one nature into another, but with the
quality of both natures being preserved, it happened that God was that substance
and that substance was God. Hence, truly it is said that God became man and man
became God, and the Son of God became the son of man and vice-versa. And
although they say that that man subsists from a rational soul and human flesh,
they do not, however, confess that he is composed of two natures, divine and
human; nor that the parts of that one are two natures, but only soul and flesh.(7)



Although Peter (in good, politically correct medieval fashion) does not
reveal which of his contemporaries might be among the “some people”
who hold this Christological position, Hugh and Achard of St. Victor are usually
among the first names that modern scholars associate with it. This is
conspicuously evidenced by the footnote to Peter’s “alii” in Ignatius
Brady’s critical edition,
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which points the reader directly to Hugh’s De sacramentis (lib. 2,
p. 1, cc. 9 and 11). Almost immediately after the publication of Brady’s
edition, Lauge Olaf Nielsen, in his monograph on twelfth-century theologies of
the Incarnation, averred: “There can be little doubt that the source of the
first theory in the Lombard’s survey was Hugh of St. Victor’s Christology.”(8)
About two decades prior to Nielsen’s study, Walter Principe listed both Hugh and
Achard of St. Victor as proponents of the Lombard’s first position, which he
described thusly: “[T]his theory’s starting-point was that that which was assumed
into this personal identity with the Word was an individual human substance, a
‘certain’ individual man fully constituted as a man from a rational
soul and human flesh: hence the frequently-used expression homo assumptus
or ‘assumed man.’”(9) Principe drew on the
seminal work of Nikolaus Haring, who affirmed that “the first theory …
apparently originated in the mind of Hugh of St. Victor.”(10)
Similarly, Everhard Poppenberg, in his Die Christologie des Hugo von Sankt
Victor, maintained that Hugh “confessed to having a mindset close to
[the homo assumptus theory],” though Poppenberg failed to
point his reader to any textual evidence suggesting such a confession,
pedagogical intention, or self-understanding on the Victorine’s part.(11)

The question of the relationship
between the Victorines’ Christology and Peter Lombard’s first opinion—as the
latter was understood at the time the Sentences were written, in the
thirteenth century, and in modernity—thus comes into sharp relief. The problem
is muddied, of course, by several layers of anachronism. Poppenberg himself
notes that Hugh composed his 
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De sacramentis,
the primary locus of his Christology, “a good decade before [ein gutes
Jahrzehnt vor]” (now we believe a full two decades before) the Lombard
wrote the Sentences, and wonders whether the three positions that Peter
sets forth were so clearly determined at the time of Hugh’s writing.(12)
Furthermore, the common designations for the three theories (homo assumptus,
subsistence, and habitus), which surely influence how a modern reader
approaches the texts of those thinkers to whom the theories have been
attributed, were first given by P. B. Barth in 1919.(13)

On the other hand, the astute
chronographer of twelfth-century theology may maintain that the Lombard composed
his Sentences (and therefore his three opinions) in the mid-to-late
1150s, immediately subsequent to Achard’s sermons which contain the essential
elements of Victorine Christology. According to this line of thought, advanced
by Jean Châtillon nearly four decades ago, Achard was one of the masters whose
teaching directly inspired the Lombard’s first opinion.(14)
Châtillon affirms: “A quick examination of the Christological vocabulary
of the sermons confirms this general judgment. Achard is indeed oen of those
theologians who speaks more readily about the mystery of the God-man in terms of
‘assumption’ rather than ‘incarnation.’”(15)
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The precise wording of Châtillon’s
affirmation is significant in light of the purpose of the present article. As we
shall see, a quick examination of the Christological vocabulary of Achard’s
sermons as well as of Hugh’s systematic consideration in De sacramentis
reveals that both Victorine masters consistently employ the phrase homo
assumptus. But what precisely did they mean and intend by it? Did Hugh and
Achard hold and teach the Lombard’s first opinion, as generations of scholars
have assumed? If so, was it—as Thomas Aquinas suggests—less than an opinion?
Was it perhaps more? This study aims to re-evaluate the received scholarly view
of the relationship between the Victorines and the homo assumptus
theory by carefully considering Hugh’s and Achard’s understanding—on their own
terms and in their own terms—of the nature of the union of divinity and
humanity in the Incarnation, as set forth in book 2, part 1 of De
sacramentis christianae fidei and in several of Achard’s sermons.
I will argue that whereas their teaching shares certain points of contact with
the Lombard’s first opinion properly understood, the Christology of Hugh and
Achard aligns to a greater extent with the second position set forth in the Sentences.
In fact, the fluidity and complementarity of the three positions as the Lombard
describes them is surely a function of the twelfth-century theological context
generally and seem to mirror Victorine Christological thought more particularly.



 



I. Hugh on the Mode of the Union



Hugh begins his consideration of the
Incarnation by high-lighting, in the prologue to the second book of De
sacramentis, its soteriological necessity or fittingness. The reader of
sacred Scripture should not be surprised, Hugh maintains, to find mundane
realities treated in the midst of the lofty mysteries of faith. After all, God
himself, who authored Scripture and revealed himself therein, “deigned to
be humbled, descending to human things in order that afterward he might raise
man up to divine 
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things.”(16)
In the background here is Augustine’s understanding, as he had learned it from
the preaching of Ambrose, that the divine Incarnation is intended to teach the
educated reader who scoffs at the unworthiness of the scriptural text humbly to
descend from his pride in order that he might finally be exalted.(17)
Divine humility is the salvific antidote for human pride. That Hugh opens his
treatment of the Incarnation in this Augustinian way presages his emphasis on
the humanity of Christ and its soteriological significance. This is clearly seen
in his explanation of why it was fitting that the Son rather than the Father or
the Holy Spirit was sent in the flesh: 



The Son of God was
made Son of Man in order that he might make the sons of men sons of God… .
Therefore, lest the incommunicable name be divided, the Son alone assumed flesh
in order that one and the same might be both Son of God and Son of Man: Son of
God [by virtue of having been] begotten from the Father according to divinity;
Son of Man [by virtue of having been] born from a mother according to humanity.(18)




While the language here sounds quite similar to that of Peter Lombard’s first
opinion, Hugh’s use of such words as humana, humanitas, and
even homo intimates a concern with an assumed nature rather
than an assumed person. Confirmation of this is found when, over
against Apollinarianism—the ancient heresy that interpreted John 1:14,
“the Word became flesh,” to mean that the Word had assumed a human
body but not a human mind or soul—Hugh affirms: “But the Catholic faith
holds that God assumed all that was man’s except fault, because he could not
have been true man unless he had assumed all that pertained to
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the truth of human nature.”(19) As we
will soon see, Hugh generally understands the word homo as a kind of
shorthand for “all that was man’s,” which itself is an abbreviated way
of speaking about “all that pertained to the truth of human nature.”

In a wonderful reflection on the
scriptural and creedal affirmation, “He was conceived of the Holy
Spirit,” Hugh explains that Christ took all that pertained to the truth of
human nature from his human mother alone. What, then, does it mean to say,
“He was conceived of the Holy Spirit”? The answer, Hugh believes, is
to be found by considering the customary mode of human conception. Neither the
nature of the woman alone nor the nature of the man alone is sufficient, of
course, in producing a new human fetus. The man comes to the aid of woman
through love so that what was impossible in either by herself or himself becomes
possible in the woman “through herself” (per se). In Hugh’s
view of human reproduction, the seed of the human offspring is formed by the
woman alone, although it is sown or planted by the couple together.(20)
Similarly, he explains that Jesus was conceived of the Holy Spirit not because
Mary received the seed from the substance of the third Trinitarian person, but
rather because “through the love and operation of the Holy Spirit [human]
nature supplied the substance for the divine offspring from the flesh of the
virgin.”(21) The upshot of this exegesis,
which is a prelude to Hugh’s detailed consideration of the union of Verbum
and homo, is that Christ derives full humanity exclusively from the
fully human nature of his mother.
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Although Hugh uses the language of homo
assumptus throughout his consideration of the mode of the incarnational
union, he makes clear at the outset what he intends by homo:



But he [i.e., the
Word] assumed flesh and soul, that is man, nature not person [id est hominem,
naturam non personam]. For he did not assume man, a person, but rather he
assumed man into person [Neque enim assumpsit hominem personam; sed
assumpsit hominem in personam]. Therefore, then, he assumed man [hominem
assumpsit] because he assumed human flesh and a human soul [carnem
humanam et animam humanam assumpsit].(22)



Here again we see that homo does not mean, for Hugh, a human person
somehow constituted of body and soul prior to or at the very moment of
conception. Indeed, the assumption of “man” did not suddenly make the
divine Trinity a Quaternity; rather, the “assumed man” (homo
assumptus) was assumed into the second Trinitarian person.
Throughout his treatment of the union, Hugh is careful to avoid the pitfall of a
Nestorian, two-person Christology. That it can be rightly affirmed that, in the
Incarnation, “God is man” and “man is God” means—perhaps
counterintuitively—that the one assuming and the one assumed are one and the
same person.(23) Hugh explains: 



God is man on account
of the humanity which he took up and has [propter humanitatem quam suscepit,
et habet]; and man is God on account of the divinity [propter
divinitatem]. This is said not of two but of one, because God and man are
not two, but one [non duo sed unus], [namely] Jesus Christ.(24)



Hugh here explicitly does not teach what Walter Principe identifies
as the crux of the homo assumptus theory, namely, that the Word assumed
an individual human substance that was fully
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constituted as a man from soul and flesh.(25)
For Hugh, the Word took humanity (humanitas, that is, human flesh and a
human soul) up into his very person and thereby became man (homo); the
Word did not assume an already-constituted human person to himself. The
Victorine master makes this clear in chapter 9 of this part of De
sacramentis (whose title is De unione verbi, animae, et carnis)
when he explains that the second Trinitarian person assumed a human soul and
flesh simultaneously:



Therefore, to be
sure, he did not assume a person because that flesh and that soul, before they
were united to the Word into person, had not been united in a person. There was
one union, and that one was a union of the Word and flesh and soul. Not the Word
first and the flesh, nor the Word first and the soul, nor the soul and flesh
first, but at the same time the Word and soul and flesh.(26)





It must be observed, if only in passing, that Peter Lombard describes the
proponents of his second Christological position as teaching that Jesus Christ,
subsisting in two natures, consists of the three substances of divinity, flesh,
and soul.(27) For Hugh, neither a union of human
soul and flesh prior to the assumption nor the simultaneous union of Word and
soul and flesh created a human person who was the subject of the Incarnation.
Rather, the
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eternal Word is the sole persona
or individual subject of this sacred mystery:



But, indeed, the Word
was a person before this union [of Word and soul and flesh], because it was the
Son who was the person just as the Father was a person and the Holy Spirit was a
person. And the person was eternal just as the Word was eternal and the Son was
eternal. And the Word did not begin to be a person when he began to be man [Nec
coepit esse persona Verbum, quando homo esse coepit]; rather, he assumed
man so that man might begin to be a person [sed assumpsit hominem, ut homo
persona esse inciperet], but not another person than that one who took him
to himself. And so the Word, a person, took to himself man, not person but
nature [Verbum persona accepit hominem, non personam, sed naturam] in
order that he who took up and that which he took up would be one person in the
Trinity [ut qui suscepit et quod suscepit una esset in Trinitate persona].(28)






In the final phrase, Hugh’s use of the neuter form of the relative pronoun (quod
suscepit: that which he took up) rather than the masculine form (quem
suscepit: whom he took up) again suggests that he intends by homo
assumptus to connote what is constitutive of human nature or humanity (that
is, a thing) rather than a fully constituted human person. When he writes that
the Word assumpsit hominem, ut homo persona esse inciperet, however, he
is not affirming that the human nature was somehow transformed into a person.
Rather, as the following sentence makes clear, he is simply teaching that, at
the moment of assumption, the constituent parts of the human nature came to
belong to the person of the assuming Word. Indeed, that the Word assumed
humanity is evident when Hugh writes: “God is man, who just as in His
divinity from eternity had perfect goodness, indeed he himself was perfect
goodness, so in his humanity from first conception [in humanitate sua a
prima 
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conceptione] he received full and perfect goodness.”(29)
Deus is homo by virtue of the humanitas that he
assumed at the initial moment of conception. So, humanity having been assumed, Deus
and homo are one.

But if Deus assumens and homo
assumptus are one, how precisely did the union occur? Does Hugh speak of
this union in more precise theological terms? After a brief nod to the
“truly ineffable” (vere ineffabilis) nature of the
Christological union, he proceeds in his attempt to make some headway against
the inability of human language finally to capture such a profound sacramentum.
What, he inquires, does the predicate homo signify? If we seek the
significatory quid of homo (i.e., the what to which
the word points), the answer, according to Hugh, is natura. If, by
contrast, we seek the quem or whom that homo
signifies, it is persona. Whereas the quiddity that homo
connotes is different from that signified by Deus (viz., humanity and
divinity, respectively), the two predicates share a common quem or qui
(viz., the second Trinitarian person).(30) So,
in the Incarnation, there are two ‘what’s united in a single ‘who’. This means,
on the one hand, that the two ‘what’s can and should be distinguished by
different signs, and, on the other hand, that the one ‘who’ can be spoken of
differently according to the particular ‘what’ that the theologian aims to
reference. For Hugh, the predicates homo and Deus
simultaneously serve both functions.

Hugh provides a convenient summary of
his own use of theological terminology toward the end of chapter 9:



When I say
“man,” I signify human nature [naturam significo humanam],
that is, soul and flesh. When I say “God,” I signify divine nature [naturam
significo divinam], that is, the divinity of the Word. Similarly, when I
say “man,” I signify person according to soul and flesh [personam
significo ex anima et carne].
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Likewise, when I say
“God,” I signify person with regard to divinity [personam in
divinitate]. “Man” indicates no more in nature than soul and
flesh, and no more in person than according to soul and flesh. And neither does
“God” indicate more in nature than divinity, nor more in person than
with regard to divinity. And nevertheless in Christ, person according to soul
and flesh, and person with regard to divinity are not two persons, but is one
person.(31)



This twofold understanding of homo and Deus enables Hugh to
provide an answer to the vexing question of how one can say that in the
Incarnation homo Deus est, “man is God.” He explains:
“Because humanity was united to divinity personally [per-sonaliter].
The nature of God is divinity, the nature of man is humanity; and, indeed,
divinity is not humanity, nevertheless God is man: different natures, one
person.”(32)

What is striking to one who brings
even a vague familiarity with the ancient Christological controversies and the
conciliar formulations that intended to settle them to the reading of Hugh’s
Christology is its thoroughgoing orthodoxy, in content if not in language. I
have tried to suggest how Hugh’s language of homo assumptus and Deus
assumens serves as a sort of shorthand for the traditional doctrine of the
hypostatic union worked out by Cyril of Alexandria and Leo the Great over
against the positions of Nestorius and Eutyches, and summed up in the
Chalcedonian formula “one person, two natures.”(33)
While neither Hugh nor Achard seems to have known the Council of Chalcedon
directly 
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or perfectly, textual and historical
evidence suggests that they— like other notable twelfth-century theologians,
including Anselm of Laon and Abelard—had a basic knowledge of its
Christological definition.(34)



 



II. Achard on the Mode of the Union





Achard’s understanding of the mode of the Christological union cannot be found
in a summa of theology
like Hugh’s De sacramentis;
rather, it lies scattered throughout a number of sermons that he delivered to
the community of St. Victor on significant feast days, likely during the early
1150s.(35)
His most sustained and detailed treatments of the Incarnation appear in Sermon 1
(on the Nativity of the Lord) and Sermon 4 (on the Lord’s Resurrection), both of
which I will consider below. He provides briefer, scattershot considerations of
the ontological status of the God-man in several other homilies whose central
focus is not the Incarnation, such as Sermon 5 (on Palm Sunday) and Sermon 15
(on Quadragesima). The reader who approaches these sermons hoping to nail down
Achard’s doctrine of the mode of the union in Christ faces a challenging task
indeed. Nevertheless, these sermons, to which I first turn, provide some
significant data concerning the Victorine abbot’s general approach to the
Incarnation and his use of Christological vocabulary.

In Sermon 5, Achard offers a
reflection on the gospel account of Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem,
paying particular attention to the exact wording of Matthew’s narrative. He
hones in on “the Mount of Olives,” where Jesus commands his disciples
to go into the village and procure for his imminent soteriological purpose a
donkey and a colt (Matt 21:1-2). Achard finds in this passage the fulfillment of
Isaiah 2:2, “In the last days, the mountain of the house of the Lord will
be prepared on the 
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summit of the mountains.” Jesus
is the mountain and his prep-aration is his “having been predestined to be
the Son of God in power, namely, of the same quality and quantity of power,
wisdom, and goodness as the Word himself, to whom he is united personally.”(36)
Achard’s language here appears to pigeonhole him as a proponent of a kind of
Nestorianism or adoptionism according to which Jesus, “the mountain,”
somehow comes to share in the power and authority of the divine Word or Son by
the eternal will of the Father. At least in this brief quotation, which
represents the extent of Achard’s reflections on the Incarnation in this sermon,
Jesus appears to be a purely human person who begins to participate in the Word
by some sort of union at a certain moment in time. This view is perhaps only
confirmed when the Victorine preacher, in the very next line, says, “For
the assumed man [homo assumptus] has no less by grace than the assuming
Word [Verbum assumens] has by nature.”(37)
Although Achard, like Hugh before him, does aver that homo assumptus
and Verbum assumens are united “personally” (personaliter),
here he fails to give further explanation of this crucial adverb. Fortunately,
however, he does provide some clarification on the precise mode of the union in
Sermon 15 (on Quadragesima).

The scriptural text on which Sermon 15
is based is a single, brief verse from the Gospel of Matthew: “Jesus was
led into the desert by the Spirit” (Ductus est Jesus in desertum a
Spiritu [Matt 4:1]). At the outset, Achard, as if aiming to elucidate what
remained unclear in Sermon 5, unequivocally identifies Jesus with the eternal
Son of God: “Obviously this Jesus, who was led into the desert, is the Word
of God on high—that Word, ineffable to us, but not to that one whose Word he
is; that Word, great and 
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profound, which was in the
beginning with God and himself was God [Jn. 1:1].”(38)
Jesus was led into the desert, Achard explains, when God came to man (cum
Deus venit ad hominem), who had deserted God by virtue of his sin and
consequently had, in turn, been justly deserted by God.(39)
In order to demonstrate his great mercy and love, God came to man (ad
hominem accessit) in the most profound way imaginable. Achard explains: 



For what greater
approach of God to man could have occurred than that God, bursting open the
heavens of man and descending wholly to man, was seen on earth by man and
lived with man [Bar. 3:38]? For the sake of man, God himself was even found
in the condition of a man [Phil. 2:7]; indeed, he was truly a man.(40)






In spite of his prior identification of Jesus with the divine Word, Achard’s
language here (namely, that of Deus and homo) and his partial
quotation of Philippians 2:7 are certainly more suggestive of the Lombard’s
first and third opinions, respectively, than of the subsistence theory. Two
observations must be made, however. First, Achard’s aim here is to explain the
gracious soteriological purpose of the Incarnation in language that is both
scriptural and rhetorically powerful, not to render the exact mode of the union
mentally comprehensible by means of perfect verbal precision. Indeed, later in
this very sermon, he emphasizes the absolute impenetrability of the Incarnation
by the rational mind when he asks rhetorically: “What intellect can grasp,
even feebly, his way by which he [i.e., the Son] became a way for us, namely,
how he came from the bosom of the Father into the bosom of the
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mother?”(41) Second, here and throughout
Sermon 15 Achard uses the word homo not to designate a single human
person who was assumed by the eternal Word, but rather to reference all of
humankind or humanity in general.

These themes of the utter
inscrutability—and, by extension, indescribability—of the Incarnation and homo
as a kind of shorthand for humanity conspicuously converge toward the end of
Sermon 15, where Achard sets forth ten mysteries that are to be believed rather
than discussed, enumerated rather than examined, proposed rather than explained.(42)
The most profound of these mysteries, of which the human mind cannot even
conceive, is represented for Achard by the fourth way that Solomon (the wisest
of humans) confesses to be veiled for him, namely, “the way of a man in his
youth” (Prov 30:18-19).(43) Invoking the
words of Jeremiah 31:22, “The Lord will do something new on the
earth,” Achard explains: 



His youth pertains to
this newness; this is his humanity [humanitas]. For the man [homo]
himself is recent, but God is not recent; recently in humanity [nuper in
humanitate], but for a long time in divinity; for a long time not in time,
but in eternity; not from the beginning, but in the beginning, and even before
the beginning inasmuch as he is the beginning of the beginning of the universe.(44)





The language with which Achard here proposes the mystery of the God-man is both
striking and revealing. The God who has existed eternally in divinitate
has done a new thing in coming to be nuper in humanitate. The homo
of whom the Victorine preacher speaks, in spite of the very word itself, is none
other—that is, no other person—than God “in humanity.”
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Similarly, elsewhere in Sermon 15 Achard describes Jesus Christ as follows:
“via est ad Patrem, mediator Dei et hominum [1 Tim. 2:5], hominem
suscipiens, et per se Deum et hominem Deum.”(45)
Although hominem suscipiens may be most accurately rendered
“taking up man,” particularly in light of the preceding scriptural
quotation, Achard intends to signify by this phrase the assumed humanity. It is
by virtue of his assumption of human nature, Achard appears to teach, that the
Word who is God per se came to exist as “the man-God.” He subsequently
provides further explanation: “[I]pse Deus, quamvis in locis pluribus, immo
in omnibus sit spiritualiter atque essentialiter, secundum modum tamen aliquem
existendi, id est personaliter, in uno tantum est loco, in ipso videlicet homine
assumpto per gratiam, plenitudine divinitatis sue.”(46)
He makes clear in the following discussion that he intends “in ipso… homine assumpto” as a reference to the human nature having been
assumed. Drawing on Colossians 2:9, he explains that the Word assumes to himself
what is of the body and grants to the body what he is in himself, “not
confusing [the human and divine] natures, but wonderfully and ineffably uniting
them, not changing them, but joining them.”(47)
For Achard, personaliter connotes a particular mode of existence
according to which God is physically localized; personaliter stands in
sharp contrast to spiritualiter and essentialiter, descriptors
of the deity’s eternal, customary, uncircumscribed mode of being. The adverb personaliter
here signifies an assumed human nature rather than an assumed human person, as
in the phrase “in ipso … homine assumpto.” Whereas Achard failed
to explain what he meant by personaliter in Sermon 5, here in his
homily on Quadragesima he provides a clear and concise definition: “through
the union of the person” (per unionem persone).(48)
In sum, a careful consideration of the precise Christological terminology of
Sermon 15 reveals Achard’s conviction that the eternal Word of God, far from
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assuming a man in some Nestorian
sense, took up a human nature and united it to his very person, thereby
beginning to exist personaliter.

Achard confirms and further develops
this view of the in-carnational union in Sermons 1 and 4. The scriptural text
for Sermon 1 (on the Nativity of the Lord) is Isaiah 7:14, “Behold a virgin
will conceive and bear a son, and will call him Emmanuel.” Using Matthew
1:23 as an interpretive intertext, Achard avers:



Emmanuel means God
with us, that is, God in our nature. For he is God and man, having a
natural unity with God the Father, with whom He is one in nature. He also has a
unity with the Virgin mother and other men, with whom he is also one in human
nature [cum quibus et ipse unum in natura humanitatis]. For he is one
in being with the Father [homoousion Patri] and one in being with the
mother [homoousion matri], that is, consubstantial with both.(49)





Here he uses language quite similar to that of the traditional Chalcedonian
formula of Christ’s double consubstantiality.(50)
The Incarnate Word is one person who is united with God the Father in his divine
nature and likewise is united with us in his human nature. For Achard, the nouns
Deus and homo, far from designating persons, are simply
shorthand for Emmanuel’s connaturality with the deity and with humankind,
respectively.

Again following Hugh, Achard explains
that whereas the Incarnation constituted a work performed by the Trinity as a
whole, only the divine Son actually became incarnate, for several
soteriologically fitting reasons. In Achard’s words, “the Son is in our
nature in a singular and special way,” that is, he united our nature to
himself personally (personaliter) so that the assumed and 
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the assuming would be one person.(51)
Of the Trinitarian persons, only the Son “came forth not only all the way
to us, but even into us [non solum usque ad nos, sed etiam in nos].”(52)
After all, Achard reminds his hearers, the Holy Spirit came forth ad nos
when he appeared as a dove and as tongues of fire, but never in nos,
meaning a coming “all the way into a participation in our nature so as to
become man [usque in nature nostre participationem, ut homo fieret].”(53)
That the Word became homo means that without losing what he was
eternally he took to himself all that is constitutive of our human nature. As a
result, everything that belonged to the assumed man by nature became the
assuming Word’s by condescension, and conversely everything that belonged to the
assuming Word by nature became the assumed man’s by grace. “Therefore, on
account of this ineffable union of humanity and divinity,” Achard explains,
“God is truly said to be man, and man is truly said to be God.”(54)
He concludes this homiletical consideration of the mode of the union by noting
that whereas the Father and the Son are one not in person but in nature, the
assumed man and the assuming Word are one not in nature but in person.(55)
It is quite clear, then, that like Hugh two decades earlier, Achard uses the
words homo and Deus to predicate the two natures that were
united in the single person of the Word.

Achard also provides a detailed
Christological consideration in Sermon 4 (on the Resurrection), sections 5-7.
Here he interprets 
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the instructions for eating the
paschal lamb given in Exodus 12:8-9, which mandate eating its “head, feet,
and entrails.” Allegorizing these instructions, he explains: 



The head of Christ is
God [Deus]; the feet, his humanity [ejus humanitas]; certainly
the entrails, which are between the head and feet, are the personal union of the
divine and human nature [unio personalis divine et humane nature].(56)



In what follows, he aims to counter erroneous ways of thinking about each of
these aspects of the Incarnate Word. It is note-worthy that here at the outset
he identifies the feet of Christ not with homo, which would provide a
convenient parallel to Deus, but rather with ejus humanitas.
This, in conjunction with his identification of the entrails with the union of
the two natures, intimates his understanding that God, in Christ, assumed
humanity and began to exist in two distinct natures. This fun-damental
perspective on the Incarnation provides the hermen-eutical key that unlocks the
meaning of Achard’s subsequent homo-assumptus language in this sermon.

First, Achard explains that some Christian thinkers eat the lamb’s head in
the wrong way by gnawing at and diminishing Christ’s full divinity. They do so
by denying that the assumed man (homo assumptus) has by grace all that
the assuming Word has by nature. “Whatever is said positively of God—that
he is wise, good, and the like—is also said of the man [de homine],”
Achard explains.(57) Although his language here
is that of homo assumptus, he—like Hugh before him—means by it the
humanity or human nature that the assuming God assumed. This is made clear in
his subsequent interpretation of Colossians 2:9, “In him all the fullness
of divinity dwells bodily,” and of Christ’s own words in Matthew 28:18,
“All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me.” Both of
these passages make sense, according to
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Achard, only if the power and
authority of the divine nature was conveyed to “an inferior nature” (nature
inferiori).(58) This inferior nature is
signified by the adverb corporaliter in Colossians 2:9. In the body, by
which the Apostle Paul intends to reference Christ’s human nature or humanity,
the totality of the power and wisdom and goodness of God dwells.(59)
Similarly, the “me” with which Matthew 28:18 concludes refers to
Christ in his human nature. So when Achard asks rhetorically, “Now if homo
assumptus did not have as much power as the Word, how would it be true that
all power had been given to him?” he is affirming that the assumed human
nature came to possess the full power of the assuming person of the Word.(60)

Second, Achard considers those
Christian thinkers who eat the feet of the lamb incorrectly by gnawing at
Christ’s humanity irreverently. Among these inappropriate feet-eaters, he
includes the ancient adherents of Docetism and Apollinarianism. His primary
concern, however, seems to be with his own contemporaries who hold
Christological nihilism, the belief that “when the Word became man [homo],
he did not become something [non … aliquid], nor in that which is
man [homo] is there the something which we are [aliquid quod nos
sumus].”(61) If nihilism is correct,
Achard asks, how is it that Christ is consubstantial with us according to his
humanity (nobis est consubstantialis secundum humanitatem) just as he
is consubstantial with the Father according to his divinity?(62)
The something (aliquid) that we are that became constitutive of the 
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Word in the Incarnation is human
nature. Through this nature, the Word shares “a consubstantial
sameness” (idem con-substantiale) with us.(63)
Two important observations must be made here. First, Achard again clearly
identifies homo with humanitas, suggesting nature rather than
person. When the Word became incarnate, he became something, indeed the same
something that we are, through the assumption of a human nature. Second, in
order to make his case against contemporary Christological feet-eaters, Achard
again invokes language similar to that of the Chalcedonian formula, which he
appears to take as a rule marking his own position off from a handful of ancient
and contemporary heresies.

The third major group over against
whom Achard develops his Christology consists of those who inappropriately eat
the entrails of the paschal lamb, that is, those who misunderstand the union of
divinity and humanity (unio deitatis et humanitatis).(64)
Some loosen or completely undo (solvent) the union by denying that the
assumed is the same person as the assuming Word. Achard asks rhetorically,
“For how was what is not the same person with the Word united personally to
the Word?”(65) In an effort to counter
contemporary Nestorians, he suggests that humanity and divinity are united in
the single person of the Word. Following Hugh, he points out that if “what
was assumed” (quod assumptus est; note that he does not use homo
assumptus here) is another person than that of the Word, then there are
four persons in the Godhead.(66) If, on the
other hand, what was assumed is in no way a person, then Christ according to his
humanity is not a something (aliquid) but rather nothing.
Christological nihilists maintained that although the Word assumed a body and
soul, the body and soul of Christ were not united to each other in the same way
they are 
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in other human beings.(67)
To affirm otherwise, nihilists believed, would be tantamount to teaching
Nestorianism.

Against this view, Achard draws on the
Church’s proclamation in the Pseudo-Athanasian Creed, which was recited at St.
Victor each day at Prime, that Jesus Christ is “perfect God and perfect
man, subsisting from a rational soul and human flesh.”(68)
This creedal affirmation serves to counter both nihilism and Nestorianism, in
Achard’s estimation, because it makes clear that perfectus Deus and perfectus
homo are one and the same persona who subsists not only in the
divine nature which he had from eternity but also in a human nature consisting
of soul and flesh. The Victorine’s Nestorian opponents apparently objected that
if what was assumed by the Word is a person, then the Word assumed a person.(69)
By means of an analogy, Achard explains the fallacy of this argument:
“Someone brought into a house a certain nude man, whom he afterwards
clothed. Look, the one who was brought in is clothed! Therefore the first person
brought him in so clothed.”(70) The someone
bringing in is the Word, Deus assumens, divinity; the nude man brought
in is what was assumed, homo assumptus, humanity; the house represents
the union, the Incarnation itself; and clothing represents personhood. According
to Achard, if the analogy represented a valid argument, Nestorianism would be
correct: there would be two fully constituted persons in the Incarnation. But
what can be affirmed as true in this analogy is only that the one brought in was
nude and was subsequently clothed. Analogously, then, the Christological reality
is that homo assumptus, that is, a human nature, was taken up into the
person of the Word. Thus, in language strikingly similar to that of Hugh, Achard
concludes that “the Word assumed man, not a person but into person, so that
it 
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might become a person. For we concede
that the Word assumed a nature because he became of a different nature than the
one he had been previously.”(71) 



Conclusion



At the end of his 1948 essay on the
Christology of Achard of St. Victor, Jean Châtillon wondered whether the
Victorine’s doctrine really merits the serious criticisms that Thomas Aquinas
levels against those who maintain that a certain man was assumed by the Word at
the moment of conception.(72) He concluded:
“The texts that we have cited require us to respond, with regret perhaps
but without any possible hesitation, that Achard is clearly in that category of
theologians whose opinion is declared heretical by the Angelic Doctor”(73)
The present study, which provides a re-reading of some of the same sermons that
Châtillon examined some sixty years ago, highlights the need for some
thoughtful “hesitation” on this question. I have aimed to provide a
thoroughgoing recon-sideration of the common scholarly assumption that has too
easily associated Achard and Hugh of St. Victor with Peter Lombard’s first
Christological opinion, particularly as it was understood by Thomas Aquinas. In
line with the traditional scholarly view, I have shown that both Hugh, in De
sacramentis, book 2, part 1, and Achard, in a number of his sermons,
consistently employ the phrase homo assumptus when they describe what
was taken up by the divine Word in the Incarnation. A closer analysis of these
texts, however, reveals that both Victorines use homo to predicate 
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a human nature comprised of a rational
soul and human flesh rather than a fully constituted man or human person.

Hugh makes perfectly clear that the
‘what’ that homo signifies is natura humana, just as Deus
signifies divina natura. Though admittedly the ‘whom’ signified by the
term homo is persona, it is persona according to
human nature. For Hugh, in Christ the human nature or humanity was united to the
divine nature or divinity personaliter, that is, in the single person
of the eternal Word. The Word did not assume man, a person, but rather he
assumed man into his very own eternal person. By virtue of the fact that in the
Incarnation the assuming and the assumed are one and the same person, Hugh can
affirm that the Word’s assumption of homo in no way made the Trinity a
Quaternity. A rational soul and human flesh were not united prior to their being
taken up by the second person of the Godhead. In the Incarnation, it is only
possible to speak of one union, namely, of Word and soul and flesh
simultaneously.

In several sermons that he delivered
to the community of St. Victor approximately two decades after the composition
of De sacramentis, Achard reaffirms and variously develops Hugh’s basic
understanding of the mode of the Christological union. Although the central
purposes of his sermons are rhetorical, pastoral, and even contemplative, Achard
nevertheless works hard to avoid the dual pitfalls of Nestorianism and nihilism
when treating the Incarnation. For the Victorine preacher, the homo
that the Word assumed is nothing more nor less than full humanity or human
nature. In the unfathomable sacred mystery that is the Incarnation, the eternal
Word did a new thing by assuming a human nature to himself and beginning to
exist personaliter. The Word most certainly existed as a person
previously, but homo now began to be a person through the union of the
person, namely, that selfsame second person of the Trinity. The Word or Son
became consubstantial with us just as he had always been consubstantial with the
Father and the Holy Spirit.

In Sermon 4, Achard is particularly
concerned to counter erroneous ways of thinking about Christ’s divinity,
humanity, and 
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the union of the two natures. By
drawing on the Church’s theological and creedal tradition and by invoking the
analogy of a nude man being introduced into a house, he skillfully and safely
navigates between the Scylla of Nestorianism and the Charybdis of nihilism. When
the Word assumed homo, Achard affirms, he became something (aliquid),
the same something that we are, namely, a human consisting of soul and flesh. He
did not become a person other than the assuming Word. In the analogy, a clothed
man was not brought into the house; rather, a naked man (i.e., a human nature)
was brought in and subsequently clothed by means of the personal union. Like
Hugh before him, Achard clearly teaches that the Word assumed a human nature and
thereby became of a nature different from the one he had previously, indeed
eternally, possessed.

In light of this analysis of the mode
of the Christological union according to Hugh and Achard, it is possible—as
generations of scholars have maintained—that the Victorine masters were
proponents of Peter Lombard’s first opinion and perhaps even inspired his
description of this opinion. However, the scholar wishing to make this claim
must do so with great care and only after having properly understood the
Lombard’s first position as he presents it. To reiterate, Peter describes the
first opinion as follows:



Some people say that
in the very Incarnation of the Word, a certain man was constituted from a
rational soul and human flesh, from which two every true man is constituted. And
that man began to be God—not, however, the nature of God, but rather the person
of the Word—and God began to be that man. Indeed, they concede that that man
was assumed by the Word and united to the Word, and nevertheless was the Word… . Not, however, by the movement of one nature into another, but with the
quality of both natures being preserved, it happened that God was that substance
and that substance was God. Hence, truly it is said that God became man and man
became God, and the Son of God became the son of man and vice-versa. And
although they say that that man subsists from a rational soul and human flesh,
they do not, however, confess that he is composed of two natures, divine and
human; nor that the parts of that one are two natures, but only soul and flesh.(74)
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Two significant points—points that scholars have often overlooked when
summarizing this position—must be made. First, the Lombard clearly states that
those holding this opinion say that a certain man was constituted from a
rational soul and human flesh “in the very Incarnation of the Word” (in
ipsa Verbi incarnatione), not prior to it. Second, that man, having been
constituted at the moment of assumption, began to be the very person of the
Word. He was not a separate, fully constituted person either before or after the
assumption. As we have seen, the Christological teaching of both Hugh and Achard
appears to align well with these elements of the Lombard’s first position. In
maintaining that Peter Lombard’s first opinion teaches that the Word assumed a
fully constituted human person or hypostasis or supposit and thus identifying it
with Nestorianism, some medieval theologians such as Thomas Aquinas and some
modern scholars appear to have failed to understand the nuances of this position
as described by the Lombard himself. Consequently, many modern scholars,
observing the thoroughgoing use that the Victorines make of homo-assumptus
language, have come wrongly to associate Hugh and Achard with what they wrongly
understand to be Peter Lombard’s first position.

Furthermore, Peter Lombard concludes his description of the first opinion by
asserting that its adherents do not affirm that Christ is composed of two
natures, which Hugh and Achard clearly do teach. As the foregoing analysis
demonstrates, Hugh teaches that the Incarnation represents a simultaneous union
of the Word or divinity with a rational soul and human flesh, the constituents
of humanity. Similarly, a central component of Achard’s treatment of the
Incarnation is the conviction that the Word assumed a human nature and began to
exist in a different nature than the one in which he had existed from eternity.
These elements of Victorine Christology comport more with Peter Lombard’s second
opinion than his first. The Lombard explains what has come to be called the
subsistence theory in this way:



There are others,
however, who partially agree with these [proponents of the first opinion] but
say that that man [Jesus Christ] consists not only of a rational 
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soul and flesh, but
of a human and divine nature, that is, of three substances: divinity, flesh, and
soul. They confess that this Christ is only one person, indeed merely simple
before the Incarnation, but in the Incarnation made composite from divinity and
humanity. He is not, therefore, another person than he was previously, but
whereas previously he was the person of God only, in the Incarnation he also
became the person of man: not so that there were two persons, but so that one
and the same was the person of God and man. Therefore, the person who was
previously simple and existed in only one nature [now] subsists in two natures.(75)






It is significant that the adherents of this position, as the Lombard describes
them, are in partial agreement with the first position (qui istis in parte
consentiunt). This suggests, of course, that the three positions were
neither mutually exclusive nor as clearly delineated as they would become in the
following century and beyond. In the twelfth century, the second opinion was not
a summary of orthodoxy to the exclusion of the first and third opinions. Thus,
it is quite possible that when Peter composed his description of the second
opinion he had Hugh and Achard in mind as those who agreed in parte
with the teaching of the first opinion. After all, Victorine Christology does
harmonize, both linguistically and substantially in the ways just mentioned,
with the Lombard’s first position. But, as the present investigation manifestly
shows, the Victorine teaching on the mode of the union corresponds to an even
greater degree with the second Christological position summarized in the Sentences.
Indeed, nearly every sentence in the Lombard’s description of this position
finds a parallel affirmation, often in quite similar linguistic terms, in the
Christological treatments of Hugh and Achard.

In sum, the picture of the relationship between Victorine Christology and the
Lombard’s text that emerges in the light of
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our analysis looks markedly different from the traditional scholarly view.
The Victorines’ own treatments of the mode of the union do not easily and
immovably locate Hugh and Achard in the fixed and heretical category of the
Lombard’s first opinion. On the contrary, in the content and language of their
teaching, the Victorines seem to illustrate—even exemplify—the fluidity and
complementarity of the first two positions described in the Sentences.
Perhaps the Lombard’s descriptions of these positions as fluid and complementary
owes a direct debt to Hugh, whom Peter likely met and learned from during his
stay at St. Victor some two decades prior to his composition of the Sentences.(76)
Indeed, for the Lombard’s inability and refusal to make a determination
concerning which of the opinions on the sacred incarnational mystery is correct
or represents orthodoxy, perhaps—just perhaps—we have the Victorines to thank.(77)
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Medieval Studies Fall 2008 Lecture Series at Fordham University. I am grateful
for the helpful comments and suggestions that colleagues offered at both
lectures, and for the assistance of Angela Kim Harkins. Any errors or oversights
that remain are my own. 
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AQUINAS’S DISCUSSION OF USURY in the Summa Theologiae would seem to
be a prime illustration of his natural law teaching at work. Especially evident
among natural law precepts are those that restrain injustice—“that one
should do evil to no man” (STh I-II, q. 100, a. 3)—and Aquinas
treats usury as a sin against justice. Further, his support for the usury
prohibition places him in a broad and long tradition that includes both
Christian and pagan authors, and he does not hesitate to note that even the
natural reason available to Aristotle can see its evil (STh II-II, q.
78, a. 1, ad 3). Aquinas’s usury teaching and his natural law teaching appear to
go together. But while lively scholarly debates continue to simmer over the
character of his natural law teaching and its ongoing relevance for moral
theology, the obsolescence of his usury teaching is usually thought to be well
established. As one expert on the contemporary relevance of Aquinas’s natural
law teaching puts it, the issue of usury would require careful interpretation,
but the inquiry would be “merely of historical interest.”(1)

In this essay, I seek to reopen the
question of the relation between the usury prohibition and natural law. Some
recent work on each side of the relation points toward a seldom-recognized 
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convergence. The work of those such as
Herman Daly and John Cobb, which highlights how healthy economic practice
requires building up local communities, asks us to undo the anthropo-centric
habits of thought that neglect our situatedness as members of a larger whole
that human reason cannot encompass, a whole shot through with trustworthy divine
purpose.(2) Such work encourages us to recover
something long forgotten that was taken for granted by many premodern thinkers
like Aquinas, and opens up the possibility of a renewed intelligibility for the
usury prohibition. On the natural law side, work such as that of Servais
Pinckaers, which seeks to recover a more integrated theological anthropology by
exposing the nominalist roots of the commonly assumed split between human
freedom and the category of the “natural,” helps us reimagine
ourselves as both natural and free because shot through with inclinations that
reflect God’s wisdom and providence.(3) Such work
offers resources for letting go of accounts of our agency that are still haunted
by the specter of an “autonomous” nature—autonomous precisely because
of its independence from any convictions about an intrinsic purposiveness in
nature.

These two lines of inquiry illumine
each other. Both teach us to refuse typically modern approaches to human agency,
whether the extreme individualism of homo economicus or the voluntarism
of a moral self whose primary feature is the freedom of indifference. In doing
so, both point toward a different account of human agency, one more sensitive to
our membership in a larger, beneficent, teleological order that already
inscribes its logic in the depths of our being. I suggest that aiming for such
an account helps us overcome some misunderstandings of Aquinas, both on usury
and on natural law.
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Although this revision of our approach
to human agency helps us appreciate important features of Aquinas’s thought, I
do not know of any concept Aquinas uses to distinguish the salient elements of
human agency. In this essay, I will use the term “ontological
poverty.” What I mean to evoke with this term will become more evident as
my argument progresses, but, as a starting point, it refers to the lowly
neediness of creatures whose existence is not their possession, but a gift. It
is meant to evoke not only such creatures’ humble status in the scheme of things
but also their corresponding dependence on a purposive order in which they
participate but whose full contours exceed their grasp.

Although for Aquinas the usury
prohibition and natural law go together, in the subsequent history of
interpretation they came apart. A typical way to account for the diverging
histories of these two teachings is to suggest that modern versions of natural
law teaching still prohibit injustice, but that changing economic circumstances
have removed the specter of injustice from most instances of lending at
interest. I suspect that this conclusion is accepted too readily. For one thing,
we have not yet learned as much as we should from Aquinas’s usury teaching about
the sorts of questions that must be asked of such practices if we are to avoid
injustice. For another, such a conclusion fails to account for the significant
ways in which our assumptions about natural law have changed.

A careful reading of Aquinas’s usury
teaching suggests that, for him, justice in economic exchange requires keeping
nominal wealth (money values) tied relatively closely to real wealth (actual
goods and productive human activities), and that doing so requires that
exchanges fit within the cycle of nature’s provisions through which God cares
for creatures in general and humans in particular. The placement of exchanges
within that cycle reflects our ontological poverty.

When we recognize the role of this
ontological poverty in Aquinas’s thought, and the role of the correlative
virtues of hope, patience, and humility in specifying the human good and
therefore what it means to be human, we gain a deeper grasp of 
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what Aquinas understood to be natural
to humanity as such. Having grasped that, we can see more clearly why the usury
prohibition and natural law teaching went together for Aquinas.

Seeing why they went together, we can
understand something new about why they came apart. In particular, the
subsequent history of economic practice and thought is the story of the gradual
“discovery” of an autonomous economic science in which real wealth is
accounted for only insofar as it has fallen under the accounting of nominal
wealth (and can thus be reckoned as “capital”).(4)
Such a science is disinclined to ask how exchanges fit within a broader cycle of
nourishment beyond its calculations and is therefore quite different from
economic thought that assumes the ontological poverty of the creature. In fact,
insofar as these changes seemed to involve a rationalizing trajectory, the old
usury teaching came to appear the relic of a less mature form of economic
thought.(5)

Meanwhile, natural law teaching did
not meet the same fate because it proved capable of being disjoined from
traditional but apparently outdated assumptions about the receptive and even 
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lowly virtues required to adequate
humans to their place in an encompassing and purposeful divine order. Indeed,
natural law teaching not only survived; it found a new role that made its place
in the thought of many moralists more significant than it had been for Aquinas
and others. We can see this shift in the history of the usury prohibition. Both
Noonan and Langholm show that, as this history progressed, the arguments in
support of the ever-more-qualified usury prohibition gradually appealed to fewer
peculiarly Christian doctrines and sources, in favor of what seemed to be a more
universal rational standard increasingly identified with natural law. As
Aquinas’s usury teaching fell out of favor, appeals to natural law became more
fashionable. The newfound resonance of natural law answered to the increasing
autonomy of a number of forms of thought about humanity, not only economic
science. Amid these changes, the function of natural law teaching mutated as
well. For Aquinas, appealing to natural law meant recognizing our ontological
poverty and confessing that the order thus written into our nature and the
nature of the cosmos is a manifestation of God’s providence. In modernity,
natural law became a way to ground moral claims in a language that apparently
appealed to humanity as such regardless of one’s religious commitment or moral
tradition.(6)

These newer versions of natural law
made little room for acknowledging our ontological poverty. Doing so would have
involved them in the suggestion that what is natural to us cannot be grasped
apart from grasping the naturalness of our subordination to God and of our
creaturely receptivity. It seems that accounting for what is natural to us in a
way that does justice to our ontological poverty involves one in theological
claims of the sort that were considered extrinsic to the emerging autonomous
sciences. Not that these theological claims must be Christian ones—something
very much like Aquinas’s ontological poverty is at work in Aristotle’s thought
as well, as a study of 
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Aristotle’s account of the evil of
usury bears out.(7) But for Aquinas, as for
Aristotle, unlike many modern thinkers, the account of what is natural to
humanity is not extrinsic to a theological account of the situation of human
agency. Recognizing this difference can help us wring from our understandings of
natural law enough of the modern assumption of an autonomous nature to see how
the usury prohibition and natural law go together for Aquinas.

The goal of the first part of this
essay is to offer a reappraisal of Aquinas’s usury teaching, explaining in some
detail how the assumed ontological poverty of the human being, situated within a
purposeful, encompassing order, helps us make sense of Aquinas’s arguments. My
thesis is that since Aquinas hits on an aspect of humanity’s natural situation
typically neglected in modernity, particularly in discussions of economic
ethics, his usury teaching offers untapped tools for considering what makes
exchange just.

The second part of this essay raises
questions about the usual problematics of natural law in modernity in order to
recover neglected aspects of Aquinas’s teaching. A full account of natural law
is of course beyond my scope here. I intend merely to contribute to efforts to
overcome the modern assumption of an autonomous nature in interpretations of
Aquinas’s ethics, an assumption whose origins were dimly on the horizon at his
time and whose origins I believe he was trying to resist with his adherence to
the usury prohibition. The assumption of an autonomous nature involves an
extrinsicism, in which one’s account of what is natural to humanity can be
articulated independently from the kind of theological claims required to
situate human agency as Aquinas situates it.

To clarify what is at stake, I will
discuss two interpreters of Aquinas on natural law who point beyond any
autonomous nature, but whose thought still shows signs of this extrinsicism.
Pamela Hall and John Bowlin have led us a long way on these 
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issues, showing why natural law in
Aquinas cannot function autonomously as some sort of moral anchor amid
peculiarly modern forms of moral uncertainty.(8)
Hall displays the impossibility of any autonomous natural law by stressing how
acquaintance with natural law is woven into the development of virtue in a
community of virtue, and she shows how natural law is expressed not over against
but through human and especially divine law. Bowlin equally questions any
autonomous natural law, but stresses how such a reading of Aquinas would
contradict his persistent concern with the difficulty of knowing and doing the
good and his distinction between the general moral knowledge readily accessible
to humans and the detailed determinations of the eternal law in the mind of God,
which alone establish what is truly good. Despite these advances in recovering
an authentically Thomistic account of the natural law, something of the modern
bifurcation between what is assumed to be natural and a Christian account of the
circumstances of humanity remains. I contend that retrieving what Aquinas’s
usury teaching reveals about what is natural to humanity can help to heal that
lingering wound.



 



I. The Usury Prohibition and Ontological Poverty



D. Stephen Long writes, “The
usury prohibition, as well as other key elements of scholastic economics, is not
a global economic system that all persons could adhere to irrespective of their
theological commitments.”(9) I agree. My
attempt here to rehabilitate the intelligibility of Aquinas’s usury teaching in
the Summa Theologiae and to correlate it with his teaching on natural
law is not intended as an argument for developing from the usury prohibition a
more just economic system that could replace global capitalism. As Long
suggests, to do so would be to misunderstand how modern nation-states and their
economies are configured to resist the priority of virtue that alone makes the
usury prohibition 
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sensible. Long shows how most modern
interpreters of the usury prohibition have tried to understand it as a moral
rule that might apply to a secular society. Even writers in the tradition of
modern Catholic social teaching, who employ a modified language of usury to
indict modern economic systems both capitalist and socialist, seem to aim their
teaching at society as a whole, downplaying specifically Christian claims and
neglecting the role of the Church.

Long emphasizes the vision of a holy
people adorned with virtue as the aspiration that makes forbidding usury
meaningful. Even when lending at interest seems mutually beneficial and there is
no question of exploitation, the desire for unlimited increase, for money as an
end in itself, smacks of the avarice incompatible with the vision of a community
of virtue.

The following discussion complements
Long’s insightful treatment by exploring more directly why usury might manifest
not only avarice but injustice. Why is the particular sort of avaricious pose
usury instantiates and fosters not only repulsive to those with a concern for
virtue but also necessarily unjust, creating inequities that become more and
more destructive?





A) Nature’s Provision and the
Conventions of Exchange





To begin to answer these questions, we must not only place the usury prohibition
within a community of virtue; we must place it also within the cycles of
nature’s provision for creatures through which God sustains us. To do so, we
must first do three things: (1) examine the homology Aquinas expects to exist
between God’s provision and genuine human need, (2) explore the virtues required
by our placement in that natural circuit of nourishment, and (3) reflect on the
relation between this real wealth and the nominal wealth we call money. Along
the way, this discussion will clarify what I mean by the term “ontological
poverty.”

The homology between God’s provision
and genuine human need is presumed by Aquinas in a number of texts. We see it
wherever he argues from the premise that God’s provision will 
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not be insufficient. In the article in
the Summa on theft, for example, he justifies human dominion over
external goods with reference to Genesis 1:26 (“Let humans have dominion
over the fishes of the sea, etc.”) as well as to Aristotle’s argument that
those goods are made for the sake of human beings, as the imperfect is for the
sake of the perfect (STh II-II, q. 66, a. 1). That God intends such
things for human sustenance (ibid., ad 1) suggests that the provision he brings
forth from nature will not be insufficient for human needs.

We also see texts assuming the other
side of the homology. That is, just as Aquinas assumes God’s provision will fit
human need, he also assumes that genuine human need will fit God’s
provision—God’s provision will correspond to human need rather than far
exceeding it. Thus, in discussing the external act of covetousness, Aquinas
insists that having more than one requires directly harms the neighbor,
“since one man cannot overabound in external riches, without another man
lacking them” (STh II-II, q. 118, a. 1, ad 2). He is not just
shaming the rich. He is ex-pressing his confidence in the homology between God’s
provision through nature’s fruitfulness and human need. The common telos
of nature’s goods is to meet the needs of creaturely sustenance, particularly
the sustenance of human beings. Excess goods in one place are meant for those
elsewhere who lack them. For this reason, in De Regno Aquinas commends
a moderate amount of trade: “when there is an over-abundance of some
commodities in one place, these goods would serve no purpose if they could not
be carried elsewhere by professional traders.”(10)
Such moderate exchange then becomes a part of God’s care for human nourishment.
It helps the homology between God’s provision and human need achieve its ends.
In assuming this sort of homology, Aquinas agrees with Aristotle in the Politics:
nature’s devices of human industry and exchange fulfill the homology for whole 
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communities, just as nature’s device
of mother’s milk fulfills the homology for the newborn infant.(11)

Humans are thus placed within a
circuit of nourishment with its origins in God’s gifts (through nature’s
fruitfulness and human industry), which aims at true human need. The exact
contours of this circuit and its produce can never be adequately traced,
however. This indeterminacy is partly due to the fact that human industry and
exchange always play a role in establishing what nature provides and how it is
distributed. As long as human labor could be better arranged, and as long as
exchanges could be more appropriate to human need, the limits of God’s actual
provision may be yet undiscovered.

Indeterminate as its contours are,
this context nevertheless helps specify the human good and thus what it means to
be human insofar as certain virtues are called for by this context. Especially
relevant are hope, patience, and humility. The assumed homology between God’s
provision and human need summons hope. Aquinas discusses hope first of all as a
passion (STh I-II, q. 40) and later as a theological virtue (STh
II-II, q. 17). The virtue directs us primarily to our highest end, God, but it
suitably aims secondarily at temporal goods needed for the present life insofar
as those hopes are part of our journey toward God (STh II-II, q. 17, a.
2, ad 2). In this sense, hope trusts that in general what comes forth from
nature’s fruitfulness will be sufficient to meet human needs. And since human
industry and exchange are natural elements of that fruitfulness and of its
proper distribution, humans have reason to hope that continued work and
continued exchange can yield sufficient goods, even when a local harvest, for
example, seems discouraging.

When hope gets out of measure, though,
presumption enters in. Human placement within this circuit of nourishment calls
for virtues that stave off presumption. In other words, the homology between
God’s gifts and human need cuts both ways. Genuine human need gives us a measure
of what to hope for from God’s 
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provision, but the limits of God’s
provision also discipline our understanding of legitimate human need. Legitimate
human demand fluctuates with the variations in the provision God brings forth
from the earth. Trust in God’s providence thus involves not only an expectation
of sustenance, but also a yielding of ourselves, a receptivity whereby we
conform our demands for sustenance to the temporally unfolding determination of
that provision. This is where patience and humility become important. Patience
endures difficulties for the sake of future good, willing to bear hardship
rather than do evil (STh II-II, q. 136). Humility restrains the soul
from tending immoderately to high things, acknowledging the disproportion
between oneself and that which surpasses one (STh II-II, q. 161).

The virtues that fit us for our
placement in this circuit of nourishment indicate our ontological poverty.
Aquinas’s assump-tions about the homology between God’s gifts and human need do
not lead to a Malthusian analysis of the constraints imposed on our agency by
our ecological context. Such an analysis would call for different virtues.
Rather, Aquinas has in view our metaphysical lowliness before God, which summons
the paired virtue sets of hope and trust on the one hand and humble and deferent
receptivity on the other. In this regard, Aquinas’s comments on poverty of
spirit are quite pertinent. True hope that is not presumptuous is accompanied by
the fear of the Lord that is a gift of the Holy Spirit (STh II-II, q.
19). This fear fits us to hope in God by teaching us the lowliness of our
position before him, so that we are properly aware both that only he can bring
us to our final end and that we owe everything to him. The beatitude whose act
corresponds to this fear is poverty of spirit. When we fear God, we no longer
look for glory in ourselves, either through pride or by externals of honor and
wealth. All vainglory is cancelled, and we despise worldly goods (STh
II-II, q. 19, a. 12). Not that we no longer care about self-preservation, but
the more aware one is of one’s insignificance before God, the more 
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vehemently he “casts himself into
God’s omnipotent arms.”(12) Part of what
flourishing in our particular, creaturely context involves is a recognition of
our lowliness and a willingness to live trustingly with the vulnerability that
entails.

How can particular economic exchanges
put into practice these virtues that fit us within the circuit of nourishment
through which God intends our sustenance? Most importantly, money values must
remain tied to the real wealth God brings forth. This brings us to the third
preliminary to our discussion of usury. Money introduces a distinction between
the real wealth God brings forth and humans use on the one hand and the nominal
wealth humans use to measure and facilitate the movement of real wealth on the
other. Aquinas follows Aristotle in finding money metaphysically curious.(13)
Here is a measure of value whose commensurability with the thing measured cannot
be demonstrated. Here is a measure of value that creates strictly quantitative
relations between qualitatively different things. The oddity of it marks a gap,
a gap between use value and exchange value, between natural wealth-getting and
unnatural wealth-getting, and between true wealth and virtual wealth. Of course,
money is “natural” insofar as its invention is integral to the
development of the polis.(14) Without
it, nature’s provision would be hindered from reaching its end. But money
introduces a danger as well, for it facilitates the accumulation of exchange
value as an end. Indeed, insofar as it represents wealth it borrows real
wealth’s desirability, but it contains no residue of real wealth’s direct
usefulness to remind us of wealth’s true end. When money becomes an end in
itself, exchange values threaten to come loose from their intended relation to
the true usefulness of things. God’s provision is already indeterminate, but
when wealth is measured primarily in money 
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it becomes harder still to discover
how far that money represents God’s actual provision.

There is no way to guarantee the
correspondence between money values and real wealth, but Aquinas assumes that
certain warning signs indicate that money values are diverging from real wealth
in consequential ways. These warning signs stem from the recognition that
nominal wealth, in order to remain tied to real wealth, must respect the
homology between God’s provision and genuine human need. It must locate itself
within the cycle of nature’s fruitfulness for genuine human need. True wealth
has its origin in God’s gifts through nature’s provision and aims at human
sustenance. Whenever the conventions of exchange value provide the opportunity
to imagine a different origin or a different end for wealth, we have reason to
suspect that human purposes are detaching exchange value from real wealth,
producing injustice.





B) Aquinas on Usury





With these preliminary remarks in place, we can turn to Aquinas’s teaching on
usury. It is often thought that Aquinas and others thought of usury as unjust
because they had in mind loan sharks taking advantage of the poor. Of course,
such situations were common enough, were commonly associated with usury, and
were uniformly condemned by theologians. But Aquinas knew that usurious loans
were often made to traders who were just as financially secure as the lenders,
and that the motivation for such loans was not the desperation of economic
vulnerability but the desire for a growth in wealth that would benefit both
lender and borrower.(15)
Even knowing of such scenarios, Aquinas finds all usury inherently unjust
because it creates titles to nominal wealth insufficiently tied to real wealth.

Aquinas’s lack of focus on the plight
of poor borrowers prompts Joan Lockwood O’Donovan to lament that his arguments 
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omit much of the patristic concern for
charity to the needy, focusing instead on the equality of value in things
exchanged. She sees this shift as evidence of a movement away from an older
Christological idealism.(16) What she fails to
notice is that Aquinas, by offering arguments that apply to every instance of
interest-charging, confirms the rationale of the usury prohibition even in
productive loans where the borrower is not needy. Aquinas is concerned not only
for charity, but for keeping all exchanges answerable to the contours of real
wealth.

What justifies charging interest on a
loan? Perhaps there is a natural rate of return on capital, a rate of
productivity of real wealth. Perhaps interest is the return on a loan that is
meant to correspond to the rate we would expect on the real wealth for which
money is a symbol. If that is what interest is, then interest may be tied to
real wealth. But if interest is truly to attempt to track investment returns, it
would become a dividend. The lender would assume the risk of the venture along
with the borrower. Aquinas knows of such arrangements, through the medieval
prac-tice of forming a societas. He approves of such arrangements,
because both borrower and lender yield to what actually comes to their
investment through God’s provision. But while the investor entrusts his money at
his own risk, the usurer transfers risk to the borrower, so that the borrower
“holds the money at his own risk and is bound to pay it all back” (STh
II-II, q. 78, a. 2, ad 5). Noonan worries that Aquinas is grasping at straws
here, making risk the distinguishing factor when that has little coherence with
his broader views.(17) But, pace
Noonan, Aquinas is here concerned to resist presumption. The interest-charging
lender presumes insofar as his claim to possible future wealth is not
conditioned by any receptivity to what God’s providence may actually end up 
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providing. The investor does not
presume, but takes the risk of waiting to see what comes of it.(18)

The lender’s profit in a societas
depends, of course, on what the borrower actually does with the money. Perhaps
interest could be construed as a sort of standard rate of return money would
normally be expected to get. This argument again sets up an artificial
invulnerability for the lender. In Scholastic discussions, this principle was
called lucrum cessans, that foregone gains can justify a title to
compensation beyond the principal. This title would gradually gain adherents
among both canonists and theologians after Aquinas’s time, but already Aquinas’s
contemporary Hostiensis was the first canonist to endorse it. Aquinas resists it
because he finds it presumptive. A lender, Aquinas says, cannot contract in
advance for potential gains foregone “because he must not sell that which
he has not yet and may be prevented in many ways from having” (STh
II-II, q. 78, a. 2, ad 1). However reliable the standard rate of return, any
actual profit must stem from actual investment, which always involves waiting to
see, a receptivity that lucrum cessans circumvents. Securing such
titles to interest in advance guarantees that if God’s provision does not keep
pace with the accumulation of interest, the unforeseen shortfall in real wealth
will pinch the borrower disproportionately. We should recognize a warning sign
that nominal wealth is coming loose from real wealth whenever a secure title to
future money value is established irrespective of the contingencies that may
affect whether any real wealth will be created to correspond to it.

John Finnis suggests that Aquinas
should have accepted something like lucrum cessans, given his account
of recompense for a loss. Aquinas says that a person who suffers a loss that
costs him potential future gains should not be compensated for those 
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future gains at their full value,
since it was only potential and not actual wealth, but he should receive some
compensation. For example, a man whose seeds are pulled out of his field should
be compensated not for the full value of the anticipated crop, but at a rate
that considers “the condition of persons and things” (STh
II-II, q. 62, a. 4, ad 1). Finnis argues that where there is a market in
equities and bonds, foregone gains constitute the sort of loss that should be
compensated at this sort of discounted rate.(19)
But notice that the farmer who accepts recompense for his stolen seeds does not
presume on God’s provision. The actual fruitfulness of nature may be more modest
this season because of the lost seeds. There may be no increase in real wealth
to correspond to the payment the farmer receives. But the farmer still suffers
some of the shortfall, while the other portion falls deservedly on the thief who
must pay the recompense. Charging interest for lucrum cessans is quite
different. Finnis’s argument implausibly likens charging interest to collecting
damages for unjust harm.

Another possible justification for
interest, but one that would not have occurred to Aquinas, is the inflation
rate. In some economies, money regularly depreciates over time. In order for a
lender to receive back years later an amount equal in value to what he lent, he
must receive not just the principal amount but a supplement to make up for the
principal’s loss of purchasing power. Perhaps this justifies interest-charging.
Although Aquinas could not have thought of such a justification, I believe he
could accept it. But such a supplement is not what interest is. If it were, the
return to the lender would be tagged to the inflation rate. A lender might owe a
borrower money at the end of repayment if the supplement paid happened to exceed
actual inflation. On the contrary, interest is a set amount contracted for in
advance, not tied closely to any natural rate of return on capital nor to an
inflation rate.

What interest amounts to is a payment
for the use of money. Its independence from real wealth is evident in that it
compounds 
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indefinitely. No real wealth compounds
indefinitely.(20) Compoun-ding interest,
contracted for in the terms of a loan, is one more tool for making money from
money. And a tool that makes money from money takes money as an end and cannot
locate its profit within the circuit of nourishment that begins with God’s gifts
and takes as its end human sustenance.

Aquinas’s centerpiece argument against
usury, the consumpti-bility argument, takes aim at this notion of payment for
the use of money. Another warning sign that nominal wealth is coming loose from
real wealth is when a claim to money value is established that cannot
have a correlative in real wealth creation. This is the case when a price is put
on the use of money, for money has no vendible use. It may appear to, insofar as
lending money is thought to resemble a rental situation. If I hand over to you
my house for awhile, I can then demand it back along with the rents for the time
you used it. Surely a loan of money works the same way? To show that it does
not, Aquinas distinguishes things that are consumed in use from those that
persist through the use and thus bear the capacity for repeated uses. Wine, for
example, is used by being “used up,” unlike houses which persist,
despite some depreciation. Since money is “sunk in exchange,” Aquinas
says, money is more like wine (STh II-II, q. 78, a. 1).

Critics of Aquinas as far back as
Calvin have pointed out that whether money is consumed and gone like wine
depends entirely on what sort of product it is exchanged for. If I use the money
I borrow to buy wine and I drink it down, clearly the money cannot be recovered
nor reused. But if I use it to buy a house and I rent out the house, I can
recover both the sum borrowed and a surplus in rents. Of course, it does not
take much mastery of finance to realize this, and so sympathetic readers have
tried to explain that Aquinas’s consumptibility argument does not foolishly
assume that loans are only used to purchase consumptibles. Typically, they get
Aquinas off the hook by suggesting he has a primitive view of 
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money. Noonan claims that Aquinas
always sees money as a measure, and one that must be fixed according to its
legal, face value at that. Therefore, whoever tries to make a certain amount
given equal to a greater amount returned “is guilty of diversifying the
measure.”(21) Langholm doubts Noonan’s
attribution of a “fixed” value for money, but finds the
consumptibility argument intelligible only in terms of a “metallist”
view of money, according to which money is identified less by its exchange value
than by the actual pieces of coin that are “consumed” in any exchange.(22)
The argument, suggests Langholm, makes no sense in a credit economy.

But the consumptibility argument
hinges neither on a certain use of the loan nor on a specific view of money.(23)
It appeals to the condition of possibility of money, the distinction between use
value and exchange value. Wine, for example, has both a use value (it can be
drunk) and an exchange value (it can be sold). A house also has a use value (it
can be lived in) and an exchange value (it can be sold). But there is a crucial
difference in the relation between use value and exchange value in the two
cases. If the wine is used, it cannot also be exchanged. But one can use the
house and then exchange it. Since the house persists through the use, repeated
potential uses of the house accumulate over time, uses that are themselves
exchangeable without transferring the entire exchange value of the house. This
is what makes a house rentable. Money is not like the house because it has no
accumulating potential uses that could be exchanged (rented) without
transferring the entire exchange value of the money. Since any money that is not
kept out of circulation is abstracted exchange value, there is no way to
exchange the use of it without exchanging it.

To charge for its use without
conforming that charge to the temporally unfolding determination of God’s
provision is to extract a spurious profit from money that amounts to a covert 
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theft. The usurious act, by its
nature, takes money as its end and detaches nominal wealth from its connection
to real wealth.





C) Keeping Money-Making from
Eclipsing the Order on Which It Depends





Aquinas’s arguments are intended to show how certain sorts of exchange
necessarily move us from wealth-getting that conforms to the natural cycles of
nourishment by which God sustains us to a sort of acquisition that is unlimited.
In Marx’s terminology, C-M-C’ (money as a medium aimed at gaining useful
commodities) becomes M-C-M’ (commodities as a medium aimed at increasing money),
which leads to M-M’ (money making more money). M-C-M’ cannot be definitively
ruled out by the canons of justice, or even by the canons of virtue in general
(although perhaps M-M’ can). I do not have space here to explore Aquinas’s
remarks on the just price, but those remarks make clear that M-C-M’ can aim at
genuine human need and can remain a practice tied to real wealth. Money is just
odd enough to allow this possibility. But Aquinas is also realistic enough about
the power of money to eclipse use values that he advises kings strictly to limit
the activities of traders. Since their activities are or can easily become aimed
at M’, to allow them too much scope would risk the economic culture of the whole
community becoming growth-driven, aimed at unlimited expansion. And if the
community’s economic culture is growth-driven, it cannot be virtue-driven.
Aquinas’s warning is ominous: 





Since the foremost
tendency of tradesmen is to make money, greed is awakened in the hearts of the
citizens through the pursuit of trade. The result is that everything in the city
will become venal; good faith will be destroyed and the way opened to all kinds
of trickery; each one will work only for his own profit, despising the public
good; the cultivation of virtue will fail since honour, virtue’s reward, will be
bestowed upon the rich. Thus, in such a city, civic life will necessarily be
corrupted.(24)
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Aquinas is not saying that all development and progress is vicious. But he is
saying that allowing production and exchange to be oriented around growth
fosters vice, allows injustice, and points money-making on a limitless growth
trajectory that cannot stay disciplined by the contours of real wealth.

I am not an economist. I lack the expertise to specify precisely how these
tools for identifying injustice could be employed in contemporary exchanges. But
I will mention a few suggestions for today that seem to me to resonate with
Aquinas’s thought on these issues. As we have seen, Aquinas sees warning signs
that money wealth is coming loose from real wealth when claims to money wealth
have no clear origin in God’s provision. In a similar vein, Daly and Cobb have
suggested that money wealth’s exponential growth trajectory is aided by the ex
nihilo creation of money by banks. The task of money creation, they say,
should be removed from the province of banks by requiring them to keep one
hundred per cent of their deposits in reserve.(25)
They also suggest that money wealth could be tied more closely to real wealth if
dividends replaced interest payments: “Dividends are variable, ex post
earnings based on real experience, whereas interest-bearing assets are ex
ante promises based on expectations which become unrealistic if projected
very far into the future.”(26) Aquinas also
sees warning signs when a profit is not aimed at the human sustenance for which
all God’s gifts are intended. Mary Hirschfeld points out that the modern concern
for upward mobility and technological advance has erased any sense of an upper
limit on consumption. We are left unable to identify what is enough. Hirschfeld
suggests that local agreements about what constitutes human flourishing can
provide a corrective.(27) These are a few ways
to counteract exchange value’s tendency to legitimate claims to wealth that
outstrip God’s gifts through nature’s provision.
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Although from the perspective of
modern economic science the usury prohibition appears irrational or primitive,
its basic logic remains simple enough. D. Stephen Long has suggested that that
logic boils down to this: “money does no work; people do.”(28)
It is even better to say that money does no work; God does—that is, God’s gift
of nature’s fruitfulness does. Since human industry is part of nature’s
fruitfulness, this second formulation includes the first. But it underscores
more clearly why good exchanges require the sorts of antipresumptive virtues I
have suggested. Acknowl-edging and embracing the ontological poverty these
virtues indicate is especially important because it trains our attention on
precisely what our normal modern economic assumptions make invisible: that human
purposes do not form the first condition for economic reflection, but rather
exist within a comprehensive divine order that exceeds and circumscribes them.



 



II. Ontological Poverty and Natural Law





Why is usury contrary to natural law for Aquinas? Natural law is the rational
creature’s participation in the eternal law, through which the human being
“has a natural inclination to its proper act and end” (STh
I-II, q. 91, a. 2). The human being exercises its own sort of providence, thus
participating through reason in God’s providential wisdom, by acting in accord
with these natural inclinations, beginning with the inclination to goodness
expressed in the precept “good is to be done and pursued, and evil is to be
avoided” (STh I-II,
q. 94, a. 2). Inclinations to proper human ends, such as life, children, and
community, point human action in the right direction, a direction brought to
maturity by the development of virtue, so that ultimately natural law prescribes
all the acts of the virtues (STh
I-II, q. 94, a. 3). Among the precepts of natural law, then, are the acts of
justice, which usury transgresses by selling what does not exist, destroying the
equity justice demands.
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The foregoing account of Aquinas’s
discussion of usury helps us specify why Aquinas says that not only usury but
any other title to interest on a loan sells what does not exist. Such
arrangements presumptively multiply one’s claim to nominal wealth without that
claim being disciplined by the contours of real wealth. This distinction between
nominal wealth and real wealth depends on Aquinas’s theological claims about
God’s provision and its ends and on the corresponding assumptions about the
dependent and receptive situation of the human being within that trustworthy
natural order. What makes usury contrary to nature is not merely that it
contravenes our natural inclination to live in society justly, but that it does
so by disrupting the receptive virtues that fit us for participation in the
networks of nourishment by which God sustains what he has created. The usury
prohibition shows that what is contrary to nature in human action, and thus
conversely what is natural to humanity, cannot be fully apprehended apart from
acknowledgment of the features of our humanity I have been evoking with the term
“ontological poverty.”(29)





A) Natural Law and Christian
Conviction





If Aquinas’s arguments about usury illustrate something of what he understands
as natural to humanity, then most con-temporary interest in natural law cannot
correspond to Aquinas’s natural law teaching. Most contemporary interest in
natural law is motivated by a perceived imperative to appeal to all people of
good will regardless of their theological convictions and thus seeks to say as
much as possible about humanity without saying
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things that will be contested by those
who do not share Christian faith. But what is natural to humanity according to
Aquinas, as I have said, cannot be understood apart from our situatedness within
an encompassing order that calls forth our receptive trust and humility—cannot
be understood, that is, apart from the theological claims involved in
acknowledging our ontological poverty.

For Aquinas, our ontological poverty
is natural to us, yet he cannot give an account of humanity that adequately
acknowledges it without appealing to specifically Christian knowledge. I have
already discussed how Aquinas’s assumption of our ontological poverty is
manifested in and shaped by his discussions of theologically oriented virtues
like hope, patience, and humility, and of the beatitude of poverty of spirit.
Two Christian doctrines stand in the background of each of those discussions,
giving them their peculiar shape. First, a sense of our metaphysical lowliness
is carried by the teaching of creatio ex nihilo. Our lowliness and
dependence before God corresponds to our being from nothing. Thus humility is an
appropriate virtue for us, for the giver of the gift of being owes us nothing;
rather, we owe all.(30) Our proper estimation of
ourselves is to grasp the “poverty” of our place in relation to that
giver. Second, Aquinas’s Christology prompts him to see the pattern for our
embrace of this lowliness as the pattern of Christ. In proposing the beatitude
of poverty of spirit, Christ calls us to renunciation and self-abandonment,
casting the shadow of the cross on the Christian practice of humble
vulnerability, and extending our sense both of our ontological poverty and of
the depths of the divine charity in which we are invited to participate as our
true end. So the trusting receptivity that helps keep exchanges bound by the
contours of real wealth derives from specifically Christian teachings for
Aquinas and is placed by him on a trajectory aimed at the vision of Christ’s
self-abandoning humility and dangerously exposed trust in God, the vision that
draws mendicants continually to renew their poverty.
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Although the acknowledgment of our
ontological poverty is communicated by Aquinas in specifically Christian terms,
he is not surprised to find an analogous deferent dependence assumed by
Aristotle. After all, some sort of disproportion between human beings and the
First Cause can be recognized by such a philosopher. That God is infinitely
above human beings was known by ancient philosophers (STh I, q. 7, a.
1). Moreover, by philosophy apart from sacra doctrina one can grasp
that God is our cause, that God is not part of what is caused, and that our
distance from God is due not to a defect in him, but to the fact that he
superexceeds everything that is caused (STh I, q. 12, a. 12). That
Aristotle confesses such things, and that he places human economic activity
within an encompassing natural order calling for receptivity and trust gives
Aquinas confidence that recognizing something like our ontological poverty is
possible to natural reason.

But making these sorts of confessions,
in the way Aristotle or Aquinas makes them, is exactly what modern forms of
knowledge assume to be supplemental to giving an account of the natural.
Modernity gave rise to new forms of knowledge that aspired to autonomy, to the
prerogative to pursue their inquiries eman-cipated from the “dogmatic”
constraints of any premodern tradition of knowledge. Furthermore, modern
political economy has aspired to impersonal and universal foundations for social
organization, casting a shadow of parochial particularity on any community whose
fundamental knowledge about humanity is not “emancipated” and hence
apparently universal. One effect of these developments was that any traditional
confessions about the place of humanity in the cosmos came to be seen as
contingent features of a humanity that could more fundamentally be described in
other terms, the terms of the modern natural and human sciences, which were
becoming the preferred route to uncovering what is “natural” to
humanity as such. The emerging idea of nature as the “real world”
supposed to exist beneath the contingencies of religious conviction ruled out an
account of humanity-as-such that would acknowledge its ontological poverty.
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Interestingly, this is an appropriate
place to revisit D. Stephen Long’s view that the usury prohibition can only make
sense for a peculiar sort of community. If the usury prohibition reveals
something crucial about what Aquinas takes to be natural to humanity, and most
modern sciences construe nature differently, it may be that it takes a peculiar
community, one that retains an account of the human being amenable to our
ontological poverty, to grasp Aquinas’s natural law teaching.

The desire by theologians to speak not
to and for such a community but to and for an allegedly more universal audience
provides the proper background for understanding why natural law has become for
scholars such a significant topic within Aquinas’s teaching, even though he
gives so little attention to it himself. Modernity has provoked a crisis over
how to relate claims rooted in any traditional knowledge to the modern
autonomous sciences. In that crisis, one move that has been found perpetually
appealing to many is to invoke natural law as a way either to make new moral or
religious claims or to reconstruct old moral or religious claims without seeming
to base them on any too-narrow account of humanity. In short, natural law has
seemed to many an anchor to secure otherwise eminently challengeable moral or
religious claims while speaking a language intentionally designed to appeal to
humanity as such regardless of religious background or moral tradition.

Among the more serious attempts to
refashion natural law for such a task in recent moral theology is that of John
Finnis, Germain Grisez, and Joseph Boyle.(31)
They consciously depart from Aquinas while drawing inspiration from him. We gain
a sense for why they focus their efforts on natural law from their rationale for
departing from Aquinas: they prefer to follow Hume on the separation of ought
from is, and Aquinas does not go on from his treatment of the most general shape
of natural law to specify adequate action-guiding principles. That is, in their
view natural law is to provide secure obligations, but not through any 




  
  

  


page 650

peculiar teleology. Another more
recent example is found in Jean Porter’s work, especially Nature as Reason.(32)
Porter is explicit about how the task of natural law theory has changed in
moder-nity. Nature-grace issues, she says, have gradually transformed into
issues of the universal and the particular in terms of our awareness of
“diverse cultures and ways of life.”(33)
Peculiar religious convictions here become “particularities” that must
be related to a more universally agreeable account of humanity. Porter tries to
bridge the gap by seeing Christianity’s message of grace as a specific vision of
happiness rooted in a more general notion of well-being construed from a more
“universal” perspective (even if Christians have theological reasons
to appreciate that perspective). She derives from the more general notion of
well-being a rather robust account of the human good which waits to be further
specified by a particular account of happiness.



 



B) Hall and Bowlin on Natural Law
in Aquinas



These approaches offer a very
different sort of natural law teaching from that found in Aquinas. Two scholars
whose work most helps us see this difference are Pamela Hall and John Bowlin.
Hall challenges the notion that natural law gives us some access to knowledge of
the good that would do an end run around the need for developing virtue in a
community that fosters virtue. Further, she shows that for Aquinas God’s answer
to the obscurity of natural law is revelation, drawing us toward grace and the
theological virtues, which are often treated “in unreal isolation from his
so-called natural moral philosophy.”(34)
Bowlin dismisses the idea that modernity’s anxieties about basic obligations can
be addressed by Aquinas’s natural law teaching, since Aquinas asks not how we
can be sure there are moral obligations, but why, given that we live in a great
drama of virtue and vice, good and 
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evil, governed by divine providence,
the good is so difficult to know and so difficult to do once we know it.(35)
In Bowlin’s view, we distort Aquinas if we suppose that studying our nature can
accomplish what in fact only virtue can do. Indeed, if natural law could do so
much, argues Bowlin, Aquinas would have much less reason for his
eschatologically inspired discontent with the virtue possible in this life. Here
I will briefly sketch some of the lessons from Hall and Bowlin that are most
relevant to the concerns of the present essay.

Hall’s book Narrative and the
Natural Law: An Interpretation of Thomistic Ethics makes it clear that one
must be in the right sort of community in order to learn what nature has to
teach. She leads us out of our modern assumption that natural law is so defined
by human purposes that it cannot be natural unless it is known by all. In fact,
her book can be read as a sustained account of the difficulty of knowing the
natural law. Hall focuses on the nature of practical reasoning—how practical
reasoning attains moral wisdom and how social and historical contexts shape its
progress. Natural law, she suggests, is only promulgated by being learned,
through the growth of prudence, and our success in developing knowledge of the
natural law is very much subject to our community’s success in fostering such
knowledge.(36) But Hall insists on holding
prudence and law together. Prudence does not develop in a vacuum, but navigates
amid the signposts of law, including the law of our nature. Still, left to its
own devices, prudence could easily go astray.

Hall uses the example of the Germans
mentioned by Caesar who lived by stealing. She takes up Goerner’s idea that the
Germans could have learned the natural law precept against stealing from the
destructive consequences of their own long-term raiding. As they picked their
neighbors bare, they would have begun to go hungry themselves, and learned to
adopt a different way of life. Hall avers, though, that their adopting a
nonraiding lifestyle would count as learning the natural law only if they 
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recognized their former practice as
depriving them of some part of their flourishing. If they only stopped raiding
because of expedience, eagerly awaiting the opportunity to return to it, they
could hardly be said to have learned that their former practice was unjust.(37)
On the one hand, our natural inclinations point us toward a pattern of
flourishing, and so we always have the possibility of recognizing that our
previous way of life somehow deprived us of the full enjoyment of such
flourishing. On the other, actually recognizing what nature has to teach depends
on communally mediated practical wisdom. The fallibility of human knowledge of
natural law is one of the main reasons for the divine law, old and new.

What Hall accomplishes by following
Aquinas’s discussion of law in all its different types is a demonstration that
natural law is not an extra avenue to knowledge of the good over against human
law and divine law; it is what human law strives imperfectly to instantiate and
what divine law reinstills and perfects. In this sense she frees us from the
grip of our assumptions about an autonomous nature.

In Contingency and Fortune in
Aquinas’s Ethics, John Bowlin’s burden is to show that the primary moral
language Aquinas employs is an Aristotelian one that defines virtue in terms of
the skills required for successfully navigating a world of contingency.
Aquinas’s ethics is not a Stoic retreat from that contingency, taking refuge by
locating moral goodness in a formally good will. Furthermore, Aquinas does not
share the Stoic interest in supplementing such a formal account with specific
prescriptions derived from nature. Rather, precisely because good action is
attentive to the particularities of the contingent and ever-shifting external
world, such unfailing prescriptions are unavailable at any level of concreteness
sufficient to guide action. Only virtue succeeds as such a guide. By stressing
the functional elements in Aquinas’s reading of the moral life, Bowlin wants to
correct distortions in our reading of Aquinas that creep in when we are 
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motivated by fears about moral
skepticism or by a modern confusion about the good that turns to natural law for
answers.

Bowlin faults Finnis, Grisez, and
Boyle, as well as Porter and others, for looking to natural law to provide a
moral certainty it cannot. Insofar as Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle supplement
Aquinas’s sketch of natural law with Kantian-style precept-making and Porter and
others look to the hierarchical ordering of the natural inclinations for direct
normative guidance, they neglect the importance of virtue or fail to grasp how
contingent is the good and how indeterminate is the happiness at which virtue
aims.(38) Bowlin borrows Schneewind’s
characterization of how morality shifts in the context of secularization.
According to Schneewind, morality as an external standard to which humans must
conform is gradually replaced by the view that “‘morality itself is a
creation and projection of our inmost nature and that consequently we are
naturally both aware of what it tells us to do and motivated to do it.’”(39)
Bowlin suggests that by rooting morality in such an autonomous nature, these
modern natural law theorists reflect a secularized notion of morality as an
expression of ourselves.

Hall and Bowlin take us very far
toward undoing con-temporary tendencies to interpret Aquinas’s natural law
teaching in light of modern assumptions about an autonomous nature. They also
get us much closer to grasping how Aquinas’s usury teaching and his natural law
teaching complement one another. Hall recovers much of what it means to be a
member of a benevolent, encompassing teleological order the logic of which
pulses through our agency by showing the interpenetration of a peculiarly
Christian account of salvation history with Aquinas’s account of nature. Bowlin
helps us retrieve humanity’s dependence on an order that exceeds its grasp by
displaying the 
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situatedness of human agents in a
world that draws them toward a difficult good governed by an eternal law that is
quite beyond any knowledge we could straightforwardly derive from reflection on
our nature.



 



C) Modern Extrinsicism in Hall and
Bowlin



At the same time, neither Hall nor
Bowlin fully undoes the modern problematic. Once we see that for Aquinas tracing
our natural ontological poverty is inseparable from giving a Christian account
of humanity’s situation in the cosmos, we can recognize where the modern
assumption that the “natural” and the “reli-gious” are
extrinsic to one another persists even in Hall and Bowlin. Then we can see the
directions that still need to be pur-sued to recover an authentically Thomistic
account of natural law.

It would be a mistake to think that
modern assumptions about nature arose entirely outside of Christian theology. On
the contrary, Christian theologians have been among the most important figures
in the advent of the modern assumption that giving an account of what is natural
to humanity and giving a peculiarly Christian account of humanity’s situation in
the cosmos are two different and separable tasks. One example of a theological
development that exemplifies the modernizing direction is the confession of a
double finality for humanity. Theologians’ concern for the “integrity of
the natural” and the “gratuity of the supernatural” seemed to
justify the split between a natural and a supernatural end on theological and
scriptural grounds, even while the split legitimated Christians engaging new
“natural” sciences on their own terms. So, for example, Cajetan, whose
adoption of double finality proved very influential, became an example of
engagement with an increasingly “rationalized” economics.(40)
As many have shown, this double finality is a departure from Aquinas, for whom
human nature is characterized in terms of its situation as it is known to faith,
a situation that does not demand elevation to a graced union with God but is 
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marked by an openness to truth and
goodness that corresponds to humanity’s actual calling to the vision of God.(41)

Although Hall is concerned to
integrate natural law into the providential ordering by which God brings human
beings to friendship with him through charity, Cajetan’s double finality still
casts its shadow. Hall acknowledges her debt to Porter’s earlier work, in which
human nature offers enough moral guidance apart from revelation that the list of
natural inclinations in the Summa (STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2)
gives “an outline of what a human life should properly look like.”(42)
Porter maintains the autonomous significance of this “natural end” by
characterizing human flourishing, even in the life of theological virtue, as
aiming at a “proximate end” understood in terms of those natural
inclina-tions. This double finality does not make Porter’s account of hu-manity
untheological, but it does make humanity, as it might be understood apart from
the image of Christ and the gift of the Holy Spirit, the first and foundational
subject of moral inquiry. This approach tends to make the account of what is
natural to humanity independent of the most peculiarly Christian convic-tions.
The life of theological virtue is then accounted for as a sup-plement to or a
specific determination of the naturally good life.

Hall demurs from Porter’s implication
that the proximate end is the measure even of infused virtue, but she remains
unsure how to account for any other measure. Part of the trouble is that she,
like Porter, believes that practical reason needs a determinate end to reason
toward and that only a connatural end is available since our supernatural end is
God, who cannot be speculatively grasped.(43)
But this line of reasoning is faulty. That the end for Aquinas is God is as true
for the “natural” life as it is for the life of charity (STh
III, q. 1, a. 3, ad 2 and 3). What practical reason 
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needs in either case is not a
speculative grasp of the origin and end of all things, but practice in seeking
the goods at which the virtues already aim (STh II-II, q. 47, a. 6).
Practical wisdom’s direction will therefore be provided by the teleological
ordering of the agent’s virtues. Such a direction is available to us for our
graced end insofar as the graced virtues are in those who have the Holy Spirit.
Indeed, revelation and the gift of the Holy Spirit make our grasp of this
direction more certain than a knowledge of the human good built on any
other basis, and more appropriate to humanity’s actual situation than any
guesses about what virtuous life might have looked like apart from the drama of
sin and grace (STh I, q. 1, aa. 1 and 5). Hall bears witness to a
lingering extrinsicism when she tries to divide Aquinas’s account of prudence
between its infused and acquired versions and to show that the acquired version
delivers the basic shape that the judgments of prudence take. Aquinas, because
he is not concerned to protect the autonomy of any proximate end, makes no
attempt to separate the directions pointed by acquired and infused prudence.

Hall’s apparent concern to reserve a
“nature” not too tainted by peculiarly Christian claims is perhaps not
unrelated to her tendency to minimize the role of the Church. Given her emphasis
on the role of a community in shaping knowledge of natural law, and on the role
of Israel in God’s plan to restore that knowledge, one wonders why she makes so
little of the Church.(44) In the closing
paragraphs of her chapter on the new law she mentions the Church as one of the
communities in which true virtue can be fostered, but even there its role is
played down: 



Thomas, as we have
noted, recognizes how human communities, governed by civil law, can foster and
teach pursuit of the good. Beyond these, with greater specificity and
comprehensiveness of moral teaching, is the community of believers which is the
Church. The community of those still in via is linked for Thomas with
those who have completed their journey and who now stand 
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before the face of
God. Even within the community of believers still on the way, other sorts of
society may be freely chosen as a means towards progress in the virtues.(45)





One does not get the sense that the Church’s theological account of our human
agency is crucial for grasping what is natural to humanity. Hall helpfully
teaches us that knowledge of natural law is communally mediated for Aquinas and
that his account of natural law is inseparable from his account of salvation as
revealed through divine law. But the modern extrinsicism that cordons off
religious particularity from accounts of what is natural still echoes in her
treatment of Aquinas.

Bowlin avoids the double finality that still plagues Hall’s account, but his
interpretation of Aquinas swings, like a pendulum, too far the other way,
reproducing the extrinsicism differently. Bowlin is very concerned not to
characterize Aquinas as turning to nature for a moral anchor, and rightly so.
For Aquinas nature on its own doesn’t give much guidance. Bowlin wants to avoid
offering a “secularized” interpretation of Aquinas, where morality is
no longer an external standard but rather an expression of ourselves. But as he
avoids the Scylla of claiming that nature on its own could direct us, he courts
the Charybdis of claiming that virtue’s guidance comes “on its own,”
as much despite nature as because of it.

In Bowlin’s hands, natural law loses its prescriptive force. Natural law, he
says, disposes to virtue only in the sense that it disposes to all human acts.(46)
The upshot would seem to be that our natural inclination to act rationally is no
more integrally connected to the development of virtue than it is to the
development of vice. According to this reading, Hall’s plundering Germans could
learn virtue, but their new good acts would have no more relation to natural law
than their old bad ones. Such a reading seems hard to square with Aquinas’s
assertion that by natural law “we discern what is good and what is
evil” (STh I-II, q. 91, a. 2).
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This account of natural law fails to
undo modern extrinsicism. Bowlin is anxious to show that in Aquinas’s comments
on natural law he is motivated by “something other than the desire to show
how our nature tells us what we should and should not do in particular.”(47)
This may be true about Aquinas’s motivations, but Bowlin is so keen to avoid
suggesting that nature could give moral guidance that he seems to strip nature
of any moral meaning whatsoever. To argue against those who find moral guidance
from nature apart from virtue, Bowlin contends for virtue with no help from
nature. Part of the problem, perhaps, is that Bowlin adopts Schneewind’s account
of morality’s shifts in the context of secularization. Schneewind sees a move
away from morality as an external standard and toward morality as an expression
of ourselves. To avoid a secularized Aquinas, Bowlin puts him on the external
standard side. But the very tension between external standards and what is
internal to our humanity is alien to Aquinas. One is reminded of Pinckaers’s
diagnosis of modernity’s split between human freedom and external obligations.
It derives, he says, from nominalism, which rejected Aquinas’s account of
humanity as naturally oriented toward the good, in which our nature is shot
through with the divine purposes.(48) In
Pinckaers’s view, what paves the way for the secular is not the notion that
morality stems from within, but the introduction of a sort of interiority
fundamentally alienated from the goods inscribed in our own nature. That shift
produces the apparent conflict between the “expression of ourselves”
and “external moral standards.” Bowlin loses sight of the internal
dynamism of Aquinas’s account of nature, reproducing modernity’s extrinsicism
and portraying holy living again as “over against” nature.



Conclusion





I indicated at the start that recent scholarly trajectories both in economics
and in natural law point toward a convergence around
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a renewed account of human agency that
helps us to recover the intelligibility of the usury prohibition and to overcome
modern tendencies to preserve “autonomous” accounts of what is natural
to us alongside theological convictions about what is natural to us. Such a
renewed account of human agency would help us see how for Aquinas the usury
prohibition and natural law teaching go together. I have tried to point in the
direction of such a renewed account with the notion of “ontological
poverty.”

I want to conclude by returning to a
comment from the intro-ductory section in which I suggested that Aquinas’s
adherence to the usury prohibition was part of an effort to resist the dim
beginnings of the emergence of an autonomous nature. Can we really say that
Aquinas resisted such a notion, since such a notion likely hardly existed among
his contemporaries? As I have mentioned, Pinckaers sees the roots of modern
“autonomous nature” in the nominalist revolution of the fourteenth
century. But in Economy and Nature in the Fourteenth Century: Money, Market
Exchange, and the Emergence of Scientific Thought,(49)
Joel Kaye contends that the key Scholastic thinkers of the fourteenth-century
naturalistic revival, who revolutionized thinking about nature and laid the
groundwork for modern science by reconceiving nature in more mathematical terms,
were prepared for this revolution in part because of their attention to emerging
market realities. The scope of exchange value’s influence expanded throughout
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Studying the movements of exchange
value led many Scholastics to accept approximation, relative measurement, and
the quantification of qualities, in revision of older, less fluid conceptual
categories. They found it difficult to avoid the conclusion that an apparently
self-equalizing system of exchange was producing relative justice out of
shifting individual calculations. The same acceptance of relativity and
geometrical equalization they learned from studying exchange made them the most
notable contributors to the new natural philosophy. Kaye 
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proposes that when Aquinas decided to
defend the usury prohibition on the basis of a divine order that requires a
correspondence between the just intentions of the agent and action that accords
with that order, he resisted the already emerging idea that order might arise
out of an impersonal, mechanical process.

If Kaye is correct, then the initial
moves toward the emergence of an autonomous economic science, one that would
take the order produced by the shifting movements of nominal wealth as the
primary horizon of human economic activity with little attention to how
exchanges fit within a natural cycle of nourishment beyond its calculations,
were taken in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries by those who found
increasing justifications for interest on a loan. By refusing to make those
moves, Aquinas sought to safeguard the receptive and lowly virtues required to
adequate humans to their place in an encompassing and purposeful divine order.

Aquinas’s assumption of our creaturely
lowliness, our “ontological poverty,” and thus of the benevolent,
encompassing, and penetrating teleological order that natural law teaching
presupposes, was at stake in his defense of the usury prohibition. If we hope to
overcome the extrinsicism through which an autonomous nature still haunts
interpretations of Aquinas’s theology, perhaps we would do well to think hard
about the assumptions embodied in our everyday economic practice.(50)
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[bookmark: thomism]A Short History of Thomism. By Romanus
Cessario, O.P. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, 2005. Pp. 106. $19.95 (paper). ISBN 0-8132-1386-x.

In this fine little book, which features a foreword by Ralph McInerny,
Romanus Cessario traces the history of Thomism from the end of the thirteenth
century to the middle of the twentieth century, adding a few comments in the
brief concluding chapter about the last few decades. His aim is duly
circumscribed:

While the present study purports only to fulfill a provisional
objective, it nonetheless provides a sketch of the history of Thomism that will
be useful until that day when some scholar with the required time and resources
undertakes to research and write the multi-volume history of Thomism that this
important school of thought both merits and requires. Perhaps this modest effort
to draw together the many diverse strands of a complicated history into a single
narrative might even prompt the undertaking of such a full-length study. (33-34)



Even though the recent past does not figure prominently in Cessario’s
account, another of the book’s salutary effects is that it provokes the
reader—at least it provoked me—to reflect on post-Vatican II Thomism and on
the future of Thomism, over which some of us may have at least a bit of
influence. I will return to this point below.

Cessario begins by sketching St. Thomas’s scholarly career and describing the
Angelic Doctor’s aspiration to fashion a unified and systematic articulation of
Christian wisdom that “does not emerge from” but rather “embraces
each of the subordinate and ancillary disciplines within its transcendental
unity” (9). He notes that St. Thomas would find the contemporary
fragmentation of theological inquiry “very odd” and “would be
repelled by the cacophony of competing truth claims advanced by point-of-view
theologians claiming hegemonic expertise in one or another theological
discipline” (ibid.). Interestingly, this fragmentation has recently been on
display in the academic reviews, even the sympathetic ones, of Joseph
Ratzinger’s Jesus of Nazareth (Doubleday, 2007). Reviewers strain to
classify this remarkable work, which combines, in the manner of the Summa
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Theologiae, scriptural exegesis, rabbinic and patristic commentaries
on various parts of Scripture, insight into Jewish, Greek, and Roman history and
culture, the history of Catholic doctrine, metaphysics, moral theory,
philosophical anthropology, and the fruits of thousands of hours of mental and
contemplative prayer. “After all,” they protest in effect, “no
one can be an up-to-date expert in all the relevant sub-disciplines, and so this
must be some sort of ‘popular’ or ‘catechetical’ tract rather than a serious
work of theology.”

Something has surely gone amiss when the very idea of an integrated
theoretical and practical wisdom baffles many of the ‘scientific’ theologians of
our day. And, mutatis mutandis, the same sort of fragmentation and loss
of direction afflict philosophy, too, as a contemporary academic discipline. In
fact, to my mind one of the most destructive effects of academic fragmentation
among Catholic thinkers is the sharp dichotomy many presuppose between being a
philosopher and being a theologian and between the academic disciplines of
philosophy and systematic theology. In short, we need St. Thomas now more than
ever, both for his teaching and for his method.

Cessario spends the rest of chapter 1 setting the stage for the catalogue of
historically important Thomists that fills chapters 2 and 3. This stage-setting
involves three separate tasks. The first is to indicate how he will be using the
term ‘Thomist’ in his catalogue. Saint Thomas is such an important figure in
Western thought, and especially in the thought of the Catholic Church, that
after his time nearly all major Catholic thinkers—and many others as well (Leibniz,
to name but one)—have felt the need to come to terms with him. Inevitably, most
of them either depart from St. Thomas in ways deemed by some to be important or
extend his system in ways deemed by some to be unfaithful to his intentions. The
variations are seemingly endless, so much so that some have even suggested that
there is no such thing as a peculiarly Thomistic tradition. Cessario rightly
dismisses this perverse suggestion, but is still faced with a tricky conceptual
problem. In the end, he settles for a set of recognizably Thomistic positions in
metaphysics, philosophical anthropology, and moral theory as roughly definitive
of Thomism until the time of Descartes, and then, for more modern times, he
invokes the twenty-four Thomistic theses that found their way into St. Pius X’s
Doctoris Angelici (1914), the motu proprio that prescribed
these theses for Catholic college and seminary education.

Needless to say, this invocation of sets of Thomistic positions does not
automatically take care of the second task, namely, specifying just who should
count as a Thomist for the purposes of this book. The reason is that there is a
veritable continuum of degrees of participation, so to speak, in St. Thomas’s
thought, and if we stubbornly insist on perfect conformity to full sets of these
theses, then there will have been no Thomists other than St. Thomas—and,
presumably, only the later (or, perhaps, earlier) St. Thomas at that. But there
is no reason to insist on such a rigorous standard.

Cessario follows James Weisheipl in distinguishing three groups of thinkers:
(a) mere eclectic Thomists, who borrow from St. Thomas but feel no
particular allegiance to him, (b) wide Thomists, who give “the
principles and conclusions
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of Thomas Aquinas a privileged place in the development of [their] own proper
philosophical or theological reflections” (16), and (c) strict Thomists,
who are engaged, as Weisheipl puts it, in “a systematic attempt to
understand and develop the basic principles and conclusions of St. Thomas
Aquinas in order to relate them to the problems and needs of each
generation” (13-14). This taxonomy, taken as a broad rule of thumb, is
tolerable, though not without its pitfalls. For instance, Cessario classifies
the sixteenth-century Jesuits as eclectic Thomists (17), even though it seems
clear that Molina and Suárez, to name the two with which I am most familiar,
give “the principles and conclusions of Thomas Aquinas a privileged
place,” even when disagreeing with them. Indeed, the great bulk of the
works of both Jesuits takes the form of extended commentaries on one or another
part of the Summa Theologiae, and there is no question that they treat
St. Thomas with much more deference than they do any other author. For instance,
in a particularly poignant passage in part 4 of his Concordia, Molina
agonizes over the fact that a crucial text from St. Thomas cannot in all honesty
bear the interpretation he would like to give it. I do not mean to quibble here,
so much as to underscore the rhetorical dimension of any such broad-stroked
taxonomy.

In general, however, identifying the strict Thomists is not all that
difficult, as long as this identification is made by ostension, as it were,
rather than strictly by definition. Most Thomists before the time of Descartes
were Dominicans who not only identified themselves as Thomists but were also
identified as Thomists by other Catholic writers who found themselves in
conversation with them. (There were, to be sure, a few “wayward”
Dominicans who had only the most tenuous claim to be called Thomists of any
stripe. In the most entertaining sentence in the book, Cessario dryly notes
concerning Durandus of Saint- Pourçain: “His status [as a bishop] however
did not preserve him from the scrutiny of the Dominican Order, whose authorities
considered his Commentary on the Sentences to contain more than a
few—235 altogether—positions that were opposed to Aquinas’s teaching”
[56].) A similar point holds for the post-Cartesian era, though here things get
a bit murkier because, in addition to straightforward Thomism, there were
various attempts to extend St. Thomas’s thought in order to make it answer
questions that arise only within the general context of the “new way of
ideas.” So, for instance, Cessario (perhaps unfairly) classifies the
Transcendental Thomists as eclectic Thomists, noting (accurately) that they have
had virtually no impact on “the way that the Church authentically expresses
the Catholic faith” (88). On the other hand, Karol Wojtya’s extension of
Thomism via phenomenology is more difficult to classify and obviously has had an
impact on the teachings of the Church.

The third task is to make a determination about whether or how to divide the
history of Thomism into distinct chronological periods. The standard division is
tripartite, marking (a) an initial period that reached its high point in the
work of such fifteenth-century thinkers as John Capreolus and Denis the
Carthusian; (b) the sixteenth and seventeenth century revival that took place
mainly on the Iberian peninsula and produced the likes of Francis Sylvestri of
Ferrara,
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Francisco de Vitoria, Cardinal Cajetan, Dominigo Soto, Domingo Bañez, and
John Poinsot, to name just a few; and (c) the nineteenth and twentieth-century
revival that began in Germany and Italy with the likes of the Jesuit Josef
Kleutgen, was enshrined in Leo XIII’s Aeterni patris, and then spread
in earnest to North America. There are subtle variations on this scheme from
author to author, but all of them focus on the temporal waxing and waning of
Thomism over the centuries. While ascribing a rough accuracy to such accounts,
Cessario is reluctant to codify historical divisions of this sort, in part
because the story could just as easily be told geographically, in which case it
would take on a different character, and in part because the ups and downs of
Thomism are traceable to, as much as to anything else, “external”
factors such as the Black Plague, the Reformation, and a long series of
ecclesiastical, political, social, and cultural upheavals.

What follows in chapters 2 and 3 is a sketchy and yet fascinating narrative
about the most prominent Thomists of the last seven centuries, highlighting the
salient issues they have dealt with and, in some cases, their roles in promoting
the study of St. Thomas for the good of the Church. I will give just a brief
sample of interesting tidbits from these chapters.

Although St. Thomas did not actively cultivate disciples during his own
lifetime, the controversies surrounding his writings galvanized leading
Dominicans—most notably, St. Albert the Great, Peter of Conflans, and Giles of
Lessines at first and, later on, Robert Orford, Thomas Sutton, and John Quidort
—to come to his defense forcefully within a few years of his death. This
established Thomism “as a legitimate school of theology within the
Christian Church” (43) even before St. Thomas’s canonization in 1323.
Another early hero was the English Dominican Richard Knapwell, who was
excommunicated by the Franciscan archbishop John Peckam in 1286 for arguing that
the rational soul is the sole substantial form of a human being—a position
later endorsed by the Council of Vienne.

Thomism continued to flourish amid opposition until the later fourteenth
century, when the Black Plague and the Great Western Schism severely disrupted
European life in general and ecclesial life in particular. But because of the
expansion of the Dominican Order, the movement was still alive at the beginning
of the fifteenth century not only in the university centers of England, France,
and Italy, but also in lands as far separated as Spain and Armenia. (This
highlights the role that Dominican houses of study have played, and are likely
to continue to play, in the history of Thomism; a modicum of independence from
the universities is a definite advantage for any intellectual movement.) The
best-known figures of this period were John Capreolus, the Dominican expositor
of St. Thomas’s Commentary on the Sentences, and the incredibly
prolific Denis the Carthusian.

The sixteenth century remains perhaps the most interesting in the history of
Thomism. Cessario cautions us not to exaggerate the opposition between the
Scholastics and the humanists (66-67). However, it is undeniable that the
tension between them was exacerbated once the Reformation occurred, and this
made


  



page 151

it more socially acceptable for the Reformers to heap scorn on St. Thomas and
his successors. But as with all the other many crises that have marked the
history of the Church, God’s grace abounded, and one of its most obvious effects
was the proliferation of outstanding theologians, most of them Thomists and all
of them heavily influenced by St. Thomas, during the Tridentine and post-Tridentine
period. (Cessario dismisses as “a popular but erroneous rumor” [74]
the widespread belief that the Summa Theologiae was enshrined next to
the Bible on the altar by the Fathers of the Council of Trent.) Near the end of
chapter 2 Cessario gives a rendition of what he takes to be the distinctively
Thomistic theses that played an important role in the sixteenth-century debates
with other traditions in Catholic theology (69-72 ), followed by a more specific
characterization of some key differences between the Thomists and the Jesuits,
especially Francisco Suárez and, to a lesser extent, Luis de Molina (77-78).
Without going into detail, I will simply note that in both cases there were
junctures at which I felt a bit uneasy, either because certain points being
touted as distinctively Thomist did not seem to me peculiar to Thomism or
because the positions being attributed to the Jesuits were not articulated as
carefully as I would have liked. This is a minor complaint, given the severe
space restrictions under which Cessario is operating. But it is a reminder that
writing an extensive history of Thomism will be a philosophically and
theologically, as well as historically, demanding task.

As Cessario’s narrative enters into the eighteenth and nineteenth century we
find him providing an interesting measured defense of so-called manual Thomism,
which began to develop as early as the late seventeenth century “in order
mainly to meet the pedagogical requirements of students preparing for the
ministerial priesthood” (83-84). He is well aware of the limitations of the
manuals and of the perspective that disdains them, but suggests that this is not
the last word:

Some intellectual historians have criticized the manual tradition on the
basis that it replaced critical engagement in philosophical dialogue, such as
that practiced by Aquinas and his first disciples, with a synthesized
presentation of principles and conclusions… . Canon [Vincenzo] Buzzetti, who
began his intellectual life as a disciple of John Locke, learned his Thomism and
became convinced of its value, by reading the manuals of [the Dominicans
Antoine] Goudin and [Salvatore] Roselli. His personal experience illustrates
that the Thomist manuals could serve to open up to well-disposed persons an
alternative vision of philosophy … that would keep Catholic theology from
tumbling into eclecticism. (84)



The manuals represented an attempt to solve a problem that is still with us,
namely, how to give at least a modicum of sound philosophical training to a
large group of men who will play an important ministerial role in the Church and
yet cannot in fairness or in fact be assumed to be prospective philosophers or
theologians. Predictably, it was precisely the budding philosophers and
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theologians among them who found the manuals most frustrating. Some felt most
keenly the absence of those classical philosophers and Fathers of the Church
with whom St. Thomas had carried on a constant dialogue in his own proper works;
others felt most keenly the lack of intellectual contact with more contemporary
modes of thought. In the years leading up to Vatican II the first type of
frustration led to a demand for resourcement in Catholic intellectual
life, whereas the second type engendered a demand for aggiornamento.

It is at this point that Cessario’s narrative invites reflection on the
recent past and the future of Thomism. The demands for resourcement and
aggiornamento were acceded to in the wake of the council, but in the
process strict Thomism, along with Scholasticism in general, was largely
jettisoned by mainstream Catholic intellectuals, especially by theologians but
also by most philosophers. As McInerny brought out well in his now-classic work,
Thomism in an Age of Renewal (Doubleday, 1966), this widespread
rejection of Thomism was more a matter of the heart than of the mind. But it has
had profound intellectual consequences as well. The most obvious is the parlous
condition of the vast majority of large Catholic universities in Europe and
North America. A more subtle consequence is that the most influential
preconciliar Catholic theologians of the aggiornamento wing have a very
sparse following nowadays, forty years after the council. And why? In his
perceptive review (First Things, May 2007) of Fergus Kerr’s Twentieth-Century
Catholic Theologians: From Chenu to Ratzinger (Blackwell, 2006), R. R. Reno
notes that these theological giants are now barely intelligible to the present
generation of new Catholic theologians, in large measure because the neophytes
lack a solid grounding in the standard Thomistic philosophy and theology in
which the great theologians had been trained (in part through the manuals) and
against which they had in various ways rebelled.

The fact is that, love him or hate him, St. Thomas provides contemporary
Catholic philosophers and theologians, even those who choose in the end to
deviate from him in one way or another, with the philosophically most plausible
starting points in metaphysics, philosophy of nature, moral theory, and
philosophical anthropology, along with the deepest and most thoroughly worked
out account of the relation between faith and reason. As a result, given that
familiarity with the Angelic Doctor’s thought has ceased to be a central aim of
Catholic higher education, many aspiring Catholic philosophers and theologians
find themselves adrift as Catholic philosophy and theology “tumble into
eclecticism,” to use Cessario’s phrase. For instance, even philosophy and
theology majors in contemporary Catholic universities are unlikely to have
anything approaching a refined grasp of St. Thomas’s views about the relation
between faith and reason—and this at a time when these views could bring
considerable light to the current confused cultural debate about the interplay
between Christian faith and natural science.

Nor are the prospects bright for a reinstatement, or even a mere modest
revival, of Thomism in the flagship Catholic universities of Europe and North
America. When my own department conducted a search for a Thomist a few years
ago, it turned out that some of my younger colleagues had never even
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heard of a Thomist! One of them, a cradle non-practicing Catholic, asked in
astonishment, “Why would we want to hire someone who believes all and only
what Aquinas believes?” As I sorted through the confusion about Thomism and
Catholic philosophy implicit in this question, it occurred to me that one
effective, though admittedly flippant, response might be, “Well, we hired
someone who believes all and only what you believe. Which is
worse?” The bottom line, unfortunately, is that my department and others
like it harbor very little sympathy for the idea of serving the Church by
cultivating the thought of St. Thomas. They are more concerned with their
standing in the secular academic world. Perhaps they will claim, and in some
cases sincerely believe, that this concern, far from being sycophantic, is
equivalent to an aspiration for intellectual excellence. But any Catholic
philosopher who has experience in contemporary Catholic universities and has
thought deeply about matters pertaining to faith and reason is likely to have a
multitude of good reasons for dismissing this claim.

Despite all this, there are many encouraging signs for the future. The last
fifteen years have witnessed a resurgence of interest in the works of St. Thomas
among a small but significant group of gifted Catholic undergraduates. (I find
nothing in my professional life quite as exhilarating as being thanked
effusively by students for having recommended to them the works of—who would
have believed it?—Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange.) Indeed, many of these young
people are now beginning to make a name for themselves as Thomists in the
academy. I have participated in some of their tenure reviews and been greatly
edified by the experience. Some of them have been able to study the works of St.
Thomas both as undergraduates and as graduate students; others have received
solid Thomistic training as undergraduates and put St. Thomas aside temporarily
during their graduate studies. But all have nurtured the aspiration to
contribute in one way or another to Catholic philosophy and theology in general
and to the Thomistic tradition in particular. In addition, there are several
excellent journals devoted to fostering Thomism, along with the other Scholastic
traditions. Cessario mentions The Thomist and Revue thomiste,
as well as the recent inception of the English-language edition of Nova et
Vetera (91-93). What’s more, the advent of the Internet and the consequent
easy access to texts, research, and intercommunication will at least partially
offset the loss of those Catholic universities that can no longer be counted on
to foster the study of St. Thomas systematically. And there is a lot more good
news beyond this.

I especially recommend Cessario’s little book in tandem with McInerny’s Thomism
in an Age of Renewal to the younger generation of Thomists and prospective
Thomists. Each of these books in its own way transmits a sense of the nobility
and depth of an intellectual tradition which has served the Church well over the
centuries and which is worthy of intellectual allegiance even today. Together
they provide a historical context within which we can face with equanimity the
claim, reported by Cessario, that Thomism is not at this time one of the
“active theological traditions at work in the Church” (12). As both
its
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remote history and its proximate history demonstrate, even if Thomism is not
fully flourishing at present, it soon enough will be, once again.

Alfred
J. Freddoso 



University of Notre Dame

Notre Dame, Indiana
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This book is a fruit of the seed that John Paul II’s encyclical Fides et
ratio planted. Mindful of the current crises of reason and of faith, the
contributors focus their attention on theological reasoning, especially in light
of modern and postmodern attacks on its legitimacy. It is rare to find a
collection of essays in which authors so different in their starting-points
engage one another so well.

The essays that constitute this volume come from meetings held over the
course of three years at the Center of Theological Inquiry in Princeton.
Although inspired by the work of a pope, the authors of these essays include
Orthodox, Anglican, Lutheran, and Reformed voices as well as Roman Catholics.
The organizers inform us that they made no effort to assure homogeneity in
theological method or in philosophical preferences, but simply trusted in a
common commitment to investigate resources of reason for theology in the face of
current challenges.

As systematic theologians, they frequently had recourse to philosophy and
decided to invite the renowned Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor to join them
for the final meeting. His postscript (“Engaging the Citadel of Secular
Reason”) clearly anticipates his latest blockbuster, A Secular Age
(2007), with its musings on the prospect that it is the simultaneous presence of
mutually incom-patible but equally plausible world views that paralyzes
contemporary intellectual culture, including theological reasoning. Resolving
Taylor’s perplexities will be no easy task, but this volume helps to make clear
that what is needed is vigorous epistemological and metaphysical reflection, for
it is not clear that all these world views are equally plausible, and some may
be the result of intellectual mistakes or perhaps even willful decisions that
are only disguised as discoveries.

The collection has four parts. The first set of papers inquires into the
nature of theological reasoning; the second, the assessment of reason’s powers
by theologians; the third, the significance for theology of philosophical shifts
during the passage into modernity and postmodernity; and the fourth, the
inexorable necessity and ongoing importance of philosophy for theological
inquiry. Throughout the authors show respect for John Paul II’s Fides et
ratio and
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broadly agree with his concern about the contemporary crisis of reason. But
the contributors by no means agree with the course suggested by the encyclical
for the resolution of that crisis.

Much of the debate in this book is really about whether there are praeambula
fidei that can be known by reason independently of faith that could thereby
enhance the credibility of faith-claims. In the tradition of fides quaerens
intellectum, the first group of essayists examines the “reasons of
faith” typical of specific areas of expertise within systematic theology.
Alan J. Torrance writes on revelation, Bruce D. Marshall on the Trinity, Colin
Gunton and Robert W. Jenson on Christology, and Lois Malcolm and Mark McIntosh
on the Cross.

Torrance is typical of those disinclined to allow for any such praembula.
In his essay on the criteria by which Christianity claims to recognize when God
has spoken in genuine revelation, he insists that Christians must avoid judging
the authenticity of the Word of God not only by some extrinsic standard of what
makes worldly sense but also by the tests of “Socratic immanentism”
(as if resonance with truths already within us could serve to differentiate
genuine revelation from false claims in a fashion comparable to the doctrine of
recollection in the Platonic dialogues). An adequate theological understanding
of how God speaks requires a conversion of reason under the influence of the
Holy Spirit, not the presumption that the canons of reason are culturally
neutral and beyond any particular world view. Torrance insists that the
testimony of Jesus is self-authenticating. Even when believers articulate their
own reasons for thinking that their particular religious beliefs are
“properly basic,” they should never imagine that their faith-claims
could be “demonstrable” to others. For Torrance, reason itself seems
to suggest that reason, left to its own devices, never constitutes an
indubitable ground for certainty. For this reason he remains skeptical about the
ways in which Fides et ratio in effect reiterates the claims of Vatican
I that faith and reason are in harmony and that compelling proofs for some
faith-claims are in principle possible.

Bruce Marshall’s wonderful essay about what epistemic difference believing in
the Trinity might make to any other truth claim is a helpful counterweight here.
By distinguishing the idea that the Trinity is the cause of everything else in
the universe from the idea that beliefs about the Trinity might be the reason
for anything else that we might believe, Marshall affirms the instinct behind
the praeambula fidei: there are truths about the world and about the
creator of the world that one can know quite independently of any religious
beliefs. But whether one takes the more spare naturalism of an Aquinas or the
richer semiotic metaphysics of a Bonaventure, faith in the Trinity can well
bring us to see any number of things about the Creator and creation that would
likely never have occurred to us otherwise.

Of the three essays in the section dedicated to the theological assessment of
reason, Reinhard Hütter’s study of Aquinas on the relation between intellect
and will is particularly insightful. To confront the skepticism of modernity and
the nihilism of postmodernity, he urges the cultivation of precisely the sort of
intellectual virtues that Nietzschean deconstructionism most holds in suspicion:
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humility and receptivity. The intrinsic orientation of the intellect toward
grasping reality ought to lead to habits of philosophical reflection that are
appreciative of a world created ex nihilo and entirely dependent on God
for its being. But the postmetaphysical privileging of the will’s rule over
reason and the relentless voluntarism of an age dominated by the instrumental
use of reason can easily mask reason’s teleological character and even lead one
to forget why Christian tradition often thought of curiosity as a vice.

The other essays of section 2 show less optimism about reason’s prospects.
Paul Griffith’s quasi-Augustinian explanation of error begins strongly enough as
exegesis of the problem of volitional depravity but allows an unwarranted
pessimism about reason to engender doubts about the prospect of ever appealing
to natural law in public debates on morality. In embracing the anthropology of
Martin Luther, Ernstpeter Maurer reflects on the structural problems facing
reason “under the condition of sin” that invariably distort its
self-perception and make reason prone to forget its status as a created reality,
dependent on its Creator.

The historically focused essays in section 3 concentrate on the challenges
that theological reasoning has encountered with modernity. Carver T. Yu shows
how the ultimate groundlessness of autonomous reason tends toward nihilism as
its logical conclusion. He analyzes the gradual evaporation of being that
results from Hume’s reduction of cognitive intentionality to the habits of
consciousness, and Kant’s reduction of understanding to the a priori structures
of the mind. Janet Martin Soskice uncovers an unstated commitment to a univocal
concept of being in Locke’s strategy for identifying the attributes of God, and
shows how it leads to Hume’s radical skepticism about God and Kant’s dialectical
projection of God as a moral necessity while simultaneously denying the
possibility of ever knowing God by speculative reason. David Bentley Hart takes
up the theme of the analogy of being that Soskice proposes as an alternative to
Locke’s metaphysical univocity and criticizes Heidegger for a “willful
misreading” of Christian metaphysics.

In the final section, Martin Bieler and Romanus Cessario ask not only why
philosophy matters for theology but whether any one particular philosophy is
needed. Like Hart, Bieler clearly appreciates the forcefulness of the problem
that Heidegger’s critique of ontotheology presents to contemporary theology. In
response he affirms the ecclesial tradition of not declaring any one particular
philosophy to be official, but presents Aquinas’s views on the
interrelationships between faith and reason and between philosophy and theology
as particularly well suited for meeting the Heideggerian challenge. Cessario
dares to name the elephant in the room: the historical trend of Protestant
theological formation to proceed without requiring philosophical training and
the recent trend within Catholic theological formation to marginalize
philosophy, or even to make skepticism more rather than less likely by
presenting a potpourri of philosophies to seminarians. His essay makes a
forceful case for realistic metaphysics and epistemology as an indispensable
support to the acquisition of the truths of faith and all the other tasks of
theology.
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The range of views in this volume thus covers a wide spectrum, but even their
differences shed some light on the fundamental project of fides quaerens
intellectum.



Joseph W. Koterski, S.J. 





Fordham University

Bronx, New York
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In his preface, David Bradshaw invites his readers to expect a helpful
contribution to East-West ecumenism that will outline the historical development
of both Christian traditions. His purpose, he says, is to describe “the
formation of the two traditions, eastern and western, in parallel with one
another” (x). From the start he prepares us for a discussion of two broad
and important topics: (1) the development of ancient Greek thought and (2) the
alternative appropriations of that heritage by the Christian East and West.
Promising that his epilogue will consider “what light the comparison of the
two traditions can shed on our current situation” (xiii), he also seems to
offer a balanced consideration of both sides of this discussion. As he notes,
“It is only by seeing both the eastern and western traditions as
developments out of a shared heritage in classical metaphysics that they can be
properly understood” (xii). Bradshaw proposes, then, not the more common
historical reviews of the two traditions, but a careful analysis of the
philosophical roots from which both have emerged.

It soon becomes apparent, however, that Bradshaw means to catalogue various
theological failures of the West, particularly those that stem from its
inability to strike a proper balance between reason and revelation. That
balance, he insists, was fully achieved in the East. He identifies this lack of
harmony between philosophy and theology as “the shipwreck of faith and
reason [which] was strictly a western phenomenon” (x). So while he might
suggest that his volume will further the theological discussion between the
Christian East and West, his more deliberate aim seems to be, first, to identify
the failure of the West in order to appreciate its Greek philosophical heritage
and, second, to consider how this failure has hindered its theological
development.

Even if we were to accept Bradshaw’s identification of the cause of the
West’s “shipwreck” as the Enlightenment, full agreement with him would
require us to suppose that only the East is fully equipped to avoid the
theological issues of modernity, and that it has encountered no comparable
difficulties of its own. It is not clear that either claim is defensible.
Further, lest we suppose that the Western malaise is solely a modern phenomenon,
Bradshaw further asks us to
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consider how “all the bloody wars and revolutions, the hatred, the
arrogance, and philosophical despair of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries” (277) ultimately derive from the Enlightenment’s revolt against
Scholasticism—a revolt, he emphasizes, that never arose in the East. While such
remarks might provoke impassioned retorts, a more studied consideration
recognizes that it is futile to engage the book in this way.

One of the greatest challenges facing readers of Bradshaw’s work, then, is to
pass over the various remarks that distract from an otherwise informative
discussion of the influence of Greek philosophy on the two Christian traditions.
Such remarks are, fortunately, mostly limited to the preface and epilogue. For
example, after tracing the development of various intellectual themes from
Aristotle through Thomas Aquinas and Gregory Palamas, Bradshaw asks us to
consider how “major institutions and movements embodied [persecution and
religious wars] in the West, such as the Crusades, the military orders, and the
Inquisition, [which] all arose after the schism” (276). How ought we to
connect this theological tradition to these historical developments? If there is
a direct link, Bradshaw declines to provide it himself. Moreover, after having
encouraged us to shift our focus “from dogma and ecclesiology to questions
of fundamental metaphysics” (xii), this seems an unfortunate and
questionable leap. If Bradshaw’s aim is to impugn western Christendom (e.g.,
“the long movement of the West toward unbelief” [275]), we might
wonder why he bothers to review the shared intellectual history as thoroughly as
he does.

Fortunately, most of Bradshaw’s argument is less forced. Each of the
intervening chapters offers a more balanced consideration of the historical
developments introduced in the preface. While each is intended to support his
ultimate endorsement of the East versus the West, each is drawn with sufficient
balance and depth to afford genuine insight into a specific topic that warrants
its own consideration. Further, though Bradshaw does not actually propose to
advance the East-West ecumenical cause, he does identify ecumenism as a possible
vantage from which to review his results. To the extent that readers of either
tradition can approach his project with a less polemical spirit, they stand to
gain a more informed appreciation of the shared history, and from that, a
broader foundation from which to consider the East-West ecumenical exchange.

Bradshaw chooses the concept of energeia to illustrate his
understanding of the contrast between East and West (xi-xii). Chapter 1
identifies and develops two main thematic senses of the term in the Aristotelian
corpus. First, energeia is contrasted with physical movement (kinesis):
where the latter is for the sake of an end, the former is an end in itself.
Second, energeia is described as actuality, understood, in part, as
“a more fully realized stage of natural development” (20). Chapter 2
describes the Prime Mover as the means by which Aristotle unites these two
strands of energeia. Imparting motion to the cosmos without being
moved, the Prime Mover exemplifies pure actuality (26), Bradshaw’s first theme.
He identifies the “traditional view” with this particular theme, as
only noting its transcendence (42). Bradshaw then invites us to consider the
Prime Mover’s immanence which it enjoys as the end sought by all natural objects
(his second theme) in virtue of its supreme intelligibility (38).
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Bradshaw’s reading of Aristotle essentially grounds the rest of his argument:
where the East sets forth both the divine transcendence and the divine
immanence, the West so focuses on the former that it overlooks the latter.
Although Bradshaw intends to show that the theology of the West failed to
blossom as fully as in the East (in a way that is analogous to the difference
between the “traditional view” and his own) we might appraise his
results differently. That is, we might view Aristotle as a common resource that
was mined differently by the two traditions according to their own concerns.

In chapter 3 Bradshaw confirms that Aristotle was not considered a
theological touchstone by East or West. Here he identifies a number of different
sources who either do not consider energeia according to the range of
possibilities he has identified or who hardly treat it at all. He almost seems
to allow that his reading of Aristotle does not necessarily lead to the claims
of his preface and epilogue.

Chapter 4 describes Plotinus’s development of energeia, understood
as actuality, in terms of two modes: internally, a thing’s “peculiarly
intimate relationship to [its] own being” (76) and externally, that which
it imparts to others. Through the latter, all things are said to be a form of
contemplation and “intrinsically productive” (77). The general point
is that, in Plotinian terms, the One is the cause of the being of all things,
not directly, but as the telos of their internal act toward which their
external energeia naturally strives (94). This bequeaths the
intellectual resources by which subsequent interpreters, including Christians,
might explicate God’s immanence. Here again Bradshaw’s interpretation lends
itself to a broader reading than emerges in his final conclusion: his complaints
about Plotinus’s “inconsistent terminology” and “second
thoughts” suggest that the Enneads do not immediately comport with
his ultimate interpretative ends.

In chapters 5 and 6 Bradshaw’s argument seems the most tenuous, as it limns
various historical factors outside the direct development he has proposed. As
such, they might be said to encourage more ecumenically motivated conclusions,
since they permit a less deliberate interpretation. For example, we see how
Porphyry appropriated energeia for more practical purposes; this might
indicate that the term had broader use than as a description of the divine
nature. Chapter 6 describes various interpretations of energeia that
would raise difficulties for its Christian appropriation. It was associated with
magic through the Hermetica (131), as revealed in the writings of Iamblichus,
who “proved essential to pagans such as the Emperor Julian in their efforts
to turn back the new religion [Christianity]” (136). We may also note
Bradshaw’s concession that some interpretations were troubling enough to be
rejected by the Council of Constantinople (127). The chapter concludes with a
review of Proclus, who describes how the soul perfects itself by cultivating the
trace of the Plotinian One by “bringing itself into a state of primeval
silence” (150). With these points in mind, we might wonder if the West’s
hesitancy to endorse energeia in the manner Bradshaw suggests might
have been a matter of caution than of failure (Proclus’s recommendation, for
example, perhaps sounding a bit Pelagian).

Chapters 7 and 8 are perhaps the most generally useful part of Bradshaw’s
text. They describe the East’s achievement on its own terms, rather than as


  



page 160

an indictment of the West. Bradshaw first reminds us that most of the
historical texts reviewed in the preceding chapters remained unknown to the West
during the Middle Ages (153). He then summarizes Gregory of Nyssa’s distinction
“between the divine energeiai, which are known and can be named,
and the divine ousia which has no name and is known only through the energeiai
of which it is the source” (164). Bradshaw contends that this allows the
East to preserve God’s transcendence, while explicating God’s immanence, as
manifested in prophecy and glossolalia (172). By means of this distinction, he
invites us to appraise the Eastern claims that God is “beyond being”
and “beyond nohsis” (191). These claims refer not merely to conceptual
knowledge, but to “direct personal knowledge attained only by cleansing the
divine image within” (ibid.). Bradshaw then describes St. Maximus’s
elaboration of this distinction in terms of logoi, roughly equivalent
to energeiai, which are various divine (immanent) processions into
individual beings (205), and the logos, not only the creator and
sustainer of creatures but also their meaning and purpose (206).

Chapter 9 contrasts the theological achievements of the two traditions
according to Bradshaw’s basic thesis: the East’s balance of immanence and
transcendence versus the West’s overemphasis on the latter. Bradshaw describes
Augustine’s theology as one whose “fundamental point remains that the
divine being as such is innately suited to the human intellect” (227). In
contrast, he proposes Palamas’s synthesis, which counsels a cessation of
intellectual activity so as to acquire the Spirit of God through purity of
heart. He indicates that Palamas uses energeia to refer to divine
realities “that can be known and participated by creatures” (ibid.).
So, according to the Eastern view, the highest activity of the soul lies in its
divinization by gifts of the Spirit who is immanently present. Highlighting the
prominence of God’s transcendence in the West, Bradshaw describes how, for
Aquinas, God’s esse is not esse commune, from which it follows
that we “cannot say precisely what the likeness between God and creatures
is” (245). This, in turn, leads to Aquinas’s mistaken transformation of
“what for Dionysius had been a means of ascent toward God [divine names]
into a semantic device for clarifying the limitations of theological
language” (ibid.). I suggest that one could just as well consider how
Aquinas’s use of analogy might explicate the Eastern claim that while God is
beyond nohsi”, he can be “participated by creatures” (237). This
would also invite a fuller consideration of Aquinas’s understanding of
participation than Bradshaw provides. However, in view of his contention that
“the western tradition was already unsound as far back as Augustine”
(275), we might also require a study that affords a more generous handling of
such points than this volume allows.

Brian
Chrzastek, O.P. 
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[bookmark: light]Light in Darkness: Hans Urs von Balthasar and the
Catholic Doctrine of Christ’s Descent into Hell. By Alyssa
Lyra Pitstick. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2007.
Pp. 458. $55.00 (cloth). ISBN 978-0-8028-0755-7.

Alyssa Pitstick’s Light in Darkness is the most recent in a spate of
books and articles calling into question the thought of Hans Urs von Balthasar
from the more traditional and specifically Thomistic side of Catholic theology.
What sets this book apart, however, is both the severity of the questioning and
the significant publicity which it has received since its publication.
Ostensibly the book is concerned with Balthasar’s theology of Christ’s descent
into hell, clearly the most controversial aspect of his theology, but soon
enough the reader realizes that Pitstick sees the descent as the tail that wags
the theological dog of Balthasar’s entire project. Furthermore, Pitstick
maintains that Balthasar’s rejection of the traditional theology of the descent
is both knowing and intentional, thereby casting a shadow over his entire
contribution to twentieth-century Catholic theology.

Light in Darkness is divided into three parts: the first presents
the traditional theology of Christ’s descent into hell; the second offers a
thoroughgoing analysis of Balthasar’s theology of the descent, especially as
this comes to bear upon his Trinitarian theology; and the third raises some
general conclusions concerning Balthasar’s theology as a whole in the light of
what has gone before. To restate the thesis with greater specificity:
Balthasar’s theology of descent is out of keeping and incompatible with that of
the Catholic tradition insofar as it sees the descent, not so much in terms of a
victory tour into the “limbo of the Fathers” after the triumph over
sin accomplished on the cross, but as the final step of Christ’s entering into
the human condition in order to heal it from within.

In the first part, Pitstick offers a reading of the traditional theology of
the descent based on Scripture, the Eastern Fathers (and Eastern iconography),
Augustine, Aquinas and, much more briefly, Nicholas of Cusa. Her contention is
that the tradition understood “the harrowing of hell” in two ways,
both of which are incompatible with the approach of Balthasar. First, in the
traditional view, hell is already divided into areas so that, even before the
death and resurrection of Christ, there is a “hell of the damned” and
a “limbo of the [righteous] Fathers.” Christ only descended into the
limbo of the Fathers. Second, Christ’s suffering for and victory over sin is
accomplished already on Good Friday, so that the descent is simply an
announcement of that victory—a victory that leads to rejoicing for the
righteous and further shame for the damned. It is also important, according to
Pitstick, that the descent is seen as glorious in the “face value”
sense of that word. In all of these areas, it is concluded, Balthasar fails to
uphold the traditional doctrine of the descent.

The middle section of the book is much longer and involves a thorough reading
of Balthasar on the descent, first in general, but then in terms of the role of
each person of the Trinity. The Father, out of love for the world, sends his Son
precisely in order to heal the human condition from within, including its
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state of godforsakeness. In order to do this full justice, Balthasar must
take the claim in the Second Letter to the Corinthians that “[God] made Him
to be sin …” more radically than the tradition has been typically
willing to take it. The Father’s role, in Pitstick’s reading, is to place the
sin of the world onto the Son so that he can overcome it through obedient love.
The Son’s role is willingly to consent to this mission, which extends even to
the godforsakeness of those in hell. Because the Son’s mission is rooted in his
prior procession within the Trinity—to which he also must consent, in
Balthasar’s view—he is able to enter into the human condition in this radical
way, without in any way jeopardizing the divine immutability or his status as
Son of God. In other words, because the Son’s pathos in the face of sin
is rooted in a prior free and immutable decision within the immanent Trinity,
Balthasar can go farther than the patristic-Thomistic approach, which wants to
limit the suffering of Christ to his humanity. This willingness to suffer the
human condition, even to the point of becoming sin, dying, and entering into
hell, is not a threat to the immutability of God or the divinity of the Son
insofar as God is in no way constrained from without to enter into such a
condition. In this way, Balthasar thinks that he can do justice to the proper
patristic concern for the divine apatheia.

Furthermore, all of the events in the life of Jesus that might normally be
relegated, in a potentially Nestorian fashion, to the humanity of Jesus are
rooted, in Balthasar’s approach, in the Trinitarian relations. For instance, if
Jesus’ existence is marked by kenosis—the putting aside of the divine
attributes in order to enter into the human condition—this is rooted in a prior
kenosis within the Trinity in which the Son eternally disposes himself to the
will of the Father. Or if Jesus is able to experience death, it is because
already in the Trinity there is something like a “supra-death,”
capable of subsuming finite death, which is rooted in the fact that the
Trinitarian persons have already done something like lay down their lives for
each other from all of eternity. Such an approach enables Balthasar to root the
virtues of the Kingdom, such as those outlined in the Sermon on the Mount, in
the very essence of a God who is by his very nature self-giving love. Finally,
there is the role of the Spirit, which consists in maintaining the love between
the Father and the Son, even as the Son enters into the realms of sin, death,
and hell.

Pitstick will have none of this, and she is determined to show that none of
it corresponds to the mainstream of the Catholic tradition. Indeed, the book can
be quite bracing insofar as one is not typically accustomed to seeing
Balthasar’s approach on all of these questions lined up so relentlessly with the
views of Aquinas or other significant voices in the tradition. The third part of
the book is little more than a driving home of this point: that Balthasar’s
entire theology diverges from the tradition both because of and in order to
sustain his idiosyncratic reading of the descent. Moreover, on each of the
points outlined above, Pitstick works hard to demonstrate not only that the
traditional answers were different, but that they were better, that they were
not broken and, so, were in no need of fixing. She sees sinister influences upon
Balthasar’s theology which help to account for his divergence from the
tradition, and here we are
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confronted with the usual suspects: Martin Luther, John Calvin, Hegel, Karl
Barth, and Adrienne von Speyr, to name the most important, none of whom
qualifies as a normative source of Catholic theology.

This book is a very engaging read. It is, furthermore, a well-written,
thoroughly researched and clearly argued book, which will provide a great deal
of fodder for the much-needed dialogue between admirers of Balthasar and those
of a more traditionalist bent. Besides providing an excellent refresher course
in a neglected aspect of Catholic theology, the book offers one of the more
thorough treatments of Balthasar’s eschatology and Trinitarian theology than
this reviewer has seen. Most importantly, the relentless and close comparison of
Balthasar’s positions with those of the Fathers and Aquinas will have to be kept
in mind in future works dealing with Balthasar’s theological contribution.
However, it may very well be that what makes the book so interesting—the
relentlessness of its central thesis—is the very thing that makes it
questionable in the final analysis. Beneath the entire argument lies an
either/or—in fact, there are several—which is very likely false. Namely,
either Balthasar did not know the traditional position and, so, neglected it out
of ignorance (and Pitstick rightly shows that this is highly improbable), or he
knew it and disregarded it out of a sort of hubris which cannot be forgiven in a
Catholic theologian. If this latter is the case, and it is furthermore the case
that the descent drives Balthasar’s entire project, it is almost impossible to
account for the reception of Balthasar’s theology by the past two popes. Surely
they knew/know enough about past Christian thought and about Balthasar to
understand that his theology is not a mere mechanical repetition of the former.
Perhaps there is a greater awareness on their part of the mystery that marks all
attempts at theological retrieval.

I would like to raise three questions in particular in order to round out
this basic criticism. First, I wonder if Pitstick’s treatment of the tradition
is suffi-ciently nuanced. It seems almost certain that the differences, even if
subtle, in the theologies of descent of the Eastern Fathers, Augustine, Aquinas,
and Nicholas of Cusa point to tensions that allow, and even beg for, further
development. Not only is it doubtful that the Tradition (now with a capital
“T”) has spoken on this matter in anything like a final or definitive
way, it is also doubtful whether the position is as simply unanimous as
Pitstick’s account suggests. And if this is true regarding her account of the
descent, it is even clearer in her approach to the Trinity. Here “the
Tradition” is simply reduced to Thomas Aquinas, so much so that a figure as
important as Richard of St. Victor (whose social analogy of the Trinity is
closer to Balthasar’s approach) is never even mentioned. Second, there seems to
be no appreciation on Pitstick’s part for the fact that doing theology at any
given time always involves a retrieval of past thought that is never a matter of
mere repetition. It is never, “either one is traditional or one is
not,” but is always, rather, a matter of “testing everything and
holding fast to that which is good.” As I read the book, I could not help
but wonder what would happen to John Paul II’s theology of the body under such
an approach. Finally, there is never a genuine attempt on Pitstick’s part to
understand Balthasar’s thought as he understood it himself. For instance, to go
back to the either/or mentioned
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above, Balthasar would not have seen his thought either in terms of
an ignorance of Church teaching, or in terms of a simple rejection
thereof. Rather, Balthasar’s genius lies precisely in his ability to circumvent
certain impasses by asking the question in a different way or by beginning with
a different starting point. Indeed, he provides numerous hermeneutical keys to
his thought in works such as Love Alone Is Credible. It seems strange
in a book of this nature not to have looked more closely at how Balthasar sees
his own work in the light of the history of Christian (or even Western) thought.

Still, this book is to be recommended for engaging in the sort of high-level,
re-theologized theology which Balthasar himself would have surely relished. One
can only look forward to the debate that this book is sure to elicit.

Rodney
Howsare 
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This is a intriguing work. Cognizant of the fact that there exists “no
book-length study of Thomas on the body,” McAleer offers this work as a
“return to Aquinas,” or as an “engaged Thomism” in the arena
of a general theory of the human body (xi-xii). What follows is tour de
force of sorts, wherein Aquinas is put in dialogue with several
contemporary thinkers, chiefly Pope John Paul II, on the meaning of the human
body in general, and then on the body as it relates more specifically to human
sexuality and to political theorizing.

The chief notion running throughout, suggested by the unusual title of the
work, is what McAleer terms “ecstatic Thomism.” Rather innovatively,
he takes this creative mode of expression as the key to defending traditional
Catholic moral thought, and as the key to unlocking the “extremely
elaborate metaphysical conception of the body [that] is at the root of Humanae
Vitae and [of] its recent defense in Woytyla’s philosophical theology”
(137). Grounded in the Pseudo-Dionysian maxim bonum est diffusivum sui,
“ecstatic Thomism” signifies a “metaphysics of the body as a
self-diffusive good” (ibid.). McAleer shows the central importance of such
a metaphysics by juxtaposing it with the fact that the body, and more
specifically human sexuality, is ridden with “violence” on account of
original sin, that is, is subject to tension, lust, domination (125ff.). The
norms of Catholic sexual morality give us the best chance of reducing this
violence, or the best opportunity for realizing the body’s self-diffusive
goodness. So when we look, say, at the use of artificial
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contraceptives, we see an act that “cannot escape violence,” or an
act that stands opposed to “ecstatic sex,” as ecstatic sex is only
where “spouses act so as to serve the good of the other” (128). Rather
than serving the good of the other, artificial contraception feeds the tension,
the lust, the domination to which human sexuality has been enchained since the
original fall.

With the assertion that a metaphysics of the body as a self-diffusive good is
central to Karol Wojtyla’s philosophical theology, McAleer betrays his firm
conviction that there runs a deep Thomist undercurrent throughout the whole of
Wojtyla’s works and that, indeed, Pope John Paul II stands out as “a
leading contemporary Thomist” (138). Whether most Thomists, or even most
proponents of John Paul II’s personalist theology of the body (who often exhibit
little interest in Aquinas), would agree with this assertion is open to debate.
But McAleer does not fail to deliver a strong attempt to corroborate it.

The book concludes with a critique of what the author terms a “liberal
conception of the body” and of “the liberal political thinking that
accompanies it” (157). More specifically, McAleer attempts to show that
Catholic social thought has taken a “wrong turn” in its employment of
the language of human rights. This is due chiefly to the influence of Jacques
Maritain, who for his part sought to place liberal democratic principles on a
Thomistic foothold. The result, according to McAleer, is ruinous:
“[bolstered by the language of human ‘rights,’] our liberal democracies are
structured by a tyranny of the stronger over the weak [as seen, for instance, in
the ‘right’ to abortion that most liberal democracies have embraced]”
(171).

McAleer’s project of reinserting Aquinas back into contemporary discourse on
the body, especially as it relates to matters of human sexuality, constitutes a
worthy, and long overdue, endeavor. For this he is to be commended. The same may
be said of his attempt at recovering the Thomist strain of the late pontiff’s
thought, particularly since many adherents of John Paul II’s theology of the
body seem to overlook or downplay this strain. It is not uncommon to find
theology of the body proponents too dismissively casting Aquinas aside as a
bygone author whose natural-law account of the meaning and purpose of human
sexuality has been eclipsed by the new Christian personalism spearheaded by John
Paul II.

McAleer’s engagement with modern philosophy, sustained throughout the
entirety of the work, offers a constructive example of the way in which Aquinas
remains relevant for contemporary thought. The breadth of McAleer’s scholarship
and vision to which this engagement testifies is most impressive. But let the
neophyte be forewarned: this engagement assumes a proficient familiarity with
continental and phenomenological philosophers (e.g., Schopenhauer, Nancy,
Merleau-Ponty, Levinas, Kant, Descartes, Hobbes, Foucault, Wojtyla), as well as
with Aquinas himself. This assumption is encumbered by the fact that on more
than one occasion the author fails to explain what I think are brilliant
insights but that remain, for all of that, obscure glimpses into a vast yet hazy
horizon. (E.g., McAleer suggests there is a Tridentine moment in the thought of
Nancy, which brings Nancy close to Thomas and to John Paul II [31], but he does
not follow with an explanation of what he means by this.)
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While there is much about this work that merits well-deserved praise, it is
not without its shortcomings, or at least its problematic elements. For
instance, McAleer offers a “Christoform” view of Aquinas’s doctrine of
the natural law (80ff.). Defining the natural law, somewhat peculiarly, as
“the love that wounds the lover,” McAleer insists that, on Thomas’s
account, Christ is the foundation of the natural law, as the natural law calls
us to ecstasy. While I wish to stay sympathetically open to such an argument, it
is unclear precisely what McAleer means by “Christoform natural law”
(152), and I fear that such a view departs from both the letter and the spirit
of Aquinas in that, quite possibly, it collapses the New Law of Christ into the
natural law.

Aquinas of course maintains a clear distinction between the natural law and
the New Law of Christ. At bottom, law is a dictate that instructs us of our end
(STh I-II, q. 90, prol.). The natural law instructs of our end as
proportionate to our reason; it instructs us of a good we can attain on our own.
But since our ultimate good, our true end, lies beyond a purely natural good
proportionate to our nature, we stand in need of a law that directs or
proportions us to our higher supernatural good, a law that instructs us of our
supernatural end. This the New Law of Christ accomplishes. Seen in this light,
Christ is the culmination, not the foundation, of the natural law. If the
natural law begins the process of our legislative ordering to the true human
good, the New Law of Christ completes and perfects this ordering by attaining
God himself. Put in slightly different terms, in ordering our humanity, or more
particularly our bodies, to the natural good of reason, the natural law prepares
our bodies for the perfecting, supernaturalizing work of Christ himself.
McAleer’s argument strikes me as inverting this order, and of thereby blurring
the distinction between the natural law and the Evangelical Law.

Another problematic issue comes by way of a rather bizarre argument for the
all-male priesthood (152-55). McAleer argues, rightly I think, that the office
of the ministerial priesthood is based not on a natural right but on a divine
privilege. But he proceeds to tie this privilege to the phenomenon of domestic
violence (!). Because domestic violence is committed much more by men than by
women, he reasons, the ministerial priesthood is more appropriately offered to
men, since a male priest is continually reminded, via the Eucharistic sacrifice,
of his duty “to conform (his) sensuality to the Deposed Lover
[Christ]” (155). The obvious difficulty with this argument is that it
implies nothing intrinsic to the ordained priesthood which would make it
exclusive to men. Rather, it ties the all-male priesthood to an historical,
existential accident, and from this accident of history a universal principle is
derived. McAleer fully admits as much: “It will certainly be time for women
to have access to the privilege of the priesthood once more men turn up in
hospital emergency rooms as the result of domestic battery than women”
(ibid.). McAleer deserves credit for defending the all-male priesthood with a
unique and unusual argument, but I fear few shall find it convincing. I for one
would hope that Christ chose only male apostles for some deeper reason (such as,
say, his own maleness, which the priest vicariously
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represents, albeit implicitly, through the words of the Eucharistic
consecration) than that of a mere accident of history.

These criticisms aside, McAleer deserves our gratitude for endeavoring to
recover the wisdom of Aquinas on the meaning of the body. The central and
resounding theme of the book, that the body enjoys an integral participation in
the self-diffusive nature of the good, is both illuminating and profound. That
this work offers an opening salvo on the self-diffusive nature of the good means
an invitation to pick up and carry on this important reflection by other
scholars in the field has been issued. We can only hope that those Thomists who
wish to take up the cause are as well attuned to the need for showing the
ongoing relevance of Aquinas for modern thought as is McAleer. 



Paul Gondreau 



Providence College

Providence, Rhode Island









[bookmark: philo]The Philosophy of Positive Law: Foundations of
Jurisprudence. By James Bernard Murphy. New Haven: Yale University Press,
2005. Pp. 256. $40.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-300-10788-9.





James Bernard Murphy’s exquisitely learned volume concerning some episodes in
the history of jurisprudence aims at evaluating the “philosophy of positive
law”—which is, he tells us, distinct from legal positivism (21). We know
what legal positivism is: it is the thesis that the existence of law is a matter
of social fact, and as a result there are no necessary constitutive constraints
on law set by morality. What, though, is this philosophy of positive law with
which legal positivism is contrasted? The philosophy of positive law is not a
thesis or a theory but rather a project, or research program:
that of distinguishing a certain sort of law—that which we pick out in terms of
its being enforced by the courts—from other sorts of law, and in which this
distinction is carried out by characterizing that law as posited, laid down,
deliberately imposed. This is a project on which, for all of their other
differences, Thomas Aquinas, Thomas Hobbes, and John Austin were engaged.
Indeed, not only is this project to be distinguished from the theory of legal
positivism, it is only once this project was set to the side that legal
positivism really took off as a successful theory.

That legal positivism took off when the project of the philosophy of positive
law was abandoned suggests that there was something about that project that was
dooming jurisprudence to frustration. This is, I take it, Murphy’s view. The
project of distinguishing the law that our courts are concerned to enforce from
other sorts of law—most preeminently in Aquinas, Hobbes, and Austin, natural
law—failed repeatedly within these theories. Further, given the heterogeneity
of
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the sorts of norms enforced by courts—statutes, precedents, customs,
opinions of learned authorities, etc.—the attempt to absorb all of these into a
common pattern, in which these norms are deliberately imposed by some governing
authority, was doomed to fall short.

Murphy’s argument begins with a discussion of philosophy of language centered
on Plato’s Cratylus. His view is that the themes of the opposition of
nature and convention, custom and stipulation that appear in that dialogue and
are from there taken up into the philosophical tradition influence the course of
the jurisprudential debate. As far as I can tell, this suggestion is not made
good in the rest of the book: these philosophy-of-language issues are never
really at the center of things, and when they do appear (e.g., in the chapter
concerned with Hobbes’s views, which I will consider below), they raise more
questions than they answer, and are used to forward implausible theses. Murphy’s
argument is, I think, largely independent of any of these reflections on
language, and nothing of the main argument is lost by turning directly to the
first of three rich historical investigations, that on Aquinas’s view.

In this chapter, Murphy presents a well-worked-out account of Aquinas’s
theory of positive law, emphasizing that positive law is for Aquinas not simply
a matter of human law but divine law as well. Here we have the first critique of
the project of philosophy of law: on Murphy’s view, Aquinas falls prey to a
confusion that infects his whole project for he vacillates between a notion of
positive law as what is deliberately imposed and a notion of it as what is
morally contingent in content. This involves a serious error: confusing the
truth that it is possible that what is deliberately imposed has morally
contingent content with the falsehood that it is necessary that what is
deliberately imposed is morally contingent in content. One will be rightly
suspicious of the claim that Aquinas fell prey to such gross error. Surely
Aquinas could recognize that a positive law could be imposed whose content
simply forbade the murder of the innocent, which is morally noncontingent, on
Aquinas’s view. It must be admitted that Murphy draws out passages from Aquinas
in which he seems committed to the claim that the content of what is positive
law is not naturally authoritative, and so Murphy at the very least brings out
the fact that many of us who teach Aquinas’s views are cleaning it up a bit as
we go along. But the stronger claim, that there is a deep confusion here that
vitiates the project of the philosophy of positive law, is not sustainable.
There is nothing in Murphy’s argument that precludes our noting that Aquinas has
two concerns at play, and that he uses a common term in working out these
concerns. On one hand, he is concerned to classify sorts of law: here one
relevant differentiating factor is that some law exists only when, and in part
because, there is a speech-act performed (Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 92,
a. 2). (Aquinas treats all positive law in this speech-act way; more on this
below.) On the other hand, he is concerned to understand the extent to which
such speech-acts make practically binding particular abstractly considered
norms, such as “do not wear a garment of wool and linen” or “do
not kill the innocent.” In one context, he uses ‘positive’ to classify
those laws that come into existence only in that way. In another context, he
uses ‘positive’ to
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classify those abstract norms which must be the object of the relevant
speech-act to be binding. These are exercises in analytical versus normative
jurisprudence, respectively. The fact that Aquinas was not particularly
interested in keeping a clear distinction between these enterprises is not a
particularly damaging point.

It thus seems false that within Aquinas’s view we find the “ultimate
indeterminacy of the positivity because … the two dimensions of positivity
[do not] coincide” (87). There is a concept employed to distinguish types
of law and there is a concept employed to distinguish the kind of authority
possessed by a norm. These concepts are related via analogy, like the concept of
‘healthy’ as applied to a human and the concept of ‘healthy’ as applied to a
human’s eating habits. Not all of the humans healthy in one sense are healthy in
the other sense, but the concepts are intelligibly related, and it does no harm
to use the same term for both. I do not find, then, the sorts of indeterminacies
and confusions in Aquinas that Murphy finds.

The other strike against Aquinas as a practitioner of the philosophy of
positive law is that this project requires the assimilation of all human laws to
rules deliberately imposed, including, prominently, customary law. Here Murphy
seems just right: Aquinas’s argument that custom can acquire the force of law
feebly attempts to turn it into more a matter of intentional imposition than is
plausible, and treats action that is not for the sake of imposing norms
implausibly as if it were (66). On the other hand, it seems to me that Murphy
overstates the extent to which Aquinas’s affirmation of a top-down
sovereign-subject model (69) is what makes problems for him on custom. It is a
benefit of Aquinas’s view that it does not require (like Hobbes’s or Austin’s
views) the legality of custom to have to flow through some sovereign authority
distinct from those who practice the custom. Aquinas affirms, for example, that
the people (or at least a “free” people) can change laws through their
habits of observance (Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 97, a. 3, ad 3),
regardless of statutory imposition to the contrary.

Murphy’s view is that Hobbes and Austin, through sharing Aquinas’s project
with respect to positive law, find themselves in the same confusions. Murphy
begins his account of Hobbes’s theory of law by giving an account of Hobbes on
language—an account which is in itself a plausible characterization of Hobbes’s
very implausible views, on which words have private significations (private
mental states) and public significations (public objects), but in which these
two need not be logically related. Murphy claims that this is crucial for
Hobbes’s theory of law, so that the sovereign can deal with the differences in
private significations of moral words among subjects by stipulating what the
public meaning will be. (Why a subject should have any interest in the such
stipulations by the Hobbesian sovereign is not discussed by Murphy.) This appeal
to Hobbes’s theory of language is not needed to do work in Murphy’s argument: he
relies on it solely to argue, deeply implausibly in my view, that Hobbes’s
argument that subjects may deny Christ if so ordered by their sovereigns turns
on Hobbes’s theory of meaning and reference (165-68), rather than his explicit
responsibility-shifting argument that “Whatsoever a subject … is
compelled to
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[do] in obedience to his sovereign, and doth it not in order to his own mind,
but in order to the laws of his country, that action is not his, but his
sovereign’s” (Leviathan, ch. 42, ¶11) , an argument that rests
not on Hobbes’s theory of language but his theories of authorship and
personation (Leviathan, ch. 16).

Murphy thinks that Hobbes finds himself with the same problems distinguishing
natural and positive law that Aquinas finds himself, and embroils himself even
more explicitly in attempts to characterize all valid legal norms as commands of
some single authority. Indeed, there is more: for Hobbes has imported a
conception of sovereignty into his view that is a “jealous” conception
(156), seeming to imply that for any given person, only one party can be
sovereign over that person, thus entailing that for any human subject, it is
possible for God or some human ruler to be sovereign over that person, but not
both. Again, it is unclear whether this is a deep problem with Hobbes’s view or
an infelicity. Hobbes’s essential points are that no one can have two distinct
human sovereigns and that one can never justify rebellion against one’s earthly
sovereign by appealing to the commands of one’s heavenly sovereign. If Hobbes’s
view allows this result, then whether he goofed in defining sovereignty a
particular way does not seem much to the point. The same sort of reply seems
appropriate when Murphy criticizes Austinian sovereignty on a similar basis. If
Austin’s aim is to demarcate various sorts of law and legal system, it seems
perfectly satisfactory that people can have a heavenly as well as an earthly
sovereign so long as this does not destroy the possibility of characterizing
distinct earthly legal systems in terms of distinct habits of obedience to
distinct earthly sovereigns.

That Austin is concerned with such questions of divine sovereignty
is made clear by Murphy, who emphasizes that Austin’s aim of interrelating human
with divine and natural law, and making clear the sorts of positivity involved
with each, is continuous with the aims of Aquinas and Hobbes. Austin is explicit
about the theoretical aim of distinguishing questions about what law is from
what it ought to be, at least in cases of positive law. Murphy thinks that
Austin strays from this constraint, noting that he tries to argue that there are
positive laws the content of which appear in every legal system, and that they
not only do appear but must appear. Murphy argues that Austin’s
argument here requires appeal to moral judgments about their value and human
capacities to respond to them, and thus undercuts his objective of a value-free
science of positive law (185). We might wonder, first, whether the appeal to
moral judgments is useful but dispensable—it might simply be a useful
placeholder and shorthand for a whole pattern of tendencies of judgment and
sentiment that belong to human nature—and second, whether even a science that
had to include moral truths as evidence for its claims about what laws must
exist, but only causally as opposed to constitutively, would
violate Austin’s dictum. (After all, do we want to say that Hart’s account of
the “minimum content of natural law” [of which Murphy duly takes note]
violates Hart’s own positivist constraints? [185]).

As in the case of Aquinas and Hobbes, then, I am not persuaded by Murphy’s
claim that there is a deep difficulty in Austin’s project regarding positive
law.
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Extremely valuable is Murphy’s discussion of the conclusion of Austin’s Province
of Jurisprudence Determined, in which Austin concedes (though seemingly
underestimating the depth of this concession) that his account of sovereignty
has to be succeeded by an account of jurisdiction. No doubt this is a large
concession. But I am not sure that it is a large concession for the reason that
Murphy thinks it is, that is, that jurisdiction is an essential judicial rather
than legislative notion (209). I would have thought that it is neither:
regardless of etymology, we employ the concept of jurisdiction both to
characterize those over whom a norm is authoritative (e.g., the universal
jurisdiction of the moral law, the limited jurisdiction of the statutes of the
commonwealth of Virginia) and to characterize the reach of the authority of some
judge or judges in the application of those norms.

Murphy’s book concludes with lessons for contemporary jurisprudence.
Contemporary jurisprudence has, for the most part, already learned these
lessons. As Murphy notes, the contemporary project does not typically concern
itself with distinguishing positive law from other sorts; there is just law, and
so no need to distinguish various sorts (218); and the top-down
sovereign-subject model has been supplanted by more supple views that can
incorporate more easily various sources of law, such as Hart’s account of the
rule of recognition. And while Hart famously noted the American jurisprudential
community’s preoccupation with the courts, his own view takes on board Murphy’s
suggested focus on the courts, characterizing the rule of recognition primarily
in terms of the acceptance of legal officials, especially judges. I take it,
then, that the true lessons that need to be learned have already been learned,
though I doubt that the predecessor project of positive law failed at all of the
points that Murphy suggests.

I have taken issue with a number of Murphy’s arguments and conclusions. I
want to conclude by noting how important and interesting this book is. The
argument for the strong continuity in animating concerns among Aquinas, Hobbes,
and Austin is persuasive and illuminating, and there is much to learn from
Murphy not only about these continuities but also about the fine details of the
individual legal theories of these eminent figures. We are in Murphy’s debt for
this doing this deep scholarly work, when so much jurisprudence that makes
reference to these figures does no more than to stay on the surface.

Mark
C. Murphy 
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Here, from a former
student of Jean-Pierre Torrell who is now president of the Leonine Commission,
is an exceptionally valuable piece of Thomistic scholarship. In keeping with the
importance of paying attention to beginnings, it provides, as its title
promises, an historical examination both of the circumstances surrounding the
beginnings of Aquinas’s teaching at the University of Paris, and of the
distinctive understanding of sacra doctrina that he first had occasion
to articulate at the start of his Parisian commentary on Peter Lombard’s Book
of Sentences. The double concern echoes an interest of Torrell and of James
A. Weisheipl, both of whose biographical investigations naturally led them to
look into the meaning of Aquinas’s term for his métier, sacra
doctrina. As the subtitle indicates, the volume culminates in an edition of
the commentary’s prologue (301-46), which provides a focus for the volume’s
various biographical and interpretative considerations in a crucial early
passage of the work composed at a crucial early moment of the life.



The first part of
the volume (13-300) introduces the edition with a critical and literary study in
seven chapters. The first chapter explains the method of text editing developed
by the Leonine Commission in its gradual production of volumes of Aquinas’s opera
omnia. Chapters 2 and 3 discuss respectively the witnesses to the text of
the Sentences commentary (including a manuscript that belonged to
Pierre Roger, the future Clement VI [see 52-53]) and the chain of transmission
of the text from a university exemplar. Such exemplars were divided into peciae
for piecemeal copying, and in the exemplar of the commentary the first pecia
almost coincided with the text of the prologue. Chapter 4, on corrections
Aquinas introduced into the university exemplar, and chapter 5, on the
chronology of his early years in Paris, are the longest chapters, together
making up roughly half of the first part. Chapter 6 discusses the novelty of the
questions Aquinas addresses in the prologue, and chapter 7, on the presentation
of the text, discusses the admittedly problematic Leonine ideal of printing
words in medieval spellings, and explains the three apparatuses—of variants and
of sources mentioned and unmentioned by Aquinas—with which the 
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text is furnished.
Throughout these six chapters the author displays the acumen of a gifted
historian who, without neglecting the relevant Thomistic scholarship of the past
century—including that of eminent Leonine editors such as Gauthier, Bataillon,
and Gils— takes nothing for granted (341), as he reasons and imagines, while
patiently and thoroughly sifting the evidence.



The import of the
word prologue (67 n. 3) here calls for clarification. Strictly speaking
the term would refer to the first two units of text in the commentary, both of
which are included in the edition. The first of these is a general introduction
that begins by quoting Ecclesiasticus 24:5 and then develops a reflection on
divine wisdom that turns into an explanation of the divisions of both the
scriptural verse and Lombard’s work into four parts, each division reflecting
four things done through the divine wisdom: (1) manifestation of the hidden
things of God, (2) production of creatures, (3) restoration of man in the
Incarnation, and (4) perfection of man in his final end. The second unit of text
is a quaestio of five articles, the third divided into three
subquestions, on the nature of sacra doctrina: (1) whether any teaching
is necessary to man besides the philosophical sciences; (2) whether sacra
doctrina is one doctrine or more than one; (3a) whether it is practical or
speculative, (3b) whether it is science, and (3c) whether it is wisdom; (4) what
its subject is; and (5) what its mode.



The text edited,
however, includes not just this two-part prologue of Aquinas’s commentary, but
also his commentary on Lombard’s prologue, which, with reference to a classical
rhetorical principle, he divides into three parts, in which, he says, Lombard
makes his audience well-disposed, teachable, and attentive respectively. (On the
significance of this principle in Aquinas’s work see my “St. Thomas Aquinas
on Prologues,” Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 98 [2005]:
803-13). Aquinas subdivides the first part of Lombard’s prologue with reference
to causes Lombard mentions as moving him to or dissuading him from the writing
of the Sentences; he subdivides the second part with reference to
application of the four Aristotelian causes to the Sentences itself;
and he subdivides the third part in keeping with three things Lombard does at
the end of his prologue to make his audience attentive.



Four books of the
work, then, five questions concerning the nature of the teaching, and three main
divisions of the work’s prologue: the young Aquinas, of course, has his readers
busy counting from the start.



The edition presents
a draft of the text of the prologue, thus comprehensively understood, that will
appear in the critical Leonine edition of Aquinas’s commentary on book 1 of the Sentences,
that is, the edition of “Thomas’s first” (Primus Thome; 24 n.
26), as early manuscripts referred to it. Although the editor is loath to call
the present edition critical (22), it is a superb piece of work that replaces
the hitherto standard text of the prologue in the 1929 Mandonnet edition of the
commentary on book 1 (Mandonnet 1-24), with many emendations of which the
following may be taken as representative.



- The first question
in the quaestio is not whether any doctrine is necessary to man beyond natural
or demonstrative studies (praeter physicas disciplinas; 
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Mandonnet 6 [on the
connotation “demonstrative” see Oliva 276 n. 88]), but whether any
doctrine is necessary to man beyond philosophical studies (preter philosophicas
disciplinas; Oliva 310.1).



- Attractive though
the image may be, Aquinas does not say that sacra doctrina makes use of
all other sciences, which are brought into obedience to it “like vassals”
(quasi vassalis; Mandonnet 8), but rather that it itself, “like someone
making use” (quasi usualis; Oliva 313.44), uses all
other sciences, which are brought into obedience to it. This correction provides
occasion for showing both the derivation of the error from the printed edition
of 1659 (97), and the currency of the correct term usualis in
thirteenth-century discussions (313.43-44 adn.).



- Peter Lombard
begins his work with reference to the widow’s mite mentioned in Mark 12:42-43
and Luke 10:33-35: “Desiring, with the poor woman, to put something [aliquid]
of our poverty and insignificance into the treasury of the Lord… .”
Aquinas comments not that Lombard’s “something” implies a not
small amount (sonat immodicitatem; Mandonnet 19), but, to the
contrary, of course, that it implies, precisely, a small amount (sonat
in modicitatem; Oliva 333.19).



A major change of a
different kind concerns the placement of an argument in article 2. The argument,
which begins vel dicendum quod in scientia duo est considerare (Mandonnet
13-4), is that theology is a science subalternated to God’s knowledge or
“science,” from which it receives its principles, and Mandonnet, with
the entire textual tradition, presents it as the second part of a reply to the
objection that sacra doctrina, because it concerns particulars, cannot
be a science. But this is incongruous: to argue that sacra doctrina is
subordinated is not to address the objection that it concerns particulars. Oliva
establishes that the argument is rather the second part of the reply to the
subsequent objection, which is that sacra doctrina is not a science
because it does not proceed from principles granted by everyone, which is more
coherent: the first part of this reply having argued that sacra doctrina
does proceed from principles that are known per se to the believer, the
second part—that is, the argument now placed here—offers the alternative
explanation (vel dicendum quod) that the principles of sacra
doctrina are not known per se but are received from God’s
knowledge, to which sacra doctrina is subalternated (323.67-324.90).
(Incidentally, while there is no doubt good manuscript warrant for the term scientia
at 323.69, the context might suggest that the term should be disciplina.)



Oliva traces the
erroneous positioning of the argument to almost the very beginning of the text’s
transmission. The addition of the argument, at first in a marginal note and with
a faulty indication of where it was to be inserted by copyists, was an attempt
to implement one of three major corrections that Aquinas made to the original
university exemplar of his commentary on book 1. The second such
correction was his addition to distinction 2 of the long article 3 (Mandonnet
63-72), on whether the plurality of rationes by which divine attributes
differ is in any way in God or is only in the intellect of those who 
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consider them
(109-17, 130-39). And the third major correction was in distinction 27, question
2, article 2, on whether Verbum in God is said essentially, that is, of
the divine nature, or personally, that is, of the second person; here Aquinas
replaced his first determination of this question (given partially in Mandonnet
659-60 n. 3 and completely on Oliva 124) with a longer and more nuanced
determination (Mandonnet 659-60; Oliva 124-26).



Chapter 5 cogently
argues that Aquinas arrived in Paris in the summer of 1251 or 1252 (224); that
it was during his first year there, and not, as Weisheipl proposed, in Cologne
and prior to his coming to Paris, that he commented cursorie on Isaiah
and Jeremiah (225); that he spent another two years in Paris lecturing on the Sentences
(241); and that, instead of following the practice of lecturing on book 4 before
lecturing on books 2 and 3, he commented on the four books according to
Lombard’s original order (252).



In 1265-66, Thomas
was in Rome, where he began but did not complete a second commentary on the Sentences,
a commentary preserved only by reportatio, and this attempt at a new
beginning in sacra doctrina led to the still further attempt that
turned out to be the most radical such beginning of his career and one of the
most illustrious such beginnings in the history of theology, namely, the opening
of his work addressed to beginners, the Summa Theologiae. The Roman Sentences
commentary is the subject of another recent publication of outstanding scholarly
importance, Lectura romana in primum Sententiarum Petri Lombardi, ed.
Leonard E. Boyle, O.P., and John F. Boyle (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 2006).



Oliva probes deeply
into what teaching meant to Thomas, with reference both to the lectiones
or classes that he taught (225-41) and, more formally, to the sacra doctrina
that was his milieu vital (279-87). The term sacra doctrina,
Oliva shows, held for Thomas an analogical range of meaning that began with
sacred Scripture and extended to patristic meditation on Scripture, Lombard’s
recapitulation of the Fathers, and Thomas’s reactions to the Sentences.
Reflecting on the novelty of the questions Thomas presents in the prologue of
his Parisian Sentences commentary, Oliva argues that he had been
inspired by the four questions of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics
89b23-25, making his own questions consider, with respect to sacra doctrina,
an sit, quid sit, quale sit, and cur sit.
But if the first question concerns the an sit or the existence of sacra
doctrina, Thomas formulates it, both here and in the later Summa
Theologiae, as a question of need, that is, a question of the necessity of
a teaching that goes beyond the philosophical disciplines, and Oliva
appropriately closes by dwelling on the importance of this novel beginning
(345-46). Thomas’s highly original point of departure in sacra doctrina
was to pose this question of the necessity of sacra doctrina and then
reply by arguing that indeed there is a human need of a more than philosophical,
more than human teaching.



Thomists will look
forward with interest to the appearance of two related publications, namely, the
French translation of the prologue on which the editor is collaborating (345 n.
3), and the commentary on the prologue that he is preparing (345 n. 4). For a
foretaste of the latter, see his “Quelques éléments de
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la doctrina
theologie selon Thomas d’Aquin,” in What is “Theology”
in the Middle Ages? (Aschendorff, 2007).
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Persons: The
Difference between ‘Someone’ and ‘Something’. By Robert
Spaemann. Translated by Oliver
O’Donovan. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007. Pp. 272. $85.00
(cloth). ISBN: 978-0-19-928181-7.





The concept of the person is hardly a mere matter of esoteric philosophical
speculation. After its early development in the Trinitarian and Christological
controversies, through the “personalist” defense of the person against
totalitarian and individualist ideologies in the twentieth century, it is now
the key to many, if not most bioethical debates, from abortion to brain death
and euthanasia. Robert Spaemann, a well-known German philosopher, has been one
of the few outspoken intellectuals in defense of a traditional notion of
personhood in his own country. The last chapter of the present book gives a
short summary of some of the points he has been making throughout the recent
years in German publications on abortion, euthanasia, and other topics.

This book, however,
seeks to do more; it is an investigation into the philosophical understanding of
personhood. The title of the last chapter is: “Are All Human Beings
Persons?” And this is indeed the key question. If ethicists ask whether
embryos or people in a coma are persons, they are not usually denying their
humanity, but they are distinguishing their human nature from personhood, which
they identify with mere consciousness. Only conscious human beings are therefore
persons and enjoy human rights; the loss of consciousness would be a loss of
personhood and its rights. This position, exemplified prominently by ethicists
like Peter Singer, has led to the demand that human rights should be replaced by
person-rights. Anything else supposedly would be unjustified privileging of the
human nature or species, which Singer calls “speciecism” (analogous to
“racism”); in his opinion, human beings without consciousness
(including infants) can be inferior even to pigs.



Singer expects that
a defense of human rights comes by way of an identification of person and
(human) nature. It might come as a surprise therefore, that historically the
concept of “person” developed precisely in distinction from that of
“nature,” namely, in the early theological controversies around the
Trinity and Christology: that God is three persons within one divinity and that
Jesus Christ is one person with two natures demands a 
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conceptual
distinction. Nevertheless, in Boethius’s epochal definition (although not
unchallenged in the Middle Ages), person is the subsistence of a rational
nature, and therefore not without that nature.



Following a first
chapter on typical and significant linguistic uses of the term
“person,” Spaemann reflects on this complex historical context in his
second chapter. He emphasizes the distinction between nature and person
with interesting discussions of the linguistic use of the concepts, the literary
phenomenon of metamorphosis (i.e., change of nature), the ways we count or
identify persons, and how they do not fall under a class-concept in the same way
as do members of other species. All of this is evidence of how persons are
not their nature, but have it.



This
characterization can be surprising or even confusing given the problematic
contemporary discussion, especially if the having of a nature is
combined with a conscious and intentional leading of one’s life. It could seem
to strengthen a definition of personhood through consciousness, in distinction
from nature. Yet at the same time Spaemann strongly argues that human nature
implies personhood. The reason for this tension is the need to defend personhood
from naturalistic reductions. The twentieth and twenty-first centuries have seen
various forms of “personalism” (often derived from M. Scheler),
which—not entirely different from existentialism—defined the concept of person
in square opposition to the concept of nature, the latter understood as
“merely cosmological,” or as a form of objectification to which
persons should not be made subject; nature is a “what,” person a
“who” (or, with Spaemann’s subtitle: a “someone” as opposed
to “something”). Likewise, relationality is made a fundamental feature
of personhood, as opposed to the substantiality of “nature,” which is
identified with Boethius’s definition. Much of this approach suffers from a
confusion of a Cartesian notion of nature with that of Aristotle and Boethius.
The latter’s notion of nature does not exclude but includes rationality,
subjectivity, and relationality; personhood is the way in which natures of these
kinds subsist. With this in mind, one could more easily incorporate Spaemann’s
personalist observations into an Aristotelian framework.



It is largely from
this personalist perspective that Spaemann pursues (in ensuing chapters)
profound reflections on the person’s acts, intentionality, temporality, freedom,
responsibility, conscience (chap. 14), promising and forgiving (chap. 17, and
also p. 109), as well as the capacity to make one’s death one’s own or to give
one’s life (because one cannot give what one does not have) (chap. 10).
All of these have something to do with how we relate to who we are, how we are
not just what we are, but how we have all these features. For example,
we can be forgiven, not because we are simply to be identified with what we have
done, but because we can relate to our past, because we have it in a
peculiar way. And we have our future in such a way that we can promise and
commit ourselves (e.g., in marriage [226-29]). Having ourselves in this way is
also the basis of role play, of language and culture (Spaemann develops this
idea in chap. 7, “Fiction”).
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Spaemann argues that
the subject of this “having,” the person, cannot be a merely
subjective state of consciousness, as authors in the tradition of empiricism
tend to claim. Our identity over time, our being and happiness as persons would
otherwise become inexplicable. To be sure, the subjective “inside” is
an important constituent of personhood; it distinguishes us from computers and
is what we mean by “life,” “spontaneity,” and
“experiencing.” Chapter 4, on “The Negative,” is meant to
introduce this aspect. Reminiscent of Fichte’s description of an inner drive,
the drive is what constitutes an inside in the first place; it means that
something is striving for something else and therefore distinguishing itself
from its object; it is something that is not or not yet the
other—the introduction of negativity into being (also exemplified by the
phenomenon of pain [46]).



Such negativity,
however, does not constitute the person, because we share it with animals. Even
the ascription of both mental (internal), and physical (external) predicates,
which Strawson sees as characteristic of persons, could apply to robins just as
well. Rather, it is the specific form in which an internal and an external
perspective are integrated. Persons are constituted through a double
negation (40). Simple negation is mere interiority, which can be tantamount to a
hallucination. Reality, being, is the negation of this mere interiority; it is
not reality merely for us, but also for others, an anticipated outside
perspective. Reality implies the perspective of the other which we as persons
always already anticipate (e.g., [49]). Even Descartes’ cogito can be
the foundation of reality only if it anticipates the perspective of God or at
least a genius malignus. Reality is a space of persons, a space more
fundamental than physical space (see chap. 6, “Transcendence,” esp.
62-71; see also 148-51).



The person as
transcending the inside/outside distinction is also fundamental for our
perception of time in anticipation and memory, with their implied outside
perspective on ourselves from past and future (the anticipation of the futurum
exactum). Significantly, Descartes and the empiricist tradition understand
subjectivity in terms of instantaneous/atomic moments (e.g., the cogito),
because only this counts as indubitably real; yet it is precisely this reductive
interpretation that makes consciousness merely subjective and therefore
unreal. Because of this reduction the problem of personal identity over
time arises in the first place. When J. Locke appeals to memory as constitutive
of personal identity, he should have realized that personal identity is the
condition of the possibility of memory, not vice versa. Otherwise memory itself
becomes an inexplicable subjectivism (see chap. 9, “Time,” and chap.
12, “Subjects”). 



Spaemann shows how
such subjectivism is at the root of modern phenomena like the creation of
virtual realities. From Descartes on, reality has been understood on the
paradigm of simulation: if we can construct a machine that does the same thing,
we have understood what something is. But machines are something only
for us, not in themselves. Likewise, people in cyberspace are real only for me,
and not also for another or for themselves. They are by definition a mere dream
or hallucination, something I see, but by which I am not seen. This saves us the
effort of personal relationships; relationships in cyberspace are easy, 
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but unreal. The
artificial production of subjective states, of feelings, without the need for
the persons that could be meant by them, deprives us also of the happiness that
comes from being real for others.



That we now finally
try to understand even ourselves as persons on the paradigm of
computers, that is, the simulation of artificial intelligence, is the ultimate
consequence: even we ourselves become unreal—as does what appears to us.
Reality itself becomes unreal (74-80, 90-92). 



Persons and reality
at large can exist only as an integration of multiple real perspectives; persons
exist only in the plural and in a common and public space. Our very identity is
defined as identity within that plural space of persons. To be real is to be a
potential object of someone else, and persons therefore—just as in the
Trinity—exist only in the plural. Solipsism is depersonalizing (39f.).



One should hasten to
say, with Spaemann, that this does not imply that the lack of acknowledgement by
others could deprive us of our status as persons. Rather, the semantics and
grammar of the verb “to acknowledge” itself implies that it is
directed towards something that exists previously and independently. Persons are
not constituted by being treated as such. A mother can smile at and talk to an
ape or a computer all she wants: they will not start to talk or smile back at
her. On the other hand, we will never know a person without this
acknowledgement; there is no cognition of the person without recognition.
Persons do not appear under the microscope (chap. 15, “Recognition,”
and p. 236f.).



All these somehow
“personalist” considerations seem to argue from the consciousness and
experience of the involved persons. How then can Spaemann make a case for the
personhood of human beings who lack this consciousness (e.g., embryos)?
Interestingly and curiously, Spaemann has, through these considerations, found a
definition of reality that gives him an inroad to more ontological conclusions
as well: the fact that persons transcend and integrate the difference of outside
and inside makes persons themselves the prime paradigm of being. The loss of an
adequate understanding of the person turns out to be the loss of understanding
reality as such.



For Aristotle, the
prime analogate for being is the substance. Spaemann seems to imply that the
prime instance of a substance is the person (this is argued especially in
chapters 12 [“Subjects”]and 13 [“Souls”]). Although the
person in Spaemann’s analysis seems to transcend the typical ontological
concepts (we have all of these, even essence as well as existence are had
by us [71-74]), the person is the prime analogate for what is real. This has
consequences for contemporary attempts to talk about embryos or comatose
patients as “potential persons.” To Spaemann, this is an impossible
expression. Persons cannot be potential, because they are, logically and
ontologically, the foundation of potentiality. Persons are the transcendental
condition of possibilities or potentialities. It is the consciousness of our
freedom (peculiar to persons) that gives us the idea of potentiality. Otherwise
we would be delivered up to the paradoxes and modal logic of the Megaric school.
It is our freedom as persons that is the paradigm and prime analogate for an
ontology of potentialities. Hence, there cannot be 
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potential persons,
because potentiality presupposes the person, ontologically, but also
conceptually. That which has any possible potential (and structures its
unfolding), cannot itself be potential (245f.). Such potentialities are always
those of a particular species. According to Spaemann, persons are not
their nature, but they do have a nature, and they are not just something over
and beyond this “having.” Nor is this “speciecism,” because
this nature does not have to be the human species (although membership
in the human species does always imply personhood); it could also be angels or
possibly—as Spaemann suggests— dolphins (248).



The tension in
Spaemann’s reflections results from the combination of personalist influences
with the metaphysical tradition. This tension is not peculiar to Spaemann; it
can be found also in the thought of John Paul II and those who follow him. What
is peculiar to Spaemann is the highly speculative, though unthematic,
integration of metaphysical and phenomenological thought. Since this is perhaps
itself something like an integration of outside and inside perspective, it might
be significant that it happens in the context of a reflection on the concept of
“person.” The fertility of this thought process (sometimes of Hegelian
stature, constantly engaging the whole history of philosophy) can hardly be even
hinted at in a short review.



It is to be hoped
that Spaemann will find many readers. Robert Sokolowski has already taken him as
a source of inspiration; and that Oliver O’Donovan, himself the author of two
remarkable essays on the concept of “person,” has made the effort to
give Spaemann’s book a meticulous (though not always felicitous) translation,
speaks for the importance of this text. Readers from the analytical tradition
might be puzzled that their discussions do not feature largely in Spaemann’s
book. Much of what analytical philosophy says about personhood has been about
personal identity or its denial; most of its thought experiments revolve around
this question. Spaemann does not address them directly, except through the
discussion of Locke and the empiricist tradition; but he provides a deeper
foundation and a perspective that could also liberate this discourse from being
locked into potentially sterile quandaries.



Anselm Ramelow, O.P. 
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The Teleological
Grammar of the Moral Act. By Steven A.
Long. Naples, Fla.: Sapientia Press, 2007. Pp.166 $24.95 (paper) ISBN:
978-1932589399.



Since the mid-1960s
the attention of a number of Catholic scholars has been directed toward the
theory of human action. A convenient starting point for the 
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discussion—which
has often been animated—would be Germain Grisez’s 1965 essay “The First
Principle of Practical Reason: A Commentary on the Summa Theologiae,
1-2, Question 94, Article 2” (Natural Law Forum 10 [1965]),
although an historian could also use his book of the previous year, Contraception
and the Natural Law (Bruce Publishing). In the decade or so that followed,
a number of European scholars chimed in, including Peter Knauer, Louis Janssens,
Joseph Fuchs, and Bruno Schüller. The latter scholars are often associated with
proportionalism, judged incompatible with Catholic doctrine in John Paul II’s
encyclical Veritatis Splendor (1993), although even such a strong
defender of Catholic doctrine as Grisez was led by his theorizing to assert that
in certain situations craniotomy (i.e., the crushing of skull of a fetus whose
inability to pass through the pelvic cavity threatens the life of its mother) is
morally permissible, despite the Holy Office’s 1884 declaration that it cannot
safely be taught that such a procedure is moral. Since the 1960s and 1970s,
theories of human action have led other scholars with reputations for orthodoxy
to take positions difficult to reconcile with traditional Catholic thought and
practice. The name that jumps out here is Martin Rhonheimer, who defended Veritatis
Splendor against proportionalist critics (The Thomist 58 [1994])
but who has also come out in favor of the use of condoms by married couples with
AIDS (“The Truth About Condoms,” The Tablet, 10 July 2004).



Steven A. Long in
the book under review engages with none of these scholars directly, although he
clearly has them in mind throughout. In a long appendix (“Particular
Applications to Difficult Cases”), which in fact comprises more than a
third of the book, he discusses with great verve the handful of cases that have
become standard in the literature: craniotomy, salpingectomy (surgical removal
of a Fallopian tube) occasioned by ectopic pregnancy, the removal of a cancerous
uterus containing a fetus, condom use by couples with AIDS, the separation of
conjoined Siamese twins, and embryonic rescue by means of surrogate motherhood.
Elsewhere in the book—that is to say, in its more theoretical main chapters,
which are three in number—he discusses self-defense both personal and civil
(pertaining especially to Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II, q.
64, a. 7), and such cases as the mountaineer who to save his colleagues cuts a
cord and so brings about his own death.



Long’s intuitions
with respect to these particular cases are generally good and sound. I myself am
favorably inclined toward the stands he ultimately takes in all the cases just
mentioned, with one exception: embryo adoption. Long opposes the latter on the
grounds that, although the end intended is the saving of a life, the object is
“having a child not conceived within one’s marriage with one’s own husband
and implanted in one’s womb for the sake of saving its life”—and that
object, “surrogacy,” falls under a negative precept since it runs
contrary to the natural teleology of childbearing (134-35). I am not so sure
that such a precept would be exceptionless since it can be moral to do things
that in normal circumstances would be unnatural: a man might saw off his own arm
in order to save his life, for instance. But Long may be right: perhaps a
prohibition of surrogate motherhood (for whatever motive) is part of Humanae
Vitae‘s 
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prohibition of the
separation of the procreative from the unitive aspect of sexual intercourse. But
this would require demonstrating that carrying a child in the womb is part of
“procreation,” as understood by Humanae Vitae or an account
of morality in accord with natural law. 



Regarding
salpingectomy, Long argues that “if it is true that a section of fallopian
tube must in any case be removed for the sake of the mother’s health, owing to
its radical swelling and inflammation, then this is the end sought, and the
means are per se ordered to it” (96). These words raise some
doubts—for instance, saying that the Fallopian tube must “in any
case” be removed rather skirts the issue of whether it must be removed
because of swelling or inflammation caused by the embryo’s
presence—but a novel argument that Long proposes a couple of pages later is
considerably more promising. In this argument he speaks rather of
“moving” the embryo (so that the proper procedure would perhaps be
salpingostomy rather than salpingectomy) and says: “relocation of the child
out of the fallopian tube attrites [sic] the lifespan of the child, but
the child dies for precisely the same reason it would die if left in the
fallopian tube, namely because it is not in the womb of its mother: which has
been true from the start” (100). Perhaps this is a way of
permitting the removal of an embryo whose presence threatens the life of the
mother and whose life, given the current state of technology, cannot be saved in
any case. Given that the embryo will die shortly no matter what its environment,
the act of placing it into an environment outside the tube cannot be called killing
it since it would have died shortly in any case. An objection might be raised
that placing the embryo in an environment that causes immediate death (as
opposed to death within a week or two) amounts to hastening its death and is,
therefore, immoral; but, when an adult person is close to death, we do allow the
intentional shortening of life by the withdrawal of extraordinary means. This is
not to say, of course, that moving the embryo is the withdrawal of extraordinary
means but only to say that it is not necessarily obligatory to avoid the
shortening of life when the time intervals are such as these.



The main part of The
Teleological Grammar of the Moral Act is given over to a more theoretical
discourse on action theory. Long is insistent that the analysis of an individual
action must take into consideration not just the intention with which it is
performed but also its object, with all of its relevant physical and
teleological characteristics; he dismisses the reservations of the Grisez school
about violating the “no ought from an is” dictum; and he heralds the
“hierarchy of ends,” which the same school finds problematic. None of
this presents serious difficulties, especially since Long does not criticize
anyone directly and cannot, therefore, be faulted for not taking into account
clarifications issued by the interested parties. But independently of such
matters, one may still harbor doubts about Long’s use of Thomas. 



I will mention just
one such doubt. Long makes use of the remark in question 64, article 7 of the Secunda
Secundae that a moral act receives its species “according to that
which is intended [intenditur] and not from that which is beside the
intention [praeter intentionem] since that is accidental [per
accidens]” 
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as support for his
contention that the object of an individual moral act is praeter intentionem,
intention (at least in its primary sense) being directed solely to the end for
which the individual act is performed. Long takes this line at least partly
because he is aware that the intention with which one performs an action enjoys
a certain preeminence in the analysis of actions. As Thomas says, if a man
steals in order to commit adultery, he is more adulterer than thief (STh
I-II, q. 18, a. 6). But the intenditur / praeter intentionem
distinction in question 64, article 7 cannot be doing what Long wants it to be
doing since Thomas makes a back reference—“Morales autem actus recipiunt
speciem secundum id quod intenditur, non autem ab eo quod est praeter
intentionem, cum sit per accidens, ut ex supradictis patet“—which
reveals that he has no such thing in mind. 



According to both
the Leonine and the Ottawa editions, the reference is to question 43, article 3
of the Secunda Secundae, and question 72, article 1 of the Prima
Secundae (although, while I think that the latter—earlier—reference is
very much relevant to our understanding of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, I do
not believe that Thomas had it in mind when he wrote “ut ex supradictis
patet”). In the former text, Thomas is interested in the taxonomy of moral
acts: whence come their names (and species). It is not because sometimes people
scandalize others inadvertently that we have a specific sin called
“scandal” but rather because they sometimes do so intentionally. This
is not to say that those who give scandal inadvertently do not commit the sin of
scandal (i.e., the very sin that receives its name from intentionally giving
scandal: see STh II-II, q. 43, a. 4) but only that the name and the
species come from intentionally doing so. Bearing this point in mind, it would
appear that, at the point in question 64, article 7 where Thomas speaks of the
species coming from the thing intended, he has not yet begun to give us his
analysis of the individual act of (private) self-defense but is simply
explaining how the act’s name and species are determined. This is good news for
Long’s implicit polemic against Grisez and associates since it means that Thomas
is not excluding that which is praeter intentionem from having a
bearing upon the moral evaluation of individual acts, but it is bad news for
Long’s own interpretation of the article since it means that the intenditur
/ praeter intentionem distinction is not about the evaluation of
individual acts. In other words, the distinction does not tell us anything about
how we are to analyze—break down the structure of—justified personal
self-defense (or related acts), which is how Long chooses to apply it. 



Question 72, article
1 of the Prima Secundae is even more difficult to reconcile with Long’s
reading. There Thomas is also concerned with the species of acts—but of
individual acts. He asks whether a sin receives its species from the sinner’s
object rather than from his intention (and “no one intends to do
evil,” notes Thomas, quoting pseudo-Dionysius). “It is manifest,”
says Thomas, “that anything receives its species from that which it is per
se and not from what it is per accidens.” A sin is per se
the voluntary act of a sinner “who intends to perform such a
voluntary act in such material”; and “voluntary acts are
distinguished in species according to their objects.” So his answer is,
yes, “sins are properly distinguished by species according to their
objects.” This conclusion




  
  

  


page
325



flies in the face of
Long’s analysis of question 64, article 7 of the Secunda Secundae
according to which Thomas is saying that an action’s object is praeter
intentionem; it also confirms the idea just proposed that, when at the
beginning of that article Thomas speaks of an act’s receiving its species from
what is intended and not what is per accidens, he is concerned with the
way we determine the species of types of acts and not directly with the analysis
of individual acts.
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Les degrés
d’autorité du Magistère. By Abbé Bernard Lucien.
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Both books engage
the magisterium. Cardinal Dulles offers a clear, concise manual, tracing the
magisterium from biblical foundation to the present; he touches many current
questions and comes to balanced conclusions; sixty-seven pages of appendices
reproduce relevant magisterial texts. Lucien’s volume collects various articles
previously published in Sedes Sapientiae.



With habitual
clarity Dulles expounds basic doctrine. His first chapter defines the
magisterium’s nature and function, rooted in Christ’s offices as prophet,
priest, and king. The magisterium was established to procure the sanctification
of souls through the preservation, explication, and defense of Christ’s
revelation. While faith involves personal self-surrender to God’s word, his
truth is mediated through revealed truths; hence revelation must include
“an organ capable of certifying revealed truth with divine authority”
(6). The magisterium serves revelation, ultimately Christ, in Scripture and
apostolic Tradition. While the Bible is authoritative in faith and cannot be
contradicted, Tradition and magisterium ensure its correct interpretation and
application. Chapter 2 presents the New Testament witness to Jesus as teacher
and the authority of Peter, the apostles, and their successors. Chapter 3 traces
the further development of the magisterium: as bishops maintained orthodoxy in
dioceses and councils; the Roman see steadily asserted its primacy as ultimate
court of appeal for East and West. Despite the papacy’s weakness at the waning
of the Middle Ages, Trent incorporated the modern papal-episcopal council.
Subsequent centuries shored up papal and conciliar authority against attacks
until Humani Generis hailed the 
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magisterium as the
“proximate and universal norm of revealed truth,” authorizing the pope
to terminate debate on disputed issues.



Chapter 4 considers
hierarchical and nonhierarchical teachers, who were clearly distinguished only
in the nineteenth century. In modern terminology only pope and bishops possess
magisterial responsibility, teaching with Christ’s authority and formulating
doctrine. But others can and have exercised various magisterial functions.
Indeed the consent of theologians, the witness of Church Fathers and Doctors,
and the sensus fidelium are recognized as theological sources. The
present magisterium comprises various organs: episcopal college, pope as its
head, papal dicasteries, and bishops speaking in groups or individually. Dulles
judiciously assesses the weight of their authority. The sixth chapter considers
infallibility insofar as the magisterium upholds the apostolic deposit in
matters of faith and “patterns of behavior commended by the gospel.”
Though infallibility is promised to the whole Church, the magisterium’s exercise
of infallibility, which characterizes particular acts, produces “irreformable,”
or “definitive,” statements. After considering the ordinary and
extraordinary expressions of the universal magisterium, Dulles deals with
infallibility’s primary and secondary objects. The former embraces revelation,
the latter whatever is indispensable to safeguard or expound it; that
infallibility extends to the former is a matter of faith, whereas its extension
to the latter is “theologically certain Catholic teaching” (74). After
briefly considering dogmatic development, Dulles evaluates what falls among
infallibility’s secondary objects, questioning the inclusion of some
“dogmatic facts” (e.g., Jansenius’ intention), canonizations, and
approval of religious institutes. The natural law’s basic principles are
generally agreed to be revealed, and the magisterium can infallibly teach
“all negative moral norms that concern intrinsically evil acts” (CDF).
Thus Evangelium Vitae‘s condemnation of murder, abortion, and
euthanasia engages the ordinary, universal magisterium. Chapter 7 considers
various responses to the magisterium. After “theological notes”
disappeared, the magisterium’s 1989 Profession of Faith required “firm
faith” for revealed truth, firm and irrevocable assent to doctrines
definitively proposed by the Church, and obsequium religiosum for
authoritative, nondefinitive statements. Dulles adds reflections on dissent,
designating public dissent “a usurpation of authority” (98). Finally
“reception” is studied in various contexts: faith is received by the
Church and councils have been received as ecumenical. However much popular
reception manifests a teaching’s efficacy, the magisterium’s authentic teaching
does not depend upon it. Reception also interprets and completes defined dogmas,
and in ecumenical discussions dogmatic reformulations can contribute to mutual
reception of Christian traditions. The magisterium is essential for ecumenical
dialogue insofar as true reconciliation in faith requires doctrinal authority.



A convert from Écône,
Lucien seeks to lead others back to Rome. After an opening chapter in which he
defines his terminology, he argues that the magisterium’s infallible
declarations are not restricted to ex cathedra statements and solemn
judgments of ecumenical councils. The ordinary, universal magisterium, that is,
the episcopal body united to its head, can teach doctrine as
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revealed without
special formulae. Furthermore obsequium religiosum, though allowing for
error, marks a true adhesion, excluding opposed probabilities, to magisterial
decisions; the pope can call for this because Christ promised his habitual
assistance (Matt 28:10). The third chapter treats the ordinary pontifical
magisterium’s infallibility in Ordinatio sacerdotalis, which required
its doctrine to be “definitively held by all the faithful.” The CDF’s
subsequent clarification introduced ambiguity by characterizing the ordinary
pontifical magisterium’s act as “not in itself infallible” while
demanding “definitive assent.” Confronting the ambiguity, Lucien turns
to Vatican I: definire meant “delimit with precision,”
designating a statement ex cathedra; yet the corresponding adjective
and adverb designate something as “irrevocable.” John Paul employed
“definitive act,” extending it beyond solemn acts defining truths not
previously attested to include acts confirming truths already clearly attested.
Msgr. Bertone specified that an infallible act of the ordinary, universal
magisterium need not have the form of a definition; it can confirm a certitude
of faith lived consciously by the Church or affirmed by the episcopal college.
These clarifications effected development of dogma; hence Vatican I’s conditions
for papal infallible pronouncements are not restrictive, as minimalist
theologians maintain. 



Building on Msgr.
Bertone’s remarks on Dominus Jesus that “definitive” doctrine
is “irreformable” and presupposes an infallible magisterial act,
chapter 4 rejects the minimalist differentiation of infallible teaching from
definitive doctrine. Lucien expounds conceptualist presuppositions: faith’s act
affirms “true propositions,” which allow a deeper penetration of what
is “originally vaguely indicated and obscurely grasped” into the
divine reality intended. Insisting on propositions’ mediating role, he refuses
to oppose person to formula (74, 77). With Fides et ratio he affirms
that dogmatic statements express a “stable and definitive truth.” At
the foundation of the minimalist position, limiting infallible statements to
what is explicitly declared as such, stands a Molinist understanding of faith as
voluntary submission to juridical authority, not intellectual assent.
Magisterial teaching acts are not juridical acts. Infallibility is not added to
the magisterium’s act but flows from the act’s object. Hence, “if that
magisterium exercises its mission of determining with certitude, on such a
point, the revealed truth, it is ipso facto infallible” (81). For
“the nature and object of the supreme magisterium’s act ‘decides’ about the
presence or not of infallibility” (82). When Vatican II, therefore, listed
truths to be “definitively held,” they were irrevocably, that is,
infallibly proposed. Lucien retraces in greater detail the historical meanings
of definire and definitivus to prove that Vatican I did not
limit pontifical infallibility to the extraordinary magisterium nor
“define” to “solemn judgment,” nor did it confuse
“define” with a jurisdictional act. Hence faith’s act, accepting
Church authority for the necessary presentation of revealed truths, adheres to
the truths in the measure in which the Church presents them. Consequently what
the magisterium proposes to be held definitively, irrevocably, or certainly is
to be accepted under the light of faith.



The fifth chapter
considers diverse elements of tradition from a conceptualist perspective:
although revelation may occur in deeds, it occurs essentially in 
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God’s word which
“makes manifest what was hidden” (105-6). Tradition provides an ethos
for Scripture’s interpretation, but it is also an oral source (114, 128). Since
divine postapostolic tradition only preserves and explains the deposit of faith,
the magisterium is, under the Holy Spirit, the proximate principal cause of
dogmatic development, even though the sensus fidelium and theological
science may count as subordinate causes. So the primary monuments of the
tradition concern the hierarchical witness (papal, conciliar, and episcopal acts
and writings, liturgies, disciplinary canons, etc.) while the secondary
monuments come from secondary organs (Church Fathers, Doctors, etc.). Dogmatic
development explicates the implicitly revealed, and the Vincentian canon serves
as a positive, not an exclusive norm of development: what has been believed
everywhere, always, and by all belongs to revelation; the lack of such
attestation does not a priori reject a doctrine. The faithful Catholic
need not perceive how Church doctrine is contained in revelation; he trusts the
Spirit who renders impossible any failure in the ordinary, universal magisterium.
Though bishops may err in faith and popes may fail to resist errors by silence,
the magisterium remains in the Spirit’s protection as the Church’s living
tradition develops homogeneously under the incarnate Word. A final chapter
refutes traditionalists who identify the Vincentian canon with the infallibility
of the ordinary, universal magisterium, showing that the canon was never so
understood by St. Vincent nor his ecclesial interpreters.



While Lucien rightly
insists that permanent doctrinal formulas mediate revelation, he regresses to an
incomplete notion of revelation. If revelation consists principally of
supernatural truths surpassing human insight accepted on authority, the problem
of doctrinal development returns with sevenfold vengeance. How did bishops in
ecumenical council argue about the truth of statements surpassing their
comprehension and come to binding definitions with words not previously
revealed: for example, homoousios, hypostasis,
transubstantiation? How did Pius XII define Mary’s corporeal assumption when no
one testifies to that doctrine before the sixth century? How did Lyons II fix
the number of sacraments at seven? Despite Lumen Gentium, Lucien tends
to identify the Church with the hierarchy and absolutize it. A Vatican
official’s declaration that a noninfallible magisterial act presents a revealed
truth of faith does not constitute a new dogma nor provide an infallible norm of
interpretation. Though every true statement is determined by its object, the
conceptualist act of faith does not permit insight into the truth revealed; it
is accepted on authority. Hence knowledge of its authoritative truth must come
through an external authoritative act, and the conditions required for such
infallible acts were specified at Vatican I. These are epistemological criteria
concerning the recognition of a statement’s authoritative validity. While other
magisterial statements can be true and therefore irreformable, the infallibility
characterizing certain magisterial acts is recognized only when definite
conditions are fulfilled. Other magisterial acts employ different degrees of
authority, which can be recognized (cf. LG 25). The exact level of
authority need not always be juridically specified. The Church’s mystery
involves various polarities which 
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canon law cannot
entirely encompass. Does not ancient tradition recognize the possibility of
heretical popes? Constantinople III’s condemnation of Honorius, however
mistaken, was accepted by Leo II and Hadrian II. 



Believers accept
Christ mediated by the Church, his Body, which includes the magisterium as an
essential component for transmitting revealed truths. Since revelation
culminates in Jesus, whose full reality cannot be encapsulated in propositions
(cf. John 20:25; Col 2:3), difficulties in explicating his mystery may arise. A
living authoritative witness to truth guarantees its translation into human
language lest faith’s demands for total adherence be diminished; the
magisterium’s conceptual formulations, while not exhaustive, must be true. Our
current crisis concerns theologians’ inability to ground objectively any
statement whatever. Their Neoplatonic alleged encounters with absolute mystery
devolve into unrestricted pluralism. Today the papal magisterium maintains the
sanity of tradition, refusing to submit faith’s content to any theological
method, especially a transcendental philosophy which undermines its foundations
by relativizing all finite intelligibility. Even if Cardinal Dulles leaves
untreated metaphysical difficulties about finite words’ capacity to express
permanently the mystery of God incarnate, his sanity recommends itself, and his
volume serves as a foundational text reflecting Catholic tradition.



Dulles’s book is
preferred to Lucien’s more radical proposal. Admittedly Dulles refrains from
considering historical difficulties, though acknowledging that a
“heretical, schismatic, demented or coerced [pope] … could not exercise
his teaching authority” (72). But a manual cannot do everything and a good
one leaves room for classroom expansion. On one point Dulles might be mistaken:
the problem of reception affects the earlier, not the later, sessions of
Constance (105). Two typographical errors pop up: Acts 20:30 instead of Eph.
(18) and “proem. 5” instead of 6 in Hippolytus’s Philosophumena
(23).



 



John M. Mcdermott, S.J. 
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The six-hundredth anniversary of the birth of Nicholas of Cusa in 2001
occasioned conferences around the world, from Germany, Italy, France, Spain,
Portugal, the Netherlands and the Czech Republic to Argentina and Japan. The
present volume contains papers from a conference held in 2001 at The Catholic
University of America. The papers take in hand large, not microscopic, topics,
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and they draw by
design primarily on Cusanus’s first major work of philosophical-theological
spirituality, his De docta ignorantia, as well as its restatement in
“spirituality” terms in De visione Dei.



As Peter Casarella’s
fine introduction notes, Cusanus interpretation has moved away from reading him
primarily as a precocious forerunner of German idealism (Ernst Cassirer, 1927)
or of modernity in general, toward a more nuanced understanding of him as both a
child of his times and a hard-to-define unicum. This collection
continues that trend. Almost all the essays explicitly or implicitly address the
“forerunner” issue, and their varied conclusions suggest that the
matter has certainly not yet been laid to rest. In Casarella’s view, Cusanus can
now be better understood as a “cartographer of uncharted spaces” of
his own century (xxvi). He surveys truth as a moving image (ibid.) and shows
“healthy skepticism about the real” without reducing it to a nihilism
of “merely perspectival showing.” One might, at this juncture, ask if
a healthy skepticism about the real is not already present in most medieval
authors, who were aware that even their highest “intelligentia”
remained something of an “explanatory model” rather than a true
knowledge of the Real. Man as Deus humanatus (God manqué in
Jasper Hopkins’s terms) encapsulates Cusa’s vision of man as creative artist,
expressed in terms of wonder and beauty (xxviii).



Nancy Hudson and
Frank Tobin (“Nicholas of Cusa’s Sermon on the Pater Noster”
[1-25]), offer an English translation of the sermon by Tobin and a brief
introduction by Hudson, who argues that the sermon shows how Cusanus employed
some of his characteristic “high” philosophical and theological ideas
(participation in the kingdom of God, divine immanence, sin as alienation from
God, creatures as living mirror of God, divinity hidden in the humanity of
Christ, adopted filiation by grace alone, going forth from and return to God in
the true peace that is the Holy Spirit, human nature as microcosm) at a level
his untrained listeners could comprehend. One must ask, however, whether the
theological ideas at the level found in the sermon itself are really Cusanus-specific,
rather than representing Western theological commonplaces.



The next four essays
concern theological and philosophical themes in Cusanus. Bernard McGinn
(“Seeing and Not Seeing: Nicholas of Cusa’s De visione Dei in the
History of Western Mysticism” [26-53]), takes up the ancient problem in
Christian mysticism of whether God can be seen and, if so, whether in this life
or only in the next life. “Mystical theology is a ‘black hole’ into which
even coincidences of opposites vanish in order to be transformed in ways that
cannot be conceptualized,” or expressed in language, “though they can
be said to be ‘seen’ in a non-seeing seeing” (44). “Our never-ending
desire for God is like a hunger that can be satisfied only by a meal, which,
although continually eaten, can never be fully consumed, because, being
infinite, it is not diminished by being eaten” (ibid.). This reviewer asks,
however, how truly (rather than merely terminologically) different this is from
chapter 7 of Bonaventure’s Itinerarium or the conclusion of Bernard of
Clairvaux’s On Loving God. 



Jasper Hopkins
(“Nicholas of Cusa’s Intellectual Relationship to Anselm of
Canterbury” [54-73]), seeks to “demarcate the creative lines of
difference that 
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arise from his
adapting certain … antecedent and fifteenth-century ideas to three of his
own fundamental fifteenth-century tenets” (55). “… New and
challenging about Nicholas’s metaphysics is the amount of agnosticism that he
finds to be compatible with faith” (72). We can in this life know that
God is but not what God is; this does pave the way for Kant. In
contrast, Anselm was seeking necessary reasons, worked sola ratione.
This reviewer wonders, however, whether Anselm’s sola ratione
characterizes Anselm in toto rather than his apologetics; moreover, the
distinction between “that God is” and “what God is” was a
commonplace in the tradition.



Louis Dupré
(“The Question of Pantheism from Eckhart to Cusanus” [74-88]), shows
that for both Eckhart and Cusanus the relation between God and creature
consisted primarily “in a more intimate divine presence that came closer to
a formal cause rather than the efficient causality that springs so readily to
the modern mind. The problem of a divine causality that descends ‘from above’
(as in Aristotelian and Neoplatonic cosmologies) … did not exist for Cusanus
… The creature’s true identity, then, consists in this immanent divine
Being” (87). But Cusanus like Eckhart preserves the creature’s otherness by
pointing to “the imperfect participation of the creature in divine
fullness” (ibid.).



Wilhelm Dupré
(“The Image of the Living God: Some Remarks on the Meaning of Perfection
and World Formation” [89-104]), explains that, for Cusanus, signs and
images are of value in their own right, not merely as names of things: “The
image is the place where truth appears” (93); man as a “second
God” in his creativity (94-95) forms notions that “are realities in
their own right” and “display a life of their own” (95). This
“living” image of God in man is like an artist who paints a picture
that not only perfectly expresses his art but that takes on its own creative
imitation of the artist’s art (96). In the human mind the “various
movements of our being are brought together” and “the idea of a living
image presents itself as [a] core event that structures the human potential in
its possibilities” (98).



Three essays at
least externally cluster around visual art intersecting with philosophy and
theology. Karsten Harries (“On the Power and Poverty of Perspective:
Cusanus and Alberti” [105-26]), notes that, “when the art of the
craftsman succeeds in shaping the wood in such a way that the form shines forth
fittingly, we call his work beautiful” (123), so it is with understanding,
for Cusanus: if we see things in the light that shines on them, so too some kind
of higher light of understanding permits us to understand (124). Walter Andreas
Euler (“An Italian Painting from the Late Fifteenth Century and the Cribratio
alkorani of Nicholas of Cusa” [127-42]), describes how Cusanus,
operating out of both standard anti-Muslim perspectives and out of conditionally
positive conclusions about the Qur’an, was convinced that Islam emphasizes great
discontinuity between God and humanity, creator and creation, while the
Christian conception of religion is “rigorously personalistic” and
based on idea of man being imago Dei (141). Cusanus’s goal in
“sifting the Qur’an” was nothing less than to start an “intensive
theological dialogue with Islam” (142). The painting that serves as Euler’s
foil, however, probably depicts Luke, Christ, 
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and Moses, rather
than Muhammed, Christ, and Moses, according to Il Kim (“A Brief Report on
the Painting of Three Haloed Figures” [143-49]).



Three essays
treating of Cusanus’s views on political and ecclesiological matters follow.
Thomas Prügl (“The Concept of Infallibility in Nicholas of Cusa”
[150-77]), shows that while infallibility represents one of the most important
characteristics of the Church for Cusanus, it would be more accurately described
by “indefectibility” and arises out of soteriological concern for the
trust-worthiness of the Church as authority. Some of the ecclesiological
fullness of context that Prügl notes in Cusanus but finds wanting in Vatican I
might have been glimpsed if Vatican II as the completion of Vatican I had
together served as a foil. For Cary J. Nederman (“Empire Meets Nation:
Imperial Authority and National Government in Renaissance Political
Thought” 178-95]), both Cusanus and Aeneas Silvio Piccolomini made room in
their imperial political ideal for nations; for Cusanus, universal ideals fall
into the spiritual, not political, realm. Thus his vision of empire is distinct
from that of, say, Dante. Paul E. Sigmund (“Medieval and Modern
Constitutionalism: Nicholas of Cusa and John Locke” [196-209]), seeks a
middle way between scholars who glimpsed the origins of modern representative
government in Cusanus’s conciliar writings, on the one hand, and Nederman’s
challenge in 1990, which found Cusanus’s organic, corporatist conciliarism and a
Church as “a mystical body of functionally interacting and hierarchically
organized parts … far removed from modern secular individualism” (200).
In Sigmund’s view Cusanus’s “protomodern” insistence on the consent of
the governed (especially in book 3 of De concordantia Catholica) is
tempered by the principle of the “pars sanior,” the greater
weight given to the consent of the elites.



Two concluding
essays consider Cusanus in the light of mathematics and post-Newtonian
cosmology. Elizabeth Brient (“How Can the Infinite Be the Measure of the
Finite? Three Mathematical Metaphors from De Docta Ignorantia”
[210-25]), takes up the paradox of two fundamental Cusan principles: no
proportion exists between the finite and the infinite, yet “the infinite is
the ‘one, most simple, and adequate measure’ of finite things” (De
docta ignorantia, 1.23). Brient lucidly shows how the simple acts of
counting numbers, dividing an infinite line, and inscribing a polygon with ever
increasing number of sides inside a circle in sophisticated ways show how finite
number and length depend always already upon the presupposition of the infinite
and indivisible unity. (For Regine Kather, “‘The Earth Is a Noble Star’:
The Arguments for the Relativity of Motion in the Cosmology of Nicolaus Cusanus
and Their Transformation in Einstein’s Theory of Relativity” [226-50], see
below.)



The book has brief
suggestions for further reading as well as admirably thorough name and subject
indexes.



What does one make,
then, of such a collection? Even though all the essays take care to pursue
nuanced readings of Cusanus, to this reviewer they suggest that one might
actually begin now to reread the Western Latin theological tradition
with Cusanus in mind. Cusanus’s catalytic contribution, in other words, 




  
  

  


page
333



might just as well
run chronologically backwards as forward. His remarkable inventiveness with
language might provide tools by which we could plumb the depths and subtleties
of the patristic and medieval Christian tradition. One might take the fine
distinctions and qualifications about fundamental theological and philosophical
issues, the daring language and imaginative vision for illustrating theological
and philosophical principle that we find at every turn in Cusanus, and, armed
with them, go back and reread the best of the tradition, for example, William of
St. Thierry on faith and understanding. That, I think, is exactly what Nicholas
did—he found in the patristic and medieval tradition things that had not yet
been found or had been lost sight of. The womb of tradition that birthed the
prodigy Nicholas Krebs of Cues may prove larger on the inside than the outside.



Regine Kather argues
in the concluding article in this collection that Cusanus invented (dis-covered)
a “decentered” universe, but he did so with the medieval method of
science and cosmology in which empirical observation remain crucial. Cusanus, in
effect, showed that one can deny that the universe has its center in any of the
planets without abandoning God, philosophy, or theology (242) and without making
man the new center. Even where he applied relativity of motion (known already to
Aristotle), he did so without separating empirical observation from theological
speculation or physical science from philosophy and theology (241).



To take another
example, Cusanus sets forth a filiation or theôsis theology usually
ascribed to the Greek tradition, but, as Louis Dupré makes clear, he did not
discover this nor did he avoid Eckhart’s errors on the relation of the Creator
and creature by sheer genius. Rather, the tools for his remarkable achievements
were at least latent in the Western tradition (catalyzed, perhaps by Cusanus’s
direct Eastern reading and contacts). In Dupré‘s words, Cusanus
“justifies” in a Western context an insight about the imago Dei
that goes back to Origen.



Ironically then, for
this reviewer, the most exciting result of this admirable set of skillfully
edited conference papers is that it shows how vast and still unexplored remains
the terrain of the tradition that gestated Cusanus. Reconnoitering that terrain
for its own sake through the lens provided by Cusanus’s always striking and
stimulating imaginative language could prove fruitful. At the same time, the
collection also functions as a fine introduction to a fascinating man, mind, and
pastoral heart.
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A leading continental authority on Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, Ysabel de
Andia has poured a life-time of learning into this book. Although each chapter
has been previously published as a separate essay elsewhere over a period of
sixteen years (1987-2003) it is useful to have all the articles collected and
edited under one cover. De Andia is also the author of Henosis: L’union à Dieu chez Denys l’Aréopagite
(1996) and the editor of a comprehensive collection of articles, Denys
l’Aréopagite et sa posterité en orient et en occident: Actes du colloque
international, Paris, 21-24 septembre 1994 (1997).

The book is divided
into two parts. The first part takes up select themes of Pseudo-Dionysius’s
theology, in six chapters under the following titles: “To Suffer Divine
Things,” “Philosophy and Mystical Union,” “Symbol and
Mystery,” “Beauty, Light, and Love,” “Negative Theology and
the Cross,” and “A Note on Negative Theology.” The second part of
the book analyzes the transformations of these Dionysian themes in the writings
of such diverse authors as Maximus the Confessor, Thomas Aquinas, Hugh of Balma,
John of the Cross, and Edith Stein.



Two overarching
concerns run through this collection: (1) to emphasize the close correlation
between theoretical and experiential dimensions of Pseudo-Dionysius’s negative
theology and (2) to show that the theologians who professed to be the
commentators and exegetes of Pseudo-Dionysius’s work in many cases have
profoundly transformed the Areopagite’s original vision. While the first point
has not escaped most contemporary interpreters of the Corpus Dionysiacum,
it was Vladimir Lossky who particularly stressed that Pseudo-Dionysius’s
negative theology was not only a theory of religious language, but more
importantly reflected an experiential understanding of the inscrutable mystery
of God. De Andia concurs with Lossky’s somewhat apologetic interpretation of the
Corpus Dionysiacum, especially when it comes to the criticism of those
who argue that Pseudo-Dionysius’s Neoplatonism is not sufficiently
Christianized. In contrast to Lossky’s rather tendentious judgment that the
subsequent Western tradition of interpretation has simply misconstrued
Pseudo-Dionysius, de Andia offers a more nuanced account of how his insights
“metamorphosed” in the writings of Western theologians.



The first chapter of
the book takes as its central theme the line from the Divine Names in
which Pseudo-Dionysius speaks of “not only learning, but suffering the
divine things [ouj movnon maqwvn ajllaV paqwVn taV back
to the origins of the maqei~n-paqei~n
pair in ancient Greek philosophy, tragic poetry, and mysteries, de Andia ably
portrays a rich spectrum of connotations that the phrase would have had for
Pseudo-Dionysius’s contemporaries. At the risk of simplifying her findings, one
could generalize that “suffering divine things” added an experiential
dimension to the knowledge of God acquired through learning. Turning to the Corpus
Dionysiacum, de Andia dwells at length on Pseudo-Dionysius’s paradoxical
pairing of the pathos of the transfigured eros with equally strong insistence on
the mind’s acquisition of impassibility. She subsequently shows that some
medieval theologians, such as, for example, Thomas Gallus, Hugh of Balma, and
Thomas Aquinas, came to interpret paqwVn taV qei~a
as affectus divina, interpreting the phrase “not only learning,
but suffering the divine things” as a contrast between intellectual and
affective dimensions of the knowledge of God.



The following
chapter approaches the theme of the first chapter from a different angle. De
Andia discusses the two types of knowledge of God, philosophical and mystical,
taking as her point of departure the distinction that Pseudo-Dionysius makes in Epistle
9.1105D. She shows that, according to Pseudo-Dionysius, philosophical
knowledge can be communicated by instruction, whereas mystical knowledge is
participatory and cannot be taught.



The chapter
“Negative Theology and the Cross” takes up Luther’s criticism that
Pseudo-Dionysius is “more Platonizing than Christianizing.” Among
other things, Luther maintained that the Areopagite lacks a theology of the
cross. By way of a response de Andia advances a thesis that apophasis functions
in the order of knowing in a manner similar to the function of kenosis in
ascetic and mystical life. She persuasively draws a link between
Pseudo-Dionysius’s concern for the purification of religious language with the
ascetic goal of the purification of the self. It is far from clear, however, how
this connection, no matter how persuasively made, succeeds in meeting Luther’s
objection. Furthermore, the kenotic texts that de Andia marshals are drawn from
Maximus the Confessor and other authors, not the Corpus Dionysiacum.
One could still maintain with Luther and numerous modern critics of
Pseudo-Dionysius that the Areopagite’s account of the significance of
crucifixion—and indeed of the incarnation as a whole—is incomplete at best.



In the chapter on
Hugh of Balma, de Andia presents perhaps the strongest argument for a genuine
metamorphosis of Pseudo-Dionysius’s religious epistemology by later authors. For
Pseudo-Dionysius, the mystical union with God represents an ecstatic stretching
of the mind beyond the confines of discursive reasoning. Hugh of Balma takes
Pseudo-Dionysius to mean that the mystical union takes place by means of the affectus,
severed at the highest point of ascent from the intellectus.
Pseudo-Dionysius nowhere implies such a bifurcation between the affective and
intellectual dimensions of participatory knowledge. De Andia perceptively points
out that Hugh draws upon the terminological distinction previously elaborated by
Thomas Gallus.



The chapter
comparing Pseudo-Dionysius’s via negativa with the dark night of the
soul of St. John of the Cross remarks on the similarity of the paradigms chosen
by the two authors: the ascent of Sinai by Moses and of Mount Carmel by the
Spanish saint. De Andia attributes the differences between the two mystics to
their contrasting anthropologies and eschatologies.



Given the fact that
so much ink has been spilt on understanding Dionysius’s negative theology in the
past century’s Anglo-American scholarship, it would have been desirable if de
Andia had engaged these works in a more sustained manner in her presentation,
rather than mentioning them briefly in the footnotes. For example, the
discussion of the Christology of Maximus the Confessor (147-84) would warrant
pondering a critical question, raised by John Meyendorff and many others,
whether Maximus is in fact correcting, without admitting this fact, certain weak
points of Pseudo-Dionysius’s Christology. More specifically, the “Note on
Negative Theology” appended at the end of part 1, could have benefitted
from the discussion of the studies of Jeffrey Fisher, John N. Jones, Alexander
Golitsin, and numerous others. Finally, additional editorial work could have
brought a greater thematic coherence to the essays that appear under one cover
in this collection.



These minor
reservations notwithstanding, de Andia’s painstaking exegesis has enriched our
understanding of this mysterious patristic author. All interested in the rich
and multifaceted tradition inspired by the Corpus Dionysiacum will find
much to learn from this work.



Paul L. Gavrilyuk 
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The Doctrine of the
Analogy of Being according to Thomas Aquinas. By Bernard
Montagnes. Trans. by E.M. Macierowski. Milwaukee: Marquette University
Press, 2004. Pp. 208. $25.00 (paper). ISBN 0-87462-624-2.





La Doctrine de
l’analogie de l’être d’après saint Thomas d’Aquin was originally a
Louvain doctoral thesis in 1962, published in 1963 essentially unchanged but for
a new, brief concluding chapter. It has had steady influence since then among
Thomist philosophers and theologians (as can be seen from such recent works as
John Wippel, Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas [2000] and Gregory
Rocca, Speaking the
Incomprehensible God [2004]). It has now been translated for the
first time in English, without any new editorial trappings, by E. M. Macierowski
(“reviewed and corrected by Pol Vandevelde” and “edited with
revisions by Andrew Tallon”). Making Montagnes’s work more widely available
is especially appropriate, for by now it is important not just as an exercise in
intellectual archeology but as itself one of the important strata of
twentieth-century Thomism.

Montagnes’s
“Introduction” makes clear his focus on “the metaphysical
significance” of analogy, with special attention to the influence of
Neoplatonic metaphysics, as had been recently (at the time) brought out by
Fabro. In a felicitous phrase, acknowledging both the logical and metaphysical
dimensions of the topic, Montagnes says he seeks to present analogy as “the
semantics of participation.”



The first chapter
argues that the development of Aquinas’s understanding of causality, and
especially “the discovery of being as act,” is the key to
understanding Aquinas’s shifting characterizations of analogy. Comparing early
and later discussions of the analogy of “being,” Montagnes finds
Aquinas moving away from language about formal causality, imitation, and
exemplarity to a description of analogy in terms of efficient or productive
causality, allowing for a notion of participation that does not imply likeness
and so diminish into univocity.



This thesis provides
Montagnes, in the second chapter, with a strategy for making sense of a
diversity of theological texts. Well-known passages across the range of
Aquinas’s corpus (from the Sentences commentary, De
Veritate, Summa contra Gentiles, Compendium Theologiae, De Potentia Dei, and
Summa Theologiae), seem to present different and inconsistent answers
to the recurring question of how creatures are related to God (or how language
applies to creatures and God). Montagnes finds in these passages a development
from an emphasis on likeness to an emphasis on causal dependence or
“reference to one.” He argues that the “likeness” account
was insufficient because it could imply the sharing of a common form, and so
reduce to univocity; a causal reference is preferable, since it preserves
difference while allowing a kind of unity thanks to the metaphysics of
participation.



So on Aquinas’s
mature account, according to Montagnes, the relationship between creatures and
God is best understood logically as an analogy of attribution, with an
intrinsic relationship guaranteed metaphysically by participation. In
this story, the move toward this teaching from the more naive likeness account
is briefly interrupted by an experiment with the relation of
“proportionality” in question 2, article 11 of De Veritate. A
proportional relationship (represented by the schema a:b::c:d) safeguards divine
transcendence better than the relationship of likeness; but since it implies no
causal connection or intrinsic relationship, Montagnes finds that Aquinas
quickly abandoned it in favor of the mature view.



Because of the
influence of Cajetan’s treatise on analogy, the language of proportionality had
long dominated Thomistic discussions of analogy. Montagnes’s third chapter thus
examines the place of Cajetan’s analogy theory. Of course he judges that Cajetan
was mistaken in universalizing the temporary and idiosyncratic proportionality
doctrine of De Veritate, and he also faults Cajetan for attempting to
treat analogy as a matter of logic apart from metaphysics. But he finds these
mistakes in turn rooted in a more fundamental departure from Aquinas on the
level of metaphysics itself, explored further in the book’s
“Conclusion.” As an alternative to the received opposition between
“essentialism” and “existentialism,” Montagnes sets forth
two alternative versions of Thomistic metaphysics: a “metaphysics of the
degrees of being” and a “metaphysics of the idea of being.” The
former, according to Montagnes, is the authentic position of Aquinas; the latter
is that of Cajetan.



As is plain from
this summary, there are two main objects to Montagnes’s study: if the primary
and more explicit goal is to interpret Aquinas’s teaching on analogy, a second
and related goal is to use this interpretation to advance some general
clarifications of Thomistic metaphysics, in particular the nature of the concept
of being and the composition of essence and existence.



As for the first
goal, Montagnes’s attempt to clarify Aquinas’s teaching on analogy depends
heavily on a genetic or developmental interpretation of Aquinas (from
Aristotelian to Christian Neoplatonist), and on a sharp critique of Cajetan.
Both strategies seem in retrospect somewhat exaggerated. Montagnes’s
interpretation of the various passages on the analogy between creatures and God
treats them as parallel attempts to answer the same question. However, although
there is an undeniable parallelism of formulation (how is a term predicated of
creatures and God?), does this necessarily reflect a strict parallelism of
theological interest or pedagogical intent? Might the same formulation express
different questions in different contexts, and if so, might Aquinas’s apparently
different answers in fact be consistent, but carefully tailored to say only what
is necessary under the circumstances? Montagnes does not show that the
relationship of proportionality is inconsistent with a metaphysics of
participation, and he does not show that after De Veritate Aquinas
ceased to believe that a relationship of proportionality obtains between
creatures and God (cf. STh I, q. 14, a. 3, ad 2; I-II, q. 3, a. 5, ad
1). He only shows that Aquinas also had other ways of characterizing the
relationship between creatures and God, and he simply proposes, without firmly
establishing, a genetic interpretation of Aquinas’s metaphysics to account for
the changing characterizations. (It is worth noting that Wippel and Rocca, in
the studies previously mentioned, while agreeing with Montagnes about the
importance of the metaphysics of causality and the intrinsic relationship
implied by participation, do not fully adopt Montagnes genetic thesis; they find
more consistency between Aquinas’s earlier emphasis on imitation and his later
talk of causal dependence.) Aquinas’s occasional pronouncements about analogy
resist being formulated into a thematically comprehensive “theory of
analogy,” but it is probably no better to try to make sense of the
diversity of his remarks by positing a metanarrative of metaphysical
development.



As for the criticism
of Cajetan’s theory of analogy, this was a common move in the
mid-twentieth-century project to recover a more historical approach to Aquinas
(it was shared by Lyttkens and Klubertanz before Montagnes, and by McInerny and
Burrell after him). At the time it was a reasonable corrective of previous
attempts to accept the authority of Cajetan’s “interpretation” or
“systematization” of Aquinas (e.g., by Penido, Goergen, and Cajetan’s
English translators Bushinski and Koren), but by now the significance of Cajetan
deserves further reconsideration. Studies of late medieval theories of analogy
(by Riva, Tavuzzi, and especially Ashworth) have firmly established that Cajetan
was offering his own answers to philosophical questions that developed in the
centuries after Aquinas wrote. Cajetan’s analogy theory is not a bad
interpretation of Aquinas on analogy because it is not really an interpretation
of Aquinas after all. Cajetan sought to develop a semantics of analogy,
following up comments in his Categories commentary on equivocation, and
it is no criticism of Cajetan that his treatise “on the analogy of
names” ignores metaphysical issues of hierarchy and participation.
Montagnes should not have been puzzled about why Cajetan focuses his analysis on
the proportional unity of the analogous concept.



As for Montagnes’s
attempt to redraw the lines of Thomistic metaphysics, it is not clear that it
has had much of a legacy. Certainly his book is more remembered for its specific
thesis about analogy than for its analysis of Aquinas’s distinct contribution to
articulating the relationship between being and essence. By today’s standards,
his distinction between a “metaphysics of the degrees of being” and a
“metaphysics of the idea of being” is underdeveloped and
impressionistic.



In any case, a
rereading of Montagnes provides much opportunity to reflect on the development
of Thomistic philosophy and historiography in the last several decades. If
anything else, it is humbling to be reminded that, even granting some misleading
accretions within the Thomistic tradition, the historical Aquinas does not just
emerge, uncontroversially, from a direct return to his texts. It is also
heartening to notice that the historical approach to Aquinas is now extending to
a more historical approach to other figures (like Cajetan) in the Thomistic
tradition. And we can be grateful for the perspective that allows us a critical
appreciation of those historians of philosophy, like Montagnes, who perhaps
despite themselves have become a part of a “Thomistic tradition.”



A final word about
this new edition. It is unfortunate that the English translation itself is not
accompanied by a thorough introduction and retrospective on analogy and the
background and influence of Montagnes’s work. But if this defect is forgivable,
some others are not: there are overwhelming editorial and production problems
with this volume, too significant to ignore in a review. The print quality and
editing are poor; the volume abounds with errors of grammar, spelling, and
formatting. And the editorial defects are not just limited to problems of
neglect. A decision systematically to eliminate Christian titles not only omits
“Saint” from the title of the book but also, more problematically,
results in references to “John of Thomas” instead of “John of St.
Thomas.” An English edition of Montagnes is worthwhile, and it deserved
more professional execution.



Joshua P. Hochschild 
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In May 2006, Germany celebrated the seventieth birthday of Karl Kardinal
Lehmann, the president of the German Catholic Bishop’s conference for more than
twenty years. During the state-ecclesiastical celebration, Bundeskanzlerin
Angela Merkel spoke and former Bundeskanzler Helmut Kohl gave the laudatio.
The academic celebration, which I had the pleasure of attending, was organized
by F.-W. von Herrmann, professor emeritus of Universität Freiburg and Norbert
Fischer, ordentliche professor für philosophische Grundfragen at Universität
Eichstätt. Karl Kardinal Lehmann’s Habilitationschrift dealt with the
relation of Heidegger to Augustine of Hippo. Naturally then the conference theme
was the relation of Martin Heidegger to the Christian tradition.

May 26, 2006, was
the thirtieth anniversary of the death of Martin Heidegger. Former assistants or
students are now reaching, or have already reached, retirement age. Many wish to
share their memories, their corres-pondence, and their versions of Heidegger’s
thought and the events in his life. During the 1940-1970, in the German
universities, Heidegger was “ganz einfach in der Luft”: Heidegger
interpretation has become a “cottage industry” in contemporary
Germany.



The papers from this
conference have now been edited and published in one volume, entitled Heidegger
und die christliche Tradition. The volume consists of eleven articles with
an introduction by the editors, N. Fischer and F-.W. von Herrmann. The articles
are of the high quality, though the articles dealing with the poets Hölderlin
and Rilke are of another genre than the others. In the first article, entitled
“Faktische Lebenserfahurng und christliche Religiosität. Heideggers phänomenologische
Auslegung Paulinischer Briefe,” F.-W. von Herrmann, the editor of
Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe for the past forty years and the world’s
leading scholar on Heidegger, writes on Heidegger’s exegesis of Paul’s Epistles
to the Thessalonians. Heidegger’s exegesis is neither dogmatic nor
theological-exegetical but rather phenomenological, from the point of view of
his own phenomenology of Faktizität des Lebens. The second article is
authored by M. Roesner and is entitled “Logos und Anfang. Zur Johanneischen
Dimension in Heidegger’s Denken.” Roesner treats the place of the
Heraclitean and Johannine (Philonian) Logos in Heidegger’s thought and
notes the differences between them. N. Fischer, a leading light in Augustinian,
Kantian, and Heideggerian research in Eichstätt, writes of “Selbstsein und
Gottesuche. Zur Aufgabe des Denkens in Augustins ‘Confessiones’ und Martin
Heideggers ‘Sein und Zeit.’ ” The search for God has become a veritable topos
in Fischer’s writings. J. Greisch of Institut Catholique examines
“Warum denn das Warum. Heidegger und Meister Eckhart von der Phänomenologie
zum Ereigneisdenken.” Meister Eckhart’s mysticism and its place in
Heidegger’s thought has now and again occurred as a scholarly theme. Karl
Kardinal Lehmann, the honoree of the conference, contributed ” ‘Sagen was
Sagen ist’: Der Blick auf die Wahrheit der Existenz. Heideggers Beziehung zu
Luther.” As familiarity with Heidegger’s works increases, it becomes ever
more evident that Luther had a profound influence on his thought, especially
with regard to the inaccessibility of God to human reason. In his contribution
entitled “Heidegger und Pascal—eine verwischte Spur,” A. Raffelt,
from Universität Freiburg im Breisgau, attempts to show that Pascal might have
been an intermediary for Heidegger’s knowledge of the Augustinian tradition. But
Heidegger knew Augustine directly. Entia non multiplicentur sine necessitate.
P. Coriando, a much respected Privatdozent in Freiburg, adds
“Sprachen des Heiligen, Heidegger und Hölderlin.” The
“holy” is a theme, of course, in German literature since R. Otto.
Kierkegaard and Schelling are the subject of J. Ringleben’s piece entitled
“Freiheit und Angst. Heidegger zwischen Schelling und Kierkegaard.”
Heidegger may well have become familiar with Angst from the reading
Kierkegaard, but his ultimate source, at least indirectly, is Augustine’s timor
castus and timor servilis. Finally, “Dichten und Denken:
Bemerkungen zu Rilke und Heidegger” from the pen of U. Fülleborn examines
Heidegger’s relation to the poet Rilke. The article, though probably of interest
to Rilke scholars, has more to do with the nature of poetic speech than with
Heidegger.



Two other essays are
of special interest. O. Pöggeler’s contribution, entitled “Heideggers Weg
von Luther zu Hölderlin,” contains many an insight into Heidegger the man,
culled no doubt from Pöggeler’s own experience. Of particular interest is
Heidegger’s supposed change in view concerning Adolf Hitler. In 1932/1933 Martin
Heidegger and Karl Jaspers had hoped to use National Socialism to promote an
aristocratic university. Soon Jaspers came to see the anti-Semitism of the
government (Jasper’s wife was Jewish). As early as 1938 Heidegger had come to
regret his earlier support. According to Pöggeler, this regret led Heidegger to
contemplate suicide (183). This claim prompted a strong refutation at the
conference from Heidegger’s stepson who denied in the strongest possible terms
that his stepfather had ever considered such a step.



The contribution of
Johannes Schaber, O.S.B., contains many pertinent remarks on the history of
philosophy. Heidegger’s Habilitationscrift, entitled “Die
Kategorien-und Bedeutungslehre des Dun Scotus. Flüssigmachen der
Scholastik,” though hailed for its several insights, stirred much
controversy. Some thought that in his conclusions we learned much about
Heidegger, but little about Duns Scotus. This criticism is of course true of the
entire gamut of Heidegger’s use of previous philosophers. Heidegger did not
consider the historical origins of his thought particularly important. He rarely
cites his sources. When he does, he does not explain them in their historical
context, but rather uses them as an occasion to explicate his own thought. Often
his thought has little to do with the historical meaning of texts.



Other of Schaber’s
insights are that the Reformation is the proper background from which to view
nineteenth-century German philosophy. Both mistrust the power of the human
intellect. Post-Cartesian philosophy is philosophical Protestantism. Kant’s
restriction of epistemology to the conditions of human knowledge unintentionally
opened the way to a wider role for empirical psychology. The list could go on



In Unterwegs zur
Sprache, Heidegger wrote: “Ohne diese theologische Herkunft wäre ich
nie auf den Weg des Denkens gelangt. Herkunft bleibt stets Zukunft”
(“Without this theological heritage I would never have succeeded in this
way of thinking. Heritage remains constantly the future”). This conference
was devoted to an examination of Heidegger’s own estimate. As Kardinal Lehmann
himself points out and the subtitle of the book (Annäherung an ein
schwieriges Thema) indicates, the relation of Heidegger to previous
thinkers, and a fortiori to Christian thinkers, is particularly difficult to
study. According to Heidegger, Western philosophy is but a series of footnotes
to his own philosophy—to paraphrase Whitehead on Plato. In considering
Heidegger’s writings, when he wrote is often as important as what he wrote. He
changed his mind and frequently these changes are not merely cosmetic or
developmental— sometimes they are contradictory. His relation to Catholic
theology is one such change, his relation to Greek thought another. The
Heidegger corpus has been published only gradually. Heidegger himself, often
years later, amended his works by hand—interpreting his handwriting is an art.
Most of his works are now published. As his letters become public, personal
remarks shed further light on his development as a thinker. He developed his own
vocabulary. Often sentences, or even entire paragraphs, consist in exclusively
technical vocabulary. This tendency makes him difficult to understand and at
times impossible to translate. Mistranslation has led to misunderstanding (for
example Sartre in France), or worse, to abandonment (for example, in parts of
the English-speaking world). Because of his original vocabulary Heidegger is now
and again thought to be a gnostic, understandable only by elitists.



Practically every
page of this work contains references to God, but Heidegger is openly ambivalent
about God in his philosophy. According to Karl Rahner (Raffelt [201]),
Heidegger’s thought could lead in either an atheistic or theistic direction. On
the one hand, Heidegger speaks of Christian philosophy as an Eisernes Holz.
God is not a matter for philosophical speculation, and indeed in his own
philosophy God plays no role. Augustine, and the entire Catholic tradition,
misinterpreted Romans 1:20, that the human mind can understand, and subsequently
praise, an invisible God through his visible creation. According to some,
Heidegger secularized the Augustinian-Paschalian tradition (Raffelt
[197])—though other equally able scholars dispute this thesis (cf. Lehmann
[115]). He used Duns Scotus and Eckhart in a similar vein. There remains the
rumor that Heidegger had written a third part of Sein und Zeit
concerning God, but had never let it see the light of day. Luther’s influence is
present: Heidegger considered God a matter of faith, not a matter for
philosophical investigation. Heidegger is not atheistic, nor even agnostic. But
he does not consider God to be a matter for philosophical speculation.



On the other hand,
the roots of his thought, at least in a historical sense, lie in the Christian
tradition. His Habilitationschrift concerned Duns Scotus, though his
conclusions concerned his own philosophy. Later he became deeply involved with
Rudolf Bultmann. He esteemed Luther, especially his theology of the cross.
Possibly under the influence of Bultmann, Heidegger thought of theology, unlike
his phenomenological-hermeneutical philosophy, as a positive science, that
theology was closer to chemistry and mathematics than to philosophy.
Nevertheless, in 1921 he exegeted Paul and indeed Augustine according to his
phenomenological Faktizität des Lebens. These works are openly
theological. He asked for burial in the Catholic Church. Heidegger is ambivalent
in considering the God-question.



Heidegger’s
ambivalence extends to Greek philosophy. Benedict XVI, in his recent theological
discourse in Regensburg, discouraged tendencies to sever Christian theology from
the Greeks (see Fischer and von Herrmann [16])—as in so many other matters
Benedict is Augustinian. In the early 1920s and for some time thereafter,
Heidegger strove to emancipate Christian thought from Greek philosophy—he was
probably influenced by Luther. Later he sought to reclaim from the pre-Socratics
a supposedly lost concept of being. He esteemed Aristotelian aletheia
as a discovery of truth. Heidegger apparently nuanced his position.



The importance of
understanding the roots of Heidegger’s understanding of the Christian notion of
being can not be underestimated. His first encounter with Christian philosophy
was apologetic where his mentor emphasized the role of Aristotelian logic.
Heidegger first came to understand the Christian concept of being through
Aristotelian categories (Schaber [91]). This tendency he maintained throughout
his life. Heidegger’s understanding on this point is to some extent a
misconception. This misunderstanding arises at least partially from Heidegger’s
failure to consider Scripture in his philosophy. But the Christian concept of
being arises primarily from the creation story. There God gives
“existence” to his creation from nothing. Creatio ex nihilo
is prominent in Augustine from the beginning, but plays no role whatever in
Greek philosophy, especially not in Aristotle. In the Organon there is
no category of “existence.” Exodus 3:14, “Ego sum qui sum,”
plays some role in Augustine. He interprets the passage as referring to God’s
immutability in contrast to the mutability of creatures. This exegesis is an
example of Augustine using Neoplatonism to interpret the Bible. Augustine sees
God as idipsum esse. Aquinas’s debt to Exodus 3:14 in a metaphysics of
essence and existence is readily apparent and needs no further explication here.
The biblical foundation of Christian metaphysics, though explicitly mentioned to
him, eluded Heidegger. In fact he at least one time denied creation (Pöggeler
[181]). In this sense, we might attribute to Heidegger himself Seinsvergessenheit.
It is difficult to reconcile these opinions with Gademer’s remark that Heidegger
returns us to ancient Christian revelation (Fischer and von Herrmann [9]).



The tendency in this
volume is often, either explicitly or implicitly, intentionally or
unintentionally, apologetic. Several authors strive to Christianize Heidegger
and seek to emphasize possible uses of his phenomenological-hermeneutical method
for developing a Christian philosophy. The reader is left to judge the
possibility or desirability of such a venture.



If the task is to
erect a Christian philosophy in the Catholic tradition on Heidegger’s
principles, much work lies ahead. Since the late second decade of the twentieth
century, Luther had a distinct influence on Heidegger’s thought. Luther’s
disdain for philosophy is well known. Accordingly Heidegger explicitly denied
the possibility of a Christian philosophy. God played no direct role in
Heidegger’s philosophy. God is a matter of belief. As noted above, theology is a
positivistic science similar to chemistry, not a phenomenology like philosophy
(Raffelt [196]). Being, as we know it, exists only in time; only being in time
can be known. Romans 1:20 has been misunderstood by the entire Christian
tradition (Pöggeler [175]). For these reasons and many more, it is not clear
how Heidegger’s thought can serve as a basis for Christian philosophy in the
Catholic tradition. 



If, however, the
task is to evaluate Heidegger’s relation to the Christian intellectual
tradition, it will take some time to render a complete and competent judgment.
Unquestionably Heidegger’s greatest contribution to contemporary philosophy lies
in his analysis of Dasein and Existenz. Turning the
philosophical discussion away from epistemology, as in Kant, and back to
ontology has long been necessary. But the question of Heidegger’s importance to
the history of philosophy, let alone Christian philosophy, still awaits an
answer. Examination of Heidegger’s correspondence, already begun, will shed
light on the conditions of Heidegger’s thinking. Evaluating Heidegger justly
must await the completion of the Gesamtausgabe. Those involved directly
with Heidegger studies have a contribution to make in explicating and judging
his relationship to Christianity. Perhaps another generation or two must pass
before historical perspective comes into play. Those well acquainted with the
complete Heidegger corpus and the entire Christian tradition must take on the
question. One such scholar is hard to find. Possibly only a team can bring this
work to fruition. The present volume is a quite a good beginning and a
reasonable presentation of the status quaestionis.



Frederick van Fleteren 
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Aquinas, Aristotle, and the Promise of the
Common Good. By Mary M. Keys.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 255 pp. $26.99 (paper). ISBN
978-0-521-72238-4.

Mary Keys sets out to excavate and explicate St.
Thomas’s understanding of the common good, especially the political common good.
She skillfully distinguishes multiple levels of this project. Given the fact
that Thomas left the Sententia libri Politicorum incomplete, how should
we weigh it in comparison to what seems to be a richer account of social and
political theory in the Secunda pars of the Summa theologiae?
There is also the bevy of distinctions deployed by Thomas, which tend to recur
in subtly different ways, depending upon the issue at hand. As Keys shows, some
of the most acute and interesting work in social and political theory will crop
up where least expected in the Summa. Finally, there is what can be
called the big picture. How is Thomas’s philosophy of the common good situated
within his work as a whole, including anthropology, morals, and theology?

“A central aim of this book,” writes
Keys, “is to help reinsert Aquinas into contemporary debates in political
theory, to explore various ways we might enrich our political-philosophical
discourse with conceptual resources drawn from his works” (8). In the first
part, she briefly examines how the problem of the common good emerges in
contemporary liberal political theory. Here, she treats John Rawls, Michael
Sandel, and William Galston. Her treatment of Rawls is notable for the fact that
she regards him—in my view, correctly—as maintaining, even in his later work,
the position that political order cannot be reduced to an atomistic aggregation
held together by mere procedures. This allows some room for dialogue between
Rawls and a more traditional proponent of political union as a common good. But
her survey of this sector of contemporary debate remains rather sketchy. Keys
moves along quickly to another debate—among, and between, Aristotelians and
Thomists. The chief question, which harbors a number of subsidiary questions, is
how to make sense of Thomas’s penchant to move well beyond the boundaries set by
Aristotle. Does Thomas’s doctrine of human inclination, virtue, and
participation in the eternal law deepen or distort Aristotle’s account of
political phenomena? Once Keys situates herself within this debate, her
exposition of Thomas finds its feet. It is a challenging piece of work.
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One lesson that can be drawn from the famous
exchange in the 1940s between Charles De Koninck and Ignatius Eschmann about the
primacy of the common good is that the terminology of “common good” is
porous and ever-shifting. Keys right away reminds the reader that for both
Aristotle and Thomas the social and political common good stand between the two
poles of unity of substance and the unity of aggregation. What is the
“common” in an intersubjective collectivity? When two or more persons
hold themselves out as one—in a marriage, a club, a labor union, a
church, or a polity—there does not come into existence a new natural kind, if
by natural kind one means a substance. Nor is their unity a mental fiction
imposed upon otherwise unrelated constituent bits. Indeed, if we were to refuse
to recognize the union of spouses as something more than the sum of the parts,
they would be the first to remind us that we are not regarding them justly. The
“common” of a society is neither substantial nor aggregational.
Members of a society are not “parts” in either of these senses.
Rather, they enjoy what Aristotle and Thomas call a unity of order. Every part
is a whole—an acting individual who retains his own proper acts and operations.
At the same time, when two or more individuals pursue a common end, and intend
to have it brought about through united action, there exists a distinct kind of
unity. Lawyers call it a persona moralis in order to indicate that the
locus of rights and responsibilities—the personhood—consists in a shared end
and structure of action. In Aristotelian parlance, such entity has a
“form,” which is nothing other than the unity of order. For a
political unity of order, the form is called the regimen. Therefore,
unless it is used in a metaphorical sense, a “common good” is a shared
order of action. It is “common” because it cannot be distributed into
private portions, but only participated by each of its members in the manner of
usufruct. So, for example, a court can issue a writ of divorce and divide the
property, but it is quite impossible to send each of the former spouses away
with his or her private share of the marriage. Such is true, by analogy, of any
society. In sum, the common good is not opposed to the individual (member) but
to the private. When the common is ordered to the private good of the ruler, it
is called tyranny; when it is ordered to the good of a particular group,
faction, or party it is called schism or sedition. About these fundaments and
terms, Aristotle and Thomas differ only in minor ways.

The first two books of Aristotle’s Politics
are a mother-lode of this social ontology. Thomas commented upon it carefully,
up through 3.6-8. Why did he leave it incomplete? Keys’s hypothesis is that
Thomas found the movement from the anthropological and social foundations in the
first two books to the regime-specific analysis in the third book to be
disquieting. “Perhaps Aquinas declines or delays indefinitely giving
further attention to this text because he judges that it concedes too much too
quickly to the partial goals of particular regimes, and that the Philosopher
focuses on their particularities to such an extent as to obscure or at least to
gloss over the universally human, normative foundations and purposes of
politics” (19). We can restate the hypothesis as a problem. Given that man
is naturally social and political, and that the achievement of political order
has a finality not instantiated by other modes of society, how can human
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flourishing be parceled-out into admittedly partial
regime-arrangements which introduce a gap or tension between what is good for
man and what is good for the citizen?

The problem can be formulated more sharply in terms
of legal or general justice, which Aristotle treats in book 5 of the Nicomachaean
Ethics (and Keys, 173-99). In the case of justice as fairness, virtue
consists either in exchange or in distribution according to merit. For legal or
general justice, however, the virtue consists in a right ordering of other
actions and virtues to the common good. It resides principally in the ruler,
whose jurisprudence orders all of the members; it resides by participation in
all of the ordered members, who exercise civic prudence in preserving in their
own acts the unity of order. While legal justice does not cancel out the justice
of commutation or distribution, it does introduce a new object(ive) and
therefore a distinct habit. It has as its object not a person equalized, but
members sharing a common order—sub specie societatis. Because it
directs all virtues to a common good, Thomas placed legal justice alongside
charity as a “general” virtue. The problem, therefore, is how such a
general virtue can mobilize the other virtues when the object(ive) is
participation in a particular and partial regime. It is important to notice that
this question is related to, but not the same as asking: Is man, in the order of
substance, subordinated in all that he is to a unity of order? If we accept
Aristotle’s and Thomas’s understanding of the common good as unity of order, the
answer to this last question is immediately apparent. We do not need to
introduce complications of theology and the afterlife in order to see that in
the order of substance no individual can be completely subordinated or reduced
to any society, no matter how large or small. Every member retains his own acts
and operations, and therefore perfections which are properly his own. Rather,
the main question is whether there is a common good worthy of the finality
suggested by legal or general justice.

Whether or not this proved to be the stumbling
block for Thomas as he approached Politics 3.8 is hard to say. Keys
readily admits that there is no firm evidence in the historical record. Her
provocative hypothesis is interesting enough, but her analysis of the
philosophical issues does not depend upon it. It is quite enough for her to show
that in several other works, particularly the Summa theologiae, which
makes extensive use of both the Politics and the Ethics,
Thomas reworks the fundamental ontology of books 1 and 2 of the Politics.
He posits, for example, the habit of synderesis whereby every human
agent has not merely a capacity for, but is actively inclined to know, the
first, universal pre-cepts of action; he defines the common as participation in
the eternal law. The acquired virtues are given new depth and scope, including
legal justice. Regime-transcending principles of sociability are more firmly
built into the foundations. To posit a universal participation in eternal law in
the first stirrings of practical intellection is to guarantee, for good or for
ill, that this account of the “common” will not track Aristotle’s in
every respect. Keys demonstrates rather well that in introducing more universal
requirements of moral and political
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order, Thomas draws upon Aristotle but
philosophizes in his own name. “In this important respect, Aquinas is not
building on anyone else’s foundations” (23).

Keys writes: “Aquinas does not equal
Aristotle, but neither does he simply blur or oversimplify the Philosopher’s
pristine thought, as some scholars [e.g. Jaffa and Strauss] have argued. At
times and in important ways, he improves upon it. To study only Aristotle on the
problem of virtue, law, and the common good is to clarify some crucial theoretic
possibilities but to miss out on others” (20-21). Whether Thomas
“improves” Aristotle, and whether he provides “new possibilities
for harmonizing human and civic excellence” are disputed questions. The
virtue of Keys’s work is that she meets this issue head on, without trying to
explain away the Thomistic difference as a result of misunderstanding Aristotle
or confusing revealed theology with philosophical analysis. By the same token,
she does not shrink from the theology. Thomas often reworks and clarifies the
philosophical issues in tandem with a theological problem, but this is not the
same as confusing the two—or worse yet, of importing the deposit of revealed
truth under philosophical cover.

This book can be profitably read along side Douglas
Kries’s The Problem of Natural Law (Lexington Books, 2007). Kries asks
many of the same questions, but takes a different tack. He contends that the
doctrine of synderesis claims too much, that it creates a crippling
expectation of consensus in moral matters, and that it obscures the need for
acquired moral virtues necessary for agents adequately to participate in a
common political order. Thomists, if not Thomas himself, inadvertently laid
premises exploited by modern rationalists and precipitous universalists; and by
front-loading a knowledge of first precepts, he also exposed the tradition to
skeptics, who use social sciences to show the profound dissensus that obtains
within and across societies. Consequently, moral debates in the public sphere
are chronically pulled in opposite directions, aggressive universalism countered
by skepticism and an equally aggressive claim about so-called epistemic
deficits. Kries offers an alternative picture of natural-law foundations of
moral and political order, without the Thomistic “improvements.” On
balance, Keys makes a very fine and challenging contribution to the ongoing
debate about Aristotelian and Thomistic accounts of the foundations of social
and political order. She is much more patient than Kries with the complex
coherence of Thomas’s philosophy. That two scholars so similarly trained within
ancient and Scholastic political philosophy can take such diverse positions
alerts us to the live nature of this debate.

There is one other area of controversy that Keys
touches upon but does not adequately develop. For centuries, Catholics used the
term doctrina civilis: teaching(s) about political order. The chief
virtue of justice, holding sway over all other species of justice, was called iustitia
legalis, legal or general justice, which took its name from what is most
characteristic of polity, the ordering of law. After the pontificate of Leo XIII
(1878-1903), doctrina civilis became doctrina socialis; for
its part, iustitia legalis became iustitia socialis. Here, we
have a concrete instance of Keys’s observation that Thomas emphasizes the social
ontology in order to orient the regime-specific issues of polity. In the late
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, it was
clear that human persons are citizens, but less clear how they are members of
societies other than the state. Thomas’s rendition of legal justice was apt to
be confused with mere obedience to the positive law of the state. Accordingly,
the name was changed from legal justice to social justice. This terminological
“improvement” of Thomas (not to mention Aristotle) had the unintended
effect of conflating distributive and general justice. As social justice came to
mean the more adequate distribution of a “common stock” to individuals
or groups, it became increasingly less clear what constitutes a common good in
contrast to public utilities. A society, of whatever magnitude, will distribute
common utilities. In this sense, even the traditional understanding of general
justice will involve distribution. Even so, when a state makes available free
legal counsel to the indigent, we do not say that the rule of law is distributed
to private persons. When the international order distributes resources for the
development of peoples, the resources are distributed, not the international
order itself. In short, we have a new notion of solidarity without the precise
notion of common good. If common good becomes something inherently divisible
rather than participated, the ancient rubric is lost. Moreover, insofar as every
polity accepts, or seems to accept, the higher norm of social justice, the
regime-specific character of distribution is inevitably flattened. There are
many troubles and perplexities lurking under the rather serene account of common
good provided by Keys. Some of these problems have arisen from within “the
tradition.” But for a full-orbed and challenging account of Thomas’s
philosophy Keys’s book is a major contribution.

Russell
Hittinger 
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In his recent review of Romanus Cessario’s A Short History of Thomism (The
Thomist 72 [2008]: 147-54), Alfred Freddoso writes about “many
encouraging signs for the future.” On a mere quantitative level, one could
add the first volume of a new yearbook, published in 2007 (Thomistica 2006:
An Inter-national Yearbook of Thomistic Bibliography by the same publisher
as the book under review), that intends to continue the tradition of Bulletin
Thomiste and Rassegna di Letteratura Tomistica and reviews more
than 1400 titles on the thought of St. Thomas. It is in this context that it
becomes all the more urgent to reflect on the reasons for the decline of Thomism
in the recent past. Rather
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than engaging in general remarks on the theological
and philosophical climate of the 1960s and 1970s, it is intellectually more
satisfying to undertake a historical study of individual persons, journals,
institutions, etc., in order to obtain first-hand knowledge of that period.
While such studies on, for instance, the journals Revue Thomiste and Divus
Thomas and the Pontifical Academy of St. Thomas have already been written,
a comprehensive study of the Dominican Order has been lacking.

The book under review promises to accomplish this
from the particular perspective of the Dominican Thomist philosophers at the
University of Fribourg (Switzerland) between 1960 and 1980. Originally a
doctoral dissertation defended at the University of Erfurt (Germany) in 1999,
its publication was postponed at the request of the Order. As the author
explains in his foreword, the “delicate” nature of some of the
information being used in the dissertation at a time when negotiations were
taking place between the Swiss state and the theological faculty caused
publication to be delayed. Besides archived material, the dissertation
incorporates the results of a series of interviews with twenty-two key
witnesses, dating back to 1993, including the Dominicans Chr. Schönborn, M.-D.
Philippe, J.-H. Nicolas, G. Cottier, Th. Mehrle, and Fr. Utz as well as Josef
Pieper, Cornelio Fabro, and cardinals Mayer and Ratzinger.

The author takes an original approach to the
philosophy of neo-Thomism by applying in part 1 (13-58) Thomas Kuhn’s theory on
the history of science. Aware of the difficulty of defining neo-Thomism, the
author makes a helpful distinction between those who from a historical or
linguistic viewpoint converse about St. Thomas (in German referred to
by the adjective ‘thomasisch’) and those who converse with St. Thomas,
meaning that they have taken over the structures of his thought (in German, ‘thomistisch’).
He refers to the Twenty-Four Theses as the principal content of philosophical
neo-Thomism. When arguing that neo-Thomism constituted a paradigm as a
“normal science” and that the phases of the disappearance of
neo-Thomism resemble Kuhn’s theory, he refers to the discussion between R.
Cessario and R. Lauder/G. McCool in this journal (see The Thomist 56
[1992]: 701-10) as an example of what Kuhn called historical misconstructions of
previous paradigms in the new scientific textbooks. According to the author,
neo-Thomism had two separate functions within the same paradigm. The
ecclesiastical function (“innerkirchliche Funktion”) regarded neo-Thomistic
philosophy as a preparation for doing theology, while the academic function
(“universitäre Funktion”) tried to bring neo-Thomism as an academic
philosophy into dialogue with other philosophical systems. This distinction
partly explains why adherents of the paradigm’s first function went different
ways and were unable to engage in a true dialogue. In the course of the book the
author argues that the disappearance of philosophical neo-Thomism in its
ecclesiastical function was caused not so much by anomalies such as the modern
mindset or historical research but more so by a change in the theological
paradigm. Contrary to Kuhn’s theory, however, a new philosophical paradigm did
not arise; the previous one just became “obsolete” (271).
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The historical parts of the study (parts 2 and 3)
give credence to Max Planck’s observation, quoted in The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions (151), that sometimes “a new scientific truth
does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but
rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that
is familiar with it.”

Part 2 (“Thomas, Weltkirche und
Dominikanerorden” [59-158]) studies the directives of the Church, divided
into four periods (Leo XIII-Pius IX; Pius XII-John XXIII; the time of the
council; Paul VI-John Paul II), regarding Thomistic philosophy, and also studies
with respect to each period the reaction of the Dominican Order. On the basis of
a careful study of the acts of the General Chapters and the rationes
studiorum, the author, extensively quoting from the sources, traces the
firm adherence to the papal directives under Master General Frühwirth, the
origin of the oath De tenenda S. Thomae doctrina, but also the new tone
of voice under Master General Gillet, exemplified by the Constitutions of 1932
which state that the study of St. Thomas should not occupy itself with “minutis
et obsoletis controversiis” but should show “quomodo ex principiis S.
Thomae huius temporis problemata solvi possunt.” The author points out
(correctly, in my opinion) that these wordings reflect already the approach Pius
XII will undertake. Regarding the General Chapter of 1946, the author notes that
the positiones modernae “for the first time in a document of the
Order regarding study” do not receive a negative connotation. At the same
time the acts mention (no. 89, not 39 as the author writes) that “doctrina
Divi Thomae vel imperite tradatur aut aperte impugnetur.” The author
considers such phrases as “the first heralds of a rupture that will reach
its peak twenty years later.” The balanced view of Pius XII is expressed by
Alphonso D’Amato, provincial of Lombardy to the General Chapter in Bologna
(misattributed by the author to Master General Brown in a speech to the
provincial council of Boulogne) in 1961 when he affirms that fidelity to the
spirit of Holy Father Dominic and St. Thomas “minime excludit opportunam,
immo et necessariam accommodationem.” The Ratio of 1965, prepared
at the General Chapter of 1962 at Toulouse, retains St. Thomas’s teaching
“at the center” of philosophical and theological studies. The author
concludes for the period 1946-62 that the texts of the Chapters are marked by a
continuity with tradition although the Order is seeking “a new
language” to transmit St. Thomas’s teachings to modern man.

In order to understand the “full rupture”
regarding neo-Thomism, the author traces in detail the events at the council. As
a prelude he discusses the developments in France regarding the nouvelle théologie,
the discussion instigated by Labourdette (on this see A. Nichols’s article in The
Thomist 64 [2000]: 1-19), the condemnation of Chenu and Congar, but also
the contested priest-worker movement in which one can “perhaps” see a
practical application of the evolutionism of the much-admired Teilhard de
Chardin. Rome’s reaction to this caused such negative feelings in France as a
nation that the French journal Le Figaro could write “To take on
the sons of father Lacordaire in France is as much as to blast our cathedrals in
the sky.” Tracing the textual history of 
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Optatam totius 15-16 and De educatione
Christiana 10 (94-104), the author notes with Cardinal Mayer “an
antithomistic mood of many Fathers” and sees a partial explanation of the
energy and efficiency of the “anti-Thomas lobby” in the bad
experiences with Rome which leading theologians such as Chenu, Congar, Rahner,
and de Lubac (listed by Schillebeeckx) had over the years. The German theologian
J. Neuner in his 1966 commentary, published in LThK², summarizes this mood very
well when he juxtaposes a “closed scholastic system” which separates
the priest from the world with “the actual problems and questions of life
which interiorly motivate students.” Let me add a few observations. We now
possess a thorough book-length study on the textual history of Optatam
totius, which, while written from the perspective of a hermeneutic of
discontinuity, nonetheless gives a wealth of material regarding the discussions
on Thomas during the Council: A. Greiler, Das Konzil und die Seminare: Die
Ausbildung der Priester in der Dynamik des Zweiten Vatikanums, Peeters,
Louvain, 2003. Based upon my own research (see “Die heutige Autorität des
hl. Thomas von Aquin im Lichte der Tradition,” Doctor Angelicus 5
[2005]: 7-54), I would suggest giving more weight to the explanation by the
preparatory commission “De studiis et seminariis” (July 1965)
statement (“ceterum in patrimonio philosophico perenniter valido ipsa S.
Thomae principia significare commissio intellexit”), especially in the
light of the hermeneutic model offered by Paul VI in various speeches during and
after the council and in his letter Lumen ecclesiae. I would also argue
that the opposing council fathers worked with the dichotomy of exclusivity
versus inclusivity regarding Aquinas which did not reflect correctly the
magisterium, at least since Pius XII. I would however agree with the author that
the Ratio fundamentalis of 1970 on priestly formation further weakens
Aquinas’s position and—I would add—seems to give credence to Master General
Fernandez’s fear at the council that the role of St. Thomas would be reduced
“ad vagam imitationem figurae exemplaris Angelici Doctoris et non ad eius
doctrinam” (Acta Synodalia III, 8, p. 285).

The author continues with the “ideological
crisis” within the French provinces of the Order which was, according to B.
Ashley, “exemplary” for the Order worldwide. Schönborn recalls that,
beginning in the 1950s in Le Saulchoir, the younger generation was introduced to
a variety of subjects (Marxism, psychology, sociology). By 1968 it became
apparent that this generation was somehow dispersed into every possible subject
without covering its “core-business” (Kernbereich). Chenu
signs an appeal in May 1968 “to introduce revolution in the Church”
and “to not suffer anymore in the Church the limits which have been
imposed.” Father Paissac recalls that “the majority position within
the Order was a revolutionary movement.” The effect on Le Saulchoir meant,
in the words of Schönborn, “a collapse.” Returning to Le Saulchoir
after the events of May 1968, Schönborn notes: “What upset me was that
many older friars just dropped forms in which they lived for decades as if one
changes of clothing… . I think it was like in the French Revolution, only
the guillotine was missing.” In May 1969 an anonymous document on the
formation of the friars was circulating. Within the overall frame of
“solidarity with the modern world,”
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philosophy was defined as the consciousness one has
of the culture of an era. A thorough study of philosophy is not encouraged;
however, it permits that some friars engage themselves with the
“technicality” of academic studies in order to obtain an official
diploma. The author judges this text to be “in a certain sense a travesty,
pushed to the extremes, of Optatam totius” (p. 120) because it
ignores Thomism, discards any plan of studies and calls for the
instru-mentalization of philosophy according to the “solidarity” of
the individual. The provincial chapter of 1969 reflects this document when it
proposes a three-year cycle of theology at the start of the formation after
which friars follow a two-year cycle in which they can choose philosophy
“or another discipline which is more fitting to their potential.”
Reference to Aquinas is entirely absent. In his interview with the author, Schönborn
gives three reasons for the “elimination” of Thomas. First, there was
a sense of shame for the identity of Thomism, which was considered to be out of
date. Second, the historicism of Le Saulchoir emptied to a large extent the
commitment to Thomas. Third, and most important, there was a mental rupture with
his way of thinking: one had become alienated from the mentality (Geistigkeit)
Aquinas represented. After the closure of Le Saulchoir in 1971, the provincial
chapters of 1972 and 1975 continue to express the need to promote social
activism and endorse studies with a minimum of philosophical preparation.

The fourth period under review (Paul VI-John Paul
II) and especially the letter Lumen ecclesiae and John Paul II’s
“distinct commitment” to Aquinas marks “a distance from the
battles and quarrels of the time of the Council” (132). By way of a
document of the permanent commission for studies of 1966, the author informs us
of the different voices regarding the Thomas oath. We also learn of the dramatic
appeals of Paul VI at the General Chapters of 1965, 1968, and 1971 to safeguard
the Order’s commitment to Aquinas although the corresponding acts hardly mention
him. The author however finds “a lack of interest” in Aquinas and
philosophy in general and notes the marked difference between the latest edition
of the constitutions of 1954 and those of 1969 where Aquinas’s doctrine is
reduced to a “good influence.” According to the author, the activities
of Master General de Cuesnongle (1974-83) mark a new era in promoting Aquinas,
as becomes clear from a comparison of the role of Aquinas in the Ratio
of 1975 with the constitutions of 1969. Following a forceful speech by de
Cuesnongle at the General Chapter of 1980 on the importance of the study of
philosophy and Aquinas in particular, the permanent commission for studies was
commissioned to look for ways to study and teach Aquinas effectively and a
Thomistic institute was founded at the Angelicum. On the basis of the acts of
the General Chapters of 1986 and 1989, the author concludes that de Cuesnongle’s
successor did not seem to be overly eager to encourage the friars to study
Aquinas in depth. Based on the 1993 Ratio, in which Aquinas played
again a more prominent role, the author concludes part 2: “Today [1998] the
relation to Thomas Aquinas seems overall to be more relaxed. A new generation,
unaffected by the traumatic events of the 1960s and 1970s, discovers Aquinas and
his philosophy anew” (151).
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Part 3 (159-258) focuses on the particular
situation of the chairs of philosophy (three at the philosophical and two at the
theological faculty) at the university of Fribourg (Switzerland) between 1890
and 1982. Until 1972 the Dominicans occupied all the chairs; in 1982 M.-D.
Philippe (1912-2006) retired as the last Dominican on the faculty. After
sketching the history up to 1960, the author provides the reader with an
impressive account of the life and work of the “last generation” of
professors and especially the “last five” holders of a chair: N.
Luyten, M.-D. Philippe, L.-B. Geiger, A. F. Utz, and I. M. Bochenski. He next
reconstructs by way of interviews with three alumni (now professors) the study
and teaching methods during the 1950s and 1960s. From these interviews we learn
that the Dominicans were largely perceived as a group who “somehow belonged
to the same school but had entirely different personalities. They were
individually great, but as a group, somehow even greater.” This would
suggest that at that time Thomism was, in Kuhn’s words, perceived as the
“normal science.”

Chapters 4 and 5 of part 3 chronicle the
“disappearance of Thomism.” The author discusses the disappearance of
Latin in 1966 in favor of bilingual courses, which caused difficulties for the
professors in translating their courses and which doubled the number of chairs
at the theology faculty. It would also make it more difficult for the Order to
find suitable successors. A reform of the plan of studies in line with what was
perceived as a consequence of Optatam totius de facto eliminated the
two-year mandatory philosophical program. In 1969 a new nomination procedure was
approved that weakened the position of the Dominicans. The author chronicles the
“early retirement” of five theology professors under the pressure of
students. Most prominent at the time was the case of Fr. Mehrle, dean of the
theology faculty between 1966 and 1968, who was forced to suspend his courses
because he was charged with “judging the new theological orientations from
the perspective of Thomism.” The author judges these cases to be
symptomatic of the “birth pains” of a scientific revolution. As the
chairs between 1972 and 1982 were gradually being handed over to lay professors,
Belgian father Norbertus Luyten, prior of the Albertinum, came to have a central
role. Largely based on archived material, the author depicts in chapter 5 the
dramatic story of Luyten’s many initiatives to ensure a Dominican philosophical
presence at Fribourg. Quoting extensively from his correspondence with de
Cuesnongle, the author allows us to become witnesses of Luyten’s concern that
some circles are seeking a “dédominicanisation” (231) at
Fribourg. We also witness the powerlessness of the Master General to find
suitable successors from within the Order.

The concluding part 4 (259-77) places the results
within Kuhn’s model. The author notes that the philosophical chairs, contrary to
the theological chairs, did not suffer from such anomalies as a perceived
unscientific character in the light of modern questions or a perceived inability
to address modern problems. On the contrary, the Dominican philosophers kept
their research and teaching up to date and their courses were well attended by
students. The author argues that the ressentiment towards Thomistic
theology and the diminishing role of philosophy
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as a preparation for the study of theology made it
more and more insignificant what kind of philosophy professors were teaching.
This would explain why the neo-Thomistic paradigm silently disappeared.

As the author himself admits in the preface of the
book, the years after finishing the dissertation in 1999 give reason for drawing
a more hopeful picture of the current status of Thomism. However, it seems to me
that at least in Europe the exclusively historical approach is still
predominating and that, while one can witness a renewed interest in Aquinas’s
theology, this renewal is not matched by a renewed interest in his philosophy; a
situation which, from a Thomistic viewpoint, can only be a contradictio in
terminis.

Although the references to Kuhn’s model could be
criticized as being somewhat too artificial, those interested in the history of
Thomism and especially the Dominican Order are in the author’s debt for writing
a detailed and intriguing story on the Order’s commitment to Aquinas and the way
this commitment has been applied in the case of Fribourg.
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Beauty is proportion. According to Aristotle’s standard, Kevin Madigan’s study
is an achievement, due to its remarkable proportions: concise in length, sharp
in thinking, well-contained in its scholarship, and as clear-cut in its
statements. The argument is made in a manner as meticulous as straight. There
are two arguments, as the specific topic the author sets forth turns out to be a
fallibility test for a more general theological principle. In the author’s
words: “Most historians of medieval thought have perceived profound
continuity between scholastic theological and exegetical thought and the
patristic authorities with which such thought characteristically began. I argue
here that high-medieval thinkers on the passible aspects of Christ’s human
nature—fear, sorrow, apparent ignorance and so forth—more often rupture such
putative conceptual links and erase much or all dogmatic continuity with the
very figures whose thought they seem to want to preserve or, in many cases, to
rehabilitate. This argument has implications for the much larger theme of
continuity and discontinuity in the history of Christian thought” (3). One
would immediately spare a thought for Cardinal Newman and his Essay on the
Development of Christian Doctrine, which is exactly what Madigan has in
mind. Newman indeed
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asserted that, between the earliest expression of a
dogma and its developed form, there exists a prima facie dissimilitude
which conceals the deeper fact of development (cf. 91). As a balance, Madigan
intends to prove that, at least in one case, the rule fails: “the history
of relations between ancient and medieval thought on the passions of Christ is a
history of correction and improvement. It is therefore, remorselessly, a history
of fissure and discontinuity” (92).

The body of evidence provided by Madigan is sifted
step-by-step, con-vincingly, from chapter 2 to chapter 7. Chapter 2 sets the
scenery by bringing us back to the fourth century’s Christological
controversies. At that time, Arians were in the forefront; they were setting
terms and questions. And since one of their first concerns was the rejection of
Christ’s divinity and equality with the Father, it is not surprising that they
turned their attention to all the defects of Christ acknowledged in the Gospels,
defects at odds with divine nature. Thanks to recent scholarship, summarized by
Madigan, we are now more aware of the fact that this main tenet had a
soteriological counterpart: being a creature, Christ was able to suffer and die
in order to obtain redemption for humankind. In the Arians’ view, it was
specifically because Christ was neither real God nor real man that he carried
out a task unfit for both God and man. Orthodox theologians, in their answer,
had to prioritize. Trinitarian faith was at stake. They therefore concentrated
their efforts on setting the boundary straight between God and creatures, and,
in a way, making clear that the Son as God was definitely on the first side of
this boundary. This Trinitarian belief was to combine with the belief that
Christ was truly human, but this was another matter for which each Father
developed a theory of his own—a pluralism that would eventually lead to
Chalcedon. In this respect, a wide spectrum of possibilities was asserted, each
one involving a variant interpretation of Christ’s passions. Even among the most
prominent authors there is a notable difference between Athanasius’s
exem-plarism, Hilary’s divinization of Christ’s spiritual powers, and Ambrose’s
strict compartmentalization of natures.

This diversity was to embarrass Scholastic
mediaeval theologians: attempting to summarize Tradition into clear statements, magistri
were reluctant to choose between authorities, to say nothing about correcting
them. Chapters 3 to 7 scrutinize the way in which the magistri
negotiated their common understanding of reverence toward ancient
authorities—yet without boasting about it as innovators—concerning particular
defects of Christ: the possibility of progress in Wisdom (chap. 3), the
possibility of ignorance (chap. 4), the pain in the Passion (chap. 5), the fear
and sorrow in Gethsemane (chap. 6) and, finally, Christ’s prayer (chap. 7). For
each chapter, Madigan presents the Church Fathers’ texts, and then turns to
their mediaeval appraisal in Peter Lombard, Bonaventure, and Aquinas. There is
nothing really new in these core pages, but even for the specialist these short,
clear thematic summaries in the history of doctrine will be useful. One would
perhaps deplore that the brisk prose style changes here and there into
journalistic simplicity (see, for example, pp. 6, 61, 63, 70), though an overall
genuine sense of synthesis is to be acknowledged.
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Now, taken for granted that mediaeval theologians
substantially amended their patristic predecessors, two questions arise: do
those amendments account for a shift in the theological tradition between the
Fathers and their mediaeval appraisal? This question will be addressed later.
Second, can one thereby conclude that this is “at least an initial
announcement of gross defects in the tradition” (61), which means that at
least in this case, and contrary to Newman’s view, “in no way is the early
visible in inchoate or implicit form in the latter” (92)? The answer to
this question is no, because two important theological principles are missing in
the reasoning. First, theologians are in the Christian tradition, but
they are not the Christian Tradition. There have indeed been many
conflicting theological traditions in the history of the Church; this does not
necessarily mean that there is no such thing as unity in the Christian
Tradition, or that some proposals were within and others without. (It might
appear to be the case, even afterwards, yet it is not necessarily so.) But
second, and more simply: the Christian Tradition is unified by and in faith, not
by and in theologians. In other words, in order to show defects in the Tradition
it is not enough to display prominent disagreements; one has also to prove that
the disagreements affect the transmission of the Church’s faith as such. This
leads us to the second step missing in Madigan’s argument: the development that
attracted Newman’s attention and eventually drew him into the Catholic Church is
not the chaotic development of theological doctrines but the homogeneous
development of Christian faith. Madigan is right to point out discrepancies
among theologians about Christ’s passions, but he should have brought this fact
together with this other fact: that the Church never adjudicated the faith on
the subject of Christ’s passions. And the most obvious reason for the latter
fact is the former, that is, the still-in-progress work of theologians. Even
today, the place of Christ’s passions in the organon of faith remains
somewhat unclear.

Albeit unwillingly, Madigan’s book offers a
pertinent example of this doctrinal indetermination, as early as in its title
and subtitle: The Passions of Christ in High-Medieval Thought: An Essay on
Christological Development. First, there is a shift between the intentions
expressed in the subtitle and the final result. As we have just seen Madigan
does not clarify in what way a development might have occurred within the
Church’s formulation of faith about Christ, because he concentrates exclusively
on discontinuities in the understanding of faith about Christ by theologians.
Second, the title is misleading concerning the book’s content, in that pain,
fear, and sorrow are passions while knowledge and prayer are not. Is there,
then, any reason to bring all these elements together, and to place them under
the common heading of “passions”? The reason presented by Madigan (6)
is that Arians did so and thereby shaped the issue for centuries to come. But he
himself appears quite at ease with their approach, even if it is, of course, for
a different motive. Arians were on the track of every little indication of
Christ’s inferiority to the Father. Madigan is uncomfortable with everything
that would suggest that Christ experienced life in a different manner than we
do, because it would suggest that Christ possessed a diminished humanity. In
other words, the latter’s concern is the equality of Christ with us,
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while the former’s was the inequality of Christ
with the Father. As a result, the Arians as well as Madigan think that the
defects or passible dimensions of Christ mentioned in the gospel have to be read
literally: any gesture of pain for example, must echo and thus reveal the inner
subjectivity or nature of Christ. Even if Madigan remains evasive about how far
his own position goes, oft-repeated sharp remarks clearly indicate that herein
lies his main preoccupation. His introduction is quite clear: relying on a
hypothetical exegetical theory complementary to his own, he maintains that the
dissimilarities between the Gospels about Christ’s defects are the result of a
progressive erasure by the first generations of Christians who felt ill at ease
with those “all-too-human” (63) traits of Christ (cf. 4-6). John is
even accused of “outright denial” for having not mentioned the fear
and grief in Gethsemane (5). This betrays another feature common with Arians,
which is a tendency to favor certain pericopes, the ones that fit with one’s
theory, and to rewrite the Gospels according to these. Therein lies a
presumption about what an incarnate divine subject or a divine nature consists
of. Arians considered it obvious that divine nature is of a kind that cannot be
communicated; similarly, Madigan seems to consider that the question of what it
meant for the divine Word to experience passions and defects he voluntarily
assumed is quite a trivial one. Finally, Arians and Madigan ascribe to Christ’s
passions the same purpose: passions are of interest not in themselves, but
because their literal existence in Christ is the key condition of something
else. All these similarities suggest that, as Arians have nothing in common with
Madigan regarding doctrine, they must partake in the same theological method.

Enough material has been gathered to see that at
the heart of this method is a knotty, mixed-up perception of what pertains to
nature and what pertains to person. To put it briefly, any essential property is
proper to a nature but it exists in a certain hypostasis; and conversely any
hypostatic property is distinctive of a hypostasis but it exists according to a
certain nature. To apply this principle in Christology: passions are in
themselves relative to a particular nature, that is, a sensible and rational
nature. This is why they offer the best evidence that Christ was truly human, as
Chalcedon made clear and declared conclusively. But by themselves they are
unable to make us understand how they exist in this particular person, the Word
incarnate. In other words, true human passions are in Christ because Christ
truly has a human nature, but they are in Christ according to the way Christ is
a person, that is the Son of God. Christ had human passions but it must be added
that they were Christ’s passions, which makes a difference. To halt at the first
part of the reflection and to be forgetful of the second one seems to suggest,
first, that Christ’s passions and defects as a whole are of interest only
insofar as they underscore the Chalcedonian doctrine; second, that any attempt
to outline passions according to their particular mode of existence in Christ is
mistakenly construed as a denial or a diminishment of the true humanity of
Christ; and third, that passions and defects in Christ remain understood as
common, unspecific passions and defects, for they never come to be fathomed as
Christ’s. In this impersonal perspective, the causality of salvation divides
according to the two natures and is no more unified in Christ’s person.
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Christ’s passions and defects are deprived of any
soteriological significance except exemplarity. This implies that exemplarity
has to be literal: Christ must experience life in absolutely the same way as we
do; otherwise his example would be insincere. Then a final step comes: the
parting of soteriology from Christology.

All said and done, did the mediaeval theologians
sever from their patristic predecessors as Madigan asserts? Did a shift occur in
the doctrinal history of Christianity? I think that the so-called shift is
merely a kind of optical illusion created by the use of flawed theological
lenses. Madigan has assembled texts and organized them in a clever thematic
synthesis. Needless to say, he must have spent a lot of time becoming familiar
with them. In spite of all this effort, it is amazing that something of great
importance remained unperceived by him: in their attempt to organize the many quaestiones
fueled by their biblical teaching, twelfth-century theologians were relying on
patristic anti-Arian material, but they were no longer tied down to the Arians’
agenda. For many reasons the passions and defects were to be studied in medieval
treatises for their own sake, each one in particular, and were related to both
the Incarnation and the Passion. This shift from the vantage point of the
Fathers allowed for a clarification of the distinction between the natural
reality of passions and defects in Christ and their soteriological significance
(in more or less satisfying ways, but this is another matter). Through rewriting
and reverent exegesis, this makes for continuity with the patristic period and
constitutes a development. Madigan knows the texts: he quotes them; he comments
upon them, and shows that he understands them; but something prevents him from
grasping their thrust and the continuous line they were drawing. It is as if he
was a still prisoner of the Arians’ perspective. His inability to integrate the
consideration of nature in a consideration of the person of Christ keeps him
from perceiving one of the most fascinating progressions in the history of
Christology. Beauty can deceive.
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This collection of essays answers to the call of
Pope Benedict XVI for a reading of the texts of the Second Vatican Council
within a “hermeneutic of continuity,” for which, as a matter of
course, conciliar documents are interpreted by way of anamnesis (i.e., against
their de facto doctrinal background in the
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tradition) and not by way of prognosis (i.e., in
terms of their possible contribution to a speculatively constructed future). The
address of the pope to the Roman curia on 22 December 2005, which suggested this
desideratum, is printed here as a kind of preface to the whole work. The task
the editors have set themselves is certainly both desirable and necessary.
Firstly, it is desirable because too many versions of what the council said or
intended have assumed the alternative—a hermeneutic of rupture, with
consequences often unfortunate for the life of the faithful. Secondly, it is
also necessary because what Benedict XVI requested is simply the normal way to
proceed when handling such texts in an intellectually responsible manner. No
historical theologian, or Church historian, should treat Vatican II as a sketch
for a hypothetical Vatican III. What should we make of a student who decided to
interpret, say, the two-wills doctrine of Constantinople III, not against the
background of Chalcedon and Constantinople II, but in terms of a proleptic
account of Trent on justification, or even, for that matter, of Nicaea II (the
council immediately following) on the portrayable character of the hypostasis of
the Word incarnate? At least Nicaea II and Trent have a measurable reality
quotient, which is more than can be said for Vatican III.

A substantial introduction by the editors ascribes
the lacunae of much commentary on the council texts not only to Church politics
but also—and more profoundly—to the loss of a sapiential culture, whereby all
such documents would be approached in a manner reflecting the holism of genuine
Tradition. They also offer a key to reading the essays that follow, signaling
key features of each contribution. This is useful because, in their entirety,
these articles on, respectively, the constitutions, decrees, and declarations of
the Council, occupy well over four hundred pages of text. Contributors are
overwhelmingly American, at any rate by domicile. The exceptions are all
Dominicans (one Nigerian, one French, one Swiss). Painting with broad
brush-strokes: contributors can be described as chiefly belonging to either the
Thomist or the Communio schools.

An inevitable commonplace of reviewing multiauthor
works is to notice that not all essays are equally successful. Here the problem
is compounded by the variable quality or at any rate the importance of the
conciliar texts on which particular authors were commissioned to write. Plainly,
it was much easier for Avery Cardinal Dulles to produce something theologically
meaty on the ecclesiology of the first four chapters of Lumen gentium,
the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, than it was for Richard John
Neuhaus to extract ecclesially nutritious elements from Inter mirifica,
the Decree on the Instruments of Social Communication. Accordingly, this review
will concentrate on those essays where (a) somewhat surprising points of
particular importance are made, while (b) comment is being offered on the four
principal documents of the council, its constitutions. In effect, I shall
concentrate on essays that are striking in that they flout commonly received
Church opinion, especially when the latter is shaped by the hermeneutic of
rupture. At the risk of misrepresenting the ethos of the text, which is more
likely to point to precedents in the Church Fathers,
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St. Thomas, or the papal magisterium than to stir
up the nests of hornets, the rest of this review concerns this “shock
criterion.”

I have already mentioned Cardinal Dulles. Massive
experience of theological writing and an increasingly focused theological mind
makes his essay, relatively short though it be, as memorable as it is trenchant.
A summary might run as follows: despite the wider range of images for the Church
it sanctioned, Lumen gentium‘s teaching on the structure of the Church
is basically the kind of doctrine the First Vatican Council would have produced
had it remained in session. A point Dulles underlines—and I have to admit it
had passed me by though its significance leaps to the eye—is that the
celebrated phrase subsistit in, whereby the Church of Christ is said to
“subsist in” the Catholic Church, was not proposed (as is widely
alleged) as a minimizing alternative to esse—to be that
Church. Rather, it was voted into the text as a maximalising alternative to the
formula adest in—to be present in that Church (which makes,
as they say, a whole load of difference). Almost at a stroke, the
“revolution in ecclesiology” beloved of liberal commentators
evaporates. Something remains behind, however, like the smile on the face of the
Cheshire cat. And that is the impression careless talk has left on plain
persons-in-the-pew that “all the Churches are the same now” (i.e.,
after Vatican II).

Abbot Denis Farkasfalvy tackles the topics of
biblical inspiration and interpretation in Dei verbum. Though in part
he is seeking elegant solutions to aporiae in the council texts, or the
filling in of lacunae in the thinking of the council fathers, he also
meets the “shock criterion” in two respects. Firstly, he considers
that “standard” (my term) Old Testament exegesis as now practiced by
Catholics as by others in the academy fails to correspond to the provisions of
the conciliar constitution, which sought rather to foster for the Elder Covenant
a neo-patristic typological exegesis centered on the mystery of Christ.
Secondly, the account of the origins of the four Gospels commonly taken for
granted in median historical-critical study cannot be squared with Dei
verbum‘s affirmation that they stem from the apostles and/or their
collaborators.

In an account of the theology of the liturgy in Sacrosanctum
concilium Pamela Jackson shows that by “pastoral” efficacy the
bishops at Vatican II did not mean a liturgy that was “less demanding, more
interesting and enjoyable, and perhaps even entertaining” (116), but one
that draws the faithful along the way of holiness by joining them more deeply to
Christ in his high priestly worship of the Father. Some might think that this
hardly needed stating. They should recall the pit into which the beautiful word
‘pastoral’ has fallen when used in this context.

Finally, when tackling Gaudium et spes, J.
Brian Benestad finds that the invocation of the distinctive experience and
expertise of the laity in the document’s forty-third section was never intended
as an invitation to reformulate Church teaching on “certain moral
matters.” Rather, the bishops sought to release the initiative of the laity
in making “prudent application of Catholic social principles to public
policy” (162). When we read in a correspondence column that the
“official Church” must cease to reject the “relevance of lay
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experience,” it is not, I think, this modest
(yet crucial) task letter-writers generally have in mind.

I have singled out four neuralgic points. My
selectiveness should not be misinterpreted as lack of enthusiasm for the project
of this book as a whole, or want of admiration for the competence with which its
project has been brought to completion. Many essays are of value simply by being
sober and workmanlike (e.g., Francis Martin on revelation and its transmission
in Dei verbum, or Matthew Levering on the closing chapters of Gaudium
et spes). What I have been terming the “shock criterion” is
inadequate to portray the riches of this collection. But is the best reason why
this book is needed. Fortunately, owing to the distinction of the publishing
house which produced it (wisely, the editors eschewed the more obvious choice of
conservative Catholic publishers), it is likely to be widely read by those who
would profit from hearing its message.
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There have been many studies of John Paul’s thought and certainly even more of
Thomas Aquinas. But those that compare them one to another are few and far
between. This collection fills an important lacunae in this regard. Many of the
essays are well done and generate some significant insights.

In their introduction, the editors point to what
Aidan Nichols has described as “a new Thomistic renaissance” that has
begun to emerge within (and in part to be shaped by) the pontificate of John
Paul II. This renaissance was a correction of the neo-Scholastic theology that
flourished prior to the Second Vatican Council, which neglected biblical and
patristic sources in favor of an arid rationalism. John Paul II, particularly in
Crossing the Threshold of Hope and in his encyclicals Veritatis
splendor and Fides et ratio, appropriated Aquinas as a
contemplative spiritual theologian whose thought was profoundly immersed in
biblical and patristic sources, even while articulating with great clarity the
metaphysical basis of the relationship between creatures and God as both Creator
and Redeemer.

The first of these essays is the one which is
perhaps the most out of place. It is not really a scholarly essay like the
book’s other chapters. It is rather a homily given at the Dominican Priory of
Ibadan, Nigeria on 6 April 2005 by Anthony Akinwale, O.P., in a Mass offered for
the repose of the soul of the late pope.. It
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does, nonetheless, offer a brief biographical
overview of the life of Karol Wojtyla/John Paul II and some of the events and
influences that formed him.

The collection immediately takes on a more
substantive tone with an essay by Avery Cardinal Dulles, S.J., which deals with
the late pope and the renewal of Thomism, reprising a theme sounded by the
editors in the volume’s introduction. Unlike the editors, however, Cardinal
Dulles declares himself to be interested in whether the late pope was a Thomist
and more specifically a Thomist of what stripe in light of the classifications
of species of students of Aquinas offered by Gerald McCool and others. Surveying
Wojtyla’s intellectual development through the prism of biography (student,
professor, pastor), the cardinal concludes that John Paul II was a metaphysical
realist (as are Thomists of any kind), existentialist as opposed to essentialist
(like Gilson), and personalist (integrating modern attention to human experience
with the metaphysical bedrock of the dignity of the person). Based on this
assessment Dulles offers guidance to students of Aquinas who want to emulate
Wojtyla/John Paul II: they must be metaphysically grounded, focused on the
primacy of the act of existence and the dignity of persons, yet conversant with
contemporary philosophies, ideologies, and science.

Frederick Christian Bauerschmidt’s essay then turns
the focus of the collection from questions of method to those of Christology and
soteriology, offering an interesting comparison between Aquinas, Scotus, and
John Paul II. Bauerschmidt sees contemporary Catholic thought as tilting toward
Scotus’s view of the necessity of the Incarnation (in, e.g., Rahner, or Gaudium
et spes 22). He asserts that Aquinas’s argument for the Incarnation’s
fittingness is not simply the starkly negative rejoinder to the question of
whether the Son of God would have become man had humanity not sinned.
Nonetheless, the Incarnation is colored by the reality of redemption.
Bauerschmidt finds the same basic position in the thought of John Paul II. Yet
the late pope’s emphasis on divine mercy and the hermeneutical lens of GS
22 enriches the Thomistic understanding of the Incarnation: “as fully
divine and fully human, Christ accomplishes at the same time the revelation of
God and the revelation of true humanity” (43).

Moving through the classical topics of systematic
theology, the compendium next enters the arena of ecclesiology, in an essay by
Charles Morerod, O.P. More than many of the authors in this collection Morerod
shows a real awareness of many of the historical and methodological difficulties
faced in this comparison across centuries and genres—the lack of
self-consciously ecclesiological texts in Aquinas’s time, the nuances of
comparing the work of a private theologian (however great) with the Church’s
universal pastor, and the varying degrees of authority and various kinds of
authorship involved in papal writings. Through a rich and detailed engagement
with primary texts, Morerod highlights the visibility of an
“ecclesiology” in Aquinas’s work by highlighting God’s
self-communication to us in divine and human terms—particularly in the
Incarnation.

In one of the strongest essays of the collection,
Guy Mansini, O.S.B., takes on the theme of mercy in the late pope’s thought. He
begins with an overview of John Paul II’s notion of mercy as described in Dives
in miseriocordia. From an
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engagement with the late pontiff’s utilization of
select OT and NT texts, he easily finds the epitome of Christian notions of
mercy in the paschal mystery itself. But the essay then undertakes a surprising
and ultimately fruitful shift. The Judeo-Christian concept of mercy is deftly
contrasted with Aristotle’s under-standing of pity which is dominated by
conceptions of justice as fairness as opposed to the Judeo-Christian
understanding of mercy as justice. Saint Thomas then provides the bridge in
showing that (contrary to his Greek philosophical mentor) mercy for sinners is
itself a virtue—in fact, the very chief of the virtues (cf. STh II-II,
q. 30, a. 4, ad 3). In even more surprising turns, Mansini moves on to offer
brilliant contrasts between the Christian conception and Rousseau’s concept of
pity and Nietzsche’s attack on it as respectively marking the beginning and the
end of modernity. In our resultant postmodern position, the late pope perhaps
goes beyond Aquinas as he himself surpassed Aristotle. He does so by anchoring
his anthropology and his concept of mercy Christologically in the cross and
resurrection of Jesus.

In something of an unintended and indirect sed
contra to the preceding essay, Robert Barron then deals with the Christian
humanism of the volume’s two principal subjects. He highlights their strong
convergence in divine and human self-gift—the diffusive self-gift of the
Incarnation which in turn enables human freedom in self-surrender. For Aquinas
this self-surrender is ordered primarily to God, while for Wojtyla it is to the
truth who is ultimately God. Hence for both, albeit with different emphases, the
converging self-gift of these two freedoms converges on the idea that
“authentic humanism is Jesus Christ” (114).

Michael Sherwin, O.P., continues the analysis of
freedom and truth sounded in Barron’s essay. He offers an extended and
substantive overview of the late pontiff’s notion(s) of freedom—as ordered to
God, to Christ, to graced hu-manity, and to the truth of the gospel
proclamation. He then notes (as have others) the utter dependence of these forms
of freedom on truth in the thought of John Paul II. While the interdependence of
truth and freedom may appear circular, Sherwin argues that they need not be seen
as such if located within the broadly Thomistic anthropology of the late pope.
Sherwin then insightfully highlights the politically “dissident”
character of this anthropology for Wojtyla/John Paul II in the face of the
totalitarianisms he confronted throughout his life in Central and Eastern
Europe. This vision can serve to ground the reflections on truth and freedom
offered by other Central and Eastern European dissidents such as Vaclav Havel.
Yet Sherwin acknowledges that further work needs to be done in renewing
Thomistic anthropology by attending more closely to the communal character of
moral development, the impact of human animality on practical reasoning, a
deeper grasp of the mystery of sin, and an account of nature that separates
itself from the deficiencies of Aristotelian science.

Michael Waldstein moves the discussion on to the
concept of the common good in the two thinkers. He begins by noting the apparent
problem: while both treat issues of communion and community, Aquinas gives an
architectonic role to “common good,” while John Paul II appears to do
the same with the idea of
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“gift of self” (cf. 141). Waldstein finds
a solution to this conundrum in the interrelation of the two concepts in the Letter
to Families, nos. 10 and 11. The key to harmonizing the two concepts lies
in the principle of Pseudo-Dionysius utilized frequently by Aquinas, bonum
est diffusivum sui. Both Aquinas and the late pontiff see this manifested
in the love of friendship and within Trinitarian communion. For John Paul II, in
marriage as a reflection of the Trinitarian communio the couple’s
mutual self-gift is ordered to the common good of the family and society
especially in the gift of a child. To put it in Thomistic terms “[t]he
intrinsic common good of marriage, which is the unity of love between husband
and wife on the basis of the marriage vow, is ordered to the child, which is the
extrinsic common good of marriage” (147).

The anthropological focus continues in Reinhold Hütter’s
essay on the intellect and will in Fides et ratio. He notes that while
the encyclical focuses on faith and reason it seems to pay little attention to
the will. This is compounded by the Augustinian insistence on the
“incurvature” of the will due to sin. Hütter proposes to attend to
this “problem” by turning to Aquinas. He gives a detailed overview of
“intellect” (distinguishing it from “reasoning”) and will in
the thought of the Angelic Doctor, examining humanity’s creation in the image of
God, the operations of intellect and will (noting a growing voluntarism over the
course of the Dominican’s career), and the impact of sin on the human person. He
then leads the reader through a rather wandering contrast between the virtue of
studiousness and the vice of curiosity as an example of the interplay of reason
and will faced with the realities of sin and grace. This, he holds, sheds some
light on the problem of the will in the encyclical.

Thomas Weinandy, O.F.M.Cap., continues the analysis
of the same theme with a compact and substantial essay. He seeks to highlight
the way in which the interconnection of faith and reason in Fides et ratio
is pervaded by a “Thomistic spirit” (175). He shows very clearly how
reason and faith support and affirm one another. Reason serves as both the guide
and the servant of faith, enabling the person to come to faith (reason itself
being transformed by conversion) but also properly to understand its mysteries.
He then turns to the anthropology necessary to support such an interplay. At the
same time Weinandy faults the late pope for not providing a proper philosophical
and theological basis for the ability to seek truth in seeing humanity as both imago
dei and imago trinitiatis.

The volume then takes an unexpected turn with the
essay of Fergus Kerr, O.P., which bridges the apparently disparate worlds of Fides
et ratio, Thomistic metaphysics, and analytical philosophy. Kerr faults the
late pope and those who advised him for not seriously engaging the analytic
tradition (seeing it instead as a form of logical positivism), while admitting
that tradition’s aversion to postmodern and religious concerns. Instead of
seeing it as a philosophical impulse that deals only with “piecemeal
analysis of manageable topics” (190), he argues that it has “‘become
the natural ally of Thomism and Catholic phil-osophy’” (192). Kerr then
provides a very detailed history of Anglo-American analytic philosophy, arguing
that it need not be construed, as it often is, as anti-metaphysical. Indeed, he
holds that it can find common ground with Aquinas
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and John Paul II in the area of ethics. He confirms
this assertion with brief overviews of three female analytic philosophers: Iris
Murdoch, Elizabeth Anscombe, and Phillipa Foot. The Aristotelian naturalism of
the last of these reconnects her (albeit without Anscombe’s Catholic faith) to
the thought of Aquinas and hence indirectly to the realism of Fides et ratio.

One of the volume’s editors—Matthew
Levering—weighs in with an essay on the Eucharist in the understanding of the
study’s two principal subjects. The essay begins with a somewhat polemical
contrast between the thought of the late pope and David Power, O.M.I., on the
nature of the Eucharist as sacrifice and communion. Unsurprisingly, Levering
finds the late pope to be in harmony with Aquinas, opposed to Power’s
“strikingly Protestant” language of seeing the Eucharist as merely an
inclusive meal which celebrates God’s gracious gifts (cf. 214). Levering then
offers the Gospel of John, Aquinas, and John Paul II, as well as other sources
in the tradition, as indicators that the Eucharist is rightly understood as a
participation in the sacrificial character of the cross of Christ. Sacrifice and
communion are therefore inseparably connected

The final essay offers a reading of John Paul II
and Aquinas through the lens of Balthasarian theological aesthetics. Francesca
Murphy accentuates the theme of beauty in the thought of Aquinas and John Paul
II. While the “ugly duckling” of the transcendantals for Thomists,
beauty is, in fact, fully displayed in the cross—a fact appreciated by both
thinkers. She then points to many of the invocations of this transcendental in
the tradition and in Wojtyla/John Paul II’s writings, from the Augustinian
meditation on amor pondus in The Jeweler’s Shop to his
appreciation of St. Francis, naming him patron saint of those who promote
ecology.

Collections of essays tend to be of uneven quality
and this present work is no exception. Anthony Akinwale’s homily is a bit out of
place in a volume of scholarly essays. Reinhard Hütter’s piece is rather
wandering and disjointed, while Fergus Kerr’s treatment of analytic philosophy
comes across as highly defensive though perhaps understandably so given the way
it stands out in the volume. The essays vary widely in their length and level of
documentation, making it difficult to offer even comparisons. And while Fides
et ratio offers a good deal of material for purposes of comparison,
devoting three out of thirteen essays to it seems a bit like overkill.

In spite of the range of subjects covered, there
are areas comparison and contrast between Aquinas and John Paul II that go
unexplored. Even with the heavy anthropological (and particularly
epistemological) focus of many of the essays, the differing concepts of the
human person as embodied in the two thinkers is relatively undeveloped,
especially Aquinas’s Augustinian location of the imago dei in the
powers of the soul as opposed to John Paul II’s insistence that the person
becomes the image of God in communion. Indeed the whole of the late pope’s
theology of the body catecheses are relatively unexplored. It would be
interesting to ponder the Thomistic roots of these addresses. Michael Waldstein,
who has recently offered a outstanding critical translation and edition of them,
would have been uniquely qualified to take on this subject. However,
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his essay, while compact and insightful, deals with
a very focused exegesis of two sections of the Letter to Families on
the interconnection of self-gift and the common good, leaving the theology of
the body catecheses unmined. Finally, apart from Levering’s fruitful comparison
of John Paul II and Aquinas on the Eucharist there are no studies on their
approach to the sacraments. It might have been especially interesting to
contrast their thought on the marriage since, unlike Aquinas, John Paul II
agrees with St. Bonaventure in seeing marriage as a sacrament “from the
beginning.”

In spite of the uneven nature of some of the essays
and the fact that some potentially fruitful topics of comparison are left
untreated, this is a very worthwhile volume. The essays by Dulles, Mansini,
Morerod, and Sherwin are genuinely outstanding. Virtually all of the essays are
interesting and substantive in their own right. With the exception of the debate
over whether Wojtyla was a phenomenologist, a Thomist, or (if possible) both, on
his elevation to the papacy, there has not been sufficient attention paid to the
Thomistic roots of the twentieth century’s most prolific and visible pope. This
collection goes some distance in filling that gap in scholarly reflection. I
recommend this study for advanced students of Aquinas and of Wojtyla/John Paul
II. Both will profit from this fruitful interchange.
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Giovanni Pico della Mirandola died at 31, none of
his writings became part of institutional Christian study, and his was the first
printed book to be banned by the Catholic Church. Nevertheless, his writings
have been a major focus for discussion about the relations of philosophy,
religion, and humanism in the Renaissance. His citation of Hermetic, magical,
kabbalistic and Zoroastrian writings, from Greek, Hebrew, Aramaic, and Arabic
has frustrated scholarly efforts to identify his opinions within any particular
school of thought. He declared an intention of learning from all teachers,
instead of following any single master; some scholars have interpreted this to
mean that he believed that all teachings contain an element of truth. Such an
interpretation does not explain letters to his nephew that expressed earnest
Christian piety, his resolute defense against the papal commission of his
condemned theses, his affinity to Savonarola, or his exhaustive denunciation of
judicial astrology. Now, at a time when earlier
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interpretations of Pico’s thought have crumbled and
new evidence has become available, the articles in this volume ask whether and
how it is possible to reconcile the contradictions in his major works.

After briefly surveying the current state of Pico
studies, Michael V. Dougherty announces that the collection is intended “to
assess the philosophical merit” of Pico’s writings, to guide
English-speaking readers through the wide range of topics in his diverse corpus,
to make scholarship about him comprehensible, and to point out directions for
future investigation. Each of these articles confronts a clear problem and
proceeds, through lucid discussion of the textual evidence, to break important
scholarly ground, without the professional jargon that might leave students
behind.

Jill Kraye (“Pico on the Relationship of
Rhetoric and Philosophy”) explains Pico’s surprising defense of
Scholasticism in a letter of 1485 to Ermolao Barbaro. Pico defended the
Scholastics against humanist complaints that their Latin was a barbarous
distortion of the classical language. Barbaro advocated uniting wisdom with
eloquence and studying ancient Greek commentators on Aristotle instead of the
Latin Scholastics who did not know Greek. Pico replied, using the rhetorical
device of prosopopoeia, by impersonating an imagined Scholastic philosopher
saying that the Scholastics’ awkward, technical Latin was a tactic for
concealing deep secrets from unqualified readers. The Scholastics applied their
subtlety and intellectual penetration to investigating deep questions, not to
adorning their writing to please the crowd. “They have Mercury in their
hearts, not on their tongues.” In this letter, as in his famous Oration,
Kraye asserts, Pico endorsed Scholastic philosophy as a discipline intended to
discover the truth, whereas humanist rhetoric could, at best, suggest the truth
to nonphilosophers.

Paul Richard Blum (“Pico, Theology, and the
Church”) investigates why the papal commission in 1487 condemned thirteen
of Pico’s nine hundred theses, but not others that appear no less offensive. He
explains the implications of some theses by examining the ways Pico first
defended them, in the Apology, and then restated and extended them in
the Heptaplus (1489). The commission either did not want to recognize
or did not want to accept that “Pico stretches the mode of disputation to
its limits in showing that the exercise of the mind, not petrified conclusions,
is the aim of such debates.”

The most difficult to explain are Pico’s
cabbalistic theses “in my own opinion.” Blum earns our admiration and
gratitude for deciphering them and explaining their significance to Pico. Unlike
some interpreters of Pico’s kabbalism, Blum evidently thinks that it did not
merely provide another range of exotic metaphors for what Pico already thought,
but taught him new things that affected the structure of his thought. For
example, he adapted an enigmatic text by the thirteenth-century visionary
kabbalist Abraham Abulafia to redefine the relations among the disciplines of
philosophy and theology. Later he used Abulafian letter-reordering and numerical
values to bring the Heptaplus to the conclusion that Christ was implied
in Genesis from the first word. Even though we and the papal commission may not
understand, Pico appears to have demonstrated there his “wrong, erroneous,
superstitious and heretical” thesis,
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“There is no science that assures us more of
the divinity of Christ than magic and Cabala.”

Several of the articles here mention that Pico’s
wide range of reference and nonconformity to any established school of thought
tempt moderns to conceive of his thought as a “grand syncretistic
project” among all traditions. Michael Sudduth (“Pico della
Mirandola’s Philosophy of Religion”) deftly distinguishes Pico from such an
anachronistic conception by contrasting his writings about Christianity and
philosophy with John Hick’s and Keith Ward’s conceptions of comparative
religion. Careful survey of the writings shows a subordination of philosophy to
Christian theology, the decipherment of contradictory surface-meaning of texts
from many schools and religions to discover a hidden, shared Christianity. Not
an attempt to stand above all teachings to formulate a new synthesis,
“Pico’s syncretism presupposes perspectival diversity and the rational
accessibility of the one truth contained in all.” Pico does not doubt what
that truth is. As he writes in the Heptaplus, “Surely if all
things agree with the truth, as Aristotle says, all things ought to agree with
Christ, who is the truth itself.”

Michael J. B. Allen (“The Birth Day of Venus:
Pico as Platonic Exegete in the Commento and the Heptaplus“)
shows Pico commenting on the first chapter of Genesis in the Heptaplus
with an interpretive method he first developed in 1486 in his Commento
on the Platonic canzone by Girolamo Benivieni. Allen’s expertise in
Marsilio Ficino’s commentaries on Plato, a necessary perspective on Pico’s
efforts at Platonic exegesis, informs lucid, considerate explanations of a
dizzying range of references. When Pico applied Platonic, Plotinian, and
Ficinian conceptions and exegetical choices to it, “Genesis became in
effect the most profound of Platonic texts and enabled him to look beyond the Timaeus,
Symposium, Phaedrus and other Platonic dialogues.” Allen points out
the contrasts between Ficino’s emphasis on Soul and a greater whole and Pico’s
emphasis on the uniqueness of man, “of man in Christ and of Christ as the
Idea of Man.” The discussion encourages a nonspecialist to recognize the
need to return to studying the complex of texts that the revived Platonism of
Ficino and his disciples, into the sixteenth century, made into a coherent body
of philosophical myth.

The modest title of the article by M. V. Dougherty
(“Three Precursors to Pico della Mirandola’s Roman Disputation and the
Question of Human Nature in the Oratio“) hides a surprisingly
far-reaching reinterpretation of Pico’s Oration and 900 Theses.
He shows that Pico intended the 900 Theses to combine three familiar
academic exercises: (1) a discussion of disputed questions—not a quod-libet
debate on any suggested topic; (2) a collection of authoritative statements, sententiae,
like those that university students collected from their studies, but not
philosophically proven conclusions; (3) the discussion that would proceed, in
accord with Aristotle’s Dialectics, by examining apparent verbal
conflicts in order to find underlying agreed truths. Pico did not, then, propose
for Rome a grandiose argument with everyone about everything, nor an attempt to
prove harmony among all opinions, but a new agenda of important topics for
philosophy to consider and refine. The Oration defines those topics as
the
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progressive deification of man, through the arts
and sciences up to theology and the apprehension of God. Pico was not proposing
a “grand syncretistic project” among all traditions, but confirmation
of the essential Christian beliefs—the Trinity, the Incarnation, and the
divinity of Christ—from the most diverse sources. Confirmation that Pico’s
near-contemporaries understood the Oration to be an important statement
about human potential comes from four sermons, delivered before popes in the
decades after the papal condemnation, that quote the Oration.
Dougherty’s interpretation may well attract criticism from those scholars who
hold previously stated positions, but it sounds plausible and the effort
deserves admiration.

To trace notable statements from the 900 Theses
to Pico’s posthumous longest work, the Disputations about Divinatory
Astrology, Sheila J. Rabin discusses “Pico on Magic and
Astrology,” two disciplines from the margins of university studies.
Kabbalah needed to be discussed with the other two because Pico connected it to
them in the Conclusions (“There is no science that assures us more
of the divinity of Christ than magic and Cabala”) and, in the final thesis
given as his own opinion, he declared, “Just as true astrology teaches us
to read in the book of God, so the Cabala teaches us to read in the book of the
Law.” The Disputations, in contrast, forcefully repudiate
astrology and distinguish natural magic, as mere natural science, from black
magic. Kabbalah remains outside the Disputations, for reasons that are
unclear. The condemnation of astrology, however, had immediate and long-term
influence in scientific thought. Rabin’s survey of the book, which is still not
translated into English, fills out the range of Pico’s thought about humanity in
the universe.

Carl N. Still (“Pico’s Quest for All
Knowledge”) tests the success of Pico’s attempt to harmonize Platonic and
Aristotelian conceptions of body, mind, and intellect by examining his
statements about epistemology in the Commento, Oration, and Conclusions
(all 1486), the Heptaplus (1489) and De Ente et uno (1491).
Situating Pico’s thought between characterizations that “minimize” his
efforts on theory of knowledge into medieval realism and those that
“maximize” it into an anticipation of modern thought, Still shows how
Pico tried to harmonize the three-level soul of Latin Aristotelians (vegetative,
sensitive, and rational) with the Platonic four-level soul (vegetative,
sensitive, rational [human] and intellectual [angelic]). The incomplete
correspondence of these levels of the human soul to the universe, in the Heptaplus,
and the incomplete explanation for simultaneously claiming individual
immortality and endorsing the Averroistic intellective soul that is common to
all humans, require Pico’s system to be examined from other angles, through
metaphors from other texts. Still concludes that, in Pico’s vision of human
ascent, “there is a grand design, but the details are not provided.”

Francesco Borghesi (“A Life in Works”)
begins by asking what value there is to any life of a philosopher, especially
since the thirty-one years of Pico’s life (1463-94) might seem to be too short a
time to allow much development. On the other hand, the diversity of his writings
and their unusual circumstances make us feel that the gaps between writings may
be more explicable by events than by
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the author’s intentions. Because he was a nobleman,
Pico’s life was well documented from before his birth, and immediately after his
death his nephew Giovanni Francesco made him the subject of one of the first
biographies of a contemporary. Borghesi’s survey of the life, mentioning
essential articles as it proceeds, opens the way to understanding Pico’s career
and writings without reducing the thinker to his life.

Although announced as an invitation to studying
Pico, this volume is not elementary in the usual sense. Unlike many
introductions, it does not treat the intended audience as distractible
groundlings who need to be flattered and tricked into reading philosophy.
Instead, the authors address the intellectual ambition of their readers to
understand problems in Pico’s writings for which there is no professional
consensus and then guide readers through evidence in the original texts,
including Latin. Who is the intended audience, ready for philosophical arguments
that they recognize to be inherently important? The academic affiliations of
many of the contributors suggest that, besides other scholars, it is
undergraduate and graduate students at Catholic colleges and universities who
have the curiosity and preparation in classical and later philosophy and in
Latin to follow the solutions of problems posed by a thinker about whom experts
have not made up their minds. Pico is an excellent subject for such an approach,
because he formulated challenging questions that provoke contemporary interest.









Arthur
M. Lesley 









Baltimore Hebrew University

Baltimore, Maryland





















[bookmark: becoming]Becoming God: The Doctrine of Theosis in
Nicholas of Cusa. By Nancy J. Hudson.
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, Pp. 218. $59.85
(cloth). ISBN 978-0-8132-1472-6.









Becoming God is, in a sense, a search for
the true identity of the fifteenth-century writer Nicholas of Cusa (1401-64). Is
he at root a neo-Platonist philosopher or an orthodox Christian theologian? Is
he properly cast as a medieval thinker or is he really an early modern figure?
Can his philosophy of God be rescued from the charge of monism or is it
irredeemably pantheist? Is he best depicted as a nominalist, a realist or
something in between? Can his intensely paradoxical language be folded into the
scholastic concept of the analogy between God and humanity? Nancy J. Hudson
attempts to “untangle these and other questions raised by the ideas of this
enigmatic figure” (8) by addressing the topic of theosis in Nicholas,
convinced that “an examination of theosis, or becoming God, will help in
the effort to correctly place Nicholas of
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Cusa and his understanding of the creation-creature
relationship” (1). In the end she concludes that Nicholas is an orthodox
Christian thinker whose ideas are best evaluated against the backdrop of the
Eastern theological tradition of Gregory of Nyssa, Maximus the Confessor and
(preeminently) Pseudo-Dionysius. In a series of running skirmishes along the
way, she also argues that Nicholas is fundamentally a medieval thinker (not an
early modern) who adapted neo-Platonic categories in the service of a Christian
theology. Though in dialogue with the Scholastics and sharing some features of
the nominalists, he does not fit into either camp. For Hudson, Nicholas’s
Christocentric account of reality charts a unique course between the Scholastic
and nominalist options, and offers us important insights into the deification of
both the world and humanity.

The study begins (chap. 1) with a brief survey of
three Eastern theologians, Gregory, Maximus and Pseudo-Dionysius, in order to
display the characteristics of an Eastern account of deification that Hudson
will later use to contextualize Cusa’s own account. Nicholas’s direct dependence
on Pseudo-Dionysius is well established. Hudson suggests that (whether directly
or indirectly) the influence of both Gregory and Maximus is also important for
understanding Nicholas. Maximus’s influence on Cusa’s idea of the deification of
the cosmos, and of the human being as microcosm, is quite plausible, and the
link between Cusa’s idea of “infinite progress” and Gregory of Nyssa
is persuasive—this is plainly a view that can be traced back to him, though it
could have been channeled to Nicholas through Maximus.

With the Eastern Fathers as a backdrop, Hudson
unfolds Nicholas’s account of theosis in three steps. The first step (chap. 2)
is an account of divine immanence in Nicholas under the rubric of “theophany
as self-communication.” The second step (chap. 3) is the balancing side of
the equation, Nicholas’s views on divine transcendence as the “distance
between knower and known.” The third step (chap. 4) is synthetic, drawing
together Nicholas’s paradoxical thought into his mature understanding of a
Christologically-based doctrine of theosis.

Hudson is insistent throughout that we recognize
Nicholas’s distance from the Scholastic idea of analogy and the hierarchy of
being. Rather than grounding an epistemology on the analogy of being as the
Scholastics do, Nicholas employs the coincidence of opposites in God to ground
an epistemology of “learned ignorance.” There is no getting away from
the fact that Nicholas’s metaphysics and epistemology are difficult, marked as
they are by a peculiar philosophical terminology and strained to the breaking
point by the frequency of extreme paradoxical language. For example, Nicholas’s
summary term for the Triune God is “Not-other,” indicating not simply
self-referentiality, but also that God is “Not-other than his
creation” (51). Hudson deflects the charge of monism here, arguing that by
this term Nicholas asserts that “God is not the cause merely of the actual
being of things, nor is he merely an efficient cause. Rather, he underlies the
very possibility of all things, including nothingness” (55). To put this in
other words, “it is not merely that all things exist in God, but that
enfolded in God, all things are God” (60). The influence of Pseudo-Dionysius
can be seen in this kind of statement, though the terms are distinctly Cusan.
But
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it may be asked whether Hudson’s use of the terms
“identity” and “identical” to describe God’s relation to the
world, when summing up Cusa’s teaching, can be justified. Is it meaningful to
assert that, for Nicholas, “the divine presence to and in the created order
is so intense that it is an identity” (55), or that “the One God who
is absolutely identical to each and every thing is contracted actually in
difference” (75)?

Hudson herself raises hard questions about
Nicholas’s views of God’s immanence and transcendence. Does his metaphysics of
transcendence destroy his epistemology of knowledge through union? If we cannot
have real knowledge of God, what kind of real union with God in theosis remains?
(90) Picking her way carefully through the nuances of Nicholas’s thought, Hudson
leads the reader out of this apparent dead-end, showing that Nicholas’s
distinction between “reason” and “intellect” offers a way
forward. “Nicholas’s under-standing of the mystical union that culminates
in theosis is not obviated by his insistence on the absolute distance of God… . It is precisely the manifestation of the transcendent God in the intellect
that allows for a unique divinization of humanity and its centrality in the
theotic movement of the entire universe” (91).

The crucial conceptual piece for understanding
Nicholas is his theory of the four unities. These explain “the relation
among the sensible world, the conceptual world, the world of contemplation, and
the divine” (125). The fourth unity is the corporeal world grasped through
the senses. The third is what enables us to grasp the sensible data through the
activity of ratio or rationality. This is the plane of logic,
discursive reasoning and the domain of the law of non-contradiction. But the
limitations of ratio lead to the necessary use of negative language to
talk about God. The second unity is the world of the intellect, and here God is
to be grasped by the “coincidence of opposites.” Paradoxical language
must be used at this level and the law of noncontradiction is transcended. Here
the intellect is primarily passive, allowing God (the first unity) to illuminate
the intellect through grace (126-27). To speak of God, the first unity, Nicholas
moves to the language of supereminence, beyond the coincidence of opposites,
following the lead of Pseudo-Dionysius. Hudson concludes that Nicholas’s account
of theosis through the intellect, in tension with “his ever-present denial
of the capacity of human knowledge to reach God,” is the “central
paradox” of his thought (129).

Becoming God culminates in a treatment of
“theosis” in Nicholas, displaying his Christological account of
theosis as “divine filiation” and highlighting the unusual dominance
of the intellect in deification. Hudson concedes that Cusa’s Christology
“arises out of philosophical theology rather than biblical theology,”
and that he does not “aim at discovering the historical Jesus through
exegesis of biblical texts, but at coming to a philosophical understanding of
the significance of God’s becoming other than himself” (139). In a kind of
Anselmian move, Nicholas posits Christ as the necessary “Absolute
Contracted Maximum,” that is, as the one who in a contracted manner unites
all that God is uncontractedly with creation itself. He is a kind of
metaphysical bridge or meeting point. Here Hudson argues that Nicholas wends his
way between the realist and nominalist
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alternatives of his day. By means of a
Christological exemplarism Christ becomes “the Form of forms, the Maximum
Exemplar in whom all universals are united” (148). Conveying a certain
grace and beauty in Nicholas’s depiction of Christ, Hudson concludes: “In
the hypostatic union, the Word that is equality of being all things is
contracted. In flesh and blood, time and space, the Form of forms, the Exemplar
of all things is made concrete” (150).

In the closing chapter on “The Problem of
Intellectual Salvation” and in her conclusions, Hudson marshals her
arguments in a summary explanation and defense of Nicholas. She begins with
remarkably frank admissions of certain theological shortcomings in Nicholas. She
grants that Nicholas neglects a doctrine of sin as moral wrongdoing, favoring
instead a conception of sin rooted in human finitude (180). She admits that
Nicholas portrays Jesus, not as “the suffering savior who takes on the sins
of the world,” but as the “bridge of the ontological divide between
God and man” (200). She concurs that he does not adequately address the
problem of evil, and that for Nicholas Christ’s humanity is viewed less in terms
of sacrifice than of revelation (182). Strikingly, she acknowledges that
Nicholas’s view of deification is really linked to creation (not to the order of
redemption), and that his Christ is “not the Christ whose story is told by
the gospel narrative of suffering and death on a cross” (188). Hudson
mitigates the force of these admissions to a modest extent, but she allows that
from the perspective of the Western theological tradition, Nicholas supplies an
inadequate Christology and soteriology (194-95). How then can Nicholas be judged
an orthodox Christian thinker? By similarity to and association with the Eastern
theological tradition. Hudson proposes that Nicholas be given the same latitude
that those in the West give, for example, to Maximus and Pseudo-Dionysius. She
contrasts an Eastern view of the Cosmic Christ and an intellectual doctrine of
theosis, concerned primarily with “the transhistorical relationship between
Creator and creation” (195) to a Western view that centers on the story of
God in history and the soteriological role of the cross to deal with sin. Thus,
the logic of her argument is that if we absolve Pseudo-Dionysius and other
esteemed Eastern writers from the charges of neo-Platonism, intellectualism and
monism, then we should grant the same absolution to Nicholas of Cusa.

Hudson’s alignment of Nicholas with Eastern
theology is illuminating and seems undeniable. Many of his concerns and
orientations can be perceived especially in Pseudo-Dionysius. And so to a
certain extent the argument has merit. But the argument runs into trouble with
Hudson’s characterization of Eastern theology more generally. Her survey of
Gregory, Maximus, and Pseudo-Dionysius, and her final summaries, while they show
certain characteristic features of Eastern theology that have connection to
Nicholas, do not present an adequate summary of the breadth of Eastern theology.
For instance, in all three of her chosen Eastern figures the language of
deification is densely concentrated in sacramental contexts. While the Eastern
Fathers use cosmic categories and accent the role of the intellect in
deification, they retain a biblical idiom and the notion that deification is
fundamentally begun and refreshed through sacramental grace. We see none of this
in Hudson’s account of theosis in
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Nicholas of Cusa. Further, the key piece missing in
Nicholas’s doctrine of theosis from the Eastern point of view is the person and
activity of the Holy Spirit. In the Eastern accounts (especially in Gregory and
Maximus) the Holy Spirit is a crucial agent in theosis. Nicholas plainly accepts
the Trinity, but the Holy Spirit is notably absent from his account of how
Christ is the “Absolute Contracted Maximum” in whom we participate.
Finally, it is inaccurate to characterize the Eastern approach as not concerned
with sin as moral wrongdoing, or with the cross, or with Christ in history.
Maximus for one explains his doctrine of theosis by constant reference to the
moral wrongdoing of Adam and the renovation of our nature through the grace of
Christ in redemption. Theosis in Maximus is grounded, not in creation as such,
but in the new creation inaugurated in Christ. If Nicholas does indeed adopt and
develop largely Eastern categories of thought and theology, it would appear that
he leaves out (or at the least treats very thinly) crucial aspects of Eastern
theology that are grounded solidly in a biblical narrative of salvation and a
sacramental context for the life of grace. As Hudson herself observes, “a
complete study” of Nicholas of Cusa’s relationship to the theological
tradition of the East is still needed (195). Until that study is accomplished,
the issue of the adequacy of Nicholas’s theology, at least gauged by his
similarities to the East, remains an open question.
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The masterful effort begun in 1961 to publish
Cardinal Newman’s personal correspondence and diaries in thirty-one volumes has
come full circle with the appearance of volume 10—almost. Fr. Charles Stephen
Dessain (1908-76) of Newman’s own Birmingham Oratory began with Newman’s
Catholic period (1845-90), and the ten volumes of the Anglican period conclude
with the present volume. (See my reviews in The Thomist 61 [1997]:
325-28; 67 [2003]: 655-62; 71 [2007]: 147-53.) Dessain himself, at the end of
volume 31, included 98 pages of Catholic-period letters that had surfaced by
1975. But many more letters have turned up subsequently, and Francis McGrath is
producing a thirty-second volume for them, followed by a thirty-third volume
that will function as a general index. So the circle, as I said, is almost
completed.


  



Page 518

On late Wednesday evening, 8 October 1845, Italian
missioner Dominic Barberi arrived in a cold drenching rain at Littlemore, where
Newman and a few friends had been living in quiet retreat three miles from
Oxford. He was drying off by a fire when Newman came into the room, dropped to
his knees, and began making his general confession. Newman continued his
confession the following day, followed by his profession of faith in the Roman
Catholic Church. Volume 10 of The Letters and Diaries relates the
complex unfolding that led to Newman’s devout and straightforward action on 9
October. It fleshes out Newman’s 1864 comment in his Apologia pro vita sua
(Uniform Edition [London: Longmans, Green & Co.] p. 185) that his “last
Sermon was in September, 1843; then I remained at Littlemore in quiet for two
years. But it was made a subject of reproach to me at that time, and is at this
day, that I did not leave the Anglican Church sooner.”

Were the editor’s extensive footnotes, his nine
appendices, the correspondence addressed to Newman, and the letters between
other principal figures printed in the same normal font size as Newman’s own
letters, this volume would reach easily over 1500 pages. Given this wealth of
material, a review must be selective, and I have selected three areas: the final
stages of Newman’s conversion process that display acutely its theological and
psychological aspects; the writing of the famous Essay on Development
which happened during 1845; and the contentious events unfolding within Oxford
University.

To follow in Newman’s own words his discernment
toward 9 October 1845 is to be struck by his holiness and integrity of character
(see, e.g., his journaling for Advent 1843 [LD 10:64-68]). One is
struck by how intemperate is the recent book from Harvard historian Frank M.
Turner, John Henry Newman: The Challenge to Evangelical Religion (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2002), which asserts that Newman’s conversion was
merely his choice for the next best thing after his project for a Catholic
enclave within Anglicanism under his self-aggrandizing leadership failed to
materialize. Unfortunately for Turner’s thesis, there is no common measure
between his construed Newman and the actual Newman of the Letters and
Diaries.

Newman had two sisters, both married to Mozley
brothers. Harriett severed contact with him in 1843. To Jemima, who maintained
life-long contact, Newman shared in March 1845 how painful was the prospect that
he might leave the Anglican Church (see LD 10:595-98). Another
poignancy (that his perplexed religious state was unnerving many who looked to
him as a spiritual guide) must be mentioned because Newman noted it frequently
to friends, as, for example, to Charles Marriott two months earlier. “No
one, I suppose, has a notion of the extreme anguish it gives me … to be unsettling
the minds of others; this is what consumes me. I should not mind it, so I think,
did I see my way more clearly—but to have to act as if in the dark, without a
certainty that one is not under a judicial delusion in having the convictions I
have, and, while acting, to be unsettling others, the thing of all others which
it is abhorrent to my
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nature to do, is a trial so great that I may claim
your prayers and those of any other friend who knows it” (LD
10:500-501).

Many have thought that Newman’s decision to become
Roman Catholic was akin to the conclusion of a syllogism. Rome’s Tridentine
dogmas seemed to be novelties. However, they met the tests for genuine doctrinal
developments. Therefore, this last obstacle to becoming Catholic was now been
removed by Newman’s just-completed essay proving the minor premise. The present
volume casts matters in a different light. The larger context is well known from
the Apologia and is oft-repeated in these letters. Simply put, Newman’s
1838 studies of the Arian and Monophysite heresies vis-à-vis the papal position
suggested that the extreme and moderate heretical positions, the Arian and
semi-Arian for instance, corresponded to the Protestant and Anglican Via Media
positions today, with Rome being where she was in patristic times. Then came Fr.
Nicholas Wiseman’s 1839 Dublin Review article on the Donatists that, as
Newman later noted to Edward Pusey, “completed my unsettlement” (about
the viability of the Via Media theory). Newman tried to salvage matters with
“three separate attempts … my article on the Catholic English Church
[,] that on Private Judgment [,] and my Four Sermons” (LD 10:592
with elaborating footnotes. Newman reprinted the “Catholicity” essay
in Essays Critical and Historical II, pp. 1-73 of the Uniform Edition).

Newman’s Anglicanism, though shaken, remained
stabilized by his rebuttals until the Tract 90 condemnations began in 1841.
Newman withdrew increasingly from the affairs of university and church because
his thinking was judged unsuitable by their authorities. Although retaining his
fellowship to Oriel, Newman and like-minded clergymen “retired” to a
rustic property he had purchased in Littlemore. They were humorously called
“inmates” or “recluses” of the “Domus BVM” by
their friends (passim in LD 10), while their enemies thought them
crypto-papist monks. The present volume prints many inquiries to Newman during
these months he was “on the shelf” as to whether the rumor was true
that he had already “conformed” to Rome. His answers attempted to walk
the razor’s edge, needing in truth to deny the rumor, yet needing to avoid
revealing how tenuous his situation was fast becoming.

It had become ever clearer to Newman that the
English Church was in schism from the one divinely constituted Roman Church. It
was more probable, he noted frequently to friends, that Christianity in England
veered into schism than that recent Roman doctrines veered from the apostolic
teachings. “As to the Fathers … I do now think, far more than I did,
that their study leads to Rome. It has thus wrought in me,” he wrote Pusey
just before Christmas 1843 (LD 10:63). But was he deluding himself in
so thinking? Why did not other leading lights of the “movement” see
what he was seeing, he wondered? Writing to Henry Edward Manning almost a year
later, he says that his salvation depends on joining the Church of Rome, but
“what keeps me yet, is what has kept me here long—a fear that I am under a
delusion.” In this same letter, he tells Manning that he does not see
greener grass on the other side; in fact, “I have no existing sympathies
with Roman Catholics. I hardly ever, even abroad, was at
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one of their services—I know none of them. I do
not like what I hear of them” (LD 10:412). He had a constant
conviction he was in schism. He had an apprehension he did not want to die in a
state of schism. But was it all a delusion? This is what held him back from
Rome. His Essay on Development of Doctrine reflected resolutions he had
already come to accept intellectually, as will be seen. Fear of delusion, not
doctrinal issues, held him an Anglican.

How was the fear of delusion whisked away? By
patience and by obedience to conscience! “Time alone can show whether a
view will hold—but then there is this consolation, that, if time has shown the
untenableness of one, it will do the like service to another, if it be
untenable. Time alone can turn a view into a conviction—It is most
unsatisfactory to be acting on a syllogism, or a solitary, naked, external,
logical process. But surely it is possible in process of time to have a
proposition so wrought into the mind, both ethically and by numberless fine
conspiring and ever-recurring considerations as to become part of our mind, to
be inseparable from us, and to command our obedience” (LD 10:53).
As for obedience to one’s conscience, “I have always contended that
obedience even to an erring conscience was the way to gain light, and that it
mattered not where a man began, so that he began on what came to hand and in
faith—that any thing might become a divine method of Truth, that to the pure
all things are pure, and have a self-correcting virtue and a power of
germinating” (LD 10:190). Readers who know Newman’s famous 1869 Grammar
of Assent will detect here the very twin principles, patience and
conscience, that galvanize what Newman came to call the “illative
sense” in making judgments in concrete matters. It is the hard-to-describe
mental process that unerringly tells someone within a discernment process that
“enough is enough” and “now is the time to decide and to
act.” This is what happened to Newman by late summer, 1845, and his letters
then begin to forewarn friends of an imminent move. That Newman’s final two
years at Littlemore are a sort of existential commentary on the later Grammar
of Assent is an insight I owe to editor Francis McGrath. McGrath
perceptibly notes in his introduction (xxii) the harbingers of later Grammar
of Assent thematics that appearing in this volume.

The second focus of this review, the composition of
Newman’s celebrated Essay on Development of Doctrine, may be presented
more briefly. At the outset of 1845 he began writing it (see Apologia,
234). On 21 September he wrote John Keble’s parish curate Robert Wilson that
“my book has just gone to press, though I do not wish it mentioned till I
have resigned my fellowship” (LD 10:765). One is struck by how
little mention the book’s composition receives in Newman’s intervening letters.
Its earliest notice is a casual comment to lifelong confident Maria Giberne on
March 30: “My present intention is to give up my fellowship in October—and
to publish some work or treatise between that and Christmas” (LD
10:610). Without ever mentioning the subject matter, Newman writes Catherine
Froude on 1 June of a “new work … that I have … consumed several
months this Spring, in working upon it in ways which will not turn to any direct
account. I have had to remodel my plan, and what it will be at last I cannot yet
foretell” (LD 10:686). To his sister Jemima on 17 August: “I
am still
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more fidgetted [sic] about my book. I cannot
arrange the last and most important chapter. I have written it several times in
vain; and till I settle it, I shall be in something of a worry” (LD
10:748).

Nowhere in his letters does Newman mention that his
book is a work-up of criteria for genuine doctrinal developments. Were it not
for McGrath’s footnotes passim showing Newman’s notebooks, we would
have no indicators of Newman’s unfolding thoughts on what is likely his most
famous theological book. For example, in a footnote to the last referenced
letter to Jemina, McGrath furnishes scholars with Newman’s valuable study notes
attempting to craft a final chapter to the book. I note but two: “enough in
antiquity to bear out the Church after, if its infallibility
be supposed”; and “what conserves what is cannot be its corruption.
The worship of St. Mary conserves the Incarnation.” (See other informative
journal or diary entries at LD 10:134, 373, and 696 n. 2.)

Because Newman kept secret the subject of his book
does not mean his correspondence leaves the theme unmentioned. After all, he
preached a famous sermon about doctrinal development on the Feast of the
Purification 1843 (see Uniform Edition, University Sermons, pp.
312-51). Readers interested in background material to the 1845 Essay
should look at the series of letters Newman wrote Catherine Holdsworth Froude,
who had married William Froude, brother of Newman’s influential Oxford friend
Richard Hurrell Froude. All letters to her can be identified in McGrath’s index
(but see especially LD 10:247 ff., 264 ff., and 297-98). The
last-referenced letter mentions what I consider the linchpin of the famous Essay:
“Granting that the Roman (special) doctrines are not found drawn out in the
early Church, yet I think there is sufficient trace of them in it, to recommend
and prove them, on the hypothesis of the Church having a divine
guidance, though not sufficient to prove them by itself. So that the question
simply turns on the nature of the promise of the Spirit to the Church.”
(This married couple is curious. Mrs. Froude and her children became Catholics
soon after Newman. William Froude’s scientific training led him toward
agnosticism. Newman’s fondness for him underpinned a lifelong correspondence
between them on topics concerning faith and reason. Readers interested in Grammar
of Assent topics ought to follow this correspondence, utilizing the indices
of all the LD volumes.)

A final observation on the development-of-doctrine
aspect. Newman makes a lapidary statement in the Apologia (p. 198):
“There [is] no medium, in true philosophy, between Atheism and
Catholicity.” (In Newman’s scheme, “philosophy” means religious
reflection.) The present volume makes clear what he means. Human life unaided by
a divine revelation drifts into some or other variant of atheism. But if a
revelation is given, it must needs develop. He writes to Pusey: “The theory
of development has increasingly pressed upon me… . One age corrects the
expressions … of the foregoing. Infant Baptism and Confession, Monachism and
Roman Supremacy, Original Sin and Purgatory, seem to me equally developments… . Why should I believe the most sacred and fundamental doctrines of our faith,
if you cut me off from the ground of development? But if that ground is given
me, I must go further… . I must go
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forward or backward—else I sink into a
dead skepticism” (LD 10:592-93). Going backward, shaving off
doctrinal developments, as happened at the Protestant Reformation, because
doctrines such as infant baptism were not explicitly in Scripture made no sense
to Newman. And accepting in an official manner post-scriptural developments,
such as the dogmas of Nicea and Chalcedon, but then stopping, shunning later
councils, was equally nonsensical to him. Therefore, there are only two logical
conclusions. If there is a God but he has never revealed himself, one must be
atheist. If a divine revelation has been given (and Newman means given to a
church), the ineluctable trajectory of developments of this revelation can only
be found in that church which alone in his day claimed to have them, Roman
Catholicism.

Events within Oxford University are this review’s
final focus, and only one is selected. It makes riveting reading indeed in this
volume. William George Ward, fellow of Balliol, was a younger member of the
Tractarian movement. His position on Anglicanism’s 39 Articles of Religion went
well beyond Newman’s Tract 90 interpretation. Ward maintained that all Roman
Catholic doctrines were fully consonant with the 39 Articles. Because many in
the university and especially its authorities (the heads of the constituent
colleges known as the Hebdomadal Board) were hostile to Tractarian principles,
Ward provided the “perfect storm” when his book, The Ideal of a
Christian Church, appeared in the summer of 1844. It gave criteria for
being a church, said that Rome had them fully, and Anglicanism not at all. A
process was initiated against him, culminating in three proposals (condemnation
of the book, withdrawing Ward’s B.A and M.A. degrees, and holding Articles’
subscribers to an interpretation the Hebdomadal Board gave to them) to be voted
by Convocation. (Convocation was composed of all M.A.s of the university, both
those resident in Oxford—the fellows—and those following careers elsewhere
such as the London lawyers and the parish clergy. Convocation was the highest
authority of Oxford University.)

The first and second proposals would have easily
passed Convocation but not the third, and McGrath provides fascinating letters
and footnotes on behind-the-scene machinations. Prior to the scheduled
Convocation on 13 February 1845, the third proposal was withdrawn (LD
10:505 n. 2). Throughout this university turmoil, Newman was on the sidelines;
as he wrote to W. E. Gladstone, the later prime minister, “I live so much
out of the world” [at Littlemore] (LD 10:503). But his enemies
were not to leave him undisturbed. Another proposal was made to the university’s
authorities, in lieu of the abandoned third petition, to have Newman’s Tract 90
condemned, which they duly accepted and promulgated (LD 10:520). The
day of Convocation arrived, the Sheldonian Theatre packed with fellows—Newman
was not present—and the voting began. Censure of Ward’s book carried 776 to
368. His degradation carried less so, 568 to 511. Then came the moment for the
censure of Newman’s Tract 90. In Convocation there are two elected fellows, the
proctors, who have the power to veto the proceedings. In 1845 the proctors,
Henry Peter Guillemard and Richard William Church, were friends of Newman,
especially Church who later became dean of St. Paul’s Cathedral and whom Newman
visited into old age. When the Tract 90 censure
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was introduced, senior proctor Guillemard stood up
and said “nobis procuratoribus non placet,” and Convocation ended
abruptly. Interested readers, especially those connected with universities
today, will find these pages of this volume surrounding 13 February engaging
because of the background material McGrath supplies.

With another academic year and new proctors it was
possible the university authorities would go after Tract 90 again. But William
Gladstone, Tractarian lawyer James Robert Hope, and Henry Edward Manning, who
was to become a Roman Catholic cardinal years later, engineered a
“Declaration of Thanks to the Proctors” that garnered so many
signatures, whose many names the editor supplies (LD 10:551-55), that
Tract 90 and Newman were to be forever left alone. McGrath puts it perfectly in
his Introduction: “What nobody realized at the time was that the curtain
had just come down on the final act of the Oxford Movement” (xxviii). As
one might expect, Newman remained unruffled throughout.

On 3 October 1845, Newman resigned his fellowship.
“Mr Provost, I hope you will find the inclosed form correct. I shall be
obliged to you if you will remove my name from the books of the College and
University” (LD 10:771). The curtain had fallen on Newman’s
Anglican life.

The editor’s many footnotes aid both Newman
scholarship and historical curiosity. An example that assists the former is the
dating of Newman’s sermons (see LD 10:147 n. 3). Apropos the latter,
the 1843 visit of Queen Victoria and Prince Albert to the neighborhood of
Newman’s relatives in Derby led the editor to track down a newspaper account of
it (see LD 10:42 n. 1). The nine appendices support Newman scholarship
in various ways. Appendix 3, for example, prints Newman’s three contributions to
the Lives of English Saints series. The “lives” occupy much
of the correspondence in LD 10.

Oxford University Press is to be commended for
standing behind this vast publishing project. In my opinion, OUP has also
associated itself with the finest edition of an eminent person’s correspondence,
an edition that is likely to be a benchmark for similar projects. Kudos, then,
to Oxford University Press and to Charles Stephen Dessain and his successors.

Because the present volume connects to Newman’s
Catholic letters (Dessain’s volumes 11-31), now long in print, readers of his
Catholic period will recognize the prophetic words Newman wrote to his Aunt
Elizabeth on 25 July 1844: “I really do think I love peace, yet I am
destined to be a ‘man of strife’” (LD 10:304). Only when he became
cardinal in 1879 did the peace he wanted become an everyday thing.
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Church and Society: The Laurence J. McGinley Lectures: 1988-2007.
By Avery Cardinal Dulles, S.J. New York: Fordham University
Press, 2008. Pp. 480. $39.95 (cloth). ISBN 978-0-8232-2862-1.



On 12 December 2008
Avery Cardinal Dulles, S. J., died, and thereby his long and fruitful life, one
tirelessly dedicated in service of Christ and his Church, was brought to its
earthly culmination. After a year of illness, his body finally yielded to a
recurrence of his old foe, polio. Providence, it seems, had permitted that his
last days be marked by suffering, an opportunity to grow in conformity to the
image of Christ crucified. As one of his countless students, I cannot possibly
read the thirty-eight lectures collected in this volume without a mixture of
gratitude for a theological life lived in full and sorrow that such a mighty
force for the cause of the gospel has departed the scene. Yet, it is not sadness
that is the most proper response for the passing of a theologian, but rather
reading what he has written. We honor Avery Dulles’s life by engaging his
thought and grappling with his legacy. This collection provides an excellent
opportunity to do just that. The essays span Dulles’s two decades as the
Laurence J. McGinley Professor of Religion and Society at Fordham University, a
post he held after his mandatory retirement from the Catholic University of
America in 1988 at the age of seventy. The diversity of themes—including the
death penalty, religious freedom, the population of hell, ecumenical and
interreligious dialogue, and evolution—testifies to the wide-ranging erudition
and boundless curiosity that characterizes the work of America’s greatest
Catholic intellectual.



Those familiar with
Dulles’s style will greet like an old friend the way in which he brings to each
theological conundrum a mastery of the history of theology, fidelity to the
Church’s magisterium, clarion judgment in assessing new trends, and a virtually
unique way of drawing conclusions without closing the question. New readers will
delight to discover a reliable guide for how to think theologically. They will
come to know that Dulles earns that trust because, first of all, he trusts the
Tradition through which God has elected to communicate himself. Moreover, Dulles
always does his homework, and, for that reason, those many distillations of
positions held by theologians past and present, as well as of official Church
teaching, can be accepted on the authority of a master craftsman.



Dulles’s gifts as a
theologian are on full display in each of these lectures, although some stand
out for particular mention. Of particular poignancy is Dulles’s decision to
respond to the atrocity of 9/11 with reflections on “Christ 
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Among the
Religions” and “When to Forgive.” In the first, Dulles bluntly
informs a New York audience with the dust of the fallen towers still in their
lungs that religious safety zones belong to the irretrievable past. “Like
it or not, most of us are destined to live in a religiously mixed society that
includes people of many faiths and of no faith at all” (361). Accordingly,
it is necessary that we think deeply and carefully about how religions ought to
relate to one another. In pure Dullesian fashion, we are offered four models for
consideration: coercion, convergence, pluralism, and tolerance. Ruling out the
first three on Catholic principles, he settles on tolerance as the most
adequate, but quickly insists we avoid the common fallacy of equating tolerance
with approval. “We tolerate things that we find less than acceptable”
(365). While the ambiguities of the term most likely account for its scarcity in
magisterial documents, Dulles maintains that toleration best coheres with
Vatican II’s teaching on non-Christian religions. The council affirms that the
religions can contain “seeds of the word” and “rays” of
truth as well as grave errors. Yet, even at their best, none of the religions
can substitute for the faith revealed in Christ Jesus. Because they may hinder
the salvation of their adherents, “the council’s attitude toward them is
one of qualified approval and toleration” (367). Dulles ends the lecture
with suggestions for tolerant coexistence, highlighting the value of dialogue to
overcome misunderstanding and preclude open hostility. He cautions, however,
that postconciliar experience teaches that dialogue is no “panacea”
and that the Church properly resists the worldly temptation to oppose commitment
to dialogue with upholding particular religious truth claims.



Equally pertinent to
the aftermath of 9/11 is Dulles’s investigation of the deceptively complex issue
of forgiveness—that is, when we should forgive, who should be forgiven, under
what set of circumstances, and how the act is related to the right demands of
justice. Defining forgiveness as “the renunciation both of resentment and
of claim to requital” (374), he wisely distinguishes kinds of resentment
and their moral significance. Thus, while the resentment expressed in a sudden
burst of anger when wronged is morally neutral, resentment as deliberate malice
is morally wrong, and resentment as moral indignation in the face of true evil
is a positive good. The cardinal does not himself draw the connection to the
ways in which his hearers reacted to the attacks, but the implication is clear
enough—initial anger was appropriate, malice sinful, moral judgment essential.
Forgiveness for Christians is not opposed to our ability to distinguish between
good and evil but presupposes it. Even the forgiven sinner must do penance.
Moreover, Jesus’ call for his followers to forgive their enemies cannot be
translated into public policy. Indeed, the state is positively obliged to punish
offenses against the common good and reserve clemency for exceptional cases. The
lecture concludes with a heartfelt appeal to the benefits of forgiveness between
individuals and even nations. Acknowledging the power of malice to yield malice,
authentic forgiveness alone has to the power to break the bloody cycle. A
powerful message spoken out of season.



Other articles stand
out simply because they are among the best short treatments of their subject
available. Although the following is not a complete 
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list, I alert the
reader to Dulles’s careful navigation of the difficult theological waters of the
“Historical Method and the Reality of Jesus(?),” “Can Philosophy
be Christian?”, “Justification Today,” “The Death Penalty: A
Right-to-Life Issue?”, “Religious Freedom: A Developing
Doctrine,” “How Real is the Real Presence?”, and “Who Can Be
Saved?” These lectures are clear enough to introduce the subject to the
novice and meaty enough to provide a running start for arguments among
specialists. That Dulles can manage both tasks is due to his long-standing
theological conviction that God has revealed himself symbolically, revealed
symbols which can be expressed in propositions yet inevitably overflow the
conceptual borders of any particular system. Accordingly, to grapple with a
great issue requires joining in on a two-thousand-year-old conversation studded
by sparkling intellects, a variety of historical and cultural dynamics, and
under the guidance of Scripture, Tradition, and the Church’s teaching authority.
It is Dulles’s great genius to draw his readers into that conversation by
revealing just how much we moderns need our ancestors, especially when we must
go beyond them.



No serious
consideration of Dulles’s long career can avoid the question of how his thought
has developed over time. It is common, let us not deny it, to claim that the
change was from left to right: the one-time champion of academic theology’s role
in realizing the promise of the Second Vatican Council became increasingly wary
of many contemporary theological trends and supportive of their magisterial
correction. Since these writings begin more than twenty-five years after the
close of the council, they provide ample material for considering Dulles’s
relationship to postconciliar theology. To be sure, one finds in these pages a
theologian thoroughly committed to the theology embodied in the texts of Vatican
II, even when it brings him into conflict with certain conservative trends. A
prime example is his vigorous defense of the reality of lay ecclesial ministry.
Dismissing all attempts to restrict the lay apostolate to the world and the term
“ministry” to the ordained, Dulles uses Scripture and official
teaching to argue that theology needs to catch up to where the Spirit has taken
the Church.



So, what if any
change in Dulles’s position can one detect in this material? A good place to
look is in two of the strongest pieces in the volume: “True and False
Reform in the Church” and “Benedict XVI: Interpreter of Vatican
II.” In the first, Dulles looks at two erroneous conceptions of reform
after the council. The first he calls “restorative reform,” the
attempt to “reactualize” a real or, more often, an imagined past. Such
an approach neglects the persistent human element in the Church that renders
every particular historical period in need of purification and development.
“Progressive reform,” on the other hand, fails more radically because
it includes the essential teachings of the faith as part of what needs to be
reformed. With particular force Dulles states: “I wish to make it clear
that anyone seeking to reform the Church must share the Church’s faith and
accept the essentials of her mission. The Church cannot take seriously the
reform advocated by those who deny that Christ was Son of God and Redeemer, who
assert that the Scriptures teach error, or who hold that the Church should 
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not require
orthodoxy on the part of her members. Proposals coming from a perspective alien
to Christian faith should be treated with the utmost suspicion if not dismissed
as unworthy of consideration”(404-5). Tough words, to be sure, but
necessary ones for discerning the nature of Dulles’s own development. They point
not to a change in theological position so much as the way he reads the signs of
the times in academic theology. Too many theologians after the council began to
take their cues from the secular culture rather than the great tradition, too
many approach the magisterium with dismissive distrust, and, most disastrously,
too many demonstrate a willingness to compromise revealed teachings. In stark
contrast, Dulles found in John Paul II an imaginative reception of the Second
Vatican Council capable of exciting young minds and yielding fruits for the new
evangelization. It should come as no surprise that this collection contains five
lectures dedicated to the thought of John Paul II.



Further data for
understanding the evolution of Dulles’s thought is found in his masterful
treatment of Benedict’s developing interpretation of the council. Ratzinger has
famously admitted that his initial analysis of the unfolding council was
“unduly dependent on Karl Rahner as a mentor” (480). It is difficult
not to wonder whether Dulles would now say the same thing about himself. Rahner
often appears in these essays, but rarely as the authority one finds in Dulles’s
earlier writings. Moreover, Dulles attends to the ways in which Ratzinger’s
interpretation of the council came to be influenced by a conviction that its
texts were being distorted by progressivist theologians. This would lead to an
insistence on a hermeneutic of continuity which stresses the interpretative
importance of past teaching. Likewise, Dulles is critical of those theologians
who take the texts of Vatican II as a springboard to the future rather than a
normative guide. Of special interest is Dulles’s description of Ratzinger’s
shift from being keenly appreciative of Protestant, specifically Lutheran,
concerns to a stance “more confessionally Catholic” (474). Dulles,
although he has never yet wavered in his ecumenical commitments, has become much
less sanguine on the immediate prospects of theological agreement. Perhaps the
greatest similarity between Dulles and the current pontiff is that each has
allowed the council’s stormy aftermath to strengthen the conviction that the
reformist impulse is legitimate only as if arises from and is nourished by the
living tradition of the Church. Like Benedict, Dulles has never viewed theology
as primarily a rational exercise, but rather as a craft nurtured within the
community of believers in all its varied dimensions (e.g., liturgical, mystical,
artistic, institutional, and intellectual). He, like the pope he served as
cardinal, was a man who longed to breathe in the rich air of the Church of
Christ. May all who read this book find like sustenance.
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[bookmark: secular]A Secular Age. By Charles Taylor.
Cambridge, Mass.: The Belknap Press, 2007. Pp. xii + 874. $39.95 (cloth). ISBN
978-0-674-02676-6.



Charles Taylor’s
most recent book is surely his magnum opus in every sense. He is a man
who has always written long (a 600-pager on Hegel in the 1970s; the
600-plus-page classic Sources of the Self in the 1990s), and here he
writes very long indeed, so long that reading the book in bed is uncomfortable.
As usual with Taylor, however, length does not mean a turgid waste of words: he
is stylistically more like Gibbon than Hegel, and it is not much of an
exaggeration to say that A Secular Age is a book difficult to abandon
once begun. It has a story-line (how did we get to our present secular
condition?), fascinating characters (Rousseau, Schiller, Weber, Péguy,
Hopkins), and a relaxed, urbane, sometimes chatty style, unafraid of the
sentence-fragments characteristic of the demotic oral, and capable, too, of
vivid coinages (“fragilization,” “excarnation”) and of
elegant summary formulations (“this hubristic rage to define,”
“the manichean rigidities of embattled orthodoxy”). One of the
greatest strengths of the book—and one which contributes greatly to its
readability and interest—is that Taylor engages with literature, prosaic and
poetic, as much as he does with philosophy and theology. There are conversations
with Baudelaire, Mallarmé, Camus, Rilke, Jeffers, and others; and Taylor’s
readings of these works show a finely developed literary sensibility working in
close harness with precise analytical and distinction-making skills.



The book has
diagnostic and prescriptive threads, each present at every stage of the argument
and often very closely woven together. The diagnostic, however, performed
usually in genealogical mode, is dominant; the prescriptive, while very much
present (and very Catholic in tone and substance), is given many fewer words,
and arrives at prominence only toward the end of the book. In spite of this, the
prescriptive is the book’s engine. Taylor can, he thinks, identify mistaken
responses to secularity and is happy to say what they are and what is wrong with
them. This also means that he has ideas about how secularity ought be responded
to, both by the non- or anti-religious, and by the religious, especially
Catholics, upon whom (being one himself) his interest is focused. These
recommendations, fueled as they seem to be by something approaching moral
indignation, are what make it important for him to perform the diagnosis. Only,
Taylor thinks, if we understand the etiology of our condition (it is not, for
him, exactly a disease) can we respond rightly to it. Hence the length and
detail of the genealogical diagnosis.



It is difficult to
avoid the impression that there is a fallacy lurking here somewhere, perhaps
that of misplaced historicism: it is not the case that a particular condition,
cultural or physiological, requires attention to etiology for understanding what
it is, or for recommending treatment. Genealogical understanding is only one
kind among others, and treatment doesn’t require it. But even if Taylor
overemphasizes the necessity of the kind of analysis productive of such
understanding, his performance of that analysis is nevertheless of a very high
order. He has read enormously, thought deeply, and 




  
  

  


page
666



cares to communicate
what he knows even to those, like me, who have read and thought much less than
he



Taylor wants
primarily to show his readers how the inheritors of Western (Latin)
Christianity—that is the “we” of the book, and it comprises the vast
majority of those who live now in Western Europe and North America, no matter
the extent of their ignorance of their heritage—have arrived at the secularity
which he takes to be our current condition. This secularity is not, however,
some settled set of attitudes or beliefs or institutional arrangements, whether
the retreat of religion in public life (what he calls secularity 1), or the
decline of religious belief and practice (secularity 2). It is, rather, the
current conditions for religious belief and practice (secularity 3), conditions
deeply effective no matter the particulars or extent of religious belief and
practice in any actual case. It is notorious that the variables that determine
secularities 1 and 2 are ordered differently in different places, even if
attention is restricted to Europe and North America. People in the United States
are much more likely to be religiously observant than those in the United
Kingdom or Italy; and religion has a distinctively different public place in
England, where there is an established church with a monarch at its head, than
in France, where there is a two-hundred-year history of laïcité. But for
people in all these places, whether the post-Catholic middle classes of Milan or
the whitebread Baptists of Waco, secularity 3 obtains, and shapes their
religious convictions and practices (or lack thereof). Religious belief/practice
and its absence or rejection (very different things, those) are placed upon the
same field, the field of secularity 3.



Mapping this terrain
is Taylor’s principal purpose, and the detail and subtlety of the map makes
effective summary of it in a short review very difficult. But at least this much
can be said. First, the cultural field is one in which there are known options:
the believer and the unbeliever, the observant and the nonobservant, are each
aware of the other in their many varieties, and this awareness gives shape to
whatever set of convictions and practices has been adopted. No set of such is
simply given, now. What is given is a field upon which there are many such.
Second, the self who has adopted (or refused) some particular religion has
become “buffered,” no longer in immediate contact with a cosmos in
which place and time are enchanted, rhythmically intertwined with a presence
that transcends them, and, therefore and thereby, turned recursively into itself
as a subject which can remake itself by discipline and which can understand and
manipulate the world by means of instrumental reason. The contrast here is with
a “porous” self which understands itself, dispositionally if not
occurrently, as continuous with and open to a cosmos (beautifully ordered, as
the word’s etymology suggests) which does not explain itself and therefore
cannot be finally explained by reason’s instrumental and analytical exercises.
Third, and closely related to the second, there is “excarnation,”
which is the transfer of life away from the body and into the head, so that
reason becomes the arbiter of what the body tells us—and that whether the body
is telling us something aesthetically (as when we hear music), or sexually (as
when we exchange physical intimacies), or religiously (as when we receive the
body of 
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Christ on the
tongue). All this leads to, or conjointly constitutes, the “immanent
frame” of secularity 3, and in occupying it—a matter about which we have
and can have no choice—we “stand in the Jamesian open space … where
the winds blow, where one can feel the pull … to stand here is to be at the
mid-point of the cross-pressures that define our culture.”



Taylor is not
claiming, it is important to see, that secularity 3 cannot be resisted, opposed,
withdrawn from, or otherwise called into question. Quite the reverse: the story
he tells is largely one of such resistance, whether by the romantic high priests
of the aesthetic (Wordsworth, Hölderlin), the fascist advocates of blood and
soil (Hitler, Franco), the socialist advocates of a new world order and the
concomitant restarting of history (Lenin, Stalin, Pol Pot), the radical
religiously motivated rejection of late modernity in all its aspects (bin
Laden), or the nostalgic identification of a past era, before secularity, in
which all was as it should be (the thirteenth, greatest of centuries, as some
Thomists might have it) and which we should seek once again to approximate.
Secularity 3 does, however, provide the field upon which those battles are
fought. Its most violent and thoroughgoing opponents are as shaped by it as
those who embrace it wholeheartedly. Consider as illustration (not one Taylor
uses) the difference between the medievalism of the pre-Raphaelite brotherhood
in nineteenth-century England and the convictions and practices of the
twelfth-century English. The former is a creature of secularity 3, even when it
seeks exactly to reject it. It chooses something formerly given.



Taylor’s analysis of
secularity 3’s antecedents and varieties is extraordinarily rich and nuanced,
very much more so than is suggested by the preceding brief summary. It seems a
bit churlish, then, to identify a missing element, and I do so only because of
surprise at its absence: I kept waiting for it to appear, being sure that it
would, wondering at its delayed entrance and then at its final effective
absence. I mean a depiction of the deep symbiosis between the economic
arrangements of the twenty-first century’s globalized and increasingly virtual
economy, on the one hand, and the excarnate buffered self occupying the
immanent, option-based frame of secularity 3, on the other. The invention of the
limited liability corporation (a legal quasi-person), with roots in the
seventeenth century and something approaching full development in the
nineteenth, together with the consequent development of the market as the
principal engine of social and political development (according to now
almost-standard analyses of politics and economics across the political
spectrum, we now occupy not nation-states but market-states) is surely among the
things to have contributed most profoundly to the sense that buffered selves
have of themselves as consumers, choosers, defined by the act of purchase and
consumption more than by anything else. This is of course perfectly compatible
with Taylor’s analysis; but its presence would have enriched it, and its
effective absence leaves aside something of central importance.



This lack sometimes
has real effects on the analysis, as when Taylor comments on what the
twenty-first century urban environment shows. It does not, he says, show the
replacement of Christianity by capitalism, the commercial spires 
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displacing those of
the cathedral. Rather, he says, the city is like a cacophony, a series of
special-interest temples to “fragmentary instrumental rationality.”
But perhaps that just is capitalism, considered in the economic sphere: the
cacophony is unified by the profit motive, and the fragmentation explained by
the rapid move from physical to virtual commodities. There is a flattening and
buffering here, certainly; and as contribution to the “sensed context”
(a nice phrase, several times repeated) in which the buffered selves of the
inhabitants of secularity 3 live and move and have their being, I find it
difficult to think of a more powerful and poignant example than the visits to
the shopping mall which punctuate and order the temporally flattened cycle of
late modernity. If there is a porosity to the late modern self, it is given by
what Thomas Frank has called the “conquest of cool”: the appropriation
of the language of authenticity (which Taylor treats beautifully) by the
advertising industry in the service of self-identification via the (commercial)
brand, and the construal of every other source of meaning in terms of that one.



In analyzing and
depicting secularity 3, Taylor is consistent in rejecting both nostalgia for a
time when it was not (the temptation of religious conservatives), and
evolutionary optimism for its further and fuller development (the temptation of
non- or anti-religious progressives). He wants to understand what secularity 3
is, first, and then to discriminate the responses to and uses of it which are
more likely to shed blood and cause suffering from those less likely to do so.
And it is here in this normatively prescriptive part of the enterprise that his
Catholicism comes to the fore. What concerns Taylor—what he wants to argue
against and to persuade his readers that they too should reject—is the
“code-fetishism” or “nomolatry” evident both in liberal
attitudes to secular law and in Christian identifications of a particular set of
codifiable norms to which all the orthodox must hew. Common to both these is the
thought that one size fits all: that there is a single model of human
flourishing whose lineaments can be captured by and prescribed in law. Also
common is the elevation of codified law over phronesis, or (what comes more
naturally to Catholic lips) the virtue of prudence. And common to both as
well—whether the Kantian dream of perpetual peace or the Catholic one of the
pure church to which everyone belongs—is the tendency to reach for the ideal
community by a violent act of purification, ideal-typically directed at the
exclusion and perhaps also the slaughter of the scapegoat. Taylor is quite
clear, and rightly so, that neither the easy secular identification of religion
as the principal source of scapegoating violence, nor the easy Christian
identification of the pagan and the heretic as the one who must be cast out so
that the church’s purity can be maintained, can be defended. What he wants is
something more and something deeper, not a general abstractly theoretical
answer, but rather “moves, always within a given context, whereby someone
renounces the right conferred by suffering, the right of the innocent to punish
the guilty, of the victim to purge the victimizer.”



This is surely
right, and when Taylor comes to look for instances of such “moves” at
the end of the book, he finds them without exception in Catholic figures—not
because he thinks them absent elsewhere, but because this is the 
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“given
context” from which he writes. He treats, as instances, Jacques Maritain in
his move from support of Action Française in the 1920s to his advocacy
of human rights and democracy after the Second World War; Ivan Illich, in his
critique of the church’s attempt to regulate and organize the “network of
agape” which is the true Christian life, and thus to corrupt Christianity
in the direction of re-establishing the distinction between the pure-elect and
the damned; Charles Péguy, in his critique of the degeneration of love into
habit, and of the organic into the logical, and his elevation over these of the
mystical and the love-joined communion of saints; and Gerard Manley Hopkins, in
his reconfiguration of the poetic so that words may exhibit with proper density
and intensity their participation in the created order. These, for Taylor, are
Catholic instances of those who have followed “new itineraries in Western
modernity.” From them, lessons about how to be Catholic within the
unavoidable frame of secularity 3 can be drawn. Common to all of them (except,
probably, Maritain) is deep disaffection with the church in its juridical and
institutional aspects, combined in every case (even, I think, in Illich’s) with
a refusal to reject orthodoxy because of this disaffection. It is revealing that
Taylor chooses such examples. For him, secularity 3’s frame means that being
Catholic cannot, without deep danger, be a matter of uncritical embrace of the
institutional form and of those who, along with oneself, belong to it. It must,
instead, be tensive and conflicted, constantly aware of the ecclesia semper
reformanda demand of the gospel, and of the need to check the tendency to
secularity 3 to make of religious faith a code-fetishistic act of violence
exactly because those who perform such an embrace are, whether they know it or
not, buffered and excarnate selves acting in a disenchanted world.



Taylor’s worries
about code-fetishism and nomolatry are well-taken and partly justified, no
doubt; and the diagnosis of secularity from which they issue is of an
unparalleled richness. This is not the place, even had I the competence, to
engage him critically; but it is perhaps worth emphasizing more than he does
that codes and their elaboration and the attempt to order one’s life around them
can themselves all be “moves” (or practices) aimed at deconstructing
the sense of oneself as worthy to judge the worth and/or purity of others and
therefore at acknowledging secularity 3’s reality and force while denying it
ultimacy; and that the Church hands on many practices, almost absent from
Taylor’s book, whose first and last aim is the deeper conformity of the
practitioner to Christ. I mean almsgiving, fasting, and above all else the
sacraments of Eucharist, penance, and anointing the sick. Perhaps these facts
might temper Taylor’s emphasis upon the need for a critical and tensive embrace
of the Church under the conditions of secularity 3, and suggest something more
like a rapturous self-giving to the embrace of the sponsa verbi even
under those same conditions.



Paul J. Griffiths 
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[bookmark: priest]The Catholic Priesthood and Women: A Guide to the Teaching of the
Church. By Sara
Butler, M.S.B.T. Chicago and Mundelein, Ill.: Hillenbrand Books. 2007.
Pp. 132. $23.00 (cloth). ISBN 978-1-59525-016-2.





In this short book, Sr. Sara Butler manages to set forth clearly the teaching of
the Church regarding the ordination of women to the priesthood, and to
concentrate attention on one of the most profound issues facing the Catholic
Church today, namely, the relation between historical analysis and the word of
God. After pointing in the Introduction to “the failure to notice the
difference between the fundamental reasons for the tradition and the theological
arguments offered to elucidate it” (xi), the first chapter of her book sets
forth the immediate historical and theological context for the statement in Pope
John Paul II’s apostolic letter Ordinatio sacerdotalis 4:






Wherefore, in
order that all doubt may be removed regarding a matter of great importance, a
matter which pertains to the Church’s divine constitution itself, in virtue of
my ministry of confirming the brethren (cf. Lk 22:32) I declare that the Church
has no authority whatsoever to confer priestly ordination on women and that this
judgment is to be definitively held by all the Church’s faithful.





Chapter 2
considers the development of understanding in regard to the reality of woman
that took place in the Church largely because of the ferment in society
regarding “women’s rights.” In the Church, it was Pius XII who began
to set forth personhood rather than motherhood as the foundation of these
rights. After tracing the continued development from John XXIII through Paul VI,
Vatican II, and John Paul II, Butler arrives at the revised Code of Canon Law of
1983 which most directly addressed the council’s teaching on the natural and
baptismal equality of all the faithful: “For the most part, the new roles
open to women after the Council are identical with the new roles open to
non-ordained men” (29) and this applies as well in marriage where “all
reasons of the ‘subjection’ of woman to man in marriage must be understood in
the sense of ‘mutual subjection’ of both ‘out of reverence for Christ’” (Mulieris
dignitatem
24). All of this can be understood as a development in understanding and in that
sense a development of doctrine.



Chapter 3 considers
three objections made in light of the just-mentioned development in the Church
and in society. The first, raised by liberal feminists, maintains that the
Church is unjust in denying women access to positions of leadership; the second,
held by Catholic feminists, is similar but it points to a faulty anthropology as
the basis for the discrimination; and the third, raised by Protestant
Christians, points to the radical equality given to all the baptized, and thus
the injustice of preventing women from an office that is based on baptism. The
answers to all three objections are courteous and complete. The principles
involved are, briefly: (1) No one has a right to priestly ordination. (2) Women
do have access to positions of leadership, as do nonordained men. (3) The 
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magisterium bases
itself on the fact of Jesus’ choice of men, a choice which as his
counter-cultural way of relating to women manifests, is not culturally
deter-mined. (4) A solemn declaration of the magisterium regards only the object
of the definition, not the theological process by which it is arrived at. (5)
Baptism gives everyone equal dignity and equal access to salvation, while
priestly ordination is another sacrament conferred on those who are called to a
particular role in the Church. These principles appear throughout the work and
are applied to various aspects of the question.



Chapter 4 develops
the Church’s fundamental reasons for this decision. These are to be
distinguished from the theological arguments in regard to the teaching which are
discussed in the following chapter. Butler points out that the intra-Catholic
discussion prior to Inter insigniores was divided in regard to the
foundational principles to be followed: is the teaching on ordination based on
Jesus’ choice recorded in the Scriptures and appealed to throughout the
tradition or is it that “the Church’s practice represents an unexamined way
of acting dictated by historical and cultural prejudices against women and
sustained by appeal to certain Pauline texts?” (58). The author, along with
most theologians and historians, has already acknowledged the “historical
and cultural prejudices” in the Church’s history, and has discussed them
and their ongoing rectification in chapter 2. Here, it is a question of the reasons
for the decision. Drawing on the rather infrequent occasions when this issue
arose in the history of the Church, this study first acknowledges that some of
the arguments were based on the prejudices already mentioned, but that the
principle consistently invoked was the action of Jesus himself. Most of the
discussion had to do with the practices of groups whose teaching was otherwise
also in conflict with the Catholic Church. Intimately connected with this
discussion was the contemporaneous development of an understanding of priestly
character whose existence is implied as early as St. Irenaeus. Perhaps Butler
could have treated this more at length. We thus see that the basic response of
tradition, which found a clear articulation in the work of St. Epiphanius
(fourth century), was twofold: the primary reason why only men can be ordained
derives from the decision of Jesus, and a secondary reason, added as an
illustration of this decision, is the fact that Mary herself was not selected to
be one of the twelve.



Having established
the consistency with which tradition set forth the reasons for the exclusive
ordination of men to the priesthood, chapter 5 considers the theological
arguments in favor of this tradition. These are considerations of the
fittingness (convenientia) of a fact or truth of the faith, a procedure
first employed by Hebrews 2:10 (eprepen). It is a mode of reasoning
that seeks to render the revealed reality more intelligible after having
accepted in faith the truth of what is revealed. This is a common mode of
procedure in Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae in which, for instance, his
first consideration of the incarnation is about the “fittingness” (convenientia)
of this mystery which he concludes is convenientissimum (STh
III, q. 1, a. 1, sc). 



Thus, after having
accepted in faith the truth about the apt subject of priestly ordination as this
had been passed on in tradition and is now authoritatively 
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taught by Ordinatio
sacerdotalis, Butler considers the fittingness of this truth in
order to make it more understandable. She proceeds by way of consideration of
the Church’s theological “arguments” which are based on the analogy of
faith (“the coherence of the truths of faith among themselves and within
the whole plan of Revelation” [CCC 114]). Briefly, Inter
insigniores presents three Christological arguments: (1) the priest acts in
persona Christi in certain sacramental functions; (2) The formula in
persona Christi implies that the priest himself is part of the sacramental
sign; and (3) because he is a sacramental sign of Christ who was and is a man,
it is fitting that the priest be a man. John Paul II further advances the
consideration of the fittingness of a male priesthood by developing the nuptial
dimension of the covenant. He does this by considering the “nuptial
mystery” implied by Scripture’s use of the image of matrimony in both
Testaments (Mulieris dignitatem) and then looking to the manner in
which the priest, as one configured to Christ, “faces” the Church, his
Bride (Pastores dabo vobis).



Chapter 6 considers
“More Objections to the Church’s Teaching.” Two of these are
objections to the fundamental reasons presented by the Church, and another five
are objections to the Church’s case for the fittingness of the traditional
practice. “In both cases, the critics privilege the findings of historical
scholarship over the witness of tradition, and their conclusions deviate from
the ‘settled doctrine’ of the Catholic Church” (93). This reflection aptly
sums up the central issue in much of the modern approach to Church teaching and
practice, which allows that these may continue to operate within specific fields
ruled by methods of their own, but that the final judgment on truth has been
withdrawn from their jurisdiction and removed to the general domain of historic
epistemic criteriology.



Though such a
procedure is hardly ever articulated in this manner, it is frequently operative
when the Church’s tradition is subject to historical analysis. On the contrary,
a very particular form of correlation in required in which the light of faith is
a discerning and healing factor that separates the truth of the new historical
information from the error that is admixed with it. In this way, by respecting
what is true in the new historical results and letting itself be modified by it,
revelation acquires a healing capacity to distinguish truth from falsehood and
thus to free the new understanding to play its full and legitimate role in the
development of doctrine. In this correlative process neither the tradition nor
the historical information is “foundational,” though they are not on
the same plane. It is the very nature of faith that it be the integrating factor
and that historical information be taken up into this level. Aquinas once
remarked to those who maintain that bringing philosophy and the human sciences
into revelation was like mixing water with wine, that the genuine process is
more truly described as changing water into wine. Regarding the question of the
ordination of women to the priesthood, the process has for the most part been
completed. What is needed now is a broader understanding of the place and roles
of women in the Church, as well as a deeper grasp on the nature of the priestly
character.
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The last chapter of
the book is a brief consideration of the position that the ordination of women
is an instance of the development of doctrine. Butler first lists the criteria
for judging whether or not a tradition belongs to the “verbum Dei
traditum” as outline by the Council of Trent: (1) it must have the
gospel as its source, (2) it must have been received by the Apostles from the
mouth of Christ or come to them by revelation, and (3) it must have been
preserved without interruption in the Catholic Church. She then goes on to
consider the criteria, outlined by Newman, by which a development may be judged
to be authentic. One of these is that it leads to a deeper synthesis of truths
already held. This is true, Butler points out, in regard to the increased
recognition of women’s rights and dignity, but it is not true of the ordination
of women. The conclusion, therefore, is that the restricting of priestly
ordination to men belongs to “the divine constitution of the Church” (Ordinatio
sacerdotalis 4). 



This fine book,
irenic, and thorough despite its length, ends with the following sentence:
“Closing off this possibility [of the ordination of women] has led the
Church to search for new ways to identify the ‘genius’ of women and a new
commitment to foster to foster the collaboration of men and women in the Church
and in society” (112). Such collaboration can only deepen the Church’s
resources and increase our capacity to preach the gospel.



Francis Martin 
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[bookmark: will]Weakness of the Will from Plato to the Present.
Edited by Tobias Hoffmann.
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2008, Pp. 344.
$59.95 (cloth). ISBN: 978-0-8132-1520-4.



As the title
indicates, the study moves thematically and historically from Plato to the
present day. It nicely complements an earlier publication, also edited by Tobias
Hoffmann (with Jörn Müller and Matthias Perkhams), The Problem of Weakness
of Will in Medieval Philosophy. It stands to this earlier edited volume as
larger concentric circles stand to a center point. The theme of weakness of the
will is approached from a variety of perspectives, in greater textual detail,
and with an enhanced connection to present-day concerns. The authors of this
volume do not try to fit their expertise into the narrowly construed focus of
Aristotelian incontinence. Rather, they write in dialogue with the central theme
of akrasia, offering a rich perspective on a problem that is clearly of
interest to contemporary philosophers.



Not all the essays
relate directly to the Aristotelian aspect of the weak will, that is, that
all-too-real human experience of acting counter to what one knows 
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to be the best
course of action. Some take up the biblical thread: the experience of St. Paul
and his reflection upon his own “divided self” of Romans 7 (“I do
not do what I want, but I do what I hate”). Drawing from both philosophical
and theological traditions, the essays focus alternately upon three themes:
first, akrasia (incontinence); second, ambivalent personal identity;
and third, moral education. Organized historically, the volume concludes with an
excellent reflection upon the contemporary philosophical question itself. In the
best tradition of philosophical reflection, the volume provides excellent
historical studies, contemporary analysis, a reflexive critique, and an
exceptionally thorough bibliography. It contains something for everyone: the
historian of philosophy, the ethicist, and the student of human character.



The first three
essays focus on antiquity, laying out the philosophical sources for the
discussion of weakness and the will. In “Weakness and Will in Plato’s Republic,”
Kenneth Dorter offers a reasonable solution to the apparent inconsistency found
in the dialogues and the Republic. Plato’s Protagoras, Laches,
Charmides, and Meno appear to deny altogether the possibility of
incontinence. This position is at odds with what Socrates says in book 4 of the Republic:
that, because of the tripartite soul, it is possible for one to know the good
and yet be too weak to master temptations. Dorter argues that there is no
discrepancy with the position in the Republic, once we recognize that
Socrates’ claim in book 4 is superseded by what he says in book 7: that wisdom,
once achieved, entails that knowledge which is invulnerable to weakness of will.



Terrence H. Irwin
also focuses on Plato’s Protagoras, upon how Aristotle reads Plato and
upon the relationship of Nicomachean Ethics 7 to Magna Moralia
on the issue of incontinence (akrasia). In “Aristotle Reads the Protagoras,”
he traces the development of Aristotle’s position as it relates to the
claim mentioned above: that knowledge is not dragged around by passion. Irwin’s
excellent study achieves a twofold goal. First, it explains the way in which
Aristotle’s reading of Socrates over time both helped him to understand the
possibility of incontinence and revealed his own acknowledgment of human
experience: that there can be a higher type of knowledge that is invulnerable to
the passions. Second, as a reading of Aristotle’s own reflection on the matter,
it helps the reader understand the relationship of the Ethics to the Magna
Moralia.



Lloyd P. Gerson’s
helpful “Plotinus on Weakness of the Will: The Neoplatonic Synthesis”
develops another theme traced in this volume: personal identity. For the
Neoplatonic approach, the entire question of akrasia reduces to the
question of identity, and ultimately of self-knowledge. In this, the
philosophical tradition of antiquity touches the early Christian reflection on
Romans 7. The discussion of this aspect of the theme opens the way for the
Christian philosopher-theologians.



Four essays focus on
the medieval Christian development of this topic. In “Body Double: St.
Augustine and the Sexualized Will,” James Wetzel claims that it is not
weakness of will but self-deception that characterizes Augustine’s understanding
of Romans 7. In this essay, he offers a novel interpretation of the conversion
moment in Confessions. He argues that Augustine’s own intellectual 
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journey in that text
is better understood from the perspective of the transition from a materialist
to a radically immaterialist conception of God, spiritual reality, and human
immortality. Book 8 of the Confessions involves not a call for more
will power, but an intellectual enlightenment about what it means to be human.



Denis J. Bradley’s
“Thomas Aquinas on Weakness in the Will” presents a close analysis of
the relationship of intellect and will that illustrates how Aquinas develops an
Aristotelian-based Christian understanding of human action counter to intention.
While concentrating on the Sententia Libri Ethicorum, Bradley notes
that, in Aquinas’s later works (like De Malo), he transposes the
discussion of akrasia to the plane of the will. He thereby complicates
and deepens, but does not repudiate the original Aristotelian explanation of
incontinence.



In “Henry of
Ghent’s Voluntarist Account of Weakness of Will,” Tobias Hoffmann
identifies Henry as the first real voluntarist, seeing in the will the cause for
its own shortcomings. The aim of this very helpful essay is to bring to light
Henry’s internal logic as he deals with issues of choice against reason,
incontinence, and the role of virtue in a post-1277 context. Henry holds,
foundationally, that to reject the possibility of choice against reason is to
deny free will. Following this, he shows how free choice is involved in
incontinence and how the passions corrupt reason by way of a disordered will.
Finally, the central role of virtue appears as the only way to strengthen the
will against further calamity.



In a very
interesting essay, Giuseppe Mazzotta turns our attention to Dante, an author not
often treated in such a volume. His “Dante: Healing the Wounded Will”
stresses the role of moral education, presenting an argument for poetry and its
ability to heal the will. Using texts from the Vita Nuova and Divine
Comedy, Mazzota documents how Dante sees the importance of all art to
transform the will by offering truer perceptions of the moral order. Here again,
the theme of the divided self emerges early in the Inferno; the journey
from Hell to Heaven involves the personal transformation from a divided to an
integrated self.



Two essays focus on
early Modern thinkers. Both illustrate the extent to which Aristotle’s primacy
has been eclipsed. In “Montaigne’s Marvelous Weakness,” Ann Hartle
claims that, despite his use of traditional categories and language, Montaigne
introduces a new moral possibility and a new standard of moral perfection.
Virtue is not inclination, but rather involves the struggle and difficulty of
mastering passions/appetites. Montaigne’s model involves
innocence/goodness/integrity rather than the Aristotelian model of moral
weakness/moral strength/moral virtue. Moral weakness appears as innocence,
rather than moral failure. The essay concludes with a helpful summary of how
this vision corrects classic virtue with a Christian approach, opening toward
the theological virtues. Missing, however, is any reference to Stoic authorities
who might have played an influential role in Montaigne’s understanding of moral
development and character.



In “Descartes’s
Feeble Spirits,” John C. McCarthy notes that there is no evidence that
Descartes ever took akrasia seriously (185). In the Discourse on 
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Method,
weak or feeble spirits serve as a foil for the Cartesian philosopher; they never
rise to the level of incontinence. Weak spirits err insofar as they require more
certainty than the subject allows. However, in the Passions of the Soul
a more genuine problem emerges: what does it mean to judge or act against the
will when clear, distinct knowledge is unavailable? Because the passions make an
unreliable claim to truth, to be weak in spirit is to be a weak soul. The soul’s
proper weapons involve resolve, and the closest approximation to the experience
of akrasia appears in the battle between the will and the passions.



Like Descartes, Kant
never gave akrasia a thorough treatment. Thomas E. Hill, Jr. in
“Kant on Weakness of Will,” offers an overall explanation of Kant’s
moral theory, showing where the concept of a weak will would fit. Once he has
rejected earlier historical approaches and reacted against his predecessors
Hobbes and Hume, Kant defends the will as an active power of the mind, not an
inner desire or event. To this extent, the phenomenon of the weak will does not
fall within the same set of contours as it did for earlier thinkers.
Nevertheless, weakness of will does reveal itself in a twofold manner: either as
too vague to accomplish what it desires or as half-hearted in its attempt to
achieve what it intends. In each case, the weak will is not a will overpowered
by passion; it is a will that fails to achieve its end.



Nietzsche locates
the weak will in the question of identity: the weak willed person has no
authentic self at all. Rationality is of no use here. Indeed, reason can be
identified as the culprit. Tracy B. Strong’s “Nietzsche, the Will to Power
and the Weak Will” illustrates the radical transformation of attitude
toward the weak will in modernity. The weak-willed person is too rational,
according to Nietzsche, and chooses “ought” over “must,”
giving in to conventional morality rather than expressing an inner, dynamic
self.



Alfred R. Mele’s
“A Libertarian View of Akratic Action” brings the topic into the
present. Mele engages in an exercise that considers the question from an
“event causal libertarian” approach (rejecting both noncausal and
agent causal variants for the purposes of his study). Akratic action is
defined as action counter to conscious belief and the question for the
libertarian approach is: “can such actions be free?” The exercise ends
with a broadening of the frame to include the agent’s past, and suggests that
issues of character have to be taken into account for an appropriate solution to
the question.



Alasdair MacIntyre’s
excellent concluding essay, “Conflicts of Desire,” raises questions
about the assumptions that have grounded the development of this philosophical
issue: actions according to character need no explanation; only those out of
character do. We are naturally conflicted, yet the “normal self with
occasional lapses” appears today as a socially important fiction. Should we
be focused on weakness of will or on the strength of our desires? MacIntyre
rejects the notion of character that informs the current discussion and hold
that “sometimes rationality requires that we live on the edge of practical
and theoretical inconsistency” (284). At the close of the volume, such an
essay moves the entire study from an historical tracing of ideas about weakness
of will to a more engaging critique of the foundations for contemporary moral
discussion.
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This is an important
volume that expands our understanding of Western philosophers and their
relationship to the Aristotelian and Christian traditions. Of particular
historical interest are those essays that take a creative approach to familiar
figures (Plato, Augustine, Plotinus, and Descartes), those that offer new
critical insights into key thinkers (Aristotle, Henry of Ghent, Montaigne) and
those whose discussion enhances the topic under consideration (Dante, Aquinas,
Kant, and Nietzsche).



The two final
essays, both offering contemporary perspectives, are certainly welcome
contributions; they move the volume beyond the trajectory of a purely historical
study. The volume would have been even more interesting had there been essays
representing Eastern, Jewish, or Islamic philosophical approaches to this aspect
of human experience. And, while the volume itself may not exhaust the subject in
the sense that it offers any type of solution to the phenomenon of the weak will
(as MacIntyre argues, there may not be one), it does expand and enhance our
understanding of and appreciation for individual philosophers and for the rich
legacy of reflection on a topic of enduring interest.



Mary Beth Ingham, C.S.J. 
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The Lamb of God. By Sergius Bulgakov. Translated
by Boris Jakim. Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008. Pp. 472. $34.00 (paper). ISBN 978-0-8028-2779-1.



This translation of Agnets
Bozhyi, first published in 1933, is the first volume of the “great
trilogy,” On the Divine Humanity (the second volume deals with the
Holy Spirit and the third with the Church and the Last Things). It contains
Bulgakov’s Christology, and so is essential to understanding the controversy
over his sophiological reconstruction of Christian doctrine. After the long
triumph of the neo-patristic movement spearheaded by Georges Florovsky,
moreover, it is essential for understanding today’s renewed current of
sophiological theology in Orthodox circles and beyond. In the life of the
spirit, after all, resurrection always follows death.



The book is
introduced by a long (ninety pages) historical essay on patristic and conciliar
Christology, from Apollinarius of Laodicea to Constantinople III. There follow
five chapters, the first on the divine Sophia, the second on creaturely sophia,
the third on the constitution of Christ, the fourth on the kenosis of Christ,
and the last on the work of Christ. (I will return to the introduction.) The
first chapter is perforce Trinitarian, and declares the relation of the
uncreated Sophia to the divine persons. The divine Sophia is God as 
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manifested to
himself; it is the content of the life of God, and contains the intelligibility
of the All, united in a One—it is the All-Unity. What Bulgakov is reacting to
and trying to correct is an abstract view of the essence of God, a view in which
there are only “attributes” of God, a view in virtue of which the
persons will be thought to act capriciously according to some Enlightenment
notion of freedom. It is in this chapter that we find some of the formulations
that caused V. Lossky to accuse Bulgakov of confusing the persons and the
nature. God, for Bulgakov, is “one tri-hypostatic Person.” This sounds
bad, until we realize that “person” here means subjectivity, and that
Bulgakov is saying there is one tri-hypostatic consciousness or subjectivity in
God. It is also in this chapter that the relations of the person are conceived
very much in the terms of the economy. Thus, the procession of the Son is the
self-emptying or kenosis of the Father. There is an inner-Trinitarian sacrifice
already before the foundation of the world. Those who have read Balthasar will
have already made up their minds about the virtues and vices of proceeding in
this way, but it is helpful to see it developed in another theology of
comparable ambition and scope.



It is not until the
second chapter that Bulgakov begins to realize the systematic potential of his
sophiology. Creaturely sophia is the expression of the divine Sophia; the world
is the expression of the interior content of the life of God, in which the
All-Unity becomes multiplied into the many creatures and their manifold
relations to one another. Among these creatures, preeminently, is man, the
microcosm of the world and therefore especially to be counted as the created
image of the divine Sophia. Bulgakov is saving the created order from being
thought of as an arbitrary result of a nominalistically understood divine power.
No, to recall Augustine, things are made in order and number and weight. God
does not choose natures, tailor them and construct them at will so much
as render a part of his own eternal intelligibility temporal and really distinct
from himself. This makes one cause with the Christian neo-Platonism of Augustine
and Aquinas. Wisdom, so to speak, is prior to power. This is important today in
vindicating the nonviolent metaphysics of Christianity over against the various
contemporary materialisms of anguish and despair.



Also in this
chapter, however, we glimpse the tightness and comprehen-siveness of Bulgakov’s
systematic ambitions. First, God must create; although God is beyond the
opposition of freedom and necessity, still, it cannot be that he does not
create, and that he does not aspire to a love that is love of what is other, and
that he does not love what he creates as he loves himself. This is to say,
therefore and second, that he must deify the creation. Third, given sin, God
must redeem us in order thence to deify his creation. Fourth, God must become
man, even independently of our need for redemption. From the anthropological
side, man aspires by his nature to deification and Christology is the supreme
form of anthropology. Last, God takes responsibility for fragile and weak
humanity, for the Fall and for sin in general, since these are
“consequences” of the creation of the world. 



But now for the
Christology proper. We turn first to the introductory historical essay, which
helps us not only to focus Bulgakov’s Christological 
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intention but to
anticipate how he will fulfill it. As to the fulfillment, his appreciation of
Apollinarius and sympathy for Nestorius prepare us for a Christology that will
recapitulate elements of both “Alexandria” and “Antioch.”
The intention itself is revealed in his judgment that the conciliar achievement
is strictly dogmatic but by no means theological. That is, Apollinarius’s
question, posing “the problem of the unity of the God-Man as composed of
two natures,” was answered dogmatically, which is to say negatively, but it
was never answered positively and theologically. Chalcedon leaves us only with
the four exclusions whereby the two natures of one and the same Christ are said
to subsist without change and without confusion, without division and without
separation. Positive Christology, on the contrary, consists for Bulgakov in
showing the suitabilities of the Incarnation: the fittingness of the relation of
human nature to the Logos that appropriates and hypostatizes it and the
ordination of the natures, divine and human, to one another. 



Chapter 3 enlists
the sophiology of the first two chapters to provide the positive statement of
these suitabilities within a Christology that is structurally Apollinarian. For
Bulgakov, the human being is composed of body, rational soul, and hypostatizing
spirit. Since the soul of man is itself already the seat of the
created-uncreated hypostastatizing human spirit, the Incarnation is
possible—which is to say that human nature is possibly the seat of the
absolutely uncreated hypostatizing Logos. Also, the Incarnation is seen to be conveniens
in that the Logos is to uncreated Sophia as a human hypostasis is to human
sophia. Human nature is therefore suited to the Logos and the Logos to human
nature. The Logos, moreover, can be said to be already in a certain way the
“divine man,” since the Logos is directly the hypostasis of Sophia (by
contrast to the other divine persons) and is therefore the divine person
suitable for Incarnation. It is because the Logos takes the place of the
human-divine-hypostatizing spirit that Bulgakov concludes that Christology is
the extreme form of anthropology: in Christ, “man for the first time
realizes the entire fullness of his essence.” Further, the natures of
Christ are suitable one to the other because of their common sophianicity (for
beautiful ideas let there be beautiful words). Sophia, as it were, mediates the
divine and human natures in Christ and is their common term in that man is the
microcosm of world, the world in which the Logos inscribes the creaturely
sophia, image of the divine Sophia. 



If chapter 3 is
Apollinarian in inspiration, chapter 4 is beholden to Bulgakov’s appreciation of
Nestorius, in that, again and again, the natures are spoken of as if they were
agents, as themselves principles of action and consciousness. Here Bulgakov
takes up the topics of the kenosis of the Logos, the communication of idioms,
and Christ’s theandric action and consciousness. Kenosis is read off not only
from Philippians 2 but is deduced from Chalcedon. Chalcedon forbids us to think
of the natures as changing, yet requires us to hold them inseparable. They can
be inseparable, however, only if there be some common measure between them.
There can be some common measure between them only if the glorious mode or state
of the divine nature is put aside. Once again, sophiology provides the key to
this lock: the divine nature is not changed, but its self-
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manifestation as
Sophia, its mode of glory, is laid aside. This seems to be a distinction between
what is manifested and its manifestation and therefore one need not rush to
judgment in defense of the divine simplicity, though, to be sure, some of
Bulgkov’s formulations make us think of a real distinction. Strictly, the
kenosis of the divine nature is a putting aside only of the divine glory. On the
other hand, kenosis is supposed to be an act not identical with the Incarnation
but in some way prior to it. 



The last chapter
takes up the work of Christ under the heads of Christ the Prophet, Priest, and
King. The sophianic character of the union of the natures makes of Christ the
universal man, and this plays a key role in how Bulgakov explains the universal
effect of Christ’s work under all three aspects. His reflections on the
universality of Christ as man are arresting and contain many flashes of
brilliance, as when Christ is presented as the one in whom all men are to
recognize themselves. Brilliant, too, is the appreciation of Mary and her
completion of the sophianizing of the human nature to be assumed by the Word, a
completion of a process begun in Zion and presided over by the Holy Spirit
throughout the course of the Old Testament. Stunning, too, is the apprehension
of the Transfiguration as a sort of ordination unto high priestly work of
Calvary, as is that of the buried body of Christ as the “absolute
relic.” Attention to the liturgy and the Eucharist in triangulating
doctrine is constant. 



Reading Bulgakov is
like reading Balthasar, in that there are many turns of phrase that one hopes
are metaphorical and not formal. This is so especially in the soteriology, as to
the suffering of God, the wrath of the Father, the punishment for sin that is
born by the Son. Calling sin a “consequence” of the act of creation
(see above) is also worrisome. As to Bulgakov’s Christology proper, readers may
have most trouble with his understanding of kenosis. Why does he understand it
as something that must happen, as it were, to the divine nature prior to the
assumption of the human nature? It is, I think, because his is a Christology
where the principle of the union is the natures, not the hypostasis,
notwithstanding the structural similarity of his thought to Apollinarius.
Evidence for this is to be found (1) in his dismissal of St. Cyril of Alexandria
as confused and incoherent, (2) his complete failure to reckon with
Constantinople II, and (3) his understanding of the communication of idioms as
meaning that divine things are said of the human nature (not the man)
and human things said of the divine nature (not the Son of God). In
addition to thinking about the position of St. Cyril, a reader will therefore
also want to ask whether the conciliar achievement is purely negative, whether
there is not indeed a positive contribution in the distinction of hypostasis and
nature of which Bulgakov, like so many in the twentieth century, did not take
sufficient advantage.



 



Guy Mansini, O.S.B. 
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Le mystère de l’être: L’itinéraire thomiste de Guérard des Lauriers.
Préface de Serge-Thomas Bonino,
O.P. By Louis-Marie de Blignières.
Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008. Pp. 454. 48 (paper). ISBN
987-2-7116-1965-8.



This book is the
first monograph on the thought of French Dominican Louis-Bertrand Guérard des
Lauriers (1898-1988). Although he vigorously took part in the philosophical and
theological debates of the 1950s and 1960s, his name has became almost
exclusively connected with the “Cassiciacum Thesis,” an idea he
developed in the 1970s which has come to be called Sedeprivationism. It is
therefore laudatory that author Louis-Marie de Blignières, founder and prior of
the Fraternity of St. Vincent Ferrer (France), has chosen to direct the reader
to the philosophical rigor and systematic insight with which Guérard des
Lauriers discusses a pivotal question in contemporary Thomistic metaphysics: the
discovery of the subject of metaphysics and the apprehension of being. (For a
recent contribution to this debate see R. McInerny’s Praeambula Fidei:
Thomism and the God of the Philosophers.) De Blignières’s study intends to
do three things. First, it gives an exposition of Guérard des Lauriers’s
thought which, in its mature form, is contained in a single dense and concise
manuscript. Second, it examines to what extent the “synthesis” of Guérard
des Lauriers is rooted in Aquinas’s works, whether explicitly, implicitly, or
virtually. For this reason the book offers three appendices (323-424) containing
a chronologically and thematically ordered list and French translation of all
the places in the corpus Thomisticum containing ratio entis, natura
entis, actus entis, and their variations. Third, it aims at a systematic
elaboration of Guérard des Lauriers’s thought with the help of the insights of
contemporary scholars, among whom the author mentions explicitly Tomas Tyn, Jan
Aertsen, Pierre-Ceslaus Courtès, and Leo Elders.



The central feature
of Guérard des Lauriers’s thought lies in his development of an approach
towards the ratio entis with respect to a threefold division of the
mind (mens). The main part of the book is therefore divided into two
parts: part 1 (43-135; chaps. 1-2) contains the psychological analysis and
metaphysical foundation of the threefold division of the mind while part 2
(139-315; chaps. 3-5) discusses in depth the three approaches towards the ratio
entis. Two of three functions of the human mind are well known and
correspond to what traditionally is indicated by the terms ratio and
intellectus. Guérard des Lauriers however finds in the intellectual life
of thinkers from various disciplines—here he mentions, among others, Maritain,
Einstein, Antoine de Saint-Exupéry, Poincaré, Bergson—a third component of
the mind which he calls “pneuma-tism.” This component manifests itself
in “the spontaneous inclination to ask ‘why’” (57) and is more
intimate than reason or intelligence for it orders the rhythm of the life of the
mind. Although it operates secretly for most, it exists in every human being and
reaches its summit in the genius, whether he is a poet, a scientist, or an
artist. At this point Guérard des Lauriers develops a psychological analysis of
the stages of the act of discovery, particularly within 
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mathematics, which
enables him to list the following features of “pneumatic knowledge”: a
“negative choice” which directs the mind away from insignificant
hypotheses, a “special esthetic sensibility” for perceiving harmony,
and “positive intuition” or intuitive anticipation of the known object
which shows the hidden leitmotiv: the connaturality of the mind with being.



Chapter 2 examines
the roots of this pneumatic knowledge within the nature of the mind. The central
theme here is the communicability of being (mens capax entis). Guérard
des Lauriers proposes, next to the real actualization of this communicability
which is the object of Thomistic epistemology, a “virtual
actualization” which anticipates the direct apprehension of the proper
object of human knowledge. While through direct apprehension the mind is
entirely centered on the object and apprehends the form of things, the
“pneumatic” or confused apprehension is a reaction by the subject to
the presence of the object and apprehends the “form of the intellect.”
The confused apprehension “expresses and includes partially an activity of
the mind which is not yet measured by the object” (105). De Blignières
illustrates this reasoning with testimonies regarding the nature of artistic and
scientific discoveries. According to Guérard des Lauriers, the activity of
discovery, as manifested by the case of induction, shows that there is an
ontological “plus” in the formulation of the hypothesis compared to
the initial facts. He compares this active element of induction with an
aesthetic sensibility, on the grounds that both point to a harmony between mind
and being. At this point De Blignières develops Guérard des Lauriers’s
argument with respect to the beautiful as “an antenna of being” (107).
With respect to this much-debated aspect of Thomistic metaphysics, De Blignières
argues that beauty is neither reducible to truth or goodness nor a mixture of
both, but rather is ens ut communicans (123), that is, “the
splendor of the act which communicates itself to the thing according to the
measure of the intelligibility of the form” (125). These pages contain an
intriguing development and correction of Aertsen’s argument on the place of
beauty and its order within the transcendentals.



Chapter 3—the
beginning of the second part—introduces the reader to the central subject of
the book: the threefold approach toward the ratio entis. Guérard des
Lauriers’s intention is nothing less than to coordinate the three types of
approaches in twentieth-century Thomism: “the rational approach of
classical Thomism (analogy), the noetical approach which Maritain has started
anew and the pneumatic approach (Geiger, Gilson) which is characterized by the
importance attached to the judgment of separation and to participation”
(142). By way of introduction to the rich content of these three chapters, we
can use the spatial and musical metaphors by which the author throughout the
book describes these three approaches. The rational approach, which starts from
our “primordial contact” (147-52) with being and discovers the
analogical nature of being, follows the movement of a straight line. “The
analogy is the staff on which beings play the universal symphony of being and
the key is the first contact with being” (140). The noetic approach
resembles a composed, spiral movement and discovers through resolution the theme
of the symphony: esse is 
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separable from being
but in virtue of the same mode according to which esse is immanent in
being. The pneumatic or sapiential approach starts from this “mysterious
mixture of transcendence and immanence” (261) and follows a circular
movement, uncovering the score of the symphony which has two movements: ens,
by way of esse, shows its Source, and God shows the being of beings. 



Acknowledging with
Aquinas (In Boeth. de Trin., q. 6, a. 2, ad 5) that in metaphysics
images are only useful as starting points (263), De Blignières analyzes in
chapter 3 (143-208) Guérard des Lauriers’s three stages of the rational
approach: formation of the first concepts of being, predicamental modes of
being, and internal differentiation of being on the basis of the relations
act-potency and one-many. This leads to the conclusion that in the unique case
of esse, the two types of analogy mutually imply each other (207). One
of the particular merits of De Blignières’s exposition is the combination of
these three stages with the derivation of the transcendentals, thereby
integrating the approaches of Aertsen and John Wippel.



Chapter 4 (209-68)
is entirely devoted to the vexed question of the starting point of metaphysics.
Guérard des Lauriers argues for the textual and systematic limits of both the
traditional approach (third degree of abstraction) and the twentieth-century
approach exemplified by Geiger (judgment of separation) and proposes as a middle
way the inseparability of the judicative and quidditative approaches. Although
this proposal contains similarities to the works of such authors as Maritain,
Wippel, and Elders, as De Blignières notes, the novelty of Guérard des
Lauriers lies in his extensive argument regarding the way these two approaches
can be combined. In these speculative pages (248-68), the reader will profit
greatly from the extensive citations of Guérard des Lauriers’s unedited
manuscript.



Chapter 5 (269-317)
applies the results of chapters 3 and 4 to the question of the ratio entis,
both with respect to the distinction between essence and esse and with
respect to the relation between participation and causality. Guérard des
Lauriers defends the position that both the distinction between essence and esse
and the participated nature of being on the vertical level presuppose the
existence of God in order to be rigorously demonstrated. The sapiential approach
takes the way of causality, relying on the distinction between the per se
and the per aliud, which is at the heart of each of the five ways. The
question as to the why of the ratio entis receives an answer in the
observation that a being is not per se according to its esse
(291). This leaves open the question as to how the ens per se is
reached by the demonstration of God’s existence. For we know that “God
is” is true without knowing the being of God itself. It is here that Guérard
des Lauriers points to the importance of ens ut verum as a relation in
order to throw light on the relation between effect and cause. Finally, the
analysis of created being benefits from the recognition that created being
depends on God, not only in terms of participation (301-8)—a point also
stressed by Elders, Tyn, and Wippel, among others—but also in terms of the
three components of being (ens). For according to Guérard des Lauriers
even 
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Thomists have too
often neglected the supposit or individual subject as the third element, next to
esse and essence. Particularly interesting is Guérard des Lauriers’s
argument that whatever belongs in God ad rationem vel subsistentis, vel
essentiae, vel ipsius esse (ScG IV, cc. 11, 13) reflects itself in
a participated way in the distinction between supposit, essence, and the act of
being in created beings (308-15).



I hope to have given
the reader a glimpse of this complex but intriguing and engaging study which
makes a forceful case for a return of a classical metaphysics within (French)
Thomism. Father de Blignières deserves our gratitude for recovering, through
the lens of Fr. Guérard des Lauriers, an important part of twentieth-century
Thomism. Equally impressive is his knowledge of a large number of contemporary
Thomists (of which I have mentioned only a few) which enables him successfully
to show the ability of Guérard des Lauriers’s thought to integrate these newer
perspectives.



 



Jörgen Vijgen 
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Dante’s Hermeneutics of Salvation: Passages to Freedom in the
“Divine Comedy.” By Christine O’Connell Baur. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2007. Pp. 327. $55.00 (cloth). ISBN
978-0-8020-9206-9.



A decade ago, in Dante’s
Interpretive Journey (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), William
Franke observed, “Professional Dante criticism sometimes has a tendency to
avoid or bracket the unanswerable, ultimate, philosophical, and theological
questions that are nevertheless cause for perennial wonderment on the part of
the readers of the poem… . That the project of the Commedia is to
reveal theological truth may be said to be fairly widely accepted even among
specialists… . Nevertheless, we as critics are content on the whole to leave
Dante’s theological affirmations opaque, treating them as natural enough for
someone of Dante’s time and temperament, but not seriously allowing that they
could have any claim upon us in reading his poem today” (181-83). Franke is
pointing to a paradox of contemporary Dante reception: the Comedy has
ever more readers, ever fewer of whom are equipped to make any sense of, much
less accept, the profound medieval and Catholic understanding of man and the
world, and the claims to prophetic truth or revelation, that form the very
motivation and substance of the poem. If we ignore all that—philosophy,
theology, God, Catholic belief and morality, afterlife, providential view of
history, salvation and damnation, the call to conversion—aren’t we missing the
whole point of the poem, its challenge to us?
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Those who seek to
engage the Comedy‘s challenge, its moral-existential claim on the
reader, can either try to make Dante’s philosophical-theological understanding
live again and matter for the modern reader (including Catholics), or else they
can attempt to translate that challenge into terms more familiar or palatable to
our own time, in particular into the language of psychology or of movements in
contemporary philosophy. In The Metaphysics of Dante’s Comedy (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005), I pursued the first path; in Dante’s
Interpretive Journey, William Franke pursued the second. Franke read the Comedy
through the lens of the existential-ontological hermeneutic philosophy of
Heidegger and Gadamer, to see how the text and the philosophy could illuminate
each other.



A decade later,
Christine Baur’s book takes up precisely the same project. The essential
principles, and the outlines of much of the analysis, were already laid out by
Franke, a fact that Baur, despite her frequent citations from Franke, perhaps
does not sufficiently acknowledge. Franke’s book is philosophically more
penetrating than Baur’s, and it analyzes the hermeneutic philosophical method in
relation to the Comedy with greater objectivity and critical
sophistication. But Baur develops the outline of Franke’s analysis in much
greater (sometimes repetitive) detail, and extends it to passages and questions
not treated by Franke. Her book is carefully structured, with an almost
Scholastic articulation of argument, and her analysis is lucid, precise,
exhaustive, and often strikingly perceptive.



Baur begins by
arguing “that Dante belongs to a hermeneutic tradition, extending (at
least) from Augustine to Hans-Georg Gadamer” (16), for which the subject
and object of knowledge are constituted together in the act of interpretation.
In this tradition, language, as the mediator of beings and Being, “is
the means to God,” salvation is a matter “of learning how to
interpret, how to read” (22). “Narrative for Augustine and Dante
symbolizes a kind of interpretive journeying through space and time,
recapitulating the events of one’s life in order to disclose their meaning as
part of a larger whole” (ibid.). Meaning, says Baur, is always meaning for
someone in time and history, as for the pilgrim of the poem and his counterpart
the reader. Baur reminds us that Dante did not need to introduce into his
narrative the distinction between the pilgrim undergoing the journey and the
poet who is now struggling to recall it and recount it: he could have presented
the journey as a poetic fiction, or else have recounted it in the present tense.
Dante introduces the duality between pilgrim and poet because “the very
meaning of his vision in the afterlife is bound up with the process by which
such a vision is achieved and articulated” (26). Narrative is therefore not
a problem to be overcome in representing conversion and salvation; it is an
enactment of the solution (29).



Baur’s argument is
that Dante is not attempting (and failing) to “represent something ‘in
itself’”; rather, he is recounting the evolution of his own
self-interpretation, which is simultaneously “an interpretation of the
world within which he finds himself” (33). The pilgrim’s journey through
the three realms of the afterlife charts the evolution of his understanding of
himself and the world. 




  
  

  


Page
686



To be in hell, says
Baur, is to be unable to see any possibility within oneself to be other than one
is. It is to experience oneself as not free, as determined by external forces,
seeing only the literal present reality, with no sense of how one’s
interpretation of the world partly constitutes what the world is. It is, in
short, to live without hope. (Baur makes the incisive point that the inscription
on the gate of hell [Inferno 3.9] means not only “Give up hope
when you enter here” but also implies that one enters by giving up hope.)
To enter purgatory, Baur continues, is to discover one’s own freedom, to believe
oneself to be free to determine (interpret) oneself and the world, to enact
possibilities implicit in one’s being. To enter paradise is to experience
oneself as fully free in the love of God, to interpret the world as salvific,
“as saving Word” (38), to be “able to read (not write) God’s
book” (39). The Comedy seeks not simply to describe this journey,
but rather to re-enact it, inviting “each reader to re-enact it for
himself” (ibid.). From a literary point of view, Baur’s analyses of the
episodes of Francesca, Ulysses, and the Medusa as infernal failures of
self-intepretation are rather sketchy, but still persuasive. (The figure of
Ugolino would actually serve as the paradigm case for her argument.)



Another key point
for Baur is that freedom is not freedom from the limited historical
reality of a finite being, but freedom within that reality. Baur
argues—it is a stimulating claim—that because for Dante (as for Heidegger)
Being or the absolute is not an object, and thus not a something external to
oneself, there is no God’s-eye perspective: “Dante claims to give an
account of the infinite never from the perspective of the infinite, but only
from his own, finite perspective” (57). His account of the vision of God is
an account of himself seeing God. Hence again the necessary duality of pilgrim
and poet: “the poet is the pilgrim who has become known to himself
through the narrative” (61).



Baur’s controlling
idea, which runs as a theme through the book, is that reading, or interpretation
of self and world, fails in two opposing ways: it can be (1) “heretical,
overly active” or (2) “literal, entirely passive” (68). Both are
attempts to “eradicate temporality” (ibid.), the first by seeking to
transcend time, place, and perspective, seeing the text as universally
meaningful apart from all context, the second by seeking to recover the text as
an historical object without direct relevance to the present moment, to re-enter
the text’s context and become one with it. Drawing on the tradition of Dante
criticism, Baur terms the first tendency “Romantic” and the second
“historicist” (represented by Singleton). Baur shows that the poem
itself teaches us to read: Dante’s Statius, in his Christian context,
reinterprets the text of Virgil, applying it to himself, to discover a possible
Christian salvific meaning in the text that it did not have for Virgil. Baur’s
point is that this is clearly not a historicist reading, in which, according to
Gadamer, “we have given up the claim to find in the past any truth that is
valid and intelligible for ourselves” (94). But Paolo and Francesca,
reading the Lancelot romance, “failed to recognize that the text even had a
context apart from their own reading of it”: they have no sense of how
their situation differs from that of the romance, they miss the cautionary moral
point of the story, stop reading (interpreting), and “simply assimilate the
text to fit their own interests” 
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(89). This is overly
active, Romantic reading. Proper reading, says Baur, is instead a process of
conversion, a continuing “free and resolute appropriation of one’s past
with respect to a future possibility that one projects for oneself” (104).
It is a dialectic between reader and text, self-interpreter and world, past and
present, parts and whole.



The second half of
the book is less focused. It recapitulates the first half, applying its ideas
first to an analysis of the art on the terrace of pride (Purgatorio
10-12), in which interpretation (conversion) is seen as a dialectic between
pride and humility. Here the argument becomes slightly muddled: from a
Heideggerian stance, the posited finite self aspires and moves through knowledge
of itself in the world towards authenticity and an apprehension of the being of
its being (“one must assert oneself [one must risk pride] in order to reach
one’s very telos” [150]). From a medieval stance, things look very
different: it is precisely through the surrender of self that Being can become
conscious of itself in us: only God can know God. The aspiration to know God is
not pride; pride is to seek to know/be God without sacrificing oneself, which is
the root of freedom. It is true, however, that such self-sacrifice, which is
perhaps not the same as Dasein‘s openness to “futural
possibilities” (102), is anything but passive.



The argument
concludes with an exhaustive review and analysis of the question of why Dante’s
Virgil is damned. Baur’s answer is that Virgil—our alter-image when we begin
reading—embodies the unevolving infernal hermeneutics that the pilgrim leaves
behind. To understand why Virgil is in hell is a test of the reader’s own
“leap of faith” through reading: whether he has accompanied the
pilgrim in his conversion to a “paradisal hermeneutic horizon” (241),
committed himself “to the belief that we are free” (242).



This book certainly
demonstrates the fecundity of the hermeneutic approach in showing “what
Dante has to say to the reader of today” while allowing Dante “to
remain medieval” (100), especially in recovering a sense for the Comedy‘s
truth claims as a claim on the reader-interpreter (the site for the disclosure
of Being), in preserving the idea that “all understanding involves
self-transcendence” (4), in accounting for the centrality of the concept of
freedom in the Comedy, and in understanding narrative recapitulation as
intrinsic to enacting conversion, all while simultaneously showing that
Heidegger can be understood to elevate “the interpretive to the
ontological,” so that it becomes “genuinely illuminative/disclosive of
Being” (5). The last chapter, however, also shows the limitations that
perhaps Dante reveals in the hermeneutic approach, at least in the form that
approach takes in this book. The result of the reader’s participation in Dante’s
re-enactment or recapitulation of his conversion in narrative is that the reader
should now engage in “paradisal hermeneutics” (173). What this means
is not clear, but it involves the following: “one’s world … and one’s
self should be more meaningful than before” 176); the reader’s
“interpretive horizon is now a disclosure made through faith, hope, and
love” (174); “we will see our own finite freedom for possibilities
mirrored back to us in the infinite face of God” (242); “the
unchanging truth that underlies all appearances … will be disclosed”
(176). The problem, Baur notes, is how does 
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one know if one’s
hermeneutics are now paradisal? “Evaluating whether or not this is
happening is an existential task that each reader must perform on his own”
(ibid.). If, as the author suggests, “Our reading of texts should aim at
achieving the same insight or the same vision claimed by the authors of those
texts” (4), these sentences perhaps indicate how far we are from that goal.
We seem to have domesticated the transcendent, lost the hope Dante aims to
communicate, reduced the stakes and made them nearly unintelligible. As I have
noted, in Dante’s world, “the unchanging truth that underlies all
appearances” is the subject of all experience; if one has
experienced that, the question of whether one (or who) has experienced it cannot
even arise (which is precisely the ambiguity the Comedy creates around
the vision of God in Paradiso 33). Dante’s challenge and that of the
Cross (rarely mentioned in this book)—as well as their hope—seem considerably
more radical, and ultimately much simpler: Be willing to be nothing. Only
nothing can be everything. But perhaps that is hermeneutics in a nutshell.
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  THE THIRTEENTH-CENTURY flowering of Christological devotion, the roots of
  which extend back through the twelfth-century theological renewal(1)
  and into the rich monastic culture of the late eleventh century, is oft-noted.(2)
  This trend ripened into fruit as diverse as Francis of Assisi’s Jesus-centered
  piety,(3) Thomas Aquinas’s Scholastic analysis
  of the whole of Christ’s earthly life,(4) and
  Mechthild of Magdeburg’s erotically
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  mystical encounters with Christ
  crucified.(5) One aspect of Christ’s humanity
  that attracted both devotional piety and theological scrutiny was the nature
  of his soul, prompting questions regarding the “movements” or passiones
  of Jesus’ psyche.(6) Medieval thinkers began to
  speculate on Christ’s affectivity or the passibility of Christ’s soul, his
  ability to experience such emotions as fear, joy, sadness, and anger.(7)
  To be sure, interest in Christ’s affectivity was not a medieval innovation.
  Earlier writers, including Hilary,(8) Ambrose,
  Jerome, Augustine, and John of Damascus,(9) had
  proffered various (and variously influential) opinions on the matter. But
  scholars have noted a certain reserve toward Christ’s 
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  emotions among patristic
  theologians.(10) By contrast, many medievals
  pursued the matter with vigor.(11)

  This study sheds light on one
  particularly influential figure in this regard, the early thirteenth-century
  Scholastic theologian and late-in-life Franciscan, Alexander of Hales
  (1180/85-1245).(12) 
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  Alexander’s general importance in
  the development of Scholastic theology from the uncertain haze of the late
  twelfth century to the midday clarity of the late thirteenth is often noted,
  but seldom analyzed in depth. High-profile convert to the Franciscan Order and
  Bonaventure’s revered teacher, Alexander was “the first not only to
  publicly lecture on the Sentences but also to divide Lombard’s text
  into distinctions, a division retained by Albert, Bonaventure, and
  Thomas.”(13) On a variety of theological
  fronts, Alexander often sets the table, and even chooses the menu, for the
  Scholastic repast that follows.(14)

  Such is the case with the topic of
  Christ’s affectivity. Alex-ander’s interest in the topic is already visible in
  his commentary (1223-27) on Peter Lombard’s Sentences (Glossa in
  quatuor libros sententiarum, hereafter, Glossa),(15)
  in book 3, especially distinction 15, where Lombard treats the issue of
  Christ’s human defects.(16) 
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  Within a decade of the Glossa,
  though, in his Quaestiones disputatae ‘antequam esset Frater’
  (written before 1236),(17) Alexander devotes
  an entire quaestio (q. 16) to the topic of the passibility of
  Christ’s soul. In so doing, he “becomes the first of the
  thirteenth-century authors to move beyond the commentary on Lombard’s Sentences
  in presenting a systematic treatment of Jesus’ passions.”(18)
  And, in the next decade (before 1245), in the Summa theologiae or Summa
  fratri Alexandri(19) (hereafter, Summa
  halensis), “he” (noting the authorial ambiguity)(20)
  becomes the first to include an analysis of Christ’s human affectivity within
  a comprehensive overview of theology.(21) In
  fact, among the thirteenth-century Schoolmen, only Aquinas exceeds Alexander
  “in the amount of attention ascribed to the subject of Christ’s human
  affectivity.” Moreover, the “treatise on the passions in
  [Alexander’s] Summa theologiae clearly represents the prototype for
  Thomas’ treatise on the same in his own Summa theologiae.”(22)
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  I.
  Point of Departure: Anselm of Canterbury
  
  

  In her recent analysis of various
  medieval conceptions of the kind of human nature implicated in the
  Incarnation, Marilyn Adams argues that these Christologies were
  soteriologically driven.(23) That is, views of
  the personal constitution of Jesus were deeply shaped by what he was thought
  to have accomplished with respect to human salvation. Adams begins her
  analysis with Anselm of Canterbury, whose conception of Christ’s affectivity
  provides a useful vantage point from which to consider Alexander’s, and this
  for several reasons. Anselm is in the vanguard of the emerging medieval
  interest in Christ’s humanity, a stream of Christological speculation in which
  Alexander stands squarely. For his part, moreover, Alexander is generally
  quite taken with Anselm’s soteriology, namely, his so-called satisfaction
  theory of Christ’s work.(24)
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  Yet Anselm’s conception of Christ’s
  human affectivity shows a contrast with that of Alexander, for the
  Franciscan’s view of Christ’s satisfaction will find in Christ’s affectivity a
  soteriological significance far greater than his Benedictine predecessor had
  seen.(25)

  For Anselm, passibility, the
  capacity to suffer, is central to the Christological requirements for Christ’s
  humanity. In Adams’s words, the “propriety of reversing the pleasure of
  sin through the suffering distress of the passion makes it fitting for the
  Divine Word to assume, not an impassible human nature, but one capable of
  suffering.”(26) Jesus must have a human
  nature that is capable of “suffering unto death for the honor of
  God.” This capacity for physical suffering and eventually death, however,
  is for Anselm soteriologically sufficient. Anselm insists, for example, that
  Christ does not experience our unhappiness in addition to physical pain and
  suffering. Rather, Christ fully and freely willed to endure the passion, and
  thus cannot feel unhappy about it.(27) Adams
  notes further that Anselm’s human psychology “does not furnish resources
  for any extensive explanation of how voluntariness would be sufficient to turn
  pain and suffering into a happy experience.”(28)
  Adams offers this fitting summary:
  
  

  Notice, Anselm
  does not understand it as part of Christ’s job to empathize with us
  in our sin and suffering. His identification with us is metaphysical
  (by taking on a human nature) and biological (by becoming a
  descendant of Adam). His identification with us is for legal purposes—to
  make satisfaction without being a middle man. Christ’s purpose in suffering is
  not for Him to experience what
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  it is like for us,
  but rather to enable us to identify with Him as a model and mentor of how to
  pass through our suffering.(29) 
  
  

  In short, for Anselm, Jesus’ suffering does not significantly exceed this
  physical dimension, nor does it need to in order for him to accomplish his
  salvific mission.

  In her study, Adams does not consider Alexander of Hales. As is clear,
  though, from Paul Gondreau’s recent, extensive study of Christ’s human
  affectivity in Aquinas and his medieval predecessors,(30)
  she might well have. Alexander’s Christology affords a distinctive
  confirmation of her thesis. Alexander is influenced by Anselm’s conception of
  salvation. For Alexander, as for Anselm, the central task in Christ’s
  soteriological work is to render full satisfaction for human sin through his
  passion. Diverging markedly from Anselm, however, Alexander insists that such
  satisfaction is rendered not merely by Christ’s voluntary passion and death
  (though that is a necessary condition), but by Christ’s affective (i.e., his
  psychological or emotive) experience of that event. More precisely, for
  Alexander, fitting satisfaction requires that Christ experience in
  his soul simultaneously both supreme sorrow (dolor) and supreme joy (gaudium).
  Determining how and why this is so will highlight some of the most distinctive
  and influential aspects of Alexander’s Christology.(31)
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  II.
  The Passibility of Christ’s Soul for Alexander
  
  

  Some preliminary observations
  regarding Alexander’s Christology are in order.(32)
  Not surprisingly, he affirms both Jesus’ full humanity and, due to Jesus’
  union with the divine nature, his fullness of grace and sinless perfection.
  Yet, following Peter Lombard,(33) he argues
  that the Word assumed a human nature with characteristics from the various
  historical stages of the human condition, including the defects that befell
  human nature as punishment for sin.(34) Again
  with Lombard, Alexander distinguishes between “defects of
  punishment” (defectus poenae) and “defects of guilt” (defectus
  culpae). The Word assumed the former, not the latter. Adopting another
  twelfth-century schema, Alexander also distinguishes between “defects of
  the body” (defectus corporis; e.g., hunger, thirst) and
  “defects of the soul” (defectus animae; e.g., sorrow/tristitia,
  fear/timor).(35) The Word 
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  assumed both kinds, and did so,
  moreover, freely and voluntarily. He did not contract them by necessity
  through propagation like the rest of humanity, but took up only those he
  chose.(36) More precisely (Alexander again
  following Lombard), he assumed only those that were “expedient to his
  mission and which did not derogate from his dignity” and those that
  demonstrated “his true humanity.”(37)
  So, for example, ignorance in Christ is ruled out, since full knowledge is
  assumed necessary for Christ’s saving mission.(38)
  In short, then, while in no sense a sinner, and possessing the fullness of
  divine grace, Jesus also possesses a “sin-enfeebled human nature,”
  including a “sinless-yet passible human soul.”(39)
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  Prime facie,
  it may be difficult to imagine the integration of fullness of grace, sinless
  perfection, and defects/passions in Christ’s soul. The difficulty is that
  ordinarily passions are appetitive movements that exceed the rule of reason.
  Such would seem out of place in a perfect, sinless Jesus. Following patristic
  and twelfth-century precedent, Alexander solves the dilemma with the notion of
  propassio. Jesus’ emotions are propassions,(40)
  “affective movements that fail to eclipse the rule of reason.”
  Whatever Jesus’ experience of passions, it is perfectly ordered, negatively in
  that these affective movements do not exceed the control of reason, positively
  in that they are rationally ordered in accordance with divine will.(41)
  
  

   
  
  

  III.
  The Soteriological Significance of

  Christ’s Experiential Knowledge
  
  

  

  Alexander’s overriding interest in the soteriological significance of Christ’s
  affectivity emerges in his discussion of the Savior’s knowledge. Both the Glossa
  on Lombard’s Sentences
  and the Summa halensis
  distinguish five different kinds of knowledge in Christ. (1) First, as God,
  Christ had uncreated knowledge of all
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  things, equivalent to the divine
  knowledge of all things. (2) Second, as united by grace to the uncreated
  intellect of the person of the Word, Christ enjoyed in his human intellect an
  infused knowledge of all things.(42) In
  addition to these, however, and following earlier (patristic and medieval)
  tradition, the Summa argues that in his human nature, Christ also
  assumed a form of knowledge from each of the three different historical
  conditions of human nature: (3) from the state of beatitude, which human
  nature would have enjoyed if there had been no Fall, Christ assumed the
  “knowledge of a comprehensor” (scientiam com-prehensoris);
  (4) from the state of innocence, which human nature did enjoy prior to the
  Fall, Christ assumed the “knowledge of integral and perfect human
  nature” (scientiam naturae integrae et perfectae); and (5) from
  the postlapsarian state, which human nature now endures, Christ assumed the
  “knowledge of experience” (scientiam experientiae). With
  respect to guilt, this means that Christ assumed not the experience of guilt (culpae),
  but the experience of the punishment (poenae) for guilt. Through this
  “experimental knowledge” (scientiam experimentalem), says
  Alex-ander, “Christ had knowledge of the punishment for sin through
  experience” (scientiam poenae peccati per experientiam).(43)
  Slightly 
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  later, Alexander refers to this
  experiential knowledge as “the cognition that is according to his penal
  nature,” in which “he learned diverse punishments according to
  experience in the affective part of the soul, which he already knew according
  to another mode, namely according to the grace of cognition which was given to
  him through the grace of union.”(44) For
  Alexander, this learning through experience does not imply ignorance in
  Christ, only lack of experience: “knowledge through experience [per
  experientiam] is opposed to inexperience [inexperientia], but
  not to ignorance; so he foreknew [praescivit] his passion, but not
  through experience.”(45)

  This penal knowledge seems to
  entail as deep and full an affective, experiential participation in the
  postlapsarian human condition as is possible for Christ. The fallen experience
  that an ordinary human being contracts by necessity Christ assumed voluntarily
  by freely taking up human nature: “he had knowledge of the experience of
  our punishments, which he assumed but did not contract.”(46)
  For Alexander, it is in this kind of “penal experience which he assumed
  for us” that Christ “made progress”
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  in his earthly life.(47)
  Thus, while Christ does not bear human guilt, he assumes human punishment, and
  that to a radical extent. Regarding Hebrews 5:8, “he learned obedience to
  the Father through the things that he suffered,” Alexander simply cites
  without further comment 2 Corinthians 5:21: “He made him who knew no sin
  to be sin for us.”(48) And so he
  concludes that, in fact, “Christ knew [cognovit] evil,” but
  this in two ways: being innocent of guilt, “he knew the evil of guilt
  through its opposite,” but having assumed human punishment, “he knew
  the evil of penalty” through experience (per experientiam).(49)

  At this stage, one might well
  inquire how Alexander conceives of the relation between these various forms of
  knowledge in Christ. In particular, how is the traditional affirmation that
  Christ was a comprehensor throughout his life compatible with the
  claim that Christ gradually learned the experience of human suffering? As it
  turns out, Alexander’s answer to this question appears to have evolved in the
  decade between his Glossa and the Quaestiones disputatae.
  Noting this change and the apparent reasons for it will prove illuminating.

  Commenting on book 3, distinction
  15, of Lombard’s Sent-ences, Alexander briefly considers the question
  of whether there was sadness or sorrow in Christ. The ample biblical
  attestation to this emotion in Jesus would seem to make an affirmative answer
  all but unavoidable, and so Alexander concludes. In light of the foregoing,
  though, the question is, Where should this experience be located in Christ’s
  soul? An objection proposes that Christ felt such sorrow in the rational part
  of the soul (tristitia rationalis). Alexander demurs: “It must
  be said that Christ did not have sadness with respect to the superior part [superiorem
  partem] of 
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  reason, since in that part he
  continually contemplated God the Father.” Accordingly, Alexander
  concludes, Christ “had sadness with respect to the inferior part [inferiorem
  partem] of reason.”(50) How was
  Christ able to be sad (tristis), asks Alexander? Citing Augustine, he
  answers that “sorrow [dolor] is the feeling of one’s own
  demise” and since “Christ willed to remove harm from his own
  flesh,” therefore, “such a will was sorrow [dolor].”(51)
  In his Glossa, then, Alexander neatly divides Christ’s continual
  beatitude from his emerging sadness, confining the former to the superior part
  of reason,(52) the latter to the inferior
  part, the sensible soul, associated directly with the body. Christ’s sadness,
  moreover, is largely self-referential, pertaining to his own sense of immanent
  suffering and death.

  Alexander offers different reasons
  for these different kinds of knowledge in Christ. Some are simply a function
  of the union of the two natures, as with knowledge from the grace of union and
  knowledge of a comprehensor. Other kinds of knowledge in Christ
  possess specifically soteriological utility, as is the case with both that
  proper to human nature in the state of innocence and that of postlapsarian
  human experience of punishment. As he puts it: “since Christ assumed
  human nature in order as true man to redeem human nature, this twofold
  knowledge was necessary for that end.” How do these two kinds of
  knowledge contribute to 
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  human redemption? By assuming
  perfect, prelapsarian human knowledge Christ demonstrates his true humanity;
  on the other hand, Christ assumed experiential knowledge of human punishment,
  “so that human nature might be redeemed through the feeling and
  experience of punishment [sensum poenae et experientiam].”(53)
  For Alexander, then, this experiential knowledge has soteriological utility;
  that is, “even though the other [forms of knowledge] are better simpliciter,
  this knowledge of experience is “more useful or more fitting for the
  aforesaid goal [of human salvation].”(54)
  
  

   
  
  

  IV.
  A Satisfying Sorrow
  
  

  

  What then, for Alexander, is the soteriological utility of Christ’s human
  affectivity? As noted above, Alexander is a proponent of the Anselmian
  approach to Christ’s death, which under-stands that death to offer salvific
  satisfaction to God for human sin. So, how does Alexander understand Christ’s
  satisfaction?

  To begin, Alexander affirms that
  fitting satisfaction required a voluntarily acceptance of suffering and death
  that implicates both body and soul: “satisfaction was required to be in
  both body and soul; hence on the part of the soul there was the willingness to
  suffer [voluntas patiendi], and in the body there was that suffering
  [passio].”(55) Of the two,
  though, as will be seen, Alexander (in contrast to Anselm) lays far greater
  emphasis on the psychical dimension. Scattered throughout his corpus are
  comments that expose and clarify the role of Christ’s psyche in Alexander’s
  satisfaction theory.
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  Perhaps the best starting place is
  his Quaestiones disputatae. In two separate places, Alexander
  describes the nature of Christ’s satisfaction:
  
  

  [A] For in
  contrition, when a man fully satisfies for sin, three things are required:
  [first] exterior works of punishment; second, the feeling of such punishment
  in the sensible part of the soul; and besides these, it is necessary that
  there be a will for sorrowing and suffering in the rational part of the soul [voluntas
  dolendi et patiendi in ratione]. These, then, are required for the
  perfect satisfaction of that sin which corrupts the whole human race and
  nature. Therefore it was necessary in Christ’s suffering, which was
  satisfactory, that there be exterior works of punishment, a feeling of those
  in the sensible part, and the will of sorrowing in the rational part [voluntatem
  dolendi in ratione].(56)
  
  

  

  [B] In Christ there was a separation of the soul from the flesh, and a
  compassion of that separation; and in addition there was also sorrow for the
  sin [dolor pro peccato]
  of the human race, without which there would not be satisfaction, along with
  the other two, as is clear in true contrition. For even if he suffered
  punishment in his body, and co-suffered that punishment in his soul, unless
  there was also sorrow for sin [dolor
  de peccato],
  there would not be true satisfaction.(57)
  
  

  

  In these texts, Alexander appears to base his conception of what is required
  of Christ for full satisfaction on what is required of sinners generally for
  full satisfaction in the sacrament of penance. In each text, he identifies
  three components of such satisfaction, which can be collated as follows: first
  [i], corresponding to [A] “exterior works of punishment” is the [B]
  “separation of the soul from the flesh” that constituted Christ’s
  death; second [ii], corresponding to [A] “the feeling of such punishment
  in the sensible part of the soul” is the [B] “compassion of that
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  separation” experienced in Christ’s soul; and third [iii],
  corresponding to [A] “the will for sorrowing and suffering in the
  rational part of the soul” (voluntas dolendi et patiendi in ratione)
  is [B] “sorrow [dolor de peccato] for the sin of the human
  race.” Also readily apparent in these two texts is Alexander’s primary
  concern with the third aspect of Christ’s satisfaction, namely, the will to
  sorrow for human sin in the rational part of the soul. While these three
  dimensions of Christ’s experience correspond to Alexander’s conception of
  proper penitential satisfaction, they also correspond to different aspects of
  Christ’s human nature. To appreciate fully Alexander’s teaching here, it is
  necessary to correlate this tripartite satisfaction with his view of the
  constitution of Christ’s psyche.
  
  

  A) Suffering in the Inferior Part of Reason
  
  

  At the strictly bodily level, Christ undergoes physical suffering and
  death, constituted by separation of body and soul, which corresponds to the
  first [i] element of satisfaction. At the same time, he feels or experiences
  this suffering psychically, in what Alexander calls the sensible part of his
  soul. This is literally a co-suffering or a com-passio on the part of
  the sensible soul in relation to the body. This psychical experience of
  physical injury can also be a response to the anticipation of such. And this,
  in part, as noted above, is how Alexander interprets the gospel account of
  Christ’s sadness on the eve of his death. He experiences sadness (tristitia)
  in his soul over his immanent death.(58) This
  corresponds to the second [ii] element of satisfaction.
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  B) Spontaneous Suffering in the
  Superior Part of Reason 
  
  

  But what does Alexander mean by the
  third [iii] element of satisfaction, the “will for sorrowing and
  suffering in the rational part of the soul” (voluntas dolendi et
  patiendi in ratione), which, intriguingly, also entails a “sorrow
  for the sin [dolor de peccato] of the human race”? Clearly, it
  is a voluntary act of willing in the rational part of the soul, and clearly,
  it has a double intention, both for suffering and for sorrowing. Though
  Alexander does not elaborate, the voluntas patiendi, perhaps best
  rendered “the will to suffer,” seems to refer to Christ’s rational
  intent to undergo the passion. Of apparently greater interest to Alexander
  here is Jesus’ voluntas dolendi, best rendered “the will to
  sorrow,” more precisely, a will to sorrow for the sins of fallen
  humanity. In this quaestio disputata, then, an experience of sorrow (dolor)
  or sadness (tristitia) in Jesus, which in the Glossa Alexander
  had confined to Christ’s sensible soul and understood as directed at Christ’s
  own immanent demise, has now also emerged as an act of the superior part of
  reason and is directed at the demise of humanity as a whole, the separation
  from God wrought by sin.(59) To clarify:
  Alexander has not jettisoned Jesus’ sadness or sorrow in the sensible part of
  the soul with regard to his own death; rather, in contrast to the earlier
  work, another experience of sorrow has now been added to Jesus’ psyche, one
  that has a different “location” (i.e., the rational part of the
  soul) and a different object (i.e., the separation from God wrought by human
  sin).(60)

  But how exactly does this sorrow
  function in Jesus’ soul for Alexander? How, in particular, is it compatible
  with Christ’s continual experience of the beatific vision, noted above?
  Alexander solves this problem by introducing a distinction in the superior
  part of reason. Adopting a distinction derived from 
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  Maximus the Confessor and
  transmitted to the West in the twelfth century through the Latin translation
  of John of Damascus’s De fide orthodoxa,(61)
  Alexander distinguishes between reason ut natura and reason ut
  ratio. 
  
  

  I respond: the
  superior part of reason is considered twofold: for it is ut natura,
  namely, as it is a certain power of the soul in itself, united to the flesh
  according to itself, and apprehending from innate cognition, according to
  which the Philosopher said: “every man has a natural desire for knowledge
  and a sound mind.”(62)
  
  

  For Alexander, reason ut natura, which might best be rendered the
  “spontaneous or natural reason,” appears to be a mode of the
  superior part of reason in which it desires and wills spontaneously what it
  perceives immediately to be good and is averse to and does not will
  spontaneously what it perceives immediately to be evil. As he indicates here,
  the ratio ut natura is oriented not only toward bodily/sensate goods
  or evils, but also toward goods or evils that have no bodily or physical
  dimension. It is here that Alexander locates Christ’s sorrow for human sin:
  “in Christ, the superior part of reason, ut natura, was able to
  suffer in some
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  way.”(63) And again: “In the
  reason of Christ there was compassion through the mode of nature.”(64)
  In short, adopting but altering the received Aristotelian-Damascene Christo-anthropological
  tradi-tion, Alexander affirms a form of suffering (passio) in the
  rational part of Christ’s soul.(65)
  
  

  C) Deliberative Suffering in
  the Superior Part of Reason?
  
  

  On the other hand, Alexander posits
  in the superior part of reason a ratio ut ratio: the superior part of
  reason “is called reason as ‘ratio,’ namely, when it apprehends
  with election and deliberation.”(66)
  According to this mode of the superior part of reason, which might best be
  rendered the “deliberative or elective reason,” the soul “does
  not act toward the body; rather it has its act apart from the body … [and]
  in this second way it is voluntarily ordered toward God.”(67)
  In as much as it is capable of deliberation and rational choice (ut ratio),
  the rational soul is able to desire and intend and will what it understands to
  be ultimately good, upon reflection and in light of some further
  consideration. “Ratio ut ratio estimates [or, perceives] what is
  appropriate to 
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  itself, and not harmful.”(68)
  For Alexander, this mode of the superior part of reason in Christ remained
  unaffected both by the sadness stemming from the sensible soul’s suffering
  (i.e., that of the inferior part of reason) and by the rational soul’s
  spontaneous (ut natura) experience of sorrow over human sin. There is
  a form of sadness (tristitia) “from voluntary dispensation or as
  a pro-passion, which extends to the sensible part without a disturbance of
  reason, and in this way there was sadness in Christ”; and, if spontaneous
  reason (ut natura) is considered, “there was sadness according
  to reason”; but if deliberative reason (ut ratio) is considered
  “there was no sadness in reason.”(69)
  The Summa halensis summarizes:
  
  

  Perturbation is
  sometimes a movement … of the rational part [of the soul] … And it can
  be in the rational part in two ways: either in that part spontaneously [ut
  natura], and so was able to be in Christ on account of his assumed
  infirmity and disposition; or it is in that part deliberatively [ut ratio
  sive rationalis], and thus it was never in Christ.(70)
  
  

  So, “if in other human beings both deliberative reason [ut ratio]
  and spontaneous reason [ut natura] are disturbed,” in Christ
  “aided by grace, deliberative reason was not.”(71)
  Thus, “inasmuch as ratio was united to the deity, from that
  ordination it was not
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  able to co-suffer the sorrow of
  death [dolor mortis].”(72)
  Similarly, in deliberative reason “there was no compassion [in Christ]
  inasmuch as it was united to the deity, namely, in that it was aided by the
  grace of union.”(73)

  Having posited this distinction in
  the superior part of reason, Alexander is able to give a more nuanced account
  of the various dimensions of Christ’s psychological experience than he had
  given in the Glossa:
  
  

  I say that that
  suffering was in the flesh, and the feeling [sensus] of that was in
  the inferior part of reason; but it was partly in the superior [part of
  reason], since in the superior part there was cognition of suffering [cognitio
  passionis]. But that was not punishment for him, since even though the
  suffering passed over to the superior part, yet that part overcame it, because
  it did not consider that [to be] suffering, on account of the super-excellence
  of joy. For there is a twofold sorrow of compassion [dolor compassionis]:
  with respect to death and with respect to the sin of the human race; the one
  is far removed from the other.(74)
  
  

  Here, then (as in the Glossa), there is suffering in the body and
  a co-suffering of that bodily suffering in the inferior, sensible part of the
  soul. But, in addition to these, Alexander now (in the Quaestiones
  disputatae and in the Summa halensis) also allows an experience
  of suffering in the superior part of Christ’s reason.(75)
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  And also present here (as in the Glossa)
  is the joy of the beatific vision in the superior part of Christ’s reason.
  Intriguingly, Alexander seems to allow the last two—sorrow and joy—an
  emergent, though brief, coexistence. Ultimately, rational joy overcomes
  rational sorrow (the full soteriological implications of this will be explored
  below).

  At present, it is Alexander’s final
  comment in this passage that must be noted. In Jesus, both the sensible soul’s
  co-suffering with the body and the rational soul’s spontaneous experience of
  suffering are described as forms of the sorrow (dolor) of
  com-passion. However brief the latter’s existence might be in Christ, it
  emerges here as quite significant. In Alexander’s Jesus, there is certainly
  sensible pain and sadness in relation to his bodily suffering, but there is
  also a rational compassion for the sins of fallen humanity, a form of
  compassion far different from the first. It seems, that what has changed
  between the Glossa and the Quaestiones disputatae is that
  Alexander has carved out a space in Jesus’ psyche for rational sorrow. Why?
  Confirming Adams’s above-noted thesis, Alexander appears to be motivated here
  by soteriological concerns. “Even though [Christ] suffered punish-ment in
  his body, and co-suffered that punishment in his soul, unless there was also
  sorrow for sin [dolor de peccato], there would not
  be true satisfaction” (emphasis added). What the future
  Franciscan seems to imply is that the latter form of compassion is far more
  soteriologically significant than the former. For Alexander, full satisfaction
  requires not only physical suffering in the body (as with Anselm) and
  psychical suffering in the sensible part of the soul/inferior part of reason
  (which Aquinas will later affirm—though he does not explicitly affirm the
  soteriological utility of such); it also, and especially, necessitates
  rational sorrow or contrition for human sin. From the perspective of
  soteriological satisfaction, Alexander is most interested not in the physical
  suffering of Christ, nor even in the psychical pain co-suffered in the soul,
  but in Christ’s rational capacity to feel sorrow 
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  for human sin and to compassionate
  fallen humanity.(76) In the highest part of
  his human nature, on behalf of sinners, Christ who is himself sinless feels
  contrition for human sin, which is perhaps especially the sine qua non
  of full satisfaction.(77)
  
  

   
  
  

  V.
  Excursus on Christ’s Sorrow in Thomas Aquinas
  
  

  Before completing Alexander’s account of Christ’s
  satisfactory affectivity, a brief comparison with Thomas Aquinas will
  highlight the distinctiveness of Alexander’s view.(78)
  In his masterful study, The
  Passions of Christ’s Soul in the Theology of St. Thomas Aquinas,
  Paul Gondreau analyzes the considerable attention that Thomas devoted to
  Christ’s affectivity in his treatment of the Incarnation in the Tertia
  Pars of his Summa
  Theologica. In relation to Alexander, four features of that
  account are noteworthy.

  First, Gondreau discusses Thomas’
  account of Christ’s pain and sorrow, which Thomas includes among those aspects
  of human 
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  nature that were coassumed in the
  Incarnation. After affirming Christ’s passible body in question 14, he turns
  in question 15 to Christ’s soul. Ruling out the presence of sin (a. 1), the fomes
  of sin (a. 2), and ignorance in Christ (a. 3), Thomas yet affirms (a. 4) that
  Christ assumed a passible soul: “the affections of the sensitive appetite
  are most properly called passions of the soul” and these “were in
  Christ, even as all else pertaining to man’s nature.”(79)
  Thomas then affirms (a. 5) the presence of sensible pain in Christ, as well as
  the traditional claim of continual beatific joy in Christ’s 
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  soul.(80)
  As Thomas goes on to say, “by Divine dispensation the joy of
  contemplation remained in Christ’s mind so as not to overflow into the
  sensitive powers, and thereby shut out sensible pain.”(81)
  While Thomas thus affirms that joy in the rational part of Christ’s soul does
  not suppress sensible sorrow,(82) he also
  affirms the inverse, namely, that sensible sorrow does not disturb Christ’s
  reason. “Sorrow was not in Christ, as a perfect passion; yet it was
  inchoatively in Him as a ‘propassion.’”(83)
  As a propassion, Christ’s sorrow does not come to the disturbing maturity of a
  full-fledged passion, as in other human beings.(84)
  Thomas also affirms that the 
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  possibility of sorrow in Christ is
  a function of the fallen human state that Christ has assumed. Yet in assuming
  it, Christ incurred only the punishment, not the guilt of sin: “All
  sorrow is an evil of punishment; but it is not always an evil of fault, except
  only when it proceeds from an inordinate affection.”(85)
  Thus far, Thomas and Alexander largely concur in their understanding of
  Christ’s affectivity.

  The comparison becomes more
  ambiguous, though, in article 6, when Thomas asks whether there was sorrow (tristitia)
  in Christ.
  
  

  Now even as
  sensible pain is in the sensitive appetite, so also is sorrow. But there is a
  difference of motive or object; for the object and motive of pain is hurt
  perceived by the sense of touch, as when anyone is wounded; but the object and
  motive of sorrow is anything hurtful or evil interiorly, apprehended by the
  reason or the imagination [as was said in STh I-II, q. 35, aa. 2, 7],
  as when anyone grieves over the loss of grace or money. Now Christ’s soul
  could apprehend things as hurtful either to himself, as his passion and
  death—or to others, as the sin of his disciples, or of the Jews that killed
  him. And hence, as there could be true pain in Christ, so too could there be
  true sorrow.(86)
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  Here, like Alexander, Thomas distinguishes between sensible pain, whose
  object is always tied directly to a bodily injury incurred in one’s own
  person, and sorrow (tristitia), which has a different set of objects,
  those perceived as injurious “by reason or imagina-tion,” either to
  oneself or to another. Thomas’s examples of such sorrow are intriguingly
  similar to those mentioned by Alexander, for in addition to loss of money the
  Dominican mentions the loss of grace or the sin of others (the disciples’ or
  the Jews’). Where Thomas is clearly distinct from Alexander, though—adhering
  far more strictly and consistently to an Aristotelian-cum-Damascene
  anthropology—is in his locating of this sorrow squarely in the sensible part
  of the soul, not somehow in the rational part, as Alexander had done.

  One is inclined to ask how well such sorrow “fits” into the
  sensible part of the soul. It may be that for Thomas the spiritual harm (loss
  of grace or sin) of another is first perceived by the rational part of the
  soul (in a manner different from the soul’s sensible perception of its own
  bodily harm), and this rational or imaginative estimation then produces a
  movement of the sensible soul, that is, a passion (more precisely, in Christ,
  a propassion). If so, then perhaps his position is not so very different from
  Alexander’s. On the other hand, by at least attempting to locate Christ’s
  sorrow over human sin in the rational part of the soul, Alexander might be
  able to give it greater scope and significance.

  This leads to the second observation. Strikingly, Thomas does not consider
  the compassion of Jesus.(87) Despite ample
  scriptural attestation to this emotion—including repeated gospel references
  to Christ’s compassion,(88) Paul’s reference
  in Philippians 1:8 to the visceribus Christi Iesu (“the tender
  compassion of Christ Jesus”; New Living translation), and references in
  the book of Hebrews
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  to Christ’s high priestly capacity
  to co-suffer (conpati in Heb 4:15) and co-sorrow (condolore
  in Heb 5:2) with human weakness(89)—Thomas
  does not treat this theme. Gondreau offers this summarizing observation: 
  
  

  Noticeably absent
  from Thomas’ remarks on Christ’s sorrow—from the commentary on the Sentences
  to the Summa—is mention of the passion of pity [misericordia];
  this passion the Dominican theologian again classifies as a species of sorrow
  in the Prima Secundae Pars, as it signifies sorrow over another’s
  misfortune. The Gospels amply attest to such an affective occurrence in the
  life of Jesus, with no less than twenty-five such references… . That
  Aquinas should, after having explicitly affirmed the inherent relation between
  pity and sorrow as between a species and its genus, omit from his account of
  Christ’s sorrow one of Scripture’s most commonly reported emotional
  experiences in Jesus remains … an undeniable drawback to an otherwise
  remarkable analysis of the passion of sorrow in the soul of Christ.(90)
  
  

  Perhaps by locating sorrow squarely in Christ’s sensitive appetite, Thomas
  is not able to give the kind of scope it would have if it were located in the
  intellectual appetite or the rational will. As a sensible passion, sorrow is
  perhaps too deeply implicated in Christ’s own bodily pain to be other-directed
  or to engage fully
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  nonphysical kinds of pains in others, which would allow it to become a full
  expression of compassion. Perhaps also Christ’s constant experience of the
  beatific vision in his intellectual appetite or will “crowds out”
  for Thomas the possibility of some form of compassion there as well. Like
  Alexander in his early position in the Glossa, Thomas seems to hold
  to a “cleaner” distinction between joy in the rational part of soul
  and sorrow in the sensible part.(91)

  A third point of comparison regards
  the above-noted distinction between the natural (ut natura) and
  deliberative (ut ratio) modes of the superior part of reason, taken
  over by Alexander from Damascene. As noted, Alexander adopts the distinction
  but alters it, positing both modes in the superior part of reason. Thus, he
  distinguishes between ratio (ut natura) and ratio (ut
  ratio). For Alexander, the usefulness of the distinction emerges most
  prominently in enabling a certain attribution of sorrow to Christ, not so much
  over his own suffering and death, but over human sin and fallen humanity. As
  Gondreau has noted,(92) Thomas too takes up
  this distinction, but applies it differently. Following Damascene more
  closely, Thomas speaks of Christ’s will (voluntas)—not Christ’s ratio—as
  having these two modes. For the Dominican, Jesus has a natural will (voluntas
  ut natura), which “rejects what is contrary to nature and what is
  evil in itself, such as death and the like.” Christ also has a rational
  will (voluntas ut ratio), which “may at times choose these
  things [things repugnant in themselves, e.g., physical pain or death] in
  relation to an end.”(93) Thus, Thomas
  employs the distinction with a narrower focus than Alexander, to navigate
  Jesus’ agony over his own immanent passion in the Garden of Gethsemane.

  A fourth and final observation is
  that while, with Anselm and Alexander, Thomas does see in Christ’s death a
  satisfaction for human sin, he does not appear to invest Christ’s sensible
  sorrow 
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  with the soteriological
  significance that Alexander sees in what for him is Christ’s rational sorrow.(94)
  Nor, for that matter, does Thomas see in Christ’s experience of joy the
  soteriological importance that Alexander does.(95)
  
  

   
  
  

  VI.
  A Satisfying Joy
  
  

  Returning to Alexander of Hales, one might be forgiven in
  assuming that for him Christ’s satisfaction is completed in the way described
  above. In fact, it is not. The Franciscan posits another affective dimension
  to Christ’s saving work, namely, joy (gaudium).
  Central to his view of Jesus’ human soul and the salvation achieved through
  his passion is that Christ experienced the highest joy in this life.(96)
  In light of the foregoing, this raises two questions: How is such joy present
  in Christ? And why is joy soteriologically significant?

  While Alexander does not allow the
  suffering that is a function of punishment for sin to be present in the
  highest part of Christ’s rational soul, he insists on the presence of another
  form of affectivity there: 
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  I respond:
  suffering [passio] is said variously: In one way, suffering is called
  joy [gaudium]; in another way inordinate joy [gaudium inordinatum];
  in a third way, it is called punishment [poenalitas]. Inasmuch,
  therefore, as suffering is called joy, Christ was able to suffer in
  every power of the soul.(97)
  
  

  Behind this affirmation is the above-noted distinction between spontaneous
  (ut natura) and deliberative (ut ratio) reason:
  “deliberative reason was disposed toward that passibility which is joy;
  and not only was it disposed, but it had the necessity for joy, on account of
  its union with God.”(98) Yet, even while
  Alexander distinguishes deliberative reason’s joy from spontaneous reason’s
  sorrow, he relates them intimately, along with the “lower” aspect of
  Christ’s sadness: “I respond to this: joy [gaudium] from the
  presence of the deity, and sorrow [dolor], and the feeling of
  punishment [sensus poenae], which was in the flesh, are not opposed,
  rather they can stand together simultaneously in the soul of Christ.”
  Rather—and this is the main point for Alexander—“these three things are
  material with respect to joy.”(99)
  Alexander’s point here is that the three things, which in his view constitute
  salvific satisfaction (namely, physical suffering in body, psychical
  co-suffering in the sensible part of the soul, and spontaneous, rational
  sorrow) are themselves now the object of Christ’s deepest affectivity, namely,
  deliberative reason’s delight over the salvation achieved through them.
  Alexander seems to envision a certain progression or development in Christ’s
  psyche
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  as he embraces his suffering and
  death: “through deliberative reason punishment was changed into the
  highest joy.” Alexander suggests that the form of Christ’s experience was
  transformed from penal suffering to nonpenal affectivity: “Therefore,
  there was no suffering [in ratio ut ratio], in as much as suffering
  implies punishment, since punishment as punishment was for him delectable
  according to that [deliberative] part [of reason], since it was changed
  through that into the highest joy.”(100)
  That Christ, in contrast to all other human beings, was able to do this is,
  according to Alexander, a function of the grace bestowed as a function of the
  union with the divine nature.(101) In his
  perfectly ordered soul, with rightly ordered emotions and passibility, Jesus
  feels both sorrow and joy in a perfectly ordered way.(102)

  But why is joy soteriologically
  significant for Alexander? The model and inspiration for his thinking appears
  to be medieval teaching on penance. Making an explicit comparison between
  general penitential satisfaction and Christ’s own, Alexander argues that
  “just as in satisfaction on our part … it is necessary that there be
  sorrow [dolor] for the sin and joy [gaudium] concerning 
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  the punishment, so also in
  Christ.”(103) As he explains elsewhere,
  “Christ would not have made fitting satisfaction, unless there was in him
  the highest joy regarding the highest punishment.”(104)
  As with the affective experience of compassion, full satisfaction on Christ’s
  part requires an affective experience of joy. That is to say, Christ rejoices
  precisely over the salvific result of the preceding experience of penal
  suffering. As Alexander himself puts it, “unless those three things were
  present”—the physical suffering, the psychical co-suffering, and the
  rational sorrow for sin—“there would not have been sufficient
  satisfaction.”(105) In the end,
  Alexander seems to imply that the experience of joy is the consummating
  condition of all that has preceded in Christ’s act of satisfaction.
  
  

  

  Conclusion: A Fully Satisfying
  Affectivity
  
  

  

  Alexander of Hales paints a complex portrait of Jesus’ psyche, of his
  passible soul and its movements or affections. It is a portrait that is
  intended to accommodate the demands of scriptural testimony, patristic
  tradition, and orthodox Christology. It tries to makes sense of a Jesus who,
  fully divine and fully human, agonizes with sadness over his immanent death,
  who weeps with compassionate sorrow over the city of Jerusalem, and who
  “for the joy set before him” endures the cross. Yet Alexander is not
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  interested in Jesus’ emotions
  merely as interesting theological curiosities that follow from an affirmation
  of Christ’s full hu-manity. They are, rather, in themselves soteriologically
  significant. In order for Jesus to accomplish salfivic satisfaction for human
  sin, he must grieve fully over the separation of his soul from his body that
  constitutes his death and sorrow over the sin of the human race that requires
  it. At the same time, he must rejoice fully over the human salvation achieved
  by this death. Together, these affections in Christ’s soul comprise a fully
  satisfying affectivity.

  In her insightful study of late
  medieval Christ-devotion in England, The Grief of God, Ellen Ross
  notes perceptively that for many, “the image of the suffering Jesus”
  was “the primary scriptural symbol for conveying the depth of a merciful
  God’s love for human kind,” “a vivid narrative of divine
  mercy,” and “an act of divine mercy dircted toward humans.”(106)
  Ross continues:
  
  

  consideration of
  medieval sources suggests that the concentration on Jesus’ suffering was
  consistently directed toward and complemented by an understanding of the
  divinity of Christ. Far from signaling mere humanity, as it does for many
  contemporary viewers, the physicality of the wounded Jesus … manifested
  the reality of divine presence in Jesus Christ and made tangible the doctrinal
  claim that the Divine had become human.(107)
  
  

  According to Ross, medieval English men and women perceived in the
  suffering humanity of Jesus a profound expression of the divine nature. Ross,
  of course, does not treat the Englishman who is the subject of this study. But
  something similar seems to be present in Alexander’s reflection on the
  humanity of Jesus. Yet, for Alexander, what seems most expressive of the
  divine nature in the humanity of Jesus is not his physical suffering (or at
  least not that alone), but rather his psychical sorrowing over human sin and
  his compassionating of fallen humanity. Apparently reflecting this intuition,
  at one point in his Quaestiones disputatae Alexander
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  strongly defends the union of both Christ’s soul and body with the divine
  nature. His rationale is intriguing, for he asserts that “unless there
  was a union of the soul with God, it would not be possible to say ‘God willed
  to suffer’; nor would it be possible to say ‘God suffered’, unless the body
  were united to the deity.”(108) For
  Alexander, it appears, precisely because of a hypostatic union, the voluntas
  dolendi of Jesus’ human soul is also the willingness to suffer of God
  himself, and the passio of Jesus’ body is in very fact the suffering
  God’s body, thus revealing the divine disposition and intent toward humans and
  even making it possible. Such an intuition is visible in the very earliest of
  Alexander’s extant writings. In the prologue to the Glossa on
  Lombard’s Sentences, Alexander uses a passage from Exodus 3 to
  introduce the material of each of the four books:
  
  

  The material of
  this first book [of the Sentences] can be drawn from what the Lord said in
  Exodus 3:14-15: I am who I am. I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac,
  the God of Jacob, and this is my name into eternity. The material of the
  remaining books is taken from that which comes just before this verse in the
  same chapter [3:7-8]: The Lord said: “I have seen the affliction of
  my people, which is in Egypt and their hardship in their labors. Hearing their
  cry and knowing their sorrow, I have descended in order to free them and to
  lead them into a land flowing with milk and honey.”(109)
  
  

  Turning to book 3, which treats Christology, Alexander suggests that
  “the material of the third book” is taken from the three verbs in
  these verses (7-8): I have seen, I have heard, and knowing,
  and he offers this exegesis:
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  By this is
  understood that greater and greater compassion [compassio] moves God
  to liberate the human race. The depth of compassion follows the depth of sin,
  and the depth of liberation follows the depth of compassion. Whence, Job
  30:27, and in the Song of Songs [4:9]: You have wounded my heart, my
  spouse, you have wounded my heart with one of your eyes, that is, in the
  affection by compassion [in affectio compatiendo].(110)
  
  

  This divine compassion,(111) for
  Alexander, is the deep motive for a twofold divine condescension to humanity
  in the Incarnation, a descent into the womb of the Virgin and a descent in the
  passion.(112) In this remarkable exegesis of
  the Song of Songs, suffering humanity wounds the compassionate heart, the affectus,
  of God himself. Ultimately, it is this divine affectus that Alexander
  espies at work in the satisfactory, human compassion of Christ.
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  sin” (“Unde, licet materialiter descendit ab Adam, non tamen
  concupiscentiali. Ideo ‘assumpsit’ poenas, et non ‘habuit’; et non omnes, sed
  illas quas Dus plantavit in nobis; unde nece ignorantiam habuit, nec peccatum”).
  See Gondreau, The Passions of Christ’s Soul, 82-83. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_39_]39.
   Gondreau,
  The Passions of Christ’s Soul, 84; see also ibid., 80. In particular,
  Lombard is keen to resist the approach adopted by Hilary of Poitiers, whose
  essential denial of the psychic reality of Christ’s suffering and pain seemed
  an inadmissible “abbreviation” of Jesus’ humanness. Thus, again
  following Damascene, Lombard hones in on disagreeable passions of soul,
  namely, passion that ensues upon the sense perception of evil, such as sorrow
  or fear (ibid., 80-81). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_40_]40.
   Lombard
  uses the notion of propassion (from Jerome: a movement of affectivity, a
  passion, that remains within the strict bounds of reasoned control) in Christ
  to integrate the apparently conflicting claims about Christ’s affectivity. He
  gives his own definition: a propassion is an affective movement that
  “does not disturb the intellectual faculties from rectitude or from
  contemplation of God” whereas full-blown passion “stirs [movetur]
  and troubles [turbatur] the mind.” He distinguishes between
  rational affectivity (affectus mentis or affectus rationis)
  and sensitive affectivity (affectus sensualitatis), and construes
  Jesus’ affective experience in terms of the latter, not the former. Jesus’
  aversion to death, for example, was a function of the latter, not the former.
  In Lombard’s hylemorphic anthropology, “the soul feels pain through the
  body as through an instrument” and suffering is a “psychosomatic
  affair, as neither the body nor the soul remain unaffected by the movements of
  affectivity” (see Gondreau, The Passions of Christ’s Soul,
  84-88). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_41_]41.
   Lombard
  also rules out in Jesus the fomes peccati, a notion with a long
  twelfth-century history. Hence, Jesus experienced no sudden affective
  movements that would have collided with the good of reason, including his
  experience of agony at Gethsemane. Jesus feared death with timor
  naturalis, the spontaneous inclination of nature away from its own harm,
  not as a result of rational judgment, timor rationalis (see Gondreau,
  The Passions of Christ’s Soul, 92-93). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_42_]42.
   See
  Summa halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, d. 3, m. 2, ch. 1, a. 1
  (Quaracchi ed., 4:62), where, following patristic and medieval tradition,
  especially Peter Lombard, Alexander refuses to admit any ignorance in the soul
  of Christ. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_43_]43.
   Summa
  halensis,
  lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 3, q. 2, ch. 1 (Quaracchi ed., 4:164): “Christus
  accepit aliquid a triplici statu humani generis sive Adae. Unus status fuit,
  qui debebatur ei si stetisset, status scilicet beatitudinis, in praemium;
  alius fuit status, in statu in quo erat, scilicet status innocentiae, secundum
  quem statum debebature ei scientia, quae debetur naturae integrae et
  perfectae; alius status fuit post lapsum, secundum quem statum habuit
  scientiam experimentalem: habuit enim scienitiam poenae peccati per
  experientiam. A primo ergo statu habuit Christus scientiam comprehensoris; a
  secundo scientiam naturae integrae et perfectae; a tertio statu scientiam
  experientiae, sed non experientiae culpae, sed tantum poenae.” Cf.
  Alexander, III Sent., d. 13, n. 10 (Quaracchi ed., 131): “It
  should be noted that the knowledge in Christ was fivefold, namely, according
  to the divine nature and the human nature. But according to the divine nature
  there is knowledge which is the same as the divine nature. But according to
  the human nature, knowledge is fourfold. The first is according to the grace
  of union; and so Christ had knowledge of the secrets of the incarnation. The
  second was according to the grace of comprehension, since Christ was a comprehensor
  in this life; and this is [knowledge] of all things that pertain to
  beatitude. The third mode was according to the integrity of the nature which
  he received from Adam; and just as Adam had knowledge concerning all the
  things that were made for his sake, so also did Christ. But the fifth
  knowledge is according to the penal nature which he assumed; and thus he
  learned things through experience which he had not learned through experience
  before” (“Nota quod quinque modis est scientia in Christo, scilicet
  secundum divinam naturam et secundum humanam. Sed secundum divinam naturam est
  scientia quae eadem est cum divina natura. Sed secundum humanum naturam
  quatuor modis est scientia. Primus est secundum gratiam unionis; et sic habuit
  scientiam secretorum incarnationis. Secundus fuit secundum gratiam
  comprehensoris, quoniam ipse fuit comprehensor in via; et haec est de omnibus
  pertinentibus ad beatitudinem. Tertius modus fuit secundum integritatem
  naturae quam recepit ab Adam; et sicut Adam cognitionem habuit de omnibus quae
  facta sunt propter ipsum, sic et Christus. Quinta vero scientia est secundum
  naturam poenalem quam suscepit; et sic per experientiam scivit quae prius non
  per experientiam scivit”). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_44_]44.
   Summa
  halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 3, q. 2, ch. 2 (Quaracchi ed., 4:166):
  “Quintus, qui est cognitionis quae est secundum naturam poenalem, fuit
  similiter in Christo; in hac didicit diversas poenalitates secundum
  experientiam in affectiva, quam tamen cognovit secundum alium modum, scilicet
  secundum gratiam cognitionis quae data est sibi per gratiam unionis.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_45_]45.
   Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 13, n. 35 (Quaracchi ed., 139): “scientiae per
  experientiam opponitur inexperientia, non vero ignorantia; praescivit autem
  passiones, sed non per expertus est.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_46_]46.
   Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 13, n. 26 (Quaracchi ed., 137): “habuit scientiam
  experientiae poenalitatum nostrarum, quas assumpsit et non traxit.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_47_]47.
  Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 13, n. 35 (Quaracchi ed., 139): “solum profectus
  erat ex parte experientiae poenalitatum quas assumpsit pro nobis.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_48_]48.
   Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 13, n. 35 (Quaracchi ed., 139): “5 ad Hebr., 8,
  textus: Ex iis quae passus est didicit obedientiam Patri, Glossa:
  ‘Didicit per experientiam.’ II Cor. 5:21: Eum qui novit peccatum, fecit
  pro nobis [peccatum].” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_49_]49.
  Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 13, n. 31 (Quaracchi ed., 138-39): “Sed nota quod
  dupliciter cognoscitur malum, sive culpae, sive poena: vel per experientiam,
  vel per suum oppositum. Christus autem malum culpae per suum oppositum
  cognovit; malum autem poenae utroque modo.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_50_]50.
  Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 15, n. 4 (Quaracchi ed., 152): “Compassio fuit cum
  fratribus; non secundum sensualitatem: ergo secundum rationem; et ita in
  Christo erat tristitia rationalis. - Dicendum quod Christus non habuit
  tristitiam secundum superiorem partem rationis, quoniam secundum illam
  continue contemplabatur Deum Patrum; sed habuit tristitiam secundum partem
  rationis inferiorem.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_51_]51.
   Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 15, n. 4 (Quaracchi ed., 151-52): “Qualiter ergo
  tristis fieri potuit? Augustinus: Dolor est sensus propriae corruptionis. Sed
  propriam corruptionem sensit Christus; ergo dolorem habuit… . Ergo
  Christus voluit removere nocivum a propria carne. Sed talis voluntas fuit
  dolor.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_52_]52.
  See
  Alexander, III Sent., d. 15, n. 7 (Quaracchi ed., 153):
  “Regarding my soul is saddened in Mk 14:34: [the Gloss says] ‘by
  setting aside [semota] the delectation of eternal divinity, he is
  affected by the weariness of human infirmity’; and so it would seem that
  Christ was not a comprehensor in this life. - It must be said that ‘setting
  aside’ [semota] is said, since [delight] did not hinder sadness”
  (“Super illud: Tristis est anima, 14 Marc., 34: ‘Semota delectatione
  aeternae divinitatis, taedio humanae infirmitatis afficitur’; et ita videtur
  quod Christus non fuit comprehensor in via. - Dicendum quod ‘semota’ dicitur,
  quoniam non cohibuit tristitiam”). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_53_]53.
   Summa
  halensis,
  lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 3, q. 2, ch. 1 (Quaracchi ed., 4:164): “Sed quia
  assumpsit humanam naturam ut genus humanum per verum hominem redimeret,
  respectu istius finis necessaria erat duplex in Christo scientia, naturalis
  scilicet et scientiae experientiae: scientia naturalis sive naturae integrae
  et perfectae, ut verus homo probaretur; scientia vero experientiae, ut genus
  humanum per sensum poenae et experientiam redimeretur.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_54_]54.
   Summa
  halensis,
  lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 3, q. 2, ch. 1 (Quaracchi ed., 4:164): “Et huiusmodi
  scientiae utiliores sunt sive magis convenientes fini praedicto, quamvis aliae
  simpliciter meliores.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_55_]55.
  Alexander, Q.
  D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 15, disp. 2, mem. 2, n. 38 (Quaracchi ed.,
  205): “Et si oportuit in satisfaciendo dare maius, oportuit hoc fieri in
  corpore et in anima; unde ex parte animae fuit voluntas patiendi, et in
  corpore fuit ipsa passio.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_56_]56.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 2, mem. 5, n. 52
  (Quaracchi ed., 248): “Quia in contritione, quando homo plene satisfacit
  pro peccato, tria exiguntur: [primo] enim exiguntur poenalia opera exteriora;
  praeter hoc etiam exigitur sensus huiusmodi poenae in sensualitate; et praeter
  hoc oportet quod sit ibi voluntas dolendi et patiendi in ratione. Ergo ista
  requiruntur ad perfectam satisfactionem illius peccati quod corrupit totum
  genus humanum vel naturam. Ergo oportuit in passione Christi, quae fuit
  satisfactoria, esse poenalia opera exteriora, et sensum horum in sensualitate,
  et voluntatem dolendi in ratione.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_57_]57.
  Alexander, Q.
  D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 4, mem. 5, n. 107 (Quaracchi
  ed., 273): “Fuit enim in Christo separatio animae a carne, et compassio
  separationis; et praeterea dolor pro peccato humani generis, sine quo non
  esset satisfactum etiam cum aliis duobus, sicut patet in vera contritione.
  Licet patiar poenam in corpore, et compatiar illi poenae in anima, nisi adhuc
  sit dolor de peccato, non est vera satisfactio.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_58_]58.
   Alexander,
  III Sent., d. 15, n. 29 (Quaracchi ed., 160): “I respond: in
  Christ there was a rational power and a sensible power, both with respect to
  himself and insofar as it was ordained toward reason. In reason, there was
  delectation of divinity; and for this reason it is said ‘set aside’ since it
  did not prevent the sadness which was in the sensible part”
  (“Respondeo: in Christo erat vis rationalis et sensualitas, et secundum
  se, et secundum quod ordinata est ad rationem. In ratione fuit delectatio
  divinitatis; et ideo dicitur ‘semota,’ quia non cohibuit tristitiam quae erat
  in sensualitate”). See Summa halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q.
  4, d. 3, m. 1 (Quaracchi ed., 4:60): “Perturbation is sometimes a
  movement of the sensible part… . Inasmuch as it is a movement of the
  sensible part, thus it was in Christ” (“Perturbatio quandoque est
  motus sensualitatis.Prout est motus sensualitatis, sic fuit in Christo”).
  
  
  

  [bookmark: N_59_]59.
   In
  the Summa halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, d. 3, m. 3, ch. 2
  (Quaracchi ed., 4:68), Alexander makes a similar statement regarding Jesus’
  compassion for fallen human beings. See text at note 57 above. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_60_]60.
   By
  contrast, as Adams notes, for Anselm, “Christ does not experience our
  unhappiness in addition to pain and suffering” (What Sort of Human
  Nature?, 15). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_61_]61.
   As
  Gondreau notes (The Passions of Christ’s Soul, 311), Maximus the
  Confessor, follow-ing the language of the New Testament, distinguished
  Christ’s qelhvsi”
  (will), as when in the garden Christ prayed “not my will” (qelhvma),
  and Christ’s bouvlhsi”
  (will), as when he says “Father, if you will it (bouvlhei),
  remove this cup from me” (Luke 22:42; cf. Matt 26:39, and Mark 14:36).
  Following Maximus, John of Damascus spoke of qelhvsi”
  as a natural and vital appetite of nature and bouvlhsi”
  as a rational appetite for some thing (De fide orth., 2.22 [ed. E.M.
  Buytaert (St. Bonaventure, N.Y.-Louvain-Paderborn: Franciscan Institute-E.
  Nauwelaerts-F. Schöningh, 1955, 135-40]). In the twelfth century, Lombard
  (III Sent., d. 17, c. 2 [ed. Coll. Bonav., 106-7) followed this lead
  and affirmed Christ’s natural fear (timor naturalis) of death in the
  garden, while repudiating any reflective fear (timor cogitationalis).
  In his Glossa, Alexander adopts this distinction with respect to
  Christ’s fear, but not with respect to Christ’s sorrow. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_62_]62.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 2, mem. 3, n. 48
  (Quaracchi ed., 246): “Respondeo: Superior portio rationis consideratur
  dupliciter: quia ut est ‘natura,’ scilicet ut est quaedam potentia animae in
  se, secundum se carni unita, et apprehendens ex cognitione innata, secundum
  quod dicit Philosophus quod omnis homo naturalem habet appetitum disciplinae
  et sanitatum.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_63_]63.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 2, mem. 3, n. 48
  (Quaracchi ed., 246): “Dico ergo quod ratio superior in Christo, ut
  natura, fuit possibilis ad quoddam pati.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_64_]64.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 4, mem. 2, n. 95
  (Quaracchi ed., 268): “In ratione Christi fuit compassio per modum
  naturae.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_65_]65.
  In an
  objection to which Alexander responds by distinguishing between the two parts
  of ratio, he explicitly quotes Damascene’s definition of passion,
  which locates it in the sensible part of the soul (Alexander, Q. D.
  ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 1, mem. 6, n. 55 [Quaracchi ed.,
  249]): “But was that passion in the superior part of the soul? It seems
  not. For Damascene said: ‘a passion is a movement of the sensible appetitive
  power in response to a perceived good or evil’” (“Sed fuitne haec
  passio in superiori parte? Videtur quod non. Dicit enim Damascenus: ‘Passio
  est motus appetitivae virtutis sensibilis in apparitione boni et mali’”).
  
  
  

  [bookmark: N_66_]66.
  Alexander, Q.
  D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 2, mem. 3, n. 48 (Quaracchi ed.,
  246): “Superior portio rationis consideratur dupliciter: … dicitur
  ratio ut ‘ratio’, scilicet quando apprehendit cum electione et
  deliberatione.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_67_]67.
   Summa
  halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, d. 3, m. 2, ch. 1, a. 3 (Quaracchi
  ed., 4:64): “et est considerare rationem ut rationem, secundum quod non
  se habet ad corpus, immo actum habet extra corpus … secundo modo est in
  ordine ad Deum voluntarie. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_68_]68.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 1, mem. 6, n. 55
  (Quaracchi ed., 249): “ratio ut ratio existimat illud sibi conveniens, et
  non nocivum.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_69_]69.
   Summa
  halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, d. 3, m. 2, ch. 1, a. 2 (Quaracchi
  ed., 4:63): “est tristitia ex voluntate dispensationis sive secundum
  propassionem, quae attenditur in sensualitate praeter pertubationem rationis,
  et hoc modo fuit in Christo tristitia. Praeterea, sicut patebit, est
  considerare rationem ut naturam et rationem ut rationem. Si ut naturam, sic
  etiam fuit tristitia secundum rationem; si ut rationem, sic non fuit in
  rationem tristitia.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_70_]70.
   Summa
  halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, d. 3, m. 1 (Quaracchi ed., 4:60):
  “Perturbatio quandoque est motus … partis rationalis. Prout est motus
  partis rationalis, potest esse duobus modis: vel in parte prout est natura, et
  sic potuit esse in Christo ex infirmitate vel dispositione assumpta; vel prout
  est ratio sive rationalis, et sic nequaquam.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_71_]71.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 4, mem. 2, n. 95
  (Quaracchi ed., 268): “ergo in aliis hominibus turbatur ratio ut natura
  et ut ratio, et in Christo non turbatur ratio ut ratio, adiuta per
  gratiam.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_72_]72.
  Alexander, Q.
  D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 2, mem. 3, n. 48 (Quaracchi ed.,
  246): “Secundum vero quod ratio unita est deitati, ex illa ordinatione
  non est compassibilis dolore mortis.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_73_]73.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 4, mem. 2, n. 95
  (Quaracchi ed., 268): “non fuit compassio in quantum unita deitati,
  scilicet secundum quod adiuta fuit per gratiam [unionis].” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_74_]74.
   Alexander,
  Q. D. ‘antequam esset frater,‘ q. 16, disp. 1, mem. 6, n. 56
  (Quaracchi ed., 249-50): “Dico quod passio illa fuit in carne, et sensus
  illius fuit in inferiori parte rationis; in parte autem in superiori, quia in
  superiori parte fuit cognitio passionis. Sed non fuit ei poenalis, quia etsi
  pertransiit passio superiorem partem, ita tamen vicit eam pars illa, quod non
  reputavit eam passionem, propter gaudii superexcellentiam. Est tamen duplex
  dolor compassionis: [respectu] mortis, et respectu peccati humani generis; et
  unus est magis elongatus ab alio.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_75_]75.
   Another
  shift between the Glossa and Alexander’s later works has to do with
  dependence upon patristic authorities. As Gondreau notes (The Passions of
  Christ’s Soul, 58-59 nn. 59-60), “whereas Alexander cites Damascene
  more than Augustine in his commentary on the Sentences, he later
  reversed this when he wrote on Christ’s passions in Qu. disp. ‘antequam
  esset frater’.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_76_]76.
   See
  also Summa halensis, lib. III, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 4, d. 3, m. 3, ch. 2
  (Quaracchi ed., 4:68): “since just as in satisfaction on our part is
  required will and penalty—for it is necessary that there be sorrow for the
  sin and that there be joy concerning the punishment—so also in Christ there
  was the punishment of passion in the body and the penalty of compassion in
  sorrow for the sins of the human race with the maximal will for suffering, in
  which is the complete requirement of satisfaction” (“quia sicut in
  satisfactione ex parte nostra requiritur voluntas et poena—oportet enim quod
  sit dolor de peccato et quod sit gaudium de poena—ita et in Christo fuit
  poena passionis in corpore et poena etiam compassionis in dolore pro peccato
  humani generis cum voluntate maxima patiendi, in quo est complementum
  satisfactionis”). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_77_]77.
  See also Summa
  halensis, lib. 3, inq. 1, tr. 1, q. 1, ch. 5, a. 2 (Quaracchi ed., 4:20):
  “Therefore, just as for remission of actual sin, which is the sin of man
  from himself, there is required with grace sorrow or contrition for it in
  order that there may be satisfaction for sin, which is indeed temporal
  punishment, so for the satisfaction of original sin, which is sin of man
  contracted from another, not by his own act, there is required along with
  grace the fulfillment of temporal punishment by another or for another, so
  that divine justice might have a place” (“Ideo sicut ad remissionem
  peccati actualis, quod est peccatum hominis ex seipso, requiritur cum gratia
  dolor seu contritio ad hoc ut satisfaciat pro peccato, quae quidem est poena
  temporalis, ita ad satisfactionem originalis peccati, quod est peccatum
  hominis ab alio contractum, non ab actu suo, requiritur cum gratia exsolutio
  poeanae temporalis ab alio sive per alium, ut locum habeat divina
  iustitia”). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_78_]78.
   For
  a brief discussion of Thomas’ view of Christ’s humanity, see Weinandy, In
  the Likeness of Sinful Flesh, 47-53. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_79_]79.
   Thomas
  affirms (STh III, q. 15, a. 4) that these passions of Christ’s soul
  were present without undermining his sinless perfection: “Nevertheless we
  must know that the passions were in Christ otherwise than in us, in three
  ways. (1) First, as regards the object, since in us these passions very often
  tend towards what is unlawful, but not so in Christ. (2) Secondly, as regards
  the principle, since these passions in us frequently forestall the judgment of
  reason; but in Christ all movements of the sensitive appetite sprang from the
  disposition of the reason. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 9), that
  ‘Christ assumed these movements, in His human soul, by an unfailing
  dispensation, when He willed; even as He became man when He willed.’ (3)
  Thirdly, as regards the effect, because in us these movements, at times, do
  not remain in the sensitive appetite, but deflect the reason; but not so in
  Christ, since by His disposition the movements that are naturally becoming to
  human flesh so remained in the sensitive appetite that the reason was nowise
  hindered in doing what was right. Hence Jerome says (on Mt. 26:37) that ‘Our
  Lord, in order to prove the reality of the assumed manhood, “was
  sorrowful” in very deed; yet lest a passion should hold sway over His
  soul, it is by a propassion that He is said to have “begun to grow
  sorrowful and to be sad”’; so that it is a perfect ‘passion’ when it
  dominates the soul, i.e. the reason; and a ‘propassion’ when it has its
  beginning in the sensitive appetite, but goes no further” (“Sciendum
  tamen quod huiusmodi passiones aliter fuerunt in Christo quam in nobis,
  quantum ad tria. Primo quidem, quantum ad obiectum. Quia in nobis plerumque
  huiusmodi passiones feruntur ad illicita, quod in Christo non fuit. Secundo,
  quantum ad principium. Quia huiusmodi passiones frequenter in nobis
  praeveniunt iudicium rationis, sed in Christo omnes motus sensitivi appetitus
  oriebantur secundum dispositionem rationis. Unde Augustinus dicit, XIV de Civ.
  Dei, quod hos motus, certissimae dispensationis gratia, ita cum voluit
  Christus suscepit animo humano, sicut cum voluit factus est homo. Tertio,
  quantum ad effectum. Quia in nobis quandoque huiusmodi motus non sistunt in
  appetitu sensitivo, sed trahunt rationem. Quod in Christo non fuit, quia motus
  naturaliter humanae carni convenientes sic ex eius dispositione in appetitu
  sensitivo manebant quod ratio ex his nullo modo impediebatur facere quae
  conveniebant. Unde Hieronymus dicit, super Matth., quod dominus noster, ut
  veritatem assumpti probaret hominis, vere quidem contristatus est, sed, ne
  passio in animo illius dominaretur, per propassionem dicitur quod coepit
  contristari, ut passio perfecta intelligatur quando animo, idest rationi,
  dominatur; propassio autem, quando est inchoata in appetitu sensitivo, sed
  ulterius non se extendit”). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_80_]80.
   STh
  III, q. 15, a. 5, ad 3: “by the power of the Godhead of Christ the
  beatitude was economically kept in the soul, so as not to overflow into the
  body, lest His passibility and mortality should be taken away; and for the
  same reason the delight of contemplation was so kept in the mind as not to
  overflow into the sensitive powers, lest sensible pain should thereby be
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RECENT YEARS have seen much criticism of the traditional Thomistic position that
the acquired moral virtues are connected through prudence and that neither they
nor acquired prudence can exist perfectly in someone who has not been assisted
by grace. This criticism is in large part based on an oversimplification of
Thomas’s understanding of the different grades or states of virtue.(1)

One kind of criticism is directed
against Thomas’s theory that the virtues are connected. Peter Geach, for
instance, chides Thomas for holding that “all the virtues stand and fall
together.”(2) He seems unaware of the
Thomistic distinction between imperfect and perfect acquired virtue and how it
is related to arguments for the connection of the moral virtues.

Another kind of criticism questions
whether the traditional interpretation of Thomas’s position on acquired moral
virtue adequately represents his position. For example, Bonnie Kent has attacked
Alasdair MacIntyre’s version of the standard Thomistic view in part by repeating
the well-known facts that Thomas holds that non-Christians can perform good acts
and that the acquired 
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virtues are not infused directly by
God.(3) She confuses the traditional thesis that
even acquired virtue depends on grace for its full development with the view
that there is no natural acquired virtue without grace. Her failure to make
fine-grained distinctions leads to a misreading of MacIntyre’s interpretation of
Thomas’s position.(4)

Brian Shanley has similarly criticized
Jacques Maritain and John of St. Thomas, who both presented the traditional
argument that rectitude towards the natural and supernatural last end is
necessary for the possession of that perfect acquired prudence which connects
the acquired virtues.(5) Although she does not
defend Shanley’s understanding of pagan virtue, Angela McKay has recently
criticized aspects of my argument against Shanley and Kent by misreading my
position as one that denies that there can be any acquired prudence without
grace.(6) This misrepresentation follows the
familiar pattern in that it does not admit the distinctions between perfect and
imperfect acquired virtue which are necessary for the traditional argument.

McKay’s misrepresentation of my view
is significant in that it mischaracterizes the traditional view on the indirect
dependence of perfect acquired virtue on grace as the view that there is no
acquired virtue without grace. This misinterpretation is common to Shanley,
Kent, and Geach. Since it is both widespread and touches on issues that are
central to Thomas’s moral thought, I shall present a brief defense of the
traditional view, including a description of the way in which the virtues are
traditionally distinguished. I shall first look at the relevant texts and then
discuss 
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five states of virtue that are
relevant to the contemporary debates. Then I shall show how the distinction
between perfect and imperfect acquired prudence is a central feature of Thomas’s
moral thought and found in his own texts. I shall conclude with some remarks on
how the distinction between the states of virtue is important for understanding
the connection of the virtues and their dependence on grace.

 



I. Three Groups of Texts



Thomas does not exhaustively discuss
the different states of virtue in any one text or question. There are at least
three kinds of texts that are relevant. First, some texts discuss the connection
between the virtues. In these passages Thomas shows that the answer to the
question of whether and how the virtues are connected differs according to the
kind of virtue that is under consideration. Second, other texts are concerned
with the question of whether there can be true virtue without charity. Thomas
holds that without charity there can be true acquired virtue and even the
theological virtues of faith and hope. There are related texts that are
concerned with whether someone who loses charity through mortal sin loses
acquired virtue immediately. The third group of texts is concerned with whether
someone in mortal sin or even an infidel can perform good acts. In this context,
Thomas develops the view that even someone who has a disordered moral life is
able to perform good but not meritorious actions. The infidel’s virtue shows how
someone can develop true virtue on a merely natural level.

It is important to keep in mind that
Thomas does not use any of these groups of texts to describe all of the
different states of virtue. These three groups correspond to standard questions
that were asked by his contemporaries and predecessors and do not constitute a
systematic treatise on virtue’s states and its development. Although I believe
that Thomas’s descriptions of the different states in these texts are
compatible, the distinctions he makes are not identical. In this section I shall
briefly look at
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representative texts from these groups
to show how the basic distinctions are developed in the context of particular
discussions.

A) The Connection between the
Virtues

Although Thomas discusses the
connection of the virtues in many texts, there are two late texts in which he
discusses the issue at length.(7) In the Prima
Secundae, question 65 (1271), he divides the discussion between the first
two articles.(8) In the first article he
discusses the connection of the acquired virtues through prudence; in the second
he discusses the connection of the infused virtues through charity. Shanley has
correctly recognized a difference between the “perfect virtue” of the
two articles. In the first article, “perfect” is used to describe
acquired moral virtue that is connected to the other acquired moral virtues
through prudence. This virtue is “perfect” in opposition to that
imperfect moral virtue which is an unconnected inclination to perform a good
action. In the second article, “perfect” is used to describe infused
virtue that is connected to other infused virtues through charity. This virtue
is “perfect” in opposition to that relatively imperfect virtue which
is acquired and does not order acts to the 
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supernatural ultimate end.(9)
Although McKay may not follow Shanley in holding that the perfect virtue of the
first article is acquired virtue, both she and Shanley suggest that this
distinction between acquired and infused virtue has been neglected by those who
adhere to the traditional view.(10) However,
many of those who adhere to the criticized view clearly recognize it.(11)
Shanley and McKay are novel only in their inference from this distinction to the
conclusion that acquired virtue or at least acquired prudence can be present in
its fully developed natural state without the assistance of grace. This issue
will be addressed below. The important point to recognize here is that Thomas
does not in this question give one scheme of the states of virtue, nor does he
use “imperfect” and “perfect” as technical terms. Acquired
and connected moral virtue can be at the same time “perfect” as
compared with unconnected moral virtue and yet “imperfect” with
respect to infused virtue.

The parallel passage in the disputed
question De virtutibus cardinalibus (1271/1272), article 2, is
important because it contains the distinction between these states of virtue in
one discussion.(12) There is consequently less
room for confusion over the different ways in which a virtue can be imperfect.
Here Thomas distinguishes between entirely imperfect virtue (omnino
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imperfectae),
somewhat perfect virtue (aliqualiter imperfectae), and virtue that is
perfect simply speaking (simpliciter perfectae). The second level
corresponds to the “perfect” virtue of the Prima Secundae,
question 69, article 1, whereas the third level cor-responds to the
“perfect” virtue of article 2. McKay and I disagree over whether these
distinctions are exhaustive for understanding every state of acquired virtue. My
position is that Thomas here is discussing primarily the distinction between
fully developed acquired moral virtue, which requires a connection to other
acquired moral virtues through prudence, and infused virtue, which is connected
to the other infused virtues through charity. He does not mention an acquired
virtue that is unconnected in the agent because such undeveloped virtue is not
relevant to the discussion.

Although in these texts Thomas does
not mention that there can be an unconnected acquired moral virtue, he also does
not deny that there can be individuals who have such virtue. I hold the
traditional position that some individuals have true acquired virtue even if
they do not have it in its perfect and connected state. Such virtue is imperfect
in that it does not exist alongside and cooperate with the other major virtues,
but it usually produces virtuous acts. For example, a normally just but unchaste
person may act unjustly in order to satisfy his lust. Such a person may have
acquired justice, but it is not fully developed because it is unsupported by the
other virtues. The absence of chastity makes even the justice imperfect. The
fact that this imperfect acquired justice is the same in kind as perfect
acquired justice explains why Thomas does not need to treat such imperfect
virtue in his discussion of how different kinds of virtue are connected
differently. If such acquired moral virtue were fully developed, it would be
connected with the other major virtues through prudence. It is the kind of
virtue that is connected to the others through prudence, although an individual
may possess a virtue such as justice in such an imperfect way that it is not
connected through prudence to another virtue such as temperance. 
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B) True Virtue without Charity?

The occasional nature of Thomas’s
distinction between the states of virtue in the above texts can be seen by
contrasting them with his texts on whether there can be true virtue (vera
virtus) without charity. The distinction between the states of virtue in
these latter discussions is not focused around the connection of the virtues but
instead on their relationship to different goods or ends. The central text is Secunda
Secundae (1271/1272), question 23, article. 7.(13)
The distinction between true and apparent goods grounds the distinction between
true virtue and a false similitude of virtue. Thomas’s concern is with
Augustine’s argument that a virtue is false if it is directed toward a bad end.
Augustine describes a miser who is temperate to preserve money.(14)
Thomas agrees with Augustine that the miser does not have the true virtue of
temperance but a mere similitude of it. This distinction between true and false
virtue does not have an obvious analogue in Thomas’s discussion of the
connection of the virtues, but is brought up in the context of his argument to
show that there can be true virtue without charity.

Why does Thomas hold this position? He
distinguishes between the proximate good or end and the ultimate good or end.
Someone can have a good habit with respect to a particular or proximate good and
yet not be ordered to the ultimate good by charity. Thomas contrasts such a
person with the miser who is mentioned by Augustine. Whereas the miser orders
his only apparently temperate act to a bad end, someone without charity may
perform truly good acts. These acts are the kinds of acts that are capable of
being ordered to God as the ultimate end of charity even though they are not in
fact ordered to him. They are 
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directed not toward the goods sought
by arts or science, but toward those which make someone good even if they are
possessed in a diminished degree by someone who is not good. Thomas describes
the corresponding virtue as “true but imperfect” (vera virtus, sed
imperfecta). This “imperfect” virtue is concerned with particular
goods that are orderable to the ultimate good, but do not by themselves
completely constitute the ultimate good. Such true virtue becomes a kind of
perfect virtue when ordered to God through charity and the infused virtues.

The “true but imperfect”
virtue of this text does not clearly correlate to any one kind of virtue that
Thomas discusses in the context of the connection between the virtues. It seems
to me that here Thomas is more concerned with the way in which the same kind of
virtue and act can be directed only to the proximate end in someone who lacks
charity and yet is directed to the ultimate end in someone who has charity. In
this passage Thomas appears to discuss the same virtue, which is imperfect when
charity is lacking but perfect when there is charity. This kind of virtue is not
infused virtue because it exists apart from charity. Is this true virtue that
perfect acquired virtue which is connected to the other moral virtues through
prudence? It may be so in the case of someone who possesses charity, but it
would not seem to be so in the case of someone who lacks charity on account of
repeated vicious acts. An unchaste person might generally perform just actions
and consequently possess true but imperfect acquired justice. Although this
would be the kind of justice that is connected with other virtues through
prudence, the person would not possess it as a connected virtue. This kind of
virtue consequently does not correspond to that “perfect” virtue which
is discussed in the Prima Secundae, question 65, article 1.

C) Who Can Perform Good Acts?

Support for my interpretation of this
“true but imperfect” virtue can be found in the similarity with
Thomas’s treatment of the way in which infidels or those in mortal sin can have
true
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virtues and yet lack charity. Thomas
uses the same distinction between the different ends in this third group of
texts and connects the issues in the response to the first objection of Secunda
Secundae, question 23, article 7. Just as an infidel can perform good acts
so long as they are not ordered to infidelity, so can someone who lacks charity
perform good acts so long as they are not committed in opposition to charity. It
seems to me that this infidel has a true virtue that lacks even natural
perfection because he is not ordered to the ultimate end.

The texts that discuss the good acts
of someone who lacks charity apply also to the infidel. Thomas explicitly
connects the two issues in his earliest treatment of the subject, which is found
in his Scriptum super libros Sententiarum.(15)
The discussion focuses on those who lack faith, but in this connection also
mentions all those who lack charity. Everyone who lacks faith or hope lacks
charity, although the converse is not true.(16)
But the texts on infidelity are important because they are concerned directly
with someone who operates on a merely natural level. Someone who lacks faith
possesses only the acquired virtues. A key text on such a person’s virtue is Secunda
Secundae, question 10, article 4. This discussion of the infidel isolates
the acquired virtues from the infused and theological and underscores the fact
that natural reason suffices for the intention of connatural good ends. But this
case resembles that of anyone who lacks charity in that the sinner has turned
away from God. The sinner’s aversion from the ultimate end does not cause him to
sin in each of his actions. Even though every individual act is good or bad,
there are some 
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individual acts that are neither
meritorious nor demeritorious.(17) The lack or
presence of merit in a good act depends not on the act but on the agent’s
possession of charity. Thomas emphasizes that the agent must have mortally
sinned at some point in order to lack charity, which makes good acts meritorious
and refers them to God. Consequently, a good but not meritorious act belongs
only to an agent who has mortally sinned.(18)
Nevertheless, someone without charity can perform acts that are morally good,
even though they are not referred to God as the ultimate end.

Someone who lacks charity and even
faith can perform good acts even though he cannot merit and does not direct
these acts to God as the ultimate end. It is reasonable to conclude that such a
person could have virtuous habits even though he does not have all of the
acquired virtues. Such a virtue would be “true but imperfect” in the
language of the Secunda Secundae (q. 23, a. 7), but does not correlate
to a kind of virtue in the Prima Secundae (q. 65, aa. 1-2) or in De
virtutibus (a. 2). The distinction between the acquired virtue of someone
who lacks charity and the perfect acquired virtue of someone who has charity
rests on the distinction between virtuous acts that are referable to the
ultimate end but are not so referred, and the same acts that are referred to the
ultimate end. An “imperfect” virtue in this context is a virtue
according to which a bad agent performs good acts. This virtue is neither a mere
bodily disposition nor a moral virtue that is connected to all the other virtues
through prudence. But it is a true virtue.

This survey of different texts shows
that it is dangerous to use only one text to delineate the many states of virtue
for which 
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Thomas provides an account. These
three groups contain texts that give descriptions of the virtues which do not at
first glance correspond to each other. Indeed, there are a variety of other
passages that are necessary for grasping Thomas’s understanding of virtue. These
three groups provide us with helpful but not exhaustive distinctions. For
example, Thomas’s discussion of how virtues develop and persist as dispositions
occurs primarily not in these texts but in passages discussing habits in general
in Prima Secundae, question 49. In the response to the third objection
of article 1 of this question, he distinguishes between a virtue or science that
is inchoate from one that is complete. In the response to the third objection in
article 2, he distinguishes between someone who imperfectly has a habit such as
a science and someone who has it perfectly. Someone who has only imperfect
knowledge easily loses it. Thomas applies this distinction to the virtues as
well. Consequently, it would seem that an agent could have true virtue and yet
only as an imperfect disposition that can easily be lost. This technical
language is not clearly used in the texts I discussed above, although the
distinction between a habit and a disposition is important for understanding the
development and loss of acquired virtue. The commentators make much of this
passage in their description of how acquired virtue can be possessed only
imperfectly.(19) But Thomas does not so clearly
make this connection.

This question on habits is an example
of texts that are relevant for understanding the different states of virtue that
are not even in any of the main groups I have discussed in this section. The
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relevance and relative isolation of
these texts is additional evidence for my thesis that a systematic presentation
of Thomas’s understanding of the states of virtue cannot proceed on the basis of
an analysis of any particular text or group of texts, but must take several
issues into account. I am not arguing that the different passages are
contradictory, but that the many passages make primarily those distinctions
which are relevant to a particular debate.

 



II. Perfect and Imperfect Virtue



 



Thomas’s understanding of the
different states of virtue is nuanced in such a way that it is difficult to
provide just one schema. Commentators give different lists depending upon the
context in which they are writing. In their discussion of the connection between
the virtues, the Carmelites of Salamanca distinguish, by my count, between four
states or grades of virtue.(20) The development
of different virtues is described in greater detail by Cajetan in his defense of
the Thomistic doctrine of prudence against the Scotists.(21)
More recently, in his discussion of the instability of virtues in the state of
mortal sin, Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange lists six different states or grades of
virtue.(22) Nevertheless, Garrigou-Lagrange’s
account does not contradict that of the Salmanticenses. He adds to their count
the distinction between true and false virtue along with a distinction between a
disposition to perform good acts and the disposition to perform such acts well.
But he argues that even this expanded list is not exhaustive. For instance, it
does not adequately take into account the distance between someone who has been
virtuous and in a state of grace and one who has committed just one mortal sin.
Nor does it reflect the important distinction between someone who has so sinned
and another who has committed many sins against a 
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particular virtue. Thomas’s
understanding of these issues is complex in a way that makes it impossible to
have a schema that is exact and complete with respect to every issue that may
come into dispute.

My primary concern is with those
acquired moral virtues which when fully developed are connected to each other
through the intellectual and cardinal virtue of prudence. Along with the
commentators, I am setting aside those virtues which are not an ordinary part of
the moral life, such as heroic virtue, and virtues such as munificence, which
require unusual conditions. Moreover, although purgative virtue is interesting
in its own right, it is not directly relevant to the delineation of the ways in
which the main virtues can be present in different kinds of agents.

Since my discussion is concerned
primarily with the distinctions necessary to show that perfect acquired virtue
is impossible in someone who lacks grace, I will more or less focus on the four
states of virtue described by the Salmanticenses and add the distinction between
false and true virtue, thus showing how an acquired virtue can be imperfect on a
natural level but nevertheless a true virtue. I do not deny the validity of the
distinctions made by Cajetan and Garrigou-Lagrange. The basic distinctions I
will discuss are also recognized by such commen-tators as John of St. Thomas and
Billuart.(23) Although my schema is useful and
necessary for recognizing contemporary mis-interpretations of Thomas, I do not
claim that it gives an exhaustive account of Thomas’s understanding of the
differences among the virtues.

My account will explain how Thomas
distinguishes between (1) false virtue, (2) altogether imperfect (omnino
imperfecta) virtue, (3) true but imperfect (vera sed imperfecta)
acquired virtue, (4) perfect (aliqualiter perfecta) acquired
virtue, and (5) infused virtue, which is simply speaking perfect (simpliciter
perfecta) virtue. The false virtue or similitude of virtue is that
mentioned by Thomas in Secunda Secundae, question 23, article 7. This
false 
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virtue concerns apparently good acts
that have bad ends. We have already seen how Thomas uses Augustine’s example of
the miser’s virtue to illustrate how an apparently temperate act is in fact not
truly virtuous when it is directed to a bad end. It is of course possible that
an infidel can lack this true virtue and possess false virtue if he performs a
seemingly good act for the sake of his unbelief, but he need not do so.(24)
In the discussion of an infidel’s true virtue, Thomas’s intent is to show that
an infidel can with some consistency perform good acts that are not ordered to a
bad end. He does not make the claim that such a person might perfectly develop
acquired moral virtues such as temperance.

The second state is virtue that is
altogether imperfect (omnino imperfecta). This language comes from De
virtutibus, article 2.(25) In the Prima
Secundae Thomas clearly states that such virtue arises by nature or custom.(26)
For example, someone might have a bodily disposition that is more inclined to
temperance, or might simply be used to acting temperately. Another individual
might be so inclined to liberality but not chastity. These virtues exist without
prudence and consequently can become false virtues. But by themselves they are
altogether imperfect in the sense that they are not really virtues because they
do not follow right reason.

The third state is virtue that follows
right reason but is not completely developed or connected with the other virtues
through
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the agent’s own prudence. The virtue
is imperfect not only with respect to infused virtue, but also with respect to
the fourth state, which is the full development of acquired virtue. This
imperfect acquired virtue lacks the stability of perfect acquired virtue because
of the way in which the matter of the different virtues is connected. For
example, a normally just but unchaste person more easily commits unjust acts on
account of his lack of chastity. Or someone who is normally chaste might act
against chastity to satisfy his avarice. It is difficult to determine whether
for Thomas such imperfect acquired virtue is of the same species as the same
perfect acquired virtue, or whether it lacks an essential characteristic of the
virtue. Nevertheless, commentators have generally identified this virtue with
that disposition which Thomas contrasts with a habit in the response to the
third objection in Prima Secundae, question 49, article 2. In this
passage Thomas clearly states that a habit might be imperfectly developed if it
does not have the character of “difficile mobilis.” The
connection of the matter of the different virtues makes it impossible fully to
develop a moral habit with respect to the matter of only one virtue.

Imperfect acquired virtue is not
exhaustively discussed in Thomas’s texts on the connection of the virtues,
although he does highlight the way in which perfection in one acquired moral
virtue requires perfection in the others. Commentators have generally recognized
unconnected and consequently imperfect acquired moral virtue as that which was
present without charity in many pagans (in multis gentilibus). But a
misreading of this passage (STh I-II, q. 65, a. 2) can lead to
significant mis-interpretations of Thomas’s moral thought. For example, McKay
implies that there is no state between imperfect and infused virtue, and Shanley
suggests that without charity one can possess acquired moral virtue that is
perfect because it is connected with the other moral virtues through prudence.
But Thomas’s understanding of the connection of the virtues and his discussion
of moral habits in the above-mentioned passage (STh I-II, q. 49, a. 2,
ad 3) is sufficient to show that there is acquired moral virtue
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that is true, but imperfect. Moreover,
the recognition of such virtue is helpful for understanding the distinction
between inchoate and complete virtue Thomas makes earlier in the same question (STh
I-II, q. 49, a. 1, ad 3).

There is ample evidence for the
existence of such imperfect acquired virtue in other texts. I believe that this
is the true but imperfect virtue Thomas discusses in the response and reply to
the second objection in Secunda Secundae, question 23, article 7. We
have seen how in this passage he allows for a virtue that produces good actions
even if an individual is directed only to proximate goods and not to the
ultimate good. Thomas’s point in this passage is not merely that this virtue is
not by itself directed to the supernatural ultimate end. Even perfect acquired
moral virtue is not so directed. The point is that an individual who has such
true but imperfect acquired virtue is directed towards some goods and away from
others. Such a virtue would lack a connection to another virtue through prudence
and consequently be identical to that imperfect acquired moral virtue which we
have identified as the third state of virtue. In general, when Thomas discusses
acquired virtue as it exists in someone who lacks rectitude towards the ultimate
end, he is discussing this third state of true but imperfect acquired virtue.

The fourth state of virtue is that
acquired virtue which is perfect when compared to unconnected acquired virtue,
but imperfect when compared with the fifth state of virtue, which is infused
virtue. This infused virtue is perfect virtue simply speaking (simpliciter).
In Prima Secundae, question 65, article 1, Thomas states that such
acquired virtue is perfect in its connection with the other virtues through
prudence. In article 2 of the same question, he describes this virtue as
imperfect because it does not cause good actions that are ordered to the
supernatural ultimate end. Since he established in the previous article that
prudence is required for the entire moral life, he shows the necessity of
infused prudence for charity. Nevertheless, he also mentions that the other
moral virtues cannot exist without prudence, and he does not set aside the
acquired moral virtues, which he had 
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already described as connected through
prudence in the first article. Consequently, it seems unlikely that he is here
stating that the infused virtues are connected whereas the acquired are not.
Instead, he is pointing out that they are connected in different ways, the first
through charity and the second through prudence. This interpretation is borne
out in De virtutibus, article 2, in which he explains this difference
between the ways in which the virtues are connected. At no point does he suggest
that there can be one perfect acquired virtue without another, or that someone
can lack the infused virtues while at the same time possessing the acquired
virtues in such a way that they are connected through prudence. Every major
commentator from Capreolus to the Salmanticenses is intimately familiar not only
with De virtutibus as a whole but also with this particular passage,
and to the best of my knowledge none of them draws the conclusions that Shanley
or McKay draw from it. For there to be perfect acquired virtue without grace, an
agent would have to be fully virtuous on a natural level and yet be turned away
from the supernatural ultimate end. Otherwise some one moral virtue would be
perfectly developed apart from the others, and the moral virtues would not be
connected to each other through prudence.

It is important to recognize that the
distinction between perfect and imperfect acquired virtues is less sharp than
the distinction between these virtues and the infused virtues. Imperfect
acquired justice is the same in kind as perfect acquired justice, whereas both
differ dramatically from that infused justice which is required for the order to
the supernatural end. Moreover, there is a sharp distinction between both the
acquired and infused virtues and those virtues which are altogether imperfect in
that they do not involve right reason. The close connection between imperfect
and perfect acquired virtues explains why Thomas does not treat them separately
in his discussion of the connection between the virtues. Imperfect acquired
virtue would be connected if it were developed in conjunction with the other
virtues. For this reason imperfect and perfect acquired moral virtues cannot
coexist in the same agent, whereas acquired and infused 
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can.(27)
But imperfect acquired virtue and infused virtue can also exist separately.(28)
For example, a drunkard may go to confession and acquire infused temperance in
proportion to his charity, but he will still lack for a time the acquired virtue
of temperance. Baptized infants have the infused virtues but none of the
acquired virtues. Moreover, someone might have imperfect temperance and yet lack
infused virtue. For example, an ordinarily temperate person who sins mortally
against justice will lose his infused temperance but can still have imperfect
acquired temperance.(29) This acquired virtue of
temperance is not lost at once but is only destroyed through repeated acts that
belong to the contrary vice.

This interpretation of Thomas not only
makes sense of his texts but also corresponds to ordinary human experience.
Someone with the acquired virtues who begins to commit fornication loses all of
the infused virtues but does not thereby begin immediately to rob banks or run
away from danger. He might even perform good acts such as almsgiving. His
acquired habits persist even when he no longer acts virtuously as a whole. But
these acquired virtues are imperfect because they are not connected with each
other through prudence, and the agent does not achieve that happiness which
consists in the exercise of the connected acquired virtues. He is turned away
from his supernatural and natural ultimate end. Although the two ends can be
distinguished in thought, it would be incorrect to see them as two ultimate ends
that can be independently achieved by actually existing moral agents.(30)
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The imperfect/perfect distinction
between acquired and infused virtue is a distinction between clearly demarcated
kinds of virtue. The imperfect/perfect distinction within acquired virtue need
not be between distinct kinds of virtue but rather is in the way in which the
virtue is possessed. There is much justifiable confusion among the commentators
over whether there is some distinction in kind between perfect and imperfect
acquired virtue, or whether there is merely a distinction in development.(31)
However, this confusion is irrelevant for our purposes because all the
commentators admit the basic outlines of the distinction between imperfect and
perfect acquired moral virtue.

….





III. Imperfect and Perfect Acquired Prudence









McKay’s argument against my position
that perfect acquired prudence cannot exist without grace depends on her claim
that Thomas does not make a distinction between imperfect and perfect acquired
prudence. Consequently, she reduces my opinion to the position that there can be
no acquired prudence at all without grace.(32) I
have never held or implied this position, but her remarks do point to an
interesting difficulty. The distinction between perfect and imperfect acquired
prudence is a common one in the commentators. In the three groups of texts I
have discussed, Thomas explicitly makes a distinction between imperfect and
perfect acquired moral virtue, but he less clearly makes the distinction between
imperfect and perfect acquired 
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prudence. Consequently, these texts do
not use the term “perfect acquired prudence.” Thus, some burden is on
me to show that imperfect acquired moral virtue requires a kind of acquired
prudence that is imperfect in that it does not cover the matter of all the
virtues. The perfectly prudent individual is prudent concerning every moral
matter. Since someone who lacks a major virtue also lacks the related prudence,
his prudence is not just partial but also imperfect.

The distinction between imperfect and
perfect prudence comes from the distinction between perfect and imperfect
acquired moral virtue.(33) Just as someone who
lacks one acquired virtue necessarily lacks perfection in the others, so does
someone who lacks prudence in one area have only imperfect acquired prudence.
For example, the just but unchaste person has only imperfect justice because he
may perform an unjust act on account of his unchastity. This same person will be
prudent with respect to justice. Nevertheless, even this prudence will be
imperfect because it might fail to command just acts on account of the agent’s
unchastity. Prudence is not perfect with respect to the matter of one of the
major moral virtues unless it is perfect with respect to that of every one in
its counsel, judgment, and command.

In Secunda Secundae, question
47, article 13, Thomas makes the distinction between false prudence, imperfect
prudence, and perfect prudence. I interpret this passage as being roughly
similar to Secunda Secundae, question 23, article 7, in that both
articles are concerned not so much with the distinction between infused and
acquired virtue as with the distinction between merely apparent particular
goods, genuine goods, and the ultimate end. Both passages set out the same
division between false virtue, imperfect virtue, and perfect virtue. In question
47, the “perfect” prudence must at least include infused prudence,
since such prudence is necessary for a correct order to the supernatural
ultimate end and is present in everyone who has charity. 
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Nevertheless, the distinction between
particular goods and the ultimate end is a distinction that also belongs to the
natural order and natural virtue, although Thomas never suggests that in this
life it is possible in fact to separate the natural from the supernatural end.
The “imperfect” of this passage is not meant to distinguish acquired
prudence from infused prudence, but instead that prudence which is concerned
with particular good actions from that which is concerned with the good life as
a whole. Such imperfect prudence could be possessed by an agent who performs
good acts and yet does not have the acquired moral virtues in a connected way. A
rotten person can perform some good but not meritorious acts and can possess a
true but imperfect acquired virtue and consequently a true but imperfect
prudence. He will be prudent with respect to his good actions and yet on the
whole imprudent.

This understanding of imperfect
acquired prudence is supported by Thomas’s statement that eubulia
(i.e., that potential part of prudence which is concerned with counsel) cannot
be present in sinners insofar as they are sinners.(34)
In contrast, someone in a state of grace has at least infused perfect prudence
and can have perfect acquired prudence which connects his acquired virtues.
McKay errs in tying too closely the imperfect/perfect distinction of Secunda
Secundae, question 47, article 13, to the distinction between acquired and
infused virtue. Since in the present state there is no purely natural end, she
is correct to note that the perfect prudence of this text involves that infused
prudence which requires rectitude to the supernatural ultimate end. But this
text does not support her further claim that all acquired prudence is imperfect
in the sense that it is concerned only with particular goods and not the natural
moral life as a whole.

McKay’s position that all acquired
prudence is imperfect in this way would make it impossible for the acquired
moral virtues to be connected through acquired prudence. In this same passage (STh
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II-II, q. 47, a. 13), Thomas
explicitly states that imperfect prudence is present in one area.(35)
His further remark that such prudence can be present in the bad implies that at
least in some cases such imperfect prudence is present in one area and not in
others. Consequently, the “imperfect” prudence of this text at least
includes a prudence whose imperfection lies in the fact that it does not connect
the acquired moral virtues. From other texts we know that there is such a
prudence with respect to particular good actions that are performed by bad
agents. Consequently, the “imperfect” here seems to signify not
precisely natural as opposed to infused prudence, but more generally the
imperfection of acquired prudence as opposed to the perfection of that acquired
prudence whereby which the acquired moral virtues are connected. This
implication follows from the fact that the bad can have those virtues which are
true and yet not connected to the others through prudence. The words
“perfect” and “imperfect” are used in this passage in a more
general way.

Since in its perfect state there is an
acquired prudence that covers each area of the moral life and connects the
acquired moral virtues, such prudence cannot be coextensive with that imperfect
acquired prudence which is discussed in this article of the Secunda Secundae,
especially that imperfect prudence which is possessed equally by good and bad
agents. Thus, McKay errs in her belief that in this passage the distinction
between imperfect and perfect prudence is the same as the distinction between
acquired and infused prudence. Thomas is not here using the term
“imperfect” with such precision, and this passage must be understood
in the context of passages about the connection of the major virtues. His main
focus is on the distinction between particular goods and the ultimate end, and
not on the states of acquired prudence, although what he says is relevant to
acquired prudence. In general, McKay does not recognize Thomas’s insistence that
there 
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is moral virtue that is acquired and
yet perfect in the sense that it is connected to the others through acquired
prudence.

McKay’s reading of
“imperfect” in this passage as implying that there is no distinction
between imperfect and perfect acquired prudence rests on a confusion over the
way in which acquired prudence is one. Thomas argues that whereas the moral
virtues are many on account of different human appetites, prudence is one
because the one intellect is perfected and the truth concerning the matter of
the different virtues is connected.(36) This
understanding of prudence’s unity is based on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics
and is clearly explained in Thomas’s commentary on that work.(37)
Odon Lottin has shown how Thomas was original in using this understanding of the
unity of prudence to argue that the acquired moral virtues are connected.(38)
If the perfect acquired moral virtues are connected through acquired prudence,
and acquired prudence is one, then there must be a distinction between the
acquired prudence that is possessed by someone who has the major acquired moral
virtues and that acquired prudence which is possessed by the agent who does not
have the connected acquired virtues. This imperfect acquired prudence differs
from the perfect because of the way in which merely particular good acts differ
from those acts which constitute that happiness which is achieved through
acquired moral virtue. There is no other interpretation of Thomas that makes
sense of his beliefs that prudence is one and that the acquired moral virtues
are connected through acquired prudence. Consequently, although Thomas does not
explicitly use the terms “imperfect acquired prudence” and
“perfect acquired prudence,” he frequently discusses and presupposes
this distinction.

Thomas makes a clear distinction
between imperfect acquired prudence, perfect acquired prudence, and infused
prudence. Infused prudence is present in all who have charity, even those 
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who have not yet exercised their
prudence. Consequently, there are many who lack acquired prudence not merely
because they have led previously vicious lives but because they do not (at least
yet) have the use of reason. Perfect acquired prudence is possessed only by
those who live a good life as a whole. Baptized infants and others who have
grace but not reason do not have this acquired prudence. Moreover, a sinner is
helped to develop acquired prudence if he repents and receives the infused
virtue of prudence. It is this perfect acquired prudence that connects the
virtues and is present only in the just. In contrast, imperfect acquired
prudence is common not only to the just but also to anyone who commits truly
good acts. A virtuous agent who sins gravely loses his order to the ultimate end
and consequently his acquired prudence must be imperfect.(39)
Even consistently bad agents can have such imperfect acquired prudence. In this
context, the distinction between the different states of prudence correlates
exactly to the distinctions between the different states of moral virtue.

 



IV. Perfect Acquired Virtue and Charity



These distinctions are all relevant
for understanding why someone cannot possess the perfect acquired moral virtues
and perfect acquired prudence without the help of grace. In my previous article
I argued against Kent and Shanley that everyone is bound to perform certain
naturally good works that cannot be accomplished without the help of healing
grace, and that grace is also necessary for the consistent performance of acts
that are required for the acquisition of all the moral virtues. I pointed out
that on account of the connection of the virtues through
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prudence, a deficiency in one moral
virtue causes a deficiency in the other virtues and in prudence. Although my
argument was in large part textual and polemical on account of the contemporary
context, it did not differ in substance from the traditional Thomist position
that without grace one can possess true but imperfect acquired virtues, even
though one cannot possess perfect acquired virtues.

McKay has recently criticized the
position I share with many others that Thomas distinguishes between imperfect
and perfect acquired prudence. This distinction depends on the distinction
between imperfect and perfect acquired moral virtue, and is necessary for my
presentation of the traditional argument that perfect acquired virtue depends
indirectly on grace. The traditional argument works only for perfect acquired
virtue and not for just any acquired virtue. To interpret Thomas as saying that
there is no acquired virtue or acquired prudence without grace is nonsense. I do
not know who might have held this view.(40)
McKay’s misattribution of this position to me is understandable because the
distinctions that are necessary for understanding these issues are commonly
neglected in the contemporary literature. Since these distinctions are essential
for understanding Thomas’s view of the development of and connection between the
virtues, I have now set out a fairly traditional schema of the states of virtue
and shown how they are found in Thomas’s own texts. An understanding of the
distinction between imperfect and perfect acquired virtue is necessary in order
to grasp the issue at stake in my previous article: “The question is
whether without grace someone can be good by the fact that he has acquired
virtues that are perfect—that is, connected with the other virtues through
prudence.”(41)

Considered apart from the various
polemical contexts, the argument for the necessity of grace is fairly simple and
based 
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directly on Thomas’s own words. As I
have shown in the article McKay criticizes, grace is necessary to fulfill the
most important precept of the natural law, which is to love God more than
oneself, and it is also necessary to avoid falling into some grave error. Since
the moral virtues are connected through one prudence, without grace it is
impossible to fully develop all of the moral virtues and consequently to possess
perfect acquired prudence. In order to interpret Thomas as holding that there
can be perfect acquired virtue without grace, there are only two options. One
might deny that Thomas adheres to the connection of the acquired moral virtues
through acquired prudence. Or, one could understand him to say that an agent can
have the perfect acquired moral virtues and prudence while being unassisted by
healing grace and turned away from God as the supernatural end. Thomas clearly
rejects both options.(42)
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ONE ENCOUNTERS A DIFFICULTY in reading St. Thomas Aquinas on the relationship
between love and desire. Which is prior in the order of generation, love or
desire? Whereas Thomas in his mature writings clearly ascribes priority to love,
in his early writings he frequently, though not exclusively, ascribes priority
to desire.

The latter opinion is most discernible in certain texts of his Scriptum
super libros Sententiarum. Herein, he is burdened in part by an inaccurate
reception of St. Augustine, whom he takes to say, “Love is of what is
already possessed.” Since love is of what is possessed, it must (in the
creature, which begins in a state of imperfection) follow desire, which is for
what is not yet possessed. Already in the Scriptum, Thomas’s mature
teaching begins to appear; nonetheless, he remains indecisive.

A trace of this early opinion finds its way into the disputed questions De
Veritate. In question 23, article 1, Thomas asks whether God has
“will.” It is objected that God does not have will, since imperfection
is inherent to the will, which, as an appetite, is “of what is not
possessed, according to Augustine.”(1)
Thomas responds by distinguishing the sense we give to “appetite,”
which is named from the act of tending, from the sense we give to
“will,” which regards its object indifferently (whether
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possessed or not possessed). Hence,
“will” can be predicated of God properly, but “appetite” can
be predicated of him only improperly. None of this is surprising. What is
noteworthy is the following assertion in the response to the objection:



By the same principle [naturam] something is moved to the end
which it does not yet have and rests in the end which it has already obtained.
Therefore, it belongs to the same power to tend towards the good when it is not
had and to love it and delight in it after it is had.(2)



The reader is left wondering: In an
imperfect being, does “tending” precede “loving”? Depending
upon how one punctuates the text (and the editions do not agree), the answer
Thomas gives here is either an affirmative or a curious silence.(3)
The affirmative answer, further, makes more difficult an adequate distinction
between love and delight. This uncharacteristic formulation has roots in
Thomas’s earliest attempts to address the order of love and desire.

The present essay exhibits Thomas’s
struggle in the Scriptum to identify the relationship and order between
desire and love. The essay also shows Thomas’s struggle to distinguish desire,
delight, and love clearly and consistently.



 



I. The Mature Teaching: Love Precedes Desire





Thomas in his mature writings argues as follows that love precedes desire in the
order of generation. Love regards the good simply, whether had or not had,
whereas desire regards the good as not had, and delight regards the good as had.(4)
Love is thus
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more universal than desire or delight.
Thomas defines love as a certain appetitive proportion to, or complacency in,
some apprehended good.(5) Since the good is the
end, the lover is determined with respect to it as one seeking to be united with
it or delighting in union with it. Thus, love is the principle of desire, by
which a lover tends towards an absent but loved good, and of delight, by which a
lover rests in a loved good already obtained. Con-sequently, desire always
presupposes love and therefore follows love in the order of generation.

One can better grasp the crisp
contours of Thomas’s analysis by looking at his treatment of three unions
pertaining to love: union of similitude, union of affection, and union of
possession.(6) 
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Love is the second of these
unions—union of affection. Love depends on the first union, and it impels
(through desire) towards the last union, in which it rests (by delight).(7)
The union of similitude is the fittingness or compatibility of one thing for
another, without which love is not possible. Nevertheless, Aquinas does not
define love as a union of similitude, for the passion of love (as, likewise,
freely chosen love) designates a change in the lover towards what he loves. That
change depends upon cognitive recognition of the suitability of the thing the
lover might come to love. Since everything loves its like, that suitability is
in the form of “similitude,” though of course one must appreciate the
plasticity of this category. So, both union of similitude and cognitive
recognition of that similitude are necessary conditions for love. Hence, the
union of similitude precedes love.

Love itself is a union of affection by
which one being takes another as its good and therefore either desires to be
really united with it or delights in being united with it.(8)
In irrational animals the movement from union of similitude to union of
affection (love) is rooted in instinct. In rational beings, this movement is 
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rooted in a cogitative judgment or
even in a free judgment. The affective union that love is “enables”
the good loved to act as an end or final cause with respect to the lover.
Clearly, one can intend the end before being united with the end. Thus, love can
be of what is had or not had, though love’s aim is “having” or union
of possession, which of course must be differentiated in accordance with the
differentiation of loves—love of concupiscence and love of friendship.(9)
When the loved good is absent, desire emerges; by it the lover tends toward this
union. If the loved good is present, the lover rests in this union through
delight. The distinction between union of affection and union of possession
opens up the “space” for desire’s striving.

Thomas’s lucid distinctions between
these three unions allow him to describe love as regarding good either present
or absent. These distinctions also allow him to articulate the priority of love
over desire, for love is the principle of desire. Finally, this analysis helps
him underscore the intentional unity of several actions of a self-moving thing.
Thomas identifies in love the foundation that connects tendency towards and rest
in a particular object. One tends toward what one takes to be good but which is
absent, and one delights in this good when it is present. This analysis holds
good chiefly for the rational appetite in its relation to spiritual goods, the
attainment of which does not cause a state of immoderation (as would the
attainment of too much sushi), which in turn would give rise to an appetite for
an opposing good.(10) Attainment of spiritual
goods “has no bitterness.” In the case of either rational or sensitive
appetite, both desire and delight are united in a more fundamental relation—a
sentient being’s affective complacency, called love, in something it recognizes
as good.
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II. A Struggle in the Scriptum





As I have indicated, there is one particularly noteworthy exception to the
foregoing analysis—the Scriptum
super libros Sententiarum. Thomas began to write his four-volume
commentary on Peter Lombard’s Sentences
sometime during his teaching as a bachelor (1252-54) but did not complete the
third book until 1256. He finished the entire work sometime during his teaching
as master in Paris (1256-59).(11) Although the genre of commentary would seem to
imply a close following of the text, Thomas’s predecessors had already
established the precedent of going beyond the text. Thomas likewise takes
Lombard’s work as an occasion to raise related questions and examine new topics.(12)
In distinction 27 of Book 3, for example, Thomas begins with a discussion of
love as a passion, although Lombard merely discusses charity and the love of
God. Beginning with the discussion of love as a passion—something to which most
mortals can relate—is characteristic of Thomas’s pedagogical procedure.

What is striking is that in his
commentary on the Sentences Thomas not infrequently refers to desire as
the first movement of the appetite: The appetite begins in desire, which is an
imperfect love, and terminates in love, which is of what is had. Desire is
related to love as the imperfect to the perfect. His repeated description of the
priority of desire in generation is rooted, in part, in what he took at that
time to be a saying from Augustine: “Desire is of something not possessed,
but love is of something is 
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possessed.”(13)
On the supposition that desire is of what is not possessed and that love is of
what is possessed, desire must precede love in the order of generation.

Two noteworthy scholars have observed
this ordering of desire and love in the Scriptum, L.-B. Gillon and
H.-D. Simonin.(14) Gillon notices that the
“Augustinian” saying in the Scriptum—“love is of what
is already possessed”—contrasts with Thomas’s later teachings. Touching
upon the difficulty  implicit in
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this saying, Gillon rightly attempts
to resolve it by claiming that Thomas speaks only of perfect love as
“already having” its object. Gillon further claims that perfect love
is the same specific passion as imperfect love, differing from the latter only
by reason of the possession of the good.(15)
This reading enjoys much support in the Sent., for desire and imperfect
love are frequently conflated. Still, going beyond Gillon, I would argue that
the conflation of imperfect love with desire inhibits an adequate articulation
of the priority of love because it obscures love’s relation to desire as
principle thereof. If “perfect love” is of something already had, and
if imperfect love is of something not had, how can imperfect love differ from
desire for what is “not had”? Yet, Thomas in his mature writings
emphatically distinguishes between desire and love and places love before
desire.

H.-D. Simonin also observes the
inverted ordering of desire and love in the Scriptum, and attributes
the apparent priority of desire in terms of generation to the conflation of
imperfect love and desire. Yet he hesitates to conclude that Thomas took a
definitive position about the order of the passions in the Scriptum.(16)
Simonin properly focuses on Thomas’s ex professo treatment of the issue
(III Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 3), and I shall close with a treatment of
the same. First, however, I wish to exhibit the evidence that Thomas once
thought that desire precedes love.



A) II Sent.,
d. 1, q. 2, a. 1



One rather illuminating text involves
a question about whether God acts for an end:



It must be known,
therefore, that to act in this way [i.e., for an end] is twofold: either on
account of a desire for the end or on account of a love for the end. For desire
is of something not had, but love is of something that is had, as Augustine
says. Thus, it is fitting for every creature to act on account of a desire for
the end 




  
  

  


page 73

because for every
creature the good that it does not have of itself is acquired from another. But
it belongs to God—to whose goodness nothing can be added—to act on account of
love for the end.(17)



The premise of this argument is that love is of something that is possessed
and that desire is of something that is not possessed. Love is perfect; desire
is imperfect, for it implies a movement toward that which can be loved only when
it is “attained.” Since God alone has or is the goodness that is the
end of his action, he alone can act on account of love for the ultimate end.
Accordingly, no creature can act out of love for the ultimate good until it
somehow “has” that good. For creatures, therefore, desire of the end
precedes love of the end.

Simonin contends, in discussing Thomas’s ex professo treatment of
the priority of love (III Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 3), that Thomas’s
placement of desire before love (because of the conflation of desire and
imperfect love) is unambiguous with respect to things intended in light of the
end (ea quae sunt ad finem). As I shall contend, Simonin’s reading is
completely justified in light of a key passage in this article (III Sent.,
d. 27, q. 1, a. 3, ad 3). Yet, Simonin further suggests that whether Thomas also
thought that the end is desired before it is loved cannot be determined.(18)
The passage from book 2 of the Scriptum tells against Simonin’s
judgment. Thomas herein maintains that creatures, not possessing the end, act
out of desire, not love, for the end. This passage is significant because it
regards the ultimate principle of human action, the final end. The end is
intended before anything related to the end. If desire for the end precedes love
for the end, then desire precedes love simpliciter. This passage
certainly presupposes a priority of desire in generation.
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B) III Sent.,
d. 26, q. 1, a. 3



The most notable instance of Thomas’s
struggle can be discerned through a comparison of two versions of this article
on hope, within which Thomas examines the relations among the passions. An
initial draft reads:



The first
concupiscible passion, therefore, caused by the apprehension of a good not yet
had, is desire; the second passion, in truth, caused by the apprehension of an
evil not yet had, is unnamed, but it may be called flight or avoidance; the
third passion, caused by the apprehension of the good that is had, is love, to
which is contrasted the fourth passion, hate. The fifth passion, in truth, which
is caused by the present appetible itself, is delight or joy. The sixth is its
contrary, which is pain or sadness.(19)





In this draft, Thomas clearly depicts desire as preceding love. In fact, he
added the words “first concupiscible” to this draft, between the lines
of the text. The analysis in this draft cannot be taken as carelessness. That
Thomas once held a position on this matter that he later rejected is
indisputable. What arouses puzzlement, with regard to this text, is how Thomas
understood
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the difference between a good “had” and a good “present.”
It would seem difficult to maintain any such difference, unless
“having” is conceived simply according to the appetite, as a
“union of affection” that presupposes a definitive choice for or
acquiescence in some good, as opposed to a restless search to identify an object
of love.(20)

In any case, the final draft of the Scriptum
scraps this enumeration of the passions. Instead, there appears an analysis that
bears greater resemblance to Thomas’s mature thought:



Love implies a
relation of the concupiscible power to good, and hate, to evil, for love makes
the beloved connatural and as though one with the lover, while hate does the
contrary. And since this relation is perfected by the presence of the object,
therefore love, according to its perfect nature, is of something had, as
Augustine says… . But the motion of the concupiscible power towards good is
called desire.(21)



The
final draft offers an interpretation of “Augustine’s” dictum that can
be harmonized with Thomas’s later teaching. It is notable that Thomas later emends
this dictum: “Love regards the good in general, whether that good is
possessed or not  possessed.”(22)
Yet the emergent doctrine does not hold consistent sway in the 
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Scriptum,
as is manifest in a text that follows the final draft of the text just treated.

C) III Sent.,
d. 26, q. 2, a. 3, qcla. 2



One finds a conflation of imperfect
love and desire (noted by Simonin and Gillon) rather clearly in this text.
Perfect love results from the possession of that towards which desire—or
imperfect love—tends:



Desire and love
differ in this: that love implies a certain fitness and connaturality of the
lover towards the beloved. Now this fitness is perfected when the beloved is in
some way had or possessed by the lover. Desire, however, implies a motion
towards the lovable thing itself which is not yet had. Thus, the motion of the
appetite begins in desire and terminates in perfect love. So desire is a certain
inchoate beginning of love and, as it were, a kind of imperfect love.




But since the first
way in which a thing is had is according as it is in potency (for that which is
in the faculty of the one “possessing” it, is considered as something
already had), the first thing that leads to love is the faculty of having that
which is desired. Therefore, love of a distant object which is not actually
possessed presupposes hope. But hope is only for that which is good, and the
first motion of the appetite to the good is desire. Hence, hope presupposes
desire and comes between love and desire.(23)




Before analyzing this text, I would simply note that here
“presence” (the opposite of “absence”) and
“having” are identified. Thomas appears, then, to have acknowledged
the difficulty implied in the first draft of the previous passage (III Sent.,
d. 26, q. 1, a. 3).

The present text is quite complex and not unambiguous; however, one discerns
here the marks of Thomas’s immature
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position. If hope presupposes desire, it follows desire. If love presupposes
hope, it follows both hope and desire. This is precisely what Thomas argues in
the text that follows. Every irascible appetite depends upon some concupiscible
appetite.(24) Desire and love are concupiscible
appetites, whereas hope is an irascible appetite. How are these three, all of
which depend upon some cognition, ordered? “The act of faith precedes
desire, because every act of the affective part presupposes an act of the
cognitive part; now, desire precedes hope, but hope precedes love.”(25)
This text also upholds the priority of desire as the first motion of the
appetite towards the good. Desire can be called an inchoate beginning of love,
but it is not, as is said in the Summa Theologiae, the effect of love
(even of an imperfect one).

This reading gathers more force in
light of responses to two objections. The second objection supposes that hope
cannot be unformed, that is, cannot exist without charity towards God, since
hope tends toward God and since the faith that tends toward God must be formed
faith. Thomas responds: “It must be said that formed faith tends toward God
out of love, but unformed faith is not from love but from desire.”(26)
In the third objection, a doubt arises about the priority of desire. This
priority appears to conflict with another Augustinian saying: “Every
affection comes from love.”(27) From this
saying, it would appear that desire follows love. Indeed, that is what Thomas
consistently holds after the Scriptum (with the possible exception of De
Verit., q. 23, a. 1, ad 8). Here, however, Thomas responds, “It must
be said that there love is taken in a wide sense for imperfect love, which is
desire, the first 
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motion of the appetitive power.”(28)
We thus encounter the con-flation of imperfect love and desire and, hence, the
priority of desire.



D) III Sent.,
d. 27, q. 1, a. 1



To maintain that desire precedes love
is understandable in light of the creaturely appetite’s relation to its good,
for the appetite of every creature is oriented toward a good not identical with
that creature’s essence. The very name “appetite” implies outward
orientation to a good not identical with the creature’s essence (recall II
Sent., d. 1, q. 2, a. 1). Similarly, the word “desire” designates
unrest, a tendency towards the good. Love, however, does not necessarily imply
this unrest and this tendency. Rather, love implies a type of union with the
good. As the Thomas argues in his mature writings, love is defined as the second
of three unions with the good—union of similitude, union of affection (or
love), and union of possession. Thomas’s difficulty in the Scriptum is
also rooted in his failure to distinguish these three unions consistently and
simultaneously.

Chiefly, Thomas does not
distinguish—precisely when it matters to his analysis of the order of the
passions—between the union of affection and the union of possession.(29)
This neglect 
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allows him to assert the priority of
desire: If love implies union, and if desire does not imply union, and if union
of affection is not clearly distinguished from union of possession, then love
must follow desire:

Now every passive
power is perfected according as it is informed by the form of its active power.
In this its motion reaches its end and rests, as the intellect, before it is
formed by the form of the intelligible thing, searches and wavers. This inquiry,
when the intellect has been informed, ceases and the intellect is fixed upon its
object. Thus, the intellect is said to inhere firmly in that thing. Similarly,
when the affection or appetite is in every way imbued by the form of the good
that is its object, it takes complacency in that thing and adheres to it as
though fixed in it. And then, it is said to love that thing. Therefore, love is
nothing other than a certain transformation of the affection into the beloved
thing.(30)





According to Thomas in this passage, love begins when the appetite is thoroughly
informed by or united with the object of its affection. The union that he
intends to describe is that of affection. Yet the characteristics of this
“complacency” appear to belong not simply to an affective stance
underlying either desire or delight but rather to rest in the possessed good. If
such is the case, the description of love given here merges with that of
delight, and desire appears as the first motion of the appetite. In short,
Thomas’s description here of union of affection bears some resemblance to his
later description of union of possession, with this difference: the
“thorough information” allowing for rest is predicated of the
appetitive power and not of the cognitive power. This predication is significant
because, as Thomas argues elsewhere, any “rest” predicated of the
appetite in virtue of the appetite (or in virtue of an information of the
appetite) cannot constitute the definitive rest at which appetite aims. The
first


  



page 80

object of the appetite cannot be an act of appetite.(31)
If we bring this logic to the present text (if to do so is permissible), perhaps
we could say that the “rest” here has more to do with firm choice of
an appropriate good rather than that “rest” that follows real union
with the chosen (loved) good.

In any case, Thomas’s conflation of
union of love and union of possession appears again in a response to an
objection. The following objection is raised: Dionysius’s saying that love is a
“unitive power” (i.e., a force driving towards union), appears to
conflict with Augustine’s dictum that love is of what is already had:
“Augustine says that love is of something that is already had. But that
which is already had is in a certain way united. Therefore, love is not a
unitive power but something following union.”(32)

The Angelic Doctor offers two ways of
reconciling Dionysius with Augustine. 



To the second it must
be said that love is said to be of something had, as the formed thing has its
form. Desire precedes this formation, tending towards it, as reason precedes
understanding or science. Therefore, desire is said to be of something not had.
Thus is love called a unitive power formally, since it is the union itself or
bond or transformation by which the one loving is transformed into the beloved
and in a certain way changed into it.



Or it must be said
that the quieting of the affection in something, which love implies, is not able
to exist except on account of the fitness of one for the other. This fitness is
indeed according as one thing participates in that which belongs to another. So
in a way the one loving has the beloved. Therefore, the conjunction that is
implied in the word “to have” [habere] is
the conjunction of one thing to another
and precedes the union of
the object to the affection. This latter union is love.(33)




  
  

  


Page 81



The response is divided into two
because there are two possible (even complementary) explanations for love as
both following union and being “unitive,” that is, driving towards
union. The first response deals with Dionysius’s saying. Rather than reading
Dionysius’s term “unitive” as implying a quest for union, Thomas
interprets it as implying the essence of union itself. Love is “unitive”
in a formal sense—its very nature is the “trans-formation” of the
lover into the beloved. Here, Thomas defines love as the second of the three
unions that he later distinguishes. Had he distinguished this union of affection
and union of possession, he could have held the priority of love over desire in
generation, for desire would then come between union of affection and union of
possession, as impelling towards the latter on the basis of the former. As it
is, however, Thomas’s first attempt to reconcile Dionysius with Augustine
presumes the priority of desire.

The second response treats Augustine’s
saying that love follows union. Aquinas distinguishes two types of union: that
of similitude (or proportion or ontological fittingness) and that of affection.
Love is of something “already had” in terms of the union of similitude
between some good and the lover. Since this union of similitude precedes love,
love is of what is “already had” by way of similitude. This
explanation has the merit of distinguishing two unions—similitude and
affection. Yet, one wonders why Thomas does not suggest that love can be called
“unitive” in the sense that it drives toward real union. He does not
simultaneously entertain all three unions. In fact, he describes love as the
rest (quietatio) of the appetite, thereby obscuring the distinction
between love and delight, which is rest in the real presence of the beloved. At
the end of his response, he labels love the “termination [terminatio]”
of the appetitive motion.(34) Further, the place
of desire is not treated. In light of all the above considerations, the reader
is still 
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led to believe that desire precedes
love, which is of something “already had.” 



E) Selected Texts on the Priority
of Love



The foregoing analysis shows Aquinas
ascribing a priority to desire in terms of generation. There are, to be sure,
several texts in which Thomas’s mature teaching comes to the fore.

First, as already noted, the final
draft of the text from question 1 of distinction 26 (III Sent., d. 26,
q. 1, a. 3) is to some degree amenable to Thomas’s mature teaching. At the very
least, Thomas scrapped an initial draft in which he clearly taught the priority
of desire.

Second, in treating of charity, Thomas
contends that love—a broad term—includes desire: “Love includes desire
for the beloved, by which the presence of the beloved is desired.”(35)
If love includes desire for the presence of the beloved, it would appear to come
before desire, since love remains in the presence of the beloved. Still, even
with this text, one might make a distinction. Thomas is arguing that charity (a
supernatural love) is a friendship with God. It is love for God, but it includes
many notes. One of these notes is desire for the presence of the beloved. Anyone
who loves another with true friendship must also (must in the strict
sense of the word) desire to communicate with that person.(36)
Here, there are two distinguishable though inseparable rationes of
love: that of friendship and that of concupiscence. Moreover, Thomas concludes
this reflection with a statement that has the mark of his immature thought:
“But love, above the four items previously mentioned, adds something,
namely, a rest of the appetite in the thing loved, without which [rest] any of
the aforesaid items is able to exist.”(37)
This text, then, is not without ambiguity.
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Third, and most importantly, we have
Thomas’s ex professo treatment (III Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 3).
Here, Thomas asks whether love is the first and most principal passion. He
answers in the affirmative, citing another saying from Augustine: “Every
affection comes from love.” Love is prior to the other passions because
love “names the termination of the affection by the fact that it is
informed by its object.”(38) Just as the
intellect begins from an understanding of principles, which it grasps without
discursive movement, so the appetite begins from this “information” by
the apprehended good. Thus, “every motion proceeds affectively from the
rest and completion [terminatione] of love.”(39)
Here, there may be a clue to resolving the tension in the Scriptum.
Thomas rarely, if ever, predicates “motus” of “amor”
in the Scrip-tum. Therein, love designates quiet, termination,
information, rest. Desire, by contrast, designates motion towards. In some
sense, desire truly is the first motion of the appetite, for desire is
a tending towards whereas love is the principle of this tending towards. In his
later works Thomas describes love as a motion in a broad sense.(40)
Love is not a motion qua “motion towards” but rather qua
operation or qua the principle of “motion towards”(41)
or, finally, qua the information of the appetite by some apprehended
good.(42)

More importantly, Aquinas does not
emphasize love’s terminative character in later works. To describe love
in such a way would risk conflating love—which is a principle of desire and
delight—with delight itself. Thomas’s emphasis in the Scriptum on
love’s terminative character may in fact reflect an existential approach to a
“decision to be made,” whereby one considers the wayfarer’s struggle
to identify a true good to be sought. 
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Vacillating among various apparent
goods and not yet committed wholeheartedly to any one, the wayfarer is indeed
“restless” and full of desire to identify and choose that which he can
love fully. Thus read, love would involve a “full affective
acceptance” of this good as a true good to pursue here and now. On a less
profound note, one standing in an ice-cream store may be said not yet to love
one kind of ice-cream, since a good number may for some time be similarly
tempting.

In any case, in his ex professo
treatment, Thomas indeed maintains the priority of love in generation, implying
that desire is an effect of love that arises because of the absence of the
beloved. Still, even the analysis in this text differs noticeably from those of
later works. Thomas raises the following objection, quite understandable in the
context of his thought at this stage: Since love is the end of motion and since
desire is a motion, does not love follow desire? Here is the objection:
“Motion precedes the end. But love is the determination of the appetitive
motion, as is evident from what is said above. Therefore, love follows desire,
which implies the motion itself of the appetite.”(43)
The very objection expresses concisely Thomas’s immature position. In his
response, Thomas recalls the comparison of intellect and will. There is a
circularity to both intellect and will. The intellect begins by understanding
some principles naturally, reasons to a grasp of particular conclusions, and
comes to rest by relating those conclusions back to the principles that it
understands with natural certitude. Comparing this to love, Thomas writes:



Similarly, too, the
affection, out of love for the end (which love is a kind of principle), proceeds
by desire towards those things that are for the end—things that it accepts as
in some way containing the end in themselves. Through love it rests in them, and
therefore, desire follows love of the end although it precedes love of those
things that are for the end. Love is also a more vehement affection 
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than desire insofar
as it signifies the end and formation of the affection by the appetible thing,
towards which desire moves.(44)



Two important features of this response differ from Thomas’s presentation in
the Summa Theologiae, where he states un-equivocally: “Desire for
anything always presupposes love for that thing.” According to the Summa,
desire never precedes love, except if one considers a change of
objects, one thing being loved on account of desire for another: “But
desire for one thing may arouse love for some different thing: as one who
desires wealth loves, on account of this, the man from whom he receives
wealth.”(45) From love of this particular
man’s assistance emerges desire for his particular assistance. The first
difference between the Scriptum and the Summa, then, is that
in the former Thomas admits that desire for those things that are for the end
precedes love for those same things. This admission is consonant with his
insistence in the Scriptum that love is of something already had, but
it contrasts with his mature teaching because it allows for cases in which
desire for one thing can precede love for that same thing.

Second, and more to the point, even in
this ex professo treatment Thomas is upholding love of the end
as prior to desire for those things that are for the end. This is not
tantamount to describing love of the end as prior to desire for the end—his
mature position. Once again, the priority of love that he maintains here depends
upon a change of objects. Since, however, the priority of the passions in
generation—taken simply—can be discerned only with regard to the same object,
the article does not explicitly state that love of the end precedes desire for
the end. 
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Simonin, it will be recalled,
accurately noted this difficulty. Yet, did Thomas uphold love of the end as
prior to desire for the end? For want of evidence, Simonin was reluctant to make
any pronouncement. Perhaps his is the wisest route. I join him in not
pronouncing either way; however, I would draw attention to two items partially
suggestive of a negative answer.

First, and most importantly, in an
already cited passage (II Sent., d. 1, q. 2, a. 1), Thomas declares
that God alone always acts out of love for the end. Creatures (at least, those
not yet beatified) act out of desire for the end, since desire is of something
not had and since no creature has its end by its essence. Second, even in his ex
professo article, Thomas’s response to the fifth and last objection reverts
to the priority of desire. The fifth objection contends that because, as
Dionysius teaches, all things act on account of peace, love has less effective
power (is less principal) than peace. The response bespeaks Thomas’s belief that
desire is prior to love in generation: “Peace is not distinguished from
love, but is something belonging to it—for it denotes a kind of rest of the
appetite. But love denotes, further, a transformation and a certain conversion
of the appetite itself into the beloved. Therefore, peace stands between desire
and love.”(46) Love adds additional notes
to the appetitive rest implied in peace, so peace stands between restless desire
and complacent love. Thus, desire precedes both peace and love. In the very
article in which Thomas argues for the principal role of love, he still includes
statements indicative of the priority of desire.



Concluding Remarks



It is beyond doubt that, in writing
the Scriptum, Thomas struggled to identify the order of generation of
desire and love. Observing Thomas’s development of thought is intrinsically
interesting to the Thomist, yet the development of thought may 
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be relevant in historical and
systematic analyses of other issues as well. Historically, one may ask whether
Thomas arrived at his mature position through independent thought, against the
consensus of his sources, or whether he learned it through encounter with some
source. Comparison of his analyses with those of his predecessors (e.g., Albert
the Great, Alexander of Hales, and perhaps Avicenna) may be illuminating.(47)
Systematically, the placement of desire before love and the restriction of love
to that which is “already had” has relevance for treatments of the
“problem of love.” It is indubitable that he who already enjoys the
presence of what, or better, whom, he loves is more able to act out of
love than he who still yearns for that presence (STh I-II, q. 27, a.
3). It is perhaps for that reason that Thomas frequently uses “concupiscere”
and “desiderare” to signify a yearning or erotic love. Yet,
cannot one maintain, with Thomas in his mature writings, that a lover can love
his beloved even though the beloved is absent? Most of all, does not the holy
person so love God? I suspect that Thomas’s development of thought on the order
of love and desire may contribute in some fashion to his mature attempts to
resolve this difficulty.
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THOMAS AQUINAS REFERS to composed beings that are unqualifiedly one as substances.
But just what kinds of things in our experience enjoy this sort of unqualified
unity? Certainly, any human person provides us a good example. Although I am
composed of parts insofar as I am (at least under normal circumstances) an
embodied being, I am also one object in the strongest sense of
that expression. I am not identical to some aggregate of material objects—for
example, the fundamental particles that constitute my body at a time—for I
endure through the changes that my body invariably undergoes on a daily basis
with respect to such parts. If I were identical to some aggregate of fundamental
particles, then I would not endure through my body’s changing with respect to
those fundamental particles. Neither is my unity merely a function of
someone—least of all myself—believing that I am one thing. Despite
the fact that I am composed of parts (of various kinds), and despite the fact
that I am something that is constantly changing, I am a perfect example of a being
in the strongest sense of that term, a fundamentally unified “center of
action,”(1) a substance.

It seems reasonable to suppose that
when it comes to questions about unity, what goes for me also goes for any other
members of my kind. So any human person presents us with a perfect example 
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of a being that is unqualifiedly one.
In fact, it seems that all living organisms are good examples of unified objects
in an unqualified sense. Moreover, there are presumably instances of nonliving
object-kinds that are unqualifiedly one as well, for example, water molecules
and carbon atoms.

But what kind of being and unity do
the other kinds of composed objects that make up such an integral part of our
world enjoy? In particular, what about artifacts, objects such as bikes,
computers, and guitars? Are artifact-objects unqualifiedly one? And if they are,
are they one in the same way that persons and living organisms are one? To put
this question in Thomistic terms, are artifacts substances?

Aquinas defends the view that no
artifacts are substances. He does so in a number of places throughout his
corpus, sometimes only implicitly,(2) at other
times explicitly.(3) Many contemporary
philosophers find such a position on the ontological status of artifacts
counterintuitive.(4) Such philosophers suppose
that (at least some) artifact-objects are just as real as the instances of
natural kinds. For my present purposes I want to set aside the question whether
or not Aquinas’s views on artifacts are, in fact, counterintuitive.(5)
It seems that Aquinas himself has ample reason for thinking that some artifacts
are substances. His own understanding of the Eucharistic doctrine of
transubstantiation has it that at the consecration in the Mass the substances
that are some bread and some wine are miraculously transformed into the
substances that are the Body and Blood of Christ. But the 
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elements employed in this religious
rite, bread and wine, would seem to be perfect examples of artifact-kinds.
Aquinas’s belief that bread and wine are substance-kinds would appear to show
that he thinks that at least some artifacts are substances. In other words,
Aquinas’s applied metaphysics of the Eucharist appears to be at odds with his
overall metaphysics of material objects. I shall call this argument, purporting
to show that Aquinas has a logically inconsistent set of views on the
ontological status of artifacts, the Transubstantiation Objection.

In this paper I do three things.
First, I argue that Aquinas does indeed hold the view that no artifacts are
substances. Second, I explain some of Aquinas’s reasons for taking such a
position on the ontological status of artifacts and I offer some remarks in
defense of Aquinas’s arguments on this score. I thus show that Aquinas wouldn’t
(and shouldn’t) resolve the Transubstantiation Objection by way of admitting
that some artifacts are substances. Third, I show how Aquinas can answer the
Transubstantiation Objection in a manner that is consistent with his metaphysics
of material objects. I do this by offering a series of reflections on the nature
of artifacts, reflections that take their start from a passing remark that
Aquinas makes in the Tertia Pars of the Summa Theologiae, question
75, article 6. 



 

I. Aquinas on the Ontological Status of Artifacts:

No Artifacts Are Substances



That Aquinas holds the view that no
artifacts are substances can perhaps best be seen by noting how he speaks about
the composition of material objects. Any material object for Aquinas is a
composite of matter and form. The form of a material object goes some distance
towards explaining why that object actually exists, as well as why that material
being belongs to the species or kind that it does. The matter of a material
object is what “stands under” the form of that object, and makes sense
of the fact that the object in question was generated and may very well be
corrupted in the future as a consequence of the generation/corruption 
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of some other object or objects. We
might call the form and matter of a material object its metaphysical parts(6)
in order to distinguish them from the same object’s integral parts,(7)
that is, the discrete quantitative portions of the material object.

The prime examples of material objects
for Aquinas are substances. Substances, of course, have integral parts. For
example, a dog has a head, a heart, and a tail (not to mention the cells and
fundamental particles that constitute the dog at any one time). But a particular
dog also has metaphysical parts which Aquinas calls its ‘substantial form’ and
‘prime matter’. The substantial form of a substance is that part of a substance
that explains why that substance is a being and why it has the species-specific
properties, powers, or potentialities that it does. This means that a
substance’s substantial form is responsible for conferring on that substance
actual being and all of the properties that belong to that substance insofar as
it is a member of a certain species.(8)
Furthermore, when, for example, a dog comes into existence, none of that dog’s
integral parts actually exist before the generation of the dog. Rather, each one
of the dog’s integral parts comes into existence when that dog comes into
existence; a dog’s integral parts exist on account of the dog’s substantial
form. Aquinas thinks of substances as unified things of the highest order, and a
substance’s having only one substantial form guarantees that the substance in
question is such a unified thing. To put things another way, Aquinas thinks that
a substance cannot be composed of actual substances; if a material object o were
composed of actual substances, then o would be one thing only in a
qualified sense, and substances are objects that are unqualifiedly one.(9)


  
  

  


Page 93

Saying that a material substance s
is composed of prime matter makes sense of the fact that we do not regard s‘s
coming into being as a creatio ex nihilo. When a dog is conceived, it
does not come into existence with no material relation to the world it comes to
inhabit. Rather, a dog’s coming into existence is a kind of change (albeit a
change of a rather radical sort). But if a dog’s coming into being is a kind of
change, then there must be a subject for that change, since any event that
counts as a change (and not a creatio ex nihilo) requires that there is
some subject x that has a property at some time t that x
lacks at t-1. The subject for this kind of radical change—which might
be called substantial change—cannot itself be a substance or an
aggregate of substances (e.g., an aggregate of fundamental particles) that
remain the self-same substance or aggregate of substances through the change in
question. If the subject of a substantial change were a substance or an
aggregate of substances, then substances could be composed of actual substances.
But substances—beings that are unqualifiedly one—cannot be composed of actual
substances. Unlike an aggregate of substances—the kind of object that has
actual substances as its integral parts—a substance is a unified thing of the
highest order. If the integral parts of a substance s were actual
substances, each of s‘s parts would enjoy a greater unity than did s.
In such a case the integral parts of an organism would be the prime candidates
for substance-hood. For Aquinas it is the other way around: organisms and not
their parts are material objects in the primary sense. Hence, the prime matter
of a substance is not itself a material substance or a collection of substances;
rather, prime matter is matter that is entirely devoid of form in and of itself.
Prime matter is therefore that part of a material substance that explains how
that substance can—qua substance—naturally come into being by way of
the corruption of other beings and how upon its demise that material substance
may very well contribute to the being of some numerically different material
object.(10)
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Aquinas also speaks about artifacts as
composites of matter and form. However, he takes the view that the
artifact-configuring form of an artifact—that form that makes the artifact to
be an artifact instead of some other kind of object—is merely an acci-dental
form,(11) while the matter of an artifact is a
material substance (or a collection of material substances).(12)
In other words, an artifact’s form of the whole—that form that explains that
the artifact is and what it is—is an accidental form. Thus, artifacts are not
themselves substances for Aquinas. We might say that an artifact for Aquinas is
merely a phase in the ‘life’ of some material substance (or a collection of
material substances).(13) Consider a bronze
statue of George Washington. According to Aquinas, it is only the matter of this
statue that counts as a material object in the primary sense, namely, this
piece of bronze. The artifact-configuring form of the statue is a certain
accidental form, presumably a relation (between a certain shape, a sculptor, her
audience, and the object to which such a shape is designed to point), having the
man-shape that human beings associate with the first president of the United
States of America as a result of the art of a sculptor.(14)
The statue of George Washington itself is not a 
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substance—it is not a ‘material
object’ in the primary sense. Rather, it is the piece of bronze that constitutes
the statue of George Washington that is a material object in the primary sense.
What we refer to as ‘a statue’ is merely a temporary (or more precisely, an
accidental) feature of some substance that functions as the matter of that
statue.



 



II. Aquinas on Why Artifacts Are Not Substances





Why does Aquinas take the position that artifact-configuring forms are
accidental instead of substantial forms? In other words, why can’t artifacts be
substances? First of all, Aquinas thinks it obvious that a material substance is
not corrupted simply because it comes to function as an integral part of some
artifact-object. Imagine that an axe has the following integral parts: (1) a
piece of wood, (2) a piece of iron that has a razor-sharp edge on one side and
(3) a screw-shaped piece of iron. Each of these integral parts of the axe is
presumably identical to some substance (or collection of substances) that
existed prior to someone’s making the axe.(15)
For example, the piece of wood that functions as an axe handle at time t is (at least possibly) numerically the same object as a
piece of wood that is not a part of an axe at t-1 (i.e., before the axe was produced). But if the axe were
a substance for Aquinas, then the piece of wood that functions as an integral
part of the axe would be (necessarily) numerically different from any piece of
wood that existed prior to making the axe. Before the piece of wood becomes an
integral part of the axe it would be a substance and after it becomes a part of
the axe it would be a nonsubstance—since substances are not composed of actual
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substances—and it would be
infelicitous to say that a nonsubstance object is identical to an object that is
a substance. But a piece of wood does not undergo a substantial change just in
virtue of becoming an integral part of an object we call an ‘axe’. Rather, the
piece of wood that composes an axe is numerically identical to a piece of wood
that existed prior to the generation of the axe. Since substances are not
composed of actual sub-stances, and the piece of wood that composes the handle
of the axe is a substance, the axe itself is not a substance. The axe’s form of
the whole is merely an accidental form—perhaps a relation or complex set of
relations between substances—and not a substantial form.

An axe is what we might call a complex
artifact—it is an artifact composed of more than one substance. But the same
point will hold in the case of an artifact that is composed of only a single
substance. We might call such an artifact ‘simple’. Assume (with Aquinas) that a
piece of bronze is a single substance. A statue composed of one continuous piece
of bronze would be a good example of a simple artifact. Now a piece of bronze
does not undergo a substantial change simply because that piece of bronze comes
to function as the matter of a statue. As Aquinas argues in a passage from his De
principiis naturae:

When a statue is made from bronze, the bronze, which is in potency to the
form of the statue, is the matter… . The shape by which [something] is
called a statue is the form. But [it is] not a substantial [form], since the
bronze, before the coming of that form has actual being, and its being does not
depend upon that shape. Rather, the form [of the statue] is an accidental one.
For all artificial forms are accidental.(16)



Note here that Aquinas expresses his
view that a statue has an accidental form and not a substantial form, and this
because the 
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statue’s matter remains even though it
takes on the form of a statue. Of course, one might hold that Aquinas is simply
wrong that the piece of bronze that exists prior to taking on the shape of a
statue is numerically identical to the piece of bronze that has the shape of a
statue.(17) But Aquinas’s position is certainly
the sensible one. The piece of bronze, before it gets the statue shape, is
identical to the piece of bronze that has the statue shape. Pieces of bronze are
not corrupted simply because they take on a different shape.(18)
Bringing a new substance into existence cannot be as easy as giving a piece of
metal a new shape.

One of Aquinas’s reasons for denying
that artifacts are substances thus has him drawing on the intuition that the
integral parts of an artifact do not (necessarily, even usually) come into being
when they come to compose some artifact. He also has a second reason for
thinking that no artifacts are substances: artifacts are not substances because
artifacts are not natural things.(19) He does
not maintain that all natural things are 
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substances, for there certainly are
some naturally occurring things that do not count as substances: for example, a
pile of rocks (which is just a heap of substances) or some muddy water (which is
a compound “according to sense only”).(20)
But Aquinas apparently does think that being a natural thing is at least a
necessary—if not sufficient—condition for something’s being a material
substance. Since artifacts would seem to be by definition unnatural things, and
all substances are natural things, artifacts are not substances.

Aquinas has a number of reasons for
taking the position that being a natural thing is a necessary condition for
being a material substance. One reason is that natural things change and undergo
changes in virtue of themselves, whereas artifacts only change and undergo
changes because of the natures of their integral parts, that is, the substances
that compose them. Aquinas makes an argument such as this in commenting on a
passage from Aristotle’s Physics.(21)
Although any living thing obviously depends upon other things to allow it to be
something that grows—for example, we would say that it has to be composed of
certain kinds of objects such as carbon and water—we would not speak of a
living thing ‘growing’ if it were not for changes that originate with the living
organism itself. More importantly for Aquinas’s case here, he thinks that some
nonliving things also have a principle of change per se—fire moves to
a higher place because of its nature, earth to a lower place, etc.

Aquinas makes a related point in the
treatise on human beings in the Summa Theologiae: in the context of
discussing whether the human soul is a substance, he mentions the axiom that
whatever exists per se has a distinctive operation per se.(22)
But in contrast to substances, artifacts, even if they have distinctive
operations or functions, have these operations or functions only in virtue of
being composed of certain kinds of substances and, perhaps more importantly,
only in virtue of agents extrinsic to them adopting certain psychological
attitudes. An artifact does not have 
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operations (does not change) in virtue
of its own being; it has operations only in virtue of the being (and thoughts)
of objects other than the artifact.

To take one example, the material
object that we refer to in English by the word ‘axe’ is what it is because of
the function that some human beings have given to it, namely, the notion that an
axe is something that consists of a piece of wood and a piece of metal, where
those things are bonded in such a way that the result is useful for chopping
wood. Imagine that an object that we refer to as an ‘axe’ is buried in the
ground. Our civilization is destroyed. Years later, some aliens from another
planet discover the object that we referred to as an ‘axe’. These aliens do not
know what the axe was used for (perhaps they have no need for cutting wood, or
for weapons), although we might presume that they can figure out that the object
in question had some purpose or function—that it has obviously been constructed
by rational agents. The aliens begin to use the object we called an ‘axe’ as a
door jam, for which it is quite useful. Does the axe thereby undergo a
substantial change, changing from an axe (an artifact that is primarily used to
cut wood) to a door-jam (an artifact whose primary function is to prop open
doors)? No, because something does not undergo a substantial change without
undergoing any intrinsic changes.(23) It seems
more reasonable to say that what has substantially existed through these changes
(that is, through the various changes in attitudes that rational beings have
taken up towards this object we refer to as an ‘axe’) is merely a collection of
naturally occurring substances, that is, some wood and some iron. Even if
artifacts have a function, they do not really have a function per se but
only per aliud. Artifacts are not substances because only natural
things have functions per se, 
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which is a minimal requirement for
being a substantial kind of being, a being that is unqualifiedly one.(24)



 



III. A Puzzle for Aquinas’s View:

Bread, Wine, and the Doctrine of Transubstantiation



As we have seen, Aquinas thinks that
substances are natural things. But this view is at least prima facie
puzzling, given Aquinas’s own understanding of the Eucharistic doctrine of
transubstantiation. As he understands the doctrine, at the moment of
consecration in the celebration of the Mass, the substances of bread and wine
are transformed into the substances of the body and blood of Christ.(25)
Bread and wine are apparently treated by Aquinas as good examples of
substance-kinds. But one would have thought that bread and wine are also perfect
examples of artifact-kinds, and artifacts are not substances according to
Aquinas. Thus, his understanding of the doctrine of transubstantiation seems to
be in conflict with his general metaphysical view that artifacts are not
substances. This is the problem—purporting to show that Aquinas has a logically
inconsistent set of views on the ontological status of artifacts—that I have
labeled the Transubstantiation Objection.

How can Aquinas respond to the
Transubstantiation Objection? One might suggest that Aquinas does not really
think of bread and wine as substances at all; the bread (or wine) used in 
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the Eucharistic celebration is itself
really just an aggregate of material substances. In that case, it would be the
matter of the bread (or wine) that is the substantial reality that is actually
transformed into the body and blood of Christ at the moment of consecration.
According to this way of resolving the Tran-substantiation Objection, when
Aquinas talks about bread being changed into the body of Christ by
transubstantiation, he should be taken to mean that it is actually the
substances (plural) that are in the bread that are changed into the
body of Christ. It is not the bread itself that is being transformed in the rite
but rather the substantial materials that make up the artifact that is a piece
of bread.

However, Aquinas makes it clear in
many different ways in his treatment of transubstantiation in the Summa
Theologiae that he considers bread and wine to be substance-kinds. To take
just one example, Aquinas speaks in one passage of the ‘substantial forms’ of
bread and wine, and anything that has a substantial form for Aquinas is a
substance.(26)

So Aquinas clearly takes bread and
wine to be substance-kinds. But perhaps Aquinas doesn’t really think that no
artifacts are substances. We might take him to adopt a weaker line on the
ontological status of artifacts, something such as the following: although most
artifacts are not substances, some kinds of artifacts—perhaps instances of
artifact-kinds that are, as it were, “close to nature”—do enjoy the
ontological status of being substances. We might also think that
instances of bread and wine (and perhaps plastics) are good examples of
artifacts that are quasi-natural and so exceptions to the general rule that no
artifacts are substances. Taking such a view would allow Aquinas to say
consistently both that bread and wine are artifact objects 
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and that bread and wine are
transubstantiated in the Eucharistic celebration.

One problem with this way of resolving
the Transubstantiation Objection is that whenever Aquinas says that artifacts
are not substances he does not seem to suggest that this should be understood in
some qualified way. For example, consider the following passage from the
commentary on the Metaphysics: “Certain things are not substances,
as is clear particularly in the case of artificial things, but all things are
true substances that are ‘according to nature’ with respect to their being ‘and
constituted by nature’ with respect to their becoming.”(27)
We cannot resolve the Transubstantiation Objection by suggesting that Aquinas
takes some artifacts—including instances of the kinds of bread and wine—to be
substances.



 



IV. A Thomistic Response to the Transubstantiation
Objection





Aquinas makes some claims in the Tertia Pars that serve as an adequate basis for a solution to
the Transubstantiation Objection, a
solution consistent with Aquinas’s own general metaphysics of material objects.
The relevant claims come in an answer to the following objection: 



It seems that after the consecration the substantial form of bread
remains in this sacrament. For it was said that, after the consecration, the
accidents [of bread] remain. But, since bread is a certain artificial thing, its
form is also accidental. Therefore, [the form of bread] remains after the
consecration.(28) 



Note that the objector seems to assume
the following: (i) an artificial thing has an accidental form functioning as its
form of 
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the whole and not a substantial form,
and (ii) bread is an artificial thing. Therefore, since bread’s form of the
whole is an accidental form and since the accidents of the bread remain after
the consecration, there is still bread present on the altar after the
consecration.

We might think that the objector here
is entertaining a theory of the Real Presence alternative to the theory of tran-substantiation,
perhaps one at least similar to that which is known as the ‘impanational
theory’. In the impanational theory of the real presence of Christ in the
Eucharist, Christ is indeed present on the altar after the consecration, but so
is some bread (Christ and the bread are hypostatically united). What exists on
the altar after the consecration is an object that is both the body of Christ
and some bread. I shall call the objection Aquinas is fielding here the Impanation
Objection. Aquinas responds to the Impanation Objection as follows:



Nothing prohibits something coming to be by art whose form is not an
accidental, but a substantial form, just as frogs and serpents can be produced
by art. For art does not produce this kind of form by its own power, but by the
power of natural principles. And in this way it produces the substantial form of
bread by the power of fire baking matter made up of flour and water.(29)




The first thing to notice about Aquinas’s response to the
Impanation Objection is that by talking about bread’s substantial form, he is
clearly stating that bread is a substance-kind. He thinks the objector is
confused in thinking that the bread on the altar is not a substance. Since the
bread is a substance and only the accidents of the bread remain after the
consecration, one need not admit that the bread’s form of the whole remains
after the consecration.

We might be tempted to read into
Aquinas’s response to the Impanation Objection here his acceptance of the
following thesis: all artificial things (i.e., things “coming to be by
art”) are artifacts. 
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But if he answers the Impanation
Objection by accepting the view that all artificial things are artifacts, he
would raise the Transubstantiation Objection. As we have seen, he is elsewhere
at pains to deny that some artifacts are substances. But the view that all
artificial things are artifacts—assuming (with Aquinas) that bread is indeed a
certain kind of artificial thing—entails that he believes that some artifacts
are substances. If we assume that his considered answer to the Impanation
Objection entails that all artificial things are artifacts, this leaves his
applied metaphysics of the Eucharist at variance with a doctrine of his general
metaphysics of substance.

All things being equal, we shouldn’t
favor an interpretation of Aquinas that has him contradicting himself—even
across his corpus—particularly if there is a viable alternative interpretation
available. Here follows a viable alternative interpretation of Aquinas’s
response to the Impanation Objection, an interpretation that also provides the
key to answering the Transubstantiation Objection. Clearly, Aquinas’s answer to
the Impanation Objection has him agreeing that the Eucharistic elements—this
piece of bread and the wine in this cup—are things coming to be by art, that
is, artificial things. As we have seen, he also thinks that this piece of bread
and the wine in this cup are substances. I suggest that Aquinas does not
identify the class of things that are artificial with the class of things that
are artifacts. Since he denies that all artificial things are artifacts, this
bread and this wine are not counterexamples to his view that no artifacts are
substances. Although this bread and wine are artificial things, they are not
artifacts and therefore they are substances fit for undergoing
transubstantiation. The Transubstantiation Objection is thereby answered by way
of making a distinction between artificial things and artifacts.

But what reason can Aquinas have for
distinguishing artificial things and artifacts? A material object o is
not an artifact— presumably an unnatural thing—just in virtue of an artisan’s
participating in the total process of o‘s generation. To see Aquinas’s
reasons for thinking this, consider what he says about 
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the case of a frog’s being generated
as a result of some secret art (whether the art in question is a magical power
or some kind of cloning technology need not detain us here).(30)
A frog produced with the help of art is still a frog and all frogs are
substances. Anything that is a frog is a substance—and therefore a natural
thing—even if the frog happens to have been generated in part as a result of
some human art. Therefore, a frog produced by art is nonetheless a substance.
But no artifacts are substances (and so no substances are artifacts). Therefore,
a frog made by art—although perhaps an artificial thing—is not an artifact.

Aquinas asks us in his reply to the
Impanation Objection to compare some bread prepared by an artisan with the frog
that has been generated by a magical art. Both, he says, are produced by art and
by natural principles. Just as a frog produced by art is nonetheless a
substance, so too is bread made by the baker. Aquinas’s interesting suggestion
here is as follows: the fact that an artisan is involved in bringing about some
object x is not by itself a sufficient condition for x‘s being
an artifact. Recall that the Transubstantiation Objection assumes that bread and
wine are obvious examples of artifact-kinds. I take it that Aquinas would want
to say that, at most, what is obvious is that this bread and this wine
are brought into existence through a human art. But the class of things that are
de facto brought about with the help of a human art should not be
confused with the class of things that are artifacts.

More must be said by way of
explanation and defense of Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy if it is to provide a
satisfactory answer to the Transubstantiation Objection. There is, after all,
reason to think that artifacts just are things brought about as a result of art.
More importantly, we might have worries about the relative strength of the
frog/bread analogy itself: frogs are the sorts of things that are typically
brought about solely by way of natural processes whereas bread is typically (if
not always) the sort 
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of thing that is brought about
partially as a result of the baker’s art. It may make perfect sense to say that
an artificially engineered frog is a substance since the generation of a frog
does not under normal and natural circumstances require a human intervention.
But we might find ourselves wondering why bread is not an artifact, since bread
is the kind of thing that is typically—if not always—brought about as a result
of the baker’s art. Does Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy really show that bread is
not an artifact?

Of course the frog/bread analogy
crucially depends upon the assumption that the magically produced frog is not an
artifact. This claim seems right to me. However, to find the frog/bread analogy
convincing, we must agree that Aquinas offers us a good reason for why
the magically produced frog—and by analogy a piece of bread—is not an
artifact. Aquinas’s proposed reason is as follows: “For art does not
produce this kind of form by its own power, but by the power of natural
principles.” In applying this reason to the case of the magically produced
frog he seems to be saying that the artificial frog is not the kind of thing
that is produced by the power of art; rather, it is the kind of thing that is
produced by natural principles.

Aquinas certainly has to concede that
the magician (an artisan) is one of the efficient causes of the artificial frog.
It may be that he means simply to point out here that a human artisan is not the
only efficient cause of the frog; natural principles too are involved in the
generation of a frog produced by way of the secret arts of the Egyptian
magicians. In that case, we might read Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy in such a
way that it relies on accepting the following general principle (call it the Partial
Principle): 



If x is partially brought into being by the workings of
natural principles or powers, such as heating, lighting, fertilizing,
cell-dividing, etc., then x is not an artifact. 



 



We have seen that Aquinas thinks that
the artificial frog is a substance. This is compatible with his insistence
elsewhere that artifacts are not substances, since the artificial frog is not an
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artifact. The Partial Principle
explains this as follows. The artificial frog is not the kind of thing
that is produced by the power of art alone; rather, it is the kind of thing that
is also produced by natural principles. Given the truth of the Partial
Principle, what goes for artificially produced frogs also goes for pieces of
bread that are baked by bakers: like a magically produced frog, a loaf
of bread is produced not only by art but at least by one natural principle or
power. Aquinas notes in his response to the Impanation Objection that fire’s
power of heating is a necessary and natural efficient cause of some bread. We
might think that his acceptance of (something such as) the Partial Principle
forms the basis for his belief that artificial frogs and loaves of bread
prepared by bakers are not, for all this, artifacts.

However, the Partial Principle is
subject to obvious counterexample. Consider an axe, which certainly is an
artifact. But according to the Partial Principle, an axe is not an
artifact, since an axe too numbers among its efficient causes certain natural
principles or powers. An axe must have an axe handle, which, if it is made out
of wood, requires trees. Trees themselves require sunlight. The sun’s powers of
heating and lighting are natural powers that act as efficient causes in the
production of all natural things. Even the dead wood of an axe-handle must have
been the living wood of a tree at some point. So—at least indirectly—an axe is
partially produced by way of the workings of the natural power of the sun.
Furthermore, the axe is directly produced by way of the workings of natural
powers or principles. For example, the blade of an axe is obviously brought
about by way of the blacksmith’s art. In a way that is analogous to the way in
which the actualization of the baker’s art depends upon the natural power of the
heating power of fire, the actualization of the blacksmith’s art depends upon
the heating power of fire as a natural power that must be present while the
blacksmith alters the shape of the metal that will become the blade of an axe.
If we understand Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy in such a way that it relies on
the truth of the Partial Principle, then Aquinas would be committed to the
(unhappy) view that axes do not count as 
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artifacts. The Partial Principle
cannot be used by Aquinas to mount a successful case that bread is not an
artifact.

Fortunately, there are alternative
ways of explaining Aquinas’s reason for thinking that a frog produced by some
Egyptian magicians is not an artifact. For example, consider the
following principle (call it the Primary Principle):



If x is brought into being primarily by natural
principles or powers, then x is not an artifact. 



The problem with the Partial Principle
was that it was subject to obvious counterexample: a object such as an axe (an
obvious example of an artifact) would not exist if it were not for certain
natural principles or powers. The Primary Principle can accommodate such a case.
Although we can admit that axes exist only because of natural principles and
powers such as the heating power of fire, it also seems right to say that the
artisan’s role in bringing an axe into being is more important than—is primary
in relation to—any of the natural principles or powers that are involved in
producing an axe.

Of course, we might want to ground
Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy in a principle that more clearly distinguishes
artifact objects from nonartifact objects that nonetheless number an artisan
among their efficient causes than does the Primary Principle. It seems natural
to ask what it means to say that “a cause x of y is a
primary rather than a nonprimary cause.” What are the
necessary and sufficient conditions for x being a primary as opposed to
a nonprimary cause of y? The importance of knowing such conditions
becomes clear when we begin to ask how we apply the Primary Principle to
specific cases. For example, Aquinas maintains that a frog produced by a
magician and some bread produced by a baker are substances and so are not
artifacts, despite the presumed fact that both an artificial frog and a piece of
bread number human artisans among their efficient causes. On the other hand, an
axe is presumably a good example of an artifact-object. But both an axe and some
bread have rational (specifically, human) agents and nonrational (natural) 
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agents functioning as their efficient
causes. As we have seen, Aquinas notes that one cannot make bread without the
heating power of fire. But we have noted that the generation of an axe also
crucially depends upon fire’s natural power of heating. What reason could we
have for supposing that the natural heating power of fire is the primary
efficient cause of some bread, thereby making bread a substance (and thereby not
an artifact), whereas the natural heating power of fire is not the primary
efficient cause of an axe?

Let us assume that we could make a
solid case that some bread’s primary efficient cause(s) is (are) natural whereas
an axe has a human artisan as its primary efficient cause. It would still be
reasonable to ask why it should matter so much that an artifact-object’s
so-called primary causes are nonnatural causes as opposed to natural ones. Our
intuition is that any kind of object that necessarily numbers human artists
among its efficient causes is thereby an artifact. Given this intuition, perhaps
it makes more sense to think that Aquinas is grounding the frog/bread analogy in
some such principle as the following (call it the Species Principle): 



An object x is an artifact if and only if x belongs to
a species S such that any member of S numbers at least one
human artisan among its efficient causes.



The Species Principle is compatible
with the commonsense intuition that axes are perfect examples of
artifact-objects. Since axes clearly aren’t produced in the absence of an
artisan, then, on the Species Principle, axes would count as artifacts.
Furthermore, we can accept the Species Principle and also accept what Aquinas
takes to be the case with respect to the frogs produced by the Egyptian
magicians, namely, that such frogs are nonartifacts; they are rather substances
that just happen to be produced with the help of some human artisans. Although
the frogs produced by the Egyptian magicians have some kind of occult human art
as one of their efficient causes, not all frogs do. Since frogs can be generated
without the help of human art, nothing about this frog’s being
generated in part with the help of human artisans entails that the frog in
question is an artifact (and so not a substance).
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But what about the bread used in the
Eucharistic celebration? If we are to make good sense of Aquinas’s (implied)
claim that bread is not an artifact in light of what we have already said and
argued for so far, then it seems to me that there are only two possibilities:
either (i) the Species Principle is false or else (ii) the Species Principle is
true and bread is the kind of thing that need not have some human art among the
efficient causes of every one of its instances. I suggest that option (i) is not
plausible. Imagine that some object x belongs to a species S
such that any of S‘s instances numbers among its efficient
causes some human artisan, where an artisan is someone who is intentionally
making or producing something. How could we reasonably say that object x
is not an artifact? If object x of species S is not an
artifact, it is hard to see what would count as an artifact. Aquinas must be
thinking that some bread—like a frog—is the sort of thing that need not number
a human artisan among its efficient causes (even if it typically does). In that
case, we could read Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy as follows: the artificial
frog—qua frog—is not the kind of thing that requires the power of art
for its production; rather, it is the kind of thing that can be produced solely
by natural principles or powers. Similarly, some bread is the kind of thing that
need not be produced by the power of some human art such as the baker’s; natural
principles or powers are sufficient to bring about instances of bread.
Of course, such natural processes—processes that are by themselves sufficient
to produce things such as frogs and bread—are in some (or most) cases helped
along (e.g., sped up, made more efficient, etc.) by the art of an artisan (a
magician in the case of the magically produced frog or a baker in the case of
the bread bought at the local bakery). But both an artificial frog and the
baker’s bread are in reality products of nature, and therefore natural things,
and therefore fit to count as substances.

The Species Principle entails the
following: 



if x belongs to a species S such that at least one
member y of S does not require some human artisan to act as an
efficient cause of y’s generation—if y is such that only
natural principles or powers in conjunction with God’s creating and 
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conserving power are sufficient to bring about y‘s
generation—then x is not an artifact.



If Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy is, in
fact, grounded in (something such as) the Species Principle, then this suggests
that Aquinas is thinking that it is naturally (and not, I think, simply
logically) possible for the following to occur: some pulverized wheat and water
(the necessary and sufficient material causes of some bread) commingle in
nature, this mixture of wheat and water is baked by the heat of the sun, and
some bread results, all of this occurring without the intervention of any human
art. Although bread typically comes about as a result of the intervention of the
baker’s art, the bakery art is something accidental to the nature of bread,
since the art of baking bread already makes use of certain natural processes,
and some bread might come about completely through such natural
processes. What Aquinas says about wine in another passage in the Summa
Theologiae offers some evidence for what I am suggesting here (assuming we
can indeed draw an analogy between the cases of bread and wine). In that passage
Aquinas notes that although wine is typically brought about with the aid of an
artisan, a (human) artisan is not required for the generation of some wine.(31)
Although wine—like bread—is customarily brought about by way of humans working
with natural processes, the naturally occurring process of fermentation is
necessary and sometimes sufficient for the generation of some wine.

We might also note that the way of
understanding Aquinas’s frog/bread analogy that I have been developing here is
fully compatible with there being clear cases of material object-kinds that are
artifacts. For example, an axe is the sort of material object whose generation
requires an artisan. If an axe exists, we must posit that one of the efficient
causes of the axe is the craftsperson who fastens a piece of iron to a piece of
wood (and works in tandem with the natural heating power of fire in changing the
shape of the metal in order to bring about the distinctive shape of the axe
blade). Axes are in no sense natural things. By contrast, a frog produced by the
art of a magician (or 
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a bioengineer) is still a natural
thing—because what essentially brings about the object in question is a power
(or some powers) of nature—and so a frog’s being generated with the help of the
magician is nonetheless still a natural thing—a substance—and not an artifact.
Just so, the bread baked for the Eucharistic celebration is essentially a
natural thing—a substance—and not an artifact.

Given that it is naturally possible
for bread to be produced without the intervention of the baker’s art, Aquinas’s
doctrine of transubstantiation is thus consistent with his general view of the
ontological status of artifacts: namely, that no artifacts are substances. Some
substances can be aided in their generation by human art. But an artisan’s
aiding the generation of a natural thing is not a sufficient condition for that
natural thing’s being considered an artifact. Furthermore, it makes sense to say
that a given artificial object is not thereby an artifact, since it is not the
case that the artificial object in question belongs to a species S such
that any one of its members requires that a human artisan act as one of its
efficient causes. It may very well be that this piece of bread—the one
being used in the Eucharistic celebration tonight—was brought into existence
with the help of a baker. But it is not thereby an artifact. This is because the
processes that are essential to generating the bread in the first place are
natural ones, for example, the heating of a mixture of flour and water by fire.
Therefore, since being baked by art is not essential to bread—and like some
wine or a frog this piece of bread belongs to a kind that can occur
naturally—it is reasonable to think with Aquinas that this piece of bread is a substance
fit for transubstantiation.(32)
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Introduction



 



“What is said by many
cannot be altogether false.”(1)



 

PERHAPS THE GREATEST intellectual
stumbling block facing critics of abortion is the fact that, by and large, the
general public regards late-term abortions as more seriously wrong than
early-term ones. Evidence for this fact can be seen in the contrast between the
American public’s consistent condemnation of the late-term procedure known as
“partial-birth abortion” (dilation and extraction) and their general
toleration or even approval of abortion in the first trimester.(2)
Polls consistently show significant majority support for both the banning of
late-term abortions and the continued legalization of abortions in the first
trimester.

This “moral intuition,” as
philosophers would put it, regarding early- and late-term abortions is routinely
cited by defenders of abortion as evidence that human life at its earliest
stages is less than a full “person” and, hence, has less than full
moral standing. 
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If it is less seriously wrong, if
indeed wrong at all, to abort in the early stages of fetal development and more
seriously wrong to do so in the later states, then it would seem to follow that
the moral status of a fetus changes along with that development. More
specifically, abortion apologists have marshaled this “later is worse than
earlier” intuition as evidence in support of two related, though distinct,
positions in regard to the moral status of the life in the womb: (1) a
gradualist account of “personhood,” such as that advocated by Margaret
Olivia Little or Mary Anne Warren,(3) in which
the rights of a fetus are proportional to his level of development, or (2) the
much more prevalent “achievement view”(4)
of personhood, such as that advanced by L. W. Sumner or David Boonin,(5)
in which the attainment of some specific trait or quality, such as sentience or
the possession of some type of desire, transforms the unborn human into a being
with rights.

In the past, critics of abortion have
responded to this moral intuition by aggressively attacking both of these
philosophical positions, not by directly responding to the intuition itself. For
example, in response to gradualism, Patrick Lee has persuasively argued that
substances, such as persons, cannot admit of degrees or grades.(6)
In a similar vein, Stephen Schwarz has attacked the 
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achievement view on the grounds that
it invariably overlooks the distinction between being a person and functioning
as a person.(7) However, what critics of abortion
have failed to do is to account for the general feeling that late-term abortions
are more seriously wrong than early-term ones. Can a critic of abortion, one who
regards all direct abortions as acts of murder(8)
and intrinsically wrong, account for this moral intuition? Is there any way to
oppose all abortions as acts of murder without wholly dis-regarding many
people’s gut-level insights in this regard? A failure to answer these
fundamental questions sufficiently would have to be regarded as more than a
minor lapse in the case against abortion.

In this paper, I would like to argue
that there is little tension between the proposition that all direct abortions
are intrinsically wrong acts of murder and the claim that there are moral
distinctions between early- and late-term abortions. Outside of the abortion
debate, it is generally recognized that murder can vary in terms of its gravity
and the murderer can be more or less culpable depending upon the circumstances
under which he commits the act. In a parallel fashion, it would seem that an
understanding of circumstances can generally explain why, in a late-term
abortion, the act can be more grave and the agents involved more culpable than
in an early-term abortion.(9)
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II. A Note on “Intuitions” and

How to Account for Them 





Before explaining how a critic of abortion can account for the “later is
worse than earlier” intuition, something should be said at the outset about
what it can mean to “account for moral intuitions.” To this end, four
preliminary observations, the last of which is hopelessly though unavoidably
imprecise, will have to suffice for present purposes.

First, “to account for moral
intuitions” cannot mean “to consistently synthesize all of the various
gut feelings that all cultures throughout time have felt about a moral
issue.” As has been noted and repeated ad nauseam in nearly every
introductory text and course in philosophical ethics, different peoples in
different cultures at different times have been moved by varying moral
intuitions. As Bertrand Russell never tired of mentioning, some exotic African
tribes, at least at one time, approved of cannibalism, and the samurai practice
of “trying out one’s sword” on a chance wayfarer, a practice with
which all college freshmen are now acquainted, was undoubtedly supported by the
moral intuitions of at least the samurai themselves. Today in America in
particular and the West in general, neither of these practices is acceptable;
indeed, either one might qualify as a paradigm of an immoral act. Needless to
say, no moral theory short of relativism (which is, to be more precise, a denial
of all moral theory) will be able to incorporate the disparate and conflicting
intuitions of all times, places, and cultures.
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Second, even in regard to one specific
issue (viz., abortion) in one specific country (viz., the United States) at one
specific time in history (viz., the present), the moral intuitions of the public
vary greatly and are frequently directly contradictory. For example, in a 2000 Los
Angeles Times poll, the vast majority of respondents surveyed believed that
first-trimester abortions should remain legal without restrictions, and yet
fifty-seven percent of those surveyed also believed that abortion was murder.
How exactly these two convictions are to be reconciled is far from clear.
Perhaps the respondents, being more savvy and nuanced than supposed, understood
“murder” to mean “justifiable homicide.” Or perhaps,
employing Augustinian reservations, the respondents only envisioned the second
and third trimesters when they said that “abortion” was murder. Most
likely, however, the moral intuitions of the public in this regard are just
plain muddled, running in differing directions and experienced with differing
degrees of intensity. Again, no philosophical undertaking can hope to absorb the
moral intuitions of even the majority of Americans in the twenty-first century
on a specific issue in toto and with complete consistency.

Third, a philosopher must be clear
whether he is attempting to account for the intuitions themselves or the
reasoning that lies behind them, or both. Though most Americans or Westerners
have some sense that later abortions are more seriously wrong than earlier ones,
their reasons for believing so are probably varied, inconsistent, and
undeveloped. I would hazard to guess that the reason many people believe that
later abortions are more seriously wrong is that, in the second and third
trimesters, the being in the womb “looks more like a baby” or
“looks more like us” than he did in the first trimester. Not
surprisingly, phil-osophers who, in their defense of abortion rights, have
latched on to the “later is worse than earlier” intuition as one of
decisive importance have not felt compelled to follow the public’s reasoning in
regard to why later is worse and earlier is better. For example, L. W.
Sumner defends a “moderate and differential” view of abortion—one in
which first- and early second-trimester 
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abortions require no justification,
though late second- and third-trimester abortions are only permissible on
certain grounds—in part because it “is capable of drawing the common sense
distinction between early and later abortions.”(10)
However, Sumner’s philosophical defense of this distinction—namely, that
later-term fetuses, unlike younger ones, have moral standing because they are
sentient—can hardly be said to capture the reasoning of the public, especially
a public that heartily enjoys eating animals that may be much more sentient than
late-term fetuses. Though I reject his thesis regarding sentience and the
permissibility of early-term abortions, in the present essay I will follow
Sumner in attempting to account for the distinction between later and earlier
abortions without seeking to ground it in the reasoning of the public.

Fourth and finally, despite the vague
and shifting nature of moral intuitions, they must, to some extent, be accounted
for and, indeed, be among the starting points in any serious moral exploration.
Ethics is, of course, more than a sociological account or cataloguing of
cultural or personal moral intuitions. Its most important work is explaining and
defending that explanation of what makes human actions virtuous, as well as what
constitutes a virtuous and happy life more generally. Nonetheless, it is
difficult to see where a philosophical moral theory would get its moorings if
not from the prephilosophical moral experience of human beings. A theory that
ignores this experience necessarily condemns itself to irrelevance and risks
advocating the gravest and most counterintuitive of moral offenses. Genocide is
the act of ideologues, forced by adherence to their theories to deny their
intuitions and conscience. In this respect, then, this essay will attempt to
follow the methodology Aristotle outlines in his Nico-machean Ethics:
“We must, as in all other cases, set the apparent facts before us and,
after discussing the difficulties, go on to prove, if possible, the truth of all
the common opinions … or, failing this, of the greater number and the most
authoritative.”(11) Assuming, then, that
the moral intuition that later abortions are 
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worse than earlier ones is among
“the greater number and the most authoritative [of opinions]”—all
hope of proving the “truth of all the common opinions” having been
abandoned—its truth needs to be accounted for by any comprehensive and credible
critique of abortion.



 



III. Gravity and Circumstances





In arguments in favor of abortion rights, the intuition that there are moral
differences between late- and early-term abortions has been cited as evidence
that an early-term abortion is somehow a different kind of act from a late-term one because of an alleged change
in the moral standing of the fetus. Prior to the onset of personhood, it is
argued, abortion is some type of action other than murder. It may be some type
of killing (akin to the killing of other types of animals), and the fetus may
have some type of moral status (akin to the value of other types of animals),
but the act is not murder and the being in question is not a full-fledged
person. In short, the moral differences between earlier and later abortions are
accounted for by parallel differences in moral standing between younger and
older fetuses. Early abortions are less seriously wrong or not wrong at all
because they are a different type of act from later ones.

However, differences between moral
acts can be accounted for in other ways than by assigning those acts to
disparate kinds of moral offenses. More specifically, it is a commonplace that
moral offenses of the same general kind can vary in their gravity based upon
differences in individual circumstances. In the analysis to follow, then, it
will be argued that an understanding of the circumstances surrounding earlier
and later abortions can help to explain how abortions can differ in their moral
gravity without compromising the notion that all such acts are acts of murder
and inherently wrong.

Before launching an investigation of
circumstances in particular, though, it will be helpful to introduce a number of
preliminary remarks on the notion of “moral gravity” in order to 
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shed light on how moral acts can
differ without differing in kind. These general observations about moral gravity
will be unpacked and further developed as they are applied to the specific issue
of early- and late-term abortion. In this regard, as in the matter of
circumstances, Thomas Aquinas provides a number of useful distinctions and
descriptions.

As a proponent of a form of virtue
ethics, Thomas maintains that human acts are either good or evil based upon
whether or not they are truly perfective or fulfilling of the agent in question.
Virtue—moral, intellectual, and theological—is this very perfection of the
agent. Further, the faculty in a human being that measures and judges which acts
are or are not in keeping with this genuine good is reason, and so Thomas
regularly speaks of evil acts as ones that deviate from “right
reason.”(12) Very generally speaking, all
acts that deviate from right reason and genuine human flourishing are wrong or,
more theologically speaking, sinful. In this regard, then, it is equally true to
predicate “sin” or “wrongdoing” of gluttony and murder
insofar as both species of act can never be perfective of a human being and,
hence, can never be willed well. Both are, as such, contrary to virtue.

As Thomas notes, however, “all
sins need not be equal because all sins are equally sins.”(13)
Though gluttony and murder are equally sins, they do not necessarily deviate
from virtue or proper human fulfillment in the same way or to the same extent.
Acts will differ in their gravity to the extent to which they fall short of
virtue. “The gravity of sin depends on its remoteness from virtue,”(14)
according to Thomas. Though gluttony and murder are equally sins, murder in
itself is a graver sin than theft because it is more remote from virtue.
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At this point, it is necessary to
introduce a number of distinctions in order to understand more fully the ways in
which one act or agent can be more remote from virtue than another. In regard to
this matter, Thomas explains, “We can weigh the gravity of sin in two ways:
in one way regarding the very act; in the second way regarding the one who sins.
And there are two things to consider regarding the act, namely, its species and
its accidents, which we have previously called circumstances of the act.”(15)
The first distinction to note, then, is between the gravity of the act and the
gravity of the sinner, the latter of which we would tend to call
“culpability.”

In terms of the gravity of the act
itself, two wrong acts can differ in their gravity depending upon either their
species or their accidents. First, in regard to their species, Thomas observes, 



[W]e note the gravity that sin has from its species in relation to its
object or subject matter, and in considering the object or subject matter, we
call sins contrary to greater virtuous goods more serious by reason of their
kind.(16)



An act is more grievous than another
if it is contrary to a greater good, and one way one good can be greater than
another is by belonging to a higher virtue or being of a higher type, one that
is more of the essence of human flourishing. As Thomas puts the matter,
“[A] sin must needs be so much the graver, as the disorder occurs in a
principle which is higher in the order of reason.”(17)
For instance, an act of gluttony in itself, understood as a violation of the
virtue of temperance, is less grievous than an act of murder in itself,
understood as a violation of the virtue of justice. The nourishment of one’s own
body, which is the subject of temperance, is a lesser good than the good of the
whole community, which is the subject of justice, for the virtue of temperance
is less of the essence of human fulfillment than is justice. The flourishing of
any human being, of course, depends upon both virtues, but it is principally as
part of a community, not 
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as a healthy body, that human beings
find their fulfillment. In this case, the former act is more grievous because it
is a violation of a greater good or kind of virtue, which is greater because it
is more important for human flourishing.

According to the pro-choice logic
cited above, early-term abortions are less grave than late-term ones for this
reason, because they are essentially different types or kinds of acts. The
victim in the first case is less of a person and hence a different kind of being
than the victim in the second case. However, Thomas also identifies another
possible way in which acts can differ in gravity, namely, because of their
accidents. An act can be more grievous than another by being a greater violation
of the same virtue and the same type of good. Such acts, then, will not differ
in their species but will differ accidentally, in virtue of their individual
circumstances.

Thomas defines the term
“circumstance” in the following way: 



For a circumstance is described as something outside the substance of the
act, and yet in a way touching it. Now this happens in three ways: first,
inasmuch as it touches the act itself; secondly, inasmuch as it touches the
cause of the act; thirdly, inasmuch as it touches the effect.(18)




In describing a circumstance as
something “outside the substance of the act and yet in a way touching
it,” Thomas is arguing that individual human acts, judged by reason and
chosen by the will, have qualities that do not specify them or make them the
type of act they are but, nonetheless, enter into the character of the act as a
whole. Just as natural entities, such as human beings or trees, 
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belong to certain species and yet have
characteristics that individuate them—such as height, weight, color,
etc.—human actions can be understood as being of a certain type and also having
characteristics that individuate them.(19) In
order for an action to be good, it must be more than simply a good type of
action, such as almsgiving; it must also be performed in the right
circumstances—at the right time, in the right way, with the right person, etc.
In the same fashion, a type of act that is in itself immoral, such as murder,
can be more or less grave depending upon its individual circumstances. These
circumstances “touch” or surround, as well as individuate, the act
itself, the cause, and the effects of the act.

The example of murder can be used to
illustrate the first way in which circumstances inform moral acts. To kill an
innocent man by way of setting him on fire is a different individual act from
killing him quietly by filling his bedroom chamber with carbon monoxide, though
both acts are clearly of the same type: murder. In Thomas’s language, the way in
which an act is carried out would fall under the notion of circumstance. It is
not burning or poisoning per se that renders an act murder but, rather,
the intentional taking of innocent human life. Nonetheless, in the above case
the way in which the first act is carried out would undoubtedly render it more
grievous, and such a circumstance would have to be included in a full moral
analysis of the act. Death by burning would “multiply the ratio of evil
within the same species”(20) of act; the
addition of burning, which inflicts significant pain on the victim, multiplies
the reasons why this one act is wrong without placing it in a different
category. A murderer who kills in this way is further from the virtue of
justice, which is ordered to the good of one’s neighbor and the community as a
whole, than the one who uses carbon monoxide.

The second way in which circumstances
can affect the gravity of an act is in terms of the condition of the agent.
Gravity that is the result of the condition of the agent Thomas calls
“accidental 
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gravity” because it is not
anchored in the species or “whatness” of an act. Of this gravity, he
writes, “The accidental gravity of a sin is to be considered in relation to
the sinner, who sins more grievously if he sins deliberately than if he sins
through weakness or carelessness.”(21) Of
two murderers, one may be more removed from virtue and human fulfillment due to
the fact that his act, so to speak, belongs to him more than the corresponding
act belongs to the other murderer. A murder done deliberately and voluntarily
reveals a more gravely disordered person than a murder committed out of passion
or through weakness, for the will is more the person than his passions or any
external forces acting upon him. As Thomas explains, “[S]ince we call
voluntary something whose source is in the very one who acts, the more the
source of an act is in the one who acts, the more something is voluntary, and so
the more sin there is if the act be evil.”(22)
Human acts that arise from defects in the sense appetites or the intellect, as
opposed to the will itself, are less voluntary in nature and, hence, less human
and less grave. Human acts swayed by passion, pressured by force or fear, or
carried out in ignorance arise less from the will than from other sources, and
therefore the agent who performs them is less culpable. Though a number of
distinctions still need to be made in this regard, it is true to say that human
acts that are contrary to right reason, all other things being equal, will be
more grievous to the extent that they are more voluntary, that is, the extent to
which they are free from ignorance, as well as pressures placed upon the will,
both internal and external to the agent himself.

The final accident or circumstance
that can have an impact on the moral gravity of an act is the consequences. Acts
of the same kind or type can obviously have different consequences, and if those
consequences are voluntary, then the act will be more grievous. Simply put, the
agent who wills an action with worse consequences is guilty of willing a greater
evil, and hence his will is more disordered—he is further from virtue and true
human 
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flourishing. This fact is especially
evident in the case of the agent who foresees the evil consequences of his
choice of object and yet still forges ahead. As Thomas remarks, “For when a
man foresees that many evils may follow from his action, and yet does not
therefore desist therefrom, this shows his will to be all the more
inordinate.”(23) Should a man carry out
murder knowing that his victim is a husband and a father of five his act would
be more grievous than that of a man who killed a bachelor. Though both are to be
condemned as acts of murder, the murder of a breadwinning father of five is to
be regarded as more grave, given the condition in which the widow and her
children will now find themselves. Nor must consequences always be foreseen in
order to be voluntary and to increase the gravity of an act, according to
Thomas. If the harmful consequences follow naturally from the kind of act in
question, then the agent will be responsible for them as well, even if those
consequences did not consciously enter into his deliberations. “If …
the harm follows directly from the sinful act, although it be neither foreseen
nor intended, it aggravates the sin directly, because whatever is directly
consequent to a sin, belongs, in a manner, to the very species of that
sin.”(24) The man who murders a person must
also take responsibility for the gaping hole that the absence of this person
creates in human society, even if such a consequence never entered the
murderer’s mind. Indeed, the act of murder is so closely connected to the
personal losses that follow from it that, in a way, these losses should be
considered part of the very act itself. In short, murders will differ in their
level of moral gravity in proportion to the overall damage they inflict upon
society.

In summary, for Thomas the gravity of
an immoral human act is a function of the extent to which that action opposes
virtue, which is the perfection of the agent. One act can be graver than another
by differing in kind (i.e., by violating different virtues or by having
different objects), or it can be graver by violating the same virtue to a
greater extent. In the latter case, the act will have 




  
  

  


page 126

the same kind of object, but its
individual differences—the circumstances touching upon the object, agent, and
effects—will take it further away from virtue without altering its substance.



 



IV. The Gravity of Late-Term Abortions









A) Circumstances Touching the Act



Given this general understanding of
circumstances, then, and the way they can affect the gravity of moral actions,
are there circumstances touching or surrounding late-term abortions that would
render them more grave than early-term ones?

Perhaps the most obvious difference
between early- and late-term abortions in terms of the act itself is the greater
likelihood of the fetus feeling pain during the latter procedure. Though
estimates as to when fetuses are capable of feeling pain vary drastically and
largely on ideological lines,(25) no one doubts
that fetuses in the second and third trimester can feel pain. And a murder that
involves pain is, in itself, more grievous than one that does not. An abortion
that is performed after the fetus is capable of feeling pain is, for that very
reason, more seriously wrong than an abortion that is performed prior to the
onset of this capacity. The infliction of pain need not enter into the act of
murder, but when it does, it renders the act more grievous “by multiplying
the ratio of evil,” to use Thomas’s phrase.

Additionally, as the fetus moves into
the second and third trimesters, the possibility of his living outside the womb
increases. Unlike the issue of fetal pain, which is more open to inter-pretation,
the issue of viability is a simple matter of how early fetuses have been
delivered and kept alive in neonatal intensive care units. In general, the point
at which fetuses are considered viable is around twenty-three to twenty-four
weeks, though there 
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are children on record who have lived
prior to twenty weeks. If, for a particular child, the moment of viability has
been reached, the decision to abort, as opposed to having the child merely
removed and incubated, should be regarded as more wanton and, hence, more grave
than the decision to abort a previable fetus. To grasp this insight, one needs
to understand that the degree of goodness or evil of human acts is grounded, in
part, in the difficulty of securing the good or evil in question. “For just
as it is a greater strength that does not succumb to a stronger force,”
Thomas explains, “so on the other hand to be overcome by a stronger force
is proof of lesser vice, and to succumb to a weaker force, is proof of a greater
vice.”(26) A man who dives into
shark-infested waters to save his neighbor from drowning acts more courageously
than one who rescues his neighbor in a backyard swimming pool. Both men are
courageous, risking life and limb, though the former is braver because his task
is more difficult and dangerous. And the converse is true of moral evil or
failure: a man who refuses to enter shark-infested waters to save his neighbor
acts less cowardly than a man who refuses to enter the pool. In an analogous
fashion, the fetus’s independent existence could be secured and the mother’s
physical burden relieved with less time and difficulty later in the pregnancy
than earlier. For the woman whose child has passed the point of viability, the
effort involved to spare the life of that child is little, if at all, greater
than that involved in inducing labor and delivering the child. In earlier stages
of pregnancy, say at around four weeks, the woman who no longer wishes to carry
the fetus would have to endure approximately twenty more weeks of pregnancy, as
well as inducement and labor, to secure the independent existence of the fetus.
To do what is good is easier in the former case than in the latter, and so to
fail to do what is good in the former case is worse than to fail to do so in the
latter.

That it is a less grievous moral
offense to fail in what is more difficult than in what is less difficult clearly
resonates with our moral intuitions regarding late- and early-term abortions.
Though 
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some philosophers find abortion to be
either morally neutral or even “honorable,”(27)
it would be safe to say that most people regard it as, at best, a necessary
evil—or, more precisely, the lesser of two evils. The public’s willingness to
tolerate early-term abortions stems in part from an unwillingness to place a
significant burden on a woman who is averse to bearing and/or having a child.
Legally requiring a pregnant woman to carry a child to term or even to
viability—to carry the fetus for five months or more and to bear the
psychological and financial hardships involved—seems, for some, too high a
burden to place on an unwilling subject; even mere moral exhortations to bear
such burdens are likely to be felt as too exacting or demanding. Even though
early-term abortions might be regarded as inherently wrong, to allow a pregnant
woman to fall short in such a difficult task is regarded by many as a necessary
legal and moral indulgence. By this same standard, though, late-term abortions
are not so easily excused. Moral outrage against and calls for the outlawing of
second- and third-trimester abortions must stem in part from the fact that the
effort now required of the woman to spare the life of the child is significantly
less. In the case of dilation and extraction, for example, the child, save his
head, is already out of the birth canal prior to being destroyed. Why not simply
deliver the child, thereby sparing his life, and let another couple raise him?
At this stage in the pregnancy, the moral failures of the parties involved(28)
are much less likely to be tolerated because doing what is right is far less
burdensome.



 



B) Circumstances Touching the
Agent



Though there are circumstances
touching the act itself that make late-term abortions more grave than early-term
ones, the 
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circumstances touching the agent are,
by far, the most definitive in this regard. This stems from the fact that the
agent himself is really the heart of any moral action. No act is moral or
immoral unless it is voluntary; even if a man’s behavior and its consequences
are, in fact, beneficial or detrimental to himself or other people, the man, the
behavior, and the consequences will not be in the realm of the moral unless the
behavior is voluntary.(29) A person’s act
itself, as well as all of the effects that flow from it, are also only moral or
immoral insofar as they are formed by and follow from the will of the person. In
a certain sense, the circumstances touching the act, as well as those touching
the effects, are only morally significant insofar as the act and the effects are
connected to the will.

The question arises whether, generally
speaking, late-term abortions are likely to be carried out in a more voluntary
fashion than early-term abortions. If so, such a difference in circumstance can,
at least in part, account for the difference in gravity between the two kinds of
abortion. To answer this question, let us focus upon the significance of
ignorance.

For Thomas, ignorance can be related
to the will, and hence to voluntariness, in three general ways: antecedently,
consequently, and concomitantly. Only the first two are particularly relevant to
the present discussion.(30) Ignorance is either
“antecedent” or “consequent” depending upon whether it
precedes an act of the 
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will or is itself directly or
indirectly willed. In regard to the former, Thomas explains:



Ignorance is antecedent to the act of the will, when it is not
voluntary, and yet is the cause of man’s willing what he would not will
otherwise. Thus a man may be ignorant of some circumstance of his act, which he
was not bound to know, the result being that he does that which he would not do,
if he knew of that circumstance.(31) 



Had a hunter, for example, after taking proper precautions,
known that the creature in his crosshairs was not a bear but, rather, a man in a
fur coat, he never would have fired his gun and killed him, as evidenced by his
remorse. The hunter acts on account
of ignorance: the ignorance is a principal cause of his acting. In
this instance, the ignorance is ignorance of the very aspect of the situation
which would have rendered it morally wrong if it had been known (viz., that the
target in question is a man, not an animal). Because the hunter took proper
precautions against harming any people, the act in question, though destructive
of human life, is rendered involuntary; the hunter is not culpable of murder.
The act as hunting is voluntary, the killing of the person is not.

Consequent or willed ignorance, on the
other hand, is ignorance of what one can and should know. Agents who act under
such ignorance are responsible for their ignorance. Such agents do not so much
act on account of ignorance, as is the case with antecedent ignorance,
as they do in ignorance;(32) the
agent’s heedlessness, disordered passions, or even malice cause him not to give
sufficient attention or recognition to particular features of his situation.
Accordingly, such ignorance does not entirely remove guilt; indeed, it may
increase it.

Ignorance can be consequent to or
follow from an act of the will either directly or indirectly, and ignorance that
is indirectly willed can be one of two types. Ignorance that is directly willed
Thomas calls “affected ignorance” (ignorantia affectata). It
occurs 
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when the agent, because he is so
intent upon securing or keeping some good (or avoiding or escaping some evil),
wills not to know anything further about this good (or evil). For example, a man
who finds a substantial sum of money in his office building does not inquire as
to whose it is in order to convince himself that it has no owner and is,
therefore, rightfully his. Such ignorance indicates that the agent is so wedded
to the disordered end in question that he is willing to remain ignorant of
certain aspects of the situation in order to attain that end. Affected
ignorance, then, both arises from and further deforms an already ill-formed
will.

Ignorance that is indirectly willed
can be due to either negligence or what Thomas calls “evil choice” (malae
electionis). Ignorance due to negligence occurs when the agent, because of
some passion or habit of the will itself or out of sheer negligence, simply
fails to consider what he can and should consider. This type of consequent
ignorance may only be a sign of an overworked or otherwise preoccupied person,
not a vicious or malevolent character, though it may also be symptomatic of a
life with misplaced priorities. A man who finds lost money may simply forget to
track down the previous owner because of absentmindedness or pressure to get his
reports at work done on time, although he might also forget to pursue the
rightful owner because of some frivolous distraction.

Far from the potentially innocuous
character of negligence, however, ignorance of evil choice arises from a
deformed appetite or will. In this case, knowledge about the proper course of
action is blurred or absent because the passions cloud the judgment of reason
about some particular in the situation or because the will itself, perverted by
so many bad choices in the past, refuses to give sufficient consideration to
those same particulars. For example, prior to finding the lost money, the man
may be fully aware that one should not steal, but once the money is presented to
him, he may be swayed by an inordinate desire to possess the money and be
overcome by specious internal “arguments” that convince him the money
is rightfully his (e.g., because it currently belongs to no one). Though he
knows the general premise that stealing is
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forbidden, he fails to apply that
principle to the particular case because of his passions; that this act in
particular is an act of stealing fails to register because of his greed. Even
worse, the man, through sheer viciousness or malice, may not even consider the
issue of stealing as relevant. Unlike the man swayed by passion, this person
does not even recognize the general precept regarding stealing. Instead, his
reason and will completely fail to restrain his passions. He has found money, a
source of great pleasure, and pleasure is always to be pursued. This latter kind
of act—due to a habit of the will rather than the influence of the passions—is
more voluntary and the agent more culpable, for the wrongdoing arises from the
will itself.

In regard to ignorance, then, Thomas
supplies a number of distinctions for evaluating the level of voluntariness and,
hence, the culpability of an agent: two general types of ignorance, namely,
antecedent and consequent; three more specific types of consequent ignorance,
namely, affected ignorance, ignorance through negligence, and ignorance of evil
choice; and two types of ignorance of evil choice, namely, one stemming from
passion and one stemming from habits of the will. Applied to the question at
hand, these distinctions help to explain why late-term abortions, all things
considered, are judged to be more seriously wrong than early-term ones without
compromising the basic insight that all direct abortions are acts of murder.

First, all other things being equal,
it is possible that, in the earliest stages of a pregnancy, a woman, as well as
the father of her child, may be antecedently ignorant of the moral standing of
the developing human life; they may not be fully aware that the being inside her
womb is a human being and, hence, a person, and as a consequence they may go
forward with an action that, had they been better informed biologically and
philosophically, they otherwise would have avoided. When a culture routinely
describes a developing human being as a “clump of cells,” a “blastocyst,”
or even an “embryo” and derides commonsense descriptors such as
“baby” or “human being” as unscientific, ideological, or
biased, it is reasonable to suppose that, in these earliest stages of pregnancy,





  
  

  


page 133

a woman or biological father could
possibly not know what she or he is doing. As David C. Reardon has documented in
his interviews with women who have regretted their abortions, many feel that
they were misled and even deceived by the descriptions used and not used by
abortion providers. As one woman reported:



I was eighteen years old when I first became pregnant… . I didn’t
even know what abortion really was… . The doctor told me I was almost four
months along. I asked the doctor, “Is the baby alive?” He said,
“No.” I never had any prior instruction in school as to the
development of a baby, so I didn’t know any better. All I had to go on was what
he told me; and that’s all he said.(33)



Given the possibility that some
abortion providers may intentionally withhold information on the state of fetal
development, it is not unreasonable to believe that some women, such as the one
cited above, who choose to have an abortion would never have gone through with
the procedure had they known more in this regard.

One can certainly object that these
women and the biological fathers of their children, given the magnitude of the
decision, should have thoroughly studied and deliberated over it prior to their
choice to abort, and so the ignorance in question might still be voluntary
(i.e., a form of negligence). It is also difficult to avoid the conclusion that
abortion, by its very nature, is a tacit acknowledgment of the human and
personal nature of the fetus, as well as the natural obligations the parents
have to this child. As Richard Stith argues, “[A]bortion paradoxically
reaffirms the very parent-child bond that it betrays. The fetus is unwanted
precisely as the child who must eventually be cared for by her parents.”(34)
Nonetheless, antecedent ignorance should still be held out as a genuine
possibility in the earliest stages of pregnancy, and to the extent that the
parties in question in their specific situation do not know and could not have
known that the being in question was a 
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human person, then to that extent they
are free of guilt in the matter and the act in question is less grave.

Such antecedent ignorance, however,
becomes more and more unlikely as the fetus continues to develop. Sonograms,
which are now a routine part of prenatal diagnosis in Western countries, reveal
in great detail the level of development and complexity of the life in the womb,
and the experience of quickening, though often and rightly dismissed as
philosophically insignificant in determining the fetus’s moral status, does have
a significant effect on the psyche of the pregnant woman. She knows
there is a baby inside her when she feels him moving. To deny the humanity and
personhood of the fetus at later stages of the pregnancy almost certainly must
involve some active cooperation on the part of the agents involved; the
ignorance in question must be voluntary in some way, and, as a consequence, an
agent who performs or cooperates in a late-term abortion must be more culpable
than an agent who cooperates in an early-term abortion.

As indicated above, voluntary
ignorance can be of many kinds. Let us suppose that the people involved choose
the evil of abortion because of ignorance through negligence—for whatever
reason, they do not attend to what they can and should attend to regarding the
circumstances of their situation and the relevant moral precepts. As the
pregnancy progresses and the signs of the humanity and personhood of the fetus
become harder and harder to ignore, ignorance due to negligence in regard to
abortion becomes increasingly more voluntary, which is to say more blameworthy,
because what can and should be known becomes increasingly more evident. Not
everything that can and should be known is, as it were, on the same level. An
adult who was not aware that stealing a CD from a retailer is wrong and that
illegally downloading music from the Internet is also wrong would be negligent
in both cases, but, all other things being equal, ignorance in the first case
would be worse. It is more readily known that the CD is owned by the retailer
than that the downloaded music is the artistic property of musicians,
songwriters, producers, etc. who are being cheated of royalties. In 
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a somewhat similar fashion, the
late-term fetus is much more evidently a human person than an early-term fetus;
hence, the fault in not knowing that the moral precept forbidding murder applies
in the former case is greater than in the latter.

Just as antecedent ignorance becomes
more and more unlikely as the fetus continues to develop, so too does ignorance
due to negligence. As the woman and biological father feel the child move, see
him developing on sonogram, etc., the retort, “I (We) never thought to ask
whether we were taking innocent human life” becomes nearly inconceivable.
In the later stages of pregnancy, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that the
ignorance in question would have to be affected ignorance or ignorance of evil
choice. Unlike those individuals involved in an early-term abortion, the
participants in a late-term abortion cannot plausibly claim that they could not
have known or were not paying sufficient attention to what they were doing. If
they did not know, then they must have taken conscious and voluntary steps not
to know. They must have deliberately refused to see a sonogram, read literature
on fetal development, acknowledge the emergence of fetal movement, etc., in
order to proceed with the abortion. Because they were so wedded to the goods
promised by the procedure, they were willing to veil themselves in ignorance
lest they themselves were to realize what they were doing and thereby prevent
themselves from achieving some apparent good. As Thomas explains in theological
terms, “For it seems that some persons out of love of sinning may prefer to
suffer loss of knowledge in order to cling freely to sin.”(35)
In a way, then, such people are to be doubly blamed, for the ignorance incurred
as well as for the act of injustice committed.

Ignorance of evil choice, it will be
remembered, is the product of either disordered passion or a deformed will.
Taking into consideration the full complexity of any given case of abortion, it
can be said that, as the pregnancy enters the later stages, there is a greater
chance that the people involved act out of malice or at least more severely
deformed passions. When a woman first 
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becomes aware of the pregnancy, the
passions are most likely to be at their highest intensity: dread of the burden
of carrying the baby arises, apprehension and anxiety at the notion of being a
parent for the first time or of having to parent another child, the fear of
being financially and emotionally abandoned by the biological father, etc. When
one considers that these passions surface all at once at the onset of pregnancy
and when the developing human being is at its earliest developmental
stages—when it does not “look like a baby” yet—then one can
understand how easy it can be for a person, out of weakness and due to difficult
circumstances, to fail to apply the general prohibition against murder to the
particular case of the person in the womb. As the time for delivery approaches,
these passions may become more intense, given the fact that the reality toward
which they are directed is about to make his appearance in the world. However,
passion by its nature is fleeting, and it can be harnessed and controlled
through reason and deliberation; time allows the passions to cool and provides
an opportunity for planning, reaching out for help through various agencies, and
consulting virtuous friends for guidance.

On the other hand, should a person (or
persons) endure the initial onslaught of emotion and, after ample time for
deliberation and investigation into the nature of the being in the womb, still
decide to abort in the later stages of pregnancy, one may more reasonably
suspect that the parties in question have a wanton disregard for human life.
Unlike the woman (or couple) who acts out of weakness and somehow fails to
consider the case at hand as a case of murder, vicious or malicious parties can
be said to will the evil involved in a much more direct fashion. Though the good
chiefly willed is presumably not the death of the child but, rather, some other
good—such as not being pregnant, financial or emotional security, time devoted
to existing duties such as other children or one’s job—there is another sense
in which the evil is willingly taken on by the agent(s) in question. Thomas
explains this in regard to the sin of adultery:
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[W]e call something voluntary both if the will is borne to it primarily
and intrinsically as an end, and if the will is borne to it as the means to an
end… . Therefore, supposing that persons happen to will to enjoy some
pleasure (e.g., adultery or any like desirable thing) so much that they would
not shun incurring the deformity of sin that they perceive to be involved in
what they will, not only will we say that the person wills the good that they
chiefly will, but also that they will the very deformity that they choose to
suffer lest they be deprived of the good they desire. And so the adulterer
chiefly wills the pleasure and secondarily wills the deformity.(36)



Whereas those agents who choose
abortion out of weakness fail to recognize or delude themselves into denying
that the act in question is really murder, those agents who choose out of malice
do seem to know that they are taking innocent human life, but they are willing
to commit murder to secure the goods in question. The possibility that a given
abortion is carried out maliciously or with a wanton disregard for human life
only increases as the pregnancy moves along.





C) Circumstances Touching the Effects





The final circumstances that touch the object of an action are its effects, the
further results or ramifications that issue forth from the object chosen. As
illustrated above with the case of the murder that leaves a widow and children
behind, the consequences of a given action, if anticipated or naturally
connected to the object in question, can increase its gravity. Given this
distinction, are there reasons to believe that late-term abortions produce more
harmful further effects than their early-term counterparts, effects that render
late-term abortions in general more seriously wrong?

In regard to the agents who choose
late-term abortion, it would stand to reason, given the preceding analysis as
well as anecdotal evidence, that they would be more likely to suffer feelings of
remorse, guilt, and loss than those agents who opt for early-term abortion. In
general, as argued above, the later the stage of the pregnancy the more evident
it must be that the being in the womb is a human person and, hence, the more
likely the 
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agents are to realize the evil they
have chosen and the loss they have incurred. Even if they feel or have judged
that abortion is a necessary evil, all things considered, their sense of remorse
and loss would have to be more palpable or intense given the level of
development of the child; what has been taken away cannot plausibly be denied.
This must be particularly true for the woman, whose attachment to the person in
her womb presumably develops as the child develops. Just as, in general,
late-term miscarriages are likely to impact a woman (or couple) more severely
than early-term ones, late-term abortions must surely impact a woman (or couple)
more severely than early-term ones.

Though the effects of late-term
abortion are likely to be felt most immediately and intensely by the couples
themselves, their decisions also have a subtle though definite and pernicious
impact on society in general and the medical profession in particular. Just as
the agents who opt for late-term abortion must be more aware of the evil they
are choosing and the loss they are incurring, so society in general and the
medical profession in particular must be more aware of the evil they are
permitting and, thereby, more likely to be corrupted by that evil. A society
that legally and/or socially condones early-term abortions can perhaps be
somewhat excused for not knowing what it is doing; the same cannot be said of a
society that safeguards or even tolerates the practice of late-term abortions.
Laws that uphold and protect such evils as well as cultures that countenance
them give tacit approval to abortion and further chisel away at respect for
human life more generally.

More particularly, because the evil
done in late-term abortions is more evident than that done in early-term ones,
it is more evident that the medical profession, in performing late-term
abortions, is acting against its nature and more likely that it will continue to
act against its nature in the future. When the principal ends of
medicine—namely, the preservation and restoration of physical and psychological
health—are openly and brazenly flouted, then the public and the medical
profession itself easily lose sight of these ends, and medicine becomes anything
we would like it to be. Commenting on physician-assisted suicide, Daniel 
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Callahan wisely observes that “[t]he
great temptation of modern medicine, not always resisted, is to move beyond the
promotion and preservation of health into the boundless realm of general human
happiness and well-being.”(37) Physicians
now have the power to end life if the parties involved conclude that the death
in question will promote somebody’s well-being. Needless to say, there is more
than an accidental relationship between the widespread legalization and
toleration of abortion and the move to legalize and tolerate euthanasia, as well
as cloning, eugenics, and embryonic stem-cell research. And the more late-term
abortions are sanctioned by the medical profession, the less likely it is that
the profession will be able to halt its descent down the slippery slope.



 



V. Conclusion





In this paper, it has been argued that the moral intuition that late-term
abortions are more seriously wrong than earlier-term ones can be accounted for
in different way from the ways proposed by apologists for abortion. Defenders of
abortion, it will be remembered, typically resort to a gradualist or achievement
account of personhood in order to accommodate this intuition. On these accounts,
late-term abortions are worse than earlier ones because the moral status of the
fetus changes throughout or during pregnancy. However, by showing how
circumstances affect the gravity of a human action and the culpability of a
moral agent, one can account for the differences between early- and late-term
abortions without compromising the conviction that all abortions are acts of
murder and inherently wrong. One need not resort to a dubious account of
personhood in order to account for this moral intuition.

In the final analysis, the success of
the foregoing account regarding circumstances will have to be judged by how well
it fares in comparison to the accounts offered by defenders of 




  
  

  


page 140

abortion. An in-depth comparison of
the two attempts to account for this moral intuition goes beyond the scope of
the present paper. Yet it should be noted that the foregoing account of the
moral importance of circumstances has the merit of being universally applicable:
differences in circumstances help to explain why not only some acts of abortion
but also theft, robbery, lying, adultery, kidnapping, drunkenness, backbiting,
ingratitude, etc., are more grave than others and why some who commit such
offenses are more culpable than others. Additionally, circumstances help us to
understand why some good acts, such as acts of truthtelling,
almsgiving, temperance, generosity, gratitude, liberality, courage, and justice,
are better than other such acts and why some who perform such good acts are more
praiseworthy than others. In short, the treatment of early- and late-term
abortions presented in this essay is merely a particular application of more
general principles that are part of a cohesive theory of moral action.

All moral actions can be analyzed and
understood in terms of their object and circumstances; that late-term abortions
are more seriously wrong than early-term abortions is simply what one would
expect given this framework for understanding moral decision making. The same,
however, can hardly be said of the gradualist and achievement accounts of
personhood offered by abortion apologists. As I have argued elsewhere,(38)
it is difficult not to feel that such accounts of personhood have been
engineered for no other reason than to justify abortion, and, not surprisingly,
they play virtually no role, if any, in any other analyses in applied ethics.
Gradualist and achievement accounts of personhood are not based upon generally
valid moral distinctions and then applied to the problem case of abortion; they
appear to have been devised exclusively to justify the practice of abortion, and
that practice alone. Whatever its other merits or shortcomings may be the
present explanation of early- and late-term abortions at least 
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has the merit of arising from and
being grounded in a more universally applicable moral theory.(39)
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THE SACRAMENTAL CHARACTER of orders is treated by St. Thomas in several
places. The most extensive treatments lie in his commentary on the Sentences,
where he deals with the effects of baptism and orders, and in the Summa
Theologiae, where he treats the sacraments in general. The latter in
particular presents a problem internal to his view. My purpose in this article
is to offer a speculative solution to this problem,(1)
and to link this solution with the way the Second Vatican Council talks about
priests in Presbyterorum ordinis 2.

The problem internal to St. Thomas’s
account of sacerdotal sacramental character shows up clearly in the Tertia
Pars of the Summa, question 63. It can be stated as follows. In
itself, sacramental character is fully realized only in the character of orders,(2)
and sacerdotal character is a power received from Christ through the sacrament
of orders. The primary act of this power is to confect the Eucharist, and its
secondary act is to dispose the faithful
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for the reception of communion by
absolving them of their sins.(3) The power of
orders is a power of efficiency, perfective of and not merely dispositive to its
effect.(4) It is, however, a merely instrumental
power. Instrumental power, furthermore, is only a vis fluens, the
transient motion of the instrument precisely as it is being moved by the
controlling hand of the principal agent to produce an effect beyond the
proportion of the instrument itself.(5) As
transient, instrumental power is received in the instrument only while it is
being used. Therefore, it should follow that the character is received in the
priest only when he says Mass or hears confessions. To the contrary, and as a
datum received from a prior tradition in which St. Thomas has perfect
confidence, the character is indelible, something permanent in the priest.

The ordinary solution to this problem
given by those who try with care, accuracy, and reverence to expound St.
Thomas’s view of sacramental character is to distinguish the character imparted
by orders from the instrumental power received at the very time the priest
confects the Eucharist or pronounces absolution. On this view, the character is
a permanent capacity for sacramental action, a permanent qualification of the
priest, but there is a further power received when the sacrament is celebrated,
a temporary vis. Receiving the sacramental character, therefore, is as
it were like iron being given an edge, or like an axe head being fitted to the
handle—the iron is “instrumentalized,” made into an instrument. In
the use of the instrument, however, there is an altogether new power given it,
according as it is moved now in this way, now that, now with this force at this
angle and now with 
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that force at that angle, to square
the timber or notch the log or whatever it might be that the principal agent is
doing.

There is nothing incoherent in this
view, and it is, in fact, more or less standard.(6)
The very language of sealing and marking that St. Thomas inherits lends itself
to this way of taking things. A soldier may be marked with a seal, but he is not
always fighting. Moreover, there are several texts that suggest this sort of
solution. A passage from the Summa contra Gentiles seems
especially to envisage sacramental character as a stable power distinct from the
discrete acts that, from time to time, flow from it.(7)

There is, however, an alternative
avenue of reconciliation: namely, that while the character is indeed a mere vis
fluens, the transient power imparted to the priest only while being used by
the principal agent to confect the sacraments, Christ is in fact always using
the priest. So to speak, he is an axe the builder never lets out of his hand,
but is always using.

The difficulty that immediately
presents itself is that it seems we would have to imagine the priest always
saying Mass or hearing confessions every minute of his life. Since it is
manifestly untrue that priests do this or even can do this, the alternative
solution must be false. Addressing this difficulty is the chief burden of this
paper. First, however, we shall look at some key passages of question 63 of the Tertia
Pars. 



 



I. Summa Theologiae III, QUESTION 63



After describing the character in
article 1 as a spiritual sign bespeaking the Christian’s deputation to
“something spiritual 
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pertaining to the worship of God”
(aliquid spirituale pertinens ad cultum Dei), St. Thomas defines it
more narrowly in the next article as a spiritual power, active or passive as the
case may be for the giving or receiving of a sacrament. Specifically, it is an
instrumental power, for according to Aristotle, ministers are a kind of animate
instrument. Saint Thomas says most explicitly that it is an instrumental power,
“as was said above regarding the power which is in the sacraments” (sicut
supra dictum est de virtute quae est in sacramentis). Moreover, he
explains:



just as the power which is in the sacraments is not in a genus of itself
but is so by reduction, since it is something fluid and incomplete, so also the
character is not properly in a genus or species, but is reduced to the second
species of quality.(8) 



“Just as … so also”:
this speaks very strongly for conceiving the character also as a vis fluens.
If it were not, it would be a stable form and so not “reduced” to the
second species of quality but rather would properly and simply speaking be said
to be a power. The text assimilates the character of the priest or baptized
person to the instrumental power of the sacraments themselves and indicates no
distinction whatsoever. The task is to see whether everything else St. Thomas
says about the character fits with this straightforward way of taking article 2.

The natural sense of speaking of
“character” and “sealing” reasserts itself in article 3,
where we are led to think of a sort of permanent mark by analogy with a military
seal. The same sense appears in article 4, in the reply to the first objection,
where the character is spoken of as “disposing” the soul to doing what
pertains to the divine cult, and therefore seemingly as something stable beyond
and independently of its subject’s actually celebrating or receiving a
sacrament.

The greatest difficulty for this way
of reading article 2 lies in article 5, which asserts the indelibility of the
sacramental char-acter. The corpus argues for the perpetual nature of
the character 
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in virtue of the perpetual nature of
the intellect, where St. Thomas locates it, and on the ground that the character
is a kind of consecration; therefore, just as an altar remains consecrated for
as long as it lasts once it has been consecrated, so also a man’s intellect is
“characterized” for as long as it lasts, which is forever. The reply
to the third objection states that even after wayfaring and in glory, where
sacraments shall pass away, the character remains.

It is just here, though, in article 5,
that the initial reading of article 2 reasserts itself, in the replies to the
first and second objections. In the first reply, St. Thomas sharply
distinguishes the ways in which grace and the character are in the soul. Grace
subsists there as a form, “having complete being in it” (habens
esse completum in ea), but character only as some instrumental power. Grace
subsists, therefore, according to the condition of the graced person, but
character according to that of the principal agent.



And therefore character inheres in the soul indelibly, not on account of
its own perfection, but on account of the perfection of the priesthood of Christ
from which the character is derived as a kind of instrumental power.(9)




Very clearly, again, the character is not a stable form,
but something constantly derived from the principal agent, a vis
fluens. It is indelible even so, however, because of the perfection
of the principal agent, who always has this instrument in his hand. We should
probably think of the perfection of the priesthood of Christ along the lines of
the Letter to the Hebrews, for which it is perfect because it is eternal,
founded on a “once and for all” entering into the sanctuary of heaven.
Christ, whose priesthood remains forever, is as it were always using the
instrument; therefore, the vis,
transient as it might be, is always newly infused. This seems to be very exactly
stated in the reply to the next objection, which argues that since one may pass
from the worship
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of Christ into apostasy, the
character, which deputes one to the worship of Christ, can be lost.



The idea of an instrument consists in this, that it be moved by another,
but not in this, that it move itself, which belongs to the will. And therefore,
however much the will be moved unto the contrary, the character is not removed,
on account of the immobility of the principal mover.(10)




No matter what the one who has
received the character does or wills, the principal agent immutably moves him.
Thus, the character, an instrumental power, is always to be imputed to the one
baptized or ordained, because he is always being used by Christ the priest.(11)
To be sure, the priest is not always saying Mass or hearing confessions. How,
then, can he be thought to be always being used by Christ, the high priest?

Our investigation shall proceed by
considering five aspects of this topic: (1) the analogy with a tool; (2) the
sign value of the character; (3) the acts St. Thomas associates with the
character; (4) the relation of the priesthood to the episcopacy, and the
episcopacy’s relation to the Church;(12) and (5)
the Eucharist as the culmination of Christian life and so of priestly ministry.
We shall then be ready link up the discussion to Prebyterorum ordinis. 



 



II. The Tool Analogy





In thinking about sacramental character, and in thinking of it as the factor
that “instrumentalizes” a Christian relative to the
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sacraments, it is helpful to work out
the analogy of hand tools, already invoked, in more detail. First comes the
making of a hand tool, then its use. In making a hammer, for example, a lump of
iron is fashioned into the head. Next, the head is fitted to a handle.
Fashioning the head gives the instrument its own nature, in virtue of which it
can convey a certain force in the plane of the flat surface of the head, over an
area of a square inch or so. The handle lets the head be connected to the
principal agent; it is the configuration of the tool to the hand of the
carpenter. As for its use, the hammer can deliver some force simply when dropped
or in motion because it is thrown and intersecting with something in its path.
But then it is not really being used and is not really operating as the
instrument it is. When it is used as an instrument, the principal agent ensures
that the plane of the hammer head is parallel to the plane of the nail head,
that the line of force does not vary from the line of the nail, and that this
force is deployed regularly, at fixed distances. In this way, the hammer
contributes to an effect—the roof installed, the house framed—beyond its
nature.

Now, if the sacramental character
makes a man an instrument, is it like shaping the head of the hammer, putting an
edge on an axe head? Or is it like fitting the business end of the tool to a
handle? It is not like shaping the iron of hammer or axe. Consider what the
priest does at Mass, what he brings as an instrument to making the sacrament. He
produces the sacramental sign, the sacramentum tantum, whose formal
element is the words of consecration. In other words, he quotes the words of
Christ at the Last Supper. But anyone can do that, and the priest does not need
to be refashioned in order to quote Christ. If it be true that only an ordained
priest consecrates, because only he is the instrument of Christ at Mass, then
his being made an instrument is not like the iron being given a new shape.
Furthermore, St. Thomas holds that what makes a creature a supernatural
instrument of God cannot be communicated to it as a stable habit, but can only
be the transient motion it receives as moved by God, and this seems 
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to argue against taking the character
in this first way of something being made an instrument.(13)

Is his being made an instrument
therefore a matter of the priest’s being “enhandled,” conformed to
Christ so as to be con-nected to the humanity of Christ, as an axe head is
enhandled to conform to a man’s hand? But this is no good either. Such
con-formation does not consist in holiness, for that is a matter of grace and
the virtues, nor in any stable, complete form, for that is just how St. Thomas
distinguishes character from grace.(14) It seems
that there is nothing for the conformation of the instrument to consist in
except the person’s simply being used by Christ the priest.(15)

Therefore, if we want to think along
the lines of a hand tool, we must say that the priest is not like a hammer whose
head must be shaped in order to be a hammer, or like a stone axe whose unshaped
stone head is lashed to a handle. Rather, he is like a stone that is simply
picked up and used to pound nails. The stone remains a tool for as long as it is
being used; the priest remains an instrument of Christ the priest as long as he
is used by Christ. The character will be indelible, moreover, if the priest is
always being used, and there is therefore always in the priest the vis
fluens, the instrumental power, of which the character consists. In this
way of thinking, the character does not enable sacramental acts so much as
consist in them. More precisely, the character is the vis of these acts
as causing grace, which is to say it is the relation of dependence of their
supernatural effect on them.(16) In this way of
thinking, the priest is always somehow acting as a priest. 
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III. The Character as a Sign





Just above, we spoke of the conformation of the instrument to the principal
agent. This brings us to the “configurative” nature of the character,
which is closely related to taking it as a sign.

From the time St. Augustine introduced
the notion of sacramental character, it has been supposed to be a sign. Before
St. Thomas, it had also already been styled a configuration to Christ.(17)
Saint Thomas accepts this inheritance in a very restrained way. The first
article of question 63 tells us that the character can indeed be said to be a
kind of sign, but that this is so insofar as it is produced by a sensible
sacrament, the visible rite (ad 2). This location of the real sign value of the
character in the rite must be remembered in considering the important replies to
the second and third objections of article 3. Sacramental character is the res
et sacramentum of the sacrament of orders. Replying to the second
objection, St. Thomas says:



sacramental character is a thing [res] with respect to the
exterior sacrament [the sacramentum tantum] and a sacrament with
respect to the ultimate effect [the res tantum]. And therefore
something can be attributed to the character in two ways. In one way, according
to the idea of a sacrament. And in this way, it is a sign of the invisible grace
which is conferred in the sacrament. In another way, according to the idea of
character. And in this way it is a configurative sign, configuring to some
principal [agent] with whom the authority resides regarding that to which
someone is deputed: just as soldiers, who are deputed to battle, are signed with
the sign of the leader, by which sign they are in a certain way configured to
him. And in this way, they who are deputed to Christian worship, whose author is
Christ, receive a character by which they are configured to Christ.(18)
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In itself, as an instrumental power,
and as residing in the intellect, the character is not perceptible to the
senses. Therefore, it is a sign of the grace of the sacrament given to one who
receives the character only in virtue of the rite. But it is also to be
considered in itself, as a res, in its ratio as a
character—which means, in its ratio as an instrumental power. In this
way, it is a signum configurativum, an instrumental power that
configures to Christ. How should we think of this being configured to Christ by
which priests are related to the cult, the acts to which they are deputed, and
which, as a “figuring,” bespeaks once again the value of a sign, not
of grace, but of Christ?

The configuration in question is not
the configuration to Christ worked by grace, charity, the virtues, and the
gifts. Saint Thomas regards these things as habits, modifications of human
powers, whereas he regards character as a capacity, not to do something well or
ill (and so, a habit), but to do something at all.(19)
Furthermore, grace and the virtues can be lost, but character is indelible. If
the character is a sign (sacramentum) only by virtue of the visible
rite, then perhaps it too configures to Christ by way of the “exterior
sacrament,” the rite. There are two possible ways to take things here. We
could say for instance that when the one being ordained is anointed with chrism,
he is visibly configured to Christ, the Anointed One. Or we could say that, when
the one who has been ordained does the things for which he is ordained, that is
to say, when he offers Mass and absolves sins, he is configured to Christ.(20)

The two ways just mentioned need not
be exclusive. The second way, however, seems preferable. If it is the very
character that configures to Christ, and character is instrumental power, the
power something has when being used, then the configuration is to be found more
in the celebration of those sacraments to which the character deputes the priest
than of the sacrament by which he 
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is deputed.(21)
In other words, a priest is configured to Christ according as he is being used
by Christ.

Both ways of taking configuration can
be perceived in the reply to the third objection, where the issue is the
character as a distinguishing sign.



One person is distinguished from another by a character in relation to
some end unto which one who receives a character is ordered, as has been said
about the military character, by which a soldier of the king, ordained to
battle, is distinguished from a soldier of the enemy. And likewise, the
character of the faithful is that by which the faithful of Christ are
distinguished from the servants of the devil, either as ordered to eternal life
or as ordered to the worship of the present Church. Of which the first happens
by charity and grace, but the second by sacramental character.(22)



This could mean that one is distinguished in virtue of the
sacrament he has received—baptism or ordination. On the other hand, it seems
rather to mean that one is distinguished in virtue of the cult to which baptism
gives access, or in virtue of the sacraments of which ordination makes one the
minister. If such a distinction were always evident to both the minister and the
people of God, moreover, then the configuration to Christ would be as good as
indelible.

In the commentary on the Sentences,
there is a particularly striking recognition of the priest as a sign of Christ,
one moreover that relates the priest as sign expressly to his instrumental
power. Saint Thomas is comparing the instrumental virtus of the word
the priest speaks to that of the priest himself in confecting the Eucharist. 



Because the priest has a greater likeness to the principal agent than
does the word, because the priest bears his image, therefore and simply
speaking, the 




  
  

  


page 182

priest’s instrumental power is greater and more worthy, whence also it is
permanent and is related to many effects of this kind.(23)




The indelible nature of the power,
that is, the character, is here entirely a function of the priest as a sign of
Christ. Moreover, he seems to be taken as a sign independently of this or that
liturgical action—the power is “related to many effects of this
kind.” Therefore, he is a permanent sign. We may ask how he is a sign, or
in what his being a sign consists. It seems to be nothing more than that he
knows himself to be a priest and is recognized as a priest, as one who images
Christ.(24) Thus, in that he is always and
everywhere a sign, simply as one known to be ordained, he is always and
everywhere being used by the principal agent of whom he is a sign.



IV. Priestly Acts





There is another avenue to explore in imagining how it can be truly said that
the priest is always being used by Christ as an instrument of his own priestly
sanctification of his members.(25) According to St. Thomas, the sacerdotal acts
enabled by the character are two: first and primarily, consecrare
verum corpus Christi, “to consecrate the true body of
Christ”; second, preparare
populum ad susceptionem huius sacramenti, “to prepare the
people for the reception of this sacrament.”(26)
This second act is cleansing from sin, and in virtue of that, the priest is the
proper minister (minister proprius)
of baptism, penance, and extreme unction.(27)
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If these two acts, taken narrowly and
only for as long as it takes to perform them ritually, are the only things and
fill the only moments for which the sacramental, sacerdotal character is
required and in play, and are thus the only times when the priest is being used
by the principal agent, Christ, and if the character just is the vis fluens
in the instrument being used for as long as it is being used by the principal
agent, then the character is not indelible, but comes and goes. Contrariwise, if
the character is the vis fluens, and indelible, we must find some way
to take the sacerdotal acts of the priest more broadly, and, as it were,
architectonically and so as inclusive of his life.

It is not clear that St. Thomas
himself needs to be read as taking things in this way, and of course, he did not
live to treat orders again and in conformity with the texts of question 63 most
suggestive of the reading argued for here. But there is in fact considerable
material that can be pressed into this reading. In a remarkable article of over
thirty years ago, M.-J. Nicolas marshaled many of the resources there are in St.
Thomas for moving in this direction.(28)

First, not every act said to require a
character fits into the mold of instrumental efficient causality. There are in
the first place the protestationes fidei of the baptized and confirmed.
These seem to proceed from their confessors not so much as from instruments as
from principal causes.(29) Additionally, there
are the acts of the bishop relative to the mystical Body, the Church, which are
at least remotely grounded in the res et sacramentum of episcopal
consecration.(30) Saint Thomas does not speak of
“character” for bishops, on the grounds that episcopal consecration
does not provide a new relation to the corpus verum. But for all
intents and purposes, episcopal consecration produces an effect analogous to 
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character, which includes the power to
ordain as part of the power of ruling the Church.(31)
If ordaining may easily be con-ceived along the lines of instrumental efficient
causality, however, jurisdictional and magisterial acts are more difficult to
press into that mold, and yet ruling acts are at the very least called for if
not exclusively enabled by the power to ordain.(32)

Second, some texts of St. Thomas go
some distance in including more in priesthood than Eucharistic consecration and
sacramental absolution. For example, the end of the Eucharist is not simply the
presence of the sacrament but its distribution to the people.(33)
That is, the primary act can be described so as to include a reference to the corpus
mysticum and not just to the corpus verum: “the
power of orders is principally directed to the consecration of the body of
Christ and its distribution to the faithful.”(34)
Again, the priest offers the Eucharist not only for himself but for the people.(35)
Further, when St. Thomas introduces in the Summa contra Gentiles the
necessity of orders for the spiritual community, it is, as Nicolas notes, by way
of an analogy to those who care for the natural community of mankind, parents
and rulers. Those in orders are thus propagatores et conservatores
spiritualis vitae, “progenitors and preservers of the spiritual
life,” and take the role of parents and kings in the spiritual order.(36)
This seems to place a sort of spiritual paternity in all grades of order, and to
make a munus gubernandi connatural to them.(37)
Further, to convert men to faith “is proper to priests to whom it belongs
to preach and teach” (proprie est sacerdotum quorum est 
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praedicare et docere).(38)
Last, it belongs to those in orders to drive out ignorance from the people.(39)
This is not to say that these things belong exclusively to those in orders, but,
importantly, that they are not alien from orders, and not alien from the
priesthood of presbyters.

It is true that these things do not
show up in St. Thomas’s definition of ordained priesthood. But as Nicolas
explains, it is easy to see why. The ordained priest is a ministerial priest. A
minister is an instrument. The priest is most evidently and strictly an
instrument in doing those things beyond his own natural power as a man and even
a baptized man, and those things are consecrating the corpus verum and
absolving sins. Therefore, the ministerial priest is defined by these two acts.(40)
A definition, however, does not state all that is proper to the defined.

These first two things just noted mean
that we can distinguish a broader and a stricter sense of instrument. A priest
is an instrument in the strict sense when he is being used to effect something
beyond his natural powers, as at the consecration of the elements at Mass. On
the other hand, although he functions as a principal cause in evangelizing,
preaching, teaching, and ruling, still, since he is nevertheless teaching and
implementing a message not his own but one he is commissioned to teach and
implement, it makes sense to think of him as an “instrument” in a
larger sense, an instrument of the one who sends him and whose message he
repeats.(41)

What would be the relation of these
other acts to sacramental character? How could the character be seen to sustain
them as well as the acts of consecrating and absolving? If they are ordered to
and in that sense dependent on those acts strictly contained in the definition
of the priest, such that they would lose their point 
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were they not so ordered, then they
too could be acts in which a vis fluens moves, if from a greater
distance, to the grace of the sacraments. First, however, we must look at what
St. Thomas said of bishops, and what that might make us want to say of priests
today. 





V. Learning about Priesthood from the
Episcopacy





We must next take into account the pressure exerted on St. Thomas’s account of
the priesthood by the phenomenon of large numbers of monastic priests living
without care of souls. This encouraged a view of priesthood centered on the
Eucharist, and even on the rite of the Eucharist relatively distant, as it were,
from ordinary Christian life.(42)

Such a view of the priesthood harbors
the idea that while the bishop has a necessary relation, a fully pastoral
relation, to the corpus mysticum, the simple priest does not. By his
episcopal consecration, a bishop’s whole life and attention are dedicated to the
service of the mystical Body, the Church.(43)
And although we have seen in St. Thomas some attention to priestly acts whose
intelligibility connects them both more broadly and more immediately to the
people of God, still, the existence of large numbers of monastic priests and
prebenderies seemed sufficient grounds on which to deny to simple priests such a
totalizing consecration to the people of God.(44)

For St. Thomas, the same relation that
priest and bishop have to the Eucharist led him to deny that bishops constitute
an ordo distinct from that of simple priests, and to deny as well that
episcopal consecration imparts a character.(45)
This does not mean that he did not recognize a difference of potestas
ordinis for priest and bishop. Because of their consecration to the service
of the corpus mysticum, and unlike priests, bishops are given the power
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to rule, and they are also given the
sacred power to confirm, ordain, and consecrate churches and vessels. Thus,
equivalently, there is something for bishops exactly analogous to what Thomas
calls “character” for priests, and it is not true that he thinks
bishops differ from priests only in possessing potestas iurisdictionis.(46)
This must be borne in mind in the following discussion, for otherwise it will
not seem that a discussion of what Thomas thinks about bishops could shed any
light on what we might want to think about priestly sacramental character. If
the bishop’s constant service is his rule, and his rule is somehow founded in
the potestas ordinis given him at ordination— equivalently,
“character”—then the bishop is always being applied to use by the
principal agent, and his “character” is in this way indelible.

The different relations of priest and
bishop to pastoral care has an important consequence in how the bishop, as
opposed to the priest, can be spoken of relative to his representation of
Christ. When priests consecrate the elements at Mass, they act “in the
person of Christ,” both quoting Christ within the institution narrative,
and doing so as instruments of Christ.(47)
Acting in the person of Christ, the priest is also said to “bear the image
of Christ” (gerit imaginem Christi) in the celebration of the
Eucharist.(48) Bishops, on the other hand,
receive power “to act in the person of Christ over his mystical body”
(ut agat in persona Christi supra corpus eius mysticum), in virtue of
which the bishop blesses chrism and consecrates churches and altars.(49)
Does the bishop so take on the person of Christ only when he is actually doing
something? Bishops are said to “take the place of Christ” (vicem
gerunt Christi) in that they are the heads of their dioceses, just as the
pope is the head of the whole Church.(50) Simply
being the head of the diocese seems to make one bear the image of Christ, and so
represent him. We could say the bishop’s relation 
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to the corpus mysticum places
him in a stable relation of signifying Christ.

We end with a stricter and a looser
sense of acting “in the person of Christ,” just as we have encountered
a stricter and looser sense of instrument, where the looser sense is used for
bishops, and the stricter sense for priests saying mass.(51)

The different relations of priest and
bishop to pastoral care also entailed a difference as to their state of life.
Although St. Thomas always recognized the requirement of interior holiness for
both bishop and priest, he held that only bishops were to be thought of as in a state
of perfection, meaning that the very form of their life consisted in taking on
the assured means of holiness the Church has always recognized in the counsels
of poverty, chastity, and obedience. The state of perfection is established by
two things: obliging oneself to the means of perfection perpetually, and
undertaking this obligation publicly, solemnly.(52)
When the bishop obligates himself to pastoral care in being consecrated, he
obliges himself to a standard of perfection even beyond that of religious.(53)
A state of perfection, of course, is an abiding thing. We could say that because
of a bishop’s relation to the Church, he is in the state of perfection,
a properly episcopal state of perfection (more perfect than that of
mere religious), and so always engaged precisely as a bishop, and so always
bearing the image of Christ, and always figuring the person of Christ.

If we wish to conceive of the priest
as a diminished bishop, as with the Second Vatican Council, rather than of the
bishop as a priest with additions, then it might be possible to think of the
priest as similarly always dedicated to the Church, as similarly in a sort of
state of life and, ordinarily anyway, as always dedicated 
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to pastoral care.(54)
Beginning with the Council of Trent, moreover, as Nicolas observes, that is
indeed how the Western Church has come more and more to think of priests.
Paradigmatically, priests are parish priests. Parish priests are the extension
of the bishop in the local parochial community, and are therefore likewise
fittingly thought of as wholly given over to pastoral care in their very form of
life.

But in this case it would similarly be
possible to think of the priest as always in some way representing Christ, in
all of his life, all of his activity. If priests were thought of as bearing a
stable relation to the corpus mysticum, then they too could be thought
of as bearing the person of Christ more generally and permanently. We might even
say that the priest’s life as a whole constitutes a sort of public and official protestatio
fidei. And the protestationes fidei of the confirmed, we recall,
are rooted in sacramental character.(55) 



 



VI. The Eucharist as the Goal



I have suggested a totalizing view of priestly ministry
insofar as the whole of a priest’s life and all his acts, like a bishop’s, would
be in service to the people of God. Additionally, the totalizing or
architectonic role of the celebration of the Eucharist must be attended to, the
“principal act” for which sacerdotal character is necessary.(56)

The spiritual life of Christians
consists in the exercise of their spiritual priesthood in union with Christ,
which is the spiritual 
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sacrifice of themselves to God in
Christ.(57) The Eucharist, of course, is the
sacrament most of all ordered to this spiritual sacrifice of charity; it is the
sacrament whose res is the growth of charity by which we are united to
Christ and in Christ to one another.(58)
Therefore, “the Eucharist is the consummation of the spiritual life and the
end of all the sacraments.”(59) And
therefore also, the priest’s pastoral care of the faithful is oriented toward
the celebration of the Eucharist, where the spiritual priesthood of the faithful
and their spiritual sacrifice are completed because most really joined to the
priesthood and sacrifice of Christ most really present through the sacramental
ministry of the priest. If therefore all that the priest does in the spiritual
and sacramental life of the faithful is ordered to their participation in the
Eucharist, then all that he does in some way disposes them to the sacrifice, and
all that he does is likewise oriented to his own priestly confection of the
Eucharist. This includes the priestly work of teaching and shepherding.
Everything that is not the Eucharist disposes the faithful to the Eucharist.
Therefore, what is thought of as enabling both the Eucharist and its
distribution to the faithful as well as their disposition to the Eucharist,
namely, the character, is in play—for the priest is always either disposing to
the Eucharist or celebrating it. In this way, the priest is always being used by
Christ, in all his work, to move the corpus mysticum toward the table
of the corpus verum. In this way, the vis fluens of the
instrumental power is always actual, the character is permanent and engaged in
all the pastoral and sacramental work of the priest.

A collection of texts of St. Thomas
taken together supports this view of things. First, the act by which a priest
disposes the faithful for communion depends on the primary act, the act of
confecting the Eucharist and distributing it to the faithful.(60)
Second, just as we have discovered a broader and stricter sense of acting in the
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person of Christ and a broader and a
stricter sense of being the instrument of Christ, a broader and a stricter sense
of disposing the faithful for the sacrament is also acknowledged. Proximately,
the priest disposes by absolution; other ministers dispose the faithful more
remotely—for example, by teaching.(61) Third,
what the lower orders do in virtue of their office, the higher orders can do in
virtue of theirs.(62) But what any order does is
done in virtue of its character, and this is so for all orders, both major and
minor. Saint Thomas held that each grade of order has a spiritual act, even the
porter in closing the doors, for which a character is required.(63)
While the minor orders are no more, the following principle remains true: what
the lower orders do or did in virtue of their character is done by the higher in
virtue of theirs. All the acts of the orders are directed to the Eucharist,
however, even if not necessarily as parts of the Eucharist (as, evidently, the
secondary, dispositive act of absolution is not part of the Eucharist).(64)
Instruction in Christian doctrine is remote preparation for the reception of
Eucharist, and was assigned to lectors, subdeacons, and deacons.(65)
This was signified within the Mass itself, where the lector read the Old
Testament, the subdeacon the Epistle, and the deacon the Gospel. But like
absolution, this remote preparation of declaring the word of God was not
necessarily part of the Eucharist, nor is it so today when a priest does it.

It can be concluded from the above
argument that whatever a priest does by way of teaching or anything else
dispositive to the Eucharist—and that is everything he does—is done in virtue
of his priestly character. This does not mean that the power to teach 




  
  

  


page 192

need be thought of in the same way as
the power to confect the Eucharist. Indeed, it seems they should not be thought
of in the same way, since the capacity to teach can be lost.(66)
It means rather that, when a priest teaches, we see something that disposes to
the Eucharist being done by the one who represents Christ at the Eucharist, and
so, remotely but really, we are already in the realm of making the Eucharist.(67)
The dependence of the disposing acts on the primary acts need not be all of the
same kind. 



 



VII. The Teaching of the Second Vatican Council 





In section III, it was noted that the character can be taken as configuring the
priest to Christ, so making him a sign of Christ, because of the rites and
sacraments of worship he is deputed to preside over. From section V, we see that
the priest can be taken as a sign of Christ also because of the pastoral care of
the people of God to which, like the bishop, he is devoted. After section VI, we
can say that the priest is always a sign of Christ because all he does either is
the celebration of the Eucharist or is the disposition of the faithful to the
reception of the Eucharist. The priest is always in the use of Christ,
therefore, for two reasons. First, he is always in use because all his ministry
and acts are ordered to the Eucharist (see sections IV and VI). Second, he is
always in use
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because, just insofar as all his
ministry and acts are ordered to the Eucharist, he is also always a sign of
Christ (see sections III and V). In his activity and in his person, he is both
moved by Christ and just as such always bespeaks Christ’s movement of Christian
life and community through him to the sacramental realization of itself that
occurs in the celebration of the Eucharist. We can say he is a sign because he
is used. But also, and better, we can take things the other way around: because
he is a sign, he is always being moved by Christ as his instrument. This is the
better way because we are in the sacramental order, and sacramentum in
genere signi est, and they cause by being signs.

Notice also that we can organize the
priest’s life around the Eucharist, or around pastoral care, and of course, both
synthetically. The protestatio fidei that is the priest’s life is
ordered to the Christian cult whose culmination is the Eucharist; also, we can
say that it is ordered to the actualization the people of God are brought to
when they offer themselves to God with Christ at Mass. This is how Nicolas puts
it, speaking of the priest’s mission. 



Power over the Body of Christ, over the mystical Body, yes—but
especially does the priest have a mission to give Christ a sacramental presence
among men and to install that presence at the heart of their lives.(68)



The appreciation of the priest as
always a sign, and in terms of a mission whose goal is to bring the people of
God to the heavenly banquet through their own sharing in the Eucharistic table,
brings us to the point also where our reading of St. Thomas can be linked up
with the teaching of the Second Vatican Council and Pope John Paul II.

Presbyterorum ordinis
orients the priesthood of presbyters to the service both of bishops, functioning
to extend episcopal ministry, itself the extension of apostolic mission, and of
the people of God, enabling their spiritual sacrifice to be joined to the 
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one sacrifice of Christ in the
sacrifice of the Mass. Speaking of the sacrament of orders, the council fathers
say that by it “priests, by the anointing of the Holy Spirit, are signed
with a special character and are conformed to Christ the Priest in such a way
that they can act in the person of Christ the Head” (PO 2.3).
Acting in the person of Christ the Head of the Church means, in context, acting
authoritatively in all three munera—teaching, ruling, and sanctifying.
The ability so to act is said to be the result of the character and of
conformation to Christ. Though the text cites Lumen gentium 10, it is
in fact constructed on the model of Lumen gentium 21, where, speaking
of bishops, the council fathers say that as a result of episcopal ordination,
“the grace of the Holy Spirit is given in such a way, and a sacred
character is impressed in such a way, that bishops … take the place of
Christ himself, teacher, shepherd, and priest, and act in his person.” In
neither text should acting in the person of Christ in all three munera
be taken to be founded exclusively in the character.(69)
The texts rather mean that both character and grace enable both bishops and
priests to act in the person of Christ. Although the fathers go beyond Trent in Lumen
gentium in asserting the sacramentality of episcopal ordination and the
fact that it imprints a character, in neither text did the fathers intend any
new teaching on the nature or properties of the sacramental character itself.
Here, they do not go beyond Trent, which itself declined to settle disagreements
among Catholic theologians on this matter.(70)
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That the character is in any way said
to found the ability of bishops and priests to act in the person of Christ is
moreover a sort of accident of the construction of the text of Lumen gentium
21. At first, the text had indicated the permanent effect of the sacrament of
orders by stating that, because of the character, a bishop could not once again
become a simple priest. To the request that the effect of the sacrament be
stated positively and not negatively, it was proposed to say that, in virtue of
grace and the character, the bishop acts in the person of Christ in teaching,
ruling, and sanctifying. So it was determined in the final text, and the Decree
on the Life and Ministry of Priests simply repeated this stratagem: instead of
saying that a priest cannot lose his priesthood because of the abiding
sacramental character, the text says that ordination imprints a character and
configures to Christ and so enables the priest to act in the person of Christ
the Head.

Texts, however, have a life of their
own, especially texts composed with the assistance of the Holy Spirit.
Notwithstanding the actual history of their composition and the intent of the
fathers not to innovate either in Lumen gentium 21 or in Presbyterorum
ordinis 2, the texts say that, in virtue of the sacramental character and
of grace, bishops and priests are, as it were, in the state of representing
Christ, and do so in all their ministerial acts.(71)
Priests represent Christ also in teaching and ruling the corpus mysticum,
while St. Thomas spoke in this way only of bishops. The conciliar texts
definitively stretch the language of acting in persona Christi beyond a
Eucharistic context, and insofar as the character in some way grounds the entire
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ministry of priests, let us think of
the character as a vis fluens always actual in the entire life and
ministry of both bishops and priests.

The further teaching of Presbyterorum
ordinis 2 harmonizes with this, where we read that the entire ministry of
priests is ordered to enabling the faithful to join their spiritual sacrifice to
the sacrifice of Christ. Let us quote this most beautiful text at some length.



Through the ministry of the priests, the spiritual sacrifice of the
faithful is made perfect in union with the sacrifice of Christ, the only
mediator, which sacrifice, through their hands and in the name of the whole
Church, is offered sacramentally in the Eucharist and in an unbloody manner
until the Lord himself comes. The ministry of priests is directed to this goal
and is perfected in it. Their ministry, which begins with the evangelical
proclamation, derives its power and force from the sacrifice of Christ. Its aim
is that “the entire commonwealth of the redeemed and the society of the
saints be offered to God through the High Priest who offered himself also for us
in his passion that we might be the body of so great a Head.” (72)





All priestly ministry is accomplished under the aegis of the Eucharist, to which
all is ordered.

It is therefore unsurprising to find
John Paul II, in the post-synodal apostolic exhortation Pastores dabo vobis,
speaking of the priest as always, in his whole life and activity, given over to
being a sign of Christ. 



The priest finds the full truth of his identity in being a derivation, a
specific participation in and continuation of Christ himself, the one high
priest of the new and eternal covenant. The priest is a living and transparent
image of Christ the priest.(73) 



Further and concordantly with this
notion of the priest as in his very existence always working because always a
sign of Christ, we find asserted of priests precisely what St. Thomas asserted
of the
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bishop; namely, that he is wholly
dedicated to the service of the mystical body. 



In the Church and on behalf of the Church, priests are a sacramental
representation of Jesus Christ—the head and shepherd—authoritatively
proclaiming his word, repeating his acts of forgiveness and his offer of
salvation—particularly in baptism, penance and the Eucharist, showing his
loving concern to the point of a total gift of self for the flock, which they
gather into unity and lead to the Father through Christ and in the Spirit.(74)






Consecrated to the service of the mystical body in this way, the priest
approaches the “state of perfection” in which St. Thomas held that
bishops stand. Moreover, the exhortation does not fail to recommend the
evangelical counsels to all presbyters, and in the name of pastoral
charity.(75)




 



VIII. Conclusion





Contemporary dogmatic theology of orders that wishes to be in continuity with
prior Western magisterial and theological tradition will include an assertion
that the sacrament has for one of its effects an indelible character. A
contemporary systematic theology of orders, moreover, may very well attempt to
understand the nature of the sacramental character imprinted by orders as does
St. Thomas, as an instrumental power. But then it must also face the difficulty
that the terms and relations St. Thomas employs in speaking about power,
efficient power, and instrumental efficient power, have a sort of integrity in
virtue of which they cannot be made to mean whatever we want.

Specifically, when St. Thomas speaks
narrowly and carefully about instrumental power, it is a vis fluens.
The intelligibility of such a notion is as plain as, for instance, the order and
pattern of hammer strokes received in the hammer as moved by a principal agent,
an order and pattern beyond the nature of the tool itself, an order and pattern
that is very much something transient, 
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something in the hammer only as long
as it is used by the carpenter. If we hold strictly to the identification of the
character with a vis fluens, and if the only acts for which it is
needed are those of the consecration of the elements at Mass and the absolution
of sins, and if these acts are taken purely in their liturgical and ritual
reality, there is an apparent difficulty in speaking of sacramental character as
at once an instrumental potency and as something permanent.

It is possible to multiply categories,
and to find in the character a metaphysically unique reality, or another sense
of instrumental cause.(76) Also, it is possible
to find a way in which to conceive of the priest as always in use. I have tried
to show both that there are resources in St. Thomas for just this conception,
and also that this conception is concordant with more recent authoritative
magisterial pronouncements on the nature of the priesthood.
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OPPOSITION TO POSITIVISM was a lifetime concern of Etienne Gilson. His first
published article, entitled “Sur le positivisme absolu,” was a
criticism of an article defending absolute positivism by the Parisian
philosopher Abel Rey.(1) Both articles, along
with Rey’s reply to Gilson, appeared in 1909 in the journal of the University of
Paris, Revue philosophique de la France et de l’étranger.(2)
At the time Gilson was teaching philosophy and mathematics at the lycée in
Rochefort-sur-Mer on the Atlantic coast, and he was about to submit his second,
complementary doctoral thesis to his master at Paris, the positivist and
sociologist Lucien Lévy-Bruhl, who also happened to be an editor of the Revue
philosophique. Gilson knew that Lévy-Bruhl fundamentally agreed with the
positivism of Abel Rey, that science is the only valid way of knowing, but he
gave his critical article to his master, who graciously published it while
letting Gilson know that he thought his position was out of date.

Gilson recorded this event sixty-three years later when giving three public
lectures “In Quest of Species” at the Pontifical
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Institute of Mediaeval Studies in Toronto, just before leaving for France in
final retirement in 1972. Opening these lectures, he recalled his first article
in 1909 in criticism of Abel Rey’s absolute positivism. “At that
time,” he mused, 



‘absolute positivism’ was a new term, coined by Abel Rey, a professor of
philosophy at the Sorbonne, in order to designate what we today more harshly
call ‘scientism’. I do not remember the words I used then, but I distinctly
recall my state of mind in raising that youthful protest against scientism. I
was naively but intensely feeling indignant about a university professor of
philosophy brazenly teaching that there was no such thing as philosophy.(3)



Thus at the beginning of his career Gilson struck a pattern of thought that
would remain until the very end.

This essay proposes to examine the interplay of ideas in the three articles
of Abel Rey, Etienne Gilson’s critical response to Rey, and Rey’s rejoinder to
Gilson. This is followed by a brief account of Gilson’s views on Auguste Comte,
the founder of positivism, and its relation to Rey’s absolute positivism.
Finally, we shall consider Gilson’s own philosophy in the light of his criticism
of positivism. Though his article occupies only three pages, it assumed some
importance when he recalled it in his lectures on species in 1972. Having firmly
turned his back on positivism at the beginning of his career, he confirmed his
rejection of it at the end. His was a lifelong opposition to Auguste Comte. At
the beginning of his lectures “In Quest of Species,” Gilson said:
“Some of us only late in life realize what confers a degree of unity upon
our philosophical reflection.” One of the themes that give unity to
Gilson’s philosophical life is his rejection of positivism and his conviction of
the validity of philosophy as a way of knowing specifically distinct from that
of science.
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I.
Abel Rey





Rey begins with the provocative statement: “Since the beginning of Greek
philosophy up to the nineteenth century, philosophy has been the work of
scientists [savants].”(4)
Justifying this bold statement, which brings the history of philosophy into
agreement with Rey’s own positivism, he asserts that during these centuries
science and philosophy were so mixed that it was almost impossible to separate
pure science from philosophy. In fact, contemporaries found it clearly
impossible to draw the line between the two. The best they could do was to
consider scientific what we do today, namely, “very precise particular
results,” and philosophical “general views that concern less
particular facts than vast systems.” The authors of these general
philosophical views regarded them as the natural consequences and conclusions of
their detailed studies and purely scientific research.(5)
This was true not only for scientists but also for philosophers of old. Rey
writes:





The majority of Greek
philosophers, the great scholastics, and the scientists of the Renaissance
possessed all the science of their era and they possessed it as masters. It is
not surprising then that with them science should quite naturally and of itself
end up with a system of nature considered in its totality, with a general view
of the universe, with a philosophy.(6)





This notion of the relation between science and philosophy, Rey continues, is
impossible today. Science has become so specialized since the end of the
eighteenth century that both scientists and
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philosophers have agreed to a divorce. Science has gained its independence of
philosophy, and philosophy (especially meta-physics, exemplified by German
idealism) developed above or beside science on an entirely different level.
Metaphysicians regard science as busied with the relative, the half-truth, or
more exactly with apparent truth; absolute truth they “modestly”
reserve to themselves. Scientists, for their part, look upon metaphysics as a
flight of individual fancy with an aesthetic and not a logical appeal. A
scientific philosophy, one emerging from science and using the method of
science, is thought to be a myth.(7)

Living in the age of positivism inaugurated by Auguste Comte, Rey aimed to
show that a scientific philosophy is indeed possible and necessary. This
entailed the revision of the nineteenth-century divorce between science and
philosophy. Not that science should once again be mixed with philosophy and
depend on it. The great progress of science was entirely due to its separation
from the speculations and obscurities of philosophy. “Science,” Rey
says, “is above all a system of partial propositions over which philosophy
has no jurisdiction.”(8) But, given this
fact, it must be granted that positive science needs theories and general
conceptions. Scientists themselves, even the most positivistic, try to answer
questions that have always been classified as philosophical. Earlier positivists
(Rey is thinking of Auguste Comte and his first followers, who considered
positivism to be a philosophy specifically other than the positive sciences)(9)
were too narrow and timid to acknowledge this. In short, their positivism was
not absolute. Today, however, according to Rey, positivists attempt to answer
these questions, not like the nineteenth-century metaphysicians but like the
philosophers of old, only with more prudence and much less generality and
certainty. Their answers
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are not general ideas springing from an individual imagination or fights of
fancy, but from the facts of science itself.(10)

What then is philosophy for the absolute positivist? The first thing to be
said, according to Rey, is that philosophy cannot and must not add to what the
scientists say. They produce philosophy in its entirety, either actually or
potentially. They alone are competent to know reality. Hence philosophy can be
defined as “the system of positive science.” Philosophy cannot be nor
ought to be, in spirit and content, anything but the system of positive
sciences.(11) Can philosophy at least be given
the task of systematizing the results of science for its own purposes and
criticism? This was a widespread notion of positive philosophy, attributed to
Auguste Comte.(12) To Rey, however, it is bad
metaphysics. He insists that if philosophy is to be truly positive it adds
nothing to science. If philosophy is organized science, it would add something
to it and complete it, but this is the work of science itself.

It might be objected that there are a great number of questions left
unanswered by science, like the nature of matter and consciousness, and this
leaves the door open to metaphysics. But Rey sees no reason to think that
positive science has any definite limits. It might leave us ignorant about a
certain matter, but we should be confident that, using the methods of science,
the scientist will eventually find the solution, which will be accepted by
everyone.(13)

This would seem to leave the philosopher with nothing to do. But Rey finds a
task for the positivist philosopher that is both very important and difficult.
He is the historian of contemporary scientific thought, noting the differences
and agreements between scientists and schools of science, recording questions
that remain open and the evolution of scientific ideas. For this he himself must
have a broad knowledge of science to be assured that he does not
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make mistakes. The scientist also likes to take a hand in these philosophical
endeavors but always from his own limited and partial point of view, unlike the
philosopher who takes a broader and more systematic view of the subject. So the
philosopher does have a very definite speciality: he studies the evolution of
scientific and philosophical ideas, and this puts him in direct contact with facts
and yields a true experience.(14)

This gives the positivist philosopher a broad field in which to work. He
tries to synthesize in each period of history its knowledge, methods, and
hypotheses, not only as a sort of stock-taking (of which scientists above all
feel the need because of the specialized nature of their own work), but
especially to provide scientists with a general spirit or culture (a humanism in
the best sense of the term) that specialized sciences are unable to furnish. The
education and culture these sciences instill would be narrow and even harmful
without general philosophical views. Thus philosophy (in the positivist sense)
comes to the help of science, which cannot survive without these views.(15)

More can be said about the value of philosophy according to Rey. Scientific
knowledge avoids anthropomorphisms; its aim is to be absolutely disinterested
and as dehumanized as possible. But humankind now as always raises general
questions about human life and destiny that vitally concern it. Rey insists that
they must be answered in a positivist spirit and not a priori, artificially and
with imagination or tradition. The role of positive philosophy is to examine
these new questions like all the others—namely, in the light of the teachings
of science, that is to say, in the light of observation and experience, with the
sole aim of looking for the truth.(16)

When approaching questions concerning religion and the spiritual and social
life that call for an answer, can we appeal to utility? Can we say,
“Believe this because it is useful?” Rey refuses this pragmatic reply,
for humans are looking for a reason for believing en vérité, that is,
in the order of knowledge and truth.
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The new positive philosophy must search for answers, and it will find them
above all in the suggestions of science—not in studies of the cosmos, but
especially, and perhaps exclusively, in psychology and sociology.(17)

It is easy to detect here, as elsewhere, the influence of Comte on Rey’s
notion of positivist philosophy. As we shall see, Comte had no use for studying
astronomy (except the sun and moon), because it does not serve the interests of
human life. Rey’s emphasis on sociology reflects Comte’s notion that this
science is most fundamental, for it enables the philosopher to systematize the
results of all the other sciences.(18)

Like Comte, Rey also stresses the need of religious sentiment and tolerance
of religious beliefs for the cohesion of life in society, and he gives them an
important place in positive philosophy. Religion should be encouraged, at least
in the broad sense acceptable to the majority, though not in its actual
particular manifestations, and perhaps not in its mystical form.(19)
Contrary to Comte, Rey insists that positive philosophy should not furnish a
system of religious beliefs. But, like Comte, he emphasizes the importance in
general of affection and feeling in the positivist philosophy, remarking:
“This is the profound basis of our conscious life, the eminent source of
our actions, which the whole contemporary science of psychology teaches us. Why
would we despise it to the advantage of an exclusive intellectualism, as narrow
and superficial as it is little positive?”(20)

Rey’s description of positivist philosophy would seem to distinguish it in
some way from the sciences, but he insists that their functions are not
different in nature but only in degree —presumably, above all, in their degree
of generality. Each of the various sciences has its own speciality; philosophy
emerges from
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them in the mind of scientists as their continuation and culmination,
unifying their conclusions and applying to them the historical and critical
method. It is rightfully opposed to metaphysics, by which is meant philosophies
that do not use scientific data and method but believe they have a method
superior to that of the sciences.









II. GILSON’S
CRITICISM OF REY





Gilson’s reply to Rey is a brief but passionate plea for the independence of
philosophy (and especially of metaphysics) from science. Philosophy, he
contends, cannot be reduced to science in its contents, spirit, or method. It
has its own content and method which do not emerge from the results of science.
There are problems that philosophy alone can solve because they do not come
within the scope of science nor can they be addressed by the scientific method.

In Rey’s absolute positivism philosophy loses its autonomy and has no other
content or method than those of science. As we have seen, in absolute positivism
philosophy cannot add anything to what the scientists say; they do everything.(21)
Gilson agrees with Rey that scientists are competent to delve into their special
domains, and they can also rise to consider the philosophical generalities
concerning their specialities. A mathematician, for example, can analyze
mathematical reasoning and a geometrician can tell us what he understands by
space. But when a scientist gives us conclusions about the meaning and value of
science, or about the limits of knowledge, he clearly goes beyond his competence
and becomes a philosopher and a metaphysician. No scientific discipline confers
on a scientist a special competence to raise the central problem of the critique
of knowledge. There is, therefore, a place for metaphysics or a critique of
knowledge (whatever it might be called) alongside and above science itself.(22)


  



Page 207

Do metaphysicians look down on science and its methods, as Rey claims? Gilson
asks who these metaphysicians might be. Rey himself mentions contemporary
philosophers, like Renouvier, Bergson, Boutroux, among others, but they believed
in the necessity of metaphysics and showed respect for science and its method as
necessary introductions to the whole of philosophy.(23)

Gilson also finds Rey’s statements about the roles of philosophy in absolute
positivism inconsistent. According to Rey’s own account, the positivist
philosopher does nothing but make an inventory of the results of science and
write the history of contemporary scientific thought, which, Gilson adds, Rey
himself has happily done. But Rey goes further and claims to raise the problem
of human destiny and the meaning of life in the light of psychology and
sociology, relying on the results of observation and experience. Gilson doubts
that these problems arise in science, even in Rey’s terms. He insists that no
science, not even psychology or sociology, addresses them. They are problems for
metaphysics and theology and are by definition ignored by positive science. He
asks how absolute positivism can be a ‘humanism’, concerned with the fundamental
problems of life and action, and yet it “cannot and must not add to what
the scientists say.”(24)

Gilson sees the basis of Rey’s rejection of metaphysics as his desire to
avoid putting limits to science, destroying science’s monopoly of knowledge and
curbing its rights. But Gilson does not see metaphysics as a peril for science;
rather, he sees absolute positivism as a veritable peril for philosophy.(25)

Gilson’s final remarks in his reply to Abel stress the independence of
philosophy as such from both theology and science:



In the Middle Ages it was said that philosophy is the handmaiden of
theology (Philosophia ancilla theologiae). Philosophy is now freed from
this servitude. Today it is said that philosophy is the handmaiden of science (Philosophia
ancilla 




  
  

  


page 208

scientiae). This second servitude would be no better than the first. Philosophy
is no one’s servant. Without isolating it from science, but also without
absorbing it in science, let it continue the work begun several centuries ago.
Like science itself it will achieve from its own point of view ever closer
approximations of the truth.(26)





Gilson wrote these lines in 1909, before encountering Thomas Aquinas and the
role of ‘handmaiden’ that philosophy played in his theology.(27)
At the time, this role appeared to him, in the spirit of the Enlightenment, as a
servitude from which philosophy should be liberated. His deepening knowledge of
medieval philosophy, and of Thomism in particular, convinced him that the role
of philosophy as a handmaiden of theology was not a harmful enslavement for
philosophy but a positive enrichment.(28) At the
same time he insisted that in order to be a good handmaiden, Thomism as a
philosophy had to be strictly rational in its principles and its argumentation.(29)









III.
Rey’s Reply to Gilson





Replying to Gilson, Rey first clears up what he sees as a misunderstanding
between them. He then points out irreducible oppositions between their points of
view. The misunderstanding concerns the expression “Philosophy is the
handmaiden of
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science,” which Gilson attributes to Rey by analogy with the medieval
dictum “Philosophy is the handmaiden of theology.” The expression is
unacceptable to Rey, for it implies that there is a philosophy apart from
science that could be its servant. For him, the correct expression is absolute:
“Philosophy is science,” for there is no other philosophy
than positive science.(30) Nevertheless,
according to Rey, philosophy still exists, absorbed in science and one with it,
giving to the special sciences general views, broad syntheses, a wide education
and culture, without which there would have been no science. The specialized
sciences cannot furnish them, but they must be supplied by the philosophy
implied by positive science itself.(31) Again,
positive philosophy seeks to clarify for each historical period the synthesis of
knowledge and the methods and hypotheses in use, which the scientists are the
first to feel the need of because of the specialty of their own work. No doubt
Gilson had statements like these in mind when he attributed to Rey the
expression “Philosophy is the handmaiden of science.”

The oppositions between Gilson and Rey are clear enough. The main irreducible
opposition between their points of view, Rey says, is that for him there are no
extra-scientific questions, “for there is no legitimate method apart from
the methods of science.” He illustrates this with the problems relating to
human destiny. These religious problems, Rey assures us, are not at all
extra-scientific; they can only be “technical applications of scientific
data… . Psychology, and above all sociology, sciences of facts, exhaust
for me the study of the question, and the same [is true] for the problem of
morality and the problem of knowledge.” Positive science is formed, Rey
continues, by slowly eliminating religious myths and magic rites, rejecting
everything that cannot measure up to the demands of knowledge. The best
definition of positive science that he can give is: “It refines and unifies
the means, all the means, and the sole means, of arriving at the
truth.” From the point of view of both knowledge and action, “outside
of
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science there is no salvation.” This is the uncompromising position to
which Rey gives the title ‘absolute positivism’.(32)

In a postscript Rey clarifies his attitude toward metaphysics. He finds
metaphysical reflection very legitimate as a form of art, responding to
our aesthetic needs, but not at all as a way of knowing or directing
our actions.(33)



 



IV.
Gilson and Comte



Gilson devoted only a few pages in the 1909 issue of the Revue
philosophique to Rey’s absolute positivism. In the years that followed he
gave considerable attention to Auguste Comte (1798-1857), the founder of
positivism, and to the development of absolute positivism among Comte’s
followers like Abel Rey and Emile Littré (1801-81)—a movement that in Gilson’s
eyes radically altered the founder’s ideas.(34)

Gilson finds two basic principles underlying Comte’s positivism, one
intellectual, the other sentimental. The first is, “Everything is
relative,” to which he adds in blatant contradiction, “and this is the
only absolute principle.”(35) Suggested to
him by his reading of Hume, among others, the principle expresses, for Comte,
the positive spirit inherent in the human mind. Having passed through the
theological and metaphysical stages of history,
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in which ideas and even things themselves were conceived as absolute,
humankind has finally reached the positive stage in which everything is
recognized as relative. This at once separates Comte from followers like Rey and
Littré,(36) for whom positivism itself becomes
something absolute. Thus, as we have seen, Rey can say absolutely that
philosophy is science, whereas Comte finds a distinct role and method
for philosophy. There are higher and lower sciences for Comte, but this does not
do away with the distinctive character of his positive philosophy.

Comte’s second principle is the importance of sentiment or affection for a
complete philosophy and a happy life. “Tender affections,” Comte
writes, “are the source of the greatest happiness.”(37)
This includes the feminine element of humankind, which he regarded as infinitely
better than the masculine; without it there can be no happiness. Affection
introduced into Comte’s philosophy a subjectivism which stressed the primacy of
feeling over knowledge. As we have seen, Rey also emphasized the role of
affection in his absolute positivism, but unlike Comte he did not elevate
feeling and love above knowledge, as Comte increasingly did in the second part
of his career.(38)

Comte’s notions of science and philosophy and their relations derive from
these two principles. Since there are no absolutes for him (except the principle
that all is relative), Rey’s absolute statement: “Philosophy is
science” would make no sense for Comte. Although he granted no other source
for the substance of philosophy than that of science,(39)
he clearly distinguished between the two by giving philosophy its own functions
and method.

In Comte’s view, science studies things objectively and in themselves. It
sets up a systematic order of the sciences depending on the greater or lesser
generality of their objects. Biology, for example, is a fundamental science
because it deals with the general fact of life, while entomology is not a
fundamental science
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because the facts it studies are less general. For Comte, the order of the
sciences corresponds to the layers of reality and their degrees of generality.
Gilson calls this “perhaps the boldest metaphysical assumption common to
all the positivisms founded on the rejection of metaphysics. They assume that
there are such things as more or less general facts, as if generality
were not a thing of the mind.”(40)

Among the sciences Comte found a lacuna: none deals with social facts. To
fill this void he created sociology, a ‘social physics’ that would make possible
the creation of a truly organic society, centered around the love of humanity.
This positive science became the keystone of his philosophy. The fundamental law
of sociology is the “law of the three states,” according to which all
knowledge passes through three successive stages: theological or fictive,
metaphysical or abstract, and positive or scientific. In the present positive
stage of knowledge the aim is to explain phenomena by discovering the general
laws governing them. Unlike knowledge in the metaphysical stage, it is not a
search for causes; rather, in Gilson’s words, “it substitutes the search
for laws for the search for causes. In other words, it substitutes science for
metaphysics.”(41)

We have still to see the role Comte’s positive philosophy plays in human
life. Science, the objective study of reality, is admirable in itself, but Comte
thought that the mind should go further and consider things subjectively, that
is, from the perspective of human life and affection. It then reaches wisdom,
the study of which is traditionally called philosophy. This leaves no room in
Comte’s philosophy for pure science. He shows disgust for the pure scientist and
for “the fatal dryness that accompanies, above all today, the scientific
culture.”(42)

The need for philosophy was evident to Comte. Science tends to multiply and
specialize, with the result that it is incapable of offering a system of ideas
that would give unity to our intellectual life. Positivism brings together the
general conclusions of the
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sciences and gives a systematic interpretation of the world.(43)
Far from being reduced to science, positivist philosophy absorbs it, dictates to
it, and judges it, for the regeneration and unity of society.(44)
This leads Gilson to the important conclusion that Comte’s positivism, unlike
that of Rey, is not ‘a mere scientism’.(45)

Comte was living in the aftermath of the French Revolution of 1789 and saw
the need of restoring order and unity in society. For this, he thought a
positive system of ideas was needed, but above all an awakening of sentiment and
universal love for humankind. Previously these were fostered by Christianity,
but with its decline he thought a new religion without God was needed, which he
aspired to provide with a religion of humanity. The worship of man was to
substitute for the worship of God; and there would be “a City of Man, a
positivist duplicate of the Christian City of God, including a High Priest and a
positivist clergy.”(46)

Writing in the review Foi et vie in 1920, only two years after the
greatest massacre of the human race in history, in which Gilson himself had
suffered, he pointed out the failure of Comte’s new religion of humanity. Comte
acknowledged the need of a faith and religion, based not on a transcendent
object, like the Christian God, but on an object of our own making, namely, the
love of humanity. But Gilson retorts that the events of the last few years
(i.e., the First World War) convinced us that faith and religion can only be
nourished by an object transcending not only man but humanity. After the war,
how laughable it is to expect us to adore ourselves!(47)


  



Page 214

Abel Rey, like other followers of Comte, refused to accept his new positive
religion, regarding it as a failure.(48)
Nevertheless, as we have seen, Rey insisted on the importance of religious
sentiment for its social value. He envisaged “a general protection of
religious tendencies in the name of social needs, which amounted to a positive
use of religions.” He thought that none of the current religions would gain
worldwide acceptance. Rather, they would gradually lose their force, and
religion might become a purely individual affair, “an entirely personal
culture,” an object of study by psychology and sociology.(49)

In Gilson’s view, this is a decline from the partial scientism of Comte to
pure scientism and in fact to the end of positivism as a philosophy: 



Hence scientism and so-called absolute positivism, which make the
content of philosophy coincide with the content of science, mark the necessary
ending of the historical breakup of Comtism. At the precise moment when
philosophy not only refuses to lay claim to a power of knowing transcending that
of science, but even refuses to be only a human wisdom that actively intervenes
in our knowledge in order to arrange it in view of our needs and to submit it to
the demands of our interior perfection, philosophy as such surrenders into the
hands of science and at that moment ceases to exist… . absolute positivism
is the absolute negation of positivism.(50) 



 



V.
Gilson and Philosophy





Many of the ideas of Comte and his immediate followers live on in logical
positivism and logical empiricism, and they are still widely influential among
contemporary philosophers and scien-
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tists. Among these are the notions that the scientific method is the only
means of reaching the truth, that philosophy (if admitted at all) is
inextricably bound up with science and emerges from it, and that theology and
metaphysics belong to ages long past and have no place in the modern world as
purveyors of the truth.(51)

What is at stake here for Gilson is the integrity and specificity of
philosophy in relation to science—in short, the existence of philosophy itself.
Is philosophy a specific discipline with its own object and method, or is its
content and method identical with those of science? These are problems he takes
up in Methodical Realism, when he treats of the specific nature of the
philosophic order.(52)

Is it not reasonable, Gilson argues, that, since the objects of the various
sciences and philosophy are different, they should have different methods?
Rather than speaking, with Descartes, of the method of seeking the
truth, should we not speak of the methods? He writes:



The mathematical method corresponds with the order of abstract quantity;
even so it has to diversify itself according to whether it is dealing with
continuous or discontinuous quantity, with geometry or with arithmetic. The
physical order has its method, because it has to study the movement and
properties of inorganic bodies. The biological order requires still another
method, because it tackles the study of organized beings, and so on for
psychology, morality, and sociology.(53)





The sciences study the various modes of being, while metaphysics studies
“being in itself, in its essence and in its properties. It is the science
of being as being,” so it is natural that it should have its own method,
distinct from those of the sciences. Metaphysics is necessary, Gilson writes, 
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[For] over and above the problems which the different modes of being
raise, there is the problem raised by being itself; not, how do such and such
things exist, but what is existence? In what does it consist? Why is there
existence at all, seeing that the existence we directly know does not seem to
have in itself a sufficient reason for its existence? Is it necessary or
contingent? And if it is contingent, does it not postulate a necessary existence
as its cause and explanation?(54)





Throughout his career as a philosopher, metaphysics with its many problems was
Gilson’s dominant preoccupation. His numerous books and articles devoted to
metaphysics give witness to his love of the subject and to his conviction that
Aristotle was right in calling it the primary philosophy and human wisdom par
excellence. So intent was Gilson on the cultivation of this wisdom that some
have thought, or at least, suspected, that he equated philosophy with
metaphysics.(55)

In fact, Gilson recognized a philosophy of nature, or what he calls “the
philosophy of the science of nature” in his book on final causality and
evolution.(56) Unlike Jacques Maritain and many
other Thomists, he did not think the philosophy of nature should be conceived as
a philosophical discipline formally distinct from mathematics, the natural
sciences or physics, and metaphysics.(57)
Rather, it is the wisdom that probes the principles of the sciences and takes up
problems encountered in them but beyond the range of the sciences themselves.
Scientists are best qualified to engage in these pursuits, and in fact some feel
impelled to do so, but then they do not speculate as scientists but as
philosophers. This is the
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case with the principle of final causality in nature, which “belongs to
the philosophy of the science of nature.”(58)
What Gilson seems to have in mind is not simply Comte’s higher and lower levels
of science, the philosophy of nature being the highest and most general, but a
discipline emerging from science but using a philosophic method to examine
subjects beyond the reach of science. This carries the philosophy of nature
beyond Abel Rey’s absorption of philosophy in science and Comte’s conception of
positive philosophy.

Gilson says little about the philosophy of nature in his published works.
However, he talks briefly about it in his unpublished lectures “In Quest of
Species,” given in Toronto in 1972.(59) In
the second lecture he says:



I have nothing against the project of a philosophy of nature, for there
can be a philosophy of everything. Every time you push up to the generalities
and principles of some discipline you reach its philosophy, but the philosophy
of a discipline is part of that discipline as being its crowning part. So, if
there is a philosophy of nature, since the science of nature is physics, that
philosophy should be conceived as the crowning part of physics.



In the twilight of Gilson’s life he wrote several works critical of
positivism or scientism. Among these works is his book on modern linguistics: Linguistics
and Philosophy.(60) In this work he records
the attempt of linguists like Ferdinand de Saussure to make a rigorous science
of linguistics, avoiding all philosophical commitments: what Gilson calls
“linguistic positivism.” He contends that linguistics cannot do
without philosophy, because in reality language is meaningful, and meaning
cannot be
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understood without taking into account thought, which is an immaterial and
metaphysical factor.(61)

Gilson also opposed modern scientism in his book on final causality and
evolution: From Aristotle to Darwin and Back Again. From the start he
takes a stand against scientism in modern biology. A modern biologist who is a
pure mechanist, he says, declares that it is scientific to exclude
final causality from the explanation of living beings, because it cannot be
integrated into his research. It is a fact, however, that the parts of a living
organism act for an end, and hence there is final causality or teleology in
nature. “[I]t is difficult,” Gilson remarks, “to speak of the function
of an organ or of a tissue without dangerously brushing against the idea of a
natural teleology.”(62) He writes:



The pure mechanist in biology is a man whose entire activity has as its
end the discovery of the “how” of the vital operations in plants and
animals. Looking for nothing else, he sees nothing else, and since he cannot
integrate other things in his research, he denies their existence. This is why
he sincerely denies the existence, however evident, of final causality.(63)




Gilson’s purpose is not to make final causality a scientific notion but
“a philosophical inevitability and, consquently, a constant of
biophilosophy, or philosophy of life.”(64)

Thus, from his first published article in 1909 to his last works, Gilson was
a critic of positivism and its implied scientism. At stake was no less than the
existence of philosophy itself as a specific mental discipline. Contrary to Abel
Rey, he insisted that philosophy is not identical with science but has its own
object and method, distinct from those of the sciences. Using its own method, it
is able to solve weighty problems and to delve into mysteries that would elude
the sciences. Not that philosophers should separate themselves from the
sciences; rather, they should avail themselves of their data, which they can use
for philosophy’s own enrichment. Scientists for their part should turn to
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philosophy when faced with questions lying beyond their competence.



* * *





Gilson’s defense of philosophy as a specific rational mode of inquiry extends,
beyond its relation to science, to that of theology.

It does not come within the scope of this essay to examine Gilson’s notion of
Christian philosophy—an expression, he said in later years, “which some
wrongly imagine I like, whereas all I like is the right to use it.”(65)
(A surprising statement indeed, in view of his defense of Christian philosophy
in his Gifford lectures!) He did not think that when philosophy is used as a
handmaiden of theology it is absorbed by theology so as to lose its integrity
and rationality and to become indistinguishable from it. He insisted that it is
appropriate to speak of the philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, even when it lives in
its fullness within his theology. In the sixth and final edition of his Le
thomisme (1986) he continued to emphasize the essentially theological
character of Thomas’s teaching because it is directed to a theological end, but
he added: “I maintain more than ever that his theology by its very nature
includes not only in fact but necessarily a strictly rational philosophy. To
deny this would be like denying that stones are real stones just because they
are used to build a cathedral.”(66)
Commenting on Pope Leo XIII’s description in Aeterni Patris of
philosophy’s role in theology as a “way of philosophizing” (genus
philosophandi), he asserts:



[T]he philosophizing that reason is here doing is indeed philosophy…
. In all that falls under its competence, let philosophy follow its own method,
use its own principles and its own methods of demonstration… . In this
religious use of reason, philosophy should be present such as it is in itself,
or otherwise the Christian could not really use it.(67)
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Hence in its relation to theology, as well as in its relation to science,
Gilson guarded the integrity and rationality of philosophy. It was in defense of
philosophy in this sense that he set his face against absolute positivism in his
youthful essay on Abel Rey and continued to criticize the positivism of Auguste
Comte and his followers throughout his long career.
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“ONE CANNOT CONFINE human knowledge within the domain of proportionate
being without condemning it to mere matters of fact without explanation and so
stripping it of knowledge not only of transcendent but also of proportionate
being.”(1) Those who take their inspiration
from Bernard Lonergan’s philosophical method for its ability to shed light on
the problems of human knowing and living are as it were obligated to come to
terms with this statement from Insight.

What Lonergan is in effect saying is
that, sooner or later, one must raise the question of God. At least in the
speculative domain, the inquiry into human understanding terminates in the
affirmation of an unrestricted act of understanding that no human knower can
identify with her own developing understanding, but that she must affirm in
order to make sense of her own limited acts of understanding. Because this
unrestricted act of understanding would have to be the understanding of
everything about everything, Lonergan identifies it with the idea of being, for
an idea is the content of an act of understanding.(2)
Such an idea and its corresponding act of understanding, because it 
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would be the understanding of being in
all its universality and concreteness, would have to be absolutely unconditioned
and unlimited. Such an intelligence could only be what men in all ages have
called ‘God’.(3)

Lonergan aligns his approach to the
problem of God (at least in Insight) with the five ways of Thomas
Aquinas. He identifies the unrestricted act of understanding with Aquinas’s ipsum
intelligere, one of the primary attributes of the First Uncaused Cause who
is affirmed at the end of Aquinas’s demonstrations for the existence of God.
Lonergan acknowledges the Thomist debate over whether being or intelligence is
logically prior in Aquinas’s conception of God and firmly places his
interpretation on the side of the primacy of the act of intelligence.(4)
I do not intend here to enter into this debate. However, I shall attempt to show
that Aquinas’s method of arriving at the affirmation of God is guided every step
of the way by the demands of intelligence in such a way that the final product
of the affirmation must be thought to be the intelligent ground of all finite
intelligence and intelligibility in the same way that Lonergan’s unrestricted
act of understanding grounds the intelligibility of the real. In effect I shall
be challenging the usual distinction made between the Aristotelian/Thomistic
physical or cosmological affirmation of a first cause and Lonergan’s own method
of delving deeper and deeper into the demands of intelligence in order to arrive
at what he calls ‘general transcendent knowledge’.(5)
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This paper will follow the general
lines of Aquinas’s argument in the five ways as well as its presuppositions
(without entering into the particularities of any of the five ways themselves)
in order to show how the demands of intelligence and intelligibility lead
Aquinas to the affirmation of a first uncaused cause of being. In doing so,
Aquinas is in effect arguing for the speculative necessity of raising the
question of God.(6)

I would like to show that Lonergan’s
method of inquiry after God essentially corresponds to Aquinas’s own procedure,
as there has been some recent concern that Lonergan’s ‘transcendental’ approach
to the question of God (and more generally, the question of being) cannot get us
to the classical First Uncaused Cause of Thomist metaphysics.(7)
I shall show how Aquinas’s metaphysical assent to God’s existence is itself an
expression of a quest after the complete intelligibility of being, so that
Lonergan’s approach in chapter 19 of Insight can really be understood
as a reflection upon the intellectual operations that gave rise to this
affirmation of God as first cause.

I shall begin with the fact of the
intellect’s openness to all reality and all truth evidenced in the wonder that
is inspired in it. This wonder on the part of the human spirit, recognized by
Aristotle and Aquinas and identical to what Lonergan calls the pure and
unrestricted desire to know, necessarily becomes an inquiry into causes or
explanatory principles. This inquiry, 




  
  

  


page 224

founded in the wonder that gives rise
to philosophy, is intelligent and reasonable, and therefore structures itself
into the quest after more and more universal principles of explanation for the
beings it knows. In order to be true to its own rationality, this quest must
terminate not arbitrarily, but necessarily at a first universal principle of
being that is the explanatory principle of all things. Here I shall consider
Lonergan’s reflections on causality in order to make more clear the necessity of
arriving at a first uncaused cause (in Lonergan’s terminology, the formally
unconditioned). Finally, as an afternote of sorts, I shall acknowledge the
practical and existential turn of contemporary philosophy,(8)
and show that the necessity of the question of God, while truly one in the
speculative or theoretical order, has certain existential or practical
preconditions that must be met in order for the question adequately to be
raised.

I conclude this way in order to show
that I am sensitive to the fact that the question of God—at least as the
intelligible ground of being—is in fact one that is no longer commonly raised
in a speculative context. I shall attempt to give some reasons for the
divergence between the de jure and the de facto prominence of
the question in human rational endeavor. This aspect of the question of the
necessity of raising the question of God is one that neither Aquinas nor
Lonergan neglected.

This article intends to contribute to
the ongoing effort to bring both Aquinas and Lonergan into dialogue with
contemporary trends in philosophy and theology, especially in the case where
epistemological and ontological ‘foundationalism’ has been rejected. In an
article critical of Lonergan’s demonstration for the existence of God, R. M.
Burns defines foundationalism as “the traditional attempt to conceive of
knowledge as necessarily grounded in absolutely self-evident or purely given
foundations whether of a rationalist, empiricist, or Kantian-transcendentalist 
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kind.”(9)
It is clear from Burn’s article that he believes that Lonergan’s philosophical
project falls under this label, and he argues that such a project is ultimately
untenable and that the quest after complete intelligibility in the universe is a
fool’s errand. In contrast, Burns proposes that it is a kind of philosophical
faith, or Grundvertrauen, that founds the epistemological enterprise
and resists the attempt of human beings to overcome all facticity by
illuminating the foundations of reason itself with the light of intelligence.
Consequently, he takes issue with Lonergan’s (as well as Aquinas’s)
characterization of God as the ground of intelligibility, and even goes so far
as to propose an alternative theology in which unlimited divine intelligence is
rejected in favor of an unconscious or nonintelligible abyss at the core of the
Godhead, reminiscent of Gnosticizing trends in both antiquity and modernity.(10)

Much contemporary theology as well is
committedly ‘antifoundationalist’, even in its foremost proponents of
speculative theology, in the sense that the fundamental role of a rational
metaphysics for theology is denied. With respect to Lonergan, this often
presents itself as a critique of his methodological ‘transcendentalism’.(11)
This seems to be the position of John Milbank, the founding father of ‘Radical
Orthodoxy’, who takes issue with the “anthropological starting 




  
  

  


page 226

point” of a thinker like Lonergan,
particularly with respect to the latter’s interpretation of Aquinas.(12)
Milbank and his colleague Catherine Pickstock go so far as to suggest that while
Aquinas may have perceived his metaphysics of creation as
“universally available to rightly-directed reason,” it is actually
“rooted in the Biblical tradition.”(13)
This contrast between the logic of creation as the “transcendental
possibility of a negative specification of the un-known” and creation as a
grammar that is “the explication of culturally-specific
meaning-presuppositions” causes Milbank to be highly suspicious of the
project of ‘natural’ or philosophical theology.

This preference for grounding reason
or intelligence in that which is nonrational or nonintelligent is a trend so
pervasive in contemporary philosophy and theology that it would take several
books to treat the variety of objections raised against the viability of
‘natural theology’ or ‘philosophy of God’.(14) I
shall limit my efforts to showing exactly how both Aquinas and Lonergan held
that, in the case of knowledge of God’s existence, scientia, which
normally requires insight into its first principles,(15)
is possible, although in fact it is rarely realized. I shall also show how
especially Lonergan’s particular way of grounding human speculative endeavor
tends to escape the criticisms leveled at classical foundationalisms. I
acknowledge the main insight of the anti-foundationalist trend in theological
thinking by arguing for the existential necessity of religious conversion for an
affirmation of God and the theological context (in the strong sense of
revelation) in which such an affirmation usually takes place. However, I hold 
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firmly to the de jure
integrity of the philosophical pursuit of complete intelligibility, in the sense
that this quest’s crowning affirmation of God does not depend upon revealed
truth or “culturally-specific meanings” for its intrinsic
intelligibility. In so doing, I am arguing for the viability of the Aristotelian
ideal of scientia for our knowledge of God, an ideal transposed by
Lonergan into modern terms by his focus on method.





I. From Wonder to the Inquiry after Causes





The treatment of the question of God in terms of a First Cause has fallen into
disfavor in contemporary philosophy.(16)
As James Collins has suggested,(17)
contemporary phenomenology considers itself to be a purely descriptive,
noninferential science that does not inquire into the causes of the phenomena in
question. Accordingly, contemporary phenomenology of religion seems to want to
dispense with the ‘ways’ or demonstrations favored by Aquinas and to focus on
immediate religious or even theological experience.(18)
While this is not the place to balance one method against the other, we must
begin our inquiry into the necessity of the question of God with an apology for
the way it appears in Aquinas’s work, that is, as a question that is
necessitated by the way of causality. We can do this by showing how the inquiry
after causes begins in a phenomenon
that is itself distinctly human.

Aristotle’s Metaphysics famously
begins by stating that all men by nature desire to know.(19)
Aquinas comments that the desire to know follows from everyday experience, for
men begin to philosophize when they are struck by the things around them:
“perplexity and wonder arise from ignorance. For when we see certain
obvious effects whose cause we do not know, we wonder 
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about their cause.”(20)
‘Effects’ that are ‘manifest’ in our experience naturally strike us as
fascinating. The ignorance of which Aristotle and Aquinas speak is not a dumb
opacity before the phenomena, but the human potency for knowing that is
identical with a questioning spirit. This wonder or admiratio is not
some rarified experience but is common to the poets or myth-makers (in
Aristotle’s mind, nontheoretical types) as well: 



Since wonder was the motive which led men to philosophy, it is evident
that the philosopher is, in a sense, a philomyth, i.e., a lover of myth, as is
characteristic of the poets. Hence the first men to deal with the principles of
things in a mythical way, such as Perseus and certain others who were the seven
sages, were called the theologizing poets. Now the reason why the philosopher is
compared to the poet is that both are concerned with wonders. For the myths with
which the poets deal are composed of wonders, and the philosophers themselves
were moved to philosophize as a result of wonder.(21)




Human intelligence, whether in its poetic or theoretical
mode,(22)
is activated by the fascination of being. The intellectual event of wonder,
which gives rise to questioning, is in some sense common to all persons endowed
with imagination and intelligence. Experience, especially new and puzzling
experience, gives rise to a desire to explain the obscure, to illuminate the principia
rerum, to penetrate the givenness of experience with the light of
understanding. Admiration and wonder are not givens in sense experience. They
are rather the effect of intelligence’s interplay with such experience. One
might venture to say that wonder is the affective aspect of the experience of
intelligence itself.

The philosophical quest begins in
wonder at existence; it sets the dynamism of the intellect on its way to convert
admiratio et ignorantia into scientia et sapientia, which are
the ends of the intellect. Now, the way to achieve a desired end is not
through 
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some haphazard succession of activity,
but through a determinate series of mediate operations. In the case of the
intellectual desire ignited by admiratio, what is called for is an
engagement in an ordered series of questions that inquire into the grounds for
the phenomena of experience. The dynamism of the intellect manifests itself as
an inquiry after causes: 



Man has a natural desire to know the causes of whatever he sees:
wherefore through wondering at what they saw, and being ignorant of its cause,
men first began to philosophize, and when they had discovered the cause they
were at rest. Nor do they cease inquiring until they come to the first cause;
and then do we deem ourselves to know perfectly when we know the first cause.
Therefore man naturally desires, as his last end, to know the first cause.(23)




In this particular passage, Aquinas speaks about knowledge
of the first cause as also the final end of human life, such that knowledge of
this cause would be closely linked to appropriating the meaning of existence.(24)
Human reason inquires after causes in order to cast light on the experience of a
wondering mind; causes are multiple, but the inquiry cannot stop until the first
cause has been discovered. This first cause must be considered not simply as the
first of a series of causes, but also as the most universal of causes.
Intelligence inquires after particular causes in the particular sciences, where
being presents itself under some particular aspect. However, while each of these
sciences converts admiratio into
scientia about some
particular aspect of the experience of being by investigating its causes, only
the science that asks about being as
being can reach to the primary cause of wonder in itself. As we shall see, this
primary cause must be considered to be the first cause of the intelligibility
of phenomena(25)
as well as of the phenomena themselves.(26)
This amounts to asking about the universal cause of everything, the cause that
not only accounts for
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particular phenomena, but also that
accounts for there being anything at all for us to wonder about.

It is in this ‘accounting’ that we can
find the importance of asking about causes. For Aristotle and Aquinas, causality
is not just a matter of necessary connection among phenomena or events. A
‘necessary connection’ could be understood merely as a fact, even if a necessary
fact. Nonetheless, the ‘necessity’ would remain opaque to the understanding,
something that would still inspire admiratio. Rather than resting in
brute matter-of-factness, the classical ideal of science, explained in
Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics and practiced in the Metaphysics,
seeks the full intelligibility of beings as given in experience (of matters of
fact) through causes. Human beings look for causes because the cause is thought
of as being more intelligible in itself, for the cause accounts for the being of
the effect, not vice-versa. This is why wisdom, the most explanatory of the
intellectual virtues and the one that orders all things,(27)
concerns itself with the inquiry after causes: “Since the certitude of
science is acquired by the intellect knowing causes, a knowledge of causes seems
to be intellectual in the highest degree. Hence that science which considers
first causes also seems to be the ruler of the others in the highest degree.”(28)
The inquiry after causes is for the sake of a more and more penetrating
understanding of reality, of the things that we know through experience. Causes
give us not only sufficient reason for the fact that something is; they also
give us insight into how and why something is the way it is. As human knowledge
begins in questioning, the types of questions that arise will heuristically
determine the types of causes that may be known. But we do not ask only whether
something is so, but also why it is so. Reason seeks the truth in its totality,
and therefore perseveres until it discovers a first cause that could account for
why things are as they are.(29)
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The wonder that manifests itself in
philosophical inquiry is indeed the desire to know everything; however this
“desire to know everything” must be qualified in light of a proper
understanding of what science or scientific knowledge means for Aristotle. In
Aristotelian science, knowledge of causes is the defining feature of wisdom, for
the illumination of being belongs to the knowledge of all things through their
causes. In contrast, this “knowing of all things” that belongs to
wisdom does not include exhaustive knowledge of particulars; for, as there are
or could be an infinite number of singular things, it is impossible to
comprehend them: “In general we all consider those especially to be wise
who know all things, as the case demands, without having a knowledge of every
singular thing. For this is impossible, since singular things are infinite in
number, and an infinite number of things cannot be comprehended by the
intellect.”(30) The desire to know all
singulars could be better characterized as curiosity. Indeed, it is for the
intellectual vice of curiosity, a prurient obsession with the aesthetically
interesting, that St. Augustine condemns himself in the Confessions,(31)
and not for the wonder at God’s transcendence and paradoxical omnipresence
which opens the work.(32)
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The contrast that Aquinas makes
between knowledge of principles and causes, on the one hand, and knowledge of
particulars, on the other, leads us to suspect that the first cause cannot be
conceived as merely one being, albeit the first, among many. Wisdom belongs to
the one who knows the highest causes because they are in some way non-particular;
they possess a universality in terms of explanatory power. There has to be
some-thing universal about a cause that accounts for a plurality and diversity
of facts. For the more universal (‘higher’) the cause, the more beings is it
able to comprehend under its power. The first cause as most universal would have
to be able to account for all beings, and perhaps for being itself in its
commonality.(33)

In seeking the first universal cause
as explanatory of the phenomena of experience, the mind inquires after that
which may exceed finite powers of knowing, but nonetheless is more intelligible
than that for which it accounts.(34) The
perfection of the intellect consists, not in the (impossible) traversal of an
infinite series of singulars, but in the act of beholding some principle that
would comprehend the rationes of all things, including those of all
particulars, under its power.



The natural desire of the rational creature is to know everything that
belongs to the perfection of the intellect, namely, the species and the genera
of things and 
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their types, and these everyone who sees the Divine essence will see in
God. But to know other singulars, their thoughts and their deeds does not belong
to the perfection of the created intellect nor does its natural desire go out to
these things.(35)



As we can see from this passage,
Aquinas equates this principle of explanation with God. It may be too
precipitate for us to accept this assertion, however, for we have yet to examine
other candidates that have been proposed. Let us look at one that makes its
appearance in Aquinas’s own demonstrations.



 



II. The Impossibility of the Infinite Regress



For Aquinas, the necessity of
affirming a first uncaused cause lies in the fact that reason cannot rest in the
positing of the most obvious alternative: an infinite regress in per se
subordinated causes, each cause itself caused by a higher or more universal
cause, such that there would be no first uncaused cause or most universal cause.
The impossibility of an infinite regress in causes is an axiom upon which
Aquinas’s proofs for the existence of God stand or fall. Although this axiom is
not fully analyzed in the Summa Theologiae, it is nonetheless a truth
that can be made more manifest, as Aquinas attempts to do in other works.(36)

Aristotle speaks of the impossibility
of an infinite regress in the four causes that he explored in the Physics.
What will concern us here, however, are only the efficient and final causes of
the universe, what Aquinas calls ‘extrinsic causes’.(37)
For Aristotle and Aquinas, it is impossible to posit an infinite regress in
efficient causes because of the nature of instrumentality in causes:



Three things are found in motion: one is the mobile object which is
moved; another is the mover; and the third is the instrument by which the mover
moves. Of these three it is clear that that which is moved must be moved, but it
is not 
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necessary that it move. The instrument by which the mover moves must both
move and be moved (for it is moved by the principal mover, and it moves the
ultimate thing moved). Hence everything which both moves and is moved has the
nature [ratio] of an instrument.(38) 



Something that has the nature of an
instrument cannot be a first cause. An instrument is such that it cannot operate
except by the operation of its moving cause.(39)
For Aristotle and Aquinas, to posit an infinite regress of causes is to deny
that there is a first cause; this would render all causes instrumental. In an
infinite series of intermediaries (i.e., of nonultimate or instrumental causes),
there can be no cause of the causality of the intermediaries. And
intermediaries are causes only because their causality is nonultimate, that is,
caused. Thus the intermediaries could not exist as intermediaries:
“Consequently, if the causes of motion proceed to infinity in this way,
there will be no first cause. But a first cause is the cause of all things.
Therefore it will follow that all causes are eliminated; for when a cause is
removed the things of which it is the cause are also removed.”(40)

Here we are given an expanded version
of the axiom remota causa, removetur effectus. The cogency of the
argument rests on one’s ability to understand causality not just in relation to
things, but in relation to operations as well. One can inquire into the causes
of the causality of particular causes. Secondary causes cannot operate
without the operation of a primary cause, because this primary cause is the
cause of their causal power. This is evident in the very meaning of an
instrument, which is always the instrument of an agent. For Aquinas, not only
are artifacts instruments, natural beings are as well, whose causality is
effective only through the operation of higher beings, whether these be the
heavenly bodies, separate substances, or God himself. Lonergan 
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calls this the “slightly
difficult concept of ‘causing causation’.”(41)
Thus, the first cause is not only the cause of the being (or, as in Aristotle,
the motion) of the intermediate causes and ultimate effects, it is the cause of
the active power of all intermediate causes and of their action. That is, the
first cause causes the motion of the intermediate cause or causes, and also
enables the intermediate causes to cause the motion of the ultimate effects. Not
all instrumental causes receive their being from the primary cause that operates
an effect through them (e.g., a person can use a hammer that he has not
fashioned). But they all receive their operative efficacy through being used by
a more primary cause.

Aquinas insists that the primary or
universal cause, although more remote, is plus influens and operates
more powerfully (vehementius) than the secondary cause. 



The operation by which the secondary cause causes the effect is itself
caused by the first cause; for the primary cause assists the secondary cause by
making it act; therefore with respect to the operation by which the effect is
produced by the secondary cause, the first cause is more a cause than the
secondary cause. This Proclus expressly proves: for the secondary cause, since
it is the effect of the primary cause, has its substance from the primary cause;
but from that which something has its substance, from that same thing it has its
power or force to act. Therefore the secondary cause has its power or force from
the primary cause. But the secondary cause according to its power or force is
the cause of the effect; therefore that very thing in the secondary cause that
causes the effect it has by the first cause.(42)
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There are orders of causes, ordered
according to the power and universality of the cause, which is partly what
Aquinas has in mind when he speaks of a per se subordination:
“[The series is] per se when the intention of the primary cause
has in view everything up to the final effect through all intermediate causes,
just as the art of the maker moves the hand, and the hand moves the hammer which
pounds the iron, which is the aim of the art.”(43)
The order of causes itself entails distinct orders, each of which contributes in
a unique way to the execution of the effect, which is the intention of the first
cause. Not so with a per accidens order of causes: 



It is a per accidens [order] when the intention of the cause do
not extend beyond the most proximate effect; however, whatever else happens to
be effected by that effect is beyond the aim of the first mover, as when someone
lights a candle, it is beyond his aim that this lighted candle would again light
another and that one another; and that which is outside an intention we call per
accidens.(44)



It is only with a per se
subordination of efficient causes that Aquinas’s insistence holds: “non
autem est possibile quod in causis efficientibus procedatur in infinitum.”
In a per accidens order of causes, there could indeed be infinite
regress; however, any particular instance in this sequence of causes would
itself require a per se order of higher causes and a first cause that
does not belong to the infinite sequence. The notion of per accidens would
not exclude the necessity that an infinite regress of a per accidens order
of causes be comprehended under the power (and knowledge)(45)
of higher, more universal causes and of the first cause. Instrumental
causes depend upon the primary cause. The 
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number of instrumental causes could be
infinite, but this does not preclude the necessity of a primary agent cause. 



Because in all efficient causes following in order, the first is the
cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the
ultimate cause, whether the intermediate cause be several, or only one. Now to
take away the cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first
cause among efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any intermediate
cause.(46) 





On the other hand, an infinite per se
sequence of efficient causes would render all causes instrumental and therefore
in themselves impotent.

Aquinas absolutely rejects the
infinite regress as truly a ‘bad infinity’ that is not only a merely superficial
intellectual penetration of the phenomena, but also a descent into
unintelligibility and a renunciation of all explanation in terms of per se subordinated
causes. An infinite series of causes, conceived as unconditioned, would not give
us a determinate phenomenon to be explained, and therefore cannot be
comprehended conceptually. The infinite regress excludes a final terminus, and
as such is indefinite and indeterminate.(47)



But if we were to hold that there is an infinite series of moving causes
in the above way, then all causes would be intermediate ones. Thus we would have
to say without qualification that all parts of any infinite thing, whether of a
series of causes or of continuous quantities, are intermediate ones; for if
there were a part that was not an intermediate one, it would have to be either a
first or a last; and both of these are opposed to the nature of the infinite,
which excludes every limit, whether it be a starting-point or a terminus.(48)





If we look for other instances in the history of philosophy of the rejection of
the infinite regress, we come upon Hegel’s treatment of the ‘spurious infinite’
in his dialectic of the finite and the infinite and subsequent transposition of
the dialectic onto the causal relation. Like Aquinas, Hegel shows that Verstand’s
(what he calls the finite understanding’s) indefinite and
interminable
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positing of finite causes is not
properly explanatory until it has been comprehended by Reason (Vernunft)
as the unity of the finite and its beyond. This unity is the ‘affirmative
infinite’ of the causa sui:



In the usual sense of the causal relation the cause is finite, inasmuch
as its content is finite (just as it is in finite substance) and inasmuch as the
cause and the effect are represented as two diverse independent existences [Daseiende]—but
that is only what they are when we abstract from the causal relationship in
considering them. In the realm of the finite, we do not get beyond the
distinction of the form-determinations within their relation; hence, it is the
turn of the cause to be also determined as something-posited or as an effect;
this effect has yet an other cause; and in this way the progress ad infinitum,
from effects to causes, arises once more. A descending progress arises in the
same way, since it follows from the identity of the effect with the cause that
the effect is itself determined as a cause and at the same time as an other.(49)






Hegel, in asserting that the infinite series is uncaused, or rather
self-causing, is claiming that beyond
the infinite play of finite oppositions there is nothing about which
one could inquire. According to Hegel’s Logic, this is precisely the insight
that allows one to advance to the comprehension of the ‘affirmative infinite’.
In effect, Hegel denies the infinite progress’s lack of intelligibility and attempts to show that it can be
comprehended in the Concept. One might venture to say that for Hegel the ‘quidditative’
or ‘explanatory’ definition of the infinite regress is the concept of
affirmative infinity. Reason is able to comprehend the whole that is represented
by the Understanding as an endless series of causes and effects.

In contrast, for Aquinas, the very
positing of the infinite regress, not merely an inadequate interpretation of it
in terms of an irrational beyondness, is what is truly indeterminate and
unintelligible, in the privative sense of lacking any terminus and of
being only an abstraction that cannot have concrete being. For Aquinas,
if one were to posit the infinite regress, it would not make sense to inquire
into its essence or quiddity, because there 
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is no determinate existence affirmed
about which we can ask but merely an agglomeration of finite oppositions (or
endless repetition of the same). To ‘understand’ the bad infinite/infinite
regress is to understand that it has no intelligibility,(50)
that it cannot be traversed rationally nor defined, as Aquinas says.(51)

Aristotle and Aquinas were concrete
thinkers whose scientific method entailed explaining difficult and abstract
ideas (such as infinite regress or uncaused cause) by means of what is better
known to us. This is why, in explaining the impossibility of an infinite regress
in causes, Aristotle emphasized final causality. In attempting to clarify the
impossibility of an infinite regress in final causes, Aristotle avails himself
of an analogy taken from the domain of practical reason or rational action, a
maneuver that Aquinas also adopts.(52) The final
cause is literally “that for the sake of which” (JouJ 
e{neka
or cuius
causa). We have already used the principle of the final cause to elucidate the
dynamism of the intellect as a search for ultimate causes.(53)
The meaning of rational action entails purposive activity, which is activity in
view of an end. Positing an infinite regress in final causes, however, leaves
the agent without a determinate end to pursue: “One who posits an infinite
number of final causes does away with a limit, and therefore with the end for
the sake of which a cause acts. But every intelligent agent acts for the sake of
some end. Therefore it would follow that there is no intellect among causes
which are productive; and thus the practical intellect is eliminated.”(54)
In practice, we think of ourselves as sources of activity acting for some
purpose or another. But to act for a purpose is to determine a limit towards
which we strive. Rational activity of its very nature cannot pursue a ‘bad
infinite’ or infinite regress in ends, 
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because the rational agent will not
pursue anything it conceives of as in principle unattainable.



 



III. From the Infinite Regress to Unlimited
Intelligibility



According to Aristotle and Aquinas,
the principle of conscious purposive activity described above can, by analogy,
be extended to include the natural world as well: 



If there were an infinite number of final causes, no one could reach a
last terminus, because there is no last terminus in an infinite series. But no
one will attempt to do anything unless he thinks he is able to accomplish
something as a final goal. Therefore, those who hold that final causes proceed
to infinity do away with every attempt to operate and even with the activities
of natural bodies; for a thing’s natural movement is only toward something which
it is naturally disposed to attain.(55) 



This extension of the analogy of
finality to the entire universe of being is important for Aristotle’s
affirmation of the First Unmoved Mover. It would be beyond our objectives to
rehearse in detail Aristotle’s argument for a hierarchy of moved movers to
account for the many varieties of motion observed in the universe: the eternal
process of generation and corruption as caused by the eternal circular motion of
the heavenly bodies, who are moved movers; these in turn moved by an unmoved
mover, who is able to cause eternal, regular motion in the heavenly bodies
because it is unmoved pure act that always acts in the same way. What is
important, however, is to note that, for Aristotle, the Unmoved Mover moves
(primarily) by being desired, that is, as a final cause. This is important,
because while Aquinas will initially follow this shift from efficient (motive)
causality to final causality in moving from the material to immaterial orders of
causes,(56) his mature thought will emphasize
the efficient and exemplary causality of the First Unmoved Mover. For Aristotle,
efficient causes that are bodies cause movement by coming into physical contact
with what they are moving. Obviously, the immaterial first cause cannot 
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cause movement in this way; for the
same reason, neither can bodily movers be unmoved movers. According to
Aristotle, then, an unmoved mover must move another only by way of being the end
desired by that other: “Now the first mover causes motion as something
intelligible and something appetible; for these alone cause motion without being
moved.”(57) The first mover causes motion
without being moved, because it is the ultimate object of the natural and
intellectual desire of the earthly and heavenly bodies: “since it has been
shown that the first mover is unmoved, it must cause motion in the way in which
the desirable and the intelligible do; for only these, the desirable and the
intelligible, are found to cause motion without being moved.”(58)
All moved movers act in order to liken themselves to the first mover, by
being causal principles: “Now it is said that the first mover causes motion
as something appetible because the motion of the heavens has this mover as its
end or goal, for this motion is caused by some proximate mover which moves on
account of the first unmoved mover in order that it may be assimilated in its
causality to the first mover and bring to actuality whatever is virtually
contained in it.”(59)

The question becomes, can we restrict
the search for higher, more universal causes to that of final causality, that
is, conceive the power of the first mover as causing solely by being desired?
The inquiry after causes, the manifestation of the intellect’s dynamic and
unrestricted desire, seeks complete intelligibility and total explanation. That
Aquinas believed that something other than final causality was necessary is
evident even as he comments on Aristotle, who thought of the first mover as
ordering the universe primarily by being the focus of intention, as the
commander is the intentional focus of an army.



And since the formal character of things which exist for the sake of an
end is derived from the end, it is therefore necessary not only that the good of
the army exist for the sake of the commander [propter ducem], but also
that the order of 
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the army depend on the commander [a duce], since its order
exists for the sake of the commander… . For the whole order of the universe
exists for the sake of the first mover inasmuch as the things contained in the
mind and will of the first mover are realized in the ordered universe. Hence the
whole order of the universe must depend on the first mover.(60)




Here Aquinas reads something like
exemplary causality into Aristotle’s military analogy.(61)
The commander leads not only by being that for the sake of whom the order of the
army composes itself, but is also the one who conceives and executes the
ordering of the army itself.

Can we then extend the analogy to
inquire into whether God, the unus princeps totius universi,(62)
can be thought to be the cause of the order of the universe by being the
efficient cause of its very being? Aquinas himself certainly thought so, even in
commenting on and correcting Aristotle’s affirmation of the eternity of the
world. For while Aquinas did not believe that the universe was eternal, or that
motion was eternal, nonetheless, he showed that even on the hypothesis that
there is no beginning nor end to motion, as Aristotle believed, the question of
the universal efficient cause of being, that is, the question of creation, is
still relevant. Eternal things are not necessarily uncaused.(63)
The question of the universal cause of being is meaningful even on the
presupposition of the eternity of the world, for the very reason that the
inquiry after causes cannot be restricted to the inquiry after a beginning in
time but rather is in essence a quest for ultimate intelligibility in the
universe, whether that universe be temporally limited or not.

Aquinas was aware that, in inquiring
into the universal cause of being simply (i.e., into the existence of things in
the world), we are not to be satisfied with a cause that would remain at the
level 
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of a matter of fact (i.e., an
existence that is contingent and has no intelligible reason for existing). For
Aquinas, the questions that inquire into whether something exists—quia, an
sit, si est: in a word, is it so?—are always either propaedeutic to or
consequent upon the question of quid or propter quid, because
the proper object of the intellect is the quod quid est(64)
or what will account for what is. This is because the intellect is not
perfected with the knowledge of mere matters of fact, but always desires to know
why something is so. On one level, the intrinsic intelligibility of a thing,
expressed by its explanatory definition, answers the question why: what
is this, why is this the way it is? Starting with a nominal definition, we begin
to ask what are the terms and relations that make it be the kind of thing it is,
what in the classical tradition is called the formal cause or the quod quid
est. The answer to such a question gives us explanatory knowledge.(65)
The essence or quod quid est of a thing is formally its ‘reason why’,
because it expresses its intrinsic intelligibility. It is from the quod quid
est that the definition of a thing is taken.(66)

But the mind can ask a further variety
of the question why: namely, “Why does something exist, why does
anything exist, why is there anything rather than nothing?” In the finite
being that we know, existence presents itself to us ultimately as a matter of
fact, that is, a contingency verified in judgment: things, and even the universe
as a totality, happen to be, they exist, but not necessarily. Our judgments are
founded on what Lonergan calls the ‘virtually unconditioned’, that is, a
conditioned whose conditions happen to be fulfilled.(67)
The relative nature of the virtually unconditioned is obvious: it is dependent
upon its conditions. As for these conditions, to be able to affirm their own
existence within the realm of proportionate being would be again to arrive at a
virtually unconditioned. Can we go on to infinity in this affirmation of the
virtually unconditioned?
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Anything that is affirmed as a
virtually unconditioned must be ultimately known as a mere matter of fact, for
the virtually unconditioned is a conditioned whose conditions just happen to
be fulfilled. However, matters of fact that could not be grounded would be
absolutely or ultimately unintelligible, and therefore could not belong to
being, for being as being must have an explanation. In elucidating this
controverted statement of Lonergan’s we will come to understand the importance
of emphasizing the centrality of causality for Aquinas in raising the question
of the God as well as elucidate Lonergan’s own rationale for approaching the
question of God via an examinaton of the grounds of knowledge.(68)

Lonergan defines being heuristically
as whatever is to be grasped intelligently and affirmed reasonably.(69)
It must be intelligible, because it is intended as intelligible and for
intelligence; anything that would in principle fall outside of intelligent
grasp and reasonable affirmation would not belong to what the intelligent
inquirer means by ‘being’. Lonergan’s thesis is actually equivalent to what any
intelligent inquirer performatively affirms; for we do not inquire into things
that we anticipate must remain opaque and unintelligible: 



[T]he fundamental anticipation is the detached, disinterested,
unrestricted desire to understand correctly; the fundamental assumption is that
the real is coincident with the grounded intelligibility to be known by correct
understanding; the fundamental reflective enucleation of all intelligent and
rational anticipation and assumption is to conceive the idea of being, and
thereby the notion of God, and to affirm that the real is being, and thereby to
affirm the reality of God.(70) 
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This is not a statement of pure
idealism, much less of ontologism: it is only to affirm that being as such
presents itself to us in intelligent inquiry, in understanding and judgment.
Otherwise, no amount of intelligent inquiry and critical reflection, which is
the way that human beings are compelled to approach the very question of being,
will yield any results. “For us to have valid knowledge, for us to say
anything significant, for us to use our intelligence and reasonableness, it is
necessary that being be intelligible.”(71)
In turn, the affirmation of God is the anticipation of complete intelligibility
in the universe, in order to safeguard the intelligibility that we experience in
our knowing of proportionate being.

If we were to look for something other
than the intelligible objective of correct understanding that might qualify as a
candidate for being, ‘matters of fact’, the raw data of sensitive experience,
might seem like a plausible candidate, or perhaps more interestingly, a
phenomenological ‘presence’ (or ‘pres-encing’, as in Heideigger’s later
philosophy). But on closer reflection, we understand that this cannot be so.
Matters of fact belong to the data of experience about which we inquire.(72)
Phenomena are occasions for intelligence’s setting itself in motion, rather than
constituting its terminus ad quem. Intelligence is what brings matters
of fact to light; it infuses the raw data of experience with the light of being
. This is precisely the wonder and admiratio at things of which we do
not yet know the cause, as described by Aquinas in his commentary on the Metaphysics.
Because it is the starting point of rational inquiry and not the ending point,
‘brute existence’ or matter of factness is not in itself intelligible but can be
known only insofar as it contributes to intelligent grasp and reasonable
affirmation.

However, we inhabit a world affirmed
as a verified matter of fact. We might have penetrated the laws of nature, or,
more 
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accurately, the schemes of recurrence
that are statistically probable rather than necessary.(73)
But why should these laws or schemes of recurrence necessarily(74)
be? Why not others? Why any at all? Empirical science and a philosophy that
restricts itself to the domain of immanence will always find itself confronted
with what Lonergan calls ‘the contingence of existence and occurrence’.(75)
Existence cannot be denied, but neither does it seem to have an explanation that
is proportionate to our knowing:



If nothing existed, there would be no one to ask questions and nothing to
ask questions about. The most fundamental of all questions, then, asks about
existence, yet neither empirical science nor a methodically restricted
philosophy can have an adequate answer. Statistical laws assign the frequencies
with which things exist, and the explanation of statistical laws will account
for the respective numbers of different kinds of things. But the number of
existents is one thing, and their existing is another. Again, in particular
cases, the scientist can deduce one existent from others, but not even in
particular cases can he account for the existence of the others to which he
appeals for his premises. As far as empirical science goes, existence is just a
matter of fact. Nor is the methodically restricted philosophy better off. So far
from accounting for existence, the philosopher can establish that it cannot be
accounted for within the limits of proportionate(76)
being. For every proportionate being that exists, exists conditionally; it
exists inasmuch as the conditions of its existence happen to be fulfilled; and
the contingence of that happening cannot be eliminated by appealing to another
happening that equally is contingent.(77)









Existence interpreted as a mere matter
of fact is not intelligible. Therefore contingent (virtually unconditioned)
existence is not ultimate, is not a mere matter of fact, but is grounded in
something other that is more intelligible. The ‘otherness’ of this something
necessitates the inquiry after ultimate extrinsic causes, that is, final,
exemplary, and efficient causes. This is where 
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Lonergan’s method meets that of
Aquinas in the five ways. In Lonergan’s own words, “causality denotes the
objective and real counterpart of the questions and further questions raised by
the detached, disinterested and unrestricted desire to know.”(78)
 Because we are seeking to penetrate being with the light of intelligence, the
first and ultimate causes of being will have to be more intelligible than that
for which they account; otherwise, they are not causes in the sense of
accounting or explanatory principles. This is the fundamental reason Aquinas
rejects an infinite regress of efficient or final causes. In Lonergan’s words,



To account for one happening by appealing to another is to change the
topic without meeting the issue, for if the other happening is regarded as mere
matter of fact without any explanation then either it is not being or else being
is not intelligible… . For one misses the real point to efficient causality
if one supposes that it consists simply in the necessity that conditioned being
becomes virtually unconditioned only if its conditions are fulfilled. On that
formulation, efficient causality would be satisfied by an infinite regress in
which each conditioned has its conditions fulfilled by a prior conditioned or,
perhaps more realistically, by a circle illustrated by the scheme of recurrence.
However, the real requirement is that, if conditioned being is being, it has to
be intelligible; it cannot be or exist or occur merely as a matter of fact for
which no explanation is to be asked or expected, for the nonintelligible is
apart from being. Now both the infinite regress and the circle are simply
aggregates of mere matters of fact; they fail to provide for the intelligibility
of conditioned being; and so they do not succeed in assigning an efficient cause
for being that is intelligible yet conditioned.(79)



This is the root reason why the
infinite regress is not an acceptable solution to the question of ultimate
causes and why any inquiry into the intelligibility of being and its ultimate
grounds must terminate in the affirmation of a first uncaused cause. Only that
which is purely intelligible in itself, that whose existence and intelligibility
are contingent upon no conditions, what Lonergan calls the ‘formally
unconditioned’, will answer to the intrinsic dynamism of our immanent
intelligence and reason’s demand for truth in its totality.
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It is this demand for complete
intelligibility that is the ‘transcendental’ or psychological origin of the
metaphysical inquiry after ultimate causes. A focus on the transcendental demand
that being be completely intelligible does not entail that one has abandoned the
classical cosmological ascent to God in favor of an explanation of beings that
originates in the intellectual dynamism of the transcendental subject.(80)
It is an attention to this immanent demand of intelligence that distinguishes
both Aquinas’s five ways and Lonergan’s discussion of general transcendent
knowledge from the classical modern proofs for God’s existence, which Kant
rightfully debunked. When Heidegger criticizes the ‘ontotheology’ of modern
metaphysics, it is because he sees that the question of being (Sein)
historically has been obscured rather than illuminated by the Enlightenment
endeavor to prove the existence of a highest being (Seiendes).(81)
What Aquinas and Lonergan seek is the full intelligibility of being, which
cannot be reached by mechanically resorting to another being or fact, leaving
out the question of the meaning of Being which in a way is more foundational.
Aquinas and Lonergan disagree with Heidegger in that they affirm that the
meaning of Being can be and in fact is coincident with a substantial act of
understanding that is Being itself. Heidegger’s interpretation of the
traditional ‘metaphysics of substance’ and his ‘retrieval’ of the ‘ontological
difference’ will not allow him to do this.(82)

An adequate understanding of the
explanatory force of causes will make sense of Aquinas’s preference for
efficient causality in the five ways, which occupy themselves with efficient
causality in some form or another—as the efficient cause of motion, or of
possible and necessary being, or of the transcendental properties, 
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or of finality in nature.(83)
In the demonstrations for the existence of God, it is the existence or actuality
of beings, the fact that they are, from which we must begin
and that must ultimately be accounted for, since, as Lonergan has shown, simple
facticity cannot be ultimate. Only the efficient cause accounts for the
actuality of the effect. In contrast to Aristotle’s preoccupation with final
causality in his account of the Intelligent Movers, Aquinas emphasizes
efficiency, because the efficient cause is that which causes the being or
existence of its effect, makes the effect to be actual (ec-facio). The
final cause may be the ‘cause of causes’, but its explanatory force is
essentially that for the sake of which something exists rather
than that from whence something receives its very existence and
actuality.

It is absolutely necessary to affirm a
first uncaused efficient cause. However, it must be emphasized here, at the end
of Aquinas’s five ways for demonstrating the existence of God, that what we have
arrived at in this affirmation of an absolutely intelligible ground of being is
primarily an x, an unknown whose properties or attributes are not
initially known. Lonergan describes this as the ‘heuristic structure’ of general
transcendent knowledge, and not its determination.(84)
We are still at the very beginning of a philosophical theology, but this initial
inquiry is crucial. It is one thing to claim that the universe has an
intelligible ground that is not (and perhaps cannot be) comprehensively known;
it is another to claim that we cannot know whether such a ground
exists. This important distinction puts to rest empiricist or Kantian objections
that not only have we stepped beyond the boundaries of all possible experience,
but also that in doing so we have not added anything to our knowledge.(85)
The affirmation of 
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this intelligible ground is precisely
that: an affirmation, that is to say, a judgment that does not presuppose an
explanatory understanding of the reality that one is affirming.(86)

Therefore Lonergan can align his quest
for transcendent knowledge with “the knowledge of God that, according to
St. Thomas Aquinas, consists in knowing that he is but not what he is.”(87)
In other words, to affirm an unrestricted act of under-standing as the ultimate
explanatory principle for all our finite acts of understanding of proportionate
being is not equivalent to enjoying that unrestricted act ourselves. Indeed, the
primary and secondary components of the idea of being that Lonergan outlines in
chapter 19 of Insight can be compared to the knowledge of what God is
not in the Prima Pars. Both are thoroughly analogous; that is, they
extrapolate from restricted acts of understanding of proportionate being.



 



IV. From Speculative to Existential Necessity



Up until this point, we have occupied
ourselves with the speculative necessity of posing the question of God as the
first 
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uncaused cause of the universe of
being. This cause we must conceive as absolutely unconditioned and completely
explanatory. However, the human intelligence that poses this question is
eminently self-reflective, and so another way of bringing the necessity
of the question of God into focus is the way Lonergan approaches this theme in
his later works. If the inquiry into the intelligibility of being has manifested
itself in the search for causes, there is a more profound, second-order question
that questions intelligibility itself, that is, the intelligibility of
intelligence. While the former method is perhaps to be preferred in a
metaphysical affirmation of God because it keeps firmly in mind human
intelligence’s subordination to the transcendence of being, the latter method of
questioning intelligence—or as Loner-gan puts it in Method in Theology,
‘questioning questioning’—is closer to the subjective genesis of metaphysics in
the interior experience of one’s own intellectual dynamism.

The question may be stated as such:
Should the real be intelligible? On what grounds? “The structure of our
minds is the ground of our knowing that the real must be being and intelligible.
But there is a further question: What accounts for the fact that the real is
intelligible and being?”(88) Lonergan is
commenting here on the method of Insight, yet there is a nuance to this
question that turns the focus to our conscious intentionality, and that is
expressed explicitly in asking for the ground of our very questioning,
understanding, knowing, willing, and loving. It is this ground that in Insight
Lonergan had called the intelligible in the “deeper sense”: “it
denotes the primary component in an idea; it is what is grasped inasmuch as one
is understanding; it is the intelligible ground or root or key from which
results intelligibility in the ordinary sense.”(89)
It is the act of understanding itself rather than its content. Thus
there is a transition from inquiring into the ground of what we affirm as
intelligible to inquiring into the ground of the conscious intentionality that
intends intelligibility itself: “In the measure that 
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we advert to our own questioning and
proceed to question it, there arises the question of God… . The same
transcendental tendency of the human spirit that questions, that questions
without restriction, that questions the significance of its own questioning, and
so comes to the question of God.”(90)

Why must we equate the question of
ultimate significance and ultimate value with the question of God? Because in
doing so, we are inquiring into the source of our own conscious intentionality,
our intending of truth and value. Apart from any consideration of the question
of God, this intending is only a fact: as a finite subject, I do, as a fact,
intend complete intelligibility; the natural quest after causes attests to this.
But why am I entitled to do so?(91) In itself,
the human mind is not the sufficient ground of intelligibility. This further
question arises naturally, as soon as one has averted to one’s own conscious
intentionality, which is dynamically oriented not towards mere matters of fact,
but towards intelligibility. God is the traditional name for this source of
intelligibility; in Lonergan’s words, God “is not some datum to be
explained… . He is absolute explanation, pure intelligibility in himself,
and the first cause and last end of everything else.”(92)

In this article we have been trying to
show how Aquinas and Lonergan conceive the necessity of raising the question of
God. We have been focusing on the speculative necessity of the question
of God in terms of the natural dynamism of the intellect and its pursuit of
wisdom or unrestricted intelligibility. In principle, the question of God is
necessary, that is, it is demanded by the natural and rational progression of an
intelligence 
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intellectually present to the data of
experience. If we are to inquire into the full intelligibility of being, we must
ask the question of God. The normative dynamism of the intellect demands this;
the search for causes and ultimate explanation requires it. All inquirers of
sufficient intellectual capability, honesty, and good will are oriented towards
the eventual posing of this question in one way or another. This is indeed true.
However, in the contemporary context, we are bound to admit that the necessity
of the question is often neither clearly seen nor acknowledged; in fact, it is
the pervasive secularity of intellectual life in our times that has given birth
to so passionate a reaction as the Radical Orthodoxy movement. These thinkers
tend to offer a metanarrative of the history of philosophy, from late medieval
Scholasticism to the present, in an effort to explain how this state of affairs
came about.(93) This article can only attempt to
offer a more modest explanation grounded in its quasi-phenomenological analysis
of the genesis of the question of God in the human mind. Thus I would like to
raise the question of possible existential conditions for asking this
speculative question, if the abstract necessity that has been argued for is to
become concretely intelligible. Both Lonergan and Aquinas were attentive to this
personal-existential(94) dimension of the
question of God.

As shown above, the intelligent
inquirer must judge a failure to consider the question of God as in effect a
failure of the natural dynamism of human intelligence to be entirely consistent
with itself. How can we account for this default in reasonableness, which today
has not merely affected individuals, but an entire culture? An examination of
Aquinas’s rationale for the necessity of divinely revealed truth for human
beings is a good place to start.
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According to Aquinas, a myriad of
temporally or historically circumstantial factors interrupt the natural dynamism
of the human spirit. He recounts these factors in the Summa contra Gentiles:



[F]ew men would possess the knowledge of God. For there are three reasons
why most men are cut off from the fruit of diligent inquiry which is the
discovery of truth. Some do not have the physical disposition for such work. As
a result, there are many who are naturally not fitted to pursue knowledge; and
so, however much they tried, they would be unable to reach the highest level of
human knowledge which consists in knowing God. Others are cut off from pursuing
this truth by the necessities imposed upon them by their daily lives. For some
men must devote themselves to taking care of temporal matters. Such men would
not be able to give so much time to the leisure of contemplative inquiry as to
reach the highest peak at which human investigation can arrive, namely, the
knowledge of God. Finally, there are some who are cut off by indolence. In order
to know the things that the reason can investigate concerning God, a knowledge
of many things must already be possessed. For almost all of philosophy is
directed towards the knowledge of God, and that is why metaphysics, which deals
with divine things, is the last part of philosophy to be learned. (95)



Aquinas concludes this passage with an
apparently paradoxical statement: “It is not possible to arrive at the
inquiry about the aforesaid truth except after a most laborious study: and few
are willing to take upon themselves this labour for the love of knowledge, the
natural desire for which has nevertheless been instilled into the mind of man by
God.”(96) The question of God, which
in some sense is the question of human fulfillment, has an immediate urgency to
all human beings, and yet the rational posing of the question is reserved for
the crowning achievement of a very specialized theoretical labor.(97)
Truth is learned little by 
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little, and the successful answering
of initial questions is the prerequisite for raising the ultimate question of
God. Aquinas illustrates the arduous process of learning in his recounting of
the ancient philosophers’ ascent to the concept of a first cause of being, from
the ancient physicists through Plato to Aristotle (who in Aquinas’s opinion did
indeed raise the question of a first efficient cause):





The ancient philosophers gradually, and as it were step by step, advanced to the
knowledge of truth. At first being of grosser mind, they failed to realize that
any beings existed except sensible bodies. And those among them who admitted
movement, did not consider it except as regards certain accidents, for instance,
in relation to rarefaction and condensation, by union and separation. And
supposing as they did that corporeal substance itself was uncreated, they
assigned certain causes for these accidental changes, as for instance, affinity,
discord, intellect, or something of that kind. An advance was made when they
understood that there was a distinction between the substantial form and matter,
which latter they imagined to be uncreated, and when they perceived
transmutation to take place in bodies in regard to essential forms. Such
transmutations they attributed to certain universal causes, such as the oblique
circle [the ecliptic], according to Aristotle (De Gener. ii), or ideas,
according to Plato. But we must take into consideration that matter is
contracted by its form to a determinate species, as a substance, belonging to a
certain species, is contracted by a supervening accident to a determinate mode
of being; for instance, man by whiteness. Each of these opinions, therefore,
considered “being” under some particular aspect, either as
“this” or as “such”; and so they assigned particular
efficient causes to things. Then others there were who arose to the
consideration of “being,” as being, and who assigned a cause to
things, not as “these,” or as “such,” but as
“beings.” Therefore whatever is the cause of things considered as
beings must be the cause of things, not only according as they are
“such” by accidental forms, nor according as they are “these’ by
substantial forms, but also according to all that belongs to their being at all
in any way. And thus it is necessary to say that also primary matter is created
by the universal cause of things.(98)





The pre-Socratic physicists were unable to raise the question of an absolute
cause of being. Because they had identified the real with body
, and were only able to imagine change in terms of the joining together and
separating of bodies, they were unable to rise to the question of substantial
change. Once the physicalist limitations of the imagination were successfully
transcended by


  
  

  


page 256

Plato and Aristotle, these
philosophers were able to distinguish matter and form and account for the actual
coming to be of substances rather than their mere alteration, and to account for
this generation by reference to universal causes of genera (such as the sun, the
universal cause of life in all living things). Finally, having appropriated the
notion of universal causality, the ancients were in a position to ask about the
cause of being qua being. But this question about being as being rather
than being restricted to coming to be (substantial change)(99)
could not be successfully fielded until an inquiry into the speculative content
of the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo could relativize the
unintelligibility of prime matter. Then, finally, it could be asked, why indeed
is there something rather than nothing?

Aquinas’s narrative of the history of
the question of creation alerts us to the fact that the ability adequately to
raise the question of God as transcendent first cause is contingent upon
historical factors. The acquisition of knowledge has always been a
colla-borative effort, with fresh insights either building upon and coalescing
with or overturning previous insights in favor of a more adequate understanding.
In addition, science is attained by way not only of an intuition of first
principles but also by an act of faith in one’s teacher, who leads the student’s
intellect from potency to act.(100) This means
that the intellectual successes and failures of the past will affect one’s
ability successfully to raise the question. Thus while Aquinas never ceased to
draw attention to the discursive and therefore temporally conditioned character
of human intelligence, Lonergan was able to take the implications of our
historical nature a step further to incorporate the historical character of
meaning itself: “Historicity means—very briefly— that human living is
informed by meanings, that meanings are the product of intelligence, that human
intelligence develops cumulatively over time, and that such cumulative
development 
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differs in different histories.”(101)
This means that human meaning— and therefore learning and knowing—cannot be
fully accounted for by the static norms of logical analysis, because acts of
intelligence are mediated by the meaning embodied in historically particular
conceptual and linguistic forms. Fundamental to this awareness of the
constitutive role of historically mediated meaning in human knowing and living
is the recognition of the horizons in which particular insights are had and
judgments are made. A horizon defines the particular scope of our knowledge and
range of our interests; it is our worldview. Horizons differ according to
differences in education, culture, social position, and personal development.
They are always shifting with the development of the individual, of the society
to which he belongs, and of the history which he helps make and which makes him.
Lonergan came to realize that the simple presentation of a valid argument for
the existence of God could not be sufficient for securing an apprehension of the
rational necessity of affirming God’s existence. Beyond this presentation, there
must be effected a shift of horizon—on both the subjective and objective poles
of the demonstration—that would make this argument meaningful to the subject.



Insight insists a great deal on the authenticity of the subject, on his need to
reverse his counter-positions and develop his positions, on the importance, in
brief, of intellectual conversion… . More specifically, proof in any serious
meaning of the term presupposes the erection of a system, in which all terms and
relations have an exact meaning, and all procedures from some propositions to
others are rigorous. But the system itself, in turn, has its presuppositions. It
presupposes a horizon, a world-view, a differentiation of consciousness that has
unfolded under the conditions and circumstances of a particular culture and a
particular historical development.(102)



In other words, the problem with the
demonstration for the existence of God in chapter 19 of Insight lies
not in the validity of 
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the proof, but in the subject’s
achieving an adequate apprehension of the terms and relations that comprise this
proof. Lonergan had already gone a long way towards bringing modern critical
credibility to the Thomistic philosophy of God by his shifting from Scholastic
metaphysics to an empirically informed analysis of human knowing. However, the
resolution of philosophical counterpositions is not achieved merely by
exchanging one system for another (e.g., post-Kantian critical philosophy for
Thomist Scholasticism) and adapting to the present cultural horizon (although
this is necessary), but more fundamentally by a radical change in the subject.
The horizon within which one might apprehend a valid argument for the existence
of God is, more likely than not, dialectically(103)
related to the horizons in which the modern subject finds herself. We have
undoubtedly witnessed a transition, propelled by the rise of modern empirical
science and historically minded consciousness, from the horizon constituted by a
classicist world view, which was at home with both speculative metaphysics and
religious language, to that of modern culture, negatively distinguished (for the
purposes of our argument) by a reluctance to engage in speculative metaphysics,
considered to be too abstract to have any bearing on either empirical science or
concrete living, and by a humanism that if it does not outrule the question of
God at least relegates it to the margin of human concerns in the here and now.
This entails that, while Aquinas saw the history of philosophy up until his time
as a process of development, the basic positions of the ancients being
genetically related to his own, Lonergan, while praising the advances of modern
culture, could not be so sanguine about its philosophical patrimony. What is
required here is not only the transposition of meaning into modern idiom, but,
more radically, conversion on the part of the subject.

Most basically, in order to apprehend
Lonergan’s argument for the existence of God, the subject must be a critical
realist, for whom the real is limited neither to immediacy (whether empirical or
‘existential’) nor to subjective/cultural construction of meaning, 
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but rather to the universe of being,
the objective of the pure and unrestricted desire for complete intelligibility,
and as unlimited as that desire. But one is not born a critical realist; one
becomes one after a long labor of self-appropriation of one’s own cognitional
structure. Lonergan’s goal in Insight, which contains his elaborate
demonstration for the existence of God, was not primarily the laying out of a
systematic philosophy (although it indeed accom-plishes this), but rather
self-appropriation on the part of the reader, in the sense of intellectual
conversion. Intellectual conversion allows one to apprehend the truth of this
simple syllogism and of the premises which comprise it: “If the real is
completely intelligible, God exists. But the real is completely intelligible.
Therefore God exists.”(104) Demonstrare
means to show or to point out. Aquinas, following Aristotle, says that the
successful demonstration makes (facit) the pupil know.(105)
Thus there is a subjective element built into the very notion of demonstration,
for, as any teacher knows, what makes one person know may not work for another,
and this is often due not to any dullness on the part of the student, but to an
inadequate intellectual horizon. As for Lonergan’s demonstration, unless
intellectual conversion(106) is successfully
achieved, the demon-stration of the exigency for general transcendent knowledge
cannot be apprehended. We would say the same for Aquinas’s deceptively simple
five ways.

However, intellectual conversion
itself is a factor that rests on others. 



In the present instance men must exist. They must be healthy and enjoy
considerable leisure. They must have attained a sufficient differentiation of
consciousness to think philosophically. They must have succeeded in avoiding the
pitfalls in which so many great philosophers have become entrapped. They must
resist their personal evil tendencies and not be seduced by the bad example 
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of others. Such are just a few very general conditions of someone
actually grasping a valid argument for God’s existence.(107)




This passage suggests that in addition
to the circumstantial difficulties (whether existential, social, or historical
in nature) of following through the demands of the innate intellectual desire,
there is the sheer unwillingness that manifests itself in slowness to moral and
religious conversion. Lonergan holds that intellectual conversion is unlikely
without some degree of moral conversion, if only for the reason that not only
moral reasoning, but remotely all reasoning in its ultimate meaning as seeking
adequate grounds, does not occur apart from the deliberation and choosing of the
subject. If these are not rightly oriented, it is unlikely that the subject will
be able to appropriate fully the meaning and implications of her own
rationality.

Take for example Aristotle’s
description of human speculative bliss in the Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle’s
virtuous man approaches the ideal of wisdom to the extent that he is able to
contemplate the highest realities(108)—we
might say, to the extent that he is able to ask and answer the ultimate
questions about himself and the universe he inhabits. However, who is this man?
He is not the average person, but the man who is exercising both the moral and
intellectual virtues, the man who has realized arête in his concrete
living. He is the one who desires what is truly and unrestrictedly good—which
includes the good of the intellect, truth—rather than the merely apparent or
relative or limited good, and whose pursuit of the good is reflectively
conscious and oriented toward the ultimate end. It is perhaps this person alone
who would be able fully to recognize the cogency of Aristotle’s analogy referred
to above, which makes an argument for the existence of one supreme final cause
in the universe from the logic of human praxis. The idea of such an ultimate
final cause corresponds to the reasonable pursuit of happiness, because it
acknowledges the end towards which all one’s actions are ultimately directed.
While everyone desires happiness and pursues 
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it, not everyone does so attentively,
intelligently, and reasonably, as Aquinas is well aware:



To know that God exists in a general and confused way is implanted in us
by nature, inasmuch as God is man’s beatitude. For man naturally desires
happiness, and what is naturally desired by man must be naturally known to him.
This, however, is not to know absolutely that God exists; just as to know that
someone is approaching is not the same as to know that Peter is approaching,
even though it is Peter who is approaching; for many there are who imagine that
man’s perfect good which is happiness, consists in riches, and others in
pleasures, and others in something else.(109)



While every agent acts for an ultimate
end, only the wise man self-reflectively and in full conscience keeps the
horizon of his existence open to an ultimate end, has determined the objective
for which he will strive, and knows why he is doing so. The many are dispersed
in distraction and error, and the question of God does not occur to them. Now,
if one can be blind to the practical or existential urgency of the question of
God, how much more prone to derailment is the speculative orientation of the
intellect towards transcendent truth.

Because the pure desire to know can be
interrupted by other desires and inclinations, one must deliberately pledge
one’s fidelity to the demands of inquiry.(110)
Moral authenticity is especially relevant to the affirmation of God, for this
metaphysical judgment has the peculiarity of directly bearing on concrete
living. But if moral authenticity is necessary, it is fulfilled only by falling
in love with God.(111) Falling in love with God
is the radical conversion by which our latent drive towards self-transcendence
is made effective, where our spirit is wrested out of habitual inattentiveness,
unreasonableness, and irresponsibility. Falling in love, whether it be this- or
other-worldly, is prior to the knowing and choosing by which we achieve
self-transcendence; it reorients 
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that knowing and choosing, and
rekindles desire, that dynamic first principle of self-transcendence. The
dynamic state of being in love establishes a new horizon within which our
knowing and valuing are radically reoriented. Falling in love with God is a
falling in love in an unrestricted fashion: “Just as unrestricted
questioning is our capacity for self-transcendence, so being in love in an
unrestricted fashion is the proper fulfillment of that capacity.”(112)
Being in love with God restores within us the pure and unrestricted desire to
know, gives it new energy, dismantles obstacles to its fulfillment. It is true
that the pure desire belongs to human nature; it is equally true that this
nature fulfills itself only by, in the words of a Pauline text that Lonergan is
fond of quoting, “God’s love flooding our hearts through the Holy Spirit
which has been given to us” (Rom 5:5). This means that the knowledge of God
proportionate to the human intellect is attained only by the help of grace; for
while self-transcendence involves the development of the subject “from
below upwards,” falling in love is a change that occurs “from above
downwards,” that is, from a principle that does not originate in ourselves.(113)
Therefore we are faced with a paradox that intertwines the natural and
supernatural orders: “Natural knowledge of God is not attained without
moral judgments and existential decisions. These do not occur without God’s
grace. Therefore the natural light of human reason does not suffice for man’s
so-called natural knowledge of God.”(114)

While the necessity of the question of
God is speculative to the highest degree, it is not to be thought of as
absolutely divorced 
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from its practical preconditions. The
speculative and practical exercises of reason may be distinct, but they are the
operations of one and the same existential subject. The existential has
implications for speculative knowledge, for we do not really know and we cannot
fully and responsibly exercise judgment—which requires intentional
self-transcendence into the realm of being—unless we are aiming for and at
least in part achieve real self-transcendence, which belongs to the moral and
religious exigencies of existence.(115)

As for Aquinas, the demonstrations for
the existence of God do not occur in a philosophical treatise, but within the
context of religious conversion presupposed for the readers of the Summa
Theologiae. It is within the context of sacra doctrina that
the question of God as the ground of the intelligibility of being has
historically been raised, and Lonergan has argued for returning the philosophy
of God to this original place within systematic theology.(116)
This is essentially different from Radical Orthodoxy’s claim to have
deconstructed the traditional Thomist distinction between faith and reason, or
between philosophy and theology, or, more accurately, between the natural and
the supernatural.(117) Where current trends
like these aim at problematizing the conceptual distinction between philosophy
and sacred doctrine to the point of calling into question the possibility of a
rigorous or scientific treatment of either, Lonergan penetrates beneath this
(valid) conceptual distinction to the subject for whom this 
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distinction does not map neatly onto
the various phases of self-transcendence.(118)

This caveat about the existential
obstacles to the posing of the question does not subtract from the rational
necessity of the question of God. It only helps reason to own up to its own de
facto failure to live up to its lofty natural finality. Many who ask the
speculative question of God come from a context of faith, or at least of
religious conversion, broadly conceived, but this does not imply that the
question of God (and the validity of any answer to it) is restricted to a
“community of faith” for which alone such discourse has meaning.(119)
Such a presupposition of “theological commitments” is not the same as
the requirement of conversion, which is preconceptual and predoctrinal, since it
is conversion that enables one to apprehend the meaning and judge rightly of
metaphysical concepts and theological doctrines in the first place. Neither does
one have to appeal to a nondiscursive “intellectual vision” of
transcendent realities, granted by grace, in order to secure realism or be able
to rise to the affirmation of a transcendent first cause.(120)
The question of God, if not the answer, is fully within the domain of human
reason, which, as we have seen, proceeds from effect to cause, from that which
is better known apud nos to that which is more knowable in se.
This is the real significance of preserving the so-called autonomy of reason, 
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a misnomer that fails to bring out
reason’s essence as the demand for intelligibility and meaning that is
apprehensible to reason itself. Philosophical or ‘natural’ theology serves both
its propaedeutic and its ancillary roles to the proper task of Christian
theology(121) only when its rational integrity
is respected and not overcome by overhasty appeals to transcendent sources of
truth.(122) That said, however, the
reasonableness of the speculative question of God can be judged rightly only by
one who is intellectually, morally, and religiously converted, who has a firm
commitment to personal self-transcendence into the full intelligibility of
being. 



 



Conclusion





The question of God is speculatively necessary, but this speculative necessity
is not merely one of an impersonal cosmic order, but rather one of intimate
relation to the innate dynamism of human intelligence. For Aquinas, the
intellect was made for an unlimited source of intelligibility. Although he never
uses the natural desire of the mind to know this source as a demonstration for
the existence of such a being, the affirmation of such a being on causal grounds
does answer to the mind’s demand for complete intelligibility. Without this
necessary movement of reason, the mind confines itself to the opaqueness of
matter of
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fact, the supposed ultimacy of which,
in Lonergan’s words, consigns all knowledge of proportionate being to oblivion.
It is here that we see the peculiar character of Lonergan’s ‘foundationalism’.
One must affirm the intelligibility of being, and as a consequence the existence
of God as the ground of that intelligibility, since to do otherwise would
eventually land one in a performative contradiction. Since all our
knowledge is somehow dependent upon being’s supposed intelligibility, to deny
this intelligibility is to pull the ground of the meaningfulness of any
affirmation or denial out from under oneself.(123)
Human intelligence requires no ‘self-evident’ grounding principle, but it does
need to be consistent with itself, with its own performance. Therefore Lonergan
can see the personal appropriation of one’s own intelligence as foundational for
both metaphysics and theology: 



[T]he metaphysics I would envisage would not be a philosophic first. It
would be a conclusion derived from epistemology and cognitional theory, and
these in turn would be formulations of one’s personal experience of one’s own
cognitional operations. In this fashion philosophy and the root of theological
method would come out of the personal experience of the thinker.(124)





Lonergan’s ‘anthropological starting point’ is remarkably different from
traditional transcendentalisms, because it demands a personal appropriation of
the intellectual operations that generate methods and by which any method,
whether it be transcendental, phenomenological, poststructural, linguistic, or
hermeneutical,
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can be examined and criticized.(125)
His analysis of and insistence on conversion offers a most ‘radical’ vision for
both philosophy and theology: it is precisely intellectual, moral, and religious
conversion that pull one out of inauthenticity and enable one to judge rightly
one’s intellectual, cultural, or religious horizon. By reinterpreting the ‘first
principles’ of philosophy and theology in terms of conversion, Lonergan restores
philosophy to a “way of life,” while it also promises to contribute to
the much needed reintegration of theology and spirituality.(126)

Aquinas’s approach to the question of
God shows that he was committed to the intelligibility of being, and
consistently so. He expressed this intelligibility in the second-order language
of metaphysics. Lonergan’s transcendental method, proceeding by way of
intentionality analysis, is useful in taking us behind the scenes to witness the
genesis of metaphysics in the intelligence and reasonableness of the subject. It
invites us to return to the intellectual acts, verifiable in experience, from
which the meta-physical terms and relations derive their meaning . This is not
to say that Aquinas’s treatment of the question of God is pre-reflective. His
approach is eminently reflective and approaches the Aristotelian ideal of
science in that he is careful to point out the ineluctability of this crowning
question of metaphysics. He indicates this rational necessity by bringing out
the demands of intelligence in its search after causes.
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THE COLLECTION OF ESSAYS Mind, Metaphysics, and Value in the Thomistic
and Analytical Traditions, edited by John Haldane,(1)
is aimed at promoting a more fruitful engagement between the two traditions of
its title. For complex historical and cultural reasons, the twentieth-century
revival of Thomism tended in its encounter with contemporary philosophy to focus
upon Continental European philosophy in its phenomenological and existentialist
strains. With some notable exceptions, analytic philosophers often thought of
Thomism as so thoroughly infected by the perceived authoritarianism of religion
and the presuppositions of theism as to be discredited at the bar of philosophy.
Thomists for their part tended to view analytic philosophy as deeply corrupted
by Logical Positivism with its anti-metaphysical bias. This two-sided suspicion
at times had more to do with mutual ignorance than considered philosophical
dispute.

More recently, this suspicion has
become weaker as a result of the work in analytic philosophy of theists like
Michael Dummett, Alvin Plantinga, Richard Swinburne, and others. In addition,
figures like Elizabeth Anscombe, Peter Geach, Alasdair MacIntyre, Anthony Kenny,
Norman Kretzmann, Eleanore Stump, Fergus Kerr, and Haldane have directly engaged
Aquinas in their 
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different ways with an eye toward the
issues that concern analytic philosophy. Indeed, even thoroughly secular
analytic philosophers have been studying authoritative aspects of their own
tradition for philosophical insight. Almost no one any longer believes that
presuppositionless philosophy is possible. Finally, the last three decades or so
have seen a robust metaphysical turn in analytic Philosophy, as well as the
seeds of a rapprochement with some strains of the phenomenological movement.
This volume is a welcome addition of high-quality papers to the thaw that has
been taking place.

Just as within contemporary Thomism
one will find a number of different approaches to the work of Aquinas, signaling
that it is not a monolithic tradition, so also ‘analytic philosophy’ is a broad
term covering a number of different approaches to contemporary philosophy. The
wide array of essays collected here display that diversity of approach on both
the Thomistic and the analytic sides. The limitations of space given to the
authors required the writing of essays that very often are rich suggestions for
much longer research projects. As the title suggests, the papers fall into three
general categories, though the category of ‘Value’ is represented by only one
essay, “Practical Reason and the Orders of Morals and Nature in Aquinas’s
Theory of the Lex Naturae,” by M. W. F. Stone. Stone argues that
it is a mistake to try to fit Aquinas’s discussions of natural law too quickly
into the contemporary category of ethical naturalism, as “plausible yet
contrary readings of the theory of natural law, readings which lend themselves
to both naturalist and anti-naturalist interpretations, can be derived from
important passages in the Summa Theologiae” (196). Stone suggests
that a good deal more examination of Aquinas’ theories of action and mind has to
be done before we can really begin to understand his theory of natural law.

Perhaps coincidentally then, seven of
the twelve essays consider questions in the Philosophy of Mind and Action. In
“Aquinas after Wittgenstein,” Fergus Kerr argues that while Aquinas
agrees with Wittgenstein that there is no problem 
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aligning the private world of thought
with the public world of objects, since the very possibility of thought
“presupposes the existence of public objects,” nonetheless, Aquinas
felt the need to argue for this position, where Wittgenstein did not. Kerr
focuses upon the discussion of human knowing in the first part of the Summa
Theologiae for Aquinas’s arguments against the “‘Cartesian’ conception
of the self-transparent subject” (4). He adds a very strong defense of
Aquinas against the charge that his account leads to an overly individualist
account of language learning and knowledge acquisition.

Jonathan Jacobs’s essay, “Habits,
Cognition, and Realism” should be read in conjunction with Kerr’s piece.
Jacobs wants to use Aquinas to address Quinean and post-Quinean worries about
the normativity of concept use—metaphysically “what under-writes the
applicability of general concepts to particulars,” and epistemologically
“what is it, on the side of the mind, that makes for the correct use of a
concept” (109). The solution suggested by Jacobs is the Thomistic thesis
that the mind’s concepts are formally identical to their objects, and not simply
causally (efficient) related to those objects. The “intentional
actualization” (114) of worldly forms in the mind constitutes knowledge of
those worldly objects. So actualized a concept cannot be anything other than the
normatively appropriate concept of the worldly object.

Jacobs’s paper also complements
Haldane’s own contribution, “The Breakdown of Philosophy of Mind.”
After giving a brief but informative survey of the “untenablity” of
reductive physicalism, and the “mess” that nonreductive physicalism is
in within analytic Philosophy, Haldane suggests that their common difficulty is
an inadequate conception of the principles constitutive of physical being,
whether on the part of the human knower or on the part of the known. Analytic
philosophy needs on the part of the knower “a notion of psychophysical
substantiality that does not reduce to substance monism plus attribute
dualism,” and on the part of the known a recovery of the “notion of
formal causation that does not reduce to efficient causation” (68).
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David Braine in “The Active and
Potential Intellects” shows how Aquinas’s discussion of concepts and the
intelligible species or structures that in-form them differ radically from the
“empiricist accounts [of ideas] typified in Locke and Hume, and exemplified
in the ‘psychologism’ rejected by Frege” (22). Once one has rejected
readings of Aquinas along those lines, one can begin to appreciate the
“permanently valuable” insights that he provides in the philosophy of
cognition.

In “Aquinas and the Mind-Body
Problem” Richard Cross, presupposing three basic positions in contemporary
analytic philosophy of mind—substance dualism, “hard (reductive)
materialism,” and “soft (non-reductive) materialism or property
dualism” (36)—seeks to translate Aquinas’s discussion of soul and body
into a “philosophy of mind,” in order to place it within the
contemporary debate. He argues that Aquinas clearly rejects both the hard and
the soft versions of materialism. He believes Aquinas espouses a position on the
relation of mind to body that is not quite captured by substance dualism, but is
close enough insofar as the human being is more than the living composite of
matter and substantial form, that is, more than the living body, since a human
being also includes “that part of the soul which on Aquinas’s showing is
not part of the body (i.e., its cognitive and appetitive capacities)” (43).

Two of the very best essays in the
book concern the philosophy of human action: C. F. J. Martin’s “Voluntary
Action and Non-Voluntary Causality” and Stefaan E. Cuypers’s “Thomistic
Agent-Causalism.” Martin focuses upon the conditions necessary for an
adequate account of voluntary action. He seeks to reverse the order of
assimilation in contemporary discussions of causality, where nonvoluntary
causality is taken as the clear and distinct case, and voluntary causality a
troubling departure that must be assimilated to it in some fashion. Instead, his
strategy is “to assimilate non-voluntary and voluntary causality, in the
hope that there will be some element in voluntary causality that resists
assimilation. [But he] shall do this by assimilating non-voluntary causality to
voluntary causality.” Cuypers seeks to develop a 
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distinctive Thomistic “agent-causalist”
account of human action that rejects mechanistic event-causalism, but also
rejects the “para-mechanistic flavour” (90) of many contemporary
agent-causal accounts descending proximately from Roderick Chisholm, and
remotely from Thomas Reid. The departure of Thomistic agent-causalism from the
Reidian accounts consists in its teleological form, relying upon the interplay
of intellect and will, where “an instance of agent-causation is a
contingent exertion of a person’s will-power in a teleological context”
(100). Taken singly, these papers are excellent. Coupled together, they pose a
powerful challenge to contemporary discussions of human action.

Reflective of the wide diversity of
topics treated in contemporary metaphysics, the four remaining essays devoted to
‘Metaphysics’ do not share the general unity that animates the section on ‘Mind
and Action’. In “Hylomorphism and Individuation,” David S. Oderberg
begins by examining and rejecting a number of candidates for the role of the
principle of individuation in Scholastic thought, in order to settle on
“matter designated by indeterminate quantity” (130). He suggests
applying this analysis to problems with Aristotelianism suggested by Kit Fine.
Christopher Hughes, in “Aquinas on God’s Knowledge of Future
Contingents,” raises difficulties for the role of necessity in Aquinas’s
treatment of the topic within the Summa contra Gentiles, De
Veritate, and the Summa Theologiae. He proposes to modify
Aquinas’s discussion in the Summa Theologiae in order to align it more
clearly with the general Boethian treatment of eternity that he takes Aquinas to
be committed to. In “Ontology and the Art of the Possible,” Gerard J.
Hughes, S.J., argues that contemporary discussions of necessity and possibility
are unsatis-factory in a number of ways, insofar as they base themselves upon
intuitions grounded in a “strictly logical approach.” He suggests that
these inadequacies may be remedied by taking greater account of the traditional
approach to potentiality given by Aristotle and Aquinas that grounds our notions
of possibility in a prior metaphysical analysis of act. Finally, following
closely upon Hughes, in “Contemporary ‘Essentialism’ vs. Aristotelian 
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Essentialism,” Gyula Klima raises
a number of difficulties for contemporary semantic discussions of necessity and
essentialism, in order to contrast the virtues of his own brief sketch of the
semantics of the Aristotelian essentialism one sees in Aquinas. He claims that
while the latter semantic apparatus does not beg any metaphysical questions, it
allows room for the properly metaphysical reflection lacking, indeed excluded,
in contemporary logical discussions.

Despite particular differences among
the authors, all of the essays provide rich opportunities for further
philosophical reflection and argument. Still, a difficulty faced by anyone
inter-ested in the thought of Aquinas is to figure out what approach to take in
addressing recent philosophy. At least two approaches suggest themselves. One
might be to take one’s bearings from recent philosophy, recognizing its issues
and problems as fundamental, and then to look piecemeal to Aquinas and the
Thomistic tradition for arguments here and there that may be brought to bear
upon the solution, or at least the advancement, of those issues and problems. On
the other hand, one might approach Aquinas and the Thomistic tradition as by and
large a systematic philosophical enterprise that poses comprehensive and
wholesale challenges to the presuppositions of much of recent philosophy. Both
of these approaches can take extreme forms, but it is likely that most Thomists
will find themselves somewhere on a spectrum between one extreme and another.
Almost all of the essays in this volume, while genuinely conversant with and
respectful of contemporary analytic philosophy, suggest ways in which Thomism
can contribute to remedying some of its fundamental inadequacies as well. In
that regard they tend gently toward the second approach. This attitude is
welcome, as one suspects that the chilly reception some Thomists of the past
gave analytic philosophy was due in part to a reaction against the attitude of
many analytic philosophers toward Thomism—namely, that all was well with the
analytic world and the Thomists would have to assimilate or die. For the most
part, the approach here is 
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neither a capitulation to that hubris,
nor a rejection of the value of analytic philosophy.

That point made, there are some broad
questions about the essays worth considering at greater length. I will look at
two in particular, namely, the importance of the historical study of Aquinas to
a living Thomism, and conflicts between different approaches to Aquinas and
Thomism having to do with the often quite different philosophical idioms within
which the two broad traditions operate. I will illustrate these two questions by
considering two papers in particular, Oderberg’s “Hylomorphism and
Individuation” and Cross’s “Aquinas and the Mind-Body Problem.”



 



I. Historical Studies



 



Oderberg’s paper “Hylomorphism
and Individuation” on matter as the principle of individuation, while very
interesting, illustrates the problem of the place of historical study in any
effort at advancing the Thomistic tradition within recent analytic philosophy.
He appears to reject the importance of such study as “the ossified material
of an essentially tedious historical analysis” (125). Instead he depends
heavily upon secondary sources, and in particular The School, by Thomas
Harper, S.J., a Scholastic textbook published in 1879. Indeed, Oderberg does not
so much discuss Thomism or the Thomistic tradition, as, rather, “the
philosophy of the School” (ibid.). The connection to Aquinas is established
by the thesis that “all schoolmen [are] obliged to hold the Thomistic
opinion on all matters of philosophy as their default position” (126). This
statement is of course normative; but it immediately raises a factual question
about whether The School and other such textbooks did in fact hold such
Thomistic default positions, and whether they were the expression of a tradition
of sufficient unity to bear the normative weight placed upon them.

In fact, the reliance upon Harper is
unfortunate. In one particular instance it is very much so, since Oderberg uses
passages quoted and translated by Harper that purportedly come 
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from works of Aquinas, De Natura
Materiae et Dimensionibus Interminatis and De Principio Individuationis,
that, since 1879, have been judged inauthentic,(2)
and that involve theses that conflict in serious ways with positions that
Aquinas certainly held. One is faced with the question whether Oderberg’s paper
is advancing the Thomistic tradition or some other conflicting tradition. One of
the major achievements of historical studies in the twentieth century was to
demonstrate the great difficulties inherent in the presupposition that there was
something called Scholasticism and a definite medieval “school,”
rather than quite a few Scholasticisms and schools that often disagreed upon
very substantive philosophical issues.

Oderberg believes that for “The
School,” “Thomism,” and Aquinas himself, “designated matter
of indeterminate quantity” is the principle of individuation. Before
considering Oderberg’s thesis, I think it important to say something about the
problem itself. In order to understand a philosophical thesis, it is very often
helpful to ask what question the thesis is designed to answer. When one asks
what individuates some being, the answer Aquinas gives is complicated. One must
distinguish at least two different senses of the question.(3)
The first sense is: what makes this being to be identical with itself and not
another being? The second sense is: how do these distinct members of a kind
differ from one another?

With regard to the first sense of the
question, being one (unum), that is, being indivisible in
itself, and being other (aliquid, from aliud quid),(4)
that is, being divided or distinct from all other beings, are transcendental
features of any being whatsoever. They pertain to any being as such. They do not
pick out distinct properties that inhere in a being and qualify it. Nor do they
pick 
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out different principles of being, as
for example form and matter do in a material substance, or esse and essentia
do in a creature. So, they differ from being as such not at all in
the thing that exists, but rather in our understanding of existing being.
Something different is expressed and communicated conceptually by the terms
‘being’, ‘one’, and ‘other’, even as the terms do not pick out any distinct
properties, features, or principles in the things to which they are applied. The
same thing that is said ‘to be’ is said ‘to be one’ and ‘to be other’. In that
case no intrinsic principle or feature is the cause, or makes
a being to be the very individual being that it is and different from all other
beings—‘to be’ is ‘to be this indivisible thing and not that’. And the only extrinsic
principle, if there is one, that could be said to cause the being to be this
rather than that is an extrinsic principle that causes it to be. For this
reason, Aquinas says that self-identity is a relation only in thought,
“positing nothing in reality.”(5)

Certainly a material object, like a
particular human being or a horse, must be caused to be in such a way that there
is a hylomorphic union of some particular or designated matter and a particular
form.(6) The possession of a particular form and
some designated matter are thus necessary conditions for the existence of a
particular material substance. However, ‘being a necessary condition for the
existence of a material substance’ no more posits designated matter as
“the principle of individuation” in this first sense than it
does “particular form.”
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Matter enters into the discussion of
individuation when we consider a second sense of the question, namely, the sense
in which we presuppose that some beings are beings of the same kind. When we do
so, we consider them according to a certain sameness or unity.(7)
The principles of that unity are the individual substantial forms or natures
intrinsic to them that determine them as beings of a certain kind. Members of a
kind “do not differ” with respect to those natures “considered
absolutely.” But members of a kind do differ when considered in other
respects. Take two human beings, Socrates and Xanthippe. Socrates is clearly not
Xanthippe, even though when we consider them simply as human beings we do not
note a difference between them. At any particular time, Socrates is of such and
such size and mass, while Xanthippe is of some other size and mass. He is over
here, while she is over there. He is male, while she is female.

However, these features do not pertain
to being as such; they are not an expression of the unity and otherness of the
beings under consideration, the unity and otherness that pertain to the first
sense of the question. Nor do they belong as such to the substantial forms or
natures, since the objects are judged to be the same according to their
respective forms. The forms are the fundamenta in rebus that account
for the lack of difference found between these two human beings considered
absolutely, or, more generally, two members of a kind considered absolutely. Yet
it does pertain to the substantial form or nature of such material beings to
specify that they have some quantity of mass or other, and that they be in some
place or other at some time or other, and in the case of sexually reproducing
animals that they be male or female. However, their forms or natures as such
do not specify which quantity of matter, where, when, and so on. The only
intrinsic principle that can account for this difference between individuals qua
members of the material kind is the actual bunches of matter that are
hylomorphically composed with each of the respective substantial forms, given
the historical generative or 
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augmentative processes by which they
came to be the matters of those substances.

Thus, for Aquinas, matter as the
principle of individuation answers a very specific question: positing that we
have two or more members of one material kind, how do they differ as members of
that kind? Aquinas writes, “matter is not the principle of numerical
diversity except insofar as being divided into many parts, the many parts
receiving a form of the same ratio it constitutes many individuals of
the same species,”(8) and “it ought to
be said that matter subject to dimensions is the principle of numerical
distinction in those types of things in which a multitude of individuals are
found of one species, for things of this kind do not differ according to
form.”(9) To see this, notice that giving
the disposition of some lump of matter, its quantity and location, may be part
of an answer to the question how members of different kinds differ—for example,
how this dog differs from that man. But it is not a particularly adequate,
complete, or good answer to that question, since what is most striking about how
this man differs from that dog pertains to the formal character of their
particular actions, like speaking versus barking, walking on two feet versus
walking on four, etc. If we ask, “what is it that individuates Socrates, in
the sense of distinguishing him from Fido,” a much more significant answer
than “designated matter of indeterminate quantity” is “his
rational activity.” But his rational activity pertains to his form, which
is the principle through which he has being as the individual he is.

In members of different kinds, the
more important differences individuating them are differences that pertain to
the difference of species, not differences of material quantity and spatio-temporal
location; and the more adequate answer to the question of what individuates them
expresses those species differences. But species differences are taken according
to formal differences. In other words, between a particular dog and a particular
human being their forms are as much principles of individuation 
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distinguishing this man from that dog
as are the quantities of matter involved in each. Indeed, in many ways their
forms are more important principles of individuation than their matter, because
being comes to a substance through form.

Consider an angel and a human being.
Aquinas famously denied universal hylomorphism, the thesis that all creatures
are composed of matter and form (in the case of spiritual substances, a kind of
spiritual matter). Since there is no material principle available to individuate
angels within a species, it follows for Aquinas that there can be no multiple
instances of a particular angelic species. A single angel completely exhausts
the possibilities of instantiation for its species—necessarily there is one
angel per species of angel. Thus multiple angels differ simply according to
their being, which is entirely formal. When we ask how an angel differs from a
particular human being, material differences do not apply, other than the
species claim that the angel has no matter whatsoever, a claim that can only
pertain to its particular form.

Matter takes on primary importance as
a principle of individuation only in the context of two or more things posited
as more or less the same in everything else, that is, alike down to their
species characteristics. But even in that setting this doesn’t tell us why
Socrates is the individual he is and no other—why he is Socrates and not
Xanthippe. It simply tells us ways in which Socrates differs from Xanthippe,
given the fact that they are both human beings.

The position Oderberg attributes to
“The School,” and thus to Aquinas, is that the principle of
individuation is “matter designated by indeterminate quantity.” He
thinks it must involve “indeterminate quantity” since the actual
determinateness of the quantity can change without the individual ceasing to be
the individual it is. If the principle were matter designated by determinate
quantity, then the ceasing to be of the determinate quantity would imply the
ceasing to be of the individual. But Socrates can gain and lose weight, and move
from here to there, and yet remain Socrates. So the principle cannot involve
“determinate” quantity but, rather, “indeterminate”
quantity. But 
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this position appears to be confusing
the first sense of the question of individuation with the second. Matter of any
sort does not tell us why Socrates is Socrates and remains Socrates amidst
change.(10) It simply tells us how Socrates
differs from other members of the human species.

With regard to matter as an answer to
the question of individuation in its second sense, Oderberg’s thesis is disputed
as an interpretation of Aquinas by the best of recent scholarship—for example,
John Wippel’s The Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas.(11)
As Wippel argues, Aquinas probably rejected that position by the end of his
work, since it is not clear at all what “indeterminate quantity” could
be as a real metaphysical principle, as opposed to an abstract logical notion
used to talk in a general way about the only matter that is real, namely,
determinate matter.(12) Thus we run directly up
against the philosophical importance of historical study, since examining the
actual discussion in Aquinas may raise for us similar issues in our own
discussions of individuation.

In fact, once we see matter as the
principle of individuation within a kind, determining differences not of beings
as such but of members of a kind, it is not at all clear why “designated
matter” of determinate quantity cannot do the job. This matter of this
human being over here is not of indeterminate quantity, but of determinate
quantity. Such determinate quantity is sufficient to account for the difference
within the kind from that human being over there. If its quantity changes by
depletion or augmentation, there is no danger that suddenly this being will
cease to be the being it is (i.e., lose its identity), since that issue pertains
to the first sense of the question, the sense that ‘matter’ was never designed
to answer. Its quantity will simply change, and qua member of a kind it
will remain different from other members of its kind by the very quantity that
it now has, the quantity of matter that is here and not there. Indeed, the
substantial identity 
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of the matter changes as it is
integrated into the substance, for it takes on the identity that is
metaphysically prior to it, namely, the unity and otherness of the being itself.
Some bit of matter has become this horse’s matter, rather than that cow’s;
before that it was the matter of the grass that has ceased to be.

Another way in which the problem of
individuation is often put is that, given multiple instances of a universal,
there must be some principle that particularizes the universal to those
instances. This seems to be what Oderberg has in mind when he writes that
“form is common, whereas individuality is not,” (128) and “it is
matter which divides common form, i.e., which turns the communicable into the
incommunicable” (129). This might seem to be Aquinas’s position when we
look at the role of form in determining individuals to be in the same kind, the
sameness that we recognized in them considered absolutely. It may seem that
Aquinas is committed to some common formal being in things that needs
particularizing to this thing versus that, making the individual of a species a
kind of complex of universal and particularizing conditions.

However, the claim that matter
“individuates or particularizes the universal” can be taken in a
robustly metaphysical sense, or in a less robust logical or semantic sense. In
the robust metaphysical sense one is committed to the existence of universals or
common forms as extramental beings. Matter “enters into” composition
with the extramental universal and in a sense “does” something
ontologically to it, so that the individual is a complex being of common form
“individuated” or “particularized” by incommunicable matter;
it makes or “turns the communicable into the incommunicable,”
whatever one might mean metaphysically by “makes,” “turns,
“enters into,” “particularizes,” or “individuates”
in this context.

The problem with this robust
metaphysical position for the Thomist is that Aquinas does not attribute any
being to common forms or universals beyond the mind. Universality characterizes
a form as existing in a human intellect.(13)
Neither universality nor 
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particularity pertain to form as such
or considered absolutely; in other words, forms in themselves are neither
individual nor common. But forms in themselves do not exist, according to
Aquinas. “In themselves” is a way of considering forms; it is not a
way of being for forms. Universality characterizes our way of knowing, not what
we know. Forms existing in things are in no way common; they are individual.
There is no thing or being that is common to individuals, or a common part of
individuals. So there is no universal in things that needs to be made particular
by something else. There is no doubt that Aquinas leaves open the very difficult
question of how it is that two existing individual forms in two distinct things
can be the basis for a lack of difference between those two things when we
consider them absolutely. Nonetheless, “absolute consideration” is a
way of considering, not a way of being. Aquinas is thus not committed to the
robust metaphysical view that there is some being beyond the mind that is common
and that must be “particularized” or “individuated” in the
individuals in which it exists. Matter, in turn, cannot be performing any role
as “individuating” the universal in any robust metaphysical sense.

On the other hand, given the rejection
of extramental universals by Aquinas, one can understand matter as the principle
of individuation in a much more benign sense, namely, a logical or semantic
sense. Given that understanding is expressed in the intellect in a universal
way, or that we use universal terms in our discourse, if we are to think about
or talk about individual things employing that universal understanding or those
universal terms, then we must somehow particularize our thought or the
reference of our terms by expressing the apprehension of the individual
material conditions of the objects that we talk about in a particular sensory
context,(14) a particularizing function that 
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Aquinas attributes to the
“cogitative power.”(15) In that sense
we can say that the apprehension of designated matter, taken in a logical or
semantic sense, particularizes our universal way of thinking of things that
takes place in intellect. For example, in “Socrates is a human being”
we only succeed in thinking about Socrates as a human being, rather than, say,
Plato as a human being, by expressing our apprehension of those particular
features of his matter that characterize him along with his humanity.(16)

Finally, in defense of his claim,
Oderberg considers fictional entities. He claims that these presumed fictional
nonexistent entities, like Hamlet, or just plain nonexistent individuals that we
think of, like “a big brown bear,” have individual essences, and that
even here it is matter designated by indeterminate quantity that is the
principle of individuation for these things. 



We can … conceive of a wholly non-existent individual, say a big
brown bear, or a man who wins the presidency… . Such a thing conceived of is
no more or less an individual essence, and it contracts its species just as a
species contracts its genus whether or not the species has any actual members… . Hence individuality must be contained in the individual essence of a thing,
not in its existence. (128-29)



“If existence is the
actualization of an individual essence, it presupposes the individuation of that
essence, i.e., it presupposes an individual potentiality” (129). Thus
Oderberg argues that existence cannot be the principle of individuation, since
these individuated essences do not exist and yet must still be individuated.



What individuates existence? That is, what distinguishes the existence of
a from the existence of b. If existence is self-individuating,
then why not say the same of essence, which is prior to existence ‘in the order
of nature and of perfection’, as the Thomist would say? (129)
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We have already seen that, according
to Aquinas, nothing individuates or distinguishes the existence of a from
b, because nothing has to. To be ‘one’ and ‘other’ just is the
condition of being at all; along with ‘good’ and ‘true’, they just are
identically ‘being’. Aquinas says that the term ‘ens’ or
‘being’ is taken from the ‘act of existence’ (actus essendi). Saying of
some being that it is undivided in itself, and something other than anything
else, is not to posit some principle in the thing, or property of it, that makes
it to be this rather than that (i.e., a principle or property that individuates
this or that). In the thing, ‘to be one’ and ‘to be other’ just is the very
same thing as ‘to be’.

In addition, it is difficult to
imagine a Thomist saying that “essence is prior to existence ‘in the order
of nature and perfection’.”(17) Aquinas
regularly says that in the order of nature act is always prior to potency, that esse
(the actus essendi) is compared to essentia as act to potency,
and, further, that esse is the act of all acts and the perfection of
all perfections.(18)

Are we to think that the matter that
is doing the individuating of the nonexistent yet still individuated essence is
itself nonexistent matter? After all, what could the matter of a nonexistent
entity be other than nonexistent matter? If it is nonexistent, how can it be a
principle of anything? How can what does not exist individuate anything?(19)
At this point we seem to be 
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very far afield from the
“default” position of Aquinas. There is no reason to think that
Aquinas in particular holds that fictional beings are individual essences or
things with essences, only nonexistent essences. When we speak of what appear to
be beings that do not exist, fictional or otherwise, they are called beings in a
derivative sense because they enter into the subject place of many affirmative
propositions, as for example, “Hamlet is a character of
Shakespeare’s,” “Hamlet treated Ophelia shabbily,” “my
fourth son, were he to exist, would be younger than my second daughter.” We
are speaking “as if” there were such beings; but that is a fact about
us, not about beings that do not exist. Such nonexistent beings are not things (res)
for Aquinas because they have no essence, and thing (res) as a
transcendental feature of being only applies to existing being, being (ens)
in the proper sense. Similarly they are not one (unum) or different
from anything else (aliquid).(20) When
we talk about them we are not talking about nonexistent things with essences,
even though we may appear, at first glance, to be talking about some thing. We
are talking in a way derivative upon our ability to talk about existent things
with essences. We are mimicking our talk about the existent world when we talk
in a fictional or imaginative way; in other words, we can only talk about
nonexistent things by modifying our talk about existent things.(21)
Any truths that are 
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enunciated in such talk are derivative
from the truths that characterize the real things we talk about, as for example,
“if I had seven daughters and seven sons, I would have fourteen
children.”(22)

Unfortunately, Oderberg does not note
the difference between his discussion of ‘existence’ and Aquinas’s discussion of
‘esse‘.(23) Oderberg appears to be
operating with something like the Fregean sense of existence that marks the
instantiation of a concept or property, as in “a man exists” is
equivalent to “there is an instance of humanity.”(24)
He is adding to that Fregean background the notion of individual essence, or ‘haecceity’,
which we might take to be an individual Fregean concept of sorts.(25)
“Socrates exists” 
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becomes “there is an instance of
Socrateity,” or better “Socrateity is instantiated” (since the
phrase “there is an instance of Socrateity” might leave the impression
that there could be more than one instance). Here existence is indeed of very
little interest to the metaphysics of individuation, since one has already
posited the individual concept, individual essence, or ‘haecceity’ prior to the
apparently banal question of existence (i.e., instantiation), and that
individual essence is doing serious metaphysical work. One can see how it is
matter of some sort that is supposed to “individuate” the individual
essence prior to existence, since in this context the contrast is between
Fregean common concepts and certain individual concepts or ‘haecceities’. The
common concept or essence is combined with some individuating conceptual
principle or principles to compose an individual ‘concept’, ‘essence’, or ‘haecceity’.

Aquinas would have no problem with the
Fregean sense of ‘existence’ as marking the instantiation of concepts or
thoughts—“a dog exists,” “a human being exists,” “a
god exists,” “a unicorn exists”—provided the general
concepts or ‘thoughts’ do not have the kind of Platonic weight that Frege seems
to attribute to them.(26) This is the sense of est
that is at play in answering affirmatively the an est question from the
Posterior Analytics. That is one sense of ‘existence’ or ‘exists’, but
not the sense that expresses the act of existence or esse of an
individual, the actus(27) to which any essentia
stands in potency as a limit of 
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that actus, an essence that
only has being, is other than nothing, through that actus. On the other
hand, there is no reason whatsoever to think Aquinas would have any truck with
the notion of individual essences that may or may not be exemplified or
instantiated, and no reason for thinking that Thomists who ground their work in
his should either.

Individual essentia is always
for Aquinas the limited character of esse. To speak of an individual
essence is, for Aquinas, always to speak of some thing that exists, not of some
thing that may or may not exist. For Aquinas, there are no beings (entia
in the proper sense) or things (res) that do not exist.(28)
Here we see a fundamental difference between the way ‘essence’ is used in
contemporary analytic terminology as involving abstracta determining a
classificatory scheme instantiated by one or more individuals (individual
essence if necessarily only one), and the way it is used by Aquinas for an
intrinsic principle of limitation to the fundamental actus of some
existing being. In Aquinas essentia is the intrinsic limiting principle
for the actus or esse of any existing being. It is the
intrinsic finitude of esse as we encounter it;(29)
as such it is certainly not an abstract classificatory entity, that is, not an
abstract entity distinct from a concrete being that instantiates it. Oderberg’s
discussion of the existence of the individual, or the individuation versus
instantiation of the abstract 
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individual essence, appears to have
little to do with Aquinas’s discussion of the unity and otherness that attends
the being of anything whatsoever that has an essence as the limit of its act of
existence or esse.

The position Oderberg describes may be
interesting for certain recent philosophical discussions, but I have been trying
to argue that its relationship to the Thomistic tradition is dubious, especially
when the author adds to it a commitment to such philosophical caloric as the
“haecceity (individual essence) of the complete composite substance”
(126, 128-29) and the phrase characterizing “all schoolmen [as] being
obliged to hold the Thomistic opinion on all matters of philosophy as their
default position” (126).

It is ironic that The School
was published in 1879, the same year that Leo XIII promulgated Aeterni
Patris. That encyclical ignited the revival of the philosophical and
historical study of the works of Aquinas himself, a revival that became
a distinctive and vibrant philosophical tradition in the twentieth century, and
which in many ways made possible this volume in the twenty-first. In so doing Aeterni
Patris also sounded the death knell for the kind of moribund Scholasticism
represented by textbooks like The School, an ahistorical Scholasticism
that very often tried to reconcile the irreconcilable by a forced combination of
modern epistemological and ontological presuppositions with an often sterile
synthesis of distinct medieval traditions. It was, as Newman reports in his Apologia,
the kind of Scholasticism in which no one even in Rome wanted to read with him
the works of Aquinas himself. Indeed, the rejection of the importance of the
study of history to the advancement of one’s tradition is one of the general
faults that Haldane attributes to analytic philosophy in his introduction (vii,
ix). Aquinas does not answer all of our questions, and he gets others wrong. But
the life blood of a living Thomism that seeks to engage recent philosophy must
find its source in a historically informed philosophical understanding of his
texts. If we want to pick up the issues of interest in the recent 
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debates about individuation against
the background of Thomism, we must engage in historical analysis of Aquinas’s
own texts.



 



II. Philosophical Idiom



The second broad question of interest
mentioned above concerns conflicts among different approaches to engaging the
two traditions given the different philosophical idioms they employ. Is Thomism
to be incorporated within an analytic framework that by and large goes
unquestioned? Or is it to be seen as benefiting at times from the encounter with
this framework, while at the same time often challenging it, and thus attempting
to improve it?

This question of metaphysical idiom
comes up most explicitly in Richard Cross’s paper. In a critical vein, Hilary
Putnam has argued that Cartesian methodology continues to animate much, if not
all, of recent philosophy of mind, a methodology that he calls Cartesianism-cum-materialism.
According to him this method remains in play even as Descartes’s substance
dualism is taken to be manifestly absurd by many and at the very least false by
most. Such methodology begins with the presumption that the conceptual analysis
of mind apart from an analysis of body is relatively unproblematic. He argues
that this is a presumption presupposed to the intelligibility of the mind/world
and mind/body problems that cry out for solutions in contemporary philosophy.(30)
Putnam’s criticism of this Cartesian methodology suggests that it is a mistake,
or at least a presumption worth questioning, to think that there is an adequate
“philosophical” or conceptual analysis of mind apart from body.

If this Cartesian methodology is as
endemic to contemporary analytic philosophy as Putnam suggests, we might ask
what it does to Aquinas’s discussion of body and soul. In their different ways,
Kerr, Braine, and Haldane all challenge the legitimacy of this Cartesian
methodological approach to Aquinas. Cross, on the other hand, takes it to be
fundamental to a contemporary 
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appropriation of Aquinas. Thus, it is
Cross’s paper on “Aquinas and the Mind Body Problem,” with the
near-miss substance dualism that he ends up attributing to Aquinas, that raises
in their most explicit form some of the difficulties attendant upon the project
of this volume.(31)

According to Aquinas, a person is an
individual substance of a rational nature. In the case of human persons, that
substance is a living human body. A person is not the rational soul of a living
human body, as a soul is not a complete nature and thus cannot be a person. Only
the living human body is a substance complete in its nature, and thus a
candidate for being a human person. Its nature is constituted by a formal
principle or soul that is the substance’s being actually a substance of this or
that kind, along with a material principle which renders the substance subject
to accidental physical change or dissolution in substantial change. The soul is
the matter’s being actually human, rather than being actually some other kind of
substance. The soul as formal principle and the matter as potential principle
are not two things constituting another thing. They are the one thing that is
the substance of a certain kind potentially subject to change.(32)



A) Cross’s Aquinas



In order to approach Cross’s paper,
one has to recognize two major features that animate it: first, a kind of
reformation project, and second, a translation project. He intends first of all
to reform 
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Aquinas’s discussion of soul so as to
correct a confusion or even contradiction that he perceives in it. Second, he
intends to translate the reformed Aquinas’s discussion of the human person, body
and soul, into the contemporary framework of the mind-body problem and the
language of properties and property bearers. Cross presupposes that the
translation project can go through with little or no difficulty for adequately
capturing Aquinas’s position. Thus, he does not question the framework, nor does
he suggest that Thomists might find its presuppositions inadequate to the task
of expressing Aquinas’s analyses of the person, mind, soul, and body. Even if
the full-bore Cartesian metaphysical position of substance dualism is only one
position in the contemporary debate canvassed by Cross, the setting of all the
positions within the debate tends to presuppose methodological Cartesianism, in
which one provides separate analyses of mind and body only to ask how those
things which one has analyzed separately are identified, related, or eliminated
in reality.(33) Aquinas’s methodological
approach to the soul through the acts of the living body is deeply opposed to
this, and his metaphysical position may be just as deeply deformed by attempting
to translate it without remainder into the Cartesian methodological framework.



B) Cross’s Reformation of Aquinas



The reformation of Aquinas begins when
Cross places the focus in Aquinas on the “mind” as in some sense
distinct from the soul. He does so by raising an apparent conflict he thinks
exists between two claims in Aquinas. The first claim is that God directly
creates the entirety of each and every human soul. The second is that the powers
of intellect and will, like any powers of the soul, are “caused” by
the soul as propria of it. Cross cannot see how it is that God can
cause the soul by direct creation while the soul “causes” its powers.
He suggests a reformation of Aquinas 
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that would avoid this apparent
conflict, namely, that Aquinas’s account should be modified to the more modest
claim that God directly creates intellect and will, that is, the mind as a part
of the soul, while the soul itself, excluding the mind, is not directly created
by God, but is, rather, generated in reproduction from the underlying matter,
just as any other animal soul is. Thus “the whole human being is more than just
a human body” (42-43). In other words, while we may still treat
intellect and will as parts of the human soul, and the mind as a whole,
containing both intellect and will, as a part of the soul, we must drop the
claim that they are propria of the human soul. Moreover, we must drop
the claim that the human person just is the living human body, because the
living human body is simply the body informed by the soul sans intellect
and will, or sans mind generally. Thus, for the reformed Aquinas, the
human person is “more than” the living body in virtue of the mind that
God directly creates.

There are several difficulties with
this reformation of Aquinas’s account of the soul. In the first place, its
motivation is un-warranted. Cross does not explain what the conflict is between
God’s causal role in the creation of the soul and the soul’s causal role vis-à-vis
its powers as propria. Let us suppose for the sake of argument that the
sense of ‘cause’ at play in both is the same, namely, efficient causation. In
general Aquinas thinks there is no conflict at all between God’s creative
causality causing things to be and those things exercising genuine causality of
their own.(34) When we place Aquinas’s
discussion of the soul and its powers within the framework of primary and
secondary causality, it simply follows that the powers of the soul are not
identical with or integral parts of the soul, a position he actually holds, as
we will see later. Perhaps this broader metaphysical claim of Aquinas’s about
primary and secondary causality will not stand in the end, but insofar as his
arguments for it are entirely general as concerning all created causes, it would
seem that some work needs to be done to back up an intuition that there is a
conflict in 
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Aquinas when he claims that God is the
direct cause of the soul, and the soul the cause of its powers.

In addition, for Aquinas the human
being is in fact nothing “more than” the living human body. Aquinas
does deny that the acts of intellect and will are the actualities of any bodily
organ, or even of the “body” in one sense of the term. But it does not
follow that the human substance is something “more than” a living
human body in another sense of the term, and that the acts of intellect and will
are not acts of that human body in that sense. There is a complicated
equivocation at play here in Cross’s discussion between at least two senses of
the term ‘body’, two of the three senses of ‘body’ that Aquinas analyzes in
chapter 2 of De Ente et Essentia.(35)
In one sense the body is an integral part of the human substance when we
prescind from the perfection of life, and it is distinguished from the soul as
another integral part taken as the principle of life. It is in this sense that
Aquinas speaks of the human being as composed of body and soul. Call this sense
‘body1‘. In another sense, the primary sense, as “in the genus
of substance,” the substances Socrates and an iron stone are not composed
of a body and something else. They just are bodies, and the soul is the
substantial form that causes the body that is Socrates to be actually a living
body rather than a lifeless body like the stone.(36)
Call this sense ‘body2‘.

In this sense, Socrates just is a
living human body2. The death of the body2 is the death of
Socrates. It is not that Socrates is said to die in some derivative sense
because an integral part of him dies. The integral part called the body1
does not strictly speaking die, since in the sense in which it is an integral
part it is not alive. The living substance body2 is alive, and that
living substance dies. Socrates himself dies because the body2 that
he is dies.
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Consider, for example, the following
discussion in Aquinas’s commentary on the First Letter of Paul to the
Corinthians. Paul claims that without the hope of the resurrection of the body,
Christians can only have hope and confidence in this life, not the next. Aquinas
considers an objection to the effect that Christians could have confidence in
the next life because of the immortality of the soul. In other words, the
objector thinks the continued existence of the soul after death is sufficient
for the Christian to be confident of his or her survival after death. Aquinas
responds:



The position [that we need not be confident only in this life, but can be
confident in the next life because our souls survive] can be defeated …
because it is agreed that a man naturally desires his own salvation. However,
the soul, since it is part of a human body, is not the whole man, and my soul is
not I. Therefore, granting that the soul obtains salvation in another life,
nonetheless from that fact neither I nor any human being achieves salvation.(37)



Here Aquinas makes it clear that the
person is not identical with his soul. But he also makes it clear in the
discussion that the hope or confidence human beings have for their immortality
resides in the hope of the resurrection of the body2. The question is
about the resurrection of the body as what the Christian hopes for, and “it
is agreed that a man naturally desires his own salvation.” The reason
Aquinas rejects the objection is that the person is identical with the body2.
Christians hope for their resurrection, not the resurrection of one of
their parts, but themselves, the living bodies2 that they are.(38)
I am not confusing Cross’s position with 
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the position that the person is
identical with his or her soul. I am looking at Aquinas’s argument from the
other side, namely, that the reason for rejecting the immortality of the soul as
the hope for immortality of the person is that the person is identical with the
living body2. This position is sufficient for rejecting both the
claim that the person is identical with the soul and Cross’s claim that the
person is something more than the living human body.

It is by reference to body2
that Aquinas denies, for example, that it is the intellect that understands, or
even the soul with that power, but affirms, rather, that it is Socrates himself,
the living body2, who understands. Indeed, one of Aquinas’s most
important arguments is that the form that intellect takes in a human being is
rational precisely because it is essentially a power of a soul that is the
actuality of a living body2.(39)
Angels and God, while intellectual, are not rational.(40)
This is one striking instance where Haldane’s point about the need for an
adequate conception of psychophysical substance presses in most forcefully on
the question. If Cross’s reformed position were true, and mind were not
essentially a power of the soul of the body, Aquinas would also have to drop his
arguments about what constitutes rationality, and why it is distinctively human.
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While Aquinas argues that the soul is
the terminus of God’s direct act of creation, Cross’s intuition of the direct
creation of the mind, comprised of intellect and will, as a part of a naturally
generated soul raises the possibility of naturally generated living human bodies
in which God has refrained from creating a mind as a power of their souls. As
Cross notes, intellect and will are propria. But proprium is a
technical term for Aquinas. It refers back to the second mode of per se predication
discussed in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, and what Aquinas refers
to as “necessary” or “essential” accidents. Here accident
does not have the sense it has in contemporary metaphysics, in which an accident
is taken to be a property that an object may lose while it maintains its
identity as that object, suggesting that all accidents are non-necessary
properties. In Aquinas, an accident is a formality or actus that is not
the essential actus of the object in question; an accident will not
enter into an ultimate specification of “what it is to be” that
object. And yet such accidents may be divided into features that the object may
lack and others that it may not lack. The ability to laugh is one such
“necessary accident” for a human being, according to Aquinas, as it
arises from the embodied form that reason takes in a human being—a rational
animal can laugh because of the ability to reason that is required to grasp the
point of a humorous situation and the expression of that rational grasp through
the voice box. Thus, while an angel may grasp the point of a humorous situation,
it cannot laugh. And while a hyena may make sound more or less akin to the sound
made by human beings when they laugh, it is not laughing because the sound it
produces is not an expression of reason’s grasp of a humorous point or
situation. So the particular proprium of human beings that is the
ability to laugh flows necessarily from the essence of humanity, which essence
is to be a rational animal, without being an element or integral part
constituting it. It is not the essence because it is not the principle or origin
of distinctively human life. It is consequent upon more fundamental features.

Now, pursuing the implications of
Cross’s intuition about mind, namely, that Aquinas should not hold that
intellect and will 
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are propria of the human
soul, it is logically possible for God to refrain from creating them in any
particular case of the soul of a human body. An even more striking logical
possibility is that because they would not be propria of a human soul,
God could just as well create them as parts of some other soul, for example, as
part of a dog’s soul, or a worm’s soul, a tree’s soul, or for that matter a
nonliving thing’s substantial form, such as that of a lump of iron. To be fair,
Cross, while asserting that “Aquinas’s account does not take very seriously
his own claim that propria are caused by the ‘essential
principles of a species’” (45), suggests that Aquinas might take it to be a
decision on God’s part to create these powers only as powers of “the
substantial form of a human body.” God might then decide to treat brain
development as a “necessary (and part of a set of jointly sufficient
conditions) for God’s creating the human soul(41)
with its sorts of cognitive and appetitive capacities” (ibid.). Thus, it is
a conditional set of necessary and sufficient conditions, in the sense in which
I might treat my child’s turning eighteen years of age as a necessary and
sufficient condition for allowing him or her to learn to drive. On a supposition
of divine voluntarism, we would never be confronted by either human beings
lacking mind or rocks that think. Aquinas, by contrast, takes intellect and will
as propria of the human soul very seriously indeed. For example, he
explicitly rejects the logical possibility of the human soul existing without
these powers, not as a matter of a divine fiat, but as involving a contradiction
in terms.(42)

The conflict Cross sees appears to be
based upon a failure to attend to the different senses of ‘cause’ at play in
Aquinas’s discussion. God’s creatively causing the soul to be is a mode of
efficient causality. However, Aquinas describes the being of powers as propria
flowing from the substantial form by a certain 
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“natural result,” while
immediately suggesting that such a “natural result” is not a mode of
efficient causation when he denies that it involves a change or motion.(43)
As propria, in the second mode of per se predication, the
powers are related to the human soul definitionally, and thus in terms of
formal, not efficient, causality. Aquinas’s position on powers as propria,
formally related to the soul as caused by it, explains why he says that
it would be a contradiction in terms for there to be a human soul without those
powers.

Haldane’s call for an adequate
conception of formal causation is on point. It is because the powers of the soul
are propria, related definitionally to the human soul, that
not even God could create a human soul without creating its propria,(44)
nor could they be created except as the powers of the human soul.(45)
Aquinas’s argument for rationality as the form that intellect takes in
a human being depends upon the claim that it is through sensate acts of the body
that the intellect abstracts its concepts, and so rationality is a proprium of
a certain kind of living body. According to Aquinas, the soul does not have
intellect as such as its power, but intellect as the power of reason,
discursively moving from one thing known to another. This is why
“rational,” not “intellectual,” is the specific defining
feature of the human animal in the definition “a man is a rational
animal,” which involves nothing “more than” a certain kind of
living body2, an animal body2, in the genus of substance.
There is no general 
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conflict between God efficiently
causing the entirety of the soul to be and the soul formally causing its powers
as propria of it, unless one does not recognize the different senses of
‘cause’ at play in the discussion.

Finally, even if the soul were the
efficient cause of its propria, as we supposed earlier for the sake of
argument, there would be no conflict with the claim that God creates them, once
we recognize that the powers of the soul are not integral parts of it. This lack
of conflict is implied by Aquinas’s larger position that there is no conflict at
all between God’s causality in creating natural agents that have their own
genuine natural causality. Indeed, the conflict that Cross sees in Aquinas
between the two claims—that God directly causes the soul and that the soul
causes its propria—appears to be driven by a confusion about the kind
of “parts” of the soul that powers are.

Aquinas distinguishes three distinct
senses of “part”—integral, subjective, and potential (potentialis).(46)
Integral parts are the elements that enter into the constitution of some
compound being; the examples used by Aquinas are the walls, roof, and foundation
of a house. Subjective parts are a little more difficult to understand. Against
the background of Aristotelian classi-fication in terms of genus and species,
Aquinas has in mind the way in which a member of a species is also a member of
the genus. The study of the species is part of the subject studied in the genus.
For example, the species ox and the species lion are both parts of the genus
animal, and so the study of oxen and lions will be part of the subject of the
study of animals. Finally, the third kind of part has to do with the
relationship of powers to the soul. Aquinas gives the examples of the nutritive
and the sensitive powers as “parts” of the soul in this sense. In
speaking here of “potential” parts, we should not think of the broad
English notion of “potential,” but more narrowly of specific powers as
potentialities related to particular types of soul.

Cross’s intuition would have some bite
to it if we were to construe powers of the soul as integral parts of it. If the
soul has 
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integral parts, and if the powers are
among those integral parts, then how could the soul cause its integral parts if
indeed God directly causes the soul to be? Wouldn’t God then be the direct cause
of any integral parts the soul has, if it has any?

However, Aquinas clearly distinguishes
powers as parts of the soul from integral parts of any kind. Whatever is meant
by calling a power a part of the soul, it is not so called as an integral part
or element of the soul entering into its composition. Cross, on the other hand,
appears to be treating the powers as integral parts of the soul, in something
like the way in which arms, legs, heart, kidneys, and so on, are integral parts
of the body. We will see later that Aquinas does not think the soul has any
integral parts at all. Still, even if the soul does have integral parts, what
Aquinas says about the powers as propria “flowing from” the
soul by a certain natural result makes it fairly clear that we should not think
of the powers as among such integral parts.

In addition, Cross’s effort at
reformation generally inverts the distinction in Aquinas between the bodily
powers and the powers of intellect and will. Bodily powers, Aquinas argues, have
their origin in the soul like any powers, but exist in the body1 as
in their immediate subject, while intellect and will have their origin in the
soul, but also exist in the soul as their immediate subject.(47)
Cross, in reforming Aquinas for the contemporary framework, rejects this
distinction, and holds that Aquinas should count the body’s essential properties
as not simply having their origin in the soul, but just as much parts of the
soul as intellect and will (48).(48) However,
Aquinas makes his distinction between the powers on the basis of his argument
that the bodily powers differ from intellect and will insofar as their actus
are actus of bodily organs while the actus of intellect and
will are not. Having made that distinction, he goes on to argue for the
immaterial mode of existence of the soul, which is the immediate subject of the 
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intellect and will, and then on the
basis of that immaterial mode of existence that God must directly create the
human soul.

If we abandon this distinction between
the powers for the sake of argument, we must nevertheless note that Aquinas does
not claim that intellect and will alone are propria of the human soul,
but that all the powers of the body are as well.(49)
Being propria bears upon the question of the origin of powers, not
their immediate subject of existence. In that respect, according to Aquinas
there is no distinction between intellect and will as propria of the
soul and all of the other powers of a human being. As propria they all
have their origin in the human soul, and they are all of a piece.

But we have already seen that Cross
thinks Aquinas should abandon the distinction between the powers on the basis of
their subject of existence. By having God directly create only the powers of
intellect and will, which pertains to their origin, while leaving the bodily
powers alone to originate as propria from the naturally generated soul,
Cross has effectively inverted Aquinas’s position. Aquinas held no distinction
between the powers on the basis of their origin as propria of the soul,
but distinguished them on the basis of their immediate subject of existence. In
Cross’s reformed Aquinas the powers will now be distinguished on the basis of
their origin—bodily as propria of a naturally generated soul,
intellect and will as directly caused by God and not propria of the
soul—in the absence of any distinction among them on the basis of their subject
of existence. Insofar as Aquinas’s discussion of the relationship between the
soul and its powers has been inverted, it is difficult to see how it remains in
view at all.



C) Cross’s Translation of Aquinas



Turning now to the translation part of
Cross’s project, a significant problem with the translation into the talk of
properties and their bearers is that it at best masks, and at worst eliminates,
the central feature of substantial forms for Aquinas, namely, that 
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they are principles of actus
and unity, what Aquinas calls “first act.” It is difficult to capture
what is meant by actus in Latin or energeia in Greek.
Aristotle warns against trying to define it, preferring to proceed by example
and analogy. He gives such examples as “that which is building to that
which is capable of building,” and “that which is wrought to the
unwrought.”(50) The soul as substantial actus
determines the substance to be what it is, to be indivisible as that kind of
thing, and to be only one such being. Powers, on the other hand, are in most
cases principles of potency toward “second act” in a substance.(51)

One of Aquinas’s central concerns in
the discussion of soul and body is to argue against the claim that there are
many souls in a human being, or that the human soul itself is composed of many
subsouls, or subsubstantial forms—in other words, against the claim that the
soul has any integral parts.(52) This position
of Aquinas against the so-called plurality of forms position was almost unique
to him in his time, and rested firmly upon his understanding of Aristotle’s
metaphysics of substance as set out in the Metaphysics and analyzed in
his own Commentary on the Metaphysics of Aristotle.

Aquinas’s arguments against both
pluralist positions rely primarily upon his emphasis on the unity of human life
as exhibited in its animate activities. In a human being the actuality (first
act) of being animal just is the actuality (first act) of being rational, even
as the powers characteristic of such being may be actually exercised (second
act) episodically and apart from one another. In addition, even when they are
exercised episodically and apart from one another, most often they enter into
the constitution of intentional actions that possess a per se unity
subordinated to rational goals teleologically determined by the nature of the
soul as first act. This unity is by contrast with a per accidens unity.
In one of his more forceful statements, Aquinas concludes that if the pluralist
position distinguishing reason as a 
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form from the substantial form of the
body were true, reason and will would have no more relation to the animal life
of human beings than does being white, namely, none; technically, being rational
would be per accidens to being human. He treats this latter position
about reason and will as manifestly false.

Rationality is the form of animality
in a human being; its union with the animal acts of a human being is per se.
Failure of one of the powers involved in the per se unity of such an
intentional act leads to some measure of failure in accomplishing the act as
such. Here Cuyper’s “Thomistic Agent-Causalism” is relevant, with its
critique of “para-mechanistic” agent causalism. We do not have two or
more actus tied together by divine fiat, but, rather, identically one
simple unity of actus (first) that is the substantial form determining
the natures of its propria and their fulfillment in second act. And
yet, it is precisely according to divine fiat that Cross has the reformed
Aquinas treat the relation of reason and will to the life of the animal whose
soul with its animal powers has been naturally generated. God could just as well
treat brain development as a necessary and sufficient condition for creating the
hair color of all human beings to be brown, as he treats it for creating the
powers of intellect and will.

Aquinas’s arguments may fail, perhaps,
in the end, but the difficulty with Cross’s translation is that it comes close
to making Aquinas’s position appear unintelligible. If ‘property’ translates
both ‘form’ and ‘power’, as Cross uses it, the soul is a property and it has
properties as parts. Aquinas’s position, in the language of form, is that the
soul is a substantial form and it has powers as parts. The soul cannot have
powers as integral parts because they are fundamentally in potency, while it is
fundamentally actus.(53) If it had the
potencies as its integral parts, there would have to be a further more
fundamental actus determining the union of those integral potencies as
parts of the soul. In the contemporary idiom, there is no such barrier to one
property having other properties as integral parts. It is no surprise,
therefore, when Cross treats the 
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translated Aquinas’s discussion of
“parts of the soul” as involving integral parts, despite Aquinas’s
denial in his own idiom that this is so.

In fact, in Cross’s translation, we
are forced into a plurality of properties where Aquinas had argued in his own
terms against a plurality of forms. The translation masks or eliminates the
difference between the soul and its powers, unless with Cross one has recourse
to the property of “being a substantial form of a body,” which the
soul in some sense bears and its powers do not (41). But this latter property
looks suspiciously like a Cambridge property to be doing any serious
metaphysical work. It is ad hoc, and is introduced to distinguish the
soul as a property from all the other properties of the substance. However,
specification of this property plainly requires use of the term ‘form’ that is
supposed to be translated. Presumably, the property of “being a substantial
property” will not do to characterize the soul apart from the powers, since
intellect, will, and all the other properties of the human substance are
presumably substantial properties as well. What is lost in translation is that
substantial form is the intrinsic principle of being, actus, and unity
in a substance, features of existence not adequately captured by more recent
notions of property. Certainly recent philosophy of mind has no use at all for
the notion of forms, let alone substantial forms. In particular, failure to
recognize the role of substantial form as principle of unity in human life and
action is precisely what Aquinas thinks leads to the ‘plurality of forms’
position of his contemporaries, and what we might recognize in Cross’s analysis
as the plurality of properties. In the end, Cross finds himself in a position in
which he must return to the unanalyzed notion of ‘form’ in “property of
being a substantial form of a body,” lest the translation fail to
distinguish the soul from all the other properties of the human substance. Thus,
it simply looks as if the term ‘form’ as Aquinas uses it in the discussion of
human life cannot be translated without remainder as ‘property’.

Furthermore, if we take the property
of mind to be the intellectual principle—which, according to Cross, should not
be 
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a proprium of the human
soul-property—by introducing the mind as a property directly created
by God that is not the naturally generated soul-property, Cross’s translation
commits Aquinas to a position that he deliberately and significantly argues
against in the Summa, namely, that the intellectual principle is
something other than the human soul itself.(54)
In the translated terms, Cross argues that Aquinas should treat the
soul-property as naturally generated with the body, while the mind-property is
directly created by God. Thus the mind-property is not identical to the
soul-property. But if the mind-property is the intellectual principle, it
follows that the soul-property is not. On the other hand, if the soul-property
does not have the mind-property as one of its propria, it is difficult
to see how the soul-property could in any sense be called the intellectual
principle. But in Aquinas’s own argument, that the soul is the intellectual
principle is an identity claim. It has the necessity of an identity claim; not
even God could make the human soul to be, even counterfactually, anything other
than the intellectual principle of a living body.

Thus the reformed and translated
Aquinas needs to abandon one of the most unique positions he took in his own
time, namely, against the plurality of forms. He must also abandon one of the
most substantive positions he took on the relation of intellect and will to
bodily life, namely, that the principle of intellect and will is nothing other
than the substantial form or principle of life in a particular kind of animal
body. No wonder then that this updated Aquinas ends up a kind of near-miss
Cartesian dualist, in the terms and context of recent analytic debate about the
nature of mind.
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D) Cross and the Interaction
Problem



Cross uses the contemporary idiom of
properties and their bearers to translate Aquinas’s language of form, powers,
and substance. The soul on this account turns out to be a property that can
itself bear properties, namely, the powers of intellect and will that it has, as
well as “the property of being a substantial form of a body.” How does
this translation fare in dealing with one of the central problems of
contemporary dualism in analytic philosophy, the “Interaction
Problem”? Cross’s reformed and translated Aquinas will see part of the soul
as part of the body, and the essential properties of the body as parts of the
soul, not simply as having their origin in the soul. “The causal influence
of the human body on the human soul can be explained by the soul’s being
causally affected by one of its properties” (48). Going in the other
direction from mind to body, insofar as it is “a substantial form of a
human body, the human soul is, in the relevant sense, a part of the human body.
And the causal influence of the soul on the body can be explained in terms of
the body’s being affected by one of its own parts” (49).

Granted that Cross has little space to
develop this thought, it is far from obvious that it is “prima facie
unproblematic” (48), that the reformed and translated “[Aquinas] will
have no difficulty accounting for the causal activity of the human body on the
human soul” (ibid.) and vice versa, and that this Aquinas will have solved
the Interaction Problem. Cross claims that “on Aquinas’ account, the
individual subsistent (the human soul) which is the mind, is also that in virtue
of which a human body has the essential properties which it has” (ibid.).
But this claim is at best ambiguous, and at worst false in the present context.
In the first place, in the unreformed Aquinas, the claim is seriously ambiguous.
Aquinas treats the term ‘mind’ in its proper sense as synonymous with the term
‘intellect’, and as referring to the power of intellect alone, not intellect and
will, or intellect and any other set of powers. In the proper sense, Aquinas
denies that mind 
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or intellect is the soul itself.(55)
He is willing to grant that the term ‘intellect’ may be applied to the soul as
substantial form of the body. However, such a use of the term is by analogy, as
he says that the soul can be named from its highest power which is intellect or
mind.(56) And certainly, neither of these
senses, the proper or the analogous, is what is meant by the term ‘mind’ in
recent philosophy of mind.

In the second place, considering the
reformed and translated Aquinas that Cross has given us, the claim is false.
Cross has the reformed Aquinas rejecting the claim that God creates the human
soul, which should be taken to be naturally generated with the body, while the
“mind,” that is, the powers of intellect and will are created
by God as parts of the naturally generated soul once brain development has
reached a certain point. But this new part of the soul is not an essential part
of the soul, and so it cannot constitute a new soul. So the complex of
soul-plus-mind is not identical to the soul that was naturally generated, and it
is not a new soul of the body. Thus, Cross cannot help himself to the claim,
which we have seen is ambiguous in the unreformed Aquinas, that the soul is the
mind. On the new view, the mind created by God is clearly something other than
the soul naturally generated by the body, and so the claim that the human soul
is the human mind is clearly false.

In addition, Cross slides ambiguously
between the two idioms of properties and forms: bodily properties are properties
of the soul and in that sense parts of it, while the soul is a substantial form
of the body and in that sense a part of it. Is ‘part’ here being used in the
same sense? According to Cross, the soul as a property is a part of the body; as
such, it can causally affect the body. If there is to be causal symmetry here
between soul and body, then it would seem that the body itself must be a
property that can causally affect the soul. But a property of what? Is it a
property of the soul, and a part of the soul in that sense, since according to
Cross the properties of the body are parts of the soul? If not, what 




  
  

  


page 310

else could the body be a property of,
and in “the relevant sense” a part of?

We have little difficulty with the
idea that one physical part of the body can causally affect another part, as
when in a fit of laughter I leave a red mark on my thigh from slapping it with
my hand. Here one integral part of the body is casually (as an efficient cause)
affecting another integral part of the body. But presumably my soul, which
Cross’s Aquinas thinks is in some sense a part of my body, is not a part in the
same sense as my hand or thigh is. All the work is being done by Cross’s phrase
“in the relevant sense.” But what is that relevant sense in
contemporary terms? Cross does not tell us.

A favorite candidate for causal
explanation in analytic thought would have it that the event of my thigh being
red is caused by the event of my hand striking my thigh because the two events
fall under a covering law that relates with natural necessity certain physical
properties that the events exemplify. Applied to Cross’s proposal about Aquinas,
we would then have the claim that a certain bodily event is caused by a certain
mental event because the two events fall under a covering law relating bodily
properties exemplified by the bodily event to mental properties exemplified by
the mental events, and vice versa; we could cash out the “relevant
sense” of ‘part’ by relating it to this account.

But that account doesn’t solve the
“soul-body problem”; it states it. Given assumptions about the causal
closure of the physical that animate recent philosophy of mind, the very
existence of such psychophysical laws, the kinds of events that fall under them
if they exist, whether mental events are type-identical with physical events,
whether they supervene on physical events, and so on, are some of the central
features and most controversial difficulties associated with the Interaction
Problem in recent analytic philosophy. Unless Cross intends a type identity
theory, in which mental types are identical with physical or bodily types, there
is no solution here of the Interaction Problem. If he does intend such a theory,
it only solves the problem at a cost rejected by most philosophers of mind in
the analytic tradition. And 
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certainly Aquinas himself, the
un-reformed and un-translated Aquinas, in his own terms had no intention of
affirming a type identity theory when he argued that the actus of the
power of reason is immaterial. There are other ways of approaching an analysis
of cause and effect, but unless we understand what is meant by the “soul is
a part of the body in the relevant sense,” they will most likely
suffer the same problem.

There is an even deeper problem here.
We have taken at face value Cross’s claim about a part of the soul being a part
of the body, as the precondition for addressing the Interaction Problem. The
difficulty is that on Cross’s account this part of the soul cannot be the
relevant part for addressing that problem, that is, it cannot be the mind that
is this part of the soul that is part of the body. Cross had suggested that the
reformed Aquinas treat the mind, consisting of the powers of intellect and will,
as a part of the soul directly created by God. However, these powers cannot be
the part of the soul that is also part of the body, because Cross had also said
that it is in virtue of these powers, that is, in virtue of the mind, that the
human person is “more than” the living human body. The reformed
Aquinas will hold that the soul with its bodily powers is naturally generated
with the body. Once brain development hits the right condition, God will create
the mind as a part of the soul, but a part that makes the person to be more than
the living human body. It is difficult to see how that part that makes the
person more than the human body could itself be a part of the human body. If it
is a part of the human body then how could the person through that part be more
than the human body?

Thus, whatever part of the soul it is
that is supposed to be a part of the body in solving the Interaction Problem, it
cannot be the mind as Cross conceives of it. We are left precisely with that
Interaction Problem in straightforward Cartesian terms: how is it that the mind
that God creates interacts with the human body? If Cross were to say that it
interacts with that part of the soul that is part of the body, this would not
solve the difficulty, but simply relocate it in a latter-day search for the
pineal gland. None of this is prima facie unproblematic. And it is
clear that despite his claims 
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to the contrary Cross’s reformed and
translated Aquinas appears to have no solution to the “Interaction
Problem.”



E) Aquinas and the Interaction
Problem



In Aquinas’s original language of form
as act, by contrast, it is not clear that there is an interaction problem at all
to be solved. Recall Aristotle’s gruesome insight that a detached human hand is
only called a human hand equivocally. That equivocation arises because a real
human hand is what it is in virtue of its actually being alive, that is, in
virtue of the form of life that animates it, the human soul. The same of course
is said, mutatis mutandis, of a dead body and a real human body. But
forms do not “interact” with that which they inform. Either as first
act or as second act, forms are not sufficiently distinct from the objects they
inform so that they could interact with them.(57)
Forms just are the objects, considered as what they actually are and
do. Thus, forms determine the ways in which objects interact with the world,
without themselves interacting with the objects they inform.

For example, the sphericity of the
iron sphere does not interact with the iron. It is the iron being actually
spherical, where the iron could be but is not actually some other shape. And it
is because the iron is actually spherical that the iron interacts with its
environment in typical ways and not others—rolling, for instance, rather than
sliding. Its actual motion as rolling depends on the sculptor who fashions it,
upon the child who pushes it, and upon the sphericity that informs but does not
push it. And there is no competition here between the sphericity, the sculptor,
and the child, as to responsibility for moving the bronze. All of them can be
said to cause it to roll, so long as we recognize the different modalities of
causality at play. A form as an intrinsic principle of some object is explicitly
contrasted in both Aristotle and Aquinas with an efficient cause as an extrinsic
principle of that object.

Aquinas does say briefly that the soul
“moves the body … through the motive power” (STh I, q.
76, a. 4, ad 2) and the soul 
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may thus be taken to be a moving part
while the body is a moved part. Cross takes this passage to be evidence for his
claim that the soul can act upon the body as an efficient cause (49),
and thus evidence for the issue of interaction in Aquinas’s account. However, prima
facie, the claim doesn’t say that, and all Aquinas is giving is a façon
de parler. Because soul and body are contrasted in this text as parts, the
sense of body must be body1. But recall that body1 was
that sense in which one does not consider the body as living; one prescinds from
that in order to consider it simply as material with a weight and size, composed
of certain elements and compounds, and so on. When we consider body1,
we do not consider it as alive, and a fortiori as a source of motion.
To consider it as alive, and as a source of a particular type of motion, human
motion, we must advert to the human soul that informs it, just as we must advert
to the sphericity of the bronze if we are to consider the actual type of motion
it undergoes. We can say that the bronze’s shape moves it to roll rather than
slide, without thereby committing ourselves to the shape as a little agent (a
quasi homunculus) within the bronze. Without considering the soul, we can say
nothing of the body as a source of a particular kind of motion, the human kind.(58)
Thus, because the body is not the origin of motion when we simply consider it as
body1, the soul is a principle of motion in the body, and the moving
part in that sense, just as the sphericity can be called the rolling part of the
bronze. But it is not an efficient principle of motion in the body, not a moving
part in that sense.

Expanding upon and explaining at
greater length elsewhere the claim that the soul “moves the body …
through the motive power,” Aquinas identifies this motive power with the
union of cognitive and appetitive powers, including not only intellect and will,
which belong to the human soul alone as subject, but also sense cognition and
sense appetite, which are powers that involve bodily organs, not the soul alone.
“Since motion is directed at 
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something particular, the intellective
part, which apprehends universally, only moves through a particular apprehension
and desire which belongs to the sensitive part.” The union of intellective
and sensitive part required here is none other than the simple unity of the soul
as first act. Aquinas concludes, “it is that part of an animated body to
which it belongs to apprehend (particular things) and desire (them) that moves
the body.”(59) Notice that Aquinas speaks
of motion requiring a “desire which belongs to the sensitive part,” in
conjunction with rational appetite which informed by intellect only desires in a
general way. But desire that leads to action is directed at a particular goal or
end as final cause. And neither Aristotle nor Aquinas has any difficulty
referring to the end or final cause moving some being, without thereby reducing
the end or final cause to a species of efficient causality that would
“interact” with the moved.

Aquinas says it is a part of the
“animated body” that moves the body. And yet is it not the case that
the soul moves the body? Yes and no. Consider human sight as an analogy. The
soul causes the body to see because the power of sight has its formal origin in
this type of soul. In this sense, mole souls do not cause, do not move moles to
see. And yet it is the living human body that sees, since sight exists in that
body as in its immediate subject. Similarly the “motive power,” like
any power, has its origin in the soul—it is a proprium—and in that
sense is caused by the soul, while it does not exist in the soul as its
immediate subject. Only intellect and will exist in the soul as their immediate
subject. In that sense, the motive power exists in the living body as its
subject, and it is nothing other than the body’s power of movement.

Here again one wants to avoid the
paramechanistic agent causalism critiqued by Cuypers. Since Aquinas holds that
an efficient cause must be extrinsic to that which it efficiently causes(60)
and powers of the composite body are not extrinsic to the composite, this
movement of the body by its cognitive and appetitive powers cannot be a mode of
efficient causality. The 
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soul moves the body through the motive
power, not in the sense of efficiently interacting with it, but in the sense of
informing it, and causing it to be what it is, as it informs the eye, and causes
human vision to be what it is. Other integral parts of the body2
interact with the eyeball in human vision—the optic nerve, and muscles
surrounding it, and so on—much like when I slap my thigh and leave a red mark.
But the soul does not move the eyeball in that sense. It informs it, and makes
it a human eyeball involved in human vision rather than canine vision. To make
the soul the efficient cause of some motion of the body would require denying
that the soul informs that part of the body. But that would require treating
that part of the body as nonliving. If we were to take the hand, for example,
and deny that it is informed by the soul in order that it could be efficiently
moved by the soul, we would be left with Aristotle’s gruesome detached human
hand, and the motion of our attached human hands would be no different in
principle from the motion involved in picking up the detached human hand and
waving it about. But this is simply to misunderstand the nature of human action,
and the form that it takes. Again, Cuypers and Martin’s papers are
relevant here.

Thus in speaking of the soul moving
the body through the motive power, we have ample evidence and philosophical
reasons for thinking the mode of causality involved is not one of efficient
causality of the soul upon the body, “interacting with it.” In fact,
what the point from question 76 of the Prima Pars amounts to is the
claim that the living body moves in virtue of the distinctive cognitive and
appetitive powers appropriate for the kind of living being in question. Thus it
is significant that in his extended discussion of the issue, Aquinas did not
confine the discussion to the human soul and body, but broadly to any animal
soul and body. Like the iron sphere, the living body moves distinctively in the
way it does in virtue of its distinctive form. But unlike the iron sphere, it
does so in a distinctive fashion animated by the cognition and desire
appropriate to the kind of being it is, determined formally, not efficiently, by
its soul. Dogs move in distinctively doglike ways not simply because their
bodies are structurally 
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different from cat bodies, but because
their cognitive and appetitive powers are different from the cognitive and
appetitive powers of cats. Human beings move in distinctively human ways, not
simply because they are upright and bipedal, but because in their animal bodies
sense cognition and appetite are formally and thus existentially united with
reason and will in the human soul. In the framework of being and act that
animates Aquinas’s thought, the Interaction Problem between soul and body simply
does not arise. If I am correct in this assessment, then the fact that it arises
when translating Aquinas into the contemporary idiom should give one pause not
only about the translation, but philosophically about the idiom itself.

‘Form’, particularly ‘substantial
form’, looks to be simply un-translatable. Following Haldane’s suggestion, we
ought to face that fact and try to develop an adequate philosophical account of
it, not in terms of, but, rather, as a genuine philosophical contri-bution or
even a challenge to the adequacy of analytic philosophy to provide an
account of human life and action without it. The elements of an adequate
philosophical anthropology may be one of the most important contributions that
Thomism can make to contemporary philosophy. Cross’s paper is both important and
well worth the attention one gives to it. It genuinely wrestles with the
difficulties of engaging recent philosophy of mind employing the thought of
Thomas Aquinas. Such wrestling should take place. But the paper is also useful
because it displays just the sorts of difficulties that have to be faced if one
wants to translate Aquinas’s discussion of soul and body into the contemporary
analytic setting. Both Oderberg and Cross are living philosophers trying in
their own ways to take seriously an historical figure as a genuine philosophical
interlocutor worthy of more than antiquarian interest, and they should be
applauded for that.

Too often Thomists want to place
Aquinas in recent debates without struggling with the issues Cross struggles
with. Perhaps the struggle proves too great in this instance, and the Thomist’s
account of the soul is a challenge to the adequacy of the philosophical
presuppositions of the recent debate, rather than a 
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position that can be translated into
it. The conflicts, as one sees in all the papers in this volume, are the stuff
of which good philosophy is made. If there are genuine philosophical insights to
be found within Thomism, Thomists must seek to engage the living philosophy of
our age, one major area of which is contemporary analytic philosophy. Those
Thomists who take up that responsibility with all its potential triumphs and
pitfalls would do very well to read this collection of essays.(61)
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AQUINAS RECENTLY has received renewed attention from philosophers in the
Anglo-American tradition who view themselves as part of a broader movement in
Thomistic studies known as ‘analytical Thomism’. The leading spokesman of this
movement, John Haldane, who coined its name, argues that Aquinas serves “as
a thinker from whom we can learn in our efforts to answer speculative questions
about the nature of mind and of the world.”(1)
More specifically, Haldane and others argue that Aquinas provides important
insights for defending realism within metaphysics, epistemology, and the
philosophy of mind: the position that the world both exists independently of the
mind and is intrinsically intelligible to the mind, able and in some sense
waiting to be known by the mind “as it is.”
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This paper is a deliberate exercise in
analytical Thomism.(2) In it, I engage Aquinas’s
own work as well as the work of thinkers operating within (or at least familiar
with) the Anglo-American philosophical tradition in order to defend Aquinas’s
account of sensory cognition as undergirded by a strong commitment to direct
realism. The direct realist holds that in cases of veridical sensation, or sense
experience, cognitive subjects enjoy direct epistemic access to objective
aspects or features (sensible aspects or features) of the external world. Put
more strongly: according to direct realism, in veridical sensation cognitive
subjects are in direct cognitive contact not with private objects of sensory
consciousness, but with actual extrasensory and extramental objects and states
of affairs. What direct realism denies, therefore, is that in cases of veridical
sensation cognitive subjects and the world meet at an interface. Sense
experience does not mediate our epistemic access to the world; it conjoins us to
the world itself.

From a robust direct realist
perspective, however, it is not enough to claim that it is merely by having
certain sense experiences, or being caused to have certain sense experiences,
that we as cognitive subjects can be credited with genuinely experiencing a
world that exists independently of our minds.(3)
According to the specific form of direct realism I articulate and defend here,
which I claim emerges from a proper study of Aquinas’s account of sensory
cognition, it is only by having sense experiences that possess definitive content—content
that is isomorphic or formally identical with the sensible features of
mind-independent reality—that we can be credited with occupying world-intending
sensory states, in which we see, hear, taste, touch, and smell objective aspects
or features of the world itself. Thus, it is by virtue of possessing the
requisite content that 
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the veridical sensations or
perceptions we enjoy and possess bear directly on the world, and thereby unite
us to the world.

In defending this claim, I will be
giving an exposition of what I take to be the most important features of
Aquinas’s account of sensory cognition: most notably, the operation of the
external senses, and secondarily, the role of the common sense and phantasms.
Interpreting Aquinas in the right light allows us better to understand and
appreciate his account of sensory cognition as well as the nature and benefits
of direct realism itself.

 



I. Aquinas’s Account of Sensory Cognition: 



The External Senses

Aquinas’s account of cognition is
based on the cornerstone claim that we, as cognitive subjects, always experience
and apprehend the world as formed: all cognition of external objects is
cognition of form, or of external objects as formed. According to
Aquinas’s metaphysics, the ‘substantial’ form of a material thing is
its inner structuring or ordering principle, or that which makes a thing what it
intelligibly is. A material thing is therefore a composite of substantial form
and matter. In addition, Aquinas recognizes ‘accidental’ (nonsubstantial) forms,
among which are the sensible features of the external world, or the sensible
properties that external objects actually possess. Thus, in cognizing form, we
sense and apprehend a material thing (or, as cognized, an external object) as it
is, as an objective aspect of the empirical world that possesses objectively
sensible features or properties as well as an objectively knowable nature or
essence (i.e., a material thing as a composite of form and matter).(4)
My task in this paper is to explicate how it is that we cognize form—and
specifically sensible form. At the heart of Aquinas’s account of sensory
cognition is the claim that all cognitive contact with form 
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occurs through a complex process of
sensation and intellective abstraction in which the sensible and intelligible
features or forms of external objects respectively ‘in-form’ both the senses and
the intellect.

On the most basic level, cognition for
Aquinas originates, as it does for Aristotle, in sensation, which Aquinas claims
cognitively conjoins us to the sensible features possessed by external objects
themselves (and which, given his realism, exist independently of sensation
itself). He recognizes five basic external sensory powers—sight, hearing,
touch, taste, and smell—all of which he associates with a specific sense organ,
and all of which he says correspond to ‘proper’ sensibles (sensibilia)
or qualities, such as color, sound, temperature, flavor, and odor, respectively.(5)
He also recognizes ‘common’ sensibles such as size, number, and shape that are
sensible by more than one sense, and consequently do not make a direct
impression on any one sense. Common sensibles (which belong to the category of
quantity rather than quality) thus “do not move the senses first and of
their own nature, but by reason of a sensible quality”; nevertheless, like
the proper sensibles, they still are sensible per se, since they affect
the kind of impression external objects make on the senses.(6)
For example, Aquinas says, “sense is immuted differently by a large and by
a small surface,” or, we could say, by a surface that is large and white
versus a surface that is small and white.(7) So
while common sensibles do not impress the senses directly, they are sensed by us
(and hence remain per se objects of sensation) nonetheless. Finally,
Aquinas recognizes a third kind of sense object: ‘accidental’ sense objects such
as Socrates, who is sensible per 
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accidens rather
than per se, insofar it is accidental or incidental to the per se sensible—whiteness—that
it also should be Socrates.(8)

My thesis that Aquinas is a direct
realist is limited, at least initially, to Aquinas’s claims regarding the
cognition of proper sensibles. (I will extend that thesis to include the
cognition of common sensibles in the final section of the paper.) My exposition
of Aquinas begins with his claim that direct cognition of proper sensibles is
possible because external objects, qua external causes of sensation,
impress themselves, and more specifically, impress specific sensible features or
forms—that is, proper sensibles—on the senses.(9)
Aquinas therefore understands sensation to be a primarily passive act,
the reception of sensible forms (species) in the senses: “sense is
a passive power, and is naturally immuted by the exterior sensible. Wherefore
the exterior cause of such immutation is what is ‘per se’ perceived by the
sense.”(10) The idea here, as Aquinas
further explains it, is that the same sensible forms that are ‘naturally’
present in external objects of sense are ‘intentionally’ present in the organs
of sense. As present in external objects, sensible forms enjoy a ‘natural’
existence (esse naturale); as present in the organs of sense, sensible
forms enjoy an ‘intentional’ existence (esse intentionale).(11)

Thus, the presence of sensible forms
in the senses effects an intentional change in the senses themselves. Aquinas
writes:

Now, change [immutatio]
is of two kinds, one natural, the other spiritual. Natural change takes place by
the form of the agent being received according to its natural existence, into
the thing changed, as heat is received into the thing heated. Whereas spiritual
change takes place by the form of the agent being received, according to a
spiritual mode of existence [esse spirituale], into the thing changed,
as the form of color is received into the pupil which does not
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thereby become
colored. Now, for the operation of the senses, a spiritual change is required,
whereby an intention [intentio] of the sensible form is effected in the
sensible organ. Otherwise, if a natural change alone sufficed for the sense’s
action, all natural bodies would feel when they undergo alteration.(12)



Recent interpreters of Aquinas have tried to explain intentional change (here
translated as ‘spiritual’ change) by relying on the modern taxonomy of
‘physical’ and ‘mental’.(13) But on Aquinas’s
view it cannot be so neatly defined. For Aquinas, intentional change does occurs
in the bodily organ of sense (which means that it must be in ‘physical’ in one
sense) but in such a way that it generates an act of sensation, or a cognitive
act (which means it must also be ‘mental’ in some sense). Furthermore, Aquinas
argues that intentional change occurs in the medium (e.g., the air) that
separates the organ of sense from the object of sense.(14)
Yet he claims that, even as intentionally informed, the medium does not sense:
so ‘intentional’ need not denote anything mental. How, then, should we properly
understand intentional change in sensation, which Aquinas clearly argues is
necessary for the successful operation of the senses?

To start, we should analyze
intentional change in sensation (and hence sensation itself) by employing the
Aristotelian vocabulary of ‘matter’ and form’, as well as ‘potency’ and ‘act’,
rather than the modern vocabulary of ‘physical’ and ‘mental’. Most basically,
intentional change for Aquinas is the reception of form in the relevant
recipient (i.e., the senses or the medium) without matter; and the reception of
form without matter is “the recipient being assimilated to the agent in
respect of form and not in respect of matter,” or the recipient becoming
like the agent in
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respect of form but not in matter.(15)
Thus, intentional change in sensation, or the reception of the form without
matter in the senses, is the cognitive assimilation of the relevant sensory
power (and hence the cognizer) to the relevant object of sense. Even more
simply: intentional change in the senses—the actualization of a sensory power
by a proper sensible—just is the act of sensation itself, which cognitively
unites the perceiving subject to the external object of sense itself.

We can strengthen this claim by
recalling that in a thoroughly Aristotelian framework (which Aquinas adopts) our
powers of sense are nothing more than capacities for being informed by the
sensible features or forms of external objects themselves. Or again, our powers
of sense are potentially oriented towards veridical sensation and as such only
can be actualized by external objects themselves, when those objects impress
their sensible features or forms on the senses. Aquinas writes:

potency is nothing
but a certain relationship to act. And without this likeness there would be no
necessary correspondence between this act and this potency. Hence potency in
this sense is not actualized from contrary to contrary, but rather from like to
like, in the sense that the potency resembles its act.(16)






On Aquinas’s Aristotelian view, veridical sensible encounter with the world is
possible because our external senses are, at bottom, capable of being acted on
by proper sensibles, and common
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sensibles by way of proper sensibles. Sensory power qua ‘recipient’
and sensible object qua ‘agent’ are linked by way of what we can call a
proper formal correspondence (sight to color, hearing to sound, touch to
temperature, taste to flavor, and smell to odor), or what Aquinas, following
Aristotle, calls a correspondence of “like to like.”

Commenting on Aristotle, Aquinas goes as far as to say that, as suitably
informed, each of our sensory powers “cannot err” in putting us into
cognitive contact with proper sensibles themselves:

What is perceived by
one sense and by no other [is] in respect of which the perceiving sense cannot
err; thus it is proper to sight to know color, to hearing to know sound, to
taste to know flavor or savor. Touch, however, has several objects proper to
itself: heat and moisture, cold and dryness, the heavy and the light, etc. Each
sense judges the objects proper to itself and is not mistaken about these, e.g.
sight with regard to such and such a color or hearing with regard to sound.(17)



The point here is not that the senses are always perfect in their operations:
the eye, for example, can see properly only if there is sufficient light
illuminating the medium as well as the object of sight, and the eye itself (as
well as its component parts) is functioning properly (i.e., subject to no
malfunction).(18) Aquinas says that it is
“the very essence of each sense is that it is naturally fitted to be
affected by some such special object proper to itself. The nature of each
faculty consists in its relation to its proper object.”(19)
Thus, the formal correspondence that conjoins sense organ or power with proper
sensible (and hence external objects) is underwritten not by perfectionism but
by reliabilism, or what


  



page 351

we also can refer to as a natural
teleology, regarding the innate ability of each of the senses to “judge the
objects proper to itself”—that is, accurately and truthfully to detect
their proper sensible objects, sensible forms, and hence external reality
itself.(20)

Ultimately, then, sensation on
Aquinas’s view is explicable only in terms of the category of form, and what we
can now identify as formal causality: in sensation, the same sensible features
or forms that exist in things, and are objectively sensible by us, are received
in the senses, or causally inform the senses, thereby activating our senses
(already potentially oriented towards sensation) and assimilating our senses
(and us) to the world itself. This transaction surely also involves efficient
causality: a bodily change in the organ of sense, which is affected by the
presence of sensible form. But this transaction cannot be reduced to efficient
causality. The bodily change that occurs in the organ of sense is an act of
sensory cognition, and Aquinas explains sensory cognition in terms of the
immaterial reception of form, which means formal and efficient causality are
both at work.

The temptation here, once again, may
be to try to reduce formal causality and hence sensory cognition on the
Thomistic/Aristotelian view to something wholly physical or mental. But as Miles
Burnyeat points out, form for the Thomist/Aristotelian is equally at home in the
world and in the senses, and as such, equally at home in the physical and in the
mental. He writes:

[T]he form which the
sense-organ receives without matter is the very same form as exists with matter
in the object perceived. If it was not the same, perception would not reveal
objective truth. Form and matter are basic principles of Aristotelian physics.
Form’s presence in the sense-organ without matter is therefore as physical a
fact as its presence with matter in the object perceived. If its presence in the
sense-organ is awareness, and awareness is a mental
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phenomenon in the
modern sense, then for Aristotle and Aquinas perception is both physical and
mental… . Thus both natural and spiritual change fall within the realm of
physics, because both involve form.(21)





In this passage, Burnyeat not only clearly underscores the intelligible place of
form in Aristotelian physics, and hence a broader, richer understanding of
physical reality; he also underscores the Thomistic/Aristotelian commitment to
realism in sensory cognition. Insofar as the same form is present both with
matter in sensible things (naturally) and without matter in the organs of sense
(intentionally), it ensures the objectivity and directness of sensation itself.
Or again, it is because the same sensible features or forms that are present in
external objects come to be present in the senses that we, as cognitive
subjects, can be credited with possessing world-intending sensory states—that
is, sensory states whose content is isomorphic with (and hence directed on) the
sensible features or forms possessed by external objects themselves.









II.
Sensory Cognition and Direct Realism





Aquinas is a direct realist concerning our ability to sense objective aspects or
features of the external world: in cases of veridical sensation, our most basic
sensory states, as suitably configured by sensible forms, are in direct
cognitive contact with objective, external states of affairs. For example, our
seeing
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redness, when our senses (and specifically, our visual sense organs) have
been impressed by an actual red object, just is direct cognitive contact with
the redness possessed by the object itself—an objective, external feature of
our environment. The epistemic access is utterly direct because our seeing
redness is isomorphic with (or we could say, formally identical to) the sensed
object’s being red. Put negatively, the isomorphism (or formal identity) of
sense and the object of sense ensures that no cognitive “gap” or
“space” separates our seeing redness from the sensed object’s being
red. I emphasize this point in order to show how Aquinas, following Aristotle,
offers an account of sensory cognition that honors the insight, central to
direct realism, that acts or episodes of sensation do not mediate and hence
intervene between cognitive subjects’ epistemic access to the world; they (as
suitably configured or informed) conjoin cognitive subjects to the world.

Consequently, and perhaps not surprisingly, Aquinas can and should be read as
offering a philosophical framework for understanding sensation that refuses to
equate sensory acts with ‘sense-data’—construed as private mental episodes, or
what Hilary Putnam calls “mere affectations of a person’s
subjectivity”—that conjoin us to the world only causally but not
cognitively. Putnam does not employ the distinction between efficient and formal
causality, but in his Dewey Lectures he clearly targets modern causal theories
of perception that reduce sensation to baldly efficient causality. He argues
that these theories, which claim to be compatible with direct realism, in fact
suffer from the same crucial ambiguity that afflicts traditional empiricist
theories of perception. According to a causal account of perception, so
formulated as compatible with direct realism, cognitive subjects can and do
enjoy direct epistemic access to extramental objects and states of affairs by
virtue of standing in the appropriate causal relations with those objects and
states of affairs, and, more specifically, by having suitably caused sensations
of those objects and states of affairs. The problem with this view, Putnam
claims, is that it makes a critical assumption regarding the nature of


  



page 354

suitably caused sensory states: namely, that they are so constituted as to
afford the requisite epistemic access. In other words, this view assumes that it
is merely by having certain sense experiences that cognitive subjects can also
be credited with genuinely experiencing the world and, specifically, the
external objects that cause them to have those experiences.

As Putnam goes on to argue, even if the appropriately caused experiences are
identified with brain states—mere physical processes or events that take place
within the brain—rather than the more infamous mental sense-data or ‘qualia’,
“it [still] has to seem magical that we can have access to anything outside
our ‘inputs’—those ‘qualia’ that I thought could be identified with ‘physical
occurrences’.”(22) According to Putnam,
merely replacing sense-data with perceptual inputs (the functional equivalent of
sense-data) does nothing to show how those perceptual inputs are distinctly
unlike their classical analogs and hence represent something more than “the
outer limit of our cognitive processing [beyond which] everything … is
connected to our mental processes only causally, not cognitively.”(23)
Arguing directly
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against what he calls the ‘Cartesian
cum materialist’ view (to which he once subscribed), Putnam claims that the
attempt to identify sense experiences with brain states fails: there is simply
not enough content to the functionalist account (or an even to an ideal
psychological account) to specify in what consists the relationship between
sense experiences and perceptual inputs. Putnam’s conclusion, therefore, is that
sense experiences are neither reducible to physical states, nor are they
something “extra” over and above physical states. He says:

sensory experiences
are not passive affectations of an object called a “mind” but (for the
most part) experiences of aspects of the world by a living being. Mind talk is
not talk about an immaterial part of us but rather a way of describing the
exercise of certain abilities we possess, abilities that supervene upon the
activities of our brains and upon all our various transactions with the
environment but that do not have to be reductively explained using the
vocabulary of physics and biology, or even the vocabulary of computer science.(24)



The particular account Putnam offers here—what he calls ‘natural
realism’—attempts to understand sensory experiences as exercises of
“certain abilities we possess” that cannot be reduced to “the
activities of our brains,” even if they cannot be explained without
reference to those activities. In other words, “successful perception is
just a seeing, or hearing, or feeling, etc. of things ‘out there’,” rather
than anything that occurs exclusively inside our minds, brains, or skins.(25)

The move Putnam makes here both to
challenge a reductive physicalism, which reduces sense experiences to mere
physical occurrences, and to uphold realism in sensation is thoroughly Thomistic,
even if it yields a thesis that is still largely negative. Putnam is much
clearer about what successful sensation is not rather than what it is. Moreover,
he eschews linking his natural realism with any metaphysical (specifically
Aristotelian) 
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commitments.(26)
But we can extend his important insight if we begin with the fundamental
principle—itself central to both Aquinas and Aristotle—that “successful
perception is just a seeing, or hearing, or feeling, etc. of things ‘out
there’” by cognitive subjects whose sensory capacities (Putnam’s
“abilities”) for seeing, hearing, feeling, etc. have been actualized
(for Putnam, “exercised”) by their proper objects: corresponding
sensible features or forms possessed by external objects themselves. Thus,
according to the Thomistic view, which explains sensory cognition in terms of
efficient and formal causality, veridical acts of sensation conjoin cognitive
subjects to the world not only because they are suitably caused (here again we
are honoring Putnam’s insight), but because they are suitably (i.e.,
intentionally) configured and informed by the very sensible features or forms on
which they directly bear.

Before moving on to develop and defend
these claims further, we should note that it is indeed true on the Thomistic
account that sensory cognition is indirect in one sense. Actual physical contact
between sensible form and the corresponding organ of sense is always indirect,
insofar as sensible forms are first received in the medium separating the
sensible form from the corres-ponding organ of sense. But this claim in no way
compromises 
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Aquinas’s commitment to direct
realism: on the contrary, direct cognitive contact with proper sensibles such as
colors is only possible given the presence of a medium (in which light, for
example, can enter) that separates the organ of sense from the object of sense.
Aquinas writes:

An indication of this
is the fact that if a colored body is placed upon the organ of sight it cannot
be seen; for then there remains no transparent medium to be affected by the
color. The pupil of the eye is indeed some such medium, but, so long as the
colored body remains placed upon it, it lacks transparency. There has to be a
medium, say air or something of the kind, which, being actualized by color,
itself acts upon the organ of sight as upon a body continuous with itself. For
bodies only affect one another through actual contact.(27)



Without a transparent medium illuminated by light, colors cannot be seen;
without a medium filled by vibration and vapors, sounds cannot be heard and
odors cannot be smelled. Moreover, the medium ensures the proper transmission of
sensory form from the object of sense to the organ of sense: the medium too is
structured by sensory form (via intentional change with or without natural
change), so it too serves as a formal cause of sensation. On the Thomistic view,
it is formal causality that ensures direct realism; and formal causality is at
work throughout the entire causal process that generates veridical sensory acts.

From a distinctly modern point of view, it may seem strange, at the very
least, to locate sensible form in a medium such as air, but this view (or bias)
once again wrongly presupposes that sensible form is something wholly
extraphysical. Recall that on the Thomistic view, with its basis in Aristotelian
physics, matter and form are basic principles of physical reality. Just as
form’s presence in the senses is as physical a fact as is its presence in
material objects (which we have already established), so form’s presence in the
medium is equally as physical a fact as is its presence in material objects.
Matter, the senses, and the medium are all potencies that stand to be actualized
by form; as such, they are all equally disposed to be actualized by form.
Recall, too, that
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the Thomist affirms that efficient causality is at work in sensation:
sensation is surely inexplicable without appealing to efficient causality, and
hence efficient causes (which include physical changes in the medium as well as
bodily changes in the senses and the cognitive subject himself or herself). The
Thomist merely affirms that additional causal processes—formal causal
processes—are at work in sensation, and must be at work if the veridicality of
sensation is to be upheld.

What is at stake, again, is preserving realism and also finally overcoming
epistemological skepticism regarding the objectivity of sensation. As Putnam
points out, the tendency in modern epistemology is to reduce sensations to
purely subjective states, completely internal to our sensory consciousness,
precisely in order to account for their immediacy and certainty: what can be
more certain than what occurs inside our own “heads”? But on such a
view, skepticism, if not explicitly endorsed, certainly looms: what confidence
can we have that our sensations of redness, softness, or sweetness are not
purely subjective? Do they bear any connection with external reality? Aquinas’s
answer, in part, is that sensation is, by definition, the actualization of a
sensory potency or power by an external object: were no external object present,
then no sensory experience of that object would occur. But the skeptic may then
ask: What confidence do we have that the original cause of sensation is an
external object, rather than some more proximate cause (e.g., a physical
occurrence in the eye, in the ear, or on the tongue)? Here, the Thomist once
again has a ready reply: the cause of sensation is not only a sensible object
but sensible form, which structures the object sensed, the power of sense, and
the medium between them. Were mere efficient causality alone to be at work,
there would be no guarantee that the causal genesis of sensation actually lay in
an external object. Presumably, any number of more proximate points in the
causal process generating sensation would be sufficient to account for its
occurrence, possibly rendering any appeal to an external object as the
originating cause entirely superfluous. But for the Thomist, there can only be
one formal
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cause of sensation—sensible form—which originally inheres not in the senses
but in external objects themselves. Formal causality, and its undergirding
metaphysics, therefore simply eliminates skepticism as a viable epistemological
stance, at least concerning sense experience.

 



III.
The Metaphysics of Direct Realism



At this point, the epistemological benefits of the Thomistic view of sensory
cognition should be clear. But from a distinctly modern point of view, it may
still seem that we only can gain such benefits at a significant cost. Thomistic
epistemological realism carries with it certain nonnegotiable metaphysical
commitments, such as the actual existence of sensible forms or qualities in
things (and more broadly, the world itself). Aquinas, like Aristotle before him,
is unabashed about claiming that colors, sounds, flavors, etc. are
mind-independent constituents of external reality, but in making this claim does
he reflect a certain naïveté towards what these properties in fact are?
Recently, Robert Pasnau has argued that Aquinas should have been more sensitive
to the now-familiar distinction between primary and secondary qualities, and
hence the possibility of reducing secondary qualities (or sensible forms) to
primary qualities (e.g., sound as simply a kind of motion), thus eliminating the
existence of such “mysterious qualities” al-together.(28)
Interestingly, Pasnau then goes on to argue that Aquinas’s view can be
reinterpreted—dropping the Aristotelian metaphysical distinction between
quality and quantity altogether—in order to be made roughly compatible with
modern physicalism, which is “the view that the objects of our sensation
are the various physical phenomena that in fact produce our sensations.”(29)
On this modified view, which “captures the spirit, if not the letter, of
Aquinas’s theory of sensation,” sensible forms remain the causes and
objects of sensation, but “whether these
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features turn out to be irreducibly
qualitative or quantitative can be viewed as an empirical, non-essential
issue.”(30)

Pasnau’s interpretation is suggestive;
however, I would argue that there is much about which to be suspicious in modern
physicalism.(31) It is by no means obvious—and
common experience in fact tells us otherwise—that the familiar sensible
qualities things possess can be successfully reduced to mere physical phenomena
that produce or cause sensation. If we are already suspicious, as Putnam
suggests we should be, towards attempts to reduce sensory experiences to mere
physical occurrences, or perceptual inputs, that bear no cognitive relation to
the objects they purport to bear upon, then we should be equally suspicious
toward attempts to reduce sensory qualities to mere physical phenomena that
purportedly are able produce the requisite veridical sensory experiences in us.
For example, it is not at all obvious how color—construed as mere a physical
property of a surface that bears no formal relation to our phenomenal experience
of color—can produce the requisite veridical experience of color in us. Once we
divest or drain external objects of sensible forms—actual redness now reduced
to merely physical properties (whatever those may be) that cause the sensation
of redness in us—then we divest or drain our experiences of those objects of
any objectivity. On the Thomistic view, what ensures the objectivity and,
moreover, the directness of our most basic sensory states is the formal identity
or isomorphism of those states with the sensible features or forms that things
actually possess. Take away 
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sensible form, and formal causality in
sensation is no longer at work. It once again becomes a mystery how mere
efficient causality can produce sense experiences that bear on external objects,
and actually terminate in the sensible features those objects possess.

The shorthand of this is that
epistemological realism and metaphysical realism go hand-in-hand: more
specifically, what grounds realism in epistemology is realism in metaphysics (or
ontology). To put this same point another way, it is the objectivity of sensible
forms—that is, the objective existence of real colors, sounds, flavors, etc.
that are qualitatively unique and distinct— that grounds the objectivity of our
sensations of those forms. The move here is not to populate the world with what
Pasnau calls “mysterious qualities,” and thereby unnecessarily inflate
a certain metaphysical picture of reality, in order to offer an explanatory
account for realism in epistemology and specifically sense experience. As we
have already seen, while ‘form’ is an irreducibly metaphysical category
(sensible forms really do exist in things), it is not exclusively a metaphysical
category: sensible forms are equally “at home” in the world, in the
senses, and in the medium that connects them. Thus, in understanding and
explaining sensory cognition, the Thomist does not first posit the existence of
sensible forms in the world and then offer an epistemology of how we gain access
to those forms. This mistaken move already puts cognitive subjects and the world
at a distance; it places the world outside of our cognitive reach, and thereby
indeed threatens to shroud the world itself—and hence the sensible forms or
qualities contained therein—in an inaccessible mystery. Instead, the Thomist
begins with the unity of cognitive subjects and the world in sensation (what
modern epistemology in general sunders), and hence the unity of sense and sensibilia
in sensation, and then explains that unity in terms of form (as well as
formal causality). Or again: instead of beginning with a metaphysics that makes
sensible forms or qualities wholly alien to us and our cognitive grasp, the
Thomist begins with our cognitive grasp of 
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those forms or qualities in
sensation—forms or qualities that are already familiar to us—and then explains
that sensory grasp in terms of form (as well as formal causality).(32)

This constitutes a partial response to
the bias against the real existence of sensible forms (or at least the move to
render them inescapably and inaccessibly mysterious), but more needs to be said.
What exactly is the nature of sensible form, and is sensible form at all
intelligible from a more modern or contemporary philosophical perspective?
According to Aquinas, a sensible form or quality is “actual” in two
ways:

(1) So far as the
object is actually being sensed, i.e., when its likeness is affecting the
sense-organ. In this way a sound is actual when it is heard. (2) So far as the
object actually is such that it can be sensed, but is such simply in its own
objective being, outside the senses. And in this way the other sense-objects,
color, odor, savor, etc. exist actually in colored or odorous or savorable
bodies.(33)



Two important points emerge from this passage. First, sensible forms are
actual in our sensing them, and “in this way a sound is actual when it is
heard.” Second, sensible forms (other than sound) are actual insofar as
they can be sensed or perceived by us, even if they are not actually being
sensed or perceived by us (e.g., it is the nature of colors to be visible). This
may lead us to align Aquinas’s view with modern ‘dispositionalism’, the view
that sensible forms are simply dispositions to produce the requisite sensations
in us.(34) Yet, according to Aquinas, while
sensible forms
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are indeed able to affect us in
certain ways (even when they are not actually being sensed by us), they still
enjoy an objective existence (or “objective being”) apart from our
sensing them. For this reason, sensible forms cannot be defined solely in terms
of the ways in which they affect our senses, or in terms of their ability to
make us sense them in a certain way.

Here, then, is where the
incompatibility with dispositionalism lies. On the one hand, defining sensible
forms as dispositions to produce the requisite sensations in us obscures their
objectivity and hence independence from the way in which we sense them. On the
other hand, even if we grant the dispositionalist that sensory forms or
qualities are objective, defining sensible forms as dispositions still obscures
the objectivity of sensation itself, insofar as it once again undermines our
confidence that the way in which we sense the world—or are disposed to sense
the world—is in fact the way the world objectively is. Redness, for example,
really exists in external objects, but not only in the sense that it is capable
of producing the visual sensation of redness in us. For the Thomist, the redness
we see in ordinary visual sensation is the same redness that causes the visual
sensation of redness in us (which means ‘redness-for-us’ and ‘redness-in-things’
are formally the same). Again, it is the isomorphism of our sensory states with
external reality that explains and ensures their objectivity.

The move here to define sensible forms
as objective, non-relational properties of objects may seem to lead us back
towards physicalism, which defines such forms as purely physical phenomena, or
quantitative properties of external objects. But as we have already seen, a
strict physicalism that reduces sensible forms such as colors to physical
properties—in the case of colors, reflective properties embedded in an external
object’s surface—is beset by intractable epistemological difficulties similar
to the 
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difficulties that plague
dispositionalism. Christopher Decaen effectively makes this point in a recent
article:

Once the principle of
physicalism is posited—that colors [for example] are nothing more than
“physical,” that is, quantitative properties—it becomes difficult to
discern how this view can avoid having any anti-realistic core. Any
comprehensive reductionism must eliminate the thing reduced; this would abandon
altogether the Aristotelian-Thomistic view of color, where nature is more rich,
more diverse, than the metrically oriented physicalist takes it to be. Put
another way, if color is in reality a microphysical quality though it does not
appear as such, then the physicalist must say that colors are seen but not as
colors. Since the color is really the microphysical property, the color is seen
only indirectly, per accidens, by means of an appearance of an
essentially different order—color is merely what underlies an experience. The
physicalist, by distinguishing a color from its appearance or phenomenology, is
forced to say either that the per se object of sight is not the color
but the appearance itself, or that vision simply has no per se object.
Either way color becomes invisible. To Aristotle and St. Thomas, this should be
dismissed as patently false.(35)





In other words, if sensible forms such as colors are reducible to microphysical
properties—which makes them undetectable by ordinary empirical
observation—then they cannot be sensed by us directly; even in veridical
sensation they must remain hidden or invisible. What we see directly are not
particular colors “in themselves” but rather mere phenomenological
features that underlie our visual sensations of those colors: the appearances of
those colors to us. Properly speaking, then, according to a strict physicalism,
we do not see colors at all. Physicalism not only devolves into a gross
anti-realism; it cannot acknowledge the seemingly obvious fact (honored by
Aquinas and Aristotle) that we can and do see the true nature of colors
themselves.

This is not to say that sensible forms have no place within modern physics.
While sensible forms are not reducible to microphysical or quantitative
properties, they certainly bear some ontological relation to them. According to
Decaen, ‘primitivism’ tries to explain this relationship in terms of ‘supervenience’,
so that sensible forms such as colors are ontologically dependent on
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or correlated with specific microphysical properties.(36)
But the nature of this relationship suffers from an explanatory ambiguity: how
exactly are colors and microphysical properties (two differ-ent orders of
qualities) ontologically interdependent or cor-relative? The answer lies not
within modern physics, but (perhaps not surprisingly) within Thomistic
metaphysics:

Herein lies the
connection between colors as the immediate objects of sensation and the
quantitative microphysical properties of surfaces that are correlated with
individual species of colors. While the two are essentially distinct from each
other, they are related such that the former is to the latter as an accident to
its proper subject, as form to matter. This allows Aristotle and St. Thomas to
join the primitivists in rejecting color’s identification with, and carte
blanche reduction to, microphysical properties, while at the same time
giving a greater intelligibility to what the physicalists and dispositionalists
criticize as an ad hoc and contingent correlation between color and the
microphysical. From a Aristotelian-Thomistic perspective, the notion of
supervenience can be replaced by the idea that colors are related to their
microphysical subjects as form to matter.(37)





For Aquinas, external objects are composites of matter and form: matter exists
in potentiality to form, and form is the actualizing principle of matter.
Moreover, the form (whether substantial or accidental) of an external object of
sense only inheres in matter; such form cannot exist without matter. Thus, as
Decaen also argues, a sensible form (e.g., color), qua physical
accident, must include in its definition a particular material principle or
subject (e.g., surface and its constitutive microphysical properties) in which
it is a present as a form, and without which it cannot be found.(38)
Thomistic metaphysics is therefore inclusive (it makes room for primary and
secondary qualities, or quantity and quality, matter and form) without being
reductive.
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IV. Sensory Cognition And Direct Realism:

Common Sensibles, the Common Sense, and Phantasms



 



A) Common Sensibles

Having considered Aquinas’s account of
the role of the external senses in enabling direct sensory cognition of proper
sensibles, we are now in a position to consider other key aspects of his account
of sensory cognition and their specific bearing on interpreting Aquinas as a
direct realist. First, we nfeed to consider how far his commitment to direct
realism extends. Does it pertain solely to the cognition of proper sensibles, or
does it also include the cognition of common sensibles? Aquinas explicitly
states that common sensibles, like proper sensibles, are sensible per se;
and yet he also claims that “strictly speaking, only the special
sense-objects are directly perceived [proprie per se sensibilia], for
the very essence and definition of each sense consists in its being naturally
fitted to be affected by some such special object proper to itself.”(39)
It seems, for example, that size is only seen insofar as the colors that inhere
in objects that have size are seen; thus, it may appear as if common sensibles
such as size only can be seen indirectly, or per accidens.(40)
Furthermore, Aquinas says that common sensible objects, like accidental sensible
objects (and unlike proper sensible objects), are not sensed infallibly, which
leaves room for further error, and hence lack of veridicality, in the cognition
of common sensibles.(41)

While these claims may suggest that
Aquinas has to modify, if not abandon, his commitment to direct realism
regarding the cognition of common sensibles, other claims show otherwise. He
reminds us, first, that “sensation is a being acted upon and altered
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in some way,” and that,
“whatever, then, affects the faculty in, and so makes a difference to, its
own proper reaction and modification has an intrinsic relation to that faculty
and can be called a sense-object in itself or absolutely.”(42)
Second, he argues that “an object may affect the faculty’s immediate
reaction in two ways:” in one way, in respect to the agent or cause of
sensation, namely, proper sensibles, that causally inform the senses, and
consequently differentiate our sensations of colors, sounds, flavors, etc.; in a
second way, in respect to the kind of impression that the agent makes on the
senses. He writes:

For as
sense-qualities affect the senses corporeally and locally, they do so in
different ways, if they are qualities of large or small bodies, or are diversely
situated, i.e. near, or far, or together, or apart. And it is thus that the
common sensibles differentiate sensation.(43)





Moreover, in the Summa Theologiae, he argues that the likeness (similitudo)
of common sensibles, like the likeness of proper sensibles, but unlike the
likeness of things sensed accidentally, is present in the senses directly and
“of its own nature.”





The knowledge of things
by the senses is in proportion to the existence of their likeness in the senses;
and the likeness of a thing can exist in the senses in three ways. In the first
way, primarily and of its own nature, as in sight there is the likeness of
colors, and of other sensible objects proper to it. Secondly, of its own nature,
though not primarily; as in sight there is the likeness of shape, size, and of
other sensible objects common to more than one sense. Thirdly, neither primarily
nor of its own nature, but accidentally, as in sight, there is the likeness of a
man, not as man, but in so far as it is accidental to the colored object to be a
man.(44)



 



Aquinas’s claims here amount to the following. What ensures direct realism in
sensation is formal causality, or sensible forms inhering in the senses, thereby
conforming our senses to the sensible forms or features that external objects
actually possess. This pertains primarily to proper sensibles. But the
impressions
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proper sensibles make on the senses—the way in which they actually inform
the senses—differ according to the way in which proper sensibles inhere in
external objects: that is, whether they are qualities of objects that are large
or small, or are “diversely situated” near or far, together or apart.
What properly informs the senses, then, are not sensible forms considered in
isolation, but the sensible forms of external objects that are structured by
proper sensibles and common sensibles. For example, what informs the eye, and
unites us to a given object of sight, is not redness considered in isolation,
but the redness of a large object versus the redness of a small object; or the
redness of a round object versus the redness of a square object. As suitably
informed, or impressed, sensations of external objects unite us to the proper
and common sensibles that external objects possess (even if, as Aquinas claims,
we can be mistaken about common sensibles, rather than proper sensibles, even in
normal cognitive circumstances). I take Aquinas here to be accounting for an
important feature of sensory experience: we do not simply see red things; we see
red things that differ in size, shape, and number. Sensible form, whether proper
to one sensory power or common to multiple sensory powers, constantly impresses
itself on our senses in rich and varied ways; consequently, our sensory
experience of the world is rich and varied.

 



B) The Common Sense

Our sensory experience of the world is, moreover, unified. Aquinas recognizes
this fact. He argues that all sensory cognition of external objects via the five
external sensory powers terminates in a further power of ‘inner’ sense, namely,
the ‘common’ sense, which serves as the “common root and principle” of
all of the external senses.(45) According to
Aquinas, the common sense is a sensory cognitive power that both enables us to
discriminate between varying sense objects and makes us aware of what we are
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sensing (e.g., one “sees that he
sees”).(46) Through the operation of the
common sense, we are able to discern white from sweet; through visual sensation
alone, we are only able to discern white from green. That the common sense
enables us to make such comparisons also suggests—as Aquinas explicitly
claims—that we can be aware of the very act of sensing, a feat impossible for
the external senses alone.

The ability of the common sense to
discriminate between the objects of the various senses suggests to Aquinas that
there is one sensory power that enables us to perceive
“simultaneously … both objects between which it discriminates.”(47)
For example, there must be one sensory power that enables us to see something
white and taste something sweet in a “simultaneous apprehension”—
that is, in a singular act of perception—so that it can in turn discriminate
between, and hence compare, the sensations of whiteness and sweetness.(48)
The common sense, as the “root and source” of all the external senses,
therefore ensures that sensory experience, is not, at any moment, limited to the
operation of any one of the external senses. As the terminus of our sensory
powers, it unites our disparate sensations of proper and common sensibles into
unified perceptions of the world, and therefore ensures that at any moment of
sensation we concurrently see colors and hear sounds, or smell odors and taste
flavors. This claim only strengthens Aquinas’s commitment to direct realism:
because of the operation of the common sense, our perceptual awareness of
external objects is both direct and unified. We can speak not only of direct
sensory cognitive access to particular sensible forms, but also direct sensory
cognitive access to sensible objects: objects that possess certain colors, emit
certain sounds and fragrances, and display certain shapes and sizes.

It may seem as if the presence of a
further power of inner sense, namely, the common sense, in addition to our
powers of external sense, is superfluous. But from Aquinas’s point of view,
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As nature does not
fail in necessary things, there must needs be as many actions of the sensitive
soul as may suffice for the life of a perfect animal. If any of these actions
cannot be reduced to the same one principle, they must be assigned to diverse
powers; since a power of the soul is nothing else than the proximate principle
of the soul’s operation.(49)





Clearly, Aquinas thinks that nature has outfitted us not with superfluous powers
of sense but with necessary powers of sense—both outer and inner—so that we
may properly fulfill our intended role or telos as cognizers of the
external world. The common sense, to start, clearly plays this role. While the
external senses fulfill their telos by uniting us to their respective
proper sensibles, and common sensibles by way of proper sensibles, the common
sense fulfills its telos by uniting our disparate sensations of proper
and common sensibles into singular acts of perceptual awareness. Were we not
endowed with this sensory power, our sensory access to the world clearly would
be impoverished. Pasnau, although he wrongly eschews Aquinas’s metaphysical
commitments, rightly identifies the need for the common sense, and offers a
promising interpretation:





Imagine what it would
be like if the various sensory powers did not have some means for their various
impressions to be synchronized. Imagine if, when the ears heard something, an
animal were unable to match that auditory impression with the visual impression
of the surroundings. Imagine if animals could not discriminate between seeing
and not seeing: if they were unable to recognize when they are not seeing what
they are looking for, or when their seeing is unproductive because of too little
light. Clearly, there must be some capacity within an animal that allows the
various sensory impressions to interact. This is why Aquinas postulates a common
sense.(50)










C) Phantasia and Phantasms

More difficult to account for is the cognitive role of ‘phantasms’—the
imagistic ‘similitudes’ or ‘likenesses’ of perceived objects—which are produced
by ‘phantasia’, itself a further
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cognitive power of inner sense.(51) Aquinas
writes, “just as the sensing subject is moved by sensible objects, so, in
imagining one is moved by certain appearances called phantasms.”(52)
Now, while Aquinas is clear that phantasms can be imaginatively produced apart
from the reception of form in the senses (but not without the initial aid of the
senses), the reception of form in the senses does not occur independently of the
production of phantasms. The “movement” Aristotle associates with the
natural functioning of phantasia in producing phantasms does not occur
independently of sensation, but is “caused by the senses in their act of
sensing.”(53) Moreover, the sensible form
is received in the phantasm, given that the phantasm retains and
preserves the sensible form. Aquinas says that “for the retention and
preservation of these forms, the phantasy or imagination is appointed; which are
the same, for phantasy or imagination is as it were a storehouse of forms
received through the senses.”(54)

So on Aquinas’s view, while the common
sense, qua sensory cognitive capacity, coordinates the various
operations of the external senses, thereby ensuring that our sensory access to
the world is not only direct but unified, phantasia, qua sensory
cognitive capacity, retains and preserves the impressions external objects make
on the external senses. This is not to negate the obvious and important link
phantasms have with occurrent acts of sensation. Following Aristotle, Aquinas
suggests that “imagination would seem to be one of those cognitive
dispositions or powers by which things are perceived together with their
differences,” and that it “bears only upon things sensed.”(55)
Moreover, while certainly more subject to error than the external senses (which
are infallible regarding proper sensibles), phantasia remains “generally
truthful when it arises from the action of the ‘proper sensibles’; I mean, at
least so long as the sensible object is present and the image-movement is
simultaneous with the sense-movement
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[quando motus phantasiae est simul
cum motu sensus].”(56) And yet, unlike
the primary telos of the common sense, the primary telos of
phantasia does not seem to be to enhance or strengthen the cognition of sensible
form.(57) It is, instead, to process the
cognition of sensible form—veridical sensory states—into lasting sensory
impressions, which in turn serve as a reliable cognitive source or base for
gaining knowledge of the empirical world.

In order to develop this claim, we
need to return to Aquinas’s principal reason for postulating powers of inner
sense. We need these powers in order to fulfill our role or telos as
cognizers of the external world. Aquinas makes an important distinction worth
repeating: “for the reception of sensible forms, the proper sense and the
common sense are appointed… . But for the retention and preservation of
these forms, the phantasy or imagination is appointed; which are the same, for
phantasy or imagination is as it were a storehouse of forms received through the
senses.”(58) From Aquinas’s point of view,
it seems that cognition of sensible form only requires the operation of the
external senses and common sense; were phantasia also necessary, then he would
not make the distinction between the cognitive role of the external senses and
common sense, on the one hand, and the cognitive role of phantasia on the other.
In short, any appeal to a cognitive power in addition to the external senses or
common sense in explaining cognition of proper sensibles seems superfluous.
Nature already has generously outfitted us with precisely what we need. Even if
phantasms are generated with veridical sensation, they are not necessary for
veridical sensation.

Interpretive problems loom when we do
try to make phantasms necessary for veridical sensation. Eleonore Stump, for
example, argues that while phantasia serves on one level as a power of
imagination—we can produce phantasms or images of objects not sensibly
present—on another level it contributes directly to the way in which we sense
external objects and, more 
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specifically, to the way in which
external objects appear to us. She writes, “I think we should take
phantasia as the cognitive power that makes things appear to us or that gives us
access to the sensory data taken in by the senses; that is, phantasia is the
power that produces conscious experience which is a component of ordinary
sensing.”(59) Without phantasia, she
claims, we would be like blindsight patients who receive visual inputs from the
external world through the senses but who report being blind because that input
is not available to their sensory consciousness. Con-sequently, “without
the phantasms, the sensible species alone would not produce conscious
experience of what is being sensed.”(60)
That phantasms are necessary for conscious experience is an interpretive, not a
textual claim; but even as an interpretive claim it suffers from difficulties.
Even if the external senses are not equipped to produce conscious experience of
external objects of sense—and it is by no means obvious that they are not—then
surely the common sense, to which Aquinas explicitly affords the power of
sensory recognition, is so equipped. Or perhaps the operation of the external
senses and the operation of the common sense are jointly sufficient to produce
conscious experience of external objects of sense. There seems to be no reason,
therefore, to ascribe this capacity to phantasia, or a view of conscious
experience to Aquinas more generally.

Furthermore, the more we emphasize the
role of phantasia and phantasms in enabling and explaining ordinary sense
experience, the more Aquinas’s commitment to direct realism is put in jeopardy.
If phantasms are produced in addition to our most basic sensory states, which as
suitably informed are already directed on sensible form, then they further
mediate and hence complicate our sensory access to the empirical world.(61)
If phantasms are the 
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end results of further cognitive
processing (i.e., cognitively processed sensory states), then their immediate
connection with the world—already established through the reception of sensible
form in the senses—becomes less clear, and is hence harder to defend. Aquinas
states that since phantasms are generated by the senses in their act of sensing,
they are related to such sensory acts as effects to causes. And “just
because effects, as such, are weaker than their causes, and the power and
impress of an agent is less and less evident the further away are its effects,
therefore imagination is even more liable to fall into the error which arises
from the dissimilarity between the sense and its object.”(62)
If, as Aquinas claims, phantasms are less potent and reliable then ordinary acts
of sensation, how could they strengthen the bond the senses already enjoy with
their proper objects? Their role here seems not only superfluous, but also
potentially dangerous.

The interpretive move I am making here
is not to denigrate the veracity of phantasms. It is, instead, to steer us away
from making phantasms necessary components of ordinary sense experience, which
threatens to undermine Aquinas’s commitment to direct realism. As stated above,
the primary role of phantasms is not to enhance sensory cognition of external
objects but rather to retain and preserve sensory cognition of external objects
through further cognitive processing.(63) We now
can say the following: while the external senses and common sense enable
immediate cognitive contact with the external world, phantasia enables sustained
cognitive contact with the external world, even when external objects of sense
are not sensibly present, or acting on the senses. That the phantasms furnish
veridical and reliable sustained cognitive contact with the external world is
clearly due to their causal connection to the activity of the senses: but this
means that their veridicality and reliability—their being “generally
truthful”—is linked with their ability ongoingly to preserve the cognitive
contact we enjoy through the senses, not with any 
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special ability to enhance that
contact. Nature has ensured this for our own good. Were we endowed solely with
powers of external sense and a common sense, without the power of phantasia,
then our cognitive contact with the world would be limited to what is currently
impacting our senses. There simply could be no consistent and comprehensive
cognitive contact with the world over time.(64)

That this sort of consistent and
comprehensive cognitive contact with the world is necessary becomes even more
apparent when we consider the role of phantasms in enabling and explaining
intellective cognition. Here, then, is where we see the true telos of
phantasia fulfilled. Phantasia furnishes the intellect with a
“storehouse” of sensible forms—both received and synthesized by
phantasia—from which the intellect (and specifically the ‘agent’ intellect)
abstracts intelligible species or forms. Phantasms, then, serve as a bridge
between the world of sense (i.e., the external world) and the world of thought.
Without the phantasms, the intellect could not fulfill its telos of
apprehending material things as they intelligibly are, which remains hidden from
the senses, given that the senses are directed on sensible versus intelligible
form in things. That phantasms are particularly suited for serving as a
cognitive source for intellective abstraction, and subsequent apprehension of
intelligible form, is due in part to their greater durability and immateriality
(and therefore closer proximity to the intellect). “Phantasms,”
Aquinas says, “differ from things of sense by their immateriality. For as
we have shown, the senses receive the forms of things immaterially, and
phantasms are nothing but movements started by actual sensation.”(65)
Moreover, insofar as phantasms furnish sustained cognitive contact with the
external world, beyond occurrent acts of sensation, they provide a wider and
richer base from which the 




  
  

  


page 376

intellect can abstract intelligible
form, and to which it can return, in order to perceive intelligible form (which
is universal) existing in particular material things.(66)

Much more could be said and needs to
be said about the relationship of phantasia and the intellect, as well as the
role of memory and the cogitative power in enabling cognition of the external
world.(67) However, given the restraints of this
article— which is a basic explication and defense of Aquinas’s commitment to
direct realism in sensory cognition—I will conclude this section by making one
final point. Aquinas’s commitment to direct realism undergirds his account of
intellective as well as sensory cognition. Just as the senses, as suitably
informed by sensible form, bear directly on the sensible aspects or features of
the external world, so the intellect (and specifically the ‘possible’
intellect), as suitably informed by intelligible form (according to the
immaterial mode of the intellect), bears directly on the intelligible features
or aspects of the external world. As Aquinas puts it, “for the sense in act
and the intellect in act are the objects they actually sense or
understand.”(68) In the former case,
efficient and formal causality, via the passive reception of sensible form in
the senses, ensures direct sensory cognitive access; in the latter case, formal
causality alone, via the abstraction of intelligible form from the phantasms
(and subsequent passive reception of 
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intelligible form in the intellect)
along with the generation of concepts, ensures direct intellective cognitive
access. Thus, while the phantasms do not play a role in enabling the senses
direct access to the external world, they do play a role (qua material
cause) in enabling the intellect’s direct access to the external world.(69)
They ensure that thought, whose content is universal, remains tethered to the
particular objects that populate the external world.(70)

 



Conclusion





Given the pervasive tendency in modern philosophy to reduce sense experiences to
private episodes of sensory consciousness, and thereby to distance our cognitive
contact with the world through the senses, direct realism in sensory cognition
can be very hard to explain and defend. However, Aquinas, like Aristotle before
him, offers an attractive and defensible view of sensory cognition that I claim
is not only deeply compatible with direct realism, but also is explanatory of
direct realism. Aquinas operates with a richer conception of sensible reality as
well as a richer conception of the human person (and brutes, more broadly) as
endowed with the requisite array of sensory powers for cognizing sensible
reality directly. Far from working with an outdated metaphysics, epistemology,
and philosophy of mind (or cognitive psychology), Aquinas offers the
contemporary philosopher—and hence contemporary metaphysics, epistemology, and
philosophy
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of mind—essential resources for
properly understanding the world, ourselves, and our sensory experiences of the
world.(71)
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IN HIS INFLUENTIAL Jesus and the Victory of God, N. T. Wright
comments on the relationship between historical-critical biblical scholarship
and theology: 



It is a measure of the extent to which the split between history and
theology has dominated recent western Christian thought that writers of all
shades of opinion, from extreme orthodox to extreme radical, have tacitly
affirmed that it is difficult, if not impossible, to hold the two together,
especially in talking about Jesus.(1)



He finds that those committed to
theology often favor a historically implausible “iconic” Jesus, while
those committed to history tend to assume that their research will “at
least seriously undermine” traditional Christology.(2)
By contrast, Wright hopes to show that rigorous historical research and rigorous
theology (which in his view must begin without presuppositions) belong together.

The thesis to which Wright’s
historical research leads him is that Jesus went up to Jerusalem at the outset
of the feast of Passover in order to offer his life as the sacrificial
tribulation that would trigger the eschatological inauguration of the kingdom of
YHWH in holiness. His sacrificial death “would be the new exodus, the
renewal of the covenant, the forgiveness of sins, the 
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end of exile. It would do for Israel
what Israel could not do for herself. It would thereby fulfil Israel’s vocation,
that she should be the servant people, the light of the world.”(3)
According to Wright, Jesus’ entrance into Jerusalem sought to “enact,
symbolize and personify” the return of YHWH to Zion, to Jerusalem and the
Temple mount.(4) Jesus planned to enact YHWH’s
judgment upon Israel by his suffering and death, and expected to be vindicated
by YHWH in a manner that would leave neither Israel nor the world as it was
before. Wright argues that, in Jesus’ view, “the moment had arrived for the
great renewal, in which Torah would be written on people’s hearts.”(5)

If Wright is correct, then one can
distinguish four interrelated ways in which Jesus understood his death. First
and foremost, his death would accomplish the eschatological restoration of
Israel. Second, by freely giving himself up to death, he intended to offer
himself as the perfect sacrifice. Third, his sacrificial death would restore the
holiness (and end the exile) of Israel. Fourth, and correspondingly, his death
would unify Israel and make it the “light of the world.” Wright
observes that Jesus acted as though “all that the Temple had stood for was
now available through Jesus and his movement.”(6)
Jesus fulfills Israel’s Temple through his priestly Pasch.

Given Wright’s interest in the
relationship of historical research and theological inquiry, his project offers
an opportunity for examining anew Aquinas’s theological treatment of Christ’s
priesthood in question 22 of the Tertia Pars. Certainly Aquinas brings
to his analysis a number of doctrinal presuppositions about Jesus, and he lacks
Wright’s knowledge of the Second-Temple context in which the Gospels were
written. Should Aquinas’s 
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theology of Christ’s priesthood be
relegated therefore to the history of medieval thought, or does it still
instruct contemporary theologians about Jesus’ “priestly” role?

In seeking to answer this question, I
will first ask why Aquinas considers Jesus to fulfill the role of
“priest.” Second, I will examine Aquinas’s theology of Christ’s
priesthood from the perspective of the four aspects that appear central to
Wright’s account of Christ’s death: eschatological, sacrificial, sanctifying,
and unitive. While Aquinas approaches these aspects of Jesus’ priesthood
somewhat differently than from Wright, I will suggest that question 22 of the Tertia
Pars, to which this essay is devoted, theologically enriches the insights
of Wright’s historical research.



 



I.
Jesus the “Priest”





A) Jesus and Israel



Wright locates his understanding of
Jesus firmly within the context of ancient Israel. It is important to recognize
that Aquinas does the same. In asking whether the Messiah should be a priest,
Aquinas gives three reasons why one might answer in the negative. Each of these
reasons expresses a spiritualization of Christ, in which he is set in opposition
to Israel.

The first reason is that Christ is far
greater than the angels (Heb 1:4).(7) Aquinas
quotes Zechariah 3:1, “Then he showed me Joshua the high priest standing
before the angel of the Lord.” The angel is greater than the high priest of
Israel, and the angel, by contrast to a high priest of Israel, offers no
sin-offering or cultic worship. If the Messiah is far greater than the angels,
then surely the Messiah, too, would stand above the kinds of cultic offerings
the high priest of Israel was consecrated to offer. On this logic, the Messiah
should not descend, as it were, to the level of the high priests of Israel, who
offered bloody sacrifices.(8) Rather, he 
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should raise the level of worship to
that of the angels, an intelligible worship of praise. From the premise that
“a priest is less than an angel,” Aquinas draws the conclusion that
“it is unfitting that Christ should be a priest.”(9)

The second reason is that the Old
Testament prefigures the New, and thus the reality of Christ in the New
Testament surpasses the realities in the Old Testament that prefigured him,
among them the Old Testament priesthood.(10)
Here Aquinas quotes Colossians 2:17 (to which we can add 2:16 by way of
context): “Therefore let no one pass judgment on you in questions of food
and drink or with regard to a festival or a new moon or a sabbath. These are
only a shadow of what is to come; but the substance belongs to Christ.”(11)
Aquinas points out in this regard 
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that it is significant that Christ did
not descend from the tribe of Levi, to which the hereditary Old Testament
priesthood belonged. Christ is something entirely different from an Old
Testament priest. The implication is that his deeds could not rightly be
described as “priestly,” since this would be to draw him once more
into the ambit of the Old Testament priesthood, and to confuse the figure with
the reality.

The third reason is that under the Old
Covenant God in his wisdom distinguished between lawgivers and priests.(12)
As Aquinas remarks, quoting Exodus 28, Moses was lawgiver, whereas his brother
Aaron was priest. Why did God set up this distinction in his people Israel, if
not to reveal something about the Messiah who was to fulfill and transform the
Law of Israel? In this respect Aquinas quotes the well-known prophecy from
Jeremiah 31:33 (to which I add verses 31-32 and 34): 



Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will make a new
covenant with the house of Israel and the house of Judah, not like the covenant
which I made with their fathers when I took them by the hand to bring them out
of the land of Egypt, my covenant which they broke, though I was their husband,
says the Lord. But this is the covenant which I will make with the house of
Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put my law within them, and I
will write it upon their hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall be my
people. And no longer shall each man teach his neighbor and each his brother,
saying, “Know the Lord,” for they shall all know me, from the least of
them to the greatest, says the Lord; for I will forgive their iniquity, and I
will remember their sin no more.



The prophecy states that God will act
again as lawgiver, but this time he will inscribe his law in the very heart of
each member of Israel, so that all will know and follow the Lord. The actions of
the lawgiver will suffice to accomplish the forgiveness of sins and the
restoration of a holy people with whom God dwells intimately. If a lawgiver (a
new and greater Moses) can accomplish so much, who needs a new and greater
Aaron, a new cultic priest? The inscription of divine wisdom in the heart, and
the action of bloody cultic sacrifice, are obviously two quite different things.
Since “Christ is the giver of the New Law,” Aquinas concludes 
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that “it is unfitting that Christ
should be a priest.” Why would cultic worship, on the part of Christ or on
the part of his followers, be necessary if God’s wise law of love could be
inscribed directly on the heart? A spiritual worship here seems entirely to
replace cultic worship—as some modern readers of Jeremiah have also supposed.
Although Aquinas does not quote them at this stage, one might also think of
Jesus’ words to the Samaritan woman in John 4:23-24, “But the hour is
coming, and now is, when the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit
and truth, for such the Father seeks to worship him. God is spirit, and those
who worship him must worship in spirit and truth.”

Thus in all three objections raised by
Aquinas to the description of Jesus as a priest the guiding theme is the
surpassing of the carnal mode of the Old Testament by the spiritual mode of the
New—reflected already in the Old Testament through the ministry of the angels,
the prophecies of a Messiah, and the distinction between priest and lawgiver.(13)
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B) The High Priest of the Letter
to the Hebrews



Aquinas’s fundamental answer to these
objections comes from the Letter to the Hebrews, which, he observes, freely uses
the language of “high priest” to depict Christ’s work: “Since
then we have a great high priest who has passed through the heavens, Jesus, the
Son of God, let us hold fast our confession” (Heb 4:14).(14)
The quotation from Hebrews, however, does not yet set forth what is meant by
ascribing to Jesus a “priesthood.” Aquinas defines priestly ministry
as follows: “The office proper to a priest is to be a mediator between God
and the people: to wit, inasmuch as He bestows Divine things on the people,
wherefore sacerdos [priest] means a giver of sacred things [sacra
dans].”(15) This priestly mediation of
divine gifting occurs, he goes on to say, in two ways.

First, priestly mediation occurs
through faithful communication of divine teaching: “according to Mal. ii.
7: They shall seek the law at his, i.e. the priest’s, mouth.”
This section of Malachi, which takes the form of a warning from the Lord, has to
do with the mission of priests to teach the truth about God and about the
covenant of life, and is worth quoting in full:
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And now, O priests, this command is for you. If you will not listen, if
you will not lay it to heart to give glory to my name, says the Lord of hosts,
then I will send the curse upon you and I will curse your blessings; indeed I
have already cursed them, because you do not lay it to heart. Behold, I will
rebuke your offspring, and spread dung upon your faces, the dung of your
offerings, and I will put you out of my presence. So shall you know that I have
sent this command to you, that my covenant with Levi may hold, says the Lord of
hosts. My covenant with him was a covenant of life and peace, and I gave them to
him, that he might fear; and he feared me, he stood in awe of my name. True
instruction was in his mouth, and no wrong was found on his lips. He walked with
me in peace and uprightness, and he turned many from iniquity. For the lips of a
priest should guard knowledge, and men should seek instruction from his mouth,
for he is the messenger of the Lord of hosts. But you have turned aside from the
way; you have caused many to stumble by your instruction; you have corrupted the
covenant of Levi, says the Lord of hosts, and so I make you despised and abased
before all the people, inasmuch as you have not kept my ways but have shown
partiality in your instruction. (Mal 2:1-9) 





One form of the priestly mediation of divine gifting, therefore, consists in the
communication of divine instruction or teaching. The second form involves the
mediation of human offerings to God, both thanksgiving/praise/petition offerings
and sin offerings. Following Hebrews, Aquinas states that a priest 





offers up the people’s
prayers to God, and, in a manner, makes satisfaction to God for their sins;
wherefore the Apostle says (Heb. v. 1): Every high-priest taken from among men is ordained for
men in the things that appertain to God, that he may offer up gifts and
sacrifices for sins.(16)





These “gifts and sacrifices,” even when offered by human beings, come
from God in the sense that God creates and sustains everything in being. The
very offering of these “gifts and sacrifices,” furthermore, is an
exercise in divine gifting because the offering does not change God, but rather
changes the offerers vis-à-vis God. God gifts us by enabling us to offer our
gifts to him.
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In turn, our sacrifices to God aim to
restore us to justice and holiness, so that we can dwell with God.

If this is what the Letter to the
Hebrews means by the fullness of the priestly office—namely, mediating God’s
gifting and the people’s (healing and deifying) participation in this gifting—
Christ, says Aquinas, fulfills this office most perfectly.(17)
Just as the Levitical priests taught the Torah and offered sacrifices on behalf
of the people, Christ mediates the divine gifts to us both by his teaching and
by his offering of the perfect sacrifice on the Cross. To describe this twofold
work, Aquinas turns to two biblical texts: 



For through Him are gifts bestowed on men, according to 2 Pet. i. 4: By
Whom (i.e. Christ) He hath given us most great and precious promises,
that by these you may be made partakers of the Divine Nature. Moreover, He
reconciled the human race to God, according to Col. i. 19,20: In Him
(i.e. Christ) it hath well pleased (the Father) that all fullness should
dwell, and through Him to reconcile all things unto Himself.(18)



Through Christ’s priesthood, human
beings become “partakers of the divine nature” and are reconciled to
God. Thus Christ is the perfect priest, and indeed the only priest who can truly
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accomplish the mediation of divine
gifting—healing and deification(19)—that God
wills to bestow. Because of who Christ is, he is able to mediate these divine
gifts through his human actions. As the Letter to the Hebrews emphasizes, he
mediates divine gifts with an efficacy that far exceeds what a merely human, and
thus sinful and weak, priest could achieve.

The power that enables Christ to be
such a priest requires explanation. Aquinas offers such an explanation in his
replies to the three objections, which, as we recall, focused upon the idea that
the Messiah should entirely transcend the carnal and cultic office suggested by
the term “priest.”

With respect to the first objection,
Aquinas notes, following Pseudo-Dionysius, that the angels, too, possess
“hierarchical power.”(20) Hierarchical
power in this sense is not the power to dominate, but the power to teach, heal,
and uplift. It is the true meaning of “power.” But how could Jesus, as
a human priest, possess more hierarchical power than the angels, as Hebrews
claims? Aquinas responds that “Christ was greater than the angels, not only
in His Godhead, but also in His humanity, as having the fullness of grace and
glory.”(21) That is to say, by the
indwelling of the Holy Spirit transforming his human nature, Christ received
hierarchical power. The Holy Spirit, whom in the Prima Pars Aquinas
names as “Love” and “Gift,”(22)
bestows hierarchical power upon Christ. This power is the power to mediate
divine 
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gifting, divine love. Because the
degree of transformation of his human nature by the indwelling Holy Spirit makes
his human nature greater than any graced angelic nature, Christ, according to
Aquinas, “had the hierarchical or priestly power in a higher degree than
the angels, so that even the angels were ministers of His priesthood.”(23)
It is evident that we are dealing with an understanding of priestly power far
different from what the understanding of power would be if the Holy Spirit were
not the source of Christ’s power. Following Hebrews 2:9, which teaches that
Jesus “for a little while was made lower than the angels,” Aquinas
observes that Jesus’ passibility makes him like “those wayfarers who are
ordained to the priesthood.”(24)

Yet can “hierarchical
power,” understood as the mediation of kenotic divine gifting, withstand
“power as domination”? On the Cross, Christ gives the divine answer:
true hierarchical power will accomplish its work of mediation despite the most
devastating abuses that worldly power, the distortion of love and gift, can
devise. If this were not so, the forgiveness of sins would lose its warrant.
This explains Aquinas’s replies to the second and third objections. Aquinas
differentiates Jesus’ priesthood from that of others because “Christ, as
being the Head of all, has the perfection of all graces”—thereby holding
that Jesus stands above the Old Testament priesthood and unifies in himself the
offices of priest, prophet/lawgiver, and king.(25)
Aquinas thereby supposes not 
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that Jesus will dominate over the
worldly, but only that the Christological mediation of divine gifting will not
be rendered “powerless” but instead will be shown to be powerful
despite operating in the very midst of sin. As St. Paul puts it, “where sin
increased, grace abounded all the more, so that, as sin reigned in death, grace
also might reign through righteousness to eternal life through Jesus Christ our
Lord” (Rom 5:20-21).



 



II. Jesus’ Priestly Work: Four Aspects 





For Aquinas as for Wright, then, Jesus’ priestly action locates him within the
context of Israel, even as he also transcends this context. Recall now the four
aspects of Jesus’ priestly action, his “hierarchical power,” that we
noted in Wright: eschatological, sacrificial, sanctifying, and unitive. In what
ways does question 22 of the Tertia
Pars enrich our understanding of these dimensions of Jesus’ priestly
action? 



 

A) An
Eschatological Action



Contemporary biblical scholars use the
word “eschatological” in accord with the meaning it had in
Second-Temple Judaism, where it meant ushering in, through the Day of YHWH, the
messianic age of the restoration of Israel as a holy people who dwell with God.
Does any comparable notion play a role in Aquinas’s theology of Christ’s
priesthood? For Aquinas, Christ’s priestly action inserts time (created and
fallen, and in Christ redeemed and elevated) into divine eternity, into the life
of the 
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triune God.(26)
Christ’s priestly action thus marks the everlasting presence of God among his
people, YHWH’s permanent “return to Zion.”(27)

One of the key problems for an
“eschatological” understanding of Jesus’ words and deeds in Israel,
however, is that little seems to have changed after his death and resurrection.(28)
It comes as no 
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surprise, for instance, that Albert
Schweitzer’s view that Jesus died expecting the end of the world, given that the
world did not end in any evident sense, tended for some time to dampen
enthusiasm for Schweitzer’s insights into Jesus’ “eschatological”
worldview.(29) Yet for Wright and Aquinas,
Jesus’ priestly action is better understood as the beginning of the
eschatological “day” rather than the “end of the world.”
Recall Zechariah’s announcement that the “day of the Lord” (Zech
14:1), a day of profound tribulation and restoration, will inaugurate
“continuous day (it is known to the Lord), not day and not night, for at
evening time there shall be light” (Zech 14:7).

Does Christ’s priestly action
constitute a “continuous day,” a mediation of the divine gifting that
endures forever? Aquinas prepares his affirmative response by noting three
reasons why the answer might be no. The first objection states that Christ’s
priestly action cannot be eschatological because it has no part in the eschaton.
Christ’s action does not pour out eschatological blessings, but rather at best
prepares for the eschaton. In this respect Aquinas quotes Isaiah 60:21,
“Your people shall all be righteous.” While this may come about
through Christ’s priestly action, that action has no place in it, because
“those alone need the effect of the priesthood who have the weakness of
sin.”(30) The saints in heaven do not have
the weakness of sin, while those in hell can no longer benefit from priestly
expiation. On this view, a radical divide exists between historical redemption,
to which Jesus’ work belongs, and the eschaton. The messianic age is here
separated radically from the work of the Messiah. The Messiah might have
“eschatological” intentions, but no continuity exists between the
Messiah’s work to usher in the eschaton and the 
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eschaton itself. Jesus’ Cross, on this
view, is not an eternally significant event.

The second and third objections
likewise limit Jesus’ priestly action in accord with the limitations of its
historical plane. Granted that Jesus’ priesthood “was made manifest most of
all in His passion and death, when by His own blood He entered into the
Holies (Heb. ix. 12),” one can observe that Jesus died once and rose
from the dead.(31) Therefore Jesus was once a
priest and is such no longer, since he dies no longer but instead enjoys
everlasting life. Likewise, since a priest mediates the divine gifting, Jesus is
priest as a man, not as God. In his human nature, Jesus can mediate to other
human beings; in his divine nature, he can act directly in the bestowal of
divine gifts, in an unmediated fashion. Priestly mediation belongs to Jesus as
man. Aquinas points out, however, that for three days, Jesus’ body and soul were
separated in death. One cannot call a separated soul a “man,” nor can
one call a corpse a “man.” During this period of death, then, Jesus
could not have acted as a priest; and thus his priestly act does not instantiate
a “continuous day,” but instead marks a historical rupture, whatever
its other effects. His priestly action could not itself be fully
“eschatological,” because his priestly action and the eschaton are
disjoined. In a nutshell, his death has no place in the eschaton.

The position of the objectors sounds
rather like that of some contemporary biblical scholars. If Jesus envisioned his
death as the trigger for the eschatological age, the “eschaton”
itself—the restoration of Israel—would involve not his death but his
triumphant vindication, when he will eat and drink once more with his followers.
As he says to his disciples after giving them the wine as his “blood of the
covenant” at the Last Supper, “Truly, I say to you, I shall not drink
again of the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it new in the kingdom
of God” (Mark 14:25). It must be emphasized, then, that Aquinas affirms
that the fullness of the eschaton is not marred by death. He observes, “The
Saints who will be in heaven will not need any further expiation by the 
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priesthood of Christ” and
“Christ’s passion and death are not to be repeated.”(32)
Underscored by texts elsewhere in the Tertia Pars, Aquinas holds that
Christ’s priestly action inaugurates the eschatological day, both in this world
by reconstituting Israel in holiness as “Christ’s mystic body”(33)
and in the world to come (as Aquinas interprets it) by opening “the Holy
Way” prophesied in Isaiah 35:8 by which “the ransomed of the Lord
shall return, and come to Zion with singing; everlasting joy shall be upon their
heads; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow and sighing shall flee
away” (Isa 35:10).(34) But the actual
eschaton does not require Christ’s ongoing suffering.(35)

Because of what it achieves, Christ’s
priesthood endures forever. Aquinas explains, “In the priestly office, we
may consider two things: first, the offering of the sacrifice; secondly, the
consummation of the sacrifice, consisting in this, that those for whom the
sacrifice is offered, obtain the end of the sacrifice.”(36)
It endures in its end or goal. In Aquinas’s understanding of causality, 
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the goal of the action inheres in the
action itself; likewise, when the goal is achieved, the action that brought
about the goal is not lost, but instead shares in its completion or
consummation. The consummation of Christ’s priestly action is eternal life.
Therefore, eternal life belongs to Christ’s priestly action as its goal, and in
this sense Christ’s priesthood endures everlastingly. Eternally, the
consummation enjoyed by the saints in heaven depends upon Jesus Christ. In this
respect Aquinas quotes Revelation 21:23, “And the city [the heavenly
Jerusalem] has no need of sun or moon to shine upon it, for the glory of God is
its light, and its lamp is the Lamb.”(37)
The “Lamb standing, as though it had been slain” (Rev 5:6), is Christ
the priest. Even though in heavenly glory he no longer performs his priestly
action of expiatory sacrifice, the heavenly glory enjoyed by the saints is
enjoyed through him as the priestly mediator. His sacrificial action is
consummated in the heavenly communion of the saints. Quoting Hebrews 10:14,
“For by a single offering he has perfected for all time those who are
sanctified,” Aquinas observes that “the virtue [power] of that Victim
endures forever.”(38)

Even so, however, does the Old
Testament, whose promises Jesus came to fulfill, envision an
“eternity” that is not an extension of historical time? Is Aquinas’s
understanding of the “eschaton” fundamentally and unavoidably at odds
with the resources available in the Old Testament for envisioning an
“eschatological” restoration? Following the Letter to the Hebrews,
Aquinas suggests—and I would agree—that his understanding of the
eschatological significance of Christ’s priestly action accords with the
liturgical pattern described by Leviticus 16, which gives instructions for
Israel’s observance of the Day of Atonement. He states, “Now this [eternal]
consummation of Christ’s sacrifice was foreshadowed in this, that the
high-priest of the Old Law, once a year, entered into the Holy of Holies with
the blood of a he-goat and a calf.”(39) In
Leviticus 
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16, God commands that the people of
Israel, through the work of the high priest, make atonement “once in the
year because of all their sins” (Lev 16:34). On this day alone, the high
priest may enter into “the holy place” (Lev 16:2) in the Temple and
sprinkle the sacrificial blood “upon the mercy seat and before the mercy
seat” (Lev 16:15), the mercy seat on the ark of the covenant being where
“I [YHWH] will appear in the cloud” (Lev 16:2). In order to make
expiation for the people, the high priest enters into the very dwelling-place of
the Lord with Israel. The divine presence there is so powerful that normally
anyone who dared enter this holy place would die (ibid.).

This historically concrete holy place,
Aquinas suggests, evokes the transhistorical holy place where God dwells in the
glory and majesty of the divine eternity. Christ enters as priest into that
transcendent holy place. As Hebrews states, 



But when Christ appeared as a high priest of the good things that have
come,(40) then through the greater and more
perfect tent (not made with hands, that is, not of this creation) he entered
once for all into the Holy Place, taking not the blood of goats and calves but
his own blood, thus securing an eternal redemption. (Heb 9:11-12)





The eschatological restoration of Israel
hardly need exclude such a transhistorical dwelling with God, since Israel knew
that, in the words ascribed to Solomon at the dedication of the Temple,
“heaven and the highest heaven cannot contain thee [God]; how much less
this house that I have built!” (1 Kgs 8:27).(41)


  
  

  


Page 397

Thus, although Aquinas does not have
Wright’s knowledge of Second-Temple understandings of Israel’s
“restoration,” he develops a nuanced view of the eschaton and places
Christ’s priestly action at the center of this eschatological consummation.
Christ’s priesthood stands as the eschatological turning point, both on earth
(the new Israel) and in heaven.





B) A Sacrificial Action





What does Aquinas say about the sacrificial character of Christ’s hierarchical
power? He raises the question of whether Jesus intended to die a sacrificial
death, and by consequence whether Jesus saw himself as a sacrificial victim.(42)
There are two obvious problems with this view, in addition to a third problem,
less obvious but equally troubling. First, Jesus did not kill himself, nor was
he slain by priests. Could he really, then, have envisioned his Cross as a
sacrificial offering? Those who crucified him certainly did not intend to offer
cultic sacrifice (thus making Jesus an unlikely sacrificial victim), and
whatever Jesus’ intentions, he
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had no choice in the matter as he hung
dying from the Cross (thus making him an unlikely sacrificial priest).(43)

Second, if Jesus was in fact acting as
a priest in his Passion, then he himself was the victim, and he thus was a human
sacrifice. Not only is the idea that God would desire human sacrifice appalling,
but in the Old Testament God frequently condemned human sacrifice, which was a
mark instead of pagan idolatry and moral corruption. Aquinas quotes in this vein
Psalm 106:38 (to which I will add verses 36-37), “They served their idols,
which became a snare to them. They sacrificed their sons and their daughters to
the demons; they poured out innocent blood, the blood of their sons and
daughters, whom they sacrificed to the idols of Canaan; and the land was
polluted with blood.” The “they” described here, of course, is
the people of Israel. The Psalmist and Aquinas, like modern archeologists, were
well aware that the Israelites offered worship to gods other than YHWH. The fact
that the people of Israel offered up human sacrifice not only does not
legitimate human sacrifice in God’s eyes, but makes it even more appalling to
suppose that Christ himself intended to offer a human sacrifice.(44)
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The third problem is less evident,
perhaps, but appears equally difficult to resolve. Priests consecrated
sacrifices to the Lord; the consecration was an integral part of the offering.
But the human nature of Christ, by the indwelling Holy Spirit, “was from
the beginning consecrated and united to God.”(45)
Therefore why should Christ’s human life be offered in sacrifice to God, if the
very purpose of ritual “sacrifice”—namely, consecration and union of
the offering with God—has already been completely achieved in Christ?(46)

Without at first directly resolving
these problems, Aquinas explores Christ’s Passion in light of the Old Testament
sacrifices. He takes this approach because St. Paul interprets Christ’s Passion
through this Old Testament lens: “And walk in love, as Christ loved us and
gave himself up for us, a fragrant offering and sacrifice to God” (Eph
5:2).(47) On the one hand, the Old Testament
itself recognizes the spiritual core of “sacrifice.” In this respect
Aquinas quotes Psalm 50:17 (to which I add verses 14-16):



Deliver me from bloodguiltiness, O God, thou God of my salvation, and my
tongue will sing aloud thy deliverance. O Lord, open thou my lips, and my mouth
shall show forth thy praise. For thou hast no delight in sacrifice; were I to
give a burnt offering, thou wouldst not be pleased. The sacrifice acceptable to
God is a broken spirit; a broken and contrite heart, O God, thou wilt not
despise.(48) 





If the words of this psalm are true, however, why does God elsewhere command
Israel to perform animal sacrifice? Aquinas
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turns to Augustine for insight into
this question. In City of God Augustine, also with Psalm 50 in view,
comments,



If in times gone by our ancestors offered other sacrifices to God, in the
shape of animal victims (sacrifices which the people of God now read about, but
do not perform) we are to understand that the significance of those acts was
precisely the same as that of those now performed amongst us—the intention of
which is that we may cleave to God and seek the good of our neighbour for the
same end. Thus the visible sacrifice is the sacrament, the sacred sign, of the
invisible sacrifice.(49) 





Augustine does not underestimate the importance of “signs” for human
beings. Since we do not gaze directly upon intelligible realities, but rather
acquire knowledge of them through sensible realities, we require sensible signs
to unite us in true worship of spiritual realities.(50)
Following Augustine, Aquinas interprets the animal sacrifices of the Old
Testament as important sensible signs
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that assisted the people of Israel in
offering the spiritual sacrifice God requires.

Observing thus that the animal
sacrifices of the Old Testament are not to be despised, Aquinas turns his
attention to the fact that God ordains such a complex sacrificial system for
Israel. He connects this sacrificial system with the diverse purposes of
sacrificial offering. In this regard, he names three purposes, on an ascending
scale: the remission of sin, the preservation of the state of grace, and perfect
union with God.(51) The first purpose belongs to
the very rationale of the divinely ordained priesthood, both that of the Old
Testament and that of Christ. Here Aquinas quotes Hebrews 5:1, “For every
high priest chosen among men is appointed to act on behalf of men in relation to
God, to offer gifts and sacrifices for sins.”(52)
If the first purpose pertains to the sacrificial system in general, the second
purpose has to do in particular with “the sacrifice of
peace-offerings,” as described in Leviticus 3. The state of grace is a
state of “peace.” Finally, the third purpose particularly involves the
burnt offerings described in Leviticus 1, because such offerings signify the
perfect union of human beings with God in the state of glory.(53)

Recalling, then, that the center of
any “sacrifice” is the invisible sacrifice of charity signified by the
visible sign, how might the Old Testament sacrifices assist in understanding St.
Paul’s depiction of Christ’s Passion as a priestly action of
“sacrifice”?(54) First as regards the
three purposes of sacrifice: does 
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Christ’s Passion remove our sins, draw
us into God’s “peace,” and unite us to God in glory? Aquinas answers
with three biblical passages, corresponding respectively to the three purposes:
Christ “was put to death for our trespasses” (Rom 4:25), he
“became the source of eternal salvation to all who obey him” (Heb
5:9), and he unites us to God in glory “since we have confidence to enter
the sanctuary by the blood of Jesus” (Heb 10:19). By his Passion and death,
then, Christ fulfills the three purposes of the priest offering sacrifice. His
sacrifice is also “once for all” (Heb 9:26): “For by a single
offering he has perfected for all time those who are sanctified” (Heb
10:14). Aquinas states with regard to the Eucharistic sacrifice instituted by
Christ, 



The Sacrifice which is offered every day in the Church is not distinct
from that which Christ Himself offered, but is a commemoration thereof.
Wherefore Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x. 20): Christ Himself both
is the priest who offers it and the victim: the sacred token of which He wished
to be the daily Sacrifice of the Church.(55)



The commemoration, as sacramental,
truly unites the Church to Christ’s historical sacrifice.(56)

Although we will explore how his
shedding of blood takes away sins in more detail when discussing the sanctifying
dimension of Christ’s priesthood, we can already say that Christ accomplishes,
in a unique and transcendent way, a sacrificial mission. Even so, what is
offered in Christ’s sacrifice is his human 
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life. Can that life appropriately be
conceived as a sacrificial victim? What kind of priest would offer his own life
in sacrifice? This is the difficulty pressed, against the weight of the New
Testament language, by the objections that we reviewed above. Is there a sense
in which Christ’s human life could be appropriately conceived as a sacrificial
victim?

In addressing this question, Aquinas
begins by emphasizing that the passive sense of “victim,” which we
associate with animal sacrifice, does not apply to Christ’s Passion. If Christ
is a sacrificial victim, he is such only as an active agent, the person of the
Son of God, moved throughout by the charity with which the Holy Spirit graces
Christ’s human nature.(57) The fundamental
offering of his human life, then, is the active offering that he makes
spiritually, not the more passive submission of his flesh to the nails of the
Roman soldiers (although according to Aquinas, Christ, as the incarnate Son,
actively permits even this apparently wholly passive submission of the flesh).(58)
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This point places at the forefront a
crucial distinction between Christ’s priesthood and the actions of Old Testament
priests vis-à-vis their sacrificial victims: Christ the priest did not slay
himself in sacrifice. Rather, through his active spiritual agency, he allowed
himself to fall into the hands of those who sought to kill him. As Aquinas puts
it, “of His own free-will He exposed Himself to death” and
“freely offered Himself to suffering.”(59)
In allowing his enemies to kill him, he did not kill himself, but rather allowed
their wickedness to take its course. Aquinas refers here to the Suffering
Servant of Isaiah 53, who in dying for “our iniquities” (Isa 53:5)
does not kill himself but allows his persecutors to do their will: “He was
oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth; like a lamb that
is led to the slaughter, and like a sheep that before its shearers is dumb, so
he opened not his mouth” (Isa 53:7).(60)
Christ, like the Suffering Servant, is a sacrificial victim, but he is not a
human sacrifice, because the only sense in which he is a sacrificial victim is
the sense in which he allows his enemies to do their worst. In this sense,
however, it is indeed his human life that, in freely and lovingly bearing our
sins, he offers to the Father in a perfect priestly action.(61)










  
  

  


Page 405

C) A Sanctifying Action



Even if God certainly does not then
require a passive human sacrifice—and thus does not require a human sacrifice
at all—does he nonetheless require a human victim? This question turns our
attention to the “sanctifying” dimension of Christ’s priestly action.
Why should Christ’s suffering and bloody death serve to make us holy? Why does
the eschatological and sacrificial expiation of sins come about through the
suffering and death of Christ?

First and foremost, God requires
neither a human sacrifice nor a human victim. He needs nothing from creatures.
One cannot emphasize enough that God did not institute the sacrificial worship
of Israel because he desired blood. In the chapter of City of God quoted
by Aquinas, Augustine observes, “When he [the author of Psalm 50] says that
God does not want sacrifices he means that he does not want them in the way
supposed by the fools, namely for his own gratification.”(62)
Yet God does desire the salvation of human beings. God “desires all men to
be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth”—the truth that
“there is one God and there is one mediator between God and men, the man
Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom for all” (1 Tim 2:4-5). Why
would Christ the mediator give “himself as a ransom for all”? How
could Christ’s suffering and death be the efficacious expression of God’s desire
for “all men to be saved”?(63)
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In order to accomplish the salvation
of human beings, Aquinas points out, God does not need human action. No human
being can forgive sins. If God wills to forgive sins, he needs no human
cooperation to do so, since the forgiveness of sins is entirely his prerogative.
In this regard Aquinas quotes Isaiah 43:25, where God says, “I, I am He who
blots out your transgressions for my own sake, and I will not remember your
sins.”(64) It would seem, then, that as
regards the forgiveness of sins Christ’s priestly action—which, as the action
of the mediator, is Christ’s action as 
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man, not as God—is of no account.
Another difficulty arises from the fact that, even if Christ’s suffering and
death were supposed to be a sufficient “ransom,” Christians continue
to pray for the forgiveness of their sins and “the [Eucharistic] Sacrifice
is offered continuously in the Church.”(65)
Again it would seem that Christ’s human (priestly) action has hardly been
sufficient, even if one were to suppose that it could be sufficient.

In light of these difficulties,
Aquinas takes his bearings from three New Testament verses in particular: Romans
3:24-25, “they are justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption
which is in Christ Jesus, whom God put forward as an expiation by his
blood”; Hebrews 9:14 (to which I will add verse 13), “For if the
sprinkling of defiled persons with the blood of goats and bulls and with the
ashes of a heifer sanctifies for the purification of the flesh, how much more
shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself
without blemish to God, purify your conscience from dead works to serve the
living God”; and John 1:29 (the words of John the Baptist), “Behold,
the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world!” In each case, Jesus’
sacrificial “blood” clearly causes, according to the New Testament,
our sanctification. How could this be so?

Aquinas proposes two ways, both having
to do not with a change in God, but with a change in human beings. Christ’s
priestly action does not cause God to forgive us by an outpouring of love, but
rather removes the impediments in us to God’s merciful outpouring of love. The
change in us sanctifies us. But how, specifically, does Christ’s priestly action
accomplish a change in us? Aquinas first observes that we possess two
impediments to our reception of God’s mercy. Namely, our hearts are
“stained” by sin, in that we willfully turn away from God’s mercy, and
in addition we owe a “debt of punishment” due in justice to those who
willfully turn away from God. The twofold problem, then, is that our hearts are
evil and that our evil merits punishment. We require, therefore, a twofold
interior change: 
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first, our hearts must be turned back
to God (removing the “stain”), and second, our “debt of
punishment” must be paid.(66)

In human relationships, we can
understand that a man who murders out of hatred not only needs healing in his
heart, but also owes a debt of punishment to those he has offended. If one
steals money, one cannot solely have a change of heart and experience true
repentance; one must also make recompense for the injury of the theft. These
juridical cases, however, seem ill-suited to the human relationship with God. We
already owe everything to God, and God’s mercy is infinite. Why would God demand
punishment or recompense from us? Why would not simply healing our hearts be
sufficient?

In setting forth Aquinas’s position in
this respect, I will not limit myself to texts from question 22. Aquinas
certainly holds that Christ’s priestly action heals our hearts. Inquiring into
whether Christ’s Passion was the most fitting way of liberating human beings
from sin, for example, he notes, 



In the first place, man knows thereby how much God loves him, and is
thereby stirred to love Him in return, and therein lies the perfection of human
salvation; since the Apostle says (Rom. v. 8): God commendeth His charity
towards us; for when as yet we were sinners … Christ died for us.(67)



Similarly, he remarks upon the
relationship that the members of Christ’s mystical body have to their Head and
observes that Christ’s merit in suffering for the sake of justice redounds to
all his members.(68)
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Why then should Christ’s priestly
action also operate as an expiatory sin-offering, as a satisfaction of the
“debt of punish-ment”?(69) In addition
to using the New Testament texts noted above, Aquinas approaches this question
through Isaiah 53:4 (“he has borne our griefs and carried our
sorrows”) and Jeremiah 11:19 (“I was like a gentle lamb led to the
slaughter”).(70) Such texts might be seen
as implying an extrinsic juridical relationship between creature and Creator.
Aquinas, however, recognizes an order of justice inscribed in the very heart of
human beings’ relationship with God and each other. Justice is not extrinsic to 
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any personal relationship. Aquinas
does not recoil from the New Testament’s juridical language, which he
understands to express the intimate, yet wounded, relationship between the
creature and the Creator. Even so, does God in fact demand
“recompense”? If sinful human beings suffer from their self-inflicted
wounds, why should a sinless human being suffer on their behalf, thus
perpetuating, in some sense, the history of human suffering (even so as
ultimately to end it)? Could not God sanctify human beings without any further
suffering, let alone the agonizing suffering of the incarnate Son of God?

Indeed, Aquinas affirms that God could
have sanctified human beings in another way: “speaking simply and
absolutely, it was possible for God to deliver mankind otherwise than by the
Passion of Christ, because no word shall be impossible with God (Luke i.
37).”(71) In willing the Passion of Christ,
God was not constrained by the order of justice, as if God, like a human judge,
had to exact the proper penalty for the crime. On the contrary, he was entirely
free. Aquinas points out that unlike a human judge, “God has no one higher
than Himself, for He is the sovereign and common good of the whole
universe.”(72) When human beings sin
against God (and all sin is ultimately against God), we wound our relationship
with him—a relationship that, like any relationship, is constituted by an order
of justice. God can mercifully forgive sins against himself without exacting
just punishment, “just as anyone else, overlooking a personal trespass,
without satisfaction, acts mercifully and not unjustly.”(73)
Why then did not God simply forgive all sins in this way, rather than through
the bloody death of his incarnate Son?

Guided by the Scriptures, Aquinas
answers that God freely chose the most merciful way to re-establish the justice
between humans beings and God lost by sin. Aquinas gives a number of reasons why
salvation through Christ’s Passion is more merciful than God simply forgiving
our sins by fiat. The central reason has to do with the dignity that God gives
human beings by allowing 
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our injustice to be healed from within
human nature. The dignity of human cooperation and achievement would be
entirely lost if God had simply forgiven our sins by fiat. The seriousness of
history, of human free actions, would have been lost. If God simply forgave sin
by fiat, furthermore, he would not have conquered sin by uniting to himself a
human nature in the person of the Son, a union which is the greatest possible
affirmation of human dignity. The hypostatic union grounds human dignity in an
unfathomably rich manner. Jesus Christ, a man, establishes justice between
humankind and God by his Passion, and this human achievement by which we are
made holy is possible because this man, while fully human, is the Son of God:
“Although Christ was a priest, not as God, but as man, yet one and the same
was both priest and God.”(74)

When discussing Christ’s Passion,
then, Aquinas frequently returns to God’s merciful promotion of human dignity in
the chosen path of salvation. He observes with regard to Christ’s achievement as
the new Adam, for example, that “it redounded to man’s greater dignity,
that as man was overcome and deceived by the devil [in Eden], so also it should
be a man that should overthrow the devil; and as man deserved death, so a man by
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dying should vanquish death.”(75)
The proper penalty for sin against God is death; as St. Paul puts it, “the
wages of sin is death” (Rom 6:23). This is so both because sin, in wounding
the relationship of human beings to God, disorders the human person interiorly
and leads ultimately to the rupture of the soul and body in death, and because
what Adam and Eve strove for was immortality on their own terms rather than as
dependent creatures, and so separated themselves willfully from the source of
life. The penalty of death is not an extrinsic requirement of a wrathful god,
but rather belongs intrinsically to the relational wound or rupture that sin
brings about.

It pertains to human dignity that the
relational wound be healed from within, from the side of human beings. Jesus
Christ makes satisfaction, heals the wound, by paying our penalty of death
without, as a sinless man, owing it. Jesus’ overflowing justice—the glorious
goodness of his created charity, obedience, and humility as the incarnate Son of
God—heals the woundedness of human beings’ relationship with God by restoring
super-abundantly the lack of goodness that characterizes humankind due to the
history of sin’s destruction of human goods. Baptism unites us, Christ’s
members, with his glorious goodness in his salvific death: 



Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus
were baptized into his death? We were buried therefore with him by baptism into
death, so that as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we
too might walk in newness of life. For if we have been united with him in a
death like his, we shall certainly be in unity with him in a resurrection like
his. (Rom 6:3-5)(76) 
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Reconciliation with God is
accomplished in Christ’s Pasch, rather than being merely a “word”
spoken to us.

Similarly, commenting in the Summa
Theologiae on Romans 3:24-25, Aquinas affirms that God’s will that Christ’s
Passion make satisfaction for all sins “was in keeping with both His mercy
and His justice.”(77) He goes on to
explain:



With His justice, because by His Passion Christ made satisfaction for the
sin of the human race; and so man was set free by Christ’s justice: and with His
mercy, for since man of himself could not satisfy for the sin of all human
nature, as was said above (Q. 1, A. 2), God gave him His Son to satisfy for him.
… And this came of more copious mercy than if He had forgiven sins without
satisfaction. Hence it is said (Ephes. ii. 4): God, who is rich in mercy,
for His exceeding charity wherewith He loved us, even when we were dead in sins,
hath quickened us together in Christ.(78) 





Here we discover why an eschatological messianic tribulation, as Wright shows,
was expected to inaugurate the restoration of Israel through the outpouring of
the eschatological blessings of holiness. As the son of Abraham and the David
through whom all nations are to be blessed (cf. Gen 12:3; 22; 2 Sam 7:13),
Christ pours out the eschatological blessings not only through the justice that
his priestly action achieves, but also, as we have seen, through the
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divine mercy and love that it reveals.
Christ’s incomparable manifestation of divine love stimulates human beings to
love God in return, and Christ in his Passion displays the virtues—among them
“obedience, humility, constancy, justice”—that “are requisite
for man’s salvation.”(79) If God loves us
so much as to become one of us, and suffer and die for us, then “man is all
the more bound to refrain from sin, according to 1 Cor. vi. 20: You are
bought with a great price: glorify and bear God in your body.”(80)

D) A Unitive Action



What about the unitive dimension of
Christ’s priestly action? In seeking the reason for the Letter to the Hebrews’
statement that God designated Jesus “a high priest after the order of
Melchizedek” (Heb 5:10), Aquinas holds that “the excellence of
Christ’s [priesthood] over the Levitical priesthood was foreshadowed in the
priesthood of Melchisedech,” in part because Abraham, from whom the
Levitical priesthood descended, tithed to Melchizedek.(81)
But the deeper reason, in Aquinas’s view, has to do with how Melchizedek’s
priesthood foreshadows the unity accomplished by Christ’s priestly action, a
unity that could not be accomplished by the Levitical priesthood. The Levitical
priesthood was unable to accomplish a lasting unity in holiness. Instead, the
people of Israel continually offered new sacrifices, and these sacrifices did
not succeed in establishing a holy people. 
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If they had, then the people of Israel
would never have looked for a Messiah. As Aquinas puts it, the Levitical
priesthood “did not wash away sins” and “was not eternal.”(82)

By contrast, Jesus’ priestly action is
“once for all” (Heb 9:26); his sacrifice never needs to be repeated,
because it permanently establishes holiness. His priesthood is
“eternal”: no high priest ever takes his place. If it is by means of
communion in the Eucharist that human beings participate in the unity in
holiness that Jesus’ priestly action establishes, then the primacy of the
symbolic role of Melchizedek’s priesthood becomes clear: the Levitical
priesthood symbolizes sacrifice (through the shedding of blood), while
Melchizedek’s priesthood symbolizes communion (through the bread and wine).
Following Augustine’s view that the many grains united in the bread and the many
grapes united in the wine symbolize the unity of the Church, Aquinas affirms
that as regards “the participation of this sacrifice and the effect
thereof, wherein the excellence of Christ’s priesthood over the priesthood of
the Law principally consists … the former was more distinctly foreshadowed
by the priesthood of Melchisedech” than by the Levitical priesthood.(83)
Since human beings receive the effect of Jesus’ saving sacrifice (and thus of
the Eucharistic sacrifice) through communion in faith in the Eucharistic
elements, Melchizedek’s priestly offering of bread and wine best symbolizes the
unitive dimension of Jesus’ priestly action. The unitive dimension of Christ’s
priesthood explains for Aquinas why Jesus’ priesthood receives its primary
definition through the Letter to the Hebrews’ application of Psalm 110:4,
“Thou art a priest for ever, after the order of Melchizedek” (Heb 5:6;
7:17).

The fruit of Jesus’ sacrifice, and of
the Eucharistic sacrament-sacrifice that re-presents Jesus’ sacrifice, is the
unity of the people of God, the mystical body of Christ, in the holiness
attained in 
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and through Jesus’ sacrifice.(84)
Jesus dies not for himself or his own needs, but to unify all others in himself.(85)
Saint Paul speaks of the Father’s “purpose which he set forth in Christ as
a plan for the fullness of time, to unite all things in him, things in heaven
and things on earth” (Eph 1:9-10). The Father “has put all things
under his feet and has made him the head over all things for the church, which
is his body, the fullness of him who fills all in all” (Eph 1:22-23).
Aquinas explains therefore that “it is not fitting for Christ to be the
recipient of the effect of His priesthood, but rather to communicate it to
others.”(86) His priestly action is the
source of all unity in holiness, both of Israel (as the fulfillment of Torah and
Temple) and of the Church: “Christ is the fountain-head of the entire
priesthood: for the priest of the Old Law was a figure of Him; while the priest
of the New Law works in His person.”(87)

Emphasizing the unitive aspect of
Christ’s Pasch, Aquinas concludes his discussion of Christ’s priesthood by
attending to the symbolism of Melchizedek’s offering of bread and wine. He
refers to the statement in Hebrews 7:2 that Melchizedek “is first, by
translation of his name, king of righteousness, and then he is also king of
Salem, that is, king of peace.”(88) As the
true “king of righteousness” and “king of peace,” Jesus
Christ, through his priestly action, has the power to unite the human race in
the holiness of God. By washing away sins, Jesus’ eternal priesthood establishes
the unity of the “church of God” (Gal 1:13). The restoration that
Jesus accomplishes thereby blesses all nations.(89)
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Conclusion



Engaging a wide array of themes in
Aquinas’s theology of salvation, I have argued for the theological cogency of
his account of Christ’s priestly action. In contemporary theology, many consider
that Aquinas goes too far in his appreciation of sacrificial and
“satisfactory” suffering, which seems at best overly juridical and at
worst monstrous. Others hold that Aquinas does not go far enough, largely
because he somewhat limits the scope of Christ’s human suffering and does not
locate it within an intra-Trinitarian distance or rupture. By contrast, I find
Aquinas’s theology of salvation instructive for understanding more deeply the
realities taught in Scripture. What one makes of Aquinas’s theology of salvation
depends upon what one makes of question 22 of the Tertia Pars. This is
so not only because of the wide range of themes addressed here, but also because
the topic of Christ’s priesthood requires attention to his historical context in
Israel, which contemporary historical research has explored particularly deeply.
As I hope to have shown, contemporary historical research does not undermine
Aquinas’s theological approach, but rather exposes even more clearly the
theological depth of his main lines of inquiry. In seeking to know Jesus better
as the true high priest—whose work is eschatological, sacrificial, sanctifying,
and unitive—Christians will continue to find valuable instruction in Aquinas’s
teaching in question 22.
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Balthasar’s position, see Matthew Levering, Scripture and Metaphysics:
Aquinas and the Renewal of Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004),
chap. 4. 



[bookmark: N_36_]36.  STh III, q. 22, a. 5. Cf. Denis Chardonnens, O.C.D.,
“Éternité du sacerdoce du Christ et effet eschatologique de l’eucharistie.
La contribution de saint Thomas d’Aquin à un theme de théologie sacramentaire,”
Revue Thomiste 99 (1999): 159-80. 
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[bookmark: N_38_]38.  Ibid., ad 2. See Guggenheim, Jésus Christ, Grand Prêtre,
520-33. 



[bookmark: N_39_]39.  STh III, q. 22, a. 5. See Guggenheim, Jésus
Christ, Grand Prêtre, 70-71, 467-68, and elsewhere. 
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good things to come.” Aquinas had this latter version of the
verse. 



[bookmark: N_41_]41.  For the trans-historical dimension of the Temple, see Jon D.
Levenson, Sinai and Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible (San
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985), part 2. Levenson states, “Whereas
Sinai, as we saw in Part I, represents the possibility of meaningful history, of
history that leads toward an affirmation, Zion represents the possibility of
meaning above history, out of history, through an opening into the realm of the
ideal. Mount Zion, the Temple on it, and the city around it are a symbol of
transcendence, a symbol in Paul Tillich’s sense of the word, something ‘which
participates in that to which it points.’ For the two tiers, the earthly and the
heavenly, are not closed to each other, but open, and interpenetrating on
Zion” (ibid., 41-42). This sense of “interpenetration” of the
transhistorical and the historical explains, Levenson argues, why “Jewish
tradition did not accept the finality of the destruction of the Temple and the
absence of the redemption of which it was taken to be the symbol. On the
contrary, the Jewish liturgy gives eloquent testimony to the longing for the
reconstruction of the shrine and its city. The longing for the Temple was, as we
have seen, a prominent theme in biblical times. It was only rendered more
intense by the absence of the physical object of this passionate desire… .
Throughout history, there have always been some Jews who wish to see not only
God’s presence, but also that of his people Israel restored to Zion even before
the end of time. And thus it is appropriate that the movement for the
restoration of Jewish sovereignty should have acquired the name Zionism,
after the mountain tied so closely to the fortunes of the people Israel. However
much Zionism may resemble a typical modern nationalism with the unfortunate
consequences for outsiders that such movements entail, we should still not
overlook Martin Buber’s point that ‘this national concept was named after a
place and not, like the others, after a people, which indicates that it is not
so much a question of a particular people as such but of its association with a
particular land, its native land.’ For the modern Zionist the ancient
association of the people of Israel and the land of Israel has been rejoined.
This return to the land was possible because for the most part, the Jewish
tradition did not spiritualize the concept of Zion/Jerusalem/the land of Israel
to the extent that it ceased to have any reference to real history” (ibid.,
179-80). For further reflection, from a Christian perspective, upon the
significance of the land of Israel see Gregory Vall, “‘Man Is the Land’:
The Sacramentality of the Land of Israel,” in David G. Dalin and Matthew
Levering, eds., John Paul II and the Jewish People (Lanham, Md.: Rowman
and Littlefield, forthcoming). 
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ibid., obj. 1. 
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range of contemporary criticisms of sacrificial accounts of Christ’s Cross,
rightly observes that they “assert no minor flaw in Christianity, but a
consistent fault line in the whole foundation that runs from distorted views of
God to spiritual guilt fixation to sacrificial bloodshed to anti-Semitic
persecution to arrogant ignorance of world mythology. All this adds up to a
fatally skewed faith, revolving around a central narrative based on sacred
violence and the glorification of innocent suffering” (Heim, Saved from
Sacrifice, 27). Following René Girard’s argument that
“sacrifice” is to be understood as human beings’ effort to undo
“bad” violence by means of supposedly “good” (sacred)
violence, Heim seeks to preserve the place of the Cross within Christianity by
arguing that the Cross is the ultimate repudiation of sacrifice: “The way
of life that follows on the cross depends on recognition that the death of Jesus
ought not to happen. It is not God’s recipe that innocent suffering is the way
to restore peace: God’s purpose (to end such a pattern) is superimposed on that
event of humanly sanctified violence. Sacrificial scapegoating is not something
invented by those under the spell of the passion narratives, but something
revealed and opposed there. Just as it is an error to think that it is somehow a
Christian requirement to be a victim of redemptive violence, so it is an error
to think there is a Christian responsibility to administer it” (ibid.,
252). Heim summarizes his position: “Scapegoating sacrifice is the
stumbling block we placed between God and us. It is a root sin buried in our
life together. The passion is a divine act revealing, reversing, and replacing
our redemptive violence, which we so long and tenaciously hid from ourselves in
the very name of the sacred. When our sin had so separated us from God and built
our peace on blood, God was willing to come and die for us, to bear our sin and
suffer the condemnation that we visit upon our victims and so deserve ourselves.
God saved us from our form of reconciliation, healed us of our dependence on
that sad medicine” (ibid., 329). 
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the sacrifice of praise, cf. Thomas F. Ryan, Thomas Aquinas as Reader of the
Psalms (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2000), 130-31, 133. For
Aquinas, as Ryan says earlier, “the Psalms are not simply about Christ or
prayer but about Christ praying” (108). 



[bookmark: N_49_]49.  Augustine, De civitate Dei 10.5 (City of God,
trans. Henry Bettenson [New York Penguin, 1972], 377); Aquinas quotes the last
sentence of this text in STh III, q. 22, a. 2. Both Augustine and
Aquinas agree with Mark Heim that bloody sacrifice is by no means an end in
itself. For Heim, following Girard, Christ’s sacrifice makes possible charitable
union with God and neighbor precisely by ending bloody sacrifice, now replaced
by a communal meal: “The Last Supper can be seen in continuity with Jesus’
practice of table fellowship, giving it an explicitly liturgical tone that casts
it in explicit contrast with sacrificial practice. Instead of the rite of
scapegoating sacrifice that lies at the base of historical human community, and
instead of the cultic rite of animal sacrifice that reproduces its logic of
exclusion and violence, this new community is founded on the communion meal. The
early church was continually amazed and thankful that this table brought into
one circle those who otherwise would be irrevocably separated by purity
boundaries, who otherwise would be scapegoating each other and shedding each
other’s blood” (Heim, Saved from Sacrifice, 233-34 [cf. 232]). 



[bookmark: N_50_]50.  Aquinas argues that before original sin, because of the right
ordering of the higher and lower powers of the soul, “the first man was not
impeded by exterior things from a clear and steady contemplation of the
intelligible effects which he perceived by the radiation of the first truth,
whether by a natural or by a gratuitous knowledge” (STh I, q. 94,
a. 1). Nonetheless, sacrifice belongs to the natural law: “it is a dictate
of natural reason in accordance with man’s natural inclination that he should
tender submission and honor, according to his mode, to that which is above man.
Now the mode befitting to man is that he should employ sensible signs in order
to signify anything, because he derives his knowledge from sensibles. Hence it
is a dictate of natural reason that man should use certain sensibles, by
offering them to God in sign of the subjection and honor due to Him” (STh
II-II, q. 85, a. 1). See also STh I-II, q. 101, a. 2; I-II, q. 102, a.
3. 
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cf. Guggenheim, Jésus Christ, Grand Prêtre, 160-61. Following
Serge-Thomas Bonino, Guggenheim argues that neither Aquinas nor Hebrews has in
view “priesthood” in a general sense common to Israel and other
nations. Rather, Aquinas recognizes that what is at issue is the role of the
Aaronic priesthood. As Guggenheim states in this regard, “Saint Thomas
reflects on priestly mediation, and still more the mediation of the high priest,
from within the Old and New Covenants” (161). See also Bonino, “Le
sacerdoce comme institution naturelle selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,” 34-35. 
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[bookmark: N_54_]54. Anscar
Vonier, O.S.B., cautions in his classic A Key to the Doctrine of the
Eucharist (repr.; Bethesda, Md.: Zaccheus Press, 2003) that “no theory
of sacrifice could ever adequately meet the case of Christ’s sacrifice on the
Cross. It is a sacrifice so entirely sui generis that it has to be
defined by itself” (105) and that “the whole ancient sacrificial rite
was figurative of Christ’s sacrifice on the Cross. This means that we are to
explain the ancient sacrifices through the sacrifice of the Cross and not vice
versa” (106). 
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[bookmark: N_56_]56.  For Aquinas on Hebrews 10:14 see Guggenheim, Jésus
Christ, Grand Prêtre, 474. For recent theological discussion of the
Eucharistic sacrifice see Yves Congar, O.P., Lay People in the Church,
trans. Donald Attwater, rev. ed. (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1965), 165f.; Avery
Dulles, S.J., “The Eucharist as Sacrifice,” in Roch Kereszty,
O.Cist.,ed., Rediscovering the Eucharist: Ecumenical Conversations (New
York: Paulist Press, 2003), 175-87; idem, “The Death of Jesus as
Sacrifice,” Josephinum Journal of Theology 3 (1996): 4-17; William
T. Cavanaugh, “Eucharistic Sacrifice and Social Imagination in Early Modern
Europe,” Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies 31 (2001):
585-605. For an example of contemporary mainstream Catholic rejection of
Eucharistic sacrifice as taught by the Council of Trent, see Robert J. Daly, S.J.,
“Sacrifice Unveiled or Sacrifice Revisited: Trinitarian and Liturgical
Perspectives,” Theological Studies 64 (2003): 24-42; idem,
“Eucharistic Origins: From the New Testament to the Liturgies of the Golden
Age,” Theological Studies 66 (2005): 3-22. 



[bookmark: N_57_]57.  Miroslav Volf thus emphasizes that the significance of the
Incarnation for understanding the crucifixion: “If we view Christ on the
cross as a third party being punished for the sins of transgressors, we have
widely missed the mark… . Christ is not a third party. On account of his
divinity, Christ is one with God, to whom the ‘debt’ is owed. It is therefore God
who through Christ’s death shoulders the burden of our transgression
against God and frees us from just retribution. But since on account of Christ’s
humanity he is also one with us, the debtors, it is we who die in
Christ and are thus freed from guilt” (Miroslav Volf, The End of
Memory: Remembering Rightly in a Violent World [Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2006], 117). Volf goes on to observe, “We also miss the mark if
we believe that Christ’s suffering somehow encourages the abused passively to
accept their abuse. The message of the cross is not that it is legitimate to
‘force people to serve in functions that ordinarily would have been fulfilled by
someone else,’ as Dolores Williams has stated. Since no third party is involved,
in Christ’s Passion no one is forced to do anything for anyone else.
Substitution is a gift initiated and willingly given to wrongdoers by the One
who was wronged, not a burden of service placed on an outsider. And it is a gift
that, far from signaling the passive acceptance of abuse, most radically calls
into question such abuse. For it condemns the wrongdoing while at the same time
freeing the wrongdoers, who receive forgiveness in repentance, not just from
punishment and guilt but also from the hold of the evil deed on their
lives” (ibid., 117). While “satisfaction” seems to me a more
fruitful term than “substitution,” Volf’s reflections on Christ’s
Passion are theologically rich. 



[bookmark: N_58_]58.  As Vonier says, however, “To entirely spiritualize the
oblation and make of it exclusively an act of the created mind and will would be
the abolition of the sacrifice; all sacrifices are of the things that are
bodily… . To give to Christ’s crucifixion and death only moral worth, even
if it be to an infinite degree, is not the whole of Christianity; there is
something besides the moral worth of the suffering and dying Christ, there is
the sacrifice” (Vonier, A Key to the Doctrine of the Eucharist,
107-8). Not Christ’s love alone, but Christ’s love in union with his spilling of
his blood changes the world. It remains the case that, as Romanus Cessario
states, “it is not the sacrifice of his body on the altar of the cross in
which this perfect worship formally consists, but his personal offering of
obedience and love” (“Aquinas on Christian Salvation,” 125). Thus
when speaking about the crucifixion and death of Christ it is necessary to
interpret “the efficacy of Christ’s sufferings and death in relation to his
human soul” (ibid.) without thereby leaving out the bodily dimension of his
action. 



[bookmark: N_59_]59.  STh III, q. 22, a. 2, ad 1 and 2. 



[bookmark: N_60_]60.  Quoted in ibid., ad 1. Drawing largely upon 1 Enoch, Margaret
Barker proposes that “the Servant figure was modeled on the one who
performed the atonement rites in the first temple”(Barker, “Atonement:
The Rite of Healing,” in idem, The Great High Priest, 42-55, at
54). 



[bookmark: N_61_]61.  For further discussion see Cessario, “Aquinas on
Christian Salvation,” 123-25. Cessario comments, “Three features of
Aquinas’ theology of satisfaction merit careful attention. First, Aquinas
locates the essence of Christ’s sacrifice in the perfect meshing of his human
will with what the Father from all eternity wills for the salvation of the
world. Aquinas offers no support for those who would advance a theory of penal
substitution as the mechanism by which the benefits of Christ reach the human
race. Love, not punishment, dominates Aquinas’ account of the efficacy of the
Passion. Thus and second, the love and obedience of the Incarnate Son
inaugurates the new dispensation. Christ reveals the perfection of the beatitude
that he himself teaches as constitutive of the new law: ‘Blessed are those who
are persecuted for righteousness’ sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven’
(Matt. 5:10). Third, Christ fulfils the role of Suffering Servant as described
in Isaiah and in the Pauline writings. Although the biblical theme of the
Suffering Servant has occasioned an unbalanced theological presentation of
Christ’s suffering, Aquinas presents Christ’s obedience to God’s plan of
salvation without suggesting a vengeful God who exacts a terrible punishment
from an innocent victim. Instead, he points to the example of virtue which
Christ exhibits for our edification. In sum, the heart of Aquinas’ salvation
theology lies in the loving service of a priest-Son to God” (ibid.,
124-25). Cf. Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama: Theological Dramatic
Theory, vol. 5: The Last Act, trans. Graham Harrison (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1998), 256-69. 
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De civitate Dei 10.5 (Bettenson, trans., 378). 



[bookmark: N_63_]63.  It is here that Anselm’s doctrine of satisfaction goes astray,
in Mark Heim’s view: “The classic penal substitutionary theology of
atonement (we will take Anselm as its representative) constructs the terms of
just such a hidden transaction. It posits a cosmic bargain that takes place on a
plane quite distinct from the historical reality of the crucifixion” (Heim,
Saved from Sacrifice, 297). For Heim “the Anselmian view of the
cross is defined by two major additional steps. The first is the decision to
privilege legal images to represent the basic dynamic of ‘death for us.’ …
The second step is to conflate this legal framework with a vision of divine
justice that dictates God’s purpose in suffering death. If Christ steps in to
intercept a blow meant for us, where does that blow itself come from? It is
occasioned by our sin (so far, a view fully in accord with the general
tradition). Anselm’s departure is to insist with new systematic rigor that it is
actually coming from God. What we need to be rescued from is the deserved wrath
and punishment of God. God wishes to be merciful, and so God becomes the one to
be punished on behalf of us all. God strikes the same blow that God protects us
from” (ibid., 299). Heim goes on to note that “[t]he key error is to
refer both the meaning and need of Jesus’ death to its character as an offering to
God. What Anselm rejects at the level of human community, he re-creates at
the level of community between God and humanity, a community whose
reconciliation depends on the offering of an innocent victim. Most important,
Anselm presents God as the one who requires this sacrifice and also as
the one to whom it is offered. Scapegoating is a human practice, and
Anselm is clear that such a practice cannot solve our estrangement from God. But
in his view God has taken over a human scapegoating sacrifice (the execution of
Jesus) and turned it into a unique scapegoating sacrifice of unimaginable
magnitude. God is doing what human sacrifice does, but on a much larger scale,
and one time only. God has not stepped into the process to oppose it, but to
perfect it. Sacrifice to end sacrifice is an accurate and biblical way to
describe Jesus’ death, but it is an ambiguous and delicately poised idea. Anselm
has taken it to mean that God does the same thing that human scapegoaters do,
taking it to an ultimate extreme. Instead of God throwing a wrench into the
gears of human sacrifice, Anselm’s God has endorsed that machinery, borrowing it
to perform the biggest and most effective sacrifice of all. Jesus has become our
all-purpose scapegoat, whose suffering generates an infinite reservoir of merit
that, like his shed blood, can be dispensed through the sacraments” (ibid.,
300). As Heim concludes, “These are fatal steps” (ibid.), because
“[r]ather than a strategic act of resistance to overthrow sacred violence,
the cross becomes a divine endorsement of it” (ibid., 302). In response to
Heim’s eloquent and incisive critique, two questions should be posed: Is there a
relational, personal “order” of justice (an “order” of
offering what is due) inscribed in the very being of rational creatures (against
the view of an extrinsic “divine wrath”) that our sins against God and
against other human beings wound? Does Jesus’ active self-sacrifice, in which
the defining element is love, make him a passive “scapegoat”? 
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[bookmark: N_66_]66.  See STh III, q. 22, a. 3; the quotation from Hebrews
comes from the sed contra and the quotation from John comes from the
reply to the third objection. As Volf says (in critical dialogue with
Kierkegaard), “Love includes a concern for justice and is not opposed to
it. The two, love and justice, come together in forgiveness. Because forgiveness
presupposes that the claims of justice are valid (blame being prerequisite to
forgiveness), repentance is an appropriate way for the wrongdoer to receive the
gift of forgiveness and then cease to be remembered as guilty” (Volf, The
End of Memory, 174). 
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[bookmark: N_68_]68.  STh III, q. 48, a. 1. On Aquinas’s use of the phrase
“corpus mysticum,” see Martin Morard, “Les expressions ‘corpus
mysticum’ et ‘persona mystica’ dans l’oeuvre de saint Thomas d’Aquin,” Revue
Thomiste 95 (1995): 653-64. In this regard Henri de Lubac, S.J., Corpus
Mysticum, 2d ed. (Paris: Aubier, 1949) caused some misunderstanding. De
Lubac argues that in the early Middle Ages the Eucharist’s intrinsic ecclesial
referent was lost due to a shift in theological terminology: the phrase
“corpus mysticum” came to mean the Church rather than the Eucharist,
with the result that ecclesiology became overly juridical. De Lubac holds that
Aquinas’s theology reflects a late stage of this deleterious shift due to the
use of “corpus Ecclesiae mysticum” rather than “corpus Christi
mysticum.” Morard, however, shows that Aquinas’s theology does not in fact
evidence such a shift. De Lubac’s thesis has received wide circulation through
Michel de Certeau, The Mystic Fable, trans. Michael B. Smith (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1992). In popularized form, one finds the thesis in
the criticisms made by Paul McPartlan against medieval ecclesiology in his Sacrament
of Salvation: An Introduction to Eucharistic Ecclesiology (Edinburgh: T.
& T. Clark, 1995), 37-38. As regards the ninth- and eleventh-century
debates, Ephraim Radner has challenged de Lubac’s thesis (while otherwise
accepting it): see Ephraim Radner, The End of the Church: A Pneumatology of
Christian Division in the West (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1998),
208-10, 228-39. John Milbank takes up the thesis in his Being Reconciled
(London: Routledge, 2003), 122-37, although he makes an exception for Aquinas
and Bonaventure. Typical of the popularization, which cannot be blamed on de
Lubac, is Joseph M. Powers, S.J.‘s claim that the cultic priesthood gradually
displaced the Eucharistic community between the eighth and thirteenth centuries
(see Joseph M. Powers, Eucharistic Theology (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1967), 26-31. 
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the following studies, which are both historically and speculatively rich:
Emmanuel Perrier, O.P., “L’enjeu christologique de la satisfaction”
(I) and (II), Revue Thomiste 103 (2003): 105-36 and 203-47; Rik Van
Nieuwenhove, “St Anselm and St Thomas Aquinas on ‘Satisfaction’: Or how
Catholic and Protestant Understandings of the Cross Differ,” Angelicum
80 (2003): 159-76; Romanus Cessario, O.P., The Godly Image: Christ and
Satisfaction in Catholic Thought from Anselm to Aquinas; idem,
“Aquinas on Christian Salvation,” especially 121-34. 



[bookmark: N_70_]70.  STh III, q. 22, a. 3. The quotation from Jeremiah
appears in the third objection. For contemporary debates regarding the meaning
of Isaiah 53 and its interpretation in the New Testament and later Christian
writings see, e.g., Bernd Janowski and Peter Stuhlmacher, ed., The Suffering
Servant: Isaiah 53 in Jewish and Christian Sources, trans. Donald P. Bailey
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2004); William H. Bellinger, Jr. and William R.
Farmer, eds., Jesus and the Suffering Servant: Isaiah 53 and Christian
Origins (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 1998). See also
Christopher R. North, The Suffering Servant in Deutero-Isaiah: An Historical
and Critical Study, 2d ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1963). 
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III, q. 22,
a. 3, ad 1. Citing the Christology of the Council of Ephesus, Aquinas goes on to
observe here, “Hence in so far as His human nature operated by virtue of
the Divine, that sacrifice was most efficacious for the blotting out of
sins.” See also the beautiful discussion of the purpose of the Incarnation
in STh III, q. 1, a. 2. Christ’s priestly action is his human action of
his Passion, but his human action, one must recall, is the action of the Son of
God (since Christ is one Person). Aquinas observes, “Satisfaction may be
said to be sufficient in two ways—first, perfectly, inasmuch as it is condign,
being adequate to make good the fault committed, and in this way the
satisfaction of a mere man cannot be sufficient for sin, both because the whole
of human nature has been corrupted by sin, whereas the goodness of any person or
persons could not make up adequately for the harm done to the whole of the
nature; and also because a sin committed against God has a kind of infinity from
the infinity of the Divine majesty, because the greater the person we offend,
the more grievous the offense. Hence for condign satisfaction it was necessary
that the act of the one satisfying should have an infinite efficiency, as being
of God and man. Secondly, man’s satisfaction may be termed sufficient,
imperfectly—i.e. in the acceptation of him who is content with it, even though
it is not condign, and in this way the satisfaction of a mere man is sufficient.
And forasmuch as everything imperfect presupposes some perfect thing, by which
it is sustained, hence it is that the satisfaction of every mere man has its
efficiency from the satisfaction of Christ” (STh III, q. 1, a. 2,
ad 3). 



[bookmark: N_75_]75.  STh III, q. 46, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_76_]76.  In his recent Saving Power: Theories of Atonement and
Forms of the Church (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2005), Peter Schmiechen
seeks to uncover, among other things, “the relations between theories of
atonement and the formation of the church—its basic structure, faith, life, and
work” (353). In the context of his inquiry, he observes that Anselm’s
“theory of the restoration of creation … concludes with a direct
connection with the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. The benefits of Christ,
received from God the Father, are shared with believers who follow the mandates
of Scripture and participate in the sacramental life of the church” (ibid.,
357-58). Could this theory of atonement, Schmiechen asks, exist outside the
bounds of a sacramentally organized Church, for which Anselm’s theory provides
“a theological rationale” (ibid., 358)? He thinks that it could, but
he remarks nonetheless that “if Jesus participates in our life to restore
the creation, then our sacramental participation in his life is a natural and
reasonable mode of transmission” (ibid., 359-60) and he adds that “the
interpretations of sacrifice, renewal (Athanasius), and restoration (Anselm) are
tightly linked to sacramental transmission. These associations are so strong
that it is difficult to decide whether it is the historical association or a
truly natural link between interpretation and mode of transmission” (ibid.,
361). Schmiechen argues that Luther’s understanding of Christ’s saving work
results in a new form of the Church: “Perhaps the strongest example of how
a shift in the interpretation of Jesus’ death and resurrection leads to a
reformulation of the church is the sixteenth-century use of justification by
grace. Once the focus shifts to the proclamation of the gospel as the Word of
promise, attention shifts from human works offered to God to the human response
of faith as trust of the heart. But to allow such proclamation and response to
be at the center of worship and teaching, the shape of the church must be
altered. Thus, a vernacular Bible, a new catechism, the sermon (vs. the homily),
and a new hymnody come into being to enable proclamation, while the hierarchy of
the religious and laity is demolished in favor of the priesthood of all
believers” (ibid., 358). 
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III, q. 46, a. 3. Here Aquinas quotes 1 Peter 2:21 (to which I will add verses
22-25), “For to this [the patient suffering of injustice] you have been
called, because Christ also suffered for you, leaving you an example, that you
should follow in his steps. He committed no sin; no guile was found on his lips.
When he was reviled, he did not revile in return; when he suffered, he did not
threaten; but he trusted to him who judges justly. He himself bore our sins in
his body on the tree, that we might die to sin and live to righteousness. By his
wounds you have been healed. For you were straying like sheep, but have now
returned to the Shepherd and Guardian of your souls.” 



[bookmark: N_80_]80.  STh III, q. 46, a. 3. See the valuable study of Karl
Olav Sandnes, Belly and Body in the Pauline Epistles (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2002). 



[bookmark: N_81_]81.  STh III, q. 22, a. 6. On Christ and Melchizedek in
Aquinas’s Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, see especially
Guggenheim, Jésus Christ, Grand Prêtre, part 2, chap. 5. On Christ
and Melchizedek, see also Vonier, A Key to the Doctrine of the Eucharist,
148-49. 



[bookmark: N_82_]82. STh
III, q. 22, a. 6. 



[bookmark: N_83_]83.  Ibid., ad 2; see also STh III, q. 75, a. 2, obj. 3
and elsewhere for the citation from Augustine’s tractate 26 on the Gospel of
John. 



[bookmark: N_84_]84.  See most recently Gilles Emery, O.P., “The Ecclesial
Fruit of the Eucharist in St. Thomas Aquinas,” trans. Therese C. Scarpelli,
in idem, Trinity, Church, and the Human Person: Thomistic Essays
(Naples, Fl.: Sapientia Press, 2007), 155-72. 



[bookmark: N_85_]85.  STh III, q. 22, a. 4. 



[bookmark: N_86_]86.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_87_]87.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_88_]88.  See STh III, q. 22, a. 6, obj. 3. 



[bookmark: N_89_]89.  For further discussion of the themes treated in this essay,
see Levering, Sacrifice and Community, especially chaps. 2 and 3; and
Matthew Levering, Christ’s Fulfillment of Torah and Temple: Salvation
according to Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
2002), as well as the further secondary sources cited in both works. 









Web server status






The Thomist 71 (2007): 419-50



 



THE PASSIONS AND THE MORAL LIFE:

APPRECIATING THE ORIGINALITY OF
AQUINAS(1)

 



Paul Gondreau









Providence College

Providence, Rhode Island



THE ANCIENT GREEK DRAMA Oresteia
recounts the story of how the young Orestes, after avenging his father’s murder
by slaying the killer, Orestes’s own mother, must flee from the relentless
pursuit of the dreadful Furies. These latter are the pre-Olympian earth
goddesses who avenge the killing of one’s kin. Eventually, the Olympian goddess
Athena convinces the Furies to suspend momentarily the pursuit of blood
vengeance and allow a trial by jury to settle Orestes’s fate. During the trial,
the Furies, not without due cause, make their case for just retribution. After a
tie vote results in a hung jury, Athena, mindful that blood vengeance leads to
unending carnage, intervenes and casts the deciding vote in favor of Orestes,
thereby acquitting him.

Pointing out that the tie vote
legitimates the Furies’ case, Athena follows by offering the Furies a place,
albeit a subservient one, among the Olympian gods, where they will serve no
longer as goddesses of blood vengeance but as protectors of households. They
accept, and become transformed into the Eumenides—in Greek, “the friendly
ones.” That is, they take their place as earth goddesses who subordinate
their lower instinctive desires for blood vengeance to the wise judgment of the
higher gods, like Athena. Dwelling in the sky on the top of Mount Olympus, these
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higher gods follow the guidance of
reason and enlightened wisdom.

One of the many lessons to be gleaned
from Aeschylus’s drama is the invaluable insight it imparts on the nature of
human emotion and its relation to reason. The lower instinctual drives, the
emotions, exemplified in the Oresteia by the desire for just
retribution on the part of the Furies, are not bad in themselves and might be
quite legitimate. For this reason, they should not be eradicated from human
life. Movements of the lower appetites, the emotions play an integral and
essential role in our lives, paralleling the way the Furies, once transformed
into the kindly Eumenides, go on to play an integral and essential role in the
Olympic pantheon as protectors of households. But because the emotions belong to
the lower, impulsive dimension of the human person, they are by nature
subordinate to our higher faculties and ought to be subservient to the
commanding role of human reason, of our higher cognitive power, represented in
the Oresteia by Athena and the other Olympian gods. Reason’s role, as
Aeschylus understands it, is harmoniously to integrate the lower drives, the
emotions, into human life in a balanced way, neither suppressing them outright
nor giving them free reign over our actions.

Aeschylus provides us with a view of
human emotion and its relation to our overall good that resonates well with St.
Thomas Aquinas’s vision of the role of the passions in the moral life (and thus
with a view, we should add, that helps offset the infamously one-sided read on
Greek tragedy offered by Sigmund Freud). If one can look to Aquinas as the
standard-bearer for a genuine morality of human affectivity, it is because of
his almost singular affirmation of the essential role the passions play in the
pursuit of moral excellence. On this score, the noted moral theologian Servais
Pinckaers asserts that Aquinas’s regard for the role of the passions in the
moral life, particularly as he outlines it in his Summa Theologiae,
marks a “unique” achievement “of remarkable genius.”(2)
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In what follows I shall attempt to
corroborate Pinckaers’s claim. To this end, I shall focus on two particular
points: (1) the moral vision of human affectivity implied in Aquinas’s decision
to place his systematic study on emotion, the treatise on the passions, in the Secunda
Pars of the Summa Theologiae, that is, in the part of the Summa
that deals with morals; and (2) Aquinas’s insistence, indebted to Aristotle but
taken to heights that may have surprised even the Philosopher, that the passions
play an active collaborative role in the work of moral virtue, that human
emotion becomes rational by participation. On this last point Aquinas
stands in sharp opposition to the prevailing philosophical tradition. In a word,
Aquinas’s position falls between the two extremes we see frequently proposed in
the history of philosophical thought, the one excluding emotion from moral
action and the other identifying emotion with moral duty as such. I shall close
this essay with a brief examination of this history.



 



I. The Significance of the Location of the

Treatise on the Passions 



A) Movements of the Animal-like
Sensitive Appetite



Aquinas ties the emotions, and human
affectivity in general, to the sensory (or sensitive) appetite. He links them,
in other words, to our internal animal-like inclination to bodily goods or evils
perceived by the senses, and to the eventual procurement or evasion of these
sense goods or evils. The passions, then, are movements of this lower
animal-like inclination to sense goods or evils, movements that are natural to
the human condition.(3) Contrary to its usage in
modern parlance, where it often connotes fits of affective vehemence, the term
‘passion’, for Aquinas, means simple sensate (or lower animal-like) movements of
the soul which are natural to the human condition: “Man is similar to other
animals in his sensitive nature,” Aquinas explains, “hence, 
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reactions that follow upon the
sensitive nature are present in man naturally, just as they are in other
animals.”(4) Mindful that passion (passio)
signifies for Aquinas simple sensate movements of the soul, I shall use the
terms ‘passion’ and ‘emotion’ as rough equivalent renderings of the Latin passio.

Aquinas recognizes that the human
experience of emotion confronts us with a paradox. On the one hand, because we
share our internal affective ordering to created bodily goods in common with the
animals, our passions are expressive of the “animal” side of human
nature. On the other hand, we are not mere animals, and we therefore experience
emotion in a unique fashion. The interplay that our lower sensitive appetite
enjoys with reason and will, our highest faculties, introduces a whole new
dynamic into the human experience of emotion.(5)
In addition to our internal affective ordering to created bodily goods, from
which arise the emotions, we enjoy a higher appetitive ordering: that of the
will which orders us internally to the universal good, the summum bonum.





B) Emotion and the Hylemorphic Makeup
of the Human Being





This twofold appetitive inclination to the summum bonum and to goods of the body does not mean that the
human being suffers
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from an internally truncated ordering.
For Aquinas, the human person is not a disintegrated self. He is a unified,
integrated being. The Cartesian tendency to internalize only the life of the
mind, according to which the appetites and emotions serve as mere mechanized
tools of the mind, and the passions inhabit their own lower animal sphere with
little or no interaction with the life of the mind, yields, from a Thomist
perspective, an inadequate, disembodied anthropology.

Aquinas of course opts to ground his
view of these two appetitive orderings—and of their integration in view of
man’s moral good—in a robust metaphysical conception of the human being as a
body-soul, or matter-form, composite. In Aquinas’s system of thought, which
assiduously observes the Scholastic principle that action follows being (agere
sequitur esse),(6) it is paramount to see
how man’s hylemorphic (matter-form) makeup stands as the backdrop of all his
moral action. Human affectivity provides an ideal case in point of this, for two
principal reasons.

The first centers on the way human
emotion uniquely expresses our matter-form constitution. Aquinas points out how
an emotion involves, in every case, some kind of change in the body, such as an
increased heart rate, trembling of the hands, flushing of the face, hormonal and
biochemical changes (the chemical oxytocin, for instance, has been linked to
emotional feelings of love). The bodily alteration (or what Aquinas terms the transmutatio
corporalis) of a passion accounts for why biochemical and neurological
phenomena are so intimately bound up with the emotions (and why, today,
psychopharmacology and neuropsychology can be of therapeutic benefit in certain
cases of emotional imbalance). In point of fact, the transmutatio corporalis
is so essential to every movement of passion that we could not even undergo
emotion if we did not have bodies (which explains why God and the angels are not
subject to emotion).

At the same time, Aquinas is careful
not to reduce the emotions solely to the biochemical or to the neurological (as,
for example,
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if we would reduce love to the release
of oxytocin, or happy feelings to the chemical endorphin). The transmutatio
corporalis represents merely one essential component of an emotion, namely,
its material component. There is also its formal element. This Aquinas
identifies with the internal movement itself of the lower sensitive appetite.(7)
What specifies an emotion is the psychical motion (inclination) towards a
perceived bodily good (or avoidance of a perceived bodily evil). An emotion
always involves a change of disposition in the person who undergoes it; that is,
an emotion issues only after the lower sense appetitive ordering has been acted
upon.

With the transmutatio corporalis marking
the material component of every emotion and the internal movement of the
sensitive appetite its formal component, we can see how the passions belong both
to the body and to the (sensitive) soul (though in different respects). They
stand out as body-soul phenomena, or as psychophysiological states, to use one
author’s term.(8) The sensitive appetite (a power
of the soul) acts by means of a bodily organ, as Aquinas affirms:



[T]he sensitive appetite differs from the intellectual appetite, or the
will, in the fact that the sensitive appetite is a power of a bodily organ,
whereas the will is not. Every act of a power that uses a bodily organ depends
not only on a power of the soul, but also on the disposition of that bodily
organ… . Hence, the act of the sensitive appetite depends not only on the
appetitive power, but also on the disposition of the body.(9)



The other reason human emotion relates
to the hylemorphic (matter-form) composition of the human being in a privileged
way 
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is the manner in which our lower
animal-like appetite, which orders us to goods of the body, participates in our
higher mental or spiritual dimension, namely, in our rationality. What Aquinas’s
anthropology promotes, in other words, is what we could term a
“participated psychology.” In his view an intimate synergy and
interpenetrability exist between the emotions and reason and will, making the
emotions not merely “animal-like” acts but genuine human
acts. After all, the sensitive appetite forms part of the larger whole which is
the human being. We are rational even in our bodies, in our eyes, in our
muscles, in that which is biochemical in us: “it pertains to man’s
good,” Aquinas explains, “that … virtue [i.e., the life of reason]
should involve the intellectual part, the sensitive part, and the body.”(10)
We find something like this illustrated in the Oresteia, where the
Furies could be integrated into the Olympic pantheon only because there was
already something of the rational in them.

That the sensitive appetite and its
movements, the passions, form part of the larger whole which is the human being,
that they participate in our humanity, is attested by the fact that reason and
will can incite movements of passion, just as movements of emotion can rouse the
will and influence a judgment of reason. Our passions and desires often shape
how we think, thereby influencing how we act. For Aquinas, this offers plain
evidence of the fact that the lower appetitive ordering to goods of the body
truly participates in the higher appetitive ordering to happiness and
fulfillment, to goodness itself.

Furthermore, as the form of a material
body, the soul is so essentially bound to the body that it cannot operate
without the body. The life of the body must be sustained if the soul, even in
the operation of its rational or spiritual powers, is to act, let alone
flourish. That the emotions move us towards those goods which sustain the life
of the body evinces just how much the properly human, that is, the rational or
intellectual, dimension of our lives must make room for the integration of our
emotions. We see this particularly in the case of the desire (an emotion) for
pleasures 
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associated with eating and drinking,
which directly sustain the life of one’s own body. There is no spiritual or
moral excellence if the needs of the body are ignored.



C) A Necessary First Step in the
Human Quest for Happiness and the Highest Good



We are now in a position to consider
Aquinas’s decision to locate his exhaustive study on human affectivity, the
treatise on the passions, at the heart of his systematic study of human
morality, namely, in the Secunda Pars of the Summa Theologiae.

The treatise on the passions, as
Pinckaers has observed, marks the largest treatise in the entire Summa,
comprising twenty-seven questions of one hundred thirty-two articles.(11)
Such a study dwarfs the only known historical precedents, both of which Aquinas
draws upon: Nemesius of Emesa’s short treatise on the passions in his De
natura hominis and, following this, John Damascene’s treatise on the same
in his De fide orthodoxa (Aristotle left us no systematic treatment of
the passions).(12)
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That Aquinas places the treatise on
the passions in the moral part of the Summa is surprising if we recall
that the dominant telos of the moral life, and the governing principle
of the entire Secunda Pars, is eternal beatitude. Indeed, at first
sight one would expect Aquinas to have placed his study on the passions earlier,
in the Prima Pars, specifically in the treatise on the human soul (qq.
75-90), whose prologue proposes to study “the essence of the soul, its
powers, and its operations” (q. 75). As movements of the sensitive appetite
(a power of the soul), the emotions are certainly to be included among the
soul’s operations.

But Aquinas prefers the moral life,
not the more metaphysical study on the human soul, as the backdrop for his study
on the emotions. Such a move allows him to drive home the point that the
emotions play a necessary first step in our striving for happiness, in our
attaining the end of seeing God. Although the passions incline us to the lowest
kind of goods, to bodily goods, which cannot bring us complete fulfillment as
rational beings, these goods do participate in goodness itself—they are, after
all, “good.” These interim lower goods remain ordered ultimately to
the perfect and sufficient good (summum bonum), to the absolute
perfection of God.(13)

By being inclined internally to
limited bodily goods, we are already on the road, as it were, to the highest
good. We are set on a trajectory, even if only in its initial stages, that has
as its ultimate end point God himself. It bears insisting: the life of spiritual
and moral excellence is not bereft of the enjoyment of earthly and bodily
pleasures. On the contrary, such enjoyment is foundational to the life of
holiness and moral perfection. The life of holiness is 




  
  

  


page 428

inclusive of our desires, not at odds
with them. In a word, God wants all of us to share in beatitude, bodily desires
and all, not just our “cerebral” sides; he does not want love of him
to exclude desiring and loving created earthly goods.

We should stress that this view on the
primordial, indispensable role emotion plays in the human striving for the summum
bonum exhibits a somewhat Platonic strain in Aquinas’s thought. While
ambivalent on the matter, Plato nonetheless understands well that our lower
animal-like drives (what he terms ‘spirit’ and ‘appetite’) should not be
suppressed as such or inhibited excessively. Rather, they are like steeds which,
although unruly and needing to run, are the “erotic” drive we depend
upon to propel us on toward the highest Beauty and the highest Good. Reason acts
as the charioteer, to use Plato’s legendary metaphor, by which the motive force
provided by the steeds is properly harnessed and oriented to the highest of the
forms, the Good. This holds even if, as Plato admits, such harnessing “of
necessity gives a great deal of trouble to (the charioteer).”(14)

Christian spiritual writers both
before and after Aquinas, however, have been loath to recognize the foundational
role the enjoyment of limited bodily goods plays in our pursuit of spiritual
excellence. This is due in no small measure to the disordering effects of sin on
human affectivity and to the enduring influence of the Stoic disdain for human
emotion.(15) Such disdain has led the 
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Christian spiritual tradition in the
main to relegate the passions, and human affectivity in general, to the margins
of the spiritual life, usually as obstacles to be shunned.(16)
With expressive imagery, Pinckaers notes the danger of reviling this essential
element of human life:
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Some think that [moral excellence] can only be achieved by suppressing
our feelings and passions in a kind of self-mutilation. But would we want an
animal trainer to use such methods? Wouldn’t we mock him if he showed us tigers
without fangs or claws? On the moral level such tactics would be more serious,
not to say ridiculous, for movements of sensibility exist and act within us.(17)



In order to break ranks with the
Stoic-inspired school of thought, then, and to stress that we cannot secure a
happy life—the goal of moral action—without the emotions, Aquinas takes the
unprecedented step of situating the passions at the heart of his study on human
morality. Such a tactical maneuver underscores the point that we cannot jettison
the emotions from “the universal consideration of moral agency,” as
Pinckaers puts it.(18) Our sensitive appetite,
our animal-like inclination to lower goods, acts as a kind of germinating seed
from which our desire to possess the first good sprouts forth. In this good our
entire appetitive longing (our “erotic” longing, to use Platonic
language), both intellectual and sensitive, both rational and animal, finds its
complete rest. Such longing no doubt accounts for Aquinas’s rather bold, if not
controversial, assertion that the passion of love, amor, acts as the
source of two theological virtues, namely, hope and charity.(19)
In a word, the whole of man is made to be moved from within, moved even by his
lower sensitive appetite, to the acquisition of eternal happiness, to the proper
end of human life.
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II. How Human Emotion Becomes

Rational by Participation









A) Competing Appetitive Pulls



As Aquinas knew well, only too rarely
do our intellectual and sense appetitive longings work harmoniously toward the
attainment of our true end. Although the highest faculties of the human soul,
reason and will, retain a natural “power to command” (imperium)
the lower animal-like faculties, this power is not absolute. The sensitive
appetite retains a kind of quasi-autonomy. As a result, the lower sensitive
appetite, inclining as it does to interim sense goods, remains ever ready to
rebel against reason and will’s imperium, or, conversely, to consent to
it.

This gives rise to a veritable strife
within each of us, a clash between competing appetitive pulls: the one to bodily
goods (the lower sensitive pull) and the other to our highest good, the good of
reason (the superior intellectual pull). The Christian theological tradition has
employed the term ‘concupiscence’ to refer to this contest of appetitive pulls
in the human person. Saint Paul poignantly describes it as a “war among my
members” making him “not do the good I want” (Rom 7:14-24). Every
person finds himself subject at times to the inordinate pull of emotions that,
to varying degrees, oppose his better judgment. In a word, concupiscence
encapsulates the entire package of disordering effects that sin has wreaked on
the passions, or on human affectivity in general.(20)
Pinckaers, again using vivid metaphorical imagery, expresses well the interior
state of disorder that pertains to the experience of every human individual:
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If we look within ourselves and study our conscience and reactions a bit,
we can perceive the shadowy figures of all kinds of animals who live there and
threaten us… . We find the proud, domineering lion, the bragging rooster,
and the vain peacock, the flattering cat and the sly fox… . We discover the
brutal rhinoceros and the sluggish elephant, the scared rabbit and the sensual
pig, the fierce dog and the gnawing worm… . What power and firmness is
needed, what clear-sightedness and skill, if we are going to control all these
instincts, bring them to heel, and compel them to obey and serve charity!
Complete self-mastery is a long and exacting work.(21)





B) Reason’s and Will’s Limited Power
to Command the Sensitive Appetite





To signify this unique relationship between the lower sensitive appetite and the
higher intellectual powers, and the appetitive conflict accruing to it, Aquinas
resorts to a term coined by Aristotle, principatus politicus.(22)
By this term Aquinas, following the Philosopher, attempts to convey a political
metaphor whereby the lower appetite can be likened to free subjects who
participate in limited ways (viz., through their free consent) in the governance
of a sovereign, the sovereign in this case being reason and will. Today we would
say constitutional monarchy best corresponds to the type of political model to
which Aquinas wishes to compare the imperium
that reason and will exercise over the sensitive appetite.

Continuing to follow Aristotle,
Aquinas singles out the cultivation of the moral virtues (along with the
assistance of divine grace, he would add) as the way reason and will
harmoniously exercise their imperium over the sense appetite and its
movements, the passions. Moral virtue acts as the vehicle by which the sensitive
appetite cooperates serenely with its “sovereign,” reason and will. To
moral virtue belongs the task of “humanizing” the emotions, the
movements of our lower sensitive appetite.
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If this insight is not unique to
Aquinas, neither is it to Aristotle. Ancient Greek wisdom as a whole perceived
the need to balance and humanize, through the governing role of reason, our
lower animal-like drives. Not only is this the implication of Plato’s allegory
of the charioteer, it is also, as indicated at the outset of this essay,
dramatized especially powerfully in Aeschylus’s Oresteia, written a
full century before Aristotle. It is implied as well, I think, in as ancient a
work as Homer’s Odyssey. Here we read how Odysseus survives his long
return journey to Ithaca by the balanced self-control he persistently exercises
over his lower urges—in contrast to his shipmates, who all eventually lose
their lives as a consequence of their lack of said self-control. We see this in
the case of the cattle of the sun god Helios, which Odysseus and his men are
forbidden to eat under pain of death but which Odysseus’s shipmates, succumbing
to their hunger, find impossible to resist. We see it as well when Odysseus’s
men yield to the allure of the lotus plant, the fruit of which saps a man of all
memory of his native land and of all desire to return home.

If this regard for the balanced
integration of the emotions through the governance of reason is implied in
Aeschylus and in Plato (despite the latter’s ambivalence) and even in Homer, it
is made fully explicit in Aristotle, for whom moral virtue “is concerned
with passions and actions” (Aquinas will assert that the passions
constitute the proper “matter” of the moral virtues).(23)
Such a designation means that moral virtue, more than anything else, involves
the transforming of our lower animal-like desires and passions into actions that
conform to and participate in the genuine human good, into actions that set us
on a trajectory toward, rather than divert us from, our highest good. Moral
virtue orients the moral agent, inclusive in particular of his affectivity, to
God himself.(24)
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C) “Rational by
Participation”



Aquinas takes the notion of principatus
politicus and its close association with moral virtue further. While
continuing to draw upon Aristotle, specifically upon the Stagirite’s observation
that the sensitive appetite “participates in reason to some extent,”(25)
the Dominican Master forges a doctrine on the transformative power of moral
virtue that becomes truly his own.

In Aquinas’s participated psychology,
the lower animal-like powers (including the sensitive appetite) flow from and
participate in the higher intellectual ones, all the while remaining ordered
back, drawn, to these higher powers. Because it retains its own quasi-autonomy,
namely, the ability to obey (or disobey) its own reason’s imperium, the
sensitive appetite enjoys a privileged participation in and drawing towards the
higher powers, reason and will. It enjoys a unique synergy with the rational
dimension of the human person.

This is especially the case when it
concerns a virtuous act, that is, an execution (electio) by the will of
a judgment of right reason on the appropriateness (or inappropriateness) of a
given movement of emotion (a judgment made in light of the truth of the human
person and of how the sensible good in question is ordered to our highest good).(26)
Simply put, since the sensitive appetite must give its consent to the will’s
command that it carry out said judgment of right reason, it follows that this
lower appetite can act as an active principle, as a source, of virtuous
behavior. Moral virtue, in other words, succeeds in converting the 
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very emotions themselves into
virtue-oriented movements. Aquinas does not hesitate to assert that the lower
appetite, our animal-like inclination to bodily goods, has the capability of
becoming, in its very act, “rational by participation.”(27)
Not rational per se, the passions become rational by active,
co-opted collaboration with reason and will; in this way does Aquinas consider
them rational by participation.

This teaching, while plotting, as we
shall see, a middle course, is remarkable. Prima facie it seems
nonsensical to hold that emotion can give rise to virtuous acts, or partake in
human rationality. After all, the passions flow from the animal-like side of the
human person, and virtue is nothing other than the will’s execution of what is
cognitively judged to be rationally appropriate behavior. Human rationality and
free choice, not emotion, make an act virtuous.

While Aquinas agrees that virtue
consists first and foremost in an act of the will—“the principal act of
moral virtue,” he affirms, “is choice [electio], and choice [electio]
is an act of the rational power”(28)—he
understands that it need not consist exclusively in an act of the will. In no
case does he hold that our passions and desires have, or at least should have,
little or nothing to do with our moral obligations, that we should do what we
ought to do regardless of our passions and desires.
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D) The Case of Continence: Doing
the Good without the Affective Desire for It



Aquinas’s discussion of the virtue of
continence and how it differs from the virtue of temperance may help clarify
what it means to say the emotions become rational by participation. Here he
takes his inspiration once again from the thought of Aristotle, though he is
more explicit than the Stagirite in drawing out its implications.

The continent individual is the person
who acts virtuously but only after waging a struggle against disordered bodily
desires. The continent differs from the incontinent in that the latter succumbs
to his disordered bodily desires, and thus acts contrary to his principles,
contrary to what he knows he ought to do.(29)
Though seduced by his sensual desires, the continent person, unlike the
incontinent, does not yield to such desires and persists in accomplishing the
good of reason: “the continent man is to be praised,” Aquinas
observes, “because he is overcome not by sensual desire [as is the
incontinent person] but by reason.”(30)

Nonetheless, the continent
individual’s problem centers on the fact that he fights against strong desires
for bodily pleasures not in accord with his better judgment. This is why
Aristotle says such a person “acts on decision [i.e., on rational
judgment], not on appetite [or on sensual desire].”(31)
The continent person does the right thing, though not because he has the
affective desire for it. Put another way, the continent individual does the
virtuous deed through raw will power alone, not with the help of his passions.

If the continent person is to achieve
complete moral perfection, he must attain a proper regulation of his sensual
desires or, more generally, of his internal affective ordering to created bodily
goods. He must be good not only in his rational judgment but in all his internal
desires as well. Contrary to the 
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view of, say, Immanuel Kant, who holds
that we should observe our moral duty in spite of what we desire, the moral life
is meant to be a life of joy, both affective and spiritual. This can only happen
when we act on rational judgment and on sensual desire together, when our
virtuous actions flow from our passions and desires: “it belongs to man’s
moral good to be moved toward the good both by the will and by the sensitive
appetite,” Aquinas insists.(32)



E) The Case of Temperance: Doing
the Good with the Affective Desire for It



Aquinas understands that one can
affirm precisely this of the fully temperate individual. The person who has
acquired the habit, the character (habitus), of being temperate
experiences little or no inordinate pull from his concupiscible appetite. He is
pulled by his concupiscible appetite, but toward the rational good, as his
internal desires assist him in acting temperately. He performs the virtuous deed
not through raw will power alone but with the help of his passions. In this way
even his desires are morally praiseworthy. Such a person acts with pleasure and
promptness, and finds ease, not burdensome toil, in living virtuously.(33)
This person has attained the goal of the moral life.

The regulation of pleasures associated
with sex, which more specifically concerns the virtue of chastity (temperance
oversees the balanced enjoyment of bodily pleasure in general), illustrates well
how the temperate (or chaste) person differs from the continent one. While both
the chaste individual and the continent do what reason commands as regards
sexual pleasure, the continent person does so only through struggling with
desires for illicit sexual pleasure. Conversely, the truly chaste individual
experiences no such struggle. This person enjoys good affective desires, chaste
desires, and these help him accomplish the good of reason. Aquinas would argue
that, whereas both observe the 
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chaste duty, there remains a clear
moral difference between the two. The chaste man has acquired the character (habitus)
of being chaste, which results in rightly ordered internal desires, whereas the
continent individual simply does the chaste thing without having chaste desires.
As Aquinas affirms in two key passages from his commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics:



[I]n these men [endowed with the habit of moral virtue] nearly
everything—both external actions and internal desires—harmonize with
reason… . [And so when we consider the difference between the virtues of
temperance and continence, we see that] the temperate man does not have the evil
desires of the continent because his sensual desire is well ordered by his
habit of temperance… . Hence, by his habit of temperance the temperate
man takes no delight in desires contrary to reason, while the continent man is
disposed to take unreasonable pleasure though he is not seduced by his passion.(34)



This leads Aquinas to conclude, rather
boldly, that the chaste individual enjoys a virtuous concupiscible appetite,
that is, a rightly (or rationally) ordered concupiscible appetite which offers
its active assistance to living chastely. His concupiscible appetite is
inclined, of itself, to being chaste; it possesses the habit, the character, of
the virtue of chastity (“his sensual desire is well ordered by his habit of
temperance”).(35) Conversely, the continent
man is foiled by his concupiscible appetite. His desires speak a different voice
from his reason. Herein lies the moral difference.



 



F) Emotion as a Goad to Acts of
Self-Mastery



What we see concretely illustrated in
the case of the chaste individual drives home the moral implications of the
notion of principatus politicus and what it means to say that the
emotions become rational by participation. For additional clarification on 
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this point, we should consider briefly
the notion of the human being as master of his actions.

Aquinas notes that it is unique to the
human person, who is endowed with reason and will, to have mastery over his
actions, or to enjoy the ability of governing his internal movements which may
otherwise oppose his rational judgment.(36) The
need for self-mastery does not extend to all our actions, however. Our
bodily limbs, for instance, do not require the oversight of reason and will in
order to ensure they do as they are commanded; the hand, the foot, the arm, the
neck will always observe what the mind commands of them and would never, on
their own, resist the commands of reason and will. Strictly speaking, we do not
gain “mastery” over the running of our legs or the turning of our
heads.

Our lower animal-like appetite and its
movements, the passions, belong to a different realm. It is the realm of the
truly human, that is, the realm of the rational (by participation) in virtue of
reason and will’s governance: “[the passions are acts] common to men and
brutes,” writes John of St. Thomas, “but in man [they are] governable
by reason.”(37) Because it has the power to
obey or disobey reason and will’s imperium, the sense appetite, in its
operation, requires the proper oversight of our higher powers. In a word, the
lower appetite incites the human person to acts of self-mastery, since over the
emotions the human person can and must gain mastery. This is to say nothing
other than that the emotions incite the human person to acts of virtue, as
gaining such self-mastery belongs of course to the task of moral virtue.

Insofar, then, as an emotion leads us
to gain mastery over it, it is brought up into the work of our higher
intellectual faculties. It 
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is finalized as a properly human act,
as a rational act, as a virtuous act. In the case of the chaste individual
mentioned above, we can say his desires for sexual pleasure are finalized as
rationally appropriate, as virtuous desires, all the while remaining affective
desires. He enjoys chaste or “humanized” affective desires.

Just as importantly, to say that the
emotions incite us to acts of virtue, that the sense appetite acts as a goad to
virtue, is to affirm that this lower appetite is a source of rationally
appropriate (i.e., virtuous) behavior. The human sense appetite, our animal-like
ordering to created bodily goods, gives rise to acts of virtue as from a
principle or source, as from a cause.(38)

We see here just how far Aquinas
pushes his participated psychology. What the sensitive appetite sets in motion
reason and will finalize through a transformative synergistic process. Recall
how the Oresteia illustrates this transformative process when, after
the Furies have agreed to subordinate their instinctive desires for blood
vengeance to the commanding role of reason, represented by Athena and the other
Olympian gods, these desires are transformed and “humanized,” that is,
integrated into and thereby made to collaborate with a system of justice
informed by reason (namely, trial by jury). 



 



G) The Lower Sense Appetite as a
Virtuous Habit



Since the sensitive appetite
participates in the rational dimension of the human person through its acting as
a source of virtue, nothing prevents us from locating moral virtue in this lower
animal-like inclination to sense goods. On this point 
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Aquinas is unequivocal: “it
follows that there [is a kind of] human virtue … [which] is placed in what
is rational by participation, that is, in the appetitive part of the soul.”(39)

Once we say this, we can, with
Aquinas, speak of the sense appetite as a virtuous habit (habitus),
since virtue is nothing other than a habitus, a quality of the soul,
whereby our repeated good acts incline us to acting rightly, or endow us with a
stable, character-shaping skill at acting well.(40)
The sense appetites are operative passive potencies that are capable of
receiving a character-determining formation (habitus).

Some moralists, pointing to a text by
Aristotle for support, continue to debate whether virtuous habits, because they
incline us to a certain type of comportment, actually lessen our freedom.(41)
We must recall, however, that the faculty of choosing, the will, has as its
object the universal good, the good of reason. Because virtuous habits incline
us to the rational good, they order the will to its proper object. In so doing
they ensure a proper functioning, and thus the proper fulfillment or
flourishing, of the will. Aquinas does not look upon free will as a radically
open-ended, undetermined power, indifferent to whatever stands before it,
whether good or evil. Rather, freedom is determined and perfected by, because
inscribed in, the human person’s natural inclination to the good.(42)
While it may hold, then, that vicious habits lesson our freedom (the type of
habit, in fact, mentioned by Aristotle), just the reverse is the case for
virtuous habits.

Through growth in moral virtue, the
lower sense appetite advances from a power that contests reason and will’s power
to command to one that cooperates more and more, through its own impulses, with
this imperium. Not simply forced to submit to reason and will, the
sense appetite is treated as a kind of equal, 
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and thereby conscripted into active,
collaborative service in the acquisition of the moral virtues. The temperate
individual, as we saw, is no longer foiled by disordered desires for bodily
pleasures, but actually enjoys rightly ordered, virtuous desires for said
pleasures. As Aquinas affirms in a key passage:



It is not the function of moral virtue to make the sensitive appetite
altogether idle, since virtue does not deprive the powers subordinate to reason
of their proper activities, but instead makes them execute [exequantur]
the commands of reason through the exercise of their proper acts.
Virtue therefore … orders the sensitive appetite to its proper regulated
movements.(43)





If this did not happen, our attempt at acting virtuously would meet often with
resistance from our lower animal-like inclination to sense goods. This would
severely limit the extent to which virtuous behavior perfects our character,
since we would never rise above the virtue of continence. The internal acts that
stem from our lower sensitive appetite, the emotions, would never be genuinely
“humanized.” To attain the state of moral perfection we need to become
good in our emotions and desires as well as in the choices of our will.









III. The Uniqueness of Aquinas’s Theory



As noted at the outset of this essay,
this element of Aquinas’s thinking stands out in striking relief when we situate
it against the backdrop of the history of philosophical thought. With the
obvious exception of Aristotle, philosophers typically adopt one of two extremes
on the matter. Either they assign the passions a negligible, if not inimical,
role in the moral life, or they allot emotion a governing, commanding role in
the moral life.



A) Theories Disparaging the
Passions



For the former, beyond the
ambivalences of Plato, Stoicism marks the first philosophical school of thought
to harbor a clear 
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disdain for emotion. Failing to
distinguish passion (i.e., an internal movement of sense inclination to bodily
goods) from the movements of our intellectual appetite (i.e., the will), and
preoccupied with emotion’s ability to cloud our judgment and to hamper our duty
to live virtuously, the Stoics can manage no better than to revile the passions
as “sicknesses of the soul.”(44) The
goal of the moral life is apatheia, indifference to one’s emotional
states.

Neoplatonism carries on this
contemptuous attitude for human emotion, looking upon passion as an inherent
hindrance to the spiritual ascent of the soul toward union with the One.(45)
Influenced by the neo-Platonic view and representative of the Franciscan voice,
Bonaventure in Aquinas’s own day takes issue with the Master from Aquino’s
decision to assign a seat of moral virtue to the sense appetite; at the end of
the thirteenth century John Duns Scotus amplifies the Franciscan criticism.(46)
Neither of 
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these two Franciscan thinkers will
allow Aquinas to ascribe an active principle of virtuous conduct to our
animal-like inclination to bodily goods, that is, to our sensitive appetite. For
them, virtue can only arise from an act of the will, not from the lower
appetite as well, since they hold that free choice alone appends moral worth to
our actions.(47)

In short, Bonaventure and Scotus
conceive of the relationship between the higher powers of the soul and the lower
powers more in terms of imposed submission; reason and will simply impose their
rule on the lower sensitive appetite. Virtue does not transform the emotions
into virtue-oriented movements. It only “tames” the passions through
what Bonaventure calls a forced “submission to reason” (optemperat
rationi).(48) This submission to reason
comes from the rational powers from on high and as from without. On this point
Augustine, for whom reason rules sensuality despotically, emerges as another
probable source for Bonaventure’s position.(49)

One could also list Descartes, who
otherwise derides the writings of his predecessors on emotion, as a proponent of
the view that would truncate any real synergy or communication 
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between the lower affective dimension
of human life and reasoned judgment.(50) Stirred
by his dualist anthropology, Descartes con-fines the passions exclusively to the
realm of the body. And since the body is superficially joined to the soul, the
passions bear no intrinsic relation to the true human good, the concern of the
soul.(51) His view approximates the position of
Bonaventure and Scotus in that he assigns virtue the task of “reining
in” or “domesticating” the emotions almost against their will, or
at least in spite of the lower sensitive appetite’s proper inclination.

Not far removed from the position of
Bonaventure and Scotus, or of Stoicism for that matter, is the view of Immanuel
Kant. Kant, of course, builds his moral system on an anti-realist rejection of
the objective nature of the human being as a basis for moral theory. That is,
his moral thought presupposes a denial of any objective knowledge of being. This
leads Kant (upon whom 
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we cannot discount the overriding
influence of nominalism via Luther) to cast aside our inclinations and sensible
movements, including the emotions (part and parcel of an “objective human
nature”), in the pursuit of moral excellence. He insists that the only
intrinsically good thing and the only subject of good moral action is a good
will.(52) Human reason, Kant famously writes in
a way reminiscent of the Stoic view, must therefore issue its commands
“with disregard and contempt” for the “impetuous” natural
inclinations (including the emotions). The natural inclinations represent
nothing more than “the powerful counterweight to moral duty.”(53)

Whereas, then, for Aquinas what we
ought to do should include our passions and desires, and whereas the moral life
should ultimately be a life of joy, for Kant moral duty requires us 
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to tear ourselves away from our
emotions and desires. Our passions and desires have, or at least should have,
little or nothing to do with our moral obligations. We should do what we ought
regardless of our passions and desires.(54)



B) Theories Making the Passions
Regnant



As for the philosophical extreme that
hands the reins of moral conduct to the passions as such, first mention must go
to Epicureanism. According to this ancient moral philosophy, the good life, the
life of moral excellence, consists in the pursuit of pleasure and in the
avoidance of pain; the Epicurean goal is to attain a life free of all
disturbance (ataraxia).(55) As
Pinckaers notes, “[t]he Epicureans place their beatitude at the level of
the emotions.”(56)

A close parallel to the Epicurean view
later emerges in the moral thought of David Hume. Hume’s moral philosophy, like
Stoicism, blurs any real distinction between acts of the will and lower
animal-like movements of sensibility. However, whereas in Stoicism this blurring
leads to a disparaging attitude toward emotion, an attitude shared by Kant, in
Hume it leads to the opposite conclusion. For him, virtue is identified with
movements of passion as such. To say “pleasure” is to say
“virtue” and to say “pain” is to say “vice.”(57)
In short, moral judgments, in Hume’s 
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view, are nothing other than
expressions of feeling. We should not be surprised, then, when we read Hume
assert, rather provocatively: “Reason is, and ought only to be, the slave
of the passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and
obey them.”(58)

Closely related to Hume’s position is
that of his British predecessor, Thomas Hobbes. Hobbes defines our internal life
entirely in mechanistic terms, or entirely in terms of matter in motion. The
human person’s internal states consist in nothing other than sense perceptions
of material objects that give rise to pleasant or unpleasant sensations. These
in turn end, respectively, in desires or aversions (or fears).(59)
As with Hume, then, Hobbes’s moral system is based entirely on our passions, on
our affective likes or dislikes. The “good life,” the moral life,
consists in the simple satisfaction of our self-interested desires. Like
animals, we are entirely self-serving, self-interested creatures, for whom
“good” is meaningful only in relation to bodily objects.
“Good” simply names objects of our desires or aversions, not some
ultimate, common end shared by all human beings.(60)
If for 
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Aquinas, then, our emotions mark one
lower dimension of the inner life of the human being, for Hobbes they are part
and parcel of the only dimension of human life, since he defines man as nothing
more than a machine—a definition one modern author claims marks “a great
step forward in thought” (!).(61)

An equivalent of the Humean-Hobbesian
view resurfaces later in the utilitarianism of Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart
Mill. For these philosophers, moral duty lies in strict correspondence with
sensible inclinations to pleasure. What one ought to do is that which accords
the greatest and most lasting pleasure. This is because, for them, pleasure
marks the only intrinsic good (and pain the only intrinsic evil): happiness, as
Mill starkly puts it, consists in “pleasure and deliverance from
pain.”(62) Enjoyment of the greatest number
of sense goods by the greatest number of people marks the goal of British
utilitarianism.





Conclusion





Counterbalancing various strong voices in the philosophical tradition, Aquinas
smiles kindly upon the role of emotion in the moral life. In no way should our
passions and desires, which significantly impact the way we think and choose, be
excluded
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from the human quest for moral
excellence. No matter their often disquieting interference in the moral life,
they are meant to play an integral part in our striving for the first good and
ultimate happiness. Aquinas goes even further, insisting that moral virtue can
heal the disordered nature of the passions to the extent that the virtuous
individual is not merely untroubled by his passions, he is actually helped by
his passions in living virtuously. Through growth in moral virtue, the passions
become able to incline us to our highest good. They can help shape our lives
into works of moral excellence.

In practical terms, this means the
more virtuous a person becomes, the more he can trust his emotional reactions to
persons and events around him, and the less he will struggle with his lower
animal-like impulses. There is a greater likelihood his emotions will incline
him to what is morally good for him. Certainly, there always remains the
possibility that one’s emotions will steer one away from the rational good. But
for the virtuous individual, for whom the virtue of prudence safeguards against
faulty judgments regarding particular movements of emotion, there is a greater
likelihood that his passions will draw him to created bodily goods that share
authentically in the good of reason. There is a greater likelihood they will
help him attain his proper human flourishing. Such, in any case, is what the
“remarkably ingenious” doctrine of Aquinas on the role of the passions
in the moral life allows us to conclude.
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THE INCARNATION is the central mystery of the Christian faith. It is the
mystery that distinguishes Christianity from all other theistic beliefs, and
provides the path to another demarcating Christian mystery, the Holy Trinity.
Through the mystery of the Incarnation the believer affirms that Jesus is both
divine and human, God and man, while the mystery of the Trinity affirms that,
although the Godhead is one in nature, it consists of three distinct persons.
The latter mystery, while prior in nature to the first (for God is eternally
triune while temporally human), is, however, secondary in terms of its
revelation to mankind, for it is only through the teaching of Jesus that the
Trinitarian personhood of God was explicitly revealed to man.

It is through the Incarnation of the Son that the triune personhood of God
was revealed. This explains why the mystery of the Incarnation occupies center
stage among Christian beliefs, and why, throughout the past two millennia,
theologians have striven to expound its nature and signal importance for
Christian believers. On this topic St. Thomas Aquinas could hardly have been
more explicit. “Whatever is within a person,” he states, “whether
or not it pertain to his nature, is united with that person in its personhood [in
persona]. If, therefore, a human nature is not united to the Word of
God in a person, it is in no way united with it. The
result of this is that faith in the Incarnation is completely
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removed, further resulting in the total subversion of Christian belief.”(1)

To the unbelieving, the mystery of the
Incarnation often seems either indistinguishable from a pantheistic view,
identifying God with nature and the world, or is interpreted as being merely a
religious metaphor, affirming that Christ is god-like, though, in truth, a human
person only. It is the theologian’s calling, using human language and reason, to
help clarify the meaning and implications of the dogmatic teachings of faith.
Theologians do not thereby have either the first or the last word regarding what
is to be believed, but they do perform an invaluable, subsidiary task of
elucidating and defending the various mysteries of Christian belief. The
theologian thus positively assists in uncovering much of the hidden riches and
meaning of the revealed word, as well as in drawing attention to the splendorous
unity of the Church’s dogmatic teachings. By the mystery of the Incarnation the
Christian faith affirms that Christ is truly both God and man. Christ is not God
appearing to be human; nor is he a human appearing to be divine.

The present study restricts its
consideration to the contrasting positions taken regarding the mystery of the
Incarnation by perhaps the two preeminent theologians of the High Middle Ages,
Thomas Aquinas and John Duns Scotus. Both are, of course, in agreement regarding
the doctrinal content of the mystery of the Incarnation. It is their views
regarding its theological explanation that are at variance. How and why this is
the case is the focus of the present study.









I



We begin by addressing Scotus’s view
regarding personhood. For Scotus, a human person is a singularly existing being
composed of body and soul, capable of reasoning. He insists that 
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nothing further is required, other
than being singular, to render a human incommunicable, and hence a person.(2)

Scotus’s position, then, is that no
further positive entity need be added to an existing singular human nature to
constitute it as a person. What lies behind Scotus’s affirmation is his position
regarding the source of singularity in created beings. He rejects the view of
singularity advanced by Aristotle, later embraced by Aquinas and others, that it
is secondary matter, quantity, that is the cause of singularity within material
beings. Contrarily, Scotus affirms that individuation is brought about by a
uniquely positive entity that both contracts and perfects the underlying common
nature of existing things. Though this singularizing principle does not add to
or in any way modify the nature as nature, it does account for its positive and
ultimate perfection of singularity.

It is this unique entity that for
Scotus brings the nature to its final state of perfection. At the same time he
insists that this principle is not an accident, since it is the ultimate
perfection of the nature; it is, however, what justifies our affirming that this
nature is a singular thing. To the inevitable question, what is this
singularizing principle? Scotus responds:“And if you ask me what is that
individual entity from which the individual difference is derived, is it matter
or form or the composite of both, I answer that … that entity is not matter
nor form nor the composite, inasmuch as these are nature, but it is the ultimate
reality of the being which is material or form or composite.”(3)

Scotus, then, sees the individuating
principle as a positive entity that provides the ultimate perfection of the
nature of an existing thing, rendering it this particular thing. The term later
given to this entity, and with which it has often been identified, is the Latin
neologism haecceitas (i.e., haecceity, thisness). A
human person, according to Scotus, requires no further perfection beyond that of
the principle of individuation, haecceity, since individuation entails
incommunicability. Thus a singularly existing human nature is for Scotus, by
dint of its singularity, a human 
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person, since it is that which
provides the nature with its ultimate actuality. Further, since a singular thing
is an actually existing thing, requiring nothing further to perfect it, it
suffices to render the existing thing incommunicable.

If the singular nature is human, the
singular, existing entity is, ipso facto, a person. As a consequence,
it could not, under ordinary circumstances, be united with another existing
being without losing the perfection of its own personhood, for, by being so
joined, it would have lost the prerogative of incommunicability essential to
personhood. Such a union would ordinarily be possible only if its principle of
individuality were surrendered and hence, in the case of a human nature, its
personhood as well. Consequently, no singular human nature can be
joined to another singular nature without losing its personhood. It would no
longer exist in its own right, for only singular things exist in an independent
state, and are thus incommunicable.(4)









II



Having examined Scotus’s position
regarding the principle of individuation as ultimately constitutive of created
personhood, we are now in a position to raise the crucial question regarding the
mystery of the Incarnation. The theological dogma of the mystery of the
Incarnate Word requires the belief that Christ is both God and man, possessed of
a singular divine and a singular human nature. It also entails the further
belief that the personhood of Christ is divine only. He is not a human person.

The question, why is Christ not a
human person? is, his-torically, the question that has long engaged
theologians seeking a coherent explanation of the mystery of the Incarnation.
This Scotus clearly recognizes, nor is he unaware that his theory of human
personhood does not permit him the easy way out of simply denying the
singularity of the human nature Christ assumed. Were he to make this claim, he
would be saying that the 
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second person of the Trinity would
have taken to himself an incomplete nature, and hence an imperfect one. This
would follow for Scotus since the individuating principle, haecceity, is a
positive perfection of the nature it singularizes. Further, all existing beings
are actually singular; no nonindividual or common natures exist as such. On this
point Scotus and Aquinas are in full agreement.

It would, as Scotus recognizes, be
illogical to contend that the human nature assumed by the Godhead could be
anything less than perfect; it could not lack whatever a human must ordinarily
possess to be human.This would clearly be the case were one to allege that the
human nature of Christ is lacking its own individuating principle. If one
maintains that human personhood arises from a positive entity distinct from the
individual nature, then the human nature assumed by the Second Person of the
Trinity must be lacking that entity, since the mystery of the Incarnation
requires unconditionally the acceptance that Christ is a divine but not a human
person.(5)

Hence, should the assumed human nature
be released by the Divine Word and no longer be united with it, that nature
would, on Scotus’s account, fall short of being a human person, since it would
lack the final positive entity constitutive of human personhood. Recognizing
this as unacceptable, Scotus concludes that created personality is not
constituted by a further positive reality beyond the principle of
individuation. Only negative realities could account for this, such as a denial
of its being communicated, or its being in a state of dependency.(6)

Commenting on Scotus’s definitive
position regarding the status of the assumed human nature of Christ, and why
this nature does not fulfill the requirements for human personhood, Allan 




  
  

  


page 456

Wolter remarks: “originally
Scotus had tentatively proposed a theory of accounting for how a singular human
nature becomes a person by attributing this development both to a positive
entity of some kind, perhaps a relation, complemented with a negation of
communicability.”(7) He acknowledges that
Scotus’s position alluded to above, namely, that personhood results from the
double negation of actual and aptitudinal communicability, represents his
definitive position. Commenting on Scotus’s views as expressed in Quodlibet
19 (article 3), Wolter states: “The denial of the positive entity
theory of human personality and the substitution of the double negation theory… is presented categorically as Scotus’s own view.” He concludes:
“Being a late work, it can be accepted as Scotus’s final opinion on the
subject.”(8)

In Scotus’s view, the singular human
nature of Christ does not lack anything positive that would be required for it
to be a person, for the human nature assumed by Christ was a singular, not a
common one. The nature assumed by Christ must, for Scotus, possess everything
the nature of a human person ought to possess in order for it to be a perfect
human nature. What it does lack, he concludes, is nothing more than the state of
incommunicability itself, for the singular human nature has been assumed by the
second person of the Trinity, the Eternal Word. For Scotus, Jesus is not a human
person precisely because the singular human nature has been assumed. Since it
exists in communion with the Word, it lacks the status of incommunicability, and
hence cannot be a person. It lacks nothing positive, however, which would
ordinarily be an indispensible requirement for its being a human person. What
prevents it from being a human person is the twofold negation of its status as
incommunicable and independent.

One may further conclude that the ultima
realitas entis (the crowning reality of being), is, for Scotus, the
individuating principle, haecceity. If this ultimate reality pertains to a
rational 
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or human nature, it is the positive
factor rendering that nature a human person. The individuating principle
performs the twofold task of contracting and perfecting the nature to which it
pertains. It contracts the nature, rendering it singular (whereas many
individuals share in a common nature, humanity). It completes the nature in that
it provides it with its culminating perfection, making it to be this unique
individual distinct from all other existing things, even those sharing the same
nature.









III



We turn now to Aquinas’s position
regarding the human person, and its application to the key Christological
question: Why is the singular human nature of Christ not a human person? On this
issue there is, clearly, basic disagreement between Scotus and Aquinas. The
latter concludes that the human nature assumed by the Word is not a human person
precisely because it does lack a positive entity required to render a singular
human nature a person. For Aquinas the supposit (or person, in the case of
humans), the singularly existing thing, is not to be traced, as it is for Scotus,
to the individuated nature. Rather the singular nature as supposit or person
includes within it additionally the act of being, that is, esse. It is
thus not enough that the nature be fully actualized as nature, and hence
individuated, for it to possess the final perfection that renders it a singlarly
existing thing, possessing existence in itself and not in another.

For Aquinas it is the act of being, esse,
that roughly parallels the expression “ultima realitas entis”
Scotus employs to identify his individuating principle, haecceity, which
formally constitutes the individuated nature an existing thing or supposit, and,
where the nature is human, a person.(9) Furthermore, by distinguishing
between the act of being and that which it actualizes—namely, essence
(nature)—Aquinas is able to account for that ultimate 
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positive perfection of nature that
Scotus will ascribe to haecceity, in addition to its power to individualize the
nature.

Aquinas can affirm with full
consistency that personhood is not formally (i.e., most properly) constituted by
the nature’s having been singularized. The individuated nature further requires
its own proper act of being (esse) which, as the ultimate actuality of nature, renders the
nature actually existent, and hence absolutely incommunicable, incapable of
being assumed by another, and therefore personalized. It is only through the
actuality conferred by esse that
the singular nature exists independently, and hence in its own right.

It is important at this point that we
take note of a subtle refinement of Aquinas’s position that has on occasion been
overlooked: namely, that while Aquinas not infrequently does refer to the
supposit (person), as a ‘distinct subsisting thing’, he is in these instances
viewing the supposit from its essential or material side only.(10)
In thus alluding to supposit Aquinas is clearly speaking of it denominatively,
not existentially.(11) That is, he is
considering the makeup of the supposit or person exclusively from the side of
essence, and prescinding from the purely actualizing principle, esse,
since this does not contribute to the ‘what it is’ of the subsisting
thing. The supposit considered formally or most properly, however, does include
for Aquinas everything within the singularly existing being, and hence its esse
as well, even though
the latter imposes no limitation on the nature it actualizes.

Since the act of being does not alter
the supposit either essentially or incidentally, the supposit or singular nature
can truly be said to be one and the same in terms of content. Since, 
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then, the act of being does not
function as an essential or accidental principle, it exerts neither formal nor
material causality on what it actualizes. It does not limit what it actualizes;
rather, as pure actuality, it simply actualizes by giving being, though it is
indeed limited by whatever potency it actualizes.(12)
As will be stressed later, it is precisely here that the metaphysical, and,
consequently, the Christological views of Aquinas and Scotus significantly
diverge.

It might indeed be surmised that it
was in applying his theory of supposit to the mystery of the Incarnation that
Aquinas’s position on human personhood achieved its ultimate clarity. This must
remain a matter of conjecture. Nonetheless, the distinction between the singular
nature and supposit, or person, is central to Aquinas’s theological explanation
of why the singular human nature assumed by the Divine Word is not a human
person. His position, again briefly stated, is that the humanity of Christ,
though fully individual and lacking none of the essential or accidental
attributes proper to a human person, is not a human person because this
individual human nature is ‘actualized’ not by a human esse,
but by the divine esse itself.(13)

Thus, for Aquinas, although Christ
possesses two natures, he has but one existential actuality that encompasses
both. It is perfectly consistent for Aquinas to affirm, as the Catholic faith
teaches, that Christ is truly man, for he does possess a totally complete and
singular human nature, and, at the same time, is truly God, since his sole act
of being is the divine esse, which
in turn is wholly one with the divine essence. Thus, though he has 
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two natures, Christ has but one esse,
one transcendent act of being, and is, therefore, but one being, and
hence one person.(14) Christ is but one person
on this account precisely because he lacks the overarching and crowning human
perfection needed for him to be a human person, namely, an esse limited
by the very nature it actualizes, that would forthwith constitute it a distinct
human supposit.(15)

Aquinas makes this incontrovertibly
clear when he hypothesizes that, were the humanity of Christ to be separated
from its divinity, it would straightway become a human person, for the human
nature of Christ lacks nothing human personhood requires other than its very own
esse (esse
suum).(16) All that previously
impeded the human nature from being a subsistent human being, and hence a person
in its own right, was the fact that it lacked an esse
proper to itself (i.e., one that is determined and hence limited by
the essence it in turn actualizes). Aquinas reiterates this position in the Tertia
Pars of the Summa Theologiae where he concludes:
“For if the human nature had not been assumed by a divine person, the human
nature would have its own personality.”(17)

It should be noted that Aquinas’s
hypothesis regarding a separated human nature does not assume that there would
be any change in the human nature itself. The latter would lose nothing
pertaining to its essential or accidental human perfection, nor would it even be
a different individual nature. The only way it would differ would be that, once
separated, it would straightway 
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become an independent being with a
human existing nature, and thus a human person. Its nature would be actualized
by an act of being that is its ‘own’, that
is, by an esse
commensurate with, and hence limited by, the nature it actualizes. Aquinas adds
that the separated human nature would suffer no frustration with regard to its
own natural tendencies, since the actuation it previously enjoyed while united
with the divine esse elevated it to a state far exceeding the
requirements of its own nature.(18) 











IV




The foregoing enables us to understand
how the cutting-edge Christological question as to why Christ is not a human
person was answered by Aquinas and Scotus. Unable to affirm that the singular
human nature of Christ fails the test of human personhood because it lacks some
human perfection, Scotus must base his conclusion that Christ’s human nature
does not render him a human person on a twofold negation: namely, that of
incommunicability and independence.

Recognizing that to conclude that the
human nature of Christ is not a human person because it lacks its own
individuality is theologically untenable, Scotus must look elsewhere for his
explanation, for the doctrine of the Incarnation entails that the human nature
of Christ must possess everything that nature requires. It must, therefore, have
its own haecceity, since for
Scotus individuality is the ultimate perfection, the capstone, of every created
thing. Haecceity is,
for all human persons, the a fortiori
positive entity rendering the human nature a person, and hence unique and
incommunicable. All existing individual human natures are, therefore, in and of
themselves, persons, and it is firm Christian teaching that the nature the
Second Person of the Trinity assumed was an individual human nature.

Scotus is thus faced with a dilemma.
If he agrees that the human nature of Christ is singular, and in all other
instances of particular human natures the said natures are persons, why is the 
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singular nature of Christ not a human
person? The response Scotus has given, as alluded to above, is notably atypical
of the Subtle Doctor, for it provides no positive reason, but rests solely on a
twofold negation. The assumed human nature of Christ is not a person because it
has been assumed. Speaking positively, the singular nature possesses every
perfection a human person must possess to be human. Negatively, however,
Christ’s human nature exists neither independently nor incommunicatively, for it
has been assumed by the Second Person of the Trinity.

Yet this response cannot be viewed as
satisfactory, for it forthwith invites the probing question: What does being
assumed positively entail? If an assumed, singular human nature lacks nothing
posssessed by an individual human person, how can it fail to be a human person?
How, precisely, does the act of assuming relate to human personality? Must not
every negation rest on a prior affirmation?

If a singular human nature is not a
human person, there appears to be but one viable option: namely, that this is
owing to the human nature’s lacking a positive perfection required for human
personhood. To limit the difference to negation only, affirming that the human
nature of Christ is not a person solely because it was assumed by the Second
Person of the Trinity, without grounding the affirmation on a positive entity of
any kind, would appear to render the assumption all but meaningless. It would
further make it difficult to differentiate between divine adoption of humans by
grace and the mystery of the Incarnation. The meaning of the term ‘assumed human
nature’ seems seriously compromised, and with it a supportable defense of the
claim that Christ, though not a human person, is nonetheless, fully human.

The respected Italian Scotist scholar
Efrem Bettoni appears to agree with this critique, for he strongly criticizes a
contemporary of Scotus, Henry of Ghent, for having defended a position regarding
individuation with an argument that parallels the position later upheld by
Scotus regarding the assumed human nature of Christ. Bettoni comments, “To
affirm with Henry of Ghent that individuation does not require a positive
principle 
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because the essential characteristics
of the individual are negative, i.e., they consist in the intrinsic
indivisibility and incommuni-cability of the indiviudual to other things, is not
to solve the problem but to avoid it.”(19)
He then concludes, “The principle of individuation must be sought in
something positive.”(20) Bettoni’s critique
of Henry can be, it would seem, mutatis mutandis, fairly directed against Scotus’s own theory of personality
as it applies to the major question at issue here.

Wolter’s comment on Scotus’s position
regarding human personhood appears to defend it, for he subsequently comments
that Scotus’s position “paves the way for the claim that there are two
distinct ways in which a human nature can become a person, one by consciously
recognizing and deliberately accepting its autonomy or self-identity as a person
(the ultimata solitudo),
the other by the surrender of this autonomy in dedication to
God.”(21) Such a comment, however, is
disquieting, for it seems to suggest that the issue of personhood has been
transferred from the purview of philosophy and consigned to that of psychology.

In a recent work providing a brief
introduction to Scotus’s thought, Mary Beth Ingham refers to the central role
the mystery of the Incarnation plays in the overall theological views of Scotus,
but she does not refer to the crucial question that has been the prime subject
of this study, namely, why is the assumed human nature of Christ not a human
person? Underscoring the Christocentric vision of Scotus, she affirms that:
“The supreme value of the human person stands at the center of Scotus’s
vision of the created order… . Jesus Christ stands at the center, both
historically in salvation history and methodologically, as Scotus reflects on
the cognition he enjoyed in his earthly life.”(22)
She further concludes, “His [Scotus’s] teaching on haecceitas
points to 
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the unique character of each
individual, of each being. His position on the Incarnation and Immaculate
Conception reveal the fundamental insight of the value of the human nature, and
of each human person.”(23) Elsewhere in the
same book she writes, “The Incarnation is the centerpiece to the covenant
and represents for the Franciscan tradition the Christological point of entry
toward understanding the trinitarian nature of God.”(24)
In all of this, however, Ingham has given slight indication of having attended
to the question underlying the mystery of the Incarnation that has historically
been the major focus of theologians. No comment is offered concerning the
viability of Scotus’s Christological position—namely, that although the
individuated human nature of Christ possesses the final perfection of human
personhood, haecceity, it fails nonetheless to qualify as a human person.

In an article that appeared several
years ago in The Thomist,
Richard Cross criticized Aquinas’s teaching on the Incarnation.(25)
In a more recent study of the philosophy and theology of Duns Scotus(26)
he supported Scotus’s philosophy on the whole, particularly specifying the
latter’s treatment of the theological question regarding the personhood of
Christ. In concluding his examination of Scotus’s position, Cross remarks:
“Scotus’s account of the assumed human nature seems to me to have much to
offer. He stresses that the human nature [of Christ] lacks none of the positive
features required for being human. It fails to be a person not in virtue of
anything that it lacks, but in virtue of an additional relational property that
it uniquely has.”(27) In the same work,
alluding to Aquinas’s view regarding the Incarnation, Cross observes,
“Thomas Aquinas proposed a highly innovative solution to this problem—a
solution with which almost everyone disagreed. Aquinas spells out his solution
by appealing to his 
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account of existence, esse,
drawing on an analogy afforded by created substance, that of a substance and its
concrete parts.”(28) Cross then adds the
following crisp comment: “This account was certainly generally rejected by
all medievals other than card-carrying
Thomists.”(29) 



 



V





In order to address Cross’s critique of Aquinas’s view, it will prove helpful to
examine several texts of Aquinas that provide his most explicit and mature
treatment of the question of personhood and nature as they relate to the
Incarnation—texts on which Cross principally focuses in formulating his
critique. The texts are found in questions 2, 3, and 17 of the Tertia Pars,
and in the disputed question De
Unione Verbi
Incarnati.
In interpreting these texts it is crucial to bear in mind that they
were composed near the end of Aquinas’s life (i.e., ca. 1272, his death coming a
short two years later). One can, then, be confident that these texts contain
Aquinas’s definitive thought on the matter of personhood. Further, it is now
established that the third question of the Tertia
Pars predates the
separate short treatise on the Incarnate Word, while question 17 postdates that
same treatise. Keeping this time frame in mind is important, for Cross claims
that in De Unione Verbi Incarnati
there is a significant shift in Aquinas’s position from that taken earlier in
the Summa Theologica.(30)

The alleged discrepancies to which
Cross refers pertain to Aquinas’s emphasizing in some texts that there is but
one esse in Christ, while in other texts he affirms two. Thus, in
question 17 of the Tertia Pars,
he expressly states that “esse pertains
to the hypostasis and to the nature: to the hypostasis indeed as to that which
has esse, and to the nature as
to that by which something has esse; for
nature signifies as a form.”(31) A close
reading of this 
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text discloses that nature here acts
as a formal cause only, giving being inasmuch as it gives determination to esse,
thus making the existing thing to be the kind of being it is. There
is at the same time, Aquinas adds, nothing to prevent a multiplication of esses
that are incidental to the being,
such as color or size, that modify but do not change a being’s
nature.

In the same question, however, Aquinas
emphasizes that what completes a being, rendering it distinct and separate from
all others, and hence a person, cannot be multiplied within a being
“because it is impossible that one thing should not have one act of being [esse].”(32)
Much earlier, in his commentary on the Sentences of Peter
Lombard, Aquinas had underscored the same point when he concluded, “Hence,
if there be a plurality of esses according
to which something is said to be without qualification, it is impossible to say
it is one.”(33)

In De Unione Verbi Incarnati, Aquinas
states that there is no better analogy of the hypostatic union taken from the
world of created things than that of the union of soul and body. He cautions,
however, that the analogy is to be understood not in terms of the soul as the
form of a material body, since the Word cannot be the form of matter, but rather
in terms of the body as an instrument of the soul.(34)
He immediately adds that none of the examples we might employ will perfectly
convey this truth, “since an instrumental union is an accidental one; but
the incarnation involves an altogether unique kind of union exceeding all other
manner of unions known to us.”(35)

In response to an objection that
argues that the mystery of the Incarnation would imply a union of natures in
Christ (i.e., the Monophysite heresy), Aquinas unequivocally says that in Christ
there is indeed a union of natures, but that the union referred to is not in
nature but rather in the person. This, he adds, is apparent from the fact that
our faith tells us that the natures are 
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inconvertibly and unalterably united.(36)
The two natures must be united, but in a way that permits them to remain
distinct as natures.(37) In a word, the human
and divine natures of Christ are one hypostatically, but not one in nature. They
do not fuse together to form a new nature distinct from the original two, as,
for example, hydrogen and oxygen come together to form water.

Article four of De Unione Verbi
Incarnati addresses the same central issue considered in question seventeen
of the Tertia Pars, namely,
“Whether in Christ there is but one esse only.” This article
has been the source of considerable controversy, since it does speak of two esses
in Christ, one divine and one human. It is this text that provides the prime
basis for Cross’s claim that Aquinas has either contradicted his earlier
position (later repeated in STh III,
q. 17, a. 2) or changed it. A
close reading of this article, however, reveals that its teaching on Christ and
personhood affirms nothing that is not fully congruent with both Aquinas’s prior
and his subsequent teaching on the singularity of personhood in Christ.

The opening sentence of the respondeo
to this fourth article of De Unione Verbi Incarnati
supplies the key to understanding what follows. “I answer that: it should
be recognized that the nature and premisses of this question are in some
respects the same, since it is on the same account that we say that a thing is
one and being.”(38) Aquinas then adds:
“Eessse is indeed properly
and truly said of a subsisting supposit. Accidents and nonsubsistent forms are
said to be inasmuch as something supports them; as whiteness is said to be,
inasmuch as by it something is white.”(39)
He then 
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remarks that those forms that make
something be, not without qualification, but in some subordinate way, are said
to be accidental forms.

What immediately follows is critical
for understanding Aquinas’s teaching regarding the unity of Christ. “There
are, however,” he says, “some forms that account for a subsisting
thing’s having esse without
qualification, because, that is, they determine the substantial esse
of a subsisting thing.”(40) In
Christ, the subsistent supposit is the person of the Son of God, who is, by
sharing the divine nature, unqualifiedly a substance; but he is not, by his
human nature, rendered a substance unqualifiedly.(41)
Aquinas then concludes that, although the Eternal Word was not perfected in any
way by having assumed the individuated human nature, the eternal supposit is ‘substantialized’
(substantificatur) by the human nature assumed, in that the Word is
this man.(42) He further concludes: “And
thus as Christ is, strictly speaking, one because of the unity of the
supposit, and two in a restricted sense because of the two
natures, he thus has one esse strictly
speaking, because of the one eternal esse of
the eternal supposit.”(43) Aquinas then
carefully qualifies in what sense there is another esse
in Christ: “There is, however, another esse
of this supposit, not inasmuch as it is eternal, but inasmuch as in
time it became human.”(44) He further
concludes, “though this esse is not an accidental one, since
‘human’ is not predicated incidentally of the Son of God, as previously
established, yet neither is it the principal esse of the supposit, but
a subordinate [secundarium] 
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one.”(45)
He draws from this a profoundly important conclusion: “Were there two
supposits in Christ, each supposit would have its own esse
primal to it, resulting in Christ being not just one divine person alone
but two persons, one divine and one human.”(46)
The view that Christ is two persons represents, of course, the his-torically
celebrated Christological teaching of the heresiarch Nestorius.

Consequently, the two esses
Aquinas refers to are clearly understood by him as predicable of Christ not
univocally, but analogically.The term esse, as Aquinas expressly states in the very same article,
taken in its proper and true sense (proprie et vere),
refers exclusively to a supposital, that is, personal, esse.
Such an esse is the actuality not of a nature only, but of
the entire existing or subsisting being. In Christ, as Aquinas adds shortly
thereafter, this supposital esse is
the esse of the Divine Word. Hence, Christ is, properly speaking, but
one being, precisely because he has but one supposital or personal esse,
which also actualizes his assumed human nature.



 



VII



Aquinas thus makes clear in what sense
there is but one esse in Christ and in what sense two. The ‘human esse‘
is not the esse of the supposit
properly speaking, since the human nature does not exert formal causality on the
esse that activates it, as would be the case for Aquinas in every
instance of a created supposit. Since, in this unique instance of the
Incarnation, the human nature is actualized by the divine esse of the
Word, it does not in any way determine or limit that esse,
as the citation just given clearly affirms. In this singular instance of the
hypostatic union, the divine esse actualizes an essential form
without itself being in any way determined or perfected by that form.
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In that the human nature of Christ is
actualized from its union with the Word, it has esse not previously
possessed. Yet the esse actualizing the nature is not thereby
rendered singular and human, the esse of
a human person. It is precisely for this reason that the assumed nature of
Christ is not a person in its own right, for, although it has substantial esse,
that esse is not configured to
the dimensions of the nature assumed. Thus Aquinas concludes his response in the
fourth article of De Unione Verbi Incarnati by
stating categorically: “If, however, there were two supposita in Christ,
each supposit would have its own primary esse.
And thus in Christ there would in the strict sense be a twofold esse.”(47)

Accordingly, this secondary esse
is not an esse distinct from the divine esse of the Word which
actualizes the human nature. Were it so, Christ would then indeed be a human
person and, as such, incommunicable, and hence a supposit distinct from the
divine person. Assuredly, the human nature is actualized, and, viewed from the
perspective of this nature, the esse actualizing it does actualize a
nature limited in scope, for it is limited by its being singular as well as by
its being human. In this regard, then, the human nature can be said to have esse,
for it does indeed exist. Yet the actuality by which it is, is not, properly
speaking, its own actuality, in the sense that it is limited and shaped by the
very nature it actualizes. “The esse of the human nature is not
the divine esse. Nor can one simply say that Christ is two esses,
since each is ordered diversely to the eternal supposit.”(48)

A citation from the Summa
Theologica succinctly underscores the analogical parallel between the
natural sonship of Jesus as divine, and the spiritual sonship accorded humans by
the gift of adoption: “In the union of the human with God, which is through
the grace of adoption, nothing is added to God: but what is divine is
apportioned to man. Hence it is not God who is perfected but 




  
  

  


page
471



man.”(49)
Divine adoption is, to be sure, an absolutely unique occurrence, in the order of
created things, though it falls far short of the union of the humanity of Christ
with the Godhead, for Christ’s humanity is actualized not by a created act of
being, esse, but by one that is
uncreated and hence unqualifiedly divine. Consequently, Aquinas specifically
notes that the esse of the human nature of Christ is not a personalized
esse, limited by the nature it
actualizes, for it is the esse of the Word which reaches out to ‘existentialize’
a human nature, which nonetheless remains undetermined by the nature it
actualizes. Since, then, for Aquinas esse is the ultimate constituent
of created personhood, Christ, having two natures, but only one unqualifiedly
existential act (esse simpliciter),
is one person, not two.











VII



The original champion of the foregoing
teaching of Aquinas regarding the unity of Christ seems to have been Johannes
Capreolus, upon whom has been bestowed the honorary title, Prince of Thomists. A
Dominican theologian, Capreolus’s life spanned the late fourteenth and first
half of the fifteenth centuries (1380-1444). Much more recently, guided and
inspired in good part by Capreolus’s commentary, two French Jesuit theologians
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Louis Billot and M. de la
Taille, have signally contributed to a latter-day reawakening to Aquinas’s
theology of the hypostatic union.(50)

In a presentation given in 1925 at the
University of Cambridge, de la Taille provided his hearers with a trenchant,
perhaps unmatched, commentary on Aquinas’s treatment of the Christological
mystery. The following excerpt from that address provides a fitting conclusion
to the present study. 
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Thus it appears that when we speak of the existence of Christ’s humanity,
there may be two meanings to the word. We may mean the actualizing principle:
the esse. In that sense, we say that there is only one existence (one esse)
of the Word and His humanity: the existence of the latter is the existence of
the former; is the former Himself. But we may mean also by existence of the
humanity not the actuating principle, but the actuation by it.



In that
sense, the existence of the humanity is not the Word, nor His divine existence;
it is something belonging to the created order; and, in the created order, it
has two different aspects; it is absolute, as a substantial actuation; and it is
relative, essentially relative to the Word’s personal existence… .
No, Capreolus is not confounded. He seems to have understood St. Thomas best of
all.”(51) 



In a subsequent article de la Taille
underscored why St. Thomas sometimes speaks of one act of existence in Christ,
and at other times two. 



Consequently, if we are asked how many existences there are in Christ, we
shall have to reply, one or two, according to the sense of the inquiry. One,
if there is question of the Act by which the natures exist, two, if there is
question of the actuations, because the actuation of the human nature is
temporal and created while the actuation of the Word, who is Himself
the Act, is uncreated and eternal. This is why St. Thomas, in the Disputed
Question on the Union of the Incarnate Word, held two existences, whereas in the
Summa he admits only one existence. III, q. 17, a. 2.(52)



De la Taille thus incisively explains why Aquinas refers
now to one, now to two acts of being in Christ. He further shows why this manner
of speaking involves no incoherency. Indeed, he goes even further: “the one
is not merely capable of reconciliation with the other, but demands the other.
Two existences in that which is substantially one cannot be conceived except in
virtue of the unity of the act of existence; and community in the act of
existence between the diverse composing units necessarily supposes in one of the
two an actuation quite different from that which is found
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in the other.”(53)
“For this reason it [the two-esse theory] is a preferable
account.”(54)

Failing to appreciate how the two
accounts given by Aquinas complement each other, Cross concludes that during the
spring of 1272 “Aquinas will have been committed to two quite different
accounts of the incarnation.”(55) Cross
agrees with Scotus’s view that the assumed human nature “fails to be a
person, not in virtue of anything that it lacks, but in virtue of an additional
relational property that it uniquely has.”(56)
Yet, how that ‘relational property’ is acquired is left unexplained. 



 



IX



In summary, for Aquinas the singular
human nature of Christ falls short of meeting the requirements of human
personhood because it lacks that reality quintessential to a human
person, that is, an esse limited
by the very nature it activates. What is lacking, therefore, pertains neither to
the order of essence nor accident, but to the highest order within
existing things, namely, esse, the
actuality of actualities. It is here that the defining difference between the
views of Aquinas and Scotus relative to the Christological mystery is to be
found. For Aquinas, the human nature of Christ lacks nothing at the level of
nature or accidental perfection, including individuation, that would prevent it
from being a human person. Rather, what is lacking is its own human existential
act, for the nature, though actual and singular, is not actualized by an esse
that is uniquely its own by reason of its being limited, and hence determined,
by the nature it actualizes.

Hence Christ is not a human person,
because the ultimate actualizing principle of his human nature is not
unqualifiedly human but is, rather, unqualifiedly divine.

Scotus, on the other hand, is, on his
own account, unable to fix on any positive perfection Christ is lacking that
could account for 
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why he is not a human as well as a
divine person. Nor has he the option of denying haecceity or thisness to the
human nature of Christ, for, as he maintains it to be the ultimate perfection of
the nature, haecceity must be present, if one is to ascribe to Christ a nature
that is truly and fully human. Hence, although in all other instances of
existing humans haecceity is for Scotus the supreme personalizing principle, it
cannot so function in the instance of Christ. Were it to do so, Christ would be
two persons, both human and divine. Scotus cannot deny to the humanity of Christ
any positive entity whose lack could provide grounds for denying to it the
status of human personhood. Hence, the only path left open for justifying such a
denial must lie in the direction of negation. Scotus is constrained to appeals
to the twofold negation of incommunicability and independence to account for why
the singular human nature of Christ does not suffice to constitute him also a
human as well as a divine being. This twofold negation, in turn, he traces to
the singular human nature’s having been assumed by the Second Person of the
Trinity.

This response is, however,
unsatisfactory, since it leaves unanswered the question, what, precisely, does
being assumed entail? How does the ontological status of an assumed singular
human nature differ from one that, though existing, has not been assumed? Unless
this question is candidly and satisfactorily addressed, one risks diluting, even
imperiling, the critical distinction between Christ as man and other human
beings who are, through grace, God’s adopted children. If one relies wholly on
mere negations to differentiate between these two forms of union, (i.e., divine
adoption and assumption), is not the possibility, perhaps even the likelihood,
of fatally obscuring the extraordinarily profound truth of the Christological
mystery threateningly real? In light of this, it is puzzling that, in our own
time, it has befallen the Christology of Aquinas to have been singled out as
incongruous.
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IN QUESTION 42, article 4 of the Tertia
Pars, Aquinas asks whether Christ should have handed on his teaching in
writing. He argues that it was fitting he did not, for three reasons: because of
his dignity, because of the excellence of his teaching, and so that his teaching
might go forth from him to everyone else in an order. I propose to consider this
article more closely.(1) By way of a prologue, I
will begin with a look at its most important written philosophical antecedent,
even though Aquinas does not seem to have known it, namely, the argument in
Plato’s Phaedrus that no serious teaching can be transmitted in
writing. To contextualize the issue in Aquinas’s work I will then briefly
mention some passages on writing in his commentary on Boethius’s De
Trinitate and his Summa Theologiae. Finally, with respect to the
article on Christ’s not having written, I will discuss its Augustinian source,
its sed contra, and its three arguments.
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I. The Phaedrus on Teaching
and Writing



The Phaedrus
consists of a conversation between Socrates and Phaedrus that treats the
question of how to compose a speech addressed to a beloved, then goes on to
discuss written com-position in general and the difference between good and bad
writing. Towards the end Socrates offers a critique of the art of writing in
three parts.(2)



First he presents a
myth about the invention of writing (274c-275d). Someone who had invented
writing and many other arts showed them to a king, praising the art of writing
in particular as a drug for improving memory and wisdom. The king disagreed. He
said that writing would instill forgetfulness rather than memory, because men
would come to rely on written marks instead of exercising their memories; it is
a drug for being reminded rather than for improving memory, and it would instill
an appearance of wisdom rather than the reality, because its users would lack
instruction, although they would be “hearers” of many things who as a
result would seem to know a lot. Socrates comments that anyone who believes he
can put knowledge into writing, and anyone who accepts writing as if anything
clear and steady could come from it, are foolish to think that written words can
do more than serve as a reminder to someone who already knows what the writing
is about.



Socrates next
compares writing to painting (275d-276a). The products of the art of painting
stand there as if they were alive, he says, but if you ask them something they
are very silent and solemn. It is the same with written words: they speak as if
they had understanding, or so you would think, but if you want to learn
something and ask them about it, they just keep signifying the same one thing.
Once a speech is written, it rolls around promiscuously in all directions, among
those who understand it and those for whom it is unsuitable, and it does not
know the difference between those to whom it should and those to whom it should
not speak. If it is attacked and unfairly accused it always 
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needs the help of
its “father” or author, since it is unable to defend itself. By
contrast, the living speech of one who knows, which is the “legitimate
brother” of the written word and of which the latter is a mere image, is
“written” with knowledge on the soul of the learner, is capable of
defending itself, and knows to whom it should speak and before whom it should be
silent.



Finally Socrates
compares teaching with farming (276b-277a). An intelligent farmer might, for
amusement, plant seeds that flower in eight days, but when he is being serious
and applies his art, he is happy if his seeds reach perfection in eight months.
Likewise, anyone who has knowledge about what is just, beautiful, and good will
be intelligent about the “seeds” he plants. When he is not serious he
will sow them in black ink with a pen, using words that can neither defend
themselves with a word nor teach the truth adequately. He will sow gardens of
letters for amusement, writing for himself and others, and saving up reminders
as protection against the forgetfulness of old age. While others are amusing
themselves with pleasure, he will write. This is noble, but much nobler still is
serious talk about the just, the beautiful, and the good, in the application of
dialectic to the “planting” of words in a suitable soul, words that
are accompanied by knowledge and are capable of defending both themselves and
their “planter.” These words bear fruit from which seeds grow in
others, in a process of transmission that can go on forever, and they make the
one who has them as happy as it is humanly possible to be.



II. Aquinas on Teaching and Writing



What might Aquinas
have made of this passage? An answer to this question would have to begin by
saying that no Christian, and no Jew or Muslim, could speak quite so lightly
about the written word in general. The importance of sacred writing for
Christians is recalled in the first sed contra of Aquinas’s Summa
Theologiae, which quotes 2 Timothy 3:16 on the divinely inspired scriptura
that is useful for teaching, arguing, correcting, and instructing in 
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justice.(3)
Aquinas clearly regarded his own writings as serious and potentially useful,
although towards the end of his life he is reported to have disdained them as
“straw” “in comparison with what I have seen,” and on his
deathbed he submitted them for correction to the holy Roman Church.(4)



On the other hand,
in question 2, article 4 of his commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate,
Aquinas does reflect on the written word’s incapacity to discriminate between
those to whom it should and those to whom it should not speak. The question is
whether in theology what is divine should be veiled by verbal obscurity. The
response begins by saying that a teacher’s words should be adjusted so as to
help, not harm, the hearer. Some things, namely, the things that everyone is
bound to know, harm no one if they are heard and these should not be hidden but
clearly presented to all. But some things do cause harm to the hearers if they
are clearly presented, and this in one of two ways. If the arcana, the
secrets, of the faith are exposed to unbelievers who detest the faith, the
latter will mock them. For confirmation of the point Aquinas quotes Matthew 7:6,
“Do not give what is holy to the dogs,” which, incidentally, are the
first words of Christ quoted in the Summa Theologiae (STh I,
q. 1, a. 9, ad 2), and he also quotes Dionysius’s Celestial Hierarchy.
On the other hand, if subtleties are presented to the unlearned, what they
understand imperfectly will only give them material for going astray. For
confirmation here Aquinas quotes 1 Corinthians 3:1—“Brothers, I could not
speak to you as spiritual men; rather I gave you, as little ones in Christ,
milk, not meat”—the last part of which is the epigraph of the Summa
Theologiae, a work 
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directed to
beginners; he also quotes a gloss by Gregory.(5)
Secrets and subtleties, then, are the two kinds of things that should be
concealed when revealing them would cause harm.



Drawing from
Augustine’s De doctrina christiana, Aquinas then explains the relevant
difference between the written and the spoken word. A speaker can make a
distinction between hearers that allows him to say in private to the wise what
he leaves in silence in public, but no such distinction can be applied in
writing, for a book can fall into anyone’s hands. In writing, then, some things
must be hidden by verbal obscurity in such a way as to be beneficial to the wise
who can understand them and hidden from the simple who cannot. No one is put
upon by this: those who do understand are caught up in their reading and those
who do not are not forced to read.(6)



Socrates, from what
he says in the Phaedrus, would seem to have regarded dialectic as an
essentially private kind of teaching. 
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His practice of
private teaching certainly made him the target of such accusations as those of
Callicles in the Gorgias. Aquinas, on the other hand, seems to have
preferred public teaching, and in fact his famous challenge to the Averroists to
“go public” at the end of De unitate intellectus contra
averroistas makes him sound a bit like Callicles accusing Socrates of
whispering in corners with boys.(7) In the
article of the Summa Theologiae just before the one we are going to
examine, Aquinas argues, with qualification, that Christ taught publicly. There
are, he says, three ways in which someone’s teaching may be said to be concealed
(in occulto). One is with respect to the intention of a teacher who
does not want to share his knowledge with the many either because he wishes to
be superior to others in his knowledge or because of something shameful in his
teaching, and such was certainly not the case with Christ. A teaching may also
be called concealed because it is presented to only a few, and neither was this
the case with Christ, who presented all of his teaching either to the whole of
the crowd or to all his disciples in common. But a teaching may also be
concealed with respect to the mode of teaching, and in this sense Christ did
teach something hidden inasmuch as he spoke to the crowds in parables, thereby
proclaiming to them spiritual mysteries that they were unfit or unworthy to
understand. Aquinas says that it was better for them to hear the teaching about
spiritual things under cover of parables than to be deprived of it altogether,
and that Christ also explained the truth of the parables to his disciples,
through whom it would reach others who were suited for it.(8)
This theme of a mediated teaching also occurs in the 
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first article of the
same question, which presents several arguments for the fittingness of Christ’s
having preached to Jews, not Gentiles. One reason is so that his coming would be
shown to be from God. As St. Paul says, “whatever is from God is
ordered” (Rom 13:1), and due order required that Christ’s teaching first be
presented to Jews, who by their faith in and cult of the one God, were closer to
the one God, and that through them it be transmitted to Gentiles.(9)
The teaching of Christ, then, manifests three overlapping sequences of orderly
transmission: through Jews to Gentiles; through disciples to others; and, as we
will see shortly, from Christ’s spoken words, through the spoken and written
words of disciples and others, to everyone.



 




III. The Summa Theologiae on
Writing and Books





The difference between the spoken and the
written word has been a prominent theme in philosophy, theology, and other
disciplines in recent decades.(10) If we take up Aquinas’s Summa
Theologiae with this theme in mind,
we notice several things at 
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once. The prologue,
which mentions both written “expositions of books” and oral
“occasions of disputation,” immediately presents us with the
peculiarly scholastic mixture of the spoken and the written. Each of the more
than two thousand articles that make up the work is a miniature drama, an
imitation in writing of an oral exchange motivated by a desire for
understanding—that is, a sort of briefer, more formal version of the Platonic
dialogue. And, apparently by coincidence, one article in each of the Summa‘s
three parts makes the art of writing thematic.



In the first part,
the article concerning writing is on the meaning of the scriptural image of
“the book of life.” Aquinas distinguishes interpretations of this term
on the model of the term “book of knighthood” (liber militiae),
of which he distinguishes three senses: a book in which the names of those
chosen for knighthood are written, a book in which the military art is
transmitted, and a book in which deeds of knights are recounted.
Correspondingly, “book of life” may refer to God’s knowledge of those
he has chosen for eternal life, to the Bible’s teaching of the actions that lead
to eternal life, or to God’s power to recall to the memory of the blessed the
actions that they have performed in reaching eternal life.(11)
This comparison between senses of “book of knighthood” and those of
“book of life” would seem to suggest a division of books in general,
according to their different relations to time and action, into memoranda for
the future, textbooks for transmitting arts from past to future in the present,
and records of past deeds. In any case the principal sense of “book of
life” for Aquinas is God’s knowledge of his predestination of
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the elect. As he
explains, it is customary for the names of those who are chosen for something
such as knighthood or a senate to be written in a book (senators were once
called patres conscripti); by extension, the names of those chosen by
God for eternal life are said to be “written” on his knowledge. And
because things are sometimes written in books as aides-mémoire,
something that a person holds firmly in memory is said to be
“inscribed” on his intellect, or, as is said in the book of Proverbs,
on his heart; thus, again by extension, God’s firmly fixed knowledge of those he
has predestined to eternal life is called the book of life. In the sense in
which writing in a book may be an indication of something to be done, as in a
memorandum to oneself, God’s knowledge is, as it were, an indication to himself
of those whom he is to lead to eternal life.(12)



In the second part
of the Summa writing is often mentioned in the treatise on law. For
example, Aquinas says that it is essential to law that it be promulgated, and
not only in the present, but also, by means of the fixity of writing, in the
future, and it is because law is written that the very word for law, lex,
is, according to an etymology of Isidore, derived from the word for reading, legere.(13)
The eternal law is promulgated both by the divine word and by the book of life,
that is, by a kind of divine
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“speaking”
and “writing.”(14) Other kinds of law
are either literally or metaphorically written. Human positive law and the old
law are literally written. Natural law and the new law are both primarily
unwritten, being in different ways indita, “inscribed,” as it
were, on man himself. Natural law pertains to human nature, from which its
primary and universal precepts cannot be, so to speak, “deleted.”(15)



The first article on
the new law brings the theme of writing to the fore by arguing that the new law
is not literally written but rather “inscribed” on the hearts of the
faithful. The argument is that a thing appears as what is most important in it
and what is most important in the law of the new testament, what its whole power
consists in, is the grace of the Holy Spirit, given through faith in Christ.
Primarily, then, the new law is something unwritten, or rather
“written” on the heart. But in addition to the grace it gives, the new
law includes certain secondary matters concerning predisposition to or use of
grace, and the faithful have to be instructed about these matters through speech
and writing about what should be believed and what should be done.(16)
In the following article, on whether the new law justifies, an objection argues
that justification is the proper effect of God, and that the old law was no less
from God than the new. Aquinas answers that the same God gave the old and the
new laws, but in significantly different ways: he gave the old law as something
written on 
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tablets of stone,
but the new law “on the tablets of flesh of the heart,” as St. Paul
says (2 Cor 3:3).(17)



The only other
occurrence of this Pauline verse in the Summa is in the article that
concerns writing in the Tertia Pars, that is, the one in question 42 on
Christ’s not having written. The subject of question 42 is not the content of
Christ’s teaching but its manner, audience, and order of transmission. The
question’s four articles argue that it was fitting for Christ to have preached
to Jews, not Gentiles; that his teaching inevitably offended the leaders of the
Jews; that his teaching was public, although hidden in parables; and that it was
fitting for him not to have transmitted his teaching in writing. These
conclusions touch on two subjects of great contemporary interest, namely,
Jewish-Christian relations and means of communication.



Modern editors of
the Summa indicate no parallels in the Thomistic corpus to the last
article of question 42. The question it asks seems to have been suggested to
Aquinas by a passage of Augustine’s De consensu evangelistarum that
also supplied him with three extensive quotations for the article.



 




IV. Quotations from Augustine



De consensu
evangelistarum is an attempt to harmonize the four gospels, but it begins by addressing
a preliminary question posed by some of Augustine’s contemporaries, namely, why
did Christ not set his teaching down in writing?(18)
Most of the first book of this work is taken up with this excursus or quaestio,
a digression from Augustine’s main concern that provoked the remark, later
repented of, by Henri Marrou that “St. Augustine writes badly”
(“Saint Augustin compose mal”), a professedly 
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modern and French
judgment of taste on Augustine’s insertion, in writing about writings about
Christ, of a discussion concerning Christ’s not having written at all.(19)



The third objection
of Aquinas’s article quotes from the begin-ning of the excursus, where the
question is introduced. Augustine says that before treating his main point he
must first discuss a question that is regularly asked, namely, why the Lord
himself wrote nothing, so that one must believe others who did write about him.
The askers of this question are pagans who dare not make accusations or
blaspheme against Christ, to whom they attribute the highest wisdom, but only a
human wisdom, and of whom they say that his disciples made of him more than he
was, calling him the Son of God, and the Word of God through whom all things
were made. Augustine comments that these questioners would seem to have been
prepared to believe what Christ had written about himself but not what others
preached about him by their own decision. It would seem, then, that, as the
objection in Aquinas’s article concludes, Christ ought to have handed on his
teaching in writing. But Aquinas answers, in the spirit of Augustine’s response,
that those who are unwilling to believe the writings of the apostles about
Christ would not have believed Christ himself if he had written.(20)
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The corpus of
Aquinas’s article mentions another opinion reported by Augustine in his
excursus, namely, the view that Christ did write some books containing the magic
by which he supposedly performed his miracles, a view that, as Aquinas says
following Augustine, Christian teaching condemns. Augustine observes that those
who say they have read such books by Christ do not perform the miracles he did.
He also says that holders of this view have been deceived by fictitious pictures
showing Christ with Peter and Paul, and they claim that the books in question
were dedicated to these two disciples. With a characteristic rhyme he comments,
“No wonder if dreamers [fingentes] were deceived by painters [a
pingentibus].”(21) The odd detail of
misleading pictures of Christ having brought about belief in the existence of
writings by him complicates the background of the question faced by Augustine
and taken up again by Aquinas.



The two quotations
mentioned so far are from near the beginning of Augustine’s excursus. In the
reply to the first objection Aquinas includes a third quotation from later in
the excursus. The first objection introduces the article by saying that writing
was invented so that teaching could be committed to a sort of memory for the
future, but the teaching of Christ is to endure forever, and therefore it seems
he should have handed it on in writing. Aquinas’s reply quotes from the end of
Augustine’s excursus. Christ is head of all his disciples, they being like the
members of his body. Therefore, since they wrote what he made manifest and said,
it should not be said that he did not write, since the “members”
produced what they knew because the “head” 
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dictated it, for he
commanded them to write whatever he wanted us to read of his actions and speech,
they being like his hands.(22)



Aquinas uses
quotations from De consensu evangelistarum, then, to make three points.
To the objection that Christ should have written his teaching to preserve it,
the answer is that he did, via his disciples. To the assertion that he wrote
books of magic, the answer is that this is contrary to Christian teaching and is
based on a deception by pictures. To the objection that he should have written
in order to remove occasion of error and open the path of faith, the answer is
that those who are unwilling to believe the writings of the apostles about
Christ would not have believed Christ himself if he had written. Still, the
burden of Aquinas’s article is not that Christ did in fact “write” via
his disciples, nor that he did not write books of magic, nor that any writings
of his would not have been believed—but that it is fitting, conveniens,
that he himself did not commit his teaching to writing.(23)
Before returning to Aquinas’s three arguments for this convenientia,
let us consider the article’s sed contra, and some implications of the
question being asked.



 




V. Implications of the Question





The sed contra
breaks with the usual pattern of Scholastic sed contras that refer to Scripture:
instead of offering an authoritative quotation it simply says that no book by
Christ is included in the
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canon of Scripture.
Here it is the absence of an authoritative text that authoritatively decides the
question about the appropriateness of Christ’s not having written.



The implication of
this negative fact is that Christ’s act of teaching was originally not the
making visible of something on a writing surface but “an event within the
history of sound,” to borrow a fine phrase from Stephen H. Webb.(24)
The circumstances attendant on this event must loom large for any Christian
thinker, as they did for Augustine and Aquinas. Christ taught orally and
publicly for just a few years, two thousand years ago. His voice was male and he
spoke principally in Aramaic. There are written records of his speech in the
Gospels, but they are, for the most part, translations; a few of his Aramaic
words remain, but otherwise he is represented as speaking Greek. Different
Gospels sometimes present what seem to be different versions of the same speech,
and modern Scripture scholars claim that Christ did not say much of what is
attributed to him by the evangelists. In view of all this, why did he not commit
his teaching to writing? Did he not in any case, as Augustine and Aquinas
indicate, intend that the words be written by someone? Why did he himself not
set down, or cause to be set down, a written composition by him teaching, for
example, among other things, that “Blessed are the poor in spirit,” so
that everyone might read copies of “what he wrote,” or copies of
copies, or translations of copies of copies? Would not the words have more
authority that way? His teaching would seem to be disadvantaged by the fact that
he himself neither set it down, nor caused it to be set down, in a composition
of his own, a written work “by Christ.”



These questions call
for comparison not just between the effects of the spoken word and those of the
written word, but also between the activities and intentions of speakers on the
one hand and those of writers on the other.(25)
A speaker may assert in his 
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own name or quote
someone else. If he asserts, he may make a simple or a declarative assertion,
the latter being an assertion in which he emphatically declares himself as the
one who is asserting, and in which he becomes, as it were, more emphatically
himself, more unified as a speaker, than when he simply asserts. Again, a
declarative assertion may be complete in itself, or it may be intended to be
quoted by others, whether in their speech or in their writing. If a speaker
quotes someone else, he may do so without agreement or with agreement; in the
latter case two persons become, as it were, one. To schematize this division of
speaking:
 


		Assertion
			Simple assertion
			Declarative assertion
				Simple declarative
				Declaring so as to be quoted by others
					in their speech
					in their writing
		Quotation
			without agreement
			with agreement


Christ, it seems, spoke in all of these ways,
but Augustine and Aquinas especially stress his speaking so as to be quoted by
others in their writing. Also striking is his repeated combination of quotation
and declaration: “You have heard it said …” (or “It is
written …”), “But I say to you …”.



The various
intentions of writers seem to correspond to those of speakers. One may write in
one’s own name or one may write to report, with or without agreement, what
another has said. Writing in one’s own name tends to be declarative, emphasizing
the author as the one asserting, and it always presents itself as quotable by
others, whether in their speech or their writing. Writing in one’s own name
makes one person become, as it were, two, in the division between the body of
the writer and the body of the writing surface. To write in one’s own name is to
double 
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oneself, to quote
oneself, to perform a kind of ventriloquism with a page or screen. This is what
Christ, according to Augustine and Aquinas, emphatically did not do, although
neither of course did he write to report what someone else had said. The latter
is so evidently a servile activity that it is immediately intelligible that he,
as teacher, would not give himself to it. But why did he not write in his own
name? After all, “Writing is the clearest form of that detachment which
makes a speech available again and again as the same, holding out invariant
against modifications.”(26)



Each of Aquinas’s
three arguments for the fittingness of Christ’s not having written is incomplete
and demands sup-plementation by the reader. Whether they are intended or not,
these incompletenesses draw attention to the art of writing itself, showing that
a writing may hint at more than is contained by the letter and that a reader
must be active in bringing the letter to life again.



 




VI. Writing on the Heart





The first reason for the fittingness of Christ’s
not having written is his dignity. A more excellent teacher should have a more
excellent mode of teaching, and Christ, as the most excellent teacher, had to
use the mode by which he would imprint his teaching on the hearts of his
hearers, which is why he is said to have taught as one having power. Likewise
the most excellent teachers among the Gentiles, Pythagoras and Socrates, wished
to write nothing, since writing is ordered to the impression of a teaching on
the hearts of hearers as its end. The incompleteness here is in this last
inference. Aquinas does not say so, but he seems to imply that oral teaching
accomplishes directly and so in a better way what writing aims at but can
achieve only indirectly.



The image of writing
on the heart was widespread in the ancient world.(27)
As we have seen, Aquinas knew the image from 
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passages in
Scripture, including 2 Corinthians 3:3, which he quotes here in response to the
second objection. The objection is that the old law, which came first and as a
figure of Christ, had to be written by God, and that therefore Christ too should
have written his teaching. Combining 2 Corinthians 3:3 with Romans 8:2, Aquinas
answers that because the old law was given in perceptible figures it was
appropriately written with perceptible signs, but the teaching of Christ, as the
law of the spirit of life, was written not with ink but with the spirit—that
is, the “breath”—of the living God, and not on tablets of stone, but
on the tablets of flesh of the heart.(28)



Aquinas’s reference
to Pythagoras and Socrates is apparently borrowed from Augustine’s response to
those who ask why Christ wrote nothing. Augustine says that these people would
seem to have been prepared to believe what Christ had written about himself but
not what others preached about him by their own decision. But I ask them back,
Augustine goes on to say, why, in the case of some of the noblest of their own
philosophers, they believe the written recollections of them by their disciples
even though the philosophers themselves wrote nothing about themselves.
Pythagoras, the Greek most famous for contemplative virtue, is believed to have
written nothing whatsoever; Socrates, the first in practical virtue and the
wisest of men according to Apollo, did, it is true, adapt some of Aesop’s fables
to verse, but he wrote only because he was forced to do so by his daimon, and,
being forced to write, he preferred to embellish someone else’s thoughts rather
than his own. Why then do the questioners believe what the disciples of these
men have written about them but not what the disciples of Christ have written
about him?(29)
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Aquinas reduces this
elaborate Augustinian passage to a mere reference to Pythagoras and Socrates as
great, nonwriting pagan philosophers, thereby establishing that the superiority
of oral to written teaching is not peculiar to the case of Christ but is rather
in the nature of things. The use of speech is naturally superior to the use of
script in teaching because it is closer to the end of teaching, which is to
impress a teaching on the hearts of an audience.



Incidentally,
Aquinas knew from Augustine’s City of God that Pythagoras was held to
have been the coiner of the word “philosopher” and thereby the source
of the word “philosophy,”(30) Greek
words that have been transliterated, rather than translated, into Latin, Arabic,
English, and many other languages. It’s strange to think that when we say these
words we are imitating in the accents of our language sounds said to have been
first uttered in Greek by a man who famously wrote nothing. It is in no small
part thanks to writing that the “spirit” of whoever did coin these
words—both in the sense of his mind or thought and in the sense of the sound of
his breath—continues to move through the world in these words.(31)



Aquinas’s adoption
of Augustine’s comparison between Christ and Socrates as nonwriting teachers
touches on one element of a 
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topos with a long
history in Christian thought, namely, the similarity between the two eminent
cases of oral teaching, both involving execution of the teacher for his
teaching, transmission of the teaching through several written accounts, and a
long success in the world. Eventually, of course, the continuation of Christ’s
teaching in various ways competed with, conflicted with, agreed with, and partly
absorbed the continuation of that of Socrates.



 




VII. What Cannot Be Captured in
Letters





Aquinas’s second argument is based on the
excellence not of the teacher but of the teaching. This excellentia
or “loftiness,” Aquinas says, “cannot be captured in
writing” (litteris com-prehendi
non potest); but if Christ had
committed his teaching to writing, people would think nothing
“loftier” (nihil
altius) about the teaching than what
the writing contained; it was, then, fitting for him not to have committed his
teaching to writing, Aquinas implies, because he thereby obviated the
possibility of this mistake. Evidently this argument turns on the danger of
underestimating a teaching that has been put into writing, a danger particularly
acute in the case of the teaching of Christ. But the mechanics of the syllogism
are less than perfectly clear. Let us consider each of the premises.



Aquinas establishes
that the excellentia of Christ’s teaching escapes capture in writing by
quoting the last verse of the Gospel of John and Augustine’s comment on it.
“There are also many other things Jesus did which, if they were each
written down, I suppose that even the world itself could not take in [capere]
the books that would have to be written” (John 21:25). Augustine explains
that “It is not to be thought that the world could not spatially ‘take in’
[capere] the books, but rather that they could not be ‘taken in’ [comprehendi]
by the ‘capacity’ [capacitate] of their readers.”(32)
At first sight this bit of wordplay seems to mean
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that the finite
capacity of human readers could not take in the many things that might be said
about Christ’s deeds. What Christ “did,” however, includes his
teaching, the loftiness of which was mentioned at the beginning of the argument.
This loftiness escapes being put into writing because it escapes the capacity of
readers to comprehend it. But what about that part of his teaching that was
put into writing by his disciples? According to this first premise, the
loftiness of the teaching must escape being put into writing by anyone.
Why, then, permit anyone to put any of Christ’s teaching into writing? On the
other hand, if any of it is going to be put into writing, why should it matter
who does the writing?



This last question
is presumably resolved by the minor premise, which is that if Christ had put his
teaching into writing, people would think nothing loftier about the teaching
than what the writing contained. Aquinas does not say why this is so. In part,
perhaps, it has to do with the very nature of writing. Because, as the Phaedrus
says, it “speaks” but does not answer questions, a piece of writing
always seems to insinuate its own completeness, suggesting at the end that
nothing remains to be said on the subject. To counter this feature of writing,
forms of writing such as dialogue and aphorism have been used to draw attention
to the incompleteness of the written word by emphasizing precisely its having
been written and thereby reminding readers of the spoken word.(33)
Aquinas seems to imply that the written word’s 
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presumption of
completeness is particularly strong when a teacher writes in his own name. The
fact that our knowledge of Christ’s teaching comes from writings that quote or
report, rather than “declare,” in their own names, leaves room, so to
speak, for recognition of the incompleteness of our knowledge and for reflection
on the loftiness of the teaching that escapes the grasp of lowly letters.



 




VIII. Understanding Media





Aquinas’s first two reasons are introduced with
a propter
(“on account of”) indicating causes of which Christ’s not having
written is the effect, namely, the excellence of the teacher and that of the
teaching. The third reason is introduced with an ut
(“in order that”) indicating an intended effect of
his not having written, namely, that his teaching would reach everyone in a
certain order in which he himself taught his disciples immediately or without
mediation, and they would then teach others in speech and writing. If he himself
had written, Aquinas says, his teaching would have reached everyone immediately,
which, it is implied, would have been a bad thing. But why? Would it not seem to
a Christian to be the contrary of objectionable for the words of Christ to reach
everyone immediately in this way? There seems to be a missing further premise,
and it seems to be the statement of St. Paul quoted earlier in question 42 that
whatever is from God is ordered.(34)
Because of its divine character, it was appropriate that Christ’s teaching not
be written, that is, that it not be made available to everyone immediately or
without mediation, but that it rather be spoken immediately, without mediation,
to his hearers, who would then transmit it to everyone else by speech and
writing, so that it would go forth according to an order. The 
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written word by
itself is lacking in order not because it is disordered but because it
reaches everyone according to no order, that is, immediately or without
mediation.



Cajetan proposes the
objection that Aquinas’s first and third arguments contradict one another, the
first suggesting that oral teaching is superior because it is immediate, the
third that it is superior because it is mediated. In answering his own objection
Cajetan argues that both arguments are good but in relation to different
persons. The first concerns the teaching of Christ in relation to his disciples,
who were taught immediately out of the mouth of Christ himself. The third
concerns the teaching in relation to everyone, which calls for order and
therefore mediation.(35) Cajetan’s objection and
response draw attention to Aquinas’s awareness of the combination of immediacy
and mediation in teaching in general and Christian teaching in particular. The
combination is obviously pertinent to the theo-logical theme of “Scripture
and tradition” and to contemporary concern with “media” of
communication. It seems clear that since Aquinas objected to the immediacy that
would have resulted from Christ’s having written, he would argue a fortiori
against the greater immediacy, and therefore the greater impropriety, of
Christ’s teaching by means of a printed book or electronic communication. The
immediate writing, publishing, or broad-casting of what comes from God would
preclude its proceeding in an order.



I close with two
final observations. One is that it is striking how much Aquinas’s three
arguments are anticipated by the 
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Phaedrus,
which also speaks of an elevated teacher and teaching, and which also describes
a chain of transmission and mediation of a teaching.



The other point is
that the order by which Christ’s teaching spreads out to everyone includes the Summa
Theologiae itself. The unwritten doctrina Christi that is the
subject of question 42 of the Tertia Pars is transmitted through the
written doctrina Christiana of which the Summa Theologiae is
meant to be an exemplary case.(36) In
composing—and, by the way, dictating, not manually “writing”—article
four, Aquinas must have been conscious that he himself was acting as a mediator,
using the written word to perpetuate and defend the teaching that had, long
before, come from the mouth of Christ.(37)
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IN THE CENTURIES since Isaac Newton delivered modern science into an
astonished world, the great unanswered question remains: what do its
suppositions and abstractions mean in terms of common human experience? The
critical problem remains how to incorporate science’s valid insights into a
well-grounded philosophy of nature.

Certainly the rise of modern science has been the most jarring intellectual
movement in history. The dislocations sprung from this science originate not
only in its technology, but even more in its concepts and discoveries that are
ostensibly at odds with traditional natural philosophy. Natural philosophy is
the basis of Aristotelian-Thomistic metaphysics and ethics, “because it is
through the senses that we are open to things, and something enters us,
according to our natural mode of knowing.”(1)
As theology makes use of philosophy, natural philosophy also makes an indirect
contribution to theology.(2) Modern science and
Aristotelian-Thomistic philosophy claim the same sensible world as their home
territory.(3) Science’s tremendous successes
advertise
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that it has some real claim to truth
about this world, so it is difficult to blame the world for failing to take
seriously a philosophy that, while claiming to be grounded in sense experience,
fails to account for the real aspects of nature that modern science has
discovered. In the absence of such an accounting, inferior philosophy readily
occupies the vacancy. It is incumbent on the perennial philosophy to provide an
adequate account of the sensible world—all of it. The task of the present
inquiry is to begin to pay part of this centuries-old debt by resolving
Newtonian and post-Newtonian physics in terms of traditional natural philosophy.

The chasm that separates science from
natural philosophy runs between their understandings of nature. At the beginning
of book 2 of the Physics, Aristotle defines nature as “a source or
cause of being moved and of being at rest in that to which it belongs
primarily.”(4) Nature is an inherent source
of motion and rest. In his discussion of chance, Aristotle emphasizes the
purposefulness of nature’s acts: “action for an end is present in things
which come to be and are by nature.”(5) In
stark contrast, modern physics(6) restricts
itself to the mathematical principles of nature. Since quantity is most closely
related to matter, which is inactive and undetermined insofar as it is material,
modern physics is blind to purpose, as well as to closely related substantial
form.(7)

It is instructive to examine how
modern physics treats Aristotle’s four kinds of causal explanation. Nature, as
Aristotle wrote, includes four causes and “it is the business of the
physicist to know about them all.”(8) Modern
physics, by reducing all of nature to the quantifiable and measurable, has
effectively 
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eliminated all but one of the four
causes. Matter exists not as analogical potency, but (since quantity is the only
recognized accident) univocally as the ultimate actuality beneath all things.(9)
Formal causality persists but accidentally through mathematics (e.g., the form
of “roundness” makes a ball round). Substantial form is completely
excluded,(10) as is intrinsic final causality,
its correlative. Final causality in general defies quantitative de-scription and
finds in a purely quantitative description no anchor intrinsic to individual
things. What remains is only one narrow kind of efficient causality—the
quantifiable, such as forces.(11) A
comprehensive knowledge of nature will require not only resolving the modern
notion of matter into Aristotelian terms, but even more the recovery of
undiluted formal and final causality.(12)

Recovery of substantial form and
intrinsic final causality has the additional benefit of allowing modern science
to assimilate into the whole of human knowledge. The end of a natural substance
is its limit. Just as limiting points not only set boundaries between one part
of a line and another but also unite the parts, so also establishing the ends of
matter will allow the incorporation of physics into the hierarchy of other
disciplines and resumption of its foundational role for ethics and metaphysics.

The intention of the present inquiry
is to begin a recovery of a more complete conception of nature, which includes
formal and final causality. The method is to use the real features of the world
uncovered by modern science to recover the closely related notion of natural
motion with regard to matter in the modern sense. Unfortunately, the great
mass of unwarranted baggage surrounding this notion needs to be unloaded before
we turn to its recovery.
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Natural motion and “natural
place” are part of Aristotelian physics, prominent pieces of which are
outdated if not outright wrong. In Aristotle’s cosmology, the four elements had
specific places to which they naturally moved: earth at the center of the
universe and fire to the outer sphere, with intermediate spheres occupied by
water and air. When displaced from its respective sphere, an element would
return through natural motion.(13) These ideas
were swept aside when Copernicus and his intellectual heirs located the sun at
the center of the cosmos, and Lavoisier, Mendelev, and their allies replaced the
classical four elements with the modern periodic table.

Despite these legendary victories of
the scientific revolution, the core of Aristotle’s physics remains inviolate,
and in fact forms the foundation of the modern scientific enterprise. A prime
example is teleology, which remains one of the most controversial philosophical
topics in modern science. The controversy is unmerited. At the heart of the
modern scientific conception of the world is the assumption that nature is a
knowable order. Without this belief, Galileo would never have troubled himself
to roll balls down inclined planes. Chemical reactions would be pointless to
investigate. Geneticists would have no reason to take pains sequencing nucleic
acid bases. What modern scientists take for granted was established by reasoned
observation in the ancient world. In book 2 of the Physics, Aristotle
establishes that nature’s obvious regularities—its tendency to act in
particular ways (which itself maintains the good of the cosmic order)—reveal an
ordering to specific ends. That things happen “always or for the most
part” indicates finality or purpose.

The only alternative to purpose is
chance(14) and, although chance events often
obtain, the natural world is inherently teleological. Scientific laws, modern
and ancient, physical, chemical, and biological, capture nature’s regularities
and im-
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plicitly testify to teleology.(15)
That baking soda and vinegar react expansively, and that confetti is normally
attracted to the static electric charge on a balloon show the order and purpose
of nature. Far from being opposed to modern science, teleology is its conditio
sine qua non.

The ascendance of the Darwinian
narrative leaves the situation unchanged. Natural selection’s more evolved
twentieth-century descendant, Neo-Darwinism, encompasses two pieces, chance
mutation and natural selection: genetic novelty originates in chance, and (2)
novel forms less suited to existence tend to fail in passing their genes to
posterity. Being a teleological process, “survival of the fittest”
reveals order, and so contributes to the scientific understanding of the world,
but chance mutation simply attaches a name to an unknown. As Aristotle’s classic
definition observes, chance is the intersection of two otherwise unrelated lines
of causality. Chance is not a per se cause; to invoke chance is not to
explain without qualification.(16) To the extent
that any theory relies on chance, that theory is no causal explanation, but
simply a chronology of historical events.(17)

The champions of chance argue that
teleology is an intellectual opiate that kills the quest for the agents of
change. This error may find justification in the misconception that Aristotle’s
teleological “natural places” exert a pseudo-efficient pull on their
elements.(18) 
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On the contrary, teleology does not
make the efficient cause redundant, as Vincent Smith writes:

The final cause is not another quasi-efficient cause, as Descartes [and
the mechanists] would have said, but the very determinant of the efficient
cause, the cause of the efficient cause, the correlative to it. Efficient and
final cause are two moments of one effect, the one accounting for the production
of the effect and the other accounting for its determination to be this rather
than that.(19)



A blueprint has no power to construct
a house without the builder, nor can a builder realize a form as his end without
the blueprint. Similarly, a final cause has no causal power without an efficient
cause, but neither does an efficient cause have a determination without a final
cause. The distinction is less clear in living things, because the form
constitutes the efficient and final causes, but these causes are still distinct
principles. In growth, for example, an organism’s immature form works as an
efficient cause toward the end of realizing its mature form.(20)
Grasping the inner unity that characterizes the form of a horse does not
substitute for knowledge of the mechanical forces that maintain its form;
conversely, accounting for all mechanical forces in a horse does not dispose of
the need to grasp its form.(21) Teleology com-pliments
the other three modes of explanation, and a complete explanation requires all
four.

As we have seen, purpose is central to
Aristotle’s philosophy of moving substances. In a profound way, natural motion
is at the heart of his view of nature. To reestablish a footing for natural
motion in the modern natural sciences, we look to the teleology implicit in
them, and we find two ready examples. Preliminary to our main considerations, we
must establish the relationship between matter in the modern physical sense and
matter in the classical Aristotelian sense. We shall then contrast the unnatural
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(violent) motion of Newtonian force
with the natural motion manifested in Einstein’s general relativity. Using these
categories, we shall turn to the fundamental forces as understood in modern
physics and find that gravity is a natural motion and that violent motion is a
manifestation of electromagnetic contrariety. The result of this contrariety is
the world of matter and magnitude, which allows the natural, dissociative motion
characteristic of entropy. Finally, we shall summarize our considerations while
further tying the two natural motions of mass-energy to Aristotelian form and
matter.

 



I. A Matter of Terminology: The Terminology of Matter



Matter in the original Aristotelian
sense is the constant component underlying substantial change. It is an
analogous notion correlative to the two substantial forms it successively
instantiates—the least common denominator, so to speak. For example, in turning
a tree into a rocking horse, the carpenter reduces the tree to its material
component (wood) and turns the material into the horse; the wood is the
substratum of change. In digesting an apple, the body breaks down the substance
of the apple into its component biological macromolecules (proteins, lipids,
carbohydrates, nucleic acids), which it then incorporates into its own
substance. The matter successively loses the form of the apple and takes on
that of the body.

For Aristotle, matter exists relative
to form and “to each form there corresponds a special matter.”(22)
The Scholastics came to speak of this sensible kind of matter as secondary
matter, to contrast it with the insensible primary matter which is
known only through analogy. Primary matter is pure potentiality and, lacking all
actuality, it is insensible and unintelligible of itself. In contrast, secondary
matter on its own is sensible and intelligible because it possesses at least a
minimum of actuality and can be conceived as a form instantiated by a lower
level of matter.(23) For example, 
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while biological macromolecules are
the matter of the body, they can also be regarded as a natural form whose
material is atoms. Prime matter, as the lowest conceivable level of matter, is
the universal material substrate of any conceivable substantial change or series
of changes. While its reality is inextricably intertwined with the substances
that actualize it, it is definitionally uncon-nected to any particular
substance: it is univocal, the same for all substances.

All material beings have prime matter
and all have matter in the modern sense,(24) but
it would be a mistake to confuse modern matter (mass-energy) with prime matter.
Mass-energy shares with primary matter its univocal definition, and with
secondary matter its actuality and sensibility (some properties of which persist
through substantial change). Though an opponent of atomism, Aristotle himself
admits that there must be smallest physically realizable parts of matter.(25)
Similarly, we can say that mass-energy is the closest physically realizable
approximation of prime matter, and the lowest physically realizable form of
secondary matter. “Matter” in this article refers generally to this
modern, scientific notion; exceptions should be clear from context (e.g., matter
when contrasted with form is Aristotelian matter).

In modern science, though volume is
often important, mass is the primary measure of quantity (of matter). There are
two forms of mass, inertial and gravitational. Inertial mass is a measure of the
dynamical being of a physical body. Just as being resists change, so inertial
mass resists alteration of its state of motion (i.e., velocity). Gravitational
mass is the “charge” (analogous to electrical charge) through which
the force of gravity draws bodies together.(26)
Einstein’s general relativity postulates the “equivalence 
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principle”: the two kinds of mass
are numerically equivalent, which experiment has confirmed to high precision.(27)

 



II. Senses of “Natural,” Natural and Forced
Motions



Like “matter,” the word
“nature” is analogous according to Aristotle. He defines nature as
“a source or cause of being moved and of being at rest in that to which it
belongs primarily.”(28) There are two
intrinsic sources for nature’s motion and rest: “the shape or form which is
specified in the definition of the thing” and “the immediate material
substratum of things.”(29) But, he says,
nature refers preeminently to form, which is the principle of perfection and
persistence, “for a thing is more properly said to be what it is
when it has attained to fulfillment than when it exists poten-tially.”(30)
So there are two main senses of “nature,” form and matter, with form
being the primary sense.(31)

With regard to motions,
“natural” can likewise take on different meanings. The present
considerations concern the natural motion of matter in the modern physical
sense: material things insofar as they are material. While mass is an essential
property of matter, (electrical) charge is purely accidental, and so outside the
primary interest of the present inquiry.(32)
Being less essential, (electrical) charge is not as integrally related to the
nature (form) of matter: it is relatively unnatural. And indeed we shall find
that the motions to which charge gives rise are less natural than those of
gravity.(33) As we shall see, the more natural 
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motions are related to mass-energy’s
inherent form, while the less natural motions come from its correlative material
principle.

In book 8 of the Physics,
Aristotle discusses the natural motions of the four classical elements, and he
contrasts their natural motions with violent, unnatural motions: “So when
fire or earth is moved by something the motion is violent when it is unnatural,
and natural when it brings to actuality the proper activities that they
potentially possess.”(34) In On the
Heavens, Aristotle further explains the difference:

But since ‘nature’ means a source of movement within the thing itself,
while a force is a source of movement in something other than it or in itself qua
other, and since movement is always due either to nature or to constraint,
movement which is natural, as downward movement is to a stone, will be merely
accelerated by an external force, while an unnatural movement will be due to the
force alone.(35)



On the one hand we have the operations
of nature and intrinsic principles of motion; on the other hand, we have the
operation of the unnatural, the violent or destructive, and forces or
constraints (acting from without).

Furthermore, natural motions cause
acceleration, as Aquinas most clearly states, “And insofar as anything is
closer to its perfection, it is proportionately more powerful and more intense.
Hence it follows that the motion by which rest is generated becomes
proportionately faster as it approaches nearer to the state of rest. This is
quite clear in natural motions.”(36)

Natural motions are therefore not
violent or destructive, but actualize the proper potencies of what locomotes.
And bodies in natural motion accelerate as they near their end.
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III. Natural Motion and Force in

 Modern Mechanical Physics



In Newtonian mechanics, only inertial
motion is strictly speaking natural. Newton calls inertia the “innate force
of matter … a power of resisting, by which every body, inasmuch as in it
lies, continues in its present state, whether it be of rest, or of moving
uniformly forwards in a right line.”(37)
Newton’s first law of motion, in its modern formulation, says that a body in
motion tends to maintain its state of motion (direction and speed) unless it is
acted on by an outside force. Only forces cause deviations from a body’s
inherent uniform, straight-line motion. For Newton, all forces are violent: that
is to say, they interfere with what a body would ‘naturally’ do left to itself.

In one sense, gravity is a force, but
in another, it is not. Newton’s Principia is also famous for
establishing the law of universal gravitation, which treats gravity as a force
that imparts the same motion (acceleration) to all bodies regardless of mass. In
contrast, Einstein’s general relativity treats gravity not as a force, but as
the curvature of space-time. We need not discuss the meaning of “curvature
of space-time” to take up the suggestion that while gravity causes
acceleration, it is not a force in the usual sense of the word. How can this be?
Consider why astronauts orbiting the Earth seem to float within their
spacecraft. Clearly it is gravity that curves the path of the ship around its
orbit. Is there no gravity within the ship? Does the ship somehow shield its
occupants from gravity? The explanation is that the astronauts appear to float
within the ship because they are falling around the Earth at exactly the same
rate as the ship: everything moves together. All matter in freefall—that is,
moving solely under the influence of gravity—accelerates at the same rate. This
is called Galileo’s Law of Falling.

Now, consider someone waking inside a
windowless, elevator-sized room and finding that he experiences no apparent 
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gravitational pull. A ball released in
mid-air seems to float. Has he somehow been transported to deep space beyond all
influence of gravity? Or is the room merely a free-falling elevator? Because of
the Law of Falling there is no way to tell without looking outside. Einstein
called this the Equivalence Principle, which forms the basis of his general
theory of relativity. In his conception, a free-falling object defines an
inertial reference frame.

Objects in freefall behave as if they
are undergoing inertial motion: things seem to float relative to each other as
if un-perturbed by any force. What is true of multiple bodies is also true of
parts of a single body. Textbooks typically describe a force as “a push or
a pull.” Whereas forces affect the closer side of the body before the
farther, gravity affects all parts of a body uniformly.(38)
For example, in being hit by a truck (imagined in slow motion), the proximate
side of one’s body is compressed before the force can propagate to the far side.
Such violent forces can crush or rend. By contrast, if one were to fall out of a
plane the only force would be air resistance; without it, one would feel as if
one were floating. We shall return to the deeper mechanisms behind this
difference later. The point for now is that gravity is not a source of violent
motion (force), but of natural motion.

How does this definition of natural
motion compare with Aristotle’s discussion of the natural motions of the four
classical elements? By the definition we have just uncovered, only the downward
motions of the elements are natural, because insofar as they are downward, they
are purely gravitational. The upward motions are due to buoyant forces which,
although they result from gravity, nevertheless are themselves forces: as the
heavier element sinks, it displaces the lighter element, pushing it upward. That
buoyancy is a force is reflected in the fact that a single body can be composed
of parts with different buoyancies. For example, in an emergency, a buoyant
submarine might inflate even more buoyant balloons to take it to the surface
more rapidly. The tethers to these balloons would have to be sufficiently strong
to prevent the balloons from tearing themselves free. In other words, 
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there is a violent, differential(39)
force between the parts that can tear them asunder.

 



IV. Gravity vs. Electromagnetism



Of the four fundamental forces
described by modern physics, two rule the macroscopic, human-sized world:
electromagnetism and gravity.(40)
Electromagnetism mediates any (nongravitational) macroscopic force. As we have
seen, these forces are unnatural and violent compared to gravity, which is a
natural motion.

 



A) Electromagnetism and Volume

The source of this violence is the
dual polarity of electric charge (positive and negative), which makes possible
(electrically) charge-neutral, voluminous conglomerations of matter.
Like-polarity charges repel and opposite-polarity charges attract. Two charges
of identical magnitude but opposite polarities combine into a charge-neutral
whole. (Indeed, the electromagnetic force is so strong that unbalanced charge
always quickly neutralizes itself by attracting the opposite polarity—sometimes
violently, as in the case of lightning. Charge imbalance exists in nature
rarely.) The typical arrangement of neutral matter is the atom: a negatively
charged cloud of electrons surrounds and exactly complements the positive charge
of the compact nucleus.

To see how neutral matter produces
voluminous quantity, consider two helium atoms on converging paths. At large
distances, their charge neutrality makes them utterly indifferent to each other.
At close range, their electron clouds begin to 
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overlap to the point that their nuclei
can “see” each other: the positive nuclei, no longer shielded by the
electron clouds, repel each other. Thus the two atoms cannot occupy the same
region of space.(41) Other elements combine in
more complicated arrangements, but always to produce charge-neutral
con-figurations in sum. By similar means all matter repels other matter, but
only at short ranges. The result is that a body can act on the proximate part of
another body more than on the distant part: hence, the electromagnetic mediation
of violent, unnatural forces, as we saw in the slow-motion example of the
crashing truck.

On the level of individual charges,
the action of electro-magnetic forces tends toward the natural end of
(electrical) charge neutrality. Holding only for charged matter, electromagnetic
motion is unnatural in comparison with gravitational motion, which holds for
matter per se. It is also less natural than electromagnetic radiation
(light), which moves without acceleration or resistance. Nature prefers to
dissipate applied forces as radiation rather than to accelerate charges: the
acceleration of charges by electric and magnetic forces gives rise to radiation
reaction forces that oppose changes in acceleration by radiating away part of
the added energy.(42) In other words,
electromagnetic acceleration is inherently self-opposing.(43)
Despite the relative violence of electromagnetic forces, that charges move each
other toward definite natural ends (in the broad sense) is undeniable.(44)
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B) Gravity and Mass

Unlike electromagnetism, gravity’s one
“charge” makes shielding matter from gravity impossible. Gravitational
mass has no opposite “charge” to neutralize its influence. Gravity
only attracts, and a uniform gravitational field imparts the same motion to all
things and all parts of a given thing.

Newton’s law of universal gravitation
describes gravitational motion as a force drawing two masses together that is
proportional to the product of the two masses and inversely proportional to the
square of the distance between them.(45) The
force’s proportionality to the attracted inertial mass gives gravity the
property we have already seen: it accelerates all bodies, and all parts of all
bodies, in the same way. This uniformity of motion means that an object or a
person acted upon only by gravity feels no force, in the sense of violent
influence (as we saw in the previous section with regard to freefall). A
gravitating body does not draw other matter to itself through some sort of
extrinsic agency or force, but through the very matter itself. Gravity is the
kind of motion that Aristotle describes in book 8 of the Physics as
“bring[ing] to actuality the proper activities that [material bodies]
potentially possess.” It is a natural motion—a natural motion toward
physical or spatial unity, a surrender of the masses’ separate existences to a
greater participation in the transcendental perfection of unity. The more matter
they contain, the more they are already united in sharing a sympathy of being,
and the more strongly (i.e., with greater force) they are drawn together still.

Near the surface of the Earth, falling
bodies accelerate downward: their motions hasten as they descend. Such
acceleration is characteristic of natural motions, as we saw in the previous
quotation from Aquinas. This hastening is even truer over astronomical
distances, where the universal law of gravitation applies. The force’s inverse
proportionality to the 
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square of the distance means that the
force is stronger and the acceleration faster as the two bodies draw together.
In other words, the more spatially united the masses are, the stronger still
their tendency to unite.

We can summarize these findings on
gravity working to unite matter by means of the matter itself and of its
proximity with the formulation: Matter has the inherent tendency to seek further
unity to the degree that it already possesses unity.

Gravity, then, is a natural motion
because it is inherent to the things it moves, is not destructive but rather
perfective, and furthermore accelerates as it moves bodies to this perfection of
spatial unity.





C) Summary





We have seen that gravity is a natural motion that draws matter together into
association. Gravity’s single “charge” means that it does not oppose
itself, as electromagnetism’s two charges do; the former has a unity lacking to
the latter. Gravity acts in a single direction, making it more ‘time-like’.
Electromagnetism, with its back-and-forth contrarieties, is more ‘space-like’.

While gravitational mass lacks an
opposite “charge,” the electrostatic charges together, in a sense,
fulfill the role of opposing gravity. The two electrical charges are analogous
to the two sexes present in most higher creatures. The duality of sexes makes
possible families, which knit individuals into communities. Notice that marriage
unites not only two individuals, but also two families. Likewise the sexes in
organisms in general unite each species into a whole (by enabling the flow of
genetic material). If only like sexes of a species mated, the result might more
accurately be described as two separate species, not one.

The same motif of “opposites
attract” holds with electric charges. The duality of charges knits together
material things and in some sense constitutes the universe into a whole. If
instead opposite charges repelled and like attracted, the result would merely be
two gravities with entirely separate spatial 
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domains—effectively separate
universes. Charges, like sexes, make possible union in extension.

The mutual attraction of opposite
electrical charges (instead of like to like) is a teleological contrariety that
underlies the contrarieties(46) so
characteristic of nature. It is the ‘twist’ in creation that ties together
opposite places within a single universe and opposite parts within a single
body. This spatial extension opens the way for the dissociation characteristic
of entropy.

 



V. Dissociation and Entropy









A) Spatial Dissipation

Dissipation is another natural motion
of matter. Imagine, for example, steam(47)
expanding from the funnel of an old locomotive and disappearing into the air.
Why do the water molecules separate?

It is easy to show that a collection
of noninteracting particles (as water droplets in steam are essentially) with
arbitrarily assigned velocities (such as exist in a hot gas) will inevitably
separate. This is more obvious when one examines the simplified case of a pair
of particles with arbitrarily assigned velocities. There are two initial cases:
they are moving either toward each other or away from each other. If converging,
they can only do so for a finite time before they pass each other, but they can
separate indefinitely. So the predominant motion must be separation.

The principle holds more strongly for
larger collections of particles. For example, red dye molecules naturally
diffuse from an open bottle throughout a swimming pool; once they have diffused,
they do not spontaneously gather back into the bottle. The places and motions
allowed inside the bottle are so limited compared to those allowed outside that
the molecules eventually migrate outside. To put it in terms of probability and 
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configurations: since all
configurations (collections of positions and velocities) of molecules occur with
equal probability, the system will naturally tend to assume one of the vastly
more numerous configurations outside the bottle than one of the limited number
of configurations inside. The system inevitably and spontaneously moves from one
of the few “organized” states (inside) to one of the much more
numerous “disorganized” states (outside) simply through the greater
probability for disorder.(48) The odds of
standing unchanged or going in reverse are essentially nonexistent, making
molecular diffusion irreversible. There is no force involved. The natural
diffusion of smoke or steam is like that of dye in a pool: there are so many
more configurations of the individual molecules in occupying a large volume than
a small volume that the system naturally evolves to occupy the larger volume.
The same principle explains visible material things’ natural disintegration to
dust, which Aristotle notes is so inherent to them that it is often attributed
to time itself.(49)

 



B) Generalized Dissipation:
Entropy





What is true of spatial dissipation also holds for other modes of corruption.
The temperature (average kinetic energy) of a collection of particles is one
basic example. Separation between hot and cold is a form of order; the natural
tendency is for the hot and the cold to blend together to a uniform temperature,
as when a hot cup of coffee cools to the temperature of its surroundings, or an
ice cube warms and melts into a drink. The reverse tendency—for hot and cold to
separate from uniformity—never happens spontaneously. This is why lakes fail to
freeze on a warm day, and why a refrigerator requires energy input to keep its
inside cooler than its outside. A quantity called entropy
parameterizes the disorder associated with the movement of heat energy; entropy,
like disorder, always increases for an isolated system. Without treating the
lengthy, mathematical treatment of
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this,(50)
we may merely note that, analogous to spatial dissipation, there are many more
configurations for all the particles in a collection to have a middling amount
of energy than for, say, half of the particles to have high energies while the
other half have low. For any characteristic, the mediocrity of disorder always
prevails because these states so greatly outnumber the ordered, divergent
states.

Order dissipates in any process
consisting of more than a few things. The minimal requirements are that the
bodies (or parts) are multiple, finite, and not directed by an immaterial
intelligence. There is no force acting to increase entropy; the effect is purely
a result of the probability distribution which itself comes from the structure
of space:(51) there are simply more places for
the particles to be that are distant than near. Even with attractive influences
present, the only requirement is that these influences have a finite range (as
all do).(52) As theoretical physicist Stephen
Hawking famously found, even an object as compactly bound as a black hole
decays.(53)

On the question of whether dissipation
accelerates as it progresses I shall not provide a conclusive answer, but merely
some preliminary considerations, as the answer is not completely clear. There
seem to be two classes of dissipation. As an example of the first, consider than
after a certain degree of decrepitude, a weakened or diseased organism (e.g.,
missing teeth or with a compromised immune system) more readily contracts
further damage that hastens its demise. As an example of the second class,
consider that the temperature change of a warm body slows as it 
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approaches the ambient temperature.(54)
In the first example, the accelerating dissipation occurs to a substantial form
(through its accidents, of course). In the second example, the form dissipating
is purely accidental. Once a substance ceases to be, the remaining form is
accidental, and its dissipation then proceeds as with the second example. In
contrast to gravity which moves toward a definite unity, dissipation continues
even after passing this natural ontological limit of the substance. The
underlying principle is that, though corruption moves toward an end, it does not
move toward a unique end. There is no unique state of decomposition of a
carcass, for example. There are many states of disorder in contrast to the few
states of order. It is instructive to compare this nonuniqueness to the movement
of Aristotle’s element fire to the lunar sphere—a definite end, though not a
unique point—and to contrast this with the uniqueness of the end of the element
earth.

With this caveat on the indefiniteness
of end in mind, it seems that at least in some cases the separation of bodies
leads to increasing disunity, so that matter tends toward further disunity
insofar as it already possesses disunity.

But how does dissipation perfect
matter? In addition to the perfection of unity, matter also manifests the lesser
accidental perfection of magnitude—and in fact quantity is the first property
of changeable substances.(55) That large
quantities are greater than small quantities is immediately obvious, but they
also posses a greater being, albeit of a crudely material sort. Not only is a
large apple greater than a small apple, but it also participates more in the
perfection of being. The same holds for discrete quantity: a larger number of
apples has a greater being than a small number. In expanding, a gas seeks
greater magnitude. Matter strives for the perfection of greater magnitude, but,
because of the privation of its physical limits, instead of growing, it
dissipates.

Entropy, then, is a natural motion in
an extended sense because it is inherent to the parts of the thing it
dissociates, and more fully actualizes the corporeal perfection of magnitude.
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C) Objection 1: Dissolution Is
Unnatural

It might be objected that natural
substances tend to their own preservation, not dissolution. In On Generation
and Corruption, Aristotle writes that “Nature always strives after
‘the better,’”(56) and preservation is
better than dissolution for natural substances. Also supporting this view he
writes that “not every stage that is last claims to be an end, but only
what is best.”(57)

Contrary to the objection, it is clear
that dying of old age results from an intrinsic corrupting cause and so is
natural.(58) Aristotle supports this observation
in book 5 of the Physics: “it is not true that becoming is natural
and perishing unnatural (for growing old is natural)… . We answer that if
what happens under violence is unnatural, then violent perishing is unnatural
and as such contrary to natural perishing.”(59)
The corruption of aging is inherent to material things.

Just as there is natural perishing,
there is also natural dissolution. We have already seen that nature has two
senses: formal and material. Dissolution is natural(60)
to material things insofar as they are material, though not insofar as they are
substances. Materiality is the seat of privation and the potential to change,
and, as Aquinas explains, “mutation in itself is destructive and corruptive
… [f]or when a thing is moved, it recedes from [i.e., loses] a disposition
that it formerly had.”(61) Natures in our
material world are material natures; they are subject to change and thus
naturally lose their qualities. Dissolution is thus natural to material things.
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We shall see in the response to the
second objection that dissolution is in fact essential to the workings of living
things.





B) Objection 2: Organisms Defy
Entropy





It might further be objected that living things defy the inexorable growth of
disorder.

While appearances certainly support
this claim, organisms constitute no exception to the law of entropy. The
resolution of the paradox is that the second law of thermodynamics postulates
increasing entropy only for isolated systems, and living things are not isolated
systems. In fact, shortly after an organism ceases to exchange matter and energy
with its environment—through feeding, breathing, and excreting—it ceases to be
an organism, that is, it dies. The entropy of a nonisolated system can decrease,
so long as the entropy of its environment increases by at least an offsetting
amount.

The classic technological example is a
refrigerator: it pumps heat from its interior to its environment, decreasing the
internal entropy, but correspondingly increasing the external. Heat is a
degraded form of energy. In the process of pumping, the refrigerator does work,
and, as any real, imperfect machine necessarily dissipates part of the ordered
work-energy as additional heat-energy. Thus the entropy within the refrigerator
decreases, but only by increasing the total entropy (as well as the heat) of the
refrigerator plus its environment.(62)

Life similarly increases its internal
order at the expense of external order. Extensive empirical studies bear out
this conclusion by showing that (1) living things conserve energy—they do not
produce more energy than they consume— and (2) part of the energy they consume
is given off as heat (energy no longer useful for work).(63)
As Erwin Schrödinger 
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famously wrote, “Life feeds on
negentropy”(64) or negative entropy. The
increase of order or negentropy on our planet feeds off the vast increase of
entropy from the dissipation of the sun’s energy into interstellar space.(65)

Far from defying the law of entropy,
life depends on it. The workings of life are not only built around the
unavoidable reality that unusable energy (heat) requires dissipation; rather,
all the workings of organisms depend on the conversion of usable energy to
unusable. Chemical reactions that increase order of the body (or of any system)
must be coupled to reactions that decrease the system’s order by at least a
corresponding amount.(66) Organisms depend on
this principle to control their body chemistry. Rather than being unnatural to
living substances, dissipation is integral to their natures, which, insofar as
they exist in the world, are necessarily tied to matter.





C) Objection 3: The Reversibility of
Newtonian Mechanics





Newtonian mechanics describes the motions of individual bodies, while
statistical mechanics describes with parameters like entropy the motions of
large collections of bodies. The widespread belief is that the Newtonian
mechanics that rule the microworld are more fundamental than statistical
mechanics. Therefore since micromechanics fails to capture dissipation in time,
the argument goes, such dissipation is not inherent to the physical world.

To understand this objection, we need
first to understand the difference between reversible and irreversible
processes. Imagine watching a film of a steam locomotive traveling backward, say
Buster Keaton’s 1927 film The General. Is it possible to tell if the
direction of movement results from the train actually running backward or from
the film running backward? By concentrating 
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solely on the locomotive engine
itself, it is impossible to know: the machine runs substantially the same
backward as forward. But the steam is the giveaway: common experience has taught
us that steam doesn’t collect itself back into the smokestack, so the film must
be running backward if the steam moves so.

The locomotive illustrates the two
alternatives for physical processes: reversible and irreversible. The bulk
motion of the engine exemplifies a reversible process: a film of the engine
moving backward is indistinguishable from viewing in reverse the film of the
engine moving forward. The dissipation of steam is an example of an irreversible
process: a backward film of the steam is easily distinguishable from a forward
film because steam’s spontaneous action is exclusively expansion.

Newtonian mechanics is reversible
because it is the science of bulk motion; its equations are the same backward as
forward because Newton deals with few bodies at a time and treats them as
simple, permanent, and isolated from the rest of the universe: all capital
abstractions. In reality, every ordinary-sized object we encounter is composed
of countless parts with the potential to break apart.

Newton’s simplification has the great
virtue of allowing the mind to focus on the most important relations in an
interaction. Its vice is masking the relative unimportance of composition and
spatial extension as complete inconsequence. As we have seen, the composition of
things and the relations among their numerous parts make the increase of entropy
inevitable.

Thus we see that the growth of
entropy, far from being a foreign, “unnatural” principle added on to
the truly “funda-mental” laws of Newtonian mechanics, is inherent to
the extension of matter and its existence within a much larger universe.

Summary





We have seen that gravity is a natural motion toward unity, while
electromagnetic forces produce the violent motions that
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endow matter with voluminous quantity
and contrariety. Quantity and contrariety make possible the self-antagonism that
underlies natural motion toward disunity. These contrary motions toward unity
and disunity provide the basis of the dynamism that enriches nature, but
ultimately leads to its dissolution. Thus gravity is natural and the
electromagnetic forces are comparatively violent; given the existence of violent
forces, entropic movement to disunity is natural.

Again, the term “natural” is
used analogically here. There can be no doubt that electromagnetic forces are an
intrinsic part of nature and essential to her workings. The claim is simply that
their influence is unnatural compared to that of gravity.

The ends of Aristotle’s four elements
were absolute places like the center of the universe and the lunar sphere. Our
reflection on the results of modern science indicates that the ends of matter
are not absolute places, but rather relative places or states: the acquisition
of spatial unity and disunity.(67) Matter seeks
further unity insofar as it is already united, and (it seems to a limited
extent) further disunity insofar as it is already disunited. These extremes are
two sides of the same coin. Spatial unity is a physical participation (albeit
limited) in the transcendental perfection of unity. Aristotle’s maxim that
nature strives toward perfection(68) refers
preeminently to living things, whose corruption springs not from their unity in
form but from the privation of their matter. Analogously mass-energy’s tendency
toward disunity (which rests on the teleological disunity of charge) reflects
the privation of its primary matter,(69) while
its tendency toward unity reflects its inherent form and finality. Since
mass-energy is the most basic form of actual matter, it is clear that natural
teleology extends even to the lowest levels of physical existence.
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From the point of view of natural
philosophy, that uniting and disuniting are opposite motions of matter is
unremarkable. What is new here is the connection of these motions to the
empiriometric concepts of universal gravitation and entropic dissipation. To
describe gravity and entropy as comparable influences, let alone as inverses, is
unexpected from a modern scientific standpoint, but we have recognized its roots
in the two macroscopic fundamental forces.

The rediscovery of undiluted formal
and final causality begins to fill out the causal picture that a comprehensive
knowledge of nature demands. Just as the spatial unity and disunity to which
nature tends would have no way of being realized without the efficient causes
that modern empiriometric science discovers, so the physical forces modern
science describes have no direction or meaning without ends. Far from
supplanting the efficient explanations of modern physics, such as gravitons and
space-time curvature, recognition of formal and final causes complements the
explanatory modes traditional to modern science and further guides our
exploration of the natural world.

More importantly, we have begun to
resolve into terms common to all human experience the motions of the macroscopic
world that have until now been systematically expressed only in the abstractions
of Newton, Maxwell, and Einstein. Thus, we can begin to see how to integrate the
valid insights of modern science into an adequate philosophy of nature, one that
fits organically into the unified view of reality presented in the perennial
philosophy of Aristotle and Aquinas.
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I.
Introduction:



A
Strong Trend in Modern Aristotelian Scholarship

 



WHAT DOES ARISTOTLE MEAN when he says in the second book of the Physics that
nature is a principle of motion belonging to a body essentially? Among modern
scholars of Aristotle there exists a good deal of disagreement on this point.
One trend is to understand the internal source of motion as a kind of efficient
cause. Daniel Graham is one scholar who clearly articulates this position. For
example, Graham claims that, according to the second book of the Physics,
“[w]hile forced motions are brought about by external agents, natural
motions are brought about by the agency of the thing itself.”(1)
According to Graham, “[a]s an inherent source of change and rest, a nature
is already an efficient cause.”(2) Graham
claims that the teaching of the second book of the Physics is that
nature is a principle, belonging essentially to a body, that
“originates” the motion of the body,(3)
and he thinks that only self-motion qualifies as natural motion.

T. H. Irwin also takes
“origin” (his translation of “arche“) of motion as
an efficient cause that initiates a change. He notes, for 
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example, the difficulty that Aristotle
(in Physics 2.1) seems to imply two things: on the one hand, he seems
to imply that form and matter are efficient causes, “since
they are origins of change”; on the other hand, he makes a clear
distinction between formal and material causes, and this would imply that form
and matter are not efficient causes.(4) According
to Irwin, since matter and form are principles of change, they must be
taken as efficient causes of motion.

According to John M. Rist, book 2 of
the Physics presents nature as a principle of life and self-motion.
Rist notes that in book 8 (255a5ff.), Aristotle says that though
elements and inanimate bodies are natural, they are not self-movers, “[b]ut
in Physics 2, the elements are included with living things without
comment, as containing the principle of motion within themselves and
intrinsically.”(5) The two passages are the
source of the following issue:

although in Physics 2 the study of nature deals with those
subjects which contain the principle of motion and rest within themselves
intrinsically, Aristotle does not identify a class of self-movers (animals and
men) within ‘nature’ and treat them separately from plants and the four
elements. Yet, according to Physics 8, these last groups, though
natural and containing the principle of motion and rest within themselves, are
not self-movers. Once Aristotle has made this distinction, of course, he
should tell us in what other sense plants and animals “contain the
principle of motion and rest within themselves intrinsically.”(6)
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Note that in this passage Rist takes
it as obvious that in book 2 of the Physics nature is an intrinsic
efficient cause of self-motion belonging at least to animals and men; he then
states that there needs to be some other (and less obvious) way nature can
function as a principle of motion for non-self-movers like plants and inanimate
natural bodies. Rather than opt for nature as a passive principle of motion to
solve this problem (as I shall in this article), Rist argues that for Aristotle
all matter, and hence all material things, are possessed of “pneuma,”
in virtue of which they tend and strive, both individually and communally.(7)

Helen S. Lang summarizes the arguments
of a number of other scholars who take the position that nature is an active,
efficient cause of self-motion in the natural body:(8)

Guthrie argues, “In this first chapter of Phys. B,
Aristotle has already given a rough preliminary description of what he means by
natural objects—those, namely, which seem able to initiate their own motions of
growth, etc. From which it follows that phusis itself is to be
described as that within objects by virtue of which they move or grow.”(9)
… In his commentary on Physics II, 1, Charleton contends that
“despite his general protestation” (presumably Physics VIII,
4), Aristotle would argue that the elements are self-moved.(10)
Likewise, for Waterlow nature is a self mover, and she concludes that there is a
major problem between Physics II, 1, and Physics VIII, 4.(11)
Waterlow’s argument is criticized (as 
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is her conclusion) by Furley in his review of this book.(12)
Witt agrees with Waterlow “that natural beings are self-sufficient to
determine the pattern of their typical changes.”(13)
More recently, Cohen asks how a motion caused externally can be natural (Physics
VIII) if being natural implies “an internal principle for natural
motions.”(14)





II. Difficulties Facing the Modern Trend



There are, however, several important
difficulties that result when the principle of nature is understood as an
efficient cause of motion. For one, this interpretation runs into problems when
it comes to book 8, where the natural motion of inanimate bodies is treated.
There Aristotle draws a clear distinction between self-motion on the one hand
and non-self-motion which is nonetheless natural. Reading book 2 as saying that
nature is an efficient cause of self-motion, however, requires that all natural
motion be self-motion; that is, every natural substance would be a self-mover,
since each one has, essentially, an efficient cause of motion. Such an
understanding of nature leads one to understand Aristotle to have in some way
animated all of nature.(15)

Some of the above commentators, noting
that book 8 cannot be squared with the interpretation of the principle of nature
as an efficient cause of motion, opt to conclude that the doctrine of 
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nature set forth in book 2 is set
aside, or replaced by book 8.(16) Graham, for
example, maintains:

According to Book II [of the Physics], a natural body originates
its own motion; according to Book VIII, no body in motion originates its own
motion. Indeed, it is precisely the ability of natural bodies to move by
themselves that distinguishes their motion from forced motion, caused by an
external agent.(17)



This reading suggests that the two
texts cannot be reconciled. Graham himself concludes that the theory of natural
motion in book 8 is a drastic revision of the original theory put forward in
book 2, and that the two conflict:

If we push the claim that every moved body requires an external mover, we
would be compelled to erase the distinction between natural and forced motions,
and ultimately to treat natural motion as no different from forced motion.(18)



We see then that a tension between the second and eighth
books of the Physics
results when book 2 is taken to define “nature” as an efficient cause
of motion. Such an interpretive move has an enormous effect on the way one
approaches the Physics.
For example, it raises the question of the coherence of the text: does the Physics
present a coherent doctrine, or does it present a series of
inconsistent doctrines that manifest different stages of Aristotle’s thought?

Another result of regularly taking the
principle of nature as an efficient cause is a general neglect of the role form
and matter might play as principles of motion. By looking for an efficient cause
of motion, commentators such as Graham tend to avoid asking and investigating
how form and matter might serve as principles of motion in some way other than
as efficient causes. It is obvious from the first and second books of the Physics
that 
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form and matter are intrinsic
principles of natural bodies, but to many it is not obvious whether—and if so,
how—matter and form might be principles of motion.

 



III. Nature as a Principle of Being Moved





In light of this trend in Aristotelian scholarship, and the serious implications
it has on understanding several important aspects of Aristotle’s thought,
another look at the relevant passages is called for. I intend in this article to
provide an exposition of book 8, chapter 4 that supports the doctrinal unity
between books 2 and 8. The crucial place to start, however, is with Aristotle’s
definition and initial discussion of nature in book 2, chapter 1. Consider the
following three statements:(19) “All things existing by nature appear to have
in themselves a principle of motion and standstill, whether with respect to
place or increase or decrease or alteration” (192b13). “So nature is a
principle and a cause of being moved [kinesthai] or of rest in the thing to which it belongs
primarily and in virtue of that thing [kath’ auto] but not accidentally” (192b21ff.).
“Indeed, the form is a nature to a higher degree than the matter”
(193b7). In light of the trend in scholarship discussed above, two points must
be stressed. First, nature is defined in the passive voice (kinesthai)
as a principle, not of moving but of being
moved.(20)
Second, the two contenders for the title “nature” are the intrinsic
principles of matter and form, and in the final analysis form proves to be
nature more than matter, though matter remains essential. One should seek to
understand precisely how Aristotle understood form and matter to function as
principles of being moved and standstill.

It is helpful to recall that, for
Aristotle, physics is a science of movable being, or beings in motion. As such,
it is a very general science, for the class or genus of beings that are in
motion is very 
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large and contains within itself a
large number of species that differ in important ways. For instance, the general
science of physics considers both living and nonliving bodies; these two classes
of beings are treated specifically by the more specific sciences of biology and
chemistry, respectively.

As a science, physics attempts to see
and articulate the intelligible causes and principles that belong commonly to
all beings in motion. In this regard, Aristotle’s Physics was a very
daring work, for it emerged from the shadow of Parmenides (who judged motion to
be unintelligible and, hence, impossible) to claim that, since motion obviously is,
there must be intelligible principles and causes in the orderly motions of
natural beings. The motions of natural bodies are not chaotic; if they were, a
science of nature would be impossible. Instead we find, for the most part, that
bodies exhibit motions that tend to be both regular and orderly. The human mind
comes to understand the nature of bodies by attending to their characteristic
behaviors, and trying to see the intelligible order of such motions. In sum,
Aristotle was convinced that because motion exists it can and must be explained.

For Aristotle, matter and form are the
intrinsic principles that render motion intelligible. He does not intend either
of these principles to be taken as efficient causes of motion. Rather, as the
passive form of the verb kinesthai implies, they are passive principles
of motion. They are sources that serve to render intelligible a body’s natural
motions; we will see that they do this by determining the passivities of the
body to which they belong. The questions addressed in book 8, chapter 4 of the Physics
are such that Aristotle is forced to provide a more complete articulation
of these principles.

 



IV. Physics 8.4: Clarifying the Problem of
Natural

 Motion of Inanimate Natural Bodies



By Aristotle’s own admission (see Physics
8.4.254b34ff.), the motion of inanimate natural bodies is perhaps the most
difficult 
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issue he faces in the Physics.
Book 8 of the Physics, as a whole, is ordered toward proving the
existence of an unmoved mover that is ultimately responsible for the motions of
the entire cosmos. In order to prove an unmoved mover, however, Aristotle must
first establish the fact that no being independently moves itself, but, rather,
that everything in motion is moved by some other. This is the purpose of chapter
4. In the background are two questions: how can Aristotle’s definition of nature
as articulated in book 2, chapter 1 of the Physics apply to both living
and nonliving natural bodies, while at the same time preserving their
differences? and how does natural motion of inanimate bodies differ from violent
motion if both are efficiently caused by an external agent?

A) Self-Motion vs. Being Moved by
Another; Natural vs. Violent

Aristotle begins by distinguishing two
classes of movable beings: “Of things which are in motion according to
themselves, some are moved by themselves, and some are moved by others, and some
are moved by nature but others by force or contrary to nature” (254b12-14
[translation emended]). Reiterating that natural things are moved or in motion
“according to themselves,” which is to say that they possess a nature,
or some kind of an intrinsic “source” (arch) of motion,(21)
Aristotle goes on to make two key points. The first is that while some things,
by nature, move themselves (as in the case of animals),(22)
others, also by 
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nature, are moved by others: “And
of things which are moved by others, some are moved by nature” (254b20-22
[translation emended]). The second point is that natural things (whether
self-movers or not) are sometimes subjected to unnatural or violent motions. The
classification of movers and bodies in motion is as follows:

Bodies in Motion
		I. Moved by nature
			A. self-movers 
			B. non-self-movers moved by something else
		II. Moved by force
			A. self-mover moved entirely by something else
			B. non-self-mover moved by something else

What is the importance of these
distinctions? First of all, we note an important distinction between types of
motion; some motions are said to be “natural,” while others are said
to be violent, compulsory, or “contrary to nature.” But what is it
that makes a motion natural, and what makes a motion unnatural? Before we give a
positive answer, it is important to recognize that, according to the passage
above, “violent motion” is not synonymous with “being moved by
another,” nor is “natural motion” synonymous with
“self-motion.”(23)
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For Aristotle, as this passage makes
clear, being moved by another can be, and in fact often is, fully in keeping
with a body’s nature. Hence, being moved by another is simply not sufficient
grounds for naming a motion “violent”; rather, some further qualifier
is needed.

A passages from the Nicomachean
Ethics proves very helpful in providing the needed qualifier to designate a
motion as violent.(24) In this passage,
Aristotle provides a definition of “force” (bia) as it
pertains to human action: “It seems … that what forces a man is that
whose moving principle is external, without the man who is forced
contributing anything.”(25) There are
two criteria for a human action to be “by force”: first, there must be
an external moving principle, and second, the man being moved must
“contribute” nothing. Thus, we can infer that if the man
“contributes” something to the motion, his motion is not entirely
forced. When these conditions are met, however, the resulting motion will either
be contrary to nature, or at least not by nature.

From the discussion of human actions,
we can easily abstract the criteria for judging any motion to be violent: first,
the mover must be an external agent; and second, the body being moved must not
contribute anything to the resulting motion. Violent and natural motion may be
alike in that both may have an external source of motion, but in natural motion
the motion caused is “according to” the nature of the body being
moved, whereas in a violent motion the resulting motion either is “contrary
to” the nature of the moved body, or the nature of the substance being
moved contributes nothing to the character of the resulting motion. What
determines a motion as “violent” or “natural” is 
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not whether the body is moved by
another or by itself, but, rather, whether the motion is in keeping with the
body’s nature.(26)

The question remains, however, in
light of these distinctions, as to how a motion whose efficient cause is
“in another” can at the same time be in accordance with the nature of
the substance being moved. What does Aristotle have in mind when he says that a
body, though being moved by another, can none the less “contribute
something” to its motion, and thus render the motion “natural”? I
will argue that the contribution in question is grounded in the body’s proper ,
determined passivities; passivities, that is to say, that are established and
defined by the body’s first entelecheia, or substantial form. At this
point in the analysis, however, it is enough to underscore Aristotle’s point
that both self-movers, on the one hand, and bodies that by nature are moved by
others, on the other, are subject to motion that is natural and motion
that is violent. The point to note is that motion from another is
clearly not synonymous with violent motion.

While Aristotle does say that an
animal, as a whole, can move itself by nature, this does not mean that the
principle “everything moved is moved by another” does not apply to
living things. However, it must be remembered that a living thing is made up of
heterogeneous parts that are capable of moving and being moved by one another,
thereby causing the whole to move. Upon examination, it becomes clear that even
in self-movers there is always a distinction between mover and moved, though in
living things it is at times not clear “how to distinguish in them that
which causes motion and that which is moved”(Physics 8.4.254b29).

It is in violent motions, or motions
contrary to nature, that mover and moved are most easily distinguished, since in
such cases the motion is clearly caused by another, the moved object 
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clearly contributing nothing to the
motion. The most difficult case, however, is that of the natural motions of
inanimate substances. Nonliving natural bodies—bodies, that is, that are in
motion kath’ hauto—are by nature moved by another:

The greatest difficulty, however, lies in the remaining part of the last
division; for of things moved by others, some on the one hand were posited by us
as being in motion contrary to nature: and opposed to these, on the other hand,
there remain those that are in motion by nature. The latter are those (such as
light and heavy objects) that would cause the following difficulty: By what are
they moved? For each of these is moved to its opposite place [antikeimenous
topous] by force, and to its proper place [oikeinous topous] by
nature (the light moves up, the heavy moves down), but that by which they are
moved is not quite so evident as it is in a thing which is moved contrary to
nature. (Physics 8.4.254b34-255a6)



The question is clear: By what are
these bodies moved when they are moved “by nature”?

As Aristotle begins to address this
question, he expresses an important assumption that underlies his
considerations, namely, that natural bodies have proper and opposite places.
Fire, it appears, would rather be up, and earth would rather be down. The
validation for the claim of “natural places” comes principally from
the observation of regular behaviors of bodies. Fire, for example, regularly
goes up. From this we infer that up is the proper place of fire. Aristotle is
not thinking of place principally as a designated location in the universe, but
rather as a surrounding environment, the quality of which is constituted by the
bodies that make it up. What he means is that a natural body regularly moves
towards and comes to some sort of rest in proper, natural places (places, we may
say, that are hospitable to its nature) and away from opposite, unnatural, or
improper places (places, that is, that are inhospitable to its nature.) Such a
regularity found in natural phenomena is the basis for the claim that substances
have natural places.(27)
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B) Inanimate, Homoeomerous Bodies
Cannot be Self-Movers

Aristotle’s question, then, is the
following: what naturally moves an inanimate body, with observable regularity,
away from inhospitable surroundings and towards its natural place? For
Aristotle, the inanimate body moves “according to” its nature (kath’
hauto), and therefore not by force; but the inanimate body does not move
itself. In fact, Aristotle rules out the possibility that the inanimate body
could cause itself to move or stop, and this for two reasons. The first reason
is that self-motion is recognized in the power of living things to control and
govern their own motions. Nonliving bodies, however, simply are not found to be
capable of governing their motions. Instead we find that they always move in the
same direction and stop in the same conditions or circumstances, whereas living
things are capable of moving naturally in different, even opposite, directions.
Aristotle’s objection here hinges on the “unreasonableness” of the
claim that something that causes itself to move would have only one natural
motion. If earth had the independent power to make itself go down, it must also
have the power not to go down, or even to make itself go up. Absent these latter
two capacities, there are no rational grounds for saying earth moves itself
down.

The second reason Aristotle gives
against the self-motion of inanimate bodies provides a stronger foundation for
his first:

Again, how does something which is continuous (sunexes)
and has a natural unity (sumphues)
admit of causing itself to be moved? For in so far as a thing is one and
continuous but not in contact, it is apathes;
but in so far as separation has been made, one [part] can by nature act (poein)
and the other, be acted upon (pasxein).
So none of these things causes itself to be moved (for each has a ‘uniform
nature’ [sumphue]),
nor does anything else that is continuous, but in each case the mover must be
divided from that which is being moved, as in the case of lifeless things when
observed to be moved by living things. (Physics 8.4.254b34-255a18 [translation emended])





Here we encounter an important feature of his consideration of inanimate
substances. For Aristotle, inanimate substances differ from living substances by
having what he calls a “natural unity”
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(sumphues). In other passages
he says that such substances are “homoeomerous,” meaning that the
substance is such that “we can apply the same name in the same sense to a
part of it as to the whole.”(28) Each and
every part of a nonliving body is made up of the same stuff; that is to say, in
more precise language, the material possesses the very same fundamental
substantial order throughout, and there is thus no distinction of parts. Water
is water throughout; if one were to designate parts in a body of water by
dividing it up into various smaller quantities, one would find that the
substantial order of each part is identical with the substantial order of all
other parts, and of the whole.

Living things, on the other hand, are
made up of heterogeneous parts: bones, marrow, lungs, heart, etc., all of which
are organs (working parts) that perform distinct operations (works). The
heterogeneous parts and their operations are, in turn, all ordered toward the
good of the whole organism. In light of this heterogeneity, the matter-form
relationship in living things becomes very complex; one must consider a
hylomorphic unity that accounts for the variety of fundamental formal orders
found in the diverse parts of the organism, while at the same time preserving
the oneness of substantial form of the whole—no small task. The matter-form
relationship in nonliving, homoeomerous substances, by contrast, should appear
simple. In these substances, all of the matter—of whatever part, or whatever
designated quantity—shares the same substantial order; each part has the
identical formal definition as the whole. The result is that each part behaves
and reacts in the very same manner as the whole; that is to say, in more
Aristotelian language, each part, having the same substantial order, has the
same defined work (energeia, ergon).

In homoeomerous substances, it is
impossible for one part to act upon and hence change another part. The reason is
that no one part has anything that the other parts do not also have.(29)
Motion always involves contraries: white becomes tan, what is up 




  
  

  


page 569

comes down, heavy becomes light, hot
becomes cold, wet becomes dry; and the cause of such changes must, in some way,
possess the contrary perfection that is brought about.

In order for a motion to take place,
then, at least two things are necessary. First, the body to be moved in a
certain way must be capable of being moved in that way; pale skin is able to
become tan skin, but it is not capable of becoming perfectly transparent. There
are limits to what changes a given substance can undergo and still remain
itself. Second, and more technical, a motion always requires a mover that
already possesses the perfection towards which the moved body is being moved.
For motion, as Aristotle defines it, is entelecheia of dunamis
qua dunamis (see Physics 3.1.201a9ff). So, for example, if the
skin on an arm is able to become tan, but presently is pale, Aristotle would say
that the surface of the skin has a certain order (morphe or eidos)
that gives the skin the perfection, or actuality (entelecheia) of being
“pale”; but that same skin can be reordered in such a way that it will
have the perfection of being tan. Dunamis is this ability to be
reordered, which in this case belongs to the surface of the skin. Note, however,
that pale skin could not itself be the cause of the skin becoming tan. Even
though pale skin is potentially tan skin, it cannot cause itself to become tan,
for it does not have the perfection necessary to be a sufficient efficient
cause. Every change must have a sufficient cause, and the result of the change
will bear some semblance to the cause. The pale (the order on the surface) of
the skin cannot cause the skin to become tan (a different order in the same
surface). The white of a surface cannot cause the surface to become black. One
order cannot itself be the cause of its own destruction and the generation of a
new order. One or more other causes are needed.

This is precisely why homoeomerous
bodies cannot move themselves. Each part possesses the same formal order; formal
order is what engenders the body with its active and passive properties. Since
each part has the same active and passive properties, no part can act upon or
initiate a change in any other part. There is no contrariety (heterogeneity) in
the
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homoeomerous substance, and thus there
is no possibility of self motion.

To return to our initial question: how
can we say both that nonliving substances are always moved by another and that
their motions can be “by nature,” as opposed to violent? We can see
that we are not to think of the principle of nature as an efficient cause of
motion, or as a little imp inside the body causing the body to move. Nor can we
say that the body moves itself. Aristotle denies that inanimate bodies are
self-movers since they do not seem to move themselves with any independence and
their homoeomerity makes self-motion impossible. Instead, the natural inanimate
body, according to Aristotle, is moved naturally by others. But what exactly
does this mean?

 



C) Aristotle’s
Solution—Distinguishing the Levels of Dunamis

Rounding out the difficulty, Aristotle
makes one final point:

But it happens that these things [i.e., inanimate substances] are always
moved by something; this would become manifest if we were to distinguish the
causes. It is possible to take the things said [about the things being moved]
and [apply them] also to the movers; for some of them are movers contrary [para]
to nature (for instance, the lever [moluxos] is not by nature a mover
of heavy things); some things by nature (for example, the hot in-work [energeia]
is the mover of that which is hot potentially [dunamis]. And the same
holds similarly for other such things. (Physics 8.4.255a18-24)



This passage does two things. First, it reinforces the
points Aristotle has been making previously, namely, that of things moved by
another, some are moved naturally, and some by force. The same distinctions can
be applied to the extrinsic agents of motions: some extrinsic movers cause
motion by force or violence, such as a lever; other extrinsic movers cause
motion by means of nature, as for example, the actually hot moving the
potentially hot. Here, again, is the source of our question: how are we to
distinguish, in a rigorous fashion, natural motion from violent, in a way that
preserves the reality of both, when some natural motions are indeed caused
efficiently by an exterior agent?
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Second, Aristotle has begun to solve
the problem. The key to his distinction between natural and violent motion, we
shall see, lies not in the false dichotomy of self-motion and violent motion;
rather, it is found in the cooperation between the agency of another,
on the one hand, and the naturally defined, limited, and, in some cases,
elevated potency (dunamis) of the body moved, on the other.

Aristotle asserts that the source of
difficulty in identifying the cause of inanimate natural motion lies in the
complexity of the principle of dunamis: “Since dunamis is
said in many ways, the cause of the being moved of such things [i.e., inanimate
substances] is not manifest” (Physics 8.4.255a30-32). He then
provides an example that connects his analysis of inanimate natural motion to
his analysis of living natural motion:

The learner is potentially a scientist in a different way from the man
who has [the knowledge] already, but is not in work. Always, whenever at the
same time to poetikon and to pathetikon are, the thing in dunamis
comes to be in work, as for instance, the learner from being in potency comes to
be in a different potency (he who has the science but is not contemplating is,
in a way, in potency to being a scientist, but not in the same way as before he
learned [the science]), whenever in this way he holds, if something does not
impede, he will be in work and contemplate, or he will be the contradictory and
in ignorance. (Physics 8.4.255a33-b5)





In this example (which is very similar to the example he uses in De
Anima [2.1] to explain his definition of the soul as a first
actuality of a body with the potential for life), we find two distinct levels of
dunamis. First, there is
a student who currently has no knowledge of a particular science. The student is
not “disabled” in any way; he just has not, at this time, acquired the
information. He is not a knower, but he has the ability to be. Next there is a
somewhat complicated form of potency: namely, a man “who has the science
but is not contemplating” it. The scientist, like the student, is not
currently “contemplating,” which is to say, he is not in-work (energeia)
as a scientist; but we know that the scientist can contemplate his science, and
so he is a potential knower. We can also recognize, however, that the potencies
for contemplation
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are different in the noncontemplating
scientist and in the ignorant student. The scientist “has” something
that the student does not. The scientist has the knowledge; his intellect has
been “in-formed.” Being “in-formed” puts the scientist’s
intellect in a more immediate potency for contemplation than the student’s.
Thus, there is a formal difference between these two potencies—yet, I hasten to
add, both remain potencies.





D) Form and Matter as Co-Principles
of Natural Motion of Inanimate Bodies





Although this discussion of cognitional potencies has much more to offer in its
own right, we must keep in mind that it is offered as an example, a means for
helping us understand the motion of inanimate natural bodies. How does such an
example help in this regard? Aristotle explains as follows:





These things hold
similarly for natural things; for the cold is potentially hot, and whenever it
changes, it is already fire, and it burns, unless something prevents and
impedes; these things hold likewise for heavy and light things; for light things
come to be from heavy—for example, air comes from water (for this is first in
potential) and when it is light, it goes to work immediately, unless something
obstructs. The being-in-work of light things is to be in a certain ‘where’ and
up, and it is obstructed whenever it is in its opposite place. And this holds in
the same way for quantity and quality. (Physics
8.4.255b5-13 [translation emended])





The basic point of this complicated passage can be stated in this way: There are
at least two important levels of potency when we consider potency in relation to
energeia, or “being
in work,” and the difference between the two potencies is due to the
differing formal order, which limits, defines, and, in some cases, elevates one
of them. Taking Aristotle’s first example, we have something cold, which is
potentially hot, or potentially fire. A change takes place, the matter is in
some way reordered, and now what was cold and potentially hot is now something
hot. Notice, however, that the subject now being hot is not the end of
Aristotle’s account; rather he points to a further completion, namely,
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“burning.” While it is the
case that something hot is ordered towards burning, a strict reading of the text
implies that burning does not necessarily follow upon something being hot; for,
as Aristotle points out, something could impede or prevent the hot body from
burning. This is similar to what we saw before in the scientist. Though he had
the knowledge in question, he was not necessarily functioning as a scientist;
having the knowledge rendered him more immediately capable (potency) of
contemplating. Having the formal order making it to be hot does not necessarily
lead the body to work (burn) as a hot thing, but the formal order does put the
body into a more immediate potency for such activity (since the formal order
actually orders the body towards that activity).

The same reasoning applies to a light
body; it comes to be from something heavy, yet even when light it can be
prevented from acting or working in accordance with its nature. When prevented,
the light body is still in potency to its own proper activity or work; and this
potential is a result of its having a specific formal order that makes the body
to be light. Certain conditions must be met if the ordered potential of the body
is to be brought into complete functioning. That is to say, in order for a body
to act or work in accordance with its specific potential, it must have
impediments removed; the body must be in “a place” where the
surroundings do not inhibit, but rather, foster its being in work.

Aristotle is now in a position to draw
his conclusion:

This, however, is what is sought, [for the original question was,] on
account of what are the light things and heavy things moved to their place? The
cause is their natural ‘where’, and this is the to-be of light and heavy, the
one is defined by “up,” and the other by “down.” Something
is potentially light and heavy in many ways, as was said; for whenever something
is water, it is in a way potentially light, and when something is air, it is
still potentially light (for it admits of being impeded and not being up); but
if the impediment is taken away, it comes to be in work, and is always upward.
Similarly, the quality changes to being-in-work (energeia); for the
scientist immediately contemplates unless something impedes; and a quantity
expands unless something obstructs. (Physics 8.4.255b13-24 [translation
emended])
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Aristotle has been trying to explain
how inanimate bodies move ‘naturally’. The solution to this problem, he tells
us, lies in the right understanding of dunamis. Both water and air, he
says, are light, but in different ways. Water does not possess the quality of
lightness, but there is an underlying potency to water that can be changed, or
reordered, in such a way that the body takes on the property of lightness.
Should the body of water be reordered in such a way as to lose the quality of
heaviness, and take on the quality of lightness, the body is no longer water,
but now is air. Since water can be changed into a light thing, it is potentially
light. But air, too, according to Aristotle, is potentially a light thing. This
may surprise us, since it seems that once a body is air, it is already light.
Not so. It is now potentially light, but poten-tially light in a way different
from the way water is potentially light. The key to understanding this new
potential is to recognize that towards which the potency is ordered.

A body of air has a basic substantial
order that makes it to be air. One of the essential attributes, or properties,
of air is the quality of “being light.” Now “lightness”
clearly corresponds to a specific behavior, or natural motion—namely, moving
upward. But neither the basic substantial order, which grants the quality of
lightness, nor the quality of lightness itself, is completely or independently
responsible for the upward motion of the body. It must be recognized that the
surrounding environment either impedes or engenders the motion of the body. The
immediate surroundings of the place in which the body is found are essential for
explaining its motion. This explains why Aristotle always refers to a body
“being moved” upward, rather than simply “moving upward.”(30)
Again, immediately following the above quoted passage, we find Aristotle
reasserting a general but essential point: “It is clear that none of these
things moves itself by itself; but they do have a principle of motion, not of
moving or 
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of acting, but rather, of
being-acted-upon [pasxein]” (Physics 8.4.255b29-31).

 



V. Physics 2.1 and Physics 8.4
Compared



According to book 2 of the Physics,
both matter and form serve as intrinsic principles of motion, and form is nature
to a higher degree than matter. In book 8, chapter 4, Aristotle provides a
complex example of how these intrinsic principles serve as sources of natural
motion. What is now absolutely clear is that neither matter nor form functions
as efficient causes of motion, nor must they in order for the resulting motion
to qualify as natural. Rather, matter provides potential, and form renders that
potential determinate. (One might say that matter makes motion possible, while
form makes it intelligible, hence making form “nature” to a higher
degree.) Motion that is natural arises from these two intrinsic sources; but
while these sources are necessary, they are not sufficient. It is vital to keep
in mind that nature is a principle of being acted upon; hence form, as a
substantial order, establishes specific and proper path—species
specific passivities, or potencies. Form orders the very passivities and
potencies of matter, rendering them capable of being affected by other
correlatively defined agencies. The surrounding environment, or place, is
essential to natural motion, and hence an essential extrinsic principle of
natural motion. It is place that functions as the efficient cause of the natural
motions of inanimate natural bodies. According to Aristotle, place is made up of
bodies which possess sundry forms of agent power; such surrounding agencies act
upon the passivities of a body, thereby moving a body in accordance with the
body’s own specific nature. This is a natural motion.

If a body is acted upon by the
surrounding environment in such a way that the specific potencies are not
brought into work, but instead the body is moved contrary to its specific
natural potencies, we recognize the motion as forced or violent. Hence, by
clarifying how matter and form function as passive principles 
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pf motion, we are in a better position
to understand the difference between forced and natural motion.

 



VI. Conclusion





I believe that the exposition and analysis provided in this paper offer an
superior alternative to those readings that, by taking nature in book 2, chapter
1 of the Physics as an
efficient cause of motion belonging essentially to a body, pit the doctrines of
book 8 against the doctrines of book 2. As I have shown how the arguments of
book 8, chapter 4 are consistent with book 2, chapter 1, my reading supports a
unified reading of the Physics.

My reading has a further advantage. If
one compares the Physics’s discussion of the levels of potency (in 8.4)
with De Anima’s discussion of the levels of actuality (entelecheia,
in 2.1), one immediately sees similar themes. I cannot here take up the
comparison in any detail, but I believe that when the comparison is carried out
one comes away with the conviction that notion of first entelecheia is
the heart of Aristotle’s understanding, not only of the soul, but of nature in
general. Anyone trying truly to understand Aristotle ought to try to see how the
general concept of nature can be applied to both living and nonliving natural
bodies without animating the nonliving and without killing the living.
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WHILE ARISTOTLE HAS BEEN the primary historical source in the recent revival
of virtue ethics, Aquinas has played an important role in his own right,
especially with such philosophers as Philippa Foot, Rosalind Hursthouse, and
Alasdair MacIntyre.(1) Virtue ethicists have
drawn on and developed many aspects of the ethical thought of Aristotle and
Aquinas. One point to which they have not paid sufficient attention is whether
the classical and medieval conception of the moral life as the pursuit of
happiness (eudaimonia, beatitudo) amounts to a (perhaps very
subtle) form of egoism. Yet there are philosophers who have argued that
eudaimonistic approaches like those of Aristotle and Aquinas are indeed
egoistic.

Strangely, it is often sympathetic
commentators who make these arguments. They then go on to maintain that the
theory in question is only “formally egoistic” or some such, and to
suggest that this is not objectionable. Scott MacDonald and John Langan,(2)
whose views I shall consider below, take largely this approach to interpreting
Aquinas. I find this problematic because it seems to 
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me that “egoism” is
“said together with the bad.” Instead, I advocate an interpretation
according to which Aquinas is no sort of egoist at all, but rather a
perfectionist.

After defining some key terms, I shall
sketch a preliminary case for taking Aquinas to be an egoist, and then outline
my own interpretation of him as a perfectionist who sees well-being as part of
human perfection properly understood, and as choiceworthy precisely as
perfective. Following this I shall set out arguments drawn from MacDonald and
Langan, together with other argu-ments based on passages drawn from Aquinas’s
writings, that seek to show that, despite the reasons adduced for my
interpretation, Aquinas was an egoist (or perhaps that he waffled between
perfectionism and egoism). I shall respond to each of these argu-ments in turn,
endeavoring to show how each prima facie plausible case for egoism
collapses under the weight of closer scrutiny of the textual evidence. I accept
the principle that incon-sistency should be attributed to a great philosopher
only when absolutely necessary; here is where I shall show that the attri-bution
is not necessary even for the most “egoistic-sounding” passages of
Aquinas.



 



I. Definitions and Preliminary Clarifications



I use perfectionism in a
nonconsequentialist way, such that a theory is perfectionist if it recommends to
each agent that he or she pursue, as a primary and overriding goal, his or her
own perfection.(3) For human beings perfection
consists, essentially, in virtuous activity; it is about being the best person
one can be, acting well and “being good.” Egoism, on the
other hand, is about “well-being.” It is the doctrine that each agent
takes as his primary, overriding goal the achievement of his own welfare.

This might initially seem to be a
distinction without a difference: Is it not the case that in both doctrines the
agent takes as his primary goal what is good for him? There is, however, a 
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crucial difference of emphasis. The
perfectionist takes as his primary overriding goal what is good for
him—the “for him” is necessary because what it is to be good varies
across persons (e.g., a man who has children cannot be good without being a good
father, whereas as a childless man can). As the true athlete is committed to
excellence in sport and not to feelings of ex-hilaration, so the perfectionist
is committed to living a successful human life and not to the pursuit of
pleasure and satisfaction for their own sakes. Of course, given certain
assumptions about human psychology, it is surely the case that excellence in
sport turns out to involve feelings of exhilaration. And similarly, given
similar assumptions, a successful human life will involve pleasure and
satisfaction—pleasure in being good, for example, and satisfaction with how
one’s life is going. The point, however, is that such feelings are consequent
to, not the ground for, the excellence of which they are the enjoyment.

This crucial relationship between
“being good” and “well-being” is reversed for the egoist,
who takes as his primary goal his own welfare, what is good for him
(pursued precisely as what is good for him). It may well turn out the world is
such that the best way to pursue one’s own welfare is to lead a life that seems
quite unselfish from the outside. It may even be that the prudent egoist will
foster habits of fairness and feelings of concern for others (so that the good
of others, or some others, may come to be partly constitutive of the agent’s own
good, as some of those who inter-pret Aristotle and Aquinas as “formal
egoists” claim). The egoist, that is to say, might look rather like the
perfectionist. Still, the relationship between perfection and welfare is
reversed. Ulti-mately, the egoist does not enjoy or take satisfaction in things
or in his life because they are valuable, but values them because they satisfy
him.

Some may still insist that
(agent-relative) perfectionism is egoistic (although perhaps in a
nonobjectionable way) because the agent’s primary object of concern is still his
own life and activity. With these, my dispute may ultimately be
terminological—they are simply using the terms differently. But terms can be
important, 
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especially terms with such
connotations as “egoism” has. To see this, consider first the
testimony of Henry Sidgwick, Aquinas’s unlikely ally on this point:



[W]e must discard a common account of Egoism which describes its ultimate
end as the ‘good’ of the individual; for the term ‘good’ may cover all possible
views of the ultimate end for rational conduct. Indeed it may be said that
Egoism in this [to be discarded] sense was assumed in the whole ethical
controversy of ancient Greece; that is, it was assumed on all sides that a
rational individual would make the pursuit of his own good his supreme aim: the
controverted question was whether this Good was rightly conceived as Pleasure or
Virtue, or any tertium quid.(4)



Sidgwick’s view is that the term
“egoism” will become useless if we allow it to cast too wide a net—so
wide as to capture, for example, the pursuit of virtue and perfection. Here I
think he is absolutely right. Secondly, “self-centeredness” seems a
more promising label than “egoism” for a primary concern with one’s
own life that does not take the form of myopic concern with one’s own welfare.
The allegation that a theory endorses self-centeredness may well imply an
objection, but it would be a different objection.(5)
Finally, understanding egoism in terms of the pursuit of one’s own welfare
dovetails with common usage (an egoist is generally taken to be a selfish
person, one driven solely 
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by self-interest) and with that of
recent writers on welfare, such as L. W. Sumner.(6)

But how are we to understand welfare,
or well-being? Sumner himself defines it as “authentic happiness,”
where happiness comprises cognitive and affective satisfaction with one’s life
as a whole, and authenticity ensures that the satisfaction does not rest upon
compulsion or deception. Others may prefer to define it in terms of, for
example, a pleasant life, or a life experienced as worthwhile. Still others may
insist that not only must a life of well-being involve satisfaction or pleasure,
but it must also be the case that what pleases, or what satisfies, be itself
objectively good: Robert Adams, for example, defines welfare as “a life
characterized by enjoyment of the excellent.”(7)
Wherever we might come down on these details, however, Sumner seems to have his
finger on something important: namely, that, however we go on to amplify or
qualify it, the core of our notion of well-being or welfare (the state of things
going well for the agent) is the agent’s satisfaction with his condition. For
our purposes, if we can convict Aquinas of recommending to the agent the pursuit
of what is good for him, the pursuit of his own welfare conceived in
any of a range of plausible ways, and conceived as his final end, then the case
for an egoistic interpretation will be made. The arguments I shall consider will
interpret Aquinas as recommend-ing the pursuit, as the agent’s final end, of
what is in the agent’s interest, of the agent’s own fulfillment, of complete
satisfaction, of the agent’s own private good. The arguments characterize 
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beatitudo,
the agent’s final end, to varying degrees of specificity, but in each case as a
plausible characterization of welfare, of what is good for the agent—and
therefore we can interpret these arguments as allegations that Aquinas was an
egoist.

We need to note one last distinction,
made by Shelly Kagan between normative factors and foundations.(8)
We may call normative factors those features of the moral environment
that help make actions have the moral status they do (right or wrong, good or
bad, virtuous or vicious). Factors are what moral agents should see as salient
to deliberation. Standard examples of normative factors include special
obligations, consequences, duties such as nonmaleficence and promise-keeping.
Most moral theorists will agree that such and other factors are indeed salient
to moral deliberation, but they will disagree on why, and on how they are to be
ranked. To take up such questions is to move into the realm of normative
foundations, which provide the justi-fication (and in some cases the
motivation) for the agents’ regard for factors. Different ethical theories
appeal to different founda-tions: overall consequences, the universalizability
of maxims, a social contract, individual welfare, or perfection.

Normative theories may variously
combine foundations and factors. Rule-utilitarianism, for example, gives
priority to rule-following at the factoral level, while grounding the rules, at
the foundational level, in their expected consequences. Many other combinations
are possible, including a normative theory that recommends the cultivation of
certain traits and direct concern for friends and civic duties at the factoral
level while justifying these, at the foundational level, on the grounds that
according deliberative weight to such factors is the best way to achieve one’s
own welfare. The advocate of such a theory would certainly escape any charge of
“factoral egoism,” but would still be a “foundational
egoist.”(9)
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At the factoral level, Aquinas is a
pluralist, for although “the force of the first intention, which is in view
of the ultimate end, remains in the desiring of anything,” very often when
one acts in given situations “one is not actually considering the ultimate
end, just as when going somewhere we do not have to think of the end at every
step.”(10) Aquinas admits all sorts of
factors as relevant to concrete decisions: pleasure, relaxation, or knowledge
(cf. STh I-II, q. 1, a. 6, ad 1 and 2), or the good of another (the aim
of just acts; cf., e.g., STh I-II, q. 56, a. 6). The fact that among
the normative factors that, according to Aquinas, we take into account are such
things as the good of others and the common good indicates that the charge of
factoral egoism cannot even get off the ground. Yet Aquinas is a eudaimonist at
the foundational level. This is so clear and so universally accepted that I
shall simply point to a few passages that illustrate this: “All things
which man desires he necessarily desires for an ultimate end” (STh
I-II, q. 1, a. 6); “all desire their good to be complete” (STh
I-II, q. 1, a. 7); and “Man’s ultimate end is happiness” (STh
I-II, q. 1, a. 8, sc).

This helps us clarify our question,
was Aquinas an egoist? Whether he was or not depends upon whether beatitudo
can be fairly translated as “welfare.” It is not enough to clear him
simply to point to things he says about friendship or justice because these
might obtain only at the factoral level.(11)
Neither is it enough to 




  
  

  


page 584

condemn him to point out that he
construes the moral life as the pursuit of happiness—“happiness” (beatitudo)
is a place-holder for the final end, whatever that is. We want to know the
nature of this end, and particularly whether it is perfection, welfare, or any tertium
quid.



II. Grace as Perfecting Nature



Before assessing the nature of the
human end we must touch on the relationship between nature and grace in Aquinas.
In asking whether he was an egoist, the evidence reviewed will include things he
says about the aims and actions of charitable persons. Aquinas, relying on
Scripture (2 Pet 1:4), insists that in being reborn through grace we participate
in and in some sense receive a new (divine) nature (STh I-II, q. 110,
a. 3). It is important to make clear is that this “new nature” is not
utterly alien to the old, that grace does not destroy nature but perfects it.

Happily, Aquinas says just this in the
very first question of the Summa: “grace does not destroy nature,
but perfects it [Cum igitur gratia non tollat naturam, sed perficiat]”
(STh I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2). Question 12 of the Prima Pars also
speaks to this point. We have a natural desire to know God as the first cause of
things (STh I, q. 12, a. 1); we know God better by grace than by
natural reason (STh I, q. 12, a. 13), but faith still falls short of
the vision and understanding we seek (ibid., ad 3); we know God as he is in
himself only when he himself directly actualizes our intellects strengthened by
“the light of glory” (STh I, q. 12, a. 5; ibid., ad 3). This
nicely illustrates Aquinas’s view of the tendency of human development: from
first to second nature (e.g., from the capacity for and love of knowledge to the
virtue of wisdom), from second nature to grace (from natural wisdom to the gift
of wisdom), and from grace to glory (the beatific vision). Always the higher
stage elevates without eliminating the lower: “But the first must ever be
preserved in the second. Consequently nature must be preserved in beatitude [natura
salvetur in beatitudine]” (STh I, q. 62, a. 7).
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In the moral realm, Aquinas insists
that we can achieve some goodness without grace, but will always fall short of
perfection without grace (cf. STh I-II, q. 109, a. 2). We see this too
in Aquinas’s adoption of Macrobius’s division of the four kinds of virtues:
exemplary, purified, purifying, and political (naturally acquired). Political
virtues such as justice “exist in man according to the condition of his
nature” (STh I-II, q. 61, a. 5). Aquinas later clarifies that
while true, perfect moral virtue cannot be acquired by human acts without grace,
virtues “productive of good works ordered to an end which does not surpass
the natural capacity of man, can be acquired by human actions. And acquired in
this way they can be without charity, as has happened with many pagans [gentilibus]”
(STh I-II, q. 65, a. 2).(12) Grace need
not start from scratch; rather, it perfects the work nature is already
attempting.



 



III. A Preliminary Statement of the Cases

against and for Aquinas



As I stated above, that Aquinas sees
the moral life as the pursuit of happiness is not enough to convict him of
egoism. Yet, when we find him saying things like, happiness “must so
entirely satisfy man’s desire that there is nothing left for him to desire”
(STh I-II, q. 1, a. 5) and “to desire happiness is simply to
desire that one’s will be wholly satisfied” (STh I-II, q. 5, a.
8), we may seem forced in this direction, for this sounds very much as though
Aquinas does see happiness as welfare or overall satisfaction. The impetus
toward an egoistic interpretation is further strengthened by consideration of
his claim that man naturally wills his own good but requires virtues such as
justice or charity to will the good of others or of God (cf. STh I-II,
q. 56, a. 6)—especially when we combine this with his further contention that
charity as love of God follows upon our belief that God will enable us to attain
happiness (cf. STh I-II, q. 62, a. 4), so that even charity can seem
motivated by self-interest.
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I shall return to a fuller discussion
of these passages, but right away, given the description of the way grace
perfects rather than destroys nature, we should suspect that there is something
wrong here, at least with the egoistic interpretation of the latter pair of
passages. If charity is a love of God, in which God is loved as a friend and for
his own sake (see STh II-II, q. 23, a. 1; II-II, q. 26, a. 3), and if
grace in the form of charity perfects rather than destroys the nature of the
will, then surely it must be the case that in orienting the will to the love of
God for his own sake (and for that matter to the love of neighbor for his or her
own sake) the virtue of charity is amplifying and perfecting an other-regarding
tendency that is already natural to the will. As Etienne Gilson puts it:



[For Aquinas] man naturally loves God more than himself. This love which
puts God above all things is not yet charity, but the natural dilection to be
perfected and fulfilled by charity. To suppose the contrary, to admit that man
naturally loves himself more than God … would be to admit that grace, in
order to make the love of God prevail over love of self in the soul, would have
to destroy nature instead of perfecting it.(13)



It seems clear that the love under
discussion here is the love of friendship, as it is slated to be perfected by
charity, the highest form of the love of friendship. This suggests two points.
First, we seem not to need grace, although we may need virtues like justice, to
love others and to will their good; in other words, loving others for their own
sake is within our natural power. Second, “natural dilection” prior to
the advent of grace is not egoistic. To love another for that other’s
sake—especially when one loves that other more than one loves oneself—is
inconsistent with egoism, which insists that the agent’s overriding goal be what
is good for himself. As Aquinas puts it, the agent “does not
naturally love God for his own good, but for God’s sake.”(14)
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Looking back to the pair of passages
cited at the beginning of this section which seem to imply that happiness, for
Aquinas, consists in satisfaction, we may note the profound inconsistency of
this (egoistic) interpretation with Aquinas’s contention that “fault [culpa]
is a greater evil than pain [poena]” (STh I, q. 48, a. 6,
sc). As he goes on to explain in the body of the article, “Fault
has the nature of evil more than pain has; not only more than pain of sense… but also more than any kind of pain, thus taking pain in its most general
meaning, so as to include privation of grace or glory.” Failing at
“being good” seems worse than being deprived of “well-being”
or welfare (to return to the terms used in distinguishing perfectionism from
egoism in section I). Or, sin and vice are worse than misery or even hell (if per
impossibile one could be there without sin). This would be an odd position
for an egoist to take!

That Aquinas was not an egoist may be
shown by the following argument. I shall first simply set it out, and then
explain Aquinas’s view of human perfection, and in particular how it is not the
same as welfare in the sense required for an egoistic interpretation, but does
contain it as a proper part.(15)
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(1) A doctrine is egoistic if and only
if it holds that agents are to pursue their own welfare as their ultimate end
(as discussed in section I above).

(2) Aquinas’s doctrine holds that
agents are to pursue their own perfection as their ultimate end. He writes, for
example, that “all desire their own perfection [omnia appetunt suam
perfectionem]” (STh I, q. 5, a. 1), where perfection consists
in being in act, being fully what one is (cf. STh I, q. 4, a. 1). He
ratifies this in the human case: “happiness,” which is man’s ultimate
end, “is man’s ultimate perfection [Est enim beatitudo ultima hominis
perfectio]” (STh I-II, q. 3, a. 2).

(3) But perfection as Aquinas
understands it is not in essence the same as welfare.

(4) Thus, Aquinas’s doctrine does not
hold that agents are to pursue their own welfare as their ultimate end.

(5) Therefore Aquinas’s doctrine is
not egoistic.





The obvious question is, can this
perfectionist interpretation accommodate the welfarist elements of happiness
that form the basis of the egoistic interpretation sketched above (e.g., the
apparent concern for satisfaction), or is Aquinas’s normative theory not fully
consistent? To answer this question we need to look at some of the details of
Aquinas’s conception of human perfection.

Aquinas tells us “the ultimate
end of things is to become like God,”(16)
and “each thing imitates the divine goodness according to its measure”
(ScG III, c. 20). Yet he also says that God is the ultimate end of all
things (ScG III, c. 17; cf. STh I-II, q. 1, a. 8), and that
“man’s ultimate end is an extrinsic good [bonum extrinsecum]—God”
(STh I-II, q. 3, a. 5, ad 3). The ultimate end seems to be both God and
the imitation of God appropriate to that particular imitator. And so it is.
Aquinas draws a distinction between the ultimate end as object (res, objectum)—call
this UEO—and as the attainment of the object (or possession, use, or
enjoyment (adeptio, vel possessio, seu usus, aut fruitio ejus rei)—call
this UEA—(cf. STh I-II, q. 3, a. 1). Creatures, Aquinas is 
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saying, attain their ultimate end of
perfection (UEA) by imitating God (UEO).

Each creature imitates God
“according to its measure.” Nonrational creatures imitate him by
participating in some likeness of him, insofar as they exist, live and
reproduce, and know (by their senses). Human beings attain their ultimate end by
knowing and loving God (cf. STh I-II, q. 1, a. 8). Now the very essence
of human happiness is knowing God (I shall return to this shortly); therefore,
knowing God is also imitating him, in the way appropriate to an intellectual
creature such as man. Aquinas considers (STh I-II, q. 3, a. 5, obj. 1)
the claim that happiness consists in activity of the practical intellect rather
than the speculative, on the grounds that our ultimate end is to become like
God, and the practical intellect is the cause of the things it thinks, as is
God. Here is his response in full:



The likening [similitudo] of the practical intellect to God,
spoken of in the objection, is according to proportionality, that is, the
practical intellect is related to what it knows as God to what He knows. But the
likening [assimilatio] of the speculative intellect to God is according
to union or representation [unionem, vel informationem], which is a
much greater likeness. In addition, we may answer that with respect to the
principal thing known, which is His essence, God has only speculative knowledge,
not practical.





It is by knowing God that we become like him according to our measure, become
perfect instances of ourselves.

Aquinas makes the point that our
perfection lies in con-templation in another way too. He holds that our
perfection lies in knowing God because perfection “must be man’s highest
activity [optima operatio]; his highest activity is that of his highest
power in relation to its highest object(17) [optimae
potentiae respectu optimi objecti]”—and that is the speculative
intellect contemplating God (STh I-II, q. 3, a. 5).

How are delight and satisfaction, what
I called the welfarist elements, to be fitted into this rather intellectual
conception of beatitude? Happiness (as UEA) is essentially the
contemplation of 
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God (the UEO), which
perfects the intellect (STh I-II, q. 3, a. 8). The delight and
satisfaction of the will follow upon the intellectual attainment as a “per
se accident” (STh I-II, q. 3, a. 4), such that happiness
“cannot be without a concomitant delight” (STh I-II, q. 4, a.
1), for the will rests in the highest good when it is attained, and this repose
of the will is just what delight is (cf. ibid., ad 1); peace also follows (STh
I-II, q. 3, a. 4, ad 1). Let me stress that, although delight is in some sense a
consequence of happiness, it is also a part of it (it is not simply an accident,
but a per se accident). The repose of the will in something good is itself
desired; the will does in fact seek to rest in the activity of contemplation:
“it seeks to be at rest in the activity because that is its good” (STh
I-II, q. 4, a. 2). We may say that the repose of the will that is delight is
also desired.(18) The welfarist elements of
happiness follow upon the essence of beatitude necessarily (per se
accidents as tightly bound to the essence as powers—a kind of accident—of the
soul are to its essence).

What of virtue? As we have noted,
happiness for Aquinas is virtuous activity, in essence intellectually
virtuous activity (the main virtue here being wisdom, not just natural but also
the wisdom granted by grace, the gift of wisdom).(19)
Also, rectitude of the will is required for happiness, not only concomitantly or
as a per se accident, but also antecedently (cf. STh I-II, q.
4, a. 4). Lack of moral virtue, and the inappropriate desires or fears attendant
upon such a lack, would prevent an agent from fully dedicating himself to the
final end. (Notice that rectitude of will involves not 
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just the virtues of the will—justice,
hope, charity—but also fortitude, temperance, and their associated virtues,
since the passions can influence the will.)

In sum, our ultimate end (taken as UEA)
is perfection, which for us as creatures is our highest activity in relation to
the highest object, God. Put differently, our end is to stand in the right
relation to God. It follows that our perfection involves the virtuous
integration and direction of the whole person toward friendship with God; but
also, or rather as a small but significant part of this, our perfection
includes our welfare.(20) It is good to be
at peace and satisfied with being good and acting well, and it is an excellence
to enjoy excellence.(21) Such feelings are
consequent to, not the ground for, the excellence of which they are the
enjoyment. We do not see the crucial reversal made by the egoist, who does see
such feelings as the ground for the value accorded to being good and acting
well.



IV. Objections and Replies





In this section I shall present the strongest case I can for the claim that
Aquinas was an egoist of some sort. Now, the argument of the previous section
makes it clear that such an interpretation cannot be vindicated. What could be
maintained with much more plausibility, though, is the claim that Aquinas was
inconsistent, that he waffled between perfectionism and egoism. If this claim
could be established, it would then be a matter for argument which elements
preponderate, how to clean up the mess, and so forth. The case for Aquinas’s
egoism, or at least for the presence in his moral theory of important egoistic
elements, here takes the form of five different arguments; perhaps it should be
seen as
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“five ways” of seeing him as
an egoist. In each instance Aquinas is interpreted as recommending that agents
pursue what is good for them, their own welfare. These five ways are
compatible, with some being more specific about the character of beatitudo
(interpreted as welfare) and how it is good for the agent (e.g., the
satisfaction argument) and others less so (e.g., the private good argument). In
each case, though, I believe we would intuitively agree that an agent who
followed Aquinas’s (alleged) recom-mendation was egoistic.

The latter three of these
“ways” are basically “anticipated objections” to my
interpretation of Aquinas as a perfectionist, objections I have formulated based
on a number of passages from Aquinas’s writings that do seem, or can seem, to
support an egoistic reading. The first two arguments are drawn from articles by
Scott MacDonald and John Langan. I am not concerned here to offer a
comprehensive assessment of MacDonald’s and Langan’s larger projects, with some
aspects of which I am in sympathy. Instead, I draw on these articles simply to
present arguments, which have been made by contemporary commen-tators on
Aquinas, in favor of interpreting him as an egoist. As always in such cases,
there is some danger that their use of certain terms, and in particular of
“egoism,” will not line up exactly with mine. There is some danger,
then, that my dispute with these authors may turn out to be largely verbal. I
believe it will become clear that Langan’s use of “egoism” does line
up quite closely enough with mine for a substantive dispute; with MacDonald’s
use there will be some question, and I shall address this issue explicitly
below. In the end, I am not primarily concerned with an exegesis of Langan and
MacDonald; the main function of my reference to these articles is to help me
construct the strongest case I can for an egoistic interpretation of Aquinas. By
responding successfully to the strongest case for egoism I shall more
effectively support my own perfectionist interpretation. Following the
presentation of each “way,” I shall defend an alternative reading of
the passages invoked that shows how they can fit quite 
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snugly into a nonegoistic,
perfectionist understanding of Aquinas’s moral theory.



 

A) MacDonald’s Interest Argument



Scott MacDonald argues in
“Egoistic Rationalism: Aquinas’s Basis for Christian Morality” that
Aquinas’s natural teleology yields in human beings a kind of “psychological
egoism.” MacDonald’s chief goal in this essay is to advance, as a
foundation for Christian morality, an alternative to a divine command metaethics,
what he calls “egoistic rationalism,” and he holds up Aquinas as an
exemplar of this approach. This approach is “rationalist” in that,
roughly, its content is determined by, and accessible to, reason. It is
“egoistic” in that it portrays human beings as seeking their own
perfection or complete actuality—he calls this “Aquinas’s metaethical
egoism.”(22) But why think this is a form
of egoism? Seeking one’s own perfection sounds like perfectionism. Indeed, some
of MacDonald’s remarks suggest that my disagreement with him may be chiefly
terminological (see below). Yet others point toward a more substantive dispute;
for example:



Aquinas’s natural teleology applied to human beings appears to yield a
sort of psychological egoism. According to Aquinas, a human being naturally
pursues (wills) its perfection or good (the human good) in virtue of the sort of
soul (psyche) it has… . it seems natural to assume that what perfects a
human being or what a human being’s good consists in is what is in that human
being’s interest. Hence, Aquinas’s claim can be reformulated as the claim that
human beings always pursue their own interest as a matter of psychological
necessity.(23)



We naturally pursue our own good,
which is what is in our interest. Here our interest and what is in it are left
undefined, but other remarks MacDonald makes suggest how it might be understood.
He tells us that Aquinas thinks “the concept of the good is the concept of
what is desirable and the concept of the complete human good, happiness, is the
concept of what 
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completely satisfies human
desires”;(24) elsewhere MacDonald speaks of
Thomistic practical rationality as allowing the agent “to maximize
satisfaction of her desires.”(25) Such
passages could be understood as interpreting Aquinas to be recommending the
pursuit of our own welfare, seen in terms of our complete satisfaction. To the
extent that this is right, MacDonald’s interpretation will link up with
arguments discussed below (subsections B and C). But we might
also take phrases like “our own interest” to be synonymous with what
is good for us, or with our private good simply (so that the exact
character of that good, or of our welfare, is left unspecified)—to the extent
that this is so, other passages treated below (subsections D and E)
will provide some further support for his view.

However fleshed out, the pursuit of
one’s own interests as an overriding goal smacks of egoism. This interest
argument, seemingly grounded firmly in Aquinas’s natural teleology, promises to
support a variety of egoistic interpretations. A closer look at the argument,
however, shows that it cannot keep such promises. We can reformulate the
argument thus:



Premise: All human
beings naturally pursue their own perfection.



Premise: Their own
perfection is what is in the interest of human beings.



Conclusion: All human
beings naturally pursue their own interest.



If we take “interest” here
to be synonymous with “welfare” in our sense, the conclusion means
that Aquinas sees all human beings as psychological egoists, as MacDonald said.
But notice that this argument is invalid. All that really follows from the
premises is that all human beings pursue what is in their interests.
The loving contemplation of God that is our perfection will completely satisfy
us, and is the only thing that will. In pursuing con-templation we therefore
pursue what is in our interest. But this is not egoistic unless we
pursue perfection only because it is in our
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interest (or in other words, for the
sake of welfare). But, for Aquinas, we do not: We pursue perfection for its own
sake: “Nor does the will seek good for the sake of repose” (STh
I-II, q. 4, a. 2).

Three options are open to MacDonald.
He could call our attention back to his remarks about satisfaction and his
citation of passages like question 5, article 8 of the Prima Secundae.(26)
He could, second, move in the direction of the private good argument.(27)
These sorts of moves would make clear that the allegation is that we pursue what
is in our interest because it is in out interest (they are addressed in
the following sections). The third option would be to insist that he is using
the term “egoism” differently than we are. Some passages certainly
suggest this might be the case. MacDonald holds that, for Aquinas, humans do
seek only their own interests, but that “their own interest is not narrowly
individualistic… . Hence, when human beings seek the good of the family or
the city they seek it as part of their own good.”(28)
MacDonald goes on to explain, this “does not mean that one does not seek
the good of others for its own sake but only for the sake of one’s own good. One
can seek the constituents of one’s own good for their own sakes, and also for
the sake of the good of which they are constituents.”(29)

Obviously, MacDonald is not trying to
answer my questions in my terms, but I do think he has left unresolved questions
about how to understand some of his claims. It could turn out that my
disagreement with MacDonald is essentially terminological. But even if so, it is
an important one as such disagreements go. If nothing else, labeling Thomistic
ethics a kind of “Egoistic Rationalism” seems an unpromising way to
make it inviting to contemporary Christian philosophers (one goal of MacDonald’s
paper)—“Rational Perfectionism” or even “Agent-Relative
Perfectionism” strike me as more inviting and more accurate, both 
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on this third understanding of
MacDonald and on what I think is the right understanding of Aquinas.



B) Langan’s Fulfillment Argument



In “Egoism and Morality in the
Theological Teleology of Thomas Aquinas,” John Langan interprets Aquinas as
“a long-range supernatural egoist” who “treats morality as a
means to attaining an ultimate good.”(30)
Part of his brief is to show how such an egoism can ground an approach to life
that has recognizably moral and even ascetic contours, and to suggest that these
contours, constituting Aquinas’s normative ethics (which occupies the
“space between” its egoistic foundation and its theological telos)(31)
may be of interest even to those who reject Aquinas’s egoism and theology. My
concern will be with his argument for attributing the egoistic foundation to
Aquinas’s ethics in the first place.

Langan bases this attribution on his
interpretation of Aquinas’s notion of the final end. He quotes Aquinas’s remark
that “All desire their complete fulfillment, which, as we have noted, is
what the final end means” (STh I-II, q. 1, a. 7), and goes on to
speak of “the condition of complete fulfillment or satisfaction of a
person’s desires,”(32) clearly taking
fulfillment to be the same thing as satisfaction. Key to his argument is his
reading of Aquinas’s distinction between the ultimate end as object and as
attainment:

“a) as a definite thing or
condition or activity the attainment and realization of which is completely
satisfactory, b) as the complete satisfaction of one’s desires.”(33)

Along these lines, Langan says of
Aquinas that “he shares Hobbes’s understanding of good as the object of
appetite or desire,”(34) and that
“Hobbes and Aquinas both hold that all human persons … desire the
satisfaction of their desires and a life of 
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sure contentment.”(35)
In my terminology, the ultimate end for both is welfare. All that distinguishes
them is the kind of natural inclinations they attribute to human beings(36)
and the fact that Aquinas thinks that there is in fact an object (God) which can
satisfy our desires, and turns out to be such that we must rectify our will (or,
become morally good) in order to attain it.(37)
As important as these differences are metaphysically speaking, they do not alter
the basic goal of the agent, which is welfare in a roughly Sumnerian sense of
complete satisfaction. Thus does Aquinas turn out to be some sort of
foundational (“long-range”) egoist for whom moral concerns are
ultimately instrumental.

Langan’s interpretation of Aquinas is
in the end insupportable, due to three related mistakes that he makes.(38)
The most important is his claim that Hobbes and Aquinas share an
“understanding of good as the object of appetite.”(39)
Both agree that the good is the object of appetite, but that is as far as their
agreement goes. Hobbes thinks that we call something good because we desire it,
not because it is inherently valuable. For Aquinas we desire something because
we think it good: “a thing is desirable only insofar as it is perfect”
(STh I, q. 5, a. 1; see also I Nic. Ethic., lect. 1 [9]).
Aquinas is diametrically opposed to Hobbes on this point. This sheds light on
Langan’s other mistakes, for they too tend to treat desire and its satisfaction
as primary when they are actually secondary to goodness.

The second mistake is the following.
Langan writes, “Hobbes and Aquinas both hold that all human persons …
desire the satisfaction of their desires and a life of sure contentment.”(40)
Yes, but not in the same way. For Hobbes, desire satisfaction and contentment,
and the quieting of the fear of death, are together the essence of the felicity
we seek (without real hope). This is not 




  
  

  


page 598

the case for Aquinas, according to
whom we do seek, to be sure, the satisfaction of our desires and the resulting
contentment, but we do not seek these things exclusively or even primarily.
Rather we seek first perfection and then these things insofar as they are part
of our perfection (see above). We desire things, even our own satisfaction and
contentment, because they are good. There can be no good argument from this
superficial agreement with Hobbes to the conclusion that Aquinas is an egoist.

Langan’s third (closely related)
mistake lies in his interpretation of Aquinas’s distinction between the ultimate
end as object and as attainment, in terms of “a) as a definite thing or
condition or activity the attainment and realization of which is completely
satisfactory, [and] b) as the complete satisfaction of one’s desires.”(41)
Langan is paraphrasing rather than quoting here, and does not give a citation,
so it is difficult to know just where he thinks Aquinas says this. Aquinas draws
a distinction between two senses of the ultimate end (which we have called UEO
and UEA) in a number of places in the Prima Secundae (e.g.,
q. 1, a. 7; q. 1, a. 8; q. 3, a. 1; and q. 5, a. 8, with the last one coming
closest to Langan’s formulation). Langan had been talking about question 1,
article 5, where the distinction is not drawn, but he shortly afterward does
cite question 1, article 7, where the distinction is cast in terms of the notion
(ratio) of the ultimate end (UEA), and that in which the
notion is realized (UEO). Langan quotes Aquinas as saying there, with
regard to the UEA: “All desire their complete fulfillment,
which, as we have noted, is what the final end means (est ratio ultimi finis).”(42)
I believe the translation is his own, but at any rate I should like to quarrel
with it. The word translated as “fulfillment”—which seemingly has the
sort of connotations needed by one who is trying to establish that Aquinas
understands the UEA as desire satisfaction (Langan goes on to speak
of “the condition of complete fulfillment or satisfaction of a person’s
desires” as though the disjuncts were equivalent)(43)—is
perfectio, which does not have these 
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connotations. Langan’s argument is
that in seeking the attainment of the ultimate end the Thomistic agent seeks
satisfaction, and therefore is an egoist of some stripe. But the argument falls
flat because the UEA is not satisfaction, but is that perfect
activity which will, as a matter of fact, satisfy.(44)



C) The Satisfaction Argument



These arguments drawn from Langan and
MacDonald do not successfully convict Aquinas of egoism. Still, it is possible
to cite texts supporting the idea that Thomistic agents pursue their own
satisfaction, and that can seem to call for an egoistic inter-pretation. Langan
and MacDonald cite some, but I do not think they exploit these and other
passages to the fullest extent. Here are some of the starkest. Our ultimate end,
happiness, “must so entirely satisfy man’s desire that there is nothing
left for him to desire” (STh I-II, q. 1, a. 5). Again, “Each
thing desires its own fulfillment and therefore desires for its ultimate end a
good that perfects and completes it” (ibid.). Perhaps most damning,
“Hence to desire happiness is simply to desire that one’s will be wholly
satisfied, and this everyone desires” (STh I-II, q. 5, a. 8).
Moreover, Aquinas indicates that the ultimate end understood as object (money,
or whatever object an agent takes as his ultimate end) is ordered to the agent’s
possession and enjoyment of that object; in this sense the agent uses even the
ultimate end (cf. STh I-II, q. 16, a. 3; and ibid., ad 1 and 2). Thus
the ultimate end in terms of attainment is the satisfying repose of the will in
a fitting object, and so morality is a means to the ultimate end of the agent’s
own welfare (here again understood in terms of complete satisfaction), a useful
instrument for the enlightened egoist—so Langan and (perhaps) MacDonald argue,
and so many passages in the Summa seem to indicate.

These are tough passages for the
perfectionist. The gist of the reply, however, should be clear from what I have
said above: 
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perfection includes welfare within it,
so of course it will satisfy, delight, and so forth. Still, the passages cited
demand individual attention. The claim that happiness must completely satisfy
man’s desire (STh I-II, q. 1, a. 5) looks to be giving an account of
the essence of happiness. But this would be odd, given that Aquinas later (STh
I-II, q. 3, a. 5) states explicitly that the essence of happiness consists in an
activity of the speculative intellect. Indeed, close attention to the context of
the former passage shows that it is not so. Aquinas has just said that each
desires a good that perfects him; the passage cited in the objection is preceded
by “Oportet igitur”—it is therefore necessary that
happiness com-pletely satisfy man’s desire and so forth. The satisfaction is
necessary for happiness because it is a consequence of it, as heat is needed for
fire (as Aquinas explicitly says of pleasure [STh I-II, q. 4, a. 1]).(45)

The other passage quoted from question
1, article 5, in which Aquinas says that each “desires its own
fulfillment” and for this reason desires a good that “perfects and
completes” him is easily dealt with, along the same lines as we dealt (in
the previous section) with another passage involving the term
“fulfillment.” The objection is based on a misunderstanding of the
term; what Aquinas actually says is that each desires his own perfection (suam
perfectionem) and thus desires a good that will in fact perfect him.

What of the passage from question 16,
article 3, suggesting that the UEO is ordered to the agent’s use and
enjoyment of it? Aquinas points out that the end of the miser is not money
simply, but his possession of it. In the same way, we cannot speak of a man
aiming at God, full stop, as though he were a clay pigeon. The man must be
aiming at a certain relationship with God—namely, the relationship that
perfects the man, making him to be as he should. God is willed in the willing of
a certain relationship with him, and so in a sense God is willed as
“part” of a whole (man in the right relation to God). But a part is
for the sake of the whole, a (constitutive) means to the whole, and thus 
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the part is “applied to” the
whole or “used” in the sense Aquinas has in mind here. The language he
employs in this article would be unfortunate, and would have to be judged very
poorly chosen, had he been concerned here with fending off charges of egoism (he
speaks of possession and enjoyment of the UEO, and so forth). But
this was not his concern. We—or at any rate the blessed—do enjoy God, and do
in some nonexclusive sense possess him, and Aquinas has no desire to hide this.
But we also serve, contemplate, worship, and love him as a friend. Indeed, as we
saw above, we love God for his own sake, and more than we love ourselves. All of
this is part of the “right relationship to God” that perfects rational
creatures, but not all of this can be mentioned in every article in which the
last end is mentioned.

What of Aquinas’s claim that “to
desire happiness is simply to desire that one’s will be wholly satisfied”?
Here is the context:



The common notion of happiness is that it is a perfect or complete good,
as we have said. Now since the object of the will is the good, the
perfect good for a man is that which wholly satisfies the will.(46)
Hence to desire happiness is simply to desire that one’s will be wholly
satisfied, and this everyone desires. (STh I-II, q. 5, a. 8 [emphasis
added]).



This
is a different spin on the argument from that which we find in question 1,
article 7, where Aquinas argues that all desire happiness from the premise that
all desire their complete perfection (omnes appetunt suam perfectionem adimpleri).
The argument here (STh
I-II, q. 5, a. 8) is this. Good is the natural object of the will and thus a
perfect good perfectly satisfies the will. Happiness or beatitude is a perfect
good and thus will perfectly satisfy the will. Therefore
to desire happiness is at the same time, per
se accidentally, to desire the
complete satisfaction of one’s will.
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As we saw above, the repose of the
will in something good is itself desired; the will seeks to rest in good
activity: “it seeks to be at rest in the activity because that is its
good” (STh I-II, q. 4, a. 2). But in saying this Aquinas cannot
mean what the objection requires him to mean, namely, that this repose or
satisfaction is all that we desire at the ground-floor level. By saying that to
desire happiness is “simply,” or better and more literally
“nothing other than” (nihil aliud est), to desire that the
will be satisfied, he must mean that the desire for happiness is not other than
the desire that the will be satisfied because the former contains the
latter, and satisfaction of the former entails satisfaction of the
latter. He cannot mean that the desire for happiness simply is the
desire that the will be satisfied, for this would blatantly contradict other
things he had already said. “It is impossible that the primary thing
desired, which is the end, be the act itself of willing” (STh
I-II, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2); even more tellingly, “the will rests in something
only because of the goodness of that in which it rests… . Nor does the will
seek good for the sake of repose [Nec voluntas quaerit bonum propter
quietationem], for if this were the case the very act of the will would be
the end, which has already been disproved” (STh I-II, q. 4, a. 2).
So despite appearances, this passage, like the others, provides no ammunition
for the charge of egoism.



D) The Private-Good Argument



If the case cannot be made out that
Aquinas understands beatitude in terms of satisfaction, another group of
passages may still seem to lend some support to MacDonald’s more generic
description of the final end as whatever is in the agent’s interest. For
example, Aquinas seemingly endorses Aristotle’s claim in the Ethics
that even in leaving virtuous actions to friends, “the virtuous person
takes what is better for himself [accipit sibi id quod est melius]”
(IX Nic. Ethic., lect. 9 [1883]). Earlier Aquinas had followed
Aristotle by saying that “the lovable for each man is that which is good
for him [ita unicuique amabile est illud quod 
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est sibi bonum]”
(VIII Nic. Ethic., lect. 2 [1554]). And as I noted above, when speaking
of the necessity of grace Aquinas writes of “the appetite of his [man’s]
rational will, which, unless it is cured by God’s grace, follows its private
good [bonum privatum]” (STh I-II, q. 109, a. 3).
Similarly, as also noted, he says the good of another exceeds what is
proportionate to the will, so that virtues such as justice and charity are
needed; but the will naturally desires one’s own good (bonum proprium)
(see STh I-II, q. 56, a. 6; ibid., obj. 1 and ad 1). All of this sounds
much in tune with the initial, generic description of egoism as the agent’s
overriding commitment to the attainment of what is good for him, his
own welfare, however we may go on to define that.

Now, it is undoubtedly true that, for
Aquinas, the agent seeks what is good for him (as he has it, “illud
quod est sibi bonum“). But the question must be, “good for
him” in egoistic fashion, or “good for him” in a
perfectionist fashion (i.e., being good in the way appropriate to him given his
unique situation in creation)? Alternatively, is the emphasis on the sibi
or the bonum? The passage from the commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics cited in question 3, article 4 gives us a clue, for there Aquinas
goes on to say that “every faculty tends to the object proportionate to
itself. Thus everyone’s vision sees what is visible to it [sibi visibile]”
(VIII Nic. Ethic., lect. 3 [1554]). The same reflexive pronoun, sibi,
is used, and this helps make its meaning clear: the object sought is one that is
fitting for the seeker. We do not see what is visible for us, as though
we possess some exclusive vision; we see what is visible, for us—the
“for us” or sibi here indicating that our vision is limited
in some way. In the same way we seek what is good, for us.(47)
We are creatures located in a particular place and time, and the good with which
we can enter into the right relation (in this life, at least) is circumscribed
by our finitude. We find this ratified in the Summa: arguing that the
will wills only the good (as it is known), Aquinas holds that the appetite tends
toward something only if it is “like or suitable to it [simile, et
conveniens]” (STh I-II, 
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q. 8, a. 1). The emphasis is on the bonum,
as required by a perfectionist interpretation.

What of the “private good”
language? Aquinas’s admission that without grace the will tends to its private
good seems to support the egoistic interpretation. But again, his insistence
that grace perfects rather than destroys nature should raise our suspicions
about this interpretation. A careful reading of the cited passages shows that
they do not support it. We are more focused on ourselves than we should be,
certainly, but what sort of focus is this? Even in this disordered case (which
is now “natural” to us), the goal remains perfection rather than
(just) welfare. The disorder lies in the way we now seek perfection, and the
disordered way most relevant to the present argument is that, through ignorance
and pride, we seek our perfection as individuals, for example, at the expense of
the family, or as family members at the expense of the community. It is in this
sense that the will seeks “its own good” (STh I-II, q. 56, a.
6) or “follows its private good” (STh I-II, q. 109, a. 3).

This is nicely illustrated by an
example Aquinas gives (STh I-II, q. 19, a. 10). A judge justly wills a
certain criminal to be executed. Meanwhile his wife and son will him not to be
executed “because it is an evil for the family”; Aquinas calls the
criminal’s survival a “private domestic good [bonum privatum familiae].”
The wife’s desire is private, relative to the good of the state, but it is not
selfish—she is worried about the family’s good, not just her own welfare.
Indeed Aquinas actually calls her will good, provided that, he goes on to
qualify, she “refers it to the common good as an end.” However much
she may lament the judge’s ruling, she must yield to it (and not, e.g., try to
“spring” her husband). And, the will must ultimately be ruled by the
common good that God wills for the universe.(48)
This much is clear: The will can be disordered in willing the private good, but
the disorder need not be one of selfishness. Indeed, the virtues of the will
such as justice and charity do not reorient the will from welfare to perfection
(as the 
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objection supposes), but from partial
to full perfection—from the person’s perfection qua individual to his
or her perfection qua member of an ordered hierarchy of societies
(family, local community, state, universe). Virtues are in some sense the
forerunners of grace;(49) they too perfect
nature, or at least tend toward its perfection. Aquinas makes just this point at
the outset of the article from which the second passage cited in the objection
is drawn: “habits perfect powers” (STh I-II, q. 56, a. 6; see
also I-II, q. 55, a. 1). The point is ratified when Aquinas insists that we have
a natural inclination to live in society (cf. STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2);
justice is simply the virtue that perfects this inclination. In saying that the
good of others exceeds what is proportionate to the will, Aquinas must mean only
that this natural inclination stands in need of development. Thus, the
private-good argument fails to show that Aquinas’s ethical theory is egoistic.



E) The Order-of-Virtues Argument



Aquinas’s insistence that charity is
the form and root of all true virtues (e.g., in STh I-II, q. 62, a. 4)
and that charity involves loving God above all things and neighbor as self
present a stumbling block to any egoistic interpretation of Aquinas. Indeed I
have drawn on this consideration several times to suggest that, since the life
of grace is not egoistic, the life of nature is not either. A final objection
seeks to turn the tables, maintaining in effect that the life of nature is
egoistic, and so we should expect to find that the life of grace is as well.
Furthermore (it is objected), we do find this when we attend to how
human beings reach the high plateau of charity. We begin by believing with faith
that God will enable us to attain happiness, then we come to hope for this good
from him, and only then do we come to love him with charity (see STh
I-II, q. 62, a. 4). Thus it seems that even charity is motivated by
self-interest. In this interpretation, happiness is equated to welfare, which
itself is left unspecified.
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There are three points to be made in
response. First, whatever the motivation that leads us to become charitable, we
do after all become so. This is to say, in part, that we come to love God for
his own sake and more than we love ourselves (see STh II-II, q. 23, a.
1; II-II, q. 26, a. 3). So, even if we did start out as egoists, we seem to end
up otherwise. Given this, we can fall back on Gilson’s point that this would be
odd, for grace would seem in this case to destroy or replace nature, and also
the earlier grace of hope.

Happily, and second, this is not so.
The objection misunder-stands the character of hope, for “the proper and
principal object of hope is eternal happiness” (STh II-II, q. 17,
a. 2). But as we have seen, happiness or beatitude is, for Aquinas, not welfare
but perfection. We hope in God because he perfects us: “we derive from God
both knowledge of truth and the attainment of perfect goodness [adeptio
perfectae bonitatis]”; God is the principle of perfect goodness in us
(in nobis principium perfectae bonitatis) (STh II-II, q. 17,
a. 6).

Third, although hope leads to charity
in part for the reason stated in the objection (as Aquinas says, one who hopes
for good from God is set on fire with love for him (accenditur ad amandum
Deum [STh II-II, q. 17, a. 8]), it should be noted that charity is
itself part of the perfection hoped for (charity is first in the order of
perfection, and the most excellent of all the virtues; see STh ibid.;
II-II, q. 23, a. 6). Gratitude and love of friendship for a benefactor, as well
as the gracious acceptance of the gift, are part of standing in the right
relation to the benefactor—in this case God.(50)
Our perfection consists in standing, as creatures, in the right relation to God:
part of the grace we hope for just is to be able, sincerely, wholeheartedly, to
love God more than we love ourselves. The progression in virtue from hope to
charity, then, in no way shows that Aquinas’s ethical theory is egoistic.

We can get at this point another way.
Aquinas notes that “the movement of love has a twofold tendency”:
first, we love 
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someone with the love of friendship (amor
amacitiae) and thus wish good to him; second, we love some good thing with
the love of desire (amor concupiscentiae) for that person (STh
I-II, q. 26, a. 4). Although in this passage Aquinas indicates that the love of
friendship may be directed toward oneself or another, if we combine this passage
with the passage under consideration (STh I-II, q. 62, a. 4), we face
another version of the argument that we begin loving only ourselves as friends
and loving all other things only for ourselves, and only later come to love
others with a love of friendship when they promise us good things (as hope
begets charity). But although Aquinas often speaks of concupiscence as a
principle of sin (see, e.g., STh I-II, q. 77, aa. 4 and 5), it is a
natural appetitive principle and is not disordered in itself. Aquinas later says
that “the concupiscible regards as proper to it the notion of good, as
something pleasant to the senses and suitable to nature [delectabile
secundum sensum, et conveniens naturae].”(51)
And as we saw above (section III), delight follows upon, is secondary to, what
perfects nature. Concupiscence tends not only to delight but principally to
perfection, in the sense of standing in a right or fitting relation to some
good. To bring this back around to hope and charity, we might say that hope
perfects the will in its capacity as the seat of amor concupiscentiae,
charity in its capacity as seat of amor amacitiae.(52)
This is perfectly consistent with the argument of the foregoing paragraphs that
what we hope for is perfection because concupiscence is not limited to love of
pleasure (or even, more broadly, to what is good for the agent, to
welfare). The amor concupiscentiae is initially self-regarding, but it
is essentially perfectionist rather than merely egoistic, and it is of its own
nature apt to open up into other-regardingness (as we saw Aquinas point out in STh
I-II, q. 62, a. 4).


  
  

  


Page 608



V. Conclusion



In saying that “all desire their
own perfection” Aquinas is clearly a perfectionist, and none of the
objections succeed in showing otherwise. I spoke in the introductory section of
fitting the odd pieces into a coherent structure, and I hope I have succeeded in
doing this. But putting things this way is unfair to Aquinas, whose Summa
Theologiae is, after all, a coherent structure already. It can look
incoherent, or at least in need of serious tidying up and clarification of the
sort I have undertaken here, because we make assumptions that he did not. After
Hobbes, Kant, and Sidgwick, we tend to see selfishness, the inordinate desire
for one’s own welfare, as the root of all evil. But for Aquinas, the first
principle of sin is not selfishness but pride.(53)
Some passages strike us as clearly perfectionist, others as obviously egoistic
(I chose many of the passages cited in sections IV.C-IV.E because for a long
time they struck me that way), because we have largely lost sight of the old
idea, almost universally accepted by moralists from Plato through Aquinas, that
perfection includes welfare, or, being good includes well-being. The story of
how this changed is a fascinating one involving such characters as Anselm and
especially Duns Scotus, but it cannot be told here.(54)
For the moment, I can conclude that, for virtue ethicists struggling today to
put the two pieces back together, Aquinas can be an invaluable help—and we need
not be put off by allegations of egoism.(55)
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IN QUESTION 94, ARTICLE 2 of the Prima Secundae, Thomas Aquinas
gives the following well-known formulation of the first principle of practical
reason: “Bonum est faciendum et prosequendum, et malum vitandum”
(“Good is to be done and pursued, and evil is to be avoided”).(1)
Though apparently to the point, this statement is anything but straightforward.
The crux of the problem is what exactly Thomas means by bonum and malum.
Does he mean “moral good” and “moral evil,” or does he mean
something more generic, “good” and “evil” taken in their
widest sense? If he means the former, then the first principle of practical
reason amounts to a moral imperative, a command to do and pursue morally good
things and to avoid morally bad things; if the latter, then it means something
else.[bookmark: _Ref167603572](2)
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The main purpose of this article will
be to argue that bonum and malum should be taken in their
moral sense. For lack of a better term, this view will be referred to as the
imperativist interpretation. The first section will be used to touch upon an
important criticism. Viewed against the backdrop of this criticism, it will be
easier to see the essential features of the imperativist interpretation. In
order to provide the philosophical setting for Thomas’s discussion of the first
principle of practical reason, the second section will be devoted to providing a
general overview of the teaching found in the body of question 94, article 2. In
the third section, an argument in favor of the imperativist inter-pretation will
be presented. The last section will be taken up with a defense of the
imperativist interpretation against the criticism laid out in the first section.

At stake in the dispute between the
imperativist interpretation and its critics is more than the moral status of the
first principle 
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of practical reason. It is the very
horizon of human responsibility. Do freedom and intelligence place every human
action within the horizon of the ethical or are there human actions that fall
outside it? Hanging in the balance is not only a proper understanding of
Thomas’s natural-law theory but an adequate appreciation of the fact that every
choice is a hinge on which our lives may turn radically for the better or the
worse. 



 



I. A Criticism of the Imperativist Interpretation



Of all the criticisms that could be
leveled against the imperativist interpretation, perhaps the most compelling is
based on the observation that some, if not most, of our deliberations,
decisions, and choices are made without a thought being given to their morality.
Decisions about what to eat for breakfast, when to schedule a meeting, or where
to go for dinner would seem to have nothing at all to do with morality. But if
this is so, then the first principle of practical reason cannot be a moral
imperative.

This objection becomes even more
pointed when applied to choices of a patently immoral cast, since immoral
choices would appear to be impossible on the imperativist view. As a prominent
critic of the imperativist interpretation has argued, “if the first
principle of practical reason were Do morally good acts, then morally
bad acts would fall outside the order of practical reason.”(3)
There could be no such thing as moral responsibility for wicked deeds since
these would fall outside the ambit of practical reason. As such, they would be
on the same level as the actions of a madman, in no way freely chosen. But since
Thomas considers 
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human beings to be capable of sinning,
of choosing freely and intelligently to act wickedly, “the first principle
must govern the practical reasoning of people who do evil,”(4)
not just those who do good. As such, the first principle of practical reason
cannot be limited to commanding us to make morally good choices and avoid
morally bad ones. If it were, no one could ever freely and rationally choose or
intend to do evil. Bonum and malum, the objection concludes,
must therefore be taken in a sense wider than the moral.

In what follows, I hope to show that
this criticism is mistaken, not only because the imperativist reading
corresponds exactly to Thomas’s understanding of the first principle of
practical reason, but because this criticism does not provide an adequate
account of deliberation and choice.

II. A General Overview of

Summa Theologiae I-II, Q. 94, A. 2 



Although the article in question
contains Thomas’s most mature treatment of the first principle of practical
reason, he manages to say just enough there to establish the broad outlines of
an important doctrine without saying enough to avoid controversy concerning some
of its essential details.(5) In the interest of
clarity, I shall begin by stating what is more or less clear and unambiguous
about the teaching contained in the article before taking a closer look at the
passages that make it so difficult to say exactly what bonum and malum
mean in this context.

In this article, Thomas asks whether
the natural law contains several precepts or just one. The article comes in the
only question in the entire treatise on law (STh I-II, qq. 90-108)
devoted to natural law. The question posed in article 2 flows logically from the
answer given to the question posed in article 1 
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about natural law and its relation to
habit. There, Thomas argues that natural law, although not a habit in the strict
sense of being “that by which one acts,” may be said to be a habit in
an analogous sense since it is by means of habit that the precepts of the
natural law are possessed by rational men when they are not explicitly thinking
of them. Granted this conclusion, one might wonder just how many precepts the
natural law contains, the question posed in article 2.

Thomas begins his response in article
2 by saying that the first precepts of the natural law are to practical reason
as the first principles of demonstration are to the speculative intellect since
both sets of principles are self-evident (per se nota). A proposition
may be said to be self-evident in two ways: in itself (secundum se) and
with respect to us (quoad nos). What makes a proposition self-evident
in itself is that the meaning or intelligibility (ratio) of the
predicate is contained in the meaning of the subject. If the definition of the
subject of a self-evident proposition is unknown to us, we shall fail to
apprehend its truth. Although the proposition will be self-evident in itself, it
will not be self-evident to us. Propositions such as “Every whole is
greater than its part” and “Things equal to another are equal to each
other” are self-evident in themselves and to all because everyone, educated
or not, can grasp the intelligibility of their terms and therefore their truth.
Other propositions, however, contain terms that are not readily apprehended by
all because they require much study to be known. As an example, Thomas gives the
proposition “An angel is not circumscriptively in a place,” which
though self-evident in itself (secundum se), is self-evident not to all
but only to the educated.

In the speculative intellect, the
first self-evident proposition is the principle of noncontradiction. This is so,
Thomas explains, because the first concept to enter the speculative intellect is
the concept of a thing precisely as that which has being (ens). In
apprehending this concept (and hence at least some of its intelligibility), the
speculative intellect naturally grasps the truth that a thing cannot both be and
not be at the same time and in the 
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same respect. In the case of the
practical intellect, the first self-evident proposition is the principle that
good is to be done and pursued, and evil avoided. This is because the first
concept apprehended by the practical intellect is the concept of the good
understood as that for which all things strive. In grasping this concept, the
intellect also grasps the self-evident truth of the first principle of practical
reason. It does so because the intelligibility of that which is to be done and
pursued is seen to belong to the concept of goodness (bonum), and the
intelligibility of that which is to be avoided is seen to belong to the concept
of evil (malum), the contrary of goodness.

Reason is able to function in a
practical capacity precisely because it grasps the good under the formality of
“that for which all things strive.” As Thomas puts it: 



Now as “being” is the first thing that falls under the
apprehension simply, so “good” is the first thing that falls under the
apprehension of the practical reason, which is directed to action: since every
agent acts for an end under the aspect of good.(6)



It is because reason apprehends goods
under the formality of ends that it has a practical as well as a theoretical
mode of operation. This apprehension is the spark that gets the whole
decision-making process going. It is also the root and stem of the natural law,
since from it we proceed directly to a judgment whose product in addition to
being the first principle of practical reason is also the first precept of the
natural law.

Having shown that practical reason is
grounded in the first principle of practical reason, Thomas is now in a position
to argue that the natural law comprises more than one precept, a conclusion that
follows from the fact that human beings naturally apprehend more than one thing
as good and therefore more than one thing as an end, that is, as something to be
done and pursued.

He begins the argument by
distinguishing three kinds of natural inclination. Each comprises a number of
specific inclinations which man experiences by nature, inclinations to 
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pursue human goods.(7)
To the first (“first” because common to all things) belong natural
inclinations for goods that belong to man merely by virtue of his being a
substance. Corresponding to these inclinations are precepts concerning all those
things that are necessary for preserving and defending life, such as the precept
commanding us to care for our bodily health and to defend ourselves against
disease and violent force. To the second kind belong natural inclinations for
goods that belong to man by virtue of his having an animal nature. Corresponding
to these inclinations are precepts concerning things nature teaches all animals
to do, such as to propagate their species and to educate their offspring. To the
third kind belong natural inclinations for goods that belong to man by virtue of
his having a rational nature, such as living in society with others and the
knowledge of the truth about God. Corresponding to these inclinations are such
precepts as to avoid offending those with whom we must live and to shun
ignorance.

The moral status of these multiple
precepts appears to be bound up with the moral status of the first precept of
the natural law.(8) If that precept is a moral
imperative, then each of the natural inclinations experienced by man will result
in the apprehension of a self-evident moral precept. If it is not, however, we
shall have to look elsewhere for the moral law. In the following section, I
shall attempt to show that the first precept of the natural law, and therefore
the first principle of practical reason, is a moral imperative commanding us to
do and pursue only goods that are compatible with moral uprightness as well as
to avoid every evil that is not.
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III. An Argument for the Imperativist
Interpretation





I propose to argue for the imperativist interpretation in the following way.
First, I shall argue that, on Thomas’s view, the natural law directs and guides
every human being to beatitude. Second, I shall argue that in directing us
towards beatitude, the natural law is thought by Thomas to direct us both to our
moral perfection as to our last end, and to morally good actions, the only means
by which our last end may be attained. By far the longer and more difficult of
these two steps will be the second.

In order to show that the natural law
directs and guides every human being to beatitude, we must start by looking at
question 91, article 2 of the Prima Secundae, where Thomas argues that
the natural law is the rational creature’s participation in the eternal law.
There we are told that the natural law is that part of the eternal law—God’s
providential plan for all creation—which is expressed in rational creatures not
merely as a set of natural inclinations, as in brute animals, but as commands of
practical reason arising from rational deliberation and free choice. This is not
to say that we are subject only to that part of the eternal law which we can
know and choose freely to obey. Digestion, breathing, and growth, to mention
only a few examples, obey the eternal law naturally, the powers with which we
perform these actions having the eternal law impressed upon them as biological
instincts and urges. But not all our powers are similarly governed. Reason and
will working together enable us to move ourselves freely and knowingly without
compulsion, giving us the ability to participate freely in God’s governance of
the world.(9)

In question 93, article 1 of the Prima
Secundae, Thomas argues that the eternal law directs all things to their
last end. God governs the world according to his wisdom, commanding each
creature to do those things that are good not only for itself but for creation
as a whole. These commands have the character of law, for as Thomas maintains (STh
I-II, q. 90, a. 4), a law is nothing 




  
  

  


page 617

other than a command of reason for the
common good promulgated by one who has care of the community. Hence, since the
commands by which God directs each thing to its last end are in fact precepts of
the eternal law, it follows that the eternal law directs all things to their
last end.

Much earlier (in STh I-II, q.
1, a. 7), we find Thomas arguing that all human beings by nature have one and
the same last end. Although he does not name it explicitly in this article, it
is clear from the prologue to the question, as well as from his discussion of
happiness in the following question and other places, that the last end is
beatitude.(10) Some might object that the wide
divergence of opinion that exists among people about the nature of the good life
gives the lie to this idea. Aware of this objection, Thomas bolsters his
position by using it to account for the very divergence of opinion which is
thought to tell against it. He begins by distinguishing two ways that we may
speak of the last end: “first, considering only the aspect of last end;
secondly, considering the thing in which the aspect of last end is
realized.”(11) Everyone agrees that the
aspect of the last end is happiness since, as Thomas explains, “all desire
the fulfillment of their perfection, and it is precisely this fulfillment in
which the last end consists.”(12) Yet to
someone who does not know that in which the last end is actually realized, a
thing might appear falsely to have the aspect of the last end. So, while one
person might devote his life to the pursuit of wisdom, another fame, and yet
another wealth, each will do so for the sake of happiness.

It follows that the natural law
directs and guides every human being to beatitude. That is to say, the purpose
of the natural law is to direct human beings to the perfect happiness of
complete fulfillment and to instruct them on how to attain it. As Thomas says in
the prologue to his treatise on law, the external means by which God moves man
to the good is law.(13) Moreover, since man
wills everything for the sake of the last end, as Thomas argues 
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(STh I-II, q. 1, a. 6), it
follows that the natural law is intended to guide and direct every one of our
choices. We must not suppose him to mean that in every choice a person expressly
intends beatitude. Nearly always his intention of beatitude will be merely
habitual, in much the same way that a student’s intention to graduate or a
traveler’s intention to arrive safely at his destination is habitual, only
occasionally expressly articulated but always present behind the scenes, guiding
and motivating all of his choices in the pursuit of a degree or his arrival at
his destination.(14) And since the only
philosophically satisfactory explanation for any of our choices, even the most
mundane, turns out to be our ultimate willing of beatitude through intention,
this intention must be operative in every one of our choices, if only
habitually.(15) No one can choose to cast his
net on the waters or break bread with his friends without at least habitually
intending beatitude.

So far, I have shown that the natural
law on Thomas’s own reckoning directs us towards beatitude, our true good and
last end. What remains to be shown is that in directing us towards our last end,
the natural law directs us both to our moral perfection, as to our last end, and
to morally good actions, by means of which we must attain our last end.

Regarding the first point, Thomas
tells us quite plainly, in response to the question whether an effect of law is
to make men 
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good, that God’s purpose in making law
is to make men good simply (bonum simpliciter).(16)
The argument he employs to arrive at this conclusion is illuminating. He begins
by noting that law is a dictate of the ruler’s reason by which his subjects are
governed. In order for his subjects to be governed by the law, however, they
must be obedient to the ruler’s reason. The virtue of a subject qua
subject, therefore, is to be well subjected to one’s ruler. Thomas then observes
that every law aims at being obeyed by those who are subject to it. For this
reason, “the proper effect of law is to lead its subjects to their proper
virtue.”(17) Therefore, “since virtue
is that which makes its subject good, it follows that the proper effect
of law is to make those to whom it is given, good, either simply or in some
particular respect.”(18) Man’s simple good
is the effect of law when the intention of the lawgiver is directed towards the
true good, which Thomas says is “the common good regulated according to
Divine justice.”(19) The effect of law is
something other than his simple good when the intention of the lawgiver is
directed towards something that is “useful or pleasurable to himself, or in
opposition to Divine justice.”(20) But man
is simply good only when he is virtuous qua man, that is, when he is
perfectly obedient to the law and hence morally perfect.(21)
Therefore, the good or last end towards which man is 
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directed by natural law is moral
goodness and perfection, his bonum simpliciter.

Regarding the second point, namely,
that the natural law directs us to morally good actions without which we cannot
attain our last end, we should start by noting a very important distinction that
appears at the beginning of the Prima Secundae. In question 1, article
1, where Thomas shows that every one of our actions is done for some end, he
distinguishes between actions that are freely chosen, such as winking and
eating, and actions that are not, such as blinking and digesting. The former he
calls human actions (actus humanus) since they proceed from
reason and will, the powers which distinguish man from all other animals; the
latter he calls actions of a human being (actus hominis). This
is not to say that a human action does not count as an action of a human being;
rather, human action is a species of the more generic action of a human being.(22)
Every action performed by a human being is an action of a human being; only
those actions proceeding from a deliberate will are human actions. Therefore, an
action is truly human only to the extent that it proceeds from reason and will.

Granted that all human actions,
properly speaking, proceed from reason and will, it might seem ridiculous to
suppose that humdrum actions like picking up straw or walking through a field
(Thomas’s examples) are moral actions. This sentiment was mentioned in section I
when we looked briefly at an important criticism of the imperativist
interpretation. Thomas himself shows sympathy with it when he argues that some
actions are morally indifferent in their species, the aforementioned being but
two examples (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 8). They are indifferent in their
species because, considered abstractly, they include in themselves nothing that
is either in harmony with reason or opposed to it. Keeping in mind that every
moral act involves an object, an 
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intention, and the circumstances (of
the act),(23) we might say that an indifferent
act is one that, when taken simply in terms of its object, contributes nothing
to the moral status of the act.

The fact that some acts are morally
indifferent in their species, however, does not entail that there can exist
morally indifferent, concrete human actions. Thomas is quick to point this out
in the very next article (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 9) where he argues that
individual actions cannot be morally indifferent. Following a line of reasoning
found also (in greater detail) in De Malo (q. 2, a. 5), Thomas
maintains that every individual action must be morally good or bad. Since every
individual action is necessarily performed under a particular set of
circumstances with a particular intention in mind, and either of these must
render the action good or bad, it is impossible to have morally indifferent
concrete actions. So although picking up straw abstractly considered in its
species is morally indifferent, every concrete instance of straw picking must be
either morally good or bad since it is always performed by a person under a
particular set of circumstances with a particular intention in mind. No doubt,
this will strike some as a “hard teaching.” It is therefore worth
quoting Thomas at length on this point:



And they have spoken rightly about this who have divided acts in a
threefold way, affirming that some are good, some evil, some indifferent. But if
we speak about the moral act as an individual act, in this way every particular
moral act is necessarily good or bad by reason of some circumstance. For no
singular act can be performed without circumstances which make it right or
wrong, for if any act whatsoever be done when it ought and where it ought and as
it ought and so on in respect to the other circumstances, such an act is
well-ordered and good; but if any of these circumstances be not as it ought, the
act is disordered and evil. And this can be noticed especially in the
circumstance of the end: for what is done on account of just need or on account
of pious usefulness is done laudably and is a good act; but what is done without
just need or pious usefulness is considered idle, as Gregory says. And even an
idle word is a sin and much more so an idle deed: for it is said in Matthew (12,
36) “… of every idle word men speak, they shall give an account.”
So accordingly, a good act and an evil act by reason of their genus [i.e., by
reason of their belonging to the genus of moral acts], are opposites that admit
of an intermediate, and there is an act which 
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considered in its species is indifferent; but good and evil from the
circumstances do not admit of an intermediate because they are distinguished
according to the opposition of affirmation and negation, namely, from this that
the act is as it ought to be, and it is not as it ought to be according to all
the circumstances. But this good and evil is proper to the singular act; and
therefore no singular human act is indifferent.(24)




Having said this, it is important to
avoid putting too sharp a point on it. Not everything we do falls within the
moral ambit. Thomas is well aware[bookmark: bookmark] that we sometimes do
things unthinkingly, as when we tap our fingers or scratch our nose. These he
considers to be indifferent, not because they are inconsequential but because
they do not proceed from a deliberate will, making them merely actions of a
human (actus hominis). Every properly human action (actus humanus),
however, proceeding as it does from a deliberate will, is a moral action.(25)

The above conclusions are brought
together very nicely in another text (STh I-II, q. 21, a. 2, ad 2),
where Thomas shows that reason in its relation to moral action differs from
reason in its relation to the productions of art by being directed to man’s
general (communis) end, which, as we have already seen, is beatitude,
rather than some lesser good, such as bodily health or the product of some
craft. Art, being concerned with particular goods and not the general end or
good of man, is therefore subordinate to morals. Since everything is done for
the sake of the ultimate end, it follows that man cannot reason about particular
acts without also considering (at least habitually) the general end of a human
life taken as a whole.(26) Consequently, reason
cannot arrive at a conclusion about some concrete action in the realm of 
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art without also taking its moral
dimensions into consideration. In the sphere of human action (actus humanus),
there can be no such thing as a morally indifferent human action. Contrary to
what has been said by some critics of the imperativist interpretation,(27)
prudence is wider than art.(28)

Further confirmation of this reading
is found in Thomas’s later treatise on virtue, where he explains the sense in
which the intellect may be the subject of virtue. Granted that “virtue is a
habit by which we work well,”(29) Thomas
distinguishes two ways that a habit may dispose a person to act well. It may
simply cause a person to have an aptness for certain kinds of action but not
necessarily the morally correct use of that aptness. Marksmanship is such a
habit, one that a person may choose to employ in the defense of his country or
in the commission of a crime. Other habits not only confer a certain aptness but
also the tendency to use them rightly. “For instance, justice not only
gives man the prompt will to do just actions, but also makes him act
justly.”(30) Of the two, only the latter
make men good simply, for as Thomas explains, “since good, and, in like
manner, being, is said of a thing simply, in respect, not of what it is
potentially, but of what it is actually: therefore from having habits of the
latter sort, man is said simply to do good, and to be good.”(31)
To be good at something, such as metaphysical speculation or playing the lute,
is to be good in a qualified way, only. Art, therefore, does not concern the
unqualified good (bonum simpliciter) of man but only the
qualified good (bonum secundum quid) of the things he is able
to cause or make. Only prudence concerns man’s proper good, and that good is the
good of virtue or, as we have been calling it, moral goodness.(32)

If the terms of the first principle of
practical reason did not refer to man’s simple and unqualified good, it would be
possible 
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to give a complete description of the
reasons for a person’s choice without any reference to his final end. On this
view, the purpose of the first principle of practical reason would be to direct
man to do and pursue what is good secundum quid, rather than what is
good simpliciter. This would amount to saying that one end is as good
as another, since the only purpose of the first principle of practical reason
would be to direct man to act for some intelligible end, regardless of its
suitability or unsuitability to his ultimate end.

This, as we have seen, is impossible
on Thomas’s under-standing of human nature and the nature of the human act.
Humans choose to act as they do not only because they judge their actions to be
good in a qualified sense, useful for attaining this or that intermediate end,
but also (and ultimately) because they judge them to be useful for attaining
moral perfection and happiness. In order to avoid misunderstanding, it is worth
noting that nothing more than a habitual intention of the final end is demanded
by this doctrine. There is no question of a person consciously intending his
final end in every one of his choices. But intend it he must. For this reason,
it is impossible for a person to intend some lesser good, the production of some
art, for example, without also intending his ultimate end, his bonum
simpliciter. A person’s every deliberation, be it ever so mundane, must in
the final analysis be about the means to his final end,(33)
the perfection of his nature, which consists in moral goodness.

The good at which the first principle
of practical reason commands us to aim must and can only be the good simpliciter
of a life well-lived, not merely the good secundum quid of a
well-executed act, much less the good secundum quid of an action
directed towards an intelligible end, good or bad. If Thomas is correct on this
point, it would explain why those who commit evil acts either repent or seek to
justify themselves. There is no neutral ground for them to stand on because such
a thing cannot be conceived; from the first they knew themselves to be under an 
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obligation to do and pursue moral good
and to avoid moral evil. Rationalization is the lie vice tells itself.

In conclusion, since a moral precept
is for Thomas simply a law directing man to his last end—which, as we have
seen, consists in a fullness of being that is for man one and the same with his
moral perfection—and each of the precepts of the natural law is derived from
the first precept of natural law, it follows that none of the precepts could be
moral precepts unless the first precept were itself a moral precept. The bonum
of the first precept of natural law and the first principle of practical reason,
therefore, must signify the bonum simpliciter of man, and as such
direct him to do and pursue what is morally good and to avoid the contrary. The
first principle of practical reason is, therefore, nothing other than a moral
imperative.



 



IV. Response to a Criticism



In section I, I asserted that of all
the criticisms that could be leveled against the imperativist interpretation
perhaps the most compelling is the one based on the observation that some, if
not most, of our deliberations, decisions, and choices are made without a
thought being given to their morality. Decisions about what to eat for
breakfast, when to schedule a meeting, or where to go for dinner seem to have
nothing at all to do with morality. For this reason alone, the objection went,
it would seem that the first principle is not a moral imperative. As a criticism
of the imperativist interpretation, it attempts to distinguish Thomas from a
supposedly discreditable moral doctrine. But having argued in favor of the
imperativist interpretation in section III, I must take the criticism as having
far great significance than that; it strikes at the very root of Thomas’s
natural-law theory. What follows, therefore, is a defense not only of the
imperativist interpretation, but of Thomas’s natural-law theory construed along
imperativist lines.

In arguing for the imperativist
interpretation, I have already touched on the response to this criticism. Simply
put, and in 
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partial agreement with the criticism
itself, there is no need to suggest that all our choices are explicitly
concerned with morality. The contention that people often make choices with no
explicit concern for morality is perfectly compatible with the imperativist
interpretation. All that is needed for a choice to be concerned with morality is
that it be habitually directed towards it. And that is precisely what Thomas
teaches. A person does not have to intend moral perfection explicitly in every
one of his choices; it is enough that he do so habitually.

But what are we to make of the person
who sins, whose choices seem directed towards wickedness rather than
righteousness? How can he be said to will his own moral perfection, even
habitually, in such choices? Or, to ask the question as it was formulated in
section I, how can the first principle of practical reason be a moral imperative
given the fact that it may be used to arrive at immoral decisions?

The challenge posed by this objection
is to explain how a person may arrive at a sinful choice notwithstanding the
fact that the first principle of practical reason is a moral imperative. In
order to do just that, we must turn to Thomas’s treatment of the causes of sin (STh
I-II, qq. 75-81).

Following a longstanding tradition,
Thomas takes sin at bottom to be an inordinate act originating in an inordinate
choice of the will,(34) one that runs counter to
the rule of reason or the divine law.(35) Now,
on Thomas’s view, choice follows necessarily upon judgment, and only upon
judgment.(36) Hence, the only way a person can
make a sinful choice is by first arriving at a judgment that contradicts the
rule of reason or the divine law. But that will happen only if he fails to apply
one of these rules in his deliberations, or fails to give them their due weight.(37)
If a person sins, it is because he fails in some respect (i.e., totally or
partially) to apply the rule of reason or the divine law in his deliberations.
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Thomas gives a number of different
reasons why this might happen.(38) Ignorance of
a fact might result in a failure to apply the moral principle necessary to
arrive at a correct judgment.(39) Passion might
blind one temporarily to a moral precept.(40)
One might elect to lose a spiritual good in order not to lose a temporal one.(41)
In any case, the precept forbidding the choice fails to enter into one’s
deliberations, leading to a judgment which in turn results in a sinful choice.
Given the limited scope of this article, I must limit my discussion to only one
of these causes—the one that, I believe it is fair to say, is the cause of a
great number, if not most, of the sins we commit, namely, passion. A
demonstration that the imperativist interpretation is able to yield a coherent
account of sin with respect to even one of its causes will be suf-ficient to
overcome the objection that the first principle of practical reason could not be
used to arrive at immoral choices if it were a moral imperative.

Thomas considers the role of passion
in sin in question 77 of the Prima Secundae. Most interesting for our
purposes is the second article, where he shows that although sin involves some
sort of ignorance or error, such things usually cannot excuse culpability for
sin altogether, since “experience … shows that many act contrary to the
knowledge that they have.”(42) Thomas
begins his reply by noting that Socrates was somewhat correct in holding that
sin is a kind of ignorance because “since the object of the will is a good
or an apparent good, it is never moved to an evil, unless that which is not good
appear good in some respect to the reason; so that the will would never tend to
evil, unless there were ignorance or error in the reason.”(43)
Since the judgment that leads to action includes both universal and particular
knowledge, Thomas concludes that a defect in either will prevent the will 
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from being rightly ordered. However,
in his reply to the first objection, Thomas says that particular knowledge, not
universal, “hold[s] the foremost place in action,” since, as he puts
it, “actions are about singulars.”(44)
Under the influence of a passion, a person may fail to apply a universal to a
particular if his attention is drawn away from those elements of the particular
to which the universal is applicable.

To use one of Thomas’s examples, a
person might have knowl-edge of the universal truth that no fornication is
lawful, but lack the knowledge that this particular act is one of fornication,
resulting in a failure to follow the universal dictate. He might make a choice
that is contrary to reason only because some hindrance prevents him from calling
to mind and considering something he knows habitually. This might come about for
a number of reasons, including passion. Passion, Thomas maintains, is able to
hinder the consideration of a habitually known universal truth, so that what
should be seen as a clear instance of sin might not appear to be one under the
influence of passion. This might happen because a passion suggests another
universal proposition. For example, a strong desire for a woman with whom it
would be illicit to have sexual relations might suggest that pleasure is to be
pursued, and if it manages to tie up reason, it will hinder it “from
arguing and concluding under the [proposition that no fornication is lawful]; so
that while the passion lasts, the reason argues and concludes under the
[proposition that pleasure is to be pursued].”(45)

Notwithstanding passion’s influence,
however, it is rarely so great as to remove all culpability. The influence of
passion, though strong, is usually not so strong that it causes reason
to arrive at judgments that are opposed to known universal principles; rather,
Thomas maintains that passion “draws” (trahere) reason to do
so. Difficult though it may be to counteract the effects of passion, a person,
provided that he has not lost the 
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use of reason, may do so by turning
his mind to something else. This is the fact that is assumed when, for example,
in a gloomy mood, we are admonished to count our blessings. Thomas says as much
in article 7 of this same question where, in explaining under what conditions
sin is altogether excused on account of passion, he says that “[s]ometimes
… the passion is not such as to take away the use of reason altogether; and
then reason can drive the passion away, by turning to other thoughts, or it can
prevent it from having its full effect; since the members are not put to work,
except by the consent of reason.”(46) As
long as a person has the use of reason and is aware of the influence of passion,
he can do something to mitigate its effects and thus guard against making
choices he will later regret.

As long as a man retains the use of
reason, therefore, he will know that he should only do and pursue goods
consonant with his true good. Yet passion might hinder him from giving due
consideration to one or another precept of the natural law, making it possible
for him to judge something to be good which, once passion has subsided, he will
realize was not consonant with his true good, after all. At the level of the
particular, his action will therefore be somewhat irrational, at least insofar
as it goes against a dictate of reason and his true good. Nevertheless, because
he will have arrived at the judgment through the employment of at least the
first principle of practical reason (otherwise he would have no reason to arrive
at a judgment about what to do rather than no judgment at all), his subsequent
choice will be rational, or at least sufficiently rational to render his action
one for which he may be held responsible. When a person chooses to sin under the
influence of a passion, he chooses an action that 
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appears to him to be morally good or,
at the very least, not morally evil.

Far from necessitating the moral
neutrality of the first principle of practical reason, the rational origin of
sin requires that it be charged with moral significance. Paradoxically, sin is
possible only because it is possible for one and the same choice to be rational
in certain respects and irrational in others. Under the influence of a passion,
an evil action might appear to be good or, at least, not bad, and hence agree
with the first principle of practical reason, all the while being “against
the order of reason,” as Thomas puts it,(47)
and hence morally bad.



Conclusion



The only way the first principle of
practical reason could be anything other than a moral imperative is if there
could be human actions that were not morally significant; or, to hearken back to
an earlier discussion, if art were wider than prudence. But as we have seen, it
is impossible even to deliberate about concrete, individual actions, actions to
be performed by a person—an I who is by nature concerned with his own
well-being—without at least habitually intending beatitude and moral
excellence. As we have seen, a central tenet of Thomas’s philosophical
psychology is that every decision to act, be it ever so mundane, must be
directed towards man’s ultimate end. Not only is moral neutrality a fiction, it
is an impossibility. Every choice is a hinge on which our lives may turn
radically for the better or the worse. For the moment one begins to deliberate
about anything to be done or pursued, the principle of practical reason comes
into play, setting the bar of practical rationality at the level of moral
excellence, one’s good simpliciter. This fact alone is sufficient to
compel the conclusion 
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that the first principle of practical
reason is and must be a moral imperative.(48)
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The Soul of the
Person: A Contemporary Philosophical Psychology.
By Adrian J. Reimers. Washington,
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2006. Pp. xvi + 301. $59.95
(cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1453-X.

Adrian J. Reimers is adjunct assistant
professor of philosophy at the University of Notre Dame, where he teaches
philosophical anthropology. The present volume, he says, is the product not only
of several years of writing, but also of a life of thinking. In his youth,
Reimers had ambitions of becoming a priest and scientist, and after graduating
from the University of Notre Dame with a B.S. in mathematics, he entered a
Catholic seminary for a time. Eventually, he went on to complete his master’s
and doctorate in philosophy, in the course of which Rocco Buttiglione led him
into the rich philosophy of Karol Wojtyla (John Paul II). This exposure led to
the publication of his book An Analysis of the Concepts of Self-Fulfillment
and Self-Realization in the Thought of Karol Wojtyla, Pope John Paul II
(2001) and to his offering of courses in Wojtyla’s “Philosophy and Theology
of the Body” at the University of Notre Dame.

One of the curious things about Wojtyla’s
writings, Reimers observes, is how little he speaks of the soul. Reimers
suggests that the term ‘soul’ has been rendered nearly toxic by our current
philosophical climate, in which it suggests Cartesian dualism—a view Wojtyla
regarded as seriously problematic. Instead of speaking about the soul, Wojtyla
focuses on the person’s transcendence toward truth and goodness, which he
identifies as the basis for calling the human person a spiritual being. Reimers
leans heavily upon Wojtyla’s work in his own analysis, but considers its
phenomenological approach inaccessibly difficult and alien to most
Anglo-American readers. He therefore borrows a number of concepts from Charles
Peirce. Peirce’s theories of signs and of habits, Reimers believes, provide an
especially helpful framework to support an analysis of Wojtyla’s account of the
person’s self-realization, self-fulfillment, and transcendence in act. In his
essay “Some Consequences of Four Incapacities,” Peirce writes:
“The mind is a sign, developing according to the laws of inference.”
Reimers considers this a particularly felicitous expression of the traditional
notion that human beings are rational animals. In other words, all human acts
and habits signify that the human mind interprets the world and is an ideal
reality formed and governed by ideas according to the laws of reason—and is
therefore irreducible to its material substrate.

One of the underlying concerns animating the
writing of this book is the challenge posed by the pervasive contemporary
agnosticism concerning the 
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existence of the soul. Many students today,
including Catholics, consider the soul to be a purely religious matter, a mere
tenet of personal faith. Reimers is sensitive to this challenge, and The
Soul of the Person is his answer. While parts of the book are technical and
obviously intended for philosophers, most of it should be accessible to any
educated and attentive reader. From one point of view, the book may be regarded
as a contemporary re-reading of St. Thomas Aquinas’s account of the human soul.
In this respect, probably not since David Braine’s The Human Person: Animal
and Spirit (1992) has there been such a thoroughgoing analysis of
philosophical anthropology based on such a thoroughgoing synthesis of the
contemporary literature. Braine’s work aimed at a retrieval of the Aristotelian-Thomistic
conception from the perspective of Anglo-American philosophy of mind, while
combining insights of analytic thinkers like Wittgenstein, Ryle, and Austin with
those of Continental thinkers like Husserl, Heidegger, and Merleau-Ponty.
Reimers, on the other hand, makes extensive use of Wojtyla’s phenomenological
analysis of the human person in The Acting Person and draws on Peirce’s
theory of habits and signs as a heuristic tool. But the book is also
distinguished by Reimers’s impressive gift for providing numerous helpful
illustrations and sometimes humorous examples (“The knife on the floor may
moan and secrete blood by the gallon”), and his extensive discussion of
various scientific, mathematical, and logical cases. One gets the sense that
Reimers is most likely an engaging instructor in the classroom.

The “conflict between religion and
science” has become a kind of shorthand for the contradictory worlds that a
Christian scholar inhabits, although, as Reimers notes, “the true
contradiction does not lie in the respective natures of faith in God and
disciplined inquiry into the natures of things around us.” Rather, the true
contradiction is between a model of understanding human nature that has
developed since the Enlightenment that is fundamentally at odds with the model
that underlies Christian belief and most traditional religions. One world sets
forth an evolutionary materialist view of human beings assumed not only by
philosophical mind-brain theorists and scientific brain physiologists, but by
semi-popular media for the educated, such as Scientific American and
PBS documentaries. The other world is the one we enter on Sunday or the Sabbath,
and “when our humanity is affirmed or challenged by marriage, a birth, or
death”—a world in which is set forth a religious view of ourselves as
created in God’s image. It is this conflict between these two worlds and two
understandings of human nature that Reimers sets out to explore in his book.

Reimers’s strategy is to begin with an
analysis with the materialist’s own understanding of the human person as a
byproduct of a nondirected, mechanical process of evolutionary development. On
this view, the differences between humans and their animal cousins are
differences of degree, not of kind. Human DNA differs from that of the
chimpanzee by about one percent. What we call the human ‘soul’ or ‘mind’ and its
‘choices’ and personal aspirations for ‘love’ are all explicable in terms of a
complex functioning system of neuron firings within the brain and nervous
system. The brain is seen as a physical system that differs from 
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other physical systems only in its degree of
complexity. What we call ‘mind’, then, is no more than the operation of this
system.

Recoiling against such a reductionistic
materialist vision, some (like Richard Rorty) have ventured to defend the
distinctively human and preserve human freedom by denying that human beings have
any nature at all. The difficulty here is that no ‘self’ then remains to enjoy
human freedom once it is deconstructed of its natural bodily relations and
history. One sees this particularly in the vanishing ‘self’ of pure
consciousness in the phenomenological turn, whether in its Cartesian or in its
Husserlian form. While phenomenology may appear to save the human from
reductionist scientific theories, the unavoidable cost is the uprooting of pure
consciousness from nature and intractable quandaries about what kind of being
the subject of this consciousness is.

Hence, either human beings are seen as
reducible to matter, which is understood as dead “stuff,”
governed by invariant nonteleological laws of nature—or human beings are
identified with free consciousness, which stands over against the deterministic
natural world in an unclearly defined but dualistic relationship. Both views
present nearly insurmountable difficulties to the task of reconciling mind and
body and developing an integrated understanding of the person, which is
Reimers’s goal.

Reimers undertakes his reconstruction of an
integrated vision by beginning with the inadequacy of materialism’s attempts at
accounting for matter itself. He notes that while matter is experienced
typically through the phenomenon of bodily resistance, it cannot be reduced to
some sort of atomic or subatomic Urstoff, but remains a fundamental
mystery even to scientists. Hence, materialists need not only a theory of matter
but a theory of why matter is all there is—a conceit that clearly rests on more
than scientific premises. Here Reimers proceeds to discuss concepts of
‘existence’, ‘being’, and ‘essence’, making use of Peirce’s concept of ‘habit’
to explain how things are of the same kind to the extent that they share the
same kinds of behavior (on Peirce’s view, any regular behavior of a thing is a
‘habit’, so that even “laws of science” may be called ‘habits’). The
very classifiability of things reveals them as bearers of ideal
significance, which, in turn, belies the view that the mental is reducible to
the biological, which is reducible to the chemical, which is reducible to the
physical. Here Reimers’s argument recalls Michal Polanyi’s “boundary
conditions,” setting off that which transcends from that which is
transcended in the hierarchical levels of things.

Reimers underscores the spiritual dimension of
the human person through a detailed analysis of the transcendentals—‘good’,
‘true’, ‘being’, and ‘beauty’. In discussing the good, he offers classic
rebuttals against the objections that the good is nothing but the desirable, the
pleasant, or what is in one’s self-interest. Science may insist it has no need
of the good, but Reimers notes Aquinas’s argument that although the existence of
numbers is good, mathematicians do not study numbers according to their
existence but only according to their formal character. The fact that
mathematical or scientific reasoning does not make use of the notion of finality
does not negate the existence of that finality. Similarly 
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with ‘truth’ (with its unavoidable
correspondence to reality), ‘being’ (with its self-transcending personal
modality), and ‘beauty’ (which pertains to the proper essence and intelligible
form of a thing), Reimers shows how these ideas are incomprehensible apart from
an irreducibly nonmaterial dimension to human nature.

He proceeds to consider our power to know by
analyzing the structure of belief, understanding, ideas, and habits, and logical
reasoning. He divides ‘habits’ into 3 classes—(a) perceptions, which
are not passive, but active and purposive, “shot through with
rationality,” ordered and interpretive; (b) work or practical
activity, which is ineluctably rational, purposive and formed by ideas; and
(c) reasoning, which is “controlled sign-making,” whose
objective is truth. He offers detailed analyses of universals and forms of
inference, laying particular stress on hypothesis. “Of the three
fundamental forms of reasoning,” he writes, “hypothesis is that which
has no physical counterpart. Hypothesis has the character of a leap, an
intellectual connection of what was previously unconnected. The mechanical
process cannot accomplish this logical operation.” Thus Reimers recalls
Peirce’s dictum that “The mind is a sign, developing according to the laws
of inference”—which is to say that persons are rational animals, capable
of juxtaposing themselves over against the world as a whole in order to
understand it by means of intelligible ideas.

Reimers notes how modern philosophy has driven
such a sharp wedge between thought and action that many today question whether
there is any relationship between the two. Against this, he argues that human
habits are understood in terms of practical syllogisms that have ultimate
reference to values adopted by the rational person, and that habits develop
ideally, manifesting the person as spiritual. Likewise, he rejects the
“theater metaphor” in the notion of the radical privacy of
consciousness as something “inside” the mind, while the brain, its
activities, and interactions of the body with the world are all
“outside.” “Consciousness is not a primary given,” he says.
Wojtyla invokes the concept of suppositum as a transphenomenal,
metaphysical subject of experience and activity—the human being in his fullness
of being.

What happens at death? Aquinas asks whether
the human soul can be both a form and “this something” (hoc
aliquid). He answers in the affirmative because the soul has an immaterial
operation of its own. Thus, the soul must be capable of subsisting immaterially,
at least in its intellectual part, although it is not itself a complete
substance. Reimers argues, however, that since the soul cannot act without the
body, and since consciousness is an application of act, the soul cannot be
conscious apart from the body. He does not deny, however, that the soul retains
and continues to experience the reality of ideas that have formed it. Beyond
this, he concedes, the philosopher must defer to the prophet and the apostle.

Philip Blosser 



Lenoir-Rhyne College

Hickory, North Carolina
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The Letters and
Diaries of John Henry Newman, vol. 9,
Littlemore and the Parting of Friends, May 1842—October 1843. Edited
at the Birmingham Oratory. Notes and introduction by Francis
J. McGrath, F.S.M. New York: Oxford University Press, 2006. Pp. xxxix +
833. ISBN 0-19-925458-3.

In his Apologia Pro Vita Sua (Uniform
Edition [London: Longmans, Green, and Co.], p. 147), Newman remarked that
“from the end of 1841, I was on my death-bed, as regards my membership with
the Anglican Church.” Such haunting words reflect the “three great
blows” that progressively suffocated Newman’s Anglican life: the perceived
parallel to early Church heresies in the Via Media theory he used to justify
Anglican integrity, the establishment of a single bishopric in Jerusalem serving
Anglican and Prussian Protestant interests that fudged the Catholic/Protestant
distinction, and the recurring episcopal condemnations of Tract 90. Volume 9 of
Newman’s Letters and Diaries documents the third blow and completes, as
it were, the famous death-bed scene. The two previous volumes of Newman’s
letters detail the first two blows. (See my reviews in The Thomist,
April 1997 and October 2003.)

As one may surmise, these published letters
have appeared but slowly in print, the lack of haste reflecting the uncommon
scholarship characterizing them. It is worthwhile to recall the series’
overview. Rev. Charles Stephen Dessain, the great modern archivist of Newman’s
writings, began publishing Newman’s correspondence in 1961, beginning with the
Roman Catholic period. Having collated and mapped the entire correspondence to
fill thirty-one volumes, Dessain began with volume 11 (October 1845). He died as
he was bringing to print the last of the Catholic-period letters. After the
first five volumes, dealing with Newman’s early Anglican life, were published by
others, Mr. Gerard Tracey, who had replaced Fr. Dessain as archivist, published
volumes 6-8. He died as volume 9 was in preparation. Marist brother Dr. Francis
McGrath has completed the work and dedicated this present volume to Mr. Tracey.
Newman’s published correspondence has come almost full circle, although there
are plans for many Newman letters that have been discovered since Dessain’s
earlier collation.

Newman thought he had an
“understanding” (Apologia, 90) that the bishops would not
censure Tract 90 if the High Church party would cease publishing more tracts.
How unsettled his Anglicanism became when bishop after bishop attacked Tract 90
over a three-year span is clear: “I could not stand against such a
unanimous expression of opinion from the Bishops” (LD 9:573);
“[the charges] have got worse and worse every year” (LD
9:575). Newman’s own bishop, Bagot of Oxford, delivered his “charge”
(a triennial official teaching of an Anglican bishop to his presbyters) on 23
May 1842. Surprisingly, Newman’s summary of it, in a letter to Keble the
following day, gave the bishop’s words a benign interpretation (e.g., “very
favorable to us, or rather to our cause” [LD 9:14]), and to
brother-in-law Tom Mozley the same day he termed it “a noble charge, very
favorable to us” (LD 9:18). But eighteen months later, Newman
recalled 
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that he could not “believe my ears”
when Bagot said Tract 90 made the 39 Articles of Religion mean “anything or
nothing” (LD 9:574). Painful intervening months surely shaped this
retrospective!

During those months other episcopal charges
(eleven are given in appendix 2) condemned Tract 90 as unfaithful to
Anglicanism, making Newman feel like “a foreign material [who] cannot
assimilate with the Church of England” (LD 9:573). One senses the
irony. Newman had written Tract 90 to prove that Anglo-Catholic sentiments were
tolerated by the Articles of Religion, but its censure by the bishops served to
drive Anglo Catholics toward Roman Catholicism. To confidante Marie Giberne he
wrote in October 1843: “The Tractarian party is in process of
being broken up… . All the Anglo Catholics are trooping off… . Pusey’s
assistant in Hebrew, Mr. Seager, has joined the Church of Rome” (LD
9:589-90). Whence Newman’s famous recollection in the Apologia (140):
“There were no converts to Rome, till after the condemnation of No.
90.” His letters describing defections during this period make those words
vibrate.

I propose in this review to indicate three
types of Newmanian observations: (1) as bearing on theology or spirituality and
likely most germane to readers of The Thomist, (2) as illuminating his
own story more than perhaps the Apologia does, (3) as private
miscellany or obiter dicta on sundry topics.

The main theological topics met in volume 9 of
Letters and Diaries are development of doctrine and Tract 90’s thesis.
The principle of doctrinal development, “to which I gave my mind at the end
of 1842 … [and in 1843] began to consider it attentively” (Apologia,
197), is not as prominent in this material as Newman’s words of 1864 would
suggest. He did preach on development, on the 1843 feast of the Purification in
the pulpit of St. Mary the Virgin. It was his very last University sermon (found
today in University Sermons [London: Longmans, Green, and Co.] and as
appendix 4 in LD 9), and a tough sermon to prepare. “I am at
present much plagued with a University Sermon for Febr 2 which won’t write,”
he groused to Tom Mozley (LD 9:205). The sermon adumbrates themes that
will be enlarged in the famous essay of 1845, such as that the words of the
apostles are like “half sentences” admitting of
“development,” and that heresy fastens on only one aspect of the full
“idea” of revelation.

The letters and concerns of 1843 do not,
however, return to the topic of doctrinal development, save for a few diary
entries. Newman began this year to put musings alongside some of the daily
factual entries, and his diary for 7 October 1843 is illustrative: “If the
gospel may be fairly called a development of the Law, so that it is a continuation
of it, may not much more the Roman Catholic system be a development of the early
Church? If the developed doctrine of the Holy Trinity, as universally received,
must be true, else the whole Church has fallen into the most awful
idolatry, for the same reason may not the doctrine of saint worship, which is
universal, be considered religious, lest the same conclusion
follow?” (LD 9:553; see also note 3).
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Apropos Tract 90, the 1842-43 letters make
clear that Newman’s use of Catholic and Catholicity refers not
to the customary Church attribute of “universality” but rather to
Christian doctrines (such as baptismal regeneration and confession) as being
consonant with apostolic Christianity. His essay argued that the 39 Articles
allowed Anglicans to hold Catholic principles, also called by members of the
Oxford Movement “Church principles.” His essay was not about squaring
the Articles with contemporary Roman Catholicism, as he noted to Mary Holmes, a
young woman receiving spiritual direction from him: “I do not see that the
Tridentine Decrees and our Articles are in certain points reconcilable—if I had
a clear view in favor of the Decrees … I could not sign the Articles” (LD
9:290). (His 1845 Essay on Development will square Trent with the
apostolic teachings, and he will then be able to pass through the doorway into
Roman Catholicism.)

The Oxford Movement-disposed publisher,
Francis Rivington, wrote Newman on 8 September 1843 that the press had been
criticized for the (Catholic) tone of its publications. This he could live with,
but Rivington did not want the press to be advocating “distinctive
corruptions of Romanism” (LD 9:518). Newman retained a synopsis of
his return letter of 17 October (LD 9:575), and it provides the raison
d’etre for how he construed the tract project: “that the Tracts etc
aimed at bringing out the idea of the English Church, as distinct from other
bodies [i.e., Dissenters, Protestantized Anglicans] and to infuse from Roman
sources a certain quality of life, interest, heart, etc Rome and the Evangelical
School had [i.e., absent from the high and dry Anglicans].” This
clarifies immediately why the note of the Church’s holiness played the
important role it did in his post-1839 writings.

For students of Newman’s late Anglican
ecclesiology, a letter to J. C. Wynter, of unknown background, is vital.

According to the
great Anglican theory, (by which I mean the theory of Laud, Bull, Butler, etc
upon which alone the English Church can stand as being neither Roman
nor Puritan) the present state of the Church is like that of an Empire breaking
or broken up… . Our Lord founded a kingdom, it spread over the earth and
then broke up… . [Our difficulties] are all in very different ways,
difficulties which arise out of a sick or rather dying kingdom. Under these
circumstances when we are asked “Where is the Church?” I can but
answer where it was—The Church only is, while it is one, for
it is individual, as he who animates and informs it. It is under an eclipse or
in deliquium now, or as Bellarmine says of the 10th century
“Christ is asleep in the ship”… . We rule ourselves by what the
Church did or said before this visitation fell upon her, we obey those that are
set over us first because they are set over us—next because at least
the apostolical succession is preserved. (LD 9:44-45)
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Even with this high esteem of the one and
original Church of Christ, Newman had occasion to say to an inquirer concerning
a rumor: “I do not hold that there is no salvation out of the visible
church” (LD 9:27).

Given Newman’s great command of the Fathers of
the Church, one notes with special interest his advice for doing patristic
studies.

When I began to read
the Fathers many years ago, I began at the Apostolical [he means 2nd
century writers], and took a great deal of pains with them and Justin
Martyr—all which I count now as wasted—and that for this reason, that I did
not understand what was in them, what I was to look for, what were the strong
and important points, etc… . It is best to get a footing in some one place,
and then to proceed as our particular taste or curiosity leads. [From the
letter’s context, one should understand a problem, e.g., Donatism, and begin
reading Augustine, for example.] Bishop Lloyd used to recommend beginning at the
beginning—I have found this in my case a failure. (LD 9:118-20)

Finally, apropos of spiritual theology,
important religious decisions require circumspection, long discernment, and
provisional testing of them. One meets these cautions passim in
Newman’s letters of spiritual direction. “You must be patient, you must
wait for the eye of the soul to be formed in you. Religious truth is
reached, not by reasoning, but by an inward perception. Any one can reason; only
disciplined, educated, formed minds can perceive… . You are overflowing with
feeling and impulse—all these must be restrained, ruled, brought under,
converted into principles and habits, or elements of character” (LD
9:274). On the danger of quick decisions based on feelings or fascination by the
seemingly miraculous, Newman had advice that is still timely: “Our Lord
tells us to count the costs. How can you tell whether it is His voice or that of
a deceiving spirit? It is a rule in spiritual matter to reject a suggestion at
first to any thing extraordinary from the certainty that if it is from heaven,
it will return” (LD 9:555). Such spiritual advice is of a piece
with his epistemological insight in Grammar of Assent many years later
that true inferences are the result of the slow building up of “converging
probabilities” until they become irresistible to a truth-seeker. And as to
readying oneself for praying, always for Newman the context for discernment, he
gave this good advice: “You should begin by strongly impressing on your
mind that you are in Christ’s Presence, and you might (reverently) picture Him
to yourself as standing over you with His Saints and Angels. Of course there is
the greatest care necessary to do this with extreme reverence, not as an
experiment or a kind of prescription or charm” (LD 9:184-85).

This review’s second focus looks to the man
himself and his life. I begin with something most personal, something never
appearing in the Apologia both from Newman’s own discretion and from
its personal pain, involving his sister Harriett. She had married Tom Mozley,
very much a man of the “Movement” and successor to Newman as editor of
the British Critic, an organ for Tractarian 
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views. Tom became very attracted to Roman
Catholicism and decided to “conform” to it in 1843 at a moment
Harriett was visiting Normandy. He never “went over,” but his
flirtation with Rome, his “Roman fever” in Harriett’s disdainful view,
caused her to blame John and to sever relationship with him henceforth. But the
1843 letters (esp. LD 9:530 to Tom and LD 9:537 to Harriett
herself) show how much Newman urged Tom against conversion, much on the
principle listed above, namely, to wait patiently and to discern God’s will more
clearly. Newman, the enemy of impetuosity, became ostracized by Tom’s impetuous
“fever” and Harriett’s impetuous response.

Newman notes in the Apologia that Fr.
Charles Russell of Maynooth (Ireland) “had, perhaps, more to do with my
conversion than any one else” (Apologia, 194). Their 1843
correspondence supports the Apologia‘s claim that Russell
provided Roman devotional writings to Newman that disabused Newman of his notion
that the Roman Catholic invocation of saints undermined the immediacy of the
soul’s contact with God. This was an important breakthrough for Newman, and this
volume provides Russell’s letters to him and his questions in return. The reader
is brought into Newman’s mental transformation. This insight was like a
“final straw,” leading Newman to make a public retraction of
previously published anti-Roman Catholic statements (see LD 9:167-72,
also in Via Media, vol. 2 [London: Longmans, Green, and Co.]) and which
he described to close friend J. R. Hope as having “to eat a few dirty words
of mine” (LD 9:215).

The Apologia reminded people in 1864
that Newman had resigned the pulpit and pastoring of St. Mary’s and its
satellite village church in Littlemore because his ability to represent the
English Church, in any meaningful official manner, was compromised by the
episcopal charges against his Anglican orthodoxy. But there was another
precipitating cause. William Lockhart lived with Newman and some other men in a
kind of small support community near the Littlemore church. Lockhart had Roman
leanings. Newman had extracted from him a promise that he would make no decision
for three years, and Lockhart broke it less than a year after coming to live
with Newman. Rather than being seen as holding people back from Rome, which he
was attempting to do, Newman was accused of fostering conversions. In LD
9:336 note 1, we find a comment Newman made years later about the Lockhart
embarrassment, supplementing the story above: “The immediate cause
of my giving up the Living of St. Mary’s and Littlemore, was Lockhart’s becoming
a Catholic. I had told the Bishop I was, in our retreat at Littlemore, keeping
young men back from leaving the English Church; and when this took place, I
said, ‘You see, I cannot do it; but converts to Rome should not go our from St.
Mary’s Parsonage.’”

One of the other men living with Newman was
Ambrose St. John, familiar to people knowing Newman’s later life as his closest
friend during his Catholic and Oratorian years, a friend so dear that Newman
requested that he be buried in Ambrose’s actual grave when death came. Listen to
how the relationship began on 16 July 1843, when Newman answered the relatively
unknown St. John’s request to join the small group in Littlemore: “Come to
Littlemore by all 
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means—and we shall all rejoice in your
company” (LD 9:429). Edward Bouverie Pusey was another of Newman’s
treasured friends. This co-leader with Newman of the Movement—the Tractarians
were sometimes called Puseyites by their enemies—never left the Church of
England. But he was in the Littlemore church on Monday, 25 September 1843, when
Newman preached his very last Anglican sermon, “The Parting of
Friends” (printed as appendix 7). Francis McGrath wisely supplies the
first-hand recollection from Edward Bellasis of this friendship and the
poignancy of the moment.

But the sermon I can
never forget, the faltering voice, the long pauses… . Then we heard the
story of David and Jonathan, the scene of their separation … with an address
almost personal to Dr Pusey who sat by, and … [addressing] the English
Church: ‘O my Mother, my Mother, how is it that those who would have died for
thee fall neglected from thy bosom? … And now my friends, my dear friends’ (here
a long pause) ‘if you should be acquainted with any one who by his
teaching, or by his writings, or by his sympathy has helped you or has seemed to
understand you… . Oh, my friends’ (here a long pause) ‘remember
such a one and pray for him.’ After the sermon Newman received the Communion,
but took no further part in officiating. Dr Pusey consecrated the elements in
tears, and once or twice became entirely overcome and stopped altogether. (LD
9:334, n.1).

Such rare friendships!

As one would suspect, the context of these
many letters is Oxfordshire, London, and, what the British then were wont to
call, the “country” (the village parsonages, such as John Keble’s
Church of All Saints in Hursley [Winchester]). When American connections appear,
readers like this reviewer take note. The Movement had many devotees
(“Churchmen”) in America, and written appreciations can be found from
northern New York State Anglicans (LD 9:71), bishops applauding
Newman’s printed sermons (LD 9:293), and from New York City area
friends (LD 9:315-18). One Yankee, a Congregationalist at that, visited
Newman in Oxford, and Newman liked him immediately, remarking to his sister
Jemima of his “New England twang” and “how dreadful it is that
the sheep of Christ are scattered to and fro” (LD 9:435). Rarely
did “Dissenters” cause such compassionate sentiments in Newman. A
final vignette is reminiscent of a potentially schismatic situation in worldwide
Anglicanism today. The presiding bishop of the U.S. Episcopal Church, Alexander
Griswold, a Low Church Evangelical, admitted a Nestorian into communion, causing
Newman to write to his oldest Oxford friend, John Bowden, “If it is
accepted by the Church generally, I don’t see how we could communicate with
them” (LD 9:73). One is reminded that the Protestant Episcopal
Church USA recently accepted a practicing homosexual as bishop of New Hampshire,
causing other Anglican national churches to talk as Newman did.
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This review concludes with a farrago of
comments in the volume, both from Newman and from the editor, on sundry matters
of interest. Visitors today to Littlemore go to the cottages where “younger
men” of the Movement (Dalgairns, Lockhart, Bowles, Bridges, St John,
Meyrick, Balston, Walker, Coffin) at various times lived with Newman, and people
visit the nearby church, made famous by the “Parting of Friends”
sermon. Many of the appointments in the church came from Newman family
benefactions. Descriptions of the stained glass windows can be found in this
volume (LD 9:6 n. 3; 72 n. 2). Newman described the “monastery
rules” the Littlemore community followed in letters to Marie Giberne (LD
9:259, 271). Extended notes satisfy those curious as to how Oxford
undergraduates behaved (LD 9:149-50 n. 6; 416 n. 1). Students of
British literature might not be surprised by Newman’s high esteem for writers
like Herbert, Coleridge, and Scott. Of a biography of Sir Walter Scott, which
brought “tears into my eyes,” he thought it “may be an instrument
in the hands of Providence for the revival of Catholicity” (LD
9:87). And in an item drafted in 1843 but not then published, Newman wrote that
“those great names in our literature, Sr. Walter Scott, Mr. Wordsworth, Mr.
Coleridge, though in different ways and with essential differences one from
another, and perhaps from any Church system, still all bear witness to
[spirituality with a Catholic flavor]” (LD 9:419 n. 4).

From Newman’s many books, none would doubt his
sober and clearheaded thinking and his command of language and style. But one
would not suspect his playfulness, which runs throughout his letters but is
never met in his serious-minded publications. Here is one example.
“Tuesday, June 27. My dear Bloxam, They tell me that you are at present
performing the character of a mope—and the due maintenance of that character
forbids your coming so far as Littlemore. If you have nothing better to do, I
would come and mope with you at your rooms at dinner on St Peter’s day
(Thursday) at any hour you please. I am, My dear Bloxam, Your sympathetic mope
John H Newman” (LD 9:406).

Many thanks from Newman scholars are due
Francis McGrath, who stepped in suddenly, on the untimely death of Gerard
Tracey, to assume supervision of the Birmingham Oratory archives and editorship
of Letters and Diaries, volume 9. His hand is detected in the fuller
footnoting, the greater inclusion of letters and book excerpts from others, and
ten appendices of 150 pages covering germane materials. In fact, if one were to
transpose these materials into the normal type size in which Newman’s letters
are printed, this book of more than 800 pages would approximate 1200 pages
easily. Newmanists need no encouragement to attack the tome; this review, I
hope, helps others to ascertain more easily the key ideas and life experiences
of Newman in his “death bed” years.

Edward Jeremy Miller 
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Spirit’s Gift:
The Metaphysical Insight of Claude Bruaire. By Antonio López, F.S.C.B.
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2006. Pp. xii + 262.
$69.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1443-2.

This is a welcome book, well-written,
well-researched, well-structured, and informed by philosophical thoughtfulness
and theological discrimination. It is also a very helpful introduction to a
thinker not well known in the English-speaking philosophical world, even though
as a commentator on Hegel he might be known by some Hegel scholars. Claude
Bruaire (1932-86) developed an ontology of gift, an “ontodology” as he
calls it—making an important contribution to a theme now much discussed, at
least in English-speaking philosophy, through the influence of thinkers like
Derrida and Marion. Bruaire sought to develop an anthropology and ontology that
would do justice to the truths claimed by the Christian religion. He was a
student of Ricoeur, and among those whom he considered as dominant influences
were Gaston Fessard, S.J., and Gabriel Marcel. But it would seem that Hegel
occupied the place of primary importance.

On the basis of Hegelian logic, Bruaire
develops the notion of the absolute as self-determining freedom in the direction
of understanding spirit as gift: gift to itself in the first instance, and gift
of being to creation in the second instance. López elaborates how Bruaire
corrects Hegel’s view with the help of Schelling, and then to correct “the
work of both with the perception of Christian revelation learned from his two
masters, Gaston Fessard and Gabriel Marcel” (6). These corrections replace
Hegel’s negative, and the negation of the negation with an understanding of the
absolute positivity in the self-giving of the Absolute or God, formulated in
Trinitarian terms as the self-donation of Father, Son, and Spirit. Granting the
corrections, the logical structure of Hegel’s “concept” or Begriff
still remains basic. Indeed Bruaire does not shy away from making use of
Hegel’s speculative syllogism to understand the inner structure of the
Trinitarian God. I shall come back to the question of whether one can modify
Hegel so, and whether the Hegelian logical basis still continues to determine
Bruaire’s thinking, all extra-Hegelian corrections notwithstanding. First,
however, I shall offer a brief overview of what López does in his fine book.

The book is divided into two parts. In the
first, entitled “Self-determining Freedom,” López offers an account
of Bruaire’s “negative” anthropology. The relation of philosophy and
theology is presented in chapter 1, and this offers the methodological
parameters that give form to Bruaire’s reflections. In chapter 2, López gives a
systematic account of Bruaire’s anthropology. He defines this as
“negative” in contrast to Hegel’s understanding of the spirit’s
movement of self-determination which returns to itself after having become the
other of itself. The human spirit, for Bruaire, cannot return to itself in that
Hegelian sense, for it is neither its own origin, nor its own destiny. In
chapter 3, López gives an account of Bruaire’s concept of the absolute, seeking
to integrate “Christian positivity” 
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as needed to overcome the negative movement of
self-determination that marks German idealism.

Part 2 offers a reading of Bruaire’s
“negative” anthropology in light of a positive ontology that conceives
the human being and God in terms of gift. In chapter 4 López investigates
claims that the concept of spirit must be restored to a true metaphysics if we
are to rescue being from the oblivion to which it now seems relegated. Chapter 5
shows how the concept of spirit leads to an understanding of finite spirit as
given to itself in order to become itself. Chapters 6 and 7 deal with Bruaire’s
concept of infinite spirit, God in religious terms. This is the infinite pure
and eternal act of donation, pure gift. It not only gives itself to itself and
begets the Word, it also confirms the gift “because the absolute spirit is
also Holy Spirit.” The absolute is also the “bottomless gratuity that
gives itself to what it is not, the finite other, and confirms it in being”
(7). Both infinite and finite being are to be interpreted in terms of gift. In
his conclusion López offers a brief summary but also suggests important
reservations, albeit politely expressed, about the closeness of Bruaire’s
understanding to Hegel’s speculative concept.

López makes it clear that Bruaire has very
important things to say about gift, and that he is attentive to worries that
ought to beset any appropriation of Hegelian philosophy. Sometimes it seems all
the required considerations are in place, including considerations that are not
included in Hegel’s scheme or are overlooked by it, but the difficult question
is how we are to put these considerations together. If they remain under the
dominating influence of Hegel’s logic, all our corrections of Hegel will turn
out to be variations on the basic logical structure, while the logic remains
intact. One gets the impression from Lopez’s account that Bruaire’s
“corrections” of Hegel, while correct, remain too much within the
governing structure of Hegel’s logic. López clearly admires the work
of Bruaire, and in general is delicate in his criticisms of it, yet he does
indicate more firmly, especially towards the end of the book, that there are
important questions to be put. (In a foreword Kenneth Schmitz also delicately
hints at certain reservations about Bruaire.) These questions bear on issues
such as the relation between philosophy and theology, the univocity of the
concept of gift, Bruaire’s “rationalism,” and the exceeding mystery of
God.

One could say that it dubious to buy into
Hegel’s logic in its basic orientation and then propose to modify it simply by
reversing the negative and the positive signs. Hegel has the negative that
negates itself and hence proves its positivity; reversing this one might say
that there is first a positivity that gives and enables giving. But if the
governing structure of the latter is understood in terms coming from the logic
of the former, the positivity may not quite turn out to be what it seems to be.
Hegel’s logic is governed by the triad: the universal, the particular, the
individual (which is the concrete universal). Theologically Hegel correlates
these with the Father, Son, and Spirit. But the first is indeterminate, the
second determinate, the third self-determining. Hegel’s logic moves from an
origin lacking determinacy through a necessitated determining, culminating in an
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inclusive self-determination. But if there is
genuine “positivity” about the first, then it cannot be mapped unto an
indeterminacy. I would rather speak the language of an overdeterminacy: more
than the indeterminate, the determinate, and the self-determining. If there is
an overdeterminacy to the original positivity, the relation of the first,
second, and third cannot be correlated with Hegel’s logic of the concept.

Further, if there is a “fourth” of
creation, this cannot be modeled on Hegel’s logic of the concept. It is clear
from his Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion that
“creation” is a (mere) representation (Vorstellung), not
properly a concept (Begriff). Hegel associates “creation”
with the Jewish God, which in turn is criticized just for its transcendence.
Hegel’s point is indeed the self-determination of Godself. If
“creation” has any meaning for him, it is its contribution to the
consummated, fully self-including self-determination of God. By contrast, one
might say that not only is the inner intermediation of God’s own life
questionably understood in terms of Hegel’s logic of self-determination, lacking
as it does a sense of divine overdeterminacy, so also is the release of creation
as giving to be something genuinely other to God. Bruaire’s account of gift
promises more on this score, but to the extent that the logic of Hegelian
self-determination governs our account, the freeing release of enabling
origination is difficult to understand.

One also gets the impression that the relation
of theology and philosophy in Hegel himself is much more equivocal than Bruaire
grants. This might have been stressed more strongly in López’s book. That Hegel
could produce descendants as much atheistic as religiously pious should give us
pause. Quite clearly Hegel wants to transcend religious representation: theology
as a thinking, he will say, must be conceptual, hence transcends the Vorstellung
to the Begriff. For Hegel it is evident that only his own speculative
philosophy properly effects this transcending of (religious) representation, a
transcending consummated in the immanence of philosophical thought at home with
itself. Hegelian philosophy might claim to be the true theology, but it is only
a speculative theology in a qualified sense, since the God of any
theology remains tied to representation. There is a more ultimate thinking,
Hegel’s own philosophy. Bruaire might dissent with this last view but his
commitment to Hegel’s logic strikes one as having the character of a Trojan
horse. This gift is the source of one’s undoing.

Is it possible to adjust Hegel in the
theological direction Bruaire wants without some twisting and turning? López
thinks that Bruaire’s use of Hegel’s speculative syllogisms as a theological
syllogism is “brilliant” (208). To this reader at least, the use of
the speculative syllogism in relation to God creates the impression of a kind of
conceptual abracadabra. Word-magic parades as if it were a conceptual
penetration of the Godhead. In a certain sense Hegel is not a theologian, not a
philosopher, but a kind of theosophist—an onto-theosophist. López does grant a
kind of excessive rationalism in Bruaire. There are moments of worry we have
with Hegel, which surfaced more than once for this reader in relation to Bruaire:
namely, that this rationalism in its excessive light brings on 
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darkness and, in a kind of idolatry of the
concept, risks blindness to God’s mysterious excess.

How helpful is Hegel vis-à-vis the proper
philosophical protocols for approaching the question of God? The reply might be
that the issue is resolved in terms of the speculative univocity of reason.
There is no ultimate difference of human and divine reason. The issue is reason
as such, not its qualification as human or divine. One sees the point, but this
point undermines any acknowledgment of the infinite qualitative difference of
the human and the divine. Without this acknowledgment one is inclined to say
that the God about which we discourse speculatively is not God—certainly not
the God of the monotheistic tradition. “Si comprehendis non est Deus”
(Augustine). López is troubled by a certain univocity of the concept
of gift in Bruaire. In his last pages he suggests a more analogical approach. He
is perfectly right to do this, but anyone who is too much under the spell of
Hegel’s logic tends to reduce analogy to representation, representation itself
reconfigured in accord with the speculative concept, and hence closed off to the
delicate balance of sameness and difference, immanence and transcendence, that
analogy at its best tries to articulate.

What of Bruaire’s agreement with Hegel’s
stress on freedom as self-determination? Hegel modifies the Kantian template of
autonomy in a social direction—freedom is social self-determination. This is
applied to God. In the Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, as I
mentioned, creation is seen as a deficient effort to represent God’s own
self-determination. “Creation” does not speculatively recuperate the
otherness either of God or of the finite world for a fully self-determining and
immanent whole. Since “creation” is essentially Jewish it is a
representation defined by dualistic opposition between divine transcendence
above and de-divinized immanence. Relativization of this transcendence defines
the Hegelian understanding of the Trinity. Father and Son are always burdened
with either a transcendence or an externality. The Father qua
indeterminate universal must negate its transcendent eternity entirely for the
immanence of time in the Son. Further, the contingency of the temporal
incarnation of the Son as Jesus must itself be relativized in light of the
divine humanity that is properly revealed as spirit in community. Spirit
provides the absolutely immanent God. But there is an equivocity here that is
not mentioned in the present account: for Hegel this immanent God is not fully
realized in the spiritual community of religion but only in the political
community of the modern state. Hegel ends up with a postreligious humanism in
which the difference between the divine become human and the human become divine
is blurred. The left-Hegelians were not entirely wrong to suspect that the
secret harbored by Hegelianism was atheism. Bruaire seems so bewitched by the
speculative concept that Hegel’s equivocity on this score seems not to figure in
his account.

We need a more radical thinking of freedom
than we find in idealism, in which a freeing that is the other to
self-determination is given its due, and the 
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interplay of other and self is thought
differently. One might say we need more on the agapeics of freedom, not
the erotics. The sources of freeing and being free are not in determinacy, or
self-determinacy, or indeterminacy, but in an overdeterminacy of agapeic
goodness. This, though ultimately reserved in the mystery of the God who exceeds
determinate and self-determining thinking, enables determinate and
self-determining being in finite form. Can freedom as self-determination be
univocally applied to the understanding of gift? Gift is self-giving, one might
say, and self-giving is then the self-determination of the being that gives
itself to itself. God is absolute self-giving, one says. This seems persuasive
but what of the always-already given and given surplus of divine goodness,
divine generosity? Is there not something super-plus about this, in the
dimension of the hyperbolic, that escapes speculative self-determination?
Self-giving needs to be nuanced further, not in terms of Hegelian
self-determination, and not quite in terms of a Schellingian
“correction” of Hegel, and not also in terms of a substitution of
“positivity” for Hegelian “negativity.” The agapeic
“more” of God, while self-giving, and giving of the other-being of
finite creation, has a reserve of surplus generosity, which is not retracted
into a jealous interiority, but which, qua giving, is always in excess
of every gift. With the speculative univocity of the Hegelian concept one
worries not only about the difference of the human and divine but whether we
pass over the hyperbolic sense of gift coming singularly from God as agapeic
goodness.

This brings me to a final point on love. Love
is central to Bruaire’s vision. Once again it is important to grant that there
are different kinds of love. Love is not univocal. Hegel is sometimes praised
for his early concern with love, but clearly he came to think of love as
primarily a feeling, in need of the rational concept as more ultimate. There is
a serious deficiency in Hegel in differentiating different kinds of loves. His
early views are ambiguous and often unclear, but overall, from early to late,
there is no systematic understanding of the nature of agapeic love. This defect
is not remedied in his later work because the logical structure of his
speculative concept does not lend itself to this understanding. On the contrary:
in Hegel’s view, it is love that is not up to the mark of the speculative
concept. From what I glean from López’s fine book, Bruaire points towards and
needs something like an understanding of agapeic love. My surmise is that, on
this score, the help of the Hegelian concept is finally a hindrance.

William Desmond 
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The Treatise on
the Divine Nature: Summa Theologiae 1, 1-13. Translated with commentary by Brian
Shanley, O.P. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 2006. Pp. 400.
$47.95 (cloth), $16.95 (paper). ISBN 0-87220-806-0 (cloth), 0-87220-805-2
(paper). 





Any attempt to offer a
translation and commentary on a classical figure will inevitably reflect the
current state of scholarship on the thinker in question, as both translation and
commentary combine to help readers appropriate his thought. When well-executed,
both translation and commentary will facilitate the retrieval necessary to allow
that appropriation to expand the reader’s understanding through a living
encounter with the thinker in question. And when this combined effort is
superbly executed, the result proves to be an excellent teaching tool. Such is
the work produced here by Brian Shanley. 



What features of this work prompt such an
assessment? How can both translation and commentary display superb execution?
First, if the goal is personal appropriation, then “less is more.” In
general, the translator/ commentator should eschew giving extensive
documentation of his sources; a bibliography articulated with reference to each
question suffices to reveal the translator’s acquaintance with the current state
of scholarship, as his pointed commentary will exhibit how he has assimilated
that scholarship to help us encounter the riches of the text. The same synoptic
grasp will be reflected in the translation itself to a practiced eye, as in this
case one seeks deft expression to render Aquinas’s lapidary prose. The challenge
is heightened in these initial questions of the Summa Theologiae,
because Aquinas is himself engaged in an exposition that draws on astute
semantic skills to hone the theological language he is employing—largely
Aristotelian but also drawn from pseudo-Dionysius—to illuminate, as best we
can, the subject of his inquiry (God as “the beginning and end of all
thing”), by identifying this reveled and revealing God as a proper object
of inquiry. This he accomplishes by showing that there is such a One,
and how this One might first be identified (by contrast with anything and
everything else), and then be articulated without falsification—that is, in a
nonidolatrous manner. Few writers and thinkers are up to that task, as most
preaching and teaching displays!

With Aquinas especially, this has proven to be
a daunting task, as the roller-coaster of readings since Leo XIII’s Aeternae
Patris has led readers through a number of personae, some
stultifyingly unattractive. In the early decades of the twentieth century these
questions were read as establishing a “natural theology,” a veritable
rational ladder which, once mastered, could lead one ineluctably to God. Karl
Barth’s resounding “Nein” awoke some Catholic inquirers from
so pretentious an endeavor. Soon, however, sensitive historical retrievals began
to temper the demand for “systematic” presentations, so that an
inquiring subject began to emerge from the texts, alive with the struggle to
articulate what had to escape conceptualization: “Because it is not
possible for us to know what God is, but rather what God is not, we
cannot consider how God exists, but rather how God does not exist”
(STh I, q. 3, prol.). Shanley’s translation-cum-
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commentary shows how those engaged in this
retrieval have opened their minds and hearts to the inner journey of
understanding latent in this richly layered, often paradoxical, text. The
neo-Thomist bifurcation of “philosophy” from “theology” had
notably inhibited access to these opening questions of the Summa, as
the modernist presumptions of the neo-Thomists allowed them to pass over
question 1, which announces a staunchly theological agenda, to turn the initial
questions of the Summa into a philosophical treatise: de Deo uno!
How this ahistorical appropriation understood questions 3 to 11 is baffling to
us now, as it seemed simply to overlook the prologue just cited, in an effort to
confirm an ideological divide between “philosophy” and
“theology.”

The French ressourcement among
Dominicans and Jesuits especially (from the 1930s through the 1960s), laid the
groundwork for a fresh retrieval of Thomas as well, which flourished in the wake
of Vatican II’s finding of neo-Thomist readings to be distracting and unhelpful.
It is that reading, quite beyond the “philosophy”/“theology”
divide, that illuminates and animates Shanley’s translation and commentary,
rendering it serendipitous for classroom use. This rich background alerts him to
remind us how Aquinas’s treatment of “divine names” turns signally on
creation, thereby accentuating “the distinction” of creatures from
their creator, thereby blocking the misunderstanding of Aquinas’s recourse to analogy
that Barth had had to reject. So Shanley comments on question13, article 2
(“Are any of the names of God said substantially?”):

God and creatures
cannot share perfections as though they were members of the same genus or the
same species. Instead, God’s nonunivocal causality is such that the form of the
perfection as it is found in creatures is not according to the same mode of the
perfection as constituting God’s own being. The perfections that we see in
creatures are finite and fragmented; in God their source, they are an infinite
unity. (330)

The “names” in
questing—“just,” “merciful,” etc.—are found in Scripture,
notably in the psalms, yet can also be treated as “attributes.”

Aquinas makes a sharp division, however, in
the very ordering of these initial questions, between these names/attributes and
those that are operative in questions 3 to 11: simplicity, perfection, good,
infinity, immutability, unity. Yet Shanley groups these among the
“attributes,” without alerting us explicitly to Thomas’s separate
treatment which displays them as “formal feature,” for they attempt to
locate the subject of this “science” in a metaphysical space utterly
distinct from creatures, and so serve to direct us to a proper use of the
names/attributes collected under question 13. To be sure, his treatment of them
does call attention to their axial semantic role, but he would have better
helped us to appropriate the structural significance of Thomas’s locating
questions 3 to 11 separately from question 13 had he highlighted the difference
between these two sets of “attributes”: one formal, the other
scriptural. Yet this is principally a question of highlighting, for Shanley’s
treatment of the “formal feature,” divine 




  
  

  


page 161

unity (q. 11), eminently displays how metaphysical is this capstone
assertion, culminating the preceding questions 3 through 10, and so reminding us
how Aquinas’s corroborating of this assertion common to each Abrahamic
faith—that God is one—asserts far more than the fact that there is but one
God, so confirming rabbinic reflection as well as the centrality of tawhid
(faith in divine unity) to Islam. In other words, he shows how Aquinas employed
metaphysics in a way that transformed his Aristotelian legacy, often in the
direction of pseudo-Dionysius, precisely to highlight the faith-dimension of
Christian doctrine about God. Moreover, Shanley shows himself cognizant of
Aquinas’s drawing from Moses Maimonides as well as Avicenna, as he formulates
the nominal definition of God as “the beginning and end of all things”
(STh I, q. 1) into an object appropriate for Christian theological
reflection. As the early Church understood so well, the privileged revelation of
God as triune, granted to Christian believers in Jesus himself as the revelation
of God, is utterly beholden to the shema: “Hear, O Israel, God
your god is one!” Indeed, it seems that this fundamental belief so
constrained early Christian reflection on the ontological status of Jesus that
it took Christianity four centuries to articulate its central revelation, at the
Council of Chalcedon! So far from opposing de Deo uno to de Deo
trino, as “philosophy” to “theology,” as neo-Thomism
had done, we can see these initial questions of the Summa Theologiae as
framing a theology faithful to Christian revelation by acknowledging its roots
in the first covenant, with signally cognate concerns in Islam. That Shanley’s
translation-cum-commentary can open students to such a rich appropriation of
Aquinas explains why I call it “superb”.


  
           David Burrell ,C.S.C. 
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Health Care
Ethics: A Catholic Theological Analysis. By Benedict M. Ashley, O.P., Jean
deBlois, C.S.J., and Kevin D. O’Rourke, O.P. 5th edition.
Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2006. 328 pp. $34.95 (paper). ISBN
9781589011168.

Unlike previous editions, the fifth edition of
Health Care Ethics contains many references to the sources on medical
moral theology published by the papal magisterium of the Catholic Church, as
well as the Ethical and Religious Directives of the American bishops.
From the very beginning of their work, Ashley, deBlois, and O’Rourke clearly
state their wish to write a book on 




  
  

  


page 162

bioethics that is about the flourishing of
both the supernatural and the natural dimensions of the human person. This means
that they want to base their findings on revelation as interpreted by
ecclesiastical authority, but also on reason, especially in those areas where
the Church’s magisterium has made no definitive declarations or where further
development and interpretation may be needed.

The book is composed of three parts containing
eight chapters. Part 1 gives a brief history of moral theology and the
importance of treating the human person’s real needs on the basis of his
fundamental inclinations, as in St. Thomas Aquinas’s perspective. Part 2 deals
with the clinical issues or the nuts and bolts of solving some moral dilemmas of
the field. This is accompanied by a very perceptive analysis of the
social-justice issues that surround bioethics. Finally, part 3 presents a
well-crafted treatment of pastoral care, laced with historical data about the
origins of hospital care, along with a look at pastoral and social
responsibilities. While the authors appeal to an abundance of scholarship from
secular sources to bolster their presentation of medical facts, they are deeply
rooted in St. Thomas. They use him as a framework as a moderate realist would,
but in a truly creative way, especially in understanding the moral virtues in
relationship to the emotions. In other words, their use of St. Thomas is not a
mere rehash of common concepts.

This fifth edition of Health Care Ethics
is not a repetition of the previous four editions but a rewriting. The authors
have taken into account some of the major problems and arguments that have
emerged in the field since the last edition, such as the Human Genome Project,
stem-cell research, brain death, artificial nutrition and hydration, and
reconstructive surgery. Chapter 5 gives much attention to moral issues
surrounding psychiatry and the morality of sex operations, which can be of great
value to clergy who must deal with very troubled persons but cannot and must not
act like psychiatrists themselves.

After treating the nature of medical moral
theology and its history in chapters 1 and 2, the authors move in chapter 3 to
treat certain difficult topics, beginning with human sexuality. The authors
explain the Church’s teaching, from the perspective of Humanae Vitae,
through the 1983 Code of Canon Law and the further teaching of Pope
John Paul II, against contraception and sterilization. They give credit to Fr.
John Harvey, O.S.F.S., for his work with homosexuals and hold the view that the
problem of homosexuality has many different causes. Later on in the same
chapter, they argue that contraception is unnatural because it temporarily or
permanently destroys a good (namely, human fertility), and so depersonalizes
sex. On the other hand, they wonderfully defend and explain why natural family
planning destroys nothing within the male or female during conjugal acts and is
the sure method of spacing children, following the reasoning of Familiaris
Consortio.

The next section of chapter 3 deals with the
question of when human life begins. Once fertilization takes place, a new
unified, self-sustaining organism begins to develop itself. This self-organizing
factor is the sign of a distinct human life in the making, not the mother’s. To
destroy that life in the name of women’s 
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rights, the authors argue, undermines human
dignity and equality of rights, leading to racism and “all kinds of
discrimination” (73). Later in the chapter, they maintain that the
wrongness of deliberately and directly killing fetuses is an infallible teaching
of the ordinary magisterium (applying the teaching of John Paul II’s apostolic
letter motu proprio Ad tuendam fidem to the encyclical Evangelium
Vitae).

When it comes to surgical sterilization, which
the authors teach is inherently wrong, they maintain that Catholic hospitals
that are joined to a community hospital that practices this evil are somehow in
only mediate cooperation in evil, if scandal can be avoided.

As in the fourth edition, the authors continue
to maintain that the use of methotrexate and salpingectomy produce indirect
abortions as side effects of a procedure that does not attack the fetus, and
hence are justifiable.

Concerning rape victims, it must be said that
where there is doubt about the presence of ovulation or fertilization having
occurred, the benefit must be given to human life before rape victims are given
a contraceptive, lest an abortifacient effect occur. Yet the authors assert that
“when honest doubt exists as to whether conception has in fact taken place,
the probability should favor the certain rights of the woman” (84). On the
other hand, concerning the use of a new procedure to procure stem cells from a
being whose genes have been genetically altered such that no human is present,
they assert that “where there is doubt the benefit must be given to human
life” (122). It would seem to this reviewer that in the case of rape a test
for fertilization is absolutely necessary to show that ovulation has not
occurred, to settle any doubts. But if there is any doubt whether new human life
now exists, then one should live by the principle that it is certain that there
may be a human person already present in the woman, and act conservatively.

When it comes to GIFT as a method of
generating children, the authors think it does separate and not assist the
unitive and the procreative meaning of the marital act and so is contrary to Donum
vitae. Although I would agree, I would also note that the Holy See has yet
to rule on this question.

Chapter 4 analyses questions concerning the
modification of the human body—from choosing to have cosmetic surgery to
genetic engineering or trying to enhance the genetic pool of a baby. The authors
are opposed to procedures that pursue this last aim because it may be in the
long run very damaging to the human intelligence of the child. They also judge
that such an aim appears to violate the right of the child who is expected to
meet the parents’ hopes and expectations rather than exist as he is in his own
right. Further on in this chapter, the authors teach that genetic testing for
major defects is very important, even if it can be abused by parents who may be
tempted to terminate a child that is judged to be defective. Much good can come
from helping parents to cope with and plan for the future of a disabled child.

Chapter 4 closes by treating some grave
problems concerning embyonic stem-cell research and persons who feel they are in
a wrong body, sexually. Concerning sexual dysphoria, the authors conclude that
it is not a genetic 
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problem but a psychological one; they thus
oppose sex-change operations. They also think it is important for parents to
choose the sex of their child when it is born with both male and female sexual
organs. This conclusion seems to ignore the obvious solution of using the
chromosomal make-up of the child (xx or xy), which can be found in the blood, as
the basis for the choice. If the blood type is xxy—a rare phenomenon—then it
would seem essential to make an intelligent choice based not on personal
preference but what is beneficial to the child.

Chapter 5, on mental health, is truly a
wonderful exposition of the problems facing parents and doctors dealing with
mental illness. The authors give a over-view of the four major
problems—depression, bipolar disorder, schizophrenia, and obsessive-compulsive
disorder—which can further be divided into about two hundred kinds of mental
problems. The cures offered, together with an historical introduction of their
evolution, are analyzed: psychosurgery, shock treatments, psychotherapeutic
drugs (not the solution but only a help), and psychotherapies. Later in the
chapter, the authors deal with neuroses and how therapy is different from case
to case. The overall goal for treatment in any case is greater psychological
freedom, based upon realistic perfection of reality.

Therapy can present some problems, morally
speaking, ranging from attempting to control behavior to the detriment of human
freedom, to problems of codependency on the therapists. The section on
addictions is very informative, with its treatment of drug use and alcoholism,
along with a brief treatment of the problems of masturbation and gambling
addictions. The authors favor the use of the famous twelve steps of AA to
overcome these addictions.

Chapter 6 deals with the issues of suffering
and death, which ultimately are effects of original and personal sin but not
necessarily pains inflicted by God. The authors recognize that the criterion of
brain death now supplements that of a nonbeating heart, which was previously
regarded as the only sign of death. They refer to the angiogram and isotopes as
a means of discovering whether blood is circulating in the brain. If there is no
blood, then the brain is dead. Unfortunately, the authors do not provide a
reference to any medical study of this procedure, nor to the arguments against
it.

The authors go into the Terri Schiavo case
only from the point of view of who should have decided her treatment and seem to
agree with the civil courts that eventually allowed her husband to remove her
feeding tube. They give the date when she died, but some thinkers argue that she
did not die so much as she was killed by starvation. For reasons of their own,
the authors apparently did not want to enter the morass of this controversy.

Truth-telling, handling of the corpse, and
autopsies are discussed with much insight. The authors distinguish euthanasia
from allowing someone to die and withholding or withdrawing life support.
Physically, these actions have the same result (bodily death); morally, however,
they are different. The authors use Pope John Paul II’s test to bolster their
assertion. The distinction between ordinary and extraordinary medical means is
developed as well, showing that these principles are not moral absolutes
practically, even though theoretically they are clear and true. Prudence has to
decide many of these questions in the concrete
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when it comes to discovering what procedures
have more benefits or more burdens.

With regard to the care of permanently
unconscious patients, the authors remind us that the papal address of 2004 on
tubal feeding and hydration of those in the vegetative state says that this is
normal care “in principle,” implying that there may be cases where the
burdens outweigh the benefits, and so suggest a prudential judgment of an
exception. Under certain conditions, therefore, this feeding and hydration may
be extraordinary and, so, morally optional. I shall return to this problem at
the end of my review.

Chapter 7 is a fine example of describing what
the person-centered profession of medicine means, namely, care that is holistic
and takes into consideration spiritual and emotional well-being as well as
healing the body. “Thus authentic medicine has both priestly and scientific
dimensions” (207). The authors give a short history of what it has meant to
be a doctor, then offer a theology of what it means to be a Christian doctor and
why confidentiality is so important in treatment. This is all in contrast to
“for-profit” doctors and hospitals who treat the patient as a consumer
and the consequent failure of alleged “managed care.” Also within this
section, one learns how social-justice principles, such as the common good,
subsidiarity, participation, and functionalism, and sound public policies apply
to a just healthcare policy morally and politically. The authors also cover the
importance of Catholic identity and what it means in the healthcare system to
taking care of the poor.

Chapter 8 on pastoral care is a fine
exposition for nonordained ministers in a hospital setting. It should be read by
those religious sisters and laypersons who have the ministry of consoling and
counseling patients in pain or close to death. The authors show how a
nonordained minister can do a great deal in preparing the dying for confession
by assisting them to make a perfect act of contrition, but they overlook the
concept of spiritual communion, which could also be helpful to patients unable
to receive the Blessed Sacrament.

Overall, this edition of Health Care
Ethics seems to be best edition so far for beginners in the field of
medical moral theology or Catholic bioethics. I do, however, have the following
serious reservations.

It is true in the abstract that scandal does
not necessarily follow from joining up with secular hospitals who practice
sterilization and other immoral acts in the name of so-called “good
medicine” or “legal medicine.” However, one wonders is this is
the case in the concrete. If Catholic hospitals have a mission to witness to the
Church’s teaching mission, collaboration here seems to undermine their whole
apostolate, and the force of evangelization against the culture of death is at
least greatly muted.

While the authors may be correct concerning
the use of methotrexate in ectopic pregnancies, prudence would suggest that
probable cause exists for the opposite conclusion. It would have been better to
treat their opinion as if it were yet not allowed until it is more clear that
these methods do not directly attack the fetus. If the fetus is already dead, as
in the vast majority of cases, there is no problem. Nevertheless, I would agree
with the National Catholic Bioethics 
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Center when it says: “Because less is
known about the effects of methotrexate on the embryo and the possibility of the
direct destruction of its life, the position of the National Catholic Bioethics
Center is that this drug ought not be used in the treatment of ectopic pregnancy
at the present time” (Catholic Health Care Ethics: A Manual for Ethics
Committees, Peter J. Cataldo and Albert S. Moraczewski, O.P., eds. [Boston:
The National Catholic Bioethics Center, 2001], part 3, 10B/5). In fact, the
authors assert this caution in another area when it comes to holding back on
oocyte assisted reprogramming until more research is done with animal
experiments, something agreed upon by the proponents of this method of
extracting stem cells from these beings who they claim are not human embryos.

I found it strange that adult stem cells were
not treated because they have produced around ninety-eight cures, while
embryonic stem cells at this point in time have produced no cures. Much more
could have been said with profit on this point.

Further, the authors are inclined to consider
tubal feeding and hydration in principle to be burdensome rather than
benefitting someone by keeping him alive. One could interpret them to mean that
a family member being psychologically disturbed by the condition of someone in a
persistent vegetative state would be burden enough to warrant a decision to
cease feeding. This would mean that getting rid of the person by starvation
would solve the personal burden of the caregiver. Ordinarily, feeding people
with a tube is not burdensome, though there can be exceptional cases where this
can occur. By contrast, the authors seem to be saying that tube feeding is too
burdensome, but in exceptional cases it may be of benefit. They claim,
erroneously, that their position is that of the National Catholic Bioethics
Center in Philadelphia.

Likewise, the book does not cover the burning
issues of condom use by AIDS-infected married couples, the adoption of embryos,
the use of vaccines taken from an aborted fetus, and the moral problems
revolving around endometriosis and others questions occurring in pregnancy, such
as induced labor and craniotomy.

The authors cannot be expected to cover
everything that pertains to medical moral questions. Many of the conclusions and
principles they have articulated provide a basis for solid ethical conclusions
and applications. In certain problematic sections, the theologian can easily go
to other authors and discover varying points of view. Until the Holy See makes
some interventions in this whole area of bioethics, many questions still remain
open. This can become a great teaching moment for the Church’s magisterium.

Basil Cole, O.P. 
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Paradise Mislaid:
How We Lost Heaven and How We Can Regain It.
By Jeffrey Burton Russell. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2006. Pp. 210. $28.00 (cloth). ISBN
0-19-516006-1.

At Regensburg, on 12 September 2006, Pope
Benedict XVI spoke eloquently of Christian Hellenization, the synthesis of
revelation with Greek thought that began in the Septuagint. He then called
attention to de-Hellenization as, in effect, deconstructing Christian
thought. Precisely such deconstruction is treated by Jeffrey Burton Russell in
his analysis of the eclipse of the concept of heaven in the past five hundred
years. Engaging and erudite as usual, Russell has in this new work contributed
to intellectual history and to the history of Christianity and—particularly
interesting to readers of this journal—he has done so in a volume valuable for
demonstrating and contextualizing the diminution of classical Christian
philosophy in the Western world. Set clearly in their historical context are
changes in philosophy of science, philosophy of language, theology, and biblical
studies as well.

Founder of the “history of concepts”
(Historically Speaking 3.4 [2002], 17-20), Jeffrey Burton Russell has
produced several masterful interdisciplinary volumes tracing specific ideas from
antiquity to the present. After he had presented the history of the concept of
the Devil in five volumes, arranged chronologically, Heaven became his focus (as
a welcome refrigerium). A History of Heaven: The Singing Silence
(1997) covered antiquity through the fifteenth century. Now Paradise Mislaid
treats how the classical Christian view of heaven “was modified,
fragmented, denied, and defended” in the last five centuries (13). The
history of a concept can be studied, regardless of whether the concept has a
referent beyond the imagination: “A history of heaven, then, is a history
of the human concept of heaven, and that is true whether or not heaven exists in
itself” (2). An orthodox Catholic, Russell affirms the reality of heaven,
yet he uses his historian’s perspective effectively to present a discussion
accessible to others and in this light refers to himself as a “lapsed
atheist” (1). He uses the topic as a lens to disclose changes in faith more
broadly. This is quietly evangelical scholarship.

Put another way: In the Consolation of
Philosophy Boethius can be understood to have set himself the task of
exploring how far reason without revelation can take one in theological truth.
Analogously, in Paradise Mislaid Russell has taken on the task of
presenting a Catholic analysis of the last five centuries while writing in terms
accessible to a general modern readership which has had a secular education—or,
as he notes, “inducation”: “The newer kind of education might
better be called ‘inducation’ of ideology, because the root of ‘education,’ the
Latin educere (to ‘draw out’) was lost” (145). A strength of the
volume is Russell’s awareness that people whose formation has been of the
contemporary, post-Enlightenment ilk need unobtrusive explanation of terms (such
as metaphysics) and ideas that were common knowledge only a few generations ago.
Importantly, the author is astute in discerning and explaining metaphysical
assumptions within various intellectual and social theories; one instance of
many is found in his remarks on the thought of Emile Durkheim, 
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who invented the term “sociology of
religion” in 1898 (112). Philosophers and schools of philosophy are treated
in their emergence and also in their influence upon Christianity and ideas about
heaven.

This is a fascinating and insightful book. As
Russell observes, “The classical Christian concept of heaven—the baseline
against which anomalies can be measured—developed over fifteen hundred years
and suffused Western thought through the sixteenth century” (5). The first
chapter summarizes the major facets of belief in heaven before modernity and
lays out Russell’s methodology. For some readers, this will make the initial
chapter rather demanding, so it is well to note how rich the volume as a whole
is. The rest of the book sets forth cogently how changes in metaphysics
undermined for many the primary bases for faith: the Bible, tradition, reason,
and experience. The breadth of the bibliography is daunting, but made accessible
through this learned book and its notes.

The Protestant Reformation involved the
rejection of traditional metaphysics as not justified by sola scriptura
(a point also made at Regensburg). “Hyper-literalism” now interpreted
“every biblical text in the overt sense, dispensing with the three
classical metaphorical meanings whenever possible” (23). Appre-ciation of
metaphor and typology diminished. Copernican cosmology is often seen as the
major reason for the decline in the sixteenth through seventeenth centuries of
the metaphor of heaven as “above,” yet in chapter 2 (“Up”)
Russell goes further to limn the heart of the philosophical change of the time:

The shift from
essential to quantitative thinking is perhaps the most important in the history
of thought, far more than the Copernican shift. That heaven exists is not a
disturbing proposition for an essentialist. That heaven exists is a problematic
proposition for a materialist and an impossible one for a physicalist. (30)

A dissection is provided, in chapter 3, of
“eighteenth-century skepticism, which failed to be sufficiently skeptical
of its own skepticism” (43). When “reasonableness” ceded to
“rationality,” the classical recognition of the authority of the Bible
and of tradition and of reason were undermined. However, the Enlightenment then
“provoked a reaction in the direction of emotions” and
“morphed” into Romanticism, as seen in “the narcissistic life of
Jean-Jacques Rousseau” (66). With Rousseau’s valorization of basic feelings
as good and the source of value, “The trajectory of sentimentality was thus
set” (67). Rousseau, Russell observes, “might have been bewildered by
the eventual perversion of his ideas of ‘liberty’ by Stalin, Mao, and Pol
Pot” (67).

Chapter 4 (“Ahead”) explores the
nineteenth-century adherence to the idea of Progress both by physicalists and in
various idealist philosophical systems. August Comte applied physicalist ideas
of progress to social thought: “He believed of course that he himself was
in the final and best stage” (72), the “universal brotherhood of
man.” Characteristically, Russell correlates this influential idea with its
contemporary artistic expression, in this case, Schiller’s “Ode to
Joy,” set to music by Beethoven. The nineteenth century also, however, saw
the “full-bodied emergence of antitheism” (73).
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The next chapter (“Back”) shows how
“Evolution eclipsed heaven more than Copernicus had done” (83). The
effect upon ethics was dire. Although, lamentably, there have always been
“Christians and others who thought and acted in racist and anti-Semitic
ways,” until Progressivism “there had been no theories of
racism in the West” (85). Lucidly Russell distinguishes between “the
scientific theory of evolution (‘evolution science’) on the one hand and two
metaphysical theories on the other,” the latter being “theo-evolution,”
which “maintains that evolution is guided and intelligently designed by
God” and “physicalist evolution” which “maintains that
evolution is entirely without any cosmic purpose or design” (88). Although
only “physicalist evolution” is incompatible with heaven, in popular
thought “evolution science” and “physicalist evolution” are
often fused. The range from mild skepticism to nihilism is shown among the
influential philosophers of the nineteenth century, culminating in Nietzsche,
who set “the springboard for twentieth-century Existentialism and for a
number of other movements from Deconstruction … to Nazism” (104).

The psychological theories and social sciences
of the twentieth century are the subject of chapter 6 (“In and Out”),
with Freud and Weber dismissing religious conviction as neurotic, while Jung
held religion to be valid. Readers will quite enjoy Russell’s incisive charge
that common to twentieth-century intellectual and social movements is a
characteristic destructive to faith including belief in heaven: “the use of
jargon and sloppy writing to disguise muddled thinking” (110). Because
Pragmatism vaunted “adaptability,” soon “Technique replaced
philosophy, technology replaced wisdom, process replaced goal” (111). Among
significant developments Russell treats, for instance, Whitehead’s
“original variant of pantheism” which became the basis for Process
Theology (119) and Protestant Neo-Orthodoxy and Karl Barth (122).

Admirably clear is Russell’s contrast of
textual criticism of the Bible, evident from late antiquity onwards, to the
“historical biblical criticism” arising in the nineteenth century. It
is “less criticism than interpretation” for it imposes
“contemporary and often ephemeral sociological, anthropological,
psychological, and political assumptions on the texts” (123). He proceeds
to identify the logical flaws of circular reasoning, begging the question, and
the primitivist fallacy endemic in such criticism. Moreover,

The impact of higher
criticism can scarcely be exaggerated. Demonstrating “what the Bible
says” was replaced by theories first about what the various authors of the
Bible supposedly meant to say and more recently by what scholars can make of the
texts regardless of what the authors meant to say. (125)

Physicalism and deconstruction became the two
dominant world views by the end of the twentieth century (chap. 7). “Both
drained the world of meaning: The first reduced reality to only one of its
aspects; the other denied reality altogether” (134). Deftly Russell
identifies the metaphysics of physicalism: the “belief that the only valid
statements about reality (other than mathematics) are statements about physical
objects, movements, and forces; there is no real world
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other than the physical world” (135).
Illogically, but across the disciplines, physicalists such as Wilson, Futuyma,
Lewontin, Dawkins, and Dennett use “axioms instead of arguments, as if
materialism were self-evident” (136). This constitutes a departure from
tradition, for “before the invention of physicalism, religion and science
usually worked hand in hand” (138). A clear presentation of the anthropic
principle and its implications for the likelihood of intelligent design shows
that “the preponderance of evidence has come to favor theism over
atheism” (143).

Deconstruction, “a sophisticated defense
of relativism and solipsism” (146), erodes ethics, leaving
deconstructionists without a basis “to fault Hitler and Stalin” (147).
Although the absurdity of deconstruction “will soon be recognized by
everyone,” Russell observes, it has deprived generations of students in
language and history departments “of the ability to encounter, understand,
commune with, and argue with great ideas and great writing. When students have
no connection with Augustine or Dante, with Calvin or Donne, they can have
little sense of heaven” (148).

In sum, the three stages of de-Hellenization
that Pope Benedict outlined at Regensburg are detailed in Russell’s Paradise
Mislaid.

The generous index greatly enhances the
usefulness of this volume. Moreover, as the preface notes, the index also
functions as a reference and glossary: one can look up persons to find their
dates as well as where they are discussed in the book, or look up a
philosophical term and find the page where it is defined as well as where it is
treated in the volume. The coining of words sets milestones in intellectual
history, and the index readily helps the reader find again the page which sets
forth the first attestation of “atheist,” “skeptic,”
“rationality,” “phenomenon,” “development,”
“eugenics,” “evangelicalism,” “fundamentalism”
(defined in 1895 at Niagara), etc. The redefinition of “nature” in
1662 and the modern definitions of “science,” etc., are likewise
retrievable through the index.

Apt examples and deft analogies spark this
volume, just as one would expect from a scholarly author with a keen
appreciation of the value of metaphor, especially “depth metaphors”
(i.e., ones that are particularly true), everlasting wells inviting
contemplation and sustaining it. Such metaphors “intend to point toward
ultimate truth” and “bring us closer to reality, not by narrowing
things down but by opening things up” (15). “Poetry is at least as
essential to understanding heaven as logic” (3). Therefore, along with the
philosophers, theologians, and scientists of the past five hundred years, also
quoted are John Donne, Elizabeth Barrett Browning, Goethe, Rilke, Gerard Manley
Hopkins, Annie Dillard, T.S. Eliot, and a lyrical anonymous poet. Gratitude to
God and hope are delicate leitmotifs to the volume; each chapter concludes with
an understated affirmation of faith, culminating on the last page with the most
direct affirmation, “Taste and see.”

Catherine
Brown Tkacz 
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[bookmark: logic]Logic, Theology, and Poetry in Boethius,
Abelard, and Alan of Lille: Words in the Absence of Things. By Eileen
Sweeney. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006. Pp. 236. $65.00 (cloth).
ISBN 1-4039-6972-8.

This is a very timely study on an important segment of the intellectual
tradition of the Middle Ages, one, moreover, that not many scholars with
expertise in this field would be capable of undertaking. One reason is that it
moves outside the set fields of Augustinian, Victorine, or Chartrian studies,
thus positioning itself deliberately in an open arena. Another reason is that it
combines three divergent areas, that is, logic, theology, and poetry. Whereas
any combination of two would have yielded interesting but slightly predictable
perspectives (logic and theology, theology and poetry), the addition of a third
derails any prior notions of synthesis and harmonious development one might
have.

The combination of authors from Boethius to Abelard and on to Alan of Lille
is a responsible choice and creates an exciting span, as the Three
Theological Treatises of Boethius are connected with the Theological
Rules of Alan of Lille, reflecting the longue durée that is
typical of medieval thought. The fact that Sweeney’s analysis is under three
hundred pages long speaks to her authorial skills, as her conciseness of
argument makes for a clear and efficient read.

The book’s subtitle is “Words in the Absence of Things,” which
points to the similar texture of semantics found in all three authors,
connecting them as part of one continuous tradition. The major achievement of
the study lies in its view of the era from late antiquity to the early
Scholastic in an unbroken light. Doing so requires intellectual reach and
philosophical stamina, both of which are demonstrated here in exemplary fashion.

Sweeney’s book unfolds as follows. In the introduction she clarifies her
thematic approach of “words in the absence of things” by referring to
Augustine’s division of reality into signs and things—the latter referring
ultimately only to God—which was designed in his On Christian Doctrine
and canonized in Peter Lombard’s Sentences. Based on this division, all
metaphysical problems are problems that regard signs, and hence pose as problems
of interpretation, an interpretation that is duly complicated because its
central object, that is, God, is itself the only ‘thing’ and as such
inexpressible. This is the absence to which the book’s subtitle refers, and
which rather indicates a latent presence or substrate. Rather than analyzing the
thought of Augustine—whose responsibility for the “semiological
consciousness of the Christian West” stems
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from his firm interest in “redeemed language” mediated through the
presence of Christ as the Word—however, Sweeney focuses on the technical
mastery of the language arts exhibited by Boethius, Abelard, and Alan. Her
overall thesis is that even in these potentially more arid thinkers the logical
and analytical were combined with the imaginative and the existential, a
connection that would last until the thirteenth century. Although a similar
point about the merger of analytical and imaginative discourse was made by Peter
Dronke (see his Fabula: Explorations into the Uses of Myth in Medieval
Platonism [Leiden and Cologne: E. J. Brill, 1974], 1), it has rarely been
turned into an epistemological program and Sweeney should be much commended for
doing so.

The book has three chapters, which are similar in length and closely follow
the texts of the selected authors. The chapter on Boethius (7-61) is entitled
“Translation, Transfer and Transport,” and combines an analysis of his
mediat-ing function in the history of Western thought with the more unusual task
of lending a kind of unity to his works, portraying him in the process as an
original and autonomous thinker rather than a compiler. Main Boethian themes are
the distinction between the order of words and things and the conventionality of
language (8). Notwithstanding Boethius’s aim of mediation, Sweeney rightly
points out how his logical categories form an extra layer between the reader and
the things described by the text (9), thereby causing many of the intellectual
problems with which the Middle Ages would henceforth struggle.

Sweeney discusses the Commentary on the Isagoge, the Commentary
on the Peri hermeneias, and the Theological Tractates, carefully
laying out in each case what the work intends and what Boethius’s aim with it
is. In Contra Eutychen et Nestorium Boethius posits theological
reasoning as finding the mean between two heresies, a position that in De
hebdomadibus is concretized as a refutation of Manichean dualism. Sweeney
here follows the view of Robert Crouse (21, 26), that a being can only be good
to the extent that it is related to that which is Being or Good in a perfect
unity, that is, God. In De trinitate Aristotelian and Neoplatonic
categories meet again, but it proves difficult for Boethius to go from the
‘thing’ of divine unity to the plurality of its names (‘words’): that is, as
synonymous names signifying the single divine nature, as names with different
meanings indicating the same God, or as nonsynonymous names for the different
persons. The difficulty is that the Trinity cannot be fully understood by us as
it is, which necessitates different and hierarchically ordered approaches
through physics, mathematics, and theology. In Sweeney’s view Boethius is giving
up any esoteric superiority in these tractates, assuming a position of
supplication as the only fitting mediating posture to stretch language from this
world to the next (38).

The same is true for the Consolation, which takes mediation one step
further, as Boethius aims at a transformation of his own perspective on
suffering. There are clearly different voices in this work, ranging from
Boethius the victim to Lady Philosophy as his therapist, yet there is no reason
either to see Boethius as unable to control all of these roles or to identify
him with just one of them. Instead, Sweeney sees the Consolation‘s
project as the development and
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hierarchical arrangement of different perspectives on suffering, taking this
work as pars pro toto for Boethius’s entire oeuvre. In a long segment,
she carefully weaves its different threads together in such a way that we can
still hear the deep echoes of classical knowledge. Seeing the absence of direct
Christian allusions as a relevant problem, she feels generally at home with
Marenbon’s solution of seeing this work as reflecting the failure, rather than
the success of philosophy (60). She ends this chapter by pointing to the work’s
poetry as both mirroring the fragmented vision of philosophy and complementing
it in the attempt to overcome the limits of human reasoning.

While Boethius’s Consolation, in Sweeney’s vision, was “baring
the wound” (39), her chapter on Abelard (“A Twelfth-Century
Hermeneutics of Suspicion” [63-125]) opens with this thinker’s attempt to
“keep open the wound of exile” (63). Here too she goes through the
logical developments of the author under review only to end with an analysis of
his poetry, especially the planctus, a set of biblical poems often
thought to display personal notes to his life story. Sweeney sees in Abelard not
the mediation typical of Boethius but struggle and opposition against complacent
masters, as Abelard scratches their surface and measures their (false) depths.
His “tragedy” is that the outcome of his search is that surface and
depth cannot be matched, and hence his quest for coherence must ultimately fail.
But that may be too harsh a judgment on Sweeney’s part, because his exposition
of the gaps that he detects in, for example, Boethius’s logical works, led to
many improvements, as did the collection of conflicting patristic authorities in
his Sic et Non or the listing of arguments against the Trinity in his Theologia
‘summi boni’ (66). In light of the book’s central problem of ‘words’ and
‘things’ Abelard’s position on universals is obviously of key importance, as he
argues that a universal is common to all and proper to none (69, with reference
to Glosses on Porphyry 21.34). Abelard is interested above all, Sweeney
states, in keeping the realms of words, things, and thoughts separate so as to
make language functional. This squares with the position of Klaus Jacobi (77),
that Abelard’s logic has an essentially negative character, in that all his
arguments warn against reductional accounts. This leads to an interesting
tension, observed again by Jacobi, for Abelard’s dialectical thought and
arguments reach farther than he can actually account for, while Jolivet sees him
as combining nonrealism and Platonism (78).

Sweeney’s interesting analysis of Abelard’s theological works zooms in on his
siege-mentality. Instead of Boethius’s order, here we have conflict (81). While
there are good reasons for Sweeney to make this statement, we should not forget
that the amorphous weight of tradition necessitated a drastic makeover indeed
and Abelard’s offensive strategy can perhaps also be explained as an attempt to
cut his way through the forest, trying to construct roads where there were none.
Sweeney hints as much when she detects a development in Abelard’s work from
being merely defensive to trying gradually to close the gap between language and
reality through rational arguments; she identifies the remaining niches as the
dwelling place of faith.
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Where Abelard’s theology breaks off, his laments begin, and Sweeney gives an
excellent analysis of these attempts to reject and rewrite allegory at the same
time (95-114). Perhaps composed as stimuli for personal contemplation, they
modulate on cases of biblical loss and on the theme of loss in general,
creatively twisting conventional readings of biblical stories. Sweeney’s
suggestion to see these laments as an emotional Sic et Non, offering
different perspectives on a single biblical problem text, is particularly
helpful.

The chapter ends with Sweeney’s analysis of Abelard’s Ethics and his
Letters, especially his Rule for Heloise’s nuns, which she sees as bridging the
very gaps that his other works opened up. They can do so only because a mature
Abelard regards his own struggles as being in the service of spirituality. In
his search for coherence of word and deed, Sweeney concludes that Abelard
eventually comes to dwell in the gaps, the very ‘de-reification’ of his
theologies repeating the absences more than filling them (124).

In her final chapter on Alan of Lille (“Language and its Peregrinations
to and from Divine Unity” [127-75]), Sweeney concentrates on the paradox
between innovative form and conservative content in Alan, which she explains
through the analogy of strength rather than weakness used by Alan himself,
namely, that of fighting fire with fire. Alan writes poetry to fight poetic
falsehoods and gives correct theological vocabulary to those trying to find
terminology that is analogous to that used in the other arts. But, Sweeney goes
on, he uses these methods, as he is conscious of their limitations
(128). She then takes her readers through Alan’s works: the Regulae
caelestis iuris, the Summa quoniam hominess, and the Liber in
distinctionibus dictionum. The chapter ends again with (allegorical)
poetry, this time Alan’s prosimetric De planctu naturae, followed by
his poem Anticlaudianus. Whereas contemporary interpretation of these
poems oscillates between considering Alan either a sombre moralist exploring
sexual terminology or a medieval postmodernist undermining stable meaning,
Sweeney stresses the similarity between his sexual language and his God-talk.
This is in line with her functional approach to Alan’s use of genre and method.
His confident use of reason and the arts to capture God implies at the same time
his deep scepticism about their possible success. Both allegorical poems
highlight that vice and God fall outside the arts.

The advantage of Sweeney’s interpretation is that, while making Alan less a
typical twelfth-century schoolmaster, she adds to his complexity, bringing in
his interest in Dionysian negative theology. Alan, as she states,
“emphasizes God as radically other. He gives the reader no chance to bask
in the certainty of God as the ground of nature before he brings home the way in
which God confounds nature” (167). Precisely what this means for Alan’s own
agenda beyond his functional approach I would have liked to see elaborated a bit
further; nevertheless, Alan’s portrait is a much ‘thicker’ one indeed than often
comes across. His approach is also fully in line with Augustine’s De
doctrina christiana. After all, ‘things’ and nature are signifiers rather
than signified (173).

In her brief conclusion about “Language and the Ascensus Mentis ad
Deum” (177-83) Sweeney commends “her” works as worthy of
being lifted above the
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quagmires of Scholasticism as reflective of more existential questions. The
arguments to support this thesis which her book has put forth certainly whet our
appetite to reread them all closely.



Willemien Otten 
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[bookmark: form]Form and Being: Studies in Thomistic Metaphysics.
By Lawrence Dewan, O.P. Studies in
Philosophy and the History of Philosophy 45. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2006. Pp.265. $59.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1461-0.

It is a pleasure to spend time with Lawrence Dewan in the pages of this book.
His mastery of Aquinas, eagerness to teach, zeal for philosophical truth,
critical intellect, and gentle humor illumine every chapter. The book is a
collection of thirteen of his essays on the metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas
published between 1980 and 2004. As the title indicates, they are centered on
the notion of formal causality, a focus he sees as distinguishing him from such
philosophers as Joseph Owens and Etienne Gilson, with their emphasis on the act
of being (esse) (xii).

The essays range from general discussions of the nature of metaphysics to
treatments of specific topics such as causality, the immortality of the human
soul, the notion of substance, the principle of individuation, and the real
distinction between the formal cause and the act of existing (esse).
They often have the flavor of disputed questions, with Dewan taking the part of
the master and many of the great Thomistic thinkers of twentieth century serving
as objectors, including Joseph Owens, Etienne Gilson, Ralph McInerny, Cornelio
Fabro, Jacques Maritain, and James Weisheipl. Dewan’s method always involves a
close reading of Aquinas’s texts combined with his own insights, including his
emphasis on the importance of formal causality and on the “continuity of
thought between Aristotle and Thomas, even as to the doctrine of the act of
being” (xii).

The first article considers the fundamental challenge of metaphysical
thinking, an enterprise not for the faint of heart or intellect. Dewan’s
conviction of the continuity between Aristotle and Aquinas surfaces in his
assertion that Aristotle’s first cause is “one being which is both final
cause and efficient cause of all [sic]” (8). This view is quite
different from that of Gilson, who saw Aquinas’s God as both a final and
efficient cause, but Aristotle’s first principle as a final cause only. Dewan
provides a reference to support his assertion (Metaphys. 12.10.1075b
34-1076a 4), but admits that “I am very far from thinking that what I say
here jumps right out from this text” (8 n. 43). The essay concludes with an
addendum on the
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“Big Bang,” in which Dewan rightly points out that the discussion
of creation belongs not to physics but to metaphysics. The Big Bang cannot be
identified scientifically with the moment of creation since “from a
strictly physical perspective” some previous event is always
“presupposed by any posited ‘first event’” (10). It is “a
principle needed for the existence of any experimental science” that
“an event occurs if and only if the appropriate conditions obtain”
(11). (It would be interesting to see how Dewan would apply this principle to
the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechanics, where quantum events are
understood as having no cause.)

The task of metaphysics is examined in the second article. Its work is
something like constructing a “spiritual trampoline or launching pad”
to lead the philosopher from the consideration of contingent, sensible, material
things to the highest cause or first principle (ix, 7). In establishing what it
means to study being as being, Dewan reviews Aquinas’s presentation of the four
“modes” of being: “(1) negations and privations, (2) generations
and corruptions and movements, (3) inhering accidents, and (4) substances”
(17). The last are the special concern of metaphysics since “to be” is
“used in the unqualified, we might say ‘uninhibited,’ ‘full blast,’ way
when it is said with reference to the thing’s very substantiality” (19).

The third and fourth essays are concerned with the starting point of
metaphysics, the knowledge of being. Noting the “undeserved abuse”
that the notion of abstraction has suffered “in recent decades” (39)
and responding to the views of Cornelio Fabro, Dewan argues that our knowledge
of being (ens) is a product of abstraction and that this product forms
the basis of our knowledge of the act of existing (esse). He also
argues against the contention of James Weisheipl and the “River
Forest” School of Thomism that it is physics, by proving the existence of
immaterial reality, that provides metaphysics with “its proper subject of
study, being as being” (47).

The fifth and sixth essays deal with causality and analogy. Dewan explains
how efficient causality involves relation, and then exploits the notion of
relation to show in what ways David Hume was justified in disassociating effect
from cause. Since relationship implies only reference to another, and not
reference to the substance in which the relation exists as an accident,
“Hume’s contention makes sense, that one can think of an effect without
thinking of its cause” (76). One can focus on the thing in which the
relation inheres without alluding to the referent of the relation. The effect’s
dependence and need for a cause are seen only if one considers its existential
aspect by thinking of cause and effect “as having being” or
questioning, for instance, whether the composite of matter and form can be
thought of “as existing without an efficient cause” (80-81). In the
sixth essay, Dewan argues (against Ralph McInerny) that analogy is not primarily
a problem of logic and that “the account of analogy given by logic cannot
be expected to do the job that a metaphysician will do” (85).

The seventh essay comprises three insightful, though somewhat disconnected
parts. Its basic theme is the “terribly neglected” topic of substance
(x). It begins with a playful account of “contemporary Presocratics”
who, like their
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predecessors, make the kinds of universal claims that belong to metaphysics
while still “under the spell of physics or mathematics” (98).
Physicist Stephen Weinberg, for instance, claims that physics itself can
investigate the “deepest questions,” and biologist Michael Behe
contends that the discussion of intelligent design belongs within empirical
science. Dewan proposes to awaken them from their “dogmatic slumbers”
by pointing out that their universal claims exceed the limits of their espoused
disciplines (98-101). The treatment of such thinkers is abruptly dropped,
however, for a discussion of the nature of substances, especially their unity
and primacy in being. The essay then reviews Charles De Koninck’s understanding
of the forms and essences of material things, and concludes with three addenda
of related texts from Aquinas and De Koninck. The topic of substantial form
continues in the eighth essay, which analyzes key parts of Aquinas’s commentary
on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, providing “a lesson on the centrality
of substantial form for the study of metaphysics” (x).

The next three essays are concerned with explaining in what way form is a
“a principle of the act of being” (xi). This is an intriguing topic
since Aquinas teaches that esse, as the “act of all acts and the
perfection of all perfections,” is also the act by which the form (in
immaterial creatures) and the composite substance (in material creatures) exists
(De Pot., q. 7, a. 2, ad 9). Recognizing the intimate relation of form
and esse, Dewan remarks ironically that “a healthy conception of
form should tend to confuse it with the act of being” (xi). Certainly his
essay allows form and esse to skate perilously close, yet without
tumble or mishap. He gives a carefully reasoned explanation of how form has
priority over existence in that “the influence of the efficient cause on
the caused thing will be the existence of the caused thing only
inasmuch as the efficient cause also provides form for the caused
thing” (169). He points out that Aquinas “has no difficulty in viewing
esse as the effect of form (as long as an outside efficient cause is
posited)” (170). If form is considered as “that by which the agent’s
influence is appropriated to the effected thing, form is ‘resulting’ in
esse, and so is causal” (171). Dewan explains that this doctrine
“that esse is the per se result of form as form”
does not compromise the teaching that in all creatures form “participates
in esse” and “stands related to esse as potency to
act” (172). He also shows that form and esse, despite their close
association, “are indeed really, and not merely notionally,
distinct” (188).

The twelfth essay discusses form as nature, using the human soul as an
example of how form is the principle of a substance’s activity (xi). Here Dewan
is pleased to give “equal time” to essence after the “difficult
time” it had in the twentieth century “when the insistence was
decidedly on existence” (205).

The final essay considers the subsisting thing as such. Dewan sees it as the
third “target” of metaphysical inquiry, following the targets of the
essence or form and the act of being (xi). He is primarily concerned with
refuting Joseph Owen’s contention that esse is the ultimate principle
of individuation and establishing the individual as “a mode of being”
(229). His conclusion is that “in diverse levels of being there are diverse
‘principles’ of individuation” (247). An eye-opener to me was his treatment
of the “need for a special doctrine of


  



page 326

individuation” to accommodate the phenomenon of nutrition in living
things. Such substances (which change their matter through nutrition, growth,
and diminution, while maintaining their substantial identity) require “a
special mode of substantial form, somewhat immaterial, and thus somewhat akin to
the subsisting form which is the human soul” (233). Quoting Aquinas, he
explains that such a form is “like an immaterial form” since it
“does not determine for itself any designated matter, but at one moment is
preserved in this, at another moment in that” (234). This makes one wonder
whether today we would not have to say that the forms of all material substances
must be “somewhat immaterial,” given our present scientific
understanding of the natural world in which all substances, living and
non-living, constantly gain and lose matter (electrons) while maintaining their
substantial identity.

Father Dewan and the editors of the Studies in Philosophy and the History of
Philosophy series have performed a service to the philosophical community in
bringing these essays together. The book’s index of names and detailed index of
topics allows the reader easily to find and track a given figure or theme
through the various articles. Dewan has promised future collections of essays on
the doctrine of being and natural theology (ix). These will be most welcome in
providing ready access to the rich fruits of his continuing “apprenticeship
with Thomas Aquinas” (xiii).

Michael
J. Dodds, O.P. 
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M. Osborne, Jr. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005.
Pp. 336. $60.00 (cloth), $30.00 (paper). ISBN 0-268-03723-X (cloth),
0-268-03722-1 (paper).





Thomas M. Osborne’s study of the development of thirteenth-century ethics
focuses on a thematic that has not received the attention it deserves: the
relationship of love of self to love of God. While for modern ethical theories
the relationship of self to God has often appeared as a conflict between egoism
and altruism, the medieval treatment of human love as foundation to ethics
reveals a much richer and more intricate and therefore more integrated
treatment. As this textual study demonstrates, the dichotomy is not as obvious
for medieval thinkers as it might be for moderns.

Comprised of five chapters, this work begins with the Augustinian tradition’s
emphasis on loving God as the key to the happy life, a tradition presented as
largely Neoplatonic and in contrast to the Aristotelian ethical project which is
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centered on happiness. Chapter 2 follows the Scholastic development in the
mid-thirteenth century prior to Aquinas. This chapter is especially helpful in
the way it brings to the forefront the work of William of Auxerre, Philip the
Chancellor, and Albert the Great, not simply as predecessors to Thomas Aquinas,
but as thinkers who dealt with this question in important ways. Chapter 3
focuses on Aquinas and on his distinct manner of dealing with the question,
informed by his Aristotelian perspective. Chapter 4 helps fill out the picture
in the final quarter of the thirteenth century, with thinkers such as Siger of
Brabant, Boethius of Dacia, and James of Viterbo. Here again, light is shed on
aspects of the debate that have not often been studied in depth. Finally, the
fifth chapter takes up the position of John Duns Scotus, showing how his
treatment of this theme is both similar to and distinct from Aquinas and other
earlier thinkers.

The first chapter sets the trajectory for the entire work, with its emphasis
on Augustine and the way in which later, thirteenth-century Christian thinkers
would attempt to integrate the central Augustinian insights when they read
Aristotle. Augustine’s Platonism is the key for Osborne’s study, both for his
emphasis on love and for his focus on God as the summum bonum. The
influence of the Augustinian tradition on the eleventh and twelfth centuries is
presented, however, as if the medievals developed a largely Platonic ethic prior
to the arrival of the Nicomachean Ethics. Platonic influences are
clearly present in this early medieval period, but this chapter would have
benefitted from a more developed treatment of Stoic influences, both on
Augustine’s own theory of goods of use and intrinsic goods, and on the overall
development of ethical questions. Despite this lack, the chapter offers very
good information regarding the positions of Hugh of St. Victor, William of
Auxerre, Philip the Chancellor, and Albert the Great.

Chapter 2 is also a very helpful treatment of the positions of Albert the
Great, Alexander of Hales, and Bonaventure. The focus of their discussion is the
dignity of nature, and the natural capacity of anyone to love God in the absence
of grace. This chapter offers a nice contrast between the different positions,
showing how they both develop and diverge from earlier positions, such as those
of William of Auxerre and Philip the Chancellor. Osborne carefully lays out the
distinct ways in which each thinker handles the Augustinian categories of uti/frui
in love for God and self, as well as the distinctions between propter se
and propter aliud. Albert’s attempt to reconcile pagan moral theory
with Christianity appears clearly in his discussion of friendship; here again,
Osborne’s study might have benefitted from a stronger connection to Stoic
sources, such as Cicero (mentioned only in passing). Nonetheless, with its
attention to textual detail and analysis, this chapter is exceptionally helpful
in setting the stage for Aquinas’s treatment of the two loves.

The chapter devoted to Aquinas is extremely good, laying out the relevant
texts and showing clearly how important St. Thomas is to the transformation of
the debate to one focused on natural desire and the common good. It is within
this context that Aquinas integrates Aristotelian ethics and metaphysics. Here
again, a stronger Stoic connection might actually have helped Osborne’s
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argument, showing how the earlier legacy prepared the way for Aquinas’s
important role. The first portion of this chapter engages in a rich and detailed
explanation of various scholarly positions relative to Aquinas’s treatment of
natural love. Osborne plays out the varying interpretations and positions, his
own interpretation among them. While interesting to the specialist, this section
seems to be out of harmony with the rest of the book, for at no time in any
other chapter do we follow the scholarly debate so carefully. After presenting
several texts and versions of Aquinas’s argument on natural love for God,
Osborne helpfully lays out the central argument that he attributes to St. Thomas
(85) and clarifies the distinction between charity and natural love.

Chapter 4, like chapter 2, is extremely helpful in bringing out the key
developments between 1270 and 1300, in thinkers like Siger of Brabant, Boethius
of Dacia, Godfrey of Fontaines, and Henry of Ghent. Especially helpful here is
the way in which the debate changes during the last quarter of the thirteenth
century, in regard to the relationship between moral science and theology.
Osborne’s presentation of James of Viterbo’s position and its relationship to
that of Godfrey of Fontaines brings out clearly what was at issue at the end of
the century: whether or not natural moral philosophy is primarily
self-interested. This section of the chapter is particularly helpful in its
discussion of the move from earlier positions that considered moral psychology
to later developments that focused on the nature of the moral order and its
relationship to self or God.

With the debate of the final quarter of the thirteenth century, Osborne has
aptly set the scene for the moral theory of John Duns Scotus. The final chapter
both presents Scotus’s treatment of the two affections in the will (for
happiness and for justice) and points to the continuity and discontinuity of his
ethical position with that of Aquinas. By noting the important metaphysical
grounding of Scotus’s position on the nature of the will, Osborne shows how
significant Scotus’s theory on the centrality of freedom is for later thinkers
and how traditional Scotus was in his own ethical affirmations. Osborne’s
situation and assessment of Scotus relative to Aquinas are especially helpful
and welcome.

Osborne states in the introduction that this work originated in his doctoral
dissertation. One does not get this impression in reading it, except in those
sections where he attempts to lay out the scholarly debate regarding the
interpretation of a given thinker, for example, Thomas Aquinas. The development
of Osborne’s interpretation of Aquinas in chapter 3 is hindered by his attempt
to contrast De Lubac, Gilson, Geiger, and Rousselot in their various theories
and responses to one another. This scholarly debate, while interesting for the
specialist and essential in a doctoral dissertation, might better have been
placed, in the notes, or perhaps in an appendix. As it stands, the author’s own
interpretation of the texts is far more interesting for the study itself.

This study is extremely insightful and illuminating, especially in regard to
the periods between Albert and Thomas, and between Thomas and Duns Scotus. It
offers, as well, a quantity of textual material not often seen in works devoted
to medieval ethics. More work on the figures involved in these transitional
debates,
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as well as on their influence for the key thinkers, is sorely needed for any
accurate interpretation of the central role of medieval ethics and its
development. For this contribution alone, Osborne’s study is worthy of praise.

Osborne is correct when he states that the dominant historical reading of
medieval ethics is overly influenced by modern categories of moral discussion,
such as the antipathy of self-love and love for God. However, his choice to
focus on the Platonic and Aristotelian traditions alone works against what he is
trying to achieve. Indeed, the narrow frame within which the study is organized
does not provide sufficient conceptual resources to correct the false historical
reading that the entire study so eloquently critiques. When, for example,
Osborne presents the central role of the common good as mediator between the two
loves, he contextualizes Aquinas’s position relative only to these two main
philosophical traditions. As was the case in earlier chapters, the discussion of
the natural inclination and self-love would actually have been helped by some
reference to Stoic sources, such as Cicero or Seneca, both of whose texts were
influential in medieval ethics. Contrasting Aristotle’s eudaimonism to
Platonic love (as eros, philia, or agape) results in the very
dichotomy between self-love and love of God that Osborne tries so carefully to
avoid. Indeed, given only these two traditions as sources for the medieval
discussion, it does not seem possible to avoid understanding the medieval
position as either a type of enlightened self-interest (94) or a proto-Kantian
discussion involving legal obligations (97). Likewise, the presentation of the
two affections for Scotus (natural affections which embody the dynamic
attraction toward love of self and love of God) would have been far more
integrating, had Osborne made more of the Anselmian and Stoic integration of the
dynamic of human love.

In short, this is an extremely good introduction to the ethical debates of
the thirteenth century, providing a wealth of textual and bibliographical
resources. An acknowledgment of the role of Stoicism for the central ethical
discussion of love (whether of self or of God) would have helped Osborne make an
even stronger case for his position. It would also have helped him avoid falling
dangerously close to the very dichotomy (self vs. God) he seeks to correct.

Mary
Beth Ingham, C.S.J. 
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[bookmark: john]Reading John with St. Thomas Aquinas:
Theological Exegesis and Speculative Theology. Edited by Michael
Dauphinais and Matthew Levering. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2005. Pp. 416. $79.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1405-X.





This volume, ably edited by Michael Dauphinais and Matthew Levering, aims at
“speculative theological reflection upon St. Thomas’s” Commentary
on John (xiii). It draws its content from the first in a series of
conferences sponsored by Ave Maria University’s Aquinas Center for Theological
Renewal. Subsequent conferences have addressed the themes of “John Paul II
and the Renewal of Thomistic Theology” (2003), “Aquinas the
Augustinian” (2005), and “Sacraments in Aquinas” (2007). Like the
rest of the conferences, Reading John with St. Thomas Aquinas represents
an international, interdisciplinary, and ecumenical engagement with the work of
the Angelic Doctor.

The essays in this volume offer close readings of the Commentary on John
on its own and often in dialogue with the Summa Theologiae. Indeed, it
is structured along the lines of the great Summa. It begins with the
theme of revelation, continues with sections devoted to the triune God, the
moral life, and the person and work of Jesus Christ, and concludes with
contributions on the Church and the sacraments. The handsome volume includes an
extensive bibliography and a helpful index.

One of the delights of any conference, but particularly one focused on a
theme that attracts wide expertise, is the conversation before, between, and
after papers. The contents of Reading John reflect the riches of such
conversation since it examines the Commentary intra-Thomistically
(i.e., within the context of other works by St. Thomas), and extra-Thomistically
(i.e., in dialogue with a wide range of thinkers, ancient and contemporary).
Given the constraints of space, I can only highlight a small portion of the book
before turning to proposals for further study.

Reading John opens with John Boyle’s “Authorial Intention and
the Divisio textus.” Boyle engages Beryl Smalley, the important
twentieth-century scholar of medieval exegesis, in conversation to disagree with
her. He locates Thomas’s importance in the fact that “he is not one of
us” and so has something to say to “the modern interpreter of
Scripture” (3). Concisely and with humor, he points out Thomas’s
indifference to a text’s single meaning—there could be many—and instead turns
his attention to authorial intention, “to what ultimate end did St. John
write [a] particular passage” (8). He then spells out the significance of divisio
textus, the careful and, for many today, graceless means of textual
organization that Thomas used to convey evangelical and so divine intentions for
human salvation.

Other conversations in the volume include those with Thomas’s predecessors.
Janet Smith, in “‘Come and See’” (cf. John 1:39, 46), notes the
“influence of some key Aristotelian principles” on the Commentary
“to explain why some who encounter Christ recognize him as divine and why
others do not” (211). Stephen Brown, in “The Theological Role of the
Fathers in the Aquinas’s Super 
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Evangelium S. Ioannis Lectura,” presents Peter Aureoli’s
definition of declarative theology in the fourteenth century: it clarifies and
defends the articles of faith. Brown identifies, with the assistance of the
Fathers, Thomas’s own practice of declarative theology.

Reading John also includes conversations with our contemporaries.
David Burrell, in “Creation in St. Thomas Aquinas’s Super Evangelium S.
Joannis Lectura,” engages the academy. He does so by
“deconstructing” “the unilateral focus on Aquinas the
philosopher” that separated theology and philosophy in the study of the
Angelic Doctor and also separated these university faculties (115). He takes the
theme of creation in the Commentary and argues that Thomas bridges the
two disciplines with a philosophical theology that treats subjects
“theological in character, while the mode of treatment [is]
philosophical” (116).

Bruce Marshall returns to a question that has vexed him elsewhere. Western
accounts of the Trinity seem to suffer “from a pneumatological
deficit” that, apparently, do not give “the Holy Spirit anything to
do” (62). For Marshall, the Commentary represents something of a
cure because of the significant role the Spirit plays within it. It also
supplies theological tools for maintaining unity of divine action (including
action by the Spirit) and diversity of persons in the Trinity.

Most of the essays place Thomas in conversation with himself. Frederick
Christian Bauerschmidt opens his “‘That the Faithful Become the Temple of
God’: The Church Militant in Aquinas’s Commentary on John” by
asking, “Where did Thomas Aquinas put his ecclesiology?” He
examines the Commentary in light of the Summa Theologiae, a
range of secondary sources, and even iconography to take up the question of the
Church’s sinfulness. Bauerschmidt writes, “Thomas makes no attempt to
distinguish between the ‘objective’ holiness of the Church and the ‘subjective’
sinfulness of her members” (309). He adds, “This should not be taken
as a slight to the significance of the Church, which is, after all, the temple
filled with the majesty of God… . [It] is like Peter, who stands in all his
inadequacy before the risen Lord and receives his command: feed my sheep. It is
like Thomas, reduced to the silence of learned ignorance in the face of the
mystery of God” (311).

Gilles Emery’s “Biblical Exegesis and the Speculative Doctrine of the
Trinity in St. Thomas Aquinas’s Commentary on John” is the longest
at thirty-nine pages. It represents a very close reading of the Commentary
(evidence for this claim can be found in Table 1, which links an entire page of
Trinitarian references in the Commentary to those in questions 27-43 of
the Summa’s prima pars [25]). Emery compares the Trinitarian
doctrines of the Summa and the Commentary and enumerates
themes that are more developed in the latter than in the former. He continues
with a careful study of the method and sources of the Commentary and
concludes with its contribution. It helps “to renew our reading of St.
Thomas’s Trinitarian theology” (56). “If we want to follow St. Thomas
today our first task is to show the deep biblical and Patristic foundations of
his Trinitarian doctrine” (61).
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Two essays stand out for their richness. Paul Gondreau, in “Anti-Docetism
in Aquinas’s Super Ioannem: St. Thomas as Defender of the Full Humanity
of Christ,” draws on works across the genres in the Thomistic oeuvre. He
also cites patristic authors, Thomas’s near-contemporaries, current Thomas
scholars, and biblical and systematic theologians to argue that “What we
find formulated in the Commentary on John, then, stands as a testament
to Aquinas’s commitment to probe ever deeper the human dimension of the
Incarnation” (275).

Richard Schenk’s “And Jesus Wept: Notes Towards a Theology of
Mourning” responds to the “Christian tradition’s ambivalence toward
death” (216). He develops his account by citing (among many others) St.
Augustine and his Platonic background, St. Bonaventure, Shakespeare, Bultmann,
Schnackenburg, Brown, Rahner, and Metz. Schenck underlines the significance of
Jesus’ mourning for Thomas. It is real; it demonstrates his humanity; it
supplies us with an example, in fact, a saving example. He finally extends
Thomas’s argument to link hope with mourning. “The same love that teaches
us to mourn the losses of humankind teaches us to hope for the salvation of
human goods… . A Church that could not mourn is one that could not hope; a
Church that could not hope is one that could not mourn for long. The future
vitality of Christianity will depend on the revival of these twin virtues”
(237).

A conference’s strength lies not only in the quality of its papers but also
in the critiques it elicits, and the same is true of a book. I conclude with
critiques and suggestions for future directions. Pim Valkenberg, at the
beginning of “Aquinas and Christ’s Resurrection,” writes, “some
years ago, I could not find many studies about Aquinas as commentator on
Scripture. But the majority of these few … were concerned with the Commentary
on John” (277). Even though this volume focuses on speculative
theology, an introductory essay on the Commentary itself, its
organization, content, and intra- and extra-Thomistic significance would have
prepared readers better for the interchange between the two.

Moreover, better documentation would have assisted readers not privy to
certain debates. For example, one author quotes Hans Frei without attribution
(296 n. 9) and locates, without evidence, St. Thérèse of Lisieux and us
“in the age of modern atheism” (308). Another holds that “Arianism
is not a limited historical phenomenon, but a general tendency of the human
mind.” It states that we live in “an age in which … many speak in
unguarded ways of the Trinity as a community of persons” (103). Another
records opposition to Thomas’s position, “Some authors believe … others
think … and of course, continental a priorists … All these objections
cannot be fielded here” (143). It is true that the limits imposed by this
format prevent every objection from being argued, yet it would have been helpful
for the authors to document these claims and to direct interested readers to
pertinent resources.

Similarly, the essay “The Analogy of Mission and Obedience” rightly
stresses the centrality of obedience in the Gospel of John and its place in the Commentary.
Yet one of the most dramatic moments in Thomas’s life was his disobedience to
his parents. In their unsuccessful attempt to dissuade him from
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joining the Order of Preachers, they had him captured, sequestered in the
family compound, and, by means of temptation and privation, tried to make him
rethink his decision. This biographical moment would have undergirded the
argument by pointing out how Thomas’s filial disobedience represented at the
same time pietas or obedience to God. Thomas’s use of Aristotle
represents another instance of apparent disobedience. As the Parisian
condemnations of 1277 suggest, there were at least some who considered immersion
in the thought of the Philosopher dangerous. Using him so heavily not only in
the great Summa but even in his biblical commentaries suggested to some
Thomas’s tacit support of the more controversial Aristotelian positions. While
perhaps disobedient on one level, Thomas’s move can again be reframed as
obedient, in this case to the truth and in deploying the tools necessary for
communicating the truth about God and creation.

This volume and its antecedent conference together reflect and encourage
important moves in Thomistic studies, that is, the recentering of the biblical
commentaries and their “reintegration” with “speculative
theology” (xiii). As the Aquinas Center for Theological Renewal continues
to sponsor conferences and publications, it might ask where dangerous work
analogous to Thomas’s is being done today. Might future volumes bring to bear
contemporary and, perhaps for some, dangerous theory to illuminate the Angelic
Doctor? Theorists are myriad, but one possibility is to include sympathetic
readings of those David Tracy designates as the three great hermeneuts of
suspicion—Marx, Nietszche, and Freud.

In sum, this volume contributes to scholarship on St. Thomas because it fills
out our picture of him by highlighting one of his overlooked genres. It invites
further research, and it teases out implications for the life of the Church, all
vital tasks for speculative theology today.

Thomas
F. Ryan 
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Anselm Min is attempting to accomplish several things at once. His central
conviction is that Thomas, with his sapiential and theocentered theology, is
able to provide themes and insights that importantly address the
anthropocentricism and praxis orientation (which he refers to as
“prophetic”) that characterize
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contemporary theology. The positive presentation of Thomas is set out in
chapters 1 to 5. While Min ranges over the breadth of Thomas’s thought, he
remains generally focused on the doctrine of the Trinity. The encounter with
recent theologies takes three forms: an ongoing interaction with contemporary
currents of theology in which Thomas is allowed to critique and be critiqued;
more sustained presentations of three social approaches to the Trinity (chapter
6); and treatments of a number of contemporary issues including the salvation of
those outside an explicit Christianity (chapters 1 through 3), feminist and
other critiques of God-language (chapter 6), and theological methodology
(chapter 7). I will comment in more detail on Min’s presentation of Thomas (with
which I was quite impressed) and on his suggestions for contemporary theology
(with which I was less impressed). His critiques of recent theologies are
insightful but there is no need to rehearse these separately.

Key points are set out in the first chapter. Min begins by arguing for the
contemporary relevance of a natural theology understood more broadly than it was
in traditional apologetics. Interreligious dialogue requires “a mode of
knowing God that is not so tied to a particular religious tradition as to
exclude all common ground” but that can be justified from within the
perspective of a particular religious tradition itself (14). This sets the stage
for a Thomistic understanding of the relationship of philosophy and theology
that overlaps but does not identify with the relationship between reason and
faith. It is the formal object, the ordo ad Deum which considers all
things sub ratione Dei, that distinguishes theology or sacra
doctrina, not the material considered or the use of reason. Min’s treatment
of this material is accurate and fairly standard.

Less standard but carefully reasoned from Thomas is Min’s presentation of
Aquinas’s Trinitarian theology of creation. He goes beyond the simple
identification of the God of reason and the God of revelation and argues that
Aquinas works out the ordo ad Deum “in terms of a christological,
trinitarian, iconic theology of creation and reason” (27) to assert that
“the analogy of being is founded on the analogy of imaging” since the
analogy of being is possible only because of the likeness that exists from the
causal relationship of creation to God (27-28). This allows for an integrated
understanding of the relationship between nature, grace, and glory where each is
oriented to the next as potency to perfecting act. For Thomas there is “no
purely natural aptitude that is not already in the process of being actualized
and perfected by grace.” The nature-grace distinction is itself
“posited by the grace of the triune God who seeks the participation of the
human creature in her [sic] own life in glory” (30). Min interprets this as
involving a “christological mediation of the movement of all creation from
and to God.”

On the structure of the Summa Min is something of an eirenicist,
trying to reconcile the exitus-reditus approach pioneered by M.-D.
Chenu, O.P., and followed by the majority of commentators, with the insights of
Michel Corbin (Le chemin de la theologie chez Thomas D’Aquin [Paris:
Beauchesne, 1974]) which sets out a far more Christocentric vision of the Summa
which fits in quite well with Min’s own approach and which I personally
endorse. I wonder,
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however, at the ultimate compatibility of the two positions. Followers of
Chenu tend to interpret the Tertia Pars as the concrete actualization
of the general principles developed in the second half of the Prima Pars and
in the Secunda Pars; Corbin sees the Tertia Pars as the climax
of an act-potency analysis where the divine (act) and the human (potency) are
combined in Christ. What is generally overlooked, and Min is no exception, is
that because Christ is God he is the proper object of sacra doctrina in
his own right and not simply as the concrete actualization of God’s redemptive
action in history or even as the fullest exemplar of the divine image.

Min summarizes (101-2) his Thomistic argument for grace in a sacramental
theology of religion in nine points: the universal salvific will of God, the
mediation of all salvific grace through the humanity of Christ, the Spirit of
Christ “orders the world to its teleological fulfilment” and is
present wherever there is even implicit faith in Christ, the appropriate means
of salvation will be provided to all, grace is given “in a way suitable to
human nature and the human condition” (an example would be the
“sacramental principle”), “the means of salvation must be
available with reasonable ease,” “God is not bound to the sacraments
[of the Church] or their ministers to confer grace,” different things are
required of different persons respecting the diversity of circumstances, and
implicit faith made concrete through good morality can substitute for an
explicit faith for those who have not had an opportunity to concretely encounter
Christ. Each point is detailed and accurate. He notes that these suffice to
ground “the possibility of the salvation of non-Christians as
individuals.” He wants to go further than this and move toward a theology
of religious pluralism, but he is clear and accurate about what can and cannot
be found in Thomas for this project.

The chapters on theology as contemplative wisdom and on Thomas’s Trinitarian
doctrine are likewise accurately and incisively developed with every step
grounded in the text. He avoids the pitfalls of Thomistic interpretation that
bedevil so many contemporary theologians. He sees through, for instance, the
complaints regarding the separation of the tractates De Deo uno and De
Deo trino or the abstractness of Thomas’s theology; he correctly
understands Thomas’s God as goodness which is self-diffusive, over and against
those who would contrast Thomas to Bonaventure. His presentation of Thomas is
consistently among the finest I have encountered.

At the end of his presentation of a “christological, trinitarian, iconic
theology of creation and reason” Min argues, reasonably enough, that the
“locus or source of theology … is not limited to biblical
revelation” but that God’s revelation extends to all of creation including
the religious experiences that animate the world religions. He concludes that
one may “look for the traces, images, and graces of the triune God in all
of these because they belong to God’s graced creation.” This is true but he
further concludes that the “pneumatically motivated teleological ordination
of reason to the beatific vision is as operative in non-Christian religions as
in the Christian” (39-40). If, as Min argues, all movement from and to God
is mediated by Jesus Christ, then how does one
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conclude to this equivalence between non-Christian religions and
Christianity, even granting that his point is about the universal ordination of
reason to the vision of God? The concrete fallenness of human reason which tends
to obscure the truth and place obstacles in the way of grace is not here
discussed. Christians suffer from fallenness as well but the explicitness of the
revelation of God in Christ Jesus and the remedies to fallenness provided in the
sacraments would seem to confer some advantage even on the level of reason
itself to Christians.

In the second chapter Min proposes to develop a pluralist theology of
religions “which considers each religion a sacrament in the same way that
contemporary Catholic theology considers the church the ‘basic’ sacrament out of
which the particular sacraments flow” (77). Min’s discussion of the
necessarily “sacramental” structure of God’s grace mediated to
everyone is interesting and he may be right that “contemporary Catholic
theology” has an understanding of the Church that allows one to identify
the sacramentality of the Christian Church and the “sacramentality” of
the world religions (quite a few theologians have taken over the nonsacramental
Protestant notion of the Church as the free assembly of believers—compare Min’s
explanation that “the light of faith, when shared, produces a church”
(107); this allows him to say that when the light of implicit faith is shared,
as in a world religion, it produces a sacramental reality equivalent to the
Christian Church). However, the Christian Church is the Body of Christ, a
relationship to Christ and his saving graces that can be claimed by no other
religion qua religion. Their “sacramentality,” as Min himself points
out, is on the level of creation only—all of creation in some way reveals or
points toward God; all of creation can in some way mediate God’s grace. The
opening lines of Hebrews marks a distinction between the revelation of God
through the prophets (and in principle all of creation) and through the Son who
mediates “a new and better covenant.” This is better than what? the
covenant mediated through creation itself? the covenant mediated through Moses?

There are other points that could be contested in Min’s move toward a
pluralistic theology. This must suffice here.

Min’s treatment of the feminist critique is quite short; its effect is quite
pervasive—feminine references to the deity show up even in translations from
the text of Thomas. Min claims with many feminists that the exclusion of the
feminine in the creedal and liturgical formula of the Church “hides,
nurtures, and justifies patriarchy” (249); I would disagree on many levels
but pursuing this here would be a distraction. His treatment of the various
alternatives offered by others are insightful, recognizing the tendencies toward
crypto-modalism, subordinationism, or simple infelicity of different attempts.
His own suggestion retains “the traditional formula of ‘Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit’ for referring to the triune God while referring to the one God in
the feminine … to balance the masculine language of the traditional
trinitarian formula by using the feminine whenever the reference is to the one
God” (255-56).

This creates as many problems as it solves. Masculinity and femininity are
inherently relational. What masculine are we to imagine over and against the
femininity of the one God: the world? The point in referring to the world as
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feminine in reference to God lies in the receptivity of the world to the
divine initiative; what would it mean to refer to the world as masculine in
reference to God? the three masculine divine persons? Sexual referencing is
personal referencing; are we to imagine the one God as a fourth feminine
“person” over and against the three masculine ones? In point of fact
all Min is doing is playing a language game, one that strips sexuality of all
connotations of personhood or interrelationality. That seems a high price to
pay.

The traditional formula is firmly rooted in the economy. Jesus was the male
child of Mary. When one asks the rather literal question, “who is the
father of this child,” one receives a surprising answer, “God is the
Father.” The literal femininity of Mary grounds the masculinity of the
Father in the generation of this child. There have been attempts to understand
the Spirit as feminine (see for example Yves Congar, O.P. or Donald Gelpi, S.J.).
Min makes no mention of this sort of solution. Still, even here the question
posed above remains—the Spirit is feminine in relation to what masculine? In
this case there are somewhat acceptable answers—the Spirit is feminine in
relation to the masculinity of the Son as the “hands” of God, or the
Spirit is feminine in relation to the “masculinity” of the Father in
the generation of the Son. The problem in both cases is that the Son and the
Father in their masculinity are understood as correlated with other feminines,
the Church in the case of the Son, Mary in the case of the Father. Still the
Spirit is closely associated with both as if the Spirit were making them to be
“divinely” feminine not as a masculine principle (which would make the
Spirit to be the Father and/or the Bridegroom) but as, in some sense, the source
of this divine femininity.

Min argues with respect to the monarchy of the Father that “we must find
a way or principle within the monarchy of the Father and inherent in that
monarchy whereby we can also transcend that monarchy: we must articulate a form
of monarchy that is also capable of canceling itself into an affirmation of
equality” (184). A similar resolution is required with regard to the
masculine references to God or persons of the Trinity, understanding masculinity
as a total pouring out of oneself that subverts inequality. The Father pours
himself out toward humanity in sending his Son; that human, Jesus, sits at the
Father’s right hand in full equality. More needs to be done with this than can
be done here. The point is that one need not resort to verbal games to address
these issues.

My final point regarding the correlation Min postulates between a sapiential
theology such as Thomas’s and contemporary prophetic theology is more a question
rather than a criticism. His assessment of the state of contemporary theology
and his typology of these two sorts of theology demonstrate the same sort of
acuity of thought which was evident in his presentation of Thomas throughout and
in his earlier treatments of specific theologians and issues. He argues that the
two types of theology can only be held in tension “not mere balance or
complementarity … as two inseparably related moments of one and the same
theology, not as two parallel types of theology” (319).
“Balance,” he later explains, “means peace and harmony between
the two,” but the relation “between two ways and paradigms of theology
with opposing ultimate claims
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and tendencies … can only be conceived in terms of a dialectic or tension
between the two” (333). Mutual confrontation and challenge are required,
not balance. The tension is understood explicitly “in the Hegelian sense of
aufheben” (335-36).

This sort of tension or opposition evokes Platonism of one sort or another
(and Hegelianism can be so described) with its correlation of being and
nonbeing. The Aristotelian character of Thomism suggests that another sort of
correlation is possible that does not presuppose methodological tension between
the two forms of theology. An Aristotelian approach presumes the intelligibility
of the object investigated and seeks to explore that intelligibility. If one
presumes that a prophetic theology is fundamentally intelligible, Thomism
intends to explore that intelligibility in all its integrity. There is no
question here of “balancing” or “complementation” but of a
complete penetration. The opposition felt between a sapiential and a prophetic
theology has less to do with any intrinsic opposition (unless a given prophetic
theology is truly irrational) than with the concrete stances taken by individual
practitioners. The question is, then, why does Min see here an inescapable
tension?

Earl
Muller, S.J. 
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Augustine’s conception of the human person is a difficult topic to comprehend,
even for seasoned readers of his works. Peter Burnell, however, has managed to
do so with extraordinary skill by engaging in a painstaking analysis of the
subtle details of Augustine’s texts that oftentimes go unnoticed. As he
indicates in the preface, his primary concern is to clarify Augustine’s thought
on the person and human nature by making plain what is implicit in his texts and
subsequently correcting the distorted meanings that his critics attribute to
them.

With this objective in mind, Burnell addresses seven controversial areas of
Augustine’s thought. Taken together, these areas cover a complex of ideas in
Augustine’s works that revolve around the notions of person and human nature.
These areas include the relationship between body and soul, the mind’s
structure, the stages of the human condition, the centrality of charity in
attaining humanitas, the essence of citizenship in human society, the
nature of the divine image in human beings, and three open questions regarding
human nature that
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remain puzzling. In the end what emerges from this meticulous study of
Augustine is a comprehensive vision of his anthropology together with a clear
sense of the centrality of the person in his thought.

Burnell’s primary strategy in undertaking this endeavor is to concentrate on
the theme of unity. Because Augustine’s critics have frequently dismissed his
thought on the grounds of incoherence, Burnell sets out to demonstrate that, far
from being unsystematic and undeveloped, Augustine’s works display a concern for
unity. Consequently, Burnell’s approach to Augustine’s anthropology reflects the
emphasis in Augustine’s texts on finding the middle path between opposing
extremes, the ideal of harmony and moderation that pagan and Christian authors
shared and that, by Augustine’s time, had achieved a long currency in Western
thought. As a Christian philosopher and theologian, Augustine was acutely aware
of the necessity of the Incarnation for overcoming the division between God and
humankind. Burnell effectively captures the significance of this event in
Augustine’s works, while at the same time subjecting his critics’ objections to
unrelenting logical scrutiny for their failure to observe the unifying effect of
the Incarnation in those works.

Burnell’s opening chapter “Soul and Body” provides a useful
illustration of his approach to Augustine’s texts at the same time that it sets
the tone for the chapters that follow. Burnell begins his exploration of
Augustine’s position on human nature by focusing on the fact that a human being
consists of two parts, a soul and a body. He then raises the question whether or
not for Augustine a human being is one substance. Despite its simplicity, this
question remains controversial among Augustine’s critics, who persist in
interpreting his conception of human nature dualistically given the Neoplatonic
influence on his thought.

Burnell’s response to the dilemma is to dialogue throughout the chapter with
Augustine’s critics, both past and present. In so doing, he is able to pinpoint
the weaknesses in their views while highlighting the strengths of Augustine’s
insights into human nature. Though he rarely accepts the views of critics
without some form of modification, an examination of their views nevertheless
allows him to expose the problems that arise from a misguided reading of
Augustine’s texts and to question the legitimacy of the assumptions on which it
rests.

Thus, in regard to the disputed question concerning whether or not a human
being is one substance, Burnell contends that Augustine’s response would be an
unequivocal, “Yes.” Metaphysically speaking, Augustine is a dualist
because he is aware of the difference between bodily and spiritual substances
and refrains from mixing them together. But his recognition of this fact does
not entail the notion that a human being is reducible to a bodily being that
includes a physical soul or to a spiritual being that is somehow attached to a
nonhuman body. Nor does it follow that a human being is a composite of two
substances: a body that is wholly independent of a soul and a soul that exists
entirely apart from the body. Rather, human nature combines two distinct
metaphysical substances, the intelligible and the material, in a way that allows
for the possibility that an
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intelligible nature formed out of dust exists as a single nature. In this
sense, Augustine cannot be said to be a dualist.

Nor is dualism the cause of the fallen condition of human nature and the
concupiscence that afflicts it on account of the Fall. Though Augustine never
provides a definitive answer to the question concerning the soul’s origin, he
does emphasize that the soul is exclusively spiritual in nature. If
concupiscence exists in the soul, it does so because of a human being’s inner
disobedience to the divine command, not because a being of this sort possesses a
dualistic nature. Moreover, since no division exists between physical animation
and a mental will, the soul is both purely mental and one. If the soul appears
to be divided into parts because it wavers between one course of action and
another, this implies that the soul is capable of directing itself in one
direction or the other, not that the soul is literally divided into parts. The
concupiscent soul directs its attention towards the world, the contemplative
soul towards God.

In chapter 2 Burnell turns his attention to a consideration of the mind’s
structure or to the faculties of personality. As in the previous chapter, he
initiates his inquiry into Augustine’s thought with a series of questions, now
with respect to the mind’s unity. For Burnell the upshot of the inquiry is that,
by focusing on the mind’s functioning rather than on its faculties, Augustine is
able to specify the difference between mental acts such as willing,
understanding, and remembering at the same time that he maintains that each of
these acts implies the presence of the other two. Willing, for example, partakes
in the act of knowing and knowing in the act of willing. And even though willing
and understanding are distinct acts, whereas willing and feeling are not (they
are indistinguishable), the first two acts are nevertheless one faculty, and
each is the entire mind. The same principle applies to memory because memory,
too, is present in knowing and willing, and vice versa.

Burnell concludes chapter 2 by emphasizing Augustine’s distinction between
animal and human memory and affirming his analogy between the divine and human
mind. In the latter case, Augustine recognizes that the two minds differ in that
a real distinction among three persons cannot exist in a corporeal being. And
yet, despite the distinct activities of willing, understanding, and remembering,
the image of God exists in the whole human mind, not just in a part of it.

Augustine’s views on the unity of person and mind in the first two chapters
provide the background for an analysis of the compatibility of these views with
the human condition. Burnell’s primary objective in chapter 3, then, is to
overcome the potential contradiction between the mind’s activity and its fallen
condition. Consequently, his analysis focuses largely on concupiscence and grace
and the impact that these two dispositions have on human nature. He also
reflects on the significance of original sin, infant baptism, and human destiny
in the life to come. In the end, he is able to make a plausible case for the
existence of human freedom despite the aftermath of the Fall.

Burnell expands his analysis of the implications of Augustine’s perspective
on the human condition in chapter 4 by defending the integrity of Augustine’s
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notion of charity, a central principle in his ethics. Noting the failure on
the part of both Catholics and Protestants to discern Augustine’s commitment to
the unity of love, he devotes the entire chapter to excavating Augustine’s
insights into how this unity is possible. For Burnell, the key to understanding
Augustine’s thinking on love is the acceptance of the idea that charity is
compassion. Moreover, all of the crucial forms of love that later theologians
distinguished to correct the deficiencies in Augustine’s thought are in fact
present in his texts.

The examination of the unity of love leads Burnell to reflect upon the
implications of this love within the context of civil society. In chapter 5 he
shifts his attention to the social constitution of charity, exploring its
relevance to Augustine’s division of society into the heavenly city and the
earthly city. The unity in Augustine’s thought that Burnell seeks in this
chapter pertains to the continuity between any given state (or church) and the
eschatological one towards which charitable individuals strive. He is astute
enough, though, to recognize that for Augustine the complete identity of these
two states cannot exist at present on account of the fluidity of the religious
and ethical allegiances of their inhabitants. Nevertheless, whenever continuity
does exist, it depends upon an Incarnational compassion that permits citizens
striving towards the realization of an eschatological state to enjoy peaceful
relations with one another, if only temporarily on account of their captivity to
the earthly city.

The trajectory of Burnell’s conclusions in chapter 5 directs his attention in
chapter 6 to the possibility of human deification, since this is the ultimate
goal of the charitable inhabitants of the earthly city who long for the loving
embrace of God. Because God constitutes each individual as a person on account
of his compassion for others, Burnell interprets Augustine’s notion of human
deification in terms of the complete fulfillment of each individual.

This thumbnail sketch of the main thrust of Burnell’s analysis of the
Augustinian person reveals a conscious effort on his part to structure the
contents of that analysis along the lines of an Augustinian ascent from the
natural world to God. As his analysis unfolds, Burnell guides his reader from a
consideration of the intricacies of Augustine’s thought on human nature and the
mind’s structure to the soul’s inner dispositions. He then ponders the effect
that the Fall had on a human being’s ability to cultivate a morally good
disposition in his inner life and to promote peace and harmony in civil society
in his outer life. Finally, given the human soul’s eschatological longing for
everlasting peace, Burnell focuses the reader’s attention on the fulfillment of
human nature that occurs when the twofold impulse to love the self and others
coalesces in the love of God.

Burnell’s Augustinian approach to St. Augustine implies as well that the
human mind’s attempt to arrive at a definitive understanding of the person and
human nature will forever be incomplete in this life. Like Augustine before him,
Burnell implicitly acknowledges the mind’s limited ability to comprehend all
that there is to know about the human person. It is fitting, then, that in his
final chapter he addresses three open questions regarding Augustine’s conception
of the human person, namely, the inexplicability of evil, the meaning of civil
justice,
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and the implications of contemporary science for a fuller account of human
nature. Burnell realizes that these questions bring both his reader and himself
closer to the precipice of human understanding, beyond which the human person
remains an unsolved mystery. In the meantime, though, his tenacious efforts to
comprehend what can be known reveals the essential unity of Augustine’s thought,
defending Augustine against the charge of dualism. Burnell’s book certainly
deserves the highest praise in this regard because it provides a clear
alternative to dualistic accounts of Augustine’s works that overlook the
subtleties of his thought and the Incarnational nature of his approach to
mediating extremes.

Marianne
Djuth 



Canisius College

Buffalo, New York
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Pope John Paul II on the Body: Human, Eucharistic, Ecclesial.
Edited by John M. McDermott, S.J., and John Gavin, S.J. Philadelphia: Saint
Joseph’s University Press, 2006. Pp. 410. $45.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-916101-54-1.



While the subject of this volume is Pope John Paul II’s thought and
teaching, it is a Festschrift in honor of Avery Cardinal Dulles, S.J.,
and its contributors, with the exception of Cardinal Egan, who wrote the
Preface, are all members of the Society of Jesus. Cardinal Dulles’s
contribution to the study of the late Holy Father’s magisterium is reflected in
two major contributions to this volume, which publishes the deliberations of
the last two biennial Jesuit Conferences on the thought of Pope John Paul II. The
book is richly complex, not only because it is a collection of essays that do
not always pursue a sustained, systematic argument but also because the three
senses of “body—human, Eucharistic, and ecclesial—are significantly
different. Yet the unity of these three senses is not adventitious, since
Christ’s human body, his sacramental body, and his body the Church are each a
means of being truly incorporated into the Person of Christ.


Not Christ directly but the late pope’s teaching is the point of reference
for the book’s discussions. The introduction situates the papal teaching as
presented in the writings of Cardinal Dulles and therefore introduces a further
complication by advancing a thesis not immediately germane to Wojtyla’s
thought. John M. McDermott, after presenting the historical context of U.S.
Catholicism at the time of the Second Vatican Council, argues skillfully that
the council should be read theologically as a conflict between conceptualist
and transcendentalist methods. This insight is used to clarify theological
presentations at points throughout the book, but neither Avery Dulles nor Karol
Wojtyla fits easily into either camp. For neither thinker is theology a system
of rational deductions, and for both the authority of divine revelation resists
being relativized by subjective dynamisms.


Convinced from the faith itself that the magisterium of pastors is necessary
for the guidance of teachers of Catholic theology, Dulles became a primary
interpreter of Pope John Paul’s teaching. He contributes to this volume two
articles in ecclesiology, one of which treats the Church as the body of Christ.
Dulles’s generous and clear exposition of sometimes complex or even convoluted
arguments in Wojtyla’s writings also informs the approach of those
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contributors who discuss Christ’s sacramental body in the Eucharist and
those who present the pope’s theology of the human body as spousal.


The theology of the body is examined scripturally and anthropologically.
Wojtyla’s use of Scripture, especially in his theology of the body, has been
criticized for moving too quickly or even illegitimately from the
reconstruction of the human author’s intention at the time a book was written
to philosophical and doctrinal conclusions that seem, at best, to be extrapolations
from the scriptural text. William S. Kurz points out that the pope teaches as a
pastor and consults Scripture “precisely as Scripture, as God’s revealed
and inspired word and guidance for his people and as the Church’s book.”
Thomas D. Stegman sees the papal treatment of Scripture as close to what the
liturgists call “actualization,” respecting the historical context
but putting the text now into a setting that changes our lives. Stegman
believes this approach to be legitimate, but he is critical of the pope for
sometimes overreaching the text in his conclusions. The lengthy discussion of
scriptural methodology in this section of the book is useful but it doesn’t
directly raise the question the pope himself asks: What are the truths about
the human body to which Scripture gives written witness?


From the standpoint of anthropological theory, the commentators examine the
theology of the body in terms of causality and in terms of its being image or
sign. These sections on the nature of matter, of subject, of solitude and
marriage, of conscience and freedom pick up major components of the late pope’s
thinking and recast them in provocative ways. John Paul thought not only
scripturally and philosophically but also incarnationally. His work is so
synthetic that it lends itself to new insights even as one grapples to
understand its primary message. The presentations by Cullen, Jamros, Muller,
and McDermott contribute significantly to seeing in the theology of the body
what the pope himself did not make explicit.


The discussion of the body of Christ, which is the Church, is presented by
Cardinal Dulles and his responders, Joseph G. Mueller and Peter J. Bernardi.
Dulles situates Wojtyla’s teaching on the Church in his teaching on the
Eucharist, so that the sacramental body of Christ, understood according to a
sacramental realism, tells us what the ecclesial body should be. The image of
the Church as bride enables the pope to bring his understanding of the nuptial
or spousal nature of the body into ecclesiology: “The Church as a
whole,” Dulles writes, “has a predominantly feminine character.”
Mueller contrasts the traditional understanding of natural subordination of
female to male (Eph. 5) with John Paul’s teaching on mutual subordination of
husband and wife in a communion of love. He then applies the pope’s teaching on
this mutual relationship to the relation between bishops and academic
theologians in directing the Church.


Cardinal Dulles’s reflections on Church governance focus on Pope John Paul’s
teaching on primacy and collegiality. In a theology of ecclesial communion,
mutual relationships do not impede specific responsibilities. That papal
primacy is part of episcopal collegiality is attested to in John Paul’s
consistent appeal to “the ordinary and universal magisterium” of the
pope and all other bishops
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teaching together. Cardinal Dulles
sees episcopal conferences and the Synod of Bishops as expressions of
collegiality, but not in its fullest sense. Nevertheless, the pope’s presence
in these gatherings, whether personally or by law, makes it “difficult to
make any precise distinction between papal and collegial acts. Every collegial
act is also an act of the Pope, since the college includes him as its head.
Conversely, it is hard to identify any act of the Pope, in his capacity as
successor of Peter, that is truly extracollegial. The Pope’s role in the
college is not that of a mere member but that of head.” Bernardi picks up
on Dulles’s careful analysis by addressing, within the context of a theology of
communion, multiple forms of participation in the teaching and governing
authority that Christ gave the Church.


Discussion about the Eucharistic
body of Christ center on the pope’s teaching that the Eucharist manifests and
makes present an infinite love freely sacrificed. Stephen M. Fields develops
the relation between self-sacrifice and freedom to show how John Paul’s
teaching on the person as self-creative through deliberate moral choices
informs his Eucharistic theology. Kenneth J. Rudnick responds by appealing to
semiotic analysis to relate sign and causality, complementing Fields’
presentation more than contesting it. The Eucharistic theology of Pope John
Paul is used by Brian E. Daley to present the pope’s theology of ordained
priesthood.


In the course of the conference
whose acts are published in this volume, the major presentations on the three
senses of body were followed by individual and group reflections. The theology
of the body evoked reflections on marriage, purity, virginity, and bodily
resurrection; the theology of Church led to reflections on Sunday observance;
and the theology of Eucharist opened conversation on suffering and on devotion
to the Virgin Mary. A final section of the volume comments on papal encyclicals
and writings that do not make use of the body as organizing principle. It
contains another important piece by John M. McDermott, using John Paul’s
encyclicals on the Holy Spirit (Dominum et vivificantem) and on
missionary activity (Redemptoris missio) to reflect on the tension
between the universal and efficacious salvific work of the Spirit and the need
for explicit evangelization and belief in Christ.


What can be said about these
sometimes loosely connected presentations and multiple conversations? First of
all, the participants use Pope John Paul’s teaching on the three senses of body
as a starting point for some original and faithful developments of Catholic
teaching. Some participants in the conference seemed more wedded to a
particular academic methodology and consequently wrestled with the pope’s
personal freedom in drawing from many sources to create his own original
theological synthesis. Others entered deeply into the pope’s teaching in order
to elucidate themes he had not himself developed or to raise questions he had
not himself asked. The latter approach especially, I believe, would have
personally pleased Pope John Paul II.


Secondly, the book holds together
because the contributors, for the most part, seem to understand that, beneath
analyses and particular ideas, the strength of John Paul’s teaching lies in his
desire to find the unity necessary for effective mission. The Church must be an
acting Church. He repeated often that the 
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Second Vatican Council was an
exercise in ecclesial self-consciousness that enabled the Church to relate to
every dimension of human experience. The Church as communion rooted in
Trinitarian life and made visible in the Eucharist, the Church as a network of
relationships that begin with the spousal nature of the human body itself,
works always to unite all people to one another in Christ, the redeemer who
sacrificed himself for the entire human race. Pope John Paul’s thinking strove
to move beyond the intellectual and other divisions that can paralyze the
Church and cause her death through the abandonment of her universal mission.


Academics especially are right to be
wary of a unity achieved by running roughshod over those distinctions that are
necessary to understand the truth of things and to safeguard freedom.
Nonetheless, Pope John Paul’s synthetic vision traced the unity of the books of
Scripture as a whole, the unity of body and soul in the human person, the unity
of Christ and the Church in ecclesial communion, the unity of man and woman in
marriage in order to understand the truth of things and to safeguard freedom.
This volume is a tribute to him and to Cardinal Dulles as well as to all who
contributed to it. 


Francis Cardinal George, O.M.I. 


Archdiocese of Chicago

Chicago, Illinois 
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The division of the natural world
into two radically different kinds of physical substance—one often called
“aether” and the other called “ponderable,” or sometimes
just “ordinary,” matter—barely more than a century ago was not
uncommon among natural scientists. The rudiments of the idea trace back to
Aristotle, although for him these two substances were rigorously localized in the
two principal regions of the cosmos, and thereby would acquire appropriate
names: the celestial bodies and sublunary bodies. Copernicus and Galileo
quickly did away with the isolation of the two substances, so aether’s
proponents found themselves positing it as much above as below. Yet after the
acceptance of the theory of relativity, the idea of aether fell out of style
among mainstream natural scientists, and ever since the very notion that nature
should be thought to be so “bifurcated” has been considered to be a
scandalous weakness in the Aristotelian philosophy of nature. Even among
modern-day Thomists this bifurcation has often been held up as an instance of
something that Aristotle simply got wrong, and so as a sign that the
Stagirite’s philosophy of nature is now of only historical 
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interest; we realistic Thomists (the
story goes) should focus our interest on more relevant parts of Aristotle’s
corpus. Science has shown us that he was on the wrong track, so we must defer
to it on these matters. There are, however, at least two problems with this
approach: (1) few modern Thomists have tried to keep up with where modern
science is going, so we are ignorant of what science thinks on these matters;
and (2) even fewer Thomists have made careful study of the more obsolete parts
of Aristotle’s natural philosophy where he begins to spell out in detail his
thoughts on the basic structure of the cosmos, so they do not know what they
are dismissing.


Andrea Falcon’s Aristotle and
the Science of Nature addresses the latter problem and is a superb
introduction not merely to the text and substance of Aristotle’s De Caelo,
especially as it bears on this division of nature into the sublunary and the
heavenly, but also to the scholarly work on the subject in the last thirty
years. Trying to see nature the way Aristotle does, Falcon argues that,
although his contemporaries and successors (especially the Platonists) rejected
his view, Aristotle posits an important discontinuity in nature that may in
fact be a philosophical virtue. Aristotle’s principled acceptance of the
radical diversity of kinds of activities and natures in daily experience leads
to an openness to finding still more fundamental divisions in the cosmos;
combining this with the equally evident dynamic interconnectedness of the
natural world, Aristotle is able to look see its “unity without
uniformity,” as the subtitle of this book puts it. Unlike the materialists
of his day (and their modern-day heirs), Aristotle does not end up intellectually
disintegrating nature into unconnected atoms but allows the mind to admit
distinctions that do not require isolations of the things distinguished.
Further, Falcon points out, Aristotle is not beginning with some sort of a
priori commitment to there being a uniquely celestial matter, from which
he concludes that nature must be twofold; rather, he is reflecting upon and
inferring from a fundamental and observed discontinuity in nature to the
postulation of celestial matter. Falcon proposes that Aristotle tries to
understand what he observes on its own terms, not forcing the phenomena into
prepackaged doctrines. Indeed, this honesty is something that Falcon wishes us
to ruminate upon for it implies a recognition of the “human limitations on
the extent of what can be known of this world” (x), and is in fact one of
the sources of Aristotle’s famous distinction, and even inversion, between our
cognitive powers and nature’s own knowability: “what is intrinsically
intelligible does not collapse into what can be known by us” (ibid.).


The first two chapters lay the
groundwork for the overarching claim of the work. Chapter 1 outlines the main
parts of nature, and therefore of the philosophy of nature, using as a point of
departure Aristotle’s remarks at the beginning of the Meteorology. In
particular, Falcon shows that Aristotle’s insistence here that the heavens are
to be studied well before plants and animals is at first surprising but also
intelligible if Aristotle is already assuming in the Meteorology both
that the structural unity and ultimate accessibility of nature derive from
causal relationships, and that the heavens in particular exert a peculiar sort
of one-way causality on the sublunary world of plants and animals. 
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Falcon argues that specifically the
sun and its yearly motion must be understood in some measure in order to
understand the generation here below, for, as he translates it, “it takes
a man and the sun to generate a man” (9 [194b13; 1071a13-16]).
Somewhat controversially, he interprets this famously cryptic reference to mean
merely that the sun’s yearly approach and recession from the sublunary realm in
an almost mechanical way stirs up the elements, thus keeping them out of the
static equilibrium that their natural motions incline toward, thereby
perpetuating generation and corruption of organisms.


In the second chapter Falcon takes a
close look at the opening of De Caelo, focusing on Aristotle’s
statement and restatements of a definition of svma (“body”).
This definition progresses from “the divisible in three dimensions”
and “the divisible in all dimensions”—both of which are
compatible with the subject of solid geometry—to “the complete/perfect (teleion)
magnitude” (31-33). The motivation behind this strategy, Falcon says, is
Aristotle’s “intention of obstructing the path to the geometric
reconstruction of the natural world attempted by Plato” (54). Not only the
initial definition of motion but the entire first chapter of De Caelo
is a nod to the language and doctrine of the Timaeus. However, by
inferring that this finally means that body is teleion magnitude,
Aristotle is reminding us that natural bodies are not mere mathematical forms,
and that every body has a nature that subordinates it to the order of the
cosmos, which is itself the most complete/perfect magnitude. Whereas for Plato
a soul unifies the cosmos, Aristotle sees that such a principle of unity would
render the cosmos one substance and draws back from such a conclusion. While he
affirms the unity of the universe, he sees distinct signs that it lacks unity
in form. The unity of the cosmos is a relational unity where the being of one
kind of substance consists in acting upon another kind of substance.


The third chapter is a careful
explication of the arguments Aristotle employs in De Caelo 1.2 to show
that there must be a celestial body that explains the circular motions we
observe in the heavens. Herein Falcon lays out very clearly the distinction(s)
between natural and nonnatural motions and their connections with the simple
bodies, a matter much discussed in recent scholarly work and often with less
lucidity. In short, because the other four elements have rectilinear natural
motions, the celestial circular motion must be the natural motion of some
other, and very different sort of, matter. To illuminate the case Aristotle
makes, Falcon presents the counterarguments Aristotle’s near contemporary
Xenarchus offers, who insists upon the novel idea that circular motion is the
natural motion any body has when it is in its natural place, whereas only what
is becoming but is not yet an element can move rectilinearly. (Falcon does not
address this, but it is not insignificant that this view will later be adopted
by Copernicus and Galileo in defending the heliocentric hypothesis.) Falcon’s
discussion here of Aristotle’s largely undefended assertions that the heavenly
substance is alive and ensouled, and that its circular motion, albeit regular
and inflexible, is voluntary, is insightful for its analysis of both
Aristotle’s doctrine and modern prejudices.


The last chapter explores
Aristotle’s often forgotten and unusual blend of pessimism and eager
determination about studying the heavens. On the one 
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hand, “the celestial bodies are
the most honorable and divine” of natural substances and the study of them
is the “culmination of natural investigation” (110). On the other
hand, there is little we can know of them because “the celestial bodies
are conceptually, and not simply geometrically, remote” (87) to us, being
so unlike the matter that is more proportioned to our mode of knowing. Falcon
confirms this interpretation with another look at De Anima and a
consideration of why, in spite of calling the heavens alive and intelligent,
Aristotle resists applying his conclusions about life and soul to them.
Aristotle argues in De Caelo, in opposition to his predecessors (and
successors), that the heavenly bodies “are not engaged in any of the
activities that are minimally constitutive of sublunary life” (93),
because their eternity and simplicity preclude growth and decay, and therefore
self-nourishment and reproduction, the foundation of life as we commonly
experience it. Falcon concludes that Aristotle believes that “we should
neither go beyond what we can say nor stop making an effort to provide an
account, but state what appears to be the case to us, human beings with a
limited access to the celestial world” (101).


This last chapter seems to be most
important for those annoyed or puzzled by the errors in Aristotle’s more
particular studies of nature, as it is a corrective of the caricature
perpetuated since the Enlightenment that Aristotle, and even more so his
Scholastic disciples, were mere dogmatists about nature, constraining it into
preconceived notions and refusing to look through telescopes. In fact,
Aristotle insists that when explaining these things “if someone hits upon
more exact necessities, then we should be grateful to the discoverers” (98
[287a1]). Falcon shows that Aristotle always intends to be presenting “an
account which is as objective as possible” (99), and while remaining
tentative, he does not think his is merely “a provisional account that
will be, sooner or later, replaced by a genuine explanation” (98), for man
as such can have only better or worse explanations, not the
explanation. This chapter makes it clear that Aristotle is neither a positivist
who thinks no real insight into the natures of things is possible, nor a
triumphalist about the powers of human reason. With Falcon’s work in hand
anyone wishing to learn from Aristotle’s natural philosophy, whether to
separate philosophical wheat and chaff or to appreciate the plausibility even
of the chaff, will be better able to appreciate the spirit in which works like De
Caelo were written. Further, one can better see Aristotle’s seriousness
about two of the principles enunciated at the beginning of the Physics
(184a17-22): that there is an inversion between what is most knowable to us and
what is most knowable by nature, and that in all investigation we must begin
with what is best known to us.


Aristotle and the Science of
Nature is not without
faults, however, and at times what Falcon takes as obvious is not so. For
example, he declares that it is very “difficult to establish what the
simple body does once it has reached its natural place… . Both [Aristotle’s
and Xenarchus’] claims are equally difficult to verify” (67). This is a
strange thing to insist upon, as prima facie evidence manifestly
points Aristotle’s direction. Air and earth appear to rest after they
(respectively) bubble out of or sink to the bottom of water; certainly there is
no sign that any 
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element begins rotating around the
center of the earth when the natural places are reached, as Xenarchus
maintains. Falcon also seems to miss certain passages in Aristotle that would
deepen his insights, such as when he speculates about why Aristotle never calls
the motions of the planets and stars poreia, “progressive
motion” (93-94), proposing that it is due to their “lack of
flexibility” (94). Looking at the treatment of place in Physics
(212a24-b23) and even some comments on the motion of the stars in De Caelo
(289b31-290b10), we could add that the heavenly bodies are, properly speaking,
not the planets and stars but the mutually contiguous transparent orbs that
bear them, and that these orbs rotate in place, so naturally this rotation is
neither progressive nor a motion like anything we see here below. Other
shortcomings include a tendency for reiteration of the main theses of the
book—for example, Falcon reminds the reader several times that Aristotle does
not call the celestial matter “aether” and then devotes much of the
epilogue to drilling the point home. Also, the classical commentators play a
principal role in the exegesis of Aristotle; one sees here the typical modern
academic silence about the medieval commentators. As a result one familiar with
the work of, for example, St. Thomas Aquinas may find Falcon reinventing a few
wheels. But these are small criticisms of a brief book that is packed full of
matter for reflection and which is both a significant contribution to Aristotle
scholarship and an important starting point for any attempt at rehabilitating
Aristotelian natural philosophy. 
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Economic Compulsion and
Christian Ethics. By Albino Barrera. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005. Pp. 248. $75.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-521-85341-9. 




True interdisciplinary work is more talked about than done in the academy.
Rewards in the modern university still tend to go to those who are eminent in a
specialized area. Indeed, sub-specializations have proliferated to the extent
that within large departments of research universities members of the same department
may have little to say to each other. Although interdisciplinary majors and
minors are growing at the undergraduate level, the institutions of
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higher education continue to be
dominated by departmental organization. Hiring, tenure, and promotion still go
through the departmental screening process in the vast percentage of cases.
Thus, it is no surprise that young faculty learn that the reward system does
not favor interdisciplinary research. There is an old quip made about Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin that all the theologians thought he was a marvelous
scientist while all the scientists thought he was a terrific theologian.
However unfair that was about Teilhard, it indicates the peril of crossing
disciplinary boundaries. Those with whom you dialogue appreciate that someone
is trying to build bridges, but no one claims you as one of their own.


Philosophy has traditionally been
the dialogue partner with theology. While that conversation continues, albeit
somewhat one-sidedly as many in philosophy no longer read serious theology,
there is an expanding need for additional partners in dialogue. In our time a
conversation with the natural sciences is seen to be crucial to the vitality of
theology. And we are regaining an appreciation for the import of the fine arts
for theological reflection, as the beautiful returns to its rightful place
alongside the true and the good as a theological category. The conversation
with the social sciences, however, has not progressed as far as one might have
anticipated; and nowhere is this more true than in theology’s interaction with
economics. Given the centrality of economic discourse in our society and the
broad claims that economists are making for their discipline—as explanatory of
just about any phenomenon involving choice, tradeoffs, or preferences—it is
curious that so few theologians are economically literate.


I state the above by way of
explaining my appreciation for Albino Barrera’s academic project. Beginning
with his first book, Modern Catholic Social Documents and Political
Economy, Barrera has been adeptly integrating theology and economic
theory. The two books under review here continue this interdisciplinary agenda
as they treat both theological concerns and economic-policy issues. In his
first book Barrera’s concern was to show that Catholic social teaching
developed as a consequence of its interaction with changing economic
conditions. He also pointed out the differences in underlying anthropology
between the church’s social teaching and mainstream neoclassical economics.
Finally, he offered guidance for likely change in Catholic social teaching as
it encounters a post-industrial, globalized economy.


In God and the Evil of Scarcity,
Barrera’s focus is more theological. He uses the problem of scarcity in
material goods to probe the operative theodicy of classical economic thought.
Beginning with a critique of Thomas Malthus and his viewpoint that a loving God
created a world of scarcity in order to make human beings disciplined and
hardworking, Barrera proceeds to offer a more satisfactory theological
assessment of the prevalence of scarcity in human history.


His line of argument proceeds two
ways. One is a fairly brief and quite standard treatment of Thomistic thought
on secondary causality and the role of human agents as participants in God’s
plan for creation. The second and more extensively treated aspect of his
argument is a biblical theology of economic life. 
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Barrera is not an exegete, but he has
read widely in biblical scholarship. I found the chapters on the Hebrew Bible
particularly valuable as Barrera skillfully lays out the import of biblical
teaching on topics like the land, treatment of slaves, the sabbath, debt laws,
and the jubilee. While by no means ignoring the theme of the option for the
poor, Barrera takes the reader far beyond a simple appeal to that theme as the
sum and substance of the Bible’s teaching on economics.


In the final chapters of the book he
advances his viewpoint about the deeper meaning of economic agency. For
Barrera, God’s desire for creation is abundant life and the material resources
for this are present in the created order. But material abundance is
conditional; it is premissed on human participation in God’s plan. Scarcity is
really the occasion for God to provide for us through the way that we care for
each other by responsible economic agency. Thomistic metaphysics and biblical
theology are put to the service of establishing both the generosity of God as
Creator and the key role of humans as participants in the divine plan.


What Barrera provides is a
theological argument for why economics matters. It is an argument that is
distinctively Catholic in its conclusions about the nature of the created order
and human nature in particular. In his presentation of Thomistic thought he is
clear, though somewhat quick to assume the persuasiveness of Thomas’s
metaphysical outlook. When presenting the biblical material he develops his
argument more patiently and in greater detail.


One of Barrera’s claims is that his
theology of economic life provides a rationale for an interventionist set of
public policies to regulate and ameliorate the negative consequences of free
markets. It is this theme that looms larger in the second book under review. To
overstate the difference a bit, God and the Evil of Scarcity uses
economic theory to develop a theological agenda, while Economic Compulsion
and Christian Ethics uses theology to address an economic and moral issue.


The question that Barrera takes up
in the latter book is what are we to make of the fact that the behavior of
agents in economic markets creates consequences that drive other parties into
circumstances where they are compelled to make less than palatable choices.
Middle-aged workers who are laid off and must choose between ongoing
unemployment or jobs that do not utilize their experience and pay far less than
they have earned in the past would be an example of the phenomenon that Barrera
calls “economic compulsion.” The book’s focal concern is summed up by
the author: “What is at stake here is whether or not we, as a community,
will take the easy route of simply viewing and accepting unattended harmful
pecuniary externalities as a normal part of market operations” (224).


For Barrera, we have allowed a
neoclassical model of economic theory to dull us to the suffering of oft-time
innocent parties who are confronted with choices such as either buying food or
buying medicine on limited incomes through no direct fault of theirs. Instead
the economic compulsion forcing such dire choices upon people is a result of
aggregate choices in the marketplace that alters an 
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individual’s economic standing. We
have become accustomed to see such consequences as the “normal”
outcome of the market’s allocative efficiency by means of price adjustments.
Precisely because of his theologically informed understanding of what an
economy is, and how it ought to work, Barrera argues that we need to examine
our taken-for-granted economic world.


The book is a carefully plotted
argument. It begins with two chapters that closely examine the phenomenon of
“economic compulsion” and that clearly explain just what Barrera
means by the term. He also takes pains to stipulate the parameters of his
study. Part 2 consists of a biblically grounded treatment of “economic
security.” Barrera nicely distills the contemporary import of biblical
norms of economic life. The two chapters constituting this section rehearse
several themes found in his book on economic scarcity.


Part 3 is made up of three chapters,
the first of which returns to and further refines themes that Barrera treated
in his initial book on Catholic social teaching. Cogently and carefully he
develops his understanding of economic rights and how these are situated within
a vision of the common good, understood as due order and due proportion. This
chapter is a constructive exercise in Christian social ethics and merits
further commentary from moral theologians, for it is a sophisticated
presentation of the case for economic rights as human rights. The final
chapters of the volume apply Barrera’s thesis to the issue of agricultural
protectionism and provide a closing reprise of the themes and argument of the
book. The chapter treating protectionism illustrates Barrera’s balanced and
informed style. He makes a compelling case for disbanding the protectionist
regimes that developed nations use to keep the goods of poorer nations out of
home markets.


Barrera’s writing style is lucid and
his logic is easy to follow. Like a good teacher he continually states what he
is going to do in a chapter, develops his point, and then reminds the reader of
what he has just written. He explains the vocabulary and basic rules of
economic theory to the benefit of the noneconomist. It seems to this reviewer
that he generally does a good job of explaining the biblical and theological
material to an economist, but that is best judged by a different kind of
reader.


Notably, there is a courteous tone
to both volumes. Barrera rarely criticizes without acknowledging the insights
or strengths of those views that he challenges. He is a supporter of
free-market economics and is no anticapitalist ideologue. At the same time, his
treatment of ideas like economic security, economic compulsion, participative
agency, economic rights, and the common good all lead him to important, and
quite sensible, proposals for changes that are both regulative and ameliorative
of market excesses.


The overall impression one is left
with is that Barrera is engaged in a much- needed project. His sophistication
in both economics and theological ethics allows him to carry forward a
conversation that has too often stayed at the level of vague generalities about
capitalism and socialism, or well-meaning but not particularly strategic pleas
on behalf of the poor. Barrera’s method and style may 
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lack some of the passion and
straightforwardness of the prophets; but his critical analyses and
sophisticated methodology surely provides the sort of intellectual foundation
that true economic reform requires. 


Kenneth R. Himes, O.F.M. 
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In The Creation-Evolution Struggle,
Michael Ruse, the Lucyle T. Werkmeister Professor of Philosophy and Director of
the Program in the History and Philosophy of Science at Florida State
University, describes evolutionism and creationism as direct, though admittedly
opposite, reactions to the intellectual upheavals associated with the
Reformation and the Enlightenment. He is not concerned with an examination of
the logic or truth of either of these positions. In fact, he goes so far as to
assert in his introduction that “so strong is my conviction that the
evolutionists are right and the creationists are wrong about the origins of
life’s diversity that I am going to take that as a given” (2-3). Instead,
through his historical analysis, he seeks to differentiate between the
scientific theory of evolution and the social ideology of evolutionism. Moreover, he argues that
certain forms of evolutionism can even be considered, oxymoronically, a secular
religion. Therefore, Ruse acknowledges that the creation-evolution struggle is
not a simple dispute between science and religion. Rather, he concludes that
“in both evolution and creation we have rival religious responses to a
crisis of faith—rival stories of origins, rival judgments about the meaning of
human life, rival sets of moral dictates, and above all what theologians call
rival eschatologies—pictures of the future and of what lies ahead for
humankind” (3).


The historical narrative in Struggle
can be divided into three movements. Ruse begins by tracing the roots of the
evolution-creation struggle to the crisis of faith that followed the
Reformation and the Enlightenment. As he points out, the divisions within
Christendom raised doubts about the truth claims of revealed religion: “Is
God a Catholic? If not, then he must be a Protestant. But if so, what kind of
Protestant?” (13). Two major and diametrically opposed responses to this
epistemological crisis stand out. The first reaction was simply to give up on
reason as a deceptive tool of the devil. According to this view, the way to God
is through emotional commitment rather than rational choice. In Ruse’s account,
this approach gave rise to evangelicalism as a religious movement. In contrast,
the second reaction was to give reason a central role in religious discourse. 
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According to Ruse, this approach
became centered on the notion of progress: “Rather than thinking of
progress as an alternative to conventional religion in the late eighteenth
century, it is more accurate to think of progress as a world system that was
trying to challenge or improve on older world systems, especially
Christianity” (24).


Within this milieu, evolution
originated as pseudoscience, which was considered a convenient yet nontestable
theory that could be used to support doctrines of progress. According to Ruse,
“the cultural idea of progress led to the biological idea of evolution.
People took the cultural notion and read it into the living world.” (28)
For instance, Lamarckism, promoted by the eponymous French naturalist
Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, transferred the social concept of cultural progress into
the realm of biology. Lamarck described how nature could bring about change in
response to certain needs. Yet social values conveniently applied to biology do
not create a genuine science. Consequently, according to Ruse, in the early
nineteenth century, instead of a fully-fledged theory or doctrine of evolution,
we have an ideology of evolutionism: “Evolution, like phrenology, was a
vehicle for pushing doctrines of progress” (48).


The narrative in Struggle
then turns to Charles Darwin, the father of evolutionary theory. Though Darwin
was certainly not the first person to suggest evolution, he was, for Ruse, the
first to attempt to raise it to the level of a professional science. Claiming
natural selection as the chief engine of evolution, Darwin first proposed his
theory in The Origin of Species, published in 1859. Wanting more than
a pseudoscience he attempted to show that natural selection satisfied both
empiricist and naturalist criteria. In response, his opponents raised two main
scientific objections: There was no mechanism to explain the heredity required
for evolution to occur, and there was an insufficient timeframe for evolution
to occur since physicists at the time believed the earth to be only about 100
million years old. Despite these concerns, however, evolution was widely
adopted, albeit with one major reservation: the validity of natural selection.
This mechanism was not believed to be sufficient to explain the complexity of
evolution. Several alternative solutions were proposed, even hailing back to
Lamarckism. Others included saltationism (evolution by leaps), guided variation
(evolution by small changes guided in the right general direction), and
orthogenesis (evolution driven by forces that compel groups rather than
individuals to change). Significantly, however, as Ruse details, many of these
alternative mechanisms relied upon the social values of the day and were not
supported by much empirical evidence: “Evolutionary biology as a
professional science was distinctly second-rate. It failed to be properly
causal; its “laws” often failed to predict; and worst of all it was
riddled with cultural values, especially related to notions of progress”
(101).


During this period, ideas taken from
an evolutionary perspective were also being used to support a moral and
philosophical system that would supplant religious faith. The most prominent
proponent of this project was Herbert Spencer, a contemporary of Darwin, who
wrote on a wide range of subjects, including the socioeconomic policy of laissez
faire. Coining the term “survival of 
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the fittest,” Spencer attempted
to construct a moral code from belief in evolution and proposed a grand
metanarrative that saw human history as progress from the homogenous to the
heterogeneous. In effect, the process of evolution became a substitute for a
creator God. Despite these historical developments, however, Ruse points out
that Spencer developed his ideas before reading Darwin’s work. Therefore, he
concludes that there is not necessarily a causal relationship between belief in
evolution and belief in a naturalistic or even in an atheistic universe:
“Evolution was derivative; evolutionism was basic” (108).
Never-theless, even after Darwin, evolution as a science risked becoming
overshadowed by an evolutionism that was being used as a social ideology.


Not surprisingly, Spencer’s evolutionism
and other attempts to replace Christianity with a belief system grounded in the
process of evolution evoked strong Christian responses, especially from
Protestants. Some, like Frederick Temple, future archbishop of Canterbury,
tried to introduce evolutionary thinking into natural theology. In general,
however, and especially in the United States, Protestants with an evangelical
cast responded to the challenge of evolutionism by returning to the
“fundamentals.” As Ruse notes, “nothing was more fundamental
than opposition to evolution” (154). In the eyes of fundamentalists,
evolution went against a literal reading of the Bible and was associated with
atheism. As such, it had to be opposed. This opposition gave rise to the
creationist movement that emphasized a literalist reading of the creation
narratives in Genesis. And what about the Catholics? Ruse’s answer:
“To put it bluntly, evolution was not their fight” (142).


Finally, the narrative in Struggle
ends with a consideration of how the evolution-creation struggle has fared in
the twentieth century. In the 1920s, evolution was finally raised to the level
of a professional science and it has remained as such largely due to the
efforts of two men: Ronald Fischer and Sewall Wright. Fischer was a statistician
who helped to refine the mathematics behind evolution. He single-handedly
invented the field of population genetics in his The Genetical Theory of
Natural Selection (published in 1930), considered by many evolutionary
biologists to be second in importance only to Darwin’s Origin of Species.
Wright, an animal geneticist, proposed and fleshed out the mechanism of genetic
drift. Necessarily a nonadaptive form of evolution, this theory went far to
help to create an evolutionary science divorced of the cultural ideal of
progress. Theodosius Dobzhansky, a disciple of Wright, continued this work by
strictly segregating the science of evolution from the ideology of
evolutionism. He even went so far as to publish two separate journals, each
devoted to one of the two distinct fields. As Ruse is quick to highlight,
Dobzhansky and his colleagues considered “evolution … their
profession. But evolutionism was their obsession” (187).


Evolutionism too has thrived in
recent times. According to Ruse, there are three different versions of
evolutionism today. The camp furthest from the creationists is exemplified by
Richard Dawkins, an atheist who vehemently opposes organized religion of any
sort, believing that religions and blind faith are the sources of most of the
evil in the world. A major part of his nonbelief stems 
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from the pain and suffering inherent
in the process of natural selection, a reality that appears at first glance to
be incompatible with a providential Creator God. In a very succinct summation,
Ruse describes Dawkins’s reasoning as follows: “Religion leads to evil.
Darwinism counters religion. Ergo, Darwinism counters evil” (208). Dawkins
believes that the worldviews of religious people are “puny, pathetic and
measly in comparison to the way the universe actually is” (205). In
contrast, the camp exemplified by Stephen Jay Gould takes a middle road. Gould
describes science and religion as occupying different “magisteria” or
different areas of experience and understanding. Thus the two areas cannot be
in direct conflict with each other, as they govern separate areas of human
comprehension. Finally, Edward O. Wilson occupies the camp most amenable to
organized religion, believing that religions are biologically adaptive and that
human beings require religion to function.


Ruse concludes his historical
narrative by describing recent responses to evolutionism. On the one hand, he
discusses several Christian thinkers who have “wrestled with evolution in
an attempt to use it fruitfully in building an adequate theology for the modern
world” (217). These theistic evolutionists include, among others, Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin, S.J., Simon Conway Morris, John Haught, and Holmes Rolston
III. On the other hand, Ruse also admits that creationism continues to
influence a significant number (47 percent in one Gallup poll) of contemporary
Americans, both in its classical young-earth version and in its more recent
incarnation, called Intelligent Design (ID). His concludes that, at the
beginning of the twenty-first century, the evolution-creation struggle is alive
and well.


The Evolution-Creation Struggle should be required reading for anyone
seeking better to understand one dimension of the culture wars that have
preoccupied American society. In Kitzmiller v. Dover School Board, a
landmark decision in the first direct challenge in a federal court against a
public school district that required the teaching of ID in science classes,
Judge John E. Jones III declared that ID is not science because it
“cannot uncouple itself from its creationist, and thus religious,
antecedents.” Reports in the mainstream media portrayed the judicial
decision as the end of another chapter in the centuries-long fight between
science and religion. As Ruse convincingly argues in Struggle, however,
the evolution-creation struggle playing out in the public square should be
understood not so much as a duel between science and religion as a contest
between two religious views. For Ruse, evolutionism itself is a type of
religion—a secular religion. Some may quibble with the details of Ruse’s
narrative or with his conclusions. Religion has been notoriously hard to
define, and Ruse compromises with “a world picture, providing origins, a
place (probably a special place) for humans, a guide to action, a meaning to
life” (122). Religion or not, however, it is clear that evolutionism like
Christianity is a comprehensive doctrine in the Rawlsian sense of the word. It
is a conceptual framework, a worldview, an overall perspective, from which one
sees and interprets the world and its meaning. Like Christianity, evolutionism
is grounded in assumptions and epistemological claims that cannot be
substantiated by appeal to empirical data 
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alone. It should not have a
privileged position in our liberal democracy simply because it appears at first
glance to have a purely scientific provenance. 


Michael G. Loudin and Nicanor Austriaco, O.P. 
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One of the fruits of Vatican II was
the renewed appreciation of the local church. Prior to the council and going
back to the medieval Scholastics, Catholic ecclesiology had been largely cast
in terms of the one universal Church, which had as its other discernible
“marks” holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity. The Church’s visible
structure, with the pope at its apex of juridical and magisterial authority,
could be easily compared to secular governments even as it defined itself in
service to an invisible communion of grace. According to a certain caricature,
local churches were mere “outposts” of the church of Rome, and
bishops mere delegates of the Roman pontiff who acted as the “supreme
bishop” over a “perfect society.”


With the council came a new
awareness of the local church as an ecclesial subject in its own right. Perhaps
more than any other theologian since Vatican II, the late Jean-Marie Tillard,
O.P. (1927-2000) has provided a highly developed theology of the local church
in the Catholic world. Christopher Ruddy, who had opportunities to interview
Tillard in the years before the latter’s death, is an approving and insightful
interpreter of the Dominican scholar’s work. The Local Church: Tillard and
the Future of Catholic Ecclesiology makes a compelling case for placing
Tillard at the center of an ecumenically promising renewal of Catholic
ecclesiology.


Ruddy begins his study by locating
Tillard on a trajectory of modern ecclesiologists from the Orthodox and
Catholic worlds who helped pave the way to reclaiming the local-church
perspective. On the Orthodox side, scholars like Alexei Khomiakov (1804-60) and
Nikolai Afanasiev (1893-1966) reflected on the nature of the Church in terms of
mystical communion and Eucharistic fellowship respectively. Developments among
these Orthodox scholars resembled in certain respects those that took place in
the context of German Romantic theology and French mouvelle thiologie,
two movements that helped shape the agenda of Vatican II. The most influential
of these pre-Vatican II voices, Yves Congar, O. P. (1904-95), held out the
biblical-patristic concept of communion as the new basis of ecclesiology and
anticipated through his vast 
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historical investigations many of
the debates that would involve Phre Tillard. Because the Church’s communion is
rooted in the life of the Trinitarian persons, Congar argued, it demands not a
uniformity of expression in doctrine and worship, but a unity in diversity that
fosters a sharing of gifts. A similar, though more profound, grounding of
ecclesial self-understanding in the very being of God characterizes the work of
John Zizioulas (b. 1931), the Orthodox Metropolitan of Pergamon, whose writings
have had a wide currency among Catholics.


While demonstrating how each of
these particular thinkers lays a foundation stone for the renewed edifice of
local-church theology, Ruddy also recognizes the limits of their approaches.
Afansiev, for example, deserves credit for identifying the Eucharist as the
formative element of ecclesial existence, but he fails to acknowledge that
Eucharistic fellowship also calls out for unity-enhancing structures between
local churches. Likewise, in Ruddy’s view Congar commits an error when he
speaks of the universal Church as existing apart from and prior to the local
churches that are its necessary embodiments.


Tillard’s forty years of scholarship
builds on these prior achievements and, in important ways for Ruddy, corrects
some of their fundamental notions. Always basing himself on firm historical and
systematic grounds, Tillard must be taken seriously when he urges specific
reforms of intra-church processes. In Ruddy’s opinion the Dominican theologian
makes an especially strong case for abolishing practices that privilege the
universal Catholic Church, such as ordaining bishops (auxiliaries, diplomats,
curial officials, etc.) who do not preside over local churches. The essential
bond between the bishop and the local church depends on the principle, first
enunciated by St. Ignatius of Antioch and later enshrined by Vatican II, that
each local (Eucharistic) church makes present the one Church of God, even if it
does so in a manner that is not exhaustive. That the bishop is also bound to
the episcopal college and has a relationship to the universal Church should not
be regarded as “prior to” his headship of the local church or diocese,
even though that is precisely the contention of Vatican II’s Lumen gentium and
Pope John Paul II’s Apostolos suos (1998).


In one particularly engaging
chapter, Ruddy enrolls Tillard as a defender of Walter Cardinal Kasper in a debate
that the latter had with Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger during the period of
1999-2002. The debate sought to resolve a question that had been developing in
Ratzinger’s own theology through the 1980s and had become, in a certain sense,
“dogmatized” in the letter Communionis notio of the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (1992). Is the universal
Church historically and ontologically prior to the particular churches?
Building on Tillard and the other authors mentioned above, Ruddy argues for a
Trinitarian model of the Church that respects the simultaneity of unicity and
plurality. Just as both the oneness and the threeness of God are irreducible
and coeternal, the Church cannot ever be said to be one without at the same
time being locally diverse (at least in potentia).


Yet Ratzinger identifies the church
assembled on the day of Pentecost in Acts 2:1-11 as precisely universal without
being particular. His evidence for saying 
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this is the presence in the Lukan
narrative of such universal symbols as the Twelve and the many languages
spoken. For the future Benedict XVI, the evangelist Luke intends for the reader
to see the apostolic community in Jerusalem as the “mother church”
from which many daughters would be given birth (cf. Gal 4:26). While Ruddy
acknowledges the emergence of the many churches from the one Church, he insists
that the converse formula of Lumen gentium, paragraph 23, is an
essential complement to it: “in and from [the particular churches] comes
into being the one and only Catholic Church.” For Ruddy, as well as for
the theologians he favors, unless we hold for the “mutual
interiority” of the universal Church and the many local churches at
every stage of history, the former becomes a mere abstraction and the
latter lose their rightful voice in ecclesial life.


While the nature of the Church
according to the New Testament may be debated exegetically, there is another
basis on which to defend universal priority which Ruddy’s otherwise astute
analysis does not satisfactorily engage. This other argument sees the Church’s
deep essence in terms of its Eucharistic constitution. Just as the Eucharist is
one (as Christ is one) before being made present on the many altars, so the
Church engendered by the Lord’s Passover is one (cf. 1 Cor 10:17) before
engendering the many churches scattered—and inculturated—throughout the
world. Between Pentecost and the Parousia the one and the many are indeed
simultaneous, yet primordially and eschatologically the one Church lacks any
essential connection to a geographical referent or “locality.” Is it
not founded by, and in, the itinerant rabbi who has “nowhere to lay his
head?” (Luke 9:58). Does its future not belong to that heavenly Jerusalem
toward which the pilgrim people journey? (cf. Heb 13:14) And is not this
heavenly fulfillment already present within her, albeit in sacramental sign and
in the witness of unambiguously holy lives?


While taking exception to some of
Ruddy’s conclusions, I find his scholarship to be carefully researched and well
argued. In demonstrating why Jean-Marie Tillard is a necessary reference point
for future discussion of ecclesial reform, Ruddy has established his own voice
as an insightful proponent of a theology of the local church. The present
volume belongs on the shelf of every researcher of post-Vatican II ecclesiology
and of every ecumenically minded church official who labors on behalf of unity.



James Massa 
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[bookmark: congar]Yves Congar, Theologian of the
Church. Edited by Gabriel Flynn. Louvain Theological and
Pastoral Monographs 32. Louvain: Peters, 2005. Pp. 503. $45.00 (paper). ISBN
90-429-1668-0. 




Though Yves Congar was widely read, especially in Europe, “Congar
studies” hardly existed before 8 December 1994, when Pope John Paul II
made him a cardinal. Since then, interest has grown steadily in the French
Dominican’s writings. Gabriel Flynn presents a commemorative volume, derived
from a symposium in Dublin, Ireland in 2004, to mark the centenary of Congar’s
birth. Contributors span the political and ecclesial spectrum of Continental
and North American Catholic theology, non-Catholic Eastern and Western
Christianity, and the allied disciplines of history and philosophy. Although
papers from similar symposia in Rome and Toulouse have been published, this is
the first volume in English to analyze Congar’s thought from so many disparate
perspectives.


Flynn deserves commendation for
meticulously presenting a highly useful text with notes to spur on more Congar
studies. The same passionate spirit that drove Congar to write voluminously
inspires Flynn in his “Introduction,” situated within the new
evangelization. Likewise, Flynn’s “Epilogue” pleads for a “new
reception” of Congar’s writings and Vatican II’s texts. His extremely
useful bibliography and index will greatly assist this new reception. Between
the introduction and epilogue, twenty scholars in four prefaces and seventeen
chapters assess Congar’s work. The chapters are divided into four parts: Yves Congar:
Theologian; Yves Congar: Ecumenist; Yves Congar: Historian of Ecclesiology; and
Yves Congar and the Theology of Interreligious Dialogue. Among these Anglican,
Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant bishops, cardinals, laity, ministers, and
priests, one finds the extremes of hagiography, on the one hand, and critical
dismissivness, on the other. Flynn contributes two chapters himself. In
“Yves Congar and Catholic Church Reform: A Renewal of the Spirit,”
the Irish theologian gives a favorable exposition of Congar’s possibly most
original, important, and, thus, influential work, Vraie et fausse riforme
dans l’Iglise. Flynn finds Congar’s ideas of Church reform as relevant
today as ever, and an evident line of continuity exists from Congar’s ideas
through Popes John XXIII, Paul VI, and John Paul II via Vatican II. In
“Cardinal Congar’s Ecumenism: An ‘Ecumenical Ethics’ for
Reconciliation?” Flynn argues quite convincingly one main point.
“[T]he acceptance of ecumenism as an ethical imperative for the Churches would
give new impetus to ecumenical endeavors.” While Flynn evidences the
dramatic change in the moral landscape since Congar received his ecumenical
vocation in 1930, his thesis, as well as certain ecumenical endeavors, is
mortally threatened by what Pope Ratzinger calls “the dictatorship of
relativism.” Still, Flynn shows his faithful discipleship to Congar by
organizing, executing, and publishing the papers of this landmark symposium.


Four prefaces crown this volume in a
nod of acknowledgment and gratitude to Congar’s ecumenical vocation. Avery
Cardinal Dulles, S.J., leads off these personal reminiscences, including his
now famous appraisal that Vatican II 
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“could almost be called
Congar’s council” (27). Kallistos Ware, distinguished Oxford don and
Orthodox Bishop of Diokleia, never met Congar face to face, but became so
completely captivated one day by reading his Lay People in the Church,
that Ware forgot lunch, tea, and supper. Kenneth Stevenson, Anglican Bishop of
Portsmouth, also encountered Congar through books and the spilling over of new
ideas from the Catholic Church into other Churches while traveling in France
during Vatican II. Finally, Marc Leinhard, Honorary Dean of the Protestant
Faculty of Theology of Strasbourg and Formerly President of the Directoire of
the Church of the Confession of Augsburg of Alsace and Lorraine, details his
personal collaboration with Congar, including Vocabulaire oecuminique.
Although not included as a preface, Karl Cardinal Lehmann’s short chapter in
part 2, “Cardinal Yves Congar: A Man of the Church,” easily fits the
same personal style, affirming that “far too much of his work has already
gone unnoticed” (164).


One of Congar’s monumental works, Tradition
and Traditions: An Historical and Theological Essay, has enticed
well-known American Evangelical theologians, like Scott Hahn, to enter the
Catholic Church. Interestingly, the first chapter after the prefaces is an
article by an Evangelical theologian, John Webster, Professor of Systematic
Theology at King’s College, University of Aberdeen. Entitled “Purity and
Plenitude: Evangelical Reflections on Congar’s Tradition and Traditions,”
Webster, writing from a Barthian perspective, provides a more eirenic appraisal
of Congar’s work than does Jonathan Robinson. Writing as a philosopher,
Robinson, the Oratorian, concludes in his chapter, “Congar on
Tradition,” that Congar lacks logical coherence in his own argument.
Webster, of course, replies to Congar’s objections about Protestant doctrines
like sola scriptura, but, with the zeal of an apologist, he believes,
“No Protestant theologian with any measure of spiritual or theological
intelligence can fail to be moved by the appeal of Congar’s work” (64).
Robinson, though, fears that Congar’s theology of tradition is too
subjectivistic to support the Church’s moral doctrine on matters such as
homosexuality.


Four Dominican confreres contribute
chapters to this volume. An Oxford Blackfriar, Fergus Kerr, provides a chapter
titled “Yves Congar and Thomism.” Displaying a very firm grasp of
twentieth-century Continental Catholic thought, Kerr analyses what arguably
might be the most overlooked of Congar’s books, A History of Theology.
Kerr believes that this 1939 article from the Dictionnaire de Thiologie
Catholique which Congar turned into a book in the late 1960s clearly
places him within mainstream Thomism in contrast to other currents of European
theology (e.g., Lebenstheologie). In “In Hope of Unity,”
Congar’s most well-known student and friend from the Dominican Province of
France, Jean-Pierre Jossua, writes reverently about Congar’s vocation to
ecumenism, first received clearly while meditating upon John 17 in preparation
for priesthood ordination. Two preoccupations co-existed in Friar Yves-Marie’s
mind from the very beginning: the refounding of ecclesiology upon biblical and
patristic notions and unity in the Church, between Christians, and among all of
humanity. While 
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these two themes overshadow all of
Congar’s work, Jossua helpfully summarizes the significant evolution in
Congar’s thought from his first book, Chritiens disunis, to one of his
last, Diversitis et Communion. Georges Cardinal Cottier of the Papal
Household contributes “Notes on the Theology of Religions,” paying
homage to Congar indirectly by elucidating a schematic theology of religions in
light of Vatican II’s Lumen Gentium, Ad Gentes, Gaudium
et Spes, and Nostra Aetate. What Cottier’s chapter only implies,
Thomas O’Meara’s chapter, “Yves Congar: Theologian of Grace in a Wide
World,” makes explicit: Vatican II’s theology of religions derives
substantially from Congar’s works but especially from Vaste monde ma
paroisse (English translation, The Wide World My Parish). At
times, though, O’Meara’s interpretation of Congar not only creates tension with
Cottier’s principles for a theology of religions, but actually seems to fall
under Cottier’s critique of “a tendency, fairly widespread, and, in my
opinion, quite destructive, i.e., that of attributing everything
immediately to the causality of grace, while ignoring that which human nature,
by its own resources is capable of” (368). O’Meara’s particular reading of
Congar might come from his clear preference for Karl Rahner, shown by numerous
quotes from the Frenchman praising the German theologian. O’Meara concludes,
“Congar was the most important Catholic theologian leading up to the
Council, while Rahner was the most influential thinker in the post-conciliar
period” (397).


Since Congar became the premier
example of the historical methodology that Marie-Dominique Chenu introduced at
the Dominican Studium of Le Saulchoir, Flynn astutely invited four historians
to analyze Congar’s works. Cambridge patristics scholar A. N. Williams provides
a retrospecive survey of Congar’s theology of the laity even though his major
work appeared early in his career. In her judgment, “there are signs
throughout Congar’s works that from the beginning he was thinking in quite
different terms, probing and altering his own paradigms even as he proposed
them” (158). The U.S. Jesuit historian John W. O’Malley judges that
Congar’s works L’Ecclisiologie du haut moyen bge, de saint Grigoire le
grand ` la disunion entre Byzance et Rome and L’Iglise de saint
Augustin ` l’ipoque moderne are stunning achievements of historical
scholarship and syntheses of the first order. Although O’Malley favors the
latter volume of history of ideas over the former, he believes that the
question of whether historical research can correct the tradition makes
Congar’s books as relevant now as when they were first published. Like astute
detectives discovering clues to a great person’s secret life, British historian
J. J. Scarisbrick and Italian historian Alberto Melloni each write a chapter
about the deeply felt expectations, despair, gratitude, and faith that Congar
shared with his posthumously published diaries and journals, Journal de la
Guerre 1914-1918, ed. and annotated by Stiphane Audoin-Rouzeau and
Dominique Congar; Journal d’un thiologien (1946 - 1956), ed. and annotated
by Itienne Fouilloux in collaboration with Dominique Congar, Andri Duval, and
Bernard Montagnes; and Mon Journal du 
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Concile, I et II, intro. and ed. Iric Mahieu, forward by
Dominique Congar, preface by Bernard Dupuy, O.P.


Four other chapters discuss Congar’s
most well-known and least well-known publications. In contrast to Williams’
judgment that Congar’s best-known, most important contribution to theology is
the trilogy I Believe in the Holy Spirit, Notre Dame professor Richard
P. McBrien moans about writing on Congar’s “fairly conventional”
pneumatology instead of his “anything but conventional” ecclesiology.
According to McBrien, Congar “was undoubtedly the greatest ecclesiologist
not only of the 20th century but of the entire history of the Church
as well” (305). From the perspective of Calvinist theology, Swiss Reformed
theologian Bruno B|rki in “The Church’s Sacramental Celebration of the
Easter Mystery: Yves M. J. Congar and Ecumenical Liturgical Perspectives”
draws out the implications of Congar’s least well-known, occasional, but rich
sacramental theology for liturgical reform among Catholics and mainline
Protestants. Two other chapters return to the theology of religions issue,
projecting from Congar’s past writings into present and pressing issues in the
Church. Despite Congar’s early assessment, according to Kerr, that Hans Urs von
Balthasar’s methodology was not an acceptable Thomistic approach, American
Jesuit Stephen Fields argues in “Mediating the Non-Christian Religions:
Congar, Balthasar, Nature and Grace,” that these two twentieth-century
theological giants complement each other more on the question of nature and
grace than Congar and Rahner do, following O’Meara’s perspective. Actually,
Fields places Congar closer to Balthasar than Rahner because the first two take
sin, error, and the delusion experienced in fallen nature more seriously than
does the latter. Most intriguing of all is the last chapter by Louvain
professor Terrance Merrigan on “The Appeal to Yves Congar in Recent
Catholic Theology of Religions: The Case of Jacques Dupuis.” Merrigan
precisely analyzes Dupuis’ position in contrast to Congar’s.


Not since Aidan Nichols’s
intellectual biography Yves Congar has a book in print covered the
immense breadth of Congar’s life and thought as well as this one. No serious
scholar in the English-speaking world in ecclesiology, ecumenism,
interreligious dialogue, moral theology, pneumatology, sacramental theology,
theology of the laity, twentieth-century Church history, or Vatican II can
avoid this book. The best-received councils are built upon the shoulders of
giants. Flynn’s book demonstrates the breadth and strength of Congar’s
intellectual shoulders upon which the greatness of Vatican II has been and will
be realized. 


Mark E. Ginter 











Saint Meinrad School of Theology

St. Meinrad, Indiana 

































Page 497


[bookmark: natural]God and the Natural Law: A
Rereading of Thomas Aquinas.
By Fulvio Di Blasi. Translated by
David Thunder. South Bend, Ind.: St. Augustine’s Press, 2006. Pp. 264. $37.50
(cloth). ISBN 1-58731-351-0. 


Fulvio Di Blasi’s God and the
Natural Law is a penetrating inquiry into the theological foundation of
Thomistic natural law. The book is written in response to a trend among
contemporary natural-law theorists towards a theory of natural law without God.
Di Blasi rightly notes the difficulty with this position: “Natural law
without God easily becomes a lex naturalis without lex” (68).
According to Di Blasi, the main features of this trend are most clearly delineated
in the “neoclassical theory of natural law” proposed by Germain
Grisez and John Finnis. Contrary to the neoclassical natural-law theorists, Di
Blasi aims to show the central importance of God in the natural law.


After an introduction highlighting
current trends among contemporary natural-law theories, chapter 1 examines in
detail the neoclassical critique of the conventional or traditional reading of
Thomas’s natural-law doctrine. The conventional view, according to the critique
of the neoclassical theorists, derives the content of the natural law from mere
facts of nature which, of themselves, are unable to yield any sense of
duty or moral obligation. Hence, conventional natural-law theorists attempt to
locate the source of moral obligation in an extrinsic, arbitrarily imposed,
divine command which falls prey to the “naturalistic fallacy”—the
supposed fallacy of deriving an ought from an is. The
neoclassical theorists instead posit principles of practical reason which are
derived neither from mere facts of nature nor from the divine will, but from
our primordial intuitions of basic values. Of course, the neoclassical
theorists do not deny that God is the ultimate source of moral duty;
rather, their claim is that moral obligation is knowable apart from any
knowledge of God as a creator and providential governor. Hence, they
effectively banish God from ethics and from the doctrine of natural law
(neoclassical theorists find evidence for this position in Aquinas by appealing
to the fact that for St. Thomas the being of God is not self-evident). Thus the
contemporary trend towards natural law without God, Di Blasi points out, goes
hand-in-hand with a trend towards separating ethics and metaphysics. This sets
up Di Blasi’s own account of natural law in chapters 2 and 3.


In chapter 2, Di Blasi turns to an
analysis of the necessary theological pre-suppositions of Aquinas’s natural-law
doctrine. His aim is to show that the natural law depends upon a natural
knowledge of God (not only known by means of unaided human reason, but also
accessible in some way to all men) and the natural inclination to love God
“before oneself and with a greater love.” Di Blasi begins by showing
that for St. Thomas natural moral goodness is defined by conformity to the
divine will since the very essence of moral action pre-supposes that man wants
something because he knows that God wants it. Indeed, the notion of moral
goodness as conformity to the divine will is implied in the very meaning of
natural law as an extrinsic principle of human action. Natural 
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law not only pertains to human
reason; it presupposes an authority capable of imposing its will upon other
subjects.


The Thomistic notion of moral
goodness and the account of natural law as extrinsic principle of action,
however, presuppose that we have a natural knowl-edge of God apart from divine
revelation. Indeed, Di Blasi maintains that for Aquinas “man’s moral sense
is not only inseparable from his sense of God, but coextensive with it”
(86). He goes on carefully to refute the claim of the neoclassical natural-law
theorists that God is, for the most part, unknown to man since his existence is
not self-evident. Di Blasi argues that for St. Thomas the non-self-evidence of
God should not be taken as a denial of a natural knowledge of God, but as a
rejection of St. Anselm’s argument for the existence of God which begins with
the idea of God as that-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought. According to
St. Thomas, the idea of God is present in everyone, but this idea is not the starting
point for attaining certainty of his existence. The knowledge of the
existence of God does not follow logically from the mere idea of God, but
follows instead from a kind of existential evidence, an awareness of
sensible reality as an effect: “the immediate evidence we have of His
presence is that the being of reality intrinsically presents itself as an
effect” (103). Of course, this describes the general movement of Aquinas’s
five ways, which Di Blasi spends some time explicating. Nonetheless, the
knowledge of God’s existence articulated in the five ways is contained in some
manner in all men. For Aquinas, Di Blasi argues, the natural knowledge of God
is known by most men, albeit in an unreflective or nonphilosophic manner.
Still, this unreflective or “common sense” knowledge necessarily
manifests itself in language and cultural symbols.


Di Blasi goes on to draw a further
conclusion. If moral goodness resides in obedience to God’s will, not only must
there be a knowledge of God so pervasive that it is applicable to everyone,
there must also be a natural inclination towards God in the human will.
Accordingly, St. Thomas teaches that man is naturally inclined to love God before
himself and with a greater love. This natural inclination towards God does
not concern the supernatural love of charity, but is rather the natural
inclination towards God as the “absolutely universal good.” The key
point here is that moral goodness is ultimately based not upon the desire for
one’s own good, but rather upon the capacity to transcend this desire out of a
love of God.


Having discussed the theological
presuppositions of Thomistic natural law, Di Blasi turns to a discussion of
natural law as such in chapter 3. His aim is to show how the natural
inclination of the will towards God as an ultimate end translates into a
respect for the natural order created by God. One of the unique and interesting
aspects of his discussion in this chapter is that he focuses almost exclusively
on Aquinas’s treatment of law in the Summa contra Gentiles rather than
upon the more developed treatment of law in the Summa Theologiae. Only
by starting with the overall conceptual framework of the former work, Di Blasi
suggests, is it possible to understand the subsequent development in the
latter. The treatment of law in the Summa contra Gentiles is, of
course, framed by a much broader discussion of divine providence. Di Blasi
highlights the fact that 
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the law by which God
governs the world is identical with his providence. Moreover, the special
manner in which God’s providence is exercised over man (because the rational
creature has dominion over his own acts and moves himself freely to the
ultimate end) parallels the account of the natural law in the Summa
Theologiae as the rational creature’s unique participation in the eternal
law. It is here that Di Blasi shows, contrary to the neoclassical theorists,
that even though law is an extrinsic principle of human action, it is not
arbitrarily or artificially imposed upon man, but is rather the primordial
determination of human freedom that makes moral goodness possible. “For
Aquinas the natural law is to be understood in the last analysis as the initial
determination of freedom, or, to put it more fully, as the active presence in
man’s practical reasoning of the ultimate end and of the other human
goods” (174).


The remainder of chapter 3
illustrates how the will’s natural inclination towards God bears upon the
precepts of the natural law. One of the deficiencies of the treatment of law in
the Summa contra Gentiles (as opposed to the Summa Theologiae)
is that it does not clearly distinguish the natural law from the divine law. Di
Blasi uses this fact, however, to illustrate the fundamental convergence of the
natural law and the divine law in Aquinas. He points out some key passages that
emphasize the reasonableness of the divine law, and therefore its fundamental
correspondence to the natural law. “We do not offend God except by doing
something contrary to our own good” (ScG III, c. 122). “Only
those things that are opposed to reason are prohibited by divine law” (ScG
III, c. 126). The clearest illustration of the correspondence of the
divine law and the natural order is the following (ScG III, c. 129):



[T]hose acts by
which he inclines towards his natural end are naturally appropriate to an
agent, but those that have the contrary effect are naturally inappropriate to
the agent. Now … man is naturally ordered to God as his end.
Therefore, the things by which man is brought to the knowledge and love of God
are naturally right, but whatever things have the contrary effect are naturally
evil for man. Therefore, it is clear that good and evil in human activities are
based not on the prescription of [divine] law, but also on the natural order.
(189) 


The upshot of the conformity of
divine law to the natural order is this: the natural normativity of the will’s
inclination to God as an ultimate end is the source of the moral obligation
found in those human goods ordered towards the ultimate end and preempts the
charge of the naturalistic fallacy. The fact that the divine law corresponds to
the natural order shows that the will of God is not simply arbitrary or
extrinsic. On the other hand, our natural inclinations attain normative force
because they proceed from the divine will since they are the means by which
divine providence orders man to his ultimate end. Indeed, Di Blasi maintains
that for St. Thomas the natural order as such has no normative force apart from
the divine will. “If there were no God, even in the presence of an
objective order of human good, the individual will would remain the ultimate 
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ethical criterion” (212). The
notion of natural law, then, is necessarily based upon the interplay between
nature and the will of God. There can be no natural law without God because the
obligatory character of the natural law—what makes the natural law to be
law—is the fact that the natural order that is discoverable by human reason is
also known to be created by God and subject to his will.


Although there has been a broad
revival of interest in natural-law thinking in recent years, the theonomic
character of St. Thomas’s doctrine has largely been obscured or forgotten. God
and the Natural Law can help us recover the theological foundation of
Aquinas’s natural-law doctrine and thereby appreciate its deeper meaning. The
argument of the book is at times hard to follow, perhaps because the book is
translated into English from the Italian original, but it is well worth the
effort for any serious student of Thomistic natural law. 


John Goyette 
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0-8204-7408-8. 









In Engrafted
into Christ, Christopher Malloy offers a deep, honest, and
critical view of the 1999 Joint Declaration on Justification between the
Catholic Church and the Lutheran World Federation (JD). As the Preface says,
this book is the result of five years of work.


The book has four parts: (1) The
teachings of the Reformation Era: historical view of Protestant and Catholics
positions in the 16th Cent. (17-122); (2) Contemporary attempts at
rapprochement: Hans K|ng, the Finnish School (Tuomo Mannermaa, Risto Saarinen),
Wolfhart Pannenberg (123-92); (3) Critical analysis of the Joint Declaration
(193-313); (4) Evaluating the divide (315-87). This review will concentrate on
parts 3 and 4, which are obviously the heart of the book.


Malloy studies the history of
successive drafts of the JD, and comments on the evolution, “No one can
doubt that the editorial changes to the various drafts witness a trajectory
towards vaguer expressions. The reason for the trajectory seems to have been
appeasement of ongoing Lutheran concerns” (277). On top of that, the
author warns the English-speaking readers of the JD: “The German text
frequently enjoys a more pronouncedly Lutheran ring than does the standard
English translation” (222).
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One of the points on which the JD
does not dissolve the disagreements is the understanding of concupiscence:
“First, Catholicism teaches that concupiscence is not a willful act but
only a tendency towards sin. It can be called ‘desire’ only in the sense of a
spuriously spontaneous, non-willed inclination. Second, Catholics believe that
concupiscence incurs absolutely no punishment and that venial sins incur only
temporal punishment” (280). Another delicate point is the possibility or
not of an increase of grace and of degrees of participation in grace:
“Trent is clear: The just can merit an increase in justifying grace, the
attainment of eternal life, and an increase in eternal glory. This teaching
rests upon the acknowledgment of only one formal cause of justification, the
infused justice of God, by which the justified is bound to Jesus Christ,
empowered by him to act as God’s child, and entitled to receive the inheritance
of a child” (306). This new creation, by grace, far from diminishing God’s
glory, shows divine power. On that point, the author considers that “The
contents of the Joint Declaration … are not merely flawed in isolated
cases; they are in organic fashion contrary to the integrity of Catholic
faith” (306-7).


A typical question that has been at
the very heart of debates ever since the beginning of the Reformation is the
possibility of human cooperation. Malloy (cf. 294-95) sees a contradiction
between paragraphs 20 (cooperation is possible as an effect of grace) and 24
(“God’s gift of grace in justification remains independent of human
cooperation”) of the JD. Such an ambiguity in the JD will be reflected in
different interpretations.


In his last part, Malloy identifies
five crucial issues: “First, I investigate the eschatological implications
of divergent understandings of the formal cause. Second, in a reflection on
faith and self-trust, I present a Lutheran objection to this argument, followed
by a Catholic response to this objection. Third, I consider the ‘retrospective’
implications that the ineffable grandeur of eternal life bears for its ‘seed,’
the formal cause of justification. Fourth, I critically examine the theory that
Catholics and Lutherans offer two complementary, non-conflicting languages for
the same faith. Finally, in an essay on Christological soteriology, I discuss
the demerits of the structure of thought fundamental to Lutheranism, Each of
these reflections is meant to be a point of departure for further theological
discussion” (317).


(1) Eschatology raises questions about
our understanding of the present life. Malloy comments on some insights offered
by two great theologians of the past century that are in contrast to the
Lutheran focus on sin. Henri de Lubac suggested that soteriology should focus
on the beatific vision rather than on sin (cf. 319). Hans Urs von Balthasar
asked Karl Barth why the real transformation of man by grace, if possible at
the end of time, could not be possible already in the present life (cf. 161).


(2) Malloy denies that the Catholic
(or Orthodox, cf. 335) view of charity would be too self-seeking, as Lutheran
theologians tend to say, attributing this Catholic tendency to Aristotelian
influences. He explains that a human desire for happiness is not necessarily
sinful (cf. 326). A Thomist will recognize here Aquinas’s partial corrections
to some Augustinian tendencies.
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(3) Malloy defends the realism of
grace (part of the global tendency of Catholicism to realism): “Lovers
long for the real presence of their beloved, and spiritual creatures contact
each other by means of spiritual faculties” (338). Created grace provides
a presence of God, which is far more than a mere acquittal from punishment.
Malloy insists (see above all 390-91, also 134 and 214) on the distinction
between efficient and formal causality in salvation: God does not only give an
external input (like the sun on flowers, which is not the life of the flower
but its condition) but also a really renewed internal life of the member of the
Body of Christ.


(4) Many ecumenists speak of
differences in terms of complementarity. Malloy does not deny that such a view
can be helpful (for instance in comparing theologies of divinization and of
justification-sanctification), nor does he deny that Catholics can learn from
Lutherans. However, he wonders about the extent to which the argument of
complementarity can be used in the Lutheran-Catholic dialogue (see 341-42). Are
different languages always compatible? Do new common expressions really express
the same faith as the ancient ones? If complementarity means that different
theological systems can lead to the same practical effects in Christian life
(in a rather Kantian way), then on which basis should one exclude the possible
good effects of Pelagianism for contemporary Christians? (347).


(5) All questions are somehow linked
to different Christological views. Yves Congar (summarized on 364-66) had
already suggested that Luther had a different implicit Christology, because he
underestimated the role of the human nature of Christ in salvation. Malloy
develops the idea (359-60): the whole Catholic and Orthodox view of the
relationship between God and man implies that divine causality gives to us a
real, albeit subordinate, causality, without which what is saved would not be
the human being. All questions depend on different views of mediation,
expressed in Mariology and in anthropology: “The unique role of the
Mediator does not exclude participation in his mediation” (373). And such
does not seem to be the official Lutheran view: “The Lutheran World
Federation declared [Oct. 31, 1998], ‘The good news of justification refers to
people’s experiences and proclaims clearly that human beings are saved, not by
works, but only by faith, through grace, on the merit of Jesus Christ alone… . We do not need to do anything for our salvation’ (emphasis mine).
This remark, outrageous from a Catholic perspective, ought to sound the alarm
or toll the funereal bell in all quarters of the Catholic world” (257). In
different ways I have already expressed the same concern myself, trying to
suggest that the possibility of mediation had already been the main concern of
Cardinal Cajetan about Luther as early as 1518. I could not agree more with
Christopher Malloy’s very careful analysis of the JD on this point.


Does Malloy conclude that the whole
process is hopeless? Certainly not. He indicates some ways for a fruitful
dialogue: “The continual influx and any increase of sanctifying grace are
caused by God. For this reason, grace is not man’s possession of God but God’s
possession of man. This Bonaventurian principle seems to resonate well with
Lutheran doctrinal concerns. Third, 
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sanctifying grace is not a reason
for self-trust” (389). But he maintains that a concordist interpretation
of the JD is neither necessary, nor desirable, nor even credible:
“Undoubtedly, numerous well-intentioned Catholic theologians will
undertake hermeneutical gymnastics in order to retrieve this document on behalf
of Catholic tradition. This effort is indeed understandable. Had the document
magisterial force, I might have been more tempted to do the same.
Notwithstanding the valiance of such efforts, I take it that few Lutherans will
find such readings credible. Moreover, many will find such readings exemplary
of an ecumenical disingenuousness” (234).


The author has questions about the
consistency of some magisterial statements of different levels. Some questions
might seem disrespectful, but he asks them because he cares for the teaching of
the Magisterium. He particularly wonders about the compatibility of a remaining
simul justus et peccator Lutheran view (in JD) with John Paul II’s
teaching about the perpetual validity of negative moral norms. He thinks that
one might have to choose between John Paul II’s teaching in Veritatis
splendor and “his public but non-magisterial praise of the Joint
Declaration” (185).


Malloy’s book is a sharp critique of
some ambiguities in the JD, expressed because of his concern for Christian
unity. It is probably the most considerable work of a Catholic theologian in
that line until now. Not a few Protestant theologians expressed their criticism
of the JD, notably in two common statements published in 1998 and 1999 by about
160 German-speaking Lutheran and Reformed theologians (“Stellungnahme
theologischer Hochschullehrer zur geplanten Unterzeichnung der Gemeinsamen
Offiziellen Feststellung zur Rechtfertigungslehre,” in Materialdienst
des Konfessionskundlichen Instituts Bensheim, 6 [1999]: 114-15; and
“Votum der Hochschullehrer zur ‘Gemeinsamen Erkldrung zur
Rechtfertigungslehre’ vom Januar 1998,” in Materialdienst des
Konfessionskundlichen Instituts Bensheim, 2 [1998], 33-35). Some of the
questions come from the fact that the JD does not claim to have solved all questions
related to its very object; in that regard the text might not have been matured
yet when it was published. But it was perhaps difficult to produce a more
mature text without changing the positions of at least one of the parts in
dialogue. If so, the whole process is ambiguous and the hopes that arose from
the JD might lead to delusions. In order to avoid such a sad result,
theologians should take opportunity of Malloy’s critiques to engage in a deeper
study of the Catholic and Lutheran views on salvation. 


Charles Morerod, O.P. 
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BOOK REVIEWS

Praeambula Fidei: Thomism and the God of the Philosophers. By Ralph
McInerny. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
2007. Pp. 313. $34.95 (paper). ISBN: 978-0-8132-1458-0.

Ralph McInerny’s Gifford Lectures, Characters in Search of their Author
(1999-2000) examined criticisms of natural theology posed by various
practitioners of modern philosophy. Praeambula Fidei is a more
technical, broad, and ambitious attempt to analyze the internal structure of
Thomistic natural theological reasoning. It also seeks to respond to thinkers
who (according to McInerny) sought to marginalize the place of this doctrine in
modern Catholic theology.

The book is polemical in that it takes issue with interpretations of Aquinas
developed by such influential figures as Etienne Gilson, Henri de Lubac, and
Marie-Dominique Chenu. Simultaneously, however, the presentation is expository,
offering a counterproposal based upon the Aristotelianism of Aquinas. McInerny’s
defense of a distinctly philosophical theology in Aquinas, and of the profound
strands of continuity between Aquinas’s metaphysics and that of Aristotle, will
leave no Thomist indifferent. For contemporary theologians, the book offers
interesting arguments about fundamental theology, stressing oft-forgotten truths
worthy of serious (re)consideration.

The book proceeds in three parts. In the first section the author exposes the
doctrine of the praeambula fidei, those truths revealed by God that are
also accessible to human reason. Such truths denote even to the philosophical
intellect the potential truth of the Catholic faith: truths such as the
existence of the soul, the rationality of the natural law, and, in particular,
the philosophical demonstrability of the existence of God. Here McInerny
articulates eloquently the Thomistic distinction between knowing by reason and
believing by faith. His attentiveness to Aquinas’s philosophy of first
principles, self-evident propositions, and demonstrative reasoning toward
non-self-evident rational truths (7-17) allows him to identify clearly the
character of philosophical knowledge of God he wishes to defend. God may be
known a posteriori, indirectly, as a cause is known from its effects,
even while his existence is not self-evident to us a priori. This
genuine form of rational knowledge is absolutely distinct from the revealed
truths of divine revelation, which in turn have their own “principles”
and (eventual) propositional articulation (20-23). The latter are accepted in
love by an act of the will, based upon the authority of God revealing himself.
These
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two ways of knowing God are not alien to one another, however, since
“the bulk of things we hold as true is based on trust” (16) and,
consequently, trust in the word of another is a necessary dimension of human
reason. The study of the praeambula fidei guarantees a sense of the
potential harmony between faith and reason, since it demonstrates that there
exists for natural reason a final term (knowledge of the existence of God) which
revelation both complements and completes. In the twentieth century, however,
the pursuit of this harmony has been attenuated by “flawed understandings
of the nature of Christian philosophy, a tendency to disparage the natural in
favor of the supernatural, [and] the suggestion that the philosophy of St.
Thomas is to be found only in his theological works, and cannot be separated
from them” (32).

In the second section of the book, the author goes on to analyze critically
the interpretations of Aquinas offered by Gilson, De Lubac, and Chenu. It is
their works in particular that contributed to the above-mentioned problematic
ten-dencies. McInerny sees particular evidence of this in their respective
treatments of Cardinal Cajetan, and the Dominican commentary tradition more
generally. What follows in the second section, then, is an extended defense of
Cajetan’s reading of Aquinas concerning the metaphysics of esse, the
final end of man, and the integrity of philosophical theology as distinct from sacra
doctrina. This defense is conducted in dialogue with the writings of Gilson,
De Lubac, and Chenu, sequentially.

McInerny first studies Gilson’s claim that Aquinas’ doctrine of esse
(as existence “beyond” essence) was deemphasized or forgotten by the
Thomistic school, and principally by Cajetan (39-68). Examining in particular
Gilson’s “Cajetan et l’existence” (Tijdschriff voor Philosophie
15 [1953]: 267-86), McInerny shows multiple ways in which Gilson misinterpreted
the sixteenth-century commentator. For example, in his criticism of Cajetan’s
treatment of esse as perfection (in his commentary on STh I,
q. 4, a. 1, ad 3), Gilson ignores the Dominican’s earlier statement (on STh
I, q. 3, a. 4) that “existence is the actuality of every form and that no
nature is signified in ultimate act except insofar as it is signified as
actually exercising existence” (51). In contrast to Gilson’s genealogy of
the forgetfulness of esse in Western metaphysics, McInerny argues that
Cajetan’s understanding of Aquinas insists quite plausibly on the compatibility
between Aquinas’s Aristotelianism and his metaphysics of existence. Despite the
appropriateness of these criticisms, McInerny’s treatment of Gilson is not
always magnanimous in tone (e.g., “The effect of this scorched earth policy
[of Gilson toward other commentators] is to turn our attention more and more
toward the one operating the flame thrower” [68]).

McInerny then examines De Lubac’s conception of the final end of man in Surnaturel
and Le mystère du surnaturel. At issue is De Lubac’s criticism of
Cajetan’s theory of nature and grace as a two-storied, extrinsicist model. Here
(69-76, 80-90) McInerny’s tone is at time excessively shrill. He makes scant
reference to actual texts of De Lubac and his presentation is too dependent upon
secondary scholarship. Nevertheless, as he goes on to defend Cajetan’s own views
of the final natural end of man as distinct from the supernatural end
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designated by grace (76-90), he makes several substantive points. First,
clearly there is in Aquinas a notion of the obediential potentiality of human
nature, capable of the supernatural in the moral domain and not only in
the miraculous (contra De Lubac’s interpretation, and as Cajetan rightly notes).
This suggests that human nature can have a certain kind of autonomous
teleological structure, according to Aquinas. Second, Cajetan’s interpretation
of Aquinas in no way implies that man is a being “closed in on
himself”; that is, there is in Cajetan no pure nature/grace extrinsicism.
On the contrary, Cajetan (commenting on STh I-II, q. 3, a. 8) argues
explicitly that the human person has a natural desire to know God’s essence
immediately. This stems not from a response to supernatural revelation, but from
the fact that created intellect has a natural desire to know the first cause of
created effects, God (85). McInerny argues that this interpretation has a basis
in Aquinas’s own texts that is more historically defensible than the views of De
Lubac. Third, Aquinas has an unambiguous doctrine of a twofold final end of man,
one natural and imperfect (with reference to Aristotle) and the latter
supernatural and perfect (see STh I, q. 62, a. 1). Such texts suggest
that for Aquinas the natural end of the human intellect is realized in
philosophy, exemplified by the praeambula fidei.

McInerny notes the emergence of Chenu’s critique of neo-Scholastic Thomism as
a “rationalizing, propositional, essentialist system” in his Le
Saulchoir: Une école de théologie (1937). When philosophy is co-opted for
the purposes of the praeambula fidei it becomes, according to Chenu,
“a series of propositions, premises, or conclusions, which function as the
least common denominator of philosophical [thought]” (116). Along with
Gilson, Chenu portrayed Cajetan as an interpreter guilty of the
“forgetfulness of being.” Neo-Scholasticism denatures philosophy by
instrumentalizing the latter systematically toward a merely apologetical end. In
response, McInerny notes tendencies in Chenu’s own thought toward an
anti-essentialist historicism that cannot easily sustain any form of
transhistorical doctrinal truth (118-19). Here more inquiry into Chenu’s writing
would have aided McInerny’s argument. For example, an examination of Chenu’s
doctrinal writings in the postconciliar period could have provided yet more
evidence of antimetaphysical, historicist tendencies, and allowed McInerny’s
defense of legitimate concerns in Humani Generis (120) to be presented
more poignantly.

The third part of the book is an impressive depiction of “Aristotelian
Thomistic” reasoning, attempting to show how Aquinas presents a way of
progressive philosophical argumentation that passes from basic human experience
to the eventual affirmation of the existence of God. This constructive
presentation forms the heart of the book. Here McInerny focuses in particular
upon Aquinas’s interpretation of Aristotle’s philosophical theology. “The
assumption of this study is that the native habitat of the praeambula fidei
is the Metaphysics of Aristotle, and that its recovery can only be
accomplished in that setting” (167-68). The book goes on (169-87) to
examine Aquinas’s treatment of major Aristotelian themes: the nature of a
science, the mind’s commensurate object (beings undergoing change), the
principles of form and matter, analogical
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predication, and substantial change. The goal is to introduce terms that are
propaedeutic to the science of metaphysics. McInerny then goes on to propose
(like Charles De Konnick and Benedict Ashley) the controversial idea that
metaphysics as a science is possible only once one has demonstrated the
existence of immaterial substances. This is achieved by the first-mover
argument, as the culmination of a philosophical investigation of nature
(188-96). “The predicable range of ‘being’ is maximal; it can be said of
whatever is. But until and unless it is known that there is immaterial being,
the predicable range of ‘being’ will be material things” (190). The
perspective contrasts, of course, with the Thomistic interpretations of scholars
such as Owens, Wippel, Dewan, and Aersten, as the author is well aware. He
defends his interpretation by recourse to numerous statements from Aquinas’s
commentary on the Metaphysics. After a somewhat extended discussion
(196-209) of Aquinas’s doctrine of separatio, (that judgment whereby
one may affirm that there exist separate substances, distinct from material
being), McInerny affirms that “the aim of metaphysics as the culminating
science of philosophy is knowledge of the divine. This aim is the key to
understanding everything that is undertaken in the science of being as
being” (210). In studying the ultimate causes of being, one is engaged in a
divine science and a natural theology that perfects philosophy.

After an extended defense of the unity of the Metaphysics as a text
(against Jaegar and by appeal to Reale and Aquinas), McInerny offers a helpful
exposition of Aquinas’s interpretation of book 12 of the Metaphysics (245-82).
Of particular interest is the treatment of the universality of causal principles
of all material substances (Metaphys. 12.5). All substances imply
“matter, form, privation, and the moving cause” (253-54) and these
principles are “proportionally the same” in each existent. This
analogically “universal” perspective on interdependent, physical
beings allows one to develop a further argument. The existence of moving beings
requires a primary, universal cause that is beyond all movement and temporality,
a pure actuality that is the ultimate source of all changing beings (258-63).
McInerny does an excellent job of showing how, according to Aquinas, Aristotle’s
understanding of the composition of act and potency in secondary substances, and
the ontological primacy of actuality, permits in turn a demonstration of God’s
existence and a study of divine attributes. The God of book 12 of the Metaphysics
is pure actuality, immobile, immaterial, eternal, sovereignly good, perfect
life, and self-knowledge (263-82). “That is, the God of Aristotle,
knowledge of whom is derived from knowledge of things around us and who is
magnificently described in his perfection and operation by an examination of
human intellection, is the same God Thomas worships as a Christian and who,
through revelation, has made known to us things about himself undreamt of in
philosophy. It is because those mysteries of faith involve praeambula
that Christian theology, however formally different from philosophy, cannot
flourish independently of it” (282).

McInerny’s book is a powerful and controversial restatement of a classical
Thomistic doctrine concerning the relations between faith and reason, philosophy
and theology. In the hands of generous readers, it will lead to fruitful
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debate about the place of Aristotle in the interpretation of Aquinas (and
vice versa), the perennial importance of Vatican I, and the strengths and
weaknesses of la nouvelle théologie. Thomists of vibrantly
Aristotelian provenance will find it refreshing (with inevitable partial
reservations). In our metaphysically tone-deaf age, the book reopens important
discussions on the topic of fundamental theology, and ought to be read by all
those seriously interested in the renewal of genuine ontological reflection
within Christian theology.

Thomas
Joseph White, O.P. 
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Douglas Rasmussen and Douglas Den Uyl’s Norms of Liberty: A Perfectionist
Basis for Non-Perfectionist Politics provides a seminal contribution to
liberal political thought that will be of significant interest to Thomists as
well as other classically trained Aristotelians and natural law theorists. The
book’s argument, although occasionally repetitive, is characterized by uncommon
rigor and clarity. It suggests a unique approach to the defense of political
liberalism that draws upon Aristotelian virtue ethics. The authors contend that
contemporary liberal theorists who embrace conventionalism and relativism do so
because they misuse the principle of the primacy of political liberty as the
basis for a comprehensive ethical doctrine. Rasmussen and Den Uyl agree with
critics of liberalism, such as Alasdair MacIntyre, who insist that procedural
political theory without a more substantive deep ethical structure is untenable.
Contrary to these critics, however, the authors hold that Aristotelian virtue
can provide liberalism the defense that it requires. Furthermore, they assert
that Aristotelian principles properly applied to the heterogeneity of modern
life entail a version of political liberalism.

Three key premises ground this conclusion: (1) there are many different forms
of human excellence and as a consequence excellence is radically individualized,
(2) liberty or “self-direction” is an essential constitutive feature
of human flourishing, but (3) flourishing is “profoundly social.” From
these premises the authors infer that the protection of certain natural rights
is grounded in “metanormative” political principles, rather than
ethical norms. Governments and political communities should neither coerce nor
encourage the pursuit of human excellence, since doing so would be contrary to
the requirements of self-direction. The problem of constructing a political
system that permits the pursuit of diverse forms of flourishing that do not
conflict with each other the authors call “liberalism’s problem.”
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Aristotelians and Thomists will find the book’s central arguments agreeable
in some respects and problematic in others. On the one hand, Rasmussen and Den
Uyl grant that the natural right to political liberty must be grounded in an
ethical account of the human good. They also endorse metaphysical realism and
maintain that human nature has objective significance for ethics. They place
principled as opposed to merely pragmatic limits upon the role of state
authority, a point they rightly insist is found in Aquinas’s distinction between
moral and legal obligations. On the other hand, they propose a form of radical
individual-ism that appears deficient as an account of human nature and the
moral preconditions for the exercise of liberty in a free society. While some
Aristotelian critics of liberalism fall into the utopian tendency of yearning
for the homogeneity of the ancient polis, the authors’ rejection of concrete
political norms besides liberty tends to the opposite extreme. They draw a sharp
dichotomy between private morality and political authority. This diminishes the
significance of intermediate social and political institutions, such as the
Church, which can shield individual liberty from the absolute power of the state
and foster the common good. To their credit, Rasmussen and Den Uyl are not
unaware of these types of criticisms of their position and treat them
thoughtfully and extensively.

The key to the book’s unique defense of liberalism, and a principal strength,
is the distinction that is made between certain necessary and unnecessary
features of the theory. The authors accept that contemporary liberalism is in
crisis for the very reasons stipulated by many of its critics, but they maintain
its fundamental soundness as a political approach. In particular, they observe
that many liberals erroneously embrace an Enlightenment conception of
rationality, which requires them to reject the traditional teleological account
of human nature. In so doing they place the right before the good and maintain
this view as the basis for a comprehensive set of ethical norms. Paradoxically,
by making Enlightenment skepticism and relativism the deep ethical structure for
liberalism, liberalism’s most ardent proponents become its worst enemies.

Rasmussen and Den Uyl challenge the notions that liberalism requires the
rejection of Aristotelian teleology, and that contemporary Aristotelians can
endorse a political approach other than liberalism. Aristotelians such as Mac-Intyre,
for instance, have argued that procedural liberalism is untenable because it
lacks a substantive theory of the good. Because the authors think that En-lightenment
rationality is merely incidental to the core of liberal political theory, they
can grant MacIntyre’s objection and embrace Aristotelianism, while
simul-taneously maintaining the superiority of liberalism and natural rights
doctrine.

Whereas MacIntyre insists that liberalism’s official neutrality with respect
to competing views of the human good renders it shallow, the authors contend
that their commitment to Aristotelian ethics allows them to make a morally
relevant distinction between the neutrality of politics and the emphatic
non-neutrality of ethical principles. This leads to what they describe as a
“structural paradox.” Liberalism has no ethical foundations of its
own, because it is strictly a political theory. It must borrow its ethical
foundations from outside. Once liberals
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recognize this structural feature of their theory they need not embrace
ethical minimalism. Central to this notion of the distinction between politics
and ethical reflection is the idea that political principles are “metanormative.”
They guide community choices and standards, but they are not a sufficient basis
for the guidance of individual conduct. Rasmussen and Den Uyl point out that
this unique proposal is characteristic of neither contemporary left nor
right-wing political ideology, and that in fact it undermines both programs.
Contemporary left-wing liberals fail to recognize liberalism’s dependence upon
Aristotelian ethical perfectionism. Some conservatives on the right fail to make
the necessary distinction between politics and ethics, insisting falsely that
the political sphere ought to be governed by more substantive moral principles.
Both groups fail because they assume in Platonic fashion that politics is
“ethics writ large.”

Perhaps the most insightful and compelling part of the book’s argument is the
careful analysis of the historical relationship between liberalism and normative
ethics, and the prescriptive recommendations made concerning the
reconceptualization of that relationship. The authors observe that there is
significant historical ambivalence in liberal thought about this relationship,
from which an apparent paradox concerning the individual emerges. On the one
hand, liberals have tended to reject classical ethical perfectionism, not only
because they believe it depends upon a questionable teleological conception of
human nature, but also because they think it expects too much. The gap between
reality and the attainment of moral virtue is deemed to be too wide. Liberals
want “workable principles” that acknowledge human beings’ limitations.
In addition, moral exhortations seem to be of limited usefulness in effecting
transformations of character as compared to political and economic institutions.
On the other hand, liberals have been committed to the doctrine of human rights
and the protection of individual liberty. They see this stance as evidence of
the moral superiority of their position. There appears to be an incongruity
between the liberal commitment to rights and ethical minimalism.

Rasmussen and Den Uyl enumerate several unsuccessful approaches to explaining
this incongruity within the liberal tradition. State-of-nature theories attempt
to derive liberalism’s focus upon the right and rights from a minimalist
conception of the good (self-interest). This effort has encountered many
difficulties. The perceived lack of success in social-contract theory has led
other liberal theorists to focus more exclusively upon the centrality of the
notion of the right, and to minimize the problematic role of the good by
privatizing it. Thus, many liberals have treated the right as rational and
universal, and the good as particular “interested, and hence amoral”
(23). Since the good has to do with the interests of particular individuals, and
rights apply universally to no one in particular as such, the shift in emphasis
from the good to the right leads to the apparently paradoxical conclusion that
liberal theory is not really concerned with individuals.

Remarkably, the authors endorse this aspect of liberal theory as both factual
and appropriate, with one important qualification. Liberals ought to
“ignore the individual and be universalistic in [their] outlook,” but
only if they recognize that


  



page 640

liberalism is not an ethical philosophy (27). Historically, proponents of
liberalism have neglected the importance of prudence and attempted to reduce
ethics to justice and the social virtues. The authors cite several examples,
including: Hobbes, Hume, and Kant. The problem with this reduction is that it
leads to minimalism in moral theory because it fails to recognize the “metanormative”
relationship between liberty and other ethical principles. Claiming that liberal
principles are political metanorms entails that we cannot derive ethical norms
directly from them although they may limit or rule out certain ethical norms
that are incompatible with those principles.

According to Rasmussen and Den Uyl, we can recognize the dividing line
between ethical norms and political metanorms by considering the purpose of a
norm. If a norm concerns personal conduct relating to self-perfection it is a
moral norm. Norms that do not directly concern self-perfection, including in
particular those norms that deal with our duties to others, are not moral norms
but political “metanorms.” As the authors conclude, “ethical
flourishing and ethical conduct are to be found elsewhere than in politics”
(40).

This assessment of the relationship between liberalism and ethics is
informative and insightful. The “metanormative solution” to the
apparent incongruity between liberalism’s universalism and ethical concern for
the individual offers a novel and intriguing approach. There are several points
in this analysis that may be challenged, however. First, the claim that only
norms concerning self-perfection are properly moral seems deeply problematic. It
rests upon the assumption that liberals correctly privatize the good and that
the good must be reduced to self-perfection. Just because the good is always a
good for persons and not an impersonal abstraction, does this entail that all
goods are private goods or can some goods be genuinely common or communal? As
MacIntyre and Henry Veatch have argued, there appear to be goods for persons
that cannot be reduced to the good of any one person or a mere aggregation of
private goods. Second, the authors assert that liberalism does not imply an
ethics, but it does exclude any ethical system that identifies the good with a
particular form of life and is incompatible with openness in principle to all
forms of flourishing. This principled commitment to unlimited openness excludes
many forms of community, especially many traditional communities, and we must
wonder whether it engages in a kind of false universalism and abstraction that
is contrary to the limited openness that is required for any real community.
These issues will be given further consideration below.

Having considered how most liberals historically characterized the
relationship between liberalism and ethics, Rasmussen and Den Uyl also point out
that, despite its uniqueness, their defense of liberalism has various historical
precedents. The thinker whose approach most resembles theirs is Spinoza, who
claimed that the purpose of politics is to insure “secure and comfortable
living” (42) and that “politics is not suited to the production of
virtue” (45). Rasmussen and Den Uyl, following the lead of Spinoza,
characterize themselves as ethical but not political perfectionists.
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Most liberals, by contrast, either neglect moral virtue and excellence or
define it down by reducing the good to the right. The authors cite Kant and
Rawls as examples. The Kantian view resembles their own insofar as Kant thinks
politics can promote peace but not moral perfection. Kant’s position, however,
depends upon his fundamentally pessimistic view of human nature’s
perfectibility. The authors share Kant’s conclusions about the limits of
politics, but do so on account of the premises of moral pluralism and
individualism. They do not share Kant’s pessimism about human nature and his
legalism. In his later work John Rawls rejected Liberalism’s claim to be a
comprehensive ethical doctrine and insisted that political norms must be neutral
among all theoretical accounts of the good. The authors assert that, contrary to
Rawls, they are comprehensive liberals, because their view is “clearly not
neutral between theories… . If there is neutralism in our approach at all,
it does not come because the theory transcends the good, but rather from an
understanding of the nature of the good in practice” (56).

One must wonder how significant these differences are in the final analysis.
Kant, for instance, regards the legislative realm of morality to be strictly
universal, agent-neutral, and largely interpersonal. The realm of self-interest
and desire is transmoral, and is not governed by the legislative approach.
Rasmussen and Den Uyl hold moral norms to be primarily about self-interest and
self-perfection, whereas political metanorms are universal and concern
interpersonal relations. They do certainly disagree about the terrain covered by
“morality,” but not about the fundamentally limited and legislative
character of the realm of interpersonal relations. Similarly, John Rawls’
position is neutral between theoretical conceptions of the good because he
thinks political theory transcends particular conceptions, while the authors are
neutral because they hold that goods themselves are irreducibly plural. This
appears to be a theoretical distinction without a practical difference. Both
views require political neutrality in principle with respect to particular
substantive conceptions of the good, except any substantive conception of the
good that is incompatible with such principled neutrality. Such incompatible
views include most traditional substantive moral and political theories.

A case in point is natural-law theory, in both its traditional and its more
recent forms. The authors discuss the work of Heinrich Rommen, Henry Veatch, and
John Finnis, as well as Brian Tierney’s analysis of Christian Wolff’s early
rights theory. They concede that proponents of modern natural-rights theories,
due to the influence of Enlightenment rationalism, have neglected the
teleological dimension of human nature. In other respects, however, they insist
that natural-rights theory is superior to all versions of natural-law theory
because it recognizes the plural and individual nature of human goods and the
irreducible character of natural rights. With respect to the former point,
natural-law theorists postulate certain generic basic goods. In the case of
so-called “new natural-law theory” a single predetermined hierarchy of
goods is rejected. The authors contend that even these contemporary natural-law
theorists fail to recognize the need for openness to the essentially diverse,
individual, and
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prudential ordering of goods that is required for human flourishing. Whether
a realistic account of the plurality of forms of the good life is incompatible
with the substantive moral and political norms these theories propose can
certainly be contested. The authors’ more fundamental argument against
natural-law theories, however, is that in predicating natural rights upon prior
moral obligations they fail to recognize the fact that the necessity of
self-direction entails that rights are irreducible.

Finnis, for instance, argues that the language of rights adds an important
dimension to the natural law because it brings the requirements of justice into
sharper focus than the traditional language of moral duties. The authors prefer
what they regard as the even stronger position of Veatch, who maintains that the
distinctive role of natural rights is founded upon the duty to self-perfection.
Veatch asserts that this duty entails a correlative right to noninterference in
the pursuit of that perfection. The authors admire Veatch’s attempt to ground
rights language upon self-perfection, but they insist that he and Finnis
ultimately fail to avoid reducing rights to duties. In doing so they commit the
“moralist fallacy,” which involves failing to distinguish “having
a right from doing what is right” (66). Natural-law theory in the authors’
view fails to protect the right to moral failure and even self abuse.
Natural-law theorists like Veatch and Finnis can of course counter that there is
no absolute moral right to failure. Traditional presentations of natural-law
theory, such as that of Thomas Aquinas, concur with this view, arguing that
human law has the authority to prohibit and even to restrain the commission of
some vicious and self-destructive acts. There is only a right to the room for
failure that is conditionally required by the freedom needed for moral
excellence, and such freedom is not absolute or unlimited.

This, however, is precisely the disputed point, according to the authors.
They concede that Christian Wolff probably came closest to an acceptable form of
the natural-law position when he argued that the pursuit of self-perfection
necessitates a certain domain of freedom, which is an indispensable means to the
pursuit of the end of human flourishing. Wolff conceptualized this distinct
means as an inherent capacity possessed by the agent. The authors remain
unconvinced, insisting that Wolff’s moral capacity is ultimately reducible to
the concept of moral obligation and that it “does not truly give an
independent role to the realm of natural rights” (70).

What appears to be driving the authors’ view is a radical conception of the
“self-direction” required for human flourishing. Negative natural
rights trump every other moral requirement. This includes not only a right not
to be coerced into acting virtuously, but also the right not to be compelled to
fulfill one’s moral duties, and even the right not be restrained from committing
moral evil (77). This radical defense of liberty rights is necessitated as a
solution to “liberalism’s problem.” Because human sociality must be
open in principle to any human being and any form of flourishing, public norms
of conduct cannot guide individual choice or prefer any particular form of
flourishing. They may only set the context in which moral action can take place.
The protection of individual liberty turns out to be the only primary “metanorm”
according to the authors,
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because only it is consistent with the irreducible plurality of forms of
human flourishing (88).

Several concerns can be raised about this line of argument. First, it may
just be false that human flourishing concretely requires openness to a limitless
range of possibilities for human social relationships. Indeed, it is quite
possibly the case that genuine sociality and flourishing in real political
communities is incompatible with such abstract theoretical neutrality. Actual
political communities are not abstract forms, but societies with histories that
establish substantive goods and a limited range of compatible forms of life.
Claiming this is not the same as asserting naively that modern political
communities need to be characterized by the homogeneity of ancient societies.
Furthermore, the inability to experience the self-limiting pull of these social
forms may be contrary to the moral development that is required for full moral
agency. That is, the exercise of moral freedom may require the experience of the
priority of certain moral and social obligations. The authors concede the
importance of this objection, but it merits further scrutiny.

Another question worth asking is, what is the authors’ normative basis for
the prescription that we must find a solution to liberalism’s problem as it is
formulated? While any concrete individual’s self-perfection may require openness
to a range of potential forms of flourishing, it may not require openness that
is unlimited in principle. Metanorms are not self-justifying, but are justified
as necessary conditions for the pursuit and attainment of self-perfection. We
may not be able to choose a finite range of forms of flourishing from an
abstract and agent-neutral point of view. From the agent-relative and
self-interested point of view, however, one does not have an interest in making
flourishing possible for every other human being unless failing to do so makes
flourishing impossible for oneself, which seems unlikely. It would appear that
an agent-neutral principle such as the Golden Rule is functioning as a
suppressed premise in the argument. But that would be inconsistent with the
authors’ rejection of deontological justification in favor of individualistic
perfectionist teleology.

A more general concern with the authors’ modified approach to liberalism is
that they acknowledge very little if any public significance, not to mention
sanction, for the fostering of virtue and the political relevance of moral norms
concerning human flourishing. While they rightly claim that political life
cannot produce virtue directly, they insist upon the opposite extreme that it
should be limited exclusively to the protection of liberty. Is there not the
possibility of a sensible middle ground that acknowledges that we cannot mandate
every virtue and prohibit every vice, but that some things are concretely
forbidden and promoted by moral norms? Actual political communities may require
the existence of plural but limited forms of human flourishing arising from a
set of substantive shared conceptions of the good. The genuine interests of
concrete individuals for self-perfection and the common good of political
communities may not coincide with the abstract theoretical requirements of the
authors’ position.
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A case for this argument can be found in the work of political theorists such
as Pierre Manent. In his recent book A World beyond Politics? A Defense of
the Nation State (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006), Manent
offers a trenchant criticism of liberal democracy’s tendency towards
individualism and the “empire of consent” (ibid., 116) He observes
that individualism is a “system of separations” (ibid., 13) that
threatens as Tocqueville says “to confine [man] solely in the solitude of
his heart” (ibid., 113). Paradoxically, individualism deprives human beings
of the full exercise of their freedom through genuinely political commitments
and activities. The retreat to the private sphere eventually leaves no room for
the citizen’s public agency and responsibility. Manent observes that modern
democracies find it hard to justify compulsory military service, for example,
because it is contrary to the principle of consent. Despite Rasmussen and Den
Uyl’s rejection of “state-of-nature” theories, Manent argues that the
individualistic premise of consent ultimately reduces all political arrangements
to an imaginary and impossible state of nature because it requires continuous
individual consent.

While contemporary liberal democracies aim to reduce all social and political
bonds to constructions of human choice, premodern societies accepted that
certain prior obligations conditioned the exercise of human freedom. The
individual was a debtor to the political community and to intermediate
institutions such as the family and the Church. These institutions shaped
character, but they also made possible individual agency within the public
sphere. Could it be that individualism makes individual flourishing impossible
because it lacks the necessary priority of certain political and social
commitments, and it corrodes the respect for objective moral truths that protect
the individual’s freedom of action? Critics of Rasmussen and Den Uyl may contend
that individualistic perfectionism fails to account for the common goods that
must be prior to individual freedom for the wellbeing of the community in which
human flourishing must be situated.

Rasmussen and Den Uyl do reasonably urge against the premodern view that,
whereas ancient political communities were more homogeneous, modern life is
characterized by greater diversity and a real plurality of viable conceptions of
the good life. Manent’s criticism of liberal individualism, however, does not
rest upon a nostalgic desire for the return to the homogeneity of the ancient
polis. Such nostalgia is equally as impossible as the dream of a political
community constructed entirely by continuous consent. What Manent recommends is
that we must elevate liberal democracy’s more fractious tendencies by appealing
to resources within democracy itself, and in order to do so we must avoid the
excesses of radical individualism. None of this is inconsistent with recognizing
real but finite as opposed to theoretically unlimited and abstract plurality.

Alexis de Tocqueville worried that the acid of democratic individualism would
corrode public-spiritedness and the cultivation of civic virtues. Manent
suggests that we can counter this tendency by defending democratic institutions
that require individuals to be engaged politically and socially in their
communities at the local level (ibid., 113). Participation in democracy is the
key
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to avoiding the isolation and solitude that the democratic “system of
separations” enforces upon modern life. Such participation, however,
requires that one be able to give consent that is durable over time. The problem
is not that premodern societies entirely lacked a notion of consent, but that
our contemporary view makes very little room for the durability of permanent or
quasi-permanent promises. We are political existentialists according to Manent,
who see consent as a continuous act of sustaining a choice that can be withdrawn
at any moment. Hence, Rasmussen and Den Uyl insist upon principles of radically
free entry to and exit from social and political ties.

Manent asserts, on the other hand, that consent is transformative: “The
person who gives consent is different from what he was before giving consent. In
the social and political context, he has become part of a whole” (ibid.,
119). The transformative capacity of consent is what makes genuine political
liberty and civic or social engagement possible. Paradoxically, it is only in
appearing to lose some of our freedom through a durable promise that we gain the
capacity to be real participants in the public sphere. In this way, the notion
of the common good, which has a normative priority over our choices, can be
defended even within a conception of liberal democracy that depends upon the
principle of consent. This criticism of liberal individualism raises serious
concerns for a theory of individualistic perfectionism like that of Rasmussen
and Den Uyl. The deep structural defense of their political proceduralism rests
upon a teleological conception of human nature. They concede that liberalism
cannot be sustained without such a new deep structure. If individualism stands
in the way of the attainment of human flourishing, because it neglects the
necessary priority of certain civic commitments to individual choice, then their
defense of political principles as “metanorms” and the absolute
priority of political liberty must be questioned as well.

Notwithstanding the foregoing concerns, natural-law theorists and classically
trained Aristotelians would do well to pay careful attention to the
exceptionally thoughtful and detailed argument of this important book. Rasmussen
and Den Uyl’s command of and respect for a wide range of traditions in political
theory, including Aristotelian virtue ethics and the Thomistic natural-law
tradition, is evident. Their defense of liberalism provides a seminal argument
that attempts to embrace and yet answer the objections of Aristotelians critics
of liberalism such as MacIntyre. This argument cannot easily be dismissed. The
authors also defend moral and metaphysical realism, including the objective
significance of human nature for ethics. While readers should question whether
Aristotelian ethics requires radical individualism, the authors offer us a
salutary reminder that traditional morality must account for the pluralism of
modern life and the centrality of human freedom to human excellence.
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[bookmark: heidegger]The Early Heidegger and Medieval Philosophy: Phenomenology for the
Godforsaken. By S. J. McGrath.
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2006. Pp. 268.
$69.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1471-8.

S. J. McGrath’s insightful new study of the early Heidegger begins with the
observation that Heidegger (much like Wittgenstein) “silenced any
philosophy that presumed to speak of God” (ix), only to conclude with the
judgment that Sein und Zeit belongs to the history of Jewish-Christian
literature (albeit “unwittingly and under protest” [255]). In the
pages that intervene, McGrath explores the young Heidegger’s relationship to
medieval thought, both to the Scholasticism and to the mysticism of the middle
ages. The burden of McGrath’s argument is to show that the early Heidegger’s
philosophy was anything but theologically neutral. Indeed, while dramatic shifts
did occur in his thinking between 1916 and 1919, these do not mark the
secularization of his thought; rather, it is during this period of time that
“he became Luther’s silent partner” (208). It is a Lutheran theology
of “Godforsakeness” that Heidegger comes to embrace in preference to
the Scholastic theology on which he had been steadily nurtured as a young man.
On McGrath’s account, this early shift in Heidegger’s thought is not so much a
matter of his forsaking God as it is of his coming to portray our human
condition as “Godforsaken.” This shift is from a Roman Catholic to a
Lutheran theological perspective and not, despite appearances, from a religious
to a nonreligious one. Having already “situated himself within a certain
form of Christian faith,” McGrath contends, the question for Heidegger
(which only appears to have been “left open”) of “Dasein’s relation
to God … has been decided in advance” (12).

It is no simple task to explicate Heidegger’s philosophy—early, middle, or
late—in terms that will render it somewhat accessible to readers while also
supplying the backdrop to an argument about how that philosophy ought to be
evaluated. McGrath succeeds admirably in this regard; his book is one of the
most clearly written, lucid treatments of Heidegger to have been published in
recent years. He begins by supplying a sketch of the “medieval theological
paradigm,” the worldview that Heidegger abandons as he sheds his early
Catholicism. McGrath’s argument, at least in part, takes the form of a defense
of that worldview, even as it shows how Heidegger’s rejection of it was
problematic.

Interestingly, that medieval paradigm is portrayed here as being essentially
Thomistic, despite the fact that McGrath perceives the diversity of
philosophical perspectives in the middle ages as being so great that “there
is some question whether there is any sense in speaking of Scholasticism as a
unity” (4). It is Duns Scotus, after all, who preoccupied Heidegger as the
subject of his Habilitationsschrift, his first book-length
philosophical treatise. Yet it is Thomism, organized around the doctrine of the analogia
entis, that is taken by McGrath to represent the kind of Scholasticism most
clearly rejected by Heidegger (see 22-23). Despite having an entire chapter
(chap. 4) devoted to the
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assessment of Duns Scotus’s influence on the young Heidegger, this book is
very much about the relationship between Heidegger and Aquinas.

This is not to suggest that Scotus and Scotism are insignificant in McGrath’s
account; indeed he explains that Scotus actually may have helped to supply some
of the impetus for Heidegger’s rejection of certain basic Thomistic ideas. As
early as 1909, for example, Heidegger encountered a modified form of Scotism in
the teaching of Carl Braig, one of his instructors at the University of Freiburg.
Like Scotus, Braig rejected the doctrine of analogia entis on
essentially epistemological grounds—he was convinced that such a doctrine
undermines the possibility of any real knowledge of God (31). Of course, the
Scotist alternative of the univocatio entis was hardly embraced by
Heidegger, as he repudiated it in the opening pages of his Sein und Zeit (35).
Nevertheless, his perspective is closer to this latter doctrine than it is to
Thomism. As McGrath concludes, “Heidegger wants a Scotus whose univocatio
entis has no infinite mode” (117). Had Heidegger not decisively broken
with Scholasticism, McGrath speculates, “he would have been a Scotist”
(119).

Of course, the Modernist crisis, the sterile nature of much of the
neo-Scholasticism to which the young Heidegger was exposed, his reading of
Augustine and of Luther, are all factors that helped to facilitate his break
with the medieval Catholic tradition. But the early study of Duns Scotus was an
important catalyst for this change. Although the author of that study understood
himself to be engaged in the task of appropriating the resources of medieval
philosophy for contemporary purposes, this work marks a point of turning away
from Scholastic metaphysics and towards the development of the outlines of an
existential phenomenology (with Husserl also supplying insights that were
crucial for this transformation). In McGrath’s view, “Heidegger reorients
the whole of Scotus’s metaphysics away from infinite being toward finite
being” (102), with the latter conceived as essentially individuated (Scotus’s
haecceitas) and thoroughly historical. For Scotus, God as infinite
being and the finite self determined in its haecceity are the “two
extreme poles of the universe of being” (100). Heidegger rejects the former
and dramatically accentuates the significance of the latter. Consequently, his
“hermeneutics of facticity began as an exploration of ontology grounded in
a univocatio entis but restricted to the finite” (116).

Heidegger’s encounter with medieval mysticism, most especially as it was
mediated in the writings of Meister Eckhart, was equally important a factor as
was his wrestling with Scholastic philosophy for the development of his early
thought. Having begun his study of mysticism as early as 1910, Heidegger
characterized it, in his Habilitationsschrift on Scotus, as “the
living heart of medieval Scholasticism” (120). At that point in time,
Heidegger was still able to conceive of the relationship between medieval
metaphysics and mysticism as being complementary. But while the significance of
Scholastic philosophy gradually diminished for Heidegger with the passing years,
mysticism remained for him a lifelong preoccupation. Mystical theology came to
supply a paradigm of “meditative thinking” in contrast to the
“calculative thinking” exemplified by
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Scholastic metaphysics (121, 135). The mystic is orientated to the
nothingness of the Gottheit in a way comparable to Dasein‘s
orientation toward the indeterminate nothingness that is the horizon for all
human experience. The focus on interiority and subjectivity in mystical theology
prefigures a similar emphasis in Heidegger’s mature existential phenomenology.
Certain fundamental intentional acts explored in that theology—such as Gelassenheit
(letting be), Abgeschiedenheit (detachment), and Hingabe (devotion)—become
key elements in Heidegger’s later thought (134).

All of these insights gleaned from the study of medieval mysticism between
1910 and 1919 bear fruit in Heidegger’s later writings, albeit significantly
transformed. The cultivation of detachment through spiritual exercise, for
example, is replaced in his phenomenology by an attentiveness to what is
disclosed by certain basic human moods, such as anxiety or boredom (134-38). A
profound boredom, not a boredom with this or that particular thing but rather a
mood in which we ourselves are bored, is disclosive of nothingness for Heidegger,
reveals being itself precisely because particular “beings no longer speak
to us” (138). Similarly, he elaborates the mystical concept of devotion (Hingabe)
in phenomenological terms by correlating it with Husserl’s turning “back to
the things themselves” (139).

Despite the importance both of Duns Scotus and the medieval mystics, it is
Martin Luther who is the key figure in McGrath’s account and the book’s sixth
chapter is devoted to an assessment of his influence on the young Heidegger. By
1919 Heidegger was thoroughly immersed in the study of Luther’s theology, to
which he had been introduced at least a decade earlier. In McGrath’s view,
Heidegger’s phenomenological attack on the ontological tradition parallels and
was inspired by Luther’s earlier critique of the Aristotelian-Scholastic
elements in theology (151). Luther’s return to Christian sources is mirrored in
Heidegger’s recovery of historical life. Heidegger “conceives the
hermeneutics of facticity as an atheological complement to Luther’s theologia
crucis” (153); philosophy ought to be preoccupied with our human
condition as “Godforsaken.” For Luther, this fallen, Godforsaken
creature, completely incapable of any natural knowledge of God, must patiently
wait for the hidden God to appear. So, too, Heidegger’s philosophy becomes a
philosophy of waiting, a “being-toward-the-future that recapitulates the
past” (160).

This is a philosophy that Heidegger presumes to be divorced from theology, to
remain silent on theological questions, but it is this presumption that McGrath
evaluates as problematic. Indeed, “a hidden theological agenda appears all
the more likely the louder Heidegger denies it” (169). Sein und Zeit
is “mired,” according to McGrath, “in the theological tradition
it seeks to overcome” (173). Yet that is not quite accurate, because the
argument here is that Heidegger employs freshly acquired Lutheran insights in
order to undermine a Scholastic philosophical theology. Luther’s original sin
becomes transmuted as Heidegger’s inauthenticity, while Luther’s conscience
becomes Dasein‘s choice of authen-ticity. Both thinkers conceive of
human existence as a being-unto-death. The resulting ontology is only masked as
being theologically neutral. Rather, echoing
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earlier critiques of Heidegger (Scheler, Arendt, Derrida), McGrath sees
ethical and religious ideas as permeating Sein und Zeit.

McGrath turns from his discussion of Heidegger’s Lutheranism to a
considera-tion of his treatment of early Christianity (including both the New
Testament and Augustine), a process facilitated by Heidegger’s relationship with
Rudolf Bultmann. Then, in the final two chapters, McGrath offers a
reconsideration of the Scholastic worldview that Heidegger has rejected, a
retrieval and defense of that tradition. These chapters are intrinsically
fascinating but bear a somewhat odd relationship to the rest of the book. I
share McGrath’s deep appreciation of medieval thought (although I probably find
more of value in Scotus and Scotism than he would be inclined to do). I also
embrace the Scholastic view in which “living is understood as
being-held-in-being by a Creator God, whose glory shines through creation,”
a perspective “censured by Heidegger’s ontology” (177). I agree that
the experience of boredom can be a potential sign of “religiousness”
(which motivated me to write a book about this topic) and not merely a symptom
of the emptiness of human existence (251). And I find more that is theologically
compelling in Karl Rahner’s use of Heidegger than in Hei-degger himself. McGrath
characterizes the contrast between these two thinkers succinctly when he states
that: “For Heidegger, transcendence is at root an experience of
nothingness; for Rahner, transcendence is an experience of God” (237).
Finally, I share McGrath’s suspicion of certain postmodern philosophers who
interpret the later Heidegger as a negative theologian incognito.

But this is just to say that I am still not inclined, McGrath’s analysis
not-withstanding, to think of Heidegger as a theologian at all or of his
philosophical arguments as being religiously motivated (which is different, I
agree, from claim-ing that they are religiously neutral, but that seems like a
rather stringent require-ment). It is just as possible for Heidegger to have
gleaned insights from Scotus, Eckhart, and Luther for specific philosophical
purposes as it was for Rahner to employ Heidegger’s ideas for the purposes of
his theology. Heideggerians are typically annoyed by Rahner’s project in the
same way that Heidegger bothers McGrath. Such an observation, however, does not
support the claim that we should be suspicious of Heidegger when he frames his
project as “atheological”; it certainly does not warrant the labeling
of Heidegger as a “theological terrorist” (177). And it is probably
unfair to Luther for Lutheranism to be regarded as the primary catalyst for the
changes that produced such alleged acts of terror.

This is an interesting reading of Heidegger and an important study for
philosophers or theologians who care about the contemporary relevance of
“the medieval theological paradigm.” I just wish that McGrath had
portrayed Heidegger as being a bit less disingenuous, the differences between
them as being a little more straightforward.
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[bookmark: specification]The Specification of Human Actions in St. Thomas Aquinas. By Joseph
Pilsner. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006. Pp. xi + 273. £55.00 (cloth).
ISBN 0-19-928605-1.





In Aquinas’s ethics, the moral character of an action depends above all on what
kind of action it is. “Specific kinds of human actions must be
pursued to achieve certain specific ends in the moral life” (29). This
fundamental characteristic of Aquinas’s teaching distinguishes his ethics from
any consequentialist or utilitarian ethics and from an ethics of intention: if
the action is evil in kind, it does not become good if it has good consequences
or if it is done with a good intention.

Aquinas’s account of the specification of human, that is, moral actions is
one of the most ingenious and difficult aspects of his moral writings. The locus
classicus, questions 18-21 of the Prima Secundae, frequently
leaves the reader puzzled. The difficulty of interpretation is due to Aquinas’s
nonuniform terminology, his elliptical writing style, and his parsimonious use
of examples. The best way to achieve clarity is to read this key text in the
context of the entire corpus of Aquinas’s writings, above all the Secunda
Secundae, where he discusses his moral principles in connection with
concrete situations or specific virtues and vices. Just this sort of study is
what Pilsner has provided: his discussions are never kept within the narrow
bounds of a specific text, but take all of Aquinas’s works into account. Pilsner
intends to show that Aquinas’s account of specification, despite contrary
appearances, is fundamentally coherent (6).

Before summarizing parts of this fine book, I will briefly mention a few
points of minor criticism. Regretfully, Pilsner does not pay sufficient
attention to previous medieval debates, in light of which Aquinas’s personal
achievement would appear more clearly. A further complaint regards a certain
lack of attention to using the latest critical text. The Latin texts Pilsner
uses are taken from Roberto Busa’s CD-ROM, which provides the best texts that
were available during the course of the creation of this database, yet are not
always the best texts today. Also, when citing Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea
in Latin translation, Pilsner does not recur to the critical editions by René
Gauthier, but simply cites it from a nineteenth-century edition and refers to it
as “old Latin translation” (179, 225). This label obscures the fact
that Aquinas used not only the complete translation by Robert Grosseteste, but
also the earlier, partial translations called Ethica vetus and Ethica
nova. These minor issues do not diminish the value of Pilsner’s book.

The study is divided into ten chapters, including an introduction and a
conclusion. In addition to the introduction, chapters 2 and 3 have introductory
value, providing a summary of Aquinas’s ethics (ch. 2) and discussing
specification generally in natural things and natural motions (ch. 3). Six
chapters examine the five specifying factors of human actions: end, object,
matter, circumstance, motive (chs. 4-9). In what follows I will concentrate on
chapters 4-6 and 9, where Pilsner discusses the most important specifying
factors: end, object, and matter.
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What Aquinas refers to as end (finis) is either “what one
wants” or “why one wants something.” Only when a thing is willed
for its own sake do these two coincide. Otherwise, proximate and remote end are
distinct. If I want money to buy a house, then “what I want” are both
the house and money, and the remote end, the house, is “why I want”
the proximate end, money. Pilsner explores the relationship between proximate
and remote end in chapter 9.

In chapter 4, Pilsner examines the role of the end apart from the distinction
of proximate and remote end. The end is what constitutes a human action: if one
does not pursue an end, one does not act at all (51). An analogy illustrates the
fundamental specifying role of the end for human action: what the substantial
form is with regard to a corporeal substance, giving it its being and
determining its species, is what the end is to a human action (48-51; cf.
30-37). The specifying role of ends can also be seen when human actions are
considered as a special kind of motion. Motions receive their species from their
term; therefore acts of will, which are a kind of motion, receive their species
from their term, which is their end (52; cf. 39-44). (As Pilsner points out,
Thomas is using the word “motion” here in the broad sense of change or
action.) The most important argument for the specifying role of the end focuses
on the fact that ends are freely and consciously pursued by the will and are in
this way the principle of human acts (55-60). It is because of this preeminent
role of the end in human action that Aquinas innovatively holds that the primary
division of human actions is into good and evil: good and evil ends divide human
actions primarily into good and evil actions (61-66). An end is evil, and hence
a human action is evil, if it lacks due order to an appropriate end (68). How
appropriate ends are distinguished from inappropriate ones is part of the
discussion of chapter 5.

In chapter 9, Pilsner presents and solves a puzzle of interpretation: when
something is done as a proximate end in order to achieve a remote end, which one
specifies the action? Seemingly contradictory statements can be found in
Aquinas. On occasion, he holds that the proximate end specifies, while at other
times he argues that the remote end specifies. Yet as Pilsner shows, the answer
to this problem depends on whether Aquinas considers human actions according to
their kind or as individual actions. In the first perspective, the remote end is
incidental to the species of action; in the second, the remote end is the
crucial factor. When one commits adultery in order to steal, then the further
end of stealing does not alter the nature of adultery when considered as a kind
of action. Conversely, when considered from the perspective of the acting
person, the focus is on the remote end as the object of his will, and his action
is to be described as theft (by means of adultery). Said in another way, the
external act is specified by the proximate end, whereas the internal act, that
is, the act of the will, is specified by the remote end (234-38).

Chapter 5, which accounts for almost a third of the entire book, investigates
the role of the object in specifying human actions. Pilsner distinguishes three
meanings that the term “object” takes on in Aquinas’s writings: (1)
that to which an action relates; (2) a formal aspect which is crucial in
determining an action’s species, such as taking one’s own or another’s
thing; (3) the proximate end, that
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is, when something is done for the sake of something else, as when someone
steals in order to commit adultery (72). The first meaning of object, that to
which an action relates, is the most difficult to interpret. When someone sets
out to buy bread, which one of these three is the object of his action: the
bread (the thing related to an external action), buying bread (the external
action), or the effect accomplished by buying bread (the action’s effect)?
According to Pilsner, depending on the context and the viewpoint, Aquinas can be
found to interpret “object” in any of these three ways (77-91).

The key question is what accounts for an object’s function in specification?
This is not a physical aspect, but rather a “formal aspect” of the
object at hand. The way the formal aspect (or formal ratio) of an
object accounts for the specification of human actions is analogous to the
formal aspect of an object that specifies the powers of the soul. For example,
what specifies an action as either legitimate intercourse or adultery is a
formal ratio of the object, that is, whether the woman is one’s own
wife or another’s. “In a way analogous to what happens when ‘coloured’ or
‘sensually attractive’ identifies a distinct object for a human power, ‘one’s
own’ or ‘not one’s own’ is a ratio which gives formal completion to
this object of human action” (105). Since it is the formal ratio
and not the material thing that specifies human actions, a single thing
considered materially can be the object of two different species of actions or
habits when considered formally; vice versa, two different things, materially
speaking, can be considered as the same species of human action. An example of
the first is when money is either the object of liberality or justice, depending
on whether the money is given out of generosity or on account of obligation. An
example of the second is pride, which can take as its foundation many different
things (knowledge, possessions, etc.) (106-7). How is the formal aspect of an
object identified, so that an action can be specified and hence morally
evaluated? It is a comparison of the object to right reason that allows for this
to happen. It is the standard of right reason that determines that the essential
condition of adultery is the formal aspect that the woman is another’s wife,
rather than her height, etc. (118-21). The standard of right reason, that is,
the rule for human actions, is discovered either by reason itself (natural law)
or by revelation (divine law) (126-33).

The third meaning of object found in Aquinas is the proximate end. This
meaning of “object” is usually found in contexts where he discusses
means-end relationships. For example “fighting well” (= object or
proximate end) is related to “victory” (= remote end) (133-34). This
use of “object” is to be distinguished from the object as what is
constituted by a formal ratio. For example, the virtue of religion is
about offering things to God. “What is offered” is the object in the
sense of proximate end, whereas the fact that it is offered to God constitutes
the formal ratio (137-40).

A term that Thomas at times uses interchangeably with the term
“object,” to which however in many contexts he gives a specific
meaning, is “matter.” Matter as a specifying element in human action
is either “matter about which” (materia circa quam) or
“due / undue matter.” According to Pilsner, “‘matter about which’
is what the action or habit is particularly engaged with or specially related to
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during its operation, especially what is the direct recipient of the motion
or activity” (148). For example, the “matter about which” for a
carpenter is certain types of wood; for a clergyman, sacred things; for
fortitude, dangers of death, etc. (149). “Matter about which”
specifies when it is taken in the sense of the “end” (166). The other
sense of “matter” that Thomas uses at times as an equivalent of
“object” is “due / undue matter” (151). For example, the due
matter of buying or selling is one’s own thing, whereas undue matter is, for
example, a spiritual thing; the due matter of intercourse is one’s own wife as
opposed to another’s wife, etc. (152).

Although Pilsner discusses key issues of Thomistic casuistry, he avoids
engaging himself in applied ethics. Important topics for such an enterprise,
such as the notion of unintended side-effects and the doctrine of the double
effect, are not discussed in his study. He also steers clear from recent debates
regarding the moral object. Yet by offering a detailed and insightful study of
the specification of human actions, Pilsner provides not only a very useful
resource for the advancement of current debates, but also a book that is well
suited to nonspecialists who are interested in Thomas’s ethics.
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[bookmark: divine]Divine Likeness: Toward a Trinitarian Anthropology of the Family. By
Marc Cardinal Ouellet. Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2006. Pp. 242. $26.00 (paper). ISBN 0-8028-2833-7.





Anthropology (“what it means to be human”) is becoming the first area
of Christian concern. It has always been true that ‘growth in Christ”
requires growth in humanity, of which Christ, perfectus homo, is the
exemplar. In our contemporary world not only personal spiritual growth but the
whole work of evangelization requires a new understanding of “what it means
to be human.” That brings us to Christ and indeed, through him, back
“to the beginning” (the anthropological point of reference to which
Pope John Paul II gave such importance). If, as we read in Genesis, man is made
in the “divine likeness” (“ad imaginem Dei” [Gen 1:27]), the
more his life develops in a truly human way the more “visible” or
identifiable God becomes through that life; conversely, the less human that
life, the less it leads him (and others) to God.

If the dehumanization of modern life is a powerful obstacle to
evangelization, it follows that evangelization depends on the rehumanization of
the lives of the evangelizers. Only if contemporary man, in some way inevitably
aware of his tottering humanity, meets men and women who are strongly human
precisely because they are Christian, can he be led by them to the God whom they
truly (however imperfectly) image.
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The contemporary and growing loss of awareness of the nature and dignity of
human realities is nowhere more evident than in the devaluation of marriage and
the family. Forty years of conciliar and postconciliar magisterium have
repeatedly issued the challenge posed by all of this, a challenge summed up in Familiaris
Consortio (para. 17): “Family, become what you are.” The present
book by Marc Cardinal Ouellet seeks to deepen the theoretical-theological basis
to this pastoral challenge, while centering its analysis (as the subtitle
implies) on “a Trinitarian anthropology.”

“Let us make man in our image, after our likeness” (Gen 1:26);
“So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him;
male and female he created them” (Gen 1:27). These verses are the basis for
the Judaeo-Christian belief that “man” (male-female), alone in visible
creation, uniquely “images” God, and that our first understanding of
God should arise from the contemplation of man. Again, only when rooted in this
concept of man’s being an imago Dei can natural anthropology establish
man’s nature and dignity as a thinking-willing being.

In the words of Genesis 1:26 (“ad imaginem … nostram“)
Christian thought has also discerned an underlying Trinitarian reference. From
this, one might think, does it not follow that “man” is also an
“image of the Trinity”? Theology however has not made much progress
toward any precise analysis of what this could imply. It has at times been
suggested that an imago Trinitatis could be found in the family. This
suggestion seems initially tempting, since the triad of
“father-mother-child” does indeed appear as a trinity where love is
ideally the creative and unitive factor. But endeavors to establish a meaningful
analogy between the family and the Trinity have never prospered.

A first impression from Ouellet’s book is that he wishes to re-proposes the
“family as imago Trinitatis.” While he acknowledges the
difficulties of applying a “fully trinitarian logic” to the human
reality of the family (18), he nevertheless sets out initially to follow a
perspective which “invites us to study the relationship between Trinity and
family from a theological point of view” (5). Practically speaking,
however, he touches on this only in his second chapter, and one fails to find
there any real development of the thesis.

Chapter 2 is entitled, “The Family, Image of the Trinity.” It opens
by invoking the “bold words” of John Paul II in his 1994 Letter to
Families: “The original model of the family must be sought in God
himself, in the Trinitarian mystery of his life” (LF 6). Ouellet
appeals to the pope’s idea of the Trinity as model of the family as if
it lent support to the thesis of the family as image of the Trinity.
While he acknowledges that this latter thesis is “still far from being
unanimously welcomed,” he does suggest that John Paul’s words may hint at a
radical departure from traditional views rooted in St. Augustine. “Has John
Paul II taken the risk of rehabilitating an analogy set aside as inadequate for
so long?” We should “[n]ote the pope’s extreme prudence in affirming
what he knows to be in contrast with a predominant tradition… . Has
personalist philosophy, which nourished John Paul’s thought.. finally overcome
the objections of the great African master … ?” (20-21).
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As Ouellet himself recognizes (20), St. Augustine is in “total
opposition” to the proposed thesis. It might have been helpful to the
reader if Augustine’s objections had been recalled—that is, that the
implications of the thesis wreak havoc with Trinitarian dogma, inevitably
presenting the Holy Spirit as in some way the spouse of the Father, or the Son
as the offspring of the love between the Father and the Spirit (cf. De
Trinitate 12.5-7).

Returning to the “image-model” question, we can say that the model
the Trinity gives to the family is that of a communion of persons and of the
creative nature of love. The image the family presents it is indeed one
of creative love, but one in which the communion of two persons becomes a
community of four, five, six, or more persons—so many separate expressions of
the spouses’ union and love.

This important distinction between communion and community is clearly
expressed in John Paul’s Letter to Families. “I have spoken of two
closely related yet not identical concepts: the concept of ‘communion’ and that
of community. ‘Communion’ has to do with the personal relationship between the
‘I’ and the ‘thou.’ ‘Community’ on the other hand transcends this framework and
moves toward a society, a we… . The communion of the spouses gives rise to
the community of the family” (LF 7). Ouellet does not bear these
distinctions sufficiently in mind. Therefore a first assessment of his work must
be that in what appears as its key chapter, the theme proposed in its title is
not convincingly expounded.

That said, one could suggest that the fault in fact lies with the title,
which does not do justice to the book. Properly speaking, apart from the 18
pages of chapter 2 (out of a total of 234 pages), the rest of the work, rather
than treating of the title thesis, develops a series of rich and suggestive
reflections on marriage itself, on its sacramental nature, on marital
spirituality, and on the ecclesial mission that the family—spouses and
children—has in the contemporary world.

Chapter 5 gives a splendid summary of salvation history as “a spousal
drama of Trinitarian revelation: A God who is Bridegroom seeks after his
unfaithful bride, he regenerates her in the suffering of humbled love and lifts
her up in his glory. The Father sends his Son as the Bridegroom, accompanied by
the Holy Spirit, who prepares the bride for the encounter with the Bridegroom
and the fulfillment of the eschatological wedding” (80-81).

A very precious contribution of the work is the study of the role of the Holy
Spirit within the conjugal covenant. Chapter 5, “The Holy Spirit: Seal of
the Conjugal Covenant”, sums this up: “The Holy Spirit, ‘seal’ of
Trinitarian love, is given to the spouses as the ‘seal’ of their conjugal
covenant, in prolongation of his spousal gift as the ‘seal’ of the covenant
between God and humanity in Christ” (79).

Ouellet defends and develops the notion of marriage as a
“permanent” sacrament (and hence a constant source of grace), and not
a merely transient ceremony (cf. 127, 167, 200, 212). I thoroughly agree, though
I would have liked to see more precise ascetical and pastoral conclusions drawn
from theological statements such as, “Matrimonial grace primarily consists
in
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participating in the spousal love of Christ and the Church” (91). An
effective catechesis on marriage needs to help the spouses be aware that the
sacrament they have received entitles them to everyday aid for their practical
task of loving each other and their children.

Ouellet gives a deep theological analysis of the sacramental basis for the
spouses’ ecclesial mission, very perceptively showing that the mutual love of
husband and wife must be open to a third. In giving themselves, they go beyond
themselves. From this he develops the further necessary openness of conjugal
love to others beyond the family. Hence the social and evangelizing mission of
the family. “openness to the ‘third’ … therefore includes not only an
openness to the child but also the missionary openness to society” (70).

Combining Pauline doctrine on the nuptial mystery of Christ and the Church
(151) and modern personalist reflections on the theology of the gift, Ouellet
shows how the mutual self-giving of the spouses should be seen as intimately
connected with the Eucharist, the gift “par excellence.” This is
finely brought out, though there is perhaps an over-insistence on the importance
of the liturgical setting for the celebration of marriage, suggesting that the
celebration is only fully meaningful and effective when accompanied by a sense
of ecclesial mission and participation given by the Eucharist (222-23). No doubt
this is valid for specially well-disposed or formed groups. Yet one can wonder
if it is equally valid for “those who are not yet initiated into this
ideal” (222). It is debatable whether the ecclesial significance of
marriage—the mission of the spouses—is driven home more by a liturgical
ceremony (in a moment when most couples are in a highly emotional state), or
should rather be the consequence of thorough premarital catechesis given over a
period when the couple are more likely to weigh the deeper sacramental and
ecclesial significance of their marriage.

Ouellet takes the undoubted sacramentality of marriage to suggest an
analogous “sacramentality of the family” (51-54; 233). The
sacramentality of marriage is unquestioned and fruitfully developed here. The
idea of the sacramentality of the family, proposed in a tentative and
undeveloped way, may be useful for broad pastoral work but its theological
meaning is not clear.

A particular spirituality generally derives from a consciousness of a
particular vocation. It is clear that one can speak of, analyze, and develop a
conjugal spirituality derived from the sacrament of marriage (always with care
not to submerge the individual life of each spouse into an abstract
“couple.” One spouse can live a deep conjugal spirituality even if the
other does not.) It is not so easy to spell out the content of family
spirituality, and even less so to give it a specific sacramental origin. So
while Ouellet’s comments on marital spirituality are profound, one finds a
weakness in his attempts to develop the idea of familial spirituality based on
the family as a “sacrament of the Trinity.” “[T]he whole life of
the couple and the family becomes, in Christ and in the Church, a sacramentum
Trinitatis that lets the gift of divine unity and fecundity pass through
the life of the world” (172). Insofar as one wishes to use the term sacramentum
Trinitatis to describe the role of the family, one would have to
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extend it equally to the ecclesial mission of the priesthood, religious life,
and indeed each of the faithful.

Ouellet insists as a main point on “the sacramental grace of marriage as
it grounds the ecclesiality of the couple and the family” (168). No doubt
one can relate the ecclesial mission of the spouses to the sacrament of
matrimony they have received, though it is perhaps more clearly grounded in
their baptism. One undoubtedly can and should speak of the ecclesial mission of
the family; but in this case the sacramental ground for this mission would seem
to lie in baptism, common to all the family members, rather than in matrimony,
peculiar to the spouses.

It would not be right to end without drawing attention to what may be a
typographical oversight but is nevertheless regrettable: the fact that a
translation (198) from the Supplementum to Aquinas’s Summa
Theologiae identifies the bona of marriage and its ends. This is
not consistent with the mind of St. Augustine or St. Thomas. The bona
refer to the distinctive characteristics of the conjugal covenant
(exclusiveness, permanence, openness to life). To confuse them with its ends
(the good of the spouses and the procreation/education of children) makes any
logical analysis of marriage impossible. This is all the more important in that
no small amount of confusion has been created over recent years, in both
theological and canonical writing, by a failure to distinguish properties and
ends.
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[bookmark: human]Human Embryo Adoption: Biotechnology, Marriage, and the Right to Life.
Edited by Thomas V. Berg, L.C., and
Edward J. Furton. Foreword by Robert P. George. Philadelphia: The
National Catholic Bioethics Center; Thornwood, N.Y.: The Westchester Institute
for Ethics & The Human Person, 2006. Pp. 347. $24.95 (paper). ISBN
978-0-935372-50-2.

 Such an extraordinary book
cannot easily be laid down. It contains a wealth of bioethical thinking on a
question that the Magisterium of the Church has not yet pronounced upon (as of
the writing of this review): namely, whether it is licit for a woman, married or
not, to rescue by a medical transfer into her womb an abandoned embryo that has
been frozen by a process of cryopreservation after in-vitro fertilization.
Written by sixteen scholars, this brilliant work takes into account both sides
of the question and seemingly exhausts all possible arguments. Each of the
authors attempt to think with the Church, and argue politely for or against each
others’ positions. Perhaps the best book review is found in the
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preface and the afterword of the book, crafted as much intelligence as the
essays themselves.

With different nuances, six authors defend the liceity of heterologous embryo
transfer (hereafter HET) and six others attempt to show that HET is
intrinsically evil. It is taken for granted that this embryo is a human person
by both sides, based upon both science and philosophy. The “Afterword”
attempts to show why a theologian or counselor cannot impose his view of the
question on women considering this procedure but must give both views as
objectively as possible and let the women (with their husbands’ consent, if they
are married, or even single women) make the decision themselves. The theologian
is not the Magisterium and lacks the authority to advise in its name when the
Church’s official teacher remains silent.

Summarizing both positions of this book, pro and con, is difficult because
each author adds some distinctions which are not always commented upon by
others. Notwithstanding, these subtleties in turn make the text very rich
reading indeed. Hence, I will attempt to give the major viewpoints of both sides
of the debate, even at the risk of oversimplification.

Those authors in favor of the process of adopting embryos (May, Brugger,
Ryan, et al.) begin with the notion that the object of the act is bringing a
person into the womb of the mother as a home, and its intent is to save the life
of a human being. These persons who are frozen have been placed unjustly in a
canister filled with nitrogen, and if someone has the courage and generosity to
save them, the moral object is merely to transfer them to a hospitable womb
where they can be nurtured, and thereby saved from death and hopefully be born.
The opposing side would naturally say this is begging the question by merely
describing what happens and claiming to have a moral species. Many of the
authors in favor of this procedure base this overarching idea on the teaching of
Pope John Paul II, as contained in Veritatis Splendor (78):

The morality of the human act depends primarily and fundamentally on the
“object” rationally chosen by the deliberate will,
as is borne out by the insightful analysis, still valid today, made by Saint
Thomas. In order to be able to grasp the object of an act which specifies that
act morally, it is therefore necessary to place oneself in the perspective
of the acting person. The object of the act of willing is in fact a freely
chosen kind of behaviour. To the extent that it is in conformity with the order
of reason, it is the cause of the goodness of the will; it perfects us morally,
and disposes us to recognize our ultimate end in the perfect good, primordial
love. By the object of a given moral act, then, one cannot mean a process or an
event of the merely physical order, to be assessed on the basis of its ability
to bring about a given state of affairs in the outside world. Rather, that
object is the proximate end of a deliberate decision which determines the act of
willing on the part of the acting person.





The evil of procreating a human being without authentic conjugal intercourse but
by technology has already occurred. Further, the second evil of freezing these
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tiny human persons also exists. Since the possibility of transferring embryos
to a mother’s womb outside of the marriage act is relatively new, Church
teaching has not historically addressed the morality of this transfer. However,
the Church has spoken about generation and procreation as the sexual act of
parents together with God who creates and infuses the soul. Likewise, if the
child exists for one minute, the couple are parents. Paradoxically, if no
conjugal or sexual act occurs, the child has no parents, strictly speaking,
because he has been the product of science not of a loving act. Therefore,
nothing prohibits the liceity of this transfer, since the act of procreation has
already happened. That this transfer is a new way of gestation, namely, that
someone can become pregnant without conjugal intercourse, means it is an act
which is indifferent per se, and linked with a desire for saving a
life, an act of generous love.

Whether or not the woman who chooses to bring an embryo into her womb to save
it has the resources to do this must also be taken into account for this act to
be virtuous. Other due circumstances must be considered as well, including
possibility of scandal since one has to go to IFV clinics to make arrangements
for the act of embryo adoption. All things considered, May, Brugger, and Ryan
argue persuasively that the moral species of the embryo transfer is objectively
good, given the correct motives, intentions, and due circumstances included.

On the other hand, the opponents (Pacholczyk, Tonti-Fillipini, Austriaco, et
al) claim that the act of transfer is intrinsically evil because it violates the
inseparability principle of the conjugal act. Husband and wife together must
generate or procreate. Implanting an embryo into a woman without the act of
conjugal intercourse objectively impales, in the order of abstraction, the
would-be self-donation that should take place in the one-flesh union of
marriage. So, even if a couple chooses this act with the husband’s consent, it
violates the principle of inseparability of the conjugal act, which is to be
unitive and procreative in principle.

Further, normally after fertilization gestation takes place in the woman.
These authors maintain that this period of nine months in the womb is
intrinsically linked to procreation or generation of a human being as a
necessary property flowing from procreation which is successful in terms of
producing an embryo. In other words, conception, pregnancy, and giving birth is
the only way someone should morally be a mother. The opponents of this position
would claim that this view is physicalism because it claims that what seems to
happen in the physical order is morally normative. Yet while Veritatis
Splendor teaches that the moral object or species depends
“primarily” and “fundamentally” on the acting person, this
does not preclude secondary reasons, based upon science, to discover what is the
“right” reason for the morality of an act either.

Austriaco further asserts that the future father renders his wife
immunologically ready to accept a child by an authentic conjugal act, which is
another segment of the father’s contribution to procreation that science has
only recently discovered. Moreover, HET renders the father/husband useless and
isolates him because the child has no direct relationship with him coming from a
sexual act. For Pacholczyk, Tonti-Fillipini, Austriaco, and others, HET
willfully
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breaks the one-flesh union of husband and wife. These authors essentially
base their arguments on Donum Vitae which says:

For human procreation has specific characteristics by
virtue of the personal dignity of the parents and of the children: the
procreation of a new person, whereby the man and the woman collaborate with the
power of the Creator, must be the fruit and the sign of the mutual self-giving
of the spouses, of their love and of their fidelity[bookmark: b34] [Footnote
34. GS 50]. The fidelity of the spouses in the unity of marriage involves
reciprocal respect of their right to become a father and a mother only through
each other. (A. 1b)



 



Germain
Grisez, in his third volume of The Way of the Lord Jesus, gave certain
key reasons for the liceity of adopting embryos, thereby bringing to debate this
new problem to the Tradition and challenging moralists to come up with arguments
either in favor or against the process. In the present volume, those in favor of
the liceity of HET would assert that their opponents have redefined procreation
to include gestation, a position not be found in the Tradition. The pro-HET
school of thought would also argue that while the attempt to save some embryos
is not the best solution to the problem, it at least potentially would save some
human lives, the value of which are immeasurable. The best solution, of course,
would be to bring these embryos into the womb of the original mother, provided
she repents of the whole IVF process (the position of both sides with some
exceptions). Finally, these scholars and theologians seem to assume that since
there is no clear prohibition of this procedure by the Magisterium, HET is
morally indifferent rather than a grave evil. This last assertion, of course,
begs the question. Apparent built-in purposes, at least, hinting at the
teleology of an action are also part of an analysis to discover “right
reason” or the morality of a human action. They may not be primary, but
they are for Thomists (being moderate realists) at least part of the
equation—in addition to the immediate intention of the acting person—to
discover moral species.



Underlying the main arguments of all authors are side-line considerations
about the morality of adoption in general, the consent of a husband to the pro-cedure,
the wet-nursing analogy, the issue of surrogacy, possible use of artificial
wombs if they ever become available, and whether or not even a religious group
of sisters could be founded, which would do the work of gestating the lives of
the embryos and then letting other people adopt these babies.

The intensity of the debate makes the reading of this book exceedingly
interesting. If one takes a side on the question, it does not mean that the
opposing position is void of all merit. Now, we wait for the Church to give its
guidance for the individual Catholic conscience.

Basil
Cole, O.P. 
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IN HIS COMMENTARY on question 72, article 9 of the Prima Secundae,
Cajetan states that Aquinas has changed his mind from a previous view expressed
in the Sentences.(1) The issue is
whether circumstances give species to sins. When a thief steals a chalice, for
instance, what are we to do with the sacredness of the chalice, which Aquinas
considers a circumstance? Should we say that this circumstance gives species to
the action, making it an act not only of theft but also of sacrilege, or should
we say that it remains a circumstance, outside the species of the action, so
that the thief commits only the act of theft and not the sin of sacrilege? There
is little doubt, in both the Sentences and the Summa, that at
least sometimes the thief commits sacrilege. The question is under what
conditions this is the case.

Consider two thieves who steal a
chalice from a church. The first simply wants the gold, and the church happens
to be a convenient place from which to take it. The second wants the gold, but
in addition seeks to do damage to God through taking what is sacred. Both
thieves commit the offense of theft, but what of the sin of sacrilege? Do both
commit sacrilege, or only the second? After all, although the first thief is
aware that his action “harms” God, it is not this that he seeks; he
only wants the profit from the gold. The answer given in the Sentences
is unequivocal: both thieves commit sacrilege. The answer that may be derived 
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from the article in the Summa,
on the other hand, seems to be that only the second thief commits sacrilege.(2)

The two texts differ, as Cajetan reads
it, over the role of the will. In the Sentences, Aquinas explicitly
states that circumstances can give species even when intention does not bear on
them. In the Summa, however, he seems to imply that circumstances can
give species only when they arise from some new motive for acting. The
sacredness of the chalice, for instance, gives species only when the thief
intends to steal the chalice precisely because it is sacred.

The task here is more difficult than
that of reconciling the two texts. Even if they are compatible, it will seem to
some that Aquinas should have contradicted the Sentences passage,
for it is inconsistent with Aquinas’s teaching that moral actions take their
species from the end intended.(3) It is
necessary, therefore, to give some account of how circumstances can give species
even if they are not intended, which in turn requires a treatment of
specification through the materia circa quam.

In what follows, I will begin by
laying out the apparently conflicting texts. I will then develop the
interpretation of the Summa text, in which specifying circumstances
must be intended. I will next explain how circumstances can give species through
the materia circa quam. Finally, I will show that the suggested
interpretation of the Summa text is incorrect, and that Cajetan’s two
texts can be reconciled.
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I. The Conflicting Texts



The unequivocal text of the Sentences
reads as follows:

Plainly, circumstances sometimes transform an action into a new species
of sin; the only question is how they do so. Some have said that circumstances
make for a new species only insofar as they are taken as an end of the will, for
moral actions receive their species from the end. This view, however, is
insufficiently considered, for sometimes the species of sin changes without the
sinner’s intention bearing upon that circumstance. For example, a thief just as
readily takes a gold vessel that is not sacred as one that is sacred, yet the
action changes into a new species of sin, namely, from theft simply speaking
into sacrilege. Furthermore, according to this view the only circumstance that
could change the species of sin would be “that for the sake of which,”
which is plainly false. We should say, therefore, that all circumstances can
change the species of a sin but they do not always do so.(4)



Aquinas concludes that circumstances give species to a sin whenever they
provide some new disorder in opposition to virtue; it is not necessary for the
circumstance to serve as an end of the will.

As Cajetan informs us, however, by the time Aquinas writes the Prima
Secundae he has apparently changed his mind, for he says:

Whenever there is a new motive to sin, there is another species of sin,
since the motive for sinning is the end and object. Sometimes in the corruption
of different circumstances, the motive may remain the same, for example, the
greedy person is propelled by the same motive to take when he should not, where
he should not, and more than he should, and similarly with other circumstances,
for he does all of these things on account of the inordinate desire to
accumulate money. The corruption of these different circumstances does not
diversify the species of sins, but they all belong to one and the same species
of 
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sin. At other times, on the other hand, the
corruption of diverse circumstances arises from distinct motives … and so
leads to diverse species of sins.(5)



It seems that the thief commits sacrilege only if he takes the chalice
precisely because it is sacred. If he takes it simply because it is gold, then
he commits theft without sacrilege. Aquinas makes precisely this application of
his new doctrine when he discusses the species of imprudence in the Secunda
Secundae.

When the corruption
of diverse circumstances has the same motive, then the species of sin is not
diversified, for example, it belongs to the same species of sin to take what is
not one’s own, either where one ought not or when one ought not. But if there
are diverse motives, then there would also be diverse species, for example, if
someone takes from where he ought not in order to do harm to a holy place then
the species would become sacrilege; but if someone else takes when he ought not
simply on account of an excessive desire for possessions, then the species would
be simply greed.(6)

Apparently, then, Aquinas did change his mind on the specifying role of
circumstances. Formerly, he held the view that
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circumstances give species whenever they give rise to some new deformity,
whether or not that circumstance is itself intended as an end. But in the Prima
Secundae Aquinas holds that circumstances give species only when they are
sought by the agent as an end or motive.

II.
How the End Intended Specifies



One might suppose that question 72 of the Prima Secundae, where
Aquinas at last recognized that unintended circumstances cannot give species, is
the point at which he finally awakened to the full implications of his
often-repeated teaching that morals take their species from the end.(7)
The new doctrine is already present, in nascent form, in Aquinas’s fundamental
theory of action; question 72 simply fleshes it out. After all, the specifying
role of the end may be readily perceived by considering the very nature of
actions, whether human or otherwise, which Aquinas says involve some agent
giving rise to a change in some subject— for example, fire bringing about heat
in wax.(8) The action is a certain emanation that
arises in the agent and moves to bring about some change in the patient. When we
identify the species of an action, we pick out this emanation. The fire’s
action, for instance, is specified as heating, because it is an emanation of
heat from the fire to the wax. If an action is essentially an agent giving rise
to some form in a patient, then one action will differ from another depending
upon the change that is brought about. The act of heating brings about the
change of heat in the patient, while the act of killing brings about the change
of death.

The end of the action is intimately linked to
the form by which the agent acts, even as fire heats by the form of heat that it
already possesses. In fact, when Aquinas speaks of the end giving species
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to the action, he often interchanges
it with the form in the agent, which also can be said to give species to the
action.(9) If the act of heating is specified by
the heat that comes to be in wax, then it might just as readily be specified by
the heat in the fire. One form can be substituted for the other, because, says
Aquinas, the form in the agent is always similar to the change it brings about
in the patient.(10) When this teaching is
applied to human actions, which arise from the will, the conclusion that actions
are specified by their ends is doubly confirmed, as Aquinas says while
addressing this issue in question 1, article 3 of the Prima Secundae.(11)
It follows that moral actions receive their species from the end intended. What
falls outside intention, being accidental to the action, cannot give species, as
Aquinas makes clear in the very first article of question 72, and which he
repeats more succinctly in article 8:

The species of sin is not taken from its disorder,
which is outside the intention of the sinner, but more from the very act itself
insofar as it terminates in some object, into which the intention of the sinner
is led. Therefore, wherever there occurs a diverse motive inclining the
intention to sin, there is a diverse species of sin.(12)





One article later Aquinas reaches the natural conclusion that circumstances must
be intended as a motive if they are to give species.
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III. The Specifying Role of the Material





The idea that actions take their species from what is intended, however, when
used as an overarching principle, has many inadequacies. Indeed, the ultimate
upshot of this reading of question 72, article 9 is the unraveling of morality.
Even the sin of adultery becomes inexplicable. As Cajetan himself points out,
the adulterer—at least the average adulterer—does not intend to take pleasure
in a woman precisely insofar as she is someone else’s wife.(13)
Rather, he simply seeks pleasure in a woman; what attracts him are certain
physical features, not the fact that this woman is another man’s wife. Since the
woman’s marital status falls outside his intention, his action should not be
specified as having sexual relations with another man’s wife; it might better be
specified as having relations with a blonde or a brunette, features that the
adulterer very well might intend.

Given the nature of adulterous
intentions, therefore, it should be no surprise that when Thomas comes to
identify the species of lust he does not refer to the end intended but rather to
the material of the action.

The sin of lust
consists in someone using venereal pleasures apart from right reason, which can
happen in two ways. First, according to the material in which the sinner seeks
these pleasures; second, when the proper material is present but other required
conditions are not kept. Since circumstances, insofar as they are circumstances,
cannot give species to moral actions, the species of moral actions must be taken
from the object, which is the material of the action; therefore, the species of
lust must be assigned from the material or object.(14)
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Thankfully, for the institution of matrimony, the end of the will has dropped
from view and the material has taken prominence.

The material plays a key role in Thomas’s explanation of how circumstances
give species. We have seen that in the Sentences Thomas says that
circumstances give species when they give rise to some new deformity, a point
that he often reiterates.(15) But he also says
that circumstances give species only insofar as they provide some condition or
modification of the material.(16) By
understanding the specifying role of the material, therefore, we will come to
see how circumstances, even when not intended, can give species.(17)

From what we have seen of actions, the
specifying role of the materia circa quam, or the subject of the
action, should be no surprise. An action is not the production of some pure form
without a subject, as if the act of fire simply brings about heat, and not heat
in some subject. Nevertheless, it may be difficult to imagine how wax can
specify the act of fire. Surely, there is not some new species of action for
each distinct subject, as if heating wax were one kind of action, heating water
another kind, and heating wood yet a third species of action. All of these
actions seem to be, in kind, simply heating, and the variety of subjects serve
as different circumstances.

We should not suppose, however, that
the wax specifies the act of heating simply insofar as it is wax. Rather, it
specifies under some other formality, even as the act of seeing is specified by
its object under the formality of being colored. A rock is not seen insofar as
it is a rock, or insofar as it is hot or cold, but insofar as it is colored.(18)
There are many characteristics of a rock—its weight, its temperature, and so
on—but it specifies the act of seeing insofar as it is colored, because only
through color is the 
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rock visible; the rock specifies
seeing, then, precisely insofar as it is able to be seen. Similarly, wax
specifies the act of heating pre-cisely insofar as it is able to be heated. The
wax does not specify the act of heating insofar as it is soft or round or
fragrant; rather, it specifies the act of heating insofar as it is able to
undergo the change of becoming hot. And just as diverse objects, such as a rock,
a tree, and a dog, all specify the act of seeing insofar as each is colored, so
diverse materials such as wax, water, and wood all specify the act of heating
insofar as each is able to become hot.

We may say, more generally, that the
material of any action must be able to undergo the appropriate change. If a
billiard ball is to be moved, it must be movable; if a wire is to conduct
electricity, it must be “electrocutable.” The material specifies an
action precisely under this formality—its ability to undergo the change.(19)

The disorder of adultery, then, is
readily accounted for by its material. The act of sexual intercourse aims to
introduce some change in the subject, which Aquinas identifies as the woman. The
proper material for the change, however, is a man’s own wife; any other woman is
unfit material, unable to undergo the change introduced in the rational sexual
act. Therefore, intercourse with any other woman must be disordered. Similarly,
the act of sacrilegious theft may be explained through unfit material. The thief
seeks to introduce some change that cannot be borne by the chalice on account of
its sacredness. Regardless of the end 
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intended by the individual, then,
these actions are disordered through their material. Furthermore, the sacredness
of the chalice and the marital status of the woman, which are part and parcel of
the material, also give species, though they be unintended circumstances.

On the one hand, then, Aquinas’s
emphasis upon the specifying role of the end intended seems to favor the
interpretation that he changed his mind in the Summa; on the other
hand, his emphasis upon the specifying role of the materia circa quam
seems to allow, even later than the Prima Secundae, that sometimes
circumstances can give species even when they are not directly intended.

IV. The Material Vanquished?





It is not clear, however, that Cajetan’s reading of question 72, article 9 is
undermined by introducing the materia
circa quam. After all, in question 72 itself it seems that the
material, as a specifying principle, is absorbed into intention. Article 3 asks
whether sins are specified by their causes. The body of the article concludes
that only the final cause, that is, the end, can give species; but of even
greater interest is the second objection, which reads:





Amongst all the causes
it seems that the material cause pertains least to the species, but the objects
of sins are as their material cause. Therefore, since sins are specified through
their objects, it seems to follow that sins will much more be specified through
the other causes.(20)





Thomas replies:





Objects, insofar as they
are compared to exterior acts, have the notion of materia
circa quam;
but insofar as they are compared to the interior act of the will they have the
formality of ends, and it is from this formality that they give the species to
the act. And even as they are materia
circa quam
they have the formality of 
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terms, from which
motion is specified, as is said in V Physics and X Ethics. But
even the terms of motion give species to the motion insofar as they have the
formality of an end.(21)

Furthermore, in question 73 we find Aquinas making the following statement:

Even if the object is
the material in which the act terminates, nevertheless, it has the formality of
an end insofar as the intention of the agent bears upon it. But the form of
moral actions depends upon the end.(22)

Evidently, then, the material specifies only insofar as it is intended. The
material can hardly liberate circumstances from the dominance of intention, if
the material itself falls under in-tention’s reign.

The same conclusion can be reached by recognizing that the specifying role of
the materia circa quam, as befits the material cause, is merely
potential: it specifies only as a potential for receiving the end. Indeed, the
material adds nothing beyond what the end already provides. The endpoint of
heat, for instance, is built into the very formality under which wax specifies
the fire’s act—the ability to become hot. If we already know that the activity
of the fire is directed towards heat, then the material’s potential toward heat
is redundant.

We may grant, then, that circumstances give species insofar as they provide
some condition of the material, but it does not follow that unintended
circumstances give species, for the material itself specifies only insofar as it
is intended. Whatever specification the material provides is better provided
through the end of the will.
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V. Material and Reason





Cajetan’s reading of question 72, article 9, however, is not yet secure, for
this explanation of the specifying role of material is not entirely accurate. In
a certain sense, of course, the material does specify potentially, insofar as we
recognize its specifying role only in relation to some actual form. We have
already seen that the specifying role of the end refers back to the form in the
agent, even as the heat that comes to be in the wax specifies the act of the
fire only insofar as it arises from the form of heat already present in the
fire. Similarly, the formal aspect under which the material specifies depends
upon the form in the agent. The same material of wax, for instance, might be the
object both of the act of heating and of the act of seeing, but it will specify
these actions under different formalities. Which formal aspect we look to,
whether the ability to be seen or the ability to be heated, depends upon the
form in the agent. Or, as Aquinas says, we must look to the principle of an
action to determine what aspects of an object give species.





When it is compared to
one active principle an act will be specified according to some formality of an
object, but when it is compared to another active principle it will not be
specified by that same formality. For to know color and to know sound are
different species of acts if they are referred to the senses, because these are
sensible in themselves. But if they are referred to the intellect, they will not
differ in species because the intellect comprehends both of them under one
common formality, namely, being or truth. Similarly, to know white and to know
black differ in species if they are referred to sight but not if they are
referred to taste. One may conclude that the act of any potency is specified
according to that which per se
pertains to that potency, not by that which pertains to it per
accidens.(23)
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The position that seeks to absorb the material into intention supposes that
the principle of human actions is the will, so the form in relation to which the
material specifies is the motive of the will. Aquinas, on the other hand, does
not refer to the will. Rather, he says that the principle of human actions is
reason, so the material specifies insofar as it refers per se to
reason. He continues:

If we consider
objects of human actions that differ in something pertaining per se to
reason, then the acts will differ in species insofar as they are acts of reason,
but they might not differ in species insofar as they are acts of some other
power. For example, to know one’s wife and to know one who is not one’s wife are
two actions whose objects differ in something pertaining to reason, for to know
one’s own and to know what is not one’s own are determined by the measure of
reason. This same difference, however, is related per accidens in
comparison either to the power of generation or to the sexual desire. Therefore,
to know one’s own and to know what is not one’s own differ in species insofar as
they are acts of reason but not insofar as they are acts of the generative power
or of the sexual desire. An act is human, however, insofar as it is an act of
reason. Clearly, then, the two differ in species insofar as they are human
actions.(24)

What refers per se to the act of sensing, whether the color of a
rose, its odor, or some other aspect, depends upon which power of sensation one
is considering. Similarly, what aspects of a woman refer per se to the
sexual act depends upon which power one is considering, reason or the power of
generation, for the single act of sexual intercourse arises from multiple active
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principles, and each of these principles may aim to introduce its own form
into the material. If the woman is one’s wife, then the material is able to take
on the form introduced by reason, even as wax can take on heat, but if the woman
is not one’s wife, then the material is unable to take on the form introduced by
reason. These same aspects of the woman, however, are irrelevant to the power of
generation, for any woman is capable of taking on the form introduced by the
power of generation. Everything hinges, then, on the form that reason seeks to
introduce into the materia circa quam. Those aspects by which the
material is able or unable to bear this form will give species to human actions.
All other aspects of the material will be circumstantial.(25)

But what form does reason seek to
introduce? Clearly, the power of generation aims to introduce the form of new
life. Since a woman is in potential to bring about new life, whereas a man is
not, this difference of male and female refers per se to the power of
generation. It also refers per se to reason, for homosexual activity is
a distinct moral species.(26) In the act of
sexual intercourse, then, reason also seeks to introduce the form of new life.
But in addition, reason seeks to order the action to the education or maturity
of the child, as Aquinas’s account of fornication makes clear, for he says that
fornication is evil precisely because an unwed woman is not of herself in
potential to raise the child well.(27) Reason,
then, aims to introduce new life as ordered to maturity. While any woman is in
potential to life, only one’s wife has the inherent capacity to bring this new
life to maturity.(28)
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What the power of generation lacks,
but reason includes, is the order to some human good, namely, the education of
the child. In general, Aquinas says that the role of reason is to order to the
end, for with our reason we can see the relationship between the end and that
which is for the sake of the end.(29) Indeed, if
we consider merely the new life, abstracting from the need for education, reason
still adds something above the power of generation, for reason aims at new life
not simply as new life, but as a human good, as ordered to the end of human
life.

Reason, then, seeks to introduce not
simply some form, as do other powers; it seeks to introduce a form insofar as it
is ordered to the human good. The material refers per se to reason,
then, insofar as it is able or not able to bear the order to the end. Those
aspects of the material that give moral species are those that allow or do not
allow the form to be ordered to the end. Just as a rock refers per se
to the power of sight insofar as it is visible, so a woman refers per se
to deliberate sexual acts insofar as she is able to be ordered to the end.

Evidently, then, the material
specifies without reference to the end of the will, but rather in relation to
reason ordering to the end. As Aquinas himself says, “the good or evil that
an exterior action has in itself, on account of required material and required
circumstances, is not derived from the will but more from reason.”(30)
As such, the specifying role of the material cannot be reduced to the specifying
role of the end, and the circumstances that serve as conditions of the material,
thereby giving species, need not be intended as an end.
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VI. The Action Performed Is Intended





What are we to make of the texts that claim that the materia
circa quam gives species only insofar as it is intended?(31) We must acknowledge that the action an individual
actually performs is some particular kind of action because the will moves to
bring about this particular change in this particular material. The fornicator
commits an act of fornication because he wills to do so. There is no pure act of
fornication existing merely by material and reason; there are only individual
acts of fornication that exist because certain individuals choose to perform an
act of sexual intercourse with certain women. The point, then, must be conceded:
the material is an end of the will, and only as such does it specify human
actions.

Granting that the material of any
given action depends upon the will moving to act in it, we are still left with
the question of which characterizes which. Does the will give character to the
material, or does the material give character to the will? The material, it
seems, gives character to the will. The end of the will does not precede the
specifying role of the material; rather, the specifying role of the material to
some extent determines the end of the will.(32)
Precisely because the material of the act of forni-cation is unable to be
ordered to the end of educating the child, the fornicator cannot intend, in his
action, the good proposed by reason. By his choice to perform this action in
this material, he has excluded the possibility of ordering his action to the
human good. Whatever his end might be, it will have joined to it a privation,
namely, the lack of the true good presented by reason. If he seeks pleasure, for
instance, then his end is best described not simply as pleasure, but as pleasure
apart from the order of 
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reason.(33)
The good sought by the will, then, is identified and characterized in part by
the material. The fornicator must seek some good apart from the end of reason,
because he has chosen to perform this action in unfitting material.(34)

In what sense, then, must the material
serve as an end before it can give species? The agent must, as Aquinas says,
“intend to do such and such a voluntary action in such and such
material.”(35) Only in this manner is his
action directed to this material; if it were directed to some other material,
then it would be another action. It does not follow that the agent’s intention
must be directed to every detail of the specifying material. The adulterer may
well intend to direct his activity to a particular woman because of certain
bodily features, and not at all because the woman is married to another man.
Nevertheless, it remains that he does direct his activity to this particular
woman, who is married to another man. The material specifies because it
is intended, but those aspects of it that serve to specify depend not upon
intention but upon their relation to reason.(36)
Given that the will (or the person through his will) has directed itself to this
material, it is itself constrained in the good that it can seek; whatever it
aims to achieve must be sought apart from the order of reason.
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VII. Unanswered Questions





We began this discussion by noting two texts evidently so in conflict with one
another that Cajetan judged Aquinas had changed his mind. We have left these
conflicting texts largely untouched in order that we might first understand more
clearly Aquinas’s general teaching on the moral specification of human actions.
It is now time to see how the two texts can be reconciled.

Our difficulty arises from the article
of the Summa, or at least from Cajetan’s reading of it, for it seems to
say that circumstances give species only insofar as they arise from a new
motive, thereby excluding the possibility, asserted in the Sentences,
that circumstances can give species even when they are not intended by the will.

A more careful reading of the Summa
article, however, reveals that Aquinas concludes that circumstances do not
give species. Hardly a consolation, one might suppose. On Cajetan’s inter-pretation,
at least the two articles agree that circumstances sometimes give species; they
differ only in their explanation of how circumstances give species. Now I am
suggesting that the Summa article claims that circumstances do not give
species.

This strong claim seems difficult to
reconcile with the closing statement of question 72, article 9, which reads,
“Sometimes, on the other hand, the corruption of diverse circumstances
arises from distinct motives … and so leads to diverse species of
sins.”(37) In order to read this passage
correctly, however, we must forget what we know from other texts of Aquinas,
namely, that he thinks circumstances sometimes do give species to human actions;
otherwise, we are apt to suppose that Aquinas must be saying the same thing
here. But if we approach the text without any such supposition, then we can see
that all of the objections argue that sometimes circumstances do give species.
The sed contra, on the other hand, argues that circumstances do not
give species. Both the objections and the sed contra, then, prepare us
for a negative 
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answer; Aquinas should conclude that
circumstances do not give species.

This negative answer, however, remains
opaque unless we examine the immediately preceding articles. The general
principle that moral actions take their species from the motive is implied, but
not explicitly stated, in articles 6 and 7. It is stated for the first time in
article 8, which asks whether excess and defect diversify sins. Not
surprisingly, Thomas answers that they do, as wanting too much pleasure is
distinct from wanting too little pleasure. The true source of the specification,
however, lies with the distinct motives that underlie excess and defect. Wanting
pleasure too much arises from the love of pleasure, while wanting pleasure too
little arises from the hatred of pleasure. In the reply to the first objection
he clarifies the point.

Even if more and less are not the cause of diversity of species,
nevertheless they sometimes follow upon the species insofar as they arise from
diverse forms, for example, as when it is said that fire is lighter than air.
Therefore, the Philosopher says in book 8 of the Ethics that those who
thought there were not diverse species of friendship, because they are said to
be more or less, based their belief upon an insufficient indication. In the same
way, to exceed reason or to fall short of it pertains to diverse sins according
to species insofar as they follow upon diverse motives.(38)



It turns out, then, that excess and defect do not themselves give species;
rather, they follow upon a new species. We might identify fire as the element
that is lighter than air, but the lightness itself does not give species;
rather, it follows upon the form of fire, which does give species. Similarly, we
might identify sins through excess and defect, but these quantities do not in
fact give species; they follow upon the form that does give species, namely, the
new motive.
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Aquinas proceeds to ask whether circumstances give species to sins. The
objections and the sed contra prepare us for a negative answer, but
instead the answer parallels that given in article 8. Yes, they do, but not
really. Actually, diverse motives give species, but sometimes circumstances
follow upon these diverse motives and serve to identify the new species. In a
parallel text of De Malo, Aquinas drops any pretense that the
circumstances themselves give species, and simply states that the motive serves
as a new form of the will, thereby giving species to sin. He says, “These
species of gluttony are not diversified on account of diverse circumstances, but
because of diverse motives.”(39)

The shift, then, from the Sentences
to the Prima Secundae, question 72, article 9, is more radical than
Cajetan supposes. Aquinas changes not simply his account of how circumstances
give species, whether by adding a new defect or by some new motive; he moves
from saying that circumstances unquestionably give species to saying that they
do not give species.

This article from the Prima
Secundae is striking in its singularity. In several places, dated both
before and after it, Aquinas asks whether circumstances give species to actions
or to sins.(40) Everywhere else, whether in the Sentences,
in De Malo, or earlier in the Prima Secundae, Aquinas responds
that they do indeed give species, but in question 72, article 9, his answer
reverses. There, and there alone, he states that circumstances do not give
species. He seems, however, oblivious to this radical change.

The reason behind his unconcern is
rather straightforward: his use of the term ‘circumstance’ is ambiguous.
Initially, it refers to what is outside the essence or species of an action, but
Aquinas proceeds to give a list of circumstances, including place, time,
effects, and so on.(41) Confusion arises from
supposing that these two—the definition and the list—are interchangeable. What
are we to do, after all, with a circumstance that give species? For 
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example, when a thief steals from a
holy place and thereby commits sacrilege, what are we to do with the
circumstance of place? It is amongst Aquinas’s list of eight circumstances, but
in this particular instance it falls within the very essence of the action. Is
it, then, a circumstance or not? Strictly speaking, says Aquinas, such
circumstances cease to be circumstances.

A circumstance does not always give species to the moral act, but only
when it adds a new deformity pertaining to another species of sin. For example,
if beyond this, that someone takes to himself a woman who is not his wife, it is
added that he takes the wife of another man, then there is added the deformity
of injustice. Therefore, that circumstance gives a new species, and properly
speaking it is no longer a circumstance; rather, it is a specific difference of
the moral act.(42)



The term ‘circumstance’, then, has two meanings. In a loose sense, it refers
to anything on the list of circumstances, whether it gives species or not; in a
strict sense, it refers to that which falls outside the species of an action.
Clearly, in this second meaning of circumstance, there can be no way in which
circumstances truly give species to actions. A specifying circumstance is an
oxymoron. If it specifies, then it is no longer a circumstance, at least in the
strict sense. In a text we have already quoted concerning the species of lust,
Aquinas says as much:

Since circumstances, insofar as they are circumstances, cannot give
species to moral actions, the species of moral actions must be taken from the
object, which is the material of the action; therefore, the species of lust must
be assigned from the material or object.(43)



 




  



Page 22

The last two texts appear at face value to contradict one another. In the
first, Thomas says that a circumstance gives species to the act of adultery. In
the second, he says that the species of lust, which includes adultery, cannot be
taken from circumstances, because circumstances do not give species. The
apparent conflict, however, is easily resolved by recognizing that in the second
text Aquinas is using ‘circumstance’ in the strict sense.

Usually, when Aquinas asks whether circumstances give species to human
actions, he uses the term ‘circumstance’ in the loose sense, and so he answers
in the affirmative. But when he comes to Prima Secundae, question 72,
article 9, he seeks to address another phenomenon, namely, circumstances—in the
strict sense—that appear to give species. These circumstances do not add some
new deformity to the sin, and yet they enter into our definitions of various
species. Aquinas explains that the circum-stances don’t really give species;
rather, they serve as signs of new species that arise from distinct motives.

Cajetan’s two conflicting articles, then, reach opposite conclusions about
the role of circumstances because they use different senses of the term
‘circumstance’. In the Sentences, Aquinas concludes that
circumstances—in the loose sense—give species to sins when they add a new
deformity. In the Summa, he concludes that circumstances—in the strict
sense—do not give species, but they can sometimes serve to identify a new
species when they follow as proper accidents upon some distinct motive.(44)
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Furthermore, the view that Aquinas
considers but rejects in the Sentences is not the view adopted in the Summa.
In the Sentences he rejects the view that a circumstance, in order to
give species, must serve as the end of the sinner, so that a thief commits
sacrilege only if he wants the chalice precisely insofar as it is sacred. In the
Summa, Aquinas adopts the view that circumstances give species, or
rather they serve as signs of species, when they are the proper accidents of
some new motive. The circumstance need not itself be a new motive; rather, it
must follow upon some new motive. The two articles express two different
relationships between a motive and a circumstance. The circumstance might be the
motive, as in the Sentences, or the circumstance might follow upon the
motive, as in the Summa. The apparently conflicting articles are in
fact addressing two disparate matters.



 



VIII. One More Problem



There remains one troubling text,
quoted above, where Aquinas says that the new species of sacrilege arises only
when the thief intends to do damage to the holy place.(45)
This text is certainly problematic. While commenting upon it Cajetan himself
says, “In this matter I would gladly be a student, for I know how to teach
neither myself nor others.”(46) A close
reading, however, reveals that it, like Prima Secundae, question 72,
article 9, does not contradict the Sentences passage, for the two
examples given are not precisely parallel. Before seeing how they differ, it is
worth noting that the whole import of this Secunda Secundae text is to
deny the application of the “new” doctrine on circumstances to the
case of imprudence. In other words, Aquinas is not so much 
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concerned with applying the doctrine,
as with showing why it does not apply. It is also worth noting that when he
comes to treat explicitly of sacrilege, he makes no mention of the need for an
intention to harm God or holy objects; all that is needed is the violation of
some holy object.(47)

We might suppose that both texts are
concerned with theft and sacrilege, but upon examination we see that the Summa
passage is concerned with the sin of greed rather than theft. In the Sentences,
Thomas claims that the act of theft is further specified as sacrilege,
becoming sacrilegious theft, whenever the thief takes a holy object, no matter
what he may intend in the action. In the Secunda Secundae he says that
the act of greed is further specified as sacrilege only when the greedy person
intends to do some harm to God. The two texts, then, are not in absolute
opposition. Is there some reason to suppose that these two actions, theft and
greed, might relate differently to sacrilege? Is there some reason why theft
might be further specified without intention, while greed requires intention for
its further specification? We can, at this point, only speculate. Aquinas says
that justice and injustice concern exterior actions insofar as they relate us to
other people;(48) the virtue of generosity and
the vice of greed, on the other hand, immediately concern our desires for
possessions and the internal relation they bear to reason.(49)
Perhaps, then, the further specification of greed as sacrilegious greed requires
a new motive because greed is already a vice concerned primarily with our
desires and our motives. The unjust act of theft, on the other hand, is further
specified through any defect relating to others (including God), whether there
is any new motive or not.

The same conclusion might be reached
from Aquinas’s teaching that circumstances give species to human actions insofar
as they make for some new condition in the object or material, for the objects
of theft and greed are not identical: theft bears upon the object that is taken,
while greed bears upon the passion or desires for possessions. Possibly,
therefore, the sacredness of the object 
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might make for a new condition in the
material, thereby trans-forming theft into sacrilegious theft. The same
sacredness, however, is not a condition of the passion that desires the sacred
object, so it does not by itself transform the vice of greed into sacrilegious
greed. It becomes a condition of the desire only when the agent intends to do
some harm. This difference in objects might explain why Aquinas quite often
refers to sacrilege as a species of theft,(50)
but nowhere besides this passage do we find him referring to it as a species of
greed.

Only in four passages does Aquinas
state the doctrine that circumstances give species when they arise from a new
motive.(51) In each of these, when he gives an
example of circumstances that do not give species, he refers to the sin of
greed. In three of them, when he gives an example of circumstances that do give
species, he refers to the sin of gluttony. Only in this text from the Secunda
Secundae does he continue with the example of greed, to show how it might
be specified as sacrilege if the avaricious person seeks to damage a holy place.
I suspect that in this reply to an objection he was looking for a simpler
example than gluttony, which gets rather involved, and so he turned to
sacrilegious greed, with no thoughts of sacrilegious theft, which as we have
seen, receives its species apart from a new motive. Indeed, only fifteen
questions later we find Aquinas saying, “For the sin of theft, which
inflicts reparable harm, the punishment of death is not given for judgments in
this present life, unless the theft is aggravated through some weighty
circumstance, as is plain for sacrilege, which is theft of something holy.”(52)
The motive of the thief, it seems, is not relevant.

Whether or not these attempts to
distinguish theft from greed are successful, we are still left with a difficult
text. This text of the 
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Secunda Secundae,
however, is troublesome for any interpretation of Aquinas’s doctrine concerning
specification through circum-stances; it does not correspond well with what
Aquinas says of sacrilege anywhere else. In this matter I would rather be a
student than a teacher, for I can teach neither myself nor others.

Ultimately, however, Aquinas does not
contradict the teaching that he laid out in the Sentences, namely, that
a circumstance can give species to a sin even if it is not intended. In union
with this teaching, he also teaches that circumstances in the strict sense can
identify species when they follow upon some new motive. He explicitly gives only
two examples of this occurrence, namely, gluttony and sacrilegious greed,
neither of which opposes the idea that other actions, such as sacrilegious
theft, can receive their species through an unintended circumstance that makes
for some condition of the object.(53)



[bookmark: N_1_]1. Cajetan, Commentaria
in Summam Theologicam S. Thomas Aquinatis, ed. R. Garroni (Rome: Editio
Leonina, 1892), I-II, q. 72, a. 9 



[bookmark: N_2_]2. We
should note that Cajetan himself gets around this conclusion, but his manner of
avoiding it will inevitably lead him into difficulties concerning the
specification of actions, for he says that in order to give species it suffices
for something to be with the end intended. Unless he can provide a
clear delineation of what belongs with the end, he will be unable to identify
the species of actions, for every circumstance is in some manner with the
end intended. 



[bookmark: N_3_]3. For
this view see Germain Grisez, The Way of the Lord Jesus, vol. 1,
Christian Moral Principles (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1983), 247 n.
3. Also see Stephen L. Brock’s comment on this view (Action and Conduct:
Thomas Aquinas and the Theory of Action [Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1998],
218 n. 57). 



[bookmark: N_4_]4.  IV
Sent., d. 16, q. 3, a. 2c: “Ad tertiam esse, est dubium. Quidam
enim dicunt, quod hoc accidit inquantum illae circumstantiae accipiuntur ut
fines voluntatis, quia a fine actus moralis accipit speciem. Sed hoc non videtur
sufficienter dictum: quia aliquando variatur species peccati sine hoc quod
intentio feratur ad circumstantiam illam; sicut fur ita libenter acciperet vas
aureum non sacratum sicut sacratum; et tamen in aliam speciem peccatum mutatur,
scilicet de furto simplici in sacrilegium; et praeterea secundum hoc sola illa
circumstantia quae dicitur cujus gratia, speciem peccati mutare posset; quod
falsum est. Et ideo aliter dicendum, quod omnis circumstantia potest speciem
peccati mutare, sed non semper mutat. 



[bookmark: N_5_]5. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 9: “Respondeo dicendum quod, sicut dictum est, ubi occurrit
aliud motivum ad peccandum, ibi est alia peccati species, quia motivum ad
peccandum est finis et obiectum. Contingit autem quandoque quod in
corruptionibus diversarum circumstantiarum est idem motivum, sicut illiberalis
ab eodem movetur quod accipiat quando non oportet, et ubi non oportet, et plus
quam oportet, et similiter de aliis circumstantiis; hoc enim facit propter
inordinatum appetitum pecuniae congregandae. Et in talibus diversarum
circumstantiarum corruptiones non diversificant species peccatorum, sed
pertinent ad unam et eandem peccati speciem. Quandoque vero contingit quod
corruptiones diversarum circumstantiarum proveniunt a diversis motivis. Puta
quod aliquis praepropere comedat, potest provenire ex hoc quod homo non potest
ferre dilationem cibi, propter facilem consumptionem humiditatis; quod vero
appetat immoderatum cibum, potest contingere propter virtutem naturae potentem
ad convertendum multum cibum; quod autem aliquis appetat cibos deliciosos,
contingit propter appetitum delectationis quae est in cibo. Unde in talibus
diversarum circumstantiarum corruptiones inducunt diversas peccati
species.” 



[bookmark: N_6_]6. STh
II-II, q. 53, a. 2, ad 3: “Ad tertium dicendum quod quando corruptio
diversarum circumstantiarum habet idem motivum, non diversificatur peccati
species, sicut eiusdem speciei est peccatum ut aliquis accipiat non sua ubi non
debet, et quando non debet. Sed si sint diversa motiva, tunc essent diversae
species, puta si unus acciperet unde non deberet ut faceret iniuriam loco sacro,
quod faceret speciem sacrilegii; alius quando non debet propter solum superfluum
appetitum habendi, quod esset simplex avaritia. Et ideo defectus eorum quae
requiruntur ad prudentiam non diversificant species nisi quatenus ordinantur ad
diversos actus rationis, ut dictum est.” 



[bookmark: N_7_]7.  Amongst
others, Servais Pinckaers (“La role de la fin dans l’action morale selon
saint Thomas,” in Le renouveau de la morale [Paris: Casterman,
1964], 114-43) and John Finnis (“Object and Intention in Moral Judgments
according to Aquinas,” The Thomist 55 [1991]: 1-27) have
emphasized the specifying role of the end intended. 



[bookmark: N_8_]8. STh
I, q. 41, a. 1, ad 2. For an excellent account of the basic elements of action
see Brock, Action and Conduct. 



[bookmark: N_9_]9. In
STh I-II, q. 72, a. 3, Thomas explicitly states the interchangeability
of these two in natural actions, for he says that natural agents are determined
to one end. 



[bookmark: N_10_]10.  See
De Malo, q. 1, a. 3. Most properly, an action is not specified by the
form that comes to be in the patient, but rather by this form as it is intended,
or planned to be brought about, by the agent. 



[bookmark: N_11_]11. STh
I-II, q. 1, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_12_]12. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 8: “Respondeo dicendum quod, cum in peccato sint duo,
scilicet ipse actus, et inordinatio eius, prout receditur ab ordine rationis et
legis divinae; species peccati attenditur non ex parte inordinationis, quae est
praeter intentionem peccantis, ut supra dictum est; sed magis ex parte ipsius
actus, secundum quod terminatur ad obiectum, in quod fertur intentio peccantis.
Et ideo ubicumque occurrit diversum motivum inclinans intentionem ad peccandum,
ibi est diversa species peccati.” 



[bookmark: N_13_]13.  Cajetan,
Commentaria I-II, q. 72, a. 9. 



[bookmark: N_14_]14. STh
II-II, q. 154, a. 1: “Respondeo dicendum quod, sicut dictum est, peccatum
luxuriae consistit in hoc quod aliquis non secundum rectam rationem delectatione
venerea utitur. Quod quidem contingit dupliciter, uno modo, secundum materiam in
qua huiusmodi delectationem quaerit; alio modo, secundum quod, materia debita
existente, non observantur aliae debitae conditiones. Et quia circumstantia,
inquantum huiusmodi, non dat speciem actui morali, sed eius species sumitur ab
obiecto, quod est materia actus; ideo oportuit species luxuriae assignari ex
parte materiae vel obiecti.” 



[bookmark: N_15_]15.  See,
for example, STh I-II, q. 88, a. 5; II-II, q. 154, a. 1, ad 1; II-II,
q. 154, a. 6; De Malo, q. 7, a. 4. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16.  See
STh I-II, q. 18, a. 10; De Malo, q. 2, a. 6, ad 2. 



[bookmark: N_17_]17. Brock
(Action and Conduct, 88-93) emphasizes the specifying role of the
material, and Kevin Flannery hints at it in “What Is Included in a Means to
an End?”, Gregorianum 74 (1993): 499-513, at 512-13. 



[bookmark: N_18_]18. STh
I, q. 59, a. 4. See also STh I, q. 80, a. 1, ad 2; I-II, q. 54, a. 2,
ad 1; Q. de Caritate, a. 4; and Q. D. de Anima, a. 13, ad 2. 



[bookmark: N_19_]19.  See
Brock, Action and Conduct, 89. We find this idea—that the material
specifies insofar as it is able to undergo the change—in Aquinas’s commentary
on De Anima. He is concerned with what we might roughly call the act of
digestion, of which the material is food. The change that the food undergoes is
a transformation into the organism: when I digest an apple I transform the apple
into my very being. Food serves as the object of the action because it, unlike
poison or a rock, is able to undergo this transformation; the apple is able to
be changed into my being. “Food is changed into that which digests it;
therefore, food has the capacity to become that which digests it. It follows
that food, insofar as it is the object of digestion, is capable of becoming part
of a living being” (II De Anima, c. 9): “Alimentum autem est
in potentia ad id quod alitur, convertitur enim in ipsum; relinquitur ergo quod
alimentum, inquantum est nutritionis obiectum, sit aliquid existens in potentia
ad animatum per se, et non secundum accidens”). Just as a rock is the
object of seeing insofar as it is visible, so food is the object of digestion
insofar as it is able to become the living organism, and so too is wax the
object of heat insofar as it is able to become hot. 



[bookmark: N_20_]20. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 3, obj. 2: “Praeterea, inter alias causas minus videtur
pertinere ad speciem causa materialis. Sed obiectum in peccato est sicut causa
materialis. Cum ergo secundum obiecta peccata specie distinguantur, videtur quod
peccata multo magis secundum alias causas distinguantur specie.” 



[bookmark: N_21_]21. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 3, ad 2: “Dicendum quod obiecta, secundum quod comparantur
ad actus exteriores, habent rationem materiae circa quam; sed secundum quod
comparantur ad actum interiorem voluntatis, habent rationem finium, et ex hoc
habent quod dent speciem actui. Quamvis etiam secundum quod sunt materia
circa quam, habeant rationem terminorum, a quibus motus specificantur, ut
dicitur in V Phys. et in X Ethics. Sed tamen etiam termini
motus dant speciem motibus, inquantum habent rationem finis.” 



[bookmark: N_22_]22. STh
I-II, q. 73, a. 3, ad 1: “Dicendum quod obiectum, etsi sit materia
circa quam terminatur actus, habet tamen rationem finis secundum quod
intentio agentis fertur in ipsum, ut supra dictum est. Forma autem actus moralis
dependet ex fine, ut ex superioribus patet.” 



[bookmark: N_23_]23. De
Malo, q. 2, a. 4: “Ad cuius
evidentiam considerandum est, quod cum actus recipiat speciem ab obiecto,
secundum aliquam rationem obiecti specificabitur actus comparatus ad unum
activum principium, secundum quam rationem non specificabitur camparatus ad
aliud. Cognoscere enim colorem et cognoscere sonum sunt diversi actus secundum
speciem, si ad sensum referantur; quia haec secundum se sensibilia sunt; non
autem si referantur ad intellectum; quia ab intellectu comprehenduntur sub una
communi ratione obiecti, scilicet entis aut veri. Et similiter sentire album et
nigrum differt specie si referatur ad visum, non si referatur ad gustum; ex quo
potest accipi quod actus cuiuslibet potentiae specificatur secundum id quod per
se pertinet ad illam potentiam, non autem secundum id quod pertinet ad eam
solum per accidens.” Also see STh I-II, q. 18, a. 5; and I, q. 77,
a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_24_]24.  De
Malo, q. 2, a. 4: “Si ergo obiecta humanorum actuum considerentur quae
habeant differentias secundum aliquid per se ad rationem pertinentes, erunt
actus specie differentes, secundum quod sunt actus rationis, licet non sint
species differentes, secundum quod sunt actus alicuius alterius potentiae; sicut
cognoscere mulierem suam et cognoscere mulierem non suam, sunt actus habentes
obiecta differentia secundum aliquid ad rationem pertinens; nam suum et non suum
determinantur secundum regulam rationis; quae tamen differentiae per accidens se
habent si comparentur ad vim generativam, vel etiam ad vim concupiscibilem. Et
ideo cognoscere suam et cognoscere non suam, specie differunt secundum quod sunt
actus rationis, non autem secundum quod sunt actus generativae aut
concupiscibilis. In tantum autem sunt actus humani in quantum sunt actus
rationis. Sic ergo patet quod differunt specie in quantum sunt actus humani.”




[bookmark: N_25_]25. Theo
Belmans (Le sens objectif de l’agir humain: Pour relire la moral conjugale
de Saint Thomas [Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1980], 163-70)
attributes almost all error in moral theology to the view that the object of the
human act is a thing. Perhaps he is expressing the idea that the object of an
action is not simply a thing but a thing insofar as it relates to the principle
of the act. The material of an act is considered not simply as a physical
object; it is considered insofar as it relates to the order of the action
arising from reason. 



[bookmark: N_26_]26. STh
II-II, q. 154, a. 11. 



[bookmark: N_27_]27. STh
II-II, q. 154, a. 2; ScG III, c. 122; De Malo, q. 15, a. 1. 



[bookmark: N_28_]28.  The
power of generation and the order of reason have to do with types or with what
happens for the most part, not with what may occur on occasion. It does not
matter, therefore, that some woman may on occasion be able to raise the child to
maturity well, since for the most part both parents are needed. Nor does it
matter that some woman might be infertile, and therefore unable to generate new
life, for a woman is the type of thing that generates new life in relation to
the male power of generation. See De Malo, q. 15, a. 2, ad 12; STh
II-II, q. 154, a. 2. 



[bookmark: N_29_]29. See
STh I, q. 18, a. 3; I-II, q. 12, a. 1, ad 3; I-II, q. 90, a. 1. 



[bookmark: N_30_]30. STh
I-II, q. 20, a. 1: “Bonitas autem vel malitia quam habet actus exterior
secundum se, propter debitam materiam et debitas circumstantias, non derivatur a
voluntate, sed magis a ratione.” 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. A
more complete treatment of the specifying relationship between the exterior and
interior actions is found in Steven J. Jensen, “A Defense of Physicalism,”
The Thomist 61 (1997): 377-404. 



[bookmark: N_32_]32. See
STh I-II, q. 20, aa. 1 and 4; De Malo, q. 2, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_33_]33.  This
account, therefore, may already be reconciled with STh I-II, q. 72, a.
9. When a circumstance indicates some new deformity, the will is constrained to
seek one less aspect of the good of reason, and therefore must have a new
motive. As we will see, however, Aquinas seems to have something else in mind in
STh I-II, q. 72, a. 9; rather than a circumstance demanding some new
depleted motive, the circumstance accompanies a new motive. 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. See
STh I, q. 48, a. 1, ad 2. Also see ScG III, c. 9; De Pot.,
q. 3, a. 6, ad 11 and 12; De Malo, q. 1, a. 1, ad 12; De Virt. in
Comm., q. 1, a. 2, ad 5. 



[bookmark: N_35_]35. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 1: “Qui intendit talem actum voluntarium exercere in tali
materia.” 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. Strictly
speaking, intention does not specify human actions; rather, actions take their
species from that which is intended. Aquinas often refers to what is praeter
intentionem as not giving species. When he speaks of the relation between
species and intention (as opposed to praeter intentionem), he does not
say that intention gives species; he prefers to say that the species is taken
from what is intended (see STh I-II, q. 72, a. 1; II-II, q. 64, a. 7;
II-II, q. 109, a. 2, ad 2; II-II, q. 150, a. 2). 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 9. 



[bookmark: N_38_]38. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 8, ad 1: “Ad primum ergo dicendum quod magis et minus, etsi
non sint causa diversitatis speciei, consequuntur tamen quandoque species
differentes, prout proveniunt ex diversis formis, sicut si dicatur quod ignis
est levior aere. Unde philosophus dicit, in viii ethic., quod qui posuerunt non
esse diversas species amicitiarum propter hoc quod dicuntur secundum magis et
minus, non sufficienti crediderunt signo. Et hoc modo superexcedere rationem,
vel deficere ab ea, pertinet ad diversa peccata secundum speciem, inquantum
consequuntur diversa motiva.” 



[bookmark: N_39_]39. De
Malo, q. 1, a. 3, ad 14: “Ad
primum ergo dicendum, quod praedictae species non diversificantur propter
diversas circumstantias, sed propter diversa motiva, ut dictum est.” 



[bookmark: N_40_]40. See
IV Sent., d. 16, q. 3, a. 2c; STh I-II, q. 18, a. 5; I-II, 72,
9; and De Malo, q. 2, a. 6. 



[bookmark: N_41_]41.  STh
I-II, q. 7, a. 3; or De Malo, q. 2, a. 6. 



[bookmark: N_42_]42. De
Malo, q. 7, a. 4: “Circumstantia
non semper dat speciem actui morali, sed solum tunc quando novam deformitatem
addit ad aliam speciam peccati pertinentem: puta, cum aliquis super hoc quod
accedit ad non suam, accedit ad eam quae est alterius, et sic incidit ibi
deformitas iniustitiae; unde illa circumstantia dat novam speciem, et proprie
loquendo, iam non est circumstantia, sed efficitur specifica differentia actus
moralis.” Also see STh I-II, q. 7, a. 3, ad 3; II-II, q. 154, a.
1, ad 1; IV Sent.,d. 16, q. 3, a. 2c, ad 1. 



[bookmark: N_43_]43. STh
II-II, q. 154, a. 1: “Et quia circumstantia, inquantum huiusmodi, non dat
speciem actui morali, sed eius species sumitur ab obiecto, quod est materia
actus; ideo oportuit species luxuriae assignari ex parte materiae vel obiecti.”




[bookmark: N_44_]44.  In
STh II-II, q. 92, a. 2, Aquinas combines both these manners in which
circumstances can give species: “The vice opposed to religion consists in
transcending the mean of virtue according to some circumstances. As was said
above, however, not just any diversity of corrupt circumstances changes the
species of sin but only when they refer to diverse objects or diverse ends, for
moral actions take their species from these, as stated above” (“respondeo
dicendum quod, sicut supra dictum est, vitium religionis consistit in hoc quod
transcenditur virtutis medium secundum aliquas circumstantias. Ut autem supra
dictum est, non quaelibet circumstantiarum corruptarum diversitas variat peccati
speciem, sed solum quando referuntur ad diversa obiecta vel diversos fines,
secundum hoc enim morales actus speciem sortiuntur, ut supra habitum est”).
Although Benzinger refers us to STh I-II, q. 72, a. 9, we know that
cannot be correct, since the latter article mentions only the end and not the
object, unless “diversa obiecta vel diversos fines” (in STh
II-II, q. 92, a. 2) is taken appositively, a reading that contradicts the
remainder of the article. We will look in vain for any single article spelling
out specification through circumstances that combines both a reference to the
object and to the end, although Aquinas does spell out both these manners of
specification in separate articles. It seems likely that the “as stated
above” does not refer to circumstances giving species, but simply to moral
actions receiving their species, in which case we can identify the single
article of STh I-II, q. 18, a. 6, in which Aquinas clearly designates
both these manners in which moral actions can be specified. See also STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 1, ad 1. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45.  STh
II-II, q. 53, a. 2, ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_46_]46. Cajetan,
Commentaria II-II, q. 53, a. 2: “In hoc dubio libenter essem
discipulus: quoniam docere nec me nec alios novi.” 



[bookmark: N_47_]47. STh
II-II, q. 99, a. 1. 



[bookmark: N_48_]48.  See
STh I-II, q. 60, aa. 2 and 3; II-II, q. 58, aa. 8 and 9. 



[bookmark: N_49_]49. See
STh II-II, q. 118, a. 2; and especially II-II, q. 118, a. 3, ad 2. 



[bookmark: N_50_]50. See
STh I-II, q. 18, a. 10, sc; II-II, q. 66, a. 6, ad 2; II-II, q. 99, a.
2, obj. 2 and 3; De Malo, q. 2, a. 6, co. and ad 2 and ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_51_]51. STh
I-II, q. 72, a. 9; II-II, q. 53, a. 2,
ad 2; II-II, q. 148, a. 4; De Malo, q. 14, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_52_]52. STh
II-II, q. 66, a. 6, ad 2: “pro furto, quod reparabile damnum infert, non
infligitur secundum praesens iudicium poena mortis, nisi furtum aggravetur per
aliquam gravem circumstantiam, sicut patet de sacrilegio, quod est furtum rei
sacrae, et de peculatu, quod est furtum rei communis, ut patet per augustinum,
super ioan.; et de plagio, quod est furtum hominis, pro quo quis morte punitur,
ut patet Exod. xxi.” 



[bookmark: N_53_]53.  I
would like to thank Fr. James Stromberg, Fr. Stephen L. Brock, and Fr. Kevin
Flannery for their assistance with earlier drafts of this paper. 








Web server status






The Thomist
70 (2006): 27-69

 



THE MORALITY OF CONDOM USE BY

HIV-INFECTED SPOUSES(1)

Janet
E. Smith



Sacred
Heart Major Seminary

Detroit, Michigan





THE ARGUMENT THAT there are times when it is moral to use condoms to reduce the
risk of transmitting the HIV has recently resurfaced, this time from a
surprising source: Fr. Martin Rhonheimer, a philosopher who is no dissenter from
Church teaching. In several recent publications he has attempted to determine
the morality of the use of condoms to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV.(2)
The Church has no explicit teaching on this matter. Certainly, it teaches that
contraception is always wrong and Rhonheimer agrees with that teaching. He seeks
to determine if use of the condom by HIV-infected spouses is intrinsically evil.

Rhonheimer rightly observes that condoms themselves are not intrinsically
evil—they are just things and they may have moral as well as immoral uses. It
is the use of devices and chemicals as contraceptives that makes them
immoral—not their very existence nor every use. He argues that condoms can
never morally be used for contraceptive purposes but that there are other moral
uses for condoms, even when they have a contraceptive effect. He supports the
Church’s teaching that married couples may never
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use devices and chemicals as contraceptives. But he maintains that
promiscuous people, sexually active homosexuals, and prostitutes, all of whom
are at risk of spreading or contracting the HIV, would be showing a
“certain sense of responsibility” were they to use condoms. He does
not say that it is moral for them to use condoms, only that it may be less
vicious for them to do so than not.

Most significant and controversial is his argument that an HIV-infected
spouse could morally use a condom for the purpose of reducing the risk of
infection. He argues that such an act does not violate the condemnation of
contraception laid out in Humanae vitae. He argues that HIV-infected
spouses would not be using a condom as a contraceptive. Thus, they would not be
using an evil means, that is, performing an evil act, to achieve a good end.
Rather, these spouses would be tolerating the contraceptive effect of the condom
as a side effect. In this essay I will explain my reasons for rejecting
Rhonheimer’s conclusion.(3)

The differences between Rhonheimer and myself go beyond a difference on how
to assess the morality of the use of a condom by an HIV-infected spouse. Indeed,
it derives not from a disagreement about the truth of the Church’s teaching on
contraception, for there we agree, but on how one properly determines the
goodness or badness of a moral action. Here is not the place to give a full
response to Rhonheimer’s method of moral analysis, but the attentive reader will
realize that we disagree on some of the fundamentals of moral analysis.(4)
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Rhonheimer does not recommend that HIV-infected spouses use condoms; he
maintains that rarely would the risk of transmitting the HIV be proportionate to
the goods sought. He is simply saying that such use of a condom would not be a
contraceptive act and could be morally permissible if the goods sought were
proportionate to the risk. This position does not make him a proportionalist, of
course; many moral actions require an analysis of the proportionality of goods.(5)

When might the risk be proportionate? Before considering this question, we
must acknowledge that in many cases spouses may not take the trouble to make an
honest assessment of the risk involved. Many individuals pursuing certain goods
allied with sexuality (usually the pleasure) sometimes fail to give due
consideration to risks that might be involved. Along with Rhonheimer, I suspect
a sober calculation of the goods might lead many spouses to seek nonsexual ways
of expressing their love and ways of experiencing nonsexual pleasures with each
other.

The chief goods of marital intercourse are the ability to beget a child, the
expression of spousal love or of the desire for spousal union, the achievement
of union, and the experiencing of an intense pleasure that relaxes the spouses
and enhances their sense of intimacy and well-being. HIV-infected spouses risk
transmitting through the act of sexual intercourse a virus that causes a lethal
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disease. If a condom were to completely remove the risk of transmitting the
HIV, the possibility of achieving the other goods of marriage might seem
proportionate to the evil of preventing conception. Yet a condom does not in
fact completely eliminate the risk of transmitting the HIV. Therefore, spouses
must calculate that the importance of achieving the above goods outweighs the
risk of transmitting the HIV and enduring the resultant infertility. The
calculation must be something like: “We so want to experience the goods of
marital intercourse that we are willing to risk the transmission of a virus that
causes a lethal disease. A condom will reduce that risk and at the same time
prevent conception. We are willing to take that risk and also tolerate the
infertility caused by the condom.” It is possible that some spouses so
value the goods of conjugal intercourse that they are willing to risk the
transmission of HIV, with or without a condom. This will likely be more and more
the case as the progress made in treating the HIV and AIDS reduces the risk.

If condom use by heterosexuals is inherently contraceptive or if it is
inherently nonunitive, such calculation as that laid out above would be otiose,
for then condom use would be intrinsically evil. Here I will attempt to
establish both (1) that condomized(6) spousal
sexual intercourse is intrinsically immoral because it violates the unitive
meaning of the sexual act(7) and (2) that condom
use by fertile(8) heterosexuals always retains a contraceptive
meaning, even when done to reduce the risk of transmitting disease. I will be
analyzing the morality of the use of condoms by homosexuals, fornicators, and
prostitutes as well.
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Let me note the limits of what I am attempting in this essay. I am not
assessing the effectiveness of the use of a condom for reducing the transmission
of the HIV nor the wisdom of distributing condoms to slow the transmission of
the HIV; I am only considering the morality of condom use as a means to reduce
the transmission of the HIV. To do so completely would require a full defense of
the Church’s understanding of marriage, a task beyond the scope of this essay.
Thus, I am addressing those who accept the Catholic understanding of marriage
and sexuality. To present the moral necessity that sexual intercourse take place
only within marriage and that it be open to procreation (i.e., that
contraception is intrinsically evil), is beyond the scope of this essay.(9)
I will be explaining at some length key elements of the Catholic understanding
of marriage (e.g., what is meant by the unitive meaning of the conjugal act and
what constitutes a procreative kind of act), for these points are of quite
immediate importance for the argument I am making. I am also addressing those
who understand terminology essential to Catholic moral analysis, some of it
characteristic of Aristotelian/Thomistic meta-physics as it has been
traditionally applied to the parts of the moral act and developed into such
principles as that of the principle of double effect. When needed to make my
argument as clear as possible, I will occasionally clarify such terminology, but
not in any full or systematic way.(10) In the
final analysis I will be arguing that the use of a condom prohibits a
heterosexual act of sexual intercourse from being unitive and that the use of a
condom by heterosexuals is always contraceptive.
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I.
The Unitive Meaning of the Sexual Act



Rhonheimer takes no stand on whether the use of a condom adds another immoral
element to the intrinsic evil of a homo-sexual act of “sexual
intercourse.” I believe it does not since homosexuals do not really
participate in acts of sexual intercourse; their use of the genital organs is
not procreative in any sense. Since their acts possess no procreative potency or
telos,(11) their use of condoms can
never thwart the potency of those acts. Therefore, I think the use of a condom
by an HIV-infected homosexual could mitigate the evil of the action. (Such a
claim does not entail, of course, that campaigns to distribute condoms to
homosexuals are moral for—as Rhonheimer agrees—they may encourage homosexual
acts by giving a false sense of security about not spreading the HIV.)

What should also be observed is that the sexual acts of homosexuals cannot
objectively express a unitive meaning. The unitive purpose of sexual intercourse
is not achieved simply when two individuals mutually give each other pleasure by
means of the genital organs. It is a misconception that the unitive meaning of
the conjugal act is equivalent to its pleasure-giving power. Pleasure is a
physiological and emotive response to the physical and emotive interaction of
sexual contact; the unitive meaning is something quite different—and is another
source of pleasure.

The act of sexual intercourse is in itself bonding or unitive. It
accomplishes three different kinds of bonding: that of the physical act of two
bodies becoming one, that of a feeling of psychological closeness, and the
spiritual or marital (and fully human) bonding of reaffirming a lifetime
commitment. The spiritual bond, the “unitive meaning” meant by the
Church, achieved and expressed
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in part by the physical and psychological bonding of marital sexual
intercourse, is expressive of the indissoluble union that is marriage. A major
reason that sexual intercourse is an act suitable for expressing a lifetime
union is that it is a procreative type of act and procreation creates a
lifetime—not to say eternal—bond (more about this below). Familiaris
consortio (citing a speech by Pope John Paul II) describes conjugal love in
this way:

[C]onjugal love
involves a totality, in which all the elements of the person enter—appeal of
the body and instinct, power of feeling and affectivity, aspiration of the
spirit and of will. It aims at a deeply personal unity, the unity that, beyond
union in one flesh, leads to forming one heart and soul; it demands
indissolubility and faithfulness in definitive mutual giving; and it is open to
fertility (cf. Humanae vitae 9).(12)

Only spouses can authentically achieve all the kinds of bonding because they
have the necessary complementarity of sexual organs, they have gender
complementarity, and only they have made the lifetime commitment that makes
human sexual intercourse moral.

Heterosexuals having sex outside of marriage and those engaging in homosexual
sexual acts (and let me, here and elsewhere, be understood, along with these
actions, to be speaking of nonvaginal sexual acts of heterosexuals as well)
often claim that they can achieve all these modes of bonding. Fornicating and
adulterous heterosexuals can achieve the physical bond proper to sexual
intercourse and also the psychological bond to some extent, but those engaging
in homosexual sexual acts cannot authentically achieve any of the kinds of
bonding proper to sexual intercourse.

Fornicating and adulterous heterosexuals achieve the physical bonding, the
bonding that comes from the complementarity intrinsic to sexual intercourse,
whereas those engaging in homosexual sexual acts simply experience an intense
pleasure that arises from acts that simulate a natural act of sexual
intercourse.
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Heterosexuals engaging in nonmarital sex may also achieve a degree of
psychological bonding, again by virtue of their complementarity; in fact,
sometimes women whose kidnappers force sex upon them bond psychologically with
their captors. Individuals engaging in homosexual sexual acts may also
experience a psychological bonding, but again it is the bonding natural not to
the acts of sexual intercourse but to the experience of a shared intense
pleasure. Almost any shared intense pleasure (watching a favorite athletic team
win a major event, for instance) is capable of creating some kind of bond,
however fleeting.

The unitive bond that spouses express and foster through their acts of sexual
intercourse incorporates and transcends the physical and psychological bonds. A
marital commitment perfects the physiological and psychological bonds created by
sexual intercourse; those who understand their sexuality to be a gift to be
bestowed exclusively on their spouse, who believe their marriages to be
indissoluble, and who are open to children, express all those understandings
with their sexual acts. In spousal sexual intercourse, spouses not only give
each other pleasure, they reiterate their vows of total self-giving.

Whereas good human relationships are generally forged by a large variety of
acts that create bonds, the act of sexual intercourse and its tremendous bonding
power is morally a part only of the marital relationship. The vow that spouses
take to a lifetime union and their acts of marital intercourse merge with the
abundance of other binding acts (having conversations, sharing meals, working
and recreating together) that are characteristic of good human relationships to
make marriage one of the most unitive all of human relationships.

John Kippley links well the unitive and procreative meaning of the sexual
act. He speaks of the covenantal dimension of the marital act: every
noncontracepted act of sexual intercourse restates the pledge made at the
wedding that the spouses belong exclusively to each other until death do them
part.(13) Christopher West uses an analogy with
the Eucharist to explain why
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fornication is wrong.(14) He observes that we
understand full well that it would be wrong for a seminarian to attempt to
consecrate the Eucharist before ordination: all attempts to do so would be
futile and bogus. The acts of fornicators, adulterers, and homo-sexuals are
similarly inauthentic as fully human sexual acts; they are intrinsically
incapable of sharing in the unitive meaning of which a marital act is
intrinsically capable.

Pope John Paul II’s theology of the body significantly deepens our
understanding of the unitive meaning of marriage. He speaks of the nuptial
meaning of the body, by which he means that the body itself expresses that human
beings are essentially meant to be in relation with each other. He speaks of
Adam’s “original solitude” that is overcome by the “original
unity” that he enjoys with Eve before the Fall. One supposes that had man
not fallen each of us would have been in a monogamous spousal relationship—we
all would have had matches made in heaven! The desire that many experience for
multiple sexual partners and the difficulty of sustaining marital unions are
results of the Fall. Fidelity and indissolubility would surely have
characterized prelapsarian marriages. The Church’s understanding of marriage as
a symbol of Christ’s love for the Church serves to illuminate the unitive
meaning of marriage.

The procreative meaning of the sexual act is not incidental to the unitive
meaning; it is, in fact, part of its deepest essential structure. Genesis
reports that after God created male and female human beings he told them to
“be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth” (Gen 1:26-27). Clearly,
male and female unity and new life are a kind of package deal. The Church
maintains that the action that naturally makes the spouses “one flesh”
is an act that is “per se apt for the generation of offspring.”(15)
The sexual act expresses a lifetime commitment precisely and most fittingly
because by nature it is ordained to the creation of new human life, a life with
an immortal soul that incarnates the love of the spouses; the procreative
meaning of the sexual act is a future-
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oriented and, indeed, an eternity-oriented meaning. Familiaris consortio
describes how the total self-giving that is marriage requires openness to
procreation:

In its most profound
reality, love is essentially a gift; and conjugal love, while leading the
spouses to the reciprocal “knowledge” which makes them “one
flesh,” does not end with the couple, because it makes them capable of the
greatest possible gift, the gift by which they become cooperators with God for
giving life to a new human person. Thus the couple, while giving themselves to
one another, give not just themselves but also the reality of children, who are
a living reflection of their love, a permanent sign of conjugal unity and a
living and inseparable synthesis of their being a father and a mother. (14)

The unitive meaning requires that the sexual act express or instantiate the
complete self-giving that is marriage. Another way of speaking this truth is to
say that fertility intrinsically belongs in the sexual act; to withhold one’s
fertility is to withhold a defining feature of the act. Familiaris consortio
speaks of contraceptive sex as a “lie” since it does not speak the
language of complete self-giving:

[S]exuality, by means of which man and woman give
themselves to one another through the acts which are proper and exclusive to
spouses, is by no means something purely biological, but concerns the innermost
being of the human person as such. It is realized in a truly human way only if
it is an integral part of the love by which a man and a woman commit themselves
totally to one another until death. The total physical self-giving would be a
lie if it were not the sign and fruit of a total personal self-giving, in which
the whole person, including the temporal dimension, is present: if the person
were to withhold something or reserve the possibility of deciding otherwise in
the future, by this very fact he or she would not be giving totally. (11)





And later it states:





When couples, by means
of recourse to contraception, separate these two meanings that God the Creator
has inscribed in the being of man and woman and in the dynamism of their sexual
communion, they act as “arbiters” of the divine plan and they
“manipulate” and degrade human sexuality—and with it themselves and
their married partner—by altering its value of “total” self-giving.
Thus the innate language that expresses the total reciprocal self-giving of
husband and wife is overlaid, through contraception, by an objectively
contradictory language, namely, that of not giving oneself totally to the other.
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This leads not only
to a positive refusal to be open to life but also to a falsification of the
inner truth of conjugal love, which is called upon to give itself in
personal totality. (32; emphasis added)

Two truly do become one through the act of procreation— twenty-three male
chromosomes and twenty-three female chromosomes unite to provide the forty-six
chromosomes necessary for a human being. Thus, procreative-kinds-of-acts
effectively “speak” the language of union; they speak the language of
being willing to bring about a new human being with another, and all the united
activity of raising children that being parents together entails. The unitive
meaning is achieved when spouses engage in acts expressive of complete
self-giving wherein true physical union takes place, that is, when something
that has a procreative meaning takes place.

 



II.
What Is an Action That Is “Per Se Apt for the

Generation of Offspring”?



A key question is: what constitutes a sexual act that has a procreative
meaning, that is “per se apt” for the generation of offspring? What is
minimally necessary for an act that of its essence is suitable for the
procreation of offspring? The sexual act that would express the procreative
meaning to its fullest would be an act between spouses who are fertile,
intending to conceive a child, who have chosen to have intercourse at the most
fertile time of the woman’s cycle, and who are prepared responsibly to care for
that child. But the fullest meaning is not the same as what is required
for a meaning to be essentially present. The term “per se” is a fairly
technical term; it means that something is a member of a class but not
necessarily a fully mature or perfect member of that class.

Perhaps an analogy will help. A tomato seed by its very nature, that is, per
se, is an embryonic tomato plant but obviously is not yet a full or adult tomato
plant; it is as yet imperfect in the sense of being incomplete, of being not yet
fully developed. There are also tomato seeds and fully grown tomato plants that
are
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defective; some tomato seeds will never grow into adult tomato plants and
some of those that do will never be able to do what a tomato plant is ordained
to do (i.e., produce tomatoes), but they are nonetheless essentially tomato
plants. It could be an internal defect or the defectiveness of contributing
elements (such as nutrients in the soil) that prevents the tomato seed from
developing into a tomato plant or an adult tomato plant from producing tomatoes,
but both are essentially “tomato plants.” Thus a thing can essentially
be a member of a class without being fully or perfectly a member of that class.
Moreover, things have acts or operations that express the fullness of their
being. When a tomato plant produces a fully ripe tomato it has achieved the
fullness of its being. When a tomato plant has begun to sprout roots it has
begun a trajectory of development of its essential properties that is ordained
to the production of a tomato.

Another difficulty is determining precisely when an entity has come into
being, when it has the essence that characterizes a being. A new human being
comes into existence when the sperm has successfully fused with the ovum,(16)
but determining precisely when that has taken place is not easy. It is similarly
difficult sometimes to determine when an action of a certain type has begun, and
sometimes even to determine what precise thing would need to happen for the
action or event to begin. All events begin at some time but deciding precisely
when they begin may not be so clear. When, for instance, does a meal begin? When
the food is put on the table? When the forks have been raised? When the first
bite has been taken? Determining as precisely as possible that something has
begun is sometimes of great importance—for instance, determining when a
marriage began.

For artificial actions, we can define even somewhat arbitrarily what
constitutes its beginning. Officials have mandated that when
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the kicker’s foot touches the football, the football game has begun. Note
that when the game has begun, we have what is “essentially” a football
game in its early stages. The ball may not be kicked far, it may not be
returned, and, in fact, in the course of the game, no points may be scored, but
a game was begun (and played) even if its final end—determining a winner and a
loser—was not achieved. On the other hand, an action that has begun and
participates in the essence of that thing may have to achieve greater fullness
before one could say that the act has been completed. When the pitcher throws
out the first pitch, a baseball game has begun, but at least four-and-a-half
innings need to be played for the game to be complete.

What act constitutes the beginning of a marriage, and even more importantly
what constitutes the act that “consummates” the marriage? Marriage is
an act whereby two become one. The Church teaches that a marriage begins
when the individuals give consent to entering into a lifetime union open to
children and that the marriage is consummated when an act per se apt
for the generation of offspring has taken place. Those who have validly given
consent have entered into a union that is essentially marriage; when they
consummate the marriage they perform an action that brings the properties of
marriage more fully into existence (somewhat like a tomato seed beginning to
sprout roots). The act that expresses and further actualizes marital oneness is
an act suitable for procreation, not an act of sharing a meal or a blood
transfusion, for instance. Neither a kiss nor a hug is sufficient. The Church
states that for a marriage to be consummated, that is, for the spouses to have
participated in an action that begins to express the fullness of the marriage
commitment that they have embraced, they must perform an act “per se apt
for the generation of offspring.”

Canon law does not precisely describe what is required for that action to
have taken place, but it has been standard to maintain that what is necessary is
that the male have penetrated the female and deposited semen in her vagina. One
commentary on the Code of Canon Law reports on the accepted
interpretation of the 1917 code, an interpretation in no way abrogated by the
new code:
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The 1917 code defined
the act by which marriage is consummated as “a conjugal act to which the
matrimonial contract is by its nature ordered and by which the spouses become
one flesh.” Commentators agreed that the minimum necessary for consummation
was that the man’s penis penetrate the woman’s vagina at least partially and
deposit semen there. Consummation was not effected, however, by coitus
interruptus in which the man penetrated the woman’s vagina but withdrew
before ejaculation or by intercourse using a condom. In both cases, consummation
did not occur because of the failure to ejaculate semen in the vagina.(17)





What justifies the decision that semen must be deposited in the vagina for an
act “per se apt for the generation of offspring” to have taken place?
Why is the deposit of semen in the vagina necessary? Why is not penetration
sufficient? Or, on the other hand, why is it not necessary that both individuals
be fertile?

Those who argue that penetration is sufficient for consummation argue from
the perspective that when male genital flesh touches female genital flesh two
have become one. I would argue that penetration alone does not seem sufficient
to consummate a marriage since penetration is not in itself an “act per se
apt for generation.” It is only the beginning of that act; the Church seems
to mandate that it be a completed act “per se apt for the generation of
offspring.” For a completed act, ejaculation within the vagina seems
necessary. Here, theology of the body language may be illuminating. For a
husband to ejaculate within the vagina is for him to give of himself to the
female. The semen is the vehicle for the sperm and the vagina is the receptacle
of the semen. When semen has been deposited and the female has received the
semen, they have become “one flesh” in a physical and factual way;
moreover, the act that they have performed is an act that is ordained to the
creation of “one flesh,” a new human being. When the semen has been
deposited in the vagina, a sexual act apt for the generation of offspring has
taken place. A tomato seed that has sprouted a root has launched this seed on
the trajectory to becoming a tomato plant that produces tomatoes. A
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completed act of sexual intercourse has launched semen on its way to doing
its part to create a new human life.

Let us take up the second question: for a consummated act of sexual
intercourse to take place, is it sufficient for the semen to be deposited? Has
union in fact taken place, or do we need an act that has not been rendered
nonprocreative? If a woman were taking the pill for contraceptive purposes or
using a diaphragm, for instance, would consummation have taken place? Again, by
allowing marriage for those past child-bearing age or whose ovaries or uterus
have been removed, the Church allows that consummation can take place even when
there is no real possibility of procreation; male penetration is necessary but
female fertility is not. (Perhaps like a tomato seed planted in soil in which it
cannot grow.) In fact, it is not the actual procreative power of the semen that
is necessary for consummation. Even semen devoid of sperm serves to consummate a
marriage, and that with a woman who may be without key reproductive organs—she
needs a vagina, but not ovaries or a uterus. The acts of the infertile are still
per se apt for procreation though they are not in fact, or in se, procreative;
that is, they are of a kind that is apt for procreation but they are an
imperfect or defective instance of that kind (as a three-legged dog is still per
se a dog though defectively a dog, and even though it cannot do all the things
dogs can do).

As mentioned above, what is essentially a thing need not achieve or display
the fullness of that thing or being. The claim here is that heterosexual acts of
sexual intercourse are ordained to procreation per se, by their very nature, of
their very essence. They intrinsically have an ordination or potency to
procreation—what might be called an intrinsic potency, whether or not that
potency is capable of actualization (just as the eyes of a blind person have an
intrinsic potency to seeing, even if it cannot be actualized). Acts that
preserve the ordination to procreation even if that ordination cannot be
actualized essentially bear and express that procreative meaning. Procreation is
“written into” heterosexual acts of sexual intercourse; again,
procreation is still a part of the natural ordination or intrinsic potency or
meaning of such sexual acts, even if it cannot be actualized. A
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completed act of heterosexual sexual intercourse, an act in which semen is
deposited in the vagina, is by its very nature procreative even if specific acts
cannot achieve that natural purpose. Because it intrinsically maintains the
procreative ordination, a completed act of heterosexual sexual intercourse can
achieve the unitive purpose—it still “speaks” an ordination to the
kind of union appropriate to those who beget a child with each other.

The way in which Pope John Paul II spoke about contraception may assist us in
understanding why those who are involuntarily sterile are still capable of
expressing a procreative meaning with their sexual acts. John Paul II described
sexual intercourse as a kind of language. Those who contracept “lie”
with their sexual acts because they are trying to falsify or negate the
procreative power of the acts; their bodies intrinsically speak of the
willingness to be a parent with another while their contracepting contradicts
that speech. Contracepted sex says only, “I want to have this momentary
pleasure with you.” Noncontraceptive sex says, “I want to have the
kind of union with you that those who are parents together have.” Those who
are sterile have done nothing to alter the meaning of the sexual act; they have
done nothing to alter the deep potency of their actions. Whether or not
procreation does or can take place, a physical reality, a truly unitive act,
occurs that, by nature—by a “intrinsic potency”—is ordained to
procreation. The infertile speak the full meaning of the sexual act but their
physiology is not capable of actualizing the full meaning of that speech.

Consider this analogy. Parents who say to their children, “We will do
what we can to establish a savings account to help pay your college
expenses,” and who set up an account and eventually make and deposit enough
money to do so were speaking the truth (these are like the fertile who bear
children); those who spoke the same words and who set up an account but did not
make enough money to do so in spite of their best efforts were also speaking the
truth (these are like the infertile who would like to have children). Again, a
contrast with contraceptive acts is illuminating: those who contracept are like
parents who set up the account but who because they spend their money selfishly
do not deposit enough
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money to provide much help at all. Let us extend the analysis to acts of
intercourse governed by the principles of natural family planning (NFP): those
who are using NFP to confine their acts of sexual intercourse to the infertile
period still “speak” the language of openness to children although
they have judged that it is not best for them to have a child at this time (they
don’t spend selfishly any money that could be used for college education but
they do take advantage of some free tickets to the movies!). They have not
altered the essential intrinsic potency of their acts. Contraceptors, on the
other hand, most emphatically and directly attempt to remove the procreative
power from their acts of sexual intercourse.

In sum, for the fullness of the procreative meaning to be able to be
expressed, full fertility would be necessary; for the essentials of the
procreative meaning to be expressed, much less is necessary. What seems to be
essential are male and female bodies that can enter into an act that initiates
the procreative process. A hug is not sufficient, a kiss is not sufficient, nor
even is penetration sufficient. What is sufficient is that the male deposit some
of his reproductive material, his semen, into the vagina.

 



III.
The Morality of Condom Use by Infertile Couples





A) Infertility and Contraception





As I have stated earlier, I hold that it is immoral for any heterosexual couples
to use a condom because their condomized acts are not unitive. It is therefore
not necessary to demonstrate that condom use by infertile heterosexuals would be
wrong for any other reason.

Nonetheless, the claim that infertile couples are not contracepting when they
use a condom seems important for Rhonheimer’s argument. According to his
reasoning, the instance of infertile couples using a condom to reduce risk of
transmitting the HIV demonstrates that the use of the condom for hetero-sexuals
is not intrinsically contraceptive because it is not contraceptive in that
instance. Since he believes he has found an
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instance of the moral use of condoms by heterosexuals, he believes he has
demonstrated that the use of a condom is morally indifferent and that its
morality can only be judged by the intent of the agents. Thus he argues that
since infertile heterosexuals can use a condom without contracepting, so, too,
can fertile heterosexuals use a condom without contracepting.

There seems to be some begging of the question going on here. The claim that
the condom cannot be a contraceptive for the infertile is based on the fact that
contraceptives are defined by their use to thwart fertility and those who are
infertile cannot act so as to thwart their fertility since they have no
fertility to thwart. It is worth noting that even were condoms not contraceptive
for the infertile, this would not mean that they would not be intrinsically
contraceptive for the fertile. Bludgeoning with lethal blows someone who is
already dead does not lead to the death of that person and thus by definition is
not an act of murder, but bludgeoning with lethal blows someone who is not dead
may lead to the death of that person and thus is an act of murder. So although
condoms might not be contraceptive in the full sense for the infertile, that
does not mean that they might not qualify as contraceptive for the fertile.

It is certainly true that the infertile cannot remove fertility from acts
that have no possibility of being fertile. It can be argued, however, that they
can still perform actions that per se have a contraceptive telos or
meaning. Indeed, their acts are still capable of expressing in themselves an
ordination to procreation. That, in fact, is why marriage between the infertile
is permitted: because they can engage in actions that by their nature, by their
intrinsic potency, are ordained to procreation even though they cannot actualize
that potency. If their acts can have that telos in a per se way and can
express the meaning of sexual intercourse, it would seem that it is possible for
them to do things that would violate that telos or meaning. If they
fail to do or to give to each other what is minimally necessary for an act of
sexual intercourse to be per se apt for procreation, they would be falsifying
the meaning of the act. Condom use prevents them from doing or giving what is
necessary for an act to be per se procreative of its kind.
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The same point may be argued from a different angle. I have argued above that
the use of condoms by homosexuals does not add another immoral element to the
sexual act since their acts can never be of a procreative kind. The sexual acts
of homosexuals, however, are intrinsically devoid of procreative meaning. The
sexual acts of heterosexuals—the completed sexual acts of heterosexuals, the
acts in which semen is deposited in the vagina—intrinsically have the
ordination to procreation, they intrinsically express a procreative meaning.
When couples are infertile, that meaning cannot be actualized. But if they were
to do something that prevented the semen from being deposited in the vagina,
they would be doing something that thwarts the procreative ordination, that
fails to express the procreative meaning. Their acts become more like the acts
of homosexuals, acts in which there is no procreative meaning being expressed.

 



B) Do Contracepted Acts Consummate a Marriage?

The question naturally arises whether an act of sexual intercourse that is
contraceptive, that is, that is deliberately rendered infertile or
nonprocreative, serves to consummate a marriage. At issue is more than the use
of condoms. The question is whether any contraceptive measures, such as the
diaphragm,(18) the IUD, and the several forms of
the chemical contraceptives, prevent an act of sexual intercourse from
consummating a marriage. Although this question is not directly relevant to the
question being pursued here, it clearly involves the principles articulated
above. Evidently, the standard interpretation of the 1917 Code of Canon Law allowed
that contracepted acts serve to consummate a marriage. The passage from the
commentary on the 1983 code cited above continues in this fashion:

Even though illicit,
other methods of birth control which did not prevent the ejaculation of semen in
the vagina did not prevent consummation. The marriage law coetus explicitly
restated the traditional view that natural sexual intercourse 
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constituted
consummation and that contraception did not prevent consummation as long as the
physical integrity of the act was maintained.(19)





John Beal, the author of this passage, maintains, however, that the new Code
of Canon Law breaks with this understanding and that it holds that
contracepted acts do not serve to consummate marriage. He argues that the phrase
“suitable in itself for procreation” must be interpreted in light of
the canonical tradition to mean that the acts cannot be contracepted. He also
notes that, in spite of the traditional understanding, the code commission has
denied that such is meant by the new phrasing and that the Holy See has not
instituted a practice of finding contracepted acts nonconsummating acts.(20)
Beal urges an emendation of the passage.

I find it remarkable that the Church has not yet definitively determined
whether contracepted acts of sexual intercourse serve to consummate a
marriage—or, at least, that some well-trained canon lawyers evidently think
that decision has not yet been made definitively. I suspect we need to consider
the possibility that the Church’s thinking on these matters was formulated
without full understanding of what males and females contribute to the
reproductive process and thus does not speak fully to the realities as we know
them today. Historically Judaism and Christianity have accorded to the semen a
quasi-sacred status as the element crucial to reproduction. Today we understand
not just semen but sperm to be essential from the man and not menstrual blood at
all but the ovum that is essential from the woman. Yet my deliberations honor
the historical evaluations of the importance of the semen because even with
modern understandings of the reproductive process there is warrant for
understanding deposit of semen in the vagina as essential to the definition of a
completed sexual act.

I am inclined to think that contraceptive sex (other than con-domized sex
which is nonconsummating because of its nonunitive
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properties) does serve to consummate a marriage. But the opposite position is
not without its logical and persuasive power and should be at least briefly
stated. It is this: contracepting couples deliberately withhold from their
sexual acts that which properly belongs in the marital act and is defining of
it; they are trying to render their acts not procreative. To speak in terms of
the theology of the body, they are not engaging in an act expressive of total
self-giving. Consider this analogy. Suppose a baby absolutely needed its
mother’s milk to survive and that any other milk would be lethal for the child.
If the mother were producing milk but refused her child, she would be guilty of
killing her child. If the mother were not producing milk because of reasons
beyond her control, it would not be her refusal to feed her child that kills the
child, it would be the unavailability of suitable milk. Not to give something
that one doesn’t have is obviously very different from withholding what one does
have to give. Therefore, since marriage itself is ordained to procreation and
those who marry vow that they will accept children, contraceptive intercourse
seems not to be a suitable expression of that vow.(21)

Nonetheless, as stated, I am inclined to think that contracepted acts of
sexual intercourse serve to consummate a marriage. Some actions completely
nullify the character of what one is doing and other actions simply distort or
diminish or harm what one is doing. Even though those who contracept attempt to
make their sexual acts not generative, their acts retain an intrinsic ordination
to procreation—they remain acts that are per se apt for generation although
they have been damaged in their ability to fulfill that ordination. To take vows
of marriage while one is involved in an adulterous affair does not necessarily
nullify one’s marriage; to take vows to the priesthood while one is sexually
active does not nullify one’s ordination. Nevertheless, in both cases, the act
of taking the vows is a less-than-perfect expression of those vows. Contracepted
spousal acts of sexual intercourse are still capable of expressing the desire
for spousal union, although imperfectly so.
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Newlyweds who contracept may in fact understand that marriage is ordained to
children and be prepared to have children, but not pursue that good of marriage
immediately. At this juncture, I would argue that contracepted acts of sexual
intercourse still retain their intrinsic ordination to procreation in spite of
the intention of the spouses (of course, I maintain that they are wrong to try
to thwart that ordination) and thus their contracepted acts (like the acts of
those who are infertile because of defect or age) can still consummate a
marriage. They remain “per se” apt for generation (apt because of
their “kind”), though they are not “in se” apt for
generation (not apt in this particular instance). As Beal notes, they are
illicit but not invalid “matter” for the consummation of the marriage.
They are sinful acts, but not nonconsummating acts. The analogy here would be to
a mother who is not totally withholding her milk from her needy child but is
perhaps feeding the child less than is fully beneficial for the child; she would
be doing so in a way that might harm the child’s well-being but not kill the
child. I would not, however, find it difficult to accept a decision that
contracepted acts of sexual intercourse do not serve to consummate a marriage.





C) Condomized Sexual Intercourse as Nonconsummating





The above analysis points to the conclusion that condomized sexual intercourse
does not effect union.(22) At the risk of being
crude, let us note that condomized sexual intercourse is simply two bodies
rubbing against each other or, in fact, rubbing against latex. In fact, I
believe that condomized sexual intercourse shares in the essential
characteristics of coitus interruptus or withdrawal and mutual
masturbation more than in an act of expressive of complete self-giving. Coitus
interruptus is wrong not only because it is contraceptive but also because
it is not unitive. There are differences between condomized sexual intercourse
and coitus interruptus, of course: the condom-wearing male climaxes or
ejaculates within a condom that is within the female and the act more nearly
simulates a completed act of sexual intercourse than
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does coitus interruptus. Still, condomized sexual intercourse is
similar to coitus interruptus because in both cases the male does not
truly give of himself to the female; he leaves nothing of himself behind. Coitus
interruptus is somewhat like an “air kiss”; the lips may briefly
touch the flesh but has a real kiss taken place? Condomized sexual intercourse
is like kissing through a window. Indeed, some wags have observed that having
sex while using a condom is much like taking a shower with a raincoat on; to a
very great extent it defeats the purpose—if that purpose is union. It is like a
virtual game of football; it resembles the real thing but is not the real thing.

Although Rhonheimer does not commit himself one way or the other, I believe
that his principles entail that a condomized act of sexual intercourse would
serve to consummate a marriage. Since he clearly does not believe that the
deposit of semen is necessary for a unitive act to take place, it seems he
necessarily would also hold that of an act of coitus interruptus would
suffice for consummation. Although penetration has taken place, with coitus
interruptus the semen is deposited outside of the vagina. Does it make a
difference that with condomized acts of sexual intercourse ejaculation takes
place in the female although none of the semen is deposited in her vagina? In my
view, again, it is not only the penetration that is sufficient; rather, the male
must deposit semen in the woman’s vagina.









D) The Charge of Physicalism





Some will say that all of the above is physicalistic,(23)
that it relies too much on the physical ordination of the sexual act instead of
on the intention of the spouses. Indeed, Rhonheimer objects to the comparison of
condomized sexual intercourse with sodomy or masturbation: he calls
“incorrect and counter-intuitive” the argument that “puts
condomistic sex of any kind in a certain analogy—though not similarity—with
sexual acts ‘against nature,’ like sodomy and masturbation, even in the present
case
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where the condom is used only for preventing infection, and in the case of
sterile couples.” He elaborates:

It seems to me obvious that solitary sex or acts of
sodomy—anal and oral sex—are “unnatural” and even plainly
“against nature”: their behavioral structure is as such not of a
generative kind. The same cannot be said of condomistic sex: there the
act as such is of a generative kind, but is modified by human intervention. It is only this modification
which renders the act non-generative.(24)
(Emphasis added) 





I am afraid that I do not share Rhonheimer’s intuition or find it obvious that
condomized sexual intercourse is not essentially like masturbation—and anal and
oral sex—and, I would like to add, coitus interruptus. All these acts
aim at sexual arousal and ejaculation elsewhere than in the vagina. It seems to
me to be an accidental feature that a condomized act of sexual intercourse in
certain respects closely resembles a normal act of sexual intercourse.

Is it physicalistic to be concerned that certain physical features must be
present for an act to be an authentic version of a kind of act? Many have
charged that the Church’s condemnation of contraception is “physicalistic,”
that it gives undue importance to the biological ordination of the sexual act to
reproduction. There have undoubtedly been arguments against contraception that
should be rejected because they are “physicalistic”; I believe those
arguments to involve the false premise that it is always wrong to
violate the natural ordination of any physical organ. Yet, I believe that no one
can effectively mount an argument against contra-ception that does not depend
upon the fact that the sexual organs and sexual acts have as their natural
ordination the procreation of a new human life.(25)
I do not believe that any of my argumentation above depends upon the assumption
that one cannot interfere with the procreative ordination of an act of sexual
intercourse because the biological purpose of the sexual organs is 
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reproduction. The biological purpose of the sexual organs of animals
is the reproduction of another member of the species, whereas the
natural purpose of human sexual organs and acts (natural means much more than
biological when human nature is concerned) is both the procreation (not
reproduction) of a new immortal human being and the expression of the
desire for union or to be totally self-giving (an expression connected to the
procreative power of the sexual act). A human act of sexual intercourse is
essentially different from an animal act for it participates in the immortal
dimension both of the agents and the potential offspring. That is not to say
that what is physical and biological and “animal” is negated or
“erased” by the human. Rather, they are permeated by the human; they
are carriers of a transcendent reality which is humanity. Familiaris
consortio speaks of spouses as “cooperators” with God in the
creation of new human life: 





With the creation of man
and woman in His own image and likeness, God crowns and brings to perfection the
work of His hands: He calls them to a special sharing in His love and in His
power as Creator and Father, through their free and responsible cooperation in
transmitting the gift of human life: “God blessed them, and God said to
them, ‘Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it.’”



Thus the fundamental task of the family is to serve life, to actualize
in history the original blessing of the Creator—that of transmitting by
procreation the divine image from person to person. (FC 81)



Fecundity is the
fruit and the sign of conjugal love, the living testimony of the full reciprocal
self-giving of the spouses: “While not making the other purposes of
matrimony of less account, the true practice of conjugal love, and the whole
meaning of the family life which results from it, have this aim: that the couple
be ready with stout hearts to cooperate with the love of the Creator and the
Savior, who through them will enlarge and enrich His own family day by
day.” (FC 28, quoting Gaudium et spes)





Those who contracept violate not only the biological or physio-logical
ordination of the sexual organs, they also diminish the structure of the act as
an act of complete self-giving and they shut God out of the creative arena that
is human sexuality.
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What is physical and material, then, can be of enormous importance. Indeed
some physical and material elements must be present for transcendent realities
to be present; the physical and material are in fact “carriers” of
transcendent realities. Analo-gously, certain exact physical elements must be
present for all the other sacraments. For instance, if no unleavened bread or
wine is available the Eucharist cannot be consecrated; confessions over the
telephone are not valid. To say that certain physical elements must be present
for the consummation of marriage to take place is in keeping with these
requirements. Pope Benedict XVI insists that one of the problems of the modern
age is its refusal to admit objective truths.(26)
Sometimes it takes some finely tuned analysis to determine what exactly
something is. But once we determine that this bread and wine have been
consecrated, clearly it must be treated in a completely different way from
unconsecrated bread and wine. Only certain kinds of acts serve to consummate a
marriage. Thus to understand which acts serve to consummate and which do not is
of extreme importance.

IV.
Is the Heterosexual Use of Condoms

Always Contraceptive?



I have argued above that the use of a condom by spouses is not morally
permissible even when used with a noncontraceptive intent because condomized
“sexual intercourse” is not unitive. Here I will argue that the use of
a condom by fertile heterosexuals always involves a contraceptive intentionality
even if the spouses themselves disavow a contraceptive intention.(27)

Rhonheimer acknowledges that to use a condom so that one does not infect a
future child with the HIV is a contraceptive act because one is using the condom
to reduce the risk of a pregnancy. Thus, although those who have genetic
diseases that they do not want to pass on to a child have good reasons,
nonselfish reasons, for not wanting to get pregnant, they are not
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morally permitted to use a contraceptive to avoid a pregnancy that would
transmit a disease. The contraceptive is an evil means to a good end since the
good end can only be achieved by attempt to prevent a pregnancy. We are in
agreement on this point.

But suppose one’s primary concern and intent is not to reduce the risk of a
potential HIV-transmitting pregnancy but to reduce the risk of transmitting the
HIV to one’s spouse (or to avoid contracting it from one’s spouse)? As noted
above, I maintain that condomized heterosexual intercourse is always immoral
because a completed, authentic act of sexual intercourse does not take place.
But here I am prescinding from that claim and exploring whether there is also
always a contraceptive meaning to condomized sexual intercourse pursued for the
sake of preventing transmitting the HIV to one’s spouse.

The Church teaches that one should never do evil to achieve good. Rhonheimer
agrees that for spouses intentionally to render their sexual acts nonprocreative
is intrinsically evil and ought never to be done. But he does not think that
condom use by HIV-infected spouses necessarily entails a contraceptive intent;
he claims that their intent is to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV and
that the contraceptive effect of the condom is a side effect. He claims that the
spouses are not choosing to contracept: they are choosing to reduce the risk of
transmitting the HIV. Thus, it seems, he understands the resultant infertility
to be an evil, a physical evil, but not a moral evil. If the spouses directly
choose to cause infertility as a means of not transmitting the HIV, they would
be sinning. But, in Rhonheimer’s view, they do not choose infertility; they
tolerate it as side effect and a proportionate evil to be tolerated in pursuit
of other goods.

In spite of similarities in language to the principle of double effect (PDE),
Rhonheimer maintains that he is not employing the PDE to justify spousal use of
a condom to reduce the risk of transmission of the HIV. He states that to employ
the PDE “presupposes that one already knows the nature of the object; that
is, whether the very action that causes the evil effect is itself good or at
least indifferent.”(28) He states:
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[T]he question we are
dealing with here is precisely about the object and my argument is an argument
about the object of using a condom; so the principle of double effect is not
pertinent here. I assert that “using a condom” as such is an act that
cannot be specified morally without including a basic intentionality.(29)

Rhonheimer’s reasoning here is not altogether clear to me. He believes that
the infertility caused by the condom is not intrinsic to the use of the condom
but is a side effect of the condom only in some instances, and is trying to show
that one of these instances is when the condom is used by someone seeking to
reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV. If Rhonheimer is correct, in that case
the condom would be a morally indifferent means and the intentionality of
desiring to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV to one’s spouse would
justify tolerating the infertility that also results from the use of the condom.
That seems to me to be a classic case of the PDE.(30)
I think Rhonheimer in the final analysis is employing the PDE, but establishing
whether or not this is the case is not of great importance here. Rather, what is
of importance is whether use of the condom between spouses can ever be morally
chosen as a means to avoid transmission of the HIV, given that the condom also
causes infertility in such instances.

It is worth remembering that Rhonheimer agrees that if hetero-sexual
condomized sexual intercourse were inherently contra-ceptive, the HIV-infected
spouse could not use a condom as means to a good end, for he would be using an
evil means to achieve a good end. But, again, Rhonheimer believes that the
infertility resulting from the use of a condom to prevent the spread of the HIV
is an unintended side-effect and thus not sinful.

I believe that the use of a condom by heterosexuals is always contraceptive.
Here I must resort to some technical terminology


  



page 55

but I will also make my point step by step.(31)
The moral tradition of the Church has spoken of a finis operantis/agentis
and a finis operis/actus; that is, it speaks of both the intention of
the agent (finis operantis/agentis) which is also known as the end of
the agent (and sometimes the motive) and the end of the act itself (finis
operis/actus) which is the object of the act. The finis operis/actus
is a telos/end, ordination, meaning, or character of an act that is
inherent in an act and so intrinsic to it or “embedded” in it that one
cannot choose that action without also choosing that end along with any other
further ends the agent might have. A whole moral act, the particular act of a
particular human being that is either a sin or an act of merit, includes both a finis
operantis and the finis operis (sometimes they are the same, as
when one gives alms to benefit the poor; sometimes they are different, as when
one gives alms as a part of an act of seduction). Both must be ordered to right
reason, and both must be ordered to each other. For instance, one cannot kill an
innocent person (the object or finis operis) to gain an inheritance to
feed the hungry (the end, the finis operantis); one’s object is immoral
no matter how good one’s end.

Rhonheimer and I differ about what is the “object” of the act of
spouses using a condom to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV. He allows
that “‘having sexual intercourse by using a condom’ is the description of
an act in its natural species. Only when it is conceived as being related to an
end can this act be understood as a human act and in its moral species.”(32)
Since I think it implicit that the description “having sexual intercourse
by using a condom” means “heterosexual human beings having
sexual intercourse using a condom,” I believe it goes beyond the merely
physical and has elements that allow a moral evaluation. A condom used by
heterosexuals in the course of an act of sexual intercourse is a device that
inherently thwarts procreative potency and thus discloses how the act is aligned
with human goods, with right reason. By analogy, the physical act of abortion
can be
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described as “dismembering a fetus in the womb”; if we don’t
understand the fetus to be human we don’t yet know the moral evaluation. But
when we understand that the fetus is “an innocent human being in
the womb” we understand this action to be intrinsically evil, an action
that can never be morally chosen, no matter what the intention of the agent. I
believe it is precisely “fertile spouses having sexual intercourse while
doing something that robs an act of its procreative potency (e.g., using a
condom)” that is the kind of act that the Church describes as the
intrinsically evil action of contraception. If an act (“some performative
behavior”) is intrinsically evil, no matter what intention the agent has,
the act remains evil.

Rhonheimer speaks of the act of those using a condom to reduce the risk of
the transmission of the HIV as the “intent to reduce the risk of
transmitting the HIV” (emphasis added). Here, as elsewhere in his writings,
he folds the intention, or the end of an action, into the object of the action.
I maintain that the use of condom by those seeking to reduce the transmission of
the HIV is the object and means of the action and as object has its own
end/meaning (the finis operis)—namely, the prevention of
procreation—and the “intention to reduce the transmission of the HIV”
is the end (the finis operantis) of the action, that is, it is the
intention of the agent.

Rhonheimer speaks of the contraceptive effect of the condom for those using
it to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV as being praeter intentionem,
and thus not defining of the act, since he understands the agent to have only
the intention to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV and not at all to
contracept. While Rhonheimer claims that he includes the means as a part of the
object of the act (though he does not use these terms), I think his assessment
of the use of the condom by HIV-infected spouses demonstrates that he and I have
a different understanding of what the object and end of the act are. I maintain
that even though something is not intended as the end of the agent, the finis
operantis, if it is chosen as a means to the end of the agent it too is an
essential component of the act and enters into the moral evaluation of the
action. It is “beside” the primary intention of the
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agent but it nonetheless has its own telos or end or meaning, and
insofar as it is chosen as an essential element of the larger action its
inherent telos is part of that action: it is not undertaken per
accidens but is essential to the action.(33)
To apply this principle to the action at hand, a condom used by fertile
heterosexuals has its own inherent ordination or telos, the
intentionality of preventing the deposit of semen and the prospect of a sperm
fertilizing an egg. Thus, whether the spouses use a condom to prevent pregnancy
or the transmission of the HIV they cannot fail to intend the intrinsic telos
of the condom in an act of heterosexual sexual intercourse.

A few examples can illustrate how the object of some actions has its own
inherent per se end/telos (meaning or character) that must be part of
the assessment of the act independently of the end, that is, the motive or
intention, of the agent. If Joe ate hotdogs to win an eating contest, Joe would
necessarily need to will absorbing the calories possessed by hotdogs; if Anne
cut off Doug’s leg to stop the spread of gangrene, Anne could not say she did
not will that Doug be lame. If George stepped on the brakes of a car to send a
signal to Alice—say that there was danger ahead, George could not say that the
slowing down or stopping of the car was a side-effect or double effect of his
action; brakes are ordained by their nature to slow down or stop a car. If Sally
threw a stone through a window to rescue Billy from a burning building, she
could not claim that the broken window was a side effect of her action. In all
of these cases the agents may not have desired the end of the object or the finis
operis/actus but they cannot avoid choosing it as a part of the act since
it is an intrinsic ordination of the act. They do not just “tolerate”
the calories, the amputation, the slowing-down, the broken window. Joe may not
have wanted the calories; Anne may not want Doug to be lame; George may not have
wanted to slow down or stop; Sally may not have wanted to break the window;
nonetheless they all chose (and rightly, one might suppose) to have done those
things. The finis 
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operis/actus cannot not be part of what is chosen by the
agent; it is always a part of the means chosen to effect the intended end. What
is key is that the agent, in spite of not desiring the finis operis/actus
or the end of the object of the act, still chooses it; the bad effect is not
simply a tolerated side effect but an intrinsic part of the object or means.

Rhonheimer and I are attempting to establish whether spouses who use a condom
intending to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV are choosing a means that
is morally indifferent (in which case the contraceptive effect is a side-effect)
or one that is intrinsically contraceptive (in which case it cannot be a moral
choice as a means or an end). Rhonheimer argues that since the use of a condom
does not have a contraceptive effect in some uses—that is, when used by
homosexuals or sterile couples—it is not intrinsically a contraceptive device;
it is morally indifferent and the morality of its use is to be determined by the
intention of the agents. My argument is that the condom is always contraceptive
when used by heterosexuals (and not unitive in all cases of heterosexual sexual
intercourse).

A claim that Rhonheimer makes in one of his footnotes(34)
would seem to indicate that he should accept the analysis laid out above. He
disagrees with Grisez, Finnis, and Boyle on their analysis of the act of
“someone who blows up an airplane full of passengers only with the
intention of collecting the insurance indemnity for the loss of the
airplane.”(35) Grisez, Finnis, and Boyle
argue that the detonator “does not intend and therefore does not choose the
death of the passengers (because this is not his ‘purpose’—and he would do it
even if the airplane were empty), but only the destruction of the airplane
(proximate end, object) with the ulterior intention of enriching himself.”
Rhonheimer argues that Grisez, Finnis, and Boyle are wrong to call this an
“indirect” act of killing. Rhonheimer believes that it is an act of
direct killing and that St. Thomas “would say … that the
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circumstance of the presence of the passengers in the airplane is ‘principalis
conditio obiecti rationi repugnans,‘ [a principal condition of the object,
repugnant to reason] which causes a ‘differentia essentialis obiecti‘
[difference of the essential object]; the killing of the passengers, therefore,
must be included in the description of the object; indeed, precisely this would
be the object.” I agree with Rhonheimer’s disagreement with Grisez. But I
cannot see how the structure of the act of fertile heterosexuals using a condom
to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV is any different from the individual
blowing up the plane to get an indemnity. They are intending a certain means to
an end; the condomizers do not desire the infertility nor does the detonator
desire the death of the passengers but they both choose those realities as means
to their ends.

In sum, my reasons for holding that a condom used by fertile spouses is
always contraceptive are the following and should be clear from the above. A
condom used by heterosexuals prevents semen from being deposited in the vagina.
The deposit of semen is precisely what penetration is meant to achieve and the
purpose of semen and sperm is precisely impregnation. Thus a condom violates the
purpose of penetration and the purpose of semen. The prevention of the deposit
of semen in the vagina and its pregnancy-causing powers are inherent to the use
of condoms by heterosexuals, as intrinsic to the condom as calories are to hot
dogs, lameness is to amputation, slowing down is to braking, broken windows are
to rocks hurtled through them, death of passengers is to exploded planes. Thus,
whether or not spouses desire the infertility caused by the condom, they are
choosing it; it cannot be considered a side effect of the use of the condom.
Although their primary intention is to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV,
the means that they have chosen is a contraceptive means and thus they are
choosing to do something immoral for the sake of something moral. If this
analysis is correct, a condom could not morally be used by heterosexuals to
reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV, not only because it is not unitive but
also because it is contraceptive.
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V.
Definition of Contraception





Rhonheimer’s understanding of what constitutes a contra-ceptive act influences
his assessment of the contraceptive nature of the condom. In response to
Benedict Guevin, who advanced the same position that I do here, that the condom
“alter[s] the finality of the sexual act,” Rhonheimer insists that Humanae
vitae does not teach that the sexual act must remain physically
open to the transmission of human life. He states that “the required
‘openness’ of the marital act to the transmission of human life must be of an intentional
kind: nothing must be done to use the gift of sexuality in a way incompatible
with a will to serve the transmission of human life”(36)
(emphasis added). Rhonheimer believes that if Humanae vitae in its
insistence that each and every conjugal act retain its ordination to the
transmission of human life were referring to the necessity of honoring the
physical finality of the sexual act, it could not consistently permit the use of
natural family planning.

I, on the other hand, believe that Humanae vitae refers precisely to
the physical ordination of the marital act in its defini-tion of contraception
because it is a human physical act defining of marriage and thus infused with
human values. I also believe that there is no inconsistency in requiring that
spouses not alter the natural ordination of their acts during the times of
fertility and permitting the use of natural family planning or the con-finement
of one’s sexual acts to the infertile period. I have written elsewhere about how
the use of the phrase “open to human life” to translate “ad
vitam procreandam per se destinatus”(37)
is misleading because “open” seems to suggest the need for spouses to
be subjectively desiring to accept a child (and that is indeed often a good)
when the text simply requires that the sexual acts retain their natural
ordination to fertility. Neither contraceptors nor users of NFP are
“open” to procreation in the immediate sense of desiring a child and
such lack of openness is not wrong and in fact can be a result of the exercise
of responsible
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parenthood. But contraceptors have chosen means that violate the good of
procreation: contraception seeks to “rob” sexual acts of their natural
fertility or ordination to procreation (and of their expression of total
self-giving). Sexual acts during the infertile time do not “rob”
otherwise fertile acts of their fertility. The infertility is not the result of
a choice by the spouses; the infertility exists independently of any choice of
theirs (and they give all that they have to give and thus are totally
self-giving). They choose to take advantage of their infertility but they do not
cause it. In fact, insofar as they have done nothing to thwart the fertility of
their sexual acts, they are still fully respecting the fertility of their acts
both when they refrain from altering potentially fertile acts to be infertile
and when they engage in sexual intercourse during the infertile time, acts that
retain a somewhat more symbolic ordination to new life. What Humanae vitae
condemns is doing something to prevent acts that may be procreative from being
procreative. Such would not be a proper description of what those using natural
family planning do.

Rhonheimer makes remarks that seem to correspond with the above analysis: he
describes the real evil of contraception as “to want to have sex and at the
same time to prevent its procreative consequences; to avoid, therefore,
modifying one’s bodily, sexual behavior in a chaste way for reasons of
procreative responsibility, thus depriving sexual acts of their full marital
meaning which includes both the unitive and the procreative dimension.”(38)
Because those using condoms to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV do not
“want” to prevent procreative consequences, Rhonheimer argues that
they are not contracepting. I, on the other hand, argue that they are
nonetheless choosing to do something that directly prevents procreative
consequences and thus are contracepting.
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Strangely, Rhonheimer does not recommend that HIV-infected spouses confine
their acts of conjugal intercourse to the infertile periods, in which at least
the contraceptive power of the condom would not be in play as a side-effect.
Moreover, Rhonheimer’s reasoning would seem to permit some other acts generally
considered by Catholics who are in line with the magisterium to be against the
moral principles of the Church. Would Rhonheimer think a male could use a
nonperforated condom to collect semen for fertility testing? Indeed, would
masturbation to acquire semen for fertility testing be moral? Could it be said
that that the masturbator was not intending the solitary orgasm—that it is the
side effect of semen gathering?(39)

Indeed, it is odd that neither Rhonheimer nor others who argue for the
morality of using the condom to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV address
the question of the morality of using a condom to reduce the risk of
transmitting other sexually transmitted diseases. Clearly, the importance of not
transmitting the HIV is heightened because the HIV causes AIDS which is fatal;
nonetheless, medications are increasing the lifespans of those who have the HIV.
Although other STDs are not lethal (though the connection of the HPV, the human
papillomavirus, with cervical cancer may qualify it as a life-threatening STD),
they can cause lifetime infections and inconvenience. Isn’t the intent not to
transmit nonfatal STDs similar to the intent not to transmit the HIV?
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VI.
Other uses of Condoms





A) Therapeutic?





The question naturally arises whether the use of the condom by HIV-infected
spouses is similar to the use of infertility-causing hormones to treat various
female conditions. Rhonheimer acknowledges that there is not a true parallel
between the use of a condom and the use of contraceptives for therapeutic
reasons because the condom does not have therapeutic power; it cures no
diseases, whereas hormones taken by women to treat various conditions can in
fact treat those conditions. But Rhonheimer does maintain that there is an
analogy between the use of condoms to reduce the risk of transmitting the HIV
and the use of contracepting hormones to treat various conditions.

Let’s consider what we might learn about the use of condoms to reduce the
risk of transmitting the HIV from the therapeutic use of contracepting hormones.
First let me state that I think it is not precise to speak of women “taking
contraceptives” or even “contracepting” hormones to treat certain
conditions. If a prepubescent girl had her ovaries removed, it would be strange
to speak of that removal as a “contracepting act” or to speak of all
her future acts of sexual intercourse as contracepted acts: rather, the surgery
was an act that rendered her infertile. Similarly, to treat certain conditions
women take hormones that cause infertility; taking the hormones is not a
contraceptive act. Those same hormones are contraceptive only when used in
reference to a sexual act and the women are not taking them in reference to a
sexual act; they do become infertile but they do not contracept. So I am going
to speak of women taking “infertility-causing hormones” to treat
certain conditions. These may be the same hormones that are present in the pill,
but a woman using them therapeutically is not taking a contraceptive; she is
taking hormones. If a male not engaging in sexual intercourse were to put a
condom over his penis to protect it from making contact with something that
could harm it, it would not be right to say
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that he was using a “contraceptive” for protective purposes, for in
this instance the condom is not contraceptive.

Consider the case of a woman—let’s call her Jill—who uses hormones to
reduce endometriosis, hormones that at the same time render her infertile. If
Jill is not sexually active, clearly her act has no contraceptive effect because
there need to be sexual acts for a contraceptive effect to take place. The
object of her act is not intrinsically contraceptive in the same way that the
use of a condom by fertile heterosexuals is intrinsically contraceptive. She
takes hormones to reduce the growth of her endometrium. The hormones have an
intrinsic ordination to stopping ovulation and to rendering her infertile but
they do not have an intrinsic ordination to rendering sexual acts infertile. The
endometrium-reducing hormones are also ovulation-stopping hormones but Jill is
not stopping ovulation as a means to reducing the growth of her endometrium and
certainly she is not choosing contracepted acts of sexual intercourse as a means
to reducing the growth of her endometrium. Jill takes the hormones completely
without reference to sexual acts. She in fact may never engage in sexual
intercourse. Thus her taking of the hormones does not intrinsically have the
ordination of rendering sexual acts infertile; the infertility of any future
sexual acts would truly be side-effects of her choices, and even remote side
effects.

Spouses who use a condom to reduce the risk of the transmission of the HIV,
on the other hand, do so precisely to enable a sexual act to take place in which
they would not otherwise participate. They are treating no disease; the condom
performs no therapeutic purpose; the spouses would not use the condom were they
not engaging in an act of “sexual intercourse.” 





B) Perforated Condoms





I accept that it is morally permissible for a husband to use a perforated condom
for the purpose of collecting semen for testing of fertility. The fact that some
semen is deposited achieves the unitive meaning of the sexual act and respects
the procreative meaning of the sexual act. Thus, I think it would also be
morally
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permissible for a husband attempting not to transmit a STD to make use of a
perforated condom. Since some semen would be deposited in the vagina, there
would be a completed act of sexual intercourse, but since less semen than usual
would be deposited, the risk of transmission would be reduced. 





C) Condomized Sexual Intercourse by Prostitutes and Fornicators





Let us turn to the question whether a condom would make the sexual acts of
fornicators and prostitutes who have the HIV less evil. The question seems to be
which is a “lesser evil”:(40) (1) an
act of fornication or prostitution that threatens to spread a lethal disease
(which is a sin against justice) or (2) a quasi-onanistic/ masturbatory act such
as condomized sexual intercourse (which is a sin against chastity). It is a
difficult decision to make for many reasons. If one employs the principle of
doing the lesser evil, how does one determine which is the lesser evil?

The principle of choosing the lesser evil means that when one is faced with
doing an act that will necessarily result in evil, one should choose the lesser
evil. If one were choosing between doing two physical evils, certainly one
should choose the lesser evil; if one had to choose between breaking a lock or
destroying a door to get into a room, generally one should choose to break the
lock, assuming the lock is less expensive than the door. The principle can also
be applied to moral evils but it does not mean that it is moral to perform a
small moral evil to avoid a larger moral evil for that would mean to do moral
evil to achieve good, which is never permitted. For instance, it would not be
moral to fornicate to prevent a murder (a lesser moral evil for a greater one).
Nor may one do a small moral evil to avoid a large physical or
“ontological” evil; for instance, one may not get a sterilization to
prevent a health-threatening pregnancy (a moral evil to avoid a serious physical
evil).

There is a way that the principle applies somewhat tangentially to moral
evils. A small lie is a lesser moral evil than a big lie (all
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other things being equal: see below) since it is worse to sin against the
truth in a big way rather than in a small way. Both, however, are moral evils,
and one should never choose to do any moral evil. Thus, to tell a small lie
rather than a big lie would be to choose a lesser evil—nonetheless one should
not tell small lies or large lies.

Often the question about the use of condoms is treated as a question of the
lesser evil: it is argued that a condomized act of sexual intercourse for the
purposes of reducing the risk of transmitting the HIV is a lesser evil than a
noncondomized act of sexual intercourse that risks transmitting the HIV. To
assess that claim we need to consider how one evaluates the morality of sexual
acts.

One way of comparing sexual acts is in respect to their
“naturalness,” in respect to their relative fullness as “human
acts.” By this standard, an act of masturbation is a worse moral evil than
an act of fornication since an act of masturbation is a solitary act and thus
contradicts the other-directed essence of human, moral sexual intercourse. A
masturbator engages in a less “full” human act than a fornicator. By
the standard of naturalness, one would do less evil to fornicate than to
masturbate.

But all acts, including sexual acts, can be compared with reference to the
harmfulness of the consequences. A small lie may have worse consequences than a
big lie (a small lie being one that deviates only a little from the truth and a
big lie being one that deviates a great deal from the truth). It deviates only
slightly from the truth to say that someone left at 11:05 rather than at 11:00
but if that piece of information might convict an innocent man of a grave crime
that small lie would be worse than many big lies. In fact, one could also choose
more or less harmful ways of performing what is essentially the same action:
robbing a bank with a phony gun is less evil than robbing a bank with a real
gun. Hitting a woman who is wearing a helmet with a baseball bat is less evil
than hitting a woman who is not. Minimalizing the physical evil or the
possibility of physical evil would be a lesser evil physically and thus morally
as well.

Sexual acts can be compared in respect to the harm that they do. Thus an act
of fornication that risks transmitting or contract-
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ing a STD is worse than an act that does not. Thus, if one had a choice
between fornicating with someone who does not have an STD and someone who does,
it would be a lesser evil to choose the partner without the STD.

So does this analysis help evaluate the use of condoms to reduce the risk of
transmitting the HIV? As I have argued above, condomized fornication is nearly
equivalent to mutual mastur-bation since neither results in a completed act of
sexual intercourse; condomized fornication, however, at least simulates a
completed act of sexual intercourse and perhaps is less evil for that reason. As
sources of physical evil, perhaps both mutual masturbation and condomized
fornication are less evil than simple fornication since both have less risk of
resulting in pregnancy and the transmission of sexually transmitted diseases.
Thus, which is worse: engaging in an act that is defective as a human act (an
act of condomized fornication) or an act that potentially does significant harm
(an act of noncondomized fornication by the fertile or those having an STD)?
Perhaps condomized fornication is a lesser moral evil, but it is still clearly a
moral evil.

These considerations also shed light on proper public policy; should condoms
be distributed to reduce the risk of the transmission of the HIV? Again, some
analogies may be helpful. If there were a rash of bank robberies that are deadly
because the robbers use real guns with real bullets, perhaps the authorities
should try to distribute phony guns or phony bullets, or if there were a rash of
men hitting women with baseball bats, perhaps authorities should distribute
helmets. I would recommend neither, but there is a certain logic to those
proposals similar to the logic of distributing condoms. But would the Church
want to put its energy into that effort or into the effort of convincing people
not to rob banks and not to hit women and not to engage in lethal
disease-transmitting sex?
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VII. What Is All the Fuss About?





The above is an examination of the question of the morality of the use of
condoms to reduce the risk of the transmission of the HIV. While I believe that
those who think HIV-infected spouses may morally use a condom are wrong, I
believe this is a legitimate question raised by those who are faithful to the
magisterium and that the discussions up to this point have helped clarify not
only this matter but some related extremely important issues as well (e.g., what
kind of act is necessary for consummation and what it means for an act to be
unitive). This discussion is directed primarily at those trained in the mode of
analyzing the morality of actions developed in the Catholic tradition. It is
doubtful that the analysis will have much persuasive power for those unfamiliar
with that tradition. It is highly probable that it will have nearly no
persuasive impact on most of those who are at risk of transmitting or
contracting the HIV. Nonetheless, the complaint that the Catholic Church is
wrong to oppose the distribution of condoms to stop the spread of the HIV is a
bit puzzling, when probed. After all, the vast majority of those who have the
HIV contracted it by having sexual intercourse outside of marriage; many are
homosexuals or men unfaithful to their wives or fornicators. Does anyone think
that these men are not using condoms because the Catholic Church says they
should not? Are there any social-service organizations or governments which do
not distribute condoms because the Church disapproves of them?

Perhaps the charge is that Catholic hospitals, social-service organizations,
and educational institutions should be distributing condoms. But the Church
thinks the real solution is chastity before marriage and fidelity within. It
believes that with God’s grace we can control our sexual appetites. It seems
unreasonable that a world that promotes dropping condoms from the sky (many of
them defective) and accepts the fornication and promiscuity that led to the
problem of the HIV and its ravages should expect the Church to join that
disastrous program.

The Church remains firm in her conviction that human beings are fully capable
of living in accord with the morality demanded
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by the reality of human sexual intercourse. When they do not do so, the
results are, as I said, disastrous. No doubt Rhonheimer and I agree fully on
this matter.
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TWO RIVAL VERSIONS OF SEXUAL VIRTUE:

SIMON BLACKBURN AND JOHN PAUL II ON LUST AND CHASTITY
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FOR THE NEW YORK Public Library’s lecture series on the seven deadly sins,
British philosopher Simon Blackburn provided an analysis and defense of lust.
Published by Oxford University Press, his lecture is a short but witty and
provocative monograph easily accessible to the educated public and, at the same,
of real philosophical interest both for its erudition and for its
misunderstandings. Blackburn argues for the rehabilitation of lust, attempting
to move it from the category of vice to that of virtue.(1)
Doing so, of course, means disarming the opposition to lust characteristic of
traditional moral perspectives, and so his essay is as polemical as it is
constructive. Despite the persuasiveness of his rhetoric, however, a deep
confusion attends his efforts and renders opaque the central points in the
dispute between him and his polemical targets. Furthermore, once the outlines of
the debate become clear, the superiority of his account over more traditional
ones appears much less obvious than his presentation suggests.

In this essay, I first identify
Blackburn’s confusion as a “grammatical” one and draw out its
consequences for his argument. I next articulate more precisely than Blackburn
does the concepts of lust and chastity as they operate both within his 
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own moral outlook and within a
traditional outlook he identifies as a polemical target. Finally, I consider in
more detail some key points of contention between those two moral perspectives
and suggest reasons why one may find the traditional account more attractive
than Blackburn allows, even on his own terms.

 



I. Blackburn’s Grammatical Confusion





A) Blackburn’s Polemical Targets





Blackburn leaves no doubt that his chief polemical target is the traditional
teaching of the Christian churches on sexuality, and he implies just as strongly
that the contemporary teaching of the Catholic Church is inseparable from that
which has gone before and just as reprehensible. Among his foes he lists the
Puritans, “old men of the deserts,” and the “pallid and envious
confessors of Rome” (3). He devotes one chapter (chapter 2,
“Excess”) to criticism of Aquinas, two more to a broader critique of
Christian teaching on sexuality (chapter 5, “The Christian Panic”; and
chapter 6, “The Legacy”), and a third very short one to a sarcastic
dismissal of current Catholic teaching on contraception (chapter 7, “What
Nature Intended”). Clearly, Blackburn means to contrast his account of lust
with that of the traditional Christian, and specifically Catholic, moral
outlook.

Because Blackburn’s argument is
polemical—he means to “rescue” the concept of lust from false
construals of it—its success depends at least partially on the accuracy of his
interpretation of his opponents and of the contentions in dispute. It is at this
point that I believe he fails, because his argument suffers from a fatal
confusion. To demonstrate this failure, I will depend on the recent teaching of
Pope John Paul II on human sexuality as representing the current state of
Catholic magisterial teaching on the subject, and on older treatments as found
in Aquinas and his followers. Blackburn has, to all appearances, both of these
sources in his sights, and so they constitute a fair resource for getting
clearer about the issues in dispute.
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B) The Confusion

Fundamentally, Blackburn’s confusion
is grammatical.(2) That is to say, his criticisms
fail to use the concepts of lust and, by implication, chastity in the way
prescribed by the moral grammars of the traditions he attacks. By attributing a
“moral grammar” to these traditions, I mean to suggest that their
reflective adherents do not use concepts such as those of the various virtues or
those related to human nature in a simply ad hoc or adventitious manner.
Instead, they use them according to implicit and complex patterns of connection
and interconnection that enable them to make sense of themselves and the world.
The grammatical patterns of a spoken language provide an analogy to such
conceptual patterns and suggest the heuristic device of a “moral
grammar.”

A moral grammar, then, describes the
ways in which relevant concepts can be related to one another in a moral
tradition to make sense of its outlook. Like the grammars of spoken languages,
moral grammars are seldom explicitly articulated by those who rely on them.
Nonetheless, those native to a tradition can often spot the nonsensical use of
concepts belonging to it, and such nonsense may reveal a basic confusion about
the way those concepts are properly connected to one another in the tradition.
Blackburn’s confusion is of this sort—most of those who find their moral
vocabulary in some traditional outlook will recognize Blackburn’s use of
“lust” to denote a virtue as simple nonsense—and so to diagnose and
remedy it we need to articulate more explicitly certain features of the moral
grammars belonging to the traditions he excoriates.

“Lust,” in the Christian and
specifically Catholic moral traditions Blackburn targets, is properly employed
to indicate sexual desire that lacks appropriate direction to the real human
goods it can obtain, and it has its primary opposing virtue in 
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chastity, which is properly employed
to indicate rightly ordered sexual desire. Gluttony and temperance about food
share the same grammatical relations with reference to eating: gluttony names a
disordered desire for food or for eating and temperance indicates a properly
ordered desire for food. Given these conceptual patterns, then, attempts to
rehabilitate lust as a virtue can only produce nonsense, since they would
necessarily violate the rules that relate lust to chastity and both to sexual
desire. But that is just what Blackburn tries to do, attempting to “lift
[lust] from the category of sin to that of virtue” (3).

This quixotic project seems possible
to Blackburn only because he mistakes the role “lust” plays in
traditional moral grammars, thinking of it as a descriptive rather than
as a normative concept. This distinction reflects some of the basic
patterns of Blackburn’s own Humean-style moral grammar. In An Enquiry
concerning the Principles of Morals, Hume’s method of presenting the
virtues generally requires him first to describe a trait and then to evaluate it
for usefulness. He defines a virtue as “whatever mental action or quality
gives to a spectator the pleasing sentiment of appro-bation.”(3)
One describes a virtue, then, by first identifying a particular mental quality
and then establishing its usefulness or agreeableness to oneself or others. One
thus moves from descrip-tive to normative concepts.

This two-level process, beginning with
a quality and then moving to its value, reappears in Blackburn’s presentation of
traditional views. Implicit in his rehabilitative efforts is the notion that
“lust” in traditional moral grammars simply indicates desire for
sexual pleasure for its own sake—that is to say, a mental quality that may or
may not turn out to be useful or agreeable. As a simple desire, of course, lust
would have no opposing virtue. Just as hunger has its absence as its only
opposite, so sexual desire would have its absence as its only opposite. This
assumption sometimes becomes all but explicit. For example, in defense of lust
Blackburn argues that “lust is not merely useful but essential. 
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We would none of us be here without
it” (ibid.). Clearly, none of us would be here without sexual desire in
some sense, but there is no good reason to think that disordered sexual
desire is necessary for our coming into existence.(4)
Blackburn’s defense here works only if lust is identified simply with sexual
desire. Con-sequently, he apparently imagines that the condemnations of lust
found in Aquinas or contemporary magisterial teaching necessarily advocate the
elimination of sexual desire. But that reading is demonstrably false, even given
Blackburn’s implicit distinction between normative and descriptive concepts.

Consider first Aquinas. The question
on chastity(5) in the Summa Theologica
is placed in the discussion of temperance, which is a virtue that regulates
desires for pleasures, shaping them according to reason. As a “subjective
part,” or specification, of temperance, chastity is not the absence of
desire for sexual pleasure but a disposition to properly ordered sexual
desire.(6) Aquinas goes so far as to identify
insensibility, the total rejection of some kind of legitimate pleasure, as a
vice for those not under special discipline (for example, the sick, athletes,
penitents, and contemplatives).(7)

Lust is the vice opposed to chastity
in the other extreme. Lust, like chastity, has “venereal pleasures” as
its matter, so that lust properly speaking indicates a disposition of the person
with respect to venereal pleasures,(8) but lust
cannot be identified simply with a desire for venereal pleasures. Aquinas argues
that “the use of venereal acts can be without sin, provided they be
performed in due manner and order, in keeping with the end of human
procreation.”(9) Not even the transmission
of original sin can make
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the venereal act sinful.(10)
If such acts can be done without sin, surely they can be desired without sin. So
if a desire for a venereal act is sinful, it is because the act desired is
disordered, not because it is sexual. Therefore, for Aquinas, “lust”
does not name sexual desire simply but instead the disorder of sexual desire,
and the opposite of lust is not the elimination of desire but the proper
ordering of it. Employing the concept “lust” without reference to
these normative aspects will, in Aquinas’s moral grammar, simply produce
nonsense.

Similarly, for the current Catholic
magisterium as represented by John Paul II’s Theology of the Body,
“lust” plays a normative and not merely a descriptive role. In fact,
John Paul explicitly distinguishes the “psychological” from the
“biblical” or “theological” meaning of lust.(11)
A purely psychological perspective describes lust “as an intense
inclination toward the object because of its … sexual value” or
“the subjective intensity of straining toward the object because of its
sexual character.”(12) The biblical or
theological meaning, on the other hand, moves beyond the fact of desire to its
manner. Following Christ’s condemnation of lust in the Sermon on the Mount, John
Paul employs it most frequently in its adverbial form (“looking
lustfully”), sometimes in an adjectival phrase (“man of lust”),
and seldom, if ever, as a noun.

Perhaps John Paul’s central insight
into the character of lust is its nature as a modification of a cognitive act.
“A look (or rather looking),” he says, “is in itself a cognitive
act,”(13) and it is a 
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particular manner of looking that
Christ condemns as lust. Looking is a kind of understanding; for me to look at
the body of another in its masculinity or femininity is for me to see that body
under a certain aspect, to see it as, for example, instrument,
obstacle, threat, or (as John Paul would have it) the effective sign of a person
oriented to self-gift. Any desire for pleasure related to the masculinity or
femininity of that body, then, receives its shape and form from the manner of my
looking. Since lust is best understood as a way of seeing the body of the other
that fails to grasp its genuine significance, its conceptual grammar requires,
in Blackburn’s terms, a normative and not a descriptive use. And since its
defect lies in the shape it gives apprehension of and desire for another’s body,
its opposite is not the absence of desire but instead properly ordered desire.

 



C) Consequences of Blackburn’s
Grammatical Confusion

Despite the obviousness of these
conceptual patterns for those who have read Aquinas and John Paul, Blackburn
begins with the apparent assumption that “lust” is a descriptive
concept that in itself requires no normative use. First get clear about the
phenomena lust describes, he seems to think, and then one can determine the kind
of moral evaluation it deserves. Importing this use of the concept into a
polemic against Christian condemnation of lust produces at least three related
consequences that imperil his project.

First, Blackburn fails to bring down
his polemical targets because his confusion renders him incapable of fairly
criticizing their arguments. For example, he faults Aquinas, as a representative
of the Christian tradition, for surreptitiously adding normative features, such
as excessiveness, to lust as a descriptive concept. Blackburn insists that
“the urge to inject something morally obnoxious into the definition”
is “not an innocent mistake,” because it provides a circular answer to
the question of the viciousness of lust (22). Such a question-begging response
is, assuredly, a “cheap victory: excessive desire is bad just because 
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it is excessive, not because it is
desire” (ibid.). But, of course, Aquinas never took the viciousness of lust
as an open question nor condemned it simply because it is desire, even sexual
desire. As the name of a vice, lust is a defective form of sexual desire; his
incorporation of excess into its definition is perfectly reasonable and
straightforward.

Blackburn reveals his confusion even
more clearly when he writes: “So we must not allow the critics of lust to
intrude the notion of excess, just like that. We no more criticize lust because
it can get out of hand, than we criticize hunger because it can lead to
gluttony, or thirst because it can lead to drunkenness” (27). Lust,
however, is a vice-concept in Aquinas’s moral grammar, and so parallel to
gluttony or drunkenness rather than to hunger or thirst. The latter have their
parallel in sexual desire itself. Blackburn’s omission of any mention of sexual
desire itself in this passage marks the confusion: if lust is a descriptive
concept naming a human power or capacity, then Blackburn should have
ready-to-hand virtue- and vice-concepts to mark its flourishing and its
disorder.

Yet another passage demonstrates that
Blackburn’s grammatical confusion undermines his attempts to refute traditional
condemnations of lust. He writes: “If we talk of excess, it seems we ought
to be able to contrast it with some idea of a just and proportionate sexuality:
one that has an appropriate intensity, short of obsession but more than
indifference, and directed at an appropriate object… . So it would seem
quite wrong to say that lust is in and of itself bound to be excessive”
(23). Of course, Aquinas and, especially, John Paul do contrast lust with a
“just and proportionate sexuality,” but they call the latter chastity,
not lust. Blackburn calls here for a properly ordered lust, and such a thing is
simple nonsense in the moral grammars he is criticizing, since, if it were a
properly ordered sexual desire, it could not be a disordered sexual desire, as
lust is.

One path through this confusion
consists in a reflection on the conceptual patterns native to Aquinas’s thought.
His approach to the virtues differs from Blackburn’s Humean-style method in at
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least two relevant respects. First,
Aquinas recommends virtues not because of their agreeableness or usefulness, but
because they are the perfections of certain human powers.(14)
Thus, whether a given habit is a virtue depends on its reliably inclining an
agent to a kind of act that is constitutive of the agent’s good rather than on
its consequences or estimability.(15) A
description of a virtue, for Aquinas, is a description of a human power
habitually directed by reason to its good. Second, the relevant powers
themselves are not virtues or vices because one can exercise them in both good
and evil acts.(16) But the concept of a power is
not thereby a purely “descriptive” concept, since one must describe
powers by reference to those goods proper to them.(17)
For these two reasons, Blackburn’s attempt to read Aquinas through an alien
conceptual pattern distinguishing descriptions of mental qualities from
normative evaluations of them is bound to produce confusion.

Furthermore, Aquinas insists that
“the good of moral virtue consists in the rule of reason,”(18)
since the practical intellect apprehends the good as it bears on activity.(19)
For humans, of course, the final good is happiness.(20)
Consequently, virtues incline one to actions and desires consistent with
happiness as reason rightly apprehends it and exclude actions and desires
inconsistent with one’s true end. One might think that such a view of virtue is
overly intellectualistic and likely to exclude common human pleasures and
affects. As if to affirm that impression, Aquinas says of chastity that “it
takes its name from the fact that reason chastises concupiscence,
which, like a child, needs curbing.”(21)
But Aquinas’s depiction of virtues as dispositions ruled by reason does not
entail that affects like pleasure are contrary to virtue. Speaking of
temperance, for example, he says, “Since, however, man as such is a
rational being, it follows that those pleasures are 
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becoming to man which are in
accordance with reason. From such pleasures temperance does not withdraw him,
but from those which are contrary to reason.”(22)
Chastity is a species of temperance, and so it follows that, for Aquinas, the
virtue of chastity only chastises disordered desires that take pleasures
contrary to the human good as their object. To make this move, he must
differentiate between kinds of pleasure by reference to their divergent
relations to one’s good,(23) and that
distinction depends on a moral grammar that does not, like Blackburn’s, rigidly
distinguish between descriptive and normative assertions about human powers and
qualities.

Blackburn’s criticisms of traditional
accounts of lust like Aquinas’s miss their mark on several levels because,
against the rules of traditional moral grammars, he attempts to use lust as a
purely descriptive concept. But that confusion also has consequences for his
more positive account of lust. Because both Blackburn and the Catholics he
criticizes view sexual desire as a natural power or capacity of human persons,
both must include in their moral grammars concepts that allow one to speak of
its perfection in the flourishing of a human person as well as its disordered
states. The structures of their moral grammars are, in this way, parallel,
though Blackburn’s confusion obscures that point. Because Blackburn does not
always clearly recognize that structural similarity, his instructions for
speaking normatively of sexual desire remain in the shadows of his polemics.
Nonetheless, the instructions are there, and they represent a mirror image of
the traditional accounts.

Despite arguing in chapter 2 that lust
is a basic power or capacity of human persons like hunger and thirst, and so
that it constitutes the material for virtue and vice rather than being virtue or
vice itself, Blackburn in his introduction asserts his intention to elevate lust
“from the category of sin to that of virtue” (3). For the nature of a
virtue, he appeals to David Hume, 
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who, he says, thought of a virtue
“as any quality of mind ‘useful or agreeable to the person himself or to
others’” (ibid.). Hume’s understanding of the nature of virtue may be
idiosyncratic among the virtue traditions, but nonetheless it enjoins the
normative use of virtue concepts. So Blackburn clearly instructs his reader here
to use “lust” normatively, rather than merely descriptively.

His definition of lust provides
further evidence for his grammatical intent. Lust, he argues, is
“enthusiastic desire, desire that infuses the body, for sexual activity and
its pleasures for their own sake” (19). By including a certain intensity
(“enthusiastic”) and a certain motivation or ordering of goals
(“for their own sake”) in his definition, he uses it not to describe a
basic human power or capacity but to mark out one way such a capacity can be
developed and to recommend it to his reader as its proper form. And, in Humean
fashion, he decries the consequences of malformed lust in terms of the fears and
politics to which they lead: “in the twentieth century it was not too
difficult to transfer these fears onto other degenerates who are supposed to
predate on the purity of male Aryan manhood, sapping and impurifying precious
bodily fluids, with the consequences we all know. Fear of lust quickly
translates into fearful politics” (78).

The place of this observation in
Blackburn’s text underscores its significance. After defining lust and arguing
against the importation of normative features into it, Blackburn surveys the
advantages and disadvantages of ancient Greek views on lust and then, in
successive chapters, describes the “Christian panic,” its
“legacy” in misogyny, the absurdity of Catholic teaching on
contraception, and finally “some consequences” of the whole story. He
finishes his account of the consequences with the reference to the Holocaust
quoted above. Clearly, Christian attempts to deprive lust of its proper ordering
to the pleasures of sexual activity for their own sake constitute, almost
literally, a deadly sin. This story, of course, assumes a normative use of the
concept “lust.”

Furthermore, Blackburn’s specification
of the kind of sexual pleasure his definition assumes betrays a normative
intent. 
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Drawing on Thomas Hobbes and Thomas
Nagel,(24) Blackburn argues that lust is a
desire for a reciprocal perceptual pleasure that results in a “Hobbesian
unity,” a concept he derives from one of Hobbes’s less-famous texts. As far
as I know, Blackburn’s use of the term is original to him—Nagel, for instance,
does not mention it—and, given Hobbes’s reputation, it may not sound too
pleasant.(25) “Nasty, brutish, and
short” comes to mind.

Blackburn’s point, however, is not
really so foreign. He is pointing to a kind of synergy one sometimes experiences
in a complex cooperative activity. Basketball players, for example, sometimes
seem to themselves to experience a common mind and a common agency, executing
complex maneuvers that require them not only to perceive their teammates
accurately but also to perceive how their teammates perceive them. Blackburn
compares the pleasures of a Hobbesian unity to the pleasures of making music
together in a quartet, as the musicians sense and respond to one another in a
mutuality that makes their music-making a “communion” (89). Other
examples could easily be multiplied, including jazz ensembles, some
conversations, and the call and response of certain preachers and congregations
in African-American Christian communities. In each case, the participants
achieve some kind of significant unity or communion through mutual perception,
intention, and choice.

Lust, according to Blackburn, is a
desire for a Hobbesian unity achieved through the partners’ mutual perception of
their increasing sexual desire for one another. In other words, one desires
another and perceives that the other’s perception of one’s desire produces an
excitement and reciprocal desire that increases one’s own desire and so forth in
a kind of feedback loop (88-89). Noting that “pleasures here are not just
bodily sensations” but instead “delights of the mind” (88),
Blackburn observes that “bodily contact may not even be necessary”
(91).
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But surely these are not the only
pleasures of sexual activity, some of which are, rather, frankly bodily
sensations, and surely one can desire those bodily sensations as the object of
one’s lust. Given these considerations, Blackburn’s attempt to narrow the
“pleasures” in his definition to the complicated mental machina-tions
he describes can only constitute a violation of his earlier instructions to
treat lust as a descriptive term and to avoid importing normative features into
it. His identification of one set of pleasures available in sexual activity as
the proper objects of lust implicitly divides lust into proper and improper
forms. Nevertheless, the normative nature of this account of the pleasures of
lust does not become explicit, and a reader may easily see it as a simple and
straightforwardly descriptive analysis of a concept. Blackburn himself, then,
does not abide by his stricture against a normative use of “lust,” and
yet that stricture occludes for the reader Blackburn’s own normative proposals.

More importantly, Blackburn obscures
the true point of contention between himself and the “old men of the
deserts” (3). He covers himself with a mantle of emancipation and of
humanistic good sense in his final paragraph:

So
everything is all right… . By understanding it for what it is, we can
reclaim lust for humanity, and we can learn that lust best flourishes when it is
unencumbered by bad philosophy and ideology, by falsities, by controls, by
distortions, by corruptions and perversions and suspicions, which prevent its
freedom of flow… . And when we remember the long train of human crimes that
have ensued on getting it wrong, it is surely worth getting right. (133)





He claims to be defending lust against those who denigrate it for ideological
(by which he seems to mean religious) and philosophical reasons. But, of course,
that characterization of the dispute appears plausible only to someone who fails
to recognize that “lust” requires a normative use. Once that
grammatical point becomes plain, one can easily see that Blackburn and the old
men represent not oppressor and liberator but two opposing accounts of the
proper ordering of sexual desire. Substitute “disordered sexual
desire” for “lust,” and one must admit that Blackburn’s
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argument, at the deepest level, relies on the same grammatical structure as
that of the old men.

Thus, even if one grants a descriptive use of the concept of sexual desire,
Blackburn cannot confine his use of the concept merely to that level, since
sexual desire can take a variety of forms. Improperly formed sexual desire
(called “lust” by the old men and remaining nameless for Blackburn) is
a vice opposed, at one extreme, by a virtue that consists in the proper ordering
of sexual desire (called “chastity” by the old men and
“lust” by Blackburn). The dispute, then, is not about the status of
lust but about the proper shape of sexual desire and the forms its dis-ordering
take. On this substantive level, Blackburn is every bit as much the moralist
about sex as those whose judgments he deplores. The final evaluation of his
project rests on a judgment about rival accounts of the virtue having to do with
sexual desire. And that judgment requires a clearer and more explicit exposition
of those rival accounts than he is prepared to give. In the last section, I will
argue that, in fact, John Paul’s analysis of chastity has more to commend it to
many reasonable people than does Blackburn’s celebration of lust. But I must
begin with a more systematic description of their opposing grammars of virtuous
sexual desire.

 



II.
Two Rival Versions of Virtuous Sexual Desire





A) Blackburn on Lust





According to Blackburn, properly ordered sexual desire is “active and
excited desire for the pleasures of sexual activity” for their own sake. He
specifies the appropriate pleasures as those which consist in the mutual
awareness that each partner’s sexual arousal is a cause of sexual arousal in the
other. Because this account of sexual desire describes “delights of the
mind” as its object, it has the remarkable consequence of making actual
bodily
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contact unnecessary for properly ordered sexual activity.(26)
As long as two persons can perceive the feedback loop of their mutual sexual
arousal, sexual desire has found its object and may not eventuate in bodily
contact at all. Sexual desire, then, is a desire not for bodily activity but
instead for a certain kind of mutual awareness, perception, or consciousness,
though one “dominated by the body” (89). Blackburn’s account, as I
suppose one might expect from a philosopher, turns out to be quite cerebral.

There are several ways lust can go
wrong, according to Blackburn. One might fail to desire sexual pleasure with
enough enthusiasm; perhaps we could call this the vice of insensitivity
(17). Or one might fail to desire the right kind of pleasure; for example, one
might desire simply the pleasure of the bodily sensations (88) or the experience
of one’s own power to please (91). Perhaps we could call those failures the
vices of brutishness and boorishness. Fear of
comparison with others might make one too shy to initiate or respond
appropriately in the feedback loop of sexual arousal, and suspicion
might keep one from perceiving accurately one’s partner’s arousal at one’s own
desire for him or her (ibid.). One partner may dominate the other by
compelling the other to produce the signs of arousal, though such domination
can, in some circumstances, also prove to be a valuable education (90).

Blackburn turns to Martha Nussbaum’s
essay “Objectification” to consider the feminist view that various
forms of “objectification” comprise the paradigmatic vices of sexual
desire and activity.(27) Nussbaum describes
seven modes of objectification, 
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including instrumentality, denial of
autonomy, inertness, fungi-bility, violability, ownership, and denial of
subjectivity.(28) Like Nussbaum, Blackburn
believes that in certain contexts of mutu-ality, reciprocity, and love most or
all of these modes of objecti-fication can be permissible and even praiseworthy.
He notes that in many cases, apparent objectification in sexual activity is not
genuinely objectification, since the ecstasy of a Hobbesian unity means the
participants are so lost to themselves and their partners that they cease to be
agents at all—they do not objectify their partners because they do not act towards
their partners (100).

He gives special attention, however,
to fungibility, that is, treating one’s sexual partner as interchangeable with
other objects. The apparent viciousness of fungibility underlies feminist
criticisms of pornography and prostitution. Blackburn admits of those forms of
sexual activity that “nobody is really going to say that they represent
lust at its best, since in neither of them is there a chance of Hobbesian
unity” (107). But, nevertheless, desire for the pleasures of pornography
and prostitution may be innocent, when those desires are for the pleasures of
imagining or playacting Hobbesian unity. So objectification, even in its most
problematic aspects, is not necessarily a vice.(29)

For Blackburn, then, the primary
principle of properly ordered sexual desire is Hobbesian unity. If Hobbesian
unity does not shape the desires in question, they cannot be “lust at its
best”; and, correlatively, any desire or activity that can serve Hobbesian
unity is, to that extent, properly ordered. In this argument, Blackburn simply
follows Nagel’s analysis of sexual perversion. Nagel argues that a sexual
perversion is a sexual desire or act that fails, at some level, to exhibit the
reciprocal relations Blackburn identifies as Hobbesian unity. But Nagel also
argues that judging a particular preference or act perverted may not entail
judging it morally bad, since there are other forms of evaluation besides the
moral and a judgment of perversion may be one of those.(30)
If 
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Blackburn follows Nagel here, too,
then his account need not be an account of chastity and lust, despite its
evaluative features. However, Blackburn explicitly announces his intent to place
lust in the catalog of virtues, and so when he wields the distinction between
sexual desire “at its best” and at less than its best he must be
making a distinction between the morally good and bad, the virtuous and the
vicious. Consequently, it is no misreading to identify Blackburn’s
“lust” as, in the vocabulary of traditional moral grammars, a kind of
chastity. Lust, for Blackburn, is the quality of sexual desire that makes it
good by directing it to its natural perfection, Hobbesian unity, with an intense
bodily enthusiasm.

B) John Paul II on Chastity

John Paul’s account of chastity also
takes a kind of interpersonal unity as its principle. But unlike Blackburn, John
Paul believes that a deeper and more robust form of unity than the Hobbesian is
available in the marital act. Drawing on the creation accounts in Genesis as
descriptions of fundamental realities in human experience, he argues that men
and women are capable of achieving a “unity through the body,”(31)
“uniting with each other (in the conjugal act) so closely as to become ‘one
flesh.’”(32)

Blackburn imagines only Aristophanes’
“fusion of two distinct persons” as the alternative to Hobbesian unity
(90), and rejects it because it seems to require the dissolving of independent
persons into some new amalgamation.(33) But John
Paul’s concept of sexual 
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union does not require that kind of
amalgamation, which he would surely see as the impossible communication of the
incommunicable reality of the person. In contrast to Blackburn, however, John
Paul believes not only that persons find their flourishing in communion but also
that their natural orientation to communion is written in their bodies. Men and
women individually possess a capacity to share in the generation of new life; as
they are united in the conjugal act, their separate capacities to share in
procreation become a single capacity to generate new life. They become one flesh
because they are equally subjects of one bodily capacity.

Of course, this one-flesh union is not
obviously an inter-personal union. On Blackburn’s account, for instance,
inter-personal union consists in mutual and reciprocal awareness of sexual
stimulation. Hobbesian unity, according to Blackburn, provides the deepest and
most intense interpersonal unity possible because, in all its forms, it is a
unity of minds in the delights of the mind. The body is necessary only to
overpower the normal activity of the mind and so produce a kind of mental
delight not otherwise possible. Lust makes the body a means to mental pleasure,
and reciprocal mental pleasures can unite persons.

What Blackburn leaves implicit but
must assume is that the mind somehow constitutes the person in a more
fundamental and direct way than the body. For if the body is constitutive of the
person, then interpersonal unity must be bodily as well as mental; and yet
Hobbesian unity is arrived at through “delights of the mind” (88). And
if the mind is more constitutive of the person than the body—if the body is
properly ordered to the mind’s pleasures as means to an end—then the one-flesh
union John Paul describes does not at all entail an interpersonal union.

But John Paul teaches that the body is
more than an instrument for the mind. Instead, the body is “a sign of the
person in the visible world.”(34) Thus, the
body has personal significance and not merely 
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instrumental
significance for human persons. Further, John Paul specifies the kind of sign
the body constitutes for the person. The body is not a demonstrative sign,
pointing beyond itself to the reality behind and apart from it, like a picture;
nor is it a performative sign, bringing about a new state of affairs, like a
wedding vow or judicial verdict. Instead, “the body, in its masculinity and
femininity, assumes the value of … a sacramental sign.”(35)
In Catholic theology, a sacrament is a sign that makes present and available for
response the reality it signifies. Of course, John Paul does not really mean to
add a new sacrament to the Church’s official list of seven. But he does believe
that the relation between body and person is analogous to that between a
sacramental sign and what it signifies; the body is a sacrament-like sign of the
person, one might say.

As one illustration of that relation,
consider Catholic articulations of the Eucharist, the most central of the
sacraments. According to Catholic theology, one does not have to go beyond those
elements appearing on the altar as bread and wine, for example, to find the
reality of Christ’s body and blood. Instead, one responds to Christ’s body by
responding to its presence as the Eucharistic Host.

Perhaps a different, less theological
analogy may further clarify John Paul’s thought. On a commonsense view of words
and thoughts, words make the speaker’s thoughts available for the listener’s
response. That is, if I want to respond to someone’s thoughts, I must respond to
his words and other signs, and in responding to his words I do nothing other
than respond to his thoughts. Even further, my own thoughts are often, and
perhaps usually, available to me for response only through my words, so that it
is frequently only after I have expressed myself verbally that I can say,
“Oh, that’s what I meant.”(36)
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So it is, claims John Paul, with the
body and the person. The body is the sacramental sign of the person because only
through it does the person became available for response to himself or herself
and to others. If I want to respond to someone, I must in some sense respond to
his or her body,(37) and even if I want to know
myself, I must in some sense respond to my body. The converse also holds: as I
respond to another’s body, I am re-sponding to that person. Consequently, a
bodily union is necessarily an interpersonal union because it is the mutual
employment of the sacrament-like sign by which persons become available to one
another.

John Paul’s account of chastity also
includes a particular concept of the fulfillment of a human person. The fathers
of the Second Vatican Council, in Gaudium et spes, insisted that human
persons find their flourishing only in a complete gift of self,(38)
and John Paul frequently alludes to that claim. The destiny of the human person,
he teaches, is self-gift, through which human persons reflect the eternal
self-giving love that is the life of the Holy Trinity and the mission of
self-giving love that led Jesus, the Incarnate Son of God, to the Cross and
vindicated him in the Resurrection. Human persons are made to give themselves to
others, and in that giving their own incommunicable personhood is not exhausted
but fulfilled. If human persons are by nature oriented to self-gift, and if the
body is the sign of the person, then one’s employment of that sign—one’s use of
one’s body—must 
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always facilitate and never obstruct
the movement to self-gift that provides the deepest goal for human action.(39)

As John Paul points out, the body
expresses the self-gift of the person in its own distinctive and characteristic
language.(40) Without the language of the body,
human persons would be unable to find their flourishing, because they would be
unable to communicate themselves to one another as gift, unable, that is, to
find themselves in a communion of persons. Everyone is familiar with a wide
variety of uses of the body to signify some aspect of self-gift and so to foster
communion. These bodily gestures, in the appropriate social context, become
signs that express or put into effect what they signify. If I want to give my
promise to an associate, for example, we shake hands. If I want to give my
greeting to an acquaintance, I wave. If I want to give my affection to a friend,
we embrace. And if I want to give my self totally to my spouse, we engage in the
marital act.(41)

Of course, that last sign differs in
significant ways from the other examples, each of which has a meaning that may
vary with culture, time, or place. John Paul’s reading of Genesis shows that,
from a biblical perspective, the significance of the marital act as a sign of
self-gift is inscribed in the femininity and masculinity of the human body
itself and so constitutes its objective meaning, no matter what subjective
meanings may be laid over it by those who employ it. God makes man and woman as
husband and wife so that their one-flesh union may be the visible sign in the
world of the eternal life of love that is the Trinity. Thus, John Paul insists
that the body, in its sexual differentiation and potential for sexual union,
bears a “nuptial meaning.”(42) That
is, the masculinity and 
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femininity of the individual human
body express the orientation to self-gift that belongs to the human person as
made in God’s image, and the freely chosen union of human persons that actual-izes
those bodily capacities signifies the self-giving that is their flourishing. So
when a man and a woman engage in the marital act, they say something of profound
significance. They say, “I give myself to you without reserve and I receive
your total self-gift to me.”

Or so at least their bodies say. This
expression of self-gift is the objective meaning of the bodily act in which they
engage, and it is for that reason that Christian tradition has always used thick
terms to describe sexual activity: fornication, adultery, sodomy, the marital or
conjugal act. One may differentiate these actions by reference to their
suitability to or contradictions of the objective meanings of the language of
the body. The more modern habit of referring to “having sex” and then
detailing its circumstances—in or outside marriage or between persons of same
or different gender—suggests that the act itself does not have an objective
meaning. The thinner terms reflect a conviction that the act is simply physical
motion that receives its moral determination from its circumstances.

Because of this modern preference for
thin names for sexual activity, contemporary Christians often find themselves
struggling to articulate and defend a sexual ethic. Since sexual activity
receives its moral determination from its circumstances, Christians must explain
why certain circumstances always have such ill effects that they invariably make
sexual activity in their context bad. But when one recognizes that the objective
meaning of the sexual act is nuptial, then one also sees that choosing sexual
activity incapable of expressing that meaning in the particular ways appropriate
to it fails to bring one’s subjective intentions in line with the objective
meaning of one’s bodily language. Because of its objective meaning, “having
sex” is properly described as engaging in the “marital” or
“conjugal act,” and from that thick description of the sexual act one
can derive, by considering particular ways of choosing against it, the thick
descriptions of




  
  

  


page 93

illicit sexual acts such as
fornication, adultery, sodomy, and so on.(43)

In John Paul’s view, all of those
sexual sins have in common an obscuring of the objective meaning of the marital
act by subjective intentions to use sex without signifying a full gift of self.
In so doing, they depart from the truth of the marital act, and so they are, in
a sense, offenses against the truth. In fornicating, for example, I employ a
sign that indicates a full self-gift, and yet I do so apart from the vow by
means of which I can give my spouse my future. And so I lay over the objective
meaning of the act my subjective intention to give and receive only a part of my
self and my partner’s self. Because my act departs from the truth of the marital
act, it fails to be what the marital act is supposed to be: the effective sign
of self-gift exchanged between persons whose bodies are the effective signs of
their personal presence. John Paul’s account thus makes clear why Christian
tradition uses thick terms for sexual sins: their failing is not merely a matter
of their consequences or of their opposition to some value external to the act
but rather their departure from the truth internal to the meaning of the marital
act.

Though John Paul’s approach to the
topic is markedly different from that of Aquinas, his presentation of chastity
shows recognizably Thomistic lines, especially in contrast to Blackburn’s more
Humean approach. For Aquinas, chastity is the “moderate use of bodily
members in accordance with the judgment of [one’s] reason and the choice of his
will.”(44) To moderate means to bring to
the mean, though this should not be taken in a purely quantitative sense. The
rational mean is the conformity of a passion to the good for us as apprehended
by right reason.(45) John Paul articulates the
good for us with respect to our sexual powers in terms of the significance of
the body and the human destiny of self-gift. Whereas Aquinas focused on the
procreative good of human sexual powers and Blackburn insists exclusively on
their unitive good, John Paul’s analysis of the significance of the human 
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body suggests more clearly the
complementarity of these goods, so that the union of mutual self-gift takes
place, in the exercise of our sexual powers, precisely in our procreative
capacities.

For John Paul, then, chastity
transfigures one’s desire for sexual activity by conforming it to the self-gift
that constitutes human flourishing and becomes realized in a specific, bodily
way in the marital act. It ensures that one’s desire for sexual activity is a
desire for such activity as a sign of mutual and total self-gift. Lust, on the
other hand, distorts one’s sexual desire so that it becomes a desire for sexual
activity as a tool for achieving pleasure, or for dominating another, or for
accumulating profit, and so on. The current magisterium’s condemnation of lust,
then, has in view a distortion of the objective meaning and internal truth of
the marital act, not some disgust with sexual activity itself. Blackburn’s real
dispute with traditional and contemporary Catholic teaching on lust and chastity
centers around his rival account of properly ordered sexual desire, rather than
around a Catholic condemnation of sexual desire itself.

III. The Advantages of Catholic Sexual Ethics





As the previous sections have shown, Blackburn’s grammatical confusion obscures
the real point of contention between his views and Catholic teaching as well as
the genuine substance of Catholic thought on these issues. Once that Catholic
substance is unveiled, a further consequence emerges: Blackburn’s confusion
masks the reasons he has, internal to his own view of sexuality, to prefer the
Catholic account to his own. In this section, I will briefly discuss some of
those reasons, arguing that John Paul’s theology of the body better satisfies
some of the desiderata for an account of sexual ethics that are implicit in
Blackburn’s essay.

Of course, an obstacle to this
argument appears even before it begins. John Paul’s account of chastity and lust
depends on theological convictions. For example, the notion that the marital act
has its inner truth or objective meaning in its signifying the triune love of
God requires a doctrine of the Trinity, a doctrine 
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of creation, and probably a whole host
of other doctrines as well. But Blackburn rejects as false any religious claims
about a supernatural person.(46) So, one might
think, Blackburn could never have a reason to adopt Catholic sexual ethics.

I think, however, that this objection
moves too fast. If Black-burn is deeply committed to certain values or
descriptions of sexual desire and activity, then a theological account that
makes better sense of them than a nontheological account may give him reason to
abandon his rejection of theological claims. And even if it does not do so for
Blackburn himself, it may at least do so for some of his sympathizers less
ardent in their antireligious passions. It is worth venturing on, to see if some
of Blackburn’s implicit desiderata for an adequate account of sexual ethics find
satisfaction in John Paul’s theology of the body, even though Blackburn’s own
confusions obscure that fit.

One might well wonder how a
philosopher as accomplished as Blackburn could make the simple grammatical
mistakes I have attributed to him, especially when the views he is criticizing
resonate so well with some of his own best instincts. Here, of course, I can
only speculate. But I think few would be surprised were they to learn that the
Christians Blackburn has known have given him little reason to suppose they hold
a view of sexuality like that of John Paul or even Aquinas. Instead, Blackburn
has quite likely witnessed implicit as well as articulated Christian denials of
the positive value of the body in its sexual aspects, denials that were perhaps
accompanied by construals of sexual activity as of instrumental rather than
unitive significance and of its pleasures as trivial or absurdly solemn rather
than as playfully serious. In other words, the confusions of Blackburn’s Lust
may result as much or more from the confusions and faithlessness of Christian
practice than from any merely theoretical failure. Nonetheless, on each of those
points—the positive value of the body, the unitive nature of sexual activity,
and its combination of playful pleasure and deep significance—I believe John
Paul’s 
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theology of the body captures better
what Blackburn wants, though it may at the same time criticize and correct much
ordinary Christian practice and reflection.

A) Positive Value of the Body

Implicit in Blackburn’s account is a
claim that human embodiedness is not a curse or a prison sentence—not something
to escape—but instead something that ought to be highly valued by human persons
because it is the condition for much of what we desire and enjoy. A commitment
to this claim surely lies behind his attacks on desert ascetics and his
rejection of the Platonic attempt to ascend to a disembodied love. But the value
Blackburn can see in the body is finally only instrumental. It is a
tool the mind can use to generate mental pleasures, but one can also ignore it
if one can achieve those pleasures without it.

For John Paul II, on the other hand,
the value of the body is both positive and intrinsic.(47)
As a sign of the person, the body deserves respect not as a tool but as the
personal presence of one who is oriented to self-gift and destined for a life in
the triune love of God. Respecting persons requires respecting their bodies, and
disrespecting their bodies entails disrespecting their persons. Rather than
shunning our embodiedness, the current magisterium elevates it to a kind of
sacramental significance, though without reducing persons to their material
elements. By making the positive value of the human body intrinsic, John Paul’s
account also makes it more stable, because it does not depend on the 
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shifting status of our desires for
mental pleasures. Insofar as attributing a positive value to the human body is a
desideratum of an account of sexual ethics, it is reasonable to see the Catholic
view as superior to Blackburn’s view.





B) Nature of Sexual Unity





Blackburn ends his essay with these words: “So everything is all right.
Hobbesian unity can be achieved …” (133). Thus he answers in the
negative his earlier question, “Are all sexual experiences of communion, of
being one, of becoming a kind of fusion of persons, to be dismissed” (26)?
Any account of sexual desire that cannot explain the mode and possibility of
such union would, for Blackburn, be deficient. Thus he offers his theory of
Hobbesian unity to meet that requirement.

But John Paul’s theology of the body
more adequately satisfies the need for an account of sexual unity. As noted
before, John Paul views the bodily union as itself an interpersonal union,
because the body is the sign of the person. Blackburn’s Hobbesian model of union
in mental pleasures, on the other hand, makes the bodily union superfluous:
“bodily contact may not even be necessary” (91). The superfluity of
the body explains why Black-burn analyzes sexual desire in terms of sexual
pleasure and not sexual activity,(48) but it
also makes his account strangely and implausibly cerebral. The pope has the
advantage of being earthier: interpersonal sexual unity is bodily and not merely
mental. When it comes to sexuality, earthier may well be better. In any case, it
is certainly an advantage to be able to explain why we do not confuse sexual
unity with other forms of Hobbesian communion. Sexual union is its own kind, not
merely another 
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version of the kind of thing we get
with team sports or string quartets, because no other activity engages precisely
those aspects of our bodies that allow us to become joint subjects of a single
bodily capacity.





C) Significance of Sexual Unity





Blackburn’s focus on Hobbesian unity, modeled by string quartets and team
sports, suggests another criterion for any adequate account of sexual activity.
Besides the unity it affords, any such account must also explain the deep
significance of sexual activity and the playfulness that makes it akin to the
games or aesthetic performances Blackburn relies on as analogies. His last
remarks, breathlessly assuring us that “everything is all right,”
capture the sense that we are facing with this topic something of central
concern to our lives, while his exploration of Hobbesian unity reflects its
aesthetic side. Yet the latter also undercuts his acknowledgement of the former.
Why, after all, should sexual activity be any more significant than string
quartets or team sports, its close cousins? John Paul’s account offers better
resources for articulating the internal connections between these two aspects of
sexual activity.

Perhaps one can better see John Paul’s
advantage here by considering a contrast between Blackburn’s account of sexual
unity and the activities characteristic of his other examples of Hobbesian
unity. The members of a string quartet, for example, engage in a cooperative
activity of music making that may carry with it, especially if done with some
excellence, more or less intense pleasures.(49)
On the other hand, their music making may not produce much pleasure, especially
if they are beginners for whom musical excellence is not second nature, and yet
we do not say that such beginners are doing a different kind of thing from 
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those who are more accomplished. For
musicians, therefore, pleasure completes or accompanies their activity but does
not define it. Furthermore, the pleasure they may find in their activity is of a
particular sort: it is the pleasure of making music together, a pleasure that
differs in kind from the pleasure of, say, planting in one’s garden or
humiliating someone. In other words, pleasures take their kind from the
activities they complete or accompany.

For this reason, most find it obvious
that the pleasures of making music together or of planting in one’s garden are
better, more worthy, than those of humiliating someone. In fact, one might think
that only a vicious person could take pleasure in such vicious acts as the
latter. The central concerns around which one’s character develops, then,
determine which, among a wide range of possible pleasures, one can actually find
pleasurable. Conversely, the significance or value of the pleasures one
experiences depends on the relation between the activities they accompany and
the character-constituting concerns one has. The members of a string quartet
find great pleasure in an excellent performance because they perceive their
activity as worthwhile and as satisfying concerns that are more or less central
to the projects that unify their lives.(50)

On Blackburn’s account, however,
pleasure does not merely accompany or complete sexual activity but defines it.
The couple engaged in it is engaged in the activity of producing sexual
pleasure. If pleasures are defined by the kind of activity they accompany,
then the kind of pleasure the couple experiences is the pleasure of producing
pleasure. This circularity—sexual pleasure accompanies an activity whose point
is to produce sexual pleasure—undermines the significance of sexual unity,
since it blocks any attempt to articulate the point of the pleasure in terms of
an intrinsically worthwhile activity. Typically, pleasures that seem separated
from otherwise meaningful activity in this way appear trivial. Think, for
example, of the pleasure of scratching an itch. When one perceives sexual
pleasure as similarly 
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unmoored from intrinsically worthwhile
activity, one cannot help but come soon to see it as similarly trivial, as a
more complicated and intense form of scratching an itch.

Thus, when Blackburn wants to suggest
the deep significance of sexual activity, he has only two options. The first is
to gesture toward a vaguely defined sense of its importance in our lives,
leaving the reasons for that perception unarticulated. The second is to assert
the horrific consequences, such as the Holocaust, that purportedly follow from
his opponents’ views. In other words, Blackburn’s reduction of sexual activity
to pleasure production renders him incapable of articulating any intrinsic
reasons for the significance of sexual activity and instead reliant on a survey
of its extrinsic consequences. Sexual activity becomes trivial or significant
only because of its effects.

John Paul’s view neatly avoids these
problems because he understands sexual activity to have its own intrinsic worth.
Sexual activity is worth pursuing because it is a form of self-gift expressed
through the language of the body. Sexual pleasure, then, is a particular kind of
pleasure because it is the pleasure of signifying a total gift of self
in the language of the body. Since John Paul sees such self-gift as constitutive
of human flourishing, and so relevant to the character-constituting concerns of
a life well lived, he sees sexual activity and its pleasures as deeply
significant. But his emphasis on the profound meaning of sexual activity does
not bar him from making room as well for the pleasures that complete the act.
For example, in his pre-pontifical work Love and Responsibility, he
urges men to strive to bring their wives to climax with them as a sign of their
love for them, thus directing their attention precisely to those pleasures.(51)
Furthermore, as the philosopher G. E. M. Anscombe observes, “all the
pleasure specific to [an act of copulation] will be just as good as it
is.”(52) Thus, since John Paul has already
established the 
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value of rightly ordered sexual
activity, he has at the same time established the value of the pleasures that go
with it.(53)





Summary





Blackburn’s efforts to locate lust in the category of virtue, then, ultimately
fail to compel much sympathy. Not only do his expositions and criticisms of his
polemical targets suffer from a fatal grammatical confusion, but his own
alternative does not clearly prove superior to the theory he means to reject,
even when considered on criteria that might reasonably be thought its own.
Thinking through the positive value of the human body and the nature and
significance of sexual unity from the perspective of Blackburn’s lust and John
Paul’s chastity reveals a depth and nuance to the latter that may be surprising
to some. Philosophers, like Blackburn, who reflect on sexual virtues and vices
often see as positive resources in the Christian tradition only easily dismissed
caricatures of “natural-law” arguments. But John Paul’s theology of
the body brings to light assets in the tradition that are too often overlooked
in these debates and deserve a more prominent place in the conversation.(54)
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THOMAS AQUINAS NEVER devotes an article or discussion specifically to trust.
This is not an oversight on his part. It is due to the fact that trust is an
integral part of faith and of hope, relating to their formal objects. While
trust cannot be treated as if it exists independently of faith and hope,
nonetheless since the objects of the latter are twofold, and trust has immediate
reference to one of these objects, it can be examined in itself. The importance
of trust in interpersonal relations provides ample reason for systematically
examining what Aquinas says about it.

I.
What Is Trust? 



Aquinas speaks at greatest length about trust when he is
discussing the theological virtues of faith and hope. However, it is not hard to
see the fundamental similarities between trust in God and trust in another human
being. Supernatural faith and hope have a twofold object: a material object,
namely, the things believed or hoped for; and a formal object, that in virtue of
which things are rendered believable or able to be hoped for. Since the material
object of faith is truth, this virtue lies in the intellect, whereas hope, the
material object of which is the difficult good, lies in the will. As to their
formal object, however, the two differ less radically. A sign of this is that
Aquinas uses the same words, inniti and inhaerere, when
discussing the formal object of belief and that of hope:
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In faith is found a twofold unity: for from the fact that the one on
whom one’s faith relies [innititur] is one and simple, the habitus
of faith in the one having it is not divided into several habitus.(1)




Faith, however, does not rely [innititur] on the word of man,
but on God himself.(2)



[H]ope tends towards something good, as to that which is possible to
obtain: for it implies in its notion a certain security as to obtaining. It is,
however, possible that something is had by someone in two ways: in one way
through one’s own power; in another way through the help of another: for things
which are possible through friends we say are in some manner possible, as is
clear from the Philosopher in III Ethic. Thus, therefore, sometimes a
man hopes something to be obtained through his own power, sometimes, indeed,
through the help of another; and such hope has expectation, insofar as a man
expects help from another. And thus the motion of hope is necessarily borne into
two objects: namely, the good to be obtained, and in the person upon whom one
relies [innititur] for help; just as faith has two objects… .
Faith, however, does not have the notion of virtue except insofar as it adheres
to [inhaeret] the testimony of the first truth, so that it believes
those things which are manifested by it … whence also hope has the notion of
virtue from this itself that man adheres to [inhaeret] the assistance
of divine power for the obtaining of eternal life.(3)



Inniti means to lean on, to rely on. Inhaerere
means to fix something in one place in a stable manner or to attach.(4)
Both words indicate a thing’s drawing support or being supported by another.
Implied in the relation is stability and security—one does not lean on or
attach something to what one does not regard as solid.(5)
The trust of faith and of hope then are both an assured reliance on someone (or
something).(6) The passages quoted above indicate
that
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Aquinas would define trust along these
lines; again, what one relies on another for in the case of faith is knowledge,
whereas in the case of hope, it is help.

Before we continue, it is worth noting
that neither the noun nor the verb “trust”(7)
has an exact equivalent in Latin. Fidere and the intransitive form of credere
are the closest equivalent to the verb “trust” in that in some of
their acceptations they make a clear reference to some person (or to some thing,
as in “trust not in horses”).(8) Fidere
means to have confidence in, to count on. Credere used
intransitively means to have confidence in, to count on, to believe. As for
nouns, the closest equivalent to “trust” appears to be fiducia.
It is used in the expression habere fiduciam (to have confidence). Fiducia
is much like the English word “confidence.” It can signify the
emotion of confidence, at the root of which can be one’s own capabilities or
resources, and/or the help one expects from others (e.g., “I am confident
the party will go well”). It can also name one’s trust in someone, as in
English we say, “I am confident that she will come through” or “I
have confidence in her.” Thus, for example, Jeremiah 9:4 is rendered in
Latin as “Ut unusquisque in fratre suo non habeat fiduciam,”(9)
while the English reads, “Be mistrustful of your brother.” The fact
that Latin lacks of an exact equivalent for “trust” makes it difficult
at times to discern when Aquinas is speaking of it.
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II.
The Reasons That Lead Us to Trust Someone





For the sake of brevity, I will limit myself to examining what Aquinas says
about the trust of hope. On the whole it involves the same things as the trust
of faith, and more (i.e., if we are to trust someone for help, it is not enough
for him to possess the relevant knowledge, he must also have the ability to do
something). Aquinas speaks of four things as being needed in order for us
completely to trust someone to help us. First, we must believe ourselves to be
an object of the person’s concern. Second, we must think that the person is just
(or generous or merciful). Third, we must think that the person is competent,
that is, that he has the appropriate knowledge and ability. Fourth, we must feel
near or close to the person, or at least that he is not distant.

Before considering each of these
factors in more detail, there are a couple of general points to be made about
trust. One of them is readily grasped by reflecting on the following observation
Aquinas makes: “A sign of trust is asking: because no one would finally ask
except because he hoped to have his request granted.”(10)

It may seem curious at first sight
that Aquinas takes asking as a sure sign of trust. After all, don’t people
sometimes ask others out of desperation, and not because they trust them? If
those asking out of desperation really despaired, then their asking would be
irrational (and this may happen in some cases—Aquinas would regard this as
exceptional and aberrant). However, it is more often the case that those who ask
out of desperation harbor some slight hope, thinking that there is some chance,
slim though it might be, that the person whom they ask will be able to help
them.(11)
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When we compare
“desperation” scenarios to situations in which we turn to our true
friends for help, it becomes apparent that trust admits of degrees of
perfection. Another consideration that brings this out regards situations in
which one relies on a person whom one does not really trust. If one in fact
relies on someone (assuming the absence of coercion), one must to some extent
trust that person. This does not mean that one fully trusts him.(12)
Thus, the definition of trust in terms “assured reliance” refers to
trust in its perfection. In my considerations below, I am looking to what is
necessary for trust in the fullest sense of the word, while being aware that
these elements may be missing or present in a diminished way in the various
less-perfect forms of trust.

A) Trust and Being an Object of
Someone’s Concern

One does not normally ask just anyone for anything, but
those who ought to be concerned with what we are asking. One asks a stranger for
directions, but not for personal advice. One asks employees to do things
pertaining to their job, but not for favors. We generally do not count on people
to do things for us that are no concern of theirs. As Aquinas notes:





[T]here are three things
which ought to motivate us to hoping in the Lord. First, divine providence. For
man does not customarily hope in those whom his care does not pertain to.
However, our care [cura](13) pertains to God.(14)
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Cura means charge or concern, and it refers to the obligations a
person has towards another, be these obligations in justice or those incumbent
upon friends.(15) Our trust in a person will be
greater or lesser—that is, will extend to more or fewer things— corresponding
to the cura or obligations which that person has towards us. For
example, we trust travel agents for accurate information concerning flights, and
bus drivers to drive us safely to our destination.(16)
These workers have contracted specific obligations in regard to us, which they
are bound in justice to execute. In addition to such obligations, people in
general have the obligation not to harm others. And beyond that, we reasonably
expect more from those who love us as friends. Thus, although trust always
implies the security of obtaining something due to relying on someone, this
security can extend to a greater or lesser range of things.

First he [Aristotle] shows the diversity of friendships according to the
diversity of sharing things in common. For we see that all things are common to
brothers and persons conjoined in this manner, for example, the home, the table,
and other things of this sort. To other friends, however, are certain distinct
things. And to some more and to some fewer. And accordingly certain friendships
are greater, namely, the ones among those who have more things in common; and
certain friendships are lesser, as are the ones among those who share in fewer
things… . [Aristotle] shows that justice is diversified according to the
diverse sharing in common. For not the same thing is just in any exchange (communicatio)
whatsoever, but it differs: as it is manifest that the same things are not just
among father and sons, and among brothers. And similarly something else is just
among comrades, i.e., those who are of the same age and 
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who have been raised together, and among citizens, because they mutually
render other kinds of things to each other as due. And the same reason holds in
friendships. And thus it is manifest that what is just is other in each of the
said [three] forms… . [Aristotle] shows in what manner justice is
diversified according to the difference of friendship. And he says that justice
and injustice are subject to increase from their being towards those who are
more friends. For plainly it is certainly more just to do good for a friend, and
more unjust to harm him.(17)



Plainly, which of our concerns we may reasonably expect others to make their
concern depends on their relationship to us, be it one of blood, friendship or
of simple justice, taking into account relevant details such as the proximity as
to blood or the form of friendship or the specific relation of justice.(18)

It is not, however, sufficient for us
to know that we fall under a person’s concern for us to trust him. It may be his
business to help us, yet we may not turn to him because we think that he is
unjust or uncaring.

B) One Trusts People Who Are Just,
Generous, Merciful

After we have acquired minimal life
experience, we trust those whom we think are just, generous, or merciful:

In the preceding Psalm, David, while praying,
implored divine assistance to overcome his tribulations, and feeling himself to
have been heard, urges others to trust in God. And the Psalm expresses the
sentiment of a man who, having experienced divine mercy and good deeds and
justice, urges another on so that he may not despair.(19)
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Young people may trust anyone and everyone because of their inexperience.
Although naiveté is not a virtue, to Aquinas’s mind it does contain an element
of goodness:

The reason Christ did not trust them is demonstrated from his perfect
knowledge; whence it says: “Because he knew them all.” Granted that a
man being ignorant ought to presume of any person what is good; nevertheless
after the truth becomes known to him about some people, a man ought to stand
towards them according to their condition. And because for Christ nothing was
hidden of the things which are in a man, since he knew that they trusted him
imperfectly, he did not trust himself with them.(20)



We should give people the benefit of the doubt. However, it would be
foolhardy to give our full trust to people whose reliability is unknown. And
where there is a risk of harm to others, we need to be cautious about whom we
rely on.(21)

We would be inclined fully to trust
someone if we could be certain of his good intentions. However, since we do not
have the ability to know people’s hidden intentions, we must go by exterior
signs.(22) These include our first-hand
experience of them doing good for us, as well as other knowledge that they are
just and good people:

Above [the Psalmist] assigned the divine state as the
reason for his hope; here, however, he assigns it to the experience of divine
acts of kindness.(23)



It is obvious that a person is led to trust someone when he has experienced
good treatment at that other’s hands:
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  Just as someone who loves another on account
  of a good already given [by the other], so too he hopes for future things from
  the confidence born from this love.(24)



Correspondingly we mistrust people who have not done what they promised us
they would do, or have not done so willingly(25)
and promptly,(26) in the proper manner, etc.,
since this indicates that they do not respect or love us very much, if at all.(27)
As for those who fail to fulfill the more universal requirements of justice (not
to injure us or rob us, etc.), we generally trust them even less than those who
let us down with respect to specific commitments.

We also use second-hand knowledge,
such as a person’s reputation for justice or fidelity, in order to determine
whether we are going to trust someone.(28)
Aquinas recounts that David’s trust in God’s stemmed in part from his knowledge
that God is reputed to be a just judge: 
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I have enemies persecuting me: and I ask to be freed by divine aid. And
I have confidence concerning this. For God judges the peoples … in his
truth.(29)



A curious thing about trust is that not only do other
people’s reputation for goodness and/or the good deeds they have done for us
condition the trust we have towards them, but our own justice or lack thereof
can dispose us to trust or mistrust others. We generally do not have confidence
in those whom we have treated badly; they have reason not to want to help us.
Even if we have not treated them badly, if we are known as being bad people,
people who are not worthy of respect, we do not expect consideration from
others, and so we generally (granted, the shameless and brazen may not) lack
confidence in asking for their help. Whereas if our reputation is good and/or we
have done good things for others, we tend to be more confident that others will
help us.

In the following passage, Aquinas makes it clear that our own wrongdoing is a
reason for us to lose trust:

The one who lies
under another’s regard, is seen by him, and is able to see him… . Through
sin both of these things are lost: because sinners desert God, they are deserted
by God: and they lose the confidence of trusting in God [et amittunt
fiduciam confidendi de Deo]. As to the former, Is. 39: “Sins and
iniquities create a division between you and your God, etc.”; as to the
latter: “And your sins will hide his face from you.”(30)

We may lack trust in others not only when we have offended them, but even
when we regard ourselves as insignificant and not worthy of their attention. We
see this expressed in Aquinas’s comments on Psalm 8:
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It is wonderful that
someone great can attach himself to someone small with special familiarity. And
this is the way that things are expressed [in this Psalm]: It were as if some
artisan would make great things, and among them one slight thing, such as a
needle, and when he made the needle to show that he had knowledge about it. But
it would be extremely wonderful if in the disposition of his works he would care
about a needle; and therefore [the Psalmist] says, “What is man,” that
you are mindful of him in opposition to great creatures? Eccl. 16: “Do not
say, I am hidden from God, etc., and what is a soul, etc.” For God will not
forget you because of your smallness.(31)

The counterparts of these two points are that we trust
others more when we ourselves have acted well in their regard, and when we have
dignity:





Threefold are the causes
which make a prayer able to be granted … the third of which is one’s own
merits; for as it says in Jn., c. 9: “God does not hear sinners, but if
someone is devoted to God, God hears him.”(32)





Hope increases in the saints, and confidence in praying, not only from divine
nearness, but also from the dignity which they have obtained from God, who
through Christ made them “heavens”… .(33)



There is another way in which a person’s ability to trust another is affected
by something that belongs to him rather than to the person to be trusted. We
tend to use ourselves as a standard for judging others.(34)
If we are dishonest and untrustworthy people, we readily believe that others are
the same way. If we are honest and trustworthy, we tend to think that others are
that way too. Aquinas notes this in speaking about St. John:

It is the wont of a
good and innocent soul to believe that others are also far from iniquity of
which they know themselves to be immune. Therefore, because John 
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was the most innocent
disciple, and far from him was the iniquity of betrayal, he never suspected that
a disciple could go ahead and commit so great an iniquity.(35)

At this point we are able to understand why people mistrust those who
mistrust them. Those who are mistrusted surmise that the other’s mistrust may
well be the result of a projection made because of the other’s bad character.
Alternately or additionally, they may regard the other’s mistrust as a kind of
injustice, for it entails an erroneous and seemingly temerarious judgment of
their trustworthiness, and people do not trust those they think are unjust.(36)

 



C) One Trusts People Who Are
Competent(37)






[I]t does not suffice
for the confidence pertaining to hope [ad spei fiduciam] that the one on whom our hope depends has the
will to help, unless the power be present.(38)






[J]ust as the formal object of faith is the first truth, through which as
through a certain medium we assent to those things which are believed, which are
the material objects of faith; so too th the fe formormal object of hope is the
assistance of divine power and affection.(39)
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We would not trust someone if he were completely devoid of power to do good,
as is the case with infants and those suffering from extreme mental
deficiencies. However, a person’s inability to help us as to some specific thing
does not necessarily prevent us from trusting him in general, so long as there
is no reason to think the lack of competence or ability is due to negligence. We
could still be sure that the person would help us if he could. Moreover,
although a person may lack what is needed to address a specific problem we have,
he is never completely powerless, for he can always bring us comfort and moral
support.(40) Thus, we do not count on people to
do specific things that we know they cannot do, yet we may still trust them in a
more global way, that is, we may be confident that they will do for us what they
can.

Note that cura is generally
accompanied by competence. We are generally not charged with helping people whom
we are unable to help. There can be exceptions: if one is new to a job, or
filling in for someone, or has been mistakenly assigned to a post, one might be
unable to take care of matters that pertain to his position. Cura may,
however, also fail to correspond to competence due to negligence on one’s own
part.





D) Nearness or Closeness





Nearness or closeness is another factor that conditions trust and that comes
into play when we wish to ask for something. We tend not to request something
from someone who is distant—for example, a company president who is little
accessible, separated from us by doors and secretaries. As Aquinas notes:





[P]rayer has a twofold
effect. One is the expulsion of sadness. The other is an increase of hope…
for if a king admits someone to his intimate good graces and conversation, this
person takes confidence as to asking and obtaining. In prayer, however, man
especially speaks with God.(41)
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When a person intentionally makes himself inaccessible to us, we take this as
a sign either that we are of little concern to him—at least compared to his
other business—or that we are of no concern.

There are many kinds of nearness, however, and they need to be distinguished
before we consider exactly what role nearness plays in regard to trust. One can
be near by reason of the nature of a given relationship (one is nearer to one’s
sister than to a cousin). One can also choose to love one person more than
another, and this results in another sort of closeness (one may be closer to an
aunt than to a sister, because one loves the aunt more). Yet another kind of
closeness is found between oneself and a person with whom one can be familiar
(one might love one’s aunt more, but be more spontaneous with and show affection
more freely to one’s sister). And then there is physical nearness.

The various forms of nearness to some extent accompany one another. We
generally live a significant portion of our lives with those with whom we have
close fami ties, and with those whom we lo love ve as friends.(42)
And to feel comfortable with people is usually the result of being physically
present to them for some length of time (of course, sometimes people feel
comfortable with one another right away for other reasons, such as shared
background).

Only one of the four forms of nearness
can really be counted as an independent reason for trust: namely, the form that
stems from familiarity. The other three are reducible to the reasons for trust
given above (cura, justice/love, and power). To see this one must
examine each of different sorts of nearness as they relate to the factors
involved in trust.

Nearness of relation plays a role in
defining the appropriate extent of a person’s concern for us:

Benefits, both spiritual and corporeal, are to be
dispensed to one’s neighbor in a certain order: namely, so that they are first
dispensed to those who are more
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conjoined to us, as
if it falls to our lot to provide for them… . Then others are to be provided
for as occasion arises.(43)

Those who are near to us as standing in a specific relation towards us have
specific kinds of obligations towards us, and accordingly we think that we have
reason to expect certain kinds of help from them.

Given that a person has specific obligations towards us, it is another matter
whether or not he in fact discharges them— whether he efficaciously wills us
the appropriate goods. When the cura is willingly assumed by an
individual (family member, fellow citizen, etc.) this makes him near to us in
the manner in which love makes one person near to another.(44)
Aquinas uses the expression mutua inhaesio(45)
(mutual attachment) to name this effect of love. In English we speak of a person
being “attached to someone” and we say of friends that they are
“tight,” and that they “stick together” in the face of
difficulty. We also say of a society in which citizens do not look out for each
other that it “lacks cohesiveness.”

As for physical nearness, it affects
trust insofar as it makes a person more able actually to do something for us.
This is one reason why a person’s touching us gives us hope:

Christ’s comforting
[the disciples] is subsequently set forth. And he comforted them by deed and by
word: by deed, against fear and fall: against fear through his presence, because
“Jesus drew near.” Ps. 22:4: “It is I, fear not.” In
addition he comforted them through contact that “gives strength to the
weary” (Is. 40:29), and in Dn. [10:10] it says: “His hand touched me
and raised me up.” Whence [in the gospel] it says: “And he touched
them.”(46)
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We are more likely to ask help from a person who is not as close to us by way
of relation or friendship, but who is on the scene, than one who is, but who
lives in a foreign country, for the simple reason that the former has more power
to help us.(47)
/p>
<

Physical closeness generally
contributes to the closeness of the love that arises from familiarity, and it is
to the latter that we now turn. Creatures of habit, we grow attached to things
and people, even in spite of their manifest shortcomings, when they become
familiar to us.(48) Habit is second nature, and
just as we are at ease with what is natural to us, we feel comfortable with
people who have become familiar to us.(49)
Moreover, while we often find new people (and things) intimidating because we
don’t know how to deal with them,(50)
familiarity with them gives us a good idea as to what we might expect from them.
We know what to say and not say to people with whom we are familiar, and so are
more at ease with them.

Familiarity also makes us comfortable
to the extent that it in some way puts those who rank higher than we do closer
to our level. When one has had opportunity to observe people’s flaws close up on
a regular basis, one realizes that they are not above us in every way. Indeed,
familiarity tends to breed contempt:

[H]abitual intercourse with men and too much
familiarity diminish respect, and give birth to contempt. And therefore those
whom we consider as more familiar, we are accustomed to respect less, and those
whom we cannot consider as
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familiar, we esteem
more… . And the reason for this is that given that a man is of an infirm and
fragile nature, one recognizes some weakness in him when one frequents him over
a long period, and from this one’s respect towards him is diminished.(51)





Certain people, however, are very dignified and they maintain a certain distance
from those with whom they come in continual contact. They discourage familiarity
by a certain aloofness of demeanor, and/or by keeping their conversations and
interactions relatively impersonal. Despite regular contact with such people, we
often continue to feel somewhat awkward in their presence, and do not regard
them as approachable.

Nearness of familiarity is not the same as the nearness of the love of
friendship, though it may lead to it. That the two are not the same is indicated
by Aquinas’s use of the expression “familior amicitia”(52)
(more familiar friendship) which shows that friendship can be qualified by
familiarity as well as by love of friendship. Aquinas also indicates that love
of friendship is not the same thing as familiarity when speaking about Martha
and Mary:

[T]hese two sisters
who were desiring the cure of their sick brother did not come personally to
Christ … on account of the confidence they had in Christ due to the special
love and familiarity which Christ showed towards them.(53)

Further evidence that familiarity is not the same thing as love of friendship
is found in a distinction Aquinas makes concerning Christ’s love for different
disciples:

[J]ohn was indeed
more loved as to marks of familiarity, which Christ showed more to him on
account of his youthfulness and purity. And therefore, when [the Evangelist]
subsequently adds: “Who even reclined on his breast at [the Last]
supper,” he is commended … according to his special familiarity with
Christ.(54)
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Familiarity(55) in the sense we are speaking
of here could be defined as nothing other than a kind of liking or loving that
arises chiefly from repeated contact with someone.(56)
Above we spoke of how love in general (be it love of concupiscence or love of
friendship) brings about a certain closeness. Here we are speaking about a
particular form of love that is not easily categorized, as it does not seem to
possess the element of self-interest found in love of con-cupiscence towards a
person, although it does result from something in the loved one suiting us
(which is characteristic of love of concupiscence).(57)
It is based neither on an immediate appeal a person has at the level of our five
senses, nor on a choice that we make; it develops without our fostering it, and
sometimes in spite of ourselves. Of all the elements that lead us to trust
someone, nearness is the least rational, given that it is an emotional
disposition that does not flow from choice. We can rationally assess whether
someone should address our concerns, is competent to do so, and is well-disposed
to doing so, and decide whether to trust him on those grounds. We can’t,
however, decide to feel comfortable with someone.

The fact that we don’t really
rationally assess closeness, so much as we feel it, does not prevent it from
often being the deciding factor in whom we turn to for help. One person may
truly love another, and know that this love is reciprocated, and yet still
hesitate to ask the other for something because familiarity is absent. Those of
us who are older realize this in instances when younger people, whom we would
have been glad to help, do not approach us until after the fact; and those of us
who are younger have probably experienced being shy about asking someone older
for help. In yet other cases, familiarity gives a person confidence 
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in someone that would only really be
appropriate if that person was a close friend:

The mother of the
sons of Zebedee approached Jesus asking that one of her sons sit at his right
hand and the other at his left; and she seem moved to asking this from a certain
confidence as to the bodily nearness which she was accustomed to have to the
person of Christ.(58)

The effect that closeness has on trust is witnessed to by the efforts that
Christ made to encourage familiarity. When the disciples of John the Baptist,
Andrew and John, followed Jesus, “he questioned them so as to make them
more familiar with him, and so as to show them by the act of listening that they
had dignity.”(59) And after the
resurrection “Christ prepares an intimate meal [familiare convivium]
for his disciples.”(60) And as Aquinas
points out in his response to the question of whether it was fitting that Christ
live in intimate company with men:

[Christ] came so that
“through him we may have access to God,” as is said in Rom. 5:2. And
therefore associating with men in a familiar way was suitable for giving men
confidence as to approaching him. Whence it is said in Mt. 9:10: “It
ha
happeppenedned th that when Jesus was reclining at dinner in the house, many publicans
and sinners were coming to recline with him and his disciples.”(61)

By cultivating familiarity Christ tried to overcome man’s hesitation to turn
to him.

It is worth noting that while on the one hand a person’s reputation for
goodness and generosity motivates us to trust him,
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on the other hand the dignity of the same person tends to makes us hesitate
approaching him. Familiarity is often key to our regarding such a person as
approachable, and thus to our actually trusting him.(62)

It is also worth noting that, all
things being equal, the less personal our demand is, the less need there is for
familiarity. We do not feel that we need to know a butcher in order to ask for a
pound of lamb chops, for this is a request to which butchers routinely
acquiesce. On the other hand, we only ask close friends a personal favor like
watching a pet for a week, for this is a request not just any friend will
accommodate. Familiarity is important for perfect trust: “Presupposed to a
request that is made of a human being is familiarity which opens up for us
access to the one to be asked.”(63) Less
perfect forms of trust often require little or nothing by way of familiarity.
Indeed, it is not always advantageous to become too familiar with people.(64)

“Nearness” then refers to
different things, and these things relate to trust in different ways. One form
of nearness relates to whether our problems fall under another’s concern, while
another form accompanies our certitude of the other person’s good will towards
us. Physical nearness leads to trust insofar as a person close to the situation
has more power to help us; it can also lead to nearness of familiarity. Nearness
of familiarity, even apart from its role in establishing friendship, has a
strong influence on trust, enabling people to feel comfortable with each other.
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III. Summary





A survey of the works of Aquinas reveals that he considered the nature of and
conditions for trust with a great deal of care, particularly in his commentaries
on Scripture. Our examination of his teachings on trust shows first that he
would define it as the assured reliance on someone for knowledge or for help. It
also shows that he saw the elements requisite on the part of the person trusted
to be four: We trust people who should be concerned with us, when they are
virtuous (just, generous, etc.), capable, and familiar to us.(65)
In addition, our own character impacts on our ability to trust others. We need
to feel that we are worthy of others’ attention. And we tend to measure others’
trustworthiness by our own.
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THE QUESTION OF THE STATUS of natural inclinations looms large in any
Thomistic account of the natural law. Aquinas’s presentation of the content of
the natural law depends significantly upon his understanding of natural
inclinations. Inclination, he observes, arises out of the convertibility of
being and good. As he states, “Now as being is the first thing
that falls under the apprehension simply, so good is the first thing
that falls under the apprehension of the practical reason, which is directed to
action: since every agent acts for an end under the aspect of good.”(1)
Whether the practical reason discerns or constitutes the natural law hinges,
first and foremost, on the nature of this dynamism toward the good that belongs
to the created teleology of the never-neutral creature.

Aquinas defines this dynamism toward
the good as “the first principle in the practical reason,” from which
follows “the first precept of law, that good is to be done and pursued,
and evil is to be avoided.”(2) He
unfolds this natural inclination toward the good by specifying four further
natural inclinations, arranged in an ontological hierarchy, each of which
expresses an aspect of the natural inclination toward the human good. These
hierarchically ordered natural inclinations are the teleologies inscribed by 
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creation in human nature. They compass
the vegetative, animal, and spiritual components of the one human soul.

The precepts of the natural law, that
is to say, what reason “naturally apprehends as man’s good,”(3)
are all based in this created teleological structure of natural inclinations
toward ends. As Aquinas puts it,

good has the nature
of an end, and evil, the nature of a contrary, hence … all those things to
which man has a natural inclination are naturally apprehended by reason as being
good, and consequently as objects of pursuit, and their contraries as evil, and
objects of avoidance. Wherefore according to the order of natural inclinations
is the order of the precepts of the natural law.(4)

Natural inclinations and reason’s apprehension of the precepts of natural law
belong to the same teleological ordering of the human being as created. If this
is so, certain questions arise. How does the natural law arise in the human
person? How do freedom and the natural inclinations relate? How should the
rational character of natural law be described? Is natural law discerned by
human reason as a normative order inscribed in nature? Or is natural law constituted
by the judgments of practical reason, which transform and elevate (humanize)
inclinations found in nature by reorienting these inclinations to the personal
ends known by spiritual creatures?

In pondering these questions, I will survey three recent accounts of natural
law and natural inclinations, by Martin Rhonheimer, Servais Pinckaers, and
Graham McAleer respectively. Each of these authors treats Aquinas’s discussion
in some detail. Examination of the three approaches will illumine how
differently Catholic thinkers have approached the relationship of natural law
and natural inclinations. Rhonheimer emphasizes the independence or freedom of
practical reason in constituting the natural law from the data provided by the
natural inclinations. He desires to affirm the fully personal and free activity
of human beings in working out their own salvation through practical reason
and
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moral action. Pinckaers argues that a nominalist understanding of
“nature” places nature in conflict with reason and thereby undercuts
Aquinas’s theology of the natural law. For this reason Pinckaers devotes
significant effort to retrieving a positive account of the natural inclinations.
Lastly, McAleer begins with the metaphysical and teleological structure of human
bodiliness, so as to locate the natural law within an ecstatic framework
adequate to the human person’s participation in God.

With its emphasis on the constitutive role of practical reason, Rhonheimer’s
approach to natural law and natural inclinations possesses similarities to that
of the “new natural law theory” proposed by Germain Grisez, John
Finnis, Robert George, and others.(5) Pinckaers,
for his part, seeks to recover the rich metaphysical fabric of the unity of the
body-soul composite, the nature of the good, perfection, happiness, and
friendship as constitutive of any proper account of natural law and natural
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inclinations. McAleer’s work relates
closely to John Paul II’s Theology of the Body. All of these approaches
seek to develop a Catholic personalism in moral theology corresponding to the
dignity of persons in Christ. At issue in the contrast between these approaches,
I will suggest, is the degree of receptivity implied by natural law’s
inscription within the theology of creation. The fundamental question might be
summed up in the following manner: If natural law is primarily received rather
than primarily constituted by the moral agent, does this undercut the dignity of
human freedom? 









I. Martin Rhonheimer:

Practical Reason’s Constitutive Role as the imago dei



Martin Rhonheimer has devoted a number
of books and articles to setting forth his account of natural law and natural
inclinations.(6) In a recent article, he provides
a helpful overview of his position.(7) The main
task of this section will be to summarize Rhonheimer’s position as set forth in
his overview.

He begins by describing the dilemma
faced before Vatican II by Catholic ethicists regarding natural-law doctrine, at
that time quite influential in Catholic moral teaching particularly as regards
sexual ethics. Taking Josef Fuchs as an example, he observes that Fuchs found in
the magisterium’s appeals to natural law not one but two concepts of natural
law. On the one hand, natural law appeared in texts of the magisterium as an
objective reality inscribed in the “order” or “nature” of
things: the locus of natural law is in this natural order. In particular,
natural law in human beings is inscribed in human body-soul nature. On the other
hand, 
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other magisterial texts seemed to
locate the natural law in human knowing. In seeking to unite these two sets of
texts, Fuchs proposed that the natural law is primarily inscribed in the natural
order of things and secondarily known by human reason.(8)

Rhonheimer finds here an unfortunate
dualism of “objective” and “subjective.” He argues that this
dualism reveals the presence of fundamentally incompatible views of the natural
law, one Stoic, the other Catholic. He describes the Stoic view, which he
attributes most fully to Cicero, as follows:

one could make the
objection that God in fact reveals himself “in nature” and that reason
is participation of the eternal law of God precisely to the extent to which it
knows and makes its own an order that is inserted into nature… . This is the
Stoic notion, which influenced the tradition of natural law that came down to us
through Roman law. The idea, typical of Stoa, that the eternal law is to be
identified with the cosmic order and that it is therefore decipherable through a
knowledge of nature, of which man is a part, opens the way to a notion of law
and natural right that in the Western tradition has been very important.(9)

The Stoic view contains part of the truth, Rhonheimer grants, but it is led
astray by its lack of knowledge of human reason’s participation in divine
reason. As he remarks,

For the Stoics, human ratio
is not the participation and image of a transcendent ratio,
but a logos that
is inherent in nature itself. The human ratio
thus becomes a kind of reflection of what nature already contains in terms of
inclinations and ends; man, in oikeiosis, rationally assimilates this natural order.(10)






In other words, for the Stoics—so Rhonheimer claims—human reason does not
possess a transcendent dimension; human rationality bears no mark that
distinguishes it radically from the rest of the cosmic order, and thus human
rationality is called to apprehend, rather than ultimately transcend, the rest
of the cosmic order. Human action on this view should blend in with cosmic
teleologies, should be normed by the order intrinsic to the whole cosmos, rather
than stand above the cosmos and discern its
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norms not in the cosmos but ultimately in itself as a participation in God’s
reason.(11)

In contrast to the Stoic account,
Rhonheimer argues that the Catholic tradition begins not with the cosmos but
with human reason, radically distinct from the cosmos, as normative. He
explains,

For the Fathers of the Church, the imago
of this God in the world is neither nature nor the cosmic order: the image of
the Creator is present solely in the spiritual soul of man, in particular in his
intellect and thus in his acts of practical reason. Practical reason does not
simply reflect “nature”; rather, in being an active participation of
the divine intellect, human reason in its turn illuminates nature, rendering it
fully intelligible.(12)






Human rational “nature” and nonrational “nature” are
radically distinct, because in human nature alone one finds the imago dei.
The imago dei, the intellect and its acts of knowing, does not take
orders from nonrational nature; rather, the imago dei humanizes
nonrational nature as present in the human person by ordering it, and thereby
exercises its proper task as imago dei, reflective of God’s
transcendence and law-giving authority. In other words, as
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God is to the created universe, so is the imago dei to nonrational
creation. Human reason, as not merely part of nature but as imago dei,
gives the “law” to “nature,” rather than receiving the law
from nature.(13) This is so ultimately because
human reason (itself “natural” as created) can give a natural law
that, while taking up nature, transforms and elevates it in light of human
reason’s unique participation in God and awareness of an eternal destiny.

In explicating this point, which he
takes to be the witness of the Catholic tradition and most especially of Thomas
Aquinas, Rhonheimer argues that he is not denying, in a Cartesian manner, the
significance of human animality. He carefully explains:

It is certainly the
case that man is a “person” thanks to his spirituality, but the
“human person” is all that is formed by the spirit and body in a unity
of substance. Man is not an embodied spirit since he does not belong to the
order of spirits. Man belongs to the order of animals, and before anything else
he is an animal.(14)

Yet animality, bodiliness, means something different for human rational
animals than it does for nonrational animals. Animality or bodiliness itself is
transformed by the fact that the human body is animated by a spiritual soul.
This means that the human rational animal carries out “not only spiritual
acts but also all the other acts of his animal character in a way that is
impregnated with the life of the spirit and thus under the guidance of
reason.”(15) Just as human animality is
transformed by this guidance of reason, so also human rational acts are
corporeal acts: the spiritual acts of human beings are performed through the
body, not despite the body. As Rhonheimer states, “This applies to all the
acts both of the speculative intellect, which without a body are not possible
for us,
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and of the practical intellect, which
without the natural inclinations could not be practical and move towards
action.”(16) Rhonheimer’s account of the
human person seeks to remain attuned to the integral body-soul constitution of
human nature. The human “person” is never simply the soul and its
spiritual acts, but is always body and soul in a radical “unity of
substance.”

Precisely because of this integral
body-soul unity, however, the “human good” can never be discerned
simply by looking at either the body or the soul alone. Rather, the “human
good” will be grasped by properly judging the transformation of the bodily
dynamisms and of the soul’s dynamisms by their integral union. It cannot be
denied that human beings have animal bodily dynamisms, such as the natural
inclination for self-preservation or for sexual intercourse, but in human beings
these dynamisms cannot be understood merely in terms of the
“naturalness” of the nonrational animal level. Rhonheimer
distinguishes between this “naturalness” and the natural inclinations
understood as transformed and elevated in the human person. As he notes,

Every natural inclination possesses a
natura its
own good and end (bonum
et finis proprium).
However, at the level of their mere naturalness, does following the tendency to
conserve oneself or the sexual inclination also mean following the good and end due
to man? How
can we know what is not only specific
to these
inclinations according to their particular nature but also due
to the
person, that is to say, at the moment of following these inclinations, good for
man as man?(17)



The answer, Rhonheimer thinks, is the natural law. The natural law takes up
the level of “mere naturalness,” the bodily aspects of the natural
inclinations, and exposes the fully human good determined by practical
reason as the imago dei, a participation in divine reason. Practical
reason, which as noted above both is “nature” (as created) and
transcends nonrational “nature” as the imago dei, can
establish the natural law because practical reason, in a unique way, imitates
and participates in the divine reason establishing eternal law. Rhonheimer
explains: 
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But how can one say
that the natural law, understood as practical reason which naturally moves
towards good, constitutes the moral order? Precisely because the lumen
rationis naturalis so much spoken about by St. Thomas Aquinas is created ad
imaginem by divine reason. Specifically, because the natural law is a real
participation of the eternal law—and this, in the particular case of the
rational creature, in an active way—the natural law can be considered properly
as constituted by natural reason, just as the entire order of good is
at its origins constituted by divine reason which is the eternal law.(18)





In other words, God establishes or constitutes the moral order for his creatures
in his eternal law. Thus human beings must have, as rational creatures in the
image of God, a parallel constitutive role in constituting the moral order. This
parallel role involves humanizing the level of “mere naturalness,”
inscribed in the nonrational natural inclinations, by means of the transforming
and elevating judgments of practical reason. Although practical reason is also
“natural” (thus “natural law”), it differs from and in a
certain sense stands above—although significantly always working through—the
animal or bodily level of “mere naturalness.” Practical reason’s role
is constitutive of the natural law, but as Rhonheimer goes on to explain this
constituting is (as befits the imago) also and indeed fundamentally a
participation:

 



This participation displays itself not only in
subjection to the eternal law, but also by its participation in the specific
ordering function of the eternal law that 
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constitutes the moral order, even if human reason, as only participated and created
cognitive light, does this not by creating any truth at all but by knowing
it and thereby finding it in its own being, essentially
constituted by the natural inclinations as well.(19)

The body-soul constitution has not been forgotten:
practical reason, in constituting the natural law out of the material of the
natural inclinations, “knows” and “finds” what is good for
the kind of body-soul “unity of substance” that is the human
being.

Rhonheimer thus attempts to move beyond Fuchs’s “dualism” between
the natural law as objectively in an “order of nature” and the natural
law as subjectively in us. For Rhonheimer, the natural law, as moral knowledge,
“is really ‘subjective’. Its objectivity— and thus the objectivity of the
moral norms based upon it— consists in the fact that in this natural knowledge
of human good the truth of subjectivity is expressed.”(20)
There is no need ultimately to contrast “nature” and
“reason” because the two are one in natural (created) reason, although
the contrast between “mere naturalness” and nature as transformed and
elevated by the engagement of human reason remains. Similarly, there is no need
to be concerned about a contrast between “subjective” and
“objective,” because the practical reason’s subjective knowledge, when
truly participating in the divine reason, is precisely the “objective”
order.

Furthermore, Rhonheimer shows that
appeals to human “nature” cannot in themselves determine natural law,
because in order to know what human “nature” is we must know the human
good. In order to understand human beings, we must know what perfects their
abilities and actions. We cannot know this solely by identifying human beings’
characteristic ends, as we can with nonrational animals. As Rhonheimer says,

In the case of man, who acts on the basis of
freedom, that which takes place regularly and with “normality” is not
a criterion by which to determine his good. Human persons act on the basis of
reason and thus with freedom, since reason
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is “open to many
things” and can have “various notions of good”—false ones as
well as true.(21)

Thus ethics goes beyond the philosophy of nature; the only question is how it
does so. Rhonheimer argues that ethics goes beyond the philosophy of nature by
means of “natural law,” in which the human good, and thus
human nature, is known. Human practical reasoning, in constituting the human
good, thereby constitutes the natural law:

the human good is not simply an object
“given” to intellectual acts. The very nature of the intellect …
means that what is really good for man is, in a certain sense, constituted and
formulated only in the intellectual acts themselves. The human and moral good is
essentially a bonum rationis: a good of reason,
for reason,
and formulated by
reason.(22)




 



Human
“nature” and human “reason” cannot be contrasted as
objective and subjective, because human reason is constitutive of human nature.



Rhonheimer thinks that his account of the natural law as constituted by human
practical reason should be recognized as that of the Catholic tradition. To this
end, he calls particularly upon Thomas Aquinas and Leo XIII, in light of John
Paul II’s Veritatis splendor. Paragraph 44 of Veritatis splendor
refers to the discussion of natural law in Leo XIII’s encyclical Libertas
praestantissimum. The paragraph of Leo’s encyclical from which John Paul II
quotes is as follows:

Foremost in this
office comes the natural law, which is written and engraved in the mind
of every man; and this is nothing but our reason, commanding us to do right and
forbidding sin. Nevertheless all prescriptions of human reason [praescriptio
rationis] can have the force of law only inasmuch as they are the voice and
interpreters of some higher power on which our reason and liberty necessarily
depend. For, since the force of law consists in the imposing of obligations and
the granting of rights, authority is the one and only foundation of all law—the
power, that is, of fixing duties and defining rights, as also of assigning the
necessary sanctions of reward and chastisement to each and all of 
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its commands. But all
this, clearly, cannot be found in man, if, as his own supreme legislator he is
to be the rule of his own actions. It follows therefore that the law of nature
is the same thing as the eternal law, implanted in rational creatures,
and inclining them to their right action and end; and can be nothing
else but the eternal reason of God, the Creator and Ruler of all the world.(23)

Rhonheimer argues that Leo XIII is here defining natural law as our practical
reason: natural law “is not ‘human nature’ or ‘an order of nature’; nor is
it a norm encountered in the nature of things. It is something ‘written and
engraved in the heart of each and every man.’ It is ‘human reason itself’
because it commands us to do good and forbids us to sin.”(24)
Continuing his exegesis of the passage, Rhonheimer finds that natural law,
“human reason itself,” is also called the “prescriptions of human
reason.” It seems clear to him that Leo XIII is referring to the “set
of determined judgments of the practical reason.”(25)
Thus natural law, despite the Stoic claim that gained momentum with the rise of
modern science, is not “natural regularities, orientations, and structures,
knowable to man and then applicable at a practical level.”(26)
Rather, although there are indeed such natural orders in creation that manifest
God’s ordering wisdom, “natural law” refers not to this natural order,
known by speculative knowledge, but strictly to the judgments of practical
reason about human acts.(27)

For Aquinas, Rhonheimer states, the
case is the same: “‘law’ is an ordinatio rationis, or rational
prescription, that is to say an imperative act of reason that directs, in a
given sphere, human 
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acts to their end, which is always a
certain good.”(28) The key here is that
natural law belongs to human reason, not to an order outside human reason. As
Rhonheimer points out, Veritatis splendor twice quotes Aquinas’s point
that natural law is “nothing other than the light of understanding infused
in us by God, whereby we understand what must be done and what must be
avoided.”(29) Quoting Aquinas’s statement
that “The natural law is promulgated by the very fact that God instilled it
into man’s mind so as to be known by him naturally” (STh I-II, q.
90, a. 4, ad 1), Rhonheimer concludes that for Aquinas the natural law is
“natural” not because of a natural ordering of things, but
“‘because the reason which promulgates it is proper to human nature,’ in
the same way that the intellect that has been given to man by the Creator is a
part of human nature. It is a law that man through his intellectual acts
establishes, formulates, or promulgates naturally.”(30)

The crucial aspect is that an
“order of nature” does not establish the moral pattern for human
reason, but rather human reason “establishes, formulates, or
promulgates” its own moral pattern. Yet human reason is, as Leo XIII and
Aquinas agree, not autonomous: rather, as the imago dei human reason is
subjected and referred to the divine reason. As Rhonheimer puts it, “God
teaches man his own true good in an imperative way, that is to say, in the form
of law, through man’s own cognitive acts.”(31)
Since human beings’ practical reason is a participation in the divine reason,
its judgments manifest and establish God’s eternal law in a natural manner. The
natural law is human beings’ participatory “possession” of the eternal
law “in a cognitive and active way,” as the judgments of practical
reason.(32) It follows, as Rhonheimer says, that
“practical reason, because it is the natural 
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law and proceeds on the basis of the
natural law, is really the authoritative guide for action, imposes duties, and
formulates rights.”(33) Since practical
reason is a participation in God’s reason (eternal law), human beings can be
said to possess a “real autonomy” in establishing and promulgating the
natural law, but an autonomy that is participated—what Rhonheimer and Veritatis
splendor call “participated theonomy.”(34)
In this regard, Rhon-heimer appeals to a set of texts from Aquinas, particularly
from question 91, article 2 of the Prima Secundae, in which Aquinas
holds that “the natural law is none other than the participation of the
eternal law in the rational creature” that enables human beings to
participate actively in divine providence.

Thus while the natural law refers not
to an “order of nature” but to the divine reason, the natural law
truly is human reason; human beings promulgate the natural law, even if this
promulgation is a participation in the eternal law. This promulgation takes
place in the judgments of human practical reason, which as communicating the
“known good of reason” are binding upon the knower. Indeed, such
promulgation occurs whether or not the person knows that his or her judgments
participate in the eternal law. When human beings recognize the participated
character of their judgments, they discover that their experienced autonomy is
in fact a participated theonomy.

Rhonheimer devotes special attention
to the locus classicus of question 94, article 2 of the Prima
Secundae, whose treatment of natural inclinations we have briefly
summarized above. He seeks to show that Aquinas affirms three points. First, the
work of practical reason in constituting the natural law does not take its
starting point from speculative reason. This is important because otherwise one
might say that speculative reason presents practical reason with an “order
of nature.” Second, the natural law is a practical knowing that integrates
the natural inclinations. The importance of this point is its affirmation of
hylomorphism. Third, practical reason transforms and elevates the dynamisms of 
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the natural inclinations. While the
natural inclinations certainly constitute the human good, nonetheless this is so
only as “these inclinations with their goods and ends are regulated and
ordered by reason, that is to say integrated into the whole of the
corporeal-spiritual being of the human person, and thereby also
transformed.”(35) Only as transformed
do the natural inclinations constitute the natural law. This point is crucial
because it upholds both the differentiation of the practical reason from the
level of “mere naturalness” and because it upholds the priority of the
practical reason as governing the natural inclinations of the human being,
rather than allowing the latter to set the course for the former. Within
body-soul human nature, practical reason retains its transcendence and its
ordering ability, as befits the imago dei.

As regards the first point, Rhonheimer
focuses upon Aquinas’s claim that the precepts of the natural law are to
practical reason as first principles of demonstration (e.g., the principle of
noncontradiction) are to speculative reason. It follows, he suggests, that these
principles are first principles that arise in the experience of
“good,” not principles derived from speculative knowledge. As
Rhonheimer says, “The practical principles, having their own point of
departure, which is not derived, are thus immediately intuited (otherwise they
would not be principles, as St. Thomas affirms).”(36)
In this immediate intuition, not dependent upon speculative knowledge, we grasp
the first principle of practical reason which is also the first precept of the
natural law: “good is to be done and pursued, and evil avoided.”(37)
The principle, as a precept, is already immersed in moral action.

Regarding the second point, Rhonheimer
sets forth his particular understanding of the relationship of practical reason
and natural inclinations. Practical reason, founded upon its first principle,
understands experientially the particularly human ends of human natural
inclinations, and thereby constitutes the natural 
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law. Again Rhonheimer insists that
practical reason undertakes this task alone:

This is a genuine experience of the human subject, an experience that is
eminently and essentially practical, and that is not derived from any
other form of knowledge. It is the originating experience of itself as being
moving towards good in the multiplicity of the natural inclinations specific to
man, and is, therefore, of a practical and moral character.(38)






This practical experiential knowledge, which constitutes the natural law, is
prior to any “ethical reflection” or definition of “human
nature,” which cannot be fully known outside this “natural law as
natural knowing of good.”(39) Rhonheimer
quotes Aquinas in support of the view that the natural law is constituted by the
practical reason’s experiential engagement with the natural inclinations: 





reason naturally grasps
everything towards which man has a natural inclination in considering them
goods, and as a result as something to pursue with works, and their contrary as
an evil to be avoided. Thus, the order of the precepts of the natural law
follows the order of the natural inclinations.(40)









The third point hinges upon Aquinas’s answer to the second objection of this
article (STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2, ad 2). The objector proposes that since
“the natural law is consequent to human nature,” which is one in its
whole and many in its parts, there must be only one precept of the natural law
or else even concupiscible inclinations would be caught up in the natural law.
Aquinas responds:

All the inclinations
of any parts whatsoever of human nature, e.g., of the concupiscible and
irascible parts, in so far as they are ruled by reason, belong to the natural
law, and are reduced to one first precept, as stated above: so that the precepts
of the natural law are many in themselves, but are based on one common
foundation.(41)
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Rhonheimer quotes this text and italicizes “as they are regulated by
reason” (his translation). For Rhonheimer, the meaning of the “as they
are regulated by reason” is that the constitution of the human person
requires a crucial distinction between natural inclinations “in their pure
naturalness” and natural inclinations as regulated by practical reason.
Natural law includes the natural inclinations only as regulated by practical
reason. This regulation, as we have seen, takes the form of practical reason
identifying the truly human ends of the natural inclinations. And it is
the natural inclinations as thus regulated in the judgments of practical reason
that belong to the “natural law,” which is nothing other than the
judgments of practical reason.

Rhonheimer thus wishes to deny that the natural inclinations, qua
natural inclinations (“in their pure naturalness”), belong to the
natural law. Rather, they belong to the natural law only insofar as practical
reason takes them up into its judgments, which are the natural law. The key
point remains that practical reason must establish the norm for the natural
inclinations, rather than discerning in the natural inclinations an already
established norm. Appealing to Aquinas’s understanding of natural law as a
rational participation in eternal law, Rhonheimer observes that

in participating
through the possession of the lumen rationis naturalis in the eternal
law—the ordering reason of God—man is not simply guided by the different
natural inclinations towards their own acts and ends, but possesses, at a
rational level, a specific natural inclination ad debitum actum and finem
[to the due act and end].





Here Rhonheimer appeals also to his understanding of Aquinas’s account of the
moral object as constituted by reason. Since we cannot delve fully into
Rhonheimer’s position on the moral object, it will suffice to observe that he
emphasizes the distinction between its “formal” and
“material” constitution. The same goes for the practical reason’s
relationship to the natural inclinations in constituting the natural law. The
practical reason provides the “form,” and the natural inclinations the
“matter.” The latter, Rhonheimer stresses, are “natural”
and thereby (one
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infers) they refer to nature rather than, as do human reason and natural law,
to God. It would be a case of “physicalism” to suppose that the
natural inclinations, qua natural inclinations, belong to the natural
law. On the contrary, they belong to the natural law only when taken up in the
judgments of practical reason. As Rhonheimer states,

The naturalness of
good, as it is formulated in the natural law, cannot, however, be reduced to the
simple naturalness of the individual natural inclinations and their good, ends,
and acts. Such a reduction would be equivalent to reducing the genus moris of
an act to its genus naturae, to confusing the “moral object”
and the “physical object” of a human act.”(42)

Practical reason’s regulating and ordering of the natural inclinations to
their human end, through rational judgments about the good, is the
natural law.

Thus Rhonheimer arrives, through his analysis of this article, at a set of
important conclusions. Since “law,” as Aquinas says in earlier in
question 90, consists in “universal practical judgments (propositions) of
practical reason, ordered to acting,” it follows that the natural law is
the practical reason’s judgments as regards the ends of the natural
inclinations. These judgments constitute, rather than discern, the “natural
moral order.” As such, they make moral action possible. Yet they do not do
so in a strictly autonomous fashion, because in fact they make manifest God’s
eternal law.(43) And through this experiential
engagement of practical reason, speculative reason gains as objects of
speculative knowledge the “natural moral order” and “human
nature.”

Rhonheimer goes on to give some
examples of how the natural law, constituted by practical reason’s engagement
with the natural inclinations, differs from the natural inclinations qua
natural inclinations. The natural inclination to self-preservation, for example,
becomes when worked upon by the practical reason 
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“not only the simple natural
inclination in its pure naturalness.”(44)
This is seen when a human being sacrifices his life for another. Similarly, the
natural inclination to procreate, when taken up by practical reason, “is
more than an inclination found in pure nature.”(45)
Without the transformative work of practical reason upon the natural inclination
as natural, human sexual relationships would be mere animality. Instead,
Rhonheimer observes,

This natural
inclination, grasped by reason and pursued in the order of reason—at the
personal level—becomes love between two people, love with the requirement of
exclusiveness (uniqueness) and of indissoluble faithfulness between persons
(i.e., it is not mere attraction between bodies!), persons who understand that
they are united in the shared task of transmitting human life.

Absent the work of practical reason, the natural inclination would be merely
the “mere attraction between bodies” that animals partake in; taken up
by practical reason, the natural inclination is made to serve persons.
Thus bodily aspects of sexual intercourse cannot as such, Rhonheimer argues, be
morally normative (e.g., one supposes, appeals to the bodily suitability of
male-female rather than male-male intercourse). Such “relations of
fittingness,” which are “natural” because they come from natural
reason, can be normative only as taken up by “practical reason, which alone
is able to order these relations of fittingness towards the end of virtue, which
is the good of the human person.”(46) As
Rhonheimer concludes, therefore, “in the case of man, what ‘nature has
taught all animals’ is not even sufficient to establish any dutifulness or
normativeness.”(47) As a rational animal,
the human being differs profoundly from the animals: “If the animal does
what its nature, endowed with a richness of instincts, prescribes to it, it
performs
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its function. Can the same be said of
man?”(48) The answer to this rhetorical
question is no.

Rhonheimer thus warns against attempts
to deduce “rights” from a natural order or from human nature, as if
rights could be discerned in nature. Rather, rights derive from “a reading
of the natural structures in the light of the principles of the natural
law.”(49) Moral norms come from natural
law, the work of reason, not from nature per se. Once one understands this
point, and seeks the natural law not in an extrinsic natural order but rather in
“the natural judgments of the natural reason of each man,” then one
sees also how “natural law” upholds the dignity of each person’s
subjectivity, in which the (participated) autonomy of subjective rational
self-possession joins with the establishment of an objective moral norm.(50)
And once the profound interiority of the natural law is grasped, one can also
apprehend more fully the connection between the natural law and the moral
virtues. Just as the natural law belongs to the interior work of reason, so too
do the moral virtues. The acquisition of the moral virtues enables a person to
live by the rule of practical reason, by the natural law. Thus “the
precepts of the natural law are precisely the principles of prudence. The ‘truth
of subjectivity,’ of which the natural law at the level of principles is the
foundation, is ultimately guaranteed through the possession of the moral
virtues.”(51) Vice, in contrast, obscures
the natural law.

In brief: If I understand Rhonheimer
correctly, his work seeks to provide philosophical underpinnings for the way in
which human beings, in the natural law, are able to order their natural
inclinations freely to ends that befit the imago dei, and thus
ultimately to the ends revealed in Christ Jesus. Rhonheimer finds in practical
reason the practical power of ordering natural inclinations to the ends that
befit the human person whose destiny, while linked with nature, transcends
nature as 
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communion with the Trinity.
Approaching the matter in this way, one might recognize in the practical
reason’s “humanizing” task a philosophical grounding for the free and
noble participation of the human person in the missions of the Word and the Holy
Spirit, in which the natural ends are taken up, enfolded, and transformed. On
this view, natural law is no mere receptivity to the created order, but rather
is the human being’s proper ability to give the gift of self (and ultimately to
do so in the order of grace). One can understand why Rhonheimer so prizes, in
his understanding of natural law, the notion of the practical reason humanizing
the natural inclinations. The practical reason’s active, constitutive work
enables the human person to transcend merely natural (intracosmic) ends. Put
succinctly, Rhonheimer wants to find a place for the person’s constitutive
self-giving, not only in the order of grace, but indeed firmly within the
order of human nature, the order of natural law.

There are several questions one might
put to Rhonheimer’s position. First, does his account of the imago dei
as an image precisely in its constitutive power adequately appreciate
the role of receptivity and contemplation in human rationality?(52)
Related to this question, does he separate the “practical” from the
“speculative” aspect of reason too firmly, concerned that human reason
norm nonrational nature, rather than receiving a norm from that nature? Second,
does his view of a level of “pure naturalness” in the human body
(e.g., what he calls a “mere attraction between bodies”) properly take
into account the hylomorphic unity of the (hierarchically ordered) inclinations
in the human person? Since these bodies are human bodies, the bodily
natural inclinations are already caught up in the form of the spiritual soul in
such a way that the person, as created, 
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manifests a unified ordering, not a
disjointed encounter in which the spiritual element must humanize the animal
element.(53)

Elsewhere, however, Rhonheimer has
made it clear that he does not think that such criticisms evince an
understanding of his project.(54) In comparing
Rhonheimer’s position on natural law and natural inclinations to those of
Servais Pinckaers and Graham McAleer, I will ask whether their approaches better
achieve his goal of affirming the dignity of the human person as a free moral
agent who acts as a soul-body unity.(55)
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II. Servais Pinckaers:

Reclaiming Natural Law after Nominalism



In describing what he calls the fourteenth-century “nominalist
revolution,” Servais Pinckaers observes of William of Ockham:






A significant feature of
Ockham’s critique of the Thomist conception of freedom was his rejection of
natural inclinations outside the kernel of the free act. Notably, he rejected
the inclination to happiness, which pervades the moral doctrine of the Summa
theologiae and,
in keeping with all previous tradition, forms its initial moral question.(56)





As Pinckaers shows throughout his The Sources of Christian Ethics, the
question of happiness forms the heart of ancient and patristic moral theory, in
contrast to the modern focus upon duty and obligation. Two principles of ancient
moral theory stand out for Pinckaers as fundamental for patristic-medieval
Christian understanding. The first is “sequi naturam, or
conformity with nature, which must positively not be understood as a biological
inclination, for it chiefly concerned rational nature, which was characterized
by a longing for the enjoyment of the good, of truth, and of communication with
others.”(57) The second is happiness. Given
the theology of creation in the Word, the Fathers understood that
“nature” is no neutral zone but rather that “the following of
nature harmonized with the scriptural following of God and Christ,”(58)
with the seeking of beatitude promised by Christ in the Sermon on the Mount.
Pinckaers
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observes that “the entire
tradition of the Fathers adopted and fully maintained the two principles of sequi
naturam and the primal longing for happiness.”(59)

In contrast, as he shows in detail,
Ockham and the fourteenth-century nominalists rejected nature and
“happiness” as antithetical to freedom, understood as “the choice
of contraries” (“freedom of indifference”).(60)
Pinckaers summarizes the tensions that emerged in moral theory, and that are
easily documented in modern thinkers, as the following polarities: either
freedom or law; either freedom or reason; either freedom or nature; either
freedom or grace; either human freedom or God’s freedom; either subject or
object; either freedom or the passions; either my freedom or others’ freedom;
either the individual or society.(61) For our
purposes, we can focus on the polarities of freedom and nature and freedom and
law. Why did these polarities gain acceptance?

Regarding freedom and nature,
Pinckaers notes that prior to the fourteenth century, in the patristic-medieval
tradition, “the natural inclinations to goodness, happiness, being, and
truth were the very source of freedom. They formed the will and intellect, whose
union produced free will.”(62) Freedom thus
emerges from nature, given that our nature is spiritual nature and therefore is
inclined to being, goodness, and truth. As I would put it, such nature is never
neutral, but rather is a complex ordering toward ends. Ontologically prior to
any exercise of freedom or rationality, the human being already tends or
inclines toward the Good who creates. The ontological order that is human nature
is teleological to its core. This complex teleological constitution is the
fundamental given of human creatureliness, not constructed by human rationality
or freedom. Human rationality both speculatively and practically discerns the
natural, unified ordering of human nature, which is constituted by bodily and
spiritual inclinations and thereby always teleologically drawn. In contrast, 
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Ockham sees such inclinations, insofar
as they are ontologically “prior” to freedom, as constricting freedom
and thereby undermining the dignity of the free rational creature.

Ockham argues, as Pinckaers says, that
“freedom dominated the natural inclinations and preceded them, because of
its radical indetermination and its ability to choose contraries in their
regard. From this point of view, it could be said that freedom is more apparent
when it resists natural inclinations.”(63)
To the tradition prior to the fourteenth century, within which Pinckaers
highlights Aquinas, such an understanding of freedom as constitutive of the
human would make no sense, since freedom emerges from within natural
inclinations to ends. If certain objects (being, goodness, truth) did not draw
the intellect and will toward their own fulfillment (happiness), there would be
no rational and free action. After Ockham, however, the situation is reversed:
if human beings do not themselves constitute what counts as their
“nature,” building upon a natural substratum to be sure (one that
requires humanization), then their freedom is imperiled. This natural substratum
becomes the place where “natural inclinations” receive consideration
in moral theory: “natural inclinations, no longer included within the
voluntary act, were something short of freedom and were relegated to a lower
level in the moral world, to the order of instinct, sensibility, or to a
biological ambience.”(64) Radically
differing from freedom, this substratum becomes humanized only when taken up
into the dynamisms of rational freedom. We can see that the hierarchical,
teleological ordering of the body-soul person is, in this view, not
ontologically given in the created order, but rather constituted by the acting
person, even if constituted on the basis of certain created givens. A morally
significant ordering is therefore opaque to reason, operating speculatively,
before reason acting to attain the good humanizes and orders the various
inclinations that it perceives in the experience of moral agency.

Contrasting Ockham and Aquinas, then,
Pinckaers states: 
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The most decisive
point of Ockham’s critique of St. Thomas’s teaching on freedom was the breach
between freedom and the natural inclinations, which were rejected from the
essential core of freedom. According to St. Thomas, freedom was rooted in the
soul’s spontaneous inclinations to the true and the good. His entire moral
doctrine was based on the natural human disposition toward beatitude and the
perfection of good, as to an ultimate end. A person can never renounce this
natural order of things, nor be prevented from desiring it. For Ockham, the
state of being ordered to happiness, however natural and general, was subject to
the free and contingent choice of human freedom. This meant that I could freely
choose or refuse happiness, either in particular matters presented to me or in
general, in the very desire which attracted me to it, owing to the radical
indifference of my freedom.(65)

Human freedom, after Ockham, thus constitutes human nature freely choosing
among, and giving order to, the natural inclinations. Human freedom governs even
the inclinations toward goodness and happiness, because these inclinations must
not restrict human beings in responding to God’s commands. As Pinckaers goes on
to point out, such an understanding of “human nature” as constituted
by human freedom, rather than as the source of human freedom, radically
transforms the understanding of “human nature.” Human nature and
natural inclinations come to be seen as referring primarily to the bodily
inclinations, “impulses of a lower order, on the psychosomatic plane.”(66)
Freedom receives the task of integrating these bodily inclinations, no longer
belonging to a unified (hierarchically ordered) body-soul teleology, with the
spiritual dynamisms of the free person. Pinckaers observes,

The harmony between
humanity and nature was destroyed by a freedom that claimed to be
“indifferent” to nature and defined itself as “non-nature”.
… These [natural] inclinations appeared as the most insidious threat to the
freedom and morality of actions, because they were interior and influenced us
from within.(67)

This threat to freedom is mollified only when freedom itself, prior to any
metaphysically given order in which freedom emerges from
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within nature, gives order and intelligibility (law) to the profusion of
competing natural inclinations.

If freedom and nature (natural inclinations) thus became polarized, what of
freedom and law? Pinckaers remarks upon how the fourteenth century’s voluntarist
conception of law—law as the expression of the will, rather than as the
expression of the lawgiver’s wisdom together with his will—led to fear of the
eternal and divine law as an imposition of divine will threatening human
freedom. Similarly, the divine law itself, for fourteenth-century thinkers, must
not restrict divine freedom, and therefore must be fundamentally relative and
open to God’s modifications. As Pinckaers notes, this conception of law as
grounded in God’s arbitrary freedom results in an “irreducible”
tension in human life, an “untenable” situation for human beings
confronted by “divine arbitrariness.”(68)
It is no surprise, then, that in later moral theories divine lawgiving is
displaced by human lawgiving. Indeed, Pinckaers identifies already in the
fourteenth-century theories a guiding anthropocentrism, in contrast with the
theocentric worldview of the patristic-medieval thinkers. As he puts it,
“We can see in it [the nominalist shift] the direct, clearly deduced, and
fully deliberate result of placing humanity in a central position. This was the
core of freedom of indifference.”(69)
Beyond the metaphysical givenness of the creature now stands self-constituting
freedom, even if this freedom remains in a submissive relationship to divine
freedom. Pinckaers concludes, “Beneath freedom of indifference lay hidden a
primitive passion—we dare not call it natural: the human will to
self-affirmation, to the assertion of a radical difference between itself and
all else that existed.”(70) Human freedom
as self-constituting, as establishing its own “norm or law,” radically
divides not only human beings from the Creator, but also human freedom from the
remainder of the body-soul powers, those that do not have to do directly with
the transcendent operation of free human action.(71)
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Given this implicit anthropocentrism,
it is no wonder that the Reformers reacted against unguarded appeals to a law of
nature. In order (among other reasons) to escape this anthropocentrism, the
Reformers shaped a Protestantism that, in Pinckaers’s words, “has
spontaneously started with faith, Scripture, and the Word of God, and has been
somewhat suspicious and critical of the human and of reason.”(72)
The first task for natural-law thinking, therefore, is to critique this
anthropocentrism, this false understanding of freedom. As Pinckaers remarks,
“Particularly in our times, ethicists are tempted to reduce Christian
ethics to the rules of natural reason.”(73)
A properly theocentric understanding of the natural law and natural inclinations
places them within the broader context not only of eternal law, but of eternal
law specified as divine law, the Decalogue and the “law” of the grace
of the Holy Spirit. This theocentric order requires beginning with the divine
Creator and Redeemer, rather than with the human being, in seeking to understand
the teleological constitution of the human being. For this reason, Pinckaers
notes,

In the Summa
theologiae St. Thomas always took God, and the things of God, as his
starting point, since God was the principle and source of all things in the
order of being and truth… . His treatise on laws started with the eternal
law, the highest origin of all authentic legislation.(74)






It is grace that enables human beings, tempted to place themselves first, to
place God first.

At the end of The Sources of Christian Ethics, Pinckaers devotes a
chapter entirely to the natural inclinations. They are particularly important,
he says, because “[t]hey form the basis of natural law and the source of
energy that broadens and develops in the virtues.”(75)
As we have seen, Pinckaers holds that our understanding of the natural
inclinations has been profoundly distorted by nominalist polarities, especially
the alleged oppo-
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sition between freedom and nature.
Reiterating his earlier comments, he states, 





If we think of freedom
as something dependent only on our voluntary decision, and totally indeterminate
before we take that decision, then we will be led to think of the natural as
something necessarily predetermined. In this view, it is hard to see how we can
reconcile the natural and the free.(76)




 



The “natural” here consists in more than the
bodily inclinations; even the natural inclinations of the soul come to seem
restrictive, insofar as they are not ordered and constituted by the free, acting
person. Quoting Jacques Leclercq’s mid-twentieth-century account of Thomistic
ethics, in which Leclercq strives to separate metaphysics (understood as a
restrictive teleology) and ethics (understood as personal freedom), Pinckaers
shows how thinkers come to “see the natural inclinations of both intellect
and will as tendencies both blind and coercive.”(77)

Although above we have examined much
of Pinckaers’s answer to this misunderstanding, it is worth pausing more
directly, with Pinckaers, upon the character of the natural inclinations. He
emphasizes that they are the metaphysical source, inscribed in our very being,
of human intellectual and ethical spontaneity and freedom. Describing the
natural inclination to the good, which according to Aquinas is the root of all
the natural inclinations, he calls it “a primitive élan and attraction
that carries us toward the good and empowers us to choose among lesser and
greater goods.”(78) There is no
“nature” that is not already tending or inclining, however distantly,
toward the Good who creates and attracts every “nature.” There is no
nonteleological nature. Indeed, Pinckaers says of the inclination to the good
that “this inclination should be described as higher than morality and
supremely free, even a sharing in the freedom, goodness, and spontaneity of
God.”(79) Similarly the inclination toward
truth, above all the truth about God, is—ontologically prior to all 
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reasoning—a “radiant splendor, a
sort of alpha ray of the mind allowing us to share in the divine Light.”(80)
At the metaphysical roots of our being, we find an ordering toward the good and
the true. This fundamental ordering is received, not constituted, by the
creature, but this fact does not limit the freedom of the creature. On the
contrary, the inscribed ordering toward fulfillment makes sense of freedom and
structures it so as to render it not arbitrary. The inscribed ordering marks out
the “end” of freedom and exposes the God-centered character of
reality.

If such natural inclinations are truly
liberating, what about biological inclinations such as hunger, thirst, and the
sexual urge? Whatever one might say about natural inclinations at the heart of
human spiritual dynamisms toward the true and the good, surely natural
inclinations that involve bodily urges must be seen as limiting freedom and as
therefore difficult to reconcile with the picture of natural inclinations that
Pinckaers offers. Yet he praises Cicero’s depiction of the unity of the natural
inclinations—self-preservation, procreation and raising of children, living in
society, and searching for truth—from which emerge the cardinal virtues:
“Clearly, this text of Cicero provides the best possible introduction to
the teaching of the Angelic Doctor on natural inclinations.”(81)
How can this be?

Cicero’s significance, Pinckaers
suggests, only becomes clear once one has metaphysically understood the natural
inclination toward the good, the natural inclination that lies at the root of
all others. The notion of the “good” requires reclamation:

Under the influence
of modern ethical theories, we have come to think of the good as whatever
conforms to moral law and its precepts, and evil as the contrary. Moral law
being viewed as a series of imperatives dictated by a will external to
ourselves, the concept of good reflects the concept of moral obligation. It
tends to become equally static and extrinsic.(82)
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Far from extrinsic, the good in fact is at the heart of our movement and
freedom. It can only be defined “in terms of the attraction it exercises,
the love and desire it arouses. The good is the lovable, the desirable.”(83)
The lovable is prior to our love; every nature is teleologically ordered and
attracted, precisely through being in act to the degree that it is. Insofar as
any nature is in act, it is being attracted and drawn by the good. The good is
metaphysically constitutive of every nature, since act, insofar as it is in act,
tends toward the good. Thus there is no level of “mere nature” that
lacks an intrinsic teleological ordering. As Pinckaers observes,

The break between
metaphysics and ethics was a direct effect of nominalism. Caught up in the
current of a moral system based on individual freedom, the notion of the good
was henceforth confined within the limits of the dispute between freedom and law
fixed by the theory of obligation.(84)

In seeking to reunite the metaphysical ordering of the
human person toward the good and the person’s ethical agency, Pinckaers connects
the good with the desire for perfection. As he says, “The very notion of
the good implies the idea of perfection, of an excellence that attracts; from
this comes a desire for the perfection of the one so drawn. Naturally,
perfection will vary as beings differ.”(85)
Perfection is both the fullness of the good and the fullness of a creature’s
sharing in the good. Perfection, then, is “happiness.” Happiness and
the good are reciprocal terms: as Pinckaers says, “the good was the cause
of happiness, and happiness was the plenitude of the good. Yet they could be
distinguished by a certain nuance: the good resided in the objective reality,
while happiness subsisted in the subject who experienced the good.”(86)
In addition to “perfection” and “happiness,” Pinckaers
considers the good in a third way, as an “end.” Teleology, or
“finality,” describes the pattern by which the
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creature is drawn to fulfillment and
perfection by its proper good and happiness, which it acts to attain. At this
stage Pinckaers also distinguishes between the “love of concupiscence”
and the “love of friendship,” the latter being the full portrait of
the good as an “end” since it is love of a good that is supremely
“lovable in itself and for itself.”(87)
This good will be what Aquinas terms an “honest” good, beyond the
goods sought by Epicureans or utilitarians since, as the perfection of moral
excellence, it “deserves to be loved for its own sake.”(88)
Lastly, Pinckaers, following Aquinas, observes that the good
“radiates” or generously bears fruit.

In light of this expansive metaphysical account of the good and creaturely
sharing in it, Pinckaers turns to ethical agency. The natural inclinations, as
we have seen, correspond to the various levels of being that belong to human
nature, including the vegetative, the animal, and the spiritual. As noted at the
outset of this discussion, it might seem that to reflect upon free human action
without affirming at least a disjunction between natural inclinations that
belong to biological drives and those that belong to transcendent rationality
would distort moral reflection. Pinckaers’s answer is twofold. On the one hand,
he is attuned to the unity of the various goods of the person in the fulfillment
or perfection of the person in happiness, the plenitude of goodness proper to
the person. On the other hand, he emphasizes the unity of the human person. The
different components of human nature

are joined together in a natural unity comparable to the unity of the
members of the body, to use the classic analogy. The rational part encompasses
the biological and psychical parts, giving them a new dimension and capacities.
St. Thomas gives strong emphasis to this association when he discusses the
substantial unity of the human composite.(89)



There is no level of merely bodily inclination that must be
humanized by the rational soul’s ordering power. Rather, the
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natural inclinations express an integrated, hierarchical ordering that
pertains as a whole to the fulfillment of the person’s freedom and capacity for
truth.

For instance, the natural inclination to self-preservation, which can seem
“blind,” serves our freedom by giving us a love for being and living,
a “spontaneous, natural love of self” that makes possible the
self-giving precept “Love thy neighbor as thyself.”(90)
Without the natural attunement of the person to the good of being and living, he
would have no basis for appreciating being and living as goods for others. Were
self-preservation not experienced as naturally good, we would stand isolated
from God’s infinite love of his divine being and life, and thus would lack
“participation in the love with which God loves himself in his own essence
and in his works, causing him to will the conservation and perfection of all
beings, loved by him.”(91) Thus
self-preservation, while shared with nonrational creatures, serves human
creatures precisely in their body-soul fulfillment.

Similarly, the natural inclination to
procreation and the raising of offspring belongs to human beings as rational
animals. This means not that human rationality has to order and elevate an
animal drive, but rather that human animality is already (metaphysically)
rational animality: there are human bodies, not “mere” bodies.
Pinckaers argues that “the natural processes of sexuality … have a
vital connection with the deep relationships between man and woman,” and
that “the orientation of sexuality to fruitfulness is intimately connected
with the demand for fruitfulness which precedes what we might call the law of
giving, written at the heart of every love.”(92)
In other words, the inclination to sexuality, like that to self-preservation,
grounds an “inclination toward the other” that belongs to human
fulfillment—a fulfillment that has bodily as well as spiritual dimensions. The
inclination’s bodily dimension indicates as well its spiritual dimension; even
the bodily dimension does not lack 
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an interior ordering toward self-gift,
fulfilled in the virtue of chastity. While after sin sexuality, like all the
natural inclinations, has to be restored by grace from a distorted self-seeking
tendency, sexuality does not represent an animal dimension of the person that
rationality must extrinsically order and “humanize.” On the contrary,
the natural inclination to procreation, including its bodily dimension,
expresses human flourishing in the gift of self. Even renunciation of marriage,
which might seem to be a rejection of the bodily inclination, has as its ratio
the begetting and nourishing of spiritual children for the kingdom of God,
spiritual paternity and maternity in the bridal Church. The bodily dimension
does not simply disappear as meaningless even when bodily consummation of
sexuality is renounced.

The natural inclinations to truth and
to live in society even more clearly belong to the fulfillment in happiness of
human rationality and freedom. As rational animals and political animals, human
beings seek to know and enjoy the good in friendship. Pinckaers emphasizes that
the natural desire to know is no mere desire for encyclopedic mastery of facts
or ideas, but rather is a desire to attain to first causes and thus to the
creative Good. The natural inclination to live in society, pace the
postnominalist reduction of human beings to individuals set upon maximizing
their freedom in competition with each other, affirms the centrality of friendship
for happiness.

For Pinckaers, in short, the
metaphysical account of the good and the natural inclinations is the source from
which descriptions of moral agency—the free person who acts on the basis of the
known good (which includes speculative and practical dimensions of knowing)(93)—take
their direction. The metaphysical ordering of the human person finds its
fulfillment in the supremely virtuous person, who participates fully in the
goods that God has ordained for the human person. As Pinckaers puts it, 
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Thanks to these
inclinations, which make up our spiritual nature, we have a firm basis, anchored
in freedom itself, for undertaking the construction of a moral system. We are
able to show how we can welcome the Word of God and the work of grace in all
openness, for they form the New Law, and it is chiefly from them that Christian
ethics proceeds. Thus from this human pole, natural law, we are carried to the
divine pole revealed to us in the teaching of Christ.(94)

From the inclinations to the virtues and the gifts of the Holy Spirit, moral
theory revolves theocentrically around the work of God as the ground of human
action and fulfillment. Ultimately the work of Christ and the Holy Spirit
fulfills the natural law in us and elevates us to communion with the Trinity.
Pinckaers concludes, “This is why Christian theology must begin with faith
and the Gospel, which reveal to us, beyond sin, our heart and our true nature,
such as they were in the beginning and as they shall once more become through
the grace of Christ.”(95) Natural law can
only be understood in light of the absolute and ongoing primacy of God’s
creative work in us, a reality that grace manifests. Practical reason discerns,
from the integrated and hierarchically ordered dynamisms of the natural
inclinations, the precepts of the natural law. These inclinations inscribe a
wisdom whose theocentric grounding cannot be properly articulated outside the
kind of richly speculative metaphysical description that Pinckaers provides.





III. Graham McAleer:

Metaphysical Ecstasis and the
Natural Law



In his Ecstatic Being and Sexual
Politics, McAleer proposes to join “Thomas’s natural law and his
metaphysics of the body.”(96) What he means
by Aquinas’s “metaphysics of the body” is that for 
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Aquinas the “flesh” (our
bodiliness) is naturally “ecstatic.” It seems to me that McAleer’s
approach, influenced in particular by John Paul II’s Theology of the Body,
thus adds a third angle, closely allied with that of Pinckaers, from which to
approach our problem of the natural law and the natural inclinations.

For McAleer, the foundations for a
Thomistic theory of natural law have to be sought first in an account of human
bodiliness, not in an account of human rationality. The earlier chapters of
McAleer’s study outline this metaphysics of the body. Investigating the moral
significance of human bodiliness, he begins at the level of form and matter.
Contrasting Aquinas with Averroës and Giles of Rome, he observes, “In his
concept of the concreatum—and it is unusual in the period—Thomas
argues that matter and form are always already internally related; in other
words, that desire is always already united to its object.”(97)
If matter-form composites are two distinct realities extrinsically bonded
together, domination and violence would belong to the very character of nature,
“a metaphysical original sin.”(98)
Not only is Aquinas’s understanding of the matter-form composite characterized
metaphysically by interior “peace,” but being, as good,
is characterized by a movement of self-diffusion. Thus at the metaphysical roots
of human bodily desire one finds an ecstasis that is intrinsic to human
fulfillment. McAleer observes,

Creatures are
intrinsically structured to an other-directedness through which they yet attain
their own proper good (ST I, q. 19, a. 2): they are thus internally ecstatic, a
consequence of their being good and so interiorly propelled to communicating
that good: bonum est diffusivum sui.(99)
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Applying this metaphysics of the body to the human natural inclinations—to
know truth, to live in accord with reason, to enjoy pleasures (concupiscence as
virtuously formed in temperance), and to preserve oneself (the irascible
appetite as virtuously formed in courage)—McAleer argues that these are
fulfilled in ecstasis. Summarizing this aspect of his argument, he
states that “when concupiscence imitates God more, sensuality becomes
ecstatic, opening to a wider good. Through the virtuous life, and finally and
definitively in beatitude, bodily desire rises to God in ever greater
intelligibility, universality, and generosity.”(100)
Reason when properly functioning governs “politically” by seeking the
common good of all the parts of human nature; this political governance supports
the teleology present in bodiliness, by leading it into its fulfillment in
self-diffusiveness.

McAleer grants that the human body,
while metaphysically not a locus of combat, is also not solely metaphysically
“ecstatic” or self-diffusive. In his view, the human body possesses a
“double aspect”: both a natural propensity toward domination because
of bodily individuation and a natural propensity toward ecstasis.(101)
As the Council of Trent teaches, the body’s self-centered tendency is present
even before original sin turned the body’s pronitas into a full-fledged
disordered inclinatio. Rightly ordered sensuality, McAleer argues,
requires “a wounded body” or a “liquefaction” of the body, a
body that in vulnerability forgoes “some of its integrity or particularity
that had excluded the other.”(102) What he
means by this becomes particularly clear in his discussion of contraceptive
sexual intercourse. Given original sin and the disordered inclinatio toward
self-centeredness, he agrees with Augustine that sexual intercourse cannot be
separated from the “violence” of the libido dominandi. Thus
acts of sexual inter-course, to be rightly ordered, must be constituted by
bodily 
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participation in the order of ecstasis,
“the objective law of the self-diffusion of the good.”(103)
Lacking the bodily ecstasis that belongs to the “formality”
of procreation, contraceptive sexual intercourse promotes the violent inclinatio
toward self-centeredness. As McAleer says, “Humanae Vitae then
would have us replace a formality (inclinatio) of domination by a
formality of procreation and the self-diffusion of the good.”(104)
Such “bodily diffusion” in sexual intercourse cannot reject “the
formality of procreation.”(105)

Given this metaphysics of bodily ecstasis,
taken up in the ecstasis of the whole person, McAleer critiques such
thinkers as John Milbank and Stanley Hauerwas for their rejection of natural law
in favor of revelation, as if natural law were an autonomous zone whose truth
threatens the relevance of revelation. He connects their thought with Scotus’s
conception of natural law as divine positive law, a list of rules. In contrast,
he argues that in fact the natural law is our participation in the pattern of ecstasis
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that governs the universe. Natural law
is not a competitor to divine law, but rather exposes created nature’s sharing
in the ecstatic being of its Creator. The ultimate rational order is an ecstatic
communion. In this theocentric understanding of natural law, which McAleer finds
in Aquinas, “natural law is a description of ecstatic being in another
register. As such, natural law is a participation in God according to Pseudo-Dionysius’s
dictum bonum diffusivum sui est.”(106)
Since natural law is a participation in God, and God is self-giving goodness and
wisdom, natural law partakes of this ecstatic character. All created reality,
including human bodiliness, has inscribed within it this ecstatic ordering to
its own fulfillment. Human reason shares receptively in God’s knowing of this
ecstatic ordering in creation, and this sharing, as imprinted in our minds, is
natural law.

If “natural law” in this
sense is both our mind’s participation in the eternal law and our discernment of
a natural (ecstatic) order in creation, is this account “physicalist”?
It certainly presupposes a natural teleological order that is ethically
normative. It is not “physicalist,” however, because it presupposes
God’s eternal law, the divine creative intellect, as the structuring principle.
As McAleer puts it, “natural law is the argument that an objective moral
law structures nature.”(107) This
objective moral law is none other than, as God’s eternal law, the law of charity
or ecstatic self-diffusion as the path to fulfillment of being. McAleer thus
compares the natural law to Emmanuel Levinas’s theory of “rapport
social.” Drawing upon Levinas’s Ethics and Infinity, he states,

The ‘deposition of
sovereignty’ through ‘being-for-the-other’ (EI, 52) is the role of natural law
understood by Thomas on the model of the Deposition [of Christ]. Natural law is
a participation in the charity that is God and ecstatic being and by which a
person cares less for his own good and rather more for the good of the other.(108)
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In other words, natural law is the pattern of ecstatic being that human
beings, participating in God’s eternal law, discern in themselves as well as in
all of creation. It is this ecstatic ordering, natural law teaches, that
constitutes creaturely fulfillment. Our created “ends,” whether
self-preservation, procreation and raising of offspring, living in society,
knowing the truth about God, and so forth, are joined to our ecstatic being so
that we find the fulfillment of our inclinations solely through giving ourselves
into the hands of others. The precepts of the natural law require living
according to this pattern of self-diffusive or ecstatic love. As McAleer says,
“The wound of love is the order of nature: hence, Thomas is fond of citing
I Tim (1, 5) finis praecepti est caritas (Quod. V, q. 10, a. 19).”(109)

Does this account of natural law
conflate the “natural” with what is beyond the capacity of nature
unaided by grace, thereby either rendering useless the adjective
“natural” or else making requisite, for the fulfillment of created
human nature, the absolutely gratuitous gift of grace? McAleer at times seems to
think that such a conflation is unavoidable: “In arguing that the Cross is
the eternal law ordering the natural law, I am well aware that I propose that
the end of nature and the end of charity are one and the same.”(110)
One might likewise ask whether McAleer’s account makes of Christ’s Cross not an
utterly unique sacrifice, but simply the highest instance of the natural law’s
teaching on ecstatic being and human fulfillment. For McAleer, “the
normative structure of the human body [according to Aquinas], its appetites and
those of the whole person, is Christ’s wounded body on the Cross… .
Thomistic natural law is Christological.”(111)
Or as he states a bit later: “In Thomas’s mind, Christ’s diffusion of
himself on the cross is paradigmatic of the ecstatic structure of Being… .
Acknowledging this demands that the Cross be raised to a metaphysical
significance.”(112)
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As I have suggested, I agree with
McAleer’s profound point—often missed in studies of natural law—that

Thomas does see
nature as such as ecstatic. The human body is ecstatic in the same way as the
most rudimentary existences, and as animals, though to be sure, structured by
other ecstatic appetites as well. Nature, because being is diffusive of
itself, always possesses at least a vestige of “the dimension of the
infinite.”(113)

In the sense that the “precepts of the natural law make the human body
ecstatic, satisfying pseudo-Dionysius’s dictum bonum diffusivum sui est,”(114)
Christ’s Cross is indeed the fulfillment of the natural law.(115)
McAleer is certainly right, too, to refuse to conceive of God’s eternal law
apart from God’s self-giving Wisdom and Love revealed preeminently by Christ on
the Cross. Insofar as human beings participate by reason in God’s eternal law,
such participation belongs to the (primarily receptive, secondarily active)
dynamism of the imitation of God, instantiated in the practice of imitatio
Christi, whereby human beings become more and more fully the image of God
that, as created, we are. As participation in the eternal law, the natural law
is the imprint of the pattern of divine ecstasis, divine Wisdom and
Love as revealed in Christ. In McAleer’s words, “The natural law of the
body … is directed toward an increasing ecstasy in imitation of God’s own
nature (divinus amor facit extasim inquantum scilicet facit appetitum
hominis tendere in res amatas [ST II-II, q. 175, a. 2]).”(116)

I do not, however, think that
McAleer’s understanding of natural law necessarily leads to an inability to
account fully for the supernatural character of charity or to the view that
Christ’s Cross is inscribed in the metaphysical order. The ecstasis
that McAleer rightly emphasizes can have various levels; natural law’s ecstasis
can differ in intensity from the ecstatic charity that attains communion with
the Trinity. The ecstasis taught by natural law 




  
  

  


page 196

can be distinct from the ecstasis
of charity, and yet the former can be taken up and fulfilled in the latter. To
distinguish between the two is not to suggest an opposition between them: both
the natural ecstatic dynamisms and the supernatural act of charity are
participations in the one eternal law, whose depths are, as McAleer sees,
revealed by the divine law of the grace of the Holy Spirit. Nor, in my opinion,
should one employ Christ’s Cross to demonstrate that being qua being is
relational or that creation and redemption (as acts of ecstatic goodness) are
necessary to divine being as good. Yet none of this is to deny that God’s ecstasis,
as Trinitarian Creator, is written into the fabric of creation and of our
rational participation in God’s wise plan for human fulfillment. We are called
by natural law to participate in this pattern of ecstasis in order to
attain the fulfillment we desire. On the Cross, the Son of God invites us into
an infinitely more intense pattern of ecstasis by which we may fulfill,
and transcend, our natures in coming to share in the Trinitarian ecstatic
communion of wisdom and love.

McAleer has thus relieved
“natural law” of the dull generality that inaccurately distances it
from the patterns and practices of Christian moral theology. In this way he
assists greatly in reclaiming natural law, as understood by Christians, from the
impersonal “God of the philosophers” and restoring it to the “God
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” the God who requires ecstatic
self-diffusion—Abraham’s journeyings, the near-sacrifice of Isaac, Jacob’s
limp. Like Pinckaers, McAleer has shown how natural law finds, rather than
constitutes, “ecstatic” norms in nature.

 



IV. Concluding Reflections









In presenting his account of natural
law, Rhonheimer states,

Indeed, reason has a
relationship to the natural inclinations—because they are natural—that
mirrors that of the relationship between form and matter. Together they form a
complex unity… . The naturalness of good, as it is formulated in the natural
law, cannot, however, be reduced to the simple 
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naturalness of the
individual natural inclinations and their goods, ends, and acts. Such a
reduction would be equivalent to reducing the genus moris of an act to
its genus naturae.(117)

He draws out the implications of this point earlier in his article:

the human good is not
simply an object “given” to intellectual acts. The very nature of the
intellect—emanating as it does from the spiritual soul which is a substantial
form and thus the life principle of its corporeality—means that what is really
good for man is, in a certain sense, constituted and formulated only in the
intellectual acts themselves. The human and moral good is essentially a bonum
rationis: a good of reason, for reason, and formulated by
reason. Only within the horizon of this good, as it appears before the
intellectual acts of the soul, does “human nature” reveal itself in
its normative significance. As a result, and even if at first sight this may
seem paradoxical, knowledge of the human good precedes the right
understanding of human nature. This cannot reveal its normative character before
all that is natural in man has been interpreted in the light of that good that
is the object of the acts of the intellect—and (as we will see later) not of
the speculative intellect but of the practical intellect, from which
the natural law emanates.(118)

In contrast, Pinckaers’s account of the “good” in terms of
happiness, and of the integration of the natural inclinations, challenges
Rhonheimer’s claim that the human good is “constituted and formulated only
in the intellectual acts themselves.” Rhonheimer’s account suffers from his
view that speculative knowing has no place until reason, as practical, has done
its work. Without a “prior” speculative apprehension of the ordering
of ends, there could be no practical apprehension of a particular end,
even though certainly the speculative and the practical operations remain
distinct. Above all, this ordering of ends, inscribed in the teleology of human
nature, is not extrinsic to any aspect of human nature. Practical reason does
not need to “constitute” or “establish” it, because, as
Cicero already recognized, it is already there in our (created) nature, moving
our natural inclinations. And yet this does not diminish our freedom, because
teleology—the attraction of the good (in the full sense of
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perfection, happiness, end, and friendship brought out by Pinckaers)—lies at
the very root of freedom. The motive power of the end, as manifested in the
hierarchical ordering of ends in our natural inclinations, establishes our
freedom. The natural inclinations do not need to be excluded from normative
significance, as they are in Rhonheimer’s account, because the natural
inclinations are, in McAleer’s phrase, “ecstatic.”

Indeed, McAleer’s focus on ecstasis as the key to natural law’s
participated pattern enables him to achieve what Rhonheimer seeks to achieve as
regards the demonstration of natural law’s role in the active working out of our
salvation. Lacking the entry point of the ecstatic character of the good,
Rhonheimer has trouble holding together the various inclinations of the human
person. Thus, for instance, he remarks that

at the level of their
mere naturalness, does following the tendency to conserve oneself or the sexual
inclination also mean following the good and end due to man? How can we
know what is not only specific to these inclinations according to their
particular nature but also due to the person, that is to say, at the
moment of following these inclinations, good for man as man?(119)

He is concerned that the “person,” what is “good for man as
man,” and these natural inclinations’ “particular nature”
may differ.(120) Or as he says in more detail
with regard to the natural inclination for procreation:

Grasped by reason as a human good and made the
content of a practical judgment, the object of this inclination is more than an
inclination found in pure nature… . This natural inclination, grasped by
reason and pursued in the order of reason—at the personal level—becomes love
between two people, love with the requirement of exclusiveness (uniqueness) and
of indissoluble faithfulness between persons (i.e., it is not mere attraction between bodies!),
persons who understand that they are united in the task of transmitting human
life. Faithful and indissoluble marriage between two people of different sexes,
united in the shared task of transmitting human life, is precisely the truth
of sexuality;
it is sexuality understood as the human good of marriage. Like all the other
forms of friendship and virtue, this specific type of friendship, which is what
marriage is, 
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is not found “in
nature.” It is the property and norm of a moral order, to which man has
access through the natural law as an ordinatio rationis. What,
according to Ulpian, “nature has taught all animals” is certainly a
presupposition for human love as well, but it does not yet express adequately
the natural moral order to which this love belongs. As a result, in the
case of man, what “nature has taught all animals” is not even
sufficient to establish any dutifulness or normativeness. If the animal does
what its nature, endowed with a richness of instincts, prescribes to it, it
performs its function. Can the same be said of man?(121)

He goes on to argue that a “‘natural given fact,’ which is relevant in
some aspects and presupposed for the formation of the natural law, is certain
relations of fittingness,” among which is the conjunction of male and
female, but

the normativeness of
these “relations of fittingness” or adequationes and the very
notion of due (debitum) come from practical reason, which
alone is able to order these relations of fittingness towards the end of virtue,
which is the good of the human person.(122)

This work of humanization, for Rhonheimer, produces from the water of
“nature” the wine of “human nature.” But the water,
as Pinckaers and McAleer show clearly, is already wine; the point of
unity is the movement of ecstasis necessary to the fulfillment of the
inclinations in the good.(123) Pinckaers’s and
McAleer’s
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metaphysical work, following Aquinas,
illumines the consistency of teleology, the good, in God’s creative artistry.
Aquinas compares God to an artist who infuses intelligibility into every aspect
of his works of art: “All natural things were produced by the Divine art,
and so may be called God’s works of art. Now every artist intends to give his
work the best disposition; not absolutely the best, but the best as regards the
proposed end.”(124) As regards the human
body, its “proximate end … is the rational soul and its
operations.” He holds therefore that “God fashioned the human body in
that disposition which was best, as most suited to such a form and to such
operations.”(125) This formality, as
McAleer makes clear, is ultimately ecstasis. Pinckaers brings out the
depths of the divine inscription of the good in human beings, so that freedom depends
not on self-constitution (even participated self-constitution), but on the
ecstatic pull of the Good for which human beings are made.

Thus the “relations of
fittingness” that one finds inscribed in human bodies—such as the
conjunction of male and female—belong to the divine art and possess an
intrinsic ecstatic intelligibility. If the ultimate end of the person is
rational self-giving love and wisdom, one might expect that the natural
inclinations, including those to self-preservation and procreation, express an
inner dynamic that befits human persons. Pinckaers shows how this is so by
recalling for us the place of happiness, friendship, and fruitfulness in a
proper account of the natural inclinations. The attraction of the good inscribes
teleology at the very root of our being. And since our being is rational, this
teleology or attraction to the good is the fount of freedom. Human flesh is rational
flesh: it owes its being the kind of flesh it is, to the rational soul created
to know and love ecstatically. This is the insight that, indebted to John Paul
II’s Theology of the Body, 
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McAleer expresses so well through his
attention to the ecstatic character of the good.
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BECAUSE OF THE scholarly work of Anneliese Maier,(2)
the doctrine of motion formulated by Albertus Magnus has come to be seen as
decisive for the development of physical theory in the later thirteenth and
early fourteenth centuries. According to Maier, Albert was the first of the
Scholastics to reckon with the unsolved Aristotelian problem of how precisely to
categorize motion. Averroës reported that in the Categories, Aristotle
had said that motion is in the category of “being passive” (passio);(3)
in the Physics, Aristotle said that motion belongs to several
categories.(4) To resolve the apparent
discrepancy between these two claims, Albert devoted a long chapter (the third)
in
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book 3, tractate 1 of his Physica
to answer the double question: “Whether and How Motion Is in the
Categories.”(5) In doing so, Albert made use
of the positions of Avicenna and Averroës; in fact, according to Maier, Albert
canonized certain interpretations of these two authors in ways that were to
dominate the succeeding discussions of the problem of motion. Avicenna’s
position is identified by Albert, so Maier tells us, with the term fluxus
formae, “the flow of a form,” while Averroës’ is identified with
the term forma fluens, “the flowing form.” And this subtle
but crucial distinction of terms led to a fundamentally wrong turn in the
history of Scholastic natural philosophy.

The nominative nouns in these terms
tell the tale: fluxus, on the one hand, or forma, on the
other. Is motion fundamentally to be understood as a fluxus, as an
inherently flowing reality, or is it to be understood as a forma, as a
static sort of reality? True, both the term fluxus formae and the term forma
fluens are constructed from the same two words, the noun forma and
the verb fluere, but Maier insists that the terms were given quite
different technical meanings by Albert. Avicenna’s term, fluxus formae,
meant for Albert that motion cannot be placed in any Aristotelian category,
whereas the term forma fluens meant that motion was essentially
identical with some category in which motion is recognized.(6)
Albert, unfortunately, opted for Averroës’ formulation that 
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motion is a forma fluens,
when, according to Maier, he should have recognized that motion is a fluxus
formae; the sorry result of his wrong choice can be seen in a long list of
his Scholastic successors(7) who were beset with
the unsolvable problem of trying to understand a flowing reality in terms of
categories that are inherently inadequate for such a task. The attempt to solve
this unsolvable problem doomed the Scholastics to ultimate failure, for the very
task of categorizing motion was incompatible with understanding motion
in the purely unrestricted way that is required in order to grasp the modern
idea of inertia.

An egregious example of Albert’s
malign influence can be seen, according to Maier, in the case of William of
Ockham, who denied that motion is anything real beyond the identifiable res
permanentes such as the mobile thing and (in the case of local motion) the
series of different places occupied by the mobile thing.(8)
To say that there is motion, or that something is in motion, means only,
according to Ockham, that there is some thing that is capable of motion and that
this thing is now in this place, was previously in some other place, and will in
the future be in some third place. The word “motion” is shorthand for
such phrases, but it indicates no reality beyond what the phrases mean. There is
no reality corresponding to “motion itself.” This Ockhamist position,
according to Maier, is but the realization of the project begun by Albert.(9)
Once motion is identified with a form, its flowing character is effectively
denied: motion itself is lost.
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Some scholars have responded to
Maier’s claims. E. J. McCulloch,(10) followed by
Claus Wagner(11) and James Weisheipl,(12)
has made the rather devastating criticism of Maier that, in fact, there is no
textual basis in Albert for finding a distinction between the terms forma
fluens and fluxus formae. These scholars are correct. In the
important chapter (Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3) where he
discusses the relation of motion to the categories, Albert never draws any
distinction between these two terms, nor does he identify one term with the
position of Avicenna and the other with the position of Averroës. In fact, in a
way that confounds the reader, he uses both terms, combinations of the terms,
and other terms in a completely interchangeable way.(13)
Furthermore, Gerbert Meyer has pointed out, correctly, that Albert’s position on
motion is not really similar to Ockham’s.(14)
Whereas Ockham 
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really means that motion can be
understood as a succession of res permanentes without there being any
real thing that is motion itself, Albert means that motion is something in-der-Mitte-sein(15)
that is neither act as such nor potency as such. And, as far as I can tell
from the relevant texts, Ockham nowhere makes use of the supposed distinction
between forma fluens and fluxus formae.(16)

Nevertheless, there is some justice in
Maier’s criticism of Albert’s definition of motion, for the Universal Doctor’s
attempt to locate motion in the Aristotelian categories does conflict somewhat
with the basic Aristotelian understanding of motion that Albert wishes to
maintain. The conflict is indeed a sign of philosophical ill health, but it is
not fatal, as Maier had suggested. Albert’s understanding of motion is
fundamentally sound; it is only his attempt to reconcile motion with the
categories, which can be separated from the definition of motion, that is not
successful. The problem is one that was spotted first by his rather precocious
pupil. Accordingly, in the following I shall expound both Albert’s attempt to
categorize motion and also the criticism of this attempt that comes from Thomas
Aquinas. I shall conclude with some critical comments of my own.

 



I.
The Categorization of Motion: Generically









Albert devotes two chapters (2 and 3)
to the categorization of motion in book 3, tractate 1 of his Physica.(17)
In chapter 2, his problem is to explain generally the kind of thing that motion
is: granted that there are different species of motion, what is the 
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genus?(18)
In chapter 3, he explains how motion is specifically categorizable: how each
kind of motion is related to the category to which it belongs.

Albert accepts the Aristotelian
definition of motion: “motion [is defined as] the actuality of the
potentially existing qua existing potentially.”(19)
Following the text of Averroës, he usually uses the term “perfection”
for “actuality” or “act.” Hence his version of the
definition is “the perfection of that which is in potency insofar as it is
in potency.”(20) When he asks himself what
in general motion is, the answer is obvious from the terms of the definition: it
is a perfection of some sort and not a potency.(21)
However, as soon as one considers that to which motion belongs, namely, the
movable thing, then one sees that motion also involves potency.(22)
Motion, then, is a reality: it can be said to be something actual, something of
a perfection, or, as Albert will say, it can be called a form. But one must
never forget that this reality belongs precisely to that which is in potency,
and hence it can never be a perfection or actuality without some important
qualification.

Motion is a perfection, but the word
“perfection” is used in several senses.(23)
The various senses of the word “perfection” are really various senses
in which the word “form” can also be used. Albert distinguishes
between what he calls “first” and “second” 
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perfections, and each of these
divisions can be subdivided into three, giving six different meanings of
“perfection” in all. A “first perfection” can be first (a)
temporally, (b) in being, or (c) in causality; likewise, a “second
perfection” can be second (a) temporally, (b) in being, or (c) in
causality. To be a first perfection temporally is to be that which is a way or a
process by which the imperfect goes to perfection (via et exitus imperfecti
ad perfectionem). This is the sense in which motion is a perfection. To be
a first perfection in being is to be a substantial form; to be a first
perfection in causality is to be a substantial form as a source of operations.
Correspondingly, to be a second perfection tem-porally is to be the form that is
the terminus of motion; to be a second perfection in being is to be an
accidental form; and to be a second perfection in causality is to be the
operation that flows from substantial form. To say, then, that motion is a
perfection is to say that motion is the sort of actuality or form that
temporally precedes and leads to the final form that is the terminus of that
motion. It is the act of that which is in potency, which means that as a
perfection it is paradoxically imperfect. Albert’s language is somewhat
strained, but his meaning is faithfully Aristotelian. Motion is an actuality,
but it is not simply so, for it is in potency also; hence the odd language that
motion is a perfection in the sense that it is the process of the imperfect
becoming the perfect.

The language of perfection might be
misleading in that it suggests that motion is a process of acquiring something
that can be regarded as an improvement. Of course, not all change is change for
the better, and Albert is aware that motion is not always the process of
acquiring some form that is intrinsic to the mobile subject.(24)
The most fundamental kind of motion is rooted in the potency of matter for
being; this “motion” is properly not even called a motion, for it is
substantial change. It is the acquiring of a form that results in a completely
new substantial being, which is the acquiring of a form that can be regarded as
a perfection. A less fundamental kind of change is rooted in the potency of a
substance to acquire inherent but accidental forms 
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that modify the subject either in
quantity or in quality. Second and third kinds of motion are thus quantitative
motion (either increase or decrease in size) or qualitative motion (alteration
in qualities). These kinds of motion are also the acquiring of form, but of
accidental form. Finally there is the kind of motion involving the least
potency, and that is the potency to something extrinsic, namely, new place (or
possibly position). This fourth kind of motion, local motion, is not the
acquiring of a form at all, for the locally moved thing does not acquire any new
form inherent in it, but it does acquire a new place, which is exterior to it.

Furthermore, Albert understands that
motion in the primary and most proper sense is local motion.(25)
Accidental changes, whether quantitative or qualitative, are motions in a
secondary and derivative sense. And substantial changes, although they can be
called motions, are not really motions, for they do not involve a process
between two termini. Hence, although Albert uses the language of
“perfection” and of “way and process toward perfection,” he
does not think that motion is necessarily the acquiring of some inherent form,
although such may be the case. To repeat, in the most proper sense, the mobile
subject does not acquire any form in itself at all.

Another possible misconception is that
of thinking that, because we can talk about motion “in general” or
about the “genus” of motion, and because there are four different
kinds or species of motion, there must be some real genus, called simply
“motion,” that is univocally predicated of the four species of motion.
But Albert tells us that those who hold such a view are
“reprehensible.”(26) There is no
“nature” that is common to the different ultimate Aristotelian
categories, he says, and hence, although we talk about “motion” in
quantity, in quality, and in place, there is no common nature of motion for
these several kinds of motion.(27) The fact that
the ten Aristotelian categories are the ultimate categories of being is
precisely an indication that 
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there is no genus above them. Motion
can be recognized in different categories, but that fact does not mean that
there is some common genus of motion. It also alerts us to the fact that the
term “motion” is not used univocally of the four kinds of motion.
Further, Albert seems to be suggesting that we cannot expect to give a proper
definition of motion, for to do so would be to give a genus and difference, but
that is obviously out of the question.

Motion in general, thus, is a
perfection in the sense that it is an incomplete reality that is in process
toward completion. There are different kinds of motion, but really one of these
kinds, local motion, is motion in the proper sense of the term. The other kinds
of motion are motion in some secondary sense, and the kinds of motion are not
species of some univocally understood genus of motion. The attempt to define
motion must be understood as an attempt to give some meaning to a term that is
used equivocally in at least four different senses. In all of this, Albert gives
an unobjectionably Aristotelian analysis of motion.

 



II. The Categorization of Motion: Specifically





Motion is found in four categories: substance (substantial change), quantity
(augmentation and diminution), quality (alteration of qualities), and place
(local motion). Although we have a general idea of motion, we might wonder how
motion is related to each of the categories in which it is found. Is an
alteration of color, for example, in the category of color the way that blue is
in that category? This question is complicated further because, as was indicated
above, Averroës has said, on the one hand, that motion is in the category of passio
and, on the other hand, that motion is in the four categories just listed. How,
then, does one reconcile these two claims? Albert finds that there are five
principal scholarly positions on this problem.

Position I.
Some, such as Gilbert de la Porrée, hold that motion is in the category of
action.(28) There is some plausibility in this,
because all motion requires a mover in some way. Motion is an 
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activity that is caused by an agent;
hence it is plausible to think that motion is in the agent, and hence in the
category of action. Albert rejects such a position, however, by distinguishing
motion in a material sense, which can be thought of as in the mover, from motion
formally considered, which is properly in the effect of the mover.(29)
That is to say that properly and formally motion is something that takes place
in the mobile subject, not in the cause of motion.

Position II. Some,
following the reasoning just given, say that motion is in the mobile thing as in
a subject, and that such motion is received from the causality of the
agent.(30) What is received thus is obviously
something passive, but that means that it is in the category of passio.
Against such a position Albert argues that the fact of motion’s being received
is different from the motion itself.(31) It is
true that the mobile is something acted upon by the agent, but the effect
of that action is still something different. Just as being painted is different
from being red, so being moved is different from being in motion. The fact that
the two occur in the same subject is not a relevant fact, since, if it were, it
would mean that, because all accidents can be predicated of a subject, all
categories of accidents would collapse into one.

Position III. The
third position is that motion itself, the fluxus, is essentially
identical with the terminus of motion.(32) This
position, which Albert attributes to Averroës, means that any motion can itself
be essentially categorized in one of the four categories in which motion is
found: substantial change is in the category of substance, augmentation is in
the category of quantity, and so forth. To use Albert’s example, taken from
Averroës, the process of blackening and blackness are essentially identical: nigrescere
est nigredo. Those who hold this position, according to Albert, say the
following.
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They say that any
flow [of motion] does not differ from the end in which it rests by a specific
difference or through essence, but only in being. And they say that motion is
found in all of the categories in which a flowing being and its terminus can be
found, and these are the four categories [substance, quantity, quality, and
place]… . And according to them, blackening is a changing or flowing
blackness, and ascending is a flowing place to that which is higher, and so
forth. And blackening does not differ from blackness in essence through a
specific difference, but differs from it as being in motion [differs from] being
at rest, which are different instances of being, or as being in progress
[differs from] being at the terminus, which are again different instances of
being. And to them it is fitting to say that motion is said equivocally of the
different species of motion, because there is not one thing or nature that
unites quantity, quality, and place, except for analogous things like
“being” or “one,” in none of which is there motion.(33)

The fundamental point about this position is that motion itself (the fluxus)
and the terminus of motion do not differ in any formal way. This means that they
share the same essence or nature, while they differ in that one is in motion and
the other is at rest, or, one is in progress (in via) and the other is
at the end (the terminus). Since the motion and the terminus share the same
essence and do not differ by any specific difference, and since the essence in
question is given by the category, it would follow that the motion and the
terminus are both individual instances of the same species.(34)
For example, “blackness” would be a species of
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alteration, such that
“blackening” and “being black” are two different individual
instances of blackness. On this view, however, Albert points out that there is
no proper genus called “motion,” of which “blackness” would
be one of the species. Rather, “motion” is said equivocally or
analogically of all the different species of motion. Since this position is the
one that Albert adopted as his own, and since it, in contrast with the fourth
position, provides the principal problem for our consideration, I shall postpone
his arguments for the third position and against the fourth until later.

Position IV. The
fourth position, in opposition to the third, is the position of those who hold
that motion differs from the category in which it is found both essentially and
by a specific difference.

A second group [of philosophers], who agree that
motion is a flow of being with respect to different categories, say that the
flow, by essence and by specific difference, differs from that toward which it
flows. Hence they say that blackening by essence and by specific difference
differs from blackness, with the result that blackening is neither a species of
quality nor a quality, but blackness is a species of quality and a quality, and
so forth for other motions and termini of motions.(35)





This position implies that the relation of motion to terminus is not the
relation of one individual to another in the same species, but rather the
relation of two things that are simply generically different, for they do not
share the same essence. A further implication is that motion cannot be regarded
as a species of a genus that would be given by the terminus. This position, in
contrast with the third, means that there is properly no formal identity between
the motion and its terminus, for they are not two individuals of one species,
nor is one related to the other as species to genus.
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Thus far the fourth position is the same as the fifth, but the fourth
position differs from the fifth in that Avicenna, the holder of the fourth
position, insists that there is properly no genus or species at all for
“motion.”

Certain philosophers
of this group [those who hold the fourth position] say that motion cannot be
taken in any category, neither in genus nor in species, but it is a way to the
thing that belongs in the category and a kind of principle of it. And they say,
further, that motion is an analogous name that is predicated based on the
causality of the different specific motions mentioned above… . And Avicenna
especially seems to agree with this position. And when Aristotle says that
motion is in the different categories, they understand this to mean that a way
to the category is said to belong to the category, as also other generic
principles are said to belong to the genera of which they are principles, as for
example, “point” and “unity” belong to the genus of
quantity, and as “form” and “matter” belong to the genus of
substance. But there is this difference: these principles essentially are saved
in their genera. Motion, however, does not belong really or essentially to a
genus, because it is a principle as a “way” [to something else] and
not as something remaining in being.(36)

Avicenna’s position, according to Albert, like the third position, attempts
to understand the fluxus in relation to the terminus of motion, and not
in relation to the agent or the patient. Avicenna, however, denies that the flow
of motion and the terminus of motion are essentially the same. In fact, for
Avicenna, motion is not properly in any category, for it transcends them all. It
is related to the categories in which there is motion somewhat in the same way
as substantial form and prime matter are related to the
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category of substance: they are principles of the category but are not
species or individuals under the category.(37)

Position V.
The fifth position is that the fluxus of motion is not identical with
the terminus of motion but is in some separate category by itself that is
predicated univocally of all species of motion.(38)
This position is immediately rejected by Albert as something already refuted,
because it would imply that there is some category beyond the ultimate
categories of being (if they are the ultimate categories there can be
no category beyond them) and because it would seem to imply that motion should
be some one univocal thing (but Albert has already argued that it is not).

Given the five positions, Albert finds
that the first and second are wrong but do have some basis in truth; the fifth
is obviously wrong. The two most plausible positions, then, are the third and
the fourth. Albert accepts the third and rejects the fourth. The real essence of
motion is in the being of motion in the moved thing. When motion is considered
in that way, and not as something caused or with respect to its cause, then we
see that, as was expressed in the third position, motion as a perfection is
formally identical with the terminus of motion.

Since motion [considered] in this way is an imperfect
perfection of that which is moved, it is necessarily the case that insofar as it
is a perfection it corresponds formally with that which is the pure and perfect
perfection. For this reason certain renowned men from the sect of Peripatetics
have said that motion does not differ essentially from the form to which the
motion is directed. On the other hand, insofar as it is an imperfect
perfection, it does differ from the form to which the motion is directed,
through the being of imperfection and through being mixed with the privation of
that form toward which the motion tends… . And this is the opinion that I
believe to be true.(39)
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Motion and its terminus are formally identical, but motion is a less-perfect
instance of the pure form achieved at the end. There is no difference in form
between the two, except that the terminus is pure and perfect whereas the motion
is mixed with privation and is imperfect.

When Albert introduces his responses to Avicennian objections against the
third position, he again states his acceptance of this position.

Among all the
positions we find the third to be truer. Avicenna’s objections can be answered
through this: that blackening is a flowing blackness, for nothing prevents that
which “in motion” signifies from being of the same essence as that
which “at rest” signifies, provided that they are differentiated in
being, as for example, “to love” and “love” [are
differentiated] and so are many other such things. And [motion and rest] do not
have a specific difference by which they differ, except insofar as a difference
is recognized in different instances of being, because with such a difference
[the terms] signify with a verb [e.g., “to blacken”] one thing in both
motion and time, and they signify with a noun [e.g., “blackness”]
another thing without motion. And thus it is clear that blackening and blackness
are in some way the same but in some way different.(40)

The very same essence can be characterized as “in motion” or as
“at rest.” There is no difference formally between the two—even at
the level of species, for there is no specific difference by which one could be
distinguished from the other—but there is a difference in being, for one
involves time and motion, whereas the other does not.

Albert, then, accepts the third position that motion and its end are formally
identical and rejects the fourth position that the two
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are formally distinct. The following is one principal argument for the third
position.

Form mixed with
potency and pure form are not essentially different, but they differ in being;
motion is a flowing form mixed with potency; therefore, [the flowing form] does
not differ essentially from the form taken in the pure sense. But the form that
is mixed with potency in motion is the same form as the pure form in the
terminus of motion. Therefore, these [two] do not differ essentially, and
therefore they are in essentially the same category. The form that is the
terminus of motion is neither in [the category of] action nor [in the category
of] passion but is in different categories. Therefore, motion also is in
different categories.(41)

The fundamental point here is that motion itself is a form, though a flowing
form, and the terminus of motion is a form, though a pure form. These two forms,
however, are not essentially different but are essentially the same. They are
different in being, for the motion and the rest at the end of
the motion are really different, but they are not different in kind.
Note that the motion is characterized as a form “mixed with potency,”
whereas the form of the terminus is “pure,” that is, not mixed with
potency. The relation to potency must be viewed by Albert as accidental, for the
two forms are in essence identical.

A second argument to show why the third position must be correct and the
fourth wrong is the following.

When a thing in some
category is flowing, it reaches a terminus that is either extrinsic to it and
not identical with it in any way, or it reaches a terminus that is essentially
identical with it though different from it in being. If it reaches a terminus
that is not essentially identical with it, then it reaches a terminus that is
extrinsic to it. But any extrinsic thing can equally be the terminus for [any
other] extrinsic thing. Therefore, any motion can reach any terminus, which is
absurd, because any given motion has its own proper terminus. It remains,
therefore, that the terminus of motion is intrinsic essentially to the motion.
It is, 
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therefore, essentially the same as the flowing
thing, although it is not the same in being.(42)

According to Albert, if we do not adopt the third position, we are forced to
concede that the terminus of motion has no essential connection with the motion
itself, but that is tantamount to saying that any motion can achieve any end,
which is absurd. The third position is required in order to maintain the basic
intelligibility of motion; if we were to adopt the fourth position we would, in
effect, be saying that any given motion could end in any way. What begins as a
change in color, for example, could end as a change in place. In order to avoid
such absurdities, we must recognize that motion and its terminus are essentially
the same.

Albert’s favorite image to illustrate the truth of the third position is that
of drawing a line.(43) If we draw a line with a
pen, the tip of the pen makes a point when it is set on the page. By drawing the
pen across the page, the pen essentially takes that initial point and extends
it, and that same point also makes the end of the line when the drawing stops.
The drawing of a line, thus, is like a flowing point: the same point starts the
line, makes the line, and ends the line. The point that starts and makes the
line, Albert tells us, is always essentially the same point as the terminus of
the line, although a point in the middle of the line and the terminus are
different in being. One point on the line is different from another—they are
different in being—but they are categorically or essentially all the same.
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The truth of the third position must,
however, be qualified,(44) for there is some
truth in the first, second, and fourth positions as well. In claiming that the fluxus
and the terminus of motion are essentially identical, Albert explains that he is
talking about the very being or essence of motion. Motion essentially is an
“imperfect perfection” (imperfecta perfectio). As a
perfection, motion is clearly a kind of form and is essentially the same as the
terminus of motion. The process of becoming black and blackness are essentially
the same. On the other hand, as an imperfect perfection, the flowing
form does differ from the perfect form that is the terminus. In this sense, the
fourth position is correct: there is some difference between the flowing form
and the perfect form. Furthermore, in giving the essence of motion, Albert has
not been talking about motion as something caused or as something causing
motion. If, then, we do talk about motion as something received in the mobile
thing, then motion is in the category of passion. If, on the other hand, we talk
about motion as something that is causing motion, then it is in the category of
action. There is, therefore, some accommodation for the first, second, and
fourth positions.

Albert raises and answers a number of
Avicennian objections against his own position. One objection is that it is
wrong to call motion a form that is essentially the same as the terminus of
motion, for a form either is or it is not.(45)
If the form is, then it cannot be acquired, for it already is; but if the form
is not, then it cannot do anything, for only that which is can do anything.

Albert’s response is to say that he
intends a form that both is and is not. It is insofar as it is a flowing form,
and such a form really is. It is not insofar as it is mixed with potency.(46)
In the example of the qualitative change to blackness, the blackness is
as a flowing form, but it is not insofar as the flowing form is mixed
with privation. In this, Albert says, he is describing what is true of any
change that is a change of degree. Such changes are always characterized by
“more” and “less.” But the “more” and
“less” of 
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such changes are more and less of the
same form.(47) Insofar as one is specifying less
of a form, one is specifying a privation that is not the form; but
insofar as one is specifying less of a form, one is specifying the
form. In this sense, Albert wishes to hold that the flowing form and the form at
rest are essentially the same but yet different in being.

It might be helpful to consider that
the model in Albert’s mind for all motion seems not to be local motion, as it is
for modern philosophers, but to be qualitative change. The alteration of a thing
from one color to another is understood by Albert as a process of intensifying
the degree of one form. Something becoming black is acquiring an
ever-more-intense degree of blackness, but to have some degree of
blackness is to be black. Hence, Albert thinks that the motion toward blackness
and the fully acquired blackness are formally the same, although there is a
difference of degree. This difference of degree also represents in all motions,
except substantial change, a temporal difference. The lesser degree of something
is temporally before the fuller degree of that thing. Albert then thinks of
other motions as analogous to alterations. Quantitative changes are greater or
lesser degrees of the final specified quantity, and local motions are processes
of achieving to greater or lesser degrees the final place. Substantial change,
since it is instantaneous, does not manifest itself in a matter of degrees, but
this fact, while it makes it harder to think of such change as properly a motion,
makes it easier to grasp Albert’s claim that the motion and the end are
essentially the same, for there is nothing in between the two termini of the
change that could be formally different from the end.

A second objection against Albert’s
position is also an objection about form.(48) A
pure form, so the objection goes, is essentially 
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different from a mixed form, as black
is essentially different from grey. The forma fluens is a mixed form
and is, therefore, essentially different from the terminus, which is a pure
form. Albert responds to this objection by pointing out that the objection
concerns the intermediate between the two termini of motion.(49)
The problem is, what is the status of this intermediate? If one looks at the
intermediate just in itself, as though it were a kind of complete being (secundum
esse completum), then obviously it and the terminus of motion are
essentially different. The intermediate is something composed and incomplete,
but the terminus is something simple and complete. On the other hand, if one
recognizes that the intermediate is not really a complete being but is “a
way toward complete form” (via ad completam formam), then one can
see that in the intermediate of motion “one and the same form flows from
its incomplete being to its complete being” (unica fluit forma a suo
esse incompleto ad suum esse completum). The intermediate of motion, Albert
tells us, is not properly a complete being but is an incomplete being that is
specified by its end.

We should make several other notes
about Albert’s position. For one, Albert does not regard the form itself as
something that moves, although his language might suggest that at times. A form,
he points out, is simple, but motion is a successive reality, which means that
its parts do not exist all at once.(50) This is
why the flowing form is different in being from the terminus or final
perfection, although it is the same in essence. Another point is that although
Albert calls motion a “perfection” or an “imperfect 
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perfection,” he does not mean
that motion is an improvement or a change for the better.(51)
A subject that could be made better or worse might be said to be brought to
perfection or not, but that is not the sense in which Albert is using the term
“perfection.” He means, rather, a process of going from a potential or
imperfect state to an actual or a perfect one. Finally, Albert ends his entire
discussion of the categorization of motion by saying that he cannot entirely
reject the fourth position, for it expresses an important truth.(52)
The Aristotelian categories are categories of beings—entia. They
provide a way for us to categorize and define what in the end we recognize to be
actual entities. Motion, however, because of its imperfection, is not properly a
being but is something that belongs to a being. We determine categories of the
things to which motion belongs; these things properly belong in the categories,
and by association with them motion can be said to be “reduced” to the
various categories.

This last remark expresses a
potentially contradictory doctrine, for if one were to insist upon it, it would
imply the negation of the third position, which Albert has labored long in
chapter 3 to support. It expresses, I think, the heart of the fourth position,
namely, that what belong properly to the categories are not the different
motions as such but the different things with respect to which there
are different kinds of motions. If this is strictly true, then it would be false
to say, as Albert does, that the motions are really forms that are essentially
identical with the forms that are the ends of motions. I think that this last
comment of Albert, therefore, must be understood as a sort of admission of the
difficulty of categorizing motion. The categories are categories of simple
entities, but motions are not simple entities. The fourth position explicitly
recognizes this problem. Although, for reasons 
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we have seen, Albert does not accept
the fourth position, he does see the problem that motivates the adoption of the
position.

In summary, clearly the various ends
of motions are cate-gorizable according to the Aristotelian categories of
substance, quantity, quality, and place. The problem is to determine how the
motions themselves are categorized. In the end, there are only two
possibilities. Either a motion is essentially the same as its end or it is not.
Albert opts for the first choice, insisting that motion itself is a flowing form
that is essentially identical with its terminus but different from it in being.
The other view, he thinks, renders motion unintelligible and is not the standard
view of Aristotle and his most prominent commentators. Aristotle had said that
motion is in the categories, and Albert takes this as strictly true.

 



III. Thomas on the Categorization of Motion





When Thomas Aquinas comments on the preambles to Aristotle’s definition of
motion in book 3 of the Physics,
he adopts what I have called above the “fourth position,” which was
as-cribed by Albert to Avicenna. Like Albert, Thomas recognizes that motion
itself must be a mixture of actuality and potentiality—it must, in Thomas’s
terms, be an “imperfect act” (actus
imperfectus)—but unlike Albert Thomas saw that this fact makes it
impossible to say that any specific motion and its category are essentially
identical.





[M]otion … is an
imperfect act. But every imperfect thing falls under the same category as that
which is perfect, not indeed as a species but by reduction,
in the same way as prime matter is in the category of substance. It is necessary
that motion not be beyond the categories of things in which motion is found. And
this is what Aristotle says, namely, that motion is not “beyond
things,” that is, “beyond the categories of things in which there is
motion,” as though something were outside or common to all these
categories.(53)
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I have added emphasis to the words “not indeed as a species but by
reduction” to point out the difference between Thomas’s position and that
of Albert. It is precisely Albert’s position that the fluxus of motion
does “not differ from the end in which it comes to rest by a specific
difference or by essence.”(54) Since it is
the end that specifies the category of motion, Albert is affirming what Thomas
is denying: that any motion and its terminus are one in species. To repeat the
example, Albert thinks that the process of becoming black is an instance of
blackness, but this is just what Thomas denies. Thomas and Albert agree that
motion is not some super-category beyond the ultimate Aristotelian categories,
and for the same reason: that the categories adequately divide all finite being.(55)
They differ sharply, however, on how specific motions are related to their
categories.

The difference between Thomas’s
position and Albert’s can be seen in four ways. First, as Thomas tells us,
motion is neither perfect act nor pure potency; it is rather something in the
middle between act and potency.(56) What is in
potency has not yet moved, but what is in act has already moved. That which is
now in motion is in between pure act and potency, sharing some aspects of both.
The “imperfect act” that is motion must retain a dual ordination: it
must be ordered both as potency to further act and as act to previous potency.(57)
If it has only an order to further act, 
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then it can be regarded as potency
only, as that which has not yet moved. If it has only an order to previous
potency, then it can be regarded as act only, as that which has already moved.
To capture the reality that is motion, we must affirm both the potential
ordination to complete act, and the actual ordination to previous potency. This
dual ordination of motion means that the “imperfect act” that is
motion is really different from the “perfect act” that is the terminus
or end of motion.

We should consider
that, before something is moved, it is in potency to two acts: namely, to
perfect act, which is the terminus of motion, and to imperfect act, which is the
motion. Water, for example, before it is heated, is in potency to being
heated and to be hot. When it is being heated [its potency] is
brought into imperfect act, which is motion; it has not yet, however, been
brought into perfect act, which is the terminus of motion, but is still in
potency with respect to that.(58)

This passage expresses neatly the difference between Thomas and Albert. For
Thomas, there are really two quite different acts to be considered in the
defining of motion, but for Albert there is only one. This is to say that, for
Thomas, the imperfect act is fundamentally of a different nature from the
perfect act; they are not of the same genus or category, as Albert had thought.
Albert, on the other hand, regards the act of motion, which he calls a form, and
the terminus of motion, which is also a form, as being essentially the same.

A second way in which the difference between Thomas and Albert can be seen is
from the distinction that Thomas draws between the “act of what is
imperfect insofar as it is so” (actus 
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imperfecti inquantum hujusmodi), which is motion, and the “act
of what is perfect insofar as it is so” (actus perfecti inquantum
hujusmodi), which is operation. In the following text Thomas draws this
distinction in a way that is relevant to our problem.

There are two kinds
of act: act that is the act of what is imperfect insofar as it is so, like
motion, and act that is the act of the perfect insofar as it is so, like
operation that follows from form. Sometimes it happens that the act of what is
perfect is found in that which is imperfect but which participates to some
degree in perfection, as, for example, something of the actuality of white is in
a pale thing. When, therefore, that which is imperfect comes to perfection, the
act that belongs to it insofar as it has something of the perfection toward
which it tends, remains with respect to the substance of the act, but is removed
with respect to what was imperfect of the act. For example, when the child
reaches maturity, his lisping speech is removed—that is, what was imperfect is
removed. Anything of perfection, however, in the speech remains. But when
motion, which is the act of what is imperfect, achieves its terminus, it does
not remain as to the substance of its act but only as to the root [of that act],
insofar as motion was present, which was a kind of relation and order
of what is imperfect to perfection.(59)





What Thomas says in this text about operation is what Albert has said
about motion. An operation can be found in that which is less perfect
than its final or mature state, as speech can be found in a child that is an
imperfect instance of speech that will be later found in the adult. In such a
case, the act in the imperfect state and the act of the perfect state are
essentially the same, but one is an imperfect version of the other. One could
say that they share the same essence but differ in being—as Albert had said
about motion. Motion, however, according to Thomas, cannot be said
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to be an imperfect version of the final act that is the perfect version, for
nothing of the act of motion remains when the ter-minus is achieved. In
Thomistic terms, what Albert has said about motion is really true, not about
motion, but about operation. Interestingly, Thomas cites the example of a pale
thing in relation to a white thing. Such an example is an example of how
something imperfect may be seen to participate in what is perfect, and thus to
share in the same act or form. But the example is not an example of a motion. It
may be true that a pale thing is an imperfect participation in whiteness, but it
is not true that the motion of becoming white is an imperfect participation in
whiteness.

A third way in which the difference between Albert and Thomas can be seen
concerns the intermediate between the two termini of motion. Albert has said
that the intermediate can in some sense be regarded as of the same species as
the terminus. Thomas, however, denies this. According to him, whenever something
moves locally it must always move from one terminus to another, and the termini
are obviously different in species. But it must move through some intermediate
that is also different in species from either terminus. Significantly, Thomas
says that this same principle can be noted in alteration, and he gives Albert’s
favorite example.

And likewise in the
motion of alteration, it must be recognized that the first thing into which
something is changed is an intermediate [between the two termini] that is a
different species [from either of the termini]. For example, when something is
changed from white into black, grey—not less white—must be
recognized [as an intermediate].(60)

According to Thomas, when something changes from white to black, it
necessarily changes into something specifically different from either
the white or the black. The intermediate stages cannot


  



pgae 229

be understood as merely an imperfect instance of either terminus—as
“less white” or “imperfectly black”—but they must be
understood as something of a different nature, if real motion is taking place.

A fourth way in which the difference between the two philosophers can be seen
is from the way in which they characterize the relation of a point to a line, or
the relation of the now to time. For Thomas, as for Aristotle, it is simply the
case that between two points there is always a line that is of a different
nature from the points; likewise, between any two nows there is always time that
is of a different nature from the now.

One point does not
follow another point such that from them a length, that is to say, a
line, can be constructed; nor can one “now” follow another
“now” such that time can be constructed from them. This is so because
one [indivisible] follows another, the intermediate of which is not something of
the same kind [as the indivisible].(61)

Albert, by contrast, when he is commenting on the same passage at the
beginning of book 6 of the Physics, will argue in favor of a startling
thesis:

A line is terminated by points, and time is
terminated by the now, such that between any points there are points on the
continuum and between any nows there are other nows in time, so
that the intermediate is something of the same proximate genus both with respect
to points and with respect to nows.(62)





Albert recognizes that what he is saying is controversial,(63)
but he defends his claim by saying that a point formally can be
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considered not as a continuous
thing (continuatum) but as a continuator (continuans).
As a continuator, the point is in the line as beginning, as middle, and as end.
From the beginning of the line one can construct the line by imaginatively
moving the point through to the end of the line. In this sense the line is truly
composed of parts—not quantitative parts but essential parts, for the point is
the “cause” and “form” of the line.(64)
Whereas Thomas sees an irreducible difference between an indivisible point and a
continuous line, Albert recognizes the difference between the two but thinks
that the difference is not irreducible, for in some sense the point and the line
are of the same nature. Albert thinks that a line can be constructed
from a point, but Thomas denies that such a construction is possible.

Albert characterizes motion as a
“flowing form.” If he intends by “form” what is essentially
the same as the terminus of motion, then Thomas would say that he is guilty of
taking motion to be a “perfect act” rather than an “imperfect
act.” By insisting that motion is a form that is identical in species with
the end of motion, Albert is implying a denial of the potentiality of motion. He
would, implicitly, be indicating not that which is in motion but that which has
already moved and is now at rest. 









IV.
Critical Comments









Albert’s attempt to categorize motion,
as we have just seen, was not a success. His discussion of the definition of
motion, however (given in the next chapter [Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1,
cap. 4]), is 
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unobjectionably Aristotelian. The
problem, then, is that his attempt to relate motion to the categories is not
consistent with his Aristotelian understanding of the definition of motion.

Albert divides Aristotle’s definition
of motion into three parts: (1) “motion is an actuality or a
perfection” (motus est entelechia sive perfectio) (2) “of
that which is in potency” (existentis in potentia) (3)
“insofar as it is in potency” (secundum quod est in potentia).
The first part indicates, as we have already seen, that motion generically is a
perfection in the sense that it is a way or a process toward perfection. The
second part indicates that motion belongs to that which is in potency, that is,
to the mobile subject, and not to the agent. The third part indicates that,
although motion is a perfection or a form, nevertheless it must be understood as
a potency to form and not as the actual attainment of form.

It is necessary to consider further that insofar as
[something] is in potency it can only have the perfection that is motion,
because form is the perfection of a thing existing in act, and when it has form,
it is not in potency to it but in act. But when [something] is in motion, then
it is still in potency to form. And so it is that the fulfillment of that which
is in potency, insofar as it is in potency, is motion, but the fulfillment of
that which is in potency, insofar as it is not in potency but in act, is form.(65)





Here Albert makes it clear that motion cannot be defined as a form; it must be a
potency to form, for when form is attained motion is complete and finished. But
in attempting to categorize motion he declared that the motion and the terminus
of motion—the form to be attained in motion—are essentially identical. He
could call motion a “flowing form” only because he did make the
identification of the form that is motion with the form that is the term of
motion. On the one hand, Albert understands the Aristotelian requirement to
define motion as a
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potency to form and not as the attainment of form; but, on the other hand, he
categorizes motion as essentially the same as the attained form.

Albert’s difficulty can be seen from an analysis of his own example of the
line produced by the point. Albert, recall, asks us to imagine the production of
a line made by the moving of a point. The very same point, he argues, forms the
beginning of the line, the line itself, and the end of the line. In essence, or
in species, there is no difference between the end-point and any of the points
along the line or the beginning-point. Hence, all such points are in the same
specific category. Yet, it is true that the points are different, not
specifically, but in being.

The example, however, should indicate a fundamental distinction that Albert
fails to make. A line and a point are realities of irreducibly different
natures: a line is continuous and divisible, but a point is discrete and
indivisible. A line cannot be reduced to the reality of a point, and no line can
be expressed as a series of points, no matter how many such points are given.
Even an infinite number of points will not constitute a line, for no point is
continuous and no multitude of points is continuous, even if there should be
very many of them. It simply makes no sense in geometry to claim that the
essence of the end-point and the essence of the line are the same. Any point
taken along the line is not a line and is not a part of a line. A point can mark
the end of a line, the beginning of a line, or an intersection, but it cannot be
a line or a part of a line. Parts of lines must themselves be lines— line
segments. Hence the point that marks the end of the line is not a part of the
line.

The application of this to the problem of motion should be clear. The end or
terminus of motion is not a part of the motion, for motion and rest are of
fundamentally different natures. The form achieved when motion is finished
(whether that form is intrinsic to the moving thing or extrinsic does not
matter) is not itself any part of motion. It is precisely the termination of
motion and is therefore quite different from it. To claim, as Albert does, that
the motion and its terminus are essentially the same in nature
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is to deny the potency as potency of the motion. It identifies motion, not
with the motion itself, but with the “having been moved” that is the
terminus of motion.

Albert’s example of qualitative alteration, a thing’s becoming black, can
show the problem as well. If we are going to turn something white into something
jet-black, the process of doing so (by painting or dyeing) will proceed through
intermediate shades of grey and not-quite-jet-black. But if the end is to
produce something that is jet-black, these intermediate shades, although we
might call some of them “black” are not the intended end, jet-black.
They are, in fact, all different in species or in essence from
the intended end. They are generically colors, but then so is the starting
point, white. None of them is, in essence, the same as the end. If the process
of painting or dyeing ended, not with jet-black, but with grey, we would say
that the white thing had become grey, not that it had become jet-black; we
would, in fact, recognize that a different sort of change had taken place.

I am trying to show that Albert’s insistence that motion itself and the
terminus of motion are the same in essence was a philosophical mistake. This
mistake is partially related to the characterization of motion as a forma
fluens, but only partially. Insofar as the term is intended to indicate
that motion and its terminus are of one and the same form, the term is part of a
larger philosophical mistake. Furthermore, if the term is intended as a
definition of motion, then it is again problematic, for it both includes the
thing to be defined in the definition (fluens is itself a kind of
motion) and it implies a denial of potency, insofar as the forma and
the terminus are the same. But it must be remembered that Albert appreciated
Aristotle’s definition of motion given strictly in terms of act and potency and
that, when he was not attempting to solve the problem of the relation of motion
to the categories, he could express the meaning of motion in a faithfully
Aristotelian way. In this light, the term forma fluens can be given a
benign interpretation. By using the term forma Albert can mean simply
that motion is some sort of actuality; by using the term fluens he can
mean that the actuality is incomplete. The term can
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be taken as a version of his formula, “imperfect perfection,” which
is similar to Thomas’s term, “imperfect act.” Both Albert and Thomas
recognized that motion is an actuality of a peculiar sort: it is something in
between that which is simpliciter in potency or that which is simpliciter
in act. I would conclude that the term forma fluens is misleading but
it is not necessarily wrong.

Anneliese Maier had claimed that the position of Albert led logically to that
of Ockham. This claim is largely false, since Albert understood the definition
of motion in an Aristotelian way as an imperfect perfection that is reducible
neither to act nor to potency, and he understood that motion is a reality
independent of Ockham’s res permanentes. Albert’s understanding of
motion is completely different from Ockham’s. Albert’s attempt to categorize
motion, however, is another matter. When he attempts to understand motion in
relation to the ten Aristotelian categories, he insists, wrongly, that motions
are essentially the same as the categories in which there are motions. This
claim, if it were true, would imply a denial of the potential character of
motion and hence would imply something like Ockham’s position.(66)
But the problem of categorizing motion is not the same as the problem of
defining motion, and I think that the two are separable. The problem of
categorizing motion is really a logical problem; the problem of defining motion
is really a problem about nature. When we know what motion is and what the
different kinds of motion are—these are problems about nature—we may then
wonder how to understand these claims in relation to the ultimate categories of
all finite being. Logically, what have we said in defining motion in relation to
these categories? The answer should be that, whereas the things with respect to
which motions occur (substances, quantities, qualities, and places) really do
belong to the different categories in question, the motions with
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respect to these do not. This is a
logical point. Albert, however, seems to have taken this logical question as one
about nature, and that has produced some confusion. The logical scheme needed
for the classification of motions has been confused with the motions themselves.
There is, however, no reason in Albert’s thought why this confusion should have
occurred, for his principles of natural philosophy do not demand it. His
Aristotelian understanding of the meaning of motion can stand without it.



[bookmark: N_1_]1.  I
should like to express my appreciation to the Dominican University College,
Ottawa, Ontario, which generously provided me with resources and facilities to
pursue research on Albertus Magnus during my year of sabbatical leave. I would
especially like to thank Rev. Lawrence Dewan, O.P., of this community, who
provided excellent criticism of a draft of this article. 



[bookmark: N_2_]2.  “Die
Wesensbestimmung der Bewegung,” in Anneliese Maier, Die Vorläufer
Galileis im 14. Jahrhundert, 2d ed. (Rome: Edizioni di Storia et
Letteratura, 1966), 9-25; “Motus est actus entis in potentia …” in
Anneliese Maier, Zwischen Philosophie und Mechanik (Rome: Edizioni di
Storia et Letteratura, 1958), 3-57; “Forma Fluens oder Fluxus Formae?”
in Maier, Zwischen Philosophie und Mechanik, 61-143. The first article
was originally published in Angelicum 21 (1944): 97-111, and has been
translated into English by Steven Sargent in chapter 1 of On the Threshold
of Exact Science: Selected Writings of Anneliese Maier on Late Medieval Natural
Philosophy (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1982), 3-39. 



[bookmark: N_3_]3.  In
fact Aristotle makes no such claim, but Averroës said that Aristotle did in his
Commentariae in libros Physicorum Aristotelis, lib. 3, text. 4, fol.
87C (Venice, 1562). 



[bookmark: N_4_]4. Physics
3.1.200b33-201a3. 



[bookmark: N_5_]5.  “An
in praedicamentis sit motus et qualiter sit in illis” (Physica,
lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3 [Cologne 4.1:149 (ll. 56)]). All references to Albert’s
works are taken from Opera omnia, ed. Institutum Alberti Magni
Coloniense (Münster i. Westf: Aschendorff, 1951-). 



[bookmark: N_6_]6. “For
Albert, the Averroist interpretation of motion is this: qualitative change is a
flowing quality (qualitas fluens), local motion is a flowing place (ubi
fluens), and motion is distinguished from its terminus, not in essence, but
only in being, insofar as it is a ‘form in flux’, while the end of motion is a
‘form at rest’… . Because Avicenna takes the view that motion is a flow
of being that can in no way be placed in one of the recognized Aristotelian
categories, but neither does it constitute its own unique category, it is only a
way to an end or a principle of sorts… . And for the scholastics, the
interpretation of Albert, even when it was perhaps not completely an accurate
representation of the author, became authoritative. The thinkers of the late 13th
and early 14th centuries held the point of view that for Aristotle
and Averroes motion is a flowing form (forma fluens) and that
this is the correct interpretation, while the view of Avicenna, that motion was
a flow of a form (fluxus formae), was to be rejected”
(Maier, “Forma Fluens oder Fluxus Formae?” 75-76).
See also Maier, “Die Wesensbestimmung der Bewegung,” 16. 



[bookmark: N_7_]7. The
list includes John Duns Scotus, John of Jandun, Petrus Aureoli, William of
Alnwick, Antonius Andreae, William of Ockham, Walter Burley, John Buridan,
Nicholas of Oresme, Marsilius of Inghen, and Blasius of Parma. These authors are
discussed by Maier in “Forma Fluens oder Fluxus Formae?”
78-143. 



[bookmark: N_8_]8.  William
of Ockham, Brevis summa libri Physicorum, lib. 3, cap. 1 (Opera
Philosophica 6:40 [15-17]), ed. S. Brown (St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: St.
Bonaventure University, 1984). See also, Summula philosophiae naturalis,
lib. 3, cap. 1-5 (Opera Philosophica 6:247-63); Quaestiones in
libros Physicorum Aristotelis, qq. 10-12 (Opera Philosophica
6:417-23). See also Marilyn McCord Adams, “Motion: Its Ontological Status
and Its Causes,” in William Ockham (Notre Dame, Ind.: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1987), 2:799-852. 



[bookmark: N_9_]9. Maier,
“Die Wesensbestimmung der Bewegung,” 16-18; “Forma Fluens oder
Fluxus Formae?” 100-105. 



[bookmark: N_10_]10.  E.
J. McCullough, “St. Albert on Motion as Forma fluens and Fluxus
formae,” in Albertus Magnus and the Sciences: Commemorative Essays
1980, ed. James A. Weisheipl (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1980) 130. 



[bookmark: N_11_]11. Claus
Wagner, “Alberts Naturphilosophie im Licht des neuern Forschung
(1979-1983),” Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie
32 (1985): 89-94. 



[bookmark: N_12_]12. “The
alternative conceptions of motion as fluxus formae (a succession of
form) or forma fluens (a successive form) are nowhere presented in
Avicenna, Averroës, or Albert; further, Albert in no way aligns himself with
either Avicenna or Averroës, nor does he present Averroës simply as a defender
of any forma fluens theory; finally, no fourteenth-century misreading
of Albert could have prepared the way for Ockham’s denial of motion as a reality
distinct from form” (James Weisheipl, “The Interpretation of
Aristotle’s Physics and the Science of Motion,” in The
Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy, ed. N. Kretzmann, A. Kenny,
J. Pinborg [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982], 528). It is worth
noting as well some of Weisheipl’s important, but not so well known, studies in
which Albert’s Aristotelianism has been made clear: “Albertus Magnus and
the Oxford Platonists,” Proceedings of the American Catholic
Philosophical Association 32 (1958): 124-39; “Albert’s Disclaimers in
the Aristotelian Paraphrases,” Proceedings of the PMR Conference 5
(Villanova, Pa.: Augustinian Historical Institute, 1980): 1-27. 



[bookmark: N_13_]13.  In
one and the same chapter (Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3), Albert
calls motion a forma fluens (Cologne 4.1:154 [ll. 39 and 47]), a fluxus
(155 [ll. 59-69]), and even a forma totius fluxus (155 [68]). He also
calls motion a via et exitus imperfecti ad perfectionem (Physica,
lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 2 [Cologne 4.1:148 (ll. 27-28)]), and he devotes an
entire chapter (Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 4) to explaining
Aristotle’s definition of motion, entelechia sive perfectio eius quod est in
potentia secundum quod est in potentia, which he accepts as a good
definition of motion (Cologne 4.1:156 [l. 87]-157 [l. 1]) 



[bookmark: N_14_]14. Gerbert
Meyer, “Das Grundproblem der Bewegung bei Albert dem Grossen und Thomas von
Aquin,” in Albertus Magnus Doctor Universalis 1280/1980, ed. G.
Meyer and A. Zimmermann (Mainz: Matthias-Grünewald, 1980), 259-60. 



[bookmark: N_15_]15. 5
Ibid., 256-59. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16. William
of Ockham, Expositio in libros Physicorum Aristotelis, lib. 3, cap. 3 (Opera
Philosophica 4:452-67), ed. V. Richter & G. Leibold (Bonaventure, N.Y.:
St. Bonaventure University, 1985); Brevis summa libi Physicorum, lib.
3, cap. 1 (Opera Philosophica 6:39-44); Summula philosophiae
naturalis, lib. 3, cap. 1-5 (Opera Philosophica 6:247-63); Questiones
in libros Physicorum Aristotelis, qq. 8-13 (Opera Philosophica
6:412-30). The terms forma fluens and fluxus formae appear
nowhere in the indices to either of these volumes. 



[bookmark: N_17_]17.  Albert
also discusses the kinds of motion, and hence the categorization of motion, in
the beginning of book 5, but there, following Aristotle, his problem is to show
that there are only four kinds of motion. In book 3 the problem is to establish
whether and how motion can be categorized and defined at all. Hence, the
material in book 5 is not quite relevant to our topic. 



[bookmark: N_18_]18.  In
the beginning of chapter 2, following the text of Aristotle, Albert explains
that there are three divisions that have to be made in order to understand
motion. First, there is the division between act (or perfection) and potency;
this division is needed to understand motion generically, the topic for chapter
2. Second, there is the division between substance and the nine categories of
accidents; this division is needed to understand the different kinds of motion,
the topic for chapter 3. Finally, the idea of relation is needed to understand
the division between the mover (motivum) and the thing moved (mobile),
which is discussed in chapter 8 (Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 2
[Cologne 4.1:147 (ll. 14-26)]). 



[bookmark: N_19_]19.  Hippocrates
G. Apostle, Aristotle’s Physics (Grinnell, Iowa: Peripatetic Press,
1980), 43. “hJ tou~
dunavmei o[nto” ejntelevceia, h/& toiou~nton, kivnhsiv” ejstin”
(Aristotle, Physics 3.1.201a11-12). 



[bookmark: N_20_]20.  “[M]otus
est entelechia sive perfectio eius quod est in potentia, secundum quod est in
potentia” (Albert, Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 4 [Cologne
4.1:156 (l. 87)-157 (l. 1)]). 



[bookmark: N_21_]21.  “[Motus]
est in genere perfectionis et non potentiae” (Albert, Physica,
lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 2 [Cologne 4.1:147 (ll. 19-20)]). 



[bookmark: N_22_]22.  “Ex
eadem accipiemus, quod [motus] est eius quod est in potentia et non in actu,
secundum quod perfectio eius est motus” (ibid. [Cologne 4.1:147 (ll.
20-22)]). 



[bookmark: N_23_]23.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:148 [ll. 15-49]). 



[bookmark: N_24_]24.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:148 [ll. 52-77]). 



[bookmark: N_25_]25.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:148 [ll. 90-94]). 



[bookmark: N_26_]26.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:149 [ll. 9-44]). 



[bookmark: N_27_]27.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:149 [ll. 23-28]). 



[bookmark: N_28_]28.  Albert,
Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3 (Cologne 4.1:150 [l. 81]-151 [l. 5];
152 [ll. 8-35]) 



[bookmark: N_29_]29.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:154 [ll. 50-58]). 



[bookmark: N_30_]30.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:151 [ll. 5-15]; 152 [ll. 35-53]). 



[bookmark: N_31_]31.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:154 [ll. 70-78]). 



[bookmark: N_32_]32.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:151 [ll. 22-52]; 152 [l. 58]-153 [l. 32]). 



[bookmark: N_33_]33.  “quidam
enim dicunt, quod quisque fluxus a fine, in quo stat, non differt dfferentia
specifica sive per essentiam, sed per esse tantum. Et hi dicunt, quod motus est
in omnibus illis praedicamentis, in quibus invenitur ens fluens et terminus
fluxus illius, et haec sunt praedicamenta quattuor… . Et secundum istos
nigrescere est nigredo pertransiens sive fluens et ascendere est ubi fluens,
quod est sursum, et sic de aliis. Et nigrescere non differt a nigredine secundum
essentiam per differentiam specificam, sed differt ab ea secundum esse in fluxu
et in quiete, quod est esse aliud et aliud, et secundum esse in via et in
termino, quod item est esse aliud et aliud. Et istis convenit dicere, quod motus
est aequivocum ad ea quae dicuntur species motus, quia nulla est res una vel
natura uniens quantitatem et qualitatem et ubi nisi illa analoga, quae sunt ens
et unum, quorum nullum est motus” (ibid. [Cologne 4.1:151 (ll. 23-28,
29-41)]). 



[bookmark: N_34_]34.  When
I say “individual instances of the same species,” I do not necessarily
mean simply two individuals that belong to the same species, as Socrates and
Plato belong to the species “man.” The “individual
instances” could be two different modes of being, as an imperfect and a
perfect member of the same species. Individual instances as modes of being are,
in fact, probably what Albert had in mind. (I thank Fr. Lawrence Dewan, O.P.,
for this and other helpful points.) 



[bookmark: N_35_]35.  “Secundi
autem, qui etiam dicunt, quod motus est fluxus entis, quod est in diversis
praedicamentis, dicunt, quod fluxus per essentiam et per differentiam specificam
differt ab eo ad quod fluit. Unde dicunt, quod nigrescere per essentiam et per
differentiam specificam differt ab nigredine, propter quod et nigrescere neque
est species qualitatis neque qualitas, sed nigredo est species qualitatis et
qualitas, et sic est de aliis motibus et de his ad quae est motus” (Albert,
Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3 [Cologne 4.1:151 (ll. 53-61)]). 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. “Quidam
enim illorum dicunt, quod motus neque in genere neque in specie sumptus est in
aliquo praedicamento, sed est via ad rem praedicamenti et quoddam principium ad
ipsam; et cum hoc dicunt, quod motus in genere est nomen ambigue praedicatum de
specialibus motibus propter causas, quas supra diximus… . et Avicenna magis
consentire videntur in hanc sententiam. Et cum Aristoteles dicit motum esse in
diversis praedicamentis, intelligunt hoc illi, secundum quod via ad
praedicamentum dicitur esse de praedicamento, sicut etiam alia principia generum
dicuntur esse de generibus istis quorum sunt principia, sicut punctus et unitas
sunt de genere quantitatis et sicut forma et materia sunt de genere substantiae,
praeter hoc solum, quod illa sunt principia essentialiter salvata in generibus
istis. Motus autem non salvatur essentialiter in re generis, quia est principium
sicut via et non sicut ens permanens” (ibid. [Cologne 4.1:151 (ll.
62-81)]). 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. The
fourth position expresses essentially the position of Thomas. Significantly,
Thomas uses the same analogy attributed by Albert to Avicenna: that motion is
related to the categories in which there is motion in the way that prime matter
is related to the category of substance. See below, note 53. 



[bookmark: N_38_]38.  Albert,
Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3 (Cologne 4.1:151 [l. 86]-152 [l. 2]).




[bookmark: N_39_]39.  “Cum
autem [motus] hoc modo sit imperfecta perfectio eius quod movetur, oportet
necessario, quod inquantum est perfectio, formaliter conveniat cum eo quod est
perfectio pura et perfecta; et ideo dixerunt quidam illustres viri de secta
Peripateticorum, quod motus non differt essentialiter a forma, ad quam est motus.
Inquantum autem est imperfecta perfectio, sic differt a forma, ad quam est motus,
per esse imperfectionis et permixtionis cum privatione illius formae ad quam
tendit motus… . et haec est opinio, quam credo esse veram” (ibid.
[Cologne 4.1:154 (ll. 12-24)]). 



[bookmark: N_40_]40.  “Tertiam
autem opinionem de motu inter omnes nos reputamus veriorem. Ea autem quae
Avicenna obicit in contrarium, solvenda sunt per hoc, quod nigrescere est
nigredo fluens, quia nihil prohibet id quod significat ‘in motu’, et id quod
significat ‘in quiete’, esse eiusdem essentiae, dummodo in esse diversificentur
sicut amare et amor et sicut in multis aliis. Et non habent differentiam
specificam, qua different ab invicem, nisi illa differentia accipiatur per esse
differens, quia penes talem differentiam verbaliter significant unum et cum motu
et tempore, alterum nominaliter et sine motu. Et sic patet, quod nigrescere et
nigredo sunt aliquo modo idem et aliquo modo diversa” (ibid. [Cologne
4.1:155 (ll. 4-16)]). 



[bookmark: N_41_]41. “Forma
permixta potentiae et forma pura non differunt per essentiam, sed per esse et
esse; motus autem est fluens forma permixta potentia; ergo non differt per
essentiam ab eadem forma pure accepta. Sed forma, quae mixta est potentiae in
motu, est eadem cum ea quae pura est in termino motus; ergo non differunt istae
per essentiam; ergo etiam essentialiter sunt in uno praedicamento. Sed forma,
quae est terminus motus, nec est in actione nec in passione, sed in diversis
praedicamentis; ergo etiam motus est in diversis pradicamentis” (ibid.
[Cologne 4.1:152 (ll. 59-70)]). 



[bookmark: N_42_]42.
“[C]um fluit ens alicuius praedicamenti, aut terminatur ad terminum sibi
extrinsecum et essentialiter nullo modo in ipso contentum, aut terminatur
termino in ipso essentialiter contento, licet per esse differat ab ipso,
siquidem terminatur termino sibi non coessentiali, et qui non continetur in
ipso; ergo terminatur ad ipsum tamquam ad extraneum. Sed quodlibet extraneum
aequaliter est terminus extranei; ergo quilibet motus potest terminari ad
quemcumque terminum, quod est absurdum, quia quilibet motus habet proprium
terminum; ergo relinquitur, quod terminus motus intrinsecus sit per essentiam
motui; ergo est idem cum ente fluente ad ipsum per essentiam, licet non per esse”
(ibid. [Cologne 4.1:152 (ll. 71-84)]). 



[bookmark: N_43_]43. “If
we imagine that a flowing point makes a line and that the flowing point stops at
some point that is the termination of its flowing, it is clear that the terminus
of the line, in which the flowing point rests, is intrinsic and essential to the
line; and we cannot say that the point terminating the flow is of a different
essence from the flowing point, although the being of the flowing and of the
standing points are different” (ibid. [Cologne 4.1:152 (l. 85)-153 (l.
4)]). The same example is given later in the same chapter: 155 (ll. 56-64). 



[bookmark: N_44_]44.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:154 [ll. 5-47]). 



[bookmark: N_45_]45.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:153 [ll. 36-44]). 



[bookmark: N_46_]46. Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:155 [ll. 18-24]). 



[bookmark: N_47_]47.  “That
which is recognized in qualitative change is one in essence but continually
different in being, because if it were not one in essence, it would not allow a
comparison of more and less, and if it were not continually different in being,
there would be no real difference of more or less. A comparison implies some
common, univocal nature; and a difference of more or less applies only to that
which in being approaches more or less to that true nature to which the name
belongs” (ibid. [Cologne 4.1:155 (ll. 27-38)]). 



[bookmark: N_48_]48. 8
Ibid. (Cologne 4.1:153 [ll. 44-53]). 



[bookmark: N_49_]49.  “Whatever
is moved is in the intermediate before being in the end. But the intermediate
between the two ends can be taken in the sense of a complete being and also in
the sense of a continually flowing potency toward perfect being. In the first
way, the intermediate is of a different species from the end, because each is a
complete species, one of which is a composed thing and the other of which is
simple. In the second way, however, the intermediate is neither a complete
species nor a form, but is a way toward a complete form, and in this way one and
the same form flows from its incomplete being to its complete being (unica
fluit forma a suo esse incompleto ad suum esse completum). This is not
called simply an intermediary but an intermediary in some qualified way, as it
may be called an intermediate of motion or flow; in this way the intermediate is
specified and defined” (ibid. [Cologne 4.1:155 (ll. 39-56)]). 



[bookmark: N_50_]50.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:156 [ll. 3-11]). 



[bookmark: N_51_]51.  Ibid.
(Cologne 4.1:156 [ll. 17-24]). 



[bookmark: N_52_]52.  “I
do not wish to reject the opinion that motion is not in a category but is a way
toward those things that are in a category, because I know that the categories
contain beings. Motion, however, because of its imperfection, is not properly
speaking a being but is something that belongs to a being. Therefore, it does
not properly fall into a category, except in the way in which those things that
belong to something else are reduced to categories” (ibid.
[Cologne 4.1:156 (ll. 53-60)]). 



[bookmark: N_53_]53.  “[M]otus
… sit actus imperfectus; omne autem quod est imperfectum sub eodem genere
cadit cum perfecto, non quidem sicut species sed per reductionem, sicut materia
prima est in genere substantiae; necesse est quod motus non sit praeter genera
rerum in quibus contingit esse motum. Et hoc est quod dicit, quod motus non est praeter
res idest praeter genera rerum in quibus est motus, ita quod sit aliquod
extraneum vel aliquid commune ad haec genera” (Thomas Aquinas, III
Physic., lect. 1, n. 7 [Marietti, 1965, 141]). Recall that Albert had used
the same analogy, that motion is to its category as prime matter is to the
category of substance, in order to describe the fourth position, which he
rejected. See above, note 37. 



[bookmark: N_54_]54.  “[F]luxus
a fine, in quo stat, non differt differentia specifica sive per essentiam”
(Albert, Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 3 [Cologne 4.1:151 (24-25)]). 



[bookmark: N_55_]55. Aquinas,
III Physic., lect.1, n. 7 (Marietti, 1965, 141). See Albert, Physica,
lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 2 (Cologne 4.1:149 [ll. 23-28]). 



[bookmark: N_56_]56. “We
should recognize that one kind of thing is only in act, another is only in
potency, and a third is in an intermediate state between act and potency. What
is in potency only is not yet moved; what is already in complete act is not
moved but has already moved. Therefore, what is being moved is in an
intermediate state between pure potency and act, and this is partially in
potency and partially in act, as is clear in alteration” (Aquinas, III Physic.,
lect. 2, n. 3 [Marietti, 1965, 145]). 



[bookmark: N_57_]57.  “Motion
is an imperfect act. There is no motion insofar as something is only in act, but
there is motion insofar as what is now in act has an inclination to some further
act. If the inclination to further act is taken away, then even an imperfect act
would be the terminus of motion and not motion, as is clear when something is
only partially warmed. The inclination to further act belongs to that which is
in potency to it. Likewise, if the imperfect act is considered only as inclined
to further act, which is the meaning of potency, it would not have the character
of motion but of the beginning of motion. Heating can begin from what
is cold or from what is warm. Hence, the imperfect act has the character of
motion, both because as potency it is inclined to further act and because as act
it is related to what is less perfect” (ibid.). 



[bookmark: N_58_]58.  “Considerandum est enim, quod antequam aliquid moveatur,
est in potentia ad duos actus: scilicet ad actum perfectum, qui est terminus
motus, et ad actum imperfectum, qui est motus; sicut aqua antequam incipit
calefieri est in potentia ad calefieri et ad calidum esse: cum autem calefit
reducitur in actum imperfectum, qui est motus; nondum autem in actum perfectum
qui est terminus motus, sed adhuc respectu ipsius remanet in potentia”
(Aquinas, III Physic., lect. 2, n. 5 [Marietti, 1965, 145]). 



[bookmark: N_59_]59. “Est
autem duplex actus; scilicet actus qui est actus imperfecti inquantum hujusmodi,
sicut motus; et actus qui est actus perfecti inquantum hujusmodi, sicut operatio
consequens formam. Contingit autem quandoque quod actus perfecti inveniantur in
imperfecto secundum quod jam participat aliquid de perfectione, sicut aliquid de
actu albi est in pallido. Quando ergo imperfectum ad perfectionem venit, actus
qui est ejus inquantum habet aliquid de perfectione in quam tendebat, manet
quantum ad id quod est substantia actus, sed tollitur quantum ad id quod erat de
imperfectione actus; sicut loquela balbutientis pueri tollitur, quando venit ad
perfectam aetatem, quantum ad id quod imperfectionis erat in ipso; manet autem
quidquid erat de perfectione et de substantia loquelae. Sed motus qui est actus
imperfecti, quando pervenitur ad terminum motus, non manet quantum ad aliquid
substantiae actus, sed quantum ad radicem, secundum quam motus inerat, quae erat
proportio quaedam et ordo imperfecti ad perfectionem” (Aquinas, III Sent.,
d. 31, q. 2, a. 1, qcla. 2 [Paris: Lethielleux, 1933, 988]). 



[bookmark: N_60_]60. “Et
similiter in motu alterationis accipiendum est primum in quod mutatur, medium
alterius speciei; sicut cum mutatur de albo in nigrum, accipi debet fuscum, non
autem minus album” (Aquinas, VI Physic., lect. 5, n. 19 [Marietti,
1965, 399]). The Latin word fuscus does not quite mean
“grey”; it means something darker than grey but not quite jet-black,
but the word “grey” conveys Thomas’s point accurately. 



[bookmark: N_61_]61. “Non
enim punctum se habebit consequenter ad aliud punctum, ita quod ex eis constitui
possit longitudo, idest linea; aut unum nunc alteri nunc ita quod ex eis possit
componi tempus: quia consequenter est unum alteri quorum non est aliquid medium
eiusdem generis” (Aquinas, VI Physic., lect. 1, n. 5 [Marietti,
1965, 374]). 



[bookmark: N_62_]62.  “Linea
autem est terminata punctis, et tempus est terminatum nunc, et ita inter
quaelibet puncta sunt puncta in continuo et inter quaelibet nunc sunt alia nunc
in tempore, et sic aliquid proximi generis est medium tam inter puncta quam
inter nunc” (Albert, Physica, lib. 6, tract. 1, cap. 1 [Cologne
4.2:447 (ll. 47-52)]; emphasis added). 



[bookmark: N_63_]63.  “But
perhaps someone will doubt this, saying that a line is generically different
from a point, since the point is neither a line nor a part of a line”
(ibid. [Cologne, 4.2:447 (ll. 53-55)]). 



[bookmark: N_64_]64. “A
point is on a line in three different ways: as a beginning, as an intermediate,
and as an end. As a beginning, continuity (which is the line) flows from it
first, in that a constant imaginary motion of the point can make the line, as we
said above. It has thus been said that the line is composed of points, not as of
parts, but as of that from which its indivisibility in length has been acquired.
[Et sic dictum est, quod linea est ex punctis, non quidem sicut ex partibus, sed
a quibus est indivisibilitas eius per totam longitudinem.] As an
intermediate, the point joins parts, such that between any two points falls a
line segment, and hence no one point can immediately follow any other. As an
end, the continuity of the line comes to an end with it. It is clear, therefore,
that the point is on the line both as its cause and as its form. But form is an
essential part, although not quantitative; hence some have said—not
irrationally, in my view—that the point is an essential part of the line, but
not a quantitative part” (ibid. [Cologne 4.2:448 (ll. 37-54)]). 



[bookmark: N_65_]65.  “Adhuc
autem, considerare oportet, quod secundum quod est in potentia, non habet
perfectionem nisi motum, quia forma est perfectio rei existentis in actu, et cum
habet formam, non est in potentia ad illam, sed in actu. Sed cum est in motu,
tunc est in potentia adhuc ad formam. Et ideo complementum eius quod est in
potentia, secundum quod est in potentia, est motus, complementum autem eius quod
fuit in potentia, secundum quod non est in potentia, sed in actu, est
forma” (Albert, Physica, lib. 3, tract. 1, cap. 4 [Cologne 4.1:157
(ll. 23-32)]). 



[bookmark: N_66_]66.  Even
if we do interpret Albert in this way, his position would be somewhat different
from Ockham’s. Whereas Ockham means that what we call motion is really a
collection of different atomistic claims (the thing was there, now it
is here, later it will be somewhere else, and so forth), Albert would mean that
what we call motion and is end are really the same in some formal way.
But the similarity of both positions is a denial of the potential as potential
of motion. See also above, note 12. 
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ONE OF THE STANDARD WAYS of construing a (or the) basic distinction between
virtue theories and nonvirtue theories in ethics is as a distinction between
agent-ethics and act-ethics.(1) Twelve years
before Elizabeth Anscombe’s landmark 1958 article on “Modern Moral
Philosophy,”(2) which is widely credited
with sparking the late-twentieth-century revival of virtue ethics, John Laird
analyzed the broader role of character in ethics in an article in Mind
entitled “Act-Ethics and Agent-Ethics.”(3)
There Laird described the contrast between the two conceptions of ethics as
follows: “By the morality of the act I mean the morality of specific willed
actions. By the morality of the agent I mean a morality whose central conception
is a man’s moral character.”(4)

I take the act-agent contrast, as
understood by Laird and others who make this distinction, as distinguishing the
primary 




  
  

  


page 238

object of moral evaluation in the two
approaches.(5) The focus of act-ethics
is on the identification and moral evaluation of particular act-tokens
(e.g., Larry’s telling a falsehood to Tom), which I will understand, following
Laird, as specific willed—i.e., intentional— acts, as well as of the types
of acts (e.g., lying) they instance.(6) The focus
of agent-ethics is broader: it involves the identification and moral
evaluation of an agent’s character, which comprises not only the agent’s
actions, but also her attitudes, emotions, desires, and sustained patterns of
motivation. These are the concerns of an ethics of virtue.(7)

The distinction between act-ethics and
agent-ethics, so described, expresses much of what the differences between
virtue and nonvirtue ethical theories amount to.(8)
Moreover, it illu-
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minates what is particularly plausible
about virtue ethics, namely, that what is morally important extends beyond
willed acts. Laird observes that “much that is moral, including
most of the Christian virtues set forth in the Beatitudes, is moral
without being a willed act.”(9) We in fact
evaluate persons morally with regard to their character traits, whether or not
these are actually expressed in willed acts. Sue’s hating Sally and desiring her
death because she has a nicer automobile than Sue has is ethically
reprehensible. Bill’s standing intention to murder Ted is bad, even if he never
finds opportunity to accomplish it. We care about what people like, not just
what they do.(10)

While character traits are importantly
related to willed acts, they are seldom (if ever) reducible to such acts.(11)
Indeed, at least some morally important character traits, such as gratitude(12)
and compassion, are expressed essentially in patterns of attitude, feeling, and
motivation, rather than in characteristic kinds of action. The right response to
a situation calling for compassion, for example, is essentially emotional and
desiderative;(13) it will often involve some
action as well (e.g., putting one’s arm around the grieving widow’s shoulders),
but there is no characteristic kind of action that is necessarily appropriate to
all situations calling for compassion. In fact, unlike the strategy of Job’s
friends, the most appropriate “action” may well be simply to be still
in the presence 
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of the sufferer. What is
necessary, however, is to feel empathy and to desire the
person’s good. Again, these broader concerns of character, extending beyond
specific willed acts, are the concerns of an ethics of virtue.

So understood, act-ethics and
agent-ethics express two distinct conceptions of ethics. Indeed, so understood,
the two conceptions are incompatible—and they are in fact treated as such by
those who emphasize the distinction. Yet considerations of both actions and
character are central to moral reflection, and have always been regarded as
such. It would seem that an adequate conception of ethics would account for the
centrality of both, without eliminating either or reducing it to the other, and
would do so coherently and fruitfully.(14)
Thomas Aquinas’s understanding of ethics is of interest in this regard, it seems
to me, because his moral writings include extensive accounts of both action and
character, and both, arguably, play a central role in his thought.



I. Aquinas and the Question





In recent years, Thomas Aquinas’s status as a virtue ethicist has risen
significantly as scholars have rediscovered and rearticulated his extensive
account of an ethics of character.(15) Such an account is central to his massive treatment
of ethics in the Summa Theologiae.
Aquinas devotes some 20 questions in the Prima
Secundae to the nature of virtue in general, and then in the Secunda
Secundae turns to a detailed account of the moral life, which he
spells out in terms of virtue—a 189-question, specific
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analysis of some 90 moral virtues.
Aquinas’s account of ethics in the Summa Theologiae, both in its
structure and in its content, emphasizes virtue. Indeed, in terms of space, his
account of virtue is far more extensive than his account of law, even though it
is the latter (at least in the case of natural law) for which he is best known.
Aquinas appears to be fully a virtue ethicist.(16)

On the other hand, the center of
gravity of Aquinas’s account of ethics is his concern with human action. As Jean
Porter writes, “For Aquinas, as for us, the starting point for an account
of morality is the concept of action.”(17)
Ralph McInerny notes that “moral theory for Thomas Aquinas derives from
reflection on actions performed by human agents … the acts human agents
perform are moral acts, which is why the theory of them is moral theory.”(18)
Warrant for these assertions is found in the structure of the Prima Secundae
itself, where Aquinas begins in question 1 with a sustained, detailed analysis
of human action, only moving to give specific attention to the nature of virtue
in general beginning in question 49. Moreover, when he does deal with the
subject of virtue, and later, of law, he approaches them explicitly in terms of
their relation to human action—that is, insofar as they constitute the
principles or origins (principia) of human action.(19)

On the basis of these latter
considerations, Aquinas appears to be fully an act-ethicist. Yet we have also
seen his credentials as a virtue ethicist, a position that involves an
agent-centered focus. So, the question of this paper: Is Aquinas an act-ethicist
or an agent-ethicist? Aquinas himself would not have put the question 
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this way, but it is a valuable
question both for understanding Aquinas’s conception of ethics and for its
potential to elucidate the relationship between action and character in ethics.
The answer, I suggest, is—in the spirit of Aquinas concerning many such
questions—yes. Aquinas is certainly an act-ethicist, and he is certainly an
agent-ethicist. Of course, in order for such a position to be coherent, we
cannot leave our initial characterizations of these positions as they stand. To
follow Aquinas’s typical strategy for showing how two apparently true but also
apparently incompatible positions can both be affirmed, when understood properly
in light of more general considerations, we will need to make some distinctions.
I shall unpack some crucial distinctions in Aquinas’s understanding of action
and agency in order to show how, in terms of his own, robust conceptions of
these, he is indeed—and is coherently—both an act-ethicist and an
agent-ethicist. Central to my argument will be to show that Aquinas’s
understanding of action is significantly richer than conceptions such as
Laird’s. This understanding creates the conceptual room in Aquinas’s account for
the centrality and compatibility of both action and character in ethics.(20)



 



II. Action in the Secunda Pars





Before looking specifically at Aquinas’s account of action let us return to the
general question of the place of action in the structure of the Secunda
Pars. Here I will qualify the initial impression of Aquinas’s
act-orientation in two ways. First, it is true that action is central to
Aquinas’s account of ethics in the Secunda
Pars, and that the first forty-eight questions of the Prima
Secundae are specifically devoted to an analysis of it. But an
important distinction emerges even within this specific analysis of action that
calls into question at the outset any simple assumption of Aquinas as being an
act-ethicist in Laird’s sense.
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Aquinas begins his ethical account (STh
I-II, qq. 1-5) with an analysis of end-directed, rational action, and its
ultimate rational and motivational grounding in an agent’s conception of her
ultimate end, that is, happiness or flourishing. Next he turns to a specific
analysis of human action as such (qq. 6-48), since “it is necessary to
reach happiness through certain actions.” However, in
his introduction to this analysis
he makes a crucial distinction between two kinds of human action.(21)
He does not distinguish between them linguistically or terminologically, which
obscures the contrast. I suggest that the distinction is between
“direct” and “indirect” human action (I will discuss each
more fully below). Questions 6-21 are addressed to direct human
actions, which correspond to the standard case of specific willed acts. In this
context Aquinas examines voluntariness and will (qq. 6-10), analyzes in detail
the rational/volitional psychological components of the human act (qq. 11-17),
and then provides a moral analysis of direct human action (qq. 18-21). In
questions 22-48, however, which constitute more than half of his treatment of
human action, Aquinas examines a very different kind of human action, which does
not correspond to the standard case. It is this that I term indirect
human action, and to which we shall return. My point here is that, within
Aquinas’s central account of human action itself, even apart from his other
accounts of agency and virtue, he speaks of action in a way that is not
restricted to specific willed acts. Thus we should not assume at the outset,
simply on the basis of the terminological centrality of “action” in
Aquinas’s ethical theory, that he is an act-ethicist in Laird’s sense.(22)

Second, we should consider how Aquinas
himself explicitly characterizes the nature of his account of action in the Secunda
Pars. At the very beginning of the Summa Aquinas indicates that
the work will follow a three-part, overall structure: the Prima Pars is
a consideration of God himself, the Secunda Pars examines the movement
of the rational creature toward God, and the Tertia 
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Pars
considers Christ, who with respect to his humanity is the way that leads us to
God.(23) Later, in his specific introduction to
the Secunda Pars, Aquinas emphasizes that his focus here is on the
rational, human creature:



Since, as Damascene
says, the human being (homo) is said to be made to God’s image, in that
the “image” signifies an intelligent being with free will and the
ability to move itself; and now that we have dealt [in the Prima Pars]
with the exemplar, i.e. with God, and with those things that proceed from God’s
power according to his will, it remains for us to consider his image—i.e. the
human being, insofar as it too is the origin of its actions, by having free will
and power over its own actions.(24)



This is clearly an account of ethics that will feature human action in an
important way. But note that Aquinas does not characterize his account as being
an analysis of human action as such, but more broadly as being an
account of the human agent who acts—the human being insofar
as it is a rational agent (a self-determining, free, rational creature). Aquinas
is deeply interested in human actions, but not simply as such; he is interested
in them inasmuch as they express the rational nature of human beings.

This point does not imply the contrasting extreme view, however, that Aquinas
is simply an agent-ethicist; both agency and action are central to his account,
as is evidenced by the account of action that immediately follows. He manifests
no inclination to drive a wedge between act and agent in his conception of
ethics. However, one may still suspect the need to press further. Despite
Aquinas’s emphasis on the agent at the outset of his account of ethics, if in
fact he goes on to spell out his account solely in terms of specific willed
acts, then he turns out to be an agent-ethicist in
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name only. We have already glimpsed an indication that this is not the case,
but we need to see further whether his notion of action really does the work of
accounting for the broader components of an agent-approach. Specifically, I
shall consider how Aquinas’s account of action makes room for emotions or
emotional responses to persons or situations as being morally evaluable. We have
noted the insight of virtue ethics, that in some cases the morally appropriate
response to a situation is emotional rather than actional. An act-centered
ethical approach seems incapable of accounting for this, since emotional
responses are not “willed acts” in any straightforward sense. Indeed,
this role of emotions would seem particularly problematic for Aquinas’s view of
action, since emotions for him are passions—and passion, of course, is
contrasted with action. Actions are what one does or effects; passions are what
one suffers or undergoes, how one is affected by something else. The former
is—literally—active and the latter is passive. Can Aquinas’s central
understanding of human action fully express an agent-orientation in this
respect?



III.
The Metaphysics of Action



Let us turn more specifically to Aquinas’s conception of
action. To understand it, we need first to set it within the metaphysical
context in which Aquinas operates more generally. The terms he uses to denote
action—actus, actio, and operatio (primarily, actus)—are
in fact broader concepts than the English “act” or “action.”
This is due primarily to his metaphysical-teleological understanding, not only
of human beings, but of all natural substances.

The core signification of actus, for Aquinas, is
“actuality” or “actualization.”(25)
Its proper contrast is to “potentiality”—rather than to
“possibility,” as in standard contemporary usage. The
actuality/potentiality distinction pervades Aquinas’s metaphysics. Human powers,
for example—faculties, abilities, capacities—are potentiae: powers,
yes, but understood as potencies or
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potentialities—abilities or
capacities to be actualized or realized to their full potential.

A brief summary of Aquinas’s
metaphysical teleology will be helpful. According to Aquinas, “the nature
of X is chiefly the form according to which X is assigned its species.”(26)
He is speaking here of X’s substantial form.(27)
The substantial form of X (where X is a natural substance) is its specific
nature—its initial actuality (actus), that in virtue of which X is the
kind of thing it is. X’s substantial form is the subject or ontological ground(28)
of the set of essential properties or characteristics that constitute X in its
species. These properties include the specifying powers and potentialities which
constitute X’s abilities and capacities for performing the characteristic kind
of activity essential to members of its species. The substantial form of X—X’s nature—is
thus a first principle or starting point for the action of X.(29)
X’s nature is indicated by its characteristic operation;(30)
X expresses its nature in its action (actualization).

As indicated, for Aquinas, X’s
substantial form is its initial or “first actuality”—that is, X’s existing
as an instance of the kind of thing X is, “for to exist [esse] is
the actuality [actualitas] of everything.”(31)
By virtue of its nature, however, X is in potentiality to its full
actualization, “for everything is complete insofar as it is 
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actual.”(32)
X is ordered to and naturally seeks its “second” or “final”
actuality, its fulfillment or end (finis), which is its completion or
perfection (perfectio): namely, the exercise of X’s specific powers and
the actualization of X’s specific potentialities.(33)
According to Aquinas, the full actualization of X’s nature is X’s ultimate good,(34)
for its good and well-being consist in the full realization of its
characteristic activity.(35)

On Aquinas’s view, what is true of all
natural substances in general is true for human beings and their actions in
particular. According to Aquinas,



the nature of X is
chiefly the form according to which X is assigned its species. Now the human
being is placed in its species through its rational soul. Thus, what is contrary
to the ordering activity of reason [ordo rationis] is, properly
speaking, contrary to the nature of the human being, as human being, while that
which is according to reason is in accordance with the nature of the human
being, as human being.(36)



The substantial form of the human being is “rational animal”; the
human soul is a rational soul. The root of rational action is the
rational nature,(37) and the fruit of
such nature is its full actualization in activity ordered by reason, which is
the characteristic activity of rational animals.

The human rational nature is the
ontological ground of the human being’s specifying powers and potentialities. In
addition to having powers they share with other kinds of natures appearing at
lower levels on the natural hierarchy, rational beings are specifically
distinguished by two specific, interacting powers:(38)
the cognitive power of intellect, which comprises the ability to grasp 
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universal natures and think abstract
thoughts, and the intellectual appetitive power of will (“rational
appetite”), which comprises the ability to be drawn to objects on the basis
of reasons, beyond being drawn simply to the particular attraction of sensory
appetite.(39) Will, as Aquinas puts it, seeks
“intelligible good” (bonum intellectum), good as grasped or
conceived by the intellect.(40) In other words,
rational agents can act for reasons. They can have rational desires, formulate a
general conception of good, evaluate and judge between competing particular
(apparent) goods in light of their overall purposes,(41)
and thus seek their completion or actualization rationally, living according to
reason. Such a capacity can be ascribed only to rational animals, for it is a
function of the interaction between intellect and will.(42)
The actualization of human nature in action—human good—is realized in the
rational ordering (ordo rationis) of one’s life, which Aquinas
identifies with living according to reason and according to human nature.(43)
Human action in its ultimate expression, then, is the full, complete realization
of human nature in the actualization of the human’s rational powers.



IV. Properly Human Action





Within this general metaphysical context, Aquinas provides a more specific
account of human action and its relation to ethics. In the next three sections I
shall unpack several elements of this account, which provide crucial distinctiones
for Aquinas in understanding the relationship between action and agency.

Aquinas, importantly, identifies moral
actions with “properly human actions.” What are properly human
actions? In the very first article of the Prima Secundae Aquinas
distinguishes between human actions that are merely “actions of a
human” (quidem hominis actiones) and “properly human
actions” (actiones proprie humanae). Only the latter, which he
specifies as human actions 
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that are aimed at an end and proceed
from a deliberate will, are actions over which the human being exercises control
(est dominus),(44) and thus are the
kind of actions with which Aquinas is specifically concerned in the Secunda
Pars.(45) An example of a mere “action
of a human” is blinking; an example of a properly human action is
winking—blinking “for the sake of” sending a message of some kind
constitutes an action ordered to an end.(46)
Properly human actions, for Aquinas, are morally evaluable; indeed, it is just
these actions to which we refer when we speak of moral actions, that
is, actions that fall into the order of things pertaining to moral philosophy.(47)
It is by being rationally ordered to ends that actions enter the moral order.(48)
Thus, properly human, morally evaluable actions are rational actions,
for to act rationally, according to Aquinas, is to act for an end, that is, to
act for the sake of that which one grasps as a good to pursue.(49)

Properly human actions, then, appear
to correspond to Laird’s “willed actions.” If so, and if Aquinas in
fact defines the moral sphere extensionally solely by reference to properly
human actions, then he turns out to be simply an act-ethicist after all, on
Laird’s construal. Aquinas’s actual treatment of these matters, however, shows
his picture to be more complicated.



 



V. Finer-grained Distinctions









Within
the general and primary sense of actus as actualization Aquinas
utilizes several more specific notions of action, which are of interest to our
central question. He does not consistently 
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distinguish them linguistically or
terminologically, and they are easily missed. I distinguish four levels of
increasing specificity of “action,” as illustrated in the following
figure, “Kinds of Human Action in Aquinas.” 



Kinds
of Human Action in Aquinas
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Level 1 identifies the most general and fundamental (meta-physical) sense of actus
as actuality or actualization (as opposed to potentiality). More specifically,
we may distinguish the category of “activity” (level 2), which in
Aquinas’s terminology is often identified as operatio. Within this
category fall not only properly human acts but also a different kind of broadly
practical rational activity: that which is expressed in making things, that is,
technical thinking or art (ars).(50)
These are distinguished from each other in level 3. Aquinas stresses both what
these two forms of thought share and how they differ. Most fundamentally, each
involves an expression of rational ordering (ordo rationis), that is,
reason’s bringing order into human activity, but in two different ways: into
human acts themselves, in the case of properly human action, and into external
things, in the case of creating or building (ars). There are important
similarities in the kinds of reasoning these forms of rational ordering employ,
and Aquinas appeals frequently to analogies between them. Both human action and
human art involve “practical intellect,”(51)
which is ordered, not simply to truth as such (as is “theoretical
intellect”), but to operation, that is, to what can be made or done by
virtue of one’s activity.(52) Both action and
art concern contingent and variable matters,(53)
and both utilize flexible forms of rational determination in their reasoning.(54)
Systematic consideration or general knowledge with regard to each, which Aquinas
calls “moral philosophy” (or moral science) and “art,”
respectively, both fall under the general category of “practical
science,” broadly understood.(55) I shall
refer to the latter, level 2 rational activity, as “broadly practical”
reasoning or rational activity.
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The distinction between the two more
specific forms of rational activity identified in level 3 is often put by
Aquinas, following the Aristotelian picture, as a distinction between actio
and factio: between “doing” and “making,” as they
are often rendered. “Making” is rational activity aimed at producing
something external to the agent herself, while the object of doing properly
remains internal to the agent. Although it may have external effects,
“doing” fundamentally expresses ordering rationality in the operations
of the will itself through deliberation, intention, understanding, willing, and
so on.(56) In a broad sense of practicus,
then, for Aquinas, both doing and making count as “practical” (as in
level 2). But in a still further, narrower and more proper sense (as in level
3), Aquinas speaks of doing, alone, as “practical,”(57)
and therefore solely as morally evaluable.(58)

It might seem that, having reached
this narrower, more specific sense of “practical” or doing in level 3,
we have found a sufficiently precise notion of “action” for
understanding Aquinas’s account of human action, but this is not the case.
Distinguishing between actio and factio as doing and making,
although helpful in some respects, is inadequate to capture fully Aquinas’s
picture. A still finer-grained distinction within the actio side of
this contrast is implict in his account, although it, again, is not
distinguished linguistically or often explicitly. Let us call the actio
we have iden-tified thus far (i.e., actio in contrast to factio—the
actio of level 3): “actio (a).” Within actio
(a) Aquinas makes a further, still more specific distinction, between two
subsidiary kinds of actualization (expressed now in level 4). The first of these
he simply refers to as “actio” as well, and this represents
his most specific use of the term. Let us distinguish this as “actio
(b).” This 
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kind of actualization constitutes what
I call direct or active action: it is indeed a kind of doing,
affecting, or effecting something, and it corresponds to specific willed or
intentional human action. However, there is also a second kind of actualization
that falls under actio (a), which Aquinas refers to, again when being
most specific, not as “actio” at all, but rather as “passio“:
passion. Passio, strikingly, constitutes a kind of actio for
Aquinas: it involves the actualization of a human power, namely, a passive
power, that is, a power whose actualization or act is to be affected in
a certain way. Thus I call this kind of action an indirect or passive
action; not a kind of doing, but a kind of “being” or of “being
affected” by something. For Aquinas, then, both direct and indirect actions
constitute human actions. Thus can he speak of human action as comprising both
“actions” and “passions.”(59)

Where does properly human action fit
in this scheme? My claim is that it fits in two places. Properly human action,
first, is action corresponding to actio (a), the left disjunct of level
(3), and thus to all that falls under it, including, more specifically,
both action and passion, or direct and indirect action. Most typically
when Aquinas speaks of human actus or actio, it is this
inclusive notion (actio (a)) that he appears to have in mind. However,
when being most specific, he draws upon or implies the further distinction
between actio (b) and passio, and refers to actio in
distinction to passio. Thus, sometimes Aquinas refers to human action
in terms that apply only to direct human action, and in such contexts he is
easily read as thinking that direct human action alone counts as properly human
action. Interpreted solely along these lines, Aquinas’s approach to the
centrality of human action in ethics renders him an act-ethicist in Laird’s
sense. The broader context of his account of action, however, makes it evident
that indirect action is also included in his general view of 




  
  

  


page 254

properly human action.(60)
Our narrower understanding of “action” easily misleads us here, and we
may well wish that Aquinas had distinguished terminologically between these
different conceptions of actio. In terms of his own approach, however,
there is no confusion or equivocation; it fits his general analogical
methodology, where he often gives specific treatments of core conceptions or
central cases of concepts as being paradigmatic or standing for other, more
extended cases that are analogously related to the core notions.(61)
In this instance, I suggest, Aquinas treats direct human action as constituting
the central case or focal signification of (properly) human action, since
reason’s role in ordering it is direct and immediate. Indirect human action,
where reason’s ordering role is indirect, constitutes human action in a more
extended sense.(62)



 



VI. Direct and Indirect Human Action



The identification of what I am
calling indirect human action opens up room for Aquinas to account for morally
evaluable emotional responses, and thus for considerations that are distinctive
of agent-ethics. Let us examine Aquinas’s account of direct and indirect human
action more specifically and see how they relate.

To review, Aquinas commences his
ethical study in the Prima Secundae with an analysis of end-directed,
rational action—properly human acts—and for the first 21 questions simply
focuses on direct human action. Such action is active: the
actualization or perfection of the human’s active powers, that is, the agent’s
ability to affect something, due to a principle internal 
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to the agent.(63)
Indirect human action, however, to which Aquinas turns in questions 22-48, is passive:
the actualization of the human’s passive powers, that is, the agent’s ability to
be affected by something, due to a principle external to the agent.(64)

Direct human action is
paradigmatic voluntary, rational action. A fully voluntary act, according to
Aquinas, has three conditions: (1) its origin is internal to the agent; (2) it
is performed for the sake of an end (propter finem) that is
grasped by the agent;(65) and (3) the end is
grasped by the agent as an end (sub cognosciter ratio finis),
and what is done for the sake of the end is grasped in terms of its ordered
relationship to the end (proportio actus ad finem).(66)
The actions of nonrational animals may satisfy (1) and (2), for example, when
Fido sees food in the corner of the kitchen and runs to get it. Such acts are
incompletely voluntary, according to Aquinas. Only an agent who possesses
general concepts, who is able to see an aim as some sort of good, and who is
able to see herself as an agent engaged in action—that is, only agents that are
able to act for reasons and to have the thought that they are doing so—may
express fully voluntary, self-determining action.(67)
While all animals act for the sake of ends, only rational animals are able to determine
their ends rationally, “to move themselves in relation to an end which they
determine or propose [praestituunt] to themselves,” and to
coordinate their actions in relation to it.(68)
Unlike Fido, Phil may not only see a piece of chocolate in the kitchen as a
particular good and an end of action, but he may also rationally evaluate his
eating it in light of more general con-siderations concerning what he knows
about chocolate’s properties of keeping one awake (caffeine) or being fattening
(calories), and in light of his desire to get a good night’s sleep 
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and/or of his objective to lose
weight. In sum, a rational agent is able to formulate a general conception of
what is good, establish general plans and overall purposes, and understand and
evaluate her actions in light of them.(69)

Direct human action fits what we have
seen about properly human action, and is possible only for rational agents.
Indirect human action, on the other hand, for Aquinas, shares common ground with
the action of nonrational animals.(70) Passions
are actualizations of the passive power(71) of
sensory appetite,(72) or the cluster of passive potentiae
that constitute it.(73) Passions are discrete
affections or episodes of the capacity to be affected or to respond affectively
in certain ways to objects grasped in sensory cognition, that is, grasped as
good or bad.(74) Different kinds of response are
specified by their objects;(75) thus fear
constitutes a passional response to a fearful object, such as a monster.
Passions are complex psychophysiological states, for Aquinas; fear of a monster
is typically expressed in physiological states such as trembling and
“contraction of heat and spirits towards the inner parts.”(76)
Like sensory perception, however, passions are “ob-jectual”: they are
responses to perceived objects, which objects constitute the principles of the
passions’ actualization. Moreover, they are “intentional”: they are
states of the sensory appetite directed towards their object (e.g., fear of
the monster), which, unlike perception, may be present or absent, real or
imagined.(77) Thus, passions constitute “objectual
intentional states” of the 
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sensory appetite:(78)
affective psychophysiological responses to one’s cognized environment, ways of
“taking” or perceiving the world.(79)

Nonrational animals, for Aquinas, also
naturally “take” objects of sensory cognition as good or bad (sub
ratione boni vel mali), that is, as suitable or not (convenientis vel
nocivi), and thus are motivated to pursuit or avoidance with respect to
those objects.(80) How, then, can Aquinas
consider the actualization of human passion to constitute properly human
action, which he describes as rationally ordered, end-directed, and
self-determining? How, that is, can human passion constitute morally
evaluable, rational action?

The answer is that, on Aquinas’s view,
human passion, as distinct from related animal passion, is, in Peter King’s
terminol-ogy, “cognitively penetrable”:(81)
that is, it can be rationally ordered. Insofar as passions are able to be shaped
and directed by ordo rationis, they are voluntary and are morally
evaluable.(82) On Aquinas’s view, just as some
kinds of direct human actions are specified as moral kinds of acts (e.g.,
benevolence, murder), according to their rationally ordered relations to certain
kinds of objects, so some kinds of passions constitute moral kinds of passions,
expressing specific rationally ordered relations to certain kinds of objects.
Envy, for example, is sorrow for another’s good—a morally bad kind of affective
response to a morally relevant kind of object or property.(83)

Passions may be ordered by reason in
various ways. Bill may be affected by lust for a beautiful woman, but choose not
to act upon it.(84) Ann may shape her passional
response of fear of a monster by 
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general considerations of reason
(e.g., by thinking about the fact that there are no monsters except in fairy
tales).(85) Specifically, according to Aquinas,
passions may be teleologically ordered by reasoning: 



Human acts, whether they be considered as actions or
passions, receive their species from the end [to which they are directed]. For
human actions can be considered in both ways [i.e., as both actions and
passions], since the human moves itself and is moved by itself.(86)




 



He
suggests in this statement the possibility of an end-directed rational shaping
of appetitive response. For Aquinas, an agent can rationally choose to shape her
passions according to reason, that is, for the sake of some end. This is not a
possibility that Aquinas details in his account of the passions as such, as far
as I know, but it grounds the whole of his account of habituation and virtue.

This kind of rational action is indirect. Whereas one can directly choose at
a particular time, say, to speak, one cannot directly choose to be affected in a
particular case (e.g., to feel joy over the promotion of one’s colleague).
However, one can indirectly choose to be so affected, by choosing to act
(directly) in certain ways (e.g., to congratulate the colleague, speak well of
him to others), so as to help establish patterns of acting in a certain way, and
thus to begin to cultivate, by habituation, the appetitive, motivational
conditions in one’s character whereby one will become disposed to express
patterns of proper affective response.(87) The
actions one chooses to perform now are direct, end-directed
actions—Aquinas’s paradigm—but they are aimed at producing affective responses
(indirect actions) in the future.


  
  

  


Page 259

Passions constitute properly human
actions, then, insofar as the agent’s appetitive powers are rationally ordered,
and thereby express rationally ordered affective responses to the situations the
agent encounters, even though this is indirect. Aquinas holds that reason is the
first principle of human acts, both action and passion,(88)
and that the complete actualization of human nature—the human good—involves
the rational ordering of both. “Acting according to reason,” according
to Aquinas, involves bringing ordo rationis into both action and
passion.



If we simply name as
“passions” all of the movements of the sensory appetite, then it
belongs to the completion of the human good that the human passions be moderated
[moderatae] by reasoning. For since the good of the human consists in
reason as its root, that good will be all the more complete, as it is able to
extend to the range of things that are suitable to the human… . Since the
sensory appetite is able to obey reason, it belongs to the completion of the
moral or human good that the passions themselves be ordered [regulatae]
by reasoning.(89)



As we have seen, Aquinas seldom makes explicit the fine-grained distinctions
between direct and indirect human action. Properly human action includes both
action and passion, for Aquinas, although he often simply speaks of properly
human action solely in terms of direct human action. In such cases, however, we
should understand him to be thinking of para-digmatic direct human action as it
represents the whole, as a kind of shorthand. In his broader account of action,
which includes indirect human action, he accounts for the moral evaluability of
emotional responses, making room for the virtue-ethical notion that the right
response to a practical situation may not be direct action (i.e., to do
something), but to be affected in a certain way.
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VII.
Action and Virtue





We have seen that, for Aquinas, “action” is a broader notion than
simply “specific willed acts.” Human action in its fullest expression
is the full, complete realization of human nature in the actualization of the
human’s rational powers, both in action and in passion. Thus Aquinas’s
action-orientation in ethics includes or is an expression of his
agent-orientation. As we saw in his introduction to the Secunda Pars
(section 2, above), he is centrally concerned with human action in his ethics,
but insofar as it is an expression of the human agent who acts.

It would be a mistake, however, to conclude that Aquinas is an
agent-ethicist, according to our initial characterization, and simply to
eliminate or reduce his extensive accounts of human action to considerations of
agency. For Aquinas, understood within his larger metaphysical teleology, human
agency cannot be understood apart from the actualization of human nature more
generally, and from its particular actualization in properly human action, both
direct and indirect, more specifically. We have seen how, in his understanding
of action and agency, Aquinas can emphasize both character and action in his
ethics. In this final section I shall explore this further, by giving a brief
account of how, more specifically, Aquinas’s understanding of virtue fits into
the picture we have seen.

Virtue, according to Aquinas, is a kind of habitus, or habit.(90)
Habitus constitutes a kind of “having” (from habere)
in relation to something, thus a quality. Health, for example, is a bodily
habit.(91) Aquinas’s specific interest with
respect to character is in the habits of the human soul. A habitus is a
disposition (dispositio) that has become firm or settled,(92)
whereby one is consistently and
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reliably well- or ill-ordered to
something—specifically, to one’s nature, or to one’s end or actualization.(93)
A moral virtue is an “operative habit,” a disposition of character
whereby one acts well, doing what is good and doing it well.(94)
This conception explicitly ties character to notions of “action,” but
again this must be understood in light of the context we have considered.

In his account of habitus
Aquinas qualifies the metaphysical-teleological account of human nature that he
gives initially in the Summa by specifying a middle stage between the
“seeds of virtue” (the first principles of action grounded in X’s
nature)(95) and the full fruit of virtue, that
is, the full expression of virtue in action. This middle stage is, as
it were, the “plant” of virtue itself (habitus or virtuous
disposition of character). Aquinas earlier (in the Prima Pars)
identifies X’s substantial form as X’s first actuality: that is, the existence
of X, the initial expression of X’s specifying capacities and inclinations to
actualization. There, as well, Aquinas identifies X’s second or final actuality
as the full realization of X’s nature as expressed in action. The human
substantial form is rational, so the final actualization of human nature is
“acting according to reason,” the full expression of ordo rationis
in action and passion. However, in his later treatment, when giving an account
of habitus and virtue, Aquinas somewhat confusingly modifies this
picture by also specifying habitus as the “first actuality”
of X’s nature.(96) On this expanded view,
however, he does not consider habitus to be the same as X’s substantial
form; rather, it is a modification of it. Habitus is a development or
perfection of X’s substantial form, disposing it to its actualization in a more
determinate way.(97) Habitus is a kind
of “half-way house,” as it were, between X’s substantial form and X’s
final actuality,(98) standing, as Aquinas says,
midway between 
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power and act.(99)
We may, less confusingly, specify the three actualities he has in mind as:
“first actuality” (substantial form), “second actuality” (habitus,
which Aquinas elsewhere describes as a “second nature”),(100)
and “final actuality” (complete actuali-zation, activity).

Habitus
is not needed by every X. Aquinas specifies three conditions for X’s needing to
be so disposed to something.(101) First, the
subject of habitus, X, needs to be in potentiality to actualization.
This is true of all created substantial forms but not true of God, who is fully
actual. Second, X must be capable of being determined in several ways, to
various things. We saw that Aquinas distinguishes rational appetite along these
lines. No X can aim at an indeterminate good in action. The particular aims of
nonrational beings are determined by virtue of their nature (e.g., to particular
determinate objects, as in the case of Fido’s instinctive desire for the bone),
but rational beings, by virtue of their ability to be drawn to various kinds of
objects because of their capacity to bring objects under general conceptions of
good, must further rationally determine their own ends in action.(102)
Third, it must be the case that in disposing X to that of which X has a
potentiality, several different things need to occur, which are capable of being
coordinated in various ways, either well or badly.(103)
This picture fits Aquinas’s account of the process of rational determination
expressed in practical reasoning.



Every power that is
able to be ordered to action in diverse ways, requires a habit which disposes it
well to its own acts. Will, since it is a rational power, is able to be ordered
diversely to action. And thus there needs to be established in the will some
habit, by which it is well-disposed to its own acts.(104)
…
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Will by the very nature of its power is inclined to the good of
reasonableness [bonum rationis].(105)
But since this good is multiply diversified, will needs to be inclined to some
determinate reasonable good through some habit, so that action will follow more
promptly.(106)



There is a range of kinds of goods that form the general starting points for
the actualization of human nature,(107) and
each is multiply realizable, able to be expressed variously in different
situations, by different agents. The basic human good of truth, for example, may
be expressed in various kinds of actions: research, writing a letter, testifying
in court, telling a story, making a promise, talking to a friend. Within these
general cases, how and when to tell the truth is all-important (e.g., in
breaking the news of the death of a loved-one). Between the basic human good of
truth (the seed of virtue, grounded in the starting point of action in X’s
nature) and rightly and wisely telling the truth in a particular situation (the
fruit of virtue in action) for Aquinas lies habitus (the plant of
virtue), which in this case is the virtue of truthfulness: X’s being rightly
disposed to tell the truth and to discern the proper ways and means to express
it in various situations.

For Aquinas, then, a moral virtue is a
settled, habituated disposition of character that specifically determines an
agent towards particular, determinate, excellent actualizations of her nature.(108)
Virtue is needed to shape determinately the agent’s character (appetites,
desires, passions) and reasoning toward right perception and expression in
particular situations.(109) The inclination of
the agent’s appetitive power to something determinate in this way is necessary
for her to reach the end or 
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aim of human life,(110)
for the habit of moral virtue makes her ready to choose the rational mean in
particular actions and passions, which mean is the aim of each virtue.(111)
“Moral virtue perfects the appetitive part of the soul by ordering it to
the good of reasonableness. For the good of reasonableness just is that [i.e.
action and passion] which is moderated or ordered by reason.”(112)

Thus, on Aquinas’s view, beyond the
nature in virtue of which one is constituted as an instance of the kind of thing
one is, one may develop, as a kind of “second nature,” a character (habitus)
of virtue. Habituation develops in the agent a natural, specifically determinate
aptitude and inclination to her end, whereby it becomes natural and pleasing to
her to act rightly.(113) Virtue, like the
agent’s substantial form, is a kind of intrinsic principle of action; it is a
developed expression of her nature, which reliably determines her appetitus
towards action. For Aquinas, an agent’s action expresses her nature or
character.(114) If an agent is temperate, for
example, then she actually desires—sees as good, as constituting part of her
specific conception of good, and is motivated to express—a right, reasonable
balance with respect to sensory pleasures. She is not naturally sidetracked by
passion from reason’s command or rational determination.(115)
Indeed, her virtuously moderated passions form a kind of appetitive perceptual
capacity, enabling her to judge what is good because she is rightly
affected in the situation.(116) She
“takes” the situation rightly and is able to respond correctly.

For Aquinas, character (virtue) is an
intrinsic principle of action: a developed intrinsic principle, a kind of second
nature that enables an agent to express in a particular situation the 
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appropriate, reasonable action or
passion—to realize her nature in appropriate actualization in the
circumstances. What one does, how one feels (i.e., how one responds)—one’s
“action,” in Aquinas’s broader sense—expresses who one is,
one’s nature or character. Action expresses agency, even as the shape of one’s
character expresses the actualization of one’s nature.

In sum, then, Aquinas stresses the
nature of human action in developing his ethical theory, not by way of contrast
to his understanding of character or of the human agent, but rather as an
expression of it. Properly human action, for Aquinas, is the expression or
realization of one’s character, and it involves the full range of rationally
directed human powers, including both “specific willed actions” and
emotional responses. Similarly, one’s character—one’s virtue—is the developed
actualization (second actuality) of one’s nature, and both the product and
origin of one’s properly human action. Aquinas is—when both these designations
are properly understood, in the context of his metaphysical account of nature
and action—both an act-ethicist and an agent-ethicist.(117)
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IT HAS BECOME a commonplace of the prolife movement to speak of
“embryonic rescue.” This is, of course, an attempt to save the lives
of wrongfully discarded embryonic human beings who languish in a frozen
condition. It is, in other words, on all accounts, in its intention of the
end noble. However, there is in this case, as in every case of deliberate
human action, also the question of the choiceworthiness of the means,
of the objective goodness or otherwise of that which one’s action is about
relative to reason. Granted that the end one seeks is desirable, it is not
impossible that the means one has before one, or that one’s proposed action,
still falls short of right reason. With respect to the question of a woman
taking a child conceived by another man into her womb, the question thus arises
whether this is not surrogacy, either as already condemned by Donum vitae(2)
or as deserving such condemnation.
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The question I wish to pose is this: Is it illicit surrogacy for a
woman to take a child not conceived with her husband into her womb, by reason of
this being a material violation of marital intimacy, or else a violation of the
chastity of the unmarried woman? To examine the question, I will
follow, more or less, the pattern of an article from the Summa Theologiae.(3)





Objections





1. It shouldn’t matter whether surrogacy is involved in the moral proposal of
embryo rescue or not. Surrogacy is merely physical, and so does not reach to the
definition of the moral object. The moral species of one’s action is not
determined simply by the physical nature of one’s action. The physical nature
and teleology of one’s action is irrelevant to the constitution of the moral
object and to suppose it to be relevant is physicalism, a reduction of the moral
to the physical. Therefore, all we need for moral assessment of “embryo
rescue” is to determine what the agent proposes. Since what the agent
proposes is to save innocent human beings from death by sharing natural gifts,
this proposal should immediately be seen as sound, and its moral object that of
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saving the innocent. Further, Veritatis splendor states: “By
the object of a given moral act, then, one cannot mean a process or an event of
the merely physical order, to be assessed on the basis of its ability to bring
about a given state of affairs in the outside world. Rather, that object is the
proximate end of a deliberate decision which determines the act of willing on
the part of the acting person” (VS 78). Therefore, all that
matters to determining the moral object of an act is the intelligible proposal
of the one acting, and it is this one must assess.

2. The surrogacy condemned by Donum vitae is, as the document
indicates, that whereby one would introduce a split between the embryonic child
and mother; but, this split having already been immorally introduced by another,
the surrogacy whereby a mother tries to save the life of the child is of an
entirely different nature. Therefore the condemnation of surrogacy in Donum
vitae does not apply.

3. Many things which the spouses give to one another in marriage are given in
such a way that, while they are owed first in relation to the spouses and to
their own children, can also be given to another: for example, education of
children, upbringing of children, breastfeeding. Other things, such as
conceiving a child and the acts leading up to this, belong to the spouses alone.
Because “gestation” is closer to the former category than to the
latter, it is licit for a married woman to carry a child fathered by a man not
her husband, and for a single woman to carry a child outside of wedlock, if the
purpose is to save a life. For gestation is simply providing nourishment and
shelter, and anyone can do that for someone who otherwise will perish.

4. The view that it is a material violation either of marital intimacy or the
chastity of the unwed for a woman to choose to carry a child not fathered by her
husband would imply that a woman who is raped should abort the child. But
abortion is wrongful homicide and is a per se malum. It follows that it
can be
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right for a woman to choose to carry a baby not fathered by her husband.
Therefore, for a married woman to undertake the rescue of an embryonic child
fathered by another by taking it within her womb is not a material violation of
marital intimacy.

5. The view that it is a material violation of marital intimacy for a woman
to choose to carry a child not fathered by her husband assumes that carrying a
child is integrally necessary to the procreative end. But carrying the child is
not integrally necessary to the procreative end, for the procreative end is
simply conception, and one can have this without carrying a child.

6. The view that it is a material violation of marital intimacy for a woman
to choose to carry a child not fathered by her husband assumes also that that
which is integrally necessary to the procreative end belongs as exclusively to
the couple as couple as does conception and the acts leading up to conception.
But this does not follow. Therefore, even if carrying a child is integrally
necessary to the procreative end, it does not follow that it belongs to the
couple as couple and to no one else.

7. The natural character of a power, act, object, and end must be taken in
relation to technology. Thus, for example, it is natural that man should fly,
because human beings can manufacture airplanes. Likewise, what is natural for
the woman to carry in her womb must be taken in relation to technology, and thus
it is natural not only that she may carry a child conceived by an entirely
different couple, but also that procreation occur in any way that permits
conception and the development to life of the conceived being. Thus, the view
that it is wrong for a woman to take a child into her womb which she has not
conceived with her husband presumes that what is not conformable to the
development of human nature apart from technology should provide the norm for
the use of technology, and this is an error.
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8. It is surely more natural either for an embryonic child to be carried by a
woman than by a machine, or for it to live than to die. But the condemnation of
the implantation of an embryonic child into the womb of one who is not its
mother implies either that the child may rightly be rescued only in a
machine—an artificial womb—or that it should be left to die. But both of these
options are less natural than being carried by a woman not its mother. Therefore
the embryonic child should be carried by a woman not its mother if this is the
only way in which it can be spared death. Further, it is simply natural for
women to carry children—it is natural for women to “gestate.”
Therefore, it is simply natural for a woman to gestate another’s child.

9. Many acts that are in themselves not permissible may become permissible on
the supposition of some prior evil, danger, or grave situation. Hence an
apostate priest who renounces the truths of the faith may not normally hear a
confession and dispense absolution, for were he to do so, given his renunciation
of the sacred truths of the faith, it would be sacrilege. Yet, when a soul is in
extremis and on the verge of death, for such an apostate priest to hear his
confession is not only permissible but may even be ethically obligatory.
Likewise, although no one should seek to alienate embryonic human beings from
their mothers, and although normally mothers should only carry the babies
conceived by them with their husbands, yet because of the gravity of the case,
and the proximity of the endangered frozen embryonic human beings to death, it
is in this case by way of exception permissible for married and even unmarried
women to carry such children and give birth to them.

 



Sed
Contra





Donum vitae (II.A.3) states that “Surrogate motherhood
rep-resents an objective failure to meet the obligations of maternal love, of
conjugal fidelity and of responsible motherhood.” But deliberately placing
a child not conceived with one’s husband into
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one’s womb is to be a surrogate mother. Further, childbirth is ordered to
occur within marriage, and both the conception of the child, and the carrying of
the child, exist for the integral purpose of delivering a live rather than a
dead child, something which by nature only the mother of the child can perform.
Therefore for a woman deliberately to seek to implant in her womb an embryonic
child whom she has not conceived with her husband in a specific act of conjugal
union is a violation either of marital intimacy, or of the chastity of the
unwed, and constitutes illicit surrogacy.









Respondeo



It should be said that for any woman deliberately to implant an embryonic
child whom she did not conceive in a specific conjugal act with her husband is
clearly wrongful conduct because violative of marital intimacy or, in the case
of the unwed, of simple chastity. This of course leaves the case wherein parents
have wrongfully alienated their embryonic child from the womb, but who wish to
remediate this by replacing the child in the womb, to be licit.

The reason for the deprivation of marital intimacy is as follows. We
determine the per se naturally normative teleological order from
paradigmatic cases taken apart from what is technologically possible, for the
natural order of power, act, object, and end is not determined by technology.
Hence, one must begin with the realization that whatever is the natural ordering
of the childbearing to the conception of the child by its mother and father,
this ordering is not to be determined merely by what may adventitiously be
possible as a result of techne. Now, with respect to this normative
natural ordering, it must be affirmed that the carrying of the child exists for
the sake of the integral purpose of procreation, whose purpose is not alone the
mere conception of the child but the delivery of a live rather than a dead child.
And this purpose is, according to the natural order of power, act, object, and
end, achievable only by the mother, without whose carrying of the child the
child will perish. The other and more
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remote ends of the nourishment of the child outside the womb, its
breastfeeding and housing and clothing and education, all may in the
paradigmatic natural case yet be performed by others should the parents perish.
But in the paradigmatic natural case, only the mother can bear her child so that
the integral end of procreation—a live baby rather than a dead one—is
achieved.

Of course this indicates that the carrying of the conceived child is at the
heart of the procreative purpose of marriage. Since the whole raison d’etre of
childbearing is to serve the integral procreative purpose of marriage, to which
it is naturally necessary, it necessarily follows that childbearing falls within
the scope of that which belongs to the spouses as spouses, and which is not
rightfully transferable to others even if this may technically be possible. That
is, just as the acts leading up to and including conception are rightfully those
of the spouses as spouses, so the bearing of the child, which is integrally
necessary to the procreative purpose, belongs rightfully only to the spouses as
spouses and to no one else. The bearing of the child in the womb by the mother
is naturally and normatively necessary to the end of a live child, and so that
which generically pertains to the procreative good belongs to it insofar as it
is integrally necessary to the procreative good. To repeat, the other further
ends to which parents are also ordered may, naturally speaking, be fulfilled by
others; but naturally and normatively the maternity of the mother in her bearing
of the child in her womb is necessary to the procreative purpose of the delivery
of a live child. Integrally procreative faculties, then, extend beyond the mere
geometric point of conception, for the normative natural purpose of procreation
is the delivery of a live rather than of a dead child. Granted that in the
narrow sense we speak of procreation as merely conception, the procreative act
taken as a whole is not merely the act whereby the child is conceived, but the
extension and perfection of this conception by the childbearing of the mother.
The fact that technology may treat childbearing as a detachable module and
deprive it of its intact procreativity does not make such detachment the natural
order. On the contrary, it
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is an error to reduce what is teleologically one densely intelligible
narrative to a series of modules whose teleology will then be bestowed anew
through human rearrangement.

For a married woman to implant in her womb an embryonic human being who is
not conceived in a specific conjugal act with her husband is for her to take
that which belongs to the spousal couple as spousal couple and give it to
another. But all that which integrally and essentially is naturally necessary to
the procreative end is included in the spousal donation as belonging to the
couple alone. It follows that a married woman who implants an embryonic human
being in her womb who is not conceived in a specific conjugal act with her
husband violates marital intimacy, which is a per se malum. Just as one
may not share venereal activity with one who is not one’s spouse, because these
venereal acts exist for the sake of, and are necessary to, the generation and
transmission of new life (i.e., the integral procreative end, which is not
generation alone) in marriage, so one may not rightfully choose to share
childbearing with anyone save one’s spouse, as it exists for the sake of the
transmission of the life conceived with one’s spouse (i.e., because childbearing
naturally exists for the sake of, and is necessary to, the integral procreative
purpose of the generation and transmission of life).

Likewise, for an unmarried woman to choose to implant in her womb an
embryonic human being is a violation of chastity. For childbearing exists for
the sake of the integral procreative purpose of marriage, and belongs to spouses
in marriage and to no one else.

For a religious woman to choose to implant in her womb an embryonic human
being is a violation of her profession of perpetual chastity, by which she turns
away from the fecundity of the flesh in the blessings of marriage for the sake
of the Kingdom of Heaven.
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Reply
to Objections





1. When Veritatis splendor states that “By the object of a given
moral act, then, one cannot mean a process or an event of the merely physical
order, to be assessed on the basis of its ability to bring about a given state
of affairs in the outside world” (VS 78), it does not deny that
the physical character of an act may be one causal element in defining the moral
species of an act. By “event of the merely physical order” it refers
to purely physical accident outside of choice as such (e.g., accidental physical
infecundity does not make an act contraceptive). It does not refer either to
deliberately chosen means or to the normative natural teleological grammar of
the moral act itself. The reason of this is twofold, pertaining to the nature of
the object and the role of teleology in determining moral species.

As to the first point: the integral nature of the act is always included in
the moral object. The moral object is what an act is about relative to reason.
But what an act is about relative to reason always materially includes and
presupposes the act itself. Although the moral object is formal with
respect to the act, this does not preclude its containing a material aspect,
just as the formal character of nature abstracted as a whole—the abstractio
totius—does not prevent nature so abstracted from including what is known
as the common matter of the definition (as “bodiliness in general” is
included in human nature abstracted as a whole, as opposed to “this
particular body with these particular accidents”). Likewise, the moral
object is formal with respect to the act, while always materially including the
integral nature of the act itself. One sees this when Humanae vitae
states that

Consequently, unless
we are willing that the responsibility of procreating life should be left to the
arbitrary decision of men, we must accept that there are certain limits, beyond
which it is wrong to go, to the power of man over his own body and its natural
functions—limits, let it be said, which no one, whether as a private individual
or as a public authority, can lawfully exceed. These limits are expressly
imposed because of the reverence due to the whole human organism and its natural
functions, in the light of the principles We stated earlier, and in 
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accordance with a
correct understanding of the “principle of totality’ enunciated by Our
predecessor Pope Pius XII. (HV 17)

Clearly, “the reverence due to the whole human organism and its natural
functions” is not “physicalism.” Nor is it physicalism to realize
that the physical character of an act performed may be one causal element in the
determination of the moral species of an act. For that it may be one element
does not preclude the relation to reason. Rather, it is angelism to say
that the physical character of the act performed has no role in the
determination of moral species. For example, when one who commits active
euthanasia states that the end sought is merely “relief from pain”
this may in truth be the end sought by the agent. However, inspection of the
means in such a case will indicate that it is not merely from pain that the
euthanized person is being relieved, but from life, for the nature of the act
performed is homicidal. Given that the person being killed is innocent, and that
the act is neither an act of justice nor one of defense, this act is correctly
identified as wrongful homicide, owing to the very nature of the act committed,
even though what the agent seeks as an end and by way of “proposal”
may be merely relief from pain. A noble end does not justify the performance of
an intrinsically evil deed. And so, it does matter whether an act is of itself
ordered to a wrongful violation of marital intimacy, or not, irrespective of the
nobility of the end sought.

The second point pertains to teleology. As St. Thomas Aquinas instructs us,
when the moral object is per se ordered to the end, the species of the
moral object is contained within the more defining, containing, and formal
species that derives from the end.(4) And so,
without knowing the teleological order of object to end, we will not even be
able to determine the most formal species of the act (for we need to know
whether the object is per 
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se ordered toward the end or not). Indeed, we will not be able to
distinguish simple from complex acts, for the difference only arises consequent
on the distinction between acts where the object is naturally ordered to the end
and acts in which the object is only per accidens ordered to the end.
It follows that teleology is not excluded from, but rather is essential to, the
constitution of the moral object. Indeed, the teleological grammar for the
constitution of the moral object is described most painstakingly by St. Thomas
Aquinas.

Further, if any proposal to save from death by sharing natural gifts is
permissible, then fornication and adultery would be permissible if in the mind
of some agent these could be ordered to the end of sparing life (e.g., by
placating a despot). But one may not do evil that good may come, as we alike are
reminded in Veritatis splendor 78. It follows that we need to know more
than merely how the agent describes the proposed act in order to judge of the
moral object. It is true that we need to know this description which (at least)
pertains to the relation of the act to reason. But we also and essentially need
to know the nature of the act itself. This is not physicalism, but the
realization that for ratio to be recta it must first conform
to and be measured by the ordering of nature, so that it may then serve as the
measure for our action. Thus it is in no way irrelevant to the morality of what
is called “embryo rescue” whether it involves surrogate motherhood,
for “embryo rescue” is not choiceworthy if it requires violation of
the integrity of marriage as has been argued above.

2. It is true that in the section wherein Donum vitae condemns
surrogacy, it is not expressly contemplating the issue of what has come to be
called “embryo rescue.” This does not mean that its condemnation
cannot include this case. Indeed since its condemnation is general, and since
the meaning of “surrogate” is clearly to stand in for another and this
is what those who propose “embryo rescue” have in mind with respect to
childbearing, it should be admitted that the prima facie sense of this
condemnation must be taken to include every instance of such “standing
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in” pending any action of the Church expressly permitting such acts.
Hence, by reason of its general formulation, there is no reason to limit the
condemnation of surrogacy only to the particular cases expressly considered in Donum
vitae, any more than there is reason to suppose that certain categories of
adultery are not intended to be proscribed within the general proscription of
adultery. Further, however, the understanding in accord with which surrogacy is
condemned by Donum vitae is also manifested in other places in that
document. Thus, Donum vitae condemns homologous artificial
fertilization (II.B.4) because “Homologous artificial fertilization, in
seeking a procreation which is not the fruit of a specific act of conjugal
union, objectively effects an analogous separation between the goods and the
meanings of marriage.” This method of artificial fertilization collects the
procreative matter from the male over time so as to multiply the odds of
conception to overcome any deficiency in healthy procreative matter. Though such
a child would at least be the biological child of the couple, yet the Church
condemns such an approach as illicit because it seeks a procreation which is
“not the fruit of a specific act of conjugal union.” Surely it would
be ironic to condemn a couple for attempting to conceive its own child
in a way that stems from no specific conjugal union of the spouses, but then to
permit a wife to carry a child that stems from no specific conjugal union of the
spouses and which is not even a child of that couple but was conceived by
others. If it is said that such “adoption” is not procreative, because
procreation is only “conception,” this has been answered above: under
natural law the integral purpose of procreation is the delivery of a live rather
than a dead child. Hence childbearing is integrally necessary to procreation,
and belongs, as does all that is essential to the natural procreative end, to
the couple as couple and to none other.

3. Granted that “gestation” is a term that applies to all mammals,
and hence also to human beings, one should in ethical discourse prefer the more
precise designation that pertains to the mode in which humans possess a power.
Hence one might think
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that “childbearing” or “pregnancy” is the language we
might prefer, granted that all mammals have some similar capacity: for the
meaning of this capacity differs in humans, and we should so far as possible
wish to acknowledge this.

But, further and to the point, whether we call it “gestation” or
“childbearing” or “pregnancy” it is not the case that it is
closer to wetnursing, or educating, or housing, or any number of other
activities outside the womb, than it is to conception. This is clear in three
ways. First, it is integrally necessary to the procreative end, which is the
generation and transmission of human life which is achieved in the delivery of a
live rather than a dead child. As has been argued above, all the other
activities outside the womb to which parents are further directed may, in the
natural order of things, be undertaken by others, whereas, in the natural order
of things—which is not defined by the per accidens possibilities
offered by supervening technology—the carrying of the child is always or for
the most part integrally necessary to the procreative end of birthing a live
rather than a dead child. Hence clearly, as it is integrally necessary to the
procreative end, it is in the broad rather than narrow sense procreative, and as
it may alone naturally speaking be achieved by the mother and not by others it
is clearly dissimilar to wetnursing, housing, educating, etc.

Second, it is closer to conception in that it follows proximately, naturally,
and per se from conception, as conception is clearly naturally and
further ordered to childbearing. But wetnursing does not follow proximately and
naturally from conception; nor does housing, education, and so on. That is to
say, the teleological narrative does not read: “after conception, the
fertilized ovum is implanted at Harvard Law School.” For others may send
the child to Harvard Law School, but only the mother, in the paradigmatic
natural instance, enables the integrally procreative end of delivering to the
world a life rather than a dead child to be achieved.

Third, no Catholic scholar, prior to the advent of the technology to dissever
childbearing from conception, ever supposed that childbearing was not an
integrally procreative faculty, or that
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its use as such was not generically included together with all things
essentially necessary for the integrally procreative end within the spousal
donation of the body and of what belongs uniquely and solely to the couple as
couple. That is to say, no one would have supposed that the integrally
procreative end was achieved merely through conception and that the wife did not
owe to the husband as part of the unique spousal donation the use of the
integrally procreative capacity of childbearing so that the couple might enjoy
the gift of the birth of a live rather than a dead child. But that which is
integrally necessary to procreation is, as has been argued above, contained
within the generic gift of procreativity that belongs solely to the couple as
couple, and hence belongs to no one else.

4. The two cases are not on a par. The woman who is raped is clearly not
choosing to perform a venereal act, and so is not choosing to conceive, nor to
carry the child, simple speaking. Rather, on the hypothesis of a prior evil, the
woman who is raped heroically refuses to slay the child, who is innocent, having
full confidence that since she did not intend the venereal act, nor all that
follows, she is not culpable of seeking it out and choosing it and so not
culpable of performing what falls under negative precept. By contrast, in the
case of the woman who chooses to implant a child not her own (by reason of a
specific act of conjugal union with her husband) into her womb, she deliberately
chooses that which is violative either of marital intimacy or of the chastity of
the unwed, or of the perpetual chastity of the religious state. And so there is
no moral parity between the very different acts of the woman who, having been
raped, does not commit wrongful homicide but bears the child and the woman who
freely chooses to violate marital intimacy, the chastity of the unwed, or
perpetual chastity by bearing a child of whom she is not the mother, and her
husband not the father—that is, one whose conception does not derive from a
specific act of conjugal union with her husband. Of course, this does not
pertain to miracle: no one would be so bold as to claim that the Mother of God
violated


  



page 281

chastity by assenting to the Incarnation, for here the ends of procreation
are achieved in manner essentially higher than the natural manner, in a
supernaturally miraculous fashion.

5. This objection has been dealt with above. Nonetheless, it may briefly be
stated that the integral procreative end is the birthing of a live rather than a
dead child, and this is indeed why the Church speaks of the generation and
transmission of life rather than merely of generation or conception alone. As
every married couple that has received the grace of children knows, it is not
merely the point of conception but the fulfillment of their integral procreative
capacities—established by identifying that which is always or for the most part
necessary to the birth of living children—that constitutes the procreative good
in its natural fullness. It is at the birth of a live child, and not merely
consequent on conception, that the couple rejoices in the achievement of the
integral procreative purpose of marriage. Accordingly, this is what constitutes
the integral procreative good. And this good is not fully achieved by conceiving
and then aborting or miscarrying, which latter are tragic deprivations not alone
with respect to the life of the conceived human being but with respect to the
natural ordering of the parents as parents and to the integral procreative good.

6. When it is said that “even if carrying a child is integrally
necessary to the procreative end, it does not follow that it belongs to the
couple as couple and to no one else,” this could be true only if not all
that is per se naturally ordered to the generation and transmission of
human life were for the sake of the integral procreative good of the married
couple as couple. But this is not the case. If it were true of childbearing,
then this would vitiate the marital good as such, because it would treat an
essential element of the integral procreative good of the couple as a detachable
module not exclusively given to the spouse, but potentially to others. Now it is
beyond any cavil that, naturally and per se, childbearing is necessary
to the integral procreative good—for,
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naturally and per se, there is no birthing of a live child without
it. It is also true that either all that is necessary to the integral
procreative good is bestowed uniquely by the spouses upon one another, or not.
If not, then marriage does not involve the unique gift of integral
procreativity, and it necessarily follows that marriage is not essentially but
only accidentally ordered to procreation. But this latter the Church has always
denied. Indeed, even celibate marriages are naturally ordered to procreativity,
but in these rare cases the spouses as spouses receive a calling to an
essentially higher or spiritual fecundity such that they, as a couple, renounce
the use of the body.

It would further follow by necessary logic that no wife would ever act
contrary to the nature of marriage by choosing only to carry the children of
others, for she never gave her integral procreative capacity uniquely and solely
to her spouse, any more than she uniquely and intransferably gave her capacity
to play checkers only to the spouse. Nor will it do to claim that choosing to
bear the children of others is just like wetnursing the children of others, for
in the paradigmatic per se natural instance, wetnursing may be done by
others, whereas naturally speaking carrying the child of one’s husband to live
birth may be achieved only by the wife and mother and is part of the integral
procreative good whereby one seeks the delivery of a live rather than a dead
child.

7. The proposition that “The natural character of a power, act, object,
and end, must be taken in relation to technology” is both false and
dangerous, for it implies that there is no distinction between that which may be
caused by technology and that which is natural. Now, we may admit that that
which technology may cause always exists in relation to the natural
order. But technology does not constitute this order, nor should what is
technically possible supplant that which is required by natural teleology.
Rather, the purpose of technology is to assist in the realization of natural
teleology, or to remove that which is contrary to natural teleology.
But in the definition of this teleology as such, we make
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no reference to what is introduced solely through technical means. For
example, we know what health is prior to knowing what disease is, and we employ
technical means either to aid the body to recuperate according to its natural
tendency, or to remove something that is incompatible with the natural health of
the body (as, for example, antibiotics remove the presence of bacteria harmful
to one’s health). When we ask about what is integrally necessary to the
procreative good, we consider this not in relation to technical means, but in
itself. And taken just so, in itself, it is clear that naturally the carrying of
the child by the wife and mother is integrally necessary to the procreative good
of the birthing of a live rather than a dead child. Hence this childbearing is
at the heart of the spousal donation, which embraces integral procreative
capacity and not the point of conception alone—for conception alone is not
sufficient of itself for the birthing of a live rather than a dead child.
Rather, conception requires the further gift—which by nature and per se is
alone provided by the wife and mother—of the woman’s bearing in her womb the
conceived life.

The teaching that natural power, act, object, and end, are constituted only
in relation to technology is also indeed in-coherent: technology cannot be
defined save by what it does, and what it does is knowable only in relation to
the teleology of nature (how does one act upon or influence X with respect to Y,
or define the same, if one has literally no idea of how X is naturally ordered
with respect to Y?). Hence, technology pre-supposes natural teleology, whereas
teleology does not presuppose technology but is the condition for it. Of course,
this is clearly the case also inasmuch as efficient causality implies teleology,
for efficiency can only be defined by that toward which it is ordered, and in
which the efficiency terminates as in an end. Accordingly, to seek to define
natural teleology as essentially constituted by technology is simply to give up
thought about that to which nature in general, and human nature in particular,
is ordered. But the abandonment of coherent thought about natural teleology is
not itself an argument for nescience, but merely an illustration of
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the same. It follows that those who seek understanding of the human
condition, and of the world generally, proceed differently.

8. It is surely true that it is more natural for an embryonic child to be
carried by a woman in her womb than by a machine such as an artificial womb, and
also that it is more natural for the embryonic child to develop and live rather
than to die. But the conclusions drawn from this are erroneous. For while it is
generically speaking more natural for the child to be carried in a
woman’s womb than in a machine or artificial womb, the accruing of an additional
form may make such carrying of the child to be unnatural. Similarly, it is
generically better not to kill human beings than to kill them, but subsequent
upon a certain form of justice, it may be better to kill—say, in just war, in
defense, or in the case of the death penalty. Likewise, generically it is more
natural for the embryonic child to be carried in the womb of a woman. But when
one considers the added formality that the woman in question is not the mother
of the child, so that such carrying constitutes either a sin against marital
intimacy, against the chastity of the unwed, or against the vow of religious
chastity, it is clear that by this form it is contrary to natural order for such
a woman to carry the child of other parents. Indeed, it is the sin of surrogacy
which the Church has proscribed. It is clear that it is then more natural for
the child to be saved in an artificial womb than that anyone contrary to moral
precept materially violate marital intimacy, or unwed chastity, or religious
chastity. With respect to it being more natural for the child to live than to
die, this is generically true; but, consequent upon the form that for the child
to live someone must do moral evil, one sees that in this case, even were death
the only remaining likelihood for the child, it would be better that no morally
evil act be done. For one may not do evil that good may come.

With respect to the claim that it is simply natural for women to carry
children (to gestate) and therefore it is natural for a woman to gestate
another’s child, one must say: this is overly generic, too general. Generically
speaking, yes, it is natural for
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women to carry children, to gestate; and generically speaking, one might also
say it is natural to human beings to gestate; or indeed, one might say it is
natural for human beings to engage in sexual activity, or for human beings to
marry. But what is generically true requires specification. It is natural to the
mother to carry the child she conceives, but not for the woman to go to a clinic
and carry a child she never conceived. It is natural to man and wife within the
bounds of matrimony to procreate children, but it assuredly is not a perfection
of normative natural teleology for all human persons of whatsoever age and sex,
and apart from matrimony, to engage in sexual activity. It is natural to those
fit for and desiring marriage to marry, but it is not natural to one who is
called by God to religious life or the priesthood to deny the divine call, or
alternatively and by way of defect for one who cannot engage in the procreative
act to marry. It is natural for the prison guard to hold prisoners in jail, but
it is not natural for the prison guard to hold someone in jail who is known by
all to be innocent or if such holding is clearly contrary to law, justice, and
charity. From such a generic proposition as “it is natural for women to
carry children” one does not sufficiently fathom normative natural
teleology, for the children carried do not naturally fall out of the air, but
are conceived by man and wife. It is natural for a wife to conceive a child and
then to carry the child in her womb, but the normative teleology is not for a
woman to have an embryonic child whom she never conceived implanted in her womb
by a clinic.

It remains true that one may not do evil that good may come—one may not
violate marital intimacy, the chastity of the unwed, or religious chastity, for
the end of saving the lives of embryonic children wrongfully alienated from
their mothers’ wombs and in danger of death. Yet there is in fact hope that
these children may be rescued through the development of an artificial
environment that can medicinally provide some minimal degree of what the mother
should have provided her child in her womb.
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9. It is true that many acts that are not otherwise permissible may become
permissible on the supposition of some prior evil, danger, or grave situation.
Nonetheless no such act is permissible if it involves the objective
transgression of negative precept, that is, if its moral species is one of
wrongdoing. One may not do evil that good may come. Hence the reason why the
apostate priest may not habitually dispense the sacrament is that his state of
unbelief would render this sacrilegious given his public unbelief, and that he
lacks the habitual grace minimally proportionate to such habitual sacaramental
action, and that this might even in the external forum be an occasion for the
ridiculing of the sacrament. But just as in the case of a penitent in
extremis there is an extreme need, so the apostate priest may in such a
state, mindful of that dignity to which he had been called, receive from God the
graced motion of will whereby he wills in this extreme case to provide the
sacrament. One notes that the giving of the sacrament is an end that is good in
itself. Likewise, for the child’s mother to bear her child is good in
itself; but for one who is not the mother to carry the child is not good in
itself because contrary, as has been said above, either to marital intimacy, the
chastity of the unwed, or religious chastity. And so there is no moral parity
here between an apostate priest hearing confession of a penitent in extremis
and the case of the woman who chooses to carry a child she has not
conceived with her husband in a specific act of conjugal unity: for the former
is (or at least may be) good, while the latter is, simply speaking, not good,
because it is surrogacy.

Yet the gravity of the case of the embryonic human persons needs to be
addressed. How shall it be addressed? It has been seen above that whereas it is
generically better for a woman to carry the child, consequent upon a certain
form it is seen that to carry a child not her own is wrongful because materially
violative of marital intimacy, the chastity of the unwed, or religious chastity.
Likewise, as already seen it is generically inferior for an embryonic human
being to be placed in a machine rather than in the womb of a woman. But given
the realization that this child cannot be placed in the maternal womb as ought
to be the case,
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and that this child can be placed in the womb only of a woman for whom this
act will be violative of marital intimacy, unwed chastity, or religious
chastity, clearly it is better for the child not to be placed in such a woman’s
womb, and to be placed in an artificial womb. For this offers both to supply
medicinally at least some minimal degree of that of which the child has been
deprived by its mother, and also it does this without any violation of the moral
law. It is, accordingly, the only moral option for attempted rescue of frozen
embryonic human beings. But if there is no such artificial womb that is
workable, or if any attempt at thawing in the current state of technology should
prove to be lethal, may these embryonic children be kept in their unnatural and
frozen state in the hope that a technical means may be found to enable at least
some of them to survive and live normal human lives?

Although this is not formally part of the question at hand, it seems fitting
to conclude by noting that this is indeed one of the circumstances in which,
supposing the prior evil, and supposing that there is real hope of normal life
for these beings, we may do what elsewise we would not, namely, retain them in
their frozen state. Although this is unnatural, and it was wrong initially for
them to be alienated from their mothers, yet to unfreeze them is lethal and
arguably thus to do them even worse injury; and by unfreezing them it seems that
we deliberately choose to take responsibility for their deaths. Hence insofar as
there is a realistic prospect of providing a means for at least some of these
children to live, it seems not unreasonable to retain them in this unnatural
condition in the hope, finally, of freeing them not merely from this affliction
by thawing them unto their deaths, but of freeing them from this unnatural state
for the sake of living a normal human existence.

In the absence of any such realistic prospect, however—if it is correctly
judged that this is now, and for the foreseeable future will remain,
impossible—then to unfreeze them, baptize them, and permit them to perish free
of their unnatural and unnaturally imposed state, is permissible under the
principle of double effect, inasmuch as the circumstances pertinent to their
unnatural
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condition rather than the effort to free them therefrom exerts the decisively
baneful influence. For to keep innocent human persons trapped in unnatural
rigidity indefinitely, in quasiperpetuity and with no practical plan to free
them, is unjust. Further, in such circumstances the caretaker’s principal
responsibility is to baptize them—which means also letting them thaw and die,
since there is more probability that they will be alive to be baptized earlier
rather than later. To insist upon keeping them in their frozen state without any
practical hope of normal life is to perpetuate the wrongful act of those who
initially separated them from their mothers and froze them. Only a reasonably
practical hope of enabling normal life for these embryonic persons could justify
failing to baptize them and keeping them for some slight increment longer in
their present unnatural frozen state.(5)

 





[bookmark: N_1_]1. I
am indebted to my wife, Anna Maria Salinas Long, who earned her M.A. in moral
theology from the John Paul II Institute for Marriage and Family, for the genius
of this term. 



[bookmark: N_2_]2. Cf.
Donum vitae II.A.3: “Is ‘Surrogate’ Motherhood Morally
Licit?” “No, for the same reasons which lead one to reject
heterologous artificial fertilization: for it is contrary to the unity of
marriage and to the dignity of the procreation of the human person. Surrogate
motherhood represents an objective failure to meet the obligations of maternal
love, of conjugal fidelity and of responsible motherhood; it offends the dignity
and the right of the child to be conceived, carried in the womb, brought into
the world and brought up by his own parents; it sets up, to the detriment of
families, a division between the physical, psychological and moral elements
which constitute those families.” 



[bookmark: N_3_]3. It
is not my intention in any way to derogate the extensive discussions which
already have occurred (cf. National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 5
[2005]), nor to deny that elements of the contemporary exchange are in my view
helpful and correct. For example, in the NCBQ issue cited above, see in
particular Robert F. Onder, Jr., M.D., “Practical and Moral Caveats on
Heterologous Embryo Transfer,” 75-94; or Catherine Althaus, “Can One
“Rescue” a Human Embryo? The Moral Object of the Acting Woman,”
113-41, with both of which, and especially the latter, my conclusions below tend
to concur. Likewise, the arguments of Msgr. William Smith, in “Rescue the
Frozen?” Homiletic and Pastoral Review 96 (Oct. 1995): 72-73, and
“Response to ‘Adoption of a Frozen Embryo,’” Homiletic and
Pastoral Review 96 (Aug.-Sept. 1996): 16-17, make points regarding the
object of the act involved with which I strongly agree. Nonetheless, the
teleological analysis requisite to the question, together with the apposite
objections, seems to me best treated simply and in their own right. For this
purpose, especially regarding a disputed question touching the teaching of the
Church, the form of an article of a disputed question seems most
effective. This present treatment seeks to address this question at the most
foundational speculative level, and to consider objection and response in their
own right, for the sake of achieving the clearest consideration of this
difficult issue that is possible. The absence of reference to contemporary
disputants is thus for the sake of a more focused, accurate, clear, systematic,
and concise consideration of the foundational teleology that governs the
solution of this issue. 
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STh I-II, q. 18, a. 7: “From all this it follows that the specific
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quod differentia specifica quae est ex fine, est magis generalis; et differentia
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ONE OF THE MOST familiar phrases of medieval philosophy is the definition of
eternity given by Boethius: “the complete possession all at once of
unlimited life.”(1) As is well known, this
definition would seem to derive from that of Plotinus, who defines eternity (aijwvn)
as “the life which belongs to that which exists and is in being, all
together and full, completely without extension or interval.”(2)
The Plotinian definition, in turn, was a distillation of a longstanding
consensus among the Platonists of antiquity, one that neatly synthesized the
conception of eternity in the Timaeus with that of Aristotle in the Metaphysics
(book L)
and De Caelo. (I shall return to this subject below.) Seen in that
light, the Boethian definition is the fruit of a rich and deeply rooted
tradition.

What is surprising in Boethius’s
discussion of eternity is not the definition itself, but the way in which it is
applied to God. Boethius prefaces it by the statement: “Now that God is
eternal is the common judgement of all who live by reason. Therefore let us 
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consider, what is eternity; for this
makes plain to us both the divine nature and the divine knowledge.”(3)
For Boethius, eternity is a feature of the divine nature; indeed, one could even
say that eternity is the divine nature. As he explains in his
theological tractates, in God there is no distinction between substance and
attribute, so that for God to be just, good, or great, and simply to be God, are
one and the same.(4) Although in these
discussions Boethius does not mention eternity, there can be little doubt that,
in his view, for God to be eternal and to be God are also one and the same.

The place of eternity in the Plotinian
system is sharply different. For Plotinus eternity is a characteristic of the
second hypostasis, Intellect, and as such is wholly derivative from the One. As
he goes on to explain in the treatise containing his definition, the nature that
is eternal “is around the One and comes from it and is directed towards
it,” so that eternity is “an activity of life directed to the One and
in the One.”(5) Since eternity arises only
at the level of the second hypostasis, in the process of emanation from the One,
the One itself is no more eternal than it is temporal. As Plotinus states
elsewhere, the One “was what it was even before eternity existed.”(6)
Both eternity and time are “contained” in the One as in their source,
but precisely because it is their source it transcends them both.(7)
What Boethius has done, from the perspective of Plotinus, is to equate God with
Intellect. The One as the first principle of Intellect—a first principle that
can be approached only apophatically, in a noncognitive way of knowing—has
simply disappeared from the picture.

Boethius was not the first Western
theologian to adopt this radical simplification of Neoplatonism. A similar
tendency to 
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equate God with Intellect, accompanied
by a rejection of apophaticism, can be found in St. Augustine.(8)
For Augustine, too, God is a wholly simple being identical with his own
attributes. As he writes in On the Trinity:

God is not great by
partaking of greatness, but He is great by Himself being great, because He
Himself is His own greatness. Let the same be said also of the goodness, the
eternity, and the omnipotence of God, and in short of all the attributes which
can be predicated of God as He is spoken of in respect to Himself, and not
metaphorically or by similitude.(9)

Later Augustine extends the identity to include the very being (esse)
and essence (essentia) of God. What we normally speak of as different
divine attributes are in fact different names for the single eternal act by
which God is. Although Augustine develops this point particularly in relation to
wisdom, it applies to eternity as well:

In God, to be [esse]
is the same as to be wise. For what to be wise is to wisdom, and to be able is
to power, and to be eternal is to eternity, and to be just to justice, and to be
great to greatness, that being itself is to essence. And since in the divine
simplicity to be wise is nothing else than to be, therefore wisdom there is the
same as essence.(10)

One could equally well say that “eternity there is the same as
essence.” Augustine draws this very conclusion in his homilies on the
Psalms, where he states directly that “eternity is the very substance of
God.”(11) No doubt it is from Augustine
that Boethius
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derives his understanding of divine
simplicity, and indeed the entire framework in which God is conceived in terms
char-acteristic of Plotinian Intellect.(12)

The overwhelming influence of
Augustine and Boethius in shaping the Western theological tradition needs no
demonstration here. On the subject of eternity, in particular, the Boethian
definition, along with the Augustinian and Boethian framework in which it was
placed, became part of the common heritage of Western Scholasticism. Anselm,
Peter Lombard, Albert the Great, Bonaventure, and Aquinas are among those who
adopt both the doctrine of divine simplicity and the identification of God with
his own eternity that is its corollary.(13)

Thus there would seem to be an
impressive consensus on this subject within Christian thought through at least
the later thirteenth century. Or is there? An important fact that is not often
enough remarked is that in the Christian East neither Augustine nor Boethius had
any appreciable influence.(14) Accordingly one
might expect to find there a somewhat different approach to time and eternity.
Just how different it could be becomes apparent on examining the Divine
Names of St. Dionysius the Areopagite.(15)
The Divine Names is of particular importance because, of the works we
shall discuss, it was one of the few available in Latin translation during the
Middle Ages. It is therefore an appropriate 
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place to begin in getting a sense of
the relationship between the Western tradition and the non-Augustinian theology
of the East. After beginning with Dionysius, I will turn to other Greek Fathers
both before and after him. Ultimately I hope to show, first, that the Eastern
tradition contains a radically different view of time and eternity from that of
the West; and second, that there are considerable reasons to recommend the
Eastern view.









I. Dionysius versus the West



 



To come to Dionysius from Augustine
and Boethius is to step into a different atmosphere of thought. The differences
are largely determined by a different way of appropriating Neoplatonism. For
Dionysius it is axiomatic that God is both “the being of beings” (tw’n
o[vntwn oujsiva) and “beyond
all being” (pavsh”
oujsiva” ejpevkeina).(16)
In other words, God is to be described both in terms appropriate to
Intellect and in those appropriate to the One. This does not indicate a
duality of hypostases, of course, but only that God, as creator, both
constitutes the perfections of creatures and is beyond these perfections as
their source. God is not only Being (toV o[n),
but the transcendently Being (toV uJperouvsion);
not only the Good, but the transcendently Good (toV uJperavgaqon); not only Wisdom, but the transcendently Wise (toV
uJpevrsofon); and so on. The
latter member of each pair asserts “a denial in the sense of
superabundance” (2.3.640B). As for the first member, Dionysius refers to
the perfections that God shares with creatures in a variety of ways: as divine
irradiations (ejllavmyei”),
proces-sions (proovdou”),
manifestations (ejkfavnsei”),
powers (dunavmei”), and providences (pronoiva”).(17)
The interpretation of these terms has been much disputed. Here I will merely
state my belief that they should not be taken as referring to creatures or
created effects, on the one hand, nor to “emanations,” on the other,
if by this is meant something possessing a subsistence distinct from that 
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of God. They are God as he is
manifest in his activity.(18) Significantly,
even to say that God is simple is for Dionysius not an assertion about the
divine nature, but about how God is manifested in his activity: to call him
monad or henad means that by “the simplicity and unity of his supernatural
indivisibility” he imparts oneness to all things (1.4.589D; cf. 13.2-3).

Of course God’s activity takes place
within and among creatures. Hence to understand the divine processions in the
way that I suggest still implies that they are refracted, as it were, through
the created order. This observation becomes important when one turns to
Dionysius’s teaching on time and eternity. Dionysius seems somewhat ambivalent
regarding whether time and eternity are creatures or divine processions. On the
one hand, God “transcends both time and eternity, and all things in time
and eternity” (5.10.825B); on the other, “He is the time and
eternity of all things” (10.2.937B).(19) To
say both that God is x and that God transcends x is how Dionysius typically
speaks of the divine processions. Yet he never actually lists time or eternity
among the processions, and in the continuation of the last passage cited he
seems to regard them as creatures, or, more precisely, as modes of the being of
creatures. He writes:

Scripture does not
call eternal [aijwvnia]
[only] things that are altogether and absolutely ingenerate and eternal [aji?dia],
and imperishable, immortal, immutable, and so forth. For instance, there is
“Rise up, you eternal gates [puvlai
aijwvnioi]” (Ps. 24:7, 9), and the
like. Often it calls things that are very ancient by the designation of
eternity, or, again, it sometimes designates as eternity [aijwvn] the entire span
of our own time, inasmuch as it is characteristic of eternity to be ancient,
immutable, and to measure the whole of being… . Moreover the Scriptures
sometimes praise temporal eternity [e[gcrono” aijwvn] and eternal time [aijwvnio” crovno”]. Yet
we know that more properly they discuss and denote by eternity the things that
are, and by time the things that come to be. It is necessary therefore to
understand that the things called eternal are not simply co-eternal [sunai?dia]
with God who is before eternity [qew’/
tw’/ proV ai>w’no”]. Following
without deviation the sacred Scriptures, one must take such things as both 
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eternal and temporal,
in the ways appropriate to them, and as between the things that are and those
that come to be; that is, as things which in one way partake of eternity, and in
another of time. But one must praise God as both eternity and as time, as the
cause of all time and eternity, and the Ancient of Days; and as before time, and
beyond time and the immutable “seasons and times,” and again existing
before the ages [proV aijwvnwn],
inasmuch as He is before eternity and beyond the ages, and His kingdom “is
a kingdom of all the ages.” Amen. (10.3.937C-940A)

Plainly Dionysius is struggling here to be faithful to scriptural usage. In
Scripture one finds aijwvn used of both a
specific age (as in “the present age” or “the age to come”)
and of all time understood as a whole (as in the expression eij”
toVn aijw’na, “for all eternity”). God is both eternal (aijwvnio”)
and before the ages (proV aijwVnwn);
indeed he is the maker of the ages (ejpoivhsen
touV” aijw’na”).(20) This range
of meanings persists throughout patristic literature, and, although the context
usually makes the meaning clear, one must always keep the different
possibilities in mind. There is also the term ajivdio”, which in both classical Greek and Scripture is roughly synonymous with aijwvnio”.(21)
By the time that Dionysius was writing the pagan Neoplatonists had drawn a
distinction between the two terms, using ajivdio”
for the everlasting through time and aijwvnio” for the timelessly eternal, but Christian authors generally did not
adopt this convention.(22)

Dionysius has his own way of
attempting to bring order to this rich but confusing diversity. He distinguishes
“the things that are,” which are eternal in the proper sense, from
those called eternal in Scripture. The reference to the “eternal
gates” indicates that among the latter he has in mind primarily the angels
and the 
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heavenly realm.(23)
The identity of the “things that are” is not immediately apparent, but
since they are “absolutely ingenerate” and thus cannot be creatures, I
would suggest that he has in mind the divine processions.(24)
This does not rule out that eternity itself is among the processions, for the
processions (like the Forms in the Sophist) can blend or partake of one
another in various ways.(25)

Having made this distinction,
Dionysius then uses it to clarify the status of eternal creatures such as the
angels and the heavens. They are “between the things that are and those
that come to be,” partaking both of eternity and of time. As regards the
angels, he probably has in mind not only that they act in time, but also that
even in heaven they grow in the knowledge of God.(26)
By contrast, God is not to be located at any particular point within this
structure. He permeates and encompasses the whole, being identical to both
eternity and time, and yet prior to them both. As I have mentioned,
this is the characteristic form of his relationship to the divine processions.
In stating that creatures are eternal (aijwvnio”) but not coeternal (sunai?dia) with
God, Dionysius might seem to suggest that there is a general distinction between
aji?dio”
and aijwvnio”; if so, however, he does not clarify it. The most natural way to take
these statements is simply that God is eternal (whichever term is used to
indicate it) in a way different from that of creatures, by himself being
eternity. He is thus also the source of eternity, for creatures are
eternal, to the extent that they are, by participating in him.

This raises an interesting question.
Would it not follow by parity of reasoning that since God is also time, he must
be 
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temporal
in a way surpassing that of creatures? Dionysius does not quite draw this
conclusion, but he comes close while discussing the relationship between God and
being in chapter 5.

God is the the source and measure of being and
eternity [aijwvn], since He is before substance and being and eternity, and the
substance-making source, middle, and end of all. That is why in Scripture the
truly Pre-existent is multiplied [pollaplasiavzetai]
in accordance with every conception of beings, and “was” and
“is” and “will be” [toV h^n kaiV toV e[sti kaiV toV e[stai]
and “became” and “is becoming” and “will become” [toV
ejgevneto kaiV givnetai kaiV genhvsetai] are properly hymned of Him. For, to those who hymn
them in a God-fitting way, all these signify that He exists supersubstantially
in accordance with every conception, and that He is the cause of all that in any
way are. (5.8.824A)





Since God is the source of all being, and being can take on temporal modalities,
temporal language must apply to Him.(27) Yet it
does so only as signifying that “He exists supersubstantially in accordance
with every conception, and that He is the cause of all that in any way
are.” Thus its purpose is not so much to render a neutral description of
God as to praise him as the source of temporal being.

This passage is all the more striking
because earlier Dionysius had explicitly denied that temporal
language—including not only “was” and “will be,” but even
“is”—applies to God (5.4.817D). Such simultaneous affirmation and
denial is typical of Dionysius’s use of language as a way of reorienting the
reader away from the attempt simply to describe God, and toward the attempt to
render him fitting praise. Temporal language, in particular, is for Dionysius a
way of “multiplying” God, and therefore necessarily fails to be
adequate to him in his unity. The “multiplication” here is much like
that in Neoplatonism of each higher level of reality 
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within the subsequent level.(28)
The difference is that, since there is no distinction in hypostasis, any
temporal affirmation must always be balanced by the apophatic insistence that
God is beyond time as its source. This tension is one that Dionysius embraces,
for he finds in it the only language adequate to God as both truly present in
creation and beyond it as its cause.

Clearly the distance separating
Dionysius from Augustine and Boethius is immense. Far from identifying eternity
with the divine nature, Dionysius regards it as either a divine procession, or
as an attribute of the processions, or (most probably) as both. Time is also a
divine procession, so that creatures partake of God not only insofar as they are
eternal, but also insofar as they are temporal. Since God is time, but also is
beyond time, temporal language must be both affirmed and denied of him. Finally,
looming behind these differences is a divergence in attitude toward theological
language. Boethius offers his definition of eternity in order to “make
plain the divine nature”; Dionysius wants not so much to state what God is,
as to show how he should be praised.

The medieval Scholastics were well
aware of Dionysius. Surely, one would think, they must have recognized these
differences and attempted to adjudicate them. A full exploration of this subject
would require a careful review of medieval treatments of time and eternity in
relation to the Divine Names. Rather than attempt that here, I will
merely note how medieval treatments of this topic tended to be skewed by
problems of translation. The most widely used translation of the Areopagitic
corpus, that by John Sarracen, renders Dionysius’s terminology pertaining to
eternity in a way that is systematically misleading. The change can be observed
in the following table:(29)
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      Dionysius
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      aji?dio”
      8

    

    
      aeternus
      6

    

  

  
    
       
      
      

    

    
      sempiternus
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      sunai?dio”
      2

    

    
      coaeternus
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      aijwvnio”
      13

    

    
      aeternus
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      aeternaliter
      1

    

  

  
    
       
      
      

    

    
      aeternalis
      1

    

  

  
    
      aijwvn
      47

    

    
      aevum
      36

    

  

  
    
       
      
      

    

    
      saeculo
      11

    

  






Two points are of note here, one minor and one significant. The minor point is
that Sarracen does not preserve the distinction between aji?dio” and aijwvnio”.
This need not in itself lead to misunderstanding, for even in Dionysius the
meaning of these terms is fluid and must be drawn from the context. Far more
important is the bifurcation of the closely related pair aijwvn
and aijwvnio” into two unrelated
terms, aevum and aeternus. The effect of this is not only to
obscure the connection between the noun and the adjective; it is to create the
impression that Dionysius is speaking of a distinct concept, the aevum,
which is different from aeternitas in the proper sense. Thus, where I
have interpreted Dionysius as stating both that God is eternity and that he
transcends eternity, and have taken this as a deliberately paradoxical statement
about God’s relationship to one of his own attributes, the Latin reader would
find instead that God is the aevum and transcends the aevum.

Precisely what this means will naturally depend on what one takes to be the aevum.
Beginning in the early thirteenth century, there seems to have been a consensus
that these Dionysian occurrences of the term are to be interpreted in light of
its use by Augustine to designate the form of eternity characteristic of the
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angels.(30) Since on this view the aevum
belongs securely to the level of created being, Dionysius accordingly appears to
be discussing the relationship of God to an attribute of creatures. Aquinas, for
example, identifies God as the aevum in that he is the measure of
permanent being, and as prior to the aevum in that he is its cause.(31)
The aevum in turn he identifies as participated eternity, that
is, as the attributes of creatures (such as lengthy duration or immutability)
which give them a resemblance to divine eternity.(32)
There is nothing particularly paradoxical about this; indeed, it fits neatly
into Aquinas’s reading of Dionysius as a proponent of theology as science.(33)

The question of precisely how these
ingredients contributed to the understanding (or misunderstanding) of Dionysius
is a fascinating one that deserves closer study. At this point, however, we must
leave the West aside and begin the rather different task of attempting to place
Dionysius into his historical context. Recent scholarship has emphasized that
Dionysius was not the splendid but isolated voice that he appeared to the
Scholastics, but instead fits securely within the Greek patristic tradition.(34)
His 
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theology is in many respects a
development of that of his predecessors, particularly Clement of Alexandria and
the Cappa-docian Fathers, and was carried further by his successors, such as St.
Maximus the Confessor, St. John of Damascus, and St. Gregory Palamas. This means
that, alongside (and embracing) the question of the relationship of Dionysius to
his commentators, there is also that of the relationship of the Greek patristic
tradition as a whole to the fundamentally Augustinian theology of the West. My
hope is that, by placing Dionysius within this context, we will be able both to
understand his views better and to determine to what extent they were
characteristic of the Greek tradition as a whole. Having done so, we will also
be in a position to assess whether this tradition provides an appealing
alternative to that of the West.

In the remainder of this article I
approach this task chrono-logically. Section II deals with the most important
pre-Christian sources (Plato, Aristotle, and Philo of Alexandria); section III
with the early Greek Fathers; section IV with the Cappadocians; and section V
with the reception of Dionysius by John of Scythopolis and Maximus the
Confessor. In sections VI and VII I discuss the relationship of the two
traditions, arguing that that of the East is both distinctive and
philosophically promising.

 



II. The Classical Sources



There can be no question that Plato is
fundamental for both the Eastern and the Western traditions. As regards time and
eternity, Plato established the concepts and terminology that later authors drew
upon even when (as in Dionysius) they did so in order to deny their adequacy to
God. Plato must therefore be our starting point.

Plato’s most explicit treatment of
time and eternity is in the Timaeus. There the creation account begins
by positing that the sensible world is modelled on an original that is eternal (aji?dion),
unchanging, and grasped by intellect or reason rather than 
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opinion (27d-28a, 29a). These
statements alone do not imply that the model is eternal in any sense other than
everlasting; however, two further points soon complicate the picture. One is
that the model is in some sense alive, a Living Creature that “embraces
within itself all the intelligible living creatures” (30c). The other is
that time is a property solely of the image, and not of the Living Creature
itself. As is well known, the Demiurge creates time as a “moving image of
eternity” (30d). We might expect that this would mean that eternity (aijwvn)
is a property solely of the Living Creature, and not of the sensible world.
However, that would be to overlook the crucial fact that the sensible world is
an image of the Living Creature and therefore replicates its properties
in a derivative way. Specifically, as regards eternity the sensible world is
“an eternal image, moving according to number, of eternity remaining in
unity” (30d).

Thus Plato implicitly distinguishes
two kinds of eternity (aijwvn): that of the
sensible world, which is derivative and temporally extended, and the
“eternity remaining in unity” of its intelligible model. He clarifies
the difference by adding that terms such as “was” and “will
be” apply properly only to the sensible world, whereas only “is”
is appropriately said of its intelligible model (37e-38a). Undoubtedly these
statements are to be read against the background of Plato’s general distinction
between the being of the Forms and the becoming of the sensible world.(35)
Nowhere in the Timaeus, however, is there any explanation of what it
means to say that intelligible reality is alive, indeed a “Living
Creature,” or how we are to understand the relationship between its life
and its eternal being.

Whatever Plato may have thought about
these questions, in most of subsequent Greek philosophy they were approached
through a complementary set of concepts introduced by Aristotle. Aristotle’s
Prime Mover is like the Living Creature of the Timaeus in two crucial
respects: it is alive, and it is without change or 
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movement. Aristotle explains this
seemingly paradoxical com-bination in the statement that “life is the
activity [or actuality, ejnevrgeia] of
intellect.”(36) This statement must be
understood against the background of the Metaphysics (Metaphys.
Q.6).
There Aristotle distinguishes ejnevrgeia
from movement (kivnhsi”) partly on the grounds that an ejnevrgeia
is intrinsically atemporal, in that it does not require time to reach
completion.(37) Among the examples of ejnevrgeia
that Aristotle cites is novhsi”,
the activity of intellect. Novhsi”
is thus not a movement or change, but a form of activity that is intrinsically
atemporal. Furthermore, as Aristotle explains at length later in the Metaphysics
(Metaphys. L.7
and 9), the Prime Mover is simply the self-subsistent act of novhsi”. This means
that it is alive and eternal, and that it is the latter both in the sense of
enduring everlastingly through time and in the stronger sense of existing
independently of time and requiring no time in which to fulfill its existence.
One could say of the Prime Mover, just as Plato says of the Living Creature,
that it has no “was” or “will be,” but simply
“is.”(38)

Aristotle also provides a way of
approaching Plato’s distinction between the temporally extended eternity of the
sensible world and the “eternity remaining in unity” of the Living
Creature. In a remarkable passage of De Caelo, he observes that
“outside the heaven” there is neither place nor time, and that the
things there “continue through all eternity [diatelei’
toVn a{panta aijw’na] with the
best and most self-sufficient life” (1.9.279a22-23). The reference to
“there,” a place where there is no place, and to things there
“continuing” where there is no time, give us warning that language is
here being pushed to its limits. (The reference to a place beyond the heaven may
in fact be a deliberate echo of the 
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Charioteer myth in the Phaedrus,
another sign that the language here is quasi-mythic.) The passage continues:

Indeed, our
forefathers were inspired when they made this word, aijwvn. The end [toV
tevlo”] which circumscribes the life
of every creature, and which cannot in nature be exceeded, they named the aijwvn of each. By the same analogy also the end of the whole heaven, the end
which circumscribes all time even to infinity [toV toVn pavnta crovnon kaiV thVn ajpeirivan perievcon
tevlo”], is aijwvn, taking the name from “always being” [ajeiV
ei^nai]—the aijwvn that is immortal
and divine. In dependence on it all other things have their existence and their
life, some directly, others more obscurely. (1.9.279a22-30)(39)

Here Aristotle, like Plato, distinguishes two kinds of aijwvn.
The distinction is not quite the same as Plato’s, for the first kind of aijwvn
is simply the lifespan of a living creature. The real question is what to make
of the second kind. Aristotle introduces it by analogy with the first, so that
the second kind of aijwvn would appear to
be, roughly, the lifespan of the cosmos. Yet immediately we have to qualify this
statement, for aijwvn in the
second sense “circumscribes all time even to infinity.” This means
that it is not a “span” at all, for it has no beginning or end. The
point is confirmed by the derivation of aijwvn from
ajeiV ei^nai, “always being.”
Clearly this phrase is not to be read merely as everlastingness through time,
for Aristotle has already told us that in the realm of which he is speaking
there is no time. On the other hand, neither is it to be taken in the sense of
unchanging static facticity, like that of, say, the truths of mathematics. As
the analogy with the lifespan of a living creature indicates, the immortal and
divine aijwvn is a form of life—a
life that embraces or circumscribes all of time, but is not itself dependent on
temporal process. It would seem that we are here very close to the description
of the Prime Mover in the Metaphysics.(40)
We are also
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close to Plato’s aijwvn
that “remains in unity,” of which the aijwvn
of the sensible world is an image.

What we find in Plato and Aristotle,
then, is a highly suggestive set of elements which, although they do not quite
cohere into a single doctrine, certainly point in that direction. Both authors
agree in distinguishing a higher, transcendent eternity from the temporal
passage of the sensible world. Plato approaches this eternity from the top down,
as it were, positing it as the original of which time is an image. Aristotle
approaches it from the bottom up, conceiving it as the whole span of infinite
time taken together as a whole. Accordingly, whereas for Plato there are two
types of aijwvn,
that of the intelligible model and that of its sensible image, for Aristotle
there is a single aijwvn
which somehow embraces within itself all temporal extension. I have suggested
that this synthetic unity can be understood through the ejnevrgeia - kivnhsi”
distinction. Since the life of God is novhsi”,
a paradigmatic case of ejnevrgeia,
it is both temporally extended (in possessing duration) and yet whole and
complete at each moment, and in that sense independent of time. Thus for
Aristotle eternity is the life of God, conceived as embracing time, whereas for
Plato it is the life of the intelligible world, conceived as the archetype of
time. Both agree that it is a kind of life, indeed of divine life, and
both agree that time is in some sense dependent upon it.

Let us turn now to Philo of
Alexandria, the first author to synthesize these themes from Greek philosophy
with Scripture. Our brief survey of Plato and Aristotle will help to explain
some otherwise puzzling dualities that run through Philo’s references to
eternity. Like other Middle Platonists, Philo adopts the Stoic definition of
time as the extension or interval (diavsthma) of
the movement of the cosmos.(41) Accordingly he
views the physical universe as the “father” of time, and God, the
maker of the 
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physical universe, as its maker or
(continuing the metaphor) its grandfather.

God is the maker of
time also, for He is the father of time’s father, that is of the universe, and
has caused the movements of the one to be the source of the generation of the
other. Thus time stands to God in the relation of a grandson. For this universe,
since we perceive it by our senses, is the younger son of God. To the elder son,
I mean the intelligible universe, He assigned the place of firstborn, and
purposed that it should remain in His own keeping.(42)

Philo follows Plato in distinguishing the sensible from the in-telligible
cosmos, but unlike Plato he identifies God as the creator (or
“father”) of both. Most significantly for the subject of time and
eternity, he continues:

And thus with God there is no future, since He has
made the boundaries of the ages subject to Himself. For God’s life is not time,
but eternity [aijwvn], which is the archetype and pattern of time; and in eternity there is
no past nor future, but only present existence.(43)



 



This
passage is not only Platonic, in its understanding of time and eternity as image
and archetype; it is also Aristotelian, in its identification of eternity with
the life of God. 



Keeping this dual background in mind will help explain the difference between
this statement and another elsewhere, where Philo identifies eternity, not with
the life of God, but with that of the intelligible world. Commenting on the
phrase “the other year” in Genesis 17:21, Philo explains that it is
not “an interval of time which is measured by the revolutions of sun and
moon, but something truly mysterious, strange and new, other than the realm of
sight and sense, having its place in the realm of the incorporeal and
intelligible—the model and archetype of time, that is, aijwvn.” He continues: “The word aijwvn
signifies the life of the intelligible world, as time is the life of the
perceptible.”(44) This is a different view
from that in the previous passage, for the intelligible world
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is not God. Philo identifies it with
the mind or reason (lovgo”) of God as he
is engaged in creating, or (equivalently) with the pattern that God has in mind
as he creates.(45)

Is Philo simply inconsistent? If so,
the inconsistency would be easy to understand in light of his sources. For
Aristotle eternity is the life of God; for Plato it is that of the intelligible
world, which Philo identifies with the divine mind engaged in the act of
creating. It would not be surprising if Philo failed to keep these two views
entirely separate. Nonetheless, there is a possible reconciliation. Philo
regards the term ‘God’ (qevo”) as
a name, not for God as he is in his own nature—for which Philo typically uses
‘That Which Is’ (toV
o[n) or ‘He Who Is’ (oJ
w[n)—but for the first of the two
divine Powers, also known as the Creative or Beneficent Power.(46)
These Powers are not truly distinct from God, but are God apprehended in the
limited way characteristic of the human mind.(47)
Perhaps, then, in saying that eternity is the life of God, Philo does not mean
to identify it with the life of God simpliciter, but rather with that
of the Creative Power—that is, God as he is manifested in the creative act.

This interpretation not only brings
the first passage close to the second; it also fits well with the apophatic
character of Philo’s theology. One of the most characteristic features of
Philo’s theology is his view that God is ajkatavlhpto”, ungraspable by the human mind.(48) The
divine Powers give us knowledge, not of what 
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God is, but only that he is.
As Philo writes in On the Posterity of Cain: “all that follows in
the wake of God is within the good man’s apprehension, while He Himself alone is
beyond it, beyond, that is, in the line of straight and direct approach …
but brought within ken by the Powers that follow and attend Him; for these make
evident not his essence but his subsistence [u{parxin]
from the things which He accomplishes.”(49)
In general, Philo holds that only the fact of God’s existence can be known, and
that any positive statement regarding the divine attributes must be taken as
referring to the divine Powers.(50) There is no
reason to think that eternity is an exception to this rule.

In sum, Philo adds little directly to
the doctrine (or proto-doctrine) of eternity found in Plato and Aristotle. His
achievement lies instead in incorporating this doctrine within a fundamentally
apophatic framework.





III. From Clement to Athanasius



The early Greek Fathers adopted both
aspects of this synthesis. Often their apophaticism is expressed, as with Philo,
in the relatively simple statement that God has no “proper name” but
is named only indirectly through his works or deeds.(51)
It was with Clement of Alexandria that apophaticism became a more prominent and
carefully developed theme. The following passage from Clement is especially
significant:

The One is
indivisible [ajdiaivreton];
wherefore also it is infinite, not considered as untraversable [ajdiexivthton],
but as having no division [or dimension, ajdiavstaton]
and not having a limit [pevra”].
And therefore it is without form or name. And if we name it, we do not do so
properly, terming it either the One, or the Good, or Mind, or Absolute Being, or
Father, or Creator, or Lord… . For 
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each [name] by itself
does not express God; but all together are indicative of the power [dunavmew”]
of the Omnipotent.(52)

This statement strikingly anticipates the doctrine of Dionysius that the
divine names refer to the divine powers or processions. It is also notable for
its use of the term ajdiavstaton in
reference to God. Clement would seem to mean by this either “without
divi-sion” or “without dimension,” or perhaps both.(53)
As we shall see in a moment, ajdiavstaton
will be adopted by the Cappadocians as a key term for distinguishing God from
creatures, including creatures that are eternal.

It would be interesting to know how
Clement understands divine eternity and how he relates it to his apophaticism.
The only passage that sheds light on this point is one in which he remarks that
eternity “presents in an instant” (ajkariaivw” sunivsthsi)
the past, present, and future.(54) Plainly
Clement means to endorse the traditional view that God’s knowledge is not
temporal. Since he does not dwell on the point, however, we cannot say precisely
what he would make of eternity as a divine attribute.

Clement’s great successor at
Alexandria, Origen, is similarly hard to pin down. He defines the aijwvn
of someone as, in general, the time that is coextensive (sumparekteinovmenon)
with the 
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structure of his life.(55)
If this definition can be applied to God, then the divine eternity will be, not
strictly timeless, but the infinite expanse of time that is coextensive with the
divine life; in other words, we shall have returned to the “all time even
to infinity” of Aristotle. That is indeed the view Origen maintains.
Commenting on the verse, “Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten
thee” (Ps. 2:7, Heb. 1:5), he explains:

There is no evening
for God, I believe, since there is also no morning, but the time which is
coextensive with His unoriginate and eternal [aji>divw/]
life, if I may so put it, is the day which for Him is “today,” in
which the Son has been begotten. Consequently there is no finding of the
beginning either of His generation, or of His day.(56)

Although he speaks of time as coextensive with the divine life, Origen is not
here simply equating divine eternity with sempi-ternity. Like Aristotle he
approaches eternity from the bottom up, understanding it as the summation of all
time gathered together in a single “day.” This would seem to be rather
different from Clement’s view that God is ajdiavstaton.
Elsewhere we learn that for Origen God is not strictly ajkatavlhpto” and the divine names are not names only of the
divine powers.(57) Nonetheless Origen affirms
that the Trinity transcends “all time and all ages and all
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eternity,” and that it
“exceeds all comprehension, not only of temporal but even of eternal
intelligence.”(58) In general, although
Origen is not as rigorously apophatic as Philo or Clement, he too is very far
from identifying eternity with the divine nature in the manner familiar to later
theology.

Origen is also important in that he
was the first Christian theologian to affirm explicitly that the begetting of
the Son by the Father is eternal, so that it is false to say “there was a
time when the Son was not.”(59) The Son is
begotten by the Father “as an act of will proceeds from the mind, without
either cutting off any part of the mind or being separated or divided from
it.”(60) Yet these statements must be
tempered by, on the one hand, Origen’s subordinationism, according to which the
Son is God in only a derivative sense; and, on the other, by his belief that the
creation too has always existed, so that one equally cannot say “there was
a time when the creation was not.”(61) Thus
although for Origen there is no “separation” or “interval”
between the Father and Son, this is not for him a distinguishing feature of God
as against creation.

The debates of the Nicene era forced
Christian thought into clarity on this point. The Arian slogan, “there was
when the Son was not” (h\n pote o{te oujk h\n), was taken by the orthodox as implying the existence of a temporal
interval (diavsthma)
during which the Father had not yet begotten the Son.(62)
It is not clear that Arius himself would have accepted this implication, for he
also says that the Son was created or generated before time and that time was
made through Him.(63) Possibly Arius was
attempting to articulate a view like that of the Platonist Atticus, who found 
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in the Timaeus a distinction
between a precosmic time and the time that came into being with the creation of
the world.(64) Even on this view, however, there
was an interval of some kind (although not one measured by time) between the
Father and the Son.

Saint Athanasius, in his rebuttal of
Arius, refuses to concede even this much. He observes that in Scripture Christ
is the maker of all the ages (aijw’ne”),
and so must be before any sort of interval whatsoever:

The words addressed to the Son in the hundred and
forty-fourth Psalm, “Thy kingdom is a kingdom of all ages,” forbid
anyone to imagine any interval [diavsthma]
in which the Word did not exist. For if every interval in the ages is measured,
and of all the ages the Word is King and Maker (Heb 1:2; 11:3), therefore,
whereas no interval at all exists prior to Him, it would be madness to say,
“There was once when the Everlasting was not.”(65) 





Creatures, he says, “have a beginning of existence connected with an
interval” (diasthmatikhVn ajrchVn tou’ ei\nai
e[cei), in that they were created “from some beginning when they
were not yet.”(66) The Word, by contrast,
“has no beginning of its being … but has always been.”(67)
It will be noticed that Athanasius does not rule out the possibility of some
sort of quasi-temporal order prior to that of the physical cosmos. His concern
is solely to insist that no interval, whether temporal or otherwise, intervened
between the Father and the Son.

The question all of this raises is how
God’s adiastemic existence is compatible with his somehow embracing and being
present to all of time. This issue did not arise for Plato and Aristotle, for
they start from a framework in which time and eternity bear an intrinsic and
organic relationship. Clement and Athanasius, although with different
motivations, each arrive at a 
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view of the divine life that
emphasizes its simplicity, wholeness, and lack of division. How can this life be
related to something as extended and divided as time? One of the tasks facing
the sub-sequent tradition will be to answer that question.

 



IV. The Cappadocian Fathers





The Cappadocian Fathers—St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory of Nyssa, and St.
Gregory Nazianzen—were the primary defenders of Nicaea against the Arians of
the later fourth century. They made the Athanasian denial that there is diavsthma
between the Father and the Son a recurrent theme. Saint Basil argues that the
Father possesses paternity coextensively with his own eternity (th’/
eJautou’ ajidiovthti sumparekteinomevnhn); and since paternity implies
the existence of a Son, the Son is present with the Father without interval.(68)
Saint Gregory of Nyssa makes a similar argument.(69)

More importantly, Gregory also
extrapolates this point of Trinitarian theology into a general distinction
between the divine life as adiastemic and the diastemic existence of creatures.
Creation “journeys to its proper end through intervals of time [cronikw’n
diasthmavtwn],” whereas the
life of God “has no extension [diasthvmato”]
accompanying its course and therefore no span or measure.”(70)
It seems likely that Gregory is influenced here, not only by Clement and
Athanasius, but also by pagan Neoplatonism, for one finds in Plotinus and
Porphyry a similar distinction between the adiastemic life of the intelligible
world and the diastemic character of sensible existence.(71)
Gregory in much the same way views the distinction as a philosophical truth 
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grounded in God’s being what he is
without participation. As he writes in Against Eunomius:

Wide and
insurmountable is the interval that fences off uncreated from created nature.
The latter is limited, the former has no limit [pevra”]. .
. . The latter is stretched out by a certain degree of extension [diasthmatikh’/
tini paratavsei sumparekteivnetai],
circumscribed by time and place; the former transcends all conception of
interval [pa’san
diasthvmato” e[nnoian], baffling
curiosity from every point of view … [It is] ever the same, established of
itself, not traveling on by intervals [ouj
diasthmatikw’” diodeuvousa] from one
thing to another in its life. Nor does it come to live by participating in the
life of another, so that one could consequently conceive a beginning and limit
of its participation. But it is just what it is, Life made active in itself [zwhv ejn eJauth’/ ejnergoumevnh],
not becoming greater or less by addition or diminution.(72)

Elaborating on the distinction between creatures as diastemic and God as
adiastemic, Gregory goes so far as to say that “diavsthma is nothing other than the creation itself.”(73)
Since all creatures are bound in their thinking by their own diastemic
perspective, there is no possibility for a creature to apprehend the preeternal
(proaiwnivou)
and adiastemic nature of God. Gregory likens one attempting to do so to a
mountain climber whose foot suddenly steps off a precipice.(74)

This sharp distinction between the
diastemic creation and adiastemic Creator raises the question of how we are to
under-stand the eternity of creatures such as angels, who are not subject to the
temporal order of the physical cosmos. The Cappadocians respond by
distinguishing the eternity of the angels from that of God in a way that seems,
at first at least, to anticipate the medieval theory of the aevum.
Basil defines time as the interval 
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coextensive with the existence of the
cosmos (toV
sumpar-ekteinovmenon th’/ sustavsei tou’ kovsmou diavsthma),
by which all movement is measured.(75) He adds
that what time is for sensible objects, the nature of the eternal is for
supercelestial beings, so that diavsthma
is the constitution common to both time and eternity.(76)
Plainly eternity (aijwvn)
here is not a characteristic of the divine nature, but a mode of created being
characteristic of the angels.

There is a more detailed explanation
of this point in Basil’s Hexaemeron.(77)
Prior to the creation of this world there existed “an order suitable to the
supercelestial powers, one beyond time [hJ uJpevrcrono”], eternal and everlasting [hJ aijwniva, hJ aji?dio”].” To this order at last was added the succession of time, connate
to this physical world, “always pressing on and passing away and never
stopping in its course.”(78) The invisible
and intellectual world, no less than the visible and sensible, belongs to
“the things that have come to be” and is transcended by its Creator.(79)
Later, com-menting on the statement of Genesis 1:5 that “the evening and
the morning were one day,” Basil observes that God made the week
“revolve upon itself,” forming it out of one day revolving upon itself
seven times. He adds, “such is also the character of eternity [aijw’no”], to revolve
upon itself and to end nowhere.” Indeed, the reason the Septuagint refers
to “one day” rather than the “first day” is to show the
kinship of this primordial day with eternity. Echoing Plato, Basil refers to the
first day as an image (eijkovna) of
eternity, the “first fruit of days” that is the basis for all others.(80)
Throughout this discussion eternity is the mode of being of the angels, one that
transcends our time but is no more characteristic of God than is time itself.
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The two Gregories likewise insist upon
the diastemic character of the eternity of the angels and its kinship to our own
time. Saint Gregory Nazianzen defines the aijwvn
as “a certain timelike move-ment and extension” (ti
cronikoVn kivnhma kaiV diavsthma)
that is coextensive with eternal beings (toi’” ajidivoi”),
although not itself divided or measured by any motion.(81)
He observes that when the mind considers God as both beginningless and endless,
it naturally calls him eternal (aijwvnion);
nonetheless, this conception of God, like all others, is only a mental image (fantasiva).
Citing Exodus 3:14, Gregory explains:

In Himself [God] sums
up and contains all being, having neither beginning in the past nor end in the
future; like some great sea of being, limitless and unbounded, transcending all
conception of time and nature, only adumbrated by the mind, and that very dimly
and scantily—not from the things directly concerning Him, but from the things
around Him [oujk ejk
tw’n kat j aujtoVn, ajll j ejk tw’n periV aujtovn];
one image [fantasiva”] being
got from one source and another from another, and combined into some sort of
presentation of the truth, which escapes us when we have caught it, and takes
flight when we have conceived it.(82)

The distinction between “the things directly concerning Him” and
“the things around Him” is roughly equivalent to that between the
divine essence and Powers in Philo, or the supersubstantial divine being and
divine processions in Dionysius. The “things around Him” are not
creatures, but God himself as he is manifested in his acts of creating,
sustaining, and governing the world.(83) What
Gregory emphasizes here is that these acts give us only a partial and elusive
grasp of their transcendent source, and that we can never forget the role of our
own mental faculties in forming even this limited apprehension.

Gregory of Nyssa, too, views our
understanding of eternity as inevitably tinged by our own temporal being.
Commenting on biblical phrases such as that God’s kingdom is “before the
ages” 
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(proV tw’n aijwvnwn) or “extending beyond the ages” (uJpeVr
touV” aijw’na” ejkteinomevnhn),
he observes:

Human life, moving through intervals, advances in its
progress from a beginning to an end, and our life here is divided between that
which is past and that which is expected … so we speak in this way, though
incorrectly, of the transcendent nature of God; not of course that God in His
own existence leaves any interval [diavsthma]
behind, or passes on afresh to something that lies before, but because our
intellect can only conceive things according to our nature, and measures the
eternal [aji?dion]
by a past and a future.(84)



 



Gregory,
like Clement and Athanasius, adheres strictly to the adiastemic character of the
divine life. He takes this term not as implying a kind of pointlike existence,
however, but as indicating a higher way of being of which we can form no
conception. To speak of the divine life as “extending” in any way,
even as extending beyond the ages, is a concession to the inevitably temporal
framework of our own understanding.



We also note in passing that Gregory in this passage seems to reserve the
term aji?dio” for the eternity of
God that transcends all the ages. This seems on the whole to be Gregory’s
terminological preference.(85) Basil at one
point draws a similar distinction, defining aji?dio” as “more ancient in being than all time and every age [or eternity,
aijw’no”].”(86)
This tendency in the Cappadocians is probably the source of the similar
tentative distinction in Dionysius. On the whole, however, the biblical
precedent for describing God as aijwvnio”
was too strong for this attempt at clarification to catch on very widely.

Regardless of terminology, the
Cappadocians consistently agree that the eternity of God transcends even the
nontemporal (but diastemic) eternity of the angels. In this there is common
ground with the West. On the other hand, for the Cappadocians whatever eternity
we ascribe to God is not itself the divine nature, but one of the “things
around God.” We have seen that Gregory 
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Nazianzen regards the description of
God as eternal as a fantasiva—meaning not that
it is false, but that it must be supplemented by other equally limited and
partial images to arrive at “some sort of presentation of the truth.”
For Gregory of Nyssa, all the divine names signify not the divine essence or
nature but the “things around God,” or, equivalently, the divine
energies (ejnevrgeiai).(87)
Although I have not found Gregory applying this general point specifically to
divine eternity, he comes close in stating that among the “things around
God” are God’s infinity and being without beginning.(88)
It seems likely that Dionysius derives from the Cappadocians, as well as perhaps
from Clement, his own understanding of the divine names as referring to the
divine processions.

Even as regards angelic eternity,
there are important elements in the Cappadocians’ views that are not found in
the West. We have seen that Basil contrasts angelic eternity to time, which is
“always pressing on and passing away and never stopping in its
course.” Evidently the eternity of the angels, although it is diastemic,
does not involve the “knife-edge present” of temporal succession.
Gregory of Nyssa develops this thought in a passage of his Homilies on the
Song of Songs. Distinguishing God and the angels as two species of the
“intellectual nature,” he explains:

The intellectual
nature that is brought into being by creation always looks toward the first
cause of beings and by association with its superior is forever kept in the good
and in a manner of speaking is always being created [ktivzetai]
because of its increase in goodness through its alteration for the better, so as
never to possess any limit or be circumscribed in its growth toward the better
by any boundary. But its ever-present good—however great and perfect it may
seem to be—is the commencement of an additional and greater good, so that in
this respect the apostolic word seems to be true, when it speaks of forgetting
the acquisitions of the past in reaching forth to the things that are before
(Phil. 3:13). For he who is always finding a greater and supreme good and
devoting all 
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his attention to his
share in it, is not allowed to look to the past, and just because of his
enjoyment of what is more precious loses his memory of what is less so.(89)

For the angels, whatever good has been acquired is always only the beginning
of an even greater good; hence they have no need of memory, for the past good is
always contained within that of the present, even as they strain forward to the
yet more com-prehensive good to come. Thus although their state is diastemic
(insofar as it is one of perpetual progress), they are not constrained to the
knife-edge of the present. Elsewhere Gregory gives a similar description of the
life of the blessed in heaven, describing it as an expansive ever-growing
enjoyment of the good in which all need for memory or hope is left behind.(90)

This sheds some light on what it means
to speak of time as an image of the eternity of the angels. We may think of time
as narrowing into a moving point, as it were, the ever-growing enjoyment of the
Good that constitutes the angelic life. Yet precisely as an image time also
points forward to its heavenly archetype. Time is not only linear but also
circular, “revolving upon itself” in a weekly pattern that points to
the Eighth Day, the day of the new creation.(91)
This means that time and eternity are not entirely distinct modes of being, but
instead constitute, respectively, a more partial and a fuller arena in which the
ever-forward movement into God is accomplished.

We can summarize the Cappadocians’
teaching in the following points. (1) God is adiastemic, creatures (including
angels) diastemic. (2) As a consequence, any conception we can form of divine
eternity is merely a mental image (fantasiva) that
does not represent its real nature. (3) Divine eternity is one of the
“things around God,” not the divine nature itself. (4) The eternity of
the angels, by contrast, is diastemic and time-like in a way that 
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permits an unending progress into God.
(5) Angelic eternity is the archetype of which time is an image.

This teaching is in many ways a
natural extension of the apophaticism of Philo and Clement. Its most original
feature lies in identifying as archetype and image, not divine eternity and
time, as in Philo, but angelic eternity and time. In light of the
Cappadocians’ understanding of the divine life as adiastemic, the earlier,
Philonic approach could hardly have been retained without alteration. Athough
relating angelic eternity and time in this way is a fruitful idea that proved
important in other areas, such as mystical theology, it leaves us with the same
question we had in regard to Clement and Athanasius: How can the adiastemic
divine life possibly embrace or be present to all of time? For an answer we
shall have to turn to the Fathers who wrote after Dionysius.





V. In the Wake of Dionysius





Clearly there is much in the earlier Fathers that directly anticipates Dionysius.
In particular, what I have called Dionysius’s framework—his denial that
anything can be said of the divine essence, his careful balancing of the
apophatic and kataphatic, his assignment of the divine names to the divine
processions—is already present in the Cappadocians, and to a lesser extent in
Clement and even Philo. So too is his insistence that God transcends eternity
just as much as he does time. Finally, since Dionysius sees the angels as both
growing in knowledge and acting in time, he would presumably agree with the
Cappadocians’ description of angelic eternity as diastemic. Indeed, since he
sees the blessed as “equal to the angels” and “partakers of
eternity,” it seems likely that he would accept Gregory of Nyssa’s
understanding of perpetual progress, including its application to the blessed.(92)

There remain several points that are
original to Dionysius. First is the symmetry of his teaching both that
God is eternity and that
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he is time. It had long been
traditional to identify God with various perfections such as goodness, being,
and wisdom, but Dionysius was the first to extend this pattern to time and
eternity. He does so by regarding them both as divine processions, and thus as
perfections that are participated by creatures. To view them as processions was
a critical innovation, for it reestablished the link between the eternity of God
and that of creatures that had been missing in earlier authors. For Dionysius,
the angels are eternal by participating in eternity, just as they (and all
creatures) are temporal by participating in time. Clearly there is much here
that needs explanation, but the originality and importance of Dionysius’ ideas
cannot be denied.(93)

How were the more original aspects of
Dionysius’s teaching received? We are fortunate to have the evidence on this
point of the scholia on the Areopagitic corpus traditionally attributed to St.
Maximus the Confessor. It has long been known that many of these scholia were in
fact by John of Scythopolis, an ardent defender of Chalcedon whose career
spanned roughly the first half of the sixth century. Recent work by Beate Regina
Suchla and others has made it possible to identify precisely which scholia were
written by John and which by Maximus. It has also revealed that their influence
was even more widespread than previously thought, for the original recension of
the scholia (containing those written by John) was already incorporated into
most manuscripts of the corpus by the mid-sixth century.(94)
We will take first the original scholia and then those added by Maximus.
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John defines eternity (aijwvn)
as “unextended and infinite life” (ajdiastavtou
kaiV ajpeivrou zwh’”), or
more fully as “the life that is unshaken and all together at once, already
infinite and entirely unmoving, standing forth as a unity.”(95)
Here he would seem to have in mind the eternity of God rather than that of the
angels, for he notes repeatedly that God is eternal (aijwvnio”)
by himself being eternity, whereas creatures are eternal by partaking of
eternity.(96) Later he observes that the term aijwvnio”
has a range of meanings, but that only God is absolutely aji?dio”.(97)
This might suggest that John understands there to be a general distinction
between aijwvnio”
and aji?dio”; if so, however, he does not explain it. Instead, commenting on the
statement in chapter 10 of the Divine Names (10.3) that things called
eternal in Scripture are not absolutely coeternal (sunai?dia)
with God, John explains that although the incorporeal powers (that is, the
higher angels) are eternal (aijwvnia),
they were produced by God and so are not coeternal with Him.(98)
Thus he identifies two major differences between the eternity of God and that of
creatures: first, God is eternal by being eternity, whereas creatures are
eternal by participation; and second, even eternal creatures have a cause of
their being.

The identification of God with
eternity is reminiscent of Augustine and Boethius. However, John does not
overlook the other side of Dionysius’s teaching, namely that God can also be
identified with time. Immediately after the definition of eternity just quoted,
he continues:
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Thus also time, being
once at rest in He Who Always Is, shone forth in its descent [kaq
j uJpovbasin] when later it was necessary
for visible nature to come forth. So the procession [provodon] of the goodness of God in
creating sensible objects, we call time. For the movement of intervals [hJ
kivnhsi” tw’n diastavsewn] into
portions and seasons and nights and days is not time, but homonymous with time.
Just as we are accustomed to call by the same name that which measures and that
which is measured, so is it here—as for instance, when that which is measured
by a cubit, such as a foundation or wall, we call a cubit. According to the
verse, “let them be for signs, and for seasons, and for years” (Gen.
1:14), the motions of the stars were made by God for us for the sake of clear
division and distinction [of time]. Hence the One who ordered them is Himself
these things, supereternally [uJperaiwnivo”]
and timelessly, as their cause.(99)

There are here two distinct ways in which God can be referred to as time. One
is in reference to time in the proper sense, “the procession of the
goodness of God in creating sensibles.” Time in this sense is God just as
any of the divine processions is God, although he also remains beyond it as its
source. (Indeed, it was “once at rest in He Who Always Is,” prior to
its shining forth in the creation of the sensible world.) Second there is time
as “the movement of temporal intervals,” that which is measured by
time in the first sense. God can also be called time in this sense, just as he
can be called by the name of any of his creatures, since they preexist in him as
their cause. By way of analogy, we might distinguish two ways in which God can
be referred to as the Good: goodness as a divine procession, and “the
good” as referring collectively to those creatures which partake of the
Good in the first sense. John is careful to qualify this second way of referring
to God as time by the adjectives “supereternally and timelessly,” so
as to make it clear that in using the name of crea-tures for God there is no
diminishment of divine transcendence.

Even more striking is the light that this passage sheds on the relationship
between divine eternity and time. Time qua divine procession is the
unfolding of divine eternity—the life of He Who Always Is—within the act of
creating sensible beings.(100) Contrary to the
normal tendency in Dionysius, eternity and time are here
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decidedly asymmetric, for eternity is
identified with the divine life, whereas time, although it is equally a divine
procession, comes forth only as God creates. John may well have been inspired at
this point by Plotinus, for whom eternity is the life of Intellect and time the
life of Soul.(101) Unlike Plotinus, however,
John does not assign time and eternity to separate hypostases, but views them
both as different forms of divine self-manifestation. In fact the logic of
John’s position would seem to call for a distinction between types of eternity
parallel to that between types of time. First, there is eternity as a divine
procession, albeit one that exists independently of creation; second, there is
eternity as the “timelike movement and extension” (in the phrase of
Gregory Nazianzen) that is coextensive with the life of the angels. Eternity in
the second sense is, as it were, the mode in which creatures partake of eternity
in the first sense.

Let us turn now to St. Maximus. One
point in Dionysius that John does not comment upon is the insistence that God is
“properly hymned” through the use of temporal language. Maximus adds a
long scholium on this point. Commenting on the statement in chapter 5 of the Divine
Names (5.8) that “was,” “is,” and “will be”
are “properly hymned” of God, Maximus writes:

‘Was’ and every
conception accompanying it are fitting to no one other than to God, because in
Him ‘was’ is contemplated as higher than every first principle. And ‘is’ and
‘will be’ [are also fitting to Him] as entirely unchangeable and in every way
immutable, whence also He is called supersubstantial [uJperouvsio”].
… How is it that earlier Dionysius said that neither ‘was,’ nor ‘is,’ nor
‘came to be,’ nor ‘is coming to be,’ nor ‘will come to be’ are said of God
[5.4.817D], but here he says that ‘is’ and ‘will be’ and ‘came to be’ and ‘is
coming to be’ and ‘will come to be’ are properly hymned of Him? Does Saint
Dionysius contradict himself? By no means. Above he said that God is the creator
of every existence, subsistence, substance, nature, and time. He was right to
order around Him ‘was’ and the others, so you would understand that neither from
time, nor in time, nor with time did God begin to be, but that He is higher than
being itself; for he said that “being is in Him” [ejn auJtw’ toV ei\nai]. But here,
since he has said that God is multiplied in accordance with every conception, he
rightly says that ‘was,’ ‘will be,’ and the rest apply to Him, so that whatever
season or time you consider, you will find God there, and beyond the things that
are, and preexisting, and the 
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cause and maker of
the things that are—not something among them, as we say, because He is not one
of the things that are, and yet He is in all.(102)

Maximus juxtaposes to the passage affirming temporal language of God (Divine
Names 5.8) one denying it (ibid. 5.4). He does not find in this pair a
contradiction, but a reaffirmation of the funda-mental Dionysian theme that God
is both present in all things and beyond all things. In this way God is
“multiplied in accordance with every conception.” The most radical
statement Maximus makes is at the beginning of the passage, where he goes beyond
even Dionysius in asserting that ‘was’ and other temporal conceptions are
“fitting to no one other than to God.” Maximus is here applying to
temporality the Dionysian principle that “caused things preexist more fully
and truly in their causes.”(103) He
concludes that God “was” in a higher sense than creatures, for all
“was-ness,” all temporality, derives from him.

There is also a point on which Maximus
gently corrects the earlier scholia. John had taken chapter 10 of the Divine
Names (10.3) as teaching that the angels are simply eternal (albeit they
are so by participation), whereas the things that partake of both eternity and
time are the heavenly bodies.(104) There is
really no hint of this in the text. Maximus therefore suggests a different
reading, on which the things that partake of both eternity and time are angels
and souls. The “things that are,” which are eternal in the proper
sense, he takes as the things “around God,” meaning presumably the
divine processions.(105) As I suggested in
section I, this reading fits better not only the passage in chapter 10 (10.3)
but also the general context of Dionysius’s theology.

Despite this difference, it is clear
that both Maximus and John fully embrace the innovations of Dionysius. Partly
through their influence, the Dionysian legacy became authoritative for the
Eastern tradition as a whole. The last developments of the 
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tradition relevant to our subject are
to be found in the works of Maximus other than the scholia, particularly his Questions
to Thalassius (on difficult points in Scripture) and Ambigua (on
difficult points in the writings of Gregory Nazianzen). There we find a further
extension of the Dionysian legacy, including above all its application to
eschatology. The central concept used by Maximus is one in the Divine Names
on which we have not yet touched, namely, that of the rational principles (lovgoi)
of beings. In an important passage in chapter 5, Dionysius identifies the
paradigms of creatures with “the rational principles [lovgou”]
which produce the substance of beings and preexist in a unified way in
God.” He adds, “theology calls them predeterminations [proorismouv”] and
divine and good acts of will [qelhvmata]
which produce and define things, by which the supersubstantial one predetermined
and led forth all beings.”(106) Here
Dionysius in effect redefines the Platonic paradigms as divine acts of will
which predetermine the being of creatures.

The Dionysian understanding of the
divine lovgoi
became fun-damental for the ontology of Maximus. Maximus adds to it the further
point, derived from Origen and Evagrius, that the lovgoi of beings are
unified within the single divine Logos.(107) He
thus understands them as the multiply refracted presence of the Logos within
creatures. Each individually constitutes the Creator’s intent in creating a
particular being, so that taken collectively they constitute the entirety of the
Creator’s “uttered word.” As Maximus writes in Ambigua 7:

The highest,
apophatic theology of the Logos being set aside (according to which He is
neither spoken nor thought, nor in general is any of the things which are known
along with another, since He is supersubstantial and is not participated by
anything in any way), the one Logos is many lovgoi, and the many
are one. The One is many by the goodly, creative, and sustaining procession of
the One into beings; the many are One by the returning and directive uplifting
and providence of the many to the One, as to an almighty principle, or a center 
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which precontains the
principles of the rays that go out from it, and as the gathering together of all
things.(108)

It is the “procession of the One into beings” that multiplies the
single Logos into many lovgoi, and the
“returning and directive uplifting and providence of the many to the
One” that returns them to unity. Despite this fundamentally Neoplatonic
scheme, the procession of the Logos into the lovgoi
is not a necessary emanation, but a free act of the divine will. Elsewhere
Maximus speaks of it as a kind of “cosmic incarnation” of the Logos,
one parallel to (and anticipatory of) his historical incarnation in Christ.
Through it the Logos, “having ineffably hidden Himself in the lovgoi
of beings for our sake, indicates Himself [uJposhmaivn-etai]
proportionately through each visible thing as through certain letters.”(109)
This means that the procession of the Logos into the lovgoi
is as much a free expression of God’s own being as is the Incarnation itself.
Obviously we are here very far from any conception of a necessary emanation.

What is most important for present
purposes is that the lovgoi are not so much
Platonic paradigms or Aristotelian essences as dynamic principles governing the
growth of creatures into the fulfillment of the Creator’s intent. In other
words, they are, in their expressed, diversified form, intrinsically temporal.
When he has this aspect in view Maximus often prefers to speak of the “lovgoi
of providence and judgment,” or, more simply, the “lovgoi of time.”
Although Maximus nowhere explicitly defines the relation of the lovgoi
of providence and judgment to the lovgoi
of beings, it would appear that, just as the latter are the Creator’s intent as
expressed in the diversity of creation, the former are his intent as expressed
in and through historical processes. They are thus the principles governing
divine action within history and 
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within the life of each person,
principles that are a diversified expression of his own being.(110)
Building upon this understanding of the lovgoi of
providence and judgment, one could say that for Maximus the temporal realm is
above all that in which God expresses his being in a new mode. As such it is
intrinsically directional, being aimed toward a culmination in which the unity
of the lovgoi in
the Logos will be existentially (uJparktikw’”)
realized.(111)

Maximus’s fullest statement on this
point occurs in the course of an allegorical interpretation of the appearance of
Moses and Elijah at the Transfiguration. He takes them as figures, respectively,
of time and nature, each appearing in order to pay homage to Christ. Moses is a
particularly apt figure of time because he did not himself enter into the Holy
Land with those he had escorted to it. Maximus explains:









For such is time, not
overtaking or accompanying in movement those whom it is accustomed to escort to
the divine life of the age to come. For it has Jesus as the universal successor
of time and eternity. And if otherwise the lovgoi of time abide in God, then there is manifest in a hidden way the entry
[into the Promised Land] of the law given through Moses in the desert to those
who receive the land of possession. For time is eternity, when it ceases from
movement, and eternity is time, whenever, rushing along, it is measured by
movement; since by definition eternity is time deprived of movement, and time is
eternity measured by movement.(112)

Although Moses (time) does not enter into the Promised Land, the laws given
through Moses—that is, the lovgoi of
time—do so, inasmuch as they “abide in God.” Historically, the Law
entered the Promised Land precisely to the extent that it was embodied within
the practice and observance of the Israelites. If we are
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justified in pressing this feature of the allegory, then the lovgoi
of time return to their unity in God through their embodiment in the lives of
those who enter into “the age to come.” Although Maximus does not make
this point explicitly, it is in keeping with the high role he elsewhere assigns
to human obedience as the means by which God “takes shape” in the
world and “is called and appears as human.”(113)
At a minimum, there can be no question that eternity and time are here seen as
reciprocal, and indeed almost interchangeable: time becomes eternity when it
ceases from movement, and eternity becomes time when it is set in motion.
(“Become” here indicates a definitory relationship, as a circle
“becomes” a sphere when it is rotated through a third dimension.)
Jesus transcends them both, not only as their source, but as their
“successor”—that is, the one toward whom they are aimed and in whom
they find fulfillment.

It is important to note that for
Maximus eternity or “the life of the age to come,” although it is
without movement, is not a static condition but is ordered toward fulfillment in
God. Maximus elaborates this theme extensively elsewhere. He speaks of the state
of the blessed as one of “ever-moving stability” (ajeikivnhto”
stavsi”) and “stable
sameness-in-motion” (stavsimon tauto-kinhsivan).(114) It takes place in “the
infinity around God,” a region which, although it is uncreated, is yet
infinitely transcended by God as its source.(115)
Maximus also describes this state as a participation in the divine activity (ejnevrgeia),
although he is care-ful to explain that such participation in no way
undermines—and indeed, is ultimately required by—creaturely
self-determination.(116) This “unmoving
motion” of the blessed in the “infinity around God” would appear
to be Maximus’s version of the perpetual progress of Gregory of Nyssa. However,
Maximus emphasizes 
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more than does Gregory that such
“stable sameness-in-motion” is also a state of rest that
constitutes the telos of creaturely motion.(117)
What makes possible this fusion of the concepts of rest and motion is that the
“motion” he has in view is ejnevrgeia.
As I observed earlier, Aristotle’s distinction of ejnevrgeia
from kivnhsi” isolates ejnevrgeia
as a form of activity that is timeless and intrinsically complete. Maximus
understands the life of the blessed as a state of ever-growing participation in
such ejnevrgeia,
and hence as both restful and experienced subjectively as unending growth.

VI. The East and West Compared





When one places the Eastern tradition bearing on time and eternity in
juxtaposition to that of the medieval West, at least two differences leap to the
eye. One is the more apophatic orientation of the East. No one in the Eastern
tradition identifies God with his own eternity in the manner of Augustine,
Boethius, and Aquinas; instead the constant refrain is that God is as much
beyond eternity as he is beyond time. However, this simple comparison must
immediately be qualified. Eastern authors have no hesitation in identifying God
with eternity, provided that the identification is understood as referring to a
divine power, procession, or energy, rather than the divine essence or nature.
For them the force of the identification is to make it clear that God is eternal
by himself being eternity, rather than by participating in eternity as do
creatures. In fact, it would be fair to say that the assumption that creatures
do participate in divine eternity is an axiom that determines much of the rest
of their thought. If there is to be such participation, then that which is
participated must be God in some sense (for otherwise it is not divine
eternity), but cannot be the divine essence (for to participate in the divine
essence is to be God by nature). Hence the view that it is a divine power,
procession, or energy—that is,
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an act in which God manifests himself
and gives himself to be shared by creatures, while remaining beyond this act as
its source.

Since the use of these terms by the
Greek Fathers has often struck interpreters as problematic, I should perhaps say
a word as to why I do not think that it is. Of course there is a great mystery
in how God can give himself in a way that enables creatures actually to
participate in his life. About this one can only say that God is God and he is
able to do such things. Once the fact of such giving is accepted, however, to
describe it in terms of essence and energy (or comparable terms) introduces no
additional difficulty. Any agent is “beyond” his acts as
their source, simply because he is the agent who performs them. That does not
prevent the acts from constituting a real manifestation of his character. The
traditional term for sharing in the activity or energy of another is ‘synergy’ (sunevrgeia).
As I have observed elsewhere, the possibility of divine-human synergy is clearly
affirmed in the New Testament and elaborated in detail by the Greek Fathers.(118)
I believe that it is because the Greek Fathers understand the distinction of
essence and energy in such straightforward (and largely biblical) terms that
they use it freely, without seeming to feel that it needs special explanation.

From the Eastern standpoint, the
notion that eternity could be “the very substance of God” is plainly
unacceptable, for it would mean that creatures could not actually participate in
eternity. A Western author such as Aquinas, however, would find here a false
dichotomy. Aquinas affirms just as firmly as do the Greek Fathers that the
blessed participate in divine eternity, but he holds that they do so through a
form of participation that the Greeks apparently do not envisage. His view is
that in the beatific vision the blessed take on the divine essence (and hence
divine eternity) as an intelligible species. As he explains in the Summa
contra Gentiles:

Acts are specified by
their objects. But the object of the aforementioned [beatific] vision is the
divine substance in itself, and not a created likeness of it, as we 
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showed above. Now,
the being of the divine substance is in eternity, or rather is eternity itself.
Therefore, this vision also consists in a participation in eternity.(119)

In the background of this passage is the Aristotelian thesis of the identity
of the act of understanding with its object. Since the blessed apprehend the
divine essence in an intellectual act, they in a sense participate in the divine
essence, but not in a way that would make them God by nature. As Aquinas has
explained earlier, the blessed are united to God not “in the act of being,
but only in the act of understanding.”(120)
Thus the Thomistic view fully satisfies the desideratum that there be a form of
participation in divine eternity that does not involve deification by nature.

The reason this possibility does not
occur to the Greek Fathers is simply that they do not regard God as an
intelligible object. For Aquinas, God is the highest intelligible object; indeed
his argument for the beatific vision is predicated on this assumption.(121)
In this he merely follows Augustine, for whom God is the “first Form”
(prima species) and as such is intrinsically intelligible, however much
we may be unable to apprehend him in our current state.(122)
Thus the difference between the Eastern and Western traditions regarding
participation in divine eternity stems from their different stances toward
apophaticism. Each tradition identifies a form of participation that is
consistent with its own understanding of God, in the one case as beyond
intellect, in the other as the highest intelligible object.

These observations will help explain
why, despite the linguistic kinship of the Greek aijwvn
and Latin aevum, the two are really not very similar. Aquinas thinks of
the beatific vision as the telos (in the Aristotelian sense) of all
rational creatures, and therefore as an end, a state of “unmoving
stability” in which all natural desire is 




  
  

  


page 355

at rest.(123)
Accordingly he argues that there can be no progress in beatitude.(124)
This means that the aevum is not for Aquinas, as the aijwvn is for the Greeks,
the realm of an expansive, ever-growing progress into God. Its role is limited
to that of serving as a measure for the natural angelic acts, that is, the
angels’ acts of being, of self-knowledge, and their natural knowledge of
crea-tures. The act of beatitude (the vision of the divine essence and of
creatures as seen in the divine essence) is measured not by the aevum
but by participated eternity, and as such is wholly without succession.(125)
Obviously, then, Aquinas does not see human beatitude as coming to share in the
angelic aevum. Since there is no progress in the beatific vision,
either for angels or for human beings, the aevum is irrelevant to
beatitude.

Aquinas in effect presents a
three-story universe in which God, angels, and temporal beings each occupy a
different level. The distinctions between them are ontological and as such are
not affected by an intentional change such as the achievement of beatitude.
Hence the measures of their respective beings— eternity, aevum, and
time—are similarly fixed and distinct. Aquinas states this threefold
distinction succintly in the Commentary on the Sentences:

It is clear therefore
that act is threefold. To one type there is not appended any potency; such is
the divine being and its operation, and to it there corresponds in the place of
measurement, eternity. There is another act in which there remains a certain
potency, but there is nevertheless a complete act obtained through that potency;
and to it there corresponds aevum. Finally there is another to which
potency is appended, and there is mixed with it the potency for a 
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complete act
according to succession, receiving the addition of perfection; and to it
corresponds time.(126)

God, angels, and temporal beings all have different sorts of esse—the
one wholly without potency; the second complete but nevertheless containing a
certain potency (i.e., that of existence), which has been actualized by an
efficient cause; the third achieving completion only through temporal
succession. These are basic ontological distinctions which do not admit of
transition from one to another. Accordingly, although Aquinas endorses the
traditional notion that the blessed are “equal to the angels,” he
generally adds that they are equal in glory or in the act of beatitude, rather
than in being.(127)

This brings us to the second of the
major differences between the Eastern and Western traditions: the sense of
continuity between time and eternity in the Eastern tradition, as opposed to
their separation in the West. Richard Dales has observed that the question of
how time and eternity are related was one that the thirteenth-century
Scholastics found virtually unsolvable.(128)
When Aquinas treats of them both, as in question 10 of the Prima Pars,
he generally simply moves from one to the other without attempting to describe
any genetic or intrinsic relationship between them.(129)

This sense of an arbitrary conjunction
has left its mark in contemporary philosophy of religion. Broadly speaking,
contemporary discussion of how time and eternity are related tends to focus
around three questions: (1) How can God, being 
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eternal, act at specific times? (2)
How can God know temporally indexed propositions (if indeed he does know them)?
(3) How can he possess personal or quasi-personal attributes such as life, will,
and intelligence? Although I cannot here attempt a full survey of the
literature, it is worth tracing the main outline of the tradi-tional Western
approach to these issues in order to distinguish it from that of the East.

As regards God’s action in time,
Augustine already recognized that, if God is simple and immutable, he does not
so much act at particular times as perform a single act that has multiple
temporal effects.(130) Aquinas similarly holds
that God’s will and action are perfectly simple and unchanging.(131)
More recently, the notion that God performs—or better, is—a single eternal act
with multiple temporal effects has been vigorously upheld by contemporary
Thomists such as Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann.(132)

The question of God’s knowledge of
temporally indexed propositions was not as widely discussed in the classical
sources, but the constraints on an answer are clear. Augustine and Aquinas are
emphatic that there can be no succession, temporal or otherwise, in the divine
knowledge.(133) This might seem to imply that
God cannot know, say, what time it is now, for the latter is an inescapably
temporal fact. Katherin Rogers has suggested that this was indeed the view of
Augustine.(134) According to Rogers, the
absence of such knowledge in God merely indicates that he does not (and cannot)
know in the way that temporal creatures do. She argues that this is no more an
imperfection than the fact that he cannot act as temporal creatures do,
that is, with pain, effort, and the possibility of failure. Stump and Kretzmann,
on the other hand, hold that God does know temporally indexed propositions.
Their argument is based on the view that eternity is (in a special 
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sense they define) simultaneous with
every temporal event. Since “from the eternal viewpoint every temporal
event is actually happening,” God knows that it is now 3:50, and that
it is now 3:51, and that it is now 3:52, and so on.(135)
Whether this is an acceptable solution I leave for the reader to judge. Stump
and Kretzmann are surely correct that it is the only way to attribute such
knowledge to God while maintaining that his knowledge is without succession.

The third point is perhaps the most
difficult of all. Aquinas argues that God is a personal being (my term, not his)
in three stages: first, God has life and intelligence; second, God has will;
third, God has free choice (liberum arbitrium). It is not necessary to
repeat his arguments here. For our purposes the important point is that, if the
question is whether God is a personal being of roughly the sort depicted in the
Bible, then the first two stages alone are insufficient. Aristotle’s Prime Mover
has life and intelligence, and indeed, Aquinas borrows Aristotle’s arguments at
this point. Likewise, the One of Plotinus has will, at least in the broad sense
defined by Aquinas, that of a rational appetite for the Good.(136)
Yet neither of these is very much like the biblical God. The real weight is
borne by the third point, the assertion of free choice. Unfortunately it is
precisely at this point that severe difficulties arise. Aquinas, reasonably
enough, understands free choice as involving the capacity to do otherwise. The
question then is how God could do otherwise, given that his will and
his action are identical to his essence. It would seem that if he were to will
or do anything differently than he actually does, then he would be different in
essence. That would make God’s essence depend on his relationship to creatures,
a view that is wholly unacceptable to traditional orthodoxy.(137)
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Admittedly, the problem here pertains
most directly to divine simplicity, and to divine eternity only by implication.
A more immediate sign that there is difficulty reconciling the Western
understanding of eternity with divine personhood is the widely felt desire to
reconceive of eternity as in some way extended. Stump and Kretzmann observe that
“it would be reasonable to think that any mode of existence that could be
called a life must involve duration,” and accordingly their own
interpretation of Boethian eternity takes it as “beginingless, endless,
infinite dura-tion.”(138) This view has
been challenged both on exegetical grounds and as regards its internal
coherence.(139) Nonetheless, it is hard to deny
that a completely unextended and durationless life seems prima facie
impossible. It is striking that Brian Shanley, having argued in detail that
Aquinas does not regard eternity as extended, nonetheless suggests (following a
proposal of Brian Leftow) that we should think of it as “both an
indivisible extensionless point and an infinitely extended duration,” much
as physicists think of light as both particle-like and wave-like.(140)
This seems to me a suggestion of even more doubtful coherence than that of Stump
and Kretzmann. It is further evidence, if any is needed, that even the most
acute and historically informed scholars find great difficulty in reconciling
the traditional understanding of eternity with any meaningful belief in God as a
living and personal being.

 



VII. Further Reflections on the Eastern View





One lesson of our historical review is that the very way in which these debates
have taken shape is a product of the sharp distinction between time and eternity
that is characteristic of the Western tradition. Eternity is posited as one way
of being, time as
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another, and the question then is how
the two, being so different, could possibly overlap or intersect. A similar
question can legiti-mately be asked of the Greek tradition prior to Dionysius,
with its strong emphasis on the adiastemic character of the divine life.
However, since the Greek tradition was not committed to identi-fying divine
eternity with the divine essence, it had considerably more room to maneuver.
Ultimately the impasse was overcome by Dionysius and his commentators.
Recognition of this fact has been the crucial element missing from contemporary
discussions of time and eternity.

The central innovation of the mature
Eastern view lies in the understanding of time and eternity as divine
processions that are not simply parallel and distinct, but genetically related.
To quote again John of Scythopolis: “time, being once at rest in He Who
Always Is, shone forth in its descent when later it was necessary for visible
nature to come forth. So the procession of the goodness of God in creating
sensible objects, we call time.”(141) Time
is here a procession that comes forth as God creates the sensible world;
however, even before that creation it was already present implicitly, “at
rest” within divine eternity. John then goes on to distinguish from time as
a procession the “movement of intervals into portions and seasons and
nights and days” which is measured by time in the first sense, and can
itself be called time homonymously. As I suggested earlier, one could similarly
distinguish between divine eternity and the “timelike movement and
extension” that is the eternity of the angels. In each pair, the latter
member is the mode in which creatures participate in the first member.

Putting these elements together, we
arrive at a fourfold structure:

(1)   
(a) Eternity as a divine procession, “the life that is unshaken and
all together at once, already infinite and entirely unmoving, standing forth as
a unity.”


(b) Angelic eternity, the “timelike movement and extension”
coextensive with the life of the angels.
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(2)    
(a) Time as a divine procession, “the procession of the goodness of
God in creating sensible objects.”


(b) Time as a creature, the “movement of intervals into portions and
seasons and nights and days.”

There are several links binding this structure together. As I have mentioned,
(2)(a) is the unfolding within the creative act of (1)(a), and in each pair (b)
is the mode in which creatures participate in (a). Furthermore, according to
Basil, (2)(b) is an image or icon (eijkwvn)
of (1)(b). (We shall return to this point in a moment.) One way to summarize
these various relations is to recognize here a repeated pattern of procession
and return. (1)(a) and (2)(a) are the processions of God within the intelligible
and sensible creations; (1)(b) and (2)(b) the corresponding acts of return. In
adopting this Neoplatonic language, however, one must be careful not to import
any suggestion either of necessary emanation or of a hierarchy of being in which
the lower levels serve only as a ladder to the higher. Both eternity and time
are ways in which the unknowable God freely manifests himself. It is true that
time is an “icon” of eternity, but this means only that it finds there
its final meaning and consummation, not that it is valueless in its own right.
The teaching of Maximus is particularly salutary on this point, especially if
(as I suggested earlier) it is precisely through their embodiment within the
lives of the faithful that the lovgoi of
time are taken up and subsumed into the age to come.

To Western eyes at least part of this structure looks familiar, for the
definition of divine eternity is much like that of Boethius. This is hardly
surprising, since both were probably inspired by Plotinus. However, since on the
Eastern view divine eternity is not the divine essence, but a procession, it can
be interwoven—or rather, unfolded—into the rest of the structure in the ways
indicated. That is what makes all the difference. Because of the genetic
relationships binding the structure together, there is nothing within it that is
foreign to God. Indeed, there is nothing that is not God, when
understood properly as a form of divine self-manifestation.
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If we return now to the three issues that have proven so problematic in the
West, we find not so much that they are problems for which we have found a
solution, as that they do not even arise. Of course God is present and
acts at every moment of time, for time itself is his action. There is no need to
attempt to understand his various temporal acts as the effects of a single
eternal act, for the premise that made this seem necessary—the identification
of God’s activity with his essence—has been removed. Likewise, of course
God knows what moment it is now, for he is the cause of this moment, as of every
moment. Since he acts both “all together at once,” qua eternity, and
within and through the succession of time, his knowledge likewise takes both
forms. This means that there is no need to fear attributing succession to the
divine knowledge. The succession is as real as time itself; yet, like time, it
is an unfolding of that which is already precontained within divine eternity.(142)

The third issue is more subtle. The
problem facing the Western tradition has been to prevent the doctrine of divine
eternity from seeming to present God as an impersonal first principle much like
the Prime Mover. As I mentioned earlier, the strategy of Aquinas (which I will
take as representative) is to start from a roughly Aristotelian basis and
attempt to show that God also possesses attributes such as will and free choice.
This strategy is on the face of it rather unpromising. The trouble is that the
God of the Bible is not the sort of being whom one can construct by taking the
conception of some lesser being and adding to it. What makes the God of the
Bible “personal” is not just his possession of a list of
attributes—intelligence, will, and so forth—but that he acts as one who is
sovereign and has an absolute claim to our love and obedience. His actions are
never a neutral manifestation, but are instead a summons to stand in his
presence and live as one who is answerable to him. Seen in this light, God is
personal only in the sense that he is One before Whom we must stand. Our concept
of person is not a genus under which he falls; on the contrary, it is 
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merely an image (fantasiva)
that we have formed in the attempt to stand before Him. He can no more be
defined in terms of it than by any other human concept.

Since the Christian East did not start
from an Aristotelian foundation, it did not face the problem of attempting to
“save” divine personhood. Instead its problem was the obvious (indeed,
inescapable) one of how to speak meaningfully about a God who transcends all
human concepts. Its answer was the balance—or rather, the careful
interweaving—of the apophatic and kataphatic. As I have argued elsewhere, this
framework provides a natural way in which to articulate the content of biblical
revelation.(143) On the Eastern view, God is
not so much a person possessing life, intelligence, and will, as One who erupts
into the human sphere in a way that we can only apprehend, partially and
inadequately, through these concepts. As Gregory Nazianzen put it, they are
images which have to be “combined into some sort of presentation of the
truth, which escapes us when we have caught it, and takes flight when we have
conceived it.”

One way of reacting to this view would
be to see it as a counsel of despair. If God so radically transcends human
concepts, and our most carefully crafted descriptions of him largely miss the
mark, what hope is there that we can know him as he is? To appeal to the
afterlife merely puts the problem back a stage, for even in the afterlife we
will still be finite minds that operate within a network of concepts. Besides,
the Greek Fathers deny that there is direct knowledge of the divine essence in
the afterlife. It is in keeping with their apophaticism that the verbal
descriptions of God they do offer are often left to stand with hardly any
supporting explanation. We have seen that John of Scythopolis adopts the
Neoplatonic conception of divine eternity as “the life that is unshaken and
all together at once, already infinite and entirely unmoving, standing forth as
a unity.” Unlike Western authors, however, he does not attempt to clarify
the meaning of this rather paradoxical description by offering 
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metaphors, whether they be of
something line-like, point-like, or anything else. He allows it to stand as a
mystery.

Oddly enough, no one in the Eastern
tradition seems to have felt a need for further explanation. If we are to
understand this outlook we must search not at the conceptual level, but at that
of praxis. Here is where the iconic relationship between time and eternity
becomes crucially important. Instead of conceptual guidance in understanding
divine eternity, the Greek Fathers offer a way of life in which time is experienced
as an icon of eternity, so that one has, in one’s own experience, a foretaste of
the direct participation in divine eternity of the age to come. This practical
orientation is evident in the very passage of On the Holy Spirit where
St. Basil speaks of time as an icon of eternity. The context is that he is
explaining the importance of unwritten traditions that have been handed down in
a mystery (ejn
musthrivw/, 1 Cor 2:7) from the
apostles. One of them is that of praying without kneeling on Sunday.

We make our prayers standing on the first day of the
week, but all do not know the reason for this. For it is not only because we are
risen with Christ and that we should seek the things which are above, that on
the day of the Resurrection we recall the grace that has been given us by
standing to pray; but also, I think, because this day is in some way the image [eijkwvn]
of the future age. This is why also, being the first principle [ajrchv]
of days, it is not called the “first” by Moses, but “one.”
“There was,” he says, “an evening and a morning, one day,”
as though it returned regularly upon itself. This is why it is at once one and
the eighth, that which is really one and truly the eighth, of which the Psalmist
speaks in the titles of certain Psalms, signifying by this the state that will
follow the ages, the day without end, the other aeon which will have neither
evening, nor succession, nor cessation, nor old age. It is, then, in virtue of
an authoritative claim that the Church teaches her children to say their prayers
standing on this day, so that, by the perpetual recalling of eternal life, we
may not neglect the means which lead us to it.(144) 





To pray without kneeling on Sunday is not only a commemoration of the
Resurrection, but a foretaste of the age to come, as befits Sunday, which is
itself an icon of that age. In such
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an act one deliberately lives within the iconic meaning of time, accepting
time as the expression, within our current sensible existence, of the
immeasurable fulness of eternal life.

What is true of this single act is also true, on a larger scale, of the
entire liturgical ethos of the Eastern Church. Here is another passage on the
iconic nature of time, this one from St. Gregory Nazianzen. He is discussing the
feast of the Octave of Easter, when the newly baptized removed the white robes
they had worn since their baptism on Holy Saturday. This feast possessed far
greater importance in the ancient Church than today, for it was seen as a
symbolic recognition of the passage from earthly time into the new creation.

That Sunday [Easter]
is that of salvation, this is the anniversary of salvation; that was the
frontier between burial and resurrection; this is entirely of the second
creation, so that, as the first creation began on a Sunday (this is perfectly
clear: for the Sabbath falls seven days after it, being repose from works), so
the second creation began on the same day, which is at once the first in
relation to those that come after it, and the eighth in relation to those before
it, more sublime than the sublime day and more wonderful than the wonderful day:
for it is related to the life above. That is what, as it seems to me, the divine
Solomon wishes to symbolize when he commands (Eccl 11:2) to give a part, seven,
to some, that is to say, to this life; and to others, eight, that is to say, the
future life: he is speaking of doing good here and of the restoration of the
life beyond.(145)

According to ancient conventions of counting, the first Sunday after Easter
is also the eighth day after Easter. That is what makes it “more sublime
than the sublime day and more wonderful than the wonderful day,” for it is
the first to pass beyond the seven-day cycle of our present time and into the
life to come. Gregory, building on rabbinic tradition, associates with this
feast Ecclesiastes 11:2, “give a part of it to seven and even to
eight.”(146) The part one is to give to
seven, that is to this life, is good works; the “eight,” which one
cannot give but can only receive, is resurrection. Through this rather odd
exegetical digression Gregory finds within the feast not only a celebration of
the life to
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come, but a reminder of how one must
live in order to attain that life.

These two passages typify the sense of
time that permeates the Eastern tradition. The significance of time is not to be
found in its external features, such as its ability to serve as a measure of
movement, but rather in the opportunity it offers of standing within God’s
presence. Such “standing” may be highly active, as in the doing of
good works mentioned by Gregory, but it is nonetheless a way of being that finds
in our temporal existence an icon of something higher. That is why, for the
East, divine eternity is not a philosophical concept requiring explication, but
a mystery that can be known only by living within it.
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SOME YEARS AGO I
examined a thesis for the Catholic University of Leuven written purporting to
offer a definitive mathematical proof for the reality and necessity of the
Divine Trinity. At its heart lay an equation, which—it was argued—if factored
on both sides, produced the result that three is equal to one. On first
acquaintance I was impressed, if a little baffled, until I took myself again
through the steps of the proof (enlisting the help of a banker, someone for whom
mathematics really counts). Offering only the reason (quite correctly) that
factors may be used to simplify equations, my candidate had divided by a factor
of three on one side of his equation and nine on the other. The numerically
agile will know that this indeed yields the result that three is equal to one.
The candidate had neglected to ensure that the same factor was used on
each side of the equation to which factors are applied: the thesis,
mathematically at least, was false.

Nevertheless the
underlying instinct for this student’s argument stands in a tradition that
stretches back at least as far as Descartes, if not all the way to Plato and the
Pythagoreans: that the mathematical may inform the theological, and even be used
to demonstrate (or in Descartes’s case, prove) certain kinds of theological
truth. What is at issue here is the relationship between 
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philosophy and
theology—taking the commonly understood view of mathematics as a form of
rational thinking, von Leibniz’s claim that logic is mathesis generalis.
The philosophical and theological are thereby inherently united; they can be
made to treat of the same things in the same way. Notwithstanding a vigorous
polemic against this view from at least as far back as Luther up to Karl Barth
and beyond, the possibility of this connection is retraced by Denys Turner in
the central contention (I hesitate to say argument, since the very premise of
the book is that none need be supplied) of his Faith, Reason, and the
Existence of God, that “the existence of God is rationally
demonstrable.”(2) In fact many con-temporary
theologians, especially those declaring themselves to be among the most
orthodox, make little or no distinction between philosophy and theology (theo-ontologies
abound). There is a presumption that the existence, being, or essence, of God
can, by means mathematical, logical, or analogical, be bound to the being of
being human. This connection is negative: we remain orthodox provided we say
nothing of the ‘whatness’ (quidditas) of the divine essence, only that
it is, or that an argument can be had by which means it could thereby be said
‘to be’ (which I take be the essence of Turner’s argument absconditus).

I want to examine this
claim by appealing to Martin Heidegger’s critique of the relation between
mathematics and theology, especially in relation to Descartes, in notes he made
between 1938 and 1939—especially in relation to his reading of Nietzsche, and
made available in his Collected Works only in 1999. Heidegger makes a
series of astonishing polemical remarks about the relation of theology and
mathematics. He begins by speaking of the age of the “theologies,”
which is at the same time the age of the “end of all metaphysics”; he
means by this our 
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contemporary situation.
Though this remark is conditioned by his own understanding of “the end of
metaphysics,” nevertheless, the number of articles, books, and theologians
now claiming to have overcome, or be overcoming, metaphysics is legion.
“Theology,” said Heidegger, “has become diabology,” not in
the sense of the devil’s having been reduced to the merely harmless level of a
fallen angel; rather, he adds, this diabology is one “which admits and
unleashes the unconditioned un-essence of God into the truth of beings.”(3)
Unconditioned here is my translation of unbedingte— literally, un-en-thinged,
having no concern with things. Un-essence, similarly, translates Unwesen.
Only beings are concerned with das Wesen: essence, being. Heidegger
says here that God has no place in the realm of either being or beings—a point
he makes in many places across his work. We are apt to hear this as some radical
claim to negative theology, yet nothing of the sort is intended. The Greek gods also
have nothing to do causally with being or beings, even when they dispose
themselves as presences within the realm of being. God and the gods dwell
without reference to being or beings, but can be self-disposing as beings within
being. The question Heidegger raises here is the manner, and so means by which,
the un-essence of God is admitted and unleashed into beings.

Immediately following
these remarks Heidegger begins a discussion under the title “Theology and
Mathematics.” He points to Plato’s ajgaqovn
as the singular cause of being through which “the theological
character of metaphysics is decided,”(4)
through the “over there” (ejpevkeina—the
reference is to the sixth book of the Republic)(5)
whereby being and the most-beingful in beings (das Seiendste) are
“slammed together” (zusammengeschlossen) as both the same
thing and as divine. What does it mean, he asks, “that all 
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metaphysics is
‘theological’?”(6) What really concerns him,
how-ever, is theology in the modern age, the period from Descartes up to
Nietzsche and into the present. He says “mathematics only comes to be
decisive for metaphysics with the transformation of truth into certitude,”
the period ushered in by Descartes.









I. Accounting for God:

Descartes and the Mathematical



To take up the title of
this article is to take up the question of whether or not a “good
account”—the pun is intended, it refers to the ratio, the
counting-up character of all rationality—of God can provide us with secure
knowledge of the divine. Descartes’s assertion cogito, ergo sum is
grounded in cogitare not (as usually translated) as
“thinking” but as a kind of active deliberating.(7)
It says that in every deliberation (cogitatum) that which is dubitable
and that which is certain are sifted apart and separated, so that what I
securely know is what is entirely and only secured on the basis of certainty
over against, and in opposition to, the dubitable.

These remarks of
Heidegger about Descartes and the mathe-matical repeat in a more extreme form
remarks he had made in 1927 in Sein und Zeit.(8)
Here he notes that Descartes is unable to 
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resolve the question of
substantiality ontologically, in a position Heidegger remarks is repeated by
Kant (“being is not a real predi-cate”), and this because in any
working out of questions onto-logically “Descartes remains always far
behind the Scholastics.”(9)

Heidegger says that
“mathematical knowledge signifies [for Descartes] as that one manner of
apprehending beings which can always give assurance that their being has been
securely grasped. If anything measures up in its own manner of being to the
being which is accessible in mathematical knowledge, then it is in the
authentic sense.”(10) Two claims are made
here: first, Descartes’s inability to resolve the question of substance
ontologically means that he resolves the same questions that the meaning of
substantiality resolved, but he does so mathematically; second, that in this
mathematical securing of essences a kind of analogy is at work—anything that
can be secured in the same way as the things of mathematics will yield the same
degree of certainty that is yielded in the securing of mathematical truths.

Before asking what is
meant by this shift from substantiality, and so from the ontological to the
mathematical, we should examine Descartes’s actual relation of the being or
existence of God to the mathematical. Descartes says in the fifth of his Meditations
on First Philosophy: “I have always held truths of this mode—which
things, namely, of figures or of numbers or of the other things pertaining to
Arithmetic or Geometry or to pure and abstract mathesis in general, I evidently
recognized—to be the most certain ones of all.”(11)
He makes no particular distinction 
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between the figures of
geometry and number as such; in this he is far behind Greek understandings of
mathematics, and for a reason which, in advance of ever having considered the
question, already decides the outcome of the “debate” between
Aristotle and Plato—a debate that has come to us from antiquity only from
Aristotle’s description of it.(12)

Precisely because
mathematical—in particular, geometrical— proofs are “most certain,”
Descartes concludes (explicitly with respect to his assertion cogito ergo
sum), “I might bring out [an idea] from my cogitation” and in
doing this, “cannot therefrom also an argument be had by which the
existence of God might be demonstrated?”(13)
This is because “I certainly find within me the idea of God, namely, the
idea of a most highly perfect being, no less than I do the idea of some figure
or number; nor do I understand less clearly and distinctly that it pertains to
his nature that He always exist than that which I demonstrate of some figure or
number also pertains to the nature of this figure or number.”(14)

I am not concerned with
whether or not Descartes’s claims to a kind of a proof succeed. The question in
all so-called proofs or demonstrations of the existence of God is not whether
they work or are convincing (one might almost say: for some they do, for others,
they don’t), but what makes the demonstration possible: on what kind of
understanding is the possibility of proof or demonstration based? My purpose is
to inquire into the con-sequences for how we understand God in the light of this
assertion of Descartes, which, it seems to me, have become the basis for many
assumptions in contemporary theology that take for granted all too readily the
structure of subjectivity that Descartes lays out as a possibility for Western
thought. In interpreting Descartes I take the view, also advanced by Jorge 
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Secada (although I
differ from him in important ways) that far from transforming philosophy over
against the late Scholasticism of the immediately preceding period (the thought
of Suárez as Descartes would have encountered it, especially at La Flèche),
Descartes in fact advances interpretations that, although pressing possibilities
inherent in the previous theology of the schools in particular directions and
transforming some important aspects of late mediæval thought, nevertheless are
heavily indebted to the metaphysical positions of the preceding centuries.(15)

What exactly is
Descartes’s argument? Zbigniew Janowski argues that the novelty of Descartes’s
philosophy lies in his “making mathematical essences as closely dependent
on God as possible.”(16) What this means
for Descartes is that the substance of God can be deduced by the same means as a
mathematical proof can be had, exactly as Heidegger suggested. We can be as
certain, if not more so, of the being of God as we can of the necessity of
number, and geometrical figure, and the other objects of mathesis. At
the same time Descartes only makes a largely negative claim about the being of
God—and in so doing he again remains faithful to an entirely orthodox, late
mediæval, insight.

If Descartes makes no
real distinction between geometric figure and number this is largely because he
privileges geometry over number.(17) Like God,
Descartes says, the objects of mathematics

have
their own true and immutable natures. When I imagine a triangle, for example,
even if such a figure would perhaps exist nowhere in the world outside my
cogitation—nor would it ever have existed—there still is in fact a 
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determinate
nature or essence or form of it, immutable and eternal, which has not been
feigned by me, nor does it depend on my mind.(18)

We encounter here a
certain decision that Descartes makes, against Aristotle and for Aristotle’s
account of Plato. Aristotle maintained (against Plato) that mathematical objects
are not eternal, but atemporal—strictly speaking they are ‘without’ time. They
enter time at the point where they are thought, which is to say, they enter the
time of the one thinking them. If there were no mind to think of a triangle,
then for Aristotle triangles and the triangular as such would not exist. This is
Aristotle’s own binding of thought to being; in other words, it reflects
Aristotle’s genuinely ontological outlook. Plato also is driven by an implicit
and no less binding ontology, but in a quite different way, as we shall see; a
way that, superficially at least, was invisible to Aristotle.

Descartes implicitly
relies on an understanding of God that characterizes all orthodox Christian,
Islamic, and Jewish theology of the High Middle Ages: anything that is
exists in a prior and more eminent way in the mind of God than it does in any
human mind. Even if there were no human minds, the divine mind, which always
exists, would sustain all that is in being. In the disputed questions De
Veritate (for just one example) St. Thomas Aquinas says “even if there
were no human intellects, things could be said to be true because of their
relation to the divine intellect.”(19) The
eternity of the triangle, for Descartes, is already eternal because it preexists
in the divine mind. It is unnecessary for Descartes even to decide for Aristotle
and against Plato in this question, because the Christian Descartes can always
assume that the preexistence (and prior existence) of God is a given, without 
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question. Insofar as God
is, God always was (and ever will be), and sustains all things in virtue of
causing them. The question of the being of things with respect to
thought—ontology as such— and, precisely in this issue, the question of the
substantiality of substance is decided in advance of a single philosophical
thought being expended on it. We should note here that, for Heidegger at least,
even prior to Descartes, this is the means by which, and the manner of, the
binding of God to beings—of the unleashing of the Divine ‘unessence’ into the
‘essence’ of beings. The existence of any particular being is already always
dependent on the ‘omnitemporal existence’ of God.(20)
Beings are causally dependent on God, because insofar as they are, God is the
prior and preeminent cause of their being.

It is for this reason
that mathematics can play the role that it can for Descartes in his supposed
proof. It is clear from what Descartes asserts in these passages that he is not
offering some formula, some actual means of calculation that will demonstrate
the existence of God; rather, it is the character of the mathe-matical as such
that makes mathematics decisive in the transformation of the essence of truth
now to be conceived as certitude, and in a certain understanding of the
essence of God. Descartes asserts that what is sought is a demonstration of the
existence of God “at the minimum in the same degree of certainty” as
the proofs of mathematics.(21) What is signified
by this in gradum eodem is a kind of analogy. Mathematics is the most
certain and binding knowledge, insofar as its truth is, as so many Anglophone
philosophers have loved to describe it, ‘analytic’. Any knowledge that has the
same degree of certainty as mathematical knowledge is thereby itself
‘mathematical’. For Descartes, first in the order of certainty is the knowledge ego
cogito: this is the most 
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mathematical truth.
Heidegger notes in a lecture on Nietzsche given around the same time as the
remarks we are considering from 1938-39 that

the
certitude of the principle cogito sum (ego ens cogitans)
determines the essence of all knowledge and everything knowable; that is, of
mathesis; hence, of the mathematical. What can therefore be demonstrated and
ascertained as a being is only the sort of thing whose co-positing [Bei-stellung]
guarantees the kind of surety that is accessible through mathematical knowledge
and knowledge grounded on ‘mathematics’.(22)

We may add that
mathematical knowledge has this same character because, ex cogitato,
and exactly there, it also cannot be doubted. This is the grounds for
Descartes’s ‘proof’: insofar as the essence of the triangle is, or
exists, it is always or is eternally. Insofar as the essence of God is,
it also is always: eternity is the prior and preeminent perfection of
God. This proof is possible, however, because, as Descartes says, I have already
an ‘idea’ of God within me.

The Cartesian ontology
takes for granted the radical separation of God, the world, and the self (the ego
of ego cogito) in a way that every subsequent philosophy has
sought to reconnect (even when it declares God to be dead—the historicality of
God’s having once been thought to be alive still needing to be accounted for by
the proclamation of the death). The reconnection is, in almost every case (in
fact, in every case until Husserl’s philosophical struggle against the
psychologism of the ego cogito, and despite his best efforts to the
contrary, perhaps even with Husserl as well) secured through something like the ego
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cogito—albeit
in ways that are often left unclarified or mysterious.(23)

The emergence of the ego
cogito enforces a fundamental transformation in the order of understanding
that has far-reaching consequences not only for philosophy but also for
theology. Before Descartes, the unity of every analogy is secured on the prior
being of God as first and preeminent cause of all that is.(24)
The unity of every analogy is, following Descartes, secured solely on the basis
of the unity and prior necessity of the ego cogito. Insofar as there is
anything like a ‘theory’ of analogy in St. Thomas Aquinas, this is the very
opposite of the way in which the analogy proceeds for him: for St. Thomas
analogy (which is in any case nominum, of names, rather than entis,
of being)(25) is always primarily in virtue of
God and only secondarily with respect to beings. The real meaning of
every analogical name is located in God, and is only imperfectly manifested by
beings. For St. 
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Thomas, analogical
language is the signification of a relationship whereby the creation is
understood to be already dependent on the creator. In each case God is the
‘prime analogate’, the attri-bution to the creature is made only secondarily:
the analogies proceed from God to beings. Even if there were
to be demon-strated a formal analogia entis in Aquinas (which I
sincerely doubt),(26) the ‘being’ in question is
ascertained through faith and not rationally—it is not demonstrable
independently of faith and God’s having revealed himself. The being of man is
subsequent to, and dependent on, the revelation of the prior being of God.

For Descartes, however,
the prior ideal certainty of every ego cogito means that every cogitatum,
every individual thought, is secured on the prior unity of the ‘I’ that
cogitates. Even the fact that this ‘I’ is itself caused by God is secured on the
basis that the ‘I’ is an already-present singular thing that then
proceeds to discover its having-been-caused (by God).

It can be argued that
the effect is the same—that the priority of the ego cogito in the ordo
cognoscendi (the order of knowing) does not disturb the essential priority
(tirelessly witnessed to by theologians throughout Christian antiquity and the
mediæval period) of God’s priority over man and creation in the ordo
essendi (the order of being). This, however, is exactly to mis-understand
Heidegger’s point about the transformation of the essence of truth with respect
to certainty. The question is what in knowledge I can secure certe,
certainly. Everything else, even when I know it, I know as either actually or
potentially dubious (I do not know it securely or certainly, so that I do not
really know it at all). Saint Thomas (for just one example) is untroubled by
this. He has a healthy skepticism about the certain status of human knowledge
precisely because we will only know ‘as God knows’ after we have been divinized,
after judgment and the last things, and at the end of time. The presumption is
always that because God certainly knows (and knows essentially), we are free 
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to be in error (and err
‘accidentally’, i.e., per accidens), even when we think we know
something substantially.(27) For those who
preceded Descartes, as much as for Descartes himself, all knowledge of
(corporeal) beings is a posteriori and dubitable. Only for him does this
dubitability become troublesome. But whereas for the theologians of the late
Middle Ages, knowledge of God is also a posteriori (God being known
only through his effects, which are tantamount to his accidents), for Descartes
knowledge that God is can be had with certainty, a priori, and is
secured precisely on the security of the cogito sum. Even were
Descartes himself to be indifferent to this, his interpreters are not. The means
by which the ordo essendi itself is known has undergone a fundamental
transformation: the question is not one of order, but of the character, and this
means the certainty, of the knowledge given in the taxis or order.

The resultant knowledge
is an entirely different kind of analogy to that for which many of the
theologians of the late Middle Ages argued. After Descartes the analogy in
question is in fact a similitude, the o&moivwsi”
that Heidegger
repeatedly claimed is the basis for truth from Plato onwards. Contemporary
philosophy is very often unable to ground the character of the (mathematical)
analogies in question. Thus Wittgenstein begins his enquiry into the foundation
of mathematics by being able to ground the necessity and inexorability of
mathematical reasoning only in use and through learning; he is unable to give
any account of this origin (he is unable, unlike Aristotle and Plato, to ground
the origin of mathematics ontologically). He goes so far as to say that
“the proposition ‘it is true that this follows from that’ means 
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simply: this follows
from that.”(28) He concludes “it
cannot be said of the series of natural numbers—any more than of our
language—that it is true, but: that it is usable, above all, it is
employed.”(29)

Whilst Wittgenstein (to
take just one example) demonstrates very well the restriction of counting to the
self that counts (it is all a matter of use), the absence of any possible
ontological grounding for counting except in use shows the extent to which the
ontological character of mathematics on which Descartes was relying has fully
decayed. For no demonstration of the being of God can be had from the mere use
of practice and custom. Descartes was relying—really, taking for granted
(because he was unable to thematize it)—on something in the character of
mathematics that played the role of the ancient and mediæval ontology, and so
could provide a ground for the connection of the mathematical, the self, and the
divine.

 



II. Mathesis as the Already Known



The word mavqhsi”
in Greek has nothing to do with mathematics as such. The maqhvmata
are the things that are learnable, or rather, they are the things that, in every
learning, show up as already known. The verb manqavnw
means “I learn”—by study, practice, or experience. Learning consists
in coming to know what one already knows. Thus in discovering that there are
three chairs in front of me, the “three” comes to the fore as the
thing I already knew with respect to the chairs. In every case mavqhsi”
refers to what I bring to any particular situation in advance of it. It is what
I already know, we might say “in general” or “in advance”
that enables me to know about this matter in particular, that there can
be three. It is only by extension that taV maqhvmata come
to mean the arithmetical and 
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geometrical, as the
easiest and most demonstrable examples of what I know “in advance” in
every knowing. The word mavqhsi”
describes, not learning as such, but the act of learning, and this means the
appearing and gaining of the thought of what learning learns.

It is this
“learning what I already know” that Plato attempts to demonstrate in
the opening sections of the Meno. Meno asks Soc-rates whether
excellence (a*rethv)
can be taught, or if it is acquired by practice rather than in teaching (maqhtovn).(30)
The point of what follows, with regard to both excellence as such as opposed to
the specific excellences, and figure as such as opposed to particular figures,
is that while specific excellences or figures are always recognizable,
excellence in itself, or figure in itself (or health, or color, and so forth),
remains in a certain sense already known, and is only recollected in learning.
Socrates remarks that “indeed it follows that intellectual pursuit and
learning is entirely recollection [a*navmnhsi”].”(31)
Socrates takes a slave boy in Meno’s house and has him undertake a simple
geometrical exercise, whereby he reveals that he knows already a geometrical
demonstration whereby he can double the area of a square. In the course of the
working out, Socrates remarks “you see, Meno, indeed I am not instructing
him in anything, but entirely asking?”(32)

By
a process of questioning, Socrates has the boy demonstrate that by doubling the
length of two sides of the square at right angles to each other to complete an
enlarged square, then dividing the new square at the mid-point of each side and
connecting the divisions, a square with double the area of the original square
is produced inside the double.(33) As such,
learning is, the translations usually say, “self-recollecting [a*namimnhvskesqai].”(34)
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The
self-recollecting in question, however, is the unseen, and so ‘hidden’, unity of
the manifold of what appears. The self-recollecting allows the unseen of
excellence as such to be seen in the specific examples of excellences—the Meno
speaks of the excellences of slave, child, master. Socrates argues that the
excellences “may be both many and of every kind, yet they all have the one
same ei^do”
whereby they are excellences.”(35)

Heidegger’s
notebook of 1938-39 comments that the trans-formation of metaphysics on the
basis of mathematics posits a ‘Vorbild‘—a prior image or ei^do”
given in every specific thought that makes the interior unity of those thoughts
possible. But the existence of the prior ei^do” (Vorbild) or ‘type’ (idea),
was already supposed in the High Middle Ages: every idea was in the mens
Dei, the mind of God, which secured the manifold appearing of every
particular thing. The prior ei^do” present in every case for Descartes, however, is
not God and the mens Dei, but the unity of the ego cogito
posited alongside every thought—even the thought of God—by which that thought
is secured. Heidegger comments “but mathematics is thereby not only a Vorbild
of the most stringent knowledge, but the mathematical—being-secured—
characterizes the basic manner of being as representedness.”(36)
The representedness in this case is “being-secured as subjectivity.”(37)

The
effect of this is that even though God remains posited as the first and prior
cause of all things, nevertheless this certain knowledge is secured on the basis
of the prior representedness of the ego cogito. We are now in a
position to see what Heidegger meant by characterizing theology as a diabology
“which admits and unleashes the unconditioned un-essence of God into the
truth of beings.” Insofar as God is secured on the basis of mavqhsi”
and 
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the
entirely mathematical character of the ego cogito, that which can be
known of God is always decided in advance by the possibilities already present
for the ‘I’ that cogitates. God is measured by the human; God cannot be
anything that man cannot already decide God would be. I would venture to suggest
this has been the situation of the last four to five hundred years, and in its
most aggressive form the situation of the last fifty. God, no matter how much he
is proclaimed to be a substantia infinita, has been shrunk to a very
human measure (even if ‘the infinite’ is the greatest measure a human may make).

In
this sense we can answer our question: Can we give a good account of God with
reference to mathematics? The answer must be no: every attempt to secure the
essence of God mathematically decides in advance what the essence of God is.
Moreover, a strong, in fact determinative, calculative relation between the
essence of God and the being of man is always posited in every attempt.(38)
If God is secured on the basis of the subjectivity of the subject, then the
possibility will always be held out that a ‘rational demonstration’ of the being
of God is possible. In every case what is demonstrated is the character of the
mathematical grounding and not the genuine being or essence, or even existence,
of God. This is the very reason for the continuing seductive possibility of
every proof or rational demonstration of the being of God from first principles,
or prior causality, or anything of the sort. At the same time this possibility
is explicitly facilitated and made possible by the intrusion of Christian or at
least Western (and here I include Jewish and Islamic) theistic assumptions,
largely carried over (at least in the West) from the mediaeval period. Many of
them have their origins not only in the Neoplatonism of Philoponus but also in
the Arab schools of the sixth to thirteenth centuries.

The
understanding of God delivered by mavqhsi” is an essentially negative knowledge.
The present universal vogue for ‘negative theology’ is precisely testimony to
the emptiness of the 
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understanding
of God to be gained here, despite all the tantalizing talk of viae negativae
and of Meister Eckhart’s lugubrious German sermons. Descartes himself confirms
this in his third Meditation, when he says, “and I must not think
that I perceive the infinite through a true idea, but rather only through the
negation of the finite.”(39) Heidegger
comments that “mathematical knowledge is in itself, in its content …
the emptiest knowledge in what it lets itself think, and as this is at the same
time the least binding for man.”(40) He
concludes, “mathematical knowledge does not necessarily need to be borne by
the inner substance of man.”(41)

What
kind of knowledge of God is “borne by the inner substance of man,” and
what is philosophy’s relation to such knowledge? The diabolical character of
(contemporary) theology is to be found in its restricting man to what he already
sees so that he can no longer be led to see beyond himself. Here even the
contemporary character of all claims to transcendence and the transcendent are
exposed as the end of an aim, of man’s furthest reach as what can be declared to
be beyond him (even when this reach is said to be infinite). However, divinity
and God have nothing to do with man’s furthest reach—more precisely, with what
man can himself see—but rather have to do with man’s essential restrictedness
to what he can see for himself. God—and the gods (taken
philosophically)—are those who see what man does not see, and who address man
with what remains unseen to him. The Greeks refer to the gods as the sunivstore”,
the ones not who witness (the usual translation of this term) but who see with
respect to what is concealed from man, what is not known to him. Insofar as the
gods have a relation to being as such, the concealment of being is their proper
realm. The contemporary 
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clatter
about transcendence and immanence is enmeshed in this failure of man to allow
himself to be addressed by that one who sees beyond what man sees. God’s
essential realm is in hiddenness and the concealed (what is concealed to man:
this is an ontological concern, it is restricted to disclosing something about
the character of human knowledge), and this is as true for the Christian God as
it is for the gods of the Greeks.

 



III. Aristotle,
‘Platonism’, and Plato



In
Descartes’s conception of the mathematical something has already been decided,
almost without our noticing it, and for a very specific reason. This something
relates to the ancient quarrel between Aristotle and Plato—at least as
Aristotle tells it. According to Aristotle, that which Plato holds to be known
already—virtue, health, figure, color, and above all number—is known already
because it preexists in some sense. Aristotle spoke against Plato and the
Pythagoreans for holding that numbers in particular preexist whatever they are
the numbers of. We touch here on the theory of the forms, although we should
recall that this theory as it is commonly attributed to Plato we learn primarily
at Aristotle’s hand. Aristotle, in contrast to Plato, maintains that in any
number (as indeed in any universal) the number is inseparable from the things
numbered. The three of the three chairs is inseparable from the chairs
themselves. Put another way, when I understand there are three chairs and three
tables it is not the same three that is present in each.(42)

Aristotle
says, with reference to the Platonic understanding of number: “it was
binding for those stating that beings are from out of the elements, and that the
first beings are numbers, that they demonstrate the manner in which one thing
was derived from the other, and thereby saying in what manner number is from
things 
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prior.”(43)
Aristotle draws attention here to a fundamental feature of the mathematical: the
order in which things arise, what follows what (taxis). For Plato, the
manifold of specific beings arises out of the preexistent one (the tau’ton ei^do”) to which every instance of the
manifold is in each case led back. The force of Aristotle’s argument is that
number is not separable from what it is number of ,(44)
which is why it is not the most abstracted of the knowledge given in mavqhsi”.
Moreover, the origins and sources (taV” a*rcav”) as well as the order of number and
figure are other for Aristotle than they have been suggested by the Platonists.

Before
we can address what these origins and order are, we must ask, In what way are
some numbers first or prior? As we have seen, the mathematical is ‘what comes
first’ in my en-countering any thing in the world, it is what I bring to the
encounter in order to makes sense of it and understand it. The mathematical is
therefore that which goes in advance of every-thing it encounters; it is, in the
broadest sense, what I already know in what I come to learn. For Plato this led
to the theory of eidetic number, something separated in advance of everything
that is, that then explains what it is, and so its actual being: the tau’ton
ei^do”.
For Aristotle, however, it led in a different direction. As number is separable
from what it is the number of, so thinking itself is separable from what it
thinks of. ‘Separable’ does not mean separated from whatever is
encountered. Number can be read-off what it numbers, but it is the activity of
reading-off that discloses in each case what the number in question is
a number of.

It
is in Aristotle that we can see how number is grounded ontologically. The a*rchv
of number has the character of a one, but it is a one not mixed with the body
(i.e., it is the most abstracted); hence it is always unity (e{n), but not a monad (monav”):
it is the essential unity not of the ei^do” or ‘form’, but of world that
allows both the body and the chair (or whatever else that is at issue) to
appear. It is what has run ahead of every particular body to make 
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the
individuation of every possible body apparent.
Although he does so in an entirely metaphysical sense, what Aristotle uncovers
with respect to the e{n
as apart from the monav”
is the phenomenon of world: the ‘that through which’ I and everything I know is
uncovered, as a something that entirely involuntarily has already run ahead of
me and towards which I am drawn. The ‘one’ is always counted out from the two,
it has no genuinely ontological ground: the unity within which the manifold
appears and from which the one can be counted up is the originating of being
itself. In separating the unity from the monad (his critique of the Mathematikoi),(45)
in fact Aristotle shows how they are related. In genuinely encountering the e{n as ahead of me, I become able to produce the one
(as “one of” whatever it is one of) as the monav”, from out of the prior, implicit,
unity of world—that is, of the e{n.

The
one as both e{n
and monav”
would seem also to be the a*rchv
of the whole origin of number, as the origin of the series. However, this is so
only in a particular sense, because the monav” is itself inferred (i.e., worked out),
or abstracted, from the manifold, by virtue of my being here in the manifolding
of the manifold.(46) Aristotle argues that the monav”
is only potentially the same as the e{n; for what is actual and present, this cannot be so.(47)
Both the e{n and the monav” can only exist in thought, and in
what is thought-from-through-to (diavnoein) neither the e{n nor the monav” can be seen with the eyes (to see
one only is already to know what it is one of—one of the
trees, one of the windows). This is the genuinely ontological character
of the ‘one’, how being and thinking belong together. Hence Aristotle says that
the truth (a*lhvqeia)
is [e*n]
dunavmei.
It is actualized by the one thinking (in 
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abstracting).
Every actuality (every single thing already present) is, in contrast, already in
some sense indicative of a twofold—in that it is abstracted as a
one-over-against-the-other from the unity of the manifold from out of
which it is taken. It appears as a ‘second’ to the unity of the manifold.

The
force of this argument is ontological: it requires a one seeing, and so knowing
in every case, that (while the e{n is always) the monav” is to be inferred and is only
potentially. We can now see why for Aristotle number is separable but not
separated from whatever is encountered. It can be read-off, as all the
appearances can be read-off, but (as I have noted) it is the activity of
reading-off that discloses in each case what number is of. Every
reading-off leads back to the original unity of the e{n and the monav”. However, the one seeing is for
Aristotle, not God, but the given human being in its being who encounters the
chairs, or the excellences, or whatever it is he or she encounters. In order to
reach a conclusion, we need to enquire whether Aristotle is correct in his
implicit argument that the ‘theory of the forms’ is inadequately grounded in
Plato.









IV. Conclusion:
Remembering as Plato Said It





Previously I translated the term a*navmnhsi”
(which we en-countered in the Meno) as
“recollection,” and referred to the apparently medial infinitive ajnamimnhvskesqai,
“self-recollecting.” In fact the Greek qualifies this with au*toVn
e*n au&tw/’, “in himself and by himself,” but already a
clue is given, for the ‘self with respect to the self’ is really the same
requirement for a ‘one seeing’ that we encountered in Aristotle’s distinction of
the e{n and the monav”.
The suggestion is that, contrary to how Plato is always interpreted, it is not
what the self thinks that is at issue (the psychological interpretation on which
Descartes’s entire sub-jectivity and mathesis depends), but that
a self emerges and can be abstracted (taken-off) from thinking, in
every thinking. The au*toVn e*n au&tw/’
need indicate no psychological activity of a prior existent self, and so does
not indicate an already present, stable entity, but
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rather
the ‘how’, the manner of my being in any situation in which I find myself (it
indicates my becoming, not my being).

What
does a*navmnhsi”
actually mean? The word is usually understood in terms of Plato’s, or the
Pythagoreans’, supposed doctrine of reincarnation, whereby the soul has already
looked at the forms (ei^doi),
and so sees and interprets the essence or being of any particular being with
respect to the being to which it is led back, the Vorbild we
encountered in Heidegger’s notebook. This is the interpretation that sits at the
basis of Descartes’s concern with the mathematical. In fact, a*navmnhsi”
cannot mean this, for this is the work done by the verb ei*devnai (which Plato does not employ here).
Normally translated as a present infinitive, “to know,” ei*devnai
is really a perfect infinitive meaning “to have seen.” It means to
know only because it means first “to recognize” in the sense of
“to know what this is here by already having seen its like before over
there.” It corresponds exactly to the word ei^do”;
not a form, but, literally, an ‘already visible’ (having the ‘e‘augment,
and so indicating a thing already having taken place).

At
the end of his lectures on the fragments of Parmenides,(48)
Heidegger proposes an extraordinary interpretation of the term a*navmnhsi”
from a line late in Plato’s Republic which speaks of toV th’” Lhvqh” pedivon.(49)
This phrase, often translated as “the plain of oblivion,” Heidegger
translates as “the field of withdrawing concealment.”(50)
Heidegger notes that to translate a*navmnhsi” as “recollection” gives the
term an entirely psychological interpre-tation, whereby it loses its essential
relation to ei^do”
and i*deva.(51)
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Properly
thought in Greek, and even here in this section of the Republic, ei^do”
means the outward look that a thing presents in its appearing—hence, in German,
not its Vorbild as type but its Bild as image or appearance as
such: its genuine faivnesqai,
its ‘appearing for itself’, self-presenting. If ei^do” carries the augment, a thing
‘as-having-appeared’, the i*deva is its appearing-as-such, not its
having appeared, but more simply its face, countenance, or mien. Heidegger
comments that “the i*deva
is the presentness of presencing: the being of beings.”(52)
In Heidegger’s sense, therefore, the i*deva is the unconcealedness of whatever is
unconcealed; it is the way the thing appears from out of the concealedness of lhvqh,
in a*-lhvqeia.

What
is the relation of a*navmnhsi”
to i*deva
and a*lhvqeia?
The question is decisive for the interpretation of Plato, of the so-called
theory of the forms, and indeed for the very foundation of the claims I have
been making here with respect to Descartes.

Lhvqh (lanqavnw)
means not only concealment, but forgetful-ness. In lhvqh the difference between the ‘here’ (the Da
of Dasein!) and the ‘there’ or ‘over there’ (e*pevkeina)
is made avail-able. Even in the way something comes out into the open in a*lhvqeia,
in unconcealedness, it is in constant danger of being withdrawn into
concealment. This does not mean it disappears: rather, it disappears in its
truth (we are never really only concerned with mere outward appearances) in the
being of its being. Put simply, we can forget and lose what a thing really is
and is for. Stonehenge is a thing that, though still extant, has entirely
disappeared in the being of its being. We have no idea what it is nor
even who it was for. It is a monument to what Heidegger means by ‘withdrawing
concealment’. For this reason, to understand a being in its being requires a
kind of an effortful comporting, a constant mindfulness of it. The Greek word
for 
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this,
Heidegger reminds us, is mnavomai. He continues: “the keeping on a
path and keeping to its journey is called in Greek a*nav-, the constant thinking about
something, the pure saving of the thing thought into unconcealedness, is
therefore a*navmnhsi”.”(53)
Heidegger concludes “In Plato’s sense, and there-fore thought in a Greek
way, the relation to the being of beings is a*navmnhsi”.”(54)

The
interpretation advanced here preserves Plato’s properly ontological
understanding of beings. What is essential here is that a*navmnhsi”
is in no sense a psychological category in the way it is routinely interpreted
later—the interpretation on which Descartes’s arguments must rely in order for
him to slip loose from the last vestiges of the ancient ontology as they
manifest themselves in the Christian thought of the Middle Ages, in favor of the
mathematical and ‘certain’. From thereon all Western philosophy is at the same
time a psychology, a fact Nietzsche was to celebrate: the being of beings is to
be had only in self-consciousness. Aristotle preserves this ontological relation
in an entirely different way, through his distinction between the e{n
and the monav”
(the singular and the one).

This
interpretation of Heidegger’s comes shortly after he had explicitly raised the
question of “the difference between the Greek gods and the Christian
God.”(55) For Heidegger, the Greek gods
“jut” (ragen) into being; the Christian God, despite his
characteri-zations, never enters into the region of being in this way. Here we
depart from Heidegger, for reasons which have barely, if ever, been adequately
discussed in Christian theology, and which in the present rage to make
Christianity intelligible and available to everyone (in a way that would drag
the essence and interior life of God into the open like a sheet dragged round on
the floor by a child) risk being lost altogether.
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Heidegger
remarks that the essence of the Christian God is determined (he cites von
Leibniz) in the following way: “cum Deus calculat, fit mundus.”
He translates this as “because and while God calculates, the world comes
into being.”(56) The refer-ence to
calculation taunts all post-Enlightenment Christianity, and indeed, the
essential theoretical Neoplatonism of Christianity since Philoponus and perhaps
even Augustine himself. Certainly the condemnations of 1277 in Paris, with their
underlying defense of the (at least potential) arbitrary omnipotence of God (a
defense Descartes himself was still pursuing),(57)
pushed Christianity decisively in the direction that led Descartes and von
Leibniz to mathematicize the essence of God. But there is an entire tradition of
reflection on the essence of God that is overlooked here. It is a tradition
exemplified in Aquinas—and in St. Thomas’s gentle resistance to some of the
consequences of St. Augustine’s thought—in the essential and joyful
nonarbitrariness of the world for man in his conversation with God. This
tradition understands the essence of the Christian God to be thought through its
hiddenness, so much so that the unessence of the Christian God is never made
known to man directly, but only in figures, signs and sacraments. Even this
knowledge is not worked out (ratiocinated, excogitated) in any way, but arises
only on the basis of God’s own self-disclosure: it is theological, and arises
solely on the basis of faith (i.e., the faith of the one-believing), and so is
never philosophical knowledge.(58)

Saint
Thomas, we must recall, speaks of the sacraments, not only of the new covenant,
but also of the old. The Christian God remains so hidden from man that even
God’s intrusions into being before the event of the Incarnation are made, St.
Athanasius is adamant, through the second and not the first
person of the divine Trinity. This interpretation is decisive for any theology
of the incarnation, as much as it is for any theology of the sacrifice of 
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the
Cross. God can never be known in advance of himself, and he can only be known
through the Son. The Son alone is the way to the Father.
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in original]), but “In Platons Lehre wird nur gesagt, wie wir uns
zum Sein des Seienden verhalten… . Jetzt aber gilt es zu erkennen, daß das
Sein nicht ein ‘Gegenstand’ der möglichen Erinnerung für uns [ist]”
(“In Plato’s doctrine it only comes to be said, how we ourselves comport to
the being of beings… . it must be recognized, that being is not an ‘object’
of possible remembering for us”). 
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IN HIS THEOLOGICAL WRITINGS, Robert Sokolowski articulates a program for what
he calls “the theology of disclosure.”(1)
This way of doing theology appropriates principles from Husserlian phenomenology
to examine the appear-ances and modes of manifestation proper to sacred
realities by which they are made known.(2) Up
till now, Sokolowski’s theologi-cal contribution has received most attention
from philosophers of religion and theologians who are concerned with the
doctrine of God or human morality.(3) Even though
Sokolowski devotes chapters in his books The God of Faith and Reason
and 
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Eucharistic Presence to
the relationship between the theology of disclosure and Scripture, his work has
yet to be considered as an interpretive resource by biblical scholars.

This essay seeks to integrate some
elements of Sokolowski’s theology of disclosure with biblical scholarship by
means of an exegetical case study: the Christological interpretation of Psalm 69
in the Gospel according to John. For this purpose, I will set forth the basic
tenets of the theology of disclosure with special attention to the place of
Scripture within it. Then, I will analyze the interpretation of Psalm 69 in the
Fourth Gospel and explore its convergences with the theology of disclosure.

 



I. The Theology of Disclosure and Scripture



Sokolowski defines the theology of
disclosure as having “the task of describing how the Christian things
taught by the Church and studied by speculative theology come to light.”(4)
He illustrates the character of the theology of disclosure by contrasting it
with positive theology and speculative theology.(5)
Positive theological disciplines, such as biblical studies or patristics, are
historical in character. They examine the treatment of theological realities in
specific historical contexts. Speculative theology is more properly
philosophical and systematic. It considers theological things in themselves
(e.g., Christ) and in relation to other theological things (e.g., Christ and the
Church), organizing them into a system. In contrast to positive and speculative
theology, the theology of disclosure focuses on how sacred realities are
manifested or presented to a subject.(6) The
theology of disclosure takes seriously the appearances by which sacred realities
are presented. From these appearances, the theology of disclosure draws
conclusions 
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about the character of sacred things
and the ways in which sacred things are to be distinguished from other things.
In this respect, the theology of disclosure operates with the phenomenological
principle that the identity of a thing can be known through the manifold of
appearances by which it is presented.(7)

Sokolowski’s treatment of the
Eucharistic Prayers in Euchar-istic Presence exemplifies the kind of
thinking characteristic of the theology of disclosure. For instance, Sokolowski
calls attention to the changes in intentionality brought about by the linguistic
shifts in these prayers.(8) He observes that the
Eucharistic Prayers in the Roman Rite are for the most part addressed to God the
Father. The actions mentioned in them are articulated in the present tense and
in the first person plural (e.g., “Father, we bring you
these gifts …” ).(9) During the
institution narrative, however, one’s attention is directed into the past. The
actions of Jesus at the Last Supper are presented in a past tense and in the
third person singular (e.g., “He broke the bread, gave it
to his disciples …”).(10) Another shift
in intentionality occurs in the words of consecration where the priest quotes
Jesus’ words in the present tense and in the first person singular. Furthermore,
during the priest’s quotation of Jesus’ words, the congregation is addressed in
the second person plural. From the point of view of the Last Supper, the
quotation employs the future tense to refer to the coming sacrifice of Jesus on
the cross (e.g., “this is my body which will be given up
for you“).(11) These changes in
temporal setting and address serve as means of disclosure.

In the Eucharistic Prayers, the
identity of the one sacrifice of Christ is presented through a manifold of
appearances. The present-tense address to God the Father illumines the Mass as a
prayer and sacrifice offered to God the Father within the present 
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context of the liturgy. The shifts in
verb tenses enable the present sacrifice of the Mass to be identified with the
sacrifice of Christ on the cross. This identification is made through the
direction of one’s attention to Jesus’ words and deeds at the Last Supper, which
he himself identified with his impending death on the cross. The present tense
of the words of consecration fuses the present context of the liturgy with the
past context of the Last Supper, and the priest’s quotation of Jesus’ words in
the present tense exemplifies his acting in persona Christi.(12)
As Sokolowski writes, “We as a group of Christians at worship, we as
addressing the Father, living in our own present time and place … are now
all brought together to the single time, place, and perspective from which
Jesus, at the Passover he celebrated with his disciples, anticipates his own
sacrificial death.”(13) These modes of
presentation shed light on the nature of Jesus’ sacrificial death and its
relationship to the Eucharist and the Church’s liturgy.

Of fundamental importance to the
theology of disclosure is what Sokolowski calls the “Christian distinction
between God and the world.”(14) Implicit in
the doctrine of a free creation, the Christian distinction between God and the
world understands God, as the transcendent Creator, to be radically distinct and
“other” from all of creation. Sokolowski illustrates the Christian
distinction by contrasting it with the understanding of the divine found in
ancient Greek mythology and philosophy. Whereas the ancient Greeks considered
the divine to be the greatest and best part of all that is, the Christian
distinction understands God to be completely distinct from the world. As the
free Creator of the world, God exists completely independently of the world and
does not need the world to be God. Sokolowski argues that God’s creating the
world does not add anything to him, nor would his perfection be lessened if he
had not chosen to create. As Soko-
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lowski puts it, Christians
“understand the world as that which might not have been, and correlatively
we understand God as capable of existing, in undiminished goodness and
greatness, even if the world had not been.”(15)
The situation articulated by the Christian distinction holds God to be utterly
transcendent and completely self-sufficient and perfect apart from the world.
The world also emerges as radically contingent: the very existence of everything
depends on God’s free choice.

The Christian distinction between God
and the world provides the context for all theological thinking. The Christian
distinction requires that modifications be made to all thinking and speaking
about God.(16) Human reason, language, and
categories are limited to the context of the world. These human capacities are
proper to the created world and the things that are found within it. Since God
is not a thing that exists within the context of the world, human language and
categories cannot be applied to God in a straightforward manner. They must be
modified in light of the Christian distinction.(17)
All thinking and speaking about God within the horizon of the Christian
distinction must resist the impulse to conceive of God as a thing among other
things. Since the theology of disclosure attends to the appearances by which
sacred things are made manifest, it accents the unique character of the sacred
things that are disclosed through a manifold of appearances. Working within the
context of the Christian distinction, the theology of disclosure considers the
ways in which the unique character of sacred realities requires that they be
distinguished from things of the world. The theology of disclosure is thus
extremely sensitive to the shifts in thinking and speaking about sacred
realities, which the Christian distinction necessitates.

Given the character of the theology of
disclosure and the context in which it operates, what is the place of Scripture
within this theological program? Sokolowski recognizes that Scripture 
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can be read and studied in a number of
different ways. He makes a distinction between private reading, which a biblical
scholar or devotee might carry out in silence, and public reading, which
performs the Scripture aloud, usually within a liturgical context. The context
of the liturgy is the most appropriate place for reading Scripture, because the
liturgical reading of Scripture makes present the events of salvation history to
the worshiping community in the presence of God.(18)

With respect to private reading (and
specifically academic reading), Sokolowski distinguishes between biblical
studies as a historical discipline and reading Scripture in the theology of
disclosure. He considers biblical studies to be a largely historical discipline,
and he refers to it as “the primary part of positive theology.”(19)
He acknowledges the benefits of scholarly work devoted to comparative studies of
the Bible and other ancient literary texts, the various redactions of a single
biblical com-position, and the existence of different theologies within the
canon.(20) Like other positive theological
disciplines, historical biblical studies make a beneficial and important
contribution to theological thinking. But positive theological disciplines,
including biblical studies, must guard against a collapse into historicism,
which “reduces the articles of faith to opinions prevailing in certain
historical circumstances.”(21)

The theology of disclosure treats the
written language of the biblical text as a mode of appearance by which sacred
realities are disclosed.(22) Vitally important
for reading the Bible in the theology of disclosure is this priority of things
over words.(23) Sokolowski 
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argues that words are fundamentally
referential. They continually direct one’s attention away from themselves to
another thing or state of affairs, which they present to one’s consciousness.(24)
The meaning of a proposition, then, is a thing or an articulation of the world as
presented by a speaker or writer; it is “how the world is being
projected as being, through what someone is saying.”(25)
While the theology of disclosure examines appearances, it does not treat
appearances as things in themselves, but as means by which things are presented.
The biblical text is a written, linguistic means by which sacred things and
states of affairs are presented. Therefore, when the Bible is read within the
theology of disclo-sure, the interpretive concern ultimately lies with the
things presented by the biblical text, rather than the words of the biblical
text.(26)

To demonstrate the priority of things
over the words by which they are presented, Sokolowski cites the example of
Jesus and the four canonical Gospels.(27) While
the Gospels differ among them-selves in particular respects, they all present
the same thing: Jesus. When the Bible is read in the theology of disclosure, the
theo-logical concern ultimately rests on the thing presented (i.e., Jesus),
rather than the specific means by which he is presented (i.e., the words of the
gospel texts). Instead of focusing on the “Johannine Jesus” or the
“Markan Jesus” as quasi-distinct entities or literary 
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constructs, the reader of Scripture
should be attentive to the one Jesus, who is presented in both John and Mark.

To place the theological emphasis on
the things presented by the Scripture is not to ignore the differences between
the scriptural texts, nor to downplay their literary and rhetorical qualities.
For instance, Sokolowski discusses how the rhetorical trope of ambiguity in the
Gospel according to John serves as a means of disclosure.(28)
Throughout the Fourth Gospel, John deliberately assigns more than one
meaning to a single term or statement. This feature of Johannine literary style
allows different aspects of a single thing to be disclosed. An example of this
phenomenon (which Sokolowski does not himself provide) is Jesus’ statement to
Nicodemus: “Unless one is born anthen, he is not able to see the
Kingdom of God” (John 3:3). The adverb anthen has the twofold
sense of “again” and “from above.” The ambiguity of this
term allows for different aspects of this birth to be presented. Nevertheless,
even in this consideration of scriptural language, the theological concern
ultimately rests with the thing presented by the text.

Scripture presents sacred things and
realities, and it always does so within a particular context. This context is a
primary concern for reading Scripture in the theology of disclosure. As
mentioned previously, the context for all theological thinking is the Christian
distinction between God and the world. Scripture has a particularly important
role with respect to the Christian distinction because the biblical witness is a
source for our knowledge of the Christian distinction.(29)
Sokolowski writes, “the Bible also contains a narration of events, and
these events can contain the Christian distinction without explicitly
formulating it.”(30) While he articulates the Christian
distinction in explicitly 
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philosophical terms, he maintains that
the relationship between God and the world, which the Christian distinction
defines, is present implicitly in the narratives and worldview of Scripture and
above all in the life of Christ.(31)

Sokolowski argues that the biblical
understanding of God first came to light within the context and against the
background of pagan religiosity.(32) God revealed himself to Israel
in this context, and the people of Israel came to understand what it was that
made Yahweh distinct from pagan deities. A new sense of the divine as being
completely “other” to the world came to light in Israel through this
contrast with the deities of other Ancient Near Eastern cultures. The Old
Testament understanding of God, however, undergoes significant modification with
the Incarnation and the New Testament.(33)
In the Incarnation, the God of Israel, who is completely separate and distinct
from the created world, enters into the created world and becomes a part of it
in Jesus Christ.(34) The Incarnation reveals that God
“is so transcendent that even this [i.e., becoming part of creation in the
Incarnation] will not comprise the Godhead.”(35)
The Incarnation thus establishes a new context for understanding God and his
relationship with the world. The Old Testament and its understanding of God
establishes the context for the New Testament, and the New Testament provides a
new understanding of the God of Israel, who has revealed himself fully through
the Incarnate Word.

As the Incarnation modifies the
understanding of the distinction between God and the world, it also sheds new
light on everything presented in the Old Testament. When viewed in light of the
Incarnation, the events and situations in the Old Testament 
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can be seen as anticipating the
salvation brought by Christ. Insisting again on the priority of things over
words, Sokolowski argues that when the Old Testament is read in light of Christ
it is the things presented by the Old Testament text, rather than the Old
Testament text itself, that possess Christological dimensions. He writes,
“It is not the case that there was one meaning in the mind of the human
author and another meaning intended by God, but that one thing intended
by the human author had dimensions that had not yet come into view, dimensions
that could not appear until more had happened.”(36)
The light of Christian faith enables one to see anticipatory dimensions of the
things and realities presented in the Old Testament.

Having established this understanding
of the place of Scripture in the theology of disclosure, we now turn to the
exegetical case study of the Christological interpretation of Psalm 69 in the
Gospel according to John. When that study is complete, we can compare its
results with the principles of the theology of disclosure and its reading of
Scripture.

 



II. The Christological Interpretation of Psalm 69

in the Gospel according to John



Psalm 69 is categorized as a lament
psalm.(37) It articulates the situation of a good, pious person
in turmoil. The Psalmist com-pares his present suffering to drowning in water
(vv. 2-3). He is surrounded by enemies, who persecute him on account of his
relationship with God (vv. 5, 8-10, 13). The Psalmist tries to do penance and
seek consolation, but he receives only more ridicule, with insult added to
injury (vv. 11-12, 21-22). He prays that God will deliver him from his present
circumstances and take action 
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against those who assail him (vv.
14-19, 23-29). In keeping with the convention of a lament, the Psalmist turns
from a description of his suffering to an expression of confidence that God will
save him. He speaks of the song of praise that he will offer once God has helped
him (vv. 30-35). His case will serve as an example for others in need and act as
a model for the restoration of an exiled people to their homeland (vv. 33-37).
With its portrayal of an individual in torment who beseeches God for
deliverance, Psalm 69 was often employed by New Testament writers to present
Jesus’ suffering and death (cf. Matt 27:34; Mark 15:23, 36; Luke 23:36; Rom
15:3).

A) John 2:17

There are three references to Psalm 69
in the Fourth Gospel. The first reference is a direct citation of verse 10 in
John 2:17. In John 2:13-17, Jesus goes up to Jerusalem for Passover and enters
the temple precincts. He drives out the animals being sold in the temple area
and spills out the currency used in the sale of these animals. He overturns the
tables of the merchants and tells them, “Get these things out of here! Stop
making my Father’s house a house of commerce” (2:16). After the narration
of these events, John inserts an aside in which he indicates that Jesus’
disciples “remembered [emnesthesan]” a scriptural text (Ps
69:10): “Zeal for your house will devour me” (John 2:17).

In order to appreciate the citation of
this verse, it is necessary to grasp the significance of the narrator’s remark
that the disciples “remembered [emnesthesan]” (2:17). The
specific form emnesthesan occurs two other times in John (2:22; 12:16).
Immediately after Jesus’ actions in the Temple, a group of Jews appear and ask
Jesus for a sign that would demonstrate publicly God’s sanctioning of Jesus’
actions in the Temple.(38) Instead of performing
a sign on the spot, Jesus replies, “Destroy this temple! And in three days,
I will raise it up” (2:19). The Jews misunderstand Jesus’ 
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words, thinking them to be about the
actual temple building (2:20). However, the narrator provides his readers with
the proper meaning of Jesus’ statement: Jesus was referring not to the physical
temple structure but to his own body (2:21). The narrator’s comment in 2:22,
which follows directly from 2:21, is quite significant.(39)
He informs his readers that “when [Jesus] was raised from the dead, the
disciples remembered [emnesthesan] that he had said this” (2:22).

Another instance of the disciples
being reminded occurs in John 12:16. In 12:12-15, Jesus enters Jerusalem greeted
by a crowd that carries palm branches and cries out the words of Psalm
118:25-26. After mentioning that Jesus sat upon a donkey during his entry, a
gesture that embodies the oracle in Zechariah 9:9, John quotes a composite of
Scripture texts with reference to Jesus’ actions (LXX Zech 9:9; cf. Zeph
3:14-16). A narratorial comment follows this quotation of Scripture: “His
disciples did not understand these things at first, but when Jesus was
glorified, they remembered [emnesthesan] that these things were written
about him and they did these things for him” (12:16). As in John 2:17, the
disciples remember something that Jesus said or did, and they make an
association between Jesus’ actions and Old Testament texts.

The significance of the disciples’
remembering becomes evident in light of Jesus’ statement that the Paraclete
“will remind you [hupomnesei] everything which I told
you” (John 14:26). When John indicates that the disciples remember, it is
implied that they are reminded by the Paraclete, as reminding is one of the
functions that he performs.(40)
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The temporal location of the
disciples’ remembering after the resurrection also suggests the activity of the
Paraclete. On a number of occasions, John stresses that the Paraclete will come
only after Jesus departs. Jesus himself states, “For if I do not depart,
the Paraclete will not come to you; but if I go, I will send him to you”
(16:7). When the narrator clarifies the meaning of Jesus’ words about rivers of
living water as referring to the Spirit, he states that the disciples had not
yet received the Spirit “because Jesus had not yet been glorified”
(7:39). At the moment of Jesus’ death, the text reads “and bowing his head,
he handed over the spirit [pneuma]” (19:30).(41)
In John 20, when the resurrected Jesus appears to the disciples, he breathes on
them (evoking LXX Gen 2:7) and says “Receive the Holy Spirit” (20:21).
The sending of the Spirit is associated with Jesus’ glorification.

In John 2:22, the temporal clause
introduced by hote locates the time of the disciples’ being reminded
after the resurrection. Similarly, the narrator indicates in 12:16 that
“when Jesus was glorified, they [the disciples] remembered.” It was
after Jesus’ glorification that the disciples came to grasp the significance of
Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem and these Old Testament texts. The inclusion of
these narratorial asides also makes clear that the narrator of the Fourth Gospel
adopts a backwards-looking point of view.(42)
The story of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel is told from an explicitly
postresurrection perspective.
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This reminding activity of the
Paraclete may very well involve more than a simple recollection of something
that Jesus had said or did in the past. When Jesus tells the disciples that the
Paraclete will remind them, he also mentions that the Paraclete “will teach
you everything” (John 14:26). Similarly, Jesus informs the disciples,
“the Spirit of Truth will lead you to all truth” (16:13). Jesus
defines this activity of the Paraclete in relation to himself. The Paraclete
“will not speak on his own” (ibid.). The Paraclete “will take
from me and announce it to you” (16:14; cf. 16:15). Thus, Ignace de la
Potterie, in his classic analysis of the Johannine understanding of
“truth,” writes that the Paraclete “will cause them [the
disciples] to understand the true significance and bearing of the words of
Jesus.”(43) In reminding the disciples, the
Paraclete gives them a correct, and previously unknown, understanding of that
which is recalled.(44) The Paraclete will teach
the deeper significance of Jesus and his life to the disciples.

Such integration of reminding and
understanding can be seen in John 2:18-22. Only after the resurrection did the
disciples remember, and they “believed in the Scripture and in the
statement which Jesus made” (2:22). Likewise, the narrator specifies in
12:16 that “the disciples did not understand these things at first.”
However, they did come to understand the 
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significance of Jesus’ entry into
Jerusalem and the relevant Old Testament texts after Jesus’ death and
resurrection. Jesus’ glorification and the attendant gift of the Spirit perform
a hermeneutical function, which allow the deeper meaning of his words to be
discerned from a later perspective. To use Henri de Lubac’s terminology, the
disciples are brought to “spiritual understanding”:(45)
after Jesus’ resurrection, the Paraclete reminds the disciples of what Jesus
said and did and brings them to grasp their significance.(46)

The reminding and teaching activity of
the Paraclete with respect to the disciples is significant for John’s
Christological reading of Psalm 69 because in all three cases where the
disciples are said to remember (2:17, 22; 12:16), the remembering involves
Scripture. In 2:17, the disciples remember and make an association between
Jesus’ actions in the Temple and Psalm 69:10. Although there is no explicit
citation of Scripture in 2:22 as there is in 2:17 and 12:15-16, the text does
read that the disciples “believed in the Scripture and in the word that
Jesus spoke” (2:22). After Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem in John 12,
scriptural texts are cited in reference to actions performed by Jesus. The
narratorial commentary in 12:16 suggests that the Paraclete brought the
disciples to a new, spiritual understanding, “reminded them,” of an
action performed by Jesus in light of Scripture. In these three cases, the
Paraclete reminds the disciples and enables them to grasp the spiritual meaning
of Christ’s words and deeds, which involves reading certain Old Testament texts
in light of Christ. The ability to see the Christological significance of the
Old Testament is part of the disciples’ postresurrectional, spiritual
understanding of Jesus effected by the Paraclete.

With this interpretive framework in
place, we are better able to approach the interpretation of Psalm 69 in the
Fourth Gospel.(47) 
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In 2:17, John’s quotation of Psalm
69:10 reads, “The zeal for your house will devour [kataphagetai
(future middle)] me” (2:17). However, the text of LXX Psalm 68:10 reads
“the zeal for your house devoured [katephagen (aorist active)]
me.”(48) The change in the tense of katesthio
from the aorist to the future gives the citation from Psalm 69:10 a more overtly
prophetic ring, indicating that John understands this psalm as anticipating
Jesus’ actions in the Temple. Furthermore, the use of the future tense at this
point in the gospel narrative anticipates Jesus’ coming death. Dodd writes of
the quotation of Psalm 69:10, the “implication is that, just as the
Righteous Sufferer of the Psalm paid the price of his loyalty to the temple, so
the action of Jesus in cleansing the temple will bring him to grief.”(49)
Jesus’ death has already been foreshadowed in John 2 with the mention of his
coming “hour” (2:4). The statements about the destruction of the
Temple and Jesus’ resurrection in John 2 likewise look forward to the passion
narrative (2:19-20, 22).

When the narrator mentions that the
disciples remember the line from Psalm 69:10, “Zeal for your house will
devour me,” he implies that the disciples came to interpret Jesus’ actions
in the Temple and Psalm 69 in light of each other after the resurrection. The
disciples come to see that Jesus’ actions in the Temple were anticipated by
Psalm 69. The zeal that Jesus has for his Father’s house impels him to act as he
does in driving out the animals and 
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overturning the tables of the
merchants. But just as the zeal the Psalmist had for God’s house led to
persecution, so too will Jesus’ actions in the Temple contribute to his death.
The narrator’s comment that the disciples remembered suggests that this
Christological reading of Psalm 69 can only take place through the activity of
the Paraclete after Jesus’ glorification.





B) John 15:25





The second reference to Psalm 69 in John’s Gospel is in 15:25. Here it is found
in the speech of Jesus himself. During the farewell discourse, Jesus tells the
disciples that they will be “hated” by the unbelieving world just as
Jesus himself was hated (15:18-24). The world’s hatred of Jesus correlates to
its refusal to believe in what he reveals about God (15:21, 23-24). Since Jesus
is the Son, who has been sent by the Father, he perfectly reveals the Father in
such a way that to reject Jesus is to reject the One who sent him: “they
have seen and hated both me and my Father” (15:24; cf. 5:19-20; 10:37-38;
12:44-45; 14:7, 9-11). The world, however, does not have an excuse for its
unbelief because Jesus came to them and performed unprecedented deeds. Jesus
does the works of the Father, which reveal and legitimate Jesus’ mission
(5:19-20; 10:37-38; 15:24). The unbelieving world saw his unprecedented deeds
and still rejected him (15:24; cf. 9:32-34). Jesus places the world’s
unwarranted hatred in a scriptural context by remarking “that the statement
written in their Law may be fulfilled, ‘They hated me without cause’ [emissan
me drean]” (15:25).

Jesus’ statement is not a direct
quotation of any one scriptural passage, but it is evocative of several texts,
including Psalm 69:5.(50) In its various uses,
this scriptural language describes the plight of an unjustly persecuted
individual who petitions God for vindication. This Old Testament language in the
Fourth Gospel articulates a connection between a situation in the life of Jesus 
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(i.e., his rejection) and the
situation articulated in Psalm 69. Both Jesus and the Psalmist in Psalm 69:5 are
scorned and persecuted by people who do not have a justifiable reason for doing
so. Previously in the Fourth Gospel, the narrator remarked that the refusal of
many to believe in Jesus, even though they had witnessed Jesus’ signs, was
anticipated in Isaiah (John 12:37-41; cf. Isa 6:9-10; 53:1).(51)
The Scripture witnesses to Jesus and the situations of his life, including the
resistance he encounters.

By speaking of this scriptural
quotation as contained in “their Law” (John 15:25), Jesus associates
the hatred of the unbelieving world with his rejection by his Jewish opponents.
With respect to the use of Scripture in 15:25, Gail O’Day writes, “Jesus
positions the Jewish leaders’ own Scripture to bear witness against them. He
used Scripture in a similar way at 5:39, 46-47, and 10:34.”(52)
As O’Day observes, John frequently presents the Old Testament as supporting
Jesus rather than his Jewish opponents, who invoke its authority to support
their own position. The Scripture serves as a witness on Jesus’ behalf (5:34),
and Moses wrote about Jesus in the Scripture (5:45-46). While not all the
references to Scripture in the Fourth Gospel can be examined here, the Scripture
quotation in 15:25 exemplifies a larger re-reading of Scripture around Jesus in
John. Belief in Jesus enables one to see how the Old Testament relates to him
and the circumstances of his life.

 



C) John 19:28-30

The third use of Psalm 69 in the
Fourth Gospel is even more subtle. It consists of an allusion woven into the
narrative in 19:28-30. Just before Jesus dies on the cross, he cries out,
“I am thirsty [dipsan]” (19:28). In response, some of those
by the cross (presumably the Roman soldiers; see 19:23, 32) offer “sour
wine” (oxos) to Jesus, which he drinks (19:29-30). The mention of
“sour wine” given for “thirst” in 19:28-30 likely
constitutes an allusion 
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to LXX Psalm 69:22 in which the
Psalmist says that his tormentors give him “sour wine” (oxos)
for his “thirst [dipsan].”(53)
The Psalmist looks for some kind of consolation amidst his suffering but does
not find any (Ps 69:21). Adding insult to injury, his tormenters give him
something undrinkable when he is thirsty (Ps 69:22). The offer of sour wine
contributes to the Psalmist’s suffering.

Much exegetical attention has been
directed to the symbolic or spiritual significance of Jesus’ thirst.
Interpretive possibilities include Jesus’ willingness to finish the Father’s
work through his death(54) and Jesus’ desire to
hand over the Spirit.(55) Some also see a
contrast between Jesus’ drinking “sour wine” at the moment of his
death and the “good wine” that he miraculously confected at the
wedding feast at Cana (2:10).(56) In a literal
sense, Jesus’ admission of thirst can be taken simply as the expression of a
dying man, who is physically thirsty.(57) In
addition to these possibilities, the intertextual allusion to Psalm 69 suggests
that the offer of sour wine can be taken as an insult to Jesus. As the sour 
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wine contributed to the Psalmist’s
suffering, so too is Jesus given sour wine for his thirst in the hour of his
death. Construing the soldiers’ offer of sour wine to be an insult makes this
small episode an instance of ironic misunderstanding. By giving the sour wine to
Jesus for his physical thirst as an insult, the soldiers do not realize that
Jesus’ real thirst is his desire to complete the Father’s work and give over the
Spirit (cf. 4:34; 18:11). Near the very end of his mortal life, Jesus is still
misunderstood by some. The allusion to Psalm 69 at the moment of Jesus’ death
may also evoke the previous quotation of Psalm 69:10 in John 2:17, through which
Jesus’ death was anticipated at the beginning of his public ministry.(58)
Similar to the other references to Psalm 69 in the Fourth Gospel, a relationship
is discerned between events at the moment of Jesus’ death and the situation
articulated in Psalm 69.

 



III. The Theology of Disclosure and John’s

Christological Reading of Psalm 69 



What insights can be gained by
comparing the Christological reading of Psalm 69 in the Fourth Gospel with the
reading of Scripture in the theology of disclosure? As was noted previously, the
theology of disclosure pays careful attention to the context in which things are
presented to a subject. Most important for Sokolowski is the Christian
distinction between God and the world, which provides the context for all
theological thinking. With respect to reading Scripture, Sokolowski calls
attention to the shifts in context that occur with the Incarnation. When the
transcendent God takes on a real human nature without detriment to his divinity
in Christ, God and all other sacred things presented in the Old Testament appear
in a new light. The Incarnation establishes a new context for understanding God
and the other realities revealed in the Old Testament.

Such concern for context proves to be
quite important when considering the Christological reading of Psalm 69 in John.
The 
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preceding exegetical analysis has
shown that shifts in context occur with respect to Jesus and the Old Testament
Scripture and the disciples before and after Jesus’ glorification. The use of
Psalm 69 in the Fourth Gospel establishes a relationship between Jesus and the
Old Testament Scripture. The psalm provides a context for understanding events
in Jesus’ ministry. John invites the audience of the gospel to take Jesus’
actions in the Temple, his rejection by the unbelieving world, and the offer of
sour wine to slake his thirst on the cross in light of Psalm 69. When viewed
from the perspective of the resurrection and the Paraclete, the psalm can be
seen as anticipating or foreshadowing Jesus’ life. The Scripture provides a
context for understanding situations and events in Jesus’ life, but Jesus’ life
also interprets the Scripture.(59) By narrating
this correlation, John shows that Jesus’ ministry and actions are in harmony
with the Old Testament.

Another significant shift occurs with
respect to the under-standing of the disciples before and after Jesus’ death and
resur-rection. After his reply to the Jews’ request for a sign (John 2:19), the
Jews (and arguably the disciples) do not grasp the full meaning of Jesus’ words,
although they heard them correctly.(60)
Similarly, when Jesus entered Jerusalem to the greetings of the crowd, John
explicitly tells the audience that “his disciples did not understand these
things at first” (12:16). The disciples only understood these events
“when Jesus was glorified” (ibid.). The analysis of remembering in the
Fourth Gospel has suggested that when the disciples remember, they are reminded
by the Paraclete. The disciples are brought to a deeper, spiritual understanding
of Jesus and events in his life. Spiritual understanding, then, involves seeing
both the significance of Christ and the Old Testament in 
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light of Christ. Spiritual
understanding can therefore be char-acterized as kind of Christocentric
hermeneutic, which discerns the significance of Christ and things in light of
Christ. For John, this understanding conferred by the Paraclete has Jesus as its
primary object, and the Christological reading of the Old Testament is an
extension of grasping the significance of Christ.

However, reading Scripture in the
theology of disclosure requires one to make a distinction between the contextual
shift that occurs between Jesus and the Old Testament and the shift in the
understanding of the disciples before and after the resur-rection. Within the
theology of disclosure, the Incarnation establishes a fundamentally new context
for understanding the one God and his self-revelation in the history of Israel.
The shift in the disciples’ understanding, however, takes place within the
larger contextual shift established by the coming of Christ. The disciples live
within the new context of the Incarnation and resurrection. The work of the
Paraclete thus complements the work of Jesus (see John 14:26; 15:26; 16:13-15).
The Paraclete does not bring a new understanding of Jesus in the same respect
that the Incarnation provided a new way of understanding God. The Paraclete does
not provide another teaching, different from that of Jesus. Rather, he brings
the disciples to a deeper under-standing of Jesus and what was has already been
done and taught by him.(61)

This spiritual understanding largely
pertains to events or situations. In John’s narrative, the Paraclete brings the
disciples to a spiritual understanding of Jesus himself and particular events in
Jesus’ life (e.g., his actions in the Temple and his entry into Jerusalem).
Since John frequently connects Psalm 69 with various moments in Jesus’ life, he
arguably sees the situation of the suffering individual articulated in Psalm 69
as anticipating events in the life of Jesus. It is the situation
articulated in Psalm 69 that John understands as anticipating situations or
events in Jesus’ life, 
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not simply the words of the psalm
proper. The Psalmist suffers undeservedly on account of his zeal for God, and
experiences insult added to injury through an offer of sour wine for his thirst.
So too was Jesus undeservedly rejected, and his actions in the Temple
contributed to his death, which featured an offer of sour wine to quench his
thirst.

Within the theology of disclosure, the
Incarnation reveals anticipatory dimensions of the things presented in the Old
Testament. That is, when viewed in the light of Christ, the things, persons, and
situations in the Old Testament can be seen as having dimensions that anticipate
Christ. The Incarnation does not add these dimensions to the things presented in
the Old Testament, but reveals dimensions that had been there all along through
God’s providence. Similarly, John shows concern for the situation of the
individual described throughout the whole of Psalm 69 and not just particular
lines in the psalm. The repeated citations and allusions to Psalm 69 throughout
the Fourth Gospel suggest this correlation. The Evangelist reads Psalm 69 as
anticipating or foreshadowing Jesus because the words of the psalm describe a
situation he sees mirrored in Jesus’ life.

While the theology of disclosure
places the interpretive emphasis on the things presented by the words, one
should be careful not to lose sight of the mode or form by which those things
are presented. One must attend to the important relationship between form and
content in scriptural disclosure. Narrative composition, rhetoric, and literary
technique are essential to the presentation of things through the biblical text.
The Fourth Gospel exemplifies the relationship of form and content quite well.
As O’Day writes, “In order to understand what John says about
Jesus and God, then, one must attend carefully to how he tells his
story.”(62) I have argued that the
narratorial asides, which speak of the disciples’ remembering, indicate that the
Evangelist has composed his gospel with a backwards-looking point of view from
within the horizon of the resurrection. Rhetorically, the fact that John adds
these remarks about the 
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disciples’ postresurrectional
understanding of Jesus shows that the Evangelist aligns his own narratorial
perspective with that of Jesus’ disciples after the resurrection. He has written
the gospel from the perspective of a spiritual understanding, possessed by the
disciples in the narrative. Through the narrative of the gospel, John presents
Jesus and narrates the story in such a way that the spiritual significance of
Jesus and of things in relation to Jesus is made visible. The narrative
presentation of Jesus in the gospel conveys this spiritual understanding of his
life. By writing the gospel narrative in such a way as to present the
significance of Jesus and his mission, John invites the reader to share this
same spiritual understanding. The spiritual understanding effected by the
Paraclete in the narrative is extended to a larger audience through the medium
of the gospel itself.

Sokolowski’s emphasis on the priority
of things over the words by which things are presented is shaped by a concern
not to treat an appearance as a self-subsisting thing. Moreover, Sokolowski
stresses that while rhetoric and language are components of the presentation of
things, they should not be treated as things proper. Phenomenologically
speaking, one should not treat rhetoric or literary technique, which are
“moments,” as if they were independently subsisting
“wholes.”(63) Sokolowski’s treatment
of ambiguity as a trope in the Fourth Gospel shows some concern for the gospel’s
narrative presentation and rhetorical strategy. He also recognizes that John’s
purposeful use of language functions as a vehicle for disclosure. The double
meaning John assigns to certain terms and statements in the gospel enables
different aspects of the same thing to be disclosed. Yet, Sokolowski’s attention
to the rhetorical and literary character of the scriptural form of presentation
remains somewhat underdeveloped. From an exegetical point of view, reading
Scripture in the theology of disclosure does well to attend to the things as
presented by the text. But one must also be mindful of the “as
presented” part of the proposition.
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There are other areas in which
comparisons between biblical exegesis and the theology of disclosure may prove
to be fruitful. The theology of disclosure, informed as it is by Sokolowski’s
interpretation of intentionality, offers a different avenue for thinking about
issues of reference and the locus of meaning in interpretation. It offers a
contemporary biblical exegesis an interpretive strategy, which is informed by a
realism-friendly epistemology and accounts for the modern turn to the subject.
The concerns and principles of the theology of disclosure can help shape the
interpretation of Scripture, and biblical exegesis can “flesh out” and
refine some tenets of the theology of disclosure. Further interactions between
the theology of disclosure and biblical exegesis may prove to be enriching for
both of these theological disciplines.
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BY HIS FAMOUS AXIOM, “the economic Trinity is the immanent
Trinity, and vice versa,” Karl Rahner means to assert that divine
self-communication “can, if occurring in freedom, occur only in
the intra-divine manner of the two communications of the one divine essence by
the Father to the Son and the Spirit.”(1) In
other words, the immanent constitution of the Trinity forms a kind of a
priori law for the divine self-communication ad extra so that the
structure of the latter cannot but correspond to the structure of the former.(2)

Rahner advances this axiom, the Grundaxiom
of his theology of the Trinity, primarily for the purpose of manifesting the
relevance of the doctrine of the immanent Trinity for ordinary human life.(3)
If one can demonstrate, Rahner reasons, that the Trinitarian structure of the
intradivine life necessarily corresponds
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to, and indeed constitutes, the ratio
essendi of the universal structures of human experience, then one can also
explain why human beings ought to care about the ontology of God in se.
Specifically, if the human experience of divine self-communication is an
experience of the immanent Trinity as it eternally and necessarily exists in
itself, then the doctrine of the immanent Trinity in large part accounts for the
peculiar structure of this experience(4) and
explains to a great extent the structures of human beings themselves, whom God
has created to be the addressees of his self-communication.(5)
If Rahner’s Grundaxiom is correct, therefore, every statement of the
theology of the Trinity is also a statement about the experience, nature, and
purpose of human beings: all matters of pressing, existential concern.

Besides Rahner’s pastoral interest in
manifesting the relevance of Christian doctrine for human life, a second motive
also seems to animate his arguments for the necessary correspondence of the
immanent and the economic Trinity. He desires to place Trinitarian theology on a
new methodological footing, far removed from typically neo-Scholastic
presuppositions. He wishes, specifically, to ground all speculation about the
immanent Trinity in what he considers the ultimate source of human knowledge of
this mystery: the human experience of the economy of salvation.(6)
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Rahner’s Grundaxiom serves,
therefore, to magnify the rele-vance of Trinitarian doctrine and to place it on
a securer basis than the supernaturalistically conceived, propositional
revelation of the neo-Scholastics. The Grundaxiom, nonetheless, seems
difficult to falsify and, therefore, difficult unambiguously to confirm. In the
following, accordingly, after determining that my methodology does not
contravene Rahner’s presuppositions, I shall conduct a test of sorts that I
consider approximately adequate to the purpose of either falsifying or
corroborating Rahner’s famous thesis.

I intend to ask, specifically, whether
the intra-Trinitarian relations reflected in the economy of salvation always
correspond to the tavxi”  of the immanent Trinity as this
 tavxi is
envisioned by Rahner.(7) For this purpose I will
consider one of the most striking manifestations of the Trinity recorded in
Scripture: the Father’s anointing of Jesus with the Holy Spirit after his
baptism in the Jordan. If one can reasonably construe this theophany as a
faithful representation of the intra-Trinitarian tavxi”  as Rahner conceives
of it, then this singularly important episode within the economy of salvation
lends credit to Rahner’s Grundaxiom. If the pattern of
intra-Trinitarian relations displayed in Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit
cannot be reconciled with what Rahner considers the orthodox understanding of
the intra-Trinitarian  tavxi”, however, it appears that either Rahner’s
axiom or his own, mildly Latin Trinitarianism must be false. By evaluating
strategies for reconciling Rahner’s views about the necessary structure of
Trinitarian self-communication with the portrait of the Trinity
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given in Jesus’ anointing with the Holy Spirit, I intend to determine whether
the anointing accounts in Scripture (Matt 3:16-17; Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22; and
John 1:32) confirm or falsify Rahner’s vision of Latin Trinitarianism revealed
in the economy of salvation.(8) 



METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS



Before beginning this investigation,
it seems advisable to consider whether the presuppositions of the inquiry would
be acceptable to Rahner himself. Three questions may be considered. First, does
Rahner consider Scripture a legitimate measure of the truth or falsehood of
theological statements? Second, does Scripture constitute an appropriate norm
for the Grundaxiom of Rahner’s theology of the Trinity? Third, does
Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit constitute an appropriate matrix in
which to test this axiom?

A) Scripture as a Measure of
Theological Statements

The appropriate answer to our first
question will vary in accordance with the sense one attaches to the idea of a
“legitimate measure” in theological questions. Rahner emphatically
denies that Scripture constitutes a “legitimate measure” for
theological statements if by this one means that Scripture consists in a body of
divinely revealed and, therefore, normative propositions.

It is apparent that
God does not effect revelation by simply adding new “propositions”
“from outside” to the basic substance of the Christian faith… .
Revelation is not revelation of concepts, not the creation of new fundamental 
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axioms [Grundaxiome],
introduced in a final and fixed form into man’s consciousness “from
outside” by some supra-historical transcendent cause.(9)




For Rahner the idea that “the transcendent God inseminates [indoctriniere]
fixed and final propositions into the consciousness of the bearer of
revelation”(10) constitutes matter for
scorn, a thesis unworthy of serious consideration.

Rahner understands revelation in its
most fundamental sense, rather, to consist in “a transcendental
determination of man, constituted by that which we call grace and self-bestowal
on God’s part—in other words, his Pneuma.”(11)
This universal revelation constitutes, in Rahner’s view, not a mere preamble to
faith, but the deepest reality of the Christian faith itself. “The original
one and unitive event of the definitive eschatological revelation in
Christianity,” Rahner writes, “is the one event of God’s most
authentic [eigentlichsten] self-communication, occurring every-where in
the world and in history in the Holy Spirit offered to every human being.”(12)
This “one and unitive event,” moreover, constitutes not an aspect, not
even the most fundamental aspect, but the whole of Christian revelation. In his
words, “the totality of the Christian faith is in a real sense [eigentlich]
already given in … transcendental experience.”(13)

In Rahner’s view, then, the Christian
revelation constitutes a transcendental, universal, nonobjective existential of
concrete human nature of which “the material contents of historical
revelation”(14) are mere “verbalized
objectifications.”(15) They are, how-ever,
at least objectifications. Rahner treats such objectifications, 
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moreover, as indispensable means to
the self-realization of God’s transcendental revelation, his “inner word of
grace.”(16)

The external
historical word expounds the inner one, brings it to the light of consciousness
in the categories of human understanding, compels man definitely to take a
decision with regard to the inner word, transposes the inner grace of man into
the dimension of the community and renders it present there, makes possible the
insertion of grace into the external, historical field of human life.(17)



In order for God’s self-bestowal to reach beyond the transcendental sphere,
beyond what Rahner calls the “fine point” (Fünklein)(18)
of the soul, then, verbal-historical objectifications must explicitate it in the
realm of the concrete and palpable.

Moreover, the statements of Scripture
occupy, according to Rahner, a privileged position within the universe of
objectifications, both religious and secular, in which human beings encounter
divine revelation. In Scripture, Rahner believes, Christians possess “the
pure objectification of the divine, humanly incarnated truth.”(19)
Rahner is even willing to say that “being a work of God it is absolutely [schlechthin]
inerrant.”(20)

Rahner’s position on this point must
be understood in light of other claims. As we have seen, Rahner considers
“the history of revelation … co-extensive with the spiritual history of
mankind as such”(21) and insists that the
idea of inspiration be understood in such a way that it does not “smack of
the miraculous.”(22) On 




  
  

  


page 427

certain occasions, moreover, Rahner
does not shrink from frankly disagreeing with Scripture’s literal sense.(23)
According to Rahner’s own standards, then, a few citations of Scripture can
hardly suffice to undermine or to confirm a theological thesis: especially one
of architectonic and hermeneutical significance such as the Grundaxiom
of Rahner’s Trinitarian theology.

Rahner does, nonetheless, characterize
Scripture repeatedly as “norma non normata for theology and for
the Church.”(24) It seems, therefore, that
he could not reasonably object if one sought to evaluate elements of his thought
in the light of Scripture, which he himself describes as “the inexhaustible
source of all Christian theology, without which theology must become
sterile”(25) and “as it were, the soul
of all theology.”(26)





B) Scripture and the “Grundaxiom”





One could argue, however, that, although a scripturally oriented evaluation may
be feasible for other aspects of Rahner’s theology, two factors render a
scriptural trial of the Grundaxiom
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inconceivable. First, Rahner states
that he formulates his theology of the Trinity, at least partially, in order to
quell embarrassment over “the simple fact that in reality the Scriptures do
not explicitly present a doctrine of the ‘immanent Trinity’ (even St.
John’s prologue is no such doctrine).”(27)
It might seem, therefore, that Rahner constructs his Grundaxiom with a
view to liberating the theology of the Trinity from the Bible and setting it on
an entirely new foundation. If this were so, the idea of a distinctly scriptural
test for the axiom would be unreasonable.

Second, one could argue that a person
who marshals biblical texts in support of or in opposition to Rahner’s Grundaxiom
commits a category mistake. For such a person might seem to confuse the Grundaxiom,
a principle that concerns how one ought to interpret Scripture, with a
first-order assertion concerning a state of affairs with which assertions of
Scripture may agree or conflict. Scriptural arguments of this nature would
manifest only the confusion of their author, not any merits or inadequacies of
Rahner’s Grundaxiom.

Serious grounds do exist, therefore,
for denying the possibility of a specifically scriptural test of the Grundaxiom
of Rahner’s theology of the Trinity. To the scriptural test proposed here,
however, these considerations appear to pose no significant obstacle.

1. The Relevance of the Bible to the
Theology of the Trinity

Rahner’s belief that the Bible lacks
an explicit doctrine of the immanent Trinity does not move him to unleash the
doctrine of the Trinity entirely from its biblical moorings. He seeks, instead,
to anchor the doctrine of the immanent Trinity in the economy of salvation whose
structure, in his view, appears preeminently within the narratives of Scripture.

Accordingly, Rahner states as one of
the three principal goals of his theology of the Trinity, whose centerpiece is
the Grundaxiom, that it “do justice [unbefangener würdigen]
to the biblical statements concerning the economy of salvation and its
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threefold structure, and to the
explicit biblical statements concerning the Father, the Son, and the
Spirit.”(28) Rahner, in fact, describes
“salvation history, our experience of it, [and] its biblical
expression” as the foundation of human knowledge of the economic Trinity.(29)

Though Rahner rarely treats exegetical
questions, moreover, he does attempt in at least two instances to supply some
exegetical basis for the idea that the Trinitarian persons perform distinct
functions in salvation history, one of the essential presuppositions of the Grundaxiom.
Specifically, he argues that “in Scripture the interior Trinity and the
Trinity of the economy of salvation are seen and spoken of in themselves with
such simultaneity [zu sehr in einem] that there would be no
justification in itself (logically) for taking the expressions literally and
substantially in the first case and only in an ‘appropriated’ way in the
second.”(30) Likewise, he devotes more than
a third of his long essay, “Theos in the New Testament”(31)
to proving that in the New Testament the term oJ qeov” does not merely
often stand for, but actually signifies, the intra-Trinitarian Father, a thesis
by which Rahner seeks to bolster his case for ascribing distinct influences in
the economy of salvation to the Trinitarian persons. One cannot reasonably
claim, therefore, that Rahner considers exegetical considerations simply
irrelevant to arguments concerning the soundness of the Grundaxiom.

2. The Hermeneutical Character of the Grundaxiom

The hermeneutical character of the Grundaxiom
does not render it insusceptible to every variety of scriptural trial. Even if 
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one cannot, in the nature of the case,
discover a straightforward correspondence or disparity between the statements of
Scripture and the Grundaxiom, one can test Rahner’s claim that the
relations among the persons in the history of salvation are identical to those
described in the classical, Western doctrine of the immanent Trinity.(32)
To do so, one need merely select a scene from Scripture in which the three
persons appear in a salvation-historical context, discern the pattern of
relations between them in this context, and measure this pattern against what
one knows of the immanent Trinity as conceived in the Latin tradition. If the
two patterns correspond, this does not prove Rahner’s axiom true, but it does
lend it a degree of credibility. If the two patterns diverge, however, this
indicates that Rahner’s claims require qualification.

Someone might object, of course, that
a disparity between the pattern of relations within the economy and the pattern
depicted in the Western doctrine of the Trinity would not necessarily prove that
oijkonomiva and qeologiva
diverge. One could also take such a disparity as evidence of flaws within the
Western doctrine. Since Rahner regards the doctrine of the Trinity taught by the
IV Lateran Council and the Council of Florence, however, as a donnée,(33)
a disparity between the economic Trinity and the Western doctrine would, from
his perspective at least, suffice to falsify the Grundaxiom. Even if
the trial attempted here cannot,
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in and of itself, falsify the Grundaxiom
in all of its possible acceptations, therefore, it may be adequate to show that
the Grundaxiom entails consequences that Rahner finds unacceptable.

A scriptural test of Rahner’s Grundaxiom
that respects its her-meneutical character, accordingly, appears at least
conceivable. One could reasonably challenge the legitimacy of the sort of trial
attempted here, it seems, only on the grounds that it employs inappropriate
biblical texts.

C) The Anointing of Christ with
the Holy Spirit: An Appropriate Test Case

The texts employed in this trial of
the Grundaxiom (Matt 3:16-17; Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22; and John 1:32)
do, admittedly, contain elements that might seem objectionable to Rahner. For
God appears in these verses “at work palpably [handgreiflich] as
an object (Sache) and not merely as a transcendent First Cause (Ursache)”;(34)
he appears as one who “operates and functions as an individual existent
alongside of other existents … a member of the larger household of all
reality.”(35) The scriptural accounts of
Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit seem to portray precisely the God of
whom Rahner says: “that God really does not exist,”(36)
and “anyone in search of such a God is searching for a false God.”(37)
Insofar as these texts contain a supernaturalistic narrative of the sort that
Rahner specifically rejects as incredible, then, one could plausibly argue that
he would reject their normativity for the theology of the Trinity.

Likewise, one could maintain, with
some measure of warrant, that the scriptural accounts of Christ’s anointing with
the Holy Spirit are simply irrelevant to the question of how the divine 
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persons relate to each other in the
immanent Trinity. Rahner does assert that God changes in the process of
self-communication and, thereby, seems implicitly to admit that the economy of
salvation contains elements that do not exactly reflect the intradivine life.(38)
It seems, accordingly, that one cannot responsibly apply Rahner’s axiom without
taking into account the necessarily analogous character of any valid inference
from the forms in which the divine persons manifest themselves to conclusions
about the immanent Trinity. The consequent necessity of qualifying per
analogiam claims about the immanent Trinity derived from the economy,
therefore, might appear to justify Rahner in characterizing Christ’s anointing
with the Holy Spirit as an economic aberration that does not reveal the
intra-Trinitarian relations.

The prominence of divine intervention
in the anointing narratives and the inevitable gap between oijkonomiva and
qeologiva that results from the metamorphosis of God’s being in divine
self-communication as Rahner conceives of it, thus pose at least apparent
difficulties for the aptness of the anointing accounts as a matrix in which to
test Rahner’s Grundaxiom. Neither concern, however, seems sufficiently
grave to preclude the anointing accounts from serving adequately in this role. 
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1. The Supernaturalism of the
Anointing Narratives

It would be at least difficult to
reconcile outright rejection of the normativity of these accounts, because of
their super-naturalism or for any other reason, with Rahner’s repeated and
emphatic statements concerning Scripture’s status as norma non normata
for Christian theology. Rahner explicitly grants, more-over, that the
expressions of Scripture “wholly retain their meaning even though the
worldview on the basis and with the help of which they were once made has become
obsolete.”(39) By declaring the idea of
divine intervention at particular points in space and time incompatible with
“our modern experience and interpretation of the world,”(40)
therefore, he does not absolve himself of the responsibility to discern some
meaning in a given text of Scripture and to respect the text as “the pure
objectification of the divine, humanly incarnated truth.”(41)

When Rahner states that he desires, in
his theology of the Trinity, to “do justice [unbefangener würdigen]
to the biblical statements concerning the economy of salvation and its threefold
structure, and to the explicit biblical statements concerning the Father, the
Son, and the Spirit,”(42) furthermore, he
seems to commit himself to taking seriously the biblical narratives of Christ’s
anointing with the Holy Spirit. The thrust of Rahner’s thought on these
questions, therefore, suggests that these narratives, their supernaturalistic
elements notwithstanding, ought to be treated as authentic witnesses to God’s
Trinitarian self-manifestation.

2. The Relevance of the Anointing
Accounts

Exclusion of the anointing accounts
from consideration in determining, via the Grundaxiom, the
shape of the intra-Trinitarian relations would seem reasonable only if the
pattern of 
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relations displayed in these accounts
appeared to be tangential to the whole of the Trinity’s economic
self-revelation. The pattern of relations exhibited in the anointing accounts,
that is, Father-Spirit-Son, and especially the passivity of the Son vis-à-vis
the Holy Spirit manifested in these narratives, however, appear frequently in
the New Testament.

The angel of the Lord, for example,
informs Joseph that the child in his fiancée’s womb is “from the Holy
Spirit” (Matt 1:20). After God “anointed Jesus with the Holy Spirit
and with power” (Acts 10:38), the Spirit “immediately drove him out
into the wilderness” (Mark 1:12). In his inaugural sermon in Nazareth,
Jesus announces that “the Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he [= the
Lord] has anointed me to bring good news to the poor” (Luke 4:18; cf. Isa
61:1-2). When his opponents attribute Jesus’ exorcisms to Satan, Jesus asserts
that he casts out demons “by the Spirit of God” (Matt 12:28). On the
cross, Jesus offers himself up to the Father “through the eternal
Spirit” (Heb 9:14); and Jesus’ Father raises him from the dead through the
power of the same Spirit (Rom 1:4; 1 Pet 3:18).

The general pattern of relations
manifested in the anointing accounts appears throughout the Synoptic Gospels,
therefore, and, to a certain extent, throughout the New Testament. Since, then,
the manifestation of the divine persons in the order Father- Spirit-Son,
characteristic of the anointing accounts, is by no means an isolated phenomenon,
and since Christ’s anointing itself forms a decisive caesura in the economy of
salvation, it seems unreasonable to exclude the anointing from the set of events
that, according to the Grundaxiom, ought to manifest the inner
structure of the immanent Trinity. Neither the anointing accounts’
supernaturalistic elements nor the inevitable gap Rahner implicitly posits
between oijkonomiva
and qeologiva,
therefore, suffices to invalidate the trial of Rahner’s Grundaxiom
proposed here.

D) The Anointing, the “Grundaxiom,”
and the “Filioque”

Those who (a) identify the Holy Spirit
of the anointing accounts with the third person of the eternal Trinity, (b)
believe 
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that the Holy Spirit eternally
proceeds from the Father and the Son as from a single principle, (c) accept that
the divine persons can effect distinct influences in the world,(43)
and (d) accept the Grundaxiom of Rahner’s theology of the Trinity can
account for the events portrayed in the gospel accounts of the anointing in at
least three ways. Such persons can:


  	claim that the Spirit is in some way involved in the begetting of
    the Son;



2.   
argue that the anointing accounts manifest a prior occurrence in which oijkonomiva and
qeologiva correspond;
or


  	 conclude that the
    Spirit constitutes the Father’s intra-Trinitarian gift to the Son.
    
  



In
the following, I shall examine each of these interpretations with an eye to
determining the extent to which they resolve the difficulty for Rahner’s Grundaxiom
posed by the anointing of the Son with the Holy Spirit.



 



II. The Spirit Involved in the Begetting of the Son



“In the biblical accounts of
Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit,” claims Thomas Weinandy:

a trinitarian pattern
is clearly discernible. God’s creative and prophetic word is always spoken in
the power of the Spirit, and, as such, in light of the New Testament revelation,
we have a clue to the inner life of the Trinity. The breath/spirit by which God
speaks … his prophetic word throughout history is the same breath/Spirit by
which he eternally breathes forth his Word/Son. As the 
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Father commissioned
Jesus by the power of his Spirit to recreate the world so, in the same Spirit,
God eternally empowered him to be his Word.(44)



In Weinandy’s view, then, “the … roles played by the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit [here and elsewhere] in the economy of salvation …
illustrate the … roles they play within the immanent Trinity, namely that
the Father begets the Son in or by the Holy Spirit.”(45)

This view, whose supporters, alongside
Weinandy, include Leonardo Boff,(46) François-Xavier
Durrwell,(47) Edward Yarnold,(48)
and Gérard Remy,(49) seems to draw greater
strength from the scriptural narratives of the virginal conception than from the
accounts under consideration here. Each of these authors, however, appeals not
only to the virginal conception, but also to the anointing, to bolster his view.

A) Patristic Precedents

Although the contemporary advocates of
this position uniformly appeal to Rahner’s Grundaxiom and thus present
it in a distinctively modern cast, this view does not lack precursors in the
earliest ages of the Church. The idea of the Spirit as the breath that
accompanies the Father’s Word, for instance, appears explicitly in the writings
of Gregory of Nyssa,(50) Maximus the
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Confessor,(51)
and John of Damascus.(52) One finds imagery
patently suggestive of this view in the comparison of the Father, Spirit, and
Son to Adam, Eve, and Seth: an analogy employed by Gregory of Nazianzus.(53)
At least one orthodox Father, furthermore, explicitly endorses the idea that the
Father begets the Son “in or by” the Spirit. Marius Victorinus, the
Christian rhetor memorialized in Augustine’s Confessions,(54)
states in his Adversus Arium that “He is not mistaken … who
imagines that the Holy Spirit is the mother of Jesus, as well on high as here
below.”(55)

The idea that Christ derives from the
Holy Spirit in some sense, furthermore, finds considerable support among various
marginal groups of the first Christian centuries. The author of the Gospel
of the Hebrews, for instance, seems to ascribe Christ’s generation at least
partially to the Holy Spirit. In a fragment preserved by Jerome, this author
writes, “It came to pass now, when the Lord had ascended from the water,
that the source of all holy Spirit both rested on him and said to him: my Son,
in all prophets I was awaiting you, as coming, and I have rested on you. For are
my rest; you are my first-born son, who reigns everlas-tingly.”(56)
The author of the Epistula Jacobi apocrypha (6.20),(57)
likewise, depicts Christ identifying himself as “the son of the Holy
Spirit”; and the author of the Odes of Solomon portrays Christ as
testifying that the Holy Spirit has “brought me forth [= begot 
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me?] before the Lord’s face,”(58)
and that “according to the greatness of the Most High, so She [i.e. the
Holy Spirit] made me.”(59)

B) Difficulties

Motifs suggestive of the view that the
Father begets the Son in or by the Holy Spirit, namely, that Christ proceeds
eternally a Patre Spirituque, then, appear repeatedly, if not
frequently, in the writings of the patristic period. The orthodox Fathers,
nonetheless, almost universally reject this proposal for a rather obvious
reason. The idea that Christ qua divine derives his being from the Holy
Spirit seems to reverse the  tavxi”  of the Trinitarian persons revealed in
the baptismal formula. As Basil explains, in the formula of orthodoxy he
composed for Eustathius of Sebaste:

One must avoid those
who confuse the order the Lord imparted to us, as men openly fighting against
piety, who place the Son ahead of the Father and set the Holy Spirit before the
Son. For it is one’s duty to maintain unchanged and unharmed the order that we
received from the same discourse of the Lord, saying, “Go, teach all
nations, baptizing in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit” [Matt 28:19].(60)



Such reasoning, of course, seems unpersuasive from Rahner’s perspective,
because Rahner expresses doubts as to whether the baptismal formula actually
derives from Jesus’ own words,(61) and he
considers the scriptural writers’ words mere objectifications of transcendental
experience as mediated by salvation history.

A second reason for rejecting a
procession of Christ a Patre Spirituque, however, seems quite weighty
given Rahner’s assumptions about the theology of the Trinity. This second reason
consists simply in the datum that the Catholic Church, in three 
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councils that she considers
ecumenical,(62) has declared that the Holy
Spirit derives his personal being from both the Father and the Son so that the
Holy Spirit’s very existence presupposes the personal constitution of the Son.
In view of these decrees, which Rahner considers irreformable and infallibly
true,(63) then, it seems that Rahner cannot
consistently affirm that the Son derives in any way from the Holy Spirit. If the
anointing accounts, accordingly, when interpreted in accord with Rahner’s Grundaxiom,
imply an eternal origin of the Son from the Holy Spirit, then this Grundaxiom
seems ultimately to undermine what Rahner considers orthodox, Western
Trinitarianism.

 



III. Manifesting a Prior Occurrence





Heribert Mühlen believes that he can project the pattern of interpersonal
relations manifested in the scriptural narratives of Christ’s anointing into the
immanent Trinity, as the Grundaxiom
requires, without in any way contravening the filioque. He attempts, specifically, to resolve the dilemma
posed by the anointing accounts by distinguishing sharply between Scripture’s
view of Christ’s anointing and what he calls a “dogmatic
understanding”(64)
of this event.





A) Mühlen’s Dogmatic Understanding
of the Anointing





“According to the statements of Holy Scripture,” Mühlen writes:





the anointing of Jesus
with the Holy Spirit occurs at his baptism… . For a dogmatic understanding
[however] … one must say: Jesus possessed the fullness of the Spirit already
from the first temporal moment of his existence. He is himself (together with
the Father) the eternal origin of the Holy Spirit. He [thus] 




  
  

  


page 440

remains this origin
of the Holy Spirit also as the Incarnate, so that also the Incarnate Son is
never without the Holy Spirit.(65)



Mühlen follows Matthias Scheeben, then, in regarding the actual anointing of
Christ with the Holy Spirit, as opposed to its subsequent manifestation after
Christ’s baptism, as at least temporally concurrent with the uniting of Christ’s
human nature with the Logos at the first moment of that nature’s existence in
Mary’s womb. He follows Scheeben, likewise, in holding that “the Logos… anointed himself.”(66) Mühlen
does not, however, follow Scheeben in equating the unction, with which Christ’s
zygotic human nature was invisibly anointed, with “nothing less than the
fullness of the divinity of the Logos, which is substantially joined to the
humanity and dwells in it incarnate.”(67)
Over against Scheeben, rather, he insists that:

in Scripture, in any
event, a distinction is made between the man Jesus and the anointing that comes
to him. In a mode similar to that by which the anointing comes to Jesus, in the
early apostolic proclamation also the title “the Christ” [i.e. the
anointed one] must be added to the proper name Jesus. The twelve
proclaim Jesus as the Christ (Acts 5:42), for God has made the self-same Jesus,
whom the Jews have crucified, Christ (cristoVn ejpoivhsen,
Acts 2:36).(68)



The Incarnation and the anointing differ, Mühlen explains, in that the first
effects the grace of union and the second the habitual grace of Christ, and the
first is identical with the salvation-historical mission of the Son while the
second constitutes the mission ad extra of the Spirit.

Mühlen defines “mission,” following Thomas Aquinas (STh
I, q. 43, a. 2, ad 3), as an eternal procession with a temporal effect, or terminus
ad quem, of the procession.(69) Since the
missions are not really distinct from the intra-Trinitarian processions, they
necessarily conform to these processions’ order of origins: “the
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relation of the sender to the
sent,” Mühlen writes, “includes the inner-Trinitarian order of
origins.”(70) By defining the anointing as
the mission of the Holy Spirit, therefore, Mühlen supplies himself with a sure
argument for the conformity of the persons’ order of operations in the anointing
with their order of procession in the immanent Trinity. Quoting Aquinas (STh
III, q. 7, a. 13), he writes, “The mission of the Son … according to
the order of nature, is prior to the mission of the Holy Spirit: as in the order
of nature the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son.”(71)

B) Grace and the Person

Mühlen does not confine himself,
however, to this stipulative mode of argumentation. He recognizes that, by
identifying the temporal effects of the missions of the Son and Spirit,
respectively, with the grace of union and habitual grace, he implies that
Christ’s grace of union logically precedes his human nature’s habitual grace. If
one could prove that Christ’s habitual grace logically precedes the grace of
union, therefore, one could falsify Mühlen’s proof of the correspondence of the
economic with the immanent Trinity in the event of Christ’s anointing. If Mühlen
could establish that the grace of union logically precedes the endowment of
Christ’s human nature with habitual grace, and could accomplish this without
appealing to the definition of the persons’ missions as “the free
continuation of … [the intra-Trinitarian] processions ad extra,”(72)
however, he could at least corroborate his interpretation of Christ’s anointing
with the Holy Spirit.

Such corroboration lies ready to hand,
Mühlen believes, in the following remark of Thomas:

A third reason for
this order [i.e. for the precedence of the hypostatic union over Christ’s
endowment with habitual grace] can be derived from the end of grace. For it is
ordained to acting well. Actions, however, are of supposita and 
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individuals. Hence
action, and consequently the grace that is ordained to it, presupposes an
operating hypostasis. A hypostasis, however, is not presupposed in the human
nature before the union… . Therefore, the grace of union logically [secundum
intellectum] precedes habitual grace [STh III, q. 7, a. 13].(73)



Mühlen glosses:

According to …
St. Thomas, the nature is that by which the agent acts (principium quo),
whereas by the hypostasis or the suppositum the agent itself is meant (principium
quod agit). The action is not possible without the suppositum
which ‘has’ or ‘bears’ the nature. Insofar, now, as grace is ordained to acting
well [bene agere], it presupposes the operating hypostasis. One can
derive from this finding the universal principle: GRACE PRESUPPOSES THE
PERSON.(74)



This principle, accordingly, dictates that the grace of union which
personalizes Christ’s human nature must enjoy at least a logical precedence over
the endowment of that nature with habitual grace. Mühlen appears capable,
therefore, of corroborating his interpretation of the anointing by means other
than a stipulative and aprioristic appeal to the definition of
“mission.”

For those who identify Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit with the
bestowal of habitual grace on his human nature, Mühlen constructs quite a
persuasive case for the correspondence of the immanent and the economic Trinity
in the difficult case of the anointing. He correlates the processions and the
missions of the divine persons, moreover, in a way that resonates profoundly
with certain patristic interpretations of Christ’s anointing with the Holy
Spirit.

C) Patristic Precedents

Athanasius insists that Christ anoints his own human nature and that the
Logos, as the second person of the divine Trinity, remains permanently the
dispenser, and not the recipient, of the Holy Spirit.
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If, as our Lord
declares, the Holy Spirit is his, if it receives of him and is sent by him, it
cannot be conceived that the Word and Wisdom of God, as such, should receive an
unction from that Spirit which he himself bestows. It was his flesh which was
thus anointed, and he himself thus anointed it, and for this purpose, that the
sanctification, which by this unction he conveyed to himself as man, might come
to all men by him.(75)



Cyril of Alexandria, likewise, speaks of how “the Son anointed his own
temple”(76) and maintains that although

the Son is supplier
of the Holy Spirit: for all things of the Father’s are naturally in his power(77)
… he humanly received the Spirit among us … when he came down to us, not
adding anything to himself insofar as he is understood to be God and Logos, but
in himself principally as the chief of human nature introducing the Spirit of
abounding joy.(78)



Like Mühlen, then, Athanasius and Cyril construe the anointing accounts in
such a way that they reflect the order of persons revealed in the baptismal
formula. In at least one respect, however, Mühlen’s interpretation of Christ’s
anointing seems to excel these explanations of Athanasius and Cyril in clarity
and accuracy. Cyril and Athanasius, in the passages just quoted, tend to
downplay, if not entirely to ignore, the personal character of Christ’s human
nature insofar as it subsists in the eternal Logos. Mühlen, by contrast, admits
and even accentuates this aspect of the mystery of Christ’s anointing. “The
Holy Spirit,” Mühlen writes, “is sent to the already, in the sense of
logical priority, personalized human nature of Jesus! From this point of view
the sending of the Holy Spirit ad extra includes not a relation of
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person to nature as the sending of the Son does, but a relation
of person to person.”(79)

D) Difficulties

Mühlen correctly notes that (1) by
virtue of the grace of union, Christ’s human nature subsists as personal in the
Logos before (in the sense of logical priority) the Holy Spirit endows it with
habitual grace; and (2) consequently, when the Holy Spirit thus endows Christ’s
human nature, he acts not merely on a creature, but on the person of the eternal
Word. Although Mühlen himself underlines this aspect of the mystery, it
constitutes a considerable difficulty for his own attempt to harmonize the
anointing accounts with Rahner’s ideas about the immanent and the economic
Trinity.

According to Rahner’s theology of the
immanent Trinity, the Holy Spirit receives his personal being from the Father
and the Son and is identical with his receptive relation to these two persons—a
relation customarily termed “passive spiration.” The Father and the
Son, correspondingly, are identical, albeit each in his own way, with the
relation of active spiration. This relation does not constitute a person of
itself, because it involves no opposition of relation between the two already,
in the logical sense, existing spiratores. The Father and the Son, as
relative to the Spirit, therefore, are pure activity; and the Holy Spirit, as
relative to them, is pure receptivity.

The idea that the anointing of Christ
with the Holy Spirit consists in the bestowal of habitual grace on the Logos
suggests that, in the economy of salvation, the Son and the Spirit invert their
intra-Trinitarian relations; the eternal giver receives, and the eternal
receiver gives. Mühlen ameliorates this problem, of course, by holding that the
Son anoints himself, but he does not eliminate it. Even in the event that the
Son anointed himself with the Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit would still influence
not an impersonal nature, but, as Mühlen rightly insists, the very person 
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of the eternal Word. Mühlen’s best
efforts notwithstanding, then, the pattern of mutual relations the divine
persons manifest in the incident of the anointing still diverges from the
pattern of the immanent Trinity. Mühlen ultimately does not succeed in his
attempt to reconcile the scriptural narratives of Christ’s anointing, when
interpreted in accordance with the Grundaxiom, with Rahner’s
presuppositions concerning the theology of the Trinity.

IV. The Spirit as Intra-Trinitarian Gift 



of the Father to the Son



The hypotheses considered thus far,
however, by no means exhaust the range of options available to theologians
desiring to resolve the dilemmas generated by the anointing accounts for
Rahner’s theology of the Trinity. François Bourassa(80)
and Guy Vandevelde-Daillière,(81) for instance,
attempt to harmonize the accounts of Christ’s anointing, considered as a
revelation of the intra-Trinitarian relations, with a filioquist understanding
of the immanent Trinity by conceiving of the Holy Spirit as the
intra-Trinitarian gift of the Father to the Son. Bourassa writes, accordingly:

“It is without
measure that God gives the Spirit; the Father loves the Son and has given
all to him” (John 3:34-5). The principal meaning of this revelation is that
of the baptismal theophany: the constitution of Christ, of the man
Jesus, in the dignity of the Son of God, object of the Father’s
pleasure in the Spirit of sanctification (Rom 1:4). But theology is justly
unanimous: the mission is the procession of the person, the economic Trinity is
the immanent Trinity, the Incarnation in a global sense, viz. the whole
existence of the Son in the flesh, is the revelation of the “only begotten
in the bosom of the Father” (John 1:18). Thus the Spirit is, above all, in
the interior of the Trinity, “the gift of God,” viz. the Gift of the
Father to the Son “before the creation of the world,” in which the
Father has given him all, giving himself to him, by engendering him as
his only Son, in the effusion of his Love for him.(82)
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According to Bourassa, then, “The Son himself is constituted eternally
Son of God ‘in the bosom of the Father’ in that the Father communicates to him
his plenitude in the gift of the Spirit”;(83)
and one can infer this from the anointing of Christ with the Holy Spirit.

 



A) The Identity of Active
Spiration and Active Filiation

This view appears, of course, to
conflict with the filioque, as Bourassa frankly admits. “If the
Spirit is the gift of the Father to the Son in generation,” he
writes, “it seems, then, that generation takes place through the Spirit or
in virtue of the Spirit. The Spirit is, therefore, the principle of the
generation of the Son, whereas, according to the most firm facts of dogma, the
generation of the Son is the principle of the procession of the Spirit.”(84)

Bourassa, nevertheless, considers this
conflict merely apparent. The principle, “In God all things are one, where
no opposition of relation intervenes,”(85)
implies that the Father and the Son spirate the Spirit tanquam ab uno
principio.(86) The unity of the Father and
Son as the single principle of the Spirit’s procession, furthermore, implies
that the Father’s eternal generation of the Son is not really distinct from his
eternal spiration of the Holy Spirit. Active filiation, in other words, is not
really distinct from active spiration.

The identity of both the Son and the
Father with active spiration, moreover, implies that the person-constituting
relation of the Son, namely, passive filiation, which the Father bestows on him
by generating him, is also identical with active spiration. Bourassa concludes,
therefore, that “as in generating the Son … the Father communicates to
him all of his substance … he communicates to him also to be with him the
overflowing source of the Spirit.”(87) This
last datum entails, in Bourassa’s view, the 




  
  

  


page 447

central point of his argument: that
just as the Holy Spirit appears as the gift of the Father to Jesus in the
economy of salvation, so for all eternity the Father pours out the Holy Spirit
on his immanent Word.





B) The Holy Spirit as “medius
nexus” of the Father and the Son





Bourassa recognizes, naturally, that some might find his inference less than
obvious; to bestow on the Son the capacity to share in active spiration is not
at all to bestow on him passive spiration, the person-constituting relation of
the Holy Spirit, which active spiration logically precedes. “Here,”
writes Bourassa, “the objection arises anew. Must one not then suppose the
Spirit to be anterior to the Son, or … possessed anteriorly by the Father,
or proceeding anteriorly from him in order to be given to the Son … ?”(88)
In answer to this criticism, Bourassa refers the reader to Aquinas:





The Holy Spirit is said
to be the nexus
of the Father and Son inasmuch as he is Love, because since the Father loves
himself and the Son in a single dilection and e
converso,
the habit of the Father to the Son and e
converso as
lover to beloved is brought about [importatur]
in the Holy Spirit as love. Yet from this very thing, that the Father and the
Son love each other mutually, it must be that the mutual Love, who is the Holy
Spirit, proceeds from both. According to origin, therefore, the Holy Spirit is
not a medium, but the third person in the Trinity; according to the
aforementioned habit [however], he is the medius
nexus of
the two, proceeding from both. (STh
I, q. 37, a. 1, ad 3)



Now, Bourassa argues, one can draw a merely rational distinction between the
Father’s active spiration and his notional love for the Son, just as one can
distinguish rationally between the Father’s active filiation and his active
spiration. Yet, in the pristine simplicity(89)
of the Godhead, the Father’s notional act of loving the
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Son and his notional act of generating
the Son are really identical. Bourassa holds, accordingly, that if one prescinds
from the question of origin and attends rather to the “order of circum-incession,”
then one can reasonably say that the Father generates the Son through the Holy
Spirit just as one can say that the Father generates the Son through his love
for him.

Bourassa explicitly grants, then,
that, according to the order of origin, the Father does not generate the Son by
bestowing upon him the Holy Spirit. “According to the order of
origin,” Bourassa writes, “the Holy Spirit is the third
person of the Trinity, but according to the circum-incession of the Father and
the Son, the Spirit, being their communion of love (koinonia), is intermediary
between the two.”(90) With the aid of his
distinction between the order of origin and the order of circumincession,
therefore, Bourassa might seem finally to succeed in transposing the divine
persons’ relations in the anointing into the immanent Trinity, as Rahner’s Grundaxiom
requires, without compromising the understanding of the immanent Trinity that he
and Rahner share.

C) Difficulties

Two difficulties, however, call
Bourassa’s solution into question. First, it might seem that Rahner denies the
possibility of mutual love among the persons of the Trinity. In his tractate on
the Trinity in Mysterium Salutis, Rahner explicitly states that
“there is not actually a mutual (presupposing two acts) love
between the Father and the Son,”(91) and,
indeed, that “within the Trinity there is no reciprocal ‘Thou.’”(92)
Second, one could plausibly argue that the Holy Spirit as such does not actually
constitute a medius nexus between the Father and the Son. For, as 
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Aquinas explains (STh I, q.
37, a. 2) the Father loves the Son “by” the Holy Spirit not because
the Holy Spirit constitutes the means whereby the Father performs this notional
act, but because the Father’s notional act of loving the Son effects the Holy
Spirit’s existence as a distinct, divine person. In Thomas’ words:

Since things are
commonly denominated from their forms, thus a white thing from whiteness and a
human being from humanity, everything from which something is named has to this
extent the habit of a form… . Now, instances exist in which something is
named through that which proceeds from it … [i.e.] even from the term of its
action, which is the effect, when this effect is included in the understanding
of the action. We say, for instance, … that a tree flowers by its flowers,
although the flowers are not the form of the tree, but a certain effect
proceeding from it … [Now] truly, as it is taken notionally, to love is
nothing other than to spirate love… . As, therefore, a tree is said to
flower by its flowers, so … the Father and the Son are said to love each
other and us by the Holy Spirit or Love proceeding.



Aquinas, then, thinks that one can truthfully assert that the Father loves
the Son by the Holy Spirit only to the extent that the Holy Spirit constitutes
the effect of the Father’s notional love, that is, active spiration. Now, since
active spiration is the act in which the Father loves the Son, and is also the
act in which the Father and Son unite so as to form a single principle of the
Holy Spirit, it might seem that active spiration constitutes the bond that draws
the Father and Son together, and not the Holy Spirit, which appears rather as
the effect of active spiration’s unitive power.

D) Responses

The adequacy of Bourassa’s interpretation of the anointing accounts, at least
for the purpose of obviating the difficulties they pose for Rahner’s theology of
the Trinity, appears doubtful. The first difficulty, however, and, to a lesser
degree, the second, are quite surmountable. In order to refute the first charge,
specifically, one need only note that Rahner explicitly affirms that the Holy
Spirit does constitute the mutual love of the Father and the Son. In summarizing
magisterial teaching on the subject, he
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states that the Holy Spirit’s “‘procession’ is only cautiously
indicated, although as such it is defined [bestimmt] as the procession
of the mutual love of Father and Son.”(93)

The two passages cited above as
evidence for Rahner’s opposition to this tenet, moreover, prove nothing of the
sort. In the first passage, in which Rahner writes, “there is not actually
a mutual (presupposing two acts) love between the Father and the
Son,” he expressly excludes only a mutual love that would require of the
Father and Son individually distinguished notional acts of love as opposed to
their common act of notional love, active spiration. Likewise, when he denies
the existence of a “reciprocal ‘Thou’” in the Trinity, Rahner seems to
deny only the existence of distinct subjectivities who know each other through
their own exclusive consciousnesses. He affirms in the same context that each
Trinitarian person constitutes a “distinct subject in a rational
nature”(94) and approvingly quotes Lonergan
in the same work to the effect that “the three subjects are aware of each
other through one consciousness which is possessed in a different way by the
three of them.”(95) It seems, then, that
instead of peremptorily excluding the doctrine that identifies the Holy Spirit
as the Father and Son’s mutual love, Rahner explicitly endorses both the
doctrine and its ontological presuppositions.

The second difficulty—that is, the
charge that active spiration, instead of the Holy Spirit, constitutes the medius
nexus of the first two Trinitarian persons—seems somewhat more imposing.
One can plausibly argue, however, that this objection rests on a false
dichotomy. Even if active spiration serves as a unitive bond in a much stricter
sense than the Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit may still qualify as the medius
nexus of the Father and Son in some less rigorous acceptation of the term.
As Aquinas suggests, the Father and the Son do love each other “by”
the Holy Spirit in the same sense as a tree flowers “by” its flowers
so that one can reasonably characterize the Holy Spirit as the forma by
which the Father and Son love each other, albeit in a highly attenuated sense.
Perhaps 
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more importantly, the Holy Spirit does
constitute the raison d’être of active spiration so that, in
the order of intentions if not in the order of execution, it takes precedence
over active spiration as the more ultimate reason for the Father and Son’s unity
in their act of notional love. One can do justice to the concerns of the second
objection without categorically rejecting Bourassa’s identification of the Holy
Spirit with the medius nexus of Father and Son. Apparently, Bourassa
succeeds in proving that the economic Trinity corresponds to the immanent
Trinity, as understood in orthodox Latin Trinitarianism, even in the difficult
case of Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit.

V. The Order of Circumincession and

 Human Knowledge of the Trinity



Bourassa succeeds in interpreting the
anointing in such a way that it undermines neither the Grundaxiom nor
Latin Trinitarian-ism, however, only at the expense of partially
defunctionalizing the Grundaxiom. If the economy of salvation, that is
to say, presupposes not one, but two intra-Trinitarian  tavxei”, then the Grundaxiom
does not suffice to ground the theology of the Trinity exclusively in the human
experience of divine self-communication.

Rahner seeks, as we have already
noted, through his axiom, “The economic Trinity is the immanent
Trinity and vice versa,” to place Trinitarian theology on a new
methodological footing. Unlike neo-Scholastic theologians who consider the
doctrine of the Trinity a datum revealed primarily through words and without
foundation in ordinary, human experience, Rahner contends that “the mystery
of the Trinity is the last mystery of our own reality, and … it is
experienced precisely in this reality.”(96)
Though he cautions that “this does not imply … that we might, from this
experience, by mere individual reflexion, conceptually objectivate the
mystery,”(97) he insists that when “we
experience that the divine 




  
  

  


page 452

self-communication is given in two
distinct ways, then the two intra-divine processions are already co-known as
distinct in this experience of … faith.”(98)
In Rahner’s view, accordingly, “we may … confidently look for an access
into the doctrine of the Trinity in Jesus and in his Spirit, as we experience
them through faith in salvation history.”(99)

Instead of relying on putatively
revealed propositions in the manner of the neo-Scholastics, therefore, Rahner
seeks to elucidate the doctrine of the immanent Trinity by showing how it
originates ultimately in the human experience of the economic Trinity. The
following remarks of Rahner about the concepts of “substance” and
“essence” reflect his approach to Trinitarian theology as a whole.

These concepts …
always refer back to the origin from which they come: the experience of faith
which assures us that the incomprehensible God is really, as he is in himself,
given to us in the (for us) twofold reality of Christ and the Spirit… .
Hence insofar as the dogmatically necessary content of both concepts is
concerned, nothing should be introduced into them except that which follows
ultimately from our basic axiom, that which comes from the fact that
the “economic” Trinity is for us first known and first
revealed, that it is the “immanent” Trinity and that of it [i.e. the
immanent Trinity] we can know with dogmatic certitude only what has been
revealed about the former.(100)



According to Rahner, then, the Grundaxiom, in light of which the
economic Trinity reveals the immanent Trinity,(101)
is or at least can be the sole formal foundation of the doctrine of the immanent
Trinity; and the human experience of the economic Trinity is or at least can be
its sole material foundation, its genuine “Ursprungsort-für-uns.”(102)
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If this is the case, one ought to be
able to clarify, to a certain extent at least, how the Church’s experience of
the economic Trinity, as objectified in salvation history and interpreted in
accordance with the Grundaxiom, accounts or could account for her
consciousness of the immanent Trinity.(103) If,
as Rahner affirms, one can know about the immanent Trinity only that which is
revealed about the economic, such a clarification must, it seems, be possible.

One central datum of the Western
Church’s consciousness of the immanent Trinity is that the divine persons’
eternal order of origin is Father-Son-Spirit. If the persons manifest themselves
in two divergent tavxei”
in the economy of salvation—that is, the order of origin (Father-Son-Spirit)
and the order of circumincession (Father-Spirit-Son)—one ought to be able to
clarify how the Church discerns “with dogmatic certitude” which of
these tavxei”
constitutes the order of origin. It is not at all apparent, however, how the
human beings who make up the Church could distinguish which economic tavxi”
corresponds to which intra-Trinitarian order if, as Rahner would have it, the
Church possesses no propositional revelation that addresses the subject.(104)
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The methodological program associated
with Rahner’s Grundaxiom, consequently, faces something of a dilemma.
If one denies that the Trinitarian persons exhibit varying tavxei”
in the economy of salvation, one appears to contravene Rahner’s understanding of
Scripture as norma non normata for Christian theology. If, however, one
grants the existence of diverse tavxei”
in the economy, one thereby renders the view that all dogmatically binding human
knowledge of the immanent Trinity derives from the persons’ economic
self-manifestation highly implausible.(105) For
one unquestionably binding dogmatic datum, for the Latin tradition at least, is
that the persons’ order of origins is Father-Son-Spirit: a truth that one could
not infer, it seems, from an economy of salvation in which the divine persons
appear in multiple orders.

If Rahner is correct about the origin
of human knowledge of the immanent Trinity, in other words, one ought to be able
to identify “with dogmatic certitude”(106)
which of two or more tavxei” in the economy
reflects the intra-Trinitarian order of origins: something, it seems, that a
person who possessed neither specially revealed information on the subject nor a
direct intuition of the Godhead could not conceivably do. Given the existence of
multiple tavxei”,
therefore, a methodology of Trinitarian theology that takes its data solely from
the economy of salvation seems insufficient for the purpose of justifying
Rahner’s filioquist doctrine of the immanent Trinity.

VI. Conclusion



The test of Rahner’s Grundaxiom that
we have conducted, accordingly, yields mixed results. The difficulties posed for
the axiom by the scriptural accounts of Jesus’ anointing with the Holy 
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Spirit seem not to invalidate Rahner’s
most fundamental claim: namely, that God’s economic self-manifestation
necessarily corresponds to the reality of his inner being. As we have seen, if
one follows Bourassa in positing the existence of an intra-Trinitarian order of
circumincession, one can locate an archetype of the tavxi”
Father-Spirit-Son in the immanent Trinity. The test, then, confirms, although it
does not prove, a flexible version of the Grundaxiom that allows for
the appearance of divergent tavxei”
in the economy of salvation.

The test, however, calls into question
the viability of the methodological program that Rahner intends for the Grundaxiom
to serve. If, that is to say, God may express himself in the order
Father-Spirit-Son as well as the order of Father-Son-Spirit, then one cannot
discern the intra-Trinitarian order of origins simply by transposing a  tavxi”
one encounters in the economy of salvation into the immanent Trinity. In order
to discern the order of origins, rather, one requires additional information as
to the significance of the various  tavxei”--information the economy of
salvation seems ill-suited to provide. To the extent that the identification of
the intra-Trinitarian order of origins as Father-Son-Spirit is integral to
Rahner’s own filioquist Trinitarianism, Rahner’s Grundaxiom and the
economy of salvation, considered together, constitute an inadequate basis for a
practicable and, by Rahner’s standards, orthodox Trinitarian theology.
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THE TERM remedium concupiscentiae, proposed up to 1983 as a
“secondary” end of marriage, has been seriously misapplied over the
centuries. In practice it was taken to imply that marriage gives a lawful outlet
to sexual concupiscence (or lust), and hence married couples can legitimately
yield to it. The consequences went further. If concupiscence is
“remedied” by the fact of being married, then it is either
automatically purified of whatever self-centered (and hence anti-love) elements
it entails; or, if these elements remain, they pose no problem to the living and
growth of married love. As regards the conjugal act itself, the only moral
proviso was that its procreative orientation be respected; given this proviso,
the suggestion was that spouses can give concupiscence free rein, without this
posing any moral or ascetical difficulties for the development of a full
Christian life in their marriage.

While some traces of the term “remedium concupiscentiae”
can be found in Augustine or Thomas Aquinas, those authors did not use it in the
sense that it later acquired. Saint Thomas especially speaks of marriage as a
“remedy against concupiscence” inasmuch as it offers graces
to overcome the self-seeking concupiscence involves. The subsequent reduction of
the term to “remedy of concupiscence” led to the loss of this
understanding.

My purpose in this article is to show that sexual desire and sexual love are,
or should be, good things—not to be confused
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with sexual concupiscence or lust in which self-seeking operates to the
detriment of love.

If the acceptance in ecclesiastical thinking of marriage as a
“remedy” or legitimation of concupiscence has for centuries impeded
the development of a positive and dynamic notion of marital chastity, John Paul
II’s “Theology of the Body,” if as-similated in depth, leads into a
new way of thinking and presents this chastity as the safeguard to conjugal love
and a means to its growth.

Preliminary Note: Human Nature and Concupiscence

Christianity is the religion of God’s greatness and love, and of man’s
potential, as well as of his frailty, misery, redemption, and elevation. In the
Christian view, man is a fallen masterpiece of creation, capable indeed of
sinking lower but actually ransomed and strengthened to rise higher. As a result
of original sin, says the Catechism of the Catholic Church,

human nature has not
been totally corrupted: it is wounded in the natural powers proper to it,
subject to ignorance, suffering and the dominion of death, and inclined to
sin—an inclination to evil that is called “concupiscence.” Baptism,
by imparting the life of Christ’s grace, erases original sin and turns a man
back towards God, but the consequences for nature, weakened and inclined to
evil, persist in man and summon him to spiritual battle. (CCC 405)

Called to surpass ourselves and to attain divine heights, we are still drawn
down by that tendency to lower things which goes by the name of concupiscence.

Concupiscence, in biblical and theological usage, covers the
unregulated tendency to pursue or adhere to created goods.

Etymologically,
“concupiscence” can refer to any intense form of human desire.
Christian theology has given it a particular meaning: the movement of the
sensitive appetite contrary to the operation of the human reason. The apostle
St. Paul identifies it with the rebellion of the “flesh” against the
“spirit” (Gal 5:16ff.). (CCC 2515)
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Drawing from the First Letter of St. John, Christian tradition has seen three
forms of concupiscence arising from self-enclosing attachment to created things.
Two of these come from the sensitive appetite, the third from the intellect.
“All that is in the world, the lust of the flesh and the lust of the eyes
and the pride of life, is not of the Father but is of the world. And the world
passes away, and the lust of it; but he who does the will of God abides for
ever” (1 John 2:16-17). The pride of life consists in taking self-centered
satisfaction in one’s own talents and excellence, and springs from intellectual
appetition. Thus the spirit too has its lusts, for not all its desires are
upright, many being vain, mean, vengeful, egotistic: thereby tending to distort
the truth. Hence man is threatened not only by the rebellion of the flesh, but
also by that of the spirit.

These brief introductory remarks lead us to the more limited scope of our
present study: the theological and human evaluation of [carnal] concupiscence in
marriage, and the history—and also the utility and indeed the validity—of the
notion that marriage is, and is intended to be, a “remedy for
concupiscence.”

 



I.
Concupiscence and Marriage: Theological Positions





A) The “Remedium Concupiscentiae” as an End of Marriage





Prior to Vatican II, the phrase remedium concupiscentiae— “remedy
for concupiscence”—was customarily used in ecclesial writing to describe
one of the ends of matrimony. The Code of Canon Law of 1917,
crystallizing this view, distinguished between a single primary end of marriage
and a twofold secondary end: “The primary end of matrimony is the
procreation and education of offspring; the secondary end is mutual help and the
remedy of concupiscence.”(1) It is worth
bearing in mind that the 1917 Code was the first magisterial document
to use the terms “primary” and
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“secondary” in relation to
the ends of marriage, so proposing a notion of these ends as hierarchically
structured.(2)

The fifty years following the
promulgation of the Pio-Benedictine Code were to witness a growing debate
regarding the ends of marriage. The debate concerned the relative importance to
be attached to procreation on the one hand, and on the other to a rather (as
yet) ill-defined “personalist” end seen as largely or wholly
unconnected with procreation. Taking for granted the main lines of this debate,
which have been considered elsewhere,(3) we pass
on here to the presentation of the ends of marriage in the Second Vatican
Council and the postconciliar magisterium.

Gaudium et spes
is the main document of the council that treats of marriage. The only specific
end of matrimony mentioned in the constitution is the procreation-education of
children.(4) It indeed says that marriage
“has various ends” (GS 48), and adds that the natural
ordering of marriage towards procreation should not be taken as
“underestimating the other ends of marriage”(5)
(GS 50). Surprisingly, however, these other ends are nowhere specified.
It may be that the council fathers did not want to foreclose the ongoing debate
about the ends of marriage, and they may have also prudently felt that further
ecclesial reflection would be necessary before a general consensus might be
reached on new ways of expressing the various ends of marriage and their mutual
relationship.

Peculiarly, it seems to have been as
the result (initially at least) of canonical more than of theological reflection
that a new and very precise expression of the ends of marriage finally emerged.
This becomes less peculiar when one recalls that Pope John 
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XXIII’s convocation of the council was
accompanied by the decision to elaborate a new code of canon law. Revising the
1917 Code so that it would more faithfully reflect conciliar thinking
about the life of the Church and of the faithful became a major postconciliar
undertaking. This work of revision, done in depth and without haste, lasted more
than fifteen years, and resulted in the 1983 Code of Canon Law—described
by Pope John Paul II at its promulgation as “the last document of the
Council.”(6)

The revision carried out by the
pontifical commission entrusted with the task was guided not merely by the terms
of canon law, but also—and very deliberately—by theological considerations.
This was in conformity with the directive of the council that canon law should
be presented in the light of theology and of the mystery of the Church.(7)
One of the novelties of the 1983 Code is in fact the inclusion of
canons that are simply theological statements of doctrine.(8)
Hence, whenever these canons use modified or new terms in presenting the
Church’s law, one can legitimately look to them for a possible development in
theological and magisterial thinking.

With this in mind, let us turn to the
opening canon in the section of the Code that deals with marriage.(9)
Canon 1055 says:

The matrimonial
covenant, by which a man and a woman establish between themselves a partnership
of the whole of life, is by its nature ordered toward the good of the
spouses and the procreation and education of offspring; this covenant
between baptized persons has been raised by Christ the Lord to the dignity of a
sacrament. (§1; emphasis added).

Our attention centers on the italicized words.

We read, without surprise, that one end of matrimony is the procreation and
upbringing of children. Surprise can arise, however, when we turn to the other
end specified—the “bonum coniugum,” or the “good of the
spouses”—and is justified by the


  



page 486

fact that an altogether new term is being used in a magisterial document to
describe an end of marriage.

This novel way of expressing the ordering or purposes of marriage was
accepted and given further authority eleven years later in what may be
considered an even more important magis-terial document, the 1994 Catechism
of the Catholic Church. Paragraph 1601 of the Catechism repeats
the above canon word for word.(10) Paragraph
2363 expresses this specifically in terms of ends: “the twofold
end of marriage: the good of the spouses themselves and the transmission of
life.”(11)

Undoubtedly the most important issue
brought up by this new formulation of the ends of marriage is the nature of the bonum
coniugum or the “good of the spouses.” This is not an easy
question, especially when we bear in mind that the term bonum coniugum
is of very recent coinage. It is scarcely ever to be found in ecclesial writing
prior to the Second Vatican Council. Only in 1977 was it first used by the
Pontifical Council for the Revision of the Code to describe an end of marriage. (12)
Neither the 1983 Code nor the 1994 Catechism any longer
expresses the ends of marriage in terms of a hierarchy but places them together
as, so it seems, of equal standing. My impression is that we have moved into a
new stage where the Church wishes to emphasize not any possible ranking of the
ends, but the interconnection between them.(13)

With regard to the mutuum
adiutorium, a former secondary end, it is not my purpose to study its place
in the present scheme of the ends of marriage. There seems to be little if any
disagreement among authors that, even if not specifically mentioned
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in these recent magisterial texts,
“mutual assistance” is to be included within the proper meaning of the
“good of the spouses.”(14)

A particular point of interest for the
present study is the absence, in the documents of the Second Vatican Council and
in subsequent magisterial teaching, of any direct or indirect mention of the
former remedium concupiscentiae or “remedy of concupiscence.”(15)
That this omission was deliberate cannot be doubted. Moreover, though the other
secondary end, the mutuum adiutorium, fits simply enough within the new
concept of the bonum coniugum,(16) this
is not so of the remedium concu-piscentiae. Rather than suggest (as
some have done) an implicit presence of the remedium concupiscentiae
within the new scheme of the ends of marriage—and thus try to show a certain
continuity of ecclesial thinking—I prefer to submit that, despite the long
presence it has enjoyed in much of ecclesial writing and its acceptance over
fifty years in the 1917 Code, the concept of the remedium
concupiscentiae (a) lacks theological and anthro-pological substance (and,
contrary to generalized opinion, has little if any backing in the thought of St.
Augustine or St. Thomas) and (b) its currency, over centuries, has accompanied
(and possibly explains in large part) the failure of moralists to develop a
theological and ascetical consideration of marriage as a way of sanctification.

As I seek to develop my argument, I
would ask the reader to bear two things in mind. The first is that sexual
concupiscence or lust, as I use the term, is not to be taken in the sense of
simple sexual attraction or indeed the desire for marital intercourse and the
pleasure that accompanies it. Lust or bodily concupiscence is the disordered
element that in our present state tends to 
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accompany marital intercourse,
threatening the love it should express with self-centered possessiveness. On
that supposition, my main point is that the use (however longstanding) of the
term remedium concupiscentiae to signify an end of marriage has had a
profoundly negative effect on married life, inasmuch as it suggests that lust or
concupiscence is “remedied” or at least “legitimised” by
marriage, in the sense either of automatically disappearing or else of being no
longer a self-centered element to be constantly taken into account if married
love is to grow. To my mind the faulty reasoning behind this has been a major
block to understanding how love in marriage stands in need of constant
purification if it is to achieve its human fullness and its super-natural goal
of merging into love for God. I will endeavor to justify my position on both
points.

 



B) Concupiscence: An Evil Present
in Marriage?

It is impossible to study the
development of Christian thought on marriage without reference to St. Augustine.
The many-faceted and nuanced character of Augustinian thinking in this field is
probably to be attributed not so much to Augustine’s personal experience in
sexual matters as to his having been involved over some forty years in very
particular and very contrasting controversies concerning matrimony. The earlier
part of his Catholic life saw him engaged in conflict with the pessimism of the
Manicheans; in his later years he combated the naturalistic optimism of the
Pelagians. The Manicheans saw marriage and procreation as major expressions of
material and bodily creation and hence as evil; Augustine defended the goodness
of both. The Pelagians, in their excessive optimism about man’s present state,
took little or no account of the disordered element now strongly present in sex,
also in conjugal sexuality; and Augustine sought to alert people to this
disorder.(17)
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1. Saint Augustine and the bona
of Marriage

The greatest of Augustine’s legacies
in this field is his doctrine of the matrimonial bona. He sees marriage
as essentially characterized by three principal elements or properties each of
which shows the goodness and greatness of the marital relationship.(18)
So convinced is he that each of these characteristics underpins the goodness of
marriage that he refers to each not just as a “property” or
“characteristic” but as a bonum, as something good,
as a uniquely positive value: “Let these nuptial goods be the objects of
our love: offspring, fidelity, the unbreakable bond… . Let these nuptial
goods be praised in marriage by him who wishes to extol the nuptial
institution.”(19)

This doctrine of the bona is
without a doubt Augustine’s main contribution to the analysis of marriage in its
divinely instituted beauty. And it has come down to us over 1500 years of
unbroken tradition.(20)

Another important legacy of Augustine
has colored ecclesial reflection on sexuality and marriage: his teaching about
the presence and effect of concupiscence in all sexual activity, including
marital intercourse between spouses themselves. It is this aspect of his thought
that interests us here.

2. Saint Augustine and “Putting
Bad to Good Use”

One of many seminal ideas in
Augustine’s thought is that “bad can be used to good
purpose.”(21) God, he points out, makes
positive use of those aspects of creation which seem to have gone 
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wrong; we have to learn to do
likewise. The idea is repeatedly expressed: “God uses even bad things
well”; “God knows how to put not only good things, but also bad
things, to good use”; “Almighty God, the Lord of all creatures, who,
as it is written, made everything very good, so ordered them that he could make
good use both of good things and of bad”; “Just as it is bad to make
bad use of what is good, so it is good to make good use of what is bad. When
these therefore—good and bad; and good use and bad use—are put together, they
make up four differences. Good is used well by whoever vows continence to God,
while good is used badly by whoever vows continence to an idol; evil is used
badly by whoever indulges concupiscence through adultery, while evil is used
well by whoever restricts concupiscence to marriage.”(22)

In his writings on marriage, Augustine
refers this principle particularly to the presence of concupiscence in conjugal
intercourse. Such intercourse is good, but the carnal concupiscence or lust that
accompanies it is not. Nevertheless spouses in their intercourse use this evil
well,(23) and he wants them to be aware of this.
“So let good spouses use the evil of concupiscence well, just as a wise man
uses an imprudent servant for good tasks”; “I hold that to use lust is
not always a sin, because to use evil well is not a sin”; “as for the
warfare experienced by chaste persons, whether celibate or married, we assert
that there could have been no such thing in paradise before [man’s] sin.
Marriage is still the same, but in begetting children nothing evil would then
have been used; now the evil of 
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concupiscence is used well”;
“this evil is used well by faithful spouses.”(24)

So, for Augustine lust is an evil.
Nevertheless, spouses can nevertheless use it well in their truly conjugal
intercourse, whereas unmarried people who yield to lust sin by using this evil
badly.(25) It follows, within this logic, that
the married person who engages in illicit intercourse uses lust badly
and therefore sins. Illicit intercourse obviously comprises adultery, and there
is no doubt that in Augustine’s thought, it also covers contraception.

Augustine goes further still and
proposes an opinion well set to clash directly with modern views on married
sexuality. He holds that married intercourse is “excusable” (and
wholly conjugal) only when it is carried out for the conscious purpose of having
children.(26) If it is engaged in just for the
satisfaction of con-cupiscence, it always carries with it some element of fault,
at least of a venial type.

In his view, the intention of spouses
in intercourse should not be pleasure for its own sake but rather procreation,
adding that if in their intercourse the spouses intend more than what is needed
for procreation, this evil (malum), which he refuses to consider as
proper to marriage itself, remains excusable (veniale) because of the
goodness of marriage itself.(27) Elsewhere he
puts his view even more clearly: if pleasure-seeking is the main purpose of
spouses 
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in their intercourse, they sin—but
only venially on account of their Christian marriage.(28)

In support of this view Augustine time
and again cites the passage in the seventh chapter of the First Letter to the
Corinthians, where St. Paul “allows” Christian spouses to refrain from
conjugal intercourse by mutual consent and for a time, but recommends that it
not be for too long, “lest Satan tempt you through lack of
self-control,” adding that this advice of his is given not as a command,
but secundum indulgentiam, or, as Augustine translates it, secundum
veniam.





3. Saint Paul and 1 Corinthians 7:1-9





The first verses of this chapter have had extraordinary (and possibly
disproportionate) importance in the development of Christian moral thought
concerning conjugal relations. Bringing the full text before our mind can help
us consider to what extent Augustine’s and parallel subsequent interpretations
are justified. Augustine of course wrote in Latin, so for key passages we
reproduce parenthetically the Latin version which has been in common use over
the ages—the Vulgate translation of his contemporary, St. Jerome. 





It is well for a man not
to touch a woman. But because of the temptation to immorality, each man should
have his own wife and each woman her own husband. The husband should give to his
wife her conjugal rights, and likewise the wife to her husband. For the wife
does not rule over her own body, but the husband does; likewise the husband does
not rule over his own body, but the wife does. Do not refuse one another except
perhaps by agreement for a season, that you may devote yourselves to prayer; but
then come together again, lest Satan tempt you through lack of self-control. I
say this by way of concession, not of command [Hoc
autem dico secundum indulgentiam, non secundum imperium]. I wish that all were as I myself am. But each has
his own special gift from God, one of one kind and one of another. To the
unmarried and the widows I say that it is well for them to remain single as I
do. But if they cannot exercise self-
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control, they should marry. For it is better to marry than to be aflame
with passion [Melius est enim nubere quam uri]. (1 Cor 7:1-9 [RSV])



Our attention for the moment centers on the words “Hoc autem dico
secundum indulgentiam, non secundum imperium.” Augustine translates as
“secundum veniam” what Jerome renders as “secundum indulgentiam,”
and understands “venia” in the sense of pardon or forgiveness for what
carries guilt.(29) Augustine’s argument in fact
rests wholly on this rendering, for he holds that if something requires a “venia”
it necessarily involves a fault that qualifies as a sin.(30)

It is not clear, however, that
Augustine is justified in his ren-dering; if he is not, his whole argument can
of course be questioned. To suggest that in this passage St. Paul proposes to
condone sin seems by all lights to force the original text. The Greek word used
by St. Paul, suggnome, means “allowance” or
“concession.”(31) Saint Paul’s mind is
surely not that concession can be made to people so as to sin, but rather that
allowance can be made to follow a less perfect way. This is precisely what he
goes on to say in the following verse: “I wish that all were as I myself
am. But each has his own special gift from God, one of one kind and one of
another.” It is clear that Paul regards the celibacy he has chosen as a
more desirable way; at the same time, however, he presents marriage too as a
“gift of God.”

The thrust of St. Paul’s thought seems
rather to pass from a simple ascetical counsel for married people (it could be
good to abstain for a time from conjugal relations), to a clarification that he
regards his own choice of celibacy for God as higher than the 
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married state, to the concession (with
an “indulgent” outlook) that those who choose marriage also choose a
gift of God.

If we turn to Saint Thomas, we find
that he reads 1 Corinthians 7:6 according to the Vulgate “secundum
indul-gentiam” and not “secundum veniam,” but seems to interpret
the passage in much the same way as Augustine.(32)
Elsewhere, however, he modulates his position more. Quietly observing that the
Apostle appears to be expressing himself “a bit carelessly” (inconvenienter),
inasmuch as he seems to imply that marriage is sinful,(33)
Thomas comes up with two possible readings. In one “secundum indulgentiam”
would refer to a permission not for sin but for what is less good; that is, Paul
says it is good to marry, but less good than to remain celibate.(34)
This seems to me the better interpretation. However, Thomas does allow another
reading according to which sin may be present in marital intercourse: namely,
when it is engaged in out of lust, albeit lust restricted to one’s spouse. In
this case there is venial sin, which would become mortal if one were indifferent
whether the object of one’s lust were one’s spouse or not.(35)

C) Transition: From Marriage
Affected by Concupiscence to Concupiscence “Remedied” by Marriage

How and when did the notion of
marriage being directed to the remedy of concupiscence emerge? While
roots of the idea can be found in Augustine and Thomas, I do not consider that
either 
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of them held or proposed it in the
sense that was current for centuries prior to the Second Vatican Council—a
sense advanced and established by writers of those intervening centuries.

Both Augustine and Thomas are
conscious of a sullying and negative effect of concupiscence, even in married
intercourse. Both try to show that the conjugal act is nevertheless
“justified”(36) through its natural
connection with the bona of marriage. For Augustine it is fundamentally
the bonum prolis that justifies conjugal intercourse. Thomas is broader
in his outlook and relates this justification also to the good of fidelity,(37)
and to the unique unbreakable nature of the married bond.(38)

Whatever the merit of this viewpoint,
it is clearly one thing to hold that the concupiscence of marital intercourse is
“justified” or “excused” by marriage, and another to hold
that it is “remedied” thereby. My reading of these two doctors is that
the idea of marriage being a remedium of concupiscence is not directly
proposed by either. Hence it should rather be considered a subsequent
development.

The idea of marriage as a
“remedy” appears only once or twice in Augustine’s writings, while he
never uses the actual phrase remedium concupiscentiae. In one of his
most appealing passages in defense of the goodness of marriage, he writes:
“The goodness of marriage is always a good thing indeed. In the people of
God it was at one time an act of obedience to the law; now it is a remedy for
weakness, and for some a solace of human nature.”(39)

It is true that in another of his
works, where he combats Pelagian viewpoints, one may claim to find a more direct
reference to marriage considered as a remedy to libido or disordered
sexual desire. The Pelagian bishop Julian of Eclanum had written that holy
virginity, in its readiness to fight greater 
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battles, had ignored the
“remedy” of marriage. Augustine seizes on this point, and asks Julian:
Against what disorder do you regard marriage as a remedy? Obviously (he answers)
against the disorder of lust. Then, concludes Augustine, we are both agreed that
marriage is a remedy; so why do you defend the very disorder of lust against
which this “conjugal remedy” is directed?(40)
The weight of this passage is debatable, but the context certainly countenances
the view that the idea of marriage as a remedy, carelessly put forward by
Julian, is used by Augustine rather to score a point against Pelagian logic than
to propose his own considered mind on the subject.

Regarding Thomas, we find him twice
briefly expressing the notion that matrimony exists also for the remedium
concu-piscentiae.(41) But particular
attention should be directed to another passage where his mind appears more
precisely. To the suggestion that marriage does not confer grace but is simply a
“remedy,” he replies,

this does not seem
acceptable; for it implies that marriage is a remedy of concupiscence, either
inasmuch as it curbs concupiscence—which cannot be without grace; or inasmuch
as it satisfies concupiscence in part, which it does from the very nature of the
act independently of any sacrament. Besides, concupiscence is not curbed by
being satisfied but is rather increased, as Aristotle says in his Ethics.(42)




Here there is not the slightest hint of marriage being
simply in itself a remedy of concupiscence. Thomas insists rather that
either the remedy in question lies in the curbing of concupiscence—
which is not possible without grace—or else it is to be taken in the sense of
the simple satisfaction of concupiscence, and then it is not a remedy at all,
but tends rather to its increase.
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Later, again on the issue of whether marriage confers grace, he clinches his
argument. Taking up again the objection that marriage, precisely because it
tends to increase concupiscence, cannot be a vehicle of grace, he turns the
objection around and says that grace is in fact conferred in marriage precisely
to be a remedy against concupiscence, so as to curb it at its
root (i.e., its self-absorbed tendency).(43)
Clearly, to curb or repress concupi-scence is not the same as to
“remedy” it.

The attribution to Augustine and
Thomas Aquinas of the teaching that marriage is directed to the “remedy of
concupiscence” therefore lacks solid grounds. The simple term remedium
concupiscentiae appears nowhere in Augustine’s writings. He regards
concupiscence as an evil factor affecting human life which married persons can
nevertheless use well in intercourse ordained to procreation. Having given a
broad description of marriage as a “remedy for weakness,” he accepts
that it is also a remedy against concupiscence. On a couple of
occasions and speaking in general terms, Thomas does apply the phrase remedium
concupiscentiae to marriage; but the more precise expression of his mind
shows that for him too marriage is meant to be a remedy against
concupiscence. He clearly shares Augustine’s conviction that concupiscence is a
negative element, even in married life, and one to be resisted. Expounding how
each sacrament is given as a remedy against the deficiency of sin, he says that
marriage is given as a “remedium contra concupiscentiam personalem,” a
remedy against concupiscence in the individual.(44)
Concupiscence remains an enemy of personal holiness; each Christian has to fight
against it. Marriage, especially in its sacramental nature, helps to fight this
enemy.

Nowhere in Thomas’s teaching do we
find any suggestion that concupiscence or lust is “neutralized,” and
less still “eman-cipated,” by the fact of getting married. It remains
a threat to the married as to the single. Those who marry do have a special
grace to fight against this threat so as to purify their marital intercourse 
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of self-seeking and turn it more and
more into an act of loving self-donation. But concupiscence remains a negative
reality, a malum or evil to be used well, that is, to be purified.

In the century before Thomas Aquinas,
Hugo of St. Victor (1096-1141) follows Augustine in presenting the
“good” of marriage as countering the “bad” of concupiscence,(45)
while Peter Lombard (1100-1160) simply says that marriage is “ad remedium”
or “in remedium,” without specifying the operation of this remedy.(46)
Saint Bonaventure (1217-74) is as precise as his contemporary Thomas in his
teaching: “The use of marriage … acts as a remedy against
concupiscence, when it checks it as a medicine.”(47)
Yet this precision is to be less and less respected and the importance attaching
to it seems to be less and less understood. Already just before Bonaventure,
Alexander of Hales (1170-1245), had written, “Matrimony is a remedy of
lustful concupiscence.”(48) This, rather
than the precision of Thomas, is the line that will be followed in later
centuries.(49) Theologians, without
qualification or comment, state matter-of-factly that marriage exists (also) for
the “remedy of concupiscence.”

In the seventeenth century, the Jesuit
Hermann Busenbaum writes that the spouses are united “ad remedium
concupi-scentiae.”(50) Saint Alphonsus
Liguori (1696-1787), the patron of moral theologians, teaches, “The
accidental intrinsic ends of marriage are two: the procreation of offspring, and
the remedy of concupiscence.”(51)

By the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, this form of expression is firmly established. The manuals of moral
theology 
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in most common use before the Second
Vatican Council unanimously propose the remedium concupiscentiae as one
of the secondary ends of marriage, without subjecting the idea to any true
critical analysis. One finds this not only in all of the Latin manuals,(52)
but also in the best-known vernacular texts. Thomas Slater’s manual speaks of
“a lawful outlet for concupiscence” as does the even better-known
manual of Henry Davis.(53) The Dictionary of
Moral Theology says that “the secondary end is the remedy of
concupiscence.”(54)

Bernard Häring’s The Law of
Christ, although professedly updated in the light of Vatican II, repeats
the same: “the sacrament of matrimony has a secondary or subordinate end or
function (finis secundarius): the healing of concupiscence (remedium
concupiscientiae).”(55) The 1967 New
Catholic Encyclo-pedia(56) restates this
traditional doctrine, as does the University of Salamanca’s Biblia Comentada.(57)
The 1963 edition of the well-known Ford-Kelly Contemporary Moral Theology
lists the “remedy of concupiscence” among the essential ends of mar-riage.(58)
The authors observe: “The remedy for concupiscence is 
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now beginning to be called, or at
least partially explained as the sexual fulfillment of the partners, thus giving
it a more positive content”;(59)
“sexual activity and sexual pleasure are now considered by theologians to
have positive values. Formerly the attitude toward sex was negative and
disparaging. Sexual expression even in marriage was somewhat reluctantly given
its place. It needed to be ‘excused’ by the tria bona of marriage.
Today Catholic theologians attribute positive values to sex, which would have
surprised St. Augustine, if not St. Thomas.”(60)
Nevertheless, the authors state that they prefer to continue using the
traditional expression remedium concupiscentiae.(61)

It is right to remark that, rather
than in specific teachings of Augustine or Thomas, this century-old traditional
view has sought its justification in the difficult phrase—“melius est
nubere quam uri”—used by St. Paul in 1 Corinthians 7:7-9. Paul first
remarks, “I wish that all were as I myself am [i.e., celibate]. But each
has his own special gift from God, one of one kind and one of another.” He
then addresses those who are not married: “To the unmarried and the widows
I say that it is well for them to remain single as I do. But if they cannot
exercise self-control, they should marry, for it is better to marry than to burn
[with passion].”

The last sentence of this passage
seems clearly addressed to particular persons: not to the unmarried generally,
but to those among them who lack sexual self-control. Nevertheless, a whole
tradition of moral thinking zeroed in on these words and, taking them out of
their limited scriptural context, used them to sustain a broad and generalized
doctrine with a twofold implication: marriage is for those who lack
self-control;(62) hence, self-control 
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in marriage, at least in the spouses’
sexual relations, is not of special importance.

It is hard to say which of these two
propositions should be considered the more harmful. The former underpinned the
mil-lennial mindset which regarded marriage as a sort of second-class Christian
option. The latter was arguably the strongest obstacle to the development of a
properly conjugal asceticism or spirituality: that is, a spiritual approach for
married persons powerful and deep enough to help them seek perfection
within—and not despite—the peculiar conditions of their proper way of life.

Over the centuries and up to our times
the Church has unquestionably suffered from a disregard of and neglect towards
the spiritual possibilities of marriage. The scant number of married persons
among declared saints (extraordinarily few in proportion to celibates) reflected
or perhaps provoked the widespread idea that “getting married” was the
normal alternative to “having a vocation.” Marriage was not for those
who were called; it was rather for the disadvantaged.

Not only that. The main handicap that
those who chose to marry apparently suffered from—their lack of
self-control—was considered either to be automatically remedied by the act of
marrying, or in any case to be no longer of great account. It was not that to
marry stopped the “burning” of lust or concupiscence, but that once
married one could yield unconcernedly to this “burning,” whose
satisfaction is legitimized by marrying. In this view, conjugal relations,
justified by being oriented to procreation, were exempt from any further moral
or ascetical issue of control or purification. Lust, having been
“remedied,” is no longer a troublesome force for married people, nor
need one consider it as a source of imperfection, or an enemy to the growth of
their married love and their sanctification before God.

In practice, the idea that marriage
was the remedium concupiscentiae seemed to suggest to many—ordinary
people and pastors—that concupiscence in marriage could be given way to quite
freely. The only requirement laid down for the satisfaction of sexual desire in
marriage was that the procreative orientation 
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of the conjugal act be respected. If
that condition was fulfilled, neither morality nor spirituality had further
guidelines to offer.

It seems to me that the moral
evaluation of concupiscence remained stuck in this standpoint: the indulgence of
sexual concupiscence, being always seriously sinful outside marriage, is
legitimate for spouses, simply provided that the procreative orientation of the
marriage act is respected. This appears as the almost universal moral analysis
of sexual concupiscence: there is only one proper and licit place for its
indulgence, and that is marriage. In other words, marriage legitimizes
sexual concu-piscence or lust. This is the understanding of the remedium
concupiscentiae that has established itself among Catholic theologians and
moralists, to the point of being considered well-nigh axiomatic.

Concupiscence in marriage is appraised
therefore not as a force to be resisted, but as something simply
“remedied” by marriage itself. This, I maintain, was the common
attitude as late as the middle of the twentieth century, when the idea of
“married spirituality” was being seriously proposed. Further, despite
the clear teaching of the Second Vatican Council on the universal call to
holiness, including married people in particular, the attitude remains prevalent
today.

D) The Twentieth Century:
Unrealistic Optimism (?) And Pessimistic (?) Realism

With the twentieth century, signs
appeared of a desire to renew theological and ascetical reflection on marriage.
Early “person-alist” writers such as Herbert Doms and Bernard Krempel
sought to underline the human value of intercourse as an expression of conjugal
love, though on the basis of a very inadequate level of anthropological
analysis. Doms saw the essence of marriage in the physical union of the spouses,
and its end as their fulfillment and realization as persons. He denied that, in
order to be unitive, married intercourse must retain its intrinsic orientation
to offspring, maintaining that “the conjugal act is full of meaning 
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and carries its own justification in
itself, independently of its orientation towards offspring.”(63)
Krempel ignored offspring as an end of marriage; its end is the
“life-union” of man and woman, the child being simply the expression
of this union.(64)

This is an example of personalism
working at a very superficial level. Perhaps it was in reaction that Pius XI’s
encyclical Casti connubii (1930), while giving new prominence to the
importance of love in marriage, insisted that “love” is secondary to
the main end of procreation. In line with the accepted tradition, the encyclical
teaches that the satisfying of concupiscence is also an end which the spouses
may seek, but does not broach the issue of the relationship between
concupiscence itself and marital love. In matrimony, it says, “there are
also secondary ends, such as mutual aid, the cultivating of mutual love, and the
satisfying [sedatio] of concupiscence which husband and wife are not
forbidden to consider so long as the due ordination of intercourse to the
primary end is respected.”(65)

As the twentieth century progressed,
it ushered in a new (and perhaps not sufficiently qualified) emphasis on the
dignity of the physical sexual relationship in marriage. This no doubt left many
moralists not too happy with the earlier opinion that there is venial sin in
having conjugal intercourse just for pleasure. Rather than seeking a possible
solution of the matter through a deeper analysis of the relationship between
love and the sexual urge, the tendency was to side-step the issue. So we read in
the last pre-Vatican II edition of a widely used manual:

[I]in practice there
is no need to worry spouses if they exercise the conjugal act in an ordinary and
upright way without actually thinking of a particular end. The reason is that
the conjugal act performed in a natural way fosters marital love and this love
favors the good of offspring—in view of which, as all the authors teach,
conjugal intercourse is licit.(66)
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This begs the question of whether intercourse, in order to be a truly natural
expression of marital love, needs to be purified as far as possible from the
concupiscence that accompanies it.

By contrast, the late-twentieth-century magisterium offers startlingly new
perspectives on this whole issue. Pope John Paul II opened his pontificate with
a detailed and surprising weekly catechesis, now commonly known as the
“Theology of the Body.”(67) This
extended from September 1979 to November 1984. It offered an extraordinarily
profound view of the purpose and dignity of human sexuality and the conjugal
union. It also dwelt on the presence and dangers of lust within marriage.

In July 1982, treating of both
virginal celibacy and marriage as “gifts of God,” John Paul II took up
those difficult passages in St. Paul’s First Letter to the Corinthians: “it
is well for a man not to touch a woman. But because of the danger of
incontinence, each man should have his own wife and each woman her own
husband”; and “to unmarried persons and to widows I say, It is good
for them to remain as I am. But if they cannot live in continence, let them
marry. It is better to marry than to burn.”(68)
The pope posed the question:

Does the Apostle in
First Corinthians perhaps look upon marriage exclusively from the viewpoint of a
remedy for concupiscence, as used to be said in traditional theological
language? The statements mentioned … would seem to verify this. However,
right next to the statements quoted, we read a passage in the seventh chapter of
First Corinthians that leads us to see differently Paul’s teaching as a whole:
“I wish that all were as I myself am, [he repeats his favorite argument for
abstaining from marriage]—but each has his own special gift from God, one of
one kind, and one of another” (1 Cor 7:7). Therefore even those who choose
marriage and live in it receive a gift from God, his own gift, that is, the
grace proper to this choice, to this way of living, to this state. The gift
received by persons who live in marriage is different from the one received by
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persons who live in
virginity and choose continence for the sake of the kingdom of God. All the
same, it is a true gift from God, one’s own gift, intended for concrete persons.
It is specific, that is, suited to their vocation in life. We can therefore say
that while the Apostle, in his characterization of marriage on the human side… strongly emphasizes the reason concerning concupiscence of the flesh, at the
same time, with no less strength of conviction, he stresses also its sacramental
and charismatic character. With the same clarity with which he sees man’s
situation in relation to concupiscence of the flesh, he sees also the action of
grace in every person—in one who lives in marriage no less than in one who
willingly chooses continence. (Theology of the Body, 295)

The least that can be said from a reading of this passage is that John Paul
II, while not explicitly rejecting the concept of remedium concupiscentiae,
suggests that the traditional teaching on the matter has remained one-sided
precisely because of a failure to weigh the sacramental implications of
marriage.

Some months later in 1982, the pope’s catechesis turned more directly to the
sacramentality of marriage. Once again he showed a clear reserve regarding the
concept of marriage as a remedy for concupiscence, and insisted rather that the
sacramental grace of marriage enables the spouses to dominate concupiscence and
purify it of its dominant self-seeking.

These statements of
St. Paul [quoted above] have given rise to the opinion that marriage constitutes
a specific remedy for concupiscence. However, as we have already observed, St.
Paul teaches explicitly that marriage has a corresponding special
“gift,” and that in the mystery of redemption marriage is given to a
man and a woman as a grace.

Within this mystery of redemption, as the pope sees it, the sacramental
graces of marriage, sustaining conjugal chastity, have a special effect in
achieving the redemption of the body through the overcoming of concupiscence.

As a sacrament of the
Church, marriage … [is] a word of the Spirit which exhorts man and woman to
model their whole life together by drawing power from the mystery of the
“redemption of the body.” In this way they are called to chastity as
to a state of life “according to the Spirit” which is proper to them
(cf. Rom 8:4-5; Gal 5:25). The redemption of the body also signifies in this
case that hope which, in the dimension of marriage, can be defined as the hope
of daily 
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life, the hope of
temporal life. On the basis of such a hope the concupiscence of the flesh as the
source of the tendency toward an egoistic gratification is dominated… .
Those who, as spouses, according to the eternal divine plan, join together so as
to become in a certain sense one flesh, are also in their turn called, through
the sacrament, to a life according to the Spirit. This corresponds to the gift
received in the sacrament. In virtue of that gift, by leading a life according
to the Spirit, the spouses are capable of rediscovering the particular
gratification which they have become sharers of. As much as concupiscence
darkens the horizon of the inward vision and deprives the heart of the clarity
of desires and aspirations, so much does “life according to the
Spirit” (that is, the grace of the sacrament of marriage) permit man and
woman to find again the true liberty of the gift, united to the awareness of the
spousal meaning of the body in its masculinity and femininity. (Theology of
the Body, 348-49)

This dense passage teaches in summary that through the specific grace of
matrimony, spouses can purify the conjugal act of the grasping and self-centered
spirit inherent in concupiscence, and so recapture the truly donative experience
and pleasure of marital intercourse. This marks a step forward in magisterial
teaching of extraordinary significance. (We will return to this below.)

New stances and insights continue to be presented by the magisterium of these
last decades. They show that while the Church is expressing a deepened
appreciation of the dignity of sexual intercourse in marriage—as an act of
love-union and mutual self-giving—it has not weakened its teaching that our
whole nature, and sexual desire in particular, was seriously impacted by the
Fall.

The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches clearly and
emphatically that, as a result of original sin, an operative evil is to be found
in human nature—not least in the sexual attraction between man and woman, also
inside marriage. In a section entitled “Marriage under the regime of
sin,” the Catechism insists,

Every man experiences
evil around him and within himself. This experience makes itself felt in the
relationships between man and woman. Their union has always been threatened by
discord, a spirit of domination, infidelity, jealousy, and conflicts that can
escalate into hatred and separation. (1606)

According to faith
the disorder we notice so painfully does not stem from the nature of man and
woman, nor from the nature of their relations, but from sin. 
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As a break with God,
the first sin had for its first consequence the rupture of the original
communion between man and woman. Their relations were distorted by mutual
recriminations; their mutual attraction, the Creator’s own gift, changed into a
relationship of domination and lust. (1607)

A relationship of lust! Strong words indeed, to describe a distortion that
tends to affect relations between the sexes from adolescence to old age—even,
as the context makes clear, in inter-spousal relations. As is evident, the Catechism
gives no support to the idea that concupiscence is in some way
“remedied”—in the sense of being eliminated or reduced to
nonimportance—by the simple fact of getting married: just the contrary.

With deliberate directness, the Catechism puts forward ideas not
likely to gain easy acceptance among our contemporaries. Some may take them as
showing that the Church is still imbued with Augustinian (or Thomistic)
pessimism about sexuality. That must be firmly contested: what is being taught
here is not pessimism but realism. In pointing to real difficulties that
accompany and can threaten sexual love, these texts rather call Christians to
deeper reflection on ways of solving these dangers, so that love itself can
grow.

II.
Concupiscence and Married Love: A Deeper Analysis





A) Lust, Normal [Simple] Sexual Desire, and Conjugal Desire





Fine distinctions need to be drawn here; to begin with, between lust and
‘normal’ sexual desire. This may provoke the reaction: but surely ‘normal sexual
desire’ is inseparable from some element of lust? The objection itself points to
the need for deeper analyses of sexuality, sexual reaction, and sexual
attraction.

The concept of ‘normal’ bears reference not first to frequency but to order.
Civil disorder may be frequent in certain situations, but only an improper use
of language would classify it as normal. In most intersex relations concupiscent
lust is just below the
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surface, present and ready to assert itself. Its constant presence suggests a
disorder and indicates in fact a state of abnormality.

The modern difficulty in understanding the Church’s teaching on married
sexuality stems in large part from a failure to distinguish between lust and
what is (or should be) normal sexual desire: that is, between assertive and
unregulated sexual desire, bent foremost on physical self-satisfaction, and
simple sexual attraction, which can include a desire for union and is
characterized by respect and regulated by love. The two are not to be equated.
Pope John Paul II insists on the distinction: “the perennial call …
and, in a certain sense, the perennial mutual attraction on man’s part to
femininity and on woman’s part to masculinity, is an indirect invitation of the
body. But it is not lust in the sense of the word in Matthew 5:27-28” (Theology
of the Body, 148).

Lust or sexual concupiscence is a disorder and hence always an evil. Sexual
desire (just as sexual pleasure) is not an evil but a good, provided it is
directed and subordinated to conjugal love and made a proper part of it. Sexual
desire is part of conjugal love; concupiscence, though present also in marriage,
is not. Hence their moral evaluation is totally different. The distinction
should be evident, but only if one carefully ponders and respects the propriety
of terms.(69)
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1. Sexual Concupiscence

Lust or carnal concupiscence can be
described as the engrossing urge for pleasure and exploitative possession which,
in our present condition, almost always accompanies sexual desire and tends to
take it over. From the moral point of view, it is a negative force and a
powerful enemy of true human and spiritual growth.

The Christian idea of sexual
concupiscence can only be understood in the light of the Fall. Christians hold
that the original state of man and woman vis-à-vis each other was one of joyous
harmony, particularly in relation to their reciprocal sexuality with its
potential for mutual appreciation and enrichment, and for unitive and fruitful
love. The mutual attraction between man and woman naturally has its physical
aspect and this too, as the Catechism says, is part of “the
Creator’s own gift” (1607).

Sin wrecked this easy and harmonious
peace of the man-woman relationship. After the Fall, says the Catechism,
“the harmony in which they [Adam and Eve] had found themselves, thanks to
original justice, is now destroyed: the control of the soul’s spiritual
faculties over the body is shattered” (400); and this disorder can extend
to the marital relationship itself: “the union of man and woman
becomes subject to tensions, their relations henceforth marked by lust and
domination” (ibid.; cf. 409).

2. Normal Sexual Attraction

Sexual concupiscence cannot be equated
simply with physical sexual attraction or even with a desire for genital union.
The 
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romantic or idealistic love between a
teenage boy and girl (frequently still to be found even in our modern
sensualized world) may be accompanied by a desire to show bodily affection—a
desire filled with a tenderness and respect that operate as a powerful curb, not
only on lust if it seeks to assert itself, but also on bodily expressions of
love which would not be true to the real existential relationship between the
couple. This is part of the chastity natural to incipient adolescent sexuality.
Its power should not be underestimated, not least because natures fresh to
sexuality can have a purer sense of the mystery of the body and a spontaneous
understanding of the true relationship of bodily actions to human love.





3. Sexual Attraction
(Desire), and Conjugal Attraction





In virtue of their complementarity, the sexes naturally experience an attraction
to each other that does not always take the form of a physical desire (though,
as we have mentioned, unbalanced desire may in our present state be just below
the surface). Ability to appreciate and admire well-developed masculine or
feminine characteristics is a sign of growing human maturity. As young people
meet in the context of normal social friendships between men and women, more
particularized one-to-one relationships develop in response to what could be
called the “conjugal instinct” or attraction. In its essence this
“instinct” is more spiritual than physical; in the Christian
understanding it corresponds to the natural desire for forming a committed and
exclusive life-long partnership with a spouse.(70)
As the conjugal instinct inspires two persons in preparation for marriage, it
leads them to avoid any physical relations that would express a permanent union
which they have not yet freely and mutually
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ratified. This is the human and
anthropological sense of premarital chastity. Once they are married, their
physical conjugal union becomes the conjugal act which, when realized
in a human way, gives true and unique expression to their spousal relationship.
In participating in it in its full significance, they express their marital
chastity.

 



4. When Love and Lust Collide

We mentioned above the pure air of
first adolescent love. Unfortunately sexual attraction finds it more and more
difficult to keep breathing that air. Love needs to be very strong indeed if it
is to remain pure and delicate, generous in gift and not grasping in
possession—even when, ultimately, it has the right to possess. This applies to
the whole of premarital friendship between the sexes, to courtship, and to
marriage itself.

Normal friendship between a teenage
boy and girl can only be sincere and grow if they are on guard against lust.
When the attraction between a boy and girl or a young man and woman takes the
form of a more particularized love, then it is even more important to keep love
free from lust. Clarity of mind and firmness of purpose are needed to achieve
this. If love is sincere, there is little difficulty in noting the issues or
differences that may arise. On the one hand, the indiscriminate instinct of lust
with its promptings to seek satisfaction with the first appealing person
available; on the other hand, there is the particularized human instinct (the
conjugal instinct already present) urging to keep the gift of sexuality for one,
and to respect that one when found before there is a mutual conjugal commitment.
No one will say that this instinct of respect is easy to follow; but if true
love is there, the instinct too will be there.

Let us consider now the union of man
and woman in marriage,(71) which is the fullest
setting for human love. It is in 
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marriage that the collision of love
and lust can be most dramatic, with so much depending on its outcome. We recall
the title— “Marriage under the regime of sin”—under which the Catechism
insists that the harmony and ease of the original communion between man and
woman have been ruptured by a “disorder [that] we notice so
painfully”: the disorder of concupiscence which takes over when mutual
sexual attraction, instead of being filled with respect and love, is
“changed into a relationship of domination and lust” (1607).

Here our thoughts go naturally back to
Augustine and to the terms in which he described this disorder: the evil of lust
that spouses need to “use well” (i.e., to turn to good use), but which
can frustrate and separate them if they use it badly. Augustine’s view is
nuanced and complex, but our reflections may help us see that it is neither
pessimistic nor characterized by an anti-sex spirit.(72)
One might perhaps give a modern ‘personalist’ expression to his view by saying
that spouses use the sexual attraction between them well when, through constant
vigilance, they raise it to the level of conjugal vitality and keep it there;
and they use it badly when they let it decline toward the level of mere animal
mating.
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The contemporary magisterium insists
time and again that each human being must be treated as a person and never as a
thing. This is a rule for all human relationships, but for none as much as
marriage. The conjugal instinct—as we have called it—wants to relate to one’s
spouse as to a person, never just as to a mere object to be used for one’s own
physical satisfaction. Carnal con-cupiscence, on the other hand, also present in
marriage, tends in its self-centered forcefulness to disturb the loving
relationship that should exist between husband and wife, and so can easily
prevent marital sexuality from being completely at the service of love.
Concupiscence wants to have and use the other person. Possession and
satisfaction, not gift and union, are its concern. “In itself,
concupiscence is not capable of promoting union as the communion of persons. By
itself, it does not unite, but appropriates. The relationship of the gift is
changed into the relationship of appropriation” (Theology of the Body,
127).

 



B)
A More Comprehensive Moral Evaluation of Conjugal Intercourse

At this point in our study the need
for a deeper moral appraisal of conjugal sexuality is apparent. The hitherto
prevalent evaluation of conjugal intercourse—centered almost exclusively on its
procreative function and finality—is both dated and deficient. Recent
magisterial teaching has made it clear that the evaluation must be made also in
view of the unitive function of the conjugal act, precisely bearing in mind that
the two aspects, procreative and unitive, are inseparable (cf. Humanae vitae
12).

A strong warrant for this broadened
moral basis can be drawn from the personalist emphasis—on the dignity of the
person, on the unity between body and soul and on the union between the
spouses—that is to be found in magisterial teaching over the past forty years.
This is noticeably present in Gaudium et spes,(73)
especially in the chapter it devotes to marriage.(74)
The constitution 
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proposes a new and important principle
governing the evaluation of the conjugal act: “the acts in marriage by
which the intimate and chaste union of the spouses takes place are noble and
honorable; the performance of these acts in a truly human way [modo
vere humano] fosters the self-giving they signify.”(75)
The insistence that the conjugal act must be carried out “in a truly human
way” raises the whole subject of conjugal intercourse above any merely
corporal-physiological analysis. Intercourse is a physical corporal reality
indeed; but depending on “the humanity” with which it is (or is not)
performed, it will truly express, or may deny, the loving donation of the
marital relationship.

This phrase from Gaudium et spes
has taken on new significance with the 1983 Code of Canon Law. These
three words, “modo vere humano,” now qualify the juridical
understanding of the consummation of marriage. A marriage is considered
“consummated, if the spouses have in a human manner engaged
together in a conjugal act in itself apt for the generation of offspring, to
which act marriage is by its nature ordered, and by it the spouses become one
flesh” (c. 1061, §1). The qualifying phrase was not present in the
corresponding canon of the 1917 Code (c. 1015, §1) and jurisprudence,
in line with the general teaching of moral theology, tended to limit
consideration of what constitutes “a conjugal act in itself apt for the
generation of offspring” to the simple physical completion of intercourse
through natural insemination. This is no longer adequate. The addition of the
phrase “in a human manner” seems to preclude any consideration of the
act limited exclusively to its physical aspect.(76)
The determination of the value of the phrase, for the purposes of canonical
jurisprudence, poses no small problems but,
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independently of how canonists deal
with these questions, it is very suggestive from the anthropological and
ascetical points of view, clearly calling for an enriched understanding of the
marital copula. The major implication would be that intercourse is not done
“humano modo” just because it is open to procreation. The human nature
of the act also lies in its being an act of intimate self-donation to, and of
union with, one’s spouse: a reconfirmation in the body of one’s singular choice
of him or her, a reconfirmation that is humanly expressed not only in the giving
and receiving of pleasure but even more essentially in the care, respect,
tenderness, and reverence accompanying the physical act.

We could already ask whether, in the
present state of human nature, the sexual act tends spontaneously and easily to
express all of this. Most people would agree that it does not—at least not
easily. It can and should express it, but will only do so with an effort
because, so to speak, much of the humanity of the conjugal act has been lost. It
will be recovered only by those who consciously exercise a control over the
self-absorbed mood that now tends to dominate it. But lest we anticipate
conclusions that should come later, let us continue with the implications of
“modo vere humano exerciti.”

The phrase itself suggests the
disjunction: while conjugal intercourse can take place in a “truly human
way” that gives it its dignity as a means of expressing and fostering
conjugal love, it can also be performed in a way that, being less than truly human,
neither properly expresses nor fosters spousal love.

The conjugal act is a
physical-corporeal action charged with human significance which—it must be
emphasized—derives from its unitive as well as its procreative aspects, both in
inseparable connection. Anti-procreative measures destroy the unitive function
of the act, but it is also true that anti-unitive practices, even if the
procreative orientation is respected, undermine the human significance of the
act. A union effected in a mood of grasping appropriation gives poor expression
to the mutual loving gift that should mark true conjugality; and the same is
true of a union motivated mainly by self-seeking. Here we are touching the 
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particularly human dimensions of
conjugal intercourse. And the morality (“morality” here is as much as
to say “the truly human quality”) of the act must consider the special
moral dimension that arises from the self-centeredness or the other-centeredness
lived by each of the spouses in conjugal intercourse.

Biology alone is not capable of
furnishing the true moral and human dimension of conjugal intercourse, since it
cannot be exclusively considered as a corporal act directed to biological
procreation. It is a human act of spousal union, not just of the spouses’ bodies
but also of their very persons. The bodily act should in every respect express
the loving union of persons. As we read in Familiaris Consortio:

Sexuality, by means
of which man and woman give themselves to one another through the acts which are
proper and exclusive to spouses, is by no means something purely biological, but
concerns the innermost being of the human person as such. It is realized in a
truly human way only if it is an integral part of the love by which a man and a
woman commit themselves totally to one another until death. The total physical
self-giving would be a lie if it were not the sign and fruit of a total personal
self-giving. (FC 11) 





The last sentence in this passage suggests the moral goal and challenge before
the spouses: that every aspect of their married life should be marked by loving
participation, by generous giving and not by selfish taking.









1. What Makes the Conjugal Act Unitive

 



It is an extraordinary fact that right down to our days there has been so
little attempt to analyze and put in clear light what it is that turns sexual
intercourse into a unique expression of conjugal love and self-giving. The
formidable and widespread contraceptive movement of the last century, with its
pretense that the conjugal act is fully and singularly expressive of marital
love and union even if its procreative orientation is artificially
excluded, forced a deeper anthropological analysis of why this is simply not so.

The procreative design of the conjugal act is evident and undeniable. The
contraceptive movement proposes various
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physical or chemical ways to cancel or negate this procreative design,
claiming at the same time that this can be done without in any way rendering the
act less expressive of the unique relationship of the partners as husband and
wife (i.e., less an act of spousal union).

Elsewhere I have examined the inherent fallacy of this contraceptive
argument.(77) What makes intercourse between
spouses a unique expression of distinctive conjugal union is precisely the
sharing in their mutual complementary procreative power. If the procreative
orientation of the act is deliberately frustrated through contraception, then it
no longer unites the spouses in any distinctively conjugal way. It is no longer the
conjugal act—the most distinctive physical expression of full mutual surrender
and permanent loving union. It is in fact no longer a sexual act in any true
human sense, for there is no actual sexual intercourse or communication. The
spouses refuse true carnal converse with one another, each rather using the
other’s body for pleasure. But a mere exchange together of pleasure neither
expresses nor achieves spousal union, for there is nothing in that pleasure that
draws a person out of his or her solitude and draws each into a greater oneness
with the other. This refusal of union, this voluntary remaining in solitariness,
tends inexorably to the separation of the spouses. Contraception may be mutually
gratifying but is no way unifying, tending rather to shut each spouse off in
individual satisfaction. Hence it is not wholly exaggerated to speak of it as a
mutual experience of solitary sex.(78)





2. Self-centeredness, the Enemy of Conjugal Love





Love moves outward toward the loved one; it seeks the good of the beloved. It is
donative and, although it naturally tends toward union, the simple desire to
possess or to take is not of the nature of true love. Hence the difficulty for
the self-centered
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person (all of us, since the Fall) to
learn to love, for she or he must strive to make other-centeredness take
priority over self-centeredness.

To love another with all one’s heart
is difficult; it is not in fact possible without a constant battle to purge
one’s actions and motives, since some element of self-seeking tends to remain in
the best of our actions. This applies constantly in married life; it is in the
small details that love is shown, that it grows or dwindles. If all aspects of
conjugal relations need purification, this is also true for the most intimate
conjugal relationship of all.

If self-seeking predominates in sexual
relations, then intercourse, even marital intercourse, is not mainly an
expression of love. The natural satisfaction of the sexual urge is legitimate
within marriage, but even there it may carry with it a degree of self-seeking
that is contrary to love, hindering it rather than expressing or increasing it.
“Disinterested giving is excluded from selfish enjoyment” (Theology
of the Body, 130).

It is necessary to repeat that
intercourse can and should be a maximum human expression of total conjugal love
and donation. It ought to express full self-donation—more centered, ideally, on
what the other receives than on what one gets. But it can be an act of mere
selfish satisfaction. This has always been a main problem to be faced by
conjugal spirituality and the pursuit of perfection in marriage.

Lust is one of the most radically
self-centered appetites. As such it impels toward a joining of bodies that in
fact causes a separation of persons, because those who are carried away by it in
their mutual relations are afterwards left more separated from one another than
before.

As a result of the Fall, says John
Paul II, bodily sexuality

was suddenly felt and
understood as an element of mutual confrontation of persons … as if the
personal profile of masculinity and femininity, which before had highlighted the
meaning of the body for a full communion of persons, had made way only for the
sensation of sexuality with regard to the other human being. It is as if
sexuality became an obstacle in the personal relationship of man and woman. (Theology
of the Body, 118-19)
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We are brought back to those strong statements of the Catechism that
the original communion between man and woman was distorted as a result of the
Fall, and their mutual attraction changed into “a relationship of
domination and lust” (see pp. 507-8). Pope John Paul II did not hesitate to
express the matter in an even more startling manner.(79)
Commenting the words of Jesus about how adultery “in the heart” (see
Matt 5:27-28) is committed by the one who looks lustfully (without any
further exterior action), he points out that this can apply to a man even in
relation to his own wife:

Adultery in the heart
is committed not only because man looks in this way [lustfully] at a
woman who is not his wife, but precisely because he looks at a woman in
this way… . A man who looks in this way, uses the woman, her femininity, to
satisfy his own instinct. Although he does not do so with an exterior act, he
has already assumed this attitude deep down, inwardly deciding in this way with
regard to a given woman. This is what adultery committed in the heart consists
of. Man can commit this adultery in the heart also with regard to his own wife,
if he treats her only as an object to satisfy instinct. (Theology of the
Body, 157)

Is this an exaggerated statement? Does it show a pessimistic or Manichean
view of the married sexual relationship? Or is it a real possibility to be taken
into account? Can a man lust after his wife; or vice-versa? If he or
she can, is this a good or a bad thing for married life? Or is it something to
be looked on with indifference?

Is a spouse not meant to be the object of a different and nobler sort of
desire than simple self-satisfaction? Should we be surprised then at St.
Thomas’s opinion that “consentiens concupiscentiae in uxorem” is
guilty not of a mortal sin, but indeed of one that is venial?(80)
One can see this as Manichean if one wishes; yet one can also see it as a
challenge to love and virtue. To the extent that intercourse is dominated by
lust, it is far from virtue. It becomes
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truly virtuous in the measure in which
it is a genuine expression of self-giving.

Concupiscence, with its self-absorbed
desire for physical satisfaction, threatens the full authenticity of conjugal
intercourse intended to be an expression of love-union. Concupiscence has
brought about

a violation, a
fundamental loss, of the original community-communion of persons. The latter
should have made man and woman mutually happy by the pursuit of a simple and
pure union in humanity, by a reciprocal offering of themselves… . After
breaking the original covenant with God, the man and the woman found themselves
more divided. Instead of being united, they were even opposed because of their
masculinity and femininity… . [They] are no longer called only to union and
unity, but are also threatened by the insatiability of that union and unity. (Theology
of the Body, 120).

The presence of lust or concupiscence within marriage itself is undeniable.
At this stage in our study, far from being able to confirm that marriage offers
a remedy for concupiscence, we realize that lust, inasmuch as it introduces an
anti-love element into the sexual relationship, poses a threat to marriage and
particularly to married love itself. How then, within a truly Christian
understanding of marriage as a call of love and as a vocation to sanctity,
should married persons treat the presence of concupiscence?

 



3. Abstinence?

Till the present day, spouses who really sought to live their conjugal
relationship as God wished, to sanctify themselves in and through their
marriage, received little orientation from the teaching of the Church, aside
from the idea that a certain abstinence is a recommendable means not just of
family planning but of positive growth in married sanctity.(81)
Abstinence in this
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view often seemed to be presented as
the ideal, or at least as the main means to union with God and the
sanctification of one’s life. One senses here (and this is the heart of the
problem) a continuing underlying presumption that marital intercourse is
something so “anti-spiritual” that spouses would do better and grow
more in love for God by abstaining from it than by engaging in it. This
presumption should be firmly resisted.

If marriage is in itself a divine way
of holiness, then all of its natural elements, including of course intimate
conjugal relations, are a matter of sanctification. Certainly (as we will see
below) these relations must be marked by temperance; yet total abstinence
from such relations cannot be proposed as an ideal or ascetical goal for
married people.(82) Total abstinence as a means
to counter the problem of lust is not a practical proposal for married people,
and yet lust has to be countered.

 



III. Married Love and Married Chastity





A) Rediscovering
Conjugal Love as It Was ‘In the Beginning’





The constant reference point for married life and vocation that Pope John Paul
II presented throughout his 1979-84 weekly catechesis was “marriage
constituted in the beginning, in the state of original innocence, in the context
of the sacrament of creation” (Theology
of the Body, 338), called to be a “visible sign of God’s
creative love” (ibid., 379). That original human state was marked by a
perfect harmony, within each one, of body and spirit.(83)
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The Creator endowed
the body with an objective harmony … [which] corresponded to a similar
harmony within man, the harmony of the heart. This harmony, that is precisely
purity of heart, enabled man and woman in the state of original innocence to
experience simply (and in a way that originally made them both happy) the
uniting power of their bodies, which was, so to speak, the unsuspected
substratum of their personal union or communio personarum. (Ibid.,
204).



That original harmony was short-lived, however; man sinned and it was broken.
With the sin of Adam and Eve concupiscence or lust made its appearance. It
became present in their marriage (and is present in every subsequent marriage),
posing a threat to married love and happiness.

In his “Theology of the Body” catechesis, John Paul II made a
lengthy examination of the discordant presence of lust in spousal relations
(ibid., 111-68). Its fundamental effect is a loss or a limitation of the full
freedom of love.

Concupiscence entails
the loss of the interior freedom of the gift. The nuptial meaning of the human
body is connected precisely with this freedom. Man can become a gift—that is,
the man and the woman can exist in the relationship of mutual self-giving—if
each of them controls himself. Manifested as a “coercion sui generis
of the body,” concupiscence reduces self-control and places an interior
limit on it. For that reason, it makes the interior freedom of giving in a
certain sense impossible. Together with that, the beauty that the human body
possesses in its male and female aspect, as an expression of the spirit, is
obscured. The body remains as an object of lust and, therefore, as a “field
of appropriation” of the other human being. In itself, concupiscence is not
capable of promoting union as the communion of persons. By itself, it does not
unite, but appropriates. The relationship of the gift is changed into the
relationship of appropriation. (Ibid., 127).

Insatiable desire,(84) appropriation instead
of communion, taking instead of giving, possessive self-love overshadowing
donative love of the other, etc.: all of these are major disruptions that
concupiscence now inflicts on the lost harmony of the sexual relationship.
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Is it possible for men and women to
return to that original harmony and respect, or are they lost forever? They are
not irreparably lost, for they can be recovered in hope and struggle. In the
human person there always remains, however unconsciously, a longing for the
respect inherent in a pure love, in part because of what John Paul II terms
“the continuity and unity between the hereditary state of man’s sin and his
original innocence” which remains a key to “the redemption of the
body” (ibid., 34-35). However, the recovery and maintenance of what can be
repossessed of that original harmony is possible only through constant effort
and with the help of prayer and grace.

A particularly striking part of John
Paul II’s analysis is the place he gives to sexual shame in the work of
recovering that harmony. He places shame among the “fundamental
anthropological experiences,”(85) but over
and beyond mere anthropology, it is for him a mysterious fact, a sort of clue or
pointer to the re-establishment (however tentative) of that enviable and joyous
sexual harmony and peace.

In the present human condition, a
certain instinct of shame acts as a guarantor of the mutual respect that is a sine
qua non condition of true love between the sexes. The deeper and truer the
love between a man and a woman, and especially between husband and wife, the
more they will be prompted to pay heed to shame, and to seek to understand it
and to respond adequately to it. The consequence is a naturally modest behavior
between them—a modesty that has its place even in the relationship of husband
and wife.

In this sense each married couple
should turn to the Bible seeking the lessons of the divine narrative: not just
imagining how the relationship of Adam and Eve must have been before the Fall,
but learning from their reactions afterwards—reactions that show a desire to
preserve, in new and troublesome circumstances, the purity of that original
attraction which they alone had experienced and which they could still recall.
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Before the Fall, Adam and Eve were
naked and not ashamed. As John Paul II puts it, “the man of original
innocence, male and female, did not even feel that discord in the body.”(86)
After the Fall is when shame appeared as a response to lust, as a sort of
protection against the threat that lust now offered to the simple joy and
appreciation they had experienced in each other’s sexuality “in the
beginning.” The importance of this sense of shame is powerfully brought out
in the papal catechesis.

On the one hand,

if the man and the
woman cease to be a disinterested gift for each other, as they were in the
mystery of creation, then they recognize that “they are naked” (cf. Gn
3). Then the shame of that nakedness, which they had not felt in the state of
original innocence, will spring up in their hearts… . Only the nakedness
that makes woman an object for man, or vice versa, is a source of shame. The
fact that they were not ashamed means that the woman was not an
“object” for the man nor he for her. (Ibid., 74-75)



In the light of the
biblical narrative, sexual shame has its deep meaning. It is connected with the
failure to satisfy the aspiration to realize in the conjugal union of the body
the mutual communion of persons. (Ibid., 121)





The reaction of shame before the other, even of wife before husband or
vice-versa, betrays an awareness that the urge to bodily intercourse is not of
the same human quality as the desire for the communion of persons, and cannot
give this desire full effect.

On the other, while shame

reveals the moment of
lust, at the same time it can protect from [its] consequences… . It can even
be said that man and woman, through shame, almost remain in the state of
original innocence. They continually become aware of the nuptial meaning of the
body and aim at preserving it from lust. (Ibid., 122)





The desire to preserve respect for the loved one is inherent in every genuine
love. So, in John Paul II’s analysis, the sense of
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shame becomes not only a guardian of mutual respect between husband and wife,
but also a starting point for the recreation of a new spousal harmony between
body and soul, between desire and respect, achieved on the basis of united
purpose aided by prayer and grace. The pope does not suggest that this
“recreation” is in any way easy; it obviously is not. But his message
for married people is that it should be attempted. Their mutual love should
reveal the need, and the sacramental graces of their marriage along with their
personal prayer are powerful means they have to achieve it.

 



B) The Purification of Conjugal Love from Excessive Sensuality

In contrast to the effects of concupiscence, chastity and a right sense of
shame protect and preserve the “freedom of the gift” proper to
conjugal intercourse. John Paul II insists that this interior freedom of the
gift “of its nature is explicitly spiritual and depends on a person’s
interior maturity. This freedom presupposes such a capacity of directing one’s
sensual and emotive reactions as to make self-donation to the other possible, on
the basis of mature self-possession.”(87)

This is the proper sense of chastity
in marriage: the redirecting and the refinement of sensual appetite so that it
is at the service of love and expresses it, and the refusal to take advantage of
the married relationship just for egoistic satisfaction. In a real sense, the
task facing married couples is purification of sensual appetite, so that its
satisfaction is sought not mainly for concupiscent self-centeredness but as an
accompaniment to the donation of self that must underlie every true conjugal
union. One can say that this task engages them in a constant humanizing
of their marital love, facilitating the growth of mutual appreciation of each
other as persons.(88)
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True conjugal love is evidently
characterized more by caring for and giving to the other than by wanting and
taking for oneself. This is the classical distinction between amor amicitiae
and amor concupiscentiae. Where the love of concupiscence dominates,
the lover has not really come out of himself or overcome self-centeredness, and
so gives himself at most only in part: “in the love of concupiscence, the
lover, in wanting the good he desires, properly speaking loves himself.”(89)
The dominance of pleasure-seeking in marital intercourse means that there is too
much taking of the body and not enough giving to the person; and to the extent
of that imbalance the true conjugal communion of persons is not realized.

In an age like ours, the difference
between lust, sexual desire, and conjugal love has become progressively
obscured. If, in consequence, many married couples do not understood or
recognize the dangers of concupiscence, and so do not endeavor to contain or
purify it, it can dominate their relationship, undermining mutual respect and
their very capacity to see marriage essentially as giving and not just as
possessing and enjoying, much less as appropriating and exploiting.

So we return to St. Augustine’s
invitation to married couples to purge their good marital intercourse of the
evil that tends to accompany it: that evil which is not the pleasure of conjugal
union but excessive and self-centered absorption with that pleasure. This is an
unescapable task facing all married couples who in some way wish to restore the
loving harmony of a spousal relationship filled with growing appreciation and
respect. We spoke above of how abstinence or renunciation, as a governing
principle of religious life, was often presented to married couples wishing to
grow spiritually, with the implicit or explicit invitation to apply it to their
conjugal intercourse. We must add here that while renunciation is certainly a
main gospel theme, it is not the only or even the dominant one. Purification,
above all of one’s inner intention and heart, is even more fundamental to the
achievement of the ultimate Christian goal: “Blessed are the pure in heart,
for 
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they shall see God” (Matt 5:8);
“we know that when he appears we shall be like him, for we shall see him as
he is. And every one who thus hopes in him purifies himself as he is pure”
(1 John 3:2-3). These verses are of universal application.

This work of purification faces
married people in all the aspects of their lives. It is a particular challenge
to them with regard to their intimate conjugal relations. To purify conjugal
intercourse of the self-absorption that so easily invades it must be a major
concern and point of struggle for spouses who wish their marriage to be marked
by growing love and so also to become a way of sanctity.(90)

Marital intercourse is purified when
the urge for self-satisfaction plays a lesser part in it, intercourse being
rather sought, lived, and felt as participation and particularly as
other-centered donative love. Possession and pleasure will then be the consequence
of generous self-giving. As John Paul II says,

a noble
gratification, for example, is one thing, while sexual desire is another. When
sexual desire is linked with a noble gratification, it differs from desire pure
and simple… . It is precisely at the price of self-control that man reaches
that deeper and more mature spontaneity with which his heart, mastering his
instincts, rediscovers the spiritual beauty of the sign constituted by the human
body in its masculinity and femininity. (Theology of the Body, 173)





One could note in passing that if pleasure is received with gratitude—to God,
to one’s spouse—this is already a positive and significant step towards
purifying it of self-centeredness, for gratitude is always a coming out of self
and an affirmation of the other. On the other hand, if the seeking of pleasure
is mainly self-centered, it may give momentary satisfaction but not real peace,
the peace that arises from the experience of true donative union. We may recall
here how St. Thomas, invoking Galatians 5:17, explains that a lack of interior
peace is often due to an unresolved conflict between what one’s sense appetite
wants and what one’s mind wants (STh II-II, q. 29, a. 1).
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The goal then, as indicated above, is that spouses humanize their
intimate relations, rather than abstain from them. This is the work of
purification proposed to them; this has to be the tone of married chastity.(91)

Sound Christian thinking has always
been aware of the self-absorbing force of the urge to physical sexual
satisfaction. The constant moral principle that to seek this satisfaction
outside marriage is grievously wrong derives in part from the fact that his urge
is so deeply egoistic. But there has been no parallel consideration of the
possible effect on married life itself of this self-engrossed power. Moral
theology has tended to ignore this question which is today resurfacing as a
major issue facing theological and pastoral reflection. Simply to find reasons
that “justify” marital sexual intercourse is an approach of the past.
Also dated is the approach that would overstress the idea of abstention
from intercourse as a key to spiritual growth in marriage. What has to be put to
spouses is the need to purify their intercourse, so that they may more
and more find in it the unmixed character of loving personal gift-acceptance
which it would have had in Eden.

Sensitive married couples who
sincerely love each other are readily aware of this self-absorbed drive which
takes from the perfection of their physical conjugal union. They sense the need
to temper or purify the force drawing them together, so that they can be united
in true mutual giving—not mere simultaneous 
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taking. Their heart calls for this;
insofar as they are mainly yielding to lust, a sense of cheating and of being
cheated will always remain. John Paul II reads this situation well: “I
would say that lust is a deception of the human heart in the perennial call of
man and woman to communion by means of mutual giving” (Theology of the
Body, 148).

It is their very sensitivity to love
that makes them troubled by this disorder they would like to remedy; but they
have seldom been guided as to how to achieve this, or as to why the endeavor and
effort to do so is an integral part of their married calling to keep growing in
love and so, ultimately, to attain sanctity.(92)

 



C) Chastity Gives Freedom to
Conjugal Love

In our present condition,
concupiscence (or the over-absorbing desires of the flesh) ranges itself easily
against the “spirit,” which also means against love and the desires of
love. This is the case before marriage, and remains so in marriage. Scripture
insists on this, and so it is a truth that every Christian needs to ponder. At
the start of our study we noted how the Catechism of the Catholic Church
(2525) identifies concupiscence with the caro adversus spiritum of the
Letter to the Galatians: “the desires of the flesh are against the spirit,
and the desires of the spirit are against the flesh” (Gal 5:17). Pope John
Paul II opens part 2 of his Theology of the Body with detailed
consideration of this Pauline passage.

According to the pope, Paul refers
here to

the tension existing within man, precisely in his
heart … [which] presupposes that disposition of forces formed in man with
original sin, in which every historical man participates. In this disposition,
formed within man, the body opposes the spirit and easily prevails over it. (Theology
of the Body,
191)





If we let the body prevail in this battle, we lose our freedom and hence our
very ability to love, for freedom is not true freedom
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unless it is at the service of love (cf. ibid., 197). Only so, by using
freedom truly and well (and guarding against its false use), can the battle
against concupiscence be gradually won. Only so can we fulfill our vocation to
love in all freedom—in that freedom for which Christ has set us free.

To understand the
vocation to freedom in this way (“You were called to freedom,
brethren”—Gal 5:13), means giving a form to the ethos in which life
“according to the Spirit” is realized. The danger of wrongly
understanding freedom also exists. Paul clearly points this out, writing in the
same context: “Only do not use your freedom as an opportunity for the
flesh, but through love be servants of one another” (Gal 5:13). In other
words, Paul warns us of the possibility of making a bad use of freedom. Such a
use is in opposition to the liberation of the human spirit carried out by Christ
and contradicts that freedom with which “Christ set us free.” …
The antithesis and, in a way, the negation of this use of freedom takes place
when it becomes a pretext to live according to the flesh. Freedom then …
becomes “an opportunity for the flesh,” a source (or instrument) of a
specific yoke on the part of pride of life, the lust of the eyes, and the lust
of the flesh. Anyone who lives in this way according to the flesh, that is,
submits … to the three forms of lust, especially to the lust of the flesh,
ceases to be capable of that freedom for which “Christ set us free.”
He also ceases to be suitable for the real gift of himself, which is the fruit
and expression of this freedom. Moreover, he ceases to be capable of that gift
which is organically connected with the nuptial meaning of the human body (Theology
of the Body, 197-98)

John Paul II’s warning here about “good” and
“bad” uses of freedom brings back to mind St. Augustine’s distinction
regarding the use of the body. In one of his sermons, Augustine too invokes
Galatians 5:17 in particular relation to chastity: 





Listen well to these words, all you faithful who are fighting. I speak to those
who struggle. Only those who struggle will understand the truth of what I say. I
will not be understood by whoever does not struggle… . What does the chaste
person wish? That no force should arise in his body resisting chastity. He would
like to experience peace, but does not have it yet.(93)

 



Augustine’s words are directed to the married as much as to the unmarried.
Both, he is convinced, will understand the truth he expresses if they are
prepared to fight the constant warfare of
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Christian life. The Church has not changed her doctrine about this fight.

[A] monumental
struggle against the powers of darkness pervades the whole history of man. The
battle was joined from the very origins of the world and will continue until the
last day, as the Lord has attested. Caught in this conflict, man is obliged to
wrestle constantly if he is to cling to what is good, nor can he achieve his own
integrity without great efforts and the help of God’s grace. (Gaudium et
spes 37)

 



D) The “Remedy” of Concupiscence: Chastity





“The problem for [sexual] ethics is how to use sex without treating the
person as an object for use.”(94) A
perceptive observation which brings a properly human focus to bear on the
question of the pleasure of marital intercourse. Pleasure should not be sought
just for its own sake, since self-seeking (and “other-using”) will
then tend to dominate. But pleasure can and should come, as an important
concomitant of the union achieved. This in the truest sense is what is implied
in the remedying of concupiscence. It is a challenge to love and a work
of chastity.(95) Earlier we quoted St. Thomas
(IV Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 3, ad 4) on how grace is given in marriage
as a remedy against concupiscence, so as to curb it in its root (i.e.,
in its self-absorbed tendency), and I have suggested elsewhere that one of the
main graces bestowed by the sacrament of matrimony, as a “permanent”
sacrament, is that of marital chastity in this precise sense.(96)

The goal cannot be not to
feel pleasure or not to be drawn by it (both pertain to the instinct of
conjugality), but not to be dominated by its quest (which is the very
instinct of lust). Saint Augustine points out the alternatives: “whoever
does not want to serve lust must necessarily fight against it; whoever neglects
to 
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fight it must necessarily serve it.
One of these alternatives is burdensome but praiseworthy, the other is debasing
and miserable.”(97)

Marital intercourse is indeed a unique
way of giving physical expression to married love, but it is not the only way.
There are moments in married life (sickness, for instance, or periods just
before and after childbirth) when love will not seek intercourse but still
express itself in many other ways, even on the physical level. It is commonplace
among marriage counselors and psychologists to assign as much or even more
importance to these “lesser” physical expressions of affection and
love as to the frequency of marital intercourse itself. John Paul II does not
pass over this point. With finely drawn distinctions, he differentiates
“sexual excitement” from “sexual emotion” in man-woman
relationships, and comments:

Excitement seeks
above all to be expressed in the form of sensual and corporeal pleasure. That
is, it tends toward the conjugal act… . On the other hand, emotion …
even if in its emotive content it is conditioned by the femininity or
masculinity of the “other,” does not per se tend toward the
conjugal act. But it limits itself to other manifestations of affection, which
express the spousal meaning of the body, and which nevertheless do not include
its (potentially) procreative meaning. (Theology of the Body, 413)





Men and women, married or single, who wish to grow in mutual love cannot adapt
themselves passively to the prevalent modern lifestyle which, especially as
reflected in the media, is permeated with “sexual excitement” and
forms a constant stimulus to it. Purity of heart, sight, and thought is
essential if they are to keep sexual excitement within limits where it is at the
service of sexual emotion and of genuine intersexual love. Their own intimate
consciousness of the real nature of love will be the best incentive to help them
keep firmly clear of all those external stimuli which necessarily subject a
person more and more to the absorbing power of lust, and so lessen his or her
capacity for a true, freely given, and faithful love.
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E) Chastity Is for the Strong; As Is Growth in Love

Among the deceptions of marriage is the experience that what should so
uniquely unite can separate; it can be filled with tensions and disappointment
rather than harmony and peace. The tensions come from the divisive force of
concupiscence which can only be overcome and purified through a love that is
truly donative rather than possessive. “It is often thought that continence
causes inner tensions which man must free himself from. [But rather] continence,
understood integrally, is the only way to free man from such tensions” (Theology
of the Body, 411). In fact, the chastity proper to marriage unites, reduces
tensions, increases respect, and deepens spousal love, so leading this love to
its human perfection and preparing the spouses themselves for a love that is
infinite and eternal. “The way to attain this goal,” Pope Benedict XVI
insists, “is not simply by submitting to instinct. Purification and growth
in maturity are called for; and these also pass through the path of
renunciation. Far from rejecting or ‘poisoning’ eros, they heal it and
restore its true grandeur” (Deus caritas est 5).

“True conjugal love … is also a difficult love” (Theology
of the Body, 290). Of course: love of another is always a battle against
self-love. That division of the heart between self and spouse must be overcome:
conjugal love gives unity to each heart and unites the two hearts in one love.
Carnal concupiscence is not the only expression of self-love, but, since it so
pervasively affects the most significant bodily expression of conjugal love, its
tendency to dominate must be specially resisted. If it is not, love may not
survive this battle.

The heart has become
a battlefield between love and lust. The more lust dominates the heart, the less
the heart experiences the nuptial meaning of the body. It becomes less sensitive
to the gift of the person, which expresses that meaning in the mutual relations
of man and woman. (Ibid., 126)

The need for this battle, John Paul II insists, will be evident to those who
reflect on the nature of conjugal-corporal love itself,
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who sincerely face up to the dangers it is subject to, and who wish to do
whatever is necessary to ensure its protection and growth.

Purity … tends to
reveal and strengthen the nuptial meaning of the body in its integral truth.
This truth must be known interiorly. In a way, it must be felt with the heart,
in order that the mutual relations of man and of woman—even mere looks—may
reacquire that authentically nuptial content of their meanings. (Ibid., 213)

John Paul II is sure of the fundamental optimism and attraction of the
understanding of married sexuality he outlines. His anthropological analysis
becomes moral teaching that is imbued with human appeal.

Does not man feel, at
the same time as lust, a deep need to preserve the dignity of the mutual
relations, which find their expression in the body, thanks to his masculinity
and femininity? Does he not feel the need to impregnate them with everything
that is noble and beautiful? Does he not feel the need to confer on them the
supreme value which is love? (Ibid., 167-68)

And yet, however humanly true and appealing the pope’s analysis is, it is
completely inserted into the Christian framework of Redemption. Love inspires
generosity and sacrifice, but if these remain at the purely human level they are
not enough. The help of God, obtained especially through the sacraments and
fervent prayer, is necessary to attain that conjugal chastity and mutual loving
respect without which the best aspirations of love may fail. To illustrate this,
John Paul II has recourse to two of the more “romantic” writings of
the Old Testament, the Song of Songs and the Book of Tobit. He sees the
well-known verse of the former, “fortis est ut mors dilectio”
(“love is as strong as death,” or “as stern as death” [Cant
8:6]), as perhaps over-idealized in the Canticle but expressed at the true level
of spousal love and of humble human experience in Tobit.

It is the concupiscent approach that destroyed the previous marriages of
Sarah. Tobiah is well aware of this and leads Sarah to understand how prayer
brings strength to pure love so as to enable it overcome the deadening power of
concupiscence. 
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From the very first
moment Tobiah’s love had to face the test of life and death. The words about
love “stern as death,” spoken by the spouses in the Song of Songs in
the transport of the heart, assume here the nature of a real test. If love is
demonstrated as stern as death, this happens above all in the sense that Tobiah
and, together with him, Sarah, unhesitatingly face this test. But in this test
of life and death, life wins because, during the test on the wedding night,
love, supported by prayer, is revealed as more stern than death”; their
love “is victorious because it prays.” (Ibid., 376)

Those who love readily understand the human value and attraction of pure,
chaste, and disinterested love. But to feel the human attraction is not enough.
In the Christian view, chastity remains a gift of God, one that is only achieved
through prayer. “Since I knew I could not otherwise be continent unless God
granted it to me (and this too was a point of wisdom, to know whose the gift
is), I went to the Lord and besought him” (Wis 8:21).(98)
Opening his work on continence or chastity, Augustine insists that this virtue
is a gift of God for both the single and the married: “Dei donum est.”(99)
He stresses the same idea elsewhere with special reference to marriage:
“The very fact that conjugal chastity has such power, shows that it is a
great gift of God.”(100)

 

Conclusion



 

We have studied the establishment and
prevalence over many centuries of the notion that marriage is ordered to the
“remedy of concupiscence.” The practical effect of this, in our view,
has been to create a certain idea that marriage “legitimizes”
concupiscence, an idea which, if further analyzed, amounts to saying that
“marriage legitimizes disordered sexuality.”

I believe that Christian life has
suffered from those longstanding and widely held views which have regarded
concupiscence not as a force to be resisted (and purified) in marriage, but as
simply legitimized by marriage itself where, in 
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consequence, it can be given free
rein. The understanding of marriage as an outlet for concupiscence is, I claim,
what seems to be implied in the simple phrase remedium concupiscentiae,
and what has in fact been the well-nigh universal interpretation given to the
term.

From the standpoint of pastoral
theology, I have endeavored to show that the longstanding use of this term has
propagated a narrow and impoverished view of marriage which has consistently
ignored the consideration of matrimony as a sacrament of sanctification.
If so, then the disappearance of the term should further facilitate the renewed
theological, ascetical, and vocational understanding of marriage which has been
emerging in the last three quarters of a century, and which the current
magisterium has so insistently fostered.

In this renewed understanding, rather
than being a “remedy” or even as an outlet for concupiscence, marriage
should be seen and presented as a call to a particular growth in love—in an
effort, with the help of grace, to recapture the purity and chaste self-donation
of the original human sexual-conjugal condition.

A balanced Christian vision will avoid
both naive optimism and radical pessimism about human nature. It will always see
man as a sick creature made for a divine destiny. This balanced view is needed
also because the pathologies of human nature can only be properly evaluated by
those who both face up to the reality of sin and, being convinced of the
goodness of creation and the nature of original health, know the means and
effectiveness of the Redemption worked by Christ—which enables us, despite our
ailments, to achieve something much greater still than the fullness of that
original health.
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THOMAS SUTTON, O.P., was one of the most forceful and perceptive proponents
of key theological and philosophical doctrines of St. Thomas Aquinas in the
closing decades of the thirteenth and opening decades of the fourteenth century.(1)
Gilson wrote that he “maintained the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas against two
successive generations of opponents: (1) the representatives of the late
thirteenth century Augustinism … (2) the new theology of John Duns Scotus.”(2)
Francis Kelley and Gyula Klima have examined Thomas Sutton’s defense of various
of Aquinas’s teachings against the criticism of Henry of Ghent, a representative
of the first generation of opponents to the Angelic
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Doctor.(3) In this article, I explore Sutton’s
defense of a key doctrine of Aquinas, the analogical concept of being, against
the second generation of opponents, specifically Duns Scotus’s innovative
doctrine of the univocity of the concept of being.

In his defense of his fellow Dominican, Sutton also treats the problem of the
divine names, such as ‘wisdom’ and ‘goodness’, stoutly maintaining that they are
predicated of God and creatures analogically, not univocally. But which of the
various types of analogy is Sutton defending?(4)
We know that the complexities of analogy and its use in a number of contexts
stimulated Aquinas to rethink and deepen his theory during his career. While
discussing the problem of the divine names, Aquinas in his early works used a
form of the analogy of attribution, while in De Veritate (1256-59) he
argues for another type of analogy, that of proportionality. Finally in his
later works, such as De potentia and the Summa Theologiae, he
quietly abandons the views of De Veritate and returns in the main to
his earlier opinion.(5) It is no surprise, then,
that those who have studied the texts of Thomas Sutton dealing with this issue
have also found a complex and articulated teaching. Hence, I examine not only
the main reasons and argu-ments that Sutton brings forward against Scotus’s
univocal concept of being, but also Sutton’s use of various types of analogy
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in different contexts and how his teaching differs from that of his Dominican
confrere.

To understand Sutton’s position, it is necessary to recall that the
Scholastics had two distinct contexts for their discussions of whether the term
‘being’ is said univocally, equivocally or analogically: a philosophical context
(i.e., that of the Aristotelian ten categories), and a theological context
concerning language about God and creatures. In the first, they asked how the
term ‘being’ is predicated of substance and accidents, while in the second they
asked how it is predicated of God and creatures. Following Cornelio Fabro and
others, I refer to these two contexts as ‘predicamental’ (or horizontal) and
‘transcendental’ (or vertical).(6) It was, of
course, in the transcendental context that they also inquired about the divine
names.

Thomas Sutton debated these problems in his Ordinary Questions, 32, 32A, 33,
and 34,(7) and in a short question directed
against Robert Cowton.(8) The editor of the
Ordinary Questions,
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Johannes Schneider, dates them tentatively between 1305-10 at Oxford, and the
question against Cowton as later.(9) He combines
both ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ contexts in the title to question 32: “It
is asked whether this term ‘being’ is predicated univocally of God and of all
things of whatever category.” In fact, in Sutton’s own response to this
question, he deals almost exclusively with the predicamental context, that is,
the philosophical question whether ‘being’ is said univocally or analogically of
substance and accidents; other than a brief programmatic statement, he devotes
only one short paragraph to the transcendental context, to God and creatures.(10)
This favoring of the categorical context is also evidenced in the thirty-three
initial arguments for univocity and Sutton’s corresponding replies. Questions 33
and 34 both ask about the divine names. Question 33: “It is asked
concerning the divine names, and firstly, whether names which are said of God
and creatures are said univocally of God and creatures.” Question 34:
“Secondly, it is asked whether this name ‘substance’, as it is a name of a
most general genus, is said univocally of God and caused substances; and this is
to ask whether God is in the predicament of substance.”(11)
Hence the very way Sutton poses his questions, that is, in terms of univocity,
evidences the change in the status quaestionis wrought by Scotus. I
believe his devoting separate questions to each context, predicamental (question
32) and transcendental (questions 33 and 34), is not accidental, but a
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deliberate vehicle for his two-part solution, relying on two types of
analogy.(12)

Before discussing Sutton’s questions, we should recall that a key source for
this medieval debate was a passage at the very start of Aristotle’s Categories
as translated by Boethius: 



Those that have only a name in common but a different substantiae
ratio in accordance with that name are said to be equivocals, e.g.,
‘animal’ [in relation to] man and what is painted… . Those that have both a
name in common and the same substantiae ratio in accordance with that
name are said to be univocals, e.g., ‘animal’ [in relation to] man, ox.(13)



It was agreed that the crucial terms substantiae ratio of a name
“included all that in some way expressed the essence or quiddity of a
substance or accident.”(14) Although there
was disagreement in the thirteenth century over how these terms were to be
specifically translated, whether as an Avicennian nature or an ‘inner word’, in
the fourteenth century the substantiae ratio of a name was normally
identified with a concept, whatever its ontological status might be. Hence a key
assumption of the discussion was that a univocal term is subordinated to one
nature, concept, or ratio while an equivocal term is subordinated to
more than one.(15)
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And, to anticipate, Sutton holds that the term ‘being’ is a type of equivocal
term, in that it is subordinated to a plurality of concepts; more accurately it
is an analogous term, since it is subordinated to a plurality of related
concepts.



 



I.
Being in the Predicamental Context: Question 32





Sutton begins his own answer (determinatio) to question 32 by citing at
length a key passage of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, book 4, chapter 2:





So too there are many
senses in which a thing is said to be. But every being is related to one first,
that is, to substance. For some things are said to be because they are
substances, while others because they are passions of substance, still others
because they are a passage towards substance or corruptions or privations or
qualities or productive or generative of substance, or of those things that are
said relative to substance, or negations of these things or negations of
substance.(16)





Sutton cites Averroës with approval that in this passage, ‘being’ is not said
equivocally, as ‘dog’ referring to a barking dog and to a sea dog, nor is it
said univocally, as ‘animal’ is of a human being and an ass. Rather, Averroës
claims, “it [ens] is one of those terms that are said of things by
attribution to one, and they are midway between equivocal and univocal
terms.”(17)

That ‘being’ is said analogically and not univocally of substance and
accident was a widely held doctrine at Sutton’s time, and indeed he claims that
“all authoritative teachers agree in this.”
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Further, he claims ‘being’ is said analogically of God and of all other
things of whatever category.(18) But he claims
that many are deceived about the signification of the term ‘being’ and take it
to be univocal. Hence Sutton is conscious of adopting the traditional opinion
against the recent innovations of Scotus and his followers, who in a short time,
at least in Sutton’s mind, have become “many.”(19)

The reason many are deceived on this question is the maximal commonness (maximam
communitatem) of the term ‘being’: whatever is understood, whether a
substance or accident, is immediately understood to be a being.(20)
Even if one does not know whether, for example, the powers of the soul are
accidents or are to be identified with the substance of the soul itself, still
one knows that they are beings. In this way ‘being’ is very similar to genus
terms that are common and univocal: when I conceive of a human being, a horse,
or a lion, I always conceive of an animal, and when I see something moving in
the distance, I may not know specifically what it is, but still I know it is an
animal. So, as the term ‘animal’ is associated with a concept common to its
various species, which generic concept is included in the concept of each
species, so it seems to many that the term ‘being’ has one concept common to all
things, and this concept is included in the concept
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of every thing. This is especially true since ‘being’ is thought by some to
be predicated per se of all things in the first way of predicating per
se, just as a genus term is predicated of its species in the first way of
predicating per se. Here Sutton seems to be alluding to a claim of
Scotus that both substance and accidents are beings per se.(21)

On the other hand, analogical terms, as ‘healthy’, do not have this
similarity to genus terms. Whoever conceives of animal, diet, and urine (of
which ‘healthy’ can be said analogically) need not at the same time conceive of
healthy, nor is ‘healthy’ predicated of them in the first way of predicating per
se, but rather per accidens and denominatively. Thus one is not
misled into thinking that ‘healthy’ signifies one concept common to them so that
it could be predicated of them the way a genus term is predicated of its
species. But it does appear, at least to some thinkers, that the term ‘being’ is
predicated with one common concept of all things, God and creatures of whatever
category.

Sutton claims that without a doubt they are deceived, and offers an argument
against them based on the assumption that if ‘being’ were said univocally of the
categories it would be “contracted” to the various categories in the
way a genus, as animal, is contracted by a difference, for example, rational.(22)



(1) If the term
‘being’ is said univocally of all of the categories, then being has one concept
common to the ten categories.

(2) If being has one
concept common to the ten categories, being is common to the categories in the
way a genus is common to its species.

(3) If being is
common to the categories in the way a genus is common to its species, it is
contracted to various categories by differences in the way a genus is contracted
to its species by differences.

(4) For any genus,
its concept is not included in the concept of the difference.

(5) But the concept
of being is included in the concept of anything that is understood, including
any purported differences.

(6) Hence, being
cannot have any difference that contracts it to various categories in the way a
genus is contracted to its species. (4, 5)
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[(7) Hence, being is
not common to the categories in the way a genus is common to its species.
(Unstated subconclusion, from 3, 6)]

(8) Hence, being
cannot have one concept common to the ten categories. (2, 7)

(9) Therefore, the
term ‘being’ is not said univocally of all of the categories. (1, 8)



Premise 1 assumes the views on univocity found in
Aristotle’s opening remarks in the Categories mentioned above, and
premise 2 is the key assumption that equates the community of being with that of
a genus. Premise 3 assumes that as the genus animal is contracted by the
specific difference rational, resulting in the species of human being, so being
would be contracted to the category of, say, substance, by one difference, and
to the category of quantity by another difference. Substance, quantity, and the
other categories would therefore be species of being (i.e., contained ‘under’
being as species are ‘under’ a genus).(23) In
support of premise 4, Sutton argues ad absurdum that if the concept of
the genus were included in that of the difference, the concept of the difference
would be equivalent to the species, since it is constituted by the genus and
difference.(24) Premise 5 may be Sutton’s
interpretation of Scotus’s claim, mentioned above, that both substance and
accidents are beings per se.

In premises 2 and 3, Sutton imputes to his opponent a view that imagines a
close parallel between ‘being’ and ‘genus’, and this comparison will have a role
in the history of the debate. However, Scotus himself knew of and responded to
this type of argument, being well aware that whatever community was to be
accorded the concept of being, it could not be that of a genus. His definitive
explanation of the nongeneric character of being, found for example in his Lectura
and Ordinatio, is that being is not contracted to God and
creatures, or to the various categories, by any positive reality or formal
perfection extrinsic to it, as in the case of a genus, but rather is qualified
by intrinsic modes, as it is contracted to God and creatures by the intrinsic
modes of infinity
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and finitude.(25) Hence the distinction
involved is not that between realities or formalities, but is a lesser
distinction between a reality and its intrinsic mode.(26)
It is clear, then, that Scotus would deny Sutton’s premises 2 and 3, a gross
simplification in stating baldly that being is like a genus and is contracted in
the way of a genus.

Sutton, however, convinced that he has pinpointed the error of those who
uphold the univocal concept of being (i.e., they take being to be a supergenus
over the categories) and that he has disproven it, concludes: 



Since being is not a
genus of substance and quantity and the others, therefore in no way can it be
predicated of them univocally. For what is predicated univocally of many is
either their genus or species or difference or property or accident.(27)



This last argument, a standard at the time, maintains that if a term is said
univocally, it must be one of the five predicables of Porphyry. The only real
candidate for ‘being’ would be genus, which Sutton has just eliminated. Scotus’s
response to this objection had been that the assumption that a univocal term
must be one of the predicables is valid only for the categories, but it is not
for the transcendentals, as being, which need not be one of the predicables.(28)
Nevertheless, Sutton, for his part, draws a further conclusion from the fact
that being is not a genus: there is no genus above the ten categories, which
categories “are distin-
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guished according to ten diverse modes of predication, of which none can be
reduced to another, nor can there be found in reality any other mode of
predicating beyond them.”(29)

Having eliminated univocity to his own satisfaction, Sutton says that ‘being’
is said either equivocally or analogically, and then proceeds to eliminate
equivocity, following a method found in a number of works of Aquinas.(30)
A few clarifying comments on equivocation and analogy in the medieval context
are necessary to understand Sutton’s position. Aristotle’s remarks in the first
chapter of the Categories provided an opportunity for later
commentators, both Greek and Latin, to divide and subdivide various senses of
equivocation.(31) The expositores philosophi,(32)
such as Boethius and the author of the pseudo-Augustine Categoriae decem,
took from Porphyry the first and largest division, that between chance
equivocals (aequivoca a casu) and deliberate equivocals (aequivoca
a consilio or a proposito). The first group comprises equivocal
terms that are the same for whatever chance reason, as ‘pen’ in English happens
to designate things of quite different types. The second group comprises terms
whose meanings are the product of human intention in any number of ways.

Sutton, in the following question 33, gives this basic division of equivocal
terms, calling the chance equivocals “equivocals properly so-called.”
For the deliberate equivocals he gives the four subdivisions found in Boethius
and Simplicius.(33) The first of these
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is secundum similitudinem, or by resemblance, as a human being and
his picture. 



‘Animal’ is
predicated of each but equivocally by resemblance… . For ‘animal’ is said of
the human being according to that ratio which is an animated sensitive
substance, but of the picture it is said according to another ratio,
which is the resemblance to the animated sensitive substance.(34)



The second class of deliberate equivocals Sutton calls secundum
proportionem. For Sutton, it is only terms of this class that properly can
be called ‘analogical’; terms of the other three classes are analogical only in
a broader sense. From Aristotle (Metaphysics, book 5)(35)
he gives the standard example of the term principium (principle,
origin):



… as when
‘principle’ is said of a unit which is the principle of number, and of a point
that is the principle of a line, of a source that is the principle of rivers,
and of the heart which is the principle in an animal… . And well are they
called equivocals secundum proportionem and most properly, for they are
said proportionately of diverse things. For as unit is the principle of number,
so a point is the principle of a line, and so for the others. And so such
equivocals are properly called analogous, and the other [deliberate equivocals]
are not properly called analogous, but in a broad sense. For analogy is the same
as proportio.(36)
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The third type of deliberate equivocals are those called equivocals ab
uno, that is, in relation to one origin: 



they descend from
some one thing to many, of which things the term is said equivocally, as from
medicine ‘medical’ is said of a book in which is written the science of
medicine, and ‘medical’ is said of an instrument used to cut according to the
medical art, and ‘medical’ is said of a potion which is very good for health
according to the medical art. This equivocation descends to all these from one,
namely from medicine.(37)



The fourth type are those equivocals ad unum, that is, in relation
to one end, as



when diverse things
are referred to one, and so the same term is said of them, as ‘healthy’. For
food is said to be healthy, and a potion and exercise to be healthy, and urine
to be healthy, because they are referred to one end, namely, to the health of an
animal. And in this way being is equivocal to substance and to the other
predicaments, for being is said of quantity and quality and the other
predicaments of accidents as they have a relation to one, namely, to substance
which is the first being, but not however as to one end, but as to one subject.(38)



In this question 33, then, ‘being’ is not said of substance and accident as a
“chance equivocal,” but as a “deliberate equivocal,” namely,
a deliberate equivocal of the fourth type, an equivocal ad unum.
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On this point, Sutton is consistent in questions 32 and 33. In question 32,
as we have seen, after eliminating univocity he asks whether ‘being’ is said of
substance and accidents equivocally or analogically. Here he identifies
equivocity with the “chance equivocals,” the pure equivocals. This is
rejected as it is not simply by chance that ‘being’ is predicated of substance
and accidents. He reasserts the traditional teaching: 



substance is being
absolutely and through itself, and others are beings in a qualified sense, and
are said to be beings because of substance… . Because, therefore, ‘being’ is
said principally of substance and is said of the other [categories] only in
relation to substance, it is necessary to say that ‘being’ is not said purely
equivocally of them, but is said analogically first and foremost [of substance]
and in a second fashion [of accidents].(39)



This, in other terminology, is the fourth class of deliberate equivocals
found in question 33.

This is the teaching of the vast majority of Scholastics and Sutton argues
ably for it, both from the authority of Aristotle and various commentators and
from argument. From this basic position, he draws further consequences that
emphasize the diversity of the senses of ‘being’ when said of the individual
categories, in direct opposition to the positing of a univocal concept for all
of the categories. For example, since there is nothing univocally common to the
diverse categories, it is necessary that ‘being’ is said in as many different
ways as there are categories. Sutton quotes in full another key text of
Aristotle: 



Those things are said
in their own right to be that signify the figures of the predicaments. For in as
many ways is something predicated, in so many ways is being signified. And so
since some of the predicaments signify what something is, others its quality,
others quantity, others relation, others activity, others 
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passivity, others its
place, others its time (others its position, others its having), each signifies
the to be (or being) answering to each of these.(40)



For Sutton, there are ten different concepts of being, one for each of the
categories: 



So it should be said
that ‘being’, as it is said of the things of the ten predicaments, has ten
significations, according to which it [‘being’] is said of them analogically,
because first and principally it is said of substance according to one
signification, and in a second fashion it is said of the other categories
according to the other significations, and it is said of them because they
belong to the first being, which is substance.(41)



It should not be thought, however, that each of these concepts of being is
identical with the concept of each of the categories. For if so, then being
would be a genus as, for example, substance is a genus, and as quantity is a
genus. But this cannot be, for just as being cannot be a supergenus to all the
categories, so being cannot be a genus within each of the categories, and this
for the same reason: there can be no difference that could contract being to the
various species of a particular category.(42)

How then does the concept of being as it pertains to substances differ from
the concept of substance, and how does the concept of being as it pertains to
quantities differ from the concept of quantity, and so for the other
predicaments? Because of the importance of this reply, it is worth quoting in
full: 
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Being, therefore, is
a genus in none of its significations, but according to each of its
significations [with respect to each category] it has a concept other than the
concept of the genus about which it is said. For although being said of
substance does not signify a thing other than the substance, it signifies the
same thing under another aspect. For ‘substance’ signifies the thing under the
aspect of standing under, but ‘being’ said of a substance signifies the thing
under the aspect of being per se. And similarly, ‘quantity’ signifies
the thing under the aspect of measure, but ‘being’ said of a quantity signifies
the same thing under the aspect of being that pertains to such a thing. And so
it is to be understood of the other categories, that they signify under an
aspect other than ‘being’ which is said of them.(43)



This distinction, between what the terms of the categories (as ‘substance’,
‘quantity’, ‘quality’, ‘relation’, etc.) signify and what ‘being’ as said of any
of these categories signifies, has a key role in Sutton’s response to a number
of arguments for the univocal concept of being, both in the predicamental and in
the transcendental contexts.

For example, in one of the very few passages in question 32 treating the
transcendental context, Sutton recites the following argument in favor of a
concept of being univocal to God and creatures. The only reason some terms are
predicated analogically and not univocally is that as they are predicated of
creatures they imply some imperfection in their formal meanings (rationes),
which imperfection must be removed when they are predicated of God. ‘Being wise’
and ‘being just’, as said of creatures, signify limited qualities and so imply
imperfection, while there is no quality in God, for all that is in God is
identical with his essence; hence such terms cannot be said univocally of God
and creatures. But this is not true of ‘being’ which only signifies “having
an essence” and implies no imperfection. Furthermore, since being
transcends all categories, it does not imply any determinate mode


  



page 553

of being, neither that of quantity or quality, as ‘being wise’ and ‘being
just’ imply the determinate mode of being of quality. So, the term ‘being’ is
predicated univocally of God and all other beings.(44)

Sutton responds that as the term of a most general genus, as ‘substance’ or
‘quantity’, implies a limited thing, so also does ‘being’, since as it is
predicated of these most general genera it implies limitation and so
imperfection.(45) Recall that for Sutton, the
one term ‘being’ is associated with ten different concepts that signify ten
different limited modes of being which characterize the different categories.
For ‘being’ to be predicated of God, one must remove any such limited mode of
being from the signification of the term. But once this is done, the term is not
said univocally of God and creatures, since with each of the ten concepts of
being a limited mode of existence is part of its formal meaning, and hence to
remove the limitation is to change the formal meaning. Hence, when ‘being’ is
said of God and creatures, it cannot be univocal, since two different concepts
are involved.

In another response, Sutton explains further why the term ‘being’, said of
any of the categories, does imply limitation.



‘Being’ does not
imply those imperfect aspects which are signified by the names of the ten
genera. But it signifies the modes of being which pertain to those genera, and
as a consequence it signifies limited and so imperfect modes, of which none can
pertain to God who is an unlimited being.(46)



Hence, again, ‘being’ cannot be said of God and creatures univocally.

With this understanding of Sutton’s basic position, we can follow a rapid
series of arguments and counter-arguments for and against Scotus’s univocal
concept of being. The series begins with the concept of common being (ens in
communi):
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Furthermore, common
being is the object of the intellect. And so common being is apprehended by the
intellect, which requires some concept or ratio of it. So, common being
has some concept according to which it is said of all things, and hence
univocally.(47)



Sutton replies, following Aquinas, by denying the main assumption: the proper
object of the human intellect, in fact, is not common being, but the quiddity of
a material thing, for whatever else we come to know, we know through a cognition
of a material thing.(48) The Scotist replies
that the object of our intellect is that which contains all that we know and
under whose aspect all things are known by us, as color, under whose aspect all
things are seen by us, is the object of sight. But whatever is understood by us
is understood under the aspect of being under which are contained all things. So
common being is the object of our intellect. Sutton replies with his basic
conviction: we do not understand everything under one ratio or concept
of being, but under several rationes of being, “as substances
under one ratio of being, and quantities under another, and the things
of diverse predicaments under diverse rationes of being.”(49)

Sutton holds that the commonness in “common being” is not that of
univocity, but rather that of analogy. The difference is that with univocity,
there is not only a common name, but also a common concept, while with analogy
there is only a common name, not a common concept. Since according to Sutton the
term ‘being’ is analogous, there is no concept common to all things to be
grasped by the intellect, but being is always apprehended under one of its ten
categorical aspects. This can take place in either of two ways: determinately or
indeterminately. In the first way, the intellect apprehends being under one
determinate mode of being, (e.g., as existing per se). In the second
way, the intellect
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apprehends being indeterminately (e.g., as existing in one or other
unspecified mode of existing).(50)

This latter remark is clarified in Sutton’s response to another argument in
the series, an argument for the univocal concept of being taken from the
well-known dictum of Avicenna, “Being is the first thought by our
intellect.” If this is so, being is thought before substance or any other
category, that is, before any concept of substance or any other category. But if
so, then being is known by one concept which is not the concept of any specific
category, but is common to all.(51)

In his reply, Sutton interprets Avicenna as saying that what is first
understood about anything is that it is. But this does not occur with one
concept common to all the categories, but by some concept that signifies a mode
of being of a thing of one of the categories, either determinately or
indeterminately. This happens with purely equivocal terms. When the term ‘dog’
is spoken, one understands a star (a celestial dog), or Fido (an earthly dog),
or a fish (a sea dog), and this in either of two ways. One can understand the
term “determinately” as signifying, say, Fido. Or one can understand
it “indeterminately,” as signifying one of the three, “either
this one or that one or that one.”(52)
Hence Sutton can agree with Avicenna that being is understood before all else
according to one concept (ratio)—not, however, according to one
concept of being common to all categories, but according to one concept of being
as it pertains to one category, and this either determinately to one particular
category or indeterminately, that is, disjunctively to this or that or that
category.
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This response of Sutton also helps him respond to another of the principal
arguments of Scotus for the univocal concept of being.(53)
According to Sutton’s formulation:



(1) There is not
certainty and doubt about the same concept.

(2) But there is
certainty concerning something that it is a being, but doubt whether it is a
substance or an accident.

(3) Hence, ‘being’
signifies a concept other than that signified by ‘substance’ or ‘accident’.

(4) Therefore,
‘being’ signifies a concept common to all the categories.



He recites a standard example in support of the second premise: all are
certain that the concept ‘being’ applies to the powers of the soul, but many are
unsure whether the concept ‘substance’ or the concept of ‘accident’ applies to
them.(54)

In the course of his long response to this often-cited argument,(55)
it becomes clear that he denies the implication between the subconclusion in
step 3 and the conclusion in step 4. He concedes the subconclusion that there is
not one concept of being that is identical with any one category, as substance
or quantity. For if it were, ‘being’ and ‘substance’, for example, would be
synonyms, and by knowing that something is a being, one would know that it is a
substance, which is not the case. But just because being is not a concept
identical with any one particular category, it does not follow that it is a
concept common to all ten categories. This is a fallacy of the consequent,
arguing to one reason or cause when there are many. The reason there is
certainty that the powers of the soul are beings and doubt whether they are
substances or qualities is that ‘being’ is said of each thing according to one
of its concepts, which correspond to the concepts of the ten categories. When a
term is subordinated to many concepts (as with equivocal and analogical terms),
there can be certainty that one or other of its many concepts is predicated of
some determinate thing, but doubt as to which one. So with
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powers of the soul: it is certain that ‘being’ is predicated of them, since
it is predicated of everything; but there can be doubt concerning which of the
concepts to which the term ‘being’ is subordinated should be said of these
powers.



For it is certain
that ‘being’ is said of them [powers of the soul], since it is said of all
things, but there is doubt which of the concepts is said of them, namely, as
‘being’ signifies substance or as it signifies quality; or if I may speak more
properly, there is doubt whether ‘being’ is said of them as it signifies the
entity of substance or as it signifies the entity of quality, and so there is
doubt whether they are substance or accidents.(56)



When Sutton speaks “more properly” of entity, he is referring to
the way of being(57) appropriate to each of the
categories: ‘being’ and ‘substance’ denote the same particular object, but under
different aspects: “For ‘substance’ signifies the thing under the aspect of
standing under (sub ratione substandi), but ‘being’ said of substance
signifies the thing under the aspect of being per se (sub ratione
essendi per se).”(58)

The conclusion of his response summarizes his basic opinion:



And so on account of
the community of the name [of ‘being’] with many significations, there is that
certitude, not because of the community of one signification. For [‘being’] does
not signify some concept common to the ten categories, as has been said, but ten
concepts.(59)
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Another often-used argument for the univocal concept of being is the
following:



(1) That according to
which a comparison is made is univocal.(60)

(2) Substance is more
a being than an accident.

(3) Hence, a
comparison is made according to being.

(4) Therefore, being
is univocal with regard to substance and accident.(61)



Sutton responds by denying the key assumption in (1): it is not true that one
can make a comparison only according to what is univocal. Rather, one can at
times make comparisons according to what is analogical, especially when a form
is found in many things, more in some and less in others, by different degrees
of participation. But when there is no such form found in the things compared,
and they are only spoken of metaphorically or ac-cording to some relation one to
the other, then no comparison is possible. It is for this reason that one cannot
say, “Urine is more healthy than medicine,” for health is formally
neither in urine nor in medicine.(62)

Another argument for univocity concerns the unity of metaphysics as a
science. According to Aristotle, “number as number has characteristic
properties, such as oddness and evenness, excess and commensurability … so
being as being has its characteristic properties.”(63)
These characteristic properties, it
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is argued, are common to being and proper to no genus of being. But these
properties follow from a subject according to some concept (ratio) of
it, and so being as being has a concept prior to the concept of any of the
predicaments; hence being is said univocally of the predicaments according to
that concept.(64)

Sutton’s response is true to his basic opinion: as being differs analogously
in the various categories, so its characteristic properties (passiones entis)—such
as act and potency, one and many, the same and diverse—also differ analogically
in the various categories. He gives an example taken from Aristotle’s discussion
of relations in book 5 of his Metaphysics. Aristotle distinguishes
three types of “relatives” or relata based on differing foundations.
The first type can be characterized as numerical. The Stagirite includes in this
class specific identity, qualitative similarity and quantitative equality. 



For all refer to
unity. (i) Those things are the same whose substance is one; (ii) those are
similar whose quality is one; (iii) those are equal whose quantity is one; and
one is the beginning and measure of number, so that all these relations imply
number, though not in the same way.(65)



Sutton cleverly adapts this Aristotelian doctrine to his own purposes,
showing that a characteristic property of being, namely, one, is analogous in
the different categories, just as being is analogous. 



For example, to be
one in substance is to be the same, and it follows on being as it is said of
substance; to be one in quantity is to be equal, and it follows on being
according to its aspect by which it is said of quantity; to be one in quality is
to be similar, and it follows on being according to the aspect of being by which
it is said of quality. And so it is clear that ‘one’ is analogous, as also
‘being’ in substance, quantity, and quality.(66)
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Another related Scotist argument is based on the necessity of univocal
concepts in demonstrations.(67)



(1) In every
demonstration, the subject of the conclusion, of which a characteristic property
(passio) is demonstrated, is univocal.

(2) Common being (ens
inquantum ens) is the subject of metaphysics.

(3) The
characteristic properties of being are demonstrated of common being as the
subject of the conclusions of demonstrations in metaphysics.

(4) Therefore, common
being is univocal.(68)



Sutton replies, as in his response to the previous
argument, that as being is analogous, so the passiones demonstrated of
being are analogous. Thus he retorts that the argument is based in the first
premise on a false assumption, for it is not always necessary in every
demonstration that the subject term of the conclusion be univocal, nor that the
terms of the demonstrated passiones be univocal.(69)

II.
Being in the Transcendental Context: Question 32



It seems almost as an afterthought that at the end of his determination of
question 32 Sutton briefly discusses ‘being’ in the transcendental context of
God and creatures. He clearly affirms that ‘being’ is said analogically of God
and any creature whatever.(70) Here, as in his
extensive discussion of the divine names said of God and creatures in the
following question, he appeals to insights that go to the heart of Aquinas’s
metaphysics of being.


  
  

  


Page 561

For God is said
‘being essentially’, for he is his subsistent being, having all perfection of
being. But all else is said ‘being by participation’, since nothing else is its
being nor has all perfection of being, but participates in that being and
partially has some perfection of being according to a determinate grade
according to genus and to species.(71)



There is another reason why ‘being’ cannot be said univocally of God and
creatures. Since there is a greater distance between God and creatures than
between substance and accidents, a fortiori, if ‘being’ is not said
univocally in the predicamental context, much less will it be said in the
transcendental context.(72)

It is not clear what type of analogy is to be used for ‘being’ in the
transcendental context, especially given Sutton’s belief in God’s transcendence
over and distance from creatures. We could be led to the following conclusion,
based on what we know of his ideas on analogy in the categorical context. He is
advocating an analogy of attribution, a ‘one to another’ type of analogy, based
on a relation of prior and posterior. ‘Being’ is said first of substance and
secondly of an accident that depends on it. In the context of Aquinas’s
metaphysics of being, God is subsistent being, identical with his act of
existence; therefore, ‘being’ is said first of God and secondly of creatures
since they participate in the act of being in different grades according to
genus and species. In arguing for the ‘one to another’ analogy in both the
categorical and transcendental contexts, Sutton would show himself to be a
faithful follower of Aquinas.

But it turns out that Sutton’s views on this question are more subtle and, in
fact, not easy to discern. Recall that the titles of questions 33 and 34 show
that they are both treating the divine names. Question 33 says, “It is
asked concerning the divine names, and firstly, whether names which are said of
God and creatures are said univocally of God and creatures.” Question 34
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says, “Secondly, it is asked whether this name ‘substance’, as it is a
name of a most general genus, is said univocally of God and caused substances;
and this is to ask whether God is in the predicament of substance.”(73)
In the latter question, Sutton argues that while ‘substance’ cannot be
predicated of God, the term signifying the mode of being taken from created
substances (i.e., ens per se), can be predicated of God analogically.
Hence to answer our question concerning the type of analogy to be used in the
transcendental context with the term ‘being’, it is wise first to follow Sutton
in his discussion in question 33 of the divine names (e.g., ‘wise’ and ‘good’)
and then return finally to his discussion in question 34 about ‘ens per se‘
said analogically of God and creatures.



 



III.
The Divine Names: Question 33



When discussing the divine names in question 33, Sutton again is guided by
Aquinas’s method of elimination. That is, he first eliminates the use of
univocity in this context, arguing that ‘wisdom’ and ‘goodness’ when said of
creatures signify a perfection contained in a category (i.e., that of quality),
and as such include in their formal meaning some limitation, for an imperfect
mode of being is implied. But God has no such limited quality of goodness or
wisdom, but is his goodness and wisdom. Sutton continues his reasoning,
eliminating the chance equivocals (aequivoca a casu).



Therefore the formal
meanings of such names, as they are said of God and creatures, are not totally
the same, and so they are not said univocally; nor even purely equivocally, such
that they be chance equivocals. For those names had first been imposed to
signify the perfections of creatures, and then intentionally
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attributed to God.
Hence they are not chance equivocals. It remains, therefore, that they are
deliberate equivocals, which are called analogicals.(74)



He then proceeds to discuss in detail and very clearly the type of deliberate
equivocals or analogical terms the divine names are. 



But since deliberate
equivocals are said in four ways, as has been said, we must find out in which of
those ways those names are said analogically. And it is held commonly that they
are said according to an order or respect to one, as ‘health’ is said of diverse
things according to a relation to one.(75)



Here, reciting the “common opinion,” he states the position of
Aquinas, found in his most representative works on this question, such as the Summa
contra Gentiles, De Potentia, and the Summa Theologiae. In these
works, Aquinas had distinguished two types of analogical predication, ‘many to
one’ and ‘one to another’.(76) The first
predicates something of two things because they are related to a third thing, as
being is predicated of, say, quality and
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quantity, because both are related to a third, namely, substance. The second
predicates something of two things because one of them is directly related to
the other. In this way, being is predicated of quantity and substance, because
quantity is related to substance. In these works, Aquinas argues for the second
mode of analogical predication as that holding between creatures and God.

Sutton also makes this distinction and seems to be about to decide, with
Aquinas, for the ‘one to another’ analogy.(77)
But at this point in his discussion, he makes a crucial distinction, that
between things and the signification and imposition of names. 



And that is well said
considering the things about which these names are said, for created things have
an order to God as their cause. But considering the signification of names,
according to which analogy is principally considered, it is not in this way that
names are said of God and other things. For a man is not said to be just or wise
because he has an order to the justice or wisdom of God, as being is said of
quantity because it is of a being that is a substance.(78)



The distinction is between the order of reality, how extramental things are
related to each other, and our imposition of names for these realities, a
distinction Aquinas himself makes in some of his discussions of analogy. For
example, in the Summa Theologiae (STh I, q. 13, a. 6), he says
that regarding the thing signified by the name, the names are first said of God,
then of creatures. But as to the imposition of names, they are first imposed by
us on creatures which we know first.(79) In all
the cases in which Aquinas
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makes this distinction, it does not affect his affirmation that the analogy
between God and creatures is that of ‘one to another’.

Not so for Sutton, who accords a crucial importance in his theory of analogy
to imposition. Since analogy is principally concerned with the signification of
names, he believes that secondary imposition characterizes analogy, not the fact
that one thing is related in reality to another in some particular way.(80)
The term ‘being’ was first imposed to signify substances, and then secondarily
was imposed to signify accidents. This type of secondary imposition is a
necessary condition for the analogy of attribution. But the order of imposition
of the divine names in the transcendental context is different from that of
‘being’ in the predicamental context.



‘being’ is said
analogously of substance and accident because first and foremost it is imposed
on substance and secondly on accident, insofar as accident is of that substance.
But it is not so with names said of God and other things, for they are not
imposed first and foremost on God and secondly attributed to other things, but
rather the reverse: first and foremost they were imposed on the other things,
then they were attributed to God, but not so that they would be said of God to
signify his relation to the other things.(81)
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They are firstly imposed to signify creaturely perfections for the same
reason given by Aquinas: “For according as things are more known by us,
they are first named.”(82) Hence the terms
‘wise’ and ‘good’ were first imposed to signify virtuous qualities in human
beings, and secondarily were transferred to signify the divine attributes.
Sutton immediately draws his own conclusion, distancing himself from the
“common opinion”: “And so it seems that properly speaking those
[divine] names are not said analogically in that way, that is, to one.”(83)

Having broken with the “common opinion” and rejected equivocals ad
unum (i.e., in relation to one), Sutton proceeds to reject two other types
of deliberate equivocals. The divine names are not said analogously ab uno
(i.e., in relation to one origin): though it is true that a human being’s
goodness is from God, he “is not said ‘good’ because his goodness is from
God.”(84) Nor are they said by resemblance:
although a human being does in fact resemble God insofar as he is wise or good,
this is not the reason for the attribution of the name to the person.(85)
“It remains, therefore, that the names are said of God and other things in
the fourth way, that is, according to proportion.”(86)
These, it will be recalled, are for Sutton the only terms that can properly be
called ‘analogical’, any other being called ‘analogical’ only in a broader
sense.

With this type of analogy, Sutton is proposing a likeness based on two
proportions: the number six is like four in that four is
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related to two as six is related to three. Sutton gives numerous examples,
showing the proper way of speaking analogically of God and humans:



For as a man knows
the highest causes, and so is called wise, so God knows the highest causes
perfectly, and so deservedly ought to be called wise… . Likewise, as a man
has understanding of a thing through its proper cause, and so is called a
knower, so God understands in a most perfect way the order of all causes and
effects, and so, because of such a proportion, ought to be called a knower…
. Also similarly, as a man has understanding of principles without discoursing,
so God knows all things without discoursing; so as a man is called intelligent,
so is God… . And even further, as a man has a correct pattern in his mind of
things to be made (which idea in the mind of the artisan is called art), so also
God has the patterns of all things which are made in his intellect. And so,
according to such a proportion, a man is called ‘artisan’ as also is God… .
Again, as man is called ‘just’ who gives to each one what is his, this, however,
maximally pertains to God, for if he wishes something to be done, he wills to
that person those things necessary for that thing to be done, for those things
are as if owed to the person that he may have them. So, according to such a
proportion, God is called ‘just’… . Again, a man is called generous since he
gives without expecting from the donation anything for himself. But God gives
all good things without gaining for himself anything from it. And so according
to this proportion, as man is called ‘generous’, so also God.(87)



As is well known, Aquinas in De Veritate (De Verit., q. 2,
a. 11) had proposed such an analogy for the divine names used of God and
creatures. After concluding that ‘knowledge’ is not said of God and creatures
univocally or equivocally, he concludes it is
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said analogically, that is, “according to a proportion.” He
continues by making a distinction between two types of agreement in proportion.
The first is that two things are proportioned to one another in such a way that
there is a determinate relation or distance between them, as the number two is
related to a unit as its double. The second is that two things are proportioned
to one another in such a way that there is no such determined relation to one
another; rather, the agreement is based on the similarity of two proportions to
one another. As mentioned above, the number six is like four in that four is
related to two as six is related to three. Aquinas describes the first as an
analogy of proportion, and the second as an analogy of proportionality.(88)
Finally, it is clear that here he argues that only the second is appropriate to
predication of God and creatures, since there can be no determinate relation
between God and creatures.(89)

Sutton’s terminology is different from that of Aquinas in De Veritate: Sutton
uses “analogy of proportion” (analogia secundum proportionem)(90)
for Aquinas’s “analogy of proportionality”; both terms refer to an
agreement based on the similarity of two proportions to one another. It is clear
that Sutton uses this type of analogy when treating the divine names, but not
for the reason given by Aquinas in the De Veritate passage. It is not
in order to protect the transcendence of God that the analogy of pro-portionality
is upheld,(91) but rather because of the fact
that, for Sutton, all other types of deliberate equivocals are inappropriate.

Again, Aquinas held this position on the analogy of proportionality only in
this passage of De Veritate, and in subsequent discussions of the
analogy of the divine names (in, e.g., the Summa contra Gentiles, the Compendium
Theologiae, De Potentia, and the Summa Theologiae) he abandons all
mention of
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this type of analogy, and returns to that of his earlier work, namely, the
analogy of ‘one to another’.

Hence, in his final and considered position, Aquinas uses the analogy of ‘one
to another’ with regard to ‘being’ in the categorical context and also with
regard to ‘being’ and the usual divine names as ‘wise’ and ‘good’ in the
transcendental context. Sutton uses the analogy of ‘one to another’ for ‘being’
in the categorical context, and for the usual divine names he uses his analogy
of proportion in the transcendental context. What, finally, of ‘being’ in the
transcendental context?



 



IV.
Being in the Transcendental Context Revisited: Question 34



In question 34, Sutton asks, “Secondly, it is asked whether this name
‘substance’, as it is a name of a most general genus, is said univocally of God
and caused substances; and this is to ask whether God is in the predicament of
substance.” He replies that ‘substance’ cannot be predicated of God, since,
as we have seen, ‘substance’ signifies the thing under the aspect of standing
under, while ‘being’, said of substance, signifies the thing under the aspect of
being per se.(92) Since God can in no
way be said to ‘stand under’ anything, ‘substance’ cannot be said of God, and
God cannot be in the genus of substance.(93) On
the other hand, ‘being per se‘ can be said both of God and created
substances, not however univocally.



To the nineteenth
[objection] it should be said that God is a being per se and a caused
substance is per se a being, but it is not said univocally: God is a per
se being with caused substances, but analogically. For God is a per se being
not only formally, as he is not a being in another, but also causally, because
he is not a being through any cause, as other substances are beings through God
causally.(94)
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In addition, Sutton, following a Thomistic metaphysics of being, divides
being per se in two: that of a being that is its esse and that
of beings that differ from their esse.(95)
But what type of analogy is appropriate when both God and created substances are
said to be per se? Unfortunately, in question 34 he says only that
‘being per se‘ is said of God and created substances analogically,
without stating explicitly which type of analogy.

E. J. Ashworth suggests that it is not a type of analogy that we have
mentioned so far, but rather what Thomas Aquinas and Albert the Great called the
“agreement or analogy of imitation.” This was a type of analogy not
discussed by the logicians, but introduced by theologians to grapple with the
difficult case of creatures imitating God without sharing any kind of common
nature, genus, or species.(96)

Alessandro Conti, however, is right to remark that it is Sutton’s analogy of
proportion, Aquinas’s analogy of proportionality of De Veritate. All
the divine names, including being, are said of God with this type of analogy.(97)
Question 33, which Conti quotes in support, does not explicitly talk of ‘being’,
but only of the other divine names, as ‘wisdom’ and ‘goodness’. Nevertheless, he
is right to treat ‘being’ as a divine name, for as we have seen from their
titles, Sutton intends to treat the divine names first in question 33 and then
in question 34. Also, in question 33 he extends his use of the analogy of
proportion to “all those names which absolutely signify perfection,”(98)
which I take to include ‘being’.
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There are two further reasons to believe Sutton is talking here about his
analogy of proportion. First, the same problem for the analogy of attribution,
namely, that of the order of imposition, applies to ‘being’ as to the other
divine names: as ‘wise’ is first imposed to signify a creaturely perfection and
then is transferred to God with a second imposition, so also is ‘being’.



To the seventh it
should be said that this name ‘being’ is attributed to God, as it is taken from
creatures, according to that signification with which it is said of substances;
for thus it signifies the same as being per se. It is said, however,
analogically of God and other substances.(99)



On Sutton’s own principles, the analogy of attribution is in-appropriate for
predicating ‘being’ of God and created substances.

Secondly, we can easily construct a sentence that illustrates the analogy of
proportion for being on the model of Sutton’s sentences for the other divine
names: “As a caused substance, not being in another, is being per se formally,
so God, neither being in another nor being caused by another, is being per
se formally and causally.” As an ontological basis for such an
assertion, Sutton appeals to the Thomistic metaphysics of being, with God as
subsistent being and creatures as participants in being according to the
limitations of genus and species.(100)

In sum, when Sutton discusses briefly in question 32 the transcendental
context and claims that ‘being’ is said of God and creatures by analogy, he is
only concerned to show that univocity and equivocity are inappropriate and
analogy is appropriate for the divine names. It is only in questions 33 and 34,
where he explicitly treats the divine names at length, that he spells out which
specific type of analogy is appropriate for all these names: the analogy of
proportion.

His reliance on the analogy of proportion helps him explain once again why
some of his contemporaries have been misled to
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think the “divine names” are univocal.(101)
Basing himself on a text of Aristotle’s Physics (Phys.
7.4.249a21-25), he holds that there is a gradation among equivocals. The chance
equivocals are farthest from univocal terms, for there is only a community of
name. Among the deliberate equivocals, those said according to a similitude, as
a person and the picture of the person, or a house in the mind of the builder
and the real house, can be said to be partly univocal, though not totally, for
the ratio of the name is partly the same and partly diverse.(102)
Other equivocals are near to the univocals, namely, those that have a similarity
either in genus or in proportion. An example of the first is ‘body’ said of
celestial bodies and corruptible bodies. Although a natural scientist recognizes
that the term ‘body’ is equivocal, since the types of matter involved in the two
cases are different and so they are not in the same physical genus, they do
agree insofar as the same logical genus, ‘body’; because of this agreement, the
term ‘body’ as said of them seems to be univocal. Finally, some equivocals are
said “according to proportion,” as the person who presides at a school
is said to be a magister, as also one who presides over a house:
“for as this one is the rector of school children, so that one is the
rector of a house.” Because the nearness of the proportion is so close, the
term seems to some to be univocal, when it is not. Sutton gives the standard
example of principium for this type of equivocal according to
proportion, the closest to univocals. Hence he can summarize this view on the
analogy according to proportion:



All [such names] are
said of God and other things according to proportion, and so most properly are
they called analogical and not univocal, for they are not said of God and other
things altogether according to the same ratio. However, such names as
are properly analogical, among all analogicals [i.e., other deliberate
equivocals] maximally recede from the ratio of pure equivocals and
maximally approach the ratio of univocals. And so it is not surprising
if some say 
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that they are
univocal, for what is not far from some species seems to be of that species,
even if it is not.(103)



Nevertheless, there seems to be some tension in Sutton’s doctrine. He holds
that names that are “properly analogical” (i.e., said according to the
analogy of proportion) are, of all equivocals, closest to univocal names, and
hence more like univocal names than are equivocals ad unum, which are
used for substances and accidents, as we have seen. But in question 32, he had
stated that



there is a much
greater distance between the being of whatever creature and the divine being
than between the being of whatever accident and the being of substance, and so
much less can being be said univocally of God and a creature than of substance
and accident. For with respect to God, others are more non-beings than beings.(104)



In this passage, he claims that ‘being’ said of God and creatures is further
from univocal terms than ‘being’ said of substance and accident, based on the
greater dissimilarity holding between God and creatures.(105)



 



Conclusion



Despite these ambiguities, Sutton’s position on analogy is nuanced and
many-faceted. It is true that his defense of analogy against Scotus’s univocal
concept of being does not take into
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consideration the full rationale or arguments the Subtle Doctor had marshaled
for his new position. This may be because Scotus’s thinking on this topic was
not fully available at Oxford at the time of Sutton’s disputes; it is more
likely Sutton, being among the first to confront such novelty, was not in a
position really to grasp Scotus’s doctrine, so complex and multifaceted, and so
very unlike that of the Angelic Doctor.(106)

In presenting his own position on analogy, he shows himself an able
‘continuator’ of Aquinas, to use Lewry’s term.(107)
Sutton is indeed a true and passionate follower of Aquinas. But to appreciate
his own teaching, we need to understand it in two distinct contexts: in the
predicamental context, he argues for the “common opinion,” an analogy
of attribution of ‘one to another’, while in the transcendental context, he
argues for the analogy of proportion. His reasons for this latter are not,
principally, those of Aquinas in De Veritate, that is, to safeguard the
transcendence of God. Nor are they to be seen as foreshadowing Cajetan’s
championing of the “analogy of proportionality” as the only true
analogy; nor are Sutton’s the well-known preoccupations of Cajetan concerning
intrinsic and extrinsic denomination. The reason for his taking of his position
in the transcendental context can be traced to a characteristic that helps us
understand the novelty and peculiarity of his commentary on the Categories.
There he used the theory of supposition in an attempt to deal with particular
problems that arose in the context of a generally nominalist approach to the
treatise while still maintaining on many points a common medieval reading that
is realist.(108) In our case, Sutton takes very
seriously the demands of an order of imposition of names, so that in the case of
God and creatures, the “common opinion,” that of an analogy of
attribution, is ruled out.


  



Page 575

Hence in both his commentary on the Categories and in these Ordinary
Questions, Sutton shows himself very sensitive to linguistic and
semantic questions, whether they deal with supposition, signification, or
imposition. It was a question of this type, rather than a strictly theological
or metaphysical question, that forced him to find his own response, modifying,
critically, the “common opinion” on analogy.
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THE FOURTH ARTICLE of Thomas Aquinas’s Quaestio disputata De Unione Verbi
incarnati has for centuries perplexed and frustrated the interpretive
efforts of his most earnest and faithful commentators. The difficulty stems, in
part, from Aquinas’s introduction of a second, human esse (in addition
to the divine esse) into the metaphysical constitution of Christ. He
thus departs from and even seems to contradict his standard account of Christ’s esse,
for, time and again, he insists that Christ has only one esse, the
divine and eternal esse of the Word.(1)
This difficulty is compounded by the fact that De Unione itself offers
little to no explanation as to what metaphysical status Aquinas is willing to
grant Christ’s human esse. He does state that the human esse
is not accidental, but neither is it, he adds, the primary or substantial esse
whereby Christ subsists.(2) This leads to the
obvious questions: what is the human esse, what role does it serve, and
how is this account compatible with what Aquinas says elsewhere?
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In what follows I shall offer a way of
reading De Unione that agrees both with Aquinas’s other Christological
texts and with his standard metaphysical account of Christ’s esse. But,
mindful that one cannot expect more certainty than his subject allows—
especially when it involves offering a textual interpretation of an exceedingly
vague text—in the present case I can only propose a plausible interpretation,
one developed, moreover, in conjunction with texts other than De Unione
itself. Indeed, given the vague character of this text, it seems to me that no
interpretation of it can boast of apodictic certainty; and so, if my account
casts even the dimmest light upon what seems to be a contradiction, it is worthy
of consideration.

I submit that, contrary to appearance,
there is no contradiction involved in Aquinas’s treatment of the Incarnation in De
Unione with respect to esse. Ultimately, I shall argue that the
key to re-solving the above-mentioned difficulty rests in Aquinas’s notion of
Christ as a composite person. This very notion has allowed him, as Michael
Gorman has shown,(3) to escape a number of
criticisms launched at his Christology, especially by contemporary thinkers. My
contention is that Aquinas’s understanding of Christ as a composite person can
also shed some light—in a manner consistent both with his metaphysical
commitments and with his other Christological writings—on the human esse
introduced in De Unione.(4)



I





The easiest way to overcome the present difficulty would simply be to dismiss
the problematic text or to disavow it as
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spurious. This is what some, such as
Louis Billot,(5) do, whereas others, Cajetan for
instance, being more conservative in their assessment of the text’s
authenticity, argue that De Unione is an early text eventually rejected
by a more mature Aquinas.(6) How-ever, as
Jean-Pierre Torrell reports in his grand survey of the Angelic Doctor’s opera
omnia, the Leonine commission, through a careful examination of the
manuscript tradition, demonstrates the work’s authenticity beyond any shadow of
a doubt.(7) Moreover, the commission judges De
Unione to be a mature Thomistic text. Torrell, along with James
Weisheipl and Palemon Glorieux, places the text’s composition in the spring of
1272, relatively concurrent with that of the Summa Theologiae‘s Tertia
Pars, in which is located (q. 17, a. 2) one of Aquinas’s parallel
treatments on Christ’s being.(8) The historical
evidence, then, will not support dismissing De Unione as either
spurious or “youthful.”

However, recent scholarship, following
Cajetan’s approach, has in fact appealed to the chronology of Aquinas’s works to
develop a solution to our present difficulty. Donald Goergen, for instance,
suggests that De Unione was written only a few months prior to
Aquinas’s authoritative solution, which can be found in the Tertia Pars.
“Thomas’ opinion in the Tertia Pars of his Summa shows a
development in his own thinking on the incarnation,” Goergen writes.
“In the De Unione, article 4, Thomas is still groping toward an
adequate solution, and there he allows Christ to have a human esse.”(9)
In other words, De Unione must ulti-mately be dismissed, not as
spurious, or as immature, but as a work in progress, so to speak.

Yet this position seems highly
problematic. Goergen’s argument depends upon the extraordinarily difficult, and
not to 
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mention controversial, task of fixing
the date of De Unione to within a matter of months prior to the
composition of the relevant question in the Tertia Pars. Furthermore,
Goergen’s claim that the Tertia Pars represents a
“development” in Aquinas’s thought seems untenable in light of the
fact that in his other works, both youthful and more mature,(10)
he advances arguments similar to the one found in the Tertia Pars. Far
from representing a development in Aquinas’s thought, the Tertia Pars,
according to Goergen’s reasoning, suggests instead a regression. It seems to me,
then, that Goergen does not take seriously the difficulty that De Unione
poses since he fails to offer an account of why Aquinas vacillates back
and forth on this issue.

Other scholars, however, such as
Richard Cross and Jason West, have taken Aquinas’s introduction of a human esse
seriously yet have held that he only introduces this notion experimentally.(11)
Cross sees it as Aquinas’s attempt to move from a whole-part model of the
Incarnation to a substance-accident model. West is unable to account for
Aquinas’s “experiment” at all and eventually rejects the human esse
of De Unione as incompatible with an overall Thomistic metaphysics of esse.
I am fundamentally in agreement with West concerning his criticisms of Cross’s
interpretation of Aquinas’s whole-part model of the Incarnation as incoherent
(of which I speak more bellow) and concerning his insistence upon Aquinas’s
“one-esse view” with respect to Christ’s being. Be that as it
may, I do believe that if one considers Christ’s being from the perspective of
his composite personhood, then, without doing violence to the unity of his
divine and eternal esse, there remains open to Aquinas a way to
consider Christ’s esse as a human esse.
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II



The point has been made before,(12)
and is well worth making again, that Aquinas develops his metaphysics of the
Incarnation according to the parameters set forth in the Council of Chalcedon,
which, put very succinctly, held that Christ is one person subsisting in two
distinct natures, human and divine.(13) By the
thirteenth century, the three Christological opinions (the assumptus homo,
subsistence, and habitus theories) summed up in Peter Lombard’s Sententiae
would also play a crucial role in the development of Aquinas’s metaphysics of
the Incarnation, for, as he saw it, only one opinion (viz., the subsistence
theory) escapes the charge of heresy.(14) His
reason for rejecting the other two theories was that each in its own way led to
a kind of Nestorianism condemned by the Church’s councils.(15)

With these theological considerations
firmly in hand, Aquinas begins the delicate task of developing a metaphysics
that could safely navigate a minefield of potential heresy but also illuminate,
as far as possible, the doctrine of the Incarnation. It is in this context,
then, that the unity of Christ’s being (esse) becomes a significant
issue for Aquinas, for in developing his metaphysics of the Incarnation the
question “how many esse are there in Christ?” arises. To
understand his treatment of this question, it may first be helpful to determine
his understanding of esse as it pertains to the issue at hand. In both
his Commentary on the Sentences and his Quaestiones Quodlibetales
Aquinas follows his familiar practice of making a distinction between being as
true and being 
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in the categories.(16)
“According to the first way,” he explains, “[esse] is
what signifies the truth of a proposition, what is a copula … and this esse
is not in reality [in re] but in the mind, which joins a predicate with
a subject.”(17) In this sense being (esse)
pertains to the knower and is attributed to the mind’s activity of forming
propositions or enunciations (enuntiationes).(18)
Hence, it is not necessary for something to be in reality (in rerum natura)—which
is to say, extramental or having some ontological constitution outside the
knower—in order to attribute being (esse) to it. It need only be
something about which a true proposition can be formed. Accordingly, even
privations or negations may be said ‘to be’.(19)

In another way, however, esse
pertains to the object known, in which case it refers to the act of being (actus
entis), that whereby something is in reality (in rerum natura).
“In another way, esse is said to be the act of being inasmuch as
it is being [actus entis in quantum est ens],” Aquinas explains,
“that is, that by which 
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something is denominated an actual
being in reality.”(20) In this sense esse
refers to the ultimate principle or cause of a being’s reality, that by
which something is designated as a being (ens) and thus located within
the categories. Aquinas writes, “And thus esse is not attributed
to things unless they are contained within the ten categories; whence being [ens],
of which such esse is said, is divided into the ten categories.”(21)
It is esse taken in this second sense, as the actus entis,
that pertains to the question of the unity of Christ’s being.(22)

Aquinas adds further precision to this
notion of esse before addressing the question of the number of esse
in Christ. His distinctions, which we will describe below, are found in his
Commentary on the Sentences and Quaestiones Quodlibetales.
Indeed, as we shall see in what follows, these two works set the foundation for
what is subsequently proposed in the Compendium Theologiae, Summa
Theologiae, and De Unione Verbi incarnati. In those two early
works, Aquinas identifies the relationship between esse and suppositum,
which relationship is presupposed and of paramount importance in the later
writings.

First, concerning esse taken
as the actus entis, he distinguishes between subsistent and
nonsubsistent esse.(23) With respect to
subsistence, he suggests, in the Summa Theologiae, a twofold
understanding. In a reply to an objection concerning the subsistence of the
human soul, he states that subsistence refers to (1) anything subsistent or (2)
anything subsisting in its whole or complete nature.(24)
According to the first sense, neither accidents nor material forms may be said
to subsist since they do not have 
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their own independent existence (the
former always existing in some subject, and the latter always informing some
designated matter). Yet this notion of subsistence does not exclude parts.
“[F]or a thing to exist per se,” he notes, “it suffices
sometimes that it be not inherent, as an accident or material form; even though
it be part of something.”(25) Thus, even
parts may be called subsistent in the manner just described.(26)

However, when discussing the manner in
which esse—taken as the actus entis—relates to subsistence,
it is clear that Aquinas has in mind primarily the second sense of subsistence,
namely, that which pertains to a complete whole, for he writes, “[N]either
the nature of a thing nor its parts are properly said to be [esse], if
being [esse] is taken in the accepted sense; but similarly neither are
accidents, but the complete suppositum, which is in virtue of all these
[i.e., by virtue of its constitutive principles].”(27)
Thus when referring to subsistence, taken as a complete whole, he means it to
coincide with the notion of a suppositum. In contrast to supposita—that
is, complete, subsistent wholes—are those things that lack completion, and that
therefore do not subsist through themselves, but through another. “All
[else] which does not subsist per se but in another and with another,
be they accidents, substantial forms, or whatever parts do not have esse
as if they truly were,” Aquinas argues, “but esse is
attributed to these in another way, that is, as that by which something is [quo
aliquid est].”(28) (It remains to be
seen whether or not esse may be attributed to these nonsubsisting
things, even if only improperly. This, as I point out below, bears significantly
on the ontological situation concerning Christ’s human nature.)


  
  

  


Page 585

Given the aforementioned
consideration, Aquinas is prepared to offer a determinate answer concerning the
number of esse in Christ. It is relevant to note, here, that wherever
Aquinas attempts to answer this question in his Christological works, it is the
relationship obtaining between esse and suppositum that is
operative. Since the union of the divine and human natures takes place in the
person of the Word,(29) we should say that the
Incarnation takes place in the divine suppositum or hypostasis of the
Eternal Word.(30) The reason is that a person is
simply a kind of suppositum or hypostasis, namely, a rational,
self-mastering kind.(31) Simply put, if there
were two persons, there would be two supposita. However, given that
there is only one person in Christ, the second Person of the Trinity, there is
only one corresponding suppositum.

Furthermore, given that there is only
one suppositum in Christ, Aquinas argues, there is, likewise, only one esse.
Being and unity are transcendentally convertible: “It is impossible that
something should have two substantial beings [esse], since unity is
founded upon being [ens]: whence if there were a plurality of esse,
according to which something is said to be being [ens] simply, it would
be impossible for it to be called one [unum].”(32)
That is, to the degree that something is, it is one. A suppositum is a
complete whole, which is to say a single substance subsisting through itself.
Now, that in virtue of which a suppositum is a substance, Aquinas
maintains, is its esse, specifically that esse which brings
about its substantial unity (to which he refers as a substantial esse,
as opposed to any kind of accidental esse). He writes, “esse
is 
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attributed [to a suppositum]
in a twofold way. In one way, [it is the] esse resulting from the
principles out of which a thing’s unity comes about, which is properly the
substantial esse of the suppositum. In another way, esse
is attributed to the suppositum in addition to that itself which brings
about its unity, which is a superadded esse, that is, accidental.”(33)

In other words, since substantial esse
is responsible for bringing about a single, complete substance, that is, a suppositum,
if there is only one suppositum, then there can only be one esse.
On the other hand, if there were indeed two substantial esse, then
there would be two substances, that is, two supposita. But, again, if
there were two supposita—given the relationship between person and suppositum,
in which the person is understood as a kind of suppositum—then there
would be two persons, which is the Nestorian heresy and the assumptus homo
theory that Aquinas sought to avoid. Of course, this does not preclude the
possibility of a multiplicity of accidental esse. What is at issue,
however, is not the number of accidental esse, but the number of
substantial esse. “[It] is necessary to say that there is one
substantial esse in Christ, the proper esse of the suppositum,
even though there might be in him a multiplicity of accidental esse.”(34)
Therefore, in Christ, since there is only one subsistent suppositum,
there is necessarily only one personal esse, the eternal esse
of the Word. And, Aquinas explains, it is this divine esse that
actualizes Christ’s human nature, so that Christ’s humanity receives its being
from his divine person.(35)
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A similar line of argument is evident
in both the Compendium Theologiae and Summa Theologiae (as
well as in De Unione). In the Compendium Theologiae Aquinas
writes, “[W]hatever belongs to the suppositum or hypostasis must
be declared to be one in Christ.”(36) In
the Summa Theologiae he states, “things belonging to the nature in
Christ must be two; and … those belonging to the hypostasis [i.e., suppositum]
in Christ must be only one.”(37) Thus,
since in Christ there is only one suppositum, it follows that there can
be only one esse whereby that suppositum subsists. And this esse,
Aquinas maintains, is that of the Word, the divine esse, since the
single suppositum of which we are here speaking is that of the Word:
“in Christ the subsisting suppositum is the person of the Son of
God.”(38) To this he adds, “being [esse]
pertains … to the hypostasis as that which has being.”(39)
Since Aquinas understands hypostasis to be convertible with suppositum
(see STh I, q. 29, a. 2), one can take from this claim that esse
pertains to suppositum. And so he concludes, “if existence is
taken in the sense that one suppositum has one existence, we are
forced, it appears, to assert that there is but one existence [esse] in
Christ.”(40)

From what we have seen thus far, it is
clear that in his Christological writings Aquinas articulates his metaphysics of
the Incarnation in terms of only one substantial esse. Any other
account of Christ’s being would do violence to the unity of his personhood. I
therefore agree with West when he argues that Aquinas’s standard metaphysics of
the Incarnation holds to Christ’s having only one substantial esse.(41)
What, then, are we to 
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make of the suggestion in De
Unione, which seems contrary to what has just been described concerning the
relationship between esse and suppositum? There, Aquinas
states: “There is another esse of [Christ’s] suppositum,
not in as much as it is eternal, but in so far as it was made human
temporally.”(42) That is, in addition to
the divine esse, which Aquinas describes throughout all his texts on
the Incarnation, there is also a created human esse. But, given the
aforementioned, how can this be? If there are two esse, then clearly
there would be two beings, two things; but Christ is one. Could it be, perhaps,
that the human esse is some sort of accidental esse that the
divine esse accrues through the hypostatic union? Maintaining that this
other esse is accidental would, indeed, preserve the unity of Christ’s
personal esse. Yet, Aquinas makes it clear that this is precisely what
he does not have in mind, for he adds, “Which being [esse]
… [is] not an accidental esse—since man is not predicated
accidentally of the Son of God.”(43) He
emphasizes more than once that human nature is not united to the Word
accidentally. This would destroy the unique relationship that God has
to man, one which is more than accidental, and it would commit Aquinas to a habitus
theory of the Incarnation, which he sought to avoid.(44)
Still, even though this esse is not accidental, Aquinas hastens to add
that it is not the primary esse of the suppositum,
but is, instead, secondary.(45) The
question remains: secondary in what way?(46)
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III



In attempting to provide some sort of
answer to this question, let us begin with the fact that it is clear that
Aquinas himself holds that there is only one unqualifiedly subsistent esse
in Christ, that of the eternal Word. He maintains this thesis constantly
throughout his Christological works, as we have seen, and even in the
problematic De Unione Verbi incarnati. In the latter work he once again
insists upon the transcendental convertibility of unity and being, saying
“whatever is one simply is one according to being [esse]. But
Christ is one simply … therefore in him there is one being [esse].”(47)
Of course, this quotation is from a sed contra, and, since Aquinas
does, from time to time, disagree with the arguments to be found in such
sections, one should, of course, approach what is held in these sections with
reserve. Yet, it is worth noting that Aquinas does not gainsay anything in the sed
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contra
of the fourth article in De Unione with respect to the transcendental
convertibility of being and unity, this particular sed contra mirroring
what he holds elsewhere within the very corpus of his argument.(48)

In article 4 of De Unione,
Aquinas holds that in Christ there is only one subsisting suppositum,
that of the Son of God, and “therefore as Christ is one simply according to
the proper unity of the suppositum, and two according to his two proper
natures, he has one esse simply and properly, the one eternal esse
of the eternal suppositum.”(49)
Thus, Aquinas, even in De Unione, is consistent in his teaching on the
singular esse in Christ. The problem arises, as mentioned, when he
claims that, in addition to the divine esse, there is also a human esse,
which, though not the primary esse of Christ, still is not accidental.

It seems to me that Aquinas’s notion
of Christ as a composite person can serve as a hermeneutic principle by
means of which De Unione can be interpreted in a way that is consistent
with his other Christological texts. As mentioned above, I shall focus upon a
text to which Michael Gorman has also directed attention, namely, Summa
Theologiae III, question 2, article 4.(50)
There, Aquinas writes:



The person or
hypostasis of Christ may be viewed in two ways. First as it is in itself, and
thus it is altogether simple, even as the nature of the Word. Secondly, in the
aspect of person or hypostasis to which it belongs to subsist in a nature; and
thus the person of Christ subsists in two natures. Hence though there is one
subsisting being in him, yet there are different aspects of subsistence, and
hence he is said to be a composite person, insomuch as one being subsists in
two.(51)
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It seems that there are two ways in which Christ’s being may be considered.
One may regard Christ simply as a subsisting being, without concern for the
nature (or natures) in which he subsists. In this way Christ is purely simple.(52)
Considered from this per-spective (i.e., from the perspective of Christ as a
divine person), then, one must say, as Aquinas does so consistently throughout
his works, that Christ has only one esse, for what is described here is
the subsistence corresponding to the suppositum, that complete and
integral whole whereby ‘that which is’ subsists. And, since there is only one suppositum
in Christ, that of the Word, there is only one esse whereby that suppositum
subsists, namely, the divine esse.

Yet there is another way in which
something’s subsistence may be considered: we may also take into account the nature
in which it subsists. That is, there is no being (esse) without being
some kind of thing, and there is no nature without being. To use Aquinas’s
terminology, there is no esse without essentia and no essentia
without esse. Thus, if something subsists, it subsists as something,
which is to say that it subsists in some nature. In Christ, however, there are
two natures, and therefore it may be said that Christ’s subsistence is
composite, subsisting as it does in these two natures.(53)

Viewed in this second way, then,
Christ’s being, his esse, may be considered from the perspective of his
compositeness, that is to say, in light of his divine and human natures—in
terms of that by which he subsists. Before the Incarnation, the Word
eternally subsisted only in its divine nature, but since that union, the Word
subsists not only in its divine nature but also in a human nature, by reason of
which God is said to “become human.” To describe this same situation
in terms of esse, one could say that the divine 
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esse
has from eternity subsisted only in its divine nature. But, after assuming a
human nature through the Incarnation, the divine esse, the Word, no
longer subsists only in its divine nature, but also through a human nature.
“[T]hrough [its] human nature,” Aquinas writes, “[the Word] is
constituted to be human.”(54)

After the Incarnation, then, and
considered from the per-spective of Christ’s humanity, the divine esse
subsists in a human nature whereby it is, as it were, made to be a human esse—“there
is another esse of this suppositum, not inasmuch as it is
eternal, but inasmuch as it was made human temporally”(55)—which
is to say, God is made human.(56) Simply put,
the human esse introduced in De Unione seems to be none other
than the divine esse when considered from the point of view of its
subsisting in a human nature. One could say, then, that the divine esse
of the Word becomes Christ’s human esse. Aquinas himself admits as much
when he says, “The eternal being [esse] of the Son of God, which
is the divine nature, becomes the being [esse] of man,
inasmuch as the human nature is assumed by the Son of God to unity of
person.”(57)

Aquinas’s introduction of the human esse
as secondary begins to make sense in light of his notion of Christ as a
composite person. The human esse, understood as the divine esse
subsisting through a human nature, is not that whereby Christ exists simply (simpliciter),
but stems from his subsisting as a human being.
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“[T]he Word is not constituted by
[its] human nature such as to be simply [simpliciter], however through
[its] human nature [the Word] is constituted to be human.”(58)
Aquinas also writes, “human nature does not make the Son of Man to be
simply, since he was from eternity, but only to be man. It is by the divine
nature that a divine person is constituted simply.”(59)
In other words, the human esse, understood as the divine esse
subsisting through a human nature, cannot be said to be that whereby Christ,
understood as a subsisting whole, subsists in the first way of considering his
composite personhood as described above (see STh III, q. 2, a. 4). It
is purely and simply the divine esse that is said to be responsible for
the subsistence of Christ’s suppositum simpliciter. And,
therefore, the divine esse, considered not as subsisting through a
human nature but as it is in itself, is said to be primary, whereas Christ’s
human esse is said to be secondary. One might also say that Christ’s
human esse comes about temporally once the divine esse begins
to subsist in a human nature. Christ’s human esse, it seems, is
secondary both with respect to time and in terms of metaphysical priority.

Accordingly, I find Thomas Weinandy’s
solution to the present difficulty unacceptable. He argues that there are, in
fact, two esse in Christ and, moreover, that Aquinas consistently held
such a position, only making it explicit in De Unione.(60)
Weinandy correctly holds that the second, created human esse is not
accidental—the text of De Unione makes that much clear—but he goes
too far when he suggest that it is substantial. “The created esse
is more than accidental,” he writes, “because the humanity is 
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an authentic substance in its own
right (manhood), and it possesses its own integral created human esse.”(61)
As Weinandy sees it, in order for God to subsist as man, he must have assumed a
substantial human being. “If the Son of God actually did assume
the substantial nature of manhood and so come to exist as an authentic man, then
the authenticity of that substantial manhood demands a human created esse.”(62)
I appreciate Weinandy’s con-cern for preserving Aquinas from any semblance of
Mono-physitism;(63) however, to insist that
Aquinas must posit two esse suggests, to me, a reduction of his
existential understanding of esse to an essentialistic conception of
being. That is, if there is a desire to maintain two esse so that
Monophysitism—which holds that the divine and human natures become one in a
kind of commingling resulting in a tertium quid—can be avoided, then
it is clear that Weinandy views Thomistic esse as itself a kind of
nature. I find this somewhat surprising given Weinandy’s sensitivity to the
“existential” character of Thomistic esse in his earlier
work, Does God Change?(64)

Weinandy’s thesis should also be
questioned in light of Aquinas’s own insistence that Christ’s human nature is not
a substance, that is, it is not its own suppositum or hypostasis.



Since the human
nature in Christ does not subsist in itself separately but exists in another,
that is, in the hypostasis of the Word of God (not as some accident in a
subject, nor properly as a part in a whole, but through an ineffable
assumption), therefore the human nature in Christ can be said to be some
individual, particular, or singular; however, it cannot be called a hypostasis
or suppositum, as it cannot be called a person.(65)
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Indeed, were Christ’s human nature its own suppositum or substance,
then it would subsist as a person, which is simply, as Aquinas says, an
individual substance of a rational nature.(66)
But there is only one person in Christ, that of the Word; to insist otherwise
would lead, as Aquinas sees it, to a kind of Nestorianism. Philosophically
speaking, to suggest that within Christ there are two substantial esse
can only result in two substances and, therefore, two distinct ontological
entities or beings. But again, as Aquinas writes, “It is impossible that
something should have two substantial beings [esse], since unity is
founded upon being [ens]: whence if there were a plurality of esse,
according to which something is said to be being [ens] simply, it would
be impossible for it to be called one [unum].”(67)
The unity of Christ would be shattered given two substantial esse.(68)

Thus, one should not interpret the
human esse that Aquinas introduces in De Unione Verbi incarnati
as an entirely new principle for the substantial, subsistent being of Christ’s suppositum,
as something other than the divine esse—which is the sole principle
for the substantial being of Christ—for to do so would lead to obvious
difficulties or, more bluntly, metaphysical contradictions. In other words,
Aquinas does not suggest that Christ is a combination of a substantial divine esse
and a substantial human esse. He addresses this very
misunderstanding in the form of an objection to his article on Christ’s being in
the Summa Theologiae. “[T]he being [esse] of the Son of
God is the Divine Nature itself, and is eternal,” the objection argues,
“whereas the being [esse] of the Man Christ is not the Divine
Nature, but is a temporal being.” Therefore, the 
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objection concludes, there are two
beings (esse) in Christ.(69) Aquinas
replies along the lines I have just described, and again I quote this same
passage to emphasize my point: “The eternal being [esse] of the
Son of God, which is the divine nature, becomes the being [esse]
of man, inasmuch as the human nature is assumed by the Son of God to
unity of person.”(70)

Now, however, a question arises: In
what way can God be said to become human, indeed, how can God become
anything if, like Aquinas,(71) one understands
God to be immutable? This same concern faces Aquinas in the form of the
following objection (STh III, q. 16, a. 6, obj. 2): “to be made
man is to be changed. But God cannot be the subject of change, according to Mal.
iii. 6: I am the Lord, and I change not. Hence this is false; God
was made man.”(72) However, as Gorman
points out, the solution to this difficulty stems, once again, from Aquinas’s
notion of Christ as a composite person.(73) That
is, the difficulty that this objection poses comes about only if one considers
Christ to be completely simple. Given such an understanding, suggesting that the
Word becomes human would necessitate a change in the Word itself, for
here change is predicated absolutely of the Word.(74)
“If Christ is now simple, if he is simply divine, then indeed he cannot
have come to be other than he is except by his divine nature having come to be
other than it is,” explains Gorman; “on that supposition, if Christ
became human, his divinity became human.”(75)
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However, since the relationship
between the divine and human natures of Christ is what might be called a
“mixed relation”—that is, a relationship that is real in one term and
logical or rational in another(76)—the change,
Aquinas holds, must be understood to take place not on the side of the Word, but
on the side of Christ’s humanity.(77) Here,
Aquinas appeals to his understanding of the doctrine of relation to extricate
himself from any undesirable or contradictory conclusions. Since the doctrine of
relation as he articulates it cannot be fully explored here, I shall only
describe its main features so as to gain some intellectual traction in
understanding what he means by ‘becoming’.

Aquinas frequently appeals to three
main kinds of relation,(78) one of which we have
already mentioned (viz., mixed relations) the other two being ‘logical’ or
‘rational’ relations and ‘real’ relations. ‘Logical’ relations are constituted
through the intellect’s ordering of (at least) two terms to one another so that
their relation arises, not from any reality within the terms themselves, but
from an act of reason.(79) ‘Real’ relations, by
contrast, are those in which the terms themselves have in their very reality an
ordering to one another independent of the intellect’s operations.(80)
Finally there are relations—mixed relations—in which one term is logical while
the other is real. In this kind of relation, the real term is constituted as
such through its relation to 
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the logical term.(81)
So, for example, it is because a creature is really related to God as its
creator that the creature is constituted as a being, that is, exists. God
himself, in his act of creating, does not change.(82)
He does not change because, as Aquinas sees it, the act of creation is unlike
any other “change” we experience.(83)
All change that we experience is relative, that is, a change from some thing to
some other thing. With creation, however, there is the absolute
bringing into existence of some thing from no-thing, or, if one
prefers, an absolute change. Such an absolute act of creation requires something
that is itself absolute being, something that is being itself (ipsum esse).
But this is precisely what God is. Weinandy correctly points out that “if
the act of creation demands that God act by no other act than by the act that he
is as ipsum esse then obviously creation does not change or affect
God.”(84) There is between God and
creature, then, a mixed relation. The creature is really related to God
because in its relation to God the creature is constituted and sustained in
being; however, God in so sustaining the creature through his creative act, an
act that is identical with that which he is, ipsum esse, undergoes no
change and so is only logically related to the creature.

In his treatment of the Incarnation,
Aquinas uses his understanding of mixed relations to account for the
relationship between the Word and Christ’s human nature. He insists that the
Word, being the logical term of a mixed relation, does not change. Rather,
Christ’s human nature has a real relation to the Word, whereby it is sustained
in existence. There is no mediating act between the Word and humanity whereby
the union between the two occurs. Quite the contrary, the Word, through its own esse
personale, which is its very act of being, relates humanity to itself.(85)
Still, in this act of relating, which is simply that of a logical term’s
relating a real term to itself, the Word undergoes no change. One might say,
perhaps, that the Word does change—not 
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absolutely
(for then the Word would change in its very divine, immutable being), but only relatively,
that is, relative to Christ’s humanity, for now there is a new relation on the
part of Christ’s humanity to the pre-existing esse personale of the
Word.(86) That is to say, it is Christ’s
humanity that changes absolutely, in the same way in which an act of creation
results in an absolute change of the creature from nonexistence to existence.
“[W]hatever is predicated relatively can be newly predicated without its
change,” says Aquinas, “as a man may be made to be on the right side
without being changed, and merely by the change of him on whose left side he
was.”(87) Again, Christ’s composite nature
provides some intelligibility, Gorman insists, to the Word’s immutability within
the incarnational act: “Christ is a composite of humanity and divinity. He
became human by coming to possess the humanity as a constituent, and because its
coming to be a constituent was the coming-to-be of a mixed relation, the divine
nature remained untouched.”(88)

Furthermore, Aquinas points out that,
as a result of the composition of two natures in Christ, whatever pertains to
the human nature can now be predicated of God.(89)
Since there is only one suppositum subsisting in two natures, the
single suppositum is signified by either nature. Thus, “[W]hether
we say man or God, the hypostasis [i.e., suppositum]
of divine and human nature is signified. And hence, of the man may be said what
belongs to the divine nature, as of a hypostasis of the divine nature; and of
God may be said what belongs to the human nature, as of a hypostasis of human
nature.”(90) Thus, one may say that
‘humanity’, in its fullest sense, may be attributed to God, to the divine esse,
whereby the Word, now possessing two constituent principles, is 
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said to be (esse) human.
Christ’s human esse, then, represents the new relation that the Word
has to Christ’s humanity—not an absolute change in the Word itself but an
entering into a new relation wherein it subsists now as a human being, as a
human esse.(91)

Michael Raschko seems to have in mind
something similar. However he does not explicitly derive his position from the
metaphysical implications of Aquinas’s notion of Christ as a composite person,
but rather from what one might call—for lack of a better description—his
semantics of the Incarnation (especially as it is spelled out in STh
III, q. 16, aa. 10-12). Raschko writes:



If one can say Christ
as man has esse, it must be in the same manner that one says Christ as
man is person. This can be done one by reference to the one supposit of both
predicates, the person of the Word. Thus one can no more speak of a duality of esse
in Christ than one can speak of a duality of person. There is a person, an esse,
an aliquid in the human nature of Christ, but it is that person, esse,
and aliquid of the divine person subsisting in human nature.(92)



Again,
the notion of a human esse can only make sense, at least according to
Aquinas’s metaphysical principles, when considered as the divine esse‘s
subsisting through a human nature, whereby it is said to be human. Thus, one
need not posit two substantial esse in Christ.





IV





Given Aquinas’s notion of Christ as a composite person, one finds that what the
Angelic Doctor presents in De Unione Verbi incarnati is entirely
consistent with views espoused in his other Christological works. Consequently,
there is no need to suggest—as does Goergen—that Aquinas, in De Unione,
contradicts himself. Nor should we think, as does Richard Cross, that Aquinas
adopts an entirely different metaphysical model to
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render an account of the Incarnation. In The Metaphysics of the
Incarnation Cross argues, partly in effort to explain Aquinas’s
introduction of a human esse, that Aquinas abandons his earlier
“whole-part model,” wherein the divine and human natures are seen in
an analogous way as parts(93) constituting the
whole Christ, in favor of what seems to be a substance-accident model.(94)
According to Cross, Aquinas consistently maintains throughout all of his
Christological works (save De Unione) that Christ’s human nature can be
regarded analogously as a part. The reason for this is that parts do not possess
any esse of their own but share in the substantial esse of the
whole. Moreover, since parts do not contribute any esse to their whole,
they cannot be said to actualize their whole.(95)
Now, given that Aquinas maintains throughout his opera that there is
only one esse in Christ, the divine esse, one may conclude
that Christ’s human nature has no esse of its own to contribute and
should therefore be regarded along the lines of a part.

However, continues Cross, in De
Unione Aquinas seems to suggest something different. Now it seems as though
he argues that Christ’s human nature does in fact have its own esse to
contribute, making it appear to be more analogous to an accident, which
actualizes its subject through the contribution of its own esse. Given
this, and also given the fact that Cross finds Aquinas unable to maintain that
parts do not actualize their wholes while accidents do, he argues that Aquinas,
in De Unione, is shifting metaphysical gears, so to speak. “On
Aquinas’s standard account, the human nature is a truth-maker in virtue of its
dependence on the 
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divine suppositum [much in
the same way that a part is]; in the De Unione, the nature is a
truth-maker in virtue of its communicating esse to the divine
suppositum.”(96)

In treating the human esse of
Christ as if it were something added or contributed to the
divine suppositum after the manner of an accident, however, Cross is
left with the difficulty of how it can be said (along any line remotely
Thomistic) that anything can be related to the divine suppositum—which
Aquinas maintains without exception is pure act—in such a way that the
latter stands in a relation of potency to the former. Cross is himself aware of
the difficulty but offers no solution. “[De Unione‘s] account is
agnostic to the extent that it is unclear how, given Aquinas’s general emphasis,
something can communicate esse to a suppositum without thereby
actualizing any passive potency in the suppositum.”(97)

Given this rather perplexing aporia,
it seems to me that Cross’s principle of interpretation with regard to De
Unione is wrongheaded. Indeed, the aporia disappears if one
recognizes that the human esse of which Aquinas speaks is not really
something other than the divine esse, is not something that is
contributed to the divine suppositum as if it were completely other.
Again, the human esse is the divine esse. They are the same in
reality but different when one views them from the perspective of Christ’s
compositeness as a person. What causes Cross his difficulty is that he separates
the two in reality, hypostatizes the human esse (one might say), and
then does not quite know what to do with it.(98)

However, as I hope to have shown, it
can be argued that even in the troublesome De Unione Verbi incarnati Aquinas
maintains consistently with his other Christological treatments that there is 
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only one personal esse in
Christ. I also hope to have shown that the key to resolving the difficulties
pertaining to De Unione rests in Aquinas’s notion of Christ as a
composite person. For, as he points out, one may consider Christ as composite
inasmuch as he subsists in two natures. In his compositeness, then,
Christ subsists not only as the Word (i.e., as the divine esse) but
also as a human being. Thus, the Word becomes flesh; the divine esse,
through the assumption of a human nature, becomes—in the sense described
above—a human esse, by which we can say that “God became
man.”
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THERE IS NOTHING more stimulating than to ponder the mysteries of the
Catholic faith in an attempt to conceive them more clearly and to articulate
them more precisely. To my mind, no mystery is more challenging than the mystery
of the Incarnation—even that of the Trinity itself. My good and longstanding
Dominican friend Thomas Joseph White has taken up this exhilarating challenge in
his thoughtful article on the Incarnation and the necessity of the earthly Jesus
possessing the beatific vision.(1) Jean Galot and
I were the primary catalysts that impelled him to do so, for we have argued that
a proper understanding of the Incarnation does not warrant maintaining that the
earthly incarnate Son of God possessed the beatific vision, despite the
venerable, and to some extent magisterial, tradition to the contrary. Although
White has marshaled a formidable array of scholarly arguments in support of his
position, I believe that his arguments actually undermine what he ardently wants
to achieve, that is, to uphold and articulate an authentic understanding of the
Incarnation.

White argues that his position is in
keeping with the Angelic Doctor. Here, Thomist though I am, I will not address
the validity of Aquinas’s arguments or White’s interpretation of them. 
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My response will be threefold. First,
I will briefly summarize White’s position. I will then offer an assortment of
critiques of his position. Finally, I will attempt to sort out the whole issue
by briefly articulating how I believe it must be addressed. 



 

I.
White on the Incarnation and the Beatific Vision



The answer to the question of whether
or not the earthly Jesus possessed the beatific vision must be found in
discerning the incarnational principles or rules that govern the earthly, human
life of the Son of God. Given that within the Incarnation it is the Son of God
who exists as man, what necessarily follows regarding the manner or type of
human life that the Son of God lived? White and I disagree on the answer to this
question, that is, as to what does or does not necessarily ensue from the
Incarnation as to the human life of the Son of God.

White argues that the very nature of
the Incarnation demands that the Son of God as man must possess the beatific
vision if he is properly to live out his human life. For White, the beatific
vision ensures not only that the human intellect is cognizant of “his”
divine filial identity, but also that the human intellect knows and the human
will acts in complete conformity with the divine intellect and will of the Son.
(I have written the above sentence in conformity to White’s manner of speaking.
I would not articulate the issue in such a manner, as will be seen.) As White
states at the onset: 





[T]his unity of
personal action in Jesus requires a perfect cooperation between the human will
of Christ and his divine will. In effect, Christ’s will and consciousness must
act as the instruments of his divine subject, being directly specified at each
instant by his divine will. For this, knowledge of his own filial nature and
will is necessary. The virtue of faith, or a uniquely prophetic knowledge (by
infused species), is not sufficient. The unity of activity of the Incarnate Word
requires, therefore, the beatific vision in the intellect of Christ, so that his
human will and his divine will may cooperate within one subject. (507)
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White argues that without the beatific vision the human intellect and will of
Christ would exercise an autonomy that would undermine the unity of subject,
that is, the Son, acting through the instrumentality of his humanity. The Son
can act through the instrumentality of his humanity only if his human intellect
and especially his human will are in complete accord with his divine intellect
and will, and this assurance is only obtained if the human intellect of Christ
possesses the beatific vision. As White, again, states:

If Jesus is truly the
Son of God, and therefore a divine person, then his divine will is present in
his person as the primary agent of his personal choices. This means that,
necessarily, his human will must be continually subordinate to, informed by, and
indefectibly expressive of his personal divine will in its human, rational
deliberation and choice making… . [I]t is only if Christ’s human intellect
is continuously and immediately aware of his own divine will (by the beatific
vision, and not merely by infused knowledge and by faith), that his human will
can act in immediate subordination to his divine will as the “assumed
instrument” of his divine subject. (516)

White illustrates the incarnational need for the beatific vision by way of
the examples of Christ’s obedience and prayer. As seen above, only the beatific
vision guarantees that the human will of Christ is conformed to his divine will,
for only through the beatific vision is his human intellect conformed to his
divine intellect. Equally, the beatific vision empowers Christ to pray to the
Father fully aware that he is the divine Son (see 523-33). For White, this is
only possible “due to the correspondence between the human and divine wills
of Christ within his unified personal action, effectuated by means of
the beatific vision” (522).

From the above, I think it is obvious how White conceives the incarnational
principles or rules that necessarily govern how the Son orders and regulates his
earthly life. Simply put, the Son of God comes to exist as man and in so doing
now possesses a divine and human intellect and a divine and human will. These
two distinct intellects and wills interact practically within Jesus’ everyday
earthly life through the beatific vision: the human intellect possesses the
knowledge of the divine intellect and thus
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the human will is able to be conformed to the divine will by means of the
divine knowledge, now resident within the human intellect.

This mutual conforming of intellects and wills also ensures that the Son is
the sole acting subject. Through the beatific vision, everything the Son does
humanly is performed in accordance with his divine knowledge and will. Thus, the
beatific vision mediates between the Son existing as God and the Son existing as
man so as to ensure that the Son as God and the Son as man are both
“on the same page.” Without the beatific vision, for White, the Son of
God as man would not, with certainty, but only by faith or prophetic infused
knowledge, be able to be on the same page as the Son of God as God because the
Son as man would not know with certainty what the Son as God knows and so would
not be certain as to what the Son as God wills.



 

II.
A Slight Whiff of Nestorianism



Eyebrows may have been raised at the above words “are both” and
rightly they should have been. Despite the fact that White wants to guarantee,
through the beatific vision, a unity of subject and a unity of action between
the divine and human natures, and so avoid Nestorianism, his conception of the
“mechanics” of the Son’s incarnational life bears the odor of
Nestorianism be it ever so slight. We need to examine his argument more closely.

White rightly wants to hold, and often states, that in the Incarnation the
Son of God came to exist as man, and therefore he is the one acting subject
within his human life as man. Yet, when it comes to the inner dynamics of the
Son’s incarnational life as man, White’s articulation becomes somewhat
imprecise.

For White, within the Incarnation, the manner in which divine knowledge and
with it the divine will come to the human Jesus is through the beatific vision.
The beatific vision mediates between the human intellect and will of the Son and
the divine intellect and will of the Son and thus allows the human intellect to
know and the human will to will in unison with the divine Son.
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However, in conceiving the inner workings of the earthly life of the Son
incarnate in this manner, White gives the impression that the human intellect
had a mind of its own and that the human will had a will of its own apart from
the Son and that it is only if the human intellect and the human will are tamed
by the beatific vision that we (or for that matter, the Son of God) are assured
that they will not run autonomously wild on their own. White’s understanding of
the Incarnation is here faulty.

Because the Son is the sole person or subject within the Incarnation, what he
knows and wills as man is done by him and so, from the very ontology of
Incarnation, the human intellect and will are never autonomous
“things” in need of being “brought into line,” whether by
the beatific vision or by any other means. It is the Son of God who exists as
man and, like every human being, personally acts through his human intellect and
his human will, for they are personally his own. They are ontologically
constitutive of who the Son of God is as man and thus are incapable of having a
“self” life of their own.

Without realizing it, White, in his attempt to find a necessary reason why
Christ must possess the beatific vision, first had to rend asunder the human
intellect and will from the divine Son with his divine intellect and will and
then he had to impose, the beatific vision as the necessary means for uniting
the human intellect and will with the divine intellect and will within the one
Son of God. White really does not want to disconnect the human intellect and
will from the divine Son, as he himself argues profusely in his article, but his
arguments on behalf of the beatific vision of Christ have forced him to do so.
This is why the articulation of his position always bears the slight whiff of
Nestorianism, and why he is also forced at times to articulate his position in
an imprecise manner.





III. The Ambiguous Use of the Term
“His”





White often employs the term “his” in relation to “the man,”
“the human intellect,” and “the human will” in a
fascinating, but
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highly ambiguous, way. He states that through the beatific vision “the
man Jesus knows immediately that he receives his divine will from the Father,
and his human acts of obedience bear the imprint of this unique filial
certitude” (526). But within the Incarnation, there is no “man”
Jesus apart from the Son who “knows,” there is no human “he”
who receives, and there is no human “who” who possesses the certitude
of “his” filial human acts. Within the Incarnation there is only the
Son of God existing as man and thus there is only one “he” and one
“his,” that of the divine Son.

Again, as quoted previously, “Christ’s will and consciousness must act
as the instruments of his divine subject, being directly specified at each
instant by his divine will. For this, knowledge of his own filial nature and
will is necessary” (507). Who is the subject/person (the “who”)
of all of these various uses of the term “his”? The first
“his” refers to Christ, but this gives the impression that Christ is a
different human subject from the later designated “divine subject.”
But how can there be a “his” that differs from the divine subject to
which the “his” refers? The second “his” appears to shift
from referring to the human subject of “Christ” to, presumably,
referring to the Son of God as God, since it speaks of “his divine
will.” This may be an attempt at employing the communication of idioms, but
it fails for, within the communication of idioms, divine and human attributes
are predicated of one and the same subject, namely, that of the divine Son.

The first “his” refers to a human subject other than the Son as God
and the second “his” refers to the Son as God. The third use of the
term “his” does not appear to have any incarnational logic whatsoever
(“knowledge of his own filial nature”). This “his” implies a
human “who” who comes to know that “who” he really is is the
Son of God. However, within the Incarnation one does not have a man who
comes to know that he is God, but rather, within the Incarnation, the Son of God
humanly comes to know or humanly becomes conscious, within his
human intellect and human consciousness, that he is the Son of God. Again, the
reason White is forced to employ such strained terminology and to state
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his position in such a tangled fashion is that, in a Nestorian manner, he has
separated the human intellect and will from the Son of God with the intention of
glueing them back together by means of the beatific vision.

 



IV.
Giving “Subjectivity” to the

Human Intellect and Will



This can equally be seen in the way White speaks of the divine and human
wills as if they could act apart from the person of the Son, so implying that
they possess their own distinct subjectivities. In a passage already quoted,
White speaks of “Christ’s human intellect” being “immediately
aware of his divine will” and it is the beatific vision that ensures that
“his human will can act in immediate subordination to his divine will”
(516). But an “intellect” is not aware, nor does a “will”
act; only a person knows and only a person acts and he does so through his will.
Later White speaks of the “divine will” moving the “human
will” (519) as if these were wills of different subjects. It is the Son of
God who wills either with his divine will or with his human will, but the wills
themselves do not interact apart from the one who is willing, the divine Son.

Within the same passage, White states that “the human will of Christ
acts ‘instrumentally,’ that is to say, through an immediate subordination to his
divine will” (ibid.). As man, the Son’s humanity is the personal instrument
through which he acts, in a similar way as I personally act through the use of
my hand. However, my hand does not act “instrumentally” and neither
does Christ’s “human will.” Moreover, a “will” does not act
apart from the one whose will it is, nor does a “will,” as if it were
an acting subject, subordinate itself to another will. Only persons subordinate
their will to another person. To say that one will subordinates itself to
another will implies two persons.

One also finds rather peculiar statements such as: “His human will
cooperates indefectibly with his divine will in the unity of one personal
subject” (520). “Wills” do not “cooperate”;
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persons cooperate through a mutual agreement of their wills. To say that the
divine and human wills cooperate “in the unity of the personal
subject” implies two willing subjects being united to a third. What White
wants to say is that, when the Son of God wills and acts as man, his human will
and action are always in conformity with his divine will because there is only
one willing and acting subject, the Son of God. The reason he cannot simply say
that is that, again, within his conception of the Incarnation the human
intellect and will would be in competition with the divine intellect and will
unless the beatific vision is imposed so as to ensure their unity. For White, it
is not the hypostatic union, the ontological union whereby the Son of
God exists as man, that guarantees the unity, and so conformity, of the human
intellect and will with the divine intellect and will, but the beatific vision.(2)






V. Sorting out the Incarnational Confusion





The reason White has gotten himself in this incarnational tangle is that he has
misconceived the incarnational principles that must be operative within the
incarnate Son. For White, the manner in which the Son of God as man becomes
conscious of who he is as God and the manner in which he comes to know the
divine will and so act in accordance with it is through the beatific vision. For
White, this all takes place within what might be called an inner-dialogue
between the divinity of the Son and the humanity of the Son. Through the
beatific vision, the human intellect and will are “hot wired” to the
divine intellect and will. The incarnate Son comes to know who he is and he
comes to know what to will and to do in relationship to his own divinity
mediated through the beatific vision. This, to my mind, is
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contrary to the very nature of the
Incarnation and to the human life that the Son of God lived.

How then does the Son of God as man
come to know who he is within his incarnate state?(3)
The Son of God as man comes to know who he is through his incarnate relationship
to his Father and he comes to know what to will and to do through his incarnate
relationship to the Father. The Son incarnate becomes conscious of who he is and
so knows who he is not in relationship to his own divinity mediated
through the beatific vision, as White would argue, but through what I have
termed his human “hypostatic vision” of the Father. Through his human
prayer, in conjunction with his pondering the Scriptures, the person of the Son
as man has a vision, though not beatific, of the Father and in so coming to know
his Father he comes to know, he becomes self-conscious, that he is indeed the
only-begotten Son.(4) White holds that if the Son
of God does not possess as man the beatific vision, his divine identity and
knowledge of what he should will and do would be reduced to an act of faith or
prophetic infused knowledge. This is not true. The Son of God, in coming to know
who he is in a human manner through his human hypostatic vision of his Father,
humanly comes to know the will of the Father and so humanly acts in accordance
with it. This, I believe, 
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is in keeping with the Incarnation and
the incarnational principles that govern it. Everything concerning the Son of
God within his human state as man must be conceived and articulated within that
incarnate state, and, thus, not in relationship to his own divine nature but in
his human relationship to his Father and to the earthly human life that he
authentically lives. Thus, my understanding of the incarnational principles that
govern the earthly life of the Incarnate Son radically differs from that of
White.

 



VI. Conclusion



Let me conclude by adding a new
argument that I have not articulated before, one that may help clarify the
issue. Within the life of the Trinity, the Son of God did not come to know who
he is as the Son of God, homoousios with his Father, within his own
self-contained knowledge of himself (similar to the way White wants the Son of
God as man to know who he is in relationship to his own divinity through the
beatific vision). Rather, the Son of God is eternally conscious of himself, and
so knows who he is, as Son only in relationship with his Father and so eternally
conforms, as Son, his will to the Father’s will. Similarly, the eternal Son of
God, through his human hypostatic vision of the Father, is humanly conscious of,
and so knows, who he is as the Son, homoousios with the Father, in
relationship to his Father, and in humanly knowing who he is as Son in
relationship to his Father he humanly wills and does what the Father wills and
does (see John 5:17-20). The principles that govern the Son’s incarnational life
are the same principles as those that govern his divine life.

I ardently hope that my critique of
White has been fair and to the point. White is too good a theologian to dismiss
lightly. Nonetheless, I hope that the clarifications I have attempted to offer
will further the debate, though I am certain it will continue. Moreover, as I
said at the onset, there is no greater joy than to contemplate, in unison with
the angels and their Doctor, the 
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divine mysteries. To ponder, and to
debate, the mystery of the Incarnation with my Dominican brother Thomas Joseph
will, I am confident, bear much intellectual fruit, and hopefully abundant
grace, for the both of us.
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The chapters that comprise this book develop the central themes of Burrell’s
scholarly career, as philosopher and theologian who deals with Christian,
Islamic, and Jewish thought. A collection of previously published articles
organized thematically, this is a timely publication, offering an interfaith and
intercultural study of creation and freedom. In addition to its systemic and
historical value, the work traces the contours for any authentic dialogue among
the three Abrahamic religious traditions on the relationship of philosophy and
faith.



Central to the argument throughout the book is
Burrell’s insight that ties contemporary views of “libertarian”
freedom to the “imperative of modernity”: to remove belief in a free
Creator from intellectual discourse. He aims to provide “a far more robust
account of freedom which, while requiring a heftier metaphysical commitment,
remains more phenomenologically accurate than the modernist theory it seeks to
supplant” (vii). The project involves the recovery of the classic view of
human freedom, a recovery that depends upon the affirmation of creation as a
free divine act. Each religious tradition offers a way of understanding this
affirmation; together, the three provide strategies for seeing the Creator as
distinct, but not separate, from the created order. The traditions stand as
“witnesses” to the role of faith as context for philosophical
speculation. It is on the basis of what the traditions share (belief in creation
as a free act) that interfaith dialogue is possible.



Part 1 presents the Creator-creation
relationship as central to any philosophical theology. In “Distinguishing
God from the World,” Burrell highlights divine simplicity and eternity, two
key elements in the medieval reflection on language and God. The chapter
criticizes current philosophical discourse that treats of divinity independently
of a lived faith tradition and looks at attributes independently of divine
nature. Overly abstract discourse about the divine fails to take into account
living religious traditions and “leaves one wondering if it is discussing
divinity at all” (17). “The Unknowability of God in Al-Ghazali”
gives a precise example of an Islamic response to the problem of abstract
analysis of God. In his critique of Avicenna’s logical and emanationist 
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project, Al-Ghazali affirms divine simplicity
and, consequently, God’s unknowability. The response of the believer can only be
that of faith. 



Chapters 3, 4, and 5 explore the theme of
divine knowing, suggesting the more practical model of Artisan. In “Why Not
Pursue the Metaphor of Artisan and View God’s Knowledge as Practical?”,
Burrell notes that both Maimonides and Aquinas use the metaphor in speaking of
divine knowledge yet neither develops it in depth. In “Maimonides, Aquinas
and Gersonides on Providence and Evil (With a Bow to Dorothy Sayers),” the
biblical story of Job is the focus for an interfaith reflection on God’s
knowledge of events and the role of providence. Burrell suggests a creative
solution with the help of Dorothy Sayers. An author creates characters having a
“life of their own” within the novel; so too divine creative freedom
need not be at odds with human free choice. “Aquinas’s Debt to Maimonides”
completes this reflection, showing how the analogous use of terms can deal with
creation, divine practical knowledge, providence, and freedom.



Chapters 6, 7, and 8 together consider the
dialectic of reason and faith as they relate to creation as a free act.
“Creation and Actualism” offers a systematic discussion of the nature
of philosophical theology and its need for assessment based upon dialectical
criteria. Since faith leads believers to prefer one ontology over another, the
criteria must come from both sides. In “Aquinas and Scotus: Contrary
Patterns for Philosophical Theology,” Burrell pursues this theme of the
dialectic of philosophical and theological discourse, showing how the two
thinkers differ metaphysically and epistemologically. He does not hesitate to
place himself on the side of Aquinas in this essay (and others) and shows great
knowledge of Thomas’s texts, which he regularly uses to support his argument. It
is disappointing that the interpretation of Scotus depends largely upon
secondary sources, most notably Etienne Gilson’s 1952 study, Jean Duns Scot:
Introduction à ses positions fondamentales. In “From Analogy of
‘Being’ to the Analogy of Being” Burrell presents the analogical use of
language as essential to any philosophy that wishes to integrate the great
religious traditions’ conviction of the universe freely created by God. Burrell
rightly points to the way in which religious forms of life and a living faith
tradition framed medieval intellectual reflection, thereby reprising his theme
of a philosophical theology that is culturally embedded and informed by faith.
He is, I think, correct in his assessment that Aquinas offers a better
philosophical basis for interfaith dialogue than does Scotus. If, however, the
analogical use of language is the key to that dialogue, then one must confront
points raised earlier: that neither Maimonides (chapter 5) nor al-Ghazali
(chapter 2) accepted the analogical function of language about God.



Part 2, “Divine and Human Freedom,”
deepens the implications of the first section in the area of the modern
depiction of freedom as autonomy (self-determination) over against divine
freedom. “The Challenge to Medieval Christian Philosophy: Relating Creator
to Creatures” links this section to the earlier chapters. The modern
understanding of human freedom as a “choice among alternatives” lies
at the heart of the current difficulty to reach a 
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phenomenologically accurate view. A more
fruitful approach considers divine creation “ex nihilo”—as freedom to
accept the determinations of wisdom, rather than as a choice among alternatives.
“Freedom and Creation in the Abrahamic Traditions” shows how medieval
conceptions of freedom, informed by faith, illuminate the nature of human
experience. These medieval approaches were developed against the background of
Hellenic schemes of necessary emanation: they all affirm divine creative
freedom. They also serve to critique contemporary philosophical reflection on
human freedom, as the chapter “Al-Ghazali on Created Freedom”
demonstrates. In this essay, Burrell challenges the dichotomy of libertarian vs.
compatibilist theories, as well as the modern methodology that assumes its
philosophical intuitions to be free of embedded cultural assumptions. The
Islamic tradition best helps to uncover the heart of the modern reflection on
freedom as the dialectic between divine and human sovereignty. “Creation,
Will and Knowledge in Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus” points to two models
of human freedom in the Western Christian tradition. The two thinkers differ in
their ways of seeing how language, logic, and the life of faith relate. Both
resist emanationist theories of creation, but in different ways. Aquinas sees
creation as the esse of things; therefore “to be” is “to
be dependent on Creator.” Within this perspective, language functions
analogously, allowing for coherent discourse about God. By contrast, Scotus
understands contingent creation as ‘what could have been otherwise’ in
relationship to the divine will. God’s freedom is depicted in terms of
alternatives and options (possible worlds) before the divine will. Freedom for
Aquinas is more properly understood as consent rather than self-determination,
and involves the discerning response to what attracts the human heart. Scotus
embraces a more modern notion of freedom, with the affirmation of a self-moving
will.



Part 3, “Interfaith Encounter,”
offers four essays on the value and possibility of future interfaith discourse.
In “God and Religious Pluralism,” Burrell explains the way in which
each tradition affirms creation and divine freedom. Modern Western ways of
understanding theology as a purely rational reflection on the universe
interrupted the relationship between explanatory themes and religious
traditions. Postmodernity has, fortunately, rejected this age of pure reason in
religious matters. Once the Enlightenment assumption about faith as an addendum
to the human condition is rejected, reason becomes a functional notion,
displayed in practices that cross traditional boundaries. The challenge for
today is not atheism, but rather the lure of other faiths. In facing this
challenge, it is not the believer who is crippled, but rather the philosopher.
By far the most interesting essay of the book, this piece concludes with a call
for the signal trace of the Holy Spirit among all traditions: friendship.



“The Christian Distinction Celebrated and
Expanded” sets forth Burrell’s project in this book in the clearest
possible terms. This essay focuses on Aquinas, who “is already engaged in
an interfaith, intercultural endeavor” (218), as a model for theologians
today. If God is a free Creator, then creation “might not have been.”
This focus on creation’s act of existence (rather than a possible-world
ontology) and on the distinction between God (that being whose essence 
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is identical to existence) and creation (whose
essence is not identical with existence) opens the space within which other
Christian mysteries are considered. In Islam (Al-Ghazali) faith rather than
philosophy offers the basis for the distinction between Creator and creation. In
Judaism (Maimonides) the distinction appears in language and discourse about the
world or about God. Christianity is the sole tradition to bridge the
metaphysical-linguistic gap with the essence/existence distinction and the
analogical use of language, both central to Aquinas’s approach. For Christians,
divine freedom and the Incarnation play central roles in the functioning of
language about God, allowing for conceptual moves not available to Islam or
Judaism.



“Incarnation and Creation: The Hidden
Dimension” seeks to restore the tension and rapport between creation and
redemption, thus between the first two elements of the Creed. The key to this
restoration is the link between creation and Incarnation. Oddly enough, here is
where the thought of Scotus could help Burrell. Scotus sees the divine creative
project as the means by which Trinitarian life is shared with all creation. The
Incarnation plays a pivotal role, since, according to Scotus, God would have
become incarnate even if Adam and Eve had not sinned. In Scotist thought, the
link between creation and Incarnation is both logical and natural. 



The final essay, “Assessing Statements of
Faith: Augustine and Etty Hillesum,” is the existential fruit of the entire
volume, noting strong parallels between the important Christian thinker and the
twentieth-century victim of the Nazi holocaust. Both offer an autobiographical
statement of their faith in God and human life, putting a face on Burrell’s
point in this work. Statements of faith are not explanatory in nature; they are
informed testimonies of lived reality and are even more powerful in the truth
they convey. In closing, Burrell explains what is at the heart of interfaith,
intercultural dialogue. It is not truth claims of particular religious
traditions that are at stake, but rather a “presumptive way of ranking
them.” Not the certainty of faith as “real assent,” but a “monocultural
attitude of certainty in which we know that we are right” (255).
What we gain is a “critical modesty” toward our modes of expression,
which might help us regain the sort of modesty found in medieval thinkers, a
modesty that might help in contemporary situations. The road ahead requires
“live encounters” where believers come together to speak of what they
believe. The goal would be for another person to understand the account “as
one in which he or she could plausibly participate” (256).



This book is an excellent treatment of the
intercultural dimension of medieval philosophy and theology and aptly
demonstrates the importance of these thinkers for contemporary reflection. In
its systematic approach, the argument regarding the relationship of creation and
freedom is quite solid and compelling. The three traditions offer mutual support
in a common stance toward divine graciousness. Also compelling is the concluding
discussion on the future and possibility of interfaith dialogue. Burrell points
regularly to, but does not develop, the extension of this dialogue to
non-Western religious traditions, suggesting further reflection and study. Less
compelling (for me at least) is the 
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contrast between Aquinas and Scotus. If
Burrell’s argument about interfaith and cultural sensitivity is valid (and I
believe it is), then one might bring just this sort of sensitivity to the
Franciscan voice as an alternate approach to questions within the Christian
tradition. Scotist thought is centered on the Incarnation and divine initiative;
it is not philosophically structured along the lines of the essence/existence
distinction and analogy. While such differences in approach do not interfere
with a Christian-Jewish-Islamic dialogue, they do appear to be insurmountable
within Christianity. Despite his claims to the contrary, Burrell’s Scotus
functions largely as a foil for Aquinas, allowing the latter to emerge as the
significant Christian voice. A more complete presentation of Scotist thought
(not simply those aspects that differ from Aquinas), more direct textual
references, and less reliance on secondary literature would have strengthened
the cogency of arguments that make use of the Franciscan’s thought.



Mary Beth Ingham 



Loyola Marymount University

       Los
Angeles, California







[bookmark: whatis]What Is and What Ought to Be: The
Dialectic of Experience, Theology and Church.
By Michael G. Lawler. New York: Continuum, 2005. Pp. 205. $49.95
(cloth), $22.95 (paper). ISBN 0-8264-1703-5 (cloth), 0-8264-1704-3 (paper). 





At first glance, one might think that the title of Michael Lawler’s book is
inspired by Hume’s distinction between descriptive and prescriptive statements.
In fact, the author tells us, the title’s immediate source is an essay by Karl
Rahner, who defines practical theology as informed reflection on what the Church
is
and what it ought to be (Theological
Investigations, 9:102). It is precisely this reflective task that characterizes
Lawler’s book; in particular, he argues for the confluence of sociology (which
tells us what is) and theology (which tells us what the Church should believe).
A major thesis of Lawler’s work, in fact, is that sociological description can
aid theology in finding proper prescriptions for pressing contemporary
questions. Two disputed issues occupy the book’s central argument: the ban on
artificial contraception and the possibility of divorce and remarriage absent an
annulment. On both of these points, Lawler says in his prologue, a dramatic
development and re-reception is now under way, similar to other
reinterpretations that have taken place over the course of history (xii). He
recognizes, however, that to be able to speak with authority on this claim
several antecedent points need to be settled: the nature of theological
methodology, the relationship between theology and the
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disciplines, and the value of reception and
the sensus fidei. A direct discussion, then, of the two issues at stake
is sensibly postponed until the final chapter. 



One important step in the argument is, as
noted, the theoretical conjunction of theology and sociology. Lawler adduces the
positive endorsement of sociology offered by Gaudium et spes 62, while
making quite clear that the social sciences are affected by their own tacit
assumptions (38) and cannot be conflated with theology. Later in the book, he
speaks of sociology as a “handmaiden” to theology, recognizing that
the formal object of the latter discipline is unique compared to those of other
sciences (168). At the same time, he resists speaking of any
“superiority” of theology, preferring to see sociology and theology as
equals, each mediating important lessons to the other (169). In general, he
makes a good case for the conjunctive nature of the two disciplines, resisting
any attempt to collapse their specific modes of inquiry. One wonders, however,
if the book would not have been strengthened by a more intensive consideration
of the relationship of theology to other forms of wisdom, a topic on which there
has been sustained Christian reflection from Clement of Alexandria to John Paul
II’s Fides et ratio. Some deliberation, too, would have been helpful on
Aquinas’s point that no science can be presented as an ultimate competitor to
theology’s foundational claims because these claims derive their authority and
certitude not from fallible human reason but from revelation itself (STh
I, q. 1, a. 5). 



A second step in Lawler’s argument concerns
the nature of theological reflection. Theology, he says, brings the tradition to
bear on contemporary culture, evaluating its “ongoing usefulness” and
“handing on to the future either an unchanged, still-useful tradition or a
tradition nuanced in dialogue with the present situation” (2-3).
Understandably, then, he seeks to develop a notion of correlation, with the two
“sources” being the past tradition and the present socio-historical
moment. He finds Tillich’s methodology wanting since it clearly privileges the
theological tradition over the present situation (3, 87), opting instead for a
form of mutually critical correlation (or “mediation” as he prefers)
à la David Tracy. Particularly important for Lawler is the recognition that the
contemporary situation, too, is graced, and so must be acknowledged as a
legitimate theological locus.



There is much that is right in Lawler’s marked
emphasis on the significance of the present socio-historical moment. The
theological tradition, if it is not to be lifelessly repeated, must be vigorous
and robust, newly appropriated and “performed” in every generation. It
must be received anew by each epoch, in its own categories, according to its
unique Denkstil. Absent a correlation or mediation between the
tradition and the present, there would result merely hidebound and monotonous
reiteration. Correlation, on the contrary, underscores a unique appropriation
that is simultaneously creative and complementary.



But the crucial questions for any theology
accenting correlational mutuality are multiple: How does the “present
situation,” even as graced, compare as a theological locus with Scripture
and the dogmatic tradition of the Church? Does mutuality of correlates mean
absolute equality? If the tradition, even in its most 
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solemn pronouncements, does not sufficiently
illumine (64) the culture, or seems no longer meaningful (119) by the standards
of the contemporary socio-historical moment, then is the doctrinal tradition to
be jettisoned, adulterated, or radically reinterpreted? Lawler does not treat of
these questions directly but they inevitably arise in light of his
methodological reflections. 



A third step in Lawler’s argument has to do
with the nature of truth. He insists, rightly, that truth is perspectival,
always open to further complement. The socio-historical situation in which truth
is formulated necessitates its relational, rather than relativistic, nature.
Lawler’s claim that statements are always related to a particular “province
of meaning” reminds one, then, of Karl Mannheim’s insightful comment that
all affirmations bear the “scars” of their origin. Lawler’s point,
clearly, is that all propositions, including theological ones, have a
constructive dimension, reflective of the socio-cultural-historical standpoint
of the author. In this, he is reminiscent of M.-D. Chenu, who argued in 1937 (in
Le Saulchoir) that “revelation itself is clothed by the human
colors according to the age when it was manifested to us.” This thought was
later echoed by the CDF’s declaration Mysterium ecclesiae (1973).



While agreeing with Lawler’s accent on the
socio-cultural elements intrinsic to doctrine, one wishes that this had been
supplemented by reflection on the descriptive dimensions of doctrine as well. At
one point, he says, “The Catholic Church pursues its own doctrinal
fundamentalism, which holds that revelation, objective knowledge about God, is
objectively expressed also [besides Scripture] in church doctrine. Both biblical
and doctrinal fundamentalism were firmly rejected by the Catholic Church at the
Second Vatican Council” (77). If this statement means, as I think it does,
that Vatican II rejected a severely propositional, noncontextual view of
doctrine, then it is certainly correct. Taken baldly, however, the statement is
ambiguous and can give the impression that Vatican II denied that Christian
doctrine (given all the qualifications) tells us about God’s own life. This
position would be entirely unsustainable since there is nothing in the council
or afterwards supporting such an interpretation. Aquinas’s oft-cited comment,
“Actus autem credentis non terminatur ad enuntiabile sed ad rem” (STh
II-II, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2), indicates that one assents primarily to God himself
but as mediated in and through determinate language. One would have liked to
have seen Lawler wrestling, then, not only with the sociological conditioning of
Christian teaching, but also with its authentic mediation of God’s
self-manifestation.



This omission may stem from the fact that
Lawler describes revelation as the “pre-reflexive,” “pre-propositional”
self-communication of God (60, 85). This is surely a legitimate opinion, but it
would have been helpful to see more clearly the relationship between
pre-reflexive experience and the thematized doctrinal tradition of the Church.
How does the latter limit the multiplicity of interpretations to which
pre-reflexive experience is theoretically open? Lawler does say at one point
that no later theological elaboration can contradict “any theological theme
which is expressed throughout the canonical scripture” (84), but this
idea is not developed at any length. 
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Central to Lawler’s argument are the notions
of reception and sensus fidei. Along with many theologians today,
Lawler rightly attempts to integrate these concepts into a larger theological
epistemology. He cites four “classic examples of non-reception leading to
dramatic development of Catholic teaching”: usury, slavery, religious
freedom, and membership in the Church (127). On these issues, clearly, we see
modifications, developments, and even certain reversals. One may agree with the
author when he says these teachings have been “re-received” or
reinterpreted over the course of time. Further, when discussing the sensus
fidei, Lawler notes the seminal role of Newman’s On Consulting the
Faithful in Matters of Doctrine wherein the author speaks of the consensus
of the faithful as an “instinct, or phrónema deep in the
bosom” of the Church. Newman himself used this opportunity to discuss the singularis
conspiratio of pastors and faithful that had been invoked by Pius IX in Ineffabilis
Deus. It is a “breathing together” that finds proper echo in Lumen
gentium 12 and Dei Verbum 10. Lawler, in his own reflections,
insightfully observes that Vincent of Lérins’s semper, ubique et ab
omnibus, was itself groping for a notion of universal consensus, as were
the consultations of Pius XII before defining the Assumption of the Blessed
Virgin Mary (131, 135).



Most of Lawler’s comments in this chapter are
well-founded. It would have been worthwhile, however, precisely here, to discuss
Vatican I’s claim (repeated in LG 25) that papal definitions are
irreformable ex sese non ex consensu ecclesiae as well as the
well-known relatio on Pastor aeternus tendered by Bishop
Vinzenz Gasser, who argued that while the pope may ask the bishops about the
sense of the churches, as happened with the Immaculate Conception, this case
cannot be established as a rule (Mansi 52:1217). Some questions are
also in order: While there will be, at times, reversals of the authentic
ordinary teaching of the magisterium, are there any limits on continuing
reinterpretation or re-reception by the community of believers? Is the Church
ever guided by a prior belief which, while always newly appropriated in
different socio-cultural contexts, perdures in fundamental meaning throughout
all societies and cultures? If not, then what kind of cognitive yield do
doctrinal statements offer? Are they simply prudential judgments of the
community at a particular point in time, useful but ultimately reversible? 



Lawler’s conclusion builds logically upon his
prior arguments. Theology should take account of sociology. And this latter
discipline clearly shows that the belief of the Church at large, on the
questions of divorce and remarriage as well as artificial contraception, has
undergone a dramatic development. Given the non-reception of these teachings, as
well as the sensus fidei in general, one can justly conclude that
“it is past time to acknowledge theologically and to teach
magisterially” the re-reception and reinterpretation that has already
occurred in the life of the Church, to profess that what actually is is
also what ought to be (166). In the case of divorce and remarriage
without annulment, Lawler recommends a move toward the Eastern Orthodox model of
oikonomia. In the case of artificial contraception, he thinks the
recognition of a new marital paradigm, interpersonal rather than biological,
necessarily entails changes in the 
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sphere of sexuality and contraception. From
the standpoint of theological methodology, the first solution (remarriage)
appears to be in the practical order since Lawler does not challenge the
importance of the indissoluble marriage bond. With regard to the second case, it
is enough to say that authentic magisterial teaching is capable of reversal
(and, as Lawler indicates, reception or non-reception is surely a significant
part of that process). At the same time, the extent to which the contemporary
consensus of a highly secularized society should be determinative of a teaching
consistent for centuries, at a time when the economic and cultural logic of late
modernity has reduced to rank com-modification the very nature and purpose of
human sexuality, is a debatable matter. 



Professor Lawler’s work, in my judgment,
raises more questions about theological method and epistemology than it answers.
I often wished discussions were more fully rounded, taking account of other
arguments and perspectives. Nonetheless, the book is insightful, written with
passion for theology and the Church, and deserving of careful study.











Thomas G. Guarino 





Seton Hall University

       South
Orange, New Jersey



 

               
[bookmark: trinity]The Trinity: Rediscovering the Central
Christian Mystery. By M. John Farrelly,
O.S.B. Lanham, Md: Rowman and Littlefield, 2005. Pp. 305. $29.95 (paper). ISBN
0-7425-3226-7.





Given the burgeoning of Trinitarian studies over the past fifteen years or so,
as the packed “bibliographical essays” at the end of the book attest,
the word “rediscovering” in the subtitle must be taken in a broad
sense. A rediscovery of the Trinity is taking place on many fronts. After all,
hardly a week goes by without a new work on Trinitarian theology appearing. For
example, since the work under review was sent to me, a number of solid studies
by such authors as Anne Hunt, Neil Ormerod, Gilles Emery, and Matthew Levering
have been published: clearly, Farrelly’s work can’t be expected to distill or
even refer to all this, but it remains a monument to the process of recovery and
retrieval of the “central Christian mystery” occurring during the
forty years to which the author’s writings and research have significantly
contributed.



Farrelly positions himself within the Thomist
theological tradition, even while attempting to take it further on a number of
fronts, as I will note below. His range of theological interest is impressive.
While it notably embraces ecumenical concerns and the spiritual appropriation of
the Trinitarian mystery, 
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it reaches into other areas such as
contemporary science, feminism, interfaith dialogue, inculturation, and liturgy.



He suggests a division of the nine chapters of
the book in the following manner. The first four present the background. First,
there is an introduction to contemporary problems inherent in the proclamation
of the Trinity today, followed by the scriptural foundations of Trinitarian
faith. Chapter 3 presents “soundings” in the history of Christian
reflection up to the end of the fourth century. The fourth chapter of
“later soundings” moves nimbly from the fifth to the nineteenth
century, ranging from Augustine, through the Council of Florence, on to the
Reformation, through to the nineteenth century.



The following five chapters seek “to
articulate the outlines of a trinitarian theology appropriate for today,”
(xiii) in the shrinking world of the present. Paradoxically perhaps, this is
where the book is most theoretical and speculative, and even quite intricately
Scholastic in its argument. The extensive historical scope of the book means
that there are a lot of reprises of the issues initially outlined, occasionally
with the danger of mere repetition, but usually this is not so, as the
respective contexts are developed and enriched, with a view to their ecumenical
or spiritual effect.



Chapters 6 and 7 contain demanding reflections
on the generation of the Trinitarian Word and the procession of the Holy Spirit.
The eighth chapter explores the relational character of the three divine
persons. The final chapter is entitled “A Trinitarian Spirituality,”
and impinges on key issues in ecclesiology, the theology of grace, and
interfaith dialogue.



This is a large canvass, and a review such as
this must limit itself to a few issues that provoke further discussion. The
introduction that is chapter 1 is programmatic and compendious. I find little to
comment on in the three chapters that follow, other than to note their value as
surveys of areas of scriptural and doctrinal development. Here, there would be a
large measure of agreement in current Trinitarian theology, due to the many
decades of investigation in which the author himself has worked. I would
suggest, however, for the sake of completion, S. M. Powell’s The Trinity in
German Thought (Cambridge University Press, 2001). It contains some
surprising perspectives on the Trinitarian thinking of the Reformers, and might
usefully enrich the context in which Farrelly considers the history of
Protestant thinking on this matter.



In his fifth chapter, Farrelly enters into the
dense thicket of discussion surrounding the Trinity’s relation, not so much to
human history in general, but to actual human beings. He acknowledges the
current problems of continuing to speak of the salvific relationship of the
divine persons ad extra, where Aquinas, speaking technically, sees only
“relationships of reason.” Farrelly gives an account of the issues
involved, and argues that the divine persons are affected by their saving
activity, so as to justify a language of real relationships—in an existential
sense. In this he finds support in developmental notions of the person (applied
to the human consciousness of Jesus), and in Balthasar’s position on the
dramatic, self-yielding dynamic of the Trinitarian life as the eternal
antecedent to the paschal form of historical revelation. This raises the
question, at least for
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those of a more critically Thomist persuasion,
of whether the all-exhaustive actuality of the divine Esse should not
be taken to include any “perfection” that different and later styles
of thought discover, including the quality of interpersonal relations. Though
Farrelly carefully distances himself from Molt-mann’s dialectic of the cross as
constitutive of the Trinitarian life, he does preserve the paschal form of the
divine relations, albeit in a more balanced and scripturally attuned manner. 



Working within the Thomist tradition, he then
considers the involvement of the Trinity in creation, and here enters into a
discerning dialogue with Paul Davies, Arthur Koestler, and others. He develops
Rahner’s evolutionary perspective, to leave us with the question of the special
creation of the human soul: “Perhaps we can say that the human principle of
life emerges from the potentialities of matter—not exclusively, but through
matter’s participation in the Spirit of God” (153). His prudent insistence
on the Trinitarian matrix of the process of evolution enables him to raise such
a possibility in its most persuasive form, and to commend it to further
evaluation. 



The sixth chapter both ably defends the use of
the psychological analogy and attempts to take it further to meet the modern
situation (161-65), which he interprets as more likely to profit from a more
personal and affective sense of the divine generativity. In large measure, he is
here extending Thomas Weinandy’s proposal of the Father generating the Word/Son
through the Spirit. In effect, while Farrelly continues to speak in analogical
terms, and occasionally employs quite technical terms of an actus perfecti
(sic), the nature of the intellect, and species expressa, he
is here transposing Thomas’s metaphysical psychology of intellect and will into
a phenomenology of consciousness, and of love, in particular. This presents an
ongoing methodological challenge: namely, how to come to grips with
phenomenological accounts of experience, and how to move from within it to a
critical ontological theology. 



In his more pastoral sensitivity to modern
feminist concerns, Farrelly defends the divine paternity from any implication of
patriarchalism, and yet he is quite content to refer to the Holy Spirit in the
feminine form (60), since he has concluded that most scriptural designations
point in this direction. This is going over old ground, and I am not sure we are
any closer to an adequate language in these matters, though there are drawbacks
if the popular mind begins to conclude that Holy Spirit is either the mother or
the sister of the Son (or of Christians themselves, as I found in the words of a
recent hymn invoking the Spirit as “our sister”!).



Gender issues aside, Farrelly shows his
profound grasp of the tradition and the challenges facing it in the course of a
seventh chapter, “The Procession of the Holy Spirit within the
Trinity.” The density of his treatment here tends to compound the data of
the economy, a phenomenology of love, the role of symbols (for he contends that
the Spirit is not a proper name, but a symbolic designation, of the third divine
person), with quite intricate Scholastic refinements of the Thomistic tradition
concerning the procession of the Spirit ad intra, and, in a final
section, with the Palamite divine energies. Farrelly’s 
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overriding intention is to throw further light
on the classic ecumenical issue of the filioque. Throughout he argues
for “the mutual priority” existing between the Son and the Spirit. He
surmises, “Perhaps the way in which the West has seen a priority
of the Son reflects our culture and the enlargement found in recognising a
mutual priority offers us an insight that is desperately needed today”
(210). This is a good point, even though a more clearly methodological procedure
might have presented this basic orientation more cogently.



The eighth chapter brings out the relational
character of the Trinitarian persons, and notes the complex history of the
concept of person. Farrelly here wishes to move beyond Thomas: “One
difference is that I begin not with the divine essence, but with belief in God
as a ‘personal being’ as the Old Testament presents it” (227), in an effort
to move closer to the Eastern tradition. He regards questions 2-26 of the Prima
Pars as philosophical, awaiting the Trinitarian exposition of the later
section. Recent studies of the structure of the Summa, however, would
tend to reject such an interpretation, by stressing the overall theological
integrity of Aquinas’s procedure. Farrelly further argues that the Thomistic
treatment of the Trinitarian persons needs to be refined by a more scriptural
approach, in two ways: “the distinction in consciousness among the
three” (237), and the “relationality of each toward the other in a way
that suggests a divine person is as much a relation to the Other as an ‘in
itself’” (ibid.). I am not clear here whether he is simply transposing, in
his more phenomenological mode, the notion of the three divine persons
subsisting in one divine essence into that of three divine subjects within the
one divine consciousness, or pressing for something more. But, in the density of
the context in which he raises these questions, they emerge as crucially
important for human life (239), even if his position is not entirely clear. I
sense that the problem lies in his tendency to oppose Thomistic theory to modern
phenomenology. I would suggest that there is a need to give more attention to
the phenomenology implicit in Aquinas’s approach: “trinitate posita,
congruunt huismodi rationes” (STh 1, q. 32, a. 1, ad 2)—which is
to say, granted that the Trinity is given to faith, this kind of theoretical and
analogical thinking is appropriate in further disclosing what has been revealed.



While this book throughout calls on great
erudition and provokes any number of methodological questions, it would be
misleading to suggest that it leaves matters on the level of theoretical
questions. The final chapter is a condensed statement of a spirituality that
offers a Trinitarian vision of the Church, the divine indwelling, the liturgy,
and interfaith outreach. Though it raises several matters of theological debate,
the overall spiritual and committed tone of this book make it a fitting
expression of a theological life richly lived, assured in faith, and intrepid in
thought. 
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[bookmark: knowing]Knowing God by
Experience: The Spiritual Senses in the Theology of William of Auxerre. By
Boyd Taylor Coolman. Washington,
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2004. Pp. 267. $54.95 (cloth).
ISBN 0-8132-1368-1.





William of Auxerre (d.
1231) was a secular master of theology at the University of Paris at a crucial
moment in the history of Western theology. The university itself was still
rather new, and the hallmark of the early university, Scholastic inquiry, was
beginning to flower. It is in William that we can see the first bloom on the
Scholastic rose, which would come to full blossom in the next Parisian
generation, the age of Thomas and Bonaventure. 



Or so the story goes. While Boyd Taylor
Coolman does not dispute the broad strokes of this traditional position, his
excellent, close reading of William’s Summa aurea augments our sense of
this early Scholastic era in connection to its past as well as its future. This
book is an essential contribution to the medieval studies and theology section
of any research library. Its felicitous style makes it accessible to students,
but its subject matter presumes a body of knowledge possessed by advanced
graduate students. The presentation is clean and, to my eyes, free of error.
Most fundamentally, Coolman’s study illustrates the conjunction in William’s
work of the practical, lived reality of the knowledge of God in prayer, liturgy,
and sacrament and the precise, rational consideration of the knowledge of God in
theological science. In this reading, William weds the concerns too often
relegated respectively to “monastic” and “Scholastic”
theology. The nexus of this union is William’s understanding of the
“spiritual senses.”



The advantage of Coolman’s focus upon the
spiritual senses is that it permits him to introduce the reader to all the major
topics in William’s Summa from a unifying perspective. Modern readers
are sometimes unaccustomed to, or even boggled by, the coincidence of unity and
complexity in medieval writers. Coolman has done us a service by providing (or,
perhaps better, discovering) a thread that we can follow through the labyrinth.
Indeed, to shift to his more felicitous metaphor, the doctrine of the spiritual
senses is “capillary—pervasive, yet easily overlooked due to its subtle
dispersion throughout” (3). Under the magnifying lens of this book, the Summa
aurea emerges as a complex organic whole.



The book begins with a brief but thorough
treatment of the lens, the doctrine of the spiritual senses in William’s
thought, specifically in relation to his understanding of the beatific vision.
Coolman walks us through William’s grappling with central questions that arise
in considering the spiritual senses: Are the senses a dimension of desire or of
intellect? Are they multiple or singular? What is their proper object? And so
on. Here we see William himself crafting his own understanding of this
“capillary” doctrine in relation both to the tradition that precedes
him and to newer readings of Aristotelian thought in the thirteenth century.
Coolman’s own interpretive voice emerges only obliquely, as the voice of
organization and summation; his virtues as a close reader of texts allow
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William’s voice to emerge. We as readers get
the experience of a good mind wrestling with difficult questions.



The subsequent chapters take this initial
account forward into the consideration of major topics in William’s thought.
First, in relation to the objects of spiritual apprehension, we find
chapters on William’s understanding of the metaphysical good (chap. 3), of the
Trinity (chap. 4), and of creation (chap. 5). Next, we read of the virtues of
spiritual apprehension, namely faith (chap. 6) and charity (chap. 7). Lastly, we
read of the forms of spiritual apprehension: symbolic theology (chap.
8), mystical theology (chap. 9), and sacramental (chap. 10, on
Eucharist). All of these chapters share the virtues of that first programmatic
chapter. They present very close textual readings with clarity and grace,
allowing the reader to follow the lines of William’s thought inductively. Though
Scholastic writing itself will seldom keep us on the edge of our chairs (and
here, William is no exception), Coolman’s inductive approach keeps the questions
alive for us and allows us to share in the discovery.



This book found its first incarnation as a
doctoral dissertation at the University of Notre Dame, and it is a distinguished
example of the way in which a good dissertation can make its way into a
successful book. Coolman has sat at the feet of an accomplished medieval
theologian. He has traced the movement of his thought, and he has uncovered some
hidden treasures in a figure perhaps underappreciated. For this, we are in his
debt. However, the virtues of this book would benefit from a richer sense of the
intellectual context within which William wrote, taught, and thought. Coolman’s
introduction gives this in only the broadest strokes; when we are immersed in
the really interesting and compelling portions of the book, as William grapples
with, say, the doctrine of creation, we are left wondering what, precisely, in
William’s treatment is original or unique to him and what he might share with
his contemporaries or predecessors. For the most part, Coolman’s footnotes help
us locate these questions either in the distant past (e.g., that the notion of
exemplarity in creation is rooted in Augustine) or in the more familiar future
(on the same topic, that exemplarity found its classic Scholastic treatment in
Bonaventure) (91 n. 1). Unfortunately, such broad contexts may contribute to the
notion of William-as-forerunner that Coolman sets out to avoid. Or,
alternatively, the freshness of Coolman’s inductive writing style may give a
misleading impression of William’s novelty. This is a good problem to have, to
be sure—fresh prose is not to be discouraged—but a few footnotes establishing
connections to other thinkers of like mind would help to create a sense of an
intellectual project that, I think, was broadly shared in the early thirteenth
century. For example, as I was reading I thought of manifold connections to
Alexander of Hales and the nascent “Franciscan” school, and I am sure
others would find other points of resonance as well. 



What are the contours of this early
thirteenth-century project? Coolman suggests that, “perhaps especially in
his doctrine of the knowledge of God … William represents something of a
scholastic ‘road not taken’” (9). By this he means, I take it, that William
is able to hold together mystical and speculative 




  
  

  


page 139



theology, the “monastic” and the
“scholastic.” In Coolman’s account—though I wish he had added one
more chapter to give this theme more thorough treatment—the doctrine of the
spiritual senses is a path to thinking about what we would call
“theology” and “spirituality” in an integral way. Certainly
he is not the first to do this; indeed, this seems to be what Karl Rahner was
after in the mid-twentieth century when he turned his attention to Origen and
Bonaventure on the spiritual senses. And the performative unity of theology and
spirituality has been a central claim of Thomist scholars from Chenu to Torrell.
But Coolman allows us to add yet one more example to our list of medieval
theologians who imagined that the scholarly life and the spiritual life admitted
of integration. What has been (rightly) heralded as a central feature of the
Victorines can now be seen as a broader characteristic of much twelfth- and
thirteenth-century theology. Thus Coolman’s work helps to build a cumulative
case for a change in the way we think about Scholastic theology in general and
for a shift in perspective on those latter-day giants, Thomas Aquinas and
Bonaventure, among others. 



What begins to suggest itself through the work
of Coolman and other young scholars of Scholastic theology is that the great
mendicant masters stand at a crisis point in Scholastic theology, not simply at
its apex. On the one hand, so much of the integration of spirituality and
Scholastic science precedes them, in William of Auxerre, Alexander of Hales, and
others. On the other hand, both Thomas and Bonaventure seem to write out of a
sense of crisis, each in his own way seeking new modes of integrating scientia
and sapientia, whether it be in Thomas’s experimental new form for
the Summa Theologiae or Bonaventure’s late explorations of Scripture in
his Collationes. In their wake, their concerns seem to be born out, as
it is clear that some sort of divide between rational understanding and mystical
knowing seems to emerge and then widen in the fourteenth, fifteenth, and
sixteenth centuries. It is a divide that seems only too familiar to theologians
who now look back over a landscape dominated by the devastation and emptiness of
a rationality bereft of spiritual delight, who are reluctant either to cling to
the hopes for a purified enlightened rationality or to abandon truth for the
sheer play of postmodernity. Coolman seems to stand among many young theologians
seeking in the Middle Ages a model for reintegration. If this is true, then
perhaps the work of William of Auxerre represents not so much a “scholastic
‘road not taken’” as a path that we have lost in a dark wood. And, in
turning to William, to Thomas, to Bonaventure, to the Victorines, we perhaps are
“coming to ourselves” like latter-day Dantes seeking another Virgil to
help us navigate the way.
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[bookmark: holy]
Holy Teaching:
Introducing the “Summa Theologiae” of St. Thomas Aquinas.
By Frederick Christian Bauerschmidt. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Brazos Press, 2005.
Pp. 320. ISBN 1-58743-035-5. 



Preparing an introductory text to as great a
work as the Summa Theologiae of St. Thomas Aquinas is generally a
thankless task. Reviewers, including this one, will inevitably ask why certain
favorite elements or emphases of theirs were not included or not included to the
extent that they might wish—as if an introductory text could include everything
or give all the detail one might hope for. Others will simply dismiss such
pedagogical projects tout court, on the ground that any adaptation or
compression of the Summa distorts the finely tuned balance of the work.




I should begin, therefore, by thanking
Bauerschmidt, the author of studies on the medieval mystics and of articles on
Aquinas’s theology, for the significant work that he put into this annotated
compendium of texts from the Summa Theologiae. It is a much-needed
theological companion to the largely philosophical compendiums edited by notable
Thomistic philosophers such as Ralph McInerny. It serves as a theological
“reader” that could be usefully combined in coursework with brief
introductory expository volumes on Aquinas’s theology such as those by Aidan
Nichols, O.P., Jean-Pierre Torrell, O.P., and Michael Dauphinais and myself. Its
publication with Brazos Press fosters an ecumenical engagement with Aquinas’s
theology that has significant potential for bringing ecclesial communions closer
together.



Bauerschmidt’s work also stands as an effort
to respond to a serious pedagogical problem. What passes for theology textbooks
at present tends to be either historicist manuals tracing the development of
doctrine from the beginning to the present day with very limited penetration
into the intelligibility of the doctrine, or neo-Rahnerian synopses that do for
Catholic theology what the works that popularized the great thinkers of classic
Protestant liberalism did for Protestant theology. In the former approach, it is
difficult to discern why “theology” should not be subsumed into
“history of religions”; in the latter approach, it is difficult to see
how “theology” is not admitting its own formlessness and thereby
writing its own death-warrant as a discipline in the university.



Bauerschmidt’s compendium recalls theologians
and theological students to the difficult intellectual work that reading
Aquinas, or for that matter the Fathers, requires. Reading Aquinas’s texts, one
sees that in order to learn and teach Scripture in accord with the Church’s
doctrinal tradition, one cannot do without metaphysical claims and distinctions.
The compendium thus will encourage the training of Catholic undergraduates,
seminarians, and graduate students in the habits necessary for passing on the sacra
doctrina, the “holy teaching,” that Bauerschmidt cherishes.



Like most contemporary interpreters,
Bauerschmidt is concerned to read Aquinas historically. As he states, “Even
if Thomas’s theology is one for the ages, 
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one cannot properly understand that theology
if one does not understand its author’s place within his own age” (12).
This principle, while possessing a prima facie logical plausibility,
largely rules out the tradition of commentators on Aquinas between the fifteenth
and mid-twentieth centuries, since they knew very little about Aquinas’s
historical context and life. Aquinas himself did not know much about the
historical context of the Fathers or of the books of Scripture, whose teachings
he sought to penetrate and pass on. Whether Bauerschmidt’s brief summary of
Aquinas’s history actually tells his readers anything important for real insight
into Aquinas’s texts that those readers could not have gathered in via
(e.g., that Aquinas sought to reconcile Aristotle with the inherited Augustinian
and Dionysian streams of thought, or that Aquinas was born almost eight hundred
years ago and lived the life of a Dominican friar and university teacher) is not
at all clear. 



In the “Suggestions for Further
Reading” at the end of the volume, the specialized studies recommended are
all primarily historical studies. Even while granting the excellence of most of
these studies one might wonder whether speculative theology informed by Aquinas
should have been included. For instance, Anscar Vonier, O.S.B.‘s or Colman
O’Neill, O.P.‘s speculative theo-logical approaches to Thomistic sacramental
theology, both in English, are absent; instead one finds listed A.-M. Rouget,
O.P.‘s mid-twentieth-century French commentary because Bauerschmidt knows
“of no work in English that offers an equivalent account of Thomas’s
sacramental theology in general” (315). One could point as well to the
omission of such Thomistic work as that of Thomas Weinandy, O.F.M.Cap., on the
questions of whether God changes or suffers.



I have granted above that every introductory
volume has to leave some things out. Bauerschmidt has left out the texts having
to do with the created order or realities that can be known by reflection upon
the created order. He appears to anticipate that the reader will seek out these
texts in one of the more philosophical compendiums. Texts regarding the divine
goodness, will, wisdom, and providence are thus not included; similarly missing
are the texts on the angels, the body-soul constitution of the human person,
eternal law and natural law, the New Law and the Old Law, and all the moral
virtues. Something has to be missing in an introductory compendium, and
Bauerschmidt generally bypasses the created order, nature.



Bauerschmidt’s most valuable annotations are
found in Aquinas’s texts on Christ from the Tertia Pars. For instance,
commenting on the responsio of question 42, article 4 (which deals with
the question of why Christ did not himself write books), Bauerschmidt observes, 



Consider the
difference between the place of sacred writings in Christianity and in Islam.
Muslims believe the Qu’ran to be a direct dictation to the prophet Muhammad from
God, through an angel. As such it is quite literally the word of 
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God. For Christians,
on the other hand it is Jesus who is the Word of God, and Scripture is what
bears witness to that Word… . What Aquinas seems to be saying is that if
Jesus had written his teaching down we might be tempted to think that the
written text is what is of primary importance, rather than Jesus himself. (221)





Similarly, still
commenting on this responsio,
Bauerschmidt nicely explains to a contemporary readership Aquinas’s (and the
Church’s) understanding of hierarchy: “the point of hierarchy is not for
the higher to dominate the lower, but, to use a modern term, for the higher to
empower the lower, to dignify and elevate it. Christ entrusts the writing-down
of his teaching to his apostles not because it is a menial task that he
delegates to subordinates, but because the apostles are ennobled by being given
this role in the imparting of divine revelation” (221).

At other points, Bauerschmidt’s compendium
might be improved. For instance, I wish that he had not decided, as he explains
in his introduction, to translate satisfactio as “repayment.”
This translation, which would be accurate enough for redemptio, weakens
Aquinas’s ability to signal the order of justice inscribed in the
creature-Creator relation. Likewise I wonder whether Bauerschmidt’s annotations
on Christ’s knowledge and Christ’s passion might be improved by more attention
to the biblical dimensions that undergird Aquinas’s approach.



In sum, this introductory compendium is a
helpful and welcome book. Its success, I think, will be judged upon whether it
receives significant use in undergraduate and graduate (seminary and university)
courses, as the various compendiums of Aquinas’s more philosophical texts do. At
present, most theologians seem not inclined to employ a set of Aquinas’s texts
as a foundation for courses on theology. Because of the biblical, patristic, and
metaphysical riches that make Aquinas’s theology particularly illuminative of
the realities of Christian faith, I hope that Bauerschmidt’s compendium will
help to incline theologians towards employing Aquinas’s theology in
undergraduate teaching.
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[bookmark: et]Christianity and
Extraterrestrials: A Catholic Perspective. By Marie I. George. Lincoln, Neb.: iUniverse, 2005. Pp. 291.
$21.95 (paper). ISBN 0-595-35827-6.





It is a source of
amazement to look at the myriad stars in the sky and think that only one planet
around one sun harbors intelligent life. But it is not inherently absurd that
this be the case. God can certainly order the universe in this way. And indeed,
as I have been arguing, Scripture and Church teaching indicate that he has
ordered the universe in this way. Ultimately, it is the Faith, and not some a
priori conviction that the human race is all that wonderful, that leads me to
the conclusion that we are alone. (163)





Nevertheless:





I maintain that some,
but not every form of belief in ETI existence is compatible with Christian
belief. The forms of belief in ETI existence which I think are incompatible with
Christian belief are: belief in fallen ETIs who are not redeemed by Christ and
belief in fallen ETIs without qualification. The latter belief, however, I see
as compatible with Christian belief in the [strict] sense that it does not
appear to unambiguously compromise any doctrine essential to Christian faith.
(141)



 



In a painstaking new study,
Marie George sets out to make good on these two theses: that the existence of
extraterrestrial intelligent beings (ETIs) is improbable on theological grounds,
but that the existence of certain specific forms of ETI is not strictly
incompatible with Catholic belief. Thus, if such were to be
discovered by us, it would not necessarily challenge any article of Catholic
faith. Her perspective, as she emphasizes, is a distinctively Catholic one,
standing, as it does: “squarely within the official Church teachings as
found in papal encyclicals, Conciliar documents, and the Catechism of the Catholic Church. In regard to matters not
defined by the Church, I use as my guide the traditional teaching found in the
writings of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church, and particularly in the
writings of St. Thomas Aquinas” (4).

For the majority of the great world religions,
the discovery that ETIs exist would not be of direct theological import. If
there are intelligent beings out there, then so be it! They may well have their
own prophets, their own Scriptures… . The matter would be otherwise for
Christianity whose central affirmation is that God became an earthman and
through his life and death redeemed humankind from the “original sin”
that had shadowed it from its origins thousands of years ago. Incarnation and
Redemption—these twin doctrines point to a special relationship between God and
the peoples of earth. 
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Do they leave room for a similarly close
relationship with intelligent races elsewhere in the universe? Would these also
be in need of redemption? If they are, would God lean into their history as he
did into ours? Or would they be redeemed, if necessary, by Christ’s redemptive
mission on earth? And if they would, how would they ever know about it?



These are distinctively Christian questions.
They are not new. There was no room for other worlds in Aristotle’s universe,
however, the one that did so much to shape the theology of St. Thomas Aquinas.
The earth was the center of all that was material, the regions of earth, water,
air, fire, succeeding one another upwards towards an incorruptible planetary
realm where corruptible beings like ourselves could not exist. But critics of
Aristotle among the theologians of Aquinas’s day and after argued that to hold
that it would be impossible for there to be other worlds would be to impose
unacceptable limits on the Creator’s power. It was thus at least possible for
such worlds to exist, although there was no reason to suppose that they actually
did.



All this changed with Copernicus and Galileo:
the earth was now a planet like other planets, the sun was no longer an
unchanging substance, the moon with its mountains was a world like earth.
Fictional accounts of life on these distant bodies reflected a growing
excitement about the new possibilities that were opening up. Christians on the
whole were receptive to the possibility of intelligent life on the moon or
further afield: surely a bounteous Creator would not leave the immense spaces of
the Copernican universe void of life? But there were some also who on biblical
grounds appealed to the uniqueness of Christ’s redemptive mission to rule out
the possibility of intelligent life elsewhere.



Two who were confident of the mutual
incompatibility of Christian doctrine and the new claims for intelligent life
elsewhere but who drew opposite conclusions from this were Thomas Paine,
American revolutionary, and William Whewell, Cambridge polymath. Paine took the
existence of ETIs to be by his time (ca. 1800) beyond question and argued that
this decisively undermined the credibility of Christian belief. Whewell,
Anglican and a notable scientist, half a century later argued against the
possibility of ETIs on both scientific and theological grounds.



Marie George leans in Whewell’s direction but
does not go as far as he does in excluding ETI existence. In her view, the
Church has not committed itself on the matter and Scripture is not unambiguously
negative in its regard. Since the Incarnation was tied to human redemption, a
crucial question, she argues, would be whether the ETIs are “fallen”
or “unfallen,” in need of redemption or not. If they are fallen, they
could not be left in that state.. Their redemption would have to come through
Christ’s redemptive action on earth though which all things are
reconciled: “everything in heaven and on earth when he made peace by his
death on the Cross” (Col 1:20). But an extension of this sort of Christ’s
redemptive mission to people not of Adam’s race appears to be ruled out:
“Since all the children share the same blood and flesh, he too shared
equally in it, so that by his death he could take away all the power of the
devil” (Heb 2:14). 
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Taken together, George argues, these texts
would seem to block the possibility of there being “fallen” ETIs.
Still, she is hesitant to make this a categorical negative since such a negative
has not been laid down explicitly by Church authority and the texts might
conceivably be given a different meaning. The Catechism of the Catholic
Church, she notes, seems to maintain that human beings are the only
rational embodied creatures, but here too she is cautious: claims such as these
ought not be taken to be “magisterial pronouncements on ETI existence when
the issue is not even raised” (46)—an admirable sentiment indeed. Were the
ETIs unfallen, there would presumably be no need for a second Incarnation,
though it does not appear to be necessarily excluded by anything in Scripture
“concerning the Lordship, Headship, or centrality of Christ in the plan of
the universe” (32). In short, then, the existence of ETIs is not
definitively ruled out on theological grounds; the only absolute is the
exclusion of fallen ETIs redeemed in some fashion other than by the passion of
Christ.



So much, then, for what is in her eyes
definitive. But she goes on to argue at length that, on her own reading of the
texts, the existence of ETIs is indeed improbable. Some of her reasons have
already been mentioned above. The logic of her case rests mainly on the tie that
she perceives between the Incarnation and any possible ETIs. First of all, it is
most unlikely, she maintains, that there would be a second Incarnation. The
Scriptures over and over emphasize the uniqueness of the mission of Christ on
earth: it is the “central event in the universe’s history” (92), not
to be repeated. “Scripture and Church teaching regard the new creation in
Christ as the purpose for which the universe was created” (119).
But if it were to be repeated, the second person of the Trinity would,
for instance, either have more than one mother or the body assumed would have to
be assembled in some other way. Neither is plausible (94). Further, what would
be the point of a second Incarnation as an ETI? Assuming that redemption is the
only possible motive for becoming incarnate on God’s part, a fallen ETI
would already be redeemed, and an unfallen one would not need to be. And how
would these ETIs communicate with earth, a requirement for a “well-ordered
universe” (118)?



On the supposition of a single Incarnation, a
fallen race of ETIs would be improbable for a variety of reasons. It is fitting
that in the unique work of redemption only a unique nature, human nature, should
be involved. “The creation of human nature was for the sake of the
Incarnation” (96), so a second species similar to the human would be
superfluous. Further, the alien ETI would not be able to appreciate Christ’s
unique experience as an earthling. And the ETIs in their own nature would not
have made satisfaction to God for their sins. Salvation history seems to be
“painstakingly arranged as if man alone was to be kept in mind” (100).
Finally, how would these ETIs learn in plausible form of the salvation wrought
for them by Christ? (Not an insoluble problem perhaps, George allows.)



What about an unfallen ETI race? First, an
objection that should count against ETIs generally. Drawing on Aquinas and
Albert, she argues that the order of the universe requires unity and hence a
degree of interaction between its parts.
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This would rule out ETIs that were out of
contact with one another: such a universe would be “lacking in the order of
interactivity” (105). So far, besides, we have not ourselves made contact
with any ETI; George believes that the prospects for genuine interaction,
something more than finding evidence of intelligent life on some distant planet,
are “pretty bleak” (106). Further, she is dubious about the unfallen
race in C.S. Lewis’s Perelandra: the notion of an unfallen race may not
even be coherent. Even if their “Eve” did not succumb to temptation,
what about her descendants? They could still sin by individually denying God:
even among the angels, there were some who fell (she recalls the tradition that
they constituted one-third of the whole).



In short, then, she concludes, the existence
of ETIs is quite improbable on grounds that are primarily theological and
secondarily philosophical. Might the Church, then, pronounce on this issue,
given the current interest in it? She thinks it might but adds that if it does
so, certain doctrines would need to be specifically safeguarded: first, the
cosmic impact of Christ’s mission; second, the special character of human
beings, made as they are in God’s image, and “have dominion over all other
things that are not created in God’s image” (189); third, that all the
blessed belong to one Church of which Christ is the head; fourth, that the
entire human race “has descended from a single pair of first parents”
(191); finally, that “Revelation is complete”, that “no new
public revelation is to be expected” (quoting the Catechism).



With these non-negotiable provisos made clear,
a statement from the Church might be forthcoming. But, in the end, “the
Church is not in the habit of making statements about beings that are not
mentioned in Scripture and are not even known to exist” (190). The
implication is, however, that if the SETI project were to succeed, the
Church could respond in the way she describes. 



Leaving readers to reflect for themselves on
this highly original and indubitably thought-provoking account, I will content
myself by raising two more general issues that bear directly on a project of
this ambitious sort that attempts to divine what the Creator might or might not
do. The authors of the Scriptures and the Fathers of the Church who commented on
those Scriptures did not have ETIs in mind as they wrote. It was as far from
their minds as was the possible motion of the earth from that of the writer of
the Book of Joshua. The cosmology of their time had no place for
anything of the sort. The universe has turned out to be an immensely larger, and
even more wondrous, creation than they could ever have dreamt. Indeed, even the
peoples of today have not yet really come to terms with that vastness, that
complexity.



This is not to say that the Scriptures cannot,
in context, have a cosmic bearing. But one has to proceed very warily here.
Relying on the Scriptures in order to assess the probability of an outcome their
writers could not possibly have envisioned is risky business. They wrote for a
world vastly different from ours. How to allow for that has never been a simple
matter. George is properly guarded in the way she states her conclusions for the
most part in terms of probability. But I would tend to be more guarded than she
is.
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I would agree with her, for instance, that
quantitative estimates of the likelihood of finding ETIs of the sort one finds
sprinkled through the SETI literature lack any real foundation. But on the other
hand, I would certainly not say that the current evidence from
disciplines as disparate as astrophysics and evolutionary biology would support
the claim that finding evidence of ETI is improbable. My own inclination would
be to say that, for the moment, we simply do not know whether we are alone or
not: the probabilities are impossible to assess.



The prominent role played by the notion of
“fallenness” in George’s narrative prompts further reflection.
Discussing the Galileo affair, she comments that there was on the side of the
Church’s representatives “a failure to distinguish between what faith can
tell us and what science can tell us” (172). Noting that the theological
issues raised by the theory of evolution are much more complex than those
involved in the earth’s motion, she allows that the human body may have
originated through the processes of evolution, but she is insistent that the
descent of the human race from a single set of parents is “not open to
question” (173).



But the evolutionary origin of the human body
would assuredly have left a hereditable legacy of warring instincts, of violent
behaviors, of selfish tendencies, more than ample, it would seem, to account for
any conflict that the nascent powers of human reason might face, in a growing
awareness of the distinction between good and evil. George argues, however, that
ETIs would be created unfallen, “in a state of grace,” so that
“their lower powers would be entirely subject to their higher powers”
(111). They would only be “capable of committing one sort of sin, that of
not submitting to God.” One wonders if this takes sufficient account of
what “science can tell us.”



And science has more to say. Not so long ago,
it would have seemed entirely unlikely that science could ever have anything to
say about the numbers of the original human population. But genetic analysis of
the molecule of inheritance, DNA, across the current population has recently
manifested an astonishing ability to reach back into the deep past of living
species. Numerous studies now claim to have shown that the genetic variations in
the present human population could not have derived from a single set of
ancestors at any time since long before human origins. The average size of our
ancestral population was never less that one hundred thousand individuals for
the last twenty million years. At no time was there a genetic “bottle
neck” smaller than five thousand interbreeding individuals who have left
descendants in the current human population. (For a judicious survey of the
evidence backing these claims, see Francisco Ayala’s Presidential Address to the
American Association for the Advancement of Science, Science 270
[1995]: 1930-36.)



There are large issues here, issues that
Catholic theologians have yet to work through in satisfactory fashion. My reason
to raise them here is not to comment on them but only to suggest that they
afford a second set of reasons why one should tread very lightly indeed in
laying down theological constraints on what 
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the Creator may have fashioned in worlds that
may lie forever beyond human reach.



Ernan McMullin 
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In his new book, Marriage
and Christian Life,
Daniel Hauser addresses marriage and family issues from the standpoint of a
systematic theologian committed to defending traditional Catholic positions.
Throughout the text, Hauser contrasts the richness of Catholic theology with the
poverty of contemporary popular thinking about marriage. His project is designed
to show readers that the Christian tradition has something distinctive to offer,
while the culture is morally bankrupt. Though he succeeds in providing a
theologically sound portrait of sacramental marriage, his book is not as strong
as it could be because it is overly abstract, does not treat recent academic and
papal writing on marriage, and neglects the crucial social dimension of Catholic
theology on marriage that is perhaps its greatest strength.



Hauser’s vision is refreshingly positive and
modern in that it emphasizes the beauty of marriage as a religious vocation,
something traditional treatises on marriage have not always done. He writes,
“At the heart of marriage is the call to respond to the love of God. In the
process of responding to God’s love, I give myself to God and others in order to
come to myself” (xvi). Throughout the book, he emphasizes the religious
significance of marriage, defining it as “the means of preaching the gospel
and bringing others to salvation, giving life spiritually and physically”
(189). Relying on the theology of John Paul II, he claims that true freedom is
not doing what we want but living the truth given by God (23-24), while true
love is “dying to oneself for the good of another” (86). This is what
Christian marriage is really all about.



Unlike many theologians writing in this area,
Hauser offers a thorough treatment of the nature of faith in Christ and the
Church as the context for thinking about marriage as a sacrament (chap. 2) and a
strong argument for the salvific nature of the sacraments and their place at the
absolute center of Christian life (chap. 3). Crucial to his view of marriage is
his understanding of the role of Christ in salvation history. Hauser
provocatively asserts that the only real reason to get married is to be saved
(83). Avoiding an overly spiritual description of this primary arena of
salvation, he affirms the unity of body and 
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soul in human persons and shows that it is not
apart from but “through our sexuality that we serve God” (88). His
insistence that “we are our bodies” (89), and his claim that, because
of our sinfulness, we need to rely on sacraments and each other for our
salvation, are helpful correctives to overly romantic and spiritualized visions
of marriage that still command attention.



Clear presentation of sacramental theology is
helpful, but concrete examples are needed to bring the theology down to earth.
Unlike previous generations of theologians writing on marriage, theologians like
Hauser (who is married with five children, according to his acknowledgements)
have an asset in their experience of married life. There is a great need for
married theologians (particularly fathers) to write about how they experience
the sacrament of marriage in their every-day lives. Narratives would make the
text more readable and more appropriate for classroom use.



Perhaps more troubling is Hauser’s limited
engagement with recent academic theological writing on marriage and family. The
bibliography lists only thirty sources. With the exception of papal writings, it
includes very few theological texts on marriage written after 1981, and fewer
footnotes than most texts of this kind. Major recent theological works in the
theology of marriage and family by authors such as Lisa Sowle Cahill, Florence
Caffrey Bourg, David Matzko McCarthy, Michael Lawler, Mary Shivanadan, and John
Grabowski simply do not appear. Hauser seems to be in conversation with
opponents both secular and Christian, but those opponents are rarely named or
cited. Either/or statements instructing readers that they must choose between
traditional truth and secular or liberal falsehood are common. This is
especially distressing because much of recent academic writing occupies middle
ground that does not fall into Hauser’s categories and cannot be easily labeled
liberal or conservative. The lack of conversation with recent theology on
marriage and family makes this book less scholarly than it ought to be, and more
concerned with debates that, in some cases, are no longer central.



Hauser does interact more with recent
magisterial writing, including the Catechism and John Paul II’s Marriage
and Celibacy, Veritatis splendor, and Fides et ratio. His
explanations of the pope’s view of relationship between marriage and celibacy,
freedom and truth, and body and spirit are reasonably sound. However, it is
puzzling that John Paul II’s Familiaris consortio, Mulieris
dignitatum, Letter to Families (1994), and The Genius of Women
are not referenced. This failure to treat recent papal thinking has many
consequences, two of which are especially significant. First, Hauser holds a
high view of complementarity, which has been an enduring theme in John Paul II’s
writings on the family. However, Hauser’s descriptions of men’s and women’s
roles are outdated. In his 1995 writings on women, John Paul II praises women
for their special genius of compassion and gives a privileged place to their
vocation to motherhood, but he also thanks them for the public work they do in
the world and calls them to do even more. Clearly, he hopes that the world will
be transformed by their love. For instance, in an Angelus Reflection on 23 July
1992 he states, “It is a ‘sign of the times’ that women’s role is
increasingly 
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recognized, not only in the family circle, but
also in the wider context of all social activities. Without the contribution of
women, society is less alive, culture impoverished, and peace less stable.
Situations where women are prevented from developing their full potential and
from offering the wealth of their gifts should therefore be considered
profoundly unjust, not only to women themselves but to society as a whole.”
Cardinal Ratzinger’s 2004 Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church on
the Collaboration of Men and Women echoes these sentiments. Yet Hauser
insists, “Different from the feminine whose character is more private than
not, more closely held, more directly related to the body, the masculine is
‘outer’ directed. It moves beyond itself to that which stands outside of
it” (144). This limitation of women to private roles and the claim that
there is something inherently masculine about having a mission in the world
(146) are difficult to square with John Paul II’s assertion that women have a
crucial role to play in bringing about a “civilization of love”
through political action and cultural reform (Letter to Women, no. 4).



In modern Catholic teaching, all persons are
called to bring their faith to the world; the state of the world demands nothing
less. While caring for family members is a crucial dimension of parents’ lives
and an important aspect of their faith, discipleship requires something more of
them, whether they are male or female. This “more” is a crucial
dimension of the vocation of a Christian family. In Familiaris consortio,
John Paul II says that families have four tasks: forming a communion of love,
serving life (by having children if they are able, raising children in the
faith, and advocating for the vulnerable), serving society (by offering
hospitality and engaging in political action on local, national, and
international issues), and being a domestic church (in evangelization, prayer,
and service). In his view, Christian families cannot simply focus on themselves.
He calls parents to “spread their love beyond the bonds of flesh and
blood” (no. 41), claims that “far from being closed in on itself, the
family is by nature and vocation open to other families and to society and
undertakes its social role” (no. 42), and cautions those who might
challenge him that “[t]he social role of the family certainly cannot stop
short at procreation and education even if this constitutes its primary and
irreplaceable form of expression” (no. 44). Transforming society is also a
family responsibility (no. 43). Quoting Lumen gentium, he notes that
parents as lay persons are called to “seek the kingdom of God by engaging
in temporal affairs and by ordering them according to the plan of God” (no.
47). Thus, though John Paul II affirms the significance of internal family
communion, he leaves no doubt that the work families do in the world is of great
value.



In the quest to raise up the importance of
marriage, Hauser unfortunately finds it necessary to diminish the significance
of other dimensions of life. Contrasts between work and family are frequent, as
is the insistence that “what is really important in life takes place in the
relationship between people in the private sphere, where the demands of the
public square no longer control one’s life” (106). No mention is made of
the work of husband or wife as a vocation, of the work families might do
together, or of the potential for transforming the
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world. One leaves the book with the impression
that retreating into the family in order to avoid corruption would be the best
course of action.



While some today certainly need to hear this
message, as they have forgotten the value of family life, many in our culture
(even in Catholic subcultures) neglect to look outside their own families or
neighborhoods to the most vulnerable that John Paul II calls us to serve. Pope
Bendict XVI’s recent encylical, Deus caritas est, only underlines the
importance of charity and affirms its essential relationship to love. To his
credit, Hauser does characterize love between spouses as a love that “is
not closed in upon itself” but rather “opens them up to those around
them” (115), but beyond a brief reference to “charitable acts”
(116), he focuses exclusively on the self-giving that occurs inside the family,
truncating the good news about marriage that Christians have to bring to the
world.



The need for good books on marriage is great,
as, until recently, there were very few books that would work well for
undergraduate or graduate courses on marriage, and even fewer to which
theologians wishing to keep up with developments in this growing field could
turn. Arguably, there is a particular need for good books that are thoroughly
rooted in the Christian tradition. This need seems to be in Hauser’s mind, as he
consistently draws lines between those who question traditional family values
(variously called “certain people,” “liberal ideologues,”
“feminist and gay activists,” “moral relativists,” or
“utopians”) and defenders of the family (primarily identified as the
Catholic hierarchy and evangelical churches). Frequent references to a culture
war underline this “us vs. them” approach.



However, as noted above, a new academic
conversation on marriage and family has been taking place for at least ten years
and it does not fit into these old fissures, any more than most of today’s
students do. New thinkers such as David Matzko McCarthy (Sex and Love in the
Home) and Florence Caffrey Bourg (Where Two or Three Are Gathered:
Christian Families as Domestic Churches) are, like Hauser, committed to a
traditional Christian vision of marriage that privileges love as self-gift, but
they are more attentive to recent scholarship, more cognizant of the social
dimensions of Catholic theology, and much more concerned with the dilemmas of
ordinary families that are the real locus of the sacrament Hauser so wants to
bring to life.
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A Selectively Annotated Bibliography (1900-2000).
By  Irven
M. Resnick. Medieval & Renaissance Texts & Studies 269. Tempe,
Ariz.: Arizona Center for Medieval & Renaissance Studies, 2004. Pp. 424.
$75.00 (cloth). ISBN 086698-312-0.



An irony concerning contemporary scholarship
on thirteenth-century intellectual life is the relative lack of studies of the
work of Albert the Great. His famous student, Thomas Aquinas, has commanded a
greater share of modern attention, yet in his own time it was Albert and not
Thomas who was the better-known scholar. Albert’s reputation was such that his
contemporary Roger Bacon could complain that Albert was alleged in the schools
to have the authority of Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroës even while he was
still living. It is indeed ironic that Thomas is far better known today than his
great teacher and this situation is surely reflected in the scholarship. Only in
recent decades has Albert’s contribution begun to receive some scholarly
attention. A beginning was made in 1958 with James A. Weisheipl’s now-classic
study of Albert and Oxford Platonism that demonstrated Albert’s historic role in
distinguishing the Aristotelian and Platonic conceptions of form. The appearance
of this study roughly coincided with the postwar initiation of the ambitious editio
Coloniensis project aimed at producing critical editions of the whole of
Albert’s corpus, a project that continues today. It was not until 1980, however,
that Albert studies truly became a sustained effort among medievalists. That
year, the seven-hundredth anniversary of Albert’s death, saw the publication of
several important collections of papers on various aspects of his monumental
intellectual achievement. Since then interest in Albert has begun to increase
and each year sees more contributions to the growing body of scholarship.



Now, then, is a good time for the appearance
of basic resources supporting Albert studies. This annotated bibliography of
some 2500 entries is a good example of such a resource that will assist those
already working in the field as well as those new to it. Fresh from his recent
publication of an annotated English translation of Albert’s massive De
animalibus, produced with his colleague Kenneth F. Kitchell, Jr., Irven M.
Resnick has compiled a research tool that will both encourage and organize
future Albert studies. The bibliography is impressively comprehensive, covering
Latin editions, translations into modern languages, studies, and reviews. As a
whole, this work not only serves as a guide to available resources and recent
scholarship, but also provides some idea of the history of Albert studies. Thus,
it stands as both a research tool and introduction to the field.



After a brief introduction to the current
state of Albert studies, complete bibliographic information on omnia opera
as well as Latin editions and translations of individual works is listed
according to subject area. This is followed by studies of Albert’s individual
works, again listed by subject area. Thus, the researcher is able quickly to
obtain information on available editions and recent studies in a two-step
search. Separate sections cover Albert’s vitae, canonization,
iconography, and legendae as well as existing specialized 
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bibliographies, manuscript studies, and
studies and reviews connected with the editio Coloniensis project.
About half of the bibliography is devoted to topical studies of Albert’s thought
arranged according to generic and specific subject areas. Included here is
scholarship on Albert’s contributions to the natural sciences, political theory,
philosophy (logic, metaphysics, ethics, etc.), and theology. Finally, studies on
Albert’s sources and influence are listed.



Bibliographic entries are numbered
consecutively, allowing for cross-reference within the bibliography. Useful
subject and author indices are included at the end of the work, but with
references to page numbers rather than entry numbers. Entry number
cross-references within the bibliography are quite helpful. The compiler’s
reasons for using page-number index references, how-ever, is unclear as there
would seem to be merit in consistently carrying the entry-number reference
system in the bibliography through to the indices. Despite this, the reader
should not have much trouble searching the work and, after using the table of
contents, bibliographic cross-references, and indices, one can be reasonably
certain of locating all relevant items.



Students and scholars of the history of
science, philosophy, and theology all owe a debt to the compiler for making
Albert’s impressively significant contributions to all these disciplines
accessible. Albert scholars in particular will find that this bibliography not
only provides ready access to the field, but helps to define it as well.





Michael
W. Tkacz 
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The Cambridge Companion to Reformation
Theology. Edited by David
Bagchi and David C. Steinmetz. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004. Pp. x + 298. $70.00 (cloth), $25.99 (paper). ISBN 0-521-77224-9 (cloth),
0-521-77662-7 (paper).



This well-conceived volume of introductions
makes clear the breadth and vigor of theological thought and writing in the
sixteenth century in Europe. Sixteen scholars offer introductory accounts for
nonspecialists of the main figures and schools, beginning with late medieval
systematic theology, Lollardry, and the Hussite reformation. Some chapters are
outstanding. E. Rummel is solid on Erasmus’s genuinely theological contribution.
S. Hendrix is concise but splendidly informative on Luther’s teaching through
the phases of his incredible productivity. R. Kolb charts well the movement of
Lutheran theology through the controversies leading to the Formula of
Concord (1577). D. Steinmetz surveys Calvin surehandedly, R. Muller exudes
vigor and mastery on Reformed theology after Calvin, and W. O. Packull clears a
path through the maze of Anabaptist theological works. D. Bagchi is informative
and thoughtful on early Catholic controversialists. Other chapters seem to have
less to offer theologically, for example, on Cranmer and on writing in
Reformation Scotland.

The volume begins with the editors’
introduction, emphasizing how a knowledge of theology is essential to
understanding the world-historical event of the Reformation. They tell quite
well how present-day scholarship situates the era’s theology, that is, in
relation to the wider sixteenth-century culture, to early modern
confessionalizing drives in cities and principalities, and to the interaction
between elites and the ordinary lives of believers. The bibliographies are
generally good (for critical comments, see below). The volume’s conclusion is
accurate on directions for ongoing research, leading to an engaging final word
to an intended student-reader. An index will serve well anyone wanting to study
how the main figures handled major theological topics, such as baptism, the
meaning of the Old Testament, the church, eucharist, God, justification,
predestination, and sacraments.

Problems and defects in the volume come in
three sizes: small, medium, and large. Some small flaws escaped editorial
oversight, as when the author of the chapter on the Hussites speaks of
“observation” where “observance” is meant (23) and of
“conservation” for “consecration” (24). The Formula of
Concord is 
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wrongly dated in 1579 on page 135. Also,
Steinmetz erroneously promotes Johann Gropper to be archbishop of Cologne (240).

In the medium range of problems, the structure
of the volume leads it to omit reference to valuable recent studies that treat
significant areas of life (and death) in the Reformation era by studying topics
across multiple authors and taking up the same issue in different confessional
settings. One thinks of C. Eire, The War against the Idols (1986), on
iconoclasm, and of B. Gregory, Salvation at Stake (1999), on martyrs
and martyrological literature.

Some lacunae limit the value of the
bibliographies, beginning with omissions of some primary texts available in
English, such as Jan Hus’s “On Simony,” in M. Spinka, ed., Advocates
of Reform (1953); Martin Bucer’s “The Kingdom of Christ,” given
in large part in W. Pauck, ed., Melanchthon and Bucer (1969); and
Willam Tyndale’s Answer to More in the critical edition by A. O’Donnell
and J. Wicks (2000), in which this reviewer offered a concise account of
Tyndale’s impressive theological tenets.

W. P. Stephens’s chapter on Zwingli, which
digests his Zwingli: An Introduction to His Thought (1992), notes the
importance for the Zurich reformer of his reading of “Hoen’s letter”
(89), but then offers no help to one wanting to learn more about Hoen or even
locate a copy of the letter. For this, one should consult H. A. Oberman, ed., Forerunners
of the Reformation (originally 1966, newly released by James Clarke, 2003).
Later in the volume, Packull presents the Schleitheim Articles as a good
expression of Anabaptist faith and community life, but offers no help toward
finding the text of the Articles, which are given in M. G. Baylor, ed., The
Radical Reformation (1991).

Secondary studies deserving but not receiving
mention in the Companion are R. Rex, The Lollards (2002) and G. Tavard,
The Starting Point of Calvin’s Theology (2000). Rex raises a
significant issue not addressed in this volume, namely, the construction by
Reformation authors of historiographical schemes which offered a providential
view of the past, for example, by casting the Lollards as one of several
faithful remnants of true believers who witnessed to Protestant truth before the
Reformation.

For discussion on a much more serious level, I
begin by commending D. Janz for his accurate survey of late-medieval Thomism,
Scotism, and Ockhamism in the opening chapter. This is helpful and would be
sufficient if the following chapters in fact treated the complex
sin-grace-faith-justification-works as the controlling issue of all or most
Reformation theologies. But in central chapters several contributors opine that
ecclesiology was or became a more basic area of difference between Reformation
theologians and the Catholic tradition. If this is so, then the late-medieval
topic that would aid toward better contextualization is early fifteenth-century
conciliarism. Spinka’s Advocates of Reform offers four good
conciliarist texts, while those who know the field usually speak of Nicholas of
Cusa’s De concordantia catholica (edited and translated by P. E.
Sigmund [1991]) as being the most mature expression of this ecclesiology. To be
sure, conciliarist ecclesiology met opposition from exponents of papal primacy
such as Juan de Torquemada, O.P. (Summa de ecclesia, 1452, studied
recently by T.
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Izbicki in Protector of the Faith
[1981]), which brings in another ecclesiology of no little influence in the
Reformation era. But the conciliarists did leave a legacy that echoed in the
sixteenth century, both in positions taken by Spanish and French bishops at
Trent and in notions applied by the architects of synodal government in reformed
churches.

Finally, this reviewer has seriously to
contest central points offered by Steinmetz on the Council of Trent. He rightly
privileges the council’s early decrees on the biblical canon, the Vulgate,
Scripture and unwritten traditions, and ecclesial interpretation, but his
handling of these topics is anything but deft. He finds the decree asserting the
official status of the Vulgate Latin translation of Scripture surprising and he
implies that it ruled out study of Scripture in the original Hebrew and Greek.
But he makes no connection between the decree and the proliferation of new Latin
versions of Scripture before Trent. Latin Psalters translated from the Hebrew
had come out, by Felice de Prato (1515), Agostino Giustiniani (1516), and
Cardinal Cajetan in his 1527 commentary. Erasmus’s new Latin New Testament
(1516) is well known, but Sante Pagnini, O.P., brought out a complete Latin
Bible with a new Hebrew-based version of the Old Testament in 1528 as did
Isidore Clarius in 1542. Thus it escapes Steinmetz that the decree’s primary
intention was to specify which Latin Bible would serve in revised
editions of the Missal, Liturgy of the Hours, Catechism, and other church
documents for Latin-rite Catholics. Furthermore, he takes no note of Trent’s
stipulation that the Vulgate “shall be printed after a thorough
revision” (Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, eds. G. Alberigo
and N. Tanner [1990], 665). Also, study of biblical interpretation by Tridentine
Catholics from 1550 to 1620 shows the best practitioners writing in Latin and
interpreting the Vulgate, but not hesitating to refer regularly to the original
biblical languages, as in R. Bellarmine’s esteemed and often reprinted Psalter
commentary of 1611.

Steinmetz committed a serious gaffe on Trent’s
clarification of the sources from which it proposed to draw its doctrinal
teaching and disciplinary reforms. In the famous decree of 8 April 1546, the
source is to be the gospel of Christ as mediated by Scripture and
“unwritten traditions” stemming from the apostles. On this, readers of
the Cambridge Companion will meet the statement, “the council used the
words partim-partim, ‘partly-partly’. Explicit Catholic teaching is
found partly in Scripture and partly in the church’s traditions” (238). I
urge readers to add in pencil in the margin, “No, it did not say
that!” Any Catholic student of fundamental theology should have learned
that the conciliar drafters at Trent struck the phrasing “partim …
partim,” which had stood in the draft, to make way for a simple “et
… et” in the decree approved by the council and reprinted in
Denzinger’s Enchiridion and in the Alberigo-Tanner Decrees.

Trent’s decree left open whether the
traditions that it solemnly receives only interpret and apply Scripture in a
vital manner or whether they, in addition, contain gospel-level doctrines and
practices beyond Scripture. The decree’s minimalist affirmation left space for
different conceptions of the Scripture-Tradition relation. To be sure, many
Catholic apologists, seeking to vindicate the insufficiency of Scripture taken
alone, did in fact espouse a “partim … partim”
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understanding of how Scripture and the
traditions transmit gospel truth and discipline, but in this they went beyond
Trent’s text. Because Trent left the issue open, the period 1945-60 saw a
vigorous Catholic discussion break out over the relation between Scripture and
tradition. Where Trent left an open door, Vatican Council II walked through to
offer a creative reformulation of the relation in chapter 2 of its Constitution
on Divine Revelation (1965). But there could have been no twentieth-century
argument, and surely no conciliar restatement, if Trent had said “partim
… partim” in 1547—which it did not do.

This reviewer takes no pleasure in playing a
role which has to seem to be that of a carping critic. But Reformation theology
and Tridentine doctrine are both too important to leave unnoticed the several
imperfections that blemish this expensive volume.



Jared Wicks, S.J.
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T. Oakes, S.J., and David Moss. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004. Pp. 282. $70.00 (cloth), $25.99 (paper). ISBN 0-521-81467-7 (cloth),
0-521-89147-7 (paper).



Hans Urs von Balthasar resisted the attempt to
place the pronounced tensions within his thinking into a systematic theology.
How does one produce The Cambridge Companion to such an individual? One
could declare an amnesty for his crossing of interdisciplinary borders and
single out elements that, once screened by the Homeland Security of today’s
academics, could still contribute in some fashion to the normal loci.
Alternatively, one could present the mysteries hidden within the Master’s own
style and thought while paying modest attention to the academic skirmishes that
Balthasar so often disdained. A third approach would make virtue out of
necessity and adopt the stance of postmodern bricolage, simultaneously
constructing and deconstructing the not so tidily arranged provocations of the
Swiss theologian. All three strategies can be found in this volume, and the
coeditors make no effort to privilege one over another.

The volume is structured according to
theological topics, the trilogy, disciplines, and contemporary encounters. In
the first part, eight theological topics are identified. Larry Chapp’s opening
chapter on revelation sets forth Trinitarian metaphysics, Christ as the concrete
universal, and the mediation of a revelatory irruption (i.e., the life of a
saint) as three antidotes to a hermeneutics of suspicion that unprofitably
reduces the event of revelation to a bare fact. Mark McIntosh highlights the
joining of mission and obedience as a call to 
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participation, thereby creating a unified
spiritual Christology out of Balthasar’s diverse historical and systematic
explorations. Rowan Williams approaches the Trinity through Holy Saturday and is
thus able to shed light upon intradivine difference, gender, and pneumatology
(including Balthasar’s nuanced differentiation from Hegel). Nicholas Healy and
David L. Schindler contribute an essay on the Eucharistic mystery in creation
that enables the Church to include in its mission of salvation the
transformation of the world. They conclude that this Eucharistic model of
ecclesial life not only endorses what Vatican II calls “the legitimate
autonomy of earthly affairs” but adds Christological depth to the very
notion of creaturely freedom. Lucy Gardner traces “a certain ‘Marian
watermark’ [that] can be detected through Balthasar’s massive theology” and
suggests after judicious analysis that Balthasar “at once ‘sees’ and
spectacularly misrecognizes” eternal truths about the Mother of God and
about women. David Moss in an essay on the saints shows that Balthasar’s
interest in the topic showed not the least desire “to cruise down the
esoteric tributaries of ‘spirituality’” but was rather a decision to lay
bare “an entire theological programme, funded from the lives of the
saints.” Corinne Crammer displays theological sophistication of the highest
order in her essay on Balthasar’s theology of the sexes, a topic to which I will
return below. In his contribution on eschatology, Geoffrey Wainwright focuses on
the Christocentric pattern to Balthasar’s thinking about last things and
concludes his presentation of the controversy regarding universal salvation with
an illuminating and ultimately Socratic dialogue.

Three short essays cover the entire trilogy.
Oliver Davies treats theological aesthetics as a rewriting of Western
metaphysics but questions whether “the Thomist-Heideggerian metaphysics of
the earlier volumes in a sense ‘lag behind’ the more dynamic and kenotic themes
of [Balthasar’s] later thinking.” Ben Quash surveys Balthasar’s theo-drama
and shows certain affinities with both Barth and Hegel. Aidan Nichols’s piece on
the theo-logic is extremely valuable, especially in light of the relative lack
of attention that has been directed to these three decisive volumes in the
literature in English.

The first disciplinary chapter is an essay by
W. T. Dickens on biblical hermeneutics. Dickens casts a friendlier eye towards
contemporary exegesis than did Chapp, but he is still able to unfold the inner
cogency and explanatory logic of Balthasar’s starting point in God’s own
hermeneutics. Brian E. Daley analyzes the scholarship on the Church Fathers and
concludes that Balthasar assembled an intriguing portrait gallery of
“theological positions, arguments, influences, and connections” but
often without sufficient attention to historical context. Ed Block, Jr.,
considers literary criticism and focuses on a poem by von Eichendorff, the
French writer Bernanos, and the legacy of Greek tragedy. He shows that the
self-professed Germanist turned to Christian themes in literature in order to
breathe new life into contemporary theology. Fergus Kerr’s essay on metaphysics
contains enough real brilliance (e.g., the concise summary of Balthasar’s
reading of Heidegger’s fourfold distinction) to offset his annoying apologies to
analytic philosophers for “the stumbling block” of a Heideggerian
idiom.
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The final section includes a chapter on Barth,
one on Rahner, and a final concluding piece by Oakes. In his essay on Barth,
John Webster adopts the now-standard criticism that Balthasar overdoes the
presence of analogy in The Church Dogmatics. On the other hand, Webster
introduces a novel point by indicating Balthasar’s even more palpable blindness
to Barth’s rootedness in a Calvinist ethical tradition of reconciliation. Karen
Kilby does considerable justice to the complexity of the Balthasar’s
relationship to Rahner and offers a carefully nuanced point of departure for
further rapprochement between Rahnerians and Balthasarians. Oakes’s envoi
was written to point out “the future of Balthasarian theology,” but
actually highlights the creativity of the varied interpretations within the
volume, an open-ended interplay that contrasts with the defiant, Lear-like
stance of “Balthasar contra mundum” that Oakes sees the
Master having adopted.

Given the wide array of themes and
interpretations, a synthetic judgment upon the whole is clearly impossible. Two
somewhat disparate themes readily encountered are the return to metaphysics and
the problem of gender. In their introduction the editors note that Balthasar’s
thought cannot be classified as premodern, modern, or postmodern. They see a
commonality with the postmodern suspicion of grand narratives and the postmodern
view that reason is participatory rather than autonomous. In the end, however,
postmodern gesturing in a Balthasarian key falls flat, they argue, for the Swiss
thinker saw as an essential part of his task the rewriting of metaphysics in
terms of “a new kind of ‘engraced reason’” that approximates a
Trinitarian ontology of love. The contributions of Chapp, Williams,
Healy/Schindler, Davies, Nichols, and Kerr begin to flesh out this enormous
undertaking and offer considerable insight into its complex genealogy. Davies
expresses reservations, however, which seem to be shared by Williams and Kerr.
Chapp, Healy/Schindler, and Nichols treat the guardianship of Trinitarian
ontology by Christian theology as axiomatic and seemingly beyond question. A
comment by Davies may focus the issue at hand:



It may be that for
all his brilliant overcoming of Heideggerian metaphysics, Balthasar retained
from Heidegger something of the conviction that a certain way of thinking about
being is itself redemptive. It is this again that locates him within a
particular current of thought which places metaphysics at the centre of human
life (the contrast, for instance, which Jewish anti-metaphysical traditions,
themselves motivated by scriptural reasoning, is instructive on this point).



Balthasar’s rigorous obsession with the
question of being alienates many who otherwise sympathize with the project.
Defenses of Balthasar’s metaphysics that start with abstract notions of
dialectic, paradox, or analogy do not really help here, for the debate about
whether there is an “unveiledness of being” intrinsic to the Christian
calling has taken many new turns since the time of Heidegger, Pryzwara, Barth,
and de Lubac. A contribution defending Jean-Luc Marion’s 
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claim that the Eucharistic disclosure
illuminates the Christian calling from beyond being but “outside
of the text” would have added an additional perspective. If Balthasar erred
as Davies suggests in thinking that thinking about being is itself redemptive,
he nonetheless offered salutary advice in recognizing that the textual
traditions that mediate the claims of a revelatory event are not
self-illuminating. The Word that speaks in words reverberates beyond its textual
inscriptions, including that of nature. The task of metaphysics is to heed these
echoes and maintain the patience to allow them to rise to thought.

Balthasar’s treatment of gender receives even
less praise in this volume than his Heideggerian metaphysics. Williams issues
the first salvo by questioning the assimilation of the polarity of active and
passive to that of male and female in the context of Trinitarian difference.
What is striking about his essay is that he considers the analogical attribution
of both embodiment and gender to the Trinitarian life of God as both possible
and laudatory. He has no problem, for example, with locating either the
“foundation in God for the difference of desire” or “the spatial
inexchangeability of bodies” in the Trinity, but Balthasar’s complicated
interweaving of the roles of agency and passivity in the mutual love of Father,
Son, and Spirit, he argues, should not be mapped onto the difference between men
and women. Gardner’s criticism is more circumspect but easier to grasp: “Balthasar
sets out to prize sexual difference and femininity, espousing difference in
equality, but unfortunately another (patriarchal) law is at work in his writings
which frustrates these attempts and turns them to opposite effect.”
Finally, Crammer builds upon critiques developed elsewhere by others and
concludes that Balthasar unwittingly reiterates Western stereotypes of women.
She maintains that for Balthasar “woman is envisioned as providing what men
lack … and never truly exists as a subject and actor.” This debate
reveals what is no doubt the single most problematic aspect of Balthasar’s
thought from the perspective of contemporary academic theology. What is lacking
is more ample consideration of the actual theological collaboration that took
place between Adrienne von Speyr and Balthasar in both their writings and in the
work of The Community of St. John. It is an open question whether the metaphors
and ideas they employed in their writings on gender do full justice to the
interpersonal exchange that took place in the mutuality of their ecclesial
mission. The latter witness extends beyond the texts through this collaboration
and is therefore more difficult to submit to scrutiny. Moreover, their
collaboration would still fall short of the model of autonomous agency envisaged
by some of Balthasar’s feminist detractors (but explicitly rejected by Williams
and Gardner, for example). But as the debate about Balthasar and feminism rages
more attention could be paid to the remarkable configuration of a concrete man
and a concrete woman working together as disciples in the Lord’ s vineyard.

One could quibble about other central issues
that were neglected by the editors, for example, Balthasar’s activity as a
translator and publisher, his reflections on the office of Peter, and his
promotion of lay movements. No introductory volume can capture all the nuances
of so rich a legacy, and the editors were far more generous in their overall
appraisal than were many of the 
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academic theologians in Balthasar’s lifetime.
One could even cite this volume as a barometer of the surprisingly resilient
Anglo-American afterlife of Balthasarian theology, a development that has little
parallel in continental Europe today.

A final reservation concerns the anachronism
conveyed by the idea of Balthasar contra mundum. To be sure, the author
of such diatribes as Cordula oder der Ernstfall seemed to revel in his
vitriolic excesses. But the center of all Balthasarian theology, if such a
beastly label can even be granted, consists of a Christian witness at the heart
of the world. Rather than King Lear, the figuration of this stance is found in
Richard II, the Shakespearean protagonist who according to Balthasar “has
become a pure image and metaphor of the totally humbled Son of Man.” In
placing Balthasar’s theology sometimes at the center and sometimes at the margin
of academic theology the contributors to this volume seem—perhaps precisely
because of their insistence upon his idiosyncrasy—to forget that the usual
place from which Balthasar took on the world was not the contemporary guild but
the chaplaincy at the University of Basel.





Peter J. Casarella 
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Given his ecumenical
approach and his broadminded confidence in the power of reason, Thomas Aquinas
is a particularly apt subject for studies that place him in conversation with
various “others.” Jim Fodor and Frederick Christian Bauerschmidt have
assembled a series of well-crafted and tightly reasoned essays that do just
that, establishing engagements between Thomas and Buddhism, analytical
philosophy, Islam, Judaism, Eastern Orthodox Christianity, and classical
Protestantism. To be sure, all of these essays reveal intriguing family
resemblances between Thomism and other philosophical and religious perspectives,
but what the most compelling of them show is, paradoxically, the distinctiveness
of Aquinas’s view of God and the radical difference that it makes. David
Burrell’s treatment of Aquinas and Islam and Paul William’s analysis of Aquinas
in relation to Buddhism both indicate the uniqueness of Thomas’s account of the
God who, precisely as creator, is not one thing among others. And Bauerschmidt’s
own essay on the “hillbilly Thomism” of Flannery O’Connor makes plain
the enormous difficulty of explaining this understanding of God within a modern
context. O’Connor famously explained the exaggerations and 
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grotesqueries in her stories by saying,
“one must learn to shout in the land of the hard of hearing.” The
deafness of the modern person is a profound insensitivity to the peculiar form
of divine otherness that Thomas Aquinas made central to his doctrine of God.

Burrell’s presentation commences with the
reminder that Thomas had inherited from the Aristotelian tradition a fundamental
aporia, namely, the tension between substance as the paradigm of existence and
species or form as the telos of the epistemological process. This same dilemma,
of course, preoccupied Duns Scotus a generation after Aquinas, leading Scotus to
articulate the form of haecceitas. Thomas solved the problem, Burrell
tells us, by placing it in the higher context of creation: “The presence of
the One as creator, bestowing esse to each individual, retained proper
Aristotelian respect for formal structures while offering such immediacy to the
creator/creature relation that the status of individuals as paradigms for
substance was clearly vindicated.” The introduction of this new
metaphysical dimension of creation—a sort of meta-causality never envisioned by
Aristotle—is what led to the peculiar type of “Aristotlese” that
Aquinas consistently and creatively employed. For instance, when speaking of
God, Thomas will use the Aristotelian designation of prime mover, but he will do
so in a highly analogous manner, since he knows that creation is not a type of
worldly motion or change, involving a pre-existing substrate. Like the prime
mover, God is an efficient cause, but he is not one cause among many, operating
within the context of nature; rather, he is the causa essendi of the
entire realm of finitude. This means that God is not, in Burrell’s own phrase,
“the biggest thing around,” the highest reality caught in the net of
contingent agents. When speaking more technically of the creator, Thomas uses,
typically, not ens summum, but ipsum esse subsistens, thereby
indicating that God is that sheer power of to-be in which all finite things
participate. This clarification—unavailable to the classical philosophical
tradition—allowed Thomas to articulate, simultaneously, the radical difference
between God and the world (what Robert Sokolowski calls “the Christian
distinction”) and the incomparable closeness between God and those
things that he continually sustains in existence.

The burden of Burrell’s essay is to show that
the conceptual tools that made possible this ontological account came, to a
large extent, from Muslim sources, especially from the Arab-tinged rendering of
Proclus’s Liber de causis. In that text, Thomas found an altogether
novel linking of causality and ordering. To be sure, Aristotle drew these ideas
closely together, but the Liber de causis adapts the classical
framework so that the ordering is not the arrangement of pre-existing prime
matter, but rather an act coincident with the creative emanation of all things
from God. God’s creation of the cosmos is not, therefore, the actualization of a
potential already independently in place but instead the “bestowal of
being, yielding an inherent order structuring each existing thing.” This
allows Thomas to speak of divine efficient causality, without turning God into a
competitive cause among causes, an intervening and interrupting force. James
Alison affirms much the same thing when he speaks of the
“non-violence”
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of creatio ex nihilo. Burrell points
out that the grasping of this metaphysical principle serves to dissolve many of
the classical conundrums dealing with providence, human freedom, and the
integrity of creation. Even when he governs the universe that he has made, God
always acts as nonviolent creator, and hence divine ordering and creaturely
independence are not mutually exclusive but mutually implicative.

Williams’s essay, “Aquinas Meets the
Buddhists,” follows a very different trajectory from Burrell’s but ends up
making much the same point. One appreciates Williams’s honesty in regard to the
thoroughgoing Buddhist dismissal of the idea of God, and his frank assessment
that this refutation puts Buddhism radically at odds with Thomas Aquinas:
“I want to show that there can be no question that with reference to God
what Thomas accepts, the Buddhist denies.” No lazy ecumenical irenicism
here.

Williams first shows how, in regard to the
notion of God, the Buddhist texts actually clear the ground in a helpful way,
setting aside obviously errant views of God as one of the primal elements, or as
some depth-dimension of the self, or even as the space in which physical objects
are situated. Here Thomas would rather enthusiastically concur. But Williams
indicates that the Buddhist masters go much further, denying even more
sophisticated views of God. One of their favorite techniques is the application
of something akin to Occam’s razor: a transcendent cause ought not to be
introduced when immanent causes suffice to explain a given worldly phenomenon.
Thus, a tree is quite adequately accounted for as the result of seed, water,
air, nutrients, etc., just as a pie is explained sufficiently as the result of
apples, dough, sugar, the intervention of the pie-maker, etc. No-one, the
Buddhist masters imply, should be tempted to add, in regard to either tree or
pie, “don’t forget to add the secret ingredient—God.” Basic to this
sort of argument is the presupposition that God is a rival cause to the ordinary
causes within the nexus of conditioned things. Williams helpfully reminds us
that this dismissal of God is of far more than mere conceptual interest, for it
is one of the prime conditions for the possibility of realizing the
interdependent co-origination of all things, a realization that stands at the
very heart of Buddhist spirituality and meditative practice.

What would Thomas Aquinas make of this?
Williams suggests that he would be little impressed by these atheist arguments,
since they rest upon a fundamental misconstrual of the nature of their subject.
The Buddhist philosophers tend to see the following questions as more or less of
the same type: “How come the bus arrived late?” “Why have Mary
and John just had a baby?” and “How come there is something rather
than nothing at all?” But not to grasp what makes the first and second
questions radically different from the third question is to miss the heart of
the matter regarding the Christian understanding of God. The third question
wonders why there is a context for answering the first two questions. It places
the entire collectivity of co-originating, interdependent causality into
question and targets a possible source of it. Therefore, showing that God is not
required as an additional or competitive natural cause is, from Thomas’s
Christian perspective, just an elaborate exercise in missing the point. Here we
see the
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dovetailing of Williams’s essay with that of
Burrell: the noninterruptive and properly supernatural causality which the
Muslim commentators helped Aquinas to articulate is precisely what the Buddhist
masters fail to see. The strange, noncompetitive transcendence of the creator
God is the crucial issue.

That same odd otherness is what haunts the
imagination of the hillbilly Thomist, Flannery O’Connor. When a reviewer
suggested that O’Connor’s philosophical ideas came from Kierkegaard, she sharply
disagreed, insisting that Thomas Aquinas was the source of her philosophy and
theology. Yet, even the most casual glance at her stories might lead us to
sympathize with her reviewer, for there seems little of Thomas’s even-handedness
and calm rationality in her fiction. Instead, everything is exaggerated,
violent, extreme, indeed Kierkegaardian. Whereas Thomas consistently emphasized
the continuous relationship between a fallen but still integral nature and the
grace that perfects it (gratia perfecit naturam), O’Connor seems to opt
for a more confrontational, even antagonistic, model of that relationship, along
the lines suggested by Karl Barth. Bauerschmidt solves this dilemma by calling
attention to Flannery’s own explanation that she is compelled to shout the
truths of Catholicism to an audience largely grown deaf to its cadences and
subtleties. “There are ages when it is possible to woo the reader; there
are others when something more drastic is necessary,” she explained to a
correspondent.

What has intervened, of course, between
Thomas’s thirteenth and O’Connor’s twenieth century is the advent of modernity
and its accompanying loss of confidence in regard to ultimate ends. As O’Connor
herself put it, “if you live today you breathe in nihilism.” But what
is the ground of this nihilism? One could argue that it is the loss of precisely
the idea of God that Thomas Aquinas advocated so persuasively and that Burrell
and Williams recover so deftly. When God is demoted from ipsum esse to ens
summum, the ontological links that connect all creatures to God and through
God to one another are lost. What results is a universe of independent
individuals standing over and against one another and in, at best, an extrinsic
and tensive relation to the highest truth and goodness. In fact, as the modern
atheists make clear, the supreme being, “the biggest thing around,” is
construed, soon enough, as a threat to the freedom and flourishing of human
beings and must therefore be resisted or, at the limit, eliminated. The nihilism
that Flannery O’Connor complains about is the psychological and spiritual fruit
of this typically modern demotion of God.

So how does one communicate a gratia
perfecit naturam theology in a modern context? One shouts. And one
emphasizes the interruptive quality of grace: gratia turbit naturam.
This is not to fall into Barthianism or a Protestant anthropology of total
depravity. It is, rather, a practical strategy adopted by a Thomist who finds
herself in a nihilistic culture.

Fodor and Bauerschmidt have done us a great
service by reminding us, once again, of Thomas Aquinas’s enduring relevance to
the religious conversation. Philosophy, it has been said, is the art of making
distinctions, and there is perhaps no more illuminating distinction than the one
that stands at the heart of Thomas’s philosophical and theological program: God
is noncompetitively other 
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than the world. When the subtlety of that
demarcation is compromised, deep confusion obtains both within Christian thought
and in the ecumenical and interreligious dialogue.



Robert Barron 
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Ten years ago in his
magisterial Desire
of the Nations, Oliver O’Donovan promised a sequel that would analyze our central
political concepts through the lens of Christian faith. He fulfills this promise
ably in his new book, and it is important to begin by recalling why he made the
promise in the first place.

For O’Donovan, Christian faith is not in
crisis nowadays as much as faith in liberal democracy is. Just a few generations
ago, apologists for liberal democracy could assume that history was like a
single glacier flowing inexorably toward an ever-brighter future. At that time,
Christians had cause to fear that their beliefs would be ground to dust under
this glacial weight, for it was comprised of uncontested and apparently mutually
reinforcing trends like modern natural science, technology, democratic politics,
and Enlightenment accounts of the dignity of the individual. However, the floe
broke apart on the chaotic waters of world wars, the dissolution of European
colonialism, critiques of Enlightenment, ecological disaster, nuclear weapons,
and the realization that democracy does not guarantee human dignity. Today,
secular advocates of liberal democracy find themselves navigating the
relationships among these sometimes dangerous cultural icebergs. However, they
do so without a compass, for they participate in a culture that increasingly
undermines the spiritual resources needed to deal with such fragmentation.
Indeed, by seeking popular support through the pursuit of a materialistic
conception of flourishing, late-liberal societies foster alienation among the
spiritually sensitive people that communities rely upon for periodic renewal
(76-77). In sum, citizens of liberal democracies have practically no coherent
notions of the practices, concepts, and institutions they cherish. In turn, this
makes it difficult to gain an adequate understanding of, much less agreement
about, the kinds of goods liberal democracies stand for, such as equality and
respect for human dignity. In such a situation, right political action requires
an accurate description of political concepts in light of the coherence of the
Christian faith. O’Donovan’s ambition is to describe our political discourse and
practices in light of Christian claims. He believes that this will make better
sense of what we actually do politically. In turn, it will help us 
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to pursue the kinds of goods to which our
polities are devoted, as well as to criticize them when they fall short.

For O’Donovan, the revelation of God in Christ
decisively changed human affairs. Politics could no longer claim the kind of
authority that belongs to Christ alone. Thus politics occupies an ephemeral
parenthesis between the nonpolitical societies of Eden and Heaven. In light of
this change politics must be limited, and O’Donovan equates politics with
judgment in order to effect that limitation. Judgment is “an act of moral
discrimination, that pronounces upon a preceding act or existing state of
affairs to establish a new public context” (107). When politics sticks to
judgment, it merely reacts to events that have already occurred. In such a case,
it cannot conceive of statesmanship as an architectonic practice that cultivates
a comprehensive way of life (61). Indeed, O’Donovan holds that this classical
conception of politics is “totalitarian in principle” (ibid). After
the resurrection of Christ, political authorities cannot be imagined as
sovereign. Politics can be informed by a sense of the justice of the Kingdom of
God, but it cannot represent it fully. Thus, O’Donovan describes a limited
(though not libertarian) government. It has a duty to judge and punish wrongs.
However, it is incapable of cultivating any comprehensive social ideal because
communal harmony is the result of communications that exist and flourish without
having been designed in a ruler’s head. If we want more from common life, we
should seek it in the church.

The book has three main parts. The first
outlines O’Donovan’s conception of judgment as the political act, and
the ways this conception bears on concepts like freedom, equality, and
punishment. The chapter entitled “Political Judgment” is central to
his case, for there he argues most clearly for the kind of limits he wants to
place on political authority. His chapter on equality is representative of the
nuanced way he articulates his claim that Christian theological reflection can
rescue cherished political concepts from contemporary confusion about their
meaning. Given the extraordinary range of human talents and endowments, claiming
straightforward equality seems counterintuitive. Our belief in human equality
must be understood as an aspect of “the doctrine of creation” (41).
Despite our different gifts, each of us is a creature equally loved by God. Once
liberal democracies abandon this theological ground of equality, their
commitment to equality becomes unintelligible and arbitrary. They will be unable
to adjudicate the more outrageous claims made in the name of equality (51).
Worse, they are tempted to abandon economic or social equality because the term
has lost meaning. However, O’Donovan also argues that our belief in equality can
neither be straightforwardly applied to policy, nor does it require identical
treatment for everyone. Equality does not mean eliminating differences. Rather,
it requires redressing situations that threaten to ignore our God-given equal
dignity. This thumbnail sketch only begins to give a sense of the nuance of his
discussion of equality, which is matched by his treatment of punishment, mercy,
and freedom in the first part of the book.

In the second part, O’Donovan turns to the
problem of how a political authority may legitimately represent society. He
examines concepts that have 
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been articulated in political philosophy from
a Christian perspective, such as political authority, legitimacy, the separation
of powers, and international law. In contrast to early modern contract
theorists, O’Donovan argues that human beings are social because God made us
that way. He argues that a society must have a shared identity before government
can represent it, and that this identity is the work of a moral imagination.
Government almost of necessity tries to represent a society’s identity fully.
However, there is a temptation to idolatry lurking here because our common life
is a gift from God, and our hopes for its completion can only be fulfilled in
his Kingdom.

The book’s third part is the most
straightforwardly theological. In it, O’Donovan takes pains to articulate why
and how a government must judge, in the face of Christ’s admonition to
“judge not.” He explores afresh the boundaries between the household
and the city. He is especially concerned to rebut Arendt’s criticism of
Christianity’s supposed retreat into the household. In O’Donovan’s thought,
household and city are two mutually intermingling spheres of communication.
Finally, in contrast to recent political theologians who argue that the Church
must become a kind of counter-polis, O’Donovan concludes by arguing that the
Church must be characterized as “unpolitical.” He argues that the
eschatological society to which the Church witnesses will not be political, for
it will exist without human authorities or institutional structures other than
the immediate presence of God in its midst. The Church is a witness to the fact
that political life is interim, between the paradise of Eden and the paradise of
Heaven. The Church’s inner life thus presents a political teaching about the
inherent limits of political life.

It is impossible to give an adequate sense of
the scope and ambition of this book. It is a ponderous tome, with insights and
judicious assessments of scholarly debates coming in a disconcertingly swift
fashion. Reading it is like trying to drink through a fire hose. And reading
more slowly does not stem the flow; it merely opens more depths. In sum, this is
an important and serious work by a mature scholar who asks questions that are
fundamental to any reflective Christian trying to do right by love of Christ and
country. O’Donovan has done us all a tremendous service by pressing these
questions and explaining why they matter with rigor and depth. Especially
impressive is the fact that he avoids the twin dangers to which much
contemporary political theology is subject: the militant and imprudent equation
of liberal democracy with terror and oppression on the one hand, and the
career-rewarding but imprudent desire to justify liberal democracy by claiming
it as the embodiment of the Christian message, on the other. O’Donovan can be a
friend who provides needed critiques of liberal democracy precisely because he
refuses to take it as the sole horizon of his reflections. He is sensitive to
the ways democracy can be transformed by opening its horizons to the
transcendent.

If this assessment is accurate, it may seem
out of place to raise questions about the book. Yet not to do so would be to
refuse the gift of reflection the author has bestowed. O’Donovan is right to
claim that Christ changed everything—politics included. We can sketch two
alternative ways of 
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understanding this, both of which are
problematic. On the one hand, if Christian revelation simply continues what came
before in a deeper way—if it did not bring anything new to the
structure of political life—it would be merely a recapitulation of traditional
wisdom, perhaps even available through the sustained efforts of a few
practically wise people. On the other hand, if Christianity is a
fundamental break with the structure of society prior to Christ, then it could
not be a redemptive transformation of political life. Rather, it would do
violence to the meaning of politics as people experienced it prior to Christ. 

O’Donovan may come close to espousing the
second alternative. He argues that after Christ politics merely passes a
judgment on events that have already happened. It cannot cultivate flourishing
communities through the practical wisdom of statesmen. To claim that statesmen
should order affairs in the future for the common good is to deny Christ’s
proper lordship. One alternative O’Donovan does not consider is articulating the
structure of the problem by analogy between statesmanship and God’s providential
rule. That was a strategy for a long time in many parts of the Christian world,
among both practitioners and theorists of political life. In a book that raises
such fundamental political problems, analogy deserves a hearing.

Yet I also worry that in severely delimiting
the functions of politics, O’Donovan’s account cannot comprehend ordinary
political practices that we should not easily dismiss. Statesmen engage in a
host of political activities that cannot be easily reduced to the judgment that
O’Donovan claims is coextensive with proper politics. They help constitute the
community’s identity by cultivating a collective memory through their rhetoric,
or the establishment of national holidays, festivals, and the creation of
memorials and museums. They give out medals to cultivate difficult virtues like
courage. Harmonious common life seems to require the practically wise
coordination of various activities. Zoning boards determine the future shape of
common life by making decisions about street lights, buildings, and signs. Tax
laws cultivate future practices of family, justice, and generosity. In short,
many political acts imply an answer to the question, “How can we become
more human together?” These are important ways to justice, and they cannot
be reduced to judgment as O’Donovan describes it.

O’Donovan claims that the classical conception
of politics as architectonic is dangerous, for it means that every aspect of
human life is within the reach of statesmen; he warns us not to adopt Plato and
Aristotle’s account because it cultivates a way of life. The question is whether
politics inexorably does this or not. In fact, the power of government to limit
itself in these matters seems to demonstrate that its authority de facto
extends to them. If so, the limitations O’Donovan urges will chafe politicians
who want to pursue more ambitious policies for the sake of a genuine common
good. It will strike them as unfair dominance of politics by ecclesiastical
institutions. It is arguable that a similar limitation of political activity
helped pave the way for a secular conception of political life—early modern
theorists argued persuasively that politics should be a God-free zone because
this seemed to liberate politics, allowing it to function 
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apart from the Church’s jealous eyes. Does the
argument that the primary political teaching of the Church is a strictly limited
conception of politics paradoxically lead to a more aggressively secular
politics?

Christian life is lived in a tension between
eschatology and Incarnation, between the Kingdom as “already” here,
and “not yet” fully here. We are called to build up the Kingdom by
bringing Christ’s life into every aspect of our life, including politics. Yet we
are also warned against worshipping the work of our hands because the Kingdom is
only fully present eschatologically. My question is whether O’Donovan’s emphasis
on the “not yet” limits his vision of what politics can do
“already” to build up the Kingdom of God. Moreover, could a more
Catholic, sacramental conception of politics describe our political life in a
richer way? Could a more incarnational emphasis provide a more expansive account
of what decent politicians can aspire to do? O’Donovan points out that many
dangers attend such questions. But that is all the more reason to engage them
thoughtfully. However, even when one disagrees with O’Donovan, the power of his
argument leads us to raise the most important questions and motivates us to
think through them with the utmost care.



Thomas W. Smith 





Villanova University
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 This book calls to
mind the fine book that was its predecessor, Passage to Modernity
(1993), and it shows the same excellences we find in the previous volume. It is
a book of admirable erudition which nevertheless is carried very lightly. It is
full of insightful detail, and there are fine discussions of a whole host of
significant individual thinkers. It continues the work of the first volume in
addressing the nature of modernity, though the focus has shifted from early
modernity and deals with what Dupré calls the second wave of modernity, namely,
that relating to the eighteenth-century Enlightenment, in its diverse
expressions. He does not mean the book to be an intellectual history but rather
an attempt to draw an intellectual portrait of a crucial epoch in European
history, with special emphasis on those concerns that have contributed to the
shaping of our own world. Dupré is also attentive to the crisis of the
Enlightenment which, to a degree, is almost contemporary with Enlightenment
itself, especially as inseparable from the rise of Romanticism. While his focus
is
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first on the Enlightenment, and while he is
not uncritical, he is not as critical as some more recent radical attacks on the
Enlightenment.

The book begins with an outline of a different
cosmos that emerges with modern science and materialism, and with a new sense of
selfhood emerging in modernity. Dupré sees the age of Enlightenment less as the
age of reason than as the age of self-consciousness. People become more
reflective about all spheres of life, including the most intimate region of
feeling. We see this reflected in the efforts to articulate a new conception of
art, in which a more expressive theory gradually took the place of a more
mimetic conception. We see it in the conception of the moral life and its
associated questions, particularly with respect to freedom, and not least in
Kant’s critique of his predecessors and his efforts at forging a new synthesis.
Dupré dedicates a chapter to each of these considerations: a different cosmos,
a new sense of self, the new conception of art, and the moral crisis.

The chapter on “Moral Crisis” covers
a lot of ground and includes interesting discussions of Spinoza and modern
rationalism, the empiricist “deconstruction” of moral rationalism, the
stress on moral feeling and moral sense with thinkers such as Rousseau and
Shaftesbury, the move towards utilitarianism with thinkers like Hutcheson,
Mandeville, and Hume. The chapter culminates with a discussion of Kant’s
critical theory of morality, though there is an interesting appendix on how some
of these moral changes are evident in the drama of the period of the
Enlightenment.

Dupré offers us also perceptive chapters on
the origins of modern social theories and the development of the new science of
history. The word “crisis,” previously applied to the moral, now
reappears with respect to the religious. “The Religious Crisis”: in
agreement with some other thinkers, Dupré postulates that “the most
drastic transformation of the Enlightenment took place in the religious
consciousness”(14). This is also a wide-ranging chapter taking into account
the emergence of biblical criticism, Deism as “the substitute Religion,
” and finally atheism. It is a very informative chapter in which the
balance between the sense of loss and liberation is handled with thoughtfulness.

This chapter is followed by one on “The
Faith of the Philosophers.” It deals with, among others, Leibniz and the
rationalists, Samuel Clark and Bishop Butler, Kant, Malebranche, Berkeley, and
Jacobi. There is also a chapter on “Spiritual Continuity and Renewal,”
dealing with Hamann, Quietism, Fenelon, German Pietism, Jonathan Edwards, and
Swedenborg. The book ends with a brief conclusion in which some of the
contemporary points of criticism of the Enlightenment are canvassed. Dupré is
not entirely at home with the hypercritical attitude to Enlightenment expressed,
for instance, in some of the attitudes of postmodern thought—which make use of
instruments themselves forged in the Enlightenment.

The book as a whole is not a linear historical
narrative, though one is not always sure how to take the work as a whole, given
the way in which thinker after thinker is presented. The book, one might say, is
more in the nature of a kind of a hermeneutical mosaic—the many portraits are
gathered together and 
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bit by bit they come to assemble a kind of
picture which reflects something of the spiritual physiognomy of the period. In
that respect, the diverse vignettes can be read as stories, each with a kind of
integrity, contributing to a bigger picture which it is impossible to summarize
in terms of one or a few univocal and essential features.

There are times when the reader can have an
experience a little analogous to Hume’s looking into himself for himself and not
finding himself: a variety of impressions that succeed each other with striking
rapidity. Or is it that, unlike Hume who found no self, in these impressions we
find too much of ourselves, nothing but ourselves? Here and there Dupré
mentions that the whole period showed deficient attention to the other, but this
is only mentioned, not philosophically developed. So many portraits, deftly,
marvelously done, and yet this galley is not an aesthetic gallery in which all
might be true, if only because no one makes any overriding truth claim. One is
left unsatisfied with this surplus, even surfeit of different possibilities,
when one comes to ask the question: What of truth in all of this? All these
possibilities cannot be true, be they perfectly symptomatic of different
possibilities pursued over an extended period of time.

There is no Hegelian overview, for there is no
principle of Geist to self-organize this gallery of pictures. Not that
one would want such an overview. Dupré does not subscribe to the deconstructed
totality of the postmoderns. But yet we ask for more. For this reader, in any
case, there is not enough of this “more.” One would not say that Dupré
is himself overwhelmed by the wealth of the material, since he shows masterful
erudition in bringing it all together, but there are times when he comes across
as the medium of diverse communications but remains himself perhaps too
reserved. Perhaps this is to ask too much from an otherwise excellent book. We
have passed over complex terrain, and Dupré has mapped some of its most
significant features in an admirable way; nevertheless, one wishes that where we
now stand, where he stands, were thrown into bolder relief. 



William Desmond 
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Michael Sherwin in this book offers an
exquisite example of fruitful historical scholarship in the context of
speculative argument. At the beginning 
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of the book, he clearly lays out his criticism
of Josef Fuchs and James Keenan, describing them as “theologians of moral
motivation.” This description highlights their position that motivation, or
the will alone, is ultimately determinative for the moral life, as opposed to a
view that integrates charity and knowledge, or the will and the intellect.
Nonetheless, Sherwin avoids letting the structure and agenda of the book be
determined by the specific disputation and instead carries out an historically
and philosophically informed, theological exegesis of Aquinas’s treatment of the
intellect and will, of the virtues, of faith and of charity. The book collects a
prodigious amount of scholarly consensus on Aquinas’s understanding of the moral
life and anthropology, especially in terms of the role of charity, organizing
the material and making important clarifications and corrections.

Ever since Immanuel Kant attempted to separate
the theoretical intellect from the practical intellect, the complex
interrelationship of the intellect and the will has remained dismantled for many
conversations within theology and philosophy. Theoretical knowledge of the
world, of human beings, and of God has been rendered fragile; support for the
moral life has been sought in the will and its sphere of absolute freedom, a
sphere seen to be a necessary condition for action in the world. Although the
arena of transcendental freedom allegedly opened up what is most truly free in
human beings, it remained separate from the human experience of categorical
agency within the world. Theologians such as Karl Rahner saw in this
transcendental human experience God’s self-communication. Moral theologians such
as Fuchs developed Rahner’s systematic insights for the world of moral theology
by separating the transcendental realm of supernatural motivation from the
categorical realm of autonomous reason. Keenan furthers this position by
distinguishing transcendental goodness and evil from categorical rightness and
wrongness. He claims that charity falls within the realm of transcendental
goodness, arguing that charity lies completely within motivation, or the will,
undetermined by the intellect. Rahner, Fuchs, and Keenan agree that the
transcendental freedom of human beings cannot be determined by particular
categorical actions. The transcendental realm is decisive; yet the
transcendental realm, by definition, must be prethematic, nonconceptual, that
is, situated within the will apart from the intellect. Within this
anthropological schema, charity falls on the noncognitive, transcendental side
of human freedom apart from categorical knowledge.

Sherwin thoroughly demonstrates that such an
account of transcendental, cognitionally-challenged charity is inconsistent with
Aquinas as well as with rational reflection on the moral life. This review will
consider three central themes from the book that are characteristic of its
overall contribution.

The theme of historical development within
Aquinas’s writings provides an helpful basis for interpreting his somewhat
diverse statements on the relationship between the intellect and the will, as
well as on the account of charity as the form of the virtues. This historical
thesis serves to bring coherence to these statements. The theologians of moral
motivation allege that in Aquinas’s later writing he advances a view of charity
that is precognitional. Sherwin shows that 
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Aquinas does indeed develop his views on the
relationship of intellect and the will. It is not, however, a development that
separates the intellect and the will; instead Aquinas deepens the
interrelationship of the intellect and the will. In his earlier writings,
specifically question 22 of De Veritate, Aquinas presents the will as
possessing both formal and efficient causality in terms of human action. In his
later writings, specifically question 6 of De Malo and the Summa
Theologiae, he shifts formal causality to the intellect and leaves to the
will efficient causality. Sherwin puts it succinctly, “in human acts the
form in the intellect specifies the act, and the will of the agent causes (exercet)
the act to occur” (51). By eschewing his earlier view of the will as having
formal causality, Aquinas presents the will with an even greater dependence upon
the intellect for its agency. The form of any human action must be grasped by
the intellect in order for it to be a truly human act; and likewise the will
must move the intellect to consider the good in question.

The development in the understanding of the
will affects a development in Aquinas’s theory of love. In the Commentary on
the Sentences, Aquinas considered love under the aspect of form, as a
“transformation of the affection into the loved object (transformatio
affectus in rem amatam)” (65). Sherwin observes that the language of
“transformatio” is absent from the later treatment of love in
the Summa Theologiae. There Aquinas describes love in terms of “a
pleasant affective affinity (complacentia)” (70). With this
clarification, love more clearly rests in the good known by the intellect. Yet
Aquinas avoids an intellectual determinism since love itself functions as
“the freely chosen principle of the agent’s actions” (73). We will see
later how he avoids a perilous circularity.

Aquinas’s explication of charity as the form
of the virtues evidences a parallel development. Charity is no longer presented
as the exemplary form—that is, the formal cause—of the virtues, but as their
efficient cause. Since the intellect functions as the formal cause, or the
specification, of human actions and virtues, it must provide the virtues with
their exemplary form. Were charity itself to provide the virtues with their
exemplary form, there would be no conceptual knowledge determining the acts of
the virtues. The infused virtue of prudence provides this intellectual grasp.
This development in the latter work does not separate charity from knowledge but
rather deepens the role of knowledge within charity. To cite the very quotation
from Aquinas with which Sherwin commences his book, “The saints are united
to God by knowledge and by love” (xvii, quoting STh III, q. 2, a.
10).

The deepening of the interrelationship of the
will and the intellect provides the context for another central theme and
contribution of Sherwin’s book: the natural principles of the intellect and the
will. To speak of natural principles gently brings an understanding of human
nature back into the discussion. The will and the intellect are to be conceived
not as sui generis, but instead as powers having certain kinds of acts
rooted in certain kinds of natural principles. Sherwin thus shows the
significance of an understanding of created nature in assessing Aquinas’s
success in illuminating the moral life. As shown above, the 
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interrelationship of the intellect and the
will is such that the will depends upon the intellect knowing the good to be
desired; the intellect depends upon will moving the intellect to consider such
an object of cognition. The way out of the circularity of the intellect’s
specification and the will’s exercise in human acts, Sherwin shows, depends upon
the natural inclinations of the will to love what is good and of the intellect
to know what is true. These primary acts of the will and the intellect are
initiated by nature and by God.

By knowledge and by love, the human being
moves in the world. The role of natural principles is elevated without being
destroyed in the case of supernatural charity. On the natural level the natural
principles initiate cognition and volition and require the completion and
particularization achieved through the moral virtues. At the supernatural level,
one that permeates and takes up the human being’s natural powers and activities,
the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity initiate cognition and
volition toward God as our supernatural end and require the completion and
particularization achieved through the infused moral virtues. Living within the
spatiotemporal world requires agency in the here and now. By means of his
conception of human nature as well as of human nature elevated by grace, Aquinas
avoids separating concrete human agency from a transcendental plane in which its
meaning is determined. Instead of divorcing concrete agency from transcendental
meaning, the interrelation of the natural principles and the virtues, as well as
of the theological virtues and the infused moral virtues, makes possible the
integration of human actions within our highest natural and supernatural
principles. In other words, the freedom and intelligence of the human creature
achieve expression through concrete realities. Freedom is not merely the
cognitively empty ability to choose anything, but the achievement of choosing
this known, particular good in this particular way.

A final theme for a proper understanding of
charity and knowledge concerns the distinction between interior and exterior
acts. Just as it will not do to elevate charity by emptying it of cognition, so
we cannot limit charity to what is attainable through human cognition. By
distinguishing between the interior and exterior acts of charity, Sherwin
presents a view of Aquinas’s understanding of charity that maintains its
mysteriousness without lapsing into irrationality. Charity both is measured and
is not measured by cognitive dimensions of the mind. With respect to the inner
love of God, the only measure is God himself who is without measure. On the
other hand, the exterior acts of charity (e.g., almsgiving, instructing the
uninstructed) must be measured by cognitive elements or they would be
accidental, irrational, and ultimately not truly human acts. As indicated above,
the virtue of infused prudence becomes the way in which the cognitive dimension
influences the act of charity by taking into account the lived experience of the
human being acting in specific circumstances.

Finally, despite the many contributions the
book makes to the scholarly understanding of Aquinas and the moral life, its
definitive rebuttal of a foundational thesis of the theologians of moral
motivation or fundamental option should not be overlooked. Sherwin examines the
division between intellect and will and the corresponding division between
prudence and charity, 
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and he finds them severely wanting. Charity
cannot function in a meaningful manner if it is to be purely formal and devoid
of cognitive elements. Charity acts in the world through infused prudence.
Because of the concrete, or categorical, expression of charity in the world,
certain acts are recognizable as acts of charity whereas other acts are
recognizable as acts against charity. Sherwin maintains the necessary
distinction between persons and act. Although we can recognize acts of charity,
from the observation of exterior acts we cannot make firm judgments about the
state of charity in the person: hypocrisy is always possible, as are
psychological illnesses that rob the person of the freedom necessary to engage
in moral acts.

Sherwin persuades the reader that Aquinas
maintains a more coherent view of the freedom appropriate to human nature than
do Fuchs, Keenan, and their followers. According to the latter, moral action at
the categorical level is determined by elements outside the control of the
agent. Only at the transcendental level can the individual possess true freedom.
Human beings are both completely free and completely determined. Sherwin, in his
presentation of Aquinas, defends a nuanced account of freedom in which practical
reasoning is not determined since the future is unknown. The intellect’s grasp
of other possibilities safeguards free human action. Nevertheless, it is true
that this freedom is only partially realized and may be significantly hampered
by an individual’s historical situation, upbringing, psychochemical makeup, and
so forth. Neither completely free nor completely determined, human beings can
participate in freedom as finitely free creatures of an infinitely free God.

Although the book makes some initial
indications of a broader metaphysical framework—and it could do no more without
taking its thesis off track—further scholarship in these areas would benefit
from an examination of the issues surrounding the intellect and the will in
terms of a metaphysical account of creation’s participation in the Creator. For
instance, the relationship between freedom and the particular good could be
developed by seeing how each particular good is not isolated from God but rather
participates in the fullness of goodness that is God himself.

Scholars of Aquinas, moral theologians, and
theologians and philosophers interested in the will and the intellect will find
this book necessary reading. [Full disclosure requires one last note: After I
had agreed to do this review, the Aquinas Center for Theological Renewal, of
which I am co-director, honored Fr. Sherwin’s book with the Charles Cardinal
Journet Prize.] 



Michael Dauphinais 
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The Theology of Thomas
Aquinas. Edited by Rik van Nieuwenhove and Joseph Wawrykow. Notre Dame, Ind.:
University of Notre Dame Press, 2005. Pp. 472 $37.50 (cloth). ISBN
0-268-04363-9. 


As seen from the Old World, Anglo-Saxon studies
on St. Thomas Aquinas, which at present seem to be flourishing, are developing
according to two major lines whose convergence appears at the same time
problematic. Primo, there is “analytical Thomism,” which
essentially focuses on the letter of Thomistic texts in order to extract from
them a rational argumentation capable of being utilized in contemporary debates
on philosophy of religion. Although this way of reading Thomas is generally
decontextualized and dehistoricized, it has the merit of rendering a certain
philosophical actuality to these venerable texts. However, in neglecting their
theological context and their historical depth, it runs the risk of lacking a
profound intelligibility. Above all, in accommodating St. Thomas to the
contemporary mode of doing philosophy, it neutralizes the formidable power of
debate and innovation which the medieval mode of thinking currently holds. Secundo,
there is another current that is very critical in the face of the
presuppositions of neo-Thomism (of which analytical Thomism is in some ways a
metamorphosis) that seeks to return the Thomistic corpus to its (super)natural
place, which is theology, not only from a kind of archeological concern for
historical exactitude but also to highlight the pertinence of St. Thomas to the
contemporary theological debate. This wonderful work offered to us by Rik van
Nieuwenhove and Joseph Wawrykow constitutes a sort of assessment and a
manifesto in actu exercito of this Thomism re-theologized. 


The eighteen essays that make up this work
were confided to well-known specialists of Thomistic thought, several of whom
here offer us the heart of their work. Many of these authors are connected with
two particularly vibrant centers of contemporary Thomism: the University of
Notre Dame (Burrell, Porter, Prügl, Wawrykow) and the Thomas Institute of
Utrecht in the Netherlands (Goris, Leget, Rikhof, te Velde). The essays can be
divided into two groups. Following more or less the plan of the Summa
Theologiae itself, chapters 2-15 present St. Thomas’s teaching on the
principal topics of theology, from the foundational mystery of the Trinity to
eschatology. Chapters 16-18, as well as chapter 1, investigate the nature of
the Thomistic project itself and the conditions of its actualization. 
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Chapters 2-15 have a pronounced family
resemblance that greatly contributes to the unity of the work. Here I would
like to point out four principal characteristics. Primo, the authors
adopt a “historical-theological approach” (xx), with the result that
the teaching of St. Thomas is seen in continuity with biblical and patristic
thought, as well as within the horizon of medieval theology. Secundo,
much is made of the internal unity of Thomistic thought as it is reflected in
literary structures. Thus, the authors often make reference to the plan of the Summa
Theologiae, both to situate the topic that they are treating within the
entire theological vision of Thomas and to expose its main points. They also
know how to exploit the connections between the various parts of the Summa.
For example, Wawrykow judiciously throws light on St. Thomas’s teaching on
grace in the Prima Secundae with his reflections on predestination in
the Prima Pars and the grace of Christ in the Tertia Pars
(chap. 9). Tertio, the emphasis laid on the synchronic coherence of
the great works of Aquinas goes hand in hand with the taking into account of
certain diachronic evolutions in his thought. Thus, Wawrykow demonstrates well
the determinative influence that renewed readings of the anti-Pelagian works of
St. Augustine had upon the Thomistic theology of grace, much different in the Scriptum
and in the Summa Theologiae (see 206-9), or else the impact that a
deeper reading of the Greek Fathers had on Aquinas’s mature Christology (see 237,
389). Quarto, the authors refuse, and rightly so, “to bend
Aquinas to the demands of the modern or postmodern scholarly agenda” (xx),
but they do not hesitate to place Thomas’s teaching in relation to contemporary
theology and its issues. Sometimes, they underline the convergence between
certain assertions of contemporary theology and aspects of Aquinas’s thought
heretofore much neglected, as for example, the Trinitarian dimension of his
anthropology (see chap. 6, D. J. Merriell, “Trinitarian Anthropology”).
Thus, as Herwi Rikhof and Gilles Emery point out, not only does the Thomistic
theology of the divine missions make room for the significance of the oikonomia
recognized by contemporary theology, it also allows us to avoid the trap
of pure narrativity in placing salvation history on a solid foundation in theologia:
“Speculative reflection on the being of the Trinity, on the properties of
persons, and on their processions makes possible a true theological doctrine of
the Trinitarian economy” (Emery, “Trinity and Crea-tion,” 74).
Sometimes, they help draw out, in contrast, the limits of certain contemporary
theologies. Thus, Paul Gondreau, whose article “The Humanity of Christ,
the Incarnate Word” (chap. 11) underlines the resolute anti-docetism of
Aquinas, spares no criticism of low Christology which, unlike St. Thomas, makes
the mistake of opposing the full humanity of Christ to his divinity. Likewise,
van Nieuwenhove holds that the soteriology of St. Thomas, founded on
participation in Christ and not on some theory of substitution, better respects
the New Testament data on the mystery of the Cross than certain more recent
theologies (chap. 12, “‘Bearing the Marks of Christ’s Passion’: Aquinas’
Soteri-ology”). However, the monopoly he accords to the purely medicinal
or pedagogical value of penalty, as distinguished from its objective,
ontological, “vindictive” value, needs to be more nuanced. To these
four principal 
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characteristics, I would also point out the
richness of the bibliographical references, which nevertheless could have been
brought together in a general bibliography. 


In this presentation of the theology of St.
Thomas, the greater emphasis is on what would today be characterized as
systematic theology. It is true that the moral theology of Aquinas, unlike his
systematic theology, has already been the object of several syntheses of high
quality (e.g., S. J. Pope, ed., The Ethics of Aquinas [Washington,
D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2002]). It is also true that classical
Thomism links the question of grace (chap. 9) or that of original sin (chap. 7)
to moral theology. In this connection, in “Evil, Sin and Death,” Rudi
te Velde endeavors to show that original sin is irreducible to an hereditary
premoral handicap and that it implies a voluntary, moral dimension which is
explained by the solidarity of the human race in Adam: “The whole of the
human race is to be regarded as an extended moral self, of which Adam’s will is
the primary principle” (156). That being said, the sole essay that
systematically treats of moral theology in the contemporary sense is that of
Jean Porter, “Right Reason and the Love of God: The Parameters of Aquinas’
Moral Theology” (chap. 8). Persuaded that “Aquinas’ moral theology
can only be understood within the wider context of his metaphysics and
theology” (187), since practical right reason, the norm of action,
“integrates both pre-rational and super-rational aspects of human
existence” (169), she “offer[s] an overview of Aquinas’ mature moral
theology as developed in the Summa theologiae, which will highlight
the overall plan of his moral theology and indicate how the central motifs of
that theology—beatitude, virtue, law—are related to one another” (168). 


The other offerings cover the span of
systematic theology. Some follow the exposition in the Summa Theologiae
closely. This is the case with Liam Walsh’s essay on the sacraments, which is a
close reading of questions 60-65 of the Tertia Pars (chap. 14).
Others, because they broach themes that St. Thomas did not treat in a
systematic way, are creative reconstitutions based on the orientations found in
Thomistic texts (chap. 13, T. F. O’Meara, “Theology of the Church”).
I regret that the questions from the De Deo uno (STh I, qq.
2-26) are not the object of a similar essay. It would be wrong to give the
impression that these questions constitute a sort of philosophical preamble and
that theology, properly speaking, begins only with the specifically Trinitarian
questions. It is the Trinity, considered from the perspective of what
constitutes the unity of persons, that is at issue from question 2 on! This
absence is nevertheless partially compensated by the beautiful personal
meditation of David Burrell on the metaphysical presuppositions that govern
theological language in St. Thomas, as well as in Meister Eckhart and in St.
John of the Cross (chap. 4: “Analogy, Creation and Theological
Language”), and by the excellent contribution of Harm Goris, “Divine
Foreknowledge, Providence, Predestination and Human Freedom” (chap. 5).
The author takes up the central theses of his Free Creatures of an Eternal
God (1996): we must make a distinction between the problem of the relation
between infallible divine knowledge and the future contingent (according to
Goris, the Thomistic solution to this problem does not imply “a 
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tenseless theory of time”), and the
problem of the relation between the all-powerful First Cause and the contingent
effects of secondary causes. In line with the Utrecht school (see also C.
Leget, “Eschatology,” 370 and 381), the recourse to negative
theology, applied here to the relationship of time to eternity and to the
articulation of divine and human causalities, is not an easy way of avoiding
the problem. It takes note of the transcendence of God as to his mode of
presence and as to his causality which, because it is of a completely different
order from created causalities, embraces and rules over the diverse created
modalities. 


Among the essays that focus not on a
particular theme of Thomistic theology but on its spirit, we note the
well-documented synthesis of Thomas Prügl on “Thomas Aquinas as
Interpreter of Scripture” (chap. 16), which carefully illumines St.
Thomas’s exegetical theory by its concrete practice and which rightly underlines
“how systematic theology and the interpretation of Holy Scripture overlap
in the works of Thomas Aquinas” (404). Much more polemical is the article
of Paul O’Grady: “Philosophical Theology and Analytical Philosophy in
Aquinas” (chap. 17). Why are the majority of Thomists wary of the
analytical tradition? O’Grady sees here the poisonous fruit of “certain
evasionist tendencies in current theological practice” (439) that
dangerously flirt with fideism. He laments that the historical approach to
Aquinas’s work is often done to the detriment of a properly speculative
approach. But above all, he strongly opposes “theologism” with its
(pseudo-)justifications. Behind the evident and theorized disdain for
autonomous philosophy and the modern sciences lies, he suspects, a flight from
and a refusal to enter into debate between Christian faith and contemporary
culture. In sum, O’Grady deplores the fact that “some recent reactions to
[neo-scholasticism] have thrown out the philosophical baby with the
neo-scholastic bathwater” (418). He himself is convinced that St. Thomas
in many respects—his interest in the sciences, his rigorous use of the
Scholastic method—is an analytical philosopher. 


Among O’Grady’s targets are two authors who
are contributors to this work: Eugene Rogers and Bruce Marshall. In “Faith
and Reason Follow Glory” (chap. 18), Rogers defends Aquinas against
accusations ordinarily brought against him by Protestant theologians. Insisting
on the eschatological perspective that dominates Thomas’s thought, especially
his concept of the relationship between nature and grace, he shows that in
Thomas the initiative of the theosis, which puts the synergy of man
and the Holy Spirit into action, depends entirely upon merciful grace. In fact,
O’Grady attacks Rogers (see 423-29) more on the idea developed in his work, Thomas
Aquinas and Karl Barth: Sacred Doctrine and the Natural Knowledge of God (1995),
that at the end of his career, “Aquinas lacks a separable philosophical
component” (423) and advocates instead a pure and simple integration of
metaphysics in his sacra doctrina. Rogers defends himself on this
point in a footnote (456-58). 


Similarly, O’Grady criticizes two theses
upheld by Marshall in his essay on the nature of theology in Aquinas (chap. 1).
In this essay, Marshall throws light on the significance of theology in the
Christian life. However, his unique 
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presentation of the relationship between
theology and the other sciences leaves him open to criticism (see 14-25:
“The Wisdom of God and the Wisdom of the World”). First of all,
Marshall attributes to St. Thomas “a kind of theological coherentism”
(16), which O’Grady contests. According to Marshall, “The epistemic
primacy of faith’s articles over even the most obvious of reason’s
certainties” (17) leads to the fact that “consistency with the
articles of faith is a necessary condition for the truth of all other
beliefs” (21). Theology, then, is in a position to judge the conclusions
of all the other sciences, even if it cannot of itself establish their
conclusions. Although this is true, must we then conclude that “for
Aquinas philosophy is evidently not autonomous, but is always subject to
correction from another quarter” (23)? Does the completely extrinsic
control that sacra doctrina exercises over secular knowledge suffice
to call into question an epistemological and methodological autonomy that St.
Thomas has always defended against an Augustinian epistemic supernaturalism?
Perhaps it would be best to distinguish between autonomy and absolute
sovereignty. Furthermore, and this is the second thesis that O’Grady criticizes
under the title “the ‘Simple Being’ Argument,” Marshall insists that
“for claims about God to be true, the person who makes them actually has
to believe the articles of faith” (18). This brings us back to the
position of reserving all true natural theology to Christians and to denying
all authentic knowledge of God among non-Christians, beginning with those pagan
philosophers of antiquity upon whom Aquinas does not hesitate to lean for
support, including those times when he treats of the mystery of God. Certainly,
the act of faith presents a requirement of totality (at least implicit) founded
upon the unicity of the supernatural motive that makes us adhere equally to all
those propositions that are perceived to be revealed. One believes in
everything or one believes nothing (cf. STh II-II, q. 5, a. 3). But
does this requirement extend to natural knowledge? Marshall thinks it does in
virtue of the Aristotelian principle invoked by St. Thomas according to which
“in simplicibus defectus cognitionis est solum in non attingendo
totaliter” (see STh II-II, q. 2, a. 2, ad 3; and Aristotle, Metaphysics
9.10). However, who does not then see that, taken simpliciter, this
principle would end up disqualifying all knowledge of God outside of the
beatific vision? In fact, the principle of all or nothing in the knowledge of a
simple object holds for the intuition of its quid est, which cannot be
partial, as St. Thomas explains: “Quicumque enim non attingit ad quod
quid est rei simplicis, penitus ignorat ipsam” (IX Metaphys.,
lect. 11). From this point of view, the Christian theologian is not less
ignorant than the pagan philosopher, since that which God is in himself remains
for the theologian here below “penitus ignotum” (ScG III, c.
49). However, here below, the knowledge of God is made, quoad nos,
according to a complex mode, for a multiplicity of concepts (rationes)
which are not synonymous among themselves (see STh I, q. 13, a. 4).
Ignorance of (or even the negation of) one of these concepts does not totally
invalidate our knowledge of the object (see In Boet. De Trin., q. 1,
a. 4, ad 10). Rather, it renders it incomplete, imperfect. 


Whatever we might think, the debate between
O’Grady and Rogers-Marshall on the place of philosophy and more particularly of
natural theology in St. 
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Thomas is not beyond the subject matter of
this work. On the contrary, this debate invites us to reflect on what kind of
form the necessary re-theologization of St. Thomas should take. The neo-Thomist
schema of a totally independent philosophy, espousing the model of rationality
proper to the Enlightenment, is without doubt obsolete. The analytical approach
hardly seems to have noticed that it retains from Scholasticism only its
argumentative rigor while not questioning itself on the fundamentally
traditional presuppositions which form the base of this structure of thinking.
But the primacy given to theology would not amount to a total supernaturalism
which would reduce philosophy to a purely functional role at the heart of
theology. The encyclical Fides et ratio has reminded us that a
fruitful dialogue always presupposes two partners. (Translated by John
Langlois, O.P.) 


Serge-Thomas Bonino, O.P. 


Dominican House of Studies

Toulouse, France 


 


[bookmark: stout]Democracy and Tradition. By Jeffrey Stout. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
2004. Pp. 348. $35.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-691-10293-7. 




Aristotle held that the central analytic category for politics was that of the
“regime” (politeia), which not only indicated
who ruled in a city and to what end, but also suggested a privileged way of
life. Regimes made claims about justice and about the best life one could live.
Aristocracy, democracy, oligarchy, and the rest were not simply sets of
procedures and institutions. Modern liberal democracy has often resisted this
sort of view, insisting that democracy specified only the rules of the game and
allowed citizens to pursue whatever life they thought best within the
boundaries set by the rules. It was a fruit of the liberal-communitarian
debates of the 1980s and 1990s, provoked largely by John Rawls’s seminal 1971
book, A Theory of Justice, that this procedural or
neutralist view was sharply challenged by critics of liberalism like Michael
Sandel, Michael Walzer, and Alasdair MacIntyre, who all pointed out its moral
and cultural aspects. It is a merit of Jeffrey Stout’s large and complex book
that he takes this challenge seriously; indeed, he pleads guilty as charged. He
then helpfully argues for a view of just what modern democracy does and should
claim for itself and against its “communitarian” or
“traditionalist” critics. Democracy
and Tradition
is one of the most substantive answers to the critics of liberal democracy to
have emerged from the new set of debates over neutrality that emerged in the
wake of Rawls’s important 1993 book, Political
Liberalism.



To be fair, the neutralist paradigm had already
been rejected by a number of liberal writers, notably Stephen Macedo in his Liberal
Virtues (1990). But where 
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Macedo’s critique of liberalism’s
communitarian critics constituted little more than a series of caricatures,
Stout’s engagement is sustained and considerably more nuanced, if not
altogether convincing. This is doubtless in part a function of Stout’s somewhat
unusual perspective: he is a professor of religion and a serious student of
American pragmatism and his understanding of democracy is shaped by a
perspective that, while not seemingly orthodox, is rooted in the specifically
Christian sensibilities of the civil rights movement (91, 173). This is a
democratic theory different from the usual purely secular variety. Stout
proposes an account and defense of the democratic “tradition” against
the “new traditionalist” critics of democracy, especially Stanley
Hauerwas, Alasdair MacIntyre, and John Milbank. Against secular political
liberalism, Stout rejects neutrality and the notion of public reason that goes
along with it, accepting the importance of religious language and ideas in the
formation of modern democratic culture and the notion of tradition-constituted
rationality; against the “new traditionalists,” he defends modern
democracy against the charge that it is necessarily individualistic, morally
impoverished, and relentlessly secular. 


The most important component of Stout’s
democratic traditionalism is rooted in “discursive social practices”
of “holding one another responsible” through deliberation and
discussion (6, 13, 42, 82, 109, 184, 197, 209, 226, 246, 297, 299, 302; cf.
272, 280). This view is “pragmatic in the sense that it focuses on
activities held in common as constitutive of the political community,” but
activities understood to embed substantive normative commitments,
albeit always subject to and indeed undergoing revision and thus including an
important historical dimension (4-5; cf. 84, 183-84, 203, 240, 246-47, 270-276,
296). Stout variously describes his own view as “Emersonian
perfectionism” (76, 320 n.2, 282; cf. 83, 147, 168, 172), “democratic
expressivism” (81, 282; cf. 12, 183), and Hegelian pragmatism (13, 138).
The pragmatist and expressivist aspects of Stout’s view indicate his deep philosophical
commitments regarding philosophy and public life, his skepticism about
metaphysical argument, and his mode of moral analysis. 


The book is divided into three parts. The
first is devoted to a discussion of the way that democracy shapes character. It
includes a chapter on democratic piety and a chapter on African-American
thought, focusing on James Baldwin and Ralph Ellison. The first chapter argues
for the central role of religion in shaping American character. Stout offers a
narrative here that is notably different from that of other students of
American Christianity: he emphasizes the religious dimensions of the thought of
Emerson, Whitman, Thoreau, and Dewey, leading to a notion of “Augustinian
democracy” constituted by critical discourse and self-correction. The second
chapter evaluates some aspects of black nationalism and its connections with
pragmatism, defending a hope in democratic practices against some of the more
negative voices in that movement. 


The second part of the book concerns the role
of religion in modern democratic society. Here Stout critically engages both
secular liberals who would limit religious discourse (in chap. 3) and the
“new traditionalists” who reject liberalism and key elements of
democratic culture as antithetical to Christian 
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traditions (chaps. 4-7). Stout rejects
strictures on public debate such as Rawls’s notion of “public reason”
and Richard Rorty’s view of religion as a “conversation-stopper.” All
citizens should be encouraged honestly to air and to exchange their deepest
commitments and reasons. While Stout endorses a relatively weak obligation to
make one’s reasons maximally intelligible to one’s fellow citizens with
different faith commitments, he rejects any explicit limitations on the sorts
of arguments that can be used, breaking with Rawls and thus with other even
stronger versions of justificatory liberalism like those of Robert Audi or
Gerald Gaus, and taking the side of critics of the restrictive view, such as
Christopher Eberle and Paul Weithman. Stout’s reason here stems from doubts
about the possibility of successfully arriving at the sort of overlapping
consensus about a free-standing political conception of justice that Rawls’s
theory proposes. Moreover, Stout thinks that the Rawlsian view has had the
effect of alienating serious Christian thinkers from democratic institutions
and practices, and thus nourishing the animus of the new traditionalists:
“[t]he more thoroughly Rawlsian our law schools and ethics centers become,
the more radically Hauerwasian the theological schools become” (75). 


Stout argues in chapter 4 that the
secularization of modern democratic society is essentially pluralism and thus
does not entail a commitment to an explicitly secular world view. Rather, it
simply rules out religious coercion and, in turn, sets the stage for the kind
of pragmatist discourse-based public culture that should be our object. This
view of secularization is deployed against John Milbank and his “radical
orthodoxy” movement, whose narrative of the rise of secularism
overemphasizes the role of intellectuals and theories, oddly accepting the very
terms of its opponents who are committed to undermining religious influence. 


Stout’s most extensive criticisms, however,
are reserved for MacIntyre and Hauerwas. For Stout the great problem with both
is that their views tend “to undermine identification with liberal
democracy” (118). The central charge against MacIntyre is that, contrary
to his interest in translation and dialogue/conflict with rival traditions, he
has never taken the liberal democratic tradition seriously. His very definition
of it is unfair and substantively mistaken: according to Stout liberals
attempted to develop a political theory appropriate to a society already
characterized by pluralism. The social fact was first, and theorists attempted
to meet it (97, 127, 177). Perhaps Stout’s most serious charge against
MacIntyre is that his arguments are really just the latest version of a strain
of romantic social criticism that is itself a product of modernity. Indeed,
Stout sides with Richard Bernstein in seeing at the center of MacIntyre’s
project the face of Hegel, and Stout holds that his own Hegelian pragmatism is
both a more constructive and a more honest view of our situation (137-38). He sees
Hauerwas’s view as a derivative combination of a dualism between church and
world that Hauerwas takes from the thought of John Howard Yoder and MacIntyre’s
antiliberalism. Hauerwas fails to distinguish liberalism from democracy and
this blinds him to democracy’s own distinctive virtue tradition. In chapter 7
Stout offers some examples of the underappreciated literature of 
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democratic tradition that belies the
characterizations of democracy central to MacIntyre and Hauerwas. 


The third part of Democracy and Tradition
is concerned with large theoretical issues about the extent to which moral
agreement is possible and on what basis. The advantage of Stout’s version of
pragmatism is purported to be its ability to steer a course between the various
foundationalist accounts vulnerable to all manner of modern technical
philosophical objections and the sort of skepticism (e.g., Rorty) that seems to
render moral discourse trivial. His approach distinguishes justification, which
is always contextual, from truth, which is an ideal goal defined by its use
rather than by any notion of correspondence or even coherence (251). His hope
is that this theoretically light account provides a more accessible route to
the formation of the kind of common morality appropriate to modern pluralistic
democratic culture. 


Stout has done a great service in
constructing the account he does here and a number of his criticisms of both
liberals and “new traditionalists” need to be seriously considered.
The rootedness of his account in distinctly American ideas, and ideas that
cross the boundaries that usually separate philosophy, literature, and cultural
studies, is especially distinctive and welcome. There are also some problems.
This is a lengthy, and at times (for example in the discussion of truth and
justification mentioned above) densely argued, book. At other times, it is
oddly cavalier, and it isn’t clear how to understand this inconsistency. With
respect to both modes of argument there are serious questions to be asked. I can
only indicate a few here. 


Stout defends moral norms (such as a norm
against torture in combating terrorism, which he discusses in chap. 8) as
“expressive” commitments “implicit in our own practices”
(198). A similar account of rights is defended in chapter 9. His general
approach here is to affirm that moral convictions can be justified, but that
justification is relative to shifting contexts and so a universal set of moral
principles that holds always and everywhere (natural law) is unavailable. He hedges
a bit here, allowing that some such thing may be possible, but holding
that there is a “low probability” for the “prospects of showing
that there are [some (nontrivial) moral claims everyone is justified
in believing]” (232). In particular Stout rejects the role of a
metaphysics based on any correspondence theory of truth in grounding morality.
So, in fact, on Stout’s view the notion of a natural law is as irrelevant to
moral discourse as the notion of truth as adequacy of the mind to its objects
is to any statement about the world. He does not reject the very notion of
truth, but he does reject all but minimal versions of it related primarily to
its use as a hedge against premature conclusions (254). 


Stout also wants to preserve the idea of a
“higher law, ” but largely for “rhetorical” purposes (in
chap. 10). It means something when Antigone, Thomas Jefferson, and Martin
Luther King, Jr., all appeal to some higher standard of justice, but it doesn’t
necessarily mean what they thought it meant. Stout imagines the possibility of
an ideal moral law analogous to David Lewis’s notion of a complete unified
science; that is, he imagines general moral rules organized into deductive
systems achieving various degrees of calibrated simplicity and 
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strength. If we take all the generalizations
that appear in all of the best such possible deductive systems we might have
“the moral law” (242). Such a thing is merely an “imaginative
projection,” rather like Aquinas’s notion of the eternal law (243). While
such a system would be on the whole inaccessible to human beings, it would
serve the rhetorical function needed for appeals against present injustice like
those made by Antigone, Jefferson, and King. 


Of course, taking seriously the reference to eternal
law, one might well object here that Aquinas thinks the standard to which human
reformers would appeal is rather the natural law. But for Stout the advantage
of his notion of higher law is precisely that, while it can serve as a
kind of ideal, one cannot ever claim to have defined or implemented it. Natural
law “theories,” on the other hand, “become mystifications when
they assume that an ideal system or its axioms can function—or is already
functioning—as our criterion for deciding which moral claims are
true” (245). To this sentence is appended a footnote that contains the
book’s entire engagement with natural-law thinkers by way of a dismissive
paragraph devoted to the work of John Finnis and Germain Grisez, whose theory
is “prone to ideological abuse,” especially where sexual ethics are
concerned, but for which Stout has “the utmost respect” when it leads
its proponents to criticize nuclear weapons and capital punishment (331 n.15).
It is difficult not to think that the critical standard here is simply Stout’s
own political views (however arrived at), since there is nothing remotely close
to an engagement on principles. One might have expected more from a thinker who
repeatedly commits himself to the thesis that “exchanging reasons” is
the defining mark of democratic culture (e.g., 10-11, 42, 74, 152, 207, 209).
Alas, however, the same is true of his much lengthier discussion of MacIntyre,
where he contests MacIntyre’s ideas about modern culture and (some of) his view
of tradition, but none of his substantive arguments in ethics. One might
especially have expected some extended engagement with MacIntyre’s view of
truth in his 1990 Aquinas Lecture, but there is none. 


I noted at the beginning of this review that Democracy
and Tradition constitutes a return to a classical view of political
regimes. This is both a strength and a potential weakness given Stout’s
ambitions as a contributor to public philosophy. It is a strength because of
its honesty. Democracy does seem to make substantive and not just procedural
claims and this has not been admitted frequently enough. On the other hand,
there are at least two related challenges to such an account. By concentrating
on democracy and leaving aside the discussion of “liberalism” Stout
hopes to avoid many sterile debates. However, if pluralism is a chief mark of
modern democratic society and democracy does make the kinds of cultural claims
Stout admits, then it is natural to expect democratic society over time to
encourage an internalization of that pluralism by individuals and communities.
Doesn’t this support a continuing caution on the part of older substantive
moral and theological traditions and thus a continuing source of tension within
democratic society and perhaps a reason to be cautious about Stout’s solutions?
Related to this, Stout emphasizes the importance of reason-giving and debate as
central to democratic culture. He also emphasizes 
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the extent to which his pragmatism
“travels light” (254), eschewing complicated philosophical commitments
with respect to epistemology and metaphysics and supporting what Arthur Fine
has called the “natural ontological attitude” (251). Is it not the
case that other moral traditions, those that travel less lightly, risk losing
essential parts of their identities if they take up Stout’s view of democratic
community? Does this not pose, in the end, the same risk as a Rawlsian public
reason of eroding what the older traditions take to be essential? Why would
they accept such an offer, especially when they think their own
“heavier” accounts better explain what is true and right about
democracy, human rights, and limited government? Finally, an important part of
Stout’s negative case for pragmatism rests on what are in fact rather technical
arguments in epistemology and the philosophy of science. But why should
technical philosophical argument be able to do that work and not the work of
defending the importance of what are, from the perspective of other traditions,
important metaphysical claims—especially when they seem to support the
“natural ontological attitude” of ordinary citizens better than the
alternatives? 


V. Bradley Lewis 




The Catholic University of America

Washington, D.C. 
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Thomas Guarino is Professor
of Systematics in the School of Theology at Seton Hall University. This
substantial book is his second: his first, published in 1993, treated an
associated topic, that of the relation between truth and revelation. He has
also published many academic essays and reviews on topics in fundamental and
philosophical theology. 


The central claim of this book is that
Christian doctrine, which Guarino sometimes treats as interchangeable with
Christian theology, needs philosophy, and not just any philosophy but some
first philosophy of genuinely metaphysical range. And why does theology need
philosophy of this sort? Because without it theology will collapse (the
metaphors of buttressing, support, undergirding, and foundation-providing are
scattered broadside) into unintelligibility, which is to say into the simple
fideistic assertion of claims that can’t be explained, justified, made
intelligible, or argued for. The right kind of philosophy serves theology, in
Guarino’s view, as ancilla, but one with a certain autonomy: non
ancilla nisi libera. There is a deeply suggestive difference, however,
between handmaidens, whether autonomous or not, and foundations or buttresses,
one that is not taken seriously enough by Guarino. 
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But to get at the problem we need to see
what, more exactly, Guarino has in mind when he speaks of first philosophy. He
is never very precise about this, but it is clear that such a philosophy must
be realist, it must assert (or at least permit) the possibility that we human
knowers can apprehend the truth with certitude (i.e., not merely that we can
know the truth, but that we can know when we do so), it must permit the
possibility that truths about God be uttered and known by us (uttered
analogically, of course, and known with all the usual qualifications about
God’s unknowability in se), and it must allow that those without the
benefit of access to revelation can know and speak truths. Phrases like
philosophy “with a genuinely metaphysical horizon” (taken from Fides
et ratio) serve, in Guarino’s text, as a shorthand for all this. 


With such a philosophy to hand and in mind,
Guarino argues, it is possible to make sense of—to elucidate and support—Christian
doctrine in general, and most especially some key meta-claims about doctrine
and belief, namely, that Christians now have the same beliefs they have always
had, and that the Church now teaches what it has always taught. Guarino nuances
these claims: the material identity across time of what is taught by the Church
and what is believed by Christians does not for him entail anything crass like
verbal invariance in doctrinal formulation or the rejection of development in
doctrine. What moves him most is the necessity of being able to say, and to
explain and defend, that what (for example) the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Symbol meant (and means) about the Holy Trinity can also, in essentials, be
meant by me when I recite it now. Prima philosophia in Guarino’s sense
is, he thinks, necessary for a comprehensible assertion and explanation of this
claim. And he argues that many strands of twentieth-century thought—including
at least the early Heidegger, the mature Gadamer, Levinas and his progeny (among
whom he counts the eminently Catholic contemporary philosopher Jean-Luc
Marion), and at least some versions of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy—do not
meet the needs of theology and should therefore not be adopted by theologians.
Most generally: any version of postmodernism (Guarino, though well aware of the
difficulties of using this term, chooses to use it) of a broadly non- or
anti-foundationalist kind fails to meet theology’s needs. 


Which philosophies do meet these needs? Which
can serve as theology’s free handmaiden? Guarino offers several candidates:
Lonergan’s transcendental Thomism, Rahner’s version of the same, Sokolowski’s
broadly Thomistic phenomenology, Milbank’s Augustinian/Dionysian Platonism, de
Lubac’s nouvelle theologie (on some readings of it), and others. But
he consistently refuses to identify any one of these as the right one, or the
one best suited to meet the needs he has identified. Indeed, he makes a virtue
of that refusal, quoting, inter alia, Fides et ratio to the effect
that the Church has no philosophy of its own. Any philosophy may meet
theology’s needs so long as it meets the broad criteria laid out, which is to
say so long as it has genuinely metaphysical range and can thus serve as a
revelationally appropriate first philosophy. Guarino’s pluralism in this regard
is interesting, not least because several of the candidates he identifies as
possibly meeting theology’s needs are incompatible 
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one with another. One can’t, for instance,
coherently defend both Milbank and Lonergan. 


Guarino develops his main thesis about the
need for a broadly metaphysical first philosophy by treating separately the
four main areas in which there have been significant modern challenges to its
possibility. These four areas are: the truth of Christian doctrine, the meaning
of Christian doctrine, the language in which Christian doctrine is expressed,
and the relation of what is claimed by Christian doctrine to what is claimed by
discourses and traditions external to it. His method is the same in each case.
He begins with a short survey of magisterial documents relevant to the topic,
moves to discussions of significant twentieth-century philosophical and
theological contributions to it (with occasional excursuses on medieval or
patristic material), and then identifies which may be approved of and which
rejected as respectively making possible or ruling out a revelationally
appropriate first philosophy. His most frequent interlocutors are the
predictable ones: Heidegger, Rahner, Lonergan, Barth, von Balthasar, de Lubac,
and, among living thinkers, Jean-Luc Marion. His exegesis is eirenic rather
than confrontational: he is concerned always to identify what is good and
acceptable even in positions he will finally reject. And although he certainly has
a position and an argument for it, his method is not principally argumentative
but is, rather, exegetical: more than eighty percent of the book is devoted to
expounding the thought of his interlocutors. There is correspondingly little
space devoted to the development of his own argument. 


There is a good deal to like about the book.
It is motivated by an apparently deep and genuine love of and concern for the
truth of what the Church teaches; it shows wide and thoughtful reading in the
philosophical and theological literature of the twentieth century, and a
considerably more than passing knowledge of large tracts of the premodern Latin
Christian tradition; and it is written with a clear desire to find and build
upon common ground in our fractiously argumentative theological world—and this
even with those whose views Guarino judges furthest from his own. The book
could profitably be used in a seminary or graduate course on twentieth-century
philosophical or fundamental theology, and the care with which Guarino
signposts, summarizes, and recapitulates his argument (this leads to a good
deal of repetition, but it is at least clear) suggests that he may have such a
use in mind.



Still, Guarino’s view is sufficiently
argumentatively undeveloped that it is difficult to tell exactly what he does
mean by prima philosophia and in exactly what way theology—or the
claims made by Christian doctrine—needs it. I will suggest some possible
clarifications, which are also probably disagreements. 


First, there is the claim that theology—or
at least doctrine—without its properly philosophical ancilla lacks
intelligibility. The right kind of philosophy, Guarino thinks, supplies the
lack. But since he seems to mean by ‘intelligibility’ a relation that doctrinal
claims bear to their human knowers or hearers (to some? to all? Guarino doesn’t
say), and not intelligibility as a property intrinsic to the claims, there is
an obvious difficulty, which is that Guarino seems committed to the view that,
for example, Lonergan’s philosophy is more intelligible than, say, the 
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words of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan
Symbol. It is hard to see why anyone would think this, and Guarino offers no
reason to think it. The truth is that most ordinarily equipped human beings
find the Symbol much more intelligible than Lonergan—and rightly so. Trying to
make the content of Christian teaching intelligible by means of first
philosophy is almost always to attempt clarification of the mysterious with the
impenetrably enigmatic. And this means that whatever else first philosophy may
do for Christian teaching, it is unlikely to provide intelligibility. 


Or, consider the question of truth. Guarino
thinks that Christian teaching needs a theory of truth: he several times asks
what theory of truth is implied by fundamental Christian beliefs. His answer,
if I understand him rightly, is that we don’t know. We do know, he thinks, that
it must belong to a certain family (broadly realist, etc). But we don’t know
which of the many members of that family is the right one, and since some of
them are mutually contradictory, the upshot is, so far as I can see, that we
are left with many possible ways of talking about what we might mean by saying
that Christian doctrine is true, some of which must be wrong. If Guarino is
right, it is the case that some kinds of truth theory (exhaustively
pragmatic-hermeneutical ones perhaps; perhaps also coherence theories) are
ruled out by what Christian doctrine claims, and that we can know this. But he
is happy for Christians to use any of those in the endorsed family, mutually
contradictory though some of them are. This, however, means that he endorses
the view that Christian thinkers may profitably use false, incoherent, or
otherwise dubious theories of truth for the explication of Christian doctrine,
because some in the preferred family must be that, and he endorses the use of
any member of it. And if we can do that with theories of the preferred kind,
why can’t we do it with theories of the rejected kind? It can’t be because the
former are true (coherent, indubitable, or what-have-you) while the latter
aren’t. It must then be because the former are useful (though if we were to ask
useful for what we’d be back in the territory of the preceding paragraph),
while the latter aren’t. But this conclusion, which I rather think the right
one, does not seem to be what Guarino wants. He wants something more, as a
revealing footnote (305 n. 51) contrasting his position with that of Stanley
Hauerwas, shows. 


He acknowledges that Hauerwas thinks
metaphysics can be useful for the effective display of what the Church teaches.
Guarino comments that effective display doesn’t amount to intelligibility or
rational explanation, which shows that he wants more than his own position
permits him to have. Exactly what more is never explained, but it is probably
the right metaphysic, the best theory of truth, the one true hermeneutic, in
the absence of which the Church’s teaching trembles on the brink of collapse.
But by Guarino’s account, we don’t have these things (or, more exactly, if we
have them we don’t know that we do: we lack certitude about the matter). What
the Church does have, and will continue to have, is a need to talk about,
display with elegance, ornament, comment upon, and depict, what doctrine means
and how it should be understood. These enterprises have an importance, but not
much of one: hardly any Christians are interested in them; salvation does not
depend upon them; and 
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even the Church’s use of them is always
responsive to particular currents of thought and particular, changeable and
changing, vocabularies, and there have been and will be again periods when
these enterprises recede even further into the background than they are at the
moment. The fundamental point is that these matters have always been and will
always remain, much more murky than doctrine itself. Guarino’s metaphors
mislead him, too often, into thinking the opposite, into thinking that the
mistress’s ancillae can be sure, in the arguments they have among
themselves in the antechamber, about which dress will best set off her beauty.
But they can’t. Their concern should be for ornamentation and display, not for
the single best dress; and if that is not the concern, there are many more
possibilities than Guarino acknowledges. 


Paul J. Griffiths 
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Gregory LaNave has
undertaken to articulate Saint Bonaventure’s understanding of theology. Others
have investigated this territory before, but none have charted it as fully and
carefully. 


LaNave’s understanding of Bonaventure is, in
outline, simple. Theology is a science, requiring holiness, and ordered to
wisdom. When so stated, the thesis is clear enough. Such clarity is always
admirable in scholarly writing, perhaps especially in scholarly writing on
Bonaventure. But that is not the substantive contribution of this book. 


At a certain point in reading Bonaventure,
one cannot help but be struck by the very capaciousness of his mind. The
breadth of his inquiry, it would seem, is without limit. But he is no
intellectual magpie; the synthetic powers of his intellect are such as to give
location to whatever he turns his mind to. Things have a place, a place
determined by their relationships to other things. Bona-venture sees and
strives to articulate the deep lines of unity among all things created and God.
The power of his penetration into things is further manifest in the often
painstaking details of analysis. He is, after all, a Scholastic, and it shows.
But the distinctions are in the service of articulating reality and the
ultimately interconnected character of things. 


I confess to an odd reaction on reading much
of the scholarship on Bonaventure. It often seems accurate enough, but somehow
inadequate to the scope of Bonaventure’s thought. The difficulty is that in
focusing on some aspect 
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of a topic, the larger frame is lost; in
proposing a key to a given topic, or even to the whole of the doctor’s thought,
one does not simply set aside topics (as one must always do in sound scholarly
writing) but one sets aside topics that are intrinsic to the one under
consideration. 


LaNave has, remarkably, avoided this. He
might, most simply, have done a word study of the term theologia in
Bonaventure. Such a study would have required cutting “theology”
loose from vital elements with the effect of distorting, if not simply
misrepresenting, the master’s thinking. And so LaNave looks to articulate those
terms, those elements vital to “theology.” They are, on his account, three:
scientia, sanctitas, and sapientia. Any one of these three
would have made an interesting enough study. What makes this book valuable is
the careful articulation of the relationship between science, holiness, and
wisdom such that a remarkably full portrait of theology emerges. LaNave’s
point, so clear in execution, is that a consideration of theology in
Bonaventure that neglects any one of the three is not simply truncated, it is
deficient.



The three ideas establish the basic structure
of the book. LaNave first considers Bonaventure on theology as a science. His
principal source here is, as one might suspect, the commentary on Lombard’s Sentences,
especially, but not exclusively, the prologue to book 1. LaNave delineates the
lines of Bonaventure’s thought with reference to Odo Rigaldus and the Summa
fratris Alexandri, noting what Bonaventure has adopted and where he has
departed from his own masters. LaNave gives the Aristotelian elements in
Bonaventure’s thought their due. There can be no serious consideration of
theology as a science in the thirteenth century without addressing the demands
of Aristotelian notions of science. The profoundly Scholastic character of
Bonaventure’s understanding of theology is here affirmed, in the face of a scholarly
trend rather in the other direction. 


LaNave then turns to sanctitas. His
interest is in its role in the intellectual life of the Christian, and
specifically the theologian. After giving a preliminary definition of sanctitas
with reference to the commentary on the Sentences, the Breviloquium,
and the Collationes in Hexaëmeron, he turns to the Itinerarium
mentis in Deum for a fuller account of the effect of holiness. In the very
choices the reader can see LaNave’s focus on the intellect. But it is never a
blinding focus. Thus, for example, in considering the Itinerarium‘s
rich and perplexing distinction between seeing God “in” and seeing
God “through,” LaNave offers his own well-considered analysis. In
particular, his serious attention to the linking of seeing God in with the
spiritual senses is illuminating. LaNave describes what he aptly calls a
“logic of sensation” in explaining the spiritual senses. 


Within this larger frame he addresses the
role of St. Francis, looking especially at the Legenda maior. The
broader consideration helps the reader understand more clearly what Bonaventure
understood to be Francis’s holiness precisely as it is the ideal of the
theologian. His analysis of Francis as the expressed likeness of the Crucified
in relation to the theologian is a significant contribution to the study of
Bonaventure’s notion of theology. LaNave’s analysis of Francis is, happily,
devoid of the facile. 
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Finally, LaNave turns to sapientia.
Bonaventure’s use of the term is complex and many-faceted, requiring especially
supple handling on the part of the commentator. LaNave begins with the disputed
questions De scientia Christi to articulate the relevant elements of
wisdom, turning then to the commentary on Lombard’s Sentences, the Collationes
de septem donis, and finally the Collationes in
Hexaëmeron. His study culminates in the fourfold form of wisdom: sapientia
uniformis, sapientia multiformis, saptientia omniformis, and sapientia
nulliformis. All of this makes possible a subtly considered
“sapiential theology.” 


The result is a work of mature synthetic
insight—especially notable in a book that began as a doctoral dissertation.
LaNave is able to show the deep and intrinsic links between these ideas in the
thought of Bonaventure such that each of the three is illuminated by the other
and the three together give a fullness to Bonaventure’s understanding of
theology that, to my knowledge, has not been achieved before. 


LaNave is not intimidated by the manifold
Scholastic divisions that are found throughout Bonaventure’s work. LaNave’s
prose can be a bit thick as he takes seriously such distinctions and their
expression in technical Scholastic idiom. But the reader is well rewarded, for
LaNave has a knack for seeing the point of a distinction and not losing sight
of the underlying integrity that is to be understood in and through it. 


This breadth of vision in considering
Bonaventure’s thought allows LaNave to situate himself in relation to, as well
as account for, the scholarship on Bonaventure. Much of what he has to say in
the particular is drawn from the work of those who have gone before him, and he
duly acknowledges this. But it is not simply a matter of noting what others
have said before; the reader can see better how given authors fit within a
broader consideration of Bonaventure. Old issues receive new light. For
example, the modern questions around the precise character and relevance of the
spiritual senses are addressed in the context of holiness in the Itinerarium.
LaNave is critical of Rahner and sympathetic here (as throughout the book) to
Balthasar. But the reader can see not just that Balthasar’s reading is more
authentic to the text, but why. 


Although the work is in great part an historical
work, it is also explicitly a contribution to contemporary Roman Catholic
theology. There is much discussion today regarding the relationship between
systematic theology and spirituality. LaNave is convinced, and he is surely
correct, that Bonaventure has much to contribute to this discussion, and not
simply as a partisan of some loosely conceived notion of spirituality. Indeed,
it is precisely the rigor of his thought and the depth of his spirituality
together that make him such a valuable resource for modern theological
reflection. LaNave turns explicitly to this in his conclusion. 


Finally, I could not help but recall how the
late Fr. John Francis Quinn would exhort those of us who were his students many
years ago “to leave our Aquinas at the door.” It seemed an odd
exhortation from a man who had written such a large book on Bonaventure (The
Historical Constitution of St. Bonaventure’s Philosophy) in which he
regularly compared the two masters. But 
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he wanted those of us who were Thomists at
heart to let Bonaventure speak for himself. LaNave has certainly produced a
book in which Bonaventure can speak for himself. And for Thomists, he has
produced an especially welcome book. Thomists have something of an advantage
over Bonaventurians: the interconnectedness of Thomas’s thought is well
established even if often violated. Of course for St. Thomas theology is a
science, indeed a wisdom, not unrelated to holiness. But the articulation is
not that of St. Bonaventure. LaNave has, I can only hope, opened up a new
chapter in placing these two masters of speculative synthesis into
conversation. His book is an invitation not only to Bonaventurians to think
anew about their man, but to Thomists to enter into a new and deeper
conversation with Thomas’s great contemporary. We need no longer leave our
Aquinas at the door. 


John F. Boyle 




University of St. Thomas

St. Paul, Minnesota 
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No less an historian
than Etienne Gilson found the problem of the Aristotelianism of Albert the
Great so daunting that he declined to undertake its discussion in his
monumental History of Christian
Philosophy in the Middle Ages. In particular, he considered Albert’s Aristotelian
commentaries to be of such great bulk so as to defy analysis. Albert had lived
a long and studious life and throughout the whole of it he pursued nearly every
field of study. The result, as Gilson remarked, is that the amount of
philosophical and scientific information heaped up in Albert’s writings is
nothing short of amazing. There seemed just too much there to sort out
profitably. Moreover, Gilson found that it is not always easy to distinguish
Albert’s own thought from what he appeared to be merely reporting. Not only did
Albert make occasional remarks that seem to imply a desire to distance himself
from the claims of the Aristotelian text, but his learned and voluminous
discussions of the views of various Greek and Arabic authorities often leave
the reader in some doubt as to Albert’s own position. It is not surprising,
then, that Gilson never undertook the task of working out Albert’s place in the
history of Aristotelianism, nor that of determining the overall unity of
Albert’s thought. 


Scholarship has advanced since Gilson’s day
and much of Albert’s work is now better known and understood. With respect to
the Aristotelian com-mentaries themselves, James Weisheipl and others have
successfully brought them into sharper focus as central expressions of Albert’s
philosophical 
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contribution. Not only is Albert’s role in
the revival of Aristotle’s research programs in zoology and other natural
sciences coming to be better appreciated, but Albert’s exegetical contributions
to the understanding of Aristotelian form are now recognized. Yet, difficult
questions about Albert’s Aristotelianism continued to be debated, as does the
question of the unity of his thought. 


One area in which such questions continue to
occupy Albert scholars concerns the nature of metaphysical knowledge. Nearly
fifty years ago, Weisheipl had identified Albert’s opponents, against whom he
argues throughout his commentary on the Metaphysics, as the so-called
Oxford Platonists, especially Robert Kilwardby. These amici Platonis
had claimed that the principles of nature are mathematical and the subsisting
figures and numbers that are the proper subject of mathematical science have
their source in God, the eternally subsistent divine unity. They identified
God, then, as the proper subject of metaphysics, a view repeatedly rejected by
Albert. More recently, Albert Zimmermann, in his Ontologie oder Metaphysik?
(1998), took this point further, claiming that Albert belongs, along with
Thomas Aquinas, to a distinctive tradition that emphasizes the ontological
character of metaphysics, placing God outside its subject genus properly
understood. Taking a somewhat different tack, Alain de Libera maintained in his
Albert le Grand et la philosophie (1991) that Albert’s thought on the
subject of metaphysics is the product of a distinctive fusion of two
tra-ditions: the Greco-Arabic tradition of Aristotelian ontology and the
Neo-platonism of the Pseudo-Dionysian tradition. In particular, he argued that
in Albert’s works one finds both ontological and theological conceptions of
metaphysics: Albert associates the ontological dimension of metaphysics with
Aristotle’s treatise of that name and the theological dimension with the
Pseudo-Aristotelian Liber de causis. 


De Libera’s new study, Métaphysique et
noétique, develops this same thesis with respect to a theory of the
intellect. To some degree a revision and recasting of his earlier study, this
new book investigates Albert’s central role in the initial development of two
distinct conceptions of metaphysics that arose out of the later medieval
period. One is a metaphysics of the spirit that later gave rise to German
idealism. The other is a metaphysics of being, a philosophical ontology, that
influenced later Aristotelianism. Albert’s distinctive reception of both the
Neoplatonic and the Aristotelian metaphysical traditions place him in an
historically unique position. This is reflected, de Libera points out, in that
Albert was the first to attempt a harmonization of ontological and theological
reflections on being with a philosophical psychology. The result is seen in the
thought of Albert’s disciples of the German Dominican School—Ulrich of
Strasbourg, Dietrich of Freiberg, and Master John Eckhart—especially in their
concern with such topics as henosis. De Libera presents a treatment of
various traditional topics of medieval metaphysics and psychology in light of
this Albertian tradition. Attention is given to the subject of theology as
distinct from that of philosophy, analogical predication of divine being and
action, ontological procession, the status of universals, the problem of
monopsychism, and the divinization of the human intellect. The study is
supplemented by a selection of 
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texts from Albert’s works in French
translation, drawn mostly from the Aristotelian commentaries. 


There is much to say in favor of de Libera’s
view that crucial to Albert’s metaphysical thought is the conjunction of
Aristotelian and Pseudo-Dionysian approaches. Inheriting a tradition of
negative theology and receiving the newly translated Aristotelian texts
presenting a developed substance/accident ontology, Albert was faced with the
difficult work of uniting these disparate traditions into a comprehensive
metaphysics. Central to this task is the determination of the way in which the
study of being qua being constitutes a scientia divina. Even
if it is true that the distinction between ontological and theological
approaches to being do not directly correspond to the division of Aristotelian
and Dionysian sources in Albert’s works in precisely the way de Libera argues,
the conjunction nonetheless remains vital. Yet it is unclear how far this goes
in clarifying Albert’s conception of metaphysics or solving the problem of his
Aristotelianism. Some scholars, such as J. Aertsen, have suggested that de
Libera’s earlier account in Albert le Grand et la philosophie failed
adequately to account for the unity of Albert’s thought. Others, such as
Timothy Noone, have noted that de Libera’s former treatment needs to be
supplemented by a study of how Albert combines the Avicennian approach to
metaphysics with certain “pre-Thomistic” elements. While de Libera’s
new study certainly adds depth to his earlier account, these issues remain open
to debate.



Even within the text of Albert’s Metaphysica,
one must account for apparent compromises of his Aristotelianism. At least one
reason this problem arises is Albert’s tendency to mix highly Platonic language
with defense of distinctively Aristotelian positions. This tendency runs
throughout the text, but is already evident in the opening tract, where Albert
discusses the way in which metaphysics is required for establishing (stabilire)
the foundations of the other theoretical sciences of physics and mathematics.
Does the fact that Albert insists that metaphysics is to be studied after
physics and mathematics mean that the results of physical and mathematical
research are in themselves only probable and not certain? The favorable
quotation of Ptolemy makes it clear that Albert does not reduce mathematical
knowledge to opinion. Yet, he is also firm in rejecting the error Platonis
that physics is established by mathematics and mathematics by metaphysics. As
physics concerns the real substances from which mathematics arises by way of
abstraction, it is physics that provides the foundation for mathematics and not
the other way around. Moreover, Albert refers again to Ptolemy later in the
text only to reject his notion that certainty cannot be had in physics. The
contradiction is only apparent, for while mathematics is indeed quite certain
in its results, as Ptolemy says, it fails to consider substance in itself. This
is why another science is required to establish, through an account of esse
simpliciter, what is presupposed by both physics and mathematics.
Albert notes, using the language of Platonic emanation, that this metaphysical
science is rightly also called scientia divina because it treats of
universal existence as the effluxio Dei. Such Platonic expressions
reside alongside firm Aristotelian insistances throughout the text, leaving the
reader in some 
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doubt about how such expressions are to be
read in light of the defense of Aristotle. 


As a number of scholars have pointed out,
then, one does not have to go beyond the text of the Metaphysica to
encounter the problem of Albert’s Aristotelianism. Most certainly Albert
considers metaphysics in modo doctrinae as a theology that provides
the ultimate explanation of the first causes establishing the natural and
mathematical sciences. Yet, knowledge arising from sence perception first
yields the natural sciences in modo inventionis and mathematics in
modo abstractionis, both of which treat their subject-genera in terms of
their own principles and proximate causes. Albert affirms this autonomy of the
lower sciences through a rejection of the Platonic reductionism—or, perhaps
better put, superductionism—to the Absolute One. Thus, Albert can rather firmly
insist that the subject of metaphysics is not God and support this claim with
an avowedly Aristotelian justification that metaphysics concerns being just
insofar as it is being and not this or that kind of being. Such an analogical
notion of being can be formed only when one already knows that there exists
something that is not physical. Were there no nonphysical being, physics would
be the most fundamental and universal science. The Oxford Platonists, who claim
that the proper subject of metaphysics is eternal substance that is the first
cause of all other substances and accidents, are in error. In this regard,
Albert certainly can agree with Avicenna that there would be nothing to seek in
the science of metaphysics were God its proper subject. 


So, what is the reader of the Metaphysica
to make of its often Platonized language? One might suggest that the tendency
to use such expressions simply represents a preference for the contemplative
language of the Pseudo-Dionysian tradition, but this is not very helpful. It is
no more satisfying than the claim that Albert was simply reporting Aristotle’s
views in the Metaphysica—views that Albert himself did not hold.
Recent work on Albert’s natural philosophy has made it abundantly clear that
Albert understood himself to be following in the footsteps of Aristotle and,
most notably, that he realized this required an acceptance of the Aristotelian
conception of form as opposed to that of Plato. This comports well with the
opposition to the Oxford Platonists as expressed in the Metaphysica.
De Libera, however, is quite right that Albert must also be taken seriously as
the source for the very different views of the German Dominican School. At the
very least, it must be admitted that the juxtaposition of Platonism and Aristotelianism
in Albert’s conception of metaphysical knowledge, even within the text of the Metaphysica,
certainly requires further attention. Among the merits of de Libera’s new study
of Albert’s metaphysics, therefore, is the attention it gives to the difficult
and important question of the Aristotelianism of the Doctor Universalis. 











Michael W. Tkacz 
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C. S. Lewis once
labeled the “theologizing” of history as “Historicism,” and
said that it was a vain attempt to guess at the plan of God as opposed to
writing real history (“Historicism,” The Month [October 1950]). To see theological patterns and
directions is not the job of the historian, maintained Lewis, because “we
ride with our backs to the engine.” We have no idea where we are going or
how soon we are going to get there. We do not know if we are in the first act
of a drama, or the fourth act. So to assign theological significance to history
is a futile business. 


Fr. Guy Bedouelle, a French Dominican scholar
of note, begs to differ. In his History of the Church he makes the
case for the retention of some sense of the theological and even the
eschatological in the writing of Church history. He claims that we may
not be aware of the exact end of God’s providence, but we, as believers, must
be aware that there is a providential direction and should not keep that out of
our histories of the Church. 


Bedouelle does not merely theorize about this
or suggest how it might be done, he writes several historical chapters himself
as examples about how it can be accomplished. Thus the book is divided into two
main sections: first, the “manual” of factual information, and
second, the “essay,” or the argument for the inclusion of some
theological awareness. The manual, or historical chapters (nos. 3-15), are prefaced
by the author’s disclaimer that they are a very summary overview; in fact,
however, they are surprisingly informative. The chapters on the Renaissance and
Reformation are particularly insightful and helpful. Here Bedouelle shines—his
wide reading and knowledge of art and music are brought to bear in a manner
that thrills the teacher of Western Civilization, the person who will most
benefit by reading this book. Bedouelle knows that we cannot understand the
society of the time without understanding every aspect of that society. Yet, he
can be critical. While he is sympathetic to a scandalized and angry Luther, he
perceptively calls him “a muddle-headed genius.” He also places the
Christian humanism of Erasmus between its ease with paganism and its unease
with the “indignant vigor” of Protestantism, a dilemma not entirely
overcome by the humanists. The section on the debate between Bossuet and
Leibniz, over the real issues of what would become Revolution, is also lively
and instructive. There is also a very fine summary of Christian intellectual
currents that emerged after the Second World War. 


Running throughout the book is the idea that
there is always conflict between the prevailing secular world and the faith as
proposed by Jesus Christ and his Church. Bedouelle notes, “The challenges
encountered by the Church throughout its history do not seem to disappear, but
rather to surface in other forms” (183). By way of emphasis, he adds two
chapters on the Eastern Churches and on the development of Protestantism since
the Reformation. These chapters, in contrast to the previous summaries, are
intensely detailed. Bedouelle 
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says that he wants the reader to know more
about the Eastern Churches and about the Reformed Churches since the
Reformation, with a view toward reconciliation, and that these are two areas
which Christians know very little about. 


Where Bedouelle is most successful—and where
he is helpful to any teacher of the humanities—is in his synthesis of
political acts, religious engagement, and artistic manifestation. One is
reminded of the great Christopher Dawson, who could see in such works as
“Piers Plowman” their relevance to history. Bedouelle knows theology,
and this makes him a better historian. 


It is, perhaps, precisely in Dawson’s
historical approach that he might find what he is calling for. Dawson
demonstrated that the history of the Church is both cyclical and linear. It is
cyclical in the sense that it experiences both notable achievement and notable
decline in regular three-hundred to four-hundred-year periods. But Dawson
noticed that this cycle of rise and fall is not merely repetitive; the Church
is actually making progress through it all. The teachings of the Fathers and
Doctors, the decisions of councils and popes, the heroic feats of its martyrs
and saints were indelible and would continually mark the Church and bring it
(and civilization) to places it had not been before. 


Three things are necessary for this sort of
history to be written. First and most basically, any historian, either secular
or ecclesiastical, needs to understand the theological content of the Church in
order to explain why things happened in the past as they did. Edward Gibbon and
David Hume could not even begin to write an accurate history of the Fall of
Rome or the Middle Ages because they did not understand the religion or
religious feeling of the time. Theology did not matter to them, and they
thought that it should not matter to the people of the early Church or the
Middle Ages, either. It is not enough to explain what happened in the
Crusades; it is important to understand why they happened, and only a
knowledge of man as a moral being and the Church as a mediator between God and
man is going to bring the historian to that level of accuracy. 


Second, historians must not forget that the
human story is about humans, who sin and practice virtue, who are selfish or
generous, who despair and hope, who find (or at least seek) some meaning in
life, who make moral choices. The moral imperative, however misguided it might
be at times, must not be artificially left out of any account claiming to be
history. The Jesuit scholar Martin D’Arcy made a convincing case for this in
his The Meaning and Matter of History (1959). Human beings, he said,
are not machines or ciphers. Nor are they passive witnesses to a greater drama,
as was Karl Barth’s position. When G. K. Chesterton was asked whether he
thought mankind grew better or worse or remained the same, he answered that it
was like asking whether Mr. Smith got better or worse or remained exactly the
same between the age of thirty and forty. “It then seemed to dawn on (the
questioner) that it would rather depend on Mr. Smith; and how he chose to go
on. It had never occurred to him that it might depend on how mankind chose to
go on” (The Everlasting Man). 


Third, and most importantly, historians of
the Church must be aware of the overriding providence of God at work. The human
drama is being played out 












page 480 


with the end—the Second Coming of Jesus—a
future reality. How this happens is mysterious and sacramental and the Church
historian must not take refuge by explaining every event as the finger of God
at work. 


Bedouelle reiterates much of this. It is
regrettable that the present volume is uneven on a few levels. It is unevenly
translated: a few of the chapters read as if they have been translated by a
college freshman, while some chapters are soaring in both their phrasing and
their vocabulary. The book suffers from editorial flaws, such as poor
hyphenation (even one-syllable words are frequently hyphenated) and
inconsistency in the mention of names (some are given full names [e.g., Sigrid
Undset], while others are not [e.g., Mauriac, Bernanos, Bultmann]). On a more
substantive level, the content is varied in its detail (as noted above), and
the defense of historical theory is far too brief. The author can be
down-to-earth at times, and ethereal at others. To appeal to Jacques Maritain
and Hans Urs von Balthasaar in an attempt to clarify what one is
claiming is to tread on swampy ground indeed. 


My own hope is that Bedouelle will write two
separate books: one, a book like D’Arcy’s, explaining his theory about the
writing of Church history; second, a history of the Church such as was written
by Christopher Dawson. The reader of Bedouelle’s current book should not
neglect to read D’Arcy and Dawson as well. 


John Vidmar, O.P. 
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Providence, Rhode Island










Web server status






STEP 2:

SELECT AN ARTICLE OR BOOK REVIEW

VOLUME 69 (2005) 

ARTICLES

 

January 



The Field of Moral Action 
according to Thomas Aquinas

Kevin L. Flannery, S.J.



The Personal Mode of Trinitarian 
Action in St. Thomas Aquinas

Gillas Emery, O.P.



Angelic Sin in Aquinas and Scotus 
and the Genesis of Some Central Objections to Contemporary Virtue Ethics

Christopher Toner


DISCUSSION



The Natural Sciences as an 
ancilla theologia nova:Alister E. McGrath’s A Scientific Theology

James F. Keating


 


April


Is Uniqueness at 
the Root of Personal Dignity? John Crosby and Thomas Aquinas

Stephen L. Brock


Aquinas’s 
Aristotelian and Dionysian Definition of ‘God’

David B.Twetten


Thomas on the 
Problem of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Exegete

Daniel E. Flores


DISCUSSION


John Paul 
II’s Moral Theology on Trial: A Reply to Charles E. Curran

William E. May and E. Christian Brugger


 


July



EDITOR’S NOTE



Aquinas on Defensive Killing: A 
Case of Double Effect?

Gregory M. Reichberg



An Absolutely Simple God? Frameworks for Reading Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite

John D. Jones



Ecclesial Exegesis and 
Ecclesial Authority: Childs, Fowl and Aquinas

Matthew Levering


 

October



The Voluntary Action of the 
Earthly Christ and the Necessity of the Beatific Vision

Thomas Joseph White


Prudence and Acquired Moral Virtue

Angela McKay


Lonergan and Gilson on the 
Problem of Critical Realism

Paul St. Amour

DISCUSSION


Ephemerides Thomisticae 
Analyticae: Metaphysics and Ethics in Stump’s Aquinas

Denis J. M. Bradley

 

 


[bookmark: br]Book Reviews



January


Eberhard Schockenhoff, Natural Law and Human Dignity: Universal Ethics in 
an Historical World

(Mary C. Sommers)

John S. Grabowski, Sex and Virtue: An Introduction to Sexual Ethics

(Michael Sherwin, O.P.)

Guy Mansini, O.S.B. and James G. Hart, eds., 
Ethics and Theological 
Disclosure: The Thought of Robert Sokolowski

(Philip Blosser)

Robert C. Miner, Truth in the Making: Knowledge and Creation in Modern 
Philosophy and Theology  

(Grant Kaplan)

Stephen Theron, 
Natural Law Reconsidered: The Ethics of Human Liberation

(Christopher Kaczor)



 


April


Gilles Emery, O.P.,Trinity 
in Aquinas

(Gregory Rocca, O.P.)


Ann Hartle, Michel de 
Montaigne:Accidental Philosopher

(John C. McCarthy)


John Milbank, 
Being Reconciled:Ontology and Pardon

(Michael L. Raposa)


Robert Wisnovsky, 
Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context

(Therese-Anne Druart)


Miklos Veto, La 
naissance de la volonte

(D.C. Schindler)


Andrzej Wiercinski,
Inspired Metaphysics? Gustav Siewerth’s Hermeneutic Reading of the 
Onto-Theological Tradition

(Sean McGrath)


F.F.Centore, Theism 
or Atheism: The Eternal Debate

(Michael J. Dodds, O.P.)







July 

    
    
    
    Dominik Perler, Théories de l�intentionnalité au moyen âge 
    

    (Jack Zupko)

    
    Piero Coda, Teo-logia: 
    La Parola di Dio nelle parole dell�uomo, Il 
    Logos e il nulla: 

       Trinitŕ,   religioni, mistica 
    

    (Robert P. Imbelli)

    
    Thomas D. Williams, Who Is My Neighbor? 
    Personalism and the Foundations of Human Rights 

     ( Kevin L. Flannery, S.J).

    
    Jeffrey Stout and Robert Macswain, eds.,
    Grammar and Grace: Reformulations of Aquinas and Wittgenstein 
    

    (Terrance Klein)

    
    Francesca Aran Murphy, Art and Intellect 
    in the Philosophy of Étienne Gilson 

    (Peter A. Redpath)

    
    Brian J. Shanley, O.P., ed.,
    One Hundred Years of Philosophy

     (James 
    Ross)

      Benedict M. Guevin, Christian 
      Anthropology and Sexual Ethic

 (John S. Grabowski)

 

      


October  


Richard Peddicord, 
O.P., The Sacred Monster of Thomism: An Introduction to the Life and Legacy 
of Reginald Garrigou Lagrange, O.P.

(Benoit Dominique de la Soujeole, O.P.)


John T Noonan, Jr: 
A Church That Can and Cannot Change: The Development of Catholic Moral Teaching

(Guy Mansini, O.P.)


Patrick Burke: 
Reinterpreting Rahner: A Critical Study of His Major Themes

(Stephen M Fields, S.J.)


A.S. Mc Grade, ed.: 
The Cambridge Companion to Medieval Philosophy

(R. James Long)


Pope John Paul II: 
Memory and Identity: Conversations at the Dawn of a Millennium

(Paul Conner, O.P.)


Leo Elders: The 
Ethics of St. Thomas Aquinas: Happiness, Natural Law and the Virtues

(Jorgen Vijgen)

 

 

 

 

 






Web server status






The Thomist
69 (2005): 1-30

 



THE FIELD OF MORAL ACTION ACCORDING
TO THOMAS AQUINAS(1)

Kevin L. Flannery, S.J.

Pontifical
Gregorian University 

Rome, Italy

AS ONE STUDIES what Thomas Aquinas wrote over his career about human—that
is, moral—action, one gradually realizes that he held to a general
methodological principle: namely, that the field of moral action is to be
extended as widely as possible, that is, as widely as it is possible to find
even the most minimal involvement of the will. There is good reason for this.
Involvement of the will means the field of moral action: if we do not
include within this field something that exists only by virtue of the will’s
operation (however flickering such operation might be), where else are we to put
it? If this is not a logical principle, it comes very close to being such.

The purpose of this essay is to show, first of all, that Thomas does indeed
hold to this methodological principle, and then to show how this bears upon his
characterization of particular human actions. Section 1 is devoted primarily to
establishing that Thomas adheres to the principle; it gives special attention to
the first movements of the will. Section 2 is a look at Thomas’s use of ideas
presented in the first few pages of the third book of the Nicomachean
Ethics, where Aristotle explains that certain factors make an action—or,
at least, an aspect of an action—involuntary. Section 3 picks up on a remark in
this same section of the
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Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle presents his list of the
so-called circumstances that can have a bearing upon the moral character of an
action. How he understands these things is important for establishing the extent
and the nature of moral re-sponsibility for particular human actions. Section 4
continues this discussion, arguing that various passages in which Thomas uses
the expression “besides the intention” (praeter intentionem)
are less important for determining moral responsibility than the use he makes of
the third book of the Nicomachean Ethics—in other words, that the
voluntary, the analysis of which depends upon the methodological principle
identified in section 1, is more important than the intentional. Section 5 is a
very brief conclusion.

I.
The Wide Extent of the Moral



Medieval editions of Peter Lombard’s Sentences included no footnotes
or quotation marks. So it was often not easy for medi-eval commentators to
differentiate between the numerous references to and quotations from the Church
Fathers and Lombard’s commentary. This was the case with respect to a phrase
that comes at the end of Lombard’s discussion of a section of the twelfth book
of Augustine’s De Trinitate that treats of the different levels of sin.
Augustine associates the superior part of reason with Adam, the inferior part
with Eve, and the sense appetites with the serpent.(2)
When we commit a mortal sin, it is as
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if Adam were to eat again of the
forbidden fruit, for not only does the inferior part of reason give in to the
blandishments of the senses (as did Eve to the serpent) but the higher part
gives full consent as well. “For it is not possible,” says Augustine,
“for a sin to be opted for by the mind, its being regarded not only
favorably [suaviter] but also as efficaciously to be perpetrated,
unless that intention of the mind, to which belongs the supreme power of putting
the limbs into action or of impeding the same, yields to the evil action and
does service.”(3)

But what about the movements of the
sensual appetites as they first come into contact with the intellect and will?
Such move-ments are sometimes called the motus secundo primi,
“secondary first movements,” in order to characterize them as first
but also to distinguish them from movements that are purely physiological, the
“primary first movements” (motus primo primi). Are they even
venially sinful? Augustine does not confront this question directly. He does
says that the soul’s “grasping interiorly at the false images of corporeal
things and in vain meditation combining them” is sinful,(4)
and he suggests that sins of thought that involve no will to act but only a will
to delight in the thought of sinful actions are venially sinful.(5)
But these sins are located somewhat 
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farther down the road to perdition
than the motus secundo primi. Lombard speaks more explicitly about
these latter: “If, therefore, the enticement of sin is retained [teneatur]
only in the sensual movement, the sin is venial and of the lightest sort.”(6)
Indeed, he seems to put Augustine’s sins of thought into the category of mortal
sins in order to make room for these as venial. One sins mortally, he says, not
only when one is disposed to perform an evil action or actually performs it
“but also when one is detained [tenetur] for a period of time by
delight in the thought [of such actions].”(7)

A number of medieval commentators,
including Thomas, Bonaventure, and Thomas’s teacher Albert the Great, follow
this line, the last laboring under the impression that Lombard was quoting
Augustine.(8) When Albert—who, it must be
admitted, was 




  
  

  


page 5

rather vague regarding the boundaries
of the moral—discovered that the remark was not Augustine’s, he changed his
mind completely: the first movements (motus primi) of the sense
appetites, he now said, do not come under the influence of the will and cannot,
therefore, involve sin, even of the lightest sort.(9)
But Thomas sticks to his guns, maintaining throughout his career that it is
possible for sin to be present in sensuality itself. He readily acknowledges
that the sin involved takes place without deliberation, and so it is not “perfectly
a human act” (i.e., a moral act).(10) But
it is a moral act, however imperfect, since it is of the nature of
sensual appetite to be moved by the will.(11)
The sin that can enter into sensual appetite is voluntary since the range of the
will’s influence includes not only itself (i.e., when it puts itself in act) but
also other powers insofar as they can either be put in act or suppressed (STh
I-II, q. 74, a. 2). If a person fails to suppress these first movements when
they occur, his act is voluntary even if he does not decide to allow them to
continue. Thus, although 
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Thomas occasionally associates the
will with deliberation,(12) more basic to the
voluntary—and therefore to the moral—is the mere possibility of
exercising control. He readily acknowledges that it is not possible to suppress
every movement of the flesh: as one is suppressed, another springs up. But the
fact that any single movement is suppressible is enough to say that culpability
enters into sensual appetite itself.(13)

This idea of the nondeliberative
voluntary is important for marking out the field of moral action. It goes well
beyond the widely recognized Thomistic position that even a person who has no
options to deliberate about does what he does freely—his will is
involved—since he could have declined to do what he does at all.(14)
In such cases there is clearly an act, but the cases now under consideration are
cases in which Thomas finds voluntariness but which most of us would say involve
no act at all. In his early remarks on the second book of Lombard’s Sentences,
he asks explicitly, “Whether in every sin there is some act” (II Sent.,
d. 35, q. 1, a. 3).(15) His answer here is yes,
although when it comes to omissions that yes is qualified dramatically. There
are two opinions, he says, regarding whether a sin of omission needs to involve
an act which is actually elicited from its corresponding potency, as
when someone who can lift his arm or can speak 
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actually does so. Some say that such
an act is not necessary; some say that it is, 





whether this be an
interior act of the will, as when someone wills not to obey a precept, or
whether it be exterior, as when someone performs some act by which he is impeded
from carrying out a precept—and an example is offered of one who stays up late
and is not able to rise at the proper hour.(16)




Thomas argues that this second position is not compelling: if the will is
free in this instance, it is free both to do something and not to do
it. In this way, he says, a person can simply omit something without willing its
contrary—nor does he even need to think about its contrary or about anything
else that per se would be an impediment to that which he is obligated
to do.(17) Moreover, if the act that does
“take the place” of that which the person should be doing is not
directly opposed to it, that act need not be described as culpable since in
itself it could be perfectly licit.(18) So, it
appears, we are (or, at least, can be) left with no culpable act at
all: an act contrary to the obligation is not necessary and an act that merely
takes its place is not necessarily culpable. “It is therefore clear,”
he says, “that a sin of omission consists in the mere negation of the
required act.”(19)

But how can this be? The whole point of this article is to show that
“every sin must in some way consist in an act.”(20)
Thomas argues that the absence of an act is to be considered in some way
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an act. This is possible since opposites are “led up to” one and
the same genus (in idem genus reducuntur): just as white and black are
both colors, so an act and its negation (its omission) are, in a sense, both
acts. What provides the ontological basis for an omission is not an elicited act
but the mere potency for such.(21) When sin
involves an elicited act, as when a person steals something, that act has
the nature (the ratio) of sin; if the sin consists in merely omitting
to do what is obligatory (to worship God, for example), that omission acquires
the nature of sin in so far as it is voluntary: the person could have done
otherwise.(22)

For the idea that opposites are led up to the same genus, Thomas invokes
Augustine and also his own discussion, earlier in this same commentary, of the
question whether we can say that the Father is ingenitus (ungenerated).(23)
An objection would have it that only relations properly distinguish the persons
of the Trinity; since ingenitus is a negation and nothing so solid as a
relation, it cannot be used to distinguish the Father from the Son. In reply,
Thomas acknowledges that “no negation or privation is per se
within a genus [in this case, the genus of relation], for it has neither
quiddity nor being, but it is led up to the genus of the affirmation, according
to which being is understood in non-being
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and affirmation in negation.”(24) Thus
we can say that not only genitus but also ingenitus refers to
a relation.

These earlier remarks of Thomas’s help us to understand the briefer remarks
on the same topic in question 71 of the Prima secundae (“Whether
in whatever sin there is some act” [STh I-II, q. 71, a. 5]).
There, although his laying out of the problem is the same as in the Sentences
commentary (“Some say that in every sin of omission there is some act,
whether interior or exterior … [b]ut others say that in a sin of omission no
act is required” [ibid.]), Thomas says that “it is truer to say that
it is possible for some sin to be without any act.”(25)
Those who say that an act is necessary are correct insofar as, even when a
person does something else from which it merely follows that he does not do what
he ought, there was present the occasion of doing the right thing.(26)
Thomas uses again the example of the man who stays up late and so does not get
to church: he could have gone to bed. Strictly speaking, however, there was no
act of not going to church. All the man did was stay up late; not going to
church was “beside” his intention (praeter intentionem).(27)
(This latter expression will become important below.)
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None of this is to say that even with sinful omission there is not required a
certain amount of deliberate—if not deliberated—behavior. A venial sin of
omission requires no deliberation at all, but one does have to know what is
going on. We have already seen this in considering the primi secundo motus:
serious sin arrives, says Thomas, once one decides to linger with—or even just
fails to suppress—the movements of the sensual appetites; but there has to be
something of moral significance to linger with. This is consistent with
what he says in question 74 of the Prima secundae (STh I-II,
q. 74, a. 10), where he argues that venial sin can enter even into the higher
intellect (represented, we recall, in Augustine by Adam). What occurs there is
reasoning and all reasoning is about things that enter into consideration
independently of the reasoning process itself: they enter by way of
“intuition” of simple experiences before they are compounded one with
another. So, since intuition too pertains to reason, sin—that is, venial
sin—is possible even in the higher intellect; but it is venial since it occurs
before deliberation.(28)

Even with mortal sin the deliberation can be minimal.(29)
In the first place, when the sin is an omission, as we have seen, it is not
necessary that the person even think of what he should be doing. In question 6,
article 3 of the Prima secundae, an objection argues that the voluntary
requires cognition and cognition involves an act; therefore, any instance of the
voluntary (i.e., the moral) requires an act. Thomas replies: 
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an act of cognition is required for voluntariness in the same way that
an act of the will is required—i.e., in such a way that it is in the power
of someone to consider and to will and to act. And just as, then, at the moment,
not to will and not to act is voluntary, so also is not to consider.(30)






In other words, when he commits the omission, the agent need not even advert to
the fact that he is not doing what he ought to be doing; omitting to consider
counts as considering. The qualifying expression “then, at the moment”
implies, however, that at some moment prior to the omission he needs to have
adverted to his obligation.

When a sin is not an omission the deliberation can also be minimal; in fact,
according to Thomas, habitual sin (which is pretty common) is normally
accompanied by reduced deliberation, since prolonged deliberation makes such sin
less likely.(31) If a person sins on the spur of
the moment, doing with hardly a thought some evil he is habituated to doing, he
is not excused for lack of deliberation, says Thomas, “for that
deliberation is sufficient for sin in which that which is chosen is considered [perpenditur]
to be a mortal sin and against God.”(32)
The context of this remark makes it apparent that perpendere does not
mean “to weigh carefully” but something more like “to know.”
And sometimes it is not even necessary that the sinfulness be known. If one has
not properly informed oneself of what is sinful—or if one has not resisted the
passions that cause reason to perceive the merely apparent good as good—the
relevant sin is attributable to
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one’s will.(33) Again, deliberation here
comes down to having the capacity to consider that the act is “a
mortal sin and against God.”

II.
Ignorance and Force 



It is apparent, therefore, that for Thomas more basic than any sort of act is
mere voluntariness: an omission, even if it involves no act at all,
“acquires the intelligibility of sin in so far as it is voluntary.”(34)
This is a key factor in understanding the extent of the field of moral action,
but we still know almost nothing about how this extent is determined. For this
task, Thomas draws on Aristotle and, in particular, on book 3 of the Nicomachean
Ethics (3.1.1109b30-1111b3), which treats of the voluntary, although it
approaches it from the perspective of the involuntary. It is possible that we
have already seen an effect of this indirect approach on Thomas’s ethics. As I
have argued, for him the moral is to be extended as far as possible: if there is
no reason to exclude something of the relevant sort, it must be included. In
this sense, the initial approach of both Aristotle and Thomas is the opposite of
that of the benign but befuddled confessor who begins with the supposition that
a penitent is not responsible for what he does. Aristotle and Thomas stake out
the limits of the involuntary and then assert that everything else is
voluntary. They realize that even the minimal presence of will is something:
it has being. Since the job of the philosopher is to give an organized account
of being, he is obliged to place even such a minimal manifestation of will
somewhere in the scheme of being; he cannot simply ignore
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it. The philosopher is also obliged to be precise about what things do and
what things do not enter into this field—and that is what Aristotle does.

The first thing that Aristotle identifies as marking out a distinction
between the voluntary and the involuntary is force (biva). True to form, he understands this in the strictest sense
possible. If someone wraps his hand around yours and, using your hand and the
pen within it as an instrument, traces your name on a contract, that
“signing” is not your voluntary act. Or if, as the pilot of a ship,
the wind blows your craft onto a reef, then, presuming that you have fulfilled
your duty in all other relevant ways, going onto the reef is not your fault
since it is not voluntary.(35) But, if in a
storm you are forced to jettison precious cargo lest the ship go down, such
forcing is not sufficient to make the act involuntary since at the moment when
you toss the goods it depends on you whether to do so or not.(36)
It is not even sufficient to make an act involuntary that one is under pressure
to perform it from a tyrant who holds one’s family and threatens to do them
harm. Of course, a father, for example, might eventually forgive a son who is
forced to make such a choice. But forgiveness itself presumes that the act is
voluntary: we do not forgive the man whose hand is made to trace out a
signature. Wherever there is a scintilla of “that which depends on us”
there is moral material. If we can identify it as something, even as an
extremely insubstantial something, attributable to the will, we cannot ignore
it: it exists—and it exists in the realm of the moral.

The presence of force, then, and the way it is applied is the first thing
that Aristotle considers in determining whether an action is involuntary. Other
things, he says, are involuntary for lack of knowledge, although not all
ignorance excuses. A drunk
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who gets in a fight in a bar might be said to behave “ignorantly,”
in the sense that he does not know fully what he is doing. He is, however,
responsible for getting into that state—even if he is subject to strong
psychological compulsion urging him to drink. Moreover, during the fight (i.e.,
“at the moment”) he does things like take aim with his fist at his
opponent’s jaw. This is different from what happens, for instance, when a doctor
taps his knee and his foot jumps. The drunk’s actions are, therefore, not
without culpability—which is to say that they contain something of the
voluntary: they are moral.

Nor, as we have seen, is it always an excuse for someone to say that he did
not know that a certain action was wrong. One imagines a clever philosopher—or
theologian—arguing, “I do not believe that that is wrong, so I
certainly do not know that it is; therefore, I cannot be blamed for
doing it.” Aristotle, who, pace any number of scholars, does hold
that there are things that are always wrong and that we can know this,(37)
refers to such ignorance of the right thing to do as “ignorance by
choice” (hJ ejn th/’ proairevsei a[gnoia
[NE 3.1.1110b31]). Such ignorance is not the cause of involuntariness,
he says, but of immorality since the ignorance that excuses is that which
touches particulars (NE 3.1.1110b31-1111a1), that is, the particulars
of what one is doing “at the moment,” of which even the drunk and the
person who jettisons cargo are aware.

This may strike some as possibly Aristotelian but not Thomistic. Thomas does
say (in STh I-II, q. 5, a. 19) that someone with an erroneous
conscience is morally bound to follow that conscience. But he also says, in the
very next article, that the will of one who so acts is evil (mala). He
acknowledges that a man who lacks the circumstantial knowledge that a particular
woman is his wife, if she asks him to “render the debt” and have
intercourse with her, does not sin if he consents. But he also says, “if
erroneous reasoning says that a man is obliged to lie with the wife of another,
the will going along with this erroneous
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reasoning is evil because this error originates in ignorance of the law of
God, which he is obliged to know.”(38)
Moreover, the evil has to do not just with the failure to acquire information
and/or to adhere to the moral law but it affects also the act performed, given
such ignorance. So, although one is bound to follow an erroneous conscience, the
act that one performs in so doing is still immoral. The clever
philosopher-theologian wishes to excuse the act on the grounds of ignorance
(i.e., ignorance of the moral law), but this type of ignorance is not of the
appropriate type. Since Aristotle, followed by Thomas, regards the boundaries of
the involuntary he has fixed as precise and the corresponding class of acts as
exhaustive, the act in question—and not just its ignorance—is culpable.(39)
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III. “Circumstances” and Moral
Responsibility





With this mention of circumstantial ignorance (as, for instance, that the woman
is not one’s wife) we come to a section in the Nicomachean Ethics of
which Thomas makes extensive—and important—use. We have seen that, according
to Aristotle, certain types of ignorance do not excuse: for example, the
ignorance of the drunk and the ignorance of the willfully corrupt. The ignorance
that does excuse, at least in some situations, is ignorance of the particular
circumstances of what one is doing. Having reached this point, Aristotle says in
an aside: “Perhaps it would not be a bad idea to set these out: what and
how many they are.” And he lists them: “They are, therefore, who and
what and regarding what or with respect to what a person acts—sometimes,
however, also with what (e.g., what instrument), for what reason (e.g., for
safety), and how (e.g., gently or vehemently).”(40)
He goes on to explain that to be ignorant of “who” is to be ignorant
of who is acting, although he immediately acknowledges that no agent in his
right mind will be ignorant of this. A person is ignorant of “what”
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(he does) if he innocently reveals a secret, for instance, or accidentally
brings down a house with a catapult (“I didn’t know it was loaded”).(41)
One might think mistakenly that one’s son is an enemy or that the sword one uses
is tipped instead of bare or that a potion is medicine instead of poison or that
a sword-thrust is restrained instead of penetrating: any such ignorance will
take an action, at least in that respect, outside of the field of moral action.(42)

Thomas uses these circumstances (which are found also in Cicero although
differently formulated) not so much in order to get clear about the voluntary
and the involuntary as in order to explain how the nature of a human act can
change as these circumstances change.(43) It is
not inconceivable that Aristotle did the same. It is apparent in the way that he
introduces the circumstances—“Perhaps it would not be a bad idea to set
these out”—that their origin is in another philosophical context.
Moreover, although, as Aristotle says, the circumstance “who” is of
little use in establishing an act as involuntary, it has a role to play in
establishing the nature of an act: a king’s saying “Off with his head”
is different from a pauper’s saying the same thing.(44)
In any case, Thomas does use the circumstances in this way in order to further
differentiate the field of moral action: they help us to understand what
precisely an agent is doing.
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John Finnis has reservations about this, with which I am not entirely out of
sympathy. He is worried about an approach to the analysis of moral acts that
makes behavior as it exists in genere naturae basic. People, he says,
sometimes treat the distinction in genere moris/in genere naturae
“as conveying simply that behavior understood in genere naturae is
assessed by comparison with moral norms and consequently judged and described in
genere moris, i.e. with the peculiarly moral predicates such as ‘just,’
‘unjust,’ ‘virtuous,’ ‘vicious,’ and so forth.”(45)
He says that Thomas has left himself open to such an interpretation since, in
some passages (e.g., STh I-II, q. 18, aa. 4 and 10), he is
“willing to identify or specify acts by reference to morally relevant
circumstances which are praeter intentionem.” This, he says, is a
“source of confusion” since “acts are morally significant, and
are morally assessed in terms of their type, their intrinsic character, just
insofar as they are willed, are expressions of the agent’s free
self-determination in choice.”(46) Speaking
in a moral context of praeter intentionem circumstances favors the
erroneous idea that the moral is mere description of the pre-moral.

Finnis is certainly right to insist that in Thomas the material of moral
analysis is, as I have argued elsewhere, all moral. This is why Thomas
is so interested in a precise demarcation of the field of moral action: he
realizes that, if his ordering of beings is to be correct, the genus naturae
must be wholly distinct from the genus moris.(47)
Moreover, Finnis is right to hone in on the notion that the circumstances are,
according to Thomas, in some sense accidental. (In the articles cited by Finnis,
Thomas does not speak of the circumstances as praeter intentionem but
rather as
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“accidents,” which is a broader concept.) But this itself is a
product of the texts Thomas was using and the historical tradition within which
he was operating, which, contrary to the general thrust of his own theory, spoke
of the circumstances as accidents.

René Antoine Gauthier points to a possible textual cause of this
misunderstanding. At the conclusion of Aristotle’s explanation of how the
circumstances might affect the voluntary and involuntary (NE
3.1.1111a18-19), he says that certain circumstances are more important. The
standard critical text reads here, kuriwvtata d
j ei\nai dokei’ ejn oi%” hJ pra’xi” kaiV ou% e{neka, which
translated literally means, “And the most important appear to be the
circumstances of the act and the end.” But there is clearly something wrong
here since, according to this reading, Aristotle would be saying that most
important among the circumstances are the circumstances, plus the end.
Gauthier, following Richards, proposes, therefore, the following emended text: kuriwvtata
d j ei\nai dokei’ ejn oi%” hJ pra’xi” o$ kaiV ou% e{neka:
“And the most important conditions within which an action occurs would seem
to be that which one does and the end.”(48)
As Gauthier explains, this not only removes the absurdity of the principal
circumstances including the circumstances; it also pulls us away from the notion
that the elements in Aristotle’s list—“what,” “regarding what or
with respect to what,” “with what” (instrument), “for what
reason,” and “how”—are accidents with respect to the act itself.
What are traditionally called the circumstances are rather the particulars—that
is, [taV] kaq
j e{kasta (1110b33)—that give to an act its singularity: what it is.
When these factors—“what,” “regarding what,” etc.—become
morally relevant they are not accidental at all but essential to what the agent
is doing.(49)

Thomas himself appears uncomfortable with the notion that the circumstances
might be accidents, but neither the text he was
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using nor the tradition within which he was working provides him with much
room to maneuver. His solution is simply to say that these accidents
are special: they are especially close to that which they characterize. In
question 7, article 1 of the Prima secundae he asks whether
circumstances are accidents of the human act; his position, of course, is that
they are. But in the sed contra he first points out that, although the
circumstances of any one thing are called “accidents that individuate it,
the Philosopher in EN iii calls them particulars—that is, particular
conditions of individual acts.” Thomas is referring to the taV
kaq j e{kasta mentioned above (NE 3.1.1110b33). It is striking
how close his language is to that of Gauthier, who also prefers to speak of
conditions rather than circumstances.(50) And,
in the corpus of the same article, Thomas is clearly trying to minimize
the distance between the circumstances and that to which they refer, explaining
that the literal meanings of words like “circumstance” are often tied
to relations among physical objects (such as “spatial distance from”)
but that we need not import such physical conceptions into other, more
figurative usages.

Moreover, in the response to the second objection he points out that there
are two ways for something to be an accident with respect to something else:
either by inhering in a subject as white inheres in Socrates, or by being
together with something else in another thing, in the way, for
instance, that white is an accident with respect to musical, “in as much as
they converge and, as it were, meet one another in the same subject.”(51)
It is in this second way that circumstances are accidents. But, thus conceived,
a circumstance’s “accidentalness” is not about the relationship
between it and the act in which it inheres but about its relationship with other
circumstances. It happens to be there with them; it could have happened
differently. Let us say that the circumstance “with what instrument”
is a circumstance of a particular act.
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Another circumstance will be “what” (what the act is). According to
what Thomas says in the response to the second objection, the circumstance
“with what instrument” is on an equal footing with the object of the
act. Of course, it is easier to understand how “what” fits into such a
scheme by thinking of it not as a circumstance or an accident at all but rather
as a particular condition of the act itself: one of the things that make it to
be what it is. And this, as it seems, would be more in line with what Aristotle
actually meant.

I agree with Finnis that Thomas’s saying that the circumstances are
accidental is a “source of confusion,” but not because it erroneously
suggests that acts can be identified or specified “by reference to morally
relevant circumstances which are praeter intentionem.”
Circumstances can be, but are not necessarily, praeter intentionem; but
even as “accidents” they are not necessarily distinct from what an
agent is doing. Following the spirit but not what he read as the letter of
Aristotle, Thomas insists that a circumstance can be “the principal
condition of the object which determines the species of the act.”(52)
In an act of theft, for instance, that which constitutes the object in the
strictest sense is simply something that belongs to another. But, says Thomas,
if taking that thing involves the circumstance that it is in a sacred place
(i.e., that it is a sacred object), this comes to be part of what, morally, the
agent is doing:





And thus ‘place,’ which
was previously considered a circumstance, is now considered the principal
condition—incompatible with reason—of the object. And in this way, whenever
some circumstance is related to the specific order of reason, either positively
or negatively, it is necessary that the circumstance give species to the moral
act, whether it be good or evil.(53)
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Into an earlier discussion of whether a circumstance, being an accident, can
pull (possit trahere) an act into a different species or genus of sin,(54)
Thomas introduces the issue of whether a circumstance that is even (in a certain
sense) praeter intentionem can do the same thing. The passage comes in
the fourth book of the Sentences commentary; Thomas uses the example we
have just seen of the sacred object.

It is clear [he says] that a circumstance can sometimes pull [an act]
into another species of sin; there is doubt, however, as to how this can be. For
some say that this happens in as much as these circumstances are accepted as
ends of the will, since from the end a moral act accepts its species. But this
appears not to be well said, for sometimes the species of a sin is varied
without the intention being carried to that circumstance, as when a thief would
as willingly take a nonconsecrated golden vessel as a consecrated one—and, yet,
the sin is changed into another species, i.e., from a simple theft into a
sacrilege. And so, according to this position, only that circumstance which is
called “for what reason” can change the species of a sin; and this is
false.(55)



Just after making the point about the confusion engendered by suggesting that
circumstances specify acts, Finnis writes:

More particularly: acts are morally significant, and are morally
assessed in terms of their type, their intrinsic character, just insofar as they
are willed, are expressions of the agent’s free self-determination in choice.
More precisely: for moral assessment and judgment, the act is what it is just as
it is per se, i.e. just as it is intended, i.e. under the description
it has in the proposal which the agent adopts by choice.(56)
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The just-quoted passage from the Sentences commentary is about as
direct a contradiction of the Finnis thesis as one could find.(57)

It is consistent with Thomas’s general methodological principle of extending
the field of moral action as far as possible that he should accept into that
field a circumstance that is unconnected with what the agent wishes to
accomplish with an action. It is true that the thief is not interested in having
a sacred vessel but only a golden vessel; but he could have avoided what he knew
was sacrilege by not taking the vessel at all. Sacrilege is, therefore, what he
does: it is within his will, if not within his intention.(58)

There are, moreover, metaphysical reasons for saying that the circumstances
of Nicomachean Ethics, book 3, chapter 1 attach to what the agent does.
A circumstance is, morally, something. This is presupposed by all that
Thomas says in these regards: the circumstances with which he is dealing are
those that make a difference morally.(59) But if
this is the case, a philosopher is obliged to give an account of such things. As
I have argued, circumstances are not accidents; they are better called
“conditions”—or even “essential conditions.” But, as such,
they must attach to something. The most reasonable thing to say is that they
attach to acts, which function here as substances do in the physical universe.

Someone might object: “But not everything to which we attach culpability
is an act; a vice, for instance, is not an act.” Or
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someone else might argue: “Why can we not just say that something which
is praeter intentionem might still be immoral, not in so far as it
comes into the act but in so far as it violates one or another general
background principle, such as ‘Honor the Lord thy God’?” The response to
such arguments is that moral blame eventually comes back to acts or it makes no
sense at all. If someone blames another simply for being possessed of a certain
vice, the accused reasonably replies, “But what have I done?”
Or, “How do you know that I am possessed of that vice?” As to
the proposal that the extramoral content comes from the violation of general
background principles, the accused thief might respond: “But what have I done
to dishonor God? You yourself say that sacrilege does not attach to what I
did.” 





IV. The Intentional vs. the Voluntary





This brings us up against a crucial issue regarding the field of moral action.
If sacrilege comes into the thief’s act simply by virtue of his knowing that the
vessel is sacred, does this mean that anything of possible moral significance
that an agent knows to be connected with what he does is within the field of
moral action? It is clear that this is not the case since it does sometimes
happen that effects an agent knows will come about because of his actions are
not attributable to his will. Thomas certainly recognizes this. In the famous
article in which he defends the morality of personal self-defense, he says:





Nothing hinders one act
from having two effects, only one of which is intended, while the other is
beside the intention [praeter intentionem]. Moral acts, however, take their species according to what is
intended, and not according to what is beside the intention, since this is
accidental as explained above.(60)
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He goes on then to argue that no one is obliged to omit an act of
proportionate self-defense in order to avoid killing another. Obviously, for the
question of omitting an act of self-defense even to come up, an agent would have
to know that his action could have the effect of killing an assailant.

If we are to have a valid theory of human action, there must be some way of
limiting in certain cases what comes into the field of moral action. How do we
determine what is to be included and what not? In the hunt for the theoretical
wherewithal to solve this problem, a promising track would seem to be the phrase
praeter intentionem. Could we not just run down all the passages where
Thomas uses this phrase and thereby come to know how he determines the extent of
the moral? Unfortunately the phrase turns up in a number of disparate contexts
in order to say quite disparate things: it cannot bear the theoretical weight
that we might wish.

For instance, although in the article just quoted Thomas clearly means for us
to understand that that which is praeter intentionem (as opposed,
presumably, to that which is intra intentionem) does not enter into the
will, in discussing omissions he uses the phrase with quite the opposite
implication, as we have already seen. When a person stays up late and so does
not get to church, this act, says Thomas, is accidental to the omission
“since the omission follows praeter intentionem.”(61)
But he also holds that the omission is attributable to the agent’s will since it
was within his power not to stay up late. In another passage in the Summa
contra Gentiles, Thomas considers Aristotle’s example of jettisoning cargo,
saying that, “although the evil [e.g., of losing the cargo] is praeter
intentionem, it is nonetheless voluntary.”(62)
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Another pertinent passage is found in book 2 of the Sentences
commentary, where culpability (culpa) and punishment (poena),
understood as one and the same thing but under different aspects, are said to be
according to the will and praeter intentionem respectively. But this
entails that the same thing is both according to the will and praeter
intentionem, depending upon the aspect under which it is considered.(63)
In the same book of the Sentences commentary, Thomas also says that

the intention of any agent is to bring about its own similitude in
another; and, therefore, that which is per se intended by an agent is
that some good be brought about; thus, good has a per se cause, but
defect occurs beside the agent’s intention [praeter intentionem].(64)




But if, as Thomas says in the Secunda secundae, “moral acts… take their species according to what is intended not according to what is praeter
intentionem,” the upshot of this remark in the Sentences
commentary would seem to be that no immoral action ever enters into the
will.

My point in mentioning all this is not that Thomas is inconsistent or
confused but that the philosophical significance of the phrase praeter
intentionem shifts depending upon the context in which it is used. The
phrase is not so much a theoretical engine as a means of combing through and
putting in order the various types and levels of voluntary attitude under
consideration in a
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particular argument. The arguments in which the phrase appears are always
driven by other considerations; it is best, therefore, not to look to it for
help in establishing the extent of the field of moral action.

So where are we to look? It would seem reasonable to turn to the ideas with
which this essay began, to the voluntary rather than the intentional, for it is
in his treatment of the voluntary that Thomas confronts this issue most
directly. Perhaps from within that discourse we can come to understand why he
says in the Secunda secundae that, in an act of private self-defense,
the death of an assailant does not give moral species to the act. One factor
that comes into the determination of the extent of the moral is, of course,
force (biva in Aristotle). If a person is
not forced to perform or to omit an action (and if he is not ignorant in the
relevant sense), he is responsible for it. We have already seen, however, that
this does not get us very far since, even with the absence of force established
(as in self-defense), it is still not clear whether the things the agent brings
about are attributable to his will.

But in Thomas’s remarks about forcing and omissions there is an idea that
does bring us farther ahead. In question 6, article 3 of the Prima secundae,
he says something that calls to mind Aristotle’s remark (at NE
3.1.1110a3) about the pilot’s not being responsible for his ship’s being blown
off course by the wind.(65) He says that the
term “voluntary” can be used not only of that which a person directly
does but also of that which he does not do, “just as the submersion of a
ship is said to be due to the pilot in so far as he ceases to pilot.” And
then he adds:
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But it needs to be said that that which follows upon the want of an
action is not always attributed as to its cause to an agent in so far as he does
not act but only when it is possible for him to act and when he ought. For if
the pilot cannot guide the ship or if charge of the ship has not been
commissioned to him, the submersion of the ship, which occurs on account of the
absence of a pilot, is not imputed to him.(66)



So, we see, what is attributed to the will of an agent, what is contained
within the field of moral action, depends upon obligations that are independent
of the particular situation at hand. It depends upon a prior social arrangement
by which particular responsibilities are assigned to particular persons. Failing
to pilot a ship is morally attributable only to the pilot to whom the ship has
been commissioned.(67) We have already seen a
similar idea in the circumstances listed by Aristotle at the beginning of the
third book of the Nicomachean Ethics. Among them is “who” (NE
3.1.1111a3), that is, who is acting. As Aristotle himself acknowledges, in
determining what is involuntary by virtue of ignorance, this circumstance is not
terribly useful: Who does not know who he is? But it is very useful in
determining whether someone is responsible for an omission. If a law is not
signed or a malefactor not punished, it makes a big difference in assigning
responsibility who is the king.

Applying this approach to the issue of private self-defense, the death of the
assailant can (in the relevant sense) be beside the intention of the agent only
insofar as self-defense is according to natural law and so legal in a
well-ordered society. This is a social
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arrangement analogous to the social arrangement that gives command of the
ship to its pilot: it is in place before the agent actually has the intention
that he has. As Thomas says, “Such an act, therefore, insofar as what is
intended is the preservation of one’s own life, does not have the character of
the illicit, since it is natural for anything to keep itself in being, as far as
possible.”(68) This indeed is the true
theoretical basis of Thomas’s saying that the species of the act of self-defense
does not include the second effect of the assailant’s death. If the agent were
to do the same thing to a person who does not threaten his life, the victim’s
death could not be praeter intentionem (again, in the relevant sense),
no matter what goes through his mind regarding why he is killing the other
person.

None of this is to say, of course, that force does not also play a role in
determining what is voluntary and what is not. To use an example become classic
in considerations of the principle of double effect, it is sometimes possible
for a surgeon to remove a cancerous uterus without the death of the fetus
therein contained being attributed to his will. This is possible partly because
such an operation is a standard medical practice; but the act can be declared
moral only if the surgeon has been forced by circumstances connected with the
mother’s health to perform the operation as and when he does. If he could have
waited—if, for instance, a small and nonaggressive tumor was simply an excuse
for an abortion—the death of the fetus is attributable to his will. It has to
be. The death of the fetus is clearly something that, for one reason or another,
he wills: he is moving toward that. This “moving toward” is
no mere physical entity; it must, therefore, be situated within the field of
moral action.

The answer, then, to the question, what foreseeable evil consequences of an
action are not morally attributable to the agent whose action brings them about,
is the following: those which particular (and justly constituted)
responsibilities oblige— or, at least, permit—one to bring about. This answer
may strike
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one at first as circular (i.e., one may bring about certain evil consequences
if one may) but it is not, for we are dealing with two different senses of
permissibility here, the first general moral, the second tied to particular
social structures (such as the responsibilites of pilots and doctors). When
medical considera-tions foreclose other options, a doctor is permitted—indeed,
ought—to perform the appropriate properly medical act called for by the
situation: he ought, for instance, to remove a cancerous uterus. The doctor is,
therefore, not obliged to ensure that the consequent evil effect, the death of
the fetus, not come about. A doctor, however, who is not so forced finds himself
in the position of any layman: he is responsible (within the realm of
possibilities) for the evil effect not coming about—and this is possible for
him in the relevant sense since he is not forced by narrowing possibilities and
his responsibilities as a doctor to perform the operation leading to the death
of the fetus.(69) 









V.
Conclusion 



A large amount of contemporary action theory has concentrated upon intention.
It has done so with good reason: the distinction intra/praeter
intentionem often helps us to sift through and identify morally relevant
aspects of a human act. But intention is by no means the whole of ethics or even
of action theory; and the very elastic intra/praeter intentionem
distinction often cannot perform the philosophical heavy lifting expected of it.
Indeed, right from the beginning, in the writings of Aristotle, the voluntary,
which includes the intentional as a proper part, has been regarded as the more
important—the more fundamental— concept. In Thomas Aquinas the ethical
significance of the phrase praeter intentionem is difficult to fix; but
that is not an overwhelming problem since it is the voluntary that determines
the extent of the field of moral action.
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vult illud, non peccat; quia illud potest esse secundum se licitum.” 



[bookmark: N_19_]19.  Ibid.:
“[U]nde patet quod peccatum omissionis in sola negatione actus debiti
consistit.” 



[bookmark: N_20_]20.  The
lead sentence of II Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 3 is, “Respondeo
dicendum, quod omne peccatum oportet aliquo modo in actu consistere, non tamen
eodem modo.” 



[bookmark: N_21_]21. See
the expositio textus to II Sent., d. 35, where Thomas
discusses an argument found in the text of Lombard (Peter Lombard, Sent., 2.35.2
[Grottaferrata ed., p. 533, ll. 26ff.]) to the effect that an omission does
involve a positive act: “Ista solutio procedit secundum illam opinionem
quae ponit in peccato omissionis actum esse; sed secundum aliam opinionem
solvetur ista objectio, quia privationi qua malum omissionis dicitur malum,
substat res bona, scilicet potentia in actum non exiens.” 



[bookmark: N_22_]22.  II
Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 3, “Sed quia opposita in idem genus reducuntur,
ideo omissio actus peccati rationem consequitur ex eo quod voluntaria est; sicut
et actus voluntarius rationem peccati et culpae habet.” Thomas goes on to
say that this is consonant with what Aristotle says in NE
3.1.1110b31-33, where those who neglect to inform themselves of what they should
do are justly punished. In III NE, lect. 3 (§410 [Marietti ed.]),
Thomas says that such individuals are “unjust with respect to others and
evil with respect to themselves” (“iniusti quoad alios, et mali quoad
seipsos”). 



[bookmark: N_23_]23.  II
Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 3, ad 1: “Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod, sicut
dictum est, opposita reducuntur in idem genus in quo vel utrumque est per se, ut
patet in contrariis et relativis; vel unum est per se, et alterum per
reductionem, ut patet in privatione et habitu, et affirmatione et negatione;
unde habitum est in [I Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 1] ab Augustino, quod in
eodem genere est genitus et non genitus.” The reference to Augustine is
doubtless De Trinitate 5.6-7. 



[bookmark: N_24_]24.  I
Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 1, ad 3:“Ita etiam nulla negatio vel privatio
est in genere per se: quia non habet aliquam quidditatem nec esse; sed reducitur
ad genus affirmationis, secundum quod in non esse intelligitur esse, et in
negatione affirmatio.” He goes on to attribute this idea to Aristotle:
“ut dicit Philosophus”—and most editions give as the reference Sophistici
Elenchi 2.4, by which is clearly meant Topica 2.4 and, in
particular, 111b17-23. 



[bookmark: N_25_]25.  STh
I-II, q. 71, a. 5: “Unde verius dici potest quod aliquod peccatum possit
esse absque omni actu.” In the responses to the objections, he is even more
explicit about this: “Et ideo meritum non potest esse sine actu, sed
peccatum potest esse sine actu” (ad 1); “aliquid dicitur voluntarium
non solum quia cadit super ipsum actus voluntatis, sed quia in potestate nostra
est ut fiat vel non fiat, ut dicitur in EN iii [5,1113b20-21]” (ad
2). See also STh I-II, q. 6, a. 3: “voluntarium potest esse absque
actu; quandoque quidem absque actu exteriori, cum actu interiori, sicut cum vult
non agere; aliquando autem et absque actu interiori, sicut cum non vult.” 



[bookmark: N_26_]26.  STh
I-II, q. 71, a. 5: “Si vero in peccato omissionis intelligantur etiam
causae vel occasiones omittendi, sic necesse est in peccato omissionis aliquem
actum esse.” 



[bookmark: N_27_]27.  Ibid.:
“Quandoque autem actus voluntatis directe fertur in aliud, per quod homo
impeditur ab actu debito, sive illud in quod fertur voluntas, sit coniunctum
omissioni, puta cum aliquis vult ludere quando ad ecclesiam debet ire; sive
etiam sit praecedens, puta cum aliquis vult diu vigilare de sero, ex quo
sequitur quod non vadat hora matutinali ad ecclesiam. Et tunc actus iste
interior vel exterior per accidens se habet ad omissionem, quia omissio sequitur
praeter intentionem; hoc autem dicimus per accidens esse, quod est praeter
intentionem, ut patet in Phys. [2.5.196b17-197a35].” 



[bookmark: N_28_]28.  STh
I-II, q. 74, a. 10, ad 2: “Ad secundum dicendum quod in operativis ad
rationem, ad quam pertinet deliberatio, pertinet etiam simplex intuitus eorum ex
quibus deliberatio procedit, sicut etiam in speculativis ad rationem pertinet et
syllogizare, et propositiones formare.” This general approach also explains
how angels, who do not engage in discursive thought, can fall. See De Malo,
q. 16, a. 4, ad 7 where Thomas’s point is that the devils need not have
deliberated first, before sinning; it could have happened at the first moment of
their creation: “Sed quando deliberatio non praecedit electionem, tunc non
requiritur quod, antequam aliquis eligat, habeat potestatem eligendi vel non
eligendi; sed in ipso instanti libere fertur in hoc vel in illud.” 



[bookmark: N_29_]29.  In
De Virtutibus, q. 2, a. 12, ad 14, Thomas says that mortal sin requires
deliberation: “quando homo in peccato mortali consistit, hoc quadam
deliberatione rationis agitur, quia sine deliberato consensu non est peccatum
mortale.” 



[bookmark: N_30_]30.  STh
I-II, q. 6, a. 3, ad 3: “Ad tertium dicendum quod eo modo requiritur ad
voluntarium actus cognitionis, sicut et actus voluntatis; ut scilicet sit in
potestate alicuius considerare et velle et agere. Et tunc sicut non velle et non
agere, cum tempus fuerit, est voluntarium, ita etiam non considerare.” 



[bookmark: N_31_]31.  De
Veritate, q. 24, a. 12 (ll.378-86): “Unde non retrahitur a peccando
per hoc ipsum quod advertit aliquid esse peccatum mortale; sed oportet ulterius
in considerando procedere quousque perveniatur ad aliquid quod non possit non
existimare malum, sicut est miseria, vel aliquid huiusmodi; unde antequam tanta
deliberatio fiat quanta requiritur in homine sic disposito ad vitandum peccatum
mortale, praecedit consensus in peccatum mortale.” 



[bookmark: N_32_]32.
Ibid. (ll. 364-69): “Nec tamen per hoc quod sic repente illud eligit, a
peccato mortali excusatur, quod aliqua deliberatione indiget: quia deliberatio
illa sufficit ad peccatum mortale, qua perpenditur id quod eligitur esse
peccatum mortale et contra Deum.” 



[bookmark: N_33_]33.  See
II Sent., d. 39, q. 1, a. 1, ad 4. The fourth objection argues that sin
cannot be attributed directly to the will since the error begins in the
intellect, where the merely apparent good is considered the true good. Thomas
answers: “Ad quartum dicendum, quod ille error qui est in ratione, secundum
quod aestimat bonum quod non est bonum, est secundum ignorantiam electionis, ut
in EN iii dicitur [he means hJ
ejn th/’ proairevsei a[gnoia of NE
3.1.1110b31]; et haec ignorantia non causat involuntarium, quia voluntas
hujusmodi ignorantiae quodammodo causa est, dum passiones non cohibet, quae
rationem in aestimando absorbent, quarum cohibitio in potestate voluntatis est:
et ideo peccatum recte voluntati imputatur.” There is no suggestion in this
article that the point applies only to venial sin. 



[bookmark: N_34_]34.  II
Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 3: “Sed quia opposita in idem genus reducuntur,
ideo omissio actus peccati rationem consequitur ex eo quod voluntaria est.”




[bookmark: N_35_]35.  See
Aristotle, NE 3.1.1110a3. Gauthier associates the very elliptical
mention of “wind” here (oi|on
eij pneu’ma komivsai poi) with a naval
incident (R.-A. Gauthier and J. Y. Jolif, L’Éthique a Nicomaque:
Introduction, traduction et commentaire [Louvain: Publications
Universitaires de Louvain; Paris: Éditions Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1958-59],
2/1:172]. 



[bookmark: N_36_]36.  Aristotle,
NE 3.1.1110a15-18:
pravttei deV eJkwvn: kaiV gaVr hJ ajrchV tou’ kinei’n taV ojrganikaV mevrh ejn
tai’” toiauvtai’” pravxesin ejn aujtw/’ ejstivn, w|n d j ejn aujtw/’
hJ ajrchv, ejp j aujtw/’ kaiV toV pravttein kaiV mhv.




[bookmark: N_37_]37.  See
John Finnis, Moral Absolutes: Tradition, Revision and Truth
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1991), 31-37; see
also Flannery, Acts Amid Precepts, 14-24. 



[bookmark: N_38_]38. STh
I-II, q. 19, a. 6: “Puta, si ratio errans dicat quod homo teneatur ad
uxorem alterius accedere, voluntas concordans huic rationi erranti est mala, eo
quod error iste provenit ex ignorantia legis Dei, quam scire tenetur.” See
also STh I-II, q. 6, a. 8 and, on this general issue, Richard Schenk,
“Perplexus Supposito Quodam: Notizien zu einem vergessenen Schlüsselbegriff
thomanischer Gewissenslehre,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale
57 (1990): 62-95. Discussing such matters, Capreolus refers to Job 40:12, about
Leviathon: “nervi testiculorum eius perplexi sunt” (John Capreolus, F.
Ioannis Capreoli Thomistarum Principis, In Libros Sententiarum Amplissimae
Quaestiones Pro Tutela Doctrinae S. Thomae Ad Scholasticum Certamen Egregie
Disputatae, ed. Matthias Aquarius [Venice: Haeres Hieronymi Scoti, 1589],
v. 2, p. 547). Capreolus cites Gregory the Great’s Expositio in Librum Iob,
sive Moralium libri XXV: “Ecce enim quidam dum mundi hujus amicitias
appetit, cuilibet alteri similem sibi vitam ducenti quod secreta illius omni
silentio contegat se jurejurando constringit; sed is cui juratum est adulterium
perpetrare cognoscitur, ita ut etiam maritum adulterae occidere conetur. Is
autem qui jusjurandum praebuit ad mentem revertitur, et diversis hinc inde
cogitationibus impugnatur, atque hoc silere formidat, ne silendo, adulterii
simul et homicidii particeps fiat; et prodere trepidat, ne reatu se perjurii
obstringat. Perplexis ergo testiculorum nervis ligatus est, quia in quamlibet
partem declinet, metuit ne a transgressionis contagione liber non sit” (PL
76:658cd). 



[bookmark: N_39_]39.  In
STh I-II, q. 19, a. 6, Thomas first notes that some types of ignorance
cause an act to be involuntary, other types do not (the two categories being
mutually exclusive). The types that do not are willed either indirectly (i.e.,
they involve negligence) or they are willed directly. Neither type “excuses
the will going along with the reasoning or conscience so erring from being
evil” (“talis error rationis vel conscientiae non excusat quin
voluntas concordans rationi vel conscientiae sic erranti, sit mala”). But
the will that would otherwise be excused has to do not with acquiring knowledge
but with committing some possibly evil act—in this case, lying with a woman not
one’s wife. Thomas is saying that that will is not excused by ignorance
willed either directly or indirectly. See also De Malo, q. 2, a. 2, ad
8: “Si vero aliquis intendat opus meritorium facere committens aliquid quod
de genere suo est peccatum mortale, non meretur, quia conscientia erronea non
excusat.” 



[bookmark: N_40_]40 NE
3.1.1111a2-6: i[sw”
ou\n ouj cei’ron diorivsai aujtav, tivna kaiV povsa ejstiv, tiv” te dhV
kaiV tiv kaiV periV tiv h] ejn tivni pravttei, ejnivote deV kaiV tivni, oi|on
ojrgavnw/, kaiV e{neka tivno”, oi|on swthriva”, kaiV pw’”, oi|on
hjrevma h] sfovdra. Gauthier argues
convincingly that the tiv
and the tivni in periV
tiv h] ejn tivni are both neuter and that
Aristotle is referring to the object of the act (periV
tiv) and its “entire domain” (ejn
tivni), “encompassing all the
conditions which it [the act] in fact requires” (Gauthier and Jolif, 2/1:184-85).
This in effect makes ejn
tivni equivalent to ejn
oi’J” (hJ
pra’xi”)
found at 1110b33-1111a1; 1111a16, 18, and 24, which in turn refers to the
particulars (kaq j e{kasta, 1110b33). The pronoun
in ejn tivni
has been attracted into the singular by the pronoun in periV
tiv. So, where Albert and Thomas associate ejn
tivni with what can easily be understood as
accidents, that is, “in what place” and “at what time,” the
Gauthier-Jolif translation has: “Disons donc qu’il s’agit de savoir qui
agit, ce qu’il fait, quel est l’objet ou le domaine de son action, quelquefois
aussi avec quoi il agit (par exemple, avec quel instrument), per quel résultat
(par example si ce résultat sera de sauver la vie à quelqu’un) et comment (par
exemple, doucement ou violemment)” ([Gauthier and Jolif, 1/2:59). Thomas
commented upon the following Latin translation of Aristotle: “Forsitan
igitur non malum determinare haec, quae et quot sint: et quis utique et quid et
circa quid vel in quo operatur, quandoque autem et quo, puta instrumento, et
gratia cuius, puta salutis, et qualiter, puta quiete vel vehementer.” His
comment is as follows: “Enumerans ergo haec singularia, dicit, ‘quis,’ quod
pertinet ad personam principalis agentis, et ‘quid,’ scilicet agat, quod
pertinet ad genus actus, et ‘circa quid,’ quod pertinet ad materiam vel obiectum.”
And then a few lines later: “quod autem dicitur ‘in quo,’ dividit in duas
circumstantias, scilicet in quando et ubi” (III NE, 3.138-50
[Leonine ed.]). 



[bookmark: N_41_]41. NE
3.1.1111a10-11: h]
dei’xai boulovmeno” ajfei’nai, wJ” oJ toVn katapevlthn.




[bookmark: N_42_]42. But
not all that which is thus outside the voluntary is involuntary, as Aristotle
explains at NE 3.1.1110b18-24. If, for instance, having killed an
intruder one discovers that it was one’s son but this is not
displeasing—“he was spending too much money anyway”—granted that
killing one’s son was not voluntary, nonetheless it was not involuntary.




[bookmark: N_43_]43. On
Cicero’s list, see STh I-II, q. 7, a. 3; it is found in De
inventione 1.26 (Marcus Tullius Cicero, Rhetorici libri duo qui
vocantur de inventione, ed. Eduard Stroebel, Bibliotheca Scriptorum
Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana [Leipzig: Teubner, 1915], 34). The mnemonic
verse quoted by Thomas, “Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo,
quando,” is attributed to Matthew of Vendome, author of Ars
versificatoria (Gauthier and Jolif, 2/1:186). For the background against
which Thomas was writing, see Odon Lottin, “La place du ‘finis operantis’
dans la pensée de saint Thomas d’Aquin,” in Odon Lottin, Psychologie
et morale aux XIIe et XIIIe siècles (Louvain: Abbaye
du Mont-César; Gembloux:
J. Duculot, 1942-60), 4:489-517. 



[bookmark: N_44_]44. Cf.
Gauthier and Jolif, 2/1:186. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45. John Finnis, “Object and Intention in Moral Judgments according to St. Thomas
Aquinas,” in Finalité et intentionalité: Doctrine thomiste et
perspectives modernes, ed. J. Follon and J. McEvoy (Paris: Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin; Louvain: Éditions de l’Institut Supérieur de
Philosophie, Louvain-la-neuve, 1992) , 140. See also STh I-II, q. 1, a.
3, ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_46_]46. Finnis,
“Object and Intention in Moral Judgments according to St. Thomas
Aquinas,” 141; see also ibid., 140 n.43: “But we should not fail to
note that St. Thomas is willing to identify or specify acts by reference to
morally relevant circumstances which are praeter intentionem and thus
in a sense is willing to treat good and bad, right and wrong, virtue and vice,
as if they were somehow categories within the moral order (see e.g. STh I-II,
18, 4 & 10), and that this is a source of confusion.” 



[bookmark: N_47_]47. See
Flannery, “The Multifarious Moral Object of Thomas Aquinas,” 110-13. 



[bookmark: N_48_]48. Gauthier’s
translation is as follows: “or, les principales des conditions de fait dans
lesquelles se déroule l’action, ce sont, de l’aveu unanime, l’acte que l’on
fait et le résultat auquel il aboutit” (Gauthier and Jolif, 1/2:60). 



[bookmark: N_49_]49.  See
Gauthier and Jolif, 2/1:188. See also Herbert Paul Richards, Aristotelica
(London: G. Richards, 1915), 6. 



[bookmark: N_50_]50. See
his translation, in note 48 above, of NE 3.1.1111a18; see also, for
example Gauthier and Jolif, 2/1:187-88 where Gauthier speaks of “l’expression
ejn oi’J” hJ pra’xi” désignant toutes les conditiones de fait de l’action”
(emphasis in original). 



[bookmark: N_51_]51. STh
I-II, q. 7, a. 1, ad 2: “Alio modo quia est simul cum eo in eodem subiecto,
sicut dicitur quod album accidit musico, inquantum conveniunt, et quodammodo se
contingunt, in uno subiecto.” 



[bookmark: N_52_]52.  STh
I-II, q. 18, a. 10: “Et ideo quod in uno actu accipitur ut circumstantia
superaddita obiecto quod determinat speciem actus, potest iterum accipi a
ratione ordinante ut principalis conditio obiecti determinantis speciem actus.”




[bookmark: N_53_]53.  Ibid.:
“Et ideo locus, qui prius considerabatur ut circumstantia, nunc
consideratur ut principalis conditio obiecti rationi repugnans. Et per hunc
modum, quandocumque aliqua circumstantia respicit specialem ordinem rationis vel
pro vel contra, oportet quod circumstantia det speciem actui morali vel bono vel
malo.” See also II Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 5, ad 3; and II
Sent., d. 37, q. 2, a. 2, ad 4. 



[bookmark: N_54_]54.  IV
Sent., d. 16, q. 3, a. 2, qcla. 3: “Videtur quod circumstantia non
possit trahere in aliam speciem vel in aliud genus peccati.” 



[bookmark: N_55_]55.  Ibid.,
sol. ad qcla 3: “Ad tertiam quaestionem dicendum, quod aliquando
circumstantiam trahere in aliam speciem peccati manifestum est; sed quomodo
possit esse, est dubium. Quidam enim dicunt, quod hoc accidit inquantum illae
circumstantiae accipiuntur ut fines voluntatis, quia a fine actus moralis
accipit speciem. Sed hoc non videtur sufficienter dictum: quia aliquando
variatur species peccati sine hoc quod intentio feratur ad circumstantiam illam;
sicut fur ita libenter acciperet vas aureum non sacratum sicut sacratum; et
tamen in aliam speciem peccatum mutatur, scilicet de furto simplici in
sacrilegium; et praeterea secundum hoc sola illa circumstantia quae dicitur ‘cujus
gratia,’ speciem peccati mutare posset; quod falsum est.” The Latin
expression “cujus gratia” (“for what reason”) corresponds to
Aristotle’s e{neka tivno”
(NE 3.1.1111a5). 



[bookmark: N_56_]56. Finnis,
“Object and Intention in Moral Judgments according to St. Thomas
Aquinas,” 141. 



[bookmark: N_57_]57. Another
related passage difficult to reconcile with the Finnis thesis is STh
I-II, q. 20, a. 1: “Respondeo dicendum quod aliqui actus exteriores possunt
dici boni vel mali dupliciter. Uno modo, secundum genus suum, et secundum
circumstantias in ipsis consideratas, sicut dare eleemosynam, servatis debitis
circumstantiis, dicitur esse bonum. Alio modo dicitur aliquid esse bonum vel
malum ex ordine ad finem, sicut dare eleemosynam propter inanem gloriam, dicitur
esse malum. Cum autem finis sit proprium obiectum voluntatis, manifestum est
quod ista ratio boni vel mali quam habet actus exterior ex ordine ad finem, per
prius invenitur in actu voluntatis, et ex eo derivatur ad actum exteriorem.”




[bookmark: N_58_]58.  See
II Sent., d. 38, q. 1, a. 5, where Thomas makes a distinction between
the end of the willer and the end of the will in cases where an act is not evil
in every respect. So, in the case of a man who steals in order to give alms, his
end is good, although the end of the act of the will is not. As he puts the
matter in ibid., ad 1, “quando aliquis vult malum propter bonum, illud
bonum non est finis actus voluntatis, secundum se considerati, sed est finis a
volente inordinate praestitutus.” 



[bookmark: N_59_]59.  See
STh I-II, q. 7, aa. 1-2, especially a. 2, ad 2 and ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_60_]60. STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7: “Respondeo dicendum quod nihil prohibet unius actus
esse duos effectus, quorum alter solum sit in intentione, alius vero sit praeter
intentionem. Morales autem actus recipiunt speciem secundum id quod intenditur,
non autem ab eo quod est praeter intentionem, cum sit per accidens, ut ex
supradictis patet.” The last reference is to STh II-II, q. 43, a.
3; also pertinent is STh I-II, q. 72, a. 1. 



[bookmark: N_61_]61. STh
I-II, q. 71, a. 5: “Et tunc actus iste interior vel exterior per accidens
se habet ad omissionem, quia omissio sequitur praeter intentionem; hoc autem
dicimus per accidens esse, quod est praeter intentionem, ut patet in Phys.
[2.5.196b17-197a35].” 



[bookmark: N_62_]62.  ScG
III, cc. 5-6 (§1907 [Marietti
ed.]): “Ex quo patet quod, licet
malum praeter intentionem sit, est tamen voluntarium, ut secunda ratio proponit,
licet non per se, sed per accidens. Intentio enim est ultimi finis, quem quis
propter se vult: voluntas autem est eius etiam quod quis vult propter aliud,
etiam si simpliciter non vellet; sicut qui proiicit merces in mari causa salutis,
non intendit proiectionem mercium, sed salutem, proiectionem autem vult non
simpliciter, sed causa salutis.” 



[bookmark: N_63_]63.  II
Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 3: “Respondeo dicendum, quod contingit idem
esse culpam et poenam, non tamen secundum eamdem rationem; quia omnis poena,
inquantum poena est, voluntati contraria invenitur; omnis autem culpa voluntarii
rationem habet.” Towards the end of the same corpus he remarks:
“inquantum enim a voluntate progreditur, culpae rationem habet; sed
inquantum praeter intentionem voluntatis ipsam animam deturpat, sicut res
indecens sibi, poenae rationem accipit.” 



[bookmark: N_64_]64.  II
Sent., d. 34, q. 1, a. 3: “Intentio autem cujuslibet agentis est
similitudinem suam in altero efficere; et ideo id quod est per se intentum ab
agente, est quod aliquod bonum efficiatur; unde bonum per se causam habet; sed
defectus incidit praeter intentionem agentis.” Thomas also says in the same
passage that fire’s chasing away air is praeter intentionem: “Ignis
enim intendit formam suam in materiam inducere; sed quia forma ignis non
compatitur formam aeris, inde sequitur praeter intentionem agentis privatio
formae aeris.” See also II Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 5, ad 4: “similiter
est in eo qui peccat; intendit enim delectari in opere peccati; sed corruptio
animae praeter intentionem ejus sequitur”; see also II Sent., d.
36, q. 1, a. 3, ad 5. 



[bookmark: N_65_]65.  Like
Gauthier (Gauthier and Jolif, 2/1:172), Thomas holds that Aristotle has in mind
something other than the agent himself being borne away by the wind: the ship
within which he stands, for instance. “Et ponit exemplum: puta si spiritus,
idest ventus, per suam violentiam impulerit rem aliquam ad aliquem locum”
(III NE, 1.100-102 [Leonine ed.]). At V Metaphys., lect. 22 (§1141
[Marietti ed.]), a comment on Aristotle’s Metaph. 5.30.1025a25-30,
Thomas says that being blown off course and arriving at the wrong destination (Aegina)
is praeter intentionem. At Metaph. 5.5.1015a25-26, sailing to
the same destination (the Greek island Aegina) in order to get money is said to
be necessary, that is, in order to get the money. 



[bookmark: N_66_]66. STh
I-II, q. 6, a. 3: “Respondeo dicendum quod voluntarium dicitur quod est a
voluntate. Ab aliquo autem dicitur esse aliquid dupliciter. Uno modo, directe,
quod scilicet procedit ab aliquo inquantum est agens, sicut calefactio a calore.
Alio modo, indirecte, ex hoc ipso quod non agit, sicut submersio navis dicitur
esse a gubernatore, inquantum desistit a gubernando. Sed sciendum quod non
semper id quod sequitur ad defectum actionis, reducitur sicut in causam in agens,
ex eo quod non agit, sed solum tunc cum potest et debet agere. Si enim
gubernator non posset navem dirigere, vel non esset ei commissa gubernatio navis,
non imputaretur ei navis submersio, quae per absentiam gubernatoris contingeret.”




[bookmark: N_67_]67.  Thomas
is not considering here the case in which, for example, the commissioned pilot
falls ill and another person, who knows how to pilot a ship, omits doing so. We
might think of a ship that goes off course while several potential pilots are in
the hold drinking. Not all of the potential pilots are to be blamed for omitting
to right the ship but only the one with the specific obligation. 



[bookmark: N_68_]68.  STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7: “Actus igitur huiusmodi ex hoc quod intenditur
conservatio propriae vitae, non habet rationem illiciti, cum hoc sit cuilibet
naturale quod se conservet in esse quantum potest.” 



[bookmark: N_69_]69.  I
discuss these matters more extensively in Flannery, Acts amid Precepts,
especially chapter 7. 
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When scholastic theologians explore the economic act of the Trinity, they
frequently refer to the doctrine of appropriations. They understand by
“appropriation” the attribution to one divine person of features
common to the whole Trinity, in order to illumine better the distinct properties
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.(2)
It is in this way, for example, that the Scholastic authors of the thirteenth
century generally considered the attribution of creation to the Father (“I
believe in God, the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth”) or
sanctification to the Holy Spirit (“I believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord,
the giver of life”).(3) Resting on a complex
analysis of the divine attributes, the theory of appropriations possesses a
realism
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that Albert the Great, for example,
describes by explaining that Trinitarian appropriation is founded “on the
side of the reality itself” and not solely in our mind.(4)

However, today the theory of
appropriations provokes reservations among many theologians who accuse it of
obscuring the personal dimension of the Trinitarian act or running the risk of
being a mere linguistic game.(5) The
appropriative method would be quite unsatisfying if one regarded the divine act
as pertaining exclusively to the divine essence and the Trinitarian dimension as
dependent only on an appropriation. In other words, appropriation would be badly
understood if one used it in order to cover up or “disguise” a monist
conception of divine action.

Is appropriation, however, the sole
explication of the Trinitarian dimension of the divine act? Is it not necessary,
rather, to recognize a mode of acting proper to each divine person,
beyond the appropriations? Certain oft-repeated clichés in this domain aim at
opposing the Thomist tradition to the Greek tradition (with the latter
recognizing a distinct mode of acting of the hypostases in the single operation
of the Trinity).(6) In fact, the texts show that
Thomas Aquinas upholds a personal, proper modality of the act of the Father, of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. It is this teaching, too little known even
today, that we wish to present here, by situating it in its doctrinal context.

The structure of this article will be
as follows. I will describe first the fundamental principle of the thought of
St. Thomas concerning the Trinitarian act: The Father creates and does
everything by his Son in the Holy Spirit (1). This principle 
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governs the speculative thesis of the
“causality of the Trinitarian processions” that St. Thomas develops in
a proper and original way (2). This affirmation of the personal dimension of the
Trinitarian act raises a question (3): is it necessary to recognize a
“proper role” or “a distinct action” of each divine person?
In order to attempt to respond to this question, I propose to consider first the
exegesis of John 1:3, in which St. Thomas shows that to be the one “through
whom” the Father does all things is a proper feature of the Son
(4). This exegesis rests on the Trinitarian doctrine of the distinct “mode
of existence” of each divine person: because the mode of action reflects
the mode of being, it is necessary to recognize a distinct mode of
action of each divine person (5). This teaching can be illustrated by the
exegesis of many biblical passages. As an example, I propose to consider the way
in which St. Thomas shows that the Son and the Holy Spirit both exercise the
role of Consoler, but in distinct modes (6). In all these explications,
however, St. Thomas maintains quite firmly the unity of the divine action and
the unity of the Trinity as the source of created effects: the doctrine of
perichoresis permits him to show the profoundly personalist character of the
rule of the unity of action of the Trinity (7). This unity of action does not
signify that, in the life of faith, believers have only a relation to the
undivided Trinity: there is rather, in the life of grace, a relationship of
believers to each divine person in his distinction. This relationship is not
found at the “entitative” level by which we are ontologically referred
to the Trinity as cause, but at the level of the “intentional” or
“objective” union with the divine persons; from this standpoint, the
gifts of grace refer us to the divine persons in their distinctiveness (8). This
theological path is complex but it is necessary if we are to render a faithful
account of the thought of Thomas Aquinas.









I. The Father Creates and Accomplishes All Things

by His Son in the Holy Spirit

The properties of the divine persons
clarify not only their distinction and their subsistence in the immanence of the
Trinity, 




  
  

  


page 34

but equally their act in the world.
With respect to the Father, Thomas Aquinas shows that paternity designates
primarily the intra-Trinitarian relation of the Father to the Son and
secondarily the relation that God the Father holds with the world according to
diverse degrees of participation (paternity toward creatures lacking reason and
toward creatures made to the image of God, divine paternity according to nature
and according to grace): it is by participating in the relation that the Son
holds with his Father that creatures have God for their Father.(7)
In his study of the Son, Thomas establishes that the Word, by virtue of his
personal property, possesses a relationship toward creatures, because the Father
accomplishes all things by his Word. The very name of Word signifies
the Son in his exemplar and efficient causality: it permits one to understand
the foundation of the manifestation of the Father as accomplished by the Son.(8)
The study of the name Son as well as the theme of the Image (a
proper name of the Son) clarifies equally the creative and the salvific action
of the Son.(9) One can hardly summarize, at one
stroke, this vast teaching. Let us recall the master idea that guides Aquinas’s
explanations:





Whoever makes something
must preconceive it in his wisdom, which is the form and pattern of the thing
made: as the form preconceived in the mind of an artisan is the pattern of the
cabinet to be made. God makes nothing except through the conception of his
intellect, which is the eternally conceived Wisdom, that is, the Word of God and
Son of God. Accordingly, it is impossible that God should make anything except
through his Son. And so Augustine says, in his De Trinitate, that the Word is the Art full of the living patterns of all things.
Thus it is manifest that all things which the Father makes, he makes through the
Son.(10)
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This action of the Father “through his Word” concerns creation (the
Word is the expression and the productive source of creatures), providence, the
manifestation of the Father and his revelation, salvation, and the gift of
filiation—in brief, the whole creative and salvific divine act. In every case,
Thomas Aquinas explains the action of the Son by means of his property of Word,
Son, and Image, that is, by means of what characterizes him distinctly in the
Trinity.

In a similar manner, the personal property that manifests the distinction and
the eternal existence of the Holy Spirit permits one also to account for his act
in the economy of creation and grace. It is by means of the property of Love
that Thomas Aquinas explicates the action of the Holy Spirit in creation, in the
exercise of providence, in the movement of creatures, in vivification,
sanctification, and the life of grace. Being personally Gift, the Holy Spirit is
given to the saints and abides in them; he com-municates the presence of the
Father and of the Son, showering the Church with his gifts.(11)
Let us note, here again, the guiding idea of this teaching:

Even as the Father utters himself and every creatures by the Word he
begets, inasmuch as the Word begotten completely expresses the Father and every
creature, so also he loves himself and every creature by the Holy Spirit,
inasmuch as the Holy Spirit proceeds as Love for the primal goodness, the motive
of the Father’s loving himself and every creature.(12)





This explanation implies that the Love by which the Father and the Son are
mutually united is also the Love by which they associate us in their communion:
“The Father and the Son are loving each other and us by the Holy Spirit or
Love


  



page 36

proceeding.”(13) The theological
exposition of divine action rests thus on the study of the persons in their
common essence and in their properties.(14) In
his analysis of the names Word, Love, and Gift, Thomas shows
that these names bear a relationship to creatures.(15)
He specifies that the divine person (the Father, the Son, the Holy Spirit) is
related to creatures not directly according to the pure relation of origin that
it holds within the eternal Trinity, but under the aspect by which this person
includes the divine essence:

The name of ‘person’ includes the nature indirectly: a person is an
individual substance of intelligent nature. Thus the name of a divine person
does not imply a reference to the creature according to the personal relation
[of this person], but such a name does imply a reference to the creature
according to what belongs to the nature [of this person]. However, nothing
prevents such a name, as including the essence in its signification, from
bearing a relationship to the creature. Just as it is proper to the Son that he
be the Son, so also it is proper to him that he be ‘God begotten’ or ‘Creator
begotten’. That is how the name ‘Word’ bears a relationship to creatures.(16)



One finds in these explanations the structure of relation and the
elements of the Thomistic notion of person, applied to the Trinitarian
economy. Relation, we note briefly, bears a double aspect: (1) it is pure
relationship to an other, and (2) it possesses existence in a subject. The first
aspect constitutes the proper notion or ratio of relation (relationship
to another), and the second aspect accounts for the being (esse) of a
real relation.
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These two aspects are required for every real relation. In God, the first
aspect consists in the pure relationship of person to person according to origin
(paternity, filiation, spiration, procession). As regards the second aspect, the
divine relation is identified with the very being of the divine essence; it is
this divine essence, it is God.(17) The
combination of this double aspect allows one to conceive of the divine person as
a relation that subsists: the person is distinct under the aspect of
relationship to another according to origin (the first aspect of relation) and
it subsists in virtue of the divine being that it formally includes and with
which it is identified (second aspect of relation).(18)
It is this analysis that Thomas applies to the relationship that the divine
persons hold with creatures. We will examine more closely these two aspects of
relation.

According to Thomas Aquinas, the
relationship to creatures does not intervene in the first aspect of the divine
relation, that is, in the aspect of the pure relationship to another which
constitutes the “proper reason” of the relation. Under this first
aspect, the intra-Trinitarian relation is a pure relationship of person to
person according to origin. The divine person, distinguished and constituted by
a relation, is not distinguished and constituted by a relationship to creatures,
but by the relation it holds with another divine person. To introduce the
relationship to creatures in this first aspect would amount to thinking that the
very existence of the Trinity (the real distinction of persons) depended on the
action of God in the world, as if the world intervened to make a divine person
exist. Such a view of things would imply a pantheist conception of the Trinity
or would lead to the difficulties of Arianism and of Sabellianism which
understood the procession of persons along the lines of an action of God in the
world.(19) One could no longer account for the
divinity of the persons and their eternal distinction.
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The relationship to creatures,
however, is included in the second aspect of the divine relation, which
“includes” the divine essence and possesses the being of the divine
essence. The divine essence contains the ideas of the creatures which preexist
in it, and it is the source or the cause of creatures (exemplar, efficient, and
final cause). These elements have been explained in the treatise of the
essential attributes that concern the divine operation (the knowledge of God,
his will and love, his power). It is by his essence that God creates: by his
wisdom, by his will and his love, by his mercy, by his power.(20)
In other words, God creates because he is God and insofar as he is God. This is
why the relationship to creatures belongs not in the personal relation as pure
“relationship to another” (first aspect of relation), but rather in
relation under the aspect of its divine being (second aspect of relation). And
what one explains in terms of relations applies also to person.
The divine person bears a relationship to creatures not under the aspect of his
pure relationship toward another divine person, but rather under the aspect of
his divinity. The Holy Spirit saves, the Son creates, because the Son and the
Holy Spirit are divine persons, that is, because they are God and
inasmuch as they are God.(21)

This is what St. Thomas explains
regarding the names Word, Love, and Gift: the
relationship to creatures belongs not in the “personal relation,” but
in the divine essence that the person “includes.” It is in this manner
that the Son is the “begotten Creator”: the word begotten
signifies the Son in his relationship to the Father and the word Creator
signifies the Son in his divine being. The notion of “divine person”
gathers or includes these two aspects. In Aquinas, the theological understanding
of the relationship that a divine person holds with the world implies the
fundamental elements of the speculative synthesis on relation and person.

In affirming that the relationship to
creatures pertains to the divine essence common to the three persons, and not to
the pure 
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relationship of person to person, has
Thomas obscured the personal features of the Trinitarian economy? Has he
suggested that the essence alone (and not the person as such) is involved in the
creation and the economy of grace? No, because the person is not constituted
solely by the relationship to another, but also by the essence in virtue of
which it is a person. This is why Thomas explains that the relationship to
creatures is indeed “included” in the notion of divine person, or that
it belongs “in second place” in the proper name of the divine person.
When Christians confess that the Son is the Word, or when one recognizes that
the Holy Spirit is Love and Gift, the relationship to creatures is present in
these personal names “in the way that essence enters the meaning of
‘person’.”(22) In explaining that the
relationship to the created world concerns the divine essence, Thomas clearly
holds that this relationship belongs to the person, since the essence
formally pertains to the person as person.

In order better to grasp the personal
dimension of the creative and salvific act, it is necessary therefore to take an
additional step. In the relationship to creatures, what “role” should
one grant to what each person possesses as a personal property? How does the
property of each person belong in the action of the Trinity in the world? Before
answering this question, let us note briefly the theme of the “causality of
the Trinitarian processions” which extends the above reflections.

 



II. The “Causality” of the Trinitarian
Processions



Beginning with his first synthesis of
theology, the commentary on the Sentences, Thomas Aquinas formulated
this central thesis: “The eternal processions of the persons are the cause
and the reason [causa et ratio] of the entire production of
creatures.”(23)
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The words cause and reason
are completed by other terms specifying the Trinitarian foundation of creation.
The procession of persons is the source or origin (origo),(24)
the principle (principium)(25) and the
model (exemplar)(26) of the procession
of creatures. This affirmation is presented as a theological exegesis of
biblical texts concerning the action of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. One
finds it almost twenty times in the Thomistic corpus, in the same terms(27)
or in related formulations: “The temporal procession of creatures derives
from the eternal procession of the persons,”(28)
“the going forth of persons in the unity of essence is the cause of the
going forth of creatures in the diversity of essence.”(29)

Saint Thomas was able to find this
theological thesis in his master, St. Albert the Great.(30)
It is also manifestly inspired by St. Bonaventure who, without expressly
formulating this thesis, likewise taught that the procession of the Son and that
of the Holy Spirit possess a causality and an exemplarity with regard to
creatures: the “extrinsic diffusion” of the good (the act of God in
the world) has for its reason the “intrinsic diffusion” of the
sovereign Good in the divine persons, in a manner in which the first reality is
the cause of all the secondary realities that derive from it. However, neither
Albert nor Bonaventure developed the creative causality of the Trinitarian
processions in a manner comparable to Thomas: the systematic exploitation of
this thesis 
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appears as a characteristic feature of
his theology. The Trinitarian processions are the exemplary, efficient, and
final source of the procession of creatures (creation and grace), the motive of
the creative action on the part of God, and the principle of creatures in the
ontological order and in the order of intelligibility.(31)
A correct and integral understanding of God’s action in the world therefore
requires knowledge of the procession of the divine persons.(32)

In these explanations, creation is not
attributed in a proper or exclusive manner to a single divine person. God is
creator in virtue of his essence, which is common to the three persons: the
three persons are one single Creator God.(33)
The creative “causality” is not therefore attributed in a proper
manner to one divine person; rather, Thomas relates it to the Trinitarian
processions. The word procession means the origin—the coming to being,
the way to the existence—of a reality from its principle.(34)
In considering in an analogous manner the Trinity and creation under the aspect
of procession (the Son and the Spirit proceed eternally and creatures
also proceed from God, although on a completely different order),
Thomas uses a concept that permits one to grasp analogously the communication
of being. Creation and the economy of grace are not connected solely to a
particular divine person but to the Trinity: Thomas emphasizes the influence of
the whole “Trinitarian process.”

“Procession” in the Trinity
signifies the personal communication of the plenitude of the divinity: the
Father communicates eternally the plenitude of his divinity to the Son; with the
Son, he communicates it to the Holy Spirit. When one speaks of
“procession” in God, one considers the persons under the dynamic
aspect of the eternal communication of the divinity. With regard
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to creation, in an entirely different
order, “procession” consists in a participation of creatures in being
and in the divine perfections (as communicated by God’s action in the world). It
is at this level of the communication of a participation of divine perfections,
implying the doctrine of analogy, that Trinitarian causality is situated. The
communication of the entire divine essence in the Trinity is the cause and the
reason of the communication of a participation of the divine essence to
creatures, in a radically different order: “The going forth of persons in
the unity of essence is the cause of the going forth of creatures in the
diversity of essence.”(35) As one easily
ascertains, it is a question of the distinction and the relationship between the
immanent action (Trinitarian processions) and the transitive action (action of
God in the world): the first is the “reason” of the second.(36)

Thomas Aquinas provided successively
two interpretations of this “causality” of Trinitarian processions,
the first in his com-mentary on the Sentences and the second in the Summa
Theologiae. One discovers here a deepening of understanding. In his first
work, Thomas explains that, in order to understand the action of divine persons,
it is necessary to take account of two complementary rules: (1) the efficiency
of the divine essence and (2) the causality of the eternal procession of the
persons. “The procession of divine persons is also a certain origin of the
procession of creatures, since everything that is first in some genus is the
cause of what comes after; but the efficiency with regard to creatures is
nevertheless attributed to the common essence.”(37)
This double principle is invoked in order to explain in what manner “the
Father and the Son love us by the Holy Spirit.” It permits one
also to show in what way “the Father speaks all things by his Word.”
The divine act is not explained solely by the divine nature, that is, by the
essential knowledge and will of the Trinity.




  
  

  


page 43

It is explained also by the
Trinitarian processions which are the reason of the works that God accomplishes
in the world: the Word is the efficient model of all communication that God
accomplishes by his wisdom, and the Holy Spirit is the reason of all
communication that God accomplishes by the generosity of his love. The Word is
the sole person who, in God, proceeds by mode of intellect: he is thereby the
uncreated model and reason of the procession of works of wisdom accomplished by
God. The Holy Spirit is the sole person who, in God, proceeds by mode of love:
he is thereby the reason of the procession of creatures which come forth from
God by the mode of a divine gift. Under this aspect, the creative causality
(“efficiency”) belongs to the divine essence, but the reason of this
causality (“reason of the efficiency”) pertains to the procession of
the Son and to the procession of the Holy Spirit in virtue of the proper and
distinct mode of these processions.(38) Creation
is the common work of the three persons, acting by their essence, and each
person is involved in this act according to his personal property.

In the Summa, Thomas explains
the exemplarity and the causality of the Trinitarian processions, with more
precision, by means of his doctrine of relation. This explanation bears the mark
of the progress of his Trinitarian theology. Whereas in his first work he based
his Trinitarian doctrine on the notion of procession, he organizes it more
resolutely in the Summa around the notion of relation, following the
two aspects of divine relation that we have described above (the relationship to
another and the divine essence):

The divine Persons, according to the formal feature of their procession,
have a causality respecting the creation of things. For as was said above [STh
I, q. 14, a. 8; q. 19, a. 4] when treating of the knowledge and will of God, God
is the cause of things by his intellect and will, like an artist is the cause of
works of art. Now an artist works through the word conceived in his mind, and
through the love of his will bent on something. Hence also God the Father made
the creature through his Word, which is His Son; and through his Love, which is
the Holy 
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Spirit. In this way also the processions of the persons are the
“reasons” of the production of creatures, inasmuch as they include the
essential attributes of knowing and willing.(39)





This explanation invokes the analogy of intelligence and will. It is a question,
once again, of making explicit the relationships that the immanent acts
(Trinitarian processions) maintain with the acts that proceed toward an exterior
reality (creation and salvation). The seeming simplicity of the example of the
artist should not deceive: this analogy implies a very powerful metaphysical
reflection on the transcendental principles of action. For our purpose, it is
the conclusion that deserves attention: the personal processions are the reason
or “the cause of creation”(40)
inasmuch as they “include” the essential attributes of knowledge and
will. Thomas no longer exploits two complementary rules, as in his commentary on
the Sentences, but rather one single theological principle: the
personal procession of a divine person includes the essence. This explanation is
attached to the doctrine of person and relation, whose results are henceforth
applied to the divine act. In the divine action, the essence is not on one side,
with the personal properties on the other side. Everything converges in the
relation (conceived as based on the procession) and in the person who formally
gathers the aspect of the distinction and the aspect of the essence.(41)
The persons create and
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act in the world in virtue of the
processions (i.e., the Father acts through the Son whom he begets and in the
Holy Spirit whom he spirates with the Son), insofar as the processions include
the essence (as the relations also do)—that is, because the personal
processions are divine. We find again precisely the path of explication
that Thomas followed when he examined the properties of the Word, of Love, and
of Gift.

 



III. The “Proper Role” of Persons





The theological manifestation of the creative and salvific act of the divine
persons brings us back to our first question: in the divine act, what
“role” should one recognize for that which each person possesses in a
proper manner? Following the teaching of Thomas Aquinas, two solutions should be
avoided. Let us examine them briefly.

(1) A first path toward a
(unsatisfying) solution responds that there is no proper mode in the action of a
divine person, because the persons act solely according to that which is
absolutely common to them—namely, the divine nature, which is the principle of
their act. This solution takes account of the Orthodox rule of the unity of
energy of the three persons, or the Augustinian principle of the indivisibility
of the works of the Trinity ad extra. The distinction of persons would
then be involved in their eternal relationships but not in the act which they
exercise in our favor. This explanation has been supported by various authors in
modern Scholasticism and one finds it in certain Trinitarian treatises of the
twentieth century.(42) It led to connecting the
economy of creation and grace to the “one God” (De Deo uno),
thereby pushing aside the role of the Trinitarian 
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plurality for understanding the divine
act. Likewise, it weakened the value of the doctrine of appropriations in making
these appropriations the only way to grasp the Trinitarian dimension of the
divine act.

The rule of the unity of action of the
Trinity is fundamental, and the reader of Thomas Aquinas must not fail to
observe its importance; it is found at the heart of the Trinitarian treatise.(43)
Creation and grace are not the exclusive work of a single person; rather, the
three persons are all together the source, by reason of their common divine
nature. Not to recognize this would lead one to reject the Trinitarian
consubstantiality. At the same time, appropriation is a valuable method, the
foundations of which have been clearly underlined by Aquinas.(44)
The mistake of this first response does not therefore consist in an error about
the principles invoked (the unity of the divine act and the appropriations), but
rather in the exclusivity that it attributes to them, as if the rule of
the unity of operation constituted, by itself, all the explication, the single
key for understanding the action of the Trinity. Aquinas’s theology does not
present such an exclusivity. The constant presence of the Trinitarian act in the
study of the properties clearly shows this. In other words, the rule of the
indivisibility of the Trinity in its act ad extra is perfectly exact
and fundamental, but its application is excessive if one attempts to reduce to
it all the aspects of the action of the divine persons.

(2) A second path of response,
reacting vigorously against the preceding one, affirms that each divine person
exercises a proper action in our favor. The thought of many theologians today
seems to be favorable to this manner of conceiving the act of the divine
persons. Such thought attempts then to specify the “personal
causality,” the “proper activity,” the “proper
function,” or the “specific role” of each divine person.(45)
Grace, for example, would 
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be attributed in a specific way to the
Holy Spirit, as if it fell properly to the Holy Spirit (unlike the other
persons) to procure this grace. The same line of thought emphasizes, concerning
the gift of adoptive filiation, that filiation makes us children of the person
of the Father to the exclusion of the other divine persons. The thesis of a
“(quasi-)formal causality” of a divine person is often advanced in
such accounts, notably in the case of the grace of the Holy Spirit.(46)
The Holy Spirit, personally given to the saints, would himself exercise the role
of immanent principle of the human acts of faith and charity. One could thus
explain the distinct work of persons and, more profoundly, the properly personal
foundation of the Trinitarian gifts.(47)

In addition to the problem of the
confusion of God and the world raised by the theory of a divine “formal
causality” (because a form is, by definition, inherent to a
creature, it is one of its constitutive ontological elements, it enters into
real composition with the creature),(48) the
thesis of the proper action of one divine person presents a difficulty that is
insurmountable with regard to the principles of Thomistic theology. To reserve
an action and a divine gift to one person rather than to another is to put in 
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question the unity of the Trinity both
in its essence and in its relations. It is a question of a principle absolutely
fundamental in Thomas Aquinas: the three persons act by a single action or
operation,(49) in virtue of their common nature,
and consequently the effects of the divine action always have for their source
the entire Trinity.(50) The incarnation of the
Son—that is, the assump-tion of the human nature by the person of the Son—does
not constitute an exception to this rule. Aquinas distinguishes between the act
of assuming (actus assumentis: the uniting of the human nature to the
Word of God) and the term of the assumption (terminus assumptionis:
the person of the Word to whom the human nature is united), and states:
“What belongs to the act of assuming is common to the three
persons; but what pertains to the term belongs to one person in such a
way that it does not belong to another. For the three persons caused the human
nature to be united to one person, the Son.”(51)
Theological reflection on the Trinitarian economy can never go against this
rule, which comes into play as a fundamental aspect of the question.

In sum, the attempt to highlight the
Trinitarian dimension of the divine act appears in the following perspective:
the rule of the essential unity of the three persons furnishes a determinative
criterion, but Aquinas does not claim that such a rule constitutes the sole
aspect of the Trinitarian act. Rather, he distinguishes a proper mode of action
of each divine person. This teaching on the Trinitarian mode of action deserves
closer examination.

 



IV. “All Things Were Made through Him”:

A Property of the Son









The three persons act inseparably in
virtue of their common divine nature, and each effect has for its source the
entire Trinity. 
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But, in this common action, each
person acts in the distinct mode of his relation with the other persons. This
thesis can be illustrated by Aquinas’s teaching on the creative act of the Word.
In his exegesis of John 1:3 (“all things were made through him”), St.
Thomas explains that the Word is the one through whom (per quem) the
Father does all things. He then offers a more extended reflection on the act of
the Son: What does the fact of being the one “through whom” the Father
does all things mean? It can be understood in two ways.(52)

(1) If one takes “through
whom” to refer to the “formal principle” (causa formalis)
of the action—that is, the principle of the act of the Father (the “in
virtue of which” the Father acts)—then it is necessary to recognize there
the divine essence. The Father, like the Son and like the Holy Spirit, acts
through his essence: it is through its nature that a being acts.(53)
Thomas speaks here of “formal” principle in order to avoid all idea of
an “efficient” principle, because nothing, including any person,
pushes or moves the Father to act in the manner of an efficient cause.(54)
As regards the “formal” principle of the Father’s action, Aquinas
holds that neither the Son nor the Holy Spirit is such a “principle”
of action of the Father, because the Son and the Holy Spirit do not have a
relation of principle with regard to the Father: the Trinitarian order
does not permit one to see, in the Son or the Holy Spirit, a principle of being
of the Father, or a principle of action of the Father. If one takes
“through whom” to refer to the formal principle, it would therefore be
appropriated to the Son, because God the Father acts through his essential
wisdom which is appropriated to the Son:

If the through denotes a formal cause, as when the Father
operates through his wisdom, which is his essence, he operates through his
wisdom as he operates through his essence. And because the wisdom and power of
the Father are 
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attributed to the Son, as when we say “Christ, the power of God and
the wisdom of God” (1 Cor 1:24), then by appropriation we say that the
Father does all things through the Son, i.e., through his wisdom.(55)





It is for this reason that, in themselves, the biblical formulas “from
whom,” “through whom,” and “in whom” (see Rom 11:36)
are not proper to a person, but rather are appropriated.(56)
With these explanations, one has obviously moved away from the apparent sense of
John 1:3, but one has made an important specification: to say that the Father
acts through the Son is not to make the Word a principle of the act of the
Father. The Father does not receive his act from the Son. One cannot say that
the Father acts “through the Son” as one says of a man that he acts
“by his mind” or “by his nature.” In this sense, the Father
acts through himself or through his essence. Saint Augustine had already noted
that when one holds that “the Father is wise by his begotten wisdom,”
one cannot mean that the Son is the cause of the wisdom of the Father (one would
arrive at this “absurd” conclusion: the Father would not be wise by
himself but by his Son, and the Father would therefore have his essence from the
Son). The Father and the Son are one single wisdom as they are one single
essence. The Son is not the wisdom by virtue of which the Father is wise, but he
is the “begotten Wisdom” come forth from the Father.(57)
The same reflections are applied to the act of the Father.

(2) However, if in the formula
“through him” of John 1:3 one understands the causality of the Word
with regard to creatures,(58) 
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then it is a question strictly of a
property of the Son. This is without doubt the more manifest sense of John 1:3.
Taken in this sense, the expression “through him” designates not the
principle of the action of the Father (this would lead us back to the first
consideration), but the principle or the cause of creatures, and it is here that
one should recognize a proper feature of the Word, going beyond appropriation:

If the “through” [all things were made through him]
denotes causality from the standpoint of the thing produced, then the statement,
“The Father does all things through the Son,” is not appropriation but
it is proper to the Word, because the fact that he is a cause of creatures is
had from someone else, namely, the Father, from whom he has being.(59)





The Son is the one “through whom” the Father acts because he is the
Son and Word begotten by the Father. In the act of the Father through the Son,
the preposition “through” refers to the auctoritas of the
Father, the property of the Father as principle of the Son. The Son exists
in receiving eternally his being from the Father and he acts in
receiving eternally his act from the Father. The action of the Father and the
Son is one; the principle of this action is also one (it is the divine nature or
essence); the effects of the action are common to the Father and to the Son. But
the actors (the subjects of the act: operantes) are personally distinct
and their mode of action is also distinct.(60)
Thomas writes likewise in the Summa Theologiae:





In some instances the
preposition “through” applies to a median cause, e.g. in the statement
that a smith works through his hammer. And so the preposition
“through” is not always appropriated to the Son but sometimes means a
property 
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of the Son, according to this verse of St. John (1:3): “All things
were made through him”; not because the Son is an instrument, but because
he is the “principle from the principle.”(61)



Such is the path by which Thomas Aquinas gives weight to the distinction of
the persons in their act. The formula “principium de principio” refers
to the person of the Son as the principle begotten by the Father. The Son exists
from the Father and, accordingly, acts by receiving his being and his power of
action from the Father: the Son acts as the “principle from the
principle.” This means no subordination but only the relation of origin by
which the Son is referred to the Father. This distinction does not divide the
action of the Trinity, or its power, or the principle of action, which are
common to the three persons by reason of their one nature. It also does not
concern the effects of the action: these effects come forth from the three
persons in virtue of their one action. One could also, indeed, show this by the
doctrine of perichoresis: the Father is in the Son, the Son is in the Father,
the Holy Spirit is in the Father and in the Son, and reciprocally. For this
reason, the action of the three persons is inseparable. Thomas Aquinas explains,
for example: “The Son acts by reason of the Father who dwells in him by a
unity of nature.”(62) The profundity of the
perichoresis is such that, in the act of the Son, the Father himself acts, and
the Holy Spirit acts in them, inseparably. The action of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit is not therefore different from that of the Father, since the persons act
in indwelling the one in the other, according to their mutual immanence and thus
by one and the same operation.

In this common action, however, each
person acts according to the mode of his relative personal property. This mode
of action 
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does not express anything other than
the personal property. One sees this well in the explanations regarding the act
of the Father through his Word. The distinct mode of the action of the Son (the
Son is the Word by whom or through whom the Father acts) does not consist in an
exclusive relationship of the Son as regards creatures; rather, it consists in
the proper relationship that the Son has with his Father within the Trinity. The
same applies to the action of the Holy Spirit: the Son acts through the Holy
Spirit, in such a way that what is done by the Holy Spirit is also done by the
Son.(63) In other words, this proper mode lies
in the intra-Trinitarian relation of person to person, and not in a different
relation with creatures.

This is exactly what Thomas explains,
from another point of view, with regard to the names Word, Love,
and Gift: in the Trinitarian act, the personal distinction does not
belong on the side of the relationship to creatures, but rather on the side of
the intra-Trinitarian relation. And if, when drawing these two aspects together,
one brings the personal intra-Trinitarian relation to the forefront, then one
can then understand what is meant by the “proper mode of act” of the
divine persons. The Father creates the world and saves humankind through the Son
in the Spirit: this mode of acting through the Son in the Spirit is proper to
the Father. It belongs properly to the Son to be the one through whom the Father
creates and accomplishes all things: in the Trinity, the Son is the only one who
acts in this way, as befits his property of Son, Word, and Image of the Father.
And it belongs properly to the Holy Spirit to be the one by whom or through whom
the Father and the Son act, in virtue of his property of Love and Gift. This is
what Thomas explains when he shows that “the Father utters all creatures by
his Word” and that “the Father and the Son love us by the Holy
Spirit,”(64) or when he teaches that
“the processions of the persons are the cause of the procession of 
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creatures.”(65)
These expressions have a proper, not (only) appropriated, sense. Appropriation
is not our only resource for understanding the Trinitarian dimension of the
divine act.





V. Personal Mode of Being and Personal
Mode of Acting











These observations are confirmed by
many aspects of the teaching of Thomas Aquinas, notably by the relationship
between the mode of being and the mode of acting of the persons, as well as by
the distinction of the persons in their same action on behalf of creatures
(creation and grace). A being acts according to what it is: as one is, so one
acts. The mode of acting (modus operandi) is grounded in the mode of
being (modus essendi), which it manifests.(66)
Now, if the being of the three persons is identical, their mode of
being is distinct. This mode of being consists in the manner according to
which a person possesses the divine essence, in accordance with his relative
property (fatherhood, sonship, procession): “Though the same nature is in
Father and Son, it is in each by a different mode of existence, that is
to say, with a different relation.”(67) The
essence of the three persons is one, but each person possesses this divine
essence (more precisely, each person “is” this divine essence)
according to a distinct relation. Thus, the divine nature is found in each
person according to a proper and distinct manner which consists of the personal
relation of each person. Saint Thomas explains it with great clarity:





Just as the three
persons have one and the same essence, it is not in each under the same relation
or with the same mode of existence.(68)
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Though the same nature is in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, it has not
the same mode of existence in each one of the three, and when I say “mode
of existence” I mean in respect of the relation. Nature is in the Father as
not received from another, but in the Son it is as received from the Father.(69)



Although the Godhead is wholly and perfectly in each of the three persons
according to its proper mode of existence, yet it belongs to the perfection of
the Godhead that there be several modes of existence in God, namely, that there
be one from whom another proceeds yet proceeds from no other, and one proceeding
from another. For there would not be full perfection in God unless there were in
him procession of the Word and of Love.(70)





The teaching on the “modes of existing” restates the Cappadocian
Trinitarian doctrine formulated by Basil of Caesarea: each divine hypostasis is
characterized by a tropos tès huparxeôs (literally, “mode of
existence”) which defines the concrete content of its proper hypostatic
subsistence.(71) Medieval Western theologians
had access to this teaching through the Latin trans-lation of John Damascene.(72)
Each person exists in a distinct manner according to a relation. For Thomas,
this means that the personal property designates the relational mode of being
proper to each person: the Father exists in the mode of the unbegotten source,
the Son exists in the mode of filiation insofar as he
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receives his existence from the Father
through generation, the Holy Spirit exists in the mode of Love who proceeds from
the Father and the Son. Each person is characterized therefore by a relative
mode of existence (the content of the “proper mode of existence” lies
in the personal relation). This distinct mode does not disappear in the action
of the persons; it remains present and qualifies intrinsically this act. The
distinct mode of acting bears the same noteworthiness and the same profundity as
does the mode of existing.

A precision should be made: in the
Trinity, the personal distinction does not modify the divine being or nature as
such, or the power of acting, or the action. But the three persons are distinct
under the aspect of the mode of being of the divine essence in them and,
consequently, under the aspect of the mode of acting corresponding to the mode
of being. The distinction of these modes concerns therefore the proper relation
of the person, that is, the intra-Trinitarian relationship of person to person
according to origin. Each person exists and acts in accordance with his relation
to the other persons. This mode of being and of acting expresses the order (ordo)
of the persons, since the real plurality of the divine persons rests in this
order. For Thomas Aquinas, indeed, the personal distinction is not based solely
on the difference of origin of the Son and the Holy Spirit (generation and
spiration), nor even on the mode of the procession of the Son and Holy Spirit
(mode of nature or intellect, mode of will or love), but on the order of origin
within the Trinity: the Son has his existence from the Father, the Holy Spirit
has his existence from the Father and the Son.(73)
This order of origin consists solely in the fact that a person has his existence
from another, without any priority or posteriority.(74)
It is this order that ultimately grounds personal plurality: “It is
necessary that there is procession from procession, and that one of the persons
who proceed comes forth from the other: this is what makes a real difference in
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God.”(75)
The mode of existence in divine persons and their distinct mode of action
consist therefore in this personal order according to origin, that is, in the
relation of origin. This is what Thomas explains in saying that it belongs
properly to the Son to be the one “through whom” the Father acts.

In order to account for the
Trinitarian dimension of creation and grace, it is therefore necessary to
consider the persons who act—the subjects of the action (the
“agents”)—by paying more attention to the mutual relation of these
persons. Concerning the relationship of the Father and the Son, Aquinas states:

It is from the Father that the Son has being and acting, and this is why
the Father acts through the Son.(76)



The Son, who is acting, exists from the Father.(77)





We say that the Father
acts through the Son, because the Son is the cause of what is accomplished in
virtue of one same and indivisible power, power that the Son possesses in common
with the Father but which he receives, nevertheless, from the Father by his
generation.(78)





This relative order has been illumined by means of the property signified by the
name Word: in naming the Son Word, we identify him as the
“operative cause” of the works that the Father accomplishes by him.(79)
The exegesis of John 1:3 also specified this point: the Son is a subject of
action (an operans) distinct from the Father.(80)
The Father acts “through the Son” because the Father, in the eternal
generation, gives to the Son the divine essence by which the Son acts.
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The explanations of the action of the
Holy Spirit show his personal distinction in a comparable way. The Father and
the Son, spirating the Holy Spirit, give to the Holy Spirit the divine essence
and, with it, the power of acting. This is the reason why the Father and the Son
act “in the Holy Spirit” or “through the Holy Spirit.”(81)
The Father and the Son are, in this regard, the principle of the act that the
Holy Spirit performs, insofar as they communicate to him the divine power of
acting.(82) Thomas makes explicit this teaching
by means of the property signified by the personal names Love and Gift.
In recognizing the Holy Spirit as Love and Gift (these names express his
distinct property), we signify him as the source of the effects that the Father
and the Son accomplish through him, that is, as the Love by which the Father and
the Son love us and procure for us their gifts.(83)

In sum: “Whatever the Son does he
has from the Father.”(84) Likewise, the
Holy Spirit acts by receiving his action from the Father and the Son, because he
receives from them the divine nature. It is from the Father and from the Son
that the Holy Spirit receives being and the power of acting, and it is thus that
he accomplishes his actions. When commenting on John 16:13 (“He will not
speak from himself”), St. Thomas explains that

Just as the Son does not act from himself but from the Father, so the
Holy Spirit, because he is from another, that is from the Father and the Son,
will not speak from himself, but whatever he will hear by receiving knowledge as
well as his essence from eternity he will speak.(85)






The three persons act in one same action, but each performs this action in the
distinct mode of his personal relation, that is,
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according to his proper “mode of existing” in accordance with the
Trinitarian order. The Father acts as source of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
the Son acts as Word of the Father, the Holy Spirit acts as Love and Gift of the
Father and the Son. We are not in the domain of an appropriation, but rather in
the domain of a property of the person, as Thomas expressly explains
with regard to the Word. The proper mode of the persons’ acting, we repeat, does
not give rise to an exclusive action of one person in the world; rather, it
concerns the hypostatic relation (the relation of divine person to divine
person) always implied in the action that the Three perform in creating the
world and saving humankind.

VI. An Example of Doctrinal Exegesis:

The Son and the Holy Spirit as “Paraclete” 





We already noted above the way in which St. Thomas finds in John 1:3 the
property that characterizes the mode of acting of the Son. This teaching can
equally be illustrated by other explanations that allow one to apprehend better
the Son’s mode of acting. One of the most illumining examples is the exegesis of
John 14:16 on the name Paraclete: “I will pray the Father and he
will give you another Paraclete.” Saint Thomas’s interpretation shows his
concern, in specifying the distinct modality of the action of each person, to
maintain the unity of the action of the divine persons in virtue of their common
nature. The exegesis on this verse also manifests the unity of speculative
theology and biblical exegesis in St. Thomas, as well as the tight bonds that
unite Trinitarian theology and Christology.

Saint Thomas explains that Paraclete means the “advocate”
or the “consoler.”(86) It is thus a
name that designates the Holy Spirit in his economic act. This act of the Holy
Spirit consists in the mission that he receives from the Father and the Son: to
dwell amongst the disciples so as to obtain the presence of Father and
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Son for them, to lead the disciples to
the full understanding of Christ’s teaching, to bear witness to them on behalf
of the Son. In a first step, St. Thomas explains briefly why this name is
ascribed to the Holy Spirit. The term Paraclete fits well for
designating the Holy Spirit “since he is the Spirit of Love”: he is
the love that procures spiritual consolation, joy, intercession.(87)
The attribution of the name Paraclete to the Holy Spirit is therefore
justified by the affinity between the action of the Holy Spirit and his personal
property (Love):(88) Love is the principle of
action signified by the name Paraclete. In a second step, however, St.
Thomas notes that the New Testament does not exclusively restrict the name Paraclete
to the Holy Spirit. Indeed, the Fourth Gospel designates the Holy Spirit by the
name Paraclete (John 14:16-17, 26; 15:26; 16:7), specifying that the
Spirit is “another Paraclete” (John 14:16): Christ is also
named Paraclete (1 John 2:1). This raises a question under
the form of an objection:

The word Paraclete imports an action of the Holy Spirit. Therefore, by
saying another
Paraclete, a
difference in nature seems to be indicated, because different actions indicate
different natures. Thus the Holy Spirit does not have the same nature as the
Son.(89)





The principle invoked by this objection is clear: a being acts in virtue of what
it is, that is, according to its nature, because the nature is the principle of
action. For this very reason, action makes manifest the nature of a being:
“For the clearest indication of the nature of a thing is taken from its
works.”(90) Saint Thomas often invokes this
metaphysical law in order to show the divinity of the Son and the Holy Spirit:
“When we want to know whether a certain thing is true, we can determine it
from two aspects: its nature [natura] and its power [virtus].
For true gold is that which
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has the species of true gold; and we
determine it if it acts like true gold.”(91)
Such is the principle that guides the “soteriological argument” that
St. Thomas draws from the Fathers of the Church:(92)
because the Son does the works proper to God (to pardon sins, to judge, to save,
etc.), this shows that he is true God. In the same manner, St. Thomas shows the
divinity of the Holy Spirit from the works that the Holy Spirit produces:
because he accomplishes the works proper to God (to sanctify, to deify), the
Holy Spirit is God. Here is a brief example of this doctrinal exegesis often
practiced by St. Thomas: “He from whom men are spiritually reborn is God;
but men are spiritually reborn through the Holy Spirit, as it is stated [in John
3:5]; therefore, the Holy Spirit is God.”(93)
One easily perceives the governing idea of this teaching: the action is the sign
that allows one to identify the nature of the one who acts. The objection raised
regarding the name Paraclete rests on these explanations: because the
Holy Spirit is “another” Paraclete, and because this name signifies an
action, does the gospel suggest that the Holy Spirit exercises another action
than the Son, and therefore that the Spirit is of another nature than the Son?
So would the action of the Spirit-Paraclete be different than that of the Son-Paraclete?
Or, inversely, would the action of the Spirit be conflated with the action of
the Son-Paraclete? The doctrinal stakes of the question are manifest: how can we
account for the action of the Son and the Holy Spirit while avoiding the
pitfalls of Arianism and Sabellianism? Saint Thomas’s response deserves to be
pondered over in depth.

I reply that the Holy Spirit is a Consoler and
Advocate, and so is the Son. John says that the Son is an Advocate: “We
have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous One”
(1 John 2:1).
In Isaiah we are told that he is a Consoler: “The Spirit of the Lord has
sent me to comfort those who mourn” (Isa 61:1). Yet the Son and the Holy
Spirit are Consolers and Advocates in a different way [alia et alia ratione],
if we consider what is congruent to each person. Christ 
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is called an Advocate because as a human being he intercedes for us to
the Father; the Holy Spirit is an Advocate because he makes us ask.



Again, the Holy Spirit is called a Consoler inasmuch as he is formally
Love [inquantum est amor formaliter]. But the Son is a
Consoler inasmuch as he is the Word [inquantum est Verbum].
The Son is a Consoler in two ways: because of his teaching and because the Son
gives the Holy Spirit and incites love in our hearts. Thus the word
“another” does not indicate a different nature in the Son and in the
Holy Spirit. Rather, it indicates the different mode in which each of them is
both an Advocate and a Consoler [designat alium modum quo uterque est
consolater et advocatus].(94)



The effects of the action of the Son and of the Holy Spirit in helping the
disciples are identical: consolation, joy, forceful witnessing, adhesion to the
word of God, assurance in prayer. But if the action of the Son is like that of
the Spirit (under this heading, both of them are Paraclete), this action takes a
distinct mode. The solution of St. Thomas comprises two moments: the first
concerns the term Advocate and the second the word Consoler
(these two terms both specify an aspect of the name Paraclete).
Following the first approach, the distinct mode of the act of the Son is
characterized by the action of his humanity. Indeed, to speak properly, “to
intercede” or “to pray” is the action of a rational creature,
inferior to the divine nature.(95) Thus, it is
in his humanity (secundum quod homo) that the Son intercedes for us
before the Father. In this case, because of the hypostatic union, it is a
question of the proper action of the Son, inasmuch as this action has for its
formal principle the humanity proper to the Son incarnate. The actions
accomplished by the humanity of Christ are properly attributed to his divine
person, because the person is the subject of actions performed either in virtue
of his divine nature or in virtue of his human nature.(96)
One can extend this response to all the acts that Christ accomplishes in his
humanity: insofar as the action of the Word incarnate implies the cooperation of
his humanity as a proper instrument, conjoined and free, this theandric action
belongs properly to the person of the Son. By
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reason of his personal humanity, only
the Son is born of the Virgin Mary, preaches, suffers, dies, rises from the
dead, ascends, intercedes for us before the Father. The action of the Holy
Spirit as Advocate is of another order. Indeed, the Holy Spirit does not
exercise personally a created action,(97) but he
is the cause of a human action: the Holy Spirit “intercedes” insofar
as he is the source of the prayer of the saints. This first exegesis of the name
Advocate can be summarized in the following way: “The Son is said
to ask or to pray according to his assumed nature, that is, not according to his
divine nature but according to his human nature. The Holy Spirit is said to ask
because he prompts us to ask.”(98)

In a second moment in his commentary
on John 14:16, St. Thomas considers the name Consoler as signifying an
action of the Son and the Holy Spirit according to their divine personal
property. In this case, the personal mode of the action of the Son no longer
concerns his humanity as such. The Son “consoles” in the mode of his
divine and incommunicable personal property, which is being the Word of the
Father. In this regard, the Son gives interior teaching and spreads the Holy
Spirit: this belongs to the Word as Word. Indeed, it is by reason of his
property of Word of the Father that the Son reveals the truth and makes known
the Father, because he is personally the expression of the whole wisdom of the
Father,(99) he proceeds as the “begotten
Wisdom” of the Father.(100) For this
reason, St. Thomas states, “Since the doctrine of anyone is nothing else
than his word, and the Son of God is the Word of God, it follows that the
doctrine of the Father is the Son himself.”(101)
At the same time, it is by reason of his property of Word, that is, inasmuch as
he is the 
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divine Word, that the Son spirates the
Holy Spirit: “The Son is the Word; not, however, just any word, but the
Word breathing Love.”(102) It is in this
manner that the Son procures the knowledge of God by faith: the Son interiorly
teaches believers “by giving them the Holy Spirit.”(103)
Such is the completely personal mode by which the Son, according to his property
of Word, is the Consoler by his teaching. On the part of the Holy Spirit, the
mode of action comes from his personal property as Love. The Holy Spirit is
properly and personally the Love who proceeds from the Father and the Son.
Existing personally as Love, he acts in the mode of the “impression”
or the “affection” of love of the Father and the Son, in communicating
to human beings the impulsion of love which gives them their union to God: he
spreads charity, that is, he communicates a participation in his personal
property, obtaining consolation and joy (which belongs formally to the Spirit as
Love).(104)

In this way, St. Thomas can explain
that the Son and the Holy Spirit, possessing the same nature, exercise the same
action: to console. They receive therefore, under this aspect, the same name: Consoler.
This is moreover the reason why the name Consoler is appropriated: it
is not proper to a person, as the New Testament attests. But each person
exercises this action according to his proper mode (alius modus). The
Son consoles in accordance with his property of Word: he is the Word through
whom the Father consoles and who, with the Father, sends the Holy Spirit. The
Holy Spirit consoles in a manner that corresponds to his property of Love: he is
the Gift through whom the Father and Son console us and give us a share in their
Love. The proper mode of the personal action does not imply that the effect is
exclusively proper to one person (the created effect, like the divine action
that 
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produces that effect, is
appropriated);(105) rather, this mode concerns
the relative property of the persons, the intra-Trinitarian relation of person
to person: the Son acts inasmuch as he is begotten as Word of the Father, the
Holy Spirit acts inasmuch as he is personally Love proceeding from the Father
and his Word, and the Father acts through the Son whom he begets and in the Holy
Spirit whom he spirates with the Son. 









VII. Immanent Trinity, Economic Trinity, and
Perichoresis



In explaining that the distinction of
the mode of action applies on the side of the relation of divine person to
divine person (personal property), and not on the side of effects of the divine
action, is St. Thomas truly able to show the personal dimension of the
relationships that the divine persons have with us? In other words, does this
doctrine honor sufficiently the aspect quoad nos of the Trinitarian act
in its personal dimension? We have already indicated above the reasons why
Thomist thought can accept neither that a created effect be attributed in a
proper manner to one divine person to the exclusion of others, nor that an
action in the world belongs to one person rather than to another. But the
objection remains, because it could seem that the Thomist explication has
divided the Trinity by a kind of dichotomy: on the one hand, the
intra-Trinitarian relations in which one observes a personal distinction and a
distinct mode of action, and on the other, the relations to creatures in which
the personal distinction no longer intervenes directly and cedes its place to
the unity of the Trinity.

This difficulty can be formulated in
terms derived from Karl Rahner: does not St. Thomas’s explanation divide the
“immanent Trinity” and the “economic Trinity”? Indeed,
following the thought of St. Thomas, the distinct mode of action of the persons
consists in their eternal personal properties (“immanent Trinity”) 
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and not in a different relation of
persons with creatures (“economic Trinity”). In this case, can one
still affirm that “the economic Trinity is the immanent Trinity and
vice-versa”? Does not the Rahnerian Grundaxiom imply that the
solution of St. Thomas ought to be avoided?

In reality, the teaching of St. Thomas
leads rather to the following position: the Trinity acts in the world, reveals
itself and gives itself (“economic Trinity”), as it is in itself
(“immanent Trinity”). In themselves, in the intra-Trinitarian life,
the divine persons are distinguished by their relative properties. The
Trinitarian plurality arises neither from a difference of essence, nor from a
different relationship of persons toward something exterior to the Trinity;(106)
instead, it arises from relations of origin, in the measure in which one person
proceeds from another. In the same way, when the persons act in the world, they
are distinguished neither by a difference of essence, nor by a different
relationship to creatures; instead, they are distinguished by their mutual
relations, in the measure in which the persons who act are each referred to the
others. This point bears repeating: in the “immanent Trinity,” the
real distinction of persons arises only from their personal relations and
consists in these opposed relations;(107) in
the same way, in the “economic Trinity,” the distinction of persons
who act resides entirely in these mutual relations according to origin. This is
what is expressed by the affirmation of the “relative mode of acting”
of the persons within their common action for us. Precisely where, at first
glance, one could have suspected a division of the “immanent Trinity”
and the “economic Trinity,” it is instead necessary to recognize that
St. Thomas coherently maintains the identity of the Trinity in itself and in its
act for us.
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This teaching can be illustrated by
the doctrine of the missions and, even better, by that of perichoresis. The
sending of the Son and of the Holy Spirit in grace (“invisible
mission”), according to St. Thomas, consists in a twofold relation: the
relation of origin of the person sent (Trinitarian relation) and a relation to
the created effect.(108) The first relation is
the eternal relation that constitutes the person of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit. The second relation implies a created effect that is appropriated to the
person sent, in virtue of an affinity between the created effect (wisdom,
charity) and the personal property of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Thus, the
mission of the divine person includes his eternal procession, to which it adds a
created effect in virtue of which this person is made present in a new manner
(one then speaks of the “temporal procession” of the divine person).(109)
The Son and the Holy Spirit are sent according to their relation of origin: the
person sent is the person proceeding, the person inasmuch as he
proceeds. The completely proper character of the invisible mission of the Son
and of the mission of the Spirit does not primarily reside in the created effect
(this effect, common to the whole Trinity, is appropriated to one person), but
instead resides in the eternal personal relation that the mission includes: the
Son is sent in being turned toward the Father who begets him; the Holy Spirit is
sent and given according to his relation to the Father and the Son who spirate
him.

Extending these reflections, St.
Thomas explains that the “visible mission” of the persons, that is,
the incarnation of the Son and the manifestation of the Spirit by sensible
signs, consists in a twofold manifestation: the manifestation of the eternal
procession of the person sent, and the manifestation of a plenitude of grace 
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that flows forth visibly, in the
presence of witnesses, in order to establish the Church in faith and charity.(110)
Here again, the proper foundation of the “visible mission” is taken
from the eternal property of the person: the visible mission manifests the Holy
Spirit insofar as he is personally Love and Gift (this is his relative
property),(111) that is, insofar as he is the
“sanctifying Gift” of the Father and the Son; as regards the Son, he
is sent insofar as he is, according to his property, the principle and the giver
of the Holy Spirit, that is, insofar as he is “the author of
sanctification.”(112) The Son is
manifested by the holy humanity that he assumes: this holy humanity,
participating instrumentally in the power of the divinity, works to procure
salvation. The human act of Christ collaborates with his divine act and reveals
the person of the Son in his personal traits, because this human act manifests
the Son as Son of the Father and as principle of the Spirit. The proper
characteristics of the act of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, in their mission,
are thus taken principally from the eternal relation that this mission makes
manifest.

The doctrine of perichoresis offers a
synthesis of this teaching. Saint Thomas explains that the divine persons are
mutually “each in the other” according to a threefold point of view.
Each person is interior to the others: (1) in virtue of their common essence,
because where there is the essence of a person, there is the person himself; (2)
in virtue of their relations, because each relation implies in itself its
correlative; (3) in virtue of the processions, because these processions are
“immanent”: the person who proceeds dwells in the person from whom he
proceeds.(113) The latter two aspects also
permit one to understand the reciprocity of 
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the divine persons. Indeed, under the
aspect of the unity of essence, the Father is in the Son in the same way as the
Son is in the Father, that is, by identity of nature, because each person
possesses the same divine nature.(114)
Nevertheless, under the aspect of relations, the mutual presence of persons
assumes the proper mode of the relation. This mode is not interchangeable but
distinct in reciprocity. The Son is in the Father insofar as he is related to
the Father as his Son, just as the Father is in the Son insofar as he is his
Father. Paternity and filiation thus imply two distinct modes of presence in
reciprocity: “On the side of the relation, the mode [of presence of the
Father in the Son and of the Son in the Father] is different, according
to the different relationship of the Father to the Son and of the Son to the
Father.”(115) The same point holds when
one considers the persons under the aspect of origin: the Father is in the Son
insofar as he begets the Son, the Son is in the Father insofar as he is begotten
by the Father; the Holy Spirit is in the Father and the Son insofar as he
proceeds from them, just as the Father and the Son are in the Holy Spirit
insofar as they spirate him.(116) The relations
are therefore not limited to “distinguishing” the persons by reason of
the “opposition” that they have; they are also the reason of the unity
of the persons that they distinguish.(117)
Relation thus grounds the Trinitarian communion.

Perichoresis sheds light not just on
the being and the relations of the Trinity in itself, but also on the act of the
Trinity within this world. In the first place, the mutual “being in”
of the persons 
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implies their common act. Just as the
persons exist indivisibly, they act inseparably: the Father
who acts is in the Son and in the Holy Spirit, the acting Son is in the Father
and in the Holy Spirit, the Spirit who acts is in the Father and in the Son, in
such a way that their action is common and that the effects of this action are
also common. The action of persons in the world cannot be different, since each
acts by having the others in him and by being in the others. Likewise, the
effects cannot be related to a single person, because the three persons act
mutually “one in the other.” But the persons are not conflated: the
Son acts in being turned toward the Father by his filiation and in being turned
toward the Holy Spirit by spiration (the Son acts a Patre and per
Spiritum Sanctum), the Father acts in being turned toward the Son by his
paternity and toward the Holy Spirit by spiration (the Father acts per Filium
and per Spiritum Sanctum), and the Holy Spirit acts in being
turned toward the Father and the Son by his procession (the Holy Spirit acts a
Patre and a Filio). Such is the proper “mode” by which
each person is distinctly in the other and acts distinctly in the other
under the aspect of personal relation. Perichoresis shows the depth of the
communion of persons (unity and distinction) in their act.

Working inseparably in the economy,
the three divine persons are therefore also inseparably present. This presence
concerns, in the first place, the mysteries of the Son of God in his flesh: in
Christ, the Son incarnate, the whole Trinity is made present to humankind, by
reason of the divine consubstantiality and by reason of the Trinitarian
relations. The presence of the Trinity is also given when the Son and the Holy
Spirit are sent into the souls of saints (“invisible mission” of the
divine person). The Father is not “sent,” because he does have have a
principle: he is rather the one who sends the Son and the Holy Spirit.
Nevertheless, the Father comes to dwell in the hearts of the saints, along with
the Son and the Spirit whom he sends. In both cases, perichoresis accounts for
the coming and for the presence of the three persons together:
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The Father is in the Son, the Son is in the Father, and both are in the
Holy Spirit. For this reason, when the Son is sent, the Father and the Holy
Spirit come also, simultaneously. This takes place in the Son’s advent in the
flesh, as he says himself in John 8:16: I am not alone, but I and the Father
who sent me. This holds also when he comes into the soul [of saints], as he
likewise says himself in John 14:23: We will come to him, and we will make
our home with him. This is why the coming and the inhabitation belong to
the whole Trinity.(118)









Due to perichoresis, the coming of the Son in the economy of salvation is a
presence not only of the Son, but also of the whole Trinity. This is the reason
why the incarnation and the mysteries of the life of Christ are a revelation of
the Trinity. And, in the gift of grace, the perichoresis of divine persons is
extended to us. When the Holy Spirit is given with the charity that he spreads,
when the Son comes to inhabit human beings by living faith, it is the whole
Trinity which is made inseparably present, as much in virtue of the common
essence of the persons as in virtue of their relations. The mutual indwelling of
the divine persons, explicated by the doctrines of processions, relations, and
essence (the pillars of Trinitarian doctrine), thus illumines the two aspects of
the Trinitarian act: (1) the inseparable unity of the action of the persons, the
unity of their presence in the economy, and the unity of their effects; (2) the
personal dimension of the Trinitarian act, which is rooted in the proper mode of
being of the persons and in their mode of action according to their distinctive
property.

 



VIII.
Our Relation in Grace to Each Divine Person:

Objective Union 





In the explications that we have undertaken to this point, we have principally
considered the causal action of the Trinity, that is, the divine persons
as efficient and exemplar source of the gifts of nature and of grace. Under this
aspect, St. Thomas invites us to
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recognize the unity of the Trinity, because the three persons exercise
together one single causal action. This is why the created effects, considered
in an “ontological” or “entitative” manner, refer us to the
three persons in their inseparable causality.(119)

Does not, however, the experience of
faith give us a relation with each divine person in particular? Consequently, is
it not necessary to recognize that grace enables us to enter into relation not
only with the unity of the Trinity, but with each person in his distinct
personality? Saint Thomas responds clearly: yes, when the Son and the Holy
Spirit are sent to the saints in grace, the saints come to “enjoy”
each person in his personal property. But this relation to the Father, to the
Son, and to the Holy Spirit in their distinct personality is no longer situated
at the level of the causality of the Trinity (the ontological or
entitative aspect): it concerns the intentional or objective
engagement with the divine persons who are really “given” and
“possessed” by the beneficiaries of grace.

Saint Thomas explains that, by grace,
the Trinity dwells in the human being “as the known is in the knower and as
the beloved is in the one who loves.”(120)
The Trinity, in the distinction of persons, is given to human beings as
“object” of acts of supernatural knowledge (faith, beatific vision)
and as “object” of charitable acts (charity, fruition). The divine
persons are no longer only understood as the cause of the effects which they
procure in us, but rather they are given and present “as the object of the
operation is present in the one who operates.”(121)
The word object in this context should be rightly understood. It does
not indicate any depersonalization of God (in the manner in which, today, one
may distinguish a relationship to another in terms of “subject” or
“object”). The word object is taken here in its formal sense
and 
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designates what is directly attained
or apprehended by an action, the end toward which the activity or the
“operation” is carried out by an acting subject. When applied to God,
this word means that, by the habits or the acts of wisdom and of charity, human
beings attain, apprehend, or “possess” the divine persons inas-much as
they are united to these persons by knowledge and love. This is why, in order to
designate this relation to the divine persons, the Thomist tradition speaks of
the objective presence of the Trinity, or of the intentional presence of the
divine persons (the terms intentional or spiritual designate,
by opposition to natural, the mode of being that a reality assumes in
the subject who knows it and who loves it).(122)

One can summarize the explications of
St. Thomas in the following manner. The whole Trinity, in one same action, is
the source or the cause of sanctifying grace (grace is appropriated to the Holy
Spirit, by reason of the affinity that grace possesses to the property of the
Holy Spirit as Love and Gift of the Father and the Son). The whole Trinity is
the source or the cause of our filial adoption (adoption is appropriated to the
Father as its author, to the Son as its model, and to the Holy Spirit as to the
one who inscribes it in our hearts).(123) The
whole Trinity is the cause of the gifts of wisdom and of love (the gifts that
illumine the intelligence are appropriated to the Son, while the gifts that
inflame charity are appropriated to the Holy Spirit).(124)
But salvation consists in the reception of the divine persons themselves: the
presence of the Son and of the Holy Spirit who are sent, and the presence of the
Father who comes to indwell the hearts of his children with the Son and the Holy
Spirit whom he sends.(125) The created gifts
caused by the Trinity (sanctifying grace, wisdom, charity) are a disposition
conferred upon human beings to make them capable of receiving the divine persons
who are themselves really given 
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and substantially present.(126)
In order to designate this relationship to divine persons, St. Thomas speaks of
“fruition” (frui, fruitio).(127)
This word designates the union of love with the divine persons who are the
ultimate end of the human being and in whom the human being finds his happiness.(128)
Saint Thomas is very clear: by grace, “we enjoy [fruimur] the
property of each person.”(129) To enjoy
the divine persons, or to “possess” (habere) the divine
persons,(130) is to be united to the divine
persons as they are the “object” of knowledge and of love, to be
caught up in the divine persons known and loved by faith (and then by the
vision) and by charity (fruition).

The doctrine of the image of the
Trinity in the human being develops the same points. It is in knowing and loving
the divine persons that we are conformed to these persons, and it is then that
the image of the Trinity in the human being attains its highest degree (image of
grace and of glory). According to Aquinas’s teaching, the perfect image of God
in the human being is accomplished when the human being is conformed to the
Trinity (assimilation to the divine persons) by his acts of knowledge and of
love (“objective” union)—that is, when the human being, configured to
the Word and to the Holy Spirit who are sent, is united to the Trinity known and
loved.(131) It is in this “objective”
order that the fruition of the divine persons and the indwelling of these
persons in the heart of the human being is realized. The divine persons are not
ontologically mixed with the creature, but the creature is enabled to be united
to the divine persons who are really present in the mode of a known and loved
“object.”
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In this context St. Thomas speaks of
our “experience” of the Son and the Holy Spirit in their proper
personality. This teaching extends that of St. Augustine. The bishop of Hippo
had explained that the Son is sent in the soul of the saints when he is
“known as having his origin in the Father”; in the same way, the Holy
Spirit is sent when he is known as proceeding from the Father and from the Son.(132)
In his mission, the divine person is manifested; the Son and the Holy Spirit are
made known by the gifts that represent them and that are appropriated to them.(133)
And when the person is thus manifested, the person is given in his personal
relation. The Son is made known in his relation to the Father: in faith, he is
received as the one sent from the Father and as the Son of the Father.
Similarly, the Holy Spirit is made known in his relation to the Father and to
the Son: he is received as the Spirit of the Father and the Son. As regards the
Father, he is known as the source of the Son and the Holy Spirit whom he sends
into our hearts.(134) This knowledge of the
divine person in his personal distinction belongs to the very notion of
“mission.”(135) In order to make
explicit such a grasp of the persons in their mission, St. Thomas speaks of an
“experimental knowledge” of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. The
expression, in St. Thomas, is not rare in this context: one finds it many times,
as much in the Commentary on the Sentences as in the Summa,
and always in reference to the love that makes knowledge perfect.(136)
This knowledge is an experience of the divine person present and acting, a
“fruitful knowledge” (fruitio) of the divine person. This
theme of “experimental knowledge” makes explicit the union given by
the mission of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, that is, the union to the 
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Son and to the Holy Spirit inasmuch as
we are “conformed” or “assimilated” to them through our acts
of knowledge and charity.

According to these explanations,
therefore, it is necessary to distinguish the “ontological” aspect and
the “intentional” aspect of grace.(137)
Under its “ontological” or “entitative” aspect, that is,
considered in itself (in the subject to which it is given), grace is the effect
of the action of the whole Trinity and refers us therefore to the Trinity in the
unity of the three persons.(138) Under its
“intentional” aspect, when one considers it in its dynamism, that is,
from the side of the object or the end toward which it leads us (the
“objective” manifestation of known and loved divine persons), the gift
of grace (wisdom and charity) refers us to the three persons inasmuch as these
persons are distinct from each other and are apprehended in their proper
singularity, one as Father, the second as only-begotten Son, the third as Holy
Spirit come forth from the Father and the Son.(139)










IX. Conclusion



Aquinas firmly recognizes the unity of
action of the divine persons, the unity of their principle of action and the
unity of their relationship to created effects. Appropriations come into the
picture at this level: that of the action itself (e.g., to create, to vivify, to
sanctify, to comfort), that of the principles of action (e.g., power, wisdom,
goodness) and of created effects (e.g., being, grace, adoptive filiation,
consolation) which, being common to the three persons, are nevertheless
attributed specially to one person in virtue of an affinity with the exclusive
property of this person. But Aquinas also clearly maintains a relational
mode of acting of each person, a proper and distinct mode which consists in
the personal intra-Trinitarian relationship qualifying 
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intrinsically the act of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. The recognition of a proper mode of acting of
each divine person gives more value to the doctrine of appropriation, because
appro-priation of essential features rests precisely on the relative property
that characterizes the distinct mode of existence and act of the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit. By accounting for the personal dimension of the divine action,
the proper mode of acting of the persons grounds the Trinitarian structure of
the economy: all comes forth from the Father, through the Son, and in the
Spirit.

At another level, in the order of the
objective union to the Trinity known and loved (and no longer only in the order
of the causality of the divine act), St. Thomas shows that the gifts of grace
enable human beings to enter into relation with each person in particular, that
is, each person apprehended in a proper and distinct way.

In highlighting the proper features of
the act of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, this doctrine gives a particular
prominence to the person of the Father: being the source in the Trinity, the
Father is the “ultimate term”(140) to
which the Holy Spirit and the Son lead human beings. Creation and salvation are
accomplished in the rhythm of the Trinitarian relations.
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Despite its return to prominence in the past twenty-some years, virtue ethics(1)
has been the target of a standard battery of objections. Perhaps chief among
these is that, in counseling the agent to pursue eudaimonia
(flourishing or happiness), (1) it embraces egoism, (2) it leaves no room for a
special moral motive, and (3) it eliminates freedom or autonomy. All these
closely related objections have roots in Kant, who argues in the Groundwork
of the Metaphysics of Morals that the principle of one’s own happiness
reduces virtue to sharp-sightedness for one’s own advantage, destroys the
sublimity of morality (so that the virtuous and vicious are pursuing the same
thing, happiness), and submits us to determination by an empirical principle.

What I hope to show in this paper is, first, that these objections have
deeper roots in a running debate in medieval theology regarding the nature and
causes of the fall of the devil; and, second, that cogent answers to all three
objections were developed more than seven hundred years ago. While I hope my
exposition and comparison of texts on angelic sin will be of some exegetical
value, its chief purpose here is to support a genealogy of a mindset that makes
these objections to virtue ethics look compelling.
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The preoccupation of medieval thinkers with the theme of the fall of the
devil was not solely due to their theological concern with the angels. In
exploring this question, they sought also to understand what it is about freedom
that makes sin possible. The first sin of the angels was a case presenting this
question in its purest and thus most difficult form. As Augustine puts it,

Man saw both options before him: one from the commandment of God, and
the other from the suggestion of the serpent. But from what source did the devil
himself receive the suggestion to desire the impiety by which he fell from
heaven?(2)



Augustine and those who followed him desired to make clear how a rational
creature could choose evil, apart from the ignorance and incontinence that
characterize our present (fallen) condition, indeed even apart from the evil
persuasion of a tempter. What is it about the will that makes such a choice
possible? It was on this anvil that the medievals forged their theories of the
will, theories that were to be greatly influential upon later moral thought,
even of those who rejected their theological beliefs.

It is Scotus who will emerge as the villain in this story—a conclusion with
which I am somewhat uncomfortable and will later qualify. Here, however, let me
anticipate my reason for drawing it in the first place. What Scotus did—and in
this he was admittedly picking up threads from no lesser figures than Augustine
and Anselm—was to divide the will. The natural inclination to stand in the
right relation to the good that was fundamental in Aristotle and Aquinas was
replaced by two affections, one for justice and one for advantage. The will
itself now stands over against these determined drives and, roughly put, freely
chooses to follow the one or the other. I call this a “dualism of ultimate
principles.”(3) The idea of freedom as the
product of
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“superdetermination” (as in
Aquinas) is rejected or ignored, and freedom is instead seen as a fundamental
indetermination or indifference.(4) With this
division within the will, it becomes possible to identify one of these
affections (that for justice) as a specifically moral motive and the other (that
for advantage) as “egoistic.” Here we have the materials for the three
objections: eudaimonism accounts neither for our freedom from natural impulse
nor for the moral quality of our actions, and indeed if unchecked counsels the
selfish pursuit of one’s own happiness. It is in part this move by Scotus that
opened up the field for dualistic moralities of obligation, from Ockham onward.
Scotus is not responsible for all that followed him. My contention, rather, is
that his formulation of dualism (in which the natural aspiration for eudaimonia
must be reined in by a governing moral principle in order to preserve the
freedom and moral character of human activity), as well-intentioned and subtly
(and powerfully) argued as it is, first, was not strictly required to solve the
problem of angelic sin (or to speak to the related issues of freedom and the
moral quality of the pursuit of eudaimonia); and second, has been one key factor
in bringing about a climate increasingly hostile to eudaimonism, largely by
supplying the motive and materials and for precisely the three objections listed
above.

The paper will take shape as follows.
I first lay out some definitions and assumptions about the nature of eudaimonia,
egoism, and freedom. I then look at one set of Augustine’s remarks on the sin of
the angels, and then in more detail at Aquinas’s account, which can be seen as a
development of these remarks—a development fully consonant with his eudaimonism.
Third, I look at another set of Augustine’s remarks, and then at Anselm’s
development of them into his own account of the fall; it is here that we first
encounter the two affections of the will. 
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Fourth, I examine Scotus’s account,
which elaborates upon that of Anselm and sets out a developed theory of dualism
of ultimate principles. Fifth, I trace forward the ramifications of this move to
Kant, Sidgwick, and Nietzsche (whose accounts of morality structurally mirror
Scotus’s), and illustrate how they set the stage for the debates of contemporary
moral philosophy and its versions of the three objections to virtue ethics with
which we began. I close by indicating what I take to be the implications of this
history for these debates.









I. Preliminary Definitions and Assumptions



 



To assess the first objection under
consideration, that virtue ethics is egoistic, we require a working definition
of egoism: the doctrine that each agent take as his primary, overriding goal the
achievement of his own welfare, what is good for him (pursued precisely
as what is good for him). This definition fits both common usage (an
egoist is generally taken to be a selfish person, one driven solely by
self-interest) and the usage of recent writers on welfare, such as L. W. Sumner.(5)
Sumner defines welfare as “authentic happiness,” where
happiness comprises cognitive and affective satisfaction with one’s life, and
the authenticity condition ensures that the satisfaction does not rest upon
compulsion or deception.(6) Robert Adams’s
account of welfare is largely in agreement, except that he insists that what we
are satisfied with must itself be excellent; he settles upon “a life
characterized by enjoyment of the excellent.”(7)
Rather than trying to settle the issue here, for our purposes we can define welfare
simply as a state of things going well for the subject, best understood as a
life of authentic happiness (in Sumner’s sense) or a life of enjoyment of the
excellent (in Adams’s sense).
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“Welfare,” and more often
its synonym “well-being,” are sometimes used by Aristotelians as
stand-ins for concepts such as being well, living well, or even flourishing (eudaimonia).
Yet this does not mean that eudaimonia is the same as welfare defined
above, such that a life dedicated to its pursuit will be egoistic. The
definition that Aristotle finally settles on in book 1 of the Nicomachean
Ethics (1.7) is that eudaimonia is a life of virtuous
activity. Aristotle was a perfectionist, not an egoist. The same thing can be
said of Aquinas, who takes man’s last end, happiness or flourishing (beatitudo),
to be “man’s ultimate perfection.”(8)
The same goes for Augustine, who characterizes happiness in terms of existence
perfect for a thing of that kind (De libero arbitrio 3.7).(9)

This might initially seem to be a
distinction without a difference: is it not the case that in both egoism and
perfectionism the agent takes as his primary goal what is good for him? But
there is a crucial difference of emphasis. The perfectionist takes as his
primary goal what is good for him; the “for him” is necessary
because what it is to be good varies across persons (e.g., a man who has
children cannot be good without being a good father, whereas as a childless man
can). As the true athlete is committed to excellence in sport and not simply to
enjoyment, so the perfectionist is determined to live a successful human life.
If such a life turns out to involve satisfaction and enjoyment of the excellent,(10)
that is in a sense a pleasant surprise, even if not too surprising given the
role of virtue in attuning emotions and desires to reason. But if the good life
includes welfare, it is not limited to 
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it, is not essentially the same as it,
is not “one in being” with it. Notice also that pursuit of one’s own
perfection need not be (in fact needs not to be) self-centered, just as
excellence in sport typically involves excellence in teamwork. The egoist, on
the other hand, takes as his primary goal his own welfare: what is good for
him (pursued precisely as what is good for him). The
world may turn out to be such that the best way to pursue one’s own welfare is
to be a “team player” (as some of those who interpret Aristotle and
Aquinas as “formal egoists” claim), but if so this is an unpleasant
surprise for the egoist. Even if it would be difficult for us to separate
perfectionists from the most sophis-ticated egoists, there are grounds,
available to one who “sees in secret,” for the sharpest of
distinctions.

Another apparent problem arises for
eudaimonism, for in fact Augustine thinks that not only do we will beatitudo,
but we will it necessarily: in book 11 of De Trinitate he
writes of “the will of man as such, which has no other final end but
happiness.”(11) Aquinas will agree (STh
I, q. 82, a. 1, citing De Trinitate 13.4, where Augustine says that all
desire to be happy). Here is where the third objection to virtue ethics arises:
if for eudaimonists we necessarily do everything we do for the sake of
happiness, in what sense are we free? The answer will lie in precisely this
natural directedness that seems to be the problem.

In addition to insisting that we
necessarily will happiness, Augustine insists that, presented with a field of
objects, the will is able to accept or reject anything in this field (De
lib. arb. 3.25). As Thomas Williams puts it, “the will, truly the
captain of its soul, looks out over a vast sea of good things and sails wherever
it pleases.”(12) The will necessarily wills
happiness. While many objects presented to the will promise to contribute to
happiness in various degrees and thereby attract the will, none of them (in this
life) offers happiness in any complete sense. So while the will tends toward
those objects that promise some degree of happiness, it is not necessitated by
any of them and thus remains free to 
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choose them or not. Its natural
aspiration for the universal and infinite good of happiness results in its
being, in Yves Simon’s parlance, “superdetermined” with respect to the
finite, so that it exercises a “dominating indifference” over any
option presented to it by particular goods.(13)

We see this same pattern in Aquinas.
He reminds us first that the will tends naturally toward the ultimate end, or
the good in general (STh I-II, q. 10, a. 1), and second that any
particular good may be accepted or rejected. His own words make his position
clear enough:

Now because the lack of any good whatsoever has the aspect of a
non-good, consequently only that good which is perfect and lacking in nothing is
such a good that the will cannot not will it, and such a good is happiness. Any
other particular good, insofar as it lacks some good, can be regarded as
non-good, and in this respect can be refused or accepted by the will, which can
tend to one and the same thing from different points of view. (STh
I-II, q. 10, a. 2)





It is precisely the necessary volition of the last end that safeguards the
will’s “power to do otherwise” in concrete situations, which is so
often taken to be the hallmark of freedom.(14)

If the eudaimonistic principle is
really nonegoistic and nondeterministic, much of the motivation for having a
special moral principle to oversee it disappears. If these objections to
eudaimonism can be so easily answered, why are they so influential, so often
asserted and accepted without argument? I believe it is because dualism is
generally presupposed today. To see why this is the case, we must look back at
the course of a central debate in medieval theology.
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II.
Eudaimonistic Accounts of Angelic Sin

One way to account for the sin of the
angels is to maintain that, motivated by both duty and self-interest, they
freely followed the latter. Anselm and Scotus adopt accounts along these
dualistic lines. But this move is not strictly necessary; it is possible to
account for the first sin along eudaimonistic lines (neither positing two basic
drives nor attributing egoism to the angels).

A) Augustine on the Fall

Augustine’s thought on the fall is a
source for both Aquinas and Anselm. Certain elements of this thought are in at
least prima facie tension with each other. I begin with some of his
remarks that are consonant with the theory of the fall that Aquinas will
elaborate. Augustine says in the De libero arbitrio:

In its contemplation of the highest wisdom … the changeable soul
also looks upon itself, and somehow enters its own mind. But this happens only
as the soul realizes that it is not the same as God, and yet that it is
something that, next to God, can be pleasing. It is better, however, if the soul
simply forgets itself in the love of the unchangeable God or regards itself as
worthless by comparison with him. If instead someone takes pleasure in his own
power in a perverse imitation of God, he becomes more and more
insignificant as he desires to become greater. This is “pride, the
beginning of all sin.”(15)



The angel moves into its own view, so that where before it saw only God, now
it sees God and itself. In a third “moment” it pridefully turns from
God to itself, and falls (or rather, this turning is the fall). Augustine
reaffirms elsewhere that pride is the cause of the angels’ fall.(16)
He describes pride in terms of a denial of dependence upon God, taking oneself
to be sufficient, to be
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one’s own good (De lib. arb.
3.24). It is a perverse desire to be like God.(17)

But, did the angel not know what would
happen? Did it not know that its misery would result, that acting on its desire
to be more than it was would result in its being less? And if cleaving to God is
our perfect happiness, how could Augustine allow that a rational creature could
turn from him?

The first point to be made is that in
discussing the things present to the attention of the mind (De lib. arb.
3.25, just prior to the passage cited above), Augustine denies that the Trinity
is present to the mind, for it “far surpasses its grasp.” Although the
mind is clearly aware of God in some sense, the contemplation of which Augustine
speaks here is not the Beatific Vision. The angel did not yet possess perfect
happiness.(18) The angel confronts two objects,
neither of which seems to it at this point to promise perfect happiness: God
(not yet seen in his full splendor) and itself. But this means that neither
object’s attractive power would necessitate the will. The angel’s sin is quite
compatible with Augustine’s doctrine of free will, according to which, as we
saw, we can accept or reject any of the things we see. In the Garden of Eden,
Augustine says, man saw a superior thing (God’s command) and an inferior thing
(the serpent’s suggestion), and freely chose to follow the latter. The problem
about the devil’s fall was discerning what object could rival God, absent a
tempter. Augustine’s answer is, the devil himself.

Perhaps, an objector might say, this
shows how the fall is possible on Augustine’s (eudaimonist) view, but
surely it remains immensely improbable. We could choose turnips over
rack of
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lamb, but this hardly makes it likely
that we would. However, Augustine believes self-deceit is possible. He
holds that when someone “loves something which is not the truth, he
pretends to himself that what he loves is the truth … he hates the real
truth for the sake of what he takes to his heart in its place.”(19)
When we love something, we may stubbornly, pridefully, refuse to admit that
something else is superior. We might prefer the turnips that we have cultivated
to the meat raised by another—as Cain did before us, and the devil, in a less
literal sense, did before him.









B) Aquinas on the Fall





When Aquinas takes up the question, he begins by arguing for the un-Aristotelian
claim that sin is an ineradicable possibility for a rational creature, prior at
least to the advent of grace: “An angel or any other rational creature
considered in his own nature, can sin; and to whatever creature it belongs not
to sin, such creature has it as a gift of grace, and not from the condition of
nature” (STh I, q. 63, a. 1). The reason is that only the divine will
is its own measure; all other wills are measured by the divine will, and hence
can deviate from their measure—they must freely accept, or freely deviate from,
the measure. Any creature, even the highest, can sin. Yet we still need to know why
the creature sins, especially if the creature is an angel not subject to human
passions or ignorance.

In the next article (STh I,
q. 63, a. 2, sc), Aquinas turns to Augustine, quoting De civitate
dei: “the devil ‘is not a fornicator nor a drunkard, nor anything of
the like sort; yet he is proud and envious’” (De civ. dei 14.3) In
the body of the article he cashes this out:

Now a spiritual nature cannot be affected by such pleasures as appertain
to bodies, but only by such as are in keeping with spiritual things; because
nothing
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is affected except with regard to something which is in some way suited
to its nature. But there can be no sin when anyone is incited to good of the
spiritual order; unless in such affection the rule of the superior be not kept.
Such is precisely the sin of pride—not to be subject to a superior when
subjection is due [et hoc est peccatum superbiae, non subdi superiori in eo,
quo debet].





He ends, “the first sin of the angel can be none other than pride.”
The devil was attracted to something in some way suited to his nature, and
therefore in some way perfective of him. This means that he sinned by willing in
a way consonant with Aquinas’s eudaimonism. Willing what was in some way
perfective of him was, in this instance, a sin, because he refused to subject
his will to that of God. And this refusal is the sin of pride; thus Aquinas can
say that his first sin was one of pride, not selfishness. The devil did not need
to become an egoist to fall.

To what then was the devil attracted? “Without doubt,” Aquinas
says, “the angel sinned by seeking to be as God [peccavit appetendo
esse ut Deus]” (STh I, q. 63, a. 3)—to be as God
is, not merely to be satisfied as God is. Not indeed to be “as
God” in the sense of being his equal, for the angel knew that this was
impossible. Rather, he sought to be as God by likeness to him. Again, every
creature by nature desires to be like God, and this is not sinful, provided it
desires this “in proper order, that is to say, that he may obtain it of
God.” But the devil, Aquinas tells us, “sought to have final beatitude
of his own power, whereas this is proper to God alone.”(20)

The foregoing makes it clear that Aquinas thought that the devil fell, and
fell freely, not through an egoistic desire for his own pleasure or welfare, but
through an inordinate desire for his own greatness. It is not egoism that is
invoked, but a misguided perfectionism. However, more should be said about pride
and the inordinacy of the angel’s desire in order to reconcile these claims with
those Aquinas makes elsewhere concerning self-love, covetousness, and the
desirability of pleasure for its own sake (as
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these can appear to imply that egoism is involved, or dualism called for).





1. Pride and Excellence





Aquinas takes up the subject of pride at greater length later in the Summa,
elucidating the concept in terms of excellence:(21)
pride is “the appetite for excellence in excess of right reason” (STh
II-II, q. 162, a. 1, ad 2). But as God is in turn the rule of right reason,
“pride properly regards lack of this subjection [to God], in so far as a
man raises himself above that which is appointed to him according to the divine
rule or measure” (STh II-II, q. 162, a. 5).

Just what is excellentia? It is not simply a synonym for perfectio
(as has largely come to be the case with our “excellence” and
“perfection”), but it is a kind of perfection: “Now one of the
things man desires among others is excellence, for it is natural not only to man
but also to anything whatsoever to want in the desired good the perfection which
consists in a certain excellence.”(22) To
be excellent is not simply to be good, but to be better, to excel others, to be
superior. Comparison to another is built into it, and so too, then, is the
possibility that the comparison will become invidious.(23)

To desire excellence is not in itself a sin; we have seen that Aquinas takes
this desire to be natural. Pride turns out to be the vice of excess contrary to
magnanimity,(24) and “to be proud is
nothing else but to exceed the proper measure in the desire for
excellence;” the proper measure being “the rule of reason informed by
the law of God” (De Malo 8.2). Aquinas’s example has to do with
the excellence of the eminent state of a bishop: “If a bishop exercises the
functions proper to the eminence of his
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state it is not imputed to him as
pride, but if a simple priest attempted to exercise the functions of a bishop
this would be imputed to him as pride” (ibid.). The bishop claims this
eminence in order to be a good shepherd; the priest in the example seeks this
eminence in order to exalt himself. Thus his desire for this excellence, unlike
the bishop’s, is inordinate. This is an instance of a man who “despises
others and wishes to be singularly conspicuous” (STh II-II, q.
162, a. 4).

Aquinas in this article defends
Gregory’s enumeration of four species of pride: the one just mentioned, holding
others in contempt and seeking one’s own eminence, is the fourth. The first
three are as follows: first, taking one’s good to be from oneself; second,
admitting it to be from above but claiming to have deserved it by one’s own
merits; and third, boasting of a good not possessed. All involve the pursuit of
excellence not governed by “the rule of reason informed by the law of
God.”(25) This classification sheds some
light upon the devil’s fall. Aquinas declines to rule on the precise character
of the angel’s sin, but he goes beyond Augustine in speculating in a bit more
detail on forms it may have taken. Perhaps he desired to be like God of his own
power (the first species) (STh I, q. 63, a. 3), or perhaps he desired
to be like God by means of the bestowal of grace, but not according to God’s
ordering (the second species) (ibid.). Aquinas does not explicitly mention
anything corresponding to the third species (although we might surmise that some
sort of boasting, if only to himself, was associated with the angel’s sin—this
would echo the role played by self-deceit in the Augustinian account of sin),
but he does insist that the devil “sought to have dominion over
others” (ibid.), and indeed was envious of man’s good and of God’s
excellence (STh I, q. 63, a. 2). As this last surely involved contempt
for God and man, it is an instance of the fourth species.(26)
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2. Pride, Self-Love, and Covetousness

The cause of the fall, the source of evil, is pride, the
inordinate desire for excellence. But how does this cohere with Aquinas’s claims
elsewhere that “inordinate love of self is the cause of every sin” (STh
I-II, q. 77, a. 4), and that “desire for riches is the root of all
sins” (STh I-II, q.
84, a. 1)? These claims seem to suggest there is some egoistic tendency that,
when not controlled (perhaps by some separate moral principle), leads to sin. We
must first note that, in the same part of the Summa, Aquinas says that pride “is said to be the
beginning of every sin” (STh
I-II, q. 84, a. 2). The key role of pride has certainly not been forgotten; yet,
how are we to reconcile these three texts, where sin seems to begin from three
different points? And what is the significance of the fact that Aquinas calls
love of self the cause or (in the title of the article) the principle (causa,
principium), covetousness the root (radix),
and pride the beginning (initium)?

The first point to note is that in
these passages Aquinas is assimilating into his theology the claims of
traditional authorities: in the case of love of self, Augustine (in STh
I-II, q. 77, a. 4, sc, he cites De civ. dei 14.28);
in the case of covetousness or cupiditas, St. Paul; and in the case of
pride, the author of Ecclesiasticus.(27) The
relevance of these sources also explains the source of the terminology Aquinas
uses in the latter two cases: St. Paul speaks of the love of money as “the
root of all evil,” and the Old Testament author speaks of pride as
“the beginning of all sin”—in Aquinas’s translation, of radix
and initium, respectively.

The second point to note is that,
happily, Aquinas himself, having assimilated these authorities, also takes the
trouble to reconcile them (STh I-II, q. 84, a. 2). We may begin by
quoting in full his reply to an objection:

In desiring to excel, man loves himself, for to love
oneself is the same as to desire some good for oneself. Consequently it
amounts to the same thing whether we reckon pride or self-love as the beginning
of every evil. (STh
I-II, q. 84, a. 2, ad 3; emphasis added)
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Pride and self-love are the same thing. As it is clear from his earlier
discussion of self-love (STh I-II, q. 77, a. 4) that it is only
inordinate self-love that is sinful,(28) and as
it is clear from our discussion above that pride consists in the inordinate
desire for excellence, we may qualify this identity: pride is the same thing as
inordinate self-love, with respect to excellence.

What of covetousness (STh
I-II, q. 84, a. 1)? Aquinas seems to be trying just a bit too hard to assimilate
the literal meaning of an authoritative text. “According to some,” he
begins, we may understand covetousness in three ways: first, as a special sin
pertaining specifically to the desire for money; second, as an inordinate desire
for mutable or temporal goods; and third, as the inclination of a corrupt nature
to such inordinate desires. It looks as though taking the Apostle to mean
“love of money” in this broad sense is a promising way to understand
his claim. But, “though all this is true, it does not seem to explain the
mind of the Apostle” on this point. Aquinas takes St. Paul to mean
“love of money” quite literally. He goes on to explain that “by
riches man acquires the means of committing any sin whatever,” and it is in
this sense that the love of money is the root of all evil, that is, by making it
possible.(29) But now, of course, he is forced
to render the Apostle’s meaning nonliteral in another way: for, is money really
the means to all temporal things? Accordingly, he admits in his reply to the
third objection that he is speaking of what holds for the most part, rather than
always: “when we assert that covetousness is the root of all evils, we do
not assert that no other evil can be its root, but that other evils arise more
frequently therefrom.” And it is obvious, anyway, that the love of money
could not have been at the root of the fall of the devil, or the sin of Adam.

Still, how does covetousness, however
precisely understood, relate to pride? In the next article Aquinas clarifies
this relationship:
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In voluntary actions, such as sins, there is a twofold order, of
intention, and of execution. In the former order, the principle is the end…
. Now man’s end in acquiring all temporal goods is that, through their means, he
may have some perfection and excellence. Therefore, from this point of view,
pride, which is the desire to excel, is said to be the beginning of
every sin. On the other hand, in the order of execution, the first place belongs
to that which by furnishing the opportunity of fulfilling all desires of sin,
has the character of a root, and such are riches; so that, from this point of
view, covetousness is the root of all evils. (STh I-II, q. 84,
a. 2)





Money, and temporal goods more broadly conceived, are sought first in the order
of execution (they are what we first move toward), and in this sense the
coveting of them is the root. But excellence is the end sought first in the
order of intention, and thus the reason we seek temporal goods; in this sense
pride, the inordinate desire for excellence, is the principle and beginning. We
covet temporal goods as the means to an end, but we do not desire the means at
all unless we first desire the end. Pride is the “source” (to choose a
word neutral between root, beginning, and cause or principle) in a more
important way than is covetousness, for it is pride that explains covetousness,
as the desire for the end explains the desire for the means.

Neither the labeling of covetousness as the root of sin, nor of self-love as
the principle and cause of sin, contradicts the thesis that pride is the
principal source of sin for Aquinas. Thus also, these claims of Aquinas neither
pose a challenge to understanding him as a perfectionist (we do not need to
appeal to some egoistic principle to explain the fall), nor support the idea
that there is more than one fundamental principle of willing.

3. Perfection and Pleasure

But there remains one more challenge: Aquinas’s claim (STh I, q. 5,
a. 6) that we desire the pleasurable good (bonum delectabile) as well
as the “virtuous” or “honest” good (bonum honestum)
for its own sake.(30) Since we can desire the
pleasurable good even


  



page 95

when it is contrary to virtue, it might seem that here we have a harbinger of
Scotistic dualism, such that our desire for the virtuous must constrain the
desire for the pleasant. This worry is strengthened by Aquinas’s clarification
that, although the honest good is also pleasant, here “those things are
[strictly speaking] called pleasing which have no other formality under which
they are desirable except the pleasant, being sometimes harmful and contrary to
virtue” (ibid., ad 2).(31)

While it is true that we can pursue what is pleasant qua pleasant,
we can never desire pleasure, simply. We must desire to take pleasure in
something, something good in at least some respect: “the virtuous [honestum]
is that which is desired for its own sake; but that which terminates the
movement of the appetite in the form of rest in the thing desired, is
called the pleasant [delectabile]” (STh I, q. 5, a. 6;
emphasis added). What one desires in desiring the pleasurable good is to enjoy
and rest in some good thing possessed. Maritain puts this well:

The pleasurable good
is the good as the repercussion or reverberation of an act or a perfection. It
is the repercussion, in the affective powers of the person, of a moral or
ontological good already possessed. Here again, this can’t continue ad
infinitum; something must be good, not as the effect or psychological
repercussion of another good, but in itself.(32)

We may call this thing, good in itself, the good that the pleasurable good
“tracks.” And as Maritain notes, it may be a moral or merely an
ontological good,(33) but it must be good in
some respect.
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But whatever sort of good the pleasure tracks, that good will be willed by
the agent qua perfective of him (cf. STh I-II, q. 1, a. 6).
This will be true whether the good is virtuous activity of the sort truly
perfective of a human being (the moral good or bonum honestum), the
inordinate pursuit of excellence of the sort leading to the fall, or something
even less glorious like adultery or profit. And whatever sort of good it is that
the agent not only desires, but also desires to take pleasure in, that pleasure
is also desired qua perfective of the agent.

Of course for Aquinas, as for Aristotle, pleasures taken in bad activities
(e.g., adultery, or prideful pursuits) are themselves morally bad. But just as
we pursue profit or undue excellence as perfective of us (albeit given a faulty
conception of the good), so we pursue the associated pleasures. Pleasures, even
those that are morally bad (or as Aquinas puts it, “harmful and contrary to
virtue”), are still ontologically good. For they are still
“beings”— activities of a rational creature. Thus Aquinas makes the
Aristo-telian point that pleasures perfect or complete activities (STh
I-II, q. 33, a. 4), and even says that pleasures result in the
“expansion” (dilatatio) of the mind and heart (STh
I-II, q. 33, a. 1). The enjoyment of a good is good—at least ontologically
good, even if morally evil.

There is the good principally desired and pursued: the bonum honestum
or the merely ontological good we are erringly allowing to do duty for it; this
is the good tracked by the pleasure. Then there is the pleasure, that resting of
the appetite in the good tracked that completes the activity, which is also
desired. We can distinguish in thought the pleasure from the good it tracks, and
this is why Aquinas allows that the pleasurable good has no other formality (ratio)
under which it is desirable than its pleasantness. There is no suggestion here
that there is a basic desire for perfection, and a basic desire for pleasure,
and that the two can vie with each other for control. The desire for pleasure in
some thing is subordinate to the desire for that thing.

In particular cases I may abandon what I know to be the moral good for the
sake of the pleasurable good (e.g., cases of
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incontinence). But there is no basic difference between these cases and cases
in which I abandon the moral good for the sake of my undue excellence, or
profit, or civic honor. In each of these cases, I am torn between two
ontological goods (in these circumstances, the one morally good, the other
morally evil) and choose wrongly. In each of these cases, I choose (the wrong)
ontological good for the sake of (wrongly conceived) perfection.

Aquinas, in adopting this traditional division of the good, in no way incurs
a division of the will of the sort that will mark the thought of Anselm and
Scotus. This is due to his eudaimonism, his tenet that everything a rational
agent wills is willed for the sake of his perfection (see, e.g., STh
I-II, q. 1, a. 6). This natural inclination to the good is not egoistic, and
further seems able to account for key moral and theological data: in particular,
robust human (and angelic) freedom, including the possibility of radical evil,
and the possibility of desiring pleasure contrary to the moral good. It looks as
though a second specifically moral principle over and above the natural
aspiration for eudaimonia is not needed.





III. The Origins of Dualism of Ultimate
Principles





It is eminently understandable how such data, along with this threefold division
of goods (which makes an explicit appearance in Scotus’s question on angelic
sin), could tempt one toward a dualism of principles: it would be easy to
envision a moral principle tending toward the bonum honestum, and a
nonmoral (possibly egoistic) principle tending toward the pleasurable good.
Dualism, in answering to this division of goods, would at the same time promise
to provide an account of freedom and the attendant possibility of evil. The
temptation will be felt most strongly in discussions of the devil, and his fall.

The decisive formulation of dualism of ultimate principles will be that of
Scotus. Yet although this dualism will indeed be a radical break with the
eudaimonistic tradition, Scotus was no sheer innovator; like Aquinas he could
locate himself in the stream of Christian tradition. In the crucial passage of
the
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Ordinatio (II, d. 6, q. 2) on which we shall soon focus, he draws on
both Augustine and Anselm. We will begin, then, by looking at his sources.

A) Augustine on the Two Loves

“Two cities, then,” Augustine writes, “have been created by
two loves: that is, the earthly by love of self [amor sui] extending
even to contempt of God, and the heavenly by love of God [amor Dei]
extending to contempt of self” (De civ. dei 14.28).

The two loves are not yet the two affections in Scotus. The love of self is
another name for pride; Augustine goes on in this chapter to speak of the
princes of the earthly city glorying in themselves and their own strength, and
being governed by the libido dominandi.(34)
It is not, essentially, egoistic in our sense—it is not simply a desire for
one’s welfare. This passage is reconcilable with the passages discussed above.
But, certainly, we should note that here there appears to be a dualism of
principles, a dualism that appears to be fundamental, underlying the division of
the cosmos into good and evil. It is easy to see how one could find here support
for the idea that our wills are fundamentally divided, such that our love of God
must in some way restrain our love of self.

B) Anselm on the Two Wills

Anselm develops Augustine’s two loves
into an explicit dualism of ultimate principles: the will-for-justice and the
will-for-happiness.(35) In this and other ways,
Anselm not only follows and 
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develops Augustine, but anticipates
Scotus.(36) My claim is that two paths from
Augustine lead to Aquinas and to Scotus; Anselm is an important bridge in the
latter path.

1. Anselm on the Fall of the Devil





De casu diaboli takes up
the question of how, given that all things receive being from God, it could be
the devil’s fault that he fell: “So tell me,” the student asks,
“what his fault is, seeing that he did not persevere because he was not
given perseverance, without which gift he could do nothing” (De
casu diaboli, c. 2). The teacher will say that the only things the
devil could will were “justice, or what was useful to himself …
happiness” (De casu diaboli,
c. 4). He goes on, “he sinned by willing something that pleased him [aliquod
commodum] and that he did not have and that he should not then have
willed, but that could increase his happiness [augmentum
beatitudinis]” (ibid.). And in willing this (the student chimes
in), he deserted justice. What he willed, the teacher continues, was
inordinately to be like God (voluit
esse inordinate similis Deo). Furthermore, in doing this, “he
put his own will above God’s” (ibid.).

The first passage quoted in the
previous paragraph seems to indicate that there are two principles of willing,
the love of happiness and the love of justice. This is made more explicit in
chapters 13 and 14, where the two principles receive the names of the
will-for-happiness (beatitudinis voluntas) and the will-for-justice (iustitiae
voluntas). Anselm does not employ the Augustinian terminology of amor
sui, nor of pride (superbia), but the devil’s goal seems to be a
mixture of selfishness and pride—he seeks both that which will please him and
benefit him, and also to exalt his own will above God’s. There is no reason to
think that Anselm made the distinction that we tend to make between well-being
and self-exaltation (inordinate excellence).
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Anselm’s chief concern is, not egoism,
but the question of how an angel created good could have fallen freely (and by
extension, how men created good could freely sin).(37)
Thus, he argues that an angel with only the will-for-happiness could not be
unjust, nor an angel with only the will-for-justice just: for both would lack
the power to do otherwise than they did, and thus would not have done it freely
(ibid., cc. 13-14). It is only the presence of both of these wills (or
inclinations to will) that makes us free, for when both are there, we (like the
angels before us) may choose between them. Both justice and happiness attracted
the will of the devil, but neither determined it. He chose to abandon justice
simply because he willed it, for there is no efficient cause of willing other
than the will itself (ibid., c. 27).





2. Anselm and Scotus





The next topic to be considered is just what it is of Anselm’s thought on this
matter that Scotus adopts, and also what he does not. This will also help make
clear why it is that I see Scotus rather than Anselm as the “villain”
who originates the dualism of ultimate principles now commonly accepted.

One reason that Scotus plays this key
role is that, as a matter of fact, he was more influential upon his successors
than was Anselm. But another reason is this: Anselm seemed to see the
will-for-justice not as a natural tendency of the will, but as a gracious gift
of God. He speaks of a “natural will” (naturalis voluntas)
for happiness (ibid., c. 12), but he says that once justice is freely abandoned
only the will-for-happiness remains (ibid., c. 17). It seems to follow that the
will-for-justice can be lost, and is thus not natural, not of the essence of
rational creatures (thus he says that all “will to be well… . Not
everyone wants justice” [ibid., c. 12]).
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If in Anselm’s theory the presence of
grace is required to achieve the dualism thought necessary to freedom, it will ipso
facto bear a much more distant relation to modern dualisms.

In other ways Anselm strikingly
anticipates Scotus. He speaks in De libertate (c. 8) of a just will as
one that wills, not what perfects it, but what God wants it to will. Most
importantly, he attributes to the devil both the will-for-happiness and the
will-for-justice, seeing this dual attribution as necessary to explain freedom
and the possibility of sin. He even speaks of justice as governing the will as a
bridle (frenum) steers a horse (De casu diaboli, c. 26) (Scotus,
we will see, speaks of the affection for justice as a “checkrein” upon
the affection for advantage.) Scotus’s account of the fall is in many ways a
development of Anselm’s.

 



IV. Scotus on the Two Affections of the Will





Gilson tells us that Scotus was temperamentally a post-1277 thinker, and we see
this in his concern to avoid the intellectual determinism attributed to
Aristotle and his Arabic commentators, so strongly condemned that year.(38)
In his sharp break with eudaimonism and his adoption of a dualism of ultimate
principles, his concern to safeguard the freedom of the will operated in
conjunction with his conviction that obedience to God (and not just pursuit of
one’s own advantage) is central to the moral life. Also relevant, we shall see,
were his working through the details of the problem of angelic sin, his
understanding of the division of goods, and his respect for the authority and
arguments of St. Anselm, whose position he adopted and improved upon.(39)
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A) The Sin of Lucifer

Scotus takes up the question of the
fall of the devil in the Ordinatio (II, d. 6, q. 2).(40)
He begins by examining the division and ordering of the acts of the will. The
two chief acts of the will are to like (love, pursue: velle) and to
dislike (hate, avoid: nolle); (Scotus also accords a role to the
suspension of willing, non velle). Next, we may divide acts of love
into the love of friendship (velle amicitiae) and the love of desire (velle
concupiscentiae). Scotus then examines the ordering of these acts,
insisting that love must precede hate (we hate something only if it conflicts
with something else that we love), and that friendship must precede desire (we
desire something for a person [ourselves or another] only if we first love that
person as a friend).

So far there is nothing for a Thomist
to quarrel with. Neither does the first point Scotus makes about the fall raise
any red flags: from the ordering of acts established, together with the claim
that if a prior act is ordered so will be the act that follows upon it, it
follows that the first inordinate act must have been an act of inordinate love
of friendship. Not friendship for God, for God cannot be loved too much. Nor is
the inordinate friendship likely to have been for another creature, for as
Aristotle says, persons are most of all friends to themselves (i.e., we
naturally incline more toward ourselves than to other creatures).(41)
The devil’s “first inordinate act, therefore, was one of benevolence 
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[friendship] towards himself [actus
amicitiae respectu sui ipsius].” Here Scotus pauses to link his
account to Augustine’s discussion of the origins of the two cities (De civ.
dei 14.28). So far his account is also consistent with the Thomistic
account according to which the devil fell though pride, which we saw can be
understood as the inordinate love of self.

It is only when he turns to the
question of the initial disorder of the love of desire that we see the break
with any eudaimonistic account of the fall:

First, the initial inordinate desire did not proceed from an affection
for justice [ex affectione iustitiae], as no sin proceeds from such.
Hence, it must have come from an affection for the advantageous [ex
affectione commodi], because every act elicited by the will stems from an
affection either for justice or for the advantageous, according to Anselm. And a
will that fails to follow the rule of justice will seek most of all what is most
advantageous, and thus it will seek such first, for nothing else rules that
unrighteous will but an inordinate, immoderate appetite for that greatest
beneficial good, namely, perfect happiness [beatitudo perfecta].—And
this reason can be gleaned from what Anselm says in ch. 4 of The Fall of the
Devil.



Here are introduced, with reference to the authority of Anselm, the two
affections of the will. Putting aside for now the question of what Scotus means
by ‘happiness’, we notice the implication of the fact that he places the blame
on the desire for happiness, and that he posits another, blameless, principle of
willing, the affection for justice (from which no sin proceeds). As Richard
Cross notes, “Scotus’s two inclinations allow him to give a radically
un-Aristotelian solution to the problem of wrong-doing.”(42)

Because Scotus says that “every act elicited by the will stems from [or
is elicited in accordance with (elicitur secundum)] an affection either
for justice or for the advantageous,” we need to look back at what he says
of the first inordinate act of friendship-love. In line with an Aristotelian
notion of friendship, to love someone as a friend must be to wish good to
him—to himself in this case. And since no sin proceeds from the affection for
justice
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(the angel could hardly have sinned by wishing himself to perform just
activity), this inordinate love must have been willed in accordance with the
affection for advantage. The angel must have loved himself too much in the sense
of wishing happiness to himself inordinately. This was the first
inordinate act, the act of friendship-love that preceded the first inordinate
act of desire-love (the actual desire for the happiness).

We have here a dualism of ultimate principles, brought in to explain how a
rational creature, created good, freely fell (and thereby to help reveal the
nature of human freedom as well). The affection for justice is obviously the
moral principle, and the affection for advantage (the desire for happiness) an
amoral principle(43) in need of restraint by the
moral principle. Thus Scotus calls the affection for justice “the first
checkrein on the affection for the beneficial [prima moderatrix affectionis
commodi].” If this affection for advantage is actually egoistic, then
we will have the basis of our three objections to virtue ethics.

There are some good reasons for
thinking this is the case. Scotus’s second argument concerning the nature of the
devil’s fall draws on the division of goods into the useful, the delightful, and
the honorable. He begins by saying that the first sin of desire-love will
involve a desire “either just, utilitarian, or hedonistic for nothing is
loved save in one of these three ways.” He continues,

But it was not a just or honorable love, for then the angel would not
have sinned; neither is it utilitarian, for this is never first (inasmuch as
this regards someone for whom it is useful, and no one covets the useful first,
but rather that for which it is useful). Hence he [the devil] first sinned by
loving something excessively as his supreme delight [tamquam summum
delectabile]. What is supremely delightful, however, is the honorable good
and as such is beatitude itself [est bonum honestum et ipsa beatitudo unde
talis]. (Emphasis added)



Allan Wolter, whose translation I am following, inserts “[viz.,
God]” after “beatitude itself.” I am not sure this is right.
Aquinas
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sometimes speaks of God as happiness itself (cf. STh I-II, q. 3, a.
1, ad 1), and perhaps Scotus does too. But elsewhere he speaks of beatitude as
the perfection of the individual (cf., e.g., Ordinatio IV, suppl., d.
49, qq. 9-10, a. 1).(44) But whether we
understand ipsa beatitudo as God or as perfection, it does seem clear
that the object is pursued in the wrong way and that this is what makes its
pursuit sinful: it is pursued as delightful.(45)

This is ratified by what Scotus says in his fourth argument that the devil
sinned by coveting happiness immoderately:

If justice did not regulate it, what the will would want first is
something it would want if such alone existed and in the absence of which
nothing else would be wanted. Now, delight [delectatio] is such a
thing. For if one were sad, what one would want would not be excellence or any
other such thing, but happiness [delectatio] or something like it.(46)



Unregulated by the affection for justice, the will pursues delight. This must
be the object of the affection for advantage, since, as we have seen, every free
action is elicited in accordance with one of these two affections.

But if it is the case that Scotus sees the affection for advantage as tending
toward delight, then it is a kind of egoistic principle,
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whether that of the egoistic hedonism Sidgwick discusses or of a more subtle
kind that acknowledges higher and lower pleasures.(47)
We seem to have in Scotus an argument that the eudaimonistic principle (here
called the affection for advantage) is egoistic, and needs to be regulated by a
specifically moral principle (the affection for justice). If the affection for
advantage is not regulated by the moral principle, if it is given free reign,
then the agent will be an egoist. Given that Scotus identifies the affection for
advantage with intellectual appetite, the will itself as understood by
eudaimonists,(48) it will follow that
eudaimonism (the theory of Augustine and of most of the medievals up to this
point) is egoistic, and thus surely unacceptable to Christians. This would be a
radical break with the mainstream of tradition indeed. Scotus thus seems to
provide us with what we were after: a dualism of ultimate principles, and a
tendency to label (or mislabel, for the intellectual appetite does not tend
exclusively or primarily to delight for these thinkers) eudaimonists as egoists.

However, although there are reasons
for thinking that the affection for advantage is egoistic, there are also good
reasons for thinking that it is not. In his discussion of angelic sin, Scotus
tells us that “a will that fails to follow the rule of justice will seek
most of all what is most advantageous … perfect happiness [beatitudo
perfecta].” But as he makes clear elsewhere, happiness is the same as
perfection: “the will as nature necessarily wills its perfection, which
consists above all in happiness [suam perfectionem quae maxime est beatitudo]”
(Ordinatio IV, suppl., d. 49, qq. 9-10, a. 1). We should also note that
Scotus says, tentatively, that the “first angel … sinned or could have
sinned by willing such, namely, equality with God” (Ordinatio III,
suppl., d. 33).(49) Here he sounds much more
like Aquinas.(50)
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We must be very cautious about
labeling the affection for advantage an “egoistic principle.” Neither
can we say confidently that Scotus would have taken Aquinas or Aristotle, or any
eudaimonist, to be an egoist. Scotus’s moral thinking may have been
“un-medieval”(51) in some respects
(although if we say this, what will we say of Anselm?), but it would be going
too far to say that therefore he was “modern” in his appraisal of
eudaimonism.

Of course, even if Scotus does not, in
the last analysis, see the affection for advantage as egoistic (objection 1), he
still takes himself to have grounds for objecting to a psychology that sees only
this affection as fundamental. First, it seems to leave no room for obedience to
God as a basic motive for action: it seems that we would obey God only insofar
as this turns out to be a means to our own perfection (objection 2, with the
special moral motive in its medieval form of obedience to God). It is clear why
a Christian might find this worrisome. And second, Scotus, like Anselm, believes
that a creature endowed only with the affection for advantage could not be free
(objection 3), and thus could not be held morally responsible for his actions
(clearly a problem for a Christian theologian):

But if some power were exclusively appetitive … that power still
could not sin in seeking such, for it would be powerless to seek anything other
than what the intellect would show it or in any way other than the cognition
would incline it.



In order to be made free, the power must also have the capacity of moderating
itself “according to the rule of justice it has received from a higher
will… . a free will is not bound in every way to seek happiness.” It is
only the affection for justice, he thinks, that enables the will to moderate
itself, through obedience to God’s commands.

B) What Happened to the Will?

We have seen that Scotus, following Anselm, divides the will into two
fundamental affections, for justice and for advantage. We
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have withheld judgment as to whether the affection for advantage is egoistic
or perfectionist. Scotus goes beyond Anselm by insisting that the affection for
justice is not essentially dependent upon grace, saying that we should
understand by ‘justice’ “not only acquired or infused justice, but also
innate justice, which is the will’s congenital liberty by reason of which it can
will some good not oriented to self [aliquod bonum non ordinatum ad se]”
(Ordinatio III, suppl., d. 46).(52)

It appears that he is thinking here of
the good commanded by God: “A free appetite … is right … in virtue
of the fact that it wills what God wills it to will.”(53)
But the essential point, for our purposes, is that this good is not
(essentially) that which perfects us as the kind of creatures we are. Our
perfection is not the target of the affection for justice. And therefore, even
if we do identify the affection for advantage with the natural will for
perfection, our natural tendency is in need of supervision by another principle,
a specifically moral one (thus Scotus sees the affection for justice as a
“checkrein” upon the affection for advantage). Even if Scotus would
not have called Aristotle and Aquinas egoists, he set in motion the process that
would enable later dualists to do so.





C) A Thomistic Rejoinder





Before turning to these later dualists, however, we should take stock. I have
already argued that eudaimonism need not be egoistic, that it is consistent with
a robust account of freedom, and that it can handle, in a way consistent with
freedom and inconsistent with egoism, even the hard case of the fall of the
devil. Anselm and Scotus offer a powerful alternative solution to the problem by
introducing the affection for justice, but its introduction was not strictly
necessary to solve the problem. What I want to make clear now is that its
introduction was not strictly necessary to secure the importance of the motive
of obedience to God, either. It might be that Scotus’s affectio
commodi cannot
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secure obedience’s importance: this is
because he has not so much accepted the old inclination and added a new as split
the old into two new principles.

It is clear that the Thomistic natural
inclination to the good is not the same as the Scotistic affection for justice.
It is indeed an inclination to perfection and not, principally, a desire to do
what God wills because God wills it. Neither, clearly, is it the same as the
affection for advantage if we understand this in the egoistic sense suggested by
some passages in Scotus. But neither again, less obviously, is it the drive to
perfection as Scotus seems to understand this in the other passages cited. Here
is a strong statement of the claim at issue:

what Scotus in fact does is to take the whole of
eudaimonistic ethics—which surely includes the love of certain goods for their
own sake—and assign it to the affectio commodi. In his mind, the affectio
commodi is
neither more nor less than what the will is in the standard Scholastic account.(54)





Williams allows that our perfection includes, for example, being a good friend
in the Aristotelian sense, but he thinks we still need another principle, the
affection for justice, to enable us to follow God’s commands because he has so
commanded. I believe, however, that there is room for this within Thomas’s
eudaimonism. Consider this claim of MacIntyre’s that seems to support Williams’s
contention:





Hence [for Aquinas] to
know that God commands those precepts of the natural law, in obedience to which
one’s good is to be realized, gives one no further reason for obedience to those
precepts, except insofar as our knowledge of God’s unqualified goodness and
omniscience gives us reasons—as it does—for holding his judgments of our good,
as promulgated in the Old and New Laws, to be superior to our own.(55)





I claim instead that although the fact that one can be a good human being only
by, for example, not committing murder does
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motivate, it is given further weight by the fact that God forbids it, even on
Aquinas’s view. God has, graciously, extended to us a kind of friendship—an
eminent case of the (unequal) friendship that obtains between a father and
child. A father has authority over a child, and to be a good filial friend the
child must acknowledge and honor this. To murder someone is now not only to
stand in the wrong relation to the victim; it is also to stand in the wrong
relation to our Father. Our perfection must be understood, for Aquinas, as the
perfection of creatures, who stand, essentially, in relation to their Creator.
Being obedient to God is an essential part of our perfection,(56)
valued for its own sake and not merely as a means to some other good.

To be sure, if one’s good or perfection includes this obedience, then the
command in some sense gives one “no further reason” for obeying; yet
this does not seem to be what MacIntyre has in mind. But my point is to
controvert, not MacIntyre, but Williams and Scotus. If my reading of eudaimonism
is correct, there is no need to posit a second fundamental principle of willing,
for the tendency to obey God is already implicit in the tendency to our own
perfection: being a perfect creature includes being an obedient one. Perhaps
Scotus did mean for his affection for advantage to include (all of) the
inclination to the good as Aquinas understood it; but if so Scotus misunderstood
Aquinas when he placed obedience beyond the reach of this principle.(57)

D) Toward Modernity





There is substantial agreement among commentators that Scotus’s moral thought
points toward modern moral philosophy.


  
  

  


Page 111

As MacIntyre puts it, “Scotus
thus not only made possible but provoked a good deal of later moral philosophy,
directly and indirectly, from Occam all the way to Kant.”(58)
I suggest that he “points” toward modernity in three ways. First, he
certainly continues to have some direct influence, and this will probably grow
in the wake of his recent beatification. Second, he has had, I think, a vast
indirect influence. Third, as I will show, a great deal of modern moral
philosophy has a great deal of affinity with his thought. What I am chiefly
concerned to bring out is the fact that the concerns that led Scotus to split
the will are shared by his “followers” who embrace structurally
similar dualisms of ultimate principles. The concerns, to recapitulate, are
three:

1. The worry
that eudaimonism is egoistic (which we saw was implicit in at least certain
passages in Scotus);

2. The worry
that eudaimonism leaves no room for the motive of obedience to God’s commands
(in later thinkers the theistic element of this worry will be shed, but a
concern for a special “moral” motive will remain);

3. The worry
he shares with Anselm that an agent with only a natural aspiration for happiness
will not be free, or, in later parlance, autonomous.

I have argued that eudaimonism can in
fact answer all of these worries. It is not egoistic; it accommodates freedom of
choice; and it allots a role for a motive of duty in the sense of obedience to
rightful superiors (preeminently to God)—although, surely, there is no space
for a separate moral motive standing over against the drive for
perfection. Eudaimonism did not need the corrections offered by Scotus and
accepted by later thinkers. 
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Nevertheless, from Scotus on these
innovations were “in the air,” and, as I shall illustrate, can now be
found almost everywhere.





E) A Smoking Gun?





It seems clear that I have assigned to Scotus a villain’s part in a murder
mystery, which might be entitled, “Who shot eudaimonism?” I earlier
stated my uneasiness about this, and promised to qualify the attribution of
villainy to him. I have been engaged here in writing what Bonnie Kent calls a
“Great Man tour of history.” Much of importance transpired between the
philosophical primes of Aquinas and Scotus and to ignore these thirty-odd years
could have a distorting effect on my portrayal of their relation.(59)
What I have said so far may be taken to suggest that, some time after Aquinas
put down his pen, Scotus took up his and for his own reasons worked out an
alternative theory of moral psychology and philosophy.

But of course Scotus was actually
writing in the wake of the condemnations of 1277 and the ensuing debates between
psychological voluntarists (largely Franciscans) and intellectualists (largely
Dominicans). Compared directly with Aquinas, Scotus may look like a voluntarist,
but in the post-1277 debates, compared with thinkers like Peter Olivi and
William de la Mare, he looks more moderate. Scotus’s chief interlocutors were
the voluntarist Henry of Ghent and the intellectualist Godfrey of Fontaines, and
he seeks to steer a via media between the extreme forms of voluntarism
and intellectualism.(60)
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To take a related example: Scotus,
unlike Aquinas, insists on locating all genuine virtues in the will. This can be
portrayed as a step toward a Kantian “good will ethic,” but as Kent
points out, this portrayal supposes (wrongly) that Scotus was stepping off from
Aquinas.(61) Scotus was instead reacting to
Henry of Ghent, who not only located all virtues in the will but also insisted
that we must understand virtues to be in the will taken as deliberative, rather
than in the will as free: “The inclination to choose in accordance with
one’s pattern of past choices has become external to the will as a faculty of
choice.”(62) Virtues have become, in Henry,
obstacles to freedom. Once again, Scotus takes a step back from the brink: the
will, even considered as free, can acquire habits, virtues, which serve as
concurrent efficient causes of action along with the will.(63)
This is not really so far from Aquinas who insists in un-Aristotelian fashion
that even the virtuous can sin.

I certainly want to stop short of
calling Scotus a Thomist,(64) and I do not want
to vindicate him of all responsibility for what followed him. My point is just
that, even though Scotus occupies a “lower” position on the graph
plotting moral philosophies (assuming eudaimonism to be “up”), he
still stands at a local optimum: things were “worse” before him, and
again got worse after him. Despite all this, Scotus must still play the role of
villain in this story, for the “worse” things that follow him are more
indebted to him—via influence or at least affinity—than they are
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to, say, Henry of Ghent. There are
Scotists today, but few Ghentians. In the late thirteenth century there were
many who were, in varying degrees, voluntarists, and may have been feeling their
way away from eudaimonism; but it was Scotus who so accurately anticipated (in
part by helping to bring about) the dualist form of the antieudaimonism to come.





V. Dualism in Modern Philosophy:



Kant, Sidgwick, and Nietzsche





Bypassing such key figures as Ockham, Luther, and Suarez in the propagation of
the influence of a Scotistic dualism of happiness and obligation,(65)
I now leap forward several hundred years to the modern period. Kant, Henry
Sidgwick, and Nietzsche, between them, set the stage for Anglophonic moral
philosophy in the twentieth century. I believe a fuller history would reveal a
substantial if indirect influence of Scotus upon modern moral philosophy,
perhaps especially upon Kant, and perhaps especially through the three
theologians just mentioned. Here I settle for showing a deep affinity, again
especially with Kant. But all three of these moderns exhibit, in different ways,
dualisms of ultimate principles, and all of them have contributed, again in
different ways, to the contemporary tendency to see eudaimonistic ethics as
susceptible to our three objections.
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A) Kant





Kant is the only one of these three explicitly to mention the fall of the devil,(66)
and he immediately goes on in good Kantian fashion to say that the character of
this fall lies beyond our comprehension. But Kant’s affinity with Scotus cannot
be doubted. Williams writes of Scotus’s thought that





There are certainly
important affinities with Kant, for example. As I understand the affectio
commodi, for
example, it is very much like Kant’s prudence. It operates deterministically, is
aimed at happiness, and is irrelevant to morality. The affectio iustitiae
is much like Kant’s respect for the moral law. It is an expression of freedom,
is unconcerned with (if not positively threatened by) the desire for happiness,
and is essential for morality.(67)





Williams is basically right here: there are in Kant two warring principles, one
of which is a moral principle that must restrain the other. But we should note
that both the imperative of prudence and respect for the moral law are
phenomenal: “The ground of this evil cannot,” Kant tells us, “be
placed, as is commonly done, in the sensuous nature of the human being, and in
the natural inclinations originating from it” (Religion within the
Boundaries of Mere Reason, 6:34-35). We must look deeper for Kant’s basic
dualism: “we cannot inquire into the origin in time of this [evil] deed but
must inquire only into its origin in reason” (ibid., 6:41).

Because we are free, the imperative of prudence cannot determine the will to
action. And since the will can autonomously determine itself to action in
accordance with the categorical imperative, there seems to be an important
lacuna in the Groundwork: why would a will able to act morally well
fall into acting badly? There must be something about the character of the human
will that enables it to “give in.” Kant supplies this in Religion:
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the ground of evil cannot lie in any object determining the
power of choice through inclination, not in any natural impulses, but only in a
rule that the power of choice itself produces for the exercise of its freedom,
i.e., a maxim. (6:21)





Kant goes on to say that all human beings hold within themselves “a first
ground (to us inscrutable) for the adoption of good or evil (unlawful)
maxims” (ibid.). To say that we are fallen is to say that within us and
within our wills there is a struggle for dominance between a good and an evil
principle.

This refinement of Williams’s claim leaves his basic point untouched: Kant
sees the moral life as a continuous struggle between two principles; success
consists in the moral principle reining in the nonmoral principle. This dualism
actually occurs at two levels in Kant: at the empirical level, where the
struggle is, as Williams says, between respect for the moral law and the
imperative of prudence (which is, at least arguably, an egoistic principle); and
at a more fundamental level, where the struggle is between the good and evil
principles of the will.

Like Scotus, Kant seeks to give an account of the origins of evil; and like
Scotus, he does so by adopting a dualism of ultimate principles. But if there is
this very important affinity, there is also a very important difference:
although Kant is willing sometimes to speak of our moral duty in terms of doing
what God commands (see e.g., Religion, 6:99), it is clear that, for
Kant, the moral law is essentially a law that we autonomously give to ourselves.
Just prior to characterizing duty in terms of divine commands, Kant had made
very clear that “neither can ethical laws be thought of as proceeding originally
merely from the will of this superior (as statutes that would not be binding
without his prior sanction), for then they would not be ethical laws”
(6:99). Kant’s God, it seems, meekly ratifies what we can already tell
ourselves. I do not mean to suggest that the theological trappings of Kant’s
moral theory are merely window-dressing, but clearly God has been demoted. In
many of Kant’s followers, God will disappear altogether. The special moral
motive found in Scotus remains, but, by shedding its divine origin, its
character is
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becoming even more specifically moral (it is moving toward the modern
“moral ought,” which Elizabeth Anscombe alleged to have a “mere
mesmeric force”).

Finally, we find in Kant updated versions of the three chief objections to
eudaimonism that we found in Scotus:

1. That it is egoistic: The word ‘egoism’ is not
prominent in Kant, but it seems to me that the concept is: “Empirical
principles are wholly unsuited to serve as the foundation for moral laws …
the principle of one’s own happiness is the most objectionable … making a
man happy is quite different from making him good and making him prudent and
sharp-sighted for his own advantage quite different from making him
virtuous.”(68)

2. That it leaves no room for a special moral
motive: The principle of one’s own happiness destroys the “sublimity”
of morality, “inasmuch as motives to virtue are put in the same class as
motives to vice and inasmuch as such incentives merely teach one to become
better at calculation, while the specific difference between virtue and vice is
entirely obliterated.”(69)

3. That it eliminates freedom: A will determined by
a natural end is heteronomous.

The reader may see an obvious and devastating objection to my claim about
Scotus’s role: Kantian dualism of ultimate principles, it may be maintained, was
an inevitable development of modern philosophy, at the very most incidentally
indebted to Scotus. For dualisms of various sorts—perhaps all varieties of the
dualism of reasons and causes (think of the opposed logical spaces of John
McDowell and others)—are simply endemic to modern philosophy going back to
Descartes, and must be, given the advent of the mechanism rooted in the
scientific revolution. Kant’s
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dualism was a reaction to Newtonian science, not to medieval debates.

I have been careful to allege that Scotus is “one key
factor” and “a smoking gun” rather than the lone
villain: of course Scotus does not bear sole responsibility for the current
state of moral philosophy. But he remains a key factor. Perhaps it was
inevitable that some modern thinker concerned with morality and human freedom
would set the will outside nature even if Scotus had never written. It does not
follow inevitably from that that the will thus placed must be a Scotistic will
characterized by two basic principles (one moral and the other in need of
restraint). The will set outside mechanistic nature could have been a Thomistic
will inclined to perfection (we see something roughly along these lines in
McDowell’s blending of Kantian idealism and Aristotelian ethics). But as we
noted Kant reproduced the phenomenal dualism of prudence and respect at the
intelligible level of the will. A Scotistic will suggests itself if one thinks,
as Kant did, that eudaimonism is amoral (perhaps even egoistic) and incompatible
with freedom. This incorrect view of eudaimonism is a legacy of Scotus. The
history of our three objections to eudaimonism cannot start with Kant, but must
go back to medieval debates over angelic sin where they were first raised by
Anselm and Scotus, and answered by Aquinas.

B) Sidgwick

Unlike Kant, Sidgwick is not centrally concerned with freedom of will, nor is
he especially sanguine about a special moral motive, separate from a desire for
one’s own happiness. He acknowledges that there are these two separate motives,
but he is unhappy about having to do so, for he thinks that the potential
conflict between them puts the rationality of morality in doubt. Sidgwick is
deeply concerned with egoism, and in his work not just the concept but also the
word itself is constantly placed before us. Sidgwick takes upon himself the task
of winning the egoist over by argument, and fails spectacularly—as he himself
admits. The Methods of Ethics
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ends with the hope that we can find grounds to accept the existence of a God
(himself a utilitarian) who will terrify the egoist into submission.

The problem that drives him to this extreme is what he calls the
“Dualism of Practical Reason.”(70)
Sidgwick thinks that, if we think things through enough, we can boil our reasons
for action down into just two categories: those of Prudence and those of
Rational Benevolence; he speaks also of the Egoistic and the
Universalistic/Utilitarian Principles (both of these principles, for Sidgwick,
are hedonistic: the question is whether I aim just at my own pleasure, or at
everyone’s). Sidgwick does offer a “proof” that it is reasonable for
the egoist to aim instead at universal happiness, but we need not delve into it,
for he himself admits that it is merely persuasive, and the egoist can easily,
and without contradiction, refuse to accept its conclusion.(71)

So in Sidgwick, too, we find a dualism
of ultimate principles. One is a moral principle (the utilitarian principle of
rational benevolence); the other is not only nonmoral and thereby needing to be
somehow reined in, but egoistic, and at last explicitly so.





C) Nietzsche





Suppose now that one is convinced that the phenomenal world is formless and
without value, apart from what we ourselves supply (one might speak in terms of
a “value-positing eye”). Suppose further one thought that the notion
of an intelligible world was a figment of the brain, and that metaphysical
conceptions of freedom were fictions invented by the resentful seeking ways to
blame others for their misfortunes. And suppose that one is a eudaimonist of
sorts, but that one’s basic principle can no longer be expressed in terms of
seeking to stand in the right relation to the good—an antimetaphysical posture
prevents one from finding value out there in the world—there is, in McDowellian
terms, spontaneity without friction. Instead, then,
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of calling one’s basic principle an
inclination to the good, one calls it the will-to-power; eudaimonia
(though not by that name) is now to be sought in stylistic self-expression and
the mani-festation of force. The moral life, or at any rate the meaningful life,
is not a response to value, but the creation of it. Such a one was Friedrich
Nietzsche. Nietzsche is a fitting close to our survey of thinkers on the devil
and the basis of immorality. He does not, to be sure, speak of the fall of the
devil; but he does call for his rise: “he must yet come to us, the redeeming
man of great love and contempt, the creative spirit … this Antichrist and
antinihilist; this victor over God and nothingness—he must come one day.”(72)

Nietzsche shows what can become of a
eudaimonistic principle in a world not worthy of it. He thought not only that
the world was not such as to demand or merit any particular response from the
will, but that the world—the human world—was such as to place obstacles in the
way of the free self-expression which is the last desperate goal of a
perfectionist. The chief obstacle the human world throws up, of course, is what
Nietzsche in the Genealogy calls “slave morality,” based upon
the ressentiment of those oppressed by the strong, and designed to keep
the strong down. Nietzsche sees this as contributing to “the diminution and
leveling of European man [that] constitutes our greatest danger …
with the fear of man we have also lost our love of him, our reverence for him,
our hopes for him” (Genealogy, I, sect. 12).

I have said that Nietzsche was a sort
of eudaimonist or perfectionist, but there is an important sense in which he was
also a dualist. We have a drive for perfection, seen in terms of creative
self-expression, but there is another principle holding us back: namely, the
sense of guilt imposed from without by the slave morality laid upon us by
Christianity. Now it is true that Nietzsche sees even this as, at bottom, an
expression of the will-to-power, perhaps even a fitting expression for the weak
or the 
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sick.(73)
But in the strong and creative, it must be experienced as a restraint, as
something to be thrown off. In this way Nietzsche is an “immoralist.”
Nietzsche inherited the conception of morality as obligation, as something
imposed upon us from without, that came down to him from his predecessors. He
saw this obligational morality as “Christian,” but this understanding
of Christian morality is Scotist and Kantian rather than Augustinian or Thomist.

Nietzsche would actually have agreed
with Aquinas in seeing the well-lived life as the pursuit of perfection, though
they would of course have disagreed drastically about how to characterize human
perfection. Still, Nietzsche would also have agreed with Aquinas in rejecting
egoism. He would have regarded with contempt one who was concerned in an
overriding way with his own well-being: “Am I concerned with happiness?
I am concerned with my work.”(74)

Nevertheless, Nietzsche is bound to look
like an egoist to those laboring under the obligational conception of morality
so congruent with a dualism of ultimate principles—and much more so than
previous eudaimonists, who were uniformly concerned to show how eudaimonism
preserves something recognizable, even by dualists, as at least similar to
morality (justice, personal and civic friendship, and so on). So even though
Nietzsche and his followers are not concerned to press the three objections to
virtue ethics that we are focusing on here, he may have unwittingly contributed
to their seeming plausibility. After Nietzsche, a philosopher rejecting dualism
and its specifically moral principle is in for a harder time. An Aristotelian is
likely to look like a Nietzschean who is naively optimistic about the congruence
of self-expression and, say, justice.
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VI. Dualism and Contemporary Eudaimonistic

Virtue Ethics





Our glance at Kant, Sidgwick, and Nietzsche, all expounding or reacting against
a conception of morality taught by Scotus, brings us to the verge of the
twentieth century. These three are among the most important modern moral
philosophers, especially in terms of their influence upon Anglophonic ethics in
the last hundred years. Consequentialism and neo-Kantianism dominated most of
the century, and much of the remaining terrain was claimed by “antitheorists”
influenced to varying degrees by Nietzsche.

Dualism of ultimate principles is
everywhere, largely in the form of widespread, often unargued, agreement that
what is required is a specifically moral principle to rein in a dangerous amoral
or even egoistic principle of happiness: dualism is now often the starting
point of argument. Thus Samuel Scheffler claims that the refusal of the
demands delivered “from an impersonal standpoint” is “complete
egoism”;(75) the perceived need of a moral
principle to overcome our natural egoism is endemic to the consequentialist
project. As another prominent example of dual-ism, this time in a neo-Kantian
vein, consider Rawls’s distinction of the rational and the reasonable (which
must govern the rational). Consider also Thomas Nagel’s sharp distinction
between the moral life and the good life, or living right and living well,(76)
and Christine Korsgaard’s insistence that an adequate answer to the question,
“Why should I be moral?” must be able to convince me that I should
sacrifice my good, even my “heart’s desire,” to comply with the
demands of morality.(77) While it is not certain
that these theorists consider eudaimonism egoistic, they do seem to hold that it
does not yet rise to the level of morality.
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Although many recent moral
philosophers have given up on the idea of metaphysically free will, autonomy
continues to be a concern, especially among neo-Kantians. And autonomy tends to
be cashed out in terms of living in accordance with principles everyone could
accept from an original position of equality, or that no one concerned to reach
unforced agreement could reasonably reject—in other words universalizable,
specifically moral principles.

This dualistic milieu has had some
distorting effects on the revival of virtue ethics, and upon its reception. The
early Philippa Foot did come very close to being an egoist, and the middle Foot
espoused a rather Nietzschean antitheory, before she finally settled down to
Aristotelian-Thomist eudaimonism.(78) Rosalind
Hursthouse’s virtue theory takes the form of a reconstructed dualism.(79)
Commentators on Aristotle muddy the waters by interpreting Aristotle as a benign
“formal egoist”(80) (and it is
possible that part of the draw of Hume on Michael Slote and others is the
promise of a virtue ethics free from supposedly egoistic eudaimonism).

If the argument of this paper has been
largely correct, deontologist and consequentialist critics err when they
instinctively endorse Kantian (and ultimately Scotistic) objections to virtue
ethics, and virtue theorists cheat themselves when they 
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become egoists or antitheorists to
avoid the tyranny of some special, impersonal moral principle. We have seen that
the aspiration for eudaimonia is neither egoistic (objection 1) nor
deterministic (objection 3). For neither of these reasons, then, does it need a
separate moral principle to govern it (objection 2).

But might there be another reason to
insist upon such a principle? Perhaps, even if eudaimonism does not imply
egoism, it still somehow subverts what Kant calls the sublimity of morality?
Here too, although I have not traced it, dualism’s distorting effect is great.
In Aquinas the point of morality is to order us to our last end of human
flourishing (sublime enough, perhaps, when this is conceived, with Aquinas, as
filial friendship with God). Every deliberate action is morally evaluable (cf. STh
I-II, q. 18, a. 9): it is well or poorly ordered to this last end. Every action
is a step—or misstep—in a quest for the divine.(81)
In Scotus (as in Kant), this feature no longer obtains. Actions not performed
out of the affectio iustitiae can be indifferent, evaluatively neutral,
of no moral worth (cf. Ordinatio II, d. 41).(82)
Scotus and Kant have not introduced moral worth into a domain previously devoid
of it; rather, they have partly emptied it by their mistrust of natural
aspiration.

The criticisms of virtue ethics appear
plausible, and the countering avoidance—via egoism or anti-theory—appears
necessary, because of the widespread acceptance of dualism of ultimate
principles. This brings us full circle, for the roots of this dualism are in the
running medieval debate over the nature of angelic sin, in mistaken (or at least
unforced) moves made under the apparent pressure of the very objections dualism
now makes seem so powerful. We can step outside this circle when we see that the
eudaimonistic principle of Aristotle, Augustine, and Aquinas is neither Kant’s
principle of happiness, nor Scotus’s affectio commodi. It is an
aspiration for perfection both 
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compatible with (indeed at the
foundation of) freedom radical enough to account for the datum of angelic sin,
and essentially different from the egoistic pursuit of mere welfare—so much so
that its going wrong takes the form of inordinate pursuit of excel-lence, and
its going right importantly and noninstrumentally involves duty and submission
of the will (especially in the form of obedience to God). The obviousness of the
dualism of moral principle and natural aspiration is merely apparent.
Eudaimonists should not be naïve in proclaiming “man’s natural
goodness” (Augustine certainly was not!), but they should not feel
pressured by the objections canvassed here (which today derive their seemingly
unquestionable force from dualistic presuppositions) to abandon faith in natural
aspiration and its foundational role in the moral life.(83)
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ALISTER E. MCGRATH’S three-volume A Scientific Theology offers a
major contribution to the field of theological method and ought to serve as a
stimulus for theologians attentive to the necessity of reconceiving the
theological task for each age. While McGrath writes from an explicitly
evangelical viewpoint—which he defines as one “nourished and governed at
all points by Holy Scripture”—his project is intended to appeal to
theologians across confessional divides. The ecumenical scope is clear from the
wide range of conversation partners drawn upon in fashioning “a principled
negotiation between classic Christian theology and the working assumptions and
methods of the natural sciences, based on a unitary vision of reality which is
grounded and sustained by the specifics of the Christian religion” (1:xi).
This “scientific theology” takes the natural sciences as an ancilla
theologiae nova and relies upon their vibrancy and universal repute to
serve contemporary theology in the way Platonism served patristic theology and
Aristotle’s thought served Scholasticism.

Today’s theological reader is, of course, inundated with books relating
science and theology and it is important to identify at the outset why these
volumes deserve special notice. McGrath is certainly well situated for his task.
Not only is he an established theologian and historian of theology, he holds a
doctorate in
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molecular biophysics from Oxford. Yet this combination of scientific and
theological training is not especially rare—John Polkinghorne and Ian Barbour
being two outstanding examples. As with these authors, McGrath offers his
readers the expected tutorials on the intersections of theology and science, and
most will benefit from an increased familiarity with mathematics, genetics,
evolutionary biology, quantum physics, and astronomy. Although impressive, it is
not the science that makes McGrath’s work so remarkable, but rather its
scrupulous attentiveness to the theological problematic embedded in the idea of
theological handmaidens, scientific or other. McGrath knows his theological
history well enough to appreciate how easily servants become masters within the
house of theology. Thus, he matches enthusiasm for the theological usefulness of
the sciences with a “Barthian” concern for the precariousness of
theology’s proper dependence on divine revelation. These convictions converge in
McGrath’s claim that the rationality at work in science provides theology with
“strategies” for maintaining the priority of revelation in its own
methodology. His confidence in these strategies is such that he employs them to
construct a natural theology that can appeal to those who deny revelation
without thereby denying revelation itself. The interest in McGrath’s project
abides, therefore, in his attempt to enter into dialogue with the sciences not
despite theology’s attachment to divine revelation, but in the service of it.
Given the conditions McGrath sets, it is upon the success of this difficult
balance that his scientific theology stands or falls.

Each of the volumes in the trilogy—Nature (1), Reality
(2), and Theory (3)—focuses on a concern common to theologians and
scientists. It is important to note, however, that McGrath’s interest is not
directed toward specific scientific claims about the world. Linking Christian
theology to a particular scientific theory compromises theology’s proper
autonomy and fails to recognize the provisional character of all scientific
claims. The damage done to the gospel’s credibility by the churches’ stubborn
adherence to discredited theories of the solar system and the emergence of
species speaks for itself. A far wiser approach, according to
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McGrath, is to focus on the methods and presuppositions involved in the work
of science in order to show how a consideration of these can illuminate aspects
of the contemporary theological enterprise. Accordingly, his emphasis is on the
history of science and the philosophical theories that best explain that
history. 





I. Nature





The first volume, Nature, treats the most obvious shared reference
point for theology and science and the one that has proved the most problematic
for modern theology. The tension arises from the widespread assumption that the
natural sciences possess a unique capacity to deliver objective truths about
nature which theology cannot hope to match. If theology is to have a role with
respect to nature it must be limited to placing interpretation on top of the
foundation laid by science. Theology, however, cannot accept the status of
handmaiden to science without thereby denying its own basis in revelation. This
dead-end can be avoided, McGrath argues, to the extent that one appreciates the
difficulties involved in viewing any particular conception of nature as
foundational for all others. To make this point, he offers a wide-ranging survey
of the diverse ways “nature” has been employed by poets, scientists,
sociologists, and artists.





‘Nature’ is thus not a
neutral entity, having the status of an ‘observation statement;’ it involves
seeing the world in a particular way—and the way in which it is seen shapes the
resulting concept of ‘nature’. Far from being a ‘given’, the idea of nature is
shaped by the prior assumptions of the observer. One does not ‘observe’ nature;
one constructs it. And once the importance of socially mediated ideas, theories
and values is conceded, it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the
concept of nature is, at least in part, a social construction. If the concept of
nature is socially mediated—to whatever extent—it cannot serve as an allegedly
neutral, objective or uninterpreted foundation of a theory or theology. Nature
is already an interpreted category. (1:113)





If the natural sciences are seen as offering interpretations of nature, and not
the single fundament upon which all must build, nothing prevents Christians from
asserting their particular
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interpretation of nature as God’s creation and entering into dialogue with
the sciences on an equal footing.

Yet, while all orthodox Christians affirm nature as the creation of God,
there is much debate concerning its theological significance. To establish his
own approach, McGrath begins, not surprisingly, with the Bible. With respect to
the Old Testament, he notes that the doctrine of creation is found in a variety
of places and serves a variety of purposes. Within this diversity, however, the
themes of origination and ordering dominate. Creation by the God of Israel is
“to be understood not merely in terms of the raw material out of which the
world is composed, but as the order and coherence in which it is composed”
(1:154). This basic idea is carried forward in the New Testament, but with the
important specification that God created the world through the Logos
become incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth. The assertion of the Logos as
the principle by which nature was created compelled patristic theologians to
distance the faith from Greek ideas of an eternal world or one created out of
preexisting material, since they introduce creative principles other than
Christ. Over time, this logic would yield a unanimous Christian affirmation of creatio
ex nihilo.

The implications of a distinctly Christian approach to nature would receive
great attention in the theologies of Aquinas and Calvin. Aquinas is credited
with demonstrating the conceptual consistency of asserting that God is the
“first principle of all things” and that created things operate
according to their own natures. Yet, McGrath judges that “Aquinas’s
exposition of creation … offers something falling short of a full account of
the impact of sin upon the ontology of nature. Aquinas tends to regard sin as a
falling short of perfection, and thus to locate any absence of perfection within
the created order as a direct result of its creatureliness” (1:174-75). By
contrast, Calvin combines the autonomy of creation with a superior appreciation
of sin’s distorting power both in the operations of nature itself and in the
human mind’s capacity to appreciate the ways nature points to its creator. The
resulting insight is that Christ’s victory over sin
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encompasses both the restoration of the order of nature and the human mind’s
ability to move from nature to God.

Two tasks remain for McGrath in his treatment of nature from the viewpoint of
a scientific theology. First, he must show how the Christian view of nature can
be attractive to those outside the faith impressed by science’s explanatory
power. Second, he needs to demonstrate that natural theology can be carried out
in a manner consistent with the priority of divine revelation. With respect to
the first task, McGrath rejects any attempt to bolster the credibility of
Christianity by the perceived failings of contemporary science. Such a “god
of the gaps” approach not only exposes the gospel to being undermined by
scientific progress, it misses the forest for the trees. It is not the present
failures of science that should be of interest to theology, but science’s
remarkable successes. In particular, McGrath refers to “the unreasonable
effectiveness of mathematics” (1:209). It is far from obvious that one
should be able to move from mathematical relations developed by human
intelligence to the dynamics of physical processes. Yet because this is exactly
what happens, some type of explanation is required. Natural scientists are
themselves ill equipped to offer one, since their work relies upon the very
compatibility of mathematics and nature that they hope to explain.

It is at this point that a Christian conception of nature as creation reveals
its illuminative power for science. If one views nature as created by a deity
who also created human beings in the divine image, an intrinsic resonance
between their mental constructs and the intelligible structure of nature is to
be expected. The Christian view is not thereby proved, but an implication of
that view is borne out in the demonstrable success of the sciences.

What the natural sciences are forced to assume—in that it cannot be
formally demonstrated without falling into some form of circularity of argument
or demonstration—the Christian understanding of ‘wisdom’ allows to be affirmed
on the basis of divine revelation, and correlated with the existence of a
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transcendent creator God, responsible both for the ordering of the world
and the human ability to grasp and discern it. (1:222)



The first volume culminates with a proposal for “the
purpose and place of natural theology” (1:241) within a scientific
theology. In raising this topic, McGrath is aware of treading upon highly
contested theological ground, particularly within his own Reformed tradition. As
a result, he combines respect and resolution in confronting the claim that a
strong doctrine of revelation is ultimately incompatible with the notion that
nature reveals God as well. More often than not, such a negative judgment rests
upon a failure to distinguish between modern and premodern approaches. In
premodern theologies, consideration of how nature provides some access to God
took place within a theological framework determined by Christian revelation. In
contrast, the modern conception of natural theology bears the marks of its
origins in the Enlightenment desire to create a theology free of the church and
beholden to universal reason alone. The failure to acknowledge this difference
has, in McGrath’s judgment, marred the debate.

To make a fresh start, McGrath grounds his proposal in what the Bible says
about whether and how nature reveals God. Taking Psalm 19 as indicative, he
observes how the Psalmist connects the ways in which the “heavens”
proclaim their creator with what may be known about this same God through his
revelation of the Mosaic Law. He finds a similar contextualization in Paul’s
statements on the matter to Greek pagans (Acts 17) and wayward Roman Christians
(Rom 1). Thus, while the Bible gives no support to the Enlightenment conception
that “God may be known independently of the divine revelation to
Israel” (1:259), it affirms that from within the perspective of faith
nature affords some knowledge of God. The complexity of this biblical teaching
explains both the wide consensus among Christians that nature reveals God and
the intense disagreement over how to relate this knowledge to the revelation
found in Christ.

McGrath enters the debate over natural theology by con-fronting two of its
most influential critics, Alvin Plantinga and
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Karl Barth, both of whom he faults for inadequately distinguishing its
classical and modern forms. Plantinga’s position is treated in light of his
criticism of Aquinas’s attempt to demonstrate the rationality of belief in God’s
existence on the basis of what is believed about nature. According to
Plantinga’s characterization, the proofs assume that there are certain
nonreligious beliefs about nature that enjoy universal and immediate assent
(e.g., every event has a cause) and upon which belief in God can rely
epistemically. Such argumentation fails on at least two counts. First, the
foundationalist assumption of the existence of a single set of universally
self-evident beliefs cannot withstand philosophical scrutiny. Second, the
attempt to prove God’s existence by such means makes the unseemly assumption for
a religious thinker that belief in a creator is somehow not a proper starting
point for rational reflection while secular beliefs about nature are. McGrath
does not take a firm position on Plantinga’s alternative of viewing belief in
God as basic for the believer, but charges him with imposing a modern conception
of natural theology on Aquinas. Closer analysis reveals that Aquinas’s
“natural theology is not intended to prove the existence of God but
presupposes that existence; it then asks ‘what should we expect the natural
world to be like if it has indeed been created by such a God?’ The search for
order in nature is therefore not intended to demonstrate that God exists, but to
reinforce the plausibility of an already existing belief” (1:267).
Plantinga’s critique, therefore, simply fails to appreciate the extent to which
natural theology can operate within a context which begins with and is governed
by faith.

McGrath next turns to the influential position of Karl Barth, who not only
denies that nature can tell us anything about God, but casts natural theology
itself as a sinful human assertion against the revealing God. The attentive
reader anticipates at this point that Barth’s position will come in for some
fairly rough treatment, and in fact McGrath accuses Barth of imposing his agenda
on Scripture and of misleading an entire generation of Protestant students about
their own history, and emphasizes the need to liberate theology from its “Barthian
captivity” (1:279). Strong
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words, to be sure, but, even as McGrath repudiates Barth’s conclusion, he
acknowledges that modern natural theology has often operated to shield humanity
from the full force of allowing God to determine where and how he is made known.
Hence, any attempt to revive the enterprise of natural theology must be as
attentive as Barth to the dangers presented by modernity and, like him,
formulate “appropriate theological strategies” (1:118) to ensure the
priority of divine revelation. Happily, once Barthian extremism is rejected, it
is possible to see how premodern theologians can assist in fashioning a
“subtle and nuanced correlation between natural and revealed theology”
(1:270).

To find such a balance, McGrath looks to Calvin and Thomas Torrance. Calvin
wrote of nature’s capacity to tell of its creator, traced the universal spread
of religion to a naturally endowed internal awareness of divinity in human
nature, and described nature as the “theater” and “mirror”
of God’s glory, even commending astronomy for unveiling the hidden intricacies
of what God has wrought. At the same time, there is no sense with Calvin that
nature provides a path to God independent of Christ. The inevitable tendency of
human beings to twist nature’s indications of God to their own sinful purposes
makes Christian revelation necessary. Apart from it, natural knowledge of God
remains fragmentary and prone to corruption. With this revelation, however, what
God has allowed to be known of himself in nature is gathered up and
consolidated. Otherwise put, Calvin’s natural theology presupposes that nature
is created according to the Logos incarnated in Jesus Christ the
savior.

Torrance, in McGrath’s judgment, attunes Calvin’s insights to a modern
context. While conceding the human tendency to employ natural theology to
domesticate the revealing God, the Scottish theologian rejects the charge that
natural theology inescapably undermines a proper adherence to revelation. This
danger is avoided, however, only if “the legitimacy of natural theology
lies not in its own intrinsic structures, nor in an autonomous act of human
self-justification, but in divine revelation itself. Theologia revelata
both legitimates theologia 
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naturalis and defines its scope” (1:281). So close is this to
McGrath’s position that when he begins to spell out the details of Torrance’s
proposal, it becomes clear why the book is dedicated to him. Indeed, McGrath’s
synopsis of Torrance provides an excellent summary of this first volume:

While the neutral
observer of the natural world cannot, according to Torrance, gain meaningful
knowledge of God, another observer, aided by divine revelation, will come to
very different conclusions… . Torrance argues that the restoration of a
legitimate and viable natural theology must rest upon a recovery of an
authentically Christian understanding of nature. It is only when the theologian
has deconstructed nature—that is to say, identified the ideological constraints
which have shaped the manner in which ‘nature’ is conceived—and recovered a
Christian construal of the natural order that a proper ‘natural theology’ may be
restored. (1:286)

Thus, McGrath begins his first volume by denying science mastery over the
concept of nature, asserts the illuminative power of a theological conception of
nature as created by the same God who creates human minds capable of
understanding his creation, and concludes with a natural theology subservient to
revelation.

At this point in McGrath’s unfolding project, an important question arises
from the standpoint of Catholic theology. While McGrath’s assertion of the
theological legitimacy of natural theology clearly ought to be welcomed, can the
same be said for his anxiety about preserving the priority of revelation? By way
of answering, let us return to his interpretation of Aquinas. The idea that
Aquinas’s natural theology is a by-product of a methodo-logical subservience to
revelation rather than an autonomous intellectual project finds support in a
number of recent Thomist commentators. Where McGrath differs is in the
importance he gives to the fact that Thomas’s natural theology was developed in
a prescientific context which no longer exists. Yet even here it must be granted
that the Angelic Doctor was wholly innocent of the intellectual and cultural
upheavals that would result from Newton’s replacement of the science of the
ancient world with a different and much more successful method for unveiling the
truths of nature. To be sure, he faced down the radical
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Aristotelians, but it was only with the emergence of experimental science
that theology lost its stature in Western culture and revelation ceased to be a
widely accepted intellectual category. Accordingly, McGrath seems justified in
insisting that carrying forward Aquinas’s project requires the adoption of new
strategies to ensure that revelation remains determinative.

It is in considering these strategies, however, that the most significant
difference between McGrath’s and Catholic natural theology emerges. Primary
among these strategies is to deny science a foundational status with respect to
nature. If science offers no more than an interpretation of nature, Christian
theology freely takes revelation as its starting point without seeking prior
permission from science. Catholic theology, however, is wont to relate the
scientific and theological views of nature in a more harmonious manner. The
capacity of human reason to discover important truths about nature is not seen
to be in competition with an acceptance of revelation but rather as a God-given
first step toward an understanding completed by that acceptance. This confidence
in reason lies behind the Catholic habit of constructing philosophical
demonstrations for God’s existence to move the intellect of those without faith
and thereby prepare the way for the Word of God revealed in Christ. McGrath, in
contrast, sees the proofs as an example of philosophical overreach and as
theologically suspect. For him, natural theology after the advent of science
must take all the more seriously Calvin’s warning against the tendency of sinful
human beings to employ philosophy against the full acceptance of revelation in
faith. Does this difference in the assessment of reason render McGrath’s
scientific theology useless to Catholic theology? A prudent judgment must await
McGrath’s specific treatment of the power and limits of reason.





II. Reality





The question of how the human mind moves from reality to “warranted
belief” about reality is the focus in McGrath’s second
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volume. Theological interest in epistemology derives from the all-consuming
desire of Christianity to respond faithfully to the reality of God made known in
the revelation of Jesus Christ. McGrath’s particular approach draws attention to
the demise of the Enlightenment dream to construct a rationality based upon a
foundation of truths universally recognized as incorrigible and self-evident. As
long as such a project is deemed viable, Christian theology is forced either to
submit its tradition-specific truths to a universal standard and thereby lose
its connection to revelation, or to be seen, and perhaps see itself, as
operating outside of the bounds of reason. Since neither option is acceptable
for orthodox Christianity, McGrath reckons foundationalism’s collapse as the
liberation of theology from Enlightenment constraints. If rationality is no
longer widely seen as singular, nothing prevents Christian theology from
claiming its own particular version. In language reminiscent of what he said
about nature in the first vol-ume, McGrath describes rationality as “a
contested notion” (2:64). Since human beings employ their rational
capacities within particular historical and cultural contexts, “there is no
universal rationality which allows basic beliefs to be identified on a
priori grounds. What is ‘basic’ will depend upon the socially-mediated
ideas, values and practices of the community to which the individual thinker
belongs” (2:101).

McGrath concedes, of course, the nagging presence of another group of
intellectuals joyously dancing among the ruins of foundationalism who celebrate
the end of the Enlightenment project as the end of philosophy itself. According
to Richard Rorty and others, foundationalism was philosophy’s last chance to
demonstrate that some rational procedure exists by which human beings can secure
their truth-claims through reference to a universally shared reality. Its
failure means that “truth” can no longer be conceived as the yield of
mind in conformity with a reality determined independently of human artifice
because “there is no ‘objective’ reality outside the community, which
anchors and affirms its beliefs, or which functions as a criterion by which they
may be evaluated” (2:6). If valid, such a line of reasoning would
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be particularly bad news for theology. While life in the shadows of the
Enlightenment has proved difficult, co-existence with relativism is simply
impossible for a Christian theology that conceives of itself as an appropriate
response to divine reality. Embedded within the very idea of theology is the
notion that “there exists an external world, whose properties are
independent of human beings, and that human beings can obtain reliable, if
imperfect and tentative knowledge of these properties” (2:189).
Accordingly, theologians simply cannot afford to ignore the epistemological
debate over whether foundationalism and realism go down together. We have a dog
in the fight.

Here again, the natural sciences offer invaluable service to a scientific
theology. Not only can it be easily demonstrated that natural scientists operate
under realist assumptions in their work, the startling success of this work
represents the strongest argument for the capacity of the human mind to know
something of reality. McGrath gleefully notes the disrepute postmodern
philosophers have brought upon their approach in attempting to convince the
public that scientific theories have more to do with the social location of
their inventors than the unveiling of reality’s intrinsic structures. Yet,
discrediting postmodernism is a modest service compared to the capacity of
natural science to provide a basis for a credible reassertion of realism after
the demise of foundationalism. In making this case, McGrath relies heavily on
the “critical realism” of the philosopher of science Roy Bhaskar.

According to Bhaskar, the actual work of science is best described as the
prioritizing of ontology over epistemology. Science progresses when reality
itself dictates how it will be known; it falters when a particular epistemology
comes to determine how the world is supposed to be.

The basic impulse of the scientific method lies in an engagement with
the real world, untroubled by prior philosophical notions of what that real
world ought to look alike, and what human observers ought to be able to make of
it. For the natural sciences, ‘ontological finality’ … rests with nature
itself. It is the natural world itself which determines how we should
investigate it, and how we are to make sense of it. Where models or other
constructs are needed to rationalize a complex empirical situation, scientists
are perfectly willing to use 
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them—provided they are regarded as provisional, heuristic devices,
which may need to be modified or even discarded in the light of an increasing
body of observational data, or increasingly sophisticated mathematical means of
interpreting them. In the end, the final verdict lies with nature itself.
(2:121-22)



In contrast to a foundationalist interpretation of science, which deals in
epistemological a priori, Bhaskar argues that proper scientific method
is emphatically a posteriori, devising rational strategies in response
to the demands of reality.

McGrath also follows Bhaskar as he employs this insight against those who
equate science with the methodology of the natural sciences. Without denying the
greater reliance on “constructed” notions in such fields as psychology
and sociology than in physics, Bhaskar argues that the difference is not a
matter of realism versus nonrealism, but of different “strata” of
reality evoking different methodologies. Sociology, for example, relies upon
constructed categories such as “race” or “class” because
“social reality” differs from “natural reality” and is known
differently. To reduce science to a particular methodology is to commit what
Bhaskar terms “the epistemic fallacy” whereby one conflates reality
with a particular way of knowing reality. Apart from the strictures of a
specific epistemology, reality reveals itself as stratified and requiring a
plurality of sciences.

Bhaskar argues that
each science develops methodologies appropriate to their ontologies… . and
cannot be determined a priori on the basis of some implicit
foundationalism. Methodology is consequent upon ontology, and is hence to be
determined a posteriori. The stratification of reality demands
different working methods and assumptions across the spectrum of the sciences,
despite the critical commonalities that may be identified. (2:12)

The theological application of Bhaskar’s notions is fairly clear. If
methodology follows ontology, Christian theology is free to “adopt a
methodology which is appropriate to, and determined by, the ontology of its
specific object” (2:225).

The idea that theological methodology is properly determined by its revealed
object and not by some extraneous demand of universal reason is of the greatest
importance to McGrath’s
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project. If theology’s engagement with natural science means aping its
methodology, the idea of a scientific theology would be in decisive conflict
with a theology beholden to revelation. At the same time, McGrath rejects any
notion that theology’s freedom to develop its rational method in response to
God’s revelation in Jesus Christ liberates it from critical and open engagement
with other tradition-specific rationalities and their claims about reality.
While separable from foundationalism, realism necessarily implies that there
exists a single, albeit highly stratified, reality to which all who seek to know
are responsible. Accordingly, “a scientific theology attempts to offer a
view of the world, including God, which is both internally consistent and which
is grounded in the structures of the real world. It aims to achieve
extra-systematic correspondence with intra-systematic coherence, regarding both
these criteria as of fundamental importance” (2:56). In this division of
labor, McGrath assigns internal consistency to systematic theology and the
responsibility of demonstrating the appeal of the Christian construal of reality
to those of other traditions to natural theology.

In discussing natural theology as an example of “trans-traditional
rationality,” McGrath relies upon Alasdair MacIntyre’s description of
intellectual history as “competing tradition-mediated rationalities, which
are in conflict, and which cannot be totally detached from the traditions which
mediate them” (2:64). Since there is no universal framework to which one
can appeal, debate concerning the ultimate truth about reality takes place
within the encounter of traditions. These meetings present each tradition with
features of reality not previously encountered or properly understood, and the
chance to demonstrate the ways in which its internal resources explain the
existence of other traditions and resolve problems found in them. At this point,
the wisdom of McGrath’s construal of natural theology whose roots are intra
muros ecclesiae but whose relevance extends extra muros ecclesiae
becomes clear. Only a natural theology grounded in the Christian conception of
creation can offer “an interpretative grid by which other traditions may be
addressed on the common issues
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of existence, enabling the coherence and attractiveness of the Christian
vision to be affirmed” (2:75).

The final task of McGrath’s second volume is to spell out the “contours
of a scientific theology” with respect to its particular encounter with
reality and in light of what can be garnered from a study of the critical
realism operative in the sciences. McGrath locates four major characteristics
and a fifth “postulate.” First, a scientific theology seeks—in
McGrath’s neat formulation—to “correspond coherently to reality”
(2:16). Against those who attempt to formulate a nonrealist theology (e.g., Don
Cupitt [2:249-57]), or a mere grammar of faith (e.g., George Lindbeck
[2:39-54]), McGrath insists that “a scientific theology is not a free
creation of the human mind, an expression of unrestrained creativity and
innovation” but “a deliberate and principled attempt to give a
faithful and adequate account of the way things are, subject to the limits
placed upon human knowledge on account of our status as sinful creatures, and
our location in history” (2:248). Second, because it is realist, a
scientific theology proceeds a posteriori. Far from setting the
conditions under which divine reality makes itself known, theology begins with
the fact of revelation and responds by devising rational strategies best suited
to understand and communicate its significance. In McGrath’s terms, Jesus Christ
is the “generative event” which compels human beings, and especially
theologians, to “rethink and refashion our understandings of such matters
as God, and human nature and destiny” (2:275). Emblematic of this approach
for McGrath is Luther’s theology of the cross: “a calculated and systematic
attack on the role of a priori notions of God in any Christian
theology” (2:278).

A third characteristic of a scientific theology is that its methodology
arises in “response to its distinctive object” (2:279). McGrath has
prepared his readers for a rejection of a universal conception of reason, but
knows that a diversity of rationalities, if pushed too far, threatens to
undermine the unified conception of reality required by philosophical realism.
In order to achieve the right balance, McGrath refers to the variety of
methodologies
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deployed in the sciences, each developing “a vocabulary and a working
method which is appropriated or adapted to its object” (2:280). To this
extent, the natural sciences support Barth’s assertion in his famous debate with
Heinrich Scholz that appro-priateness to its particular object, and that alone,
constitutes theology as a science. Scholz had argued that methodological
appropriateness does not exhaust what it means to be scientific and insisted
that theology must formulate its claims as propositions, relate all of its
propositions to a single and unified aspect of reality, and state its claims in
a manner open to testing. In evaluating this dispute, McGrath accepts Scholz’s
fundamental point that the unity of reality requires that “the principles
which lead to theological statements being formulated require investi-gation and
should be open to testing” (2:287). If the statements of theologians are in
response to reality, they must demonstrate that connection and be responsible to
other interpretations of the same data. At the same time, Scholz’s insistence
that theologians formulate foundational axioms from which their theorems are
deducible evinces a commitment to a discredited notion of a universal
rationality and, if adopted, would hinder theology’s full responsiveness to
revelation. Theology operates best, according to McGrath, when its method arises
from engagement with the intrinsic meaning of revelation as, for example, in
Chalcedon’s philosophically innovative formulation of homoousios or the
rejection by the Reformation of philosophical conceptions of justice as the
appropriate basis for understanding how God justifies the sinner (2:289).

McGrath gives little attention to the fourth characteristic that relates
scientific theology to the task of explanation, since this is the topic of his
final volume. Instead, he moves quickly to the “postulate” that a
scientific theology must be “christocentric.” Although no explanation
for the shift from “characteristic” to “postulate” is
provided, his point is clear enough: “the theological approach which has
dominated the significant ‘science and religion’ constituency to date has
focused on the doctrine of creation” (2:297) without explicit reference to
Christ. McGrath
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rejects this approach as insufficiently attentive to the way the Christian
view of nature is determined by a Christic account of its origin, redemption,
and ultimate reconciliation. Apart from what it has learned from Christ,
Christian theology has little if anything significant to contribute to a
dialogue with science. Indeed, McGrath employs the adjective
“foundational” to describe Jesus Christ as a revealed reality that in
Christian theology enjoys absolute priority over all pre-Christian conceptions
of God, humanity, and the world. This foundation, unsurprisingly, has its own
strata: Christ as historical point of departure, Christ as revelation of God,
Christ as bearer of salvation, and Christ as the shape of the redeemed life.
This is the complex reality to which Christian theology seeks to correspond
coherently via theory.

Before treating McGrath’s description of theological theory, it is best to
consider how far we have come. The heart of McGrath’s second volume is his
insistence that rationality responds to reality most fully when it eschews the
search for foundations beyond those which arise from direct and ongoing
encounter with a particular object. Accordingly, theology, which legitimately
speaks of God only on the condition that it is an appropriate response to the
reality of what he reveals, has an interest in developing rational strategies
that promote maximal openness. Philosophy’s role in developing these strategies
consists in garnering the epistemological implications of the work and the
history of science, for example, the problems of foundationalism, the warrants
for realism, and the contextual but nonrelativistic character of all
rationality. I suspect that most Catholic readers will insist that philosophy
can do much more, even providing insights into the nature of reality itself.
Again, we encounter the divide: McGrath invariably sees reason apart from faith
as a threat to the priority of revelation, while Catholics live in the hope of a
philosophy that is both compatible with faith and convincing to those without
it. Why this difference? At one level, we are dealing with two distinct
interpretations of the history of faith and reason. For McGrath, the primary
dynamic is the sinful tendency of human philosophy to seek prominence over
divine revelation
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(e.g., the God of the philosopher versus the God revealed in the cross of
Christ). The typical Catholic reading, however, focuses on the struggle of good
philosophy over bad (e.g., moderate realism versus nominalism). The significance
of this difference plays itself out in McGrath’s final volume.





III. Theory





The question of just how Christian theology responds faithfully to the reality
of Christ is the topic of McGrath’s final volume, entitled Theory.
After discussing the ways in which an understanding of natural science can
assist theology in methodologically grappling with nature and reality, McGrath’s
project culminates in a treatment of how a scientific theology moves from
encountering reality to the development of theories about that reality. Readers
expecting a definitive statement of this matter from McGrath, however, will be
disappointed at being informed toward the end of the book that the question of
theory anticipates not only a systematic theology, but two additional
monographs, one on the development of doctrine and another on heresy.
Nevertheless, McGrath gives his readers plenty to consider in this volume as
they await further word.

Of first importance to McGrath’s approach is the connection he draws between
theology and the “communal beholding” of the reality of God which
called forth and sustains the church.

The church is called into being through its apprehension of this vision
of God, which it is called to pursue in its theology, spirituality and ethics.
Theology begins within this community of faith, as it seeks to give an account
of its communal beholding of the vision of God. Indeed, it could be argued that
the supreme task of theology is to keep this sense of wonder alive, as the
process of unfolding the object of wonder and worship proceeds—in other words,
as apprehension gives way to reflection, and supremely to the formulation of
theory. (3:3)



In describing the relationship between theological
theorizing and ecclesial experience, McGrath combines the etymologies of
Heidegger and Habermas for the Greek term for “theory.”
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Heidegger argued that qewrevw was
derived from qevo” and ojravw,
a beholding of the divine. Habermas, preferring society over divinity, traces
the origins of the word to the public function of the theoros entrusted
to behold and communicate what occurred during public festivities. Theory is,
therefore, at root both divine and social. Theological theory begins with the
Church’s communal beholding of God’s revelation in Christ and seeks “to
capture and express the sense of the emerging orderedness, underpinned by a
sense of authority, which such a revelation elicits” (3:9).

In connecting theology to a communal experience beyond the capacity of words
to express, McGrath demonstrates acute sensitivity to the charge that theory
inevitably levels and distorts. Indeed, he quips that “to criticize theory
for being ‘reductionist’ is like criticizing water because it is wet; that is
simply the way of things” (3:35). At the same time, theory is part of the
human response to reality and attempts to save wonder at the price of theory
ironically end up limiting reality’s claim on our attention. A wiser course is
to inquire into the exact danger theory presents and develop strategies for
humbling theory in the face of the mystery to which it is responsible. As usual,
McGrath is convinced that an appreciation of how theory operates in the natural
sciences sheds important light on these matters for theology.

A study of the role of theory in the natural sciences reveals both the
possibilities and the perils of theorizing. The progress of science clearly
demonstrates that human beings have the capacity to move with some degree of
confidence from the particulars of experiment to the construction of theories
with universal relevance. That same history, however, reveals that “theory
exists in a highly ambivalent relation to particulars. On the one hand, it owes
its existence to them; on the other, they perpetually threaten to undermine and
overthrow it” (3:39). It is for this reason that theories, even ones widely
accepted by the scientific community, should never gain “epistemological
precedence” over particulars arising from ongoing experimentation. McGrath
offers historical instances when the order was reversed and
“provisional” theories
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operated to obscure the truth embedded in the particulars (3:119-30). The
health of science, therefore, requires that the utilization of theory not
threaten its fundamentally a posteriori approach to reality.

A similar dynamic operates in Christian theology in the relationship between
theory and dogma. The theologian is responsible both to the particulars which
arise from the Church’s ongoing engagement with the stratified reality of God’s
revelation in Jesus Christ and to those hard-won theoretical insights which the
community has come to recognize as doctrine. The key is to achieve the right
balance between preserving the achievements of the past and being responsive
enough to recognize when development is required for the sake of the revealed
reality. Just as premature “closure” creates a distance between the
scientists and the reality being investigated, too rigid a commitment to a
particular doctrinal formulation can have the effect of hindering God’s word to
the Church. It is essential, therefore, to match a clear affirmation of the
realist character of Christian doctrine with an honest recognition that all
human reception of divine revelation is “accommodated” to the
inevitable limitations of human existence. While Christian theologians have
tended unfortunately to affirm one at the price of the other, the natural
sciences demonstrate that responsiveness to reality requires both to be affirmed
with equal force and clarity. The question for theology then becomes how
“this variegated reality be represented in a manner that is
accommodated to its nature, yet tempered by the limitations of the human
language which must be the vehicle of its transmission” (3:xii).

McGrath captures the excitement and challenge of theological theory by
emphasizing the complexity involved in human reception of revelation. Within the
reality of revelation, McGrath distinguishes “revelation proper,” the
divine words and events in the history of Israel culminating in Jesus Christ,
and the depositum fidei, the stratified historical residue of
revelation which constitutes Christian tradition. Theology operates within this
tradition and is responsible for clarifying its various strata and
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critically investigating the relationship particular aspects bear to the
originating and normative revelation. With respect to the first task, McGrath
delineates eight strata of theory and praxis: texts, patterns of worship, ideas,
communities, institutional structures, images, vocabulary, and religious
experience (3:146-48). McGrath concedes that other lists are possible and that
proportional weight varies with confessional stance. Nonetheless, such diversity
does not tell against theological realism, but is an expected consequence of the
constructed character of all theological explanations. Theological theories, no
less than scientific ones, reflect the social and cultural location in which
they are expressed and received. Moreover, just as the scientist is responsible
for evaluating the adequacy of theory against the aspect of reality to which it
refers, the theologian is responsible for assessing the adequacy of particular
theories and practices for whether they correspond coherently to revelation. The
fact that this revelation exists in the past and is known solely through the
traditions that have emerged in its aftermath means the theologian must master
the technique of “abduction” found in evolutionary biology and
cosmology. Unable to recreate the originating event, the theologian must work
backward, moving from present evidence to its most likely explanation. “A
scientific theology sets itself the agenda of determining what brought the
Christian tradition into being, and how this can and should continue to
sculpture its intellectual contours” (3:151).

This work is greatly complicated by the twists and turns of Christian
tradition, a path so herky-jerky that it has defied all attempts to plot its
progress in a consistent and inclusive way. McGrath explicitly rejects Newman’s
organic model of develop-ment in favor of one more attuned to the a
posteriori character of the theological task. Borrowing an image from Otto
von Neurath, McGrath compares a theologian operating within the church’s
tradition to a sailor on the open sea. Deprived of a foundation outside the
immediate frame of reference, all work is done in via and out of the
varied resources at hand. When parts become worn or encrusted, refurbishing is
required to restore their original
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luster and function. At other times, unique challenges require reconfiguring
by the incorporation of passing driftwood. Yet, regardless of how useful a
particular piece of driftwood proves to be, it never becomes part of the
original constitution and must be jettisoned when no longer useful. McGrath
clearly means this image to be both descriptive and normative for the history of
theology. As a description, it highlights the provisionality all theological
theories share in their service to the Christian church. Indeed, McGrath draws a
parallel between the “underdetermination” characteristic of scientific
theories with respect to the evidence and theological theories before the divine
mystery. The relevant community in each case often accepts theories more by
intuition (Pierre Duhem’s “le bon sens”) than airtight argumentation
(3:229-31). As a norm, the image conveys the necessity for theology, even in its
critical mode, to seek no other support than the community transformed by the
vision of God revealed in Jesus Christ.

The final piece of McGrath’s project is a brief consideration of the place of
metaphysics in Christian theology. While this section does not read like a
climax to the project, McGrath’s position is emblematic of his overall approach.
In examining the criticisms leveled at metaphysics from Logical Positivism,
Postmodernity, and Radical Orthodoxy, McGrath finds that each conceives
metaphysics as an a priori discipline which lays a conceptual
foundational role for what can and cannot be said about reality. If this were in
fact the case, a scientific theology would be required to reject metaphysics on
that basis alone. However, a close study of the ways in which metaphysics emerge
from the theologies of Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine of Hippo, as well as from the
followers of Luther and Calvin, suggests the possibility of a metaphysics
generated by and beholden to divine revelation. Accordingly, “there is an
ongoing legitimate place for metaphysics in Christian theology, where the nature
and style of that metaphysic is determined a posteriori, in the light
of the specific nature and characteristics of the gospel proclamation”
(3:293). In the case of metaphysics, as with so much else, McGrath suggests page
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that


  



close attention to the rigorously a posteriori,
non-foundationalist character of the natural sciences provides
“strategies” for how the classical theological tradition can be
brought forward in a contemporary context. Theory, therefore, plays an important
role in a scientific theology even if one fraught with ambiguity. When fully
responsive to revealed reality, theory is capable of great things. When it
predetermines the nature and scope of revelation, theory ends up distancing
theology from its revealed basis.







IV.
Evaluation





The burden of this review has been to present the basic contours of McGrath’s
scientific theology. Of course, a work that spans as many debates within the
philosophy and history of science, not to mention theology, requires critical
engagement on all these levels. McGrath anticipates such criticism in the work’s
almost rueful epilogue: “What seemed like a bright idea … has proved to
be far more difficult than I had imagined, and its execution less satisfactory
than I had hoped… . What I had hoped might be extensive discussions of
central methodological questions have ended up being rather shallow; what I had
hoped to be close readings of seminal texts seem to have turned out to be little
more than superficial engagement” (3:295). At the same time, McGrath
defends the decision to publish in light of the urgent need to enhance the
contemporary discussion of theological rationality within a post-foundational,
but thoroughly scientific culture. By this standard his project must be judged a
success. Despite a host of areas in which one could wish more exactitude, there
can be no doubt that McGrath has moved the discussion over the theological value
of dialogue with the natural sciences in a new and most welcome direction. In
particular, he insists with clarity and sophistication that dialogue with the
sciences must and can be in service of theology’s ongoing quest to remain
subordinated to God’s revelation in Jesus Christ. After McGrath, the notion that
revelation must be bracketed for the
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purpose of dialogue with the sciences should find no takers and, in any case,
will be rather difficult to justify. I shall conclude this review by
highlighting the radical character of McGrath’s approach and returning to the
place of philosophy in his project.

The novelty of what is being proposed is such that it easy for traditional
and liberal theologians alike to miss it, accustomed as they are to pit
post-Enlightenment reason against orthodox Christianity. It is necessary,
therefore, to appreciate the extent to which the proposal relies upon the
detection of a fatal irony gnawing at the heart of the Enlightenment’s
conception of rationality. The project of laying a foundation of universal and
self-evident beliefs was initially intended to weaken, even destroy, revealed
theology, and, thereby, clear the way for science’s unencumbered progress. Yet,
the constricted view of reason that resulted has proven unable to account for
the success of science and in many instances has shown itself to be an obstacle
to the augmentation of knowledge. The path actually traveled by science points
to a much more open conception of reason and one that presents no real hindrance
to the reassertion of revelation as a respectable intellectual category. Thus,
in an unexpected twist of fate, science, that most beloved offspring of the
Enlightenment, can now be seen by theology as a handmaiden. Science serves
theology not only by demonstrating the vibrancy of philosophical realism, but
also by providing rational strategies for its own methodology. The strategies
for ensuring the priority of reality over human conception which have proven so
successful for science are useful for a theology which measures success in light
of singular and exhaustive fidelity to the reality of the revealing God.
Science, therefore, is a fit handmaiden for theology because it offers theology
tools to better serve its own Lord and Master. In this sense, the fulfillment of
the Enlightenment’s dreams for science redounds to the benefit of its old
nemesis, revealed theology.

But what use is McGrath’s scientific theology to Roman Catholics? Up to this
point, a particular divergence has been highlighted: a suspicious versus a
confident appraisal of philo-
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sophy without and within the theological enterprise. By way of conclusion, we
can ask whether this difference can be bridged for mutual benefit. Catholics,
for their part, should join McGrath in confronting the ever-present temptation
to give greater allegiance to commonly accepted philosophical insights than the
often scandalous truths embedded in the revelation of Jesus Christ. Even if the
conflict between faith and reason has been at times a matter of bad philosophy,
the history of Christian faith, its glories and miseries, cannot be explained
apart from the necessity of salutary reassertions of revealed truth over
accepted philosophical judgments. There is also merit, I believe, in McGrath’s
contention that the primary culprit is a foundationalism which implies the
existence of a set of universal truths with epistemic primacy over revelation.
Once philosophical assumptions are seen to provide the basis upon which theology
receives its justification, revelation invariably loses its proper priority.

Christian theologians, however, can borrow strategies from the scientist to
firmly subordinate philosophical anticipations of reality to what reality
reveals itself to be. Once foundationalism is rejected for a hermeneutically
sophisticated realism, the task of presenting the intellectual attractiveness of
the Christian vision to those outside the fold can be safely pursued without
endangering the priority of revelation. The danger philosophy poses to
revelation consists, then, in its inclination toward autonomy. To the extent
that philosophy emerges from the Church’s ongoing encounter with
revelation it serves theology in a similar way that theory serves experimental
science. Ought Catholics to accept this taming of philosophy? Yes and no.
Catholics can agree that specifically Christian philosophy flows out of an
encounter with revelation and remains under its control. And, if science
provides strategies for ensuring philosophy’s subordination to revelation, they
should be considered and possibly embraced. At the same time, Catholics should
press McGrath on the philosophical status of the resulting insights. Do they
not, at least potentially, possess a binding force on all God’s human creatures
regardless of historical or cultural context? McGrath shies away from this
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conclusion, but it is not clear that he needs to in order to preserve his
central insight. At this point it might seem a touch ungrateful to ask further
clarification of McGrath, but it is quite fitting for a theologian who insists
that theology is always done in via.







Web server status







  The Thomist
  69 (2005): 173-201

  .

  IS UNIQUENESS AT THE ROOT OF
  PERSONAL DIGNITY?

  JOHN CROSBY AND THOMAS AQUINAS
  
  

   
  

  Stephen
  L. Brock
   

  

  Pontifical
  University of the Holy Cross



Rome,
Italy





PERSONS ARE INDIVIDUALS that exist for their own sake, not just for the use or
benefit of some other. This truth, which I shall call the principle of personal
dignity, has become so much of a commonplace in our culture that there may seem
no need to defend it. And yet, there is anything but consensus about its
concrete implications—about which ways of treating persons are and are not
consonant with their dignity. This is evident in the ongoing, sometimes
acrimonious debates over such issues as euthanasia or capital punishment.

No doubt this lack of consensus has many causes, not all of which are matters
for philosophy. But personal dignity itself is certainly a philosophical matter;
and despite the general agreement about it, we cannot simply assume that we
understand it perfectly. If we did, its implications would probably be clearer.
What exactly does being for one’s own sake consist in? And just what is it about
persons that gives them this status? These are metaphysical questions. It
belongs to metaphysics to refine our understanding of principles, by getting at
the “ontology” that underlies them, their basis “in the things
themselves.”

Some years ago, John Crosby published a broad study of the person entitled The
Selfhood of the Human Person.(1) The book’s
second chapter, called “Incommunicability,” is aimed at
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establishing personal dignity in a
rigorous way.(2) Its thesis is that the dignity
of persons rests chiefly upon what Crosby terms their “incommunicable
selfhood.” The expression is technical. But what it means, put in plain
language, is nearly as much of a common-place as the principle of personal
dignity itself. It is just what it says on the back of the book: “each
person is unique and unrepeatable.” There is something solemn about the
pronouncement. It stirs our sense of how precious each of us is.

Crosby’s thesis, then, certainly has
an initial appeal. Of course he is not just repeating commonplaces. His task is
philosophical. It is the best effort I know to set forth this special, personal
uniqueness in a precise and publicly verifiable way, and to show clearly how it
makes each person to be, as he puts it, “incommunicably his or her
own.”(3)

In this article I wish both to draw
attention to a number of very valuable points in Crosby’s treatment, and to
maintain that, despite these, the true basis of personal dignity must be
something other than the sort of uniqueness that he proposes. I shall first try
to show, partly on Crosby’s own grounds, that his argument for the existence of
this uniqueness is unsuccessful (sections I-IV). Then I shall argue (section V)
that while the dignity of persons— their being for their own sake—does mean
that they are irreplaceable in a way that other individuals are not, this
irreplaceability is not a function of uniqueness; nor is it the very basis of
the dignity, but rather the result thereof.

My discussion relies heavily on the
metaphysics of St. Thomas. I do not believe that it is therefore alien to
Crosby’s way of 
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thinking. On the contrary, Crosby
regards Thomas as an important, if insufficient, source for the philosophy of
personal dignity; and in my judgment Thomas upholds the “priority of
persons” even more strongly than Crosby realizes. I do not think Crosby
fully appreciates the nature or the magnitude of the difference in worth that
exists, for Thomas, between persons and everything else.(4)
But if we understand this difference in the way that Thomas suggests, I think we
can see that uniqueness has nothing to do with it.





I. Crosby: Each Person Exists “As If
the Only One”





One very helpful facet of Crosby’s discussion is the fact that he
distinguishes between various types of uniqueness and shows how many of these do
not constitute a basis for properly personal dignity. The most obvious of these
is the uniqueness that belongs to all individual entities, as such: the fact of
not being predicable of many (46f.). In this sense, although it is obviously
true that every person is unique, such uniqueness confers no special value. Just
as there are not and cannot be many beings that are Socrates, there also cannot
be many beings that are the dog Lassie, or many that are Mount Everest, or many
that are the copy of today’s newspaper lying on my coffee table. But of course
there are other copies of today’s newspaper, just like this one. And we can at
least imagine another mountain of the same size and shape and makeup as Everest,
and even another dog just like Lassie. The personal uniqueness that Crosby is
looking for is far removed from what we might call mere “numerical”
uniqueness. It is more in the line of what we could call “formal”
uniqueness, being “one of a kind.”

However, as Crosby shows well, not
just any way of being “one of a kind” will establish personal dignity.
It is not hard to conceive sets or classes that can have only one member, but do
not indicate any special value: “the last dinosaur,” “the only
daughter of the Smiths,” “the first book written by Husserl”
(65). Moreover, in each of these examples, the feature making the item 
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unique is quite accidental to it.
There was probably nothing in the last dinosaur itself that made it have to be
the last one. What we are seeking is a value that is intrinsic to the person.

Not just any unique and intrinsic
value will serve. Crosby also sets aside those sorts of features that do
indicate some intrinsic value, and that would be at least practically impossible
to repeat, but that pertain only to the realm of abilities, achievements, and so
forth: the sort of uniqueness belonging to “great personalities”
(68-70). This is an important point. We do not have to suppose that every person
makes a unique or outstanding “contribution” to the world—as though,
if no category were overlooked, every person would find his or her way into the
book of world records. Even if this were true, it would not establish the
person’s value as one who exists just for his or her own sake. It would only
establish the value of something that the person has—some quality or work. What
we are seeking is something else: the value pertaining to the very subject, the
person himself or herself, in his or her sheer “selfhood.” Crosby
says:

In our new personalist perspective it would not only be qualities and
excellences but rather also the subject of them, the one who has them, this or
that particular human being, which would stand before us as worthy, good. Now
for the first time the value datum called the dignity of the human person would
appear, and it would appear as rooted in incommunicable selfhood… . Love for
other persons would also become possible for the first time, for it would now be
possible to reach with our love beyond the qualities of persons and to attain to
the persons themselves. (66)





What then is this “incommunicable selfhood,” this properly personal
uniqueness, that grounds personal dignity? Crosby sees it as the absolute
version of something that is also found in qualified ways, and in diverse
grades, among certain nonpersonal beings—that is, the living ones. Looking at
these helps us bring it into focus (47-49).

If we observe any living thing, even a plant, we find that it has what Crosby
calls a kind of “inner center” out of which it exists and operates.
The living being is not just a passive bearer of “superficial”
perfections, perfections that merely “happen” to it
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from the outside, as in the case of the bits of paper that carry today’s
news. The organization and growth of a tree derive from a source within the tree
itself. This source is not a bodily part “inside” the tree. It
determines the very unity and order among the tree’s parts and their movements.
It is what once went by the name of ‘soul’.

This inner center is even stronger in the case of living things that also
have cognition. In these, the center itself is capable of enrichment and
development. There are things “going on” in Lassie’s soul (e.g., her
pleasures and pains). These are what used to be called “immanent”
acts, acts remaining “at the source,” within the subject, from which
they proceed. Through such acts, Lassie relates in much more diversified and
significant ways with other beings in the world than do things that lack
cognition.

When we turn to persons, we find an inner center that is immeasurably richer
and deeper. Much of Crosby’s book is devoted to exploring its various aspects.
At this point in the book, what he wants us to observe is simply the immensity
of it. There is something unconditional about it, a kind of
“absoluteness” and “infinity.” The idea is not unfamiliar.
It is the person’s “un-fathomable depth,” the “infinite abyss of
existence” that Newman describes so eloquently (52).(5)

What requires more explanation is the
connection between this idea and that of uniqueness or incommunicability. As
Crosby acknowledges, it might seem as though this “absoluteness” or
‘infinity” does not pertain so much to incommunicability as to another
feature of the person, namely, the especially high degree to which he is a whole
of his own and not just a part (50).(6) But
Crosby argues that in the person wholeness and uniqueness come together. We
might say that they converge at infinity. “This absoluteness or infinity
seems almost to coincide with personal incommunicability,” for it means
that each person has “so strong 
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a being of his own that he exists
as if in a sense the others did not exist” (51; emphasis in original).

This is the crucial notion. Crosby
returns to it time and again. Each person exists “as if there were no
other,” “as if he or she were the only one,” etc. This would be
the special in-communicability or uniqueness that is proper to persons, and
which, unlike the other types of uniqueness, would match with their personal
dignity: to exist as if there were no other.(7)

Of course Crosby does not mean that
each person literally is “the only one”; it is “as if,” or
even (in the case of created persons) “almost” as if (248). He insists
that his formula neither implies solipsism nor in any way excludes interpersonal
communion (54-58). But to relate to others precisely as persons is to encounter
each of them “in his or her infinity, as if he or she were the only
person” (54-55). He quotes Buber on the Thou: “with no neighbour, and
whole in himself, he is Thou and fills the heavens. This does not mean
that nothing exists except himself. But all else lives in his
light” (55).(8)

For Crosby, then, the expression
“existing as if the only one,” rightly understood, conveys a solid
truth about persons. Particularly noteworthy is the rigorous formulation that he
gives to it (49f.): namely, that persons are not subject to the “laws of
finite numerical quantity.”

The thought is this. The units in a
number are smaller than the number, parts of a whole; and each is so much the
smaller, the larger the number. But persons, in their infinity, are not lessened
or relativized by any number of others. Even if the supply goes up, we might
say, the value of each stays the same. In this sense, each is so great as to
exist as if there were no other. Crosby takes this resistance to
“numbering” quite seriously. He quotes Guardini:

The one who says
“I” exists only once. This fact is so radical that the question arises
whether the person as such can really be classified, or what the classifications
must be in order that man may be placed in them as a person. Can 




  
  

  


page 179



we—to take an
elementary form of classification—count persons? We can count Gestalten,
individuals, personalities—but can we, while doing justice to the concept of
“person,” speak meaningfully of “two persons”? … Here
reason balks. (51)(9)





Crosby notes that these considerations might lead to an argument for the
presence of something immaterial in the being of persons (52-53). Material
things are extended in space, and so subject to the laws of finite numerical
quantity. Two of them are more than one, four more than two; and if the number
is very great, any single unit is practically negligible. It seems that only
what is immaterial or spiritual can escape those laws.

Similarly, as regards “classification,” Crosby suggests that we
might look for a unique “essential content” in each human person,
rather like what St. Thomas holds for in the case of the pure spirits, the
angels. Just as each angel is his own species, so too, perhaps, each human
person is a species of his or her own, a veritable subspecies of mankind
(63-64).

 



II.
Objection: The One True World





Clearly the analysis upon which Crosby bases his theory of the unrepeatability
and incommunicability of the person contains important elements for the account
of personal dignity. In my opinion, however, the decisive affirmation—that each
person exists as if (or almost as if) he or she were the only one—is simply not
true. Even taking into account all of Crosby’s clarifications and
qualifications, it does not seem to me that this is at all how personhood, and
especially human personhood, presents itself. Several objections might be
raised, I think. One of them comes from Crosby himself.

In a later chapter, entitled “Subjectivity and Objectivity,” Crosby
devotes several fine pages to what he calls the “transcendence towards a
certain infinity” that displays itself in human subjectivity (161-73). This
transcendence is something
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more than the familiar transcendence of “intentional” acts (i.e.,
directedness toward objects). It consists in a tension toward what lies even
“beyond” the objects surrounding us. Crosby describes it as a
“passion for ultimacy,” a “metaphysical” passion. Here (166)
he cites Aristotle’s famous description of the intellectual soul as “in a
certain way all things.”(10) He associates
this transcendence with the distinctively human concern for relating to things
just as they are in themselves, or in other words, the desire for truth).

Other animals, Crosby says, dwell in
“environments.” They do relate to other things, but only within the
horizon of particular impulses and desires. By contrast, human beings dwell—or
at least have an urge to dwell—in the “world,” the totality of all
that is. And while there may be different “environments” for different
animals, he says, “there is only one world” (166).

At the same time, it is not the case
that human persons can “encompass and exhaust” the totality (167).
They do not master the world. The passion for ultimacy is an infinite
“need” (164). Crosby might have quoted Aristotle again: the soul, by
itself, is only “potentially” all things.

Crosby is pointing again, from another
angle, to the person’s wholeness and infinite depth.

We can discern a
“correspondence” between each person being a whole of his own and
never a mere part … on the one hand, and each person being open to the
totality of all that is, on the other. That we are wholes and not parts is
somehow expressed and lived whenever we inhabit the world and do not let
ourselves be confined by some environment. (168)(11)





Crosby sees this transcendence toward “the world” as an eminently
personal characteristic. “We could in fact ‘define’ personal
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subjectivity in terms of our directedness to the totality; we could say that
personal subjectivity is that depth of inwardness in a living being which opens
the being to the absolute realm of all that is” (169). It is proof of the
person’s dignity (168).

I have no quarrel with this account of the human person’s transcendence. It
does indeed suggest some kind of affinity between the human person and the
“totality of all that is.” But does it not also mean that the person
is distinct from the totality, and that, in the final analysis, he is exceeded
by it? Surely the implication is that the human person is, after all, some sort
of part. Even if he need not be part of a mere “environment”—a part
of a part, so to speak—he is at least part of the world as a whole. And he is
so qua person. For again, this need for totality is no mere biological
or emotional impulse. It is a strictly personal need.

That it is also a need for truth underscores another fact: the one world
toward which it directs me is not “my” world. I do not decide its
constitution. We may recall Augustine: I find the light of truth “in”
me, but it is not “my” light. It is independent of me and exceeds me.

In short, it is my very personhood, with its passion for ultimacy, that
convinces me that I am not the only one, not the whole world; not even almost.
It convinces me that not all “lives in my light.” Not even I myself
live in my own light. It is surprising that Crosby does not perceive at least a
tension here.

This objection may not be positively fatal to Crosby’s notion of the person’s
existing “as if the only one.” Perhaps he could find a way to resolve
it. But in any case, as I shall try to explain in the conclusion, on Thomas’s
account of personal dignity, it is not even an objection. Furthermore, there are
other, even graver objections to Crosby’s account. These will be the concern of
the following two sections.

 



III.
The Underlying Issue: Can Persons Be Counted?





Crosby’s crucial move, in establishing his notion of personal incommunicability,
is from the infinite depth of the person to the
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person’s existing as if he were the only one. Is this move really valid? The
argument is that insofar as a person is a kind of infinity, he escapes the laws
of finite numerical quantity. His immensity makes him incommensurable with
others. Crosby thus argues that each person is incomparable. Even if there are
in fact many persons, they cannot, qua persons, be grouped together and
counted as so many parts of the group. They can only, as it were, be viewed one
at a time.

I would submit that it is a fallacious argument. The person’s infinity does
not necessarily imply that he cannot be compared with others. The implication
can be avoided by doing just what Crosby suggests: thinking of the infinity as
something immaterial. If we do think of it in a material way—as an infinite
mass of something, an infinite extension—then indeed, we may be led to imagine
something whose presence will monopolize our whole field of vision, something
that will “fill the heavens” for us if we see it at all. But if it is
an immaterial infinity, then this is only a metaphor. Arguing from metaphors is
risky.

It is not that notions of quantity or magnitude have no proper application to
immaterial things. But as St. Thomas teaches, immaterial “magnitude”
is not a question of mass or extension. It is a question of perfection (STh
I, q. 42, a. 1, ad 1). The great magnitude of the intellectual soul, for
example—its capacity to “take in” all things—is not a power to eat
all things. It is a power to assimilate the “forms,” the truths of
things. It is indeed great. Nevertheless, even if a person did succeed in
containing the whole world in this way—even if he knew all truth—there would
be no reason to think of him as “the only one” to do so. For unlike
bodily goods, a spiritual good, such as truth, can be communicated to many
subjects without being divided up (STh I-II, q. 28, a. 4, ad 2; III, q.
23, a. 1, ad 3). We do not have to vie for slices of truth about the world, even
though we are many and the world is one.

Likewise, the fact that a person remains “immense” even in the
presence of others does not exclude the possibility of comparing
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him, qua person, with others. Guardini says that reason balks in the
face of counting persons. Saint Thomas does not balk at all.

To take the extreme case, Thomas thinks it perfectly reason-able to count the
divine persons. Nor does he simply take the possibility of counting them for
granted. In fact he faces the question of the “laws of numerical
quantity” quite squarely. Against counting divine persons, it is objected
that “wherever there is number, there is whole and part; so if in God there
is a number of persons, then in God whole and part must be posited, which is
repugnant to the divine simplicity” (STh I, q. 30, a. 1, obj. 4).
Thomas answers with a distinction:

number is twofold,
viz. simple or absolute number, as two and three and four; and the number that
is in numbered realities, as two men and two horses. So if the number in the
divinity is taken absolutely or abstractly, nothing excludes there being whole
and part in it. And in this way it does not exist except in our understanding;
for number abstracted from numbered realities is only in the mind. But if number
is taken as it is in numbered realities, then indeed in creatures, one is part
of two, and two of three, as one man is part of two, and two of three. But it is
not so in God; for the Father is as much as the whole Trinity.(12)



This is a dense passage; it is worthwhile to spell it out a little.

Wherever there are numbered things, we can consider their number absolutely,
just by itself. This does not mean thinking that the number exists just by
itself. Numbers exist in reality only by being attached to things that are not
numbers. Pure, unattached numbers “exist” only in the sense that they
are objects of thought. The mind can entertain a number in an abstract way—
mathematically—attending only to what pertains to its own ratio or
intelligibility.
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In the ratio of a number, there is always whole and part. The
intelligibility of any number includes that of a single unit, and it adds to
this the intelligibility of another unit or other units. Hence, in the
mathematical consideration, a unit of a number is always less than and part of
the number: two units of three are always less than and part of three, and so
on. And the only way to speak of whole and part in the pure number is with
respect to its intelligibility.

But if we ask about whole and part in a number as it really exists, in
numbered things, our question no longer concerns the mere ratio of the
number. It concerns the things, and it has to do with their magnitude, for it
pertains to the very intelligibility of whole and part that a whole be greater
than any of its parts.

Even in numbered things, of course, the mathematics of the number will never
positively rule out whole and part. But neither is there any law of numbers that
necessitates the existence of whole and part in the things. This is so despite
the fact that we first grasp numerical intelligibilities in creatures, and that
the nature of creatures is such that one is always of lesser magnitude than two,
two always less than three, and so on. The mathematics of the number abstracts
altogether from the natures of the things numbered. It holds even when the
number is eventually applied to realities of divine nature, realities in which
there can be no talk of whole and part. Each one of the three divine persons is
an absolutely infinite perfection, to which nothing can be added to form a
greater whole. But, Thomas is saying, it is merely incidental to this that the
intelligibility of “three” adds something to the intelligibility of
“one.”

Thomas’s distinction between two senses of “number” is particularly
significant. We count the divine persons, and we say that they are a certain
number: they are three. But of course we do not mean that they are the pure
number three. We mean that they are a number of persons, three persons. In other
words, counting them does not mean treating them as abstract units. It does not
at all entail losing sight of their divine personhood. It only entails
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considering that each one of them has unity in himself, and that each one is
distinct from the other ones.

How are they distinct? Not, certainly, as species of a genus. Each species of
a genus adds its own proper perfection—its differentia—to the common nature of
the genus, and it gives that nature a distinct existence. It would mean that
each person is a distinct God. The existence of a number of Gods is incompatible
with both the simplicity and the infinite perfection of the divine nature (STh
I, q. 11, a. 3). Each divine person must exist, not just “as if,” but
really as, the one God. They are distinct from each other only by the
oppositions in their interrelations.(13)

We should consider what this means:
none of the persons is even conceivable without the others. It is by the
relations among them that the divine persons are constituted (STh I, q.
40, a. 2). For the Father to exist is for the Son to exist; they have a
single existence, that of the one God (STh I, q. 30, a. 4, ad 3; I, q.
42, a. 4, ad 3). If we prescind from any two of the divine persons, the third
simply disappears from view.

I stress this because Crosby goes so
far as to assert that from the point of view of Christian belief, since each of
the divine persons has the whole perfection of the divine nature, which is
absolutely infinite, each of them displays the “personal incom-municability”
that he is trying to establish. He says that “each divine person has the
divine nature as if he were the only divine person” (58; emphasis
in original [see also 252]). It seems to me that from the point of view of
Christian belief, this is just what cannot be said. If anything, Trinitarian
theology would seem to be the most telling counterexample to the notion that a
person exists “as if the only one.”

Thomas does grant that the infinity of
each divine person means that he is immeasurable. Only what is determined or
finite can be measured (cf. STh I, q. 7, a. 4; I, q. 14, a. 12, obj.
3). But to number the persons, and to see each as one of many, is not to measure
them. In this numbering, what is finite and measured is, 
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again, only the abstract number (STh
I, q. 30, a. 2, ad 5). Moreover, while it is true that the divine persons,
being immeasurable, are also incommensurable, this does not mean they cannot be
compared. Things need not be finite or measurable in order to be compared. They
need only have something in common, in terms of which they can be considered
together. The divine persons have the divine essence in common. Thus they can be
counted, and they can even be compared as to magnitude. Their magnitude, which
is their perfection, is nothing other than their essence; they are one in
magnitude. That is, they are equal (STh I, q. 42, a. 1). Thomas even
says that they are one in dignity (STh I, q. 42, a. 4, ad 2).

 



IV. Angelic Persons: Infinite in Mind but Finite in
Kind





Thomas insists often on the possibility of counting immaterial realities. To
explain it, he draws another distinction concerning numbers, this time within
the domain of number as found “in numbered things.” On this I shall
mainly be following question 30, article 3 of the Prima Pars.

Number in numbered things is of two
very different types. One type pertains to the accidental category of quantity.
It is formed by the division of “the continuous,” for example, cutting
a pie into a number of slices (see STh I, q. 50, a. 3, obj. 1 and ad
1). This type of number is found only in material things subject to the accident
of extension. It can apply to immaterial beings, Thomas says, only
metaphorically.

There is another type of number in
things that is “transcendental,” not a function of any one category.
It is “meta-physical,” pertaining to being as being, as
“one” and “many” do (see STh I, q. 11, aa. 1 and
3). This type of number does not pre-suppose material extension in the things
numbered. They need not possess the accident of quantity,(14)
for there is another type of division, which is not with respect to quantity.
Thomas calls it 
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“formal” division. This
division is not a matter of slicing some-thing up. It is simply the distinction
existing among opposite or diverse forms.(15)

This is how not only the divine
persons, but also the angels, which are subsistent forms, can be counted. Angels
are highly perfect beings, the best natures in all creation. For this very
reason, Thomas judges, their number must be very great (STh I, q. 50,
a. 3).

On the other hand, of course, the
situation of angelic persons is not exactly the same as that of the persons of
the Trinity. In the passage quoted earlier, Thomas says that in creatures, one
really is part of two, and two of three, as one man is part of two, and two men
part of three. A whole multitude of creatures is always greater than any one of
them. Even though individual angels are not slices of an extended mass, they are
still parts of a greater, that is, more perfect, whole. This is because each of
them, no matter how perfect, is essentially finite.

This point is not, I believe, in
contrast with the ascription of a kind of infinity to any person, qua person.
The infinity of persons is in the depth of their capacity for immanent activity.
This capacity is what Crosby calls their subjectivity, and Thomas calls their
minds. But, as Crosby himself argues in the case of humans, the person’s
subjectivity is something distinct from his very being or his essential
identity, his “selfhood.” Crosby in fact sees in this distinction a
proof that a human person’s selfhood is after all something finite (124-44,
266-68).

For Thomas this point holds of angels
too. The angel’s mind cannot be identical with his essential being, for the very
reason that mind is in a way infinite, extending somehow to all that is (STh
I, q. 54, a. 2). Absolutely speaking, according to his essential being, the
angel is a finite entity. He is a creature, and no creature can have an infinite
essence. That would mean that he contains in himself all the perfection of
being, and this is proper to God (STh I, q. 7, a. 2; cf. I, q. 4, a.
2). The angel’s essence is a determinate 
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species, which is part of a
determinate genus. And even the entire genus of angels is only part of reality
as a whole. Only in God is essence not confined to a genus (STh I, q.
3, a. 5), and only there are essence and mind identical (STh I, q. 14,
aa. 2 and 4; I, q. 54, a. 2). In a created being, the possession of mind makes
for only a qualified infinity. The intellectual creature is not infinite in
essence or in intrinsic perfection, but only in scope of operation.

We may also note that the fact that an
angel is a species of a genus means that not even the angelic nature is
incommunicable in every respect. The genus is communicable. Each angelic person
is one of a kind, but he does not exist as if he were the only angel or the only
angelic person. Moreover, because the angel’s essential form is determined to a
species of a genus, his mind does not possess its full knowledge of reality in
virtue of his own form alone. It needs additional intelligible forms, ideas
infused by the mind that creates the world (STh I, q. 55, aa. 1 and 2).
Not even an angel lives entirely “in his own light.”

I am dwelling on the status of angelic
persons in view of Crosby’s conjecture that in human persons there is something
like the essential incommunicability or uniqueness of angels. Thomas does of
course teach that since an angel’s substance is nothing but its form, each angel
exhausts its species. But since the nature of its species is something other
than its mind or subjectivity, the incommunicability of its species is also
something other than the infinite depth of its mind or its subjectivity. The
properly personal incommunicability that Crosby is trying to establish, the
person’s existing as if the only one, would be rather a function of the person’s
infinite depth. It is this incommunicability that he is positing as the basis of
personal dignity.

Thus, even if it could be shown that
each human person is unique in species, like an angel, I do not see how this
uniqueness would pertain directly to his or her properly personal dignity, even
in Crosby’s own account. The dignity has to do with the immensity of mind, its
infinity. But the created person’s species, whether or not it is communicable,
is a strictly finite reality. It is one species among many. It is only a part of
the world as a whole.
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I do not mean that the
incommunicability of the angelic species is totally unrelated to the angel’s
possession of mind. The angel’s species is incommunicable because its form
exists separately from matter, as a complete substance in its own right. The
form is not received in matter, and so the angel’s species cannot be multiplied
by the division of matter. And having a nature that is not
“contracted” according to the conditions of matter, a spiritual
nature, is the very basis, in a substance, for the type of infinity signified by
the word “mind.”(16)

However, Thomas’s metaphysics also
allows for forms that are spiritual—not absolutely dependent upon matter for
their existence—and yet are not complete substances. They are naturally ordered
to being received in matter. Such forms are human souls. The spirituality of the
soul is what gives human individuals powers that are “uncontracted” by
matter, powers of mind. It is what makes them personal individuals. Nevertheless
the substance of a human being is not wholly spiritual,(17)
and, at least in Thomas’s metaphysics, only a being that is wholly spiritual can
be incommunicable in species. What gives a being its species is its form, but if
its nature also includes matter, then there is nothing in it to prevent the
existence of another being that differs from it materially but not in species.
This holds even if the forms are spiritual.

The doctrine of matter as
“principle of individuation” is not a popular one. I think it is often
misunderstood,(18) but I shall not go 
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into its details here. I would simply
note that, for Thomas, it is only because human beings do not differ in species
that, in their essential dignity, they can be judged equal. Difference in
species “always entails inequality.”(19)
It is not easy to square the thesis of the essential equality of human persons,
which today is as much of a commonplace as that of their dignity, with the idea
that personal dignity rests on uniqueness.(20)









V. The Irreplaceability of Persons: 



Because They Are for Their Own Sake





None of the foregoing is meant to gainsay Crosby’s ascription of a kind of
infinite depth to the person. This depth is indeed in the line of what we are
looking for as the basis of personal dignity. What I have tried to show is
simply that it is not in itself grounds for saying that the person is unique,
“as if the only one,” and that essential or specific uniqueness, such
as angels have, is not directly to the point. We also noted that Crosby himself
rejects several other types of uniqueness. This itself leads one to suspect that
uniqueness is not really to the point.

But if we demur on the person’s
uniqueness or unrepeatability, are we not inviting the thought that he could be
replaced? That is, if we do not exclude the possibility of another person just
like this one, what is to prevent us from saying that, at least in principle,
this one could simply be eliminated, with the other filling in for him? Can a
being be replaceable and yet exist for its own sake? Probably not. I would
argue, however, that a person’s being for
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his own sake is independent of
uniqueness; and that, for this very reason, his being irreplaceable is
independent of it too.

What is really involved in being for
one’s own sake? Crosby’s remark on the “personalist perspective” gives
us a lead.(21) If we had this perspective, he
said, “it would not only be qualities and excellences but rather also the
subject of them, the one who has them, this or that particular human being,
which would stand before us as worthy, good”; and then we could “reach
with our love beyond the qualities of persons” and “attain to the
persons themselves.”

Saint Thomas makes this move quite
explicitly. Nor for him is it simply a matter of shifting our appreciation or
our love, from qualities to their subjects. Rather, he distinguishes between a
merely qualified, secondary mode of love, “love of concupiscence,” and
the unqualified and primary mode, “love of friendship.” The
distinction is well known.(22) I only wish to
note how strong it is and to indicate its bearing on the question of personal
dignity.

To love, Thomas says, is to want good
for some being, velle alicui bonum.(23)
It thus involves two relations: a relation to the good that is wanted, and a
relation to the being that the good is wanted for. The latter, the being that
the good is wanted for, may be either the lover himself, or one that he takes as
“another self,” 
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a friend.(24)
To love a being with “love of friendship” is to want good for that
very being.

As for the good that is wanted, this
is often something other than the being for which it is wanted. This is what an
object of “love of concupiscence” is: a good that is wanted for a
being other than itself. The “wine-lover,” for instance, wants the
good of wine, not for the wine itself, but for him, and perhaps for his friends.
Good qualities are also loved in this way. We want health or knowledge or
virtue, but not for themselves. We do not “wish them well.” Even
happiness is only an object of love of con-cupiscence (STh I-II, q. 2,
a. 7, ad 2). It is not happiness itself that we want happiness for. We are not
wishing happiness to be happy.

However, it would be a mistake to
think that in “wanting good for some being” what is wanted must always
be other than the being that it is wanted for. This would make little sense. In
loving a friend, one does not just want other goods to exist, for him; one
surely also wants him to exist, for him. One wants his well-being. A necessary
element of this is his simply being.(25) This
does not mean that one also loves him with love of concupiscence; that is true
only if one also wants him for another. What I mean is that the object of love
of friendship, as such, is not only a being for which good is wanted, but also a
good that is wanted—for itself. 
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That which is loved with love of
concupiscence is the object of only one of love’s two relations, while that
which is loved with love of friendship is the object of both.

It is clear then that love of
concupiscence is a quite secondary mode of love. It always supposes and refers
back to a love of friendship, and its object is only loved together with, and
for, the object of love of friendship. Love of friendship wants the good for its
own object; and the first good that it wants for its object is nothing other
than the object itself. What is essential to love is that there be a being that
is loved with love of friendship. What is loved with love of concupiscence is
only an accompaniment.

The distinction between the object of
love of friendship and the object of love of concupiscence is thus very strong.
It is not just that the former is loved “more” or that it is valued as
a “higher” good. It is treated as good in a different and predominant
sense. Thomas goes so far as to compare the difference between the objects of
the two loves, as goods, to the difference between subsistents and inherents, as
beings.

‘Good’ is said in two
ways, as ‘being’ is. For in one way, truly and properly, that which subsists is
called a being, such as a stone or a man. In another way, that [is called a
being] which does not subsist, but is that by which something is; as whiteness
does not subsist, but by it something is white. So then, ‘good’ is said in two
ways: in one way, as of something subsisting in goodness; in another way, as of
the goodness of another, i.e., as of that by which something fares well. So
then, something is loved in two ways: in one way, as a good subsistent; and this
is loved truly and properly, viz. when we want good for it. And this love is
called by many ‘love of benevolence’ or ‘of friendship’. In another way,
[something is loved] in the manner of an inherent goodness, according as
something is said to be loved, not insofar as we want good to be for it, but
insofar as we want good for something to be by it; thus we say that we love
knowledge or health.(26)
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However, the comparison is not quite a strict parallel. Inherents, such as
qualities, can of course only be loved with of love of concupiscence. But even
many subsistents, Thomas teaches, can only be loved in this way: for example, a
bottle of wine, a horse, and in fact any irrational being. We do not love these
things, he says, “by reason of their substance,” or for the things
themselves. We love them for ourselves, by reason of some perfection that we
obtain from them.(27) Even though they are
subsistent beings and the good is “seated” in them, it is not in them
that we want the good to “come to rest.” The ones whom we want the
good for are always rational subsistent beings, that is, persons.

In order to explain this, Thomas looks
more closely at what it is to want a good for someone in the way that love of
friendship does.(28) What love of friendship
wants is not just that the good be “in” or “near” the one
loved. One might want that for a horse. Rather, it wants the one loved to
“have” the good, in a specific sense of “have.” It wants him
to be in control of its exercise. That is, the handling of it shall be up to
him. He is to be master of its use. (This does not mean that he must be the sole
master.) Not to 
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want the good for someone in this way
is simply not to love him with love of friendship.(29)
But only individuals endowed with freedom of decision can control the use of
things. In other words, only they are even capable of “having” the
good. And the root of free decision is nothing other than mind or intellect, the
person’s “infinite depth” (STh I, q. 83, a. 1).

There is a special affinity between
intellectual beings and the good. All things exhibit some tendency to the good,
Thomas says, but the beings endowed with intellect are the ones that are
inclined to it most perfectly and properly, with the kind of inclination called
“will.”(30) This is because they can
grasp it in an absolute or unconditional way, according to its “universal ratio.”
They alone can relate to the very goodness of what is good, responding to it in
a way that is fully proportionate to it. In other words, only in a person does
the good finds a true home for itself, one to whom it can really
“belong.” If goods did not exist for persons, we might almost say, it
could only be because there is nothing for which anything exists at all. There
would be nothing in which the good could come to rest or function as a true
goal. The good itself would be pointless—no good. Another chapter of 
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Crosby’s book develops ideas along
these very lines.(31) My point is that it is
right here that we can find the root of personal dignity.

The idea is very simple. Being free, a
person is able to have the good. The first good that he is fit to have is the
good that he himself is. To see this is to see that he is for his own
sake. He “belongs to himself.” He is not there merely for another’s
use. Liber est causa sui.(32)

If this account is correct, then a
person’s being for his own sake has nothing to do with whether or not there can
be others just like him. Being for his own sake means, not that he is one of a
kind, but that he belongs to himself. He does so by nature. It is in this sense
that he is “incommunicably his own.”(33)
Rather than a matter of how he compares with others, it is a matter of how he
relates to his own good. It is his being such that his good—and first of all he
himself—is for him to have, not just for another. (Of course it may also be for
another.) And this, I believe, is the very reason for saying that he cannot be
replaced.

If a person were only a good to be had
by another, then indeed the existence of a second being just like him in
goodness would mean that he could be eliminated. His double could serve just as
well. The one whom the goodness is for would be equally satisfied. But if the
person’s good is for him to have, then to eliminate him would be to throw the
baby out with the bath-water. No substitute could serve, because the one to be
served would not be there. Even in economics, it is not strictly true that
whenever a supply of goods rises, the value of each unit drops. The value drops
only if the demand remains the same. With each new person, there is not only an
additional good, but also a new demand for the good. And of course no one else
can satisfy a person’s demand for himself.

Crosby holds that unless we see a
person as unrepeatable or unique we do not have a sufficient basis for judging
him or her to 
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be absolutely irreplaceable.(34)
It seems to me that to say this is to stay entirely in the line of things
“good for another,” objects of love of concupiscence.(35)
It is what is good only in this sense, good for another, that would need to be
unique in order to be absolutely irreplaceable. Moreover, even then, its
irreplaceability would not be that of a person; it would still not exist for its
own sake in the sense in which persons do. In order for an individual to have
the irreplaceability of a person, what is needed is not uniqueness, but a
rational nature. Between individual substances that have personal dignity and
those that do not, what makes the difference is rationality.(36)

Conclusion: The Created Person—



Part of the World and Reaching beyond the World





Personal dignity, then, is indeed a function of the person’s “infinite
depth.”(37)
This is not because his depth gives him a special
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kind of uniqueness or unrepeatability,
or makes him unlike any other. It gives him dignity because it gives him a
special grade of perfection—the highest in the whole of nature—and an
especially perfect relation to the good. There may be others like him, but he is
not solely for any other.

My conclusion is that personal dignity
is quite compatible with the person’s being a part of the world. That is, there
is no tension between the two. We can look upon him as part of the world without
ceasing to look upon him as a person.

I do not think that personal dignity
would be compatible with being part of a subject that “has” the good;
that is, a person cannot be part of a person.(38)
But the world is not a person. This is so even though it truly exists as
“the only one”—there is only one world—and even though it is a whole
and in no way a part. For the world is one and whole only in the manner of an
ordered multitude (STh I, q. 47, a. 3). It has only a qualified sort of
unity and wholeness.(39) It is not a true
subject, that is, an individual substance, let alone one with an “infinite
subjectivity,” or a mind, or free choice. The world is only, so to speak,
something “good to have,” not per se an object of love of
friendship. It does not exist for its own enjoyment, even though some of its
parts do. Nevertheless, although nothing in the whole of nature is more perfect
than persons, there is more perfection in nature as a whole—more “good to
be had”—than in the persons alone.(40)
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Of course I am speaking of created
persons. Although they have a certain infinity, this is compatible with their
being parts of the world. This is because it is not an “absolute”
infinity. I mean this in two ways. First, as mentioned in the discussion of the
angels, the created person is not infinite in substance—just in him-self, in
his own essential being. What is infinite about a created person is his mind or
“subjectivity,” which is not his substance. Only the divine persons
are an infinite substance, one containing in itself all the perfection of being,
all goodness. This substance is indeed not part of the world, but rather its
origin and ultimate end.

Second, not even the infinity of the
created person’s mind is “absolute.” The created mind, taken just in
itself, in its own reality, is finite. It is only a determinate kind of power of
the soul, a particular being and good (see STh I, q. 82, a. 4, ad 1).
It does not consist in all being and all goodness. If infinity pertains to its
nature, this is because its nature is not solely what it is just in itself, an
“absolute” nature; it is not a substance, but an essentially relative
item. It constitutes that “infinite need” that we considered earlier.
Created mind enables its subject to unite himself to all being and goodness—not
so as to be what he consists in, but so as to be his object, light and
nourishment for his life. Only the divine mind lives entirely in its own light.
God alone is fully satisfied just by being himself.

So the infinity of created mind is in
its relation to something else. Its greatness is indissociable from that of its
object. The dignity that it confers is not “absolute” or
self-contained.(41)
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Yet the loss in self-sufficiency is
more than compensated. If we consider the created person just in himself, as to
the good that is intrinsic to or inherent in him—the good that he
“contributes”— we find that, however noble it may be, it is only a
portion of the good contained in the world as a whole.(42)
But if we consider him in relation to the perfection that he is capable of
having and enjoying, we eventually find that the whole world—to say nothing of
his own selfhood—is too small for him. He is capax Dei. Nothing short
of the divine essence can fully satisfy him.(43)

It is not that he wants his own
essence to become divine; if it did, he would no longer be himself (cf. STh I,
q. 63, a. 3). But he can be raised to the rank of one who shares with the divine
persons in the life of beholding and rejoicing in the divine light. This
capacity constitutes an affinity with God that the world as a whole does not
boast. Thomas offers a terse formulation: “the universe is more perfect in
goodness than the intellectual creature extensively and diffusively; but
intensively and collectively there is more of the likeness of the divine
perfection in the intellectual creature, which is receptive of the supreme
good.”(44)
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I do not mean that we need to know
that only union with God can satisfy human persons before we can say that they
are for their own sake. We can see this just by looking at how they are in
themselves. But if a person’s being for his own sake is his being fit
to have the good, and if he is so by nature, then perhaps we can say that to see
the dignity of persons is to catch at least a glimpse of the fact that they are
the targets of the love that moves the one true world.(45)
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[bookmark: N_13_]13.  On
the fact that the relations do not introduce composition into the divinity, see STh
I, q. 28, aa. 1-3; I, q. 30, a. 1, ad 2; also I, q. 42, a. 4, ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_14_]14. Thomas’s
point in STh I, q. 30, a. 3 is that although the threeness of the
persons in God is really in God, because the persons are really distinct, the
threeness is not anything really distinct from the persons themselves; it does
not posit any accident in them. 



[bookmark: N_15_]15. This
would include the relative properties of the persons of the Trinity, which
“signify in the mode of form.” See STh I, q. 31, a. 2, ad 2;
I, q. 39, a. 3, ad 4. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16. See
STh I, q. 14, a. 1; for helpful discussion, see Lawrence Dewan, O.P.,
“St. Thomas and the Integration of Knowledge into Being,” International
Philosophical Quarterly 24 (1984): 383-93. 



[bookmark: N_17_]17. The
very exercise of the human person’s “subjectivity” or mind displays a
corporeal dimension as well. For it always involves operations of the senses,
and careful analysis of these shows that they are exercised by bodily organs (STh
I, q. 75, a. 3). It is because the human mind needs the help of the senses in
order to bear well upon its own object that the soul by nature needs the body (STh
I, q. 89, a. 1). See Stephen L. Brock, “The Physical Status of the
Spiritual Soul in Thomas Aquinas,” Nova et Vetera (English
edition) 3 (2005): 231-58. 



[bookmark: N_18_]18. Crosby
distances himself from “Aristotelian hylomorphism, at least in the
interpretation according to which a general form and individuating matter unite
to form a concrete substance” (43 n. 2). This is certainly not how Thomas
interprets it. “The proper name of any person,” he says,
“signifies that through which that person is distinguished from all the
others. For just as soul and body belong to the definition (ratio) of
man, so this soul and this body belong to the identification (intellectus)
of this man, as it says in Meta. VII; for it is by these that
this man is distinguished from all the others” (STh I, q. 33, a.
2). A little earlier he had said, “Persona igitur, in quacumque natura,
significat id quod est distinctum in natura illa; sicut in human natura
significat has carnes et haec ossa et hanc animam, quae sunt principia
individuantia hominem” (STh I, q. 29, a. 4). 



[bookmark: N_19_]19. STh
I, q. 47, a. 2; cf. STh I, q. 75, a. 7. The point is that the
differentiation is always by addition or subtraction of some perfection. Each
species constitutes a distinct grade of being. 



[bookmark: N_20_]20.  Crosby
argues that the very incomparability of persons makes them equal in dignity, by
excluding the possibility that one be greater or lesser in dignity than another
(Crosby, “A Neglected Source of the Dignity of Persons,” 22-23). The
number three is neither greater nor less than the color blue; are they therefore
equal? 



[bookmark: N_21_]21. Quoted
above, section 1. 



[bookmark: N_22_]22.  Nevertheless,
in his critical discussion of Thomas’s conception of bonum, Crosby
neglects it (177ff.). For thorough and excellent treatments of the distinction
and of its relation to Thomas’s understanding of the person, see the following
studies by David M. Gallagher: “Person and Ethics in Thomas Aquinas,” Acta
Philosophica 4/1 (1995): 51-71; “Desire for Beatitude and Love of
Friendship in Thomas Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies 58 (1996): 1-47;
“Thomas Aquinas on Self-Love as the Basis for Love of Others,” Acta
Philosophica 8/1 (1999): 23-44. 



[bookmark: N_23_]23. STh
I-II, q. 26, a. 4. It should be noted
that Thomas does not regard this as a complete definition of love (STh II-II,
q. 27, a. 2, c. and ad 1). It only expresses the dimension of
“benevolence” that is found in love. What love adds to benevolence is
a certain affective union (which is an inclination toward real union) with the
one loved. However, for our present purposes, it is sufficient to consider the
dimension of benevolence, since our concern is not precisely with what makes
persons to be lovable, but with something that this presupposes: what makes them
to be for their own sake. See also the following note. 



[bookmark: N_24_]24. Crosby
too (see previous note) distinguishes between personal dignity and lovableness
(66-68). He finds lovableness to be in some way more concrete or particular than
dignity: whereas personal dignity follows directly upon the general feature of
being a person, a person’s lovableness is a function of his being this
particular person. Crosby therefore suggests that lovableness is even more
deeply rooted in incommunicable selfhood. Thomas, I think, would agree that
there is something more concrete or particular about lovableness. When lover and
beloved are distinct persons, the beloved’s lovableness depends not only on how
he is in himself but also on a relation to the lover, the relation that gives
rise to the affective union of love. This relation is the beloved’s status as
“another self” for the lover (see STh I-II, q. 26, a. 2, ad
2; I-II, q. 28, a. 1). But far from seeing this as a function of something unique
about the beloved person, Thomas holds it to consist in some sort of likeness
(STh I-II, q. 27, a. 3; I-II, q. 28, a. 1, ad 2). Indeed, is it not
possible for one person to have some love for another simply because the other
is a person too? 



[bookmark: N_25_]25. Thus
Aristotle says that “the man to whom one wishes good to happen for himself,
one must also desire to exist” (Eudemian Ethics 7.2.1236b30, in The
Complete Works of Aristotle, The Revised Oxford Translation, vol. 2, ed.
Jonathan Barnes [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984], 1959). 



[bookmark: N_26_]26.  “Bonum
dupliciter dicitur, sicut et ens: dicitur enim, uno modo ens proprie et vere,
quod subsistit ut lapis et homo; alio modo quod non subsistit, sed eo aliquid
est, sicut albedo non subsistit, sed ea aliquid album est. Sic igitur bonum
dupliciter dicitur: uno modo, quasi aliquid in bonitate subsistens; alio modo,
quasi bonitas alterius, quo scilicet alicui bene sit. Sic igitur dupliciter
aliquid amatur: uno modo, sub ratione subsistentis boni et hoc vere et proprie
amatur, cum scilicet volumus bonum esse ei; et hic amor, a multis vocatur amor
benevolentiae vel amicitiae; alio modo, per modum bonitatis inhaerentis,
secundum quod aliquid dicitur amari, non inquantum volumus quod ei bonum sit,
sed inquantum volumus quod eo alicui bonum sit, sicut dicimus amare scientiam
vel sanitatem” (In De divinis nominibus, c. 4, lect. 9 [Marietti
§404]). Similarly: “id quod amatur amore amicitiae, simpliciter et per se
amatur, quod autem amatur amore concupiscentiae, non simpliciter et secundum se
amatur, sed amatur alteri. Sicut enim ens simpliciter est quod habet esse, ens
autem secundum quid quod est in alio; ita bonum, quod convertitur cum ente,
simpliciter quidem est quod ipsum habet bonitatem; quod autem est bonum alterius,
est bonum secundum quid” (STh I-II, q. 26, a. 4). 



[bookmark: N_27_]27. “Nec
est inconveniens si hoc etiam modo amemus aliqua quae per se subsistunt, non
quidem ratione substantiae eorum, sed ratione alicuius perfectionis quam ex eis
consequimur; sicut dicimus amare vinum, non propter substantiam vini ut bene sit
ei, sed ut per vinum bene sit nobis vel inquantum delectamur eius sapore vel
inquantum sustentamur eius humore. Omne autem quod est per accidens reducitur ad
id quod est per se. Sic igitur hoc ipsum quod aliquid amamus, ut eo alicui bene
sit, includitur in amore illius quod amamus, ut ei bene sit. Non est enim alicui
aliquid diligendum per id quod est per accidens, sed per id quod est per se; et
ideo oportet quidem diversitatem amorum accipere secundum ea quae sic amamus ut
eis velimus bonum” (In De divinis nominibus, c. 4, lect. 9 [Marietti
§405]). 



[bookmark: N_28_]28. “Non
autem proprie possum bonum velle creaturae irrationali, quia non est eius
proprie habere bonum, sed solum creaturae rationalis, quae est domina utendi
bono quod habet per liberum arbitrium.” (STh II-II, q. 25, a. 3;
cf. STh I, q. 38, a. 1.) So it is not just that irrational beings ought
not to be loved with loved of friendship; insofar as they are irrational, they
cannot be. There is no such thing as “wishing them well” (or, for that
matter, wishing them ill). Aristotle touches upon the idea in the Physics
(2.6.197a36-b22): things like happiness and good fortune and their opposites are
ascribed only to beings endowed with choice. 



[bookmark: N_29_]29. It
might seem that one can have love of friendship for someone without wanting him
to control the use of the good that one wants for him: for example, when a
mother wants medicine for her infant. But this is only a temporary situation.
What she ultimately wants, if she does love him with love of friendship, is that
he eventually grow up and have his life in his own hands. 



[bookmark: N_30_]30. STh
I, q. 59, a. 1. Like created intellect, created will is always distinct from its
subject’s essence, because it extends to a good that exceeds the subject’s own
substantial being (STh I, q. 59, a. 2). Note however that it is still
the person himself, not his mind or his will, or even his freedom, that properly
“has” the good, and that the good is properly “for.” Mind
and will, and the freedom of will, are only qualities, powers, by which the
person relates to the good. The proper object of love of friendship is the
person himself, the subsistent, not some quality in him. We are not seeing the
person as the mere “support” for mind (like the newspaper that
supports today’s news); rather, we are seeing what his possession of mind
implies about him. His mind too is for him to have and use; he is related to it,
and to all his powers, not only as their recipient, but also as their end (see STh
I, q. 77, a. 6, ad 2). Still, the thought is not that one should love the
person “rather than” his mind. “The person” includes not
just the person’s substance or essential constitution, but also everything else
that pertains to him (see Quodl. 2, q. 2, a. 2). It is not that the
person, the subject, has two “parts,” his substance and his mind; the
substance of the person is the person, is himself. The
“addition” of mind does not result in a different subject (see Quodl.
2, q. 2, a. 1, ad 1). 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. Chapter
6: “Selfhood and Transcendence in Relation to the Good,” 174-217. 



[bookmark: N_32_]32. Aristotle,
Metaphysics 1.2.982b26. 



[bookmark: N_33_]33. On
“one’s own” (suum), with an especially interesting use of liber
est causa sui, see STh I, q. 21, a. 1, ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. Crosby,
“A Neglected Source of the Dignity of Persons,” 9-13. He is looking
for a way to respond to arguments of the kind proposed by Peter Singer. 



[bookmark: N_35_]35.  What
I am suggesting is well illustrated by this statement: “When Socrates died,
a hole was left in the world, such that no subsequent person could possibly fill
it” (ibid., 11.) True or not, this is looking upon Socrates from the
standpoint of what his existence contributes to something other than
himself—the world. Indeed it is looking upon him as a part of the world. I am
not at all objecting to this way of considering Socrates. I am only saying that
it is other than the consideration in which we see Socrates as existing for
Socrates himself. 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. This
is not to say that abstract rational nature itself is the proper subject of the
dignity. The proper subject is the individual that subsists in such nature.
Individuality certainly does contribute to the constitution of his dignity,
because only individuals subsist. What does not subsist cannot properly
“have” the good. “Rational nature” only expresses the formal
principle, the constitutive feature that completes the determination of the
person’s status as one who exists for his own sake. But while a person’s
individuality, and hence incommunicability, is thus very much tied to his
dignity, it is not by involving something that makes him somehow “one of a
kind.” Of course he must be somehow distinct from the others of his kind,
but he does not need to have a proper “differentia,” a grade of being
that is exclusively his, in order to claim personhood. 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. This,
again, is a function of the spiritual element in his substance. (See above, text
at n. 16.) Intellect adds something to the nature of the soul, but it also flows
from the soul (STh I, q. 77, a. 6). Still, the soul is not a
“self-contained” principle of its mind. If intellectual light flows
from it, this can only be explained by the fact that it in turn finds its origin
in an even higher intellectual substance, one in which mind and substance are
identified (see STh I, q. 79, a. 4, ad 5). This fits with what I am
suggesting in this section: that the created person’s dignity is not something
self-contained either (see below, n. 41). 



[bookmark: N_38_]38. This
is why a human soul is not a person: STh I, q. 75, a. 4, ad 2. 



[bookmark: N_39_]39.  It
does not have the unity of a single substance. If it does have real unity, real
order, this can only be because there is an extrinsic substantial unity upon
which it depends. This extrinsic principle must be intellectual, because it
belongs to intellect to give order. See STh I, q. 11, a. 3; I, I, q.
47, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_40_]40.  In
this respect—in the line of “goods to be had”—they are ordered to
the world’s perfection; this is no detriment to their being for their own sake,
since this is a different “line.” See ScG III, c. 112:
“Per hoc autem quod dicimus substantias intellectuales propter se a divina
providentia ordinari, non intelligimus quod ipsa ulterius non referantur in deum
et ad perfectionem universi. Sic igitur propter se procurari dicuntur et alia
propter ipsa, quia bona quae per divinam providentiam sortiuntur, non eis sunt
data propter alterius utilitatem; quae vero aliis dantur, in eorum usum ex
divina ordinatione cedunt.” The same sort of discussion would apply to the
consideration of the person as part of a common species. A common species is not
a subject or a subsistent, not “for itself” in the sense in which a
person is. In the line of “goods to be had,” the species as a whole
may contain more perfection than any one of its members; and in this line, its
members are ordered to it. This would be true whether or not they are personal
beings. But if they are personal, then the perfection of their species (and of
other species as well) is also ordered to them, in the line of “having the
good”: it is something for them to apprehend and enjoy. 



[bookmark: N_41_]41.  To
consider the person’s dignity is to consider his status as a “good.”
But the created person’s dignity does not consist in his being the whole or
highest good; the good as a whole, and the highest good—the origin and ultimate
end of the world—transcend him. The dignity lies rather in the special relation
that he has to the good (see STh I-II, q. 1, a. 8; II-II, q. 2, a. 3).
That it is not absolute in the way that the dignity of the divine persons is
(see above, n. 13) seems fitting. As Thomas teaches, “person” as said
of God and creatures cannot be univocal; it is analogical, and is said of God in
a prior and more excellent way (STh I, q. 29, a. 3). 



[bookmark: N_42_]42. It
may very well be that each created person does after all make a
“contribution” that no other does. Indeed it is hard to imagine why
else God would create a multitude of us. My thesis is simply that this
contribution would be something other than what gives the person the dignity of
“a person.” I would also hold that at least in the case of human
persons, it could not be something that is intrinsically unrepeatable,
even if in fact it were never to be repeated (see above, pp. 187-88); and, that
it would not be an “absolute” or substantial feature, but rather
something pertaining to the person’s activity—perhaps his very activity as capax
Dei. C. S. Lewis has some profound pages in which he suggests that each
person is distinctive precisely in the way that he or she is meant to
know, love and praise God (C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain [Glasgow:
Fount Paperbacks, 1977], chap. 10 [“Heaven”]). 



[bookmark: N_43_]43. STh
I, q. 2, a. 8, c., ad 2, and esp. ad
3: “bonum creatum non est minus quam bonum cuius homo est capax ut rei
intrinsecae et inhaerentis, est tamen minus quam bonum cuius est capax ut
obiecti, quod est infinitum. Bonum autem quod participatur ab Angelo, et a toto
universo, est bonum finitum et contractum.” 



[bookmark: N_44_]44.  “Ad
tertium dicendum quod universum est perfectius in bonitate quam intellectualis
creatura extensive et diffusive. Sed intensive et collective similitudo divinae
perfectionis magis invenitur in intellectuali creatura, quae est capax summi
boni” (STh I, q. 93, a. 2, ad 3). In short, the object of the
created person’s natural “need” is greater than what he can ever
“contribute”; but it is also greater than what the whole world can
contribute, and the world as a whole does not even have this “need.”
Still, it may seem paradoxical that a “need” constitute the greatest
natural dignity. Helpful here is one of Thomas’s determinations of the greatest
created virtue or excellence. “Aliqua virtus potest esse maxima dupliciter,
uno modo, secundum se; alio modo, per comparationem ad habentem. Secundum se
quidem misericordia maxima est. Pertinet enim ad misericordiam quod alii
effundat; et, quod plus est, quod defectus aliorum sublevet; et hoc est maxime
superioris. Unde et misereri ponitur proprium Deo, et in hoc maxime dicitur eius
omnipotentia manifestari. Sed quoad habentem, misericordia non est maxima, nisi
ille qui habet sit maximus, qui nullum supra se habeat, sed omnes sub se. Ei
enim qui supra se aliquem habet maius est et melius coniungi superiori quam
supplere defectum inferioris. Et ideo quantum ad hominem, qui habet Deum
superiorem, caritas, per quam Deo unitur, est potior quam misericordia, per quam
defectus proximorum supplet” (STh II-II, q. 30, a. 4). Charity
makes us more like God than mercy does: “per caritatem assimilamur Deo
tanquam ei per affectum uniti. Et ideo potior est quam misericordia, per quam
assimilamur Deo secundum similitudinem operationis” (ibid., ad 3). Thomas
draws a similar distinction in explaining why beatitude pertains more to
speculative than to practical intellect: STh I-II, q. 3, a. 5, ad 1. 
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am grateful to Peter Colosi, Kevin Flannery, and the faculty and students of the
International Theological Institute (Gaming) for their comments on earlier
versions of this paper. 
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  I.
  An Alternative Solution to a Familiar Objection

   against
  the Five Ways
  
  

  READERS OF THOMAS AQUINAS have long quarreled over how to address the
  inadequacy they sense in his conclusions in the ‘five ways’. If, as Gilson
  famously held, to prove the ‘Christian God’ is to prove the creator,(1)
  why does not each of Thomas’s five ways explicitly conclude to the creator of
  the world? Without such a conclusion, how can we be satisfied with the ‘God’
  at which a given ‘way’ purportedly arrives?

  Four main answers to this question can be found. First is Gilson’s original
  answer, developed by Joseph Owens: each of Aquinas’s five ways must be
  reinterpreted in light of his doctrine of existence so as to conclude, in
  fact, to the first cause of esse.(2)
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  For Owens, then, the favored proof is that of Aquinas’s De ente et
  essentia, to which all other arguments must be reduced if they are to
  succeed.(3) But what if such a reinterpretation
  fails, as Gilson himself came to admit?(4) A
  second answer holds that for Aquinas the proof of God’s existence is only
  completed at some stage subsequent to the five ways, once many other
  properties have been established, such as that God is a personal being, or
  that there is only one God.(5) In the Summa
  Theologiae, for example, questions 2-11 can be seen as successively
  establishing a series of properties that, when taken together, comprise what
  it means to be God. Alternatively, according to a third commonly proposed
  answer, Aquinas never intended a purely philosophical proof for the existence
  of ‘God’ as such in the first place.(6) To pose
  the question “Does God exist?” is to presuppose a God believed in by
  faith; the question belongs, therefore, to theology, not philos-ophy.(7)
  Finally, the fourth answer insists that Aquinas failed in his project, and the
  sooner Thomists realize this fact, the better. Fernand Van Steenberghen has
  argued forcefully that the failure of Aquinas’s five ways lies in the
  uncritical ‘nominal definition’ with which they begin, that is, in the
  definition of the term ‘God’.(8)
  Nominal definitions such as ‘prime mover’ or ‘necessary
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  being’ could only be convincing in a culture nursed on Aristotelian science
  and for whom a widespread belief in ‘God’ could be presupposed. In place of
  such definitions, Van Steenberghen examines the use of the term ‘God’ in our
  monotheist culture, in which the presence of atheism calls for a serious
  response. He concludes that a successful proof must arrive at no less than the
  ‘provident creator of the universe’. To such a being, which would therefore be
  personal and unique, no one, theist or atheist, will refuse the name ‘God’.

  In my view, Van Steenberghen is correct to reorient the discussion of the
  five ways on the question of the nominal definition of the term ‘God’. But his
  evaluation of Aquinas fails to take into account the only formula that Aquinas
  himself expressly offers for what the word ‘God’ properly means. The present
  article focuses on this formula, as well as on Aquinas’s systematic
  justification for and development of a nominal definition that could be
  targeted by his proofs—a much less ambitious definition of ‘God’ than Van
  Steenberghen’s. In what follows I first present Aquinas’s formula, then set
  forth the principal elements of this systematic justification as Aquinas came
  to articulate them (part II). These elements are based on Aristotle’s logic as
  it was passed on to Aquinas through the commentary tradition. Next, I sketch
  the stages in which Aquinas developed his definitional formula, the result of
  an increasingly deep reflection on Pseudo-Dionysius’s account of how we know
  God (part III). It will become evident that today we no longer conceive of
  ‘God’ and the project of a proof of ‘God’s’ existence as does Aquinas. Only by
  recognizing his simultaneously Aristotelian and Dionysian inheritance can we
  rediscover how to read and evaluate his five ways.

  I base my reading of Aquinas on a little used passage from the Summa
  Theologiae: Prima Pars, question 13, articles 8-10, the only
  place in Aquinas’s corpus where he systematically discusses what the divine
  name ‘God’ means. Article 8 asks, does the term ‘God’ name a nature? The
  second objection answers no, since humans cannot know the nature or essence of
  God. In response Aquinas writes:

  
    

  

  page 206

  [A]ccording as we
  know the nature of something from its properties and effects, we can signify
  [the nature] by a name… . But from divine effects we cannot know the
  divine nature as it is in itself so that we know what it is; but [we
  can know it] only by way of eminence, causality, and negation, as was said
  above. And in this way the name ‘God’ signifies the divine nature. For, this
  is the name that has been imposed to signify something that is existing
  above all things, which is the principle of all things and is removed from all
  things. For, this is what they intend to signify(9)
  who name [something] ‘God’.(10)
  
  

  The italicized words here constitute the only formula in
  Aquinas’s corpus for what the word the ‘God’ properly means, his only explicit
  and formal nominal definition of ‘God’.(11)
  Admittedly, the Sermon on the Creed offers one other express formula,
  where in explication of the first article Aquinas writes: “We must
  consider what this name ‘God’ signifies: none other than the governor of and
  the one who has providence over all things [gubernator et 
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  provisor rerum omnium].”(12)
  Still, as Thomas explains several times (including in STh I, q. 13,
  a. 8), the word theos is from the Greek word ‘to behold’ as regards
  its derivation (id a quo imponitur ad significandum), not as
  regards its signification (id ad quod significandum nomen imponitur).(13)
  And so, we may say, the word ‘God’ in Aquinas means ‘provident being’ by
  etymology, but it properly signifies ‘something that is existing above all
  things, which is the principle of all things and is removed from all things’.

  Based on this definition, I argue that for Aquinas a proof that ‘God’
  exists need prove nothing more than that there exists an instance of: 
  
  

  a kind of thing
  that is (1) a cause of other kinds of things and that is (2.1) beyond all
  other kinds of things and/or (2.2) removed from all other kinds of things.
  
  

  My contention is that because the Summa‘s five ways prove a being
  which fits this definition, each can conclude “and this all understand to
  be / all name God” or “and this we call God.” That Aquinas has
  such a minimal definition of ‘God’ in mind in the Summa follows
  already from a preliminary inductive argument.
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  This is precisely the sort of being that each of the five ways proves. Each
  appeals to a different efficiently causal series to affirm a cause that is
  beyond all other kinds of things by being ‘first’ or superlative in its order,
  and/or that is removed from all other kinds of things by being ‘unmoved’,
  ‘uncaused’, etc. In support of my contention, this article shows how Aquinas’s
  nominal definition of ‘God’ is consistent with and, in fact, arises out of his
  understanding of Aristotle’s logic of existential arguments, arguments best
  exemplified in Aquinas’s corpus by the five ways. It is not accidental that
  from the outset Aquinas understood this logic, as it applies to God, through a
  Dionysian lens. Through the lens of the threefold “negative way” to
  God, the so-called via negativa, Aquinas is able to put in focus,
  with a systematic account, the object of proof in the case of something whose
  nature we cannot properly know.

  It is not necessary, then, in my view, to prove the existence of a creator
  or of a provident or personal being in order to draw the conclusion ‘God
  exists’. In fact, for Aquinas, it is not even necessary to prove the existence
  of the one God. For Thomas, each of these properties can be shown,
  and to the extent that they are entailed by God’s ‘nature’ as ‘a cause beyond
  all other natures’ they can be said to be already implicit in the proof of
  God’s existence. But they need not be explicitly drawn in a proof. In this
  sense, I call Aquinas’s nominal definition ‘nonprescriptive’, since it
  establishes only a necessary minimum and allows for a number of proofs of or
  ‘ways of arriving at’ the being thus defined. It is immediately evident how
  this definition puts in a new light the project of Aquinas’s five ways. In my
  view, we have misread them by looking at the outcome that we as theists desire
  to prove—or that we as atheists desire to disprove—instead of at the
  systematic logical standards, as Aquinas understood them, for existential
  arguments and for their corresponding nominal definitions. This logic provides
  the foundational criteria for Aquinas’s Dionysian definition of ‘God’. To
  these logical standards I now turn.
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  II.
  Aquinas’s Aristotelian Inheritance: The Logic of

  Existential Arguments and the Nominal Definition
  
  

  The Summa Theologiae, begun around 1266, is not the place for a résumé
  of Aristotelian logic. Still, the five ways are preceded by a pithy statement
  in question 2, article 2 that contains the major logical elements presupposed
  by the proofs:
  
  

  [W]hen cause is
  demonstrated through effect, it is necessary to use the effect in place of the
  definition of the cause in order to prove that the cause exists, and this
  occurs especially in the case of God. For, in order to prove that something
  exists, it is necessary to accept as a middle what the name signifies, not
  what x is; because the question “What is x?”
  follows upon the question “Does x exist?” But the names of
  God are imposed from effects, as will later be shown. Hence, in demonstrating
  that God exists through an effect, we can accept as a middle term what the
  name ‘God’ signifies.(14) 
  
  

  In what follows I present these logical elements under three lemmata drawn
  from this passage. These elements provide the ground for whatever nominal
  definition of ‘God’ the five ways use—which definition I link to the express
  formula quoted earlier (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2). Of course,
  evidence for these elements can be found also in other works. One finds much
  discussion of existential argument in Aquinas’s Exposition of the
  Posterior Analytics (ca. 1271), yet two other earlier works treat this
  logic precisely as applied to God. A close parallel to question 2, article 2
  of the Prima Pars, which also serves as a prologue to a set of ‘five
  ways’, is found in the Summa contra Gentiles (I, c. 12), composed
  some seven years earlier (1259). Its discussion, as we shall see, in turn
  relies on extended reflections on methodology in On Boethius’s De
  Trinitate, written some two years prior, per-haps in preparation for the
  magisterial personal works in theology. We take for granted that both Summae
  open with the
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  discussion of whether God exists before considering what God is—or rather,
  what or how God is not (STh I, q. 3, prol.). Nevertheless, no hint of
  this order can be found in the first book of Peter Lombard’s Sentences
  or in Aquinas’s writings thereon, whether in the Parisian Scriptum
  (ca. 1252)(15) or in the Roman lectura
  (ca. 1265). Aquinas internalizes and applies to his magisterial works the
  methodology that he learns from the Latin Aristotle, from the commentary
  tradition, especially from Grosseteste, from his own teacher Albert, and from
  others at Naples and Paris. I present the evidence for Aquinas’s
  appro-priation of this methodology from his works, together with the available
  commentators, where relevant. As we shall see, in On Boethius’s De
  Trinitate, question 6, article 3, Aquinas couples this Aristotelian
  methodology as applied to the immaterial with Dionysius’s via negativa,
  and on this foundation he subsequently develops his unique formula for ‘God’.
  
  

  A) “The Question ‘What Is x?’ Follows upon the Question ‘Does x
  Exist?’”
  
  

  Posterior Analytics 2 opens by taking up four questions that
  generate ‘scientific’ reasoning, questions that chapter 2 reduces to the
  principal causal inquiry, ‘what is x?’ Still, this principal inquiry
  has a prior condition. One cannot investigate the essence of ‘nothing’, says
  Aristotle, that is, of something that is not already known to exist (Post.
  Anal. 2.7.92b5-8; 2.8.93a16-20, 27; 2.10.93b33).(16)
  For him, we properly have no knowledge of a
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  thing or of an essence unless we first know that it exists (cf. Post.
  Anal. 1.1.71a27-71b5; 2.8.93a20-21).(17)
  Aristotle’s logic, unlike contemporary symbolic logic, is wedded to a
  correspondence theory of truth grounded in extramental reality.(18)
  It follows, as for our first lemma, that the question an sit?, ‘does x
  exist?’, is prior to the question quid sit?, ‘what is x?’ (Post.
  Anal. 2.1-2.89b32-90a9; 2.8.93a17-22). This methodological principle is
  found in an objection even in Aquinas’s earliest work, the Scriptum on the
  Sentences.(19) And so, continues
  Aristotle in the Posterior Analytics, 
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  first one asks, does a god exist?, then one asks, what is a god? (Post.
  Anal. 2.1.89b32-35). The example, it is worth emphasizing, is used by
  Aristotle himself, and it is repeated throughout the commentary tradition.(20)
  
  
  

  B) “In Order to Prove That Something Exists, It Is
  Necessary to Accept as a Middle What the Name Signifies, Not What ‘x’
  Is.”
  
  

  1. Existential Proof through Effects. We have established the
  priority in Aristotelian methodology of the question, “Does x
  exist?” Now, if as in the case of god, the thing whose existence is in
  question is not obvious from experience, that thing’s existence requires proof
  (cf. Post. Anal. 2.2.90a24-31). As Aquinas’s early Scriptum on
  the Sentences acknowledges, it is possible to prove that such an x
  exists through its effects.(21) This is an
  application,
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  familiar in the ancient commentary tradition,(22)
  of Aristotle’s express procedure in the case of proofs ‘of fact [quia]’
  versus proofs ‘of the reasoned fact [propter quid]’: in absence of
  the true cause, namely, x‘s definition, one may prove x‘s
  properties by using a remote genus, or by arguing from effects to their cause
  (Post. Anal. 1.13.78a22-b30).

  2. Nominal Definition in Existential Proof and the Criteria from Proofs
  of Fact. But how can we prove the existence of x if we in no way
  know ‘what x is’? As the early Aquinas puts it, in language that
  follows Albert, it is impossible to know ‘whether x exists’ without
  in some way knowing ‘what it is’, at least by a confused cognition.(23)
  Aristotle’s answer is that one must use a formula or definition at least of
  ‘what the term x signifies’ to prove the existence of x (Post.
  Anal. 2.7.92b12-25; 2.8.93a22-31)(24)—one
  uses what Aristotle himself calls the ‘nominal formula’
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  (ojnomatdh” lovgo”;
  2.10.93b30-35).(25) He gives examples of
  preliminary definitions of an eclipse or of the soul, which at least have
  ‘something of’ the thing defined, something sufficient to affirm ‘that it is’
  in an accidental sense (Post. Anal. 2.8.93a21-22, 24-28).(26)
  Aquinas’s Scriptum refers to this as “the most incomplete way of
  defining”: what sets forth the signification of
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  the term rather than indicating an essence.(27)
  In On Boethius’s De Trinitate, one finds the most extended discussion
  of nominal definition outside of the Exposition of the Posterior Analytics.
  There Aquinas infers properties of nominal definitions that correspond to the
  aforementioned characteristics of ‘proofs of fact [quia]’: where a
  definition of an essence, such as of ‘human’, through genus and specific
  difference is lacking, a nominal definition describes it generically by using
  a proximate or remote genus, and supplies for differentiae some
  outwardly perceptible accidents.(28) And, just
  as Aristotle takes the definition of ‘what x is’ to be the middle
  term in proofs of the reasoned fact, so Aquinas makes explicit that the
  nominal definition serves as the middle term in existential proofs.(29)
  Through nominal definitions using a remote genus or perceptible accidents,
  proof ‘that x is’ is possible without (yet) knowing x‘s
  essence.(30)
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  C) “When a Cause Is Demonstrated through an Effect, It Is
  Necessary to Use the Effect in Place of the Definition of the Cause in Order
  to Prove That the Cause Exists, and This Occurs Especially in the Case of God.”
  
  

  We have seen that in Aquinas’s appropriation of Aristotelian methodology,
  (1) if something’s existence is not evident in experience, it may be possible
  to prove its existence by reasoning from effects to causes; and (2) since the
  question “Does x exist?” precedes the question “What
  is x?,” such a proof must use a definition that precedes the
  proper inquiry into quiddity: it must use a nominal definition. The question
  now arises: if one must prove the existence of something immaterial such as
  God, how will the nominal definition be formed?

  1. The Proof of God’s Existence and Nominal Definition in the
  Commentary Tradition. Some discussion of the proof in question is found
  in the commentary tradition. Existential proofs of imperceptible things
  through nominal definitions are frequently called proofs through effects or
  ‘signs’ of their cause.(31) Themis-tius,
  followed by Grosseteste, observes that there is no strict demonstration of god
  as of a reasoned fact, since god is without cause.(32)
  Instead, according to Themistius, employing Aristotle’s terminology (at Post.
  Anal. 2.8.93a22-23), the proof of god or gods is through ‘something of’
  god: namely, through the fact that there is healing, fulfilled prophecy, or
  everlasting motion (i.e., through effects).(33)
  In this, as in other cases, the nominal definition
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  is for Themistius the principle or basis of all inquiry.(34)
  Grosseteste adds that the proof of the first uncaused cause is a ‘proof of
  fact’ from effects, and that it belongs to metaphysics.(35)

  2. Aquinas on the Nominal Definition of ‘God’ through an Effect.
  Within the commentary tradition, however, Aquinas is the first to reflect in
  detail on the contents of a nominal definition in an existential proof and to
  apply this reflection to the case of God. In particular, he infers that such
  nominal definitions should contain an effect of what is being defined. We find
  this inference first in On Boethius’s De Trinitate, and it is
  reiterated, as we shall see, in both Summae in preparation for the
  five ways. I divide my discussion into three parts, laying out the major
  texts.

  a. On Boethius’s De Trinitate, q. 1, a. 2: An Effect as Middle Term.
  In question 1 of On Boethius’s De Trinitate, Aquinas first states the
  general principle: in existential proof of unobservable things, the cognition
  of the effect stands as a principle for knowing whether the cause exists.(36)
  By contrast, in the typical case of a thing whose essence is known through
  abstraction from experience, the essence serves as the middle term in a ‘propter
  quid proof’ ‘that it is’.(37) In
  unobservable things, however, the form of the effect serves as middle term.
  Aquinas writes:
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  [W]hen something
  is known, not through its own form, but through its effect, the form of the
  effect takes the place of the form of the thing: and therefore from the effect
  itself it is known ‘whether the cause exists’.(38)
  
  

  b. On Boethius’s De Trinitate, q. 6, a. 3: The Reason Why an Effect
  Enters the Nominal Definition. According to the prescription we have just
  seen, in existential proof of unobserv-able things, an effect stands as a
  middle term. Hence, an effect enters into the nominal definition used as a
  syllogistic medium in such proof. But why must Aquinas resort to this
  prescription in the case of the nominal definition of ‘God’? Why cannot God’s
  existence be proved in a ‘quia proof’ using a remote genus or
  accidental differences? Aquinas would allow such nominal definitions in the
  case of originally knowing that ‘human’ exists,(39)
  or, more plausibly, in the case of a lunar eclipse, what is proved to exist as
  the ‘privation of the moon’s light’.(40) Yet,
  he argues, if corruptible and incorruptible bodies for Aristotle do not share
  the same genus, much less does God share a genus with other things.(41)
  Furthermore, God has no accidents since he is simple in nature. Each of these
  two points will be properly proved after knowing that God is. But the fact
  that they are traditional claims, and that one may plausibly ask how one might
  prove the existence of something that is not in a genus and that lacks
  accidents, suggests the need for another approach to defining nominally in
  such cases. Aquinas proposes, not the ‘way of similitude’, as he calls it, but
  the ‘way of causality’.(42) Although effects
  that belong to a different genus from their cause do not suffice to make known
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  ‘what is’ their cause, nevertheless they do suffice to indicate ‘whether it
  is’.(43) In this life, reiterates Aquinas
  following John of Damascus, we do know not ‘what God is’, but only ‘whether he
  is’.(44)

  c. Aquinas’s Summae: Nominal Definition through an Effect.
  The claim of On Boethius’s De Trinitate regarding the nominal
  definition of ‘God’ is also summarized by Thomas prior to the five ways in Summa
  contra Gentiles, including the comparison to demonstrations of fact, as
  in the commentary tradition:
  
  

  In arguments by
  which it is demonstrated that God exists, it is not necessary to take as the
  middle term the divine essence or quiddity, as the second [objection]
  proposed. But in place of the quiddity, an effect is taken as the middle, as
  happens in ‘demonstrations quia‘. And, from such an effect is derived
  the meaning [ratio] of this name ‘God’.(45)
  
  

  Similarly, before the five ways of the Summa Theologiae Aquinas
  twice explains that we use an effect in place of a real definition in
  demonstrations about God. The point applies not only to philosophical
  demonstrations that are part of the science of theology, but also to strictly
  theological demonstrations:
  
  

  Although we are
  not able to know about God ‘what x is’, nevertheless in this [sacred]
  doctrine we use an effect of [God], either of nature or of grace, in place of
  a definition, for those things that are considered about God in this doctrine;
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  just as in some
  philosophical sciences, something is demonstrated about a cause through an
  effect by taking an effect in place of the definition of the cause.(46)
  
  

  D) Résumé and Conclusion
  
  

  Aquinas’s Aristotelian method mandates, as we have seen, that one know
  ‘that x is’ before properly investigating x‘s definition and
  demonstrating x‘s properties. Therefore, if one must prove ‘that
  x is’, the proof has to use a notion of x as a middle term that
  falls short of a proper definition of ‘what x is’: the proof uses a
  definition of the term ‘x‘, or a nominal definition. And, since the
  only proof possible for immaterial things proceeds from perceptible effects to
  their cause, the proof of God’s existence uses a nominal definition of ‘God’
  that is expressed through an effect. Aquinas draws this conclusion by
  comparing existential arguments to quia proofs through a remote genus
  or perceptible effects.

  Thus far we have laid out the logical grounds for the nominal definition of
  ‘God’ in an existential proof. Yet these grounds contain only a general
  criterion for what precisely a nominal definition of ‘God’ would be: that it
  be derived from an effect. In part III we shall see how Aquinas arrives at
  further specification on the only occasion when he explicitly and
  systematically formulates a definition of ‘God’ (STh I, q. 13, a. 8,
  ad 2). Still, one conclusion may already be drawn. Unlike for many Thomists,
  the question “Does God exist?” is for Thomas a philosophical
  theme and does not necessarily presuppose faith in revelation.(47)
  The use of a nominal definition of ‘God’ to initiate a proof, far
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  from begging the question in philosophy,(48)
  is precisely the proper philosophical approach, and only for that reason is it
  also appropriated within Aquinas’s science of revealed theology.(49)
  
  
  

  III.
  Aquinas’s Development of a Nominal Definition of

  ‘God’ and Its Dionysian Background
  
  

  Aquinas’s formula for ‘God’ in question 13, article 8 of the Prima Pars,
  although a unique instance, does not arise in a vacuum. Rather, it has at its
  foundation the Aristotelian logic of nominal definition, especially for
  existential arguments. Based on this alone, it is clear why Aquinas introduces
  the phrase ‘principle of all’ (effects) into his formula ‘something that is
  existing above all things, which is the principle of all things and is removed
  from all things’. But what is curious, and apparently without rationale, is
  his use of Dionysius’s triplex via(50)
  in the formula: the ways of eminence, causality, and negation or ‘remotion’.(51)
  In fact, it may
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  seem as if the Dionysian element, so foreign to the Aristotelian, results
  from Aquinas’s eclecticism, or, at best, from his haphazard composition. I
  propose to show, however, that the Summa‘s doctrine turns out to be a
  simplification, consolidation, and extension of ideas that Aquinas sketched in
  his earliest works as a master of theology. I lay out the texts, following an
  historical order, in four sections. Aquinas’s approach to the divine, at once
  Dionysian and Aristotelian,(52) turns out to
  be part of a larger project that, like Albert’s, has been difficult for
  scholars to identify and evaluate, governed as we are by traditional
  historiographical categories.(53)
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  A) The “Triplex via” and the Proofs of God’s
  Existence: The Scriptum on the Sentences
  
  

  There are four stages to the doctrinal development that culminates in the
  above formula for ‘God’ (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2). The first is
  marked by Aquinas’s use of Dionysius’s threefold path to God in book 1 of his Scriptum
  on the Sentences. We know from internal and external evidence
  that Thomas was already very familiar with the Dionysian corpus by
  the time he began composing his Scriptum in Paris in 1252. Albert,
  while still in Paris in 1247 or 1248, had taken up his project of commenting
  on the corpus prior both to finishing his own commentary on the Sentences
  and to starting his Aristotelian paraphrases. Aquinas copied by hand Albert’s
  commentaries on the Celestial Hierarchy and the Divine Names,
  in addition to attending Albert’s course in Cologne on the Divine Names.(54)
  Aquinas’s early works frequently cite each of Dionysius’s five works very
  closely, and the Scriptum alone has over seven hundred citations. One
  passage there gives striking witness to the early Aquinas’s Albertian project:
  Dionysius, remarks Thomas, “nearly everywhere follows Aristotle, as is
  clear to one who diligently examines his books.”(55)
  Thomas
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  also contrasts Dionysius with Basil, Augustine, and many other divines, all
  of whom followed Plato in matters philosophical.

  Of particular interest here is Thomas’s ‘division of the text’ of Peter
  Lombard’s distinction 3 of book 1, where Peter shows ‘how God’ or ‘how the
  creator’ is known. 
  
  

  The second part in
  which [Master Peter] sets forth [his] proof is divided into four according to
  the four arguments that he sets forth. Their diversity is taken according to
  the ways that Dionysius sets forth of arriving at God from creatures.
  For, he says that we arrive at God from creatures in three modes, that is,
  through causality, through ‘remotion’, and through eminence. The reason for
  this is that the esse of a creature is from another; hence, according
  to this [fact] we are led to the cause by which [it] exists. But this can be
  in two ways: either with respect to what is received—and so we are led
  through the mode of causality; or with respect to the mode of receiving,
  because [what is received] is received imperfectly. And in this way we have
  two modes: according to the removal of an imperfection from God; and according
  to the fact that what is received in the creature is more perfectly and nobly
  in the creator—such is the mode of eminence.(56)
  
  

  

  Aquinas goes on to explain how Lombard’s four arguments fit the three
  Dionysian ways. In fact, this passage represents the earliest account of the
  proofs of God’s existence in Aquinas’s corpus.(57)
  The first argument, he explains, follows the ‘way of causality’ insofar as the
  imperfection and potentiality of creatures reveal that they receive esse
  from another. The second argument follows the ‘way of remotion’, holding that
  prior to everything imperfect—whether a body, by being finite and mobile, or
  a soul or angel, by being mutable—there must be something perfect
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  which is mingled with no imperfection; and this is God. The third and
  fourth arguments follow the ‘way of eminence’, arguing, as does the later
  fourth way of the Summae, from degrees of perfection in reality or in
  our knowledge to something that possesses that perfection in a superlative
  way, because of which the others are perfect.

  What is important is that Aquinas here reads Dionysius’s triplex via
  as applying to the proof of God’s existence, not merely to the consideration
  of what God is (not) or of divine names.(58)
  Furthermore, he accounts for the diversity of the three Dionysian ways by
  appeal to the principle—which we have seen above is Aristotelian—that we are
  led to a cause through its effects. A proof of God’s existence may focus
  either on the mere fact of receiving something from a cause (the ‘way of
  causality’), or on the imperfect reception of that effect subsequently denied
  of the cause (the ‘way of remotion’), or on the positive character of what is
  imperfectly received, which is surpassingly possessed by the cause (the ‘way
  of eminence’). Thus, the diversity of the triplex via is explained by
  reducing it to three successively complex ways of proving from effects that a
  cause exists.(59) Aquinas reiterates his
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  finding in the subsequent article 3, where he asks “Can God be known
  by a human through creatures?” He writes:
  
  

  I respond that it
  should be said that since creatures proceed exemplarily from God himself just
  as from a cause [that is] in a certain way similar [to them] by analogy,
  it is possible to arrive at God from creatures in those three aforementioned
  modes, that is, through causality, remotion, and eminence.(60)
  
  
  

  Finally, Aquinas’s Scriptum on the Sentences, as we have already
  seen, makes no mention of nominal definition in the context of the proof for
  God’s existence. But it does lay down, in an objection, at least, the
  principle that becomes crucial for the final stage in his development of a
  nominal definition of ‘God’: we only know God through effects, either by way
  of causality, negation, or eminence; therefore we can only name God from
  effects.(61)

  In sum, Aquinas’s earliest approach to the project of proving God’s
  existence is already Dionysian in character. In his Parisian Scriptum on
  the Sentences, he reads the proof of God’s existence in light of the triplex
  via, and he reads the triplex via in light of the proof of a
  first efficient cause.
  
  

  B) The Application of the ‘Triplex via’ to the Project of
  Nominal Definition: On Boethius’s De Trinitate and Summa contra
  Gentiles I
  
  

  The second and the most important stage in Aquinas’s development of his
  Dionysian formula for ‘God’ is worked out in 
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  On Boethius’s De Trinitate (ca. 1257). In three different
  articles, including two from question 1, Aquinas uses Dionysius’s triplex
  via to expand on his Aristotelian account of how we reason to God from
  effects. In what follows I take up each of these articles in turn. Then I show
  how this Dionysian expansion is reflected in the approach to God of the
  subsequent Summa contra Gentiles.

  1. On Boethius’s De Trinitate, q. 1, a. 2: The ‘Triplex via’ and
  Reasoning from Effects. After concluding, as we have seen, that in this
  life we only know God as a cause of effects, and therefore that we only know
  ‘that God is’,(62) Aquinas proceeds in
  question 1 to qualify this conclusion by admitting degrees of this knowledge.
  Every effect (in the quia proof ‘that God is’), he observes, is
  related to God as to its cause.(63)
  Nevertheless, insofar as one better apprehends the relation (habitudo)
  of the cause to its effect, the cause is more perfectly known from the effect.(64)
  In every effect that is not in the same species as its cause, he explains (in
  a way reminiscent of I Sent., d. 3), three features can be noticed in
  its relation (habitudo) to its cause: the “progression” of
  the effect from the cause (or the very fact that the effect proceeds from the
  cause), the fact that the effect follows a likeness in its cause, and the fact
  that it fails to follow this likeness perfectly. As a result, argues Thomas,
  the human mind advances in three ways in the cognition, not of what God is,
  but of ‘that God is’: first, insofar as God’s efficacy in producing
  things is more perfectly known; next, according as God is known as cause of more
  noble
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  effects that bear some similitude to him, and thus better
  communicate his eminence; and, finally, as he is more and more known to be
  distant from all that appears in his effects. Aquinas concludes that this is
  why Dionysius affirms that God is known by being cause of all, by excess, and
  by ‘ablation’.(65)

  2. On Boethius’s De Trinitate, q. 1, a. 4: Three Divine Designations.
  In article 2, Aquinas links the Dionysian triplex via in the path to
  God’s existence (found also in the Scriptum on the Sentences) with
  the Posterior Analytics’s ‘quia reasoning’ from effects to
  the existence of their cause. A subsequent passage in article 4 similarly
  presents the triplex via as a systematic explication of the relation
  to effects that results from such causal reasoning:
  
  

  [We] know God in
  the wayfarer state only from effects, as can be evident from what has been
  previously said. And for this reason, by natural reason we are able to know
  about God only what is perceived about him from the relation [habitudo]
  of effects to him, such as those things that designate his causality and his
  eminence beyond caused things, and that remove from him the imperfect
  conditions of effects.(66)
  
  

  This passage also contains a new element: it speaks of the terms known
  about God (‘those things that designate …’) and divides them into three
  groups, each characterized by a different relation to effects that
  corresponds to one of the three Dionysian ways. As we shall see, Aquinas in
  the next stage explicitly formulates titles of the Deity linked to each of the
  three ways.

  3. On Boethius’s De Trinitate, q. 6, a. 3: Negation, Causality, and
  Eminence in the Nominal Definition. The two passages from question 1 of On
  Boethius’s De Trinitate use the Dionysian triplex via
  to expand on an Aristotelian account of the logic for arriving at God’s
  existence through effects, even mentioning the conse-
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  quences of this on our theological terminology. Still, neither passage
  directly applies Dionysius to the project of nominal definition. This most
  significant development lies in question 6, article 3. As we have seen,
  Aquinas argues there that in order to know whether an incorporeal thing, such
  as God, exists, one must use a nominal definition that is drawn from an
  effect, rather than one, as in the case of corporeal things, that contains a
  remote genus and a difference drawn from perceptible accidents.(67)
  Aquinas proceeds to expand on this possibility, using Dionysius. He proposes
  that we use broad negations of things in our experience in the place of a
  genus, such as ‘immaterial’, ‘incorporeal’, etc.(68)
  And, in the place of a differentia, he makes two proposals: first,
  successively narrower negations, each of which serves to contract the original
  negation, and so make our cognition less ‘confused’ and more ‘determinate’.
  Second, in place of perceptible accidents, he proposes two relations (habitudines)
  to perceptible things: either one that involves a comparison of cause to
  effect, or one that involves a comparison of ‘excess’. Aquinas concludes:
  
  

  In this way,
  therefore, we know the ‘an est‘ of immaterial forms; and in place of
  cognition ‘quid est‘ we have cognition through negation, through
  causality, and through ‘excess’, the very modes that Dionysius affirmed in the
  book On Divine Names.(69)
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  Thus, it is precisely the Dionysian triplex via that prompts
  Aquinas in On Boethius’s De Trinitate to develop his notion
  of the nominal definition in the case of the proof of God’s existence: in a
  definition of ‘God’, negation takes the place of a genus, whereas
  further negations and/or relations of causality and eminence
  take the place of a specific difference.

  4. The Dionysian Project in the Summa contra Gentiles. A cursory
  reading might suggest that this elaborate use of Dionysius in On Boethius’s
  De Trinitate in order to frame a nominal definition of ‘God’ has no
  trace in the subsequent Summae. In the context of proving God’s
  existence, the Summa Theologiae, for example, speaks only of drawing
  the nominal definition from an effect.(70)
  Nevertheless, strong marks of this elaborate doctrine are present in Summa
  contra Gentiles I-III (1259-63). Aquinas retains the proposal that in
  place of a genus we use negations, and in place of a differentia we
  use successively narrow negations,(71) each
  contracting the previous one.(72) Through such
  a method, even without knowing ‘what x is’ we may form a more and
  more
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  ‘distinct’ and ‘proper’ cognition of a thing.(73)
  This proposal, although not used for the project of proving God’s existence,
  prefaces Thomas’s discussion in the Summa contra Gentiles of ‘what
  God is’ and gives order to the next fourteen chapters: God is not in time, not
  potential, not material, not composite, etc.(74)
  But what is more, in the project of proving God’s existence Aquinas also
  retains part of his Dionysian explication of the nominal definition of ‘God’.
  We have already quoted the passage from book 1, chapter 12, in which he
  proposes that in place of the divine essence the proof of God’s existence use
  as a middle term an effect, which enters into the nominal definition of ‘God’.
  Now we may understand the provenance of Aquinas’s explanation of this
  statement. He writes:
  
  

  [F]rom such an
  effect is derived the meaning [ratio] of this name ‘God’. For, all
  divine names are imposed either from the removal of divine effects from him,
  or from some relation [habitudo] of God to his effects.(75)
  
  

  Aquinas is merely making a general statement about the origin of all divine
  names: all receive their ‘imposition to’ God in two ways, either by ‘removal’,
  that is, by negating effects as belonging
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  to him, or by relating effects to him in some way.(76)
  Nevertheless, the mention of ‘divine names’, ‘removal’, and ‘relation’ (habitudo)
  to ‘effects’ makes us think of the three Dionysian ways. And it follows,
  although Aquinas does not make this explicit, that the ‘meaning’ of the name
  ‘God’, or the nominal definition, will consist of an effect negated of and/or
  related to God; for ‘God’ is one of the names that is ‘imposed to’ God. We
  naturally understand behind ‘relation’ both relations of causality, already
  implied by ‘effects’, and relations of ‘eminence’. In fact, Aquinas proceeds
  in chapter 12, in response to a third objection, to speak of God’s exceeding
  all perceptible things.(77) Later in book 1,
  moreover, Aquinas observes that we can only name God’s mode of ‘supereminence’
  by using a negation, or by using a relation (relatio), such as in ‘first
  cause‘ or ‘highest good’.(78)

  In sum, On Boethius’s De Trinitate proposes an elaborate
  Dionysian expansion on the Aristotelian logic, first, for the quia
  proof of God’s existence, and second, for the content of the nominal
  definition of ‘God’: negation takes the place of a genus, whereas
  further negations and/or relations of causality or eminence
  take the place of a specific difference. This expansion is decidedly mitigated
  though still strongly reflected in the Summa contra Gentiles,
  especially in the apophatic account of the divine nature, but also in the
  context of the proofs of God’s existence. According to Aquinas there, the
  meaning of the term ‘God’ is
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  taken from an effect: as in all divine names, an effect is ‘removed’
  from—that is, denied as belonging to—its cause, and/or related in some way
  to its cause. As we shall see, the Dionysian expansion on the nominal
  definition of ‘God’ is inherited by the Summa Theologiae, but in a
  new systematic context.(79)
  
  

  C) The Formulation of a Triad of Divine Titles: The Summae
  and On Dionysius’s Divine Names
  
  

  What is most important about the second stage, for the purposes of this
  paper, is that Aquinas links the nominal definition of ‘God’ to the triplex
  via of Dionysius, just as he does in the later Summa Theologiae
  (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2). But unlike in the latter text, Aquinas in
  On Boethius’s De Trinitate does not use the triplex via
  to formulate a triad of divine titles for the definition. The formulation of
  such a triad, without their being explicitly incorporated into a definition,
  marks a third stage of development. We find this principally in On
  Dionysius’s Divine Names (ca. 1261-68), but perhaps first in book 3 of
  the Summa contra Gentiles (ca. 1262-63). There Aquinas writes:
  “[T]hrough effects we know that God exists and that he is the cause of
  other things, ‘supereminent beyond’ other things, and ‘removed’ from all
  things.”(80) He adds that according to
  Dionysius’s Mystical Theology, this knowledge is the most sublime
  attainable in this life, even though ‘what God is’ remains all the while
  deeply unknown.(81)
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  We are not surprised to find an increase in Dionysian formulae in Aquinas’s
  On Dionysius’s Divine Names, where, in apparent imitation of his
  master Albert, Thomas comments on Dionysius prior to launching into his own
  series of Aristotelian commentaries (ca. 1267-74). In five passages Aquinas
  presents three titles for God, titles that correspond to the triplex via,
  although he uses varying terminology: (1) ‘cause of all’; (2) ‘existing beyond
  all’ or ‘supereminently’; and (3) ‘distinct’, ‘segregated’, ‘separated’, or
  ‘removed from all’.(82) In at least one of
  these passages, Aquinas consciously presents the titles together as a triad:
  “And the one, divine itself is cause of all … and is beyond all by
  the sublimity of its nature … and existing separate from all.”(83)
  In a second of these passages, Aquinas follows Dionysius in combining the
  three into one formula: “the cause segregated from all according to
  complete excess” (uJperochv).(84)

  A sixth passage from On Dionysius’s Divine Names perhaps best
  points to the ultimate source of Aquinas’s doctrine on the triplex via:
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  [Dionysius] says
  that because we ascend to God from creatures in the ablation of all and in
  the excess [of all] and in the cause of all, therefore God is known
  in all, just as in effects, and without all, just as removed
  from all and exceeding all.(85)
  
  

  This text is found in chapter 7, on divine wisdom, where Thomas himself
  sees Dionysius systematically raising and answering the question, How is God
  known?(86) Dionysius writes: 
  
  

  [W]e must ask how
  we know God, who is neither intelligible nor perceptible… . Not from his
  nature, for it is unknown and exceeds all reason and every mind; but from the
  order of all things … to that which is beyond all, we ascend in power, by
  a way and an order, in the ablation of all and in the excess [of all] and in
  the cause of all.(87)
  
  

  In chapter 1, Dionysius had offered the following description of the Deity
  known through his apophatic ways: “what is the cause of all existents,
  whereas it itself [is] nothing [of them], as separated supersubstantially from
  all.”(88) Similarly, the Mystical
  Theology had spoken of what is the “cause of all,” and
  “super-existing beyond all,” corresponding to the threefold ways of
  affirmation, negation, and what is beyond both affirmation and
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  negation.(89) Thus, Aquinas naturally takes
  the Divine Names itself to present a set of titles that correspond to
  the triplex via. Aquinas’s triad of titles in question 12, article 12
  of the Prima Pars simply picks up this same line of thinking. But it
  is best to examine this article 12 after locating it within the theological
  context of the Summa Theologiae, and therefore within the
  consideration of the fourth and final stage of development.
  
  

  D) The Tripartite Nominal Definition of ‘God’ Suited to the
  Divine Names: The Summa Theologiae
  
  

  We begin to see that the quotation from the Prima Pars with which
  we began (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2) is not the isolated passage that
  it at first appears to be. Beginning with the Scriptum on the Sentences,
  Aquinas’s project of proving God’s existence has a Dionysian character. In On
  Boethius’s De Trinitate, Thomas uses Dionysius to expand on his
  Aristotelian account of the logic for the proof of God’s existence and the
  nominal definition of ‘God’. This expansion is reflected in the Summa
  contra Gentiles, where, as in On Dionysius’s Divine Names,
  Aquinas also formulates a Dionysian triad of titles for God. It remains only
  for the passage in question (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2) to incorporate
  such a triad into a definition. Before returning to this response to the
  second objection, we must locate question 13, article 8 in its doctrinal
  setting and examine two passages in questions 12 and 13 that provide
  particularly important background.

  1. The Division of the Prima Pars and the ‘Triplex via’ of STh
  I, q. 12, a. 12. The Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae
  presents itself as concerned with “God according as he is in himself [secundum
  quod in se est]” (q. 2, prol.), and therefore, first, with
  “what pertains to the divine essence,” as distinct from “what
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  pertains to the distinction of persons” (q. 27) and “to the
  procession of creatures” (q. 44). Aquinas continues in the same
  introductory prologue: “But concerning the divine essence, first we
  should consider whether God is; second, how he is, or rather how he is not;
  third, we should consider what pertains to his operation” (q. 2, prol.).
  Recall, as we have seen, that Aquinas introduces the criteria for the nominal
  definition of ‘God’, as drawn from an effect, in the context of the question
  “Does God exist?” in question 2.(90)
  By contrast, question 3 begins a new inquiry, which culminates in question 13.
  As Aquinas puts it, “Once it is known ‘whether x is’, it remains
  to be inquired ‘how x is’ [quomodo sit], in order
  to know ‘what x is’” (q. 3, prol.). This description could
  rightly be described as Aristotelian: one examines the properties of an x
  that is already known to exist in order to arrive at its definition. Of
  course, Aquinas must immediately qualify such a description in this case:
  “But because we cannot know about God ‘what x is’, but ‘what
  x is not’, we cannot consider about God ‘how x is’ but rather
  ‘how x is not’” (quomodo non sit; q. 3 prol.). Aquinas
  proceeds to subdivide this inquiry into the threefold consideration: how God
  is not (qq. 3-11),(91) how he is known by
  creatures (q. 12), and how he is named (q. 13).

  The central claim of question 12 is a familiar one, which is developed in a
  new way in article 4. Aquinas there asks whether a created intellect can see
  the divine essence through what is natural to it. Since what is known, he
  answers, is in the knower according to the mode of the knower, no knower by
  its own nature can know something that has a higher mode of being than its
  own. Hence, what is subsistent esse, namely, God, can be known
  naturally only by itself, not by any creature, which receives esse
  from another. Since our human mode of knowing is related to our mode of being,
  that of a form in individual matter, we by contrast naturally know only (1)
  forms that are in individual
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  matter, through the corporeal sense powers; and (2) universal forms that
  are abstracted from individuals given in sensation, through the incorporeal
  intellectual powers.

  Article 12 of question 12 asks, then, can we know God in this life through
  natural reason? Again, answers Aquinas, our natural knowledge, taking its
  origin from sense, can only extend as far as it can be led through perceptible
  things, and therefore not as far as seeing the divine essence. The reason he
  now gives is one that we have seen in On Boethius’s De Trinitate:
  perceptible creatures are not effects that are sufficient to make known the
  power of their cause.(92) But, continues
  Aquinas, 
  
  

  because
  [perceptible things] are [God’s] effects depending on a cause, we can be led
  from them to this: that we know about God ‘whether x is’, and that we
  know about him what necessarily belongs to him [ea quae necesse est ei
  convenire] according as he is the first cause of all things, exceeding
  all of his effects. Hence, we know about him his relation [habitudo]
  to creatures, that is, that he is the cause of all things; and the difference
  of creatures from him, that is, that he is not one of the things that are
  caused by him, and that these are not removed from him because of a defect on
  his part, but because he super-exceeds [them].(93)
  
  
  

  This passage now appears remarkable as both a continuation of and a
  development beyond passages that we examined in the previous two stages.
  First, in continuity with the third stage, Aquinas alludes to each member of
  the triplex via, and he lists three divine titles that correspond to
  the three Dionysian ways: (1) “first cause of all” or “cause of
  all,” “not one of the things that are caused”; (2)
  “super-exceeding” or “exceeding all effects”; (3) which
  are said to be “removed from him.”(94)
  Second, in continuity with the second stage, Aquinas singles out two things
  that are known about God through effects and that subsume all of the rest
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  that is known: relation (habitudo) to creatures, and the
  “difference of creatures from God,” which includes differences by
  way of negation and eminence. Similarly, the Summa contra Gentiles
  (I, c. 12) had singled out relation to and removal of effects, thereby
  encapsulating the expansion on ‘relation’ (habitudo) of cause to
  effect in triadic terms that was initiated in On Boethius’s De Trinitate
  (q. 1, a. 2, a passage whose roots lie, in turn, in I Sent., d. 3).(95)

  The third point regards, by contrast, what is novel. Aquinas places the
  three divine titles and this expansion on effects within a new context, one
  reducible neither to the question “Does x exist?” nor to
  ‘what is x?’ No longer does Aquinas insist that all that we can know
  about God is an sit, or that we only know ‘what God is not’.(96)
  Instead, he introduces a phrase for what can be known positively about God beyond
  knowing ‘that he is’: we can know also ‘what necessarily belongs to him’ (ea
  quae necesse est ei convenire). At the same time, ‘what necessarily
  belongs to God’ is understood precisely in light of knowing through
  perceptible effects ‘that he is’: namely, ‘what necessarily belongs to him according
  as he is the first cause of all things, exceeding all of his effects’.
  Even this latter, argues Aquinas, and not only ‘that God is’, is naturally
  knowable to us through perceptible things. ‘What necessarily belongs to him’,
  in turn, is said to include (1) relation (habitudo) to effects, such
  as that he is their cause; (2) difference from effects, including negations,
  such as that he is not among them; and (3) super-affirmations, such as that he
  surpasses these effects. The latter affirmations will turn out to include
  unparticipated perfections predicated of God substantialiter, as
  spoken of in articles 2-6 of question 13, but defended originally in the
  Fourth Way of question 2 and in questions 4-6.(97)
  Thus, ‘what necessarily belongs to [God] according as he is the first cause of
  all things, exceeding all of his effects’ turns out to cover all of the
  propositions proved about God in questions 3-11: these
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  questions represent a summary of what can be known naturally about God in
  himself, besides that he exists.(98)

  2. STh I, q. 13: Article 1 as Background for the Question in Article 8.
  In light of question 12’s conclusions regarding how God is known by us,
  question 13 investigates how God is named. Aquinas, after first analyzing the
  divine names in general, takes up two particular names: ‘God’ and ‘I am who
  am’. The first and in several ways the most important of these is the former,
  to which Aquinas devotes three of the twelve articles of question 13. Article
  8 opens the three articles with the question, Does ‘God’ name a nature? The
  question seems out of place, as the second objection observes, since we name
  things as we know them, and we do not know the divine nature or essence.
  Aquinas responds that the name ‘God’ “has been imposed to signify
  something that is existing above all things, which is the principle of all
  things and is removed from all things” (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad
  2). But should this be taken to be a definition of ‘God’ given that Aquinas
  makes no mention there of nominal definition, and, as he has established, a
  real definition of ‘God’ is impossible? What room is there, we may ask, for a
  consideration here of a definition of ‘God’ beyond that of the nominal
  definition already treated in question 2 in the context of the proof of God’s
  existence?

  The answer to this question is embedded in the response to the second
  objection, as we shall see, but it has its grounds in article 1 of question
  13. Aquinas poses there the general question, Does any name belong to God? He
  responds that, according to Peri hermeneias 1, names are related to
  the things that they signify through the mediation of concepts of the
  intellect. Therefore—as the prologue to question 13 had already stated in a
  principle that
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  governs the entire inquiry—according as something is known intellectually
  by us, it can be named. Aquinas continues:
  
  

  It has been shown
  above, however, that God cannot be seen by us in this life through his
  essence. But he is known by us from creatures according to a relation [habitudo]
  of principle and through the mode of excellence and of remotion. In this way,
  therefore, he can be named by us from creatures… .(99)
  
  

  This passage contains a back reference to question 12, article 11, and it
  resumes the theme of the threefold way of knowing God set out in question 12,
  article 12. God is named according as he is known. He can be known in three
  ways from his effects, and, it follows, he can be named accordingly in three
  ways. Notice that the conclusion applies to all the divine names, without
  singling out the name for the divine essence itself, that is, ‘God’. But there
  is more:
  
  

  In this
  [threefold] way, therefore, he can be named by us from creatures,
  nevertheless, not in such a way that the name signifying him expresses the
  divine essence according as it is, in the way that the name ‘human being’ [homo]
  expresses in its signification the essence of human being according as it is.
  For, it signifies the definition that declares its essence, since the ratio
  which a name signifies is the definition.(100)
  
  

  Aquinas’s explicit point is negative: divine names, unlike names of created
  species, do not express the essence of the thing named according as
  it is as such. Again, this remark applies to all of the divine names. Still,
  the name ‘human being’ is in tacit opposition
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  to the name that signifies the divine essence, namely, ‘God’, as becomes
  clear when reading article 1 in light of article 8.

  In sum, Aquinas’s important innovation in his response to the second
  objection in article 8, question 13 of the Prima Pars is not located
  within the treatment of the existence of God (or of ‘what God is’, which is
  unknowable to us), but within the subsequent consideration of ‘what
  necessarily belongs’ to God as such according as he is the first cause
  exceeding all effects; within the consideration, that is, of (1) God’s causal
  relation to creatures and of his difference from creatures—whether it be a
  difference of (2) negation or (3) eminence (q. 12, a. 12).
  Question 13 reflects on the divine names that attend this consideration, since
  God can be named according to these three ways of knowing him—and according
  to these three ways alone (q. 13, a. 1). Article 8 subsequently considers a
  putative name for the divine essence: ‘God’. But we already know that if there
  is a name for the divine essence—which is unknowable as it is in itself—that
  name must follow the threefold way in which it can be known.

  3. The Dionysian Answer of Summa Theologiae I, q. 13, a. 8, ad
  2. The rest of question 13 is, in effect, an expansion on the position of
  article 1: God is named according to the threefold way in which he is known.
  According to article 2, God is named not only (1) by names signifying a
  relation to creatures (for example, ‘lord’, ‘creator’ [STh I, q. 13,
  a. 7, ad 1]), and (2) by names said negatively (‘uncreated’, ‘infinite’), but
  also (3) contra Maimonides and Alan of Lille, by names said absolutely and
  affirmatively. The latter names, such as ‘wise’ and ‘good’, are even said to
  “signify the divine substance,” to be “predicated
  substantially” (STh I, q. 13, a. 2), or “essentially”
  of God (STh I, q. 13, a. 6). Nevertheless, as Aquinas explains in
  articles 5 and 6, such names are only said analogously of God and creatures;
  they are, in fact, denied of God both according to their ‘mode of signifying’
  and according to ‘the thing signified’ insofar as they fail to circumscribe
  and comprehend it. Furthermore, ‘wise’, ‘good’, ‘living’, and ‘a being’ (STh
  I, q. 13, a. 3, ad 1) are imposed for the sake of signifying these perfections
  absolutely (STh I, q. 13, a. 9, ad 3), that is, they signify God
  “under the ratio” of wisdom, goodness, etc. (STh
  I, q. 13, a.
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  4). Hence, “they are not imposed for the sake of signifying the divine
  nature” (STh I, q. 13, a. 9, ad 3). In other words, they are
  imposed to signify God, not “from the side of the divine nature”
  itself as such (cf. STh I, q. 13, a. 9), but from the side of
  perfections that proceed from him into creatures: they signify the principle
  of things according as a given perfection preexists in it, although in a
  higher mode than is understood or signified (STh I, q. 13, a. 2, ad
  2).(101) Only one name is imposed for the
  sake of signifying the divine nature itself as such, according to articles
  8-9: ‘God’.(102) Unlike the Tetragrammaton,
  ‘God’ is not a proper but a common noun.(103)

  Still, we have just seen in article 1 that none of the divine names
  signifies by expressing the divine essence according as it is. In this
  respect, the divine essence is not named in the way that human essence is
  named by ‘homo‘, so that the definition of the essence is the very
  concept signified by the term. We cannot know the essence of God. How then
  does ‘God’ signify the divine nature? In answer, the response to the second
  objection in article 8 returns to the theme of article 1, citing the same
  passage of Aristotle to the effect that the concept signified by a name is the
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  definition.(104) But now Aquinas’s example
  is lapis, lapidem rather than homo: namely, something that
  is originally known and named through properties or effects (it strikes the
  foot: laedit pedem), although the name comes to signify the very
  essence of the thing “according as it is in itself.” Similarly, ‘theos’
  or ‘deus’ is taken from the first cause’s operations in relation
  to effects, so that ‘that from which the name is imposed’ is the
  ‘consideration’ of (cf. obj. 1) or providence over all things; whereas ‘that
  to which it is imposed in order to signify’ is the divine nature itself.(105)
  Nevertheless, unlike in the case of lapis—continues Aquinas’s
  response to the second objection—we cannot know the divine nature
  “according as it is in itself” (secundum quod in se est) so
  that we know about it ‘what x is’, that is, its very definition.

  As in the case of lapis, we know and name the divine nature from
  effects. Yet, in this case we know a nature only from effects that are not
  proportional to their cause, and through a mode of knowing that is not
  proportional to an immaterial and uncreated mode of being (STh I, q.
  12, aa. 4, 12). We know the divine nature from effects, then, not so as to
  know it as it is in itself, but, continues Thomas, once again, “through
  the modes of eminence, causality, and negation.” And, it is precisely in
  this way that the name ‘God’ signifies the divine nature. For, it is
  imposed in order to signify “something that is existing above all things,
  which is the principle of all things and is removed from all things.”
  For, this is what those who use the name ‘God’ intend to signify.
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  It is worth emphasizing, with Aquinas, that this formula for ‘God’ is not,
  properly speaking, a definition of the divine essence, in the way that
  ‘bipedal, rational animal’ is the definition of the human essence signified by
  ‘homo‘. This formula for ‘God’ does not properly make known ‘what
  x is’. It follows that in this case Aristotle’s tag is, strictly
  speaking, false: the ratio signified by the name ‘God’ is not the definition
  expressing ‘what x is’. Instead, the tag must be modified in this
  case, in a way that Aquinas himself has previously indicated in the same
  question 13: “the ratio which the name signifies is the
  intellect’s conception concerning the thing signified by the name” (STh
  I, q. 13, a. 4).(106) Accordingly, the
  formula in question, if not a real definition, must be a nominal
  definition of x—not of x as it is in itself, but as it is
  conceived by our intellect, namely, according as it “is known by us from
  creatures according to a relation [habitudo] of principle and through
  the mode of excellence and of remotion” (STh I, q. 13, a. 1).

  Is this nominal definition, then, the same as the one discussed in question
  2 of the Prima Pars in order to show ‘that God exists’? Recall that
  Aquinas had there observed that to demonstrate the existence of a cause one
  must use, instead of a real definition as the middle term, a nominal
  definition drawn from an effect.(107) We may
  answer in the negative, thanks especially to the precise formulations of
  question 12, article 12 discussed above. By question 13, we have already
  answered the question “Does God exist?,” and we are aware that we
  can never know ‘what God is’. Questions 3-11 consider, therefore, not ‘what
  x is’, but ‘what necessarily belongs to’ x according as it is
  already known to exist as the cause of all things (STh I, q. 12, a.
  12). Through these questions, in brief, we know about x that it is
  related to effects, that it is removed from them, and that it exceeds them. As
  a result, we name x in questions 3-11 through such terms as
  ‘infinite’, ‘creator’, and ‘surpassingly good’. Question 13 offers general
  reflections on these names for x taken as a group. Then in article 8
  it focuses on one name that signifies the very nature of
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  this x: ‘God’. It offers a nominal definition of ‘God’ that sums
  up what this name means in this context: ‘something that is existing above all
  things, which is the principle of all things and is removed from all things’.
  The definition is very formal, expressing three general titles for x
  based on the only ways of knowing x‘s essence in this case, that is,
  by causality, negation, and eminence. Article 1 had already indicated that
  these are the only ways of knowing and naming God, and it had tacitly
  suggested that they must enter into the ratio of the name for the
  divine essence.(108) Such a definition, then,
  amounts to a formal expression of all that can be known about ‘what
  necessarily belongs to x as a cause’, while it retains the marks of
  any good definition: primacy of order and universal commensurability with the definiendum.
  Such a nominal definition is proper, not to the consideration of ‘whether God
  is’, but to the consideration of the divine names.(109)

  4. Résumé. The ad secundum of question 13, article 8
  remains a unique text because it places the Dionysian titles that correspond
  to the triplex via into a nominal definition of God that is drawn
  from effects, as prescribed by Aquinas’s Aristotelian logic. In seven places,
  however, Aquinas had already spoken of these three titles together,(110)
  and in six places he had already linked the proof of God’s existence through
  effects to the triplex via of Dionysius.(111)
  As early as the Scriptum on the Sentences, Aquinas had understood
  there to be three successively complex ways of proving a cause from effects,
  and, therefore, as in On Boethius’s De Trinitate, three ways of
  knowing the cause by
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  relation to effects. These three ways even enter into the
  technique prescribed there—and reflected in the Summa contra Gentiles—
  for how to formulate a nominal definition of ‘God’: in place of genus and
  difference, one uses an effect, negating it of its cause and/or relating it to
  its cause, whether by a relation of causality or eminence. Accordingly, in
  question 13, article 8, Thomas for the first time formulates a nominal
  definition of ‘God’ that employs the Dionysian three titles and that belongs
  to the consideration of what God is (not), rather than of whether God is.
  
  

  

  

  

  IV.
  Conclusion: Return to the Proof of God’s Existence
  
  

  

  

  

  I have shown how Aquinas came to develop a formula for what ‘God’ means
  that corresponds to his Aristotelian criteria for nominal definition as well
  as to his Dionysian account of how God is known and named: ‘something that is
  existing above all things, which is the principle of all things and is removed
  from all things’. Does Aquinas’s proof for God’s existence, then, arrive at
  God under this formula? I have argued, no. This formula is proper to the
  consideration of the divine names. Nonetheless, it helps us see Aquinas’s
  criteria for what the target in the proof for God’s existence must minimally
  be. In the context of the five ways, the Summa Theologiae states
  simply that a nominal definition of ‘God’ must be taken from an effect. For
  Aquinas, contrary to Anselm and Bonaventure, for example, the only way that we
  can know that immaterial reality exists is as a cause of effects. According to
  a further clarification in the Summa contra Gentiles, such effects
  are found in a definition by being removed from or related to what is defined.
  Aquinas has dropped the elaborate doctrine of his On Boethius’s De
  Trinitate on negations in the place of a definition’s genus,
  together with successively narrower negations or relations of cause
  and eminence in the place of a differentia. Negation, in particular,
  is no longer given primacy in the nominal definition. In fact, I argue,
  causality should be the primary or quasigeneric feature of a nominal
  definition of ‘God’ based on an effect. Next, the difference between God and
  all other kinds of things could be preserved either by
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  negation or by eminence. To express both, as in the formula of
  question 13, article 8 of the Prima Pars, is unnecessary. Similarly,
  it is unnecessary, as in the same formula, to express God’s universal
  causality, to express that God is the cause of all other kinds of
  things, as long as God’s distinction from all other kinds is expressed by
  negation or eminence.

  A nominal definition of God, then, that is proper to the proof of God’s
  existence must, for Aquinas, express causality and must differentiate the
  cause from its effects by negation or through a relation of eminence. Aquinas
  appears reluctant to attempt to isolate or codify a precise formula, and his
  five ways do not themselves make such a formula explicit. Still, in light of
  the criteria that he does provide, a nonprescriptive definition can be
  formulated, at an instance of which each of his proofs can be seen to arrive.
  This is what I express in saying that Aquinas concludes to an instance of 
  
  

  a kind of thing
  that is (1) a cause of other kinds of things and that is (2.1) beyond all
  other kinds of things and/or (2.2) removed from all other kinds of things. 
  
  

  Will such a formula be universally commensurate with God? The proof of
  God’s existence will fail if it does not arrive at what could only be God. Not
  any cause is God, but only a first (2.1), unmoved
  (2.2) mover (1) (assuming that it can be shown that such a cause can in no way
  be caused); or a first, uncaused cause; or a first uncaused
  being that cannot be otherwise and that is the cause of necessity and
  contingency in other things; or something that is truest, best,
  and most noble, and consequently maximally a being, and so
  is the cause of being, goodness, and any perfection whatever in all other
  beings; or a first intelligent cause of the order of things. Aquinas,
  in effect, offers each of these formulae as nominal definitions of ‘God’ in
  his five ways. Aquinas’s proof in De ente 4, if it succeeds, arrives
  at God as an uncaused cause of esse. Any precise formula
  would succeed as long as the cause thereby identified is distinguished from
  the effect, and there is nothing beyond it, or nothing that in any way causes
  it. Thus, a variety of proofs of God’s existence are possible, proceeding
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  under a variety of nominal definitions. Each definition, precisely as a
  definition, must single out one kind of being as distinct from all other
  kinds. As Aquinas puts it in question 13 of the Prima Pars, the word
  ‘God’ names a nature. An adequate nominal definition of ‘God’, then, must
  express causality, but need not express both negation and eminence
  except in order to distinguish one nature, or one kind of cause, from all
  other natures, from all other kinds of things. Admittedly, one needs to do a
  great deal of work to explain how Aquinas’s first way arrives, even on the
  grounds of his own cosmology, at such a minimal notion of the divine nature.(112)
  And, the fifth way appears simply to rely on earlier ways for some of the
  premises needed for drawing even such a minimal conclusion. Nonetheless, there
  does seem to be a common denominator targeted in the five ways that fits well
  with Aquinas’s only explicit and systematic nominal definition of ‘God’.

  What is omitted from Aquinas’s project of a proof of ‘God’s existence is as
  important for us to observe as what is contained in it. Aquinas does not
  target all and only what is an uncreated cause of esse, or an
  infinite, omniscient, omnipotent, and omni-benevolent reality, or a personal
  and provident creator. Aquinas does not even insist that a proof expressly
  arrive at a kind of which there is only one instance, namely, at ‘the one
  God’. Of course, he would not exclude a proof that in one fell swoop proved
  all of the properties of the ‘God’ of classical theism. But for him it is
  conceivable that a person not think of a ‘God’ in these terms yet take an
  interest in or even accept as a belief or as the conclusion of an argument
  that ‘a God exists’. ‘God’ may mean here merely ‘some kind of thing that is a
  cause of other kinds and that is beyond and/or removed from all other kinds of
  things’. In precisely this sense the word still deserves a capital ‘G’ as
  opposed to ‘god’ used of Poseidon, or of a Hollywood actor or star athlete.(113)
  That for Aquinas one proves ‘a God’, not
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  necessarily ‘the one God’, may be indicating by use of the in-definite
  article: we may speak of ‘proofs of a God’s existence’.(114)

  Aquinas is not attempting to prove what can only be the ‘Christian God’,
  the ‘omni-God’ of classical theism, let alone the protagonist of the
  Scriptures whose proper name is ‘God’. He is targeting ‘a God’ as minimally a
  ‘top-most causal reality’, something also targeted in classical philosophy
  (even if, as I believe, Aquinas is wrong that Plato and Aristotle used theos
  in this sense). Assuredly, some of his proofs, such as the Fourth Way, go well
  beyond this. Yet, for Aquinas, one who affirms that there exists a God under
  this notion of a minimal, nonprescriptive, ‘top-most reality’ may have in mind
  that such a God admits of a plurality of equals, and that such realities are
  merely impersonal though highly effective causal forces. Aquinas, of course,
  will go on to argue that such a God must be infinite, creative, omniscient,
  providential, and unique. He may even argue that a person who denies this does
  not actually assent to a God as a top-most causal reality. But he would
  concede that one can accept that a God exists without necessarily believing or
  knowing how to draw such further conclusions. The project of proving a God’s
  existence is distinct from the project of proving ‘what necessarily belongs to
  a God (according as he is the first cause of all things, exceeding all of his
  effects)’. We have difficulty making such distinctions, and therefore
  difficulty understanding the project of Aquinas’s five ways, because we do not
  follow, and perhaps are not cognizant of, Aquinas’s Aristotelian logic for
  existential proof through nominal definition based on effects. In Aquinas’s
  mind this logic was entirely consistent with and, in the case of the
  definition of ‘a God’, was completed by a Dionysian account of naming through
  causality, eminence, and negation.(115)
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  remotionem, eminentiam.” Aquinas’s early expression contradicts his later
  qualification that effects are similar to God, but not vice versa; see STh
  I, q. 4, a. 3, ad 4; and below, n. 64.
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  confusa cognitione cognoscantur a nobis substantie immateriales per
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  name is imposed” [STh I, q. 13, a. 11, ad 1]); for, God’s
  essence is ‘to be’, and every other name signifies form and so fails to
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  AT SOME POINT toward the close of his teaching career, probably after his
  lectures on the Pauline corpus, but before his lectures on the Gospel of
  Matthew, Thomas became aware of the teaching attributed to Theodore of
  Mopsuestia on prophetic signification. He became aware also of the
  condemnation that teaching incurred at the time of the Second Council of
  Constantinople.(1) Based upon his sources,
  Thomas engages Theodore the exegete on four occasions, each discussion
  occurring in the context of Thomas’s own scriptural expositions. Since these
  expositions represent the fruit of Thomas’s classroom
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  work with students who would be
  preachers of the gospel and teachers of the faith, we can safely infer that he
  considered the issues raised by Theodore to be relevant to the preaching
  mission of the Church.

  Thomas characterizes Theodore as
  one who taught a consistent though erroneous approach to the exposition of the
  sacred text. I aim to give a summary account of the problem as Thomas saw it.
  Whether or not Thomas had reliable sources that reflected the actual teaching
  of Constantinople II is a related, important, but not identical issue.(2)
  Whether or not the documentation surrounding Constantinople II accurately
  conveyed what Theodore of Mopsuestia actually taught is another matter
  entirely.(3) Both questions merit serious
  theological attention. Here I seek only to examine Thomas’s view of Theodore’s
  teaching for its typical implications, that is to say, in the interest of
  identifying what 
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  exactly Thomas found theologically
  objectionable in an exegetical stance bearing the contours of what Thomas
  identified with Theodore. For my limited purposes it seems reasonable to
  proceed apart from engaging directly the character of Thomas’s sources.
  
  

  I.
  The Texts
  
  

  

  The texts wherein Thomas discusses Theodore the exegete are not readily
  accessible in either Latin or English. I will begin, then, by presenting the
  four descriptions of Theodore’s position found in the Thomistic corpus,
  together with some brief contextual remarks.(4)
  Thomas’s first comments on Theodore of Mopsuestia, exegete, appear in his
  exposition of St. Matthew’s gospel; he discusses it again in his later
  exposition of St. John’s gospel. Finally, in his comments on the Psalter, in
  what is accepted to have been his last lecture series, Thomas engages
  Theodore’s views two more times, once in the prologue, and once in his
  exposition of Psalm 21. The account in the exposition of Mat-thew’s Gospel and
  the discussion in the prologue to the Psalter commentary also contain brief
  remarks outlining what Thomas thinks a proper expositional stance looks like.

  The four characterizations are
  quite diverse in form, focus, and emphasis. To account for this, it is
  sufficient to note that Thomas discusses Theodore’s exegetical method while
  himself comment-ing on Sacred Scripture. He comments with an eye attentive to
  the way the issue affects the proper interpretation of the particular
  scriptural text at hand. Taken together, though, the four descrip-tions
  provide a fairly nuanced picture of what Thomas perceived to be at the heart
  of the problem vexing Theodore’s exegesis.
  
  

  A) Super Matthaeum 1:22-23
  
  

  Thomas’s exposition of Matthew
  1:22-23 attends to the evangelist’s citation of Isaiah 7:14. The evangelist
  says that the 
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  prophet’s announcement that
  “the virgin shall conceive and bear a son,” is fulfilled in the
  events surrounding the conception of the Lord. Thomas takes the occasion to
  describe and then to refute Theodore’s approach to prophetic texts.
  
  

  And another was
  [the error] of Theodore saying that nothing of those things which are brought
  forth from the Old Testament are literally said about Christ, but they are
  adapted, as [for example] when they bring forth that [text] of Virgil: recalling
  such things, he hung suspended, and affixed he remained.(5)
  Now, this [text of Virgil] is adapted concerning Christ; and next [it is said
  by Theodore], that [the text of Matthew] that it might be fulfilled,
  ought to be thus explained, as if the evangelist were saying and this can
  be adapted.(6)
  
  

  Immediately following upon his account of Theodore’s error, Thomas gives a
  terse refutation of it rooted in theological authority, both scriptural and
  ecclesiastical. Without citing a particular pope or council, Thomas references
  for his students the fact that the opinion of Theodore is a condemned heresy.
  
  

  And
  it should be known that in the Old Testament there are certain things which
  refer to Christ, and are said about him alone, like that [text which says] Behold
  a virgin shall conceive in the womb, and bear a son,
  Isaiah 7 [14]; and also that [text of] Psalm 21 [2]: God,
  my God, look upon me, why have you forsaken me?
  etc. And if anyone should put a different literal sense [on these texts], he
  would be a heretic, and the heresy is condemned. Against which [can be adduced
  the text] from the last chapter of Luke: It
  was fitting that all those things which were written in the Law of Moses,
  and the Prophets,
  and the Psalms about me be fulfilled.(7)
  
  

   
  
  

  Thomas then briefly adds a theological notation about how
  the notion of fulfillment extends to Old Testament texts that are
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  known to bear some relation to events contemporaneous to the prophets:
  
  

  But because not
  only the words of the Old Testament, but also the things done, signify about
  Christ, sometimes some [words] are said literally about certain other things,
  but they [i.e. the words] are referred to Christ, inasmuch as those things
  [spoken about] bear the figure of Christ, as when it is said of Solomon: And
  he will rule from sea to sea, etc. This was not fulfilled in him [i.e.
  Solomon].(8)
  
  

  

  B) Super Ioannem 12:41
  
  

  

  The second time Thomas chooses to deal with the teaching of Theodore occurs in
  the exposition of John 12:41.(9) The evangelist
  invokes Isaiah 6:10 in order to teach that the resistance Jesus encountered in
  his public ministry was foreseen by the prophet.(10)
  Concluding his references to Isaiah, John summarizes the condition under which
  the prophet saw what he prophesied: “Isaiah said these things, when he
  saw his glory, and he spoke about him.” The second half of the verse
  (“and he spoke about him”), Thomas says, effectively excludes both
  the error of the Manichaeans and that of Theodore. 
  
  

  

  Through that indeed
  which is said secondly, and he spoke
  about him,
  is excluded the error of the Manichaeans, who said that no prophecies in the
  Old Testament preceded about Christ, as Augustine related in Contra
  Faustum.
  And [also is excluded the error] of Theodore of Mopsuestia, who said that all
  prophecies of the Old Testament were said about some matter [or other], and
  were nevertheless cited by the apostles and evangelists to the ministry of
  Christ through a certain [kind of] appropriation: like those things which are
  said in [reference to] one thing done, can be adapted to another thing done.
  All [of these], however, are excluded through this which is said, and
  he spoke about him.
  [So, it could be said] about me [i.e. Isaiah] as [it was said] about Moses, as
  chapter 5 [46], above [indicates] Christ said: about
  me,
  indeed,
  he wrote.(11)
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  C) Prologus super Psalmos
  
  

  In the prologue to the exposition of the Psalter, Thomas provides a general
  framework for understanding the Book of the Psalms. In this inaugural lecture,
  he proposes to arm his students with the tools needed to begin to read the
  Psalms properly. He treats, among other things, the issue of proper
  exposition.(12) 
  
  

  Concerning
  the mode of exposition, it must be noted that in the Psalter, as in [the
  exposition of] the other prophets, we ought to avoid one error condemned in
  the Fifth Synod. Theodore of Mopsuestia, indeed, said that in Sacred Scripture
  and the Prophets, nothing is expressly said about Christ, but rather [these
  words were said] about certain other things, and, in fact, they [i.e. these
  words said about certain other things] adapted to Christ. Like, [that text of]
  Psalm 21 [19]: they divided among
  themselves my vestments,
  etc. [is
  said] not about Christ, but literally said about David. This mode [of
  exposition] was condemned in that Council, and whoever asserts such a thing in
  expounding the Scriptures is a heretic.(13)
  
  

   
  
  

  Thomas
  moves immediately to elaborate the “rule of Saint Jerome” as a guide
  to proper exposition of the prophets. The rule amounts to a detailed
  explication of the position Thomas staked out at the conclusion of his
  comments on Theodore in the Matthew commentary. 
  
  

  

  Blessed Jerome,
  therefore, [in his commentary] on Ezechiel handed on to us a rule which we
  will use in the Psalms: namely, that concerning things done, they are to be
  explained thus, as figuring something about Christ or the Church. As, 
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  indeed, it is said
  in 1 Cor. 10 [11]: all these things happened to them in figure.
  Prophecies, moreover, were sometimes said about things which were of the time
  then, but [the prophecies] were not principally said about those things, but,
  in fact, [the prophecies were said about those things] inasmuch as they are
  figures of future things: and thus the Holy Spirit ordered that when such
  things are said, certain things are inserted which exceed the condition of
  that thing done, so that the soul might be raised to the thing figured. Like
  in [the book of] Daniel many things are said about Antiochus in the figure of
  the anti-Christ: hence, certain things are read there which were not completed
  in him; they will be fulfilled, indeed, in the anti-Christ; as also certain
  things are read about the kingdom of David and Solomon, which were not to be
  fulfilled in the reign of such men, but were to be fulfilled in the kingdom of
  Christ, in whose figure they were said: as [for example] Psalm 71 [2]: God,
  your judgment etc. which is according to the title about the reign of
  David and Solomon; and [he] places something in it that exceeds its capacity,
  namely [in verse 7], justice will arise in his days and abundance of peace,
  until the moon be taken away: and again [in verse 8], he will rule
  from sea to sea, and from the river to the ends [of the
  earth] etc. Therefore, this Psalm is expounded about the reign of
  Solomon, inasmuch as it is a figure of the reign of Christ, in which all the
  things there said will be completed.(14)
  
  

  

  D) Super Psalmum 21
  
  

  

  Finally, in his introductory comments on the exposition of Psalm 21, Thomas
  orients his students toward the proper reading of the psalm. Comments at the
  outset of the exposition focus exclusively upon Theodore’s teaching on literal
  prophecy; no mention is made of the closely allied problem of adaptation.
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  And among others,
  specifically this Psalm treats about the passion of Christ. And thus, this is
  its literal sense. Hence, specifically, he spoke this Psalm in the passion
  when he cried out Heli Heli Lammasabactani: which is the same as God,
  my God, etc. as this Psalm begins. And thus, granted this Psalm
  is said figuratively about David, nevertheless specifically it refers to
  Christ ad litteram. And in the Synod of Toledo a certain Theodore of
  Mopsuestia, who explained this Psalm about David ad litteram was
  condemned, and [he was condemned] on account of this and many other things.
  And, thus, [this Psalm] is to be explained as being about Christ.(15)
  
  

  II.
  Prophetic Intentions and Apostolic Adaptations
  
  

  Thomas’s account of Theodore’s teaching identifies two principal
  problematic elements. The first involves Theodore’s denial that prophetic
  texts ever had Christ as their literal referent. Closely allied to this, but
  clearly distinct in Thomas’s mind, is the fact that Theodore is said to hold a
  theory of adaptation to account for New Testament citation of Old Testament
  prophetic texts. Both aspects of Theodore’s teaching fall under Thomas’s
  reading of the intentions governing Constantinople II’s condemnation of
  Theodore.(16)
  
  

  A) Literal Intentionality
  
  

  Thomas consistently begins his
  account of Theodore’s teaching by noting his denial of the existence of ad
  litteram Christological
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  prophecies in the Old Testament.
  This denial is the root, so to speak, of Theodore’s teaching on adaptation. In
  the Matthew commentary, the characterization of Theodore’s teaching is
  sweeping: “nothing” in the Old Testament is literally about Christ.
  The Johannine commentary states the matter positively, but amounts to the same
  appraisal: “all prophecies” from the Old Testament, Theodore said,
  were aimed at something other than Christ and his ministry. The prologue to
  the Psalter formulates the issue using equivalent phraseology: “nihil
  expresse dicitur de Cristo.”

  Thomas approaches Theodore as one
  who takes it as a textual “given” that Old Testament words were
  always composed with an Old Testament person, event, and circumstance
  immediately in view. The literal referent present to the prophet involves his
  immediate historical situation, and this situation exhausts the prophet’s
  capacity intentionally to signify. Thomas makes this point plainly while
  commenting on the text of John 12:41. In that text he says that Theodore
  limited all prophecies to some particular affair (“de aliquo negotio
  dictas”). These particular affairs were decidedly not about the ministry
  of Christ. “Quibusdam aliis rebus” in the prologue is
  equivalent to the characterization Thomas uses in the Johannine commentary. In
  Psalm 21, either David spoke about his persecution by one of his many enemies,
  or he spoke about Christ. Since for Theodore it was obvious that David refers
  to himself, and had someone like Absalom on his mind when composing the psalm,
  it could not be that Christ was intended in that text. According to Theodore,
  Old Testament intentionality is “discrete,” that is to say, limited
  to the immediate and local historical circumstance of the author. 
  
  

  B) Theodore’s Version of
  Adaptation
  
  

  If the Old Testament prophets did
  not, on particular occasions, intend to say something literally about the
  coming Christ, then the only way to account for New Testament citation of such
  texts is 
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  to suggest that the New Testament
  authors adapted the prophetic words to fit New Testament circumstances.

  Thomas points out in the Matthew
  commentary that according to Theodore New Testament phraseology involving
  “fulfillment” of prophecies should be understood to mean that
  “they can be made to fit” a Christological referent. In the prologue
  to the Psalter, Thomas describes the activity in similar terms:
  “[Theodore taught that these words were said] about certain other things,
  and, that in fact, they [i.e., these words] adapted to Christ.”
  The exposition of the Gospel of John describes this adaptation as an active
  readjustment of textual sense: “[Old Testament prophecies] were cited by
  the apostles and evangelists to the ministry of Christ through a certain [kind
  of] appropriation.” “Appropriation” suggests “taking for
  oneself” what belonged to another. It would seem then that Old Testament
  words intended to signify one thing were taken up by New Testament authors
  without respect for the original intentions of the prophetic authors. All
  three of the texts that mention adaptation focus attention upon the act of
  taking words intended for one context and applying them to a foreign context.

  The sharp illustration of
  adaptation found in the Matthew commentary, taken from Aeneid 2,
  illustrates the gravity of the problematic as Thomas saw it.(17)
  Thomas does not say that Theodore knew of or used this example. He does say
  that Theodore taught that New Testament citation of Old Testament texts
  involved a kind of adaptation that is comparable to what is done in the
  example cited.

  Martin Morard has identified
  Jerome’s Letter 53 to Paulinus of Nola as the source of the example.(18)
  Jerome rebukes those who 
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  contort the sense of a classical
  text in order to find a Christian reference; the activity involves imposing
  (by will of the reader) a meaning on a text that is at variance with the
  original author’s intentional use of words. Thomas was obviously aware of the
  tradition of reading Aeneid 2.650 as a reference to Christ, and he
  shares Jerome’s negative evaluation of the practice.(19)
  Thomas cites Virgil, though, for the sake of indicating the force of what
  Theodore teaches about apostolic reading of the Old Testament. In the light of
  the example, to say that the apostles and evangelists adapted prophetic
  texts to Christ implicates them in a falsification of textual integrity of the
  kind Jerome harshly ridiculed.

  The example from Virgil confirms
  that Thomas understands Theodore to hold a theory of discrete prophetic
  intentions, limiting intentionality to only one historical circumstance.
  Virgil had no intention of writing about the Christ, so to push his words into
  a Christological prophecy does violence to his text; on this point Jerome and
  Thomas (and presumably Theodore) agree. But Theodore sees the same violence
  being done to Isaiah and David by Matthew and John whenever prophetic texts
  are cited in the New Testament. As we shall see, Thomas energetically disputes
  such a characterization; the novelty of divine revelation enhances the
  intentional capacity of the scriptural authors of both testaments.
  
  

  C) Thomas’s Sense of the
  Authority
  
  

  In the Matthew commentary, Thomas
  first counters Theodore’s teaching by identifying the special character of
  certain prophetic announcements that refer to Christ ad litteram. He
  provides two specific examples. The first is Isaiah 7:14, cited in 
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  Matthew 1:22. The second is taken
  from Psalm 21:2, the text uttered by Christ upon the cross. If someone
  attempts to place “a different literal sense” on these two texts,
  Thomas says, he would have fallen into a condemned heresy. Heresy is not a
  term Thomas uses lightly or loosely; his reference to a condemned heresy
  indicates that he has understood that the highest Church authority has
  definitively prohibited an Old Testament historical referent for either of the
  two texts cited. Thomas is careful here. He does not say that all New
  Testament citations of Old Testa-ment texts necessarily signify according to
  the literal sense; he has, however, identified texts that Constantinople II
  seems to have singled out as literal prophecies aiming intentionally at
  Christ.(20) Thomas understands the
  authoritative condemnation of Theodore’s teaching to require that these texts
  be understood intentionally to signify Christ according to a direct word-to-res
  relation. “De eo [Christo] solo dicuntur” summarily expresses
  Thomas’s sense of the authority. By this phrase he means that the virginal
  conception of the Lord and the cry of Christ from the cross are historically
  unique events; the prophet Isaiah and King David had these events in mind
  while enunciating their respective prophecies.

  Thomas expresses himself less
  strenuously in the prologue to the commentary on the Psalter. He does not say
  that the text from Psalm 21 refers to Christ alone; nevertheless, he affirms
  that the words are literally about Christ, indicating thereby that the text
  refers principally to Christ through the prophet’s intentional use of words.
  He also says that explaining the prophetic text of the psalm as one adapted by
  New Testament authors without regard for its original prophetic intention is a
  condemned heresy.

  Thomas also perceives in the
  condemnation of Theodore a further implication. His comments at the outset of
  the exposition of Psalm 21 suggest that he recognizes that the adjudications
  of 
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  Constantinople II have an impact on
  the traditional distinction between the literal and the mystical senses. The
  tradition of the mystical senses, upheld by Thomas throughout his teaching
  life, relies upon the explicit recognition of an Old Testament historical
  referent which itself signifies a New Testament reality.(21)
  Thomas will frequently comment on a psalm by referencing first the historical
  circumstance of David’s life, referring subsequently to the mystical meaning.(22)
  When setting forth the mystical sense, Thomas describes how the Davidic res
  itself figures Christ. He then points his students toward discerning how the
  history of David bears a divinely intended resemblance to the life of Christ.
  Reading this way, he takes the history to be the literal referent, and the
  life of Christ to be figured in the history. Thomas is particularly careful
  not to grant for Psalm 21 this kind of relation between the literal referent
  and the future reality it figures. He understands the conciliar teaching so to
  insist upon a literal reading of the psalm according to its Christological
  sense that to read it as referring literally to David, and mystically to
  Christ through the figuration of the res, is also inadmissible.

  Thomas, then, does not take
  Theodore’s teaching on prophetic signification to be directed initially
  against a mystical or alle-gorical reading of the Old Testament. He does not
  characterize Theodore as one who denied that Psalm 21 (or Isaiah 7:14, for
  that matter) referred to the mysteries of Christ according to a spiritual
  signification. In fact, Thomas never directly adverts to what Theodore thought
  about the spiritual sense; Theodore, Thomas insists, has a problem with Old
  Testament texts that are claimed to be ad litteram about Christ.(23)
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  III.
  Thomas’s Response
  
  

  Against the theory of adaptation,
  Thomas argues that Theodore undermines the New Testament’s understanding of
  itself as an authoritative disclosure of Old Testament inten-tionality.
  Responding to Theodore’s denial that prophetic texts ever intentionally
  signified a New Testament fulfillment, Thomas offers a nuanced theological
  account of prophetic intentions. 
  
  

  A) Adaptation and the
  Self-Understanding of the New Testament 
  
  

  From the earliest days of his
  teaching career, long before we find him jousting with Theodore, Thomas
  distinguished between explaining an author’s intention and adapting an
  author’s text. He characteristically enjoined his students to keep focused
  upon explaining the intelligible authorial intention governing the textual
  composition.(24) In his commentary on the
  fourth book of Peter Lombard’s Sentences, for example, Thomas makes
  the point that St. Jerome occasionally adapted a text; he “not
  incon-veniently adjusted” its sense to one that was not according to the
  intention of the author.(25) The telling
  characteristic of adaptation is its lack of conformity to the principal sense
  intended by the author. For Thomas the exegete, adapted senses, even if not at
  odds with the author’s intention, are not the primary interest of scriptural
  commentators. The kind of adaptation Thomas associates with Theodore, however,
  is not the benign type utilized by Jerome and many other Fathers. Indeed, as
  the example cited from Virgil illustrates, Thomas’s Theodore attributed to the
  New Testament authors the consistent and unseemly practice of quarrying
  prophetic texts and, through a kind of imaginative construction project,
  refashioning their original sense to suit a 
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  new circumstance. Thomas will allow
  for Jerome’s having done what he will not admit possible for New Testament
  authors.(26)

  Thomas, commenting on Matthew
  1:22-23, counters Theo-dore’s claim that the evangelist adapted the prophecies
  by offering the text from Luke 24:44 as his theological authority: “It
  was fitting that all those things which were written in the Law of Moses, and
  the Prophets, and the Psalms about me be fulfilled.” The onus of the
  citation of Luke 24:44 rests upon the sense of the word “fulfilled,”
  as used by the Lord, and linked to Matthew’s use of the term. Matthew
  referring to the fulfillment of Isaiah could not have intended to teach that
  “the text can be thus adapted,” because he only conveyed what he
  knew from Christ, namely, that “all these things” written in the
  Law, the prophets, and the psalms were written about the Lord. According to
  Thomas, Luke 24:44 teaches that the evangelists and apostles conveyed the
  intentions of Old Testament prophecy authoritatively, based upon what the Lord
  himself knew and revealed to them about the intentions of the prophetic
  authors. Luke 24:44 meets the immediate need at hand, namely, to instruct
  students in the basis of the New Testament use of Old Testament texts as
  testimony to Christ. This basis is Christ’s knowledge of the authorial intent
  of the Old Testament, an intent culminating (fulfilled) in his own coming.(27)

  Thomas’s line of argument manifests
  itself differently in the exposition of the Gospel of John, but it converges
  on the same point. In his comments on John 12:41, he teaches that the gospel
  text provides a sure refutation of Theodore’s entire account of prophetic
  intentions. Thomas understands John to mean that Isaiah, in his vision of the
  six-winged seraph, saw the One who would become flesh; this same One
  manifested himself and taught the evangelists in his incarnate state.(28)
  The words of John refer to alternate apprehensions, one belonging to Isaiah,
  and one 
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  belonging to John. These are
  diverse according to modality, but identical with regard to the res encountered.
  And it is the res himself who authoritatively affirms this identity.
  Thus, focusing the text toward the issue of authoritative disclosure of
  prophetic intentionality, Thomas draws the parallel between John 12:41 and
  John 5:46. In that earlier text, Jesus speaks about Moses’ intentionality.
  What Jesus says about Moses’ intent, John says about Isaiah’s intent. Through
  this comparison, linking the text before him with John 5:46 (de me enim
  ille scripsit), Thomas roots the authority for New Testament
  interpretation of the Old Testament in what Christ knew and revealed about
  himself as the res intended by the prophet.

  Explaining the Johannine text in
  this way, Thomas makes it clear that his dispute with Theodore centers on the
  character of the human author’s intention. He does not place the burden of
  refutation on the intention of the divine author considered apart from the
  intention of the human prophet; on the contrary, he insists that the
  intentionality of the words of the prophet who received what Thomas calls the
  “imaginative vision with understanding” be the sense referenced by
  the apostles and evangelists.(29)

  Given the character of the
  refutation of Theodore in both gospel commentaries—a reduction to Christ’s
  knowledge— Thomas sees Theodore’s error on the exposition of the prophets as
  resting upon a deeper Christological error. Christological error, it is good
  to remember, ultimately rests upon a misreading of the New Testament. This
  explains why Thomas treats Theodore as one who misreads Matthew and John. He
  misinterpreted what the New Testament authors understood about themselves as
  recipients of a revelation encompassing specific awareness of prophetic
  intentions. Misreading Matthew’s ut adimpleretur, for example,
  Theodore did not take sufficiently into account what the apostles said about
  the source of their awareness of Old Testament intentionality. Theodore
  misread the New Testament in a most serious way, for his error could not do
  injury to the apostolic 
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  hermeneutics of the Old Testament
  without threatening the New Testament teaching on the identity and authority
  of Christ.

  Thomas is not concerned to offer a
  refutation of the theory of adaptation ascribed to Theodore in the prologue to
  the com-mentary on the Psalter. Instead, he offers a kind of monition
  concerning how not to interpret the scriptural text. The reference to the
  conciliar teaching of the fifth synod is sufficient to mark for the students
  that such an approach is inadmissible in commenting on the Psalter. Still, it
  is one thing to affirm that it is of the faith to hold that Jesus knew himself
  to be the fulfillment of Old Testament messianic prophecies, that he disclosed
  this mystery to his disciples, and that the highest organs of Church teaching
  have prohibited a retreat from this New Testament datum. It is
  another thing, however, to indicate in what way those prophecies signified the
  Savior. On this issue, Thomas counters Theodore’s limited sense of how texts
  could signify with his own more expansive account. 
  
  

  B) Complex Intentionality and
  the Rule of Saint Jerome
  
  

  In the commentary on Matthew and in
  the prologue to the exposition of the Psalter, Thomas turns the discussion
  toward the discernment of the principal sense of a text, a sense he identifies
  with the author’s literally intended sense. As already noted, Theodore’s
  position implies that the local literal sense exhausts the possibilities of
  prophetic intention. Thomas disputes this view, and proposes an alternative
  approach. Thus, in the commentary on Matthew, after making specific room for
  Old Testament texts that signify Christ only, that is to say,
  literally and singularly, Thomas enunciates a compound principle that
  reconfigures the discussion about the literal sense of a prophetic text.

  The first part of the principle
  involves a reference to the way a prophecy can intentionally signify two
  circumstances at the same time. The principle includes a kind of signification
  involving words naming things, and things signifying other things: “sed
  quia non solum verba veteris testamenti, sed etiam facta significant de 
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  Christo.” The reference to how
  things can be made to signify other things invokes the classic teaching on the
  way God chose to accommodate Old Testament history in order to signify New
  Testament events. Thomas’s reference here to the spiritual senses serves
  primarily to highlight the fact that prophetic intentions are not limited to
  the simple literal word-to-res relation. This first aspect of the
  principle serves as the basis for proposing a further elaboration involving
  the existence of something other than either a straightforward literal sense,
  limited to an ancient historical circumstance, or a classic spiritual sense
  signifying the future through the prophet’s attending to the local res.

  Because things signify,
  Thomas says, words can sometimes be said about Old Testament things ad
  litteram which nevertheless are referred primarily to Christ: “dicuntur
  ad litteram de aliquibus aliis sed referuntur ad Christum.” Thomas
  describes a real and direct relation between the verba of the Old
  Testament and the facta of the New, while admitting the existence of
  Old Testament facta also at play in the intentionality governing the
  words. Thus, the second part of the principle involves specification to what
  we could call “the principle of exceeded conditions.” In the Matthew
  commentary Thomas adduces the example of Psalm 71, focusing on one of those
  lines Thomas says was not fulfilled in Solomon. The example confirms that the
  focus of Thomas’s attention rests upon a principally intended sense that is
  Christological yet not devoid of relation to the ancient historical context.

  Thomas articulates his description
  of this kind of prophetic signification much more formally in his prologue to
  the exposition of the Psalter. He repeats substantially the same teaching he
  briefly proposed in the exposition of Matthew; here, though, the whole
  proposal comes under the patristic authority of Jerome. His phraseology merits
  comparison to what we have from the Matthew commentary. On Matthew Thomas says
  that the prophecies were ad litteram about ancient events and yet are
  properly referred to Christ; speaking about the Psalter, Thomas says they were
  said non principaliter about events from the prophet’s times. Thomas’s
  last and presumably most mature treatment focuses exclusively upon discerning
  a principal sense 
  
  

  
    
    

    
  

  page 269

  distinct from the prophet’s local
  circumstances. Such a refined distinction can be sustained only if the
  prophetic intentions can be complex, that is to say, capable of signifying
  more than one thing at a time.

  Clearly Thomas wants to say that
  the text of Psalm 71 is principally about the reign of the Messiah; and he has
  no trouble admitting that the words bear some relation to the kingship of
  Solomon. Still, if Thomas’s sources locate Psalm 21 as a principal text of
  contention with Theodore, it is remarkable that he does not propose the
  premier passion psalm as exemplary in his positive formulation. It may be the
  case that Thomas wishes to say no more than he has to about Psalm 21’s mode of
  signification, given the weightiness of his sources on what Constantinople II
  had to say about the psalm.(30) Another reason
  may be at work here, though. Jerome’s rule comes independently to Thomas, that
  is to say, from a theological tradition distinct from his sources on
  Constantinople II and the imbroglio with Theodore. He considers the rule
  commensurate to the task at hand, countering Theodore’s narrow account of
  inspiration with a theologically more expansive account. Tracking down the
  source of Thomas’s summary of Jerome’s rule will help clarify what he means by
  invoking the principle in response to Theodore.
  
  

  C) Aristotle and Theodore meet
  Jerome
  
  

  Long before his encounter with
  Theodore, Thomas had spent a great deal of time considering how best to handle
  the issue of prophetic signification. Evidence of this can be found as early
  as the response to the Aristotelian objector in question 6, article 1 of Quodlibetum
  7.(31) In fact, a citation of Jerome in that
  text 
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  provides us with the best source
  for understanding what Thomas comes to develop as the “rule of
  Jerome” in the later prologue. First the objection: 
  
  

  Besides, whatever
  sense is drawn forth from the words of some writing, which an author does not
  intend, is not the proper sense [of that writing]; for an author, through one
  thing written, cannot understand any but one thing, because it does not happen
  that [we] understand many things at the same time, according to the
  Philosopher. Therefore, there cannot be many senses proper to the Sacred
  Scriptures.(32)
  
  

  The Aristotelian objector anticipates the problematic later raised by
  Theodore’s limited sense of prophetic intentionality. The objector’s argument
  centers on the definition of the proper sense of a written text. That
  sense must be in accord with what the author understood and intended to
  signify. The force of the objection rests on the Aristotelian contention that
  an author can, in reality, have only one proper understanding at any one time,
  and hence only one governing intention while putting thoughts to words. The
  objector, therefore, identifies the proper sense of words with the literal
  sense, the sense by which words intentionally convey knowledge of a single
  thing. If signifying intention is rooted in and limited to what the author
  understands prior to the use of expressive words, and if an author can
  understand only one thing at a time, then it follows that the expositor should
  seek only one sense, properly literal, of the words found in a text. Thomas
  contests the consequent. 
  
  

  To the fifth, it
  must be said that the principal author of Sacred Scripture is the Holy Spirit,
  who in one word of Sacred Scripture understands many things more than are
  expounded by the expositors of Sacred Scripture, or are discerned [by them].
  Nor is it unfitting that a man, who was the instrumental author of Sacred
  Scripture, understand many things in one word: because as Jerome says [in his
  commentary] on Hosea, the prophets thus spoke about present things done, which
  they also intended to signify future things. Hence, it is not impossible to 
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  understand many
  things at the same time, inasmuch as one is the figure of the other.(33)
  
  
  

  The
  second part of the reply proves most relevant to our understanding of Thomas’s
  later articulation of the rule of St. Jerome. The human author of a prophetic
  text spoke about present things done, which were themselves intended
  to signify future realities. It is not impossible, then, that a human author
  understood more than one thing, as long as he was aware that what he intended
  to signify was itself a figure of something further: the intentionality of the
  author’s words extends beyond the present things done. Thomas thus argues that
  there is no anthropologically rooted reason prohibiting the prophet from
  intending to signify series of realities related through a continuum of
  signifying words and things.

  It appears that Thomas here appeals to Jerome’s comments on Hosea 1:3. The
  text Jerome comments on involves God’s com-mand to the prophet to marry Gomer,
  and the prophet’s explication to the people of the significance of the action
  in the context of their infidelity to God. Jerome calls attention to the
  significance of the events narrated for that time, events which themselves
  point to the future calling of the nations. In this context, Jerome states the
  following principle:
  
  

  The prophets
  promised about the coming of Christ after many centuries and the calling of
  the Gentiles in this way, in order that they [i.e. the prophets] might not
  overlook the present time, lest they seem not to teach the assembly—convoked
  by reason of some event—about the things that occur [then], but instead seem
  to rejoice about obscure and future things.(34)
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  Jerome does seem here to teach that the prophets both addressed present
  conditions—for the pedagogical benefit of their contemporaries—and promised
  future realities in a single prophetic instance. Jerome orders the intended
  signification in terms of the direct relation between words, present realities
  addressed by the words, and future realities signified by the Old Testament
  realities.

  In his response to the objector, Thomas applies this element of Jerome’s
  teaching about the prophet’s intention to signify. Thomas’s nec est etiam
  inconveniens allows that the prophet knew and intended his words to have
  a terminus in the New Testament through the mediation of an Old Testament
  pedagogical event or circumstance. Inasmuch as the prophet knew and intended
  the announcement of the Old Testament event as a figure of a future event,
  “it is not unfitting” that several things be understood at the same
  time. His knowledge of the future significance derives from his understanding
  of the vision granted him. In short, the prophet understands the divinely
  intended mystical sense accruing to the historical circumstance of his own
  time. The unity of the signification is rooted in God’s Wisdom and shared with
  the prophet; his participated knowledge allows him to speak properly, while
  intending to signify distinct but related realities.

  Thomas appears over time to have deepened his appreciation for the
  principle enunciated by Jerome.(35) Elements
  of Thomas’s developing work on the issue appear in the Pauline commentaries,
  presumably prior to his encounter with Theodore’s adaptation theory.(36)
  All of his treatments rest upon the notion that the
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  prophetic author could signify a
  continuum of realities through one set of words, so long as he was privy to
  the way God used the contemporary circumstance to signify future realities. 
  
  

  D) Literal Prophecy and the
  Principally Intended Sense
  
  

  By the time Thomas encounters
  Theodore, he frames the principle with the added reference to exceeded
  conditions; the principle allows him to discern what the human author had
  principally in mind. Put another way, excessive descriptions signal that the
  prophet beheld a future that his particular circumstance opaquely adumbrated.

  Granted a continuum of related and
  intended significations, the expositor must do his best to follow the lead of
  the author, letting the words he left signal what he held principally in view.(37)
  Through excessive descriptions, the prophet signals to the expositor that he
  principally intends (sees and understands) the future reality. Thomas’s
  comments at the outset of his exposition of Psalm 21 help illustrate his
  meaning here. The psalm sings the history of the Passion, and is about Christ;
  the one figured, Thomas says, is David. This is the meaning of the phrase
  “licet figuraliter de David, specialiter ad litteram refertur ad Christum.”
  David saw himself figured in Christ, not Christ figured in himself. This
  distinction is a vital one for Thomas, for it reverses the traditional order
  governing mystical significations. Instead of the 
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  present res adumbrating
  for the prophet a future res, the future res illuminates for
  the prophet the significance of his present res, thereby making the
  prophet’s present a figuration in the contemplated reality. The prophet is not
  focused principally upon his local circumstance, even though he may hold it in
  view. Literally, the prophet sees himself in light of the revealed nexus of
  intelligibility; in that light the prophet could hardly be the principal
  focus.(38)

  Exposition follows intention. In
  his discussion of Theodore Thomas directs our attention toward what the
  prophet has principally in mind; this is for him the best way to discuss the
  literal sense. Thomas can maintain that Psalm 21 is a literal prophecy because
  the direct character of David’s mode of apprehension secures the literality of
  his mode of speaking.(39) The presence of an
  Old Testament referent in the text, and in the view of the prophet, is not the
  decisive issue.

  In response to Theodore, therefore,
  Thomas argues for a variety of prophetic modes of intentional signification.
  He identifies particular ways by which this intentionality manifests itself in
  Old Testament texts. Sometimes the prophets spoke with no Old Testament
  referent in view; Thomas consistently proposes Isaiah 7:14 as such a text.
  Sometimes the prophets intend to signify through a local circumstance in a
  straightforward mystical signification involving the prophetic intuition that
  the present figures the future; this seems to be predominant mode in the
  Psalter. Sometimes, however, the prophetic intentions involve an Old Testament
  res considered as figured in a future more directly beheld by the
  prophet.
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  Concluding Remarks
  
  

  

  Theology has much work to do before it can find a balance between
  respecting the historical integrity of the Old Testament and respecting New
  Testament self-understanding as an authoritative disclosure of prophetic
  orientation toward Christ. Thomas’s encounter with Theodore, even if fraught
  with historical and textual ambiguities, may offer us a way to appreciate some
  of the principal issues in play.

  First, Thomas’s dispute with
  Theodore occurs within the context of his own unified view of revelation. He
  takes it as given that the God who revealed himself in visions in the Old
  Testament is the same God who manifests himself in the person of the Word made
  flesh. This is not a Thomistic presupposition; according to Thomas, it is a
  New Testament datum. Issues of prophetic intentionality, therefore,
  are properly theological issues; they cannot be cohesively explicated in
  isolation from the Church’s faith in the identity, mission, and authority of
  the Lord Jesus. This in turn is directly a matter of understanding the
  intention with which the New Testament authors wrote their account of Jesus as
  fulfillment.

  Second, a great deal of work
  remains to be done in order to discern the binding character of Constantinople
  II. Admittedly, this is a thorny issue. Still, Thomas understood himself bound
  to respect the council’s teaching regarding the literal sense of certain key
  Old Testament texts. He is particularly careful to protect Psalm 21 and Isaiah
  7:14. What did the council intend to teach, and what is its binding force? How
  have subsequent adjudications by the Church’s teaching authority clarified
  what the council intended? These are questions that must be pursued as an aid
  to modern discussions of scriptural interpretation.

  Thomas’s appreciation of Jerome is
  decisive as he unties the knot Theodore represents. Thomas proposes that an
  exegetical stance before the two Testaments cannot rely only upon a
  hermeneutical theory merely framed by anthropological presuppositions
  uninformed by the revelation itself. The Church 
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  cannot read the text of the
  prophets in exactly the same way a Latin scholar reads the text of Virgil; and
  an Aristotelian account of the capacities of human authors is not adequate to
  the modes of revelation. The revelation itself involves new modes of
  apprehension that expand without vitiating human modes of perception and
  communication. Thomas views the prophetic modes of apprehension as operating
  within human perimeters “opened up,” so to speak, by the novelty of
  a word or vision granted by God. These new modes of apprehension in turn leave
  a written record requiring new modes of exposition, modes commensurate with
  the character of the revelation received by the sacred authors responsible for
  the sacred text.(40) The distinction Thomas
  draws between the sense touching upon the prophet’s local circumstance and the
  principal sense intended by the author involves just such an appreciation of
  complex modes of perception, signification, and exposition.(41)

  Finally, Thomas clearly understands
  that dispute about how to discern the literal sense necessarily involves a
  theological estimation of the tradition of the mystical sense. Disciplined as
  he was in focusing upon the literal sense of a scriptural text, he treats the
  mystical sense as part of a patrimony that cannot be jettisoned. He includes
  the mystical sense within the original prophetic intention of the human
  author, and understands it to play an important part in the overall unfolding
  of the biblical revelation. The mystical sense may not ordinarily be the stuff
  of Thomas’s argumentative theology, but neither does he think it a method
  developed by expositors to lie fancifully on top of the literal sense. Thomas
  thinks that in its purest form it issues from a divine 
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  intention shared with the prophetic
  authors, and suited to the divine purposes. He may be taken as a witness to an
  ecclesial intuition on this point, an intuition echoing significantly through
  liturgical tradition.(42) It remains for us,
  therefore, to re-examine the issue of the tradition of the mystical sense
  relative to the intentions governing the literal sense, its theological
  relevance to discussion about the progressive character of revelation, and its
  theological import for the overall pedagogical intent of the Scriptures.
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  to the New Testament. See, Morard, “Une source,” 33. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_24_]24.
  Thomas’s
  handling of Galatians 4:9 exemplifies this stance. See Super ad Galatas,
  c. 4, lect. 4 (Marietti, no. 223). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_25_]25.
   IV
  Sent., d. 21, q. 1, a. 2, ad 3: “ad tertium dicendum, quod in sacra
  scriptura praeter principalem sensum quem auctor intendit, possunt alii sensus
  non incongrue aptari. et sic hieronymus per adaptationem quamdam loquitur, et
  non secundum intentionem apostoli.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_26_]26.
   For
  reasons Thomas succinctly outlines in STh I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_27_]27.
   Thomas
  does not cite the text of Luke to argue that all New Testament use of the Old
  Testament is based upon the literal sense. His focus is upon intentionality,
  not modus. As I will discuss presently, Thomas includes the spiritual
  senses within the divine intention communicated to the prophet. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_28_]28.
  See Super
  Ioannem, c. 12, lect. 7 (Marietti, no. 1703). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_29_]29.
   See
  ibid. (Marietti, no. 1704). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_30_]30.
   Thomas
  does read the other literal passion psalms according to this rule. For
  example, he discerns the mode of signification operative in parts of Psalm 2,
  and parts of Psalm 15 in this manner. He is, I think, noticeably circumspect
  in discussing Psalm 21. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_31_]31.
   Quodl.
  7, q. 6, a. 1, ad 5. Ranging from the last considered opinion of Fr. Mandonnet
  in 1926 to Fr. Gauthier’s opinion in 1992, none of the modern commentators
  date Quodlibetum 7 later than Advent 1257. Torrell provides an
  expanded version of Boyle’s summary of the proposed dates corresponding to all
  the quodlibetal disputes (Initiation, 305-6). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_32_]32.
  Quodl.
  7, q. 6, a. 1, obj. 5: “praeterea, quicumque sensus ex verbis alicuius
  scripturae trahitur quem auctor non intendit, non est sensus proprius; quia
  auctor per unam scripturam non potest intelligere nisi unum, quia non
  contingit plura simul intelligere, secundum philosophum. ergo non possunt esse
  plures sensus proprii sacrae scripturae.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_33_]33.
   Ibid.,
  ad 5: “ad quintum dicendum, quod auctor principalis sacrae scripturae est
  spiritus sanctus, qui in uno verbo sacrae scripturae intellexit multo plura
  quam per expositores sacrae scripturae exponantur, vel discernantur. nec est
  etiam inconveniens quod homo, qui fuit auctor instrumentalis sacrae scripturae,
  in uno verbo plura intelligeret: quia prophetae, ut hieronymus dicit super
  osee, ita loquebantur de factis praesentibus, quod etiam intenderunt futura
  significare. unde non est impossibile simul plura intelligere, in quantum unum
  est figura alterius.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_34_]34.
   In
  Osee Prophetam,
  1.1.3.4 (CCL 76:10, ll. 148-52): “Prophetae sic multa post
  saecula de aduentu Christi et uocatione gentium pollicentur, ut praesens
  tempus non neglegant, ne concionem ob aliud conuocatam non docere de his quae
  stant, sed de incertis ac futuris ludere uideantur.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_35_]35.
   The
  received text of Thomas’s prologue to the commentary on the Psalter reads
  “Jerome on Ezechiel” not Hosea. There appears to be no other
  reference to Jerome on Ezechiel in the entire Thomistic corpus, and the
  principle enunciated in the prologue mirrors too finely the text referenced in
  Quodlibetum 7, where the citation is clearly and accurately to Hosea.
  Stroobant, in his French translation of the Super Psalmos, corrects
  the text to read “Jerome on Hosea,” but I think he has incorrectly
  identified the specific text Thomas has in mind; he cites comments Jerome
  makes in his prologue In Osee Prophetam (Stroobant, Commentaire,
  37). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_36_]36.
   In
  the exposition of the Letter to the Hebrews, Thomas, without mentioning
  Jerome, anticipates his remarks on the Rule of Saint Jerome in the prologue to
  the Psalter (Super ad Hebraeos c. 1, lect. 3 [Marietti, no. 51]):
  “sciendum est autem, quod in veteri testamento quaedam dicuntur de eo
  quod est figura, non inquantum quaedam res, sed inquantum est figura, et tunc
  non exponitur de illo, nisi inquantum refertur ad figuratum. verbi gratia in
  ps. lxxi quaedam dicuntur de david, vel de salomone, inquantum figurabant
  Christum tantum. quaedam vero etiam secundum quod sunt homines quidam, et
  istorum dicta de ipsis possunt exponi et de Christo; sicut illud: Deus,
  iudicium tuum regi da: quia illud potest convenire salomoni. illa vero
  quae dicuntur de ipsis inquantum sunt figura, numquam de ipsis possunt exponi,
  sicut illud: et dominabitur a mari usque ad mare, etc.; quia nullo
  modo verificari potest de salomone.” See also Thomas’s comments Super
  ad Ephesios, c. 5, lect. 10 (Marietti, no. 335). 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_37_]37.
  Thomas’s
  articulation of a theology of prophetic signification in his scriptural
  commentaries is consonant with his teaching on prophetic inspiration in the
  treatise on prophecy in the Summa Theologiae. To illustrate this
  adequately, however, would require a distinct essay. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_38_]38.
   In
  that sense, David and the post-New Testament reader of the psalm have
  something in common. Both can see themselves figured in the Lord. This is a
  higher mode of perception than that of seeing the Lord figured in oneself. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_39_]39.
  David’s
  prophetic grace is of the highest kind, without admixture of outwardly
  manifested images. Speaking of David earlier in the prologue, Thomas says of
  him, “solius Spiritus Sancti instinctu sine omni exteriori adminiculo
  suam edidit prophetiam, … iste nude doctus fuit de veritate.” In STh
  II-II, q. 174, a. 4, ad 1, comparing the prophecy of David to
  that of Moses, he says, “visio tamen Moysi fuit excellentior quantum ad
  cognitionem divinitatis, sed David plenius cognovit et expressit mysteria
  incarnationis Christi.” 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_40_]40.
  This issue
  seems to be on the mind of Pope John Paul II when in Fides et ratio
  93-95 he urges theologians to work toward developing a properly theological
  hermeneutic, informed by but not limited to the insights of the lower
  sciences. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_41_]41.
   Joseph
  Fitzmyer, commenting on the Pontifical Biblical Commission’s 1993 report On
  the Interpretation of the Bible in the Church notes that the document
  deliberately retreats from identifying the literal sense with the sense
  intended by the human author, limiting it rather to the sense expressed by the
  text. This is a notion that Thomas would likely find ominous on a number of
  counts. See Joseph Fitzmyer, The Biblical Commission’s Document “The
  Interpretation of the Bible in the Church”: Text and Commentary
  (Rome: Editrice Pontificio Instituto Biblico, 1995), 120, wherein he comments
  on section II, B, 1, of the report. 
  
  

  [bookmark: N_42_]42.
  Roland
  Murphy, speaking about the tradition of the mystical senses (“What is
  Catholic about Catholic Biblical Scholarship?—Revisited,” Biblical
  Theology Bulletin 28 [1998], 114), says the following: “A rather
  rare taste is required for a modern reader to appreciate those time-honored
  approaches. They are part of Catholic tradition, but they cannot be identified
  as the Catholic approach. Indeed, they play a relatively
  insignificant role outside the liturgy, which keeps their memory alive. They
  are hardly a vivid part of the current ‘living tradition,’ since they force
  the earlier Testament into the mold of the later.” Thomas esteemed the
  theological import of the tradition of the mystical senses much more
  generously. 
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CHARLES CURRAN’S The Moral Theology of Pope John Paul II(1)
contains an introduction, six chapters, and an afterword. In the introduction
Curran stresses that he will address the moral teaching and moral theology of
John Paul II “as pope” and thus will not consider his prepapal moral
writings (5). Successive chapters consider the following aspects of the pope’s
moral theology: theological presuppositions; theological methodology; ethical
foundations and method; conscience, human acts, and human life; marriage,
sexuality, gender, and family; and social teaching. Curran’s analysis is
principally concerned with the pope’s most authoritative writings, that is, his
fourteen encyclical letters, although he also considers less authoritative
documents such as apostolic exhortations and per se nonauthoritative
documents such as his Wednesday audiences known as “The Theology of the
Body.”

His first purpose, he says, is to
“analyze and criticize the moral theology of John Paul II” on the
basis of Curran’s own “under-standing of the Catholic moral tradition
today” (5). In the after-word he says that he thinks that John Paul II’s
“major failure” was 
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not emphasizing or at times even
recognizing the Catholic approach “as a living tradition” (253).

In the course of his work Curran makes
more than a score of extremely serious charges that, if true, would be
sufficient thoroughly to discredit John Paul II as a moral teacher. Here we will
consider eight of Curran’s principal criticisms in order to show their
inaccuracy and falsity. The same could be done for his other charges.

According to Curran, John Paul II (1)
adopts a deductive, “classicist” moral method and fails to acknowledge
the role of “historical consciousness;” (2) fails to recognize the
significance of “change” in Church teaching on moral questions; (3)
misuses Scripture in Veritatis splendor; (4) seriously misunderstands
the teaching of Dignitatis humanae on the use of coercive power by the
state; (5) presents a seriously flawed natural law method; (6) has a legalistic
notion of conscience; (7) advances a “theology of the body” irrelevant
to many persons; and (8) so emphasizes sexual complementarity that one is led to
conclude that “men and women who are not married are not complete and lack
something about their humanity.”









I. A “Classicist” Method vs.
“Historical Consciousness” 





An overarching criticism of the pope’s ethical method is that it is
“classicist.” By this Curran means a deductive method of moral
reasoning which moves from abstract, unchanging, universal principles to
concrete and particular conclusions. Classicism sees reality “in terms of
the static, the immutable, the eternal, and the unchanging,” assumes the
existence “of a universal human reason that all have,” and pays little
attention to “experience, finitude, and sin as affecting how we know and
act” (107).

Curran juxtaposes this method to what
he judges to be the more adequate moral method of “historical
consciousness.” By this he means an inductive method of moral reasoning
that begins with the particular, the historical, and the concrete and moves to 
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moral general conclusions. Historical
consciousness occupies itself with “the subject—the person who knows and
decides”:

We all bring with
ourselves the experience that has shaped our persons. People look through
different lenses as they seek truth and try to do good. In addition, our own
finitude and sinfulness color our knowing and acting. (Ibid.)

Curran’s “classicist” charge against the pope’s theology deserves
careful consideration, since in the past thirty-five years magisterial teaching
has frequently been charged with the same deficiency.(2)
The deficiency, Curran says, is most pronounced in the 1993 encyclical Veritatis
splendor. Among a list of seven problems with the natural-law method
employed in the encyclical, Curran includes

the failure to give
enough importance to history and to recognize a more historically conscious
approach. According to Veritatis splendor, we find moral truth about
the human being written in human nature. The inclinations of nature are morally
determinative. Moral truth is thus given in human nature and not in history. And
because human nature remains basically the same, there is no real change or
development. The methodology … does not give that much attention to the
signs of the times and the historical developments and diversity existing at
present time. (117-18)

Such an unreasonably static conception of human nature has reinforced a false
overconfidence on the part of the Church’s magisterium: “None of us is ever
able to see the total picture—we
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only have a partial and limited perspective” (119); “one cannot
claim absolute certitude for these approaches [used in Vertiatis splendor]”
(120); “one cannot claim to exclude all possibility of error” (ibid.);
“But moral judgments about the nature and role of these inclinations by
their very nature cannot claim absolute certitude” (ibid.).

What specifically troubles Curran about the papal method? Although
Curran’s “classicist” criticisms appear to be cast widely—he mentions
not only Veritatis splendor but all the pope’s encyclicals
dealing with “personal morality” and “social morality”
(107)—they nevertheless are focused on a particular contentious issue: the
method’s tendency to reinforce “hierarchical teaching on intrinsically evil
acts and the existence of negative absolute norms, especially in the area of
sexuality” (109). Curran explicitly questions the papal reassertion of the
intrinsically evil nature and derivative condemnation of contraceptive acts
(174-76, 111, 116-17, 130, 131, 132, 181-82), abortion (51, 132, 133, 140,
152-53), homosexual genital relations (131, 140, 168), masturbation (140),
artificial insemination (130, 140), premarital sex (140), and euthanasia (140,
154-55); he mentions as well the condemnations of female ordination (192) and
divorce and remarriage (173-74, 140, 181-82). On these and other difficult moral
issues “there is less certitude than the pope is willing to admit”
(156). Hence, the hierarchy’s moral teaching has been a source of disagreement
for “those who have been called revisionist or dissenting Catholic
theologians” (140). Curran’s argument is clear: certitude in our moral
judgments is not possible; classicism, either denying or unaware of the
historically provisional nature of human moral judgments, tends to formulate its
conclusions in unreasonably certain terms; the moral teaching of John Paul II is
marked by classicism; therefore, the authoritative judgments he sets forth on
some of the most controversial moral issues of our day lack certitude.
Historical consciousness, on the other hand, implies epistemological modesty in
our moral reasoning; it implies that the moral judgments of a given time and
place are always pro-visional and should never be held or taught as if they were
certain.
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Curran’s conclusions presuppose a premise, unstated in his text, but made
explicit in antecedent authors writing on historical consciousness upon whom he
relies (principally Lonergan and Rahner), that “concrete” and
“categorical” human nature is subject over time to changes so
extensive as to deprive human moral judgment of any claim to being transtemporal
and universally valid.(3)

Several theologians have shown this
claim to be false. We quote here John Finnis’s rather lengthy refutation:

In its historical actualisations human nature of
course changes, for the worse by way of sin and corrupt cultures, for the better
by putting on the new man in grace. But the relevant question, never confronted
even historically, let alone philosophically, by Rahner and Lonergan and the
exponents of historical consciousness in moral theology, concerns not human
nature in its de facto
actualisations, but human nature in its basic possibilities of fulfillment,
possibilities which are adequately known only by adverting to the basic forms of
human flourishing which are understood in our grasp of fundamental reasons for
action. Is there, then, anyone for whom it was not or is not or will not be the
case that life and health, knowledge of truth and beauty, excellence in work and
play, the harmony in friendship with others, the procreative friendship of
marriage with another, personal harmony in interior integrity and peace and
outer authenticity, and harmony with the source of all meaning and value, are
the basic reasons for action, the basic forms of the human fulfilment in which
he or she would wish to share and outside of which no benefit or goal could seem
really worthwhile? No. No such human person can be identified, and the talk of
human nature’s changeability … fails to impinge on the foundations of
morality.(4)
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He writes again,

General discourses
about the changeability of human nature need not be taken seriously unless and
until they [the revisionists] get down to the serious business of considering
someone for whom life (bodily life, including bodily health) or the transmission
of life, or play, or aesthetic enjoyment, or speculative knowledge, or
friendship, or religion … are not really good. Not surprisingly, such
considerations are not to be found in the literature. (5)

In these two passages, Finnis is referring to the goods perfective of human
persons toward which we are naturally inclined. These goods were goods for our
first parents and for those living at the time of Christ, and they are so for us
today. And it is on respect for these goods that morality, as Veritatis
splendor teaches, is based.

Moreover, as Finnis again notes in criticizing this “historicism”
(which John Paul II himself criticized),

Against such loose
talk about changing human nature, we should set the Christology affirmed by
Vatican II, “Christ fully manifests man to man” (Gaudium et spes,
22)… . He is the “perfect man” (Gaudium et spes, 22, 38,
41, 45). “In Him, human nature is assumed, not annulled” (Gaudium
et spes, 22)… . For “all human beings … have the same nature
and the same origin”(Gaudium et spes, 29; Lumen gentium,
19), a single nature (Lumen gentium, 13), which is “more fully
manifested by the experience of past ages, the advance of the sciences, and the
treasures hidden in the various forms of human culture” (Gaudium et
spes, 44); and all have the “same calling and divine destiny,”
and so, fundamentally equal both in nature and in supernatural calling (Gaudium
et spes, 29) can be citizens of the one People of God regardless of race or
place or time (Lumen gentium, 13).(6)

I.
“Change” in Church Teaching



The evidence Curran most frequently adduces to demonstrate the historically
conditioned character of Catholic moral teaching
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is this: over the centuries the Catholic Church has “changed”
its position on authoritative moral teachings:

History reminds us
that over the centuries and the years the church has changed its teaching on a
number of significant issues—such as slavery, usury, freedom, religious
freedom, human rights, democracy, torture, the right of the defendant to remain
silent, the death penalty, the intention and role of procreation in marital
sexuality, the nature of the family, and the role of women in society. (42)





“Thus,” he continues later,

at some time in its
formulation, papal teaching has been wrong. Thus, history bears out that even
the papal teaching office itself has experienced the limitations of reason and
even to some extent the sinfulness that affects all human reason and human
decision making. (120; see also 130-33, 183-84)(7)





Curran thinks that we thus have reason to conclude that Catholic moral teaching
on issues like contraception, abortion, and artificial insemination lacks
certitude and that Catholics are warranted to dissent from such teaching:
“[my reasons are adduced as] supporting the fact … that Catholics might
in theory and practice disagree with such teaching” (132).

The question of change in the Church’s moral teaching, and the relationship
of the concept of “change” to the concept of “development of
doctrine,” is very important and cannot be done full justice here. But an
adequate answer to Curran’s argument can be presented and now follows. He says
the Church has “changed its teaching” on the twelve important moral
issues stated above (i.e., slavery, usury, freedom, religious freedom, human
rights, democracy, torture, the right of the defendant to remain silent, the
death penalty, intention and role of procreation in marital sexuality, nature of
the family, role of women in society). This means that the judgment of the
magisterium on those issues was erroneous. Curran’s claim is that if this is
true for these twelve issues it follows that the Church’s judgment on the issues
Curran
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is interested in changing (i.e., contraceptive acts, artificial insemination,
abortion, homosexual acts, euthanasia, mastur-bation, premarital intercourse,
and divorce and remarriage) might also be erroneous and subject to change.

Is Curran’s argument from “change” sound? For many good reasons the
answer is no. First, most of the kinds of acts specified as having been
“changed” are not analogous in a necessary respect to those that
Curran would like to see changed. The latter (i.e., contraceptive acts,
artificial insemination, abortion, homosexual acts, euthanasia, etc.) are all
acts whose objects have been judged by the magisterium to be intrinsically evil
because in each case what is freely chosen radically contradicts the good
of the human person; to freely will any such act is to freely will contrary to
someone’s good and hence is to have a bad will. Of the issues Curran lists as
having “changed,” only slavery, usury, and torture are acts that can
be condemned ex objecto as violating a good of human persons. But
precisely what moral object is being condemned when the subject concerned is
freedom, religious freedom, human rights etc.? (We take up the question of usury
below.) Most of these acts are political concepts with varying construals, not
all of which are compatible with Catholic faith. To condemn a particular
construal of religious liberty (e.g., liberty to carry out harmful behavior in
the name of religion), or rights (e.g., as unrestrained moral license), or
democracy (e.g., as affirmed by the French Revolution denying the traditional
liberties of the Church), is not incompatible with affirming the same concept
construed in more adequate ways. This is one way Catholic teachings associated
with these concepts have changed. The Church was critical of assumptions
(atheistic, relativistic, anti-ecclesiastical) associated with Enlightenment
rationalism. It therefore distanced itself from concepts such as subjective
rights,(8)
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religious liberty,(9)
and democracy until it was possible to disentangle these concepts from the
erroneous assumptions of the political theories to which they were attached or
upon which they depended.(10)

Addressing the question of apparent [bookmark: 73461]contradictions
in the Church’s teaching on religious freedom, Cardinal Renato Martino was
asked: “Is the papal magisterium of the 19th-century Popes in the matter of
religious freedom in contradiction with the deliberations of Vatican II?”
The Cardinal confidently replied:

Not at all. In Mirari
Vos [of Gregory XVI, 1832] and in the Syllabus [of Pius IX, 1864]
[both of which condemned a conception of religious freedom] in fact, religious
freedom was not condemned, but rather a certain philosophical conception of
religious freedom, which prevailed at the time. This conception entailed
relativism, syncretism and even indifference in religious matters, with an
equating in essence of truth and error. It is totally obvious that these
positions are incompatible with the nature of the Church.(11)

Second, the kinds of ethical judgments specifying the morality of the acts in
the two lists are not analogous. Curran’s examples of change are meant to
provide warrant for concluding that the Church’s judgments on the controversial
fifth and sixth command-ment issues he mentions are provisional and uncertain.
For this argument to work the moral judgments whereby the Church taught on those
other issues in the past must have relevant analogies with the moral judgments
of the magisterium on the
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latter acts. All the judgments in the latter list are condemnations of acts ex
objecto. Changing any one of them would mean beginning to teach that a
particular act whose moral object has been clearly characterized as incompatible
with love for persons insofar as it violates a good intrinsic to persons and
condemned under that characterization is now legitimate to choose precisely
under that formerly condemned characterization. None of the examples
Curran lists except usury even remotely fits this description.(12)
But even usury does not provide a satisfactory example. While practices of
borrowing, lending, and profiting from lending have changed vastly in the past
five hundred years, the fundamental affirmation of the medieval and
post-Reformation condemnation of usury is still maintained today. John T.
Noonan, Jr., states it well: “the old usury rule, narrowly construed, still
stands: namely, that no profit on a loan may be taken without a just title to
that profit.”(13) On the issue of 
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marriage, the
fact that ecclesiastical teaching on marriage and the family in the past forty
years has elaborated aspects of the institution implicit but not emphasized in
the ancient teaching (e.g., broadening our understanding of the purposes or
goods of the marital relationship beyond the procreation and education of
children to include the “good of the spouses”) illustrates indeed the
depth and richness of the revealed teaching insofar as new aspects of the
ancient doctrine still emerge into the consciousness of the Church. But it
hardly justifies the conclusion that intrin-sically evil acts like the
intentional killing of unborn children or homosexual genital actions are no
longer radically incompatible with the good of the human person.

Third, Curran’s
argument begs a very important question: on the twelve issues he says have
changed, is it truly the case that the fundamental philosophical affirmation of
the magisterium on each issue (or even on any one them) has changed? Has the
magis-terium taught proposition X at one time, then not-X at a later time? It is
not enough for proposition X to undergo an organic development (say proposition
X develops into complex assertion XAB) while maintaining consistency with its
antecedent (X). It is not enough for the change to be a rejection of one
construal of a concept (say X construed as A) in favor of a more adequate
construal that does not entail the element that led to its rejection (say X as
B). It is not enough for action X (e.g., charging interest on a loan), whose
object by definition entails condition Y (e.g., in the context of an economy
lacking a just market able to establish market rates of interest in the loaning
of money), at one time to be authoritatively rejected, and later to be accepted
because condition Y no longer prevails (i.e., an economic market able to
establish market rates of interest does exist).(14)




For Curran’s argument to work, the
so-called changed teaching must assert a proposition once authoritatively
rejected. Curran 
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argues that since the twelve teachings
he names have changed, we are warranted in expecting that the sex and life
teachings too can change. But if one of those latter teachings changed, as
Curran suggests it might, it would entail a rejection of a proposition formerly
authoritatively taught. For example, if the magisterium taught that it was
legitimate (under specific circumstance) to intend to kill an unborn child, that
act of teaching would entail a denial of the proposition that it is never
legitimate to intend to kill the innocent. As we noted above, the concept of
development of doctrine is beyond the scope of this essay. But this much should
be said. No one, including the former Holy Father, means to deny that doctrine
develops in the Church; that there are assertions in the creeds and other
authoritative ecclesiastical teachings that are not found explicit in Sacred
Scripture or the apostolic deposit; that under the guidance of the Holy Spirit,
and facilitated by the contingencies of history and culture, new aspects of
ancient teachings become clear to the mind of the Church that before had not
been clear. The notion of development of doctrine was elaborated and defended by
John Henry Newman in his famous Essay on the
Development of Christian Doctrine, first published in 1845,(15)
and endorsed in varying degrees by both Vatican I(16)
and Vatican II,(17) as well as Popes Pius XI(18)
and Pius XII.(19) This concept of development is
entirely compatible with the papal teaching that certain authoritatively taught
moral judgments are certainly true. For Curran to answer the question whether
the magisterium has in fact changed its fundamental moral affirmations, his
examples of change would need to be carefully examined; the former magisterial
teaching would need to be clearly formulated; in particular, the moral object
once rejected and now accepted would need to be clearly specified; this would
need to be set alongside the clearly formulated later teaching with
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its moral object carefully specified,
and the disparity between the two teachings—the “change”—identified.
Curran provides no such philosophical, much less historical, examination and
comparison of any of the twelve issues stated above. He merely asserts that they
have changed and adduces that change as evidence of his thesis that the pope’s
categorical reassertion of certain moral condemnations lacks credibility.

Our purpose has not been to discredit
the idea of historical consciousness, but rather to demonstrate that Curran’s
use of the concept to discredit papal teaching is unsuccessful. The term
historical-consciousness in philosophy (or historical-mindedness, as used by
Bernard Lonergan, who first used the concept in Catholic philosophy)(20)
proceeds from the premise that truth exists only in the mind of knowing
subjects. Things known, to be sure, exist apart from knowers. But knowers have
limitations; hence too does their knowing. They are conditioned by their
history, and have particular perspectives and points of view because of their
historical situations.(21) All this may be
admitted without concluding what Curran does about human ability to arrive at
certitude with respect to moral knowledge. The atheistic historian of the
Enlightenment, Carl Becker, whose ideas influenced Anglican theologian Alan
Richardson,(22) to whom Lonergan attributes the
origin of the idea of historical-mindedness, ex-presses systematically what
Curran argues for throughout his book. Becker writes:

Because we [i.e.,
those at Yale Law School to whom he was speaking in 1932] are nowadays
historically minded, we can understand an idea or a doctrine only 
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when we relate its
history; we can identify a concept only by regarding it, not as something static
… but as a living, developing reality.”(23)

The insinuation is that those who are not
historically minded wrongly think that at least some concepts are not
“living, develop-ing realities,” but rather unchanging principles.
Becker’s statement, like Curran’s, begs critical questions. Does he mean there
are no universal principles, no concepts in any field of inquiry or knowledge
that transcend the flux and particularity of history? The moral judgments of the
magisterium derive from the data of sense experience, imagination, natural
inclinations, and witness of the Church throughout the ages; and it is a dogma
of faith that the magisterium is assisted in its teaching by the Holy Spirit.
Can there be no induction from such principles warranting firm assent?(24)
Those who look in Curran’s book for answers to these questions will be
disappointed. His only reply is: the Church has changed its moral principles on
basic ethical issues in the past, from which it follows that we have good reason
to be uncertain about allegedly irreformable teaching in the present.

Uncritical defenders of historical
consciousness need to avoid the mistake of placing too much faith in their
method. What assurance is there that the novel beliefs of a particular
“social location” are anything more than regurgitated errors from the
past? We must not talk as if the filter of history is a guarantee against the
contamination of ideas: “We cannot assume that every belief that emerges in
the historical consciousness of modern man affirms a genuine human value and
establishes a valid human right.”(25)

 




  
  

  


page
293





III. The “Misuse” of Scripture in Veritatis splendor





Curran faults John Paul II’s use of Scripture in Veritatis splendor on three counts: 





First, it distorts the
meaning of the story of the rich young man as found in Matthew 19… . the
thrust of the story … is the question of riches and not the question of all
Christians being called to obey the commandments found in the Old Covenant.
Second, the encyclical distorts the meaning of Christian morality as found in
Scripture. The encyclical makes primary the insistence on obedience to the
commandments. But morality, as portrayed throughout scripture, involves much
more than obedience to commandments. Morality involves a change of heart,
conversion, response to a loving God, and the virtues, attitudes and
dispositions that characterize the Christian person… . A third distortion
concerns the attempt to use scripture to support what the pope is proposing
today based on philosophical and ethical concepts that were not known in
biblical times… . Veritatis
splendor explicitly
uses scripture to support the notion of intrinsic evil proposed by the
contemporary hierarchical magisterium in its arguments against proportionalism
and consequentialism. But scripture does not know any of these concepts. (52-53)





These accusations explicitly contradict what is said in the encyclical. Here the
first two will be considered (space limitations prevent consideration of the
third).

First, John Paul II makes it clear, in his reflections on Jesus’ dialogue
with the rich young man, that the moral life is not a matter of obeying rules. Throughout the encyclical the
pope vigorously rejects a legalistic understanding of the moral life. The pope
insists that “for the young man the question is not so much about rules to
be followed, but about the meaning of life .
. . the question is ultimately an appeal to the absolute Good which
attracts and beckons us; it is the echo of a call from God who is the origin and
goal of man’s life” (VS 7).
It is, he goes on to say, “an essential
and unavoidable question for the life of every man” (VS
8) and is indeed “a religious question.
… The goodness that attracts and at the same time obliges man
has its source in God and … is God himself” (VS
9).

It is an existential question about the meaning of our lives as persons
gifted with freedom of choice, the freedom to give to
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ourselves our identity as moral beings, a truth emphasized later in the
encyclical. Thus John Paul II states that human freedom is rightly regarded as
being “not only the choice for one or another particular action” but
“is also, within that choice, a decision
about oneself” (VS
65). In connection with this the Holy Father quotes a marvelous passage from St.
Gregory of Nyssa:

All things subject to
change and becoming never remain constant, but continually pass from one state
to another, for better or for worse… . Now human life is always subject to
change; it needs to be born ever anew. But here birth does not come about by a
foreign intervention, as is the case with bodily beings; it is the result of
free choice. Thus we are, in a
certain sense, our own parents, creating ourselves as we will, by our decisions.
(Quoted in VS 71)(26)

The essential link between obedience to the commandments and eternal life
that John Paul II sees is not a matter of obeying rules but rather a matter of
love of persons. After noting
that God’s commandments show us the path to life and lead to it and that Jesus,
“the new Moses,” definitively confirms and proposes them to us
“as the way and condition of salvation” (VS 12), the Holy Father emphasizes that the negative
precepts of the Deca-logue, of which Jesus reminds the rich young man, are
rooted in the commandment that we are to love our neighbor as ourselves, a
commandment expressing “the singular
dignity of the human person, the ‘only creature that God has wanted
for its own sake’” (VS 13).(27)

The pope emphasizes that we can love
our neighbor and respect his dignity as a person only by cherishing the goods
perfective of him and by steadfastly refusing to damage, destroy, or impede
these goods. Appealing to the words of Jesus, John Paul II stresses that

the different
commandments of the Decalogue are really only so many reflections on the one
commandment about the good of the person, at the level of the many different
goods which characterize his identity as a spiritual and bodily being in
relationship with God, with his neighbor, and with the material world… . The
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commandments of which
Jesus reminds the young man are meant to safeguard the
good of the person, the image of God, by protecting his goods.
(Ibid.)

He stresses that the negative precepts of the Decalogue “express with
particular force the ever urgent need to protect human life, the communion of
marriage” and so on (ibid.).

Moreover, John Paul II goes on to emphasize that Jesus not only reconfirms
the law given to Moses—the “ten words”—he also is the one who gives
us the Sermon on the Mount, the “magna
carta of Christian morality” (VS 15). In the Sermon on the Mount Jesus said that he had
not “come to abolish the Law and the Prophets,” but rather “to
fulfill them” (Matt 5:17). John Paul says, “Jesus brings the
commandments to fulfillment … by interiorizing their demands and by bringing
out their fullest meaning” (VS
15). The Beatitudes of the Sermon on the Mount “speak of basic attitudes
and dispositions in life and therefore do
not coincide exactly with the commandments. On the other hand, there
is no separation or opposition between the Beatitudes and the
commandments: both refer to the good, to eternal life” (VS
16). They are “above all promises,
from which also indirectly flow normative
indications for the moral life… . they are a sort of self-portrait
of Christ … and . . .
invitations to discipleship and to communion of life with Christ”
(ibid.). The moral life, John Paul II emphasizes, means ultimately the following
of Christ. But we follow him not by any outward imitation but “by becoming
conformed to him who became a servant, even to giving himself on the
Cross” (cf. Phil 2:5-8) (VS
21). Following Christ means “holding
fast to the very person of Jesus” (VS 19).

And it is possible to be conformed to Jesus, to hold fast to him, to love as
he does, “only because of God’s grace” (VS 22; cf. VS
11). “To imitate and live out the love of Christ is not possible for man by
his own strength alone. He becomes capable
of this love only by the virtue of a gift received” (VS
22; cf. VS 24).
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IV. Dignitatis
Humanae: Public Order vs. Common Good





Curran claims in chapter 2 and again in chapter 6 that the papal teaching on the
proper role of civil law and legitimate use of coercive force by civil authority
(see Evangelium vitae 68-77)
departs from the teaching of Vatican II. John Paul II’s understanding
“follows the traditional Thomistic approach” while Vatican II
“proposes a different theoretical framework,” which Curran calls
“the religious freedom approach” (231). The Thomistic approach sees
the proper role of civil authority as “ensuring the common good of people
through the recognition and defense of their fundamental rights” (61; EV
71); Vatican II’s approach adopts the principle, “as much freedom as
possible and as little restraint as necessary” (232).(28)
The Thomistic approach justifies coercive intervention for the sake of “the
common good”; Vatican II justifies intervention “to protect and
promote public order” (ibid.). In other words, the concept of the
“common good” implies something different from civil authority,
something more than the concept of “public order.” “Public order
is a more restrictive concept” (ibid.). By employing the concept of the common
good, papal teaching implicitly
concedes more power to public authority than Vatican II is willing to concede:





Dignitatis humanae
7 refers to these three aspects of fundamental rights, peace, and public
morality as ‘public order’ not common good. Public order is a narrower concept
than common good. In discussing civil law in Evangelium
vitae, the
pope never refers to public order, the term used in Dignitatis
humanae. By
emphasizing the common good as the purpose of civil law, he proposes a criterion
that gives greater scope to law and a lesser scope to freedom… . The pope
gives more emphasis to truth and less to freedom than does the Vatican II
declaration… . he is unwilling to accept the narrower criterion for civil
law as proposed in that document… . he does not follow what was proposed by
Vatican II. (61)
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Curran writes later: “Throughout his writings, he invariably refers to
the common good as the end of the state and does not invoke the narrower concept
of public order as proposed in the Declaration on Religious Freedom” (233).
In preferring a greater scope for the state’s coercive law, the pope rejects the
concept of political liberty defended by Vatican II: “he has not accepted
the understanding of political freedom found in the Declaration on Religious
Freedom” (ibid.).

To say John Paul II’s teaching on the proper role of civil law and the
state’s coercive authority is inconsistent with the teaching of Vatican II is
false. It is true that the pope consistently invokes the concept of the common
good as the justifying framework for the exercise of public authority.(29)
But by doing this he is doing nothing more than handing on the teaching of
Vatican II. The primacy of the common good in shaping the duties of civil
authority is at the heart of Dignitatis
humanae’s conception of state authority, notwithstanding Curran’s
claim that the document has abandoned the concept in favor of the “more
restrictive” concept of public order. The document teaches plainly that the
“proper purpose” of “civil authority [potestas
civilis] … is to provide for the temporal common good [bonum commune]” (DH
3). It defines the common good
as the sum “of those conditions of social living which enable people to
develop their own qualities most fully and easily”; the common good
“consists chiefly in the safeguarding of the rights and duties of the human
person.” Protecting these rights, especially the right to “religious
liberty” (libertatem religiosam),
“lies with individual citizens and with social groups, with
the civil authorities [potestates
civiles], with the church and other religious communities, each in
their own way in view of this obligation towards the common good [bonum
commune]” (DH
6; emphasis added). In addition, “civil authority must ensure that the
equality of citizens before the law which is itself part of the common good [bonum
commune] of society, should never be impaired either openly or
covertly for religious reasons” (ibid.). Not only political authority, but
the exercise of 
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all
personal and social liberties, Dignitatis
humanae teaches, is limited by the requirements of the common good:
“The moral maxim of personal and social responsibility must be followed in
the exercise of all liberties: in the use of their rights individuals and social
groups are bound by the moral law to have regard to the rights of others, to
their own duties towards others and to the common good of all [boni
omnium communis]” (DH
7).

The document does use the expression
“public order” (publicus ordo)
four times. In the first three instances, its use of public order is not in the
context of a discussion of civil law, or the nature of civil authority’s
coercive prerogatives, but rather in the context of a general statement about
the nature of the right of religious liberty. Because that right derives from
human nature itself, it persists inviolable “as long as due public order is
preserved” (DH 2),
“within the limits set by due public order” (DH
3), “as long as they [i.e., religious believers] do not disturb the proper
requirements of public order” (DH
4). Public order is used in these instances as an application of the general
requirements of the common good to the particular question of the scope of the
free public exercise of religion. In other words, the common good requires
the free exercise of religion as long as public order is preserved. It does not
mean that public order is itself the universal standard for the scope for civil
law and the exercise of public authority. The fourth instance makes this clear. Dignitatis humanae teaches that civil society has the right
to defend itself against harms that might come to it in the name of religion;
civil authority provides the relevant safeguards; its rules should not be
arbitrary but rather in conformity “with the objective moral order,”
should provide adequate protection and taken into consideration “the rights
of all citizens,” should be the basis for a peaceful and orderly community
that enables people to “live together in true justice,” and should
provide “due protection of public morality.” The next sentence states:
“These factors constitute a fundamental part of the common good, and are
included in the idea of public order.” To extrapolate from this the
conclusion that Vatican II has set aside the traditional concept of 
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the common good for the more
restrictive concept of public order as the normative term defining the scope of
civil law and authority’s legitimate scope is a serious misreading of the
council documents.(30)

The assertion that “the pope
gives more emphasis to truth and less to freedom than does the Vatican II
declaration” implies a misunderstanding of the moral teachings of both
Vatican II and John Paul II. In its fifteen short numbered sections, Dignitatis
humanae refers to “truth” (veritas)
thirty-two times. In fact the document’s main thesis is built around the
proposition that “all men are bound to seek for the truth, especially about
God and his church, and when they have found it to embrace and keep it” (DH
1). The libertas that the
document refers to dozens of times indeed implies an immunity from interference,
but the immunity is seen as a condition for seeking and finding the truth. Its
emphasis on truth implies no minimizing of freedom, and its emphasis on freedom
implies no minimizing of truth. The concepts are not adversarial. To imply that
they are is to miss the point of the document.

Such an assertion also implies a
misunderstanding of the traditional way Catholic theology has conceived of the
relation-ship between truth and freedom. In the opening paragraph of Veritatis
splendor, the pope restates this conception: “Truth enlightens
man’s intelligence and shapes his freedom, leading him 
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to know and love the Lord.” In
other words, truth and freedom are correlative. Choice and action in accordance
with moral truth is defining not restrictive of human moral freedom. The pope
says a chief reason for writing Veritatis
splendor is to respond to currents of theological dissent
“which end by detaching human freedom from its essential and constitutive
relationship to truth” (VS
4). The pope calls this false conception of freedom “an illusory
freedom” (VS 1).

Curran’s concept of freedom is
legalistic. It conceives moral norms as rules that restrict freedom, rather than
rational guides opening possibilities for the creative, fulfilling expression of
human freedom. Ironically, Curran concludes that the moral theology of Veritatis
splendor, with its reassertion of the existence of irrevocable moral
norms, is shot through with legalism (60-61, 127-28). This turns the pope’s
theology on its head. In Veritatis splendor,
moral norms represent, not arbitrary rules, but rather signposts, as it were,
pointing towards human fulfillment: “The commandments thus represent …
the first necessary step on the journey
towards freedom” (VS
13).(31) Saint Augustine sums up this
traditional notion well:

The beginning of
freedom is to be free from crimes … such as murder, adultery, fornication,
theft, fraud, sacrilege and so forth. When once one is without these crimes (and
every Christian should be without them), one begins to lift up one’s head
towards freedom. But this is only the beginning of freedom, not perfect freedom.(32)

Curran fears that conceptions like the pope’s that link freedom and truth
might lead to policies or laws that unreasonably restrict the scope of people’s
behavior. This is illustrated when he asks whether civil law ought to restrict
abortion. Curran replies: “Some Catholics, including myself, use the
religious freedom
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approach to give more emphasis to the benefit of the doubt favoring freedom
from law, especially where there is no societal consensus against abortion”
(232). It should be noted that Vatican II includes abortion among a number of
“infamies” against the human person, “unspeakable crimes,”
actions that when permitted “poison human society” (Gaudium
et spes 27, 51), and teaches that “from the moment of its
conception life must be guarded with the greatest care” (GS
51). The religious liberty teaching of Vatican II simply cannot be construed as
being consistent with permissive abortion laws.











V.
Natural Law





Curran finds “seven problems in John Paul II’s understanding of natural law
as presented in the 1993 encyclical Veritatis
splendor” (113). Some have already been addressed. Here we
consider two closely related ones.

Curran contends that John Paul II’s use of the expression “natural
inclinations” in the encyclical indicates “acceptance of the Thomistic
understanding of human nature as involving the inclinations that we share with
all living things, with animals, and those that are proper to us as human
beings.” Curran claims that

this involves a
three-layered anthropology with a bottom layer of what we share with all living
things,(33) a second layer of animality added on
top of that, and a third layer of rationality on the top… . This … is
the ultimate reason why I judge the papal teaching to be guilty of physicalism—the
identification of the physical or biological act (e.g., the act of sexual
intercourse) with the moral. (113-14)

This criticism is rooted in a flawed understanding of St. Thomas. Thomas
recognized that some of our “natural inclinations” are shared by all
substantive entities (e.g., the inclination to preserve
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our being), that others are shared by other animals (e.g., the inclination to
mate and have offspring), and that some (e.g., the inclination to know the truth
about God and to live in fellowship with other persons) are unique to human
beings, are “natural” only to humans.(34)
But he did not think that human beings have three anthropological layers
superimposed on each other, as Curran indicates. For Aquinas, and for John Paul
II, human persons have one human nature.
As Aquinas notes, these inclinations orient us to the goods
perfective of us as human persons, goods such as life itself,
marriage and the procreation and education of children, knowledge of the truth,
action in accordance with reason, etc.(35) It is
because these inclinations orient us toward the goods perfective of us that they
are so important, particularly in the eyes of John Paul II (see VS
12, 13).

Curran also raises “the problem
of physicalism as found in papal teaching, especially in the area of
sexuality” (115). Papal teaching “insists” that marital
intercourse must always remain open to new life, that is, remain a “natural
sexual act”: “one cannot interfere with the sexual act either to
prevent procreation or even to encourage it. Thus the Catholic position condemns
both artificial contraception and artificial insemination, even with the
husband’s semen” (ibid.). “From my perspective,” Curran responds,
“human sexuality … must be seen in relation to persons… . For the
good of the person or the relationship, one can interfere with the sexual
faculty and its act. The physical conjugal act cannot and should not become a moral
absolute” (116; emphasis added).

The charge of physicalism is empty.
According to Curran’s own description, physicalism consists in the
“identification of the physical or biological act (e.g., the act of sexual
intercourse) with the moral” (114). But this is precisely what John Paul II
explicitly rejects. With Thomas
Aquinas, he insisted that “the morality
of the human act depends primarily and fundamentally on the
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‘object’
rationally chosen by the deliberate will”
(VS 78). In an important
passage, he then says:

In order to be able
to grasp the object of an act which specifies that act morally, it is therefore
necessary to place oneself in the
perspective of the acting person. The object of the act of willing
is in fact a freely chosen kind of behavior. To the extent that it is in
conformity with the order of reason, it is the cause of the goodness of the
will; it perfects us morally… . By the object of a given moral act … one
cannot mean a process or an event in the merely physical order, to be assessed
on the basis of its ability to bring about a given state of affairs in the
outside world. Rather, that object is the proximate end of a deliberate decision
which determines the act of willing on the part of the acting person. (Ibid.)

Note here the statement: “By the object of a given moral act … one
cannot mean a process or an event in the merely physical order, to
be assessed on the basis of its ability to bring about a given state of affairs
in the outside world” (emphasis added). But on Curran’s own account
physicalism identifies the moral meaning of a human act with the physical
event. Sexual intercourse is an illuminating example. According to
Curran, physicalists, among them Paul VI and John Paul II, identify “the
act of intercourse with the moral” (114). Yet Paul VI explicitly denies
this in Humanae vitae, where he
notes that a conjugal act “imposed upon one’s spouse with no consideration
given to the condition of the spouse or to the legitimate desires of the spouse,
is not a true act of love. They understand that such an act opposes what the
moral order rightly requires from spouses” (HV
13).

VI. A Legalistic Notion of
Conscience

Curran criticizes the pope’s account of conscience for operating on a
“legal model”:

There can be no doubt
John Paul II develops his understanding of conscience in terms of a legal model.
… The emphasis on a legal model in Veritatis
splendor is to be expected because the whole thrust of the
encyclical is to insist on universal and absolute moral norms… . But a legal
model of conscience is not adequate. (127-28)
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Curran misunderstands the papal account. Because the encyclical refers to
“law” often in its discussion of conscience (e.g., “the
relationship between man’s freedom and God’s law is most deeply lived in the
‘heart’ of the person, and his moral conscience” [VS
54]; “conscience is the application of the law to a particular
case” [VS 59]; numerous other examples could be cited [see VS
54-64]), therefore he calls it a “legal model.” But what Curran means
by “legal” and the encyclical by “law” are quite different.
Legal to Curran means legalistic. Law in the encyclical means the rationally
intelligible moral order that guides human action in accord with human
fulfillment. Grisez defines legalism as “thinking about moral norms as if
they were simply rules to be obeyed by someone who wants to get along.”(36)
This characterizes Curran’s conception. Curran says the pope’s model is
inadequate because “the most important decisions in life—marriage partner,
vocation, friends, coping with limitations, shortcomings, and sufferings of
human existence—are not made in response to law” (128). Law here is
conceived as a rule; and there are no certain rules to follow in discerning a
vocation or choosing a spouse, no easy answers, no “laws” telling me
what I should do. This is undoubtedly correct.

But Veritatis
splendor never enjoins a legalistic conformity to rules or laws.
Rather, it teaches that the dignity of conscience derives from the truth.
Conscience therefore has the duty to seek the truth, and to adhere to it when it
is found. The truth which conscience seeks is moral truth, or the moral law, or
the principles of the natural law, established by God as the rational standard
for human goodness. Conscience does not establish the moral law; it rather bears
witness to it (VS 60). It is
able to bear witness to it because the moral law is intelligible. In bearing
witness to the moral law the subjectivity of conscience and the objectivity of
moral truth correspond. They unite in the judgment of conscience and allow the
human person to shape his acts and himself in accord with truth: “the truth
about moral good, as that truth is 
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declared in the law of reason, is
practically and concretely recognized by the judgment of conscience” (VS
61); “it is always from the truth that the dignity of conscience
derives” (VS 63).

John Paul II’s account of conscience
is an elaboration of Vatican II’s famous and lovely paragraph on conscience from
Gaudium et spes:

In the depths of his
conscience man detects a law
which he does not impose on himself, but which holds him to obedience.
Always summoning him to love good and avoid evil, the voice of conscience can
when necessary speak to his heart more specifically: ‘do this, shun that’. For
man has in his heart a law written
by God. To obey it is the very dignity of man; according to it he will be judged
(cf. Rom 2:14-16). (GS 16;
emphasis added)

Veritatis splendor‘s
account (along with Vatican II’s) can be called “legal”
only to the extent that it conceives the natural moral law as the rationally
intelligible norm directing conscience to its proper object, which is moral
truth. But the account is not legalistic. The law to which it refers is not
imposed from the outside but arises from the requisites of human nature and its
fulfillment: “a law written on the heart.” It is an ordinance of
reason enjoining conformity for the sake of human flourishing. Curran insinuates
that the pope’s emphasis on the normativity of truth for conscience is
restrictive:

John Paul II’s
penchant for the legal model goes much deeper… . His fundamental and
all-embracing emphasis on the role of truth in the moral life means that
conscience must always be seen in terms of obedience to truth… . But a legal
model of conscience is not adequate. (127-28)

Does Curran mean to suggest that moral truth is not the proper object of
conscience? Or that the imperative to obey the truth when it is found is
restrictive? To what then is conscience accountable? Or is it accountable at all
to anything outside the agent?

Curran contrasts the legal model with what he calls the “relationality-responsibility
model” (128). This model, he says, is grounded in the insight that there is
a “connaturality” between the


  
  

  


page 306



human person’s natural inclinations and “the true and the good”
(129).(37) Curran is vague on the nature of this
connaturality but he seems to mean the following: over time, as a Christian
strives to live well a life of discipleship, his subjective emotional
inclinations correspond increasingly to the good; when such a person is faced
with a moral decision, his feelings and emotions will incline towards what is
good; should he act in accord with the object of his inclinations, such a person
acts in accord with a good conscience. The testimony of that conscience (which
he calls elsewhere a “true” conscience) will be an experience of joy
and peace:

Connaturality or
congeniality grounds the criterion of the joy and peace of conscience as
indicating that the conscience is true… . When a proposed course of action
is placed before such a person, if the action is in accord with his or her basic
thrust, one’s inclination will have found its proper object. The person then
experiences the joy and peace of having found what she is searching for.(38)

“How can I be sure,” Curran asks, “that my conscience is not
wrong?”(39) He replies: “the most
adequate criterion in my judgment is the peace and joy of a good
conscience”;(40) or again, “the
criterion of a good conscience (is) the peace and joy of conscience” (129).
In other words, having come to a moral judgment on a particular course of
action, if I experience peace and joy at that judgment, then I can be sure I
have a good and true conscience. Is there a danger that in appealing to the
subjectivity of feelings and emotions to establish the objective veracity of
moral judgments our conclusions will be subject to the same inconsistencies to
which human emotions are subject? “Yes,” Curran replies, “there
is the danger of abusing the criterion, but authentic subjectivity and true
objectivity coincide” (ibid.).
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Veritatis
splendor‘s concern is more
serious than Curran’s. Criticizing “radically subjectivistic”
conceptions which “exalt freedom to such an extent that it becomes an
absolute,” the encyclical states “in this way the
inescapable claims of truth disappear, yielding their place to a
criterion of sincerity, authen-ticity and ‘being at peace with oneself’” (VS
32; emphasis added).











VII. A “Theology of the Body” Irrelevant to
Many Bodies



Curran claims that John Paul II’s
“theology of the body”

cannot serve as a
theology for all bodies… . what the pope develops in terms of the nuptial
meaning of the body really does not apply to people who are single or those who
are widows or widowers… . Implicitly, John Paul II’s theology of the body
maintains that heterosexual marriage is the only context of human sexuality.
(168)

He says that John Paul II so emphasizes concupiscence and lust that he
ignores the fact that “sexual passion is basically a good that is often
disturbed by sin… . The impression given by The Theology of the Body is that passion and sexual pleasure
are totally suspect and in need of control. The pope does not seem to
acknowledge a fundamental goodness about sexuality” (171). “These
talks for all practical purposes ignore the positive aspect of sexual pleasure… [which] itself is a good… . The failure to develop the proper role of
sexual pleasure seems to be associated with a fear of such pleasure and a
tendency to see it primarily in a negative way” (172).

Curran chose not to consider pre-papal works such as Love
and Responsibility. However, we think it pertinent to cite some
passages from that work. In it Karol Wojtyla (John Paul II) affirms that
“sensuality” is a response to the person as a “potential object
of enjoyment” and thus has a “consumer orientation.”(41)
Nonetheless, he emphasizes that sensuality is “a sort of raw material for
true, conjugal love,” and he insists that “an exuberant
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and readily roused sensuality is the
stuff from which a rich—if difficult—personal life may be made.”(42)

It is improbable that the same person
who wrote these lines could have the negative attitude toward human sexuality,
sexual passion, and sexual pleasure that Curran attributes to John Paul II as
author of the addresses on the “theology of the body.” It appears that
Curran failed to read carefully the audiences making up the theology of the
body. In addresses 47 and 48, entitled, in English, “‘Eros’ and ‘Ethos’
Meet and Bear Fruit in the Human Heart” and “Spontaneity: The Mature
Result of Conscience,” John Paul II has much to say about the goodness of
sexual passion.(43) Thus he writes:

“Eros” must not be confused with lust.
For Plato it “represents the interior force that drags man toward
everything good, true, and beautiful” [47.2]. It refers also to the natural
and hence “good” desire experienced in the attraction of men for women
and vice versa. However “erotic” desire is often identified with lust
[47.3]. A proper interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount, taking into account
the multiple meanings of “eros,” allows room “for that ethos, for
those ethical and indirectly even theological contents which, in the course of
our analyses, have been seen from Christ’s appeal to the human “heart”
[47.4]. Christ’s appeal is “the ethos of redemption. The call to what is
true, good, and beautiful [“eros” in the Platonic sense] means, at the
same time, in the ethos of redemption, the necessity of overcoming what is
derived from lust in its three forms… . If the words of Mathew 5.27-28
represent this call, then they mean that, in the erotic sphere, “eros”
and “ethos” do not differ from each other, are not opposed to each
other, but are called to meet in the human heart, and in this meeting to bear
fruit. [47.5]





John Paul II thus recognizes that the sexual desire of man for woman and vice
versa is itself something good, although “lust,” sinful desire, is
not. He explicitly recognizes that sexual desire can have a “noble”
fulfillment, in other words, a joyful, pleasurable,
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sinless sexual union between husband and wife in the conjugal act. He
declares:

Ethos must become the
“constituent form” of eros. Ethos is in no way hostile to
“spontaneity.” The person who accepts the ethos of Matthew 5.27-28
“must know that he is called to full
and mature spontaneity of the relations that spring from the
perennial attraction of masculinity and femininity. This very spontaneity is the
gradual fruit of the discernment of the impulses of one’s own heart”
[48.2]. “This discernment … has an essential relationship with
spontaneity … a noble gratification is
one thing, while sexual desire is another; when sexual desire is linked with a
noble gratification, it differs from desire pure and simple” [48.4;
emphasis added]. Only by self-control can man attain “that deeper and more
mature spontaneity with which his ‘heart,’ mastering his instincts, rediscovers
the spiritual beauty of the sign constituted by the human body in its
masculinity and femininity” [48.5].

VIII.
Sexual Complementarity



The claim that the pope’s understanding of sexual complementarity “means
that men and women who are not married are not complete and lack something about
their humanity” (192-93) is rooted in Curran’s understanding of
sexual complementarity as a “fractional” complementarity, as if a male
person or a female person is only one-half a full human being and becomes
“whole” only in some kind of androgynous union.(44)
For John Paul II, the sexual complementarity between man and woman is integral
and asymmetrical. In his thought man and woman are gifts to each other; they are
called to “give” and “receive” each other, but each does so
in complementary and asymmetrical ways.

In a remarkable passage concerned with
the way in which man and woman “give” and “receive” each
other, the Holy Father said:

If the woman, in the
mystery of creation, is the one who was ‘given’ to the man, the latter, on his
part, in receiving her as a gift in the full truth of her person and
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femininity, thereby
enriches her, and at the same time he, too, is enriched. The man is enriched not
only through her, who gives him her own person and femininity, but also through
the gift of himself. The man’s giving of himself, in response to that of the
woman, is an enrichment of himself. In fact, there is in it, as it were, the specific essence of his masculinity, which, through the reality of
the body and of sex, reaches the deep recesses of the “possession of
self,” thanks to which he is capable both of giving himself and of
receiving the other’s gift. The man, therefore, not only accepts the
gift, but at the same time is received as a gift by the woman, in the revelation
of the interior spiritual essence of his masculinity, together with the whole
truth of his body and sex… . Subsequently, this acceptance, in which the man
finds himself again through the “sincere gift of himself,” becomes in
him the source of a new and deeper enrichment of the woman. The exchange is
mutual, and in it the reciprocal effects of the “sincere gift” and of
the “finding oneself again,” are revealed and grow. (“The
Theology of the Body,”
17.6; emphasis added)

John Paul II’s position here harmonizes with the view taken by Robert Joyce
concerning the complementarity in the way men and women “give and
receive” each other. According to Joyce, both the man and the woman are
called both to give and to receive, but the man is the one who emphatically gives
in a receiving way, whereas the woman is the one who emphatically receives
in a giving way.(45) This is
beautifully illustrated in the conjugal act. In it the man-person, precisely
because of his complementary sexuality, is able personally to enter into the
body-person of his wife, giving himself to
her and in doing so receiving her.
Moreover, his wife, precisely because of her complementary sexuality, is
uniquely able to receive his body-person
into her body and in doing so to
give herself to him.

That the woman is called on to
“receive in a giving way” and that the man is summoned to “give
in a receiving way” is also illustrated in the “gift” of new
human life. John Paul II noted that new life is entrusted “to each and
every other human being.” But 
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it is entrusted “in a special way
to woman, precisely because the woman in virtue of her special experience of
motherhood is seen to have a specific sensitivity towards the human person and
all that constitutes the individual’s true welfare, beginning with the
fundamental value of life.”(46) Indeed, he
declared:

Motherhood involves a
special communion with the mystery of life as it develops in the woman’s womb.
The mother is filled with wonder at this mystery of life and
“understands” with unique intuition what is happening inside her. In
the light of the “beginning,” the mother accepts and loves as a person
the child she is carrying in her womb. This unique contact with the new human
being developing within her gives rise to an attitude toward human beings—not
only towards her own child, but every human being—which profoundly marks the
woman’s personality. It is commonly thought that women are more capable than men
of paying attention to another person and that motherhood develops this
predisposition even more. The man—even with all his sharing in
parenthood—always remains “outside” the process of pregnancy and the
baby’s birth; in many ways he has to learn his
own “fatherhood” from the mother.
… the mother’s contribution is decisive in laying the foundation for a new
human personality.(47)

In other words the woman is disposed to receive her husband and others in a
giving way. The husband-father, to exercise his fatherhood, must give himself in
a receiving way, something he learns from the wife-mother, to his child, just as
he is summoned to give himself in a receiving way to his wife in the conjugal
act.

Conclusion





We hope that in these pages we have succeeded in showing how false are major
criticisms Charles Curran levels against the moral thought of John Paul II.
Other criticisms he levels in his book can likewise be shown to be gratuitous
and rooted in a
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profound failure to read carefully the texts he criticizes and also to a
failure on his part even to consider criticisms his views have met from other
theologians on such issues as physicalism and historicism.
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I consider it a great honor to be named editor of a review
which has defined itself as “Steward of the Thomistic tradition.” As I
begin my tenure in this capacity, I wish to comment briefly about my own sense
of our mission, not in the language of some pronouncement, but merely as one
man’s opinion about the task implicit in our somewhat lofty motto. In my
reckoning, this task encompasses two complementary roles. On the one hand, we
seek serious scholarly investigations into the sources and development of
Christian wisdom that focus primarily (but not exclusively) upon the thought of
St. Thomas Aquinas. But good stewardship involves more than a custodial role.
Reflection on the riches of the past must also inspire and sustain a response to
contemporary problems. This publication has consistently proceeded from the
premise that Thomism is a living tradition that can speak to those
issues that run to the core of our being as rational creatures made in the image
and likeness of God.

Shortly after assuming the editorship, I examined The
Thomist’s 1939 “Announcement of Publication.” I was
immedi-ately struck by the enthusiasm for a new venture “launched on the
postulate that Dominicans have something very special to offer this twentieth
century of ours.”(1) As I consider these
words some sixty-six years later, I propose the following question: what can a
distinctively Dominican speculative review of theology and philosophy offer at
the beginning of this new millennium? Indeed, the vision that inspired and
guided our founders must be ours as well—nothing less than a contribution
“to originality of thought, to solutions rather than compromises with
immediately pressing questions.”(2) These
goals, in fact, are wholly consistent with the Dominican charism and its
commitment to learned preaching according to the ideal of contemplare et
contemplata aliis tradere, that is, “to contemplate and bring what is
contemplated to others.” This ideal rests on the conviction that the life
of the mind must translate into a passion to share its fruits in a concrete
context.

Our model in this endeavor is St. Thomas Aquinas himself.
Aquinas fixed his contemplative gaze on truth. But ever the teacher, he sought
to communicate truth in conversance with all the intellectual currents of his
time. In the process, he forged a bold new synthesis of faith and reason
versatile enough to speak to a wide range of outlooks and horizons of inquiry.
This is why he could adapt and harmonize traditions that his contemporaries
perceived as wholly incommensurable with such creativity and imagination. If
Aquinas is the “perennial philosopher,” it is because his thought
affirms an openness to truth wherever it can be discerned. By the same token, he
shows us that any search for truth must be guided by that Divine Wisdom whose
ultimate source is in God, the ground of meaning and intelligibility. This is
the Light that guided him throughout his inquiries, and it must be the Light
that guides us in our own, as we confront the unique moral dilemmas that the
present century opens to Catholic thinkers. This Light never undermines human
reasoning; it only perfects it, and thereby raises the bar of our rational
efforts to new heights.

We live in an age that presents great challenges to those
committed to the intellectual enterprise of the Catholic Church. And for those
who endorse the Thomistic vision of reality, the need for “originality of
thought” and “solutions rather than compromises” is more
compelling than ever before in the history of this review. At a time when
pluralism is widely valued above objectivity, it is all too easy to take refuge
in one’s own conceptual framework or ideological perspective, and thereby to
exclude the possibility of genuine dialogue with one’s opponents at the outset.
But in the spirit of Aquinas, we do not perceive disagreement as an
insurmountable obstacle. Rather, we welcome it as the occasion to advance the
debate, and in the process to explore the possibility of consensus and a
resolution of problems, even while upholding those absolute principles that must
be presupposed in any rational discussion.

In his encyclical Fides et Ratio, John Paul II spoke
of a hermeneutical crisis in which “many people wonder whether it still
makes sense to ask about meaning.”(3) By way
of a response, he encouraged a recovery of philosophy’s sapiential dimension in
the search for the ultimate meaning of human existence. From this standpoint,
the medieval understanding of theology as fides quaerens intellectum provides
a contemporary incentive to challenge the uncritical presuppositions of a
postmodernist culture and its nihilist bent with the considerable dialectical
resources at our disposal. In my estimation, The Thomist offers an
excellent forum for engaging such issues and their wide-ranging implications
with cogency, incisiveness, and depth. It is incumbent upon us to assume an
active and even confrontational role in this endeavor, not necessarily in an
adversarial manner, but in the best sense of Dominican disputatio.

This year, the Eastern Dominican Province of St. Joseph
celebrates the Bicentennial of its founding in the United States. The
Thomist stands as one of the most salient legacies of its intellectual
apostolate. As we move toward our seventieth year of publication, we seek to
maintain this legacy, and in the words of our founders, to furnish material
“fitting the dignity of human nature and … the joyous work of
Wisdom.”(4) But the ongoing excellence of
this review depends, as always, on the input of our contributors, including that
of my fellow Dominicans. As sons of St. Dominic, our common commitment lies in
the pursuit of Veritas, with all its intriguing textures and nuances,
wherever that pursuit may lead us and whatever the cost, “of one heart and
mind in God.”
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 THE NOW-STANDARD READING of Aquinas’s account of
private self-defense in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 holds that it precludes
any kind of deliberate killing. Defensive action that causes the death of an
assailant will be morally permissible only when this lethal outcome has the
character of a pure side effect. Hence, when Aquinas asserts that in
self-defense “the killing of the attacker” is “beyond the
intention” (praeter intentionem) of the defender, he is taken to
be formally denying that a private defender can justifiably choose
(however reluctantly) to kill his assailant in order to protect himself from
grave harm. Article 7 is thus said to exemplify what has since come to be called
‘the principle of double effect’ (PDE).

‘Double effect’ is the heading under which the ethical quandaries surrounding
side-effect harm have traditionally been discussed in philosophy. This term is
shorthand for the two different kinds of effects that can emerge from our
actions. On the one hand, there is the very state of affairs that our actions
are meant to produce. This goal we will succeed at achieving more or less well,
depending on our skill. On the other hand, there are the side effects that
result from this deliberate intervention in the world. The idea that we are
answerable for these side effects, yet in a manner different from the
way we are accountable for our intentional projects, has been dubbed the
‘principle of double effect’ (PDE). This principle holds that while we can never
be justified in deliberately willing a wrong, we may sometimes have
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moral warrant for allowing harmful side effects to eventuate from our
otherwise good actions.(1)

My argument here is that Aquinas did
not in fact appeal to a version of PDE in formulating his theory of justifiable
defensive killing in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7. The broader context of his
other statements on the morality of participation in violence, as well as the
twelfth- and thirteenth-century canon-law teaching on this topic, indicate that
he did not take self-defense to be an act from which harmful side
effects (including the death of the assailant) might flow. He viewed
self-defense instead as an aim that might justify the application of
proportionate force against an assailant, even to the point of deliberately
causing his death, if this were the only effective measure available at the
time. Aquinas recognized that lethal force could also be applied with a very
different purpose in mind, namely, to avenge a wrong. It was precisely by way of
contrast with this latter aim that Aquinas described defensive killing as “praeter
intentionem.”









I

It is undeniable that the name
PDE was originally taken from a sentence in the responsio to STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7 (“from the act of self-defense there follows a double
effect”). Yet whether a doctrine of double effect may be found
therein is a matter of some dispute. When Aquinas states that a private
individual who engages in lethal self-defense must aim solely at preserving his
own life, such that the death of his assailant would lie outside of his
intention (praeter intentionem), does he mean to assert that an agent
of this kind may never deliberately inflict death upon another as a means of
saving himself? In other words, does this article restrict the scope of private
self-defense to actions which, although they may foreseeably result in the
attacker’s death, can never be chosen precisely with that outcome in mind?
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Drawing on Cajetan’s Summa commentary,
Joseph Boyle has argued for an affirmative answer to this question.(2)
His argument is built around an analysis of the term praeter intentionem
(as it is used in various works of Aquinas), which, he maintains, must be taken
to exclude any deliberate selection of an item, either as end or as means. This
leads Boyle to conclude that lethal self-defense will be allowable only under
condition that

the assailant’s death
is not what ends the threat, but is rather a consequence of what stops the
attack. In such a case one is not saved because the assailant is dead but the
assailant dies because one has stopped the attack.(3)



In a more recent treatment,(4) Boyle, with
co-authors John Finnis and Germain Grisez, argues that this theory of lethal
self-defense not only holds for private individuals, but, more broadly, should
also apply to the killing of enemy combatants in war.(5)
For even there

military action must
be directed toward stopping the enemy’s unjust use of military force, not toward
killing those who are bringing that force to bear. By requiring that the death
of an enemy soldier be brought about only as a side-effect of a military act
having a different appropriate object, our moral theory would limit warfare as
stringently as possible to the pursuit of the good purposes which can justify
it.(6)



Underlying this reasoning appears to be a twofold assumption: first, that
punishment is no longer an acceptable war-aim under current international law;
and second, that any deliberate killing in war will necessarily be punitive in
character. The exclusion of the first (punitive war) thus entails the exclusion
of the latter (the
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deliberate killing of active enemy combatants on the battlefield).
Recognizing the continued moral viability of defensive killing in war, the
authors are compelled to justify it by an appeal to PDE. The scope of this
article does not allow for more detailed discussion of this issue in military
ethics. For our present purpose, it should be noted nonetheless that it is the
second of the two assumptions which stands out as most problematic. Must one
assume that deliberate killing (whether public or private) must always have a
punitive purpose? Or, on the contrary, is it possible for killing to be
deliberate yet purely defensive?

Taking up this last point, Gareth Matthews(7)
argues that neither the textual evidence nor sound reasoning warrants a reading
of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 in which deliberate killing is wholly
excluded as a means of private self-defense. It is with respect to the second
aspect—the philosophical plausibility of applying double-effect reasoning to
licit self-defense—that Matthews’s analysis is most trenchant. Unlike the
standard examples of double effect (as, for instance, in medical ethics, when it
is argued that causing the death of a fetus can be allowed as a side effect
which results from the removal of a pregnant woman’s cancerous uterus), where
harm is certainly foreseen but is in no way intended, self-defense, by its
nature, involves the deliberate infliction of some harm on the opponent
(striking him with one’s hands or a weapon). Thus, in his rebuttal of Boyle’s
thesis, Mathews notes that

even in a case in
which the assailant was hit and knocked unconscious, but not killed, there would
again be a bad effect—hitting him and knocking him unconscious—as well as the
good effect of defending my life against an attack. And in this case, too, the
bad effect would be the means by which the good effect was achieved(8).



Indeed, the very notion of side-effect harm presupposes the exis-tence of
some prior act which is not itself a side effect (otherwise an infinite regress
would result) but which is itself something deliberately posited in the world.
In the case of lethal self-defense


  



page 345

this prior act will be nothing other than the application of force against an
assailant, an application which is chosen precisely as a means of “stopping
the attack.”

PDE teaches that agents will be absolved from the liability which ordinarily
attaches to the production of harmful side effects only if (at a minimum) the
deliberate activity which gave rise to the said side effects was itself not
blameworthy. By contrast, the negative side effects that follow from the
commission of a crime (or, more generally, from any morally wrongful deed) are
ascribable to the agent as an aggravating condition for which he will be held
accountable, regardless of the fact that these were wholly undesired by the
agent and in no way contributed to the commission of his crime or the enjoyment
of its illicit gains.(9)

Thus, in line with Matthews, when we
apply this reasoning to Boyle’s analysis of lethal self-defense in STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7, a manifest problem emerges. As an instantiation of PDE,
defensive killing will be allowable only when it has the character of a pure
side effect which flows from an ostensively good act. Therein lies the rub. The
deliberate application of force by persons not in a position of authority
(private individuals) is, on Aquinas’s account, prima facie wrong: “It is
not permitted for a man to strike another,” he writes in the subsequent
question (STh II-II, q. 65, a. 2), “unless he have some authority
over the one whom he strikes.”(10) On such
an act (private violence) he confers the name rixa (strife) which, like
the kindred acts bellum (war) and seditio (sedition) denote
kinds of sin.(11)

My point is not that, for Aquinas, the
application of force by private individuals can never be justified. On the
contrary, in STh II-II, q. 41, a. 1 (“De rixa”), he
distinguishes sinful striking from the repelling of injury by force that is
proper to the individual who engages in sinless self-defense. It is essential to
note, however, that defensive striking requires justification no less than 
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the parallel case of defensive
killing. Indeed, Aquinas employs nearly the same argumentation in his treatment
of these two types of defensive reaction (see section III, below). Hence, if his
aim in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 was to show that defensive killing
will only be justified when it issues as the pure side effect of an otherwise
good act, he would need to mount much the same argument in favor of defensive striking,
thereby denying that it too could ever be the legitimate target of deliberate
action by private individuals. But if defensive striking will thus be justified
only when it has the character of a pure side effect, we cannot by the same
token appeal to it in our justification of the defensive killing without giving
rise to an infinite regress and hence a vicious circularity in our reasoning.

One could of course attempt to get
around this objection by limiting private self-defense to some sort of mere
blocking motion, yet it would be hard to find support for this minimalist
construal of self-defense in Aquinas, or in the canon-law writings of his day,
which provided the intellectual background for his comments on this topic (see
section II, below). It also cuts against widespread contemporary moral and legal
intuitions about justifiable self-defense, which generally allow for using hands
or weapons to strike at an aggressor, as long as the response is proportionate
to the scale of the attack.

Another strategy would consist in
arguing that lethal self-defense is allowable only in cases where the repelling
motion can reasonably be thought to succeed without killing the attacker, yet
where the defender acts with some margin of incertitude with respect to the
lethality of his response.

Not having a great
deal of practice at stopping attackers by hitting them with rocks, I might not
have been able to judge accurately how much force would be needed to stun but
not kill my assailant.(12)



Here killing would have the character of an accidental outcome. It would be
akin to the risky adventure of a mountaineer, who, despite all precautions to
the contrary, is nevertheless killed by an avalanche: he thereby succumbs to an
eventuality that he knew to
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be a distinct possibility from the outset, but which he had hoped to avoid.
It is questionable, however, whether Aquinas ever intended to limit defensive
killing praeter intentionem to the sort of case just envisioned.
Indeed, the fact that Aquinas made accidental killing the express topic of the
next article (STh II-II, q. 64, a. 8)(13)
suggests that this kind of occurrence was not his particular concern in article
7.

Another twist on this argument would
hold that defensive killing by private individuals is allowable only when it
occurs under conditions of strict urgency, such as when a defender has little or
no time to consider whether his actions will result in the death of the
attacker. In this instance, the press of danger, hence the necessity to take
immediate action in the interests of self-preservation, will render void any
meaningful attempt to foresee the lethality of one’s defensive response. The
death of the attacker could thus be described as beyond the defender’s
intention, for the good reason that the latter never had sufficient time to
deliberate about the likelihood of a lethal outcome. While not a wholly
implausible interpretation of Aquinas’s use of praeter intentionem in STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7, it remains that this (much like the argument based on
uncertainty of outcome) would be a less-than-suitable illustration of the
principle of double effect, since this principle is meant to explain, most
paradigmatically, situations where an agent foresees, with clarity, that a
deadly effect will flow from his otherwise good action. Moreover, those like
Boyle who read STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 as an illustration of PDE do in
fact construe this article as teaching that “the death of the attacker is praeter
intentionem even though it can be foreseen with certainty to follow.”(14)
Thus, when Boyle asserts that “the death of the attacker is not a means in
those cases where Aquinas regards it as praeter intentionem,”(15)
this proposition is clearly meant to cover a situation in which the defender is
fully aware that the lethal effect will inevitably flow from his action, as for
example, when a man spears an assailant’s heart in self-defense 
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without intending to kill him (to
borrow Finnis’s provocative example).(16) And it
is precisely the conjunction of these two propositions (“death of the
attacker is … foreseen with certainty to follow” and “… is not
a means”) that Matthews and others like him(17)
consider highly dubious when applied to the special case of self-defense. Is the
Boyle/Finnis reading of Aquinas accurate? Can one deliberately spear
the heart of an assailant without intending to kill him?

The difficulty in question does not
arise because PDE is thought to be incompatible with a condition of definite
foresight regarding the negative side effect, or because causing another’s death
with such foresight would, given its special gravity, not be covered by the
principle. In military ethics, for instance, it is generally recognized that
some missions will be justified, on grounds of PDE, in spite of a recognition
that civilian casualties will ineluctably follow. Thus, during the Second World
War, Norwegian resistance fighters sabotaged a ferry that was carrying their
countrymen across a lake. Their goal was to sink the ship, in order to prevent
the occupying German force from transporting a cargo of heavy water from the
Vemork plant to the railway lines 
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on the other side of the lake. Heavy
water was an ingredient then vital to the construction of an atomic bomb. The
resistance fighters knew in advance that many of the civilians on board would
die, yet there was no way to warn them of the danger, as the mission would
thereby have been endangered.

As illustrated by this example, it is
neither the ex ante certitude of a negative result, nor the special
gravity of human death, that raises a doubt about whether defensive killing
belongs within the category of side-effect harm. Rather, the problem arises
because in this particular case the person against whom the defender
deliberately directs his blows and the one who suffers death (purportedly as a
side-effect harm) are the self-same subject. Moreover and most importantly, the
defender clearly stands to benefit from the harm that he has done to the
assailant, since this is precisely what stops the latter’s wrongful attack. Thus
it is disingenuous to speak of this harm, and the resulting death, as though
they were pure externalities that were of no benefit whatsoever to the defender.
The blow that stops the attack has the character of a means which, at least when
self-defense is virtuously carried out, will be reluctantly chosen (the defender
takes no pleasure in the harm done), but is a means nonetheless. By contrast,
when PDE is used to justify collateral damage in wartime, as in the Vemork
example given above, there is a clear differentiation between the target of the
intentional action (the German military personnel and their cargo of heavy
water) and the innocent passengers on board who died as a consequence of the
attack. No harm whatsoever was intended against the latter. Their death was in
no way beneficial to the military operation; the Norwegian saboteurs would have
much preferred to adopt an alternative course of action had one been available.

One could still argue that defensive
killing will be legitimate only under condition that, counterfactually and on
the level of intention, the agent would have chosen a nonlethal means of
response, had one been available at the precise moment when the aggression took
place. Under such a supposition, it would be correct to say that the defender
did not actually set out to kill the attacker. He did not choose this particular
means precisely 




  
  

  


page 350

because of its lethal qualities, but
simply because at the time it was “the only available effective defensive
measure.”(18) Imagine a man being pursued
up a steep mountain path by an armed assailant. The former spots a loose
boulder, and, seeing that this represents his only chance of survival, nudges it
downwards in the direction of his pursuer, who will undoubtedly be killed by the
impact. Lethality was not the motivating factor in this defender’s choice of
means; he acted despite this factor, rather than because of
it. On this basis,(19) Boyle concludes that the
death of the assailant, although a direct consequence of the defender’s forcible
response, should nevertheless be described as praeter intentionem.

Boyle recognizes, however, that on at
least one occasion the term praeter intentionem is used by Aquinas to
signify an agent’s choice of an unwanted means. This occurs in the Summa
contra Gentiles, book III, chapter 6, where, reflecting on Aristotle’s
example of the sailors who cast their cargo overboard so as to avoid capsizing (Nic.
Ethics 1110a8-10), Aquinas comments that although this act is not willed or
intended per se, it is nevertheless willed for the sake of something
else (“vult propter aliud”), namely, protection from
drowning, and in this sense it must be described as a regrettable expedient or
means.(20) This sense of praeter intentionem
he most often discusses under the heading of the “mixed voluntary”;
according to this concept, an act that one ordinarily finds repulsive, hence ‘nonvoluntary’
in the sense of being antithetical to the will, can nevertheless be rationally
desired (chosen) under circumstances of immanent danger. The similarity with the
case of lethal self-defense is indeed striking,(21)
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yet Boyle resists the comparison on
grounds that in later texts Aquinas utilizes praeter intentionem solely
to designate the will’s relationship to side-effect harm. Thus, according to
Boyle, in his more mature writings Aquinas appears to have avoided any
identification of this term with the related category of the mixed voluntary.
This analysis is plausible, yet it is not quite compelling, since it is always
possible that Aquinas, for reasons left unstated, simply reverted in STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7 to the usage he had earlier established in ScG III,
c. 6.

In any event, whether described as a
side effect or as a repugnant means, the mode of defensive killing just
described (in which a nonlethal method of resistance would have been chosen had
it only been available at the time) must be distinguished from a defensive
situation in which someone puts his assailant to death precisely to ensure that
he will never be able to attack again. Under this scenario, less than lethal
means of defense, although available, would not be chosen, since these would
provide only ineffective protection against attacks that the aggressor would
likely renew in the future. Imagine a woman trapped on a boat with a serial
killer. Escape being impossible (the boat is on the high seas, and its radio
connection with the outside world has been severed), she decides that her safety
can be assured only by killing the assailant. No other means will protect her
during the time (conceivably quite long) that they will live together on the
boat, since, even if she manages to incapacitate him temporarily, he will likely
recover to threaten her anew. She finds a gun, and shoots him dead. In this
case, the defender directed her choice precisely at the death of her assailant;
this tactic she consciously adopts in order to secure herself from the threat of
ongoing and future harm. If this were the sort of defensive killing that Aquinas
sought to exclude in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, it would indeed make good
sense for him to describe, by way of contrast, the other sort of defensive
killing as praeter intentionem, even if, at the limit, he did not
consider it a pure and simple side effect, but rather a regrettable means that
one might adopt in the heat of the moment.
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Thus far, we have considered four
different ways in which someone, acting in self-defense, might praeter
intentionem cause the death of his assailant: (1) mere blocking motions
where no harm is directly intended, (2) actions where some harm is intended
(e.g., striking an assailant with one’s fists) but where a lethal outcome is
unforeseen or uncertain, (3) actions chosen under conditions of urgency with
little or no time for reflection on the lethal consequences, and (4) actions in
which the assailant’s death was foreseen with certainty, yet not chosen with
that precise end in view, as the defender would have adopted other, nonlethal
means, had they only been available at the time. In this last case, the defender
may thus seek to disable but not kill his assailant; should he intentionally
move beyond this limit, his defense will be illicit.(22)

In a brief discussion of STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7, Hugo Grotius, the Dutch theorist of just war, proposed an
additional way in which defensive killing might be described as praeter
intentionem.

It has been well said
by Thomas [Aquinas]—if he is rightly understood—that if a man in true
self-defense kills his assailant the slaying is not intentional [ex
intentione]; not that, if reason supplies no other means of saving oneself,
it is not sometimes permissible to do with set purpose [destinato] that
which will result in the death of the assailant; rather it is that in such a
case his death is not chosen as something primarily intended [quiddam
primario intentum], as in a judicial punishment, but is the only resource
available at the time. Even under such circumstances the person who is attacked
ought to prefer to do anything possible to frighten away or weaken the
assailant, rather than cause his death.(23)



On this interpretation, when Aquinas distinguished two sorts of killing,
intentional and nonintentional,(24) his aim was
not exactly
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to set up a contrast between harm
deliberately inflicted, on the one hand, and side-effect harm, on the other. The
contrast was meant instead to differentiate between inflicting harm instru-mentally,
as a means of self-preservation, versus causing harm as the very goal
of one’s action. In the latter instance, the agent’s primary intention
is to visit harm on another, either to avenge a past wrong (i.e., retributive
punishment, as in Grotius’s example), as an expression of hatred, or because of
the pleasure it procures (cruelty). Grotius’s primario intentum would
then correspond to Aquinas’s intentio, an act of the will that is
directed to some end.(25) Thus, within the
context of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, the killing that s designated as praeter
intentionem would formally exclude all noninstrumental rationales for
terminating another’s life, retribution in particular, which, by the logic of
this article, will legitimately be exercised only by public officials acting on
behalf of the common good. Killing by private individuals would be restricted
strictly to defensive actions, in the sense that all forms of revenge killing
would be emphatically ruled out. Yet, so construed, the scope of legitimate
defense would be quite broad, since, at the extreme, it would allow for even a
deliberate act of killing, if, under the circumstances, this is reasonably
viewed as the only effective (and proportionate) response to an attack that is
underway or imminent. The limit set by (4) above would be breached, since here
(on Grotius’s reading), the lethal outcome could itself be chosen, if the attack
could not otherwise be repelled.

Does Grotius offer a plausible reading
of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7? His proposal is worth considering, as it
sums up a view which (as we have seen)(26) a
number of Aquinas’s Scholastic commentators had already entertained. My
assessment of this reading will be two-pronged. First, I will review several key
texts from medieval canon law, as these texts would likely have served to frame
Aquinas’s own treatment of legitimate defense. Grotius himself was well versed
in this literature, and it is possible that his 
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interpretation of Aquinas was informed
by a reading of the standard canon-law texts on self-defense. Then, against this
backdrop, I will scrutinize the logic of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, as
well as some related texts (in particular STh II-II, q. 41, on strife
[“De rixa”]) to see whether any support can be found in them for the
view of self-defense that Grotius attributes to Aquinas.

II





If the writings of St. Augustine were Aquinas’s sole point of reference in
elaborating his teaching in the Summa
Theologiae on defensive killing, it could easily be assumed that
this teaching was intended by him to be as restrictive as possible, in line with
the very strong reserves formulated by his eminent predecessor on the
permissibility of killing in self-defense. Augustine, it will be recalled,
argued that while it could be virtuous to use lethal force as a means of
protecting others from assault, it would be best to abstain from such a
measure—and thereby suffer death if necessary—when faced with an attack upon
one’s own self.(27)
However, beginning with the Decretist commentaries that appeared in the second
half of the twelfth century (the most significant of which was the gloss Qui
repellere possunt) the moral standing of forcible self-defense
underwent a significant reappraisal in the law schools of the Latin West. The
high-water mark in this development may be found in the commentary (ca. 1241) of
the Dominican William of Rennes on Raymond of Peñafort’s Summa
de casibus poenitentiae (ca. 1235). Given the importance of these
texts, and their wide distribution, it is unlikely that Aquinas’s treatment of
moral questions in the Secunda
Secundae (written ca. 1270) would not have been informed by the new
and very robust conception of self-defense that had emerged in the canon-law
teaching of the preceding decades.(28)
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In the Decretum, part 2, causa
23 (which is devoted to the theme of war and violence),(29)
Gratian opens the first quaestio with an objection that he seeks to
refute in what follows:

It would seem that it
is contrary to the teaching of the Gospel to serve as a soldier, since the point
of all soldiering is either to resist injury or to carry out vengeance; but
injury is either warded off from one’s own person or from one’s associates, both
of which are prohibited by the law of the Gospel.(30)



The
contrast here enunciated between the two chief aims for which Christians might
wage war, defense and punishment, became a staple in subsequent canon-law
discussions of this topic. 



The first of these aims (resistance to injury) was taken as the express topic
of the gloss Qui repellere possunt,(31)
which articulates one of the first explicit theories of legitimate defense. The
gloss follows ancient Roman law in emphasizing the limits that apply to
self-defense: it is legitimate only when exercised in the heat of the moment (incontinenti)
against an attack that is imminent or in progress. Moreover, the defender must
show due moderation or proportionality: he is entitled to use only so much force
as is
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necessary to ward off the attack. The
gloss further distinguishes between defense of persons and defense of property.
The former allows for some forward-looking (preemptive) action, while the latter
generally does not. Moreover, the notion of self-defense also serves to
characterize a special kind of war, one that is undertaken precisely as a
response to actual or imminent attack. The gloss acknowledges that this sort of
war could be undertaken not only by private individuals (for whom no appeal to a
higher authority is in principle required) but by polities well. It thereby
follows Gratian in positing self-defense as one of several possible just causes
of war (alongside punishment and recuperation of stolen property). In this
respect, Qui repellere possunt moved well beyond the conception of
legitimate defense that had been articulated in ancient Rome, where the relevant
laws applied solely to the actions of private individuals, and not to the public
domain of war.(32)

Very significantly, for our purposes,
the gloss raises the question whether it is “permissible for anyone to
resist violence by hitting back [repercutiendo]” or
“only by obstructing [impedi-endo] the attack?” In response,
the author makes clear that Christians, both clerical and lay, who use force to
defend them-selves are entitled to engage in more than simple blocking motions.
They are also permitted to strike back, even to the point of killing an
assailant, either preemptively (e.g., to ward off an ambush) or, after the
attack has already been initiated, to prevent its renewal. This active
resistance to injury the author sharply distinguishes from revenge. Defense and
revenge are thus construed as two contrasting reasons for the sake of which
someone might choose to return violence for violence.

But certain people
have contended that no one ought to resist force before it strikes; yet it is
permitted to kill [licitum est occidere] an ambusher and anyone who
tries to kill you… . If, however, someone returns violence [vim factam
repellat], this should be done with the assumption that it is for defense [defendendi],
rather than for revenge [ulciscendi] … and only if the first
attacker intends to strike once more [volebat percutere denuo];
otherwise, if the attacker does not intend to strike once more and the other
person still returns 
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force, this should be
seen as revenge rather than resistance to violence. And this is what I
understand when it is said that force may be resisted “on the spot” [incontinenti].
It is therefore required that a return blow be in defense, not in revenge …
and self-defense must be exercised in moderation.(33)






In the Summa de casibus poenitentiae,(34)
Raymond of Peñafort proposes an expanded version of the main principles
outlined in Qui repellere possunt. He begins his discussion with the
remark that “anyone” may “repel force with force,” and thus
wage a defensive war “without the special authority of a prince or the
Church,” under condition that this be done (1) “immediately” (in
continenti) and (2) with a “moderation of blameless defense” (moderamine
inculpatae tutelae).(35) The latter
expression was at the time the standard legal formula for designating the
requirement that the exercise of defensive force should not exceed what is
strictly necessary to resist an attack.(36) Such
“defense or protection is blameless, that is without fault” comments
William of Rennes (who expressly mentions the deliberateness of this
forcible response), “because … [it] does not harm the adversary more
(especially [if it is] on purpose) than is required to repel his violence.”(37)
Some authors, Raymond notes, restrict this moderation to actions that consist
merely in “impeding” (impediendo) an
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attack,(38)
“for example,” adds William, “[by] holding up an arm or a stick
lest one receive an injury to the head or body.”(39)
“Others,” Raymond continues, “say that it is permissible for the
laity to strike back [repercutere], but not for clerics,” while
“a third group say that it is permitted not only to the laity but also to
clerics to strike back, but draw a distinction between force directed against
persons or against property.”(40) The
expansive view articulated by this third group of authors was, in William’s firm
opinion, “the better one.”(41) Unlike
the first view, which restricts legitimate 
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defense to a narrow range of actions
(blocking motions), the second and third views place no special limit on the kind
of action that might be engaged in, as long as it is proportionate to
the end of saving oneself from unjust attack. The limits mentioned refer only to
the range of subjects who might take part in such activity (on the
second view clerics are excluded) or the ends for the sake of which
active resistance (striking the assailant) might legitimately be carried out
(for the protection of self rather than the protection of property).

As to the question whether a
“moderate defense” allows for the use of weapons in fending off an
assailant, Raymond argues that “if force is inflicted with weapons, it may
be repelled with weapons; otherwise without weapons.”(42)
To this last assertion he is however quick to qualify that, in so judging, we
must “take into consideration the abilities of persons, so that sometimes
the small and weak may defend themselves with weapons against the big and strong
attacking with raised fist.”(43)

Immediacy—the
first of the two requirements of a lawful defense—serves to distinguish the
force used in countering an attack (“repulsio iniurie”) from
any resort to force that had punishment (“vindicta”) as its primary
goal. The basic supposition is that punishment seeks rectification for offenses
that are past and done, while self-defense is exercised “on the spot”
(in continenti) against threats that are ongoing.

[I]f someone after
[suffering] an act of violence strikes back, and does it immediately [in
continenti], that is, when he sees the other ready to strike again, he is
in no way liable, but if he strikes back while the other does not want to hit
him again, this is impermissible, because this is not to fend off injury [repulsio
iniurie] but is for revenge [vindicta], which is prohibited for
everyone, and most of all for the clergy.(44)





The problem, of course, is how exactly to define the immediacy in question. On
this point, Raymond adheres closely to the teaching of Qui repellere possunt.
Upon observing how some people say restrictively “that no one ought to
repel force unless it
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has [first] been applied [nisi illatam],” he makes clear on the
contrary that such force may also justifiably be repelled in anticipation of the
actual attack (priusquam sit illata), stating that the
defender is even permitted “to kill an ambusher and one who intends to kill
… if there is no other way [si aliter non potest] to counter the
threat of the ambusher.”(45) To lift all
doubt that the necessity in question would indeed allow for defensive killing,
William jots down the words qua eum occidendo (“than killing
him,” i.e., the assailant),(46) as a
marginal notation to the si aliter non potest (condition of necessity)
cited just above.

If “necessity” allows the
defender some degree of anticipatory action, it also, on Raymond’s account,
permits him a reasonable delay in undertaking his response to an unjust attack.

If force is directed
against property, then one is permitted to repel it, whether it has already
occurred [illatam] or is planned [inferendam], but rather that
is, most of all, when it has already occurred; provided this happens immediately
[in continenti], that is, as soon as one knows that the attack has
occurred, and before one turns to a contrary action [contrarium
actum].(47) 



In other words, far from signifying a necessity so
overwhelming that it could leave no time for deliberation, the requirement of
immediate response is construed to be fairly elastic. Strictly speaking, the
defender is not obliged to mount his counterattack contemporaneously with the
assault. He is allowed to set aside time to prepare an adequate defense, under
condition, however that, in the interim, he does not engage in a “contrary
action.” “It is not considered to be a ‘contrary action,’ William
clarifies, 





if one in the meantime
eats, drinks, or sleeps, or prepares to drive the enemy out of an unjustly
occupied possession or recover booty brought away by him, even if this
preparation demands a period of delay … but if one disregards the injury and
gives up the intention to pursue one’s goods, turning to other occupations, then
this is “a contrary action.”(48)
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It remains unclear whether this allowance of a reasonable delay in defense
was intended by Raymond and William to apply solely to the recovery of one’s
property (the immediate context for their elaborations on this point) or whether
it might also be construed to apply to the defense of one’s person. Could a
private defender be justified in killing his attacker, not immediately in the
heat of the fray, but with careful deliberation, after adequate preparations had
been made? Since what they have to say on defense of property is, in general,
more restrictive than their parallel teaching on defense of persons, it would
seem that if a delay were allowable with respect to the former, so too would
this hold with respect to the latter. Naturally, however, this broadened concept
of immediacy would obtain only under the supposition that (1) the aggressor is
seen to be readying himself to renew the attack, and (2) it is impossible to
counter this threat (say, by seeking protection from one’s superior—prince or
judge—who would ordinarily be entrusted with protecting the innocent from
violations of the law) by any measure short of killing the assailant.

Should either of these two conditions be lacking, the killing would then have
the character of punishment, an aim that was strictly proscribed to anyone not
in a position of public authority. Consequently, it was conformity with these
two conditions, and not the (putative) exclusion of deliberateness, that defined
the legal boundaries of killing in self-defense.

III

Returning now to Aquinas’s treatment of defensive killing at STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7, it is easy to detect traces of the earlier canon-law
discussions of this topic. The principle of proportionality is duly mentioned
(“if indeed one repels violence with moderation, the defense will be
licit”),(49) as is the prohibition of any
defense that is carried out in a spirit of revenge (ibid., ad 5).(50)
However, it is surprising just how little Aquinas says about the exact
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contours of the said moderation. While
telling us that “if someone uses more than necessary violence in defending
his own life, [his act] will be unlawful,”(51)
he remains silent on the specifics. No special mention is made of any act that
would in principle be excluded; nor does he allude to the issue of immediacy,
which figured so prominently in the earlier account of the canonists.(52)
The point about moderation is however expressed in a distinctively philosophical
way, since it is linked to the general principle, already articulated in the Prima
Secundae, that an act that proceeds from a good intention can be rendered
illicit when it is not proportionate to its end.(53)
In the case under examination, the aim of protecting oneself from the harm
caused by an attack is the intention (or end), while the act
is constituted by whatever specific means (e.g., blocking, hitting, striking
with a weapon) are employed by the defender to secure this goal.(54)
In the absence of any definite indications about the latter (the means),(55)
the main burden of article 7 is to elucidate the nature of the former, that is,
self-defense construed as a special sort of aim or intention.
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Aquinas’s approach is to define this
aim by way of contrast: it is directed not precisely at killing the attacker (occisio
invadentis) but rather at the preservation of one’s own life (conservatio
propriae vitae). It bears repeating that this is not a comment about the
act or means employed; indeed, the sentence where the contrast first appears
opens with the famous assertion that “from the act of one defending himself
there can follow a double effect”(56)—self-preservation,
on the one hand, and killing the attacker, on the other. The first of these
effects is what is aimed at as an end (intenditur), the latter, he
suggests (implicitly alluding to the first sentence in the body of the article),
lies outside of the agent’s intention (praeter intentionem). Taken as
an aim, the first effectus, he argues (seemingly with an appeal to
natural law), is in no way illicit, since “it is natural for each thing to
conserve itself in existence insofar as it can.”(57)
Reinforcing the same point several lines down, now seemingly with an appeal to
the order of grace (the self-love of charity), he states that “nor is it
necessary for salvation that a man should omit [performing] an act of moderate
defense so as to avoid killing another, since one is more bound to look after
one’s own life than [to care for] the life of another.”(58)

Nowhere in the above does Aquinas say
that the act of repelling an attack cannot involve deliberately taking
the life of another; the only restriction placed on such an act is that
it be moderate, that is, strictly proportionate to the end of saving
oneself. Yet the claim that a private defender might, under conditions of grave
necessity, be entitled to kill his assailant deliberately would nevertheless
seem to be inconsistent with Aquinas’s main point in STh II-II, q. 64,
a. 7, namely, that self-defense will be licit only when the lethal outcome
stands outside of the agent’s intention. It can be said, however, that
this 




  
  

  


page 364

inconsistency would arise only if
Aquinas were using intentio (along with its cognates intendere and
intendens) in a manner akin to the English word intention,
which broadly designates “a determination to act in a certain way,”
and hence as applicable to both ends and means.(59)
But, in light of the fact that article 7 clearly distinguishes between the act
of self-defense and the end for the sake of which this act is done,(60)
there is little doubt that intentio must here be taken in the more
narrow, technical sense of ‘aiming at an end’. Thus understood, Aquinas’s
purpose in the article was to distinguish between two different goals
for the sake of which killing might be carried out by private individuals:
strict necessity (protection from ongoing or imminent harm), on the one hand,
and the desire to impose a penalty, on the other. Only in the second case would
harming have the character of an end; defensive harming, by contrast, would
solely have the character of a means. Read in this way, STh II-II, q.
64, a. 7 amounts to a reiteration of the canonists’ basic distinction between
licit defensive killing and illicit revenge, albeit dressed up in the
philosophical vocabulary of the author’s Aristotelianism.

Reference to noninstrumental harming
is most apparent in Aquinas’s description of illicit private vengeance in STh
II-II, q. 108, a. 1, where, as he puts it, the avenger’s very aim is to take
satisfaction in the harm done to the other.(61)
The situation is somewhat more complicated with respect to the public vengeance
that is carried out by duly authorized members of the common-wealth, since this
will be licit only when it is ordered to something beyond the infliction of
pain, loss, or death, namely, to some good that is achieved by the punishment.(62)
Here and in other 
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passages Aquinas mentions several
goods that can be achieved through the imposition of punishment: restraining
evil, deterring wrongdoing, the amendment of sinners, etc. Yet, although
punishment can indeed be viewed as a means for procuring such goods, it remains
true that, at a most basic level, punishment is first and foremost about
rectifying the violated fabric of justice: “through punishment the equality
of justice is restored” (per poenam reparatur aequalitas iustitae
[STh II-II, q. 108, a. 4]). It should be emphasized that this good—the
reestablishment of justice—is an end that is realized in the
punishment itself, for, as Aquinas explains, this justice arises when “he
who by sinning has exceeded in following his own will, suffers something that is
contrary to his will.”(63) In this sense,
the punishments in question (striking, maiming, incarceration, or death)
represent more than pure means to a distinct end; rather, they are integral to
the end itself, and may be intended as such, for it is in them that the balance
of justice is restored.

This reading is borne out by the
concluding sentence in the body of article 7, where Aquinas asserts that the
intentional infliction of death (intendens hominem occidere) may
licitly be carried out only by persons (soldiers or ministers of a judge) who
have the public authority to exercise this action for the sake of the common
good. This assertion is made by reference to article 3, where he had explained
that political authorities alone, and not private individuals, are entitled to
inflict death on evildoers (occidere malefactorem), just as “it
belongs to a physician to cut off a decayed limb, when he has been entrusted
with the care of the whole body.” Although the notion of punishment is not
explicitly mentioned, his specification that this killing is to be wrought
specifically upon evildoers makes clear that capital punishment is indeed the
problem under discussion in article 3.(64) This
suggests that when the very same concept of public killing is again mentioned in
article 7, it likewise bears a relation to the 
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idea of punishment. Soldiers or enforcers of the law may ‘intentionally’ kill in
self-defense (a. 7), just as judges may rightly order the execution of evildoers
(a. 3), because in each case they possess the requisite authority. And such
authority is needful for the precise reason that only persons entrusted with
care of the common good have the right to administer punitive sanctions. This
requirement holds not only for the death penalty, but, as we have seen, for any
corporeal sanction whatsoever.(65)

The interpretation that I have been
arguing for—namely, that in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 the reference to
‘intentional’ killing signifies not merely the deliberateness of this act, but
more specifically the fact that it is carried out as an execution of justice—is
somewhat obscured by the formulation Aquinas himself uses in the closing
sentence of article 7. There the contrast between private individuals and public
authorities appears to be framed, not in terms of self-defense and punishment,
but rather as a subset within the first of these two categories: “It is not
licit for one man to intend killing another in self-defense, except in the case
of those who have public authority, who, though intending to kill a man in
self-defense, refer this to the public good: for instance a soldier fighting
against the enemy and a minister of the judge fighting with robbers.”(66)
This formulation can easily lead one to think that the discussion in article 7
had prescinded 
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entirely from the notion of
punishment;(67) in substance the analysis would
then have been about two forms of strictly defensive killing, private and
public, and only the latter could justifiably be deemed deliberate.

There are however at least two reasons
which militate against reading article 7 in the manner just described. First, in
his earlier discussion of soldiers fighting against an enemy (i.e., combat in a
just war), Aquinas had made clear that such action would necessarily have a
punitive dimension: “those who are attacked,” he wrote in STh II-II,
q. 40, a. 1, “should be attacked, because they deserve it on account of
some fault.” The same presupposition of guilt would likewise hold, mutatis
mutandis, with respect to ministers of the judge who use coercive means to
enforce the law against criminals.

Second, Aquinas’s statements about
justifiable resort to force should not be read anachronistically in light of the
modern attempt to separate the question of the lawful behavior of combatants in
war (jus in bello) from the substantive reasons that states may have
for going to war (jus ad bellum). On the modern conception (articulated
in the eighteenth century by authors such as Wolff and Vattel), the laws of war
apply simultaneously to the opposing belligerents, regardless of which side is
truly possessed of the just cause. Hence the determination of right and wrong
behavior on the battlefield will be measured solely by military necessity.
Soldiers will thus face each others as “defenders,” and not as agents
of justice or executioners of a sanction. On Aquinas’s more traditional
understanding, by contrast, just war is a “unilateral act of
enforcement,” which “implies by definition the legal inequality of the
defenders, who confront each other in quite distinct capacities, one as an
offender, the other as a dispenser of 
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justice.”(68)
In line with this conception, an individual soldier would view his enemy, not as
someone entitled to fight in a manner identical to himself, but rather as
“the rebellious object of armed coercion.”(69)
It would accordingly be a mistake to read the state-ment in article 7 about
soldiers and policemen “defending them-selves” as though this were
meant to signify a form of justifiable killing that would prescind from all
considerations of culpability and punishment.

This reading is confirmed by a text in
the Summa Theologiae which in fact constitutes a close parallel to STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7, namely, the earlier question 41 on strife, “De rixa.”
One of the sins against peace, strife designates “a kind of private war,
which is conducted between private persons, not [from the initiative] of some
public authority, but instead from an inordinate will.”(70)
The sin consists first and foremost(71) in the
illicit use of force by one private person against another. On the part of the
individual who initiates the attack (goes to the offensive), the sin
will be especially grievous: “it is,” Aquinas states in very strong
terms, “always sinful,” “for it is not without mortal sin that
one inflicts harm on another even if the deed be done with the hands.”(72)
Aquinas points out, by contrast, that using counter force to protect oneself 
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from this sort of unjust attack need
not always be sinful. On the contrary, some acts of self-defense will be fully
justified and thus without sin. It remains true, nevertheless, that agents can
indeed fall into sin when defending themselves, not just venially, but mortally
as well. To explain the difference between these three modes of self-defense
(blameless, venially sinful, and mortally sinful) Aquinas appeals to intentionality
and proportionality, the same two principles that would figure so
prominently in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7.

The explanation in STh II-II,
q. 41, a. 1 opens with the state-ment that if someone’s “sole intention be
to resist [solo animo repellendi] the injury done to him, and he
defends himself with due moderation, there is no sin, and one cannot say that
there is strife on his part.”(73)
Inversely, however, “should a person defend himself out of vengeance or
hatred, or in excess to what moderation requires, there will always be
sin.”(74) Significantly, Aquinas here makes
explicit what was left merely implicit in his later treatment (STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7), namely, that self-defense will become illicit if it is
pursued, not merely to repel an attack, but with the added aim of exacting
revenge. Should the sentiment of revenge be slight, and the act’s
disproportionality minimal, the sin will be venial; but should a man go at his
attacker with “the firm resolve to kill or cause him serious harm,”(75)
the sin will then be mortal. By its placement in the argument, we are led to
understand that this ‘firm resolve’ is sinful precisely because the violence it
exercises is bound up with a project of revenge. In other words, Aquinas should
not here be understood as making a general statement about the unlawfulness of
deliberate private killing (or severe harming) under any conditions whatsoever,
such that even strictly defensive killing would be prohibited; rather, his
statement bears on the special case of homicidal revenge.
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Summary



In the preceding, I have offered an
interpretation of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 that cuts against the standard
reading of this text in terms of PDE. In so doing, my aim has been twofold.
First, I have attempted to show how this reading misconstrues the basic logic of
Aquinas’s analysis of self-defense. This analysis is not about deliberate versus
nondeliberate killing; its focus rather is on the difference between two quite
different aims for the sake of which such killing may be carried out:
self-preservation and punishment. While Aquinas unequivocally condemns
intentional killing in private revenge, by the same token he never denies that
private defenders may justifiably resort to lethal force in situations of
extreme necessity. Second, and by extension, I have argued that the PDE
interpretation foists onto Aquinas an overly narrow view of the sort of acts
that may justifiably be done in self-defense, a view that is out of keeping with
the legal conceptions prevalent in Aquinas’s own time. My intent has not been to
deny that PDE may be found in the writings of Thomas Aquinas. To the contrary, I
would argue that Aquinas does indeed advocate such a principle, not just once,
but repeatedly.(76) However, the contexts in
question have little in common with the moral problem of self-defense.(77)



[bookmark: N_1_]1. For further elucidations on PDE, see Gregory Reichberg and Henrik Syse,
“The Idea of Double Effect—In War and Business,” in L. Bomann Larsen
and O. Wiggen, eds., Responsibility in World Business: Managing Harmful
Side-effects of Corporate Activity (Tokyo: United Nations University Press,
2004), 17-38. 



[bookmark: N_2_]2. Joseph
Boyle, “Praeter intentionem in Aquinas,” The Thomist
42 (1978): 649-65. 



[bookmark: N_3_]3. Ibid.,
661. 



[bookmark: N_4_]4. John
Finnis, Joseph M. Boyle, Jr., and Germain Grisez, Nuclear Deterrence,
Morality and Realism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987). 



[bookmark: N_5_]5. In
this regard, the authors note (ibid., 315) that their “just-war theory is
more restrictive than traditional versions, even that of Thomas Aquinas.”
In a more recent text (Aquinas: Moral, Political, and Legal Theory
[Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998]) Finnis clarifies that this application
of PDE to the targeting of enemy combatants in war is within the logic, but not
the letter, of Aquinas’s teaching, since the latter judges “acceptable some
intentional killing in capital punishment and war” (287). 



[bookmark: N_6_]6. Finnis,
Boyle, and Grisez, Nuclear Deterrence, 315 



[bookmark: N_7_]7. Gareth
Matthews, “Saint Thomas and the Principle of Double Effect,” in Scott
MacDonald and Eleonore Stump, Aquinas’s Moral Theory (Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press, 1995), 63-78. 



[bookmark: N_8_]8. Ibid.,
69. 



[bookmark: N_9_]9. See
STh I-II, q. 73, a. 8. 



[bookmark: N_10_]10.  “Et ideo verberare aliquem non licet nisi habenti
potestatem aliquam super illum qui verberatur.” 



[bookmark: N_11_]11. For
an account of Aquinas’s conception of “sins against peace,” see
Gregory M. Reichberg, “Is There a ‘Presumption Against War’ in Aquinas’s
Ethics?” The Thomist 66 (July 2002): 337-67. 



[bookmark: N_12_]12. Matthews,
“Saint Thomas and the Principle of Double Effect,” 68. 



[bookmark: N_13_]13.  “Whether one is guilty of homicide through killing
someone by chance [causaliter].” 



[bookmark: N_14_]14. Boyle,
“Praeter intentionem in Aquinas,” 660. 



[bookmark: N_15_]15.  Ibid., 661. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16.  “If, as Aquinas seems to assert and never denies, one can
spear an assailant’s heart in self-defense without intending to kill, it is
possible to wage war, too—lethally and often successfully—without that
intent” (Finnis, Aquinas, 287). 



[bookmark: N_17_]17. For
a similar position, see Steven A. Long, “A Brief Disquisition regarding the
Nature of the Object of the Moral Act according to St. Thomas Aquinas,” The
Thomist 67 (2003): 45-71, see especially 51-53, 56-68. A number of
Aquinas’s commentators (e.g., Vitoria, Vasquez, De Soto, Lessius) have likewise
interpreted STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 as teaching that a defender can
lawfully will the death of his attacker as a means of
self-preservation. Hence they have (implicitly) rejected the double-effect
reading of this text. For an historical survey in support of this position, see
Vincentius M. Alonso, S.J., El principio del doble efecto en los comentados
de Santo Tomás de Aquino (diss., Rome, 1937). For the opposing position,
see Joseph T. Mangan, S.J., “An Historical Analysis of the Principle of
Double Effect,” Theological Studies 10 (1949): 41-61. This author
erroneously attributes to Vitoria the idea that STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7
represents a teaching on double effect. In the text alleged (Commentarios a
la Secunda Secundae de Santo Tomás, q. 64, a. 7 [Latin text and English
translation in J. P. Doyle, ed., Francisco de Vitoria, O.P., On Homicide
(Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1997)]) , after distinguishing between
intention (intentio) and choice (electio), Vitoria states that
while it is not licit (for a private individual) to intend as an end the death
of the attacker (“non licet propter se intendere mortem alterius”),
this can nevertheless be willed (i.e., be chosen as a means) when it is
necessary for self-defense (§2, Sed quia [Doyle, ed., 194-95]). 



[bookmark: N_18_]18. Finnis,
Boyle, and Grisez, Nuclear Deterrence, 312. 



[bookmark: N_19_]19. At
this juncture, Boyle quotes Cajetan, who (in his commentary on STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7), distinguished between killing an assailant as a means
(“ut medium ad finem”) of self-protection and killing him as a
consequence which follows from the necessity of the end (“ut consequens ex
necessitate finis”). The second would be praeter intentionem, and
the first not. For an analysis (with a translation of the key passage) of this
text, see Long,, “Object of the Moral Act,” 53-56. 



[bookmark: N_20_]20. Summa
contra Gentiles
III, c. 6 (Marietti edition, § 1907). 



[bookmark: N_21_]21.  Interestingly, in one of his treatments of the mixed
voluntary, Quodl. 5, q. 5, a. 3 (“Utrum ea quae per timorem fiunt,
sint voluntaria”), Aquinas mentions killing as an example of an act that
can become desirable in particular circumstances, even though in universali
consideratum it is an unqualified evil. The special case of self-defense is
not mentioned. 



[bookmark: N_22_]22.  Boyle makes it amply clear that, on his reading, Aquinas’s
theory of private self-defense does not allow for this sort of intentional
killing: “So Aquinas admits that the killing of another may be within the
intention (presumably as a means) but contrasts it with the kind of deadly
self-defense which can be morally justified” (“Praeter intentionem
in Aquinas,” 661). 



[bookmark: N_23_]23. De
iure belli ac pacis,
II, I, IV. English translation in G. M. Reichberg, H. Syse, and E. Begby, The
Ethics of War: Classic and Contemporary Readings (Oxford: Blackwell,
forthcoming 2006). I am grateful to Blackwell Publishing for allowing me to
quote from this volume in advance of its publication. 



[bookmark: N_24_]24. In
STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, speaking of private citizens, Aquinas initially
refers only to killing praeter intentionem. Later, in the next to last
sentence of the responsio, he mentions the case of soldiers and
“ministers of a judge” (policemen), who have moral license to kill
intentionally (intendens hominem occidere). 



[bookmark: N_25_]25. See
STh I-II, q.12, a. 2. 



[bookmark: N_26_]26. See
note 17 above. 



[bookmark: N_27_]27. See
Augustine, De libero arbitrio 1.5-6. 



[bookmark: N_28_]28. Very
little has been written on Aquinas’s relationship to medieval canon law, despite
the fact that he makes ample reference to Gratian’s Decretum, the Decretals
of Gregory IX, etc., in his various writings (see, for example, the long
list of his references to canon-law sources in vol. 16 of the Leonine edition of
the Summa Theologiae: Auctorum et operum index primus, “ius
canonicum,” pp. 220-22). He would, in particular, have had an especially
close knowledge of Raymond of Peñafort’s Summa de casibus (from which
he quoted extensively in book 4 of the Sentences commentary; for
documentation, see Jean-Marie Aubert, Le droit romain dans l’oeuvre de saint
Thomas [Paris: Vrin, 1955], 32 n. 6), which, as noted by Leonard Boyle
(“The Setting of the Summa Theologiae of St.
Thomas-Revisited,” in S. Pope, ed., The Ethics of Thomas Aquinas
[Washington: Georgetown University Press, 2002], 3), “Thomas would have
used … as his springboard for occasional casus and for the regular
conventual ‘Collationes de moralibus” [at the Dominican studium in Orvieto,
during his stay there in 1261-1265]. “By 1261,” Boyle adds, “and
indeed long before that date, the Summa of the former General of the
Dominicans (1238-40) had become an integral part of Dominican training. William
of Rennes, Lector of the house of Orléans, had written a valuable Apparatus
to it about 1241… .” See the remainder of the discussion, where, after
speculating that “Thomas had a healthy respect for Raymund as both a fine
legist and an able moralist,” Boyle indicates at least one question in the Summa
Theologiae that contains “large and unsuspected borrowings from the Summa
de casibus” (ibid.). 



[bookmark: N_29_]29. The
work appeared ca. 1140. 



[bookmark: N_30_]30. Decretum
Magistri Gratiani,
in E. Friedberg, ed, Corpus Iuris Canonici, pars prior (Leipzig:
Tauchnitz, 1879); translation by Robert Andrews and Peter Haggenmacher in
Reichberg, et al., eds., The Ethics of War. 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. The
text may be found in Decretum Divi Gratiani una cum glossis & thematibus
prudentum, & doctorum suffragio combrobatis (Lyon, 1554), p. 840a-b;
this gloss has been attributed to Johannes Teutonicus. 



[bookmark: N_32_]32. See
Peter Haggenmacher, Grotius et la doctrine de la guerre juste (Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1983), 94-95. 



[bookmark: N_33_]33. Decretum
Divi Gratiani una cum glossis,
p. 840 (Andrews and Haggenmacher, trans., in Reichberg et al., eds., The
Ethics of War). 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. Raymundus
de Pennafort, Summa de poenitentia, et matrimonio, cum glossis Ioannis de
Friburgo [in fact William of Rennes] (Rome, 1603). Below I refer to this
work under the abbreviated title Summa de casibus.Page numbers are
given in parentheses. 



[bookmark: N_35_]35.  Ibid., II, § 18 (185). 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. The
formula moderatio (or moderamen) inculpatae tutelae
(which seems to have first appeared in the constitution Recte possidenti,
promulgated around the time of the Emperor Diocletian) originally designated the
limits that should be observed by someone who used force in just defense of his property.
The medieval jurists subsequently applied this formula to the defense of persons
(see Haggenmacher, Grotius, 278). 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. Guilielmus
Redonensis, Apparatus, ad Summa de casibus, II, § 18 (moderamine
inculpatae tutelae) (185): “[N]on excedit modum in defendendo, plus
laedendo aduersarium, ex proposito maxime, quam exigat violentia illata.”
William’s gloss on the Summa de casibus has sometimes been erroneously
attributed to John of Freiburg, as for example in the 1603 edition referenced
above. This error is explained by the fact that both the Summa de casibus
and its gloss had long since fallen into disuse when they were first edited in
print on the occasion of Raymond’s canonization in 1601. This confusion was
cleared up by 1715 (on this, see Johann F. von Schulte, Die Geschichte der
Quellen und Literatur des Canonischen Rechts von Gratian bis auf die Gegenwart,
3 vols. [Stuttgart: Enke, 1875-80]). 



[bookmark: N_38_]38. Summa
de casibus,
II, § 18 (185). This (as noted in William’s Apparatus [§18, Dicunt
quidam]) is undoubtedly a reference to Huguccio, whose very restrictive
conception of self-defense was “a survival of Augustine’s view that denied
to the private individual the right to private defense on the grounds that it
entailed a loss of love” (Frederick H. Russell, The Just War in the
Middle Ages [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975], 96 n. 23).
Russell mistakenly attributes this position to Raymond of Peñafort (“[l]ike
Huguccio before him, Raymond harbored moral suspicions about attempts to justify
the right of a private person to resort to violence on his own behalf, however
licit it was in Roman and canon law”), on grounds that for Raymond
“private self-defense justified neither wounding nor killing an
enemy.” The tight restrictions on self-defense that Russell refers to in
Raymond’s Summa, the violation of which merit a sentence of
excommunication, bear only on the special case of persons who exceed the measure
in defending themselves against clerics: (“I agree with the opinion which
holds with respect to the sentence of excommunication that if someone defending
himself against a cleric goes too far, if this is intentional, he is subject to
excom-munication” [quantum ad sententiam excommunicationis concordo cum eis,
ut, si aliquis defendendo se contra clericum excessit modum, incidat in
excommunicationem]”) (§ 18 [186b]). It is true, however, that Raymond did
give a nod in the direction of Augustine when he affirmed that the
permissibility of violent self-defense “applies [only] to the imperfect,
the perfect [perfecti] are not allowed to strike back, which the Lord
shows in Matthew 5 [:39], ‘If anyone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him
the other also’ …” (§ 18 [187]). In this context the perfecti
signified those individuals who, by their professed state of life, were
committed to living out the gospel counsels of perfection. William,
characteristically, defined the category quite narrowly: “Who are these
[perfect]? Does this include regular clergy who have renounced possessions and
even their own will? Response: as perfection has many shapes, such as perfection
in respect of sufficiency, order, empire, religion, and some other matters
distinguished by the theologians, I believe that here only those are meant who
are obliged by vow, precept or law not to retaliate; among these were the
apostles and disciples in the primitive Church who were held to non-retaliation
by the teachings of the Lord, since the Church was to be promulgated and
enhanced by blood and martyrdom” (Apparatus, §18 [187]). 



[bookmark: N_39_]39. Apparatus,
§18 (Impediendo) (185). 



[bookmark: N_40_]40. In
other words, “striking back” will be allowed especially for the
protection of persons, in contrast to the protection of property,
which warrants a lesser use of force, particularly when applied by and against
clergy. 



[bookmark: N_41_]41. Apparatus,
§18 (Tertii dicunt) (186). 



[bookmark: N_42_]42. §18
(186). 



[bookmark: N_43_]43.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_44_]44.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_46_]46. Apparatus,
§18 (Si aliter), p. 186. 



[bookmark: N_47_]47. §18,
pp. 186-187. 



[bookmark: N_48_]48. Apparatus,
§18 (Contrarium actum), p. 187. 



[bookmark: N_49_]49.  “Si vero moderate violentiam repellat, erit licita
defensio: nam secundum iura, vim vi repellere licet cum moderamine
inculpatae tutelae.” 



[bookmark: N_50_]50.  “The defense forbidden in this passage (Rom. 12:19] is
that which comes from a vengeful spite [livore vindicate].” 



[bookmark: N_51_]51.  “Et ideo si aliquis ad defendendum propriam vitam utatur
maiori violentia quam oporteat, erit illicitum.” 



[bookmark: N_52_]52.  However, in STh II-II, q.108, a. 2, the idea of
defense incontinenti is implicitly mentioned, since here defense and
punishment are contrasted precisely by their temporal dimension (prospective or
retrospective): the first is exercised against harms that are still emergent,
while the second against harms that are past and done: “Man resists harm by
defending himself [defendit se] against injuries, lest they be
inflicted on him, or he avenges those that have already been inflicted on him [vel
iam illatas iniurias ulciscitur] with the intention not of harming, but of
removing the harm done [non intentione nocendi, sed intentione removendi
nocumenta]. And this belongs to vengeance.” 



[bookmark: N_53_]53. See,
for instance, STh I-II, q.18, a. 4, especially ad 2 and 3. 



[bookmark: N_54_]54. To
use the vocabulary earlier articulated in the Summa theologiae,
whatever means are employed to resist aggression would constitute the object of
the exterior act of the will, while the end aimed at (self-preservation) would
constitute the object of the will’s inner act (see STh I-II, q. 18, a.
6, in corp.). 



[bookmark: N_55_]55. However
in the sed contra to art. 7, Aquinas remarks that “it is much more
permissible to defend one’s life than one’s house” (multo magis licitum
est defendere propriam vitam quam propriam domum). This could be an
allusion to the third opinion mentioned by Raymond of Peñafort in Summa de
casibus, II, § 18, p. 185 (cited above, p. xxx), according to which active
resistance (striking back), as distinct from mere passive blocking, may be
justified particularly for the defense of one’s life, and to a lesser extent (or
perhaps not at all) for the defense of one’s property. From this we can
tentatively deduce that “the act of one defending himself,”
which is referred to in art. 7, is understood by Aquinas to consist in active
and not merely passive resistance to attack. 



[bookmark: N_56_]56.  “Ex actu igitur alicuius seipsum defendentis duplex
effectus sequi potest: unus quidem conservatio propriae vitae; alius autem
occisio invadentis.” 



[bookmark: N_57_]57.  “Actus igitur huiusmodi ex hoc quod intenditur
conservatio propriae vitae, non habet rationem illiciti: cum hoc sit cuilibet
naturale quod se conservet in esse quantum potest.” 



[bookmark: N_58_]58. “Nec
est necessarium ad salutem ut homo actum moderatae tutelage praetermittat ad
evitandum occisionem alterius, quia plus tenetur homo vitae suae providere quae
vitae alienate.” 



[bookmark: N_59_]59. The
Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary (at http://www.m-w.com/cgi-bin/dictionary?book=Dictionary&va=intention),
accessed 14 April 2005. 



[bookmark: N_60_]60. “Such
an act by which one tends to protect one’s life …” (“Actus igitur
huiusmodi ex hoc quod intenditur conservatio propriae vitae …”). 



[bookmark: N_61_]61.  “If one’s intention is directed chiefly to the evil of
the person on whom one takes vengeance, and rests there, then this [vengeance]
is altogether illicit …” (“Si enim eius intentio feratur
principaliter in malum illius de quo vindictam sumit, et ibi quiescat, est
omnino illicitum …”). 



[bookmark: N_62_]62.  “If, however, the avenger’s intention be directed chiefly
to some good, which is obtained by the punishment of the person who has sinned… then vengeance may be licit, provided other due circumstances be
observed” (“Si vero intentio vindicantis feratur principaliter ad
aliquod bonum, ad quod pervenitur per poenam peccantis… potest esse vindicatio
licita, aliis debitis circumstantiis servatis”) (ibid.). 



[bookmark: N_63_]63. “[I]lle
qui peccando nimis secutus est suam voluntatem, aliquid contra suam voluntatem
patitur” (ibid.); cf. Summa contra gentiles, bk. III,
chaps. 140 and 146. 



[bookmark: N_64_]64. STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_65_]65. The
principle that only someone (a legitimate authority) who is entrusted with the
care of a community (preserving its common good) may rightly impose a physical
penalty, is succinctly stated in STh II-II, q. 65, a. 2: “Now it
is illicit to do someone harm, except by way of punishment for the sake of
justice [nisi per modum poenae propter iustitiam]. Again, no man justly
punishes another, except one who is subject to his jurisdiction. Thus it is not
licit for a man to strike another [verberare aliquem], unless he have
some power over the one whom he strikes.” The remainder of the article
discusses the application of this principle to the special case of paternal
authority over children and servants. Having differentiated three types of
physical harming in STh II-II, q. 65, a. 1, namely, striking, maiming,
and killing, Aquinas made clear in STh II-II, q. 65, a. 2, ad 2, that
only a person holding “perfect coercive power” (i.e., a prince ruling
over a city or “perfect community”) might be entitled to administer
death or maiming, while the “imperfect coercive power” of a father
(ruling over the “imperfect community” or family) is limited to
striking only. 



[bookmark: N_66_]66.  [I]llicitum est quod homo intendat occidere hominem ut seipsum
defendat, nisi ei qui habet publicam auctoritatem, qui, intendens hominem
occidere ad sui defensionem, refert hoc ad publicum bonum: ut patet in milite
pugnante contra hostes, et in ministro iudicis pugnante contra latrones.” 



[bookmark: N_67_]67. After
observing that killing “is only possible in the context of punishment (the
preservation of justice) or of a just war,” Martin Rhonheimer (“Sins
Against Justice [IIa IIae, qq. 59-78], in Pope, ed., The Ethics of Thomas
Aquinas, 296) correctly notes that, for this reason the concluding sentence
of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 must not be taken to be “dealing with
mere actions in self-defense, as Thomas’s formulation misleadingly
suggests.” The same author adds (ibid), in line with what I have argued
below, that for Aquinas “a just war presupposes some guilt,” such
that, by the imposition of a penalty “an injustice has to be
redeemed.” 



[bookmark: N_68_]68.  Peter Haggenmacher, “Just War and Regular War in
Sixteenth Century Spanish Doctrine,” International Review of the Red
Cross, no. 290 (September-October 1992): 434-45, at 435; cf. Aquinas, STh
II-II, q. 41, a. 1, ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_69_]69.  Ibid. 



[bookmark: N_70_]70. STh
II-II, q. 41, q. 1: “[R]ixa videtur esse quoddam privatum bellum, quod
inter privatas personas agitur non ex aliqua publica auctoritate, sed magis ex
inordinata voluntate.” 



[bookmark: N_71_]71. Aquinas
mentions two other sorts of actors that might be subject to the sin of strife:
(1) individuals who use force defensively to resist a just attack mounted by
ministers of a legitimate prince or judge; in this sense, criminals who resist
apprehension, and soldiers who prosecute an unjust war, would be guilty of
strife (STh II-II, q. 41, a. 1, ad 3); and (2), soldiers or policemen
who give vent to private animosity when carrying out their official duties (STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7 [in corp., last line]). 



[bookmark: N_72_]72.  “[R]ixa semper importat peccatum. Et in eo quidem qui
alterum invadit iniuste est peccatum mortale: inferre enim nocumentum proximo
etiam opere manuali non est absque mortali peccato.” As Aquinas indicates
in the reply to the third objection, it is in this respect that private violence
differs essentially from public war. While it may be lawful for the legitimate
authority (a prince or a judge) to go on the attack (i.e., initiate war) against
wrong-doers, the use of offensive force will never be permitted on the
part of private individuals. This is the reason why rixa is purely and
simply the name of a sin, while bellum may be either sinful or just,
depending on the three conditions outlined in STh II-II, q. 40, a. 1. 



[bookmark: N_73_]73.  “Nam si solo animo repellendi iniuriam illatam, et cum
debita moderatione se defendat, non est peccatum: nec proprie potest dici rixa
ex parte eius.” 



[bookmark: N_74_]74.  “Si vero cum animo vindictae vel odii, vel cum excessu
debitae moderationis se defendat, semper est peccatum.” 



[bookmark: N_75_]75.  “[Q]uando obfirmato animo in impugnantem insurgit ad eum
occidendum vel graviter laedendum.” 



[bookmark: N_76_]76. For
a discussion of some of the relevant texts, see Reichberg and Syse, “The
Idea of Double Effect—In War and Business,” 17-22. 



[bookmark: N_77_]77. An
early draft of this article was presented in June 2003, at a celebration of the
ten-year jubilee of the Seminar in Medieval Thought at the University of Oslo. I
am grateful to Peter Haggenmacher, Antonio Perez, Mark Souva, Henrik Syse, and
an anonymous reviewer for The Thomist for many useful suggestions.









Web server status






The Thomist
69 (2005): 371-406











AN ABSOLUTELY SIMPLE GOD?

FRAMEWORKS FOR READING PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS
AREOPAGITE(1)









John
D. Jones

 



Marquette
University

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

ALTHOUGH LARGELY NEGLECTED in the West during recent centuries as formative
for philosophy and theology, the writings attributed to Dionysius the Areopagite,
the Corpus Dionysiacum (CD), exercised substantial influence
during the Western Christian medieval and Renaissance periods. John Scotus
Eriugena, John Sarracen, Robert Grosseteste, and Marsilio Ficino produced some
of the major Latin translations of the corpus. Albert the Great wrote
commentaries on all the major works of Dionysius; Robert Grosseteste wrote
commentaries on several of them. Aquinas wrote a commentary on the Divine
Names and in addition refers directly to Dionysius in nearly 2200
texts—more references than to any other authors except Aristotle and Augustine.
Dionysius’s influence continued to be felt through the Renaissance period among
thinkers such as Marsilio Ficino, Nicholas of Cusa, Meister Eckhart, and Dante.

The writings of Dionysius have enjoyed an enduring formative status in the
Eastern Orthodox Church. Dionysius’s writings are central to the Byzantine
tradition that runs through the Cappadocian fathers, Maximus the Confessor, John
Damascene, Gregory Palamas, and into the twentieth century among thinkers such
as
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Vladimir Lossky and Christoph Yannaras. A stichera or verse for vespers for
the feast day of St. Dionysius Areopagite

(Oct. 3) reflects the honor still accorded these writings and their author.(2)

As a friend of wisdom
to the point of coming to resemble God as closely as possible, O blessed
Dionysius, you mystically explained the divine names. Initiated as you were by
union with God in the mysteries that surpass all understanding, you taught them
to the ends of the earth.

Moreover, during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, when the dependence
of the CD on Neoplatonic authors such as Proclus was firmly
established, a number of scholars came to view the CD as fundamentally
Neoplatonic in spirit: in some cases compatible with the Christian teachings it
contained, while in other cases using the Christian teachings as a
“front” to promulgate a Neoplatonic view of the world.(3)

In this paper I will sketch three frameworks for reading the texts of
Dionysius: Neoplatonic, Scholastic,(4) and
Byzantine. Of course, each of the historical traditions associated with these
frameworks is complex, diverse, and multifaceted. It would be historically naïve
and inaccurate to reduce any of these traditions to specific thinkers such as
Plato, Plotinus, Damascius Diadochus, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory Palamas,
Aristotle, or Aquinas. However, in the context of this paper I shall in fact
focus on these 
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thinkers as representative of their traditions as I try to sharpen what
seem to be three rather distinctive approaches relative to one another and
relative to reading Dionysius.(5) My aim in
elaborating these frameworks is more systematic than strictly historical.



I am particularly interested in the
problem of whether there is a distinction between the divine essence(6)
and energies,(7) an issue that characteristically
divides Eastern Orthodox and Roman Catholic thinkers.(8)
This problem is closely related to a host of other problems including the
character of God’s incomprehensibility and simplicity; the relation between the
persons or 




  
  

  


page
374



hypostases(9)
of the Trinity, the divine essence, and divine energy;(10)
the relation between God and finite beings; and the nature of our ultimate union
with God. In the first part of the paper, I will lay out the three frameworks
with attention to these problems. In the second, I will consider the
interpretation of Dionysius in terms of these frameworks and with reference to
two general topics: first, how to interpret Dionysius’s characterization of God
as hyperousios ousia (beyond-being being) and, second, whether and in
what sense Dionysius makes a distinction between the divine being (essence) and
energy. In relation to these issues, I do not think Dionysius fits neatly or
completely into any of these frameworks. On balance, though, his writings are
best read in terms of the Byzantine framework and they are at odds in
fundamental ways with the Neoplatonic and, especially, the Scholastic
frameworks.

As the reader will note, I have spent
considerably more time laying out and providing secondary references to
Byzantine authors than either Neoplatonic or Scholastic authors.(11)
The latter 




  
  

  


page 375

frameworks, so far as I develop them
for this paper, are rather well known among philosophers in general. However,
while the essence-energy distinction that it at the heart of the Byzantine
framework has received a good deal of discussion among professional theologians,
it has been virtually ignored by professional philosophers. This is because most
philosophers are less likely than theologians to be familiar with authors in the
Byzantine tradition.



 



I

A) The Neoplatonic Framework(12)

For Plato and Aristotle, things are
what they are in virtue of their form. Knowledge of a being’s form provides our
most fundamental knowledge of it—‘what it is’. Subsistent forms are what really
are for Plato, or the prime instances of being as being (on hê on) for
Aristotle. However, they are definite beings that, as such, are limited or
finite. Despite his insistence on the onto-logical primacy of form, Plato posits
an unlimited principle that in some sense transcends form: for example, the good
beyond being (epeikena tês ousias). In light of the first hypothesis
of the Parmenides, the Neoplatonists understand this unlimited first
principle as the One. As is well known, in the first hypothesis of that
dialogue, Parmenides posits a one in no way many. After showing that nothing can
be predicated of such a one without making it many, Parmenides concludes:

There is no manner in
which the one has being [ousia]. Therefore, the one in no manner is [on].
It cannot then be even to the extent of being one. Rather if we can trust such
an argument as this, it appears that the one neither is one nor is at all …
you cannot say that it has anything or that there is anything of it. 
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Consequently, it
cannot have a name or be spoken of, nor can there be any knowledge or perception
or opinion of it. It is not named or spoken of, nor a matter of opinion or
knowledge or perception for any being.(13)





For the Neoplatonists, accordingly, the One as the unlimited first principle is
radically simple: it is in no way many and admits of no distinction or
differentiation. More properly, it is neither one nor many, neither united nor
differentiated. Hence, to refer to the One as absolutely simple is to assert
nothing positive about it at all, as if it were the most simple being among the
totality of all beings. Rather, the One is beyond all beings and all entitative
determinations.(14) Although properly ineffable,
the One is the ultimate productive power (dynamis) or cause of all
things. Hence, it can be named ‘good’ and ‘one’. Of course, these names, or any
other names we might give to the One, do not imply differentiation or
distinction in it. They are causal designations that ‘name’ the One in relation
to what comes forth from it. Conversely, otherness and differentiation, as well
as sameness and union, emerge in the overflow or superabundance of the One. For
Plotinus, otherness is the first “moment” of the procession of
thinking (nous) and being since otherness is the condition for any
thing to exist at all, while sameness is established in the reversion of being
and thinking to the One.(15) Hence, for Plotinus,
thinking and being do not pertain to the One since both thinking and being
essentially involve multiplicity and, thus, differentiation.(16)
Consequently, when Plotinus describes the radical reversion of the soul to the
One, in which the soul goes beyond nous, closes the eye of nous
as one might say, there is no longer a basis for sameness and difference between
the soul qua nous and the One.(17) So,
Plotinus writes:
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So then the seer does
not see and does not distinguish and does not imagine two. But it is as if he
had become someone else and he is not himself and does not count as his own
there, but has come to belong to that and so is one, having joined, as it were
center to center. For, there too, when the centers have come together they are
one, but there is duality when they are separate. This is also how we now speak
of another.(18)

This view of the One ultimately denies the primacy of an ‘analogy of being’
between the One and beings since the One is utterly inexpressible and
incomprehensible. To be sure, an analogy arises in our attempt to understand the
one as cause of beings, but in that connection Plotinus writes: “To say
that it is the cause is not to predicate something incidental of it but of us,
because we have something from it while that One is in itself. But speaking
precisely neither ‘that’ nor ‘is’ should be said.”(19)
Plotinus himself, however, seems somewhat ambiguous and ambivalent on this
matter. There are texts (most notably the last part of Enneads 6.8) in
which Plotinus develops what various scholars have suggested is at bottom a kind
‘theistic’ understanding of the One.(20) That
ambiguity and ambivalence, however, seems decisively resolved by Damascius
Diadochus, the last head of the Academy and, probably, one of the most neglected
of the great Neoplatonists.

Damascius begins his work Concerning
the First Principle with the question: “Whether what is called the one
principle of all is beyond the all [to pan] or something of the all as
the summit of all those that proceed from it. Do we say that the all is with it,
or after it and from it?”(21) Since for
Damascius, “the all” is properly 
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that from which nothing is absent(22)
and not just “those things that subsist in multiplicity and
differentiation,”(23) the One as the
ultimately simple cause is connected even in its transcendence with what it is
to transcend. Accordingly, the One is known through the negation of an eminent
denial: the One beyond the all—as the undifferentiated, transcendent first
principle of all—is superior to the all and unknowable to all intellect and
sensation just as the intelligible itself is unknown to sensation.(24)

Damascius, however, writes that
“Our soul conjectures a principle of all, however conceived, to be beyond
the all, unconnected with the all. Therefore, it must be named neither
principle, nor cause, nor first, nor before the all, nor beyond the all.
Therefore, much less is it to be hymned as the all. Nor in general [is it] to be
hymned, conceived or conjectured.”(25) In
this case, we have a more radical negation that neither affirms nor denies the
One since it neither has a nature and is utterly unknown. Indeed, “we do
not know it either as known or unknown.”(26)

Elsewhere, Damascius writes: “We
do not affirm anything of [the ineffable] at all. Therefore, these are not the
nature of it: nothing, beyond all, beyond cause, and the uncoordinated with 
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all, but only the denial of those
after it.”(27) In this connection, Sara
Rappe correctly observes:

The
“Ineffable” is a term that does not possess a meaning in the ordinary
sense, since it has no semantic function. It is not a term so that its
deployment in language conveys nothing at all to the reader or listener. That
this word forms the basis of Damascius’ philosophical activity inevitably leads
to a self-conscious meditation on the status of his own language, which
Damascius often refers to as a radical reversal, or peritrope of language.(28)

 



B) The Scholastic Framework

For Aristotle, form, ousia, and actuality (energeia) are
the primary, and ultimately equivalent, expressions of being as being; it is
with reference to them that everything else is and is said to be. Subsistent
forms (viz., the unmoved movers) are the first among beings, which as pure
actualities, are finite or determinate. For Aristotle, however, there is no
actually infinite being since anything infinite is as such always potential.
Given this, how is it that later Christian thinkers can use an Aristotelian
framework to claim that God is a purely actual infinite being? Aquinas provides
a typical yet elegant solution to this problem in the Summa Theologiae
I, questions 2-4. In the third argument for the existence of God (q. 2, a. 3),
Aquinas argues that subsistent forms—in this case the angels—do not account
for themselves since their essence does not involve be-ing (esse). They
are relatively necessary but not necessary without qualification. To account for
their existence, they require a being that is necessary without qualification
and whose essence is identical to its be-ing (esse). Indeed, it must be
identical to its essence and be-ing (q. 3, a. 4). This being, God, is be-ing
itself subsisting in itself (ipsum esse per se subsistens) (q. 4, a.
2). This being is completely simple without any potentiality or composition.
This entails that nothing is predicated of God; rather, God is whatever
is said of him.
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In the Neoplatonic and Scholastic frameworks, the first cause is absolutely
simple. In the former framework, as is evidenced by Plotinus and Damascius, the
One is radically beyond essence/being (hyperousios) such that nothing
is properly predicated of it, including ‘simple’ and ‘one’. In the latter
framework, however, God is understood to be an infinite, rational, subsisting
being identical to his essence, existence, goodness, will, knowledge, love, etc.
Whatever is said of God is identical to the divine essence; whatever is not
identical with the divine essence is created—otherwise God would be subject to
accidents and, thus, divine simplicity would be compromised.

Despite the radical difference between God and all finite beings, that
difference in the Scholastic framework is still entitative in character as a
difference between two orders of beings: God as the uncreated being and all
other beings as created.(29) That is, God is
understood with reference to the same


  



page 381

metaphysical categories that apply to
beings. To be sure, some of these categories do not apply (e.g., materiality,
potentiality, etc.). But there is a metaphysical and epistemological continuity
between God and beings that is rooted in the analogy of being (ens) and
extends to essence. Indeed, in the absence of such an analogical continuity,
there would be no possibility of a science about God and, thus, no possibility
of providing a rational grounding of beings in God as the first cause.
Accordingly, the human quest for happiness that is rooted in our nature as
rational beings would be frustrated. As Aquinas says:

There resides in
every man a natural desire to know the cause of any effect which he sees; and
thence arises wonder in men. But if the intellect of the rational creature could
not reach so far as to the first cause of things, the natural desire would
remain void. Hence, it must be absolutely granted that the blessed see the
essence of God.(30)

I wish to note two obvious points of contrast between the Neoplatonic and
Scholastic frameworks. First, despite the strictly rational requirement that God
be utterly simple, the Christian God is the Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit. While Aquinas identifies the persons of the Trinity with the divine
essence, nevertheless, the persons are different from and thus in some sense
other than one another.(31) The Father is not
the Son, the Son is not the Holy Spirit, etc. The Neoplatonic framework
obviously rejects the Trinity since all otherness and differentiation is
extrinsic to the One.(32) Second, in the
Neoplatonic framework, radical union with the One involves a transnoetic
experience that transcends sameness and difference between the individual and
the One. According to the Scholastic framework, there is an intellectual vision
of God’s essence for the blessed in the next life which, although it never
comprehends God as God does since the
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created intellect never loses its
created status, nevertheless in some way directly intuits the divine essence. 





C) The Byzantine Framework





“His divine power has granted to us all things that pertain to life and
godliness … that through them [we] may become partakers of the divine
nature.”(33)
Commenting on this text, Gregory Palamas writes, “the divine nature must be
called at the same time incommunicable and, in a sense, communicable; we attain
participation in the nature of God and yet he remains totally inaccessible. We
must affirm both things at one and must preserve the antinomy as the criterion
of piety.”(34) Elsewhere, Palamas elaborates on this matter as
follows:





Further, that which
participates in something according to essence [ousia] must possess a common essence with that in which it
participates and be identical with it in some respect. Who then has even heard
of there being one essence shared by God and us in any respect? Basil the Great
says: “The energies of God come down to us but his essence remains
inaccessible.” And the divine Maximus affirms, “The man divinized by
grace will be everything that God is, apart from identity of essence.” Thus
it is not possible to participate in the divine essence, not even for those
divinized by grace, but it is possible to participate in the divine energy.(35)





It is worth noting that a primary motivation for the distinction between the
divine essence and the divine energy is existentially based in deification; as
Maximus the Confessor says, we become so united to God that “all that God
is, save for an identity in essence, we become when deified by grace.”(36)
In deification, we
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are transformed, drawn into a personal
communion with the Trinity in its light and glory, in which we experience God
“face to face”— proposon ad proposon or person to
person—and, thus, as he is while the ‘essence’ of God remains utterly
inaccessible to us.(37) Indeed, while for
Aquinas we never see God face to face in this life, Byzantine authors assert the
possibility of this as evidenced by, for example, the apostles’ vision of the
uncreated glory of God on Mount Tabor at the transfiguration.(38)

The following text from John Damascene
well represents the impossibility of knowing the divine essence:

“No one has seen
God at any time; the Only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He
has declared Him” (John 1:18). The deity, therefore, is ineffable and
incomprehensible… . Moreover, after the first and blessed nature no one, not
of men only, but even of supramundane powers, and the Cherubim, I say, and
Seraphim themselves, has ever known God, save him to whom He revealed Himself… we neither know, nor can we tell, what the essence of God is, or how it is
at all.(39)

The incomprehensibility of the divine essence is not just a function of our
limitations in this life that are overcome in the next life. As Palamas writes:
“there is no name for the divine essence either in this life or in the
next—for any created beings.”(40)
Moreover, the apophatism underlying Damascene’s text is not the via negativa
as this is traditionally understood in the West, which primarily serves to
correct the true affirmations said of God: essence is truly said of God but we
must deny that the divine essence is anything like a created essence to which
our term
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‘essence’ refers. In contrast, the
more radical apophatism in the Eastern tradition means that in a proper sense
neither essence or nature are said of God. So, in commenting on Divine Names
5.1 “we do not intend to hymn [hymneo] the hyperousios
ousia,”(41) the scholia on
this text notes that “Dionysius does not present what the essence of God is
for ‘essence’ is not properly predicated of God insofar as he is beyond
being.”(42) Gregory Palamas puts the matter
directly as follows: “Every nature is utterly removed and absolutely
estranged from the divine nature [physis]. For if God is nature, other
things are not nature, but if each of the other things is nature, he is not
nature; just as he is not a being [on], if the other are beings [onta].
And if he is a being, the others are not beings.”(43)

Properly, then, there is no name for
“whatever God is”; the name most befitting God’s incomprehensibility
is that God is beyond all names. Yet, God reveals himself to us as the Trinity
of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit who are present to us in their knowledge, will,
light, glory, etc. Indeed, the affirmative names given to God are not said of
the essence of God but what is around the essence or nature of God (peri tên
ousian or physin). As Damascene says: “God then is infinite
and incomprehensible and all that is comprehensible about him is his infinity
and incomprehensibility. But all that we can affirm concerning God does not show
forth God’s nature, but only those that are around his nature,”(44)
that is, his “energy.” The energy is the natural going forth (exodos)
of the divine essence as directed toward creation. While this energy can be
referred to in the singular, one also observes the distinctions between various
energies: for example, God’s will is distinct from God’s knowledge.

Hence, the Byzantine framework
recognizes a set of distinc-tions in God that are not simply nominal or a
function of the deficient signification of our language: between the divine
essence 
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(nature) and the hypostases or persons
of the Trinity, between the divine essence and the divine energy, between the
persons of the Trinity and the energy, and between the various energies that
‘comprise’ the divine energy.(45) Yet the
persons of the Trinity are “one in essence and undivided”(46)
from each other and from the essence. The same is true for the energy/energies.
All of them are fully and completely God. None is a ‘part’ of God, nor do any of
these distinctions introduce any confusion or division in God.

The distinction between ousia,
hypostasis, and energeia is foundational to the Byzantine
framework. Damascene offers this concise exposition of the difference between
them:

But observe that
energy [energeia] and capacity for energy [energtikon], and
the product of energy [energtêma], and the agent of energy [energôn]
are all different. Energy is the efficient and essential activity of nature. The
capacity for energy is the nature from which the energy proceeds. The product of
energy is that which is effected by energy. And the agent of energy is the
person or subsistence [hypostasis] that employs the energy.(47)



While the earliest writers in the Greek Patristic tradition tend to use ousia
and hypostasis interchangeably, the Cappadocian Fathers tend to
distinguish them in terms of the distinction between the universal or common and
the particular/individual.(48)
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So, Peter, Paul, and Barnabas all
exist and are all homoousios (of one essence/substance) with one
another so far as they share the common ousia of humanity. In like
manner, the Father, Son, and Spirit are homoousios since they share the
same ousia or nature. It is the individual (hypostasis) that
gives existence to—that is, manifests—the ousia.(49)
In this framework, the hypostasis receives the ontological weight for
it is the hypostasis that subsists in the proper sense and not the ousia.(50)
Although the hypostases of the Trinity are one in essence, they are nevertheless
distinct not only from one another but from the essence.

This framework also distinguishes the
essence or nature from the energy/energies that naturally flow from it. The
energy is around the nature but is not the nature. God’s energies are fully and
completely divine, fully and completely eternal, uncreated, etc. While they are
distinct from the persons and the divine essence, they are inseparable from
both. They manifest the divine essence in creation and are that in which we
participate and to which we are united in deification. Moreover, the energies
that flow from the essence are used by the hypostasis (person or
subsistent individual) that gives existence to or manifests the essence. Hence,
the distinction between essence and energy goes hand in hand with the
distinction between essence and person. So Palamas notes it is not man in
general—or the essence common to all humans—that thinks, wills, loves, makes
decisions, etc. If it is said that “God does not have a natural energy
distinct from his essence” one says that “God does not possess
individual subsis-
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tence and [this] completely deprives
the trihypostatic Lord of real subsistence.”(51)

Palamas notes two problems if these
distinctions are not observed. First, the distinction between human persons and
the persons of the Trinity would collapse if there is no distinction between the
divine ousia and energy since if any created beings participated in the
ousia of God they would be homousios with the persons of the
Trinity. God would be multihypostatic and not trihypostatic.(52)

Second, this first problem is part of
a more generalized problem that the distinction between creation and generation
would be abolished since what flows from the essence does so naturally, yet
creation is a free act of God’s will. Palamas quotes Cyril of Alexandria for
support of this criticism: “begetting be-longs to the divine nature but
creating to his divine energy… . Nature and energy are not identical.”(53)
So, if we were to grant with Aquinas that God is called good not simply as cause
of goodness but as goodness itself, then God’s goodness would be identical to
the divine essence and necessary to God. But it is difficult to see how God can
be called creator or cause in the same sense, since while God is necessarily
good, God need not be a creator or cause.(54)

In the Scholastic framework, whatever
is said of God is identical to his essence; whatever is not identical to the
essence must be created since otherwise there would be accidents in God. Palamas
presents a striking contrast to this view which seems to undergird the Byzantine
framework.
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God also has what is
not essence. Yet this does not mean that it is an accident. For that which not
only does not pass away but also admits or effects no increase or diminution
whatever could not possibly be numbered among accidents. Neither is it true
that, because this is neither an accident or essence, it belongs among totally
nonexistent things: rather, it exists and exists truly. Since the hypostatic
properties and the hypostases are neither an essence or an accident in God, are
they each on this account ranked among nonexistent things? Certainly not. Thus,
in the same way, the divine energy of God is neither an essence nor an accident
nor is it classed among nonexistent things.(55)



Accordingly, one must note a significant difference between these two
frameworks. Both stress God’s infinity: that God can in no manner be properly
encompassed by the categories employed to understand finite beings. In the
Scholastic framework, however, despite the manner in which all the intelligible
names that apply to God must be corrected, still, these names truly apply to
God. In particular, whatever the divine essence might be, we truly say that
there is a divine essence and existence even if we do not know what it is. So
too, the simplicity of God requires that we correct the distinctions implied in
our use of terms regarding finite beings. While the difference in meaning
between knowledge and will corresponds to a ‘real’(56)
distinction in finite rational beings, when these terms are applied to God, they
must be viewed as referring to an entity in whom knowledge and will are
identical with each other since they are identical with the divine essence. In
other words, with reference to God (the Trinity), we have these sorts of
simultaneously true propositions: God is God’s essence; God is God’s knowledge;
God is God’s will; God is the Father; God is the Son, etc.; God’s essence is
God’s knowledge; God’s knowledge is God’s will; God the Father is God’s
knowledge. The only nonidentity statements are of this sort: God the Father is
not God the Son, God the Holy Spirit is not God the Son. Moreover, the
nonidentity statements between Father, Son, and Spirit do not
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imply that Father, Son, and Spirit are
not identical to the divine essence.

In the Byzantine framework, the
situation is quite different. God (the Trinity) is not just his essence, yet
there are no accidents in God. While we may use the term ‘essence’ of God,
properly it does not apply except as a causal designation. Moreover, while God
is completely simple as undivided or noncomposite, there are nevertheless
distinctions or differentiations in God. These eternal distinctions are
eternally united without division. So we have a set of simultaneously true
propositions such as: God is God’s essence; God is the Father, God is the Son,
God is the Spirit; God is God’s energies. That is, God is fully and completely
his essence, each of the persons of the Trinity, and his energy/energies. But
God’s energies are not God’s essence; God the Father is not God’s essence; God
the Father is not God’s energies. Among the energies: God is God’s knowledge;
God is God’s will; God’s knowledge is not God’s will. However, the Father, Son,
and Spirit are one in essence, knowledge, will, etc. The Father’s knowledge is
the Son’s knowledge, etc. Hence, while the logic of identity, that if A = B and
A = C, B = C, is maintained regarding God in the Scholastic framework and in the
Western tradition generally,(57) it breaks down
in the Byzantine framework. It is not surprising, then, that the Byzantine
framework is described in terms of paradoxical or antinomical thinking.(58)
Moreover, if the logic of identity governs and is governed by thinking about
beings, then in the Byzantine framework we can say that God properly is not
regarded as a being.(59)


  
  

  


Page 390





II

A) The Sense of “hyperousios
ousia” for Dionysius





In this section of the paper, I will consider two fundamental and related
matters in Dionysius relative to these frameworks: the incomprehensibility of
God and the distinction between ousia
and energies.





It is not the intention
of our discourse to manifest the beyond-being being [hyperousios
ousia] as beyond-being, for this is ineffable, and
unknown and completely unable to be manifest and surpasses unity itself, but to
hymn the being-producing [ousiopoios]
procession of the divine source of being into all beings.(60)









Aquinas’s
only comment on this text is found in his Commentary on the Divine
Names.





It is not Dionysius’s
present intention that the essence of God be manifest through which all things
are given essence insofar as it is in itself, but that the procession of beings
from the divine principle into all existents might be praised. For some
procession of some perfection from God in existents is manifested by each divine
name. 





While Dionysius refers the divine names to the processions of God, Aquinas makes
it clear elsewhere that when we call God being, life, or good, we are not merely
naming some procession of being or life from God but we are naming the source of
the procession, which, given divine simplicity, is identical to the divine
essence.(61) Aquinas certainly thinks that
Dionysius holds this view.(62)

Albert the Great interprets the above
text to say that Dionysius does not intend to say that we cannot know the divine
essence, but only that we cannot know it perfectly. While we do not know what
God is “still the divine essence is known insofar as we come 
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to it after all effects and after all
the simplicity of creatures … namely, we know the divine essence through the
removal from all effects” and accordingly we are able to name it.(63)

Gregory Palamas offers a strikingly
different analysis based upon this text:

The nature beyond
being, and beyond life and beyond god, and beyond good as beyond good, etc, is
neither conceived nor contemplated in any way at all because it is apart from
all things and more than unknowable and established beyond the super-celestial
minds by an incomprehensible power and is always utterly unable to be grasped
and ineffable to all. For it has no name in the present age nor does it receive
one in the age to come… . Anyone who has knowledge of the truth beyond all
truth, if he is to name it correctly cannot legitimately name it ousia
or nature. But on the other hand, since it is cause of all … its name must
be drawn from things but not in a proper sense. Thus, it must be called ousia
and nature, but properly the ousia-bestowing procession and energy of
God.(64)

How, then, should we understand the phrase hyperousios ousia?
Grammatically, of course, ousia is a noun modified by hyperousious.
The ousia in this case is the divine ousia which, when
considered as hyperousios, is considered in itself and, thus, as
ineffable to all created beings. This is the way in which Aquinas and Albert
understand the text. But Palamas draws on Dionysius to support a view that
properly neither ousia nor nature are said of God except in the sense
that God is productive of ousia and nature in things. On this view,
despite the grammatical form of hyperousios ousia, ousia
is not a noun referring to a divine ‘essence’ characterized as hyperousios
in one sense and as ousiopoios (being producing) in another. Rather, hyperousios
“indicates” the Godhead as uncoordinated with all and, thus,
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beyond all names whatsoever; ousia, however, refers to God as
manifested, as we shall see, in the divine energy.(65)

It is striking how like the texts of
Damascius quoted above is this text of Palamas: all names referring to the
ultimate cause of all name it in reference to beings, while ‘the principle
unco-ordinated with all’ ‘is’ beyond nature, beyond essence, etc.(66)
Both the Byzantine and the Neoplatonic frameworks, then, note a double sense of hyperousios:
the transcendent cause of all is hyperousios as beyond all finite ousiai.
As being-producing prin-ciple of all things, it can be regarded as hyperousios
or ‘superessential’. That is, ousia can be said of this being-producing
principle but in a manner that transcends all finite ousiai. But, as in
Dionysius’s text above, hyperousios stands in contrast not to finite ousiai,
but God as the being-producing cause of all beings—that is, in the Byzantine
framework, God as the divine energy.

It is unfortunate that translations of
Byzantine and Neoplatonic texts often tend to follow the Latin rendering of
hyperousios as supersubstantiale or superessentiale. For
while super can carry the same ambiguity in Latin as is found in hyper,
the predominance in the West of a broadly entitative understanding of God that
is grounded in an analogy of being inevitably flattens the double sense of hyper
that we have noted.(67) That is, the reference
to the divine ousia as hyperousios is ultimately unnecessary
and serves at best a kind of heuristic value. For, since the noun ousia
refers to 
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the divine ousia and the
adjective ousios in hyperousios refers to the finite essence
beyond which (hyper-) the divine essence is supereminently founded,
then hyperousios ousia can be recast as divine “essence beyond
essence” (ousia hyper tên ousian). Hence, hyperousios ousia
can be rendered either as “essence beyond essence” or “supersessential
essence.” But given what is involved in predicating “essence” of
God, the phrase “divine essence” implicitly contains “superessential”
within it as a preeminent denial that the divine essence is like any finite
essence. Hence, one can equivalently say “divine essence” or
“divine superessential essence.” On this view, one can see why Aquinas
observes that Dionysius often uses many words in a manner that seems to be
superfluous.(68) It is not at all surprising,
then, that terms like super-subtantiale, superessentiale, superesse,
superdeus, superbonum, which are so prominent in the Latin
translation of Pseudo-Dionysius, are virtually absent from Aquinas’s own
vocabulary. Rather, such terms appear for the most part in Aquinas’s works in
the context of quoting or interpreting Dionysius.

On this matter, I believe that
Dionysius is fundamentally misread within the Scholastic framework and more
broadly within the philosophical theology that is predominant in the West. Still
one must note a significant difference—at least in emphasis— between Dionysius
and the Byzantine framework. For despite the text quoted above by Palamas and
similar texts in other writers in the Eastern tradition, one finds that these
authors regularly use the terms ousia (essence) and physis
(nature) in reference to God. After all, Christian thinkers, both Eastern and
Western, confess the Father, Son and Spirit as of one essence (homoousios).
In this case, ousia refers not to the being-producing energies of God,
but to the divine essence or transcendent nature of the Trinity ‘in itself’.

In contrast, however, Dionysius rarely
uses either ousia or physis to refer to the divinity. Three
texts refer to a divine nature (physis) twice referring to an ineffable
nature;(69) four refer to the 
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divine hyperousiotês
(‘beyond beingness’ or ‘superessentiality’ in the Latin translation).(70)
Dionysius never refers to a consideration of the divinity kat’ ousian (according
to essence). So far as I can tell, Dionysius never explicitly employs the
standard distinction between knowing what God is (ti estin - quod
est) and knowing that he is (hoti estin - quia est). To
be sure, one finds the phrase ho ti pote estin used in several places.(71)
Given the Latin translation of this phrase as quodcumque est, Albert
takes Diony-sius to refer to what God is per essentiam or definitionem.(72)
But the Greek phrase probably has the much looser meaning of “what-ever in
the world it is.” That is, the phrase is an expression of
‘throwing-up-one’s-hands” in the face of what is simply unutter-able.
Similarly, Dionysius never refers to the Godhead in its separation as ‘existing kath
auto (per se)’. Hence, even if we grant that in some sense
Dionysius concedes that there is a divine ‘essence’ or ‘nature’, one finds a
real inversion in his very infrequent use of this language compared with its
very frequent use by authors in both East and West.

It should be noted that in referring
to the utter separation of God from beings, Dionysius uses the term kryphiotês
(‘hiddenness’, ‘secrecy’, or ‘mystery’). While one finds frequent use of the
term kryphios (‘hidden’) by both Christian and Neo-platonic authors
prior to Dionysius, Dionysius seems to be the first to use the substantive kryphiotês
with reference to divine ‘transcendence’.(73)
There are two key texts that are worth quoting:

If we name the
thearchic hiddenness God, or life, or being, or light, or logos, we understand
nothing other than the power brought forth from it into us, whether deifying,
being producing, life-giving, or wisdom-producing.(74)

The second, and perhaps more radical, text is:
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Neither monad, nor
trinity, nor number, nor unity, nor fecundity nor something else among being nor
something of what is known about beings bring down the hiddeness, beyond all and
logos and intellect, of the beyond-deity beyond be-ing beyond every manner of
being beyond all [tês hyper panta hyperousiôs hyperousês hypertheotêtos].(75)

It immediately follows this text as its couplet:

Wherefore, naming the
deity beyond all as monad and trinity, it is neither monad or trinity that is
discerned by us or something else among beings; but so that we might truly name
that of it beyond name and its god-genesis, we name the beyond-name by the
triadic and unitary divine name, and we name the beyond-being by beings.(76)





The ‘tension’ here is between a hiddenness or mystery at the core of ‘reality’
which ‘is’ utterly unmanifest, unknowable, and unutterable at least to any
finite being, and a procession out of the hiddenness of the ‘deity’ which
involves manifestation in some sense. Does this include the Trinity itself—the
three-person manifestation of the fecundity beyond-being(77)—as
well as, of course, the divine powers to which the intelligible divine names
refer?

The limitations of this article do not
allow for a detailed treatment of Dionysius’s understanding of the Trinity.(78)
In brief, the Father is the sole source of deity; the Son and Holy Spirit are 
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uncaused(79)
differentiations within the deity. Each person of the Trinity is differentiated
from the others: as ungenerated, the Father is the sole source of deity; the Son
is generated from the Father, while the Holy Spirit proceeds (ekporeuetai)
from the Father.(80) Although Dionysius notes
that affirmative theology shows how the ‘divine and good nature’(81)
is one and three, he never employs any language that refers to the unity of the
Trinity as a unity in ousia.(82) It
seems to me that there is a real ambiguity in Dionysius in terms of the ‘ultimacy’
of the Trinity in God. The first issue has to do with whether unity and Trinity
are ultimately primary for Dionysius or whether there is a primacy of unity over
Trinity. Writers in the Byzantine tradition take the former view: God is
essentially one-in-three. So, Gregory of Nazianzen writes: “As soon as I
begin to contemplate the Unity, the Trinity bathes me in its splendor. As soon
as I begin to think of the Trinity, I am seized by the Unity.”(83)
But Andrew Louth rightly argues that Dionysius is ambiguous on this point.(84)

The more fundamental issue, however,
is whether for Dionysius the divine hiddenness is beyond both unity and Trinity.
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The texts we have already considered
from Divine Names 5.1 and 13.3 both suggest this. In Divine Names
5.1, Dionysius notes that ‘as’ hyperousios, the divinity surpasses
unity itself (hyperairon autên tên henôsin). Albert takes this unity
to refer to the unity of the created intellect, while Aquinas refers it to the
unity of the intellects of the blessed.(85) But
it is just as, indeed far more, likely that Dionysius has in mind Divine
Names 1.5, where the affir-mations of God include monad (unity) and
Trinity, etc. Moreover, it seems incorrect to me to argue that in Divine
Names 13.3 Dionysius is simply referring to the sort of unity, trinity,
etc. that are found among beings. In other words, I suggest that the phrase
“something else among beings” is meant to add “what is found or
known among beings” to what does not bring down the hiddenness beyond
being. It does not extend that ‘class’ as if unity, trinity, etc. were its first
members. If so, as Louth notes, it is not inconsistent to read these texts in
light of Eckhart’s conception of the God beyond God.(86)
Certainly, this sort of reading is ruled out within the Byzantine framework as
well as the Scholastic framework.

Louth observes that one of Dionysius’s
impacts upon the Byzantine tradition is to deepen “the apophatic stress of
Cappadocian theology.”(87) The texts from Divine
Names 2.7 and 13.3 express what might be called Dionysius’s deep apophatism
that, I believe, can profitably be understood in terms of Damascius’s notion of
a peritrope of speech. That is, neither hiddeness or beyond-being ‘signify’
‘something’. Rather, discourse 
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and thinking/intellection cancel
itself in the cessation of intellection (noesis).(88)










B) The Distinction between Essence
and Energies for Dionysius

The next question is whether Dionysius
distinguishes between the divine energy/energies(89)
and ousia. The intelligible names we apply to God refer to the
being-producing processions of the Godhead into beings. Dionysius elaborates on
this matter in three key texts in Divine Names 2:

The beneficent
procession is a divine differentiation of the divine unity which, in a
super-unitary manner, multiplies and makes itself many through goodness.(90)

We call the divine differentiation the beneficent
processions of the Thearchy. For in being given to beings and abundantly pouring
forth the participations of all good things, it is differentiated in it a
unitary manner, multiplied in a singular manner, and made many without wandering
from one.(91)





These common and united differentiations—or rather, these beneficent
processions—of the whole Godhead we will try to praise to the best of our
abilities.(92)





But what proceeds? Aquinas notes two senses of ‘procession’: The first is that
“in terms of which one person proceeds from
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another and by this the divine persons are multiplied and
distinguished.” The other sense, though, is that of procession “in
terms of which creatures proceed from God according to which the multitude and
distinction of creatures comes to be from God.”(93)
Accordingly, when Dionysius talks about the processions of God into
creatures, he is referring to the processions of creatures from
God.(94) Aquinas and Albert the Great(95)
allow for a procession of God into creatures only in the sense of exemplary
causality: the divine essence, which is the likeness of all creatures, is
communicated to creatures through a created likeness So Aquinas writes that:

The divine essence is
not communicated to the creatures that proceed, but it remains uncommunicated
and unparticipated; but his likeness, by which he gives to creatures, is
propagated and multiplied. In a certain way, the divinity through its likeness
and not through essence proceeds into creatures and is in a certain way
multiplied in them. In this way, the procession of creatures can be called a
divine differentiation.(96)





On this view, Dionysius does not refer to a differentiation or procession of God
in the strict sense, that is, a procession in God that is fully God since that
sort of procession only refers to the procession (proodos)(97)
of the Son and the Spirit from the Father. For Palamas, however, this
differentiation or procession is the
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divine energy that is distinct both
from the hypostases of the Trinity as well as from the divine essence. It is by
this energy, and its differentiation into many energies, that the divinity—the
Trinity—creates and is present to creation.(98)
So for Palamas, there are two processions in God: the processions of the
hypostases of the Trinity and the procession of the divine energies around God.
The divine energy can be named and known from created beings but is itself
beyond being.(99) That is, the divine energy is
not some created being or effect of God, but rather God as present to beings.

The Scholastic framework for reading
these texts inevitably refers the differentiations or processions of God to
created effects: that is, to processions of creatures from God
while the source of the processions—the likeness of creatures in God—is
identical to the divine essence. The Neoplatonic framework likewise reduces the
differentiations to finite processions. Of course, Dionysius allows for the
existence of created powers that proceed from God: so there is a difference
between the divine power of being and life that is creative of beings and the
finite powers of being and life in which beings participate in order to exist,
live, etc.(100)

Both of these frameworks misread
Dionysius on this score. They both rest on an a priori assumption of unqualified
or absolute simplicity that requires that any differentiation or otherness be
extrinsic to the One or to God. Yet if the above texts of Dionysius are read in
a ‘straightforward’ manner—that is, to mean what they say—then the
differentiations to which the divine names refer are differentiations of
the divinity which are the divinity.(101) It is
precisely these differentiations that are said of the 
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persons of the Trinity in a unitary
manner. Accordingly, there is a threefold sense of procession (proodos)
for Dionysius: the procession of the Son and Spirit from the Father, the
procession of the divine energy of the Trinity in its production of and presence
to beings, and the processions of beings from the divinity. This is exactly the
manner in which these texts are read in the Byzantine framework. However,
Dionysius’s teaching on this matter is, or at least seems to be, somewhat
different from and possibly at odds with this framework in certain respects.

In the Byzantine framework, one of the
frequent considera-tions used to distinguish essence from energy is that every
essence naturally gives forth energies by which it is expressed but which are
different from it.(102) But Dionysius never
uses this sort of argument to support the distinction between the
being-producing divine powers and the divine hiddenness or ousia. Given
Dionysius’s extreme reluctance even to talk about a divine ousia, this
is not too surprising. This principle seems to require a certain ontological
continuity between God and beings that Dionysius does not appear to accept. The
reason is that the principle that every essence naturally gives forth energies,
which express it but 
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are different from it, must view this
relation between essence and energy as a formal characteristic or property of
essence and energy so that it applies to all essences. But then it seems that
there must be enough similarity between the divine essence and all other
essences that this formal characteristic applies to the divine essence.
Christoph Yannaras claims that the radical incompre-hensibility and
transcendence of the divine ‘essence’ means that there is no analogy between
beings and the divine ‘ousia‘ but only between the beings and the
divine energies.(103) In the same vein, as we
have seen, Palamas claims that if God is or has essence, then beings do not and
vice versa.

It is hard to see how the above
principle, which is invoked to distinguish the divine essence from the divine
energies, does not run afoul of these claims. It seems to require that there be
at least some analogy between divine and finite essences. Indeed, Dionysius
never really offers a ‘justification’ for the difference between the divine
powers and the hiddenness except that the divine hiddenness is beyond all names
whatever and that, as we saw above in the texts from Divine Names 2.7
and 13.3, any name said of the divinity must refer to a manifestation, and thus
a differentiated and united procession of the divine hiddenness: ‘within’ (ad
intra) God in the manifestation of the Trinity and divine powers, ‘outside’
(ad extra) God in finite beings.

Another principal reason for
distinguishing essence and ener-gies in God is that there without it would be no
creation under-stood as God’s free production of beings. The reason is that
whatever ‘flows’ from the essence of God does so naturally. In the Byzantine
framework, will is differentiated but not inseparable from the divine essence
precisely to account for the freedom with which God creates.(104)
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Thinkers in both the Scholastic and
Byzantine traditions affirm that that God freely creates beings by an act of
will and not by emanation or a simple ‘necessary’ overflowing of God into
beings. Of course, for Plotinus the production of beings by the One is not
necessary or compelled since the One is in no sense constrained by anything
external to itself.(105) Conversely, if we take
creation simply in the sense of unconditioned causality—creation ex nihilo—then
there is no incompatibility between creation and emanation. Hence, the key issue
here is not whether the pro-duction of beings is ex nihilo—the
Neoplatonic and Christian traditions both agree on this—but whether the
production of beings is free in the sense that God need not have willed the
production of beings.(106) But it is not clear
to me that Dionysius holds to a theory of creation as a free production of
beings by God.(107) To be sure, Dionysius
refers to the divine paradigms or exemplars as the divine wills (thelemata);
he also asserts that the production of beings is guided by divine providence.(108)
But such texts in and of themselves do not require a theory of creation. In the
latter part of the sixth Enneads (6.8), Plotinus attributes will to the
One; elsewhere he writes about the providential ordering of things.(109)
Yet it is clear that Plotinus does not hold to a theory of creation in the sense
that the One need not have willed to produce beings.

There are at least two keys texts that
seem to argue against the view that for Dionysius God creates beings in the
sense that he need not have willed them:
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For by be-ing, the
good (as ‘essential’ good) extends goodness into all beings. Now just as our
sun—neither by choosing nor by calculating but by its being—illuminates each
of those that partake of its light according to the capacity of each logos, just
so the good—beyond the sun as the elevated archetype is beyond its obscure
image—by its existence [hyparxis] analogically sends forth the rays of
its whole goodness to all beings.(110)

For since as the
existence [hyparxis] of goodness, it is the cause of all beings by its
be-ing, it is suitable to hymn the good-source providence of the thearchy from
all its effects.(111)

The first text, from Divine Names 4.1, regularly appears in
objections Aquinas raises to the view that God freely creates the world.(112)
Over the course of his career, Aquinas always gave a similar response. By
likening the flowing forth of beings from the good by its being to the
production of the rays of the sun by its being, Aquinas argues that Dionysius
did not intend to deny creation but to affirm that the good (God) produces by
its nature as does the sun. But since the good by nature is rational and a
rational being produces freely by will, then the good (God) produces by its
will. Albert gives a similar analysis of the same text.(113)
But these texts are just as easily read in light of the Neoplatonic principle
that what is complete produces things by its nature so that ‘providence’ does
not imply a volitional concern by an agent for its effects.(114)

If we take these texts and the
reference to ‘divine wills’ as evidence that Dionysius holds to a theory of
creation, then it must be noted that Dionysius never discusses a divine name of
will (thelêma). Indeed, in his writings, thelêma explicitly
occurs in reference to God only in the text cited above from Divine Names
5.8. The term boulêsis does not occur in Dionysius’s writings.
Dionysius uses ktêsis (creation) and its related verb only four 
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times, and then only in citations from
Scripture.(115) In other words, the reference
to a divine will in terms of which Eastern and Western authors constantly stress
the free character of the production of beings is virtually absent from
Dionysius. If this is so and we grant that Dionysius holds to a version of the
essence-energy distinction in relation to God, then not only does he not defend
a distinction between the divine energy and ousia to account for
creation as a free production of beings by God, it is also not clear that he
holds to a theory of creation in this sense.









Conclusion





Simplicity, understood as unity without distinction, funda-mentally regulates
the Scholastic understanding of God.(116)
Yet even in the West, this notion of simplicity is not unchallenged. Richard
Cross notes that Scotus’s position about the formal distinction of the persons
of the Trinity and of the divine attributes from the divine essence and from one
another means that Scotus develops a “weak concept of simplicity”:
God, for Scotus, “is far less simple than Aquinas’s God.”(117)
This is also the case, it seems, in the Byzantine framework, although the notion
of ‘complex unity’ is perhaps a better characterization of God’s simplicity.
Basil Krivocheine notes that Gregory of Nyssa regularly speaks of the simplicity
of the divine nature or essence rather than the simplicity of God,(118)
while God, the Trinity, ‘names’ the essence, the persons of the Trinity, and the
divine energies.(119)
God’s simplicity, or perhaps better ‘unity’, does not mean that God is without
distinction or differentiation but that he
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is without division and contradiction.(120)
So, as is chanted in Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, we worship “the
Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit: the Trinity, one in essence and
undivided.”

And for Dionysius? The great refrain
in his writings is: “The divinity is all things as cause of all, but
nothing apart from all.” So, the divinity ‘is’ beyond-being being:
radically hidden and utterly unknown, yet manifest in the Triadic unity of
Father, Son, and Sprit, and present to created beings in the uncreated powers or
energies that belong to the Father, Son, and Spirit in a unitary manner. Put
another way: The divinity is beyond-being (hyperousios)—utterly beyond
unity and differentiation—yet being (ousia), hence, differentiated in
its unity while united in its differentiations.(121)
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WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP between biblical interpretation and the various
understandings of the kind of reality that the Church is? In exploring this
question, this article will examine three exegetical models: Brevard Childs’s Biblical
Theology of the Old and New Testaments: Theological Reflection on the Christian
Bible, Stephen Fowl’s Engaging Scripture: A Model for Theological
Interpretation, and Thomas Aquinas’s Commentary on the Gospel of St.
John (on John 21). I will inquire into how the three authors’ various
understandings of the Church shape their biblical interpretation, and how their
understanding of exegesis in turn shapes their view of the Church and ecclesial
authority. In order to place these three approaches in dialogue, a significant
portion of the article will be devoted to sketching their views in detail.

Childs and Fowl are among the preeminent contemporary thinkers on the topic
of the theological exegesis of Scripture, and comparing them with Aquinas finds
justification in their own writings. Childs says of Aquinas, “one could
hardly wish for a more serious and brilliant model for Biblical Theology on
which a new generation can test its mettle.”(1)
Similarly Fowl, concerned
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about the institutionalized theological fragmentation that one finds in the
contemporary academy, suggests that Aquinas’s under-standing of exegesis is in
some respects an exemplar for his own:

Thomas Aquinas, as
well as his contemporaries, would have recognized that in writing his commentary
on John’s gospel he was engaged in a different sort of task than in writing his Summa
Theologiae. Thomas, and his contemporaries, however, would have been
puzzled by the notion that in writing one he was acting like a biblical scholar
and in writing the other he was working as a systematic theologian. These tasks
were all seen as parts of a more or less unified theological program of
articulating, shaping, and embodying convictions about God, humanity, and the
world.(2) 
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Indeed, Aquinas’s practice of theological exegesis, which flows from his
understanding of the Church and (inseparably) ecclesial authority, illumines
both strengths and weaknesses in the exegetical approaches of both Childs and
Fowl, and thereby offers ways of further developing a mode of contemporary
ecclesial biblical interpretation.









I.
Brevard Childs









A) Childs’s Project

Brevard Childs begins his “Prolegomena” to his magisterial Biblical
Theology of the Old and New Testaments by remarking,

There is general
agreement that Biblical Theology as a discrete discipline within the field of
biblical studies is a post-Reformation development. Although the Bible was much
studied earlier, it is argued that during the period of the early and mediaeval
church the Bible functioned within a dogmatic ecclesiastical framework in a
subservient role in order to support various traditional theological systems.
The Reformation signalled a change in emphasis by its appeal to the Bible as the
sole authority in matters of faith, nevertheless the Reformers provided only the
necessary context for the subsequent developments without themselves making the
decisive move toward complete independence from ecclesial tradition. Only in the
post-Reformation period did the true beginnings of a new approach emerge.(3)





Childs locates this narrative of the nature and aims of “biblical
theology” in the writings of the eighteenth-century scholar J. P. Gabler,
who distinguished carefully between “biblical theology,” whose method
was historical, and “dogmatic theology,” whose
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method was speculative.(4) For Gabler, the
historical method characteristic of “biblical theology” could avoid
the complexities and ever-changing lenses characteristic of “dogmatic
theology,” and thereby reveal in simple and clear fashion the religion of
the Bible. Gabler proposes therefore that “biblical theology” should
examine the biblical texts in three stages: first, seeking their historical
origins (authorship, context, genre); second, comparing the various texts in the
Bible in order to gauge objectively their areas of agreement and disagreement;
and third, distinguishing the universally true claims made by the biblical text
from those claims that appear clearly to be merely a product of and for their
time and cultural climate. Having identified the key biblical truth claims, such
“biblical theology” could then provide worthy theses for the
speculative and pastoral connections drawn by “dogmatic theology.”

As Childs tells the history, two problems arose in the working out of
Gabler’s project by the scholars who followed him. First, in actual practice,
philosophical judgments could not be kept out of the method.(5)
Second, the unity of “Biblical Theology” gave way in practice to a
split between Old Testament theology and New
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Testament theology, and then to a rejection of anything “theo-logical”
at all (ultimately including the very notion of a “canon” identifiable
as “Old Testament” and “New Testament”). The historical
method could not bridge the differences between the two Testaments, nor could it
account for why certain texts, rather than others, were included in the
Testaments.

Childs points to Gerhard Ebeling, writing in the 1950s, as the scholar who
recognized this situation and proposed an important methodological shift by way
of rescuing “Biblical Theology.” Ebeling’s new definition of Biblical
Theology’s task, quoted by Childs, is the following: “In ‘biblical
theology’ the theologian who devotes himself specially to studying the
connection between the Old and New Testaments has to give an account of his
understanding of the Bible as a whole, i.e. above all of the theo-logical
problems that come of inquiring into the inner unity of the manifold testimony
of the Bible.”(6) Childs understands his own
work as following in this line, even if not fully in accord with the way in
which Ebeling would have undertaken the task. For Childs, Biblical Theology is
premised upon the assumption of the unity of the historical and the theological;
without this assumption, it makes no sense to speak of canonical, revelatory
texts.

Yet, Childs holds that one cannot too quickly sublate the historical into the
theological. In this respect Biblical Theology, he thinks, represents a
significant advance over the patristic-medieval tradition of exegesis. As he
puts it, “The task of Biblical Theology does contain an essential,
descriptive component in which Old and New Testament specialists continue to
make clear ‘the manifold testimony of the Bible’. Any new approach to the
discipline must extend and indeed develop the Enlightenment’s discovery that the
task of the responsible exegete is to hear each testament’s own voice, and both
to recognize and pursue the nature of the Bible’s diversity.”(7)
Childs emphasizes, however, that
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recognition of and appreciation for the Bible’s diversity need not be opposed
to theology; on the contrary, a proper theology of God’s working in history will
welcome the task of hearing “each testament’s own voice.” Such
theology will insist simply upon the canonical unity of the Bible, as the
fundamental principle from within which to hear the diverse voices within each
Testament. This theological principle, at the center of Childs’s version of
Biblical Theology, flows from faith in Jesus Christ, which cannot and need not
be bracketed. This unifying principle—Christ— enables us to hear the diverse
voices “as a testimony pointing beyond itself to a divine reality to which
it bears witness.”(8) The biblical voices
testify to Christ, and thus enable, “as a vehicle of God’s will,” the
Church to hear Christ’s saving word for human beings.(9)
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It is far from the case, then, that Childs uncritically accepts the premises
behind Gabler’s effort to expand and develop the Reformers’ liberation of the
Bible from its patristic-medieval subservience to dogma, a liberation almost
equally closed off by Protestant Scholasticism. Childs fully recognizes that
“some sort of conceptual framework” is necessary for reading a text,
and also that there is no necessity for dogmatic formulations to be ipso
facto opposed to historical research.(10)
The need is to achieve an integration of the historical and the theological
where dogmatic formulations do not squeeze the Bible’s diverse voices into one
mold. While he grants that “[i]t is undoubtedly true that in the history of
the discipline traditional dogmatic rubrics have often stifled the close hearing
of the biblical text,” he holds that this does not mean that dogmatic
categories necessarily distort Biblical Theology.(11)
Childs seeks to map a middle way. He disagrees with Hans Frei’s and George
Lindbeck’s attempts to argue that the Bible, in itself, creates a world whose
claims are solely verifiable from the inside of that text-constituted world.(12)
Instead, he argues that the dogmatic claims speak about the transformation,
ultimately in Christ, of a world that is recognizable even to those who have not
read or heard the Bible. Historical research remains important because it makes
manifest the fact that the texts of the Bible refer not simply intratextually,
but also extratextually.

 

B) History of Theological Exegesis 





In briefly reviewing the history of theological exegesis from the patristic
period through the Reformers, Childs treats Irenaeus, Origen, Augustine,
Aquinas, Luther, and Calvin. With his characteristic ability to read other
authors sympathetically, Childs identifies a number of valuable points for
contemporary Biblical Theology in their approach to Scripture and theology.(13)
In
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Irenaeus Childs finds the biblical pattern of creation and redemption in
Christ (making clear that the New Testament forms a integral unity with the Old,
rather than being simply tacked on to it), as well as the “rule of
faith,” the realities to which Scripture points, which continues to be
upheld by the Church’s bishops down the centuries.(14)
Origen provides an emphasis on Scripture and the reading of Scripture as
belonging to “the process of divine pedagogy,”(15)
the movement from the historical to the divine, by which God raises the human
mind to God in Christ. Augustine similarly frames the reading of Scripture in (Neoplatonic)
terms of healing and elevating the mind, in a Christological movement from the
historical to the divine. To this point Augustine adds “a holistic
rendering of the theological intention of scripture” as ordered to charity,
which requires also of the teacher of Scripture an ability to move hearts as
well as minds.(16)

While these brief summaries of patristic exegesis are generally laudatory,
Childs’s equally brief treatment of Aquinas begins to set
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forth some of the tensions that his constructive project of Biblical Theology
seeks to resolve. I will thus pause a bit longer on his ambiguous account of
Aquinas’s theological exegesis.

As quoted above, Childs describes Aquinas as offering a “serious and
brilliant model for Biblical Theology on which a new generation can test its
mettle.”(17) On the other hand, Childs
charges Aquinas with falling at times into an “inability to rightly hear
because of a false starting point”—although Childs here points out that
this problem is endemic to the task of biblical exegesis—and remarks that
“it is obvious that Thomas’ contribution to Biblical Theology does not lie
in a direct appropriation of his commentaries,” due to his lack of
knowledge of the biblical languages and his “scholastic categories and
endless subdivision of phrases.”(18) For
Childs, it is clear that Aristotle’s philosophy is “alien” and even
“antagonistic” to the biblical texts, and he remarks that no
contemporary biblical scholar is likely to attempt, as Aquinas did, to adopt
Aristotelian philosophy.(19) As Childs is well
aware, these are the negative reasons why Aquinas has often “served …
as a prime example of dogmatic theology’s imposing of an alien philosophical
structure on the biblical text which obscured the Bible’s own categories and
which rendered it largely mute.” Childs agrees in general with the
philosophical critique.(20)

Yet, despite these negative points, he also acknowledges the depth of
Aquinas’s engagement with the realities of Scripture. The Aristotelian
framework, outdated though it may be, does not prevent Aquinas from penetrating
the biblical text, albeit perhaps in spite of his philosophy: “A study of
Thomas is invaluable in seeing to what extent the author was able to adjust his
philosophical perspective to the uniquely biblical message and, in the process,
cause his own alien categories actually to serve toward the illumination of the
biblical text.”(21) After all, as Childs
has noted earlier and here repeats, every biblical theologian,
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whether patristic, medieval, or modern, must possess some “conceptual
framework,” and the deficiencies of these “time-conditioned human
categories” can be overcome, to varying degrees, by theologians whose ears
are sufficiently attuned to Scripture’s own voices.(22)
In Childs’s view, Aquinas is able often, if not always, to overcome the
deficiencies of his Aristotelian and Scholastic lenses by means of his keen
sense for the realities at stake in Scripture.(23)
Childs finds that Aquinas’s “enduring contribution” is that his
theological gifts enabled him to engage profoundly “with most of the major
problems which still confront a serious theological reflection on the Bible. He
pursued in depth the relationship between the testaments in respect to law,
covenant, grace, and faith,” among other themes. His complex efforts to
integrate Athens and Jerusalem—for example, Greco-Roman virtue theory with Old
Testament law, Aristotelian “final cause” with biblical telos—as
well as his nuanced insight into such perennial problems as the Pauline theology
of justification, make Aquinas’s theology, despite its often inhibiting
Aristotelian frame, of significant value to those who seek to understand the
meaning of the biblical texts, even if his efforts to integrate disparate
streams of thought do not always work.

It remains the case, however, that in Childs’s survey it is Aquinas’s
Aristotelian engagement with the biblical texts, far more than Irenaeus’s sense
for history and the rule of faith or even than the broadly Neoplatonic models of
Origen and Augustine, that marks the point at which the relationship of dogmatic
theology (now conveyed in an Aristotelian frame) and biblical theology begins
truly to show some strain. The implicit suggestion is that the Scholastic
approach leads to the necessity of reawakening to the actual voices of the texts
by means of breaking through dogmatic formulations, now formulated in an
Aristotelian key. While Childs does not explicitly discuss the difference
between Aquinas and his patristic predecessors on the one hand and the
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difference between Aquinas and Luther on the other, in Childs’s survey it
becomes apparent that Aquinas occupies a profoundly ambiguous transitional
position. The philosophically layered exegesis of Aquinas remains keen enough to
attain biblical insight, but the veil set in place by the insistence upon
inserting “alien” and “antagonistic” Aristotelian conceptual
frameworks will render necessary, once minds less biblically and patristically
formed than Aquinas’s come to predominate, a recovery of the historical
exigencies of the biblical texts.(24)

For Childs, Luther accomplishes this breakthrough. He does so in the midst of
the theological ruins of the Church, two and a half centuries after Aquinas. On
one side we find “the uncritical, easy piety of the mediaeval church which
had domesticated the Bible with its ritual and office,” and on the other
“the urbane, secular, and non-theological reading of the Bible by the new
humanists, who were tone-deaf to the real message of scripture and knew
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little of the wager of faith.”(25) It
seems clear that Childs has in mind, in contemporary terms, Christians who have
never read or truly heard Scripture and secularized scholars whose reading of
Scripture is so threadbare as to be suited solely for the academy.(26)
In this situation, Luther penetrated the meaning of the Bible with a fiery
intellectual zeal that was capable of removing the accretions that prevented the
true Christological face of Scripture from being seen. This zeal was not merely
intellectual; rather, it was fundamentally Christological and existential, the
result of encountering Christ in the Word of Scripture. As Childs puts it,
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“Solus Christus provides the key to all his exposition… .
Luther used his christological understanding of the whole Christian Bible, not
as a formal principle, but as an authority which he derived from the living
presence of God who was present in the text. The Bible was not a story about
Jesus, but the very source of Christ’s actual presence.”(27)
Whereas Aquinas probes the biblical texts with an Aristotelian apparatus,
seeking to set forth the biblical world view in a way that attempts
simultaneously to engage the insights of Greek philosophy, Luther is bedazzled
by the Christ whose face shines through the biblical texts.

Luther permits nothing—solus Christus—to come between him and that
living and active face, no matter what the value of Greek philosophy may or may
not otherwise be. Yet Luther does not allow his Christological principle, by
which he tests every passage of Scripture, to flatten the diversity of
Scripture. Instead, the multiplicity of ways in which Christ is present brings
into focus “the differing voices of scripture both in judgment and
salvation, through law and gospel.”(28)
Childs thus finds that Luther, breaking through philosophical and even dogmatic
veils by sheer focus on Christ, reclaims the “element of direct
encounter” with Christ in Scripture that was present, even if perhaps not
quite as strongly, in the Neoplatonic exegetical models of spiritual healing
taught by the Fathers, but that had begun to be lost in the still-valuable
Aristotelian biblical engagement of Aquinas.(29)
Identifying Luther
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as a model of his own project in Biblical Theology, Childs concludes,
“In sum, a great majority of the major theological issues involved in the
modern enterprise of Biblical Theology were already adumbrated in Luther in a
profound sense.”(30)

Once Luther achieved the breakthrough, Calvin—the last figure in Childs’s
survey of pre-historical-critical theological exegesis—returns to patterns more
similar to those of the Fathers, although with the Lutheran principle of sola
scriptura now firmly in place. For Calvin, Scripture is
“self-authenticating” because God speaks through it and the Spirit
illumines the reader to understand the truth of this speech. The task of
dogmatic theology, then, is to serve the reader’s entrance into Scripture by
clearing away paths that might obscure or distort God’s active Word. Thus Childs
contrasts Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae, written (Childs mistakenly
suggests) “to encompass the whole of Christian teaching into which
structure the Bible provided the building blocks,” with Calvin’s Institutes,
in which it is theology that prepares for the Bible and not the other way
around. Calvin, Childs affirms, does not in writing the Institutes move
back
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toward the medieval temptation: “It is a fundamental misunder-standing
of Calvin’s purpose to suggest that he sought to impose a dogmatic system on the
Bible.”(31) In contrast to Luther, Calvin
develops through a theology of “covenant” a more positive account of
the history of Israel, thereby adding another element useful for contemporary
Biblical Theology. Similarly Calvin is not so worried as Luther about the use of
philosophical language in theology, since he recognizes that such language, as
in the case of the “Trinity,” can prove helpful in leading the reader
or hearer deeper into the reality described in Scripture. Whereas Luther had
struggled for some time with the patristic-medieval multiple senses of
Scripture, Calvin, as a second-generation member of the Reformation, easily
rejects all but the literal. Childs implies, in short, that thanks to Luther’s
breakthrough Calvin is able to advance an exegesis that draws together many of
the best contributions of Luther and the Fathers.(32)









C) The Canonical Approach and Ecclesial Authority





Having sketched both current and classical approaches to “biblical
theology,” Childs turns to setting forth his approach. As is well known, he
focuses on the integration of the two Testaments through a theology of the
biblical “canon,” although he cautions that his theology of
“canon” does not intend to propose an ecclesial norm over and above
Scripture itself. As he puts it in response to Walter Brueggemann, “The
whole point in focusing on scripture as canon in opposition to the
anthropocentric tradition of liberal Protestantism is to emphasize that the
biblical text and its theological function as authoritative form belong
inextricably together.”(33) Both liberal
Protestantism and
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“traditional Catholic discussion of canon,” Childs notes, tend to
view the Bible’s form (canon) as extrinsic to the biblical text itself, thereby
devaluing the Bible’s status as God’s Word by supposing the text to be normed by
a human authority rather than as norming all human authority.(34)

On the basis of his theology of canon, Childs argues that the task of
Biblical Theology is “to understand the various voices within the whole
Christian Bible, New and Old Testament alike, as a witness to the one Lord Jesus
Christ, the selfsame divine reality.”(35)
Employing the tools of both history and theology, Biblical Theology should both
appreciate the diversity of the voices and draw the connections that unify the
voices in Christ. Furthermore, Biblical Theology should appreciate that this
same divine reality (Christ) is known through the Holy Spirit in the community
of faith. While the faith community’s Spirit-enabled appropriation of Christ is
not the same as the biblical Word,
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neither can the two be separated, since the biblical Word is intended, as
Calvin among others showed, to edify the Church. Biblical Theology is therefore
not a mere academic or abstract enterprise, but is intended to be normative in
the present and to be “responsive to the imperatives of the present and not
just of the past.” In serving the faith community’s ongoing
“struggling to understand the nature and will of the One who has already
been revealed as Lord,” Biblical Theology’s practitioners will be aware
that they are not so much interpreters of the biblical text as they are
primarily and powerfully interpreted by the biblical text, the Word of God,
Jesus Christ.(36) As for the possibility of
dialogue between Biblical Theology and dogmatic theology, Childs suggests that
the task of systematic theologians, given their training, is to “bring a
variety of philosophical, theological, and analytical tools to bear which are
usually informed by the history of theology and which are invaluable in relating
the study of the Bible to the subject matter of the Christian life in the modern
world.”(37) The systematic theologian, in
this view, is trained in contemporary modes of thought, as well as the history
of theology, so as to be able to lead contemporary persons (the modern world)
more deeply into the Christological ambit illumined by the normative task of
Biblical Theology.

How does this approach illumine the question of authority in the Christian
life? Childs explores this question in two chapters. The second of these
chapters, entitled “God’s Kingdom and Rule,” engages Jesus’
proclamation of the kingdom of God. As Childs points out, “it would seem
that few subjects are in greater need of the contribution of Biblical Theology
in seeking to over-come the present fragmentation in the understanding of God’s
kingship over the world.”(38) Childs first
examines the concept of “the kingdom of God” in the history of the
Church. In the early Church, the “kingdom” was held to be the
millennium, after the Second Coming, during which Christ would reign on earth.
Beginning in the third century, however, the “kingdom” and the
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“millennium” began to be both spiritualized (with respect to the
period after the Second Coming) and made more concrete in the pilgrim Church. In
Childs’s view, Augustine bears much of the responsibility for this problematic
shift:

clearly it was he
[Augustine] who first developed a major theological alternative for
reinterpreting the kingdom of God in his great book De civitate Dei. It
has often been stated that Augustine simply identified the kingdom of God with
the visible church, but his interpretation is certainly far more subtle. The
institutional church, even in its imperfect state, may indeed be called the
kingdom of God, but only in so far as it is determined by that perfect heavenly
kingdom. Still in spite of Augustine’s theological nuances, the effect of his
interpretation was to transform the early church’s eschatological perspective
into an era of church history through which God’s rule was realized. Moreover,
Augustine provided the legacy from which the mediaeval church expanded its claim
to be the kingdom of Christ on earth. God’s rule was so embedded in the earthly
structures of the church that it could be read off its institutional life. Still
it should be noted that eschatology was far from dead as evidenced by the
continuing eruption among the followers of Joachim of Fiore, in the radical
Franciscans, and in the Hussites of Bohemia.(39)





The “kingdom of God” shifted from signifying Christ’s this-worldly
reign after the Second Coming to signifying the Church, even the Church on
earthly pilgrimage. For Childs, Augustine’s account of the “kingdom”
as already, in a participatory sense, present in the Church as the Body of
Christ is insufficiently dialectical. In contrast, Childs notes that Luther
upholds the proper tension through his doctrine of two kingdoms, the
incomprehensible heavenly kingdom of God and the earthly regnum Christi,
dialectically lived out by the believer as “simul iustus et peccator.”(40)
Later Protestant biblical scholarship, as Childs shows, separated radically the
Church (unknown to and unintended by Jesus) from Jesus’ apocalyptic preaching of
the “kingdom.”

Given the alternatives between what he views as the Augustinian and Catholic
conflation of the Church and the kingdom, and the liberal Protestant rejection
of any relationship,
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Childs applies his method of Biblical Theology in hopes of a better outcome.
His historical-critical study of the Old Testament and rabbinic Judaism
establishes that “[i]t remains a difficult and controversial issue to
establish the origins, dating, and development of the concept of Yahweh’s kingly
sovereignty because of the nature of the Old Testament evidence,”(41)
and the same holds for messianic concepts.

If the Old Testament and rabbinic Judaism do not offer a clear
interpretation, does the New Testament offer more insight into the meaning of
the “kingdom of God”? Reading historical-critically, Childs notes that
in the New Testament “the immediate problem arises as to the exact content
of Jesus’ preaching since each of the evangelists has tended to reflect a stage
of the tradition which not only shares the sharpening effect of its oral
transmission, but also bears the signs of compositional ordering as well.”(42)
Childs then sifts through the various passages in which the “kingdom”
is mentioned. He shows that the New Testament passages do not concur with the
liberal Protestant idea of believers themselves bringing about the establishment
of the kingdom. He notes the apocalyptic urgency of Jesus’ proclamation of the
kingdom, an urgency that is not however marked by “extra-vagant”
apocalyptic speculations. While at times it seems that for Jesus the kingdom is
already present in his proclamation (e.g., Luke 17:21), at other times it seems
that the kingdom is in the future. The kingdom stands as the fulfillment of Old
Testament prophecy and messianic hopes, but not thereby as simply “read
off” from the Old Testament; rather, Jesus’ words and deeds are evaluated
in light of the Old Testament scriptures. Finally, comparing the various
evangelists along with St. Paul, Childs observes a development from implicit to
explicit Christology that influences the portrait of Jesus’ gift of salvation
and thus of the “kingdom.”

At this point, in accord with his method, Childs moves from the
historical-critical effort to hear the distinct voices of the
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scriptural texts to canonical Biblical Theology. In light of a lengthy
critique of the biblical-theological approach to the “king-dom”
offered by H.-J. Kraus, Childs argues that recognizing the dialectical
relationship between the discussion of God’s sover-eignty in the Old and New
Testaments enables the interpreter to avoid the pitfalls of both the Catholic
and the liberal Protestant views. In the Psalms, for example, he finds “a
theological check against all attempts to interpret Christ’s kingdom as an
internal-ized moral force directed to the service of human advancement,”
while “the New Testament’s profile of the kingdom as the reign of love and
justice revealed in Jesus Christ corrects any Old Testament tendencies toward
understanding the kingdom as the national domain of one chosen people.”(43)
The kingdom should neither be historicized and spiritualized, nor made overly
concrete. Thus in the concluding section to this chapter, in which he brings his
Biblical Theology into dialogue with dogmatic theology, Childs takes issue
especially with the thought of Jürgen Moltmann. As this section makes clear,
Luther’s critique of the Catholic monastery remains the core of Childs’s
viewpoint. Childs agrees with Luther that the spirituality of the monastery
defines the key misunderstanding of the “kingdom” as an entity that
human beings bring about. He writes, “Certainly one fails to comprehend
Luther’s passionate insistence on justification by faith alone unless his
teaching is seen against the background of his relentless attack on traditional
Catholic spirituality institutional-ized in the monastery, which even in its
highest expressions of concern for the poor was unable to grasp the nature of
God’s freely offered grace apart from all human moral strivings.”(44)
The Church, Childs concludes, must “bear witness to the kingdom of
God” as a sheer gift to be received in faith, without undialectically
claiming to be or to bring about the kingdom of God, since the reality of
salvation is sheer gift and therefore cannot be instantiated or reified in
historical human beings.(45) Witnessing to the
gift of the kingdom is the Church’s way of proclaiming God’s
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rule without claiming to have instantiated it, or to be progressively
instantiating it, on earth.

 



D) Metaphysics, Dialectics, and the Church

It does seem that Childs’s approach contains not Biblical Theology pure and
simple, if there ever could be such, but Biblical Theology mixed with
metaphysical presuppositions. If we recall Childs’s depiction of the
“alien” Aristotelian lens employed by Aquinas, in contrast with
Luther’s direct encounter with Christ in Scripture, we might wonder whether
Greek philosophy did not in fact come to Aquinas’s aid in interpreting the
fundamental patterns in Scripture. As Charles Morerod has shown, Luther’s
theology was marked, in his account of causality, by a nominalist lack of the
doctrine of participation, forcing Luther to rely upon dialectical tension to
describe the relationship of divine and human action.(46)
Childs’s account of the Church suffers from the same lack. In attempting to
understand the scriptural teaching that the Church both is and is not the
kingdom, Childs falls back upon the Church as “bearing witness” to the
kingdom in order to combat the Pelagianism he thinks he finds in both Catholic
monasticism and liberal Protestantism. In so doing he cannot give a full account
of how the witnessing Church really is the kingdom, although he
recognizes that scriptural texts make this claim.(47)
A metaphysical account of participation would free him from this inability.
Insofar as the Church participates fully in Christ by Christ’s grace and
mediates this grace to the world, the Church is the kingdom; insofar as the
Church fails, as made up of sinners, to participate fully in Christ, the Church
still falls short of the kingdom. The Church both is, and is not, the kingdom.
The two senses can be reconciled and integrated through understanding
participation.

In contrast, the nominalist rejection of participation—a metaphysical
move—leads both Luther and Childs to see no other
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way than at best to hold in dialectical tension the two scriptural
affirmations, unable to affirm that the Church, composed of sinners, can really
be the kingdom in a way that would not detract from the uniqueness of God’s
holiness and agency. A fully human mediation of salvation, in which the Church
truly is the kingdom, cannot for Luther and Childs be squared with the reality
that God alone is holy and God’s agency alone makes holy. Lacking this
understanding of participation and mediation, human agency can do no more than
“bear witness” to God’s salvation, rather than embodying God’s
salvation as his kingdom. Seeing that Christ seems to promise more for the
Church on earth, liberal Protestantism then goes to the opposite extreme, in
which human agency takes over for God’s agency. A richer metaphysical account of
the reality depicted in Scripture would avoid this clash of competing agents and
do justice to how the Church both is and is not the kingdom, and thus how the
visible Church does, and does not, embody and mediate Christ’s authority in the
world.

In this light we should also look briefly at Childs’s chapter on the Church,
entitled “Covenant, Election, People of God.” After discussing
historical-critically the themes of “covenant” and “people of
God” in the Old Testament, Childs remarks, “The problem of
understanding the people of God as a present reality and as an eschatological
hope is handled differently by Deuteronomy from that of the prophets. Yet both
witnesses firmly resist identifying God’s people either with merely a political
entity, or a timeless community of believers.”(48)
Reflecting his recognition of the complexity of the theology of the Church, he
dryly remarks: “It is thus not surprising that this issue will again erupt
in the New Testament with a vengeance.”(49)
As regards the Old Testament presentation of the theme of “election,”
which he also engages historical-critically, Childs points out that scholars
consider it to be a development of the late monarchical period that,
theologically speaking, makes clear God’s completely gratuitous love for Israel.
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Turning to the New Testament, Childs summarizes historical-critical research
indicating that Jesus, while taking as a given that Israel was the “people
of God” as expressed in the particulars of the covenantal relationship,
added to this conviction a strong “apocalyptic vision of a completely
theocentric ushering in of a new age which overturned all ideas of who was first
and last within the kingdom, and which gave preference to the outcast and to the
disenfranchised of the world.”(50) Here
Childs canvasses Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom, with an emphasis on its
eschatological aspects and the element of judgment, as well as Jesus’ messianic
claims (differentiated from some traditional messianic expectations). Childs
holds that Jesus’ calling of the twelve disciples indicates primarily the coming
kingdom of God, organized around the twelve as the new Israel, which will
include all nations. For Childs “there can be no doubt from the larger
picture of the Synoptics that Jesus did evoke the claim of establishing an
eschatological community within the coming kingdom of God.”(51)
This community would be “concrete, yet eschatological” and would
embody “the emerging kingdom of God,” emerging now in the faith of
believers.(52) Childs recognizes further that
John’s Gospel, which he contrasts in this regard with the Synoptics, affirms the
kingdom “as a present eschatological event.”(53)
From this Childs draws a portrait of the Gospel of John’s ecclesiology as
radically otherworldly: “Clearly for the Fourth Gospel national, cultural,
and ecclesiastical parameters have been transcended, and the nature and
qualifications of those chosen by God have been formulated alone in terms of the
confrontation with Jesus Christ.”(54)

As regards Paul, Childs emphasizes his dialectical reflection upon Israel
“according to the flesh” and the Israel into which the Gentiles have
been grafted. Christ has fulfilled the covenantal promise to Abraham. The Church
is Israel insofar as the true
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Israel always was a people “of faith who share in the promises and live
in the Spirit.”(55) Yet, God will turn the
disobedience of Israel “according to the flesh” into favor by means of
the obedience of the Gentiles. Childs finds that the concept of “the body
of Christ,” although of limited importance in Paul’s letters, takes on much
greater significance in the deutero-Pauline letters and in Catholic theology.
The point of Paul’s usage of this phrase is to show that the community depends
entirely upon Christ. Whereas Paul focuses on Israel, however, the deutero-Pauline
letters (e.g., Ephesians and Colossians) develop an entire ecclesiology around
the image of the body of Christ. The First Letter of Peter and the pastoral
Epistles likewise articulate a much greater sense of the Church’s new structure
and self-understanding, now significantly differentiated from that of Israel.
The Letter to the Hebrews, Childs suggests, is closer to Paul in this regard.

Analyzing these Old and New Testament voices (as retrieved
historical-critically) from the perspective of canonically governed Biblical
Theology, Childs focuses upon the “dialectical pattern” of the
particular or this-worldly and the transcendent. The Old Testament presents
Israel as God’s particular people, but also suggests a transcendent
eschatological fulfillment, in which the Gentiles would be included, as well as
the significance of a righteous remnant. The New Testament presents the Church
both as Israel and in discontinuity with Israel; likewise “[t]he people of
God can be portrayed according to the social structures of an empirical nation,
but again as a transcendent universal fellow-ship.”(56)
The New Testament moves in the transcendent, univer-salizing direction by its
rejection of a particular tie to the land and its inclusion of the Gentiles; and
yet the New Testament retains the particularity of Jesus as the Christ who
fulfills God’s promises to Israel (as well as the prophecies) and the New
Testament employs the central Old Testament themes of covenant, election, and
people of God. With the Old Testament, the New recognizes that the people of God
“depends solely upon the divine mercy
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and initiative,” that this election is a vocation that demands holiness,
and that the Psalms give voice to a faithful response to God’s election.(57)

Having made these points, Childs concludes the “Biblical Theological
Reflection” section of his analysis of the Church by suggesting that the
central difference between Old and New Testaments is also the center of
ecclesiology, namely, Jesus Christ. For Childs—and here his perspective is
close to Aquinas’s, al-though Childs does not include the Church’s crucial
sacramental-mediational dimension—there is little point in examining the Church
per se, because the Church points always toward Christ. A proper ecclesiology
will be, in its focus, a Christology. The Church is the community of those who
bear witness. Thus the Church, while “its ecclesiastical structures can be
analysed socio-logically like any other social institution,” possesses a
transcendent life, a life of witnessing “to the source of its life, ‘to
preach the unsearchable riches of Christ’ that through the church the manifold
wisdom of God might be known (Eph.3.9ff.), ‘from whom every family in heaven and
earth is named’ (v.15).”(58) This
transcendent life belongs to the Church, and yet belongs to the Church solely as
a vocation or mission of witnessing; the life is Christ’s, and the Church points
to him without fully embodying his life (this embodiment of the kingdom, as we
have seen, is reserved for eternal glory). Nothing on earth, not even the
Church, may take away the focus on Christ, in whom alone there is life.(59)
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Despite the many strong points of this section, again we see a
“competitive” or “dialectical,” rather than participatory,
relation-ship between the Church and Christ, requiring that the Church possess
Christ’s life solely by the mission of bearing witness, not in a fuller
participatory sense. On the basis of the results of his “Biblical
Theological Reflection” section, Childs in his final section
(“Dogmatic Theological Reflection on the People of God”) applies his
results to the present situation and praxis of the Church in relation to the
world, in accord with his understanding of the task of dogmatic theology. He
offers here an excellent critique of the “two covenant” model (one for
the Jews, the other for the Gentiles). Turning to the identity and mission of
the Church, he points to the movements of renewal in the Church’s form,
movements that express the “creative role of the Spirit,” as
indicative of “a growing awareness that the future life of the church
cannot be any longer identified with its dominant Western shape,” in light
of other cultural forms with which the gospel is coming into increasing contact.(60)
Biblical Theology can provide a norm by indicating the diversity of the biblical
witness regarding the Church’s self-understanding: “Clearly no one form of
polity has the sole claim to biblical warrants.”(61)
Building upon Biblical Theology, dogmatic theology must insist upon the
centrality of Christ (rather than, e.g., Karl Marx) in all acceptable forms of
Christian polity. Childs also cautions against uncritically accepting the claims
of liberation theology to have understood the direction of God’s providential
work as regards political platforms. The Church proclaims the kingdom of God,
but only Christ, risen and glorified, is the fullness of the kingdom. God’s
people are
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journeying to the fulfillment in Christ to which, as the Church, they witness
by proclamation of Christ’s victory.









II.
Stephen Fowl





A) Fowl on Childs





In the introduction to his Engaging Scripture, Stephen Fowl provides a
brief appreciation and assessment of Childs’s approach. Appreciatively, Fowl
remarks that without Childs’s work, very little scholarly space would presently
be open for theological exegesis by biblical scholars, and he agrees with
Childs’s canonical principle for Christian biblical interpretation.(62)
Fowl disagrees, however, with Childs’s methodological distinguishing of
historical-critical sections on the Old and New Testament from Biblical
Theology. In Childs’s approach, a survey of the results of historical-critical
research allows the particular voices of each Testament to be heard before the
more synthetic, canonical evaluation of the Bible’s meaning under the rubric of
“Biblical Theology” begins. Fowl questions why the “voices”
of the Old and New Testament should be the “voices” set forth by
historical-critical research. Why should one assume that historical-critical
methodology gives a privileged access to the “voices” of the two
Testaments? What if, for instance, historical-critical research leaves out,
methodologically, certain aspects of what might otherwise belong to both
Testaments’ “voices”? What defines a scriptural “voice”?
(Indeed, Fowl would prefer to avoid speaking of the human agency of scriptural
texts, because such language tends to blur the reality that texts, including
scriptural texts, require interpreters.)

In this light, Fowl finds especially troubling Childs’s rejection of
allegory. He notes that the practice of allegorical reading in fact belongs to
what Childs might call the “voice” of the New
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Testament, at least the letters of Paul.(63)
Moreover, Fowl denies that historical-critical research, the quest for the
original voices of the Testaments, can act as a “control” over
allegorical reading that otherwise could become more and more eisegetically
distant from the meanings in the biblical texts themselves.(64)
Historical-critical reading, just as much as allegorical reading,
methodologically involves practices that lead it further and further from the
actual biblical texts, as anyone familiar with the hypothetical recon-structions
proposed by historical-critical scholarship recognizes. Historical-critical
reading is in the same boat, as it were, as allegorical reading, but the
allegiances of the latter are ecclesial, whereas the former professes a
neutrality that already, in a nonneutral fashion, distances it from ecclesial
reading. On this ground Fowl also questions whether the historical-critical
effort to locate the particular “voices” of the Old Testament on its
own, without any reference to the New Testament, does not result in a distortion
(from a Christian perspective) of the voices of the Old Testament, which
Christians understand to be profoundly caught up already in God’s Christological
and pneumatological action made manifest in the New Testament.(65)
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Problematically for Fowl, Childs’s use of his historical-critical summaries
indicates the view that ecclesial reading must be at a fundamental level normed
by historical-critical reading, so that ecclesial reading does not become
eisegetical. Put another way, Childs grants that historical-critical reading, as
relatively neutral, should provide the norm for theological (or canonical and
ecclesial) reading, although he also obviously considers historical-critical
reading insufficient. Fowl pinpoints the problem: “Childs seems suspicious
of any interpretive claims which finally rest on the judgments of actual living
Christians.”(66) Because Childs does not
want nonbiblical realities read back into the biblical texts,
historical-critical analysis plays for him the role of curtailing the Christian
tendency to read contemporary realities and concerns back into Scripture.
Whereas Childs’s concern about such bad reading leads him to set in place
historical-critical reconstructions as the rock upon which Christian canonical
readings must be tested, Fowl suggests that historical-critical reconstructions,
while potentially valuable and informative, cannot play that role for
Christians, because historical-critical readings are incapable of engaging the realities
at play in Scripture.

If I understand Fowl correctly, he is saying that historical-critical
readings can apprehend competing concepts and warring factions within the
biblical texts, but cannot apprehend his-torically the theologically known
realities that, Christians believe, inform the texts qua Scripture.
These theologically known realities are God revealing divine realities, as well
as human beings, within the community gathered by God, appropriating and
participating in these divine realities of faith.(67)
It follows that only
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by learning within the gathered community both the Triune God and the
practices of sapientially appropriating and participating in God’s saving doctrina
can one adequately read the Scriptures that describe these very realities.
Well-formed readers will be able to recognize the interpretations, including of
course historical-critical ones, that adequately illumine the reality described
in Scripture.(68)

 



B) Exegesis, Eisegesis, and Ecclesial Reading





In short, Fowl holds that the norm for what counts as a good reading of
scriptural texts must be “communal judgments about whether such
interpretations will issue forth in faithful life and worship that both retain
Christians’ continuity with the faith and practice of previous generations and
extend that faith into the very specific contexts in which contemporary
Christians find themselves.”(69) Given this
position that formation of ecclesial readers (whom I would describe as
participants in sacra doctrina) rather than historical-critical
judgments should be the ultimate test of adequacy in biblical exegesis, Fowl
affirms that “Christians need to be more intentional about forming their
members to be certain types of readers, readers who, by virtue of their single-
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minded attention to God, are well versed in the practices of forgiveness,
repentance, and reconciliation.”(70)
Otherwise, the interpretation of Scripture will miss the point, being unable to
apprehend the very realities about which God teaches in Scripture. This
inability produces the worst kind of “eisegesis” by importing into the
interpretation of the texts precisely the blindness and deafness to God’s active
Presence that the divine and human authors of the scriptural texts warn against.

It should be emphasized that Fowl is well aware of the distinction between
Scripture and theology that Childs, by his use of historical-critical exegetical
summaries, is attempting to uphold as regards eisegesis. Fowl too wishes to
avoid eisegesis. As he remarks in comparing theological texts and scriptural
texts, “Christians theoretically could ignore or diverge sharply from the
views of texts from the tradition,” while “Christians could not ignore
or diverge sharply from scriptural texts in this way.”(71)
The key question of course is how to read Scripture so as to avoid diverging
sharply from its texts. For Fowl, the answer is found in grounding ecclesial
reading not upon the historical-critical method’s efforts to retrieve the
original meanings of the texts, valuable though this may be, but upon the
formation of readers attuned to the realities in the texts, and thus remaining
open to possible multiple meanings (given the interweaving realities) within one
text. This decision identifies the authority of Scripture as a canonical reality
operative within the community of the Church: “The authority of scripture,
then, is not so much an invariant property of the biblical texts, as a way of
ordering a set of textual relationships. To call scripture authoritative also
establishes a particular relationship between that text and those people and
communities who treat it as authoritative.”(72)
Scripture’s authority does not subsist apart from the community of readers
formed authoritatively by God teaching, among other ways, through Scripture.
Fowl affirms that the saints are the true interpreters of Scripture because
their lives and teachings conform
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to the pattern of salvation that Scripture, as divine doctrina,
teaches.(73) On this view, ecclesial
interpretation of Scripture need not follow one particular method, but may apply
different methods at different times in order to illumine the realities at stake
in a given interpretive decision. Fowl describes this practice as
“underdetermined interpretation,” which he defines as recog-nizing
“a plurality of interpretive practices and results without necessarily
granting epistemological priority to any one of these.”(74)

Eisegesis in the interpretation of Scripture, therefore, is for Fowl
something different from what others have made of it. Interpretations of
Christian Scripture that are not formed pneumatologically and Christologically
by the practices of the community, itself shaped by the divine doctrina that
is Scripture, will necessarily be eisegetical. As I would put it, such
interpretations will lack connection with the realities active in the doctrina
that Scripture is. Fowl states it this way: “Christians will find that
interpretations of scripture have already shaped
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convictions, practices, and dispositions which have, in turn, shaped the ways
in which scripture is interpreted. Not only is it impossible to undo this
process, it is not clear how one would ever know that one had done so.”(75)
He points to the “rule of faith,” advanced by Irenaeus, as an example
of this necessarily ecclesial interpretation. The task of not diverging from
Scripture thus cannot be accomplished by historical reconstructions of original
meanings. Rather, not diverging from Scripture is an ecclesial task that
requires the “practical reasoning” of believers formed by the Church’s
ongoing sapiential (receptive) practice of doctrina, and that may
include, but need not include, historical-critical analysis.(76)

Fowl’s effort to identify a mode of theological exegesis thus concentrates on
identifying “the ways in which scriptural interpretation might shape and be
shaped by specific Christian convictions, practices, and concerns.”(77)
Given this goal, he names his effort “theological interpretation”
rather than “biblical theology,” because the latter’s largely
historical retrieval of the Bible’s meanings does not give sufficient weight to
the ongoing (theological) ecclesial mediation of divine doctrina by
pathic and poietic participation (to use Reinhard Hütter’s terms).(78)
Theo-logical interpretation involves readers in a circular movement of receiving
God’s doctrina, as Fowl shows by means of the example of the claim that
Scripture is a unity. Fowl points out that this claim, which accords with God’s
unity of will, “presumes a doctrine of God (which is itself shaped by
scripture) and God’s providence.”(79)
Furthermore, interpreting Scripture as a unity not only requires doctrinal
presuppositions, but also, as Fowl immediately adds, ecclesial presuppositions
about the unity of
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God’s action in forming a people. The claim that Scripture is a unity
“is confirmed by the presence of a contemporary community which both
testifies to God’s continuing action in its midst and presents itself as the
continuation of God’s actions beginning with Adam and Eve through Abraham and
Sarah, Moses and Miriam, and the prophets, reaching its climax in Jesus, moving
on through Paul and Priscilla, down to the present, and looking expectantly
towards the new Jerusalem.”(80) Fowl also
makes clear that this ongoing circular activity of ecclesial interpretation,
guided by the Holy Spirit as receptive participation in God’s doctrina,
pro-foundly challenges the Church because of the difficulty of living in ways
that make true interpretation possible.(81)
Opposed to well-formed ecclesial interpretation is the distortion that is
eisegetical imposition of our sinful practices upon God’s doctrina.

 



C) Whose Authority? Which Practices?





It is at this point—the question of distinguishing well-formed ecclesial
interpretation from eisegetical imposition—that Fowl’s project, with which in
general I am profoundly in agreement, encounters difficulties. To his credit he
recognizes these difficulties without seeking to resolve them in a facile
manner. I will first summarize the points that he makes with regard to ecclesial
authority in the conclusion to his book, and then examine these points in light
of his account earlier in the book of the ecclesial embodiment of Paul’s
interpretive practices.

In the conclusion, he specifies four questions about the relationship of
biblical exegesis and ecclesial authority that his book has necessarily raised,
without answering, in its effort “to show the integral connections between
Christian scriptural interpretation, Christian doctrine and practices, and
Christians’ abilities to form and sustain a certain type of common life.”(82)
First, given the value of figural or allegorical exegesis aiming at providing
Christ-focused readings, who decides what figural
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readings are appropriate and helpful? Second, assuming that there could be
“occasions when attempts to extend a tradition into the present actually
break the tradition,” who would make such determinations? Third, assuming
that the Spirit-filled Church comes to surprising judgments that extend without
breaking the tradition, how are such judgments to be instantiated as normative
for Christians? Fourth, if as Fowl proposes the formation or character of
Christian readers is central for exegetical judgments that Christians make, how
can the Church ensure that those who hold office and authority possess such
well-formed character?

Instead of offering a direct answer to each of these questions, which would
require addressing a set of issues that lie outside the scope of his book, Fowl
proposes some basic rules (my word, not his) for testing possible answers.
First, he affirms that biblical authority depends upon some notion of ecclesial
authority: “authority is not something that has been inserted into the
Bible which can then later be found, abstracted, analyzed, and either followed
or ignored. Rather, scriptural authority must be spoken of in connection with
the ecclesial communities who struggle to interpret scripture and embody their
interpretations in the specific contexts in which they find themselves.”(83)
The first rule thus indicates that the question of ecclesial authority’s
relationship to biblical interpretation cannot be simply bypassed, as it largely
is even by Childs. The second and third rules then set in place basic norms,
drawn from Scripture, for ecclesial authority: such author-ity must recognize
the Holy Spirit’s ongoing work, and must bear the cruciform mark of the body of
Christ.

In light of these rules, Fowl rejects certain accounts of ecclesial
authority. First, ecclesial decision making must not follow a consumerist model,
in which the goal would be pleasing with efficiency and flexibility the customer
(the person in the pew). This would be to deny the divine guidance of the Holy
Spirit and would ignore Christ’s command that his followers take up their cross
and follow him. Second, ecclesial authority cannot be authoritarian in regard to
theological and interpretive discussion
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and debate, because such authority would not be cruciform and would stifle
the freedom of the Holy Spirit’s work. Third, eccle-sial authority must operate
with the goal of speaking to all Christians (the one and “catholic”
Church) rather than in a purely congregationalist fashion. Fourth, ecclesial
authority, and theories of ecclesial authority, must be ecumenically responsive
to the divisions among Christians and assist in their healing.

Clearly, some tensions arise in these four negative positions, as regards how
to attain all the goals desired and how one would recognize when the goals were
attained. If ecclesial decision making is not geared toward the religious
“consumer” in the pew, then ecclesial authority will necessarily
challenge, make uncom-fortable, and provoke disagreement among the persons in
the pew. Only in this way will sinners be confronted with their crosses, and be
configured, in graced repentance and prayerful following of Christ, to his
cruciform imago. But ecclesial authority that challenges believers,
thus provoking public disagreement and debate (fueled also by the media with
their own narrative of ecclesial authority), will be seen as authoritarian if it
attempts to govern theological (interpretive) discussion in such a way as to
make clear to all believers the difference between paths that constitute true
following of Christ and paths that do not.(84)
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Moreover, an ecclesial authority that seeks to uphold the Church’s unity and
catholicity will almost inevitably speak in ways that, by claiming to speak for
all Christians, do not seem fully to appreciate ecclesial divisions. This
situation—the perception of the ecclesial authority as authoritarian and
unecumenical—will be exacerbated if the ecclesial authority teaches as
normative for all Christian an interpretive position that conflicts directly
with what many other Christians communities, as well as with what Chris-tians
within the ecclesial authority’s own communion, believe and practice. In short,
there is a question as to whether the points proposed by Fowl can hold together,
or whether they cancel each other out.

Perhaps the key question, however, is from where, for Fowl, the ecclesial
authority derives its authority. An ecclesial authority may—both in proclaiming
as normative for all following of Christ certain interpretive positions not
adhered to by all Christian communities and not popular within its own communion
and in insisting for the good of believers that this position is theologically
definitive (thereby seeming to “stifle” theological discussion and
debate)—be seen as authoritarian and unecumenical. Yet, as Fowl is well aware,
such an ecclesial authority may in reality be embodying, guided by the Holy
Spirit, the cruciformity that is marked by the experience of popular opposition.
How are we to know when an ecclesial authority is interpreting Scripture in a
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scripturally well-formed way, and when an ecclesial authority has authority
to do so for all Christians?

Fowl proposes an answer, but before sketching it I should make clear my
concerns. Fowl’s proposal—whose tentative char-acter should be emphasized—is
deficient, I think, in two areas. First, he may not give sufficient weight to
the embeddedness of Scripture historically within particular sacramental modes
of ecclesial authority. Can Scripture be separated from these modes, which
developed historically within a clearly demarcated ecclesial community, without
becoming something entirely different in the lives of Christians? Indeed, it
could be suggested that Fowl’s own approach is an effort to reinsert Scripture
and scriptural inter-pretation into these ecclesial, communal modes from which
it was extracted when the sacramental understanding of the Church’s authority
was, during the Reformation, severely challenged. Second, I think that Fowl’s
proposal may not fully account for the cruciformity, and thus obedient
receptivity, required for the Christian freedom of believers, a particular
cruciform freedom that should characterize all Christian biblical
interpretation.

Fowl addresses the issue of ecclesial authority most directly in the context
of exegeting certain passages of St. Paul. On the basis of his reading of
Galatians 3-4, he finds that “[t]he authority which generates and
underwrites the counter-conventional interpretation on which Christians will
need to rely arises out of friendships.”(85)
This position, he notes, is similar to that of Stanley Hauerwas, who “reads
Watership Down to display the relation-ships between an authority that
arises out of friendships and authority based on a coercive use of power.”(86)
Fowl summarizes and agrees with Hauerwas’s view that “if the church is to
maintain its peaceable identity then it will have to base its authority on such
friendships.”(87) Ecclesial authority that
arises out of friendship, Fowl argues, need not deny that all Christians, not
only a privileged few such as the apostles (or their successors), are enabled by
the Holy Spirit to interpret Scripture proficiently.
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Paul’s creative exegesis (of, in his case, the Scriptures of Israel) is a
model for all Christians; the apostle does not have a special claim to
interpretive proficiency.(88) The task for each
Christian is to learn how to follow Paul’s example and interpret Scripture in a
well-formed fashion.(89) Fowl points out,
however, that the fact that each Christian is called like Paul to interpret
Scripture does not mean that Christians can interpret Scripture adequately
outside a well-formed interpretive community. Paul’s own example suggests the
contrary.

As Paul’s exegesis makes clear, “certain communal habits and
practices” belong to and sustain Christian reading. With Richard Hays, Fowl
affirms, “To learn to read scripture like Paul means learning to read
ecclesiocentrically.”(90) It follows that
precisely in attaining their dignity as Spirit-inspired interpreters of
Scripture Christians will learn that such interpretation is ecclesial and
communal, and is made possible and sustained by ecclesial and communal
practices. Christian interpretive practice thus must balance each Christian’s
interpretive freedom and authority with the fact that this freedom and authority
flows from the Christian’s ecclesial practices. In other words, in order to read
in community and thereby instantiate Christian reading, Christians must in
friendship (friendships formed in Christ) learn how “to grant one
another interpretive authority.”(91) Fowl
recognizes that because the very venture of following Christ is at stake, it
will be difficult for persons to know how and when to take the
risk of granting such authority to others. He states, “There is no
risk-free way of doing this. The only real way for Christians to proceed in this
regard is
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to begin the process of forming and maintaining friendships with each other
so that they will know each other sufficiently well to be able to grant one
another a measure of authority to interpret in counter-conventional ways on
occasions.”(92) In relationships of
friendship, this position implies, there will be sufficient inter-personal trust
to allow for both the limitation of personal freedom and the risks that others
might lead one astray that are involved in granting (even only to a degree) to
others interpretive authority for oneself and for the community.

Yet, does the concept of freedom at work here privilege a neutral
“freedom from” over a deifying and participatory “freedom
for”? Fowl indicates that only in relationships of friendship can the
Christian trust another so much as to grant him real interpretive authority. No
doubt Fowl principally has in view the “hard cases,” where some
members of the community dissent from the established communal teaching and
thereby, if granted “authority,” shift the community’s perspective on
a point of dogmatic or moral interpretation. But the two
“alternatives,” other than sheer eclectic individualism, that he gives
to the friendship-constituted granting of authority are “Christians either
credulously handing themselves over to anyone claiming to speak with the voice
of God or reducing interpretive authority to a form of coercion exercised by
powerful individuals or groups.”(93) If the
granting of interpretive authority is not friendship-based, grounded upon
personal (individual) “judgments about char-acter,”(94)
Fowl seems to suggest that interpretive authority reduces simply to power of
various kinds, whether that of a cult persona or that of an authoritarian group.

There is another alternative, which itself finds support in Fowl’s account of
exegesis. Why should interpretive “freedom” be primarily understood in
terms of an individual who then “grants,” in the context of
friendship, others the exercise of authority over his or her interpretation? Am
I, as a Christian, in a position to “grant” interpretive authority? Or
rather am I not the one to
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whom things are granted, in other words a person defined by receiving all
from Christ my Lord and friend? Is this profound receptivity not, in fact,
precisely also my Christian “freedom,” the freedom for which Christ
has set me free? Would it not be an usurpation, a falling away from the
communion that is Christ’s friendship, for me to “grant” someone else
the authority that Christ grants sacramentally in his mystical Body’s
interpretation of his Word in the Holy Spirit?

Not surprisingly, given the insights that we have summarized above, Fowl
understands and agrees with this point. He writes, “By claiming that it is
no longer he that lives, but Christ who lives in him, Paul has not obliterated a
previously autonomous self. Rather, he has re-situated his life in a different
story, the story of Christ. Paul’s account of his character testifies to the
power of God’s grace to reconstitute a self under the lordship of Christ.”(95)
Autonomy was never a possibility for Paul; the issue was solely in what way he
was to serve God. Fowl could not be clearer in rejecting the “modern
self” which he recognizes to be mis-leadingly characterized “by
presumptions of autonomy, individu-alism, unencumbered rationality, essential
stability, and an absence of historical and social contingency.”(96)
Yet if the Christian self is ultimately a “grantor” of authority,
within friendships that the self chooses and evaluates, then I do not see how
this is different from the “modern self” that Fowl rejects.

Indeed, in rejecting “autonomy” Fowl calls into doubt the idea that
the Christian can “grant” interpretive authority over the Word of God.
In rejecting “unencumbered rationality” Fowl might, then, ask more
rigorously whether Christian interpretation is not already constituted within a
friendship-based community that Christians have not chosen but that is entirely
the result of God’s love, God’s friendship in Christ. In rejecting “an
absence of historical and social contingency,” similarly, Fowl might
explore more fully what it means to say that the Christian friendship-
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based community, and its interpretative practices, are inextricable from the
historical and social matrix.





D) Cruciform Freedom and Authoritative Exegesis





Three points follow from Fowl’s own principles. First, interpretive authority in
the Christian community is not based on our granting or on our love or on our
friendships; rather it is based on Christ’s granting and Christ’s love and
Christ’s friendship, as befits Fowl’s Christological principle. Second, in
accord with Fowl’s principle of cruciformity, we are “free,” and
exercise Christian “interpretive freedom,”(97)
not before we grant others interpretive authority, but rather when we,
by God’s grace, receive and thereby grant Christ’s interpretive authority over
ourselves. We are free when we receive the cruciform imprint of obedient
receptivity that reverses our enslavement in pride in which we imagine ourselves
to be the “grantors.” Third, this cruciformity, in the history of the
Holy Spirit’s work, means that the Church cannot be an idea or a chosen set of
friendships. Rather, the Church is Christ’s gift. This gift, as Fowl would not
deny, is sacramental. It comes through baptism and through the Eucharist. These
sacramental ministries are inseparable from the historical ministry of orders,
and from the historical Church as a received reality that is constituted by
Christ. Far from it being the state or the community of believers (in an
Enlightenment social compact) who grants the Church interpretive authority, it
is Christ who establishes the Church in human history as a reality of
inseparably related word and sacrament. For the Church’s ordained ministers to
exercise ultimate interpretive authority is not to exercise authoritarian power.
Their ministry of ultimate interpretive authority, a historical reality to which
Ignatius of Antioch and indeed Paul himself already bear witness, derives not
from arbitrary power but from the wisdom of the living Christ. In his wisdom
Christ thereby ensures the cruciform and receptive character of interpretation
in the Church. The Church’s sacra-
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mental (received, historical, contingent upon Christ and the Holy Spirit’s
ongoing gift) authority frees each Christian to exercise, in liberative and
creative obedience, a lived-out interpretive authority that remains united with
Christ’s interpreting of the entire humanum in the Holy Spirit. As
Reinhard Hütter has evocatively put it, we are “bound to be free.”(98)

In view of my admiration for his overall project, I expect that Fowl would be
sympathetic with much, if not all, of this. It is clear that his emphasis on
“grant[ing] one another interpretive authority”(99)
stems largely from his concern over “ways in which Christians (and clergy
in particular) abuse those entrusted to their care,” which leads him to
combine his rejection of Enlightenment theories of human autonomy with sympathy
for a posture of “suspicion of anyone who might seek to have us view their
voice as converging with God’s voice.”(100)
The issue is whether ecclesial mediation of Christ’s word has proven
trustworthy. While affirming that “God’s providential care often operates
through human agents,” and thereby affirming mediation in general, Fowl
also states that in discerning claims to authoritative interpretation Christians
must exercise “great wisdom and even suspicion.”(101)
He has particularly in view areas such as slavery and the moral status of
homosexual acts. As regards the former, he is well aware of justifications of
racial slavery arising from the interpretation of the figure of Ham in Genesis
9:18-27. As regards the latter, he suggests that there is a need for
“counter-conventional inter-pretations,”(102)
to which he devotes a chapter arguing that “Spirit-inspired
interpretation” indicates the need for reinterpreting, at least in a
preliminary fashion, same-sex sexual contact in light of the experience of
homosexual friendships in the Church.(103)
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In light of such issues, Fowl suggests that the alternatives are either
“grant[ing] one another a measure of authority to interpret in
counter-conventional ways on occasions,” or “credulously handing
[ourselves] over to anyone claiming to speak with the voice of God,” or
“reducing interpretive authority to a form of coercion exercised by
powerful individuals or groups,” or eclectic individualism. If so, then the
alternatives are inevitably rooted in power, and nominalism’s account of the
centrality of the arbitrary will is correct, after all.

Such a conclusion, which goes against Fowl’s own concern for communal
interpretation, suggests a twofold problem in Fowl’s account of how Christians
participate in God’s doctrina. First, Fowl cannot identify any actual
Christian communion that possesses, without believers granting it (more or less
temporary) authority, the ability to read Scripture authoritatively as a Church.
Second, Fowl so emphasizes the meaning-generating role of the interpretive
community that he risks disjoining “meaning” from the biblical texts.
On both counts, Fowl seems to me to require a more full account of the mediation
of God’s doctrina. Regarding the latter count, the biblical texts
possess in themselves salvific
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meaning because God gives them such meaning. As Fowl rightly affirms, they do
not stand autonomously; on the contrary, they participate in or mediate God’s doctrina.
In so mediating, however, they actually possess (in participatory fashion) what
they mediate.(104) Put another way, God’s
revelatory doctrina succeeds in expressing itself in and through the
texts of Scripture, composed by the inspired authors in the Holy Spirit. These
texts possess that meaning in themselves, but not on their own, since they
always participate in and mediate God the Trinity’s teaching.

As regards the former, Fowl rightly emphasizes the meaning-generating role of
the community. The true meaning of the biblical texts cannot be fully discerned
outside of the community (shaped by moral, liturgical, and intellectual
“practices”) that is nourished by the biblical texts, and interpreters
from different religious communions will disagree to varying degrees. This is
so, however, not because the texts are merely awaiting a meaning that the
community gives (or imposes upon) them, but because the community itself
participates in and mediates God’s sacra doctrina. The meaning is found
both in the biblical texts and in the community of biblical interpreters,
because God’s revelatory doctrina expresses itself in and through both.
The opposition between ecclesial interpreters and scriptural texts is a false
one, because both are shaped by God to participate in and mediate God’s salvific
doctrina. The key, however, is that the source of their authority is
not granted by mere human beings. Rather, Christ the Teacher gives, in the Holy
Spirit, his authority to the mediations (Church and Bible) by which he is
efficaciously embodied and proclaimed in the world. Christ has won historically
the victory over the principalities and powers; through his doctrina,
he frees human beings from the principalities and powers. This community of
freedom, which takes ecclesial and sacramental form through his commissioning of
his apostles, is based not on power but on cruciform obedience, the heart of
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Christ’s victorious doctrina.(105)
Within the Church as formed eucharistically by this cruciform practice of
obedience, the wisdom of God’s Word, appropriated in the history of the Church,
frees human beings for Christian freedom. In this context, the moral difference
between the sexual union of male and female persons and sexual unions between
persons of the same sex belongs to the divine wisdom inscribed teleologically in
human persons and taught consistently in sacra doctrina, as practical
wisdom for the good of human persons struggling to find and follow “the
way, the truth, and the life” (John 14:6, cf. John 8:32).

 



E) The Mediation of Divine “Doctrina”: Preliminary Evaluation

 



As I hope to have shown, Fowl’s approach, somewhat more than Childs’s,
recognizes Scripture’s place within the context of divine doctrina and
thus fosters the recovery of a more adequate understanding of the
“historical.” Nevertheless, Fowl’s account of ecclesial authority,
like Childs’s, runs into ecclesiological problems. Both Childs and Fowl have
concerns about ecclesial mediation of divine doctrina, Childs largely
because (lacking an account of participation) he fears that it limits God’s
freedom and Fowl because he thinks that (given the potential for abuse) it
limits human freedom.(106) As I have suggested,
both Childs and Fowl thereby manifest, in varying degrees and with different
results, nominalist inheritances that have shaped contemporary biblical
exegesis.
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Behind the question of ecclesial mediation of divine doctrina, of
course, lies the related question of the ability of human con-cepts to mediate
divine realities. Does Scripture, with its multiple human perspectives, mediate
divine realities in a coherent fashion? Outside the framework of divine doctrina,
realities such as the God-man, the Trinity, the Church as the body of Christ,
creation, the Paschal mystery, life in Christ, the sacraments, eternal life, and
so forth become in Scripture mere conceptual shells at best, whose content is
elaborated in a Catholic fashion only as a second step on the part of the later
community. Such realities are seen as eisegetical intrusions into texts that are
inno-cent of such theological depth as regards teaching the divine realities of
salvation. Childs faces this difficulty with his recon-struction of the
“voices” of the Old and New Testaments, which are then dialectically
engaged by Biblical Theology done from the perspective of faith. Fowl faces the
same difficulty with his “underdetermined” sense of Scripture that
makes problematic the claim that Scripture’s words shape interpretation. Neither
Childs’s project nor Fowl’s is crippled by these difficulties, because of their
deep sense both for Scripture and for the tradition of faith-based exegesis that
seeks in Scripture the realities of Christ’s doctrina. Nevertheless,
both projects are weakened.

By way of augmenting the accounts of theological exegesis that Childs and
Fowl provide—and thereby attempting to develop further their laudable efforts
to deepen contemporary Christian exegetical teaching—I will turn to Aquinas’s
exegesis of John 21, a chapter that takes us into the heart of Aquinas’s
theological exegesis of ecclesial authority in the mediation of sacra
doctrina.









III.
Aquinas on John 21:

Ecclesial Exegesis and Ecclesial Authority





A) Aquinas in Light of Childs and Fowl





Aquinas thinks that John 21 teaches about the Petrine ministry in the Church,
and also about the role, in general, of bishops. How does this viewpoint
shape—and how is this viewpoint
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shaped by—his understanding of theological exegesis of Scripture? Recall the
fundamental concerns of Childs and Fowl. For Childs, granting that “no
modern biblical theologian can function without some … conceptual
framework,” Christians need to seek ways to encounter the gospel through
the least possible refraction of “alien categories,” whether from
ancient philosophy, from Marxist liberationist standpoints, or from other
similar distortive lenses.(107) As Childs
presents it, the way through such difficulties is carefully
(historical-critically) to sift Scripture itself before proceeding to the
synthetic task of “Biblical Theology” and the applicative task of
“dogmatic theology,” thereby ensuring that one has as direct an
engagement with Scripture’s own perspective as possible. Childs’s account of
ecclesial authority (the Church) indicates this concern that ecclesial mediation
not stand in the way of Christ, but rather simply bear witness to a reality (the
gospel) that is outside itself but that guides its mission of proclamation. For
Fowl, Christians need to build up in Christ-centered friendships the reading
practices (such as forgiveness, repentance, hospitality, and so forth) that will
make it possible for Christians “to be able grant one another a measure of
authority to interpret in counter-conventional ways on occasions,” and thus
by implication granting interpretive authority in friendship not only in hard
cases.(108) The alternatives that Fowl sees are
sheer individualism, the credulity of cults, or “reducing interpretive
authority to a form of coercion exercised by powerful individuals or
groups.”(109) Fowl notes that when
Christian communities are well formed, those in authority will exercise
“Christian practical reasoning” in interpreting Scripture, but he is
acutely aware that such conditions, requiring disciplined and well-formed
communities choosing well-formed leaders, will not hold in all times and places
(to say the least).

In short, both Childs and Fowl are wary of ecclesial mediation of divine doctrina
given the likelihood that ill-formed Church leaders and theologians will read
Scripture through distortive


  



page 455

lenses that prevent the Christological and pneumatological power of the
gospel from engaging the Church. In examining Aquinas’s reading of John 21,
therefore, I want first to explore his understanding of ecclesial authority, and
in this light to comment upon his exegetical practice.(110)

 



B) Why Peter?





We might begin with John 21:7: “That disciple whom Jesus loved said to
Peter, ‘It is the Lord!’ When Simon Peter heard that it was the Lord, he put on
his clothes, for he was stripped for work, and sprang into the sea.” Why
did the beloved disciple, whom Aquinas identifies earlier as John, say this to
Peter rather than to the other disciples who were also in the boat? In the
context of the Gospels, as well as the context of John 21, Aquinas supposes that
in part it was “because Peter was above the others in rank.”(111)
Similarly, when in verse 10 Jesus says to the gathered disciples, “Bring
some of the fish that you have caught,” it is Peter who undertakes the
task: “So Simon Peter went aboard and hauled the net ashore, full of large
fish, a hundred fifty-three of them; and although there were so many, the net
was not torn” (21:11). Aquinas interprets this as another indication of
Peter’s task in the Church, “because the holy Church has been entrusted to
him, and it was said to him in particular, ‘Feed my lambs’ (21:15).”(112)

Likewise, reading verse 15 itself—“When they had finished breakfast,
Jesus said to Simon Peter, ‘Simon, son of John, do you love me more than these?’
He said to him, ‘Yes, Lord; you know that I love you.’ He said to him, ‘Feed my
lambs’”—Aquinas states that this command to feed the lambs of the Lamb of
God suggests
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that “one should not be called a Christian who says he is not under the
care of that shepherd, that is, Peter.”(113)
Aquinas also later notes, as a good possible reading, John Chrysostom’s inter-pretation
of John 21:19b, “And after this he [Jesus] said to him [Peter], ‘Follow
me.’” For Chrysostom, “in saying ‘Follow me,’ Christ means in your
[Peter’s] office as prelate, leader [in praelationis officio]. He was
saying in effect: As I have the care of the Church, received from my
Father—‘Ask of me, and I will make the nations your heritage’ (Ps 2:8)—so will
you be, in my place, over the whole Church.”(114)
Aquinas agrees with Chrysos-tom’s reading, but notes a question that arises from
the book of Acts: why does James appear to govern the Church in Jerusalem? He
answers: “We can say that James had a special jurisdiction over that place,
but Peter had the universal authority over the whole Church of believers.”(115)

We have not reached the heart of Aquinas’s teaching on Peter’s authority, but
it will be helpful before proceeding to raise briefly the question of eisegesis.
It is clear that Aquinas’s exegesis, as Fowl proposes for contemporary exegesis,
belongs within a historically embodied community of exegetes, united by
friendship with Christ. Aquinas sees Chrysostom, for example, as a preeminent
“friend of Christ,” a saint filled with the enlightening power of the
Holy Spirit, and therefore as an authoritative reader of Scripture. Among the
practices that shape the Church to which Aquinas belongs is the practice of the
Petrine ministry, which forms the Church in the (perhaps painful) practices of
unity and obedience, and which thus assists in the configuration of Christ’s
members to his cruciform obedience. It would be impossible for Aquinas to
interpret John 21 outside of this context of the Church’s reading. Is this
eisegesis?

On Fowl’s terms, I think that the answer would be no— although some of
Fowl’s potential concerns have yet to be addressed. Certainly, Aquinas is
reading as a Christian in the context of an ecclesial community of readers who,
in charity, are
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formed by the cruciform practices of the Church that flow from and witness to
the meaning of Scripture.

On Childs’s terms, however, I think that the answer would be yes. In
particular, Aquinas’s claim that “James had a special jurisdiction over
that place, but Peter had the universal authority over the whole Church of
believers” sounds suspiciously like imposing the medieval Church’s
understanding of primacy and collegiality upon the text of the Gospel of John.
It only helps a little that it is in fact Chrysostom (unattributed by Aquinas)
who says, “And if any should say, ‘How then did James receive the chair at
Jerusalem?’ I would make this reply, that He [Jesus] appointed Peter teacher,
not of the chair, but of the world.”(116)
Aquinas follows Chrysostom while adjusting Chrysostom’s language now to describe
James’s ministry as a “special jurisdiction” (habuit quidem
specialem loci illius) and Peter’s as “universal authority over the
whole Church of believers” (universale dominium totius Ecclesiae
fidelium).





C) History and Spirit





For Aquinas (and this is my view as well), scriptural exegesis must be ecclesial
in a pneumatological sense—namely, in dependence upon the Holy Spirit to guide
the historically embodied form taken by the special Petrine ministry taught in
John 21, and in dependence upon the Holy Spirit to guide that historically
embodied community’s affirmation of the truth of the evangelist’s testimony (the
reception of the gospel as Scripture). Thus in exegeting John 21:24, “This
is the disciple who is bearing witness to these things, and who have written
these things; and we know that his testimony is true,” Aquinas remarks that
here the evangelist John “speaks in the person of the entire Church which
received it.”(117) This pneumatological
and ecclesial sense is the realm of doctrina. What God is teaching in
Scripture cannot be
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separated from the historically embodied pneumatological practices that, as
themselves God’s pedagogical doctrina, teach us how to interpret what
God is teaching in Scripture.

Historical-critical exegesis might suspect that Jesus never said anything of
the sort. As Fowl reminds us, though, such suspicion misses the very point of
Scripture as God’s doctrina. To enter into the reading of Scripture as
God’s teaching means to be assured in faith that Jesus Christ, in his historical
teaching, knew and loved the realities of salvation. Calling his disciples
belongs to Jesus’ teaching; dying on the Cross belongs to his teaching; the
risen Jesus teaches the apostolic Church. In faith we see that this pattern of doctrina
cannot be separated from the body of believers that the Teacher commissions and
sends out in history. The Church herself, as a pneumatological participation in
Christ’s saving work, is God’s pedagogical doctrina, in which the
Trinity teaches and trains human beings in Christ’s cruciformity. The realities
of Trinity, Incarnation, and Church are not extrinsic, as the suspicions of
historical criticism might suggest, to divine doctrina. Rather
penetrating to the heart of Scripture means encountering these realities, and
joining the community of “friends” of Christ (John 15:15), those who
have heard Christ’s teaching and who embody divine doctrina in a set of
practices that flow from Scripture and enable believers to interpret Scripture.
In other words, Jesus’ command to Peter in the Gospel of John to “Feed my
lambs” belongs to the historical embodiment of divine doctrina and
efforts (impossible ones) to determine whether Jesus taught it indicate a
failure to grasp the scope of divine doctrina. Given the historical
embodiment of the realities of salvation taught in Scripture, Aquinas’s
interpretation of John 21:17 as teaching the Petrine ministry, as practiced in
the Church, is not eisegesis but rather engages the reality of salvation taught
in Scripture from the exegetical perspective of the historically embodied
pneumatological practices that enable us to interpret Scripture’s teaching and
to live it out in a cruciform mode. Imagine if there were no historical
embodiment of the Petrine office. Would that make readers “exegetical”
rather than
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“eisegetical”? On the contrary. It would instead impose
eise-getically the reader’s lack of comprehension on the text, rather than
enabling the reader, as the existence of the Petrine ministry does, to
participate exegetically in the reality taught in Scripture.
“Exegesis” in this sense is nothing less than a participation in God’s
salvific doctrina, a participation that the Church performs in history
and that manifests and proclaims these saving realities to the world.

 



D) Triumphalism, Cruciformity, and Ecclesial Reading





Yet, is not this understanding of “exegesis” triumphalist, in the
sense of presuming that the Church (of Aquinas) truly is the Church that God
intends in his doctrina and thereby forgetting about the possibility of
ongoing and systemic, or near-systemic, interpretive and pedagogical failure on
the part of the leaders of this Church? Aquinas’s exegesis is sensitive to this
point. Interpreting John 21, he grounds the Petrine ministry, and all ecclesial
authority, upon cruciform repentance. Thus he agrees with Augustine in according
significance to Peter’s martyrdom as expressive of the kind of
“following” that Jesus commanded Peter to undertake (John 21:19):
“Peter not only suffered death for Christ, but also followed Christ even in
the kind of death, that is, death by the cross.”(118)
Aquinas, following Augustine, reads Peter as an exemplar of charity and
therefore as the leader chosen by Jesus. John is preeminent in understanding,
whereas Peter is preeminent in devotion and love.(119)
Discussing John 21:15, where Jesus asks Peter, “Simon, son of John, do you
love me more than these?,” he argues in Aristotelian fashion, drawing also
upon Gregory the Great, that Peter should have more charity than the other
disciples (as “more than these” implies is necessary), since “the
one who cares for and governs others should be better.”(120)
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The “better” person is the one who loves more and thereby can be
counted upon to be a faithful shepherd for others.

Much care therefore needs to be taken, as Augustine in his commentary on John
21:12-19 emphasizes, to avoid installing bishops in the Church who are
self-lovers rather than lovers of Christ. Aquinas notes in this regard that
Christ “imposes the pastoral office on Peter only after an examination.
Thus, those who are to be raised to this office are first examined, ‘Do not be
hasty in the laying on of hands’ (1 Tim 5:22).”(121)
The risen Christ’s questioning of Peter occurs after they had finished
break-fast, which prompts Aquinas to suggest a mystical interpretation:
“This signifies the spiritual meal by which the soul is refreshed with
spiritual gifts, even when it is united to the body: ‘I will come in to him and
eat with him’ (Rev 3:20).”(122) Only men
who have experienced fully this “meal” are fit for the bishop’s task,
which consists in mediating the “meal” to others, as Aquinas explains
with references to the fulfillment of Jeremiah 31 and Psalm 63:5. The bishop
should be obedient, wise, and filled with grace. Above all, the bishop must
possess radiant charity. Citing 1 Timothy 3:1, Aquinas remarks that unavoidably,
given the brokenness of the times, “many who assume a pastoral office use
it as self-lovers.”(123) But this outrage,
no matter how frequent and inevitable, cannot be accepted: “One who does
not love the Lord is not a fit prelate. A fit prelate is one who does not seek
his own advantage, but that of Christ’s; and he does this through love: ‘The
love of Christ controls us’ (2 Cor 5:14).”(124)
When a bishop lacks charity, he lacks the very thing that makes his ministry
purposeful, since the bishop’s task is to give himself for the good of his
flock.

If charity is so crucial for a bishop, is ecclesial mediation a doomed
enterprise from the start? How does Aquinas handle the reality that ecclesial
mediation means that sinners, even if repentant sinners, will lead the Church in
Christ’s name and as
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participating his authority as priest, prophet, and king? Aquinas observes in
this regard, “And so the final commitment of the Church is given to the
humbled Peter.”(125) After his fall, Peter
has become a better person. Earlier he had thought himself better than the other
disciples (Aquinas cites Peter’s boasting in Matthew 26:33) and had freely
contradicted Jesus (Matt 26:35). Aquinas notices that now, when asked by Jesus
whether he (Peter) loves Jesus more than do the other disciples, Peter answers
solely that “you know that I love you” (John 21:15). Peter does not
claim to love Jesus more than do the others. In contrast with his past behavior,
he thereby “humbles himself in respect to the apostles… . This teaches
us not to rank ourselves before others, but others before ourselves: ‘In
humility count others better than yourselves’ (Phil 2:3).”(126)
Furthermore, Aquinas notices that rather than say “I love you” Peter
says to Jesus “you know that I love you.” Similarly, in verse 17 Peter
responds, after Christ’s third query, “Lord, you know everything; you know
that I love you.” Aquinas contrasts this with Peter’s contradiction in
Matthew 26 of Christ’s prophesy that Peter would deny him three times. Now Peter
recognizes that Christ knows, and relies upon Christ’s knowledge. As Aquinas
puts it, “Peter, having been conquered by his own weakness, does not
presume to state his love unless it is attested to and confirmed by the Lord… . He is saying: I do love you; at least I think I do. But you know all things,
and perhaps you know of something else that will happen.”(127)
Peter humbles himself before Christ by recognizing that all things depend upon
Christ and that he, Peter, needs Christ most of all.
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Most importantly, then, Peter’s office as bishop, and his universal authority
in the Church, is based first and fundamentally upon being forgiven—and not
only that but upon being forgiven the most heinous sin of directly denying
Christ at the time of Christ’s most urgent need. Precisely in his condition of
having received everything by grace, he is able to serve the Church in his
office, because he experiences in himself his flock’s needs, which can only be
met by receiving God’s gifts. He can thereby devote himself to mediating, by
Christ’s power, God’s gifts to a needy people. Aquinas identifies three ways in
which Peter must feed his flock, corresponding with Christ’s thrice-repeated
command to “Feed my sheep.” Christ empowers Peter to accomplish this
“feeding,” whose three aspects correspond to humankind’s three needs.
First, we human beings need wisdom; second, we need moral exemplars who will
inspire us to holy living (charity); third, we have bodily needs.(128)
In the first two ways, the bishop should, by Christ’s grace, be the model
teacher. In the third way the bishop must provide temporal help to those in
need. Aquinas sees this enactment of charity as being the fulfillment of Ezekiel
34:2, “Woe, shepherds of Israel who have been feeding yourselves! Should
not the shepherds feed the sheep?” It also stands, no doubt, as a warning
to bishops of Aquinas’s time. Yet the need for true teaching by way of wisdom
and love has precedence over the meeting of bodily needs. Here Aquinas cites
Jeremiah 3:15, “And I will give you shepherds after my own heart, who will
feed you with knowledge and understanding.”

One might still ask: Given the knowledge that we have of the history of the
Petrine ministry as it has been exercised in the Church, does Aquinas’s biblical
interpretation not skew the reality? I have been arguing that Aquinas, by his
own ecclesial and pneumatological participation in the reality of a Petrine
office to which he owed cruciform obedience, is able to penetrate into the
reality taught by God in Scripture. But what if, looking at the history of the
Church, one disagrees that (even as a general claim) either the episcopal
structure or the Petrine ministry has been a
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history of wisdom, love, and service? Aquinas is confident, it is true, that
the Church has not been led astray, and that the Church that now possesses the
Petrine ministry is the same Church as then possessed the Petrine ministry. The
nourishing doctrina, inclusive of word and sacraments, continues to be
given by the Church so that believers might participate in the sanctifying and
deifying wisdom of the Word. However, Aquinas is attuned to the reality that
Jesus’ encounter with Peter possesses some of the mystical aura of the
Resurrection, which colors it with a sense of Christ’s triumph. Even when, as
has frequently happened, the personal charity and wisdom of Peter and his
successors, and/or that of his brother bishops, fail, the Church by Christ’s
power and grace does not fail, and thus neither does Christ’s work of the
ecclesial mediation of his saving doctrina fail.









E) The Mystical Sense: Confidence in Christ





Why not? Aquinas offers a set of reflections on this question by way of mystical
interpretation of the fishing and the meal in John 21:1-14. In the mystical
sense, Peter’s decision to go fishing, in which he is joined by the other
disciples, “signifies the work of preaching.”(129)
Yet, as verse 3 informs us, they caught nothing all night. Lacking “God’s
help and the interior Preacher,” they could not succeed; following
Augustine, Aquinas blames this situation on Peter’s and the disciples’
continuing state of fear, which is opposed to charity.(130)
Jesus, however, does not allow their fear and lack of charity to win the day.
Although their “ignorance” prevents them from recognizing Jesus’
presence, he accomplishes their work for them.(131)
He instructs them in verse 6 to cast on the right side of the boat, where they
will find fish. Emphasizing God’s causal power in salvation, Aquinas suggests
that “the right side” indicates predestination, as in Proverbs 4:27
and elsewhere. The eschatological, triumphant aspect of the scene is noted by
Aquinas through a comparison with the fishing scene of Luke 5.


  



Page 464

In both cases a great number of fish are caught. Yet in John 21 the
“fishing differs from that mentioned by Luke because there (Lk 5:6) the
nets broke; and in a like way the Church is rent by disagreements and heresies.
But in the fishing mentioned by John the net does not break because there will
be no lack of unity in the future life. Again, in the incident mentioned by
Luke, the fish were taken into the boat. But here in John’s incident, the fish
are brought to the shore, because the saints destined for glory are hid-den from
us.”(132) Aquinas knows that
“disagreements and heresies” will rend the Church (Ecclesia
scissuras patitur per dissensiones et haereses), but these effects of human
sin, while deeply serious and heartbreakingly painful, will not keep Christ from
accomplishing his eschatological work through the mediation of the Church on
earth.

In a similar manner, Aquinas emphasizes the mystical inter-pretation in his
discussion of Peter’s response to Jesus’ presence once, alerted by the beloved
disciple, Peter and the others recognize Jesus. On this reading, Peter jumps
into the sea, signifying the troubles of the world, because “[t]hose who
desire to come to Christ cast themselves into the sea, and do not refuse the
tribulations of this world.”(133) The path
of the Church is the path of suffering in imitation of Christ. The boat on which
the disciples ride is, in accord with 1 Peter 3:20, the Church. This boat
signifies that tribulation in the world cannot overcome the holiness and unity
of the Church, which will bring its passengers safely and quickly to the
heavenly land. The net for the fish (the faithful) caught by the disciples is
sound doctrina, “by which God draws us by inspiring us from
within: ‘No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him.’”(134)
This doctrina, taught us interiorly by the Holy Spirit, is preached by
the apostles, and their preaching participates in drawing us to the Trinity.(135)
The hot coals are the new commandment of love (John 13:34; see also Luke 12:49);
the fish on the hot coals is the nourishing food
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of Christ crucified out of love for us; the bread is Eucharistic bread, both
as wisdom and as his body and blood (John 6).

Returning to the literal sense, Aquinas interprets Jesus’ command in verse 10
that the disciples add some of the fish they have caught to the fish already
lying on the coals as indicative of our participation in the Eucharistic
upbuilding of the Church: “It was like saying: I have given you the gift of
charity, I have roasted my body upon the cross and given you the bread of my
teaching, which perfects and strengthens the Church. Now it is your task to
catch others.”(136) The idea that this
reading is the literal sense might seem odd to many modern exegetes, but Aquinas
offers it as suggestive of the mission that the risen Lord is giving his
disciples, as well as congruent with the intended symbolism of the elements of
the meal. A further probing of the mystical meaning of the text follows, as
befits the eschatological depth of this post-Resurrection scene. Aquinas first
interprets the coals, fish, bread, and contribution of the disciples in terms of
the moral or typological sense. He then suggests that Peter’s entering the boat
in verse 11 indicates Peter’s ascent (inclusive of his interior transformation)
to “the helm of the Church,” and that Peter’s hauling ashore of the
net loaded with 153 “large fish” (verse 11) bespeaks mystically how
the Church, governed by the Petrine ministry, brings the faithful to eternal
life in accord with predestination. He gives various mystical readings of the
number 153, drawing upon Augustine and applying it to life in Christ. He notes
that the net remaining whole symbolizes the Church on earth, because of Jesus’
promise that “I am with you always, to the close of the age” (Matt
28:20), but symbolizes more perfectly the perfected heavenly Church, “that
peace which will be in the saints” where “there will be no
schisms.”(137) Aquinas is aware, as a
Dominican (an order founded to combat spiritually a heretical movement in the
Church) and as one called upon personally to help heal the breach between East
and West, of the pain and sorrow that the Church, often wounded by her members’
sins,
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encounters in this world.(138) But his
confidence in Christ is even greater.









IV.
Conclusion





Interpreting John 21:25, “But there are also many other things which Jesus
did; were every one of them to be written, I suppose that the world itself could
not contain the books that would be written,” Aquinas explains that
“to write about each and every word and deed of Christ is to reveal the
power of every word and deed. Now the words and deeds of Christ are also those
of God. Thus, if one tried to write and tell of the nature of every one, he
could not do so; indeed, the entire world could not do this. This is because an
infinite number of human words cannot equal one word of God.”(139)
This passage encapsulates the underlying presuppositions of the Aquinas’s
scriptural exegesis. In every word and deed of Christ, realities of infinite
depth, grounded in the Trinitarian wisdom and love, are revealed. To penetrate
Scripture, whose fulfillment is Christ, one must tap into these divine
realities. Exegesis is this participation in the realities that God teaches in
Scripture. This does not mean that exegesis is detached from interest in
historical information; far from it, because God teaches in and through human
history. But on the other hand, Scripture cannot be penetrated by those who rely
solely upon “linear” historical methodology. The realities must be
ultimately encountered in faith, as befits the kind of realities they are. The
literal sense itself, not to speak of the mystical interpretation that may at
times be appropriate to stimulating Christian reading, thus
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bears a tremendous weight of mystery, because “even an infinite number
of human words cannot equal one word of God.”(140)

Childs and Fowl would agree, as far as I can tell, with much of Aquinas’s
approach. They differ with it largely as regards ecclesial mediation. In
different ways, they suggest, I think, that Aquinas’s patristic-medieval
approach may not be “critical” enough—Childs because Aquinas employs
authorities (theological and philo-sophical) that seem eisegetically to obscure
at times the full sense of the gospel and that exaggerate the Church’s
participation in Christ, and Fowl because Aquinas may not attend sufficiently to
alleged failings in interpretation (primarily on moral matters) of the
institutional Church as led by the papacy.

In disagreeing with Childs and Fowl in this regard, I am not suggesting that
Aquinas’s exegesis cannot be deepened: such deepening is the purpose of
contemporary appropriation of the tradition of exegesis in which Aquinas is a
central participant.(141) Stimulated by
Childs’s and Fowl’s valuable efforts to retrieve a Christian reading of
Scripture, my argument here has been that Aquinas’s exegetical practice
displays, both as an interpretive model and (by a necessary correspondence) in
its interpretation of ecclesial authority, what it means to participate in
ecclesially mediated divine doctrina.



[bookmark: N_1_]1. Brevard
S. Childs, Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments: Theological
Reflection on the Christian Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 42;
for a survey of the fate of Childs’s guiding theme of “canon” in
biblical studies (German- and English-speaking) over the past half-century, with
attention to Jewish-Christian dialogue, see Childs, “Critique of Recent
Intertextual Canonical Interpretations,” Zeitschrift für die
alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 115 (2003): 173-84; and “The Canon in
Recent Biblical Studies: Reflections on an Era,” Pro Ecclesia 14
(2005): 26-45, which are especially valuable for their critique of James A.
Sanders’s approach to “canonical” biblical interpretation (e.g.,
Sanders, Canon and Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism
[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984]); see also the essays in The Canon Debate,
ed. L. M. McDonald and J. A. Sanders (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002),
especially the essay by François Bovon, “The Canonical Structure of the
Gospel and Apostle,” 516-27. In response to James Barr’s thoroughgoing
critique (found throughout Barr’s corpus) of “biblical theology,” see
the pointed comments of Francis Watson in his Text and Truth: Redefining
Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1997), 18-26; cf. Jon D.
Levenson’s critical review of Barr’s The Concept of Biblical Theology: An
Old Testament Perspective (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999) in First
Things 100 (February 2000): 59-63. As Watson points out, “The
Christian Bible is the object of study for three distinct communities of
interpreters. Each community has its own relatively autonomous disciplinary
structures. Each has developed an extensive and ever-expanding secondary
literature, with its great names of past and present, its monograph series and
its journals. Each offers programmes of graduate training and career
possibilities, thereby securing its own future… . [I]t therefore requires a
conscious effort of the imagination to perceive the coexistence of three
distinct communities of biblical interpreters as the anomaly that it actually
is” (2). Watson goes on to observe (rightly) that while biblical scholars
freely work in other fields (sociology, literary theory), they are discouraged
from working with systematic theology: “at this point the disciplinary
boundary has normative force. It does not merely represent a convenient division
of labour; it claims the right to exercise a veto. Interdisciplinary work
involving biblical studies and systematic theology is therefore a perilous and
vulnerable activity whose legitimacy is open to serious doubt” (3). 
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E. Fowl, Engaging Scripture: A Model for Theological Interpretation
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1998): 16; cf. Fowl, “The Conceptual Structure of New
Testament Theology,” in Biblical Theology: Retrospect and Prospect,
ed. Scott J. Hafemann (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2002), 225-36, at 228.
Like Watson, Fowl is concerned about the separation between biblical studies and
theology. Fowl blames the “institutional fragmentation” brought about
by increasing specialization and the fact that “[t]o be counted as a
professional within each of these disciplines, one has to master such a detailed
body of knowledge particular to each field that it is rare to find a scholar in
one field whose work is read and used by those in another” (“The
Conceptual Structure of New Testament Theology,” 229). He argues that the
way forward is the ecclesial “rule of faith” as developed by Irenaeus,
with its circularity between the New Testament and Church doctrine. See also the
work of the Methodist exegete Robert W. Wall, “Reading the Bible from
within Our Traditions: The ‘Rule of Faith’ in Theological Hermeneutics,” in
Between Two Horizons: Spanning New Testament Studies and Systematic
Theology, ed. Joel B. Green and Max Turner (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
2001), 88-107; as well as Paul M. Blowers, “The regula fidei and
the Narrative Character of Early Christian Faith,” Pro Ecclesia 6
(1997): 199-228; for Wall’s canonical perspective, close to Childs’s, see Wall’s
“The Significance of a Canonical Perspective of the Church’s
Scripture,” in The Canon Debate, 528-40. 
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Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 3-4. 
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Ben Ollenburger, “Biblical Theology: Situating the Discipline,” in
Understanding the Word: Essays in Honor of Bernhard W. Anderson, ed. James
T. Butler, Edgar W. Conrad, and Ben C. Ollenburger (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1985), 37-62; Robert Morgan, “Introduction: The Nature of New Testament
Theology,” in Robert Morgan, ed., The Nature of New Testament Theology:
The Contribution of William Wrede and Adolf Schlatter (London: SCM Press,
1973), 1-67. For Morgan’s efforts to develop a contemporary New Testament
theology in the academy, proposing that “Christian scripture does not yield
a normative theology but suggests a doctrinal [Christological] norm,” see
his “Can the Critical Study of Scripture Provide a Doctrinal Norm?,” Journal
of Religion 76 (1996): 206-32. For an example of development in biblical
theology see Craig A. Evans, “Life-of-Jesus Research and the Eclipse of
Mythology,” Theological Studies 54 (1993): 3-36. 
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Stephen Fowl remarks, following Ben Ollenburger, “Gabler’s position was
very quickly abandoned in favor of positions more clearly influenced by Kantian
concerns culminating in Wrede’s essay, ‘The Tasks and Methods of “New
Testament Theology”’” (Fowl, Engaging Scripture, 14). Fowl
provides a valuable discussion of Wrede’s approach, which adopted the
methodology of the history of religions and thereby caused an internal division
within the discipline of “biblical theology.” See Robert Morgan’s
English translation of Wrede’s essay in Morgan, ed., The Nature of New
Testament Theology, 68-116. For a positive overview of New Testament
theology, surveying it historically with special attention to works published in
the 1990s, see Frank Matera, “New Testament Theology: History, Method, and
Identity,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 67 (2005): 1-21. 
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8. Francis Watson challenges this aspect of Childs’s approach. For the
Christian, Watson suggests, the Old Testament always points beyond itself to
Christ and thus does not possess an autonomous or semi-autonomous
“voice.” Childs’s attempt to separate off such a voice, before
attending to the “canonical context,” strikes Watson as a removal of
the “single, christological centre as the object of this discrete
witness” (Text and Truth, 216). Christopher Seitz responds to
Watson on this score in “Christological Interpretation of Texts and
Trinitarian Claims to Truth: An Engagement with Francis Watson’s Text and
Truth,” Scottish Journal of Theology 52 (1999): 209-26. Seitz
holds that the distinct “voice” sought by Childs is simply the
theology of Israel (e.g., faith in the one God) that remains true in Christ
Jesus, and that instructs Christian theology when Christian theology is willing
to begin with the Old Testament (seeing there truths of faith) rather than
beginning with the New and then facing the problem of what to make of the Old;
as Seitz says, “The Old Testament is not a relative with a gas problem, as
a former colleague once said, that we must accept and try politely to work
around” (226). In a short response to Seitz, Watson suggests that “the
differences between us are more apparent than real” (Francis Watson,
“The Old Testament as Christian Scripture: A Response to Professor
Seitz,” Scottish Journal of Theology 52 [1999]: 227-32, at 232).
The difficulty comes, according to Watson, because Seitz has not fully seen the
basis for Watson’s critique of Childs. Watson states, “My position is based
on a phenomenological description of the structure of the Christian canon,
according to which the ‘discrete voice’ of each of its two major parts can only
properly be heard on the assumption of their interdependence… . To
speak of the ‘discrete witness’ of the Old and New Testaments respectively is to
make an important point about the twofoldness, but it tells us nothing about the
dialectical unity. If we regard each of the two collections of texts as
basically autonomous in relation to the other, it will be difficult to substantiate
the claim that the God of Israel is the God of Jesus—however emphatically we
assert it. The necessity of this identification will only be apparent
if, without losing their distinctiveness, the Old and New Testaments are seen to
be constituted as old and new only in relation to the other and to the definitve
disclosure in Jesus of the triune God that both separates and unites them”
(227-28). I concur with Watson, and in so doing concur largely also with the
points made by Seitz. 
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19-22; here Watson agrees with Childs. 
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Childs’s more extensive development of this historical approach in his The
Struggle to Understand Isaiah as Christian Scripture (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2004), which includes chapters on Irenaeus, Origen, Aquinas, Luther,
and Calvin, among others. One might also see Luke Timothy Johnson’s chapters on
Origen’s and Augustine’s exegesis in Luke Timothy Johnson and William S. Kurz,
S.J., The Future of Catholic Biblical Scholarship: A Constructive
Conversation (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2002): 64-118. 
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Farkasfalvy, O.Cist., makes an interesting proposal with regard to the
exegetical and canonical development in the second and third centuries: “It
is most important to realize that the canon of the New Testament itself—the
very fact that we have a distinctively Christian corpus of sacred writings—grew
out of a hermeneutical crisis,” in which anti-Gnostic Fathers such as
Irenaeus and Origen “found themselves in a dilemma. From one side they saw
the threat of an uncontrollable syncretism, while from the other they feared the
loss of history and universalism. They embraced a canon of two Testaments which
guarded against Marcion by the wide range of prophetic and apostolic writings
included in the canon and against Gnosticism by the wide range of apocryphal
literature omitted from it” (Farkasfalvy, “The Case for Spiritual
Exegesis,” Communio 10 [1983]: 336-37); cf. Denis Farkasfalvy and
William Farmer, The Formation of the New Testament Canon: An Ecumenical
Approach (New York: Paulist, 1983); Denis Farkasfalvy, “‘Prophets and
Apostles’: The Conjunction of the Two Terms before Irenaeus,” in Texts
and Testaments, ed. W. E. March (San Antonio, Tex.: Trinity University,
1980): 109-34. For a Protestant perspective on the formation of the canon, with
a valuable critique of Rahner’s understanding of the Old Testament, see Stephen
B. Chapman, “The Old Testament Canon and Its Authority for the Christian
Church,” Ex Auditu 19 (2003): 125-48. 
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Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 35. For a critical
reading of Origen (for his allegorical interpretation), see Thomas F. Torrance, Divine
Meaning: Studies in Patristic Hermeneutics (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1995). 
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Hankey criticizes Childs for not noticing the Neoplatonic aspects of Aquinas’s
approach: see Hankey, “Aquinas, Pseudo-Denys, Proclus and Isaiah
VI.6,” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Âge
64 (1997): 59-93. 
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later remarks (within a broader response to David Kelsey’s functionalist
understanding of biblical authority), “Yet to speak of a reality in some
form not identical with the biblical text as the grounds for theological
reflection raises for many the spectre of a return to static dogmatic categories
of the past. Thomas Aquinas assumed an analogy of being between divine and human
reality which could be discerned to some degree by means of reason. Both the
Reformers and the philosophers of the Enlightenment resisted strongly any direct
move from general being to a sure knowledge of God, and such a move finds few
modern defenders. A repristination of any form of traditional ontology seems out
of the question for multiple reasons… . I would rather argue that the
reality of God cannot be defined within any kind of foundationalist categories
and then transferred to God. Rather it is crucial that the reality of God be
understood as primary. Moreover, according to the Bible the reality of God has
no true being apart from communion, first within God’s self, and secondly with
his creation” (82). Childs thus follows his rejection of “traditional
ontology” with a metaphysical claim, drawn from the Bible, about God—a
metaphysical claim that in fact needs the nuancing that “traditional
ontology” could provide. Despite the effort to move from metaphysics to
“hermeneutics” or to “anti-foundationalism,” one finds
oneself back at metaphysics! I have tried to suggest a model of biblically
adequate metaphysics in my Scripture and Metaphysics: Aquinas and the
Renewal of Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004). See also Francis
Martin, “Revelation as Disclosure: Creation,” unpublished article. See
also the interpretations of biblical texts that possess clear metaphysical
implications in L. Roger Owens, “Free, Present, and Faithful: A Theological
Reading of the Character of God in Exodus,” New Blackfriars 85
(2004): 614-27; and J. C. O’Neill, “How Early Is the Doctrine of Creatio
ex Nihilo?,” Journal of Theological Studies 53 (2002):
449-65; as well as Lawrence Boadt’s appreciative comparison of Aquinas’s
theology with that of the biblical wisdom literature in his “St. Thomas
Aquinas and the Biblical Wisdom Tradition,” The Thomist 49 (1985):
575-611. 
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[bookmark: N_26_]26. Childs
elsewhere cautions that Catholic exegetes, uncritical prior to the twentieth
century, are now in danger of shifting too far in the other direction: “In
modern Catholicism since the encyclical of 1943, the historical critical
approach to biblical studies has been fully embraced. I judge this move to have
been correct, especially when viewed in the historical context of the Catholic
Church’s earlier dogmatic position. However, I think that this hermeneutical
relationship [between historical-critical and canonical biblical interpretation]
must be viewed in a far more subtle, indeed dialectical manner, because of the
unique character of the biblical subject matter. The Bible in its human, fully
time-conditioned form, functions theologically for the church as a witness to
God’s divine revelation in Jesus Christ. The church confesses that in this human
form, the Holy Spirit unlocks its truthful message to its hearers in the mystery
of faith. This theological reading cannot be simply fused with a historical
critical reconstruction of the biblical text, nor conversely, neither can it be
separated. This is to say, the Bible’s witness to the creative and salvific
activity of God in time and space cannot be encompassed within the categories of
historical criticism whose approach filters out this very kerygmatic dimension
of God’s activity. In a word, the divine and human dimension remains inseparably
intertwined, but in a highly profound, theological manner. Its ontological
relation finds its closest analogy in the incarnation of Jesus Christ, truly man
and truly God. The present danger of Catholic biblical scholarship is that in
its genuine sense of freedom from rigid dogmatic restraints, it has moved into
the pitfalls of liberal Protestantism in its embrace of modernity along with all
of its critical methodologies” (Childs, “The Canon in Recent Biblical
Studies: Reflections on an Era,” 44-45). While I agree with much of what
Childs says here, he distinguishes too cleanly between a purely historical realm
(the realm accessible to “historical critical reconstruction”) from a
purely theological realm known, like Jesus’ divine nature, in faith. I take this
point to be the central critique posed against the Pontifical Biblical
Commission’s “The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church” in Lewis
Ayres and Stephen E. Fowl, “(Mis)reading the Face of God: The
Interpretation of the Bible in the Church,” Theological Studies
60 (1999): 513-28, although Ayres and Fowl direct this critique largely toward
the document’s affirmation that the “historical-critical method” is necessary
for the Church’s biblical interpretation. I would say that
historical-critical reconstruction has value when normed by a broader
participatory understanding of “history,” beyond the narrow nominalist
sense accepted by most historical critical reconstruction, that allows for
theological retrieval of the history taught by the Bible. 
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also Childs’s “Toward Recovering Theological Exegesis,” Pro
Ecclesia 6 (1997): 16-26, in which he points out, “There is, in
addition, another aspect of the Scripture’s pressure which needs further
exploration beyond Yeago’s description. The coercion of Scripture also functions
critically in relation to Christian dogmatics to fragment and shatter
traditional dogmatic structures. Especially in the Reformers’ attack on the
scholastics one sees how Scripture exerted not only a centripetal, but also a
centrifugal force in subjecting all human traditions to radical criticism in
light of the gospel. Right at this juncture one senses a decisive difference
between Aquinas and Luther in the use of the Bible” (17). Childs envisions
Scripture as a self-standing entity that radically calls to account
non-scriptural entities; but what if the Church, as sacramentally and
dogmatically constituted, cannot be separated in this way from Scripture? This
is the problem identified by, for example, Richard Popkin in “The
Intellectual Crisis of the Reformation” in idem, The History of
Scepticism: From Savonarola to Bayle, rev. ed. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2003), 3-16. 
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Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 45. Thus I cannot
fully agree with Francis Watson’s view that Childs, like Hans Frei, neglects
“the hermeneutical significance of the location of the church within the
world,” that is to say, “a realistic socio-political orientation”
(Watson, Text, Church and World [Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1994],
46). I think that Childs’s approach takes a conscientiously Lutheran approach to
“the location of the church within the world”; the question is whether
this Lutheran account works. For Watson, Childs’s claim that the canon functions
harmoniously, rather than conflictually, indicates that Childs’s “ideal
‘community of faith and practice’ is oblivious to the function of the canonical
text as a site of ideological conflict. It is alone with the text, free from and
untrammelled by historical realities” (44). Watson largely agrees with
Childs’s description of “the formal outlines of the canonical object, over
against an interpretative tradition which has rendered it invisible,” but
Watson rejects Childs’s claims regarding “the adequacy and the sufficiency
of the canon for guidance of the community into the truth” (ibid.,
44). Childs’s understanding of “canon” possesses a keen historical
sense of rootedness in Luther’s (certainly conflictual) Christological reading
of the Bible: the canon suffices to guide the community precisely in revealing Christ,
and this encounter with Christ forms and guides the community in ways that both
sanctify the world and bring the community into conflict with the world. This
Lutheran position neither precludes the ecumenical value of canonical biblical
interpretation nor implies, as Watson suggests, that the canon’s “truthful
witness” is not “given and discovered in the midst and in the depths
of the conflict-ridden situations in which it is inevitably entangled”
(45), but it does call into question whether Childs’s account of the Church is
adequate. 
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is perhaps worth noting that Childs is a Presbyterian. 
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Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 72. Childs’s critique
of Brueggemann as ultimately falling into the liberal Protestant exegetical mode
described by Hans Frei strikes me as correct. In response to Brueggemann’s
approach to canonical exegesis in “Canonization and Contextualization”
(in Walter Brueggemann, Interpretation and Obedience [Philadelphia:
Augsburg Fortress, 1991]), Childs observes that Brueggemann—drawing upon David
Tracy’s terminology—relies upon the voices of the oppressed, mediated by the
interpreter, to actualize the “classic” text and thereby instantiate
the Church’s “canonical interpretation” today. This procedure, in
which “[t]he inert text of the classic receives its meaning when it is
correlated with some other external cultural force, ideology, or mode of
existence,” is as Childs says “exactly the hermeneutical typology
which H. Frei so brilliantly described in his book, The Eclipse of Biblical
Narrative. It makes little difference whether the needed component for
correctly interpreting the Bible is the Enlightenment’s appeal to reason,
consciousness, and pure spirit, or to Karl Marx’s anti-Enlightenment ideology of
a classless society and the voice of the proletariat. The hermeneutical move is
identical… . The theological appeal to an authoritative canonical text which
has been shaped by Israel’s witness to a history of divine, redemptive
intervention has been replaced by a radically different construal” (Childs,
Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 73). As Childs makes
clear, both modern and postmodern biblical interpretation imagine the text as
fundamentally “inert” rather than as bespeaking ecclesially
identifiable realities of faith. Like the nonteleological “nature” and
“will” of nominalism that are neutral vis-à-vis the good (thereby
making volition an arbitrary exercise of power that controls and shapes premoral
“nature”), the nominalist text does not have meaning in mediating
participation in realities but instead awaits an actualization to make the text
meaningful. 
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72. Childs’s position indicates the influence upon his thought of a nominalist
account of the Church and of biblical interpretation. Granting the Church’s role
in shaping the biblical canon need not involve supposing the Church to be
“over against” the biblical canon. Rather, participating in
the mediation of God’s Word belongs to the very nature of the Church as the Body
of Christ. In this participation, the Church makes no claim to be superior to
the reality participated. 
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does not give sufficient attention to this aspect of Childs’s thought. 



[bookmark: N_41_]41. Childs,
Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments, 634. 



[bookmark: N_42_]42. Ibid.,
636. 



[bookmark: N_43_]43. Ibid.,
651. 



[bookmark: N_44_]44. Ibid.,
656. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45. Ibid.,
657. 



[bookmark: N_46_]46. See
Charles Morerod, O.P., Oecuménisme et philosophie: Questions philosophiques
pour renouveler le dialogue (Paris: Parole et Silence, 2004): 55-97,
135-148. 
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is, I think, the germ of truth in Watson’s criticisms. 
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the roundtable discussion summarized by Paul Stallsworth in Biblical
Interpretation in Crisis, ed. Richard John Neuhaus (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1989), David Wells points out that “‘of course the autonomy of
the individual interpreter opens the door to great abuse. But I think you should
hear the other side of the argument: The autonomy of the church also opens
itself to great abuse. If it is true that the interpreter can be overcome by
vested interests in his or her reading of the text, it is equally true that an
interpreting church can be overcome by vested interests in its reading of the
text” (161). Similarly, speaking on the basis of notes prepared by John
Rodgers, Wells later cautions that “where you have this very neat
conjunction between Scripture, tradition, and the church, what you are really
looking at is a kind of translation theology. In principle, it does the same
thing that radical feminists and liberationists do. Only here the Word of God is
faded out into a kind of ecclesiastical vernacular. John Rodgers’s concern is
that the Word of God must be unfettered. If the church attempts to fetter or
control the Scriptures, then Christ is no longer free to speak through it”
(173). Childs is struggling with the same problem: Will not a robust account of
the Church’s participation in/mediation of the Word of God result in the Church
controlling and eventually muting Christ, in a profound distortion of what
should be? Catholics, aware that all, including bishops, fall short of the glory
of Christ, nonetheless trust in faith that Christ, through the gift of the Holy
Spirit, will sustain his Bride in faithfully witnessing to his cruciform image
by mediating his wisdom and love to the world. 
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Engaging Scripture, 3, 25. 
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26. See also ibid., 134, where Fowl, drawing on the work of Richard Hays, argues
that “Paul’s reading of Abraham’s story is not only ecclesiocentric in the
sense Hays claims, but that the internal coherence of Paul’s reading presupposes
and requires that Abraham’s story be read within the context of an ecclesia that
has experienced the Spirit in the way the Galatians have. Moreover, while Paul
insists on the hermeneutical priority of the Galatians’ experience of the
Spirit, it is an experience interpreted by Paul. The Galatians’ Spirit
experience is not self-interpreting.” 



[bookmark: N_64_]64. On
the truth sought by allegorical reading, see, e.g., J. Patout Burns,
“Delighting the Spirit: Augustine’s Practice of Figurative
Interpretation,” in De Doctrina Christiana: A Classic of Western
Culture, ed. Duane W. H. Arnold and Pamela Bright (Notre Dame: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1995), 182-94. On the “controls” to allegorical
reading, see Bryan M. Litfin, “The Rule of Faith in Augustine,” Pro
Ecclesia 14 (2005): 85-101. 
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Engaging Scripture, 27. Fowl remarks later, “given that the notion
of texts having voices is a way of talking about the communities in which these
texts are read, then Christians must hold some form of the view that the proper
voice of the Old Testament is heard within those communities that read the
scriptures under the guidance of the Spirit in the light of the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus. It is not the case that the guild of professional Old
Testament scholars establishes something like the autonomous voice of the Old
Testament, which is then related in a complex way to the autonomous voice of the
New Testament (established by professional New Testament scholars)” (131).
He points out in a footnote to this passage, “I take it that Jews would
hold to similar views. That is, the Old Testament is not really seen as an
‘autonomous’ voice. Rather it is read in the light of its subsequent
commentaries by those committed to living faithfully (as they see it) before the
God of Israel. As Jon Levenson notes, discussions between Jews and Christians
over the Bible that demand that both Jews and Christians abandon these
particular commitments in favor of the commitments of professional biblical
studies are not an exercise in ecumenism. Rather, they result in the distortion
of both traditions” (ibid.). Fowl’s distinction between “supersessionist”
and “Marcionite” approaches is helpful in this discussion (see 129). 



[bookmark: N_66_]66. Ibid.,
26. 



[bookmark: N_67_]67. Fowl
later points out, in response to the charge that he is advocating an ahistorical
reading by rejecting the necessity of historical-critical
interpretation for the Church, “What is interesting about the argument
against ahistorical readings, however, is not so much the chimera it attacks
(i.e. historicality), but what it implicitly assumes: When historical critics
argue against ahistorical readings they seem to assume that the only alternative
is to be a historical critic” (184). To those who hold that
historical-critical interpretation is necessary for the Church because God
became man in history, Fowl, following Andrew K. M. Adam, responds that
historical-critical scholarship’s value is weakened both by the inability to
demonstrate much about the historical Jesus, and more importantly by the fact
that the mystery of Christ’s humanity and divinity, and his theandric acts,
exceeds the capacity of historical methodology (185-86). 
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the community of academic biblical scholarship with the community of the Church,
Fowl observes how much formation the academic community requires of its
participants. He draws the conclusion that Christian communities should emulate
the academic community not by seeking,, in general, to become proficient in its
methods, but by forming ecclesial readers: “Rather than seeking to become
well-versed in the skills, habits, convictions, and practices of professional
biblical scholarship so that they can make useful ad hoc judgments
about this work, Christians need to become much more well-versed in the skills,
habits, convictions, and practices attendant upon Christian interpretation of
scripture” (187). 
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10; cf. Fowl’s chapter 2. This “underdetermined” mode is governed by
attention to theological realities. It is not “underdetermined” in the
sense that the Christian could read Scripture any way with equal fruitfulness,
but it is “underdetermined” in the sense that it leaves open various
ways of understanding biblical texts. As Fowl explains, “Christians, by
virtue of their identity, are required to read scripture theologically. Others
may wish to do so, and Christians can certainly benefit from the insights of
outsiders who engage scripture theologically. Most obviously, these readings
would come from Jews who are reading their scripture theologically, but are not
necessarily limited to them. My claims here neither limit the extent of the
universal claims Christians want to make, nor seek to eliminate the interpretive
practices of others. Christian biblical scholars can in principle engage in the
whole panoply of diverse, and irreducibly distinct, interpretive practices
characteristic of the profession of biblical scholarship. Neither the profession
nor the ‘semantic potential’ of the Bible requires all critical interpreters to
read theologically” (30). In a similar vein, Fowl states in his conclusion
that “the ends towards which the church interprets and embodies scripture
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THAT CHRIST in his
earthly existence possessed the beatific vision (or immediate knowledge of God)
is a traditional affirmation of Christian theology.(1) 
However, this Christological theory is increasingly questioned by
theologians deeply committed to the Catholic tradition, precisely on the grounds
that they believe the theory in fact endangers more essential, traditional
doctrines of Catholic belief. The latter include the patristic affirmations of
the complete reality of Christ’s historical human nature and the unity of
subject in Christ’s human actions.

In this essay, I would like to present
briefly two common objections against the classical theory, and offer a response
inspired by the Thomistic tradition. Both Jean Galot and Thomas Weinandy have
argued that the doctrine of the beatific vision in the earthly life of Christ
compromises the reality of the humanity 
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of Jesus, on the one hand, and the
unity of his filial personhood, on the other.

Having presented these claims, I will
argue (against this perspective) that the affirmation of the beatific vision of
the historical Christ was and is essential for maintaining the unity of his
person in and through the duality of his natures, and most particularly in
safeguarding the unity of his personal agency in and through the duality of his
two wills (human and divine). This is not an argument Aquinas makes explicitly.(2)
However, it is a conclusion that can be derived from his Christological
principles. I will show this by referring to the studies of Herman Diepen,
Jacques Maritain, and more recently Jean Miguel Garrigues. They argue that in
order for the created will of Jesus to be the instrument of his transcendent
person, it must have a filial mode of being: it is expressive of the person who
directs the human action of Christ, the Incarnate Son of God. However, so that
the exercise of the human will of Christ might be specified by the directives of
his transcendent (divine) personhood and will, a higher knowledge concerning the
divine will of the Son of God is necessary. This ultimately requires not only an
“infused science” but also immediate knowledge of God present in the
soul of Christ in and through all of his human actions. Having appropriated
arguments from these thinkers on these points I will conclude (with reference to
Galot and Weinandy) that if the human action of Jesus is to be the personal
action of the Son of God, it must be immediately subject to the activity of the
divine will which it expresses. This requires that the human intellect of Jesus
possess the vision of God.

Finally, I will show that only with
this classical analysis of Christ’s human vision of God can one understand the
mystery of Christ’s obedience and prayer without falling into either a confusion
of the natures or a denial of the unity of his person. I will examine briefly
Aquinas’s treatment of both the obedience and the prayer of Christ as human
manifestations of his divine 
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identity,
that is, as expressions of his intra-Trinitarian, filial relationship with the
Father. Through both of these activities, which are proper to his created human
nature, the man Jesus manifests in his human acts his personal,
hypostatic mode of being as the eternal Son of God. As I will show, this is not
possible without the presence in Christ of an immediate knowledge of his own
filial nature and divine will. Therefore, without this traditional theological
teaching one cannot make adequate sense of the obedience and prayer of Jesus as
revelatory of the Trinitarian persons. This being the case, the central
objections to Aquinas’s theory offered by Galot and Weinandy are unfounded. On
the contrary, the classical theory of the immediate vision is necessary to
safeguard the traditional Christology they wish to defend, as it is exemplified
in the action of the earthly life of Christ.

 



I. Challenges to the Tradition(3)



Jean Galot, in an article in 1986,
offered foundational contemporary criticisms to the traditional theory of the
beatific vision in the earthly life of Christ.(4)
This essay remains the most comprehensive and forceful criticism of the
tradition in question, and has since found favor with other authors.(5)
More recently, Thomas Weinandy has developed criticisms that echo some of 
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Galot’s initial viewpoints.(6)
In assessing the most pertinent challenges to the traditional teaching on this
subject, I will briefly consider two of their criticisms, the first from Galot
and the second from Weinandy. The accord between them on this subject gives a
fair sense of the contemporary challenges to the tradition.

A) Jean Galot: Beatific Vision as
Latent Monophysitism

Galot begins his argument with the
claim that the doctrine of the immediate vision of God in the earthly life of
Christ stems from an a priori, purely deductive reflection derived from the
reasoning of medieval Scholastic theology without sufficient reference to the
evidences of Scripture or the patristic theological heritage. He traces the
teaching’s historical origins from Candide (ninth century) to Hugh of St.
Victor, and from the latter to the Sentences of Lombard, from which it
was developed into its classical form by Aquinas and other influential
theologians of the High Scholastic period.(7)
What all of these thinkers have in common is the appeal to an argument based
upon the necessary perfection of the human nature of Jesus. Because of the
dignity of the hypostatic union, the humanity of Christ should be accorded the
perfection of all human attributes from the time of his conception, excluding
those which may act in some way as a hindrance to the realization of his
soteriological mission, such as being subject to emotional and physical
suffering, as well as death. The vision of God must be included among such
privileges. Therefore, Christ possessed the perfection of all human knowl-edge,
and this would include, of course, not only the vision of 
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God, but also the infused science of
prophetic species, by which he might know all that man could possibly
come to know.(8)

Galot argues that, besides lacking
sufficient reference to scriptural evidence of the earthly Christ, such a
perspective in fact leads to an implicit denial of the real humanity of the
earthly Christ, who was in his created humanity (like all intellectual
creatures) subject to certain natural intellectual limitations. Among these
would be the historically and culturally conditioned mode of his
self-understanding, as well as social interdependencies for the exercise of his
learning. The affirmation of this terrestrial vision in fact divinizes the
earthly man Jesus in an unrealistic way. It is tantamount to a certain kind of
Monophysitism in the epistemological realm:

First of all, instead of referring to the testimony of the Gospels in
order to discover the forms of knowledge which were manifest in the words and
gestures of Jesus, the theological method proceeds in this case by positing an
ideal of perfection from which is deduced all of the human knowledge of Christ.
This a priori deduction leads to a maximum of perfection which itself impedes
one from accurately taking account of the concrete conditions in which the human
thought of Jesus developed. This perfection attributed to Christ’s knowledge is
such that one no longer respects sufficiently the distinction between the divine
nature and the human nature… . Human understanding is clothed with divine
properties as regards the entire domain of knowledge. One can see immediately
the risk of Monophysitism, and more precisely the difficulty in acknowledging
the inherent limitations of human knowledge, a necessary recognition for
avoiding all confusion with the perfection of divine knowledge.(9)
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Furthermore, this affirmation has soteriological consequences. Galot argues:
if the earthly Christ possesses the vision of God and the consequent joy that
follows from it (even if confined to the “heights” of the spiritual
soul as Aquinas affirms), then the true sufferings of his human life are
attenuated in their salvific reality. They can no longer be true acts of human
self-emptying (kenosis) in loving solidarity with our human condition,
as portrayed by St. Paul in his Epistle to the Philippians.(10)
The agony of the crucifixion and the cry of dereliction are not permitted their
reality, and thus revelation is muted. In fact, the affirmation of such a vision
of God obscures something of the epiphany of self-emptying love that God
manifested through the event of the crucifixion, and which the gospel writers
wished to relate to us.

A Jesus whose soul would have been continually immersed in the beatific
vision would have only assumed the exterior appearances of our human life… .
His resemblance to us would only have been a façade… . What would become of
the sufferings of the passion? … Not only does [the doctrine of the vision]
put at risk the reality of the incarnation, but also that of the redemptive
sacrifice. How can we attribute to a Savior who is filled with heavenly
beatitude these words: “My God, My God, why have you abandoned me?” .
. . The cry of Jesus on the cross makes manifest the depths of a suffering that
is incompatible with the beatitude of the vision.(11)





In place of these theological motifs, then, Galot proposes the existence in the
historical Christ of a form of prophetic insight (infused science), by which he
was endowed with a human awareness (albeit, extraordinary) of his divine
identity and soteriological mission. Certainly, Galot concedes, Christ did not
know of his own identity by the theological virtue of faith. Yet his inspired
conscious awareness of his own divine, filial identity was properly human,
respecting the limitations of his created nature.(12)
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This more “sober”
recognition of an extraordinary form of knowledge in the earthly Christ can
account sufficiently for his privileged knowledge of his Father and his own
filial identity, as well as his prophetic insights into salvation history,
scriptural meaning, and the hidden thoughts of men’s hearts. No recourse to the
beatific vision is necessary.





B) Thomas Weinandy: The Vision of God
in Jesus as a Nestorian Division of Subjects





Thomas Weinandy has published a great deal on the consciousness of Christ, and
is in part influenced by Galot. He has attempted to rethink the traditional
understanding of the vision of God in Christ to emphasize the unity of the
person of Christ and the Trinitarian character of Jesus’ human knowledge of and
relation to the Father.(13) Weinandy, following Galot, claims that in one
respect the affirmation of the vision of God in the earthly life of Christ
denies Jesus his natural, human manner of knowing, and therefore implies a kind
of semi-Monophysitism as regards Christ’s consciousness.(14)
However, the central criticism of the Franciscan theologian is that the theory
of the beatific vision falls in a
different respect into the opposite Christological heresy of
Nestorianism. Precisely in order to render Christ invulnerable to the limits of
a human form of knowledge, traditional theology has claimed that he knows the
divine essence immediately. But this seems to suggest that the man Jesus knows
the divinity as a transcendent object, distinct from himself as subject. The
soul of
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Christ is conceived in terms similar
to that of any other creaturely person, who in this case during his earthly life
knows his transcendent Creator immediately by a special privilege. The latter
idea of the man Jesus receiving a special knowledge of God implicitly imposes
upon Christology a duality of personal subjects, or Nestorianism.(15)

Weinandy argues that if Christ is to
stand personally in relation to God intellectually, it must be as the Son who is
humanly aware of the Father. Christ’s filial awareness need not imply
the beatific vision as classically conceived, but could be understood instead in
terms of a grace of filial insight (unique to Christ alone), unfolding in Jesus’
consciousness progressively through the ordinary processes of human
self-reflexivity.(16) He goes on to argue that
an authentic admission of the unity of personhood in Christ entails only one
center of consciousness in his earthly existence. This would be the
self-awareness of Christ that is 
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proper to his human nature alone.
The man Jesus has a human awareness of being a divine person, and this reality
cannot be abridged or obscured by appeal to a grace such as the beatific vision,
which would make God an object of knowledge extrinsic to his person.(17)






C) Summary





For the purposes of this essay, two central criticisms can be culled from the
arguments examined above. Galot and Weinandy claim, in effect, that the
affirmation of the beatific vision in the earthly life of Christ implicitly
denies the reality of the human nature of Christ in its historical mode of
functioning, and instead stems from an a priori deductive argumentation
concerning the perfection of the humanity of Jesus. The latter idea lacks a
sufficient grounding in Scripture and the most profound principles of patristic
theology. Furthermore, this theology carries with it the danger of conceiving of
Christ as a creaturely subject distinct from the Trinity of persons who are the
object of such beatifying knowledge.

In response, I would like to examine
the different but related question of the cooperation of wills (human and
divine) in the earthly Christ. Both Scripture and the patristic tradition insist
on the distinction and cooperation of the two wills in the one subject of the
Son of God. I will argue that this cooperation can only take place in one
unified activity due to the presence in the created soul of Christ of an
immediate knowledge of his own personal, 
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divine will and divine essence.
Referring to studies of Aquinas by Diepen, Garrigues, and Maritain, I will argue
that it follows from Thomistic Christological principles, then, that only this
immediate vision permits the human will and intellect of Christ to take on a
particular hypostatic mode: that of the Son of God. In other words, only this
vision safeguards the unity of the personal actions of Christ in and through his
two distinct natures and operations. It is after examining these points that I
will respond to Galot’s and Weinandy’s respective concerns about the reality of
Jesus’ humanity on the one hand and the unity of his person on the other. I will
show that the beatific vision of Christ, if correctly understood, is filial in mode
and thus is essential for there to be personal unity in the voluntary acts of
the man Jesus (contrary to claims of Nestorianism). However, in its nature,
this vision is accorded to the created intellect and will of the humanity of
Christ, which it respects, even in their historical and human mode of
functioning (contrary to claims of Monophysitism). After this, the examples of
the obedience and prayer of Christ can be studied as concrete illustrations of
this doctrine.



 



II. Aquinas on the Voluntary Action of Christ





In what follows I will make three brief points, relying in part on the insights
of recent Thomistic commentors. First of all, as Aquinas rightly points out, due
to the Incarnation, the human nature of Jesus must be understood first and
foremost in instrumental
terms, as subsisting in his divine person, and as expressive of the latter.

Second, if Christ’s humanity is the
instrument of his divinity, then this intimately affects the way his human will
cooperates with his divine will. As Jean Miguel Garrigues has shown, Aquinas
follows Maximus the Confessor and John Damascene in distinguishing between the
specifically human character of the natural will of Christ and its hypostatic
mode. This helps explain how the man Jesus can manifest his identity as the Son
of God through his human actions, from within the unity of his person.
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Finally, this very unity of personal
action in Jesus requires a perfect cooperation between the human will of Christ
and his divine will. In effect, Christ’s will and consciousness must act as the
instruments of his divine subject, being directly specified at each instant by
his divine will. For this, knowledge of his own filial nature and will is
necessary. The virtue of faith, or a uniquely prophetic knowledge (by infused
species), is not sufficient. The unity of activity of the Incarnate Word
requires, therefore, the beatific vision in the intellect of Christ, so that his
human will and his divine will may cooperate within one subject.





A) The Integrity of Christ’s Human
Nature and Its Filial Mode of Subsistence





At stake in this debate is the capacity of “beatific-vision” theology
to make sense of the Incarnation as it is presented in Scripture and patristic
tradition. A central concern of Galot is to recognize the human integrity of
Christ’s intellectual life in its historical setting. Ordinary human knowledge
is subject to limits and the conventional understandings and modes of expression
of a cultural context. For Aquinas, however, the integrity of the human nature
of Christ is first understood not in epistemological but in ontological terms,
and is seen as guaranteed by a classical scriptural principle: revelation
teaches that God assumed in Christ a true and complete human nature.(18)
Herman Diepen showed in
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an important series of articles that
in this respect Aquinas’s Christology is directly inspired by the Greek
patristic tradition (especially Cyril of Alexandria; the councils of Ephesus,
Chalce-don, and Constantinople III; and John Damascene) and that Aquinas
purposefully appropriated this tradition in continuity with his own metaphysics
of esse.(19) In his critique of the
Scotist Christologist Paul Galtier, Diepen notes that the former argues from the
autonomous human psychological consciousness of Christ to the necessity of a
human subject in Christ distinct from that of the Word.(20)
Galtier claimed that only the beatific vision could permit the human subject
(Jesus) to be continually aware of the divine subject (the Word), so as to
assure a unity of action on the part of these two component natures within the
Incarnation.(21) This dualistic conception in
fact closely approximates the kind of position that Galot and Weinandy are
criticizing, and so Diepen’s Thomistic response is significant. Noting the
poignantly Nestorian 
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tendency of this thought, Diepen
points out that the unity of Christ’s person for Aquinas follows first and
foremost from the ontological subsistence of his humanity in the existent Word,
the Son of God, and not from his intellectual assent to the will of God:

Being (esse) pertains to both the nature and the hypostasis; to
the hypostasis as that which has being, and to the nature as that whereby it has
being… . Now it must be borne in mind that if there is a form or nature
which does not pertain to the personal being of the subsisting hypostasis, this
being is said to belong to the person not simply but relatively… . [But]
since the human nature is united to the Son of God hypostatically or personally,
and not accidentally, it follows that by the human nature there accrued to Him
no new personal being, but only a new relation of the pre-existing personal
being to the human nature, in such a way that the person is said to subsist not
merely in the Divine, but also in the human nature.(22)




In effect, subsistence in the ontology of Aquinas pertains to a property of esse.
It denotes both a separateness of existence and a certain mode or manner of
being. That which has its own subsistence exists apart from others and
has its own mode of being different from others.(23)
For our purposes here, the central point of importance is that Aquinas’s
theology of the Incarnation (following John Damascene) distinguishes between the
specific determinations of the complete human nature of Jesus and the unique
hypostatic mode in which this nature subsists.(24)
This
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human nature, by the mystery of the
Incarnation, subsists in the Word and thereby acquires a unique mode: it has the
person of the Son as its unique subject.(25) As
a consequence of this fact, as Diepen notes, there is not an autonomous
“personality” in the humanity of Jesus, other than that of the
hypostasis of the Son:

There is certainly a human consciousness in Christ, but not the
consciousness of a human self, either metaphysical or psychological… . To
say that the humanity knows, acts, is aware, these are different expressions
which are certainly improper, because it is always the Word to whom these acts
belong. It is he who is the proper and exclusive subject of their attribution… . He alone who possesses and exercises existence, the existant properly
speaking, that is to say, the subject [suppôt] exerts operations…
. The Son of God, by his human intelligence, is conscious of his human activity
… [but these acts] are perceived as the acts of someone who is not
simply a subsistent human nature on its own… . These acts are perceived
as acts that are not autonomous but dependent [on the subsistent Word].(26)




Consequently, the human nature of Jesus acts as an “assumed
instrument” of his divinity. Because it subsists in the Word, Christ’s
humanity bears the mark of his divine identity and makes it manifest in and
through all of his human activities.(27)
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Speaking in broader terms than that of
consciousness, then, Aquinas’s theory of the Incarnation responds reasonably to
the concerns of Galot and Weinandy. The integrity of human nature is preserved
with respect to its specific determinations (vis-a-vis Galot). Yet through its
manner of subsisting in the Word, this human nature assumed in Christ acquires a
new mode, such that nothing in it falls outside of the divine subject of the Son
(as Weinandy insists must be the case).(28) Thus
on this more fundamental, ontological level, we can see how the mode/nature
distinction safeguards both the reality of the humanity of Christ and the unity
of his person.

 



B) The Nature/Mode Distinction and
the Two Wills of Christ

Having begun on the ontological level, I will now consider
the personal actions of Christ. These too acquire a unique mode of being, due to
the fact that they subsist in the person of the Word. If the human will of
Christ is the instrument of his person, it must express this hypostatic mode in
its operations. This can only occur if its movements correspond perfectly to the
divine will and operations of the Son of God in each instant. Only in this way
can the unity of Christ’s person be manifest in and through his human action.

As Garrigues has recently shown,
Aquinas’s Christology in the Summa adopts such a perspective by
applying the nature/mode distinction discussed above directly to the particular
spiritual 




  
  

  


page 512

faculties of intellect and will in the
Incarnate Word.(29) In doing so, Aquinas is
following the understanding of the “theandric acts” of Christ
developed by Maximus the Confessor, which was transmitted to him through the
writings of John Damascene.(30) This theology
was developed in confrontation with Monothelitism precisely to affirm the
Chalcedonian confession of the complete and real human nature of Christ
(including his human will), while safeguarding (against the charge of
Nestorianism) the Cyrillian confession of the singularity and unity of the
person of the Incarnate Word. The distinction safeguards the fact that these
operations are both fully human (in their nature) and expressive of Jesus’
unique filial personhood (in their mode).

The nature assumed by Christ may be viewed in two ways. First, in its
specific nature, and thus Damascene calls it “ignorant and enslaved” (De
Fide Orth. III, 21)… . Secondly, it may be considered with regard to
what it has from its union with the Divine hypostasis, from which it
has the fullness of knowledge and grace.(31)





In effect, as Garrigues shows in detail, the Greek fathers developed an
understanding of the personal mode of the human will of Christ by distinguishing
between the logos of this will and its tropos. ‘Logos’ here
signifies a distinct essence common to many who share a determinate nature,
while ‘tropos’ signifies a ‘manner of existing’ particular to an individual
hypostasis. In essence Christ’s human will and intellect are identical with
those of other men, but they acquire a unique mode because of the hypostatic
union, through which they are appropriated instrumentally as the


  



page 513

human expression of the person of God the Son.(32)
Because they subsist in God the Son, the human will and intellect of Christ are
necessarily rendered relative to his divine intellect and will as the primary
source of their personal operation.(33) This
insight leads to a significant conclusion: there can only be a unity of person
expressed in and through the human acts of Jesus if there is a concrete
realization of cooperation between his divine and human wills, such that the
latter expresses indefectibly his divine personal will, intentions,
choices, etc., in a distinctly human way.(34)
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Aquinas follows this theological motif
with precision and insight, developing it in light of the metaphysics of the
Incarnation mentioned above. Because the personal existence of the Word gives
the subsistent humanity of Christ its unique mode of being, the will of Christ
also receives a unique mode of being. It is the human will of the divine person
of the Son of God.

Damascene says (De Fide Orth. III, c. 14) that “to will
this or that way belongs not to our nature but to our intellect, i.e., our personal
intellect”… . When we say, “to will in a certain way,” we
signify a determinate mode of willing. Now a determinate mode regards
the thing of which it is the mode. Hence since the will pertains to the nature,
“to will in a certain way” belongs to the nature, not indeed
considered absolutely, but as it is in the hypostasis. Hence the
human will of Christ has a determinate mode from the fact of being in a Divine
hypostasis, i.e. it was always moved in accordance with the bidding of
the Divine will.(35) 





Although the divine agency must always take the initiative in the human acts of
Christ, Jesus is not therefore any less human than us. On the contrary, his
human nature is an “instrument” that moves itself in accordance with
its own divine identity. Therefore, precisely because he has in his human
intellect an immediate knowledge of his own personal divine goodness at all
times, the judgments and practical choices of Christ are more and not less human
than ours. 





Whatever was in the
human nature of Christ was moved at the bidding of the divine will; yet it does
not follow that in Christ there was no movement of the will proper to human
nature… . It is proper to an instrument to be moved by the principal agent,
yet diversely, according to the property of its nature… . And an instrument
animated with a rational soul is moved by its will, the servant being like an
animate instrument. And hence it was in this manner that the human nature of
Christ was the instrument of the Godhead and was moved by its own will.(36)
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The conclusion to be drawn from all this is that in at least one very
important respect (i.e., with regard to the divine will), Christ’s human actions
must not be characterized by ignorance, or defectibility. What is at
stake is not a principle of ideal humanity, but the very unity of the operations
of Christ in his practical actions. In order for Christ to be fully human, his
psychological choices must be rational and natural (against Monophysitism), but
for them to be the choices of his divine person, they must be unified with his
divine will on the level of his personal action (against Nestorianism). The
nature/mode distinction as applied by Aquinas to the will of Christ makes it
possible to negotiate this theological challenge. The nature is respected but
takes on a hypostatic mode, by which it accords always (instrumentally) with the
divine, filial will of the Son. Thus a perfect and continual correlation between
the divine and human wills is essential for surmounting the dual Christological
errors that Galot and Wein-andy wish to combat. But how can this occur?





C) The Necessity of the Son’s Immediate Human Knowledge of the Divine Will





The conclusion of the previous section is significant: in at least one important
way, the absence of ignorance in the mind of Christ is not immediately related,
for Aquinas, to the a-scriptural “principle of perfection” that Galot
refers to, but rather, must exist for reasons essential to the divine
economy. If Jesus is truly the Son of God, and therefore a divine person,
then his divine will is present in his person as the primary agent of his
personal
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choices. This means that, necessarily, his human will must be continually
subordinated to, informed by, and indefectibly ex-pressive of his personal
divine will in its human, rational deliberation and choice making. But of course
movements of human choice follow upon knowledge (apprehension of the good, and
deliberative judgments) informing the human intellect.(37)
Here, then, I will introduce an argument that moves beyond Aquinas’s explicit
statements, to one which is homogeneous with his principles as they have been
presented above. I will show that it is only if Christ’s human intellect is
continuously and immediately aware of his own divine will (by the beatific
vision, and not merely by infused knowledge and by faith), that his human will
can act in immediate subordination to his divine will as the “assumed
instrument” of his divine subject. Only such knowledge will assure the
operative unity (in and through two distinct natures) of Christ’s personal
actions because it alone gives the mind of the man Jesus an evidential certitude
of the will he shares eternally with the Father.

In order to present this argument, it
is first necessary to present an important clarification. I have suggested above
that only the immediate knowledge of God in the soul of Christ permits him to
exert his divine will in a human way, through the activities of his human
consciousness. However, the vision of God is not conceptual or notional, but
immediate and intuitive.(38) Consequently, it
cannot be “assimilated” by Christ’s habitual, conceptual manner of
knowing and willing in any direct fashion. As Aquinas and many Thomists after
him have rightly insisted, then, the knowledge of Christ’s vision is
“communicated” to his ordinary human consciousness through the medium
of a so-called infused, prophetic science.(39)
The judgments and choices that inform the 
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will of Jesus depend above all upon
this “habitual” prophetic consciousness (which is conceptual), rather
than his immediate vision. Because of this, his knowing and obeying the Father
“in a human way” (i.e., in his human consciousness) would seem to
depend essentially upon his prophetic science (or infused species).
Why, then, might such a “prophetic light” in Christ not suffice alone
without recourse to the vision of God? The latter does not add anything necessary
to the human way of thinking and willing that characterizes the activity of
the earthly Christ, and therefore seems unnecessary for the purposes of
his economic mission.(40)

In order to answer this objection, two
things need to be kept in mind. First of all, in the absence of the immediate
knowledge of vision, Christ would necessarily have to exercise the theological
virtue of faith. The presence of a prophetic, infused knowledge cannot act as a
substitute for faith, in the way Galot proposes. The Jesuit theologian claims
that there is no faith in Christ, nor vision, but only a higher knowledge
attained by prophecy. Yet as Jean-Pierre Torrell has shown, prophetic or infused
knowledge alone is only a mediate, indirect knowledge of God attained
through the effects of God.(41)
Necessarily, outside of the vision, all knowledge 
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of God is through effects, and only
faith permits a quasi-immediate contact with God, through love. Therefore
even in-fused knowledge requires faith in order to orient it toward God. This
latter contact, however, is obscure (nonevidential) and is therefore supported
by a voluntary act of the will that believes God by a free act of love. Without
the vision, then, the intellect of Christ would not have “direct access to
God,” but would believe in his divinity and divine will through faith, and
in a free adherence of love.

Second, as Jacques Maritain has argued
convincingly, the presumed presence or absence of this vision must alter
profoundly the character of this infused knowledge in the consciousness of
Christ.(42) Only if the vision is present in
Christ’s soul can such infused knowledge participate in the evidence of Christ’s
divine identity and will which are immediately known by the vision.

This [infused] knowledge was … immediately ruled by the
Beatific Vision which existed in the heaven of the soul of Christ. What does
this mean? … His vision of God,—the actuation of His intellect by the
divine essence itself in the light of glory,—is the rule which God used
as instrument in order to produce the infused science, its habitus and its species.
… The effect proper to the use of this instrument: the divine Vision
illuminating the intellect of Christ … was therefore,—not indeed to cause
to pass into the infused science of Christ the objective content itself,
indivisibly and ineffably seized, of the Beatific Vision … but … to
cause to see the objective content of the species in question with an
evidence which is a participation of the divine evidence of the Vision,—and
with a divinely absolute certitude as invincible as that of which the intellect
is possessed in the Vision… . It is this participated evidence of the Vision
which gave to the infused science of the Son of God viator a divinely
sovereign certitude with regard to all that which it knew, and
especially with regard to the divinity of Jesus.(43)



In other words, because of the vision of God in the heights
of Christ’s soul, his intellect adheres immediately to his divine identity and
his human will is “informed” immediately by the knowledge of his
divine will. The prophetic knowledge that
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informs his
consciousness then acts in subordination to the immediate knowledge he has as
man of his own identity and will as God, expressing this in and through his
ordinary human consciousness.(44) By contrast,
in the absence of the vision, the infused science of Christ would lack such
immediate evidence, and would have to be accompanied by faith. In this case, the
prophetic awareness Christ had of his own divinity and will would have to be
continuously accompanied by an autonomous decision of faith in the human heart
of Christ and a repeated choice to welcome in trust this revelation from his
own divine self. This would create, in effect, a kind of psychological
autonomy in the man Jesus distinct from the willing of his divine subject,
resulting in a schism between the two operations of the Incarnate Word. Jesus as
man would have to will to believe in his divine activity as God. He would not
perceive it directly.

If we return to the theandric activity
of Christ, then, we can see that this point has significant consequences. Only
due to the immediate knowledge of the vision can the human will of
Christ be directly moved (or specified) by his divine will so as
irremediably to correspond to its inclinations.(45)
Because of the beatific vision, the prophetic knowledge in Christ’s
consciousness is suffused by the evidence Christ has of the will he shares
eternally with the Father. Thus, the human will of Christ acts
“instrumentally,” that is to say, through an immediate sub-ordination
to his divine will.(46) The infused science of
Christ permits his ordinary consciousness to cooperate with this knowledge which
the vision alone provides. By it Christ always 
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knows immediately and with certitude
who he is and what he wills in unity with the Father. His human will cooperates
in-defectibly with his divine will in the unity of one personal subject.

In the absence of the vision, by
contrast, the infused knowledge of Christ would still be the medium by which the
man Jesus would be conscious of his own divine will, but it would no longer
participate in any evidential knowledge of that will. Con-sequently, the human
mind of Christ could no longer be moved immediately by the will of his divine
person. Instead the man Christ would continually need to make acts of faith in
what he believed obscurely to be the divine will he shared (as God) with his
Father. He would have to hope (as a man) that he was doing what his own
transcendent identity (which he also believed in) willed for him. Christ would
not know with certitude, therefore, who he was and what he willed (as God) in
each instant. Thus his human operations of willing might subsist in the person
of the Word, but in their operative exercise they would work on a separated,
“parallel track” to the operations of the Word, without immediate
influence in their mode of exercise. Both operations could subsist in one
person, but they would not be immediately related to each other as the
operations of one person. In this case, no true unity of subject is manifest in
the actions of Jesus, and a kind of implicit Nestorianism results. The actions
of Christ as man do not reveal the will of God the Son, but only what Jesus as
man hopes is the will he shares eternally with the Father. Such an idea is
clearly dualistic since it prohibits the earthly Christ from being
epistemologically proportioned so as to know immediately his own identity and
will. Theologians who wish to affirm uniquely an indirect knowledge of God (and
therefore, also the existence of faith) in the historical Christ and the
real existence in him of a divine will and identity must consider the
question: how are these two phenomena capable of producing a unity of
subjective action that belongs to the Son of God as its principal source?(47)
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Contrary to Weinandy’s claim, then,
Aquinas’s discussion of the grace of the beatific vision in the soul of
Christ—which has the Word (and the “divine essence”) as its
object—is important for a Chalcedonian theology of the hypostatic union.
Aquinas recognizes that the human intellect of Christ is created and as such is
infinitely removed from his divine essence. Due to this natural limitation, the
humanity of Christ must be subject to an extraordinary grace so that his human
spiritual operations adequately attain to his divine life, and consequently bear
its impressions in their own activity. So in fact it is the immediate vision
that safeguards the unity of activity in the person of Jesus. This particular
grace is the condition of possibility of an authentically unified filial
consciousness, through which Christ expresses his intra-Trinitarian relationship
with the Father, and his true identity, in his human actions.

Weinandy, however, is no doubt correct
to insist on the unique character of this vision: it is indeed
“filial.” As Garrigues points out, not only the human nature but also
the graces of the humanity of Christ subsist in the Word, and
thus have a filial mode as well. This grace of the vision of Christ,
then, while analogous to that grace received in a human person or angel who sees
God, is different insofar as it does not give the soul of Christ an awareness of
the Trinity as an ontologically distinct subject from himself, but rather
permits the Son to know himself “objectively” and to
understand his own filial personhood in a certain and evidential way.(48)
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III. The Obedience and Prayer Life of the Son of God as
Expressions of His Filial Consciousness



A) The Intra-Trinitarian Mode of
the Human Acts of Christ

Having considered above the principles
of theandric cooperation in the action of Jesus, I will now move on to reflect
on concrete examples. The analysis can now be applied to actions characteristic
of the human nature of the Incarnate Word in order to illustrate how these
actions reveal his divine person. This is particularly evident with respect to
Jesus’ obedience and his prayer, two activities that do not occur between the
uncreated persons of the Trinity per se, and that are proper to created
nature, yet that in Christ express something of his filial identity through
distinctly human acts.(49) This is only possible
due to the correspondence between the human and divine wills of Christ within
his unified personal action, effectuated by means of the beatific
vision. Because the human will of Christ participates in the evidential
certitude that he has of his own divine will, shared with the Father, his human
acts of obedience and prayer express this certitude in gestures and words. The
classical theory of the immediate vision, then, can be seen to be necessary in
order to safeguard the personal unity of Christ’s obedience and prayer as
instrumental, filial actions, even while respecting the distinctly
human character of these actions. By way of contrast, without this traditional
theological teaching, one cannot make adequate sense of the obedience and prayer
of Jesus as revelatory of the Trinitarian persons. This being the case, the
central objections offered by Galot and Weinandy to the presence of the vision
in Christ are unfounded. The Chalcedonian Christology they wish to defend is
exemplified in the life and action of the historical Jesus, who obeys the
Father, and prays to the Father, because he knows immediately the
Father, and acts, even in his human nature, as the Son who proceeds from the
Father. 
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B) The Obedience of Christ





To refer briefly to this dimension of the Incarnation, I will first mention
certain aspects of Aquinas’s treatment of the divine will of Christ in relation to the Father. As can be
shown, obedience in Christ, for Aquinas, is the human expression of the divine
will that he receives eternally from the Father. Consequently, his prayer life
is also a tangible manifestation of the same relation of origination from the
Father, expressed in a specifically human way.

On the one hand, as has been noted,
Christ’s human nature (including his intellect and will) takes on a particular
mode because it subsists in the Incarnate Word. However, this nature/mode
distinction is also applied by Aquinas in a different but related way to the
subsistent hypostasis of the God the Son as regards the divine nature.(50)
In a wholly different and higher way, the divine nature that God the Son
receives eternally from the Father through the procession of begetting takes on
a particular mode of being (of subsistence) in the person of the Son. Therefore,
the divine attributes that the Father and Son share in common (such as wisdom,
goodness, eternity, etc.) are present in a unique way in each of the persons of
the Trinity. In Jesus this mode of being of the divine nature is that of the
subsistent hypostasis of the Son and, consequently, is the same filial
subsistence that informs the human nature of Christ assumed in the Incarnation.
In other words, the mode of being of Christ’s humanity is the very same as the
mode of being of his divine nature (even though these two natures are utterly
distinct).(51) So 
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for example, the divine eternity of
God subsists in the Son in a filial way (as eternally begotten of the Father),
even as the human historical development of man subsists in the Son in a filial
way (due to the Incarnation).(52) But if this is
the case for attributes such as the divine eternity, then it is also the case
for the divine will, which is an attribute of God’s nature common to the three
persons of the Trinity. The will of God is present in the person of the Son in a
unique way. It subsists in him as a filial will, received eternally through the
begetting of the Father and standing in relation to the Father as its principle
and source. Commenting on John 5:30 (“I am not seeking my own will, but the
will of him who sent me”), Aquinas applies the saying to Christ’s divinity:





But do not the Father
and the Son have the same will? I answer that the Father and the Son do have the
same will, but the Father does not have his will from another whereas the Son
does have his will from another, i.e., from the Father. Thus the Son
accomplishes his own will as from another, i.e., as having it from another; but
the Father accomplishes his own will as his own, i.e., not having it from
another.(53)





Because Christ’s human nature is united hypostatically to this divine will in
its filial mode, the latter must exact upon this nature the expression of its
own hypostatic identity: that of God the Son. Because of the union in one
subsistent person, the created desires, intentions, and choices of Christ’s
human will must express the filial character of the divine will that is present
in him personally.(54) Certainly, his
obedience is proper to his created nature, and does not reflect the uncreated
relations of the Trinity 
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per se(55).
Nevertheless, due to the hypostatic mode in which this obedience is exercised in
the person of Christ, it can express through his specifically human
acts his filial relativity toward the Father. This is only the case due to the
fact that an absolute correspondence exists between the human and divine wills
of Christ, a point Aquinas makes implicitly in his commentary on John 5:30:

For there are two wills in our Lord Jesus Christ: one is a divine will,
which is the same as the will of the Father; the other is a human will which is
proper to himself, just as it is proper to him to be a man. A human will is
borne to its own good; but in Christ it was ruled and regulated by right reason,
so that it would always be conformed in all things to the divine will.
Accordingly he says: “I am not seeking my own will,” which as such is
inclined to its own good, “but the will of him who sent me,” that is,
the Father… . If this is carefully considered, the Lord is assigning the
true nature of a just judgment, saying: “because I am not seeking my own
will.” For one’s judgment is just when it is passed according to the norm
of law. But the divine will is the norm and the law of the created will. And so,
the created will and the reason, which is regulated according to the norm of
the divine will, is just, and its judgment is just.



Secondly, this saying is explained as referring it to the Son of God… . Christ as the Divine Word showing the origin of his power. And because
judgment in any intellectual nature comes from knowledge, he says significantly,
“I judge only as I hear it,” i.e., as I have acquired knowledge
together with being from the Father, so I judge: “Everything I have heard
from my Father I have made known to you (Jn. 15:5).(56)



The judgments of Christ’s ordinary decisions are specified by his prophetic
knowledge, such that he is mentally conscious of the will of God for him in a
conceptual way. Yet as I have discussed above, the judgment of Christ concerning
the will he shares with the Father acquires its evidential certitude
only through the beatific vision. This knowledge is an essential component,
then, of the
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filial mode of the acts of Christ, because it alone permits the Lord as man
to know immediately his own divine will, being moved by it and cooperating with
it at each instant. This in turn permits his human intellect and will to
function instrumentally with his divine, personal will as the two wills
of one subject. By the vision, the man Jesus knows immediately that he receives
his divine will from the Father, and his human acts of obedience bear the
imprint of this unique filial certitude. Nor can the human obedience of Christ
have this same “instrumental mode” without recourse to this knowledge.
Without the vision, the man Jesus—moved by faith—could only obey what he believed
and hoped was his own divine will, but his acts would not stem
from an evidential knowledge of this will. Consequently, the human obedience of
Christ would function with a kind of independence, moved by the decision of
faith. It would not manifest Christ’s certitude of his own divine will received
eternally from the Father, but would instead reflect an autonomous human desire
to act in accordance with the unknown operative will of God (perceived obscurely
and indirectly through the medium of prophecy). The human obedience and the
divine will of Christ would therefore run on parallel tracks but never touch
directly. His human operations could not be immediately moved by his divine
operations in the unified cooperation of one subject. It follows that even
though Christ as man would subsist in the Word, in his acts of obedience he
would seek in faith to obey himself in his divine nature.

We must conclude, then, that a Chalcedonian Christology, which wishes
(following Cyril, Maximus, and John of Damascene) to affirm the instrumental
unity of Christ’s human actions with those of his divine will, should affirm the
presence in his humanity of the beatific vision as well. The actions of his
distinct, created nature are subordinate to and expressive of his divine
personhood through the medium of his immediate knowledge of his divine filial
will. In this way his identity as the Son of God who is doing the work of the
Father at all times (John 5:18-19) can be expressed in a filial mode through
human voluntary submission to the paternal will.
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C) The Prayer of Jesus to the Father

Analogous things can be said about the prayer life of Christ. Why does Christ
pray if he already has the vision of God and knows that he and the Father will
be “victorious over the world”?(57)
First, as Aquinas makes clear, Christ’s prayer is an expression of his created,
dependent nature, and does not pertain to his divine nature.(58)
Consequently, it does not imply an eternal subordination or obedience within the
uncreated Trinity. Yet this prayer is expressive of an inner-Trinitarian
relation. It reveals to us the relation that the person of the Son has with
respect to the Father: Jesus receives all that he is and has, both as God and
man, from the Father as his origin.

[B]eing both God and man [Christ] wished to offer prayers to the Father,
not as though He were incompetent, but for our instruction … that He
might show Himself to be from the Father, hence he says (Jn. 11:42:
“Because of the people who stand about I have said it [i.e., the words of
the prayer], that they may believe that Thou has sent Me”)… .



Christ wished to pray to His Father in order to give us an example of
praying; and also to show that His Father is the author [auctor] both
of His eternal procession in the Divine nature, and of all the good that He
possesses in the human nature.(59)

Significant in this respect is the fact that, in praying, Christ does not
regard himself (the Word) as an object to whom he offers petitions. He does not
adore the Trinity.(60) Rather, the scriptural
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evidence suggests that his prayer is
directed to the Father: it is primarily, therefore, a human mode of expression
of his intra-Trinitarian filial identity. It can only be this because of the
perfection of the prayer of Christ: it mirrors the will of the Father, due to
the fact that Christ’s heart is always “in the Father.”(61)
For Aquinas, then, Christ’s exemplarity in prayer is not a kind of docetic
play-acting, but a human expression and enactment of his eternal relation to the
Father, meant to reveal to us that all things are received from the Father. His
prayer initiates us into an analogous “Trinitarian” relationship as
sons of the Father adopted by grace.

In light of what has been said above,
however, it is clear that Christ as man could not prayerfully recognize his
origin from the Father with evidential certitude without the beatific
vision. Even though his prayer is conceptual, this conceptuality participates in
the immediate knowledge of the Father’s will imparted by the vision. This in
turn permits his human intellect and will to cooperate instrumentally with
his divine, personal will as the two wills of one subject. By the vision, the
man Jesus knows who he is and what he wills as God, and his human acts of prayer
bear the immediate imprint of this knowledge. As such the prayer of Christ
attains a unique, filial mode. It reflects through specifically human acts his
personal recognition as the Son of God that he receives all things from the
Father. This is why, even in praying for those things that his intercession
would merit, Christ was acting in 
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accordance with the plan he foresaw in
light of the Father’s will, a will he shared in his divine nature.(62)

Could this form of
“instrumental” revelatory prayer be possible uniquely by means of
prophetic knowledge in the soul of Christ, lived out in faith? In this case the
man Jesus would lack evidential knowledge of the will he receives eternally from
the Father. His prayer would therefore not be moved immediately by his filial
will as the Son of God, but would express instead the desire in his human heart
to do the will of God which he only believed that he shared eternally with the
Father. Therefore, his prayer would operate on a parallel track to his divine
will, without direct contact. It could no longer manifest to us an immediate
awareness that he receives all things from the Father as Son. Instead of taking
on this “Trinitarian form,” then, the prayer of Christ would seemingly
acquire a kind of human autonomy of operation, imploring in faith the divine
activity of the Trinity that transcended the scope of its knowledge. It is
difficult to resist the conclusion that Christ in his divine nature and activity
would become an object of prayer for Christ in his human nature and activity.
Here again, then, the need for the vision of the divine will in the human soul
of the Son is manifest: only this can bring into perfect accord the cooperation
of the human and divine wills of Christ in his concrete agency as the Son of
God. The unity of the person of Jesus is manifest in his prayer because this
action 
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reveals his immediate awareness that
“all things come from the Father” (cf. John 13:3).

This can lead to a final objection:
true prayer implies desire. But could Christ really have desired anything in his
earthly state if he possessed the vision of God? Desire suggests an
incom-pleteness, an absence, and therefore also broaches upon the problem of
Jesus’ true suffering, and the privations imposed by his historical condition.
As Galot poignantly objects, could a Jesus who possessed the immediate vision of
God have suffered in reality, in the ways that the Gospels themselves suggest?
Could he truly have desired some state of affairs other than that to which he
was immediately subject? Could a Jesus with the vision of God have implored the
Father during his crucifixion?

As Jean-Pierre Torrell has
demonstrated, Aquinas was inno-vative in rendering a theological account of the
fully human character of the experiential knowledge of Christ even against the
tendencies of his theological age and environment.(63)
This per-spective was present in a particular way in his understanding of the
existence of the beatific vision of the historical Christ. This vision,
according to Aquinas, was a grace accorded to the hu-manity of Christ for the
purposes of his soteriological mission. Consequently, it was regulated by a
particular economy of grace, or dispensatio, proper to the earthly life
of the Incarnate Son of God.(64) As Torrell
shows, Aquinas explicitly applies this notion to the way in which the
vision of God existed in the soul of Christ in his earthly life (cf. STh
III, q. 14, a. 1, ad 2; III, q. 15, a. 5, ad 3; III, q. 45, a. 2; III, q. 46, a.
8):(65) 
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From the natural relationship which flows between the soul and the body,
glory flows into the body from the soul’s glory. Yet the natural relationship in
Christ was subject to the will of His Godhead, and thereby it came to pass that
the beatitude remained in the soul, and did not flow into the body; but the
flesh suffered what belongs to a passible nature.(66)





Far from deriving uniquely from a nonscriptural principle of perfection, then,
this dimension of Aquinas’s thought takes into consideration precisely the
spiritual needs of the human Christ for the purposes of his saving mission.
Among these is the need of the Son to know indefectibly in his human nature the
will of the Father (which the Son receives eternally from him) so as to express
it in a human way.(67) Yet this grace also
coexists simultaneously with the natural possibility of experiential learning,
as well as terrible physical and mental suffering.(68)
This
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means that for Aquinas, what is
denoted in contemporary parlance by the “psychology of Christ” (his
imagination, emo-tions, ideas etc.) is not structurally changed by Christ’s
extra-ordinary knowledge of his own divine identity, will, and mission. Once
again, the human faculties of Christ are not affected in their natural specification,
but only in their mode of exercise.(69)
They are fully natural but in their concrete exercise they are organized from
within by a higher spiritual awareness that Christ has of his transcendent
identity, will, and mission. This means that they retain all of their natural
vulnerability.

Consequently, for Aquinas, the prayer
of Christ in a very real sense is a genuine expression of the historical
character of his consciousness, and of his real submission to the contingent
circumstances of providence. Christ could and did hope for his own deliverance
(through resurrection) from the terrible spiritual and sensible experiences of
suffering and death. He also hoped for the future establishment of the Church
among his followers, and for their eventual earthly mission and heavenly
glorification.(70) The fact that he foresaw
these realities in the heights of his soul was not a substitute for his more
ordinary human way of thinking and feeling about them: the latter coexisted with
this higher knowledge.(71) Thus, his vision was
not a consolation for the absence of the human experience of these specific
objects of desire. In fact, it could be the source of an existential
dissatisfaction: the desire for something known to be in the future 
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but as yet unattained. This was
particularly acute with respect to Christ’s hope for the reconciliation of human
persons with God.(72)

What conclusion is to be drawn from
these reflections concerning the claims of Galot and Weinandy? On the one hand,
we see that St. Thomas’s treatment of the human will of Christ permits us to
take seriously the specifically human character of the willing of Jesus manifest
in his obedience and prayer. On the other hand, it also accounts for the filial
mode of this same voluntary activity in the human Christ. Therefore, it allows
us to take seriously the historical contingency of the man Jesus in the
limitations of his human historical state even while simultaneously insisting on
the way in which this same human nature reveals intra-Trinitarian relations
between Jesus and the Father. Only because of Aquinas’s key distinction between
the nature and mode of Christ’s human activity is this insight available. At the
same time, this operational correlation in Jesus between his human will and the
will of the Father with whom he is in relation in his personal acts can itself
only occur through the medium of an immediate knowledge of his own identity and
divine will. Because this is the case, the Trinitarian intelligibility of the
obedience and prayer of Christ requires that the immediate vision of God be
present in Christ. Only this grace can effectuate the personal unity of the
action of Jesus in and through a differentiation of natures, so that the divine
will of the Son of God is revealed to us instrumentally, through Christ’s human
action. Only because of this grace do these activities in the consciousness of
Christ appear in all of their “Chalcedonian” integrity. If we deny the
existence of this grace, in light of what has been said above, then we make the
filial and instrumental character of the obedience and prayer of Christ
unintelligible.
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Conclusion



In these brief observations I have
argued (following a host of recent commentators) that Aquinas’s theology of
Christ bears within it significant resources for treating the contemporary
challenge of a theological reflection on “the consciousness of
Christ.” Contrary to the claims of Galot and Weinandy, I do not believe
that a Thomistic account of the presence of the beatific vision in Christ falls
into the extremes of either Monophysitism or Nestorianism. On the contrary, the
Thomistic understanding of this grace is central to an integral Christology that
avoids either of these errors. The inner life of Jesus, as this essay has
suggested following Herman Diepen, is to some extent irreducibly different from
our own. There is no pure similitude between his self-awareness and ours due to
the fact that his human self-awareness is that of the Incarnate Word. However,
all that is human in Christ flourishes under the influence of grace, and his
human actions are more perfect than our own precisely because of the presence in
this humanity of the transcendent personhood of God. The immediate knowledge of
God (or the beatific vision) is a necessary element of his humanity, due to the
duality of natures that are present in the life of the Son of God, and their
simultaneous cooperation in one personal subject. Only through this vision can
the human actions of Jesus acquire their particular filial character as
“instrumental” actions of the Son of God. Theologians who wish to
reconsider this classical teaching of the Church must face the real challenge of
explaining how, in the absence of this vision, the unity of the theandric acts
of Christ may properly be maintained.(73)
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im Breisgau, 1939), recently republished in French as L’humanité du Christ
comme instrument de salut de la divinité (Fribourg: Academic Press
Fribourg, 2003); and H. Diepen, Théologie d’Emmanuel (Bruges, 1960),
275-93 on this point with respect to the nonautonomy of the psychological
subject in Christ. 



[bookmark: N_28_]28.  On this point Weinandy is in complete accord with Aquinas
(i.e., it is actually the Son who is man), understanding the latter’s
metaphysics of the Incarnation as a true and careful expression of Chalcedonian
orthodoxy. See Weinandy, Does God Change?, 82-88; Does God Suffer?,
206-8. 



[bookmark: N_29_]29.  See Garrigues, “La conscience de soi telle qu’elle était
exercée par le Fils de Dieu fait homme,” 39-51; and idem, “L’instrumentalité
rédemptrice du libre arbitre du Christ chez saint Maxime le Confesseur,” Revue
Thomiste 104 (2004) : 531-50. As will become clear, this section of my
essay in particular is greatly indebted to the argument and perspective of these
articles. 



[bookmark: N_30_]30.  The notion of “theandric acts” originated with
Dionysius (Div. Nom. 2), and was appropriated by Maximus and Damascene
in a sense consistent with Chalcedon, against Monothelitism. Aquinas follows
Damascene, denoting by the term the cooperation of the divine and human wills in
Christ such that they form together the actions of a unique person; see STh III
q. 19, a. 1, ad 1. 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. STh
III, q. 15, a. 3, ad 1. See also STh III, q. 18, a. 1, obj. 4 and ad 4.




[bookmark: N_32_]32. Maximus,
Disputatio cum Pyrrho (PG 91:293A): “The fact of willing
and the determined mode of willing are not identical, just as the fact of seeing
and the determined mode of seeing are not either. For the fact of willing, like
that of seeing, concerns the nature of a thing. It is common to all those who
have the same nature and belong to the same kind. The determined mode of
willing, however, like that of seeing, that is to say, to will to walk or not
will to walk, to see what is at the right or at the left or high or below, or to
look by sensual desire or in order to understand the essential principles in
beings, all this concerns a mode of exercise [tropos] of willing or
seeing. It concerns only him who exercises [these faculties of nature] and in so
doing separates him from others according to particular differences”
(translation mine). See Garrigues’s analysis of this text and others in “L’instrumentalité,”
542-50. As he points out, Aquinas also uses these same examples (eyesight,
voluntary action) to denote the distinction between specification and exercise
in De Malo, q. 6. Damascene reproduced this identical doctrine in De
Fide Orth. III, c. 14. 



[bookmark: N_33_]33. Damascene,
De Fide Orth. III, cc. 14-18. See for example, c. 17: “Wherefore
the same flesh was mortal by reason of its own nature and life-giving through
its union with the Word in subsistence. And we hold that it is just the same
with the deification of the will; for its natural activity was not changed but
united with His divine and omnipotent will, and became the will of God, made
man. And so it was that, though He wished, He could not of Himself escape (Mk.
7: 24), because it pleased God the Word that the weakness of the human will,
which was in truth in Him, should be made manifest. But He was able to cause at
His will the cleansing of the leper, because of the union with the divine
will” (trans. S. D. F. Salmond; Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers 9 [Oxford:
James Parker, 1899]). 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. Garrigues,
“La conscience,” 40, writes: “Certainly, in becoming man,
[Christ] assumes in his human nature the same rational desire for the Good that
is proper to spiritual creatures. But since his human soul exists within the
very person of Him who, as God, is the Good as such, the rational desire of
Christ need not search in and through a deliberation how to attain the ultimate
Good by a moral progression transpiring through the choice of particular goods.
The human will of Christ itself, while endowed naturally with the same free-will
as us, nevertheless does not have an autonomous deliberation (gnome)
characteristic of the mode of exercise found in created persons… . Fixed
forever from the first instant of the Incarnation, by the hypostatic union, upon
the supreme Good which is One of the Trinity, and by the plenitude of habitual
grace which follows from this, the rational desire of the humanity assumed by
the Son exists and is exercised in a unique mode, of perfect docility with
respect to the divine will of the Trinitarian person who exercises this will as
its subject.” 



[bookmark: N_35_]35.  STh III, q. 18, a. 1, obj. 4 and ad 4 (emphasis
added). 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. STh
III, q. 18, a. 1, ad 1 and 2. As Garrigues notes (“L’instrumentalité,”
545-47), Aquinas differs from Maximus and Damascene insofar as these Greek
Fathers denied the existence of an autonomous human moral deliberation and
judgment in Christ, due to his superior knowledge of the good. Aquinas argues
that moral deliberation and judgment are necessary to any human nature, and
therefore existed in Christ, but were always inspired by a sense of the higher
good of the divine will, which made the human choices of Christ freer and more
pure. Colman O’Neill comments: “Christ was unique in that he had no choice
[concerning the possible final end of man]; for with his human mind he saw God
and his will was necessarily held by this Supreme Good (cf. STh III, q.
9, a. 2; q. 10). But anything less than God was powerless to compel his will.
With respect to all created things he was supremely free for he could measure
their value against his vision and possession of the divine good (III, q. 18, a.
4)… . His obedience dedicated him to the will of his Father; far from
restricting his liberty, it set him free from attachment to any created thing so
that he could rise to the summit of human liberty and renounce his life for the
sake of what his will held dearest.” See “The Problem of Christ’s
Human Autonomy,” appendix 3 in Summa Theologiae, Blackfriars
edition, vol. 50, translation, notes, and appendices by C. O’Neill (London: Eyre
and Spottiswoode, 1965), 233-34. 



[bookmark: N_37_]37.  De Malo, q. 6; STh I-II, q. 8, a. 1; I-II,
q. 9, a. 1; I-II, q. 11, a. 1; I-II, q. 12, a. 1; I-II, q. 13, a. 1; I-II, q.
14, a. 1. On the intellect’s role with respect to the exercise of the will as
regards practical action, see the excellent study of Michael Sherwin, By
Knowledge and by Love (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, 2005), especially 18-62. 



[bookmark: N_38_]38.  STh I, q. 12, aa. 4, 5, and 9. 



[bookmark: N_39_]39.  The basis for this position is found in STh III, q.
11, a. 5, ad 1. See its development by John of St. Thomas, Cursus
Theologicus, vol. 8 (Paris: Vivès, 1886), d. 11, a. 2, especially n. 15,
where he argues cogently that Christ had to possess infused science in order to
receive the knowledge of the vision into his consciousness in a way that was
connatural with his human nature. 



[bookmark: N_40_]40.  The above paragraph contains an approximation of the argument
presented by Torrell in “S. Thomas d’Aquin et la science du Christ,”
394-409, influenced by Galot’s perspective. 



[bookmark: N_41_]41.  Ibid., 403-4: “If one renounces the beatific vision and
if one follows the logic of the Thomistic perspective, it must be said that
Christ had faith… . the [bearer of prophecy] does not attain God in his
experience [of infused science] but only expressive signs of the divine. He
knows that God speaks to him, but what God says he can only
believe… . The grace of faith is another kind of supernatural gift … a
created participation in the life of God, it conforms the believer … to the
mystery itself. (II-II, q. a. 2, ad 2.) In other words, with faith we are in the
order of the supernatural quoad essentiam, while with prophetic
knowledge we remain in the order of the supernatural quoad modum (acquisitionis).
The two orders do not exclude one another, certainly, but the second is ordered
to the first, and because the two are different kinds of realities, they must
not be confused or made to play the role of one another. Concerning Jesus, then
… if we accord to him infused illuminations characteristic of the
charismatic knowledge of revelation, he will be enabled for his role as a divine
messenger, but he will still not have direct access to God, since these
illuminations do not suffice as a replacement of faith.” Aquinas makes
related claims, denying that Christ is a prophet in the usual theological sense
of the word, since he does not believe through an “obscure
knowledge” the things he is given to reveal, but knows them in a
more perfect, immediate way: see In Joan., IV, lect. 6 (Marietti ed.,
n. 667). 



[bookmark: N_42_]42.  See Jacques Maritain, On the Grace and Humanity of Jesus
(New York: Herder and Herder, 1969), 54-61, 98-125. 



[bookmark: N_43_]43.  Ibid., 101-2, 107. 



[bookmark: N_44_]44.  For reflections on the relationship between this
“supra-conscious” character of the vision, and its manifestation in
consciousness, see ibid., 114-20. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45.  In STh I-II, q. 4, a. 4 Aquinas shows that the permanent
and necessary rectitude of the creaturely will in relation to the eternal
goodness of God is dependent for man upon the immediate knowledge of
the final end (the vision of the essence of God). John Damascene in De Fide
Orth. III, c. 14 suggests that the movement of the human will of the Word
occurs by a direct specification of it by the divine will. 



[bookmark: N_46_]46.  I am employing the notion of “instrumentality”
differently from Maritain here, so as to emphasize not only the instrumentality
of the vision with regard to his infused knowledge, but the instrumentality of
his entire human consciousness (with all of its forms of knowledge) as an
expression of his divine personhood and will. Yet I follow him in holding that
such a state of affairs depends upon the vision as a mediating principle. 



[bookmark: N_47_]47.  Evidently, I don’t believe that this dilemma is capable of
positive resolution. One option I can see for avoiding a Nestorian-like dilemma
is to assert that the Son of God, in his Incarnate state, does not know
or will in his divine nature, but only in his human nature. (See for
example the proposals of Bernard Sesboüé in Pédagogie du Christ
[Paris: Cerf, 1994], 160-161, following the ideas of Joseph Moingt.) Such a
kenotic theory of the person of Christ does surely safeguard the unity of his
personhood (since he is aware of himself uniquely in a human way, without
recourse to his own divine will), but this is attained at the expense of the
duality of his natures. Christ seemingly cedes the privileges of his divine
nature and will for the interim of his temporal mission, and regains these at
the resurrection. Such a kenotic theory implicitly breaks with the confession of
faith of Chalcedon concerning the two natures of Christ, and with Ephesus on the
inalterability of the divine identity of the Son. Moreover, it requires the
direct negation of the divine aseity, and therefore renders itself
metaphysically irrational, or “nontheistic.” 



[bookmark: N_48_]48.  Garrigues, “La conscience,” 43-46. By
“objectively” I do not mean “notionally” (since the vision
is an intuitive, immediate knowledge), but “pertaining to true
knowledge of reality.” 



[bookmark: N_49_]49.  STh III, q. 20, preface. Aquinas notes here that the
obedience, prayer, and priesthood of Christ, while being activities of his human
nature, express his filial relation with respect to the Father. 



[bookmark: N_50_]50.  STh I, q. 29, aa. 2 and 4. Aquinas’s treatment of
subsistence in the Trinity is complex and exceeds the scope of this study.
Gilles Emery in Trinity in Aquinas (Ypsilanti, Mich.: Ave Maria Press,
2002), 142-44 and 198-206 has examined this aspect of Aquinas’s thought in
detail. In “Essentialism or Personalism in the Treatise on God in St.
Thomas Aquinas?,” The Thomist 64 (2000): 534, he comments:
“One cannot conceive of the person without the substance or without the
nature belonging to the very ratio of the divine person, this latter
being defined as ‘distinct subsisting in the divine nature’.” 



[bookmark: N_51_]51. STh
I, q. 39, aa. 1-3. STh III q. 2, a. 2, obj. 1 and 3, ad 1 and 3; III,
q. 3, a. 3. This doctrine is also found in Damascene, and originates with
Maximus the Confessor. See the study of Garrigues, “Le dessein d’adoption
du créateur dans son rapport au fils d’après S. Maxime le Confesseur”;
and the remarks of C. Schönborn, The Human Face of God (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1994): 113-16. 



[bookmark: N_52_]52.  See STh I, q. 42, a. 4, ad. 2, concerning the divine
attribute of dignity that the Son receives from the Father: “the same
essence which in the Father is paternity, in the Son is filiation, so the same
dignity which, in the Father is paternity, in the Son is filiation. It is thus
true to say that the Son possesses whatever dignity the Father has.”
Similarly, STh I, q. 39, a. 5, ad 1 (wisdom); I, q. 42, aa. 1, 2, and 6
(power, perfection, greatness, and eternity). 



[bookmark: N_53_]53.  In Ioan., V, lect. 5 (Marietti ed., n. 798). All
English quotations from this work are taken from Aquinas, Commentary on The
Gospel of St. John, trans. J. Weisheipl (Albany: Magi Press, 1980). 



[bookmark: N_54_]54.  STh III, q. 18, a. 1, ad 1 and 2. 



[bookmark: N_55_]55.  Aquinas insists on the irreducible distinction of natures in
Christ. This is why, following Augustine (De Trin. 1.7), he claims that
in a sense it is necessary to say that Christ “is subject to himself,”
i.e., subordinates his created will to his divine will (STh III, q. 20,
a. 2). He does so, however, in invoking Cyril of Alexandria as a witness to the
nonsubordination of the hypostasis of Christ with respect to the Father. In STh
III, q. 20, a. 1, ad 1 and 2 he notes that obedience as such pertains to
Christ’s human nature, but is not in him the act of a creature. Rather,
it is an act of the hypostasis of the Son in his human nature. 



[bookmark: N_56_]56.  In Ioan., V, lect. 5 (Marietti ed., nn. 796-97)
(emphasis added). 



[bookmark: N_57_]57.  Cf. John 16:33 



[bookmark: N_58_]58. STh
III, q. 21, a. 1: “Prayer is the unfolding of our will to God, that He may
fulfill it. If, therefore, there had been but one will in Christ, viz. the
Divine, it would nowise belong to Him to pray, since the Divine will of itself
is effective of whatever He wishes by it… . But because the Divine and the
human wills are distinct in Christ, and the human will of itself is not
efficacious enough to do what it wishes, except by Divine power, hence to pray
belongs to Christ as man and as having a human will.” 



[bookmark: N_59_]59.  STh III, q. 21, a. 1, and a. 3, respectively
(emphasis added). 



[bookmark: N_60_]60. I
differ on this point from Matthew Levering (Christ’s Fulfillment of Temple
and Torah, 92-93, 143), who attributes to Aquinas the idea that Jesus
adores the three persons of the Trinity in his human soul. To the best of my
knowledge there are not texts to support this view (which resembles Scotus’s
doctrine) in Aquinas’s writings. Aquinas never ascribes either adoratio
or latria to Christ as a subject, in relation to the Father as object
or to himself as object. It seems, rather, that devotion in Christ receives a
peculiar mode that is hypostatic. It is a recognition by the Son in his
human nature of having the Father as the origin of his divine and human
natures. As with obedience and prayer, therefore, it designates the procession
of the Son from the Father in human terms, and demonstrates that Christ receives
the impetus of all acts of providence from the Father’s will. H. Diepen
(“La psychologie humaine du Christ selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,” 540),
also envisages the prayer of Christ as directed to all of the three persons as
objects, citing as his authority Thomassin, De Verbo Incarnato, l. 9,
c. 11, and in this respect resembles Levering. Diepen’s inconsistency on this
point with regard to his own teaching that there is no “psychological
autonomy” (535-56) of a unique human subject in Christ is evident.
In my opinion the positions of both Levering and Diepen justly incur the
objections of Weinandy concerning an implicit Nestorianism by attributing to the
human Christ an adoration of the Word. 



[bookmark: N_61_]61.  John 14: 8-11. 



[bookmark: N_62_]62. STh
III, q. 21, a.1, ad 3. Aquinas cites Damascene’s De Fide Orth., III, c.
24, agreeing with the latter that Christ did not “raise his mind to
God” in the sense of progressively acquiring knowledge of God through
prayer because he possessed the “blessed vision” of God. However,
because of this grace, Christ’s mind was always raised up to the contemplation
of the divine nature, and was moved in accordance with the divine will. Christ
therefore prayed for things that he knew would be merited by his prayer: STh
III, q. 21, a. 1, ad 2. This does not mean, however, that his natural will and
his human psychology (i.e., sensuality) were not revolted by the immanence of
torture and death. On the contrary, Christ could overcome these natural
reactions only by his “deliberate will,” under the movement of the
divine initiative in the heights of his soul (STh III, q. 21, a. 2;
III, q. 21, a. 4, ad 1). The fact that his rational will was naturally repulsed
by the prospect of death at Gethsemene does not imply a struggle of faith
concerning the divine will, but a rational desire to overcome the natural fears
of death that are proper to being human in order to obey the divine will. (Cf. STh
III, q. 18, a. 5, especially corp. and ad 3.) 



[bookmark: N_63_]63. Jean-Pierre
Torrell, “Le savoir acquis du Christ selon les théologiens médiévaux,”
Revue Thomiste 101 (2001): 355-408. 



[bookmark: N_64_]64.  Aquinas uses the term dispensatio as a Latin
expression of the Greek concept of oikonomia (divine government). As is
well known, Aquinas understands the redemption of fallen man as the teleological
purpose of the Incarnation (see STh III q. 1, a. 1). This
“redemptive” logic of divine government therefore effects not only why
the Incarnation took place, but also how. For example, so that he
could merit for humanity through the crucifixion, Christ assumed a human nature
without sin but simultaneously capable of physical, emotional and spiritual
suffering as well as corporeal death (see STh III qq. 14 and 15). 



[bookmark: N_65_]65.  Cf. Torrell, “St. Thomas d’Aquin et la science du
Christ,“400-401. 



[bookmark: N_66_]66.  STh III, q. 14, a. 1, ad 2. 



[bookmark: N_67_]67.  Throughout this essay I have emphasized the teachings of the
Johannine theology of Christ. However, a number of texts from the Synoptic
tradition also describe Christ referring (implicitly but evidently) to his
divine will in his concrete human actions. See, for example, Matt 11:25-27
(“Yes Father such has been your gracious will. All things have been handed
over to me by my Father”); Luke 10:18-20 (“I have given you the power
to tread on scorpions”); Luke 13:34-5 (“Jerusalem, I yearned to gather
your children together”). In all of these cases Jesus expresses in his
human desires his divine identity and will. He does not have to ponder the
nature of this will through a consideration of prophetic revelation. This can
only be the case because, in the unity of his subjective action, he knows in an
immediate human way his own divine power, identity, and will. The Synoptic
miracle tradition is particularly eloquent in this regard: Matt 8: 2-3:
“And then a leper approached, did him homage, and said, ‘Lord, if you wish,
you can make me clean.’ He stretched out his hand, touched him, and said, ‘I
will do it. Be made clean’. His leprosy was cleansed immediately.” See
also Matt 9:27-29; Mark 2:5-12; Luke 8:22-24. 



[bookmark: N_68_]68. STh
III, q. 19, a. 1. In STh III, q. 46, aa. 7 and 8, Aquinas follows
Damascene (De Fide Orth., III, c. 19) in underscoring the economic mode
of Christ’s experience of the passion. Spiritual and physical agony were
permitted to coexist with the pacifying beatitude of immediate knowledge of the
Father and of the divine will. In counter-distinction from the beatific vision
in the life of the glorified Christ, and of the blessed, the mode of
the beatific vision in the earthly life of Christ is such that it
affects only the “heights of the soul,” that is to say, uniquely the
operations of intellect and will in their direct relation to the divine nature.
This extraordinary knowledge presupposes, respects, and integrates the natural
order of Christ’s human thinking, feeling, and sensing, without changing its
essential structure. An excellent analysis of this point is made by Colman
O’Neill (“The Problem of Christ’s Human Autonomy,” 234-37). See also
E. Weber, Le Christ selon saint Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Desclée, 1988),
179-98. J. M. Garrigues has extended this principle, showing how it applies for
Aquinas to the “infused science” of Christ, which is
“habitual” and in potency to know all that can be known (STh
III, q. 9, a. 3), but in act uniquely with respect to those things Christ must
know for the sake of his mission (STh III q. 11, a. 5, obj. 2, corp.
and ad 2). See Garrigues, “La conscience,” 47-51. As Garrigues points
out, this teaching is mirrored in the recent Catechism of the Catholic
Church, nn. 473-74, with reference to Mark 13:32 and Acts 1:7. 



[bookmark: N_69_]69. STh
III, q. 19, a. 1, ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_70_]70.  A point Aquinas makes clearly in analyzing the desires of
Christ: STh III, q. 21, a. 3, corp., ad 2 and 3. See also III, q. 7, a.
4. 



[bookmark: N_71_]71. This
is Aquinas’s point in insisting on the simultaneous existence in Christ of both
an immediate knowledge of God and an “experiential, acquired
knowledge” of his human surroundings. Cf. STh III, q. 12, a. 2,
where he notes his change of mind on this issue with respect to the earlier
position of III Sent., d. 14, a. 3. 



[bookmark: N_72_]72.  Cf. Luke 13:34; 23:34; John 17:1, 5, 15-24. This principle is
illustrated most acutely by John 17:24: “Father, I desire that they also,
whom thou hast given me, may be with me where I am, to behold my glory which
thou hast given me in thy love for me before the foundation of the world.”
The clear indication is that Christ actually beholds in his human nature the
glory he has eternally from the Father, and that he simultaneously desires this
glory to be shared in by his disciples. This prayer therefore both expresses a
filial awareness of an identity received from the Father and an unfulfilled
desire on behalf of the disciples, which motivates Christ to suffer the
forthcoming passion. 



[bookmark: N_73_]73.  I am grateful to Nicanor Austriaco, Jean Miguel Garrigues, and
Thomas Weinandy for their comments on earlier drafts of this essay, which helped
greatly to improve its content. 
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  IT IS WELL KNOWN that Aquinas holds that the acquired moral virtues can exist
  apart from charity.(1) Several Thomist
  scholars, however, have argued that we are to understand Aquinas’s repeated
  assertions that the acquired moral virtues can exist apart from grace only in
  the following highly qualified sense: although an individual can acquire
  disconnected dispositions to various good actions apart from charity, he
  cannot possess connected acquired moral virtue.(2)

  In this paper I wish to address a
  defense of the above claim recently put forward by Thomas Osborne.(3)
  Osborne questions 
  
  

  
    
    

    
  

  page 536

  whether the pagan can possess
  connected moral virtue. Specifically, he argues that because there can be no
  acquired prudence without charity, neither can there be any connected acquired
  moral virtue without charity, but only disconnected inclinations to good
  actions.(4) Definitive proof for this
  conclusion, he believes, can be found in the first and second articles of
  question 65 of the Prima Secundae. He argues that these articles
  establish that (1) without prudence the acquired moral virtues can be no more
  than isolated dispositions to good actions, and that (2) prudence cannot exist
  without charity. Consequently, we cannot but conclude that (3) without charity
  there can be no prudence and hence no connected acquired moral virtue.(5)
  If such an argument can be found in question 65, it certainly seems to prove
  Osborne’s point. However, as I shall argue in this paper, it is by no means
  clear that we ought to interpret the second article of question 65 as Osborne
  and others do.

  I shall argue that a careful
  reading of the relevant texts— especially question 65 of the Prima
  Secundae—indicates that Aquinas does believe that the acquired moral
  virtues, connected by acquired prudence, can exist apart from grace. If
  scholars believe the texts indicate otherwise, it is most likely because they
  overlook Aquinas’s distinction between acquired and infused moral virtue in
  general, and his distinction between acquired and infused prudence in
  particular. My argument will have three parts. First, I will examine Aquinas’s
  treatment of the connection of the virtues in his Quaestio disputata De
  virtutibus cardinalibus. This text reveals that Aquinas
  recognizes three separate levels of virtuous habits: (1) disconnected
  inclinations towards good actions; (2) the acquired moral virtues, which are
  connected by prudence but which nonetheless do not order man towards the 
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  end “totius vitae”; and
  (3) the infused moral virtues, which are connected by both prudence and
  charity, and which do order man to the end “totius vitae.” In the
  second part of this article, I will turn to Aquinas’s discussion of the
  connection of the virtues in the Prima Secundae. When we read this
  text in light of the divisions established in De virtutibus cardinalibus
  we see that Aquinas clearly holds that virtues of type (2) can exist apart
  from charity. Finally, in the third part of this article, I will turn to
  Aquinas’s examination of prudence in the Secunda Secundae, and show
  how his remarks there demonstrate that the acquired prudence necessary to
  connect the acquired moral virtues can indeed exist apart from charity.

  Before beginning my discussion, I
  wish to make two comments about the texts used in this article. First, the Quaestiones
  disputatae De virtutibus, the Prima Secundae, and the Secunda
  Secundae were all written between 1271 and 1272.(6)
  Because of the proximity of the texts, I shall not address the unlikely
  possibility that Aquinas altered his theory of virtue between the writing of
  one text and another. Second, although it is possible that Aquinas authored
  the Prima Secundae text slightly earlier than the text of De
  virtutibus (the former appeared in 1271, while the latter appeared
  between 1271 and 1272), I shall address the latter text first because it
  offers a more systematic discussion of the connection of the virtues. As such
  it provides a good framework in which to examine the Prima Secundae
  text. 
  
  

  

  

  

  I.
  De virtutibus cardinalibus
  
  

  Aquinas addresses the connection of
  the virtues in the question De virtutibus cardinalibus. The second
  article of this question asks whether the virtues are connected, so that to
  possess one virtue is 
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  to possess all of them. Aquinas
  responds by distinguishing three different levels of virtue: (1) virtuous
  inclinations, (2) connected acquired virtue, and (3) infused virtue. Within
  each of the two higher levels, Aquinas argues, the virtues are connected to
  each other, so that to possess one virtue is to possess all the others, and
  within each of these two higher levels prudence connects the other moral
  virtues. In addition, as we shall see, Aquinas states that at the level of
  infused virtue (and only at that level) charity is a necessary prerequisite of
  prudence and hence of all the other infused moral virtues.

  Aquinas locates the three different
  levels of virtue listed above by employing two distinctions. The first is a
  distinction between perfect and imperfect moral virtue:
  
  

  It should be said
  that we can speak of virtues in two ways: in one way regarding perfect
  virtues; and in another way regarding imperfect virtues. Perfect virtues are
  connected to each other; but imperfect virtues are not necessarily connected.
  For since virtue makes man and his work good, a perfect virtue makes man and
  his work perfectly good; an imperfect virtue does not render man and his work
  good simpliciter, but in some respect.(7)
  
  

  Aquinas then proceeds to explain that a virtue is good in
  the former sense when it brings man into conformity with a rule or standard of
  action. A virtue is simply a good habit, and a habit is said to be good or bad
  insofar as it brings its possessor into conformity with the rule, or standard,
  of human action.(8) A habit cannot be truly
  good and hence cannot truly merit the title of virtue, then, unless it
  succeeds in this.(9) The “rule” of
  human action, however, can be understood in two ways, and this leads Aquinas
  to make a second distinction.
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  Whereas Aquinas’s first distinction
  has to do with whether or not a virtue brings man into conformity with a rule,
  his second concerns with which standard of action the virtue brings
  man into conformity. Virtue can either bring man into conformity with the rule
  of action “homogenea et propria homini”—namely, into con-formity
  with right reason—or it can bring man into conformity with a higher rule,
  “prima mensura transcendens, quod est Deus.”(10)

  The two “rules”
  correspond to the distinction between infused and acquired virtue. Aquinas
  consistently bases the distinction between infused and acquired virtue on the
  fact that man needs different virtues insofar as he is brought into conformity
  with different “rules” or standards of action. In articles 9 and 10
  of De virtutibus in communi, Aquinas notes that the standard of human
  action can be considered in more than one way. The virtues that perfect man in
  a manner commensurate with his created nature are acquired virtues, while
  those that bring man into conformity with the “prima mensura transcendens
  quod est Deus” must be infused by God.(11)
  Only the latter, Aquinas states, are virtues simpliciter perfectae.
  The former are perfect only in a sense, insofar as they bring man into
  conformity with the good commensurate to his nature.(12)
  Aquinas offers the same explana-tion when he distinguishes infused and
  acquired moral virtue in the Prima Secundae.(13)
  His second distinction, then, is a distinction between infused and acquired
  virtue.

  In the ensuing discussion, Aquinas
  uses the above distinctions to posit three levels of virtue: (1) virtues omnino
  imperfectae, (2) virtues aliqualiter perfectae, and (3) virtues simpliciter
  perfectae. The lowest level of virtue consists of those habits which
  perfect man in some respect, but incompletely. Aquinas’s favorite example of
  habits that fall into this category is the dispositions 
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  towards various kinds of action
  that exist in man from birth.(14) Some people
  have, from birth, inclinations towards fortitude, temperance, or mercy. Habits
  such as these give one an aptitude for performing certain kinds of actions,
  but they do not make one good in an unqualified sense because they are not
  guided by prudence. Hence, unlike genuine virtues, these dispositions can as
  easily be put to the service of bad ends as of good.(15)
  It is precisely because these dispositions are unaccompanied by prudence that
  Aquinas designates them as omnino imperfectae:
  
  

  There are
  therefore three levels of virtue. For certain virtues are omnino
  imperfectae, which exist without prudence, not attaining right reason,
  such as the inclinations that some have toward certain works of virtue even
  from their birth.(16)
  
  

  

  The defining mark of the habits at this lowest level of virtue, then, is that
  they lack the direction of right reason. Such dispositions are not connected
  to each other, but even more importantly, they cannot even really be called
  virtues:
  
  

  

  Inclinations of this
  kind are not in all people at once, but some have an inclination to one, some
  to another. These inclinations do not have the character of virtue, because no
  one can use virtue badly, according to Augustine; but one can use these
  inclinations badly and harmfully, if he uses them without discretion.(17)
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  Above the virtues that are omnino imperfectae, Aquinas posits a
  second level of virtue, those that are aliqualiter perfectae. These
  virtues are directed by right reason, and hence do bring man into
  conformity with a rule. However, they fall short of true perfection because
  they do not unite man to God in charity and thus fail to bring man into
  conformity with his true end: 
  
  

  The
  second level of virtues is those which attain right reason, but nevertheless
  do not attain God himself through charity. These are aliqualiter
  perfectae
  through comparison to the human good, but nevertheless they are not simpliciter
  perfectae,
  because they do not attain the first rule, which is the ultimate end.(18)
  
  
  

   
  
  

  As noted above, Aquinas’s description here matches the
  definition of acquired virtue offered in several parallel texts. We can thus
  safely assume that when he speaks of the virtues that are aliqualiter
  perfectae, he is speaking of the acquired virtues.

  Aquinas then proceeds to assert that the virtues that attain right reason
  but do not attain God in charity are connected to each other, and that they
  are connected by prudence: 
  
  

  If we consider
  perfect virtues at the second level, with respect to the human good, they are
  connected through prudence; because there can be no moral virtue without
  prudence, nor can there be prudence, if moral virtue is lacking.(19)
  
  
  

  

  On Aquinas’s own account, then, the virtues that are aliqualiter perfectae
  do not “attain God in charity” and yet are connected by prudence.

  The virtues at the third and highest level, those that are simpliciter
  perfectae, are the only virtues that perfect man unqualifiedly. While the
  virtues at the second level bring man into conformity with right reason, the
  virtues at the third and highest level bring man into conformity with the
  ultimate end: “The
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  virtues at the third level, which are simultaneous with charity, are
  perfect simpliciter. These virtues make the act of man good simpliciter,
  as attaining the ultimate end.”(20)
  Aquinas explains that when man is united to God in charity he is infused with
  habits disposing him towards those actions to which charity inclines. Since
  charity inclines to the acts of all the virtues, all the virtues are infused
  along with charity. These virtues, says Aquinas, are connected through
  charity, since if charity is present, all the other virtues are present as
  well, and none of these virtues can exist without charity: “Therefore, if
  we consider the virtues that are perfect simpliciter, they are
  connected because of charity; because no such virtue can be had without
  charity, and if charity is had, all are had.”(21)
  This last remark indicates that the virtues at the third level are infused
  virtues. For only of infused virtues is it true that “no such virtue can
  be had without charity, and if charity is had, all are had.”(22)

  This distinction of three levels of
  virtue appears to contradict Osborne’s thesis that the acquired virtues, apart
  from charity, can be no more than isolated inclinations to good actions. For
  in this text, Aquinas appears to move in a clear progression from (1)
  dispositions that exist apart from both charity and right reason to (2)
  dispositions that exist together with prudence but apart from charity to (3)
  the virtues that exist together with charity. He clearly states that the
  virtues at the second level are connected, 
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  that they are connected by
  prudence, and that unlike the moral virtues that are simpliciter perfectae,
  they do not “attain God in charity.”

  The natural conclusion is
  that—contrary to Osborne’s interpre-tation—the acquired virtues can exist as
  connected virtues apart from charity. Osborne however, takes a somewhat
  different view of this text. Noting that others, such as Brian Shanley, view
  it as evidence that connected acquired virtue can exist apart from grace,
  Osborne denies that such a conclusion is warranted:
  
  

  According to
  Shanley, this threefold distinction shows that pagans can have those virtues
  which belong to the second grade even though they cannot have charity and the
  infused moral virtues. He seems to infer the position that the acquired
  virtues can fully exist without charity from the fact that the acquired
  virtues are connected through acquired prudence. To the best of my knowledge,
  neither John of St. Thomas nor Maritain denies that the acquired moral virtues
  are connected through prudence. The real issue is whether the virtue of
  prudence can exist in someone who lacks charity… . For Shanley’s
  interpretation to be correct, Thomas would have to be arguing not only that
  the acquired virtues are connected through prudence but also that someone who
  does not have charity can have prudence.(23)
  
  

  

  Thus, although Osborne concedes that the acquired virtues are connected by
  prudence, and must—if he accepts the statements of the article discussed
  above—accept that the acquired virtues, connected by acquired prudence, do
  not order man to God in charity, he denies (on the basis of his reading of STh
  I-II, q. 65, a. 2) that the acquired prudence necessary to connect them can
  exist apart from charity.

  In the following sections I will argue that (1) the text in question from
  the Prima Secundae (STh I-II, q. 65, a. 2) does not show
  that charity is a prerequisite of acquired prudence but rather indicates that
  it is not, and further that (2) Aquinas’s treatment of prudence in the Secunda
  Secundae shows that acquired prudence can exist apart from grace.
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  II.
  Prima Secundae
  
  

  

  I now wish to examine the first and second articles of question 65 of the Prima
  Secundae, which Osborne cites as the primary evidence for his
  interpretation, against the background of the text from De virtutibus
  cardinalibus. According to Osborne, these articles show that the acquired
  prudence necessary to connect the acquired virtues cannot exist apart from
  charity.(24) In what follows, I shall argue
  the two following points. First, these articles support the thesis that the
  acquired virtues, connected by prudence, can exist apart from grace. Second,
  while Aquinas does assert in these articles that the virtues are not connected
  without prudence, he never asserts that charity is a prerequisite of all
  prudence. To the contrary, he only insists that charity is a prerequisite of infused
  prudence, and he consistently makes this claim in the context of contrasting
  infused and acquired virtue. Nothing in this latter text, then, supports
  Osborne’s claim that charity is a prerequisite of all prudence and
  hence of connected acquired virtue.
  
  

   
  
  

  A) Article 1
  
  

  The first article of question 65 is
  devoted to the question of whether the virtues are connected, so that to have
  one virtue is to have all the virtues. Aquinas’s response here, while not
  identical to that in the De virtutibus cardinalibus, is very similar.
  As in the above text, Aquinas’s first move is to distinguish perfect from
  imperfect moral virtue. He again cites natural dispositions as a paradigmatic
  instance of imperfect virtue, along with various dispositions we acquire
  through custom: 
  
  

  moral virtue can
  be considered as either perfect or imperfect. An imperfect moral virtue, such
  as temperance or fortitude, is nothing more than an inclination in 
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  us towards doing
  some kind of good work, whether such inclination is in us by nature or custom.(25)
  
  

  Such inclinations are not connected, as is evidenced by
  experience—many people have inclinations towards some acts of virtue but not
  others.(26)

  As in De virtutibus
  cardinalibus, Aquinas then proceeds to distinguish perfect from imperfect
  moral virtue on the basis of what virtue is supposed to do. Dispositions that
  truly deserve the title of “virtue” do not merely dispose one
  towards the per-formance of good acts, but rather dispose one to perform good
  acts in the right way. This latter sort of action requires that all the
  virtues exist together, for to perform a good act in the right way requires
  not merely an inclination towards that act, but that the individual in
  question make the right choice. This requires prudence, which in turn requires
  all the other moral virtues.(27)

  Just as in the former text, then,
  Aquinas makes an initial division between perfect and imperfect moral virtue
  on the basis of the presence or absence of prudence. Only those moral virtues
  that exist together with prudence truly merit the title of “virtue,”
  and hence only those virtues can be termed “perfect” virtues. The
  difference is that Aquinas does not, in this first article, distinguish
  between kinds of perfect virtue. He merely distinguishes perfect from
  imperfect moral virtue, and the only tool he needs for this is a reflection on
  the presence or absence of prudence.
  
  

  B) Article 2
  
  

  The first article of question 65 thus reiterates the
  first distinction Aquinas makes in De
  virtutibus cardinalibus: there can be no perfect moral virtue
  apart from prudence. If Osborne is correct, the second article offers a
  further stipulation, namely,
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  that the prudence needed to connect
  the moral virtues cannot exist without charity. However, when we examine the
  second article of question 65 closely, we see it actually makes a rather
  different claim. The second article does indeed ask whether the moral virtues
  can exist without charity, but in order to answer this question Aquinas—just
  as in De virtutibus cardinalibus— introduces a further distinction,
  one that differentiates two kinds of perfect virtue. Aquinas frames his entire
  response in terms of a contrast between the acquired moral virtues, which are
  perfect only secundum quid, and the infused moral virtues, which are
  perfect simpliciter. In the context of this distinction, Aquinas
  replies that infused prudence cannot exist without charity, and hence that the
  infused moral virtues, which in turn cannot exist without infused prudence,
  cannot exist without charity. He asserts, on the other hand, that the acquired
  moral virtues can exist without charity. His discussion here thus
  appears to follow the same course as that of the De virtutibus
  cardinalibus in distinguishing three levels of virtue, with this
  difference: whereas in the De virtutibus cardinalibus text Aquinas
  clearly states that the acquired virtues are connected by prudence but only
  implies—by stating that they do not attain God in charity—that they can
  exist apart from charity, in this text Aquinas definitively states that the
  acquired virtues can exist apart from charity.

  After distinguishing between
  perfect and imperfect moral virtue on the basis of the presence or absence of
  prudence, Aquinas then proceeds in the second article to a discussion of
  whether and how moral virtue can exist without charity. Aquinas’s first move
  is to distinguish between the acquired moral virtues, which can exist without
  charity, and the infused moral virtues, which cannot. Since the acquired moral
  virtues are ordered to an end that does not exceed human nature, they can
  exist without charity:
  
  

  As said above, the
  moral virtues can be acquired through human acts insofar as they produce good
  works ordered to an end that does not exceed the natural 
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  capacity of man.
  When acquired in this way they can exist without charity, as was the case for
  many pagans.(28)
  
  

  

  The moral virtues that order man to the end “totius vitae,” however,
  must be infused by God. These, Aquinas asserts, cannot exist apart from
  charity:
  
  

  

  Insofar as they
  produce good works ordered to the ultimate supernatural end, they truly and
  perfectly have the character of virtue and cannot be acquired by human
  actions, but are infused by God.
  Moral virtues of this kind cannot exist without charity.(29)
  
  
  

   
  
  

   
  
  

  Aquinas makes it clear from the outset, then, that the
  question of whether the moral virtues can exist without charity can only be
  answered so long as the distinction between infused and acquired moral virtue
  is kept firmly in mind. Aquinas will continue to appeal to this distinction
  throughout the remainder of the article.

  Immediately after stating that the infused moral virtues cannot exist apart
  from charity, Aquinas explains why it is that moral virtues “of this
  kind”—that is, infused moral virtues—cannot exist without charity.(30)
  Again, Aquinas frames his reply in terms of the contrast between infused and
  acquired virtue. The infused moral virtues cannot exist apart from charity, he
  explains, because the moral virtues cannot exist without prudence, nor
  prudence without the moral virtues. But the infused virtues order man to the
  end “totius vitae,” and man cannot reason correctly about those
  things ordered to this end unless he is first appropriately ordered to it
  through charity. Aquinas thus concludes that neither
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  infused prudence nor, consequently,
  the other infused moral virtues can exist without charity.(31)

  We should note that nothing in this
  text implies the conclusion that the acquired moral virtues cannot exist
  without charity, or that acquired prudence cannot exist without charity.
  Certainly, those virtues that order us correctly with respect to the end
  “totius vitae” cannot, but Aquinas has just gone to great lengths to
  make it clear that such virtues are infused virtues.

  This reading is borne out by the
  immediately following text, in which Aquinas continues to discuss the contrast
  between infused and acquired virtue. Because only the infused virtues order
  man to the end “totius vitae,” only these truly merit the title of
  virtue, while the others are virtues only in a certain sense:
  
  

  Therefore it is
  clear from what has been said that only the infused virtues are perfect, and
  are to be called virtues simpliciter, because they order man well
  towards his ultimate end simply speaking. The other virtues, namely the
  acquired, are virtues secundum quid, but not simpliciter.
  For they order man well with respect to the ultimate end in some genus, but
  not with respect to the ultimate end simply speaking.(32)
  
  

  This final description, we should note, is virtually identical with the
  division between two kinds of perfect virtue that Aquinas makes in De
  virtutibus cardinalibus.

  Aquinas thus frames his entire response to the question of whether the
  moral virtues can exist without charity in terms of a contrast between the
  infused and acquired moral virtues. His main concern seems to be to
  demonstrate that, unlike the acquired moral virtues, the infused moral virtues
  cannot exist apart from charity. Nowhere does he make the assertion that
  Osborne and others claim to find in this text, namely, that the prudence that
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  connects the acquired moral virtues cannot exist without charity. Aquinas’s
  only reference to charity as a prerequisite of prudence is made in the context
  of establishing the necessity of charity as a prerequisite of infused
  prudence.(33)
  
  

  III.
  Secunda Secundae: Acquired Prudence
  
  

  The combined texts of De
  virtutibus and the Prima Secundae thus show that Aquinas holds
  that (a) the acquired virtues are connected by acquired prudence and (b) the
  acquired virtues can exist apart from charity. Together, this yields the
  conclusion that charity is not a prerequisite of acquired prudence. This very
  claim, however, may strike many as problematic. How can there be prudence in
  one who is not rightly ordered with respect to the end of all human life? The
  description of acquired prudence found in Aquinas’s treatise on prudence in
  the Secunda Secundae can help to shed some light on this question.

  In the Secunda Secundae
  text, Aquinas describes three different forms of prudence: false prudence,
  prudence secundum quid, and prudence simpliciter. The second
  of these, which emerges from the discussion as acquired prudence, can exist
  without grace. It is this form of prudence—prudence secundum quid—that,
  I shall argue, connects the virtues that are perfect secundum quid.

  The sixteen articles of question 47
  of the Secunda Secundae are devoted to a general discussion of
  prudence. After demonstrating that prudence is a virtue that belongs not
  merely to the cognitive faculty but specifically to the practical reason,
  Aquinas provides a detailed analysis of the parts of prudence and defines the
  subject matter of prudence. Having considered what prudence is, he then raises
  the question of who can properly be said to possess prudence. It is here that
  Aquinas distinguishes three different kinds of prudence. While true prudence,
  or prudence simpliciter, is present in all who have grace (and only
  in them), the other two forms of prudence can exist independently of grace.
  
  

  

  

  

  
    
    

    
  

  Page 550

  A) Article 13
  
  

  The first statements relevant to
  this point occur in article 13. In the context of a response to the question
  of whether sinners can be prudent, Aquinas distinguishes three different kinds
  of prudence. The first and lowest form is a certain shrewdness, an ability to
  achieve one’s purposes, that is possessed by some of those who seek bad ends.
  The sinner who is adept at achieving evil ends is called prudent, not because
  he has genuine prudence, but because his ability has a certain resemblance to
  prudence. Such prudence is not true prudence, however, and is possessed only
  by sinners. (34)

  The second form of prudence is
  present when an individual has the ability to order himself towards genuinely
  good ends, but incompletely. Aquinas says that this ability may be incomplete
  for one of two reasons. First, it may happen that an individual can take good
  counsel, judge, and command rightly with respect to certain genuinely good
  ends, but that the genuinely good end “is not the common end of the
  entire human life, but of some special activity.”(35)
  This form of prudence seeks and achieves a genuinely good human end, and hence
  can be possessed by either the sinner or the just man. However, because it
  does not order man to the end “totius vitae,” it is still not
  prudence simpliciter, but only prudence secundum quid.
  Prudence can be true but incomplete in a second way insofar as an individual
  is prudent enough to know the appropriate course of action, but lacks the
  principal act of prudence, command.(36) This
  latter, says Aquinas, can only exist in sinners.(37)

  Finally, Aquinas defines the third
  and highest form of prudence, prudence simpliciter, which cannot
  exist in sinners. This form of prudence is the prudence that takes counsel,
  judges, and commands rightly with respect to the “bonum finem totius 
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  vitae.”(38)
  To possess this sort of prudence is to possess precisely what the sinner
  lacks: the rightly ordered affection for God, or charity, which is only
  bestowed with grace. Aquinas thus concludes that this last and highest form of
  prudence cannot exist in sinners.

  Though Aquinas does not use the
  vocabulary of “infused” and “acquired” in this article,
  the categories of infused and acquired virtue are clearly operative in article
  13. Specifically, it is clear that prudence simpliciter must be
  closely tied to, if not identical with, infused prudence. The sinner is
  prevented from the possession of this kind of prudence precisely because,
  notwithstanding the ability he may have to order himself well with regard to
  assorted truly good ends, he does not have that ability with regard to the end
  “totius vitae.” He cannot do so because his affections are
  disordered, and his affections are disordered because he is not united to God
  in charity. The parallels between this statement and Aquinas’s distinction
  between infused and acquired virtue are obvious, for the acquired virtues can
  exist in sinners and remain with the loss of grace; the infused virtues,
  however, do not.

  If we concede that Aquinas’s
  definition of prudence simpliciter does indeed correspond to infused
  prudence, then Aquinas’s distinction between complete and incomplete prudence
  provides the first indication that there is a real and important gap between
  acquired and infused prudence (which he will treat more fully in a. 14).
  Acquired virtues, we recall, are dispositions man can achieve through his own
  powers, through which he is well ordered with respect to a genuinely good end.
  They can exist without grace and are not lost with mortal sin. All of this has
  striking similarities to Aquinas’s discussion of “true but
  incomplete” prudence, the type of prudence that can exist in the sinner
  and the just man alike. The sort of prudence that orders man well with regard
  to specialized ends but not with regard to the end “totius vitae”
  seems very similar to what prudence might look like in the individual who
  lacks grace.
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  There is one further point in
  article 13 that is especially relevant to the distinction between infused and
  acquired prudence. Aquinas’s definition of prudence simpliciter as
  prudence with respect to the end “totius vitae” leaves room for it
  to be disassociated, in an interesting way, from the other forms of
  prudence. Prudence simpliciter may coexist with prudence secundum
  quid, but prudence secundum quid can exist in sinners as well.
  The immediate question, of course, is whether prudence simpliciter can
  exist without incomplete prudence, and if so, what prudence simpliciter looks
  like. For an answer to these questions, we must turn to article 14.
  
  

  B) Article 14
  
  

  The above implies that for Aquinas true prudence is the
  prudence that exists in all who have grace, and that this prudence must be
  infused prudence.(39)
  However, although article 13 seems to anticipate some distinctions between
  infused and acquired prudence, it raises as many questions as it answers. We
  still lack an understanding of what prudence simpliciter
  does and whether it can exist without the lesser, incomplete form
  of prudence, prudence secundum
  quid. Both of these questions are answered in article 14.

  Article 14 asks whether prudence is
  in all who have grace. Aquinas responds to this question with a brief
  affirmative. The readiness with which he affirms that prudence is in fact in
  all who have grace should serve to remove any residual doubt over the question
  of whether or not prudence simpliciter can be identified with infused
  prudence. While Aquinas responded to the question of whether prudence could
  exist in sinners by making distinctions between perfect and imperfect forms of
  prudence, he needs no distinctions to argue that prudence is indeed in all who
  have 
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  grace. The virtues are united, so
  that one cannot have one virtue unless he has all the others. But to have
  grace is to have charity and hence all the virtues. Since prudence is a
  virtue, it necessarily follows that anyone who has grace has prudence as well.(40)
  The entire body of Aquinas’s reply to article 14 comprises no more than three
  sentences, and this in itself is significant, for it indicates that no
  distinctions—at least with regard to the completeness or incompleteness of
  the prudence possessed—need be made about the kind of prudence that is
  possessed by all who have grace. The prudence possessed by all who have grace
  simply is true prudence, because through it one is ordered correctly with
  respect to the end “totius vitae.”

  In the replies to the objections,
  Aquinas offers helpful insights about how the prudence referred to in the body
  of the article differs from other forms of prudence, and these insights serve
  to answer the questions that article 13 raises. First and most importantly, we
  are provided with a definition of what infused prudence does. Infused
  prudence, Aquinas tells us, gives us the ability to take counsel, judge, and
  command in “matters necessary for salvation.” This characterization
  of infused prudence arises in reply to the objection that many of those who
  have grace lack the industry that the acquisition of prudence requires.
  Because such people lack the necessary prerequisite for prudence, it seems
  that they cannot possess prudence, even if they do have grace.(41)

  In his reply, Aquinas returns once
  again to the idea of having prudence with respect to the end “totius
  vitae.” What is especially interesting is that it seems possible to have
  such prudence without 
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  having prudence with respect to
  some genuinely good, but incomplete ends. To the objection that some of those
  who have grace lack the diligence that prudence requires, Aquinas replies that
  if one who has grace lacks the requisite industry in many aspects of his life,
  grace which “teaches all things” provides man with the diligence he
  needs in matters necessary for salvation:
  
  

  Industry is
  twofold. There is one kind which is sufficient for those things that are
  necessary for salvation; and such industry is given to all who have grace,
  whom anointing teaches all things, as is said in 1 John [2.27]. But there is
  another fuller industry, through which someone is able to provide for himself
  and others, not only those things that are necessary for salvation, but also
  anything whatsoever pertaining to human life; and such industry is not in all
  who have grace.(42)
  
  

  What is bestowed through infused prudence, then, is not
  prudence in all things, but prudence in matters necessary for salvation—or
  prudence with regard to the end of all human life.

  Aquinas’s reply to this objection is important insofar as it serves to
  drive a wedge between infused and acquired prudence. Even a man who lacks
  prudence in other areas of life, if he has grace, has at least the prudence
  required to act rightly in matters necessary for salvation. Such a man might
  not even be able to deliberate well and hence not himself be of good counsel,
  but if he has grace he at least knows that he must seek help in his
  deliberations, and he can discern good from bad.(43)
  Prudence simpliciter, then, which is in all who have grace, is very
  different from the true but incomplete prudence that is acquired through time
  and effort and that can be in the sinner and the just man alike. Infused
  prudence does not give man the skills required for deciding and acting rightly
  in all areas of life. It does, however, no matter what his intellectual
  capacities, and whether or not he possesses acquired prudence, give him
  prudence in matters
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  necessary for salvation. And this
  means that anyone who has grace is able to take counsel, judge, and command
  rightly in matters involving the “finis totius humanae vitae.”

  When we consider these divisions of
  prudence in light of the texts examined above, we are better able to make
  sense of the claim that connected acquired virtue can exist apart from grace.
  These virtues are connected, and they are connected by acquired prudence, but
  they, like the prudence that connects them, are only virtues secundum
  quid, because they do not order man well with respect to the end “totius
  vitae,” but only in some specific endeavor. For, as Aquinas repeatedly
  insists, only the infused virtues are capable of ordering man to his true end.(44)

  If I am correct, Aquinas clearly
  indicates that acquired moral virtue, connected by prudence, can exist apart
  from grace. This analysis also shows, however, that the acquired moral
  virtues, precisely because they are virtues secundum quid, do not
  order man to the end “totius vitae.” This in turn indicates why one
  might search for evidence that, when they exist together with grace, the
  acquired virtues are virtues simpliciter: for if so, then grace would
  somehow “elevate” the acquired virtues into virtues that order man
  to the end “totius vitae.” What is fascinating about Aquinas’s
  discussion of the virtues, however, is that we find there no such claim. To
  the contrary, virtue simpliciter appears to be a designation that
  Aquinas reserves for the infused virtues.
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  WHEN THOMISTS have occasion to enumerate the many assets of the Thomistic
  tradition, especially vis-à-vis perceived skeptical and constructivist
  extremes of modern and postmodern thought, one attribute inevitably extolled
  is realism. Although generally parsimonious in circumscribing the limitations
  of human reason, Aquinas did affirm the capacity of the embodied human knower
  to know corporeal things beneath itself, to acquire self-knowledge, to affirm
  rationally the existence of God, and to speak some truth about the nature of
  God by way of negative and analogical predication. With the proviso that the
  proportionate object of the intellect in this life remains the quiddity of a
  material thing, Aquinas deemed the human intellect capable of knowing what
  really is, albeit partially and imperfectly.(1)
  Aquinas was always mindful of the fact that understanding and being are
  perfectly identified only in God, yet he affirmed that human inquiry could
  successfully attain a limited but veridical familiarity with being.

  While a commitment to realism is,
  and must remain, an indispensable feature of Thomism, establishing theoretical
  under-pinnings for such a commitment has proven problematic in the modern
  philosophical context. To specify what justifies a commitment to Thomistic
  realism, or even to clarify precisely what realism entails, is to become
  involved in epistemological 
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  controversy. Bernard Lonergan once
  hinted that the doctrine of Thomistic realism is not as straightforward as it
  seems by making the somewhat unsettling observation that”Georg van Riet
  needed over six hundred pages [in L’épistémologie Thomiste (1946)]
  to outline the various types of Thomist epistemology that have been put
  forward in the last century and a half.”(2)
  Such an overview, if brought up to date, would of course be even more
  scandalously voluminous today.

  There are both philosophical and
  historical reasons for lack of a consensus regarding Thomistic realism.
  Lonergan has suggested that the issue is philosophically problematic because
  it is not possible adequately to determine the precise meaning and rational
  justification of realism without first resolving certain prior and more
  fundamental issues: What constitutes human knowing?(3)
  What is being?(4) How is being objectively
  known?(5) It is a fact, however, that realists,
  even those sincere in their commitment to the realism of Aquinas, continue to
  differ on questions of cognition, being, and objectivity. The basic historical
  reason for a lack of doctrinal unanimity stems from the stubborn fact that
  Thomism has moved beyond the thirteenth century, not as some neatly arranged
  set of immutable propositions, but rather as a living philosophical tradition.
  The Thomistic tradition subsists and is mediated by the understandings and
  priorities of thinkers who are intellectually indebted to Aquinas, but who
  also happen to philosophize in cultural and intellectual contexts quite
  different from that of Aquinas himself.

  With regard to the issue of
  realism, some contemporary Thomists considered it worthwhile to bring Thomism
  into vital contact with the methods and difficulties of modern philosophy.
  While acknowledging the value of an historical retrieval of Aquinas’s
  metaphysics of knowledge, they found it difficult simply 
  
  

  
    
    

    
  

  page 559

  to ignore the modern inversion of
  the medieval priority of metaphysics to epistemology, or to dismiss as mere
  subjectivism the modern turn to the conscious subject. They were bothered by
  the fact that the Cartesian methodic doubt and the Kantian critique of
  knowledge tended to render precritical Thomistic realism vulnerable to the
  charge of naïve realism. They took seriously the objection that it may be
  inadequate and dogmatic simply to present a Scholastic metaphysics of
  knowledge and posit its validity as realism in the absence of any further
  critical justification. Hence the renaissance of Thomism following Aeterni
  Patris engendered numerous attempts to clarify and rationally justify the
  realism of Aquinas. It was hoped that by establishing Thomistic realism as a
  critical realism, Thomism could not only defend itself against charges of naïveté
  and dogmatism, but could also refute and reverse modern philosophical
  tendencies of skepticism, subjectivism, relativism, and immanentism. The
  decades following Aeterni Patris saw a variety of ambitious efforts
  along these lines, by Thomists such as Cardinal D. Mercier, Monsignor L. Noël,
  Fr. G. Picard, Fr. M. Roland-Gosselin, and Fr. J. Maréchal. The intent of
  these early critical realists was not to renounce realism for the newer
  idealisms, but to place realism on a firmer foundation by submitting it to the
  critique of knowledge that modern philosophy seemed to demand.

  Between 1931 and 1935, Etienne
  Gilson published a series of five articles (later gathered into a book, Le
  réalisme methodique) which raised fundamental objections to the critical
  realist project and argued that it was incoherent in principle. It is
  impossible, Gilson argued, for realists to carry out the critique of knowledge
  without thereby undermining the very realism they are attempting to validate.
  These initial articles addressed the efforts of Mercier and Noël at Louvain’s
  Institut Supérieur de Philosophie. A decade of controversy led Gilson to
  publish in 1939 a more extensive book, Réalisme thomiste et critique de
  la connaissance, which reiterated and clarified his opposition to
  critical realism and also challenged the projects of Picard, Roland-Gosselin,
  and Maréchal.
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  Gilson’s opposition was thorough
  and well-reasoned, and many Thomists, perhaps a majority, have come to accept
  his rejection of critical realism as a tenet of traditional Thomism. The
  concern of this article is to revisit the controversy concerning the
  possibility of critical realism, not especially as a matter of historical
  interest, but rather in light of Bernard Lonergan’s more recent claim that a
  critical realism is possible on the basis of a philosophical method he termed
  “self-appropriation.” While Gilson maintained that there is little
  value “in attempting to analyze each individual variety of neo-scholastic
  critical Thomism” because “a dogmatic discussion is generally
  exhausted, as far as the essentials go, when one or two examples of the thesis
  in question have been considered,” such a policy presupposes that there
  exist no relevant differences among various approaches to critical realism.(6)
  I would submit that the approach of Bernard Lonergan is distinctive, that it
  would be facile to dismiss this approach as simply another instance of
  transcendental Thomism, and that it would be interesting to subject Lonergan’s
  critical realism to some specific objections Gilson raised against other
  critical realists two decades prior to the publication of Insight.(7)
  It is likely that Gilson himself would have welcomed such a dialogue, for in
  the preface to his Thomist Realism he writes: “Philosophy deals
  with necessities of thought that cannot be compromised. No matter how painful
  it may be, a dispute is respectable if it is honest. It is impossible to
  tolerate, in all honesty, the least confusion if one truly believes that the
  principles of knowledge itself are at stake.”(8)
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  I.
  Gilson on Realism and Idealism
  
  

  Few scholars have contributed more
  than Gilson to the validation of medieval thought as legitimately
  philosophical, to the clarification of the distinctiveness of medieval
  philosophy vis-à-vis modern philosophy, and to the exposition of the riches
  of Thomism, especially Aquinas’s metaphysics of esse. While Gilson
  was understandably disturbed by the fact that Kantian critical idealism had
  denied the possibility of realist metaphysics, he considered even more
  troublesome the attendant assumption that all precritical realism amounts to
  nothing more than naïve realism. Yet Gilson challenged the notion that
  realism must attempt to validate itself, and he questioned whether a realist
  philosophy could coherently carry out the critique of knowledge and still
  maintain its realism. He argued, in brief, that any realist who attempted to
  make realism acceptable to modern critical philosophy by uncritically adopting
  the alien methods of idealism was in fact engaging in “a naïve
  criticism” that would inevitably undermine realism itself. The project of
  critical realism is self-contradictory and amounts, as Stanley Jaki put it, to
  “bringing the Trojan horse of Kantianism into the citadel of
  Thomism.”(9)

  Gilson considered the project of
  critical realism to be radically incoherent because it attempted to subject
  realism to the fundamentally incompatible assumptions and methods of idealism.
  Idealism, in Gilson’s assessment, amounts to an historical and methodological
  inversion of realism. This inversion of realism had its historical origins in
  the hyperbolic doubt of Descartes. Descartes had postulated that the
  self-evident foundation of all knowledge was to be based on thought alone.
  While the existence of the external world had passed “twenty centuries as
  the very model of those self-evident facts that only a madman would ever dream
  of doubting,” this was suddenly in need of a demon-stration.(10)
  To demonstrate the existence of the external world Descartes applied the
  principle of causality to an analysis of 
  
  

  
    
    

    
  

  page 562

  sensation. Sensations, like
  everything else, must have a cause. This cause did not seem to be Descartes’s
  own mind, as there could be discerned a clear difference between the images he
  created in his mind at will and the sensations imposed upon his mind from
  without. Nor did the cause of sensation seem to be any direct agency on the
  part of God; indeed God would be a deceiver if this were so. Descartes
  concluded that the cause of sensations was an external world that existed
  independently of his mind.

  The existence of the external
  world, therefore, was not self-evident for Descartes, but rather a rational
  inference. As such, the affirmation of the external world remained only as
  compelling as its demonstration. Gilson persuasively suggested, however, that
  Descartes’s realism was bought at the price of various methodical
  inconsistencies.(11) As Cartesians such as
  Regius and Malebranche were more faithful to Descartes’s methodical principles
  than Descartes himself had been, these inconsistencies were eventually
  identified and remedied, and the road was paved to the idealism of Berkeley.
  Although Descartes had intended to remain a metaphysical realist, this
  intention was betrayed by his method. Descartes inadvertently had become the
  founder of modern idealism.

  Complementing his historical
  account of idealism as the inversion of realism, Gilson differentiated realism
  and idealism by contrasting their methods. While the history of modern
  philos-ophy culminating in Berkeley disclosed Descartes’ metaphysical realism
  to be tacitly dogmatic, Kant’s critical idealism expressed the fully
  consistent fulfillment of the Cartesian methodological decision to ground all
  knowledge upon thought alone. “If one regards Cartesianism as a
  metaphysics, it ends in Berkeley’s idealism; but when one regards it as a
  purely methodological idealism, it results in the critical idealism of
  Kant.”(12) The Kantian critique of
  knowledge would emphasize the a priori contribution of the knower;
  the known would be reduced to mere appearances; and the real, the
  thing-in-itself, would recede into 
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  the entirely unknowable. Idealism,
  in short, is a method that insists on taking its point of departure in thought
  alone, and that proceeds by making “knowing the condition of being.”(13)

  Diametrically opposed to the method
  of idealism is that of realism. “While Descartes finds being in thought,
  St. Thomas finds thought in being.”(14)
  Realism does not infer being from thought but rather presupposes that being is
  already given. Its point of departure is the fact that things are.(15)
  Being is the prior and basic condition for the possibility of knowledge. The
  external world already exists, and this reality maintains a primacy over all
  human cognition. Van Riet succinctly expresses the essence of Gilson’s
  realism: “According to Gilson, the necessary and sufficient con-dition
  for calling oneself a realist is to admit the existence of the external world.
  Truth or the accord between the mind and the real is, for him, the adequation
  of knowledge and the thing outside of us.”(16)

  Gilson did not believe the
  opposition of realism and idealism could be reconciled in any kind of higher
  integrative synthesis. What is required is a choice between two incompatible
  methods. Realism “starts with an acknowledgement by the intellect that it
  will remain dependent on a reality which causes its knowledge. Idealism owes
  its origin to the impatience of a reason which wants to reduce reality to
  knowledge so as to be sure that its knowledge lets none of reality
  escape.”(17) Gilson framed the either/or
  in these terms: “Shall we judge reality as a function of knowledge or
  knowledge as a function of reality? That is the whole question.”(18)

  The issue, Gilson suggested, is
  fundamentally a matter of first principles. It is not possible critically to
  justify either idealism or realism by providing a critique that would remain
  impartial to both. Any such critique, simply by virtue of its point of
  departure 
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  and its way of proceeding, would in
  effect prejudge the validity of realism or idealism. If the premises of the
  critique affirmed any being, in any way, then realism is already presupposed.
  “If, on the other hand, a distinct science can be established without
  positing being, then thought, not being, will be the first principle and the
  problem will be immediately resolved in favor of idealism. Either way, a
  definite position will have been taken.”(19)

  Nor did Gilson believe that
  idealism can be rationally eliminated on grounds of some logical
  inconsistency. Although as a realist he was committed to taking being, rather
  than thought, as his first principle, Gilson granted that once thought has
  been adopted as the alternative point of departure, idealism is, in itself,
  “an intelligible philosophical position,” which can, if it is
  faithful to its principles, remain “perfectly coherent.”(20)
  “Idealism derives its whole strength from the consistency with which it
  develops the consequences of its initial error. One is, therefore, mistaken in
  trying to refute it by accusing it of not being logical enough. On the
  contrary, it is a doctrine which lives by logic, and only by logic, because in
  it the order and connection of ideas replaces the order and connection between
  things.”(21)

  Gilson knew his Aristotelian logic
  well enough to recognize the futility of debating first principles. Yet as an
  historian of philosophy he was keenly aware that philosophical principles
  contain virtually within themselves implications that unfold through the
  development of philosophical traditions. “Every philosophical doctrine is
  ruled by the intrinsic necessity of its own position and by the consequences
  which flow from it in virtue of the universal law of reason.”(22)
  Hence while Gilson regarded the realism/idealism controversy to be a matter of
  indisputable first principles, he did attempt to argue in opposition to
  idealism both by clarifying its immanentist consequences and by suggesting
  that the act of adopting idealist methodological principles amounts to an
  arbitrary act.
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  Gilson’s primary criticism of
  idealism is quite simply that it results in immanentism. By taking a
  supposedly presuppositionless beginning in thought alone, the idealist creates
  an unbridgeable gap between thought and being. “If the being I grasp is
  only through and in my thought, how by this means shall I ever succeed in
  grasping a being which is anything other than thought.”(23)
  The reflections of Malebranche and Hume have overturned Descartes’s quick and
  easy transition from Cogito ergo sum to Cogito ergo res sunt.
  They have allowed us to “feel more keenly the difficulty of getting
  outside the knowing subject to the object known.”(24)
  To begin with thought alone is to end with thought alone because the idealist
  “cannot know whether what he starts from corresponds with an object or
  not.”(25) Employing an idiom that sounds
  as if it could have been lifted straight out of Kierkegaard’s Concluding
  Unscientific Postscript, Gilson intimated the groundlessness of idealism:
  
  

  How
  can the thought of the thinking subject, even if in possession of the
  subject’s being, grasp the being of anything other than itself? … The
  difficulty remains the same: to get reflexive thought to leap beyond itself
  and land gracefully in the middle of the world of existing beings. It helps to
  crouch before jumping, but in order to jump there must be something to push
  off against, and in this case there is no such firm foundation.(26)
  
  

  Citing an analogy Léon Noël had
  originated, Gilson expressed the undesirability of immanentism this way:
  “If you have a hook painted on a wall, the only thing you will ever be
  able to hang from it is a chain also painted on the wall.”(27)
  In short, the idealist has reduced the being of the universe to mere thought,
  and has degraded himself into a prisoner confined within his own mind.(28)
  “Critical thought has imprisoned itself and can find no way to be
  reunited with reality.”(29)
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  Gilson’s second criticism of
  idealism was that the act of choosing to adopt its point of departure
  is a somewhat arbitrary act. “Idealism is a pure and simple postulate
  which nothing justifies, and whose consequences are such that very few who
  posit it at the start remain faithful to it later… . Idealism’s starting
  point has neither the evidence of an axiom nor the value of a principle. There
  is no reason why we should not start by making knowledge an aspect of being
  rather than being an aspect of knowledge.”(30)
  The metaphysical realist, by contrast, who refuses to adopt the idealist point
  of departure, and who affirms the existence the external world, is not setting
  up an arbitrary postulate. Nor is such a realist to be called naïve for
  refusing critically to justify the existence of the external world—for this
  happens to be something that is self-evident to the realist. What is
  self-evident has the epistemic status of a principle and does not need to be
  postulated. “If you start with thought alone, you will never get beyond
  it, but if you do not start with thought alone, you will not have to do
  anything further in order to grasp existing beings since you will already be
  in contact with them.”(31) The fact that
  the existence of the external world is not self-evident to the idealist is
  simply due to the fact that the idealist has made a choice to remain
  incredulous with respect to sensation as a principle of knowledge. “This
  problem is posed only by philosophies which, having denied the self-evidence
  of the external world, have attempted the impossible task of proving its
  existence.”(32) The idealist will accuse
  the realist of postulating the existence of the external world; but this is
  merely the projection of the idealist’s own point of departure, and the
  imposition of the idealist’s own methodological choices upon the realist.
  “The fact that it is a postulate for the idealist does not at all mean
  that it is so for the realist.”(33) The
  existence of the external world is legitimately a non-problem for the realist
  because the realist has neither chosen to reject the testimony of the senses
  nor to disregard the self-
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  evidence of the world. Idealists
  demand a demonstration but, Gilson replied, “all one can do for them is
  prove that everything can not be proven.”(34)
  
  
  

   
  
  

  II.
  Gilson’s Opposition to the Critical Realist Project
  
  

  

  As an historian Gilson sought to situate the contemporary Thomistic critical
  realist project within the broad context of the history of philosophy.
  Medieval Scholasticism was a realism that never had to call itself a realism
  because it never doubted the existence of real things distinct from the
  knowing subject. Modern idealists, however, had effected a methodical
  inversion of Scholastic realism by attempting “to define reality in terms
  of thought,” rather than vice versa.(35)
  As the evolution of modern idealism made evident the impossibility of thought
  rejoining a reality independent of thought, idealism gave up any intent of
  grasping the real and proclaimed thought sufficient unto itself. “Only
  then did there come on the scene a realism which, determined to undo the work
  of idealism, did not realize that it itself only existed through and thanks to
  its adversary, that it was consequently one with it, and that in borrowing
  from it its very method of presenting the problem, had committed itself in
  advance, sooner or later, to giving its adversary the victory.”(36)

  The very notion of a critical
  realism, Gilson argued, is “self-contradictory like the notion of
  squaring a circle.”(37) He maintained
  that “realism is an all-or-nothing proposition” and that there is no
  middle ground.(38) “You can start with
  thought or with being, but you cannot do both at the same time.”(39)
  “You must either begin as a realist with being, in which case you will
  have a knowledge of being, or begin as a critical idealist with knowledge, in
  which case you will never come in contact with 
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  being.”(40)
  The critical realist simply fails to take seriously this methodical
  disjunction. Once it is clarified that it is methodo-logically impossible to
  mediate realism and idealism, it becomes “necessary to choose between
  Aristotle and St. Thomas (truth is the conformity of the intelligence with
  what is) and Kant in his logic (truth is the accord of reason with
  itself).”(41) The critical realist naïvely
  attempts to have it both ways, attempts to undo idealism, and vindicate
  realism, by turning the method of idealism against idealism.

  Gilson considered critical realist
  projects to be incoherent in either of two ways: they either failed to take
  seriously the internal coherence of the idealism that they sought to undo, or
  they failed to recognize how adopting the alien method of idealism compromised
  the very realism they sought to vindicate. We briefly consider each of these
  criticisms.

  Gilson took seriously the logical
  coherence of the idealist position, and he rebuked the critical realist for
  failing to do likewise. Once idealism’s methodical point of departure has been
  accepted, its anti-realist consequences follow inevitably. The critical
  realist claims to know how to beat the idealist at his own game. Gilson
  countered by suggesting that the critical realist has only pretended to adopt
  critical method, but has not done so sincerely. Cartesian Thomists, as Gilson
  called them, “have to load the dice by pretending to discover the
  existence of the external world, a fact they never doubted.”(42)
  Gerald McCool summarizes the objection this way. Thomists who think they can
  adopt the idealist starting point in consciousness and forge a bridge to
  extramental reality, when the history of idealism has itself shown this to be
  impossible, 
  
  

  are
  relying on philosophical moves whose legitimacy no Kantian would admit. Either
  they are relying implicitly on St. Thomas’s grasp of real being as the
  starting point of their epistemology, although Kant’s transcendental method
  explicitly forbids them to do so. Or failing this, they are confusing Kant’s 
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  unifying
  functions of consciousness with the ontological causes that structure St.
  Thomas’ metaphysical unification of knowledge. Idealists would spot the
  confusion immediately and rightfully reject the conclusions that rest on it.(43)
  
  

  

  If, rather than starting from thought alone, as critical philosophy demands, a
  principle of being is tacitly presupposed as cofoundational to thought,
  realism is never truly subjected to the critique, and the critical realist has
  actually failed to take seriously the critical program. If, on the other hand,
  the critical program is taken seriously, then the transition from thought to
  being will be recognized as the impossible leap that it is. “To accept
  the critique with the intention of going beyond it is not to accept it at all,
  for it is of the essence of the critique to forbid all attempts to go beyond
  it.”(44)
  While, for instance, Gilson did commend Maréchal’s probity in rigorously
  attempting to adhere to the transcendental program of Kant, he also criticized
  Maréchal with the accusation that he had “domesticated” Kant’s
  critique by tacitly introducing a “parallel metaphysical program.”(45)
  “The very idea of deriving a metaphysics from the critique is
  self-contradictory and, critically speaking, impossible. Whoever becomes
  involved in this under-taking, as Fichte and Fr. Maréchal did, betrays the
  critique.”(46)
  Kant, at least, remained true to his principles.

  Critical realism is incoherent, not
  only in its claim that it submits itself to the critical program, but also in
  its essential claim that it constitutes a viable defense of realism. On both
  historical and methodological grounds Gilson argued that critical realists who
  attempt to demonstrate the existence of the external world—which is actually
  self-evident—compromise the very realism they seek to vindicate. Medieval
  Scholastic realism never doubted the existence of the external world, never
  maligned the senses, never radically doubted the capacity of the embodied
  human knower to apprehend the real immediately. Those who 
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  would attempt to make realism
  respectable to modern philosophers by adopting the inverted method of idealism
  do not bolster the integrity of realism but undermine it entirely. “For a
  realist to try to work with an idealist’s tools is to renounce his own.”(47)
  Gilson accused the Cartesian Thomists of forgetting that Descartes himself had
  intended to be a realist. “Nobody has tried as hard as Descartes to build
  a bridge from thought to things… . Every scholastic who thinks himself a
  realist because he accepts this way of stating the problem, is in fact a
  Cartesian.”(48) One is free, of course,
  to be a Cartesian, but one is not free simply to ignore the logical
  consequences of Cartesianism as its principles inevitably unfold in a manner
  unfriendly to realism. “Whoever sticks a finger into the machinery of the
  Cartesian method must expect to be dragged along its whole course.”(49)
  Realism is an “all-or-nothing” commitment.(50)
  “He who begins as an idealist ends as an idealist; one cannot safely make
  a concession or two to idealism here and there.”(51)
  
  

  

  

  

  III.
  Lonergan: The Horizon of Self-Appropriation
  
  

  

  Having outlined Gilson’s opposition to the critical realist project, I intend
  now to clarify Bernard Lonergan’s distinctive approach to the problem of
  critical realism. I also hope to address plausible concerns Thomists may have
  regarding Lonergan’s relation to idealism, and to attenuate the perhaps not
  uncommon misconception that Lonergan’s method compromises Thomistic realism by
  adopting a subjective rather than a metaphysical point of departure.

  Gilson maintained that the
  realism/idealism controversy could not be definitively resolved by logical
  argumentation. Realism can not be critically justified because realism is not
  the conclusion of any possible argument, but is fundamentally a matter of
  first 
  
  

  
    
    

    
  

  age 571

  principles. Nor can one logically
  refute idealism, for once the methodical principle of idealism has been
  adopted—once it is resolved, albeit arbitrarily, to begin with thought
  alone—idealism unfolds as an internally coherent position. If realism and
  idealism are not the conclusions of any possible argument, but funda-mentally
  a matter of first principles, then it is impossible logically to adjudicate
  between them, or even to specify the precise nature of the controversy in a
  manner not already prejudiced toward one position or the other. There is
  something of a consensus between Lonergan and Gilson on this point. Lonergan
  suggested that the respective understandings and discourse of realists and
  idealists constitute separate philosophical horizons. 
  
  

  The
  fact of horizon explains why realism and, generally, a philosophy can not be
  proved deductively. The reason is that horizon is prior to the meaning of
  statements: every statement made by a realist denotes an object in a realist’s
  world; every statement made by an idealist denotes an object in an idealist
  world; the two sets of objects are disparate; and neither of the two sets of
  statements can prove the horizon within which each set has its meaning, simply
  because the statements can have their meaning only by presupposing their
  proper horizon. Further, what is true of statements is equally true of
  problems and of the statement of solutions; problems and solutions are what
  they are only in virtue of the horizon in which they arise; they cannot be
  transported intact into a different horizon.(52)
  
  
  

   
  
  

  While Gilson framed the
  realism/idealism controversy in terms of logical first principles, and called
  for the choice of realist principles and the rejection of idealist principles,
  Lonergan’s way of framing the issue in terms of a notion of horizons did not
  preclude the possibility that there may exist a method, more fundamental than
  the horizons themselves, that could clarify, assess, and appropriate
  epistemological horizons in a nonarbitrary manner. Although Lonergan would
  agree with Gilson that there can be no deductive logical
  demonstrations justifying basic epistemological positions, he would not agree
  that epistemological 
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  foundations are to be appropriated
  simply by choosing one set of indemonstrable first principles over another.

  While Gilson assumed that what is
  most basic is logical first principles, Lonergan attempted to clarify a
  distinction between logic and method, and he argued that the latter is more
  basic.(53) Logic promotes clarity, coherence,
  and rigor within an established horizon. But method is what originates
  horizons, and effects transitions from already established horizons to new
  horizons that more adequately satisfy the human desire to know. Lonergan
  defined method as “a normative pattern of recurrent and related
  operations yielding cumulative and progressive results.”(54)
  Methods typically incorporate both logical and nonlogical operations. The
  methods of the empirical sciences, for example, certainly require the
  performance of logical operations. Yet progress in science is not due to
  logical operations alone; additional operations not within the scope of formal
  logic per se, such as observing, hypothesizing, experimenting, and
  verifying, are indispensable.

  Of particular concern to us is
  Lonergan’s contention that philosophical horizons can be clarified, assessed,
  and rationally adopted or rejected on the basis of a method called
  “self-appropriation.” Self-appropriation is a matter not of
  clarifying logical first principles, but rather of clarifying precisely what
  one is doing when one is knowing. It involves attending to one’s performance
  of cognitional operations and attempting to under-stand these correctly. The
  method of self-appropriation yields a type self-knowledge, a differentiated
  apprehension of oneself as a dynamism of conscious intentionality.(55)
  It is my contention that such self-knowledge could offer a verifiable
  resolution to the realism/idealism controversy. By setting the conflicting
  claims of realism and idealism against what one has personally verified 
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  regarding the structure of
  conscious intentionality, it becomes possible to adjudicate conflicting
  epistemological claims in a rational manner.

  The groundwork for Lonergan’s
  elaboration of the philosophical significance of self-appropriation in Insight
  was set forth in his Verbum articles, which appeared in Theological
  Studies between 1946 and 1949. The intent of these articles was to
  interpret Aquinas’s analogy for the Trinity as set forth in questions 27 and
  93 of the Prima Pars. In De Trinitate, Augustine had
  suggested that the most perfect created analogue for the Trinity is to be
  found in the operations of the human mind. Introspective reflection upon the
  procession of the inner word (verbum interius) could provide data for
  an analogical under-standing of the procession of distinct persons within the
  Trinity. Aquinas sought to situate this original Augustinian innovation into a
  more comprehensive and differentiated Aristotelian framework. In doing so,
  Lonergan argued, Aquinas was “attempting, however remotely and
  implicitly, to fuse together what to us may seem so disparate: a phenomenology
  of the subject with a psychology of the soul.”(56)
  The psychology at hand was a faculty psychology. It utilized a metaphysical
  account of cognition and was not explicitly phenomenological. Yet Lonergan was
  convinced that Aquinas’s account of understanding and judgment did actually
  turn upon “a core of psychological fact,” that Aquinas was pinning
  down the meanings of the metaphysical terms he employed in his faculty
  psychology by correlating these to a phenomenological under-standing of his
  own cognitional activities.(57) “Aquinas
  did practice psychological introspection and through that experimental
  knowledge of his own soul arrived at his highly nuanced, deeply penetrating,
  firmly outlined theory of the nature of human intellect.”(58)
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  Convinced that self-knowledge is
  indispensable for epistem-ology, Lonergan wrote that the aim of Insight
  was “not to set forth a list of the abstract properties of human
  knowledge but to assist the reader in effecting a personal appropriation of
  the concrete dynamic structure immanent and recurrently operative in his own
  cognitional activities.”(59) Lonergan’s
  purpose in writing Insight was methodically to facilitate a
  particular kind of self-knowledge; the book would serve as “an invitation
  to a personal, decisive act.”(60) This
  act would “consist in one’s own rational self-consciousness clearly and
  distinctly taking possession of itself as rational and self-conscious. Up to
  that decisive achievement all leads. From it all follows.”(61)
  Relevant to the issue at hand, part of what may follow from self-appropriation
  is a nuanced understanding of realism, and the possibility of a rational
  affirmation of its validity. 
  
  

  

  

  

  IV.
  Three Plausible Gilsonian Objections 
  
  

  to
  Lonergan’s Method
  
  

  

  I have suggested that self-appropriation could provide a method for the
  critical validation of realism. It may be supposed however, that many Thomists
  (especially those for whom Gilson’s two books are a definitive statement of
  Thomistic realism) are likely to consider Lonergan’s appeal to
  self-appropriation as problematic. It would be salutary therefore to raise
  some plausible Gilsonian objections to Lonergan’s method, and briefly respond
  to each, further elucidating self-appropriation in the process.

  First, self-appropriation makes
  self-knowledge foundational; it involves, as Lonergan put it, “rational
  self-consciousness clearly and distinctly taking possession of itself.”(62)
  It is not implausible that this method might seem to involve something like an
  appeal to the Cartesian cogito. Yet Gilson argued that once the
  Cartesian cogito is adopted as the philosophical point of departure,
  realism 
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  is excluded in principle.(63)
  The history of modern idealism began with the cogito because it was
  the cogito that initially placed the existence of the external world
  into doubt. When post-Cartesian idealists eventually discovered they could not
  get this world back, they declared the real-in-itself unknowable and
  proclaimed realism to be nothing more than a transcendental illusion.

  While it will not be possible here
  to clarify at length how Lonergan’s method differs from that of Descartes, it
  can be emphasized that self-appropriation does not yield a critical realism by
  way of any a priori skepticism concerning the fundamental possibility
  of knowledge.(64) The introduction to Insight,
  for instance, states, “the question is not whether knowledge exists but
  what precisely is its nature.”(65)
  Lonergan was well aware of the impossibility of attempting to justify the
  validity of human knowing without employing any human knowing to do so. His
  procedure in Insight therefore was not to doubt that knowing occurs,
  but to attend to intentional operations performed in the fields of
  mathematics, the natural sciences, and practical affairs. While Lonergan did
  not presuppose a priori the validity of realism as a verified
  epistemological position, his reflection on noetic praxis (i.e., his account
  of self-appropriation and of objectivity) retrospectively confirmed that human
  cognitional acts can apprehend what is truly the case. Given the fulfillment
  of relevant epistemic conditions human knowers do more or less regularly come
  to apprehend the real. At no point did Lonergan doubt the existence of the
  so-called external world—although he did challenge various nonphilosophic
  assumptions that would preinterpret this world on the analogy of ocular
  vision, rather than as something to be known discursively, through questioning
  and acts of direct and reflective understanding.

  Second, Thomists maintain that in
  some sense Thomism stands or falls with the affirmation of realist
  metaphysics. Given that Kantian critical idealism has dismissed the
  possibility of realist 
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  metaphysics as transcendental
  illusion, there has arisen something of a consensus among Thomists regarding
  the need to counter critical idealism by reaffirming a methodological priority
  of metaphysics to epistemology. Gilson, for instance, proposed that we
  “free ourselves from the obsession with epistemology as the necessary
  pre-condition for philosophy.”(66) The
  prevailing opinion seems to be that it is not possible to arrive at a realist
  metaphysics by adopting epistemology as one’s philosophical point of de-parture.
  Realists standardly invoke the immanentist consequences of modern idealism as
  justification for this opinion.

  Lonergan’s procedure in Insight,
  it may be objected, was not to uphold any primacy of metaphysics, but to
  ground metaphysics upon epistemology. Being is defined operationally, as
  “the ob-jective of the pure desire to know,” as that which is to be
  grasped by experience, intelligent understanding, and reasonable judg-ment.(67)
  The science of metaphysics is intrinsically dependent upon epistemology and is
  defined as “the conception, affirmation, and implementation of the
  integral heuristic structure of proportionate being.”(68)
  Nevertheless, to suppose that it is epistemology that is most basic for
  Lonergan would involve a gross oversight—namely, of the first eleven chapters
  of Insight. What is methodologically primary is neither metaphysics
  nor epistemology, but rather cognitional theory, that is, the articulation of
  cognitive performance, of what we are doing when we are knowing. It
  is precisely this performance that is disclosed by self-appropriation.

  Lonergan did not interpret the
  immanentist legacy of modern idealism as something that justified retreat into
  a less problematic era of precritical philosophy. Nor did he suppose that
  immanentism could effectively be undone by any more or less dogmatic assertion
  of the primacy of metaphysics. To Lonergan the immanentist legacy of idealism
  merely suggested that basic epistemological issues could not be adequately
  resolved in the absence of self-appropriation. The project of
  self-appropriation involves a sustained effort to understand correctly one’s
  actual 
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  cognitional performance. To forgo
  self-appropriation is typically to underestimate the centrality of
  questioning, to risk oversight of the occurrence of insights, to fail to grasp
  the significance of judgment. Cognitional theory, for Lonergan, is simply the
  objectification of what one discovers in the process of self-appropriation.
  Cognitional theory is therefore indispensable for determining adequate
  positions on knowing, objectivity, and being—all of which are clearly
  relevant to any possible resolution of the realism/idealism controversy. Fred
  Lawrence notes that Lonergan’s cognitional-theoretic emphasis challenged both
  the realist primacy of metaphysics and the idealist primacy of epistemology.
  
  

  Insight
  into insight: it is an empirically verifiable grasp of psychological fact.
  Lonergan’s discovery that both Aquinas and Aristotle—neither of whom were
  bothered by the critical or epistemological question as to how we know what we
  know—had insight into insight as the grounding for the theories they
  expressed in terms of metaphysical causes delivered him from two temptations:
  the primacy of metaphysics (the questions about the first causes of being) and
  modernity’s vaunted primacy of epistemology (the post-Cartesian question about
  knowledge) along with its correlative assumption of the primacy of the
  subject/object split. Lonergan’s question about what we are doing when we are
  knowing—what he names the cognitional-theoretic question—is a practical
  question about practice as human, i.e., as intelligent, reasonable,
  responsible, loving. That is the method question. Such things as
  epistemology and metaphysics or any kind of theory are therefore secondary.(69)
  
  

  

  To take metaphysics, or even epistemology, as one’s philosophical point of
  departure is to begin with unobjectified assumptions regarding what one is
  doing when one is knowing. Such assumptions generate problematic notions of
  objectivity and being. These in turn may at least partially account for a
  history of philosophy that has witnessed centuries of interminable controversy
  regarding the most basic metaphysical and epistemological issues. By
  emphasizing self-appropriation and the primacy of cognitional theory, Lonergan
  sought to provide an explicitly philosophical basis for questioning prior
  assumptions,
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  and for rationally verifying a
  normative structure of human knowing.

  Yet Lonergan’s transition from the
  modern philosophical primacy of epistemology to a primacy of cognitional
  theory itself gives rise to a third plausible objection. Cognitional theory
  prescinds from epistemological questions concerning objectivity to advert to a
  dynamic structure of cognitional operations. Such operations are to be
  apprehended not by observation of external behavior, nor by neurophysiologic
  measurements, nor by any inferences from such data. The data relevant to
  cognitional theory are data experienced in one’s own consciousness as one
  actually performs those intentional acts that are constitutive of human
  knowing. Self-appropriation is possible because knowing is a conscious
  activity and one can learn to attend to one’s own cognitional acts as these
  are performed. So the third objection is this: Lonergan’s manner of proceeding
  seems inherently subjectivistic. How could any method like self-appropriation,
  with a starting point in consciousness, ever possibly get beyond consciousness
  to ground a realism? Gilson suggested that any philosophy that begins not with
  being but with thought will never be able to make contact with real things in
  the external world, but will become imprisoned within thought. It is difficult
  to fathom how one could begin as Lonergan did and avoid the immanentist
  consequences that plague the adoption of any idealist method: perspectivism,
  constructivism, relativism, solipsism.

  In response, we may notice that the
  objection is itself not without presuppositions regarding the nature of
  consciousness. The objection might perhaps be valid if consciousness were
  merely a container that holds representations, something like a museum for
  ideas. The objection might be valid if by consciousness Lonergan were to mean
  merely the contents of consciousness (e.g., sense images, memories,
  concepts) rather than conscious operations guided by questioning. The
  objection might be valid if consciousness were in fact static, rather than
  dynamically intentional. But none of these notions are to be confirmed, either
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  in Lonergan’s texts or, more
  importantly, in what is disclosed through self-appropriation.

  Human consciousness is intentional
  consciousness. Self-appropriation reveals not merely the presence of the
  subject to itself, but the intentionality of a subject who is dynamically
  oriented, by questioning, to the real. Questioning intends being. Human beings
  are not satisfied with raw experience. We seek to understand, to interpret, to
  grasp the pattern, the relation, the intelligible point; we ask
  “what?” and “why?” with respect to our experience. Nor are
  we completely satisfied when we attain insights into our experience.
  Recognizing that any act of under-standing is merely hypothetically relevant
  to what may actually be the case, we feel compelled to raise further relevant
  questions, to gather and weigh evidence, critically to judge the correctness
  of our understandings. The dynamism of conscious intentionality is normative
  because what it intends is the intelligible, the true, the real. 
  
  

  What
  promotes the subject from experiential to intellectual consciousness is the
  desire to understand, the intention of intelligibility. What next promotes him
  from intellectual to rational consciousness, is a fuller unfolding of the same
  intention: for the desire to understand, once understanding is reached,
  becomes the desire to understand correctly; in other words, the intention of
  intelligibility, once an intelligible is reached, becomes the intention of the
  right intelligible, of the true and, through truth, of reality.(70)
  
  

   
  
  

  V.
  Objectivity: A Key Issue
  
  

  The objection that taking
  consciousness as a philosophical point of departure will undermine realism and
  imprison us in immanentism also involves presuppositions regarding the nature
  of objectivity. Roughly, the assumption seems to be that if one takes an
  introspective approach, if one “looks inward” at consciousness, one
  will not be looking outward at real beings that exist outside of
  consciousness. Or perhaps worse, one might project some content of inward
  consciousness upon external 
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  reality and see what is not there
  to be seen. The problem with presuppositions of this sort is that objectivity
  cannot be correctly understood on the analogy of ocular vision. Nor is it
  helpful to imagine that objectivity can be achieved by passive extroversion,
  or the preservation of a suitably empty head. It will be salutary therefore,
  to sketch the position on objectivity that Lonergan set forth in Insight
  and to clarify the vital implications this account has for the problem of
  critical realism.

  Self-appropriation discloses that
  human knowing is constituted, not by a single operation, but by a structure of
  functionally related conscious and intentional operations. Any adequate
  account of the objectivity of human knowing will therefore require a
  complexity that parallels the complex structure of knowing itself. Lonergan’s
  account of objectivity distinguishes three partial aspects of
  objectivity—objectivity has an absolute, a normative, and an experiential
  component. We briefly discuss each, with reference to legitimate concerns
  raised by the realist critique of idealism.

  First, Gilson’s critique of
  idealism rejects any notion that the world of our experience is a world freely
  constructed by human thought. He wrote: 
  
  

  It
  is a characteristic of thought to be faced by what is opaque; as soon as that
  wall of opaqueness becomes translucent, there is always a similar one behind
  it; and this barrier, which thought strikes against with such a beneficial and
  fruitful impact, appears to it as the very opposite of a free decree or law of
  the spirit. The way things actually occur suggests that, by means of science,
  thought progressively assimilates what is intelligible in a world given to it
  from without, not that it creates both the intelligibility and existence of
  that world.(71)
  
  

  While it is true that Lonergan
  regarded the world beyond the nursery as a world mediated by human
  understanding and language, to suggest that this makes him an idealist would
  be to disregard his emphasis on the role of judgment, and his claim that there
  is an absolute component to objectivity.

  Judgment affirms or denies that in
  a particular instance one has understood correctly. An affirmative judgment
  posits that what 
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  has been understood is actually
  what is the case. Judgment is no arbitrary act, but the fruit of rational
  reflection. Rational reflection critically raises the question “Is it
  so?” with respect to that which has been understood. It recognizes that
  any act of direct understanding as such is merely potentially relevant to what
  is actually the case. Rational reflection recognizes that the truth of any
  particular understanding is not necessary but conditional, and so it marshals
  and weighs evidence to determine whether the relevant conditions de facto
  have been fulfilled. Rational reflection encourages the emergence of all
  relevant questions, refuses to pass judgment until these have been answered,
  and insists that any hasty judgments be reconsidered in light of further
  relevant questions. When we judge, “we distinguish sharply between what
  we feel, what we imagine, what we think, what seems to be so and, on the other
  hand, what is so.”(72)

  Because judgment is a grasp of a
  virtually unconditioned, of a conditioned whose conditions happen to be
  fulfilled, judgment attains a truth that is de facto absolute.
  Although the act of judging requires some degree of intellectual probity, the
  judgment itself is relative neither to the subject who utters it, nor to the
  time or place in which it is uttered. Judging is an achievement of intentional
  self-transcendence. If this were not so, if judgments were merely a function
  of the subjects who uttered them, it would not be possible for one and the
  same truth to be rationally known by many different subjects.

  Second, the realist critique of
  idealism is typically critical of claims that suggest the knower makes any
  kind of a priori contribution to the known. Such impositions of
  subjectivity are purported to compromise a fidelity to the real and to render
  truths into mere biases. Lonergan’s a priori, however, is not that of
  Kant; it is rather the anthropological fact of the human desire to know. If
  this desire were not present in human beings (as it seems not to be in
  nonhuman animals) we would ask no questions, have no insights, formulate no
  concepts, achieve no fully human knowing. Objectivity therefore, has a
  normative 
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  component. There is an exigence to
  remain fully open to the desire to know: to question, to be creative in
  seeking answers, to exclude obscurantism, to challenge subjectivity taken in
  the pejorative sense “of wishful thinking, of rash or excessively
  cautious judgments, of allowing joy or sadness, hope or fear, love or
  detestation, to interfere with the proper march of cognitional process.”(73)

  Third, realists are often of an
  empiricist bent. They are apt to criticize the idealist for rationalistically
  attempting to reduce being to mere thought, or at least for failing to
  appreciate the need for cognitive passivity in the face of beings that are so
  obviously and immediately given to sensation. As it was Lonergan’s position
  that being comes to be known through the grasp of the virtually unconditioned
  in judgment, and also that understanding has a constitutive function in human
  knowing, it might be supposed that Lonergan had little need for the
  experientially given. This is not the case, however. Lonergan insisted that if
  there were nothing given, there would be no materials for intelligence to
  inquire about, and there would be no data in which rational reflection could
  find the fulfillment of conditions needed for the affirmation of the virtually
  unconditioned in judgment. Hence Lonergan did affirm an experiential component
  of objectivity, and he described this as nothing more and nothing less than
  “the given as given.”(74)
  Furthermore, he claimed that the given as such remains
  “unquestionable” and “indubitable” because it is
  “prior to questioning and independent of any answers.”(75)
  The given as given is not constituted by intentional subjectivity, but is
  rather an underlying condition of its possibility.

  In summary, far from plunging us
  into a solipsism of self-consciousness, self-appropriation clarifies how human
  under-standing and reasonableness provide a criterion for objectively knowing
  the real. Self-appropriation moves beyond the horizon of idealist immanentism
  by clarifying precisely how intentionality is intrinsically related to being.
  Objectivity, whose components 
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  parallel the threefold structure of
  human knowing, is discovered to be not some polar opposite of subjectivity,
  but rather the very fruit of authentic subjectivity.(76)
  While authentic subjectivity remains a precarious achievement, and while the
  pejorative meaning of subjectivity is all too familiar, Lonergan’s cognitional
  theory does provide grounds for affirming that cognitional self-transcendence
  (i.e., realism) remains a human possibility.
  
  

  

  

  

  VI.
  “Two Quite Different Realisms”
  
  

  We have been discussing realism as
  if this were a univocal epistemological position. Lonergan’s major
  contribution to contemporary philosophy, however, Thomistic or otherwise, has
  been to clarify that there exists not one but “two quite different
  realisms,”(77) that failure to
  differentiate between these two realisms leads philosophy into an
  “epistemological bog,”(78) and that
  it is difficult to differentiate between the two realisms (and so get out of
  the bog) in the absence of self-appropriation.

  That realism is philosophically
  problematic stems not from the emergence of modern idealism, but rather from
  the anthropological fact that we begin neither our ordinary living, nor
  perhaps even our philosophical careers, with a rationally verifiable
  understanding of what we are doing when we are knowing. Rather, we begin with
  prereflective notions of what it means to know, and what it means for
  something to be real. When self-appropriation is not forthcoming, and
  philosophers uncritically carry these prereflective notions into their
  philosophizing, there occur performative contradictions between the accounts
  philosophers give of knowing, objectivity, and being, and their actual
  performance of intending to know being objectively by raising questions, by
  getting insights, by critically reflecting and making judgments. Lonergan
  suggested that both naïve realism and idealism stem from a failure to
  differentiate the “two quite different realisms” inherent in our
  being. 
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  The
  appropriation of one’s own rational self-consciousness … is not an end in
  itself but rather a beginning. It is a necessary beginning, for unless one
  breaks the duality in one’s knowing, one doubts that understanding correctly
  is knowing. Under the pressure of that doubt, either one will sink into the
  bog of a knowing that is without understanding, or else one will cling to
  understanding but sacrifice knowing on the altar of an immanentism, an
  idealism, a relativism. From the horns of this dilemma one escapes only
  through the discovery—and one has not made it yet if one has no clear memory
  of its startling strangeness—that there are two quite different realisms,
  that there is an incoherent realism, half animal and half human, that poses as
  a halfway house between materialism and idealism, and on the other hand that
  there is an intelligent and reasonable realism between which and materialism
  the halfway house is idealism.(79)
  
  

  

  To be human is to be an embodied spirit—neither pure spirit, nor merely an
  animal. Like Aquinas, Lonergan attempted to clarify the epistemological
  implications of this most basic anthropological fact. Human experience is
  patterned by both biological and intellectual exigencies, and each maintains
  its own distinct criterion of the real. The biological pattern of experience
  is extroverted and imagines that the real is simply that which is
  “already out there,” immediately accessible to the senses.(80)
  While this primitive notion of the real undeniably has survival value, its
  practical utility does not negate the fact that there is another quite
  different, properly intellectual, properly human criterion of the real that
  would insist that the real is not simply that which can be sensed, but is that
  which is experienced, understood, and rationally verified to be the case.
  Unlike Hegel, Lonergan did not seek to dismiss biological immediacy as
  illusory.(81)
  But he did argue that the criterion of the real specified by biological
  extroversion, while legitimate for its own purposes, is “confusing and
  philosophically irrelevant” with respect to the finality of the
  intellectual pattern of experience.(82)
  The intellectual pattern of experience is oriented by the desire to know and,
  with respect to
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  this, the real is that which is
  apprehended by intelligent inquiry, by understanding, by reasonable judgment.

  Lonergan negotiated the apparent
  incompatibility of these two realisms, not by attempting to eliminate one or
  the other, nor by attempting to consolidate the two into a single unified
  realism, but by differentiating and validating distinct biological and
  intellectual patterns of experience. Failure to differentiate, he argued, has
  introduced endless confusion into the history of philosophy. In the absence of
  differentiation, biological extroversion tacitly claims for itself something
  like the status of an axiom. It will seem obvious that my thinking is in here,
  and real things are out there. The subject-object distinction will be
  considered basic and unquestionable—as obvious as the boundary marked by my
  own skin. When this philosophically important distinction devolves into a mere
  projection of biologically extroverted consciousness, it spawns mistaken
  positions on knowing, being, and objectivity. Knowing is construed as the
  confrontation of a subject with an object. Being is assumed to be that which
  is “already out there now” to be confronted.(83)
  The confrontation itself is effected through cognitional acts that tend to be
  considered objective only insofar as they can be imagined as functioning in a
  manner analogous to ocular vision. If the ocular paradigm of objectivity
  (shared by both naïve realists and critical idealists) is not challenged, the
  problem of objectivity degenerates into the infamous and unsolvable problem of
  the bridge. How can I know that my thoughts, in here, correspond to
  extramental things, out there? Or how can I be sure that the extramental
  things, out there, are accurately getting into my mind, in here? The idealist
  knows that such a bridge cannot be crossed, gives up trying, and even-tually
  “sacrifice[s] knowing on the altar of an immanentism.”(84)

  Hence Gilson was not alone in
  tracing the origins of modern idealism to a miscarriage of Descartes’s realist
  intentions. Lonergan suggested that Descartes’s dualism of res cogitans
  and res extensa adumbrated the tension of two distinct criteria of
  the 
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  real, but without clarifying the
  anthropological ground of their distinctiveness, and the respective horizons
  of their validity. Whereas Lonergan sought to do this by providing an account
  of the polymorphism of human consciousness, modern rationalists simply
  interpreted the tension as logically illegitimate and sought one homogeneous
  criterion of the real. The result was a series of philosophies that destroyed
  realism by blurring the biological and intellectual exigencies. In the course
  of modern philosophy “the attempt to fuse disparate forms of knowing into
  a single whole ended in the destruction of each by the other; and the
  destruction of both forms implied the rejection of both types of
  realism.”(85)

  Whereas the modern rejection of
  realism has fostered among realists a tendency simply to reproach idealists
  for having raised the critical question in the first place, and for thereby
  needlessly creating the modern epistemological impasse, Lonergan’s approach
  suggests that the problem of realism is actually more deep-seated, and stems
  from pervasive prephilosophical assumptions regarding the nature and primacy
  of the subject-object distinction itself. While he granted that some
  subject-object distinction is necessary for any viable account of objectivity,
  he insists that the distinction between subjects and objects be grounded
  rationally and philosophically, as the product of a particular pattern of
  judgments—not by uncritically adopting imaginal presuppositions tacitly
  dictated by biologically extroverted consciousness.(86)
  
  
  

   
  
  

  VII.
  Rethinking Realism
  
  

  

  During the twentieth century, a number of Thomists made considerable efforts
  to resuscitate realism in the modern philosophical context. Those who took up
  this problematic understood well that Thomism could not perdure for long, let
  alone flourish, within the horizon of idealist immanentism. Now, in the heyday
  of postmodernity, much has been set adrift, and it seems obvious
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  to many that the moorings of
  realism have been lost, if indeed they ever existed. Hence it has been a
  premise of this article that it may be timely to reassess the possibility of a
  critical realism, especially in light of Gilson’s critique and Lonergan’s
  claims. However valid Gilson’s critique of the early critical realists may
  have been, I have argued that Lonergan’s method of self-appropriation presents
  a distinctive approach, that it withstands a series of Gilsonian objections,
  that it purports to clarify how objectivity is attained, and that it
  elucidates two distinct criteria of the real. This final section will further
  articulate the notion that it is viable to found a critical realism upon
  self-appropriation, and it will discuss how such a critical realism
  distinguishes itself by rejecting certain assumptions common to both naïve
  realism and idealism.

  Gilson attempted to demonstrate
  that the project of critical realism is an “impossibility.”(87)
  One is free to choose the principles of idealism or those of realism—but one
  is not free to choose both at once.(88)
  Realism begins with being, and does not question the existence of the external
  world. Idealism begins with thought, doubts the existence of the external
  world, and attempts to deduce being from thought. One procedure is the
  inversion of the other. Gilson concluded that because the method of idealism
  is far from being the presuppositionless point of departure that it claims to
  be, a “dogmatic realism” is not to be deemed any less justifiable
  than a dogmatic idealism.(89) The rational
  legitimacy of realism can be affirmed as the legitimacy of a first principle.

  Lonergan would deny that critical
  realism must necessarily be framed in these terms, and he would also deny that
  his own brand of critical realism is an impossibility. Self-appropriation
  elucidates the exigencies of human knowing and the operational norms that
  constitute objectivity. By doing so self-appropriation yields positions on
  knowing, objectivity, and being that integrally constitute a coherent and
  personally verifiable critical realism. Furthermore, Lonergan also would deny
  that idealism can be 
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  undone by falling back on any
  appeal to first principles, or by tenaciously affirming the existence of the
  external world. First principles are merely what is logically prior within a
  given horizon. The truly fundamental issue is whether a realist horizon can be
  rationally appropriated.

  Furthermore, given the
  differentiation of a biological and an intellectual criterion of the real, any
  attempt to ground realism in the existence of the external world only raises
  the question: Which realism does this demonstrate? The existence of the
  external world need not entail anything more than the reality of what
  Descartes termed res extensa and Lonergan termed “bodies.”
  Such a minimal realism disregards what is truly interesting and significant,
  namely, the ongoing task of understanding correctly the intelligibility of
  “things.”(90) The realism championed
  by advocates of the external world amounts to no more than the realism of
  biologically extroverted consciousness. Finally, affir-ming the existence of
  the external world actually can do little or nothing to bolster the case even
  for this minimal realism, for, if Lonergan’s position on the experiential
  component of objectivity is correct, the “given as given” happens to
  be indubitable in principle. Hence while Gilson maintained that idealism
  remains a logically coherent position once its principles are arbitrarily
  adopted, Lonergan would point out that the adoption of idealist principles (a
  completely universal doubt or a presuppositionless beginning) happens not to
  be coherent with respect to what self-appropriation discloses regarding our
  unavoidable dependence upon the experientially given as such.

  If self-appropriation is in fact
  capable of grounding a viable critical realism, Gilson’s position regarding
  the acceptability of a “dogmatic realism” would be both
  philosophically unsatisfactory and unnecessary. It would be unsatisfactory
  precisely because it is dogmatic. A dogmatic appeal to realism in the manner
  of a first principle does nothing to address modern skepticism, relativism,
  and constructivism in terms acceptable to the actual proponents of these
  positions. As a consequence, Thomistic realism has all too 
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  commonly been regarded as a mere
  episode within medieval philosophical history, and has not emerged as the
  viable contem-porary epistemology that it could be. A critical realism, on the
  other hand—precisely because it is critical and not dogmatic— attempts to
  meet the exigencies of the modern philosophical context. This indicates an
  important difference in the respective positions of Gilson and Lonergan vis-à-vis
  modern philosophy. Whereas Gilson had argued that meeting idealism on its own
  terms would require acceptance of logically coherent idealist first
  principles, the inevitable consequences of which could never find their way
  back to realism, Lonergan appropriated the modern turn to the subject and
  explicated a method of self-appropriation which disclosed idealism to be performatively
  incoherent with respect to what occurs in each and every act of judgment, an
  act that can itself be rationally verified as grasping the real.(91)
  Hence a dogmatic realism is not only unsatisfactory but also unnecessary.
  Self-appropriation discloses idealist immanentism to be incoherent because it
  involves a denial of the grasp of the unconditioned that occurs in every act
  of judgment. As no person who has attained this self-knowledge can
  self-consistently remain an idealist, the need to respond to idealism in a
  dogmatic manner is obviated.

  The idealist, on the other hand,
  has a tendency to view any realism as dogmatic and naïve, and so we may ask
  how Lonergan’s critical realism differs from naïve realism. While the terms
  “naïve” and “critical” have been notoriously unhelpful in
  the realism/ idealism controversy, as well as intramurally in the debate
  concerning Thomistic realism, Lonergan’s cognitional theory and epistemology
  do suggest a way to define these terms meaningfully vis-à-vis
  self-appropriation. A realism is naïve if it attempts to validate the
  objectivity of human knowing by appeal to only one or two of the three partial
  components of objectivity discussed above.

  In reaction to the idealist
  tendency to attribute constitutive powers to mere thought, Thomist realists
  have attempted definitively to reject idealism by setting their philosophical 
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  foundations upon being, rather than
  upon consciousness, by taking metaphysics rather than epistemology as their
  point of departure, by grounding their epistemologies not rationalistically in
  mere thought, but realistically in the empirical givenness of things, and the
  immediacy of the senses. Yet insofar as Thomistic epistemology constitutes an
  appeal merely to the experiential component of objectivity, and neglects the
  normative and absolute components, it tends to reduce itself to an empiricism.
  As such it can be no more satisfactory than the idealist appeal to the
  normative component of objectivity while neglecting the absolute component of
  objectivity attainable in judgment. Critical realism is to be achieved only by
  the rational affirmation of all three partial components of objectivity.

  Thomist realists who argue that a
  critical realism is possible, and those who argue it is not, both assume that
  they have adequately differentiated their respective positions from idealism.
  It may be the case, however, that some forms of Thomistic realism have more in
  common with idealism than they would care to realize. Lonergan argued that naïve
  realism and idealism both stem from the assumption that knowing must be an
  activity analogous to ocular vision. He was critical of a kind of
  “picture thinking” evidenced by the fact that “it is in looking
  that the naïve realist finds revealed the essence of objectivity, and it is
  in Anschauung that the critical idealist places the immediate
  relation of cognitional activity to objects.”(92)
  Both the naïve realist and the idealist assume that objective knowing
  requires something analogous to taking a good look.(93)
  They differ only on the question of whether this criterion of the real can be
  satisfied. The realist maintains that it can, whereas the idealist maintains
  that it can not.(94) Lonergan challenged the
  adequacy of the ocular 
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  criterion of the real, and argues
  that “intellectual operations are related to sensitive operations, not by
  similarity, but by functional complementarily” in a conscious and
  intentional dynamism that intends being.(95)
  It is by questioning that human knowers are immediately related to being.
  “Other activities such as sense and consciousness, understanding and
  judgment, are related mediately to the object, being, inasmuch as they are the
  means of answering questions, of reaching the goal intended by
  questioning.”(96) Epistemological
  reflection grounded in self-appropriation would disclose that “it is not
  true that it is from sense that our cognitional activities derive their
  immediate relationship to real objects; that relationship is immediate in the
  intention of being.”(97)

  I conclude by reiterating the
  importance of self-appropriation. It is not the case that one cannot be a
  knower without self-appropriation, for “cognitional analysis is needed
  not to know being but to know knowledge.”(98)
  However, the fact that human beings are knowers spontaneously oriented to
  being by a normative series of conscious and intentional operations happens to
  be nothing more than a natural tendency. It always remains possible for any
  given person to remain inattentive, non-inquisitive, dull-minded, careless in
  the conceptual articulation of insights, uncritical in accepting the first
  bright idea that comes along, quick to leap to judgment even in the absence of
  sufficient evidence, etc. Self-appropriation yields a self-knowledge, a
  knowing of knowing, that elucidates what is cognitionally normative. Knowing
  what is normative presents us with the liberating possibility of consciously
  and deliberately cooperating with the kind of being that we
  metaphysically happen to be. Knowing what constitutes knowing also discloses
  the noetic standard to which we are accountable in our quest for truth, and
  against which our flights from truth might be detected and checked.
  Self-appropriation is especially important for one who 
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  would philosophize. I have argued
  that self-appropriation holds the key to a viable critical realism. If the
  philosophical validity of realism is ever to be nondogmatically justified, if
  the specter of idealist immanentism is ever to be overcome, what is most
  needed is adequate self-knowledge. “The subject is within but he does not
  remain totally within. His knowing involves an intentional self-transcendence.
  But while his knowing does so, he has to know his knowing to know that it does
  so.”(99)
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ELEONORE STUMP has written what is likely to be her magnum opus. Her
book, Aquinas,(1) is magnus in
at least two obvious ways: it is very long (631 pages) and, by the standards
that she sets for herself as a “senior scholar” (ix), a benchmark for
like-minded “Analytic Thomists.” Stump paints on a big canvas: she
essays, even if she does not achieve, a comprehensive representation of Aquinas
from the standpoint of Analytic Thomism, a movement in which Professor Stump now
stands, quite on her own merits—although she continues to acknowledge the debt
she owes to her “teacher, mentor and friend” (xii), the late Norman
Kretzmann—among the most widely known and eminent practitioners thereof. But
Stump’s Aquinas, despite its length and breadth and, in many places,
depth, is not a Summa philosophiae ad mentem divi Thomae. The topics
that it explores do, indeed, reflect more the present-day “vagaries of
academic interests and trends ” (x)—hence, the title of this review
article—than they follow “largely (but not entirely) … the order of
Aquinas’s Summa theologiae” (xi). The author has chosen topics
where she discerns a “special confluence of Aquinas’s views and current
philosophical debate” (x), those,
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anyway, that have stimulated her “bridge-building efforts” (ibid.)
to connect Aquinas with contemporary analytic philosophy.

Stump’s “Herculean task” (ix) occupies an introduction and sixteen
subsequent chapters, some of which are extensively reworked versions of earlier
papers. This reworking has required admirable diligence and scholarly
responsiveness. But since “each chapter [can be read] on its own” (xi),
probably most readers will peruse Aquinas, given its size and density,
piecemeal. Stump, happily, groups the chapters into four parts, each of which
could provide ample subject matter for a graduate seminar, which would be a
suitable, perhaps the best, context in which to read and, in commensurately
detailed fashion, deconstruct the complex arguments which thicken this book.

The four parts of Aquinas stretch over an impressive range of
topics: (Part I) The Ultimate Foundation of Reality: ch. 1,
“Metaphysics: A Theory of Things”; ch. 2, “Goodness”; ch. 3,
“God’s Simplicity”; ch. 4, “God’s Eternity”; ch. 5,
“God’s Knowledge”; (Part II) The Nature of Human Beings: ch.
6, “Forms and Bodies: The Soul”; ch. 7, “The Foundations of
Knowledge”; ch. 8, “The Mechanisms of Cognition”; ch. 9,
“Freedom: Action, Intellect and Will”; (Part III) The Nature of
Human Excellence: ch. 10, “A Representative Moral Virtue: Justice; ch.
11, “A Representative Intellectual Virtue: Wisdom”; ch. 12, “A
Representative Theological Virtue: Faith; ch. 13, “Grace and Free
Will”; (Part IV) God’s Relationship to Human Beings: ch. 14,
“The Metaphysics of the Incarnation”; ch. 15, “Atonement”;
ch. 16, “Providence and Suffering.” In the Introduction to these four
parts, Stump provides a twenty-page, six-section “overview of Aquinas’s
thought”: metaphysics; philosophy of mind; theory of knowledge; will and
action; ethics, law and politics; theology: natural, revealed, and
philosophical.

Stump’s “fat volume” (x), then, covers multa—far too many
for this reader to find a clear narrative or conceptual thread. The sequence of
book chapters—“following roughly Aquinas’s categorization and
ordering” (ibid.)—externally imitates the Neoplatonic exitus-reditus
theme that structures and holds
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together Aquinas’s two theological summae. However, I can discern no
comparable doctrinal theme that internally unifies the author’s own portrait of
Thomas Aquinas as philosophus redivivus, or conceptually focuses her
bridge-building, analytic excurses. Pleading that some economizing omissions are
necessary, and surely they are, Stump assures us that hers do not prevent the
reader from seeing “Aquinas’s whole worldview in broad outline”
(ibid.), even though the outline omits topics “regularly discussed in
standard reference works on Aquinas” (ibid.).

These assurances will not assuage the suspicions of textually focused or
historically minded students of Aquinas: some of the topics that Stump omits—in
particular, the “real distinction” between essence and existence in
creatures and the divine unity thereof—are absolutely indispensable, the sine
qua non, for understanding Aquinas in his own metaphysical setting and,
consequently, for discerning whether there is any “special confluence”
between Aquinas’s metaphysics and views that have emerged in twentieth-century
analytic philosophy. An even greater necessity for economizing omissions
dictates that, in reviewing her book, I follow Stump’s precedent: from her first
and second chapters, I shall pick out and briefly remark on aspects of three
topics that, according to my own vagarious interests, have caught my attention:
the nature of metaphysics, the systematic primacy of the metaphysical principle actus
essendi and its role in guaranteeing the immortality of the human soul, and
the relationship of metaphysics to ethics. On all three topics, Stump’s
presentation of Aquinas is dubious in parts and deficient as a whole, needing,
at the least, considerable textual amplification before she can engage in
historically sound “bridge-building.”

Hermeneutical questions are grist for every reviewer: mine are preoccupied
with Aquinas’s doctrinal twists and less attentive to the details of the often
ingenious arguments that Stump uses to contemporize Aquinas. Mea culpa:
most of what is philosophically au courant in Stump’s book I leave to
others, especially those who also might wish to put Friar Thomas to work in the
analytic
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vineyard, to praise or pick over.(2) In either
case, one side of the Thomistic-analytic bridge requires understanding as deeply
and accurately as possible the ipsissima verba doctoris angelici, a
task that Stump herself recognizes to be of considerable (but not, it would
seem, paramount) importance to her own project. How Aquinas or any historically
distant figure can really function as a “living interlocutor[s] still able
to influence philosophical thought” (ix), in this case analytic philosophy,
is a difficult philosophical as well as a convoluted historical question, and
especially the latter in regard to Aquinas. Stump is concerned with the question
en passant, but mostly she is eager to turn Aquinas directly—too
directly for my comfort—into a philosopher capable of speaking in a
contemporary idiom.

Now there is a metaphysics and epistemology in Thomistic theology.
On the basis of that incontrovertible fact, Stump cursorily makes two important
claims that should arrest any reader even casually familiar with the theological
motivation, theological orientation, and theological development of the
metaphysical and epistemological doctrine contained in Aquinas’s systematic
works. Her claims initially and perhaps instinctively provoke what are, let me
admit, “Gilsonian” caveats.

First of all, is it “possible to extract” (x) from his own
works—at least as easily as Stump suggests—Aquinas’s own metaphysics
and epistemology in a form “familiar to contemporary philosophy”
(ibid.), if “what we now would clearly count as philosophy” (xi)
should be counted, indeed, even more insistently, as integral to Aquinas’s
theology? There are innumerable rational demonstrations to be found in any
theological work of Aquinas. But a catena of Aquinas’s rational demonstrations a
systematic philosophy does not make.(3) Aquinas
did not write—in either
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Summa(4)—a systematic philosophy nor
should we assume that we can write one for him.

So, secondly, it might seem that in recasting Aquinas in a contemporaneously
“familiar philosophical form” Stump is not referring to, as McKeon
spelled out, the dense complex of “principles, methods, interpretations,
and selections” that internally specify and irreducibly differentiate one
philosophy from another,(5) but, less
substantively, to arguments that retain, as it were independently of any
consideration of their original context, the outward shape of strictly rational
demonstrations, namely, those that employ no premiss incorporating or resting on
faith in a revealed truth. In fact, however, Stump’s aspirations are higher: she
wants to articulate a contemporary Thomist philosophy using the principles of
Aquinas. She is not merely repeating the exercise of the Scholastic manuals,
which pretended to extract a pre-made one from him.









I. AQUINAS’S
METAPHYSICS





The “dense and technical” (xi) first part of Aquinas deals
with metaphysics, whose subject is ens inquantum ens or, equivalently, ens
commune, which Stump correctly identifies but then appears to conflate
with, or at least not carefully distinguish from, God.(6)
Aquinas, echoing Avicenna, explicitly denies that God or the separate substances
are the proper subject matter of metaphysics; knowledge of God as the first
cause of ens commune is the end or


  



page 598

goal of metaphysics.(7) Stump’s remark that in
investigating “God-in-himself” the two Summae “begin
with metaphysics” (13) is imprecise. Both the Summa theologiae and
the Summa contra Gentiles are works of theology that begin with
“sacred doctrine.” Especially here precision is necessary if we are to
distinguish the theology that can be found in a metaphysics focused on ens
commune (that only reasons to God as the principle of the subject of the
science) from a revealed theology whose subject is, from the beginning, God in
Himself, as revealed by Himself.(8) Finally, it
is erroneous to claim that “Aquinas’s philosophy does begin with
metaphysics” (ibid.) and offer as evidence for that claim the order of the
two Summae. The two Summae begin with God because they are
following the order of sacra doctrina.(9)
Moreover, Aquinas states that philosophy—the philosophy that he knew and was
being taught in the Faculty of Arts— begins, in the ordo docendi, with
logic, mathematics, and physics.(10) Now, if
he had written a systematic philosophy, replete in all of its sciences, is there
any reason to think that Aquinas’s own order of exposition of that philosophy
would have had a radically different starting point? Perhaps not; the point can
be argued but it needs, in fact, to be argued not presumed.(11)

As Stump labels it in the title of her first chapter, one of “the parts
of Aquinas’s metaphysics” is “a theory of things” (35)—not
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the res which is trans-categorial, but “thing” in the
sense of a “this” or hoc aliquid (48 n. 2). The latter term
refers to substances, artifacts, and the parts of substances, whether the parts
are integral (human hands) or metaphysical (matter and form). This description
leads to Stump’s anachronistic distinction (35) between Aquinas’s metaphysics
(the part thereof that is a “theory of things”) and ontology
(“what there is in the world” = being), a distinction that has no
Thomistic justification. Used in contrast to “metaphysics,” the
freighted term “ontology,” which comes to the fore in the period
between Suarez and Wolff,(12) risks fragmenting
Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s unitary conception of metaphysics as the science of being
to which neither difference nor accident can be added.(13)

On Stump’s reading, the “theory of things”—indeed, “Aquinas’s
basic worldview” (ibid.)—turns on the problem of how something can be one
thing. However, if unity rather than existence is the fundamental metaphysical
problem for Aquinas, then Stump has advanced an historical and systematic claim
that is remarkably at odds with the deeply argued conclusion of several
generations of acute scholarship.(14) But Stump
does not tarry over the claim, nor shall I. What she wishes to confirm is the
Aristotelian doctrine that the unity of a thing is consequent upon its form,(15)
which Stump understands to be the principle
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actualizing the “dynamic configuration or organization” (36) of the
thing. Configuration can either be accidental, as in the case of the parts of an
artifact, or substantial, as in the case of an organism. Composite substances
are constituted from two principles, prime matter and form. Prime matter,
although really and not just conceptually a distinct principle of composite
substances, cannot exist by itself apart from form. Each single substance has
only one substantial form. The parts of a unitary substance, unlike those of a
mixture or an artifact, are only potential parts. But when uncombined and taken
in separation, the elements composing a material substance are themselves actual
and distinct substantial unities of prime matter and form: earth, water, air,
and fire.

Stump thinks that it is “difficult to give a non-circular analysis of
Aquinas’s concept of substance or substantial form” (42). But is this not
what one would expect if substance is a primitive category of being?
Still, Stump finds Aquinas’s appeal to the criterion of subsistence per se
and in se for identifying substances inadequate. But one of her many
rapid-fire questions—Why cannot this criterion, if it taken to be a sufficient
condition for identifying a “substance,”(16)
be applied to a severed hand? (43)—seems to have a ready answer, which Stump
herself, later on, perfectly elaborates (194-95): once severed, a human hand is
really no longer a “hand” but a particular something
“hand-like” that quickly begins to decompose into its elements.(17)
Stump’s own
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suggestion that substance be considered an “emergent thing with
respect to its parts” (43) is a dubious ontological radicalization of the
notion of emergent properties, one that, if it does not jeopardize the
conceptual and actual priority of the substance’s form,(18)
seemingly confuses the potential with the integral parts of a substance: the
only actual parts of a substance are integral parts (the attached hand of a
living body) which presuppose the one form actualizing the complete
substance.(19) A minor point: one can agree with
Stump that contemporary technology makes it more difficult for us to distinguish
artifacts and inanimate substances, but may not philosophers leave it to
chemists to debate whether styrofoam is a mixture or a unitary compound? Unitary
organisms, in keeping with the basic Aristotelian biological approach, still
seem easier for philosophers, who are usually amateurs in the physical sciences,
to identity as substances.

So far as it goes, Stump’s treatment of the principle of individuation is
valuable: materia signata, “designated matter”—with the
important but variant qualifications, depending on context, that the quantity of
the designated matter is either of definite (determinatae) or
specifically undefined (interminatae) dimensions(20)—functions
throughout the Thomistic corpus as the principle whereby we first understand
the individuation of bodies.(21) But, from his
earliest to last works, Aquinas also appeals
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to another, more fundamental, indeed, ultimate principle of individuation in
the real or existential order: “For everything in accordance with the way
it has being [esse] has unity and individuation.”(22)
Stump makes no reference to the actus essendi when explaining how
Aquinas understands a thing’s unity and individuation. Yet it is precisely this
principle that Owens has called “the ‘basic cause of individuality’ in
[Aquinas’s] philosophical thinking.”(23) Is
the actus essendi principle overarching in Thomistic metaphysics, as so
many major studies have concluded, or is it, as Stump seems to suggest, just
another rival “candidate” for possible inclusion among “the most
important parts of Aquinas’s metaphysics” (59)? There are numerous texts,
not to mention a library of secondary literature that one could adduce in
support of an existential interpretation,(24)
but question 27 of De Veritate (a. 1, ad 8) highlights and summarizes
in exemplary fashion the transformative role (vis-à-vis the Aristotelian
metaphysics of ousia) that the actus essendi principle plays
in Aquinas’s metaphysics:

Everything that is in
the genus of substance is composite with a real composition, because whatever is
in the category of substance is subsistent in its own being [suo esse],
and its own being [suum esse] must be other [aliud] than the
thing itself; otherwise it is not able to differ in being from the other things
with which it agrees in the formal character of its quiddity; for such agreement
is required in all things that are directly in a category. Consequently
everything that is directly in the category of substance is composed at least
from being and the quiddity that is [ex esse et quod est].(25)
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One can reasonably ask, then, how deeply Stump lays the Thomistic
metaphysical foundations for her bridge-building effort. Stump’s Aquinas hardly
goes beyond Aristotle’s notion of form, although Aquinas over and again
identifies esse as the act of all acts even of forms.(26)
Perhaps this odd laucuna in Stump’s presentation—her studied Vergessenheit(27)
of the Thomistic doctrine of actus essendi as the most perfect
actuality of all acts—can be explained by the fact that in analytic philosophy
the theme of existential actuality is hardly dominant or even congenial.(28)
Typically, analytic philosophers treat questions about existence under the
rubric of the logical quantification of propositions. In this regard, it is
instructive to read Quine’s commentary on a paper of Owens,(29)
who argues valiantly for what he takes to be the authentic Thomistic standpoint:
that from the judgmental affirmation of “the existence of sensible things… emerge the criteria for existence in regard to other objects.”(30)
Quine, undeterred by Owens’s armada of heavily footnoted historical references,
merely counters that ontological theory, when pursuing explanatory simplicity,
can legitimately drop the “observable bodies”(31)
so beloved of commonsense and naive philosophic realism. Hence, Quine remains
imperturbably
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convinced that “quantification is the [clearest] way of schematizing the
existence concept.”(32)

Behind Quine is the logical tradition of Frege, which regards existence as a
higher or second-level property predicated only of general concepts and not of
the objects of those concepts. The Fregean property of existence is the fact
that a first-level concept is not empty—that is, that it applies or has at
least one instance. So, a true atomic sentence, say, “Socrates is
wise,” entails the following true general quantified sentence: “There
is at least one individual who is wise,” or, equivalently, “The
predicate ‘wise’ has at least one instantiation.”(33)
Stump stirs, somewhat insouciantly, these Fregean logical waters:
“Considered absolutely, being is the instantiation of a
thing” (67; emphasis added). True: it is a thing, not a concept, that Stump
wants being (existence?) “to instantiate.” Even so,
“instantiation” hardly conveys—rather obscures, I would say—the
Thomistic doctrine that the actus essendi is the principle imminently
albeit participatively actualizing every ens. Moreover, in the
Scholastic historical context, especially post-Suarez, it is not things but
essences that are existentially instantiated, an instantiation that in turn
seems impossible to disengage from some prior esse essentiae, a notion
more contra-Thomistic than which one cannot conceive.(34)

In her first chapter on metaphysics, Stump tackles the problem of identity:
she is primarily concerned to show that the identity of a material thing is
conceptually and really distinguishable from its constituents. Stump argues that
substances—and even artifacts which are only accidental unities—cannot be
reduced to their elements or integral parts. The unity and identity of a
composite substance results from the “configuration” (36) of its
matter by its form. A human being in this life can lose at least some of his
material parts—the appendix, even a hand or a foot—without thereby losing his
identity as a human hypostasis or suppositum, that is, without
ceasing to be the person that he was before the
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loss.(35) Does a person survive his own
death? Presumably so, if the person can be identified with what, if
anything, survives. Aquinas thinks that at death, the rational soul-form
separates from the body, or, more precisely, no longer actuates the matter of
the body-soul compound. Stump wants to assure us that this loss of a
constitutive bodily part does not amount to the total annihilation of the
premortem supposit or person: “the [postmortem] existence of the soul is
sufficient for the existence of a person” (53) or, as she also puts it,
“sufficient for the [continued] existence of a human being” (52). Her
assurances rest on adopting and attributing to Aquinas (51) the view that
“constitution is not identity,” that is, the human being or person
need not be identical to the usual set of his or her constituent parts.

The problem is that Aquinas does seem to think that “constitution is
identity” in the case of the human person. In his commentary on First
Corinthians, and elsewhere, Aquinas denies that the postmortem soul is identical
with the person: “My soul is not I.”(36)
The premortem human person is, in fact, constituted by two “parts”
soul-form and matter.(37) The postmortem soul,
although it remains a part of a human nature, is not “a human being,”
or a person or hypostasis.(38) Stump points out,
however, that Aquinas frequently enough treats the disembodied human soul as
having properties “characteristic of human persons” (53).
Understandably so: what would be the point, not to say justice, of promising
immediate postmortem divine rewards or punishments for one’s disembodied
immortal soul if that soul were not
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somehow identical with one’s premortem, “two-part” hylomorphic
person?(39) Here one might question whether
Aquinas himself fully overcame the Platonic identification of a person with his
immortal soul-substance. Throughout his works, the Thomistic human soul is an
intellectual substance in its own right—quaedam res per se subsistens(40)—even
though Aquinas insists, with increasing awareness of its implications, that it
is also the form of the living human body. The separated soul, though not a
hypostasis or person, is hoc aliquid,(41)
which permits Aquinas to treat that soul, where there is a theological need to
do so, as though it were identical with the premortem person.

Apparently, Stump follows suit: the surviving postmortem human being
is constituted with one less “metaphysical part” than and hence is not
strictly identical to the two-part premortem human person.(42)
But this nonidentity turns out to be a distinction without a clear difference.
Stump acknowledges that “for Aquinas, there is no difference between a
human person and a human being” (486 n. 73);(43)
so, the separated human soul, speaking strictly, is
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neither. But Stump’s view is less settled: is or is not a “human
being” always a “human person” and can a disembodied soul be
either or both? Whereas Aquinas says that the disembodied human soul is merely
“a part of human nature,” Stump says ambiguously that “the
existence of a [separated] human soul is sufficient for the existence of a human
being” (52) and “sufficient for the existence of a person” (53).
Which human being and which person? The same one hypostasis that was both a human
being and an embodied person? If not, then is a human being a part
of a human person? It is unclear what notion of human personal identity Stump is
putting to work on behalf of Aquinas.(44) Her
exegesis falls into explaining the obscurum per obscurius.

Throughout its historical development, Aquinas’s doctrine of the separated
human soul is beset by identity issues. Pegis argues that question 89, article 1
of the Prima Pars marks a turning point in Aquinas’s developing
“naturalism”:(45) then and afterwards,
Aquinas firmly and consistently held to “the notion that embodiment is by
nature the permanently proper condition of the [human] soul.”(46)
Such, according to Pegis, was the elimination of any residual Platonism in
Aquinas. Nonetheless, the indestructible and separable soul-form is the only
continuous and subsistent being that allows Aquinas to identify, thereby meeting
all interim theological exigencies, the pre- and post-resurrection “human
being.”(47) Yet appeal to the standard Aristotelian
conception of an
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embodied substantial form explains nothing about the soul’s indestructibility
and subsistence; rather it creates, as the medieval controversy with the
Augustinians showed, insurmountable conceptual obstacles to the notion of the
soul’s separability. At least in her second chapter, Stump blunts the acuteness
of Aquinas’s metaphysical problem—perhaps because she ignores the history of
his efforts to resolve it.

Aquinas understood that his doctrine of the embodied human soul-form was
difficult and that its separability, as he conceived it, contradicts both Plato
and Aristotle. The Thomistic notion hinges on the novel and revolutionary claim
that it is not “contrary to the character of a spiritual substance
that it should be the form of a body.”(48)
Just at this juncture, Aquinas refers to esse: the soul communicates
its esse, which surpasses matter, to matter and thereby is the form of
the body.(49) This doctrine requires an
expatiation that we cannot attempt here; it requires showing that in order to
know, the human soul, because it is the least among spiritual substances, needs
to be embodied.(50) For present purposes, we
need only note that Aquinas’s argument about the indestructibility of the soul,
viewed in its development from early to late works, eventually runs on a
different metaphysical track and towards an eminently theological end that lies
entirely outside the compass of either ancient philosopher. In his later works
(after 1265), Aquinas begins to acknowledge the cognitive diminishment and
unnatural state of the disembodied soul in comparison with its premortem
embodiment.(51) He continues to
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maintain that because the soul is a spiritual or subsistent form (proven to
be such from its matter-transcending cognitive activities), it has an
inseparable actus essendi that guarantees its indestructibility.(52)
But indestructibility is not quite full-blown immortality. Postmortem survival
puts the soul into a highly paradoxical state. Are the paradoxes resolvable
philosophically? Aquinas aligns the proof of the indestructibility of the soul
with an apologetic argument on behalf of the resurrection of the body.(53)
Without the latter, “it is difficult to sustain the immortality of the
soul”: an eternally existent but disembodied human soul is
“impossible” because the soul would forever endure in an accidental
state that is “against nature.”(54)









II.
Metaphysics and Meta-Ethics





In the second chapter, as its unadorned title indicates, Stump takes up
the topic of “Goodness”—which turns out to be largely an argument
about moral goodness. The lack of initial qualification in the title, however,
is indicative of her procedure and point of view: Stump begins by discussing
what is usually labeled “ontological goodness”—in Aquinas,
“good” as one of the transcendentia—to which she
unhesitatingly assimilates moral goodness. Stump is by no means alone in viewing
moral goodness from the perspective of (what the later Scholastics call)
transcendental goodness. Nonetheless, Aquinas explicitly does not equate moral
and transcendental goodness. Moral goodness, unlike transcendental goodness, is
not unconditionally (simpliciter) convertible with being:
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A thing can be called
good both from its being [esse] and from some added property or state.
Thus a man is said to be good both as existing and as being just and chaste or
destined for beatitude. By reason of the first goodness being [ens] is
interchanged with good, and conversely. But by reason of the second good being [ens]
is divided.(55)

Being [ens]and
good are convertible simply and in every genus; hence the Philosopher
distinguishes good according to the genera of beings or
things. But it is true that being [ens] is not absolutely convertible
with the moral good [bono moris] just as neither is it [the moral
good] absolutely convertible with the natural good [bono naturae]. But
the moral good is in certain manner a greater good than the natural good, namely
inasmuch as it is an act and perfection of a natural good, although also in a
certain manner the natural good is better, as a substance is better than an
accident i.e. an attribute. But it is evident that not even the natural good and
evil, are opposed without any intermediary, because not every non-being is evil
as indeed every being [ens] is good.(56)



These texts, to which others may be aggregated, stand, in my opinion, as a
decisive reason for not attributing to Aquinas Stump’s assimilation of moral to
ontological goodness. But I shall not attempt in this paper to repeat or to
develop further what may be considered an important Thomistic objection to the
transcendental point of view on moral goodness.(57)
Continuing, then, with Stump: there is a “metaphysics of goodness that
underlies all of Aquinas’s ethics” (62). That metaphysics she equates with
Aquinas’s “meta-ethics” (ibid.), extending the latter term to signify
an ontological grounding of normative principles rather than, as in pristine
analytic usage, a more narrowly focused
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examination of the use or meaning of ethical concepts.
“Underlying,” in any case, is a vague though powerfully suggestive
notion. Does Stump think that Aquinas grounds ethics on the principles
of metaphysics? Certainly she says that he does.(58)
But did he? Let me pursue the question in greater textual detail, as one might
do yet more exhaustively in a graduate seminar—at least one focused primarily
on the historical rather than the analytically recast Aquinas—utilizing this
chapter of Stump’s book.

“The central thesis of Aquinas’s meta-ethics,” as I have already
mentioned, is none other than the familiar tag identifying the transcendentals ens
with bonum: “Bonum et ens sunt idem secundum rem, sed differunt
secundum rationem tantum” (STh I, q. 5, a. 1), which I would
translate woodenly as “Good and being as found in the thing are the same,
but they differ merely according to their concept.” Stump, more elegantly,
translates Aquinas’s Latin sentence as “‘Being’ and ‘goodness’ are the same
in reference, but differ only in sense” (62). I do not wish to pair, by
implication, Stump with Anthony Kenny. Nonetheless, her Fregean translation
summons a philosophical spectre or two which should be, as quickly as possible,
dispelled. First, by implicitly introducing the logical act of referring to or
naming an entity, does the translation subtly alter the focus of Aquinas’s
unabashed—or as it is sometimes called, prejudicially,
“naive”—realism which presupposes the priority of the thing external
to the human soul that is first named ens?(59)
No translation should obscure the Thomistic principle that ens is
conceptually as well as ontologically prior to our knowing and to our knowing
that we know, that is, knowing that we refer to or name things.(60)
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“Reference,” however, in contemporary and in Frege’s own peculiar
usage (of Bedeutung), can mean “referent,” and certainly the
latter, less ambiguous term would better reflect the Thomistic priority of ens
over verbum and ratio.(61)
Aquinas does make, in the text under scrutiny (STh I, q. 5, a. 1), a
firm res-ratio distinction. Accordingly, it would seem a permissible,
even requisite, anachronism to superimpose, here and perhaps with respect to
certain other texts, the reference-sense distinction on Aquinas’s sometimes
ambiguous term significare.(62) The
Fregean distinction seems called for when dealing with the transcendentals:
“These three [terms]—res, ens, unum—indicate/refer to [significant]
entirely the same thing but under different conceptions.”(63)
But other texts, where significare is used as an expression of the
meaning of a term, do not lend themselves to a Fregean realignment.(64)
Indeed, finding in them any clear anticipation of today’s reference-sense
distinction would be imaginative eisegesis.(65)
Secondly, then, the Fregean distinction should be used gingerly.
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To return to Aquinas: we name the same thing ens and bonum.
Are there two correspondingly different actualities in the thing? We might think
so from our naming. The two terms are not synonyms: ens means
“being in act” (esse in actu) and bonum means
“desirable” (appetibile). The inference, however, would be
mistaken; in the thing, being and goodness are the same actuality. A being is
good/desirable only to the extent that it is a more perfectly actualized token
of its type. The correct inference leads to the metaphysical formula: there is
an identity in the thing of the convertible transcendentals good and being.
Stump correctly stresses that, in accordance with its own specifying substantial
form, a thing is more actual and, thus, better to the extent that it exercises
its defining active potencies: a horse that performs characteristically equine
activities well (“virtuously”) is a “good horse.” The same
principle applies to any other thing, including man.(66)

Man’s specifying active potencies are reason and will: a man who makes
reasonable choices is a “good man” inasmuch as he uses both faculties
well. So much, although the account calls for further important qualifications,
is standard fare which Stump uses to licence, far more controversially, her
claim that, for Aquinas, “normative ethics is … a matter of
applying the general metaphysics of goodness to human beings” (68).(67)
Applying these general metaphysical principles to human beings allows Stump to
assert that the more rational are the choices an agent makes, the more
actualized is the agent, and, to the same degree, the morally better person he
or she is.

Stump infers from the transcendental equation of ens and bonum
that “Human moral goodness is coextensive with actualized rationality”
(72). However, the latter identification of
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moral goodness fails to distinguish clearly enough between the mere use of a
psychological faculty (reason) and the normatively justified use of that
faculty. The mere exercise of the powers of intellect and will does not produce
virtue. In the normative term of the Aristotelian tradition, there is an
essential difference, morally speaking, between exercising reason and right
reason.(68)

Stump, in seeking to ground ethics on metaphysics, invokes truisms that no
student of St. Thomas can responsibly deny. Eighty years ago Eitenne Gilson
observed, albeit rather cautiously, that “the study of ethics is not able
to be isolated from that of metaphysics in the system of St. Thomas
Aquinas.”(69) This is the undeniable
truism: Aquinas’s entire theology—including his moral evaluation of human
agents and actions—is “imbued with metaphysical principles” (12) in
the sense that it continuously draws upon and incorporates metaphysical
principles and doctrines. It does pertain to metaphysics, to take an example
pertinent to the present discussion, to discuss ens and its
relationship to bonum morale, as the latter can be described as an ultimum
actum that Aquinas says (rather obscurely) supervenes upon the esse
substantiale in genere naturae of human agents, that is, it supervenes as a
“moral quality” of their intentions, decisions, and actions.(70)
But what precisely the relationship is between the sciences of metaphysics and
ethics has been a controverted question for past and present-day Thomists.(71)
The question itself needs to be made more precise
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but even then the ingredients of the answer can only be assembled from what
Aquinas says here and there. Gilson did not nor does Stump adequately untangle
the many strands of Aquinas’s doctrine. Pull on these strands, and two big
issues come quickly to the fore.

First, what does it mean to say—within a historical and systematic context
that can be identified as properly Thomistic—that one science
“underlies,” “provides a foundation,” or “grounds”
(62) another? As Stump uses them, all these terms are equivalent. But within a
Thomistic context and phrased in Aquinas’s terminology, the only equivalent
question is whether one science is subalternate to another. So phrased, this
Thomistic question is easy to answer in regard to ethics: Aquinas explicitly
denies that metaphysics encompasses or reaches down to the proper first
principles of ethics or physics.

Metaphysics, which considers all things insofar as they are beings, does
not descend to the proper knowledge of moral or physical things. For the common
conception of being, since it is diversified in diverse things, is not
sufficient [for attaining] specific knowledge of things.(72)





By “proper knowledge,” Aquinas means the knowledge of the proper
principles of physics and ethics. The proper principles of a particular science
are the definitions of its subject and the per se attributes of the
subject. Metaphysics, so Cajetan clearly noted, does not provide the proper
principles of physics.(73) The proper,
self-evident principles of physics are derived inductively from the experience
of sensible things.(74) As “first
philosophy,” metaphysics
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gives the common principles attendant upon being and its per se
properties —the immediate or self-evident dignitates or maximae
propositiones known by everyone to be true—to all of the other sciences,
practical as well as theoretical.(75) Yet, even
these common first principles are not received in their full generality as
applied in metaphysics to ens commune, but as proportioned to the
subject of the particular science.(76)

Furthermore, Aristotle stresses that demonstration in any science must
proceed from proper as well as common principles.(77)
However, a subalternated science is one that receives its proper first
principles from another higher science.(78) Thus
demonstration in a subalternated science proceeds from proper principles known
to be true only in the higher science.(79) For
that reason, it is called a demonstratio quia, a demonstration that
gives knowledge of the fact as distinguished from the demonstratio proper
quid provided in the subalternating science which gives knowledge of the
cause explaining “why” something happens.(80)
As examples of higher subalternating and lower subalternated sciences, Aquinas
mentions in descending order: arithmetic music /harmonics (In Phys., I,
lect. 2 [ed. Maggiòlo, 10a, n. 15]); geometry optics (perspective)
“rainbow science” (Expos. Post. Anal., I, lect. 25 [ed.
Leon., 1*2, 91b, 148-53); astronomy nautical weather forecasting (ibid., 90b,
64-67); stereometry/measuring bodies mechanical engineering/machine-making
(ibid., 90a, 52-55).
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How, then, should one reconcile Aquinas’s unambiguous statements with Stump’s
claim about metaphysics grounding—in some unspecified sense—ethics?
That claim, if it means that Aquinas holds that metaphysics supplies ethics with
its proper first principles, is certainly wrong: Thomistic metaphysics—and the
same contention would apply to the relationship between Aristotelian metaphysics
and ethics—does not ground Thomistic moral science because the latter has its
own immediate or self-evident proper first principles.(81)
Consider Aquinas’s Aristotelian notion of hierarchically subordinated
theoretical sciences which gives us a precise notion of the grounding
relationship between sciences.(82) The hierarchy
is constituted by one science, the superior, grounding another, the subordinate,
by providing the latter’s proper first principles which are accepted “on
faith”—that is, whose truth can only be known through reduction to the
self-evident principles found in the higher or subalternating science.
Conversely, if a science can resolve its conclusions into its own proper
self-evident principles then that science is not a subalternated
science.(83) Accordingly, Aquinas, unlike some
of the later Thomists, does not subalternate physics to metaphysics. Physics,
however, stands at the top of a hierarchy of grounding or subalternating
theoretical sciences wherein the highest science (physics) provides the
self-evident principles necessary for the ultimate resolution of the conclusions
of the lower sciences (for example, psychology).(84)
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Aquinas regularly contrasts the principles, subject matters, and ends of the
theoretical and practical sciences.(85) The
theoretical sciences originate in the principles that reason observes in things;
practical sciences originate in the human reason and will, in those orders
made by reason, wherein reason directs the choices of the human producer or
agent. The moral order is what reason produces by ordering the acts of the human
will.(86) From this perspective, Thomistic
ethics incorporates what Wolfgang Kluxen calls a “metaphysics of
action”(87)—more precisely, a metaphysical
psychology that thematizes intellect and will as the causes of a human action.
But it is not, despite what some Thomist epigones continue to say, subalternated
to the psychology that it incorporates;(88)
while it utilizes, it does not receive its proper first principles from
psychology. Ethics as such is not a theoretical but a practical science which
has its own underived and self-evident (per se nota) first principles
inherent in practical reason itself.(89) It does
not need metaphysics or psychology to provide—nor could metaphysics or
psychology provide solely from the innate resources of theoretical reason—those
prescriptive principles that move men to act.(90)
Ethics is directive; its end is good action.(91)
Its first principles must be preceptive; in fact, they are the quasi-
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innate precepts of practical reason that enjoin pursuit of the basic human
goods and avoidance of the basic human evils









III.
Analytic Thomism





Leonard Kennedy’s A Catalogue of Thomists, 1270-1900(92)
runs to 240 pages without including any of the twentieth-century Thomists! In
the twenty-first century, there will doubtless be more to count and add to that
long honor roll. Enter the Analytic Thomists: the burgeoning school of Analytic
Thomism, elevated as such in the Oxford Companion to Philosophy,(93)
is the most recent, Anglophone arriviste within the long history of
Thomisms that have attempted to bring Aquinas into line with “current
philosophical debate.” Its arrival signifies the senility or perhaps demise
of its immediate Continental predecessor, “Transcendental Thomism.”
Over more than seven hundred years, Thomism has included
“primitive Thomists” (1274-1350); “golden-age” or
“classical Thomists” (the great commentators: Capreolus, Cajetan, and
Sylvester of Ferrar, 1400-1540); late or “silver-age,” sixteenth and
seventeenth-century Thomists (Banez, John of St. Thomas, the Carmelite
Salmanticenses, Billuart, not to mention the eclectic “Scotist-Thomist”
Suarez); innumerable nineteenth-century Thomists; and, after the appearance of
Pope Leo XIII’s encyclical, Aeterni Patris (1879) twentieth-century
“neo-Thomists” of many and, often, far from harmonious stripes.(94)
Most if not all the proponents of these doctrinally and methodologically variant
Thomisms claimed to be disciples of the historical Aquinas, even when they
clearly deviated from, as Fabro and especially Gilson and his students were wont
to point out and criticize, Aquinas’s
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own principles and method.(95) The truly
Herculean task, it would seem, is not relating Aquinas to whomsoever’s
philosophical contemporaries but to think through one’s own current
philosophical problems using Aquinas’s own principles. Against the background of
modern European philosophy, perhaps Maritain came as close as anyone to writing,
albeit with considerable and contestable help from Cajetan and John of St.
Thomas, such a Thomist philosophy in the twentieth century.(96)
Against the quite different background of Anglophone philosophy, will the
Analytic Thomists, collectively or singly, do so in the coming decades of the
twenty-first century?

No a priori answer need be proffered or accepted: the pudding, in each case,
must first be made before it can be eaten. To her credit, this is what Stump has
attempted to do, although it would be premature to identify what she or other
Analytic Thomists have so far accomplished with “handing on Aquinas’s
thought in all of its richness and power” (x). The history of “Thomisms”
show how elusive that goal is. Still, I salute Stump’s latest intellectually
earnest and substantive contribution, which is bound to be provocative among her
analytic coworkers, to what she recognizes as a collective and “on-going
process” (ibid.). Even textual nitpickers sitting on the historical
sidelines will have much to learn from this book.



[bookmark: N_1_]1. Eleonore
Stump, Aquinas (London and New York: Routledge, 2003). Pp. xx + 611.
$135.00 (cloth), $43.00 (paper). ISBN 0-415-02960-0 (cloth), ISBN 0-415-37898-2
(paper). Parenthetical page references hereafter, unless otherwise noted, are to
this book. 



[bookmark: N_2_]2. See
Thomas Williams, “Aquinas in Dialogue with Contemporary Philosophy:
Eleonore Stump’s Aquinas,” American Catholic Philosophical
Quarterly 79 (2005): 483-91; Anthony Kenny, “Stump’s Aquinas,” The
Philosophical Quarterly 54, no. 216 (2004): 457-62; Robert Pasnau, review
of Aquinas, by Eleonore Stump, in Mind (forthcoming),
available on his web page at the University of Colorado (http://spot.colorado.edu/~pasnau/).




[bookmark: N_3_]3. Cf.
ScG II, c. 4 (ed. Ceslaus Pera, Petrus Marc, and Petrus Carmello
[Turin: Marietti, 1961], 2:117b, nn. 873-75): “If any things are considered
in common by the Philosopher and the Believer, they are conveyed through
different things and different principles. For the Philosopher takes his
argument from the proper causes of things; the Believer, from the first cause… . Hence, also [the doctrine of the faith] ought to be called highest wisdom,
since it treats of the supremely highest cause … And, because of this, human
philosophy serves her as the first wisdom. Accordingly, divine wisdom sometimes
argues from principles of human philosophy” (Summa contra Gentiles,
trans. James F. Anderson [Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975],
2:35 [revised]). 



[bookmark: N_4_]4. On
the difference between a philosophical and a theological order of investigation,
and Aquinas’s clear identification of the order of his own two Summae
as theological, see ScG II, c. 4 (ed. Pera-Marc-Carmello, 2:117b, n.
876). 



[bookmark: N_5_]5. See
Richard McKeon, “Philosophic Semantics and Philosophic Inquiry,” in “Freedom
and History” and Other Essays: An Introduction to the Thought of Richard
McKeon, ed. Zahava K. McKeon (Chicago and London: University of Chicago
Press, 1990), 242-56. 



[bookmark: N_6_]6. Cf.
Stump, Aquinas, 12-13, especially the last paragraph on 12 which
carries over to 13. 



[bookmark: N_7_]7. See
In Metaphys., prooemium S. Thomae (ed. M.-R. Cathala, O.P., and
Raymundus Spiazzi, O.P. [Turin: Marietti, 1950], 1-2). Cf. John F. Wippel,
“Aquinas on the Nature of Metaphysics,” chap. 1 in The
Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas: From Finite Being to Uncreated Being
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2000), 3-22; idem,
“Our Discovery of the Subject of Metaphysics,” chap 2 in The
Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas, 23-62. 



[bookmark: N_8_]8. See
Expos. Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 4 (Expositio super Librum Boethii
De Trinitate, ed. Bruno Decker [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959], 195, §4,
6-27). 



[bookmark: N_9_]9. See
n. 4 supra. 



[bookmark: N_10_]10. See
Expos. Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 9 (ed. Decker, 172-3); VI Nic.
Ethic., lect. 7 (ed. Raymundus Spiazzi, O.P. [Turin: Marietti, 1949],
330b-31a, n. 1211). Cf. John Wippel, “Aquinas and Avicenna on the
Relationship between First Philosophy and the Other Theoretical Sciences (In
De Trin., q. 5, a. 1, ad 9),” chap 2 in Metaphysical Themes in
Thomas Aquinas (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1984), 37-53. 



[bookmark: N_11_]11. For
arguments that Aquinas’s (unlike Aristotle’s) metaphysics is not conceptually
dependent on physics, see Lawrence Dewan, O.P., “St. Thomas Aquinas,
Physics, and the Principles of Metaphysics,” The Thomist 61
(1997): 549-66; Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., “A Note on the Approach to Thomistic
Metaphysics,” New Scholasticism 28 (1954): 454-76. 



[bookmark: N_12_]12. On
the historical and doctrinal novelty of ontology (a term apparently
first used in 1647, by the Cartesian J. Clauberg) to connote “la science de
l’être intégralement déexistentialisé,” see Étienne Gilson, L’être
et l’essence (2d ed. rev.; Paris: J. Vrin, 1987), 171-72. 



[bookmark: N_13_]13. See
De Verit., q. 1, a. 1, resp. (ed. Raymundus Spiazzi, O.P., in
Quaest. disp., 2 vols. [Turin: Marietti, 1949], 1:2b): “But something
is not able to be added to being [enti] as though it were an extraneous
nature—in the way that a difference is added to a genus or an accident to a
subject—for every nature is essentially a being [ens]” (Truth,
trans. Robert W. Mulligan [Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1952], 1:5
[revised]). 



[bookmark: N_14_]14. Cf.
Anton C. Pegis, “The Dilemma of Being and Unity,” in Essays in
Thomism, ed. Robert E. Brennan, O.P. (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1942;
repr. Freeport, N.Y.: Essay Index Reprint Series, 1972), 149-83: “In this
doctrine of God as Being, and in the meaning of His unity as
an infinite Being, we must see the radical basis of the answer to Platonism
which St. Thomas proposes” (174). 



[bookmark: N_15_]15. Aquinas,
however, attributes the unity of an essence, when considered absolutely, solely
to its act of existence: I Sent., d. 19, q. 1, a. 1 (Scriptum super
libros Sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi, Books 1 and 2, ed. R. P.
Mandonnet, O.P [Paris: P. Lethielleux, 1929], 1:461): “an essence is not
able to be said absolutely one except where it is one being; and this where it
is numerically the same essence” (“non potest dici una essentia
absolute, nisi ubi est unum esse; et hoc est ubi est eadem essentia secundum
numerum”). But for other texts that refer to unity as consequent upon the
essence itself, when considered not absolutely but concretely (i.e., as
already existent), see Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., “Unity and Essence in St.
Thomas Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies 23 (1961): 240-59. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16. Stump,
Aquinas, 42: “for Aquinas, the ability to exist on its own is a
necessary but not a sufficient condition for something’s being a
substance.” Cf. De Pot., q. 9, a. 1 (ed. P. M. Pession, in Quaest.
disp., 2:226a): “Two things are proper to the substance which is a
subject. The first is that it needs no external foundation [extrinseco
fundamento] in which it is sustained but is sustained by itself: wherefore
it is said to subsist, as existing not in another but in itself”; De
unione verbi incarnati, q. un., a. 2 (ed. M. Calcaterra and T. S. Centi, in
Quaest. disp., 2: 427b : “It is proper to a substance that it
subsists through itself and in itself; however, the being [esse] of an
accident is in another.” 



[bookmark: N_17_]17. Cf.
De unione verbi, a. 2 (ed. Calcaterra-Centi, Quaest. disp.,
2:427b): “It is not able to be said that this hand is a person or a
hypostasis or a suppositum; nonetheless, it is able to be said that it is
something particular, a singular, or an individual. For although a hand pertains
to the genus of substance, it is not called a hypostasis or a suppositum or a
person, because it is not a complete substance subsisting in itself.” 



[bookmark: N_18_]18. Cf.
Aristotle, Metaphys. 7.17.1041b11-33; Aquinas, VII Metaphys.,
lect. 17 (ed. Cathala-Spiazzi, 398-99, nn. 1672-80). 



[bookmark: N_19_]19. See
VII Metaphys., lect. 13 (ed. Cathala-Spiazzi, 380b-81a, n. 1588):
“It is impossible that a substance should be composed of many substances
actually present in it; for two actual things are never one actual thing, but
two which are in potentiality are one actually… . Hence in order that many
things may become one actual thing, it is necessary that all should be included
under one form, and that each single thing should not have its own single form
by which it would be in act.” 



[bookmark: N_20_]20. For
a masterful presentation of the complex historical and conceptual issues
attendant on Aquinas’s variant use of dimensiones terminatae / dimensiones
interminatae / dimensiones determinatae, see Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R.,
“Thomas Aquinas: Dimensive Quantity as Individuating Principle,” Mediaeval
Studies 50 (1988): 279-310. 



[bookmark: N_21_]21. See
IV Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 3, ad 3 (Scriptum super libros
Sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi, Books 3 and 4, ed. Maria Fabianus
Moos, O.P. [Paris: Lethielleux, 1947], 4:520, n. 137): “The substantial
form of a material thing has in some way an ordination to dimensions, since
[specifically] undefined dimensions [interminatae dimensiones] are
preconceived [praeintelligantur] in matter before substantial
form.” 



[bookmark: N_22_]22. Responsio
ad Fr. Joannem Vercellensem de articulis XLII, q. 108 (ed. Raymundus A. Verardo, Opuscula
theologica 1:240, n. 935). Cf. IV Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2
(ed. Moos, 4:503, n. 48): “Dimensive quantity in regard to its notion does
not depend on sensible matter, although it depends [on matter] in regard to its
being [esse].” 



[bookmark: N_23_]23. Joseph
Owens, “Thomas Aquinas,” in Individuation in Scholasticism: The
Later Middle Ages and the Counter-Reformation, 1150-1650, ed. Jorge J. E.
Gracia (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1994), 175. 



[bookmark: N_24_]24. Among
recent works, see Battista Mondin, La metafisica di S. Tommaso d’Aquino e i
suoi interpreti (Bologna: Edizioni studio Domenicano, 2002). 



[bookmark: N_25_]25. De
Verit., q.
27, a. 1, ad 8 (ed. Spiazzi, Quaest. disp., 1:513a). 



[bookmark: N_26_]26. See
STh I, q. 4, a. 1, ad 3: “Being [esse] is the most
perfect of all things, for it is compared to all things as that which is act;
for nothing has actuality except so far as it is. Hence, being itself [ipsum
esse] is the actuality of all things, even of forms themselves” (Basic
Writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas, trans. Anton C. Pegis [New York: Random
House, 1945], 1:38). 



[bookmark: N_27_]27. Cf.
Stump, Aquinas, x (first paragraph). 



[bookmark: N_28_]28. One
“analytic Thomist,” or so he has been called (see n. 93 infra),
Anthony Kenny, opines that Aquinas on “the subject of Being …was
“thoroughly confused” and made “one of the least admirable of his
contributions to philosophy” (Aquinas on Being [Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2002], v, viii). In defending the metaphysical perspicacity of Aquinas,
Gyula Klima argues that the “root of all errors on Kenny’s part” is to
subjugate Aquinas’s notion of existence to Frege’s, a methodological
“straightjacket” whereby the Thomistic doctrine of being becomes
“absolutely inexplicable, and indeed becomes totally misinterpreted”
(“On Kenny on Aquinas on Being,” International Philosophical
Quarterly 44 (2004): 567, 569). 



[bookmark: N_29_]29. See
Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., “The Range of Existence,” in Proceedings of
the Seventh Inter-American Congress of Philosophy, 1967 (Quebec: Les
presses de l’université Laval, 1967), 44-59; W. Quine, “Thoughts on
Reading Father Owens,” in idem., 60-63. 



[bookmark: N_30_]30. Owens,
“The Range of Existence,” 47. 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. Quine,
“Thoughts on Reading Father Owens,” 61. 



[bookmark: N_32_]32. Ibid.,
62. 



[bookmark: N_33_]33. Cf.
Milton K. Munitz, Existence and Logic (New York: New York University
Press, 1974), 78. 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. See
Gilson, L’être et l’essence, 144-58. 



[bookmark: N_35_]35. Cf.
ScG IV, c. 41 (ed. Pera-Marc-Caramello, 3:330a, n. 3789c): “An
individual in the genus of substance is called a hypostasis; in [regard to]
rational substances, however, it is called a person.” 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. See
Super I Cor., ch. 15, 1ect. 2 (Super Epistolas S. Pauli Lectura,
8th ed. rev., 2 vols., ed. Raphaelis Cai, O.P. [Turin: Marietti,
1953], 1: 411b, n. 924): “The soul since it is a part of the body of man,
is not the whole man, and my soul is not I. So, although the soul obtains
salvation in another life, however, not I or any man.” 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. Cf.
De unione verbi, a. 2, ad 17 (ed. Calcaterra-Centi, Quaest. disp.,
2: 428b-29a) : “Soul and body united constitute a suppositum or hypostasis,
if what is composed from each exists through itself [per se existat].”




[bookmark: N_38_]38. See
De Pot., q. 9, a. 2, ad 14 (ed. Pession, Quaest. disp.,
2:229b): “The separated soul is a part of rational nature and not a whole
rational human nature; therefore, it is not a person.” 



[bookmark: N_39_]39. See
STh suppl., q. 69, a. 7: “The soul united to a mortal body is in
the state of meriting, while the soul separated from the body is in the state of
receiving good or evil for its merits; so that after death it is either in the
state of receiving its final reward, or in the state of being hindered from
receiving it.” 



[bookmark: N_40_]40. De
spirit. creat.,
q. un., a. 2 (ed. Calcaterra- Centi, Quaest. disp., 2:375a). 



[bookmark: N_41_]41. See
ibid., ad 16 (ed. Calcaterra-Centi, Quaest. disp., 2: 2:378a):
“Now the soul, although it is incorruptible, is nevertheless in no other
genus than the body because, since it is a part of a human nature, to be in a
genus or in a species or to be a person or hypostasis is not characteristic of
the soul, but of the composite. And hence, also, it cannot be called ‘this
something,’ if by this phrase is meant an hypostasis or person, or an individual
situated in a genus or in a species. But if ‘this something’ means every thing
which is able to be self-subsistent, in this sense the soul is ‘this something’
[hoc aliquid]” (On Spiritual Creatures, trans. Mary C.
Fitzpatrick and John J. Wellmuth [Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1949],
40). 



[bookmark: N_42_]42. Cf.
Stump, Aquinas, 53: “A human person is not identical to his soul;
rather, a human person is identical to a particular in the species rational
animal“; “a human being can exist when he is composed of nothing
more than one of his metaphysical constituents, namely his form or soul.” 



[bookmark: N_43_]43. There
can be, of course, persons who are not human persons, i.e., persons who are not
rational animals. See De unione verbi, q. un., a. 2 (ed.
Calcaterra-Centi, 427a): “For a hypostasis is nothing other than an
individual substance, which also is signified by the term ‘suppositum.’
Moreover, Boethius says, in the book On Two Natures, that a person is
an individual substance of a rational nature. Therefore it is clear that there
is not able to be a hypostasis of a rational nature, which is not a
person.” 



[bookmark: N_44_]44. Cf.
the similar complaints of the three reviewers cited in note 2 supra. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45. On
Aquinas’s increasing awareness that the disembodied human soul exists praeter
naturam, see Anton C. Pegis, “The Separated Soul and its Nature in St.
Thomas,” in St. Thomas Aquinas 1274-1974: Commemorative Studies
(Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1974), 1:131-58. 



[bookmark: N_46_]46. Ibid.,
1:158. 



[bookmark: N_47_]47. See
IV Sent., d. 44, q. 1, a. 1b, ad 1 (ed. Roberto Busa, S.J., S.
Thomae Aquinatis Opera Omnia [Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog,
1980], 1: 635c): “[unlike the celestial bodies] the form of other things
that are generable and corruptible is not subsistent through itself, so that it
would be able to continue after the corruption of the composite, as is the case
with the rational soul, which retains the being [esse] that is acquired
for itself in the body, even after the [corruption of the] body. Through the
resurrection the body is brought to participate in that being, since the being
of the body is not other than [the being] of the soul in the body; otherwise,
the union of the soul and body would be accidental. Thus no interruption is made
in the substantial being of man such that it would be impossible for the
numerically same man to return on account of the interruption [of his] being, as
happens in all other corruptible things. Their being is totally interrupted;
[their] form does not endure, although [their] matter endures under another
being [esse].” 



[bookmark: N_48_]48. De
spirit. creat.,
a. 2 (ed. Calcaterra-Centi, Quaest. disp., 2:375a). 



[bookmark: N_49_]49. See
ibid. (ed. Calcaterra-Centi, Quaest. disp., 2:376b): “Inasmuch,
then, as it surpasses the being [esse] of corporeal matter, being able
through itself to subsist and to act, the human soul is a spiritual substance;
but inasmuch as it is brought in contact with matter and confers its own being [esse]
on matter, it is the form of the body.” 



[bookmark: N_50_]50. See
Anton C. Pegis, At the Origins of the Thomistic Notion of Man, The
Saint Augustine Lecture 1962 (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1963). 



[bookmark: N_51_]51. See
Quaest. de an., q. 18 (ed. James H. Robb, [Toronto: Pontifical
Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1968], 240): “the strength of its [the
separated soul’s] intellective power is still not sufficient so that through
this kind of [received] intelligible species it is able to achieve perfect
knowledge, that is, by understanding each thing in a special and determinate
way; but rather the soul knows them in a kind of confused universality” (Questions
on the Soul, trans. James H. Robb [Milwaukee: Marquette University Press,
1984], 217). 



[bookmark: N_52_]52. See
Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., “The Inseparability of the Soul from
Existence,” The New Schoalsticism 61 (1987): 249-70. 



[bookmark: N_53_]53. See
ScG IV, c. 79 (ed. Pera-Marc-Caramello, 3:391b, n. 4135): “The
immortality of souls, therefore, is seen to require [exigere] the
future resurrection of bodies.” 



[bookmark: N_54_]54. See
Super I Cor., ch. 15, 1ect. 2 (ed. Cai, Super Epistolas S. Pauli,
1: 411b, n. 924): “It is impossible that what is natural and through itself
[per se], be finite and, as it were, nothing; but, if the soul endures
without the body, that which is contrary to nature and accidental [per
accidens] would be infinite.” 



[bookmark: N_55_]55. De
Verit., q.
21, a. 2, ad 6 (ed. Spiazzi, Quaest. disp., 1:379a):”[A]liquid
potest dici bonum et ex suo esse, et ex sua proprietate, vel habitudine
superaddita; sicut dicitur aliquis homo bonus et in quantum est iustus et castus,
vel ordinatus ad beatitudinem. Ratione igitur primae bonitatis ens convertitur
cum bono, et e converso; sed ratione secundae bonum dividit ens” (Mulligan,
trans., 3:12 [revised]). 



[bookmark: N_56_]56. De
Malo, q. 2,
a. 5, ad 2 (ed. P. Bazzi and P. M. Pession, in Quaest. disp., 2:478a):
“Ens et bonum convertuntur simpliciter et in quolibet genere… . Sed
verum est quod ens simpliciter non convertitur cum bono moris, sicut nec etiam
cum bono naturae. Bonum autem moris est quodammodo maius bonum quam bonum
naturae; in quantum scilicet est actus et perfectio naturalis boni: licet aliquo
modo bono naturalis sit maius, sicut substantia accidente. Patet autem quod nec
etiam bonum naturae et malum immediate oppununtur, quia non omne non ens est
malum, sicut omne ens est bonum” (On Evil, trans. Jean Oesterle
[Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1995], 67-68). 



[bookmark: N_57_]57. See
Denis J. M. Bradley, Aquinas on the Twofold Human Good: Reason and Human
Happiness in Aquinas’s Moral Science (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 1997), 263-65, 275-88. 



[bookmark: N_58_]58. See
Stump, Aquinas, 90: “Aquinas’s central meta-ethical thesis, worked
out in the context of his general metaphysics, provides a sophisticated
metaphysical grounding for his virtue-based ethics.” 



[bookmark: N_59_]59. Cf.
I Sent., d. 2, q. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1:67): “For sometimes what the
intellect conceives is the likeness [similitudo] of the thing existing
outside of the soul, as, for example, which is what is conceived about it by the
name ‘man’; and such a conception of the intellect has a foundation [fundamentum]
immediately in the thing … and that name signifying that conception [intellectum]
is properly said of the thing.” 



[bookmark: N_60_]60. See
STh I, q. 16, a. 4, ad 2: “The intellect first understands being
itself [ipsum ens]; and secondly, it apprehends that it understands
being [ens].” 



[bookmark: N_61_]61. See
STh I, q. 5, a. 2: “For the meaning [ratio] signified by
the name [per nomen], is that which the intellect conceives of the
thing, and that which it signifies through the word [per vocem].” 



[bookmark: N_62_]62. Cf.
STh I, q. 13, a. 4: “The names attributed to God, although they
signify [significant] one thing, because they signify it under many and
diverse intelligibilities [rationibus], are not synonyms.” 



[bookmark: N_63_]63. IV
Metaphys., lect. 2 (ed. Cathala-Spiazzi, 155a, n. 553). On the meaning of
the names res, ens, unum, see ibid. 



[bookmark: N_64_]64. Cf.
STh I, q. 13, a. 2, ad 3: “In this life … we know it [the
essence of God] according to what is represented in the perfections of
creatures. And in this fashion the names imposed by us signify it.” 



[bookmark: N_65_]65. I
Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1:200) clearly notes that ens
is “unconditionally and absolutely prior to the all the other [transendentals]”
because “being [ens] is included in the understanding of them, but
not conversely.” Stump’s assertion, undoubtedly true, that “the
reference of both ‘being’ and ‘goodness’ is being” (68)—“any
nature whatsoever is essentially being [ens]” (De Verit.,
q. 1, a. 1 [ed. Spiazzi, Quaest. disp., 1:2b])—veils a greater puzzle:
under what intelligibility of being [ratio entis], since “ens
is said in many ways” (II Sent., d. 34, q. 1, a. 1 [ed. Mandonnet,
2:872]), does “being” first refer to being—under the ratio
of “substance” or “actus essendi” or
“thing”? Cf. IV Metaphys., lect. 1 (ed. Spiazzi, 152b, n.
544); “And all other things are referred to this [substance] as to what is
first and primary”; IV Metaphys., lect. 2 (ed. Spiazzi, 155b, n.
558): “Being [ens] which is imposed from ‘to be’ itself [ab
ipso esse], refers [significat] to the same [referent] as the name
‘thing’ [res] which is imposed from the essence itself.” In regard
to the latter text, if we assume that significat = “refer,”
presumably the referent (idem) is to be identified with the suppositum
in which the transcendentals “are converted to one another, and are the
same” (I Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 3; ed. Mandonnet, 1:199). 



[bookmark: N_66_]66. See
De Virtu. in comm., q. un., a. 1 (ed. E. Odetto, in Quaest. disp.,
2:708b): “For the virtue of a horse is what makes him and his activity good
… similarly … with every any other thing.” 



[bookmark: N_67_]67. Cf.
Jan A. Aertsen, “Thomas Aquinas on the Good: The Relation between
Metaphysics and Ethics,” in Aquinas’s Moral Theory: Essays in Honor of
Norman Kretzmann, ed. Scott MacDonald and Eleonore Stump (Ithaca, N.Y. :
Cornell University Press, 1998), 235-53. Aertsen seeks, with more attention to
nuances than Stump, to preserve both the autonomy of ethics and its
“connection” with metaphysics: so, for Aertsen, metaphysics does not
ground ethics, but it does provide a “reflection on the foundation of
praxis” (253). 



[bookmark: N_68_]68. See
II Sent., d. 24, q. 3, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 2:624): “The rule of
human acts is not any sort of reason, but right reason [ratio recta ]”;
De Virtu. in comm., q. un., a. 8 (ed. Odetto, Quaest. disp.,
2:728a): “In the definition of virtue is posited that it is elective of the
means according to right reason.” Cf. Stump, Aquinas, 69:
“The actualization or perfection of these powers [intellect and will]
produces human virtues.” 



[bookmark: N_69_]69. Étienne
Gilson, Saint Thomas moraliste (2d ed. rev; Paris: J. Vrin, 1974), 17. 



[bookmark: N_70_]70. See
STh I, q. 5, a. 1, esp. ad 3. 



[bookmark: N_71_]71. I
leave aside the subsidiary question of how goodness as a “non-natural”
moral quality (“non-natural” because not convertible with
transcendental goodness) may yet be thought to fall within the entitative
category of the same name. On this issue, which so exercised the seventeenth and
eighteenth-century Thomists, see F. C.[arolus]- R.[enatus] Billuart, Dissertatio
4, “De actibus humanis in esse moris,” a. 1, in Summa sancti
Thomae: Hodiernis Academiarum Moribus Accommodata, editio nova (Paris:
Victor Palmé, 1872-77), 2:136: “In the human act, two distinctions ought
to be made: the being of nature or physical being, and the being of morality.
The being of nature is the very entity of the physical act. What is moral being
[esse morale] is not so easily said.” 



[bookmark: N_72_]72. I
Sent., prol., q. 1, a. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1:10). 



[bookmark: N_73_]73. See
Thomas de Vio Caietanus, De subiecto naturalis philosophiae, tomus 3,
tractatus 4 (Venice, 1612), 159b, fourth par.: “Science [natural
philosophy] is evident from itself without metaphysics. For it has a subject and
self-evident or immediate [per se nota] principles from the
senses.” 



[bookmark: N_74_]74. See
VIII Phys., lect. 3 (ed. P. M. Maggiòlo, O.P. [Turin: Marietti, 1965],
515b, n. 994). Physics deals with the principles of ens mobili in communi,
notably matter and form. That there is mobile being—i.e., that many beings
move—is a self-evident (per se manifestum) sense judgment (VIII
Phys., lect. 6 [ed. Maggiòlo, 531a-b, n. 1018]). No science proves its own
subject matter: physics, accordingly, takes ens mobile as given. That
all mobile being is a body is proved in physics, and taken as given in the
immediately subalternated science of moving heavenly bodies (De caelo).




[bookmark: N_75_]75. Expos.
Post. Anal.,
I, lect. 5 (Opera omnia iussu Leonis P,M. edita, vol. 1*2 [Rome and
Paris, 1989], 25a, 123-30): “it is necessary that propositions of this kind
[i.e., communes dignitates or maximae propositiones] be held
as known in virtue of themselves not only as they stand but also in reference to
us. Examples of these are the propositions that ‘It does not occur that the same
thing is and is not’ and that ‘The whole is greater than its part,’ and others
like these. Hence all the sciences take principles of this kind from metaphysics
whose task it is to consider being absolutely and the characteristics of
being” (Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle, trans.
F. R. Larcher, O. P. [Albany: Magi Books, 1970], 21-22 ). 



[bookmark: N_76_]76. For
example, the principle “Equals subtracted from equals, are equal”:
arithmetic is concerned with the equality of numbers, geometry of quantities.
See Expos. Post. Anal., I, lect. 18, nn. 6-7 (ed. Leon., 1*2, 68a,
102-104). 



[bookmark: N_77_]77. See
Expos. Post. Anal., I, lect. 18, 43. 



[bookmark: N_78_]78. See
ScG III, c. 79 (ed. Pera-Marc-Caramello, 3:111a, n. 2543): “A
speculative science which receives from another science the principles from
which it demonstrates, is said to be subalternated to that science.” 



[bookmark: N_79_]79. See
Expos. Post. Anal., I, lect. 5, 15, 17. 



[bookmark: N_80_]80. See
Expos. Post Anal., I, lect. 17, n. 3. 



[bookmark: N_81_]81. See
Joseph Owens, “The Grounds of Ethical Universality in Aristotle,” in Aristotle:
The Collected Papers of Joseph Owens, ed. John R. Catan (Albany, N.Y.:
State University of New York Press, 1981), 148-64. 



[bookmark: N_82_]82. See
I Phys., lect. 1 (ed. Maggiòlo, 3-5, nn. 2-4); II Phys., lect.
3 (84, nn. 163-65); I Metaphys., lect. 2 (ed. Cathala-Spiazzi, 14, n.
47); III Metaphys., lect. 6 (111-12, n. 396 ); VI Metaphys.,
lect. 1 (295a, n. 1145; 295b-96a, n. 1149; 296b, n. 1155; 297a, n. 1159);
SLA, I, c. 2; ed. Leon., 45/1: 9a, 8-10 [In de An., I, lect. 2
(ed. Angelus M. Pirotta, O.P. [Turin: Marietti, 1959], 6a-b, n. 16)]; De
Verit., q. 9, a. 1, ad 3 (ed. Spiazzi, Quaest. disp., 1:180b-81a);
In Boet. de Trin., q. 2, a. 2, ad 5; q. 5, a. 1, ad 5. Cf. Expos.
Post. Anal., I, lect. 25, 43. 



[bookmark: N_83_]83. Cf.
John of St. Thomas, The Material Logic of John of St. Thomas: Basic
Treatises, trans. Yves R. Simon, John J. Glanville, and G. Donald
Hollenhorst (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1955), 511. 



[bookmark: N_84_]84. I
Phys., lect. 1 (ed Maggiòlo, 3b-4a, n. 4) lists in descending order of
generality the following particular sciences, subalternated to physics, which
are focused on some species of motion: physics: mobile being in general
De caelo: local motions of the heavenly bodies De generatione:
motion to form and common motion of the elements Meteororum: special
aspects of the motion of the elements De mineralibus: motion of
non-living mixed bodies De anima: living bodies more specialized
biological sciences. Physics considers the human soul as existing in matter or
embodied; metaphysics considers it insofar as it can exist disembodied or apart
from matter: see II Phys., lect. 4 (88b, n. 175). 



[bookmark: N_85_]85. See,
for example, STh I, q. 86, a. 3, sed contra. 



[bookmark: N_86_]86. See
STh II-II, q. 26, a. 1, ad 3: “ordo pertinet ad rationem sicut ad
ordinantem, sed ad vim appetitivam pertinet sicut ad ordinatam.” 



[bookmark: N_87_]87. See
Wolfgang Kluxen, “Metaphysik und praktische Vernuft: Über ihre Zuordnung
bei Thomas von Aquin,” in Thomas von Aquin 1274/1974 (Munich: Kösel-Verlagm
1974), 87-88. 



[bookmark: N_88_]88. Cf.
Jacobus M. Ramirez, O.P., Opera Omnia, vol. 4, De actibus humanis:
In I-II Summa theologiae divi Thomae Expositio (QQ. VI-XXI), ed. Victorino
Rodiguez, O.P. (Madrid: C. S. I. C., 1972), 502, n. 660. 



[bookmark: N_89_]89. See
De Malo, q. 3, a. 12, ad 13 (ed. Bazzi-Pession, 516): “The
universal principles of the natural law, about which no one errs, pertain to
synderesis.” 



[bookmark: N_90_]90. See
VI Nic. Ethic., lect. 2 (ed. Spiazzi, 311a-b, n. 1135):
“Speculative reason moves nothing, because it says nothing about pursuing
or fleeing.” 



[bookmark: N_91_]91. See
De Malo, q. 3, a. 6 (ed. Bazzi-Pession, Quaest. disp.,
2:505b): “Practical reason directs in moral acts”; II Nic. Ethic.,
lect. 9 (ed. Spiazzi, 100a, n. 351): “The end of this science is not the
manifestation of truth but a good deed.” 



[bookmark: N_92_]92. Leonard
Kennedy, A Catalogue of Thomists, 1270-1900 (Houston, Tex.: Center for
Thomistic Studies, University of St. Thomas, 1987). 



[bookmark: N_93_]93. See
John Haldane, “Thomism, Analytical,” in The Oxford Companion to
Philosophy, ed. Ted Honerich (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press,
1995), 875. 



[bookmark: N_94_]94. See
A. Krempel, La doctrine de la relation chez Saint Thomas: Exposé historique
et systématique (Paris: J. Vrin, 1952), ch. 3, “Les commentateurs de
Saint Thomas,” 20-53; Romolo Comandini, et al., Saggi sulla rinascita
del Tomismo nel secolo XIX, Pontificia Accademia Teologica Romana (Vatican
City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1974). 



[bookmark: N_95_]95. Cf.
Géry Prouvost, Thomas d’Aquin et les thomismes (Paris: Les Éditions
du Cerf, 1996), 9: “In the course of history, almost all the essential
theses of Thomas were either contested or ignored by one or the other
‘Thomist.’” 



[bookmark: N_96_]96. Cf.
Prouvost, Thomas d’Aquin et les thomismes, 14: “Gilson used to say
of Maritain that he was a much more original thinker than it would have been
possible for a true historian to be. He [Gilson] would add, ‘I do not know what
Thomas himself would have thought of this kind of disciple.’” 








Web server status







[bookmark: naturallaw] 



BOOK REVIEWS

Natural Law and
Human Dignity: Universal Ethics in an Historical World.
By Eberhard Schockenhoff. Trans. by Brian McNeil. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of
America Press, 2003. Pp. xi + 330. $44.95 (cloth), $24.95 (paper). ISBN
0-8132-1339-8 (cloth), 0-8132-1340-1 (paper).



Eberhard Schockenhoff
is Professor of Moral Theology at the University of Freiburg. As a member of the
National Ethics Council in Germany, he recently concurred in its recommendation
that therapeutic cloning should not “at this time” be allowed in
Germany. He, along with a minority on the council, argued that creating and then
destroying human organisms is morally impermissible, even for research and
medical purposes. It is clear, then, what sorts of ethical dialogue his book is
meant to make comprehensible.



Schockenhoff has an
ambitious three-part plan: (1) outline and address recurring critiques of
natural-law theory, particularly those stemming from the
“irreversible” historicization of our consciousness of morals and
culture; (2) argue for the reasonableness of natural-law theory’s claim of
universality, which is limited to the establishment of absolute rights, leaving
significant room for a more robust ethics based on a richer theory of human
nature; (3) establish the foundations of a universal claim for “biblical
ethics” as contained in the Ten Commandments and the Sermon on the Mount.
Ultimately, the life of the Christian churches must “bear witness to the
inherent rationality of the high ethical teachings contained in the biblical
history of revelation” and put them on offer in an “open contest about
the humanum, where the various world religions, political utopias, and
secular humanisms challenge each other” (284). The denouement of this
program is a section on the distinction between law and morality, which
nevertheless suggests that they have a common origin in a basic notion of human
rights, which becomes an alternative to the notion of “basic norm,”
used in positivistic theories of law to avoid an infinite regression in
justifications.



Schockenhoff is
seeking a moral relativity without moral relativism: a thesis which will account
for changes in the Roman Catholic teaching on slavery, torture, lending at
interest, and voluntary organ donation, without ceding that there is no kernel
of universal teaching. He wants, in addition, an historical consciousness
without historicism, where the human being is understood as a 
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subject with an
“inherent historicity”: “the constitution of his finite nature as
body and soul give him this character a priori: therefore, he is not only ‘made’
by history, but ‘makes’ it” (128-29).



Schockenhoff reviews
four argumentative strategies used by twentieth-century philosophers against
ethical relativism as a preliminary to making the case for universal ethics
(42-81). Each strategy reveals something of what he demands from a successful
ethical theory. (1) While cultural studies at the empirical level cannot
establish either moral universals or irreducible moral pluralism, (2) dismissing
the empirical level in order to avoid the naturalistic fallacy deprives moral
philosophy of a due reflection “on the problem posed by the empirical
plurality of our moral ideas.” (3) All ethical (as opposed to
merely cultural) relativisms either do not incorporate a principle of
tolerance, or suffer logical collapse because they do, since this principle is
nonrelative. The practical requirement of some sort of intercultural dialogue as
an alternative to violent conflict requires “the transcultural validity of
the principle of reason” to establish differing groups as equal partners in
the discourse. (4) Finally, distinguishing among different levels of moral
consciousness allows for the coexistence of disagreement on surface levels and
agreement on the level of the principles from which the ultimate justification
of an action or rule is derived. On the analogy of biology, the “occurrence
of individual deviations or the formation of irregular patterns is not evidence
against the existence of a universal species-specific program, according to
which all the examples … display a core of common characteristics in exactly
the same way.” 



Schockenhoff’s
retrieval of natural-law theory is centered on Thomas Aquinas and assumes that
his teaching “has not simply been disposed of by the critical objections
to” later rationalist and neo-Thomistic doctrines (136). He divides
contemporary interpretations of Aquinas on the relationship between natural law
and practical reason into four groups on a spectrum from the formalist, where
natural law “is nothing more than a formal structural law of the practical
reason,” to the ontological, where “the ethical law is an ontological
order immanent in human nature.” He concentrates, however, on the debates
between the second group (e.g., L. Honnefelder), for whom natural inclinations
“present an outline of how the substantial regulation by the reason will
turn out to be” and the third group (e.g., M. Rhonheimer), for whom
“the substantial ends at which nature aims agree a priori—as if
in a slumber—with that which the reason recognizes to be good” (138).



He identifies three
points of dispute among contemporary Thomists. First, does the primal,
evidential character of practical reason apply only to its highest basic
principle (“Do good …”, etc.) or does it extend to principles
linked to the highest, those roughly identical to the Ten Commandments? Are
natural inclinations merely “raw material” for practical reason or is
practical reason merely their “scanning organ”? Finally, how should
the transition from general principles to specific individual judgments be
conceived, or in other words how do conclusio and determinatio function
as mediating activities?




  
  

  


Page
155



Schockenhoff accepts,
as do all but the “extremists,” the “genuine equality in origin
of theoretical and practical knowledge”(148-49) and the subsequent autonomy
of ethics, but through his answers to the three contentious points, he places
himself firmly in the second group. He argues, first, that the “basic
commandment—bonum faciendum, malum vitandum—is articulated … in
the universal principles of the practical reason,” but also that
“Thomas never gives an exhaustive list of these principles, contenting
himself with indications.” While he acknowledges that Thomas “can
identify the highest principles of natural law with the Ten Commandments,”
Schockenhoff clearly does not think this is central to Thomas’s natural-law
theory. “Thomas says nothing about the relationship of these universal
principles to the one fundamental commandment of the moral law or how individual
moral commandments can be deduced from them” (151-52).



Second, Schockenhoff
notes the important “distinction between the passive participation of
irrational creatures in the divine reason which governs the world and the
actively regulating participation on the part of the human person” (159 n.
63), which he believes is “flattened” by the naturalistic
interpretation of neo-Thomism. Nor is mere “recognition” of a
pre-existing order sufficient to do justice to the “regulating and
measuring” activity of the human person in imitation of divine rule in
which he participates. “The inclinationes naturales belong to the
natural law only as a striving completely shaped by reason” (163), while
practical reason, in turn, “informs” or “imprints” a form on
the ends of natural striving” (164).



Third, since
“one and the same practical reason” comprehends both the
“universally valid commands of the natural law” and “the concrete
deter-minations of the judgment of prudence and conscience,” there must be
“intermediary stages and transitional points” along this path (166).
The integrity of the “gradated structure” of practical reason requires
“the elaboration of rules for specific conduct, where both historical
discernment (adinventio) and more precise definition (determinatio)
play a role.” Schockenhoff claims that, for Aquinas, “apart from the
highest principle of bonum faciendum … the only immutable,
universally known and absolutely valid principles, where the human reason cannot
err, are the Golden Rule and the command to love one’s neighbor.” For,
although the “secondary commandments” are, according to Aquinas,
“the common property of mankind,” since “necessary expansions [of
them] have become a part of history and are themselves subject to further
changes, the natural law never attains validity in history otherwise than in
mutable form, even though its universal commandments are immutable per se.
An absolutely immutable ethical law would be conceptually impossible for Thomas,
since it would accord neither with the mutability of the circumstances of human
life nor with the laws governing the activity of practical reason”
(173-74).



This interpretation
of Thomas allows Schockenhoff to move to a refutation of the classical
objections to natural law outlined in chapter 1, namely, commission of the
naturalistic fallacy, circular justification, and an ahistorical 
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understanding of
nature. In turn, answering these objections opens the way to a recovery of the
natural-law theory’s concept of intrinsically evil acts, without an agenda
geared to a set of solutions to contemporary problems or to shore up church
teachings, but as part of “the common tradition of all non-utilitarian
ethical systems” since Aristotle (191). 



This recovery begins
with Aquinas and with a problem: “what can it mean to employ such a
category” if it “itself is subject to the historicity of our moral
knowledge” (192)? Schockenhoff is interested in Aquinas’s analysis of the
“patriarchal exceptions,” such as Abraham’s agreement to kill Isaac,
Hosea’s adulterous marriage, and the “spoiling of the Egyptians.” He
focuses on “historical change” in the case of the patriarchs and
“changed circumstances” in the particular case of theft, to argue that
Aquinas is able to preserve exception-less norms, because acts which appear to
be the same can nevertheless differ: in one instance the act is deformed and in
the other it is conformed to the order of reason or justice, as in the case of
the person in extreme circumstances, who appropriates what is materially
another’s, but formally his, on account of his need. Thus, “theft”
remains “intrinsically evil,” while the assessment of which acts
constitute theft may change. This, however, does not amount to approving theft
because in some cases it produces better consequences than respect for
other’s property. 



Schockenhoff’s own
criterion for the “intrinsically evil” act is tested in a debate with
“teleological ethics” over killing innocent persons, torture or
sacrifice of the innocent, and adultery and rape. He proposes to establish that
a “mode of conduct must always be considered as intrinsically evil and as
incompatible with the personal dignity of another human being when it attacks
the irreducible minimum conditions for his human existence, which must be
protected in order to give him the possibility of free ethical
self-determination” (201-2). These conditions, as revealed in the three
discussions, include bodily life, the exercise of the will in
self-determination, and respect for the gift of self, which requires exclusive,
faithful marriage and prohibits coerced sexual activity. 



In support of a
“universal ethics,” Schockenhoff has crafted a natural-law framework
that will uphold traditional prohibitions on murder, abortion, theft, and
adultery, based solely on absolute rights, whose grounding makes no appeal to
any vision of the “good life.” However, questions about monogamy,
homosexuality, and artificial contraception would, on his account, have to be
dealt with by a “high ethics,” like biblical ethics, which obligates
the human person to “live in accordance with God’s image, in which he was
created” (235). The attraction of this project is obvious: the prohibition
against killing the innocent cannot be written off as “based on a highly
exaggerated view of the value of life” (208) attributable to specific
religious beliefs, and yet those same beliefs are authorized to enter the
contemporary vacuum where liberty means the freedom “to define one’s own
concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and of the mystery of human
life.”



There are some
unexpected pleasures in this book, including the illuminating discussions of
Wilhelm Dilthey, Ernst Troeltsch and Karl Jaspers which the 
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author uses to
illustrate that there may be a universality which is historical rather than
metaphysical. The survey of recent biblical criticism regarding the giving of
the law on Sinai and the delivery of the Sermon on the Mount forms a useful
tutorial for philosophers, particularly those of an ahistorical bent. Most of
Schockenhoff’s partners in the debates over natural-law theory are German and it
would have been interesting to see how Grisez, Finnis, the later MacIntyre, and
others would have been fitted into his schema. As it is, they remain in the
footnotes.



The translation by
Brian McNeil, while generally clear, is occasionally ponderous (e.g.,
“nostalgic imprecations” [20]) or infelicitous (e.g.,
“orientate” [passim]), and there are places where breathless
sentences could have been divided without loss.











Mary C. Sommers 
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Sex and Virtue:
An Introduction to Sexual Ethics. By John S.
Grabowski. Catholic Moral Thought Series. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2003. Pp. 213. $39.95 (cloth), $19.95 (paper). ISBN
0-8132-1345-2 (cloth), 0-8132-1346-0 (paper).





John Grabowski provides an introductory account of Catholic sexual teaching,
portraying it as both liberating and life-giving. He presents this teaching by
means of insights from biblical and sacramental theology, drawing on elements
from psychology and Christian personalism. His study, however, is not entirely
what the title would suggest. Although the book’s stated goal is to
“undertake a systematic application of biblical and virtue-based categories
to the topic of sexuality” (xiii), the focus is not so much on portraying
sexuality from within a psychology of virtue as on presenting it from within the
Christian personalism of John Paul II. Stated more precisely, insights from
virtue ethics are presented from within the framework of John Paul’s personalist
concerns: sexual union as an embodied self-giving and the self-mastery in
conjugal chastity that makes this self-giving possible.

The book’s seven
chapters form a study in four parts. First, the author examines briefly the
historical genesis of contemporary Catholic attitudes about sex (ch. 1). Second,
he advances a biblical theology of marriage that emphasizes the importance of
covenant fidelity (chs. 2 and 3). Third, he develops a personalist account of
sexuality and marriage rooted in his biblical theology (chs. 4-6). Finally, he
sketches the practices and institutions required to promote the virtues proper
to an ordered sexual life (ch. 7).
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Grabowski begins by
noting that many Catholics are “alienated” from magisterial teaching
on sexual issues. He sees this alienation as arising from the inability of the
manualist tradition to offer a coherent view of sexuality in the contemporary
context. Grabowski argues that contemporary culture portrays sex as an
“innocent ecstasy,” understood “as bearing the promise of
ecstatic release, personal fulfillment, and salvific power” (7-8). After
noting the “unrealistic expectations” and added burdens that this view
places on a couple’s sexual relationship, Grabowski focuses on the limitations
of the manualist heritage. He asserts that by embracing a physicalist notion of
the natural law and by portraying morality as principally about how law
restrains individual freedom, moral theology failed to provide a convincing
account of Catholic sexual teaching. The task, therefore, is to present
sexuality from within a larger theological context with the aid of Christian
personalism.



Grabowski seeks to do
this by placing sexuality in the context of biblical covenant (ch. 2). A
covenant is “an agreement or oath of fidelity between parties made with or
before God in which one promises one’s very self to another” (29).
Grabowski affirms that marriage in the Old Testament is viewed as a covenant
analogous to Israel’s covenant with God. They both require “a faithful and
exclusive promise of self” (41). In the New Testament, the parallel
deepens: marriage becomes an image of the relationship between Christ and his
Church (41-42). Grabowski further explains that oaths and symbolic acts were
integral to covenants and enacted them. In the marriage covenant, sex has this
enacting role. Just as covenants with God were begun in an oath and enacted in a
sacred act, so too the sacrament of marriage is ratified in the exchange of
consent and consummated in sexual intercourse (45). Sexual intercourse,
therefore, is part of the “language of the body,” whereby spouses
communicate their “total self-donation” and enact in bodily form
“the unconditional promise and acceptance” expressed in their wedding
vows (46). Moreover, just as biblical liturgies entail a remembering that makes
present the event remembered, so too does sexual union (38). Sex functions as an
“anamnesis” that both remembers and enacts the promise the couple made
when they exchanged their vows (47-48).



After outlining the
place of marriage in Christian discipleship (ch. 3), Grabowski introduces a
personalist account of chastity (ch. 4). Prefacing this account with a brief
historical sketch of patristic, Thomistic and manualist views of chastity (a
sketch that is remarkably critical of these traditions), Grabowski argues that
Karol Wojtyla’s philosophy of chastity overcomes the limitations of these
earlier views. “Karol Wojtyla would see chastity as not merely the mastery
of reason over the passions, nor still less a flight from all sexual activity,
but rather a form of self-possession that makes sexual and other forms of
self-donation possible” (86). This self-possession is necessary, because
“a person can only truly give as a gift that which they themselves first
possess” (87). Sexual desire “informed” by chastity respects the
other’s personal dignity, while lust violates this dignity by seeking the
other’s body “independently of the value of the person” (ibid.).
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Grabowski next
addresses the difficult question of sexual complementarity (ch. 5). After noting
recent attempts to understand the equality and difference between men and women,
Grabowski argues that the equality of the sexes resides in their shared human
nature, while sexual difference is “a fundamental relation constitutive of
personhood” (98). In a way analogous to the plurality of persons in the
unity of the Trinity, human personhood is a relation inherently ordered to
communion with others (111). This is what John Paul means by the “nuptial
meaning of the body.” The human person’s embodied sexuality is ordered
toward the gift of self to another in love. It is here that the role of chastity
as self-possession emerges: for a couple truly to establish the communion of
persons proper to marital love, they must possess themselves as persons in
self-mastery so as to give themselves to each other in a way that respects their
personal dignity (111). Grabowski next interprets sexual sins as various
failures to respect the personal dignity of the other (112-25).



In chapter 6,
Grabowski considers the relationship between the gift of self and fertility. The
Church has constantly proclaimed that “any deliberate action contrary to
either the procreative purpose of sexuality or the fidelity of marriage is
gravely disordered” (129). The encyclical Humanae vitae confirmed
this by insisting on the “inseparable connection” between the unitive
and procreative aspects of sexual union. Grabowski adds, however, that “the
encyclical never fully explained the basis for this connection.” Moreover,
the encyclical’s natural law arguments “were found by many to be
insufficient” (130). Grabowski seeks to overcome this insufficiency by
employing John Paul’s notion that embodied sexuality is inherently linguistic.
From this perspective, the unitive and pro-creative aspects of sexual union are
the two meanings of sexual intercourse symbolically expressed in the embodied
self-giving proper to marital love. Since fertility is “integral to the
person” of each spouse, sexual intercourse can function as a “covenant
ratifying gesture” only if it respects this fertility (131-32), otherwise
it becomes “a dishonest expression of this gift” (151). Grabowski
traces how this personalist understanding of sexual relations renders more
intelligible the Church’s teaching on issues such reproductive technologies and
homosexuality. He gives special attention to the issue of natural family
planning. Critics often view the periodic abstinence proper to NFP as a negative
feature endured solely to prevent pregnancy (147). Grabowski holds, however,
that “periodic continence” is actually a positive good. Quoting
Wojtyla at length, Grabowski asserts that “periodic continence”
deepens a couple’s ability to love each other as persons. He employs Alasdair
MacIntyre’s notion of a “practice” to suggest how NFP plays this
positive role (149-50). MacIntyre famously portrays a practice as a socially
established cooperative human activity through which goods internal to that
activity are realized. From this perspective, virtues are acquired human
qualities that enable us to achieve the goods internal to practices. Grabowski
argues that NFP is a practice that both requires and promotes chastity and other
related virtues. He appeals to the experience of practitioners of the method to
illustrate how this occurs. Among the effects that couples who use NFP report
are deepened mutual respect, more honest 
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communication,
profounder intimacy (expressed in physical but nongenital forms of communication
and affection), and a fuller mutuality in all areas of their relationship (153).



In the last and
shortest chapter, Grabowski examines the issue of moral education. He affirms
that to counter the distorted vision of sex advanced by the dominate culture,
Christians must offer a compelling alternative. He asserts the importance of
identifying and promoting cultural practices that foster reverence for human
dignity and the development of chastity. He then sketches Servais Pinckaers’s
analysis of the stages of moral development, noting the role of rules at each
stage. This leads him to introduce John Paul’s portrayal of gradualism as the
recognition that conversion is an ongoing process whereby we are called to
deepen our understanding of true holiness. Lastly, Grabowski traces the role of
community (family, friendship, and culture) in helping Christians to live chaste
and virtuous lives.



Grabowski’s study has
much to recommend it. The crisis that erupted in the aftermath of Humanae
vitae forced the Church to consider anew the reasons for its teaching. In
doing so, it has discovered elements of a richer vision of marital love. Karol
Wojtyla, from his time as archbishop of Krakow and throughout his twenty-six
years as pope, helped articulate these richer elements. In Sex and Virtue,
Grabowski presents the fruit of these insights in an attractive and compelling
way. Nonetheless, as a study of sexuality from within virtue ethics, the book
suffers several limitations. First, any Christian account of virtue
must confront the inherent tension between biblical and pagan conceptions of
moral excellence. For example, Aristotle argues that virtue is acquired only
after long training in a privileged environment, asserting that it is virtually
impossible to recover from bad moral training; as a consequence, most people are
unable to acquire virtue. The New Testament, however, refers explicitly to
virtues such as prudence and temperance as gifts from God for which we should
pray. Moral transformation is thus possible for all, even for the hardened
sinner. There is, therefore, a tension between these two accounts, a tension
that Grabowski never addresses. This is unfortunate because, as Aquinas
recognized, the New Testament portrayal of infused moral virtue helps us
understand the phenomenon of the divided self. Those who are inclined to
impurity because of the residual effects of acquired vices can nonetheless live
chastely in the grace of conversion by means of the infused moral virtues.
Although Grabowski notes the importance of the infused moral virtues, he never
develops an account of them nor considers them in relation to the acquired
virtues and vices. 



Second, any personalist
account of virtue must confront the tension between personalism and virtue
ethics. While Christian personalism often attempts to prescind from questions of
nature and the natural teleology inscribed in human nature, virtue theorists
increasingly assert the need for a renewed philosophy of nature. The analogy
with language is instructive. Language is learned in the context of one’s
initiation into the goal-directed tasks of a community. If, therefore, there is
a natural language inscribed in the body, this implies that there is also a goal
inscribed in human nature and that certain activities naturally
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promote the
attainment of that goal. What these natural goal-directed tasks are and how are
they transformed and elevated by grace are questions that Christian personalism
cannot skirt. Otherwise, appeals to the “language of the body” risk
becoming as unintelligible to our contemporaries as neo-Scholastic natural-law
arguments are. In other words, unless John Paul’s personalism is rooted in a
renewed philosophy of nature, appeals to it risk becoming attempts to teach a
language outside of the nature context in which that language is lived. The
language can be learned by rote, but it will always remain a foreign language
and not a natural idiom. This is what makes Grabowski’s reserve toward Aquinas
unfortunate. Aquinas’s treatment of nature—even his conception of the sins
against nature, which Grabowski sharply criticizes—offer more resources for the
renewal of Catholic sexual ethics than Grabowski recognizes. 



Even with these
limitations, however, Grabowski’s study offers a fine introduction to Catholic
sexual teaching from a Christian personalist perspective. It can serve as a
useful resource for helping couples discover the liberating beauty of Catholic
sexual teaching.











Michael Sherwin, O.P. 











University of
Fribourg

          
Fribourg, Switzerland























[bookmark: ethics]
Ethics and
Theological Disclosures: The Thought of Robert Sokolowski.
Edited by Guy Mansini, O.S.B. and James
G. Hart. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
2003. Pp. xviii + 198. $69.95 (cloth) ISBN 0-8132-1351-7.



Anyone who knows
Husserlian phenomenology knows about Robert Sokolowski. Anyone who knows
Sokolowski will know of his seminal studies in phenomenology. The list is
impressive—The Formation of Husserl’s Concept of Constitution (1964), Husserlian
Meditations: How Words Present Things (1974), Presence and Absence: A
Philosophical Investigation of Language and Being (1978), Moral Action:
A Phenomenological Study (1985), Introduction to Phenomenology
(2000)—and the list goes on. But Msgr. Sokolowski is not only a phenomenologist;
he is also a Catholic theologian—a theologian who brings his phenomenological
perspective to bear on his theology. Representative works include The God of
Faith and Reason: Foundations of Christian Theology (1982, 1995) and Eucharistic
Presence: A Study in The Theology of Disclosure (1994). As Sokolowski’s
phenomenological philosophical perspective informs his theological reflections,
so his classically rooted Aristotelian-Thomistic per-spective informs his
phenomenological work. In both respects his gifts have proved invaluable and his
contributions illuminating.
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The present volume is
a Festshrift yielded by a conference organized by Fr. Guy Mansini at
the St. Meinrad School of Theology honoring Sokolowski on the occasion of his
sixty-fifth birthday. James Hart tells us in his preface that because an earlier
“Sokofest” was devoted primarily to Sokolowski’s philosophical
writings (see The Truthful and the Good: Essays in Honor of Robert
Sokolowski, ed. John J. Drummond and James G. Hart, 1996), it was decided
that this one would aim primarily at his ethical writings and theology. The
contributions to this volume, following a helpful introduction by Guy Mansini,
are organized around several key themes in Sokolowski’s work. The first clusters
of essays (by John Drummond, Richard Cobb-Stevens, and Guy Mansini) deal with
ethics generally, and with justice and friendship in particular. The second
group of essays (by Owen Sadlier, Gerard Jacobitz, James G. Hart, John McCarthy,
and John Brough) deals with various aspects of Sokolowski’s theology of
disclosure. Francis Slade introduces the theme of politics in a subsequent essay
that pushes the ethical concerns of the volume into the sphere of questions of
sovereignty. Finally, Sokolowski himself provides a capstone essay on the
disclosure of the Trinity in the use of personal pronouns by Jesus and others in
the New Testament. A list of Sokolowski’s publications from 1959-2003, prepared
by John Drummond, is appended to the contributed essays.



The first group of
essays on justice and friendship are led off by John Drummond’s essay,
“Judging One’s Own Case,” which concerns cases of judgment where one’s
impartiality may be called into question because of a conflict of
(self-)interest. Drummond says that his purpose is not so much to challenge
Sokolowski’s account of the issue (in “Friendship and Moral Action in
Aristotle”) as to “complicate” it—an undertaking he executes
with remarkable success by means of illustrations involving an imaginary
“Dr. Peebrane” and symbolic analytics such as



Qi[[(QiA - kux)(B + kux)
= (QiA + kux)(B-kux)]]



where Qi
represents the irrelevant interests that are not allowed to operate over
the content of the just judgment, and so on. The upshot is that we must learn to
exercise a kind of “hospitality” toward the parties involved in our
judgments, discerning their interests and bracketing our own irrelevant
interests, much as friends would. 



Richard Cobb-Stevens
and Guy Mansini take up the theme of friendship explicitly—the former
philosophically, the latter theologically, but both depending expressly on
Sokolowski’s analysis of its categoriality. Cobb-Stevens begins with
Sokolowski’s categoriality of moral action—“the recognition of what is
good or bad for another … as good or bad for me”—noting that the
discernment involved in friendship, as opposed to justice, is based less on
detachment and impartiality and more on mutual affection and common ends, and,
at least in perfect friendship, on a regard for the other and the mutual
friendship as ends in themselves. 



If the categoriality
of moral action is elevated to a kind of perfection in friendship, Mansini
argues that the categoriality of friendship is perfected,
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“under
theological pressure,” by elevating it to its supernatural end. “When
St. Thomas identified the charity poured into our heart by the Holy Spirit (Rom.
5:5) with friendship,” he writes, “he pressed into theological service
the philosophical appreciation of friendship found in the Nichomachean
Ethics.” Friendship is here transformed in such a way that its primary
analogue is not friendship between virtuous Athenian gentlemen or even between
philosophers, but between Christians and their God. Mansini thus applies
Sokolowski’s categoriality in showing both how God makes our good his own and
how we make God’s good our own.



The next cluster of
five essays, devoted to Sokolowski’s theology of disclosure, begins with Owen
Sadlier’s discussion of foundational elements. Basic to this theology is the
peculiar distinction Christians make between God and the world—the distinction
Sokolowski calls “the Christian distinction”—namely, that God
plus the world is not more than God. Beginning with this distinction,
Sadlier discusses the epistemology of disclosure in connection with Sokolowski’s
essays “Making Distinctions” and “Picturing”; the ontology
of disclosure in conjunction with Sokolowski’s understanding of “genetic
constitution” (as a basis for his view of biblical exegesis) and the logic
of “parts and wholes” (in view of the Christian distinction between
God and world)—showing, finally, how Sokolowski’s analysis of “presence
and absence” directs thinking beyond philosophy to revealed theology.



Gerard Jacobitz
offers an intriguing discussion of the disclosive function of metaphor, drawing
on Paul Ricoeur as well as Sokolowski in examining how statements such as
“Red is a loud color” effect an unfamiliar identity synthesis by means
of a “submerged analogy” to yield a “surplus of meaning.”
Suggesting that metaphor may be pressed into theological service, Jacobitz
argues that George Lindbeck’s postliberal “cultural-linguistic”
approach to religion may help us see how. He cites Lindbeck’s hypothesis that
Christian doctrines function as grammatical rules within a particular language
game and refer neither to something “out there” in the world (as
“cognitive-propositionalists” suppose) nor “in there” at the
center of human experience (as “experiential-expressivists” suppose),
but rather to “something utterly mysterious.” But if Christian
doctrines retain their “transcendental value” on this view, as
Jacobitz suggests they do, it remains for someone to spell out more precisely
how.



James Hart explores
the wholes and parts of “the Christian distinction” in order to
reflect on the questions about divine intentionality this generates. If God’s
being is absolutely self-subsistent and immanent, and there is nothing outside
of it that can either add to or detract from it or account for the being of
creatures, then God’s being is innermost to all that is in such a way that the
innermost core of each creature lies outside itself in God. This means not only
that God may not be conceived simply as a transcendent object, but also that the
self-presence of divine being does not involve the separation of itself from
itself that intentionality typically requires. This leads to a consideration of
Franz Brentano, who rejects the Christian distinction since he finds
intentionality essential to God, as well as the Indian philosopher Shankara, who
rejects the 
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notion that Brahman
could intend anything outside of Brahman as though it were real. The Christian
distinction, however, requires the capacity of divine intentionality toward the
other, even though how such self-transcendence breaks forth within the
absolute immanence of divine being is difficult to say (although the Trinity
begs addressing here). Sokolowski simply calls it “incomparable
generosity.” However it originates, this intentionality cannot result in
anything greater than God alone. Hart concludes with an extended reflection on
the in-tentionality of faith and prayer as conceptualized within the Christian
distinc-tion, the result of which is “a God more intimate to me than I am
to myself.”



John McCarthy
investigates the role of reason in the knowledge of a God whose distinction from
the world is first announced in divine revelation. Taking issue with the
entrenched prejudice that Christian faith has little regard for reason or its
prerogatives, he explores the “reach of reason” in matters of faith,
assessing the significance of the biblical locus classicus of natural
theology in Romans 1:19-20, as well as Paul’s famous discourse before the
Athenians on the Areopagus (Acts 17:16-34). If “the reach of reason exceeds
its grasp,” says McCarthy, “Christian belief, though beyond human
conception, can be humanly appreciated as a completion of our rational
aspirations.” In this connection, he raises the interesting question for
Catholics of how Sokolowski’s position relates to that of the First Vatican
Council’s Dogmatic Constitution of the Catholic Faith, Dei Filius
(1870).



John Brough concludes
the essays in this section with a discussion of Sokolowski’s Eucharistic
Presence. He begins his essay by briefly addressing reservations that might
arise from the prima facie difficulties that would seem to be involved
in taking a phenomenological approach to investigating matters of faith. Even
though phenomenology suspends the “natural attitude” and its world of
belief, setting aside questions of existence, it jettisons nothing, he says, but
enables us to reflect on the forms of disclosure proper (in this case) to
theology. Brough also offers some observations on “the Christian
distinction” and how it differs from Hegel’s conception, in which the
Absolute embraces within itself the finite world. But the majority of his essay
is devoted to the presentational forms operative in the Eucharist. How can the
Eucharist be the same sacrifice as that offered by Jesus on the cross? What is
conceptually impossible within the temporal horizon of the mundane perspective
becomes possible only as reconceptualized within the domain of faith against the
horizon established by “the Christian distinction” where the Eucharist
discloses itself as the eternal entering into time.



Francis Slade turns
our attention in a new direction in his essay, “Rule and Argument in
Political Philosophy.” As we learn from Mansini’s introduction, Slade here
continues a thread of reasoning about sovereignty begun in the first volume of
essays dedicated to Sokolowski. He contrasts ancient and modern
self-understandings of regimes. In contrast to Aristotle, whose understanding of
political life is grounded in nature, a basic canon of modern philosophy is that
the concept of a thing does not come to us from nature; therefore, a
fortiori, the state is not grounded in nature but exists by reason.
Slade finds an anticipation 
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of this difference in
two arguments in Plato’s Crito. One is “an argument for obedience,
but it is the obedience of a philosopher, and therefore, appropriately it is a
philosophical argument.” The other is “an argument for rule, but it is
not a philosophical argument,” but “an argument propounded by the
rulers of a republic, the laws.” Slade then shows how this distinction is
collapsed in modern political theory, illustrating this in Thomas Hobbes. The
characteristic modern assumption about political obligation, he says, is that
the arguments of philosophy are reducible to the arguments of rule.
“Unlike Socrates in the Crito,” writes Slade, “Hobbes
unreservedly and emphatically identifies himself with the political arguments
and the political arguments with reason.” 



The final essay of
the collection, by Msgr. Sokolowski himself, is entitled “The Revelation of
the Holy Trinity: A Study in Personal Prounouns.” He begins by setting the
ground for what a phenomenological theology of disclosure can do by contrasting
it with other approaches. It differs from “speculative” Scholastic
theology by focusing on how the Christian mystery comes to light, rather than on
its definition, and from “positive” historical theology by focusing on
structural necessities rather than primarily on matters of fact. He then
proceeds to a detailed discussion of how the Trinity is disclosed through the
use of personal pronouns by and about Jesus, God the Father, and the Holy Spirit
in the New Testament—but especially on Jesus’ use of the declarative form of
the pronoun “I,” to reveal the Father and to reveal himself as the
Father’s Word.



Philip Blosser 
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[bookmark: truth]Truth in the Making:
Knowledge and Creation in Modern Theology and Philosophy.
By Robert C. Miner. New York: Routledge, 2003. Pp. 192. $33.95
(paper). ISBN 0-415276985.





Robert Miner’s Truth
in the Making has
been published in the Radical Orthodoxy series edited by John Milbank. The
movement claims to “combine a sophisticated understanding of contemporary
thought, modern and postmodern, with a theological perspective that looks back
to the origins of the Church.” At first glance, Miner’s book is not an
obvious fit. Outside of a few caveats, he steers clear of both postmodern and
patristic theology. Readers familiar with Radical Orthodoxy’s origins will make
the connection that both Miner and Milbank published their first books on Vico,
who also proves to be the hero of the present work.



Truth in the
Making explores
how six pre-Kantian thinkers (Aquinas, Cusanus, Bacon, Hobbes, Descartes, and
Vico) articulate the relationship
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between making and
knowing. Radical Orthodoxy thinks it for worse that the “verum-factum”
has been associated so closely with Immanuel Kant. For Kant, the subject does
not see the object in itself, but instead relies on the categories as well as
sensible intuitions (time and space) constructed by the subject to see
an appearance. Through these constructions the subject gains a cognizance of the
external world. Miner’s thesis involves more than just the recovery of
“less influential thinkers such as Vico and whoever else was fortunate
enough to anticipate the Kantian standpoint” (xii). The problem at hand is
not the one diagnosed by Heidegger, namely, that modernity conceives making
within a mechanical-technical framework. For Radical Orthodoxy, Heideggerian
“dwell-ing” in a world cut off from transcendence is just as
nihilistic as the post-Kantian legacy culminating in Nietzsche. Miner suggests
that we recover a non-nihilistic form of making that follows a trajectory
analogous to that of the divine creation ex nihilo—in short, Miner
wants poesis instead of techne.



Miner calls Bacon,
Descartes, and Hobbes “the architects of radical modernity” in his
analysis of their account of construction. The uniquely modern account conceives
“of making as technical production that occurs within a domain that has
been sealed off from the transcendent… . This conception of making differs
from the earlier concept of making found in Aquinas and Cusanus… . Our
criticism is not that secular modernity connects knowing and making—orthodox
theologies of creating had already accomplished this linkage—but that
its particular mode of connecting the two ultimately serves to deny the dignity
of making itself” (xv).



The most common
complaint about the radically orthodox is their (alleged) butchery of texts.
Such an accusation does not apply to Miner. His reading of Aquinas (ch. 1) is
careful and precise. He shows how Aquinas distinguishes between making and
creating. Unlike the house builder, God creates the matter with which
he works. God is not a demiurge working with primordial stuff, or according to
some archetypes, but instead creates ex nihilo. Consequently creation
differs essentially from craft. “Creation involves no distinction between
means and end, no distinction between raw material and finished product and
artifact, no distinction between matter and form” (5). Divine creation does
not take place over time, but is a nontemporal emanation. The divine knowledge
or plan concurs with the practical decision to make. The key point is that God
as creator exemplifies the verum-factum connection because the
transcendentals coinhere. This point is standard for Christian metaphysics, as
shown in the well-known Anselmian insistence that God’s justice and mercy do not
cancel or contradict each other. This chapter would have been improved by
including a discussion of actus purus to explain why God’s creation
does not happen in the way we are conditioned to understand how anything
happens.



To understand
creation, says Aquinas, one must have a knowledge of the Trinitarian persons.
The verbum and amor in Trinitarian creation excludes both
arbitrariness and necessity. Aquinas writes, “The fact of saying that God
made all things by His Word excludes the error of those who say that God
produced things by necessity” (STh I, q. 32, a. 1). This leads
Miner to conclude that 
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creation is not a
technical making, but more like a poesis. (On this point, Miner’s
general thesis would have been filled out a bit by treating Luther and Hamann.
For these two creation is always a word spoken. Especially in Hamann, this
insight informs much of his counter-Enlightenment diatribe. It is no secret that
Radical Orthodoxy views Hamann, along with Vico, as a prophet of radical
orthodoxy, but it remains to be seen whether Hamann’s—and Milbank’s—
pronounced fideism can fit under the same tent as the sober, critical realism of
Aquinas.)



Having explained how
God makes, Miner turns to human making in Aquinas. Humans are already given the
matter with which they work, but human making shares an analogy to divine making
in a twofold fashion: in the use of freedom and intelligence, and in interior
conception, an example of which would be the ability to conceive a perfect
triangle (9). Consequently the knowing process is not restricted to realism, but
also includes a construction usually attributed to later thinkers. Further,
humans participate in creation in that God’s providence makes room for human
freedom and decision. 



The question of
participation leads Miner to discuss analogy in Thomas. Miner successfully
navigates through the various extreme solutions regarding Aquinas’s
understanding of analogy and concludes that, “the analogy of being is, in
its most basic form, a participation of the esse of creatures in the esse
of God, considered as their efficient, exemplary and final cause” (16). In
bringing out the neo-Platonic moments of Thomas’s metaphysics, Miner shows how
human making, while distinct from divine making, does not take place in a
sealed-off pseudo-autonomous realm. Only by insisting on such a metaphysics of
analogy can one preserve the integrity of human making without severing human
creativity from divine participation.



Miner’s chapters on
Bacon, Descartes, and Hobbes show how the secular continues to expand at the
expense of the sacred. A hermeneutical precision informs his reading; he
portrays both Bacon and Descartes as thinkers whose expansion of the secular
seems more accidental than malicious. In The Advancement of Learning,
Bacon declares that, without charity, “the ideal of fruitful knowledge will
degenerate into mere power” (55). Bacon’s modern turn against Scholasticism
has as much to do with Scholasticism’s privileging of contemplation over charity
as with its pretension. Still, as much as Bacon carves out room for charity, his
division between faith and reason goes beyond Scholasticism’s distinction. Miner
concludes: “Bacon’s secular successors have responded to this incoherence… ‘Why should natural philosophy serve charity … [if charity involves] a
conception of the good which cannot be rationally justified, but only
fideistically asserted?” (59).



After treating Bacon,
Miner uncovers how Descartes posits a continuous creation that does not allow
for a “secular space” that is not given, but paradoxically affirms
human autonomy in construction and knowing. One must turn to Hobbes for the
resolution of this paradox. Hobbes privileges the role of making, leading such
interpreters as Leo Strauss to attribute an arbitrary voluntarism to Hobbes.
Miner points out that, for Hobbes, the making of 
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definitions is first
philosophy, but this making is arbitrary only in a limited sense (85). These
points carry over into Hobbes’s political philosophy. The common-wealth is a
human artifact, but, as Miner argues convincingly, it is not a creation ex
nihilo. It arises instead out of the nature given to human beings.
Consequently, Hobbes makes a firm connection between making and knowing, but one
also needs a familiarity with the given matter that pre-exists what is made.



At the end of the
chapter on Hobbes, Miner states most clearly what is at stake in the verum-factum
question that occupied these thinkers (95). Hobbes’s mistake was to reject
dogmatism and insist that his Leviathan followed the same rigor as geometry. But
there is a final cause in the commonwealth, namely, the protection of its
members, and without this final cause the very impetus to make this
commonwealth disappears. As Miner explains, there are several options once one
separates final causality from making. One can dismiss anything made as the
product of human hubris. But here one does not get much farther than Heidegger’s
pseudo-religion. Or one can embrace the factum, either by turning man
into God, or, more nihilistically, by saying that reality is nothing but
arbitrary human constructs that one can deconstruct at one’s fancy. For the
Christian tradition and Radical Orthodoxy, none of these options are viable.
Miner embraces Vico, who rearticulates how the making of the truth is inscribed
within a theological metaphysics.



Miner is a good
reader of texts, and his arguments are well constructed and easy to follow.
Unlike some Radical Orthodoxy scholarship, Miner resists the temptation to
attribute to any of these architects of modernity all of modernity’s deleterious
results. If anything, Miner encourages his readership to re-engage these
authors, instead of giving the impression that one need not bother.



Despite these
strengths, the book still falls short in many respects. Radical Orthodoxy
proposes to do an alternative historiography writ large, but Miner’s work pays
little attention to historiography writ small. The chapter on Aquinas relies
almost exclusively on the Summa Theologiae. Some of the more impressive
scholarship on Aquinas in recent decades has examined the development of
Aquinas’s thought, or taken Aquinas seriously as a biblical thinker. Of the
scant secondary literature listed by Miner, nearly all of it comes from the
English-speaking world or has been translated. More specifically, Miner never
says whether the Summa is exhaustive for Thomas’s understanding of the
question at hand. In the same vein, he relies quite heavily on Cusanus’s Idiota
de Mente without saying why. If Miner’s selection of texts appears as if by
fiat, so does his selection of authors. Why these six, and not Suarez or Leibniz?
Would the story run differently if chapters on Spinoza and Wolff were included?



It is not my
suspicion that Miner is naive, but that this work, coming so closely on the
heels of his first book on Vico, seems rushed. This also underlies the weakness
of the Radical Orthodoxy editors, who, in general, have been more concerned
about launching offensives than about doing the careful, meticulous work that
scholarship requires. The care that Miner shows in explaining certain texts
should have been extended. In short, the book could have been more 
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German. Still, Truth
in the Making tells a compelling story. Readers interested in early
modernity and the relation between knowing and making will find many gems in
Miner’s work.



Grant Kaplan 
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Reconsidered: The Ethics of Human Liberation. By
Stephen Theron. New York: Peter Lang, 2002. Pp.213. $35.95
(paper). ISBN 0-8204-5414-X.





The thesis of this book
is that there is a need to transcend a legalistic approach in ethics by
emphasizing the role of charity and creativity in the moral life. The book seeks
a liberation not from human nature or human inclination but rather from the
false constraints of human law and misconstruals of the natural law. In coming
to his conclusions, Theron draws on a wide variety of sources including Old and
New Testaments, twentieth-century analytic philosophy, and contemporary
continental philosophy. Theron’s primary authorities in this reconstruction are
Aristotle and Aquinas but surprisingly also Nietzsche. For Theron, Nietzsche’s
role is to help deconstruct moralistic and legalistic understandings of the
natural law that have crept into the interpretation of some Thomists, such as
Grisez and Finnis.



Theron seeks to
integrate the various components of Thomas’s construal of the moral life into a
coherent whole. His wide-ranging work treats subjects in applied ethics such as
legal and moral debt (ch. 7), eros (ch. 8), murder (ch. 9), and the beatitudes (ch.
11), as well as handling more theoretical topics such as natural law (ch.1),
virtue (ch. 2), consequentialism (ch. 3), and natural inclinations (ch.14).



A central claim of
the book is that natural law is, for Thomas, not really a “law” in the
proper sense of the term, since Thomas links natural law to human inclinations
and flourishing rather than what Theron calls an a priori moralism. “There
are many … indications of how far Aquinas is from attaching any literal
legality to natural law, which he defines as a reflected divine light, something
rather distant from any usual notion of law, to say the least” (13). A law,
for Thomas, is a dictate of reason for the common good promulgated by the one
who has care of the community (STh I-II, q. 90, a. 4). Theron insists
that natural law should not be considered truly a “law” because, among
other reasons, the divine promulgation of a natural law would be akin to a
divine command theory of ethics (51). Theron also holds that Jesus’ command of
love discretely discards the old ethics of law and obedience for a new ethics of
love and creativity. “One 
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acts according to
natural law when one’s action is in tune with reality, especially the reality of
one’s needs” (12). He sees then a great disjunction between the emphasis of
the New Testament and that of the Old. In this, he believes he follows the lead
of Thomas. “Aquinas, after a preliminary nod at the Old Testament, declares
that the new or gospel law, the one that counts, is nothing written at all, but,
rather, a grace or charity infused into the human heart” (13). 



Certain difficulties
for this quasi-Marcionite approach present themselves when one considers the Summa
Theologiae as a whole. The Summa makes much more than a
preliminary nod at the Old Testament; indeed the discussion of the Old Law is
much longer than the discussion of natural law, human law, or the new law.
Although subsequent interpreters give it much attention, Thomas’s treatment of
the natural law is relatively brief. The Decalogue plays a prominent role in
Thomas’s treatment of the moral life, especially his treatment of the virtue of
justice. Nor is the importance of the Old Testament limited to “moral”
issues. In Christ’s Fulfillment of Temple and Torah: Salvation According to
Thomas Aquinas (a book appearing after Theron’s), Matthew Levering argues
convincingly that Thomas sees Christ as fulfilling the Hebrew Scriptures in an
unsurpassed and unique way. He came not to destroy the original covenants
between God and his people but to fulfill them. In various sections, Theron’s
book addresses the relationship between freedom and law, and love and law (112),
but it could have overcome its assumption of a freedom-law dichotomy by
incorporating the work of Servais Pinckaers on the distinction between freedom
of indifference and freedom for excellence. For Thomas, New Law and Old Law are
both extrinsic principles given to us by God to help us to achieve the good. For
the most part, Theron operates under a more recent paradigm according to which
law and freedom are opposed rather than seeing law, at least good law, as
serving authentic freedom. Theron is right to distance himself from a law
unrelated to love, but his emphasis sometimes veers towards antinomianism.



Theron is aware of a
possible weakness of his view: namely, that his “creative” ethic could
foster acts that he himself abhors. One could imagine a “creative”
ethic that led to the killing of “the unfit, the aged, unwanted or
handicapped infants, born or unborn, excess female children, lingering AIDS
victims” (125). To combat what he calls the anti-ontological stance,
echoing arguments made in Centesimus annus, Theron notes a certain
contradiction whenever violations of the weak take place with the approval of a
democracy. “In effect, if it is laid in the hands of a majority to decide
who becomes, or when, a member of the human community, then human rights have
already been abolished. The idea of such rights presupposes that one, everyone,
has already a right to membership of that community, and that can only be
through biologically belonging to that species” (131). He also emphasizes
the goodness of human nature, in its physicality not only in its rationality.
Properly understood in its anti-Cartesian fullness, the person on the Thomistic
view is a unity of body and soul, and this unity has ontological value.
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Theron finds
confirmation of this view in the papal magisterium. He has a great appreciation
of Veritatis splendor, and highlights some neglected themes from the
encyclical. “Those who feel constrained at the thought of having a natural
teleology simply fail to understand the nature of freedom. Freedom does not
begin where nature leaves off, but is rather its crowning aspect as being of the
essence of rationality itself, will flowing from intellect as intellect itself
flows from the substance of soul” (199). Thus, freedom cannot be properly
understood as a simply an indifference between good and evil, but rather as the
ability to do good, to fulfill one’s nature, to achieve one’s end. 



Interestingly Theron
reads in the encyclical not only a condemnation of liberalizing trends among
moral theologians but also an implicit correction of their most vigorous
opponents. “Thus John Paul’s understanding of those inclinations which are
knowingly referred to integral personal fulfillment as being the source of the
moral law is utterly faithful to Thomism and indeed supplies a corrective to
certain rationalizing interpretations” (201). Theron sees Veritatis
splendor as a critique, not an affirmation, of the Grisez-Finnis position.



Although the book is
primarily philosophical, sections are undoubtedly theological. “One effect
of the legal notion of sin is to set a gulf between Jesus and other human
beings. ‘Which of you can convict me of sin?’ [Jesus] is represented as saying,
and the whole idea has been institutionalized in the notion of original sin,
from which Jesus alone (or perhaps Mary his mother) is held to be free. But if
there is no law interposed between love and its object there is, in this sense,
no sin either… . This is not my first attempt to rescue sin from legal
categories. In an earlier paper, I tried to generalize it as an envious
resentment on the part of the creature at being a creature and not God. Now,
today, I don’t think God minds us wanting to be God. He rather encourages it:
‘greater things than I shall you do’.” (64). Unfortunately, Theron’s
treatment of the uniqueness of Jesus and the notion of original sin is much too
brief to do justice to these important topics. Original sin can be interpreted
in a legalistic way, but it can also underscore a common human condition in need
of God’s help in Christ. And, although “sin” can be misunderstood as
merely a violation of an arbitrary rule, our present circumstances suggest that
relatively few people labor under scrupulosity with respect to capricious moral
norms. Much more common today is the tendency to disregard even well-established
norms with a close, if not necessary, connection to human inclination,
flourishing, and love. Finally, if God doesn’t mind us wanting to be God, it is
difficult to understand the purpose of the ordering of loves suggested by Jesus:
love God above all and our neighbor as ourselves. A God of love would not want
us to want to be God, since to want to be God is to ensure that one’s desire
will never be satisfied. 



The style and
argumentative structure of Natural Law Reconsidered is often difficult
to follow, with various themes and quotations appearing and reappearing without
a clear sense of their place in the larger argumentative whole of the chapter
and book. Indeed, argument per se is often missing. Theron spends a good deal of
time implicitly and explicitly criticizing the natural-law theory of Grisez and
Finnis, but unfortunately he does not engage their views 
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with sufficient care.
Although frequently mentioned, actual quotations from Grisez and Finnis are
scarce and deep engagement with and refutation of their arguments is missing
entirely. The natural-law work of Ralph McInerny, Russell Hittinger, Martin
Rhonheimer, and other prominent authors in this area are not included in the
discussion at all. Nevertheless, filled with potentially fruitful directions of
development of the natural-law tradition, the work of this book may yet find
completion in future studies.



Christopher Kaczor 
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[bookmark: trinity]Trinity in Aquinas.
By Gilles Emery, O.P. Ypsilanti,
Mich.: Sapientia Press, 2003. Pp. xxix + 361. $44.95 (cloth). ISBN
0-9706106-9-6.

According to its author, Gilles Emery—Swiss
Dominican priest and professor of theology at the University of Fribourg—Trinity
in Aquinas does not supply a comprehensive treatment of Aquinas’s
Trinitarian doctrine but seeks to present some of its major themes. The book
comprises seven chapters, six of which were written previously as independent
studies, and together they provide a trusty guide into the heart of Thomas’s
often difficult Trinitarian theology, situating it in its medieval milieu and
illumining its central themes and insights from various perspectives.

The book is a combination of historical and
speculative theology, offering us a colorful palette of Thomas’s doctrinal
sources and contemporary interlocutors while hewing closely to the framework and
terminology of the master’s own thinking about the Trinity. Emery displays
expert knowledge of the medieval environment in which Thomas’s thought finds its
home, and his understanding of Aquinas’s Trinitarian themes is nuanced and
correct; the reader may feel secure under the guidance of one who knows every
contour of the land he has chosen to survey. Topically, the book distills itself
into four main areas of inquiry: it begins with an overview of the threeness and
oneness of God in medieval Scholasticism; chapters 2-4 and 7 discuss and compare
Thomas’s Trinitarian doctrine in the commentary on the Sentences, the Summa
contra Gentiles, the Summa Theologiae, and the commentary on St.
John’s gospel; chapter 6 shows why Aquinas deems it necessary to hold that the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son as well as from the Father; and chapter 5
concerns itself with the contemporary debate about whether Aquinas’s treatise on
God is essentialist or personalist.

Latin Scholasticism’s investigation of
plurality within God takes place in an ambience of strict monotheism, and its
treatment of the relationship between God’s threeness and oneness coalesces into
two discussions. The first gauges the epistemological connection between our
knowledge of God’s oneness and our awareness of God’s threeness. Anselm had
transmitted to the medieval Scholastics the expectation of finding certain
“necessary reasons” which would discover the threeness in the oneness:
for Richard of St. Victor and Bonaventure, God’s charity and God’s goodness,
respectively, are those facets of God’s 
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oneness that necessarily plurify into
threeness. Aquinas takes a more modest, “apologetic” tack: although no
necessary reasons can conclusively affirm the Trinity, reason under the guidance
of faith can disprove any arguments advanced against belief in the Trinity. The
second discussion explores the notions of relation and person as the best ways
to articulate the divine plurality and also synthesize that plurality with the
divine oneness. Trinitarian plurality exercises a creative causality and,
antithetical as it may be to certain monist strains of Greek philosophy, even
bestows upon created plurality the exalted status of a transcendental.

Thomas’s three great theological syntheses
hold that natural reason cannot conclusively know the Trinity, but only God’s
unity of being. There can be no “necessary theological reasons”
allowing one to deduce the Trinity from the fecundity of the divine being,
although human understanding can help to make the Trinity “reasonably
thinkable.” These syntheses also ground God’s plurality in a theory of
relation, though the Trinitarian theology of the Summa contra Gentiles
does not investigate the meaning of the word person (nor does the
commentary on John) or use hypostasis at all. The Summa Theologiae
is clearest and most insightful about Thomas’s relational understanding of the
divine persons: the inner divine processions of understanding and loving are the
foundations of the mutual divine relations, and these relations, as subsisting, are
the three divine persons, who are endowed with the three defining marks of
personhood: individuality, subsistence, and understanding. On the one hand,
Thomas protects a strict Trinitarian monotheism by proving that the divine
essence, relations, and persons are all identical in reality; on the other hand,
he upholds faith in the Trinity by showing that the divine relations are really
distinct vis-à-vis one another.

According to Emery, Aquinas avoids any
prerelational conception of the Father or of any other divine person. Thus, he
disagrees with Bonaventure about how to understand the doctrine of the Father’s
innascibility, which Bonaventure sees as a positive nucleus tending to
constitute the Father as a divine person prior to any relation to the Son.
Aquinas understands the Father’s innascibility only negatively, as a
“not-being-begotten.” In order to comprehend the Son, he uses the
concept of the word or interior mental concept (the commentary on John
especially stresses the Son as God’s Word), which, unlike his contemporaries
according to Emery, he distinguishes from the intelligible species by which the
intellect is first informed through abstractive cognition. There is a difference
in emphasis between the Sentences, the Summa contra Gentiles,
and the Summa Theologiae as to how they view the Holy Spirit: while the
pneumatology of the first focuses on the Holy Spirit as a subsisting act of love
proceeding in God as a mutual bond between Father and Son, the latter two see
the Holy Spirit as the fruit of the Father and Son’s act of love, that is, as
the impression, surge, or dynamic impulse that comes to pass in the loving will
of the Father and the Son.

Although building in the Sentences on
the contributions of his predecessors Albert the Great and Bonaventure, Aquinas
is nevertheless entirely original in his systematic use of the thesis,
unparalleled in the commentaries of the other two, 
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that the Trinitarian processions exercise—at
the nexus of exemplary, efficient, and final causality—a deep influence over
creation: “processiones personarum aeternae sunt causa et ratio
productionis creaturarum” (I Sent., d. 14, q. 1, a. 1). Paying
special attention to the personal dimension of divine actions outside of God,
Aquinas states that the Trinitarian processions cause the multitude of creatures
to be distinct both from each other and from their Creator: “ex processione
personarum distinctarum causatur omnis creaturarum processio et multiplicatio”
(I Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 2, ad 2).

Closest in style to the Summa contra
Gentiles, the commentary on John is for Emery a clear testament to the
biblical and patristic bases of Thomas’s Trinitarian theology. Emery refers to
this commentary to show that Thomas’s Trinitarian theology combines biblical
exegesis and speculative reflection into a complex unity, although Thomas’s
style of speculative biblical exegesis, however much Emery tries to justify it,
often looks more like eisegesis than exegesis to contemporary theologians and
biblical exegetes. He also uses the commentary on John to show that Thomas, pace
his critics, does indeed possess a rich understanding of the economic
Trinity. Emery argues, moreover, that Thomas’s economic Trinity does not
spontaneously arise from his reading of the Bible but is rather the third and
last stage of a speculative Trinitarian theology, which begins with the
scriptural revelation of the Trinity through the economy of salvation and
progresses in its second stage to a reflection on the immanent Trinity.

Emery has written a rich, detailed, and
well-balanced chapter on Aquinas’s attempt to show that the filioque‘s
inclusion in the creed of the Roman Catholic Church is consonant with the
faith expressed by the Scriptures, the patristic writers, and the early Church
councils. Although Aquinas has no trouble accepting the Cappadocian formulations
(through Augustine’s Latin) that the Holy Spirit proceeds principaliter
from the Father (because of the Father’s auctoritas within the
Trinity), and per filium, he still argues that it is necessary to hold
that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son. He lines up an
impressive array of scriptural texts which speak of the Son sending the Spirit,
but his explaining away of the Greek-leaning John 15:26 (“the Spirit of
truth who comes from the Father”) is weak and unconvincing. He also lays
before us an extensive Latin patristic dossier in favor of the filioque,
and even does some investigation of the Greek dossier, but he has a limited
understanding of Cappadocian and Byzantine Trinitarian theology, and does not
really grasp that, for the orthodox East, ekporeusis (processio)
is a term reserved for the Father’s notional acts within the Trinity. Moreover,
to the biblical, patristic, and historical records, Thomas adds the considerable
weight of his speculative Trinitarian theology. He first eliminates all forms of
distinction between the divine persons (including the Cappadocian diversity of
origin from the Father) except the distinction based on relative opposition, and
then argues that the only way there can be more than one set of mutually opposed
relations within the Trinity is if the Holy Spirit proceeds simultaneously from
the Father and the Son. Indeed, he cannot really comprehend, according to his
Latin medieval logic, 
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how the Greeks can believe in a relational and
personal Trinity and yet not grasp the necessity of the filioque to
protect and bolster that faith. For Emery, what Aquinas’s treatment shows us is
that the Roman Catholic Church cannot without great loss simply jettison all
that is involved in the affirmation of the filioque, no matter what
happens to the official creedal status of the filioque in the future.

Responding to the wave of criticism from
Rahner and Kasper and many others, Emery devotes a chapter to the question of
whether Aquinas’s treatise on God is essentialistic or personalistic. His answer
is that it contains both elements, and that the real issue is how well the
essentialistic and personalistic elements are integrated together, and in what
order they appear in the treatise. The original question can be broken down into
two others: Does Aquinas’s use of Augustine’s “psychological”
analogies for the Trinity manage to posit in God some properly personal acts
that go beyond the acts of the divine essence? And does the fact that Aquinas
discusses the one God before the triune God mean that his overall treatise on
God is essentialistic?

As to the first question, Emery shows that for
Thomas there can be no derivation of divine persons from an essential divine
act, and that even if he explains the divine processions of the second and third
persons by reference to acts of the divine mind and will, which belong to God’s
essence, the resulting names of the divine persons and our understanding of them
(e.g., Word and Love), must be taken personally and not essentially. In other
words, even if Thomas must include the divine essence whenever he considers the
Trinity’s processions and notional acts—after all, these are identical to the
divine essence—it is still true that the divine relations and persons must be
understood personally and not essentially.

As to the second question, Emery correctly
emphasizes that Aquinas’s whole treatise on God is not to be seen as a treatise De
Deo trino tacked on to a treatise De Deo uno, but that the whole
treatment concerns the one and only triune God, but from differing perspectives.
Thomas is following a long tradition in using the two perspectives to discuss
the triune God, one which goes back to Basil of Caesarea, who in order to
challenge the Arian Eunomius distinguished between what is commonly held by all
three persons because of their common divinity and what properly distinguishes
them one from the other. Acutely conscious of the distinction between the proper
and the common in God, Thomas realizes it is always necessary to bring in the
double perspective of the common divine essence and the proper personal
relations if one wants to give a full account of the Church’s Trinitarian faith.
It is also eminently clear that in questions 27-43 of the Prima pars,
where the pedagogical order progresses from processions to relations to persons,
he is totally oriented toward what is personal in God.

Would not Thomas have better emphasized the
personalism of his Trinitarian theology, as his critics have asserted, if he had
begun his treatise on God with the person of the Father and not with the essence
of the one God? Emery realizes there are benefits to both approaches but offers
two reasons why Aquinas chose the order of presentation he did. First, there is
the epistemological principle that one should treat of what is common before one
treats of what is proper. The 
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second and deeper reason is that to begin the
treatise on God with the person of the Father would be to treat the Father in an
extensive manner before having grasped the Father in his relation to the Son,
which would be tantamount to thinking about the person of the Father
prerelationally. In Emery’s eyes, then, since Thomas’s theology of God is
resolutely relational, it is only fitting that he should begin his treatise on
God with the one divine essence.

Emery’s second reason is quite ingenious and
turns the tables on Thomas’s critics, though it is perhaps a tad too ingenious
to argue that in order to emphasize God as personal one should begin with God as
essential. I would like to recommend a third possible reason for Thomas’s order
of presentation, which as a Christian monotheist he may have felt congenitally
though he never adverts to it explicitly: from the perspective of a Christian
religion that grew out of a revealed Jewish monotheism, it would appear quite
fitting that a speculative treatment of God should mirror the historical course
of revelation about that God. The revelation of monotheism had to come first,
with good reason, for to think about Trinity before monotheism is firmly
entrenched in the human mind would almost certainly end up inviting in the
multiple divinities of polytheism. Thomas has to show that the confession of the
Trinity is the Christian form of monotheism, and the best way to do this is to
start off with the one God and then introduce the divine subsistent relations as
both identical with the one God and distinct from one another. From this
viewpoint, Aquinas’s order of presentation turns out to be more historically
astute than his historical-minded critics have imagined.
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Howsoever great Montaigne’s standing as a man
of letters, he occupies a negligible place in most standard
“histories” of philosophy. Even as compared with the other
philosophers of his age—that the historians should name it the
“Renaissance” provides as clear an indication as any to just how
derivative a group of thinkers they suppose them to be—the author of the Essays
is generally ranked in the second tier. While many of his contemporaries dreamed
of the rebirth of a “Platonism” of one form or another, he seemed to
proselytize for one of the lesser schools of philosophical antiquity—scholarly
opinions vary as to whether his ultimate allegiances were to Stoicism,
Epicureanism, or 
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skepticism— which all have in common, despite
or because of the differences between them, the propensity to reduce philosophy
to a moral doctrine. Or if the attempt is not made to reconcile Montaigne’s
endless borrowings from ancient writers of every stripe by alleging some sort of
development on his part, they are taken as proof of an eclecticism lacking all
rigor or consistency. It is generally agreed, in any case, that he is not a
philosopher in the strict or highest sense of the word, notwithstanding his
exceptional ability to wield a pen.

In Michel de Montaigne: Accidental
Philosopher, Ann Hartle seeks to set straight this piece of the record. On
her view, Montaigne was a philosopher of the very greatest stature, whose
writing “takes up the most philosophical questions in a profoundly
original, comprehensive, and coherent way” (1). Her thesis should make her
book of interest to any philosophically inclined reader, and especially to those
who desire better to grasp the great temporal or rather argumentative fault
lines of philosophy’s course through history. It ought also to earn for the book
the particular attention of Thomists and other friends of high Scholasticism,
who better than most ought to know how much can be learned about one’s friends
from their foes. For whatever else we might say about Montaigne the philosopher,
he has few rivals in the breadth and depth of his opposition to medieval
philosophical theology, which he had experienced at fairly close quarters,
having published, at his father’s behest, a translation of Theologia
naturalis sive liber creaturarum by Raymond of Sabunde, a deservedly
obscure Spanish Scholastic. Hartle believes that Montaigne’s philosophy
continues to merit serious consideration; but given her own very real sympathies
for Christian Aristotelianism, as also for the school of Plato, she is well
equipped to lead into the Essays many who will have hitherto been
inclined to leave them behind.

The title of her book is drawn from a
statement that appears, as if in passing, in what is by far the longest and
easily the best known of the essays, “The Apology of Raymond Sebond,”
wherein Montaigne makes clear how little he really shares with the theologian
whom he had translated some dozen years earlier (the first edition of the Essays
appeared in 1580; more or less the definitive edition appeared in 1595, three
years after his death). Roughly half way through that essay, he purports to
discover himself, by happenstance and after the fact, as a “new figure: a
philosopher unpremeditated and accidental.” Hartle, then, takes the author
at his word. Michel de Montaigne: Accidental Philosopher attempts to
demonstrate that Montaigne is not really a “Renaissance” philosopher
at all, that he affords us a dramatically new understanding of philosophy and
the philosopher. Just how new, though, is Hartle’s Montaigne?

The jibes against the schoolmen that are
scattered throughout the Essays are not of themselves especially
memorable; much worse was written by others in the century and a half or more
during which Christian Aristotelianism was the philosophical stalking horse of
choice; but those barbs do not really begin to convey the extent of his quarrel
with Scholasticism, signs of which may be found at every level of his work. Far
more telling in this regard is his astonishing 
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announcement, in the last of his essays, that
study of himself constitutes both his “metaphysics” and his
“physics.” And lest we be tempted to construe the point in an unduly
spiritual way, Montaigne devotes a great deal of the concluding essay to a
consideration of his various bodily functions, which are discussed with a candor
that is poles apart from the modus loquendi formalissimus perfected by
St. Thomas Aquinas. It is to Hartle’s great credit that she does not treat such
passages as mere effrontery. By entertaining the possibility that they actually
mean what they seem to say, she is led to argue in the second and the sixth of
the book’s nine chapters that Montaigne does not so much abandon traditional
metaphysics as “bend” and “stretch” its categories.

The direction of his conceptual manipulations
is, as she readily allows, unilaterally downward (29, 40). She holds, however,
that notwithstanding his drastic lowering or hobbling (61) of the old
metaphysical standards, Montaigne is not a genuinely “modern”
philosopher. In his constant debunking of earlier positions, as in the repeated
claims he makes to his own originality, he surely bears some kinship to
Machiavelli, Bacon, Descartes, and Hobbes, none of whom ever balked in his
efforts to put philosophy on a lower but putatively more solid footing than it
had enjoyed in either antiquity or the Middle Ages, at calling attention along
the way to his virtues as an innovator. What distinguishes Montaigne from the
early modern thinkers, Hartle claims, is that his break with medieval philosophy
and theology is not for the sake of rule over human affairs by an allegedly
autonomous “reason,” a quasi-political ambition that she takes to be
the defining feature of modern philosophy as such (1, 8, 77, and 217-39).
Otherwise stated, although her Montaigne does have in view a certain
“reformation” not only of philosophy but of human affairs, he is not
at all a “progressive” thinker. But if his critique of Scholastic
metaphysics does not principally look forward, must we not conclude that he is
an advocate of a philosophical “Renaissance” after all?

Certainly he cannot rightly be deemed a
“skeptic” in the traditional sense. If ancient skepticism is defined
by the denial that knowledge of the nature of things is accessible, by the
counsel on the basis of that denial to suspend all judgment in one’s ongoing
engagement with the world, by the desire fueled by that suspension to attain to
a state of imperturbability, and, as a consequence of all three premises, by the
readiness to accept the laws and customs of one’s place at face value, then,
Hartle observes, Montaigne was no skeptic (14-15). Although his diffidence about
our prospects for knowing certain kinds of things can hardly be denied, he
manifests throughout the Essays a very high degree of confidence in his
ability to distinguish what is good by nature from what is not. Furthermore, his
ultimate “end or goal” cannot be imperturbability or indifference, for
he “insists on his changeability and the consistency that he does display
is not dependent on his being unaffected by the accidents of life” (16).
And while he is respectful of the common moeurs of his country, he does
not blindly submit to them (104-5), because he has reason to believe that they
contain but thereby also veil truths that are not commonly acknowledged
(210-17). In general, Montaigne deems the skeptic’s impassibility to be
excessively 
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high flown or unrealistic, and for this and
other reasons he cannot really be counted a Stoic either, or even an Epicurean
for that matter, as Hartle notes astutely (27-28, 57-58, 94-97,116, 196).

Our author also makes clear that in the
measure that the ancient philosophers were given to voicing moral exhortations
or encomia, Montaigne wants little or no part of them. Having argued, in the
first part of the book, that the ontological ground so to speak of the
“accident” that is his philosophical existence is
“contingency,” which she terms “the most fundamental
category” of his “metaphysics” (172; cf. 7, 38, 123, 157-59), she
goes on in her final three chapters to characterize the stance he assumes and
perhaps also recommends in the face of the world’s, and his, radical
contingency. She aptly summarizes this stance, following Montaigne himself, as a
combination of the laughter of Democritus and the compassion of Heraclitus, with
fellow feeling tempering Democritean scorn, and guffaws ultimately prevailing
over sobs (172). More elaborately stated, his “magnanimity without
pride” joins a keen appreciation for the fragility of every human life to
an exalted sense of his independence, a rare self-detachment to an even rarer
self-affection, a preference for the “idleness” of private life to an
extraordinary willingness to “go public” in writing, a shameless
indifference to ordinary moral sensibilities to an uncompromising defense of the
existing social order.

Montaigne’s reconfiguration of virtue is
paradoxical in numerous ways, as Hartle indicates, and one must agree with her
that those paradoxes point to the extent to which Montaigne diverges from most
traditional conceptions of virtue. That is not to say, however, that his
“moral philosophy” is entirely without ancient precedent, for many,
though of course not all (see 176, 227), of the characteristics just mentioned
call the Platonic Socrates to mind. This is scarcely surprising, given his
admiration for the Athenian philosopher, whom he describes as “the most
perfect soul that has come to [his] knowledge.” To be fair to Hartle,
though, it is not her view that Montaigne’s rejection of Scholasticism means to
effect a complete break with the philosophical tradition. It would be more
accurate to say that he “carries the tradition forward by deepening
it” (2). She grants, accordingly, that there are significant affinities
between Socratic dialectic and Montaigne’s rendering of the relation between
philosophy and prephilosophical life (see especially chap. 4). And this brings
us to the most novel feature of her interpretation of the Essays, or
rather, the very heart of it.

Hartle’s is a decidedly Christian reading of
Montaigne. It is Christian in the sense that she interprets his thought in the
very best light available to her, and thus with a keen desire to put it to the
test, not so much for the sake of refuting his errors as in order to secure
whatever is good in it. Yet it is also Christian in the sense that she regards
the Essays as itself the expression of a thoroughgoing Catholic piety
or “outlook” (123). That Montaigne regards his philosophizing as an
“accidental” consequence of the world’s “contingency” is
entirely of a piece, she believes, with his deepest conviction, namely, that the
world is created by God ex nihilo. The Christian doctrine of creation
illumines every aspect of his philosophy, as she understands it.
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Of course, many readers take Montaigne to be a
“fideist,” but Hartle is not one of them. To the contrary, she
argues—quite convincingly I think—that it staggers all belief to hold that
such a compulsively reflective writer could “deliberately keep himself from
thinking about the truths that are most important to him” (136), to say
nothing of the internal incoherence that infects every fideistic
“faith” (see 266 n. 26). She dispatches a second common interpretation
of Montaigne’s relation to Christian belief in an analogous fashion. To those
who ascribe a “mild” or “tepid” religiosity to the author of
the Essays, Hartle bluntly but reasonably counters that no
“serious” human being can be so indifferent as to “leave the most
important questions of human life unexamined” (135). Montaigne is worth
reading only on the supposition that he is not a thoroughly shallow pate. By far
the most venerable approach to the question of his piety is to take it with a
grain of salt. This appears to have been the view of the libertins érudits,
so called, who together constituted the closest approximation to a school of
Montaigne (Charron, La Mothe le Vayer, Naudé, and others). But it was also the
view of quite another sort of reader entirely, namely, Pascal, who is on record
as saying that “for those who have any inclination to impiety or vice
Montaigne is absolutely pernicious” (Entretien avec M. de Saci),
though he himself never hesitated to acknowledge his debts to him. Hartle is
perfectly aware of this approach to the Essays (134-36, 233-34), and
grants that it enjoys some textual support, for example, “the highly
ambiguous character of the ‘defense’ of natural theology found in the
‘Apology’” and his open acknowledgment of “the tradition of the ‘noble
lie’” (134), although one might also mention, among other things, the
numerous assertions throughout the work that are on their face at odds with
Christian orthodoxy. She argues, all the same, that the phenomena are better
saved if we treat him as no more but also no less than a Christian philosopher.
How she elaborates this thesis defies easy summary for, as indicated, it informs
the book’s every page. It is especially prominent, however, in the fifth
chapter’s account of “the dialectic” and “the harmony” of
faith and reason in the “Apology,” and in the ninth and final chapter,
wherein Hartle claims that the practical political implication of Montaigne’s
philosophizing is a “Christian republic.”

One need not be persuaded by Hartle’s attempt
to reconcile Montaigne’s reason to Christian faith to be grateful to her on that
account. Those who construe his understanding of Christianity exclusively in
function of his “prudence” are easily tempted to reduce him, in
effect, to a pamphleteer of unbelief, albeit a long-winded one. Hartle never
makes that mistake. Montaigne’s one hundred and seven essays add up to what is
undoubtedly one of the most perplexing books ever written. In its parts and as a
whole Michel de Montaigne: Accidental Philosopher is faithful to the
insight that persistence in perplexity is a sign, or the sign, of
philosophical activity. If its leading thesis should give rise to disputation,
that can hardly be counted a stroke against it, especially if it moves the
reader to reexamine for himself Montaigne’s own words, the questions they pose,
and the answers they attempt.
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It should be noted, by way of conclusion, that
Hartle’s scholarship is a model of its kind. Her footnotes afford the reader a
clear, synthetic, and fair-minded survey of an impressively large sample of a
voluminous secondary literature.
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From a certain theological perspective,
anything that exists, if is to be properly and completely understood, ought to
be conceived as a gift. John Milbank’s new book is the first in a
series of writings designed to articulate such a perspective. At the same time,
he identifies it as a sequel to the collection of essays published in 1997 as The
Word Made Strange. The present volume guides its readers on an intellectual
journey across a wide theological terrain: creation and fall, Incarnation and
atonement, sin and grace, Church and Spirit are all among the topics explored
here in relation to the core set of insights being developed in the book. The
result is a work that is both significant in scope and penetrating in its
analysis, an important contribution to contemporary theological conversation.

The focus of Milbank’s concern is reconciliation
or “for-giveness”—not primarily with the original act of giving, bur
rather, “with the restoration of a refused and ruptured gift” (xi).
Importantly, Milbank’s God is one who “is eternally for-giving as well as
giving,” a claim that he will press without sacrificing the priority of
God’s goodness over evil (xii). Nevertheless, it is with an extended meditation
on evil that the book begins, followed immediately by a chapter portraying evil
as a form of violence. Milbank’s first argument is a critique of the theory of
“radical evil” which he traces to its origins in Kant’s philosophy.
Rather than conceiving of evil as something positive, Milbank defends a
traditional Augustinian perspective on evil as privation, as lacking “any
positive foothold in being” (1).

This argument is by no means a simple one, nor
is it easily summarized. Milbank’s contention that “evil as positive is
evil’s own fondest illusion” (22) is buttressed by a subtle analysis of the
nature of volition, one that contrasts a Kantian view of the will as
“self-bound” and of freedom as something “given” with the
preferred Augustinian view of freedom as a gift of grace, and of the will as
something that one cannot truly “possess.” The upshot of this analysis
is Milbank’s remarkable conclusion that evil is itself “radically without
cause,” thus 
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inexplicable, so that “there has never
been for theologians a ‘problem of evil’” (18). That is to say, Milbank
links the problem of evil to its roots in modern philosophy, “roughly, the
time of Leibniz,” much as he perceives the theory of radical evil as being
a modern, Kantian invention. Augustine and the medieval theologians were
thoroughly innocent of such misconceptions, although the fall into modernity, on
Milbank’s account, begins already with Duns Scotus, more precisely with a
“post-Scotist univocity of Being.” From such a perspective, “if
the finite equally is, as much as the infinite, then even the lacking
that is evil equally is, along with the good,” and thus its
existence must be accounted for in terms of the original purpose of creation.

This last argument, consistent with Milbank’s
treatment of Scotism elsewhere, seems to me to be a caricature and dangerously
misleading. It seems equally a caricature of modern “liberalism” to
identify it as a nascent form of totali-tarianism, as the author does in the
final pages of the chapter. (I tend to agree with Jeffrey Stout, in his recent
book on Democracy & Tradition, that the continued use of the term
“liberalism” by contemporary theorists may actually be blocking the
road to inquiry.) His insistence that the modern theory of evil is not only
wrong-headed but also partially responsible “for the modern actuality of
evil” (4) is overkill, not necessary in order for him to expose that theory
as problematic. Nevertheless, the chapter does supply a forceful argument for
conceiving of evil as essentially privative; evil is substantively, albeit
“not purely and simply,” nothing (see 213 n. 14).

Milbank regards evil and violence as
“convertible but not identical: exactly like a couple of malign
transcendentals” (28). For the privation theorist, peace is a positive
reality, not the mere absence of conflict. Evil not only disturbs the peace but
also conceals the Good. Violence is really violence, in Milbank’s view,
only to the extent that it removes or destroys something good, that is, only to
the extent that it is evil. Consequently, an act cannot simply appear as violent
but must be interpreted or diagnosed as such; not every use of force will
constitute an act of violence. Indeed, evil insofar as it is “predatory
upon the positive” ought to be opposed with force. And the pacifist who
passively gazes on violence without intervening ought also to be judged as
violent.

Evil and violence are ultimately to be
overcome by forgiveness, conceived not as “negative gesture” but as
“positive gift,” not as something essentially human but as divine
(50). On Milbank’s account, forgiveness is as positive as evil is negative; it
is not the mere removal of a debt, but an actual gift given for
someone, a “for-giving” moved by charity and with the aim of
reconciliation. Augustine’s meditations on time and memory are central to that
account. In order for any evil to be forgiven, whatever is deficient in the past
must be “revised out of existence” (54). The past as remembered can be
redeemed, much as the meaning of a musical note can be shaped by its
relationship to other notes that fall later in a sequence. Meaning is a
relationship between events rather than the property of some discrete event
isolated in the past. Now while this work of redemption is the gift of an
“infinite eternal memory” (55), it must somehow be 
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mediated to us, thus the significance of the
Incarnation as “the prime paradigm for positive forgiveness” (60).

In his chapter on the Incarnation, Milbank
once again identifies Duns Scotus as a favorite target of criticism. The
essential link between Incarnation and forgiveness in Thomism is severed by
Scotus, for whom Christ represents the “ontological completion of the
Creation” (67). Post-Scotus, forgiveness is conceived increasingly as
something negative, in legalistic terms, as the removal of a debt, rather than
the “sustained giving of the original gift despite its refusal”
through sin (68). It is interesting to note that Hans Urs von Balthasar, while
also suspicious of the Scotistic doctrine of the univocity of being,
nevertheless leaned toward affirming Scotus’s view that the Incarnation was
presupposed in the act of creation and not simply a consequence of human sin.
Milbank rejects Scotus wholesale and actually links the two doctrines. It is
precisely his teaching about univocity that infects Scotus’s theology of the
hypostatic union, with its “reduction of God to one ontic pole within a
common univocalized being” (78). For Milbank, “the Scotist God has
become more like a bestowing tyrant … and positive forgiveness has begun to
be dissolved.”

Once again, it seems to me that Duns Scotus
has become a whipping boy and the principle of univocity a wand that Milbank
waves in order to account for much of what he regards as problematic in modern
thought. Without denying altogether the revolutionary features of Scotus’s
philosophy, I perceive him as standing much more in continuity with Augustine
and with the medieval Scholastics who came before him.

I remain convinced that it is most productive
to trace the trajectory of Scotus’s thought to its modern development in the
philosophy of Charles Peirce. For Peirce, it was precisely his discovery of Duns
Scotus and the Scholastics that supplied him with the intellectual resources he
needed in order to repair what he regarded as most defective in Kantianism.
Further, a more generous reading of Scotus’s theology would portray him as
articulating some of the perspectives that Milbank is anxious to affirm. Scotus
actually offers a compelling argument for the coincidence of God’s justice and
mercy in the forgiveness of sins (Ordinatio IV, d. 46). Nor should
Scotus’s theology of the Incarnation be interpreted as irrelevant to his
understanding of the Atonement and of reconciliation, revealing instead the
special quality of divine love as steadfast (firmitas). All of this is
to say that it is possible to reject this consistently negative critique of
Scotus while nevertheless embracing some of the basic features of Milbank’s own
constructive theological position.

Chapters on the crucifixion and Atonement
develop some of the insights introduced earlier in the book. It is Christ
crucified who “overcame violence and restored peace” (79). But this
Atonement is not achieved as a sacrifice, in compensation to God for sins
committed; rather it is to be viewed as God’s own continuous “giving in and
through our refusals of the gift, to the point where these refusals are
overcome” (100). Our dying with Christ is a dying to evil-as-nothing,
simultaneously the passing into a new kind of life. That life is always 
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one lived in community, a Church nourished and
sustained by the Eucharist. Consequently, Milbank’s meditations on the Atonement
lead naturally to his reflections on ecclesiology.

Milbank wants to affirm both the hierarchical
and the democratic aspects of the Church, contending that they exist not in
tension but as logically dependent upon one another. This is an interesting
claim with important implications for understanding theological method and the
proper answer to the question “what authorizes theology?” (109). In
exploring this question, Milbank returns the reader yet again to Scotus and the
fading of the thirteenth century. Not only Karl Rahner but also Balthasar is
faulted for engaging in the “enterprise of ‘natural theology’, which
historians have now shown to go back at the very furthest only to Scotus”
(117). Milbank is not proposing a return to the thirteenth century, but rather
to “an unknown future that we have missed and must seek to
rejoin” (119). I share his concern about the corrosive effects of
nominalism on modern thought. But that concern is mediated to me by Peirce who
advocated a return to Scholastic realism, albeit of a Scotistic variety,
modified and updated in the light both of healthy nominalistic criticisms and
insights supplied by modern science. This does not rule out for me the sort of
philosophical or “natural theology” in which both Rahner and Balthasar
engaged. It does for Milbank, who looks to Nicholas of Cusa in his attempt to
recover “what might have been” if the history of thought had not been
interrupted by nominalism en route to modernity. Despite my discomfort with
Milbank’s narrative of events post-1300, his treatment of Cusanus is laced with
insight. His account of the bishop as “the true theologian” and
“the original President of the Eucharist” (123) is also illuminating,
and wonderfully “radical” in its “orthodoxy.” This chapter
is typical of much of Milbank’s writing: aggressively argued, it is easy to find
something with which one might disagree, yet one cannot fail to be impressed by
the intelligence of the argument or neglect to admire the brilliance of some of
its details.

The final three chapters, from this reader’s
perspective, radiate a very special brilliance. Without abandoning his grand
narrative concerning the origins of modernity, Milbank nevertheless devotes a
more sustained attention to his concept of “gift,” and to the
theological vision that enables it. Opposing Patocka, Levinas, Derrida, and
others, Milbank rejects the notion of gift as pure self-sacrifice without hope
of reward. This austerely other-regarding ethic, as Milbank’s subtle argument
suggests, is not only “impossible” but also peculiarly self-absorbed.
I am inclined to resist some of the details of that argument’s formulation; for
example, I would contend that there are alternative concepts of
“indifference” and of “self-control”—different from the
ones that Milbank eschews (e.g., on 141-42) and worth preserving. But the
overall argument is a compelling one, with its portrayal of the moral life as
endless and reciprocal gift-exchange, understood as absolute surrender to the
divine gift of grace (Milbank’s theological appropriation of the idea of
“moral luck”). This reciprocity is not contractual but is
characterized by a certain indeterminacy or asymmetry. Here 
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the ethical is not grounded in a hope for
death (necessary for the purest form of self-sacrifice), but in hope for
community (because every true gift presupposes a mutual exchange of gifts), as
well as in hope for the Resurrection (where giving and receiving coincide in a
perpetual and ecstatic feast of love).

 



Michael L. Raposa 
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As Whitehead claimed that all philosophies
are footnotes to Plato, too many histories of philosophy reduce Avicenna’s
metaphysics to a summary of and commentary on Aristotle, with some footnotes and
adaptations. In fact, Avicenna offers a powerful new synthesis, which critically
assesses the work of previous philosophers and theologians and courageously
rethinks many issues. Its originality and the interest of its philosophical
moves can only be understood in context. For Wisnovsky the context has to do
with (1) the Greek and early Arabic commentators’ efforts to reconcile Aristotle
not only with himself but also with Neoplatonism and (2) the works and
discussions of the “Mutakallimûn,” the practitioners of Kalâm or
Islamic theology.

Beginning with the first context, that of the
various commentators, Wisnovsky shows how Alexander of Aphrodisias and others
tried to reconcile Aristotle’s texts, in particular the view of “entelechia”
in the definition of the soul in De anima 2.1 and in the definition of
change in Physics 3.1. In order to do so they introduced various
distinctions which affected the way these Aristotelian passages were translated
and understood in the Arabic tradition. The Ammonian synthesis went further and
attempted to reconcile Aristotle with Neoplatonism. Wisnovsky contends that
Avicenna follows the Ammonian synthesis in shifting the focus from the question
of the relation of soul to body to the question of how the soul causes the body.
Such a shift, which makes the soul the final cause of the body, allows
commentators to find a way to argue for the immortality of the soul, which many
passages in Aristotle seem to exclude. Wisnovsky shows, by going painstakingly
through various commentators and their terminological shifts, that Avicenna
mainly inherits the Ammonian synthesis on this issue. His originality shines in
other purely metaphysical themes.

A second issue, which in fact is a double one,
that of the distinction of essence and existence and of necessity and
possibility, then takes center stage. This 
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double issue likewise takes its origin in the
commentators and the terminological choices of the Arabic translators but leads
to a new synthesis, which displaces that of Ammonius, thanks to an integration
of sophisticated Kalâm notions. The clear distinction between essence and
existence takes its origin in an integration of the Kalâm concept of
“shay,” that is, “thing” or “res” in Latin, as a
concomitant of “being,” the primary metaphysical concept. This also
ensures that no multiplicity ensues from considering God as both an efficient
and a final cause. As for the famous development of a matrix of distinctions
based on “necessary in itself” and “possible in itself,” the
latter being equated with the “necessary through another,” we have to
consider Kalâm discussions about God’s attributes and the need for Avicenna to
find a way to distinguish God from any other eternal realities, such as
Intelligences, Heavenly Spheres, and their Souls. For each of these issues
Wisnovsky indicates various stages of development in Avicenna’s own works,
though he considers them more as determined by the specific readership and the
length of the various works than by what one could call a distinctive evolution.
Wisnovsky also alludes to how much these two elaborations of distinctions
influenced the Latin West (a fact very well known, though not always much
explored) as well as post-Avicennian philosophy (as illustrated in the
Philosophy of Illumination), and also Kalâm, a discovery Richard Frank already
adumbrated with his emphasis on the way Avicenna influenced al-Ghazali.
Wisnovsky is now working on a systematic exploration of Arabic postclassical
philosophical commentaries in order to develop and ground this claim (see, for
instance, his essay “The Nature and Scope of Arabic Philosophical
Commentary in Post-classical [ca. 1100-1900 AD] Islamic Intellectual History:
Some Preliminary Observations,” in Philosophy, Science and Exegesis in
Greek, Arabic and Latin Commentaries, ed. Peter Adamson, Han Baltussen, and
M. W. F. Stone, vol. 2 [London: Institute of Classical Studies, School of
Advanced Study, University of London, 2004], 149-91).

Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context is
compact and cites many texts for which the author kindly provides an English
translation, highlighting the technical terminology in both Greek and Arabic,
and based on the Arabic translations or original of these texts. In each case
the author delineates the philosophical advantages of making a certain
distinction or shift in terminology, as well as its problems. It is a great
example of a successful and happy marriage between philology and philosophy. If
some readers lose the forest for the technical trees, they may find it useful to
look at Wisnovsky’s presentation of Avicenna in The Cambridge Companion to
Arabic Philosophy (ed. Peter Adamson and Richard C. Taylor [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005], 92-136), which lays out the three principal
issues without going through the various texts.

This rich book is a great contribution to the
study of Avicenna’s metaphysics. The author is fully aware that such a grand
project at this stage of our knowledge of the field is somewhat daring and that
future research will certainly bring correctives to it. However, such a project
does allow us to correct some previous assumptions, such that “falsafa”
or philosophy and “Kalâm” were mortal 
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enemies, and to develop new research to check
and develop some of the avenues opened by Wisnovsky.

Wisnovsky, whose knowledge of both the Greek
commentators and Avicenna is truly extensive and nuanced, wisely limits himself
to three issues, all of them focused on a study of immaterial beings such as the
rational soul, God as both efficient and final cause, and God as distinct from
other eternal realities. He examines themes diachronically. Such an approach
leads to interesting perspectives and discoveries, but it may also lead the
reader to assume (mistakenly) that Avicenna’s main concern in metaphysics is a
study of immaterial beings and God in particular (i.e., rational theology). Yet,
Wisnovsky takes Avicenna’s claims in his autobiography very seriously; he is
reluctant to speak too hastily of an evolution in Avicenna’s thought, since
Avicenna there denies it. He also accepts the claim that initially and even
after forty readings Avicenna could not make head or tail of Aristotle’s
metaphysics up to the time he read one of al-Farabi’s treatises, which cleared
up the mystery of its purpose. He also seems to accepts the view that Avicenna’s
problem was his confusing metaphysics with rational theology or a form of Kalâm,
instead of realizing that it is mainly a study of being and its attributes. The
diachronic approach prevents Wisnovsky from highlighting how much these issues
emerge from a study of being and its attributes and are consequent and
subordinate to ontology.

The careful reading of so many Greek
commentators in Arabic translation is very impressive, but one may wonder how
much the translators and the commentators themselves were aware of the full
philosophical import of their terminological shifts. Besides, Avicenna was
mainly self-taught and if, indeed, his basic philosophical insights were already
reached when he was eighteen or nineteen, one may wonder how many of these texts
he himself had already studied. Avicenna refers to commentaries on books 2 and
12 of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, and it is not clear whether or not he
had access to much more even if he praises the quality and richness of Sultan Nûh
ibn Mansur’s own library in Bukhara in which he worked up to around 1002 and
where he claimed to have found titles unknown to most and texts he had never
seen before and would never see again. At times the development through the
commentators and terminological shifts seems somewhat too tidy to me, but this
is one of the avenues for research so well opened for us, thanks to the immense
and careful work of Wisnovsky.
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[bookmark: lanaiss]La naissance de la volonté.
By Miklos Vetö. Paris: L’Harmattan,
2002. Pp. 332. 26,50 (paper). ISBN 2-7475-3776-5.

Miklos Vetö, a Christian philosopher from
Hungary who teaches in France, brings together a number of his areas of interest
in his most recent book. While he is no doubt best known for his studies in
German Idealism—Schelling, in particular—he has also written on the problem of
evil in Christian thought, and provided philosophical interpretations of figures
outside the mainstream (Simone Weil and Jonathan Edwards). As the title of the
latest book suggests, it recounts the genesis of the notion of will in
intellectual history. Vetö‘s aim in this account is above all philosophical:
rather than trace the complex web of historical influences in the ideas of a
particular thinker or school of thought, he intends to unfold the concept of
will “through thinkers that do not necessarily have historical connections
to each other” (7). In this regard, one might compare his approach to
Hannah Arendt’s work on the Life of the Mind, which Vetö himself cites
as an early inspiration.

Such an approach, of course, always begins
with a precise destination in mind. For Vetö, “at the end of its more than
two-thousand year history, the notion of Will finds its fulfillment in
Kant” (304). To understand why requires an understanding of what Vetö
means by the “birth” of the will. As he explains in the introduction,
the story of the birth of the will is a story of its gradual
“purification,” by which he means its dissociation from a number of
related orders and its emergence into a sphere proper to itself alone, a sphere
that Vetö insists possesses a sui generis intelligibility. On the one
hand, this entails a separation of the will’s activity from its effects in the
world, and on the other hand it requires the more difficult, but for Vetö the
more essential, dissociation of the will from both the natural desire for the
good and the order of the (theoretical) intellect. The confusion of these orders
accounts, according to Vetö, for both the impoverishment of some notions of
will—for example, the varieties of classical naturalism and
intellectualism—and the monstrous exaggerations of the will in more modern
thinkers such as Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. The story of the will’s
“birth,” then, is the story of the increasingly decisive articulation
of its autonomy, a story that thus reaches its climax in eighteenth-century Königsberg.

The story unfolds in stages. The book’s first
chapter, “Commencements,” covers the broad stretch from Greek thought
to the Reformation. While it is Stoicism that first “discovers” the
will, Aristotle prepares the way by making a distinction in the practical realm
between immanent action (praxis) and production (poesis); the
former designates an action whose end lies in itself and thus already marks a
certain independence from external effects. Seneca carries this movement a step
further by dissociating the will’s immanent intention from action. The reduction
of will to intention, in fact, is what inaugurates the will’s autarchy, that is,
its sovereign independence from the vicissitudes of the outside world (28).
Nevertheless, the Stoics’ internal world is still the world of cosmic (and
therefore natural) reason. It is Augustine, according to Vetö, who 
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introduces a division within that internal
world itself (39), which leads him to draw the crucial distinction “between
what is natural in the will and what is spiritual” (40), that is, between
what Augustine eventually calls potestas or facultas, and what
he calls voluntas proper (45). Later Christian thinkers specify this
distinction and its implications further: Anselm realizes that the will’s proper
object is not the (appetible) good, but justice (51); Duns Scotus
extracts the “non-naturality” of the properly free will, which
transcends all creatures and is inferior only to God (53); Calvin, finally,
succeeds in formalizing the will by subordinating the multiple material
instances of its acts to its general orientation or permanent intention (68).
Aquinas, according to Vetö, represents a regression in this development insofar
as he “resolutely subordinates [the will] to the intellect” (50).

As the book progresses, the historical scope
of the chapters begins to narrow. The second chapter weighs the philosophical
import of a certain Christian mystical tradition for the notion of the will. The
figures that stand out most of all here are John of the Cross and Fénelon, and
their contribution concerns the purification of the will. The goal of mysticism,
as Vetö reads it, is the creature’s union of will with the Creator. To attain
this goal requires a detachment from sensible desires, a transcendence of the
discursive power of the intellect, and ultimately the perfect disappropriation
of self. In this disappropriation—the paradigm of which Vetö finds in Fénelon’s
notion of disinterested love—the will acquires for the first time a pure
spontaneity, insofar as it is no longer moved in any sense by desire, but wills
the good, so to speak, utterly gratuitously (100).

Next comes Malebranche, whom Vetö
acknowledges as having provided the pivotal insight that shaped his own thinking
regarding the will. Radicalizing and generalizing the classical view that traces
the choice of evil to a deficient cause, Malebranche identifies the essence
of freedom—in contrast to the (natural) will—as nothingness (le
rien). The most significant “actions” a person takes, whether
they be a consent to sin or a consent to grace, are ultimately
“nothing” (118). What Vetö interprets Malebranche to mean by this
provocative assertion is that, while the particular goods to which the natural
will adheres in a positive way are substantial realities, goodness per se,
which transcends these multiple goods in its formal absoluteness, is not itself
a positive entity of any sort, and thus neither is the freedom that determines
itself in relation to this goodness. Freedom, one might say, is—like the
Good—“beyond being.”

The pure spontaneity of freedom raises the
question of its relation to the moral law. Jonathan Edwards sets into relief a
further dimension in Vetö‘s attempt to address this question. His analysis of
Edwards is—in this reader’s opinion—one of the book’s highlights. Edwards
vehemently attacks the notion of freedom of indifference (that is, the
identification of freedom with sheer indeterminacy), which makes the
determination of moral responsibility problematic. According to Edwards, the
freedom of indifference can escape the logical absurdity of an infinite regress
only by becoming a perverse imitation of creatio ex nihilo, the
introduction into the world of something without any prevenient cause (155).
Edwards’s response is to reject the Newtonian view of 
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causality, which would reduce all
determination to the temporal sequence of efficient cause and effect, and would
thus make freedom and necessity dialectical opposites. In its place, Edwards
proposes what he refers to as “the necessity of a proposition”
(157)—what we might call formal causality—which makes freedom and necessity
simultaneous. This perspective allows us to judge the morality of the will not
merely in terms of sincerity (i.e., according to the disposition prior
to choice) but in terms of the objective content of the will in the actuality of
its operation: Edwards locates “the good and evil of an act of the will not
in its cause, i.e., that which precedes it, but in the act itself” (171).

Rousseau is a bit of an anomaly in Vetö‘s
account; his contribution to the notion of will lies not in the sphere of
anthropology, but in that of politics. Nevertheless, Vetö insists on an analogy
between the two. He reads Rousseau’s rejection of any external representation in
the political realm as providing the will’s final formalization. This rejection
implies a view of the will as a power of legislation in and for itself (214).
One suspects that Rousseau appears in this book primarily because of his
well-known influence on Kant. However that may be, the step from the rejection
of representation to the notion of the autonomy of practical reason is clear.

Vetö offers a thorough treatment of Kant’s
practical philosophy in two full chapters. While there is little that is new in
his presentation, the fundamental aspects do acquire a distinctive character
when viewed as the flower of a certain movement in history. The only thing that
remains after the climax of the story in Kant is a final chapter—a dénouement,
as it were—in which Vetö presents Hegel’s notion of the reciprocity of wills
as the unfolding of an insight left implicit in Kant: here the “heteronomous”
classical problem of the will’s effective causality in the world of objects is
replaced by the will’s effect simply on another will, for which the external
world provides nothing but an occasion. With this final step, the will’s
separation from all that is not itself comes to completion.

The biggest weakness of Vetö‘s book is that
it makes no argument for the normative status it accords Kant’s practical
philosophy. Kant’s notion is the culmination of the history of the will because
that history is a progressive attempt to articulate a Kantian notion of will.
Indeed, there are a number of fundamental questions one could raise regarding
the book’s governing presuppositions. For example, Vetö takes for granted that
a genuine distinction must be a separation, that is, that orders must be
strictly unrelated if they are to possess their own integrity. In other words,
he excludes the possibility of metaphysical complexity, which perhaps explains
why Aquinas has nothing to offer to the notion of will in his telling of the
story. Moreover, the separation of goodness and being that Vetö insists on, and
his assertion, with Kant, that the goodness or evil of things is due solely to
the will’s spontaneous activity (278), arguably justifies Nietzsche’s accusation
of nihilism since it empties nature of any intrinsic significance. In this
respect, his assertion of the goodness of reality seems gratuitous (275).
Further, if all receptivity is removed from the will’s proper activity, and by
the same token all desirability removed from the 
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goodness at which it aims, in what sense is
the foundation of morality anything but “arbitrary”? (Surely, even the
pure formality of the Categorical Imperative must be seen as desirable in some
sense in order to have any binding force.) Along the same lines, one can ask how
what Vetö refers to as the sui generis intelligibility of the will
differs from irrationality. In short, there would be many grounds for raising
concerns about the twofold dissociation that Vetö takes at the outset to be an
ideal, and his treatment provokes such questions without providing answers.

Whether or not one is willing to accept this
ideal, there is a great deal to be learned from Vetö‘s book. Among other
things, the notion of will that governs his analyses sets into relief an unusual
constellation of figures in intellectual history, introduces surprising
affinities, and shows the philosophical significance of figures normally left
out of philosophical discussions. His suggestion, for example, that the
structure of the mystical experience of John of the Cross anticipates in
decisive ways Husserl’s phenomenological reduction (91, 93, 103) is excellent,
and the insights he draws from Puritan theology offer a new solution to an old
philosophical problem. Even a reader more inclined to espouse a classical
understanding the will in relation to the intellect and natural desire will find
the story stimulating and provocative, and certainly anyone interested in the
history of ideas will find this an exceedingly rich and illuminating book.
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Andrzej Wiercinski has
written the first English monograph on Gustav Siewerth (1903-63), the
twentieth-century German thinker whom Hans Urs von Balthasar regarded as the
greatest philosopher of the contemporary age. In numerous major works, in which
he negotiates a precarious synthesis of Hegel, Heidegger, and Aquinas, Siewerth
constructs some of the most original speculative philosophy of the contemporary
period. Yet notwithstanding a significant readership in Germany, Siewerth
remains largely unknown in North America. 



Wiercinski’s book, Inspired Metaphysics?
Gustav Siewerth’s Hermeneutic Reading of the Onto-Theological Tradition,
represents the culmination of twenty years of work on Siewerth. Wiercinski
presents Siewerth as an example of the 
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hermeneutic vitality of Thomism. Criticized
for his speculative departures from the texts of Aquinas, Siewerth in his
relationship to Aquinas has methodo-logically much in common with Bernard
Lonergan, Max Müller, Johann Baptist Lotz, and to a lesser extent, Joseph Maréchal
and the young Karl Rahner. With these thinkers, Siewerth regards the dialogue
with modernity as the essential task for Thomism. Yet Siewerth is critical of
Thomist appropriations of Kant, as Wiercinski points out in his well-researched
chapter “The Transcendental Turn in the Thomist Revival.” Siewerth’s
emphasis on the irreducibility of being, the act of existence (esse)
grasped by the intellect as a pure positivity, aligns him with Gilson and the
existential Thomists and distances him from the “transcendental Thomists.”
Siewerth however does not engage in the close textual analysis characteristic of
the Gilson school. He retains from his years studying under Martin Heidegger in
the 1930s the method of directly engaging the matter of the text (die Sache),
even if this requires rethinking it in new terms.

While Wiercinski appears to distance himself
from Siewerth (hence the question mark in the title), the central contribution
of this volume is not Wiercinski’s critique but his thorough exposition of
Siewerth’s ontology, accompanied by numerous translated quotations from
Siewerth’s works. After setting the stage by introducing the idea of
“hermeneutic reading” (“the situation of the interpretation, of
the appropriation of the past in understanding, is always the situation of the
living present,” Wiercinski writes, “the text has something to say to
me, something which requires my attentive response”), Wiercinski deftly
guides us through Siewerth’s extremely difficult speculative ontology. He argues
that Siewerth cannot be understood without a knowledge of the history of
medieval philosophy, German idealism, and Heidegger, and carefully illustrates
the significance of each of these. Particularly helpful is the examination of
Siewerth’s understanding of the relationship of Scotus’s metaphysics to what
Heidegger calls the forgetfulness of the ontological difference between being
and beings. Scotus’s univocatio entis denies the “mediating
mediation” between the Creator and creatures, precipitating both late
medieval nominalism and modern idealism.

Siewerth’s first attempt at interpreting
Aquinas through Hegel and Heidegger was his 1930-31 doctoral dissertation,
“Die Metaphysik der Erkenntnis nach Thomas von Aquin.” He followed
this with his 1937 Habilitationsschrift, “Die transzendentale
intellektuelle Anschauung bei Thomas von Aquin. Der Grund der Möglichkeit der
Gotteserkenntnis.” All but banished from the academy by the Nazis (and his
revered teacher Heidegger did nothing to help), Siewerth continued his research
without an academic post. Siewerth owes much to Hegel, but, as Wiercinski shows,
he does not share Hegel’s idealization of being and nothingness. He substitutes
a notion of “exemplary identity” for Hegel’s dialectical identity. A
is not not-A; rather it is imaged in not-A, as God is imaged in being. Even more
essential than the appropriation of Hegel is Siewerth’s more intimate connection
with the later Heidegger. Siewerth singles out Heidegger and Aquinas as the only
figures in the history of Western philosophy who 
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endeavored to think being in its difference
from beings. According to Siewerth, Heidegger’s critique of the forgetfulness of
being indicts everyone except Aquinas. That Heidegger seems to have missed this
in Aquinas—Heidegger is far more interested in Scotus, Suarez, and Luther than
he is in Aquinas—does not stop Siewerth from drawing this surprising
connection. For Siewerth the question of what Heidegger calls “the
ontological difference” is the beginning of every genuine metaphysical
inquiry. Metaphysics inevitably takes one of two directions with respect to the
question of being: either a monism in which the ontological difference is
reduced to appearance (Platonism, conceptualism, essentialism, Scotism), or a
pluralism, in which the difference is held to be irreducible (Aquinas, Heidegger).
Only in the latter does the difference become a creative spur for philosophy.

The modern forgetfulness of being begins with
Scotus, for whom being is exhausted in essentia. The Scotistic denial
of the real distinction of essentia and existentia, and the
related denial of the inconceivability of God in the notion of univocatio
entis, gives birth to the essentialism of modern philosophy and the
subjectivism of German idealism. Against this trend Siewerth unfurls a set of
hermeneutically revised Thomistic concepts. He shows how Aquinas distinguishes
being (esse) from beings (entia) on the grounds that the
latter possess essentia, quidditas, which can be abstracted
and conceptualized, where the former is pure nonessential act. The
“existentialist” formulation of the distinctio realis, however,
is not enough to meet the challenge of Heidegger, for both whatness (essentia)
and thatness (existentia) belong to the being of substance. Siewerth
argues that, in order to answer Heidegger’s critique, we must retrieve Aquinas’s
distinction between act and subsistence: the former is the pure, nonsubstantive,
dynamic energy of coming into presence; the latter is the stasis of that which
has come to be. The act of being subsists in a being while remaining distinct
from it. The distinction underscores Aquinas’s often overlooked distinction
between the being of God (ipsum esse subsistens) and the being of
beings (ipsum esse non-subsistens). The being of a being is a
nonsubsistent act, the event of the sheer upsurge of beings from nothingness. It
cannot be abstracted into a concept. As Siewerth says, it can be thought (there
is a conceptio entis) but not abstracted (there is no conceptus
entis).

Neither a being nor God, the being of beings
is the perfect image of God, a pure reflection of divine kenosis. It empties
itself into beings and comes to realization in them. Hence it depends upon the
subsistent being of God as much as beings depend upon it. By distinction, the
being of God is subsistent act, that which resides in itself, infinite, eternal,
self-sufficient, excluding all potency and requiring nothing else in order for
it to be. As the first creation, the being of beings is horizoned by the
nothingness of primordial potency; it is “complete and simple, but not
subsistent.” Just as the triune God is a mediation through otherness (the
Father is Father by virtue of the relation to the Son, etc.), being is an
identity-in-difference, an identity that realizes itself through its other. It
was this Hegel-inspired Trinitarian ontology that proved so fertile for
Balthasar. In
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the act of creation, the self-emptying Trinity
images itself in that which only exists insofar as it empties itself into a
being. Being is kenosis. As nonsubsistent, being is not identical with itself:
it is only real insofar as it has poured itself out and allowed a being to be.

Siewerth believes that this nonsubstantive
notion of being can accommodate Heidegger’s retrieval of the pre-Socratic notion
of physis, “self-blossoming emergence,” while preserving the
Scholastic principle of the subsistence, eternity, and infinity of God. The
First and Absolute Being remains the eternal ground of all that is; it excludes
time. The being of beings is the condition of the possibility of time. The being
in which all things participate, the being the horizon of which is time, to
speak Heidegger’s language, is not the being of God, but the first act of God,
the donation of the energy of his presence in the othering by which creation
becomes possible. It is the simple unlimited being of every thing that exists,
“das einfache, nicht begrenzte Sein des Seienden.” However near to us,
it is “a profound mystery,” for it includes within itself all possible
conceptual determinations, while remaining “uncircumscribed” by any
concept. It is the act that actualizes every thing that is, but is
“captured and consumed” by none of them.

Siewerth refers to many texts of Aquinas in
constructing his central points. One might question whether this metaphysics is
true to Aquinas. One cannot, however, question that it is in its own right an
important contribution to contemporary metaphysics. That Wiercinski has gone to
such lengths to make this contribution better known forgives some of the
idiosyncrasies of Inspired Metaphysics? Wiercinski has recently
announced the publication of a translation and commentary of Siewerth’s seminal
treatise, Das Sein als Gleichnis Gottes. Let us hope that these
valuable works are the first of many studies of Siewerth.





Sean
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F. F. Centore begins his book with a playful account of his
Thomistic academic pedigree: “It is not too much to say that Gilson begot
Owens, who begot Azar, who begot Centore” (xi). A note “About the
Author” on the following page observes that Centore died on 24 August 2003,
and that the work is being published posthumously. It recalls that “his
love of teaching and
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interaction with his students” became
“his whole life, second only to his family.” The author’s love of
Aquinas as well as his devotion to his students is evident throughout. The work
shows all the fervor of a true disciple of Aquinas along with the occasional
outrageousness of a college philosophy classroom.

The book aims to examine rational arguments
for the existence of God (vii). It comprises nine chapters. The first serves as
a prologue, showing the com-patibility of faith and reason and reviewing some
ways in which arguments about God can go wrong. The next three deal with atheism
and various types of theism. The remainder of the work examines arguments for
God’s existence by presenting the thought of representative philosophers for
various types of arguments and then using other thinkers to critique them. The
historical situation of each philosopher is presented, though with uneven
detail.

Atheism (chap. 2) is divided into “naive
atheism,” represented by Bertrand Russell, who tried to affirm the reality
of evil without affirming the reality of God, and “sophisticated
atheism,” represented by Nietzsche, who denied the reality of God, good and
evil, repudiating “all value, meaning and desirability” (16). Theism,
in contrast, affirms the existence of God and recognizes that the
“unchanging divine standard” is essential for distinguishing good from
evil (22).

Theism is divided into “naturalistic
theism” (chap. 3), in which God is “the same as the world or some
fundamental aspect of the world” (25), and “supernaturalistic
theism” (chap. 4), in which God is “separate from the natural
world” (35). Examples of naturalistic theism are Hinduism, Buddhism,
Stoicism, and Epicureanism. Supernaturalistic theism is divided into polytheism
(Zoroastrianism, Manichaeism, Confucianism, and classical paganism) and
monotheism, which comprises deism and traditional theism (Judaism, Islam, and
Christianity). The latter religions are mentioned but not formally discussed
(36).

The rational arguments for God’s existence
which comprise the rest of the book are of two fundamental types:
“as-if” and “for-real.” “As-if” arguments (chap.
5) do not prove the existence of God but only “the need to believe in the
existence of God” (45). Examples include Blaise Pascal’s wager, Immanuel
Kant’s postulate of practical reason, and William James’s pragmatism. The
critique of the “as-if” approach is provided through Voltaire, who
recognizes that “even though someone might sincerely want to believe in
something, such a desire in no way shows the real existence of the thing in
question” (58).

The “for-real” way to God can employ
either a priori or a posteriori arguments. Saint Anselm’s ontological argument
exemplifies the a priori approach (chap. 6). A posteriori arguments may begin
with either internal or external experience. The “internal” approach
is represented by such historically and theologically diverse thinkers as
Augustine, Boethius, Descartes, Hegel, and Newman (chap. 7). Each argues in some
way from inner knowledge or experience to the existence of God. The thought of
Schopenhauer and Freud is used to critique this approach. The conclusion is
that, while inner experience may bring some to affirm God as a being existing
independently of the world, 
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it leads others to see God as identical with
the world and fails to provide any objective grounds for deciding between the
two (115).

A more secure approach is through
“external” experience, which may be based on either essence (chap. 8)
or existence (chap. 9). Newton, Paley, and proponents of the “anthropic
principle” are presented as examples of the former, which argues from the
presence of order in nature to the existence of a designer God. These arguments
are critiqued through the thought of David Hume and Charles Darwin. Hume
contends that arguments from causality cannot get to God and, even if they
could, they would not require the all-perfect God of religion, but only a
less-than-perfect “designer” (132). Darwin’s theory of evolution
requires no designer or creator to explain the complex order of biological life.
The ethical and social consequences of these different positions are also
reviewed.

For Centore, the best way to argue for the
existence of God is the “a posteriori external experience method based on
existence,” which he identifies as the way of Thomas Aquinas (chap. 9). In
distinguishing Aquinas’s philosophy from that of his Greek predecessors, Centore
argues that “Aquinas could not accept the Greek doctrine of the
unintelligibility of matter, for the very simple reason that it conflicted with
the biblical book of Genesis. If God produced the universe, then matter …
must be knowable because God knows what he makes” (171-72). Apart from the
rather fideistic cast this gives to Aquinas’s philosophy, the argument ignores
the distinction between matter as pure potency (unintelligible for both Aquinas
and Aristotle in that it has no actuality) and material substances (intelligible
both for Aquinas and Aristotle in virtue of their actuality). He contends that
for Aquinas God’s existence “must be proven” in the “science of
metaphysics (natural theology) and not in the … lower science of
physics” (173), and so seems to ignore Aquinas’s own claim, at the
conclusion of his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, that Aristotle
“ends his general discussion of natural things with the first principle of
the whole of nature, who is over all things, God, blessed forever. Amen.”

Centore spends only five pages on Aquinas’
actual arguments, concentrating on what he calls “Aquinas’ core argument
for the existence of God” which he finds in On Being and Essence (180).
He presents this as a series of three syllogisms, but does not specify from what
part of the text he is extracting his arguments. If he is referring to the
paragraph in chapter 4 where Aquinas shows “there must be something which
causes all things to exist inasmuch as it is subsistent existence,” his
arguments (which includes such premises as “Any existentially dependent
being that has completely exhausted every possible other already really existing
external explanatory cause is caused by an existentially independent
being”) are far more complicated and less clear than those of Aquinas.

Centore makes no reference to the controversy
over whether the argument in On Being and Essence is truly a
demonstration of the existence of God and whether it was intended as such.
Gilson, for instance, contends in his later 
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writing that the work “contains no proof
of the existence of God” (Le thomisme, [6th ed.; Paris: J. Vrin,
1965], 97 n. 85), quoted in L. Dewan, “St. Thomas and the Existence of God:
Owens vs. Gilson, and Beyond,” in God and Argument [Ottowa:
University of Ottowa Press, 1999], 116).

Aquinas’s “five ways” to show God’s
existence are covered in a brief paragraph, with less than complete accuracy.
The fifth is said to conclude to God as “the final cause of all existence
and change” (184), though it actually concludes to God as an efficient
cause: the “intelligent being by whom all natural things are directed to
their end.”

It is not clear what audience Centore has in
mind for his work. Some insights, such as his analysis of how contemporary
issues in the divine action debate find their roots in Descartes, might be
useful even to advanced readers (89, 117-18, 133). Aspects of his humor might
appeal to many. I enjoyed, for instance, his definition of “panentheism”
as “pantheism with an extra syllable in the middle to indicate that [it] is
not the usual sort of pantheism” (153). Not infrequently, though, the humor
seems odd. Noting that Augustine died in 430, for example, he quips, “a
good union man always quits at 4:30” (76). The work is sprinkled with
little factoids, such as Darwin’s wife taking piano lessons from Chopin (139),
Hegel’s love for dancing (91), Kant’s distress at a delayed delivery of dried
fruit (63), and Descartes’s practice of sleeping late, the violation of which
seems to have caused his death (82, 86). There is also a mistaken reference to
the Dominican Catherine of Siena as a “Benedictine saint” (166).

One gets the impression Centore is speaking to
undergraduates, where the wise teacher assumes nothing. So he somehow finds it
necessary to inform his readers that “[t]o this day, Augustine himself is
the subject of many books and articles” (77) and that the Council of Trent
was called “to reform the Church from head to toe” (165). He sometimes
slips into a rather preachy mode, attacking contemporary
“pseudo-liberals” (94-96) or lamenting today’s sexual mores in which
“the only purpose of sex is fun” (152). In this context, feminism is a
recurrent theme and is presented with little nuance.

Centore also offers spiritual advice to his
readers which, laudable in itself, seems somehow misplaced in a work whose goal
is to review rational arguments for the existence of God. He assures us, for
instance, that God “created things for our good and demands our love and
obedience. Yet, when we fail to do his will, he is always ready to forgive and
welcome home the truly repentant sinner, especially if approached through the
Second Person of the Holy Trinity, as when someone sincerely says, ‘Lord Jesus
Christ, Lamb of God, I trust in your mercy, have mercy on me, a sinner’”
(190).

To its credit, the book allows a considerable
number of philosophers to speak to one another and so to the reader about the
question of the existence of God. As guide in this, Centore shows considerable
skill in arranging the conversation, but is often obtrusive in pressing his own
point of view. In its tone, the work seems less a discussion of arguments for or
against the existence of God and more a polemic on where the modern world went
wrong. This takes the form of




  
  

  


page 339

a philosophical romp through the history of
ideas, where historical tidbits and snatches of poetry are shaken together with
philosophical opinions to produce a montage of arguments roughly centered on the
question of the existence of God. For those in the mood for such an adventure
and willing to tolerate a certain amount of “attitude” from the
author, it’s not a bad ride.

 



Michael J. Dodds, O.P. 



Dominican School of Philosophy and
Theology
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Théories
de l’intentionnalité au moyen âge. By Dominik Perler. Paris: Librairie 
Philosophique J. Vrin, 2003. Pp. 157. 15 (paper). ISBN 2-7116-1652-5.

.Ever since it was revived by Franz Brentano in the
nineteenth century, intentionality, that is, the capacity of certain mental acts
to be ‘about’ something or refer to something beyond themselves, has been widely
regarded as ‘the mark of the mental’—that by which we can speak of the inner
life of the mind as distinct from the more basic interaction of physical causes
and effects outside the mind. Brentano openly acknowledged the influence of
Scholastic authors in developing his theory, which he called “intentional
or mental inexistence [die
intentionale (wohl auch mentale) Inexistenz],” as a result of
which most philosophers today are aware of its medieval origins. What is less
clear is how medieval thinkers themselves understood intentionality as part of
their own efforts to develop a philosophical model of human cognition.

This
book explores medieval antecedents to Brentano via the contributions of three
late thirteenth- and early fourteenth-century philosophers on the topics of the
immediacy, activity, and object of intentional acts (31-35). After an
introductory chapter explaining the significance of the problem in the later
Middle Ages, the author, Dominik Perler, devotes successive chapters to the
theories of Peter John Olivi, Dietrich of Freiburg, and John Duns Scotus. Thomas
Aquinas is mentioned, but only tangentially, as this debate did not come into
full flower until a decade or so after his death, by which time it had also
begun to recapitulate the growing intellectual opposition of Dominicans, who
adopted Thomas’s Aristotelianism, and Franciscans, who sided more closely with
the Augustinian tradition.

The
book is not exactly a scholarly study. It revises a series of lectures delivered
by Perler at the Sorbonne in March and April 2002, evidence of which survives in
its clear, easygoing prose and occasional repetition of key points. But the
effect is quite deliberate: “preserving the style and structure of the oral
presentation, I have avoided a detailed discussion of the secondary
literature,” the reader is informed (7). Footnotes as well are limited to
references to the primary texts and secondary literature of a general or
introductory nature. There is a short bibliography and a useful index.

The
introductory chapter, “Le problème de l’intentionnalité au XIIIe siècle:
Cadre historique et systématique,” is an exemplary study of the difficulty
of 
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determining
the medieval antecedents of a modern problem: “if you want to analyze
medieval theories,” Perler states, “you must proceed like an
archaeologist and properly distinguish between the different layers presented by
the texts of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, in order to see how they
have been laid down” (19). A trite metaphor, perhaps, but apt in this case.
Intentionality is among the numerous medieval philosophical artifacts that have
been brought into modern debates as if dug up with a backhoe, with no sense of
their connection to the materials that surround them and give them meaning. The
fact is that medieval thinkers were not interested in intentionality because it
would help them complete their phenomenological analysis of consciousness (cf.
Husserl) or provide further ammunition against the dreaded proponents of AI (cf.
Searle). Rather, they wanted to explain human cognition within the broadly
Aristotelian and Neoplatonic constraints they inherited from the schools of late
antiquity. When they discussed intentionality, it was usually in the context of
their explanations of how an immaterial soul could be affected by material
processes, how concepts are related to both linguistic expressions and the
external world, and how the intellect actively contributes to the cognitive
process. It is possible to finesse these discussions into what we now call
philosophy of mind, but only with a great deal of dexterity and care as
distortion is inevitable.

One key
difference, Perler reminds us, is that, unlike Brentano, medieval philosophers
regarded intentionality not as a purely internal or mental phenomenon (30), but
a natural characteristic of mental acts (36)—an assumption that can look
question-begging to modern readers used to distinguishing more sharply between
the mental and the physical. By the same token, it would be a mistake to find in
the materialist aspects of medieval theories of intentionality a kind of
naturalism avant la lettre (38). Instead, material and immaterial
components both tended to be integrated into medieval theories, an approach that
led to its own questions and problems, which must of course be confronted on
their own terms.

In the
second chapter, the author discusses the views of Peter John Olivi (d. 1298), a
Franciscan who emphasized the active nature of all cognition and immediacy of
its object as against the passive, species-reception approach favored by
Aristotelians such as Thomas Aquinas (45-46). Central to his account is the idea
the intellect must have a “virtual presence” in its objects because it
is a higher power capable of endowing things that are not intellects with
representative function. Intentionality is for Olivi a primitive characteristic
of mental acts, paradigmatically exhibited by the act of attention (conversio)
through which the intellect fixes on or directs itself toward something. The
problem with the species approach favored by the Aristotelians is that it has no
way to account for this, in addition to being vulnerable to skeptical objections
because species stand between the intellect and its ultimate object (60). But
Olivi, Perler argues, is not able to offer a viable alternative because his own
direct realism is couched in highly metaphorical language (62), with no case
explained in enough detail to show how it might work in practice (74). This is
surely 
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correct,
but I would venture to suggest that a defender of Olivi might find it beside the
point: if intentionality is primitive in the way he believes, then the
intentionality of mental acts will simply be given, requiring no more
explanation than, say, the materiality of physical substances (we don’t need a theory
of what makes some things material; they just come that way). Furthermore,
Olivi’s metaphors are often quite telling. In a key passage, Olivi writes:
“For the act and cognitive aspect [of the intellect] is fixed on the
object, and is intentionally absorbed [imbibitum] into it; that is why
the cognitive act is called ‘apprehension’ and ‘the apprehensive tension of an
object [apprehensiva tensio obiecti]’—[i.e.,] in this tension and
absorption the act is intimately conformed to and configured by the object”
(61-62; Olivi, II Sent., q. 72). The Stoic notes in Olivi’s concept of
intellectual cognition are unmistakable in this passage. Although Perler is
fairer to Olivi than some recent commentators have been, it would have been nice
if he had plumbed further into Olivi’s unusual ways of thinking and speaking
about the intellect. There is definitely more to be said here.

The
third chapter takes up the equally fascinating account of Dietrich of Freiberg
(d. ca. 1318), a Dominican who studied at Paris in the 1270s and eventually
returned there to teach in the 1290s. Dietrich holds that the intellect itself
“constitutes its objects in their essential structure,” a view that
led Kurt Flasch several decades ago to dub this “the Kantian turn of the
Middle Ages” (78). Perler thinks that this overstates things, seeing that
Dietrich remained a thoroughgoing Aristotelian in the number and kinds of
categories he was willing to embrace, and never mentioned the kind of critical
project Kant very deliberately took himself to be engaged in (92-94). Dietrich
simply wanted to bring Aristotelian psychology more into line with the
Neoplatonic tradition, emphasizing the intellect’s creativity, perpetual
activity, and ability to understand things in their essence (rather than through
the senses)—all points on which he departed from the more orthodox
Aristotelianism of Thomas Aquinas. He was led to these conclusions because he
conceived of the human intellect Neoplatonically as the “effusion” of
the divine intellect, so that it must possess the same capacities, albeit in
diminished form (82-83). But this is not without its costs: whereas
Aristotelians such as Thomas explained the intentionality of the intellect in
relation to that of the senses, Dietrich detaches the intellect from other
cognitive capacities in order to emphasize its autonomy, making it really
distinct from other powers (103-5). Unfortunately, he does not also draw a sharp
distinction between the intentionality of the senses and that of the intellect,
which is what we would expect if the two are metaphysically distinct. Perler
rightly faults Dietrich for not having these details worked out, but again, one
suspects that Neoplatonists would not worry too much about the details where the
senses and imagination are concerned, belonging as they do to an inferior mode
of being. Top-down theories are rarely good on details. But Perler really hits
the nail on the head as far as the deeper dilemma faced by such theories is
concerned: “How can [the intellect] have dependence [on the senses] and
autonomy at the same time?” (106).


  
  

  


Page
472

Although
the final chapter is nominally addressed to John Duns Scotus (d. 1308), more
than half of it discusses the theories of his Franciscan successors Jacob of
Ascoli and William of Alnwick, both of whom taught at Paris in the first decade
of the fourteenth century. This is because in his surviving writings and
especially in those directed against Henry of Ghent Scotus is more interested in
the epistemological aspects of intelligible or intentional being than its
ontological status. Despite the fact that he was the first to draw a clear
metaphysical distinction between the material and immaterial orders, he does not
give a precise explanation of the relation between intentional being (esse
intentionale) in the intellect and the material, extramental thing that is
its object (108-9). Ascoli and Alnwick were both interested in ontological
matters in their theories of intellectual cognition, however, with Ascoli
introducing a distinction between intelligible species having real existence and
intelligible things having merely intentional existence, and Alnwick taking a
more parsimonious line by emphasizing the representative function of
intelligible species as distinct from their mode of existence in the intellect
(120-38). Perler does a nice job of showing how both authors are part of the
Scotistic tradition, and of laying out the attractions and drawbacks of their
theories for the reader.

This
book is a fine introduction to the problem of intentionality in the later Middle
Ages; those who consult it will learn much from its pages. Non-Francophone
readers may be assured that the fluently multilingual Perler writes French as
William of Ockham writes Latin: with prose that is clean, simple, and
direct—not at all weighed down by Gallicisms and other continental literary
flourishes that might get in the way of presenting the argument (a nice example
here is his reduction of Olivi’s argument against the intellect’s passively
receiving intelligible species into six clear steps [55-56]). Think Anthony
Kenny translated into French.









Jack Zupko 
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Teo-logia:
La Parola di Dio nelle parole dell’uomo. By Piero Coda. 2d ed. Rome:
Lateran University Press, 2004. Pp. 466. 26,00 (cloth). ISBN 88-465-0493-3.

Il
Logos e il nulla: Trinità, religioni, mistica. By Piero Coda. Rome: Città Nuova,
2003. Pp. 552. 34,50 (paper). ISBN 88-311-3346-2.

On
visits to Rome, I have been increasingly impressed by the vitality of the
Italian ecclesial and theological scene. Ecclesial movements, such as
Sant’Egidio, Focolare, and Comunione e Liberazione, seem to be flourishing.
Bookstores, on the Via della Conciliazione and elsewhere, burgeon with new
theological works, 
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both by
Italian authors and in translation. To the happy surprise of some of us who
studied in Rome during the Second Vatican Council, the Pontifical Lateran
University has emerged as a theological center, characterized not only by
fidelity to the Church’s magisterium, but by genuine creativity in exploring
issues both traditional and new.

The
Lateran has benefited from the leadership of two world-renowned theologians: the
former Rector, Angelo Scola, now Cardinal Patriarch of Venice, and the present
Rector, Bishop Rino Fisichella. In addition, there are a number of others who
are elaborating an approach to theology that is open to the challenges of the
new millennium, even as it is firmly rooted in the tradition and most especially
in the uniqueness of Christ’s paschal mystery. A leading and distinctive voice
here is that of Fr. Piero Coda, two of whose works form the basis of this
review.

Born in
1955, Piero Coda earned two doctorates, one in philosophy and the other in
theology. His specialties include Trinitarian theology and the Christian
theology of religions and he has written extensively in both areas. He has also
published studies on Hegel and Bulgakov. Coda also serves as President of the
Italian Theological Association and is a consultor for the Pontifical Council
for Interreligious Dialogue. Significantly, he has, for a number of years, been
the personal theologian of Chiara Lubich, the founder of the Focolare movement.

Coda’s Teo-logia
is the revised and updated version of the introductory course offered to
students beginning their theological education at the Lateran. In the second
part of the book, devoted to a brief, but discerning, overview of the history of
Christian theology, Coda says this of the great medieval theologian St.
Bonaventure: “The point of departure and constant reference point of
Bonaventure’s theology is the charism of Francis of Assisi, who serves as a true
‘theological icon.’” I think, mutatis mutandis, the same may be
said of Coda’s theology in regard to the charism of Chiara Lubich.

Lubich’s
own spiritual journey began in the anguish of the Second World War, when as a
young student she took refuge in a bomb shelter. There, meditating on the
Gospels, she received illuminations that grew into a twofold realization. First,
the culmination of God’s revelation is the crucifixion of Jesus Christ. “Gesù
abbandonato” paradoxically discloses the very depths of God’s love. His cry
of dereliction from the cross (Mark 15:34) recapitulates and redeems all
innocent human suffering. He is, exclaims, Lubich, “the God for our
time” (Il Logos, 49: “il Dio del nostro
tempo”). Second, the resurrection, in the power of God’s Spirit of love, of
the Christ who died forsaken initiates the new creation. The distinguishing mark
of the new creation is the reality of Pentecostal unity: many divided
individuals becoming one in Jesus Christ. This profound sense of Christ’s
passion for unity, the “that all may be one” of John’s Gospel,
animates Lubich’s spiritual teaching. Her “charism of unity” serves as
the continuing inspiration of the Focolare movement.

I think
it true to say that Lubich’s spiritual vision and mission constitute “the
point of departure and constant reference point” of Coda’s theology. His
own philosophical background and interests enable him to bring Lubich’s rich
intuitions into conversation with the Western philosophical tradition,
especially 
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the
provocative reflections of Hegel, Nietzsche, and Heidegger. In addition, through
his concrete experience in interreligious dialogue sponsored by the Focolare
Movement, as well as through his professional commitment to the academic study
of religions, Coda is fashioning a distinctive Christian theology of religions
whose hermeneutical key is the paschal mystery of Christ. In the tradition of
Bonaventure, Coda presses his reflection beyond the elucidation of
“meaning” to the further question of “truth”: beyond
phenomenology to ontology.

Il
Logos e il nulla represents
Coda’s most sustained presentation to date of his theological position. Several
chapters of the book originate in earlier essays, but they have been revised and
extensively supplemented to form a coherent and systematic whole. The work is
divided into three major parts. In part 1 Coda examines the new context of
Christian theology today: the respectful encounter with the great world
religions. While firmly committed to the universality of God’s offer of grace,
Coda seems less persuaded of the need to correlate grace and revelation in
Rahnerian fashion. He may cautiously speak of “revelation” in
nonbiblical religions, but there is always an analogous quality to such
ascription.

Part 2
then explores the concrete universality of the crucified and risen Christ who is
the unique Word of God made flesh. In a manner reminiscent of Balthasar, Coda
underscores the “major dissimilitudo” of the paschal Savior.
He is the Measure, the Logos in person, who assumes, judges, purifies, and
recapitulates every authentic religious experience. Clearly, Coda is not
offering a neutral examination of religions, nor even a “comparative
theology,” if this be construed solely as an examination and elucidation of
texts and symbols. In effect Coda agrees with Lonergan on the imperative of the
move to judgment: insight alone is insufficient.

The
appeal to judgment is an appeal to the truth of reality itself. Crucial to
Coda’s theology is that the paschal mystery, the Christ abandoned and raised by
the Father to new life in the Spirit, is the unique way to the acknowledgment
that all created reality finds its true home in the mystery of Trinitarian love.
Hence Coda sketches a Trinitarian ontology, the mystery of gift and reciprocity
in whom we live and move and have our being. The impressive Christocentric
nature of Coda’s theology raises no barrier to interreligious dialogue. Instead
it provides the very condition of its authentic possibility. Where the Center
holds firm and luminous, the boundaries may be generous and surprise with
illuminating discoveries.

This
becomes further evident in part 3 of Il Logos e il nulla: “Il
Logos che s’annulla e le vie della mistica” (“The Logos Which
‘Nullifies’ Himself and the Mystical Ways”). Here Coda enters into a close
reading of apophatic mystical traditions, both Eastern and Western. He sees them
as bearing precious witness to the sheer Otherness of the Divine and the urgent
need for expropriation of the empirical and ever-imperial ego if union is to be
realized.

The
gospel meets this profound mystical sensitivity with the proclamation of the
creative and redemptive Word. Logos and nulla coincide in
Jesus’ kenosis: his abandonment on the cross. This seeming defeat is, to the
eyes of faith, God’s supreme victory. In the trenchant words of Chiara Lubich,
which Coda makes his own, the total pouring out of Jesus’ life in death reveals
the mystery of 
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his own
being: “il Nulla Tutto dell’Amore”—that nothingness which is total
love.

As this
last quotation indicates, the nothingness in question is not empty void, but
fulness of new life. The loss of self it entails is not impersonal fusion, but
achievement of personhood in communion. It thus opens upon the unending gift of
Trinitarian life: “not the darkness of the ineffable, but the Glory of the
inexhaustible.”

An
important consequence of Coda’s sensitivity to the need to move toward a
Trinitarian ontology is that the soteriology that permeates his work also exhib-its
ontological substance. In the face of so much impoverished exemplarism in
contemporary soteriology, Coda offers a robust theology of salvation. The pas-chal
mystery of Jesus Christ does not merely indicate a way to follow. Christ by his
death and resurrection forges the Way. He himself becomes the Way into the new
creation. Christians are called not so much to imitate the historical Jesus as
to participate in the new life of their crucified and risen Lord, becoming, in
the tradition’s pregnant sense, “filii in Filio“: sons and
daughters in God’s only Son.

As they
journey on the Way, confronting the challenges of their unique historical times
and cultures, disciples are accompanied and sustained by the Eucharistic
Presence of their Lord who is the living bread, the viaticum for their itinerarium
in Deum. Receiving the Lord’s body, they become his body with all
the realism that Paul and Augustine ascribe to Christ’s ecclesial body. The
“we are” of the new creation, whose sacrament is the Church, is the
created image of the “We are” of Trinitarian life, destined to be
consummated at the end of time when the Triune God will indeed be “all in
all.”

A final
point worth highlighting in this remarkable theological endeavor, so redolent of
Vatican II’s dual call to ressourcement and aggiornamento, is
that the focus upon ontological participation is further exemplified in a
theological approach characterized by noetic participation. In a way that weds
Bonaventure and Aquinas, Coda holds that the “object” of theology is
“God in Christ.” In the final part of his Teo-logia, he
writes that “Christology is not simply one theological tract among others,
but provides the essential structure of the whole of theology.” Further,
this knowledge of God in Christ only becomes possible through a sharing in the
very faith/vision of the living Jesus, in his original and originating
relationship with the Father in the Spirit.

Piero
Coda is elaborating a promising approach to theology in which the invidious
dichotomies of faith and reason, spirituality and systematic reflection,
contemplation and action, proclamation and dialogue are sublated into a more
integral and comprehensive understanding of the faith. His work richly deserves
wider attention.
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Who
Is My Neighbor? Personalism and the Foundations of Human Rights.
By Thomas D. Williams. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, 2005. Pp. xvi + 342. $69.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1391-6.

Thomas
Williams has produced a very well-written and informative book, successfully
bringing ethical personalism to bear upon the issue of the legitimacy of rights
language. He argues against three formidable theorists—Alasdair MacIntyre, Joan
Lockwood O’Donovan, and Ernest Fortin—that rights language is not only
legitimate within traditional philosophical and theological ethics but that it
brings to ethical discourse positive emphases not otherwise available. He then
seeks to show how what he calls “Thomistic personalism”—Thomism
“enriched” by means of “a more nuanced and robust vision of the
constitutive elements of personhood: subjectivity, creativity,
self-determination, freedom, and interpersonal activity” (128)—provides
the best candidate for grounding rights. Although Williams’s version of
personalism is much indebted to John Paul II, whom he cites often, he also
displays a familiarity with a wide selection of secondary literature, including
works in Italian, French, Spanish, and German.

Against
MacIntyre’s position in After Virtue that belief in rights is “one
with belief in witches and in unicorns,” Williams puts forward a simple yet
powerful argument, which in fact constitutes the core idea of the book: that if
rights do not exist one cannot speak of things due in justice. “Suppose for
a moment,” he says, “that MacIntyre is correct in saying that natural
rights do not exist. This is equivalent to saying that no person can naturally
claim to deserve anything from anyone else” (61). This is what having a
right means: deserving something from someone else or from some group. Perhaps
someone will answer that we can analyze a proposition like ‘Joshua has the right
to life’ in the typical analytic fashion: ‘there is an x such that x
is a right to life and Joshua has x‘. Since the first conjunct is false
(there is no such thing as a right), the whole proposition can be false without
implying anything about whether or not it is just to deprive Joshua of his life.
But such an arguer would still have to deal with the common perception that this
is all that Joshua’s having a right to life means: that it is unjust to deprive
him of his life. Saying that rights exist is no more problematic than saying
that duties exist—or, for that matter, that there are laws.

Although
Williams’s position in this respect is more than tenable, he fails adequately to
address a central aspect of the anti-rights-language argument: the distinction
between talk of rights (iura) and talk of right (ius). When
MacIntyre, for instance, argues that the term ‘rights’ did not exist before the
late Middle Ages (57), he clearly means particular rights (whose existence he
denies) as opposed to right (whose importance he affirms). In response (63-64),
Williams makes some perfectly valid points about how vocabulary evolves, but he
also castigates MacIntyre for denying the existence of rights while praising
“the classical virtue of phronsis, which [in MacIntyre’s words]
‘characterizes someone who knows what is due to him, who takes pride in claiming
his due’” (63)—as if speaking of that which is due were already to speak
of rights. But this is to 
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beg—or,
at least, to ignore—MacIntyre’s question: whether rights exist, as
opposed to right.

It is a
shame that Williams has either overlooked or chosen to ignore this issue, for an
historical counterargument is and was available to him. Buried in a footnote on
Williams’s own page 273, for example, is a list of places in Thomas Aquinas (who
wrote, of course, well before the late Middle Ages) where he refers to
individual rights. One might also cite Cicero’s remark at De re publica
1.32: “Si enim pecunias aequari non placet, si ingenia omnium paria esse
non possunt, iura certe paria debent esse eorum inter se qui sunt cives in eadem
re publica.” Or the counterargument could be more analytical and logical,
saying that, if right or justice demands a particular type of behavior with
respect to any person, such a demand can be referred to in the singular without
rendering the system itself incoherent; calling such a thing ‘a right’ is a
perfectly reasonable option for the historian. Williams comes close to such an
argument—“The choice of vocabulary,” he says, “does not alter
the underlying meaning expressed” (63)—but he does not advert here to the
proper target: namely, the supposedly irreducible distinction between rights and
right. He does say that it is “misleading to speak of the two terms
[‘right’ and ‘rights’] as if they were mutually exclusive, when in fact they are
mutually indicative” (73), but this is mere assertion: Williams does not
give us an argument for their inter-translatability.

The
parts of the book on personalism contain a number of problems most of which have
to do with personalism itself rather than with Williams’s exposition, which is
always clear and lively. He gives, for instance, the now-familiar personalist
argument for the uniqueness of persons. Persons, he says, “cannot, properly
speaking, be counted, because a single person is not merely one in a series
within which each member is identical to the rest, for all practical purposes,
and thus exchangeable for any other. One can count apples, because one apple is
as good as another (i.e., what matters is not that it is this apple,
but simply that it is an apple), but one cannot count persons in this
way” (129, emphasis in the original). But this is so much hyperbole. One
can count this apple and this apple and this apple:
they come to three apples; and one can do the same sort of thing with respect to
this person, and this person, and that. It is true that apples are not subjects
and persons are; but that is a point of a different order: it has nothing to do
with counting. It is surprising, by the way, that Williams never mentions in
this section John Crosby; nor does he appear in the bibliography, even though
the argument is very much associated with him. (For a criticism of Crosby and
the counting argument, see Stephen L. Brock, “Is Uniqueness at the Root of
Personal Dignity? John Crosby and Thomas Aquinas,” The Thomist 69
[2005], 173-201.)

Personalism’s
emphasis on the uniqueness of persons was doubtless the philosophical cause of
John Paul II’s development (but not overturning) of traditional Church teaching
on capital punishment, just as a more sober Thomism—which was also present in
his intellectual makeup—was responsible for this teaching’s moderate
formulation in the Catechism of the Catholic 
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Church.
If the governing precept of one’s ethical system says that the person is
“of inestimable worth” (118), it becomes very difficult consistently
to allow for the deliberate taking of a person’s life, even if that person has
committed heinous crimes and/or is a threat to society. That is the way such
precepts work. If ‘Thou shalt not commit adultery’ is among one’s primary
precepts, committing adultery is excluded; and the proposition ‘the person is of
inestimable worth’ comes very close to saying ‘Thou shalt not kill any human
person’. That the Catechism, although restricting the right
considerably, allows that public authority can punish malefactors “by means
of penalties commensurate with the gravity of the crime, not excluding, in cases
of extreme gravity, the death penalty” (§2266) is indication that its
governing precept is not the personalistic one.

Williams—not
in this book but elsewhere (“Capital Punishment and the Just Society,”
Catholic Dossier 4, no. 5 [1998]: 28-36)—defends the Catechism‘s
teaching in all its intricacy; but here, as is perhaps appropriate for an
exposition of personalism, he comes very close to denying the legitimacy of any
deliberate killing of a human being. On page 254, he writes: “It would… seem logical to say that if killing another human being is evil, then such an
action constitutes an improper or incorrect way to treat another person”;
and then on the following page: “In the case of the fifth commandment, for
example, it is good that the other is, that the other lives,
and thus to kill the other would be wrong” (emphasis in original). Although
at one point he does slip in the word ‘innocent’—“the deliberate
destruction of innocent life is recognizably evil” (254)—we find no
allusion here to what Williams certainly knows: that is, that the fifth
commandment is more properly rendered as ‘Thou shalt not murder’ than as ‘Thou
shalt not kill’ (human persons). But, more generally, what is required here—and
what personalism does not provide—is perspective: a realization that, although,
especially in our day, respect for persons is a very important part, it is not
the whole of ethics. One finds the same sort of imbalance in Williams’s
census of the universe. Although in an early description of the person, he is
careful to mention angels (108), the rest of the book is peppered with remarks
like “The rationality of personhood actually opens up a gulf between man
and all other creatures” (126), or “in the case of the human person, a
thoroughly unique dimension presents itself, a dimension not found in the rest
of created reality” (133).

A book,
however, should be judged with respect to what it pretends to be; and this one
does not pretend to be a thoroughgoing defense of personalism but rather an
application of a version of that theory to the issue of the legitimacy of rights
language. In this sense, then, it succeeds—and succeeds very well, due
primarily to Williams’s hard work and powers of exposition. 





Kevin L. Flannery, S.J. 
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Pp. 279. $35.00 (paper). ISBN 0-334-02923-6.





There are good reasons to leave the purchase of Festschriften to
institutional libraries, while saving one’s own manna for works offering greater
promise of lasting significance. Because the individual essays often lack any
unity, save that which coalesces, with mixed consistency, around the scholar
honored, they vary in quality, and, unless the oeuvre of the scholar in question
is truly significant, they often speak more to the variegated interests of the
acolytes than to the vision of the high priest. Those are the standard reasons
for avoiding a Festschrift.
One should add that Victor Preller, the sacerdos in question of this
book, is known for a single, though influential, monograph, Divine Science and the Science of
God: A Reformulation of Thomas Aquinas (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1967), a work that betrays the cleric’s cleft fidelity to
rival faiths, Thomism and ordinary language philosophy.

Good
reasons to be wary, but in this case one should ignore them and plunge into the
waters flowing from that cleft. These essays are not jejune juxtapositions of
Aquinas and Wittgenstein, producing little of insight and being of interest only
to those whose adherence will suffer any immersion into the arcane. If Aquinas
and Wittgenstein share nothing else, it is now clear that both opened wide
avenues of discourse, which is why subsequent generations will continue to speak
of both men, and in idioms created by the insights of both. This volume shows
how fecund those insights are, and the authors take to their task so aptly that
one never feels that they suffer from a compulsion to draw one thinker into the
orbit of the other. Sometimes the focus is the philosophy of language, at other
times a seminal question in Thomism, and still other times a pressing,
contemporary concern, unrelated to either, at least initially. What unites this
collection is the deep grounding of the authors in both thinkers, allowing them
to speak in an idiom that is coherent and compelling, simply because it is the
language of the world in which we now dwell, a world that cannot be accessed
without the vocabulary of both Aquinas and Wittgenstein.

Jeffrey
Stout’s introduction surveys the volume’s contents, and admirably meets the
rather daunting task of enticing the reader, who might be familiar with the work
of only Aquinas or Wittgenstein and perhaps entirely in the dark regarding
Preller’s contribution to the study of theology.

Joseph
Incandela’s “Similarities and Synergy” opens the essays with the only
sustained comparison of Aquinas and Wittgenstein. Admitting the philosophical
disparity, Incandela probes, “but what, despite the evident divergences in
style and substance between these two thinkers, allows both men sympathetic
treatment by the same authors? Or to put the matter more bluntly—if they seem
so different, why do they tend to get invited to the same parties?” (22).
The answer is that they stand at either end of the Enlightenment, whose canons
of rationality were challenged by the publication of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical
Investigations. Because Aquinas and Wittgenstein are both profoundly humane
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thinkers,
for whom questions of existential depth must be raised, both see a truly
normative role for tradition, for shared culture and values. Incandela examines
four areas of contemporary convergence in his evaluations of both: “the
authority of the teacher, the transformation of the student, the type of
rational justification offered by and through this enquiry, and the outcome of
the process” (26).

Some
might take offense at the title of Bruce D. Marshall’s essay, “In Search of
an Analytic Aquinas: Grammar and the Trinity.” Aquinas, an analytic
philosopher! Yet the depth of any thinker is sounded by the ability to speak to
subsequent generations. Before resenting the adjective “analytic”
being applied to St. Thomas, one should take the time to read Romanus Cessario’s
aptly named A Short History of Thomism (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2005) and realize at least two things: every
generation reads Aquinas through its own filters, and the failure to realize
this makes one a fundamentalist, not a “faithful” Thomist. In this
useful case study, Marshall suggests that St. Thomas employed “semantic
ascent” when confronted with a Trinitarian quandary: why did the tradition
accept as correct the assertion that Deus generat but reject
essentia divina generat? Aquinas responded with a distinction he frequently
favored, between the res significata and the modo significandi.
Here different grammars, modes of signifying, are in play. Obviously God and the
divine essence are identical, but Deus is a concrete noun, signifying
God as personal while essentia divina signifies the abstracted form of
the possessor. Marshall writes, “Similarly, ‘Deus’ and ‘essentia’ refer to
the same thing, but the different ways they refer, their different modi
significandi, make it impossible to substitute them for one another without
changing the truth values of the relevant sentence” (67-68). Just as a
person, not human nature, begets, so God, and not the divine essence, generates.

Stanley
Hauerwas reveals the “family resemblance,” to employ a favorite trope
of Wittgenstein, between his own sustained project and that of Aquinas, Preller,
Wittgenstein, and G. M. Hopkins in “Connections Created and Con-tingent.”
He argues that what each thinker means by the word “God” cannot
possibly be proven by natural theology. Rather God is that place where the
intelligibility of our conceptual systems exhaust themselves and must await the
graced address of revelation. “[T]here can be no coercive argument to
compel acknowledgment that God is God” (78). Is discourse on the divine
then futile? Wittgenstein insisted that all reasoning comes to an end, that it
must eventually rest in its own bedrock. Hauerwas suggests that the bedrock
itself might adumbrate God’s existence. “[A]s Preller suggests, just as
Hopkins thinks the world is saying something to our longing for the permanence
of beauty, so also Aquinas believes the contingency of the world says something
to our desire for the good. ‘Our desire’ is constitutive of the way things
are” (89).

Those
feeling that the question of our natural knowledge of God has been dispatched
too quickly, at least in this summation of Hauerwas, will be gratified by the
contribution of Fergus Kerr, “‘Real Knowledge’ or ‘Enlightened Ignorance’:
Eric Mascall on the Apophatic Thomisms of Victor Preller and Victor 
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White.”
This historical essay, on the twentieth-century debate within Thomism,
especially in its response to Barth, on how apophatic Thomas should be read is
all the more welcome, coming close upon the publication of Gregory P. Rocca’s
study of Aquinas on analogical knowledge of God, Speaking the
Incom-prehensible God (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America
Press, 2004). A closing sentence of Kerr aptly summarizes a detailed discussion:
“Victor Preller, as well as Victor White, not to mention Père Sertillanges,
insist so strongly on the famous statements by Thomas Aquinas according to which
we know what God is not, but not what God is (ST I,
I.6 ad 3), that they play down his equally plain statements that we can know
something about God by reflecting on the world which is God’s doing” (120).

In
“Religious Life and Understanding: Grammar Exercised as Practice,”
David B. Burrell traces a thematic line of descent from Preller’s work, which
presented Thomas as foremost a theologian, to that of Pierre Hadot and Catherine
Pickstock. He considers the role of practices, a key Wittgenstein motif, to be
an implicit legacy of that earlier work. “Indeed, when we focus on that
role of language proper to expressing how things are, it becomes clear how
proper discourse already embodies a form of life with taxing demands”
(126). Practice, particularly that of worship, grounds the language of the
theologian or philosopher in a fundamental relationship between creature and
creator, one eclipsed in Enlightenment approaches to knowledge. “So the
only way to reclaim one’s own reality and that of the universe is to receive it
rather than claim it; indeed, to recover oneself by recognizing the creator as
the gracious source of one’s being, and the One to whom that being longs to
return in order fully to be” (129-30).

“Aquinas
is suspicious of mystical experience because it seems to displace grace with
glory, and Wittgenstein is suspicious of mystical experience because it seems to
displace communal with incommunicable experience. Their concerns largely
overlap. I begin with a concrete case” (136). Eugene F. Rogers, Jr. then
relates a personal memory of Victor Preller, who spoke to him before his death
of being “lifted up on the prayers of his congregation into the prayer of
the Spirit that prays for those who on account of weakness do not know how to
pray as they ought” (Rom 8:26) (137). Rogers argues that for Aquinas the
work of the Spirit should be manifested primarily in the community rather than
in mystical experience, which is not so much subject to doubt as simply
incapable of producing concepts translatable into communal praxis. He then shows
how Aquinas’s treatment of grace, which initially seems to limit the rich
pneumatological indwelling of Paul, is nonetheless crucial if humanity is not to
be collapsed into the divine. “Here, grace serves to mark a distinction
between God as primary agent and the soul as secondary agent: ‘an agent does not
determine an object by means of his own substance’(ST I-II.110.1). God
does not replace our substance with God’s own; God does not eliminate
or violate human nature: to put the danger in graphic terms, Thomas is worried
about a scheme in which God would rub out human beings, or turn a gift into a
rape” (143).
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The
essays turn to ethics with John R. Bowlin’s “Nature’s Grace: Aquinas and
Wittgenstein on Natural Law and Moral Knowledge.” Bowlin argues that
Aquinas’s thought isn’t designed to quell the concerns of moral skeptics about
any particular moral obligation, but that it rather presupposes that human
beings will use the grace that is reason to respond to the God-given demands of
their nature. He juxtaposes this with a very helpful clarification of the role
of Lebensformen in Wittgenstein’s thought. Life forms are not simply
“equivalent to a culture or a conceptual scheme” (164); they also
explain a shared human form of action and concern that transcends the
particular. The concurrence he finds in the thought of both thinkers: “the
shared linguistic competence that comes packaged with our common humanity
depends on our acceptance of a col-lection of moral and ontological commitments,
a collection of judgements about the goodness of certain ends and about the
truth of certain propositions” (ibid.).

In
“Wittgenstein and the Recovery of Virtue,” G. Scott Davis similarly
proposes a Wittgenstein-based via media between those conservatives who
see values as one more object within the world, easily ascertained by anyone who
will look, and liberal theorists who find themselves unable to deal with
conflict between values because they are presumed to be self-justifying within
disparate communities. Davis argues that values are learned, like language, as a
way of getting-on in the world. This does not make them capricious, but suggests
that “to choose something is to recognize in it a good to be pursued now.
This means that standards of goodness are built into the learning
processes” (187). Concluding, he argues that if “good” is that
which all practice strives for, then the good is prior to the right.

Victor
Preller’s late-twentieth-century reading of Aquinas had a Kantian slant.
“Intelligible experience comes from the mind and its modes of constructing
and interpreting reality,” is how Douglas Langston characterizes Preller’s
approach in “The Stoical Aquinas: Stoic Influences on Aquinas’s
Understanding of Charity” (197). That raises the question of how we can
know and love a God who transcends the mind. Langston’s solution is “to
show that there is a strong Stoic influence (which he traces through Cicero and
Augustine) on Aquinas’s analysis of the theological virtue of charity, and that
this link supports Preller’s claim that an intentional relationship to an
unknown God is key to understanding Aquinas’s thought” (199). Langston
understands Preller to assert that we cannot direct our intentions toward a God
who remains essentially unknown without an infusion of grace which manifests
itself in the virtues. “With infused charity, we do not form full
intentions of the ultimate object, God. We can only form a general, vague
intention towards the ultimate object and act in accordance with what we think
are the manifestations of the love that the unknown being gives us” (210).

Did the
Wittgenstein of the Tractatus, who clearly imbued that work with an
ethical intentionality, abandon any possibility of ethical theory with the Investigations?
M. Jamie Ferreira poses that question in “Vision and Love: A
Wittgensteinian Ethic in Culture and Value.” In a profoundly
humanist reading of the thinker, he argues that the philosophical task of the
later Wittgenstein was 
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philosophical
clarity, but that perspicuity involves nothing less than self-transformation.
“Wittgenstein wants to cause the kind of change that happens when one sees
that one was under an illusion and no longer needs to hold on to a particular
idea or perspective… . Seeing what is there may require a change in us; it
may also initiate a change in us” (227-28).

Correctly
rejecting readings of Wittgenstein that would limit theological discourse to the
self-referential expression of linguistic communities, Jennifer A. Herdt asks in
“Justification’s End: Aquinas and Wittgenstein on Creation and Wonder”
if one must not find in his thought an ordering similar to that of Aquinas, who
understood God to be the highest end. She suggests that justification of
language games come to an end for Wittgenstein with the experience of wonder.
“[J]ustification ought to come to an end not simply with the contingency of
forms of life, but in wonder at the mystery of the world’s existence, including
the existence of our form of life” (249).

Victor
Preller’s “Water into Wine” identifies wonder as the transforming
miracle that separates Aristotelian philosophy from Aquinas’s Christian
theology. For the Greek, the finite and the rational were synonymous, but in
questioning the radical contingency of existence Aquinas challenges the very
identification of intelligibility with finitude. Preller writes, “It is
unthinkable that the existence of the universe of finite entities in
which I find so much meaning and intelligibility should itself be absurd—an
unintelligible fact! Therefore, I surrender. I give up my claim that the human
intellect is the final judge or percipient of intelligibility, of all that is
intelligible” (260).

Mark
Larrimore closes the volume with “Memoir: Living in media res.”
“Preller had a phrase for the moment when a student ‘got’ what it was one
of his courses was about: ‘the penny dropped’” (272) Larrimore insists that
learning new material serves little if it is not accompanied by new insights,
and the latter often come as one is exposed to new languages, new ways of
looking at the world.

This
unique volume gives voice to a new generation of interpretation for both Aquinas
and Wittgenstein. In drawing deeply from both thinkers, these writers offer us a
more Catholic Wittgenstein, by which I mean a more deeply humane thinker who
ponders an humanity apt for grace. They also give us an Aquinas who still speaks
trenchantly to our concerns. As Larrimore remembers a class of Preller’s,
“All at once the Thomistic locutions seemed not cumbersome if gothically
elegant redescriptions of things already known but, rather, illuminations of
things heretofore unremarked” (273). This unique volume explores Victor
Preller’s fruitful interests in two historic voices that still call for a
response from us.

Terrance Klein 
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Francesca
Aran Murphy’s Art and Intellect in the Philosophy of Étienne Gilson is
a provocative, richly documented, and highly original intellectual biography of
a twentieth-century intellectual giant. It substantially captures the complexity
of Gilson the man, historian, and Christian philosopher. Anyone seriously
interested in Gilson studies should read this work.

The
book consists of an introduction (entitled “Time and Eternity”),
fifteen chapters, an afterword, bibliography, and index of persons. The titles
of the fifteen chapters are: (1) “Draper’s Son,” (2) “Beginning
with Descartes,” (3) “Ad Fontes: Gilson’s Erasmian Method,” (4)
“‘Under the Ensign of St. Francis and St. Dominic,’” (5) “Reason
and the Supernatural,” (6) “Christian Philosophy,” (7)
“Newspapers and Utopias,” (8) “Humanist Realism,” (9)
“World War II History and Eternity,” (10) “Gilson’s Theological
Existentialism: The Metaphysics of the Exodus,” (11) “Ecclesial Cold
War,” (12) Between the Temporal and Eternal Cities,” (13) “‘Facts
are for Cretins,’” (14) “A Pictorial Approach to Philosophy,” and
(15) “Gilson’s Grumpy Years.”

Murphy
conceives this book to be about “Gilson the living philosopher,” not
“Gilson the medieval historian” (6). Quite fittingly for a study of
the intellectual life of a philosopher, Murphy studies Gilson as “a man of
many parts” (290). Her approach to this intellectual biography is highly
original for at least four reasons. First, before examining different major
parts of Gilson’s intellectual history and the intellectual principles he called
upon to resolve problems he faced throughout his life, Murphy attempts to
situate him intellectually by interpreting his thought as the life-long reaction
of a loyal French Catholic to the French modernist crisis, with which he had
some sympathy in his youth and throughout his life. While many thinkers have
studied the work of Jacques Maritain against a similar religious and political
background, Murphy, to my knowledge, is one of the first people to do so
regarding Gilson. She maintains that the modernist crisis was one of the
generating forces of four great issues that concerned Gilson throughout his
life: the relation of the Catholic faith to different political orders, the
problem of the relation of faith and reason, theology as a source of
philosophical realism, and time (especially history) and eternity.

Second,
Murphy places special emphasis on the influence of aesthetics, especially music,
on Gilson. Hence, she refers to Gilson’s “musical, existential
Thomism” (5). She attributes this interest, partly, to Henri Bergson’s
life-long influence on him. She goes so far as to maintain that Bergson was
“[t]he philosopher who most influenced Gilson” and that “Gilson
got it into his head that Bergson was an Aristotelian” (6). Third, she also
makes special note of Gilsonian humanism, which, at times, she refers to as his
Erasmian method (48) 
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and his
Pascalian heritage (4). Fourth, Murphy attempts to elevate the extent and status
of the Bonaventurean and Franciscan influence on Gilson. Hence, for example, of
the many parts that comprised Gilson the philosopher, she says: “There were
always two sides to Gilson’s mind. Aesthetically, he was a ‘Franciscan,’ vastly
preferring non-figurative art to classical realism… . But Gilson was also a
‘choisiste,’ dedicated to the fact and the thing” (86).

Murphy’s
novel approach to understanding Gilson is refreshing and enriching. I think it
is also a main reason her work is likely to be controversial. By initially
contextualizing Gilson’s intellectual development against the modernist
background, Murphy sees different battles that Gilson waged throughout his life
and different approaches he took to resolving them as having deeper, sometimes
more long-standing and personal, motives than Gilson scholars often attribute to
them. Hence, for example, she sees clerical mis-treatment of Alfred Loisy in its
poorly orchestrated reaction to the modernist crisis as a contributing reason
for Gilson’s dislike of manual Thomism and for specific attacks he later
launched against proponents of “Roman Thomism” and the Thomistic
commentary tradition. Moreover, she maintains that Gilson’s “offensive
against his Thomist contemporaries took a roundabout turn through Baroque
scholasticism” (257). In other words, Gilson veiled his criticism of
specific individuals behind attacks against the Thomistic manual and commentary
tradition.

Murphy
extends this personal and emotional side of Gilson by seeing his affection for
Lucien Lévy-Bruhl as teaching Gilson “to recover philosophers in their
individual difference” and Gilson’s “Erasmian genius” (143). She
also attributes to Lévy-Bruhl invention of the type of historical research upon
which Gilson built his career. She sees Gilson’s attitude toward music and
painting influencing his approach to metaphysics. She finds Henri Bergson’s
“musical” metaphysics and teaching about élan vital to be a
main source of Gilson’s sensitivity to esse‘s dynamism and modernist
art. And she maintains that “Gilson’s sense of the dependence of Christian
philosophy on theology had affective roots in the youthful observation of the
anti-modernist campaign” (291). She further maintains that Gilson thought
St. Thomas’s esse was “the ‘beyond’ that Bergson was seeking”
(205).

Murphy’s
detailed introduction to the Christian-philosophy debate that started with Émile
Brehier in France in the 1920s is especially helpful for contemporary scholars.
Murphy contextualizes this discussion by first introducing her readers to the
cultural and political environment in France following the French Revolution,
the birth of Auguste Comte’s Positivism, the start of Action Française,
encyclicals of Popes Leo XIII and Pius X, the Dreyfus Affair, the 1904 expulsion
of Catholic teaching Orders from France, Bergson’s work and its impact, and Marc
Sangnier and his Sillonists. In so doing, she introduces her readers to the
general intellectual atmosphere that had immediately preceded Brehier’s salvo
that started the debate and throws much 
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light
on understanding the nature and evolution of the discussion during the 1930s and
from the 1930s to the present.

Murphy’s
chapter on Gilson and René Descartes shows how Gilson’s early conviction that
“metaphysics stems from theology” (40) would color his later study of
St. Thomas and would, in a way, become deeper as he got older. I think that she
is largely correct to see Gilson increasingly relying on “the theological
mystery of being” (203).

To
highlight the essential difference between Gilson’s existential, Thomistic
humanism and the Thomism of other leading twentieth-century intellectuals,
Murphy judiciously intersperses her historical narrative by contrasting Gilson’s
approach to that of other Thomists and philosophers regarding major issues like
the nature of Christian philosophy; natural desire for God; the relation of
theology and philosophy; the nature, and intuition, of being; the case for world
government; and aesthetics and metaphysics of art. She goes into many of these
conflicting approaches in extensive detail. A glimpse at some of the more
significant disagreements shows Gilson dismissing the metaphysical claims of Père
Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange and Gaetano Sanseverino by maintaining (259-60) that
they confuse the first principle of demonstration (“being is being”)
with the first principle of knowledge. By so doing, they turn conceptual
principles into causes of knowledge. “For St. Thomas,” in
contrast, “the principle of knowledge is being: one has to be within
reality, before one has anything to demonstrate; ‘if there is no knowledge,
there is no matter for demonstrations.’”

Against
Maurice Blondel’s objection to Christian philosophy, Gilson replies with the
assertion, “‘Philosophy is not just another science,’ like mathematics,
‘because it cannot be achieved without metaphysics, and metaphysics cannot be
achieved without God” (147). Against Maritain’s claim that we have an
intellectual intuition of being, Gilson interjects that we never initially
intellectually apprehend existence detached from something-that-has-existence.
He says, ”’[W]e only apprehend’ esse as the being-of-this-entity,
which is for us the object of a ‘sensible perception.’ So ‘it will not do to
take a sensible intuition of the entity for the intellectual intuition of its
being’” (326). In opposition to the excessive Platonism and intellectualism
that Gilson found in Maritain’s philosophy of art, Gilson complained to Gerald
Phelan, “[H]ad St. Thomas ever ‘thought about art … he would have
connected art to being, to the entire man, and not to some form of knowledge—to
take art for knowledge is to engage in the sophism of misplaced
intellectualism” (286). And contra Maritain’s case for world government,
despite the fact that, like Maritain, Gilson opposed the Vichy regime during
World War II and was involved in helping to found the United Nations, Murphy
sees Gilson’s writings against Dante Alighieri’s politics (246-53) as another
instance of Gilson targeting “historical characters” as
“stand-ins” for living individuals. He detects “flaws” in
Maritain’s program to “persuade each state to abandon its sovereignty”
and “the practical difficulty of ensuring that this world authority will be
just.” Murphy finds Gilson skeptical of 
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Maritain’s
hope that a secular practical faith and one world government will ever be able
enough to secure world peace.

Murphy
documents Gilson’s fierce loyalty to his friends, in spite of all such
disagreements. Hence, while he repeatedly defended Maritain against his
detractors (294), he never forgot Maritain’s mistreatment of Bergson: Murphy
sees Gilson’s critique of Maritain’s philosophy of art as connected with
Maritain’s ingratitude toward Bergson, something for which Gilson “could
never forgive” him (32). Similarly, Gilson defended Bergson (294) against a
“diatribe” launched against his thought in 1959 by Fr. Joseph de Tonquédec
and defended (192-95, 228-32 ) Henri de Lubac, Yves Congar, and Marie-Dominique
Chenu against moves by Père Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange and others to impede or
condemn their work.

Murphy’s
book does have some flaws. For example, a work of this caliber merits a subject
index in addition to an index of persons. Beyond that, Murphy’s tendency to read
historical characters (like Erasmus, Pascal), and themes (like cubism, music)
into Gilson’s mind as analogously regulating his thinking at one time or another
might confuse readers not used to thinking in terms of “Wagnerian
epistemology,” “Erasmian method,” and “thingism.” In
some instances, precisely what she means by these terms needs some clarification
that she omits.

In
addition, Murphy makes some claims about major philosophical issues that, while
perhaps somewhat justified, merit further explanation to avoid misunderstanding.
For example, she claims Gilson found (321) that David Hume was right to deny
that causality is a principle. She quotes Gilson as saying that Hume “never
placed in doubt that effects come from causes, he simply recognized that the
relation of causality does not correspond to any clear idea in the mind, which
is something different.” According to Gilson, Hume recognized that we do
not know a priori that “every change has a cause.” Consequently,
“we obtain that generalization through “spontaneous inference.”
While parts of what Murphy says are true, we cannot justifiably maintain that
Gilson denied causality to be a principle, or that he held, “If causality
is not a principle, then one has to retreat from deduction to the more solid
ground of ‘empirical observation.’” To my knowledge, Gilson never denied
the reality of a principle of causality, in the sense that causes are
mind-independent principles of being, change, and knowing. And I do not think
Murphy wants to claim he denied this, as appears clear from what she says
(262-63) about the way Gilson distinguished between causality as “an
interpretative intellectual category, or a concept” and a cause as “an
active sort of fact.” The reason we have to use empirical observation to
grasp cause/effect relations is not that causes are not principles. It is the
same reason we have to use empirical observation initially to grasp being. The
person, not the intellect or the senses, is the knower. And we first grasp being
and causes in our sensible apprehension of physical being, not through an
immediate intellectual intuition of the concept of being that we deductively
unpack.
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Despite
some such flaws, Murphy’s Art and Intellect in the Philosophy of Étienne
Gilson is a significant intellectual achievement and major contribution to
Gilson studies. It is a terrific introduction to Gilson the man at work as a
historian and Christian philosopher. It is a superbly written, beautiful, book
that manifests a deep penetration of the principles that guided Gilson
throughout his personal life and professional career. Moreover, its aesthetic
quality matches its intellectual depth. For this reason, it is a work in which,
I think, Gilson would take much delight and many others will too.
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The fourteen essays contained in this book provide knowledgeable reflection on
aspects of a whole century of philosophy. They are papers collected by Brian
Shanley, O.P., on selected areas of twentieth-century philosophy and of Catholic
thought, aimed also to indicate the breadth of interests of the School of
Philosophy at The Catholic University of America, whose centenary (1996) was
marked by lectures that included these topics.

Some of
the essays are significant contributions toward organizing and orienting
scholarship (for instance, Timothy Noone on scholarship on medieval philosophy);
some are notable expositions and evaluations (e.g., Robert Sokolowski on
phenomenology, and William Wallace on philosophy of science). Some are broad
interpretations and controversial appraisals of the significance of various
stages (e.g., Thomas Russman on British philosophy, and Frederick Crosson on
Catholic social thought). Some are written in a style I find off-putting, with
metaphorical personifications like “the person transcends the conditions of
finitude of the self and the world in the unthematic pre-conception of absolute
being itself”(140, in an essay by Kenneth Schmitz), and editorial adverbs,
like “More importantly, precisely in the” at the start of the quoted
sentence. Some are oracular about options that seem to me contrived, for
instance, Robert Spaemann says, “Christianity needs philosophy in order to
assert itself in the modern world,” “Christianity must prefer
realistic philosophers” (179) and other hypostasizing of abstractions (cf.
Sokolowski’s criticism of that on p. 214) and the metaphorical use of
“must” applied to Christianity.
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Some
essays have narrower scope but great interest, like Daniel Dahlstrom’s account
of developments of aesthetic theory both in analytic and continental thought and
their application even to social criticism. He correlates the philosophy with
phases of art that a nonspecialist might not easily see are connected. Eugene
Long recounts tendencies in British-American philosophy of religion that he
explains as follows: “the advance of the physical and social sciences, the
increasing respectability of materialism and a general turning away from
speculative metaphysics prepares the way for a new century of philosophy of
religion more focussed on the empirical and the particular than the ideal and
the universal”(269). It seems to me that it wasn’t all that particular and
empirical and that philosophers actually accomplished the restoration of a high
standard of philosophical theology (e.g., in the journal, Faith and
Philosophy), and the renovation of the epistemology of religious
commitment, as well as a notably cooperative common discipline among scholars of
different strands of Christianity who share a high degree of technical
philosophical skill.

Robert
George surveys the controversy over moral foundations of law from Holmes,
through the legal realists, the legal positivists, H. Hart, the moral realism of
J. Raz, Fuller’s notion of the “internal morality” of law, and Ronald
Dworkin’s “right answer” thesis, ending with an endorsement of
“the Thomistic proposition that just positive law is derived from natural
law”(93). Lastly, A. S. Cua describes the work of three major Chinese
scholars writing the history of Chinese philosophy, Hu Shih, Fung Yu-Lan, and
Lao Szu-kwang, who write influenced by distinct Western viewpoints on what
philosophy is and what competent philosophy involves.

My
comments here will be limited to four of the essays. The selection should not be
taken to slight the interest of the others.

Timothy
Noone’s twenty-page exposition of the course and accomplishments of historical
scholarship on medieval philosophy, including problems of textual editing, is a
genuine tour de force with ample references. He focuses on the
organizing conceptions, covering the whole period, of Maurice De Wulf, Etienne
Gilson, and Ferdinand Van Steenberghen, and on the new perspective on logic and
language epitomized by Philotheus Boehner. He gives lively vignettes, too, for
instance about how some scholars in the early twentieth century met academic
difficulties when their views, inspired by other medieval greats, did not accord
with those of St. Thomas (115 n. 11), about the “famous twenty-four
theses” Catholic teachers were supposed to propose and approve. There is a
fascinating story about the disagreements among text editors about how
scientifically to determine the critical texts (124-29), and about Destrez
confirming the medieval peciae system of multiple copyists working from
pieces of an original under supervision (that might vary in attentiveness).

Noone’s
main discussion is of the historiographical approaches: (i) De Wulf’s approach,
which did not take enough account of the philosophical diversity of the
thirteenth century and regarded philosophy as an explanatory inquiry without
formal doctrinal dependence, with its history arching up to the thirteenth
century and declining after; and (ii) Gilson’s related notion of 
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Christian
philosophy as “every philosophy which, though keeping the two orders [of
faith and reason] formally distinct, nevertheless considers Christian revelation
as an indispensable auxiliary to reason” (Noone quotes from The Spirit
of Medieval Philosophy).

Noone
describes Gilson’s idea that by the thirteenth century medieval thought ascended
from St. Augustine to its zenith in Aquinas, “a new understanding of
reality” (120), to which later alternatives (e.g., Henry of Ghent, Scotus,
Ockham, etc.) were, in Gilson’s scheme, inferior, though admirable. He contrasts
that with the expositions of Gilson’s former student, Philotheus Boehner, which
presented the accomplishments of medieval philosophy in logic and philosophy of
language, and the “blossoming of metaphysical speculations in the writings
of late thirteenth-century philosophers and theologians such as Henry of Ghent,
Godfrey of Fontaines, and John Duns Scotus.”(124). Boehner considered those
a further and independent flourishing of philosophy. Noone thinks De Wulf,
Gilson, and Van Steenberghen all aimed to describe a unity of medieval thought,
but encountered ” a greater diversity among medieval thinkers than their
historical models, admirable as they are, would tolerate” (124).

Noone’s
concluding reflections include acute worry over the fate of textual studies when
there is no longer a Latin-speaking student culture. He also observes that,
though the period of the later Middle Ages did not have the unity De Wulf,
Gilson, and Van Steenberghen postulated, it did have a “shared conception
of what intellectual inquiry should be like” (131) and “a cultural
unity that our own intellectual culture lacks”(ibid.). He also thinks
recent metaphysical inquiries in philosophy generally have sharpened the
questions medieval scholars put to their medieval texts (132), and that the
study of medieval philosophy has broadened the way contemporary philosophers
look at the history of their subject and that “medieval philosophy calls
into question the manner in which philosophical problems are approached
nowadays.” I think he is right on all counts.

Robert
Sokolowski’s “Phenomenology in the Last Hundred Years”, for those who
have not already read it as the appendix to his Introduction to
Phenomenology (Cambridge University Press, 2000), seems to me admirable
reading, even for those who know the subject themselves. It is only thirteen
pages, but it is packed, clear, concise, fluent and, showing a distinct
preference for Husserl’s more scientific, realist orientation, as contrasted
with Heidegger’s initiating and constant “religious impulse” (206) and
his preoccupation with the problem of being. Sokolowski says that Husserl
stepped out of the Cartesian subjectivity trap with a distinctive notion of
intentionality; that he “ridiculed” the Cartesian epistemological
problem (ibid.) and held that “we experience and perceive things, not just
the appearances, or impacts or impressions that things make on us”; and
that he worked “out detailed descriptive analyses that proved themselves by
virtue of their precision and convincingness” (207). “We are told that
the things we perceive do immediately present themselves to us.” Sokolowski
definitely gets across Husserl’s perceptual realism that includes the many modes
of the absent, “the absent, what is not there, is given to us as such”
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(ibid.).
He provides an evocative list of the sorts of remote, abstract, and even no
longer existing things that can be presented to thought. He depicts Husserl as a
notable contrast to and corrective for representationalism and phenomenalism.
Yet, Sokowloski remarks, “all too frequently everything in Husserl is
reinterpreted according to the very positions he rejected” (215), an
illustration being Sartre’s claim that Husserl remained a phenomenalist (210).
One of the main themes is a contrast between Husserl and Heidegger both in
thinking style and in positions and concerns. Sokolowski surveys developments of
phenomenology in Germany, France, and among some British and Americans, and
sketches the origins and motivations of what he calls two “metamorphic
forms” “somewhat on the margins of phenomenology,” hermeneutics
and deconstruction. He concludes that phenomenology “still continues in a
somewhat less spectacular way” as one of “the major traditions in
philosophy,” hampered, he thinks, by “a total lack of any political
philosophy” (214) and with “its established terminology” “a
handicap” with words that “tend to become fossilized and provoke
artificial problems” (ibid.). He mentions that the abstract terms, like
“noema” “life-world,” and so on, “substantialize what
should be an aspect of being and of the activity of philosophy” (ibid.),
and concludes that phenomenology, properly understood is a resource for theology
and for “an authentic philosophical life.” The implied advice is of
great merit.

William
Wallace’s essay, mainly assembled from his 1996 The Modeling of Nature, interprets
the coincidence of philosophical speculation and scientific accomplishment (with
respectful nod to Kuhn) as a convergence toward a science-based realism of
explanation that is self-correcting and incomplete, and yet compatible with the
idea that most of what we are certain of about the world is true (52).This is
his intended corrective to three criticisms of science that he recounts. He
explains the leading ideas from the time of William Whewell, Comte, and Mill, on
through Mach, Duhem, and Poincare, then logical positivism (Nuerath, Schlick,
Reichenbach, and Popper’s critiques of them), the logical empiricism of Nagel
and Hempel, the developing disputes about scientific realism and the Kuhnian
critique of the notion of scientific progress on the basis of the history of
science, and onward through Popper, Lakatos, and Feyerabend. He summarizes those
stages as “the critique of science stage, the logical reconstruction stage,
and the history of scientific revolutions stage” (46). He then surveys the
more recent movement to treat science as a sociological and political construct
(Bloor, Shaoin, and Schaffer, Latour and Woolgar, and others), that leads to
“the current devaluation of science’s claims” (49)

According
to Wallace, the twentieth century began with “a fallible and revisable
character” being attributed to science. This was followed by Kuhn’s
“historical reconstruction” of its stages, and then a “social
reconstruction”(Bloor, Latour, et al.). “Each reconstruction has
managed to cut into science’s epistemic value, into the truth and certitude that
were its hallmarks from the seventeenth to the nineteenth century” (49-50).
Wallace asks whether that is the best one can hope for. He sketches out a modest
realism and concludes, “what we need are 
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philosophers
who know and appreciate scientific knowledge from within, who can defend its
claims for truth and certainty” (53).

Thomas
Russman offers a readable historical reconstruction of British philosophy
starting from the replacement of Bradley’s idealism at the turn of the twentieth
century by Russell’s and Moore’s initial realism, which soon became
phenomenalism. He explains the logical constructionist impulse, including the
proposed, and failed, logical foundations of mathematics and the logical atomism
of Russell and Wittgenstein. He goes on to describe the logical positivists of
the Vienna Circle, and the more general phenomenalistic verificationism of A. J.
Ayer, the development of confirmation theory, and Popper’s proposed
falsifiability criterion of meaningfulness.

There
is a brief exposition of the turn to ordinary language and Wittgenstein’s
“meaning- is-use” idea, though I don’t think the real point or
importance of Wittgenstein’s work is presented, particularly not its
(beneficial) consequences for mathematical, aesthetic, and religious knowledge,
or its consequences for accounts of linguistic meaning generally and its evading
skepticism in particular. Russman observes, “British philosophy of the
later twentieth century has at times exhibited a crab-like drift in the
direction of epistemological realism,” but he doesn’t illustrate this. The
expository device of contrasting the developments as responses to idealism that
all eventually fail (“suffered rejection in turn” [30]) while
interesting, seems like an imposed plot. The writers were much more concerned,
in my opinion, to accommodate science and achieve a new standard of clarity of
expression and rigor of thought.

Russman
concludes, “Phenomenalism of the traditional British empiricist sort has
been at a low ebb in Britain for the last 35 years at least”(ibid.), and
observes that it was succeeded by “a wider and wider range of philosophical
discussion characterized by careful attention to the uses of language and the
problems that arise form its misuses” (ibid.).
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Originally
written to be part of a series of introductory works in moral theology, Christian
Anthropology and Sexual Ethics also works well as a free-standing volume.
As the title of the work suggests, its subject matter is the human 
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person.
The aim of the moral life according to Guevin is the divinization of the person
through participation in grace.

The
book is arranged in a highly symmetrical pattern. The first five chapters focus
on the person in light of the mystery of creation, focusing on the body person,
sexuality, and moral growth. The remaining five chapters return to these topics
from the vantage point of the mystery of the Incarnation and grace.

Part 1
opens with a brief introduction which identifies the origin and end of the human
person as the Trinity. The first chapter begins with a reading of the biblical
creation accounts. Guevin highlights the fact that the Old Testament creation
accounts describe human beings as the result of God’s free decision, not as a
result of procreation by sexualized gods and goddesses as in other Ancient Near
Eastern creation myths. Genesis presents women as the equals of men, seeing them
as ordered to one another in a communion of persons. However, this vocation to
communion with God and one another was ruptured by sin.

The
second chapter continues this biblical focus through a closer look at the body.
The Old Testament, Guevin asserts, holds that men and women “do not have
bodies; they are bodies” (15; emphasis in original). Included in
the biblical affirmation of the body is its sexuality, which like the rest of
creation is designated by God as “very good” (Gen 1:31). Sexual
activity and procreation are blessed by God as reflections of his own creative
action. As a dimension of humanity’s creation in the image and likeness of God,
sexuality is not an extrinsic attribute of the person but is a
“constitutive dimension of him or her” (17).

Guevin
turns in the third chapter to a close examination of natural law in the teaching
of St. Thomas Aquinas. While everything that exists has a specific nature, human
beings apprehend theirs through the use of reason and pursue its flourishing
through their free choices. Human flourishing consists not merely in the
fulfillment of the inclinations of nature (such as life, the procreation and
education of offspring, living in society, or seeking truth) but in the
contemplation of God in the beatific vision. Beatitude then is a single reality
with a twofold form: imperfect (the fulfillment of nature) and perfect (the
enjoyment of God). Those things which enable us to enjoy these forms of
beatitude are the virtues—acquired and infused.

This
leads Guevin to a focus on the function of virtue in relation to human
development in chapter 4. He alludes to the work of numerous scientists who have
studied various facets of human development. However, he does not really engage
their positions, but rather takes from them the general idea that human
development unfolds in certain patterns which can be interrupted by sickness or
sinful choices. The full flowering of the human person—physically, cognitively,
socially, morally, and spiritually—is assured by the formation of the habitus
of virtue.

In the
case of sexuality the relevant operative habitus for human maturity is
the virtue of chastity, which is the focus of chapter 5. With modern
personalistic appropriations of Aquinas, chastity is understood as more than
mere continence (refraining from unruly or disordered sexual passions). Rather,
chastity involves
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the
recognition of the value of the other as a person who should be loved rather
than used. Guevin correctly emphasizes the social nature of this and other
virtues. But both the interpersonal and cultural contexts in which virtue is
formed are marred by the continuing presence and effects of original sin and
therefore in need of the grace of Christ, which is the focus of the book’s
second half.

The
sixth chapter focuses on Christ as the image of God par excellence.
Guevin uses a variety of images drawn from both Eastern and Western Christian
thought to describe his salvific work: divinization (understood as the
perfection of human nature), the imitation of Christ the archetype, and
Christification. The pattern of Christ’s life, his self-emptying humility, free
obedience, and love, are the foundation of the moral lives of his followers.

Chapter
7 reprises the discussion of the body in the book’s second chapter, now focusing
on the flesh in the mystery of salvation. Guevin is particularly interested in
the fact that “Christ’s corporeity has important ethical implications for
our own bodies” (97). He correctly asserts that Paul’s thought betrays a
moral not an anthropological dualism in its discussion of the opposition between
flesh (sarx—an existence dominated by sin) and spirit (pneuma).
The body, on the other hand, has an eternal and glorious destiny with Christ.
For Guevin, this key tenet of Pauline anthropology is foundational to the fact
that one cannot dissociate “moral acts from the bodily dimension of their
exercise” (107). As Christ lived the unity of body and soul perfectly, his
followers are called to do the same in their liturgical celebration and their
daily acts of service and love.

Guevin
returns to the discussion of law in chapter 8. For Aquinas, the natural law was
fully compatible (though not as complete) as the Old Law entrusted to the Jewish
people, yet both were incomplete without grace. It was also compatible with the
New Law of the Holy Spirit given through Christ. As a participation in the
divine nature, the New Law divinizes human beings. It therefore empowers and
enables human freedom to function to its fullest and most Christ-like extent.

One way
in which this Christified human freedom is actualized in the confines of human
existence is in the liturgy. Chapter 9 of the book considers participation in
the liturgy as a form of spiritual conversion and faith development. Guevin
offers an examination of the thought of Nicholas Cabasilas, an Eastern
theologian who was a near contemporary of Aquinas. Cabasilas highlights the
ontological transformation of the Christian effected in baptism, chrismation,
and Eucharist. These sacraments christify the believer in being, in action, in
mind, and in will, at the same time conferring the divine energies (virtues) and
gifts of the Holy Spirit. Thus the moral life is the continuation of the
liturgical worship at the heart of the Christian life.

Revisiting
the discussion of sexual integration in the fifth chapter, chapter 10 examines
the infused virtue of chastity. Guevin looks at chastity in relation to the
theological virtues. Through faith Christians see their own bodies and the
bodies of others as temples of God called to a new life, and in this light
sexual sin takes on a far deeper significance. The virtue of hope sustains
chastity within the 
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fidelity
of Christian marriage as well as within a life of consecrated celibacy.
Interestingly, Guevin uses the discussion of charity to highlight not only the
friendship and love that animate marriage but the mutuality of this relationship
across the board. Celibates too participate in this nuptial love if their
pursuit of holiness is imbued with love rather than “moral narcissism”
(165). Returning to the pastoral note on which the book began, Guevin closes
with a recognition that true impeccability belonged only to Christ and his
Mother in this life. Christians need to recognize the reality of moral failure
with which they live and thereby grow in the virtue of humility.

Guevin’s
book has much to commend it. Among its strengths are its rich and diverse use of
sources. While solidly grounded in the thought of St. Thomas, Guevin enriches
this approach through engagement with biblical and patristic sources (as did
Aquinas), eastern Christian sources both classical and contemporary, and
contemporary phenomenological appropriations of Aquinas’s teaching such as Karol
Wojtyla’s personalist account of the virtue of chastity. His ability to
integrate the liturgy as a program for moral and faith development is both
rather unique in recent Western moral theology and genuinely refreshing.

In many
respects Guevin’s book successfully models the renewed moral theology called for
by the Second Vatican Council. It is “nourished by scriptural
teaching” (cf. Optatum totius 16) which is “the soul of
sacred theology”(Dei verbum 24). It also demonstrates
“livelier contact with the mystery of Christ” (cf. Optatum totius
16) in its focus on the human person in the light of the mysteries of the
Trinity and the Incarnation. This also accords well with the Christological
anthropology of Gaudium et spes 22, which sees Christ as the revelation
of what it means to be human. The second half of the book in particular explores
some of the foundational moral implications of viewing the person in the light
of Christ.

The
book also makes important contributions to the renewal of virtue theory of
recent decades. It does so by beginning to integrate the council’s
Christological anthropology with the tradition and language of virtue as others
such as Livio Melina have done. It also advances recent discussion of virtue
theory by beginning to apply it to the area of sexuality rather than
focusing—as have many other studies—only on questions of method, history, or
fundamental moral theology as have many other studies. Finally, like virtue
theory in general, the book offers a helpful antidote to the casuistry of the
modern Catholic tradition in highlighting the vocation to holiness as the center
of Christian life.

However,
in spite of its many strengths, the book is not without some limitations. It is
a bit odd that Guevin mentions numerous scientific studies of human
psychological, sexual, and moral development but does not engage them. In fact,
he explicitly warns against the determinism of some of these accounts (see 53).
Such warnings are well taken, but one is left to wonder why Guevin thought it
necessary to mention individuals like Freud, Jung, Piaget, and Kohlberg, without
engaging their thought in any substantive way either in regard to their
strengths or their weaknesses.
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A
second problem with the work is that its title is a bit misleading. It most
certainly deals with Christian anthropology, as well as with sexuality and with
moral virtue in a general sense. However, there is relatively little discussion
of sexual ethics per se. Aside from some applications to the morality
of extramarital sex and a brief and very general treatment of the requirements
of chastity in and outside of marriage, there is little treatment of specific
questions of sexual ethics. The reader looking for treatments of masturbation,
contraception, or homosexual activity or partnerships will therefore be
disappointed.

A more
substantive problem is posed by the very structure of the book itself. While
Guevin is careful to assert that there is no two-story universe and that the two
forms of beatitude are not wholly separate (see 28-29,123, 156), the twofold
optic of nature and the Incarnation which structures the book seems to push in a
direction opposite to these affirmations. The closest Guevin comes to showing
successfully the unity and interpenetration of these two orders is in his
discussion of the infused virtue of chastity. Yet even here, looking at chastity
in light of the theological virtues, he never fully shows where exactly the
continuity and discontinuity between and natural and infused virtue lie.
However, given that nature and grace is a problem which has vexed the whole of
the Western theological tradition, it must be admitted that Guevin is hardly
alone in this difficulty. Perhaps if he had better maintained the Trinitarian
focus with which the book began, he might have been better able to show the
unity of these spheres, as much Eastern anthropology has done.

Aside
from a few typos which survived the editorial process, the book is well written
and clear. I recommend it for scholars and advanced students interested in the
fruitful nexus between theological anthropology and virtue theory. The work is
generously indexed.
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  “TO BE OR NOT TO BE?”:

  PASNAU ON AQUINAS’S IMMORTAL HUMAN
  SOUL
  
  

  Denis J. M.
  Bradley
  
  

  Georgetown
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  The historical originality and doctrinal importance of Aquinas’s account of
  the embodied but immortal human soul-form can hardly be overestimated. Anton
  Pegis, who over his lifetime studied, with an unmatched profundity, the
  sources and internal development of Aquinas’s doctrine, described it as
  “a revolutionary contribution to Aristotelian psychology”(1)—
  revolutionary because the contribution involved “a much greater loyalty
  to Augustine than [Aquinas’s] acceptance of Aristotle is ordinarily supposed
  to allow.”(2) Especially in the notable
  treatise “on man” (de homine) found in the Summa
  Theologiae (STh I, qq. 75-89), Aquinas’s abiding Augustinian
  commitments, and not just Aristotelian terminology and doctrines, play a
  constitutive role in how the problems are set forth and resolved. Thomistic
  man is a paradoxically composite being, soul and body, a composite animated by
  a spiritual soul but one needing and created for incarnation, a soul living in
  the world of matter so as to know and, thereby, enable the whole man to attain
  eternal truth and beatitude.(3) In being so
  incarnated, the human soul, least of all the
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  intellectual substances, “raises [matter] to something
  higher”—the world of spirit.(4)

  Recently, Robert Pasnau has devoted, in what his publishers rightly call
  “a major new study,”(5) twelve thick
  chapters of “commentary”—taking that term broadly so as to include
  running historical and philosophical asides, numerous boxed obiter dicta,
  and occasional opinions, some intimately cast, about morals, theology, and the
  current academic zeitgeist—to the treatise on man On these fourteen
  important questions, Pasnau has “tried to write a book that would help
  the novice, stimulate the non-3specialist, and provoke the specialist” (xi).
  Of these three goals, Pasnau undoubtedly attains the last. This large,
  sometimes repetitious, argumentatively sprawling, intentionally provocative,
  and, to use the author’s own accurate but unapologetic characterization,
  “tendentious” (ibid.) book solicits from the provoked specialist
  what cannot be easily given, a compre-hensively alternative, and on some
  issues counter, interpretation to Pasnau that would far exceed the compass of
  a single essay. In this essay, I shall mostly consider (since it is the
  primary topic of STh I, qq. 75-89) how Pasnau construes Aquinas’s
  account of the human soul as both the form of a perishable body and,
  postmortem, a separate albeit incomplete spiritual substance.

  For his part, Pasnau repeats and embraces Norman Kretzmann’s negative
  judgment about the philosophical success of the Thomistic revolution in
  Aristotelian psychology. Pasnau bluntly rejects the probity of Aquinas’s
  arguments for the postmortem subsistence of the soul that was once the form of
  a living body: they are “among the least persuasive parts of his
  thought” (457 n. 4). But Pasnau’s rejection obliges the reader of his
  book to ponder, more explicitly and critically than the author himself, the
  philosophical standards by which the Thomistic
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   revolution
  is being judged. Finally, there remains one of the basic questions of
  twentieth-century Thomism: What is the status of the philosophy
  putatively found in Aquinas’s theological works?
  
  

  

  I. The Substantial Unity of Thomistic
  Man
  
  

  

  Questions 75-89 of the Prima Pars constitute, so the prologue to
  question 75 states, a treatise on human nature (de natura hominis).
  Human nature, as Aquinas portrays it, is mysteriously dual but not, in the
  ancient Platonist or modern Cartesian sense, dualistic: the treatise is
  “de homine, qui ex spirituali et corporali substantia componitur”—literally
  translated, “about man, who is composed from a spiritual and a corporeal
  substance” (but meaning, surely, “about man who is a substance
  composed from the spiritual and the corporeal”). Substantia, in
  this troublesome phrase, is ambiguous: it can refer to form, matter, and the
  composite.(6) Taking that ambiguity into
  account, the literal phrase need not entail that man is actually composed from
  “two substances, one spiritual and one corporeal” (413 n. 24). To
  interpret this phrase, with Pasnau, as implicated in a substance dualism is
  tantamount to disregarding Aquinas’s whole polemic—contra Averroës—on
  behalf of an intellectual soul that is at once immaterial and a form of
  matter, and, as the latter, is the vehicle of the existential entelechy
  sustaining the unity of man.(7) Pasnau’s
  dualistic interpretation, in fact, assimilates Aquinas to Averroës: “We
  have to identify the spiritual substance as the rational soul, and the
  corporeal substance as the whole human being, body and soul” (ibid.).
  But, then, Pasnau admonishes us not to “take at face value
  Aquinas’s pronouncements about the way substances are composites of form and
  matter” (ibid.).
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  Such extraordinary, not to say drastic, hermeneutical advice calls for an
  equal measure of hesitation. And at this juncture, there is a very simple
  reason to hesitate: the prologue to question 50 avoids connoting any
  “substance dualism” inasmuch as it never mentions substantia;
  it simply refers to the forthcoming question 75 as a consideration “de
  creatura composita ex corporali et spirituali.”(8)
  A single human substance that is both spiritual and corporeal is not
  an immaterial mind substance that has or uses a living body substance; rather,
  it is an embodied intellectual soul, the unique substantial form of a single
  living substance.

  The difference between a substantial mind that is conjoined but extrinsic
  to the body and an intrinsic or embodied intellectual soul-form becomes
  evident if we consider the role of sensation. Aquinas maintains that sensation
  is essential to human knowing not just because the mind is inexplicably geared
  or somehow internally responsive to the body but because the intellectual soul
  radically requires embodiment for the achievement of its own proper
  intellectuality. Since a living man is a single corporeal and spiritual
  substance, sensation is an act that must be attributed to the whole human
  being: “It is through a power existing in this person, and not in
  another, that he is enabled to see and to hear.”(9)
  If so, the body must be considered to be a part of human nature. The human
  being, therefore, cannot be identified with either part of human nature,
  neither solely the body nor solely the soul.(10)
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  Nonetheless, Aristotelian substances are actually what they are because of
  their forms. In any compound or material substance, form is the principle of
  actuality and matter the principle of potentiality. In the case of man, the
  rational soul is the form that makes a living human body to be alive and
  intelligent. Since, speaking precisely, it is the human form that makes man to
  be man, to know “man”—that is, common human nature—is to know,
  first of all, the essence, powers, and operations of the embodied rational
  soul. The Christian theologian, however, has his own reasons for being
  primarily interested in the human soul: it is the rational soul that makes man
  a self-directing agent and, thereby, an image of God, who acts through
  infinite intelligence and will.(11) Given this
  perspective, the theologian can also take into account the human body but only
  secondarily, insofar as it relates to the soul.(12)
  There is no need for the theologian to be a physiologist.(13)

  In defining the nature of the human soul, Aquinas begins generally and, in
  an Aristotelian context, noncontroversially. To define something is to give
  the species or form whereby (otherwise indeterminate) matter is what it
  determinately is. “Soul” can be generically defined as the first
  principle that makes a living body to be living. A body, however, is living
  not because it is a body—otherwise every body would be alive—but because it
  is such a body, that is, a body “in act” in a certain way.
  The principle that makes a body actually to be of a certain kind is called the
  actus or (in Pasnau’s translation) “actuality” of the body.
  Contrary to the doctrine that Aquinas attributes to the ancient naturalists,
  the soul itself, as the first principle of life, cannot be a body. Again, form
  is actus or actuality. Aquinas allows that the ancient naturalists
  did recognize the actuality of accidental forms: bodies, by changing from
  state to state, show that they are subject to further (accidental)
  determinations. But,
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  contradicting the ancients, he observes that all of the four, putatively
  unchanging, elements are generated one from the other; in fact, no one of them
  is unchanging.(14) He concludes that the
  ancients failed to grasp the concept of substantial change: hence, they did
  not posit, as the necessary substratum of determinate elementary bodies, prime
  matter, the pure potency existing under a form but always open to other
  substantial actualizations.

  The distinction between an accidental and a substantial change is crucial
  for understanding the death of an animal. Death, the separation of the soul
  from the body, is not an accidental change: obvious signs, putrefaction
  especially, indicate that a dead body is not the same body that was once
  alive. Accordingly, the soul, the first principle of life, cannot be
  identified as an accidental form; it is the substantial form of the living
  body, but, postmortem, one that no longer actualizes the dead body. So much is
  basic Aristotelian and Thomistic doctrine.

  By relying on a version of Aristotelian hylomorphism, Aquinas attempted to
  overcome the prevailing Platonic-Augustinian soul-body dualism. Pasnau labels
  the latter a (two-)substance dualism or a “nonreductive” theory of
  the soul’s union with the body; by contrast, Aquinas’s hylomorphic account
  reaches a single unified substance, and, therefore, is
  “reductive”—though not, as the term connotes contemporaneously, a
  reductive materialism. Pasnau, however, carries the reduction even further: he
  repeatedly rejects what he calls any matter-form dualism. His Aquinas
  embraces, to use Pasnau’s eccentric label, “reductive hylomorphism”
  (44). Pasnau maintains that, for Aquinas, there is only a conceptual
  but not a “real” or, as he also calls it, “metaphysical”
  distinction between matter and form.(15)
  Presumably one of the interpretative
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  novelties that Pasnau initially promises,(16)
  this, indeed, is a surprising reading of Aquinas, one of great consequence for
  understanding how the soul-form is related to the body. Prima facie, Pasnau’s
  interpretation is implausible. If “form and matter are not really
  distinct components of material beings” (80), how could Aquinas argue for
  the separability of the embodied human soul? It is because form and matter
  are, in the living human body, distinct secundum rem that Aquinas
  could coherently pursue the question whether, postmortem, the human soul-form
  has a separate and subsistent existence.

  Everything depends, of course, on how we interpret a distinction secundum
  rem. For Pasnau, applying the term “real distinction” to matter
  and form connotes being able to “split the material part [of a substance]
  from the formal part” (44). That this is not Aquinas’s understanding of a
  “real distinction” can be easily shown by reference to another
  instance that calls for an equivalent Thomistic distinction: it is not
  possible to split a singular material suppositum from its essence or
  an essence from its properties; yet, in both conjoints, the one member is said
  to be “other” (aliud) than its partner. By aliud
  Aquinas means that they are to be distinguished secundum rem, not secundum
  rationem. Moreover, the distinction secundum rem between the
  essence and the hypostasis/suppositum of a material thing is further
  explained by the latter being individuated by the matter of the hypostasis/suppositum,
  which distinction Aquinas explicitly contrasts with the distinction secundum
  rationem between the divine essence and each of the subsistent (but
  matterless) divine persons.(17)
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  Although Pasnau, who seems to favor something like Scotus’s notion of a
  formal distinction, opines that it is “peculiar and misleading”(425
  n. 5) for Thomists to label the nonidentity of the soul and its powers a
  “real distinction” between them, Aquinas does so in one early text.(18)
  Later texts, without using the term “real distinction,” evidently
  reaffirm the same doctrine: a “real distinction” is a distinction
  that is grasped as mind-independent; it is grounded in the thing itself, not
  in the way that we consider the thing.(19) In
  all creatures, then, the distinction between essence and powers is as
  mind-independent as the distinctions between act and potency, substance and
  accident, and essence and existence. Only in God is there what can only be
  called a real identity of the members in each of the three couplets.(20)

  In none of these “real distinctions” is either conjoint able to
  be “split” from the other. Let me, then, simply repeat the standard
  Thomist interpretation, which has been thoroughly discussed and confirmed in
  the best of contemporary historical scholarship (to which Pasnau sometimes
  refers but which overall he does not adequately engage).(21)
  Pasnau has not, I think, convincingly displaced the standard interpretation,
  as it can be found in the
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  first of the Twenty-Four Thomistic Theses: “Potency and act divide
  being, so that whatever is either is pure act or necessarily comes together
  from potency and act as [its] first intrinsic principles.”(22)
  For Aquinas, matter and form are principles of things, not things themselves;
  they (and especially prime matter) are not understood to be real in the way
  that a res is real. Nonetheless, matter and form correspond to
  potency and act, which is the fundamental ontological—not merely, as Pasnau
  would have it, conceptual—distinction in “the genus of substance.”(23)
  Aquinas, while rarely using the precise label distinctio realis to
  refer to internal distinctions posited within finite beings,(24)
  consistently maintains an ontological distinction in the res between
  matter and form: he contrasts, for example, a mobile substance composed of
  matter and form, which in the thing are diverse, with the
  corresponding matter-form composition in the intellect, the
  predication of the totum universale “rational
  animal”—wherein the genus “animal” = matter, and the species
  “rational” = form—of its parts, “man” and
  “Socrates.” The predication of the form-matter composition
  “rational animal” is a “sign of the [conceptual] identity of
  the components”:(25) that is,
  “animal” can be predicated wholly of
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  “rational animal,” “rational animal” wholly of
  “man,” and “man” wholly of “Socrates.”(26)

  The real otherness or distinction secundum rem between principles
  composing things—however uncongenial it may be to contemporary philosophers,
  who often are more comfortable with strictly conceptual distinctions—is basic
  to Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s metaphysics.(27)
  It cannot, without destroying the foundation of their respective metaphysics
  in real things, be expunged: “The intellectual operation [of composing
  form with matter] ought to be reduced to the thing as to [its] cause.”(28)
  Forty years ago, Wilfrid Sellars acknowledged the historical correctness of
  this point even as he himself sought to eliminate matter and form as
  “really distinct principles” in things.(29)
  But I shall return more than once to Pasnau’s assertion that matter and form, in
  Aquinas’s own doctrine, are merely conceptually distinct; this
  implausible interpretation is indicative of Pasnau’s truncated and rather
  skeptical exposition of the metaphysical principles that sustain Thomistic
  psychology.
  
  

  

  II. The Subsistent Soul
  
  

  

  In defining the soul as the first principle of actuality or the substantial
  form of a living body, Aquinas affirms the im-materiality of the soul: by
  definition all forms are not material. However, he does not thereby
  demonstrate the subsistence or substantial spirituality of
  the human soul. The demonstration that the human soul can exist separately or
  apart from the living body
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  that it once informed—that is, that it can subsist postmortem as a
  substance in its own right—requires additional premisses. It requires showing
  that the human soul has a per se operation—namely, intellectual
  understanding—that cannot be attributed to any material organ of the body
  that it now informs. Here, in outline, is Aquinas’s metaphysical
  argument, given in question 75, article 2 of the Prima Pars, for the
  subsistence of the human soul: (1) since only what subsists in itself apart
  from the body could operate apart from the body, and (2) since the rational
  soul in intellectual understanding does per se operate apart from any
  organ of the human body, then (3) the human soul must be incorporeal,
  separable, and subsistent.

  Each of the Thomistic premisses calls for extensive commen-tary. In today’s
  philosophical climate, the second premiss is the most controversial and the
  least likely to be accepted. Nonetheless, in its own setting, the Thomistic
  proof for the perpetual existence of the postmortem soul does not require
  showing first—as Pasnau demands (65)—that the human soul continues
  to have intellectual activity once it is separated from the body. Pasnau
  maintains that it is a conceptual truth that the existence of a living
  separate intelligence requires that it actually understand. But, then, he
  hitches this conceptual truth to an altogether different requirement: Aquinas
  must demonstrate that the separate soul continues to understand some object in
  lieu of a bodily phantasm—before establishing that it “survives
  death” (367). But why should Aquinas be saddled with this requirement?

  Aquinas distinguishes secundum rem the essence of the soul, which
  is the first principle that makes a living being to be actually alive (the
  “first act” of the soul), from its powers (potentiae) and
  habits or dispositions (habitus) which are the mediating proximate
  principles of further actions (accordingly, the soul’s “second
  acts”).(30) Ensouled beings, by
  definition always living, are

  
    

  

  page
  12
  
  

  not always acting in the various ways that they can and sometimes do act.

  Aquinas allows that sentire vel intelligere can stand for either
  the operations or the being of the things operating.(31)
  Any proof purporting to show that the subsistent disembodied soul can act must
  initially distinguish the disembodied soul’s “first act,” the esse
  absolutum of the soul’s essence, from the disembodied soul’s “second
  acts,” its operations of understanding and willing, since the same
  distinction first applies to the embodied soul. Again at this juncture, Pasnau
  apparently rejects any “real distinction” between the soul’s
  essence, its powers, and their acts;(32) yet a
  distinction secundum rem is exactly what Aquinas posits and needs to
  posit for his argument about the separate soul to work.(33)

  In the Thomistic metaphysical context, “each thing’s mode of operating
  follows upon its mode of existing” (STh I, q. 89, a. 1).(34)
  Consequently, if the human soul subsists—that is, continues to exist
  postmortem—it should be able to operate since it retains its immaterial
  powers of knowing and willing.(35) Still,
  however confident one might be in the truth that things were not created
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  to be frustrated—and doubtless Aquinas was so confident(36)—there
  remain difficult and perhaps philosophically unsolvable puzzles. The
  disembodied or postmortem soul is a spiritual substance that retains its (nonbodily)
  intellectual and volitional powers but has lost the sensible phantasms that
  were the objects necessary for the embodied exercise of those powers.
  Consequently, Aquinas’s Aristotelian contemporaries denied that a totally
  inert soul—one not exercising those powers on sensible objects—could
  perpetually exist.(37) Aquinas’s rejoinder (ScG
  II, c. 79) secures the being of the disembodied soul (apart from its present
  intellectual operations) by appealing to the distinction secundum rem
  between essence, powers, and operation, that is, between first and second
  acts.(38) On the basis of those distinctions,
  the immaterial powers are said to remain immanently within the separated soul.(39)

  Yet it is not the possession of quiescent intellectual powers but actual
  understanding that seems the only life and arguably the only being possible
  for a subsistent soul. The Thomistic rejoinder, then, is but partial: it
  allows Aquinas to suppose that the postmortem, disembodied human soul must be
  able, though without relying on a phantasm, to engage in intellectual
  activity—somehow.(40) This supposition,
  however, is not a 
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  demonstration that or how the disembodied human soul enjoys
  intellectual life.(41) It is this latter
  ignorance, which Owens calls a philosophical “aporia,” that Aquinas
  circumvents by appeal to the theological doctrines of “congruence and
  divine providence.”(42) In a universe
  governed by an intelligent, loving, and infinite creator, where nature cannot
  be ultimately frustrated or “in vain,” Aquinas can conclude—not
  demonstratively but “probably enough”(43)—that
  “no substance is deprived of its proper operation,” especially the
  perpetually existing, subsistent, separated intellectual soul made in the
  image of God.(44)
  
  

  

  
  

  
  

  III.
  Life after Death
  
  

  

  Pasnau dismisses Aquinas’s profoundly Aristotelian conviction that our natural
  desire for immortality cannot be “in vain” (otherwise nature itself
  would be unintelligible) as an argument (STh I, q. 75, a. 6) that
  depends on unacceptable teleological assumptions that Aquinas himself, so
  Pasnau alleges, recognized to be weak (362). The allegation is dubious.
  Aquinas calls the human desire for perpetual existence, which is natural to an
  intelligence that apprehends being “absolutely and according to all
  time” (STh I, q. 75, a. 6), a sign of the soul’s
  temporal incorruptibility. But the term does not indicate that Aquinas
  regarded such teleological arguments as weak. To take but one example: Aquinas
  uses a long and very subtle argument from natural desire (ScG III,
  cc. 50ff.) to prove that the ultimate end of any created intelligence should
  be and can only be the direct
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  intellectual vision of the divine essence, although that vision is utterly
  supernatural and gratuitous.

  The conclusion of the first argument (in STh I, q. 75, a. 6) is
  that a subsistent as distinguished from an accidental or material substantial
  form (forma materialis) is incorruptible because the former is
  inseparable from its own act of being (esse). This argument’s
  underlying premiss, which is a restatement of the principle of identity, is
  that “it is impossible for a form to be separated from itself”
  (ibid.). But this premiss does not entail that every form is absolutely
  incorruptible or inseparable from its own being. By definition, an accidental
  form is one that is corrupted when the substance in which it adheres undergoes
  a change in the relevant category—cold to hot, small to large, and so forth.
  The rational soul is a substantial, not an accidental, form. But it is also
  not a material form whose actuality is equivalent to and exhausted in the
  actuality of the material compound of which it is the substantial form. The
  being of a substantial forma materialis— though it belongs to the
  form “in virtue of itself”—is “submersed” or inseparable
  from matter; hence, such a form has no being apart from matter. It is thus
  corrupted per accidens (i.e., loses being per accidens) when
  the material substance undergoes corruption (= transmutatio de esse in non
  esse) through the separation of the form from its matter.(45)

  The rational soul, however, has an act of intellectual understanding that
  is transcendent or not dependent on the body which it informs, and only thus
  can it be known to have a subsistent actus essendi. In reality, the
  order is exactly reversed: in the words of the metaphysical formula, “agere
  sequitur ad esse in actu.”(46) Hence, the
  rational soul as a subsistent substantial form with an esse absolutum can
  be separated from matter—but not, thereby, corrupted per accidens as
  is a material form—when its compound, the living human body, is corrupted.
  Aquinas concludes that just as no form can be per se separated from
  itself (or, equivalently, from its own actuality), neither can any
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  subsistent form be separated from its own actuality or subsistent actus
  essendi.

  This would be Aquinas’s answer to Pasnau’s charge (366) that, somehow, a
  created agent might be able to corrupt per se a subsistent soul-form:
  since there is no intrinsic potentiality towards nonbeing in a subsistent form
  (STh I, q. 75, a. 6, ad 2), it is not possible (logically or
  ontologically) for a created agent to annihilate it. The only possibility is
  for the creator to withdraw the divine causality that originates and sustains
  the being of all creatures, including subsistent immaterial creatures. Pasnau,
  nonetheless, is swayed by the objection that since the embodied human soul
  needs the material phantasm in order to cognize anything, a separate soul
  cannot function on its own and, therefore, “might well be destroyed,
  indirectly, by the body’s being destroyed” (366). Aquinas, however, holds
  to the distinction between the intellect’s proper functioning (understanding
  the universal nature of any sensible body), which is not the act of any bodily
  organ, and the sensible object of that intellectual act (the phantasm from
  which the intelligible species is abstracted).(47)
  The act of understanding, inasmuch as it requires a sensible object, may be
  said to depend secundum quid on the latter bodily phantasm.(48)
  But can the disembodied soul, which lacks phantasms, be said to exist if it
  does not engage in intellectual acts? From his earliest works, Aquinas took
  note of the question and tried to ward off the negative conclusion that it
  implied.(49)

  It could be that, postmortem, the human soul falls into a deep Pauline
  sleep (1 Cor 15:51) until the day of resurrection, eternally alive but in no
  way functioning intellectually—but this is an eventuality that would have
  seemed utterly implausible to anyone
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  living or thinking within a neo-Platonic philosophical cosmos that has been
  assimilated and conformed to the created world of Christian faith. It is not
  surprising that Pasnau, who it would seem does not live or think within
  either of those worlds, finds Aquinas’s complete answer (STh I, q.
  89, a. 1, ad 3) philo-sophically unsatisfactory: that, postmortem, God will
  infuse— naturally not supernaturally—intelligible species in the
  separated subsistent soul by which it can cognize.(50)
  Pasnau searches, wrongheadedly, for some demonstration that God will or, in
  fact, must infuse the separated soul with such species. Finding that Aquinas
  provides no such demonstration, Pasnau dismisses Aquinas’s account as
  “nothing more than an extended just-so story” (368). But all that
  Aquinas can attempt is to show what it would be appropriate for God to do. How
  could Aquinas demonstrate what God must do? The Christian God, in
  regard to all created beings, acts—need we be reminded?—freely and not from
  any necessity.

  Pasnau, unfairly, turns Aquinas into an ideologue. Aquinas “as a
  Christian,” is not “committed to arriving at certain sorts
  of results”(361)—that is, the soul’s immortality—rather, as a
  theologian, he is interested in understanding and, if possible, demonstrating
  the truth of certain Christian beliefs.(51)
  The point of Aquinas’s argument—not “story” but argumentum
  conveniens—is that the human soul’s postmortem mode of knowing can be
  analogized to that of the angelic separate intelligences, who at their
  creation are connaturally infused with intelligible species. Such infusion, by
  God via the superior separate intelligences, would also be in accordance with
  the disembodied human soul’s mode of being. Unlike the material forms of
  bodies, the rational soul has an esse absolutum; postmortem, it may
  be called secundum diversam considerationem (here a consideratio
  secundum rem) not the form of the living human composite but a separate
  “subsistent substance.”(52)
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  The latter consideration, however, is not what predominates—indeed, in
  regard to their cognitive powers, the differences between the separate
  substances and disembodied souls are stressed—in the account of the separate
  soul found in the works written after 1265, notably question 89 of the Prima
  Pars (dating from 1265-68) and question 15 of the Quaestiones
  Disputatae de Anima (1269).(53) In these
  works, Aquinas continues to maintain that embodied and disembodied or separate
  human souls have different modes of being, but he now emphasizes that they
  have the same nature.(54) Accordingly, there
  remains only one natural way of knowing for the separated soul. No longer does
  Aquinas attempt to assimilate (“perfectly”) the disembodied human
  soul’s mode of knowing to that of the totally separate substances.(55)
  As “the lowest among all of the intellectual substances,”(56)
  the soul has an “inferior intellectual power.”(57)
  The knowledge that it gains through infused universal species is not so much
  “abundant”(58) as imperfect; it can
  only be “general and confused” (a. 3).

  In these later texts, the natural modus intelligendi of the human
  soul is the significant and controlling notion: Aquinas describes the
  understanding that results from the divinely originated but naturalis
  influxus(59) of these intelligible
  species as praeter naturam of the disembodied human soul (STh
  I, q. 89, a. 1).(60) It is the
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  nature of the soul that inclines it, even in its disembodied state, to
  reunion with the body.(61) The original union
  with the body was for the good of the soul; its postmortem disembodiment is
  not for its good, but rather is contra naturam.(62)
  Embodiment is the only condition that allows for a “perfect and proper
  knowledge of [the material] things” (ibid.) which remain, even for the
  disembodied soul, the things proportioned to the soul’s capacitas
  naturalis.(63)

  In its contra naturam disembodied state, the soul’s infused
  knowledge is praeter naturam in a sense that comes very close to
  being contra naturam. Here we have the Thomistic basis for an argumentum
  conveniens for the future resurrection of the body: if nothing contra
  naturam can be everlasting in a providentially created and governed
  universe, it is exigently reasonable to think that the disembodied human soul,
  because it has an everlasting act of being, will be divinely reunited once
  again with its commensurate body, the principle of its own individuation as a
  spiritual substance.(64) What more, by way of
  philosophical “proof” for a revealed theological truth, the
  resurrection of the human body, could an “Aristotelian Christian”
  demand?

  Still, any kind of argument for a postmortem subsistent human soul, even
  one that finds a requirement in the soul’s nature for reunion with the body,
  might still seem to jeopardize the this-worldly, hylomorphic unity of the
  single human substance that is both corporeal and spiritual. A living human
  being is not, in any way, composed of two substances, a soul-substance and a
  body-substance.(65) The living human being is
  a single substance with a
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  nature that is both bodily and rational. Aquinas allows (STh I, q.
  75, a. 2, ad 1) that the disembodied human soul can be called a particular
  thing (hoc aliquid), because, postmortem, it is a particular
  subsistent substance, but he carefully qualifies both of the latter terms. In
  the full or proper sense of “subsistence,” a particular thing is
  subsistent if it neither inheres in something else, as does an accident or a
  strictly material form, nor is a part of a whole, as a hand or an eye is a
  part of the living body. A hand, since it does not exist “extrinsically
  grounded”(66) in another after the
  fashion of an accident (as, e.g., a color in a surface) or a material form
  (which exists only in matter), can be said—according to the first criterion,
  but improperly—“to subsist” and, thus, to be a hoc
  aliquid. However, in the proper sense of the term, a subsistent must be
  neither inherent nor a part (ibid., ad 2); both criteria must be met in order
  for the subsistent to be properly identified as a hoc aliquid with a per
  se operation. Strictly speaking, a living hand is a part of a hoc
  aliquid, and is not, by itself, an individual substance operating per
  se. The operation of a part is attributed to the whole operating through
  its parts: a man touches through his hands and sees through his eyes. Like the
  hand or eye, the embodied human soul is a part of the living human composite:
  a man understands through his rational soul.

  A disembodied soul, which no longer inheres in the matter of the human
  composite, is certainly subsistent in the first sense of the term. It is,
  therefore, a hoc aliquid, but only in a qualified sense: it is not an
  hypostasis or substance that possesses a complete human nature. As
  the (disembodied) form of the human body, it remains a part of human nature. A
  disembodied human soul, therefore, is not like an amputated human hand; once
  amputated, the hand is dead and no longer really a part of the living human
  body. But one must also say that the disembodied human soul is not only a
  part. The disembodied human soul exists 
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  per se but now separated from the living body that it once
  informed. It is clear, then, that the embodied human soul is significantly
  unlike a living or attached hand, and, no less, a disembodied human soul is
  significantly unlike a detached or amputated hand. Unlike the attached hand,
  the embodied intellectual soul has an act not attributable to the body; unlike
  the detached hand, the disembodied soul continues to exist and can be
  unequivocally identified (unlike the detached hand) as the same (previously
  embodied) soul.

  Yet Pasnau contends that the disembodied soul is subsistent or a substance
  “in precisely the sense in which a hand is” (66). This contention
  flattens Aquinas’s comparison of the disembodied soul with a living, attached
  hand. The Thomistic comparison is an analogy—not a claim that the disembodied
  soul “part” and the living hand “part” are, in some
  univocal sense, “equally subsistent and so equally substances”
  (ibid.). Pasnau is led to his odd conclusion by fantasizing about a
  functioning but disembodied hand. Such fantasies, in this case conjuring up an
  alternative possible world where a hand could function apart from a living
  human body, are set pieces in current philosophical repertoire. They are alien
  to Aquinas’s resolutely focused, albeit theologically sublated, this-worldly
  “Aristotelian naturalism.”(67) No
  matter: Pasnau’s imaginary, alternative-world hand could hardly be said—or
  said only equivocally—to be a “part” in the way that a living hand
  in our world is a part of the human body. The latter is a part and only
  a part precisely because it cannot act in any hand-like way once amputated
  from the whole human body.

  Pasnau’s fantasy muddies rather than clarifies Aquinas’s doctrine of the
  postmortem soul-part. The embodied soul is a part of the living human
  being—not a quantitative or functionally subsidiary part such as an attached
  hand—in the way that form and matter are parts of the compound: as
  intrinsic, real co-principles. As embodied, then, the rational soul is not a
  separate
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  substance but the form of a single subsistent substance, the human being.
  What seems paradoxical—more so if one ignores Aquinas’s analogical use of the
  term “part”—is that this soul, while remaining a part (unlike the
  severed, no longer living or functional “hand”), can exist,
  postmortem, as a subsistent individual substance. The conclusion, nonetheless,
  follows because the embodied soul, unlike even the living hand, has an
  activity (intellection) that transcends the bodily whole of which it is a
  “part.”

  Aquinas did not need to imagine an alternative possible world in order to
  argue for the postmortem existence of an embodied but, nonetheless,
  immaterial, subsistent, substantial, and spiritually transcendent human soul.
  To quote another version of the formula: “Esse est prius quam agere
  natura.”(68) Here and now the
  human soul acts spiritually because it has a spiritual act of existence which,
  postmortem, sustains it as a continuing spiritual substance:(69)
  even while embodied, Thomistic human souls certainly are “more of a
  substance than are other [bodily] parts” (68). Its act of being and,
  consequently, the activity of the intellectual soul “transcends the whole
  genus of bodies.”(70)

  Pasnau’s remarks to the contrary, there is, indeed, something
  special—Aquinas explicitly says “marvelous”(71)—about
  the existence and activity of the human soul here and now.(72)
  To use Pasnau’s language, although Aquinas would have found it altogether
  nonsensical, human souls neither possess nor lack “some kind of stuff
  that animal souls possess” (70); rather, they are spirits because they
  have a different act of being—and,
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  consequently, different activities—from that of animal souls. And this
  spiritual act of being, in comparison with the being of animal souls, is not
  merely a matter of “degrees of actuality” (ibid.); the human soul is
  not “a form just like other forms” (72).(73)
  It is the “most noble of material forms” (Comp. theol. I,
  c. 9, §2) and occupies a unique rank in the hierarchy of beings.
  
  

  The being [esse]of
  the rational soul is acquired in a certain middle way between separate and
  material forms. For immaterial forms, namely angels, receive from God being [esse] that is neither dependent on some matter, nor in
  some matter. Truly material forms receive from God being [esse] that both is in matter and depends upon matter,
  since they are not able to be conserved without matter. (74)
  
  

  

  The hierarchy of being into which the human soul fits is a mirabilis rerum
  connexio(75) of different genera of
  beings. Man, because of his rational soul, is the lowest member in the genus
  of intellectual substances. While the human intellectual soul possesses all
  the sensitive powers of the animal soul, the sensitive soul of a man is
  specifically different from that of a nonrational animal.(76)
  
  

  

  IV. Irreducible Principles
  
  

  

  To reinforce his admittedly “unorthodox” (132) notion of
  “reductive hylomorphism”—that is, his rejection of “dualistic
  forms of hylomorphism” (101)—Pasnau notes that material forms are not
  directly produced through substantial changes; rather, the substantial
  composites of which they are the forms are produced.
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  This much of his exposition is in line with Aquinas: forms are educed from
  the potency of matter by an agent acting on the matter. But while Pasnau
  correctly states that Thomistic form and matter are not separate entities, he
  also asserts that they have no “separate causal powers” (103). Here
  the word “separate” is doing service for the word “split.”
  Of course, form and matter, as coprinciples, cannot have separate causal
  powers if this means that they cannot (save in the case of the human compound)
  be ontologically “split” apart. But, more controversially, Pasnau
  equates not separate causal powers with not really but only
  conceptually distinct casual powers.(77)
  That equation, textually and systematically a blatant heterodoxy, erases the
  irreducible ontological distinction, which Aristotle so carefully develops in
  the first book of the Physics, between material and formal causes.
  Both are required to explain substantial change. One can only repeat
  Aristotle: “First principles must not be derived from one another nor
  from anything else, while everything has to be derived from them” (Phys.
  1.5.188a27-29).(78)

  At a yet deeper level, Pasnau’s “reductive hylomorphim” cannot be
  squared with Aquinas’s esse-metaphysics: although a material form
  comes into being through the transmutation of matter and, therefore, cannot
  itself exist in separation from the matter of its composite, it is the form
  that gives its own act of being (esse) to the matter and,
  consequently, “the composite exists only by the form.”(79)
  However, unlike an Aristotelian form, the Thomistic form is other than (and
  this is otherness in the ordo essendi not just the ordo rationis)
  its own act of being (esse). The latter doctrine, however, Pasnau
  professes to find “notoriously
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  difficult” (146), implicated in a distinction that, he implies, can
  never be made “genuinely evident” because it relies on an argument
  incorporating “deep metaphysical assumptions” (158).

  Whatever be Pasnau’s (unspecified) criteria for recognizing a metaphysical
  doctrine as “genuinely evident,” it is true that complex arguments,
  variously reconstructed by different Thomists,(80)
  are required to conclude to this fundamental Thomistic tenet, the
  “real” otherness of esse and essentia in all
  created beings. So let us admit that the Thomistic doctrine is difficult but
  not notoriously so. When since Parmenides has there been an easy, much less
  “evident,” argument about being and existence? What to one
  philosopher are unwarranted, argument-vitiating assumptions about being
  may, indeed, be another’s principles but are more likely to be hard-won
  conclusions.(81) At this point, one may wonder
  how deeply or sympathetically Pasnau is able to enter into the Thomistic
  metaphysics wherein not form but esse is the “actuality of all
  actualities” composing all finite substances.(82)
  Unfortunately, Pasnau sidelines this fundamental Thomistic metaphysical tenet
  throughout his book.(83) Yet, it
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  underlies Aquinas’s doctrine of the unity of man as well as the soul’s
  subsistence.(84)
  
  

  Although there is
  one being [esse] of [conjoined] form and matter, it is not necessary
  that the matter always be exactly commensurate to the being [esse] of
  the form. In fact, just as much as the form is more noble, just so much does
  it exceed in its being [esse] the matter… . Hence a form whose
  operation exceeds the condition of matter, [also] itself exceeds matter
  according to the dignity of its being [esse]. (ScG II, c.
  68; ed. Pera-Marc-Caramello, 2: 203a-b, n. 1454)(85)
  
  

  In the reference to the human soul-form, the principles governing the
  multileveled existential and causal distinctions drawn between the form and
  matter of the human composite are evident, at least to Aquinas: once again,
  “in the way that a thing has being, so does it operate.”(86)
  Since intellection is not a bodily act, so too the intellectual soul is not
  “wholly immersed in matter.”(87)
  Rather, one must draw a positive conclusion: the human soul even when embodied
  is actually “elevated above matter in regard to its being and
  operation.”(88) The being of the soul is
  to be in matter but not dependent on matter; as a

  
    

  

  page
  27
  
  

  consequence, the matter of the living human body is raised to the level of
  the spiritual existence of the soul.(89)

  The soul acquires from God being [esse] in matter; it exists in
  matter insofar as it is the form of the body. Through this, the [soul-form] is
  united, according to its being [esse], to the body. However, it does
  not depend on the body, since the being [esse] of the soul is able to
  be conserved without the body. (90)
  
  

  

  V. When Human Life Begins
  
  

  

  Given its transcendent or immaterial act of being (esse), the human
  soul cannot be educed from matter by any corporeal agent. Human beings,
  because they have spiritual souls, are the only animals that cannot, solely by
  themselves, reproduce themselves. Yet human procreation remains human. Human
  semen is not itself actually alive or ensouled but Aquinas accepts that it
  contains a “frothy breath” (spiritus spumosum) that has a
  “formative power” (vis formativa). This formative power, as
  a causal extension of the generative power of the father’s soul, is able to
  educe from the matter of semen, through a series of internally guided
  substantial changes, the vegetative and animal souls. Aquinas holds to the
  biological doctrine standard among his contemporaries: the formative power can
  only dispose matter to receive an intellectual soul-form: an intellectual soul
  must be infused into a living body almost but not quite human. God Himself
  must directly create and infuse the intellectual soul into an embryo—not a
  vegetable but a uniquely prehuman animal—that has the incipient bodily organs
  requisite for intellectual activity. During gestation, the divine infusion of
  the rational soul perhaps occurs—Aquinas noncommittally repeats
  Aristotle—around the fortieth day for males and the ninetieth for females.(91)
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  Since the biological details in Aquinas’s account of procreation are so
  fatally antiquated, one might suppose that they cannot be usefully or at least
  not easily coordinated with the data of contemporary embryology. Not so:
  Pasnau makes much moral ado—with undisguised hostility and condescension
  towards what he tags the “noxious social agenda” (105) of the Roman
  Catholic Church—about the continuing relevance of the “delayed
  hominization” of the embryo. Pasnau explains how updating the vis
  formativa to the role of DNA “removes much of the impetus for
  holding that human life begins at conception” (109). A Thomistic God,
  depending on which reckoning the soul’s creator favors, morally may—or rather
  metaphysically must—wait twenty-five to thirty-two (maybe even
  thirty to thirty-five weeks) or, more “conservatively” if God
  follows Pasnau, twenty weeks before infusing the rational soul into the
  prehuman animal which, by one or other of those dates, has a sufficiently
  developed brain cortex to receive and sustain such a soul.(92)
  While one might be troubled by the moral indeterminacy consequent upon these
  shifting deadlines for foetal humanity, Pasnau is more concerned about
  emphatically reiterating Aquinas’s proposition that the intellectual soul as form
  needs to be infused into the right sort of matter.(93)

  For his part, Pasnau argues—with a conviction that goes beyond the
  metaphysical value of any appeal to scientific method or consensus among
  scientists about the facts of brain development—that conception cannot be the
  ontologically apt moment when the rational soul is infused into the prehuman
  embryo: “To have a rational soul requires having the potential in
  hand for using the mind, rather than having some remote
  potential to develop the potential” (420 n. 18; emphasis added). Is the
  normative or moral difference asserted between these two
  “potentialities”—remote and proximate—“genuinely
  evident”? It is to Pasnau: on this assertion, he rests his whole argument
  for the permissibility of early abortions: in early cases, the animal killed
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  is without a brain and, therefore, simply not yet human enough to count as
  having an inviolable moral dignity. But here advocacy throws off exegesis.
  Pasnau’s own bumptious metaphor (“potential in hand“)
  eliminates Aquinas’s precisely drawn and important distinction between (a) the
  spiritual power of intellect itself (the subject of which is the soul not the
  body), and (b) the bodily organ(s) needed for the actual exercise of that
  power. If we translate his metaphor into plainer language, Pasnau’s
  “functional capacity” criterion necessitates that the prehuman body
  have (literally) a halfway-developed brain before it can be informed by a
  human soul. Of course, this brain requirement is exactly in line with Pasnau’s
  inability to sustain Aquinas’s argument “that the intellect is
  immaterial” (119). This inability colors Pasnau’s whole interpretation
  and ultimately generates his negative evaluation of Aquinas’s
  “revolutionary Aristotelian psychology”: the rational human soul
  does not transcend matter and certainly not the brain.(94)

  I shall leave it to others to consider whether Aquinas’s or, more likely,
  some contemporary arguments for the spiritual transcendence of intellect over
  brain are dispositive.(95) Aquinas certainly
  thought he had demonstrated that transcendence given what he took to be the
  intentional limitations of any bodily organ: unlike the intentio mentis,
  no determinate bodily organ is able to intend or be informed by the universal
  natures of all other material things (STh I, q. 75, a. 2).(96)
  But suppose, to go along with Pasnau, that the rational soul is a strictly
  material form that does perish with the body. Even so, what argument cinches
  Pasnau’s contention that the mid-gestation brain is the necessary and
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  sufficiently developed organ for the emergence (presumably by solely
  natural causes) of what Aquinas would surely have regarded as an oxymoron, an
  intellectual but strictly material soul-form? Aquinas’s embryology gives us no
  help; it is full of mistakes that Pasnau glosses over. Pasnau’s quotations
  from contemporary embryologists about the chronology of cortical development
  cannot settle the metaphysical/moral issue of how delayed is “delayed
  hominization.” For embryologists, the species identity of the human
  zygote is noncontroversial and its continuous internally motivated
  and directed development is “genuinely evident”: it is a member of a
  natural kind—the species homo sapiens—and, unalterably after
  uterine implantation and gastrulation, remains a single biological entity.
  Contemporary philosophers, as Pasnau acknowledges, mostly take the biological
  data for granted; in arguing for the moral permissibility of abortion, they
  spin out the conceptual issues that permits questioning, and as often denying,
  that the developing embryo or foetus is a “person” with any
  overriding metaphysical status or moral dignity.

  Again, suppose that we correlate, as Pasnau does, the emergence of
  intellectual but strictly material soul-forms with approximately mid-gestation
  brains: the counter question and its implied answer, readily posed by any
  contemporary Aristotelian who has assimilated the data of contemporary
  embryology, has already emerged in full—one might even say official—force.(97)
  What form other than the intellectual soul—whether or not it is a spiritual
  form capable of existing as a postmortem separate substance—could actualize
  and teleologically direct the continuous development of (what ordinarily
  stays) a single, genetically unique body that has, from conception as a single
  cell with forty-six chromosomes, the epigenetic primordia for all bodily
  organs, including, of course, the human brain? Pasnau gives not a hint that he
  regards such a question as intellectually respectable, or even required by the
  embryological data: for him,
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  “it is surely absurd to think that a few unformed cells count as a
  human being” (120).

  To be sure, some of the data are puzzling. Monozygotic twinning, the fusion
  of zygotes, and the totipotency of detached embryonic cells raise questions
  about a zygote’s continuing personal identity—enough questions that some
  Catholic philosophers rejected, too precipitately given the results of recent
  research, the “immediate hominization” of the preimplanted zygote.(98)
  But the developmental individuation of embryonic cells does not commence with
  implantation or, subsequently, with the appearance of the primitive streak.
  Considerable evidence supports the view that the cells within a two-cell mammalian
  zygote are not featureless but are already internally differentiated.(99)

  In the vast majority of cases, the development of the human zygote, unlike
  what Aquinas thought (and Pasnau must commit himself to think), does not
  involve any apparent “constant, radical discontinuity” (123) that
  could signal the need for and the plau-sible advent of generically different
  souls.(100) That is, there is no evidence
  that the developing human embryo is informed by a kind of Aristotelian
  sequence of substantially different soul-forms—
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  vegetative, animal, and rational. On the contrary, if we agree to value
  intellectual activity as the proper or defining human activity, then it seems
  “genuinely evident” that intellectual “brain-usage” is the
  telos that defines a human zygote’s internally directed, individuated, and
  unitary development from its temporal beginning: nothing intervenes from
  outside the zygote’s own genetic code substantially to alter or to redirect
  its original development.

  The delayed exercise of the human zygote’s intellectual capacity
  or potency—and it is the exercise not the biological capacity that is not
  functional (not “in hand”) at conception—may perhaps be described
  as temporally but not ontologically “remote.” For Aquinas, the
  intellectual power is a necessary property of the human essence; what seems
  eminently reasonable to think is that this essential property, especially if
  it is regarded as a nonseparable property of the living human body, is a power
  contained in the body’s determinate and determining form—the initial
  chromosomal program—that internally controls the development of the zygote.
  All of this information is readily available in the most elementary
  presentations of human embryology. Can one responsibly or plausibly contend,
  then, that Aquinas’s reasons for denying that “human life begins at
  conception … remain compelling today” (106). Or that Aquinas redivivus
  would find them compelling?

  Although the morality of abortion is—and, given the structure of the Summa
  Theologiae, should remain—an issue quite outside of the scope of a
  commentary on questions 75-89 of the Prima Pars, Pasnau is a man with
  a passionately felt mission, quick to disparage papal “rhetoric” in
  favor of his own, ready to shoulder what he considers to be the unavoidable
  burden of making “comparisons and trade-offs” when weighing
  “the value of human life” in respect to other values.(101)
  So, despite Aquinas’s—and, prior to the fourteen century, apparently every
  other medieval theologian’s and canonist’s—condemnation of all abortions,
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  including those of “unanimated foetuses,” as seriously sinful,(102)
  Pasnau enlists Aquinas in the contemporary proabortion and proeuthanasia
  movement.(103) This move is more than
  surprising. Pasnau is plain wrong to assert that Roman Catholic philosophers
  and theologians have deliberately slighted Aquinas’s notion of “delayed
  hominization.”(104) Since John Haldane
  and Patrick Lee have already taken Pasnau to task for this section of his
  book, I need not repeat their courteous but meticulous deconstruction of
  Pasnau’s misleading and misplaced polemic.(105)
  Let me single out only one specious claim that Pasnau recycles as part of a
  long argument against the actual humanity of the embryo. On any biologically
  precise and morally apt description, sperm and ova are not “potential
  humans”;(106) their only relevant innate
  potential is to fuse with the other so that each can provide one half of the
  DNA for a new, genetically distinct, one-cell organism. Only the one-cell
  zygote is an organism with properly human potential because, arguably, it
  already is human. A spermatozoon and an oocyte, left to their own solitary
  devices, go biologically nowhere; they either unite or die.
  
  

  

  VI. Dicendum quod …
  
  

  

  Pasnau , who despite his penchant for “drawing conclusions about his
  [Aquinas’s] metaphysics that go beyond what the texts explicitly say”
  (85)—indeed, sometimes contrary to what the texts
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  explicitly say—can be historically erudite and textually perspicacious.
  Still, he usually engages Aquinas agonistically, reading with a “hermenutics
  of suspicion” that betrays his own underlying but continually surfacing
  anxiety about the au courant philosophical worth and moral propriety
  of much of Aquinas’s theology. Since Hume, for Pasnau, has set the course of
  the “philosophical mainstream” (335), he often approaches a topic in
  Aquinas by first raising objections that someone with a Humean mind-set might
  raise.(107) Granted, this approach might be
  defended on medieval as well as contemporary grounds: Pasnau replicates, after
  a fashion, the structure of a quaestio in the Summa Theologiae,
  which first lists the objections to the doctrinal position that Aquinas will
  advance. But Pasnau’s optique distorts as much as it clarifies
  Aquinas.(108) If Aquinas is
  “diametrically opposed to Hume” (262), as Pasnau himself
  acknowledges, then immersing him, even partially, into mainstream “Humean”
  (or any other opposed) philosophy too easily allows one to conflate diverse
  problems, methods, and principles and thereby generate interpretative
  novelties that are systematically misguided and not merely anachronistic and
  eisegetic. I can only offer as salutary hermeneutical advice the wise dictum
  of that master of historical erudition, Richard McKeon: “The relations
  among philosophies are not simple differences concerning the same or
  comparable problems, nor can they be reduced to a translation formula which
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  will transform a philosophic doctrine into the equivalent statement proper
  to another philosophy.”(109)

  Pasnau’s provocative novelties are generated by a her-meneutical assumption
  deeper than his merely surface Humean predilections. The answer to one
  question largely controls how we view and read Aquinas. In what sense may it
  be said that Aquinas wrote pure philosophy?

  Pasnau certainly knows that the Summa Theologiae is a “work
  of theology” but he makes an all-too-common mistake about the theological
  scope of the work: he holds that only “large parts” of the Summa
  “presuppose elements of Christian doctrine.”(110)
  In fact, the whole of the Summa Theologiae, including those parts
  that Pasnau quickly labels “philosophy” (because they provide
  rational arguments sans any premisses held on Christian faith),
  falls, according to Aquinas, under the formal object of sacra doctrina
  or (to use the less common term) theologia: Aquinas subsumes under
  the revelabilia all the subjects discussed in the Summa
  Theologiae, including those rational arguments for the existence of a
  provident God(111) which Pasnau blithely
  labels “nonsectarian theological premises” (10).

  It is perplexing, given decades of discussion of this issue, that Pasnau
  still thinks that he can, merely by subtracting the revelation-dependent
  “theological stuff” (11, 13), reach a remainder that is purely
  rational and, he thinks, evidently philosophical. There are, of course,
  innumerable rational demonstrations to be found in Aquinas’s works. But
  so-called “Thomistic philosophy,” in its own state, is not an
  autonomous enterprise; it is what Aquinas thought to be prompted by and
  rationally congruent with a Christian fides quaerens intellectum:
  “When a man has a will ready to believe, he loves the truth he believes,
  he thinks out and takes to heart whatever reasons he can find in support
  thereof” (STh II-II, q. 2, a. 10). Now if this
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  reasoning is to be counted as “philosophy,” it stands apart from
  any philosophy allegedly generated by pure reason alone. The theological locus
  of Aquinas’s “philosophy” is not controversial. What is
  controversial is whether Aquinas’s philosophy can be extracted from its
  theological setting. Those who advocate the latter acknowledge, if they are
  careful, that the extracted Thomistic philosophy is, in fact, a contemporary
  historian’s reconstruction.(112)

  Pasnau, however, makes the astonishing claim that Aquinas, in “actual
  practice” (15), did not adhere to the distinction drawn in question 1 of
  the Prima Pars between a theology grounded in revelation and a
  philosophy grounded solely in reason; the distinction, he suggests, cannot be
  taken “at face value” (ibid.). Is the implication that philosophy in
  the Summa Theologiae swallows—or attempts to swallow—revealed
  theology?(113) Pasnau contends that because
  Aquinas offered rational demonstrations of some religious beliefs—those
  called the praeambula fidei—he was actually “concerned with
  limiting those presuppositions [depen-dent on faith] as much as possible”
  (ibid.).(114) This contention, perhaps
  Pasnau’s most provocative, leads to a preposterously skewed view of what
  Aquinas attempts by reasoning within theology. If we accept what Aquinas says,
  Thomistic theology “really did take its premises from revealed
  truth” (ibid.).(115) Nothing in
  Aquinas’s actual procedure suggests otherwise. In
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  regard to the proofs for the existence of God, Aquinas prefaces them with
  the words revealed “ex persona Dei” as they are recorded in Sacred
  Scripture (Exod 3:14): “Ego sum qui sum.”(116)

  Whatever Pasnau may think about the epistemic value of putatively revealed
  doctrines, Aquinas held that the truths of supernaturally infused faith are
  not subrational but superrational. In theology, rational argumentation
  laboriously lifts the discursive human mind to truths achieved at the lowest
  level of intuitive angelic vision (STh II-II, q. 2, a. 6).(117)
  Written not for sceptics but for Dominican theological students, the Summa
  Theologiae shows how certain theological beliefs can be systematically
  organized so that they follow as conclusions from their ultimate premises (the
  revealed articles of faith).(118) Showing
  this is not eliminating faith in favor of reason but showing how reason works
  within and at the service of the divine revelation that every believing
  Christian recognizes as grounding his or her faith.

  Along the way, Pasnau acknowledges but does not adequately respond to the
  grave reservations that may be raised against his account of Aquinas’s
  theology. His account, which does scant justice to the unitary end of
  Aquinas’s theology, is constantly thrown off by his search for the acceptable
  contemporary philosophical remainder. And so he refers (13) to two senses of
  theology, the medieval and ours, without providing any specific details as to
  how we supposedly now conceive “theology.” Contemporary philosophy
  as well as theology is more protean than Pasnau allows. Not every contemporary
  philosopher will happily align his postmodern enterprise with what appears to
  be Pasnau’s thoroughgoing Enlightenment rationalism with its foundationalist
  undertones.(119) In any case, Pasnau argues
  as
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  though philosophy needs to be rescued from any (sectarian?) revelation
  which is not and can never be acceptable to a reason that demands that it
  should pull itself up, to whatever meta-physical heights, only by its own
  bootstraps. Here the gulf between Pasnau and Aquinas is unbridgeable.(120)
  Aquinas allows that philosophy can do precisely three things for theology:
  demonstrate the praembula fidei, refute counterpositions to the
  faith, and illumine but not prove the revealed mysteries. But to imagine that
  philosophy can or should circumscribe faith and theology is simply an error.(121)
  Aquinas sets forth all of the issues with great clarity in question 2 of the Secunda
  Secundae.

  Pasnau, however, is eager to identify Aquinas as a preeminent medieval
  practitioner of contemporaneously pertinent philosophy because he apparently
  embraces the modern assumption that reason should belong in some
  proper or even exclusive way to “philosophy.”(122)
  This assumption misdirects his reading of Aquinas’s theology.
  “Philosophical theology,” as that term might be given a historical
  designation recognized by Aquinas, is the metaphysical doctrine of pagan
  philosophers about the highest or first principles known to reason.(123)
  The rational argumentation contained within the Summa Theologiae
  should not be called “philosophical theology”: it is an instrument
  used to articulate and explain the revelata and, therefore, is by
  Aquinas’s standards strictly Christian “theology.”(124)
  More metaphorically but more profoundly, when Aquinas uses Thomistic
  philosophy within
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  Thomistic theology, he does not “mix water with wine, but
  rather changes water into wine.”(125)
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  I.
  The Papal Teaching Interpreted
  
  

  

  Responses to the present papal teaching on the problem of capital punishment
  have been varying and even conflicting. Steven Long, whose ideas I consider in
  the second part of this essay, argues that the papal teaching cannot say what
  it appears to be saying because the Church has never said such a thing; it
  therefore must be interpreted as saying what the Church has always said. Avery
  Cardinal Dulles, S.J., tends to agree, arguing that what is new is not the
  underlying principle regarding the legitimacy of capital punishment but the
  application of that principle to changing conditions.(1)
  Gerard Bradley, on the other hand, says the treatment is novel; capital
  punishment, once justified as a means of retribution, is now being assessed in
  terms of civil society’s right to defend itself.(2)
  Mark Latkovic agrees but says the novelty does not go so far as to render
  capital punishment intrinsically evil.(3) Janet
  Smith suggests the pope might be leaning
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  precisely in that direction.(4) James
  Hitchcock thinks the pope is trying to elevate the social conversation
  “to a higher plane … by affirming the sacredness of human life in all
  situations.”(5) Charles Rice agrees and
  thinks the papal teaching has made “obsolete” the traditional view
  that death is the only fitting punishment for certain very grave crimes.(6)
  Justice Antonin Scalia thinks that Charles Rice and the pope are flat wrong.(7)
  And so on.

  I think the papal teaching is saying something new.(8)
  Catholic tradition has argued that legitimate public authority rightly
  inflicts the death penalty for very grave crimes, and that its
  infliction—insofar as it serves to redress the disorder introduced by a
  criminal’s crime, protects the community from a dangerous influence, and
  deters others from committing similar crimes—is not only justified, but good.
  This is not something the present pontificate has taught, nor in my estimation
  would it be willing to teach.

  The papal teaching as articulated in the 1997 edition of the Catechism
  of the Catholic Church (CCC) (which includes the morally
  relevant elements of the death penalty account of Evangelium vitae)
  is unprecedented for a magisterial document. A careful examination justifies
  the conclusion that a theoretical foundation is being laid for a substantive
  revision in the Church’s teaching on the morality of capital punishment. That
  revision would teach that capital punishment as punishment is no
  longer legitimate; that the state rightly uses lethal force only for purposes
  of self-defense, which means that inflicting death could not be justified as a
  means of retribution; that in using lethal force against a dangerous criminal,
  the state is justified only in using
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  force proportionate to render him incapable of causing harm; and that if he
  dies as an consequence, his death would have to remain praeter intentionem
  (i.e., unintended). This is not the explicit teaching of the Catechism,
  but the conclusions follow neatly from a fair reading of the text. I say this
  for four reasons. First, capital punishment in the 1997 Catechism
  (and Evangelium vitae) is not conceived in traditional retributive
  terms but rather in terms of self-defense; second, the Catechism
  deliberately distances itself from traditional ways of categorizing the death
  penalty in the Church’s tradition of justifiable homicide; third, it frames
  its discussion of the legitimate infliction of death in terms of double-effect
  reasoning; and fourth, the 1997 text deliberately suppresses the one statement
  from the 1992 text warranting the conclusion that death can be rightly
  inflicted as a punishment per se. I will consider each in turn.

  The first indication that the papal teaching is proposing something new is
  found in the title of the subsection in which capital punishment is addressed.
  The section is entitled “Legitimate defense.” What precedent is
  there in the tradition for treating capital punishment as a form of legitimate
  defense? Almost none. Aquinas never uses the term “legitimate
  defense” (defensio legitima), neither in his treatment
  of the death penalty, nor in any major work on theology or morality. But he
  does use the related term “blameless defense” (inculpata tutela).
  Asking whether it is morally legitimate to kill a man in self-defense, he
  answers, “it is legitimate to repel force with force provided one does so
  with the moderation of a blameless defense.”(9)
  “Nor is it necessary for salvation that one omit an act of moderate
  defense in order to avoid killing another.”(10)
  The phrase moderamine inculpatae tutelae is repeated continually over
  the centuries in treatments on lawful killing—but not in regard to the
  infliction of the death penalty by public authority. Rather, in virtually
  every instance it is used as Aquinas uses it, that is, to limit lawful killing
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  by private persons in self-defense.(11)
  When the 1917 and 1983 Codes of Canon Law use the term “legitimate
  defense” (legitima tutela) they too use it in reference
  to acts of legitimate killing by private persons in self-defense.(12)
  And the Second Vatican Council’s use of the term, in Gaudium et spes, is
  more or less the same.(13) In each source the
  context for the term’s usage is self-defense. The Catechism‘s
  insertion of its treatment of the death penalty under this title is entirely
  novel.

  The second indication that the magisterium intends to distance itself from
  its traditional justification for the death penalty occurs in the very first
  line of the subjection: “The legitimate defense of persons and societies is
  not an exception to the prohibition against the intentional killing of
  the innocent that constitutes murder” (CCC 2263, emphasis
  added). Why deny at the outset that killing in legitimate defense is an
  exception to the fifth precept of the Decalogue? Perhaps because the Catechism‘s
  historical pre-decessor, the 1566 Roman Catechism, issued pursuant to
  a decree of the Council of Trent, locates its teaching on the death penalty in
  a section explicitly devoted to “exceptions” to the fifth Com-mandment.(14)
  The logic is straightforward. The Roman Catechism
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  teaches that capital punishment is an exception; the new Catechism
  teaches that it is not.

  Third, the theoretical framework for the Catechism‘s treatment of
  capital punishment, indeed, its treatment of all forms of legitimate killing,
  is double-effect reasoning. Recall that Aquinas says that an act can have two
  or more effects: one intended, the other(s) not. Since intention is
  primary, though not always sufficient, for assessing the morality of an act,(15)
  it can be morally legitimate to perform an act that results in bad effects,
  like death, provided that the bad effects are unintended. The Catechism,
  having denied that killing in legitimate defense is an exception to the
  Decalogue, continues in its next sentence to quote Aquinas on double-effect
  reasoning, indicating that what the Commandment forbids is not all acts that
  bring about death but only those that intend death: “The act of
  self-defense can have a double effect: the preservation of one’s own life; and
  the killing of the aggressor… . The one is intended, the other is
  not.”(16) The next paragraph (2264)
  applies double-effect reasoning to a specific form of legitimate defense,
  namely, the killing of aggressors by private persons in self-defense: 
  
  

  Love toward oneself
  remains a fundamental principle of morality. Therefore it is legitimate to
  insist on respect for one’s own right to life. Someone who defends his life is
  not guilty of murder even if he is forced to deal his aggressor a lethal blow:
  “If a man in self-defense uses more than necessary violence, it will be
  unlawful: whereas if he repels force with moderation, his defense will be
  lawful… . Nor is it necessary for salvation that a man omit the act of
  moderate self-defense to avoid killing the other man, since one is bound to
  take more care of one’s own life than of another’s.” [Aquinas STh
  II-II, q. 64, a. 7]
  
  

  Paragraph 2265 expands the scope of the term “legitimate defense”
  to include the defense that public authority renders on behalf of the
  community in repelling aggressors, implying foreign aggressors:
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  Legitimate defense
  can be not only a right but a grave duty for one who is responsible for the
  lives of others. The defense of the common good requires that an unjust
  aggressor be rendered unable to cause harm. For this reason, those who
  legitimately hold authority also have the right to use arms to repel
  aggressors against the civil community entrusted to their responsibility.

  The paragraph does not explicitly mention a form of killing and so there is
  no need to specify limits in terms of double-effect reasoning. But there are
  two good reasons for concluding that the same context of indirect killing is
  in view. First, the logical relation set by the preceding paragraphs and the
  absence of any indication of a change of context would seem to necessitate
  that the context of double-effect reasoning is still present. Second, the
  defense the paragraph speaks about requires “rendering aggressors unable
  to cause harm.” This is classical language in Catholic moral tradition
  used to explain the limits of lawful killing by private persons in
  self-defense. If the aggression of another threatens my life, the tradition
  that springs from Aquinas very clearly has taught that the natural right to
  preserve myself in being justifies me in using force against that aggressor
  proportionate to rendering him unable to cause harm; and the tradition has
  unambiguously asserted that the killing that follows from such a defensive act
  must be unintended.(17)

  Since the duty of civil authority to defend the community against external
  threats is addressed in paragraph 2265, we might anticipate that the next
  paragraph would address the civil authority’s duty to defend the community
  against internal threats. And this is what we find in paragraph 2266 in its
  consideration of just punishment: 
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  The efforts of the
  state to curb the spread of behavior harmful to people’s rights and to the
  basic rules of civil society correspond to the requirement of safeguarding the
  common good. Legitimate public authority has the right and the duty to inflict
  punishment proportionate to the gravity of the offense. Punishment has the
  primary aim of redressing the disorder introduced by the offense. When it is
  willingly accepted by the guilty party, it assumes the value of expiation.
  Punishment then, in addition to defending public order and protecting people’s
  safety, has a medicinal purpose: as far as possible, it must contribute to the
  correction of the guilty party.
  
  

  Is the context for paragraph 2266 still double-effect reasoning? It would
  seem not. In setting forth the primary aim of punishment in terms of
  retribution—“of redressing the disorder introduced by the
  offense”—the paragraph indicates that it is no longer talking about an
  act of forward-looking self-defense. The defining aim of punishment, it says,
  is to correct a disorder caused by some crime, to look back, as it were, at
  something that has already happened, not forward at something that still
  threatens to happen. This makes sense since only those who do wrong are
  rightly punished. Punishment, the paragraph says, also serves the
  purpose of “defending public order” and “protecting people’s
  safety,” but neither of these two purposes makes punishment punishment.

  We would expect paragraph 2267, in which the death penalty is taken up, to
  frame its discussion of the lawful limits of capital punishment in terms of
  the theoretical framework used to define the nature and purposes of punishment
  outlined in paragraph 2266. But this is not what we find. When turning to the
  death penalty the subsection returns to the language of double-effect
  reasoning:
  
  

  Assuming that the
  guilty party’s identity and responsibility have been fully determined, the
  traditional teaching of the Church does not exclude recourse to the death
  penalty, if this is the only possible way of effectively defending human
  lives against the unjust aggressor.

  If, however,
  non-lethal means are sufficient to defend and protect people’s safety from
  the aggressor, authority will limit itself to such means, as these are
  more in keeping with the concrete conditions of the common good and more in
  conformity with the dignity of the human person.

  Today, in fact, as
  a consequence of the possibilities which the state has for effectively
  preventing crime, by rendering one who has committed an offense 
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  incapable of
  doing harm—without definitively
  taking away from him the possibility of redeeming himself—the cases in
  which the execution of the offender is an absolute necessity “are very
  rare, if not practically non-existent.” (Emphasis added)
  
  

  The act of force referred to here is not an act of “punishment
  proportionate to the gravity of a criminal’s offense.” It does not look
  back at a disorder introduced by deliberate crime; it is not in fact an act of
  punishment according to the preceding paragraph’s own definition. It is an act
  of self-defense as described in paragraphs 2263-65. The text states that it is
  a defensive act against an “aggressor” aimed at “rendering him
  incapable of doing harm.” If he is safely incarcerated in prison, why
  refer to him as an aggressor? Why not call him “the condemned,”
  “the prisoner,” “the guilty,” or some other term that
  appropriately describes one who lives under a sentence of death? The text
  deliberately eschews a traditional retributive framework and terminology in
  its treatment of capital punishment in favor of a framework and terminology
  equally traditional, but not in relation to the death penalty—rather, in
  relation to lawful killing by private persons in self-defense. This is the
  language and framework of double-effect reasoning. Limiting the death
  penalty’s lawful infliction by conditions traditionally invoked for the
  guidance of acts of private self defense, paragraph 2267 concludes that
  “the cases in which the execution of the offender is an absolute
  necessity [absolute necessarium] ‘are very rare, if not practically
  non-existent.’”(18) The last statement is
  of course taken directly from Evangelium vitae.

  The final—and perhaps the clearest—indication that the papal teaching
  explicitly intends to reconceive the death penalty along nontraditional lines
  is seen when we compare the 1992 version of the Catechism with the
  same section in the 1997 editio typica. The 1992 version taught:
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  For this reason the
  traditional teaching of the Church has acknowledged as well-founded the right
  and duty of legitimate public authority to punish malefactors by means of
  penalties commensurate with the gravity of the crime, not excluding, in
  cases of extreme gravity, the death penalty. (Emphasis added)
  
  

  A retributive justification is proposed here. Punishing someone “by
  means of penalties commensurate with the gravity of the crime” means
  punishing them for what they have done, not for the threat they still pose.
  Sometimes a person’s crime—“in cases of extreme gravity”—merits
  death. In such a case the death penalty is legitimate. This is a
  noncontroversial rearticulation of a traditional principle of justifiable
  homicide. Remarkably, however, in the 1997 Catechism the clause I
  have highlighted is suppressed. The statement in the 1992 text was the only
  indication that a traditional retributive justification of capital punishment
  was being maintained. And that proposition was deleted from the final
  authoritative text. Moreover, in 1992 the Catechism included its
  treatment of capital punishment in its analysis of punishment generally. In
  the editio typica the death penalty is moved from the section
  dedicated to punishment to its own section (2267).
  
  

  II.
  One Critic
  
  

  

  There is ample reason for concluding that a new doctrinal teaching on the
  morality of capital punishment is being anticipated in the Catechism.
  Not all, however, would agree. Steven Long has published an influential
  article in The Thomist refuting this claim.(19)
  His essay is problematic in several respects. First, its method of
  interpretation is flawed, which results in a tendentious interpretation of the
  text and the explaining away of important assertions about the lawfulness of
  the death penalty in the modern world. Second, its use of Thomistic sources is
  misleading. Third, it falsely states that there is no precedent in
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  Catholic moral tradition for the plain interpretation of the papal
  teaching. And fourth, it caricatures terribly the same plain interpretation.

  Long’s attention is directed exclusively to the treatment of the death
  penalty found in Evangelium vitae, which, he says, is “the most
  important modern locus for understanding the Church’s teaching on the
  topic.”(20) Because the preparation of
  the Catechism of the Catholic Church was a collaborative effort of
  the bishops of the world, and because the morally relevant elements of Evangelium
  vitae‘s teaching were incorporated into the 1997 editio typica,
  I take the Catechism‘s teaching on the death penalty to be equally if
  not more important for assessing the mind of the present pontificate. I will
  therefore appeal to both documents in my analysis.

  Long’s essay revolves around a judgment that the apparent meaning of the
  death-penalty teaching of Evangelium vitae (and by extension the Catechism),
  because it diverges from what the tradition has ordinarily taught, cannot be
  its actual meaning. In other words, the papal teaching should not be
  interpreted as saying what it appears to be saying, but rather as what the
  Church has always said. A methodological error at its outset leaves this
  conclusion unconvincing. Long asserts at the beginning of his lengthy essay
  that “as a magisterial document, its meaning is constituted in
  relation to tradition.”(21) Although
  appealing to Catholic tradition to help clarify ambiguous or partial
  magisterial statements is a valid principle of interpretation, to say that a
  document’s meaning is “constituted” by its relation to the tradition
  (by which I take him to mean constituted by the meaning of past authoritative
  statements on the subject) is false. The meaning of an ecclesiastical
  statement or document is constituted in the first place by the intentions of
  its author(s). This is why it is possible to ask to what degree a particular
  magisterial assertion corresponds to or departs from the tradition to
  which it contributes. A Catholic scholar’s role in the interpretation of
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  ecclesiastical texts therefore is to ascertain in the first place, through
  careful analysis of a text, the precise intentions of its author. Most of the
  problems with Long’s essay stem from his application of his exegetical
  principle to the papal teaching on capital punishment with the result that the
  most important elements of that teaching become relativized along lines that
  Long considers more compatible with Catholic ethical tradition.

  Long asserts that “a more traditional reading” of the encyclical,
  what he also calls a “prudential” reading, will “not hesitate
  to give ‘defense of society’ a rich meaning inclusive of the manifestation of
  a transcendent order of justice within society” (513-14). The term
  “defense of society,” or more specifically “legitimate
  defense,” deserves unpacking. Both Evangelium vitae and the Catechism,
  as I have shown, frame their discussions of the lawfulness of capital
  punishment in terms of legitimate defense; and in both, legitimate defense is
  narrowly construed to mean the collective self-defense of society. The death
  penalty, they teach, may only be inflicted when it is in the interests of
  societal defense. But, as I have stated, Catholic moral tradition has held
  that death can be a fitting punishment for a crime whether or not the
  self-defense of society remains at stake. In other words, the death penalty in
  the tradition has been justified as a means of retribution, as a means of
  giving criminals what they deserve. This tension between the present papal
  teaching and the ordinary teaching of the tradition is the sticking point for
  Long. It leads him to argue that we ought “not hesitate” to include
  within the interpretation of “societal defense” a retributive
  meaning. But that meaning is not sustained by the text. On the contrary, the
  text sets forth an exclusively nonretributive justification, namely, necessary
  defense: “the nature and extent of the punishment must be
  carefully evaluated and decided upon, and ought not go to the extreme of
  executing the offender except in cases of absolute necessity: in other words,
  when it would not be possible otherwise to defend society” (EV
  56).

  Recall too that the Catechism‘s analysis references Aquinas’s
  discussion of lawful killing by private persons in self-defense. 
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  Evangelium vitae does the same. Neither text references Aquinas’s
  article defending the killing of malefactors by the state, an article that has
  exercised enormous influence on Catholic moral tradition, and with which any
  scholar familiar with traditional literature on capital
  punishment—including the drafters of Evangelium vitae and the Catechism—would
  be well acquainted. Why not? Why suppress such reference? Why reference
  instead an argument that says that killing is legitimate only when necessary
  to render an aggressor incapable of causing harm? Why refer to the
  beneficiaries of this kind of killing, as in the Catechism, as
  “aggressors,” not “the condemned,” “the guilty,”
  etc.? One reason may be because the authors intend to conceptualize lawful
  killing in capital punishment along the lines of lawful killing in
  self-defense. Long discounts this possibility from the outset, calling it a
  “reductionist reading” of the papal teaching.(22)
  He says that if we conceive of capital punishment under a paradigm of
  self-defense, then the papal teaching “will appear to miscontextualize
  the teaching of Thomas,” that is, will appear to apply a set of norms to
  capital punishment that Aquinas only intended to be applied to self-defense.
  But this is precisely the novelty of the papal teaching, that its analysis
  applies a nontraditional paradigm to limit the lawful killing of criminals.
  Long admits that the text tends toward a novel justification: “if we
  accept a reading of the document as a doctrinal argument apart from
  tradition, it does appear to propose that only those executions are
  justified which are absolutely necessary to the physical protection of
  society” (517). But the text does not merely “appear” to say
  this, it states it outright: “… ought not go to the extreme of
  executing the offender except in cases of absolute necessity” (EV
  56).

  Long uses fidelity to the tradition as a tool to reshape the meaning of the
  papal text. He says, “we might wish to ask whether the solemn execution
  of a divine norm of justice might
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  not be described as necessary to a richer conception of social order and
  the common good that may legitimize the application of the death penalty”
  (517). Defining capital punishment in these terms may very well lead to a
  “richer” conception justifying capital punishment, but whether or
  not it does so is irrelevant to the meaning of the papal teaching whose texts
  neither state nor imply such a meaning.

  Evangelium vitae, having established “absolute
  necessity” as the condition for the lawful infliction of the death
  penalty, concludes with the now well-known prudential judgment, “Today
  however, as a result of steady improvements in the organization of the penal
  system, such cases are very rare, if not practically non-existent.”
  Commenting on the papal judgment Long argues, “if one incorporates within
  ‘protection of society’ not only physical protection, but also the
  manifestation of transcendent justice in society as constituting a good in its
  own right … then there is no particular doctrinal reason why
  justified uses of the death penalty should be absolutely ‘very rare, if not
  practically non-existent’ (EV 56)” (539). Again, there is no
  textual warrant for concluding that the intentions of the authors would
  tolerate such a conclusion. In so doing, as Long’s statement illustrates, one
  is forced to explain away the pope’s prudential judgment that the condition of
  absolute necessity effectively eliminates the death penalty in the modern
  world as a viable alternative. Long’s assumptions lead him to propose what he
  terms “a more plausible reading,” namely, that “the
  encyclical stresses that it is better for contemporary society to avoid the
  use of the penalty” (546). But the text does not state nor imply that it
  would merely be “better” to avoid inflicting death; it states that
  occasions warranting the penalty “are very rare, if not practically
  non-existent.” According to Long, “an astute intratextual reading
  should see this prudential feature of the argument” (546-47). But such a
  feature should be seen if the author intended it to be seen. We are not
  warranted in reading such an intent into the papal teaching.

  If it was the pope’s intent to stay within the traditional framework, we
  may presume that he would have made his
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  intention clear; at the very least he would have referenced the account in
  Aquinas that scholars have referenced for centuries in defense of capital
  punishment. But he didn’t. He did what is almost without warrant in the
  tradition: not only to state the condition of “absolute necessity”
  as the primary ground for the death penalty’s lawful infliction, not only to
  refer to the beneficiaries as “aggressors,” not only say that the
  death penalty is lawful for purposes of rendering such aggressors incapable on
  causing harm, but also to reference Aquinas’s account of lawful killing by
  private persons in self-defense.

  Long’s phrase, “the manifestation of the transcendent order of justice
  in society,” which he uses to describe what he takes to be the primary
  purpose of punishment in general, and capital punishment in particular, is
  repeated continually throughout his article. It deserves a closer look.

  Long attributes the phrase to the Church’s tradition, which he says stems
  from Aquinas.(23) But the phrase is neither
  Aquinas’s nor the tradition’s but Long’s. Punishment, Aquinas says, not only
  tends to the emendation of the one punished(24)
  and the preventing (deterring) of others from choosing wrongly,(25)
  but it heals some defectus in the order of justice in civil society.(26)
  The order of justice to which Aquinas refers here is an order established by
  the just interactions of members of a community based upon naturally created
  equality and the morally relevant elements stemming from their relationships.
  It is a moral order maintained by the upright willing of the members
  of a community. The order can be called transcendent to the extent that the
  moral order is God’s ordering of the human person to his proper end, just as
  divine providence
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  orders all things in the universe toward their proper ends.(27)
  Deliberate crime disturbs this order to the extent that a criminal
  deliberately “exceeds the due degree of his measure when he prefers his
  own will to the divine will by satisfying it contrary to God’s ordering.”(28)
  A criminal “has been too indulgent to his will,”(29)
  has been “inordinate [in his] affection,”(30)
  “has exceeded in following his own will,”(31)
  which makes him “deserving of punishment.”(32)

  Because crime entails the immoderate satisfaction of the will, punishment
  entails the suppression of the wayward will in due proportion: “the
  nature of punishment consists in being contrary to the will, painful, and
  inflicted for some fault.”(33) “By
  means of punishment the equality of justice is restored in so far as he who by
  sinning has exceeded in following his own will suffers something that is
  contrary to his will.”(34) The result is
  the “restoration of the equality of justice.”(35)
  Long’s phrase, “the manifestation of the transcendent order of justice in
  society”—what he calls elsewhere, the “‘truth manifestative’
  function of punishment”(36)—never
  arises. Though it is intelligible, given Aquinas’s conception of the just
  order of civil society as reflective of a community’s conformity to the moral
  order established by divine providence, its imprecision is misleading. Rather
  than using the Hegelian notion of punishment as the manifestation of
  justice,(37) Aquinas and the tradition refer
  simply
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  to punishment as the correction—in Evangelium vitae and
  the Catechism‘s words, redress—of a disorder introduced
  into the good order of the community by a deliberate offense.

  Even granting the similarity between Aquinas’s retributive explanation of
  punishment and Long’s conception of capital punishment as “the
  manifestation of the transcendent order of justice in society,” it should
  be noted that Aquinas never (to my knowledge) justifies the infliction of
  capital punishment explicitly in terms of punishment’s retributive function.
  When Aquinas turns from punishment in general to discuss capital punishment in
  particular his justification invariably turns to his Aristotelian conception
  of the relationship of a part to its corresponding whole. The most prominent
  example is found in Summa Theologiae II-II, question 64, article 2.
  There he writes:
  
  

  Now every part is
  ordered to the whole as imperfect to perfect. And therefore every part is
  naturally for the sake of the whole. On account of this we see that if it is
  useful [expediat] to the health of the whole body of a man to cut off
  one of his members, as when it is putrid or corrupting of the other members,
  it will be praiseworthy and salubrious for it to be cut away. Now every
  individual person is compared to the whole community just as a part to the
  whole. Therefore if any one is dangerous and corrupting to the community on
  account of some sin, it is praiseworthy and salubrious that he be killed, in
  order to preserve the common good. (My translation)(38)
  
  

  He argues that dangerous and harmful men—with danger and harm being
  precisely specified in terms of “some sin”—may rightly be removed
  from the community as a diseased limb may be removed from the body whose
  integrity it threatens. Aquinas does not say here or elsewhere that the death
  penalty is only lawfully inflicted for purposes of societal defence. His
  larger account of punishment makes it improbable that he would have employed
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  such a limiting factor. But he does say that death as a punishment is
  justified when man’s moral state becomes a threat to the community, that is,
  when the community needs to be protected from a person’s harmful influence. He
  certainly never says that killing a criminal “manifests a transcendent
  norm of justice.” In fact, an explicitly retributive justification for
  capital punishment does not figure prominently in Catholic moral tradition
  until the sixteenth century.(39)

  Long asserts that the “reductionist” premise—that the state only
  rightly inflicts the death penalty when necessary for the physical protection
  of society—is not found “anywhere in Catholic sources prior to Evangelium
  vitae” (539). In fact, Catholic theologians back in the nineteenth
  century were beginning to argue along these lines. Francis Xavier Linsenmann,
  for example, an influential professor of theology at Tübingen, argued: 
  
  

  the death penalty
  can only be considered just—and therefore permissible—if it is necessary
  from the standpoint of self-defense; and it remains legitimate only so long
  and to such an extent that the need for self-defense remains. Just as war is
  self-defense writ large against an external threat to the community, so the
  infliction of the death penalty is self-defense writ large against an
  internal threat to the community, i.e., against a dangerous element in one of
  the many layers of the community itself. It follows, that if a condition of
  civil order and safety arises in which it is possible to control individual
  dangerous elements with lighter coercive means than death, then the death
  penalty would be rendered superfluous. Indeed, legally limiting the use of the
  death penalty is a goal well worth striving for. Its abolition by law is
  simply a political or cultural question; no principle of right stands against
  it.(40)
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  A twentieth-century example is that of Jacques Leclercq, professor of moral
  theology at Louvain, who argued in the 1940s that 
  
  

  the death penalty,
  like all punishment, is legitimate only if it corresponds to the
  legitimate defense of the community. It is not justified by a right of
  the State to dispose of the life of its citizens, but only by social
  necessity. The life of a man is in itself inviolable, for the State as for
  individuals. (Emphasis added)(41) 
  
  

  Legitimate defense, he makes clear, refers to self-defense: “unless
  the person in question poses a serious threat to the lives of others.”(42)
  He continues: “Supposing there is no other effective means of defending
  the social order, it seems in practice that the death penalty must be limited
  to the case where civil authority has no other sure means of incarcerating
  dangerous offenders.”(43) But other means
  of safely incarcerating criminals have been around for “more than a
  century [plus d’un siècle].” Therefore, he concludes,
  “today, in the Western world, the death penalty has ceased to be
  legitimate as States have other effective means [suffisants moyens]
  to defend the social order.”(44) This
  conclusion is repeated by Catholic authors in the years that follow.(45)
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  By the end of his essay, Long’s criticisms of the plain interpretation of
  the papal teaching become sweeping and farcical. Not only has the “reductionist
  interpretation,” he argues, erroneously subsumed its analysis of the
  death penalty under a model of self-defense, but its entire rationale for
  punishment generally, he says, is derived from punishment’s utility in
  defending public order: 
  
  

  the reductionist
  interpretation of Evangelium vitae appears to place the entire ratio
  of penalty in question, suggesting that inasmuch as penalty is not required
  for defense of minimum public order it is superfluous. In arguing that mere
  physical protection is the primary aim of criminal law and penalty—such that
  a penalty not absolutely required for physical protection of society is to be
  avoided—the encyclical would then be construed to suggest that there is no
  question of justice pertinent to the common good beyond physical protection.
  (541)
  
  

  Evangelium vitae neither states nor implies that the primary aim
  of punishment is the physical protection of society. When addressing the
  question of the justification of punishment in general, it asserts plainly
  that “the primary purpose of the punishment which society inflicts is ‘to
  redress the disorder caused by the offence’” (EV 56). (The
  second half of this quotation is taken directly from CCC 2266.) The
  primary rationale for punishment, according to the encyclical, is not
  “physical protection,” but retribution; punishment is punishment, in
  other words, to the extent that it looks back at a crime already
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  committed and aims to correct the disorder that the crime introduced. This
  traditional account of punishment, immediately preceding the text’s analysis
  of capital punishment, is what makes the papal teaching so interesting, and
  Long’s interpretation so unsatisfactory. The text sets forth a thoroughly
  traditional account of the nature and purposes of punishment, and then, when
  turning to the particular type of punishment the death penalty entails, lays
  out another justification, apparently incompatible with the former.
  On the one hand, it says that the primary purpose of punishment is
  retribution, and, on the other, that a criminal’s crime alone is not a
  sufficient justification for killing the criminal—that although retribution
  defines punishment generally, it does not define capital punishment. The papal
  teaching says in effect that the death penalty may not be inflicted for
  purposes of retribution, but rather only in cases where it is absolutely
  necessary to defend civil society. It is not the encyclical’s account of
  punishment, as Long suggests, that departs from the tradition, but the
  encyclical’s failure to subsume its account of capital punishment under its
  own analysis of the nature and purposes of punishment.

  Asserting without argument that the plain interpretation follows from an
  inadequate conception of the common good, which, Long says, has been proposed
  “in the effort to come to terms with republican political institutions
  and the old liberalism,” Long levels the elliptical criticism: “the
  regnant minimalist interpretation of the teaching of Evangelium vitae
  constitutes another minimalist epicycle in the to and fro between rich and
  eviscerated senses of political common life” (543). But paragraph 56 of Evangelium
  vitae is traditional in its account of punishment, and it is traditional
  in its conception of the duties of civil authority. It maintains that
  punishment is primarily retributive and that public authority has the
  responsibility to inflict retributive punishment: “public authority must
  redress the violation of personal and social rights by imposing on the
  offender an adequate punishment for the crime” (EV 56). It just
  does not include capital punishment among the available expressions of this
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  authority. There is no indication that it maintains an
  “eviscerated” conception of political common life.

  Long continues, saying that “the reductionist major premise (viz, that
  the State rightly inflicts the death penalty only when absolutely necessary
  for the physical protection of society) seems to embrace an instrumentalist
  view of the common good that is, finally, incompatible with the infliction of
  any punishment save on grounds that appear remarkably utilitarian” (549).
  It is not clear what Long means by the phrase “instrumentalist view of
  the common good,” or what is particularly problematic in conceiving the
  common good as instrumental. Gaudium et spes, for example, defines
  the “common good” as instrumental to the goods of persons and
  nothing about this suggests incompatibility with retributive punishment.(46)
  It does seem fair to say however that the encyclical’s justification for
  capital punishment is grounded in empirical considerations and devoid of
  formal (retributive) ones. If this is what Long means by
  “utilitarian” then in this respect his point is granted. But to say
  that the plain interpretation of Evangelium vitae entails a view of
  the common good that is “incompatible with the infliction of any
  punishment” save on utilitarian grounds is gratuitous. Not only are some
  punishments, according to the papal teaching, primarily justified on
  non-utilitarian, retributive grounds, but all punishments are—save
  capital punishment.

  Long concludes by saying that “the reductionist interpretation of Evangelium
  vitae to this effect is vulnerable to decisive criticism from
  tradition” (551). While I reject the view that the plain interpretation
  of Evangelium vitae (and the Catechism) is “reductionist,”
  it is fair to say that it departs from tradition and in that sense is subject
  to criticism. I suggest however that rather than relativizing the papal
  teaching along traditional lines, we should be making every effort to
  formulate that teaching fairly,
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  asking to what degree it is compatible with the Church’s traditional
  teaching on the lawfulness of capital punishment, examining where the present
  teaching is pointing, and judging whether or not, in light of Catholic
  tradition, the Church can go there.
  
  

  III.
  With What Authority?
  
  

  

  I would like to conclude this essay by asking the question: Is the Church
  bound by an irreformable tradition not to take the next step in declaring the
  death penalty wrong per se? This question comes down to whether or
  not the traditional justification of the right of civil authority to inflict
  death has been infallibly taught by the magisterium of the Catholic Church.
  Vatican II teaches that the Church’s infallibility is exercised when: (1) the
  pope as successor of Peter intends solemnly to define an article of faith or
  morals (i.e., makes an ex cathedra statement), (2) the bishops in
  union with the pope gathered together in council intend to solemnly define a
  dogma, or (3) the bishops scattered throughout the world though preserving a
  bond of communion amongst themselves and with the successor of Peter agree on
  a judgment on a matter of faith or morals and teach it as to be definitively
  held. (The latter is called the infallibility of the ordinary and universal
  magisterium.)(47)  Has the proposition “capital punishment is in principle a
  legitimate exercise of civil authority” ever been solemnly defined by a
  pope or ecumenical council? The topic of capital punishment has rarely been
  raised by ecumenical councils. Among those at which it has, no judgment on its
  morality has ever been taught. Lateran III (1179) speaks of the assistance the
  Church receives from harsh penal laws, but does not propose any moral judgment
  on the death penalty per se.(48) And
  Lateran IV (1215) states that
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  clergy are forbidden from participating in bloody punishment, but also
  makes no positive assertions about the death penalty’s morality.

  As for papal statements, only two are of such a nature as to merit
  attention. The first is the famous statement in the Waldensian oath by Pope
  Innocent III in the early thirteenth century. In the context of a profession
  of faith intended to reconcile members of the heretical sect, he states:
  
  

  We declare that the
  secular power can without mortal sin impose a judgment of blood provided the
  punishment is carried out not in hatred, but with good judgment, not
  inconsiderately, but after mature deliberation.(49)
  
  

  With what authority was this statement—or rather, the profession of faith
  in which the statement appears—proposed? The pro-fession is directed to a
  particular group and not to the universal Church; moreover, it was published
  in the form of a personal letter to the breakaway sect members and not in the
  form of a bull or otherwise universally authoritative document. Not all of its
  assertions therefore should be taken to be Catholic dogmas, binding on the
  universal Church, even though some of its assertions already possess this
  status. If therefore one of its propositions is not already a definitive
  doctrine of Catholic faith, its presence in the oath to the Waldensians does
  not alone suffice to constitute it as such. It is my judgment therefore that
  Innocent’s statement does not constitute an infallible definition.
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  The second relevant papal statement is a solemn condemnation of an article
  ascribed to Martin Luther by Pope Leo X in his bull Exsurge Domine
  (1520). Luther’s proposition reads: “That heretics be burned is against
  the will of the Spirit.”(50) With what
  authority was this condemnation promulgated? Exsurge Domine is a
  papal bull, a document of high papal authority addressed to the whole Church.
  Its solemn condemnations single out judgments of faith and morals considered
  to be dangerous to Christian faith and life.(51)
  For argument’s sake let us say that the censures it contains have been
  promulgated with the highest degree of papal authority. Should we also
  conclude that the falsity of Luther’s proposition has been proposed
  infallibly, entailing the conclusion that the burning of heretics is not
  contrary, or not always contrary, to the will of the Holy Spirit? To resolve
  this question we need first to examine the precise language of the papal
  condemnation. The general censure which follows the list of Luther’s forty-one
  condemned propositions reads: “All and each of the above mentioned
  articles or errors, so to speak, as set before you, we condemn, disapprove,
  and entirely reject as respectively heretical, or scandalous, or false, or
  offensive to pious ears, or seductive of simple minds, and in opposition to
  Catholic truth.”(52) The precise
  formulation warrants us in concluding no more than that the article in
  question is among a set of articles whose members are either heretical or
  scandalous or false or offensive to pious ears or
  seductive of simple minds, and are obstructive to Catholic truth. It is
  reasonable to conclude therefore that the falsity of Luther’s proposition has
  not been infallibly proposed in Exsurge Domine.
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  The question remains, however, whether the liceity of the death penalty has
  been infallibly taught by the ordinary and universal magisterium. Vatican II’s
  formulation of this mode of infallibility reads: 
  
  

  the individual
  bishops … proclaim Christ’s doctrine infallibly whenever, even though
  dispersed through the world, but still maintaining the bond of communion among
  themselves and with the successor of Peter, and authentically teaching matters
  of faith and morals, they are in agreement on one position as to be
  definitively held. (LG 25)
  
  

  It states four conditions that must be met before this mode of
  infallibility has been exercised: (1) the bishops must remain united amongst
  themselves and with the successor of Peter, (2) they must teach authentically
  on a matter of faith or morals, (3) they must agree on one judgment, and (4)
  they must proclaim it “as to be definitively held” (definitive
  tenendam). To resolve the question as to whether these four conditions
  have been met relative to the Church’s traditional defense of capital
  punishment would involve an in-depth analysis that is beyond the scope of this
  paper. I have undertaken it elsewhere and have concluded as follows:

  the evidence
  supports the conclusion that the first three criteria have been met. The
  writings of Catholic bishops and councils of bishops going back to early
  Christianity contain an explicit or implicit affirmation of one or more of the
  propositions summarizing the Church’s traditional teaching. These affirmations
  have remained constant and the bishops have remained united in them among
  themselves and with the successor of Peter. If chronological scope and the
  magnitude and firmness of consensus were all that were necessary for the
  bishops in their ordinary teaching to proclaim doctrine infallibly, there
  could be little doubt about the status of the Church’s traditional affirmation
  on the lawfulness of the death penalty. But Lumen Gentium states that
  the bishops’ judgement on an issue, even their united and firm judgement, is
  not enough to assure the protection of the Holy Spirit from error. As teachers
  of the Christian faith, the bishops must teach that judgement to the faithful
  not simply as a doctrine of Christianity, nor as a probable or very probable
  conclusion of Christian faith, but as a matter of faith, certainly true, to be
  definitively held by all. Their act of teaching and the faithful’s act of
  receiving are complementary, and it is in this movement of teaching and
  receiving that the Holy Spirit secures and advances the right belief of the
  Church… .

  [I judge that] the
  evidence does not warrant the conclusion that this final criterion of the
  ordinary and universal magisterium has been met. Scattered 
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  episcopal
  statements assert all or part of the traditional teaching as to be
  definitively held, but the majority of episcopal statements are not proposed
  in this manner. More often than not, the lawfulness of capital punishment is
  directly or indirectly affirmed only in the context of discussions,
  condemnations, and affirmations of other points of human morality.(53)
  
  

  This of course is a scholarly judgment. If the Church should teach
  otherwise I would assent to the Church’s judgment and encourage others to do
  the same. But if my conclusion is true then it implies that the Church’s
  traditional teaching can change. To speak about the changing of a teaching as
  eminent and long-standing as the Church’s defense of the death penalty
  understandably makes some people uneasy. The concern is that an analysis like
  the one I propose opens the way to a rejection of other controversial but
  authoritative moral teachings by those characterized by a disposition of
  dissent or those who are weak in conscience. This is not my intention. My
  intention is to provide a fair and honest reading of the present papal
  teaching and then ask what its
  implications are. If the doubt regarding the traditional
  teaching was raised in the first place by me, or by a small group of
  theologians, or by theologians noted for their dissent from the Church’s
  authoritative moral teaching, then there would be good reason not to entertain
  serious doubt about the verity of the traditional judgment. Such is the case
  for example with the widespread unjustifiable dissent from the central moral
  judgment of Paul VI’s Humanae vitae.

  But the present situation is different. Clear signs of revision are found
  in contemporary doctrinal documents promulgated by the bishops of the world in
  union with the successor of Peter. Whereas Christian writers from the early
  Church up through the middle of the twentieth century maintained a relatively
  consistent attitude towards the death penalty, that attitude began to change
  in the 1950s and 1960s, and more so in the 1970s and 1980s, so that by the
  middle of the 1990s a significant turn in the Church’s

  
    

  

  page
  67
  
  

  attitude toward capital punishment had taken place.(54)
  The attitudinal change alone might be considered sufficient justification for
  asking questions regarding a change in the traditional teaching. But
  more followed. The attitudinal turn was fused in 1995 and 1997 with formal and
  universally authoritative doctrinal promulgations of the magisterium (viz., Evangelium
  vitae and the Catechism), promulgations that clearly introduce
  new terminology and a new ethical paradigm for examining an age-old problem.
  In light of this, it is not only justified but of paramount importance for
  theologians to ask questions of the tradition that otherwise they might not be
  warranted to ask.
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For a significant portion of the 1980s, ethical issues regarding the use of
various forms of support to prolong life grabbed newspaper headlines in the
United States. High-profile legal cases over the “right to die,” such
as those of Karen Ann Quinlan and Nancy Cruzan, became legal landmarks. Other
highly publicized cases, such as those of Brophy, Conroy, Herbert, and Jobes,
contributed to making the issue a commonplace part of the news. In the midst of
the headlines generated by these and other related cases, many Catholic
ethicists attempted to provide analysis and guidance. These cases also elicited
frequent formal statements from the Catholic episcopacy, both from individual
bishops and from episcopal conferences.(2)
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Of the various ethical dilemmas
surrounding decisions regarding the use of life support, none provoked more
disagreement among both Catholic ethicists and the Catholic episcopacy than that
of the use of medically assisted nutrition and hydration (henceforth MANH).
Among the episcopacy, this disagreement gained high profile in statements from
the Texas and Pennsylvania bishops, as well as those of other groups of bishops.
There were regular if not constant exchanges between Catholic ethicists on this
question through the 1980s and early 1990s.(3)

The literature detailing various
arguments for or against the use of MANH in caring for the dying and debilitated
is extensive. Yet the thesis of this article is that a large part, if not the
main thrust, of the debates over MANH have been inadequate and misguided on a
number of different levels. I hope to reorient and redirect the debate by
attending to the medical history of MANH (part 1) and recent medical
developments with regard to MANH (part 5), examining and contextualizing the
earliest debate (i.e., in the 1950s) over MANH among moral theologians (part 2)
as well as a more recent debate over MANH involving numerous American Catholic
bishops (part 3), and critically evaluating the types of moral arguments that
preoccupy many of those who currently write on the ethics of MANH (part 4).

The first section—a brief history of
nineteenth and twentieth-century medical practice with regard to MANH—aims to
show that inadequate understanding of the medical history, 
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development, and varying roles of
medically assisted nutrition and hydration has led moralists to overly rigid
understandings of its place in medicine. One upshot of what I argue in this
section is that, for example, attempts to define MANH as either inherently
“basic care” or “a medical treatment” is an exercise in
futility. Such descriptions are only legitimate in specific medical contexts and
are “patient dependent.”

With this history providing a sense of
the medical context of MANH in the 1950s, the second section analyzes what I
believe is the first discussion of MANH by American moral theologians, placing
it in the context of their broader concern with “the duty to preserve
life.” The astute reader will surmise that the very different medical
context for MANH at that time reveals both the achievement of and the
limitations and provisional character of the debate over MANH by the Catholic
moralists (e.g., Gerald Kelly, S.J.) of that era. In view of the evolving
medical context of MANH between the 1950s and the 1980s, one goal of this
section is to show the problematic nature of appeals by some later Catholic
moralists to the authority of earlier authors on the question of MANH.

The third section examines a more
recent Catholic “debate”—one between two groups of groups of American
Catholic bishops in the early 1990s—over the appropriate uses of MANH. Even
this relatively recent debate cannot be separated from its specific social and
medical context. Their debate shows both continuity with and development beyond
the earlier textbook debates, showing a greater sensitivity to the various
contexts in which the question can arise. In this debate, the emphasis seems to
be moving away from the preoccupation with how vigorously to preserve life, and
towards asking which lives should be vigorously (or even not so vigorously)
preserved. The concern over questions related to “quality of life” is
seen in the inordinate attention this debate devotes to questions related to the
preservation of the lives of patients in comas or in a PVS (persistent
vegetative state). My point in this section is that the traditional question
concerning the duty to preserve life has been to some extent preempted by new
questions regarding what 
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constitutes a dying person and the
quality of life to be preserved. These new questions—especially those
concerning quality of life —are full of conceptual ambiguity and at the same
time deeply troubling.

In order to clarify the current status
of the debate concerning MANH, the fourth section unpacks some of the arguments
that had significant currency in the last two decades when arguing that MANH
should be discontinued from PVS and other coma patients. Focusing on four recent
arguments regarding MANH for comatose patients, this section argues that while
adequate decisions regarding the use of MANH must always be relative to the
benefit received by the patient, those who wish to withdraw MANH from patients
who are not terminally ill and whose lives will be extended by MANH bear the
burden of proof, morally speaking.

In the light of the argument made in
the fourth section, the fifth section is a reversal of sorts. This section
evaluates recent studies on the efficacy of MANH, studies that raise serious
questions about the medical benefit of MANH for many classes of patients. Having
argued in the fourth section that the presumption should be to give MANH to all
who can derive proportionate medical benefit from it, I postulate in the fifth
section that many classes of patients who have been presumed to gain such
medical benefit from MANH may not in fact have been benefiting from MANH, and
some (as a class of patients) may even have been harmed by MANH. If these
current studies hold up, the forty-year honeymoon between MANH and much of the
medical community will be over. As questions continue to be raised about the
medical benefits and burdens of MANH, we can expect that the future will bring
greater attention to various means of and general benefits of oral feeding, and
less reliance on MANH.

In the light of the medical
developments presented in section 5, the article concludes with some reflections
on the eating practices of contemporary American culture, and their possible
influence on assumptions about the moral appropriateness of MANH and feeding the
dying and severely debilitated more generally. The debates over MANH in the
1980s and early 1990s 
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focused almost exclusively on one
aspect of eating practices, namely, their nutritive significance. In other
words, concern was focused almost entirely on how morally to evaluate a death
that resulted from a lack of nutrition.(4) While
some contributors to the debate expressed intuitions about the symbolism of food
as an expression of concern for one’s parent or relative or friend, little was
said about the significance of eating practices theologically—for example, for
Eucharistic practices, for main-taining Christian community, for practicing
hospitality, etc. For many of those involved in the debate, there was no
significant moral difference between eating and receiving nutrition. I conclude
this section and the article with observations as to how a Eucharistic vision
and Eucharistic practices might guide Christian care of the dying and severely
debilitated, including feeding practices. The purpose of this paper will be
realized, not if the reader’s primary conclusion is that MANH is not as
helpful as we have thought and must use it less, but only if the
reader’s primary conclusion is that MANH often represents a failure truly to
feed the patient, and if it leads to redoubled efforts to find a more holistic
means of feeding all persons whenever it is beneficial to them.

I. Medically Assisted Nutrition and Hydration: A Short History and
Summary of Recent Practice(5)

From ancient times, people have
received nutrition in ways other than through oral feeding. Greek physicians
made extensive use of nutrient enemas, delivering various broths as well as
wine, milk, and whey through this means. Hippocrates was one of many 
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who advocated rectal tube feeding.
Devices were developed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that delivered
nutrients by such means as far along as the colon. Articles in British and
American medical journals in the latter part of the nineteenth century discussed
a wide variety of nutrients introduced in this way.(6)
Perhaps the most high-profile recipient of rectal feeding in the nineteenth
century was President Garfield, who was fed in this way every four hours for
most of the seventy-nine days he survived after being wounded by an assassin.(7)

While the earliest recorded use of a
tube for feeding directly into the esophagus, stomach, or jejunem is in the
fourteenth century, it first came into widespread use in the nineteenth century.(8)
At the time such methods were known as gavage or force-feeding. Their first
common use was apparently for feeding patients of insane asylums in the first
half of the nineteenth century. Such feedings were through tubes inserted either
through the mouth (orogastric feeding) or the nose (nasogastric feeding). In the
latter half of the nineteenth century, both nasogastric and rectal feedings were
widely used.(9) By the end of the nineteenth
century pediatricians were advocating such feedings for premature infants, and
for infants and children with diphtheria and other 
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acute ailments.(10)
One physician noted that while such MANH was best carried out by a physician,
any intelligent nurse or parent could be taught how to administer it.(11)

While numerous developments in both
the techniques of tube feeding and the nutritional content of tube feeding
occurred in the first half of the twentieth century, the first monograph devoted
to the practice of tube feeding—in particular to scientifically demonstrating
its positive effects—was published by Morton Pareira in 1959. Pareira noted
that while knowledge of tube feeding had been commonplace, use of tube feeding
had up to that time been “sporadic and limited.”(12)
Scientific studies of the beneficial effects of tube feeding were only begun in
the early 1950s. Three large studies (at least 100 patients in each study)
including one by Pareira and associates showed the beneficial effects of tube
feeding on a wide range of patients who were suffering from malnutrition.(13)
Pareira classified the 240 patients in his 1954 study into nine categories.
Since practically all of his patients showed improvement from tube feeding, he
considered all categories as indications for tube feeding. For example, he
considered patients suffering malnutrition because of localized mechanical
impediments (e.g., maxillofacial surgery or paralysis of swallowing muscles) and
because of the nature of their postoperative convalescence (e.g., whose
malnutrition persisted because of anorexia) to be indications for tube feeding.


  
  

  


Page
76



Pareira included patients unable to
eat because of systemic mechanical impediments related to sensorial depression
(i.e., patients in a prolonged coma) and patients suffering from terminal cancer
as two other indications for tube feeding.(14)
Although he only referred to the beneficial effects of tube feeding for coma
patients in passing, he devoted a chapter of his short monograph to the benefits
of tube feeding for patients with terminal cancer. Pareira studied 64 terminal
cancer patients.(15) Most were bedridden, and
all were malnourished and anorexic. After pursuing various means and incentives
to get these patients to eat, such attempts were abandoned and the patients were
tube-fed. With the exception of the few patients who were imminently dying,
anorexia disappeared in all of the tube-fed patients. The return of appetite
occurred in these patients between one and three weeks after tube feeding was
initiated. Evidence of the return of appetite was demonstrated by the number of
patients who desired to “eat around the tube” and their action in
doing so if permitted. Pareira found that while most of these patients were
considered imminently dying when admitted, many who were thought to be terminal
were rehabilitated for a period of many months prior to their eventual death.
While initially almost all were bed-ridden, the majority of the tube-fed
patients became at least partially ambulatory, more comfortable, and less
dependent on nursing care. Pareira concluded that these patients were
undernourished not because of any specific effects of the cancer, but because of
anorexia. By restoring appetite through tube feeding, the condition of patients
who were becoming pro-gressively malnourished was reversed, with improved
nutrition leading to the return of appetite. While Pareira was unable or
unwilling to make claims about increased longevity, he considered the beneficial
clinical effects of tube feeding, including a return of strength and increased
sense of well-being as well as a return of appetite, to be clear. The resulting
situation was also happier for patients and their families.
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Extensive developments in MANH would
go on in the 1960s and 1970s, leading to a widespread use of MANH. However, it
suffices for our purposes to note that Pareira’s conclusions about the
therapeutic efficacy of MANH for a broad range of acutely and chronically ill
patients and its palliative benefit for dying patients have been widely accepted
up to the recent past. Later I will discuss recent medical studies that question
these assumptions about the efficacy of MANH, but it is important that we be
aware of this prevailing medical context for discussions and debates regarding
the use of MANH from the 1950s through the 1990s. This context is important for
three reasons.

First, we saw above that while
alternatives to oral feeding were certainly employed in a large number of
contexts in the first part of the twentieth century, the clinical benefits of
MANH were not scientifically demonstrated until the mid-1950s and their use did
not become routine until the 1960s. However, the first discussion of MANH by
Catholic moral theologians took place in the late 1940s and early 1950s.
Therefore, it is important carefully to contextualize the conclusions drawn by
those moral theologians in relation to the medical status of MANH at that time.

Second, in considering how best to
characterize tube feeding morally, the diverse purposes for which it is employed
must be adequately considered. For example, tube feeding is sometimes employed
not because oral feeding is no longer physically possible but as a supplement to
or an improvement over oral feeding, and sometimes as a substitute for
convenience rather than out of necessity.

Thus it is important to note that MANH,
even for coma patients, is not necessarily employed because coma patients are
“unable to chew and swallow.” For example, long before tube feeding
was widely available, at least some coma patients were sustained for many years.
Though I have not been able to obtain data on the nutritional arrangements for
coma patients from the nineteenth and early twentieth century with long-term
survival, I presume that some of these patients were fed orally and others were
fed via nutritional enemas. While some coma patients are unable to chew and
swallow, this is not a universal feature of 




  
  

  


page
78



coma patients. Certainly, to feed coma
patients—or patients with a wide variety of other debilities—orally often
takes a great deal of time and effort and such patients may aspirate (i.e.,
choke on) their food. These kinds of difficulties often make oral feeding an
extremely unpalatable choice for nurses or other health-care providers. While
tube feeding may often be rightly instituted for efficiency and safety, we
should not conclude that all such patients are unable to chew and swallow simpliciter.(16)

Third, this brings us to a further
issue related to the cost and convenience of tube feeding. Whereas reference is
sometimes made to the high cost of maintaining tube-fed patients in hospital, it
is neither true that patients must be tube-fed in hospital nor that tube feeding
is necessarily a costly option. Tube-fed patients are more often than not in
nursing homes and often at home.(17) Patients in
nursing homes sometimes (unfortunately) come to be tube-fed because they
experience significant weight loss, and rather than hiring additional staff to
supervise the patients’ eating practices or to take the time to assist them in
eating, tube feeding is prescribed. While a lack of assistance or supervision by
no means accounts for all or even most cases of nursing-home patients losing
weight, the fact that it is often less costly to have a patient on a feeding
tube than to hire additional staff to customize meal preparation or to supervise
eating probably provides a disincentive to improve oral feeding efforts.
Furthermore, Medicaid and other forms of insurance typically 
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provide additional reimbursement for
tube feeding but not for special meal preparation or assisted oral feeding.(18)

II.
The Christian’s Duty to Preserve Life

With this brief history and overview of tube-feeding
practices in place, we are now in a position to turn to the first significant
analysis of the ethics of tube feeding in moral theology. Of the various
textbooks in medical ethics produced by Catholic moral theologians between the
1940s and 1960s, two of the most popular and significant were Gerald Kelly’s Medico-Moral
Problems and Charles McFadden’s Medical
Ethics.(19)
While the majority of these texts focused on beginning of life issues, each
dedicated a chapter to the topic of the duty to preserve one’s life. This
discussion was generated at least in part by the desire to help the dying
distinguish suicide from acceptable forgoing of some medical treatments, and to
help medical professionals distinguish euthanasia from appropriate withdrawals
of treatment.

For Kelly and McFadden, the Catholic
tradition’s key principle for discerning the extent of the duty to preserve life
was the distinction between ordinary and extraordinary means of 
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preserving life.(20)
Their texts include definitions of the principle, a history of the principle,
and examples for its application.

In itself, the principle is
straightforward. A patient is obligated gratefully to receive ordinary means of
preserving life, but may decline extraordinary means. In defining what
constitutes ordinary means, Kelly and McFadden note that physicians and
moralists typically mean different things by the term. For a physician,
“ordinary means” typically refers to those medicines or procedures
that are, for example, commonplace, standard, and accepted. For a moralist,
ordinary means of treatment includes “all medicines, treatments, and
operations, which offer a reasonable hope of benefit for the patient and which
can be obtained and used without excessive expense, pain, or other
inconvenience.”(21) Whereas for a physician
“ordinary means” refers to a medicine or treatment in itself, for a
moralist what constitutes ordinary means is always dependent upon the benefit
gained from the particular treatment by the patient relative to his 
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particular condition at a particular
time. Thus, for a moralist, the same treatment may at one point in a patient’s
illness be considered ordinary, whereas at another stage it may be considered
extraordinary or even useless, depending on its possible efficacy.

Kelly roots this principle in the
difference between absolute and relative duties for the Christian. Whereas the
prohibition on taking one’s own life is absolute (the duty to avoid doing evil),
the obligation to preserve one’s own life is limited (the duty to do positive
good). Since one’s obligation to preserve one’s life is limited, a number of
different considerations can render a treatment extraordinary. Kelly cites three
examples from the history of moral theology where a hardship or burden was
regarded as rendering a means of treatment extraordinary: going into a debt that
would place hardship on one’s family, undergoing a tremendously painful surgery
or amputation (e.g., prior to the development of anaesthesia), or moving to a
far country to preserve or restore one’s health (i.e., in a cultural context in
which people’s identities were firmly rooted in the land and their families and
at a time when such travel was difficult, dangerous, and likely permanent).(22)
Of course, some of what constituted serious burdens in centuries past (e.g.,
travelling to another country for a cure or undergoing an operation) are no
longer a serious burden for most persons today. Such categories are in
themselves always open to revision in relation to medical, technological, and
cultural changes over time.

Kelly and McFadden consider the 1950s
equivalent of MANH when they discuss the appropriateness of withdrawing
intravenous feeding from a patient in the last stages of a painful death from
cancer. The patient, though racked with pain, continues to linger on, sustained
by the intravenous feeding.(23) In the case they
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discuss, the physician removes
intravenous feeding, and the patient dies within twenty-four hours.(24)
Presumably the patient dies from a complication related to a lack of hydration.
Was such a decision appropriate? McFadden presents different answers from three
moral theologians before presenting his own view.

Joseph Sullivan argues that means of
preserving life must be seen in relation to the patient’s condition. Since the
patient has no hope of recovery and is suffering extreme pain, the intravenous
feeding is to be classified as extraordinary.(25)
J. P. Donovan argues that since the feeding nourishes the patient, it must be
considered ordinary care and the removal of such sustenance is the equivalent of
mercy killing.(26) G. Kelly says that, although
he understands the prolongation of life in such circumstances as
“relatively useless,” he would continue with the intravenous feeding
unless the patient objected to it. On the other hand, he also acknowledges that
if the patient were incompetent and the physician and family thought that he was
racked with pain to such an extent that he was not spiritually profiting from
his state, they might reasonably presume that he does not want the feeding.
Kelly is reluctant to propose this solution, out of fear that people might
regard it as “Catholic euthanasia.” Instead, he says that efforts
should be directed towards better pain management. He does not insist on this as
the only recourse, but advises the employment of extreme caution with possible
instances of forgoing the preservation of life.

In response to these three
alternatives, McFadden states his own view that while in theory such intravenous
feeding would be considered extraordinary, in practice its withdrawal should be
rejected. His objections include Kelly’s arguments regarding 
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scandal and the slippery slope to
euthanasia, and the claim that a medically useless treatment may have other
spiritual benefits.

In addition to the case of the
imminently dying cancer patient, Kelly and McFadden comment on a case where a
patient has lapsed into what appears to be a terminal coma.(27)
If the patient is not spiritually prepared for death, then it is obligatory to
maintain him with the hope that he will recover from the coma. If the patient is
spiritually prepared for death, then both Kelly and McFadden consider it to be
appropriate to cease intravenous treatments once it is medically established
that the coma is in all likelihood irreversible. According to Kelly, intravenous
feeding to terminal coma patients “creates expense and nervous strain
without conferring any real benefit.”(28)

While these analyses of the question
of the use of MANH to dying and/or debilitated patients were the first attempts
to address this question, and seemingly produced at best a provisional solution
to this problem, they have been extremely influential. Kelly is well known to
have been the primary author of the earliest editions of the Ethical and
Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Services, which influenced
thinking about this question and continues to function authoritatively for
Catholic health-care services, albeit in an edition further revised by others.
McFadden’s and particularly Kelly’s writings on MANH are widely cited by moral
theologians who argue very different viewpoints about MANH, not least because
some of the ambiguities in Kelly’s response make it easy to see it as supporting
one’s own viewpoint. However, their writings on the subject of MANH reflected
the medical practices of their day (i.e., regarding the immediate impact of
withdrawing MANH from a cancer patient, or the nature of the coma state),
practices significantly different from those of the present. In particular,
their medical assumptions about coma states was different from those current
four decades later, when the question of MANH for patients in 
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coma and/or PVS states would become
the focus of a major debate within the American Catholic episcopacy.

III. Recent Episcopal Interpretations of 



the Duty to Preserve Life



As we saw in the previous section, the
key principle regarding the withdrawal of MANH from a dying person has
traditionally been that of ordinary versus extraordinary means of medical
treatment. While certainly a live issue in the 1950s and 1960s, the question of
withholding or withdrawing life-supporting treatments such as MANH came to much
greater prominence in the 1970s. In this dawning of an era of increasingly
technological medicine combined with an zealous imperative to prevent death at
all costs, the careful casuistry of the Catholic tradition on ordinary versus
extraordinary means of treatment was seemingly overwhelmed by two competing
viewpoints. On the one hand, there was the approach of a well-meaning but at
times overzealous medical profession eager to use all the tools at its disposal
to save lives. On the other hand, there was the approach of an increasingly
large group of persons who began to see the medical establishment as infringing
on their right to self-determination at the end of their lives. In response, the
“right to die” movement was born.

In different ways, these two competing
approaches departed from the classic “patient-dependent” understanding
of ordinary treatment of the dying. While the medical establishment could be
accused of sometimes forgetting the integral good of the individual patient in
the quest to use all possible life-prolonging treatments, the
“right-to-die” contingent substituted “patient autonomy” for
a measured understanding of the good of the patient. Determinations of the good
of the patient were increasingly subsumed in the question of who had the
authority to make decisions regarding the patient’s treatment. In the 1980s,
these two different, competing viewpoints were played out in a number of very
high profile legal decisions, in particular the Karen Ann Quinlan and Nancy
Cruzan cases.
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During the 1980s and early 1990s, a
number of bishops and dioceses submitted briefs for these cases and/or made
public comment on the legal decisions. Among these various statements, two are
particularly noteworthy. In May 1990, sixteen of the eighteen Texas Catholic
bishops issued an “Interim Pastoral Statement on Artificial Nutrition and
Hydration.” In January 1992, the Pennsylvania Catholic bishops issued
“Nutrition and Hydration: Moral Considerations.” These two episcopal
documents follow closely the approach of Kelly and McFadden. Both see the issue
as that of the appropriate care for and preservation of human life. Both appeal
to the principle of ordinary and extraordinary means of treatment as the key
principle for discerning appropriate efforts toward preserving life, and both
examine the examples of providing nutrition and hydration for the dying cancer
patient and the comatose patient.

With regard to the example of MANH for
the dying cancer patient, the Texas and Pennsylvania bishops follow Kelly and
McFadden in theory but not in practice, in that both argue that forgoing MANH
can be acceptable in practice as well as in theory. The Texas bishops argue this
implicitly when they follow the 1986 statement of the NCCB’s Committee for
Pro-Life Activities that “medical treatments may have to take account of
exceptional circumstances, where even means for providing nourishment may become
too ineffective or burdensome to be obligatory.”(29)
The Pennsylvania bishops argue the point explicitly, seeing this example as a
“relatively easy” case of where it is appropriate to withhold or
withdraw MANH:

In the case of a terminally ill
cancer patient whose death is imminent, for instance, the decision to begin
intravenous feeding or feeding by nasogastric tube or gastrostomy may also mean
that the patient is going to endure greater suffering for a somewhat longer
period of time—without hope of recovery or even appreciable lengthening of
life. Weighing the balance of benefits and burdens makes it relatively easy to
decide that this could fall into the category 
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of extraordinary means and that such
feeding procedures need not be initiated or may be discontinued.(30)

Here we see an apparent change in practice (though not in principle) of
Catholic teaching on the use of MANH for those imminently dying in significant
pain.

When it comes to the example of the use of MANH for comatose (especially PVS)
patients, the Texas and Pennsylvania bishops part company. Since the question of
providing MANH for PVS patients has provoked perhaps the most medical and
ethical disagreement among bishops’ conferences and among Catholic moral
theologians, the rest of this section and the next section will focus on this
particular class of patient, before returning to a more general discussion in
the final section.

According to the Texas bishops, patients in a PVS or in an irreversible coma
are stricken with a fatal pathology. Thus, decisions about when it is
appropriate to withhold or withdraw MANH are to be judged individually,
ascertaining the relative burdens or benefits of using MANH and deciding
accordingly. According to the Texas bishops, in this situation the evaluation of
benefits and burdens is to be made by the proxy based on the expressed wish of
the patient. They do not say what should be done in the situation in which the
express wishes of the patient are not known, but since they say that a person in
PVS or an irreversible coma “has come to the end of his or her pilgrimage
and should not be impeded from taking the final step,” it would seem that
they would have no principled objection to a proxy withdrawing MANH.(31)

The Pennsylvania bishops diverge from
the Texas bishops on this question at a number of points. Whereas the Texas
bishops limit their discussion to irreversible comas and the PVS and define
neither, the Pennsylvania bishops seek to avoid possible confusion by
distinguishing a range of unconscious or seemingly unconscious states, not all
of which are properly referred to as either a coma 




  
  

  


page
87



or a PVS. For example, they describe
two forms of apparent unconsciousness, the psychiatric pseudocoma and the
locked-in state, where a person is not actually unconscious, but is for
different reasons entirely or almost entirely unable to show the typical signs
of consciousness. In addition, the Pennsylvania bishops consider the term
“irreversible coma” an oxymoron, since a true coma is “never
permanent.” Eventually, a person will either emerge into consciousness or
sink into a deeper form of unconsciousness known as a PVS. Furthermore, the
Pennsylvania bishops argue that regardless of which state of unconsciousness a
patient is in, in none of these states is the patient dead or imminently dying,
but is rather debilitated to varying degrees. They acknowledge that while the
dominant medical opinion is that patients in a PVS are unlikely to recover, they
note that some patients have been known to recover consciousness, and also note
that there is debate in the medical literature regarding the likelihood of the
recovery of PVS patients.(32)

Having provided a description of
varying degrees of un-consciousness, the Pennsylvania bishops go on to argue
that since, unlike the cancer patient, the PVS patient is not “imminently
terminal,” MANH can serve a life-sustaining purpose and thus prima facie
constitutes ordinary care. Although it usually will not contribute to restoring
a patient to health, it does serve to preserve the patient’s life in its current
debilitated state. Involved here are two key claims: first, that PVS is not a
fatal pathology because the “natural history” of the condition
(independently of not receiving nutrition and hydration) is not imminently or
even routinely terminal; second, that preserving the life of a person, no matter
how debilitated his state, is a benefit. There is no such thing as a life that
is of itself of greater burden than benefit—that is, a life not worth living.
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Having accepted that feeding a PVS
patient is a benefit to him, the Pennsylvania bishops then engage in an extended
examination of potential burdens that might outweigh the benefits of MANH.
Interestingly, while the they consider primarily the possible burdens imposed by
the procedure of MANH itself, they also consider, secondarily, the burdens of
continued existence in a PVS state. Possible burdens are considered first in
relation to the patient himself and second in relation to the family, loved
ones, and society. In general, the Pennsylvania bishops conclude that neither
the feeding of a PVS person, nor continued existence in that state, is a serious
burden to the patient. Furthermore, while acknowledging the potential strain on
the patient’s family, they do not think that in most cases this justifies a
decision to remove MANH from a PVS patient. However, they acknowledge that in
some instances a family “may have reached the moral limits of its abilities
or its resources. In such a situation they have done all that they can do, and
they are not morally obliged to do more.”(33)
While willing to acknowledge such possible “exceptions,” they do not
wish such exceptions to be the basis for a general acceptance of the practice.

Initially, the main difference between
the positions of the Texas and Pennsylvania bishops seems to be descriptive:
what constitutes an appropriate description of the PVS patient? Do such patients
have a fatal pathology (i.e., the inability to chew and swallow, as one ethicist
puts it)? Or are they simply particularly debilitated patients that require
significant care?

Upon a closer reading of the two
documents, deeper disagreements emerge. For example, in citing examples of
rea-sonable benefits for a patient, the Texas bishops include “maintenance
of life with reasonable hope of recovery.” Maintenance or preservation of
life itself is not included on their list, and this is reinforced by their next
statement, that “Even without any hope of recovery it is an expression of
love and respect for the person to keep the patient clean, warm and
comfortable.” Feeding incurable patients is not included as necessarily an
expression of love. Further on in the document, when discussing patients with a
lethal pathology, the question of 
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MANH is presented in such a way that
arguments must be provided as to why it should be given, rather than why it may
not. This is a viewpoint that seems to follow logically from the viewpoint in
which human life—independently of the degree of function or debilitation—is
not considered something worthwhile to be preserved in itself.

The disagreements implicit in these
episcopal statements are given a much clearer articulation in arguments
presented by numerous theologians in the years leading up to them. In order
better to understand the underlying disagreements that existed both in these
episcopal statements and the more general debate among theologians, I will
characterize what I take to be the four types of arguments that were typically
presented as moral justifications for withholding or withdrawing MANH from
patients in a PVS or other coma-like states.

IV. Four Kinds of Arguments for Withdrawing or
Withholding MANH from Comatose Patients



However much the episcopal statements
we looked at above may differ, even more starkly different viewpoints on these
questions can be found (as might be expected) in the writings of moral
theologians. Identifying the key arguments which encapsulate rival viewpoints
requires some effort, since there is no consensus on the meaning and use of key
terms such as “benefit,” “burden,” “fatal
pathology,” “quality of life,” and so on. In this section, I will
parse out and summarize the four most influential justificatory arguments for
withholding or withdrawing MANH for PVS or other seriously ill patients who are
unable to be or have difficulty being fed by mouth.

First, there is the “fatal
pathology” argument. On this view, the severely debilitated patient who is
unable to chew and swallow is considered to have a fatal pathology. Morally
speaking, an “existing fatal pathology may be allowed to take its natural
course.”(34) By “fatal
pathology,” one may mean one of two things. If one means “fatal if no
treatment is given,” then this argument 
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on its own establishes very little, if
anything. For without someone having at least a potentially fatal pathology, the
conversation concerning the duty to preserve one’s life never arises.
Furthermore, while it is clearly acceptable in some circumstances for a person
with a fatal pathology to refuse particular medical treatments, the simple
recognition of a person’s having a fatal pathology does not provide criteria for
morally evaluating treatment decisions.

On the other hand, if one means
“fatal regardless of the treatment given,” then this would seem to
mean that the patient is imminently dying, or at least terminally ill. The terms
“imminently dying” and “terminally ill” more unambiguously
constitute a prognosis of a particular patient’s condition than does “fatal
pathology,” and thus function better as criteria for evaluating the choice
to withhold or withdraw MANH. Unsurprisingly, these terms have been much more
widely accepted in the theological and particularly the medical community as
appropriate criteria.

This distinction sheds light on
differences between the debate about MANH by Kelly and others in the 1950s and
the debate as it played out in the 1980s. When Kelly and McFadden addressed the
issue of “terminal coma,” a coma condition as they understood it in
light of the medical practices and possibilities of their day was indeed akin to
what could be considered “imminently dying.” However, by the 1980s,
whether for good or ill, PVS patients could not for the most part be accurately
defined as being imminently dying or even terminally ill.

A second justification for withholding
or withdrawing MANH from PVS patients is the “inability to pursue the
spiritual purpose of life” argument.(35)
According to this argument, the obligation to prolong human life comes from the
need and desire to strive for the purpose of life. Pursuing the spiritual
purpose of life requires one to be able to perform human acts (actus humanus).
However, since PVS patients cannot and probably will not be able to 
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perform human acts, they can no longer
pursue the spiritual purpose of life. Since “the ability to strive for the
purpose of life [is] the touchstone for using or forgoing life support for
persons with serious … pathologies… . when people are in a PVS, there is
no moral mandate to utilize MANH on their behalf.”(36)
This argument—when made in a specifically Catholic context—appeals to a
particular interpretation of Aquinas regarding the telos of a human
life, and also finds support in a widely quoted address by Pius XII.(37)
In terms of the traditional appeal to the benefits and burdens of a medical
treatment, the argument is essentially that MANH does not benefit PVS patients,
and thus is a useless treatment which may not or even should not be
administered.

The “spiritual purpose of
life” argument has considerable appeal, not least because we tend to
identify ourselves with the activities that distinguish us as human beings.
Advocates of this view tend to distinguish sharply between biological and
personal life, arguing that “biological” life only has significance to
the extent it enables personal life.(38)
However, critics of this argument claim that it assumes a dualistic
anthropology, requiring persons to disassociate “themselves” and their
spiritual purpose from their character as bodily creatures. Critics further note
that humans are not “in” their bodies, but that their bodies are in
some sense constitutive of who they are.(39) The
“spiritual purpose of life” 
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argument typically assumes functional
criteria for “personhood” and thus leads to the exclusion of certain
classes of human beings from care typically extended to all persons. The
argument seems logically to legitimate withdrawal or withholding of MANH not
only from PVS or other coma patients, but also from various classes of patients
who through genetic disease or other debility are unable to perform human acts.
Since these classes of patients cannot benefit from MANH or other medical
treatments, there is no purpose to treating them should they develop any kind of
life-threatening (but manageable) illness.

Thus, in the 1980s, some theological
ethicists accepted the discontinuance of MANH to those in a PVS state for
reasons similar to that articulated by James Gustafson, that for such patients
“the qualities that distinguish human beings and are the basis of human
valuing of, and respect for, persons no longer exist.”(40)
However, other theological ethicists argued that “withholding or
withdrawing food and fluids on this rationale is morally wrong because
it is euthanasia by omission. The withholding or withdrawing of food or fluids
carries out the proposal, adopted by choice, to end someone’s life because that
life itself is judged by others to be valueless or excessively burdensome.”(41)

The above reference to “excessive
burden” in fact constitutes a third distinct argument. This argument also
has two discernible varieties. The first focuses on the burden to the patient,
the second focuses on the burden to the caregiver, to the family, and 
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to society. Of the four kinds of
arguments distinguished in this section of the paper, arguments from
“excessive burden” are those most closely rooted in the traditional
principle of ordinary versus extraordinary means of treatment. Thus, this
argument is the basis for Kelly’s and McFadden’s acceptance—at least in
theory—of withdrawing intravenous feeding from a comatose patient. It is also
the basis for the Pennsylvania bishops’ acknowledgment that in some instances
MANH for a PVS patient could be considered extraordinary treatment and thus
morally optional.

The first type of “excessive
burden” argument emphasizes the burden of MANH for the PVS patient himself.
This burden is sometimes expressed in terms of the patient’s autonomous choice:
that the patient would not have wanted to be kept alive in such a state. It is
also expressed in terms of the aesthetic disvalue of such a state of existence,
described as “offensive” or “repugnant.” However, when the
burden is described in this way, it is unclear whether what is being objected to
is the burdensomeness of MANH as a form of treatment or care, or rather the form
of life of the PVS patient which MANH helps sustain.

Traditional “excessive
burden” arguments for withholding or withdrawing MANH depend on the
discernment that the burden being considered excessive is the burden of the
treatment, not the burden of life itself. Discerning the motives of patients or
their proxies is difficult at best. However, since some PVS patients can be fed
orally, one means of engaging in such discernment is to enquire whether the
proxy would think it a good thing to feed the PVS patient orally if that were
possible. If that is the case, then it is more likely that what is being
rejected is the treatment. However, if the receiving of nutrition by any means
is rejected, and there is no reason to believe that the nutrition itself would
harm or poison the patient, then there is significant reason to believe that
what is being rejected is not a treatment but life in that state. However, as
such, this is not a form of the traditional “excessive burden”
argument against MANH as it is understood in terms of the principle of ordinary
versus extraordinary treatment, and is more properly seen as what is typically
referred to as a “quality of life” argument, which is discussed below.
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The second type of “excessive
burden” argument is one in which MANH for the PVS patient is considered
burdensome to the family, the caregivers, or society. This is not only the most
common justification for withdrawal of MANH from PVS patients, but also the kind
of argument which defenders of the classic distinction between ordinary and
extraordinary treatment are likely to accept as legitimate in the tradition.
More strident advocates of withdrawing MANH from PVS patients tend to make this
appeal by referring to the financial costs to society of maintaining PVS
patients, and thus make a generalized argument that the burdens of caring for
such patients typically or always outweigh the benefits. Those who more
reluctantly acknowledge the legitimacy of the argument that in some situations
the burdens of maintaining a PVS patient make MANH an extraordinary
treatment—such as the Pennsylvania bishops—focus on the limits of a family’s
ability to care for a PVS patient in a limited number of difficult or
unfortunate situations.

The fourth and final argument is the
“quality of life” argument. We can again distinguish two varieties of
argument, which are distinguishable by their different understandings of
“quality of life.” On the one hand, “quality of life” may
refer to choices about the quality of living. For example, when one has a
particular form of heart disease, having an angioplasty now might result in a
stroke and a very debilitated future existence, whereas not having the operation
may mean that one will likely die from a heart attack before too long. In making
a choice whether or not to undergo angioplasty, a person is making a choice
about what kind of life he wants. While these kinds of choices are not strictly
commensurable, it is still possible to evaluate them, arguing that some are
better and others worse, some morally acceptable and others morally
unacceptable.

For instance, when a person is making
a choice whether or not to receive a medical treatment, or between two different
possible medical treatments, there are at least three different ways in which we
can evaluate the nature of his decision. We may understand him to be (a)
choosing between two reasonable alternatives, as in the example of the previous
paragraph; (b) 
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making a seemingly imprudent but
perhaps defensible choice; and (c) choosing to die by omission. To take another
example, with an elderly but somewhat demented man whose last remaining pleasure
is eating, but who is beginning to have problems chewing and swallowing, one
could defend a choice to keep feeding him orally, despite the risk of death by
aspiration.(42)

The second kind of “quality of
life” argument is a choice that there is insufficient “quality”
in life itself. Like the first variety of “excessive burden” argument
discussed above, this argument is typically not a rejection of a treatment
because it does not improve or maintain the quality of life that one presently
has, but is rather a rejection of a treatment because it sustains a life that is
not considered to have sufficient quality to be maintained. As such, to withdraw
MANH because of this kind of “quality of life” concern is not in fact
a choice about appropriate medical care, which is always ordered to benefitting
the life a patient has, but a nonmedically determined choice about living
itself.

In this section, I have examined what
I take to be the four most significant arguments put forward by moral
theologians as a rationale for limiting or forgoing the administration of MANH
to PVS and other comatose or severely debilitated patients. While not using or
withdrawing MANH from PVS or other severely debilitated patients can be
justified in some circumstances, the burden of proof lies with establishing that
the burden of the treatment outweighs the benefit to the patient of maintaining
and prolonging his life.

Of course, perhaps the strongest
rationale for the widespread administration of MANH to patients over the last
forty years has been the accepted belief that MANH does extend the life of a
broad range of patients. This underlying assumption about the efficacy of MANH
has recently begun to be questioned by the medical profession, and it is to this
that I turn in the next section. 
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V. Changing Medical Practices with Regard to MANH





In the previous section the focus was on arguments for and against withdrawing
MANH from PVS patients. In this final section we return to a more general
discussion of changing medical practice with regard to MANH for dying and
debilitated patients. In the first section I discussed medical practice over the
last thirty years with regard to MANH, how often it is instituted for a variety
of reasons that combine perceived safety, cost, and convenience for caregivers.
In this section, we look at recent changes in the use of MANH amongst medical
practitioners.

Two of the key assumptions that have
governed the use of MANH among the elderly and debilitated are that it increases
longevity (e.g., for comatose patients) and that it improves quality of life
(e.g., Pareira’s cancer patients). This assumption has led to the use of MANH
for large numbers of elderly patients in nursing homes, VA hospitals, and other
facilities across America, which continues to the present.

One of the shared assumptions about
MANH by almost all the moral theologians who discuss the ethics of MANH is that
it increases longevity for almost all classes of patients. This assumption has
been held for the last forty years with little empirical verification. Until
recently it was assumed that tube feeding was almost always a relatively safe,
effective, and valuable therapy. This assumption has been particularly strong in
the United States, where the use of tube feeding is four to eleven times more
common than in other industrialized nations.(43)
However, the assumption that MANH increases longevity has been challenged by
recent studies on a number of different classes of patients.

In one study published in 1998, 5266
elderly nursing-home residents with chewing and swallowing problems were
followed, 
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to compare the rates of mortality of
those with a feeding tube versus those without.(44)
Overall, the study found a significantly higher mortality rate for patients with
a feeding tube. On the other hand, a significant portion of those patients who
employed a feeding tube were later able to be weaned from the tube, though the
study does not indicate why this was the case, or whether the patient’s chewing
and swallowing problems were resolved. The study is aware of the possibility
that the increased mortality may be because the tube-fed population was sicker,
but also offers a number of other potential explanations for the increased
mortality. First, while feeding tubes are often inserted to prevent aspiration,
the efficacy of this intervention has never been proven.(45)
Second, tube-fed patients have a tendency to be more agitated, which leads to
the use of other medications or restraints. Third, tube-fed patients may have a
number of other local complications, such as increased diarrhea leading to fluid
and electrolyte imbalances, and increased infections from the feeding tube
itself, or from it being dislodged.

In another study published in 2000 of
2149 patients receiving nutritional support who were seriously ill (e.g., almost
all were also on a ventilator), enteral or tube feeding was associated with
increased longevity for patients in a coma. However, it was also associated with
decreased longevity for patients with acute respiratory failure, with multiorgan
system failure with sepsis, with cirrhosis, and with chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease.(46) The authors of the study
acknowledge that the significance of their results might be limited because of
an inability to adjust for the relative severity of their patients’ illnesses
(i.e., those receiving nutritional support might have been relatively sicker and
thus likely to die sooner). While they do not wish to draw definitive
conclusions about the cause for increased mortality among certain classes of
patients, the authors of this study do conclude that 
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certain classes of patients who
receive tube feeding may be at increased risk of mortality.

At the same time as these studies have
been going on, an increasing number of geriatricians have been finding that
there are alternatives to overcoming many kinds of chewing and swallowing
problems in the elderly. There is presently much work on matching appropriate
diets for individual patients, making meals that are appetizing to particular
patients, and also finding the kind of consistency of food that patients with
chewing and swallowing problems can assimilate without aspiration. For example,
while some patients will choke on solids but not on liquids, other patients will
choke on liquids, but not on thickened liquids. Whereas in the past a patient’s
tendency to aspirate a typical menu might have been an indication for
tube-feeding, now in some places efforts are going towards tailoring menus to
the specific swallowing abilities of a particular patient.

This brings us to the question of the
future of MANH in medicine. If the studies discussed above are reinforced by
other studies, there will undoubtedly begin to be a considerable change in the
use of MANH. Because the previous two sections of this paper focused on MANH for
PVS and other coma patients, and the argument put forth there is that since (a)
this class of patients is not in any ordinary sense “terminally ill”
or “imminently dying” and (b) MANH has been shown to prolong the life
of this class of patients, the burden of proof is on those who wish to argue
that such patients should not receive MANH, the reader may assume that this
paper is strongly advocating the use of MANH for all classes of patients. It is
not. While undoubtedly preserving the lives of many persons, MANH also has many
deleterious qualities, which have not been addressed widely in either the
medical or the ethical literature. Some of these deleterious qualities are
medical burdens in the narrow sense: MANH in some classes of patients may result
in reduced longevity, add other medical complications, and increase patient
discomfort. On these grounds alone, we are seeing the reduction in the use of
MANH for dying and debilitated patients in various medical settings in the
United States. In the final section, I will argue that moral theologians 
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have a broader and more holistic
perspective to offer to the question of the use of MANH for dying and
debilitated patients, a perspective that is rarely presented in the moral and
theological literature.

VI. Feed Me Till I Want No More?





The perspective to be presented in this last section is encapsulated in a verse
by the Welsh poet and hymn writer William Williams. His most famous hymn begins
as follows:





Guide me, O Thou great
Jehovah,



Pilgrim through this barren land.



I am weak, but Thou art mighty;



Hold me with Thy powerful hand.



Bread of heaven, bread of heaven,



Feed me till I want no more;



Feed me till I want no more.





In Williams’s verse, we can see three implicit claims. First, eating is placed
in the context of Christian pilgrimage and discipleship. The hungers of a
Christian can and should always draw him to the Provider of his daily bread,
which by God’s grace will fulfill those hungers. Second, Williams’s reference to
“being fed” signals the importance of the communal element in
Christian eating: Christians not only pursue their daily bread, but also accept
being fed, and in doing so accept gifts given to them. Thus Christians accept
the gift of the Eucharist as sustenance for their lives. Third, in the ambiguity
of the term “want” in Williams’s verse, we are drawn to the
realization that “being fed” is adequately grasped neither as merely a
satiation of human desires nor as the fulfillment of bodily needs. Rather,
Christians’ desires and needs for food are to be integrated with—and if and
when necessary, subordinated to—the ultimate end of the Christian. For the
Christian, “feed me till I want no more” is ultimately neither a cry
of gluttonous self-assertion, nor a medical request for the most efficient
delivery of nutrition as long as medical benefits are to be
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had, but an exclamation of a commitment to recognize that one’s daily bread
comes from God and God’s people.

It is remarkable how little has been written about the theological
significance of eating practices. The human practices of dining and/or feeding
others has not been a significant topic for most moral theologians. A notable
exception to this is a recent article by Patrick McCormick, which focuses on the
theological—and especially Eucharistic—significance of eating practices in
relation to some of the culinary pathologies endemic in American culture.(47)
McCormick seeks to recover a holistic theological perspective on Christian
eating practices in light of “Diet America’s” current preoccupation
with dieting. However, McCormick’s insights are also applicable, as I will seek
to show, to Christian reflection on feeding those who are dying and severely
debilitated.

McCormick seeks to move us toward a
more adequate theological understanding of our eating practices. He emphasizes a
theological understanding of the significance of the bodily, and challenges
contemporary eating practices—specifically those of “Diet
America”—in the light of a Eucharistic theology. Thus he asks:

if our ability to
participate in the mystery of this sacrament depends at least in part on our
grasp of the symbols employed in the breaking, sharing, and eating of this bread
and wine, then just how does our being immersed in the rituals and customs of
“Diet America” affect our experience of the Eucharist? And second,
what, if anything, does the Eucharist have to say to our contemporary food
culture and larger practices of table fellowship? In what ways does this
sacrament of God’s creative, redemptive and reconciling love inform and/or
challenge the attitudes, practices, and structures of “Diet America”?(48)
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McCormick’s theological account of the significance of our eating practices
begins with an appeal to Wendell Berry’s claim that with food becoming ever more
an efficiently produced, processed, and packaged commodity, we find it
increasingly harder to eat with an understanding of our food as a gift of God
that involves the labors of others. When we are involved with the growing and/or
the preparing and cooking of our food, “we experience and celebrate our
dependence and our gratitude, for we are living from mystery, from creatures we
did not make and powers we cannot comprehend.”(49)
This insight is particularly relevant for the situation of the person receiving
MANH. Although tube feeding has always in some sense circumvented eating, at one
time it was simply hospital food inserted into a tube and transported into the
body. At present it is highly processed, and perhaps the exemplification of the
alienation of “food” from its sources, and the mystery and gratitude
that food should call forth from us. As we noted earlier, patients are often
tube fed not strictly out of medical necessity, but for a variety of
conveniences and benefits, which sometimes do not take into account the
pleasures and joys of eating of the person who is to be tube fed.

McCormick also seeks to show how
“Diet America’s” approach to food alienates us from the pleasures of
eating, and on a deeper level, from an adequate recognition of our embodiment.
The culture of dieting rejects the pleasures of the palate, and, in typically
promoting an idealized conception of the body, produces a rejection and/or
hatred of real human bodies. McCormick cannot see how this can be reconciled
with a Eucharistic vision that tells us to “taste and see the goodness of
the Lord.” He also notes that “Diet America” is particularly ill
at ease with bodies that “grow old, get sick, and die,” and with
women’s bodies, which it constantly seeks to “reduce,” often “to
a number on their bathroom scales, a number which is always too large.”(50)
In contrast, McCormick notes that by our participation in the Eucharist, we are
transformed into the body of Christ, and we are 
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to “celebrate our bodies and the
bodies of our neighbors… . our bodies are glorious creation … [which]
have been fashioned by God to savor and enjoy that world—indeed they have
become God’s dwelling place.”(51)
McCormick’s insights with regard to the diet culture’s perception of imperfect
bodies is clearly present in many discussions of the bodies of the dying and
severely debilitated. Such discussions never rejoice in such imperfect and
debilitated bodies, but typically speak of the “repugnance” or
“burdensomeness” of life itself when it is lived in such bodies. Our
culture, which prizes efficiency and bodily perfection, is often unable to find
anything redeeming in the process of dying of a severely debilitated person.

McCormick also powerfully recognizes
the communal and social elements of our eating practices. Humans do not merely
eat; they dine. Dining is a place of companionship, and cooking is an
opportunity to display artistry and hospitality. McCormick states this
eloquently:

For these tables are
not only the places where we share our food and drink, they are also where we
bring our stories, raise a toast to our dreams, thank God for our blessings,
welcome new family members, and remember old friends. And they are the places we
bring the good that has been grown, harvested, and delivered by others, as well
as the places where we bow our heads to recall those without tables. They are
places for sharing and breaking bread, for making sure that everyone has enough
and that no one hoards all the good stuff; for it is a tough thing to enjoy a
meal next to someone who is hungry. They are places for reconciliation, for
forgiving and making peace with a simple toast or a piece of bread since it is
much too hard and stilted a thing to sit around these tables and eat with
enemies. And they are places to bring new acquaintances and fashion them into
friends or family, because dining is not something we can do well with
strangers. If there are things more important than how we behave at our
tables—both personal and public—there are not many of them.(52)



Herbert McCabe echoes McCormick’s argument that our eating practices create
our communities, claiming that eating alone (and living alone) are somehow
unnatural for humans.(53) In
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breaking bread and sharing the cup
with others, we become reconciled and brought into community with others.

The importance of the communal
dimension of eating is also usually ignored in ethical discussions of MANH for
dying and debilitated patients. For example, as was noted earlier in the paper,
nursing-home patients are sometimes started on tube feeding because they are not
eating sufficiently by mouth, for whatever reason. While the choice to tube feed
may mean improved nutrition given the existing situation, the choice to
administer tube feeding may signal the end of efforts to feed the patient by
mouth. In such cases, it is also the end of one of the main forms of human
contact and attention that such a patient may expect to receive. From then on,
the nurse or attendant is typically “feeding” a machine, and contact
with the patient is likely to be more remote. In addition, a nursing-home
patient who is tube fed typically no longer goes to the dining room to eat with
others. As such, she is deprived of another main source of human contact and
socialization. Finally, the patient is now deprived of a ritual that typically
regulates her days and hours, and further alienates him from the typical human
activities that are part of defining who we are.

McCormick alludes to one other
deficiency with the culture of “Diet America” in its preoccupation
with “reducing” human bodies—its rejection of hospitality. In the
quest to control and reduce the body, diet America is preoccupied with control
over all that goes in the body, and so is suspicious of others’ offers of
hospitality. McCormick notes that “the Christian story is littered with
saints like Vincent de Paul, William Booth, and Dorothy Day who spent their
lives honoring and caring for the suffering bodies of neighbors and strangers
alike.”(54) For Christians, the centrality
of the command to perform the corporal works of mercy is a stark reminder not
only of the Christian responsibility to show hospitality in caring for the sick
and suffering and debilitated bodies of the sick and dying, but also to be
willing to receive hospitality when we are debilitated and dying. In the culture
of “Diet America,” a culture that emphasizes autonomy and self-
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mastery, we should not be surprised to
see the spiritual pathology of the refusal to receive hospitality.

The Christian witness of hospitality
also speaks to the situation of many patients who receive or have received MANH.
In most of the contemporary debates about MANH, it is assumed that if MANH is
removed, the person will not be fed because she should not or cannot receive any
substantive nutrition. While there are certainly many situations when a patient
is dying where it is indeed necessary and even best for her not to be fed, it
should not be a general assumption that patients who are taken off of MANH are
no longer to be fed by mouth. Feeding others and being fed by others is among
the most significant acts that Christians do, and not only for nutritive
reasons. As persons shaped by a Eucharistic vision of our eating practices,
Christians know this well. If and when it is realized that MANH is not as
effective in prolonging life as it was once thought to be, there will be an
opportunity in nursing homes and other medical contexts to rethink the
significance of feeding. It can be hoped that a Eucharistic vision of the
significance of feeding the dying and debilitated will be embodied in these
settings, recalling what it might mean to hear the cry of even the dying and
severely debilitated to “Feed Me Till I Want No More.”
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The development of science has shaped or influenced virtually every aspect of
modern culture. One of its consequences has been the apparent demise of natural
philosophy, which was perceived to be an erroneous first attempt to do what
science now does correctly. To this day one sees on occasion a physics textbook
that begins by censuring Aristotle, the natural philosopher par excellence,
for his blunders about falling bodies, or the stars, or the elements. Some
historians concede that we could hardly have expected more from the Philosopher,
helpless as he was without telescopes and other scientific paraphernalia. Others
point out that he himself offered apology for daring to speak on things
unobservable to him:

We regard the zeal of
one whose thirst after philosophy leads him to accept even slight indications
where it is very difficult to see one’s way, as a proof rather of modesty than
of over-confidence.(1)

By the kinds of experience available to him, Aristotle could never have
attained to much more than scanty conceptions about the stars. He could not
correctly identify even the elements of familiar and humble Earth. It seemed
only appropriate that philosophers
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should have relinquished the whole study of nature to those better equipped
for the job.(2)

Philosophers, however, cannot afford
this luxury. Once every attempt to philosophize about nature is abandoned, what
becomes of philosophy? What is left? Shall we philosophize about God? Or the
immortality of the soul? If the principles and methods of philosophy prove
unreliable regarding things we can lay our hands on, can we trust them in
studying things outside our experience? Incredible. Worse yet, if philosophers
give up talking about the natural world altogether, then ethics, too, despite
its preoccupation with our very own actions, could not go forward without
permission from the scientists, but would be obliged to wait upon their final
verdict concerning, for example, the question of human freedom. When scientists,
using only the methods to which they are accustomed, see no need for such things
as free will, the soul, purpose in nature, and a host of other things, they are
apt to regard them as obsolete hypotheses invented in a time when a sober study
of nature was neither possible nor yet conceived, when people had an animistic
and anthropomorphic view of the world. In other words, natural philosophers are
not extinct; they have disappeared from philosophy departments only to reappear
in science departments.

There has been for some time now an
unfortunate divorce between “science” and “natural
philosophy,” a divorce which I am to some extent forced to acknowledge
because of common parlance. Although there is a real difference between the
methods used in the more general study of nature and those used in the 
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more detailed studies of it, such
differences do not warrant a distinction of disciplines. One and the same
discipline can require many different methods in order to approach its one
subject matter. Physicists sometimes use thought experiments, other times they
perform physical experiments. Astronomers sometimes use optical telescopes,
other times they need radio telescopes. Biologists sometimes observe the whole
animal in action, other times they dissect it. Nevertheless, most philosophers
who have not given up on nature entirely have restricted “the philosophy of
nature” to the most general study of nature, where, as we shall see,
certainty is attainable and hypotheses and experiments are unnecessary.
Meanwhile, scientists have confined “science” to a study of nature by
means of hypotheses and experiments. It was not always so. In Aristotle’s day,
indeed in the time of Thomas Aquinas, there was no distinction between the
philosopher of nature and the scientist. Natural science is one philosophic
discipline, although it requires many different methods. Even by Newton’s time
it was still customary to call physics “philosophy.”(3)

The distinction between natural
philosophy and science is certainly artificial for any lover of wisdom who
wishes to understand all things as much as possible. A study that begins in
wonder(4) could hardly stop just as the most
wonderful questions emerge, for the mere reason that we cannot have certainty
about the answers. For scientists, too, the distinction is unnatural. If they
study nature out of curiosity about it, will they ignore any source of genuine
knowledge about it? Will they not rather rejoice at the possibility of knowing
with certainty at least some things about nature, however humble and general? It
makes no sense to distinguish two disciplines that seek to understand the same
subject matter in the same light, namely, the light of sense 
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experience. To number disciplines
based on the number of methods used is backwards: subject matter is much more
fundamental.(5) If we define a discipline by a
single method, then its subject matter becomes “whatever can be understood
by that method.” Accordingly, “the philosophy of nature” has for
its subject matter “whatever can be understood about nature with certainty
from general experience,” and the subject matter of “science”
becomes “whatever can be learned about nature by experiments.”(6)

It is no doubt true that the generic
study of nature is more “philosophical” than the detailed study of it
in the sense that the way of thinking appropriate to this study resembles
metaphysics more than modern physics does. It is a mistake, however, to conclude
that thinking in very general terms is somehow more “philosophical”
than getting down to particulars. A philosopher is not someone who prefers
thinking about “animal” rather than “slug.” Ideally,
Aristotle says,

We proceed to treat
of animals, without omitting, to the best of our ability, any member of the
kingdom, however ignoble. For if some have no graces to charm the sense, yet
even these, by disclosing to intellectual perception the artistic spirit that
designed them, give immense pleasure to all who can trace links of causation,
and are inclined to philosophy.(7)
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As for which is more “scientific,” the general or the particular
knowledge of nature, this depends entirely on what is meant by the word. In its
ancient sense, scientia or epistm meant a very perfect
knowledge, a certainty of something obtained by seeing the reasons why it is so.
Accordingly, mathematics would be the most scientific of the sciences, as one
can judge by the standards laid out for “science” in Aristotle’s Posterior
Analytics. In this sense of “science,” the more general study of
nature is more “scientific,” because it is much more certain than the
detailed study of nature which rests upon hypotheses.

Today, however, the word “science” has a meaning that does not
apply to mathematics at all.(8) It means a
knowledge obtained by experimentation, and the testing of hypotheses. Notice
that this new meaning is not given in terms of the subject matter we hope to
understand, but in terms of a particular method of understanding it.(9)
It follows, of course, that a generic understanding of natural things, which
does not need experiments at all, is not “science.” Some would even
call it “unscientific,” implying, unjustly, that whatever does not use
the experimental method cannot be real knowledge, but is more like conjecture or
groundless opinion. Regardless of the motives for restricting the word
“science” in this way, taken in this sense it is clear that the more
detailed parts of the study of nature are more “scientific.”

To sum up, if “philosophy”
is taken in its ancient sense to mean any universal knowledge (or search for it)
beginning in wonder, it applies to the whole study of nature, both general and
specific, and if more to either, more to the specific, since a knowledge of
things in all their concreteness is more wonderful than a general understanding
of them that abstracts from their 
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differences. Thus what we call
“science” today would be more “philosophical” than
Aristotle’s Physics. If “science” is taken in its ancient
sense to mean a very sure and causal knowledge of conclusions, then it applies
more to the more general study of nature, and thus Aristotle’s Physics
would be more “scientific” than what we call “science”
today.

The more general study of nature I
will call “natural philosophy,” and the more detailed study of it,
“science.” Using this distinction, we may say that it is generally
thought today that science does not continue the philosophy of nature, but
replaces it. The detailed study of nature, based on experiments, is the only
serious knowledge of nature, we are told, and it replaces the more general study
of it conducted by philosophers who do not use experiments.(10)
To see clearly whether the more “scientific” study of nature can
replace the more “philosophic,” to see how these methods are related,
it is necessary first to see their distinction. Scientists might resent being
told that theirs is only a part of the study of nature, that there are ways to
study nature other than the ones they commonly adopt, ways that yield a
knowledge worthy of the name. Science tends to define itself with perfect
generality: any and all genuine knowledge of the natural world is
“science.” This is as it should be, and it is the way Aristotle
understood the science of nature. There are nonetheless principles and methods,
and even kinds of experience, that scientists almost entirely ignore, but that
if pursued yield genuine knowledge of the natural world.

All distinction is based on some kind
of opposition. Distinguishing the more “philosophical” study of nature
from the “scientific” accordingly reduces to understanding six(11)
oppositions, which I now take up one at a time.


  
  

  


Page
111





I. General vs. Particular





The first difference between a more philosophic study of nature and what we
today would call the scientific approach is based on the difference between
generality and particularity. Science indisputably yields a much more distinct
and detailed picture of the universe than philosophy can ever provide. A natural
philosopher can show that locomotion is the most basic kind of change, and all
other change depends upon it in some way.(12)
A scientist can show how this is so in particular cases, for example showing how
a change in temperature follows upon a change in the motions of tiny particles.
A natural philosopher defines “element,” and can show that elements
must exist and that there must be a finite number of these in the world.(13)
The scientist can tell what the chemical elements are, and he learns more every
day about the ultimate particles composing all bodies. The natural philosopher
argues that the universe is finite.(14)
The scientist can tell roughly how much mass the universe contains, and whether
the finitude of the universe is due to its having a boundary. The natural
philosopher can say what time is.(15) The scientist can tell whether or not there is some
universal standard of time in the universe. Thus scientists speak in a more
particular and detailed way than natural philosophers do.(16)

In terms of detail science improves
upon what natural philosophy has to say. A more particular knowledge is better
than a more general, vague knowledge. It does not follow, however, that
scientific knowledge of the natural world can replace a 
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philosophic knowledge of it.
Particular knowledge cannot replace general knowledge. One reason for this is
that more general knowledge, precisely because it is more general and therefore
less perfect, is also easier and more certain to us than an exacting knowledge
of particulars.(17) And more certain knowledge
cannot be replaced by less certain knowledge.

To illustrate, even when blindfolded I
can distinguish between wine and beer. That is easy enough, being a quite
general knowledge of rather major differences between different kinds of
alcoholic beverages. I boast that I can also infallibly tell a white wine from a
red one by blind tasting. Once I am asked about different reds, though, I get
nervous. When we descend into different particular Zinfandels, or different
years of the same Zinfandel, I am lost. Now even if I were a true connoisseur my
knowledge of the differences between this and that wine could never replace my
knowledge of the difference between wine and beer. It can complete it in some
way, but never replace it.

The same is true of intellectual
knowledge. My knowledge of the differences between the species of triangles
cannot replace my more general knowledge of the differences between triangles
and quadrilaterals. My knowledge of properties belonging to all triangles in
general cannot be replaced by my knowledge of the properties belonging to the
“three-four-five” right triangle in particular. In the opening chapter
of his Physics, Aristotle points out that it is natural for us to begin
the study of nature in a very general way, and that we are much more certain in
our vague general knowledge than in our understanding of specific details. We
are much more certain that there is a difference of kind between plants and
animals than that there is such a difference between a skunk and a horse, and we
are more certain that there is a difference of kind between a skunk and a horse
than that there is such a difference between a horse and a zebra.
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It is better, then, to say that
science completes natural philosophy in some way, rather than to say that it
replaces it. A particular knowledge of the natural world is more perfect than a
general knowledge of it, being more distinct and detailed, but it is also less
general and less certain, and therefore cannot replace it.

II.
Universal Experience vs. Confined Experiences

The second difference between natural
philosophy and science is based on the kinds of experience from which they
begin. I call “universal experience” the experience that all healthy
adults have and cannot avoid having, and “confined experiences” any of
the sort that only some people have.(18)
Everyone experiences motion or change in the world; that is a matter of
universal experience. But only some people experience earthquakes; that kind of
experience is confined to certain individuals, even if a great number of them.
Every healthy adult has an experience of seeing; that is again a matter of
universal experience. The more particular experience of seeing the northern
lights, however, is restricted to some people only. Experiencing hallucinations,
or experiencing heightened senses of hearing and smell due to loss of vision,
are also matters of confined experience.

The answers to some fundamental
questions about nature can be reached by beginning from nothing more than
universal experience. Accordingly the first part of the study of nature begins
from universal experience alone, but can take us only so far into a study of
natural things. Not everything we wish to know about nature is contained
implicitly in the kinds of experiences that all of us share. Science accordingly
seeks to supplement ordinary experience by contriving, with instruments and
experiments, further experiences that are necessarily confined to a few 
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observers. Yet science takes pains to
ensure that the kinds of observations from which it begins will always be
reproducible in principle—they must be things which every person could in
principle experience, even if it is not the case that every person must
experience them.(19) Those who love knowledge
are not satisfied with the scanty conceptions of so many particular things which
universal experience by itself would supply—we must pursue a more and more
detailed experience of nature. Thus it is a part of the aim of science to extend
the range of our experience.(20)

The scientist is therefore more free
to investigate whatever questions he chooses than his more philosophical
counterpart. But his freedom is bought at a price: to begin from experiences
that are not shared by all people, to which in fact only a very few are privy,
inevitably introduces an element of human faith into science which is foreign to
philosophy. Not only does a layman have to take a scientist’s word for it that
observations and experiments bear out his theory, but even the scientist himself
must take his fellow scientists’ word for such things. No scientist can
personally verify in his own experience all the scientific theories and results
upon which his own efforts depend. The philosopher, on the other hand, who does
not descend to the more particular experiences of the scientist, is restricted
to the investigation of those mysteries to which nature itself has seen fit to
give us clues; he begins only from things that are naturally experienced by
everyone. His advantage is that he need not put his faith in anyone to know his
conclusions, since they rely upon no one’s experience but his own. Once more,
then, we have a reason that scientific knowledge of nature cannot replace a
philosophical knowledge of it: a knowledge that relies on trusting someone else
cannot replace a knowledge that does not.

It is important to underscore that
science, too, presupposes and depends on universal experience; it is not
possible to begin from 
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confined experiences alone. What
distinguishes the general part of the study of nature from science is not that
it begins from universal experience, but that it restricts itself to this. The
scientist, when describing or conducting an experiment or observation, relies
upon the same common conceptions of the world that everyone does, even if he is
not restricted to these.(21) The principle that
“The whole is greater than its part” applies in nature as well as in
mathematics, and it is known to everyone since wholes and parts are a matter of
universal experience. Where would science be if this principle were in doubt?
And yet it is not the result of experimentation or contrived observation of any
kind.

It is therefore useless to try
debunking the philosophy of nature on the ground that science often overturns
common experience. “Common experience,” if taken to mean universal
experience as defined above, is not only the basis of the more general
philosophy of nature, but it is also one of the irreplaceable pillars of
science. There is another sense of “common experience” or “common
sense,” however, which can be overturned by science.(22)
Sometimes what everyone naturally thinks at first, before being taught
otherwise, is called “common sense.” Taken in this way, it is common
sense, for example, that a sailboat cannot sail faster than the wind that is
pushing it. Scientists and sailors assure us that this piece of “common
sense” is actually false. It is noteworthy that even those who have never
sailed before (perhaps I should say especially those who have never
sailed before) will resist the notion that a sailboat can sail faster than the
wind. Clearly their resistance is due not to any experience of sailboats but to
their experience of some more 
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general thing. They know that “No
effect can exceed its cause.” They are quite right about this; they are
only mistaken in thinking that the sailboat sailing faster than the wind
violates that principle. It is up to the physicists to explain how a sailboat
can sail faster than the wind that is pushing it, without doing violence to that
very general principle, upon which scientists also depend. Nor is science alone
in this occasional overturning of “common sense.” Philosophy too has
its share of surprises.(23)

 



III.
Reflective Experience vs. Unreflective Experience

There is another difference among the
kinds of experience from which natural philosophy and science begin. Philosophy
begins from both reflective and unreflective experience, whereas what we call
“science” today more or less restricts itself to beginning from
specific kinds of unreflective experience.

By “reflective experience” I
mean what we experience whenever we reflect on any of our own acts of knowing or
feeling or desiring. All other experience is unreflective. To see an apple is an
unreflective experience, but to be aware that I am seeing an apple is a
reflective one. To fear something is an unreflective experience, but to take
note that I am fearing something is reflective. It is on the basis of
reflective experience that I discern in myself the differences between
remembering and imagining, for example.

It can easily be thought that what we
experience within ourselves by reflection must be subjective and private, and
therefore cannot serve as a reliable foundation for serious inquiry. But a
little reflection reveals that this need not always be the case. A scientist
would not be censured for claiming that water boils under certain conditions
just because we could not be there to witness his water boiling; it is
enough that we can witness this for 
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ourselves with our own water if we
take the trouble. Why should a matter of reflection be any different? It is true
that someone else cannot share my reflection upon the goings-on of my own
interior life, but surely he can verify within himself the kinds of experiences
that I claim are the same for everyone. A trivial example: smells are evocative
of memories more than colors or textures are. If one cannot reliably reflect on
one’s own knowledge, one could never know this.

Reflective experience is
“subjective” in the sense that its object is something going on within
the knowing subject, and it is inaccessible to those outside the subject. But it
is not “subjective” in the sense that irrelevant features of the
knowing subject are hopelessly confused with the object perceived. “How hot
it feels to me” is a mixed result of the temperature of my hand and the
temperature of what I am touching. My sensation alone cannot separate these.
Therefore “how hot it feels to me” is “subjective” in the
usual and somewhat pejorative sense of the word. But reflections such as “I
am thinking right now,” and “hearing is different from seeing,”
involve no such confusion.

Science generally limits itself to
what can be known through unreflective, external experience. The physicist reads
all his data off of instruments of measurement and observation. Even the
biologist does not usually have recourse to the data of reflective experience.
There is certainly some reasonable fear, in his case, of anthropomorphism, if he
is studying anything other than human biology.(24)
Yet it is equally possible to apply falsely the facts of unreflective external
experience, so this can hardly be a reason for abstaining from the use of
reflective experience altogether. Psychology, it is true, makes use of some data
known only by reflective experience, but it is partly for this reason that the
discipline is not considered one of the “hard” sciences, and some 
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psychologists struggle to make their
discipline more “scientific” by sticking to the data of external and
measurable experience as much as possible.(25)
If any part of psychology made full use of the data of reflective experience, it
would look more and more like Aristotle’s De Anima.

The scientist has no reason or need to
deny the possibility of studying natural things, especially living things, with
the help of reflective experience. Sir Arthur Eddington even remarks that a
knowledge of the inner natures of things does not seem possible without it.(26)





IV. Natural vs. Artificial





The opposition between the natural and the artificial partly explains the
distinction between the “philosophic” and the “scientific”
approaches to nature. For one thing, there is a
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difference between natural experience,
in which we play an almost exclusively passive role, and artificial experience,
which we contrive for ourselves in some way. Insofar as science uses artificial
instruments to extend the range of our experience, it can be said to proceed
from “artificial” experiences. Even an experiment which does not use
such artificial aids is to some extent an artificial experience, since it is not
something that plays out naturally, as it would if left to itself, but it is
something that an observer “sets up.” J. Henri Fabre put it this way:
“It is something to observe; but it is not enough: we must experiment, that
is to say, we must ourselves intervene and create artificial conditions which
oblige the animal to reveal to us what it would not tell if left to the normal
course of events.”(27)

The scientist consequently enjoys more
freedom in his lines of questioning than does the philosopher of nature. This
difference between them can be illustrated by the following proportions:(28)

Natural
Philosopher : Nature :: Student : Teacher



Scientist : Nature :: Lawyer
: Witness





There is an obvious similarity between these two proportions. The student hopes
to learn something from the teacher, and likewise the lawyer hopes to learn
something from the witness. The natural philosopher and physicist both hope to
learn something from nature.
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But there are differences. The teacher is an initiator. He decides which
topics to address, and which questions to answer. The student is not in a
position to compel the teacher to address this issue or that, or to take things
up in this or that order. The teacher will say many things, even if the student
has not asked about them, and he might refuse to answer certain questions put to
him by the student, deeming them inappropriate. When the natural philosopher
studies nature, nature is like his teacher; he must listen(29)
to what nature has to reveal about itself in natural experience, and content
himself with whatever can be known by beginning from there. If he is not
satisfied, but will compel nature to answer further questions, he is no longer
like a student, but like a lawyer, with nature on the witness stand. The lawyer
is the initiator and the witness does not speak except in answer to direct
questions put to him by the lawyer. Nature must answer the questions put to it
by the experimenter, but says no more to him than he has demanded with his
experiment.

The natural philosopher distinguishes
between the natural and the artificial, and then talks chiefly about the natural
as such.(30) The physicist, on the other hand,
can afford to ignore (though not 
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deny) the distinction, because his
metrical vocabulary ignores it.(31) Thus many,
if not all, of the laws of physics apply equally well to both natural and
artificial bodies without distinction. The path of a body launched over a cliff
will approximate a semi-parabola whether the body be a horse or a piano. Physics
textbooks abound with problems like this: “Consider a string stretched
tightly …” or “Suppose a pulley is set up . . “. It makes not
a whit of difference whether the string or pulley is a natural thing or an
artificial one, so long as it meets the metric requirements of the problem.

Biology, too, can overlook the
distinction between the natural and the artificial, studying in living things
only what is common to them and machines. Nothing prevents this kind of study,
and it is nothing short of amazing how much living things do have in common with
machines, and so the biologists, while ignoring anything distinctive of living
things, never run out of things to talk about.(32)
But if biology were to deny the difference between the natural and the
artificial it would find itself unable to designate its own proper subject
matter.

It goes beyond the evidence to say
that living things are nothing but machines, that they do not differ in
principle from them. This was Descartes’s vision of the world: what we call cats
and dogs are no more than res extensa, cogs and wheels grinding away
without purpose or interior life, mere mechanisms, not 
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organisms.(33)
Those overly enamored of the method of study based on unreflective external
experience often succumb to the temptation of thinking theirs is the only
legitimate study, that anything known only by reflecting within ourselves is
material fit only for poets, for those who wish to emote, not those who would
know anything about the world. How would such a person understand something as
biological as sensation? He would have to reduce it to the things attendant upon
it which he can observe with his “objective” methods—a hopeless
endeavor. Erwin Schrödinger illustrates this point:

The sensation of
colour cannot be accounted for by the physicist’s objective picture of
light-waves. Could the physiologist account for it, if he had a fuller knowledge
than he has of the processes in the retina? I do not think so. We could at best
attain to an objective knowledge of what nerve fibres are excited and in what
proportion, perhaps even to know exactly the processes they produce in certain
brain cells—whenever our mind registers the sensation of yellow… . But even
such intimate knowledge would not tell us anything about the sensation of colour,
more particularly of yellow… . the same physiological processes might
conceivably result in a sensation of sweet taste, or anything else. I mean to
say simply this, that we may be sure there is no nervous process whose objective
description includes the characteristic yellow colour or sweet
taste, just as little as the objective description of an electromagnetic
wave includes either of these characteristics. The same holds for other
sensations … neither the physicist’s description, nor that of the
physiologist, contains any trait of the sensation of sound. Any description of
this kind is bound to end with a sentence like: those nerve impulses are
conducted to a certain portion of the brain, where they are registered as a
sequence of sounds… . We may follow this conduction to the cerebral cortex
and we may even obtain some objective knowledge of some of the things that
happen there. But nowhere shall we hit on this registering as sound,
which simply is not contained in our scientific picture, but is only in the mind
of the person whose ear and brain we are speaking of.(34)
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These words apply not only to the operations of the five senses, but to the
operations of imagination, memory, to the emotions, to the will, and to the
intellect. One would think that only a blind man could say that what we call
seeing is nothing but these things he can record and observe from the outside of
the one who is seeing. Has he never seen before? And if he has, how could he
fail to realize that what he calls “seeing” in himself is precisely
what he cannot see anywhere in the person he is observing? No matter how
advanced his “objective” knowledge is, he will never observe sight in
this way; he can witness only external signs, even if some of these are in some
inscrutable way necessary for sight itself. None of them, and not even all of
them together, is sight. There is no way to prove to a man that he has
the ability to see colors if he discounts his own immediate experience of it.

If despite all this we insist on discarding all the data of reflective
experience, it is sheer folly to demand that anyone show us evidence that living
things differ from nonliving, or that animals differ from machines, or that
natural things differ from artificial ones.(35)
We have in advance not admitted into evidence the only kind of experience
relevant to the question. We might as well demand that our neighbor prove there
are two-inch fishes in the lake by means of a net with three-inch holes in it.
If natural things and living things are precisely those which behave as they do
because of some principle within themselves, a principle whose
existence and nature would remain wholly unknown to us if we were incapable of
reflecting on the operations of similar principles within ourselves, then to
reject reflective experience as an
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unsound basis for knowledge is to
reject such distinctions as unfounded. Imagine an impossible scenario: a man
being born utterly unable to reflect upon or notice any of his own living
operations in an inward way, but always having his attention fixed outward. He
could see colors, but never notice that he was seeing; he could understand
shapes, but never notice that he was understanding. Could he ever form the
slightest notion of what was going on in the mind of a deer in the park when he
saw it perk up its ears? The event, to him, would be a sudden change of position
in a chunk of matter, perhaps following upon many other little changes of place
in adjacent chunks of matter, no more. He could form no notion of
“hearing.” Nor, when the deer bolted away, could he form any notion of
“afraid,” although he might suspect, from prior “objective”
investigations into similar moving things, that there were many particular
electrical and chemical changes that preceded this brownish mass dashing away
upon its four appendages. He could also form no notion of himself, as distinct
from any other thing in his direct, outward-fixed experience.(36)
To ignore what we know solely by reflection is to 
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ignore our only source of insight into
what is distinctive about being alive or natural. What proceeds from deepest
within is a living operation, or at least a natural one; but whence it proceeds
simply is not visible from without. “Nature loves to hide.”(37)

To suppose that another human being
enjoys sight within himself similar to the sight I experience directly only
within myself is not anthropomorphic.(38) Based
on the more generic outward similarities between myself and a dog or a horse, I
can go a step further and surmise that such creatures also experience within
themselves something like what I call sight in myself, although possibly less
like it than what goes on in my fellow humans. This is what it means to believe
in animals, as opposed to res extensa. To insist that these things are
nothing more than what I say they are in terms drawn exclusively from my outward
observation of them is not only arbitrary, but anthropomorphic in the worst way.
It would require that things are nothing more than what I know them to be by
means of my arbitrarily preferred method of studying them.

The scientist can, and often should,
ignore the differences between living and nonliving, between natural and
artificial. This does not warrant any denial of such distinctions. But ignoring
them has a wonderful side-effect: scientific results bear fruit in the world of
technology. How could they not? If all the rules should apply to artificial
things as well as to natural things, insofar as science abstracts from the
difference (especially when speaking in a mathematical way), we should be able
to manufacture things according to the laws of physics and chemistry. And the
benefit is mutual, since science advances along with the instruments of
observation and measurement provided by engineering. More 
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than that, technical advances are like
the proof in the proverbial pudding for the particular theories that engendered
them. The atom bomb was a sign that atomic physics was on to something.(39)

Natural philosophy, however, must be
comparatively barren in this respect. How could it be of much practical value?
It is chiefly about natural things precisely as natural, and so we cannot expect
that what it says will be of any special help in producing artificial things.
Moreover, it begins only from universal experience, forcing it to study things
very much in general, whereas making and doing things requires a detailed
knowledge. Finally, it makes no use of measurement, which is fundamental in the
making of almost everything. On the other hand, natural philosophy is not
dependent upon technological advances, needing no instruments of observation
beyond those dispensed to everyone by nature. Natural philosophy is useful,
however, for grounding ethics and metaphysics, for which end experimental
science does not serve.

V.
Quantitative vs. Qualitative

Most sciences, if not all, use
measurement, and the more scientific sciences use it more.(40)
Science, then, is not only qualitative, but quantitative also, whereas the
philosophy of nature is not quantitative, at least not in the sense of using
measurement. A scientific measurement is only a particular kind of confined
experience, but it characterizes science to such an extent as to be worthy of
separate mention.

Science gains definite advantages over
philosophy by its use of measurement and other forms of technical observation.
Only by these means is a wealth of data made available to us which otherwise
would remain forever beyond our reach, because it is 
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either outside the range of our
senses, or too dangerous for us to sense directly, or both. And even when we can
sense something directly, the scientist is right to feel unsatisfied with the
imprecision of unaided sensation. To one person this feels hotter than that, to
another that feels hotter than this. As long as our bodies are our thermometers,
we are not using measuring instruments constructed in precisely the same way,
and what my sense of touch registers is vague even to myself. What portion of
“how hot it feels to me” is due to the temperature of the water and
what portion is due to the temperature of my body? My sensation does not tell
me. Nor does my sensation assign a precise number to “how hot it feels to
me,” a number that I can compare to “how hot that other thing feels to
me” in an unambiguous and precise way. Raw sensation was never meant for
scientific precision. And yet mathematical precision is crucial for unraveling
many of nature’s riddles. Accordingly physics not only restricts itself to
unreflective experience, but to objects of unreflective experience that are
external and precisely measurable.

Galileo is traditionally hailed as the
father of modern physics. He wrote his Two New Sciences in dialogue
form, in the tradition of Plato, who, in his Timaeus, hinted that
nature can be understood in a mathematical way. Modern physics, then, is the
ultimate development of an ancient Pythagorean suspicion, a suspicion that many
deep secrets of nature can be deciphered only by the use of mathematics. This
suspicion was reasonable in two ways: first, because reason very naturally
inclines to understanding things mathematically, since mathematics is so
accessible to the human mind and yields great certainty and precision; second,
because even a superficial look at the natural world reveals a host of things
displaying quantitative properties, such as the hexagonal form of water crystals
and the spiral form of sunflowers and seashells.

For these reasons, “to
understand” in physics, and in science generally, quite often means
“to have an equation,” which is a kind of understanding insofar as it
reduces a chaotic multiplicity of things to an identity of some kind, finding
something one or 
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the same in the many and seemingly
disconnected.(41) The scientist uses the
language of mathematics as often as possible, and the more scientific the
science, the more its results will be expressed in mathematical symbols and
formulae rather than in words and sentences.

The scientist’s preference for symbols
and formulae has led some people to doubt whether any knowledge of natural
things is possible in mere words. If our work-a-day words were a precise enough
medium by which to express the truth about nature, then why would scientists not
be content with them? It is certainly true that words are not suited to
expressing the very technical and precise results of physics,(42)
but this is not because words are hopelessly ambiguous and signify nothing solid
and certain. If that were so, physics itself would be impossible, too, not just
the philosophy of nature. Even the most obscure symbolism of the physicist
ultimately depends upon ordinary language for its meaning.(43)
What is the meaning of T in our equation? It is neither 
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here nor there that we can replace it
with a cumbersome word, such as “temperature,” but it is of the
essence that we can explain, in words, where the number came from for which T
stands. The process of measurement or observation which is the source and
meaning of every physical quantitative symbol in our equations cannot also be
expressed in symbols; it is expressed in words only. If we do not understand the
measurement or observation expressed in words, then the symbols and formulae are
nothing but hieroglyphics or, at best, an exercise in pure mathematics.(44)
The terms of physics are meaningless apart from the appliances we detect and
measure things with,(45) and these appliances
are ultimately understood in words.

Certainly mathematics sheds light on
nature. But is nature nothing but quantities? Or is nature’s quantitative aspect
the only inroad to understanding it? If “understanding” is defined as
“having an equation,” then the answer is settled in advance. If, on 
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the other hand,
“understanding” is taken more broadly to mean any kind of insight into
the what and why of things, we can legitimately ask: Can this be attained solely
through measure-ment? How could one know that natural things were of such a
nature as to be accessible only through measurement? Surely not through
measurement. The only way to know this would be through a philosophical argument
of some kind, in which case one would have discovered something about nature
without measurement, and hence the position self-destructs. Besides, vague as it
may be, I am sure that “Red is not the same as green,” quite
independently of any measurement or mathematics.(46)
A scientist has neither any reason nor any need to deny that there might be ways
of understanding nature besides the way of measurement.

VI.
Self-evident Things vs. Hypotheses

The final opposition which is the
basis for distinguishing between the philosophical and the scientific study of
nature is the opposition between the self-evident and the hypothetical.
“The whole is greater than its part,” which is self-evident to
everyone, is as true in the natural world as it is in mathematics. This is not a
matter of mere induction, as if we were sold on the matter because we have seen
so many wholes none of which failed to be greater than each of its respective
parts. Should a science journal announce one day that rock samples have been
found on Mars, some of which were only half their own size, we would suspect a
misprint, a practical joke, or lunacy. This is not a matter of “seen it so
many times I would be surprised to find a counter-example,” as in the case
of having seen so many white swans, we are surprised to hear that there are
black ones in Australia. It is a matter of the self-evident. It is from truths
of this kind that the philosophy of nature begins. Such self-evident principles
are relatively few, and rather general, although some are more specific than
“The whole is greater than its part.” We see once 
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more that the philosophy of nature has
a limited scope of inquiry, if it is defined as proceeding from such principles
alone.

Science, on the other hand, begins
from assumptions, from hypotheses, which though they are based on much
experience and reasoning, nonetheless remain hypotheses. The scientist often
reasons as follows:

If hypothesis Z is correct, then I should
observe Q.



But I do observe Q.



Therefore hypothesis Z is somewhat confirmed.



He cannot conclude “hypothesis Z is correct,” since that would
amount to committing the fallacy of affirming the consequent. But the more often
he reasons this way, and the more consequences of hypothesis Z that are
confirmed, the more likely his hypothesis becomes. This is especially true if
the consequences of the hypothesis are things never before observed or
suspected, that is, if the hypothesis leads scientists to augment their
experience. For all that, though, the hypothesis could still be false, merely
resembling the true cause and producing similar consequences as far as we have
seen. Einstein states it vividly:

Physical concepts are free creations of the human
mind, and are not, however it may seem, uniquely determined by the external
world. In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying
to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the face and the moving
hands, even hears its ticking, but he has no way of opening the case. If he is
ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be responsible for
all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the
only one which could explain his observations.(47)





The use of the phrase “free creations” is worth remarking upon.
Physical concepts and physical theories are in large part a product of the
imagination, and “Nothing is more free than the imagination of man.”(48)
The imagination plays a much larger role
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in modern physics(49)
than it does in natural philosophy. In natural philosophy, the first concepts,
such as “motion,” “body,” “time,” and the first
self-evident statements such as “All change requires a subject” are
not free creations of the human mind. Aristotle speaks more as if the truth of
these things coerces the minds of men.(50) The
natural philosopher needs some imagination and some use of dialectical
hypothesis in order to discover the truth, but only on the way to acquiring the
kind of knowledge he seeks. In a similar way, a mathematician might suppose
something he is not sure about and see where it leads, but his work is not done
until he finds a proof for his supposition that takes it back to self-evident
principles which he knows to be true beyond doubt.

Science also lays down many things as
facts which, in some measure at least, are really hypotheses, being the results
of imperfect inductions. Scientists assume that water always boils under given
conditions, not because they have seen every case, but because they have seen
many cases, and they assume a kind of uniformity in nature.(51)
Should they find something about water that is the reason why it boils under
those given conditions, this something about water will in turn be something
they have found to be so in all cases they have seen, and which they assume to
belong to water in all cases. What is the difference between “Water boils
at such-and-such a temperature and pressure” and “The whole is greater
than its part”? Why have we no assurance of the first of these except our
oft-repeated experience, but our 
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assurance of the second seems to
become independent of experience? The difference is that after some little
experience we know what a “whole” is and what a “part” is
well enough to see that denying the principle would entail a contradiction. What
“water” is, however, our experience does not reveal to us quite so
perfectly.

David Hume speaks of a knowledge that
“arises entirely from experience, when we find that any particular objects
are constantly conjoined with each other.”(52)
He says that “All the laws of nature, and all the operations of bodies
without exception, are known only by experience.”(53)
This is not in fact as universally true as Hume would have us think, but it is
true about the vast majority of modern scientific results. Poincaré, too, said
that every generalization is a hypothesis. That is not true without
qualification (the statement itself is a generalization!), but it is true of
most of the generalizations made in science.(54)
That every change is between opposites is not a hypothesis, but something
self-evidently and necessarily true without exception; that the color red is
always associated with such and such a frequency is a generalization we make
based on repeated experience, and nothing more.

Yet again we see a complementarity
between natural science and natural philosophy. Philosophy has a greater kind of
certainty in its principles and conclusions, but at the cost of being quite
restricted as to what it can investigate by such means. Science has a much
greater freedom of inquiry, but at the price of giving up perfect certainty,(55)
of assuming a provisional quality, ever revising and adjusting its statements in
the light of new evidence.
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Conclusion





Once all these distinctions among the major approaches to studying nature are
made, it is possible to ask about the relationships between them. Throughout
this article I have contrasted “natural philosophy” with
“science,” in keeping with the common way of speaking today. This way
of speaking, however, has the disadvantage of implying that we are speaking of
two disciplines quite independent of each other.

The truth is that what we call
“science” today is only a continuation of what we call “natural
philosophy,” and it certainly cannot replace it. A particular knowledge
cannot replace a more general knowledge, both because it is a different
knowledge(56) and because it is less certain. A
knowledge based on confined experiences cannot replace one based solely on
universal experience, because any advanced knowledge based on confined
experiences depends on human faith, and is in that measure less certain. A
knowledge based on unreflective experience alone cannot replace a knowledge
based on reflective experience, because many of the things known by reflective
experience cannot be known in any other way. A knowledge based on artificial
experiences, such as experiments, cannot replace a knowledge based on natural
experience, because even in experiments we rely upon the use of our senses in
the ordinary way to read our instruments. A quantitative knowledge cannot
replace a qualitative one because nature is more than its quantitative aspects,
and there are many things in the natural world that can be known but not by
measurement, such as substance, nature, and purpose. Knowledge based on
hypotheses cannot replace knowledge based on self-evident principles, because it
is less certain.

People at each end of the study of
nature have tried to emancipate themselves from those at the other end.
Philosophers, 
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seeking certainty, the ease of the
armchair, and perhaps fearing mathematics, have restricted themselves to
investigating questions about nature accessible from common experience, inward
reflection, and self-evident generalities—or they have entirely given up
talking about nature. As I noted at the beginning of this article, this is not a
particularly philosophical disposition; it leaves us with vague certainties,
which cannot be enough for any philosophic spirit.

Scientists, on the other hand, often
have a distaste for anything vague, however certain it may be. They demand the
clarity of mathematical conceptions and procedural definitions in all things.(57)
They will not approach nature through self-evident principles, since these tend
to be vague generalities, nor through reflective experience, since although it
is very certain it is correspondingly imprecise and obscure.(58)
Often, too, scientists suffer from a confusion of certainty with distinctness in
our knowledge, unwittingly following Descartes. Those who mis-takenly identify
these will tend to reject the more philosophical study of nature as uncertain
because it is vague, when in fact that is exactly why it is certain, and they
will embrace the more scientific study of it as certain because it is particular
and detailed, when in fact that is exactly why it is uncertain. Many a
scientist, too, loves his freedom too much to study nature in the more
philosophic way. Those methods restrict him too much; if he takes the initiative
and forces nature to answer his questions experimentally, he is allowed to ask
about anything as long as he can devise a way to test his predictions.

We should not condemn anyone who
chooses to focus on one or another method for the study of nature. Choice is
inevitable. 
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It is impossible for one person to
become proficient in both the “scientific” and the
“philosophic” ways of approaching nature without at least one of these
suffering to some extent.(59) We may become
expert in one, amateur in the other, but an expert in both is more an ideal than
a reality. To become expert in one field of science is typically a lifetime
achievement. This is no less true of becoming expert in the philosophy of
nature. More than ever before, we are becoming conscious of how subject we are
to time: vita brevis, scientia longa. Temperament and personal
preferences and educational experience, too, might suit one person more than
another for the philosophic or the scientific study of nature. I take issue only
with those who say that only one of these approaches yields legitimate and
worthwhile knowledge, or that they are independent of each other and can safely
ignore each other, or that they constitute separate disciplines. To distinguish
the methods by which nature can be known is a good thing. But to segregate those
using different methods is to insist on unscientific philosophy and
unphilosophical science. This would be the dismemberment of the knowledge of
nature.

The philosophical study of nature
depends on science for completion, to bring our more general knowledge into
concrete focus, and to open lines of questioning that are bound to come up for
the philosopher, but that he cannot answer from his armchair. “What is
time?” asks the philosopher. Even presuming that his answer is correct when
he says it is a kind of number of motion, the next question must be “Is
there one motion whose number is the time?” His own line of
questioning draws him naturally into science. “What is the soul?” he
asks on another occasion. Even presuming that his answer is correct when he says
it is the substantial form of a natural body equipped with organs, he must
wonder of what kind of organic body is the human soul the substantial form. Once
more, he is drawn into science. In defining 
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“motion,” he makes mention
of “place,” and in defining “place” he must talk about a
frame of reference and once more he is entering the realm of science, in which
we ask about the size and shape of the universe we inhabit.

The sciences in turn depend on the
philosophical study of nature. The natural philosopher does not achieve a
distinct knowledge of things in the sense that he descends to very particular
kinds of things, but he does achieve a distinct knowledge of the very general
things he studies. He defines them. What is a living thing? This question is
answerable in a definitive (if vague) way only by the philosophical study of
nature. A biologist might have a great career without ever attending seriously
to this question, without ever availing himself of the methods of the
philosopher, but then he is indifferent to what it is his own work is supposed
to be illuminating. Science also cannot understand its own methods, or explain
why they are appropriate or necessary, without turning to the philosophy of
nature. A scientist who tries to define science is not practicing
“science” in the modern sense of the word, but he is certainly
philosophizing. Even a scientist who contends that only the methods called
“scientific” today are appropriate for studying nature is in fact
making a statement about nature without using those methods. It is impossible to
know what one means by “science,” in any sense of the term, without
going back to a reflective experience of knowing things scientifically. And this
is what many call a “philosophical” approach. Science also depends on
the philosophy of nature for stability and guidance. To illustrate: if the
philosopher of nature can demonstrate that understanding and willing are not
acts of bodily organs, then this should be taken into account in neuroscientific
research.

Which method affords a superior
knowledge of nature? A knowledge of natural things, once it has progressed by
natural stages to the level of particularity in science, is superior. It is more
detailed, distinct, unfettered in its scope of inquiry. But this is assuming a
scientist who accepts and applies the givens of reflective experience, and
general principles such as “nature acts 
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for an end.” A science isolated
in a world of external phenomena, despite its astonishing detail, remains
largely on the outside of things, making it a somewhat superficial knowledge. If
we compare the beginning of the study of nature, the more
“philosophic” part, to the more detailed “scientific” parts
that should be its continuation but are instead pursued in isolation from it,(60)
the beginning is a better knowledge. For in that beginning, in the more
philosophic approach, we obtain a knowledge of some things nobler and more
important to us than any studied in science, such as the human soul, and the
difference between living and nonliving things and natural and artificial
things. Though vague, natural philosophy is certain, and it is a living science,
as opposed to the necessarily lifeless world of “objective” biology,(61)
to say nothing of physics and chemistry.

In terms of practical fruit, the
particular sciences can make technological products possible independently of
natural philosophy. Natural philosophy either has no such fruit at all, or very
little. But science is a blind guide to the much more important practical
questions about how we should live, and in particular about how we should use
science and technology. Science, in the restricted modern sense, prescinds from
the good,(62) just as mathematics does, and by
ignoring our inward 
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experience of things, such as our own
desire, without which a knowledge of the good is impossible. Accordingly,
natural philosophy can ground ethics, studying the nature of man’s soul and
showing that nature acts for an end, whereas our modern “science,”
divorced from the philosophy of nature, is worthless in that regard.

Natural philosophy is also a better
preparation for the study of truths about God. In pursuing these truths
philosophically, we understand more what God is not than what he is. The via
negativa, however, is much more fruitful the more general are the things we
deny of God. “God is not a carbon atom” is not very instructive,
whereas “God is not a body” is very illuminating. We cannot succeed in
making these negations, though, unless we know quite distinctly what it is we
are negating. We must know, to the point of being able to define them, what
“body,” “motion,” and “matter” are. This is the
work of the philosophy of nature.

Aristotle recognized the need for a
more and more detailed experience of nature:

Lack of experience
diminishes our power of taking a comprehensive view of the admitted facts. Hence
those who dwell in intimate association with nature and its phenomena grow more
and more able to formulate, as the foundations of their theories, principles
such as to admit of a wide and coherent development: while those whom devotion
to abstract discussions has rendered unobservant of the facts are too ready to
dogmatize on the basis of a few observations. The rival treatments of the
subject now before us will serve to illustrate how great is the difference
between a “scientific” and a “dialectical” method of
inquiry.(63)



Aristotle recognized, too, the scientist’s need for hypotheses testable by
experiment and observation. Speaking of the followers of Empedocles and
Democritus, he says:
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their explanation of
the phenomena is not consistent with the phenomena. And the reason is that their
ultimate principles are wrongly assumed: they had certain predetermined views,
and were resolved to bring everything into line with them… . But they, owing
to their love for their principles, fall into the attitude of men who undertake
the defence of a position in argument. In the confidence that the principles are
true they are ready to accept any consequence of their application. As though
some principles did not require to be judged from their results, and
particularly from their final issue! And that issue, which in the case of
productive knowledge is the product, in the knowledge of nature is the phenomena
always and properly given by perception.(64)

Aristotle was also quite aware of the need for applying mathematics and
measurement to the study of natural things.(65)
So why isn’t he credited as the father of “science,” even as we
understand it today? Why does its founding wait until Galileo? Certainly Galileo
was among the first to show the world just how powerful these methods are, and
how quickly they become necessary when we investigate nature. Also, we happen to
agree with Galileo’s Copernican hypothesis, and not with the geocentric
hypothesis of Aristotle. Moreover, many “scholastic” teachers in the
time of Galileo contented themselves with being disciples of Aristotle,
measuring their knowledge by conformity to his words rather than to reality.
These false representatives gave Aristotle his undeserved reputation as an
armchair philosopher who, like themselves, presumably would have refused to look
through Galileo’s telescope. As with any philosophic spirit, this is impossible
to believe about a man who reflected that

The scanty
conceptions to which we can attain of celestial things give us, from their
excellence, more pleasure than all our knowledge of the world in which we live;
just as a half glimpse of persons that we love is more delightful than an
accurate view of other things.(66)
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We are right to laugh at the legendary philosophers with a predilection for
the abstract who, out of their loyalty to obsolete theories, refused to look at
the world through a telescope. One hopes the day might arrive when we will find
equally amusing the scientific type who refuses to remember what the world looks
like without one.
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idea of “listening” to nature might be implied in the title of
Aristotle’s so-called Physics. As F. M. Cornford notes in his general
introduction to his translation of Aristotle’s Physics, “The title
‘Physics’ is misleading, and the reader must expect to find little or nothing
that it suggests in the treatise” (“General Introduction,” Loeb
Classical Library 228 [repr.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993], xv).
The title is FUSIKHS AKROASEWS,
which, rendered literally into English, is Of Natural Hearing. The full
title is The Eight Books of Natural Hearing, which seems to mean
“Hearing about Nature,” perhaps because it consists in lecture notes,
although it might also mean “Listening to Nature.” Some authors of
Latin commentaries on the Physics suggest the title means “natural
philosophy acquired through hearing,” in the sense that one cannot
understand the text simply by reading it but has to have it explained, hearing
it from a teacher. Whatever the title means, it is certainly true that
Aristotle’s Physics is more like listening to nature than what a
physicist does. The physicist is far less passive, supplementing whatever
experience nature happens to provide with carefully planned artificial
experiences, outfitting the observation equipment provided by nature with
artificial aids, and supplementing the things naturally known to us with
carefully chosen hypotheses. 



[bookmark: N_30_]30. The
natural philosopher talks about the artificial in order to understand the
natural by contrast or by likeness. 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. The
natural philosopher occasionally ignores the distinction between natural and
artificial, too. The sixth book of Aristotle’s Physics is about the
properties of motion connected with its continuousness, and most of the
statements Aristotle makes about motion in that book are true whether the thing
in motion is a fish or a ship. As with science, one of the reasons this
treatment of physical things can overlook the distinction between the natural
and the artificial is that it is focusing on the quantitative aspects of things.




[bookmark: N_32_]32.  Physicist
Hermann Weyl says that “the scope of the understanding from within appears
practically fixed by human nature once for all, and may at most be widened a
little by the refinement of language … . Understanding, for the very reason
that it is concrete and full, lacks the freedom of the ‘hollow symbol.’ A
biology from within as advocated by Woltereck will, I am afraid, be without that
never-ending impetus of problems that drives constructive biology on and
on” (Hermann Weyl, Philosophy of Mathematics and Natural Science,
trans. Olaf Helmer [repr.; New York: Atheneum, 1963], 283-84). 



[bookmark: N_33_]33. “Organ,”
coming from the Greek word for tool, implies purposefulness.
“Appendage” would be a better word for something of which it is denied
that nature makes it for the sake of something. 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. Erwin
Schrödinger, Mind and Matter (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1959), 90-95. Hermann Weyl also acknowledges that there is another way to
understand life: “Scientists would be wrong to ignore the fact that
theoretical construction is not the only approach to the phenomena of life;
another way, that of understanding from within (interpretation) is open to us… . Of myself, of my own acts of perception, thought, volition, feeling and
doing, I have a direct knowledge entirely different from the theoretical
knowledge that represents the ‘parallel’ cerebral processes in symbols. This
inner awareness of myself is the basis for the understanding of my fellow-men
whom I meet and acknowledge as beings of my own kind, with whom I communicate,
sometimes so intimately as to share joy and sorrow with them. Even if I do not
know of their consciousness in the same manner as of my own, nevertheless my
‘interpretative’ understanding of it is apprehension of indisputable adequacy.
Its illuminating light is directed not only on my fellow men; it also reaches,
though with ever increasing dimness and incertitude, deeply into the animal
kingdom. Albert Schweitzer is right when he ridicules Kant’s narrow opinion that
man is capable of compassion, but not of sharing joy with the living creature,
by the question, ‘Did he never see an ox coming home from the fields drink?’ It
is idle to disparage this hold on nature ‘from within’ as anthropomorphic and
elevate the objectivity of theoretical construction” (Weyl, Philosophy
of Mathematics and Natural Science, 283-84). 



[bookmark: N_35_]35. Or
that men differ from animals or computers. 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. This
self-imposed seclusion in “objective” experience goes a long way
toward explaining many otherwise baffling denials of biologists and
psychologists. K. S. Ashley, for example, says “There is not direct
knowledge of an experiencing self… . The knower as an entity is an
unnecessary postulate” (Brain Mechanisms and Conciousness: A Symposium,
ed. Edgar D. Adrian, Frederic Brenner, and Herbert H. Jasper [Oxford: Blackwell,
1956], 423-24). Psychologist Gordon Allport remarks that “For two
generations, psychologists have tried every conceivable way of accounting for
the integration, organization and striving of the human person without having
recourse to the postulate of a self” (Gordon W. Allport, Becoming
[New Haven: Yale University Press, 1955], 37). Compare this, now, to the
following remarks of Thomas Aquinas about the indispensable role of reflective
experience: “For it is manifest that this individual man understands: for
we would never inquire about the understanding if we did not understand; nor
when we inquire about the understanding do we inquire about any other principle
than that by which we understand” (“Manifestum est enim quod hic homo
singularis intelligit: nunquam enim de intellectu quaeremus, nisi intelligeremus;
nec cum quaerimus de intellectu, de alio principio quaerimus, quam de eo quo nos
intelligimus” [De Unitate Intellectus, c. 3). “Those things
which are in the soul by its essence are known by an experiential knowledge,
inasmuch as man experiences intrinsic principles through their acts, as we
perceive the will in willing, and life in the operations of life” (“Illa
quae sunt per essentiam sui in anima, cognoscuntur experimentali cognitione,
inquantum homo experitur per actus principia intrinseca: sicut voluntatem
percipimus volendo, et vitam in operibus vitae” [STh I-II, q. 112,
a. 5, ad 1]). Commenting on Aristotle’s discussion of the two ways in which one
knowledge is better than another, Thomas says “This science, that of the
soul, has both: because it is certain, for each person experiences this in
himself, namely that he has a soul, and that he lives by a soul. And because it
is nobler: for the soul is nobler among inferior creatures” (“Haec
autem scientia, scilicet de anima, utrumque habet: quia et certa est, hoc enim
quilibet experitur in seipso, quod scilicet habeat animam, et quod anima
vivificet. Et quia est nobilior: anima enim est nobilior inter inferiores
creaturas” [I De Anima, lect. 1]). See also De Verit., q.
10, a. 8. 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. Heraclitus,
DK 123; my translation. 



[bookmark: N_38_]38. “It
is idle to disparage this hold on nature ‘from within’ as anthropomorphic”
(Weyl, Philosophy of Mathematics and Natural Science, 284). 



[bookmark: N_39_]39.“On
to something” should not be equated with “true.” “In fact,
so far as mathematical physics is concerned, practical success is the only
guarantee that we are on the right track; but this should not be mistaken for
speculative certitude. We do in fact construct highly efficient machines on the
basis of shaky theory” (Charles de Koninck, Natural Science as
Philosophy [repr.; Québec: Laval University, 1959], 9). 



[bookmark: N_40_]40. “What
exact science looks out for is not entities of some particular category, but
entities with a metrical aspect” (Eddington, The Nature of the Physical
World, 105); “the whole of our physical knowledge is based on
measures” (ibid., 152). 



[bookmark: N_41_]41.  Werner
Heisenberg says “For our senses the world consists of an infinite variety
of things and events, colors and sounds. But in order to understand it we have
to introduce some kind of order, and order means to recognize what is
equal” (Heisenberg, Physics and Philosophy, 62-63). Richard
Feynman expresses himself similarly: “The things with which we concern
ourselves in science appear in myriad forms, and with a multitude of attributes.
… Curiosity demands that we ask questions, that we try to put things
together and try to understand this multitude of aspects as perhaps resulting
from the action of a relatively small number of elemental things… . For
example: Is the sand other than the rocks? That is, is the sand perhaps nothing
but a great number of very tiny stones? Is the moon a great rock? … In this
way we try gradually to analyze all things, to put together things which at
first sight look different, with the hope that we may be able to reduce
the number of different things and thereby understand them better”
(Feynman, Six Easy Pieces, 23-24). 



[bookmark: N_42_]42. “Since
we must cease to employ familiar concepts, symbols have become the only possible
alternative” (Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World, 249). A
physicist is better off not using words like “work” or
“energy,” since these have an ordinary sense which is rather
irrelevant to physics. So he uses symbols, labels which have no meaning other
than the one he assigns them. A symbol has the added advantage of “standing
for” something in such a way that it can be the subject of calculations,
unlike a word that designates what a thing is. A farmer might let each pebble
stand for one sheep while figuring out how many to keep, how many to sell. In
that case, a pebble does not mean “what it is to be a sheep,” but
stands for “one sheep.” 



[bookmark: N_43_]43.  Niels
Bohr says that “All account of physical experience is, of course,
ultimately based on common language” (Niels Bohr, Essays, 1958-1962, on
Atomic Physics and Human Knowledge [New York: Interscience, 1963], 1).
Heisenberg says, “One of the most important features of the development and
the analysis of modern physics is the experience that the concepts of natural
language, vaguely defined as they are, seem to be more stable in the expansion
of knowledge than the precise terms of scientific language, derived as an
idealization from only limited groups of phenomena. This is in fact not
surprising since the concepts of natural language are formed by the immediate
connection with reality; they represent reality” (Heisenberg, Physics
and Philosophy, 200). 



[bookmark: N_44_]44.  This
is not to disagree with Richard Feynman, who says that there is a limit to how
much the symbolic statements of physics can be translated into the words of
ordinary language minus mathematics (see Richard Feynman, The Character of
Physical Law [Cambridge: M.I.T. Press, 1965], 40). The mathematics is
essential to explaining the connections between the statements made by the
physicist, and therefore much of what he is saying must remain unintelligible to
the layman who would not take the time to learn the mathematics. Likewise
Eddington says (The Nature of the Physical World, xv) “Science
aims at constructing a world which shall be symbolic of the world of commonplace
experience. It is not at all necessary that every individual symbol that is used
should represent something in common experience or even something explicable in
terms of common experience.” The symbol, in other words, might represent
something very unfamiliar to most people, such as a number obtained by using a
sophisticated measuring device and manipulated by a certain mathematical
function. Neither the device nor the mathematical function has to be a matter of
common experience. But they must be understood ultimately through words, even if
words which do not name things in everyone’s experience. 



[bookmark: N_45_]45.  “Our
knowledge of the external world cannot be divorced from the nature of the
appliances with which we have obtained the knowledge. The truth of the law of
gravitation cannot be regarded as subsisting apart from the experimental
procedure by which we have ascertained its truth” (Eddington, The
Nature of the Physical World, 154). 



[bookmark: N_46_]46.  Whatever
one thinks of colors, or of the experience of colors, they are some kind of
reality of the physical world, even if only of one’s own brain. Chemists still
use the colors of things to decide what they are or what produced them. 



[bookmark: N_47_]47.  Einstein,
The Evolution of Physics, 33. 



[bookmark: N_48_]48.  David
Hume, An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, section 5, part 2, n.
39 (in Great Books of the Western World, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge [Chicago:
Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., 1952], 466). 



[bookmark: N_49_]49.  “Galileo
formulated the problem of determining the velocity of light, but did not solve
it. The formulation of a problem is often more essential than its solution,
which may be merely a matter of mathematical or experimental skill. To raise new
questions, new possibilities, to regard old problems from a new angle, requires
creative imagination and marks real advance in science” (Einstein, The
Evolution of Physics, 95). In this book, Einstein compares the
physicist to a detective throughout. There is obviously danger, too, in using
the imagination in physics. If the universe is indeed finite but unbounded, for
example, any image we form of the universe, other than analogous images of other
things, is false. 



[bookmark: N_50_]50. Aristotle,
Physics 1.5.188b29-30. 



[bookmark: N_51_]51. Such
quasi-universal statements or generalizations entirely dependent upon sense
experience are like the primary “hypotheses” of science. Despite their
uncertainty, they are perhaps more aptly called givens, data, than hypotheses,
since they are not laid down as an explanation for some other phenomenon.
Theories consist in further hypotheses, more worthy of the name, which are laid
down as explanations of the generalizations based on observation. 



[bookmark: N_52_]52.  Hume,
An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, section 4, part 1, n. 23
(Selby-Bigge, ed., 459). 



[bookmark: N_53_]53. Ibid.




[bookmark: N_54_]54. We
can be certain in general that there are regularities in nature. But if we have
no reason beyond repeated experience to believe that this thing before us is one
of those regularities, we cannot be absolutely sure that it does not admit of
exceptions. 



[bookmark: N_55_]55. “There
are no eternal theories in science. It always happens that some of the facts
predicted by a theory are disproved by experiment… . Nearly every great
advance in science arises from a crisis in the old theory, through an endeavor
to find a way out of the difficulties created” (Einstein, The Evolution
of Physics, 77). 



[bookmark: N_56_]56. My
knowledge that a circle is a “figure” can in some ways be replaced by
my knowledge that a circle is a “plane figure contained by a single line
equidistant at all points along itself from one point inside called the
center,” since this is simply a more refined version of the same knowledge.
But this relatively particular knowledge of what a circle is cannot replace my
more general knowledge of a what a “figure” is, since that is not the
same knowledge. 



[bookmark: N_57_]57.  Aristotle
noted in his own time that “some people do not listen to a speaker unless
he speaks mathematically,” but insists that “The minute accuracy of
mathematics is not to be demanded in all cases” (Aristotle, Metaphysics
2.3.995a5 and 995a15; W. D. Ross translation). 



[bookmark: N_58_]58.  Cf.
the testimony of Bertrand Russell, who says “It seems to me that
philosophical investigation, as far as I have experience of it, starts from that
curious and unsatisfactory state of mind in which one feels complete certainty
without being able to say what one is certain of” (Bertrand Russell, My
Philosophical Development [New York: Simon and Schuster, 1959], 133). 



[bookmark: N_59_]59.  Many
scientists, such as Werner Heisenberg and Sir Arthur Eddington, have shown
considerable gifts in thinking philosophically, and yet they are not the
greatest of the natural philosophers. The greatest of the natural philosophers,
such as Aquinas and Aristotle, might have made great physicists, but only at the
expense of making progress in the more general study of nature. 



[bookmark: N_60_]60.  “The
fatal consequences of abandoning all thought of the subject as a whole, to
become absorbed and lost in independent investigation of single aspects of it,
is illustrated everywhere. The absence of coordination between the sciences, the
failure of each to reflect constantly upon the scope and significance of the
others have brought all to a state of hollowness” (Charles de Koninck, The
Hollow Universe [Québec: Les Presses de L’Université Laval, 1964],
112-13). There is certainly some cooperation amongst the recognized
“sciences,” such as physics and chemistry and biology, but no one can
believe there is any serious cooperation between these sciences and the more
general philosophy of nature. 



[bookmark: N_61_]61. “Modern
biology, if some of its distinguished representatives are to be believed, dare
not call itself true science unless it avoids and ignores all that naturally
comes to the minds of ordinary people when they think of familiar animals and
plants” (ibid., 79). 



[bookmark: N_62_]62.  The
“anthropic principle,” whether a sound principle or not, is a fine
example of integral science, an approach to nature that does not limit itself to
one method or another, but uses whichever approach seems best suited to help us
understand the matter at hand. This principle invokes the idea that nature acts
for an end, but also attends to the metrical aspects of things so crucial to the
physicist. In our modern way of speaking however, we would say that in such
cases the physicist is essentially borrowing from the natural philosopher, or in
part becoming one himself, and he is stepping outside the methods strictly
appropriate to the physicist. How arbitrary this is can be seen by reflecting on
the fact that a physicist necessarily borrows from mathematics, which is a
discipline that does not even share his subject matter (or go back to sense
experience to test its theorems), although it might be applicable to it. If he
can thus borrow from the mathematician in his capacity as a physicist, why can
he not use the general principles of the philosophy of nature, which is really
the general beginning of his own discipline? 
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On Generation and Corruption 1.2.316a5-13. 



[bookmark: N_64_]64.  Aristotle,
De Caelo 3.7.306a5-17. Cf. De Caelo 2.13.293a20-25, about the
Pythagoreans: “They further construct another earth in opposition to ours
to which they give the name counter-earth. In all this they are not seeking for
theories and causes to account for the phenomena, but rather forcing the
phenomena and trying to accommodate them to certain theories and opinions of
their own.” Both quotations are from the J. L. Stocks translation. 
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for example, Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 1.13. 
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Parts of Animals 1.5.644b32-35; William Ogle translation. 
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THE LIST OF the seven capital vices(1) includes sloth, envy,
avarice, vainglory, gluttony, lust, and anger. While many of
the seven vices are more complex than they appear at first
glance, one stands out as more obscure and out of place than all
the others, at least for a contemporary audience: the vice of sloth. 



	Our puzzlement over sloth is heightened by sloth’s inclusion
on the traditional lists of the seven capital vices and the seven
deadly sins from the fourth century onward.(2) For hundreds of
years, these seven vices were distinguished as moral and spiritual
failings of serious and perennial importance.(3) By contrast, recent
studies, as well as the popular imagination, typically associate
sloth with, or even define it as, laziness.(4) But is laziness in fact a
moral failing? 
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	In this article, I will explore Thomas Aquinas’s conception of
the vice of sloth and his reasons for including it on the list of
seven. For this reason, from here on I will refer to the vice by its
Latin name, acedia, rather than the modern English term, “sloth.”
Aquinas’s account deserves special attention because it stands at
a key point in the history of acedia, a point at which previous
strands of the Christian virtue tradition converge and after which
the heuristic force of the traditional schema of virtues and vices
is considerably dissipated. His account thus provides an inter-esting interpretive link between ancient Christian and modern
conceptions of this vice.


	In part I, I will briefly trace the history of acedia in order to
uncover the various sources of its association with laziness. In
part II, I will analyze Aquinas’s two-part definition of acedia,
noting especially its opposition to the virtue of charity (caritas).
His characterization of acedia as the kind of sorrow opposed to
the joy of charity diverges from the tradition (both before and
after him) in subtle but interesting ways, and yields an important
clue as to why he thought acedia constituted a serious and
important moral deficiency, warranting its inclusion on the list of
seven capital vices. 


	In part III, I will inquire more specifically into what might
cause acedia‘s sorrow. Here I engage an interpretive puzzle about
Aquinas’s own description of acedia, which turns out to be a
necessary further step in clarifying his understanding of this vice:
Is physical weariness the cause of acedia‘s sorrow, as some
passages seem to suggest? Or does acedia have deeper, spiritual
roots? Solving this puzzle helps us understand why Aquinas insists
that acedia is a spiritual vice and, therefore, much more than
laziness. If Aquinas is right that acedia is aversion not to physical
effort as such, but rather to what it sees as the burdens of a
relationship of love, then this feature of the vice, born of its link
to charity, confirms its important role in the moral life. 
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I. The Link to Laziness: A Short History of Acedia


	Contemporary audiences are not unique in thinking of acedia
as aversion to physical effort or as associated with states of torpor
and inertia. The following cursory survey of the history of acedia
will reveal both important consonances and dissonances between
Aquinas’s conception of the vice and the tradition of thought in
which he played an important part.


	The history of acedia may be divided into five main stages.(5) Its
beginnings lie at least as early as the fourth century a.d., when the
Desert Fathers of Egypt wrestled with this vice and Evagrius of
Pontus first compiled a list of eight major vices, acedia chief
among them. For the desert cenobites, acedia named the temptation to escape one’s commitment to the solitary religious life, due
to both physical weariness (a result of their extreme asceticism)
and weariness with the spiritual life itself. Oppressed with the
tedium of life and depressed at the thought of his spiritual calling,
a monk would look out of his desert cell in the heat of the day
and want nothing more than to escape and enjoy an afternoon of
entertainment in the city.(6)


From this solitary mode of the religious life with its stringent
asceticism, the concept of acedia was transplanted into Western
monasticism by John Cassian, disciple of Evagrius. Here one’s
calling to the religious life took a communal form. In this second
stage, the vice was understood less as a longing to escape solitary
communion with God than as a temptation to shirk one’s calling
to participate in a religious community and its spiritual life.(7)
Again, the one afflicted by this vice was aggrieved and oppressed
by his commitment to the religious life with its identity and
calling—hence Gregory the Great’s label for it as a particular kind
of tristitia (sorrow). But in its monastic form, escaping now 	
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involved shunning a relationship to God and to others who
shared that relationship. The inertia and tedium caused by sorrow
sapped one’s motivation to do one’s part in that community; thus
acedia‘s link with laziness, understood as the neglect of one’s
duties (whether spiritual exercises or manual labor), emerges
further.


	In the thirteenth century, Aquinas further reworked Cassianic
acedia and Gregorian tristitia in his Summa Theologiae, both
narrowing and broadening the concept. On the one hand, his
opposition of acedia to charity more narrowly and precisely lo-cated the vice’s threat to one’s spiritual life. On the other hand,
restricting its target to the virtue of charity broadened its appli-cation to any human being in any state of life, for Aquinas
understood all human beings, simply in virtue of their nature as
human beings, as made to live in relationship with God. For all
those who accept this relationship and receive the gift of charity,
Aquinas counted acedia a possibility. Acedia thus ceased to be a
vice that threatened only those who chose the religious life in the
strict sense. 


In the fourth stage, the Reformation further broadened the
concept of acedia. First, it turned away from the tradition-based
lists of virtues and vices in favor of what it saw as the more strictly
scriptural commandments.(8) Moreover, the Reformers rejected the
sacrament of penance, for the sake of which much of the previous
analysis of acedia and its behavioral symptoms had been done.(9)
Thus, the seven great vices gradually lost their status as central
heuristic devices in theology and spiritual formation. In addition,
the Reformers expanded the notion of one’s spiritual vocation to
include all forms of work and labor. So shirking one’s spiritual or
religious duties—the monastic sense of acedia—now included
shirking all of one’s duties in life, for example, to one’s guild,
one’s family, one’s church, and so on. Since all work can be an
expression of one’s religious calling, acedia came to mean neglect
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of one’s work in general, while its opposite, diligence, came to be
regarded as a virtue.


	Because Aquinas’s account defined acedia as opposing charity,
a theological virtue whose object is our friendship with God (our
participation in the divine nature), acedia was in his view a
peculiarly theological vice.(10) This explains how acedia could be
reduced to “mere” laziness in the fifth and final stage of its
history—a stage characterized by humanizing and secularizing
tendencies of thought that followed the medieval period and were
already underway during the time of the Reformation. If one gives
up a sense of the person as a being fulfilled only in relationship to
God, then acedia—the vice that sorrows over and resists our
divine identity and destiny—no longer seems to have any
application. Evacuated of spiritual content, little is left of acedia
save aversion to effort in general; acedia is merely laziness and its
status as a capital and spiritual vice becomes puzzling.(11) On the
contrary, Aquinas’s conception of this vice entails understanding
(at some level) and taking seriously that one is refusing the
commitment and calling that a relationship to God entails, in
order for it to count as a genuine case of acedia. 
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	Our brief history of acedia(12) goes some distance toward
explaining the tendency to conflate sloth with mere laziness. In
the next section, I turn to Aquinas’s conception of acedia. By
opposing acedia directly to charity, Aquinas provides an
important clue about the nature and importance of the vice. The
resulting conception of acedia transcends, but does not jettison, its
historical link to laziness.


 


II. Acedia‘s Opposition to Charity





In the Secunda Pars of the Summa Theologiae, formation in
virtue is the central and primary characterization of the good life
for human beings. Aquinas conceives of moral formation teleo-logically, in terms both of Aristotelian flourishing and ultimately,
of Christian sanctification.(13) Thus, the virtues in their most perfect
form are certain internal dispositions and principles of action
infused by God (specifically, by the work of the Holy Spirit) that
enable us to reach our telos, becoming like Christ, the exemplar
of human perfection and one who lives in perfect communion
with God. At its core, then, the moral life involves personal
transformation. 

	Vices, according to Aquinas, are the personal habits that thwart
this transformation; virtues are the traits by which we take on the
character of Christ. The apostle Paul describes this change in
Colossians 3:5-14:



Your life is now hidden with Christ in God… . Put to death, therefore,
whatever belongs to your earthly nature… . You used to walk in these ways,
in the life you once lived. But now you must rid yourself of all such things… since 



 

page 179




you have taken off your old self with its practices and have put on the new self,
which is being renewed in the image of its Creator.(14) 




This teleological picture of the moral life as a project of personal
transformation stands behind Aquinas’s characterization of acedia.
Acedia counts as a vice because it threatens (from within) the
process of human perfection and its telos, a relationship with God
that Aquinas will call charity.


	Aquinas defines the vice of acedia as “sorrow over … an
internal and divine good [in us].”(15) The definition breaks down
into two main parts. I will examine first what Aquinas means by
“an internal and divine good” and, second, what he means by his
puzzling description of it as a kind of “sorrow” (tristitia).


The “internal and divine good” refers to that human
participation in the divine nature which is nothing other than the
virtue of charity.(16) Acedia is the capital vice directly opposed to
the virtue of charity.(17) Thus, we should give a brief sketch of what
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Aquinas means by “charity.” It is the centerpiece of his account of
the virtues, which are in turn at the center of his account of the
moral life in the Summa Theologiae. Charity is the “root and
mother of all other virtues”; its position parallels pride’s with
respect to the capital vices. In addition, charity is a theological
virtue, which means that it has God as its direct object.(18)


	Aquinas characterizes charity primarily as a relationship with
God. He describes it as “union with God,” “sharing in the
fellowship of eternal happiness,” “friendship with God,” and the
“spiritual life whereby God dwells in us.”(19) From the beginning,
human beings are made in the imago dei, and in the end we are
perfected only by participating in God’s divine nature. Here is the
classic definition of charity:



Charity is the friendship of human beings for God, grounded in the fellowship
of everlasting happiness. Now this fellowship is in respect, not of natural, but
of gratuitous gifts, for, according to Romans 6:23, “the grace of God is life
everlasting”: wherefore charity itself surpasses our natural faculties. Therefore
charity can be in us neither naturally nor through the acquisition of the natural
powers, but by the infusion of the Holy Spirit, Who is the love of the Father
and the Son, and the participation of Whom is created charity.(20) 







For Aquinas, charity is a deep bond of friendship that makes us all
we are meant to be. We might think, as a kind of analogy
originally suggested by the apostle Paul, of the way a man and
woman become “one flesh” in marriage. Marriage is more than a
civil contract; it is a transformation of identity, the kind that
comes only through the gift of oneself to another person. Thus,
it involves the dying away of an old individual self and the birth
of a new unity. In a mysterious way, this new bond of unity
enables both members in the relationship to grow and be  
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transformed in ways that perfect their character.(21) Similarly,
charity is a relationship of union with God, a participation in the
divine nature that completes and perfects us. In Pauline terms, we
“put on the new self, which is Christ,” thereby becoming fully
what we are meant to be.(22)


Aquinas also emphasizes that this relationship of participation
in God himself is received only by way of a gift(23)—a gift of the
Spirit that requires a gift of ourselves in return in order to count
as genuine friendship, for friendship requires mutuality.(24) Finally,
charity is linked to our ultimate destiny, what Aquinas describes
as our telos. Our fulfillment as human beings comes with living in
God’s presence, being in union with him. In the consummation of
this friendship, our will finds perfect joy and rest.(25) For now,
Aquinas writes, the “grace [of charity] is nothing else than a
beginning of glory in us.”(26) The marriage analogy again illustrates
its “now and not yet” character: spouses are married on the day
they take their vows, but being married is an identity and activity 	
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that takes a lifetime of commitment, transformation, and living-in-relationship. So, too, does our friendship with God.


	This “internal and divine good in us” is the target of acedia‘s
sorrow, which brings us to the second half of the definition. By
“sorrow” Aquinas means something more technical than its usual
connotation of sadness.(27) The Latin word acedia is a translitera-tion of the Greek jh—literally, “a lack of care.”(28) Etymo-logically, at least, acedia is a lack of appetite, unresponsiveness,
aversion, and, at its limit, even distaste.(29) 


For Aquinas, joy and sorrow are the spiritual analogues of
physical pleasure and pain; they name our appetitive reaction to
the inner apprehension (by imagination or intellect) of a present
good or evil, respectively. Aquinas usually uses “sorrow” rather
than “pain” when the evil object in question is a spiritual one.(30)
Acedia‘s sorrow is thus an appetitive aversion to a spiritual and
interior good because that good is perceived by the agent as evil
in some way (in what way we will consider later). In the disputed
questions De Malo, Aquinas clarifies this: Sorrow about “some 	
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distressing or laborious work” (a martyr’s bodily suffering, for
example) is not acedia because in those cases the sorrow is not
about an interior good but rather an exterior evil.(31) Sorrow can
manifest itself as a passion (located in the sensitive appetite) or an
aversion of the will (the intellectual appetite). In the latter case, it
looks more like disgust or contempt than the emotion of sad-ness
typically associated with the term. Aquinas will be concerned
primarily with the movement of the intellectual appetite in his
definition of acedia.


	Aquinas’s moral psychology links joy, the appetitive state
directly opposed to sorrow, to rest in the appetite.(32) Like its
analogue, pleasure, joy is a kind of delight in a good that is
present and possessed.(33) Acedia‘s sorrow is therefore a restless
resistance to a good (perceived as evil in some respect) that is
recognized to be our own.(34) This means that we do not have an
aversion to God himself in acedia, but rather to ourselves-as-sharing-in-God’s-nature, united to him in the bond of friendship.
Aquinas says, “acedia is not sadness about the presence of God
himself, but sadness about some [internal] good pertaining to him
which is divine by participation,”(35) implying that acedia afflicts
only those who already have charity.


Aquinas also names joy as the first of three inward effects (acts
or “fruits”) of charity.(36) Acedia, as “a species of sorrow,” is the
vice directly opposing this joy. Rather than being lifted up by joy
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at one’s union with God, the person afflicted with acedia is
oppressed or weighed down; as one’s own, the divine good is seen
as an unwelcome burden.(37) What makes acedia sinful or vicious,
for Aquinas, is that it consists in an intrinsic disorder of our
desires: It is inappropriate aversion, for it regards our partici-pation in the greatest good and only source of lasting joy with
apathy or distaste.(38) Acedia perceives this divine good in us as
evil—as oppressive or repulsive. To God’s offer of the “renewal
of [our] whole nature at the center of [our] being,” acedia turns
away from “be[coming] what God wants [us] to be.”(39) To mark
the contrast, acedia is traditionally opposed to the beatitude
“Blessed are those who hunger and thirst after righteousness,”
where one wholeheartedly yearns to be renewed, that is, to
become righteous like Christ.(40)
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	Now there are times when one might be weighed down by
suffering or grief or even physical weariness, and lack inner joy.
Or despite a commitment to regular prayer and fasting, one might
hit spells of dryness or a lack of devotion. This is not acedia.
Acedia, as a sin and vice, moves beyond emotion and feeling to
what Aquinas calls “reason’s consent” to our lack of joy.(41) 


	As a metaphor for acedia, the Christian tradition frequently
pointed to the people of Israel, freed from bondage in Egypt and
faced with the prospect of making their home in the Promised
Land. After the spies’ report, however, the Israelites decided that
the project of conquering the Canaanite nations looked much less
appealing than it did before. God punished them with forty years
of wandering in the desert wilderness—a punishment as much
their choice as God’s penalty. To the offer of a homeland and
promised rest, a chance to embrace their identity and destiny as
God’s own people, the Israelites responded by turning away. As
the psalmist recounts, “They despised the pleasant land” (Ps
106:24a). The aridity of the desert landscape, the restless, aimless
wandering, and the refusal of their own fulfillment and God’s
blessing in their promised homeland all have their analogues in
the vice of acedia.


Another commonly used scriptural portrait of acedia is that of
Lot’s wife: When faced with the opportunity to be saved from
destruction, she leaves the doomed city of Sodom but cannot
bring herself to turn completely away from her old life (in
particular, its sense of home and identity) with all its familiarity.
(Familiar miseries, with which one has learned to live, often seem 	
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preferable to the demands of a new way of life.)(42) In either case,
the overwhelming urge is to stay with the comfortable and the
known rather than risk change, even if it promises improvement.
Acedia‘s resentment, listlessness, sullenness, and apathy stem from
perceiving oneself as “stuck” in a position (the new) that one does
not wholeheartedly endorse but that one also cannot fully deny or
escape.(43) 


	Thus, the trouble with acedia is that when we have it, we refuse
to be all that we are meant to be. This refusal—even when we
think it constitutes an escape from an unappealing future—is itself
a form of misery. In refusing our telos, we resist our deepest
desires for fulfillment. This is why Gregory describes acedia as “a
kind of sorrow.” In outlining the sins to which acedia typically
gives rise, Aquinas likewise explains how they are all attempts
either to escape sorrow or to live with inescapable sorrow.(44) The
oppressiveness of acedia comes from our own self-stifling choice.(45) 
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	This definition of acedia—sorrowing over our friendship with
God (and the transformation of our nature by grace effected by it)
as something evil—gives Aquinas grounds for maintaining its
status as a capital vice, that is, a vice that is the source of many
others. It concerns one of the most basic movements of the
appetite (sorrow being aversion to a present evil), and it concerns
a very desirable good—a key characteristic of the capital
vices(46)—namely, a good that is directly connected with our
ultimate end and toward which the will is inclined by necessity of
its nature.(47) Acedia thus involves inner tension, grappling as it
does with both a strong push toward and a strong pull away from
our ultimate end, friendship with God.(48) 


	Acedia‘s opposition to charity, the greatest of all Christian
virtues, makes it an extremely serious vice, but how and why the
one with acedia resists charity is still mysterious. Thus, in the third
and final section, I propose to examine the cause of acedia.
Aquinas’s answer to this question resonates with the common
understanding of acedia as an aversion to effort, but also
distinguishes it from mere laziness. Identifying the cause of
acedia‘s sorrow over the internal and divine good of charity helps
us fully grasp why he counts it among the spiritual vices.
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III. An Interpretive Puzzle: The Cause of Sorrow


	The difficulty of understanding Aquinas’s conception of acedia
is figuring out what might cause us to sorrow over our
participation in the divine nature. What could possibly occasion
sorrow over friendship with God? How could we feel aversion
toward the relationship that constitutes our own perfection,
especially aversion Aquinas describes as “dislike, horror, and
detestation of the Divine good”?(49)


	In what follows, I will consider two explanations of the cause
of sorrow over the divine good in us. Each explanation has some
basis in Aquinas’s texts. Each also pays heed to the strands of the
tradition that associate acedia with an aversion to effort (the
common meaning of “sloth”). I will argue, however, that the
second is a better interpretation of Aquinas, and conclude that the
effort to which acedia objects is not merely bodily toil or
difficulty, as its characterization as “laziness” would indicate, but
rather the commitment required by being and living in a
relationship of love. With this explanation in hand, we can fully
grasp why Aquinas insists that acedia is a spiritual vice and
understand better how, on his conception of the problem, one
might become vulnerable to it. 


	The first and perhaps most straightforward explanation of
acedia‘s sorrow affirms the common conception of this vice as
laziness or sloth. We perceive friendship with God as involving
too much physical work, too much bodily effort. Going to Mass,
doing good works, engaging in spiritual exercises—all of these
take too much time and effort. Weariness is often used in
descriptions of acedia in both De Malo and the Summa
Theologiae:



  


Acedia is a kind of sorrow, whereby one becomes sluggish in spiritual actus
because they weary the body. (STh I q. 63, a. 2, ad 2, on spiritual creatures)
  [Acedia] according to Damascene, is an oppressive sorrow, which so oppresses
the soul of a person that he or she wants to do nothing… . Hence sloth implies
a 
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certain weariness of work, as appears from [Augustine’s] gloss on Ps 106:18,
“Their soul abhorred all manner of meat,” and from the definition of some who
say that sloth is a sluggishness of the mind which neglects to begin good. (STh II-II, q. 35, a. 1, on acedia)


[Acedia is] sadness about one’s spiritual good, on account of the attendant
bodily labor. (STh I-II, q. 84, a. 4, on sin and vice)


[T]he reason a person shuns spiritual goods is a kind of weariness, while dislike
of toil and love of bodily repose seem to be due to the same cause, viz.
weariness. (STh II-II, q. 35, a. 2, obj. 3, on acedia)




	Historically, as we have seen, Evagrius already conceived of the
vice in such a manner—especially given the Desert Fathers’
stringent ascetic practices—and the Cassianic monastic tradition
followed suit.(50) Moreover, Augustine seems to think of it in this
way, given his descriptions of the vice in the passages Aquinas
quotes in the Summa Theologiae and De Malo. We can easily
imagine cases of human love—caring for an aging parent or a
newborn infant, for example—where the sheer physical effort and
weariness associated with the task might cause us to shrink back
from the relationship. 


Nonetheless the conception of acedia as a vice that shuns labor
of the body (corporalem laborem)(51) as such is one that Aquinas
considers but rejects. Bodily toil and difficulty are not the causes
of acedia‘s sorrow. Neither is anything like diligence in good
works named a virtue. More tellingly, he repeatedly describes the
weariness mentioned in the above quotations as the effect of
acedia, rather than the source of its sorrowfulness. Sluggishness
about the commandments, the paralysis induced by despair, the 	
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failure to act caused by pusillanimity in the face of the counsels of
perfection—all of these are characterized as the offspring vices of
acedia, behaviors that follow upon being afflicted by the vice.
Responding to the traditional understanding of acedia as neglect
of good works, Aquinas writes: “Sluggishness about things [that
ought to be] done is not sadness itself but the effect of sadness.”(52) 


	While Aquinas will argue that acedia is more than laziness, he
acknowledges that it can have inactivity as its effect: “Acedia, by
weighing on the mind, hinders us from doing things that cause
sorrow,”(53) and “excessive sorrow … paralyzes the soul and hin-ders it from shunning evil,”(54) to the point that “sometimes even
the external movement of the body is paralyzed [by sorrow].”(55)
This is an effect of sorrow in general, however, and thus it does
not mark acedia off in particular. Further, sorrow’s direct effect
is principally internal (i.e., on the soul). More importantly,
identifying neglect and inactivity as the fruit of acedia‘s
oppression does not explain why acedia is oppressed at the
thought of the divine good in us in the first place.


	In fact, even as a result or concomitant effect of sorrow, lazi-ness or inactivity is not a sure mark of the vice. Aquinas divides
the daughters of acedia into two types: vices caused by having to
live with inescapable sorrow, and vices that exemplify our efforts
to escape from sorrow when we can. (He describes the effects of
acedia as “flight” several times in four short articles in De Malo,
echoing his description in the Summa Theologiae of the appetite’s
natural reaction to sorrow in general.) Despair is an example of
the former type of vice; and the “wandering of the mind after
illicit things”(56) is an example of the latter. Thus, acedia can show
itself as a curious mixture of depression or inertia on the one
hand, and flight or escapism on the other.(57) 
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	Its tendency to flight prompted Aquinas and others to oppose
acedia to the commandment to hallow the Sabbath day, which is
a “moral precept commanding that the mind rest in God, to which
the mind’s sorrow over the divine good is contrary.”(58) “Rest” may
be taken here to refer both to stopping “activity” in order to
engage in contemplation of God (the antidote to acedia‘s
escapism)(59) and to the joyful peace that characterizes that state of
communion: recall that for Aquinas, “rest” and “joy” describe the
will’s possession of the good desired. When we turn away from
fullness and rest, we naturally seek to distract ourselves from
facing the resulting emptiness. But even incessant and successful
diversions fail to give us real delight; they are, in the well-known
words of Ecclesiates, a “mere chasing after the wind.” Likewise,
this vice can easily assume the mask of diligent activity. As Pascal
also notes, a frantically paced life may be as morally and
spiritually suspect as a life of idleness.(60) Hence, restlessness, as
well as laziness, can be a hallmark of acedia.


	Acedia, however, names the sorrow itself, which weighs on the
soul. In Aquinas’s words, 



Sorrow is not a distinct vice, insofar as one shirks a distasteful and burdensome
work, or sorrows on account of any other cause whatever, but only insofar as
one is sorrowful on account of the Divine good, which sorrow belongs
essentially to acedia.(61) 




So the sorrow causes the sluggishness (or the restlessness);
however, the question remains, what causes the sorrow? What is
it about our participation in God that would make us perceive it
as an evil in some way?
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	Here begins the second explanation of what might cause
acedia‘s sorrow. Rather than being caused by an aversion to the
physical effort associated with charity, it may be understood more
fundamentally as resistance to the transformation of the self
implicated in friendship with God. Responding to the question of
whether acedia is a special sin, Aquinas says:



Therefore in answer to this question we must affirm that to sorrow over this
special good which is an internal and divine good makes acedia a special sin,
just as to love this good makes charity a special virtue. Now this divine good is
saddening to us on account of the opposition of the spirit to the flesh because as
the Apostle says in Galatians 5:17, “The flesh lusts against the spirit”; and
therefore when love of the flesh is dominant in human beings we loathe
spiritual good as if something contrary to ourselves, just as someone with
embittered taste finds wholesome food distasteful and is grieved whenever he
has to take such food. Therefore such distress and distaste and disgust [taedio]
about a spiritual and divine good is acedia, which is a special sin.(62)




	This is one of only two brief passages in which Aquinas positively characterizes the source of acedia‘s sorrow. That source is
the opposition of “the flesh” to “the spirit.” But isn’t the first
explanation of the cause of sorrow merely confirmed by this
passage—namely, that the “fleshly” toil involved in spiritual love
for God is so onerous that we are averse to the life of the “spirit”
on account of it? The present conundrum about why acedia is
sorrowful (because of bodily effort or some other cause, most
notably, a spiritual one) finds its parallel in a controversy over
whether acedia should count as a carnal or a spiritual vice,
positions for which there are again conflicting passages in the
Summa Theologiae. Both problems hinge on how we should
characterize the object of acedia, so the answer to this question
will allow us to adjudicate both disputes at once.


	In question 63 of the Prima Pars, Aquinas apparently
categorizes acedia, along with avarice and anger, as a carnal sin
rather than as a spiritual sin, like pride and envy. The context is
a discussion on the nature of spiritual creatures—in particular, the 
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angels. Article 2 asks whether or not demons (fallen angels) are
susceptible to only spiritual and not carnal vices because they are
spiritual rather than embodied creatures. We rightly anticipate an
affirmative answer to the question. The main authoritative source
in this text is Augustine’s City of God, where Augustine denies
that the demons can be fornicators or drunkards—that is,
susceptible to carnal vices like lust and gluttony. The question thus
narrows to whether the demons have only the vice of pride, or
whether there are other vices on the traditional list of seven that
they also have. Pride and envy seem to qualify as obviously
spiritual vices because their objects are a kind of excellence or
superiority in another.(63) Pride is aggrieved at the superiority and
excelling goodness of God, envy at the superiority or excelling
goodness of a neighbor. On the other hand, lust and gluttony
count as carnal vices because they have bodily pleasures as their
objects.(64)


	We can imagine several reasons why acedia might count as a
carnal vice. Like lust, it might have bodily pleasure as its object.
That is, acedia might be the vice of inordinately seeking physical
rest and comfort (“bodily repose”)—“inordinately” meaning that
the comfort is sought over and against a spiritual good or is
engaged in immoderately (too much). This parallels the case of
lust: it can be an inordinate desire either by means of a disorder
in its object or in the degree of desire for a licit object. 


	Acedia might also count as carnal because it involves a passion
of the sensitive appetite, namely, sadness. Only creatures with
sensitive capacities, which are essentially linked to the body, are
capable of a passion in the strictest sense. Acedia would thus be
like anger, a vice of excessive or misdirected passion. However,
this argument is weakened by a distinction Aquinas makes
between sorrow and pain (STh I-II, q. 35, a. 2 [the treatise on the
passions]) and his location of acedia‘s aversion in the intellectual
appetite in De Malo (q. 11, a. 1). In the latter passage, Aquinas
notes that sorrow and the sin of acedia can occur in the 	
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intellective appetite as well as the sensitive appetite, so that the
excessive or misdirected passions of the sensitive appetite need not
be involved at all in cases of acedia. There, he also explicitly
distances himself from Augustine, who claims that charity’s good
appears evil “inasmuch as it is contrary to carnal desires.”(65) 


	Despite apparently conceding that acedia is a carnal sin in the
Prima Pars, in the Secunda Secundae Aquinas explicitly names
acedia among the spiritual vices: 



[I]t cannot be said that acedia is a special vice insofar as it shuns spiritual good
as toilsome or troublesome to the body, or as a hindrance to the body’s
pleasures, for this would not sever acedia from the carnal vices, whereby a
person seeks bodily comfort and pleasure.(66)







Here acedia is marked out over and against the carnal vices on
account of its object, which is a spiritual good. This is the defini-tive way that Aquinas characterizes virtues (i.e., by their objects)
and likewise, the vices. This is also the section of the Summa
Theologiae that deals with acedia directly, and not, as in the
passage in the Prima Pars, only in passing (in answer to questions
about other topics). In the two passages where Aquinas directly
addresses the nature of the vice (De Malo, q. 11; STh II-II, q. 35,
a. 2) Aquinas numbers acedia among the spiritual vices, following
the authority of Gregory in the Moralia. 

	Moreover, Aquinas directly counters the characterization of
acedia as averse to bodily effort or oppressed by physical weari-ness in several passages. In the principal article from the Summa
Theologiae (II-II, q. 35, a. 2), for example, the objector reasons
that if acedia were aversion to some kind of bodily toil or effort
involved in pursuit of a spiritual good, then it would be mere
laziness. But that would leave its opposition to charity puzzling.
If “the reason why a person shuns spiritual goods is a kind of
weariness … dislike of toil and love of bodily repose,” then
“acedia would be nothing but laziness, which seems untrue, for 
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idleness is opposed to carefulness, whereas acedia is opposed to
joy.” Aquinas’s reply, as we have just seen, affirms that what
distinguishes acedia as such cannot be its opposition to bodily
labor or effort on the grounds that this would make acedia a
carnal vice, which it is not. The parallel passage from De Malo
echoes the same objection and reply:  



[I]t was argued that acedia is sadness about a spiritual good for a special reason,
namely, inasmuch as it impedes bodily rest or relaxation. But counter to this:
to seek bodily rest or relaxation pertains to carnal vices… . If then the only
reason that acedia is a special sin is that it impedes bodily rest or relaxation, it
would follow that acedia is a carnal sin, whereas Gregory lists acedia among the
spiritual sins, as is evident in Book XXXI of the Moralia. (De Malo, q. 11, a. 2,
obj. 3)




Finally, in his commentary on I Corinthians, Aquinas also
maintains that acedia is a spiritual vice on account of its object:
“Certain sins are not satisfied [consummantur] in carnal pleasure,
but only in spiritual pleasure [or the avoidance of spiritual
sorrow—the same object is at the root of both], as it is said of the
spiritual vices, for instance as with pride, avarice, and acedia.”(67)
Throughout these passages, Aquinas insists that the pursuit of
physical comfort or rest at the expense of a spiritual good is not
what defines acedia.(68) The object of acedia is not “friendship-with-God-as-impediment-to-bodily-rest-and-comfort.”


	How then should we understand acedia‘s status as a spiritual
vice? Returning to our key passage, what does it mean when
Aquinas tells us that “this divine good is saddening to us on
account of the opposition of the spirit to the flesh” so that “when
the love of the flesh is dominant in us we loathe spiritual good as
if something contrary to ourselves“?(69) 
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	The best way to resolve the problem is to think of acedia as
sorrow at the thought of being in relationship with God because
of what I will call “the burdens of commitment.” In fact, a
symptom of acedia is that one perceives being in a relationship
and maintaining it as burdens to be borne. Love and friendship
are felt as making demands on us, and acedia resists them as such.
This interpretation pays due attention to the dominance of
passages where acedia is characterized as a spiritual sin on account
of its spiritual object, but it also maintains some link to bodily
effort, which is prevalent in both Aquinas’s tradition and more
recent conceptions of the vice. 


	The source of sadness in acedia is the opposition of “the flesh”
and “the spirit.” Aquinas is quoting the Apostle Paul in Galatians
5:17 here. He is not adopting a Platonic or Manichean dualism
that denigrates the material aspect of the person, blaming the
body as the source of sinful hindrances while identifying the true
self with a person’s inner, spiritual aspect (the soul). The problem
of sin is not a result of embodiment, even if sin is also manifest
there. Thus, winning the war against “the flesh”—if we restrict its
meaning to bodily desires, in this case, for ease and comfort—will
not make sin or vice go away. Rather, our whole person—
intellect, will, sense appetite, and external behavior—needs to be
reoriented away from selfishness and alienation toward love of
God and neighbor. To interpret Aquinas’s use of “flesh” and
“spirit” as indicating an opposition in acedia between bodily
desire and spiritual good runs contrary to his insistence in several
central passages that acedia should not be defined in terms of its
aversion to bodily effort (or desire).


Instead, the most plausible interpretation is to read “flesh” and
“spirit” in terms of another pair of Pauline terms, which are in
opposition—the “old self” and the “new self,” sinful and re-deemed human nature. As we saw in the beginning of part II, Paul
frequently uses these terms to describe the moral transformation
of the whole self by the Holy Spirit.(70) Attachment to the old self,
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in its alienation from God, is aversion to (becoming) the new self,
which is defined by its relationship with God. The old self—“the
flesh” (sarx, not soma)—is not the body or bodily desires, but the
sinful nature of the whole person. Sin turns our whole being away
from relationship to God, toward self-centeredness and alienation
from others. By contrast, the new self, created by charity, orders
the whole person toward relationship with God (and neighbor);
love opens us up to an identity that is constituted by and
consummated in communion with God. (Recall that Aquinas
constantly describes the love of charity, as with love in general, as
union, friendship, sharing or participating in the nature of
another—all relational terms.) 


	Here is Aquinas’s commentary on the “old self” mentioned in
Ephesians 4: 



First, what does “the old man” mean? Some hold that the old man is exterior
and the new man interior. But it must be said that the old man is both interior
and exterior; he is a person who is enslaved by a senility in his soul, due to sin,
and in his body whose members provide the tools for sin. Thus a man enslaved
to sin in soul and body is an old man… . And so a man subjected to sin is
termed an old man because he is on the way to corruption.(71)




This fundamental opposition of “selves” at the heart of the moral
life explains why Aquinas describes acedia in the key passage
above as loathing spiritual good “as if something contrary to
ourselves.”  


	How does the old self/new self interpretation help us
understand what goes wrong in acedia? Acedia sorrows over being
in a relationship of love to another. The claims of the other, the
transformation of the self required, the commitment to maintain
the relationship even when this requires sacrificing one’s own
desires—these are what acedia objects to, not merely the bodily
effort they may or may not involve. (As we noted earlier, the
person with acedia may pour significant bodily effort and
emotional energy into the difficult task of constant distraction
from and denial of her condition, so the aversion cannot be to 
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corporalem laborem per se.) Put simply, acedia prefers stagnation
and alienation to what it sees as the burdens of commitment.  


		Acedia as aversion to our relationship to God turns away from
the claims of a relational identity. Love for another at this level
requires vulnerability, challenge, and change; it also involves
responsibility and even suffering. In Paul’s words to the Colos-sians, something must die in order for the new self to be born, and
it might be an old self to which we are very attached.(72) A deep
friendship changes my identity; the deeper the friendship, the
deeper the transformation. It is this claim of the other on who I
am that acedia resists. As Josef Pieper observes, “Acedia … will
not accept supernatural goods because they are, by their very
nature, linked to a claim on the one who receives them.”(73) Acedia
resists the self-renewal involved in sanctification. It wants to claim
the relationship with God that justifies the self without accepting
any further demands to become holy, to be created anew.


	Marriage and human friendships make good analogies here.
For all its joys, any intense friendship or relationship like marriage
has aspects that can seem burdensome. There is not only an
investment of time, but an investment of self that is required for
the relationship to exist and, further, to flourish. Even more
difficult than the physical accommodations are the accommo-dations of identity: from the perspective of individual “freedom,”
to be in this relationship will change me and cost me; it will
require me to restructure my priorities; it may compromise my
plans; it will add obligations; it will demand sacrifice; it will alter
the pattern of my thoughts and desires and transform my vision
of the world. Stagnating and staying the same is easier and safer,
even if ultimately it makes us more unhappy, than risking
openness to love’s transforming power and its claims on us.
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	Take, for example, a typical situation between a husband and
wife. We will assume that, in general, theirs is a relationship of
great and enduring friendship. But when they argue at dinnertime
and head off to opposite corners of the house for the rest of the
evening, it is much easier to maintain that miserable distance and
alienation from each other than it is to do the work of apology,
forgiveness, and reconciliation. Learning to live together and love
each other well after a rift requires them to give up their anger,
their score-keeping, their resistance to change, their desire to have
their own way, their insistence on seeing the world only from
each of their own perspectives. Saying “I’m sorry” takes effort, but
it is not simply the physical work of walking across the house and
saying the words that each resists. 


	Do they want the relationship? Yes, they’re in it and they’re in
deep. But do they want to do what it takes to be in relationship?
Do they want to honor its claims on them? Do they want to learn
genuine unselfishness in the ordinary daily task of living together?
Maybe tomorrow. For now at least, each spouse wants the night
off to wallow in his or her own selfish loneliness. Love takes
effort. Those with acedia want the easy life, for they find
detachment from the old selfish nature too painful and
burdensome, and so they neglect those acts of love that will
maintain and deepen the relationship.(74)


Josef Pieper suggests that one afflicted by acedia may refuse his
own perfection much as someone suffering from a psychological
illness refuses do to the therapeutic work necessary for his own
healing. This may be because the comfort of familiar miseries is
preferable to unknown future possibilities (as we saw illustrated
by Lot’s wife), but it may also be because the process of healing
and the resulting condition of health will bring responsibilities
that the individual would prefer to avoid. Pieper comments, “The
psychiatrist frequently observes that, while a neurotic individual 	
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may have a superficial will to be restored to health, in actuality he
fears more than anything the demands that are made … on one
who is well.”(75)


	In addition to the effort required here and now, any serious,
long-term, committed relationship—our friendship with God
included—requires constant daily care to sustain it. Our
relationship to God is “eternal, but daily, too.”(76) One with acedia
is opposed to a life that embraces daily responsibility and the
constancy of commitment; the very thought of that kind of
relationship makes one weary. 


	Perhaps this is why various theologians in the thirteenth
century and before opposed acedia to the petition in the Lord’s
Prayer for daily bread, which they associated with the Eucharist.(77)
Although eating the bread itself is a physical act, by refusing or
neglecting it one also rejects the union with Christ implicit in the
Eucharist; one resists the incorporation of Christ that occurs when
his body (the bread) is made part of our own bodies. (It also shuns
participation in the body of Christ that is the church.) It is no
accident that acedia neglects the very place where the most
intimate communion with and participation in God occurs.
Further, its opposition to this petition reveals its distaste for the
ongoing (“daily”) efforts required to maintain our friendship with
God over the long haul.


This second interpretation of the cause of sorrow, therefore,
has the advantage of explaining how acedia can count as a
spiritual vice (i.e., one with a spiritual object), and one specially
opposed to charity (i.e., friendship/participation in God’s nature),
while maintaining some link with effort (including perhaps the
bodily effort of the first interpretation(78)) as the source of sorrow
and resistance. It also privileges Aquinas’s definitions of this vice 	



page 201


in those passages devoted to acedia as the central subject of
inquiry.(79) 


	Why then does Aquinas say that the demons, who can have
only spiritual vices, cannot have acedia? 


	Aquinas maintains (STh I, q. 63, a. 2) that acedia “is a kind of
sadness, whereby one becomes sluggish in spiritual exercises
because they weary the body” (a direct paraphrase of Augustine’s
own definition of the vice, quoted in De Malo, q. 11, a. 1). This
limited Augustinian definition names one possible form of acedia,
which is why Aquinas accepts it here. Nevertheless, it is by no
means acedia‘s only or even primary form. On the Augustinian
definition, acedia is linked to embodiment, just as avarice is linked
to temporal goods (STh I, q. 63, a. 2, ad 2). But if this makes a
vice “carnal”—something Aquinas never actually says in this
passage—then it must be in an extended sense of the term. For
when Aquinas discusses avarice in the Secunda Secundae, he seats
the love of money in the intellectual appetite (the will) just as we
saw him do with sorrow in the case of acedia.(80) I read Aquinas as
implicitly including in the list of vices the demons cannot have (in
STh I, q. 63, a. 2) any vice possibly involving some bodily con-nection or expression, in order to honor the authority of
Augustine in the sed contra, who claims that the demons have only
pride and envy. The main issue in the article is the root of the
demons’ sin, which is why Aquinas spends the bulk of the article
explaining how pride is the first sin of the demons, and concludes
that “Under envy and pride, as found in the demons, are
comprised all other sins derived from them” (ibid., ad 3). 
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	According to the second interpretation, which I am advocating,
acedia does not trade primarily on an opposition of bodily toil to
spiritual gain. Rather it objects to the effort involved in the
investment and transformation of the self over time. If the demons
cannot have acedia, then, perhaps it is not because they lack
bodies, but because their nature is such that it is determined by a
single act of will rather than by the lifelong process of moral
transformation characteristic of the human condition.(81) Unlike
human beings, purely spiritual creatures do not have to commit to
an ongoing process of moral transformation and the effort
involved in that slow, daily, self-mortifying change.(82)


	My conclusion, then, is that the above passage from the Prima
Pars is not decisive in understanding acedia (nor avarice either, for
that matter). Acedia‘s resistance to our participation in the divine
nature, to our friendship with God, is resistance to the burdens of
commitment—understood as the sacrifice of the “old self,” the
transformation of identity—involved in that relationship. Our
aversion, distaste, and grief are best understood as caused by the
demands of accepting the spiritual good of divine friendship and
the personal transformation that love requires, and not the
sacrifice of bodily comfort or pleasure per se, although this may of
course be involved.


Here acedia reveals its roots in pride. Pride, for Aquinas, is the
refusal to acknowledge God’s superior excellence. Those with
pride shun a relationship with God because it means relinquishing
first place for the self; such people prefer alienation so that they
can maintain the illusion of self-sufficiency. Those afflicted with
acedia also prefer alienation so that the old self can remain their
first priority. Friendship requires them to share and give 	


page 203


themselves; this investment is onerous and burdensome if they are
too attached to their old selves. So the prideful resist a
relationship with God altogether because they loathe any form of
dependence and submission, whereas those with acedia accept the
relationship initially, but then resist the demands of love for
mutual self-giving and self-transformation. In that sense, acedia is
sloth, for it wants the easy way out—the benefits of the
relationship without the burdens.


	Ironically, by their restless resistance to what they see as the
burdens of commitment, those afflicted by the vice of acedia
become a burden to themselves. Perhaps, then, it is especially to
them that Christ addresses himself in Matthew’s gospel, when he
says, “Come to me all you who are weary and burdened, and I
will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you and learn from me, for
I am gentle and humble in heart, and you will find rest for your
souls. For my yoke is easy and my burden is light” (Matt 11:28-30).





Conclusion




Aquinas’s conception of acedia explains why it merits a place
among the seven capital vices. On his account, acedia strikes at the
heart of who we are called to be by turning us against our own
happiness and ultimate end. It does so because it perceives the
demands of friendship with God as a burdensome self-sacrifice,
and it clings to the old self while resisting the demands of love. In
the words of Isaac Watts, “Love so amazing, so divine, demands
my self, my life, my all.”(83) Acedia thus involves aversion to more
than just bodily effort, although that may certainly be involved;
properly speaking, it shirks the long, painful process of dying
away to one’s whole sinful nature, which encompasses body and
soul, action and will. In that sense, Aquinas’s characterization of
acedia explains why it should count as one of the most serious of
the vices, undermining, as it does, our fundamental motivation to 	
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engage in the process of forming our character after the pattern of
Christ.


	Without acedia‘s link to charity, however, the historical turns
that reduced this vice to simple laziness and made diligence its
logical counterpoint are perfectly understandable. It is a virtue of
Aquinas’s account that he incorporates the link to laziness in his
characterization of acedia, since the element of bodily weariness
and physical effort is present in conceptions of the vice from its
beginnings with Evagrius and on into the present day. Only
because his conception of this vice makes resistance to the
demands of charity central, however, can he also pay due to the
strands of the Christian tradition that make acedia a spiritual and
a capital vice. Hence his account stands as a helpful explanation
of why acedia was taken to be such a serious vice for many
centuries, and why contemporary accounts tend to fail to see its
importance.(84)
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 I. Stating the Question


	Semiosis is the action of signs whereby, through the unification
of three elements under a single relation, that one of the three
which stands in the foreground as representing brings about the
effect distinctive of signs, namely, renvoi, which is for one thing
so to stand for another that that other is made manifest to or for
yet another still. The sign-vehicle, the foreground representative
element or representamen, achieves this effect actually when the
semiosis is completed, that is to say, when the semiosis achieves
its “proper significate outcome” of including in the very single
relation of sign-vehicle to object signified an interpretant here and
now. The effect can, however, be achieved virtually when the
semiosis but determines the specific possibility of bringing about
a proper interpretant in future circumstances.  


	The interpretant, famously, “need not be mental”; that is to
say, the interpretant need not be an interpreter. But in zoösemiosis
and anthroposemiosis interpreters, that is to say, cognitive organ-isms acting as such, are normally involved. Indeed, in the case of
anthroposemiosis, we find verified an intellectual component
which precisely raises semiosis above the level of perceived objects
as sensibly perceived. The perceived objects common to humans
and other animals thus become intellectually perceived as well,
but only by the human animals. It is this further dimension added
to sense perception that constitutes the possibility of realizing the 
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fact that what signs strictly consist in are triadic relations which,
as relations, can never be perceived, though they can be under-stood. At the foundation of this “intellectual semiosis” stands
language, in its contrast to linguistic communication, as Thomas
Sebeok best pointed out near the end of the last century.(1) But this
intellectual semiosis proves in its turn to have a prelinguistic
foundation precisely in the perceptual semiosis common to all
animal organisms, which involves sensations and the interactions
of brute secondness whence human understanding derives the
materials from which it forms even its species-specifically dis-tinctive representation of objects as involving more than their
relation to us within experience and perception. Language may be
biologically undetermined, but the zoösemiosis upon which it depends for the very materials it forms in its own way and fashions
intellectually(2) is most definitely not biologically undetermined.
Indeed, it is unthinkable apart from the world of bodies.


	The question arises, could an intellectual semiosis be possible
that did not arise out of and have constantly at its disposal a per-ceptual base 
of cognitive materials with which to work? Since discourse, commonly speaking, 
is precisely this interaction between sense and understanding, we are asking whether there even
can be an intellectual semiosis which is not discursive. Or, to put
it perhaps more plainly, can semiosis extend even beyond the
world of matter and motion, to achieve its effect and proper work
also in a realm of pure spirits bodiless from the start? Can we 
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even conceive of a cognitive being that has no body, and yet is
capable of intellectual understanding perforce in the absence of
sensations and perceptions alike? Would such an intellectual
activity be semiosic? Can semiosis be verified, if only in thought,
respecting the possible existence of angels?


	Fortunately for us, the author of the first systematic treatise to
demonstrate the unity of semiotic inquiry, John Poinsot,(3) was also
the author of one of the most extended and authoritative of the
traditional theological treatises on the subject of angels.(4) In what
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follows, we will consider the understanding of semiosis among
pure spirits or angels that is to be garnered from the writings of
John Poinsot. We will follow his philosophical thought on this
matter, passing through the world of bodies where the first signs
of “spirituality” arise in the cognitive activity of animals, and then
more completely in the intellectual cognition species-specifically
human. It will then be both in contrast to and in continuity with
human intellection that we will be able to give specificity to the
type of existence required to establish a genus of purely spiritual
intellect and intellectual activity, which, as we will see, is what the
word “angel” properly signifies.(5)
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II. What Is an Angel?








	The world of matter, considered less in itself than as it has
been thought and believed to be in the realm of human opinions,
has a history strange indeed. Even by the time of Homer, we find
records of belief in beings superior to human beings that are yet
still bodily creatures, albeit of some material more ethereal than
that of our bodies. Such were the gods, or “immortals,” in the
original version of Porphyry’s Tree, which terminated with
“Rational Animal”—not divided only into individual humans, but
rather specifically divided into mortals (humans) and immortals
(the gods).


	By Aristotle’s time we find something else again. Aristotle’s
Unmoved Mover or “Self-Thinking Thought” has no body, no
materiality, no potentiality. But more interesting, for our purpose,
we find the idea of the Separated Intelligences, bodiless spirits
postulated as movers of the celestial spheres, pure immaterial
substances, yet finite in nature. The celestial spheres were postulated to be (on the strength of the want of contrary evidence)
susceptible only to change of place. Some ancient thinkers,
indeed, dispensed with Aristotle’s Separated Intelligences by
postulating that the heavenly bodies were living bodies moved by
their intrinsic principle of life, their souls, just as living beings in
the sphere below the moon are moved by their souls in carrying
out the activities of life. But it is Aristotle’s idea of beings purely
intellectual by nature and without bodies that moves us closer to
our goal of understanding the idea of an angel; for the word
“angel” in its biblical derivation is a synonym for “spirit” under-stood as an intellectual individual or “substance” which has in its
nature nothing of matter as the principle whereby quantity (the
having of parts outside of parts resulting in occupation of space)
locates a body or—even less—whereby a body is rendered mortal,
susceptible of that terminal “substantial change” wherein an individual ceases to be.
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	The picture is a little complicated at this point by an
hypothesis of Aristotle that, over many centuries, hardened into
a veritable dogma of philosophy, to wit, the hypothesis that the
material universe admits of two kinds of matter: terrestrial, which
under-goes substantial as well as quantitative, qualitative, and
local change; and celestial, which undergoes only change of place,
local motion—and only perfectly circular local motion at that. As
Benedict Ashley has pointed out,(6) this was an attempt to
accommodate imagined facts that risked compromising Aristotle’s
basic theory of material substance, for even when the Greeks and
Latins imagined that the heavenly bodies were incorruptible, it
was understood that the Aristotelian idea of “matter” was, as a
pure potentiality in the order of substance, able to compose with
a substantial form by receiving, through the specification such a
form provided, an actual individual existence.(7) Thus, the dis-covery consequent upon Galileo’s work that the entire material
universe is of a uniform nature in its matter, consisting exclusively
of temporal individuals which come into existence, maintain
themselves, and eventually go out of existence wholly in and
through process is actually more consonant with Aristotle’s
original doctrine of material substance as having an essence
comprised of two principles: “prime matter,” according to which
the individual in nature (i.e., the material substance) is capable of
having its body turn into some other kind of body or bodies
entirely (and hence is constantly threatened by nonbeing);(8) and
“substantial form,” according to which the individual at any given
moment of its existence continues to be actually of this rather 
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than some other kind (even though potentially, as just noted,
always of some other kind rather than this actual one here and
now).(9)


	So we are able to say that material substances as such involve
bodies which occupy space. The question is: are there spiritual
substances? That is to say, are there substances that have no
material component as part of their intrinsic constitution?


 A) “Spiritual Matter”?





A view ancient even in Christian times, after the “immortal
gods” of Greco-Roman antiquity had faded from actual belief and
become mythical remnants of pre-Christian opinion,(10) held that
only God, the Unmoved Mover of Pure Actuality, Ipsum Esse
Subsistens, could properly be described as without material
composition. Thus, as late as Aquinas,(11) the belief was common
enough that angels were not pure spirits but only more spiritual
than human beings, because, though not composed of corporeal
matter and substantial form, they were yet composed of a putative
spiritual matter. So, in concert with several early Fathers of the
Church, held the great Bonaventure of Bagnoregio, contemporary
of Aquinas and (like Aquinas) a Doctor of the Church.	
But Aquinas and his followers, even though equivocating on
the question of whether indeed terrestrial and celestial matter
differed specifically, pointed out with deadly logic that the idea
of “spiritual matter” is a flatus vocis, an empty nominalism, no
more intelligible, though less obviously unintelligible, than a
“square circle.” To belong to the spiritual order, an order by
definition transcendent to the material order, the matter in
question has to possess a perfection exceeding the perfections of
corporeal nature.  
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But perfection follows upon actuality in beings, 
not upon potentiality. Therefore, spiritual matter, to be spiritual, necessarily 
would possess an actuality greater than even material forms, that is, the 
actuality of substances subject to “corruption” (the technical Latin term taken over from Aristotle’s Greek for
“ceasing to be”). But in that case, the spiritual matter could not
enter into the very make-up of an angel insofar as the angel is a
substance, that is, an actual individual; for existence comes to an
individual only via its form, that is, only insofar as it is a
substance of some kind, whereas the putative spiritual matter
already would have to have a substantial actuality of its own as
spiritual in order to belong to an order superior to the material
order.(12)


	The material order can be conceived as a hierarchy, to be sure,
beginning with substances (individuals) different in kind among
themselves but having in common the fact of not being alive.
“Being alive,” in Aristotle’s framework, is one of those relatively
few instances in nature of an “either/or,” like pregnancy in a
female. For us as students of nature, it is often hard to tell
whether or not we are confronted with a living individual, or
whether a given living individual continues here and now to be
living, or had died (“corrupted,” in Aristotle’s technical sense).
But considered ontologically on the part of the intrinsic
constitution of the part of nature we are observing, our difficulties
are apart from the fact that the substantial form giving actuality
to the individual we are observing either is or is not a “soul.”


	The term “soul” here should not mislead us. The study of the
soul, for Aristotle and for the mainstream thinkers of the Latin
Age, was what we have come to call “biology.” If any given individual either is or is not alive (regardless of how far from “genera-tion”—Aristotle’s technical term for the moment a substance
begins to be, similar to the modern term “conception”—or how
close to “corruption”), and if the actuality that makes an indivi-
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dual be the kind of individual it is we call “substantial form,” then
we need a term to distinguish when the substantial form in
question belongs to an individual that is not alive and when it
belongs rather to a living thing. Aristotle’s term for substantial
form in the latter case is simply “soul.” So “soul” names, in this
vocabulary, the principle whereby a body exists as an actually
living body, nothing more nor less. When an inorganic substance
undergoes transformation into some other kind of substance, the
original substantial form recedes into the potentiality of matter
even as a new substantial form or forms are educed or drawn out
of that same potentiality by the circumstances and conditions of
the matter subjected to change. Whether this new substantial form
will be organic or inorganic, that is, a soul or not, depends
exactly on the same thing: the circumstances and conditions so
modifying the material body in question that it is no longer
capable of sustaining the actuality of its original substantial form.





B) Spirituality in Matter	
Here an interesting ambiguity arises, for a 
“reception of form by matter” is one thing, a “reception of form by form” quite 
an-other, as we will see. On the one hand, “spiritual” is opposed to “material” 
as an either/or, such that a substance is either a material substance or a spiritual substance, in which latter case it will
have no composition of form with matter but only of form with
existence. On the other hand, certain substances, undoubtedly
material at the level of substantial existence, exhibit at the level of
activity an operation that borders on or partakes of the spiritual
level. What makes the composition of matter and form at the
level of substance a material composition is nothing less than the
fact that the form “educed from” or “received within” matter
comes to be in a restrictive or subjective manner, such that the
individual in question comes to be, dependently upon its
environment (to be sure) but nonetheless as existing within that
environment as a thing in its own right, a subject of existence
distinct from, even if related to, the other subjectivities that
surround it. But if the  
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substance so constituted subjectively is not only a living substance
but also a cognitive organism, then it crosses another either/or
divide in its capabilities: it is capable not only of being acted upon
by its surroundings but (also) of partially becoming aware of those
surroundings, that is, of objectifying them, in and through the
interactions. Such a substance Aristotle calls a “sensible substance”
or an animal.


	The distinguishing feature of an animal is that it has a soul
that, even though educed from the potentiality of matter (as also
are plant forms), is further capable of receiving in its own
actuality the very actuality specified from outside itself by an
agent acting upon it. This peculiar receptivity the Latins called
“the reception of form by form,” where the receiving form is the
cognitive power subjective to the individual becoming aware,
while the received form is called a “species,” that is to say, a
specification or specifying form causing the subject acted 
upon to enter into a relation not simply of “action and passion” (cause and 
effect), like one rock striking another, but into a relation of subject and object, that is, of one knowing to another than itself
known.(13) This initial florescence of 
spirituality in the material world is, in Aristotle’s terms, an accidental 
rather than a substantial spirituality. It pertains to and occurs only in the activities
of organisms over and above their substantial constitution, which
remains determinately material. What is “spiritual,” then, in the
case of these cognitive organisms, is no part of their essential
being whence they derive existence,(14) but something consequent
rather upon the level of “second act,” the level of the operations
whereby substantial existence maintains itself as determinately of 
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a certain kind of being. This is the case of an animal in contrast
with the case of a plant (whose operations are wholly subjective
and transitive, transforming things outside itself not into objects
immanently cognized but into its substantial self as nourishment
or offspring); and in contrast a fortiori with the case of an
inorganic substance interacting subjectively with its surroundings
(as Yves Simon so nicely showed for the Scholastic context).(15)


	Human beings are a species or type of animal. As such they too
are capable of the spiritual activity of partially objectifying their
surroundings. But this objectification moves to a different level,
so to speak. With the other animals, the horizon of objectification
is limited to what their senses are able to respond to. With the
human animal, objectification begins with the senses, but then
goes on to distinguish what is objectified from what exists or
might exist apart from the objectification, and makes that the
horizon of objectification. Since what exists or might exist is not
limited to what can be directly sensed, the horizon of cognition
becomes now in principle unlimited. The human animal, aware
initially of objects like any other animal, comes to see in those
objects beings that transcend sensation,(16) and develops a com-munication system based in principle on this larger horizon of
being rather than simply on the horizon of objects. The cognitive
power or ability to visualize the difference between objects and
beings the Greeks called nou”, the Latins “intellect.” The
communication system consequent upon it they called discourse
or rational discourse, which continues to this day to be the heart
of species-specifically linguistic communication.


	Linguistic communication, and, more 
fundamentally, intellection, depends in general on sensory modalities, but it does
not depend specifically on any one sensory modality. Linguistic 
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communication must be sensed to be understood, but it does not
matter whether its sensory vehicle, its “embodiment,” be, for
example, visual, auditory, or tactile. This indifference suggested to Aristotle 
and actually proved, as far as Aquinas was concerned,(17) that the human intellect differs from the cognitive
powers of sensation (external sense) and perception (internal
sense) upon which it depends in this: that whereas all powers of
sensory cognition are themselves composite of matter and form,
dependent for their existence and exercise upon some bodily
organ or part specifically adapted for the purpose (as the eye for
seeing, the ear for hearing, the tongue for tasting, etc.), the
intellect itself is not so composite, but springs from the form
alone, the soul in which all the powers of the organism are
rooted. Thus, just as the sensory soul gives rise to powers of
sensation and perception, the intellectual soul gives rise in
addition to the power of intellectual awareness, understanding;
but this power, unlike those of sensation and perception, depends
only indirectly, not directly, upon bodily organs. The embodied
powers of sense, Aquinas will say, provide the intellect with its
object, but in its proper activity the intellect does not act through
a bodily organ.


	Only in this way, Aquinas thought, could the horizon of being
be an unlimited horizon: that is, if the cognitive power which
thinks being is not intrinsically limited by matter, by direct dependence upon a bodily organ.(18) The role of matter is to subjectivize
and individualize, as we have seen,(19) whereas the role of
cognition is to objectify, to make the individual cognizing aware
of what is other than itself. In the case of sensation and
perception, the organism’s awareness is expanded to include
something of the physical surroundings. In the case of
intellection, with the grasp of being the human organism’s
awareness is expanded to include the  
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very otherness of what is not itself, to include the realization that
things exist whether or not they are objectified—even whether or
not they are material, when the question of God or angels arises.


	In the case of sensation and perception, the body itself in its
sense organs is adapted and proportioned to those other bodies
or parts of the material environment that act upon the organism
so as to create the cognitive stimuli that determine sensations and
are organized into the perception of what to seek, what to avoid,
and what safely to ignore. Hence, as Aquinas puts it, “things are
of themselves sensible.” In the case of intellection, it is the human
mind itself that is required, in its species-specifically human
cognitive activity, to elevate what was heretofore only sense-perceived to the level of an intelligible object. So, while things are
of themselves perceptible, they must be rendered intelligible by the
activity of the mind itself in that dimension or aspect of its
activity which depends only indirectly on bodily organs and their
products (“the human intellect depends upon sense to provide its
object, but not its exercise respecting that object”).(20) This process
of rendering perceived things intelligible was one of the classical
meanings of the term “abstraction,” wherein the world of bodies,
in itself material, is rendered immaterial as cognized, objectified,
or known, first accidentally and relative to the cognizing
organism in sense perception, then in itself as understood to
involve being, that is, what is in principle independent of our
awareness, beliefs, or desires.


	The material, subjective existence of things in the universe, in
itself, is both the starting point for and an impediment to species-specifically human intellectual awareness. To reach the awareness
proper to and distinctive of the human mind or intellect (“language” in the semiotic root sense),(21) the subjectivizing principle in
bodily substances which we call matter must be transcended or
overcome. This is precisely the business of “abstraction”: of itself,
intellectual awareness abstracts from the body to reach what is 
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“true of all or many,” the ‘universal’ or nature considered in itself
which individuals share (if it is a question of corporeal natures),
or even the natures of things that have no intrinsic involvement
in bodiliness (if it is a question of God or, as we shall shortly see,
angels). As Poinsot summarizes:(22) “intellectuality of itself abstracts
from body, nor does it depend upon but rather is impeded by the
body.”








C) Spirituality in Existence








	Here the argument becomes remarkable. The intellectual soul,
as a soul, is the substantial form of a body. As intellectual, it
exhibits an activity that does not directly depend upon a bodily
organ. But agere sequitur esse, “action follows upon being”: the
intellect as a power is rooted in the soul as the substantial form of
the body, even though the intellect itself has no organ in which it
itself is directly embodied. Therefore, when all organs fail, the
intellect does not go back into the potency of matter, as do the
powers of sense perception and, indeed, the sensible soul itself as
a substantial form. What can act without a bodily organ can exist
without a bodily organ: and so the human soul, which is the
principle whence the intellectual power emanates, exists, and acts,
must itself be capable of surviving the failure of all bodily organs.
When the body of an animal with an intellectual soul dies, the
soul lives on and continues in act as an intellect, continues to be
as an intellectual form, preserving in itself at least the intellectual
dimension of all that it experienced while complete as the form
of a body. In this way the human soul, intellectual but incomplete
(a part and not a whole) after the circumstances of life deprive it
of its body, continues able to be aware of, dwell upon, perhaps
even learn from the past—even though, now separated from the
body, it has no means of deriving new experiences and phantasms
from which to add to its objective world of things experienced
and known.
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	All other souls, plant and animal, are drawn from and recede
back into the potentiality we call matter. Forma dat esse: nothing
can exist simply, but must exist as this or that, in this or that way.
Yet the form is not the existence, but the specification of the
existence as an existence of this or that kind. Moreover, if we
look at existence in the perspective of the relationship of effect
and cause, something remarkable appears. All other effects are
produced by agents acting upon something else. But not existence.
Existence is presupposed. A material structure can be acted upon,
its dispositions changed, a new form educed, with the result that
it will exist as something substantially different from what existed
before the change in the dispositions. But to change the disposi-tions of a body presupposes that the body exists; and the changed
dispositions that lead to the existence of a new substance likewise
presuppose existence. Whence then does existence, precisely as
such, come? What is the cause, not of the dispositions or change
of dispositions in the material things that exist, but of the
existence itself of the material things?


D) The Source of Existence


	Here we come to the unique emphasis that distinguished the
philosophical thought of Aquinas from that of Aristotle, his
principal mentor, and that will become, we will see, the key to
accounting for the semiosis of angels: the consideration of existence itself in the perspective of the relationship of effect and
cause, leading Aquinas to enunciate his unique doctrine of
creation as the one activity that presupposes nothing in its exercise. “Concerning existence, however,” his last great Latin disciple
summarized,(23) “we say that it does not result from the proper
principles of a nature, but is given by God and received in a
nature.” The doctrine of creation unique to Aquinas was the
doctrine that, contrary to the common understanding of the Book
of Genesis as supposedly revealing that time had a beginning, in 
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fact the beginning of time is strictly irrelevant to the idea of
creation, which concerns centrally and solely the dependence in
being, dependentia in esse, of all beings that involve potentiality
upon an Actuality with no potentiality, Aristotle’s Unmoved
Mover. This, as Aquinas put it in closing his commentary on the
Physics, “all men understand to be God,” the ‘being’ which, since
existence is the actuality which gives reality to any substantial
form along with all other actualities proper to that form, Aquinas
preferred to call Ipsum Esse Subsistens, Actual Existence Itself
Subsisting. Wherever there is actual existence, there is the creative
activity of God, the unique ‘causality’ termed “creation,” which
is like efficient causality in that it makes something be this or that
way, but which is unlike efficient causality in that it makes be
whatever it makes be not out of something else, especially not out
of a pre-existent matter or potentiality of any kind, but “out of
nothing.” Ex nihilo nihil fit, nothing comes from nothing in the
material universe but from the potentialities contained in that
universe. But the universe itself, with all the potentialities in it,
comes precisely from nothing by the creative action of God,
creatio ex nihilo, which action alone sustains the material universe
and everything in it. In this universe “nothing comes from
nothing,” but every event has a cause that presupposes existence,
something to act upon, be it agent, material, form, or outcome.


E) The Intellectual Soul


	We recall that the intellectual soul is still a soul, that is to say,
the form of a body.(24) It is not just a substantial form correlate
with matter as the potentiality for yet other substantial forms, but
the substantial form correlate with a living body or, rather, the
substantial form that makes a human body to be a living body
(insofar as forma dat esse). It does not come from the potentiality
of matter, as presumably do all other souls; yet neither does it
come to be apart from matter, even though at bodily death it will 
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continue to be apart from the matter in correlation with which it
begins to be.  


	As we have seen, the intellectual soul as such cannot be educed
from the potentiality of matter, because it exhibits an actuality in
intellection that does not reduce to the bodily organs by which
life is corporeally maintained. The human soul must be
immediately created by God. But, we have also seen, this means
no more than that its existence depends directly only on God,
which is true of all existence. As a soul, as the form of a living
body, it will not receive existence until and unless the body of
which it will be the form is brought about in the material universe
by the standard play of efficient causes upon material by which
any body is brought into being.(25) But once called into being by
those material circumstances, this form, the intellectual soul, in
contrast to every other substantial form of a body, inorganic or
organic (such as vegetative and sensitive souls), will outlive the
material circumstances of its creation. Forma dat esse: when the
esse is more than the esse simply proportioned to that of a living
body, the forma through which that esse comes will continue to
hold and exercise its esse when the body to which it gave life can
no longer sustain that life.


	It is not a question of a twofold act, one drawn from the
potency of matter and a second attached to that first actuality as
the captain of the ship. A soul abstractly is the form of a living
body. But concretely, a soul is the form of this living body, this
one and no other. No soul, therefore, pre-exists or could pre-exist
the body of which it is the form. The soul comes into existence as
the form of this body, and, if it be an intellectual soul, when that
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body is destroyed or “corrupted” it continues to exist not simply
in its own right independent of that body but incompletely as a
part of what was once a whole, namely, the living organism of
which it was the principle of life, and continues to be incom-pletely after having lost its body to yet other actualities which its
corporeal potentiality contained as defining its mortality.(26) It was
an intellectual animal, but still an animal, that is to say, a living
body aware of something of its surroundings and capable of
learn-ing from that awareness, growing cognitively up to the
moment of death, “corruption,” at which moment it lost not
existence, like all other animals, but only the capacity further to
learn. Depen-dent on the body for experience, dependent upon
experience for developing ideas, the animal in question, the
human animal, was not so much intellectual, capable of insight
into being, as rational, dependent upon a sequence of experiences
with other bodies to see what such insight contained, what the
content of an initial insight implied.


 F) Spiritual Substances Complete in Themselves


 	A truly and perfectly intellectual being, in fact, could not even
be an animal. Which brings us at last to the angels:



	 Spirituality properly speaking [that is, in the substantial order of first act,
whence esse comes, and not merely in the operational order of second act,
whence esse is sustained]  is   rightly  demonstrated on the basis of intellectuality.
But that angelic beings are pure spirits in no way informing or forms of bodies
is proved by this: the fact that angels are  perfect intellectual substances, and
not imperfect as we are. Whence, since intellectuality of itself abstracts from
body, and does not seek but is rather impeded by bodiliness, if there are     bodily
intellectual 
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creatures bespeaking imperfection in the intellectual order, there must needs
be yet other creatures perfect in that order of understanding, which means
creatures lacking bodies and every intrinsic connection with bodies.(27)







Angels are pure forms unmixed with further substantial
potentiality, immediately receptive of existence and so superior
to bodies of every kind; they are forms subsistent in themselves,
with no intrinsic involvement with matter whatever, though able
to act upon the material universe; they are not “separated souls,”
as the forms of dead humans are thought to be, but distinct,
complete, separated substances.(28) Comparable to the dimensive
quantity or “size” of bodies, there will be in angels only virtual
quantity, that is to say, the “size” or “extent” of their power to
operate (not in but) on bodies.(29)
III. How Many Angels Can Dance on the Head of a Pin?


	This is the form of the question generally familiar to Americans, at least since the time of John Dewey (1859-1952). My
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learned British friend Christopher Martin tells me convincingly
that this form of the question is misstated, for the head of a pin
already occupies space. The correct form of the question concerns
the point of a pin, inasmuch as a point as such, ideally, is precisely
distinguished by having no parts whatever outside of parts, that
is to say, no quantification at all. “You might as well ask how
many angels can dance in a football field as on the head of a pin,”
Martin insists.


	The question remains, how do angels relate to what we call
positions in space, since they have in their own substance no sub-jection whatever to quantification, having no body? Angels, being
superior to bodies, can act on bodies, but they can have no body
of their own. As a consequence, the contact of angels with bodies
is possible through their activity, “virtue” or “power,” only, not
through their substance.(30) An angel is a finite being, not an
infinite one, precisely because its power is limited to acting on
and in creation, that is to say, to acting under the general
dependency in existence of all finite being upon the creative
activity of God. Not being the form of a body, the angel is not in
some one place according to its form; yet, not being ubiquitous,
being finite, it is where it acts upon bodies.(31)


A) Virtual and Dimensive Quantity


	It is in this context that St. Thomas and his followers introduce
the distinction so dear to Peter Redpath, of which he has made
such remarkable extensions, namely, the distinction between the
dimensive or dimensional quantity of bodies, whereby they have
parts outside of parts and occupy space essentially according to
what they are, and virtual quantity, or the extent of power and 
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control over bodies that a pure spirit can exercise through its
actions.(32)


	Since, then, the presence to the world of bodies is something
accidental to an angel and variable, “where” something is has a
radically different meaning when applied to any bodily substance,
including the human being, and when applied to a pure spirit.
“Where a body is,” in the categories of Aristotle, the Latins called
ubi circumscriptivum, “circumscriptive location,” the surroun-dings that locate a body and upon which the body depends in its
existence. The human being, for example, depends on more or
less fourteen pounds per square inch of pressure upon its body
from without in order to continue in existence. Increase that pres-sure too much and the body will be crushed; decrease it too much
and the body will explode. That is the nature of “circumscriptive
ubi.” Ubi angelicum is a wholly different matter. The angel relates
to place not by depending upon surrounding bodies but by
dominating bodies through its activity influencing whatever body
or bodies it chooses to act upon within the limits of its finitude.(33)


B) The “Location” and “Movement” of Angels in Space


	An angel may “pass” from spatial location A to distant spatial
location B without “passing through” any of the intervening loca-tions, or the angel may choose to “mark its passage” by exercising
its power in some manner over the intervening locations, in
which case it will appear to move locally, as it were, as a wind
sweeping over the land. A body, by contrast, cannot pass from A
to B except by traversing the space in between.(34)
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	Angels, then, are “someplace” in the physical universe of
bodies only when and to the extent that they take possession of
some one place rather than another. This “taking possession” is
familiar in the idea of “demons” particularly, or “evil spirits”
taking over the control of some human being: “an angel and a
soul can occupy the same body,” Poinsot tells us,(35) citing Thomas
Aquinas,(36) “because ‘the two are not compared under the same
relation of causality, since the soul occupies the body as its form
while the demon occupies it quite otherwise’”—as an intruder
overpowering the rightful occupant, as it were.


C) The Answer to the Immediate Question


	This brings us back to our question: How many angels
can dance on the head of a pin, or, indeed, the point of a pin, or,
for that matter, in a football field? The answer is all of them or
none of them, depending on whether they choose to exercise
their power over bodies in respect of the given area, large or
small, and with the caveat that a choice to occupy one and the
same spatial location at one and the same time by each individual
member of the angelic community has no probability of
occurring. But, were they so to choose, all can be “present” there
only insofar as they exercise their power each to achieve some
different effect(37)—for example, each one performing a wholly
different dance; or different parts of the same dance, as in a ballet
(“duo Angeli pluresve partialiter et inadaequate ad eumdem
effectum con-
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currant”) or even a waltz with one leading, the other following
(“unus sit in eodem loco per passionem et alius per opera-tionem”). Otherwise, respecting an identical respect, the more
powerful angel will exclude the “presence” of the less powerful
(“non [pos]sunt in eodem loco formali … absolute [et per se]
loquendo”).(38)


	However, all this is moot compared with the question of why
angels would choose anything at all. In other words, the question
of where and how angels might choose to perfect themselves by
operations depends upon how angels see the world. For cognitive
beings choose to act only according as they see things, that is to
say, dependently upon their awareness.


 IV. The Awareness of Angels


	We are considering the being of a creature whose whole
essential activity consists in awareness and the intellectual
inclinations or desires consequent thereon, but that is nonetheless
a creature, that is to say, a finite being, and therefore one whose
awareness, however perfect intellectually,(39) is nonetheless a finite
awareness, and requires specification from without in order to be
aware of one thing rather than another. As intellectual, the angel,
like the human mind, is able to consider being in the whole of its
extent, actual and possible. But as being finite in intellect, this
universal capacity needs to be specified to be aware actually,
“here and now,” as it were, of this object or range of objects
rather than of that object or that other region in the range of
objects possible to consider. The human being forms its actual
awareness of clouds in the sky, or a breeze swaying the trees, or
the night sky  
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sparkled with stars, in response to just such specifications from
without.


	With angels, there is a problem to be considered from the
outset. Lacking a body of any kind and in any way, they also lack
organs whereby they might receive from outside themselves any
kind of specifying stimulus in response to which their mind or
intellect might form a concept relating them cognitively to the
surroundings external to their proper subjectivity. Whence then
is to come the stimulus for the angelic intellect to look beyond its
own activity in the consideration of beings which are other than
itself, which it itself is not?


A) The Stimulus for Cognitive Response in Angels


	The answer to this question, according to Thomas Aquinas and
those who follow his thought on the matter, is that the pure
awareness of angels, being spiritual, is attuned to an environment
that is likewise purely spiritual, and the stimuli “from without”
that prod the angelic consciousness to form and to be able to
form concepts that will serve as sign-vehicles (representamens, as
we have become accustomed to say after Peirce) manifesting
objects other than themselves are nothing else than the “climate
changes” of the spiritual order in which the angel dwells, namely,
the changes in existence all throughout the universe that come
about always and only from the source of the whole of finite
being, in which changes the creative activity of God consists.  


	We are aware only of bodies living and dying, particular
material substances beginning, developing, and ceasing to be. The
reason for this is that bodies are all that we can directly and im-mediately know. Pure spirits are aware directly and immediately
of their surroundings, just as we are. But, unmediated by senses,
what this angelic awareness directly takes rise from is the creative
activity which is manifested directly whenever and wherever and
however existence occurs. For the climate in and of which purely
intellectual or utterly bodiless spirits—angels, in a word—are
perforce directly immersed and aware is the receiving of  
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existence, the actuality presupposed in every other actuality, as
from the purely spiritual source of the universe of finite spiritual
and material beings indifferently. This creative influx is, as it
were, the very air they breathe, the one aspect of being that comes
from God alone and manifests the divine activity wherever and
for whatever duration (“whenever”) it is found: “Concerning
existence, we note that it results not from the subjective principles
of any [finite] nature,” material or spiritual, “but is imparted by
God and received in a nature.”(40) (The expression “received in”
requires to be quite carefully and singularly understood, inasmuch
as, prior to existence, there is no nature in which existence can be
received. So the “reception” in this case signifies rather the
manner or specification according to which the creative power of
God is being exercised respecting things(41) and manifested
respecting intelligibility, that is, as making it possible for purely
spiritual intelligences actually to attend to the surrounding
universe of spiritual and material substances or “things”
interacting also among themselves in various ways.)


	This divine activity, of course, is internal or “immanent” to
each angel insofar as it is a substance, a “subjectivity” or thing
among the rest of things; but it is external or transitive to each
angel insofar as the angel is an intellect capable of being aware of
the whole of being, not of itself only but of all beings insofar as
they are intelligible. And all beings are intelligible, ultimately and
supremely, precisely as they issue forth from the creative activity
of God whence and whereby they derive their existence both as
real and as acting and interacting in the universe of things. It is in 
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just this way that the imparting and sustaining of existence—in
which “creation” (the creative activity of God) consists—impacts
upon and enables the intelligence of angels to become aware from
within of the universe without as a whole, including angels
themselves as parts:



the specifications providing the ground for the awareness of angels derive from
the divine ideas according to which God is creating as outward expressions
thereof, representing the creative rationales more or less universal in God’s
causing of existence, and in accordance with which the things themselves derive
their existence following the modality of causes more or less universal.(42)




	It is important to remember that we are talking 
of finite, albeit purely spiritual or bodiless, beings: they can only be living 
things capable of purely intellectual awareness and the desires and actions 
consequent thereon. They are not and cannot be omniscient. They cannot pay attention to everything possible for them
to know at once, nor is it possible for them to know everything at
once. The former is the case because they must themselves
respond to the stimuli of changing existences everywhere around
them, in which activity they are subject to some freedom both of
choice and even of distraction. Thus, just as we may be in a room
with music in the background while being so absorbed in thought
or conversation as not to notice it, or just as we may ignore the
fact that it is raining in India, so can it happen with angels.(43) The
latter is the case because things do not exist everywhere all at once
but only successively, one after another, and dependently upon 
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causal series some aspects of which are necessary and other aspects
contingent, so that, even seeing all things in their causes and as
receiving whatever they have of existence from God, the future
holds even for angels surprises beyond what they can see and
conjecture. The past too can hold blind spots for angels. For if a
thing comes into existence while a particular angel attends
elsewhere, and then passes away without leaving signs traceable
to its proper singularity, the angel in question—unless enlightened
by another who was paying attention at the time—will have no
way whatever of coming to know what it missed.(44)
 


B) How Concepts Work Differently for Angels


	Because the actual ideas (the “concepts”) of angels are formed
in response to the determinations impressed upon the angels from
within by the activity of God communicating existence to finite
singulars and sustaining that existence in and through their
interactions, the angelic manner of knowing contrasts sharply
with intellectual knowledge in human beings. In our intellectual
knowledge, the universal is at one extreme, the singular at
another. The universal gives rise to abstract knowledge. The sin-gular, if present to, active upon, and proportioned to our senses,
gives rise to intuitive knowledge in the immediately cognized
coincidence or partial identity of object and thing—that is to say,
to the awareness of a physical thing as physically existing indepen-dently of awareness, here and now existing also in awareness as
object thereof. Or again, our knowledge is said to be universal
when we have managed to arrive at an understanding of what is
necessary to a particular nature, as when we know that wherever
there are molecules of water there are combinations of two
hydrogen atoms with one atom of oxygen.


	In neither of these senses of “universal” can the knowledge of
angels be called universal; nor can the knowledge of angels be 
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opposed or contrasted to their awareness of singulars.(45) Whatever
an angel is aware of it is aware of on the basis of the divine
activity of creation, whether it be the continuance of things in
existence or the divine concurrence in their operations and
interactions through which that existence is maintained, dimin-ished, increased, or lost.(46) Consequently, in utter contrast to any
sense in which human knowledge can be said to be either
“universal” or “of the universal,” angelic knowledge is called
“universal” because it forms itself directly from the specifying
stimuli of the universal activity of God’s imparting of existence
(“creation”) and because angelic awareness reaches directly to the
singular existent, intuitively whenever it considers an existing
singular, and abstractively when it considers a past or a future
singular. In this last case (the contemplation of a future
contingent), moreover, the “universal knowledge” of the angel is
liable to error as “virtual falsity.”(47)  


	“Virtual falsity” as yet excluding actual falsity is a particularly
interesting notion. When an angel “here and now” conjectures the
future on the basis of what it presently knows of existing things
and their interaction, it makes a guess—“performs an abduction,”
as we say in semiotics. If the guess will turn out to be right, it can
be said to be “virtually true”; but if the future will turn out
otherwise than the angel now conjectures, the guess is “virtually
false.” But when the future on which the guess bears becomes
present, the angel attending thereto will know of everything that
exists that it does exist, and so in that present moment it no
longer has room for conjecture and it is unable to think that its
former conjecture might still be correct. Hence actual falsity is
precluded from angelic awareness inasmuch as, at any given
moment, though an angel can be deceived about what will be in 
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some particulars, it cannot be deceived about what here and now
actually, as opposed to virtually, exercises existence in the
universe of finite being.  


	This is perhaps the deepest contrast between anthroposemiosis
and the putative semiosis of angels. We conceive “the universal” not only often 
erroneously, but always in a static way, such that, even when circumstances make 
the universal in question determinately false, the state of our knowledge as discursive (in
contrast to the comprehensive awareness of angelic knowledge, as
we will see shortly)(48) leaves it possible for us to remain ignorant
of the relevant facts and consider the entertained universal as true.
The “universal” knowledge of an angel can entertain no such
illusion because it has nothing of the static about it; it is more like
watching a landscape under rapidly shifting conditions of light
and weather:



The concepts angels form in their awareness of things can be called “universals”
only by reason of the medium on the basis of which they represent the things
themselves right down to their unique differences. And this medium is the more
universal according as it the more perfectly and intimately represents the things
that are grasped within it: just as a cause is more universal the more forcefully
it brings about its effect, and the more intimately and profoundly it achieves
that effect: and so the universality of angelic knowledge is a universality of
activity, which applies to many rationales of existence.(49)




More than an activity, the “universal knowledge” of an angel is a
constant unfolding into clear and distinct awareness of what exists
which, as has been said, contains constant surprises for the angel
comprehending what unfolds, for the actual awareness of the
angel forms itself from determinations “which receive the force of
representing the individuals existing successively, just as they are 
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caused in the universe from the creative ideations of God, not
otherwise and not before.”(50)


	Note that it is not abstractly that the creative activity of God
impacts upon and specifies the concept-formation, or actual
awareness, of the angel. It is not concepts that are “infused” into
the angel’s consciousness, full-blown.(51) The climate in which the
angelic mind is bombarded with infused specifications or stimuli
arising from the universal maintenance of existence by God is not
a Platonic realm of pure Ideas, even Divine Ideas, abstractly and
eternally exemplifying universal natures. Quite to the contrary,
what is at issue is the dynamic activity whereby the universe is
maintained in existence insofar as it dynamically and in finite
ways exemplifies the infinity of divine perfection as finitely
imitable in various, varying, specific ways:



specifications in response to which the angel attends to the universe around it
are similitudes derivative from the divine ideas [through the creative activity
according to which things receive existence], and represent things in the angelic
intellect in the way in which those things are derived from God as one
following upon the other in a temporal order.(52)




	It is not any static exemplar in the divine mind or “individual
essence” in some created substance itself that provides the
representative rationale in response to which the angel forms its
awareness of the universe. It is rather the rationale of the
emergence and development in time of creatures (“ut descendens 
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a Deo,” as Poinsot puts it)(53) that stimulates the angels to form
their concepts representing the many creatures perfectly and
distinctly. The unity of the conceptual representation is taken not
from the creatures conceptually known but from the constancy
and manner of the creative activity of God which brings these
creatures about and in response to which as to a stimulus the angel
forms its awareness.(54)


C) Universal Knowledge of Singulars: 



 The Key to the Knowledge Distinctive of Angels


	When it is said that intellectual knowledge of universals
contrasts with sense knowledge of particulars, then, the expres-sion “knowledge of universals” is almost equivocal as between
human beings and angels, embodied spirits and spirits with no
internal dependency upon bodies in their cognitive activity:(55)


Angelic conceptions are not universal [in the way that human intellectual ideas
are] from the fact that they represent directly and essentially some nature in a
universal state or some generic grade … but from the fact that the conceptions
represent several things … insofar as they come from God … according to
diverse relative conditions.(56)





It is the production of singulars in and through the divine creative
activity that is the actual term of “universal” angelic awareness,
the equivalent for a human being of standing in the presence here 
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and now of a person while shaking hands and 
exchanging greetings, but with none of the limitations of distance and circumstance
that intuitive awareness dependent upon sense (i.e., human
intuitive awareness) entails and including the awareness of
causality at work in every aspect of the being standing before one
insofar as that being exercises a unique existence. The “universality” in question is a concrete, not an abstract, universality:



The climate from which angelic concept-formation receives its specifying
determinations is one representative of things according as they are derived
from divine ideas, whence perforce the specifications in question represent
whatever individuals they do represent successively, and not simultaneously:
because it is successively that individuals exemplify the creative action of God
in the physical universe. So it is that the concepts angels form in actually
achieving awareness in response to these determinations represent the things of
the universe, not by taking anything from the very things themselves,(57) but
rather by taking determination according to the way in which the things
themselves depend upon the divine exemplars; whence from the efficacy of
their representation and from the efficacy of their participation in the divine or
creative ideas, angelic conceptions perforce are assimilated to the individuals
when they come to be and participate existence from the divine ideas, and not
in any other way. Nor is this representation or application to the knowing of
the individual determinately drawn from the individual things themselves,
except insofar as they are the final terms (the terminus) of such
representation.(58)




	Poinsot sums all this up in a terse formula: “id habent 
in repraesentando, quod ideae in causando,”(59) 
a formula which he expands over the next several pages of his treatise and recapitulates
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in saying that “the specifying determinations on the basis of which
angels form concepts possess in representing the very content
which the divine ideas impart in the causing of actual existence.”(60)
This is the key to the knowledge distinctive of angels.


D) The Semiotic Triangle


	We see in all this clearly verified the triadic structure of signs
which is the foundation of semiosis, no less in the “sphere below
the moon” than in the empyrean home of the angels: the “in-fused” determinations from the creative activity of God, whereby
the angel is enabled to form an actual awareness of whatever it
chooses to pay attention to in the universe, serve as the basis for
angels to fashion sign-vehicles (concepts) which represent to them
the universe of things other than (and also including) themselves.
So we have the famous triad: first, the representamen or sign-vehicle, to wit, the concept itself; second, the object signified,
which in this case (as in our immeasurably more limited partial
identification case of sense perception) is an object identical with
a physically existing thing; and third, the one—namely, the pure
spirit or angel—to or for which the existing here and now thing
is represented in the manifestation making of that thing also an
object. The nature of this triad may be expressed in a
formula—the semiotic formula, let us call it—which, as Poinsot
points out,(61) admits of no exception in the order of finite being:
any two things related to a common third are in that same way
related to one another.
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E) Comprehensive Knowledge	
As with us, the awareness of a given object for an angel can
pass from abstract to intuitive or back, but on entirely different
grounds. With us, an object need only pass out of the range of
sensation to become “abstract,” whether or not it continues to
exist. Not so with the angels. Near or far, as long as a thing exists,
an angel adverting to it and so making it an object of awareness
will apprehend it intuitively, unless for reasons of its own it
chooses to use less than the full comprehension of the impressed
specification at the basis of this particular consciousness. Other-wise, whatever exists in nature, when an angel attends to it, that
angel knows intuitively, that is, knows the physical thing in its
very physical reality objectified, and comprehensively as well.  


	The term “comprehensively” here does not mean that, for each
and every angel, there is nothing left to know or be known about
the object. The term means rather that the angel in knowing,
when attending fully to the particular stimulus or species
impressa(62) in proportion with which it forms its species expressae
or concepts,(63) knows to the full capacity of its specifically
individual apprehensive power the substantial being and necessary
properties and causes involved therein. But this same angel knows
only conjecturally the contingencies that bear on the future of the
being in question. And, if the object of the apprehension is a being 
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itself capable of immanent activity, the angel does not know at all
those immanent acts (“secrets of the heart”)(64) save insofar as they
outwardly manifest themselves in some bodily state or behavior of
the cognized organism. In other words, at any given moment,
unlike our intellectual knowledge, which always contains an
element of confusion or potential for greater clarity overall in the
here and now (and is said in this sense to be “discursive”), the
purely intellectual awareness of the angel, which is all the angel
has, it also has wholly actually respecting the here and now—not
in the sense that there is nothing in the here and now being of
which the angel is unaware,(65) but in the sense that there is nothing
further in the here and now which is potential respecting the
individual angel’s here and now awareness. A given angel always
knows, if not all that there is to know, at least all that it can by
itself know under the actual circumstances here and now. It is in
this sense that the angel is said to know “comprehensively” rather
than “discursively”;(66) but, since the next moment in time may, and
the whole of future time certainly will, unfold differently than the
individual angel is led to conjecture from what it does know here
and now, the angel, turning its attention here or there, is
constantly liable to surprises further revealing the limited or finite
nature of its intellectual power, for all its “compre-hensiveness”
at any given moment. Yet the angel cannot from this experience
learn, for example, a habit of humility, because the  
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angelic nature has no place for the taking of habits.(67) So too in its
comprehensiveness from the first moment is the awareness that
contingent causes found only conjectural as opposed to certain
knowledge: part of the comprehension is that it does not know
everything and cannot infallibly predict the future on the basis of
the certainties it does have.  


F) Learning by Successive Discourse


	Since the angelic knowledge always takes its rise from the
stimulus of the divine creative activity which gives existence to
natural beings, and since it is in time that this creative activity
gives rise to the succession of individuals and events in nature
from which the angel attending to the unfolding constantly learns
new things comprehensively, the successive character of this
comprehension gives a successive sense in which the angel can be
said to learn. If the notion of discursive knowledge is extended to
include the capacity to learn new things without any transition
from potentiality to actuality respecting the known at any given
moment, angels may be said to have a successive discourse, that is,
a discourse in which the previous awareness is not at all the cause
of the later awareness (as when we see a new consequence of
something we already knew) but merely its predecessor, which did
not actually have all that is contained in the new awareness simply
because contingent causes in nature that are now actual were not
then actual. In other words, the angel has nothing to learn by
inference in reflecting on its present knowledge, yet it can and will
learn by contrast in the successive awareness it maintains of exis-tence and holds in intellectual memory. Whatever it will learn will
come, not from a present awareness that is potential respecting a 
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future awareness, but always and only and wholly from the future
state of the objects themselves, known intuitively by the angels
(i.e., known as actually existing at the time they are considered by
the angel).(68) “And so it is,” Poinsot notes wryly, “that God moves
[i.e., instructs the understanding—or, rather, comprehension—
of](69) a spiritual creature by means of time.”(70) Motion, the passage
from potency to act, is essential to discourse, both in the
successive discourse of angels and in the illative discourse of
humans; but the motion in question is internal to the discourse by
which we come to see new things in the realizing of consequences,
while it is only external to the “discourse” by which new things
enter angelic apprehension through the causal unfolding of the
universe in its contingent as well as its necessary causes.


	We have also seen that the angels, in forming concepts, form
sign-vehicles or representamens that achieve the distinctive effect
of semiosis, in the end, exactly in the manner that human concepts
(in contradistinction, now, to percepts) do, although without the
dependency upon zoösemiosis and the actions of sensible bodies
upon organs of sense: to wit, by relating the angels to the universe
of things other than themselves objectified through  
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the concepts which represent those things as cognized by the
angels forming the concepts. This concept formation on the part
of angels is what constitutes them as actually aware, and this
awareness takes its excitation or stimulus from the purely spiritual
activity of God, impressed on the angelic intellects from within
concomitantly with their own creation, in creating the universe of
interacting things by imparting to the events and things of the
universe, not all at once but successively, an actual existence
beyond nothingness and outside of the efficient causes of coming
to be in the case of individuals, “substances.”


G) The Distinctiveness of Angelic Semiosis


	If we consider now what is distinctive of this angelic semiosis,
in contrast with the semiosis of animals, linguistic or not
linguistic, we find that it concerns mainly the situation of intuitive
awareness, that is to say, the awareness wherein the very object
signified is identified with a thing physically existing here and
now. In the semiosis of animals, intuitive awareness is limited by
the range of the senses. Not only are past or future imagined
objects known abstractively, but even objects that have a here and
now physical existence are known to us intuitively only when they
are present and active upon our bodily senses. If we look at a
picture of someone who is alive but in some distant place, we are
intuitively aware of the picture, but the person in the picture we
are aware of only abstractively.(71)


	Not so with the angels.(72) Concepts formed on the basis of the
objective stimulus of the divine creative activity cannot be de-
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ceived as to what actually exists and what does not, for everything
that an angel considers that actually exists physically is
represented and known so to exist. Only things considered by an
angel wholly alert to its stimulus that either no longer exist or that
do not yet exist are known abstractively, and, in the latter case,
are known mainly conjecturally as well (and so under threat of
“virtual falsity”).


	How do we explain the necessarily intuitive character of angel
awareness respecting the universe of physically existing things?
My guess would be that the explanation lies in the ability of a
purely intellectual consciousness directly to apprehend categorial
relations among physical objects. Categorial relations(73) are all and
only those relations that exist in the world of nature without any
dependence upon the cognitive activity of organisms. They differ
from mind-dependent relations in that they necessarily involve the
actual existence of two (at least) related things: A can be similar to
B, categorially speaking, if and only if both A and B exist. The
shape, let us say, on the basis of which the two are “similar”—or
whatever other “accident” (whatever subjective characteristic, let
us say) on the basis of which the two are related—can and does
exist in each of the two independently of the other. But the
characteristic in question as foundation or basis of a relation
cannot exist equally independently (which, of course, is the proof
that every relation as such exists not independently of but
irreducibly respecting its subjective basis or “ground”).(74)





Page 244


	In our semiosis, categorial relations and mind-dependent
relations are functionally equivalent precisely because we cognize
things on the basis of models(75) representing “how things actually
are.” In most cases, it is only by experimentally reducing these
models—our conceptions—to sensibly verifiable alternatives that
we are able to determine whether or how far there is a
“correspondence” to an actual physical state of affairs blithely
indifferent to what or whether we think about it, whether or how
we try to “model” it for the purposes of our own understanding.


	In the comprehensive awareness of angels, there would be
neither need nor place for experimenting with cognitive models.
The objective stimuli upon which angelic conceptions are formed,
being not abstract representations of nature but rather, as we have
seen, dynamic representations of natures realized in individuals
when and as they receive actual existence through the creative
activity of God (including its utilization of secondary causes in
bringing about the material dispositions calling for this or that
individual existence), would give rise to an immediate awareness
of the arising of whatever categorial relations obtain here and
now among interacting individuals of the physical universe:



So from the creative ideas according to which things exist, derive in the angelic
mind objective stimuli representative of stones, or of herbs as possessing
medicinal qualities, or as they pertain to the climate of this rather than that
region; and likewise derive stimuli representative objectively of birds as
belonging to a given region, or useful to a particular end, or even according as
they are useful to humans: or stimuli representative of some embellishment of







page 245




an elemental state of earth or air respecting a higher and more universal end:
or even as things upon earth depend upon events occurring in the heavens, and
finally according to various other diverse modalities and outcomes which can
affect the manner in which things derive existence from God.(76)







Thus the angel, conjecturing upon the future, in many respects
can only guess. But which among the guesses proves true and
which false the angel will learn only when the cognitive relations
attaching to its various representations become categorial within
intuitive cognition,(77) while those cognitive relations sustaining
others of its conjectures remain abstractive and, moreover, now
determinately and necessarily so. The angel cannot be deceived
about what does actually exist here and now, at least not when
attending to it, although it can conjecture vainly about what will
actually exist at a later “here and now.”	
The reverse, of course, happens when the object present within
the angel’s intuitive awareness physically ceases to be: the angel
attending to the event immediately becomes aware that the sign
relation whereby its concept makes present in awareness an
existing thing ceases to include a categorial component within the
representation and passes with the thing to an abstract, mind-dependent or purely objective status. The sign-relation, real to
now, becomes instantly unreal, both in itself physically and
objectively in the angelic awareness:
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The objective determination on which the angel’s awareness of the case is based
derives from the issuing forth of the newly existent thing, which issuance is
assimilated to the representation; therefore, from the force of that
representation alone, the representation is applied and determined to the
produced thing while it exists or is produced and assimilated to the
representation. When the thing ceases to exist, accordingly, it is no longer
assimilated to that representation, nor does the representation remain
determinately applied as similar to a physical reality: because it is solely
determined respecting that thing according as the thing itself receives existence
or descends from God, and the representation is similarly determined not
indeed to the thing as past, because as past it is already not receiving existence
from God nor pertinent as an actual part of the universe … and so remains as
but a memory [recognized as such].(78)

In the semiosis of a human awareness, it is not so. Our intuitive
awareness is tied to our senses. For example, if a friend whom we
are on our way to visit suddenly dies, we normally have no
awareness whatever of the fact that the real relation between us
has ceased. The objective relation within the semiosis, real or
unreal, remains functionally equivalent until and unless we learn
of the death: we arrive at the appointed place of rendezvous, and
are disappointed or angered at our friend’s failure to appear. We
wonder if he forgot or if something happened, and hope (in vain,
on the supposed situation) to hear from him an explanation that
will satisfy our feeling of annoyance or disappointment or fear.
But the hope is vain, for the relation, formerly categorial as well
as objective, without any change in awareness on our part, has
become purely objective. The abstractive awareness of our friend
is no longer temporarily circumstantial, but permanently ab-stractive; yet we, in contrast to an angel in the same circumstance,
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have no immediate awareness of the change in the relational
status. So, Poinsot points out:



When St. Thomas says that nonexisting things have not a nature through which
they are assimilated to the objective stimuli for angelic conceptions, he is not
speaking only of that relative similitude which is founded upon the co-existence
of the foundation and terminus of the relation, but rather of the completive and
determinative assimilation of the foundational representations to those
individuals insofar as it provenates from the change of the individual existents
according to which the representations in question are one time assimilated to
those individuals as actual, another time not… . So that assimilation whereby
things are assimilated to specificative representations in the mind of an angel
is an assimilation obtaining not only on the side of the things [i.e., categorially],
but one penetrating into the representations themselves through the new
determination or application provenating from the creative divine ideas;
whence, given the objects and the creative influx, the intentional assimilation
applied to these individuals here and now results.(79)




	In the physical universe, the change that produces or destroys
the categorial relations may be the substantial change whereby a
given individual begins or ceases to be. But in the order of the
representations upon which angelic conceptions are based in
forming an actual comprehensive awareness of the individual in
question there is no more than a modal explicitation (or
suppression!) of an aspect of the actually possessed stimulus for
the objectification.(80)
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V. Il Parlare Angelico:(81) How Angels Converse




That “no man is an island” is a saying Poinsot would have us
apply also to angels: “No creature suffices unto itself, not even an
angel.”(82) His master, Thomas Aquinas, held the opinion that even
in the Garden of Eden the multiplication of individuals would
have made government necessary to order individual affairs for a
common good. Yet order among cognitive individuals cannot arise
sufficiently without there being communication among the
individuals concerned. Among human beings, the communication
necessary at the cognitive levels takes place through speech:
people talk to one another. Poinsot, still following Aquinas,
would have us believe that so too must it be among angels:
“because angels are intellectual beings, they must needs be
intellectually governed and form a political republic; but without
conversation there cannot be communication and governance in
any community.”(83) Yet how is there to be conversation between
or among beings that have no body? Such beings are in no way
adapted to receive a stimulus from outside their own minds save
directly from God in the spiritual activity of his successive creation
in time, as we have seen. This activity embraces the whole physical
universe in its termination and determines representatively the
awareness of angels from within to be able to form concepts,
“formal signs,” which, as vehicles of semiosis, serve—exactly as do
human concepts (and animal percepts, for that matter)—to relate
the angels to what they themselves are not,  
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namely, the things of the physical universe, as including the
angels.


	To see how, through semiosis, the concepts of angels are no
different from the concepts of animals in representing objects
other than themselves to the ones forming the concepts, simply by
bringing the three terms (concepts, objects signified, knowers) into
the single relation of renvoi, is one thing. To see how one angel
can manifest to another the very concepts that it has so formed,
however, is quite another matter. Each concept is a wholly
immanent action or response to some aspect of the divine stimulus
of creation. Each concept of each angel as a quality formed in and
by the intellect of the angel is as proprietary to each angel forming
it as is the intellect itself of that same angel. If conversation is
nothing other than the manifestation of what one is thinking to
another, it is far from clear, from all that has been said, how is
this to occur between angels.


A) Conversation without Sounds or Marks or Gestures


	Among human beings, deliberate sounds serve to impact
directly on another’s senses, and from these sounds the listener is
led to form his own concept of what, if anything, the sounds
signify. Because we can come to understand both the sounds
spoken, on the one hand, and the objects those sounds are
intended to signify, on the other hand, we can get to a position
where it is possible to agree or disagree with the speaker. How
can such a process occur between two angels, where no sounds are
available? Evidently, the angels, to converse, must directly
manifest their very concepts, where we directly manifest only
sounds!(84) How?


	In one way the absence of intervening sounds makes the
problem more mysterious; but in a way this absence also makes 
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the problem simpler. The key to the matter of 
communication, in both cases, is the difference between manifesting the object 
conceived and manifesting the thought itself of the object.(85) It is no
less true of human conversation than of angelic conversation that
the object conceived, when the communication succeeds (which is
far from always), provides the common measure between speaker
and listener.


	Consider that each human speaker has his own concepts as
defining elements of his subjectivity. Yet by a complex of conventions humans manage to coordinate and commingle conceptions
of the mind with willful stipulations and conventions whereby the
objects manifested to each of them through their respective
concepts are brought into the tangle of conventions sufficiently
completely to overlap the objects manifested to the listener, so
that he or she can say, sometimes truly: “I see what you mean.”
That is to say, even in the case—on one glance simpler, but on
another glance actually more complex—of human conversation,
it is directly objects and only indirectly (in and through the objects
cognized) the conceptions bound up with those objects that are
communicated.


	The sounds of speech, for example, are first of all objects
apprehended by the sense of hearing. Only as understood, that is
to say, as apprehended intellectually, do these same sounds as
objects manifest insensible conventions that direct our attention
not just to any objects but to this or these rather than that and
those. The sounds, when understood, do not represent and direct
our attention to the object(s) in any manner whatsoever, but in a
very particular way—namely, as conceived.


	The sounds of speech are elevated to the status of words,
originally, by acts of stipulation. These stipulations, as such, come
originally from the will rather than from the intellect of speakers.
In the case of words, the stipulations involved rapidly sediment
into habits; but here, again, the case of conversation of angels is
simplified, for purely intellectual creatures have no need for  
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habits of inference, precisely because their manner of apprehending, as we have seen, is comprehensive rather than discursive
(in an illative sense).  


 B) Conceptions Revealed through Objects





The function of the concept is the same in the case of human
and angelic conversation: “parlare.” The concept exists simply as
a sign-vehicle manifesting to the speaker an object signified. The
speaker’s problem, so to speak, is to make his or her way of signifying the object part and parcel with the object as apprehended by
the one with whom attempt is being made to converse. For human
speakers, the conventions objectified in the uttered sounds do the
trick (when the trick gets done!). For angelic speakers, then, the
only problem is to get another angel to see an object conceptually
signified the way they do—that is to say, so to stimulate the other
angel that, in response to the stimulus, it will form a conception
of the object in just the way that the speaker conceptualizes that
very object.	The will of the speaker introduces into the concept of the
speaker an order, both to the object spoken about and also to the
one to or with whom conversation is being attempted. And just 
as the human stipulation, through habit, enters into the con-eption of the object as conveyed by sounds, so in the place of
habit the angelic stipulation enters into the stimulus incorporated
into its conception so as to present that stimulus in a new way
respecting the one with whom conversation is intended. So,
quotes Poinsot from Aquinas: “to speak, for an angel, is nothing
other than to order its own concept to the end of deliberately
manifesting its conceived object to another angel.”(86) The privacy
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of the conceptions of the one can be overcome in favor of
communication with the other:  



The conceptions of one angel are not made manifest through the bare existence
and physical production of the concept in the first angel’s mind, because
through this immanent action alone the conceptions do not pertain essentially
to the parts of the physical universe as existing beyond the angel’s own mind
nor have a connection therewith, but only through this, that the conceptions
are deliberately ordered to the other and thereby made pertinent to that
other.(87)




Once this “order to a hearer” (as it were) has been introduced and
made part of the very object conceived, the problem solves itself:



Whensoever some object comes to be, an angel is … said to be stimulated by
that object solely by virtue of the fact that the object in question exists as
proportioned and appropriate to be understood by that angel, as being an object
pertinent to the angel and contained within the domain of its knowability…
. and the very fact of its newly coming into existence is what renders the object
apt and proportioned to being cognized by the angel: and by this very fact the
angel is excited by the object newly existent.(88)





That is to say, the newly existent reality—a concept in one angel’s
thought ordered by that same angel’s will to another angel’s
awareness or understanding—excites the angelic mind not itself
directly, but by an objective determination or ‘specification’
contained in the creative divine ideas conveying the determination
enabling the intended angel (if that angel attends to the new  
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determination, which it may not) also to form its own concept
revealing “what the first angel was thinking.” So Poinsot cites the
summary view Aquinas gives:




in every angel there is something naturally known by another angel; at the
moment, therefore, when that which is naturally known is proposed as a sign
of that which is unknown, the concealed becomes manifest: and a manifestation
of this sort is called conversation.(89)





	As in human speech, one angel can thus lie to another, of
course, by creating a “fallax significatio”: for even though
concepts are natural signs while spoken words are conventional,
concepts as signs are yet fallible and can be used deliberately to
mislead when they are manipulated to manifest objects according
to the mode of one conceiving the object in question for the
purpose of misleading another in conversation.(90) But the privacy
of the angelic communication far exceeds the privacy of human
conversations. Anyone close enough may overhear a secret
conversation between human persons; or anyone finding a private
note may read it. But in these angelic exchanges, none but the
sender or the receiver of the conversation can reveal its content
objectively to another. All and only the intended recipients of
angelic conversations can be privy thereto.


VI. Conclusion



It is a remarkable picture, yet one still palpably demonstrating
that, if there be finite creatures alive without bodies and cognizant
of themselves and of the universe surrounding, it is yet by an
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action of signs, by semiosis, that they both cognize what surrounds
them and communicate what they make of it. For becoming aware
is the beginning, not the whole of communication; beyond the
cognitive adaptation of concept formation there is the exaptation
of intellectual awareness in linguistic communication, “il parlare
angelico,” as we have seen. This amply verifies Poinsot’s insight
that, from the inner life of the Trinity to the depths of nature,
communication, wherever it occurs and to whatever extent, de-pends upon the unique feature of relation whereby it alone has a
being indifferent to its subjective source as relation,(91) which is the
same as the feature whereby relation as such is, if only sometimes
intersubjective, yet always suprasubjective and ontological in
principle. Wherever the communication in question involves finite
modalities, there, either actually or virtually, it involves the action
of signs, semiosis, that unique activity whereby the future influences both the present and the bearing of the past upon the present.



	Of course, in this essay there is much in the theological tradition of speculation upon the angels that has been omitted, most
notably the division of fallen angels (“devils” or “demons”) from
those angels ordered to God as the highest good of the universe.(92) 
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And, as regards the relation of angels to place,(93) there is not only
the fact that, as finite beings, can they not be everywhere at  
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once,(94) as we discussed in section III 
above. There is the even greater difficulty of understanding how a life-form can 
sustain its proper existence without any drawing of substantial—not just cognitive and ‘affective’—sustenance from environmental interaction;
as in the world of bodies the physical individual is actually
unthinkable apart from its environmental niche.(95)



	Perhaps even more notably, we have not addressed the crucial
question of whether indeed such pure spirits, good or evil,
actually exist as real presences in the physical universe apart from
the semioses of the human mind. It will not do simply to observe
cleverly that there is at least as much evidence of angels’ existence
as there is of the sun’s rotation about the earth.(96) Instead, we have
restricted our considerations here to what appear among the
essentials that would hold true for all angels,(97) regardless of their
individual differences (and bearing well in mind the fact that, for
angels, being pure forms without matter, individual differences
and specific differences at the level of substance amount to the
same thing).(98) Every individual angel would, perforce, for want of
a body to make it otherwise, be a species unto itself.


	Do these creatures exist? Writing ten years or less after the
reaffirmation in the trial of Galileo of the condemnation of the
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view that the earth moves around the sun as heretical(99)—in the
wake of which Poinsot had suppressed his own astronomical
treatises(100)—and with the full context of knowledge he possessed
from his functions in once editing the Index Librorum Prohibi-torum(101) and serving in the capacity of Qualificator for the Su-preme Council of the Spanish Inquisition and for the Inquisition
at Coimbra, Portugal,(102) Poinsot carefully notes that there are
“serious authors,” including Aquinas, Suárez, and Melchior Cano
(in his work on foundational theology), who refuse to condemn
as certainly contrary to faith “the view of those who say that there
is no bodiless spirit save God alone,” however temerarious such
a position may be in theological tradition as a whole.(103) It may be,
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conjectured Cajetan and others of no mean standing, that the
“spirits and demons” spoken of throughout religious literature
may yet be all of them really bodily, though “not grossly material
bodies such as we normally think of, but subtle bodies material in
a way that our senses are unable to detect.”(104)


	Thinking in the traditional perspective of speculative
metaphysics, Maritain once remarked that anyone who fails to
consider seriously the possible existence of angels will forever be
deficient as a metaphysician.(105) Mutatis mutandis, in the
postmodern perspective of semiotics transcending the traditional
divide between speculative and practical fields of inquiry,(106) we
are surely now in a position to assert similarly that one who gives
no thought to the possibility of a semiosis among angels will never
fully grasp the action of signs, its extent and fundamental nature
for the workings of finite intelligence.
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formae in qua subsistunt, quasi formae completae et non facientes compositionem cum aliqua
alia comparte quae dicitur materia.” 

[bookmark: N_6_]6.   Benedict Ashley, O.P., “Change and Process,” in The Problem of Evolution, ed. John N.
Deely and Raymond J. Nogar (Indianapolis, Ind.: Hackett Publishing Co., 1973), 265-94.


[bookmark: N_7_]7.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 2, 461 �12: “licet una materia possit differe ab alia per ordinem
ad formam extrinsecam quam respicit, et penes modum diversum recipiendi, tamen semper
in se debet supponi quod sit pura potentia in genere substantiali, eo quod potest componere
cum forma substantiali recipiendo ab ipsa primum esse simpliciter.” 

[bookmark: N_8_]8.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 4, 480 �9: “quia in Angelo non est potentia ad aliquam formam,
per quam tollatur suum esse quod habet a Deo per creationem; ergo neque habet naturam
aliquam inclinantem ad non esse.—Patet consequentia: quia nulla inclinatio et potentia potest
esse primo et per se ad non esse, quia esset inclinatio ad nihil, et consequenter esset nulla
inclinatio; sed omnis inclinatio vel potentia ad non esse est secundario, quatenus est ad
aliquam formam ex qua non-esse alterius sequitur.” 

[bookmark: N_9_]9.   Ponsot 1643: d. 39, a. 3, 469 �19: “Aristoteles per materiam non intelligit haecceitatem,
sed materiam illam quae est pars compositi et reddit naturam materialem et corpoream.”


[bookmark: N_10_]10.   E.g., John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa, c. 3, p. 865, in J. P. Migne, ed., Patrologiae
Cursus Completus, Series Graeca 94 (Paris, 1857-1866). 

[bookmark: N_11_]11.   For the full historical context, see James Collins, “The Thomistic Polemic against
Universal Matter,” chapter 2 of his dissertation, The Thomistic Philosophy of the Angels
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1947), 42-74.


[bookmark: N_12_]12.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 2, 461 �12, summarized the contradictio in adiectis as follows:
“materia spiritualis, licet esset in potentia ad formas spirituales, tamen in se deberet habere
actualitatem superantem omnem actualitatem corpoream, et consequenter in genere
substantiae deberet habere aliquem actum; et sic non posset componere cum forma
substantiali, accipiendo ab ipsa primum esse simpliciter in genere substantiae.”


[bookmark: N_13_]13.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 2, 459 �8: “modus materiae primae in communi sumptae est
esse receptivam formarum stricto et coarctato modo, scilicet faciendo illas sibi proprias, et
componendo aliquod tertium entitativum ex eis, sive substantiale sive accidentale. Modus
vero spiritualitatis, prout talis, est excedere istum modum sic strictum, et posse recipere
formas intentionaliter, id est, cum tanta amplitudine ut fiat [reading, in agreement with the
Solesmes corrigendum at the bottom of b459, ‘fiat’ for ‘faciat’] alia a se, et uniat sibi res,
etiam quae secum non componunt sed extra se sunt, objective et intelligibiliter: quia
spiritualitas fundat intelligibilitatem. Ergo modus spiritualitatis pugnat cum modo materiae
primae.” 

[bookmark: N_14_]14.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 2, 463 �21: “quod non est seipso intelligibile … non est seipso
et in substantia spirituale”. 

[bookmark: N_15_]15.   Yves R Simon, “To Be and To Know,” Chicago Review 15, no. 4 (Spring, 1961),
83-100; and “An Essay on the Classification of Action and the Understanding of Act”
(posthumous), ed. J. N. Deely, Revue de l’Université d’Ottawa, 41, no. 4 (October-December
1971): 518-41. 


[bookmark: N_16_]16.   Quia “sensitiva cognitio non est tota causa intellectualis cognitionis,” Aquinas writes,
“ideo non est mirum si intellectualis cognitio ultra sensitivam se extendit”
 
(Quaestiones
Disputatae de Veritate, q. 10, a. 6, ad 3). 

[bookmark: N_17_]17.   See Aquinas, In Aristotelis Libros de Anima Commentarium, esp. book 3.


[bookmark: N_18_]18.   “Intus existens prohibet extraneum et obstruet illud” was the terse formula in which
Aquinas summarized for his followers the reason why the intellect as such has no organ, and
why every cognitive power that does have organic embodiment has an intrinsically limited
range. 

[bookmark: N_19_]19.   See citation in note 13, above.


[bookmark: N_20_]20.   See Aquinas, De Verit., q. 10 a. 6; STh I, q. 75, a. 3; and I, q. 84, a. 6.


[bookmark: N_21_]21.   Cf. Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 2, 820 �27, citing Aquinas, STh I, q. 107, a. 1, ad 2: “lingua
Angelorum metaphorice dicitur ipsa virtus Angeli, qua conceptum suum manifestat.”


[bookmark: N_22_]22.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 2,
  
� 36: “intellectualitas de se abstrahit a corpore, nec petat
illud, sed potius impediatur per corpus.” 

[bookmark: N_23_]23.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 3, 474 �36: “De exsistentia vero dicimus quod illa non resultat
ex propriis principiis naturae, sed a Deo datur, et recipitur in natura.” 

[bookmark: N_24_]24.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 1, 474 �29: “Et qui comprehenderet potentiam materiae, etiam
deberet cognoscere animam rationalem ad quam est in potentia, licet illa per creationem sibi
infundatur ab extra.” 

[bookmark: N_25_]25.   Deus “infundit et creat animam rationalem quando materia est disposita,” Poinsot notes
(1643: d. 41, a. 3, 596 �57), yet this happens “juxta naturalem capacitatem” materiae “et
exigentiam ejus,” albeit extrinsically. For, as he had explained earlier (ibid.:
 
d. 41, a. 3, 583
�14, emphasis added): “Itaque potest esse aliquid debitum alicui naturae, et tamen non oriri
ex principiis propriis, sed ab extra; fietque illi violentia, si negetur talis forma vel concursus:
si quidem etiam respectu passivi principii potest violentia dari, ut diximus in Physica (quaest.
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miraculum illi non infundi; et tamen non oritur ex propriis principiis, sed ab extra venit.”
Whence (ibid.: d. 41, a. 3, 600 �71): “etiam anima creatur a solo Deo et infunditur corpori,
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[bookmark: N_26_]26.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 3, 475 �39: “ordo formae ad materiam non est relatio
praedicamentalis, sed transcendentalis, pertinetque ad ipsum genus substantiae incompletae;
et licet substantia dicatur ad se, tamen substantia incompleta et partialis non est pure ad se,
complete et determinative, sicut substantia completa, sed dicit ordinem ad aliam partem et
ad totum, etiamsi substantialis pars sit. Unde anima, quae est substantia incompleta, ipsa sua
natura substantiali non est omnino ad se, sed ad alterum cui coaptatur et coordinatur, non
ut relatio praedicamentalis, set ut pars: et ideo potest individuari per ordinem ad corpus, cujus
est forma substantialis; et consequenter multiplicata materia multiplicabitur etiam anima, in
quantum forma illius est: quod totum non currit in Angelo.” 

[bookmark: N_27_]27.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 1, 456 �36: “In Angelis vero magis est nobis notum quod
intelligant, eo quod effectus eorum apud nos ex locutione et aliis intelligentiae actibus magis
innotescunt, et ex intellectualitate recte probatur spiritualitas. Quod vero ita sint puri spiritus
quod nullum corpus informent, ex eo probatur: quia sunt substantiae intellectuales perfectae,
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potius impediatur per corpus, necesse est quod si dantur creaturae intellectuales cum unione
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Angels Among Us (Eugene, Ore.: Harvest House Publishers, 1994), 74.


[bookmark: N_29_]29.   Poinsot 1643: d. 40, a. 1, 494-5 �33: “formalis ratio, qua Angelus exsistit in loco, debet
esse talis, quod non contineatur nec mensuretur corpore locante sed quod contineat corpus,
et fundet ubi non circumscriptivum, nec subjectum legibus loci et extensionis, sed superius
loco: sicut anima nostra est in corpore ut superior et continens illud: sic enim a fortiori debet
Angelus esse in corpore seu in loco, superiore modo quam anima, scilicet non ut informans,
sed ut motor… . Corpus autem, cui Angelus conjungitur tamquam loco, substantia est. Non
ergo potest substantia Angeli illi uniri, nisi accidentaliter comparetur ad tale corpus. Non
potest autem fundari in aliquo accidente ipsius Angeli, per se et formaliter commensurabili
corpori, quia hoc esset quantitas… . Debet ergo esse accidens virtualiter commensurans
Angelum corpori. Nec est alia virtus sic commensurans, quam virtus operativa vel receptio
passiva ab alio operante.” Cf. Aquinas, Quodl. 1, in Parma ed.: q. 3, a. 4; in Busa ed.: q. 3,
a. 1. 
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Messengers (Dallas: Word Publishing, 1995), 68-71. 

[bookmark: N_31_]31.   Poinsot 1643: d. 40, a. 1, 490 �16: “D. Thomae … ponit hanc differentiam inter
animam et Angelum, quod Angelus ‘unitur corpori solum ut motor, et ideo unitur ei per
potentiam vel virtutem; anima autem intellectivam … per suam essentiam.’”
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quantitatem virtualem semper ponit in Angelis ratione virtus operativae: quia id quod in
corporibus est quantitas dimensiva, in Angelis dicit esse virtutem operativam.”


[bookmark: N_33_]33.   “In angelo,” Poinsot remarks (1643: d. 40, a. 4, 522 �7), “non est modus quo dicatur
subesse loco, sed quo subjicit sibi locum; redditur tamen illum tangens virtuali suo contactu,
eique conjunctus.” 

[bookmark: N_34_]34.   Poinsot 1643: d. 40, a. 4, 522 �8: “Quare motus corporis et spiritus non possunt
univoce convenire in acquirendo terminum localem, nec in habendo contactum erga corpus.
Quia motus corporis acquirit ubi circumscriptivum, quod est commensuratum loco et ab illo
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extensionem loci.” 

[bookmark: N_35_]35.   Poinsot 1643: d. 40, a. 3, 516 �40: “Angelus et anima possunt esse in eodem corpore,
quia ‘non comparantur secundum eamdem habitudinem causae: quia anima exsistit ut forma,
non autem daemon.’” 

[bookmark: N_36_]36.   Aquinas, STh I, q. 52, a. 3, ad 3.


[bookmark: N_37_]37.   Poinsot 1643: d. 40, a. 3, 518 �47: “de facto et ordinarie, Angeli non sunt in eodem
loco formali; possunt tamen absolute loquendo esse quasi praeternaturaliter et per accidens,
ut si duo Angeli pluresve partialiter et inadaequate ad eumdem effectum concurrant, vel unus
sit in eodem loco per passionem et alius per operationem.” 

[bookmark: N_38_]38.   Poinsot 1643: d. 40, a. 3, 516 �40: “in eodem loco materiali non repugnat, absolute
loquendo, plures Angelos vel plures spiritus esse, si operentur diverso modo vel diversus
effectus: non autem respectu unius et ejusdem effectus, in ratione continentis talem locum.”
See further ibid.:  
d. 40, a. 3, 517 �45. 

[bookmark: N_39_]39.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 1, 554 �32: “est advertendum quod intelligere ex duplici
principio limitatur: scilicet ex objecto a quo habet specificationem, et ex subjecto a quo habet
individuationem; et, si est subsistens [quod pertinet Deo solo] caret utraque.”


[bookmark: N_40_]40.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 3, 474 �36, cited in note 23 above.


[bookmark: N_41_]41.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 2, 574 �25: “Quia sicut existentia specificatur et determinatur
ab essentia, non per hoc quod essentia superveniat existentiae, eique ut causa formalis de
novo uniatur, ipsa existentia materialiter suscipiente essentiam et specificationem ejus: sed
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sic modificatur in ipsa receptione a specificativo hujus essentiae, participatque et ebibit
exsistentia ab ipsa essentia determinatam illam speciem.” Poinsot has in mind Aquinas’
distinction (STh I, q. 75, a. 5, ad 1) between the “actus primus” quod est “infinitum,
virtualiter in se omnia praehabens” et “participatur a rebus, non sicut pars, sed secundum
diffusionem processionis ipsius” (which is the source of the angelic “species impressae”), on
the one hand, and, on the other hand, the “actus vero recepti, qui procedunt a primo actu
infinito et sunt quaedam participationes eius” sed ut pars entis creati, scil., ipsum esse
proprium ei. 

[bookmark: N_42_]42.   
Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 3, 596 �56: “secundum quod illae species derivantur ab ideis
divinis quasi quaedam earum expressiones, repraesentando rationes magis vel minus
universales in causando, et secundum quod res derivantur a Deo juxta modum causarum
magis vel minus universalium, sic dicuntur illae species magis vel minus universales.” Cf. ibid.: d. 41, a. 3, 590 �56; 645 �29.


[bookmark: N_43_]43.   Angels are perfect in their existence and nature as intellectual substances, Poinsot notes
(1643: d. 41, a. 3, 589 �33), “perfecta, inquam, in actu primo et in ratione scientiae. 
Nam
in actu secundo non est necesse quod ab initio consideret in actu secundo omnia: quia in
creaturis non est imperfectio actu non considerare aliqua, sed est imperfectio carere scientia
seu facultate considerandi: hoc enim est ignorare.”  


	On the distinction between a simple defect and “ignorance” as a privative defect, see
Jacques Maritain, The Sin of the Angel, trans. William L. Rossner, S.J. (Westminster, Md.:
The Newman Press, 1959), 61-64, text and notes 18, 19, and 20. 

[bookmark: N_44_]44.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 651 �48: “Quod si nec fuit prius cognita ut in memoria
remaneret, nec effectum sui reliquit, omnino nullum principium manet in Angelo unde tale
individuum cognoscat.” 

[bookmark: N_45_]45.   See Poinsot 1643: d. 41, 609 �30; 612 �38; etc.



[bookmark: N_46_]46.   The effects of “divine governance,” Poinsot notes, following in particular Aquinas STh
I, q. 104, “vel sunt ipsa continuatio et conservatio rerum in esse, vel concursus auxilii ad
operandum,” in either case consisting in “omnimoda dependentia creaturae a Deo in
existendo”   
(p. 141 of his “Isagoge ad D. Thomae Theologiam. Explicatio connexionis et
ordinis totius summae theologicae D. Thomae per omnes ejus materias,” in Joannis a Sancto
Thoma Cursus Theologicus Tomus IV, Solesmes ed. [Paris: Desclée, 1946], 143-219).


[bookmark: N_47_]47.   See Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 4, 677 �36, but also passim.


[bookmark: N_48_]48.   Section IV.E, “Comprehensive Knowledge,” below.


[bookmark: N_49_]49.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 4, 609 �30, emphasis added in the translation: “Solum ergo
dicuntur species Angelorum universales ratione medii per quod repraesentant res ipsas usque
ad proprias differentias illarum. Et hoc medium quanto est universalius, tanto perfectius et
intimius repraesentat res quae sub illo comprehenduntur: sicut causa quanto est universalior,
tanto vehementius influit in effectum, et intimius ac profundius illum attingit, eo quod talis
causa est activior et perfectior: et sic universalitas ejus est universalitas activitatis, quae ad
plures rationes se extendit.” 

[bookmark: N_50_]50.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 647 �32: “acceperunt vim repraesentandi ista individua
successive, sicut ab ideis causantur in universo, et non aliter, nec ante.”


[bookmark: N_51_]51.   Nor is it ideas, which differ from concepts only in that they are concepts used to guide
practical activity: see, in Poinsot, Naturalis Philosophiae Prima Pars (Reiser ed., vol. II [Turin:
Marietti, 1933], 1-529), q. 11, “De Causa Materiali, Formali et Exemplari,” a. 3, “Ad quod
genus causae reducatur idea seu exemplar,” 240b7-247b16. See discussion below in note 92.


[bookmark: N_52_]52.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 3, 590 �36: “illae species repraesentant singularia eo modo quo
sunt, et dependenter ab eorum terminatione; ita quod, quando sunt intra causas,
repraesentant intra causas, quando extra, ut existentia in se: non vero in se determinate
quamdiu sunt futura. In hoc enim non est inconveniens, quod dependeant species angelicae
a productionis singularium, ut a termino suae repraesentationis: quia similitudines sunt
derivatae ab ideis divinis, et eo modo repraesentant res in intellectu Angeli, quo derivantur
a Deo per successionem temporis.” 

[bookmark: N_53_]53.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 4, 612 �39: “non praecise secundum se, sed ut descendens a Deo
… sic potest esse ratio repraesentandi plura perfecte et distincte.” 

[bookmark: N_54_]54.   Ibid.: “non oportet unitatem hujus repraesentationis sumere ex aliqua unitate rerum
repraesentatarum in se, sed ex unitate et modo exemplaris a quo derivantur: sicut sigillatum
sumit unitatem a sigillo, licet res valde diversarum figurarum exprimat.” 

[bookmark: N_55_]55.   Ibid.: �38: “species angelicae non sunt universales ex eo quod aliquam naturam in
universali seu gradum aliquem genericum directe et per se repraesentet  … sed ex eo quod
repraesentant plures res sub aliquo universali medio, it est, quatenus descendunt a Deo et ab
ideis divinis secundum diversas habitudines.” 

[bookmark: N_56_]56.   Poinsot expresses here exactly the view of Aquinas, De Verit., q. 8, a. 10 ad 3: “una
forma intellectus angelici est ratio propria plurium secundum diversas ejus habitudines ad
diversas res, ex quibus ejus habitudines ad diversas res, ex quibus habitudinibus consurgit
pluralitas idearum,” concerning which text Poinsot advises (1643: d. 41, a. 4, 612 �37):
“Nota hoc bene.” See full text in note 76 below. 

[bookmark: N_57_]57.   That is, not by any process of “abstraction” such as discursive reason (or even the
perceptual intelligence of brute animals)—any awareness dependent upon bodily organs,
directly or indirectly—requires. 

[bookmark: N_58_]58.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 645 �28: “Sed quia ipsa individua successive fiunt ab ideis
divinis in hoc universo, hoc ipso quod infunditur Angelo species repraesentativa rerum
secundum quod derivantur ab ideis divinis, oportet quod aliqua individua successive
repraesentet, et non simul: quia sic derivantur ab ideis divinis in hoc universo. Ergo si species
Angelorum repraesentant res, non desumendo aliquid ab ipsis, sed prout descendunt ab ideis
divinis, necesse est quod ex vi suae repraesentationis, et ex vi quam participant ab ipsis ideis,
habeant assimilari individuis quando fiunt et participant esse ab ideis, et non aliter. Neque ista
repraesentatio seu applicatio ad cognoscendum individuum determinate sumenda est ex ipsis
rebus, nisi in quantum sunt termini talis representationis.” Cf. ibid.: d. 41, a. 4, 612 �37.


[bookmark: N_59_]59.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 645 �29.


[bookmark: N_60_]60.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 647 �32: “id habent species Angelorum in repraesentando,
quod ideae divinae in causando… . Et consequenter ex vi talis infusionis habet illa
representatio intentionalis in Angelo determinare et explicare repraesentationem illam ad hoc
vel illud individuum quod de novo fit, quia sic producitur ab ideis divinis; et species illae sunt
quaedam sigilla et repraesentationes idearum, prout in hoc universo producunt.” See also
ibid.: d. 42, a. 2, 645 �27.


[bookmark: N_61_]61.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 1, 559 �51: “Quaecumque enim sunt eadem uni tertio, sunt
eadem inter se, eo modo quo in illo tertio unum sunt: quod axioma in creatis nullam patitur
instantiam.” 

[bookmark: N_62_]62.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 4, 673 �24: “potest intellecus [angelicus] uti inadequate aliqua
specie, solum ut dividat cognitiones seu conceptus circa diversa objecta … applicando modo
speciem uni cognitioni seu objecto tantum, et postmodum alteri, non tamen unum deducendo
ex altero et in vi ipsius deductionis cognoscendo,” as the human intellect is further able to
objectifiy inadequately its environmental stimuli (and so fall into actual rather than merely
virtual falsity). But also “posse Angelum uti una specie ad diversas cognitiones habendas”
(ibid., d. 41, a. 4, 616 �50), so that different angels can even form different conceptions
respecting the same objective stimulus, “quia potest uti specie illa in hanc vel illam partem.”
See ibid.: d. 41, a. 2, �43. 

[bookmark: N_63_]63.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 4, 607 �25: “non minus repraesentativi sunt conceptus [seu
species expressae], quam species [impressas] … quia species impressae proportionantur
conceptibus, quia ex illis formantur conceptus tamquam ex principio repraesentativo.”
Moreover (ibid.: d. 45, a. 2, 835 �25), “species in inferioribus Angelis sunt minus perfectae
quam in superioribus, ideoque non tot veritates demonstrant, vel non cum tanta
determinatione et distinctione sicut species superiorum.” 

[bookmark: N_64_]64.   “Angelus,” Poinsot notes (1643: d. 41, a. 4, 616 �50), “qui videt in alio species quas
habet, non videt cogitationem et usum earum.” Whence these secrets are formally treated and
defined in d. 42, a. 3, which opens as follows (655 �1): “Cogitationes cordis et secreta cordis
idem sunt: et dicuntur talia quaecumque ex libero voluntatis usu proveniunt intra potentias
interiores, quae libertatem participant, et nullo effectu exteriori extra illas produntur et
exeunt… . dicuntur secreta cordis, quamdiu in effectu vel signo aliquo externo seu extra illas
potentias posito non manifestantur.” See further ibid.: d.42, a. 3, 664 �s 38-39.


[bookmark: N_65_]65.   For example, an angel of greater intellectual power and reach can, through conversation
with its inferiors, instruct them, as we will see. 

[bookmark: N_66_]66.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 4, 673 �23, emphasis added: “in habendo unamquamque
operationem et perfectionem ex illa provenientem, scilicet attingentiam veritatis, petit non
procedere de potentia ad actum et de imperfecto ad perfectum, quod est procedere per
motum: sed illam operationem perfecte habere, quia comprehensive, et statim attingere totam
perfectionem quam potest per quamlibet operationem.” 

[bookmark: N_67_]67.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 4, 461 �52: “superfluit ibi habitus, quia potentia ex se est
sufficienter in actu ad penetrandum omnes illas veritates” quorum capax sit hic et nunc. Yet
it might be the case that, given what we now know to be the evolutionary rather than the
cyclical nature of our physical universe, in light of what will shortly be said about learning
from within ‘successive discourse’, there is place for angels to develop noninferential
interpretive habits, but at a wholly different pace and with a different function than is the
case for the inferential habits of rational animals. 

[bookmark: N_68_]68.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 4, 673 �23: “non est necesse quod Angelus habeat in actu
secundo omne quod est in ipso in actu primo; ideoque convenit ei habere discursum
successivum, hoc est diversa successive intelligere, et successive diversas operationes habere.
… Unde cum possit operari circa diversa objecta, oportet quod etiam possit habere diversas
operationes, et non omnes simul … quia penes objecta specificantur et limitantur”
conceptiones angelicae.  

[bookmark: N_69_]69.   See note 66 above. Discourse is to understanding, we might say, as motion is to bodies!
Cf.   
Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 4, 670 �13; and 674 �26. 

[bookmark: N_70_]70.   Res existentes a speciebus impressibus objectivae “repraesentantur autem secundum
ordinem quo descendunt a Deo; descendunt vero ab ipso per tempus successivum, non per
aevum [i.e., by time such as measures transient physical operations, not such as measures the
immanent operations of angelic awareness]; et sic Deus movet creaturam spiritualem per
tempus.” (Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 649 �39) Whence (ibid.) “etiam res illae quae coexistunt
aliquo instanti angelico, quando correspondet diversis partibus temporis, v.g., si
correspondent uni horae vel uni diei, non possunt cognosci ab Angelo in vi illius instantis sic
extensi, quamdiu non producuntur in ipso tempore, sed adhuc correspondent parti termporis
futuri.” The situation of the angelic semiosis in this particular may be said to have an
anthroposemiotic counterpart, as it were (ibid.:  
d. 42, a. 2, 653 �56: emphasis added): “Sicut
enim nos ex collatione plurium specierum unam formamus, ita Angelus in una simplici specie
habet virtualiter et implicite plura, quae successive explicantur.”


[bookmark: N_71_]71.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 1, 626 �9: “Sicut qui videt imaginem imperatoris, in illa attingit
imperatorem: sed imaginem praesentem intuitive, et imperatorem abstractive, quia absens
est.” Poinsot expounds the matter of “intuitive awareness” in the two longest questions of his
1632 Treatise on Signs, Book III, qq. 1 and 2. 

[bookmark: N_72_]72.   Poinsot 1633: Phil. nat. 1. p., q. 1, a. 3, 32a34-b1: “Quod vero dicitur intellectus
[humanus] intuitive videre obiectum, dicimus, quod id habet dependenter a sensu et in
quantum continuatur cum illo. Clausis autem sensibus, quantumcumque res sint praesentes,
intellectus non potest intuitive cognoscere, quia non possunt illae species [impressae] de tali
praesentia certificare nisi mediantibus sensibus. Si tamen Deus infunderet aliquod lumen
superius et species exemplatas a Deo, sicut infunditur angelis, posset illis intuitive videre
independenter a sensu.” 

[bookmark: N_73_]73.   See John Deely, Four Ages of Understanding: The First Postmodern History of
Philosophy from Ancient Times to the Turn of the 21st Century (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2001), 72-78 and 228-29; Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, second preamble,
article 2. 

[bookmark: N_74_]74.   I prescind, in the present context, from the special difficulties concerning the notion of
“ground” within semiosis proper, which I have discussed at length elsewhere: see in particular
the Index entry Ground in Deely, Four Ages of Understanding, 901-3. Here it is sense [A]
that is operative, as is clear from Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 1, 558 �47: “species imperfectae,
sicut modi, oportet quod entitative quantum ad realitatem identificentur cum aliqua entitate
reali determinatae speciei: quia cum modus non sit realitas, non distinguitur a re cuius est
modus realiter et entitative, et ita manet indistinctus realiter et entitative; et consequenter
identificatur cum ipsa re cujus est modus. Unde non inhaeret illi, sicut reliqua accidentia, sed
seipso illi conjungitur: quod est entitative identificari. Aliquas sequeretur processus in
infinitum: quia, cum ipsa inhaerentia quidam modus sit, si inhaeret per aliam inhaerentiam,
ista rursus inhaerebit per aliam, et sic in infinitum. Nec potest separatim existere a subjecto,
sicut accidentia quae inhaerent, licet subjectum possit manere sine modo per corruptionem
ipsius modi, seu alicujus ad illud requisiti.—Similiter species relativae identificari possunt cum
fundamento, quod est determinatae speciei et entitatis in se: quia non distinguitur a
fundamento tamquam realitas, sed tamquam modus. Nam si realitas sit, nullo modo
identificabitur cum illo sed accidentaliter illi adveniet, sicut plures species accidentales
adveniunt subjecto habenti suam speciem entitativam determinatam ab illis distinctam.” See
the fuller treatment in Poinsot 1632:   
S20 of the electronic edition (= Ars Logica, q. 17, a. 4),
590b35-595b23, esp. 593a11ff. 

[bookmark: N_75_]75.   Cf. Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 4, 611 �34, emphasis added: “uno verbo, a divina mente
tamquam ab artifice profluunt et res in propria natura et materia, sicut domus ab artifice in
lapidibus et lignis: et profluunt imagines repraesentivae talium rerum, sicut ab artifice fit in
papyro vel cera aut aere incisio et copia domus faciendae, quam typum seu modelum
vocamus; et haec non desumit suam unitatem ex re ipsa fabricata ut in se, sed ex unitate et
modo quo est in mente artificis.” 

[bookmark: N_76_]76.   Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 4, 612 �37, emphasis added: “Sic ab ideis divinis possunt in
mentem Angeli derivari similitudines lapidum vel herbarum, ut conducunt ad medicinalem
virtutem, vel ut pertinent ad climata hujus regionis potius quam illius, et similiter
similitudines avium quatenus tali regioni deserviunt, aut tali utilitati aut fini, vel etiam
secundum quod deserviunt homini: vel secundum quod pertinent ad ornatum integri
elementi, v.g., aeris vel terrae, ubi est altior et universalior finis: vel etiam secundum quod
fiunt a causis universalibus caelorum, ac denique secundum alias diversas habitudines et fines,
qui variare possunt modum quo ista derivantur a Deo. Quod unico verbo dixit S. Thomas
(quaest. illa 8 de Verit. a. 10 ad 3), quod ‘una forma intellectus angelici est ratio propria
plurium secundum diversas ejus habitudines ad diversas res, ex quibus habitudinibus consurgit
pluritas idearum’. Nota hoc bene.” 

[bookmark: N_77_]77.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 640 �15: “similitudo speciei, quae est in Angelo, non est
completa et terminata antequam objectum existat… . Complementum autem similitudinis
dependet ab altero extremo, ad quod similutudo terminatur.”  

[bookmark: N_78_]78.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 2, 650 �46: “ipsa determinatio speciei … fit ex appositione et
productione rei de novo productae, quae assimilatur illi speciei; ergo ex vi illius solum
applicatur et determinatur species ad rem productam, dum est vel producitur et assimilatur
ipsi speciei. Transeunte ergo re, non amplius assimilatur ipsi speciei, nec species manet
determinate et applicate similis ipsi rei: quia solum determinatur erga illam prout res ipsa
producitur seu descendit a Deo et similis redditur speciei, non vero ad ipsam ut praeteritam,
quia jam non derivatur a Deo nec pertinet ad universum. Unde, ut repraesentetur tamquam
praeterita, debet suffici species alia determinatione, quatenus scilicet cognita est, et sic manet
memoria de illa: quia memoria est repraesentatio de re ut aliquando cognita.” The point is
treated yet more expansively in the following �47. 

[bookmark: N_79_]79.   Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 3, 655 �60: “cum D. Thomas dicit res non existentes non habere
naturam per quam assimilentur speciebus angelicis, non loqui de sola similitudine relativa,
quae fundatur in convenientia extremorum: sed de assimilatione completiva et determinativa
specierum ad ista individua, quatenus ex transmutatione singularium provenit quod istae
species aliquando assimilentur ipsis, aliquando non, ut dicit idem S. Thomas (quaest. 16 de
Malo [1272], a. 7 ad 9). Igitur assimilatio illa, qua res assimilantur speciebus in mente Angeli,
est assimilatio non solum ex parte rerum se tenens, sed in speciebus ipsis resultans, per novam
determinationem seu applicationem ex ideis divinis proveniens: qua, positis objectis et
productis, resultat intentionalis assimilatio applicata istis individuis hic et nunc.” Poinsot will
return to this point, perhaps even more forcefully, in the later d. 45, a. 1, 825 �45: “existimo
non solum resultare per modum relationis ex ipsa objecti positione, sed ab ipsis ideis divinis
derivari ex vi prioris infusionis specierum.” 

[bookmark: N_80_]80.    
Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 3, 655 �60: “in ipsis rebus fit substantialis mutatio dum
producuntur in esse vel desinunt, in speciebus autem non, sed solum modalis aliqua applicatio
seu explicatio repraesentationis praehabitae.” See also the concluding �62; and in the
previous article 2 of this same distinction 42, p. 644 �26: “et hoc non per aliquam
variationem speciei quasi formalem et in sua formali repraesentatione, sed per aliquam
mutationem modalem: quatenus ipsa repraesentatio, ex vi suae repraesentationis derivatae
ab ideis, applicatur ad repraesentandum hoc vel illud individuum in particulari, juxta quod
ab ipsis ideis descendit et producitur. Quae variatio et applicatio non fit ab ipso objecto ad
extra posito effective, sed ab ideis divinis ex vi prioris infusionis et derivationis specierum:
ab objecto autem solum terminative, et ut a quodam requisito, seu potius consecuto ex ipsa
derivatione ab ideis, ut species sic determinate et applicate pro isto vel illo individuo.”


[bookmark: N_81_]81.   The allusion is to Michel de Certeau, Il Parlare Angelico: Figure per una poetica della
lingua (Secoli xvi e xvii), cura di Carlo Ossola (Florence: Leo S. Olcshki Editore, 1989).


[bookmark: N_82_]82.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 813 �2: “nemo enim sibi solus sufficit, etiam Angelus.”


[bookmark: N_83_]83.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 813 �2: “quia Angeli, cum sint intellectuales, modo etiam
intellectuali debent gubernari, et politicam rempublicam formare; sine locutione autem non
potest esse communicatio et gubernatio in aliqua communitate.” 

[bookmark: N_84_]84.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 823 �37: “verba ipsa seu voces nos vere loquimur, et illas
evidenter manifestamus, non res per voces significatas, neque conceptus. Angelus autem caret
vocibus, et loco earum manifestat conceptus evidenter; res autem cogitatas manifestat prout
in conceptibus sunt. Et … conceptus, licet sunt signa naturalia … evidenter manifestant
objecta, sed juxta modum concipientis.” 

[bookmark: N_85_]85.   Ibid.: “aliud esse loqui de manifestatione cogitationis, aliud de manifestatione rei
cognitae.” 

[bookmark: N_86_]86.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 819 �23, citing Aquinas, STh I, q. 107, a. 2: “Angelum loqui
angelo nihil est aliud quam conceptum suum ordinare, ad hoc ut ei innotescat, per proprium
voluntatem.” If the angel is superior in its knowledge, then conversation can take a more
formal mode in which the superior angel “illumines” the inferior, as Poinsot puts it (1643:
d. 45, a. 2, 830�7): “illuminatio enim quaedam locutio est, et solum addit, supra locutionem
communem, quod fiat cum quodam magisterio et per modum docentis ab eo qui illuminat,
seu veritatem minus cognitam explicat.” Whence in matters naturally known only a superior
angel can “illumine”; though in matters of ‘thoughts of the heart’ learned in conversation by
an inferior angel, the communication of that secret to yet another higher angel could surely
be said to be also an “illuminatio” materially speaking. 

[bookmark: N_87_]87.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 825-26 �46: “species autem cogitationum et actuum
liberorum” unius Angeli “non manifestantur [altero Angelo] per solam existentiam et
productionem physicam sui in corde [Angeli tentandi loqui]: quia per hoc solum non
pertinent per se ad partes universi nec connexionem habent cum illis, sed solum per hoc quod
ad alterum ordinantur et fiunt de pertinentibus ad eum.” 

[bookmark: N_88_]88.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 820 �26, emphasis added: “quandocumque fit aliquod
objectum de novo, non dicitur excitari Angelum a tali objecto per immissionem alicujus
speciei, sed per hoc solum quod objectum, sic positum in rerum natura, manet
proportionatum et habile ut intelligatur ab Angelo, utpote ad se pertinens et intra sphaeram
suae cognoscibilitatis contentum. Et comparatio illa facta a D. Thoma, de signo sensibili
movente, non est quantum ad modum movendi et excitandi … sed quantum ad effectum
ipsum excitandi: quia utrobique excitatio ab objecto proposito.” See further
ibid.: d. 45, a.
1, 825 �45. 

[bookmark: N_89_]89.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 820 �25: “Et denique (I ad Cor. iii, lect. 1) exponens illud
Apostoli, Si linguis hominum loquar, et Angelorum, inquit quod ‘in quolibet Angelo est
aliquid quod naturaliter ab altero Angelo cognoscitur; dum ergo id quod est naturaliter
notum proponitur ut signum ejus quod est ignotum, manifestatur occultum: et talis
manifestatio dicitur locutio, ad similitudinem hominum qui occulta cordium manifestant aliis
per voces sensibiles, aut per quodcumque aliud corporale exterius apparens.’”


[bookmark: N_90_]90.   Poinsot 1643: d. 45, a. 1, 827 �54: “Et quia conceptus sunt signa, naturalia quidem, sed
fallibilia aut fallentia (quia non semper adaequate se habent ad objecta, ut in re), ideo, ut
diximus supra [ibid.: d. 45, a. 1, 823 �37], res per illos conceptus non semper evidenter
attinguntur ab audiente, sed per fidem obscuram et fallibilem,” even within the
‘comprehensive awareness’ natural to the angel. 

[bookmark: N_91_]91.   “Manet indistinctus realiter et entitative,” as we saw above (from Poinsot 1643: d. 41,
a. 1, 558 �47), in note 74. 

[bookmark: N_92_]92.   See Poinsot 1643: d. 43, “De Merito et Peccato Angelorum,” in 3 articles; 691-810. See
also the remarkable little study by Jacques Maritain, The Sin of the Angel, in which,
astonishingly, Maritain promulgates the erroneous view that the species by which the angel
consciously thinks its objects of awareness is, as Maritain puts it (ibid., 22 n. 17), “not
abstract but infused.” This common theological way of speaking of the concepts of angels as
“infused” and “innate”—e.g., William B. Murphy, Thomas C. Donlan, John S. Reidy, and
Francis L. B. Cunningham, God and His Creation, College Texts in Theology 1 (Dubuque,
Iowa: The Priory Press, 1958), 366-67; Mortimer J. Adler, The Angels and Us (New York:
MacMillan, 1982), 135, easily Adler’s worst book; Collins, The Thomistic Philosophy of the
Angels, esp. 177-80—is truly confused, because it assimilates the species intelligibilis (the
species impressa) to the species intellecta (the species expressa), conflating and confusing the
two notions. The species impressa is not an idea or concept, it is the stimulus specifying the
cognitive power (in this case the angelic mind or intellect) to form an idea or concept deter-mined to an awareness of this rather than that. The actual formation of the concept, which
is a species expressa, then, is a vital act in which the intellect is active, just as in receiving the
determination of species impressae that same intellect is passive. When it is said by Aquinas
or Poinsot that the species of angels are “infused,” the species being talked about is the species
impressa determining the intellect in first act, not the operation itself of the intellect forming
in second act an idea, concept, or species expressa. Nor is it quite enough to say that “the
impressae are not acquired from things, therefore they are innate.” The situation is not that
simple (“acquired or innate; not acquired; therefore innate”). The impressae, in fact, do come
from outside the subjectivity of the angel, but they come from the creative activity of God
which gives existence to finite things as participating externally in this or that way the infinite
being of God, an activity which is more intimate to all things than their own being, as St.
Thomas put it (see Deely, Four Ages of Understanding, 284-90, esp. 286-7). So the source of
the impressae as “inseparable accidents” of angelic existence is not from the things created
by God, but from the exemplary aspects of the divine being according to which the created
things receive existence (the “divine ideas”) as communicated to the angel interiorly (hence
“in-fused”) through the same creative action by which God imparts the existence proper to
the angel in its subjective duration (or “aevum”). The species impressae, then, are not from
the things created but toward the things created, enabling the angelic intellect to attend to
those things as objects of awareness. Note well, then (Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 3, 585 �20,
emphases added): “redditur disparitas inter potentiam cognoscitivam secundum se, sine
speciebus, et po-tentiam factivam seu operativam effectuum: quod potentia cognoscitiva sine
speciebus non continet objecta neque dicit ordinem ad illa, nisi ut pura potentia in genere
cognoscibili, non ut in actu et determinate ac distincte ea continens: actuatur enim et
determinatur potentia per objectum.  . . Si vero sumatur potentia cognoscitiva ut repleta et
actuata [in first act] speciebus [impressis], sic cognoscit perfecte objecta per ipsas species [by
forming on the basis of their determination species expressae which relate the intellect in
second act, i.e., consciously, to its objects]: sicut etiam intellectus per ipsas ideas [i.e., species
expressae] quas format, et per artem qua dirigit, cognoscit ideata et arte facta: sed haec [i.e.,
the expressae formed by the intellect itself] supponunt species [impressae] sine quibus neque
intellectus format ideas, neque ars dirigit arte facta” (using, now, the intellect’s own ideas
formed by the intellect itself as exemplars, not the divine ideas which are the exemplars for
both the creation of things on the one side and the impression of species on the angelic
intellect in and through the divine creative activity).


	The only idea in second act of an angel that one might want with some accuracy to call
“innate” is the one involved in its self-conscious awareness, because here and here alone is the
species impressa identical with the angel’s substantial being as a spiritual substance: but that
is the only case, and this is not the place to explore its details. See Poinsot 1643: d. 41, a. 2,
567ff., esp. 571 �17. Yet even in this singular case, Poinsot points out (ibid.: d. 41, a. 2, 576
�30), “Angelus per suam substantiam non potest esse species expressa … quia non est per
suam substantiam intellecta, seu terminus intellectionis, in quo consistit species expressa: eo
quod esse terminum intellectionis supponit ipsum intelligere, cujus est terminus at a quo
redditur intellecta… . Bene tamen impressa: quia haec non se habet ut terminus alicujus
operationis, sed ut principium.” 

[bookmark: N_93_]93.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 1, 448 �4: “Angelos esse substantias mobiles, idque motu
velocissimo, et aliquando esse in caelo, aliquando in terra; et posse se ostendere hominibus
in aliquo corpore assumpto, et ab eis occultari. Omnia haec ex variis locis Scripturae
deducuntur.” Generally speaking, an angel is where it acts: ubi agit, ibi est; whence (Poinsot
1643: d. 40, a. 1, 490 �16) the “ratio, qua angelus est in corpore, non est substantia, sed
virtus qua movet corpus”; whence too (ibid.: d. 40, a. 3, 516 �40) “in eodem loco materiali
… plures Angelos vel plures spiritus esse, si operentur diverso modo vel diversos effectus,
in ratione contintentis talem locum,” and “Angelus et anima possunt esse in eodem corpore,
quia [Aquinas, STh I, q. 52, a. 3] ‘non comparentur secundum eamdem habitudinem causae.’”


[bookmark: N_94_]94.   Poinsot 1643: 483, Summa Litterae Q. LII (of the STh I): “cum sit virtus finita, non
potest nisi ad aliquid finitum et determinatum applicari.” 

[bookmark: N_95_]95.   Cf. Jesper Hoffmeyer, Signs of Meaning in the Universe (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana
University Press, 1996), trans. Barbara J. Haverland (original title: En Snegl På Vejen:
Betydningens naturhistorie [Copenhagen: Rosinante, 1993]). 

[bookmark: N_96_]96.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 1, 447 �1, opening lines: “Multa circa nomina Angelorum, et
ea quae de ipsis antiqui philosophi dixerunt, omittenda nobis sunt; et solum ex Scriptura
supponendum substantias immateriales, quas gentiles et philosophi vel deos, vel genios, vel
daemonas, vel intelligentias, vel aliis similibus nominibus appellabunt, in Scriptura vocari
Angelos et spiritus: sicut dicitur (Psal. ciii, 4): Qui facit Angelos suos spiritus.” Cf. Deely,
Four Ages of Understanding, 494 n. 11. 

[bookmark: N_97_]97.   “Quia omnes Angeli ejusdem generis sunt:” Poinsot 1643: d. 42, a. 1: 628 �21. See
continuation of text in following note. 








[bookmark: N_98_]98.   Ibid.: “licet, intra hoc genus, quaedam species magis distent ab aliis, quam aliae.”
Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 3, 466 �6: “ponens D. Thomas differentiam enter animas rationales
et Angelos inquit quod, ‘licet anima intellectiva non habeat materiam ex qua sit, sicut nec
Angelus, tamen est forma materiae alicujus: quod Angelo non convenit; et ideo secundum
divisionem materiae sunt multae animae unius speciei, multi autem Angeli unius speciei
omnino non possunt.” See also ibid.: 
d. 39, a. 3, 471 �26, etc.


[bookmark: N_99_]99.   Emphasis added: “We say, pronounce, sentence, and declare that you, the said Galileo,
by reason of the matters adduced in the trial, and by you confessed as above, have rendered
yourself in the judgment of this Holy Office vehemently suspected of heresy, to wit, of having
believed and held the doctrine that the Sun is the center of the world and does not move from
east to west and that the Earth moves and is not the center of the world, which doctrine is
false and contrary to the sacred and divine Scriptures … consequently you have incurred all
the censures and penalties imposed and promulgated in the sacred canons and other
constitutions, general and particular, against such delinquents.”—From the “final sentence”
delivered against Galileo on the Wednesday morning of 22 June 1633; trans. from the text
in Favaro Ed., Le opere di Galileo Galilei in 20 vols., edizione nazionale sotto gli auspicii di
Sua Maestà il re d’Italia (Florence: Giunti Barbèra, 1890-1909; ristampa 1929-1939), vol
XIX, 402-6. Annibali Fantoli, Galileo: For Copernicanism and for the Church, trans. George
V. Coyne (2d ed., rev. and corr.; Rome: Vatican Observatory Publications, 1996), 449,
valiantly if not altogether convincingly, strains to filter the light this sentence casts.


[bookmark: N_100_]100.   See the discussion of “The Structure of the Cursus Philosophicus” of Poinsot on pp.
399-404, esp. 402-4, and 439 n. 55, of John Deely, “Editorial AfterWord” and critical
apparatus to Tractatus de Signis: The Semiotic of John Poinsot (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1985), 391-514; electronic version hypertext-linked (Charlottesville, Va.:
Intelex Corp.). 

[bookmark: N_101_]101.   Deely, “Editorial AfterWord,” 437 n. 50.


[bookmark: N_102_]102.   Ibid., 437, based on “Editorum Solesmensium Praefatio” to Joannes a Sancto Thoma
(Poinsot 1637) Cursus Theologici Tomus Primus (Paris: Desclée, 1931), i-cviij, in particular
p. ix par. 20 and notes 2-4, with further references. 

[bookmark: N_103_]103.   Poinsot 1643: d. 39, a. 1, esp. 450 �14: “non est omnino certum rem hanc esse
definitam ab Ecclesia: quia directe intentio concilii solum est definire Deum esse universalem
rerum omnium creatorem in initio temporis. Quam universitatem creaturarum comprehendit
concilium sub creatura corporali, spirituali, et ex his composita. Quomodo vero creatura illa,
quae spiritualis dicitur, spiritualis sit: an per omnimodam separationem a corpore, an cum
aliqua corporis inclusione, non videbitur pertinere ad intentionem concilii, sed obiter tangi.
Et sic existimant graves auctores rem hanc nondum esse definitam ab Ecclesia, ut Cano (lib.
v de Locis, c. 5, q. 4, in fine), Sixtus Senensis (lib. v Biblioth., annotatione 8), Carranza
(annot. ad septimam Synodum, actione 5), Suarez (lib. i de Angelis, c. 6), Vazquez (disp. 178,
c. 2); et D. Thomas (II Contra Gent. c. 91, in fine), licet pro errore damnet eos qui dicunt
spiritum non esse, non tamen vocat errorem, positionem eorum qui dicebant nullum spiritum
sine corpore dari, praeter Deum. Res tamen ad minus temerarium est, vel etiam, ut diximus,
erronea.” 

[bookmark: N_104_]104.   “Cajetanus,” in his 1519 commentary on chapter 2 of Paul’s letter to the Ephesians
(Thomas de vio Cajetan, In Epistolas Pauli [Paris, 1532]), Poinsot reports (1643: d. 39, a. 1,
449 �8), “dicit consonare verae philosophiae quod daemones sint spiritus aerei, non hujus
aeris elementalis, sed quasi subtile corpus nostris sensibus ignotum”; although Cajetan glosses
other passages (such as chapter 1 of the letter to the Hebrews) differently.


[bookmark: N_105_]105.   Cf. Jacques Maritain, Distinguish to Unite, or The Degrees of Knowledge, trans. from
the 4th French ed. under the supervision of Gerald B. Phelan (New York: Scribner’s, 1959),
220-21: “It is impossible to say that the possible existence of pure spirits implies any
contradiction. For the notions of spirit, knowledge, love, far from implying existence in
matter, of themselves imply immateriality. That pure spirits do exist in fact,” he goes on to
argue, we have “some well-founded indications of the natural order,” indications which turn
out to be dialectical, not probative, be it noted. “But even if this existence be taken as simply
possible, metaphysics is not dispensed from considering its discoverable laws. He who has not
meditated on the angels will never be a perfect metaphysician,” and the theological tract on
the angels inspired by the extravagant and detailed pseudo-descriptions of the infamous
Pseudo-Dionysius, at least as it is found in the Summa of Aquinas, “virtually contains a purely
metaphysical treatise concerning the ontological structure of immaterial subsistents, and the
natural life of a spirit detached from the constraints of our empirical world.” Such
“knowledge as we can thus acquire of pure created spirits,” Maritain concludes, belongs
determinately to “intellection by analogy” and to what we know from direct experience of
the structure of finite being in its contrast to the infinite being of God wherein esse is the
essentia. 

[bookmark: N_106_]106.   See “Semiotica Utramque Comprehendit,” in John Deely, The Impact on Philosophy
of Semiotics (South Bend, Ind.: St. Augustine’s Press, 2003), 59-66. 
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WELL BEFORE the publication of The Ecumenic Age,
volume 4 of Order and History, in 1974, Eric Voegelin
was correctly understood by academics interested in his
work to be developing a philosophy of politics that was driven by
a deeply spiritual force. Although it was generally recognized that
this force was not necessarily a religious one in the narrow or
denominational sense of the term, it was a force that, it was felt,
was ultimately capable of focusing a powerful light on the
uniqueness of Christ and the Christian religion. A great many
scholars, both in Europe and in North America, awaited the
appearance of volume 4 of Order and History, confident that, in
this volume, Voegelin would finally bring to bear on Christianity
his considerable knowledge and powerful intellect, and produce
a vision of the Christian religion that would parallel, if not rival,
his arresting interpretations of the Hebrew and Greek
civilizations, and, in particular, his nothing less than spectacular
insight into Plato, in the earlier volumes.


	However, such was not to be, at least not in the sense ex-pected, and disappointment set in almost immediately once
scholars had an opportunity to study The Ecumenic Age. In this
volume, Voegelin not only altered radically the design and metho-dology of his multivolume enterprise, but he altered it in such a
manner as to give rise to serious doubts about whether he would
now be able to make sense of Christ and Christianity. As a
consequence, many argued that he failed to deal with Christianity
in a fashion consistent with the expectations he set in motion at 
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the start of his project. In fact, he so misrepresented Christ and
Christianity that one otherwise sympathetic commentator found
it possible to say that, uncharacteristically, on this one and only
occasion, Voegelin betrayed his scholarship inasmuch as he
“approached a great spiritual reality, viz., Christianity, from a
standpoint extraneous to it.”(1) Truly, this was a devastating criti-cism of Voegelin, and, in particular, of his methodology, if it
could be demonstrated to be correct, for it signified that Voegelin
had abandoned his existential and phenomenological approach—
an approach that served him well when studying the Greek ex-perience—in favor of drawing on standards extraneous to Chris-tianity and the Christian experience when studying Christianity. 



	The questions we will attempt to answer in the course of
studying Voegelin’s understanding of Christ and Christianity are:
Is this critical assessment of Voegelin’s thought warranted? Does
his enterprise, in some sense, founder on the shoal that is
Christianity? Do the various critical appraisals of his writings on
this point themselves stand the test of time? 


	All of these questions can be answered in the affirmative.
However, some of Voegelin’s critics, in their evaluation of his
work, could have given us a more perspicuous insight into the
thinking of this great master, and thus allowed for an
undoubtedly critical but at the same time fundamentally more
accurate reading of the implications of Voegelin’s writings as
these relate to Christ and to Christianity. In fact, this sort of
reading would seem to be almost indispensable if one means to
explore the ultimate incompatibility of Voegelin’s thought with
Christianity. 


 


I


 


One of the first scholars to criticize Voegelin’s understanding
of Christ and Christianity was Thomas J. J. Altizer.(2) In a trans-
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parently appreciative, but nonetheless critical, assessment of
Voegelin’s writing, Altizer finds Voegelin wanting on a number
of counts. In a very cautious manner and with a highly nuanced
style, Altizer makes it clear that he is of the opinion that
Voegelin’s reading of Christ and Christianity is seriously flawed.
He writes that, according to Voegelin: 



  


Our greatest failure, theologically, is that we have failed to understand either
the nature or the identity of revelation. Israel failed in its creation of Scripture,
thereby deforming original revelatory symbols by a doctrinisation of the Word.
Christianity failed by identifying the transfiguring incarnation with the
historical and dogmatic Christ… . Above all, Christianity failed by establishing
a dualistic distinction between civitas terrena and Civitas Dei. Thus historical
Christianity has closed itself to what Voegelin calls the Paradox of Reality or
the Exodus within Reality.(3)

	Needless to say, Altizer believes Voegelin is wrong in regard to
his understanding of the nature of revelation in the Judeo-Christian tradition. According to Voegelin, Altizer tells us, Jews
hypostatized the Word (i.e., Scripture) and Christians hyposta-tized Christ, and, in addition, established a dualistic cosmology.
In short, Voegelin would have us believe that neither Jews nor
Christians make sense of revelation, and Christians cannot make
sense of the person of Christ, or the character of life on earth.
Then, as if to make certain his point has not been lost or side-stepped, Altizer says:



Christianity has not failed [according to Voegelin] simply because of its
Christocentrism. On the contrary, in the epiphany of Christ, the formation of
humanity in history has become transparent for its meaning as the process of
transformation… . Although Voegelin does not say so in so many words, it is
clear that he believes that the primary failure of Christianity is its
misidentification, its misreading of Christ. The Incarnate Word is not a man
[for Voegelin], it is rather the eschatological movement of the Whole, of reality
itself. Our consciousness, including most particularly our historical
consciousness, has issued from a split between the subject and the object of
consciousness. The total 
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reality that was once manifest as a process of transfiguration has evaporated in
the hypostatized subject and object of our historical consciousness. Then the
luminosity of noetic consciousness is deformed into an “anthropology” of
intramundane man and a “theology” of a transmundane God, and the
theophanic event is destroyed. The death of God, then, originates in
Christianity, and it originates precisely in Christian faith in the transcendent
God.(4) 




	The point Altizer wishes to convey to us is clear: Voegelin
faults Christians ab initio for having misrepresented Jesus and
history. Almost from the beginning, Christians misidentified Jesus
and claimed a uniqueness for Him, that, in Voegelin’s estimation
(according to Altizer), was not present in Him, in the sense in
which Christians have traditionally understood it to be present.
In other words, Altizer claims on the one hand that Voegelin
asserts that from the start Christians distanced themselves from
the true Jesus, both in hypostatizing the Ultimate (and the
presence of the Ultimate in history) and in calling their
hypostatization the Christ/God, and, on the other hand, that he
denies the singularity of Jesus, a singularity that is, for Christians
(according to Voegelin), a function of Jesus’ hypostatization, and
that has been the central belief of Christians throughout the ages.
Altizer concludes: “The Incarnate Word is not a man [for
Voegelin], it is rather the eschatological movement of the Whole,
of reality it-self.” Hence, if Jesus is not the Incarnate Word for
Voegelin, argues Altizer, then the Incarnate Word is, and can be,
nothing other than the continuing revelation of the transcendent
in time through a process in which consciousness differentiates
itself, and that we call history. Clearly, Altizer’s criticism is
damning, if it can be shown to be correct. It is also a criticism that
associates Voegelin with the figure whom he considered to be his
arch-opponent, namely, Hegel.(5)


Although it is true that Altizer’s criticism came soon after the
publication of The Ecumenic Age, and, as a consequence, may be 	
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deemed by some to be a precipitate assessment of Voegelin’s
position, it was by no means the only time such things were said
of Voegelin or of his stand. With a different sort of emphasis, the
political philosopher and priest Gerhart Niemeyer(6) utters an
almost parallel criticism. Niemeyer, who is, on the whole, even
more positively disposed towards Voegelin than is Altizer, having
himself translated Voegelin’s work Anamnesis into English, as
well as having written, over the years, a number of sympathetic
pieces about Voegelin, writes:



Christian theology … stems not from a sense of general wonderment about
the world of things and the Boundless [as Voegelin believes], which probably
would not have been very sophisticated in simple fishermen, but rather from
the question which Jesus himself put: “Who do you say I am?”




Despite the fact that Niemeyer’s reference is more biblical in
character than is Altizer’s, the points that Altizer made earlier
reverberate in our ears as we read this short passage. Niemeyer
immediately goes on to say:



The question, perennially with us, was answered in the first century not only
by St. Paul but also by the synoptic Evangelists, St. John, and the author of the
Letter to the Hebrews, of whose reports Voegelin makes no use. What is more,
Voegelin’s exegesis of St. Paul would not have to be changed if one removed
Jesus Christ from it altogether. Voegelin allows that Paul shows that man is a
creature in whom God can incarnate himself. St. Paul, however, reflects on
what it means that God did incarnate himself in one particular man at one
particular time. His speculations are about the consequences of this “mighty
deed” of God, not about the processes of consciousness, which is why general
speculations and myths about “Heaven and Earth” are assimilable to Christian
dogma, but the reverse is not true.(7)
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	The criticisms by Altizer and Niemeyer make clear how we
should understand the phrase: “[Voegelin] approached a great
spiritual reality [viz., Christianity] from a standpoint extraneous
to it.” This is a phrase that could have been written by either
author. To be sure, these scholars did not each agree
wholeheartedly with the other’s assessment of Voegelin’s work.(8)
But, clearly, both of them are reprimanding Voegelin for his  
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failure, or more accurately, for the failure of his (revised)
methodological approach, to do justice to the Person Who is
Jesus, the Christ. 


	To be precise, they—as well as all of Voegelin’s other Christian
critics—hold that Voegelin’s philosophy either undermines or
refuses to take seriously the long-standing belief amongst
Christians that is expressed in the affirmation that Jesus is unique
amongst men because He is also divine. It fails to identify the one-time maximal presence of the Divine in history, and to embrace
the Absolute in Jesus, and, as such, it allows for only a human
reading of who Jesus is. In fact, Voegelin’s theory of con-sciousness, they argue, necessarily transposes the mystery that
Christians identify with the singularity and divinity of Jesus to the
unfolding historical process, and thus associates redemption, not
with Jesus, the Christ, the Messiah, as Christians would have it,
but with the ongoing disclosure of the transcendent through that
process in which consciousness articulates, elaborates, and refines
itself, and which we call history.(9) Bearing this in mind, Voegelin’s
critics argue that in no sense is it possible, on the basis of his
theory of consciousness, for Voegelin to say that Jesus belongs to
a fundamentally different order of being and reality compared to
his inspired predecessors (and presumably successors), who spoke
as fervently as did He about ultimacy and the Ground. Hence,
Voegelin’s Jesus is, according to these critics, greatly inspired and
a “good man,” no doubt, but still, only inspired, and not someone
who is unique because He is divine. Because of this, Voegelin’s
exploration of Christianity is inevitably carried out from the
perspective of an outsider, inasmuch as it is incapable of providing
us with a reading of who Jesus is that is consistent with the
Christian reading. As a consequence (as Niemeyer says), his great
enterprise flounders on the shoal that is Christianity.
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II


 


	Given the above, it would appear we are on fairly safe ground
in asserting that while Voegelin’s Christian critics such as Altizer
and Niemeyer fault Voegelin for what they believe to be his failure
to deal with the uniqueness of Jesus and of Christianity, they are,
in fact, objecting to that constellation of ideas around which he
builds his argument, which ultimately prevents him from focusing
on and making sense of the singularity, that is, the divinity, of
Jesus. We must therefore now attempt to develop a sense of the
foundations on which Voegelin bases his thesis so that we can
better assess his understanding of Christ and Christianity. 


The key to understanding Voegelin’s thought is his studied
opposition to modern idealistic thinking and abstractionism in all
of its forms. This is revealed in his belief that meaning in history
and in our lives is dependent upon our being attuned to and
focused on, not our plans and intellectual contrivances, which
present themselves in the form of concepts, ideas, and thoughts,
but primarily the givenness of our experiential life, and, in par-ticular, our being open and attentive to the source of meaning, the
Ground, as Voegelin will call It, which is always revealed to us
experientially. Clearly, Voegelin is an existentialist, and the
existential and mystic Voegelin is here deeply at odds with the
modern belief that man authors meaning by creating great cerebral
schemata (i.e., ideologies) which he then imposes upon life and
upon history. Man does not author meaning, according to
Voegelin. He does not assertively produce it using the powers of
his creative imagination. Rather, he discovers it in and through his
attentive exploration of his experiential life. He comes upon it as
he seeks to make sense of his experiences. In fact, Voegelin is very
much of the view that the man who constructs elaborate, closed
doctrinal, dogmatic, and ideological systems, in an attempt to give
meaning to life and to history, ultimately does little more than
contract the rich fabric of meaning present in the givenness of
things to an impoverished simulacra of itself. Truth to tell,
Voegelin holds that the dogmatic and the ideological systems 	
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created by modern men and women can only prevent the recovery
of true meaning rooted in man’s experiential life, for these same
ideational complexes erroneously convey to their exponents the
idea that systemic thinking is the source of true meaning in man’s
life and in history.(10) 


	Inevitably paralleling this stand is Voegelin’s view that life in
the modern world is characterized by man’s loss of contact with
his experiential self and, inevitably, with the Ground of meaning,
which always addresses man experientially. Man’s experiential life
in modern times is too often viewed as being unworthy of intellec-tual investigation and articulation, so replete is it with distorting
biases and emotional impairments. Man’s experiential life has
only emotive significance, and is, thus, in need of replacement as
the source of meaning in man’s life. It is not surprising that its
replacement is deemed to issue out of the constructs of human
willful imaginativeness. 


	Parenthetically, in this connection, consider the extent to
which empiricism in epistemology, and its junior partner be-haviorism in the study of the social sciences, and specifically
politics, go to deny the place and importance of human
experience in knowing. Human experiences that have not been
worked-over by the so-called methods of the natural sciences are
seen as being nothing more than biases, unworthy of our attention
as social scientists. Scholars and ordinary men alike surrender
themselves to imaginative thinking, in the hope that what they
have been told their experiential life cannot provide will be
provided them by paradigmatic and imaginative thinking—a sorry
exchange to be sure. 


Of course, this is hardly Voegelin’s final word on the matter.
The source of meaning in our lives and in history has been
obscured by our failure and, perhaps, even by our refusal to be
attentive to our experiential life, yet Voegelin is not one to
abandon himself to the modern eclipsing ways so easily. He
contends that, despite what we have to say or not say about our 	
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experiential life, the truth is that those among us who care to be
attentive to their experiential life know themselves to be
participating in the Real. Furthermore, they know themselves to
be engaged in the creation and utilization of language symbols to
articulate and represent this experience of participation. They
experientially know themselves, for example, to be residents of
something that some among them might want to identify as “the
in-between zone,” or, using more biblical language, they may even
speak of themselves as being “in the world, but not of the world.”
Whatever words they use to describe their situation, they use them
to register their experience of how and who they are in time, and
they most definitely do not, if they mean to be true to themselves,
use words to capture an idea or concept that they desire arbitrarily
to attribute to themselves (or that they, just as easily, may wish not
to attribute to themselves). 


Here again, there is danger, Voegelin reminds us, for the
language symbols that people create in an effort to articulate their
experiences ought never to be seen and understood as being
anything like definitive about the complex that is the Real and
about their relationship to it. All these symbols can ever be are
provisional accounts—accounts that last for but a brief period of
time till they are replaced by other provisional accounts—for there
can be no definitive account about what is real and meaningful.
For Voegelin, the truth is that man is forever condemned to
revisit, refresh, and revise the accounts that he gives of his
experiential life, as these grow stale and harden, and thus lose
their capacity to point to their experiential and existential origins.
As the accounts congeal, they begin to point to themselves and to
the mental cerebrations with which they are associated. That is,
they cease to point to their experiential origins. If we do not
recognize this we run the risk of falling victim to dogmatic and
ideological thought, according to Voegelin, since dogma and
ideology, in differing ways, endeavor to provide man with just
such a definitive account—an account that tries, in the case of
dogma, to capture in words the truth about the complex that is
the Real once and for all, and, in the 	
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case of ideology, that creates a truth and a real ex nihilo.(11) We are
not to sanction so-called definitive accounts, for they can only
imprison us in a straightjacket of reifying language, and the closed
world of dogmatic and ideological thinking. Hence, the impor-tance of our repeated efforts to reclaim our experiential life and
experientially based meaning if we aim not to be derailed by
dogmatism and ultimately by ideology.  


	It is at this point in his thought that Voegelin runs into
opposition from his erstwhile Christian supporters, for it becomes
transparent that if, in order to avert the dangers posed by
dogmatic thinking and ideology that are consequent upon man’s
abandonment of his experiential life as a guide, there can be no
single definitive account of the real and the meaningful for man,
then Jesus cannot be for Voegelin who He is for Christians,
namely, the Christ, the Messiah. For Christians, if not for
Voegelin, Jesus, the Messiah, is the fulfillment of human life and
of history. The meaning of His life and of His death is the  
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definitive account of the meaning of our life, our death, and our
history. For Christians, in the course of history the Beyond inter-vened in history, and, in intervening, revealed in a definitive way
the meaning of life and history for mankind. Jesus, the Christ,
brings about a fundamental change in the human condition.
Whereas prior to the Incarnation Voegelin’s thesis regarding the
provisional character of accounts of meaning holds, it no longer
holds, or only partially holds, following the Incarnation. In the
language of Christian mystic spirituality, it holds only for those
whose lives have not been transfigured by Jesus, the Christ.
Following the Incarnation, transfigured man lives under the first,
the last, and only new dispensation (i.e., New Testament). This is
what orthodox Christians maintain. While Christians are open to
all future experiences and encounters with the Transcendent, there
can be, for them, no future experience or encounter with the
Transcendent, or, with the Ground, that surpasses the experi-ence
and encounter with the Ground who is Jesus, the Christ of the
Incarnation.(12) 


	It is because Christians hold this view that Voegelin mistakenly
charges them with having abandoned openness to the Transcen-dent, with having closed themselves off to future encounters with
the Transcendent, with having accepted a dogmatic answer to the
existential question, and with having forsworn their human
commitment to discover meaningfulness in their experiential life.(13)
In other words, Voegelin sees Christians and Christianity as being
unavoidably dogmatic, and given what he thinks of dogmatism,
in general, it requires no great stretch for some to say that perhaps
Voegelin may not be a Christian (which, of course, does not mean
that he is not a theist).
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III


	Clearly, we have arrived at a major impasse. Voegelin is deeply
at odds with what he sees as the orthodox Christian’s tendency to
dogmatize Jesus’ thinking by elevating Jesus’ account of what is
real and what is meaningful to a level of definitiveness that is
unsurpassable, since, for Voegelin, this entails the separation of
Christianity’s conceptualizations about reality and meaning from
their experiential and human origins.(14) There is no way, it seems,
of reconciling the two sides, at least not so far as the fundamentals
are concerned. 


	It would appear that there are two major issues, and a number
of ancillary ones, that cause some of Voegelin’s orthodox Christian critics to oppose him. The first issue relates to his aban-donment of his phenomenological approach when studying
Christianity, and the second is related to his theory of
consciousness.


A) Abandonment of the Phenomenological Approach


We noted earlier that Voegelin placed great emphasis upon the
importance of our being open and attentive to the givenness of our experiential 
life for the recovery of meaning in our lives and in history, and, in 
particular, to our being responsive to the experiential source of meaning, namely, the Ground. It happens that
in all three Synoptic Gospels we find just the sort of passage that
calls for our being open, and for our giving close attention to our
experiential life. Indeed, it is a passage that is as demanding as any
that Voegelin may have encountered in his explorations of the
writings of Plato, and, in some ways, perhaps even more 	
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demanding, since it transports us into a realm that was unknown
to the Greeks of Plato’s day—namely, the realm of agapé. It is the
passage that contains the well-known question that Jesus posed to
the disciples, and to which Niemeyer drew attention earlier,
namely, “Who do men say that I am?”(15)  


	The reader may consider the passage and the question Jesus
posed; wonder at the complexity of feelings, sensations,
sentiments, emotions, experiences to which it gives rise; and then
imagine having to come to the decision that Jesus calls for—a
decision that could go either way. This is not so difficult to
imagine, since it is a decision that many amongst us have had to
make. The reader may marvel as well at Peter’s answer, for his
answer is, as Niemeyer correctly points out, central to the problem
at hand, not to mention deeply revealing, if approached from the
appropriate direction. Finally, and most importantly, it would be
well to give thought to Voegelin’s brief and telling analysis of this
same passage in his article “The Gospel and Culture.”(16)


	Jesus’ question gives rise to what may be seen as an
extraordinary Voegelin moment, a moment unlike any in the life
of Socrates or in the writings of Plato, both of whom were
concerned with moments of general openness to the
Transcendent. This is not a moment of general openness to the
Transcendent. It is a moment of openness that is singular, wherein
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the respondent is confronted with the need to make a decision
about the identity of a real, living human being, and not about the
meaning of his experience of the Ground. One can almost hear
Peter asking himself: “Is this the One Who I think it is? or is that
One yet to come?” All possibilities are on the table. All is at stake.
All future opennesses to the Transcendent are in the balance, and
are being assessed. Voegelin is right on this point. Peter’s
response, and our response, in our day, will preclude certain kinds
of openness in the days to come. But they are precluded, not
because of dogmatic thinking, as Voegelin would have us believe,
but because of our existential opting at the crucial moment.


	Jesus’ question “Who do men say that I am?”, 
supplemented by the even more disturbing and powerful question “Who do you 
[Peter] say that I am?”, was unquestionably existentially problematical when 
first it was asked of the disciples and Peter, the prototype of future Christian 
man. It was a question that obviously could not have had an easy answer, that 
is, a dogmatic answer, in Jesus’ or anyone’s estimation. If this question had 
had a simple and straightforward answer—an answer that was known, or easily 
knowable, to everyone, or almost everyone in Jesus’ entourage—we may very much doubt that Jesus would have asked
it at all, since his posing it would have been tantamount to toying
with the emotions and sensitivities of his interlocutors. It would
have been equivalent to Jesus asking Peter and the disciples to
confirm or remind Him of His elevated status. This is simply not
credible. Surely, it was because Jesus Himself believed that the
answer to this question was not necessarily known even to one as
close to Him as was Peter that He saw no problem in asking the
question. It was because there was in Jesus’ mind some doubt as
to how this question would be answered by Peter, and not only by
Peter, but by the rest of us as well, that He asked the question.
Given that the answer to this question was not manifest in any
dogmatic sense, Jesus found the question important, personal, and
deeply decisional, and His interlocutor, Peter, the model for
future Christian man who would be faced with the same need to
decide, did not find it offensive. 
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	Jesus’ question gives rise to existential wonderment that
surpasses that of the Greeks because it is focussed on a Person.
The ability to answer this question issues out of an existential
decisional capacity, and an ability to marvel—to marvel at the
character of the Divine, that it should be possible for It, indeed,
that It should want, to incarnate Itself in this Man. Clearly, the
question that Jesus posed was not a question in search of a
dogmatic answer. Jesus did not ask: “Who does dogma say that I
am?” Nor did he ask: “What does dogma communicate to you
about Me?” He asked: “Who do you [Peter] say that I am?” After
having lived with Me for three years, after having known Me for
so long, experienced and encountered Me, who do you say that
I am? What does all of your being, who you are and have come to
be while with Me, tell you about Me?


	This is clearly a very different question from the one that
Voegelin expects from a dogmatic Christian environment, the
environment that he wants to associate with Christianity. It is a
question that shuns the dogmatic answer, the answer that Jesus
refuses to honor because He finds it unbefitting the seriousness of
the question, the answer that does not come from the heart and
from wonderment, but from one’s having been told what to say.
There is no clearer indication that the impersonal and dogmatic
answer is inappropriate than what follows Peter’s response to the
question. Peter replies, “You are the Christ [i.e., the Messiah], the
Son of the Living God.” Then Jesus says: “Blessed art thou, Simon
Bar-Jona; because flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but
my Father who is in heaven” (Matt 16:17). The implication here
is that Peter’s affirmation, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the
Living God,” is not the result of an earthly someone or, dare we
say, an earthly something (i.e., dogma) having instructed him
about what to say—he being immune to divine grace (agapé), and
it being beyond his ability to dispose himself to speak the truth
about Jesus. Rather, Peter’s affirmation is the consequence of
grace and divine love (agapé) and of his right thinking about his
encounter with, and his having personal knowledge of, Jesus,
Who is for him clearly the long-awaited One. Peter said what he
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said because he felt he was speaking the truth, because this is what
was called for in light of his experiential knowledge of Jesus.
Grace and divine love, and an honest and unprejudiced account
of his personal encounter, called forth the affirmation. 


	Since Peter could not have been giving a dogmatic response,
why, contemporary Christians ask, should Voegelin, or anyone
else, presume that it should be otherwise for them, or that it was
otherwise for many of their predecessors in the faith? Why should
the answer to this question apparently be knowable to Christian
man throughout the ages only from dogma, and hence easier, in
the sense of requiring less effort and existential struggling, for
them to give than it was for Peter? Why should the question not
trouble them as much as Jesus presumed it would trouble Peter,
His disciples, and their contemporaries, who knew Him in His
person? Jesus’ question is not one that can ever be fully satisfied
by a dogmatic answer at any point in the history of Christianity. 


	In Voegelin’s defence, it has to be said that he believes that
most present-day Christians no longer find themselves in the same
frame of mind as Peter and those who were first asked the
question by Jesus. In fact, it is Voegelin’s belief that over time a
nonerotic and routinized thinking about this matter has taken
hold of the minds of Christians, making it easier for contemporary
Christians to give a formulaic (i.e., dogmatic) answer to Jesus’
question than it was for Peter. But the way to express this is not
by making an almost blanket statement to the effect that
Christianity, after its Founder’s leaving the scene, becomes a
casualty of dogmatism, and, in the process, loses its erotic quality.
Christianity never had an erotic quality in anything like the sense
in which Greek philosophy had an erotic quality, not even during
Jesus’ lifetime. It is not Greek philosophical eroticism that presses
Peter to speak the way he speaks, and it is not its absence that
causes many later Christians seemingly to speak in a formulaic
manner. Peter is responding to divine love (agapé), which is
something that Voegelin’s theory of conscious-ness does not allow
him to recognize. Some later Christians are 	
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doing the same, while perhaps others are speaking in a routinized
fashion.(17)


	Voegelin lacks that subtle touch for which he is rightly famous
when it comes to his reading Christianity as dogmatic. It is too
simple to say that Christians are being dogmatic when they claim
that Jesus is God incarnate.


Evidently, for Jesus, and for many people within the Christian
community throughout history, the affirmation of who Jesus is
comes about not only as the result of a dogmatically held belief,
as Voegelin would have it. And the Christian community is not
primarily the product of dogmatism. Rather, it is the coming to-gether of those who have responded, in a spirit of openness and
in a certain way, to Jesus’ question “Who do you say that I am?”,
such that it is possible to say that amongst Christians, the Socratic
and Platonic experience of the Transcendent is replaced by an
experience of the Transcendent that is dramatically focussed,
deeply personal, and radically decisional, in a way that it was not
for Socrates or Plato. It is focused not on some erotically
engendered experience of Transcendence, but on the very
unambiguous and particularistic presence of the Transcendent in
the incarnate Man Jesus that is brought about by the gift of divine
grace (agapé). It is deeply personal because it issues out of an
experiential confrontation with another human being, and not
with that aspect of one’s own inner life that is experienced as
Wholly Other. It is radically decisional in the sense that it calls for
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a decision, or a conclusion, about a specific experiential encounter
with God incarnate. 


	Voegelin spoke briefly of this famous New Testament passage
in his article “The Gospel and Culture,” and he could only have
been more explicit on the subject of how he interprets and
understands the scene if he had addressed the current issue
directly instead of indirectly. He writes: 



The divine Sonship is not revealed through an information tendered by Jesus,
but through a man’s response to the full presence in Jesus of the same Unknown
God by whose presence he is inchoatively moved in his [Peter’s] own existence.
The Unknown God enters the drama of Peter’s recognition as the third
person.(18)




In this very brief comment, two things stand out. First, for
Voegelin, the Divine erupts in history as a consequence of man’s
(in this particular case, Peter’s) experientially based response to
what is presumably the pull (helkein) of the Unknown God in
Jesus.(19) Peter, like the Greek philosophers, Voegelin tells us, feels
the pull of the Transcendent, and it is this pull that causes him to
respond to Jesus’ question in the way that he does. Peter is not
told what to say by his contemporaries or by accepted thinking on
the issue, and so dogmatic thinking does not enter into it. The
difficulty is with Voegelin’s use of a philosophical language that
denatures the religious reality being described. One does not feel
comfortable equating the pull of the Greek philosopher with the
gospel revelation of a compassionate, concerned, and communi-cative God. It is not the language of philosophy that is spoken by
the Jews Jesus and Peter in the passage in question from the
Gospels. The Gospels do not speak of Peter’s response to Jesus’
question as originating with the pull of the Unknown God.
Rather, they inform us that the origin of Peter’s response is to be
found in divine revelation, “flesh and blood hath not revealed it
to thee, but my [caring and compassionate] Father who is in
heaven.” A minor point, some will say, but nonetheless an  
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important one for someone whose approach was, on the whole,
strongly phenomenological up to that point, and who believed
that one should not introduce foreign theoretical symbols (i.e.,
pull) into the everyday parlance of, in this instance, the early
Christian community. The point here is that revelation cannot be
symbolized adequately by the word “pull.” The second thing that
stands out is Voegelin’s surprising phrase: “The Unknown God
enters the drama of Peter’s recognition as the third person.” This
is not how Christians see it, and this is not how the matter should
be phrased if one is concerned to render correctly the everyday
parlance of Christians. For the orthodox Christian throughout the
ages, there are not three people in this dramatic setting. There are
only two, Peter and God. Here Voegelin is as explicit as he can be
about the fact that despite his best efforts to speak the reality of
Christianity, his commitment to Greek philosophical language will
not permit him to speak the Christian understanding of Who Jesus
is.(20) 


What was it that prevented Voegelin from recognizing this
singular moment for what it was for the followers of Jesus,
namely, the affirmation of the presence of God amongst men?
Why was Voegelin not able to deal straightforwardly with Jesus’
question, that is, in a way that would parallel, if not rival, his
arresting interpretations of the Hebrew and the Greek civilizations, and, in particular, his nothing less than spectacular insight
into Plato? The published record here is a complex one, for, with
ease, Voegelin appears to slide back and forth across the line that
would make an “arresting interpretation of Christianity” possible
and not possible. He seems, at times, to acknowledge the distinctiveness of faith and its contributions, but, more often, he
collapses faith and reason into a wholeness that drowns revelation
in reason, so that when all is said and done, faith (revelation)
comes up short. The fact is that, in the end, he sides with reason 	
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more than with faith and revelation, as these are understood by
Christians. We see this in his article “The Gospel and Culture,”
where, after informing us of the noetic similarity of “Classic
Philosophy” to the “Gospel movement,” Voegelin writes what
appears, as first sight, to be a glowing affirmation of Christian
revelation.



  


Though the noetic core is the same in the Gospel, its spiritual dynamics has
radically changed through the experience of an extraordinary divine irruption
in the existence of Jesus. This irruption, through which Jesus becomes the
Christ, is expressed by the author of Colossians in the words: “For in him the
whole fulness of divine reality (théotes) dwells bodily” (2:9). In its whole
fulness (pan to pléroma), divine reality is present only in Christ who, by virtue
of this fulness, “is the image (eikon) of the unseen God, the firstborn of all
creation (1:15). All other men have no more than their ordinary share of this
fulness (pepleromenoi) through accepting the truth of its full presence in the
Christ who, by his iconic existence, is “the head of all rule (arché) and authority
(exousia)” (2:10). Something about Jesus must have impressed his
contemporaries as an existence in the metaxy of such intensity that his bodily
presence, the somatikos of the passage, appeared to be fully permeated by
divine presence. (21)

	This is a passage that brings great solace to many of Voegelin’s
Christian supporters, who see in these words the affirmation that
it is possible, from within the perspective of Voegelin’s philosophy,
to acknowledge the divinity of Jesus, even if Voegelin himself 
may not have found it possible (and about this last point, there is
some dispute). But is this the conclusion that one ought to draw
from these words? I think not. For one thing, Voegelin is not
affirming that Jesus is divine. He is saying that the author of
Colossians and Jesus’ contemporaries believed that Jesus is divine.
As for himself, all he is prepared to say is that the gospel, not as
revelation, but as a noetic document, acquaints us with “the
experience of an extraordinary divine irruption in the existence of
Jesus.” For someone who is expected (and who, it must be
remembered, also proposes) to provide us with an interpretation
of Christ and Christianity that parallels his interpretation of the
ancient Greeks, this interpretation of who Jesus is, according to
orthodox Christians, falls wide of the mark. The best that one can
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conclude from this passage is that Voegelin is not precluding the
possibility that, in the eyes of His contemporaries—and only in
their eyes, for we were not around to witness this wondrous
presence—Jesus was “permeated by [the] divine presence,” and he
is not concluding that this made Jesus unequivocally different
from other men who were also permeated by the divine presence
and who came before or after Jesus, because He is God Incarnate.
Some Christians will say that this is sufficient. But is it? It certainly
does not meet the exigencies of orthodox Christians, and it does
not do something else that Voegelin held to be important, namely,
describe the phenomenon, in this case, Christianity, as it was and
is experienced by its adherents, and not as it can be viewed
through some extrinsic ordering framework.(22) 


B) Limitations of the Theory of 
Consciousness 


	This brings us to the second major issue, namely, Voegelin’s
theory of consciousness.


	Why did Voegelin not draw our attention to the deeply human
experience of the Transcendent in Jesus, and, in the process, offer
us a more interesting and insightful understanding of Christianity,
which is what his phenomenological approach recommended?
The short answer is that this great mystic philosopher could not
accommodate the specifically Christian mystic experience, because
it was and is a mystic experience that speaks, not the language of
eros, but the language of grace and divine love (agapé). It elevates
incarnateness to the level of Godliness, and transfigures mundane
history into the history of man’s redemption. This divine
transforming love very simply does not have a place in the
architecture of Voegelin’s thought.
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The long answer has to do with the fact that Voegelin is
perhaps more modern in his orientation than many of us care to
admit. He is willing to accept that man yearns for the Unknown
God, but unwilling to accept that, on His part, God searches out
man in a wholly unpredictable manner, and is mysteriously able
to melt the hearts of even those who are, by any conventional
standard, hitherto unacquainted with any experience of the
Divine. Voegelin’s theory of consciousness is designed to speak
the experience of the Transcendent in a modern causally
motivated context, and in a convincing manner to men of reason,
who like to think of themselves as too mature to believe in a
capricious God, Whose overtures to man are gratuitous (i.e.,
unmotivated and “unmotivatable”) from man’s perspective.
Voegelin’s man is someone who can only be erotically disposed to
the wholly Other. This eroticism is something that can be under-stood because it is based in human nature. But the gratuitous,
unmotivated (by human standards) and seemingly capricious act
of a loving God cannot be understood by men. Men cannot
understand why or how it is that God showers his grace on saints
and sinners alike,(23) or why it is that, at a completely unforeseeable
moment, God becomes incarnate and resides amongst men. These
capricious acts of God have either to be reinterpreted and thus
converted into something less capricious that can be understood— 	
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this is the point of Voegelin’s speaking of “an extraordinary divine
irruption in the existence of Jesus” and not of the divinity of
Christ, as well as of his likening philosophy to revelation—or they
have to be banished to the realm of dogmatic belief. In the end,
this means that Voegelin feels most comfortable focusing on
experiences of the Transcendent that have man’s erotic longing as
their origin, and that allow him to speak of equivalences in
symbolic language, and even at the level of human breakthroughs.
Socrates is compared to the Buddha, and both are compared to
Jesus, Who, we are told, has only a more differentiated and more
articulated understanding of the Transcendent than either of His
predecessors, but Who is not qualitatively different from his
predecessors, or his successors.(24) But, in all of this, what of the
more focused and particularizing encounter with mystery and the
miraculous that flows from grace and divine love (agapé), the
encounter that is not solely a function of our reaching out to the
Other, but of the Other’s reaching in to us? Voegelin’s theory of
consciousness cannot make sense of this type of encounter. It
cannot accommodate something that for Voegelin is impossible to
understand and explain in human terms, because it is a function
of divine capriciousness and grace, namely, an incarnate encounter
with the incarnate Transcendent. All of our encounters with
meaningfulness and ultimacy have to be passed through the
keyhole of eros, and what cannot be passed through this keyhole
has to be characterized either as dogmatic—as we saw in
connection with the Christian’s assertion that Jesus is divine—or
has to be ever so slightly denatured so as to be rendered
compatible with eros. I have in mind here the way in which
Voegelin shifts the meaning of revelation (in “The Gospel and
Culture”) so that it is not what Jews, Christians, and Muslims 
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mean by revelation any more—namely, the gratuitous inter-vention of a loving God into history (the product of agapé)—but
rather philosophy (i.e., the product of human eros), expressed in
a manner that is stylistically different from the way Greek eros is
expressed, but no less humanly erotic.(25) 


	Parenthetically, it must be said that no immanentist theory of
consciousness can found Christianity, or even Judaism and Islam.
Revealed religion is its own foundation. Its foundations are a
mystery. They are not the consequence of human eros. Christian-ity cannot be explained in the language that Voegelin uses to
explain the very worthy Socratic and Platonic experience of the
Transcendent. Christianity is not the consequence of man’s erotic
quest for an experiential relationship with the divine Sophon.
Christians experience Jesus as the act-ualization of divine grace.
The mystery of the Incarnation, the wholly gratuitous and
mysterious act of the Beyond, is Christianity’s foundation, and
this act does not have Its motivation in things human. It is not
propelled by man. It is not reducible to eroticism of the Socratic-Platonic sort. Sadly, by trying to found Christianity on a
immanentist theory of consciousness, Voegelin discounts the
essence of Christianity at the very start—and, of necessity and
predictably, Christianity, as it is lived by the orthodox, is seen as
being essentially dogmatic. Christianity’s mystical and miraculous
origins cannot be addressed by Voegelin, except as dogma. Hence,
it seems that Voegelin stumbled when it came to exploring the
deeply agapéistic religion that is Christianity.


Presenting this in a slightly different language: Voegelin
stumbled when, in his study of Christ and Christianity, he aban-doned his phenomenological approach which served him well in
his study of the Greek experience. He stumbled when, rather than
try to make sense of Christianity from within, he approached it 	
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from without, and imposed upon Christianity an understanding
of man’s encounter with the Transcendent that was extraneous to
Christianity, inasmuch as it was erotic and not agapéistic, and that,
hence, could not make sense of the Christian divinely initiated
encounter with the Transcendent. As a result, Voegelin found
Christianity wanting, despite the fact that he knew better than to
approach the study of a great social reality from without, for he
had already stated that this was something that ought never to be
done when studying a social reality, as against a physical reality.(26) 


	Consequent upon this abandonment of the phenomenological
approach, Voegelin chose to see dogma primarily not as a formal
statement of what it is that Christians experience in their encounter with the Man, Jesus, but rather almost as a formal statement
about what it is that would-be Christians must agree to, or contract
into, if they mean to become members of the Christian
community. If there is to be any experience of the Transcendent
for Christians, according to Voegelin—and it is not guaranteed
that there will be, if we understand Voegelin’s conception of
dogma correctly—it seems that it will follow upon their
acceptance of dogmatically held beliefs. But, of course, this is
precisely the reverse of what Christians hold.








IV

	There is one final point that I wish to make, which is
absolutely central to our developing a correct understanding of
the aetiology of Voegelin’s thought, and not only with respect to
Christ and Christianity. In his reply to Thomas Altizer’s critical
review of The Ecumenic Age, Voegelin writes:



It is the guilt of Christian thinkers and Church leaders of having allowed the
dogma to separate in the public consciousness of Western civilization from the
experience of “the mystery” on which its truth depends.  
The dogma develops
as a socially and culturally necessary protection of insights experientially gained
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against false propositions; its development is secondary to the truth of the
experience. If its truth is pretended to be autonomous, its validity will come
under attack in any situation of social crisis, when alienation becomes a mass
phenomenon; the dogma will then be misunderstood as an “opinion” which one
can believe or not, and it will be opposed by counter-opinions which dogmatize
the experience of alienated existence. The development of a nominalist and
fideist conception of Christianity is the cultural disaster, with its origins in the
Middle Ages, that provokes the reaction of alienated existence in the dogmatic
form of the ideologies, in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The result
is the state of deculturation with which we are all too familiar… . Once truth
has degenerated to the level of true doctrine, the return from orthodoxy to “the
mystery” is a process that appears to require as many centuries of effort as have
gone into the destruction of intellectual and spiritual culture.(27)




	The point here is that Voegelin’s error (by my account) with
respect to Christianity is revealing of something that is much more
significant: namely, the whole of his philosophy is written as a
critical response to a field of realities that issue out of the modern
crisis. As he himself pointed out on a number of different occasions, political philosophy that is worthy of the name is always
written in times of crisis. Aristotle’s political philosophy was
written in response to the crisis posed by the impending demise of
the city-state, St. Augustine’s in response to the crisis posed by the
end of the Roman Empire, etc.(28) Voegelin’s political philosophy
is certainly worthy of the name, and it is written in a  
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modern idiom in response to problems associated with the late
phase of the modern crisis, and specifically, the crisis posed by the
eclipsing of the order that is given to man, caused by the rise of
ideological thinking, by the emergence of Second Realities, and by
the rise of the spiritual pathologies consequent upon all of this
rejection, denial, and creation. As I have sought to demonstrate,
this is best illustrated by drawing attention to his understanding
of dogma, which he sometime describes correctly, as when he
says, in the passage quoted above, “dogma develops as a socially
and culturally necessary protection of insights experientially
gained against false propositions,” but which he most often repre-sents only as a the derailing of our ability to render correctly our
experiential life owing to the straightjacketing of dissociative and
reifying language. It is this second understanding of the nature of
dogma, and what it implies for him, that hints at what it is that
drives Voegelin’s thought. He views dogmatic thought as the
parent of ideological thought, and, being deeply critical of the
crisis of our age, he claims that Christianity has had a role to play
in the emergence of modern ideological thinking. But, as I have
sought to show, he is not speaking here of the Christianity that is
familiar to Christians. Rather, he is speaking of a Christianity that
meets his need to understand modernity.


	In summation, it can be said that to the question: “Was
Voegelin a Christian?” the answer that I would give is I do not
know. And, to the question: Is the structure of Voegelin’s thinking
capable of making sense of Christ and Christianity? the answer
that I would give is, no, it is not, for the reasons offered above. 
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 It is interesting to observe how Voegelin and Strauss come together in their rejection
of this point. For Strauss, it is only a select group of initiates who can know the salvation
offered man by philosophy, and Strauss and Straussians restrict entry into this group of
initiates. Voegelin is more generous in this regard. However, like Strauss and the Straussians,
he does not doubt that a man is responsible for his own ultimate fate, and that if he comes
close to getting things right, it is because of his own initiative. For Voegelin, périagogé, that
is, conversion, is the consequence of human effort, and not the gift of a generous and caring
God who acts despite man’s limitations. By contrast, for Christianity, a man is not solely or
even primarily responsible for his ultimate success concerning the most important thing, nor
does he have any final say in whether or not he will be saved. Only God has a say in this, and
men are not privy to His rationality (“For my thoughts are not your thoughts: nor your ways
my ways, saith the Lord” [Isa 55:8]; “For as the heavens are exalted above the earth, so are
my ways exalted above your ways, and my thoughts above your thoughts” [Isa 55:9]). And
so, Christianity holds that saints and sinners alike can be saved, for who is able to challenge
the decision of an infinitely just and compassionate God?

[bookmark: N_24_]24. 
 It is curious how, after having said so much that is critical of immanentism and the
immanentization of the transcendent, Voegelin himself ends up flirting with immanentist
thinking. Of course, he is not a modern ideologist who constructs immanentist systems that
seek the realization of man on earth. But he does find it difficult, to the point of being nigh
impossible, to acknowledge that the Divine can be moved by the plight of man and intervene
in history, and he finds it impossible to allow for the fact that on one occasion the capricious
interventionism of a concerned God was both magisterial and spectacular.

[bookmark: N_25_]25. 
 A far from trivial remark seems in order at this point. Many of Voegelin’s supporters,
and well as his critics, see him as having Christianized Plato and Platonic thought. Voegelin’s
Christian supporters see this as something positive, while his critics, of course, see it as
negative. My point is that both Voegelin’s Christian supporters and his critics are wrong.
Voegelin does not Christianize Plato; in a certain sense, he Platonizes Christianity, and what
he cannot Platonize, he has a tendency to distort or view as being dogmatic.

[bookmark: N_26_]26. 
 See Eric Voegelin, The New Science of Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1952), chapter I, section 1, pp. 27-31.

[bookmark: N_27_]27. 
 Voegelin, “Response to Professor Alitzer,” 767 (emphasis added).

[bookmark: N_28_]28. 
 In the Introduction to The New Science of Politics, Voegelin writes: “In an hour of
crisis, when the order of a society flounders and disintegrates, the fundamental problems of
political existence in history are more apt to come into view than in periods of comparative
stability. Ever since, one may say, the contraction of political science to a description of
existing institutions and the apology of their principles, that is, the degradation of political
science to a handmaid of the powers that be, has been typical for stable situations, while its
expansion to its full grandeur as the science of human existence in society and history, as well
as of the principles of order in general, has been typical for the great epochs of a
revolutionary and critical nature. On the largest scale of Western history three such epochs
occurred. The foundations of political science through Plato and Aristotle marked the
Hellenic crisis; St. Augustine’s Civitas Dei marked the crisis of Rome and Christianity; and
Hegel’s philosophy of law and history marked the first major earthquake of the Western
crisis. These are only the great epochs and the great restorations; the millennial periods
between them are marked by minor epochs and secondary restorations; for the modern
period, in particular, one should remember the great attempt of Bodin in the crisis of the
sixteenth century” (1f.). See the continuation of this argument in the remainder of section 1.
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 BEYOND ARISTOTLE … AND BEYOND NEWTON:


THOMAS AQUINAS ON AN INFINITE CREATION(1)


 
 

Thomas P. Bukowski


 
                                                                                                                                                    Falls Church, Virginia 

WHAT WAS St. Thomas Aquinas’s final word on the
possibility of an infinite creation? According to him
creation as we have it is not infinite. But could it be? Or
could any part of it be? That is, if the Creator so willed, could he
create an entity or multitude that would be infinite and have its
infinity not successively but simultaneously? 


	Thomas’s answer may surprise those who are not particularly
well versed in the history of medieval philosophy—and some who
are. Still, all are likely to be intrigued by his going beyond what
would later be Isaac Newton’s view of a three-dimensional world,
yet adhering increasingly to the Aristotelian Weltanschauung of
a “formful” cosmos. By the end we shall see that, late in his
career, 
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Thomas does go beyond Aristotle, declaring that an actually
infinite creature—that is, a created infinity that would be actual
rather than merely potential—is possible in itself; but he
concludes that it is impossible in view of the wisdom with which
God creates. It would be best for our purposes to regard God’s
wisdom, however, as not confined to the scope of the divinity
itself; that is, we must include consideration of God vis-à-vis
creation and of his wisdom as respecting the intellect and wisdom
of creatures. According to Thomas a created actual infinity would
be thoroughly known and understood by God. Now, it is true
that questions of God’s knowledge are separate from questions of
his wisdom; nevertheless, it seems hard to see how an actual
infinity would counter his wisdom: from a modern standpoint,
what could be the reason? But his wisdom takes into account—it
respects—the intellect and wisdom of angel and man. It is at least
under this aspect of consideration for finite wisdom that an actual
infinity will, in the last stages of the development of Thomas’s
thinking on the subject, raise insuperable problems.(2) Yet, along
the way Thomas works into his teaching, and holds to the end,
some conclusions that may be truly remarkable coming from a
medieval author.


	As we pursue our subject, the phrase “actual infinity” will
mean some “actually infinite, created entity,” if “entity” may ex-tend to a multitude of individuals. On the negative side, we shall
exclude from our study (except for rare, incidental references)
questions of: divine, that is, uncreated, infinity; potential, rather
than actual, infinities of any kind (the spatial extent of our known
universe, for example, which is potentially infinite in that it could
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be forever added to); and individual spiritual infinities. These last
would notably be angels in Thomas’s doctrine. Every angel is
actually infinite since it is not limited by prime matter and in that
very important sense is “unlimited.”(3)


	Apart from individual spiritual infinities, namely, angels, can
or could there exist an actually infinite, created multitude or
material magnitude? Actually existing, or “actual,” would mean
simultaneously enlarged or multiplied, boundlessly: for example,
an infinite multitude of angels themselves or of human souls. Or
what of a material mass that would be of infinite magnitude:
could a barely conceivable blob, infinite, exist at the bottom of
Thomas’s hierarchical creation, to complete a “great chain of
being”? What of an infinite multitude of material items?


	When we say “can or could” infinite creatures exist, rather
than simply “could,” we are trying to allow for contemporary
theories, like Sidney Coleman’s, of infinite universes. Nothing is
surer than that Thomas, despite his flair for theoretical physics,
would never have thought of any such theory. It seems that such
theories are compatible, nevertheless, with his final outlook in
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both the philosophy of nature and theoretical physics (as we shall
see when we look into his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics). But
what of his outlook in metaphysics? Here complex questions
arise. On account of the “way in which God creates”—with its
respect, which we have noted, for finite wisdom—Aquinas does
rule out such actual infinities as a person of his time could con-ceive of. But modern theories of infinite universes, partly based
on well-founded theories like the quantum theory, bear a trait
that might change his thinking on the subject. Like quantum
theory itself, they belong wholly to empirical science, yet their
empirical verifiability itself lies only in the realm of conceptuality.
They are, notably, heavily dependent on mathematical
formulation for any soundness that they possess. In view of that
trait of, and amena-bility to, conceptuality one is led to think that
the reality they represent would, as intended by the Creator, be
compatible with finite wisdom.(4)


	We leave enquiry into such possibilities to some other occa-sion. We intend here to trace the development of the letter, but
especially the spirit, of Thomas’s teaching on our subject.


	That teaching has not been properly studied. It has been the
object of several erroneous or incomplete and unbalanced views,
which fit more or less well into four categories. In the survey of
them that follows, names have been changed (not to protect the
innocent!); the reasons for this are various, but one predominates,
namely, that the positions described are composites of what has
been written by more than one researcher.
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I. Interpretations of St. Thomas’s Position


A) “Jones”: Rather Late in His Career, Aquinas Decided against the
Possibility of an Actual Infinity


	For the most part, “Jones’s” position arose out of discussion
of St. Thomas’s polemical treatise On the Eternity of the World
(De Aeternitate Mundi). Though brief, that treatise has drawn a
good deal of attention in the literature about an actual infinity in
St. Thomas, for it makes a famous statement about the subject
(which we shall see in a moment). Jones was reacting against the
dating of the treatise by “Smith,” the latter having put the date at
about 1270-71, in turbulent times at the University of Paris,
where Thomas was taking part in the controversies with the
Western followers of Averroës (the “Latin Averroïsts”). Smith had
assigned this date on the basis of the treatise’s polemical nature
and the occasional harshness—nay, vitriol—of its remarks. But his
dating was doubtful indeed: he had shown no particular evidence
for it, and the treatise was written against theologians of the
Augustinian school, not against Averroïsts.


	Assuming that Smith knew the targets of the treatise were
Augustinians, we are left to conjecture what reason he would have
given for its supposedly falling at the time of strife with the Latin
Averroïsts. One might guess, for instance, that it was written
against the Augustinians to restrain the perhaps overweening zeal
of their current polemics, against the Averroïsts, on the eternity
of the cosmos, or to defend against their rather ferocious
attacks—brought on, presumably, by the heat of the combative
atmosphere—on Thomas’s own doctrine. It is true that many of
them were horrified by his doctrine that the cosmos could have
been eternal (although he clearly agreed with them, and of course
with the Judeo-Christian revelation, that in fact it had not been). 


	Smith’s dating of De Aeternitate Mundi may well seem con-jectural and Jones raised various objections, including one about
an actual infinity. Near the end of the treatise Thomas makes the
famous statement we have alluded to, which runs thus: “It has not
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as yet been demonstrated that God cannot produce a multitude
that would be actually infinite.” Jones held that the statement
indicated an early stage of Thomas’s thought on the subject, for
Thomas’s late works, including his famous Summa Theologiae,
denied the possibility of an actual infinity.


B) “Smith’s” Counterattack: Late in His Career, Thomas Declared
an Actual Infinity to Be Possible


 
Smith countered that Jones had overlooked certain key texts.
Since Jones had left them out, it is no surprise that Smith took at
least one of them to be of vital importance: it comes from a late
writing, Quodlibet 12. It states (to paraphrase), “In a narrow
sense God does have the power to create an actual infinity, as his
having it implies no contradiction.”(5) Of course, Smith cited the
text in an effort to destroy Jones’s point and show the
compatibility of the De Aeternitate Mundi with a late work of St.
Thomas’s.	Unfortunate for Smith’s purposes, however, is a text that he
himself omitted, immediately following the one he cited. It
reveals the opposite side of Thomas’s stance. And it grows clear
why we should use the phrase “in a narrow sense” (in the
quotation above)—rather than, say, “strictly speaking”—to
convey the Latin absolute: despite what Thomas affirms for the
narrow context, he tells us that, in the total context of how God
acts, an actual infinity is impossible. “For God acts through
intellect: and through the Word, which gives form to all things.
It must follow that all things that he causes be well formed. But
the infinite is to be taken as if it were unformed matter.” Since
Smith had omitted the text, it is no surprise that, tit for tat, Jones
found it very important, and used it in an attempt to destroy
Smith’s position.


	Let us grant, at least for the moment, that Smith’s premises
were shaky. Still, remembering that his conflict with Jones
concerned the chronology of the treatise De Aeternitate Mundi,
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we must give him credit for restraint: regarding the statement,
from the treatise, on an actual infinity he did not, as some others
would eventually do, claim that it supports a late and not an early
dating. He concluded simply that it is insignificant for purposes
of chronology.


C) “Jamieson’s” Interpretation: No Changes


 
Although Smith said little on the subject, he seemed to imply
that Thomas became more favorable to the idea of an actual
infinity late in his career. “Jamieson,” in contrast, supposes that
there are no changes in Thomas’s doctrine on actual infinity. He
offers to explain the texts as if they all were contemporaneous.
(Yet, he sounds as if he attributes great weight to the statement
from the De Aeternitate Mundi, and he assumes that Smith’s late
dating is correct.) His explanation has the virtue of simplicity. It
is based, certainly, on a creditable study of the subject and, I be-lieve, on the most nearly complete selection of relevant texts that
anyone has presented. He admits, however, that his interpretation
entails difficulties. He reads Thomas as rather favorable towards
the possibility of a created actual infinity.	Smith, Jones, and Jamieson have made acute the question, did
Thomas’s position on the subject undergo no change during his
career? Most would say it did. Not only Jones, but Smith too,
would probably agree. So would “McLeod.”


D) “McLeod”: Change after the “Prima Pars”


 
Of course the question persists, just what was the change? But,
especially in the case of McLeod, the question broadens: how
much change was there?	McLeod is much more explicit about a purported change than
Smith is. He maintains, against Jones, that there was change after
rather than before the Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae:
indeed, not mere change but a volte-face, namely, an assertion of
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the possibility of a created actual infinity after outright denial of
it.(6)


	McLeod accepts a late dating of the De Aeternitate Mundi and
thinks—as not even Smith did—that its remark on an actual in-finity can prove that the treatise is late. He goes so far as to use
the doctrine of an actual infinity to help support a great thesis of
his career, that the Summa contra Gentiles is one of Thomas’s
very late works. This thesis, if ever it were proved, would be
rather a bombshell for Thomistic literary history.(7)


	One must admire the boldness of McLeod’s position. At any
rate it adds zest to literary-historical studies that otherwise, as the
reader well knows, are often dull. Furthermore, his work covers
a vast field, much wider than that of a created actual infinity
alone, and this is hardly the place to judge it.


	However, it must be said that the course of development of
Thomas’s teaching on an actual infinity, far from yielding support
for McLeod’s thesis on the Summa contra Gentiles, works against
it. McLeod pays little heed to the texts on an actual infinity that
are to be found in the earliest of Thomas’s major theological
syntheses, his commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard
(hereafter referred to, for the sake of simplicity, as Thomas’s
Sentences). As McLeod pays them little heed, it may be no
surprise that I view them as vitally important. But, truly, the texts
from the Summa contra Gentiles that McLeod likes to believe are
entirely compatible with late works of St. Thomas’s are not
compatible with them, but with texts from Thomas’s Sentences
(and, in some cases, from other early works). We shall discuss the
texts from the Sentences and from the Summa contra Gentiles,
making them the first of our groupings.
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	Before we proceed to our own study, however, we must
comment on the four theses that we have just reviewed or, rather,
on the four persons who were, to a greater or lesser degree, main
proponents of each thesis.(8) They all were in the situation that one
dreads particularly: slight, or very understandable, in the fault,
grave in the consequences. Three of the four ended in a position
that was flatly mistaken; the fourth (the main proponent of
“Jones”) presented a picture that was woefully incomplete.


	The primary “Jones” was Franz Pelster, S.J. He ended in his
incomplete view, not having examined enough texts, because he
was hurried. He felt pressed for time, no doubt, to pursue an
overarching concern that subordinated the study of the question
of actual infinity itself: his aim was to prove that Thomas was the
author of an anonymous work, the Concordantia dictorum
Thomae. Its author makes a remark that would rule out a late
dating of the De Aeternitate Mundi, making Pelster eager to prove
an early dating. The main proponents of the “Smith” and
“McLeod” theses, Pierre Mandonnet, O.P., and Peter Marc,
O.S.B., also had overarching concerns. As we might surmise, in
the case of Mandonnet-“Smith” the concern was to prove a late
dating of the De Aeternitate Mundi, and in the case of Marc-“McLeod,” to prove the same of the Summa contra Gentiles.


	The other “main proponent” (of the “Jamieson” thesis), James
F. Anderson, had no overarching concern. He studied the
problem for its own sake and, as we have suggested, made a
reasonably complete selection of texts. But he suffered from a
certain fixed idea or prejudice that skewed his study. Perhaps
under the influence—otherwise very beneficial—of his great
Canadian teacher the Rev. Gerald B. Phelan, he allowed for little
or no development of Thomas’s doctrine. We have seen that he
interprets the doctrine, for practical purposes, as if it underwent
no changes; in the end, such an interpretation is untenable.(9)
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	It is to be hoped, then, that we may reach satisfactory
conclusions in our own study: we have no overarching concern,
and we will allow for development and change in Thomas’s
doctrine. As we go through his texts that deal with the question
of actual infinity, it will be noticed that we group them not always
according to chronology, but in large part according as they lend
themselves to comparison or contrast. 


 
                                                                                                II. Truly an “Entwicklung”:

Thomas’s Principal Texts on Actual Infinity


A) The Early Stage: Indecisive; the Spiritual and the Material
(Sentences and Summa contra Gentiles)


	Two texts from Thomas’s Sentences may at first sight appear
hard to reconcile with each other. One of them, dealing with an
infinite number of days, speaks of an actual infinity as impossible.
It rules out infinite days as a candidate for actual infinity, simply
because of their successiveness, but incidentally concedes that no
actual infinity could exist. The other text, on the contrary, leaves
open the possibility of an actual infinity. Like the first, it is one of
a series of replies to arguments against the possibility of a world
eternal in the past. In it, Thomas simply gives the opinion of
various philosophers on an infinite multitude of human souls. He
ends with Moses Maimonides’ position: where human souls are
concerned, it has not been demonstrated, he says, that an infinite
multitude is impossible.(10)
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	A likely way to reconcile the two texts is to say that the first
applies to the material realm, the second to the spiritual. And,
indeed, the Summa contra Gentiles, book 2, makes that distinction
explicit. There Thomas says that an infinite multitude of souls can
be reconciled with Aristotelian principles (i.e., the correct
philosophical principles), for it is in respect to natural bodies, not
immaterial substances, that Aristotle proves there can be no actual
infinity.(11) That relatively early position conflicts with the views
expressed in his later works.


	These texts bracket Thomas’s early stage of thinking on actual
infinity. In that stage he was indecisive. We have had a clue to his
indecisiveness in his having spoken expressly, in the Sentences, in
the person of the philosophers rather than in his own person. And
in the Summa contra Gentiles he again gave the opinion of the
philosophers although he did not say explicitly that he was
speaking in their person. To be sure, he gave Aristotle’s position
and that is normally his own, but he cannot be said to have been
truly decisive because he would soon change his interpretation of
Aristotle on the question. He grew decisive soon, perhaps very
soon, after writing book 2 of the Summa contra Gentiles.(12)


 B) Decision (Summa Theologiae [Prima Pars] and Quodlibet 9)


 
As regards actual infinity, the doctrine of the Prima Pars marks
an important turning point, or stage of change, in Thomas’s
Entwicklung. Here he denies outright the possibility of an actual
infinity, either material or spiritual. He does so for two reasons.
One is relatively unimportant, related to the interpretation of
Aristotle, and soon to be abandoned, at least in part. The other,
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which is rather theological, is of great importance. Now that he
has decided on it he will never, so far as I know, give it up.


	The first argues from the Aristotelian idea of number as
expressible in terms of the unit one, hence “measurable” and
finite. It concludes, of course, that any number or multitude of
creatures must be finite.


	Near the beginning of Quodlibet 9 also, Thomas gives that
reasoning, only more elaborately. The passage from the Quodlibet
seems somewhat corrupted or fragmentary in the texts we have.
However, it still reveals some hesitancy, one may argue, where the
immaterial creation is concerned: consider the rather weak
remark, “This seems to be the truer” (“hoc verius esse videtur”)—
which indicates his approval of Averroës’ position after he has
listed several others; the statements in the passage that more
definitely reject the possibility of an actual infinity would apply
strictly to material creatures. Thomas’s hesitancy here about the
immaterial, and the narrow perspective of the interpretation of
Averroës, may explain why the text of a Quodlibet generally dated
before the Summa contra Gentiles can appear close to the Summa
Theologiae in doctrine. (If I am not mistaken, however, the
question of the chronology of at least this ninth series of Thomas’s
quodlibetal questions—or of the chronology of parts of it as
contained in the available editions—needs a good deal more
work.) The treatment here constitutes an elaborate solution of a
problem Thomas has put off solving for some time. How may one
explain that it will, rather soon afterwards—that is, soon after the
parallel writing in the Summa Theologiae—be rejected in other
works?(13) That the discussion is cast in great part as registering
preference for Averroës’ interpretation of Aristotle may yield the
answer. Thomas shows merely how the authority of Averroës is
to be preferred to that of the other philosophers in question. The
latter are numerous and important enough to merit a rather
lengthy treatment.(14)
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	According to the second reason given in the Prima Pars (not
given in Quodlibet 9), any real multitude of things is created, and
everything created falls under some definite intention of the
Creator, for no cause acts without purpose. Here we have, in
substance, the premise that Jones cited in an effort to make his
interpretation of Thomas prevail over Smith’s: namely, that the
Creator’s way of acting is through intellect and wisdom. The
conclusion is that every creature conforms to a certain measure or
numerableness—nay, to some actual number—and it is impossible
for there to be an actually existing, infinite, literally innumerable
multitude of things.(15)


	Thus in the Summa Theologiae, in contrast to the earlier
Sentences and Summa contra Gentiles, a spiritual actual infinity is
seen as no more possible than a material one. On the material
side, we have kept here to the question of multitude because the
famous texts on “infinite souls” have led in that direction, but
what of infinite magnitude? Of course the argument from the
Creator’s “way of acting,” namely, with wisdom and measure and
so as to respect created intellects, would apply to magnitude as
well as to multitude; and it is well to bear in mind that Thomas
will never go back on that reason. But the Summa Theologiae,
here in agreement with the earlier works, denies the possibility of
an infinite magnitude “in itself”: that is, not only because of the
Creator’s way of acting. Thomas tells us (in STh I, q. 7, a. 3) that
all bodies, because each has a surface, must be finite, for the 
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surface is the terminus that marks the limits of a body—a
conception that will change radically when he comes to write his
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics.


	Indeed, what of works of Thomas’s, like the Commentary on
the Physics, that are later than the Prima Pars? We must look into
them, but first we must be certain that we are seeing enough of the
whole picture; we must, before turning to certain late works,
dispose of some passages, both late and early, that give at least an
appearance of being noncommittal.


 C) Wavering and Indecision? (De Veritate, De Aeternitate Mundi,
and De Unitate Intellectus)


 
In the passage on actual infinity in his Disputed Questions on
Truth (De Veritate) Thomas is noncommittal explicitly; in the
passage in De Aeternitate Mundi he is noncommittal implicitly;
and in the passage in his treatise On the Oneness of the Intellect 
(De Unitate Intellectus) he may appear noncommittal but is not.
This last is a late writing. The first two are early writings, and
their outlook on actual infinity is fully compatible with that of the
Sentences and the Summa contra Gentiles.(16)	De Veritate‘s treatment of actual infinity (q. 2, a. 10) dates
from well before the beginning of the Summa contra Gentiles.
Thomas spends considerable time defining the distinctions, in true
medieval style, between the infinite in potency and the infinite in
act, and between two supposed types of infinite hosts of causes:
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those that would be ordered essentially and those that would be
ordered accidentally.(17)


	Nevertheless, after making all these distinctions, he takes the
expressly noncommittal stance that we have indicated. He declines
to solve the problem of whether an actual infinity is contradictory
in itself and hence impossible for God to create. He says he will
not solve it because it has been raised incidentally.


	Devoting so much time to the subject would seem to give the
lie to the claim that the question has arisen “incidentally.” It seems
best to conclude that Thomas gives this reason as a pure formality,
in line with the very formalized structure of a disputed question;
that he really has not made up his mind; and that he is practically
in the same stage of Entwicklung, with respect to his doctrine on
actual infinity, as in the Sentences and Summa contra Gentiles. We
have seen that he will make up his mind by the time he writes the
earliest questions of the Summa Theologiae. At any rate, the texts
of De Veritate yield no evidence, obviously, that in this early
writing he is not at his undecided stage.(18)


	The noncommittal trend is seen again in De Aeternitate Mundi,
or can be quickly inferred. Near the end of that brief treatise
Thomas makes the famous statement about infinity that we have
seen much earlier, saying no more and no less than this: “It has
not yet been proved that God cannot make an actually infinite
multitude exist” (“Non est adhuc demonstratum quod Deus non
possit facere ut sint infinita actu”).


	Rather oddly, a number of commentators have read that
statement as if it said “It cannot be proved that …”. What has led
them to make that error?


	Perhaps it is that the treatise has been dated late in Thomas’s
career, and this dating has given the statement the air of 
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representing a final, decisive position. In fact, however, the
remark “It has not been proved” (or “demonstrated”) reveals the
direct influence of Moses Maimonides (Guide for the Perplexed,
1.74) and mirrors the state of Thomas’s thinking that appears in
the Sentences. If the treatise is ever proved to be late (which seems
most unlikely) its statement on an actual infinity will need to be
taken as evincing a relapse, permanent or temporary, to his early
position.(19)


	The statement is notably brief: a fact that seems to have made
it sound weighty. Several modern authors, at any rate, tend to
find it very significant. But after all, being brief, it does not say
much.


	The passage on actual infinity in De Unitate Intellectus (chap.
5, near the end) makes an interesting study as compared and
contrasted with (1) the passage on the same subject in Quodlibet
12 (which we shall see in our next section) and (2) a parallel
passage in the Summa contra Gentiles.


	The passage in De Unitate Intellectus differs greatly from that
of the quodlibet, giving much less of Thomas’s doctrine on actual
infinity. Why? Is there any justification for saying that he has lost
decisiveness on the subject?


	The first reason that the treatise differs here from the quodlibet
is that Thomas is not prone to speak in the same way on the same
subject in more or less contemporary writings; he is not given to
wasting time—or parchment. But, in addition, the format of the
treatise differs sharply from that of the quodlibet (not only in
using a chapter and paragraph arrangement rather than the formal
structure of the quaestio disputata). Chiefly, the format is one of
systematic recurrence to texts of Aristotle. Thomas discusses the
teachings of various philosophers but especially those of Averroës
and the Averroïsts, measuring them always against Aristotelian
doctrine and showing how in his judgment they fall short.
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	Near the end of the treatise he comes to the question of an
infinite multitude of souls. A philosopher who teaches that the
intellective soul is immortal and, as the Greeks do, that the world
has been eternal in the past may be forced to the conclusion that
there is only one intellective soul—or, rather, one intellective
being: a Separate Intelligence—for all mankind (i.e., that there is
a “oneness of the intellect,” an unitas intellectus). Otherwise, if
every human person had his own intellective—therefore
everlasting—soul, the world and generation of the human race
having gone on eternally, there would be an infinite number of
souls now existing, which is supposedly an impossible outcome.
Holding to his pattern of recurrence to Aristotle, Thomas says we
do not know how Aristotle would decide that issue; the part of his
Metaphysics that deals with the separate substances (or “Intelli-gences”) has been lost. Thus the narrow perspective of recurrence
to Aristotle, and of the question of the oneness of the intellect,
explains the difference from the Summa Theologiae and from
Quodlibet 12. Thomas has no occasion to make the same type of
statements on actual infinity. We can scarcely conclude, then, that
the passage in De Unitate Intellectus reveals an undecided state of
mind on the part of its author.


	In fact, in comparing the passage to the Summa contra Gentiles
one sees that it makes a great disclosure. It runs closely parallel to
a passage in the latter text which occurs in chapters devoted to the
human soul, but it makes a telling omission from that passage: it
omits the assertion that an actual infinity of spiritual beings would
not contravene Aristotle’s principles. From that omission we know
that the teaching, along with the decisiveness, of the Summa
Theologiae remains in force, and that Thomas is as decisive, within
the limits of the treatise, as he was in the Summa Theologiae—or
as he is in Quodlibet 12, which is about as late as the treatise.(20)
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	The eminent twentieth-century philosopher and Thomist
Jacques Maritain speculated cogently on actual infinity, musing
about Thomas’s advance to a theory of transfinite number or,
rather, to a position that would support such a theory (“ainsi
faisait-il place d’avance à la validité logique des speculations de la
mathématique moderne sur la multitude infinie”). He took the
famous “it-has-not-been-demonstrated” statement in the De
Aeternitate Mundi as late (accepting the chronology from the
literary historians of the time), but the apparently erroneous
dating did not matter, for the doctrine can be found, as Maritain
read it, in late works that we turn to now.(21)


 
D) Actual Infinity Possible per se, and yet … (Quodlibet 3,
Quodlibet 12, and III Physics, lect. 8)	It was almost certainly Thomas’s doctrine of an actual infinity
as possible per se that intrigued Maritain. Much more clearly than
in the De Aeternitate Mundi, that doctrine appears in Thomas’s
late works, his Quodlibet 12 and his commentary on Aristotle’s
Physics.


	There are, in Thomas’s Quodlibet 12, a pro and a contra argu-ment on the possibility of an actual infinity (we have mentioned
them when speaking of “Smith’s” counterattack and “Jones’s”
rebuttal). The argument contra, against infinity, takes into account
the whole context of how God acts, notably that he acts through
wisdom, with respect for finite, creaturely wisdom. Infinity would
be akin to prime matter in its lack of intelligibility; therefore it
would conflict with finite wisdom at least, and cannot be put into
existence. Nevertheless, it is possible per se in that it involves no
contradiction; and this is, substantially, the argument pro. But the
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argument contra prevails in Thomas’s mind for the reason that
God cannot create apart from wisdom.(22)


	Thus, near the end of his career Thomas continues to range
himself, as in the Summa Theologiae, among those who deny the
possibility of a created actual infinity. His speaking in terms of the
unintelligible character of prime matter evinces his continuing
Aristotelian inspiration. But in his argument pro he goes counter
to—or at any rate well beyond—that inspiration; or, in his own
mind, he has changed his interpretation of Aristotle on infinity.(23)


	Early in the Prima Pars he had interpreted Aristotle very
strictly, ruling out infinity from any viewpoint. A text from his
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (III Phys., lect. 8)—dated after
the Prima Pars and before Quodlibet 12—shows how he changed
his interpretation afterwards.(24)


	What we have called Thomas’s “argument pro” appears again
here. Yet he does not introduce his “argument contra.” Why not?
It is the argument that maintains, in substance, that God creates
in so orderly a fashion that he would not be responsible for such
a thing as an actual infinity.


	One reason that Thomas does not invoke this argument may
be that the context hardly requires it. It would lose relevance
because the question discussed is not of creation but precisely of
the infinity of our cosmos. Moreover, there are other arguments
of Aristotle’s here that Thomas believes are based on (physical)
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nature and are demonstrative. They would seem to constitute a
denial of infinity for the actual cosmos, adequate for his present
purposes.(25)


	The “argument pro,” as it appears here, actually consists of a
refutation of a few arguments. Examining some of the fifth chap-ter’s arguments against an actual infinity (204bff.), Thomas
affirms that these arguments do not mean that actual infinity is
incompatible with Aristotle’s principles; “the Philosopher” intends
them as merely dialectical, not “scientific.” He who maintains the
possibility of an actual infinity would deny the topical supposi-tions behind the arguments: namely, that a body must be limited
by surfaces—that is, must possess surfaces—and that a multitude
must be numerable.


	While still in the Prima Pars, soon after the earliest questions,
and hence after the passages that we have looked into (in section
B), Thomas has begun to speak of multitude as a transcendental:
like being or “the good” in Aristotle, transcending the boundaries
of all classes and hierarchies. That accounts perhaps for his change
of interpretation on the point of numerability (the strictly
Aristotelian idea being that multitudes are in species—classes—
corresponding to species of number). But in any case the idea of
multitude as not necessarily numerable must appear truly
freewheeling to any historian of science. As for the idea that a
body need not be limited by surfaces, Einsteinians and similar
relativists take note! Following Aristotle on this point nonetheless,
Thomas defines space strictly in relation to bodies. If body needs
no surfaces, both the concept of body and that of space allow
thought to go beyond the strictures of three dimensions.


	While writing his commentary on the Physics Thomas has no
doubt come to study Aristotle’s passages more closely than ever.
Probably as a result, he has changed his interpretation since writ-ing Quodlibet 9 and the beginning of the Prima Pars. His launch-ing into this extraordinary speculation in theoretical physics will
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ultimately, one supposes, remain mysterious. But the phenomenon
does fit into the historical window, in the thirteenth century,
when the medievals were at their freest and boldest in the range
and drive of their thought.


	Nevertheless, Thomas remains, first and always, a theologian.
We have noted that his “argument contra,” his rather theological
argument against actual infinity, prevails in his thinking. Turning
to a passage from his Quodlibet 3, and some parallel passages, we
can see in some depth what his position entails.


	In these passages, Thomas does not ask whether God could
create an actual infinity, but whether, if it were created, God
could know it. And he answers yes. For example, in De Veritate
(q. 2, a. 9) he says, “Essentia … Dei est infinita omnibus modis;
et secundum hoc omnia infinita sunt Deo finita, et sunt
comprehensibilia ab ipso” (corp. ad fin.). The parallel passages in
Quodlibet 3 (a late work) and in other works carry substantially
the same message: God is infinite in every way; therefore, those
beings that are infinite in lesser or fewer ways are, or would be, as
if finite to him. They would be not only knowable to him but
completely understandable (“comprehensibilia”).


	Although such texts concern knowing rather than creating,
they directly imply a doctrine that points up the significance of 
Thomas’s outlook on infinite creation. He believes that a created
infinity would be truly comprehensible to God but not to
creatures. One is reminded here of what is sometimes said of the
great twentieth-century theologian Karl Barth: he holds that God
must be a God-for-us. Yet for Barth as for Thomas God is
completely self-sufficient; he has no need of creation for his
perfection or for his perfect happiness. Now, in this matter of
God’s comprehending any created infinity, we see the extent to
which, for Thomas too, God is a God-for-us. In Thomas’s view it
is out of the question that God would make a creature that, per se,
though understandable by him could be understood by no
intellectual creatures, either angelic or human. In this sense the
intelligibility of the cosmos is for them, not for himself.
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	A favorite medieval saying tells that the Good gives of itself:
“bonum sui diffusivum est”; thus the perfect Good, which is God,
overflows and pours itself into creation. Accordingly, the wisdom
of the creator will respect and enrich the intellect of angel and
man.





            Conclusion


 
The idea of “bonum diffusivum sui” is characteristic of
Christian Neoplatonic thinking. But in Thomas we see, as may
well have been expected, the return to Aristotle.	Despite going beyond Aristotle in physics and natural
philosophy, Thomas remains in accord, after all, with the
Aristotelian spirit. From that great Greek humanist he has
acquired a profound conviction of the intelligibility, the
“formfulness,” of our created world and a high regard for the
intellect of both angels (“separate substances”) and men. His final
position agrees fully, at the same time, with the Christian view of
the dignity of the intellectual creature. For, as we may infer from
the texts that we have seen, in Thomas’s system the trouble with
actual infinity—the evil in it—is not that God would not know it;
it is that no intellectual creature would.(26) The entire created
universe, made for God as its highest and ultimate end, is made
for intellectual creatures as its very high intermediate end.


	Perhaps more than any other medieval, Thomas was imbued
with the teaching of Aristotle. Hence Aristotle’s view of man and
the human intellect have played their part in forming Thomas’s
doctrine, just as his ancient principles of matter and form are at
the base of Thomas’s classical, humanistic view of a “formful”
cosmos, framed by and for intellect. The dignity of the intellectual
creature who knows the created universe and the beauty and
rational splendor of that universe itself are—though similar ideas
appear in Scripture (not consistently!)—Hellenic intuitions that
have inspired Thomas’s vision; they have made of him (while he
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kept faithful, obviously, to the Judeo-Christian tradition) the
greatest humanist in the Golden Age of philosophy in the
medieval universities.(27)







APPENDIX 1


 
 

	In section I, above, we have reviewed previous studies that deal
with our subject. We detail here the chief persons and studies
represented by the four pseudonyms used in that review.


 A) “Jones” and “Smith”


 
“Jones” is primarily Franz Pelster, S.J. He set out his position
in several articles in Gregorianum beginning in 1923 (vol. 4; see
esp. p. 91). Sympathetic to him has been C. Vansteenkiste, O.P.:
see the latter’s review of J. Perrier’s 1949 edition of St. Thomas’s
Opuscula (Bulletin thomiste 8 [1947-53]: 29). I have come down
on the side of an early dating for De Aeternitate Mundi, but would
gladly dispense with the statement on an actual infinity as a means
to prove that dating (however, see note 15 and section II.C,
supra).	In the body of our study, when discussing briefly the “main
proponents” of the four theses we had just described, we men-tioned that Pelster did not examine enough texts. This claim is
based on an assumption: namely, that to reach sound conclusions
on the chronology of the De Aeternitate Mundi one must go
through one of two very time-consuming processes—(1) examine
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many texts of the treatise, comparing them with the parallel
passages in Thomas’s Sentences, Summa contra Gentiles, and
Summa Theologiae; or (2) study and compare many texts, often
conflicting, on the possibility of created actual infinity, scattered
through a good number of Thomas’s works. Pelster was deceived
by appearances, one supposes, into pinning his hopes on the
treatise’s famous statement on actual infinity. Presumably the
statement looked to him as if it offered a quick route to
conclusions about chronology.


	“Smith” is primarily Pierre Mandonnet, O.P. See his reply to
Pelster in Bulletin thomiste 1 (1924): 71-72. Fernand van Steen-berghen criticized many of Mandonnet’s positions, but agreed
with him decidedly, against Pelster, on the dating of De
Aeternitate Mundi and, by implication, on his interpretation of the
treatise’s remark on actual infinity; see Fernand van Steenberghen,
Siger dans l’histoire de l’Aristotelisme, vol. 2 of Siger de Brabant
d’apres ses oeuvres inédites (Louvain, 1942), 549. There have been
attempts to justify Mandonnet’s date by con-jectured explanations
of Thomas’s attacking Augustinians at the time of the
controversies with the Averroïsts (conjectured explanations
including my own, in my efforts to understand Man-donnet’s
position): for references see my “Rejecting Mandonnet’s Dating
of St. Thomas’s De aeternitate mundi,” 765 n. 4. The latest
important reassertion of Mandonnet’s date (and, again by
implication, of his assessment of Thomas’s statement regarding
actual infinity) comes from the Leonine editors of De Aeternitate
Mundi (Commissionis leoninae, vol. 43), who favor his date as
“based on the historical setting”; for pertinent references and a
reply to the Leonine editors see my article just cited.


 B) “Jamieson”


	Classed as “Jamieson” would be, first of all, James F.
Anderson; see his The Cause of Being (St. Louis and London:
Herder, 1952), chap. 4, “The Actual Infinite …”. The relative
completeness of his selection of texts will not surprise those who
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know him as a former student of that masterful teacher Fr. Gerald
Phelan. Others under “Jamieson” are G. LaMountain, “The
Concept of the Infinite in the Philosophy of St. Thomas,” The
Thomist 19 (1956): 312-38; T. Gilby, O.P., ed., “Introduction,”
in Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, vol. 8 (Blackfriars
translation; London: Eyre & Spottiswoode; New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967); and A.-D. Sertillanges, O.P., L’idee de creation (Paris,
1945), 35. Jacques Maritain could be ranged in this group as a
passive participant (cf. the end of section II.C, supra). We are
reminded of Anderson’s virtual acknowledgment of difficulties in
his interpretation when Gilby says, “St. Thomas seems to have
been in two minds about a multitude actually infinite” (Gilby,
“Introduction,” 84a); see also Sertillanges, “Sur cette question de
la possibilité d’un infini actuel, saint Thomas semble avoir hésité
toute sa vie.” See also Anderson, The Cause of Being, 95-96 and
101-2.


	Anderson’s chapter is noteworthy as constituting the most
thorough and profound study to fall under “Jamieson” (and,
indeed, to be found among all those we discuss). In any case
others, not Anderson, hold two of the points that are
“Jamieson’s” (see above, note 8): (1) that Thomas was rather
favorable towards the possibility of an actual infinity and (2) that
the statement on actual infinity from De Aeternitate Mundi is
particularly impor-tant. We may add, obliquely regarding the
latter, that Anderson found the statement difficult or troubling. So
has Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., according to a letter he wrote me in
the 1970s. The difficulty largely disappears, I believe, if we regard
De Aeternitate Mundi as an early work, rather closely related to
the commentary on the Sentences.


 C) “McLeod”


	“McLeod” is primarily Peter Marc, O.S.B. Reviewers have
thrown enough cold water on his work, overall. For example, see
Rassegna di letteratura thomistica 2 (1970): esp. 53-56; the
reviewer concludes: “Aucun des arguments proposés pour changer
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la chronologie traditionelle de la ScG [ne] nous semble être
valide.” However, Dom Marc’s tendency to use the statement on
an actual infinity as a means of dating De Aeternitate Mundi as a
late writing has appeared again in the late James Weisheipl, O.P.;
see his “The Date and Context of Aquinas’ De Aeternitate Mundi,”
 in L. P. Gerson, ed., Graceful Reason: Essays Presented to Joseph
Owens, C.Ss.R. (Toronto, 1983), 248. But it had appeared in
Professor Anton Antweiler, too: Die Anfangslösigkeit der Welt
nach Thomas von Aquin und Kant (Trier, 1961), 105. Antweiler
saw the statement as falling in with Thomas’s late teaching,
notably in Quodlibet 12; he had slipped into Père Mandonnet’s
error, however, of invoking the “argument pro” of the quodlibet
while disregarding the “argument contra.” The latter
predominates over the former: as we have seen, on the “pro” side
actual infinity would be possible in itself, but on the “contra” side
it is impossible, finally, because it would violate the Creator’s way
of acting.





APPENDIX 2


 
Our interpretation of Thomas on actual infinity and the
violation of the Creator’s wisdom entails a problem that we have,
to a great extent, simply bypassed. For Thomas, God’s being able
to know any supposed actual infinity by no means necessarily
implies that such a creation could be reconciled with his wisdom.
That is true for three reasons (besides the obvious lack of identity
between the idea of God’s wisdom and that of his knowledge).
One of them we have considered in the text of our study: crea-tion, to conform to God’s wisdom, must in some way conform to
creaturely intellects.	But we have neglected these other two.


	(1) A Scriptural Reason. As Thomas reads Scripture, God’s
creating according to his wisdom extends to his creating strictly
“in … measure” (Wisdom 11:20; see STh I, q. 7, a. 4, sc: “in
pondere, numero, et mensura”).
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	The medievals interpreted Scripture in a manner that was, in
the end—notwithstanding the famous allegorical and anagogical
interpretations, etc.—very literal. And Thomas, despite his superi-ority to his contemporaries in insight, penetration, balance, and
tendency towards modernity as a scriptural commentator, by no
means entirely escaped their literalness. He would expect the
world to conform almost rigidly to “the balance, number, and the
rule.” (The Vulgate version of the passage has them in the reverse
order: “in mensura, numero, et pondere”; cf. Douay-Rheims,
“Thou hast ordered all things in measure, and number, and
weight.”) Where does that leave the modern Thomist? We can
scarcely expect him to continue in the same line, for he is brought
up on whole new schools of scriptural interpretation.


	(2) A Related Philosophical Reason. Granted that the Creator is
supremely wise, and must create in a wise manner, creative
wisdom was defined about as narrowly as under the scriptural
reason above. True, the modern Thomist must acknowledge that
the material creation, not only the spiritual, reflects the divine
wisdom. Thomas’s envisaging of the material creation differs
markedly, nevertheless, from the modern Thomist’s. For the
medievals as for the ancient Greeks, the cosmos was orderly,
much as it appeared to common sense. Their scientists had an idea
of the vastness of the universe, but no idea of the massive changes
that occur in the universe and of the enormous lengths of time
consumed in those changes; even species of plants and animals
seemed very permanent to them. They were familiar with the
predictability of eclipses, for example, and could project calendars
into the future; they observed the relative regularity of the return
of the constellations, but they had no idea how relative, in more
senses than one, that regularity really was. Thomists nowadays,
however, have new-fangled knowledge which they must integrate
into their conception of the Creator’s wisdom. They are brought
up, again, on whole new schools of thoughts: for example, on
ideas of “indeterminacy” or “uncertainty” in the micro- and
macrospheres, of stupendous explosions that make up cosmic
events and processes, on theories of chaos, of evolution by natural
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selection (or such sub-theories, variant or not, as that of cladism,
or of punctuated equilibrium) and the rest.


	Such considerations have led to our disregarding, for the most
part, the other two reasons. We have wished to present a
doctrinal picture acceptable to modern Thomists.(28)






	 



[bookmark: N_1_]1.   Tom Bukowski (1928-2002) was my close friend, going back to student days ca 1954-57
at the Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies and University of Toronto Graduate
Philosophy program. It was there that he started his studies of Thomas on the eternity of the
world, when Ignatius Eschmann, O.P., held a seminar on Thomas’s opuscula, and Tom drew
the De aeternitate mundi as his assignment. Already at that time, his study of vocabulary and
such led him to judge that that work of Thomas’s was not, as had been said, a late work, but
rather seemed to have much in common with the Commentary on the Sentences treatment
of the topic. He went off to teach before finishing his doctorate, but eventually completed
his studies in Strasbourg, France, where in 1972 he presented a dissertation entitled: “Le
problème de l’éternité du monde au XIIIième siècle parisien.” Subsequently he worked
outside of academia, but he kept up his interest in mediaeval studies and published a series
of articles close to his original interest, all of which I would recommend to readers of The
Thomist (a list is appended at the end of the article). The present article he left unpublished
at the time of his death, and thus it does not have his personal imprimatur. I decided, in
consultation with his family, to send it to The Thomist.—Lawrence Dewan, O.P., Dominican
College of Philosophy and Theology, Ottawa, Canada. 

[bookmark: N_2_]2.   On the finally insuperable problems see below (e.g., section II.D). Much that we say here
in our text would need to be qualified in the particular case of angels.


	In holding that an actual infinity is possible in itself, Thomas does, of course, go beyond
Aristotle; see below, esp. our treatment of his comments on III Physics, ch. 5, 204bff. (where
we mention that he benevolently interprets Aristotle’s anti-infinity arguments as merely
“dialectical”).


	Concerning our point that a created actual infinity “probably” could not fail to conform
to God’s wisdom per se, doubts are perhaps likely; the question requires more research. And
we must concede that we are selecting here (note our saying “at least under this aspect”) one
aspect of Thomas’s idea of God’s wisdom, to the neglect of other aspects. See Appendix 2.


[bookmark: N_3_]3.   Aquinas, De Ente et Essentia, c. 5; for a possible qualification, however, see STh I, q. 50,
a. 2, ad 4. Angels are important for the historian of philosophy to study in Thomas because
his discussion of them sheds great light on many of his philosophical ideas. They cannot
“equal God” because of a limitation that would belong to any creature, infinite or not; their
essence is potential with respect to their own act of being (a question of the potency of
essentia to esse) while the essence of God is entirely in act—actual and in no way
potential—in all respects.


	Evidently we could not here, if we had the competence, go into all the shades, graces,
stages, and areas of infinity that one would need to discuss for full treatment’s sake. But it
may be noted that another example of a potential, rather than actual, infinity would be a
Nietzschean eternal return. It would not be actual, of course, because of its successive stages.
(It would be none the less impossible on Thomas’s Aristotelian view, on which our earth
could contain only species that would be eternal—not individuals, qua earthly, which are
strictly passing.)


	A rather recent article on the question of “actually infinite multitudes” in Thomas was
Charles J. Kelly, “Circularity and Contradiction in Aquinas’ Rejection of Actually Infinite
Multitudes,” Modern Schoolman 61 (1983-84): 73-100. Kelly deals almost exclusively with
infinite causal series. These are a subject that is crucial in Thomas’s proofs for the existence
of God, and in that respect Kelly contends that Thomas is guilty of lapses in logic. The
question of infinite causes (“essentially ordered,” which are the only kind that matter in
Kelly’s context) has more to do with causality than with infinity; we shall not study it here.
But see footnote 15 below. 

[bookmark: N_4_]4.   In a Thomistic context the “barely conceivable blob” that we mention above would
remain impossible, if only for metaphysical reasons.


	It ought to be noted that infinite universes, if possible physically, would nevertheless,
count, along with our own, as one universe in Thomas’s philosophy of nature. For him as for
Aristotle the universe is one practically by definition, and on his own view it would remain
so even though, apart from metaphysics or not, one should allow that “infinite universes” (in
the sense intended) could exist.


	As for the lack of real empirical verifiability, whatever the advantages of conceptuality,
let us make no mistake: it would be considered a drawback by Thomas as it would be, I
believe, by most moderns. 

[bookmark: N_5_]5.    “Non repugnat potentiae Dei absolute [facere aliquid infinitum in actu], quia non
implicat contradictionem” (Quodl. 12, q. 2, a. 2). 

[bookmark: N_6_]6.   “McLeod” is primarily Peter Marc, O.S.B., and all our remarks about the dating of the
Summa contra Gentiles apply only to him (although there were some who agreed with his
dating at least when it was broached). Regarding two or three others who have agreed with
Dom Marc on other points that concern us, and for pertinent references, see section C of
Appendix 1. 

[bookmark: N_7_]7.   “A great thesis of his career” applies to Dom Peter Marc’s work alone. It is extremely
probable, and is now held by practically all concerned, that the Summa contra Gentiles dates
from the early 1260s and thus is not among Thomas’s late works. 

[bookmark: N_8_]8.   For a fuller treatment, see Appendix 1.


[bookmark: N_9_]9.   In the case of the other theses, there is a rather clear “main proponent.” In the case of
“Jamieson,” Anderson is the main proponent only as regards the supposition—actually
crucial—that the texts can be interpreted, for practical purposes, as if they were
contemporaneous. He does not hold other points that make up the thesis: for example, that
the statement from the De Aeternitate Mundi is of great weight, and that Thomas rather
approved of the possibility of an actual infinity (see section B of Appendix 1).


	As for Jones, in saying that he did not examine enough texts we make an assumption: the
study of the chronology of the De Aeternitate Mundi demands a good deal of time and effort
(see section A of Appendix 1). 

[bookmark: N_10_]10.   See II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 5, ad 3 and 6 to the objections sed contra. This phrase “has not
been demonstrated” is, of course, parallel to the statement in the De Aeternitate Mundi of
which “Jones” made much. But a remark needs to be made here about those who fall under
“Smith” and “McLeod”: they all overlooked or neglected that particular parallel relationship
of the De Aeternitate Mundi to the Commentary on the Sentences (cf. note 17, below).


[bookmark: N_11_]11.    ScG II, c. 81.


[bookmark: N_12_]12.   In fact, Thomas’s first change in interpretation of Aristotle on actual infinity, after the
Summa contra Gentiles, consists of ceasing to depend on Moses Maimonides’ interpretation
on the particular point concerned, and of reading Aristotle as entirely opposed to actual
infinity. Later, after writing the Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae, he will change his own
interpretation of Aristotle, seeing him as more favorable towards actual infinity.


	On Thomas’s speaking in the person of the philosophers in the Commentary on the
Sentences, see his brief introductory paragraph to the replies to objections sed contra in II
Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 5. 

[bookmark: N_13_]13.    See below, section II.D.


[bookmark: N_14_]14.    Quodl. 9, q. 1, a. un. Cf. STh I, q. 7, a. 4: ” Omnem multitudinem oportet esse in aliqua
specie multitudinis. Species autem multitudinis sunt secundum species numerorum. Nulla
autem species numeri est infinita: quia quilibet numerus est multitudo mensurata per unum.
Unde impossibile est esse multitudinem infinitam actu.” 

[bookmark: N_15_]15.    STh I, q. 7, a. 4: “Multitudo in rerum natura existens est creata: et omne creatum sub
aliqua certa intentione creantis comprehenditur: non enim in vanum agens aliquod operatur.
Unde necesse est quod sub certo numero omnia creata comprehendantur. Impossibile [igitur]
est esse multitudinem infinitam in actu.”


	When Thomas says that no cause (agens) acts without purpose, he means, of course any
cause qua cause, not acting accidentally. But when the phrase “per accidens” appears in his
text, right after our quoted words, it does not mean “accidentally” as we have just used it;
rather, it refers to a series of causes that are “ordered accidentally.” That is, their very
causality does not depend directly on the causality of the previous cause in the series: for
example, the offspring of animals generating further offspring, as opposed to, say, the arm
and hand moving the hammer, but being moved by muscular action, nerve action, the brain.
The latter is a series ordered essentially for, after the first, each cause in the series depends
for its causality on the very causality of the previous one. 

[bookmark: N_16_]16.   The De Aeternitate Mundi is regarded as late by many Thomists, probably most, though
by no means all. I have been attempting, over the years, to persuade those concerned of its
early dating, and believe someone (someone persistent!) will finally succeed in doing so. Its
dating is not crucial to the main points we seek to make in the present study.


	If the dating of the treatise as late seems to resist being dislodged, it is by some principle
akin to “Possession is nine-tenths of the law.” The dating is mainly due to the pioneering
chronological studies of Pierre Mandonnet, who actually offered little or no evidence for it:
see my “Rejecting Mandonnet’s Dating of St. Thomas’s De Aeternitate Mundi,” Gregorianum
71 (1990): 763-75.


	Note that the treatise’s position vis-à-vis actual infinity is a feature (among many) that
indicates an early date of origin. 

[bookmark: N_17_]17.   Cf. the end of note 3, above, and see note 15 on accidentally and essentially ordered
series of causes. 

[bookmark: N_18_]18.   In the Sentences Thomas speaks in the person of the philosophers, not in his own; in
that sense he avoids commitment, and the passage in De Veritate echoes the attitude of the
Sentences. In the Summa contra Gentiles (II, c. 38) he follows practically the same pattern as
in the Sentences, telling how the philosophers would react to the argument of “infinite souls.”
(See below, where we deal with De Unitate Intellectus and the question of the impossibility
of an infinite number of human souls.) 

[bookmark: N_19_]19.   The statement “It has not yet been proved …” substitutes for the position of the
philosophers that Thomas recorded in his Sentences (see note 10 above), in particular the
position attributed by his contemporaries to Algazel and agreed on by Maimonides, that an
infinity of spiritual things like human souls is possible: that is, that its impossibility has not
been proved. 

[bookmark: N_20_]20.   There is a point to note with regard to “contravening Aristotle’s principles”. Early in
the Summa Theologiae, as we have seen, Thomas has given two reasons against an actual
infinity: (1) the conformity of multitude and magnitude to Aristotelian standards, and (2) the
way in which the Creator, the cause of universal being, acts—namely, through intellect and
wisdom. As we have indicated, he would soon give up reason (1). Does that mean he would
no longer form any objection to actual infinity in terms of contravening Aristotle’s principles?
By no means. For him reason (2), no less than (1), would be Aristotelian (as well as
scriptural). Thomas considers Aristotle, and Plato, to have held a doctrine of an intellectual
cause of universal being. And reason (2) continues to apply, in Quodlibet 12 and, as we know
from the crucial omission noted here in our text, in De Unitate Intellectus.


[bookmark: N_21_]21.   See J. Maritain, Approches de Dieu (Paris: Alsatia, 1953), 49-50 n. 6.


[bookmark: N_22_]22.   We have made what amount to insertions in Thomas’s text (not opposed to its spirit,
we hope!), namely, the elements of “respect for finite, creaturely wisdom” and “at least finite
wisdom.” The question implied here is how these three views apply: (1) divine wisdom
viewed scripturally as acting “in … measure” (cf. STh I, q. 7, a. 4, “Sed contra est quod
dicitur Sap. xi: omnia in pondere, numero et mensura disposuisti”; all things are ordered “by
weight, number, and measure”); (2) divine, infinite wisdom viewed as reflected and imaged
in finite wisdom and therefore known to act “in … measure” just as finite wisdom does; (3)
divine wisdom viewed as respecting finite wisdom and intellect. All three of these reasons may
apply. It is most likely, a priori, that all three do: a consideration of the medieval mentality,
of Thomas’s in particular, would lead us to that conclusion. But see Appendix 2.


[bookmark: N_23_]23.   Whether he has changed consciously or unconsciously is a question I do not undertake
to decide. I am inclined to think it would be consciously—despite his being, like the typical
medieval, a remarkably “unconscious” writer. 

[bookmark: N_24_]24.   There is a brief passage in Thomas’s Commentary on the Metaphysics (XI, lect. 10
[Cathala no. 2327ff., esp. no. 2329]) which reflects, essentially, the position of In III Phys.


[bookmark: N_25_]25.   These arguments fall under the purview of the historian of science; one must regard
them as theoretically empirical rather than philosophical (i.e., as “positive”—with apologies
to the shade of Auguste Comte). But just below in our text “scientific” means
“philosophically demonstrative.” 

[bookmark: N_26_]26.   That single evil ought to be enough to repel the modern Thomist. For Thomas himself
there were, no doubt, additional evils (see Appendix 2). 

[bookmark: N_27_]27.   We have spoken in this study from the standpoint of Thomas’s metaphysics and
philosophy of nature. Where magnitude is concerned, Thomas would still have a way to deny
the possibility of an infinite magnitude per se in theoretical physics. He argues from the
Aristotelian doctrine of the “natural motion” of bodies, both straight and circular (e.g., STh
I, q. 7, a. 3). “Modern” theories of the inertia of bodies were to begin before 1300, in the first
decades after Thomas’s death, with the “impetus” theory. We thus barely miss knowing what
his final word on the physics of infinite magnitude in itself might have been. For the rest the
modern Thomist ought to think, it seems, of the modern theories much as Thomas would
have thought, presumably, of theories of “natural motion”: they are no more profound than
what is needed to save the appearances. 
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No patristic theologian has had a greater impact on Western
Christianity than St. Augustine of Hippo. Wherever one goes in Western Christian
intellectual tradition Augustine has been there already and has often laid the
foundations for further reflection on the topics he addressed. One facet of St.
Augustine’s wide-ranging thought that has proved to be foundational for Western
Christianity is his theology of marriage and sexuality. David Hunter has aptly
written, “No Christian writer has exerted greater influence on the
development of the Western theology of marriage than Augustine.”(1)

The popular view is that Augustine has
bequeathed to Western Christianity a highly negative view of conjugal life. Much
modern scholarship has criticized Augustine for a supposed negative view of
human sexuality and consequently a deficient view of marriage and marital love.(2)
Several scholars have accused Augustine of 




  
  

  


page
344



being opposed to sexual attraction,
sexual intercourse, and sexual pleasure.(3) Some
claim that his view of sexuality may even have been tainted with latent
Manichaeism.(4) Others have accused him of
maintaining a functionalist view of sexual intercourse according to which the
conjugal act is legitimated only by procreation and has no value as an
expression of love between the spouses.(5)

However, a number of scholars have
pointed out positive aspects of Augustine’s theology of marriage.(6)
In particular, several 
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have noted the importance of
friendship and love in Augustine’s theology of marriage,(7)
highlighting a more personalist dimension of his thought on marriage than he is
often given credit for. Building on this scholarship, I have argued that the
three goods of marriage that Augustine delineated (procreation, fidelity, and
the sacrament) are inseparable aspects of marital love that present us with at
least a limited analog to the love of the Trinity.(8)
I have also argued that Augustine’s writings on marriage should be read in light
of his Trinitarian theology, in which we find some of his most deeply held
theological convictions.(9) In the present
article, I wish to show how Augustine’s theology of the Trinity provides a means
for elaborating his vision of conjugal love, since for Augustine the life of the
Trinity is the source of all true love, including the love between spouses.
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I maintain that Augustine articulates
sound principles and perennial insights for understanding and living out the
mystery of married love in all its facets. Furthermore, I believe that a
contextualized reading of Augustine’s works on marriage shows us that spouses
are called in their conjugal love to participate in the divine order of love. An
indispensable part of this context is his Trinitarian theology. Although
Augustine himself did not draw an explicit link between his theology of the
Trinity and his theology of marriage,(10) we can
allow these different strands of Augustine’s thought to inform each other, and
thus arrive at a more complete picture of conjugal love. In particular, implied
and in many ways assumed in Augustine’s writings is a vision of conjugal love
that is nourished by and participates in the mystery of Trinitarian love. This
vision applies to all areas of conjugal life, including the spouses’ conjugal
embrace. Thus, Augustine shows modern man that sex is for more than mere
pleasure. The conjugal embrace is called to participate in divine love.

I.
AUGUSTINE ON SEXUAL DESIRE

In order to understand God’s design
for sex and marriage, Augustine referred to man’s prelapsarian state as outlined
in the Book of Genesis. Augustine held that before the Fall all human passions
and emotions would have been ordered according to the ordinance of reason and
would have been subject to the control of the will. Adam and Eve would have
experienced sexual desire as completely subject to the control of their reason
and will.(11) 
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Peter Brown says that, according to
Augustine, “In Adam and Eve’s first state, sexual desire was not absent,
but it coincided perfectly with the conscious will: it would have introduced no
disruptive element into the clear serenity of their marriage.”(12)
Augustine saw that this condition changed radically after the Fall: a comparison
of Genesis 2:25 and Genesis 3:7 shows that Adam and Eve only experienced shame
at their nakedness after the Fall.(13)

It is crucial to realize that
Augustine maintained that in our present fallen state our passions tend towards
disorder as an effect of original sin—a sin which he did not see as
having been motivated by sexual attraction.(14)
The first sin of humanity was an act of disobedience to God, and as a result of
it men’s and women’s desires no longer obey them without effort. Rupturing the
original order of God’s creation has resulted in an interior disorder for man.(15)
Augustine saw sexual lust as a prime example of the disorder present in
humanity’s postlapsarian desires,(16) evidence
of the fact that when Adam and Eve ceased fully to obey God’s will out of love
their desires ceased fully to obey their own wills.(17)
It is for this reason that Augustine refused to give unqualified praise to
sexuality as humanity now experiences it.(18)
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In discussing the state of fallen
humanity Augustine wrote at length about different forms of desire or
concupiscence,(19) among which he included
carnal concupiscence (concupiscentia carnis). The idea of
carnal concupiscence, or desire of the flesh, comes from Galatians 5:17, where
St. Paul speaks of the flesh lusting against the spirit. Augustine used this
term to refer to the tendency of all our sensitive appetites, including sexual
desire, to escape the control of reason.(20) In
his disputes with his Pelagian adversary, Julian of Eclanum, Augustine took
great pains to distinguish between carnal concupiscence that consists of a
disordered desire for any sensual pleasure (including sexual lust) and sexuality
as such with its attendant pleasure: “You do not know, or pretend not to
know that the quality, the usefulness, and the
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necessity of sensation through a sense
of the body are not the same as lust [libidinem] for this
sensation.”(21) He clearly distinguishes
between sensual pleasure and carnal concupiscence (carnis concupiscentiam)
that includes sexual lust when he says that “pleasure can also be honest… it is concupiscence of the flesh or lust [libidinem] which
is shameful.”(22) This statement alone is
enough to show that Augustine did not have an inherent bias against sexual
pleasure. It is true that he commented little on how this pleasure contributes
to or factors into a couple’s relationship, but this is a modern preoccupation
that Augustine should not be faulted for failing to address.

Julian of Eclanum tended to equate
carnal concupiscence, sexual lust, and sensual pleasure, and therefore he
refused to admit that carnal concupiscence and sexual lust were results of the
Fall. Instead, Julian maintained that carnal concupiscence was necessary in
order for procreation to take place and thus held that it is a naturally good
part of the human condition.(23) In contrast to
Julian, Augustine notes that in this life sexual intercourse is never completely
free of the disordered effects of carnal concupiscence.(24)
It is this insight—that human sexual desire is now such that it resists the
control of reason and will—that causes many modern theologians and others to
revile Augustine.

On this point Augustine can be faulted
for not properly distinguishing between an act directed by reason and
an act performed according to reason.(25)
Saint Thomas Aquinas would 
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later make such a distinction,
pointing out that certain acts, like sleeping, although they are not directed by
reason at every moment can be entered into according to reason.(26)
This same distinction would apply to the act of sexual intercourse, which
although subject to emotional and physical reactions and responses that are not
directed by reason can still be undertaken according to reason. However, even
though Augustine failed to make this distinction, surely his insight regarding
the tendency of fallen sexual desire to resist the control of reason and will
deserves to be acknowledged. Such an acknowledgment could go a long way to
cultivating a more realistic view of sex in a day and age that is obsessed with
sex, encourages satisfying any and all sexual desires, and manufactures
unrealistic expectations surrounding the satisfaction of these desires. 



 



II.
A GOOD CONCUPISCENCE OF



MARRIAGE
AND SEXUAL INTERCOURSE

While Augustine wrote more frequently
about negative forms of concupiscience, toward the end of his life, in his
debates with Julian of Eclanum, he also posited several types of positive
concupiscible desire, such as a natural desire for spiritual goods (concupiscentia
spiritus),(27) including the goods of
wisdom (concupiscentia sapientiae)(28)
and happiness (concupiscentia beatitudinis).(29)
He even allowed for the possibility that a good type of carnal concupiscence or
desire of the flesh could have existed in paradise, one that would have followed
the dictates of the wills of the first spouses.(30)
He also spoke of a good 




  
  

  


page
351



concupiscence (bona
concupiscentia) in marriage that sublimates the desire for sensual pleasure
to the desire for offspring.(31)

In Epistula 6*, a letter from
late in his life, Augustine posits the possibility of a good carnal
concupiscence:

Therefore this concupiscence of the flesh, if it existed in paradise so
that by means of it children were begotten to fulfill the blessing of marriage
by the multiplication of human beings, was not the same kind of carnal
concupiscence we experience now, when its movements covet indifferently what is
licit and illicit… . But if concupiscence had existed in paradise, it would
have to be of a different type, in which the flesh would never have lusted
against the spirit [Gal 5:17].(32)

In this same letter Augustine speaks of a “concupiscence of
marriage” (concupiscentia nuptiarum) that would have existed in
paradise to maintain the peaceful love of the spouses.(33)
Regarding this concupiscence of marriage Augustine writes, “What Catholic
would call the carnal desire present in marriage [concupiscentiam nuptiarum]
the work of the devil, since by means of it the human race would have been
propagated even if no one had sinned.”(34)
He goes on to distinguish several aspects of this concupiscence of marriage:

Because of this error they [the Pelagians] do not distinguish the
concupiscence associated with marriage, i.e. the concupiscence of conjugal
purity, concupiscence for the legitimate engendering of children, or the
concupiscence of the social bond by which each sex is tied to the other, from
the concupiscence of the flesh which hankers after the illicit as well as the
licit indifferently and through the concupiscence of marriage which uses it well
is restrained from the illicit and permitted only the licit.(35)





What is significant about this passage is that each aspect of the marital
concupiscence that Augustine is delineating represents a desire for one of the
goods of marriage that he distinguished:
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offspring (proles), fidelity (fides), and the sacrament (sacramentum).(36)
The “concupiscence of conjugal purity” appears to represent the good
of fidelity by signifying a desire for exclusive union in which each spouse
supports the other, body and soul. The “concupiscence for the legitimate
engendering of children” is obviously a reference to the good of
procreation. Finally, the “concupiscence of the social bond by which each
sex is tied to the other” would seem to be a reference to the desire for
the indissoluble sacramental bond of marriage which binds the spouses together
and provides the basis for society.

It is significant that Augustine sees
each of these three desires as constitutive of the desire for marriage
(“the concupiscence associated with marriage”). He illustrates that
the three goods of marriage are really not separable goods, but are instead
together the triune good that is marriage.(37)
To desire marriage means to desire its triune good with this threefold
concupiscence of marriage. One who desires marriage cannot separate any of the
three goods from marriage. To attempt to do so would be to desire something
other than marriage.

Further, it is noteworthy that the
threefold desire for marriage that Augustine proposes in Epistula 6*
can be seen to refer simultaneously to the desire for sexual intercourse.
Regarding the passage from this letter quoted above, Donald Burt posited,
“In all of these cases ‘concupiscence’ represents the desires of a spirit
in a body and in at least two of them (the desire for procreation and the desire
for union of the spouses) it involves a sexual desire which clearly is not
disreputable.”(38) I would go further to
say that 
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all three aspects of this desire for
marriage can be seen as referring to sexual desire if one sees the
“concupiscence of conjugal purity” as referring to the upright desire
for sexual union wherein the spouses render faithfully to each other, and to no
one else, the conjugal debt according to the virtue of chastity.(39)

III.
THE CONJUGAL EMBRACE AT THE SERVICE OF

CONJUGAL
LOVE





It should not go unnoticed that, by delineating a threefold concupiscence of
marriage that simultaneously refers to the three goods of marriage and
the desire for sexual intercourse, Augustine places sexual relations within the
context of the triune good of marriage. The logic of Augustine’s thought
suggests that sexual intercourse and sexual desire must simultaneously be at the
service of procreation, fidelity, and indissolubility. The sexuality and the
sexual desires of spouses are to serve the triune good of marriage whose essence
is a special type of loving friendship.(40)

Thus Augustine “refutes in
advance those who say that only in modern times has marital intercourse been
seen in relation to conjugal love and the interpersonal relationship of
spouses.”(41) Furthermore, he seems to be
saying that the friendship from which marriage and sexual intercourse draw their
meaning is integrally tied to the propagation of the human race, that is,
children. This propagation of the human race as a service to the loving
friendship of family and society can only take place within the faithful and
indissoluble union of marriage. Thus, we see Augustine insinuating that the
three goods of marriage he delineates are in fact one triune good, distinct but
inseparable 
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aspects of conjugal love. If any one
of these three elements is deliberately removed, then the good that is marriage
no longer exists. The rightful delight of sexual intercourse is that which
“comes from one’s love reaching out to the beloved spouse and the hoped for
child.”(42)

This means that there can be no
conflict between a truly upright desire for sexual intercourse and any of the
three goods of marriage. Against those who claim that Augustine saw a conflict
between love and procreation it should be noted, as John Connery has pointed
out, that for Augustine the issue was rather a conflict between a desire for
sexual pleasure and procreation.(43) Augustine
did not see the sexual impulse, sexual intercourse, or the pleasure attendant
upon sexual intercourse as being opposed to conjugal love as long as they remain
ordered to the natural end of marital intercourse, which is children. The
beginning of De bono coniugali makes it clear that “society,
springing from the primitive friendship of man and woman, is continued in
children—not just from their association in love and friendship but from their
sexual relationship, or physical intimacy, within the context of such
friendship.”(44)

It must be admitted that Augustine did
not write explicitly about how marital intercourse or the pleasure associated
with it can enhance marital affection or the interpersonal communion between
spouses. However, if for Augustine the context of sexual activity is a union
typified by conjugal friendship, then logically he would have presupposed that
any use of sexual intercourse would serve this love. His comments on restricting
the excesses of sexual desire should be seen as ways in which he saw sexuality
deviating from the fullness of love. His silence in elaborating any further
relationship between sexual intercourse and marital love is simply silence.
Furthermore, this silence is understandable when one realizes that Augustine’s
comments about sexual intercourse and sexual desire are circumscribed by his
debate with Julian of Eclanum over original sin and its effects. The issues of 
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this debate did not require Augustine
explicitly to address how sexual intercourse factors into conjugal love.
Regardless of this silence, Augustine was not opposed to sexual intercourse, nor
did he preclude it from being an expression of conjugal love. With regard to
sexuality Augustine was very clear that it is a good creation of God.(45)
He also believed all fallen emotions and passions, including sexual desire, to
be good in themselves, but maintained that these desires need to exist in a
framework ordered by love.(46) Augustine was
opposed to the satisfaction of emotions and passions in the pursuit of pleasure
as an end in itself and apart from love.(47)
Such a pursuit would render the spouse an object of use, used as a means to
achieving the end of sexual pleasure. Augustine saw that this pursuit is
ultimately selfish, shows disregard for the spouse, is opposed to love of both
God and neighbor, and as such constitutes abuse.

Augustine did not deny that love or
conjugal pleasure is proper to spouses.(48)
Instead, his point is that “to love one’s spouse means to love as a human
being, body and soul, the body and soul of one’s beloved.”(49)
That he included love of the body in marital friendship is evident when he says,
“holy, therefore, are the bodies of married people who remain faithful to
themselves and to the Lord.”(50) The fact
that Augustine was not opposed to sexual pleasure in this body-soul love of
spouses is evident when he says 
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that “pleasure is a necessary
accompaniment … of sexual intercourse with a view to procreation.”(51)
Augustine did not forbid spouses to experience or even to enjoy sexual pleasure,
as long as this pleasure is not sought as an end in itself and as long as the
conjugal embrace is engaged in while respecting its natural purpose. In Contra
Iulianum Augustine clearly distinguishes between bodily sensations, which
are necessary and useful, and the lustful desire for these sensations, which is
sinful.(52) Earlier, in De bono coniugali, Augustine
says that the saints of the Old Testament would have experienced a natural
delight from marital intercourse.(53) He
comments on this sexual delight, saying, “For what food is to the health of
man, intercourse is to the health of the race, and both are not without carnal
pleasure, which, however, when modified and put to its natural use with a
controlling temperance, cannot be passion [libido].”(54)
Com-menting on this passage at the end of his life in his Retractationes,
Augustine says that he had made this statement “because the good and right
use of passion [libido] is not passion [libidinis]. For just
as it is evil to use good things in the wrong way, so it is good to use evil
things in the right way.”(55)

According to the logic of Augustine’s
thought, a good and correct use of disordered sexual passion or lust, as a
desire that tends to escape control of reason and will, would be a use that
brings it into the service of love. This use would order the desire 
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for pleasure in service to the triune
good of marriage, supporting spousal friendship and the permanence of the union
through the begetting of children. This is evident in De Genesi ad litteram,
where Augustine comments on the way procreation would have taken place in
Paradise if Adam and Eve had not sinned. He states that in the union of their
bodies “there would be only the devout affection of charity, and not the
concupiscence associated with our corrupt flesh, in the procreation of
children.”(56) He asks,

Why, therefore, may we not assume that the first couple before they
sinned could have given a command to their genital organs for the purpose of
procreation as they did to the other members which the soul is accustomed to
move to perform various tasks without any trouble and without any craving for
pleasure?(57)

In several other places Augustine refers to the ordered
manner in which sexual intercourse would have occurred before the Fall.(58)
Although the chief point of all these passages is that sexual intercourse before
the Fall would have been engaged in only for procreation, one may safely assume
that it also would have occurred within the order of the love and friendship
that characterized the relationship of the primordial spouses.

Augustine did say that spouses who
desire to have sexual intercourse for purposes other than procreating children
are in some respect giving in to carnal concupiscence, seeking sexual pleasure
as an end in itself, and are thus committing a sin.(59)
This is why he says at the beginning of De bono coniugali that children
“are the only worthy fruit, not of the joining of male and female, 
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but of sexual intercourse.”(60)
He has often been vilified for this position because it seems to leave little
room for the conjugal embrace to contribute to the love of spouses. However, it
must be noted that because of the good that marriage is, and in particular
because of the fides and the sacramentum of marriage, this sin
of spouses seeking pleasure in sexual intercourse is, according to Augustine,
only venial.(61) This testifies to the goodness
that Augustine saw in the married state, because “although intercourse
outside marriage is gravely sinful, within lawful marriage, even when passions
run out of control and there is no desire of procreation, it cannot exceed
venial sin.”(62)

Furthermore, Augustine Regan has
pointed out that what Saint Augustine meant by “venial sin” is more
correctly understood as “a moral imperfection” than as a formal sin,
since he had in mind actions that would promote the greatest growth in the
perfection of love between spouses.(63) For
Augustine, a man and a woman (who are not necessarily Christian) are truly
married even if throughout their entire married life they have intercourse
motivated by incontinence instead of for the purpose of pro-creation, as long as
they have intercourse only with each other and they do not avoid procreation
when they have intercourse (attempting to refuse to have children or to prevent
them from 
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being born).(64)
In this case, the carnal concupiscence of the spouses has been channeled by and
serves the bond of fidelity. The pres-ence of disordered sexual desire does not
lead to a condemnation of the sexual intercourse that results.(65)
Augustine saw sexual intercourse, even without an explicit desire for
procreation, in service to spousal fidelity, as a legitimate use of the conjugal
embrace.

Dealing with Augustine’s position that
it is a venial sin to engage in sexual intercourse beyond that necessary for
procreation, David Hunter has focused on Sermo 354A, written around
403-4, shortly after Augustine wrote De bono coniugali.(66)
In this sermon Augustine condemns the adoption of celibacy by one spouse without
the consent of the other. Hunter highlights a nuance of Augustine’s thought on
marriage, noting that Augustine says that a spouse who renders the conjugal debt
when it is demanded by the other spouse, even if children are not sought,
performs an act of charity, mercy, and even continence in the faithful support
of his or her spouse.(67) Thus, Hunter argues
that at least in this “very limited instance” Augustine is proposing
sexual intercourse as an act of love.(68)
Moreover, even the spouse who demands sexual intercourse beyond that necessary
for procreation is guilty of a sin that is a “daily sin” so slight
that it can be remitted by daily recitation of the Lord’s Prayer.(69)
Thus Hunter states:

Within marriage, the inordinate enjoyment of sex (that is, sex apart
from procreation) is taken for granted as a normal (though, to Augustine’s mind,
regrettable) feature of post-lapsarian life, that is, of life under the
influence of concupiscence. While Augustine clearly regards such excess as a
‘sin’ (peccatum) or ‘fault’ (culpa), the degree of the fault,
as these sermons indicate, verges on the insignificant.(70)
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Augustine did fail to see how a couple can be acting according to
reason, without committing “venial sin,” if they engage in sexual
intercourse without an explicit intention to procreate. He distinguished,
however, between a couple who willfully oppose life by distorting an act of
sexual intercourse through an evil device or intention (i.e., contraceptive
intercourse), and a couple who may not directly intend that their act of
intercourse result in a child but nonetheless do not directly oppose the child
coming to be.(71) This second case would include
couples who engage in sexual intercourse even if circumstances beyond their
control (i.e., intercourse during pregnancy, postmenopausal intercourse, or
intercourse during infertile days of a woman’s menstrual cycle) make it
impossible for their act of sexual intercourse to result in the conception of a
child. Augustine qualified the couple in the first case as being guilty of
serious sin while the couple in the second case are guilty of “venial
sin.” However, he failed to note that while the contracepting couple act in
a way that is contrary to reason by acting in a way that is contrary to life,
the other couple acts according to reason, and without moral fault,
because they do nothing that is opposed to or distorts God’s design for sexual
intercourse or the triune good of marriage.

Even though Augustine may be faulted
for requiring an explicit intention to procreate for the ideal use of
sexual intercourse and for not commenting more explicitly on how the conjugal
act can serve conjugal love (outside of the limited instance noted by Hunter
above), he did explicitly acknowledge the service that sexual intercourse
renders to marital fidelity. Thus he saw that sexual intercourse and its
attendant pleasure can be used in such a way as to support and serve one aspect
of spousal friendship and love. Although he believed that the ideal use of
marital intercourse is that which is engaged in with the intention of
procreating, Augustine acknowledged that even marital intercourse pursued out of
incontinence or engaged in without directly intending to conceive a child can
support the bond of fidelity as long as procreation is not purposefully
eliminated from 
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that act by any evil device or
intention.(72) Even in this less ideal instance,
sexual intercourse would be serving spousal fidelity, and also (although not
necessarily with an explicit intention) the totality of the triune good of
marriage.

I contend that everything Augustine
says about the proper use of sexual intercourse within marriage should be viewed
as his attempt to show how the conjugal embrace should serve conjugal love. He
believed that charity would have inspired sexual activity before the Fall and he
saw with great clarity that all spousal friendship increases to the extent that
postlapsarian disordered sexual desire does not intrude into the relationship.(73)
He warned spouses about the effects this disordered desire can have on conjugal
love (caritas coniugalis).(74) In
fact, it was because the marriage of Mary and Joseph was based upon a deep
spiritual love (possessing the fullness of the triune good of marriage)(75)
free of carnal concupiscence, and not primarily because they abstained
from sexual intercourse, that Augustine saw their marriage as the ideal
Christian marriage,(76) possessing the fullness
of conjugal love (caritas coniugalis).(77)

It is true that Augustine counseled
total abstinence in marriage if both spouses agreed to live out this form of
chastity.(78) He gave this counsel because he
thought the “time for embracing” (Esdras 3:5) was over;(79)
because he was encouraging people to embrace, if they could, the higher calling
of celibacy, which is an eschatological sign of how all human beings will exist
in eter-nity;(80) and because in a continent
marriage all of the spouses’ 
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energies are directed toward a chaste
union of souls(81) in prayer(82)
that is ordered towards union with Christ.(83)
Augustine was remaining faithful to his understanding that a union of minds and
wills is more profound and intense than a physical union. He was also remaining
consistent in his understanding that the bodily union of husband and wife is for
this world alone because marriage is a temporal institution. However, he also
saw that marital love increases to the extent that spouses are able to hold
sexual lust in check by periodically forgoing sexual relations.(84)
In fact, he states in De bono coniugali that spouses cannot learn how
to use sexual intercourse well unless they are able through continence not to
avail themselves of it.(85) Thus by counseling
continence, either permanent or periodic, Augustine was counsel-ing spouses on
how to purify and intensify their love.

There is evidence that Augustine saw
the possibility of sexual pleasure flowing from a loving union between spouses,
if brought into the “order of love” (ordo amoris)(86)
according to the virtue of marital chastity. In Sermo 159, written not
before 418, Augustine classifies the pleasure derived from the marital embrace
as licit when he states: “The embraces of husbands and wives are
delightful; so too are those of harlots; the first sort lawfully, the second
unlawfully. So you see, my dearest friends, that our bodily senses provide us
with delights both lawful and unlawful.”(87)
Here, even though Augustine does not describe how the pleasure of 
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sexual union can enhance the loving
union of the spouses, he does explicitly sanction the experience of sexual
pleasure in the lawful embraces of husband and wife.

IV.
MARRIAGE AS HEALING INSTITUTION





Ultimately, Augustine’s comments on sexual desire and lawful sexual pleasure
insinuate that the spouses’ sexuality should be ordered completely towards
serving procreation, fidelity, and the sacrament, which in turn form the triune
structure of the loving friendship of marriage. This is why Augustine says that
even now, “Concupiscence is diminished in ever-increasing ardor of
charity.”(88)
He saw that sexual behavior always had to be subordinated to the loving
friendship that characterizes marriage.(89)
It is not desire in general or sexual desire in particular that is the problem
in the spouses’ realization of marital friendship. The problem is the disorder
of these desires.(90)
Using sexual intercourse to fulfill a selfish desire for pleasure poses an
obstacle to spousal friendship.(91) For Augustine, the virtue of continence, which is
involved in marital chastity, is that gift of God which allows husbands and
wives to resist the disordered impulses associated with fallen sexual desire as
well as other disordered desires.(92) Thus, God’s grace always plays a part in the human
struggle against the concupiscence of the flesh.(93)

According to the logic of Augustine’s
thought, the threefold good concupiscence of marriage that he outlined in Epistula
6*, which places the desire for sexual intercourse in the context of the
three goods of Christian marriage, can help spouses to overcome the effects of
disordered carnal concupiscence. In Christian 
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marriage carnal concupiscence is
confined to a permanent union (the effect of the sacramentum) and
can be directed towards serving the goods of procreation (proles) and
fidelity (fides),(94) according to the
virtue of conjugal chastity.(95) This is what
Augustine means when he says that marriage makes good use of the evil of carnal
concupiscence,(96) or that marriage is a cure or
remedy for the vice of incontinence.(97) He saw
Christian marriage as a healing institution not primarily because it provides a
legitimate outlet for sexual concupiscence but because it offers motivation for
its control,(98) and empowers the couple in this
effort. Benedict Ashley has explained quite succinctly that when Augustine spoke
of controlling concupiscence as one of the goods of marriage,

This must be understood not merely in a negative sense, that the married
need not seek sexual satisfaction outside of marriage, but in the positive sense
that the Sacrament enables the married couple to acquire the virtue of chastity
as the holy and humanly fulfilling use of God’s gift of sexuality.(99)






Likewise, John Hugo has said: 





The need for a
“remedy for concupiscence,” a phrase so offensive to modern ears, is
but an implicit acknowledgment of the effects of original sin in all the
activities of men, not a derogation of marriage. The “remedy” is
itself a form of mutual aid intended to restore conjugal love to its divinely
intended purposes.(100)






And we must remember that for Augustine the divinely intended purpose of all
love is a participation in divine life.

At this point I will examine what Augustine said about the nature of love and
attempt to demonstrate how he himself
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provides us with the tools to elaborate his theology of conjugal love. In
many respects I will be following the lead of Peter Brown, who said:

It is the joy of Augustine scholarship precisely that it is possible to
discover what Augustine might have said, but chose not to say; and it is the
urgent need of the modern study of his thought to insist that the careful
reconstruction of what Augustine could have said, refused to say, and finally,
chose to say are infinitely to be preferred to those many attempts (by writers
of all persuasions) to tell the deeply thoughtful, but determined, old bishop of
Hippo what he should have said.(101)

V. THE NATURE OF LOVE AS
PARTICIPATION IN DIVINE LIFE

Love is a central theme in the thought of St. Augustine. Tarsicius J. van
Bavel has noted that Augustine addresses love more often than any other theme;
yet, van Bavel contends that the theme of love is often overlooked in
Augustine’s anthropology.(102) This is an
unfortunate oversight since for Augustine, “Love is the profoundest thing
one can say of the human being.”(103) For
Augustine, “Love alone differentiates human beings, for … a person ‘is’
what he or she loves.”(104)

Augustine provided several
complementary definitions of love.(105) In De
diversis quaestionibus octaginta tribus he states that 
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it is a type of motion (motus)(106)
or appetite (appetitus),(107) which
“is nothing other than to desire something for its own sake.”(108)
This highest virtue seeks the eternal happiness of the one loved without
expecting anything in return.(109) In De
Trinitate he says:

in this question concerning the Trinity and the knowledge of God,
nothing else is to be particularly considered, except what is true love, or
rather what is love. For only true love may be called love, otherwise it is
desire [cupiditas]. Therefore, it is a misuse of terms to say of those
who desire that they love, just as it is a misuse of terms to say of those who
love that they desire. But this is true love, that while holding fast to the
truth, we may live justly, and therefore, may despise everything mortal for the
sake of the love of men, whereby we wish them to live justly.(110)










Thus for Augustine true love always has reference to truth and justice, it is
always disinterested, and it can ultimately be understood only with reference to
God, who is Love.

Augustine therefore believed that if we are to know the meaning of love we
must look to the God who is Love.

If nothing concerning the praise of love was said in
all these pages of this epistle [of John], if nothing at all through the rest of
the pages of the Scriptures, and we heard this one thing alone from the voice of
God’s Spirit, that ‘God is love’ [1 John 4:8] we ought to seek nothing more.(111)





Augustine calls his readers to imitate this divine life of love in their
relations with each other.(112) In a passage of
De Trinitate that
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discusses how the Father and the Son
are united through the Holy Spirit, Augustine states:

through Him [the Holy Spirit] the begotten is loved by the begetter, and
in turn loves him who begot Him; in Him they preserve the unity of spirit
through the bond of peace [Eph. 4:3], not by a participation but by their own
essence, not by the gift of anyone superior to themselves but by their own gift.
And we are commanded by grace to imitate this unity, both in our relations
with God as well as among ourselves.(113)

Thus Augustine makes an explicit appeal for his readers to imitate the unity
of the life of the Trinity, not only in their relationship with God but also in
their relationships with each other.

It is apparent then that when dealing with interpersonal love on the human
level, for Augustine a “merely human love for one another is not
sufficient.”(114) He makes it clear that
we cannot truly will the good of the other, and thus love him or her with
reference to God, without God’s help. The love by which Christians, which
includes Christian spouses, must love each other and God is ultimately a
participation in the life of God, through the Person of the Holy Spirit. True
love is God’s love given to us by the Holy Spirit. True love is thus an infused
love, a supernatural gift, a gift of grace. In De Trinitate Augustine
states:

When God the Holy Spirit, therefore, who proceeds from God, has been
given to man, He inflames him with the love for God and his neighbor, and He
Himself is love. For man does not have whence to love God, except from God.
Wherefore a little later he says: ‘Let us love him, because he first loved us’
[1 John 4:7-19]. The Apostle Paul also says: ‘The charity of God is poured in
our hearts by the Holy Spirit, who has been given to us’ [Rom 5:5].(115)

Augustine explicitly identifies authentic human love as being a gift of God
Himself:

Embrace love, God, and embrace God by love. It is love itself which
unites all the good angels and all the servants of God by the bond of holiness,
and unites us and them mutually with ourselves and makes us subject to Himself.
Therefore, 
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the more we are cured of the swelling of pride, the more we are full of
love, and of what, if not of God, is he full who is full of love? But one may
object: “I see love and I conceive it in my mind as best I can, and I
believe the Scripture when it says: ‘God is love, and he who abides in love
abides in God,’ but when I see it I do not see the Trinity in it.” But as a
matter of fact you do see the Trinity if you see love… . “Beloved, let
us love one another, because love is from God. And everyone who loves is born of
God and knows God. He who does not love, does not know God, for God is
Love” [1John 4:7-8,20]. This context shows sufficiently and clearly that
brotherly love itself (for brotherly love is that whereby we love one another)
is taught by so eminent an authority, not only to be from God, but also to be
God.(116)

In a similar vein he says:

How then a little before this, ‘love is of God,’ and now ‘love is God’?
…If … the Holy Spirit is God and he in whom the Holy Spirit dwells
loves, therefore love is God, but God because [it is] of God. For you have in
the epistle, both ‘love is of God’ and ‘love is God.’ … But because the
Apostle says, ‘The love of God has been poured forth in our hearts by the Holy
Spirit who has been given to us’ [Romans 5:5], let us understand that in love is
the Holy Spirit.(117)

Augustine again makes it clear that God is present in
authentic human love when he writes, “So entirely is love or charity the
gift of God that it is even called God, as the apostle John says: Charity is
God, and whoever remains in charity remains in God, and God in him [1 John
4:16].”(118) Thus, through
“participation or presence, the Holy Spirit is really present in human
love. Our love is not independent of God nor foreign to Him, so that God is
really present in our love.”(119)
Augustine sees that Christian love “must be inspired by divine love, and
ought to mirror it.”(120) This love, given
to us as a gift of God, “excludes all that is sinful, namely, possessive or
egoistic love, pretension, self-glorification,
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and seeking one’s own profit.”(121)
It is a love by which we will the ultimate good of the other, namely that he or
she finds his or her fulfillment in God.

VI.
CONJUGAL LOVE AND DIVINE LOVE

What Augustine says about true love and love’s origin in
the Trinity should be kept in mind when he discusses the loving friendship
between spouses. For Augustine the essence or source of all friendship is love.(122)
The love of friendship is characterized by reciprocity, equality, benevolence,
and openness, and is founded in the truth.(123)
Furthermore, where Augustine linked friendship with love he also linked love
with God: “After all, what else is friendship? It has received its name
from nothing else but from love and is faithful nowhere but in Christ, in whom
alone it can also be everlasting and blessed.”(124) In this passage Augustine has linked the love of
friendship with Christ, who is love incarnate. He points to the fact that true
love is experienced by being incorporated into Christ and true love should
reflect the everlasting and blessed love of Christ.(125)
Elsewhere, Augustine distinguished Christian friendship from other forms of
friendship by noting that Christian friendship is elevated and transformed by
the Holy Spirit and the embrace of God’s grace through Jesus
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Christ. Augustine saw that the love of
friends is a gift of God poured into their hearts by the Holy Spirit.(126)
In his Confessiones Augustine says that true friendship “is not
possible unless you [God] bond together those who cleave to one another by the
love which ‘is poured into our hearts by the Holy Spirit who is given to us (Rom
5:5).’”(127)

If we apply these insights to
Augustine’s theology of marriage we see that the friendship that “became
for Augustine the core of Christian marriage … [is] a friendship further
transformed by divine charity.”(128) The
logic of Augustine’s thought demands this conclusion. Christian spouses are to
love each other with a love that is a participation in the life of the Trinity.
The logic of Augustine’s thought was not just proposing the Trinity as a model
for married love. According to his understanding of divine and human love, if
spouses truly love each other they are loving each other in and through God who
through the Holy Spirit elevates their love to be able to participate in the
love of the Trinity.

Augustine comes close to relating
human sexuality to the divine life of the Trinity at the end of Book VIII of De
Trinitate when he discusses the trinity he sees in love. He says:

But what is love or charity, which the divine Scripture praises and
proclaims so highly, if not the love of the good? Now love is of someone who
loves, and something is loved with love. So then there are three: the lover, the
beloved, and the love. What else is love, therefore, except a kind of life which
binds or seeks to bind some two together, namely, the lover and the beloved? And
this is so even in external and carnal love.(129)

It is true that Augustine goes on to search for a trinity
of love in the “purer and clearer source” of the soul,(130)
and that he ultimately finds this image of the Trinity in the highest part of
the human person’s rational soul, the mind (mens), which consists of
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remembering, knowing, and loving God.(131)
Nonetheless, this trinity of love that tends toward union is apparent in
external and carnal love.

Augustine sees, even in carnal love
(and one is to assume that here he has in mind sexual intercourse), one of those
traces or vestiges of the Trinity that he says are present throughout creation.(132)
In light of what has already been said, this trace of the Trinitarian relations
present in sexual intercourse would involve the spouses seeking each other’s
true good. This act would serve conjugal love by simultaneously serving all of
the elements of the triune good that constitute marriage: indissolubility,
faithfulness, and fruitfulness. This service at the very least would take the
form of not opposing or ruling out any aspect of this triune good. Sexual
intercourse at the service of conjugal love would also serve to draw the spouses
into a communion of persons that is a temporal reflection of the eternal
communion of persons of the Trinity.(133) Not
only can conjugal love be a reflection of this divine life, it is called to
participate in this life. Christian marriage is truly a communion of persons
because the principle of communion, God the Holy Spirit, is present in the
spouses’ love healing, elevating, and transforming them as they love each other,
body and soul. Augustine’s thought on love and love’s origin in the Trinity is,
one might say, the assumed backdrop for everything 
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he presented regarding conjugal life.
Viewing Augustine’s theology of marriage against this backdrop holds great
promise, and perhaps even provides a corrective to some of Augustine’s
inadequate or incomplete statements about conjugal love while simultaneously
correcting a modern myopic view of conjugal love that is obsessed with pleasure
and individual satisfaction.





VII. CONCLUSION

Augustine saw that conjugal love is
subject to many dangers in our present fallen condition. He approached the
topics of marriage and sexuality with a profound realism that sometimes offends
modern ears. He realistically saw that the communion of the spouses with each
other is jeopardized and limited by that carnal concupiscence of which sexual
lust is a part. Carnal concupiscence is the negative side of human passion that
can distort marital friendship-love and lead one spouse to use his or her own
body, or the body of the other spouse, in the selfish pursuit of pleasure.
Pleasure should accompany a total giving of oneself to the other in an act of
selfless love. Augustine saw that carnal concupiscence presents the danger of
seeking pleasure without regard for the other. While he said little about how
the conjugal embrace or its attendant pleasure can enhance the love of spouses,
he provided the tools for allowing us to develop his thought in this arena. If
one understands and applies what Augustine said about the nature and origin of
love to his thought on marriage, then for Augustine conjugal love and the
conjugal embrace should reflect and participate in divine love. It is clear that
he saw that the friendship-love shared by human spouses must be totally
selfless, seeking the complete and ultimate good of the other. Therefore,
Augustine himself provided the material in his writings to allow us to see that
the participation of human spousal love in the love of the Trinity must involve
a total giving of self and must apply to all aspects of spousal life. If
Augustine’s comments on sexuality and conjugal love are seen in the broader
context of his thought on the nature of love, and his 
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understanding of love as participation
in divine life, then his writings lead his readers to see that with the help of
God’s grace conjugal love, as it is enacted in all aspects of married life,
including the conjugal embrace, has the opportunity to reflect and participate
in the communion of love that is the divine life of the Trinity.
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Proponents of the perennial philosophy tend to be embarrassed by its natural
science, and this is, to some extent, understandable. That the progress of the
sciences in the past four hundred years coincided with a widespread repudiation
of Aristotle’s philosophy in general, and his natural philosophy in particular,
is not coincidental. As the natural philosophers of the 1600s looked at nature
more and more closely, evidence began to accumulate that much of what Aristotle
thought was true about nature was not. Perhaps, many suspected, none of
it was true.

The most obvious instance of this challenging of Aristotelian natural
philosophy came from the Copernican revolution, in which the Earth was elevated
from the status of an immobile lump of dross at the center or bottom of the
universe to that of “planet,” one of the heavenly bodies orbiting the
immobile sun.(1) Our promotion seemed to fly in
the face of Aristotle’s now frequently derided bifurcation of nature into two
regions, the celestial and the terrestrial (or more accurately, the supra- and
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sublunary), each corresponding to two radically different kinds of matter:
aether and the familiar Empedoclean elements. If the Earth is just another one
the planets, and the planets and the other stars are the only sensible evidence
of Aristotle’s aethereal substance, then the case for positing aether weakens;
the planets, or “wandering stars,”(2)
are no more aethereal than is the ordinary kind of matter with which we are
intimately familiar.

That was the beginning of the end for
Aristotle’s incorruptible aether. Although the notion that an aether was still
needed as a medium for conveying gravitational and electromagnetic forces would
occasionally surface, by the end of the nineteenth century the view prevailing
among experimental scientists was that aether was superfluous. Modern-day
Thomists and disciples of Aristotle were forced to choose between clinging to
doctrines against which the entire scientific community was arrayed, and
admitting that their masters were egregiously mistaken in a large part of their
philosophy. That many have taken the latter path, trying to ameliorate the
situation by claiming that Aristotle’s natural philosophy is not foundational
for his metaphysics or ethics, or by insisting that St. Thomas Aquinas’s
philosophy, unlike that of Aristotle, is essentially metaphysical or
theological, is well known. This essay, however, will, in a manner of speaking,
take the former path, arguing that while experimental science has indeed made a
definitive case against certain particularities of Aristotle’s aether, the
existence of some kind of aether, one not entirely unlike his celestial matter,
has not yet been refuted. Indeed, a positive case can be made in favor of it
still, a case based upon recent developments within experimental science itself.
In short, we will argue that there was a real insight driving the Philosopher’s
claim that to explain the cosmos more is needed than just the sort of matter
that we can touch and grip in our 
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hands, an insight of which
contemporary physicists and philosphers of nature are beginning to catch a
glimpse.

In order to appreciate both the degree
to which Aristotle’s aether has been rejected and the degree to which it has
been resuscitated and modified by recent physics, this paper will be divided
into three parts. We will first examine the nature and properties of Aristotle’s
aether, summarizing what arguments lead him to posit its existence, and
evaluating the strength of these arguments, both in themselves and according to
Aristotle. However, because the Copernican revolution was only an implicit
attack on aether, while the most direct and successful challenge to it (via a
modern stand-in, the luminiferous aether of electro-magnetism) was the Michelson-Morley
experiment of 1887, in the second part we will briefly recount the fate of
aether in the hands of early modern natural philosophers, and its rejection as a
result of this experiment and Einstein’s special theory of relativity. Lastly,
we will focus on the twentieth century’s gradual recognition of a critical need
for aether in explaining both the very small—in the so-called vacuum of quantum
electrodynamics—and the very large—in the curved space-time of the general
theory of relativity and astrophysics’s recent postulation of a cosmological
constant.





I. ARISTOTLE’S CELESTIAL SUBSTANCE





A) The Need for a New Kind of Matter





In the first book of De Caelo,
his only extended discussion and defense of aether as such, Aristotle offers
what might be characterized as four or five different arguments for aether’s
existence, concluding with





Thus reasoning from all
of these things, we come to believe that there is something besides the bodies
nearby and around us, something other than and 
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separate from them, something having a more honorable nature to the
degree that it is distant from the world at hand.(3) 





Rather than expound each argument in detail, we will present an overview of the
reasoning as Aristotle’s attempt to explain certain observed facts about the
heavens, facts that modern man is so habituated to explaining away that
he finds it difficult even to notice their peculiarity.

Although Aristotle invokes premises about the perfection, simplicity, and
priority of certain kinds of local motion, the principal datum of nature that he
wishes to explain with aether can be experienced firsthand by spending the night
under the stars and watching their motion as the night hours pass. One finds
himself at the center of a perfectly circular pilgrimage of stars traveling from
east to west, as though each of the heavenly bodies were embedded on a dark orb
revolving around the Earth. This nightly, and a related yearly, uniform circular
motion of the stars should provoke a question: Why should this apparently
natural motion occur in the sky, indeed in most of the cosmos,(4)
but not here below, where few things seem to move in circles without being
coerced? This peculiarity is all the more striking when one notices that these
same heavenly bodies and their motions are never seen to change, much less
corrupt or cease—perhaps the reason why, Aristotle suggests, the heavenly
matter was named aether, from aei thein, “always running.”(5)
This appearance of
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eternity and incorruptibility is
strengthened by the astronomical records Aristotle has at his disposal:
“For in all time gone by, according to all records handed on from one
[generation] to the next, no change has ever appeared either in the whole of the
containing heaven or in any proper part of it.”(6)
To assume that a radical difference between natural motions in the terrestrial
region and those in the heavenly does not derive from a radical difference in
the natures of the bodies in these regions appears foolish.

Besides clarifying the aether
doctrine, however, this line of reasoning also suggests its weaknesses,
especially for the modern reader. Perhaps, one could suggest to Aristotle, the
Philosopher has not observed the heavenly motion long enough to make the
judgment that it is moving uniformly and is incorruptible; perhaps such perfect
circular motion could be accomplished by ordinary matter by way of various
combinations of rectilinear motions; and, most importantly, perhaps it is the
Earth itself rather than the heavens that has the daily rotation and yearly
orbit.(7) While Aristotle is often accused of
being insufficiently empirical in his 
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study of nature, perhaps here just the
opposite is the case; perhaps he is relying too much on (mere) appearances.(8)

With this in mind it is worth
recalling what kind of certitude Aristotle claims to be offering here. Unlike
the core arguments and principles in the more foundational Physics, the
arguments in De Caelo are consistently and explicitly characterized by
Aristotle as tentative and merely probable.(9)
For example, in asking why the heavens rotate from east to west rather than the
opposite, he pauses:

Now, it may be objected that to try to explain everything without
distinction appears to be a sign either of excessive foolishness or of excessive
zeal. But this criticism is not always equally just. Rather, one must see what
cause there is for saying something, and further, what sort of belief in it one
may have, whether it be [merely] human or something more unassailable. Thus,
although if someone ever chances upon more strictly necessary [accounts], one
must be grateful to him; nevertheless for now one must state how things appear.(10)





Sometimes we must be satisfied with a “consistent account that merely
harmonizes with our suspicions,” restraining these suspi-cions so that
“the appearances are always lorded over by sense.”(11)

Aristotle likewise implies, when he
summarizes the conclusions reached about aether’s nature in the first book, that
the case for the heavenly substance in particular, while assumed throughout most
of De Caelo, is also tenuous: “Taking belief from the things said,
[we must say] that the entire heaven was not generated nor can it be destroyed
(as some say), and that it is one and eternal.”(12)
Similar language of belief, or tentative conviction, is present in the passage
quoted at the beginning of this section, when Aristotle concludes the arguments
for aether by saying that we have reason 
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“to believe that there is
something besides the bodies nearby and around us.”(13)
Aristotle refuses to characterize the case for aether as a strict demonstration,
leaving open the possibility that his reader has not been convinced and may
simply have to assume or hypothesize the existence of aether to understand the
rest of the work. He explains this ambiguity in the same discussion, before
noting the aforementioned astronomical records, when he says that the
immutability of the heavenly substance “follows from the senses, at least
sufficiently to speak on behalf of human belief
[proV” ajnqrwpivnhn
pivstin].”(14)

Hence, even with an imperfect
foundation, Aristotle encourages us to strive to understand the nature of the
heavenly bodies as best we can, given the intrinsic desirability of the subject
matter:

It is good to inquire about these things and so to deepen our
understanding, although we have little to go on and we are situated at such a
great distance from the attributes of these things. Nevertheless, from
contemplating such things nothing [we infer] should seem to be unreasonable,
holding them now as fraught with difficulties.(15)

Here Aristotle points out the reason that we are restricted
to mere “human belief” when we try to discern the nature of the
heavens: Like detectives without witnesses, we have little to go on. He
elucidates this later when he says, “We are far away from the things we are
trying to inquire into, far away not only in place but more so in that we have
sensation of exceedingly few of their accidents.”(16)
We sense little to nothing of the heavens; with the exception of the luminous
stars and planets, we perceive none of the properly sensible attributes (e.g.,
color, smell, and sound) in aether, but only some of the common ones (e.g.,
magnitude and motion), which latter are in fact difficult to detect without the
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former.(17)
Nor is this limitation simply in the acuity of our sense powers; by
definition aether, an invisible, incorruptible body, has little in common
with ordinary matter. As will be shown below, it cannot be acted upon by
ordinary matter and can act on ordinary matter and our senses only indirectly or
in a hidden way. Thus, aether’s hypothesized nature must be detectable via
argument, not through mere experience.

This leads us to an implicit, and in
fact more certain, reason Aristotle thinks that the four elements are
insufficient to explain the heavens. In writing De Caelo, Aristotle
assumes that the reader understands and accepts his arguments from the fourth
book of the Physics,(18) namely, that a
void, a region not filled by a material substance, is not physically possible.(19)
After a careful considera-tion of what place is and what void would have to be,
Aristotle sets out a number of arguments, some merely dialectical and others
more decisive,(20) to show that it is impossible
that there be 
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a place or quantity without a subject
or material in which to inhere. Thus any region that appears empty must not be
so. Looking to the heavens, then, we conclude that the vast expanse between the
visible heavenly bodies and the world in which we live, the region that the
life-giving light of the sun must traverse to allow animals to see and plants to
grow, must itself be filled with an invisible or, better, a transparent medium.
Not only are the stars and planets made of a different kind of
substance, but—given that such perfect transparency is present in something
that manifests no signs of ordinary matter’s downward or upward tendency, but
either is perfectly yielding to the visible circular motion of the stars and
planets, or moves with them—so must be the subtle matter surrounding them.
Thus, Aristotle applies the name “aether,” or more frequently,
“the first body,”(21) to whatever
fills the volume of space between the moon and the outermost sphere of the fixed
stars. It is itself “the heaven … the continuous body in the
place after the outermost circumference of the whole, 
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in which are the moon, and the sun,
and some of the stars [i.e., the planets].”(22)
Likewise this is the body whose existence Aristotle is trying to make probable
in the opening chapters of De Caelo.(23)

While an adequate defense of
Aristotle’s critique of void would take us somewhat afield,(24)
it is crucial at least to notice that this critique is not merely the
scaffolding but more the infrastructure of the general case for aether. The
heavens appear to be empty, yet we may offer compelling arguments that such an
emptiness is physically impossible. Thus there should be a prima facie
case in favor of an essentially insensible substance that pervades apparent
voids, an aether. In the modern context this manner of inter-preting De
Caelo 1.2 is all the more noteworthy, for since Aristotle’s time we have
taken a closer look at the heavens, and in the past half century we have
literally gotten within arm’s reach of the hypothetical aether. Nonetheless, the
implicit results are the same now as they were when Aristotle looked up at the
night sky: We lack evidence of any tangible matter, besides stars and space
dust, filling outer space.
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B) The Properties and Nature of
Aether



Although Aristotle admits that there
is little we can sense about aether, from the arguments for its existence he
finds that he can infer certain properties of it that emphasize how different it
is from ordinary matter. In order better to assess its likeness with and
difference from recent physics’s version of aether, then, it will be helpful to
sharpen our image of Aristotle’s aether by sum-marizing some of its distinctive
marks and how Aristotle is driven to them.

Since the heavenly substance is first
apparent to us in virtue of its enduring circular motion, Aristotle immediately
deduces three properties of the aether, two pertaining to its motion, and one
pertaining to its endurance.(25) Because we
clearly see that the heavens have a perpetual, and therefore probably natural,
circular motion, and not an upward or downward rectilinear motion, we may take
as corollaries that celestial matter is simple, that is, not a compound of
elements, and that it is neither heavy nor light. Given that the circle is the
simplest possible shape and that the path of this motion is perfectly circular,
it seems that it would be effected by only one internal principle or cause, that
is, by only one elementary nature; so, aether must be simple.(26)
Likewise, defining heaviness and levity as natural inclinations toward or away
from the center of the Earth, and seeing signs only of a natural inclination to
rotate around the center, it seems “im-possible that the body being borne
in a circle has heaviness or levity.”(27)

Aristotle infers a third mark of
aether when he says, “Likewise, then, with good reason we may posit
concerning [the heavenly 
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substance] that it is ungenerable and
incorruptible, and that it is not capable of growth or alteration.”(28)
Although aether is evidently subject to change in place, it is not subject to
changes in substance, quantity, or quality. Whatever undergoes a substantial
change, Aristotle points out, does so because it is acted upon by a body with a
contrary nature, while aether, whose only positive formal attribute noted so far
is its circular motion, has no contrary, since circular motion has no contrary.(29)
For the same reason, since growth always involves substantial change between
opposites, change in the size of aether is not possible; and since alteration is
ordered toward substantial change and involves expansion or contraction,
“then just as the body with circular [motion] is not capable of growth or
diminution, it is quite reasonable also [to say] it is inalterable.”(30)
With a reminder that this depends on whether “one has trust in those things
laid down before,” Aristotle reinforces the conclusion that the aether is
immutable by saying, “the account, it seems, bears witness to the
appearances and the appearances to the account.”(31)
He notes that all men have thought the heavens divine, and therefore immortal,
and have even named the heavens with its eternity in mind, calling it (as we
said before) the aei thein, “the always running.” Perhaps
most compellingly, Aristotle emphasizes in a passage quoted earlier that in the
extensive and precise Babylonian, Persian, and Greek records of the positions
and risings of the various constellations, no star has been observed to deviate
from its 
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ordinary motion, to slow down or speed
up, much less simply to go out or come into existence.(32)

Besides going on to argue that the
heavens are finite in extension and that the incorruptibility of the aether is
part of what makes possible the eternity of the cosmos as a whole,(33)
this is all Aristotle concludes about the matter of the heavens in the first
book of De Caelo. However, from these few properties of the aether—although
they are almost entirely negative (i.e., what aether is not)(34)—in
other contexts Aristotle and his disciples, most notably St. Thomas,(35)
infer more corollary attributes of this new matter. Insofar as they shed further
light on this almost inscrutable substance, we will briefly enumerate and
explain them.

If aether is incorruptible two
conclusions follow right away, one pertaining to its substantial principles and
the other pertaining to its qualities. First, aether’s prime matter and
substantial form must be so perfectly united that the latter must actualize and
thereby exhaust the potency of the former, insofar as an incorruptible body by
definition must lack the potential to become anything else; aether must possess
a “certain total and universal perfection” that thoroughly fulfills
its potency for existence.(36) Indeed, if one
were not to distinguish fulfilled and 
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unfulfilled potencies, one might be
tempted to say that the heavenly substance has no prime matter. More
accurately, however, one should conclude that, unlike sublunary composites,
aether’s prime matter is always perfectly fulfilled, so it is inseparable from
its form, and in this sense is not really distinct from it. Likewise, since its
prime matter would not be a principle of aether’s coming to be, but only of its
being, it would not be the same sort of prime matter that is a principle of
mundane substances (which is a principle both of coming to be and of being); it
would be called prime matter only analogously.(37)

Further, anything that cannot be
destroyed or even altered qualitatively must somehow be intangible. Aether must
lack and not be susceptible to the action of the tangible qualities of
temperature and pressure. If aether were cool, for instance, then it could be
heated up by the immediate contact of a hot body, and likewise pressure exerted
upon it by any contiguous sublunary body over time would incline it toward
destruction, or at 
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minimum would alter it in some
measure.(38) Both of these results are
impossible if the celestial body is wholly immutable, and thus elsewhere
Aristotle emphasizes that wherever there is no shared matter there cannot be
mutual agency.(39) But if aether cannot be
pressed upon by ordinary matter, then if some body were to try to press upon it,
that body would cut right through the aether unhindered; even more than the
ever-present yet barely noticeable medium of air through which we walk and run,
the aether would yield and be cleft without any resistance. Paradoxically put,
being wholly impervious to alteration entails that aether be perfectly pervious
to something trying to press upon it.(40)

These properties remain largely
negative. There is a related, more positive avenue for detecting distinctive
marks of aether. Besides its circular motion, one other aspect of aether might 
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almost be called sensible in virtue of
the noticeable connection between certain heavenly and terrestrial motions, for
example, seasonal changes and lunar tides. Even in Aristotle’s time it was
evident that these latter were the effects of the relative positions and motions
of the sun and the moon, respectively.(41) In
addition, the heavenly bodies’ constant illumination of things here below shows
that the aethereal agency emanates not only from the sun and the moon, but from
the stars too, and that this agency must communicate itself across the
tremendous expanse of the aether to reach us. Further, Aristotle and St. Thomas
would argue, the aethereal substance would produce the seasons by being the
cause not only of the changes in the length and temperature of the day, but also
in some way of the cycle of life itself, the blooming of vegetation and the
seasonal generation of animals. As Aristotle puts it in a well-known but cryptic
passage, “Man and the sun generate man”;(42)
the heavenly substance, due to the perfection of its form, appears to be the
ultimate physical cause not only of the seasons but also of all
terrestrial change.(43)

Saint Thomas, developing Aristotle’s
aether doctrine and perhaps suspecting that the fact that aether both
illuminates the Earth and simultaneously effects generation is not a
coincidence, suggests that it is precisely in virtue of its luminescence that
heavenly matter acts upon ordinary matter. Thus he states, “the powers of
the heavenly bodies are participated in by the inferior bodies by the mediating
of light.”(44) When we recall that
Aristotle and St. Thomas understood light to be the “act of the transparent
as such,” we see that on this account light is present not merely in 
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the stars but in the entirety of the
aether.(45) Indeed, if we consider that nothing
around us is perfectly transparent—one can see only so far even through
air—and that the distance between the Earth and the stars is almost
inconceivable,(46) one sees that aether must be
the most perfectly transparent substance in the cosmos. Thus St. Thomas will
conclude that transparency is not only the active but also the proper quality
of the heavens; all other bodies are called transparent only by participation in
the nature of aether, the way other things are hot by participation in the
nature of fire.(47) Further still, if
transparency, rather than being merely a privation of color, is a positive
nature, as Aristotle believes,(48) we have found
our first positive quasi-sensible quality in the aether: its supreme
transparency and, in some cases, luminescence.(49)

Further, considering aether’s
universal agency in conjunction with its immutability, two critical consequences
follow. First, we have implicitly granted that aether acts upon ordinary matter
and, since it is inalterable, that it is not acted upon in turn by it; aether
can “push” on ordinary matter without being “pushed back.”
Thus Aristotle will conclude that

While usually the thing touching is touched by what it touches—for
nearly all the things we come upon move while also being moved, and in these
cases it is necessary and apparent that the thing touching is touched by what it
touches—still it also occurs (as we sometimes say) that only the mover may
touch the moved, while the thing touched does not touch the one touching it. But
because things of the same kind are moved [in return] when they move others, it seems
to be necessary that [movers] be touched by what they touch. Whence 
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if something unmoved moves another, although it will touch the thing
moved, nothing [will touch] it.(50)

Drawing on this distinction, St. Thomas notes this peculiarity of aether:

Bodies act upon each other by touching, whence it follows that they are
simultaneously acted upon [in return], since what touches is acted upon. But
this should be understood [only] when there is mutual contact [mutuus
tactus], as happens in those things that share in a common matter, each of
which is being acted upon by the other while they are touching each other. The
heavenly bodies, however, because they do not share a common matter with
inferior [i.e., sublunary] bodies, act upon them such that they are not acted
upon by them [in return]; they touch and are not touched.(51)

This one-way contact and causality may seem absurd at first glance. While the
doctrine is contrary to our Newtonian “equal and opposite reaction”
prejudices, Aristotle argues persuasively that it is not impossible, as motion
is an actuality not in the mover as such but in the mobile. Thus it is not
essential to the notion of one thing’s moving another that the latter move the
former in response.(52) Indeed, the cause of
such agency being only one-way is the aether’s incorruptibility, and therefore,
at least in part, the aforementioned difference between its prime matter and
ours.

Second, while aether lacks the
qualities of sublunary matter, it must be able to generate them in the latter;
that is, aether must be an equivocal cause, possessing the predicates it gives
its patients in an equivocal, or more accurately, analogous, and
therefore 
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higher, or intentional, mode of
existence.(53) For example, the sun induces heat
in the bodies around us, but it is not itself hot (for its heat would eventually
consume it, and also it would have a natural motion upward), so it must possess
heat according to a different ratio, in such a way that heat does not
inform the aethereal matter.(54) Likewise, then,
St. Thomas says that aether is so radically unlike sublunary matter that any
predicates that the two have in common will be only analogous:

Many things that are not equivocal according to the
abstracted consideration of either the logician or the mathematician
nevertheless are
in a certain mode said equivocally according to the concrete notion of the
physicist applying [them] to matter. For such [predicates or forms] are not
received according to the same notion in every matter whatsoever, just as it
happens that one does not find quantity and the unity that is the principle of
number according to the same notion [rationem]
in the celestial bodies and in fire, in air, and in water… . Some
equivocations, however, are proximate, on account of an agreement in genus, just
as if “body” be said of the celestial body and of a corruptible body,
it is said equivocally, speaking according to the natures of things [naturaliter loquendo],
since their matter is not one. Nevertheless, they agree in logical genus [in
genere logico],
and on account of this agreement of genus appear not to be wholly equivocal…
. Whence, on account of this proximity of genus or of likeness, they do not appear
to be equivocations, while nevertheless they are.(55)





The student of nature, paying attention not merely to the abstracted and most
generic consideration of a form—the playing field of the logician or
mathematician—will study the being of the specific nature of a physical
substance and, if necessary, will
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qualify the logician’s univocal predication of some terms. Although an
investigation of the relationship of the logician and the physicist, and of that
between logical and natural genera, is beyond the scope of this article, this
much is clear: Celestial matter’s heterogeneity with mundane matter requires
that it be called a quantity, one, a body, and even matter and substance only by
way of analogy.(56)

A provocative example of this
ambiguity about how or whether the heavens possess attributes like those of
ordinary matter concerns the predication of motion, place, and time. We have
seen that Aristotle attributes to aethereal matter both im-mutability, in virtue
of which it endures through all ages, and circular local motion, which reflects
its perfection and by which it acts upon the sublunary world. While this appears
to be almost a contradiction—a perfect lack of three kinds of change but an
inalterable possession of the fourth—it is not. For while Aristotle admits that
aether moves locally, by granting it circular motion he mitigates its
existence as a motion. What Aristotle means by circular motion is not the
motions of the stars and planets, which appear to be progressive motions of
bodies tracing out circles. Rather, circular motion is the motion proper to a
sphere, a revolution about its axis, and the motion of the aether as a whole: a
stationary rotation, not an orbit.(57) On this
account circular motion is not strictly a change of place, but a change within
a place. Only the parts of the heavenly sphere, and not the whole, can leave one
place and enter another.(58) The most perfect
and primary source of natural motion within the physical order is least 
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of all in motion, both because local
motion is the least of all changes, and because circular local motion
is least of all a local motion.(59) Hence there
is a sort of equivocation when we predicate local motion of the heavens, and
Aristotle may coherently say, as he does at the end of his discussion of place,
“the periphery of that which is carried in a circle [i.e., the aether],
always bearing itself in the same way, rests … [and] in a way moves and in a
way not.”(60)

For related reasons aether does not
simply speaking have a location and is only analogously in place. To the extent
that heavenly matter is not univocally said to be in motion we would think it is
at rest, and therefore in place, but Aristotle says that we must resist or at
least qualify this inference. The root of this restraint lies in his discussion
and ultimate definition of place in Physics 4 as the “first
immobile limit of the containing body.”(61)
Because the substance continuously filling the cosmos from the sublunary regions
to the periphery obviously has no container of its own—it is the first
container of everything else—then it must not have a place.(62)
Being itself the ultimate source and measure of all other bodies’ locations and
local motions,(63) aether is not itself,
properly speaking, located.

Place may, however, be attributed to
aether in secondary or extended ways. Because the heavenly substance gives all
other things place, place may be predicated of it according to the mode in which
an effect is always somehow predicable of its per se cause, just as,
for example, “healthy” is predicated of a climate conducive to health.
Likewise, one can say aether is in place 
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because it is in itself, meaning
merely that it is not contained by another.(64)
In addition, the celestial matter can be truly said to have place, and even
motion, per accidens and secundum rationem, that is, in virtue
of its parts having place and motion per se.(65)
In any of these senses, however, there is an evident loosening or extension of
the meaning of the word “place”; place is being said of aether only
analogously.(66)

The other external measure of natural
bodies (besides location) is time, and in this case too we find that there is a
degree of equivocation when it is said of the heavens. Again looking back to Physics
4,(67) we see that the nature of time is that it
be the number or measure of motion, and the uniformity and eternity of time come
from its being the measure of local motion most of all, since only this motion,
specifically circular motion, can be interminable and uniform. Thus, while
aether’s motion is not the same thing as time, Aristotle suggests that it seems
in some way to be the proper subject of time—that is, what is being counted
when one distinguishes the before and after in motion.(68)
But if the motion of the heavens underlies time, then time cannot itself
underlie and be prior to that motion.(69) While
in an analogous sense aether may be said to be in time, meaning that it is
simultaneous with time and not utterly without per se relation to it,(70)
nevertheless its infinite duration precludes its substance being bounded or
limited by ordinary temporal predicates. Thus the heavenly substance is 
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not in time;(71)
more properly speaking it transcends time, or is atemporal.(72)

Although this ambiguous predication of
motion, place, and time in aether is at first perplexing, it is a necessary
consequence of making the heavens an ultimate cause and measure of place and
motion in sublunary matter. The unending rotary motion of the heavens must
evidently be motion and not rest—for it moves in a circle—and yet
also, not motion but rest in place—for it moves in a circle. Likewise,
this uniform and eternal motion is the foundation of time, so it does not exist
at or for a certain time. Put another way, while aether is obviously a mobile
(indeed, the primum mobile), it is somehow immobile because it is an
ultimate mover. While it is obviously somewhere, it is not in place because it
somehow is place. While it obviously exists now and always, it does not
exist within time because somehow time exists in it.

Obviously there is little in common
between the matter with which we have immediate experience and this subtle and
obscure celestial matter. As St. Thomas puts it,

The celestial bodies are far away from us not only according to quantity
of spatial distance, but even more so in that few of their accidents fall under
our senses, while it is nevertheless connatural to us that we proceed from
accidents, i.e., sensibles, to cognizing the nature of some thing… . But the
accidents of the celestial bodies are of a different notion altogether [alterius
rationem] and are wholly disproportionate to the accidents of inferior
bodies.(73)

We may say many things negative about aether, and what positive predicates we
may apply to it must be extensions of the first impositions of words—they must
be analogies. As Aristotle has said, we have little to go on in determining the
nature of aether; what we do have, however, is enough to make some elementary
deductions about it, even if they finally must entail analogical predication.
While not all of these properties have survived the
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test of time, the aether itself and many of these distinctive marks have,
specifically within the theories of twentieth-century physics. But before we
turn to the recent rehabilitation of aether, we must say a few things about its
precarious perpetuation, revision, and demise in early modern physics.

II. THE FATE OF AETHER IN CLASSICAL
PHYSICS

AND THE SPECIAL THEORY OF RELATIVITY

A) The Not-So-Aethereal Aether of Newtonianism

The heliocentric hypothesis in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, while it did not overturn the idea of a heavenly aether, induced a
skepticism in some about its necessity. If the daily circular motion of the
stars is attributable to the Earth itself, the only foothold we have on aether
seems to slip. Although for Copernicus the planets and moon must still forever
move in perfect circles—thus tempering the temptation to discard the argument
of De Caelo 1.2—so must the Earth, while the outer sphere containing
the so-called fixed stars must not; thus circular motion is not a peculiar
property of aether as such. Aether, it seems, is not to be posited to
explain the night sky, since its motion is as mundane as it is celestial.

This does not by itself respond to Aristotle’s critique of void, and
therefore of the assumed emptiness of the heavens. Granting the real possibility
that the luminous part of the heavens (i.e., the stars and planets) may not be
essentially different from ordinary matter, most of the heavenly
expanse remains unaccounted for. For if nothing is in any manner detectable
there, but something must be there, the natural suspicion would be that
this physical “something” is a different order of matter, that is, is
essentially aethereal.(74)
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While this argument may have been in
the background during the early modern era, Isaac Newton embraced aether by way
of another. Rejecting the idea of action at a distance, calling it
“inconceivable,” and “so great an absurdity that I believe no man
who has in philosophical matters a competent faculty of thinking can fall into
it,”(75) Newton speculated about how else
to explain the distant communication of gravitational forces mathematically
described in his Principia. Following something akin to the
Aristotelian recognition that an aethereal medium is needed as an instrumental
agent of the action of the stars on bodies around them, Newton posited aether as
the medium through which the sun holds the planets in orbit.(76)
Although unsatisfied with his mechanical models of how aether could exercise its
agency, and hesitant to publish his general speculations, Newton does not seem
to have doubted that some such principle was necessary to complete his account
of gravitational attraction.(77) Further, and
again like Aristotle and his disciples, Newton saw light as additional evidence
for an aether, though, unlike his predecessors, he did not see aether as the
subject or medium of light. Specifically, Newton posited aether to explain
certain diffractive and refractive properties of propagated light and related
electrical phenomena.(78) Thus while aether was
needed in the heavens, it 
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would have to exist here below as
well; in line with Copernicus, aether was no longer only celestial.

Many of Newton’s contemporaries and
successors, however, presented a conception of light even more like Aristotle’s
actuality of the transparent by arguing that light needs aether merely to exist.
While Newton insisted that light is a particle, Thomas Young and others offered
compelling arguments that light is a wave,(79)
and, as Oliver Lodge would one day reiterate, “waves we cannot have, unless
they be waves in something.”(80) Implicitly
invoking an Aristotelian principle at the root of Aristotle’s rejection of void,
Young and others inferred that if light is not a substance but an accident, it
must be an accident of something. Looking to the expanse of apparently
empty space across which light radiates, wave theorists saw the presence of a
luminiferous aether. This need for a light-bearing aether was reinforced in the
nineteenth century by James Maxwell’s discovery that light, electricity, and
magnetism are different aspects of the same physical phenomenon. The empirical
data and mathematical formalism of electromagnetic theory suggest that, as
Maxwell put it, “there is an aethereal medium filling space and permeating
bodies.”(81) The electromagnetic field is
not a mere mathematical abstraction, but a description of a modality or stress
in the ubiquitous and immobile aether.

Even so, early modern revisions of
aether as a medium of gravitational and electromagnetic interactions should be
carefully distinguished from Aristotle’s heavenly substance. Unlike the latter,
this new aether is in a real way not aethereal. Newton, for example,
knew that any substance lacking inertial mass, and therefore resistance to
pressure—in the language of Aristotle and St. Thomas, intangible and perfectly
yielding matter—would violate his laws of motion;(82)
it would not follow what came to be 
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called “classical”
mechanics. Likewise, because inertial mass is proportional to gravitational
attraction, such a body would not gravitate; universal gravitation would be not
quite universal. But most importantly, a truly aethereal substance like this
would in principle be experimentally undetectable, for it would not resist and
thereby affect measuring devices or test-particles. Although a perfectly
noninertial medium could make more substantial and intelligible Newton’s
problematic doctrine of absolute space, the immobile reference frame of true
motions and the forces that cause them, nevertheless he was adamant: Such matter
would not be “a phenomenon,” and would have “no place in
experimental philosophy.”(83) While
admitting a need for a pervasive medium— although not a truly continuous one,
since he embraced atomism, and therefore also the reality of voids(84)—Newton
granted it a very small, but nevertheless in principle detectable, mass, and
therefore also a proportionate resistance and gravitational attraction.(85)
Thus, when he retains the word “aether,” he means something that
differs from ordinary tangible matter not in kind but only in degree.

Young and Maxwell’s medium of light
and electromagnetism was likewise assumed to be minimally inertial, massive, and
tangible in theory. Despite the occasional discovery of evidence challenging the
hypothesis that the luminiferous aether was merely a more tenuous kind of
ordinary matter, the hypothesis that all matter must be inertial was not
questioned.(86) The 
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electromagnetic wave was understood to
be a measurable force and transient attribute of the aether not unlike the
stresses and strains in an elastic body or set of bodies, and therefore this
aether by definition would be subject to Newtonian mechanics.(87)
In addition, the luminiferous aether was posited as the reference frame in which
Maxwell’s electromagnetic field equations obtained perfectly, and therefore was
the coordinate system or stationary container of all local motion. It was
assumed to be necessarily immobile.(88) But this
assumes that place and motion, or the lack thereof, are univocally present in
the aether—unlike in the traditional aether.

Although Newton and the others did not
invoke a full-blooded aether concept, nevertheless with the empirical success of
universal gravitation and electromagnetism came the embrace of the reformed (or
perhaps to Aristotle, deformed) aether among physicists. This embrace lasted
until the dawn of the twentieth century and was so tight that renowned
physicists would say, “We know there is an ether,” and “The
probability of the hypothesis of the existence of this element is extremely
close to certainty.”(89) The aether of
classical physics had the virtue of undoing what is commonly considered an
embarrassingly ad hoc Aristotelian 
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partitioning of nature into two
essentially heterogeneous categories of substance. Nevertheless, this
homogeneity and unification of the cosmos came at a price, for it required a
dilution of the meaning of the word “aether.” This price did not at
first seem costly; indeed, it seemed to be an asset because it rendered aether
more accessible to experimentation and mathematical conceptualization. But there
were hidden expenses that would prove problematic and insupportable. The
particular nature of classical physics’ aether would make it vulnerable to a
kind of refutation that Aristotle would have considered irrelevant: the
Michelson-Morley experiment.

B) The Michelson-Morley Experiment
and Special Relativity

On the supposition that the immobile
luminiferous aether follows Newton’s laws and resists the motion of other
bodies, physicists after Maxwell looked for ways to measure its mass and
inertial properties. In one such test at the end of the nineteenth century,
Albert Michelson and Edward Morley attempted to estimate the speed of the Earth
relative to Maxwell’s stationary medium. The idea was that a sort of aether
“wind,” caused by the Earth’s motion through the aether, might be
detected by shining a light in the direction of the Earth’s motion and comparing
it with light shining in a direction less affected by the motion. Taking the
absolute speed of light to be the same as its speed relative to the aether,
Michelson and Morley inferred that the apparent speed of the two light beams
should not be a constant; rather, when shining in the direction of the Earth’s
motion, it should be slower than when shining in a direction perpendicular to
that motion. The experiment was done with a simple inter-ferometer, with light
rays simultaneously sent in perpendicular directions toward mirrors, which
reflected them back to the source, where they would intermingle and betray signs
of the anticipated unequal speed in the interference pattern. Such signs,
however, did not turn up; regardless of direction, the light rays seemed to
travel at the same speed. Apparently there was no 
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relative motion between the Earth and
the aether.(90) Michelson and most of his
contemporaries concluded that aether near the surface of the Earth must not be
immobile but dragged along by the Earth’s motion.(91)
Because of this “atmosphere” of aether, no relative motion occurs in
the Earth’s immediate vicinity. This notion of a mobile luminiferous aether,
however, was soon rejected on the basis of further experimentation.(92)
How do we explain the null-result of the Michelson-Morley experiment?

H. A. Lorentz and George FitzGerald
stepped in to propose an answer. A small but fixed contraction of matter in the
direction of the Earth’s motion would shorten one arm of the interferometer,
thereby giving the light beam less distance to cover and thus allowing it to
return to the source at the same time as the light beam directed along the
other, uncontracted arm. Although he could not offer a precise mechanism for
this phenomenon, Lorentz attributed it to some hitherto unknown influence of the
aether.(93) Lorentz-FitzGerald contraction saved
the appearances and was mathematically sound,(94)
but was criticized as ad hoc, having the virtues neither of elegance
nor of making new pre-dictions.(95) And it was
finally replaced by a theory that had both.
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In 1905 Albert Einstein published his
special theory of relativity and shortly thereafter declared that the
luminiferous aether is an “outdated point of view… . [A] satisfactory
theory is only achieved by renouncing the ether hypothesis.”(96)
This revolutionary theory encompasses not just the Michelson-Morley null-result,
but also a wide range of physical phenomena. Combining the empirically based
principle that the speed of light in a vacuum is a constant in all reference
frames(97) and the philosophical principle that
all laws of physics are the same for all coordinate systems regardless of their
states of motion changes the entire worldview or natural philosophy of
mathematical physics—so much so that the advent of relativity came to mark the
transition from so-called classical (i.e., Newtonian) to modern
physics. Put simply, Einstein’s union of these two principles denies that there
is any meaning to Newton’s notions of absolute space, motion, and time.
Thereby it offers what appears to be the simplest possible explanation of the
Michelson-Morley null-result: there is no absolute reference frame for
the Earth’s motion, and therefore no aether, and therefore no “aether
wind,” which explains why no difference in the speeds of the two beams of
light is detectable in the interferometer.(98)

Reducing measurements of time, space,
rest, and motion to mere relative terms, although philosophically problematic to
many, then and now,(99) has its merits. Not only
did special 
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relativity shed the artificiality of
Lorentz-FitzGerald contraction, it made new predictions—the most famous of
which still is the convertibility of matter and energy, empirically vindicated
quite publicly less than forty years later in the nuclear fires of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. And with the removal of the privileged coordinate system, the immobile
luminiferous aether lost its relevance for the physicist, for, according to the
prevalent attitude of logical positivism, what cannot be measured may just as
well not exist.(100) Within a few decades after
1905, aether became a “metaphysical concept in the pejorative sense,”(101)
as outmoded as Aristotle’s geocentric universe,(102)
or his bifurcation of nature into ordinary matter and his full-blooded, though
more subtle, aether. Yet the latter was about to make a comeback.

III.
CONTEMPORARY SCIENCE’S RESUSCITATION OF AETHER

A) The Curved Space-Time of
General Relativity

According to most accounts of the
history of the aether in physics, that was the end of the story. Aether is dead
and the Michelson-Morley experiment and special relativity killed it.(103)





  
  

  


page
407



Rumors of its death, however, had been
greatly exaggerated, and a closer look at the content and history of the
theories that have been accepted in twentieth-century science makes this
manifest. Not the least among these theories is Einstein’s generalized theory of
relativity, just as not the least among those who interpret this theory in terms
of aether was Einstein himself.

A decade passed between the
publication of the special theory of relativity and the 1915 completion of the
general theory, immediately after which Einstein realized that he had overstated
his case against aether. General relativity—indeed, even special
relativity—was compatible with and, in fact, implied an aether;(104)
aether’s “story, by no means finished, is continued by the relativity
theory.”(105) Relativity initiated a
development and further aetherealizing of the physicist’s understanding of the
luminiferous aether that, we will see, bespeaks a conception more reminiscent of
the intangible substance proposed by Aristotle.

Because special relativity had seemed
to discard the luminiferous aether, we should start with it. In spite of his
hyperbole in the decade after 1905, Einstein would later temper his remarks:

careful reflection teaches us, however, that the special theory of
relativity does not compel us to deny ether. We may assume the existence of an
ether; only we must give up ascribing a definite state of motion to it, i.e., we
must by abstraction take away from it the last mechanical characteristic which
Lorentz had still left it… . The special theory of relativity forbids us to
assume the ether to consist of particles observable through time, but the
hypothesis of ether in itself is not in conflict with the special theory of
relativity.(106)
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Special relativity is congenial to aether as long as one withholds from it
all the properties underlying classical mechanics, such as mass, inertial
resistance, atomic composition, and even a determinate state of motion or rest,
in order to be consistent with the Michelson-Morley experiment and the
equivalence of reference frames. Aether thereby becomes essentially unobservable
and “appears at first to be an [empirically] empty hypothesis.”(107)
This, however, would be to ignore

a weighty argument to be adduced in favor of the ether hypothesis. To
deny the ether is ultimately to assume that empty space has no physical
qualities whatever. The fundamental facts of mechanics do not harmonize with
this view… . [B]esides observable objects, another thing, which is not
perceptible, must be looked upon as real, to enable acceleration or rotation to
be looked upon as something real.(108)





Insofar as certain aspects of “empty space” are elements in the
equations describing accelerative motions (special relativity focuses on only
uniform motions) an aether still seems necessary. The “four dimensional
space[-time] of special relativity is to some extent a four-dimensional analogue
of H. A. Lorentz’s rigid three-dimensional aether.”(109)

While special relativity is compatible
with an aether (when each is properly understood), general relativity positively
demands it in its notion of space-time curvature. Although even special
relativity employs the notion of space-time—the idea that no local description
of a body should be considered without specifying when it is at this
location—general relativity goes further, attributing to space-time a certain
quality or mutable property, dubbed “curvature” because of the
likeness between the way this property and the curvature of a surface affect the
speed and 
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direction of a body’s motion on it.(110)
Space-time curvature, mathematically described by a metric tensor and metric
field,(111) is general relativity’s
modification and reinterpretation of Newton’s gravitational force.(112)
According to general relativity, then,

the metrical qualities of the continuum of space-time differ in the
environment of different points of space-time… . [T]he recognition of the
fact that “empty space” in its physical relation is neither
homogeneous nor isotropic [i.e., uncurved] … has, I think, finally disposed
of the view that space is physically empty. But therewith the conception of
ether has again acquired an intelligible content… . [S]pace is endowed with
physical qualities; in this sense, therefore there exists an ether. According
to the general theory of relativity space without ether is unthinkable; for
in such space there not only would be no propagation of light, but also no
possibility of existence for standards of space and time (measuring-rods and
clocks), nor therefore any space-time intervals in the physical sense.(113)

Thus, aether is essential to general relativity, for it is ultimately what is
being described by general relativity—it is what the curvature is a curvature
of. True, it is no longer the privileged reference frame of classical
physics, for it cannot, properly speak-ing, be said to be at rest (or in any
mathematically expressible
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state of motion). It is, however, the substrate of the physical properties or
quasi-geometrical structure that is “characterized mathematically by the
components of the gravitational potential [i.e., the metric tensor], which
describes the metric behavior of this part of space, as well as its
gravitational field,”(114) and therefore
also the motion of bodies in this part of space. This aether’s “state
varies continuously from point to point”(115)
in space and in time, and thereby it affects the metrical properties (i.e., the
measurements of space-time variables) of any body at any point in it.

The function of space-time curvature,
and therefore of aether, as determining how bodies move bears emphasis. At the
root of the relativistic aether’s causality, like that of both the Aristotelian
and Newtonian aethers, is its role as an intermediate agent, a medium through
which one massive body—whether a planet or an atom—could attract or in any way
act upon another. According to Einstein, no theory

involving action-at-a-distance … merits serious consideration… .
[Thus] we will not be able to do without the ether in theoretical physics, i.e.,
a continuum which is equipped with physical properties; for the general theory
of relativity, whose basic points of view physicists surely will always
maintain, excludes direct distant action. But every contiguous action theory
presumes continuous fields, and therefore also the existence of an “ether.”(116)





Taking the rejection of action at a distance as a philosophical first principle
in interpreting the mathematical theory, Einstein maintains that agent causes
will act only by contact, specifically by alterations of the space or aether
surrounding distant patients, and general relativity explains how this happens.
Although Einstein’s aether “is itself devoid of all mechanical and
kinematical qualities … [it] helps to determine mechanical (and
electromagnetic)


  



page
411



events.”(117) Specifically,
relativity’s aether determines both inertial and gravitational motions, the
former by the abstracted special theory which makes it a principle of motions in
nearly flat regions of space, and the latter by the general theory which makes
it a principle of motions in significantly curved space.(118)
So-called empty space not only has attributes, it also has causally active
attributes, and enters into “the causal nexus of physics, … [so] this
ether would be a physical reality as good as matter.”(119)

Unlike the aether of Aristotle,
however, Einstein’s aether enters into the “causal nexus of physics”
by also being acted upon by ordinary matter. The degree of curvature in a region
of space-time varies with—indeed, Einstein sometimes even says, “is
generated and defined”(120) by—the
presence of ordinary matter. A massive body curves ambient space-time, but this
curvature, in turn, determines the path and speed of that same body and of
bodies near it. While Einstein grants that aether has some sort of priority over
ordinary bodies—sometimes he says, perhaps hyperbolically, that inertial matter
is nothing more than a state or modification of the aether(121)—he
nevertheless does not simply speaking attrib-ute to it the sort of one-way
causality found in the Aristotelian aether.

Still, this is not to say that the
relativistic aether is simply another form of ordinary, Newtonian matter, for
the way massive bodies produce this curvature in the aether is not properly
explicable in terms of Newtonian mechanics. The not-so-aethereal aether of
classical mechanics—which, ironically, Einstein calls “ether in the
traditional sense”(122)—is indeed a dead
hypothesis. The relativistic aether, however, is still radically unlike ordinary
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matter because it does not exert a
force of resistance when massive bodies enter it and begin to generate the
gravitational field, and likewise massive bodies do not curve aether by exerting
a force or pressure on it. Rather, just as Aristotle’s aether would docilely
yield to ordinary matter entering it, so Einstein’s aether naturally curves with
the presence of a massive body. Thus Einstein insists again that this is aether
of “a more sublimated form [than the luminiferous aether] … [For it]
differs from the one of earlier optics by the fact that it is not matter in the
sense of mechanics. Not even the concept of motion can be applied to it”;(123)
thus, it “may not be thought of as endowed with the quality characteristic
of ponderable [i.e., massive, inertial] media, to consist of parts that may be
tracked through time.”(124) Not unlike
Aristotle’s celestial matter, relativistic aether is deprived of univocal spatio-temporal
predicates, is continuous, intangible, and perfectly transparent—for it is also
the medium of electro-magnetic energy, light. However, unlike Aristotle’s aether
(though not perhaps directly opposed to it), this aether possesses specific
properties describable only by way of abstract mathematical for-mulae and
geometric analogies. This substance is truly aethereal.

We find another ambiguity of
predication that Aristotle and St. Thomas noted (although for only partly
overlapping reasons) 
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regarding the celestial substance: Is
it right to call this aether a substance or matter at all? Einstein, after all,
sometimes says that in general relativity, “instead of speaking of an
aether, one could equally speak of physical qualities of space,” and that
here “the concepts of ‘space’ and ‘ether’ merge together.”(125)
Has he only tagged the vacuum with the name “aether” without meaning
to describe a material being of any sort? Einstein cannot simply mean this, as
he just as frequently (and often in the same writings) says that relativity has
“finally disposed of the view that space is physically empty,” and
that “space as opposed to ‘what fills space’ … has no separate
existence… . Space-time does not claim existence on its own but only as a
structural quality of the field,”(126)
that is, of the aether. What is being called “space” is not a void, an
expanse of nothingness, for it is not empty and it is positively causal. Whether
we call it a material substance, then, seems to depend on what is meant by
“matter” and “substance.” On the classical assumption that
matter is the same thing as massive, atomic, and inertial, or “ponderable,”
matter, the aether would not properly be a material substance.(127)
However, keeping in mind the Aristotelian insight that matter most properly is
that out of which a physical substance is composed, and therefore is the very
potency for natural being,(128) we see that
this subtle yet mutable physical entity is essentially a material
substance—though these predicates are appropriate to it only in an extended
sense.(129) As Lorentz puts it, given its
function, any aether must be “endowed with a certain degree of
substantiality, however different 
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it may be from ordinary matter,”(130)
and according to one Einstein specialist,

In Einstein’s concept of the ether there also occurs a gradual
materialization of physical space-time… . [But this means] ascribing it a
specific type of materiality, very different from the materiality of the
substances we encounter in physics, to which we refer when we [usually] use the
word “matter.”(131)

Matter and substance, like predicates pertaining to motion, space, and time,
can be said of aether only by means of rational equivocation, that is, by
analogy. Nevertheless, granting attributes, especially causal
attributes, to “empty” space is incoherent, Einstein, Aristotle, and
St. Thomas argue; void is no longer a possibility. So an underlying causal
physical entity unlike those we experience daily must be posited by relativity.
Aether’s executioner turns out to be its savior.(132)

B) The “Vacuum” of
Quantum Electrodynamics

The other pillar (besides relativity)
on which modern physics is based is quantum theory. Just as Einstein saw his
aether as the medium not only of gravitational fields, but also of
electro-magnetic ones,(133) so does the second
candidate for a modern 
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aether come from a branch of quantum
theory called quantum electrodynamics. As with relativity, we will not
try to explain quantum theory in detail,(134)
but will restrict ourselves to salient points pertaining to the idea of aether.

During the decades surrounding the
publication of Einstein’s theory of relativity, evidence was accumulating and
another theory developing that together indicated that all energy is transmitted
in discrete units called quanta. One of the implications of this new
theory was that the position and momentum of a particle cannot be simultaneously
determined with perfect accuracy; the more precise the position measurement, the
less precise that of the momentum, and vice versa. Likewise, this inverse
relationship was found to apply to the combination of energy and time-interval
measurements. Most importantly, however, this “uncertainty principle”
was further shown to be not merely a limitation in our knowledge of a
particle, but even to imply an indetermination in the particle itself. A precise
position measurement means that the particle at that moment in fact has no
precise momentum. While some have seen hints of an aether in various parts of
quantum theory,(135) the uncertainty principle
argues for it most directly and persuasively. The branch of quantum theory
connected with how electromagnetic energy (i.e., a photon) interacts with
electrons—namely, quantum electrodynamics, or QED(136)—posits
the notion of an effervescent and active “vacuum,” which looks
suspiciously aethereal.
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A region of space in which there is no
detectable matter or energy, even at the quantum level, is described by QED as
possessing a quantum field that is “inactive” or
“unexcited.” This is the ground, or lowest possible, energy state of
the field, so the quantum system here is said to be physically empty of
literally everything detectable, a “quantum vacuum.” However (to
revise a pun from Aristotle),(137) this vacuum
does not seem so vacuous. In 1925 Werner Heisenberg, who first articulated the
uncertainty principle, inferred that it requires that even this vacuum must
possess throughout a certain residual and irremovable energy, paradoxically
named “zero-point energy.”(138)
Because of the irreducible minimal uncertainty we must have about the energy
status of every point within a quantum system, even one apparently evacuated of
all energy, Heisenberg argued, the vacuum must be allowed occasionally and
spontaneously to “fluctuate,” that is, to generate real particles with
real effects. Hence, where QED says there is nothing, it also says that there
will always be the possibility that this nothing will turn into something, even
if for only an instant.(139)

This sounds of course like science
fiction; the uncertainty principle must be wrong if this is what it implies.
Either a quantum system is empty or it isn’t, and it is inconceivable that a
void would, even occasionally, spit out a body. There is something right about
this objection; nonetheless, vacuum fluctuations are not objects of mere theory.
Even according to theory they should be measurable—and, disturbingly, they are.
Besides nearly a century of unblemished empirical success for quantum theory and
its cornerstone uncertainty principle, there are many well-established phenomena
apparently intelligible only in terms of 
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these vacuum fluctuations. While the
first experimental evidence of zero-point energy turned up in the same year that
Heisenberg predicted its existence, two more recent and more deeply studied
examples bear singling out. In the 1940s certain unexplained permutations,
dubbed “Lamb-shifts,” were first observed in the spectra emitted by
excited hydrogen and muonic helium. Insofar as changes in the spectral emission
of an atom are directly connected to changes in electron structure or
configuration, the only account that was and remains forthcoming is that the
vacuum surrounding the electrons of the hydrogen and helium, in virtue of a
fluctuation or actualization of some of its zero-point energy, is energizing
them.(140)

A second well-established witness to
the existence of zero-point energy in the vacuum is called the Casimir effect.
Predicted by QED in the 1940s, only in the past decade has it been directly and
accurately measured.(141) The Casimir effect is
a delicate but measurable attractive force generated, without the presence of an
electromagnetic field, between a pair of parallel metal conducting plates; this
force is inversely proportional to their separation.(142)
As with the Lamb-shifts, the measure of this force is exactly that predicted by
fluctuations of the vacuum occurring around the plates, those occurring between
the plates being overcome by those occurring outside of them. These and
other phenomena,(143) then, indicate that
zero-point energy seems to be more than a theoretical entity.

Is it right to call this a vacuum at
all? One physicist, reflecting on this ambiguity in QED’s use of the word, notes
that
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The excitation and de-excitation of these modes [of the quantum vacuum
field] are interpreted as the “creation” and “annihilation”
of “particles.” In this context, a new notion of a “vacuum”
is introduced… . There are several features of these vacuum states that make
it hard to conceive of them as “empty.”(144)



Another concludes that QED’s principles, in effect, imply

that the concept of the vacuum must be somewhat realigned. It is no
longer to be associated with the idea of the void and of nothingness or empty
space. Rather, it is merely the emptiest possible state … the state from
which no further energy can be removed… . [The “vacuum”] is what
is left when everything is removed from space that can be removed.(145)

The so-called vacuum is full—it is filled by the irremovable zero-point
energy—so its name will be a contradiction in terms unless it is a vacuum only
relatively or loosely speaking, that is, unless it is empty only of a certain
genus of things, while it may remain full of something of another genus.(146)
This need to say that it is essentially full, a plenum rather than a vacuum,
increases when we recall the Presocratic dictum that is one of the first
principles of natural philosophy: ex nihilo nihil fit—nothing comes
from nothing. The sudden generation of particles or their agency is physically
impossible if there is not some matter or physical potency permeating the
“vacuum” already. Manifestations of zero-point energy, then, not only
keep us from describing it as “empty,” or a “vacuum,”
without further qualification, but they also tell us that it is material, for it
is that which is able to become actual particles (of energy or massive
particles). It is not, of course, the ordinary matter of common experience.

Is it not right to call it aether,
then? Although few physicists are in the habit of calling it anything other than
a vacuum—with the constant double-speak that it is not really
empty—some think aether is a more meaningful appellation. For example, some
insist 
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that the energy of the ground-state is
“a kind of reintroduction of the ether,” a “quantum
field-ether,” although “it is a pale and ghostly shadow of its old
self,” that is, of the luminiferous aether of classical physics.(147)
Indeed, the best-known proponent of reappropriating the name and notion of
aether is the founder of QED itself, Paul Dirac. Despite special relativity’s
much-sung elimination of aether, because of the enduring need to explain not
only vacuum fluctuations, but also aspects of general relativity, Dirac argues,
we should admit that we are implicitly invoking aether in our general account of
the phenomena and the mathematical theories that pretend to be studying a void:

Physical knowledge has advanced much since 1905, notably by the arrival
of quantum mechanics, and the situation [about the scientific plausibility of
aether] has again changed. If one examines the question in the light of
present-day knowledge, one finds that the aether is no longer ruled out by
relativity, and good reasons can now be advanced for postulating an aether…
. We can now see that we may very well have an aether, subject to quantum
mechanics and conformable to relativity, provided we are willing to consider a
perfect vacuum as an idealized state, not attainable in practice. From the
experimental point of view there does not seem to be any objection to this. We
must make some profound alterations to the theoretical idea of the vacuum… .
Thus, with the new theory of electrodynamics we are rather forced to have an
aether.(148)

We would not be accused of reading too much into these
words to say that, at minimum, the notion of the aether is anything but
scientifically naive or reactionary. Outside of refusing to try to make sense of
QED and phenomena like Lamb-shifts and the Casimir effect, positing a peculiarly
unobservable—but inferrable—medium seems inescapable. And what is this but
aether? Objecting to the reappropriation of the name in principle, as though
motivated by an undue syncretism, is unreasonable. As one physicist soberly
points out, in attempts to unify physics in recent decades, “Increasingly,
this vacuum is reminiscent of ether … [and the parallels are drawn] not out
of any great fondness for
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the concept of ether, but through the perception of its unifying role in
dynamics.”(149) This is aether not merely
in name, but in function and in essence.(150)

C) The Vacuum Energy of the Cosmological Constant

No claim has been made that the aether implied in quantum electrodynamics is
identical to the aether of relativity, as each explains a different, and
apparently irreducible, form of energy
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(electromagnetic and gravitational, respectively). Likewise, while QED’s
zero-point energy is postulated to explain the very small (e.g., spectral
variations in an excited atom), relativity’s curved space-time is postulated to
explain only the very large (e.g., the precession of Mercury’s orbit around the
sun). Thus, assuming that there is only one aether filling a given space at a
given time, it is difficult to see, barring some future unification of these
forms of energy—which, admittedly, many scientists, including Einstein, have
devoted much effort to finding—how these two modern aether-candidates can be
fused. Harmonizing quantum theory and relativity is not my aim here, as their
partial incompatibility is well known and has troubled better minds.
Nevertheless, there are some signs, courtesy of recent astrophysics, of a
partial overlap between the quantum and relativistic aethers.(151)
In attempting to understand the macro-world (e.g., stellar motions), usually the
domain of general relativity, astrophysicists are now feeling a need to posit a
macro version of QED’s micro-world zero-point energy. Thus, although the jury is
still out among the physicists on what to make of the phenomena in question—so
any evaluation must remain tentative—still the evidence should be noted.

According to accepted theory, the
expansion of the universe should be decelerating due to the gravitational drag
of massive bodies, such as planets and stars. However, observations on a number
of distant supernovae over the past ten years are suggesting that some hitherto
unknown repulsive force from an 
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unknown energy source is accelerating
the expansion.(152) And worse, this force does
not appear to be coming from one region of the universe; rather, it appears to
be coming from all directions, or more specifically, from space itself. The
comparison with Einstein’s original idea of a “cosmological constant,”
an irremovable repulsive force built into the texture of the universe, has been
difficult to avoid, although for half a century it was common opinion that its
addition to relativity theory was ad hoc. While little is certain about
this accelerative force, one thing seems clear: As one physicist puts it,
“the energy density associated with the [new] cosmological constant is not
possessed by matter or radiation, but by ‘empty’ space.”(153)

Perhaps, then, it is not coincidental
that researchers have tentatively named this mysterious energy source not only
“X-matter” (thereby treating it as material in some sense), but even
more strikingly, “quintessence,”(154)
the name used by Aristotle’s medieval disciples for the fifth element, aether.
As one physicist specializing in interstellar dark matter puts it,

A decade ago, it seemed to me that dark matter was a sort of modern
“fifth essence.” But even closer in spirit to Aristotle’s heavenly
aether or “quintessence” is the currently favored possibility that a
nonzero energy exists throughout empty space… . [P]erhaps nothing in the
history of physics resembles more the quintessence of Aristotle than …
[this] vacuum energy, comprising 50-70 percent of the energy density of the
universe.(155)
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As in general relativity and QED, this use of the word “aether”
does not seem to be pure metaphor. Besides apparently possessing the aethereal
character of QED’s vacuum, this “quintessence,” unlike all other
known matter, does not exhibit gravitational attraction, it is not pulled
or pushed toward other bodies—indeed, it appears only to repulse or push upon
ordinary matter, implying both its uniqueness and its causal agency. Likewise,
in virtue of its dominance over ordinary matter and energy, this energy-source
seems to be the single most important factor determining the shape of the
universe, the arrangement of stars and galaxies within it, of space itself, and
the eventual fate of the universe as a whole. Further, this mysterious energy
source appears to act on ordinary matter without being acted upon in return.
Empirical data suggest and general relativity theory requires both that it be
accelerating the expansion of bodies in the cosmos and that it remain unaffected
by their motion or presence. In short, this cosmic vacuum energy seems to be
immutable, a cosmological constant—all of which are marks of
Aristotle’s weightless and intangible, but causal, celestial substance.(156)
While not identical to Aristotle’s conception of aether, this modern
“quintessence” does appear to be its intellectual heir.





CONCLUDING REMARKS

 



The supernova evidence of a
cosmological constant is hardly definitive. Likewise, general relativity and
quantum electro-dynamics are only theories—well-tested theories (especially
QED), to be sure, but theories nonetheless, successful attempts at making more
intelligible what is observed.(157) Just as
Aristotle’s geocentric universe was overturned in the sixteenth and 
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seventeenth centuries and was replaced
by Copernicanism and Newtonian universal gravitation, and just as the
unthinkable happened when Newtonian physics failed at the beginning of the
twentieth century, each proving unable to account for newly detected phenomena,
so the same may someday occur to relativity and quantum theory. The experimental
method of natural science is tentative by nature, its inductions always being
only partial and incomplete.(158) However, just
as Newtonian physics is an approximation to the truth, so relativity and quantum
theories, if or when challenged, will turn out to have been like the
truth. Thus, they should not be dismissed as being entirely off on the wrong
track, and their different but similar needs for an aether suggest that there is
something right about the aether as a principle of nature. At minimum one will
grant that the foregoing excursions into relativistic, quantum, and
astrophysical theory and observation amount to a powerful dialectical argument
in favor of something like Aristotle’s celestial substance.

Nevertheless, it seems silly, one
might say, to pretend that the new aether-candidates are what Aristotle was
trying to say all along. After all, there are two critical ways in which they
are decidedly unlike Aristotle’s aether. His first and most straightforward
reason for positing a new kind of matter is his belief that he could see the
heavens moving in a way that nothing else around him moves. This simple circular
motion was rejected long before Einstein and Dirac formulated their
revolutionary theories, and their aethers possess no such motion. Likewise,
Aristotle’s aether was peculiar to the celestial regions; it was not “here
below,” whereas space-time and vacuum energy are everywhere. Thus (the
objection goes) what contemporary science has hit upon bears only a superficial,
coincidental resemblance to Aristotle’s aether.

There is, of course, something to be
said for this. Aristotle’s aether is not simply identical to those
implied in relativity and 
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quantum theories, as the most obvious
marks of the former are not preserved in the latter. However, a case has been
made that, while the nightly circular motion of the heavens is no doubt what
first caught Aristotle’s attention and made him suspect that there is an unusual
kind of matter up there that is not down here, the underlying and in many ways
most critical drive to posit aether is the impossibility of void. If there
cannot be a void, and yet the senses detect nothing in the heavens besides a few
shining lights, then we are left with good reason to believe that whatever fills
the heavens is unlike any matter of which we have experience. The circular
motion of the stars, then, only adds to this conviction.(159)

This situation is identical to the one
in which we find ourselves today. Space still appears to be empty. Certainly it
is probable that, if there were any subtle sensible attributes permeating the
heavenly regions, some sign of an ubiquitous medium of ordinary matter, we would
have detected something by now. What we have found, from random stellar
dust and gas to a uniform scattering of microwaves, is not enough literally to fill
the heavens. Sensation and even the mechanical measuring devices acting as
extensions of sensation have not given us reason to believe that there is
anything but emptiness. Rather, what we have done is argue to the
existence of properties in space, properties that thereby imply a substrate.
Einstein has argued to there being a quasi-geometric structure filling
space that affects the gravitational motions of bodies in it. Heisenberg has argued
that the uncertainty principle entails vacuum fluctuations, and therefore some
kind of “vacuum energy.” Thus, the consistently vacuous appearance
of outer space, when combined with the troublesome philosophical baggage that
comes with void, is itself an argument in favor of aether, just as was
Aristotle’s wonder at the apparent emptiness between himself and the distant
stars. Modern science has only strengthened the argument. Likewise, the modern
aethers and that of Aristotle have a common core: They are aethers of the same
sort. Each posits an 
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ubiquitous, space-filling, utterly
insensible medium whose existence we cannot directly measure or detect but which
can be inferred from things we can measure and detect.

Nor are only the basics shared. In the
foregoing, we have demonstrated profound similarities between the old and the
new aethers that are worth reviewing. Recall Einstein’s curved space-time which
has no determinate velocity, location, or history; spatio-temporal predicates
can be applied to it only analogically, not univocally. Likewise, Aristotle’s
heavenly matter has no place, no motion or rest, and does not exist in time,
without some kind of loosening of the meanings of those words. Einstein’s
aethereal space-time, moreover, is a principle and cause of the local and
temporal properties of ordinary matter and in some way determines the nature of
their motions. Aristotle’s “first body” is the ultimate principle in
virtue of which all other bodies have place and are measured by a common time,
and it is the first physical agent cause of natural motions. In both relativity
and QED, one finds an ambivalence among the physicists about calling their
respective aethers “material” or “immaterial”; likewise,
Aristotle and St. Thomas insist that aether can be named “matter” and
“substance” only equivocally, even occasionally arguing that it
partakes of “immateriality.”(160)
Aristotle and St. Thomas, on the one hand, argue that aether seems to be
immutable and impassive to ordinary matter, that is, it cannot be touched or
pushed. Relativity and QED, on the other hand, while admitting that ordinary
matter somehow causes curvature of space-time, and that the relative location of
conducting plates can indirectly effect a net attracting force in the ambient
quantum vacuum, require that aether not be a ponderable or inertial sort of
matter—the quasi-agency of ordinary matter on it is not intelligible as common
efficient causality, which involves an equal and opposite reaction. And lastly,
Einstein, Heisenberg, Dirac, on the one hand, and Aristotle and St. Thomas, on
the other, all insist that light and light-related phenomena have this medium as
their proper subject. p
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These likenesses seem too particular
yet profound to be chalked up to coincidence.(161)

But is not Aristotle’s restriction of
aether to the heavens significant? Of course, and Aristotle no doubt would have
second-guessed his sharply spatial bifurcation of nature if he had known what
experimental science tells us now. There is even some vague evidence that he
considered the possibility that the aether or some kind of participation in the
nature of aether could exist in the sublunary regions.(162)
Regardless, Aristotle’s account would have 
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to be modified in this respect to make
it compatible with better data—as he himself insisted, for he said that his
account was plausible only given the information he had at present.(163)
Thus, just as there must be some way in which, it now seems, ordinary matter can
act upon aether, and that particles of dust can exist in the interstellar sea of
aether, so aether seems to exist in closer proximity and interaction with the
ordinary matter around us. Hence, we are not arguing that Aristotle’s aether can
be preserved without refining and updating it; but neither has it been simply
chameleon-like, utterly changing its colors for Aristotle, then for Newton, and
then again for Einstein and Heisenberg. Indeed, if modern physicists can see
themselves as rehabilitating the Newtonian aether in quantum and
relativity theories, a fortiori would it be appropriate to say the same
about the Aristotelian aether, which is much more like what they are talking
about than is the aether of classical physics.

“Nature loves to hide,”
Heraclitus said, and the evidence for aether is a case in point. Its existence
is by no means self-evident, and is only detected by inference—sometimes
lengthy and complicated inference, punctuated by many premises that are merely
tentative. While the argument for aether was first made by Aristotle, and many
of the fundamental insights contained in this argument are still valid, the
cause of aether has now been taken up by the most empirically successful
theories of contemporary science. As one physicist puts it, with relativity,
quantum theory, and astrophysics, “we are going full cycle, back to the
aether and quintessence of Aristotle… . [This is] a true ‘quintessence,’ in
the 
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spirit of Aristotle.”(164)
The allegedly different subjects of natural science and natural philosophy have
reached the same conclusion, though by way of somewhat different means,
suggesting that perhaps the disjunction between the philosopher and the
scientist has been too radical and thorough. The myth that experimental science
invariably refutes the perennial natural philosophy, and that the aether in
particular is a prime example of the casualties of this conflict, is itself
being rethought and repudiated. Phoenix-like, the aether, after having received
what appeared to be a mortal wound, is still with us in both philosophy and
experimental science, and it bids fair to remain.(165)
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designating a kind of matter that is not found below the sphere of the moon.
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[bookmark: N_14_]14. Ibid.,
1.3.270b13. 



[bookmark: N_15_]15.  Ibid., 2.12.292a14-18. A parallel text and locus classicus
is at De Partibus Animalium, 1.5.644b23-645a7. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16. De
Caelo,
2.3.286a5-7. See also De Anima, 1.1.402b22-25. 
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even to Physics 4 (e.g., 303a22). At any rate, many De Caelo
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the possibility of void (a nonmaterial three-dimensional magnitude) has been
implicitly rejected already. Further, after discussing aether’s properties, he
denies off-handedly the possibility there is a void outside the cosmos, treating
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2.4.287a7-12, and 2.8.290a7, where he explicitly assumes that there are no empty
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essentia, “fifth essence,” the root of our modern words
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It has been forty years since the publication of Thomas
Litt’s magisterial study of Thomas Aquinas’s doctrine of
the heavenly bodies.(1) That work provides a
comprehensive and accurate presentation of the Thomistic
understanding of the heavens: their nature, motion,
causality, place, and purpose in the universe. It remains the
indispensable scholarly source for understanding Thomas’s
teaching on these topics. Nevertheless, it has established one
tenet of the Thomistic position that I wish to challenge.
According to Litt,(2) and most other commentators as well,(3)
Thomas Aquinas holds that the heavenly bodies are
incorruptible because they are composed of a prime matter
that is different from the prime matter of earthly bodies.


	The problem arises as follows. Thomas as a good
Aristotelian understands that all material substances are
composed of form and	
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matter. By virtue of one and only one substantial form, any
substance is what it actually is. This means that whatever is
actually true about the substance, just insofar as it is
substance, is caused by the substantial form. On the other
hand, by virtue of matter in the most basic sense, which is
prime matter, any substance is liable to substantial change;
that is, it is liable to become a completely new actual thing.
This means that both generation and corruption are possible
because substances are not merely actual; they are potentially
other, and they are so because of prime matter. To put this
another way, it is because of prime matter, and only because
of prime matter, that a substance is subject to substantial
corruption. But if this is so, then it seems that one can claim
that a material substance such as a heavenly body is
incorruptible only if one says that it does not have prime
matter in the sense in which other material substances have
prime matter. That is, if the heavenly bodies have a different
sort of prime matter, which has an appetite for only one
substantial form, then one could explain the incorruptibility
of the heavenly bodies by asserting that the prime matter of
heavenly bodies is different in kind from the prime matter of
earthly bodies. This is just the position attributed to Thomas
Aquinas by Litt and by those who have followed Litt’s
interpretation of Thomas.


	I intend to show, however, that Thomas’s position was
not always, and was not finally, what has just been described.
Thomas, in fact, altered his position in important ways more
than once. Under the influence of his teacher, St. Albert the
Great, Thomas in his early works held an Averroistic
position, that the heavenly bodies are not composed of form
and matter. In his maturity, when he wrote the Prima pars of
the Summa Theologiae, Thomas did hold the position
attributed to him by Litt. In his last works, however, such as
his commentary on the De caelo of Aristotle, Thomas seems
to have adopted a third position, namely, that the heavenly
bodies are incorruptible by virtue of form, not by virtue of
matter. To show this, I shall discuss three topics: the
doctrine of Averroës and Albert on the incorruptibility of the
heavens,	
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Thomas’s early position in the 1250s, and Thomas’s mature
position in the 1260s and 1270s.





I. Averroës and Albert on the

Incorruptibility of the Heavens




	The principal text for the statement of Averroës’ position,
and one that was certainly influential on Albert’s paraphrase
of De caelo, is De substantia orbis,(4) although the same
position can be found elsewhere (e.g., in Averroës’ De
caelo).(5) In some general way, says Averroës, it is true that the
heavenly bodies, like the earthly, are “composed.” In
heavenly matter, no less than in earthly, there must be “two
natures,” one that is passive or receiving and another than is
active or giving.(6) This will clearly be the case in the heavenly
bodies, for in them something must be the mover and
something else must be the thing moved. The motor and the
motum will be present in the heavenly bodies, but they must
somehow be distinct.


	It is also clear, however, that what is meant by form and
matter in the heavenly bodies will be something quite
different from what is meant by those terms in earthly
bodies, because the heavenly bodies are incorruptible and the
earthly are both	
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generable and corruptible.(7) This observation leads Averroës
to provide a general discussion on the difference between
accidental and substantial change, with a view to bringing
out what is required for substantial change.(8) In order for
substantial change to occur, it is necessary that the substance
that is to undergo the change not possess the form of the
substance into which it will change. And in order that it not
possess the form into which it will change, it is necessary
that its matter be prime matter, matter that is in potency to
all forms.(9)


	A basic feature of all material substances is the fact that
they are divisible, and this divisibility belongs to bodies
insofar as they have quantity. Quantity in three dimensions
is a kind of primary accident of all material substances, and
having actual dimensions is a product of the substantial
form.(10) In other words, the proper quantitative dimensions
of a material substance are consequent upon having a certain
substantial form.(11) What is true of the fundamental accident
of quantity is true of the other accidents as well: they inhere
in complete subjects that are composites of form and matter.
By form, the subjects are actual; by matter, they are
potential. Actual accidents cannot inhere in a purely simple
reality (such as prime matter), because being subject to a
contrary (which is required for any change) implies being
already something in act.
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	This observation, however, suggests to Averroës a
conclusion that is of the greatest importance. Since what is
purely simple cannot receive contraries, prime matter itself
cannot be purely simple: if it were, it could not receive a
form, for no form could be the contrary of a purely simple
prime matter. As we have seen, dimension is fundamental to
material substances. It is by dimensions that there is a
fundamental contrariety among substances; the natural size
or dimensions of one substance is contrary to the natural
dimensions of another substance. The point is that
contrariety must be directed at something actual, and
dimension is the actual contrary opposition involved in all
substantial change. Prime matter, the subject of substantial
change, is never completely stripped of dimensions; it always
possesses indeterminate dimensions. 



And because Aristotle discovered that all forms communicate
in indeterminate dimensions, he knew that prime matter is
never stripped of indeterminate dimensions, because, if it
were so stripped, a body would come to be from a non-body,
and a dimension from a non-dimension. And in that case,
corporeal [substantial] forms would be contraries that
succeed each other in the subject, according to its disposition
to substantial forms.(12)




Averroës insists that prime matter must have in itself
indeterminate dimensions in order that substantial change be
able to take place. He will call this a “form of indeterminate
dimension” that necessarily inheres in prime matter, without
which substantial change could not take place.(13)


	Averroës provides an example for us.(14) Consider the
change of the substance water into the substance air. If we
heat water, the	
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volume of water expands until such a point that the volume
of the water is equal to that which air would occupy, and at
that point the water changes into air. Similarly, when air is
cooled, its volume decreases until it reaches the natural
volume that water would occupy, and at that point the air
changes into water. The natural volume of water is opposed
as a contrary to the natural volume of air. And this
opposition depends upon a reception of contrary quantities
in the subject of substantial change, prime matter. Prime
matter, thus, must possess dimensions but not in a
determinate way. “Dimensions in an unqualified way, which
are called ‘body in an unqualified way,’ are never stripped
from prime matter, just as common accidents are never
stripped from any two or more contrary bodies, like
transparency, in which fire and water communicate.”(15)


	What explains the possibility of generation and corruption
also explains, by its negation, incorruptibility in material
substances. Corruptibility requires contrariety with respect to
the form and a common subject that does not itself have a
form but is in potency to other forms. The basis of all of this
is a subject (prime matter) that receives in itself
indeterminate dimensions and is thus many things in
potency.(16) On the other hand, if the subject (prime matter)
did not have dimension in itself, it would not receive a
diversity of forms, neither numerically nor specifically.
Rather, it would have only one form.(17) Furthermore, it could
not receive other forms, for its subject would not be able to
admit of any multiplicity of forms, neither potentially nor
actually. 



And the cause of this is that [the subject, prime matter] does
not receive quantity first, before the reception of forms,
because if it had received [quantity first], it would be
divisible according to form, and its form would be divisible
according
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to dimensions, that is, by a division of its subject. And its acts
would be finite in quantity, and its form could receive more
and less, whole and part. If, therefore, there is some form
that does not receive more and less, that is not divided by a
division of its subject, and whose subject is not divided by a
division of form (i.e, admits no diversity), it is clear that in
the subject of that form dimensions do not exist first, but
only after form exists.(18)




	The key point then is the following. Substantial change is
only possible when prime matter is in itself not absolutely
simple but has a form of indeterminate dimension, by virtue
of which the prime matter is able to receive a diversity of
substantial forms. Averroës stresses that this quantitative
form must inhere in prime matter first, or that it is naturally
prior to substantial form, in order that substantial change be
possible. If this prior quantitative form is missing from
matter, then the matter is not able to receive different or
other substantial forms. Such matter lacking the form of
quantity would be simple and would not be liable to
substantial change. Such simple matter will in fact be the
matter of the heavenly bodies.


	Accordingly, Averroës reports, Aristotle explains the
incorruptibility of the heavenly bodies by the fact that such
bodies do not have a subject that is receptive of division or
dimension before the existence of a substantial form. 



Since, therefore, it had been declared by Aristotle what is
needed for generable and corruptible things, on the part of
the subject and on the part of the form, from which there is
generation and corruption in sensible beings that exist as
individuals per se, and [since] it has been declared that
heavenly bodies are neither generable nor corruptible,
[Aristotle] has denied that they [the heavenly bodies] have a
subject that receives number and division through the
existence
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of simple dimensions in it first before the existence of form,
and [he has denied] that they [the heavenly bodies] are
potentially many and numerically one.(19) 




Furthermore, when Aristotle noted that the actions of the
heavenly bodies are infinite (for they move forever), he
concluded that their substantial forms are not in subjects
through the mediation of dimensions and that they are not
the powers in bodies.(20) In other words, the forms of the
heavenly bodies are not truly substantial forms but are
separate movers. They are, in fact, both the efficient and the
final cause of the motion of the heavenly bodies; they are
that by which the heavenly bodies are moved and that to
which they are moved.(21) In this the forms of the heavenly
bodies are quite different from the substantial forms of
earthly bodies, for in earthly bodies that by which the body
is moved and that to which it is moved are always different.
This difference, furthermore, explains why the movers of the
heavenly bodies, unlike earthly movers, can be infinite.(22)
This consideration moved Aristotle “to opine” that the forms
of the heavenly bodies could not be constituted through their
subjects, for otherwise their motion would have to be finite,
like that of earthly substances.(23)


	In the second chapter of De substantia orbis, Averroës
elaborates on the relation between the heavenly body and its	
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separate mover. Fundamentally, the relationship of heavenly
body to its form is that of body to soul.(24) Yet it is clear in the
case of the heavenly body that the nature of that body is
quite different from the nature of its soul, because the soul
of the heavenly body is a mover only and is not a form in
composition with matter.(25) The heavenly body itself is a
corpus simplex that is not composed of form and matter.(26)
The soul or form of the heavenly body is a separate mover
that is not itself moved, not even accidentally, as are the
souls of animals on earth.(27) The “matter” of the heavenly
body is in fact a subject that is actually existent. 



The heavenly body is as it were the matter of the separate
form, by which the matter is existent in act. And therefore it
is likened to matter only in this respect, that it is receptive of
form; and therefore it is more rightly called a “subject” than
“matter.” Matter that is here [i.e., on earth] is called
“matter” insofar as it is essentially in potency to form, but it
is called “subject” insofar as it is informed, that is, insofar as
it is a composite of form and matter.(28) 




The separate forms are simple beings (not complicated with
various sensitive and appetitive powers as are animal souls),
and these separate forms are the eternal causes of motion
and being in the heavenly bodies.(29)


	Averroës’ position then is this. Substantial change requires
the presence of a “form of quantity” or a “form of
dimension” to be present in prime matter before the
substantial form. Prime matter	
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thus has quantity in an indeterminate way in itself and apart
from substantial form. Such prime matter allows for
substantial change, for substantial change requires an
opposition in quantitative dimension before there can be an
introduction of a new substantial form. If matter does not
have such inherent indeterminate quantity, it is not liable to
acquire new substantial forms. But such matter, lacking
indeterminate quantity, is precisely the matter of the
heavenly bodies. That matter is given determinate
dimensions by its form and is thereby made a simple, not
composed, material being, and its form is not a true
substantial form. It is rather a separate mover, and as a
separate mover it is able to cause an eternal (or infinite)
motion. The separate mover may be called a “soul,” but it is
not the kind of soul that is joined to a body, for the soul that
moves the heavenly body must be an eternally unmoved
source of motion and being.


	This Averroist position is adopted by Albert in his
paraphrase of Aristotle’s De caelo, where Albert gives in
summary form Aristotelian arguments drawn from the
Physics and the Metaphysics to show that there is but one
system of the heavens that is moved by the Prime Mover.
Albert expresses some tentativeness in attributing these
arguments to Aristotle,(30) but he is confident that the position
is broadly Peripatetic and that it is accurately the position of
Averroës, as expressed in De substantia orbis.(31) In fact, the
chapter in question is less a paraphrase of Aristotle than a
paraphrase of Averroës.


	First, says Albert, we speak about prime matter to indicate
a substance existing in potency that in itself has absolutely no
form in actuality.(32) Prime matter is the potential principle of
a substance. If prime matter were actual or formal in any
way, it would not be prime matter. By virtue of privation,
prime matter	
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is liable to change and hence to receive a new form. Now
there are two kinds of form, accidental and substantial.(33)
Substantial form is naturally prior to accidental, since
accidents inhere in and are dependent upon substances. 


	There are, however, two fundamentally different kinds of
substantial form. One is divisible, subject to dimensions, and
finite; such a substantial form is the act and perfection of a
body, in which the form exercises its power. Such a
substantial form is the form of any terrestrial, material
substance.(34) It is the sort of form that we normally intend
when we talk of substantial form. The other kind of
substantial form, however, is neither divisible nor subject to
dimensions nor finite, and it is neither the actuality nor the
perfection of any body. This second kind of substantial form
is called an Intelligence or an Intellect, and it is the
substantial form of a heavenly body.


	Let us first consider the properties of the substantial form
that is the act and perfection of a body.(35) Such a form is
finite, because its operation is realized through a body, and
no body can be infinite. No power of any corporeal
substance can, therefore, be infinite. Furthermore, such a
form must also be the form of a divisible, quantitatively
dimensional substance, even though prime matter in itself is
not divisible. Matter must be capable of receiving
dimensions, but it must not of itself have any determinate
dimensions, for if it did it would itself be liable to generation
and corruption. Its primary function, however, is to serve as
an incorruptible substrate for generation and corruption.
Prime matter, therefore, must receive a form of corporeity,
prior	
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to receiving substantial form, by which it is rendered
divisible and subject to determinate dimensions. This form of
corporeity is common to all terrestrial material substances.
Albert paraphrases Averroës’ De substantia orbis (cap. 1): 



the corporeity of matter, which is like a primary form for all
other forms that are corporeal perfections, remains in the
substance and is never stripped from it in any corporeal
change. If it were stripped away, a body would [come] to be
from a non-body, and a body would come to be from
nothing, which we have shown (in the First Book of the
Physics) to be impossible according to nature.(36)




	The fact that prime matter is made divisible and
susceptible of determinate dimensions is attributable to the
form of corporeity; but the form of corporeity does not give
the substance its actual, determinate dimensions.(37) It is the
substantial form that gives rise to the actual determinate
dimensions, and also to the active qualities that are proper to
the substance. Terrestrial substances, then, are explained by
the following principles. Prime matter accounts for the basic
potentiality of the substance; the fact that it can potentially
acquire some new form, whether accidental or substantial, is
attributable to prime matter. The fact that terrestrial
substances are divisible and subject to quantity is attributed
to a form that is naturally prior to the substantial form; this
form is the form of corporeity, which is a common form to
all terrestrial substances. The form of corporeity, however,
does not specify any actual, determinate dimensions or
qualities. It is the substantial form which determines specific
quantities and qualities.


	The substantial form that is an Intellect or an Intelligence,
and that is the form of a heavenly body, has a rather
different relation to its substance.(38) Such a form is a universal
agent of sorts; it knows in its way all possible forms, and in
its intellectual	
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operation is not limited by any body. It cannot, therefore, be
the actuality or perfection of any body. Now prime matter,
which is potentially all things, is in itself receptive of this
kind of substantial form, and it is receptive of this form
before any corporeity. This means that the matter of the
heavenly body remains indivisible, and hence incorruptible,
for it never has the form of corporeity. The heavenly body
is material but it is so without the form of corporeity, and it
is this form of corporeity that is the principle of divisibility.
That which is not divisible cannot receive contrary qualities,
for contrary qualities require spatially different parts, and
spatially different parts imply divisibility. Since the heavenly
body cannot receive contrary qualities, it is not liable to
corruption. It is, therefore, incorruptible.


	It would be wrong, however, to suppose that the heavenly
bodies are not corporeal or do not have corporeal
dimensions. They are bodies and they do have determinate
dimensions, but these dimensions are given to the body by
the first cause, which constitutes them in being.(39) They do
not arise from the generation of a substantial form out of the
potency of matter. In the case of the heavenly body, the
matter is simply constituted as a body by its maker and it is
given a substantial form, but the substantial form is not the
act of the body. The relationship between the Intelligence
and the heavenly body is compared by Albert to the
relationship between the human body and the human soul.
There is, it should be noted, a kind of dualism in Albert’s
account of human nature,(40) but this dualism makes Albert’s
account of the heavenly bodies more plausible. 
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Aristotle has said that [the Intelligences] are separate
substances, and for this very reason he has also said that the
intellect of man is given from outside. Every form brought
from potency into actuality is restricted to the potency of
matter and can only have a limited operation. When matter
is made actual, it is then divided or not divided by way of
corporeity, as we have said. Hence every form brought forth
from the potency of matter is consequent upon corporeity.(41)




	From the discussion I have given of this text, it is clear
that Albert understands the Aristotelian position to be that
there is one prime matter, but this one prime matter can
either be liable to division, and hence corruption, or not so
liable. If it is liable to corruption, it must have a
presubstantial form of corporeity through which it is united
to its substantial form. If it is not liable to corruption, it does
not have the form of corporeity and it is simply made by
God to be an actually existing thing in a certain, determinate
way. It does not become an actually existing thing by having
a substantial form brought into existence from the potency
of matter. This actually existing material thing is united, not
substantially, but dualistically to a “form” or intelligence or
mover. Such is the incorruptible matter of the heavenly
bodies.


	Four chapters later in his paraphrase of De caelo, Albert
again confirms the position expressed above, that the
heavenly bodies are made of a matter that does not have any
inherent indeterminate dimensions.(42) The forms of the
heavenly bodies are not divisible materially and cannot be
made many by matter; such forms are probably different
from one another as species rather than as individuals made
different by matter.(43) Albert does, however, express some
doubt about the true position of Averroës. Averroës might
mean that the heavenly bodies are pure forms without matter
and that there really is no matter at all in the	
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heavens.(44) Such a view, however, is absurd, for the obvious
reason that the heavenly bodies are observable to our senses.
Such bodies must, if we can really see them, have matter that
is recognizable by its potency for local motion. 


	Later in De caelo, Albert confirms the position given
above.(45) One quotation from this chapter sums up the reason
for the incorruptibility of the heavenly bodies: “[the
heavenly body] has matter that naturally receives form before
dimension, a form that is separate and that gives being to
it.”(46)


 
II. Thomas’s Early Position on the

Incorruptibility of the Heavens


	In the years between 1252 and 1258 (possibly as late as
1259), Thomas composed his commentary on the Sentences
of Peter Lombard and also his commentary on Boethius’s De
Trinitate.(47) In both of these works, Thomas expresses
approval of the Averroist position on the matter of the
heavenly bodies.


	In the commentary on the Sentences, Thomas asks the
question (in the context of his discussion of the six days of
creation), whether there is one matter for all bodily
creatures.(48) There are two philosophical positions on this
question, says Thomas, and each position has its followers.
One position is that of Avicenna, according to whom there
is only one matter for all corporeal beings, for the reason
that all corporeal beings are equally material beings, and
hence “matter” means the same thing for all corporeal
beings.(49) Since matter has the same meaning wherever	
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it is found, the reality of matter is the same reality wherever
it is found.


	The other position, says Thomas, is that of Averroës, who
refutes the position of Avicenna. Averroës, according to
Thomas, reasons as follows.(50) Since matter in itself is in
potency to all forms, and since it cannot be simultaneously
under all forms, it must be the case that matter is actually
found under one form but is in potency to the others. But if
this is the real passive potency of matter, there must also be
an active potency capable of bringing that passive potency
into actuality, otherwise the passive potency would be in
vain. But, in fact, there is no active potency that can actualize
the supposed passive potency of the matter of the heavenly
bodies. The evidence that there is no such active potency is
found in the fact that there is no contrary to the perfect
circular motion of the heavenly bodies. Hence, as Averroës
says, there is no prime matter in the heavenly bodies. This
means that the heavenly bodies are simple material beings,
not composed of matter and form, as are the four earthly
elements and those things made of them.


	One possible objection to this Averroist position is that
the heavenly bodies could be composed of form and matter,
provided that the form were so overwhelming that no
potency would remain in the matter for some other form. A
kind of super-form could completely satisfy the appetite of
prime matter for form, and thus prime matter would be the
ultimate substrate of all corporeal beings, both in the heavens
and on earth. Against this objection, Thomas responds that
the potency of matter is only	
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satisfied by its acquiring of the form to which it is in
potency.(51) Prime matter is in potency to all substantial forms.
Hence, the only way in which the entire potency of prime
matter could be terminated by form would be for the matter
to be actually united to all possible forms at once—an
obvious impossibility. The fact that one substantial form is
nobler than another does not mean that the more noble form
removes the potency for some less noble form. Fire is a
higher or nobler element than earth, and yet prime matter
under the form of fire remains in potency to the form of
earth. Even if we suppose that the form of the heavenly body
is the most noble of corporeal forms, it would still not
remove the fundamental omnipotentiality of prime matter. 


	Furthermore, this objection would imply that the heavens
are subject to generation and corruption.(52) If one supposes
that there is but one prime matter, both in the earthly
elements and in the heavenly bodies, then one must also
suppose that it is the form of the heavenly body that makes
it a heavenly body and not an earthly element. But if the
prime matter out of which both are composed is the same,
then the form of the heavenly body could also make the
matter of an earthly element into a heavenly body. The fact
that such a thing would not happen does not remove the
possibility that it could happen; but the fact that it could
happen is precisely what it means to say that the heavens are
generable and corruptible.
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	Behind Thomas’s response to this objection are two
important tenets of Thomistic natural philosophy. First, if
there is a real potency for something in nature, the potency
must in due course be realized in act, for nature does not
operate in vain.(53) Hence, it would not make sense to Thomas
to say that the heavens are in principle corruptible but that
they in fact will not corrupt. If the natural principle of their
corruptibility is really present, then they must be corruptible
and they must in fact undergo corruption. Second, prime
matter is recognized to be a real principle of substantial
composition because it explains substantial change.(54) When
we come to recognize the reality of substantial change—that
a genuinely new substance is coming into being—then we are
in a position to show that there must be a subject of this
change and that this subject must be completely without
form or privation. Such a subject, of course, is prime matter.
Would we recognize the existence of prime matter at all if
there were no substantial change? Perhaps we would not, but
Thomas does point out, later, when commenting on
Aristotle’s Physics, that the principles of matter and form are
not only principles of becoming but also principles of
being.(55) In order for a material substance to exist, Thomas
will say later, it must be	
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composed of prime matter and substantial form. In his earlier
commentary on the Sentences, however, Thomas is of the
opinion that a material substance can exist that is not
composed of prime matter and substantial form, for such are
the heavenly bodies.


	Finally, Thomas makes it clear that he does not mean that
indeterminate (or prime) matter is common to the heavenly
and earthly bodies and that some merely determinate
(secondary) matter is not common.(56) Some think, wrongly,
that matter in some primary sense can be common but that
matter in a secondary sense can be determined to be different
by different kinds of motion. Such a view is wrong, however,
because different kinds of motion are a sign, not a cause, of
different kinds of matter. The very different sort of motion
in the heavenly bodies—their natural circular motion—is an
indication that the matter of the heavenly bodies is very
different from that of the earthly. The matter of the heavenly
bodies and that of the earthly bodies are simply not common
at all.


	We shall consider one last objection and Thomas’s reply
to it. The fifth of the initial objections in the article we have
been examining is as follows.(57) Moving bodies are, of course,
material bodies. Whenever two moving bodies have the same
sort of motion, they must also have the same sort of matter.
But heavenly bodies and earthly bodies do have the same
sort of motion, namely, local motion. They must both,
therefore, have the same sort of matter.
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	Thomas’s response to this objection is that matter is, in
the first instance, the subject of generation and corruption.(58)
Matter is the subject of other motions only insofar as it is
taken in some secondary sense, that is, as it is understood to
be more or less perfect (per prius et posterius), depending
upon whether the motion for which it is a subject is more or
less perfect. Hence, prime matter, matter in the most basic
sense, is found only in those things that are subject to
generation and corruption. But prime matter is also found,
as a consequence, in things subject to increase, decrease, and
alteration, for these three kinds of accidental change all
presuppose generation and corruption. (True increase and
decrease always involve corruption and generation, and
alteration eventually results in corruption and generation.)
Local motion, however, is quite different from these other
accidental changes. 



  Local motion, as is proven in Book VIII of the Physics, is the
most perfect, because nothing changes in that which is
intrinsic to the thing that moves. Hence, the subject of this
kind of motion is a thing that is complete in substantial being
and in all of the intrinsic properties of the thing. Such
motion belongs to the heavenly body. Its matter, therefore,
is like a complete substance among the earthly bodies, as the
Commentator says in the book, De substantia orbis. Hence
the matter is common [to the heavenly and the earthly
bodies] only by analogy.(59)


	In this passage Thomas makes it clear that he endorses the
position of Averroës, which is that the existence of prime
matter	
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necessarily implies generation and corruption. Where there
is no generation and corruption, as in the heavenly bodies,
there is no prime matter. Where there is no prime matter,
there is no composition of matter and substantial form. The
heavenly bodies, hence, are not composed of matter and
form; they are of themselves simple bodies and are like
complete, composed earthly substances in that they are
substantially complete.


	Shortly after the composition of the commentary on the
Sentences, Thomas composed (1257-58) his commentary on
Boethius’s De Trinitate. In a question devoted to the division
of speculative sciences (lect. 2, q. 1), Thomas treats the
problem of whether the divine science (taken either as
philosophical meta-physics or as revealed theology) treats of
immaterial beings. The fourth initial objection and Thomas’s
reply are instructive for us.


	The fourth objection is that whatever exists is either pure
matter, pure form, or a composite of matter and form.(60) An
angel, however, is not pure form, for if it were it would be
pure act, but only God is pure act. Neither is it pure matter.
It is, therefore a composite of form and matter. From this
fact one must infer that divine science, which treats of
angels, concerns things that are material.


	The first part of Thomas’s response to this objection is as
follows.



It ought to be said that act and potency are more common
than matter and form. And thus, even if there is no
composition of matter and form in the angels, one is able to
find in them potency and act. Matter and form are parts of
that which is composed of matter and form, and hence the
composition of matter and form is only found in those things
that have one part related to the other as potency to act.
Furthermore, what is able to be is also able not to be, and
hence it is possible to find one part with the other and also
without the other. And hence, as the Commentator says in
De caelo, book 1, and Metaphysics, book 8, the
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composition of form and matter is only found in those things
that are naturally corruptible.(61)




In agreement with Averroës, Thomas holds that the
composition of form and matter is found only in those
beings that are naturally subject to generation and
corruption. Since the heavenly bodies are not subject to
generation and corruption, they are not composed of form
and matter. They are, however, material beings. Averroës
allows that there can be instances of pure matter—material
beings not composed of form and matter—and Thomas
accepts this Averroistic tenet as an explanation for the
heavenly bodies.


	One might object that, in the case of the heavenly bodies,
accidents (such as shape) are perpetually caused to be by
their subjects, for the heavenly body perpetually makes its
shape to be, as shape is an accident flowing from the
substantial reality of the heavenly body. If this is so, then one
might think that a heavenly body could also be perpetually
composed of form and matter. But the two cases, says
Thomas, are not parallel. A substance causes its proper
accidents as an active potency; given the existence of the
substance, the accidents proper to the substance flow
naturally from the essential nature of the thing. The relation
of matter to substantial form, however, is very different. 



Matter is not the cause of form in the way in which [a
substance is the cause of its proper accidents], and therefore
any matter that is subject to some form is also able not to be
subject to that form, unless, by way of exception, matter
could be joined to form by some extrinsic cause. We believe,
for example, that
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by divine power the resurrected bodies, although composed
of contraries, will be maintained incorruptibly.(62)




	In two early works, the commentary on the Sentences and
the commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate, Thomas affirms
the Averroist position on the matter of the heavenly bodies.
Material beings that are composed of prime matter and
substantial form are by that very fact necessarily liable to
generation and corruption. Since the heavenly bodies are
neither generable nor corruptible, they cannot be composed
of matter and form. They are clearly material bodies, for we
can see them, but they must be simple, noncomposed units
of matter. Thomas will often say, in his early works, that the
matter of the heavens is different from the matter on earth.
He does not mean that there are two kinds of prime matter.
He means, rather, that the material substances here below are
composed of prime matter and substantial form and that the
matter of the heavenly bodies is pure, that is, without any
composition at all.


	III. Thomas’s Mature Positions on the

Incorruptibility of the Heavens


	After the 1250s, Thomas did not again endorse the
position of Averroës. In fact, as we shall see, when Thomas
treated the problem of the matter of the heavenly bodies
formally, he rejected Averroës’ position as an absurdity, for
he recognized that all material bodies, including the heavenly
bodies, must be composed of form and matter. The problem,
then, is how to explain the incorruptibility of the heavenly
bodies while affirming also that they are composed of
substantial form and prime matter, like all other material
bodies.


	I have found some difficulty in determining Thomas’s
position in his maturity, for reasons that will be brought
forth, but there	
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are two things that Thomas always affirms. First, he always
affirms that in some sense the matter of the heavenly bodies
is different from the matter of the earthly bodies. He
expresses this in various ways: the matter of the heavens is
alia et alterius rationis or it is omnino diversa from that on
earth; or he says that omnium corporalium non est eadem
materia or non est eadem materia corporis caelestis et
elementorum. On the other hand, Thomas does not say that
there are two kinds of prime matter or that the prime matter
of the heavens is different or diverse from that on earth. In
some way the matter of the heavenly bodies is different from
that on earth, but what does that mean? At the very least it
means that a different sort of matter is found beyond our
atmosphere from the matter that is found here. That is, the
four elements (fire, air, water, and earth) are found in our
realm, but the moon, the planets, the sun, and the stars are
made of the fifth element, ether. None of the kinds of matter
found down here are found up there; there is a complete
diversity of matter in the two realms. But does the claim that
the matter of the heavens is completely diverse from that on
earth mean something more? Does it mean that there is a
different kind of prime matter in the heavens from that on
earth? To this question, as I shall show below, Thomas
appears to give two answers, although perhaps they can be
reconciled.


	Second, Thomas always affirms that the form of the
heavenly body so perfects the matter that there is no
privation remaining in the heavenly body for substantial
change. In some way, the form is the cause of the
incorruptibility of the heavenly bodies. It is a different sort
of form from that which is found in earthly substances; it is
able, so to speak, to satisfy completely the desire of matter
for form. But why is it able to do so? Is it because of the
form alone, that is, because the form is of such eminence that
it can satisfy the omnipotency of prime matter? Or is it
because the prime matter of the heavens is a different sort of
prime matter from that on earth, different in such a way that
it is ordained to one form only?
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	Thus, although Thomas always says that the matter of the
heavens is different from that on earth and that the form of
the heavenly bodies is the reason that there is no privation in
the heavenly bodies, neither of these claims determines an
answer to the question of whether there are two kinds of
prime matter. It is consistent with both claims both to affirm
and to deny that there are two kinds of prime matter. What,
then, does Thomas explicitly say about this question?


	In the Prima pars (STh I, q. 66, a. 2),(63) Thomas deals with
the problem of whether there is one matter for all corporeal
beings. He does so, as in his commentary on the Sentences,
in the context of his discussion of creation and the six days.
In the Summa Theologiae, Thomas rejects the position,
which he attributes to Plato, that the matter of the heavens
is not really different from that below. On the basis of
observation we know that the motion of the heavenly bodies
is fundamentally different from that of earthly bodies. We
also know that there are no motions or qualities contrary to
those of the heavenly bodies. The matter of the heavenly
bodies, therefore, must be different in order to explain the
fundamental difference in motion and activity. Thomas also
rejects the position of Avicebron, according to whom matter
is one and the same for all corporeal beings, by virtue of a
common “form of corporeity.” This view is rejected because
it implies a plurality of substantial forms and, hence, that
there really is no substantial change but only accidental
change.


	Setting aside Plato and Avicebron, an Aristotelian would
say that no form remains in the substrate of substantial
change.(64) This	
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Aristotelian point, however, implies that matter as the
fundamental potency for substantial form, that is, prime
matter, must be different in corruptible beings from what it
is in incorruptible beings. The principle is the following.
Whenever matter is common to more than one thing, it must
be in potency to the various forms of the different things to
which it is common. If such common matter is determined
by one form, it remains in potency to the other forms. No
one form among those to which the matter is common, even
if it should be the best of all of the forms, could remove this
potency, for the potency is in the very nature of matter.
Hence, the potency of the prime matter found in corruptible
beings will always remain; and this potency is precisely a
potency to acquire some other form than the one to which
it is currently united. If such prime matter were united to the
form of a heavenly body, the matter could acquire another
substantial form: but that is just to say that the heavenly
body would be corruptible.


	Here Thomas rejects, in no uncertain terms, the proposed
Averroist solution to the problem.(65) Averroës imagines
(fingit) that the heavenly body is not a composed body and
that the form of the body is something separate that
nevertheless is the mover of the heavenly body. But this is an
absurd position, for it implies	
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that something could be actually existent and not be or have
form. Form, however, is the principle of actuality, which
means that whatever is actual must either be form or have
form. The heavenly bodies cannot be pure forms, for pure
forms are not perceptible, but heavenly bodies are. The
heavenly bodies must, therefore, have forms. To have a form
means that the capacity or potency of the substance is
actualized by form. The capacity or potency for form, in
turn, is what is meant by matter. Thus, the heavenly bodies
must be composites of matter and form. That which is in
potency to form is matter without any form, or prime
matter. But here is the problem. The potency of the prime
matter of the heavenly bodies must be in potency to one
form only, for if it were in potency to other forms, the
heavenly body would be corruptible. Since we know that the
heavenly bodies are incorruptible, we know that the potency
of their prime matter is a potency only for the form to which
it is united and to no other form. This, however, means that
the prime matter of the heavenly bodies is not the same as
the prime matter of the earthly bodies. There are, then, two
kinds of prime matter.


	One misunderstanding should be avoided. It is, of course,
misleading to speak of “two kinds” of prime matter, as
though “matter” were a genus with two species, corruptible
and incorruptible. This way of speaking would be wrong
because it would import a notion of form into the very
meaning of matter. If matter were a genus, in order to
distinguish one “kind” of matter from another, each kind
would have to be formally distinct. But to say that they are
formally distinct is to suppose that there is a form by which
they are distinct. Prime matter, of course, is understood to be
pure potency. Since Thomas is committed to the position
that there is only one substantial form in every substance, he
is also committed to the pure potentiality of prime matter.
We cannot pretend to distinguish “kinds” of prime matter by
virtue of some formal determination. Rather, when Thomas
claims that the matter of the heavenly bodies is of a different
sort from that down here, he means that the two matters are
simply different beyond any possible common genus.
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	The position that Thomas gives in the Summa Theologiae,
then, is the following. The prime matter of earthly bodies is
an omnipotentiality for substantial form. No one substantial
form, no matter how perfect, can satisfy that potentiality.
Hence, if the heavenly bodies are incorruptible, they can
only be so because the prime matter in them is different.
Heavenly prime matter does not have an omnipotentiality
but rather a potency for one form only. This one form to
which the prime matter is in potency can satisfy the potency
of prime matter and therefore remove from it any privation
to other substantial forms. It can do so precisely because the
matter is ordained to it and to no other form.


	Somewhat later in his life, when he wrote his commentary
on Aristotle’s De caelo (1272-73)(66) and De substantiis
separatis (1271),(67) Thomas explains the incorruptibility of
the heavenly bodies with an emphasis that is considerably
different from that which is found in the Summa Theologiae.
In these later works, he lays stress on the fact that it is the
form of the heavenly bodies that makes them incorruptible.
There is a change of emphasis from matter to form, and this
change is indicative, I think, of a change in doctrine.


	In lecture 6 of book 1 of the commentary on De caelo
1.3, Thomas comments on Aristotle’s argument for the
incorruptibility of the heavenly bodies.(68) From the fact that
only circular motion is found in the heavens and that there
is no motion that is contrary to circular motion, we infer that
there is nothing contrary to the heavenly bodies. If there is
nothing contrary to the heavenly bodies, we can infer that
there is no generation and corruption there, for generation
and corruption is always from one contrary to another. The
heavenly bodies, therefore, are incorruptible.


	Against this Aristotelian argument, John Philoponus,
Thomas reports, has objected with three arguments, the
second and third of which are relevant to our problem.
Philoponus’s second argument is that all heavenly bodies are
finite bodies, and all finite	
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bodies have finite power. But whatever has finite power can
only exist for a finite amount of time. Therefore, Philoponus
concludes, the heavenly bodies are temporally finite and
hence corruptible.(69)


	We need not pay attention to Thomas’s own answer to
this objection, but we will look at Thomas’s rejection of
Averroës’ mistaken attempt to answer this objection. Because
of the sort of argument that Philoponus has given, Averroës
mistakenly claimed that the heavenly body does not have a
power (potentia) for existing but only a power (virtus sive
potentia) for local motion.(70) Hence, on Averroës’ account,
the heavenly body would not have its own power of
existing—that is, its own form—and hence the form of the
heavenly bodies must be separate.(71) Averroës, however, was
deceived, 



because he thought that the power of existing belongs only
to the passive potency, which is the potency of matter,
whereas in fact it belongs more [or “rather”—magis] to the
potency of form, because each thing is through its form.
Hence, any thing has being to the extent and for the length
of time that corresponds to the power of its form. And so it
is that there is a power of being forever, not only in the
heavenly bodies but also in the separate substances.(72) 







A thing is, Thomas tells us, through its form; this is true for
material things and for immaterial things. Form makes the
thing to be the kind of thing that it is, and the kind of thing
is either 
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corruptible or incorruptible. The role of matter here is either
not so important or, as I think, is not important at all.


	Philoponus’s third argument is that any natural body must
have matter and privation, and wherever there is matter and
privation there must be a potency to corruption. If the matter
of the heavens were different from that down here (thus
explaining the incorruptibility of the heavens), such a
difference in matter could only come about because there
was some sort of composition in the matter. Matter would
have to be composed of what is common to matter and what
makes matter different in the corruptible and in the
incorruptible cases.(73)


	Thomas answers this objection by arguing that, whereas
the objector had implied that matter and privation are
necessarily correlative, the key to seeing that a heavenly body
does not have privation is in the form of that body. 



It is not necessary that the subject or matter [of the heavenly
body] have privation, because privation is nothing other than
an absence of a form that could naturally belong to the thing.
To this matter or subject [that is, of the heavenly body],
however, no other form could naturally belong, because its
own form completely satisfies the potentiality of matter,
since it is a kind of total and universal perfection. This is
clear from the fact that the [heavenly body’s] active power is
universal, not limited like the power of earthly bodies,
whose forms, since they exist in a limited way, cannot
completely satisfy the entire potentiality of matter. Hence,
[in an earthly body] the privation of some other form that it
could naturally acquire remains in the matter along with the
form [that it does have].(74) 
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Thomas here seems to be affirming what he denied in the
Summa Theologiae: that a more perfect, more universal,
more powerful form could completely satisfy the potentiality
of matter. The problem raised by Philoponus is about
privation: does a material substance always have privation?
No, says Thomas here, because some material substances
have forms that are sufficiently eminent to disallow any
privation. If by virtue of form the heavenly body has no
privation of other forms, then it is by virtue of form that the
heavenly body is incorruptible. The point of the objection
had been that it is by virtue of matter that the heavenly body
is corruptible; Thomas’s response is that it is by virtue of the
form that the heavenly body is incorruptible.


	Thomas gives the heavenly bodies’ inalterability as
another instance of their lack of privation (for there is in the
heavenly bodies only a privation of place), and then he
comments on the matter of the heavenly bodies. 



From which it follows that the matter of the heavenly body
is different from that of the earthly bodies, not because there
is some composition [in the matter], as Philoponus thought,
but through the relation [habitudo] of [matter] to different
forms, one of which is total and the other is partial. In this
way the potentialities [of matter] are diversified by the
diversity of actualities to which they are related.(75) 




Matter in itself, prime matter, is unknowable. It is knowable
not itself but only in relation to form. The word “relation,”
of course, is out of place, because matter is not related to
form, as though matter and form were two things. Matter is
different, however, according to the different forms that we
recognize. If the form is the form of an incorruptible
substance, we have incorruptible matter; if the form is the
form of a corruptible substance, we have corruptible matter.
Thomas agrees with Philoponus that there cannot be any
composition in matter, but if so, how then to 
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explain that matter is different? We cannot, so to speak, add
some additional intelligible note to matter to make it
different in one case from what it is in another case. If matter
is different, it is because of matter’s “relation” to form. But
that “relation” (habi-tudo) cannot be something in matter,
for that would indicate composition—and that is what
Thomas and Philoponus are agreed in rejecting—and hence
it must be the fact that matter in one instance is related to, or
united to, an incorruptible form, but matter in another
instance is related to, or united to, a corruptible form. This
would mean that the diversity of matter between the
heavenly bodies and earthly bodies is attributable to form.


	The passage I have just quoted and commented upon is
the crucial one. Can it be interpreted in a different way? I
think that one could understand the habitudo differently
from the way that I have understood (or perhaps
misunderstood) it. One could say that by habitudo Thomas
means the inherent ordination of prime matter: one sort of
prime matter is ordained to an incorruptible form and
another sort of prime matter is ordained to a corruptible
form. In other words, it could be interpreted in accord with
the text from the Summa Theologiae. 


	I do not, however, think that this is the best interpretation
of this text because of Thomas’s specification, again, that the
habi-tudo in question is precisely one that is either to a total
form or to a partial form. Potencies, Thomas points out, are
diversified by the acts toward which they are directed. The
reason for diversity seems to be on the side of the form and
not on the side of the matter. When we find a diversity of
matter it is because of a diversity of form, not the other way
around. And in that case, “diversity of matter” means a
diversity of secondary matter, not a diversity of prime
matter. Further, the point Thomas is trying to make in this
passage is that the form of the heavenly body is different
from that of the earthly; the heavenly body’s form is total,
not partial. It is the fact that the matter of the heavenly body
is united to a “total” form that makes it incorruptible, unlike
the matter of early bodies that are united to “partial” forms.


	The interpretation I have given to the text in De caelo is
confirmed in the contemporaneous De substantiis separatis.
In	
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that work, when he is responding to the position of
Avicebron, Thomas explains that there are different levels of
creatures. Some participate in being more fully than others.
Those that most perfectly participate in being have no
principle within them that is “being in potency only” (non
habent in se ipsis aliquid quod sit ens in potentia solum).(76)
These, of course, are the “separate substances,” substances
that are separate from matter, that is, angels or celestial
movers, which are immaterial forms. A second level of
creatures is the level of those that do have matter, and the
matter is essentially a “being in potency only” (ens in
potentia tantum).(77) The entire potentiality of this matter is
completed by form, so that there remains in such beings no
potency for some other form. Such beings—the heavenly
bodies—are, therefore, incorruptible. Just as the body of a
planet or star is so subject to its fixed quantity and quality
that no alteration is possible, so also the matter of such a
body is so subject to substantial form that no corruption is
possible. Third, there are corruptible substances, which also
have matter that is “being in potency only” (ens in potentia
tantum).(78) The potency of matter in this third sort of 
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substance is not entirely completed by the form to which it
is united, and for that reason this kind of substance is
corruptible.


	In this text, then, Thomas compares separate substances,
incorruptible material substances, and corruptible material
substances with respect to the same principle: matter
understood as “being in potency only.” That is, he is
comparing the three sorts of substance with respect to prime
matter, for prime matter is “being in potency only.” There is
no prime matter in the separated substances, but there is
prime matter in both the heavenly bodies and the earthly
bodies. The only difference between the heavenly and the
earthly bodies is the difference that comes from form. In the
one case, the form so completes the potency of prime matter
that there is no potency for some other form; in the other
case, the form does not so complete the potency of prime
matter and hence there remains the potency for other forms.
There is no doctrine of two prime matters. It is the form and
the form alone that accounts for the incorruptibility of the
heavenly bodies.


 
IV. Conclusion


	Let us summarize what we have found. Early in his
academic career (in the 1250s), under the influence of
Averroës and Albert, Thomas endorsed, although without
much elaboration, an Averroistic view of the heavenly
bodies. This view is that the heavenly bodies are not
substantially composed of form and matter. Rather, the
heavenly bodies are simple units of matter that are moved by
separate movers. After this early period, Thomas stoutly
rejects the Averroist position, affirming always that no
created substance can be actual except by form. A created
substance either is a form (as is a separate substance) or it has
a form (as does a material substance). Since the heavenly
bodies are obviously material substances (for they are
visible), they must be composites of form and matter. How,
then, are they incorruptible? 
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	Here there are two possible stories. The first is that
Thomas recognizes that the prime matter of the heavenly
bodies must be a different sort of prime matter from that
found in corruptible substances. The prime matter of a
heavenly body is uniquely ordained to the form that it has,
and because it is so ordained, its form naturally satisfies the
entire potency of this matter. Such prime matter would not
have the pure potentiality of earthly prime matter but would
have a limited potentiality for one form only. The one form
toward which it is in potency would have the ability to
terminate that potency in such a way that there would be no
privation of other substantial forms. If there is no privation,
there is no corruptibility. This is the position expressed in the
Summa Theologiae.


	The second story is that of Thomas’s later works, the
commentary on De caelo and De substantiis separatis. In
these two works Thomas attributes the incorruptibility of the
heavenly bodies to the form. It is because the form of the
heavenly body has a universal or perfect power that it is able
to satisfy the potency of prime matter. There are not two
kinds of prime matter but rather two very different kinds of
substantial form, the one limited and partial, the other
unlimited and universal. 


	The reason for the two stories would be that Thomas saw
more clearly the implications of the incorruptibility of the
heavenly bodies. He knew that he had to account for the
heavenly bodies as composed bodies, but the principles of
substantial composition—form and matter—are principles
given in the first instance to explain substantial change.
Thomas earlier considers the matter as the principle of
incorruptibility, but comes later to regard the form as the
principle of incorruptibility. Such is the picture of Thomas’s
development on this topic, as I understand it.


	There is, however, another possible reading of the texts,
according to which there are not really two stories, but only
one. There are not two stories because Thomas always (at
least in his mature period) regarded both matter and form as
the principles of the incorruptibility of the heavenly bodies.
The difference between a text like that in the Summa
Theologiae and that in  De	
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caelo is a difference in emphasis only, not a difference in
doctrine. The earlier text emphasizes matter, but does not
exclude the role of form, and the later text emphasizes the
role of form, but does not exclude the role of matter. Hence
Thomas’s mature position can be given as one story, not two.


	I cannot decisively reject this second reading of the texts.
It can plausibly be defended from the texts and it has the
merit of making Thomas more consistent in his maturity. As
I have tried to indicate, I think that the texts are better
interpreted in my way, and I think that my interpretation
represents a very plausible account of Thomas’s intellectual
development. The texts them-selves, however, are sufficiently
ambiguous to allow both interpretations.


	The interpretation I reject requires that both matter and
form play a role in accounting for the incorruptibility of the
heavenly bodies. Matter must be uniquely ordained to a
certain form, and the form must so satisfy the potency of
matter that there is no privation of other forms. It seems to
me, however, that there are two problems philosophically
with this interpretation. First, I find it difficult to understand
how prime matter can remain indeterminate and yet of itself
have an ordination to this form rather than that. It seems to
me that if prime matter is understood not as pure potency but
as some sort of restricted potency, then it is no longer prime
matter, but it is matter that has some formal determination.
Something must do the restricting; something must make the
prime matter to be a restricted not a pure potency. But in
such a case, we are no longer dealing with prime matter.
Second, if it is true that prime matter in the heavenly bodies
has a restricted potency to one form only, then I do not see
how form has any role to play at all in accounting for
incorruptibility. If the matter can by its own nature be united
to one form only, then, of course, the form satisfies the entire
potency of that prime matter, but that fact is really
attributable to the matter. There would be no need to talk, as
Thomas does, about “universal” or “more perfect” forms, as
opposed to “particular” or less perfect forms, that are able to
satisfy the potency of matter. Thomas’s	
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justification of the role of form in De caelo and De
substantiis separatis would not seem to have much point, if
he were indeed maintaining a doctrine of two kinds of prime
matter.


	Aristotelian principles of form and matter are introduced,
fundamentally, to account for change, both substantial and
accidental. These principles are under some strain when they
are used to explain material substances that are held not to be
liable to substantial change. It is good news rather than not
for Aristotelian principles and Thomistic philosophy that the
incorruptible heavens are no longer a part of the cosmology
we are trying to explain.(79)





[bookmark: N_1_]1. Thomas Litt, Les corps célestes dans l’univers de saint Thomas d’Aquin (Louvain & Paris:
Publications Universitaires, 1963).

[bookmark: N_2_]2.Ibid., 6-7.

[bookmark: N_3_]3.John Wippel, The Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines (Washington, D.C.:
The Catholic University of America Press, 1981) 286-87; Edward Grant, Planets, Stars, and
Orbs: The Medieval Cosmos, 1200-1687 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996),
250-51; Michel-Pierre Lehrner, Le monde des spheres I: Genèse et triomphe d’une
representation cosmique (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1996), 142-43; Joseph Bobik, Aquinas on
Matter and Form and the Elements: A Translation and Interpretation of the De Principiis
Naturae and the De Mixtione Elementorum of St. Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1998), 199-205. On the other hand, Robert Pasnau, Thomas Aquinas
on Human Nature (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2002), 137, claims that there
cannot be two kinds of prime matter in Thomas’s doctrine.

[bookmark: N_4_]4.Averroës, Sermo de substantia orbis, in Aristotelis opera cum Averrois commentariis, vol.
9 (Venice: Apud Junctas, 1562) f. 3-14. In giving the position of Averroës, my intention is to
give only the Latin position, of which Albert was aware. I am not making claims about the
historical accuracy of the attribution of this position to Averroës.

[bookmark: N_5_]5.Averroës, Commentaria de Caelo, in Aristotelis opera cum Averrois commentariis, vol.
5 (Venice: Apud Junctas, 1562), lib. 1, t.c. 20, f. 15C-D; lib. 1, t.c. 95, f. 63L-64A. As
Edward Grant rightly points out, Averroës “bedevils” the problem by saying (De caelo, lib.
1, t.c., 21, f. 15K) that the “heavenly body does not have matter” (Edward Grant, “Celestial
Matter: A Medieval and Galilean Cosmological Problem,” Journal of Medieval and
Renaissance Studies 13 [1983]: 161). Such a declaration by Averroës gave both Albert and
Thomas some hesitation in interpreting him. Averroës does not, however (if I am correct),
ever mean to say that the heavenly body is not material; he means to affirm that it is a
material body but he wants to underscore the point that it is not a composed body. Hence it
does not have matter, as any composite of matter and form could be said to have matter and
to have form.

[bookmark: N_6_]6.Averroës, De substantia orbis, cap. 1, f. 3B-E.

[bookmark: N_7_]7.“Quod autem hae duae naturae [scilicet, forma et materia] existentes in his generabilibus
et coelestibus corporibus non sint convenientes specie manifestum est, posito corpore coelesti
ingenito et incorruptibili, et corporibus, quae sunt apud nos, genitis et
corruptibilibus” (ibid.,
cap. 1, f. 3E).

[bookmark: N_8_]8.Ibid., cap. 1, f. 3G-4K.

[bookmark: N_9_]9.“[Aristoteles] invenit transmutationem individuorum in suis substantiis cogere subiectum
non esse ens in actu, et non habere formam, qua substantiatur. Si enim haberet formam,
nullam aliam reciperet, nisi illa destructa: unum enim subiectum habere plusquam unam
formam est impossible… . Unde natura huius subiecti recipientis substantiales formas,
videlicet primae materiae, necesse est ut sit natura potentiae, secundum quod potentia fit eius
differentia substantialis. Et ideo nullam habet formam propriam et naturam existentem in
actu: sed eius substantia est in posse: et ex hoc materia recipit omnes formas” (ibid., cap. 1,
f. 3K-L).

[bookmark: N_10_]10.Ibid., cap. 1, f. 3M - 4A.

[bookmark: N_11_]11.Averroës means, I think, that a substance’s general (proper) size is determined by its
substantial form, but, of course, the exact size of this or that substance is determined by
accidental considerations.

[bookmark: N_12_]12.“Et quia invenit [Aristoteles] omnes formas communicari in dimensionibus non
terminatis, scivit quod prima materia nunquam denudatur a dimensionibus non terminatis,
quia, si denudaretur, tunc corpus esset ex non corpore, et dimensio ex non-dimensione: et
tunc formae corporales essent contrariae, et succedentes sibi in hoc subiecto, sicut est
dispositio de formis substantialibus” (Averroës, De substantia orbis, cap. 1, 4B-C).

[bookmark: N_13_]13.“Et, quia illa forma, scilicet dimensionis non terminatae existit in prima materia
primitus, et succedit sibi in ea, cum impossibile sit hoc subiectum recipere duas earum in
eadem parte existentes terminatae quantitatis, ideo impossibile est a subiecto denudare
formam, vel subiectum denudari [“denadari” in text] a forma, nisi per formae destructionem”
(ibid., cap. 1, f. 4D).

[bookmark: N_14_]14.Ibid., cap. 1, f. 4C-D.

[bookmark: N_15_]15.“Dimensiones igitur simpliciter, quae appellantur corpus simpliciter, non denudantur
a prima materia, sicut nec alia accidentia communia omnibus corporibus contrariis, aut
duobus, aut pluribus, v.g. diaphaneitas, in qua communicant ignis et aqua” (ibid., cap. 1, f.
4D).

[bookmark: N_16_]16.“Et causa huius totius est, quod hoc subiectum recipit primitus dimensiones
interminatas, et quia est multum in potentia” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 4F).

[bookmark: N_17_]17.“Quoniam, si [subiectum] non haberet dimensionem, non reciperet insimul formas
diversas numero, neque formas diversas specie [“spe ci” in text], sed in eodem tempore non
inveniretur, nisi una forma” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 4F-G).

[bookmark: N_18_]18. 
 “Et causa in hoc est, quia [subiectum] non recipit quantitatem primo, ante receptionem
formarum: quia, si reciperet, esset divisibile secundum formam, et forma divisibilis secundum
eius dimensiones, scilicet per subiecti divisionem, et finiti essent actus secundum finitatem
illius quantitatis, et esset possibile in ea formam recipere maius et minus, partem et totum.
Si igitur aliqua forma est, quae non recipit maius et minus, neque dividitur per divisionem
subiecti sui, neque subiectum dividitur per divisionem formae, scilicet per eius diversitatem,
manifestum est quod in subiecto istius formae non existent dimensiones primitus, sed
postquam forma existit” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 4H-I).

[bookmark: N_19_]19.“Cum igitur fuerint declarata ab Aristotele ista propria rebus generabilibus et
corruptibilibus ex parte subiecti, et ex parte formae, ex quibus accidit istis entibus sensibilibus
generatio et corruptio, scilicet individuis existentibus per se, et fuit declaratum de corporibus
coelestibus ipsa esse neque generabilia neque corruptibilia, negavit ea habere subiectum
recipiens numerum, et divisionem per existentiam simplicium dimensionum in eo primo ante
existentiam formae, et ipsa esse in potentia multa, et unum numero” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 4L-M).

[bookmark: N_20_]20.“Quando ergo invenit [Aristoteles] eorum actiones esse infinitas, concludit formas
eorum non esse in subiecto mediantibus dimensionibus, sed eas non esse potentias in
corporibus” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 4M).

[bookmark: N_21_]21. 
 “necesse est ut forma, qua [corpus coeleste] movetur sit illa, ad quam movetur” (ibid.,
cap. 1, f. 5E).

[bookmark: N_22_]22.“In formis enim constitutis per sua subiecta differunt, scilicet quia forma, qua moventur,
non est illa, ad quam moventur, et ideo omnis forma huiusmodi, scilicet quae movetur ad
seipsam perficiendam per formam aliam, necesse est ut suum movere sit finitum, cum non
movet, nisi quando movetur” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 5E-F).

[bookmark: N_23_]23.“Et hoc etiam est unum eorum quae moverunt Aristotelem ad opinandum quod formae
corporum coelestium non sunt constitutae per sua subiecta, quoniam tunc motus eorum
essent finiti” (ibid., cap. 1, f. 5F).

[bookmark: N_24_]24. 
 Ibid., cap. 2, 6A.

[bookmark: N_25_]25.“Sed, quia anima, quae est in corpore coelesti, non est innata moveri circulariter ab eo,
quod est innatum circulariter moveri, quia non est anima in eo, ut in corpore gravi aut levi,
cum ipsum moveatur ex se ab anima, ideo animam habet tantum, and non habet aliud
principium” (ibid., cap. 2, 6C).

[bookmark: N_26_]26.“Et quia declaratum est hoc corpus [coeleste] esse ingenerabile, et incorruptibile,
apparet quod est necesse ut sit corpus simplex, non compositum ex materia, et forma” (ibid.,
cap. 2, 6D).

[bookmark: N_27_]27. 
 Ibid., cap. 2, 6E-G.

[bookmark: N_28_]28. 
 “Corpus autem coeleste est quasi materia istius formae abstractae, qua est materia
existens in actu. Et ideo non assimilatur materiae, nisi in hoc tantum, quia est materia fixa ad
recipiendum formam. Et ideo dignius dicitur subiectum quam materia. Materia enim quae est
hic, dicitur materia, quia est in potentia forma in eo fixa, et dicitur subiectum, quia est fixa
formae, et fit compositum ex materia et forma” (ibid., cap. 2, 6G-H).

[bookmark: N_29_]29.Ibid., cap. 2, 6H-K.

[bookmark: N_30_]30.Alberti Magni, De caelo et mundo, lib. 1, tract. 3, cap. 4, in Alberti Magni, Opera
Omnia, tomus 5, pars 1, ed. Paul Hossfeld (Cologne: Aschendorff, 1971), 63.63-66. (The last
series of numbers is a reference to page and line numbers: page 63, lines 63 to 66. The page
number will be given before the point, the line number after.)

[bookmark: N_31_]31.De caelo, lib. 1, tract. 3, cap. 4 (Cologne 64.77-81).

[bookmark: N_32_]32.“Dicimus igitur notum esse ex his quae determinata sunt in primo Physicorum,
materiam primam esse substantiam in potentia existentem et nullam omnino formam
habentem in actu; sed est simplex substantia in potentia existens” (ibid. [Cologne 62.15-19]).

[bookmark: N_33_]33. 
 Ibid. (Cologne 62.34-41).

[bookmark: N_34_]34. 
 “Est autem duplex forma substantialis, quarum una est divisibilis et quasi dimensa et
finita divisione et dimensione et finitione materiae et illa proculdubio actus et perfectio
corporis est, habens virtutem in corpore, sicut diximus in octavo Physicorum. Altera autem
nec divisibilis est nec dimensa nec finita per materiam et haec non est actus alicuius corporis
nec perfectio ipsius, sicut est forma, quae dicitur intelligentia sive intellectus” (ibid. [Cologne
62.42-50]). When Albert says that the substantial form is “divisible,” he cannot mean that the
form itself is divisible but that it is the form of a divisible body. Form, even accidental form,
is not itself divisible but is so only insofar as it is the form of something that is divisible. See
Alberti Magni, Physica, lib. 3, tract. 2, cap. 12, in Alberti Magni, Opera omnia, tomus 4, pars
1, ed. Paul Hossfeld (Cologne: Aschendorff, 1987), 191:73-77.

[bookmark: N_35_]35.De caelo, lib. 1, tract. 3, cap. 4 (Cologne 62.50-77).

[bookmark: N_36_]36. 
 “corporeitas materiae, quae est sicut forma prima respectu omnium formarum, quae
sunt perfectiones corporeae, remanet in ipsa, et numquam dedudatur ab ipsa in aliqua
transmutatione quorumcumque corporum; et si denudaretur, contingeret, quod corpus esset
ex omnino non-corpore et quod fieret corpus ex nihilo omnino, et hoc ostendimus
impossibile esse secundum naturam in primo Physicorum” (ibid. [Cologne 62.80-63.6]).

[bookmark: N_37_]37.Ibid. (Cologne 63.7-44).

[bookmark: N_38_]38. 
 Ibid. (Cologne 63.45-60).

[bookmark: N_39_]39. 
 “determinavit Aristoteles, quod tales formae sunt non constitutae per subiectum sive per
materiam, quemadmodum corporum formae omnes per materiam constituuntur quoad hoc
quod educuntur de materia sicut actus de potentia. Sed potius omnes istae sunt constitutae
a causa prima secundum omnes origines caelorum et caelestium corporum” (ibid. [Cologne
63:84-91]).

[bookmark: N_40_]40. 
 Steven Baldner, “Is St. Albert the Great a Dualist on Human Nature?” Proceedings of
the American Catholic Philosophical Association 67 (1993): 219-29; idem, “St. Albert the
Great on the Union of the Human Soul and Body,” American Catholic Philosophical
Quarterly 70 (1996): 103-20.

[bookmark: N_41_]41. 
 “dixit Aristoteles eas esse substantias separatas et hoc eadem de causa dixit intellectum
hominis ingredi ab extrinseco, quia omnis forma de potentia ad actum secundum potestatem
materiae educitur et non potest esse nisi limitatae operationis, quia cum materia efficitur actu,
tunc dividitur et non dividitur nisi per corporeitatem, ut diximus, ideo omnis forma educta
de materia sicut de potentia, est consequens corporeitatem” (De caelo, lib. 1, tract. 3, cap. 4
[Cologne 63:91-64:7]).

[bookmark: N_42_]42.De caelo, lib. 1, tract. 3, cap. 8 (Cologne 72:31-42).

[bookmark: N_43_]43. 
 Ibid. (Cologne 72:76-90).

[bookmark: N_44_]44.Ibid. (Cologne 73:35-47).

[bookmark: N_45_]45. 
 De caelo, lib. 2, tract. 1, cap. 1 (Cologne 104.7-47).

[bookmark: N_46_]46.“ipsum [corpus caeleste] habet materiam, quae etiam per naturam ante dimensionem
accepit formam, quae forma est separata, et illa largitur ei esse” (ibid. [Cologne 104:18-20]).

[bookmark: N_47_]47. 
 Jean-Pierre Torrell, Saint Thomas Aquinas, vol. 1: The Person and His Work, trans.
Robert Royal (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1996), 332, 345.

[bookmark: N_48_]48.II Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1,
resp. (Scriptum super libros Sententiarum, ed. Pierre
Mandonnet [Paris: Lethielleux, 1929] pp. 301-4).

[bookmark: N_49_]49. 
 “Avicenna … videtur ponere unam materiam esse omnium corporum, argumentum ex
ratione corporeitatis assumens, quae cum sit unius rationis, una sibi materia debetur” (II Sent.,
d. 12, q. 1, a. 1 [Mandonnet, ed., 302]).

[bookmark: N_50_]50. 
 “Hanc autem positionem Commentator improbare intendit in princ. Caeli et mundi et
in pluribus aliis locis, ex eo quod cum materia, quantum in se est, sit in potentia ad omnes
formas, nec posit esse sub pluribus simul, oportet quod secundum quod est sub una inveniatur
in potentia ad alias. Nulla autem potentia passiva invenitur in natura cui non respondeat
aliqua potentia activa, potens eam in actu reducere; alias talis potentia frustra esset. Unde cum
non inveniatur aliqua potentia naturalis activa quae substantiam caeli in actum alterius formae
reducat, quia non habet contrarium, sicut motus ostendit, quia motui naturali ejus, scilicet
circulari, non est aliquid contrarium ut dicitur in I Caeli et mundi, text. 20, oportet quod in
ipso nihil inveniatur de materia prima inferiorum corporum” (II Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1, resp.
[Mandonnet, ed., 302); see also Averroës, De caelo, lib. 1, text. 20 f. 15C-D.

[bookmark: N_51_]51. 
 “Nec potest dici, quod materiae prout est sub forma caeli, tota potentia terminetur, ita
quod nihil remaneat in eadem potentia ad aliam formam; non enim terminatur potentia nisi
per adeptionem formae, ad quam erat in potentia; unde, cum materia prima secundum se
considerata sit in potentia ad omnes formas naturales, non poterit tota ejus potentia terminari
nisi per adeptionem omnium formarum. Non enim una forma recepta in materia, etiam si sit
nobilior et magis perfecta, tollit potentiam ad formam aliam minus nobilem; materia enim sub
forma ignis existens, adhuc remanet in potentia ad formam terrae. Unde etsi forma caeli sit
nobilissima, nihilominus tamen, recepta in materia prima, non terminabit totam potentiam
ejus, nisi simul cum ipsa recipiantur omnes aliae formae; quod est impossible” (II Sent., d. 12,
q. 1, a. 1, resp. [Mandonnet, ed., 302]).

[bookmark: N_52_]52.“Et praeterea si poneretur quod forma caeli per suam perfectionem, totam materiae
potentiam terminaret, adhuc oporteret quod materia stans sub forma elementari, esset in
potentia ad formam caeli, et reduceretur in actum per actionem virtutis caelestis; et ita
caelum esset generabile et corruptibile” (II Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1 [Mandonnet, ed., 302-3]).

[bookmark: N_53_]53. 
 See above (note 50): “Nulla autem potentia passiva invenitur in natura cui non
respondeat aliqua potentia activa, potens eam in actu reducere; alias talis potentia frustra
esset” (II Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1, resp. [Mandonnet, ed., 302]). See also I De caelo, lect. 8, �
91: “nihil est frustra in natura.” One might raise an objection thus: if it is true that the passive
potency of matter must always be realized in act, this would mean that all possible natural
forms must exist, in the past, now, or in the future. This seems to imply that there can be no
unrealized natural substance; all possible material beings must be actual beings. If, then, a
unicorn or the Loch Ness Monster is a possible being, it must in due course become an actual
being. The answer to this objection is that the omnipotentiality of prime matter is a
potentiality for all natural forms, but not all merely possible forms (forms which involve no
logical contradiction) are natural forms. Only those forms that have actually been created or
will be created are natural forms. Hence, the omnipotentiality of prime matter is a
potentiality for forms that natural processes could bring about. The potency of prime matter
is not equivalent to mere logical possibility. I thank William E. Carroll for raising this point.

[bookmark: N_54_]54.Two important texts in which Thomas argues for prime matter as the subject of
substantial change are De principiis naturae, c. 1 and 2; and I Physic., lect. 13. Joseph Bobik’s
translation of and commentary on the first text is helpful (Bobik, Aquinas on Matter and
Form and the Elements, 1-33).

[bookmark: N_55_]55. 
 I Physic., lect. 13, � 111.

[bookmark: N_56_]56. 
 “Nec dico, sicut quidam dicunt, quod conveniunt in materia, si sumatur pro
fundamento primo, quod nec est album nec est nigrum, ut dicitur in I Metaph., text. 16, sed
differunt in materia secundum quod materia determinatur per motum; diversitas enim motus
est signum diversitatis materiae, et non causa, sed e converso: quia motus est actus existentis
in potentia; unde oportet quod ubi invenitur una materia per essentiam, inveniatur potentia
respectu ejusdem motus, secundum quod materia est in potentia ad plura” (II Sent., d. 12, q.
1, a. 1, resp. [Mandonnet, ed., 303]).

[bookmark: N_57_]57.“Praeterea, secundum Philosophum in II Metaph., text. 11, necesse est imaginari materia
in re mota. Ergo quaecumque conveniunt in aliquo motu, videntur in materia convenire. Sed
loci mutatio communis est superioribus et inferioribus corporibus. Ergo et materia” (II Sent.,
d. 12, q. 1, a. 1, arg. 5 [Mandonnet, ed., 301]).

[bookmark: N_58_]58.“Ad quintum dicendum, quod, sicut in I De Gen., cap. iii, dicitur, materia est immediate
subjectum generationis et corruptionis; aliorum autem motuum per prius et posterius, tanto
plus quanto illud secundum quod est mutatio, majorem perfectionem motus praesupponit:
et ideo in illis tantum est unitas materiae primae quae in generatione et corruptione
conveniunt, et per consequens etiam illa quae conveniunt in tribus motibus, scilicet augmento,
et diminutione, et alteratione, secundum quod augmentum et diminutio non est sine
generatione er corruptione, quae etiam alterationis terminus est” (II Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1,
ad 5 [Mandonnet, ed., 304]).
[bookmark: N_59_]59
“Sed loci mutatio, ut in VIII Physicor. probatur, est maxime perfecta, quia nihil variat
de eo quod est intraneum rei; unde subjectum hujus motus est ens completum in esse primo,
et in omnibus proprietatibus intraneis rei; et talis motus convenit corpori caelesti; et ideo
materia ejus est sicut subjectum completum in istis inferioribus, ut dicit Commentator in lib.
De substantia orbis; unde remanet communitas materiae secundum analogiam tantum” (II
Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1, ad 5 [Mandonnet, ed., 304]).

[bookmark: N_60_]60.“Praeterea, ut videtur Commentator dicere in principio Physic. [comm.. 1], omne quod
est, vel est materia pura, vel forma pura, vel compositum ex materia et forma. Sed Angelus
non est forma pura, quia sic esset actus purus, quod est solius Dei; nec est materia pura. Ergo
est compositum ex materia et forma. Et sic scientia divina non abstrahit a materia” (In Boet.
De Trin., lect. 2, q. 1, a. 4, arg. 4 [ed. M Calcaterra, in Opuscula theologica, vol. 2 (Rome:
Marietti, 1954), 375]).

[bookmark: N_61_]61. 
 “Ad quartum dicendum, quod actus et potentia sunt communiora quam materia et
forma. Et ideo in Angelis, etsi non inveniatur compositio materiae et formae, potest tamen
in eis inveniri potentia et actus. Materia enim et forma sunt partes compositi ex materia et
forma et ideo in illis invenitur tantum compositio materiae et formae, quarum una pars se
habet ad aliam ut potentia ad actum. Quod autem potest esse, potest etiam non esse, et ideo
possibile est unam partem inveniri cum alia et sine alia, et ideo compositio materiae et formae
non invenitur, secundum Commentatorem in I Caeli et Mundi [comm. 20] et in VII Metaph.
[comm.. 4] nisi in his, quae sunt per naturam corruptibilia” (In Boet. De Trin., lect. 2, q. 1,
a. 4, ad 4 [Calcaterra, ed., 377]). Litt, too, recognizes that Thomas in this text is adopting the
position of Averroës. Litt, however, regards this text as an aberration from what he takes to
be the consistently held position of Thomas that there are two kinds of prime matter; see Litt,
Les corps célestes, 86-88.

[bookmark: N_62_]62. 
 “Materia autem non est hoc modo causa formae, et ideo omnis materia quae subset
alicui formae, potest etiam non subesse, nisi fortassis a causa extrinseca conteneatur, sicut
virtute divina ponimus aliqua corpora, ex contrariis composita, esse incorruptibilia, ut
corpora resurgentium” (In Boet. De Trin., lect. 2, q. 1, a. 4, ad 4 [Calcaterra, ed., 377]).

[bookmark: N_63_]63. 
 The first part of the Summa Theologiae was written in 1265-68 (see Torrell, St. Thomas
Aquinas, 333).

[bookmark: N_64_]64. 
 “Supposito autem quod nulla forma quae sit in corpore corruptibili, remaneat ut
substrata generationi et corruptioni, sequitur de necessitate quod non sit eadem materia
corporum corruptibilium et incorruptibilium. Materia enim, secundum id quod est, est in
potentia ad formam. Oportet ergo quod materia, secundum se considerata, sit in potentia ad
formam omnium illorum quorum est materia communis. Per unam autem formam non fit in
actu nisi quantum ad illam formam. Remanet ergo in potentia quantum ad omnes alias
formas.—Nec hoc excluditur, si una illarum formarum sit perfectior et continens in se virtute
alias. Quia potentia, quantum est de se indifferenter se habet ad perfectum et imperfectum;
unde sicut quando est sub forma imperfecta, est in potentia ad formam perfectam, ita e
converso.—Sic ergo materia, secundum quod est sub forma incorruptibilis corporis, erit
adhuc in potentia ad formam corruptibilis corporis. Et cum non habeat eam in actu, erit simul
sub forma et privatione; quia carentia formae in eo quod est in potentia ad formam, est
privatio. Haec autem dispositio est corruptibilis corporis. Impossibile ergo est quod corporis
corruptibilis et incorruptibilis per naturam sit una materia” (STh I, q. 66, a. 2 [Ottawa:
Dominican College, 1941], 404a).

[bookmark: N_65_]65.“Nec tamen dicendum est, ut Averroës fingit, quod ipsum corpus caeleste sit materia
caeli, ens in potentia ad ubi et non ad esse; et forma eius est substantia separata quae unitur
ei ut motor. Quia impossibile est ponere aliquod ens actu, quin vel ipsum totum sit actus et
forma, vel habeat actum seu formam. Remota ergo per intellectum substantia separata quae
ponitur motor, si corpus caeleste non est habens formam, quod est componi ex forma et
subiecto formae, sequitur quod sit totum forma et actus. Omne autem tale est intellectum in
actu; quod de corpore caelesti dici non potest, cum sit sensibile. Relinquitur ergo quod
materia corporis caelestis, secundum se considerata, non est in potentia nisi ad formam quam
habet. Nec refert ad propositum quaecumque sit illa, sive anima sive aliquid aliud. Unde illa
forma sic perficit illam materiam, quod nullo modo in ea remanet potentia ad esse, sed ad ubi
tantum, ut Aristoteles dicit. Et sic non est eadem materia corporis caelestis et elementorum,
nisi secundum analogiam, secundum quod conveniunt in ratione potentiae” (STh I, q. 66, a.
2 [Ottawa 404a-b]).

[bookmark: N_66_]66.Torrell, St. Thomas Aquinas, 344.

[bookmark: N_67_]67. 
 Ibid., 350.

[bookmark: N_68_]68.Aristotle, De caelo 1.3.270a12-22.

[bookmark: N_69_]69. 
 “Omnis virtus corporis finiti est finita, ut probatur in VIII Physic.: sed virtus finita non
potest se extendere ad durationem infinitam (unde per virtutem finitam non potest aliquid
moveri tempore infinito, ut ibidem probatur): ergo corpus caeleste non habet virtutem ut sit
infinitum tempore” (In Aristotelis libros De caelo et mundo, ed P.M. Maggiolo [Rome:
Marietti, 1965] lib. 1,lect. 6, � 59 (pp. 29-30).

[bookmark: N_70_]70.“Quod autem obiicit [Philoponus] virtutem corporis caelestis esse finitam, solvit
Averroës dicendo quod in corpore caelesti est virtus sive potentia ad motum secundum
locum, non est autem virtus sive potentia ad esse, neque finita neque infinita” (I De caelo,
lect. 6, � 62 [Maggiolo, ed., 30]).

[bookmark: N_71_]71. 
 This sentence is my completion of Thomas’s argument.

[bookmark: N_72_]72. 
 “Fuit autem [Averroës] deceptus per hoc quod existimavit virtutem essendi pertinere
solum ad potentiam passivam, quae est potentia materiae; cum magis pertineat ad potentiam
formae, quia unumquodque est per suam formam. Unde tantum et tamdiu habet unaquaeque
res de esse, quanta est virtus formae eius. Et sic non solum in corporibus caelestibus, sed
etiam in substantiis separatis est virtus essendi semper” (I De caelo, lect. 6, � 62 [Maggiolo,
ed., 30]).

[bookmark: N_73_]73.“In omni corpore naturali est materia et privatio, ut patet ex I Physic.: sed ubicumque
est materia cum privatione, est potentia ad corruptionem: ergo corpus caeleste est
corruptible. Si quis autem dicat quod non est eadem materia caelestium corporum et
inferiorum, obiicit in contrarium: quia secundum hoc oporteret quod materia esset
composita, ex eo quod facit diversitatem inter materias” (I De caelo, lect. 6, � 60 [Maggiolo,
ed., 30]).

[bookmark: N_74_]74.“Non tamen oportet quod istud subiectum vel materia habeat privationem: quia privatio
nihil aliud est quam absentia formae quae est nata inesse, huic autem materiae vel subiecto
non est nata inesse alia forma, sed forma sua replet totam potentialitatem materiae, cum sit
quaedam totalis et universalis perfectio. Quod patet ex hoc, quod virtus activa eius est
universalis, non particularis sicut virtus inferiorum corporum; quorum formae, tanquam
particulares existentes, non possunt replere totam potentialitatem materiae; unde simul cum
una forma remanet in materia privatio formae alterius, quae est apta nata inesse” (I De caelo,
cap. 3, lect. 6, � 63 [Maggiolo, ed., 30]).

[bookmark: N_75_]75. 
 “Ex quo patet quod materia caelestis corporis est alia et alterius rationis a materia
inferiorum corporum, non quidem per aliquam compositionem, sicut Philoponus existimavit;
sed per habitudinem ad diversas formas, quarum una est totalis et alia partialis: sic enim
potentiae diversificantur secundum diversitatem actuum ad quos sunt” (I De caelo, cap. 3,
lect. 6, � 63 [Maggiolo, ed., 31]).

[bookmark: N_76_]76.“Illae enim substantiae quae perfectissime esse participant non habent in se ipsis aliquid
quod sit ens in potentia solum, unde immateriales substantiae dicuntur” (De substantiis
separatis, c. 8, in Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P.M. edita, vol. 40,
part D [Rome: Sancta Sabina, 1969] 54:118-21).

[bookmark: N_77_]77. 
 “Sub his vero sunt substantiae quae, etsi in se ipsis huiusmodi materiam habeant quae
secundum sui essentiam est ens in potentia tantum, tota tamen earum potentialitas completur
per formam ut in eis non remaneat potentia ad aliam formam, unde et incorruptibiles sunt,
sicut caelestia corpora; quae necesse est ex materia et forma composita esse. Manifestum est
enim ea actu existere, aliquin motus subiecta esse non possent aut sensui subiacere aut alicuius
actionis esse principium; nullum autem eorum est forma tantum quia, si essent formae absque
materia, essent substantiae intelligibiles actu simul et intelligentes secundum se ipsas: quod
esse non potest, cum intelligere actus corporis esse non posit, ut probatur in libro De anima.
Relinquitur ergo quod sunt quidem ex materia et forma composita; sed sicut illud corpus ita
est huic magnitudini et figurae determinatae subiectum quod tamen non est in potentia ad
aliam magnitudinem vel figuram, ita caelestium corporum materia ita est huic formae subiecta
quod non est in potentia ad aliam formam” (De substantiis separatis, c. 8 [Leonine 54:122-44]).

[bookmark: N_78_]78. 
 “Sub his vero substantiis est tertius substantiarum gradus, scilicet corruptibilium
corporum quae in se ipsis huiusmodi materiam habent quae est ens in potentia tantum; nec
tamen tota potentialitas huiusmodi materiae completur per formam unam cui subicitur quin
remaneat adhuc in potentia ad alias formas” (De substantiis separatis, c. 8 [Leonine ed., 54-55:145-51]).

[bookmark: N_79_]79. 
 I wish to express my deep gratitude to three able scholars who contributed to this essay
by providing critical commentary on earlier drafts: Prof. Christopher Byrne, Prof. William
Carroll, and Prof. Christopher Decaen.





Web server status





The Thomist 68 (2004): 507-29

WHAT IS NATURAL LAW? HUMAN PURPOSES 
AND 
NATURAL ENDS

Robert Sokolowski

The Catholic University of America 

Washington, DC

Ethics in general, and medical ethics in particular, are obviously related to 
human self-understanding, to what we could call philosophical and theological 
anthropology. Our understanding of what is ethical and unethical is connected to 
what we take ourselves to be. The relationship, however, is not one-sided. It is 
not the case that we could work out a comprehensive description or definition of 
human nature as a purely theoretic enterprise and then apply this knowledge to 
practical issues, the way we might work out some ideas in mathematics and then 
apply them to problems in engineering and physics.(1) 
Rather, the working out of the definition and description of human nature is at 
the same time the formulation of what we ought to be as human beings, 
because the good or perfected state of man, which is the issue for ethics, is 
what defines human being. The normative is also the definitional. We cannot 
describe what man is without specifying the human good, without showing what it 
is to be a good (and consequently “happy”) man. To want one of these dimensions 
without the other would be like wanting to study physiology, whether human or 
simply animal, without mentioning health and its various contraries, such as 
illness, injury, and impairment.
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But human nature is more complicated 
than physiology. There are few disagreements about what constitutes 
health and sickness, but there are many opinions about what constitutes human 
excellence. As Aristotle says, we all agree on a name for human 
happiness, but we disagree very much on what makes it up.(2) 
Still, the fact that we have at least a name in common is important; it shows 
that we start with some common ground in this domain. We may differ about the 
what of happiness, but not about the that, nor do we differ on 
the fact that we want and need to be happy. The reason we can argue about these 
differences is that they all pertain to one and the same quest and target. The 
just man and the hedonist might act very differently, but in some sense they are 
aiming at the same thing. We are all concerned not just about living but about 
living well, not just about life but about the good life, and this little 
difference, between living and living well, greatly complicates the human 
condition. In fact, it makes it to be the human condition. When we say 
that man is a rational animal, we do not just mean that he is an animal that 
calculates and draws inferences; we mean, more substantially, that he is an 
animal that is concerned about living well and not just living. 

I. The Distinction between Ends and 
Purposes 


To explore this complexity of human beings, I 
wish to discuss the difference between ends and purposes. The distinction has 
been formulated by Francis Slade, in a striking modern recapitulation of 
classical philosophical ideas.(3)

An end, a telos, belongs to a thing in itself, while a purpose 
arises only when there are human beings. Purposes are intentions, something we 
wish for and are deliberating about or acting to achieve. Ends, in contrast, are 
there apart from any human wishes
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and deliberations. They are what the thing is when it has reached its best 
state, its perfection and completion in and for itself. Ends and purposes are 
both goods, but goods of different ontological orders.

Purposes come into existence when human beings set out thoughtfully to do 
something. Purposes are wished-for satisfactions in view of which an agent 
deliberates and acts. A man might set various purposes for himself, such as 
becoming a lawyer, supporting his family, going on vacation, or giving someone a 
gift, and he will do various things toward achieving this purpose: he will apply 
to law schools, get a job, buy tickets, or go shopping. Once a man has a 
purpose, he articulates the various ways in which the purpose can be achieved 
(this “shaking out” of means toward the goal is called deliberation); he then 
performs the action that, as far as he can see, is the best option in the 
present circumstances (this selection is called choice).(4) 
Thus, purposes exist “in the mind” and not in things, and they exist only 
because there are human beings. It would be correct but somewhat misleading to 
say that purposes are psychological entities, because they are more conceptual 
and logical than, say, moods or emotions, but it would be true to say that they 
are part of our thinking and that they are different from the ends 
found in things, which are there independently of our wishes and actions.

Ends, in contrast, do not spring into being through human foresight. They do 
not spring into being at all; they come about concomitantly with the things they 
belong to. Things might spring into being when they are generated or made or 
occur by accident, but ends do not arise without the thing. An end is the 
finished, perfected state of a thing, the thing when it is acting well as what 
it is. To clarify this point, we must distinguish three kinds of ends.

First, some ends are, in principle, entirely unrelated to human beings. The 
end of a tree is to grow, sprout leaves, nourish itself, and reproduce: to be 
active and successful as a tree, as an entity of this kind. The end of a zebra 
is to grow to maturity, nourish
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itself, reproduce, and live with other zebras. Trees and zebras function well 
as trees and zebras when they act this way, and we know what a tree and 
a zebra are when we can say what it means to act well as a thing of this kind. A 
zebra might break its leg or be eaten by a lion, but possibilities like these do 
not define what a zebra is. They are not part of what it is, its essence, which 
is displayed most fully not when the zebra merely exists but when the zebra is 
acting well.

Second, some ends belong to things that have come into being through human 
agency. Artifacts and institutions, things brought about by human making and 
agreements, have essences and ends. It is not the case that only natural 
substances have a telos. Consider an institution such as an art museum. 
Its telos is to make works of art available for public viewing, and 
part of this activity will be the acquisition and preservation of such works. 
The end of a bicycle is the transportation of individuals, and the end of a 
ballpoint pen is to be used in writing or drawing. In each case, the end defines 
what the thing is. It is interesting and important to note that even though 
artifacts and institutions are brought about by human beings to serve our 
purposes and our ends, we cannot change what they are. We might suppose that 
because we have made them, we could turn them into anything we wish, but they 
resist such manipulation; even as instrumental beings, they have their own 
nature or essence and ends. They inhabit a niche in the possibilities laid open 
in the world. We may have brought them into being, but they do not become our 
purposes. They retain their own ends and we have to subordinate ourselves to 
them.

To claim that institutions and artifacts have no definition, and that they 
could be changed by us at will, would mean that they could not be ruined or 
destroyed by us. Any change would just be a redefinition, carried out by us, who 
would have freely defined the thing in question in the first place. We could not 
really “spoil” anything, but experience shows that we can and often do.

I would like to illustrate this understanding of ends by quoting from a book 
review. The reviewer, Josie Appleton, describes a book based on a series of 
lectures given by five directors of major
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museums in the United States and Great Britain.(5) 
The lectures were given at Harvard in 2001-2002. Many of the speakers complained 
about the tendency of museums to engage in all sorts of activities unrelated to 
what we could call their proper end, such as “inviting you to try on period 
costumes or make your own ceramic pots.” In describing the “key insight” of the 
book, the reviewer says, “Each public institution has an essence, a reason for 
its existence, be it making sick people well, improving general welfare, or, in 
the case of museums, collecting and exhibiting art.”(6) 
She adds that an institution will keep the public’s trust only if “it remains 
true to its essence.” These remarks are an excellent expression of what ends are 
and the obligations they impose on people who deal with the things in 
question.

We have listed two kinds of things that have ends: first, nonhuman things 
like zebras, trees, and spiders; and, second, human institutions and artifacts, 
such as museums and ballpoint pens. There is a third kind that must be added to 
the list. Human beings themselves have ends. They have an overall end, which we 
could call happiness, and which is easy to name but difficult to define; but 
there also are ends for the various powers that human beings enjoy. There is a 
telos for human sociability, for example, for human thinking, for human 
sexuality, for bodily nourishment, for dealing with dangerous and painful 
things. There is also a telos for human bodily and psychological 
health. It is especially this third category, the ends of human nature, that 
gives rise to moral problems. In this category it is most difficult for us to 
discover what the ends truly are, because here our purposes and our ends become 
most entangled with one another. Our inclinations and desires give rise to 
purposes, and sooner or later a conflict arises between what we want and what we 
truly are. It is quite easy to see what the ends of nonhuman things are; it is 
more difficult to unravel ends and purposes in regard to institutions and 
artifacts;
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but it is extremely hard to distinguish ends and purposes in regard to our 
own nature and its powers. To explore this problem, we must examine more 
carefully how ends and purposes come to light. This essay will essentially be a 
study of the kind of truth associated with ends.

  

II. How Ends Are Differentiated from 
Purposes

It is not the case that ends are presented to us all by them-selves, separate 
from purposes. It is not the case that we first get a clear, vivid idea of the 
ends of things, and then only subsequently attach our purposes to them. Moral 
issues would be much simpler if this were so; indeed, if it were so, there would 
be no moral problems. Our moral measures would be easily ac-cessible. The human 
problem arises precisely because we have to distinguish ends and 
purposes in our activity, and it is often difficult to do so. Ends and purposes 
come to light in contrast with one another. For example, the end of medicine is 
the restoration and preservation of health, but a man might have many different 
purposes in practicing medicine. He may intend to heal people and keep them 
healthy, he may intend to earn money, he may intend to become famous, he may 
intend to become a politician, or, if he is a vicious agent, he may want to 
become adept at torturing people. At first, medicine comes to us soaked through 
with such purposes, often with many of them, and it takes moral intelligence to 
make the distinction between what belongs to medicine as such and what purposes 
we have in practicing it. Obviously, the people who teach the medical student 
will talk about the distinction, but ultimately the student and later the doctor 
has to make the distinction for himself; the teacher cannot make it for him. No 
one can make a distinction for anyone else; a distinction is someone’s mind at 
work. The telos and the essence of the thing come to light for us 
precisely in contrast with our purposes, and our purposes also come to light in 
contrast with what belongs to the things themselves.

It is even misleading to say that ends and purposes come to us entangled with 
one another. This way of putting it suggests that
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we already have differentiated the two but that they have at this moment 
become enmeshed. Rather, what occurs is that the very contrast between ends and 
purposes has not yet arisen, that the very categories are not yet available. 
What we begin with precedes the distinction, and the distinction needs to be 
made. It has to be made, furthermore, not in placid contemplation of a neutral 
scene, but in the tumult of desires, emotions, and interests, in the thick of 
things.

Many of our purposes are compatible with the ends of the things we are 
involved with. Earning income by being a doctor is not incongruent with the end 
of medicine, but it can become so, just as it can enter into collision with 
being a lawyer or a statesman. This conflict happens when the purpose overrides 
the end and works against it, when, for example, an estate lawyer delays the 
execution of a will in order to increase his fee, or when a doctor performs 
unneeded surgeries in order to be able to charge the insurance company. Using a 
ballpoint pen as a bookmark does not conflict with the end of the writing 
instrument, but using it to pry things open may well do so. Distinguishing the 
ends of things against the pressure of our own purposes is analogous to 
distinguishing the just against the pressure of our own interests. In both 
cases, we let the objectivity of things come into our consciousness, but the 
objectivity enters there not as a solitary visitor, all by itself; it enters by 
being differentiated from what we want.

Is it possible that someone’s purpose can coincide with the end of the thing? 
Certainly, it can; a doctor can have as his purpose here and now the restoration 
of this sick person’s health. The end of the medical art is in this case the 
purpose the physician has in mind as he practices his art, and one hopes that a 
physician would in general have as one of his purposes the end of the art of 
medicine, that he would respect the end of his art and not let his other 
purposes override it. But even when purpose and end overlap, there remains a 
difference between them, and the distinction still comes into play. One and the 
same good presents itself under two guises, as the end of the art and as the 
purpose of the agent. A formal distinction arises in the way the good 
appears
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even though the good, healing this sick person, remains materially the same; 
the end does not turn into a purpose, and the purpose does not become an end. 
The fact that the material good remains the same might conceal from us the fact 
that there are two ways in which it can appear, two faces that it can 
present.

Let us suppose that a given doctor does have healing as his purpose in 
practicing medicine; his purpose is the same as the end of the art. Even this 
would not be enough. Such a doctor would still not think clearly if he assumed 
that healing is only his purpose, or that it is only the purpose of his 
associates in the art, and that no defining constraints came into play from the 
art itself, apart from the purposes of the practitioners. If he thought this 
way, he would not see or admit that healing, besides being his purpose, is also 
the end of the art, and that he and his colleagues could not define it in any 
other way; he would not see that he and his colleagues should have as 
their central and non-negotiable purpose the restoration and preservation of 
health. Medicine is so defined not because society wants to determine it this 
way, but because that is what it is.

  

III. Barriers to the Distinction 



Not everyone is able to distinguish the end from 
the purpose. There are at least four types of people who are impeded from 
distinguishing them: the impulsive, the obtuse, the immature, and the 
vicious.

First of all, it takes a certain development just to be able to have 
purposes. Children and childish people do not yet have purposes. They 
want things, and they might want things in the future, but they do not 
distinguish between what they want and what they are doing now, that is, they do 
not “shake out” the difference between purposes and the steps to attain them. 
Children are, quite naturally, impulsive. They have not yet developed the 
ability to think clearly about what they wish for, nor can they distinguish 
between what they wish for and what they can do now, nor can they discover 
optional ways of getting
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to what they want, nor can they determine which is the best and most feasible 
way to get what they wish, nor can they, finally, take the first step, as well 
as all the succeeding steps, to get what they want. To articulate a situation 
and a desire in this way involves practical thinking. It is the introduction of 
moral syntax into our consciousness. Impulsive people have not developed this 
power of reason, this power of practical categoriality. Their future collapses 
into their present. Children are naturally impulsive, but some people remain 
childish even as they get older. Thus, Aristotle says that a young man, because 
of his impulsiveness and lack of experience, is not an appropriate hearer of 
lectures on political matters, and then he adds, “It makes no difference whether 
he is young in years or youthful in character; the defect does not depend on 
time, but on his living, and pursuing each successive object, as passion 
directs.”(7)

Second, we may have become adult enough to establish distinct purposes and to 
determine the steps that lead to them, but we may still be unable to appreciate 
the presence of other people with their purposes. We permit entry into our 
awareness only of what we want. We remain unable to see that other 
people have their viewpoints and needs, that we are not the only agents involved 
in our situations. To fail to be “objective” in this way is to be what I would 
like to call “morally obtuse” as opposed to being vicious. Someone who 
double-parks his car and blocks traffic may not be malicious—he doesn’t 
want to injure other people—but he is morally obtuse. He is simply and 
happily oblivious to the fact that there are other people in the situation who 
are being seriously inconvenienced. His consciousness does not expand enough to 
include the perspectives of others, even though he is able to distinguish means 
and purposes in his own case. A patient in a hospital room may keep the 
television playing all night long “so that he can sleep,” oblivious to the other 
patients in the room. Such obtuseness is a failure in practical thinking, but it 
is different from vice and also different from the
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childishness in which one cannot distinguish a purpose from the means of 
attaining it.

Third, immaturity is the state of mind in which we are unable to distinguish 
what we (and others) want from the demands and obligations of the world itself; 
that is, we fail to distinguish our purposes from the ends of things. To be able 
to make this distinction is to be “objective” in a new way, one different from 
simply recognizing the presence of other agents. If we merely recognize other 
people and acknowledge that they too have purposes, all we would have is a world 
of cross-purposes and ultimate violence, which would amount to a war of all 
against all.(8) 
This is where the apotheosis of autonomy and choice leads. Recognizing the ends 
of things and the ends of our own nature, however, would help pacify this 
conflict. The only alternative to such peace through the truth of things is the 
establishment of a will that is overwhelmingly powerful, the sovereign or 
Leviathan, who pacifies by decree and not by evidence, and for whom there are no 
ends or natures in things. Let us use the term “moral
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maturity” to name the ability to see that things themselves have their own 
excellences that need to be respected if the things are not to be destroyed. 
This virtue enables us to take up a viewpoint that goes beyond our own desires 
and the desires of others.

Fourth and last, there is vice. We may acknowledge the ends of things and the 
viewpoints of other persons, but we deliberately and maliciously let our 
purposes override them. We fail in regard to justice not because we are 
impulsive, obtuse, or immature, but because we are unjust. We want to 
destroy the thing in question— the educational institution, the work of art, 
the church—and we want to injure others. We don’t simply do unjust things; we 
are unjust; we do not, say, simply commit a murder; we are murderers. We have 
gotten to be this way because of the choices we have made in the past. The 
inclination to destroy the thing is always associated with some malice toward 
others; we destroy the thing because it could be a good for others.(9)

These, then, are four ways in which the truth of ends can be occluded: 
impulsiveness, moral obtuseness, immaturity, and vice. In any given case, the 
lack of moral insight into the ends of things might be explained by some 
combination of these four, just as an agent’s deficiency might be caused by 
something intermediate between weakness and malice. What we are discussing is 
the way that the difference between ends and purposes comes to light, which 
amounts to the way in which the truth of things is disclosed. If we are to show 
how truth occurs, it is necessary to show what impedes such an occurrence, what 
hides the truth. We can appreciate a disclosure only in contrast with the forms 
of concealment that are proper to the thing in question.

  

IV. How Ends Are Distinguished from 
Conventions 


There is one more distinction that needs to be 
made in discussing how the ends of things come to light. We have examined how 
they are played off against purposes, but they should also be
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contrasted with conventions, which are different from the institutions and 
artifacts that we discussed earlier. Institutions and artifacts exist 
independently once they are made, but conventions—manners and morals—are ways 
in which we act as human beings. They are more proximately related to our human 
nature and its ends, because they indicate how we should conduct ourselves, how 
we should become actualized.

We normally encounter the good and the bad, the noble and the ugly, the 
obligatory and the prohibited, in our society’s laws, customs, manners, and 
morals. The challenge we initially encounter in life is to make our 
inclinations, purposes, and choices conform to the injunctions of our community. 
In most cases it is right and good to conform to social norms, because they are 
usually reasonable expressions of the natural good. Social conventions and moral 
traditions, based on long and localized human experience, are normally an 
embodiment of what is good or bad in itself, the good or bad by nature. Our 
initial moral challenge is to become “law-abiding citizens,” people whose 
purposes are in harmony with the laws and moral traditions of their community.(10)

Still, conventions cannot be the final word, just as our purposes cannot be 
the final word. Sometimes conflicts arise in regard to the moral traditions 
themselves and criticism is necessary. The way things are done needs to be more 
adequately adjusted; but adjusted to what? What else, but to the way things are? 
When this sort of “crisis” occurs, we appeal at least implicitly to the ends of 
the things in question; this appeal is made even by people who may deny that 
things have ends. What else could one invoke?

Suppose, for example, that in a given community the art of medicine routinely 
involved abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia, and that it trained its 
apprentices in these procedures. P. D. James’s novel The Children of 
Men presents a chilling fictional picture of a situation in which the sick 
and elderly are granted a “quietus” (which they are not pleased to undergo). It 
is, first of all, questionable whether under these conditions the medical 
art
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could survive, because people would hesitate to go to doctors and hospitals 
if killing were to be one of the available “treatments.”(11) 
Acting against the end of the art will tend to destroy the art. But suppose the 
art were being practiced in this manner; some people would argue against using 
medicine to kill, and their argument would be based both on human dignity and on 
the fact that this aspect of “medicine” is opposed to medicine; it is opposed to 
the essence and the end of the art. Their argument would be based on the nature 
of the art as well as on the dignity of human nature, that is, on the 
telos of each of the entities involved in the practice.

As another example, suppose that polygamy were accepted in a certain 
community.(12) 
To argue that the practice should be changed, one would appeal to one of the 
ends of marriage, and the argument would be specific and concrete, showing that 
this way of being married conflicts with the kind of friendship and commitment 
that marriage “in itself” implies. Such conflicts between an established 
convention and the way things ought to be show that conventions do not cage 
people. Conventions can be questioned and changed, and they are questioned when 
one thinks that they do not properly express the reality they deal with (in 
these instances, with the art of medicine and the institution of marriage). The 
ancient practice of suttee in India would be another example; the British 
abolished the practice not because
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they simply preferred other customs, but because it was contrary to human 
nature and the nature of marriage.

This does not mean that the critic of a law or a practice has a full, 
independent vision of the nature and end of the thing in question and that he 
compares the convention with it; rather, faced with the law or custom, he knows 
and says that “this is not the right way to do things” (an observation that 
might well put him into some tension with his fellows). He knows the end at 
first more by negation than by positive insight. It is a contrastive knowledge, 
not an independent vision, but it is still a grasp of the thing itself over 
against its distortion. The true comes to light against the established 
delusion. Thus, one of the ways that ends are manifest is in contrast with 
custom and convention.(13)

It is not the case, however, that we get a view of the thing’s telos 
only when there is a conflict between the convention and the end. It is also 
possible for someone to have the insight that this convention or this practice, 
this way of doing things, does indeed reflect the end of the thing in question. 
It takes intellectual strength to make this distinction, because we have to see 
one and the same thing in two guises, as good by convention and also as good in 
itself. Most of the time we simply accept the conventional good on its face; it 
is the way everybody does things, and so it must be right; it is the way things 
ought to be. To be able to give arguments based not just on convention but on 
the way things are is a more sophisticated achievement. It involves the 
recognition, not attainable by everyone, that there are two kinds of “ought.” It 
is analogous to the physician’s ability to see healing as both his purpose and 
the end of his art.

In either case, whether we are distinguishing the ends of things from 
conventions or from our purposes, we need to have a certain intellectual 
flexibility. It is more than the power to distinguish one thing from another. We 
need the ability to distinguish two dimensions, two ways in which something can 
be good: as an end or a convention, or as an end or a purpose. 
Distinguishing
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dimensions is more difficult than distinguishing things. When people deny 
that there are natural ends to things, they do not merely fail to distinguish 
one thing from another; they fail to appreciate that there are two ways in which 
goods can present themselves to us. The ability to make this distinction belongs 
to practical as well as theoretic reason.

In the previous two sections we showed how ends are differentiated from 
purposes, and we examined four obstacles to that differentiation. In this 
section we have spoken about the distinction between ends and convention. I now 
wish to make what might seem to be a rather sudden leap in my argument; I wish 
to introduce the notion of natural law. This topic might seem different from 
what we have been discussing, but it really is not.

  

V. Natural Law 


I wish to use an important and illuminating 
observation by Francis Slade, a way of defining natural law that has, I think, 
considerable intuitive force. To the question, “What is natural law?”, one can 
answer very simply: “Natural law is the onto-logical priority of ends over 
purposes.”(14) 
Natural law is shown to us when we recognize that there are ends in things and 
that our purposes and choices must respect their priority. This understanding of 
natural law would imply that our discussion of ends and purposes in this essay 
has all along been a treatment of natural law and the way it is manifested to 
us. The precedence of ends over purposes occurs especially in regard to the ends 
that are proper to human nature and its various powers. For example, the ends 
built into human nourishment must be seen to govern the way we eat, and the ends 
built into human sexuality must be seen to govern the way we live with our 
sexuality. In both of these powers, we ought not to be governed by what we 
simply want and the purposes we set for ourselves; we must differentiate between 
what we want and the reality and the telos of the thing we are
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dealing with. We must have a sense that our purposes must be measured by the 
way things are, which means that they must be measured by the way things should 
be. The distinction between purpose and end has to dawn on us, and when it does 
dawn on us we experience the pressure and the attraction of the way things have 
to be. We encounter “the natural law.”

We might be tempted to think of natural law as a kind of codex, a set of 
imperatives that could be formulated in a purely theoretic, systematic exercise, 
identifiable and arguable apart from any particular moral tradition.(15) 
The use of the term law to name what is good by nature reinforces this 
tendency. But if we think of natural law in this way, we could easily be led 
into skepticism: If the precepts of natural law are so lucid and rational, why 
is there so much disagreement and so much obscurity about them? The fact of 
moral controversy would, in this viewpoint, show that natural law cannot be a 
codex, and if that is the only concept we have of it, we might conclude that 
there is no such thing. If, on the other hand, we recognize that not everyone 
will have a good sense of the true ends of things (the impulsive, obtuse, 
immature, and vicious are far less able to recognize them), and if we see such 
ends not as grasped beforehand but as differentiating themselves from our 
purposes and our conventions, we will be the more ready to admit that 
this kind of natural law does play a role in our moral thinking, in the 
way we evaluate situations and agents. This picture of natural law is more 
realistic and more persuasive precisely because it accounts for the obscurities 
associated with moral judgments.

It would also be obvious, furthermore, that we are obliged by the ends that 
come to light in this way. The very fact that they arise formally in contrast 
with our purposes shows that our purposes have to be adjusted in view of them; 
that is what an obli-gation means. The ends become manifest as what we should 
respect. Only ends can make us accountable; our purposes have nothing obligatory 
about them. Ends are not just an aesthetic
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alternative to our purposes but a “law” in the nature of things. If we are 
dealing with the thing in question (with medicine and health, with nourishment 
or sexuality, with goods that we have to share with other people), we dare not 
let our desires and purposes be the only measure. The thing we are dealing with 
makes its own demands on us, and it would be unworthy of us not to recognize the 
excellence that belongs to it. If we genuinely are agents of truth, we cannot 
let our wishes be the last word. There is a kind of ontological, cosmic justice 
in being in harmony with the way things are. This sense of obligation may not 
appear to the impulsive, the obtuse, the immature, and the vicious, but would we 
want to be the kind of agent that does not acknowledge it? An end should show up 
for us first and foremost as that which it would be unworthy of us to 
violate.

This sense of the noble should be the primary and the core sense of moral 
“obligation.” It is not that a law is imposed on us, that we are fettered by an 
imperative, but that we would be ashamed to act otherwise. Nobility obliges us 
in a way different from commands. The nobility of what is good by nature shows 
up most forcefully to the virtuous agent, who experiences it not as an imposed 
duty but as the way he wants to be. It shows up also to what Aristotle has 
described as the self-controlled person and to the weak person, the enkratic and 
the akratic agents, but they experience it more as an imperative and a command 
arising, to some extent, from “outside” themselves, because their passions are 
not in harmony with right reason.(16) 
But the paradigm, the case that provides the focus for orientation, is found in 
the way the virtuous agent encounters the noble: not as an imperative but as the 
way he would want to be. In dealing with eating and drinking, for example, a 
self-controlled or a weak person might find it burdensome to eat and drink 
moderately, but a temperate person would find it not a burden but the way things 
should be. It would not be a matter of natural “law” as much as a matter of 
natural decency.
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The sense of obligation that ends bring with them is reinforced by the 
Christian doctrine of creation, and it is easier to think of the ends of things 
as being part of a natural law when we under-stand the world to exist through 
God’s creative wisdom. We then discover not only a law in the nature of things 
but also a Lawgiver who is responsible for the way things are. This 
reinforcement of natural ends, however, also introduces a considerable danger. 
It may tempt us to think of ends as really being the purposes of the divine 
intelligence and will. This in turn might tempt us to delete or dilute the 
notion of ends in themselves; we might think that what look to us like natural 
ends are really, at their core, purposes and not ends, because they are willed 
by God, and hence the distinction between ends and purposes might be dissolved 
when we move into the final and ultimately true context. We might also tend to 
look to revelation for the more definitive communication of the true ends of 
things; we might, for example, think that the wrongness of certain practices is 
shown by their being condemned by the Law of Moses and by St. Paul, not by their 
showing up to human reason as incongruent with the ends of the things in 
question. Such an appeal to creation and revelation might make us more inclined 
to think of natural law as a codex rather than as an experienced obligation. It 
is true, of course, that revelation will often declare certain natural human 
practices to be good and others to be bad, but these things also have their 
natural visibility, and one can argue more persuasively about them if one brings 
out their intrinsic nobility or unworthiness, their intrinsic rightness or 
wrongness, as well as the confirmation they receive from revelation.

Saint Thomas says that the natural law is promulgated by being written in the 
human heart. As he writes, “The law written in the hearts of men is the natural 
law [lex scripta in cordibus hominum est lex naturalis].”(17) 
Aquinas also quotes a passage from St. Augustine’s Confessions, where 
Augustine also speaks about God’s law as written in the hearts of men, and of 
course both authors harken back to St. Paul who, in his Letter to the Romans 
(2:14-
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15), says, “For when the Gentiles who do not have the law observe the 
prescriptions of the law, they are a law for themselves even though they do not 
have the law. They show that the demands of the law are written in their 
hearts.” We should understand the full meaning of the words used for the heart 
in such passages, cor and kardia. They do not connote the 
separation of heart and head that we take for granted in a world shaped by 
Descartes. We tend to think that the head or the brain is the seat of cognitive 
processes and the heart is the seat of emotion and feeling, but when Aquinas 
appeals to the heart, he is not saying that the natural law is somehow given to 
our feelings or impulses instead of our minds. Rather, he claims that we are 
able to acknowledge, rationally, what the good is.

Premodern thought had not undergone the dissociation of sensibility and 
rational thinking. In Greek poetry the heart, the chest, and even the lungs were 
generally taken as the place where thinking occurred.(18) 
There is something wholesome in this ancient understanding; it is really the 
entire man, the person, who thinks and knows, not the brain. The carpenter 
thinks with his hands, the quarterback thinks with his legs and arms, and the 
speaker thinks with the lungs, mouth, and tongue. We do have to distinguish 
thinking from other human activities, but we should not take thinking to be only 
isolated cogitation, only sheer con-sciousness. Furthermore, Robert Spaemann 
claims that in the New Testament the word heart takes on an especially 
important meaning.(19) 
He says the heart is taken to be a deeper recipient of truth than the mind or 
intellect in Greek philosophy; it deals with our willingness to accept the 
truth. It is an expression of our veracity, our openness to the truth of things. 
Spaemann says that the concept of “heart” in the New Testament “means 
something
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like the discovery of the person.”(20) 
Still more specifically, in the New Testament it is related to people’s 
willingness to hear and accept the Word of God in Christ.

I would suggest that when Aquinas says that the natural law is written in the 
hearts of men, he is referring to the capacity for truth that we described when 
we said that the natural ends of things must be distinguished from our own 
purposes and from convention. This elementary differentiation, this recognition 
that my purposes are not all there is, and that the way we do things is not all 
there is, is a way of being truthful that is achieved by the heart, which if it 
is sound can cut through the impediments of being impulsive, obtuse, immature, 
and vicious. I hope that my study can serve as a phenomenological complement to 
Aquinas’s ontological analysis, in which he distinguishes between the various 
kinds of law and shows that natural law is a participation in eternal law. My 
descriptions have tried to shed light on how natural law is “promulgated” in 
human experience.(21) 
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VI. Philosophical and Theological 
Anthropology 


I would now like to pull together some 
conclusions concerning the relationship between ethics and philosophical and 
theological anthropology. Our understanding of ourselves as human beings is 
related to our understanding of the good and virtuous human life. This end or 
telos of human being is disclosed by virtuous action, by human beings 
existing and acting well as human beings. The primary manifestation of such 
being and acting is carried out by good agents. It is revealed by reason, but by 
the practical reason of good agents, who show what is possible, not primarily by 
the theoretical reason of philosophers, theologians, or scientists. Once the 
good life is manifested in action, philosophy can clarify and consolidate what 
has been accomplished. It can distinguish the various human lives, the various 
ways in which people seek happiness, and it can bring out which of these is 
intrinsically better than the others.(22) 
For example, one of the forms of happiness that decent people seek is that of 
honor, of being recognized by others as being good. People are motivated to good 
actions by the promise of being honored for what they have done. But, as 
Aristotle points out, honor cannot be the final telos, because it is 
dependent in two ways: first, it depends on other people, on those who bestow 
it; and, second, it depends on that for which we are being honored (we want to 
be honored because we are good, and so the goodness is more excellent than the 
honor).(23) 
The “logic” of honor implies dependency; it is at best penultimate. This 
philosophical clarification points us beyond honor to virtue, and even virtue is 
not ultimate, because it is only a disposition; it has to be exercised in order 
to make us truly excellent and happy.

This little philosophical critique is an example of what philosophy can do, 
but it presupposes that there have been good agents and that people have sought 
happiness. Practical reason has already been at work; honor and virtue have 
already come into
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play. Philosophy does not install the search for or even the achievement of 
the ethical life. Philosophy can show the intricacies of human action and 
choice, the relations among the virtues of courage and temperance, and justice 
and friendship, and other dimensions of the moral life, but it always assumes 
that these things have been achieved by practical reasoning, which is where 
human excellence and human failure first come to light, where we first come to 
see what it is to be human. These achievements are then capsulated, polished, 
and trimmed in moral traditions, in poetry and narratives, in exemplars, maxims, 
and customs, where practical and theoretic reason join forces with literary 
skill to present a picture of how we can be. We measure our lives and actions, 
we understand ourselves and our human situations, in the light and the frame of 
such paradigms, and occasionally we may need to distinguish between the way 
things are and the way they are said to be.

Christians believe that God has revealed a deeper sense of goodness and 
virtue (as well as a deeper sense of evil and vice). Faith, hope, and charity, 
as gifts of God, dispose us to act in a new context, in which we are elevated 
into God’s own life, through the redemptive actions of the incarnate Son of God. 
In this domain, we do have a kind of “theoretical” priority of knowledge over 
practical reason; we have to accept certain truths about ourselves before we 
know we are able and obliged to act in certain ways. However, this new dimension 
does not override the evidences of natural practical reason. What seemed noble 
and decent in the natural order remains so, and it is confirmed in its goodness 
by being involved in this new context of grace. In fact, grace intensifies the 
appeal of natural virtue, which now shows up as not only as admirable, but also 
as a reflection of divine goodness. Grace heals and elevates nature. For 
example, the nobility of human friendship, which is a kind of pinnacle of 
natural human virtue, is enhanced by becoming involved in charity, which is the 
friendship that God extends to human
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beings.(24) 
As another example, the excellence of human marriage is enhanced and its meaning 
deepened when it is understood not only in the natural order, where it has two 
ends, the procreation and upbringing of children and the mutual devotion of the 
spouses, but when it is understood theologically to signify the relation between 
Christ and the Church.(25) 
>From its earliest times, Christianity differentiated itself from its surrounding 
world by its attitudes toward abortion, infanticide, and matrimonial fidelity. 
It worked toward the elimination of slavery and gladiatorial combat, it tried to 
limit warfare, and it changed the meaning of wealth; as Evelyn Waugh has Lady 
Marchmain say in Brideshead Revisited, “Wealth in pagan Rome was 
necessarily something cruel; it’s not any more.”(26) 
In all such instances, what Christianity offers is not a set of new, unheard-of 
precepts, but a deepening of what is already appreciated as good. The natural 
visibility remains. Grace elevates and also heals wounded nature, revelation 
expands and clarifies human reason. I would suggest that one of the strongest 
arguments in Christian apologetics is the fact that faith refurbishes what is 
naturally good. Such clarification of goods is not only a moral theology but 
also a theological anthropology, because it shows more clearly what human beings 
are and what they can and should be—that is, what their ends truly are.
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In 1258, Albert the Great presided over a formal disputation at the Dominican
studium in Cologne devoted to questions arising out of Aristotle’s De
animalibus. Preserved for us in the reportatio of friar Conrad of
Austria, these quaestiones treat a series of zoological problems
arranged in the order of Aristotle’s books.(1) In
the nine questions corresponding to book 1 of the De partibus animalium,
Albert departs from his strictly zoological observations to consider the proper
method to be used by the zoological investigator in his research. The first of
these methodological questions is whether scientific research is a twofold
process of reporting and explanation.(2) In the
course of defending an affirmative answer to this question, Albert makes it
clear that the ultimate explanatory goal of scientific research presupposes a
“narrative” or descriptive phase of investigation. Without scientific
description or reporting, there is nothing to
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explain, for there is nothing begging to be understood in terms of its
causes.(3)

Albert’s remarks draw attention to a crucial issue in the Aristotelian
understanding of scientific method: the relationship of scientific reporting and
explanation. Explanation, of course, is always in terms of demonstration of the
cause, especially propter quid demonstration. Demonstration, however,
is the ultimate goal of the scientific endeavor and as such must be the
satisfaction of something, a response to a need. This is why Aristotelians
under-stand scientific research as a problem-solving activity and maintain that
before one can begin to solve the problem, one must know what the problem is and
possess a clear articulation of it as a problem calling for solution. Scientific
reports provide such an articulation through their description of the subject
under study; without them, one cannot even begin the attempt at explanation.

There is, however, more to scientific reporting than this. If such
descriptive reports are to be the first step in an explanatory process leading
to causal demonstration, then they must treat their subject matter in ways that
suggest probable causal explanations. This means that the function of such
reports cannot be limited to the setting of puzzles or the raising of questions.
They must also, through their dialectical form as measurement, quantitative
description, taxonomy, field-studies, systematic observation, or controlled
experimentation, bring to light the likely explanatory candidates that can solve
the puzzle or answer the question. This is why medieval naturalists, such as
Albert, held that the predemonstrative phase of scientific research is so
important. It provides the necessary link between the initial encounter of the
investigator with the subject matter and his eventual grasp of its cause in
demonstration.(4)
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How do measurement data, taxonomic descriptions, observational reports, and
other types of scientific reporting suggest answers to the questions they
themselves raise? What, precisely, links the report of phenomena requiring
explanation to the causal demonstration in a manner that leads the researcher to
the explanatory cause? Recent work by Neo-Aristotelian philosophers of science
has focused on modeling as the means by which this link is made.(5)
Especially important in these treatments has been the role of the imagination in
the production of iconic models of the reported phenomena that dialectically
indicate how they are to be understood. This has, perhaps, been most clearly
instanced by episodes in the history of science involving inferences to
unobservable entities. Jude Dougherty, for example, used the Meitner-Frisch
liquid-drop model of the atomic nucleus to illustrate Aristotle’s account of
rational imagination.(6)

The focus of these Neo-Aristotelian studies has been on the structure or
formation of the model itself. The present study will, instead, focus on the
structure of scientific reports and will explore some of the ways in which it
might suggest explanatory models. In particular, the present investigation will
have two parts, both having to do with the reporting phase of research. First, I
will study the manner in which the problem is stated so as to invite explanation
as a solution. Important here will be the way in which scientific reporting
functions as a method of selecting relevant phenomena. Second, I will study the
manner in which the data being reported suggest iconic representation of the
phenomena. Important in this regard is the way in which the researcher’s
attention is directed to nonaccidental features of the subject under study. As
will become apparent, these two functions of reporting are closely related and
tend to appear together in
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research practice. The modeling of theoretical entities which cannot be
directly observed provides an especially provocative example of the power of
scientific models and allows both functions of scientific reporting to be
studied. Therefore, the Meitner-Frisch model of atomic fission will be used as
illustration. Unlike Dougherty’s earlier study which concerned the formulation
of the model itself, however, attention will here be concentrated on the reports
of barium formation from uranium in the Hahn-Strassmann experiments which
preceded the work of Meitner and Frisch. The present study, then, seeks to
complement earlier Neo-Aristotelian work on modeling with attention to the
antecedent conditions for model construction.

I.
Neo-Aristotelian Analysis of the 



Discovery
of Nuclear Fission





In the early autumn of 1939, Niels Bohr and John Wheeler published the first
quantitative analysis of the process of nuclear fission.(7)
In the introduction of their paper, they provided a brief history of the
research that made possible their account of the mechanism of nuclear
disintegration. This history begins with the discovery of the neutron in 1932
and the subsequent determina-tion by Enrico Fermi and his Roman collaborators
that neutrons can be captured by heavy nuclei to form new radioactive isotopes.
In the case of uranium, the heaviest natural element, this led to the production
of nuclei of higher mass and charge number than previously known. Following up
on these discoveries, German researchers Otto Hahn and Fritz Strassmann found
that neutron bombardment of uranium isotopes resulted, surprisingly, in the
production of elements of much smaller atomic weight and charge, most notably
barium. The theoretical account of these striking experimental results was
provided by Lise Meitner and Otto Frisch using the liquid-drop model of the
nucleus. The splitting of the uranium nucleus is described on the analogy of the
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division of a spherical fluid drop into two smaller droplets because of a
deformation caused by an external disturbance. The deformation is resisted by
strong nuclear forces that are analogous to surface tension in liquids. The
mutual repulsion of electrical charges in the heavy nucleus, however, diminishes
the nuclear binding forces, making the nucleus unstable enough that a relatively
small amount of energy is required to produce the critical deformation that
results in division. At the same time, the nuclear division sets free a large
amount of energy, calculated by Meitner to be as much as 200 MeV. These
calculations were experimentally confirmed by Frisch and others.(8)

This break-up of the unstable heavy nucleus into intermediate elements was
given the name “fission” by Frisch. Clearly, at the heart of the
discovery is the application of the liquid-drop model.(9)
It was on the basis of this model that Bohr and Wheeler were able to give a more
or less complete account of the mechanism of fission, tying together the
theoretical account of Meitner and Frisch with its subsequent experimental
verification. Building on Bohr’s earlier theoretical work on the compound nature
of the nucleus,(10) Meitner and Frisch used the
analogy with liquids as a way of making theoretical sense of the results of the
Hahn-Strassmann experiments. Moreover, their application of the model provided
both predictive calculations and a basis for the theoretical description of the
mechanism of fission later given by Bohr and Wheeler.(11)

Jude Dougherty provides a Neo-Aristotelian analysis of this moment in the
history of physics by focusing on the intellectually
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productive aspects of the Meitner-Frisch model.(12)
He notes that Meitner and Frisch were clearly searching for the causal
explana-tion of phenomena that begged to be understood—namely, the surprising
results of the Hahn-Strassmann experiments. That these results were surprising
there can be no doubt, for not only did no-one at the time suspect that the
atomic nucleus could be divided, but Meitner herself continued to expect for
some time that the mysterious substance produced by Hahn and Strassmann was a
“transuranic” element.(13) The
curiosity of researchers was not satisfied with experimental confirmation, which
Hahn and Strassmann quickly provided, but prompted the search for a cause. Thus,
Dougherty also notes the implicit realism of researchers: no-one doubted that
there was some unknown mechanism behind the production of barium that required
articulation in some intelligible form. Finally, Dougherty notes that this
articulation understandably took the form of an analogy, an imaginatively
pictured source which would be rich enough in its imagery sufficiently and
accurately to articulate the causal factors responsible for the known effects.

The reason for the imaginative form of the causal articulation is the truth
of the Aristotelian dictum that, in learning, the knower proceeds from what is
most familiar, but least known through the precise articulation of its causes,
to what is best known through its precise causes, but least familiar.(14)
The behavior of liquid drops is quite familiar through sense per-ception.
Moreover, careful observation by more or less direct sensation provides the
basis for accurate measurement of the various accidents of fluid drops: relative
spherical stability, surface tension, surface disturbances tending to overcome
spherical stability resulting in elongation, division into smaller relatively
spherically stable masses, etc. The mathematical description of the
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experimental results is thus tied to physical causes through the known
details of the familiar case serving as an iconic model for the unfamiliar and
surprising phenomenon requiring causal explanation.

Aristotle’s notion that thinking resembles perceiving underlies this
explanative function of iconic models in scientific research.(15)
Intellectual capacity is a capacity to think and to judge. Thinking involves
imagination consequent upon sensation and, therefore, images always accompany
judgments. Unlike sensations, however, images can be either true or false and
are within our power to refine and adjust. Given earlier research,(16)
the nucleus was imagined as a composite with a delimiting surface providing
relative stability. This suggested the liquid-drop image to Meitner and Frisch,
who refined and interpreted the image according to the experimental results of
Hahn and Strassmann. Moreover, given that images can be taken either in their
own right or as likenesses of something else, the liquid-drop model possesses
both its own imagined properties and properties associated with the reality
being explained. Thus, the spherical stability of the drop is seen in the image
as consequent upon its surface tension. When forces overcome this tension, the
instability introduced results in the eventual division into two spheres of
relative stability. Considered as a likeness of the nucleus, the liquid drop
models the strong binding forces of the nucleus in a way analogous to the
surface tension of the drop. These forces are overcome by the disturbances
introduced by neutron bombardment, resulting in a fission (analogous to the
division of the drop) and a large release of energy accompanying transformation
into relatively stable lower elements. Each element of the model considered in
this way has specific quantitative value. Linking these values to experimentally
discovered measurements gives the iconic model its explanative potentiality
through its ability to exemplify the
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form of what is being explained. As Aristotle would put it: “the mind
thinks the forms in the images.”(17)

Imbedded in the model is the expression of the nature underlying the
particular phenomena through which the model is matched to reality in
experimental observation. Uranium is known to be a relatively stable element. At
least one of its rare isotopes (U235), exhibits a higher excitation
energy and lower stability than that of the more abundant uranium isotope,
resulting in an instability such that a comparatively small amount of energy
will be required for fission, resulting in the loss of one-fifth the mass of the
proton. Calculating from the lost one-fifth mass supplies the 200 MeV energy set
free by fission. Thus, the model provides the basis of an abstraction to the
nature of the nucleus and the forces and modes accounting for its stability and
instability. The intellect is thus focused on the common features of mass-energy
conversion, atomic number, chemical behavior, and so on, and it is in terms of
these that the process of fission is defined and understood. The judgment that
fission has taken place is a noetic intuition that apprehends these
commonalities and their role in the process under consideration as set out in
the iconic model. Through this model, then, the nature of lighter-element
production is demonstrated to be a nuclear fission.

II.
Scientific Reporting as



Relevant
Phenomena Selection





When artificial radioactivity was discovered by Irène Curie and Frédéric
Joliot in 1934, the existence of unstable nuclei had been known for some time.
Nobody, however, had considered that such instability might be due to nuclear
disintegration.(18) Nonetheless, this discovery
encouraged new research on radio-activity including Fermi’s work in Rome
involving neutrons. It was not long before the Roman team reported that neutron
bombardment of uranium produced some new radioactivity that
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they identified as being due to transuranic elements—that is, elements
beyond uranium (no. 92). As no such heavy element was known to exist in nature,
some researchers suggested that the new substances were not elements number 93
or 94, but isotopes of some known heavy element such as protactinium (no. 91).
As a consequence, Lise Meitner and Otto Hahn initiated a series of experiments
in Berlin to determine the question. They were able to confirm that Fermi’s new
element was not protactinium, nor was it an isotope of either thorium (no. 90)
or actinium (no. 89). This seem to confirm Fermi’s characterization of the
substance as transuranic.(19)

These results were already beginning to indicate that the real problem
concerned the structure of the nucleus as, in some way, nonrigid. Chemist Ida
Noddack suggested that the new substance should not be called “transuranic”
until its identity with any other elements had been ruled out. As this
suggestion implied the possibility of a fissioning of a heavy nucleus into
lighter nuclei, it verged on the requisite focus on nuclear structure as the
relevant issue. At that time, however, both theory and experiment did not
encourage such an idea and Noddack’s suggestion did not receive much attention.(20)
Thus, the scientific reporting at this stage of the research did not yet
articulate the experimental results in a way allowing a clear selection of the
relevant phenomena.(21)

After Meitner’s exile to Sweden on account of the Nazi annexation of Austria,
her research was carried on in Berlin by Otto Hahn and Fritz Strassmann. In
their studies of the new transuranic elements, they precipitated a new element
produced by the Joliot-Curies and found some radioactive residue remained in
their test tubes. Attempting to find out what this radioactive substance might
be, they precipitated it again using some barium as a carrier. They were
surprised to find that the radioactive
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materials precipitated with the barium. Checking to be certain that no
impurities had contaminated the barium distorting the results, they were forced
to conclude that the radioactive precipitates must be either barium (no. 56) or
the related element radium (no. 88). Further testing showed that there was in
fact no isotope of radium and that the residual substance must indeed be barium.(22)

This result was astounding, for barium could only be produced from uranium if
the heavy nucleus somehow split. Hahn and Strassmann published their surprising
results(23) and now the problem calling for
solution was clearly delineated. Through their careful rechecking of their work,
Hahn and Strassmann were able to select from among the various characterizations
of the phenomena that which was most relevant to the problem of the so-called
transuranics, namely, the production of a lighter element. This, in turn,
indicated that the problem was not the existence and properties of the
transuranics, but the stability of the uranium nucleus itself.

Initially characterizing the new Fermi element as “transuranic” is
an example of a universal ut nunc, a theoretical characterization of
the phenomena that approaches the truth but is thought to be in need of much
greater refinement or even replacement before actual explanation is obtained. It
is, as some Neo-Aristotelians put it,(24) a kind
of verisimilitude that allows research to continue in a certain direction, but
with the provision that it may require substantial revision before it can
function as an adequate model of the subject under study. This, in turn, allows
the researcher to turn his focus here or there as the data become progressively
better known and, in the end, reveal the relevant phenomena requiring
explanation through an iconic modeling process.
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III.
Scientific Reporting as Accident Differentiation





As the search for the transuranic elements increasingly focused attention on the
structure of the nucleus, researchers were able to differentiate the various
accidental characteristics of nuclear structure or function. Before a subject
can be iconically modeled, there must be a sufficiently clear distinction
between its essential or proper accidents and its merely incidental accidents.(25)
In the case of the discovery of fission, the crucial insight into the nature of
nuclear stability involved the use of the liquid-drop image as a model for a
proper accident of nuclei.

In the wake of Fermi’s neutron experiments, Bohr had proposed his compound
model of the nucleus.(26) This, in turn,
suggested the question of the nature of nuclear stability. Before the Hahn-Strassmann
experiments, only fragments of nuclei had been chipped away from heavy elements,
but it was thought impossible that a large amount of the nucleus could be split
off at one time due to insufficient energy. A nucleus was not something brittle
or solid that could be cleaved or broken. Bohr had, in fact, urged a conception
of the nucleus as elastic and later, following Gamow, a liquid-drop conception.(27)
The Hahn-Strassmann results, then, drew the attention of theoreticians to the
liquid-drop model as that most likely able to account for fission into lighter
elements. Moreover, it was clear that the model would provide the essential
properties of nuclear structure with respect to the relationship of nuclear
forces accounting for stability, not simply an incidental feature of neutron
absorption or radiation production.

Princeton physicist John A. Wheeler has noted(28)
that what led researchers to the idea of nuclear fission was not simply
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knowledge of the compound-nucleus and liquid-drop models, but their
distinction. It was the insight that the liquid-drop model is a special case of
the compound-nucleus model or, as he put it, “a particular way of making
[the compound] model of nuclear structure reasonable.” This is because the
compound-nucleus model accounts for particle arrival in the nucleus, but the
liquid-drop model accounts for nuclear excitation. This becomes clear when one
recalls that the crucial insight of Meitner and Frisch was that the uranium
nucleus was a “wobbly uncertain drop, ready to divide itself at the
slightest provocation, such as the impact of a neutron.”(29)
It was this that accounted for the relatively little energy required to release
the tremendous amount of energy their calculations predicted. This modeled
structural instability, then, was the proper accident needed to make sense of
the Hahn-Strassmann results. Moreover, it was the reports of the Hahn-Strassmann
experiments that focused the attention of Meitner and Frisch on the instability
of the nucleus and away from other accidents such as neutron absorption,
radiation emission, formation of isotopes, and so on.

Conclusion



The work of the imagination in constructing iconic models of little-known
physical phenomena and its connection to abstraction is crucial in scientific
explanation. Behind such construction, however, lie the reports of researchers
who provide the material on which the imagination works. In these
predemonstrative reports, the material is not simply presented to the intellect
as a puzzle to be solved, but presented as already intellectually sorted
out—processed, one might say. This “sorting out” or
“processing” takes at least two forms. First, the puzzle is presented
with an indication as to which data are relevant to the puzzle’s solution. Some
sorting through of the data is accomplished in the process of posing the
question or discovering the puzzling phenomena. Often such sorting is explicitly
taxonomic, as in certain kinds of
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biological research, but sometimes it is more closely related to the
experimental study of some little-known phenomenon, as in the case of nuclear
fission. It is always, however, a selection of the relevant from the irrelevant
in a way that suggests lines for further research or theoretical explanation.
Second, the puzzle is presented to the intellect with a certain focus on what is
essential, and not merely incidental, to the solution demanded by the relevant
phenomena. Without such focus, the rational imagination cannot begin the process
of iconic imaging, for it has no picture with which to start and no indication
as to how the image is to be developed in detail. Whether generated by careful
observation or by controlled experiment, scientific reporting always involves
the differentiation of accidents allowing researchers to focus on those from
which an image with explanatory potential can be formed.

A final point concerning scientific realism. Dougherty notes the implicit
realism of the researchers involved in the discovery of nuclear fission.
Clearly, Meitner and Frisch did not doubt the existence of a mechanism behind
the then truly puzzling experimental results. Hahn and Strassmann also
understood that the surprising production of barium from uranium called for the
articulation of a then unknown property of the nucleus. Scientific reports
provide the link between the encounter of the researcher with the reality
calling for explanation and the intellectual act of scientific explanation
itself. There is indeed an implicit realism in the activity of scientific
reporting, for it presumes the possibility of achieving an explanation not
already evident in the phenomena being reported. This indicates the presence of
a yet unknown underlying mechanism that can be articulated by means of a model.
Reporting is clearly not done for its own sake, but is a stage of scientific
inquiry that begs for completion in explanation.
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In recent years Jorge Gracia has developed a nuanced and
sophisticated account of the nature of individuality and of the
principle of individuation. He has developed this view in part by
criticizing the standard Thomistic account of the principle of
individuation as dimensive quantity. The present essay seeks to
rehabilitate dimensive quantity by arguing against Gracia that, rightly
understood, it does explain the individuation of material substances. 


	This requires a two-part strategy. First, the meaning of dimensive
quantity must be recovered by examining the roots of this concept in
Aristotle’s Categories and Physics. The standard Thomistic
presentation of dimensive quantity in the writings of Joseph Owens and
Joseph Bobik is vulnerable to objections raised by Gracia, and this
makes necessary a review of selected passages from Aristotle dealing
with quantity. In particular, the notion of position contained in these
texts must be elaborated in order to grasp the distinctive content of the
concept of dimensive quantity.


		Second, Gracia’s objections to the Thomistic principle of
individuation must be considered in light of this fuller understanding of
dimensive quantity. It will be seen that these objections are not
compelling, and that dimensive quantity provides a satisfactory principle
of individuation for material substances. In particular, Aquinas’s
discussion of numerical difference in his commentary on Boethius’s De
Trinitate will be 
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defended. The upshot of these passages is that matter marked by
quantity and position will occupy a determinate place, whereas two
distinct material substances cannot occupy the same place
simultaneously. As a result, matter modified by dimensive quantity is
assigned to some determinate place and time, which suffices to
individuate material substances.


	To limit the scope of this project, I will defend dimensive quantity
only as a principle of individuation for bodies or material substances. In
Scholastic usage, these are composite substances, those constituted by
the union of form and matter. Gracia rejects dimensive quantity as a
principle of individuation in part because it cannot serve as a universal
principle of individuation—that is, one that could individuate
nonmaterial substances such as angels, God, Cartesian souls, abstract
entities, etc.(1) According to Gracia, it is the existence of each thing that
is its principle of individuation. For now I wish to put to one side the
question of whether we should look for a global principle of
individuation, as Gracia does, or attempt instead to find different
principles of individuation suited to different kinds of entities, although
my strong preference is for the latter option.(2) I will focus instead on
whether dimensive quantity provides a satisfactory principle of
individuation for material substances.


Furthermore, I will make no attempt to present the full teaching of
Aquinas on dimensive quantity based on an historical survey of his
writings. As commentators have noted, Aquinas seems to change his
mind or at least express his mind differently over 	
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the course of his career when writing about the principle of individuation.(3)
I have focused on the Expositio super librum Boetii De Trinitate, not
because it contains the whole of Aquinas’s teaching on the principle of
individuation, but because it is here that we can see a fruitful
elaboration of ideas drawn from Aristotle’s physics. This is what is
needed to mount a philosophical defense of dimensive quantity as the
principle of individuation.


I. Dimensive Quantity:

The Traditional View and Gracia’s Objections


	Investigation of the principle of individuation was and continues to
be one of the most fruitful sources of speculative insight. Clearly the
world is full of individual things, but how are we to describe their
individuality? What is the source of the distinctness of different
individuals? It is well known that Aquinas’s principle of individuation
for composite substances is quantity of matter or signate matter. These
terms signify the view that matter, when modified by the accidents of
quantity and dimension—or dimensive quantity—serves to distinguish
one particular composite of form and matter from another individual of
the same species. With modifications, this view appears in a number of
Aquinas’s writings and has been accurately described by Joseph Bobik
and, more recently, by Joseph Owens. However, it is not yet clear how
the accident of dimensive quantity being received in matter actually
serves to individuate the different members of one species of material
substances. Partly for this reason, Gracia has rejected the view that
dimensive quantity is the principle of individuation for material
substances.


	To gain entry to this debate, we can start with the observation that
all attempts to formulate a principle of individuality must	
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bear a common explanatory burden. They must shed light on the
principle of individuation and so explain the individuality of, for
instance, different human beings. The principle of individuation will be
that in virtue of which Peter is (1) indivisible or incommunicable in the
technical sense of being noninstantiable, or not such that two or more
things could share the property of being Peter; and (2) distinct from all
other members of the species to which he belongs and indeed distinct
from every other thing. The principle of individuation must give full
grounds for (1) and (2), for the indivisibility and distinctness of Peter.
If we need to posit more than the principle of individuation to explain
Peter’s indivisibility and distinctness, then we do not yet have an
adequate principle of individuation.


	Aquinas describes the principle of individuation for composite
substances variously in various texts, but always settles on matter
modified by quantity. The standard presentation of this view comes in
the commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate. There Aquinas speaks of
matter as the source of the individuation of form, resulting in diverse
individuals of the same species:



Things in the genus of substance that differ numerically, differ not only in their
accidents, but also by their form and matter. But if it is asked how this form differs
from that, there is no other reason than that it is in other signate matter. Nor can there
be found another reason why this matter is divided from that, except on account of its
quantity. Hence matter subject to dimension is understood to be the principle of this
kind of diversity.(4) 




This reply to an objection contains in compressed form the major ideas
of Aquinas’s description of the principle of individuation: signate or
designated matter, the sort of material thing one can point at; the role of
quantity in distinguishing signate matter, or dividing this matter from
that; and a connection between quantity 
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and dimension. Neither form nor matter by itself is sufficient to explain
individual composites of form and matter; the form is what is shared
among the different individuals of the same species, while matter is
shared by individuals of different species. Only when quantity enters the
picture as modifying matter, and bringing with it dimension, do we have
a sufficient explanation of the fact of numerical diversity. As Owens
puts it, 



Matter seems to be visualized as a potentiality that gives rise to a three-dimensional
expanse yet lacks capacity just in itself to distinguish things in it one from another.
It has first to be conceived as divided into parts or units sealed off each in itself by
dimensive quantity. Each of them is thereby constituted an individual object in its
own right.(5)




		So far, this is the traditional presentation of dimensive quantity as
the principle of individuation in Aquinas. This provisional answer to the
question of how different composite individuals of the same species are
differentiated states that it is the parceling out of matter into quantities
bearing dimensions that establishes composite individuals. One
presentation of Aquinas’s thought on the principle of individuation
would call a halt to the search for the principle of individuation at this
point, resting in matter designated by dimensive quantity. Joseph Bobik
summarizes as follows the role of quantity in rendering matter distinct
and, via distinction of matter, making substantial form individual:



Thus, because prime matter is capacity for the accidental form of quantity, due to the
fact that matter is divided in distinct parts and situated in different places, it is
rendered capable of receiving within itself, being thus divided, these substantial
forms, this form in this part, this other form in this other part… . If a corporeal
substance is in fact an individual, this is precisely because it partakes (due to its
partaking in prime matter) in a condition the very nature of which is to render
individual, or numerically distinct, that substance which is its subject. This condition
is the quantity of a natural body.(6)
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This approach is helpful as far as it goes in laying out the relations
between such concepts as matter, substantial form, and quantity.
However, it does not go far enough. It remains obscure why and how
quantity is able to render individual the matter in which it is received.
Owens recognizes the need to address this issue:



The whole individuation of a body, both in its substance and in all its other accidents,
is made to depend upon quantity. But quantity, as an accident, has to presuppose for
its existence the individual substance upon which it depends for its being.(7) 




And although he speaks convincingly of the need for material substances
to exist in matter subject to dimensions, Owens does not show how this
will secure for dimensive quantity, an accident, the role of individuating
substances.(8) Having some particular dimension will be true of whatever
exists as an individual material substance, but why is this fact given the
special role of being responsible for the individuation of that material
thing?


	This failure to clarify the role of dimensive quantity in individuating
material substances has not gone unnoticed. It provides the basis for
objections to the Thomistic understanding of the principle of
individuation put forward by Suarez in the sixteenth century and more
recently by Gracia. Suarez notes that dimensive quantity is typically
construed as an accident, and so is capable of being present in more
than one subject. To summarize very sketchily Suarez’s intricate
reasoning, he sets up a dilemma for the Thomistic view of individuation:
either the accident of quantity is somehow localized to one individual,
in which case its status as an accident prevents it from being the source
of that thing’s existence as an individual, or it is communicable to
distinct individuals, in which case it cannot be the principle of in-dividuation, which must explain why individuals exist as non-	
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communicable.(9) To the extent that a given dimensive quantity does
inhere in some subject, that subject must be constituted as an individual
apart from the accident of dimensive quantity, so that dimensive
quantity no longer plays the crucial individuating role.


	Another way to see the force of this objection is to observe that
dimensive quantity as so far described will not serve as an adequate
principle of individuation. It meets condition (2) described above, in that
it explains how an individual will be distinct from other members of the
same species. Peter will have or be partially constituted by one parcel
of matter, and Paul will be partially constituted by a different parcel of
matter. But the notion of dimensive quantity does not so far meet
condition (1); there is no way yet to rule out the possibility that two
individuals share simultaneously the same dimensive quantity. A
quantity is an answer to the question “How much?” or “How many?”,
so that “2 quarts” or “3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet” are terms that refer to
quantities. These quantities may be instantiated in distinct individuals:
in 2 quarts of milk and in 2 quarts of coffee, or in a cube of wood 3 feet
by 3 feet by 3 feet and in a cube of iron of the same dimensions, or in a
second cube of wood of the same dimensions and quantity. In light of
these considerations, dimensive quantity may be communicable; the
same dimensive	
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quantity may be instantiated by two individuals of the same species. As
Gracia puts it,



[this account] would also be hard pressed to explain the noninstantiability of quantity
itself, which is supposed to account for individuation. For, what makes dimensions
noninstantiable when we know that in fact they can and are often, separately or
together, instantiated elsewhere?(10)




		This passage provides the occasion for a more systematic
presentation of Gracia’s position and his reasons for rejecting dimensive
quantity as the principle of individuation. He sees the need to gain a
firmer purchase on the question of the principle of individuality by first
addressing the nature of individuation and individuality. What is
distinctive about individuals is that they are noninstantiable. Where
other philosophers place in the fore-ground the facts that each individual
is distinct from other individuals and that each individual in our
experience is quali-tatively unique in some way, Gracia focuses on a
feature of individuals that is rooted deeper in the metaphysics of
individuals and less able to be defeated by such possible worlds as a
universe containing only one individual or a universe containing only
two qualitatively indiscernible objects. Individuals are those entities
which instantiate or exemplify universals but are not themselves
instantiated and indeed cannot be instantiated.(11) He then takes the task
of identifying the principle of individuation to be the task of identifying
the necessary and sufficient conditions for a non-instantiable individual
to exemplify a universal. In his words, “We shall be concerned with
what an individual does and must have, that a universal does and must
lack, such that the individual is noninstantiable while the universal is
instantiable.”(12) On this construal, the principle of individuation will be
some aspect or component of an individual that renders it particular and
noninstantiable, one that makes it the opposite of a universal.


	From this perspective, Gracia raises a number of objections to
dimensive quantity as the principle of individuation. He classifies	
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the quantitative theory of individuation as one among other accidental
theories, those that make some accident of an individual the principle
of individuation.(13) All such accidental theories are subject to the
objection that they use an extrinsic feature of a thing, an accident, to
account for an intrinsic feature. According to Gracia, “[A] particular
quantity [e.g., a person’s weight at a given time] is something accidental
to a thing, and therefore cannot account for one of its basic ontological
characteristics,” namely, its individuality.(14) Also, as already noted,
Gracia argues that quantity cannot explain individuality in the sense of
noninstantiability because quantity is a repeatable and instantiable
feature. The quantities signified by such terms as “2 gallons” or “3 feet
by 3 feet by 3 feet” can be shared by and exemplified by different
individuals, so they cannot be the necessary and sufficient conditions for
an individual’s noninstantiability.





II. Aristotle on Quantity and Position




	To answer Gracia’s objections and to lay out the full resources of the
notion of dimensive quantity, it is necessary to investigate the
Aristotelian background of the category of quantity. Aristotle begins his
discussion of quantity in chapter 6 of the Categories by announcing two
different divisions within the category. The first is the division of
quantity into those quantities which are continuous and those which are
discrete. Aristotle gives as examples of continuous quantities lines,
surfaces, and bodies, as well as time and place. These are all quantities
that consist of parts in direct contact with one or more part of the same
quantity. A line is a continuous quantity because it is made up of
segments each of which is contiguous to another segment on the same
line. Discrete quantities come with parts that are not in contact with any
other part of the same quantity. Examples of discrete quantities are
number and spoken speech. Each of these comes with parts that can
stand apart from every other part, as syllables	
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of spoken speech are distinct from each other and as the parts of a
number lack a common boundary which both parts touch.(15)


	The second division of quantity is that between quantities having
parts with position relative to each other and those  having parts with no
position relative to each other. A body which is a continuous quantity
will have parts with position relative to each other: my body can be
considered as made up of the parts at or below my waist and the parts
above my waist. It is in the nature of these parts so considered that they
will have a determinate spatial relation to each other. On the other hand,
number will not have parts with position relative to each other. Five and
five are parts of ten, but it is not in the nature of these parts that they
have spatial relations to each other. Three and four are parts of seven,
but the nature of three is not defined by its position in space relative to
four.


	As these examples show, continuous quantities in general are those
which consist of parts having position relative to each other, and
discrete quantities are those whose parts do not have position relative to
each other. The only exception to this coincidence of the two differentia
of quantity is time. Time has parts (past, present, and future) of which
the present touches both the past and the future, but since only one part
of time exists, the present, it cannot be said to have position in relation
to the other parts.(16)


	One important point resulting from the discussion of quantity in
Categories 6 is that quantity involves more than simply measure.
Previously we said that a quantity is the answer to the question “How
much?”, an answer that might take the form of “2 quarts” or “3 feet by
3 feet by 3 feet.” Such answers give the measure or dimensions of a
thing but tell us nothing about what the thing is made of or how its parts
relate to each other. Indeed, quantity as measure could be applied to an
empty expanse of space occupied by no matter at all, though such an
empty expanse occurs in our experience only under abnormal
circumstances. Although it is certainly legitimate to understand quantity
in this	
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way, Aristotle’s two divisions of quantity imply also a different way of
understanding quantity: namely, not as measure, but as quantity of the
thing measured. For this type of quantity, the dimensions measured are
dimensions of matter, and that matter consists of parts standing in
spatial relations to each other. In this second way of understanding
quantity, 2 quarts of milk is a dif-ferent thing from 2 quarts of coffee,
even though the dimensions of each are the same. The fact that quantity
can involve a thing being constituted by parts will become important
when Gracia’s objections to taking dimensive quantity as the principle
of individuation are considered.


	Another important point that results from Categories 6 is the
mapping of bodies and their parts on to place.



Place, again, is one of the continuous quantities. For the parts of a body occupy some
place, and they join together at a common boundary. So the parts of the place
occupied by the various parts of the body themselves join together at the same
boundary at which the parts of the body do.(17) 




So each body, and each part of a body, is associated with a place,
though of course this may be only temporary as a body’s place may
change through motion. The same reasoning holds for lines and
surfaces. Thus, all continuous quantities except for time will occupy
some place.


		One concept Aristotle deploys in Categories 6 is that of position.
Since this concept will play a crucial role in describing dimensive
quantity, it will be helpful to offer a provisional outline of it as it
emerges from the Categories. As one of the differentia of quantity,
position is an attribute of one type of body, namely, continuous bodies.
Position consists in the configuration or arrangement of the parts of
these bodies relative to each other. So when Aquinas speaks of matter
or quantity as having position, this should be understood as treating the
body in question as made of parts having position relative to each other.
This raises the 
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question of the relation between this technical sense of position and the
ordinary sense of the word in everyday language. The term ‘position’ in
English is synonymous or nearly so with ‘place’, but it is important to
keep separate the concept indicated by Aristotle’s word for position,
thesis, and the concept indicated by his word for place, topos, and also
to keep both separate from our concept of space. Position, as described
so far, concerns the spatial relations of the parts of a body relative to
each other and within the limits of that body. The place of a thing, on
the other hand, is defined at Physics 212a 6-7 by Aristotle as “the
boundary of the containing body at which it is in contact with the
contained body.” Place is understood here as coinciding with the outside
surface of a body, on the model of the container of that body. In
addition, a place is always the place of a thing, that which occupies or
fills it. As such it is different from our notion of space, the expanse or
void within which physical objects move but which can conceivably be
empty either momentarily or for any amount of time.


		Another aspect of position in the sense considered so far is the
requirement that when parts of a body have position relative to each
other, those parts are joined, directly or indirectly, to each other as parts
of the same continuous body. Otherwise, the notion under consideration
would not be the concept of the position of the parts of a body relative
to each other but the concept of the position of the parts of a body
relative to something outside the body. Unlike discrete quantities, the
parts of which are not or need not be physically joined to each other,
continuous quantities have parts each of which must be physically
joined to at least one other part of the same body. When one part is
joined to another part, the two not only touch each other but their
respective limits unite or overlap to form another part of the whole body
in question. Although each part of a continuous body need not touch
every other particular part of that body and so need not be in direct
contact with every other part of that body, each part of a continuous
quantity will be joined to another part which is joined to another part,
and so on, until each part of a continuous 
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quantity is in direct or indirect contact with every other part of that
quantity.(18)


	A third aspect of the notion of position may be mentioned, although
it will not be pursued in any detail here. This is the idea that for the
parts of a body to have position relative to each other, the parts must
have some permanent duration, however limited, within the body they
constitute. This suggestion comes from Albertus Magnus, who claims
that position involves three individually necessary and jointly sufficient
elements. Besides situation or spatial relation within a body and being
joined to each other, for the parts of a body to have position “one part
should remain constant with another part in the same continuous thing,
so that it should hold together with the other part.”(19) Presumably
Albert’s reasoning is that for parts of a body to have position relative to
each other they must remain together in existence as parts of that body
at least for some minimal amount of time. This line of thought draws
partly on the etymology of the terms for position, which connect position
with things being put or set in some region (thesis in Aristotle’s Greek,
positio in Latin). If a part of a body existed as a part for only an instant
or never remained in the same spatial relations to other parts of that
body but constantly altered its position relative to other parts, it would
be just as well to deny that that thing was even a part of that body. It
could with better reason be called a body in its own right or a part of a
different body and not a part of the original body. So for parts of a body
to have position relative to each other, they must	
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have some minimal permanence as parts bearing spatial relations to at
least some other parts of that body. This third aspect of position is
intriguing because it forges a link between the notion of position and the
identity of material substances over time. Precisely for this reason it
stands outside of the focus of the present paper, which is not the identity
of material substances over time but their individuation. However, this
third aspect of the concept of position allows us to understand why
Aquinas thought that dimensive quantity, his principle of individuation,
might also have served as a source for the identity of material
substances over time.(20)


	Previously it was noted that position concerns the con-figuration or
spatial orientation of the parts of a body relative to each other.
Considered in this way, the position of the parts of a body may be
distinguished from their place and from the various spatial relations they
and the whole body they constitute bear to	
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the outside world. That annoying novelty of years gone by, the Rubik’s
cube, is based on the fact that the parts of an object can be rearranged
even as the object as a whole remains in roughly the same place and
intact. So the position of the parts of the cube relative to each other can
change even as the place of the cube remains constant. To distinguish
further the concepts of position and place, consider a man sleeping
soundly in his seat aboard an airliner as it wings its way from
Philadelphia to Chicago. The man is changing place quite rapidly, as the
airplane carrying him travels at the rate of several hundred miles per
hour. However, his position does not change at all; as long as he retains
the same posture, the parts of his body do not alter their configuration
relative to each other. Then when the plane lands in Chicago, suppose
further that it halts on the runway and waits for a gate to become
available for unloading. The man awakes and stretches his arms and
legs while remaining in his seat. The man now remains in approximately
the same place, but the position of the parts of his body alters when he
stretches. Based on these examples, we can say that position and place
are different attributes of a material substance. Both properties depend
in some way on a material substance’s being extended in space and
having the capacity to move and change, but they are independent of
each other in the sense that they must be defined differently and in the
sense that each can vary while the other remains constant. This has the
consequence that neither place nor position can be reduced to the other.
Nor can the weaker relation of supervenience hold between them; if
position supervened on place or vice versa, then it would not be possible
for position to change while place remained constant.


	At this point it is surely natural to look to Aristotle’s Physics and its
discussion of place for further insight into the relation between position
and place. One commonality between position and place in this text is
that both are connected with dimensionality. Aristotle speaks of six
dimensions in the physical world and groups the six into three pairs of
contraries: up and down, before and behind, and right and left. In
different passages	
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he speaks of these dimensions as characterizing both position and place.
While observing that all natural philosophers have used contraries as
principles, he treats position as a genus spanning contrary dimensions:



The same is true of Democritus also, with his plenum and void, both of which exist,
he says, the one as being and the other as not being. Again he speaks of differences
in position, shape, and order, and these are genera of which the species are contraries,
namely, of position, above and below, before and behind. (188a 22-25)(21)




Within his discussion of the infinite in book 3, chapter 5, Aristotle
speaks similarly of place as a genus containing the dimensions:
“Further, every sensible body is in place, and the kinds or differences of
place are up-down, before-behind, and right-left” (205b31-33). 


		The message of these passages is that both a body whose parts have
position relative to each other and the place that the body occupies are
to be described as having different areas or regions, where these regions
bear the relations of being above or below each other, before or behind
each other, or to the right or left of each other.(22) 


	Given the fact that dimensions apply both to places and to positions,
we can observe that a material body being in a place is a sufficient
condition for it to be constituted by parts having position relative to each
other. If a body is in a place, that place will be characterized by the six
dimensions. As Aristotle says, “Each [of the four elements] is carried to
its own place, if it is not hindered, the one up, the other down. Now
these are regions [or parts, mer] or kinds of place—up and down and
the rest of the six directions” (208b11-14). If the place occupied by a
body has an up and a down, or an upper part and a lower part, then the
body occupying that place will also have an upper and a lower part.
These parts will be configured in space in relation to each	
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other in a determinate way, with one part being above the other, and so
will have position in relation to each other.


	If a material body being in a place is sufficient for that material body
to be made of parts having position relative to each other, then the
natural question to ask is whether the converse also holds. Is being a
body made of parts having position relative to each other also a
sufficient condition for that body being in a place? Intuitively this seems
to be true; if a body has parts which have position relative to each other,
then those parts need to be somewhere, and the body as a whole will be
wherever its parts taken together are, and so will be in a place. The key
idea here is that any body is somewhere and so occupies some place. A
body is what it is qua body, having a determinate extension and shape,
in part because of the way that its parts have position in relation to each
other. So being a body made of parts having position relative to each
other will be sufficient for that body being in a place.(23)


	One qualification is in order when speaking of the relation between
position and place. Strictly speaking, it is parts of a body that have
position in relation to each other; that is why Aristotle speaks of position
in the Categories as something relative (pros ti [6b2-14]). Yet place for
Aristotle is a nonrelative property of whole bodies. There is a
nonrelative up and down in the universe, as can be seen in the fact that
the simple elements of fire, air, water, and earth go to definite regions
of the universe when unimpeded, regions whose place is not defined
relative to an observer or some arbitrary point in the universe. Also,
place is a property of whole bodies and not, strictly speaking, of their
parts. It would be strange to deny that the parts of a body are
somewhere and occupy some place, but they are not in their own	
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place by virtue of being parts. They are in the place of the whole of
which they are parts, and they have place by virtue of their relation to
something else, namely, the whole to which they belong. This is the idea
behind Aristotle’s cryptic comment in book 4, chapter 5: “Nor is it
without reason that each should remain naturally in its proper place. For
parts do, and that which is in a place has the same relation to its place
as a separable part to its whole” (212b33-35). As a result of these
qualifications, some care must be taken in comparing position to place.
This is the source of such inelegant locutions as “a body being
constituted by parts having position in relation to each other” as the
correlate to “a body being in a place.”


	Other passages of the Physics show a further use of this relative
notion of position. This use goes beyond the parts of a body having
position in relation to each other and takes in the idea of bodies having
position in relation to each other. As Aristotle develops his grounds for
taking place to be something absolute, he contrasts the place of a thing
with its position, something that is relative. Looking again at book 3,
chapter 5, which speaks of the six dimensions as regions or parts or
kinds of places, we find the following: “[T]he kinds or differences of
place are up-down, before-behind, right-left; and these distinctions hold
not only in relation to us and by position [pros hmas kai thesei], but
also in the whole itself” (205b31-34).(24) So there is an up and a down,
and a right and a left in the universe; as a result each body is in some
determinate place in the whole cosmos. But the passage also suggests
that the dimensions have application in a relative sense, by position.
Presumably this means that a body is also in front of another in a line
for movie tickets, or to the right of the car in the left-hand lane on the
highway. The distinction between relative position of this sort and
absolute place arises again in book 4,	
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chapter 1 as Aristotle works toward associating place with the
dimensions understood absolutely:



Now these are regions [or parts, mer] or kinds of place—up and down and the rest
of the six directions; nor do such distinctions (up and down and right and left) hold
only in relation to us. To us they are not always the same but change as we change our
position; that is why the same thing is often both right and left, up and down, before
and behind. But in nature each is distinct, taken apart by itself.(25) (208b11-19)




As we move relative to the chimney rising out of the roof of a house,
that chimney may be first up and then down, to the right and to the left.
This does not mean that the chimney has changed its place, only that its
position relative to us (and ours relative to it) has changed.


 


III. Aquinas on Dimensive Quantity


		So far, we have seen that a material body being in a place is a
sufficient condition for it having position, and we have seen that a body
having position is a sufficient condition for a body being in place. This
means that a body having position is a necessary and sufficient
condition for a body being in place. At the same time, as we have seen
in the examples of the man seated on the airplane, position and place are
different attributes of a material substance and can vary independently
of each other. Also, in addition to the parts of a material substance
having position in relation to each other, a material substance can have
position relative to another substance. It remains, then, to see how
Aquinas would be able to use the notions of quantity, position, and place
to argue that dimensive quantity, understood as a quantity of matter
having position, is the principle of individuation for material substances.
To use Gracia’s terminology, we can argue 
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that dimensive quantity provides the necessary and sufficient conditions
for a material substance to be noninstantiable.


		The main source for this response to Gracia is Aquinas’s
commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate. In laying out his view on the
source of diversity among members of the same species, or numerical
diversity, Aquinas focuses on quantity of matter. Such an individual is
this form in this matter, but neither form nor matter as such is able to
account for the ‘thisness’ of the individual. Matter individuates form by
receiving form as this matter, and it is this matter only insofar as it is
divisible, as Aquinas tells us: 



For form is not individuated through the fact that it is received in matter, except
insofar as it is received in this matter which is distinct and determined to here and
now. Matter however is not divisible unless through quantity. Due to this the
Philosopher says in the first book of the Physics that once quantity is removed an
indivisible substance remains. And in light of this, matter is made this and
determined according as it is under dimensions.(26)




So the dividing or distinguishing of matter that we find in distinct
material beings of the same species requires quantity and proceeds by
assigning some dimension to these distinct quantities of matter. At the
same time, we should keep in mind that dimensive quantity need not be
quantity in the sense of measure, that which is signified by “2 quarts”
or “3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet,” but also can be the quantity of the thing
measured, a quantity which is made of parts having position relative to
each other.


		This becomes clear if we look closer at how Aquinas understands
division of matter in the first article of question 4 of his commentary.
This question addresses the cause of plurality, and the first article of the
question begins by linking a plurality of things to their divisibility or
their being divided. In light of this, the cause of division will also be
taken as the cause of plurality. 
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To illustrate the division of composite things, Aquinas takes up the
division of quantity, and in particular a line. As Kevin White remarks,
the fact that this example comes at the beginning of Aquinas’s
discussion of plurality and individuation and its textbook quality
indicate that it was devised expressly to guide our understanding of the
question as a whole.(27) “For one part of a line is divided from the other
through the fact that they have differing situation [diversum situm],
which is as it were the formal difference of quantity having position.”(28)
This example is put forward to illustrate the idea that the formal cause
of division in composite and posterior things is diversity of simple and
first things.


	If we step back from the larger aims of the article and focus on this
sentence, two important points arise which will help illuminate
Aquinas’s approach to individuation. First, the division which leads to
diverse individuals is not crucially a matter of parceling out quantities
of matter in the sense of measuring something 3 feet long. Individuality
depends rather on the fact that a quantity of matter is the sort of thing
that can have different parts with different positions relative to each
other. The formal cause of division in quantity, in the sense of the nature
by which the cause occurs, is diversity of “simple and first things.” The
example which follows, a line divided into two parts, is described as
resulting in parts with diverse situation, where situation is the formal
nature of quantity having position. So situation and position are the first
and simple things, diversity in which explains division in posterior and
composite things, such as material substances.


	A second point is terminological. Here and in later passages in the
De Trinitate commentary, Aquinas will use the term situs in explaining
the individuality of material substances. I have used ‘situation’ to
translate this, in the sense of a thing’s being located	
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or situated in space, but it is important to keep the term and its
associated concept apart from place and terms for place. Situs or
‘situation’ is said to be the formal difference of continuous quantity, so
it is the particular nature shared by those continuous quantities
composed of parts having position relative to each other. The different
parts of a line have diverse situation because they are situated
differently within the whole line. As such, situs or situation cannot be
place, which is conceived on the model of a container fit for being filled
with quantities of matter. Light is shed on the relation between situs and
place by Aquinas’s commentary on Aristotle’s Physics: situs adds to the
category of “where” the idea of an order of parts in a place.(29) As a
result, situs is concerned with the spatial relations of parts of material
substances, as is position. This is not merely a terminological point,
since getting clear on the meaning of situs helps clarify Aquinas’s view
on individuation and present it in its strongest version. According to
White, when Aquinas says that division of quantity occurs in a line by
the parts of the line having diverse situs, this means that “the different
parts of a line are divided because they have different places, place
being, as it were, the formal difference of positioned continuous
quantity.” Here White takes situs as synonymous with place and as a
result presents Aquinas’s doctrine of individuation by dimensive
quantity as ultimately a theory of individuation by place.(30) This is not
a satisfactory exposition of the meaning of situs; an object could retain
the same order of its parts even as it changes its place, and so be
unchanged in its situs while its place changes. And in light of Gracia’s
criticisms of the spatio-temporal theory of individu-ation, we should be
alert to differences between situation and position on the one hand and
place on the other, so as to interpret 
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Aquinas’s theory of individuation by dimensive quantity as something
other than the spatio-temporal theory.


	Drawing on our review of Aristotle’s discussion of quantity in the
Categories, we can observe that matter is a continuous quantity and one
that is constituted by parts having position in relation to each other.
That Aquinas views matter in this Aristotelian light is shown by his
reply to the third objection in the crucial second article of the fourth
question. That third objection anticipates Gracia by proposing that all
accidents are of themselves communicable and so cannot serve as the
principle of individuation. Aquinas’s reply to this objection points to a
special quality of the accident of dimensive quantity. “No accident has
in itself the proper nature of division, except quantity. From thence
dimensions have of themselves a certain nature of individuation
according to a determinate situation, insofar as situation is a difference
of quantity.”(31) Situs here is the nature or property of quantity having
position, one of the differentia of quantity. So it is not simply the fact of
having dimensions that makes for individuation in material substances,
but in addition the having of determinate position, which dimensions
carry in their train. Working still with the set of conceptual connections
laid out in the Categories and the Physics, we can say that matter
having some quantity will be characterized by some dimensions. Dimen-sive quantity involves matter having position, or more precisely being
made of parts bearing position in relation to each other. A material
substance which is made of parts having determinate position relative
to each other will also be in some determinate place. This is why matter
considered under dimensions is determined to be this matter by being
tied to some determinate here and now.


	Looking further afield in Aquinas’s work, we can also understand
why he speaks of dimensive quantity as the source of individuation and
explains this using the notion of position. While	
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discussing the presence of accidents in the Eucharist in the third part of
the Summa Theologiae, he states that dimensive quantity is the subject
of the other accidents remaining in the sacrament. Dimensive quantity
is able to play this individuating role because of its connection to
position.



So it is that dimensive quantity in itself has a certain individuation; we can imagine
many lines of the same kind, but all different because of their position; and this
position is part of the very idea of this quantity. For it is of the very definition of a
dimension to be quantity having position.(32) 




This passage shows how Aquinas might reply to Gracia. A plur-ality of
lines of the same length will all have the same quantity, in the sense that
measuring each will produce the same answer to the question “How long
is that line?” They are individuated not merely by quantity as measure,
but by their difference in position relative to each other which puts them
in different places. Yet it is still fitting to speak of dimensive quantity as
the source or principle of individuation, since position is the specific
difference that distinguishes dimensive quantity from other species of
quantity. This points to a statement of the nature that is dimensive
quantity. Following the idea that a nature is defined by a genus and a
specific difference, the nature of dimensive quantity is quantity having
position. Rightly understood, the nature of dimensive quantity includes
position, so that whatever has dimensive quantity will also be made of
parts having position in relation to each other and will therefore occupy
a determinate place. Division and incommunicability result from
dimensive quantity, since matter under the accident of dimensive
quantity will occupy a determinate location. 


		One sign that these reflections on individuation follow Aquinas’s
own thought on the topic comes in the third article of the fourth question
of the commentary on Boethius. As I have constructed the argument,
quantity of matter involves dimensive quantity, which implies that the
matter is made of parts bearing position relative to each other, which
puts a given quantity of 
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matter in a determinate place. For this result to individuate material
substances successfully, it must be the case that no two material
substances can occupy the same place at the same time. If two material
substances could occupy the same place at the same time, they both
could have the same quantity of matter and be assigned to the same
determinate place. In that event, quantity of matter would not serve to
explain the individuation of the two substances. And in fact, Aquinas
devotes the third article of the fourth question to ruling out this
possibility. Barring divine intervention, he says, two bodies cannot
simultaneously be in the same place and cannot be understood so to be.
This is due to the very nature of bodies and not to some superficial
characteristic, such as their density or impurity or corruptibility. Rather,
we have distinct bodies through division of matter, and this division of
matter can occur only when two bodies are distinct according to
situation [situs]: 



[S]ince the division of matter occurs only through dimensions, from the nature of
which there is situation, it is impossible that this matter be distinct from that unless
they are distinct according to situation, which is not the case whenever two bodies are
put in the same place; from which those two bodies would be one body, which is
impossible.(33) 




It supports my interpretation of Aquinas’s thought that he asks in the
same article whether two bodies can be in the same place simultaneously
and rules this out by drawing on the ideas of situation and position.


 
IV. In Defense of Dimensive Quantity


		Having attempted to formulate in more depth the notion of dimensive
quantity, we can turn now to reconsider Gracia’s objections to taking
this property as the principle of individuation 
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for material substances. As we have seen, these objections are two.
First, relying on dimensive quantity as a principle of individuation
involves using an extrinsic feature of a thing to explain one of its
intrinsic features, namely, its individuality. Second, dimensive quantity
is itself something instantiable and so cannot explain the individuality
or noninstantiability of a thing. 


		The first objection treats dimensive quantity as on a par with any
other accident, as something extrinsic to its subject. This relies on the
understanding of dimensive quantity as a measure, that which is
indicated by “2 quarts” or “3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet.” In reply, I would
argue that dimensive quantity rightly understood is different from other
accidents like color or shape which are indeed extrinsic to a material
substance. Dimensive quantity implies position, which is the
configuration of the parts of a material substance in three-dimensional
space relative to each other. Because of the particular configuration of
these parts a material substance will be measured as 2 quarts or will
have the dimensions of 3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet, but the position of
these parts is the source of these measurements and should not be
identified with them. Rather, the position of a body is an integral part of
that material substance’s constitution. As such, a material substance is
extended in the six dimensions and constituted by parts configured in
some way relative to each other. A body’s position helps constitute it as
the body it is, as an extended thing located in some place. The matter of
a material substance does not have these features of being extended in
dimensions and being made of parts merely from an extrinsic source;
rather, its position or the configuration of its parts help make it the body
that it is. So for the same reason that matter is an intrinsic principle of
a material substance, the position of the parts of a material substance
and the resulting dimensive quantity of that material substance are
intrinsic features of that substance.


		Gracia might argue that in fact position is more like such extrinsic
features of a thing as its color than it is like a genuinely intrinsic feature.
Socrates might have been paler in color if he had spent less time in the
agora of Athens under the hot sun of 
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Greece, but even so he still would have been Socrates, only paler.
Similarly, Socrates might have been a bit shorter, leading to a slightly
different determinate position of the parts of his body relative to each
other, but he still would have been Socrates, only shorter. If this is so,
or so goes the possible reply, position is not intrinsic to the individuals
it characterizes. But this reply rests on a misconstrual of what sort of
intrinsic feature is required in a principle of individuation. To be
intrinsic in the way envisioned by this reply, a feature would have to be
a necessary property of the individual it modifies, and necessarily
present in a determinate way in order to individuate this particular
individual. Any change in that individuating feature would lead to a
different individual. But this is not Gracia’s understanding of how the
principle of individuation operates. He thinks of the principle of
individuation as ensuring the noninstantiability of the individual, not its
uniqueness or its having one determinate set of features. The proposed
reply makes the individuality of Socrates consist in his exemplifying
whatever features are intrinsic to his being Socrates, his Socrateity,
while it leaves obscure exactly how Socrates exemplifies those features
and is noninstantiable. As such, this approach to individuation collapses
into the bundle theory of individuation, according to which each
individual is constituted as an individual by bearing a set of features or
some suitably complex feature. Gracia is well aware of the drawbacks
of such an approach to the problems of individuation and disavows it.(34)


	Gracia’s second objection to dimensive quantity comes closer to the
heart of the matter. The quantities indicated by terms such as “2 quarts”
or “3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet” seem to be instantiable or communicable
features capable of being shared by many individuals, and so they do
not seem suited to explain the noninstantiability of individuals. Even if
we construe dimensive quantity as involving position, the configuration
of the parts of a material substance relative to each other, this does not
alter the essential fact that position itself is an instantiable and
communicable feature. Two material substances with the same	
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 external dimensions of 3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet could share the same
internal configuration of parts relative to each other, though the two
substances would be located in different places. In this imagined
example it is the different locations of the two substances that does the
individuating, so that in fact we are dealing with the spatio-temporal
theory of individuation, the flaws of which Gracia has already detailed.
So dimensive quantity understood as involving position does not provide
us with an adequate principle of individuation.


	In reply, I wish to concede that dimensive quantity is an instantiable
or general feature, but to challenge the assumption that no instantiable
feature can serve as an adequate principle of individuation. Within
Gracia’s framework, the principle of individuation, whatever it is, is
either itself an individual or it is a universal, an instantiable feature.
Gracia claims that it cannot be a universal, because the principle of
individuation has the task of explaining how individuals are unlike
universals by being noninstantiable. I would argue that this is true of
most universals, but that position is a special case. It is an instantiable
feature, or a universal, but it is responsible for matter being assigned to
determinate places.


	To explain how an instantiable feature like position can individuate
material substances it is necessary first to enrich the conceptual
apparatus used to describe position and place. Gracia approaches the
problem of individuation using the distinction between universals and
instances: universals are instantiable features, while individuals are
noninstantiable instances of uni-versals. But consider also the distinction
between a determinable and a determinate thing or quality. Color, for
instance, is a determinable feature; to say that a thing is colored leaves
open whether the thing is black, white, gray, blue, orange, and so on.
Any particular thing will have some particular shade(s) of color, though,
and will not be simply colored. Similarly, position and place are
determinables. Every material substance has some position, in the sense
that it is made up of parts extended dimensionally which bear spatial
relations to each other, and every material substance is in place. But
every material substance	
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will not simply have position or simply occupy place in general; every
material substance will be made up of parts bearing particular,
determinate spatial relations to each other and will be in some
determinate place.


	I have introduced the contrast between determinables and
determinates using the example of color, a universal or instantiable
feature. A determinate color is also a universal. There might be
thousands of individuals which exemplify a particular, determinate
shade of green, and all of these individuals would be exactly alike,
considered as colored things. The same goes for such universals as
being human, being made of lead, and having dimensions of 3 feet by 3
feet by 3 feet, all of which are determinate and instantiable features.
However, it is important to notice that not every determinate feature is
a universal or instantiable feature. In particular, the determinate feature
‘place’ is different. A determinate place is not a universal; it is simply
where a material substance is or can be. A determinate place is not
something that an individual exemplifies or that many individuals
exemplify. Of course, many different material substances can occupy
one and the same place at different times and so in a sense can share a
place. But this does not make that determinate place a universal any
more than the fact that two individuals can own a particular automobile,
with first one person owning the automobile and then selling it to a
second, makes that automobile a universal. When first water and then
air fills a jar, the two bodies occupy the same place in turn. But this
does not mean that they exemplify the same place; if they exemplify a
universal, it would be something like “being in this particular place at
some time.” But that place is not identical with the universal mentioned
here; the place is what surrounds or limits first the one and then the
other body, and what those bodies fill with their parts. So a place is not
something exemplified by an individual or by many individuals; it is
simply the particular region where a material substance is or can be.


	A determinate place, then, is an individual. In addition, whatever
occupies a determinate place is itself an individual. A universal is an
instantiable feature, while an individual is what is	
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capable of exemplifying a universal. On this way of conceiving
universals and individuals, it is an individual that will exemplify the
instantiable feature of occupying this determinate place at some time.
We can formulate a universal “occupying this place at some time” and
this universal could be exemplified by many individuals at different
times, but this fact is based on the prior fact that one and only one
material individual occupies a determinate place at a determinate time.


	If a determinate place is an individual and is occupied by one or
more individuals, we can explain how a universal, instantiable feature
can be responsible for individuals being noninstantiable. A determinate
position is a universal or instantiable feature, but one that is the source
of things having or occupying determinate places. A material substance
has a determinate position if it is made up of parts having determinate
relations to each other. This configuration of parts within a material
substance is an in-stantiable feature, in the sense that different material
substances can be configured internally in exactly the same way; this
would be the case in the example of the two wooden cubes with equal
dimensions. But one such cube, in having its parts configured in this
particular way, will be extended in the six dimensions and will occupy
a determinate place. Although the two wooden cubes may have the same
internal configuration of parts, they cannot occupy the same place
simultaneously, thanks to the fact that two bodies cannot occupy the
same place at the same time. So by having a determinate place, each
material substance will be incommunicable and noninstantiable;
whatever has determinate position will have a determinate place, and
only one individual can occupy that determinate place at a given time.
This ensures that dimensive quantity or quantity having position will
meet the first condition for a satisfactory principle of individuation,
namely that it must explain the incommunicability of individuals.


	From the previous paragraph it might seem that it is the difference
in place that secures the individuation of our two cubes of equal size.
This is part of Gracia’s second objection as elaborated above; it might
seem that position as the principle of individuation is indistinguishable
from the spatio-temporal theory	
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of individuation. But this is not so, since position is distinct from and the
source of a thing being such as to occupy place and have spatio-temporal location. The position of a material substance, in the sense of
its parts being in spatial relations to each other, is intrinsic to that
substance. It is this configuration of parts in space that is responsible
for the material substance taking up or occupying a place, something
extrinsic to that substance. For a material substance to be individuated
involves, among other things, being in a determinate place. But this is
compatible with holding that what individuates that substance, that
which explains its being an individual, is that material substance having
quantity and position, or dimensive quantity. So it is the dimensive
quantity of a body that is responsible for the place of that body. We
typically discern the individuality of material substances by their distinct
places, and in holding to dimensive quantity as the principle of
individuation we can happily affirm this. Yet still it is the position of a
body that is responsible for its place. As a result, relying on dimensive
quantity as the principle of individuation does not reduce to the spatio-temporal theory of individuation.


	By investigating the Aristotelian background of several of the key
terms in Aquinas’s discussion of individuation in the Expositio super
librum Boethii De Trinitate, I hope that I have provided further support
for the claim that dimensive quantity, although it is an accident, carries
with it “a certain individuation.” Gracia bases his position on what
seems to be unassailable logic: if to be an individual is to be
noninstantiable, and if dimensive quantity is an instantiable feature by
virtue of being an accident, then it cannot explain the individuality of
anything. Yet things are not so simple; the special nature of dimensive
quantity, that which is composed of parts having position relative to
each other, is such that it is responsible for material objects having
determinate places. In doing so, dimensive quantity individuates material
objects.(35)







[bookmark: N_1_]1.See Jorge Gracia, Individuality: An Essay on the Foundations of Metaphysics (Albany,
N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1988), 155. Other works in which Gracia develops
his account of individuation are Suarez on Individuation, ed. Jorge Gracia (Milwaukee:
Marquette University Press, 1982); “Individuals as Instances,” Review of Metaphysics 37
(1983): 39-59; and “Introduction: The Problem of Individuation” in Individuation in
Scholasticism: The Later Middle Ages and the Counter-Reformation (1150-1650) ed. Jorge
Gracia (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1994), 1-20.
[bookmark: N_2_]2. This approach is taken by Lawrence Dewan, who speaks of individuality in Aquinas’s
thought as a mode of being, where being is said in many ways. He sees in Aquinas a global
approach to the individual but not a single global principle of individuation, in light of the
fact that “in diverse levels of being there are diverse ‘principles’ of individuation” (Lawrence
Dewan, O. P., “The Individual as a Mode of Being According to Thomas Aquinas,” The
Thomist 63 [1999]: 424).
[bookmark: N_3_]3. To gain a sense of the range of texts in which Aquinas discusses problems of
individuation, see Joseph Owens, “Thomas Aquinas (b. ca 1225; d. 1274)” in Gracia, ed.,
Individuation in Scholasticism, 173-94. Aquinas’s earlier writings, in particular his
commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, are given careful attention in Joseph Owens,
“Thomas Aquinas: Dimensive Quantity as Individuating Principle,” Medieval Studies 50
(1988): 279-310.
[bookmark: N_4_]4. Aquinas, Super Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 2, ad 4: “Ad quartum dicendum quod illa, quae
different numero in genere substantiae, non solum different accidentibus, sed etiam forma et
materia. Sed si quaeratur, quare differens est eorum forma, non erit alia ratio, nisi quia est
in alia materia signata. Nec invenitur alia ratio, quare haec materia sit divisa ab illa, nisi
propter quantitatem. Et ideo materia subjecta dimensioni intelligitur esse principium huius
diversitatis” (Thomas Aquinas, Expositio super librum Boethii de Trinitate, ed. Bruno Decker
[Leiden: Brill, 1965], 144-45). All translations from this text are by the author.
[bookmark: N_5_]5.Owens, “Dimensive Quantity,” 280.
[bookmark: N_6_]6.
Ainsi, parce que la matière première est puissance pour la forme accidentelle de quantité,
grâce à laquelle cette matière est divisée en parties distinctes et placée en des lieux divers, elle
est rendue capable de recevoir en elle, étant ainsi divisée, telles formes substantielles, telle
forme dans telle partie, telle autre forme dans telle autre partie… . Si une substance
corporelle est actuellement un individu, c’est précisément parce qu’elle participe (en raison
de sa participation à la matière première) à un acte dont la nature même est de rendre
individuée, ou numériquement distincte, cette substance qui est son sujet. Cet acte est la
quantité corporelle naturelle (Joseph Bobik, “La doctrine de saint Thomas sur l’individuation
des substances corporelles,” Revue philosophique de Louvain 51 [1953]: 18).
[bookmark: N_7_]7. Owens, “Thomas Aquinas,” 182.
[bookmark: N_8_]8. Ibid., 185.
[bookmark: N_9_]9. A sampling of Suarez’s argumentation in Metaphysical Disputation V, section 3, ch. 11
as he sets up and attacks each horn of the dilemma in turn: “First, assuming … that quantity
is not in prime matter but in the whole composite, and that it is destroyed when the substance
is corrupted, and that it is newly acquired for the generation of substance. From which it is
concluded that, absolutely speaking, numerically this substantial form is first introduced in
this matter and [then] quantity follows. Whence the argument is completed, because this
form, when it is understood to be received in this matter, is also understood to be received
in a matter distinct from the other. Therefore, that [i. e. the substantial individual] as such is
one, not with conceptual unity, but with real, singular and transcendental unity. Therefore,
just as it is undivided in itself in virtue of its substantial entity, so also it is substantially and
entitatively distinct from all others. Therefore, it does not have distinction through quantity.
… Second, we can proceed to the other view, that quantity is in prime matter and remains
the same in what is generated and corrupted. And then an argument no less effective is taken
from another place, because not only this matter in itself, but also [matter] as affected by this
quantity, can be under diverse forms and, consequently, in numerically distinct individuals.
Therefore, [matter designated by quantity] can no more be the principle of individuation than
matter alone [can]” (Gracia, ed., Suarez on Individuation, 81-83).
[bookmark: N_10_]10. Gracia, Individuality, 155.
[bookmark: N_11_]11. Ibid., 45-46.
[bookmark: N_12_]12. Ibid., 141.
[bookmark: N_13_]13. Another accidental theory of individuation is the spatio-temporal theory, according to
which individuation arises from a thing’s location in space and time.
[bookmark: N_14_]14. Gracia, Individuality, 155.
[bookmark: N_15_]15. Aristotle, Categories 4b20-5a14. References to the Categories are to the Minio-Paluello
edition from the Clarendon Press.
[bookmark: N_16_]16. Aristotle, Categories 5a15-37.
[bookmark: N_17_]17. Aristotle, Categories 5a8-10. Translations of the Categories are by J. L. Ackrill, taken
from The Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1984).
[bookmark: N_18_]18. Perhaps anachronistically, this account of what it is for the parts of a continuous
quantity to have position relative to each other in the Categories is intended to reflect
Aristotle’s description of the relations of contiguity and continuity in the Physics. Continuity
is one special case of contiguity. If two things are contiguous, then the limits of the two touch
each other, but in the case of continuity the limits also form a unity and so constitute one
thing; see Physics 227a6-17.
[bookmark: N_19_]19. Albert speaks of the different aspects of position as follows: “Positionem autem habere
tria concernit, scilicet ut assignetur ubi in continuo sita sit particula, et ut una pars permaneat
stans in eodem continuo cum altera, et ut teneatur cum altera copulatione. Et quodcumque
horum trium deficiat, non habebit in partibus positionem… . Positio autem in continuo dicit
permanentiam, quia positum est fixum immobile secundum esse, et ideo oportet ut dicat
permanentiam” (Albertus Magnus, Commentaria in Praedicamenta Aristotelis, lib. 2, tract.
3, cap. 6, in ed. Vives [Paris, 1890], 81; translation by the author).
[bookmark: N_20_]20. One puzzling aspect of the discussion of dimensive quantity in the Expositio super
librum Boethii de Trinitate is that Aquinas expects his principle of individuation to do double
duty as the source of the identity of material substances over time. He says it is indeterminate
and not determinate dimensions that are the principle of individuation, because the latter
would not ensure that individuals remain the same in number over time: “Dimensiones autem
istae possunt dupliciter considerari. Uno modo secundum earum terminationem; et dico eas
terminari secundum determinatam mensuram et figuram, et sic ut entia perfecta collocantur
in genere quantitatis. Et sic non possunt esse principium individuationis; quia cum talis
terminatio dimensionum varietur frequenter circa individuum, sequeretur quod individuum
non remaneret semper idem numero. Alio modo possunt considerari sine ista determinatione
in natura dimensionis tantum, quamvis numquam sine aliqua determinatione esse possint,
sicut nec natura coloris sine determinatione albi et nigri; et sic collocantur in genere
quantitatis ut imperfectum. Et ex his dimensionibus interminatis material efficitur haec
materia signata, et sic individuat formam, et sic ex materia causatur diversitas secundum
numerum in eadem specie” (Super Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 2 [Decker, ed., 143]). On one
reading of this passage, Aquinas has simply failed to see that the issues of individuation and
identity over time are distinct, and so assumes without warrant that the principle of
individuation can be expected to function also as the source of identity over time. However,
on a more charitable reading, if dimensive quantity is defined by the position of the parts of
a body relative to each other, and if Aquinas is employing his teacher Albert’s analysis of
position as requiring permanence of parts of a body over time, then he can allow that the
issues of individuation and identity over time are distinct and still claim to have found in
position both a principle of individuation and a criterion of identity over time for material
substances. Spelling out this claim and its full grounds would take us beyond the scope of the
present essay, but the possibility of using position both as principle of individuation and as
criterion of identity over time shows the richness of the concept.
[bookmark: N_21_]21. Unless otherwise noted, all translation from the Physics are by R. P. Hardie and R. K.
Gaye and are drawn from Barnes, ed., The Complete Works of Aristotle.
[bookmark: N_22_]22. For a fuller discussion of the six dimensions and their role in Aristotle’s account of
place, see Benjamin Morison, On Location (New York: Clarendon Press, 2002), 35-47.
[bookmark: N_23_]23. There is one exception to the general rule that whatever has parts having position
relative to each other is in a place. On the Aristotelian view of mathematical entities, lines and
plane figures are abstracted from material objects so that the mind represents them to itself
apart from matter. In this condition, they have position but not place. So Aquinas says (Super
Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 3, resp.) that mathematical objects are in place only by similitude and
not properly. Due to this special case, I say only that any body or material substance having
position will be in a place.
[bookmark: N_24_]24. Here I alter Hardie and Gaye’s translation; they render thesei as “by convention” rather
than as “by position.” But there is a clear sense in saying that things are up or down, right or
left in relation to us and our position; the same object, without moving at all, will be up and
down in relation to me if I move from below it to a point above it and so change my position
relative to it. This is the point that Aristotle makes at 208b15-19, discussed in the following
footnote.
[bookmark: N_25_]25. Again altering Hardie and Gaye’s translation to capture the sense of alla kata tn thesin,
hops an straphmen, gignetai and its mention of position. The force of the whole passage
is that up and down and so forth are constant in nature, but that the same thing can become
up and then down relative to us and in relation to our position, as we move or turn ourselves.
[bookmark: N_26_]26. See Aquinas, Super Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 2: “Non enim forma individuatur per hoc
quod recipitur in materia, nisi quatenus recipitur in hac materia distincta et determinata ad
hic et nunc. Materia autem non est divisibilis nisi per quantitatem. Unde Philosophus dicit in
I Physicorum quod subtracta quantitate remanebit substantia indivisibilis. Et ideo materia
efficitur haec et signata, secundum quod subest dimensionibus” (Decker, ed., 143)
[bookmark: N_27_]27. Kevin White, “Individuation in Aquinas’s Super Boetium De Trinitate, Q. 4,” American
Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 69 (1995): 547.
[bookmark: N_28_]28. Aquinas, Super Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 1: “Dividitur enim una pars lineae ab alia per hoc
quod habet diversum situm, qui est quasi formalis differentia quantitatis continuae positionem
habentis” (Decker, ed., 134).
[bookmark: N_29_]29. See chapter 322 of Thomas Aquinas, In Octo Libros Physicorum Aristotelis Expositio,
(Rome: Marietti, 1954), 159.
[bookmark: N_30_]30. “Aquinas states that place enters into the very ratio of dimension, apparently suggesting
that it is simpler than dimension, and hence that, according to the argument of Article One,
division of place somehow causes diversity of dimension. From the point of view of human
knowledge, at least, place seems to vie with quantity as the ultimate root of the discernment
of individuals and of the very notion of individuation” (White, “Individuation in Aquinas,”
555).
[bookmark: N_31_]31. See Aquinas, Super Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 2, ad 3: “Nullum autem accidens habet ex se
propriam rationem divisionis nisi quantitas. Unde dimensiones ex se ipsis habent quondam
rationem individuationis secundum determinatum situm, prout situs est differentia
quantitatis” (Decker, ed., 144)
[bookmark: N_32_]32. Aquinas, STh III, q. 77, a. 2. See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 3a (London:
Blackfriars, 1965), vol. 57, p. 134. Translation by William Barden, O. P. Emphasis in original.
[bookmark: N_33_]33.Aquinas, Super Boet. de Trin., q. 4, a. 3: “Oportet enim esse plura corpora, in quibus
forma corporeitatis invenitur divisa, quae quidem non dividitur nisi secundum divisionem
materiae, cuius divisio cum sit solum per dimensiones, de quarum ratione est situs,
impossibile est esse hanc materiam distinctam ab illa, nisi quando distincta secundum situm,
quod non est quando duo corpora ponuntur esse in eodem loco. Unde sequitur illa duo
corpora esse unum corpus, quod est impossibile” (Decker, ed., 150-51).
[bookmark: N_34_]34. Gracia, Individuality, 92-94, 144-50.
[bookmark: N_35_]35. I wish to thank Daniel Novotny and Jorge Gracia for their helpful comments on this
piece and for their insightful criticism of my approach to issues of individuation.





Web server status








The Thomist 68
(2004): 577-600


 











 


 











 


GUITMUND OF AVERSA AND THE EUCHARISTIC

THEOLOGY OF ST.
THOMAS


 


Mark G. Vaillancourt


 


Staten Island, New York


 





 
  
   

  

 








 One of the treatises written to defend the doctrine of the real
presence in the Eucharistic crisis of the eleventh century, De corporis et
sanguinis Christi veritate in eucharistia libri tres,[bookmark: _ftnref1][1] by Guitmund of Aversa, contains a fascinating vision
of the Eucharist as a species domini, or another postresurrection
apparition of Christ, that calls for further examination by theologians of our
own day. Guitmund’s doctrine of the real presence, characterized by some
authors as “ultra-realist,”[bookmark: _ftnref2][2] is actually far more faithful to the received
tradition and indeed anticipatory of the Eucharistic theology of St. Thomas
than was once thought. In fact, when compared to that of Thomas, Guitmund’s
teaching on the real presence furnishes much insight into just what the Angelic
Doctor actually taught about the Eucharist.


 In order for
the reader to appreciate this portrait of the Eucharistic Christ, and to
understand not only how it anticipates the Thomistic synthesis, but indeed even
lays the theological foundations for it, I shall rehearse briefly the
historical back-ground of Guitmund’s De corporis et sanguinis Christi
and its immediate context, the Berengarian crisis of the eleventh century. 
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I will then discuss Guitmund’s Eucharistic doctrine as
it can be found in De corporis et sanguinis Christi, and compare his
theology with that of St. Thomas Aquinas. Such an exposition should illustrate
not only the importance of Guitmund’s insights into the doctrine of the real
presence, but also the extent to which Thomas’s Eucharistic doctrine was
predicated upon them.


 


I. Guitmund of
Aversa and the 


Berengarian Crisis of the
Eleventh Century


 


 Guitmund of
Aversa was born sometime during the first quarter of the eleventh century in
Normandy, and joined the Order of St. Benedict at the Abbey of the Cross in St.
Leufroy.[bookmark: _ftnref3][3] Around the year 1060, he began his theological
studies at the monastery of Bec, where he fell under the influence, and became
the faithful disciple, of Lanfranc, Berengarius’s principal antag-onist and
chief proponent of Eucharistic realism. We know from his own correspondence
that around 1070 William the Conqueror ordered him to leave France and travel
to England. As an enticement to remain in England, William offered him a
diocese, but Guitmund rejected the offer because of William’s brutality and the
Norman hegemony over the British people.[bookmark: _ftnref4][4] He then left England and returned to France. After
his return to Normandy, there was a movement to have Guitmund fill the see of
Rouen, but the attempt was blocked by his enemies.[bookmark: _ftnref5][5] Subsequent to his episcopal rejection, Guitmund
sought permission from his abbot to leave Normandy, and reside at a monastery
in Rome, where he assumed the name of “Christian.”[bookmark: _ftnref6][6] Upon his arrival, one chronicler of the period wrote
that “Pope Gregory VII received
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him with joy and made him a cardinal.”[bookmark: _ftnref7][7] We know also that in February 1077, Gregory appointed
him to a papal legation north of the Alps.[bookmark: _ftnref8][8] It appears that Guitmund continued to reside in Rome
after the death of Gregory VII, and was elevated to the see of Aversa in
southern Italy by Pope Urban II at the council of Melfi in 1089,[bookmark: _ftnref9][9] where he remained until his death around 1095.


 Guitmund is
known to have authored four works: (1) Confessio de sancta trinitate,
Christi humanitate, corporisque et sanguinis Domini nostri veritate; (2) Oratio
ad Guilelmum I; (3) Epistola ad Erfastum; and (4) De corporis et
sanguinis veritate Christi in eucharistia libri tres.[bookmark: _ftnref10][10] It is the last work that constitutes the main focus
of this article. It is apparent from internal evidence that it could not have
been written before Hildebrand became pope,[bookmark: _ftnref11][11] or after the Roman council of 1079. It was probably
written, therefore, while Guitmund was still in Normandy, before he left for
Rome, and very possibly before the council of Poitiers in 1075. Consequently,
the publication of De corporis et sanguinis Christi should be dated
around the end of the Berengarian controversy, that is, between 1073 and 1075.


 Berengarius
was born in Tours sometime between 999 and 1005. As a young Scholastic, he
studied liberal arts and theology in the cathedral school of Chartres under the
bishop, Fulbert (952-1028). In 1039 he was elected archdeacon of Angers, and
took up a teaching post at the cathedral school of St. Maurice, but continued
to reside in Tours. Sometime around 1048 his interest in sacred Scripture[bookmark: _ftnref12][12] led him to study the biblical commentaries of
Ratramnus of Corbie, wrongly attributed to the ninth-century 
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theologian John Scotus Eriugena. Berengarius also read
De corpore et sanguine domini by Paschasius Radbertus, the
Carolingian author of the first monograph ever written on the Eucharist.[bookmark: _ftnref13][13] Berengarius embraced the Ratramnian view of
Eucharistic symbolism, and rejected Radbertus’s earlier treatise, which he
regarded as the Eucharistic realism adopted by the “common crowd.” Berengarius
considered Eriugena’s doctrine, or rather that of Ratramnus, as the faithful
exposition of the authentic tradition, expressed most notably by Jerome,
Ambrose, and Augustine.[bookmark: _ftnref14][14] His ideas, however, soon provoked a public scandal,
and through the agency of Guitmund’s mentor, Lanfranc, then prior of the abbey
of Bec, they found their way to Rome and the council over which Cardinal
Humbert of Silva Candida presided in 1050. Both at Rome and later that year in
Vercelli Berengarius was condemned in absentia; Lanfranc was present at
both sessions. At the Easter Council of 1059, Pope Nicholas II presided over
113 bishops assembled for the general business of the Church. Cardinal Humbert
drafted the profession of faith that Berengarius, this time in attendance, was
forced to sign:


 




I, Berengarius, unworthy deacon of the Church of St.
Maurice at Angers, knowing the true, Catholic, and apostolic Faith, condemn all
heresy, especially that of which I have hitherto been guilty, and attempts to
assert that the bread and wine that are placed on the altar are, after the
Consecration, only a sacrament [solomodo sacramentum] and not the true
Body and Blood of Our Lord Jesus Christ, and that they are not able to be
touched or broken by the hands of the priests or chewed by the teeth of the
faithful [dentibus atteri] sensibly, but rather only sacramentally [sensualiter
nisi solo in sacramento]. Moreover, I assent to the holy Roman and apostolic 
See and, concerning the sacraments of the Lord’s table, I profess with mouth and 
heart that I hold that Faith that the lord and venerable Pope Nicholas and this 
holy Synod, resting on the authority of the Gospels and the Apostles, have 
handed on to be held and have confirmed for me: namely, that the bread and wine 
that are placed on the 
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altar are, after the Consecration, not only the
Sacrament but the true Body and Blood of Our Lord Jesus Christ, and that they
are in truth [in veritate] sensibly and not only sacramentally touched
by the hands of the priests and are broken and chewed by the teeth of the
faithful. I swear this by the holy and consubstantial Trinity and by these holy
Gospels. I pronounce that those who will come forward against this Faith with
their own doctrines and followers are worthy of eternal damnation. But if I
myself should at some point presume to think, or preach, anything against these
things, I submit myself to the severity of canon law. I have read, and reread
this, and sign it willingly.[bookmark: _ftnref15][15]





 


 This
statement on the real presence was ratified by the pope with the unanimous
assent of the bishops in attendance. It was, as we shall see, the starting point
for Guitmund’s understanding of the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist.


 


II. The
Eucharistic Doctrine of Guitmund of Aversa


 


A) Guitmund and the Real Presence


 


 De
corporis et sanguinis vertitate Christi in eucharistia is first and
foremost a defense of the 1059 definition, and its author was undoubtedly
justifying the Eucharistic doctrine of his teacher and mentor, Lanfranc, whom
he mentions often in the text with great admiration. Guitmund’s own Eucharistic
theology, as it can be found in De corporis et sanguinis Christi,
appears primitive in its graphic portrayal of Christ’s physical presence in the
Eucharist. This undoubtedly arises from the “shock value” already contained in
the language of the 1059 oath, for which his work is an apology. A close study
of the work, however, reveals profound subtleties of thought that reflect sound
theological principles. These subtleties are at times truly innovative, and
argue for a Eucharistic realism that cannot easily be dismissed. They are most
notable in the distinctions that Guitmund makes, which in themselves are
important to his understanding of the substantial change and sacramental
character of the Eucharist, but are most crucial in his explanation of the
nature of the real presence. 
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 Upon careful
examination of the text, one finds that Guitmund uses two words to express the
vision of the real presence of Christ on the altar as the same body born of the
Virgin. They are both verbs that appear as passive infinitives in the Latin
text, one taken from the Berengarian oath, the other from the lexicon of
post-1059 Berengarian objections to the oath, and both are terms that serve as
points of departure for Guitmund’s doctrinal exposition: atteri and dissipari.[bookmark: _ftnref16][16] An analysis of both will effectively unearth those
theological principles, and make clear his profound vision of the real presence
of Jesus in the Eucharist as none other than the true presence of the risen
Christ himself.


 


1. The Body of Christ Is Chewed by the Teeth: Atteri


 


 One of the
first objections raised against the oath of 1059 is that it contained language
“grossly material”[bookmark: _ftnref17][17] or “carnalist,”[bookmark: _ftnref18][18] that is, that the body of Christ is chewed by the
teeth in holy communion, not just sacramentally (sacramentaliter) but
sensibly (sensualiter).[bookmark: _ftnref19][19] Most theologians choose to shy away from the
language, or excuse it as an overreaction to Berengarius’s Eucharistic
symbolism. Guitmund, however, embraces this term with a certain sense of
“Augustinian boldness,” for he asks: “Why is it not right for Christ to be
chewed by the teeth?”[bookmark: _ftnref20][20] The objection itself can be understood in only two 
ways: either it is 
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not possible for God to will such a thing, or, even if
he could, it would be beneath his dignity to do so.


 To address
the first objection, namely, that it is not possible for Christ to be chewed by
the teeth, Guitmund adduces the all-powerful will of God. This was Paschasius’s
first principle in the De corpore, and, true to that tradition, Guitmund
makes it his own. If God has willed it, there is nothing on the part of created
reality that can resist it,[bookmark: _ftnref21][21] for, to quote the Psalmist, “whatever God wills to
do, he does, both in heaven and on earth” (Ps 134:6). As one reviews the
literature of the period, it becomes clear that, for the defenders of
orthodoxy, this principle trumps all arguments. As author of creation, God can
will a relationship between Christ’s body in heaven and the faithful on earth
that allows it to be touched by them in a physical way today, just as it was
when Jesus was still in this world.


 Guitmund’s
first subtle distinction then follows upon the response to the first objection
when he asks: “Just what do they mean by atteri?”[bookmark: _ftnref22][22] If by atteri, he says, they mean “to touch
more forcefully,” then why cannot Christ be touched? Was not Christ touched by
Thomas and the holy women after his resurrection? 




For if the body of the Lord could be touched by the
hands of Thomas the Apostle and the holy women after the resurrection, why can
it not be touched by the teeth of the faithful today, either lightly or more
forcefully (that is atteri)—there seems to be no reason to prevent it.[bookmark: _ftnref23][23] 





 Once this distinction is made, namely, that atteri
is no more than an extension of the sense of touch, which is proper to physical
bodies, then it must be possible to touch Christ in the Eucharist, with the
teeth or the hand, or with any other part of the body. For Guitmund, the
presence of Christ in the Eucharist is really and physically the presence of
the same body that was encountered by the disciples in the postresurrection 
experiences. There is no difference—in fact there is an identity between the 
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two. In Guitmund’s view, the body of Christ seen on
the altar is the same body that has risen and ascended into glory, hence to
encounter one is to experience the other.


 If, however,
there is no question of impossibility, then what of unsuitability? If this real
presence were possible, since for God all things are possible, would it not be
unseemly for Christ to be chewed by teeth? Guitmund responds to this objection
with another doctrinal principle, reminiscent of Philippians 2:6-11: the
humility of Christ. For would he who “was crushed [atteri] by the rods
of the infidel, the crown of thorns, the cross, the nails, the lance, by all
the extreme irreligiosity that was within them”[bookmark: _ftnref24][24] refuse, for the sake of the same faithful, to endure
that which was less worthy, namely, to be crushed by their teeth? Guitmund
replies in the negative, for if Christ subjected himself to the extreme humiliation
of the passion, which meant that he permitted his body to be crushed by sinful
men, then it stands to reason that he would also allow it to be touched by his
faithful for their salvation.


 The next
important, yet subtle, distinction on the atteri discourse arises from
the question as to whether or not “to press more forcefully” means the same
thing as “to wound.” The former pertains to the sense of touch which is natural
to human flesh, but the latter, Guitmund claims, belongs to the infirm character
of our mortal human nature, and since “the flesh of the resurrected Lord
retained what was of its nature, and lost what belonged to that flesh in its
infirmity,” Christ can be pressed by the teeth of the faithful with all the
strength that is in them, and they can never harm or wound him, for the flesh
of the glorified Christ, characterized by impassibility, is now impervious to
any form of injury or suffering.[bookmark: _ftnref25][25]


 Guitmund’s
conclusion, which expresses his final word on the defense of the language of
1059, is a typical refrain found throughout the work:
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Consequently, since no impossibility prevents it, nor
does the humility of Christ abhor it (if in fact it is necessary for our
salvation), and since there is no possibility of defiling the Savior, or of
wounding him bodily, and no other reason why it would be unlawful to chew [atteri]
Christ with teeth—if in fact atteri is understood as equivalent to
“touch more forcefully”—then the argument they advance against us is false and
lacking force, saying as they do that: “It is not right for Christ to be chewed
[atteri] by teeth.”[bookmark: _ftnref26][26]





But if the body of Christ can be chewed by teeth in a
way that is both doctrinally defensible and reasonably understandable, one
could also ask about the logical consequence, specifically, is that same body
also “broken into pieces [dissipari], just like those things that teeth
chew and break into pieces?”[bookmark: _ftnref27][27] As in the case with atteri, so it is with dissipari:
a close examination soon reveals a great deal about Guitmund’s understanding of
the real presence.


 


2. The Body of Christ is Undivided: Dissipari


 


 Guitmund
emphaticly denies that a physical encounter with the glorified body of Christ
in holy communion implies in any sense carnalism, or worse, cannibalism. No
sooner does he affirm the appropriateness of atteri than he qualifies
its logical consequence, dissipari: “Indeed, this too we also confess,
that it is certainly not right that by any form of violence—either by teeth or
any other means—for Christ to be broken up into pieces [dissipari].”[bookmark: _ftnref28][28] It is this notion of dissipari, construed in
the context of “bodily division” and applied to the Eucharist, that at first
glance seems to be a wild contradiction with the experience of the senses.
Nevertheless, when the subtle distinctions are again made known, they bring to
light Guitmund’s most salient theological principles.


 First, one
must always remember that the principal object under Guitmund’s consideration
is the Eucharist, which for him is the body of Christ. On the level of presence, 
therefore, there is no distinction between the body of Christ in heaven and the 
body of Christ on the altar; the only difference is the manner of 
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appearance.
There is, nonetheless, a paradox presented to the understanding, for the
Eucharistic body of Christ on the altar is seen to be broken in the fractio
at Mass, but it must in fact be unbroken, as the celestial and glorified body
is unbroken in heaven. The question, then, is “how can this be?” For Guitmund,
the answer to this mystery lies in the divine motive that makes such a thing
possible, for bodily division should not be regarded as dividing up the whole,
but rather, the feeding of the many by the one: 




For although the reason for the apparent division by
the priest seems to be a great mystery, nevertheless we should believe that
when the venerable body of Our Lord and Savior is distributed to the faithful,
he has not divided himself among the individual recipients, but rather we
believe that he comes into different members of the faithful by way of a
participation in himself.[bookmark: _ftnref29][29] 





 Here one encounters another one of Guitmund’s
important theological principles, which, although drawn from the tradition, has
been articulated by him in a way that has become standard in Eucharistic
theology ever since:


 




We can also say that there is as much of him in a
little portion of the host as in the whole host. Just as one reads about the
manna, that neither those who gathered more had more, nor those who gathered
less had less. The whole host is the body of Christ, therefore, each and every
separate particle is the whole body of Christ. Furthermore, three separate
particles are not three bodies, but only the one body. Nor do the particles
even differ among themselves as if they were a plurality, since one particle
contains the entire body, just as the other particles do. And so they should
not now be called many particles, but rather, one integral and undivided host,
even though it seems to be divided because of the priestly office.[bookmark: _ftnref30][30]





For Guitmund, then, the whole Christ is present
entirely in each part of the host, whether the host remains whole or is broken
during Mass, and the whole Christ is entirely present in the whole host as he
is in each portion of it. None of the different portions of the fractured host
in fact differ among themselves, for they are 
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the one and the same Christ. The same would be true of
a thousand Masses offered at the same time, for in each Mass the whole Christ
would be present. Christ himself would not be divided by either the different
places or the individual priests, for “at one and the same time in a thousand
places the one and the same body of Christ can be whole and undivided.”[bookmark: _ftnref31][31]


 In order to
illustrate the reasonable possibility of this doctrine, Guitmund points to an
analogy with the voice and the soul. Just as the human voice can make known the
thoughts of the human heart to many ears at once without being divided in any
way, thereby allowing many ears that are touched by its sound to receive the
one and the same message, so in the same way the body of Christ, which is one
in heaven, can come to the many by way of the sacrament without suffering any
division in himself.[bookmark: _ftnref32][32] In a similar way, just as the soul is not divided
among the many members of the body, but is wholly present entirely to each, so
the flesh of Christ is present to his body, which is the Church, without being
divided up in any way:




He then who has bestowed such power upon our soul, so
that at the same time it exists as one and the same and indivisible in each and
every portion of its body, why would he not give that dignity to his own flesh
if he wished to? Is his flesh not powerful enough to be whole and entire in the
diverse portions of his body the Church? And just as the soul would be the life
of our body, would not in a similar way the flesh of the Savior (by all means
many times better than our soul because of the grace of God) be the life of the
Church?[bookmark: _ftnref33][33] 





      In dissipari,
then, just as in atteri, one finds another of Guitmund’s important 
theological principles, namely, the ability of Christ to be whole and entire in 
every portion of the host as well as to each of the faithful at one and the same 
time. Because that body cannot be divided, it cannot be harmed. Nor is a 
breaking of the host a cause of division in Christ’s body. However many times it 
undergoes division, it is not diminished, but instead remains a means of 
multiplying the one for the sake of the many, 
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and at the same time renders a richly symbolic
commemoration of the Lord’s passion.


 To the
objection that the testimony of the eyes is contrary to all that he has asserted,
Guitmund replies that the senses can be deceived, often in little things, and
always in this one.[bookmark: _ftnref34][34] For Guitmund, what is absolutely essential on the
part of the believer, so as to pierce this great mystery, is faith, for the
testimony of the inner eye of the soul is to be believed over that of the
carnal and deceived eye.[bookmark: _ftnref35][35] On this point, Guitmund offers a most interesting
query: “Is there any difference in the way that the eyes of the faithful are
deceived today, from the way that the disciples were betrayed by their eyes
with the different appearances of Our Lord while he was still upon this earth?”
And it is just this consideration that leads us to perceive the bread and wine
of the Eucharist as just another appearance of the Lord, or a species domini.


 


B) Guitmund’s
“Species Domini”


 


 One of the
most fascinating aspects of Guitmund’s Eucharistic theology is his
understanding of the sacraments of the altar as another postresurrection
appearance of the Lord, that is, of the same type as those various appearances
of Christ recorded in Scripture where he went unrecognized by his disciples.
The notion of the species domini has as its origin the theology of
Paschasius, but it has been expanded in its scope by Guitmund. In Guitmund’s
theology, the real presence is simply a sacramental continuation of Christ’s
earthly presence. According to Guitmund, Christ “is wholly in heaven while his
whole body is truly eaten upon earth.”[bookmark: _ftnref36][36] What one sees on the altar, therefore, is merely
another of the many appearances that Christ assumed while he was upon the
earth, when the disciples, although looking at him, did not recognize him:
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\For when Mary Magdalene, weeping at the tomb of the
Lord, saw the Lord himself—was it not Jesus? But because she was deceived by
the eyes, instead [of seeing him] did she not think instead that she was seeing
the gardener? Or, when on the day of his own resurrection, he explained the
Scriptures to two of his disciples while they were walking along the way—was it
anything other than Jesus himself, acting as if he were a pilgrim? For it is
written: “Their eyes were held that they might not recognize him.” Or, while
the disciples were laboring upon the sea, and they saw him walking upon the
waters—who would dare to say that it was not he, even though, because they had
been deceived by the eyes, they thought that he was a ghost?[bookmark: _ftnref37][37] 





 


Consequently, if the eyes could view the true reality
of the sacrament, one would see the Lord Jesus in his own proper form in the
glory of heaven. Since, however, our fleshly senses fail us in this matter,
faith must substitute for vision.


 In the
tradition articulated by Paschasius, then, after the consecration, the
appearances of bread and wine cease to have their own proper reality, but
instead, owing to the miracle of transubstantiation, they derive their new
reality directly from Christ himself. Viewed in this way, the “sacraments of
the Lord’s Body and Blood” have lost all of their natural nutritive capacity.
Hence in addressing the issue of stercorianism,[bookmark: _ftnref38][38] Guitmund emphatically denies that “these sacraments”
are subject to the same laws of bodily digestion as normal bread and wine.[bookmark: _ftnref39][39] In fact, so direct is the relationship between Christ
and the “sacraments of the altar” that Guitmund absolutely rejects any notion
that they can corrupt or decay. Christ can never know corruption, and the
Eucharist is Christ, the food of eternal life: 




For to us, that Eucharist, that divine manna, is the
heavenly bread from God. For truly we receive from the sacred altars the flesh
of the immaculate Lamb rendered incapable of suffering, through which we both
live and are healed from corruption. This flesh can never be corrupted, nor
perish, because although from day to day it renews us, it never grows old.[bookmark: _ftnref40][40]
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This notion of the absolute impossibility of these
“divine sacraments” undergoing any form of corruption, either from being
reserved too long or from any other natural process, is a decidedly Ambrosian
thought, and one that will eventually draw criticism upon Guitmund, but it is
something that he emphatically defends nonetheless. In Guitmund’s theology, the
species of the sacrament derive their existence directly from Christ, and hence
are completely subject to his will, just as he manifested his glory in the
Transfiguration, or disguised his identity in the postresurrection appearances: 




[For] the Lord himself is reported to have shown
himself to his disciples in different manifestations [species]. At one
time he showed himself to them in the customary appearance, at another in the
transfigured splendor of the sun and snow; at one time he showed himself as a
pilgrim, another time he looked like a gardener.[bookmark: _ftnref41][41]





 


 The
sacraments of the altar, therefore, are a species, or appear-ance, of Christ
(although not his proper, or natural appearance), and as such are a
manifestation of Christ’s presence—a presence that is brought about by
transubstantiation.


 


C) Guitmund and Transubstantiation


 


 It is
admittedly anachronistic to use a thirteenth-century word to describe
Guitmund’s eleventh-century theology, but, as we shall see, the manner in which
this tradition of the Eucharistic change was received and understood in the
Fourth Lateran Council was precisely how Guitmund described it in De
corporis et sanguinis Christi. I contend, in fact, that Guitmund’s overall
contribution to the elucidation of this doctrine was his theological lexicon on
the subject, which stood as a verbal backdrop to the doctrine’s final
formulation. This fact can be readily shown by a discussion of the
substance-accident distinction in the sacrament. First employed by Guitmund,
and then taken up by thirteenth-century Scholastics, it became the centerpiece
of their substantial change theory.
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 Towards the end of the first book of De corporis et
sanguinis Christi, Guitmund admits that the notion of this type of
substantial change poses a certain difficulty for some. In the normal course of
events, “when something is substantially changed into something else [substantialiter
transmutatur], it is usually changed into that which did not exist before.”[bookmark: _ftnref42][42] Nevertheless, in the Eucharist the change involves
one reality being transferred into another (in unum aliud transferatur),[bookmark: _ftnref43][43] or, to be more specific, “bread and wine change into
[transire] the flesh and blood of the Lord.”[bookmark: _ftnref44][44] And since such a change is beyond our daily
experience, Guitmund is tasked with explaining just how such a thing is
possible. According to him, there are four types of change in nature that can
be found in sacred Scripture.[bookmark: _ftnref45][45] The first is creation from nothing; the second is its
reasoned opposite, annihilation. The third is the change of one substance into
something other than what it was beforehand, and the fourth is a substantial
change of one previously existing thing into something that already exists. And
this last type, “where that which exists passes [transit] into that
which already exists,” is the one whereby “bread and wine by a unique divine
power are changed [commutari] into Christ’s own body.”[bookmark: _ftnref46][46] Guitmund makes it clear that “when we say the bread
is changed, it is not changed into flesh that was not yet flesh, but rather,
into that flesh which was already the flesh of Christ, a change which we
confess occurs without any increase in the flesh of the Lord himself.”[bookmark: _ftnref47][47] Such a change can be known only by faith;[bookmark: _ftnref48][48] it is reserved by God himself for his own body,[bookmark: _ftnref49][49] and has no equal in the created order.[bookmark: _ftnref50][50] It is singular and unique, open only to the eyes of 
faith, yet it can be understood from other types of change experienced in 
nature, and 
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is very similar to that which occurs in accidents
inhering in a substance.


 Guitmund’s
understanding of the nature of the substantial change in the Eucharist, as “one
thing coming to be in another,” is made clearest if one looks at his study of
the relationship of accidents to a substance. After treating creation, and its
opposite, annihilation, Guitmund points out what accidents themselves seem to
experience during an accidental change: 




Concerning singular accidents which depart when others
supervene, it would appear that one cannot simply say that they become
absolutely nothing. Certainly, if they were something, they would be in a
subject. But with contrary ones supervening, they cannot remain in their
subject, nor pass over [transmeare] into another one. Therefore they
become completely nothing, unless perchance someone could say that they are
changed [transmutari] into that which supervenes. If this is so, then
innumerable examples occur to us of those things which are essentially changed
[essentialiter transmutantur] into those things which simultaneously
exist. [bookmark: _ftnref51][51]





 In Guitmund’s mind, this understanding of accidental
change offers an insight into the change that the substances of bread and wine
undergo at the consecration,  




for as the accidents recede, just as we have said,
either they are annihilated, or, if they are changed [permutantur], then
they are changed into the arriving ones, which in no small way would approach
the matter we are investigating.[bookmark: _ftnref52][52] 


 





Based on this analogy, the Eucharistic change is one
wherein the substance of the bread, by means of a change in the order of
substance, becomes the preexisting reality of the body of Christ.


 Articulated
in this way, the substantial change in the Eucharist parallels that of an
accidental change observed in nature, that is, the change whereby accidents
that inhere in a substance are changed into those supervening accidents that
“arrive” in the subject, the substance itself remaining the same. So for
Guitmund, as for Thomas, transubstantiation involves accidental change in 
reverse; in other words, substances change while the accidents 
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remain. Thus in Guitmund’s doctrine, as in later
Scholastic theology, the substantial change in the Eucharist is a change that
takes place in the order of reality. In this case, the reality of the bread
gives way to the higher reality of Christ’s body, and the reality of the wine
gives way to the higher reality of Christ’s blood. What remains are only the
“appearances” of bread and wine, which have retained their “likeness” to the
former reality that they once were, for “the substances [substantiae] of
things are changed, but, on account of horror, the prior taste, color and the
rest of certain accidents [accidentia], in so far as they pertain to the
senses, are retained.”[bookmark: _ftnref53][53]       


 


III. Guitmund
and Thomas


 


A) Comparison


 


 Two later
developments in Eucharistic theology, namely, the notion that the Eucharistic
accidents exist without a subject[bookmark: _ftnref54][54] and the use of the word “transubstantiation” to
describe the sub-stantial change that occurs at the consecration,[bookmark: _ftnref55][55] coupled with the Aristotelian revival of the twelfth
century, set the stage for the comprehensive and systematic approach to
Eucharistic theology taken by St. Thomas, most notably his Summa theologiae.
Written towards the end of his life while residing in Naples, just a short
distance from Aversa, Thomas’s theological exposition of the Eucharist in the
third part of the Summa embraces many of the key elements already
expressed in Guitmund’s De corporis et sanguinis Christi.[bookmark: _ftnref56][56] This suggests that Thomas may well have been
acquainted with Guitmund’s text. Although Thomas never men-tions Guitmund by
name, the Thomistic synthesis itself, as we 
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shall see, exhibits many points of convergence between
the two. This, I contend, makes the case for Thomas’s use of De corporis et
sanguinis Christi in the development of his own Eucharistic theology.


 One obvious
point of agreement between the two is the acceptance of transubstantiation as a
substantial conversion of the elements of bread and wine into the body and
blood of Christ,[bookmark: _ftnref57][57] while the “accidents” of bread and wine remain after
the consecration. These appearances persist, according to Thomas, in agreement
with Guitmund, so as to “avoid the horror” of eating human flesh and drinking
blood.[bookmark: _ftnref58][58] For Thomas, as for Guitmund, this change arises out
of the substance of the bread, such that the substance of the bread itself is
converted into the substance of the body of Christ, and in a way that the
former becomes the latter through a complete and total substantial conversion
that excludes any possibility of annihilation.[bookmark: _ftnref59][59] In agreement with Guitmund, Thomas teaches that the
real presence of Christ in the Eucharist is also a physical one.[bookmark: _ftnref60][60] With Guitmund, Thomas likewise explains that the
“whole Christ is under every part of the species of the bread.”[bookmark: _ftnref61][61] Finally, in a way strikingly similar to Guitmund,
Thomas asserts that when the “sacramental species” are broken or divided,
Christ’s “true body” is not so divided because, first, that glorified body is incapable
of harm, and second, it is whole and entire under each and every part, and this
is “contrary to a thing broken.”[bookmark: _ftnref62][62]


 There are,
it must be admitted, a number of radical differences between Guitmund and
Thomas. In a marked difference from Guitmund, who seems to hold that the
subject of the Eucharistic species is the actual body of Christ itself, Thomas
himself adopts a later theological development that the accidents exist without
a
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subject.[bookmark: _ftnref63][63] Thomas further states not only that these accidents
exist without a subject, but that neither can the body of Christ be affected by
such accidents, nor even altered in any way so as to receive them.[bookmark: _ftnref64][64] Moreover, Thomas holds that all the other accidents
inhere in the one primordial accident of “dimensive quantity,” such that it is
the medium whereby all the other accidents are related to it, as though it were
their subject.[bookmark: _ftnref65][65] In the Eucharist, according to Thomas, God makes this
accident exist in itself, so that it can in turn be the subject of the others.[bookmark: _ftnref66][66] The “accidental complex” that makes up the
Eucharistic species in the Thomistic schema retains its natural properties
because of this metaphysical structure, such that these elements can corrupt,[bookmark: _ftnref67][67] be burned,[bookmark: _ftnref68][68] and even nourish.[bookmark: _ftnref69][69] 


 It is
precisely on this very issue of the species and the physical presence of Christ
in the Eucharist that the critical difference between the Eucharistic systems
of Thomas and Guitmund become clear. According to Thomas, in consonance with
Guitmund, it requires faith to discern the presence of Christ in the
Eucharist, both for the merit of the faithful, and in order to protect the
mystery from the derision of the unfaithful.[bookmark: _ftnref70][70] Like-wise, Thomas asserts that there is no deception
in the sacrament, since the accidents that are discerned by the senses are
truly present.[bookmark: _ftnref71][71] Guitmund, however, finds a certain level of
deception, which, although not in the sacrament, remains nonetheless in the
bodily eye. According to Guitmund’s theology, then, one can perceive Christ’s 
presence only by faith: the species are real, for there is a change in the 
substance, such that what was once bread 
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still retains the likeness to bread, but is bread only
in “appearance.” The “accidents” themselves, however, are always the “prior
accidents” of the bread, which God wills that they should “manifest their own
qualities.” The reality for Guitmund, then, is not bread, but the body of Christ.
Thomas, on the other hand, makes an all-important distinction, namely, that the
proper object of the bodily eyes are the external species, whereas the proper
object of the intellect, or the eye of the mind, is the substance. Therefore,
although what the mind intuits by faith is really present, what the eye sees is
likewise really there.[bookmark: _ftnref72][72] 


 The above
comparison reveals the following: for Guitmund, the species are real, but they
belong to the glorified body of Christ and have been evacuated by the change in
substance of their natural properties, so that they can neither corrode nor
give nutrition. This fact comes from the very action of the substantial change
at the consecration itself, wherein Christ changes the bread and wine into his
own body and blood in a way that he completely takes over their former reality
and makes it his own. Bread is no longer bread, but the body of Christ, and, in
a similar way, wine becomes the blood of Christ. Understood in this way, it is
not correct to speak of the “accidents of bread and wine” since their former
reality has passed away. Instead, Guitmund refers to the “accidents of the prior
essence of bread and wine,” that is, the “accidents” of the former reality,
for their new reality is the species domini. Thus, the glorified body,
as it relates to the species themselves, imparts existence to them and is
contacted in an “unmediated way” in them, and the accidents of the “prior
essence” of bread and wine, rather than inhering in nothing, instead inhere in
the species domini itself—the hallmark of 
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Guitmund’s realism.[bookmark: _ftnref73][73] For Thomas, however, the accidents are real, but
there is a “quasi-separation,” since they inhere in nothing, that is, in no
proper subject. Hence in Thomas’s system, the accidents share the natural
properties of bread and wine, with the result that they can corrode and give
nutrition. Because of this quasi-separation, the accidents also lack the
immediate “influ-ence” of the glorified body that Guitmund’s understanding of
the real presence yields, namely, the body of Christ being chewed by the teeth,
and the inability to undergo corruption. 


 By contrast
with Guitmund, Thomas is a metaphysical realist who upholds Eucharistic
realism. Thomas is a realist because, unlike Guitmund, he believes that these
things which seem to happen to the accidents (e.g., corruption, consumption by
mice or by fire), really do happen, and they can be explained satisfactorily by
the substance-accident relationship, begun with Guitmund but developed only in
later theology. Guitmund, on the other hand, presents a Eucharistic realism
that seems to denude the species of bread and wine of their former natural
properties, and this is owing in large part to the perspective that he adopts.
Guitmund, unlike Thomas, takes as his point of departure an understanding of the
real presence that makes the body of Christ on the altar identical with the
glorified body of Christ in heaven, and then reconciles that view with the
apparent contradictions that have been observed in the species. Thomas, on the
other hand, accepts changes to the accidents as actual changes, and then, by a
process of metaphysical reasoning, works his way inward to that same
understanding of the real presence that calls for an identity between the body
of Christ on the altar and the body born of the Virgin.


 


B) Conclusions


 


 The
fundamental difference between the Eucharistic theologies of Guitmund and
Thomas, therefore, is that Guitmund’s realism
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extends to the Eucharistic species themselves, which
makes them what I have described as the species domini. This theological
perspective has been characterized by some as “ultra-realist,”[bookmark: _ftnref74][74] and constitutes a position that seems to undermine
the sacra-mental character of the Eucharist. This article has shown that this
characterization of Guitmund’s theology is inaccurate, and that the difference
between Thomas and Guitmund on this point is more a matter of theological
perspective than of doctrinal faith. Guitmund, as mentioned above, begins his
theological investi-gation with the truth of the real presence, and works his
way outward to the objective nature of the sacramental species. Thomas, on the
other hand, begins his theological study with the objective nature of the Eucharistic
species. Combining the substance-accident distinction with an Aristotelian
philosophy of nature, Thomas reaches a conclusion that does not reject that
realism, but instead only moderates it, as the following illustration will
demonstrate.


 For Guitmund,
the body of Christ is chewed (atteri) by the faithful in the reception
of holy communion, and that same body is broken (frangi) by the hands of
the priest at Mass; yet that same body is whole, entire, and unharmed, in such
a way that the same body can be divided up (dissipari) for the salvation
of the people. This happens because the food of the Lord’s altar is the Lord
himself, and the sacramental elements, by divine power operating through the
ministry of the priest at the consecration, are substantially changed (substantialiter
commutari) into the body and blood of the Lord, so that the Lord himself is
substantially present in them. What remains is just another postresurrection
appearance of the Lord, like that of the pilgrim to Emmaus, or the gardener at
the tomb. The accidents of what were bread and wine, therefore, are no longer
accidents of bread and wine per se; instead, they have become a new
“appearance of the Lord” (species domini). To chew the species
domini, therefore, is to eat the body of Christ, for, according to
Guitmund’s theology, the reception of holy communion involves a physical contact 
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(sensualiter) with the risen Lord, just as
Thomas the Apostle touched the wounds of Jesus, or, as the holy women clung to
his feet. 


 Thomas,
however, adopts a consistently realist perspective. For him, the mind works by
abstraction, so that what the intellect perceives as happening truly happens.
Yet the Eucharist is a sacrament, and sacraments call for faith, and faith
demands the acceptance of the real presence as the same body born of Mary,
although present under sacramental forms. Thomas first resolves the problem on
an intellectual plane, for he makes it clear that the object of the senses is
the sacramental species, and the object of the intellect is the substance. The
former communicates truth by abstraction, the latter by faith. By furnishing
the quality of substance to the Eucharistic species, the elements of bread and
wine themselves form the physical sensation that the mind experiences, but
faith says that it is the body of Christ that is eaten nonetheless. 


     In the Thomistic schema, then, one eats the body of
Christ in the act of chewing the species because Christ is present under them,
whereas for Guitmund to chew the species is to eat the body of Christ because
the species are Christ. One may safely conclude, then, that Thomas concurred
with Guitmund regarding the Church’s immemorial teaching about the real
presence of Christ in the sacrament of the Eucharist, but Thomas built upon this
foundation a metaphysical construct of the accidents that is acceptable to the
senses. It is precisely here that St. Thomas departs from the Eucharistic
theology of Guitmund. Although Thomas shared for the most part the doctrine of
the real presence as expressed in Guitmund’s De corporis et sanguinis
Christi, he nevertheless diverged from it in his articulation of the
substance-accident distinction. By introducing a philosophy of nature into his
Eucharistic theology, Thomas was able to account for the actual decomposition
of the Eucharistic elements without resorting either to a fideist conceit or to
a denigration of the real presence.
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 Thomas’s
revision, therefore, from the perspective of theological development, has
departed from Guitmund’s earlier view of the Eucharist as a species domini.
The purpose of this article has been to reintroduce Guitmund’s vision for the
consideration of contemporary theology. This revisiting of the theology of
Guitmund of Aversa, and its comparison with that of St. Thomas Aquinas, not
only may afford new insights into the Angelic Doctor’s understanding of the
Eucharist, but may likewise serve to guide the further development of
Eucharistic theology in the twenty-first century.
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On September 2-4, 1994, a conference was held at Rodez, France, honoring the
Dominican Jean Capreolus, the princeps thomistarum, on the 550th
anniversary of his death. Jean Capreolus en son temps (1380-1444) is a
collection of studies originally presented at that conference.(1)
The editors present the volume with the hope that it will lead researchers to
return to Capreolus’s own text. Two of the three editors have since published an
English translation of Capreolus’s On the Virtues.(2)

Special attention is paid in these studies to the context of Capreolus’s life
and labors, particularly his Defensiones theologiae divi Thomae Aquinatis,
during the fifteenth century. The editors have wisely divided the volume into
three parts. Part 1 presents the historical context in which Capreolus lived,
part 2 sets forth his thought and intellectual activities, and part 3 studies
the questions of the early editions of his writings and his influence on such
Dominican thinkers as Cardinal Cajetan and Silvestro da Prierio.

In an extremely helpful introductory essay, Reudi Imbach takes up the
intellectual context of Capreolus’s work (“Le contexte
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intellectuel,” 13-22). Capreolus labored as a Bachelor at Paris from
1407 to 1411, was then at Toulouse, and thereafter pursued the editing of his
work at Rodez (from 1426 to 1432). Imbach observes that if one wants to know the
intellectual climate in which the Defensiones was written, one should
turn to the intellectual life of the last decade of the fourteenth century and
the beginning of the fifteenth century. He himself presents just such an
informative sketch of the intellectual scene at Paris during that period. One
approach would be to situate Capreolus in the history of Thomism. Imbach himself
appears to approve a different approach, that is, to examine attentively the
milieu in which the project of the Defensiones was born. He is
convinced that it is possible to interpret the Defensiones as a reply
to the intellectual problems of the period. Imbach identifies some marks of the
boiling intellectual world in which Capreolus lived and certain of his
preoccupations. He notes the anti-Thomist stance of various theologians and
suggests that Capreolus represents one of the attempts to return to past
viewpoints. In this case, the return is to the thought of Thomas Aquinas.

The picture that Imbach sketches emphasizes humanism, which he takes to
involve philosophical thought and to have reached its zenith in the fifteenth
century. He mentions its most celebrated proponents and practitioners, namely,
Petrarch, Coluccio Salutati, Leonardo Bruni, and Poggio Bracciolini. He alludes
to the discussions and debates regarding the superiority of medicine over law
and the superiority of the practical life over the theoretical. He points to the
connection between Italian humanism and Parisian humanism in figures like
Nicolas de Clamanges and Jean de Montreuil. However, during the period when
Capreolus was at Paris the two thinkers who dominated the scene were Pierre
d’Ailly and Jean Gerson. Both men served at different times as chancellor of the
University of Paris and both played major roles at the Council of Constance from
1414 to 1418 (15).

Three debates at Paris during this period enable us to form some idea of the
intellectual life at Paris during Capreolus’s youthful years. The first was the
debate regarding the Roman de
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la Rose. Jean Montreuil wrote a short treatise in praise of it,
which provoked various sharp replies, two of which were authored by Christine de
Pisan and Jean Gerson (ibid.). The second debate followed upon the assassination
of the Duke of Orleans by messengers of the Duke of Burgundy on 23 November
1407. The murder was defended by Jean Petit on the grounds that it was a matter
of tyrannicide. It is striking that in his Defensiones Capreolus does
not cite or discuss the passages from St. Thomas that the defenders and
adversaries of Jean Petit had cited.

The third debate involved a Dominican, Juan de Montson, who presented himself
to be examined for the doctorate in theology and defended some ideas that
disturbed some of those listen-ing to him. Subsequently a convocation of the
faculty condemned fourteen propositions. Montson appealed to the pope. D’Ailly
headed a delegation to the pope, who condemned the propositions in 1389.
However, the Dominicans refused to accept this outcome and were barred from the
university until 1403. It is noteworthy that several of the propositions in
question concern the topic of the Immaculate Conception of Mary. Montson was
simply defending the Dominican position against the Franciscan and Scotist
position prevailing at Paris at the end of the fourteenth century. He claimed
that his statements were Thomistic, and he defended himself by invoking St.
Thomas. Imbach cites D’Ailly’s remarks about Aquinas to show that what had been
a conflict regarding a professor had now been turned into a debate regarding St.
Thomas himself. D’Ailly questioned what it meant to say that Aquinas’s doctrine
had been approved by the Church. In his view, it meant merely that Aquinas’s
doctrine is useful and can be diffused in the schools. While D’Ailly judges that
this doctrine does not contain errors against the faith, he does think that it
contains many incoherencies and contradictions. It is particularly telling that
D’Ailly accuses Aquinas of limiting divine power and denying that there could be
other worlds. He calls heretical Thomas’s view—condemned in 1277—that there
cannot be a plurality of angels in one and the same species. Finally, he
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considers to be scandalous Thomas’s thesis of the unity of substantial form.

From these facts regarding D’Ailly’s intervention to defend the action of the
faculty at Paris against Montson, Imbach draws three conclusions which lead us
to the very threshold of Capreolus’s Defensiones. The first is the
observation that the entire critique that D’Ailly directs against the thought of
Aquinas is focused on divine omnipotence, that is, the claim that Thomas has
minimized God’s omnipotence. D’Ailly himself thus synthesizes the Scotistic and
nominalistic critique of Thomistic thought. The second conclusion is that the
anti-Thomist animosity that reigned in the theology faculty at Paris around 1400
explains at least partially how it is that a young Thomist who began his studies
at Paris at this moment could conceive the project of a defensio theologiae
Sancti Thomae. The atmosphere of sharp critiques directed against Thomist
thought enables us to understand better Capreolus’s remarks at the beginning of
the Defensiones that the one thing he wished to do was to recite the
opinions that seemed to him to be from the mind of St. Thomas (20). But Imbach
is careful to add that while Capreolus’s project can be described as a return to
the authentic thought of St. Thomas, it is completed by a concern to refute the
various fourteenth-century adversaries of St. Thomas by means of a metacritique.
The goal of that metacritique is to render fourteenth-century thought
inoperative. Imbach sees a like approach to the “novelties” of
fourteenth-century thinking and a like desire to return to the thirteenth
century exhibited in Jean Gerson’s Contra curiositatem studentium.
However, Imbach observes (correctly) that Gerson wanted the return to be to
Bonaventure (ibid.).

In the first part of the book, which is entitled “Capreolus en son
temps,” key events in the political, cultural, and ecclesiastical history
of Rodez and environs are set forth by Jean Delmas (“Le Rouergue au temps
de Capreolus,” 25-34) and Nicole Lemaître (“La vie religieuse en
Rouergue au temps de Jean Cabrol,” 35-48). The last two essays of part 1,
which were written by Bernard Montagnes, O.P. (49-55), and Pierre Lançon
(57-73), trace the


  



page
605



history of the Dominicans in the Midi and the place of Capreolus in the
Dominican convent at Rodez in the fifteenth century. Capreolus finished his Defensiones
there on 14 September 1426. But the work was not published until 1483 and then
at Venice in four volumes by the Sons of Octavianus Scotus. In her rich study,
Lemaître has gathered references to Capreolus from various archival and other
scholarly sources.

The second part of the book, which presents the lines of Capreolus’s thought
and his intellectual destiny (“Les lignes de pensée et destin intellectuel”),
contains eight key studies regarding different aspects of Capreolus’s
philosophical and theological thought. His honoric title as princeps
thomistarum clearly indicates his place as one of the most important
commentators on St. Thomas Aquinas. Nonetheless the question that naturally
rises is whether he is always an accurate commentator. It is faced by the
authors of the eight studies.

Lawrence Dewan, O.P., raises the issue of Capreolus’s accuracy in regard to
his explication of the relation between essence and existence. In a fairly terse
essay (“Capreolus, Saint Thomas et l’être,” 77-86), he declares
Capreolus to be a faithful interpreter of St. Thomas. Apparently he takes
Capreolus’s reference to a real distinction between the subsisting creature and
its esse existentiae to be genuinely Thomistic. Moreover, he considers
Capreolus’s presentation in book 1, distinction 8 of the Defensiones to
be a veritable treatise on the act of being, the esse of creatures.
Accordingly, he proposes to sketch the systematic presentation of the esse
of creatures as found in that part of the Defensiones.

Dewan points out (79) that Pierre Auriol understood esse as the very
existence of the existing thing such that esse is identical with the
essence or the thing itself. Essence and esse cannot be two beings or
two things. Regrettably, Dewan does not address himself to the question of how
Capreolus handles the doctrine of metaphysical participation and how he relates
that doctrine to the distinction of essence and existence. It would have been
helpful if Dewan had cited relevant studies of Joseph Owens and John Wippel.
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Jean-Luc Solère contributes to the volume a study on Capreolus and the
theory of the divine ideas (“Capreolus et la théorie des idées
divines,” 87-108). He points out that that theory and other topics such as
human psychology and the problem of the universals were revived toward the end
of the thirteenth century and discussed by Wyclif, Francis Meyronnes, John of
Ripa, William of Alnwick, Peter Auriol, and Durandus of Saint Pourçain, among
others. Capreolus, coming along a century later, endeavors to erase all the
traces that these attacks had left on St. Thomas’s theory. Solère singles out
as the key notion in the theory of the divine ideas that God is pure act from
which there unfold the divine attributes of divine simplicity, perfection,
infinity, immobility, and eternity. From this it follows that God’s very essence
is his knowing, that he knows by means of his essence, that God knows his own
essence perfectly, and that God knows more than his own essence, since he knows
his essence as imitable. Solère goes on to discuss the nature and role of the
divine ideas and thereafter to combat the views of Auriol and Durandus.

Henry Donneaud, O.P., examines Capreolus’s handling of another fundamental
doctrine of St. Thomas, namely, theology considered as a science (“La théologie
comme science chez Capreolus,” 109-29). He recounts that André Hayen
wanted to show that while St. Thomas himself considered theology to be a science
in the strict sense of the word his medieval disciples refrained from doing so.
Neither Hayen nor Jean Leclerq recog-nized the contribution of Capreolus.
Donneaud insists that the sole intention of Capreolus in the prologue of the Defensiones,
in contrast to others in the Thomist school, was to show that theology is fully
a science. His own aim is to examine the way in which Capreolus conceived
theology as a science in order to ascertain on the one hand his more or less
exact fidelity to the thought of St. Thomas and on the other hand the pertinence
of his replies to the objections that such a position arouses. Donneaud goes on
to review St. Thomas’s notion of the subalternation of sciences and to focus on
the key problem of the role of evidence
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for critics of such a position. He cites Pierre Auriol, Gregory of Rimini,
William of Ockham, and Hervaeus Natalis. Capreolus himself also refers in the
prologue to John Duns Scotus and Durandus of Saint Pourçain. Donneaud sees
Capreolus as being in a direct line from St. Thomas, insisting that there is no
difference between sacred theology and the natural sciences as regards
subalternation. He goes on to characterize Capreolus’s position as an
indisputable archaism (incontestable archaïsme), since it displays a
faithful adherence to the philosophical principles and the intellectual world of
St. Thomas, his master, and an in-difference to the teachings of
fourteenth-century Scholasticism. Donneaud sees Capreolus as correctly
establishing the meaning of theology as a science for St. Thomas since he was
free of the deference to Aristotelian imperialism (imperialisme
aristotelicien) that marked other interpreters of that doctrine.

Gilbert Narcisse, O.P., writes a brief but interesting study on the use by
St. Thomas and Capreolus of arguments based on the fitting or the seemly (“Rationalité
théologique et argument de convenance,” 131-38). He discerns two very
different approaches in the theology of St. Thomas. On the one hand, there are
the methodological expositions regarding theological science along with critical
reflections on human knowledge of God. On the other hand, there is the practice
of theology in situ, the very exercise of intelligence in a search for
an understanding of the mysteries of the faith and finally expounding them
doctrinally. In the judgment of Narcisse, the coming together of these two
perspectives—namely, critical reflections and practical exercises— ought to
allow us to grasp better the entire conception of theology according to St.
Thomas.

In regard to this subject, the journey of M.-D. Chenu is interesting in that
it exposes this conception of theological science according to St. Thomas.
Recent years have seen an oscillation, no doubt significant in the history of
Thomism, between the investigation of a truly scientific rationality, which
presumes a certain ideal of science, and the maintenance of the theologal
foundation of sacra doctrina. Taking into account historical
vicissitudes,
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notably those of Thomism and Augustinianism, what remains at stake is a
specifically theological rationality. Pere Chenu wound up by discovering an
equilibrium. This he accomplished by extricating the Aristotelian theory of
subalternation in its singular application to theological science.

Narcisse states his desire to carry out one test of this oscillation by
comparing the respective place that St. Thomas and Capreolus accord to the
argument from the fitting (convenance) in the question of the
Incarnation. There are three major positions that Narcisse sets forth: (1)
Scotus’s view that the Incarnation has no connection to sin; (2) the view of the
Thomists that Christ would not have come if man had not sinned; and (3) Thomas’s
view which stresses the hypothetical, namely, that it is more fitting (convenientius)
to say that the work of the Incarnation had been ordered by God as a remedy
against sin in such fashion that if there had not been sin there would not have
been the Incarnation. Narcisse judges St. Thomas’s usage of the argument from
the fitting to be quite nuanced in comparison to that of Capreolus.

One of the most interesting essays in the volume, at least for philosophers,
is that by Serge-Thomas Bonino concerning Pierre Auriol’s conception of
cognition and Capreolus’s critique (“Capreolus contra Pierre Auriol: Une
certaine idée de la connaissance,” 139-58). The issue centers around
Auriol’s notion of esse apparens, which he set forth in the first
quarter of the fourteenth century. At the very start of his Defensiones,
when he states that he intends to refute those who attack St. Thomas, Capreolus
names Auriol first before John Duns Scotus and Durandus of Saint Pourçain. That
is to say, Auriol is more generally Capreolus’s particular adversary, and this
is the case regarding the nature of cognition. Bonino takes special care to
emphasize that it is an error to try to explain the intellectual movement of the
fourteenth century solely by reference to William of Ockham, just as in the
recent past it was an error to try to explain the intellectual movement of the
thirteenth century by reference to Thomas Aquinas alone. Bonino points out that
Auriol’s views are not an Ockamist miscarriage, that contempor-
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aries paid at least as much attention to Auriol’s theory of knowledge as they
did to Ockham’s, and that Capreolus himself never mentions Ockham.

Bonino divides his discussion into two parts. In the first he sketches the
fundamental theses of Auriol’s theory of cognition, stressing those most
frequently referred to in the Declarationes. Bonino honestly admits the
methodological difficulties involved in such a reconstruction. For Auriol
knowledge is that whereby the object known appears to consciousness. Knowledge,
phenom-enality, and representation are all interconnected. The esse apparens
is a pure being of reason and is not to be identified either with extramental
real being or the intramental real being of an accidental form. It is rather a
purely intentional being (esse intentionale). And while it is certainly
in the soul, it is there by virtue of the object known and not by virtue of a
reality inhering in the soul. That is to say, it is present objectively and not
subjectively. Auriol attempts to show the absolute necessity of postulating esse
apparens by appealing to experientiae or illusions (141-42).

Bonino goes on to summarize Auriol’s attack on the cognitive psychology of
Aquinas. He recounts that Capreolus himself points out the framework of St.
Thomas’s theory of cognition by noting the fundamental roles played by the
intelligible species and the concept. Auriol on the other hand identifies the
impressed intelligible species with the act of cognition itself, denies all
activity to the possible intellect in the cognitive act, and rejects the Verbum
or concept as an immanent form terminating the act of cognition. And yet while
Auriol considers the intelligible species and the act of cognition to be
identical, he does see a distinction of reason between the intelligible species
and the act of cognition. Bonino correctly reports that Capreolus refers to some
of Auriol’s arguments as “echappatoires prolixes” (prolixae
evasiones). According to Capreolus, Auriol attacks the Thomist notion of
the Verbum head on as postulating an accidental form inhering in the
intellect. But then it can only be a singular reality, when in fact the terminus
of the act of cognition is the universal essence of the
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known object. Worse yet, Auriol characterizes the Thomistic notion of the Verbum
or concept as an image (idolum) which is the terminus of the gaze (aspectus)
of the intellect. But if the intellect rested in this image there would then
result the absurdity that the sciences would be about such images and not about
extramental things.

Kevin White’s essay works in tandem with that of Romanus Cessario, for which
it serves as an introduction (although the editors chose to place it after
Cessario’s). White’s study concerns the views of St. Thomas and Durandus of
Saint Pourçain on faith, but with an emphasis on the question of certitude
(“Saint Thomas et Durand de Saint-Pourçain: La question de la certitude de
la foi,” 165-75). White notes that Durandus composed three versions of his
commentary on the Sentences. Although he attenuated the anti-Thomistic
nature of some of his ideas in the later versions, there still remain vestiges
of the original version. White therefore proposes to treat in particular a
question that is such a vestige, namely, whether faith is more certain than
scientific knowledge. Both in his early commentary on the Sentences and
in later works St. Thomas holds that faith is more certain than science in
regard to some fundamental points. Durandus sharply disagrees, for he maintains
that faith is not at all more certain in any regard. The issue is one that could
be called a problem of the “psychological” order, namely, faith itself
rather than the object of faith. Durandus does not question the truth of the
articles of faith to which faith adheres but more precisely the manner in which
faith adheres to the articles. White judges Durandus’s point of view to involve
an implicit rationalism. He confines himself in this essay to presenting the
position of Durandus.

Durandus raises the question in the context of the seventh question of
distinction 23 in book III of the Sentences and there seeks to clarify
two relevant points.(3) The first is to explain
that the three phrases found in Augustine—namely, credere Deum, 
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credere Deo, and credere in Deum, respectively—consider
God as the object of faith, the reason or moving cause for faith, and the goal
of the believer. The third phrase refers simultaneously to the act of faith and
the act of charity while the first and second phrases designate the acts that
correspond to the unique act of faith.

The other point to be clarified involves a distinction Aquinas often makes
between two different certitudes, namely, the “certitude of evidence”
(certitudo evidentiae) and the “certitude of adhesion” (certitudo
adhaesionis). According to the former certitude, knowing is more certain
than believing, since what is known is evident while what is believed is not.
According to the latter certitude believing is more certain than knowing, since
whoever believes adheres more firmly to what is believed than does the person
who knows adhere to what is known.

Durandus straightaway rejects this Thomistic distinction. He argues first of
all that certitude and falsity cannot coexist. But he then observes that in fact
firmness of adhesion can be found in false beliefs. This is the case with
heretics and all who obstinately adhere to their false opinions. Accordingly,
firmness of adhesion cannot be of the essence of certitude. Durandus adds that
simple firmness of adhesion seems to be greater in scientific knowledge than in
faith, since we adhere more firmly to that from which we can separate ourselves
only with great difficulty. He therefore considers false the Thomist view that a
greater firmness of adhesion renders faith more certain than scientific
knowledge. What is noteworthy is that Durandus omits reference to Aquinas’s
explanation that it is the First Truth, namely, God, who transforms the will in
faith, providing a firmness greater than the firmness achieved by human reason.
White points out that by concentrating wholly on faith and its object and
abstracting from the will and God’s influence on it, Durandus presents faith in
purely intellectual terms.

Durandus next links together the two kinds of certitude with Aristotle’s
distinction between secundum se and quoad nos. Believing
“in itself” is considered to be more certain than
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knowing, since that which is believed is in itself more certain than that
which we know scientifically. However, from the perspective of “by relation
to us” (quoad nos) the opposite is the case, since knowing
scientifically is by relation to us more certain than believing. This is a
distinction made by Aquinas himself that Durandus does not hesitate to reject,
just as he had rejected the first distinction. He justifies his rejection by
three arguments, the first two of which are based on passages from De anima
and Metaphysics.

The first argument is based on remarks of Aristotle, who points out that the
separate substances are more knowable in themselves than are the sensible
substances, although in regard to us they are not more knowable but rather less
known. Durandus denies that such a distinction is relevant in the case of habitus
and acts, since they are more certain only insofar as they render their objects
more certain for us. If they are called “more noble” it is only
because of the nobility of their objects. Durandus then takes Aristotle’s
remarks regarding nobility and certitude at the beginning of De anima
to mean that Aristotle divides nobility of science into a nobility according to
certitude and a nobility derived from the nobility of the object. He goes on to
reject making a distinction between things that are better known simpliciter
and of themselves (secundum se) and things that are better known to us
if this is not correctly understood. He adds that something is called knowable
only from the knowledge of the one knowing, since knowledge is a condition of
the knower and not of the thing known.

At this point White is careful to note that Durandus goes on to appeal to the
hierarchical nature of grades or levels of knowing. Man holds the lowest grade
or level among the intellectual creatures (infimus gradus inter creaturas
intellectuales). Accordingly not everything that is better known to man is
better known simpliciter. Rather is it least known. On the other hand,
what is better known to God is better known simpliciter, because it is
better known according to the highest knowledge (suprema notitia).
Moreover, what is better known to an angel is better
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known on a second level or grade (secundus gradus) insofar as the
knowledge of an angel is midway between God’s knowledge and man’s knowledge.
With these distinctions established, Durandus explains that those things that
are more sublime in their very being (entitas) are known first by God
and an angel, both of whom possess an intellectual power that is itself more
sublime (sublimior virtus in cognoscendo). Indeed Durandus speaks of
God and the angel as the highest knowers (supremi cognoscentes).

Durandus is now ready to turn back to the topic under investigation, namely,
whether the act of faith is more certain than an act of science or vice versa.
Although something that is believed, for example that God is triune and one, is
of itself more certain and more known than many things known about creatures in
the manner already set forth, many habitus and acts of science that are
within us are more certain and more known extensively and intensively than are
faith and its acts. This is so because that which has many modes of certitude is
more certain extensively and intensively. But such is the case extensively
regarding science with respect to faith, since science and its acts possess both
the certitude of evidence and the certitude of adhesion, if the latter should
indeed be called certitude. In contrast, faith possesses only the certitude of
adhesion. But this is also the case intensively, since what contains the least
doubt is the most certain. Scientific knowledge cannot in any case contain any
doubt, while faith can and yet at the same time is itself preserved.

In his essay on the differing conceptions of faith held by St. Thomas and
Durandus of Saint Pourçain and commented on by Capreolus, Romanus Cessario
situates Capreolus in the Dominican tradition (“Saint Thomas, Durand de
Saint-Pourçain et Capreolus: Le débat sur la foi,” 159-75). He makes much
of the distinction set forth by French-speaking theologians between the “théologique”
and the “théologal” so that they might make more precise the manner
in which the spirit and heart operate in Christian life. The former designates
the more speculative and scientific while the latter describes the lived
practice of the Christian faith. Cessario acknowledges that the term “theologal”
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has until now been rarely found in English but he notes that it had been used
by John Donne in the seventeenth century to refer to the infused virtues of
faith, hope, and charity. Cessario argues that the nuance gained by the
terminology of “theologal” is important for taking account of the
Thomist doctrine of faith. Indeed he maintains that the very notion of a “theologal
way” is to be found in Capreolus’s discussion of the virtue of faith and he
expresses his satisfaction that the English translation of The Catechism of
the Catholic Church has reintroduced this distinction. He suggests that the
idea of “the theologal way” makes reference to a Christian existence
that is lived more precisely as experience. We possess once again the
possibility of distinguishing in the terminology itself between someone who has
a “theological” knowledge of the Christian religion and someone who
lives these Christian mysteries in a theologal manner. Cessario considers the
distinction of the theologal and the theological to enable us to distinguish
someone who knows about the Christian religion from the believer who truly lives
the Christian mysteries. Moreover, he evidently thinks that Aquinas would have
accepted speaking of the experience of the Christian life. Indeed he notes that
Aquinas describes wisdom as a “tasting” (gustus) of divine
goodness and speaks of the gifts of the Holy Spirit as producing a sort of
experiential knowledge of God (quasi experimentalis).

Saint Thomas presents as an argument for the theologal virtues the fact that
each person pursues a twofold goal in his life, one proportioned to human nature
and the other a happiness that surpasses that nature. Accordingly the virtues of
faith, hope, and charity are special gifts from God to his creatures. These
theologal virtues are distinct from the intellectual and moral virtues since
they enable the human person to attain God directly. The moral virtues only
allow the believer to behave in a proper manner, whereas the virtues of faith,
hope, and charity allow the justified soul to enter into a personal communion
with the Trinity.

Cessario points out that Durandus effectively interprets the phrase “credere
in Deum” (“to believe unto God”), which issues from a
definition of Augustinian provenance, not as an act of faith
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but rather as the working together of faith and charity. Thomas himself would
argue that, while the movement toward God is only perfect when charity is
present, even a Christian lacking charity—that is, someone whose faith is
dead—can be described as experiencing the beginnings of this movement toward
God precisely because believing implies the intellect and the will together.

Cessario goes on to relate that the virtues that Saint Paul lists in the
First Epistle to the Corinthians (13:13) show how the intellect and the will can
attain God. While charity must be ranked first according to a hierarchical
ordering of these virtues, since it is the mother of virtues, faith comes first
in the order of coming-to-be. Saint Thomas states that there must be an object
of sense knowledge or intellectual cognition for every human appetite. This
means that in the case of the appetites of love and hope their objects must be
grasped by the senses or the intellect—and thus faith must precede them. It is
this intellectual nature of faith demanded by Capreolus that provokes the
controversy between him and Durandus regarding the certitude of faith. Cessario
judges the basic error of Durandus to be his failure to recognize that faith
involves both the intellect and the will together. His related error is to think
that cognition produces greater certitude than does faith. On the other hand,
Capreolus is better able to set forth the nature of the certitude enjoyed by
faith since he recognizes the role of the will and God’s influence on the will
in faith. He considers the assent of faith to be much more sure than the assent
of scientific knowledge. Durandus failed to understand that faith demands at the
same time that the intellect know the truth and that the will adhere to the
truth. In a word, faith puts love at the service of knowledge.

Durandus’s view that empirical knowledge produces a greater certitude
reflects his error in regard to the role assigned to the will in faith. On the
other hand, since Capreolus does not distance himself from considerations
regarding the will and the influence that God has on the will, he is able to
identify the kind of certitude enjoyed by faith. He takes the assent of faith to
be much
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more sure than the assent of scientific knowledge. Indeed the firmness of
adherence possessed by faith has its cause in the will. This means that the
understanding of the believer will sometimes give assent to some proposition by
reason of a command by the will. As a result it will assent more firmly and more
intensely than does the understanding of someone who knows in a scientific
manner. The ultimate cause of faith being so powerful a virtue is simply the
believer’s “firm and intense” adhesion to the Word of God.

This observation Cessario develops further. Since the virtue of faith is
perfected by the intellect in conjunction with the will, certitude of faith
rests on a person’s adhesion to God as First Truth, as the Word. But this is
exactly what Durandus refuses to accept in his rejection of Thomas’s account of
faith as an intellectual virtue.

In the last study of part 1, Servais Pinckaers concerns himself with
Capreolus’s defense of St. Thomas’ teaching on the virtues (“La défense,
par Capreolus, de la doctrine de saint Thomas sur les vertus,” 177-92).(4)
Pointing out that Capreolus defended Thomas’s moral doctrine as based on the
virtues and the gifts, Pinckaers characterizes that doctrine as presented by
Capreolus to have much to tell us as we face contemporary moral problems and
issues. He also considers Capreolus’s disciplined and precise manner of
procedure to have much to teach contemporary students. Both his thinking and his
reasoning are concise and precise. Although Capreolus is not a commentator on
St. Thomas, he is in fact a defender of his thought against such critics as John
Duns Scotus, Peter Auriol, Durandus of Saint Pourçain, and others. His mode of
defense is basically to present excerpts from St. Thomas’s writings that serve
as replies to his critics. As a result, Capreolus has Thomas speak for himself
while he, in a self-effacing manner, adds little of his own. In Pinckaers’s
judgment, Capreolus reveals a penetrating theological mind and is “a good
representative of the Thomist school at war.”
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The key topics to which Pinckaers limits himself are four in number: (1)
whether virtuous habitus, either acquired or infused, are necessary;
(2) their location in the sensible appetite; (3) the connection of these
virtues; and (4) how the virtues and gifts are distinguished. In regard to (1),
the necessity of virtuous habits, Pinckaers points to the sharp divide that
developed at the beginning of the fourteenth century between a morality based on
virtue, which Thomas derived from the Fathers, and a morality based on
individual actions. That latter morality, which would triumph in the modern
period, involved a basic freedom, a supposed freedom of “indifference”
that would be limited externally by law with its obligations and prohibitions.
This morality rejected the notion of habitus.

Not surprisingly, Pinckaers emphasizes that the very meaning of habitus
is in no way captured by our modern word “habit,” which stresses the
mechanical and diminishes human involvement. On the contrary, a habitus
involves a capacity to acquire and exercise our craft (métier) as
humans in accord with the true and the good, and thereby brings about excellence
in our actions and progress in living. It must be carefully noted that the
morality built on good virtues, that is, the theological and cardinal virtues,
perfected by the gifts, presumes both the notion of natural inclinations to the
good and also an excellence of action that is ordered to an ultimate end,
namely, complete human perfection and happiness. The habitus of the
intellect and will provide them with a needed stable disposition, a
determination oriented toward the perfection of their activities. The freedom of
the morality of habitus is a freedom for the good.

One of the major opponents of the morality of habitus, that is, the
morality set forth by St. Thomas, was Durandus of Saint Pourçain, who makes a
key distinction between the act in its natural being (esse naturae) and
the act in its moral being (esse morale). According to the former, we
can perform an action independently of any consideration of its kind and its
moral quality, even that of being good or bad. The good or bad habitus
does not determine the esse naturae of the action. Rather it is the
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conformity or lack of conformity to right reason that determines the moral
character of the action. For Durandus what is of basic importance is the act in
its singularity taken independently of reference to habitus. A similar
stance is found in the development of casuistry and in contemporary
consequentialism. All that is left to habitus is a very secondary role
of providing some continuity by way of long-range motivation. Obviously such an
approach to moral thought is radically opposed to the viewpoint of St. Thomas,
for whom the human act is by its very nature moral and involves the human will.

Pinckaers faults Capreolus for presenting a “defense” of St. Thomas
that accepts Durandus’s way of setting up the problem by way of the distinction
between esse naturae and esse moris. He clearly thinks that
Aquinas would not have done so. Not surprisingly, he approves Capreolus
maintaining that the morality of an action is based not on the action itself but
on the knowing subject as well as on the object, the circumstances, and the end.
Nonetheless Pinckaers does fault Capreolus for failing to see habitus
as rooted in natural inclinations of the intellect and the will. Pinckaers thus
takes Capreolus both to hold that the determination of actions is derived
entirely from habitus and also to fail to realize the role played by
the natural inclinations. He even suggests that Capreolus may be here under the
influence of the notion of freedom of indifference.

Other arguments against habitus that Pinckaers considers are taken
from Durandus and Auriol respectively. The arguments taken from Durandus are
that the facility to perform certain actions is due not to a habitus
but to the acting subject itself and that the habitus does not
contribute to the intensity of the act. One argument taken from Auriol is that
virtue is a pure relation of fittingness which can change as a person changes.
Although Capreolus rejects this point of view, Pinckaers observes that Capreolus
has conceded too much to the opponents of Thomas, who fail to recognize the
dynamic nature of virtue that brings humans to realize the finality geared
toward divine beatitude. He then considers briefly an objection of the
Franciscan, Peter Auriol,
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who is a favorite target for Capreolus. Auriol downgrades the importance of virtus
by construing it as an accidental being (ens per accidens), a composite
of a quality and a relation of fittingness. In contrast, Capreolus holds that
for St. Thomas virtue is not a pure relation but contains a relationship to the
subject and the operation which is its goal.

A second key topic (2) is the locus of the moral virtues. In opposition to
John Duns Scotus, who held that the virtues are located in the will, St. Thomas
attributes virtues both to the will and to sensible appetite. What is summarily
rejected by Durandus in Thomas’s system is the notion of the infused moral
virtues which involve in turn the gifts that the Spirit bestows on the
Christian. As Pinckaers explains, for Thomas a moral theology based on virtues
leads ultimately to the doctrine of the gifts of the Spirit. While Scotus
rejects the need to involve the gifts, Capreolus reaffirms the distinction
between virtues and gifts drawn by St. Thomas and replies in detail to the
arguments of Scotus.

A third key topic (3) pursued by Capreolus is St. Thomas’s teaching regarding
the interconnection of the virtues. Their unity is achieved through prudence (as
regards the moral virtues) and through charity (as regards all the virtues taken
together). Saint Thomas stresses that the moral virtues need prudence just as
prudence needs the moral virtues. All this rests on the close cooperation of the
spiritual faculties of the intellect and the will underscored in Thomas’s moral
psychology and most evident in his analysis of freedom and choice. In contrast,
John Duns Scotus dissolves the link between these spiritual faculties and the
virtues. That is to say, for him a right prudential judgment could be related to
a bad choice. In like fashion, Scotus considers it to be possible that one could
acquire perfection in regard to one virtue while being imperfect in regard to
other virtues.

Pinckaers sets out with approval the replies of Capreolus. One is that the
virtue of prudence is not limited to the steps of judgment and counsel but is
also involved in the step of imperium or command that provides the
impetus to act from within the
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acting subject. Another point made by Capreolus is that the habitus
of prudence is developed from experience over time and cannot be the result of a
single act. A morality that is based on individual acts cannot explain all that
is involved in prudence. Pinckaers adds on his own that in a morality based on
virtues prudence presupposes deeply based intentions and a long-range view.
These order action to its ultimate end and also gain for prudence higher
criteria of judgment. It is in this way, according to Pinckaers, that prudence
is linked to charity.

In his conclusion, Pinckaers reviews what he has established both about
Capreolus and also about the significance of the latter’s contributions. He
notes that he has not set forth all that could be said about Capreolus’s
discussion of virtue. What is important for Pinckaers is the noteworthy role
that Capreolus has played in the history of the rivalry between a morality that
is based on virtues and gifts and a morality that stresses individual acts,
downplays habitus and finality, and opens the way to casuistry.
Pinckaers praises Capreolus not for being an original thinker—which he was
not—but as a worthy defender of earlier views, namely, those of St. Thomas
Aquinas. He ends his essay by expressing his gratitude to Capreolus “for
having contributed from afar to the current renewal of virtue-based
morality.”

The third part of the book has to do with the later history of Capreolus’s Defensiones
and his subsequent influence (“La postérité de Capreolus,” 193-273).
Guy Bedouelle presents a brief sketch of the influence of Renaissance humanism
on Dominicans of the fifteenth century, that is, the period of Capreolus’s own
life and work, along with some general remarks about the history of Thomism
among Dominicans of the period. He then treats of the various printed editions
of the Defensiones (“Les éditions ‘humanistes’ de Capreolus,”
195-207). He notes that there exist at least forty five exemplars of the 1483-84
edition that was published by Octavianus Scotus at Venice. The next edition was
also published at Venice but in 1515 by Georgius Arrivabenus, a nephew of
Octavianus Scotus. The subsequent edition was published in 1587-88 at Venice by
the heirs of Hieronymus Scotus
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and was dedicated to Pope Sixtus V, a Franciscan. Another edition was
proposed for publication in the late seventeenth century by Pierre Chastaignac,
a member of the Dominican community of Limoges, but it was never published.
Brief notice is taken of it by Bernard Montagnes (“Une édition de
Capreolus projetée en 1686,” 209-11).

Some note must be taken of Capreolus’s influence on two important Dominicans,
namely Tommasso da Vio, known better as Cardinal Cajetan, and Sylvestro da
Prierio. In his study on Cajetan and Capreolus (“Cajétan et Capreolus,”
213-38), André F. Von Gunten raises the issue of precisely how much influence
the Defensiones had on Cajetan’s commentary on the Summa theologiae.
Martin Grabmann had claimed that most of Cajetan’s knowledge of the late
Scholastics who were adversaries of St. Thomas was drawn from Capreolus. Von
Gunten raises several questions: Why did Cajetan make use of the Defensiones?
Was Capreolus the sole source of such information for Cajetan? Did Capreolus
help Cajetan to penetrate the doctrine of St. Thomas? And why did Cajetan
mention Capreolus so often in his commentary on the Summa theologiae?

After Cajetan was made Procurator General of the Dominican Order in 1501, he
was urged by his patron, Cardinal Olivier Caraffa, to complete his commentary on
St. Thomas’s Summa theologiae. Cajetan indicates both that repeated
readings of Thomas increase rather than decrease the difficulty of grasping his
sense and that outstanding Thomists, who frequently return to the Prima pars
again and again, affirm that they always perceive something new. Cajetan even
suggests that many theologians think that they will gain a great name for
themselves, both for their genius and for their teaching, if they attack the Prima
pars by their contrivances. Indeed he considers John Duns Scotus to have
labored beyond others in this matter with illustrious subtlety and power. He
describes Scotus as almost striving to destroy individual words of the Prima
pars (215). When the matter seemed to demand it, Cajetan himself solved
difficulties, especially those raised by Scotus. The purposes of Capreolus and
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Cajetan are so alike that Von Gunten suggests that both wrote Defensiones.
It is therefore significant that in his commentary Cajetan both regularly makes
reference to Capreolus and also mentions by name those who were opponents of
Thomas’s teaching, including Duns Scotus, Pierre Auriol, Durandus of Saint Pourçain,
Peter Paulude, and Gerard of Carmel. But Von Gunten indicates that there are
occasions on which Cajetan reaches an interpretation independently of Capreolus.
He gives examples of texts from John Duns Scotus that Cajetan knew on his own.

Von Gunten declares that Grabmann was right to hold that Capreolus was the
link providing Cajetan with knowledge of the medieval philosophers and opponents
of St. Thomas, whose works had not come down to him. Without the collaboration
of Capreolus Cajetan would never have had contact with a great part of these
various opinions. However, Von Gunten adds that Grabmann erred in restricting
Cajetan’s sources to Capreolus, since Cajetan apparently had other sources,
including texts, whereby he had contact with the thought of such figures as John
Duns Scotus, Durandus of Saint Pourçain, and Gregory of Rimini. Some of their
arguments as found in Cajetan are not to be read in Capreolus. Nonetheless
Cajetan does on occasion tell his reader to read more on a particular issue in
Capreolus.

Von Gunten raises two key issues. One is whether Cajetan accepted some of the
interpretations of St. Thomas put forth by Capreolus and the other is whether
the way of understanding the thought of St. Thomas is uniform in Capreolus,
Cajetan, and subsequent Thomism. By necessity Von Gunten can only give brief
attention to these challenging points. He does so by comparing the views and
discussion of Capreolus and Cajetan on particular topics. The first of these is
whether man in the present state of fallen nature can through his natural
abilities and without grace do a morally good act. Capreolus follows Gregory of
Rimini rather than St. Thomas on the need for such a special aid (auxilium),
though he does attribute this position to St. Thomas. Some later Thomists
followed Capreolus on this question. Von Gunten also examines the views of
Capreolus and Cajetan on the
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principle of individuation, concluding that Prierio, Javelli, and Sylvester
of Ferrara follow Capreolus. Another topic raised regards the formal constituent
of created personality (personalitas), that is, the suppositum.

In the conclusion to his study, Von Gunten declares that there is a
continuity but not an identity between Capreolus and Cajetan. In his
determination to defend St. Thomas, Cajetan made abundant use of Capreolus’s
work.

The activity of those who were opposed to St. Thomas’s doctrine must be
situated at the mid-point of the fourteenth century, though there had already
been opposition at the end of the thirteenth century. His thought generated
strong reactions which led his disciples to defend it. But it was Capreolus who
was the first to set forth a global defense of St. Thomas. By the end of the
fifteenth century the Thomists—at least in Italy—held Capreolus in high regard
for the service rendered by his Defensiones. But while Capreolus
provided the basis for an exposition of St. Thomas’s doctrine, Cajetan stressed
the arguments that justified that doctrine and that therefore weakened the point
of view of St. Thomas’s critics. Even today there are in the Thomist school
defenders and opponents of Cajetan.

Another important Dominican who made use of Capreolus during the Renaissance
period was Silvestro da Prierio. Michael Tavuzzi (“Capreolus dans les écrits
de Silvestro da Prierio, O.P., 1456-1527,” 239-58) reviews the history of
the early, very limited diffusion of the Defensiones in manuscript
form. Only rarely did any Thomist writer of the late fifteenth and early
sixteenth century make reference to it. One example is Petrus Negri in his Clipeus
Thomistarum, published at Venice in 1481. Earlier in 1477 Lorenzo de Medici
had given a handsome manuscript copy of book 1 of the Defensiones to
the library of the Dominican convent of Saint Mark’s at Florence. Dominic of
Flanders, whose Quaestiones in XII Metaphysicorum was published only in
1499, apparently had knowledge of book 1 of the Defensiones much
earlier. Dominic’s work was one of defense of St. Thomas and involved providing
passages from Thomas’s writings in a manner
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very similar to the procedure of Capreolus himself. Indeed in the Thomist
tradition Capreolus was viewed as the Prince of Thomist Theologians and Dominic
as the Prince of Thomist Philosophers. But by reason of its great length even
after its publication in 1483-84 Capreolus’s Defensiones seemed to
demand shorter versions, that is, summaries of different sorts. Those who
authored such summaries included Paolo Barbo da Soncino, Isidore degli Isolani,
and Bartolomeo Spina. The largest and the most influential was that written by
Silvestro da Prierio.

Silvestro da Prierio joined the Dominicans of strict observance in 1471. He
studied with Peter of Bergamo and Dominic of Flanders at the Dominican studium
generale in Bologna. His fellow students included Girolamo Savonarola and
Paulus Barbus da Soncino. Later in 1489-90 he was himself the master of studies
at the same studium generale. After receiving his doctorate in theology
from the University of Bologna in 1498 he served as regent of studies at the studium
generale in 1499-1502 and again in 1510-11. In 1515 Pope Leo X named him a
professor of theology at the University of Rome, the Sapienza, and
Master of the Sacred Palace, a post he held until 1527. He was much involved in
papal dealings with Luther, Erasmus, Reuchlin, and Eck. But he showed interest
in Capreolus throughout his ecclesiastical career.

Prierio wrote an enormous work on Capreolus that was composed of two parts,
both published in 1497. The first part, which was known as the Compendium
Capreoli, is a summary of the Defensiones. The second part is
known as Additiones in Capreolum. Tavuzzi notes that it gained some
attention in Germany, and he cites references to it in Karlstadt and Eck. He
also underscores that while the Compendium lacks originality as a
theological work the Additiones are far more interesting since Prierio
extends the discussion beyond what Capreolus sets forth in regard to some
topics. He mentions and discusses an extraordinary number of Scholastic writers,
both those who are well known and others who are less well known. He even
disagrees with Capreolus on some topics, of which Tavuzzi
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provides examples. One is the claim by Prierio against Capreolus that Aquinas
never maintained a real distinction between the act of intellectual cognition (intelligere)
and the concept (conceptus mentis; verbum).

Prierio also planned an ambitious comprehensive work on Aquinas entitled Conflatum
ex S. Thoma. In Tavuzzi’s judgment, had it been completed it would have
rivaled Cajetan’s commentary on the Summa theologiae and Silvester of
Ferrara’s commentary on the Summa contra Gentiles. It contains a very
large number of passages from St. Thomas’s works, and it serves as a summary of
St. Thomas’s whole thought. The structure of the Conflatum follows the
order of the Summa theologiae. The original plan was for it to consist
of four volumes divided accor-ding to the Prima pars, the Prima
secundae, the Secunda secundae, and the Tertia pars.
Although Prierio finished different sections, all that was published in a first
volume at Perugia in 1519 was that part of the work that corresponded to the
first forty-five questions of the Prima pars. Tavuzzi argues that other
parts that Prierio had finished were circulated in manuscript form; he provides
a list of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century writers who referred to a second
volume.

There is one striking policy that Prierio adopts in the Conflatum
that is clearly held in opposition to Cajetan: namely, to deny that there were
any real changes in doctrine between St. Thomas’s commentary on the Sentences
and his Summa theologiae. Prierio explains such seeming changes and
developments by maintaining that the Sentences commentary does not
contain St. Thomas’s own views. Since he was at the time of its composition
merely a Bachelor, he was often merely reporting commonly held positions. On the
other hand, when he composed his Summa theologiae he was a Master of
theology and so exercised the right to present his own views.

The Additiones had as their purpose to defend St. Thomas against
rival medieval traditions, representatives of Scotism and Nominalism and others
such as John Duns Scotus, Durandus of Saint Pourçain, Henry of Ghent, Pierre
Auriol, and Gregory of
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Rimini. All are mentioned many times in the Conflatum. However,
their positions are quickly dismissed by borrowings from the objections raised
by Capreolus and summarized by Prierio in the Compendium. On the other
hand, the polemic in the Conflatum is basically a defense of that which
Prierio believes to be the authentic doctrine of St. Thomas over against
erroneous interpretations set forth in the Thomist tradition by Cajetan in
particular. Tavuzzi is quick to point out that Cajetan had already attacked
Prierio in his De cambiis (1499) and commentary on the Prima pars
(1507), though not by name.

In Tavuzzi’s judgment the prime significance of the use that Prierio makes of
Capreolus in the Conflatum is not so much to achieve a true
interpretation of the thought of St. Thomas as it is to engage in a polemic
against Cajetan’s very personal interpretations of St. Thomas. The Defensiones
of Capreolus simply provided Prierio with arguments that he could use against
Cajetan. In fact Tavuzzi points out that there are references to Capreolus on
almost every page of the Conflatum. But he is also careful to add that
at times Prierio sets forth discussions that rise above the narrow
preoccupations of his dispute with Cajetan. One such discussion regards the
difference of opinion within the Thomist school regarding God’s knowledge of
future contingents. Prierio presents Capreolus as the author of one of the three
opinions on this topic. And while he considers Capreolus to be the “father
of all theologians of our time” (pater omnium theolo-gorum nostri
temporis), from whom all Thomists have derived something good, he shares
with Capreolus a harsh evaluation of the worth of Pierre Auriol, a stand no
doubt inspired by the Defensiones.

The last study in the volume, that of Norman J. Wells, concerns Capreolus and
other late medieval theologians on the subject of eternal truths (“Capreolus
et ses successeurs sur les vérités éternelles,” 259-73). To appreciate
Capreolus’s position on the question of the aeternae veritates and its
influence on other thinkers Wells proposes first to give both background and
foreground material on the issue. By establishing the influences on
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Capreolus we will be better prepared to assess the significance of his
position. In doing so we will be enabled to evaluate the impact of his point of
view on such later Thomistae as Cajetan, Soncinas, Sylvester of
Ferrara, Javelli, Bañez, and Soto.

Wells begins by sketching the historical context dating back as far as 1241
and a condemnation issued by William of Auvergne at Paris. The bishop condemned
as erroneous the claim that there are many eternal truths other than God. Both
in 1243 and 1256 General Chapters of the Dominican Order instructed that this
error be deleted from all copy books. Toward the end of the thirteenth century,
Richard of Middleton expressed his misgivings regarding the position of Henry of
Ghent both with regard to eternal essences endowed with their own essential
being (esse essentiae) and also with regard to many essential and
necessary aeternae veritates. Later in the fifteenth century, Dionysius
the Carthusian had similar fears and expressed them by citing the very text in
which Middleton criticizes the position of Henry on aeternae veritates
in the light of the condemnation of 1241. But Wells then points out that
Capreolus, the princeps thomistarum, was actually influenced by Henry
of Ghent’s position regarding the eternal essences, their essential being, and
their eternal truths.

Capreolus treats the question of the eternal essential truths in his defense
of St. Thomas’s position on the question whether a subsisting creature is to be
identified with its own existential being (“Utrum creatura subsistens sit
suum esse existentiae”). Wells points out that Capreolus himself presents
five conclusions, but he judges it sufficient to examine only the first, which
affirms that no subsisting creature is its own esse. He defends St.
Thomas’s response by citing only four texts from his works. However, Wells is
careful to note that in fact Capreolus appears to put greater emphasis on auctoritates
such as Aristotle, Augustine, Robert Grosseteste, Albert the Great, and Averroës
than on St. Thomas himself.(5)
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In the first argument, in order to establish the per se et non per aliud
character of the essences of creatures, in opposition to the per aliud et
non per se status of the esse or existence of creatures, Capreolus
accordingly gives due consideration to the first mode of predicating per se.
In the case of Rosa est rosa, the quiddity of the rose does not belong
to the rose by virtue of some extrinsic active cause (aliqua causa agens
extrinsica). The proposition itself is eternally true whether or not there
are roses. This means of course that both the essence of the rose and also its
eternal truth are uncreated.

Against an unnamed opponent who maintains that the essence and the eternal
truth are necessary only on the supposition of a creative efficient cause,
Capreolus carefully distinguishes two usages of the copula est. In the
one usage, the copula signifies the actual extramental existence of the subject
of the proposition whereas in the other usage the copula indicates the truth of
the proposition, which is signified by the link between the subject and the
predicate. Wells remarks appropriately that in Capreolus’s eagerness to
establish the eternal validity of nonexistential and nontemporal propositions he
goes so far as to say that what is nothing at all can be said to exist and that ens
can be predicated of that which does not really exist. Both Aristotle and Averroës
are used as authorities for this remark.

Another authority to whom Capreolus makes appeal is Augustine in the De
libero arbitrio. When Augustine says that seven and three are ten not only
now but always, Capreolus takes him to be talking about an uncreated and
necessary essential eternal truth. Capreolus insists that the eternal and
uncaused truths and essences maintained by Augustine, Albert, and Thomas are
eternally true in the divine intellect and are identified with the divine ideas.
What is rejected by Capreolus is that the essences and existences of creatures
come forth from a creative efficient cause, since that would mean that the
divine ideas are creatures.

Nonetheless, Wells finds Capreolus raising doubts regarding the views of
Augustine, Albert, and Thomas. In particular, Capreolus attributes to St. Thomas
the view that both the
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existence and also the essences of creatures are forthcoming from a creative
efficient cause. Wells sees Capreolus taking over the position of Henry of
Ghent, who maintained a twofold sort of divine causality, namely, divine
efficient causality and divine exemplary causality. The essences and their
eternal and necessary esse essentiae are forthcoming from God in terms
of an eternal exemplary type of causality by which God’s knowing endows each
essence with an intelligible and quidditative esse (esse
intelligibile et quidditativum). The contingent existence of creatures is
forthcoming from God acting as an efficient creative cause. However, the
causally dependent essence, in the first instance, is not properly speaking
created. Creation relates to contingent existence and to an efficient cause and
not to necessary essences and a formal, extrinsic, and exemplar cause.

Having set forth Capreolus’s position in a general fashion, Wells raises a
number of critical points. He notes first of all that Capreolus grants a primacy
and priority to essence over existence and to necessary essential truths over
contingent existential truths. He notes secondly the importance given to
essential eternal uncreated truths which are not uncaused. Wells also points out
problems that arise in regard to the subject of the uncreated eternal truths.
Given the uncreated status of the essences of creatures in Capreolus’s position,
those essences are not creatures. Nor are they God. One can then ask whether or
not this is tantamount to a multiplicity of eternal truths that are not God,
since they are caused—the very position that was condemned in 1241. And does
not the identification of the uncreated eternal essences and eternal truths with
the divine ideas result in the ideas being multiple in such fashion that the
simplicity of the divine essence is compromised?

Another set of criticisms set forth by Wells regards predication and the
truth of propositions. He chides Capreolus for coming close to confusing esse
essentiae with the use of esse that treats of esse veritatis
propositionis. The latter concerns entia rationis, that is,
intramental beings of reason, and also privations like blindness, negations, and
chimeras. Wells therefore asks what could
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differentiate nonexistential essential propositions from nonexistential
propositions that deal with beings of reason? He proposes as one possible answer
that the truth of essential propositions would be based on an eternal esse
essentiae while the truth of propositions dealing with privations,
negations, and chimeras would be based on a being of reason (esse rationis).

Wells turns in the last part of his article to a consideration of the stance
that some later Thomists took in regard to Capreolus’s views on essence and
existence. He begins by characterizing the Defensiones as providing a
model of a defensive style and of a defensive interpretation of St. Thomas’s
views on essence and existence. Both Soncinas and Cajetan used Capreolus in
their comments on the Sentences of Peter Lombard in order to defend
Aquinas. Soncinas uses the same argumentation that Capreolus derived from Albert
and others to show that the essences of creatures are per se et non per
aliud, in contrast to their existence which is per aliud et non per se.
However, while Capreolus was wary about attributing to St. Thomas this position
regarding the essences of creatures as uncreated, Soncinas shows no such
reserve. And while he accepts Henry of Ghent’s teaching on the twofold character
of divine causality, namely, causa exemplaris and causa efficiens,
he never mentions Henry. His position is like that of Capreolus for he takes
both essence and existence to be causally dependent on God. Yet though the
essences of creatures are caused they remain uncreated. Soncinas eventually
changed his position in his Quaestiones metaphysicales acutissimae. He
there rejects the twofold relationship of the essences of creatures to the
divine causality. Instead he accepts that humanitas and lapideitas
are produced by God as from the first cause, that is, an efficient cause.
According to Wells this move by Soncinas is a major event in the history of
Thomism for he has purged from the position of Capreolus any dependence on Henry
of Ghent’s celebrated teaching on the eternal and necessary exemplary causality
of the esse essentiae of the essences of creatures. But what is
remarkable is that Soncinas goes on to maintain that even if God did not exist
the proposition “Man is an animal” would still be true. Wells rightly
asks if Soncinas is not thereby
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maintaining that there are eternal truths which are neither simply God nor
creatures, the very position condemned in 1241.

In the remaining pages of his article, Wells discusses Soncinas on essential
propositions as well as his critique of Hervaeus Natalis and the defense of the
latter by Javelli. He ends his article by emphasizing that while there is
disagreement between Soncinas, Hervaeus, and Javelli, all three are opposed to
Henry of Ghent and Capreolus on the noncreative exemplary causality of the
essence of creatures. For them essences before their creation have an existence
that is identical with the existence of their cause. Later Thomistae
would have to address the question whether there can be many created eternal
truths.

A short conclusion completes the volume. In terms of the traditional
periodization, the editors see Capreolus’s century as a time of
“transition” between the medieval Scholasticism of the thirteenth
century and the rise of humanism.

The editors note that a superficial view of the situation would lead us to
believe that Capreolus did not break new ground but only repeated the theology
of St. Thomas and did so defensively as the title of his work, Defensiones,
indicates. Such an impression is mistaken. The editors consider the very title
of Capreolus’s work to connote at the same time both a conservative spirit as
regards doctrine and also a positive atmosphere in theological debate. These
traits reappear in the later posterity of Capreolus’s thought, beginning at the
end of the fifteenth century, most notably among the authors of the Compendia.
Examination of the printing of his work during the humanist period and the role
that his thought played in theological controversies within the Church at the
time of the confrontation with the Reformation indicate that his posterity and
its relevance are greater than had been thought.

The editors go on to ask what the figure of Capreolus represents in the
debates of his time, debates which have in fact recurred throughout the course
of Christian thought from its very beginnings. One could characterize that
figure by the refusal to put up with a rupture of theological thought that might
otherwise seem inevitable and indeed intrinsic. Rather does Capreolus aim
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to bring things back toward a center, that is, toward a unity to be regained.
That unity, which is evidently God Himself, explains why theologians and
philosophers continue to speak of divine ideas and eternal truths. However, they
differ as regards the manner in which they discover the center of theology. In
the case of Capreolus, he does this by way of a defense of the thought of St.
Thomas Aquinas, since he is convinced of the danger of advancing the role of
philosophy in man’s approach to God. The editors rightly note that this is not a
new question in Christian thought. Indeed the tension between Athens and
Jerusalem already occupied the very first centuries of Christianity.

As regards this issue the editors explain that it is a profound Thomistic
conviction that the believer is in fact a “philosopher” in the first
sense of the term, namely, one committed to the love for and study of wisdom.
They take St. Thomas to have addressed the concern of the Church Fathers by
giving a Christological form to his response regarding the eternal truths.
Indeed St. Thomas’s Summa theologiae would have been inconceivable
without the revelation of Christ, the Verbum, who transmits to us that
which St. Thomas and Capreolus calls sacra doctrina, which is simply
that which God knows regarding himself and which he shares with the blessed.

Regarding this statement about sacra doctrina, the editors emphasize
that it is based on an experience of God. This fact explains why the respective
positions of St. Thomas and Capreolus are not completely acceptable or even
simply com-municable in the context of a modern conception of academic or
scientific life. We are at a great distance from the original conception of the
medieval university.

The thought of Capreolus, even if it was principally developed at Paris,
shines forth from a provincial convent of the Midi in France, in a town that did
not even possess a university. This miracle of a unity of life and thought which
made Capreolus a princeps is the placing in operation of the Dominican
intuition uniting prayer, study, and contemplation.
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It is not surprising that Thomas Aquinas did
not worry about the role of culture in moral formation since he lived in a
thoroughly Catholic milieu. Contemporary Thomists, however, have no such excuse.
According to Rowland, the culture of modernity—with its mix of theistic,
quasi-theistic, and atheistic elements—is deeply inimical to the gospel in ways
that have not been generally appreciated in the Church in general and among
Thomists in particular. A notable exception to this is Alasdair MacIntyre, the
Thomist hero of this book, whose writings articulate what Rowland classifies in
her “Introduction” as “Postmodern Augustinian Thomism” (5).
While on first glance it appears that these three terms do not belong together,
Rowland argues that they can be synthetically reconciled in a kind of concordantia
discordantium if defined in a certain way. She asserts that
“post-modern” implies the following notes: a recognition that the
primary intellectual problem is the need to transcend the culture of modernity,
a nonmetaphysical starting point of the soul caught in the contradictory culture
of modernity, and a critique of the Liberal tradition that incorporates elements
from the Marxist and Genealogical traditions within a perspective that
highlights the role of narrative and tradition in moral formation. The term
“Augustinian” supplements “post-modern” with a theory of
grace along the lines of La nouvelle théologie, a sense of the
dialectical tension between the secular and sacral orders, and an appreciation
of the role of memory in the formation of the soul. Strangely and tellingly,
however, Rowland never defines what she means by the third term:
“Thomism.” Perhaps she thinks it is per se nota. Yet it is
not at all clear how one could reconcile a basic adherence to the thought of
Thomas Aquinas with a simultaneous adherence to what is required by Rowland’s
definitions of “post-modern” and “Augustinian.” The worries
mount as the text unfolds.

“Culture as a Theological Problem”
is the topic of the first part. Chapter 1 argues that the Second Vatican Council
in Gaudium et spes was too optimistic and naive about the degree to
which modernity, understood as a specific cultural formation whose beliefs are
embodied in social practices, is compatible with the 
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gospel. According to Rowland, the
council’s efforts at aggiornamento have too often led to dangerous
accommodations to modernity. For example, Whig Thomists (a term of art
comprising such diverse figures as Jacques Maritain, George Weigel, John Finnis,
and Germain Grisez) have uncritically assumed that the natural-law teaching of
Thomas Aquinas can be reconciled with liberalism in such a way as to allow the
Church’s teaching on morality to enter into the political dialogue of the naked
public square. Motivated perhaps by a desire to distance itself from integralism—the
view that it is possible for the Church to provide answers to secular questions
directly from faith—the council unwittingly recognized the autonomy of secular
modern culture in such a way as to encourage an extrinsicism of nature and grace
that is reflected in most Thomists (even Karl Rahner!). After criticizing the
authors of Gaudium et spes for failing to provide a good definition and
analysis of culture, Rowland proceeds to endorse the German Kulturgeschichte
understanding of culture as comprising Geist, Bildung, and Kultur;
the first term refers to the dominant moral values of a culture or civilization,
the second to the laws guiding self-formation, and the third to the
guiding principles that give a culture its specific form. According to Rowland,
these three concepts are somehow related to the Greek terms ethos, nomos, and
logos. She never explains how these modern (and therefore presumably
tainted) Germanic notions cohere with the premodern Greek concepts in a coherent
concept of culture that is presumably centered on the Trinity. It is a central
weakness of this book that it never explains the meaning of the first word of
its title.

Chapter 2 explores the theme of culture in
postconciliar magisterial thought. If the interpretation of Gadium et spes
is the “explosive problematic” in contemporary Catholic theology, then
the key to a proper hermeneutic of the text (at least according to the Communio
school to which Rowland is more aligned than Radical Orthodoxy) is to make
paragraph 22 the guiding principle: “The truth is that only in the mystery
of the incarnate Word does the mystery of man take on light.” What this
means is that while the human sciences have a kind of juridical or even
methodological autonomy vis-à-vis theology, nevertheless they ought not to be
pursued as if they could disclose the truth autonomously. It is only through the
Incarnation that the human condition, including culture, takes on its true
meaning. According to Rowland’s reading, the thought of John Paul II is marked
by an appreciation for the need to interpret and critique the culture of
modernity from an unabashedly Christological perspective. Yet she thinks that
John Paul II’s attempt to use the discourse of rights language as a way of
establishing some kind of moral common ground with Liberalism is misguided; the
pontiff shows a keener appreciation of modern culture when he characterizes it
as a “culture of death.” Liberalism is a deformation of the Protestant
ethos that divorces the secular from the sacred. Thomism must therefore
understand that its tradition is related in an inherently dialectical way with
the culture of modernity; it cannot attempt to co-opt elements of that culture
without accommodationism. By contrast, elements of Greco-Latin culture can and
should be maintained in the Church (especially in 
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the liturgy) because it was pre-Christian and
so open to incorporation, rather than anti-Christian and so inherently hostile
as is modernity.

The second part of the book attempts to make
the case that modernity is inherently hostile to the Thomist tradition through
three chapters pegged to the three components of culture. In terms of Geist or
ethos, Rowland relies on MacIntyre to show how modern bureaucratic
culture impoverishes the ability of agents to develop Christian virtues. Modern
bureaucratic culture typically relies on “experts” to make strategic
decisions about ends and relegates to individuals technical questions regarding
means. With the triumph of instrumental reasoning, where agents no longer
deliberate about the good, it is not possible to develop genuine prudence.
Caught between a workplace in which bureaucratic thinking dominates and a
culture in which there is a cacophonous chorus of competing moral traditions,
“plain persons” are not able to develop moral virtue. The triumph of
capitalism has also impoverished moral agency insofar as it privileges the
pursuit of money and allows market forces rather the good to govern economic
practices. MacIntyre (in his Marxist mode) and John Paul II share a common
concern for the way in which capitalism has deformed moral agency by
subordinating the development of the worker to the good of the market. What is
needed as an alternative to modernity is a theology of work along the lines of Laborem
excercens wherein labor is seen “as an opportunity to participate in
the transcendentals and offer the fruit of this participation to others as a
gift” (67). Rowland warns that too many Catholic institutions operating
within modern culture have capitulated to its ethos. Instead of incorporating
secular bureaucratic practices, Catholic institutions are called to develop
practices that are sacramental expressions of a deeper Christological identity.

Chapter 4 considers the conflict between
modern mass culture and genuine Christian Bildung or self-formation.
Modern Liberal models of self-formation were originally “aristocratic”
in the sense that they held out a normative model for individual
self-development that was predicated on some non-Christian ideal of human
flourishing and that was available only for a cultivated few. That eventually
gave way, however, to the more “bourgeois” model of self-development
where there is no standard and an individual is free to fashion himself
according to any model of flourishing so long as it does not impact negatively
on any other individual’s quest to do the same. Nietzschean nihilism is the
ultimate consequence of this modern trajectory, where one is urged to fashion a
self as a kind of original artistic creation in an exercise of power unfettered
by anything except the ability to effect one’s will. The result of all this is
our debased “mass culture.” In contrast to modernity, the Church
offers a model of self-formation that is Christological and Trinitarian. Instead
of self-creation, it stresses vocation: it is in response to God’s call, rather
than in absolute autonomy, that we come to realize our true selves. Rather than
forgetting the past for the sake of unfettered new creation, genuine Bildung
is based upon memoria in the form of “sapiential experience”
where we incorporate into our moral selves the experience of the tradition. Much
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influenced throughout by Hans Urs von
Balthasar, Rowland emphasizes the need to participate in the transcendentals in
order to develop as persons. In evaluating the debate between MacIntyre and
Charles Taylor about modernity as a resource for Catholic self-formation,
Rowland sides completely with the former.

Chapter 5 considers “The Logos of the Kultur
of Modernity.” The extrinsicism of the relationship between nature and
grace common to the Thomist tradition prior to Henri de Lubac’s recovery of
Aquinas’s authentic teaching in Surnaturel has as its legacy a tendency
to divide the secular and the sacred in such a way as to relegate religion to
the private domain, irrelevant to politics. Rowland argues that the traditional
Thomistic reliance on a broadly Aristotelian notion of nature in its theological
anthropology has fostered extrinsicism because it trades on a tight
identification of physis and telos; as an Aristotelian nature,
the human person must have some kind of natural telos. She proposes to
remedy this conceptual problem through recourse to David Schindler’s ontology of
human persons as “identities in relation”; only by seeing the human
person as constituted by its relationship to God can extrinsicism be avoided.
Schindler’s influence on Rowland is pervasive, and she echoes his critique of
modern secular logic as mechanical and atomistic; in its Cartesian preoccupation
with individuals, it ignores the role of culture and the fundamental primacy of
relations. She endorses Schindler’s claims that the logic of secular American
culture is particularly noxious to the gospel. In a culture driven by capitalism
and devoid of the transcendent, the priority of doxology to work has been lost.
In this chapter it becomes clear that Rowland thinks that Schindler’s theology
provides the ultimate remedy to MacIntyre’s diagnosis of the ills of modernity.

The third and final part of the book deals
with proposals for a postmodern development of the Thomistic tradition. Rowland
argues that a fundamental weakness of modern Neo-Thomism is an unconscious
adoption of an Enlightenment model of rationality insofar as it purports to
justify morality without any appeal to revelation. Specifically, by seeking to
justify morality in a purely “philosophical” or theologically
“neutral” manner through an appeal to an alleged “nature”
abstracted from grace, Neo-Thomist natural-law theoreticians have distorted the
teaching of Aquinas, for whom natural law is a fundamentally theological
doctrine. In their strict separation of nature from grace and philosophy from
theology, traditional Thomists have evacuated morality of its specifically
Christian content. The boundary between theology and philosophy needs to be
“smudged” through a greater recourse to narrative, presumably
biblical, as a necessary feature of Christian morality. No moral theory
independent of revelation can suffice, since it would then not be telling the
truth of the end of human nature and the true condition of our impaired moral
agency. MacIntyre’s account of tradition-constituted rationality ought to be
employed by Thomists as an alternative to an appeal to Cartesian-style rational
precepts available with certainty to atomic individuals.

The final chapter of the expounds at length on
a theme that has surfaced already: New Natural Law Theory (read John Finnis and
Germain Grisez) is 
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vitiated by its covert supposition of
Enlightenment rationality. This is manifested in its uncritical acceptance of
the “no ought from is” dogma; Rowland contrasts this capitulation with
MacIntyre’s argument that if natures are conceived teleologically, rational
judgments about what ought to be pursued for the sake of human flourishing are
unproblematic. In contrast to the New Natural Law theorists, who make the
precepts of natural law a matter of individual reflection, MacIntyre would argue
that it is only within a moral tradition specified by narrative that it is
possible to come to know and judge the human good. Rowland’s fundamental
complaint about the New Natural Law project is that in its attempts to find
common ground with liberal natural-rights theory, it gives up what is
distinctively Christian. This can be seen explicitly in its relegation of
religion to one among many fundamental goods, rather than the overarching and
necessarily dominant good that it is. Rowland argues that the liberal conception
of natural rights is utterly incompatible with Thomism because it presupposes an
autonomous a-teleological individual as its starting point. Without any common
conception of the genuine human good, the apparently common rhetoric of
“rights” turns out to be ideological shadow-boxing masking a deep and
unbridgeable chasm between Catholic Christianity and modern Liberalism. Within
the Thomist tradition, law as a tutor to a naturally common good must have
priority over any talk of rights. As in all other domains discussed in this
book, the presuppositions of modern culture, especially in its American form,
are inherently hostile to Christianity insofar as they represent the severed
fragments of the premodern framework operating in a dysfunctional manner.

This is a bracing and provocative book.
Rowland has put her finger on a weakness in the Thomist tradition in its failure
to engage in more systematic theological analysis of the culture of modernity.
She has therefore done the Thomist tradition a service in raising the problems
she identifies, even if not many are likely to be persuaded that she has offered
a position consistent with that tradition. While there is much that deserves
comment in this book, in these pages it seems advisable to focus on the
following question: is what Rowland proposes really a version of Thomism? An
argument could be made that her view is really postmodern Augustinianism in the
vein of some of the more well-known authors in the Radical Orthodoxy series
(e.g., John Milbank and Catherine Pickstock). A counter-argument could be made,
however, that this really is a work squarely in the Communio tradition
based on its heavy reliance on Schindler, de Lubac, and Balthasar. The only
author that Rowland relies on who is broadly Thomistic is MacIntyre, and her
interpretation of him is somewhat eclectic in that she emphasizes the antimodern
and Augustinian strains in his thought. The invocation of all these names gives
a sense of the broad learning that informs this book, but it also points to its
central weakness, a weakness that it shares with some other works emanating
under the rubric of Radical Orthodoxy: ultimately the swirl of references and
authorities leaves the reader wondering how it all hangs together. It gives the
appearance of being a mere bricolage: “an assemblage of haphazard
or incongruous elements” (6).
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Ultimately, I cannot see how what goes under
Rowland’s rubric of “postmodern” and “Augustinian” coheres
with what goes under the rubric of “Thomism.” It is therefore no
accident that she never tries to explain what she means by the term: it cannot
be given a credible definition in the light of the “postmodern” and
“Augustinian” assumptions driving this book. While it would take more
space than I have here to explain why this is so, I would say that it has
something to do with another famous Greek term that Rowland neglects to
consider: physis. One can grant to de Lubac (as Gilson did) that the
Thomist tradition went wrong in its parsing of the nature-grace distinction
while at the same time maintaining the importance of that distinction and the
intelligibility of nature as the terminus of God’s first gift in creation. One
can also grant that culture has a profound influence on nature without
collapsing the latter into the former. If nature is intelligible apart from
grace and culture, then it can indeed serve as a starting point for an account
of the human good that does not make explicit appeal to revelation and so can
serve as a way to talk about that good to those who are not inside the circle.
The simple fact that separates Thomas from us—he lived in a culture permeated
by Catholic Christianity and we do not—means that we need some moral language
that allows us a voice in the secular domain. Such language is not a substitute
for evangelization and critique, both of which need to go on, but it is in the
meantime a way of talking to strangers that can promote the common human good
(including human rights) this side of the coming of the kingdom.




                                                                                                                            
Brian J. Shanley, O.P. 
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Thomists. By John F. X. Knasas.
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Being and Thomism are two very elusive ideas.
Knasas’s book tries to pin them both down in no uncertain terms and, one might
add, in function of one another. Thomism is taken primarily as a unique
philosophy of being in a realistic sense and this realistic sense is taken to
mean one thing only in the approach to the question of being: namely, that which
is derived only from sense experience. Being & Some 20th
Century Thomists comes as a response to other accounts of Thomism and its
evolution in the twentieth century, such as that of Gerald McCool’s From
Unity to Plurality (also published by Fordham University Press, in 1992).
In fact, it could be viewed as a response of the Toronto school, or more
precisely the Joseph Owens school, to the transcendental Thomism 




  
  

  


page 149

propounded by Joseph Donceel of Fordham. The
argument of the book, to put it perhaps too succinctly, is to show that versions
of Thomism other than that of Joseph Owens, especially those labeled as idealist
but also some thought to be realist, fail the test of realism in their approach
to the question of being and therefore fail the test of Thomism as found in the
writings of St. Thomas. “Generally speaking,” we are told in the
introduction, “Existential Thomism is a posteriori. It is built
from extra-mental reality as presented in the data of sensible experience. It is
specified by the perception of a basic intelligibility, or commonality, in those
real things of sensation” (xvii). The problem for the author is that this
Existential Thomism, as he conceives it, is only a species of Neo-Thomism, which
must be distinguished from and defended against other species because it is the
only one that really works as an elaboration of the ratio entis.

In chapter 1 Knasas gives his own version of
the Neo-Thomist revival contra that of the man he calls “the dean
of the twentieth-century Thomist narrative, Gerald McCool, S.J.”(29) Knasas
names most of those one would think of as part of this revival and then divides
them into what he calls three different brands, identified as Aristotelian
Thomism, Existential Thomism, and Transcendental Thomism, all within a framework
of a posteriori Thomism, which is for him the benchmark for coming into
contact with reality. “The normal locus of this contact is sensation, that
is, what you are doing as you look and listen” (3) For Knasas this contact
is with an object that presents itself as real, or “as an existent
ontologically independent of the sensor,” where “doubt that the object
is real is not even on the radar screen” (ibid.). This is the position of
“immediate realism” he espouses throughout the book, no matter how
complicated the discussion gets with analogical conceptualizations,
transcendentals, and possessors of existential act or esse. It is the
perspective from which he will try to show that “the metamorphosis of the
twentieth-century Thomistic revival from Neo-Thomism into Transcendental Thomism
is a disaster for Thomism itself” (31).

In chapter 2 Knasas tries to bolster this
position of immediate realism with a carefully articulated theory of
“abstraction without precision” and then launches into a prolonged
attack on Joseph Maréchal (the Belgian Jesuit seen by most as the father of
Transcendental Thomism) and what is spoken of as the a priori dynamism
of intelligence as a fundamental orientation to God. In contrast to this a
priorism Knasas describes Maritain’s intellectual intuitionism of being,
which he also takes issue with, and then goes on to show how Gilson and Owens
come at the kind of metaphysics he wants. He quotes mostly from Owens and little
from Gilson, with whom he will later also take exception. The most significant
thing Knasas finds in Owens is that he “has worked out a metaphysics by
initiating the science with a subject understood as material being taken in the
concrete, that is, the composition of the sensible thing and its esse”
(67). Beginning from the sensible, Knasas thinks “metaphysics itself can
generate the further data of immaterial beings from which concepts able to be
apart from matter can be cogently abstractive” (ibid.). One is left to
wonder what “further 
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data of immaterial beings” might be if
not more sense data or how such other data can be generated if not by a sort of
idealist projection that is “cogently abstractive” of another set of
data besides the set one already has from the senses. Knasas’s way of talking
about abstraction in relation to “data,” his preferred term for
referring to reality throughout the book, is not without its own difficulties
when he comes to explain the difference between his “immediate
realism” and the idealism he wants to repudiate.

Knasas takes an entire chapter to defend his
immediate and direct sense realism against Descartes, whom, rather than Kant, he
takes to be the “paradigm of critical philosophers” (72). In fact Kant
could be viewed as an ally here, since he restored the validity of sense
experience along with abstraction, as Maréchal pointed out, against the pure
innatism of Descartes. But Kant is not brought in. He is hardly alluded to in
the book, except in connection with the Transcendental Thomists, whose assertion
of the validity of sense experience is also ignored. Critical philosophy for
Knasas means only someone who denies the validity of sense consciousness
operating in the sense manifold. In opposition to Descartes’s methodical doubt
concerning sense perception, Knasas offers his own version of a transcendental
reflection: “Reflection here makes me aware of my awareness of something
real… . The level of awareness of which I am speaking is my present one, in
which I am at least looking this way and listening” (83).

Knasas is aware that the problem of
metaphysics as science of being is hardly resolved by this simple dogmatic
answer to Descartes’s methodical doubt. There is more to the problem than just
the objectivity of sense consciousness, which hardly gets us beyond Hume’s
skepticism with regard to everything that is not a matter of vivid impression
or, shall we say, sense data. Another problem is that of the objectivity of the
notion of being; Transcendental Thomists have long been aware of this, but other
less critical Thomists have tended to ignore it or simply to set it aside as if
it were not a problem for Thomistic metaphysics. Knasas confronts the problem in
chapter 4 by maintaining that the validation of the concept of being is no
different from the validation of any other concept such as man and triangle.
We validate the objectivity of meanings “by seeing the meanings in light of
real sensible data… . The same should be true of the concept of being, the ratio
entis. Being should also be an abstraction without precision from real
sense data” (93). However, Knasas is not yet ready to show how we validate
the objectivity of the notion of being, whether by a theory of abstraction he is
willing to admit or in some other way. He only states that Aquinas had “a
novel definition of the ratio entis as habens esse [which] is
not yet on the radar screen of [his] exposition” (94). What is still on his
radar screen is all those attempts to substitute “a more autonomous and
enclosed activity to validate our fundamental concepts” (95) other than
what he calls abstraction, which supposedly “sees that [these concepts]
have been drawn from the real directly given in sensation” (ibid.).
Foremost among those who supposedly have made such attempts to
“substitute” some proper activity of intelligence for
“abstraction” are once again the Transcendental Thomists. This time
Rahner’s “horizon of infinite being” and Lonergan’s “pure desire
to know” will be 
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chastised along with Maréchal’s
“intellectual dualism,” but along with these Maritain’s “critical
realism” will also come in for some criticism when it is seen as “an
intellectual perception as such” (142). Knasas finds fault with any attempt
to bring in anything like an intellectual activity as part of the validation for
any objectivity for our concepts, as if the immediate realism of sense were not
enough even for the concept of being. The argument culminates in a retorsion of
retorsion, which Knasas characterizes as “the archetypal method of
Transcendental Thomism” (109), but which most fundamentally is a method for
forcing one to reflect on one’s intellectual activity even if it be that of
abstracting intellectual “data” from sense data or from the
imagination.

Chapter 5 marks a major shift in the argument
of the book. After giving a relatively severe account of his own approach to the
question of being which is dismissive of any attempt to introduce some
intellectual knowing into the picture as a deviation from the straight and
narrow path Knasas takes to be proper to Thomism, he turns to a more positive
account of what one can come up with using the method he has tried to restrict
to what he calls the immediate realism of sense knowing: “the ratio
entis is a first order, or first intention, sameness-in-difference”
(128). With this he leaps immediately into an account of being as analogous in
all its richness where the dimension of esse will be trumpeted in the ratio
entis in chapter 5, but not before announcing that in chapter 6 he will
speak of God or the First Cause as Esse Subsistens and that in chapter
7 he will derive a ratio boni from this rich ratio entis as
food for the will and as the foundation for a natural-law ethic.

In connection with analogy Knasas speaks of
the richness of being, but this richness is still tied to the beings of
immediate sense perception. Analogy is not an abstractive dumbing down or an
emptying of the commonality of being. What he actually tells us about analogy is
that he follows Maritain, admitting that “Aquinas never speaks that
way” (131). Knasas takes the rather classical line of showing how an
analogous concept is not univocal, bringing it back to his own notion of
abstraction without precision, that is, leaving out none of the richness of the ratio
entis, even in its universal sameness. Knasas gives examples of analogy
from ordinary experience, but he looks for confirmation of the analogy of being
in Thomism. He cites different accounts of analogy in an attempt both to
validate analogy and to show that the unique kind of analogy he has in mind is
the one Aquinas had in mind even though it is found nowhere in his writings.
After presenting the different types of analogy, he turns to McInerny, who has
challenged this classical account as contrary to the mind of Aquinas. According
to McInerny, analogy is only a matter of names or concepts and not of being,
something Knasas cannot accept with his immediate realism of the senses. Knasas
does battle with McInerny, admitting at several crucial points that he cannot
make sense of what McInerny is saying, and goes on to argue that analogy is
supraconceptual, where the analogical concept comes to bear upon the analogon or
the sameness-in-difference one finds in a plurality of individuals. What he
wants to maintain in the end is a “fundamental richness and density that
intelligibly stands behind our experience of things” (163), without letting
go of 
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“this one true metaphysics [that] would
validate its fundamental analysis of individual beings” (169), presumably
still abstracted directly from sense data. It is difficult to understand how all
this is possible without some intellectual activity of the kind Transcendental
Thomists speak about over and above mere sense activity. Knasas shows how active
his intelligence is in all this when he slips from talking about being as given
in immediate realism to being as possible, as late medieval commentators on
Aquinas did, as Wolff did in his modern rationalist ontology, and as many
Thomists like Garrigou-Lagrange and Maritain have done since, satisfied with
possibility on the intellectual level while insisting on being or realism on the
sense level.

As a centerpiece for any Thomistic metaphysics
worthy of the name, the chapter on actus essendi or esse is a
model for metaphysical thinking that is no longer stuck in the immediate realism
of the senses. We are led into a definition of being as being that distinguishes
esse from what is said to have it, habens esse, with a long
discourse on how esse relates to the thing that has it. Through this we
come to a metaphysical concept of being, but still relating only to sense data,
as any “realistic” concept must. Knasas argues against any attempt to
loosen this direct relation to sense data by way of the doctrine of the duplex
operatio intellectus, postulating always that we know universals
directly in sense data, no matter how singular the latter are. Whether this is
the direct realism of Aquinas is highly questionable, but it is that of Owens,
whom Knasas quotes at every key turn in his argument. Knasas knows of other
authors who have interpreted the doctrine of the duplex operatio intellectus
differently, but he cannot take them seriously as metaphysicians or as spokesmen
for authentic Thomism. He ends up speaking of the ratio entis as
releasing various esses that actuate things as its analogates, so that
“the myriad of things intelligibly streams from the ratio entis”
(211), an astounding statement for one who has spent so much time and energy
denouncing the dynamism of intellect.

In the chapter on actus essendi,
Knasas spends a long time discussing causality as it relates to esse
and proofs for the existence of God, especially to the one he finds in the De
Ente et Essentia of Aquinas, which relates more directly to the actus
essendi as such. He takes issue with Gilson and Maurer regarding the
interpretation of this “proof,” which leaves him in a rather unique
position in the broader school of Thomism, for no one else is willing to say
that the argument in De Ente et Essentia is a proof like those in
either one of the Summae. But Knasas is not daunted by this. He will go
to whatever extreme the logic of his position on the metaphysical concept of
being will take him. That is one of the strengths of his book: a consistency
that brooks no exception.

In the end, after a consideration of the ratio
boni that he derives from the ratio veri and how a such a ratio
boni can ground a natural-law ethic, Knasas returns to his philosophical
estimate of the twentieth-century Thomist revival as a summation of the book. He
includes also a discussion of the much-debated relation between the finite and
the infinite, between the natural and the supernatural, taking issue once again
not only with the transcendental Thomists but also with others on his side of
the “idealism/realism” divide. He shows that 
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he is well read in all these debates and he is
anything but afraid to take his own position in all of them. The problem
throughout the book is that the elusive ideas of being and Thomism do not stick
together as closely as Knasas wants them to. He knows this, which makes him all
the more forceful in the defense of his unmediated realist position, and he
hangs tough at every turn, ready to gun down, to use his own metaphor, anything
he perceives as opposition or as open to some mediation in our way of conceiving
being.

Oliva Blanchette 
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Thomas O’Meara’s portrait of Erich Przywara’s
(1889-1972) contribution to Catholic thought in Germany between the two world
wars fills a significant lacuna in the English-speaking world. Most readers, if
aware of Przywara’s contribution at all, will know it only through footnotes to
his work on analogy. Few of his eight hundred publications (including about
fifty books) have been translated into English. Although his thought has been
the subject of numerous scholarly monographs and articles in German and some in
Spanish, Italian, and French, there are only a few such examples of secondary
literature in English. Przywara’s often convoluted literary dialectic and the
difficulty of his written German style partly explains the lack of attention.
But O’Meara finds a further explanation in Przywara’s intense engagement with
the particular concerns of German and Austrian culture after the 1920s. Przywara
devoted himself to a wide-ranging conversation between Catholic tradition and
the philosophy and culture of the hour. The significance of his contribution is
to a large extent defined by that context. O’Meara deftly introduces that world,
the issues of the day, some of Przywara’s dialogue partners and the Jesuit’s
contribution to the discussions. O’Meara supplements his own analysis with
numerous references to the literature on Przywara and so provides an invaluable
introduction to that scholarship also.

The first chapter provides an overview of
Przywara, his age, and his world. O’Meara describes a man and a Church
struggling to come to terms with modernity in the context of German culture. The
next two chapters offer an overview of Przywara’s projects and central themes.
Chapter 2 presents his early efforts to address the challenge of being a
Catholic in the modern world and the role of his retrieval of Augustine and
Thomas Aquinas in furthering that end. 




  
  

  


Page 154

Chapter 3 examines his efforts to articulate a
philosophy of religion and an explanation of Catholic sensibility, particularly
in dialogue with Newman, Husserl, and Scheler. His conceptions of analogy and
grace are central to those projects. Chapter 4 fills out some of the details of
Przywara’s perspective through accounts of the theologian’s dialogues with
leading intellectuals of the time. He was a “lover of the arts,” a
literary artist and something of a poet himself, who explored culture, music,
art, and fiction as well as religious themes. O’Meara focuses attention here on
the Jesuit’s conversations with prominent theologians and philosophers. The
sampling (Karl Barth, Paul Tillich, Leo Baeck, Edith Stein, Martin Heidegger,
Hans Urs von Balthasar, and Karl Rahner) indicates the breadth and ecumenical
thrust of his conversations with Protestant, Jewish, and secular thinkers, as
well as fellow Catholics. The final chapter looks at his thoughts on Church,
spirituality, and liturgy. Przywara saw himself as a pastoral theologian even
though his conceptions remained rather abstract and theoretical. Still, his
metaphysical theology was shaped and inspired by Ignatian spirituality. He wrote
two lengthy and influential studies of the Spiritual Exercises.

By the end, O’Meara gives a well-drawn,
complex, and fascinating sketch of an “analyst of the moment.” But the
sketch is also incomplete—suggestive of a richness and contour too multifaceted
to capture in a 187-page narrative, and raising a question about what relevance
Przywara’s thought might have for us today. The complexity of the portrait
arises in part from Przywara’s calling, his characteristic way of thinking, and
his times. He was born in Upper Silesia, then in Germany but now within the
borders of Poland. It was a pluralistic environment that exposed the young
Catholic to the secular and Jewish worlds. O’Meara suggests that this nurtured
his openness later in life to engage the Catholic faith with other currents of
thought. His early studies as a Jesuit were in Holland because the order was
still outlawed in Germany. He began his professional career when the Society had
only recently reentered the country and there was little prospect for a
professorship. Hence he was sent to the editorial staff of the Jesuit journal Stimmen
der Zeit, in Munich. The periodical sought to articulate Catholic
faith and spirituality amid German philosophy, art, and religion. At the time,
the Church in Rome was hostile to modernity, while Munich had emerged as an
artistic and cultural hub of Germany. Although Przywara’s assignment did not
give him the prestige and influence of a university position, it put him at the
center of Catholic Germany’s confrontation with modernity and provided a broad
forum for addressing the issues of the day through his countless reviews,
overviews of books, articles, and lectures (often to university audiences). His
rejection of isolation and his pioneering engagement with modern philosophy,
Protestants, and Jews had a profound influence on the generation that followed
him and was a remote preparation for the developments of the Second Vatican
Council. His mental temperament was in some ways especially suited to his
calling and times. He characteristically articulated his own positions in
dialogue, often sketching typologies that arranged thinkers into types and
directions, dialectically playing off both the positive and negative, always
looking for connections and analogies that would 
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hold the polarities in balance. He sought in
the diversity of positions a complementarity to ground a Catholic philosophy of
religion, theology, and spirituality that would address the contemporary world.
His efforts to combine a transcendental philosophy of subjectivity and a
metaphysics of being aimed to demonstrate that the deepest convictions of
Catholicism are anticipated in modern history and subjectivity. He was a fervent
apologist but not in a narrow, defensive, or sectarian way. O’Meara thinks Barth
described him fittingly as a sympathetic and engaging conversation partner who
at the same time was confident and clear about his own positions.

Despite Przywara’s dialectic analysis of such
a variety of topics and sources, O’Meara finds that central themes occupied him
throughout his career. All of these were functions of his consistent effort to
articulate the nature of a Catholic approach to life. This led to his
investigation of the resources in idealism and phenomenology for understanding
the religious dimension; his effort to work out the contemporary significance of
sources such as Origen, Augustine, Aquinas, and Newman; his concern to clarify
the contrast between a Protestant emphasis on subjectivity and God’s
transcendence and the analogical interplay in Catholicism of God and creation,
and of grace and sacraments; and his conception of the liturgy and Church in
terms of the Body of Christ and sacramentality. His development of many of these
themes was pioneering. O’Meara observes that Przywara was among the earliest
scholars to recognize the many differences between Aquinas’s theology and
Neoscholasticism, and that in fact he understood Aquinas better than did many
Neoscholastics. Although he had reservations about Maréchal’s appropriation of
Kant and subsequent efforts by Rahner, Muck, and Coreth, he supported such
attempts to see how Thomism and modern philosophy could illuminate each other.
He recognized the value of phenomenology for Catholic reflection and devoted
considerable attention especially to Husserl’s and Scheler’s work. He was
critical of Heidegger, but engaged his thought seriously. He worked to counter
the tendency of Catholic theology at the time to make too sharp a distinction
between nature and grace. He was among the first to recognize the significance
of Newman’s insights for contemporary questions and was instrumental in
introducing him to German Catholics. In 1929, when Przywara gave a lecture at Münster
at Karl Barth’s invitation and took part in his seminar, the Holy Office was
forbidding participation in ecumenical conferences. His conception of ecumenism
as including encounter with Judaism was remarkable for the time and involved
substantive interchanges with Martin Buber, Hermann Cohen, and Leo Baeck. He
decried anti-Semitism as vulgar and destructive. His sermons delivered in 1943
and 1944 stressed the lasting importance of the Jewish Scriptures and though
they where a “modest counter to the Nazi policies,” they were
disturbing enough in Berlin to earn a visit from Himmler who found them too
abstract to be a threat. He was not a feminist but he wrote of the new
importance of women in the Church. O’Meara’s account of Przywara’s friendship
with Edith Stein and his encouragement of her academic aspirations shows that he
was more progressive on the issue than many of his peers.
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O’Meara recounts that in later years editors
found Przywara’s metaphysical theology too abstract, rhetorical, and poetic. He
was affected by the trauma of the war and also began to suffer from somewhat
debilitating mental illness. Although he became more productive again after the
war and he found a new platform on the radio in the 1950s and 1960s, his work
did not have the originality or impact it did earlier. His metaphysical and
abstract approach was less effective as European Catholicism’s concerns became
more pastoral and concrete. Przywara’s direct influence on Vatican II was
negligible. O’Meara contends that his influence even on the next generation of
theologians was rather indirect. He did not have the sort of personality or
project that would attract disciples or establish a school. O’Meara considers at
some length Balthasar’s characterization of Przywara later in life countering
the mainstream Catholic theology leading up to Vatican II; O’Meara rejects the
interpretation as a bit too self-serving. His review of Przywara’s work during
those years shows one who was still a Thomist and “Ignatian activist”
more sympathetic to modern philosophy and more involved in Church renewal than
Balthasar acknowledges. O’Meara detects some deep similarities with Rahner and
indirect signs of influence, but follows Klaus Fischer’s judgment that there is
no direct dependency in his case either.

On the question of contemporary relevance,
O’Meara concludes with other recent commentators that Przywara does not offer a
“system or conclusions but a way of thinking that is Durchgang, transition,
passageway.” Przywara’s abstract metaphysical theology does not speak
effectively to the issues of today’s Church. His typologies and method are not
very helpful in charting contemporary Catholicism’s conversation with postmodern
philosophies and cultures. At the same time, O’Meara’s narrative establishes the
influence of Przywara’s efforts to engage Catholic sensibility with the
intellectual currents of his time on the next generation’s encounter with their
culture. It was not so much his conceptions of analogy, incarnation, and
sacramentality, but his performance, his thinking through of the analogous
interplay of created and uncreated in the conceptuality of his day, that
inspired the efforts of Rahner and Balthasar. The question this raises is what
further can be learned for the current tasks of the philosophy of religion and
theology from his performance and theirs—that is, from their employment of an
analogical sensibility rather than from their theories about Catholic
sensibility or the analogical imagination.
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Interest in medieval philosophy has been markedly on the rise over the last
twenty-five years. This can be seen not only in Catholic institutions of higher
learning, but in journals, publishing houses, and university departments of a
more secular character as well. The emergence of the philosophy of religion as a
recognized field within non-Catholic philosophy has clearly contributed to this
development. After falling into ill repute during the heyday of positivism,
philosophical reflection on the existence of God, the nature of religious
language, and the problem of evil now enjoys acceptance within the corridors of
the Anglo-American academy. While the proximate roots of this return to
respectability lie chiefly in the impact of contemporary thinkers such as
Wittgenstein and Heidegger, it was inevitable that the thought of the
Scholastics would also benefit, given their very ample and technical treatment
of issues relating to God, man, and the world.



Despite the obvious affinities between the set
of topics now covered under the rubric of “philosophy of religion” and
the religious questioning of the medieval Scholastics, the interface of these
two approaches is not without its difficulties. For one thing, the new
discipline side-steps the methodological distinction, so important within
Scholasticism, between philosophy and theology. Likewise, some themes essential
to the contemporary treatment—for example, religious pluralism—seem prima
facie to be alien to the unitary faith-perspective of the Christian Schoolmen.
Nevertheless, the benefits to be culled from a dialogue between the two
discourses, contemporary and medieval, make it imperative to face the attendant
challenges head on. 



Written as the second volume in a new
“handbook” series on the philosophy of religion, The Thomist
Tradition represents a serious attempt at promoting this sort of dialogue.
The book is not intended to be an historical reconstruction of Aquinas’s own
teaching on “natural” religion (with a focus on religio and
associated virtues in Summa theologiae II-II, qq. 81-122). Nor does it
aim at comparing influential contemporary projects in the philosophy of religion
(as elaborated, e.g., by R. Swinburne or J. Hick) to work within Thomism.
Rather, following an order of exposition that mirrors the standard topics in
contemporary philosophy of religion, the author aims to show how the
twentieth-century exponents of a key medieval thinker—Thomas Aquinas—have
grappled fruitfully with all of the major issues in the new field. The idea, in
sum, is to indicate how the Thomist tradition can serve as a valuable dialogue
partner for contemporary research in the philosophy of religion. At this the
book succeeds quite well. The level of discussion is sufficiently detailed that
it conveys new insight to those who already philosophize from within Thomism,
yet by shunning unnecessary jargon and pausing to explain key terms the book
remains accessible to outsiders.
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The story begins with Pope Leo XIII’s
encyclical Aeterni Patris (1879), which set the stage for a vigorous
revival of Thomism in the next century. This influential text exhibited a basic
ambivalence toward modernity. While heartily praising the genuine progress in
human knowledge that had been achieved during this period (especially by the
natural sciences), the pope nevertheless was quite critical of modern
philosophy, which he deemed to be tainted by subjectivism and agnosticism. The
encyclical accordingly gave rise to two different appropriations—conservative
and progressive—of Aquinas’s thought in the century that followed. The
conservative strand viewed Thomism as an urgently needed corrective to the
Cartesian and Kantian errors of modern thought. Its proponents thereby sought to
maintain Thomism in its state of original purity, all the while promoting it as
a sapiential framework from which to integrate the advances of modern science.
The progressive strand, by contrast, was convinced that modern philosophy
contained valuable insights that, once freed from their admixture of error and
by dint of being creatively joined to Thomistic principles, would result in a
revitalized Catholic philosophy.



These two very different reactions to
modernity demonstrate how twentieth-century Thomism was anything but a
monolithic doctrine. An initial glimpse of its diversity is offered in the
book’s opening chapter. The first section concentrates on the years before the
Second Vatican Council. Reactions to Blondel and Bergson in early French
Dominican Thomism, Maritain’s reformulation of classical Thomism, the recovery
of the historical Thomas by the likes of Gilson, Chenu, and Fabro, and the
development of a “transcendental Thomism” at the hands of Maréchal
(and others), were the chief tendencies during this formative period. A second
(briefer) section brings the story up to the present: decline of classical
Thomism in the grand commentatorial style, intensification of research into the
historical Thomas, the transcendental projects of Lonergan, Rahner, and
Schillebeeckx, and the emergence of an analytic Thomism. 



This overview of the key players and trends
within twentieth-century Thomism provides a concise backdrop to the chapters
that follow, each of which is devoted to a specific research area within the
philosophy of religion. The author’s strategy is to outline the range of
Thomistic debate within each of these areas. In so doing, he discusses not only
the leading figures in the tradition, but also a broad range of other
contributors. In this respect the book offers an advantage over previously
published surveys of Thomism in the twentieth century (for instance, Gerald
McCool’s The Thomists). Many of the book’s references are to recent
publications; hence the reader comes away well informed of the current status
quaestionis for the issues under consideration.



The second and third chapters of the book
delve into issues relating to religious knowledge and language. Of central
concern here is the distinction between faith and reason. An analysis of
Aquinas’s term praeambula fidei, in light of the contemporary
categories of fideism and evidentialism, provides a useful segue into the
Thomistic literature on the faith/reason distinction. Aquinas eschews
evidentialism insofar as his praeambula do not provide antecedent 
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philosophical justification for the act of
faith; yet he should not be classed as fideist because, on his account, reason
has an important role to play in supporting and sustaining religious belief.
Against this background Shanley provides a masterful treatment of theological
faith: as a virtue of the intellect, faith is very much in continuity with
reason’s striving toward truth. Yet, because of its transcendence, the object of
faith (God’s uncreated mystery) can never be reached by intellectual
investigation alone. Drawing on the groundbreaking work of A. Gardeil, Shanley
elucidates particularly well Aquinas’s claim that the act of faith is based upon
an inward movement of the will: this represents much more than a kind of
pragmatic or utilitarian choice, oriented by the hope of anticipated future
rewards. Rather, it emerges from a special sort of love: “the person’s
dynamic moral striving toward the ultimate good under the influence of divine
grace” (32). The praeambula should thus not be understood
as premises of a ratiocination whose conclusion is faith in God. Their function
resides elsewhere: “the point of the arguments for the existence of God… is to locate the Christian God on the map of the Aristotelian universe.”
They thereby establish “the referent of theology’s discourse within the
reflection on experience opened up by reason” (39).



This analysis is subsequently extended into
the much-debated topic of Christian philosophy, first advanced by Gilson and
Maritain, and its more recent mutation under the heading of “philosophical
theology.” The latter is an attempt to reframe traditional theological
doctrines such as Trinity, Incarnation, and Atonement in ways that render them
amenable to investigation from within contemporary philosophy of religion.
Shanley points out nicely that this approach is not without its dangers.
Side-stepping the formal distinction between philosophy and theology, in order
to allow the former dialectical access to the truths of faith, puts at risk an
insight central to Aquinas’s conception of theology qua sacra doctrina:
what God has revealed about himself may rightly be investigated only with God’s
help. Theologizing thereby requires more than intellectual acumen; it
presupposes “the virtues, membership in a worshipping community, a prayer
life, and the guidance of an authoritative tradition” (43). Interestingly,
yet perhaps more contentiously, this holistic construal of human knowledge of
God is likewise applied to the related problematic of naming God. After
outlining the standard Thomistic understanding of analogy as a teaching about
the signification of a special class of terms, Shanley seems to nod in
favor of a contemporary approach that sees analogy as especially bound up with
the mental act of judgment. On this reading, “analogy ultimately
is not a kind of scientific theory describing how a philosophical research
program aiming at detached theoretical knowledge of God can proceed, but rather
an attempt to explain the lived usage of language within a believing religious
community” (55). Does this emphasis on religious experience spell an end to
the central role previously accorded to analogy within the scientia of
metaphysics?



Chapter 4 is devoted to the relation between
science and religion. It serves as a bridge between the God-centered speculative
concerns of the book’s opening chapters, and the matters of existential
import—evil and suffering, human nature 
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and destiny, conception of the absolute,
religious pluralism—that are taken up in the remaining chapters (5-9).
Borrowing from the work of I. Barbour, Shanley explains how Thomistic treatments
of science have alternated between integration and dialogue. The integrative
approach seeks to subsume scientific truth claims into the higher light of
metaphysics and theology. This was the path followed by Aquinas when he
formulated a proof for God’s existence based on Aristotelian cosmology.
Emphasizing the momentous changes in scientific outlook that have taken place
since the time of Galileo and Newton, most contemporary Thomists have instead
advocated a looser relationship of dialogue, wherein theology ceases to assert a
privileged position vis-à-vis the empirical sciences. No longer are the latter
expected to conform themselves to the doctrinal requirements of theology. To the
contrary, the burden of revision falls on theology whenever its claims seem to
contradict those of science. Correlation between the two disciplines is thus
“achieved mainly by interpreting theological claims in metaphysical terms
so as to obviate any conflict with an empirically-based science” (91).
Shanley judiciously comments that this approach, despite its advantages,
nevertheless risks separating metaphysics and theology from the realm of the
physical: “at that point … theology no longer really dialogues with
science because it has given up its foothold in the world of nature”
(ibid.).



Space unfortunately does not allow for even a
cursory examination of The Thomist Tradition‘s remaining chapters.
Suffice it to say that each maintains the same high caliber of structured
exposition and reasoned judgment. Of these, the final chapter (9), on religious
pluralism, is particularly original. It brings the whole nexus of issues covered
earlier in the book to bear on a topic of urgent contemporary concern. There is
no better way of showing how Thomism in our own time has been forced to shed the
form of medieval Christendom, thereby to confront a central challenge of
modernity. Importantly, this chapter also manifests how the Thomistic response
to issues in contemporary philosophy of religion must draw from both philosophy
and theology. The author is clearly at home on both levels of discourse, and is
able to marshal (and evaluate) a broad range of literature from each, without
succumbing to the temptation of bending the one to the exigencies of the other. 



Overall the book is very well documented. It
draws widely from sources in English, French, and German, and for this reason
will provide a rich foundation for future study and research. Some lacunae may
nevertheless be found. For example, chapter 6, on religion and morality, would
have benefitted from at least passing reference to the work of M.-M Labourdette,
O.P. Similarly, the chapter on religious pluralism might fruitfully have
integrated Maritain’s conception of the natural mystical experience (l’expérience
du soi) or Journet’s important treatment of degrees of membership in the
Church. More generally, given its scope, this account of the history of Thomism
could have been usefully nuanced by reference to the essays in Saint Thomas
au XXe siècle (1994, edited by S.-T. Bonino, O.P.). Finally, the
Catholic dialogue with trends in contemporary philosophy of religion would have
been enhanced by some consideration of the arguments in The Philosophy of
Religion: A Guide to 
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the Subject
(1998, edited by Brian Davies, O.P.), which covers much the same ground as the
present volume.



These are just minor quibbles. The Thomist
Tradition is by far the most authoritative, engaging, and up-to-date book
in its genre. It merits a broad readership within the Catholic academic
community and beyond. 









Gregory M. Reichberg 



International Peace
Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO)

    Oslo, Norway
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By Stephen A. Hipp. Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des
Mittelalters n.f. 57. Münster: Aschendorff, 2001. Pp. 565. ISBN 3-402-04008-5
(paper).




At the end of one of his opuscula sacra
discussing the nature of the Trinity, Boethius asks his friend to whom the work
is dedicated, the deacon John, whether his arguments are consistent with Church
teaching. A simple enough question and yet a revealing way in which to close one
of the seminal documents on the topic in the Latin tradition. Indeed, Boethius
is so concerned with the difficulties of providing a rational articulation of
the doctrine that he asks John to suggest an alternative account should he have
any hesitations. As Boethius’s treatise is an investigation of the concept of persona,
his caution concerning his attempt at philosophical understanding in light of
the conciliar formulations is all the more understandable. The definition of
person has been, and remains, controversial. Yet it cannot be avoided, for the
problem of personhood is, for obvious reasons, among the defining issues of
Christian philosophy.



Thus there can be no doubt about the
importance of articulating the distinction between natura and persona,
which is the task taken up by Stephen Hipp’s historical study on Trinitarian
doctrine. While the historical scope of this work is rather broad, its
delineation is fairly exact: it is focused on the Christian philosophy of person
from the beginnings to the thirteenth century and treats Albert the Great as a
seminal figure in the tradition. The book begins with a sweeping overview of the
concept of person developed in connection with the Christological councils and
in patristic literature. The second section is devoted to Albert’s response to
this tradition as well as his own attempts to articulate the differentia
defining personhood. The final section provides an overview of the study and its
implications as well as brief accounts of the views of Aquinas, Scotus, Suarez,
and others.



While the historical background for Albert’s
work includes both Greek and 




  
  

  


page 162



Latin contributions, a significant portion of
Hipp’s treatment is dedicated to Boethius’s attempts to define and distinguish natura
and persona. Analyzing the concepts of nature and person as developed
in the Contra Eutychen, Hipp shows how Boethius provides the
metaphysical infrastructure for his famous definition of person as “naturae
rationabilis individua substantia.” Hipp also looks at the relation of
subsistence to substance in the Cappadocian Fathers and their association of prosopon
with particular subsistence. This allows a cogent comparison with Boethius’s
parallel treatment in the De Trinitate and De hebdomadibus as
a foundation for the theological principle “substantia continet unitatem,
relatio multiplicat trinitatem.” Boethius’s primary contribution to
Christian philosophy of personhood is thus located in his formulation of the
substantial yet relational character of personality. Moreover, Hipp shows this
to be both a development of Greek thought and a source for the Latin tradition
that influenced later treatments.



Among the later treatments are those of
theologians associated with the twelfth-century School of St. Victor. Especially
significant is the critique of Richard of St. Victor who insisted that the
Boethian focus on rational nature is insufficient to mark the distinctive
reality of persons as persons. Returning to the Cappadocian emphasis on
incommunicability, Richard attempted to draw attention away from the quality of
rationality as common to all persons and redirect it to the absolute uniqueness
of each person as a singularity. This uniqueness, which can only be designated
by a proper name, provides a mode of definition that goes beyond the limits of
essentialism. Person remains a kind of substance, but cannot be fully
articulated without reference to incommunicable subsistence. Given this shift of
focus from substance to subsistence among the Victorines, Hipp is able to show
that the Boethian definition comes down to Albert along with a set of
distinctive critical developments in the logic of personhood.



The central section of the book is not so much
a general account of Albert’s Trinitarian theology as it is a treatment of
certain logical problems concerning the concept of person arising out of
Boethius’s definition. This treatment has two distinct aspects. The first is
Albert’s use of twelfth-century developments in the logical theory of
signification and supposition to sort out and clarify patristic and Boethian
contributions to the problem of person. This is one of the significant merits of
Hipp’s study: being well-versed in medieval logic, he is able to appreciate
Albert’s discussion of the meaning of such crucial terms as “ousia,”
“hypostasis,” and “prosopon” in their respective modi
significandi et supponendi. By this means, Hipp provides a good account of
how Albert explicates the tradition’s treatment of the analogical attribution of
personhood to the divine nature, the distinction between plurality in God and
creatures, the nature of person as person, and other issues.



The second aspect concerns Albert’s original
contributions to the philosophy of personhood. Being unsatisfied with
rationality and per se subsistence as in themselves defining
characteristics of person, Albert adds a strong notion of individuality to the
specific difference dividing being into persons and 




  
  

  


page 163



nonpersons. The classical notions of person as
rational substance and per se existent provide the basis for a general
definition, but they do not provide the constitutive differences that
particularize persons. For this, Albert holds, a special proprietas
personalis is required that bestows the singularity and incommunicability
distinguishing the distinct person in his personhood. Here, Hipp argues, Albert
is refining the classical Boethian definition by using and extending the notion
of singularity introduced by Richard of St. Victor. Albert it thus able to
preserve the “rational substance” definition of Boethius while at the
same time taking account of the emphasis on incommunicability as an essential
element in personhood.



Hipp suggests that Albert’s understanding of
personhood has implications for Trinitarian theology by making possible a new
understanding of the hypostatic union. The focus on singularity as a
differentiating feature of persons implies that Christ’s human nature is not
individual because it is not per se a person. This allows that the proprietas
personalis of the second person of the Trinity is primarily a
characteristic in the union of the two natures. Hipp does not develop this
suggestion; nonetheless, it is provocative in its theological potential.



While this is clearly an important study, the
historical and theological merits of this book are compromised in its execution.
It is quite long and ponderous and reads like an unedited draft of a
dissertation. It is magisterial in its scope, yet it lacks the unity and
accessibility necessary for its recommendation to any but the specialist. It is
certainly true that the argument is quite sophisticated and provocative in
places, but little effort is made to communicate with the reader. Indeed, the
style of presentation is so poor that the reader is frequently at a loss to
understand precisely what the author intends. A particular problem is diction
which in many places is very bad. One wonders why the author and publisher
decided to publish it in its present form. Both the subject and the author’s
insights deserve a better presentation.








Michael W. Tkacz 





Gonzaga University

Spokane, Washington
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Le sentiment de transcendance, expérience
de Dieu? By Louis Roy, O.P. Paris:
Les Éditions du Cerf, 2000. Pp. 136. 95 F (paper). ISBN 2-204-06390-8.






In both of these books, Louis Roy studies
experiences many people have, namely, transcendent experiences: “an
apprehension of the infinite through 




  
  

  


page 164



feeling, in a particular circumstance” (Transcendent
Experiences, 4). He agrees with those who have positive judgments of these
experiences, and interprets them “in accord with thinkers who envision the
human self as essentially open to the infinite” (xi). Such experiences can
be nonillusionary, and indeed the most valuable component of human existence.
Roy’s books are not theological, but a “contribution to the philosophy of
religion” (xiv).



Transcendent Experiences
has three parts. The first part is phenomenological. Here Roy analyses the major
elements of such an experience: the preparation for it, what occasions it, the
“feeling” within it (not simply to be identified with emotion), the
discovery or objective correlate that the person finds by its help, the
interpretation of it, and its fruits (e.g., conversion). There are different
principal types of such transcendent experience that we can distinguish:
aesthetic, ontological, ethical, and interpersonal. Roy exemplifies these types
by compelling narratives drawn from writers describing their own experiences,
from the communal use of an African-American religious hymn, and from a novel,
and he distinguishes the major elements in each of them. Through these
experiences an infinite is somehow manifested. 



How do philosophers who have positive
judgments of such experiences account for them? This is the theme of the second
part, which takes up two-thirds of the book . Roy draws something positive from
Kant’s analysis of the experience of the sublime, Schleiermacher’s study of the
sense of absolute dependence, Hegel’s dialectical phenomenology of religion,
William James’s exposition of religious experiences within the context of his
pragmatism, and Otto’s explanation of the human sense of the Holy. But he also
shows something lacking in each theory of the human intellectual, affective, and
volitional activity and endowment by which these philosophers explain the
transcendent experience that they affirm. Roy then turns to transcendental
Thomism in Marechal, Rahner, and especially Lonergan to show how they defend the
human being as open to the infinite and thus as capable of basically valid
transcendent experiences. Roy differentiates his position from Lonergan’s in
part by finding conversion to be the fruit of religious experience and not
identical with it, and by interpreting the relation between feeling (or state of
loving) and knowing differently. He writes:



The position that I
take underlines the interplay between feeling and knowing. Feeling is neither
cognitive nor totally separated from knowing. Since the feeling or state of love
does not directly give rise to knowing, there is no such thing as an intuitive
knowledge born of unrestricted love… . Although feeling is not a source of
knowledge, it exercises the paramount function of drawing attention to the
actual presence of values. (137)





In the third part of
his book, Roy develops his own synthesis in support of the validity of
transcendent experiences and their revelatory capacity. He 
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analyses the varied meanings of
“experience.” Specifically, a “transcendent” experience is
one of “that which absolutely surpasses the universe of finite beings …
in terms of meaningfulness, truth and worth—in a word, in terms of being”
(156). The intellectual psychology underlying Roy’s affirmation is that there is
an intentionality operative in us in virtue of which we find so many experiences
we have to be limited; for example, “on the affective level we are left
with something unachieved in all interpersonal relationships” (157). And,
as Stephen Toulmin notes, “the ‘limiting questions’ that we pose about the
fundamental assumptions which undergird our cultural activities are performative
proofs that as questioners we intend the infinite” (159). We ask ultimate
“whys.” Thus in both our intellectual and our affective or volitional
operations there is a dynamic orientation toward the infinite; nothing less
satisfies us. 



How do feeling and discovery interact in such
transcendent experiences? “Do they [feelings] provide an implicit form of
knowledge or do they make up the affective conditions thanks to which the
discovery occurs?” (162). Transcendent experience as such does not give us
an object-like knowledge, but an experience of our own openness to the infinite
(which the Greeks called theion [neuter] rather than theos
[masculine]), and a sense of “being gripped by the infinite”
(164)—“an assurance that something very profound has been intimated”
(ibid.). The sense of a totality as context of our lives and a consequent wonder
can accompany this. But “to what extent is transcendent experience
fashioned by interpretation?” (166). Some interpreters think that there is
a basic experience for all human beings, but it is colored by their culture;
this leads at times to “a depreciation of religious doctrines as
divisive” (167). Others hold that interpretation is present before, in, and
after such experiences, and they can push this so far as to say that “since
two mystical encounters are caused by unlike experiences, they do not
have the same reality as object” (168). This latter view seems to suppose
that if there were some “pure, unmediated experience … there would
exist the possibility of objective knowing” (a quotation from James Price
[172]). Against both views, Roy affirms that there are “transcendent
experiences that are similar and different at the same time. Their commonality
has to do with the openness to the infinite, whereas their particularity depends
on the concern and the occasion that trigger them in each case” (175).
These experiences are then both mediated and direct.



This is a very rich treatment of transcendent
experience, and it is obviously based on many courses and much reading dedicated
to this important theme. Roy’s partial difference from Lonergan merits comment.
I agree with Roy that conversion is a fruit of religious experience; to identify
the two collapses what experience shows to be distinct. Roy’s denial that
feeling can be a source of knowledge may reflect the difference between Thomas’s
‘intellectualism’ and the Ignatian experience of consolation without reason as a
basis for discernment. Can Thomas’s teaching on “connatural judgment”
or “experiential knowledge” mediate these differences? For Thomas, a
person facing a practical moral question could have a judgment based on the
principles involved and the application of these principles to the individual
case, or a judgment based on the 
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virtue he has (e.g., chastity) and his
“sense” that one rather than another mode of acting is in accord with
it. Similarly, Thomas says of the instinctus fidei, “The light of
faith makes us see the things believed in. As by other virtues one sees what is
appropriate to him by that virtue, so through the virtue of faith the human mind
is inclined to assent to those things that agree with right faith and not to
others” (STh II-II, q. 1, a. 4, ad 3). And he speaks of the
believer being moved by “the interior appeal of God inviting him [interiori
instinctue Dei invitantis]” (STh II-II, q. 2, a. 9, ad 3). 



There are a number of theologians who do not
see the immediate effect of this “interior appeal” in the human heart
as intrinsic to revelation, because for them what is revealed is a religious message.
But if we hold, as I think we must, that what is revealed involves a personal
presence and relation offered to us, then this appeal is interior to revelation.
The answer to the question whether the feeling or state of love gives rise to
knowledge depends, it seems to me, on what “knowledge” here is. Though
Thomas is speaking in the texts cited above directly of Christian revelation,
this would seem to hold analogously in non-Christian revelations which are
offered by some of the experiences Roy analyses. Perhaps Roy would accept the
above, because he acknowledges that by this “feeling” one can have
“assurance” that he or she is being engaged by the Absolute. This does
not detract from the validity of his assertion that the interpretation of this
Absolute is in part conditioned by the individual’s culture and language and the
preparation and occasion of his or her religious experience. 



In Le sentiment de transcendance, expérience
de Dieu?, a slightly earlier publication, Roy treats the same theme, but in
a way more immediately understandable to the philosophically uninitiated. Though
much of the same ground is covered, the two books are not repetitious. In Le
sentiment de transcendance, Roy gives different examples of transcendent
experiences, analyzes different critics (Feuerbach, Freud, Barth), and shows how
psychologists of the second part of the twentieth century distanced themselves
from Freud by distinguishing religion that enhances human beings and their
adulthood from that which impoverishes the human spirit. He chooses examples
that are not specifically Christian; he distinguishes them from mystical
experiences, from paranormal and from everyday experiences; and he examines them
phenomenologially rather than theologically. His extended analyses of such
experiences here are quite illuminating, partially based on their analogy to
aesthetic experiences. For example, he follows in some detail recent
psychologists’ approaches to discerning how individuals can interpret their
religious experiences with quite different results, or how the human psyche can
be satisfied with substitutes (e.g., an interior harmony without facing the
conflicts of the life of the spirit) and/or inhibit the beneficial effects of
genuine religious experiences. 



Roy’s point is to give us a greater
understanding of such experiences that many people claim to have and that can be
a turning point in their lives—if they can understand them aright, perhaps with
the help of spiritual guides, and integrate them properly into their lives.
Reading these accounts and analyses 
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should lead many readers to reflect fruitfully
on certain experiences they have had and the part they have played in their
lives. No doubt, since we live in a world where people interpret the
implications of their religious experiences in radically different ways, Roy
would agree that his studies need to be complemented by theological studies of
how specifically Christian revelation is mediated to us. But what he gives us
can help to open students and others to very significant dimensions of their
experience, in the process making them more open to Christian revelation, and
therefore could contribute much to college courses on cognate themes and be of
interest to individual readers.









                                                                                                                               M. John Farrelly, O.S.B. 






St. Anselm’s Abbey

    
Washington, D.C.
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Morwenna Ludlow’s study of Gregory of
Nyssa and Karl Rahner is remarkably ambitious. The subtitle itself speaks
volumes. Ludlow’s study is as much about the complex inter-workings of Gregory’s
and Rahner’s theologies as it is about their particular eschatological claims.
This is necessary, Ludlow explains, because neither author treats eschatology in
a vacuum, apart from his wider theology (10). The study of their respective
eschatologies becomes for Ludlow a window into each author’s mind. Given the
theological, philosophical, and rhetorical sophistication of both Gregory’s and
Rahner’s thought, one might assume that treating one or the other would be
sufficiently challenging for a single-volume study. Yet Ludlow presents the
eschatological teachings of both thinkers in the context of two extremely
nuanced and more than adequately detailed studies of each one’s systematic
thought. She clearly knows the primary texts of both authors quite well, and she
is adept at moving back and forth between micro- and macro-readings of them;
commentaries on the finer points of specific texts are smoothly woven together
with big-picture discussions of each author’s philosophical influences,
historical context, overall scriptural hermeneutic, general theological agenda,
and rhetorical methods. 



Ludlow begins her study with an analysis of
Gregory’s eschatology. Her overall picture is of a theologian deeply rooted in a
particular intellectual-cultural context yet also extremely original and
innovative. At root Gregory is committed to interpreting the scriptural canon
and theological doctrines in ways that are relevant to the spiritual development
of his contemporaries. For example, Ludlow argues, while it is undeniable that
Gregory was influenced by 
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Platonism and Neoplatonism, and to a lesser
extent by Stoicism and a host of other pagan discourses, it is equally
undeniable that all of these influences work in the service of his reading of
the biblical canon (26). This reading is largely, but not slavishly, indebted to
Origen. Like Origen, Gregory assumed that the biblical canon contains a single,
coherent spiritual meaning, and all its parts work together as an ordered whole
to express this meaning (28-30). Also like Origen, Gregory generally interprets
the core meaning of the biblical canon in terms of the ascent of human creatures
toward God through the practice of virtue. Moreover, with Origen and against the
“dualistic” advocates of an eternally parallel heaven and hell (such
as Irenaeus and Gregory’s own brother Basil), he believes that all of creation
will ultimately complete the ascent to God and hence be saved. In this sense he
agrees with Origen’s famous (or infamous) interpretation of Paul’s teaching in 1
Corinthians 15:28 that in the end God will be “all in all.” Gregory
generally shares Origen’s conviction that Scripture fundamentally teaches a
doctrine of universal apokatastasis in the sense of a restoration and
universal fulfillment of God’s original goal for the creation, namely, the
perfection of all creatures through humanity’s full union with the Creator
(38-44). However, Gregory’s version of apokatastasis is not
garden-variety Origenism. As Ludlow’s analyses in chapters 2 and 3 ably
demonstrate, Gregory rejects Origen’s doctrines that God’s nature is ultimately
comprehensible, human souls preexisted their fall into bodies, and the
resurrection is more about the freeing of souls from bodies than about the
reunion of souls with their perfected earthly bodies. 



Ludlow concludes her analysis of Gregory’s
version of apokatastasis with a discussion of freedom. She shows that
Gregory makes things difficult for himself by simultaneously asserting that (1)
all creatures—even the devil—will certainly be saved, and (2) the
exercise of freedom is an essential characteristic of human nature and God will
not override human nature in the process of saving all humanity and all creation
(97). Ludlow believes that because Gregory was not fully conscious of this
dilemma he does not argue himself out of it with maximal systematic coherence.
However, his assumptions about and arguments for salvation as participation in
God after a pedagogical moral-spiritual purification, both in this life and
after, display the beginnings of a coherent solution, namely, a redefinition of
true freedom not as choice but as progressive union with God (97-111). Still,
Ludlow argues, there are problems with this solution, which she examines in her
conclusion.



Ludlow then turns to an analysis of Rahner,
and the overall picture she paints is the same: Rahner certainly belongs within
a particular intellectual-cultural context, but like Gregory he works within his
environment in original and innovative ways. Like Gregory, he makes use all his
influences in order to explicate the meaning of the biblical canon and church
doctrine for the spiritual growth of his contemporary readers. Also like
Gregory, Rahner assumes that there is a fundamental coherence in the biblical
canon and Catholic doctrine. Although he conceives of the form of this coherence
in a way different from Gregory, the content is generally the same. The two
basic elements in the core 
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message of the biblical canon and Catholic
doctrine are (1) the absolutely gratuitous nature of God’s universal
self-communication—grace—and (2) salvation understood as the full human
acceptance of this gratuitous offer in freedom and love (129). It is fair to say
that Gregory presupposed the first element (evidenced by his rejection of
Neoplatonic and Gnostic emanationist doctrines of God in favor of the biblical
doctrine of free creation and redemption), but this receives explicit attention
from Rahner due to his particular historical context (post-Reformation) and
geographical location (Germany). Regarding the second element, Rahner shares
Gregory’s revised Origenist proclivity for a doctrine of universal salvation
understood cosmically as apokatastasis, or in Rahner’s case, Vollendung
(consummation). For Rahner God’s universal offer of grace will likely be
met with universal acceptance, and hence God’s original plan for creation will
be restored and fulfilled. There are several important distinctions between
Rahner and Gregory in their methods and conclusions (their understandings
whether and how people can spiritually mature in an interim state between death
and the general resurrection differ in interesting ways; see 254-57), but for
Ludlow the most important thing to notice is that Rahner shares Gregory’s
theological sensibility on this question of universal salvation. The
only real difference is that whereas Gregory is certain that all humans
and all creatures will be saved, Rahner prefers to espouse a strong doctrine of hope
that all will be saved; Rahner refuses to abandon his carefully qualified belief
that it is at least possible for humans to reject God in a way that would
negatively determine their eternal destiny (164, 173-79, 183-88).



The conclusion of Ludlow’s study undertakes a
comparison and an assessment of Gregory’s and Rahner’s eschatological teachings.
She sees in Gregory “a fundamental belief in the impermanence of evil in
the face of God’s love and a conviction that God’s plan for humanity is intended
to be fulfilled in every single human being” (239). She finds Gregory
over-confident in his view that the biblical canon can be read as teaching this
message in a detailed and coherent way (241). Instead she thinks that his
fundamental belief can best be supported by his arguments about the reformatory
nature of God’s punishment, but even these arguments are not incontrovertible
(242). 



Ludlow finds Rahner’s anthropological
arguments on behalf of hope for universal salvation more persuasive, provided
they are always understood as the products of prior theological assumptions.
Because Rahner’s theology is, she believes, in the service of his reading of
Scripture, its credibility is based on the validity of his hermeneutics.
Generally she finds his overall approach to the biblical canon superior to
Gregory’s hermeneutic, which sometimes imposes uniformity on disparate texts in
the name of a higher coherence. Rahner’s approach, on the contrary, acknowledges
dissonance and relative incoherence within the canon without anxiety about
forfeiting the real but imprecise coherence of the overall message (246).
Indeed, Ludlow faults Rahner for not recognizing the wisdom of his own
hermeneutical practice, and consequently sometimes thinking that his own
theology must reproduce the incoherence of the 
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canon in the form of a “paradoxical”
assertion that God’s love will certainly prevail universally but nevertheless
hell remains a possibility (248). A doctrine of universal hope, she contends,
need not make contradictory claims (under the guise of “paradox”) to
avoid making certain predictions. 



Perhaps the most interesting aspect of
Ludlow’s concluding discussion is that it raises the question of a common,
“genuinely Christian” core connecting Gregory and Rahner. In fact,
Ludlow’s handling of this issue indicates that she holds a vision of the
Christian theological tradition as a unified discourse teaching a consensus
understanding of the God-human relationship across time and place. Contrary to
historicist assumptions, there seems to be for Ludlow a common though imprecise
core meaning underlying the Christian theological tradition. This core, it
seems, would be analogous to a common though imprecise core meaning underlying
the disparate canonical texts. At one point she itemizes six points of
similarity between Gregory’s and Rahner’s eschatologies and places them in the
context of the traditional theological framework of creation, fall, redemption,
and consummation (262-63). She then asserts, “The interpretation of this
framework by Gregory and Rahner suggests that Christians are right to expect, or
hope for, a universal, consummation, given what has been revealed to them about
God’s love in creation and redemption” (263). This seems to mean that
Gregory and Rahner are functioning here as the prototypes of “genuine”
Christianity, or at least of genuine Christian theology. 



Ludlow says as much when she writes that
“although Rahner and Gregory express a belief with which not all Christians
would agree, there are good grounds for thinking theirs is a Christian
belief—particularly if it is expressed as a hope rather than as a certain
prediction” (265). While granting that each thinker’s eschatology has a
“subtly different content,” Ludlow shows concern on two fronts: we
must not allow differences to invalidate overall commonality as if there were no
sense “in speaking of a Christian tradition (or traditions) in
eschatology,” yet we also must avoid saying that the commonality erases all
difference so that one generation of Christians merely hands on to the next a
“package of ideas totally unaltered” (268). From here she proceeds to
a discussion of doctrinal development (she means by this simply theological
development and not the development of official dogmas), arguing that we must
avoid looking for overall patterns of development that would lead to either a
naively progressive reading of the theological tradition or a naively
reactionary one (269-70). The root mistake in either case would be judging the
validity of theological claims solely according to their place in history,
valorizing or damning claims simply for being early or late. 



As a contrast to this naive understanding of
the Christian theological tradition, Ludlow highlights the “creative role
of the individual theologian” in developing the theological tradition
(268-69). It is precisely on this point that Ludlow’s comparative study of two
eschatological theologies almost transcends itself to become a meta-reflection
on the nature of theology. She seems to be arguing that in Gregory and Rahner we
see something like a grammar of Christian theology. Ludlow does not use
this term, but it seems to be her 
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working assumption: the imprecise core of the
Christian theological tradition, summarized by the six points of agreement
between Gregory’s and Rahner’s eschatologies (262-63), is something like a
shared grammar that allows for a variety of different creative theological
expressions. Working within their shared grammar Gregory and Rahner can say
truly different things about the afterlife prior to resurrection or about the
nature of human decision, all the while making creative use of terminology and
concepts from Neoplatonism or Transcendental Thomism, and yet their creativity
operates within a context because they are part of a common tradition with a
discernible grammar. For example, part of Rahner’s merit as a theologian, Ludlow
explains, is his understanding that Christian doctrines need to be continually
re-expressed in new contexts “whilst keeping faithful to Christian
tradition and learning from their theological predecessors” (271, 274).
Accordingly, Ludlow closes her study of the Christian theological grammar (if I
may continue to call it that) underlying Gregory’s and Rahner’s eschatological
thought with a reflection on some aspects of our current cultural situation and
an invitation for creative responses to it in theological eschatology. Her
suggestions are interesting, but it is more interesting still that she thinks to
close her comparative analysis of Gregory and Rahner in this way. Her final
pages are not themselves fully developed theological reflections, yet ending a
very intelligent study of figures from the history of theology with reflections
on the possible directions of Christian eschatology in the future was itself a
very intelligent move. It demonstrates in practice what she had been saying all
along about the importance of studying these two creative theologians in the
first place.
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[bookmark: Cambridge Scotus]The Cambridge Companion to Duns Scotus. 
Edited by Thomas Williams. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003. Pp. 424. 
$65.00 (cloth), $23.00 (paper). ISBN 0-521-63205-6 (cloth), 0-521-63563-2 
(paper). 

John Duns Scotus, known to history as the Subtle Doctor, is a notoriously 
difficult thinker. Only recently have studies on the historical and 
philosophical milieu of the last quarter of the thirteenth century revealed the 
importance of Henry of Ghent as a significant background figure for Scotus’s own 
philosophical positions. While traditional studies contrasted the Franciscan 
with Thomas Aquinas, recent work tends to focus on the texts themselves, for the 
most part available in critical edition, allowing for a more nuanced portrait of 
the thinker to emerge. Research on Scotus over the past fifty years has covered 
a broad spectrum of interpretive approach, ranging from studies based primarily 
upon a Thomistic/Scholastic or systematic reading to those that focus on the 
texts themselves in their historical context. In the present volume, we find 
articles representing both sorts of methodology. In addition, we find good basic 
information on several key texts along with a fine bibliography. 

The introductory chapter offers a basic chronology of the little that is 
known about Scotus’s life in a solid and clear presentation. Of particular value 
is the presentation and descriptive commentary on his works and a very concise 
listing of English translations now available (xv). Peter King’s “Scotus on 
Metaphysics” opens the volume with a systematic and comprehensive study, moving 
from the science of metaphysics and its object (being), identity and 
distinctness (the formal and formal modal distinctions), to the structure of 
reality (the transcendentals and categories), concluding with causality (the 
essential order and existence of God) and particulars (matter, form, and the 
composite). This is an excellent beginning, since the Franciscan’s position on 
the univocity of being has received much criticism, especially of late. While 
several authors in this volume refer to Scotus’s position on univocity, it is 
King alone who notes the key connection of the univocity of being to the formal 
modal distinction as a safeguard for divine transcendence (56-57). The dense 
material presented here could easily have served as the subject for several 
chapters of the volume. Neil Lewis’s “Space and Time” is an intriguing surprise 
whose inclusion appears odd at first, given the introductory nature of the 
volume. Nevertheless, the chapter does a good job of contextualizing Scotus’s 
thought in light of the Condemnation of 1277 and 
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offers excellent information on the historical continuity of the Franciscan’s 
philosophical insights as part of an overall reassessment of Aristotle’s physics 
in the final quarter of the thirteenth century. Lewis argues that Scotus 
confronted key Aristotelian conclusions from a perspective largely influenced by 
his theo-logical commitments, affirming the possibility of an intracosmic void, 
time without motion, and the contingency of the present. Timothy Noone’s 
“Universals and Individuation” also offers a very good historical and textual 
discussion of Scotus’s position on the principle of individuation. The essay 
presents excellent historical information, especially related to the Franciscan 
influences, helping to situate Scotus within his own tradition. It concludes 
with a careful presentation of haeceitas, Scotus’s principle of 
individuation, as a moderate response to the conceptualism of Henry of Ghent and 
simplified ontology of William of Ware. 

Calvin Normore’s “Duns Scotus’s Modal Theory” offers an innovative approach 
to multiple levels of Scotist thought, with the touchstone for all lying in 
modal logic. The essay ties significant insights of Scotus to their contemporary 
counterparts in modal logic and is quite successful in seeing logic, 
contingency, and freedom as refracted through a single prism. The approach 
enables him to take up the question of the freedom of the blessed in heaven 
(144) in terms of firmitas, rather than in terms of the position that 
is traditionally ascribed to him: namely, that, in heaven, God prevents the 
exercise of freedom (this position is claimed by other authors in this volume). 
Dominik Perler’s contribution, “Duns Scotus’s Philosophy of Language,” is also 
an original piece. Perler argues that, though it is not overt, a philosophy of 
language underpins Scotus’s texts, and proceeds to demonstrate this through his 
use of logical texts, in particular the Peri hermeneias. Specific 
attention is paid to the importance of modes of signification in Scotus as well 
as the activity of naming and intentionality as progressive. This article offers 
important references to main European secondary literature, not found in other 
contributions.

Two articles in the volume proceed in a more traditional, Thomist-inspired 
framework. In “Duns Scotus on Natural Theology,” James Ross and Todd Bates 
present Scotus’s argument for the existence of God and the demonstration of 
divine attributes. The chapter rightly emphasizes the a posteriori 
nature of Scotus’s demonstration, despite its Anselmian similarities. The 
contrast with Aquinas on univocity, however, misreads Scotus’s position as a 
reaction to analogy of proportionality (197), rather than as a critique of Henry 
of Ghent’s position on analogy. In addition, the discussion of Scotus’s position 
on freedom (219-23) is overly influenced by contemporary models of freedom. 
Despite the traditional reading of Scotus (Gilson’s 1952 study seems to be the 
main secondary source), the article has some very good moments and moves 
carefully through the argument for God’s existence found in Ordinatio 
I, distinction 2. William Mann’s “Duns Scotus on Natural and Supernatural 
Knowledge of God” uses the Ordinatio Prologue and Book I, distinction 3 
to explicate the difference between natural and supernatural knowledge. Here 
again, the discussion of the univocity of being (245-46) focuses on Aquinas 
rather than Henry of Ghent. 
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Scotus’s affirmation of univocity is discussed without the formal modal 
distinction, significant in the analysis of ens infinitum as the most 
accurate concept of God. Given the title of this article, an analysis of the 
controversy between philosophers and theologians depicted and critiqued by 
Scotus himself in the Prologue would have provided a suitable foundation for 
just the sort of clarification the author was trying to achieve.

A better use of Aquinas as touchstone for Scotus appears in Richard Cross’s 
“Philosophy of Mind.” The author presents Scotus’s approach to Aquinas’s 
position on the immateriality of the soul, as it appears in Ordinatio 
IV, dis-tinction 43, where he accepts the position, and in Quodlibet 
Question 9, where he critiques it. The discussion moves from the domain of 
abstract mental content to the soul as immaterial substance. Overall, Cross 
offers a clear and helpful presentation (with very good notes), tying Scotus’s 
position to that of Henry of Ghent and the post-1277 discussion. Robert Pasnau’s 
“Cognition” takes up the topic of intuitive cognition (conspicuous by its 
absence thus far in the volume), arguing that Scotus is no innovator but that he 
is valuable for his “penetrating analysis of the field as it stood at the end of 
the thirteenth century.” (285) After a helpful overview of Aristotelian 
abstractive theories operative in the high middle ages, Pasnau refers to 
intuitive cognition as a form of extrasensory perception. Given the author’s 
analysis of intuition and of Scotus’s rejection of illumination (the former 
termed “bold” and the latter “new”), it is surprising that the article began 
with a denial of Scotist thought as innovative. 

Hannes Möhle’s “Scotus’s Theory of Natural Law” begins the final section of 
three articles on ethics. Möhle develops the theme of practical science and 
Scotus’s innovative concept of the will, arguing that Scotus’s theory of natural 
law is foundational insofar as it provides a rational standard with content that 
is universal and naturally accessible. The article rightly shows that Scotus’s 
theory is not limited to formalism with indeterminate content, but that the 
position on the two tables of the law (stricte/large loquendo) and the 
reflexive act of the will (velle/non velle) are critical to an accurate 
understanding of Scotist ethics, one that “deprives the debate about voluntarism 
a good deal of its explosiveness” (321). Thomas Williams’s “From Metaethics to 
Action Theory” presents a distinction between Platonic and Aristotelian 
perspectives on being and goodness in order to broaden the scope of Scotist 
thought to reveal the metaphysical backdrop at work. The opening distinction 
limits the options for a solution, however, when it comes to reconciling Scotist 
texts on happiness, goodness, and human fulfillment. The simple choice between a 
Platonic and Aristotelian model is insufficient for the deeper understanding the 
author seeks to achieve. A more fruitful approach would include the Stoic 
framework, present in Anselm, to unearth the deeper connections between moral 
and metaphysical perspectives. Along with other essays mentioned in this review, 
Williams’s contribution presents Aquinas as the standard for ethical thought, 
thereby confusing an alternative approach to moral questions (that is, 
alternative to Aquinas) with what is deemed a “rethinking of the metaphysics of 
goodness” (343). The author concludes with the statement that Scotus “never 
thought 



page 318 

through the connection between moral and metaphysical freedom”(349). If the 
texts had been read according to a different interpretative principle, this con-clusion 
might not have appeared so obvious to the author. Finally, Bonnie Kent’s 
“Rethinking Moral Dispositions: Scotus on Virtues” offers a concise presentation 
of the issues surrounding the Christian discussion of Aristotelian ethics at the 
close of the thirteenth century. Kent presents Scotus’s positions on prudence, 
virtues, and moral goodness in a comprehensive and textually rich manner, offer-ing 
an excellent depiction of Scotus’s position on natural dignity and virtue 
possible without divine assistance. The Franciscan’s optimism reveals a central 
aspect of his departure from traditional Augustinian positions on nature and 
grace.

As noted, the essays of this volume fall into two main categories: the 
systematic approach, governed either by traditional Thomist positions or another 
systematic framework, and the historical approach, focusing largely on the texts 
and the historical context within which Scotus wrote. Of serious concern 
throughout the volume is the narrow way that the univocity of being is presented 
by several authors. Only King deals adequately (but too briefly) with it, tying 
it to the formal modal distinction and showing how Scotus safeguards language 
about God. It is also regrettable that no single contribution was devoted solely 
to Scotus’s position on freedom. This topic is among the best-known aspects of 
Scotist thought and has historically fueled much criticism against him. Its 
absence from the volume may suggest to the unwary reader that a consensus on the 
issue has been reached. It may also reflect the analytic assumptions that inform 
the collection.

The best balance of textual and systematic approaches is found in the 
original contributions of Normore and Perler. Noone’s historical-textual 
approach is highly valuable for the wealth of information it provides. Lewis is 
the most forthright in tying Scotus’s positions to theological commitments. It 
is unfortunate that, given the recurring thematic of natural/supernatural that 
appears in several contributions, the theological perspective could not have 
been the focus of a least one article. Scotus’s theological interests appear 
either as points of critique or as broader contexts, rather than as representing 
substantive and positive contributions to his thought. Given the philosophical 
perspective of the series and its authors, this is not surprising. It does, 
nevertheless, contribute to a partial picture of the Franciscan’s vision of 
reality. 

For scholars familiar with Scotist thought, the publication of this volume is 
welcome. At several points, one finds original insights, valuable textual refer-ences, 
and excellent historical information. Nonetheless, the dangers of an overly 
Thomistic reading of the Franciscan cannot be overestimated. Several scholars 
quite well known for their work on Scotus (Dumont, Adams, Honnefelder, Boulnois) 
are conspicuous by their absence. Given the overall complexity of the Subtle 
Doctor, their textual expertise would have enhanced the collection. Those 
unfamiliar with Scotist thought would do well to consult the textual references 
and bibliography carefully and be cautious of the interpretive assumptions at 
work. Scotist thought is notoriously difficult and one does well to heed Peter
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King’s caveats that any survey of the Subtle Doctor be taken with a grain of 
salt and that one turn to the texts themselves (57).
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[bookmark: Thomist Realism]Thomist Realism and the Linguistic Turn: 
Toward a More Perfect Form of Existence. By John P. O’Callaghan. Notre 
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2003. Pp. 368. $59.95 (cloth). ISBN 
0-268-04217-9. 

How are language and thought related to the world? Aristotle initiated a 
tradition of inquiry into this question, which has become a central problem for 
modern philosophy. Given that it continues to occupy some of the most talented 
intellects in the fields of philosophy of mind and language, one may wonder 
whether anything new and genuinely useful can be learned from a study of Thomas 
Aquinas’s position on the subject. That is, can something novel and sub-stantive 
be said about Aquinas’s account, given the long tradition of commentary on his 
work? Furthermore, can a new interpretation of his views be of service to 
current thinking about these relationships? In Thomistic Realism and the 
Linguistic Turn, John O’Callaghan takes on the complex and ambitious 
challenge of accomplishing both these objectives. With some important 
exceptions, he manages to make a significant contribution in both of these 
areas. 

O’Callaghan offers an interpretation of Aquinas that is simultaneously 
traditional and innovative. He defends a traditional interpretation of Thomas’s 
axiom that intelligible species and concepts are not what we 
understand, but that by which we understand the world. Reconsideration 
of this traditional view is timely since recent scholarship, in particular 
Robert Pasnau’s influential book Theories of Cognition in the Later Middle 
Ages (Cambridge University Press, 1997) has cast doubt upon the standard 
interpretation of Aquinas. Pasnau argues that, despite defending a type of 
qualified direct realism, St. Thomas ends up treating intelligible species as 
the immediate objects of cognition. O’Callaghan maintains on the contrary that 
Aquinas rejects a representationalist conception of knowledge, and that he holds 
a form of externalist realism. O’Callaghan is not the first to argue that 
Aquinas is an externalist with respect to conceptualization. (Surprisingly, he 
does not mention Fr. John Jenkins’s ground-breaking work on Aquinas’s 
externalism.) His book does, however, give the most thorough and comprehensive 
defense of this position to date.

It is unfortunate for those familiar with the long tradition of reflection 
arising from Aquinas’s work that O’Callaghan does not elaborate much on the 
innovativeness of his position with respect to the tradition. Aside from a brief
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mention of his disagreement with the “verbum mentis” interpretation 
of Aquinas, he is vague about the status of other traditional Thomistic 
interpretations. Curiously, he presents the book as an attempt to advance the 
“Thomistic-Aristotelian tradition.” We learn very little about what members of 
this tradition other than Aquinas have thought, and O’Callaghan’s argument 
entails some doubt as to whether there has been a coherent tradition of 
reflection on this subject. While O’Callaghan’s basic thesis in the book is 
highly plausible, his treatment of certain essential components of Aquinas’s 
position, such as the role that sensory perception plays in judgment and the 
cognition of singulars, should be strengthened.

Concerning the contemporary relevance of O’Callaghan’s study, critics have 
pointed out that its findings are substantially negative. Numerous positive 
elements of Aquinas’s theory need to be developed more fully: the status of 
natural kinds, the viability of the categories of formal and final causality, 
the nature of the formal identity between the knower and known, the role of 
judgment, and the significant differences between Aquinas and contemporary 
externalists, among other things. At the same time, the book engages in positive 
consideration of some of these issues. O’Callaghan discusses how Aquinas’s 
theory of cognition, which requires direct apprehension of the essences of 
natural kinds, can accommodate error, vagueness, and conceptual clarification. 
He also argues that St. Thomas’s position provides a needed corrective to some 
moderns who fail to see an essential dependence of language and thought upon our 
immediate contact with the world. He concludes that contemporary attempts to 
repossess Aristotelian realism, such as John McDowell’s Mind and World, 
remain captivated by a kind of dualism, and that contemporary theorists would 
profit from careful consideration of Aquinas’s moderate realism. Indeed, one of 
the principal merits of O’Callaghan’s approach lies in the very fact that he 
shows that modern theorists have by and large misinterpreted the Aristotelian 
and Thomistic accounts of concepts. Clearing away this misconception by itself 
is a worthy accomplishment and should prompt a reexamination of the 
“traditional” view.

The central chapters of the book have a single common purpose: to demonstrate 
that Aquinas is not a mental representationalist and to offer a posi-tive 
account of putative mental objects as “nominalized” descriptions of mental acts. 
According to O’Callaghan, rejecting the false interpretation of St. Thomas 
requires the consideration of three theses, each of which would render him a 
representationalist. The first is the “third thing thesis.” According to this 
view, St. Thomas postulates certain mental entities, intelligible species and 
concepts, that are the direct objects of our cognitive processes. Proponents of 
this thesis must explain away the claim that intelligible species are not 
what, but that by which we understand. Even if Aquinas denies that 
concepts are independent mental entities, O’Callaghan observes that he could be 
said to hold the “introspectibility thesis.” According to this view, we are 
immediately aware in cognition of the introspective quality of concepts, even if 
concepts themselves 
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are identical with certain mental acts. This thesis can more easily grant 
Aquinas’s claim that concepts are means of understanding. Thirdly, Aquinas may 
hold the “internalist thesis,” according to which the extension or reference of 
our concepts is wholly determined by features internal to the mind. Even if we 
deny that certain intrinsically representational entities or introspective 
states exist in the mind, we may postulate some other internal means of making 
thought intrinsically representational.

The sources of the misinformed view of Aquinas’s theory of cognition are 
treated at length in the first five chapters of the book. The first two chapters 
deal with the Aristotelian texts and Aquinas’s commentaries. Chapters 3 through 
5, which cover more recent developments, from the early modern period through 
contemporary work in the philosophy of language, will be of interest primarily 
to readers who are not familiar with recent work in the field. O’Callaghan’s 
effort to resolve a debate about the correct interpretation of Aristotle seems 
tangential to his purpose of interpreting Aquinas, since Aquinas reads Aristotle 
through the lens of the ancient and medieval commentators. On the whole, these 
chapters provide a helpful preparation for the core argument of the book. 
O’Callaghan points out that Aristotle’s “semantic triangle,” which symbolizes 
the relationship among words, passions of the soul, and extramental reality, has 
fre-quently been misinterpreted as the original source of mental 
representationalism. 

Commenting upon Aristotle’s deployment of the semantic triangle in the De 
Interpretatione, Aquinas affirms that spoken words conventionally ‘signify’ 
passions of the soul (which are concepts), and passions of the soul are natural 
likenesses of things. Strictly speaking, words do not signify concepts, because 
general words do not signify general things, but individual things. The relation 
between a word and a passion of the soul is therefore not a relation between a 
word and the thing it signifies, but between a word and a “means by which” 
a word signifies individual extramental realities. Furthermore, concepts are 
natural likenesses of the things words signify, but signification and similitude 
are different. For O’Callaghan this is a first and most important indication 
that concepts are not cognitional entities thrown up between symmetric relations 
of words to thoughts and thoughts to things. The semantic triangle does not 
entail a form of mental representationalism because Aquinas postulates an 
asymmetric relationship between words, thoughts, and things. We may then wonder 
why Aquinas embraces the mediating relationship between words and concepts, 
since the representationalist interpretation runs contrary to the conclusion 
that concepts are not the direct objects of cognition, but the means by which we 
cognize individual extramental beings. O’Callaghan argues cogently that St. 
Thomas’s purpose for endorsing the semantic triangle is quite different. Aquinas 
accepts that words signify individual things, but this presents a difficulty 
with respect to general words. Plato made the mistake of assuming that general 
words referred to general things, hence general terms were matched in reality by 
universal subsistent ideas. Aquinas, on the other hand, holds fast to the notion 
that only individual substances exist extramentally. General words must 
therefore signify individual substances, but by means of concepts which provide
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a universal mode of signification. The semantic triangle thus 
provides an account of how language “hooks onto the world,” not a theory of 
private mental objects. 

Chapters 6 through 8 constitute the core argument for the book’s 
anti-representational interpretation of Aquinas. Chapter 6 considers whether 
con-cepts are “third things.” O’Callaghan points out that Aquinas maintains 
intelligible species provide the form of an intellectual act, concerning which 
the concept is “the informed activity of the intellect as it grasps res 
extra animam” (168). Thus, intelligible species and concepts are not direct 
objects of under-standing, but means by which an act of understanding something 
else takes place. Recognizing that there are other passages in which St. Thomas 
refers to species and concepts as apparent entities, O’Callaghan observes that 
Aquinas frequently makes conceptual distinctions for the sake of analysis of 
things that are not really distinct. Thus, he argues that the term ‘concept’ is 
for Aquinas a useful “nominalized” way of describing the act of understanding, 
rather than a reference to some independent mental entity. Having rejected 
intelligible species as distinct mental entities, O’Callaghan argues in chapter 
7 that they are also not self-introspectible properties of mental acts. There is 
a tendency to think that intelligible species must be self-introspectible 
properties because the intellect requires an “object” abstracted from material 
conditions. O’Callaghan points out that there is a false hidden assumption about 
the nature of an “object” here. For St. Thomas the “object” of the intellectual 
power is not necessarily a distinct thing (res) or mental quality 
received, but the form by which the power is actuated. Color is the proper 
“object” of sight, but it is colored things that are the efficient 
causes of the alteration that takes place in seeing. Sensation and intellection 
are not literally the receiving of some thing, but the act of intellect coming 
to be ‘informed’ in a certain way. Aquinas rejects the idea that the mind can 
come to know individual things by receiving some abstract object or being aware 
of some introspectible quality. Chapter 8 completes this line of thought, 
arguing that for St. Thomas it is never true that concepts are individuated 
purely because of some internal features of the mind. O’Callaghan calls 
attention to Aquinas’s point about the order of cognition. We are not first 
aware of our concepts and then of extramental things; rather we only come to 
know our concepts by reflection upon our awareness of extramental things. So, 
Aquinas rejects internalism. 

A thorough assessment of the viability of each of these arguments is beyond 
our present consideration. We may therefore briefly consider a few significant 
difficulties.

Aquinas grants that intelligible species are objects of understanding in a 
secondary sense, because the intellect can reflect upon its own act. O’Callaghan 
sees no problem with this admission, since it is consistent with the claim that 
concepts are not “third things” in the intellect. Nevertheless, the admission 
does appear to imply that intelligible species have an introspectible character 
and perhaps representational content. This point is exploited by Robert Pasnau 
in his attempt to show that Aquinas does treat intelligible species as 
intellectual entities of some sort. Some further consideration of how 
intelligible species are direct 
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objects of understanding in the secondary sense is therefore appropriate, if 
O’Callaghan is to succeed in showing that Aquinas rejects any form of 
repre-sentational theory. This line of argument suggests another potential 
difficulty. O’Callaghan attributes to Pasnau a version of the “third thing” 
thesis, since Pasnau argues that there are three essential elements of cognition 
for Aquinas: the cognitive power, an object, and intelligible species. The 
strongest point of O’Callaghan’s argument is his assertion that Pasnau has 
misinterpreted the causal nature of species as “principles” of cognition in 
Aquinas, since they are formal and not efficient causes of cognition. Pasnau 
does refer to species as efficient causes. Whether this fully captures Pasnau’s 
account of Aquinas on intelligible species is uncertain, though, since he goes 
on to say that Aquinas denies that species are known by cognitive acts distinct 
from those by which we know things, and even that Aquinas opposes 
“representative realism.” According to Pasnau, Aquinas rejects “representative 
idealism,” or the position that we are immediately aware of only our 
mental impressions. He also maintains that Aquinas rejects a more subtle view, 
“representative realism,” whereby we are indirectly aware of extramental 
realities, because we are immediately aware of the introspectible content of 
intelligible species. Pasnau settles upon the view that, for Aquinas, we are 
immediately aware of extramental reality, because we are simultaneously 
aware of intelligible species. Pasnau’s conclusion would permit him to agree 
with O’Callaghan in rejecting the application of the “third thing” and “intro-spectibility” 
theses to St. Thomas. What Pasnau appears to hold onto is the internalist thesis 
that concepts are related to their objects because of certain internal features, 
even if those features are not what is ‘immediately known’: “Aquinas never calls 
into question that it is the external world that is cognized directly… . But 
he seems to explain this cognition of an external object in terms of an 
apprehension relationship between the cognizer and the species repre-senting 
that object” (Pasnau, Theories of Cognition, 203).

Pasnau holds onto this “act-object theory” in light of a textual analysis of 
a key passage in Aquinas’s commentary on Lombard’s Sententiae and some 
supporting texts where Aquinas refers to sensible species as the first things 
seen and intelligible species as the first things understood. This approach 
holds out the prospect of granting the dependence of cognition upon external 
objects, a key tenet of O’Callaghan’s argument for externalism in chapter 8, 
while main-taining internalism and the representational theory of mind. Because 
of the significant challenge this line of argument poses for O’Callaghan’s 
thesis, it is surprising that he offers no critique and alternative reading of 
the texts cited by Pasnau. It is certainly possible that an argument favoring 
O’Callaghan’s position could be developed by placing these passages in a broader 
context. For example, in the passage Pasnau cites, Aquinas allows that the 
intelligible species is the first thing understood (primum intellectum), 
but as the principle (principium) of understanding. In a similar 
passage from De Potentia (q. 9, a. 5), Thomas reiterates that the 
intelligible species is the form and principle of the act of understanding, but 
he adds that it is not its terminus. Significantly, he also denies that both the 
singular extramental thing and the intelligible species are “first and 
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immediately understood” (primo et per se intellectum). Instead, it 
is the essence of the thing absolutely considered that is first understood. The 
apparent contradiction between these passages can be resolved by a careful 
consideration of the difference between the principle and terminus of the act of 
understanding. In De Veritate (q. 3, a. 2), for instance, Aquinas 
argues that a form can exist in the intellect as its direct object (terminus) 
or as the principle of the act of understanding. The intelligible species is the 
principle of the act of under-standing, not its terminus. Hence it is the “first 
means by which understanding takes place” (primum quo intelligatur). 
When Aquinas is careful to elaborate his position fully, we find that he is not 
arguing that the intelligible species is the first thing understood in the sense 
that it is the immediate object of cognition. Rather, it is first understood in 
the broader sense that it is the means by which the first operation of the 
intellect reaches to the nature of the thing absolutely considered.

These considerations point to a further difficulty. A missing link in the 
book’s argument is a discussion of the intellectual cognition of singulars. 
O’Callaghan generally restricts his treatment of conceptualization to the first 
operation of the intellect, which grasps the nature of an individual absolutely 
considered in abstraction from its individuality. Cognition of individuals 
requires reflection upon phantasms or sensible images. That sensible species are 
not mental repre-sentations, however, does not fully explain the relationship 
between intellection and perception. Perhaps perceptual contents become 
introspectible objects in the act of reflection by which the cognition of 
singulars takes place. One example that illustrates the need for further 
explanation is the case of true singular existential judgments. As Aquinas 
notes, truth is attained in a judgment when the intellect is able to know the 
conformity between the likeness of the thing known and the thing itself. In the 
case of singular existential judgments he argues that perception does not grasp 
this conformity between the thing and its act of apprehension, but the intellect 
does. This apparent act of comparison invites a representational interpretation. 
A full account of Aquinas’s theory of reference thus requires some treatment of 
perception and judgment. 

On the whole, O’Callaghan’s book undertakes a worthy effort to revitalize the 
traditional interpretation of Aquinas’s theory of cognition so that it can 
engage the contemporary debate about the relationship of language and thought to 
the world. His argument is timely, largely successful, and it makes an important 
contribution to the field.



Gavin T. Colvert 
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[bookmark: Two Wings]The Two Wings of Catholic Thought: Essays on 
“Fides et ratio.” Edited by David Ruel Foster and Joseph W. Kotersi, S.J. 
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2003. Pp. 247. 
$19.95 (paper). ISBN 0-8132-1302-9.

“Truth and love are conjoined wings … for truth cannot fly without love . 
. . and love cannot hover without truth.” So hymned St. Ephrem the Syrian. Some 
sixteen hundred years later, Pope John Paul II began Fides et ratio (FR) 
with the same metaphor. He likened faith and reason to “two wings on which the 
human spirit rises to the contemplation of truth.” The book under review takes 
its title from this opening line of the encyclical. This volume joins two 
previous book-length collections in English on the encyclical, Faith and 
Reason, edited by Timothy L. Smith (St. Augustine’s Press, 2001) and 
Restoring Faith in Reason, edited by Laurence Paul Hemming and Susan Frank 
Parsons (SCM Press, 2002). Of the three collections, The Two Wings is 
the most unified. The contributors share a philosophical perspective congenial 
to the pope’s. Four of eight completed their doctoral studies in philosophy at 
the Catholic University of America; Robert Sokolowski’s spirit broods over the 
essays. The book has three parts: four essays on “Doctrinal Perspectives” and 
four on “Historical Perspective” bookend two essays on practical “Implications.” 
There is a summary outline and an index of topics and proper names for the 
encyclical, a six-page selected bibliography, and indices of topics and proper 
names for the book itself.

Avery Cardinal Dulles opens the book with a masterful reading of FR 
as reframing the 1930s French debate on “Christian philosophy.” He identifies 
three “classical positions.” In the first or Augustinian/Gilsonian position, 
philosophy after Christ can only be Christian. The second, associated with 
Louvain Thomism, affirms philosophy’s independence from faith. Jacques Maritain, 
Maurice Blondel, and Henri de Lubac represent three variants on the third 
posi-tion. Dulles relates these positions to the three “stances” of philosophy 
treated in FR 75-77. He locates the pope’s own positions as closest to 
de Lubac’s mediation between Gilson and Blondel. Dulles notes both the priority 
the pope gives to philosophical inquiry over system and his desire to put 
personalist anthropology at the center of a renewed metaphysics.

Delighting in the irony of a pope defending reason, Joseph Koterski reflects 
on how the metaphysical courage urged by the pope might play out in country, 
church, and college. He defends the pope’s use of the language of liberal 
political philosophy (FR 24-25) in support of human dignity and 
solidarity. He contextualizes it in papal social thought, which he in turn 
correctly frames against the social atomism engendered by modern states. A more 
than instrumentalist view of democracy requires a philosophy of “genuinely 
metaphysical range” (FR 83). Without such a metaphysical focus, 
theology tends to “spiritual good feeling” without intellectual rigor and to the 
“dislocated philosophical rational-ism that is often taught in academic theology 
courses” (31). 

Prudence Allen’s “Person and Complementarity” recalls an earlier discussion 
of the “problem of the act of faith” as recapitulated by Roger Aubert in 1958.
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Faith is an integral human act. A dynamic philosophy of the person demands 
“complementarity” between the three couplets of reason and faith, philosophy and 
theology, and philosophers and theologians. Integral complementarity is more 
than fractional. It creates something new. A “new evangelization” has taken 
place in certain Catholic philosophical faculties, including Catholic 
University’s. Allen urges philosophers to join theologians in a new 
evangelization of Catholic colleges and universities. She decries curricular 
separations between philosophy and theology that marginalize the latter. 

As he concludes FR, the pope invokes Mary, Seat of Wisdom. 
David Meconi enlarges on this brief mention of Mary as a model for philosophers. 
For an understanding of the “sapiential” dimension of philosophy, this essay is 
central. It captures the spirit of the encyclical as a whole. Echoing maternal 
imagery from the history of philosophy, Mary’s posture privileges awe and wonder 
over methodic doubt. Philosophy’s openness to a reality not its own ends in the 
human vocation to receive God. Meconi, like Dulles, returns to the French debate 
on Christian philosophy (78-79). Philosophy is autonomous but not 
self-sufficient. Yearning for the truths of revelation is in philosophy’s very 
nature. If contemplation and adoration of truth rather than manipulation of it 
is philosophy’s last end, then philosophy is most deeply a search for wisdom 
rather than an analytic enterprise in which knowledge is finally power. Josef 
Pieper’s Leisure, the Basis of Culture demonstrates that to 
philosophari in Maria is not to abandon rigor. 

Bishop Allen Vigneron begins “Implications” with a programmatic tour de 
force on teaching philosophy as part of the new evangelization. He situates 
the pope’s theological defense of philosophy in the new evangelization. To 
evangelize a culture is to inculturate the gospel. Philosophers must therefore 
be citizens rather than aliens in the city. The first evangelization produced 
Christendom, a culture of creation based on the truth that only one being is not 
a creature. It climaxed in an unstable medieval compound from which emerged the 
modern self as “anti-creature.” The papal strategy well into this century was to 
undo modernity. The Second Vatican Council’s “rejection of confessional states 
as the only possible form of Christian culture” (103) calls for a new strategy: 
to evangelize modernity, to identify its emancipated self as a seed of the Word, 
to purify this seed as articulating the dignity of human persons as creatures, 
and to create a new “culture of communion.” This requires a metaphysics of 
communion (to be is to be with) and an account of the body as a resource rather 
than an obstacle to communion. 

David Ruel Foster argues that FR not only explains how the Church, 
as a fellow pilgrim, can enter into true dialogue, but also offers a more robust 
account of academic freedom than does Ex corde ecclesiae. Though FR
doesn’t mention academic freedom, Foster identifies four principles for its 
defense: the dignity of the individual, autonomy of disciplines, intrinsic 
rights of reason based on the existence of objective truth, and a scholar’s 
right to search for the truth. He distinguishes first-level or personal academic 
freedom from second-level or communal academic freedom, the right of the 
community to speak for itself. He
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sees the latter as built on the former such that a scholarly community must 
provide “for someone who wants to get off the boat, but not be cast into the 
sea” (122). Curricular pluralism cannot be “based on the impossibility of truth 
but on the impossible riches of truth” (124).

Building on a brief section in chapter 2 of FR (16-21), Koterski 
begins the “Historical Perspective” section with a reflection on faith and 
reason in light of biblical Wisdom literature. Solomon models the 
“epistemological humility” that faith offers reason. The wisdom of God can free 
wounded reason but the cross is such a challenge that the gain of yielding to it 
is often obscured. Koterski reads Wisdom literature intertextually as a 
philosophical debate between the quest for wisdom in Proverbs and Wisdom and the 
reflections on evil and death in Job and Qoheleth. 

The chapters by Michael Sweeney and Timothy Quinn, on medievalism and modern 
philosophy respectively, engage most critically with the encyclical. FR 
presumes a reading of the history of philosophy that privileges Aquinas but not 
in the same way that Aeterni Patris had done. Sweeney pinpoints the 
difficulties involved in promoting a general Christian philosophy for which 
Aquinas is the model but that is not identical with his thought. The pope’s 
account of reason’s desire for God doesn’t mention Aquinas but relies instead on 
the “erotic phenomenology” of Augustine and Anselm. FR does not even 
necessarily tie nature and metaphysics “to a philosophical starting point in the 
material world” (165). In refusing to identify Christian philosophy with a 
particular philosophy, FR appears to promote “a vague and ambiguous 
general philosophy,” to sacrifice clarity for legitimate pluralism. In a series 
of penetrating questions (175), Swee-ney asks how the pope knows, apart from 
specific metaphysical commitments, that Christian philosophy finds the link 
between faith and reason in metaphysics. The encyclical’s historical argument 
that the modern separation of faith and reason impoverishes philosophy offers a 
preliminary answer. But this raises the further question of whether the 
encyclical imposes a medieval standard on contemporary philosophy. Since FR‘s 
treatment of modern philosophy is not entirely negative, Sweeney defers this 
last question to Quinn’s essay. 

Modern philosophy’s “anti-theological ire” at Christianity’s presumed 
dehumanizing effects made it emancipatory rather than sapiential from the start. 
With the dismantling of Aristotelian final causality, humans emerged as masters 
of a nonteleological nature. FR 46 records, in a list of six 
philosophical afflictions, “the wages reason paid to emancipate itself from 
faith” (184). Quinn divides them into three pairs as representing failures in 
the key areas of metaphysics, ethics, and epistemology. Reason’s attempt to 
emancipate itself completely from extrinsic authority ends in nihilism. Quinn 
asks if the pope’s diagnosis is “apt,” presumably in the sense of “fitting.” 
Sweeney had deferred his question to Quinn, who concludes that an answer to his 
own aptness question would require “the sort of careful study of the history of 
philosophy which FR recommends as an antidote to eclecticism” (189). 
Though Sweeney had appealed to it, Quinn doesn’t deal with FR‘s lone 
paragraph (48) on the insights of modern philosophy. FR is then only a 
beginning, albeit an inspiring one.
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Cardinal Dulles returns to clarify the continuities and discontinuities 
between Vatican I’s Dei Filius and FR. With erudition and 
analytic skill Dulles maps clearly the “striking differences” (195) between the 
documents. Dulles likens the pope’s positions on faith and reason to de Lubac’s. 
One would do no violence to Dei Filius by reading it as cast in the 
very dualism that Blondel and de Lubac opposed. As Dulles explains, the pope 
reads it canonically with Vatican II and softens the dualism. Without 
questioning such a reading, Dulles could have paid more attention to the seams.

Professors and students in programs that study philosophy and theology 
together could use this book with profit. The authors revisit the creative 
strains of early twentieth-century Catholic thought that flowered at the 
council. We need more of this latter-day ressourcement. At the end, 
however, the question that generally haunts American receptions of the pope’s 
thought remains: How radical a critique of American culture does he intend? 
Prudence Allen rightly reads FR as a critique of business as usual in 
Catholic higher education, and particularly of dominant forms of academic 
theology. But doesn’t the fragmentary and disintegrated state of our colleges 
and universities simply reflect our culture? Doesn’t the critique need to be 
more radical? Most of us embody some version of the modern self Bishop Vigneron 
so aptly dubs the “anti-creature.” How deeply into this anti-creature do we have 
to go to find the semina verbi? Vigneron’s hopeful call for 
the evangelization of modernity makes the encyclical’s diagnosis of modern 
philosophy’s ills seem counterintuitive. He urges (104) reading the Bill of 
Rights together with the Bible. American Catholics from Orestes Brownson to John 
Courtney Murray have been doing just that for more than a century and a half. 
They regularly distinguish the godless French Revolution from the godly American 
one, and malign modern liberalism, against which the popes fought, from benign 
American liberalism. In the wake of such developments as Roe vs. Wade 
and two Gulf wars strenuously resisted by the pope, this Catholic version of 
American exceptionalism appears more and more tendentious. Except for brief 
references by Vigneron (103) and Quinn (183) and Koterski’s insightful 
discussion of FR in the context of our country, the modern state is 
almost invisible in this collection. But can we really imagine the drama of 
reason’s separation from faith, philosophy’s from theology, apart from the 
emergence of modern states (public) and their separation from the church 
(private)? Bishop Vigneron’s vision for a culture of communion is inspiring. But 
this otherwise fine collection lacks a sense of how difficult it might be for a 
philosophy “of genuinely metaphysical range” to arise and flourish in the form 
of life we know as the United States of America. 
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Liberty, Wisdom, and Grace collects material from two decade’s worth of 
John Hittinger’s essays and reviews. The volume’s subtitle may seem a bit 
misleading, for, while much of the content does concern Thomism and democratic 
political theory, substantial space is also given to issues of metaphysics, 
aesthetics, and education. This is, however, intelligible in light of the fact 
that the book’s most consistent concerns are rooted in the thought of Jacques 
Maritain, a mentor and interlocutor Hittinger turns to throughout. Indeed the 
index contains more references to Maritain than to any other figure, including 
Aquinas. Thus, the title is not so misleading after all: when one thinks of 
Thomism and democratic theory one must think of Maritain as well as of Yves 
Simon, to whom Hittinger also devotes a great deal of attention. 

The central problematic of the book is the contemporary political and 
cultural situation in the developed West. Hittinger is a fierce critic of the 
quest for radical autonomy that pervades our politics and that is underwritten 
by the reductionism and relativism of the academy: both begin with the quest for 
mastery of nature in Cartesian philosophy and end in the infamous “mystery 
passage” that is the center of the Supreme Court’s 1992 abortion decision, 
Planned Parenthood v. Casey (179, 197-99 with 182). He is also, however, 
mindful of the achievements of liberal democracy and particularly of American 
democracy, as interpreted especially by Tocqueville (11, 25, 52, 297). This 
latter thought gives Hittinger’s critique a moderation and sobriety about 
politics that tracks his more radical questions about the metaphysical roots of 
the modern project. 

Of the book’s sixteen chapters, three could be said to constitute anchors, 
whose themes resonate throughout the rest of the book. The first of these, 
“Jacques Maritain and Yves R. Simon’s Use of Thomas Aquinas in their Defense of 
Liberal Democracy” (chap. 3), aims to establish warrant in the writings of 
Aquinas for Maritain and Simon’s advocacy of democratic politics. Hittinger 
argues that the Thomistic grounds for universal suffrage can be found in texts 
where Aquinas distinguishes the rule of reason over the body from the rule of 
reason over the appetites, the latter said to be “royal or political rule” (STh 
I, q. 81, a. 3, ad 2), as well as in the famous text where Aquinas distinguishes 
servile dominion from political dominion in his discussion of whether or not 
there would have been dominion in the state of innocence (STh I, q. 96, 
a. 4). Grounds for consent-based theory of political authority can be found in 
Thomas’s statement that authority to make law is vested in a whole people or in 
one vested with care of the whole people (STh I-II, q. 90, a. 3). 
Hittinger locates a ground for Maritain and Simon’s championing of liberty in 
general and subsidiarity in particular in Aquinas’s discussions of the 
relationship of human freedom and divine power: in one text Aquinas holds that 
the wife of a condemned thief can
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rightly wish that his life be spared while the judge rightly wills his 
punishment, a difference rooted in the distinction between the divine or common 
good materially and formally considered, a distinction of central importance in 
Simon’s theory of political authority (STh I-II, q. 19, a. 10). The 
second text affirms that everything is governed by the divine will, but some 
things are so governed immediately and others by means of some intermediate 
cause (STh I, q. 103, a. 6). Finally, Hittinger locates a Thomistic 
ground for the notions of equality and human rights in Aquinas’s treatment of 
the universal character of essences considered as such, and thus of the human 
essence (De Ente et Essentia, 3.17-18). 

Hittinger admits that some of these grounds are tenuous. The second, for 
example, used as warrant for the “transmission theory of authority,” is only 
unambiguously suitable to this purpose when one accepts the interpretations of 
Cajetan, Bellarmine, and Suarez, as Maritain and Simon did. The fourth point 
about grounding equal human rights in a universal human essence is similarly 
tenuous; certainly many steps in the argument need to be supplied to get from 
the metaphysical point to the political conclusion. Nevertheless, Hittinger’s 
location and discussion of these various texts is important and helpful in 
assessing the project of Thomistic democratic theory. Similarly important is 
Hittinger’s noting that Simon especially thought that Thomists can be led to an 
advocacy of liberal democratic political institutions for prudential-historical 
considerations connected to the character of the modern state with its immense 
destructive potential (e.g., 38, 47, 49, 51, 280). It is such historical 
considera-tions, taken against the backdrop of the totalitarian politics of the 
first half of the twentieth century, that Hittinger sees as the essential 
connection between Thomas’s views and those of Maritain and Simon. This 
perspective links the “anchor” essay to several briefer essays that introduce 
the thought of Maritain and Simon, as well as to the last two essays in the 
book, which treat Maritain’s views on the cooperation of Church and State in 
light of the Second Vatican Council and the contributions to political thought 
by James V. Schall, himself an important Thomist and interpreter of Maritain and 
Simon. 

The second anchoring essay of the volume, “The Two Locke’s: On the Foundation 
of Liberty in Locke” (chap. 7), takes up some of these modern themes by way of 
an interpretive dispute over the meaning of Locke’s political teaching. 
Hittinger pits what he calls the “new Locke” against an older view. The old view 
saw Locke as the founder of liberal individualism and opponent of the premodern 
Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition of political thought in continuity with Hobbes 
and is exemplified by the work of Leo Strauss and C. B. Mac-Pherson. The new 
Locke, on the contrary, is a Christian thinker and advocate of natural law, who, 
when seen in the proper historical context, is both more connected to the 
premodern tradition and more relevant to contemporary liberal democratic 
politics than previously thought. The new Locke is associated parti-cularly with 
the work of John Dunn, Richard Ashcraft, and James Tully. Hittinger uses the 
conflict over Locke’s teaching on murder and suicide in the 
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Second Treatise to enucleate the dispute and then argues for a 
resolution on the basis of the Essay concerning Human Understanding. 
The New Lockeans emphasize Locke’s statement that murder and suicide are wrong 
because human beings are God’s property—the “Divine workmanship model”—and see 
in this model the theological root of his whole theory of natural law. The Old 
Lockeans saw the root of Locke’s natural law in his statements about 
self-preservation, statements that require no theological premises and that link 
Locke with Hobbes. Hittinger thinks this latter view is correct and that it 
makes Locke the founder of “radical autonomy” in contemporary liberalism. 
Hittinger’s main argument for this is the Essay‘s empiricist 
metaphysics, which lays the groundwork for replacing the notion of “person” with 
that of “self” as the locus of radical freedom and constructs a new system of 
natural law stripped down to a minimum of rules intended to protect life, 
liberty, and estate. 

This interpretation of Locke and his central role in modern liberalism is 
connected to briefer essays on Locke’s turn from virtue to utility, on the 
thought of the contemporary liberal theorist, David Richards, and to essays that 
compare the thought of Maritain, Simon, Richards, and the recent Hungarian 
thinker, Aurel Kolnai, on equality and human rights. In all of these discussions 
Locke stands for the modern turn, an essentially metaphysical rejection of the 
pre-modern tradition, while Maritain and Simon demonstrate how the premodern 
view remains a viable alternative even in the context of modern democratic 
political regimes. 

The third anchoring essay, “Newman, Theology, and the Crisis in Liberal 
Education” (chap. 14), deals with the fragmentation in contemporary higher 
education and the opening it has provided to the opposed forces of scientific 
reductionism on the one hand and postmodern relativism on the other. The former 
movement is represented by E. O. Wilson’s 1998 book Consilience, and 
the latter by Richard Rorty’s many essays. Wilson and Rorty debated one another 
at the Wilson Center in Washington, D.C., in 1998, and that event incarnates for 
Hittinger the contemporary debate in Western intellectual life generally, but in 
higher education in particular. The perspective of Newman is offered as a 
necessary corrective to this standoff, especially Newman’s thoughts about the 
place of theology in education. Newman argues for the presence of theology in 
the university as a genuine branch of knowledge without which the university’s 
claim to universality fails; as an integrating discipline that, while respecting 
the autonomy of the other disciplines, provides a context for thinking about the 
whole; and as a prophylactic against the imperialism of any one of the 
specialized disciplines against the others. Hittinger thinks all of these 
arguments are indicative of the condition of knowledge today in the culture. 
Higher education has been led to an impasse between Wilsonian reductionism and 
Rortyan relativism by the exclusion of theology from colleges and universities.


This essay is connected to others treating John Paul II’s encyclical letter
Fides et ratio, Marion Montgomery’s literary criticism, and Maritain’s 
account of the intuition of being. All are linked by the connection between 
metaphysical realism 
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and theology in any adequate critical perspective on modern cultural life. 
The essay on Newman is particularly appropriate as a conclusion, since, for 
Hittinger the political theorist, the problems posed by radical autonomy in 
politics are mirrored in the fragmentation, reductionism, and relativism that 
characterize the contemporary academy. And the solutions to the political 
problems seem to be primarily educational and religious: reform of education in 
a Newmanesque direction and renewed placement of theological discourse in the 
public sphere seem to be Hittinger’s favored remedial policies (see, e.g., 
70-71, 182, 199, 260, 283). This too links Hittinger to Maritain, for whom 
education was a central concern. Moreover, this suggestion of a cultural 
treatment for political maladies seems close to the views of John Paul II. 

Hittinger’s essays constitute thoughtful engagements between the Thomist 
tradition and modernity in various arenas. That engagement can be described as a 
kind of cultural criticism and this itself merits reflection. In modern times 
political philosophy has become a kind of cultural critique and the solutions 
proposed to political problems are often broadly cultural. This seems to be a 
direct result of democracy in so far as the triumph of democracy means that the 
important differences between political regimes are more cultural than political 
in the traditional structural sense. Hittinger’s Thomism aims to provide an 
interpretation and grounding for democratic political practice superior to that 
provided by modern political philosophy. One question that deserves more 
reflection in this context concerns the relationship of political philosophy 
and political theology. Hittinger suggests that one difference between 
Maritain and Simon is what one could call Simon’s realism about political things 
as distinct from what one could call Maritain’s optimism. The latter spirit is 
not unrelated to a very high opinion on Maritain’s part of the modern scientific 
project and its implications for human affairs generally (64, 67, 83, 148, 281, 
289-90). Yet Hittinger is careful to differentiate Maritain’s metaphysical 
thought from the metaphysics at the origins of the modern project in Descartes. 
This suggests that the difference has more to do with Maritain’s theological 
thought, that is, with the contextualization of contemporary scientific and 
political developments in a theology of history. One can wonder just how much of 
Maritain’s enthusiasm for democracy was related to properly theological ideas 
and to what extent even these theological expectations were shared by Aquinas.





V. Bradley Lewis 

The Catholic University of America

    Washington, D.C.
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[bookmark: Mystical Thought]The Mystical Thought of Meister Eckhart: 
The Man from Whom God Hid Nothing. By Bernard McGinn. New York: The 
Crossroad Publishing Company, 2001. Pp. 292. $45.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-8245-1914-0.

Over fifty years ago a young man began to read the works of Meister Eckhart 
in English translation. He grappled with the complexity of the writings, the 
paradoxes of the teachings, the seemingly outrageous unorthodox statements 
contained in the works of the Dominican theologian. In this present book Bernard 
McGinn shares with the academic community his mature understanding of the 
Master’s mystical thought after so many years of reading the texts, pondering 
their message, wondering about their meaning, and being inspired by their 
author. This study McGinn planned to form part of volume 4 of his comprehensive 
series The Presence of God: A History of Western Christian Mysticism. 
He found the material and his own interest in this extraordinary Dominican 
teacher to be too comprehensive and discovered that he had to write a separate 
book.

As the focus of the book McGinn poses several questions: “Who was Meister 
Eckhart? Why were his teaching and preaching so powerful and so controversial? 
What was the relation between Eckhart the lesemeister and Eckhart the
lebemeister, and between the learned Latin writings that give us access 
to the former and the more than one hundred sermons and handful of treatises 
that allow us to overhear Eckhart the preacher and ‘soul friend’?” (2). He gives 
answers to these questions in six chapters: the first, providing an introduction 
to Eckhart’s life and works; the second, dealing with problems of 
interpretation; the third, arguing for a characterization of Eckhart’s mysticism 
as being the “mysticism of the ground”; the fourth, analyzing the preacher’s 
sermons; and the final two chapters, presenting the main themes of Eckhart’s 
teaching on how all things flow out from and return to the divine grunt 
(ground). 

Eckhart can be investigated as lesemeister or lebemeister. 
Scholars study the works of Eckhart, the master of theology (lesemeister), 
the teacher of doctrine, the formulator of new modes of thinking about the 
Godhead, God, the Trinity, Jesus Christ, and the human person. One can also 
study Eckhart the spiritual master (lebemeister) of the 
Christian life, who reflects theologically on the impli-cations of his written 
works on the lives of Christian believers, be they Dominican friars, novices, 
nuns, or lay folk. In the first chapter, McGinn re-hearses Eckhart’s personal 
background and education, considers the wide spec-trum of Eckhart’s Latin and 
German works, and reminds the reader of Eckhart’s call to trial for heresy and 
his own defense against the charges. This functions as background for a 
reconsideration of the controversy over Eckhart’s teachings.

In this second chapter, McGinn surveys earlier scholars such as Fischer, 
Flasch, Kelley, and Mojsisch, pitting them against recent critics such as Ruh, 
Haas, and Largier, on the interpretation of Eckhart as mystic or teacher of the 
mystical life. McGinn shows the unique character of Eckhart’s “mystical 
hermeneutics”—“unique,” despite his use of sources from Christian tradition, 
such as Augustine, and from non-Christian writers, such as Maimonides. McGinn
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adamantly asserts that the Bible, as the source of truth about the Truth, 
is the first principle of Eckhart’s hermeneutics. Eckhart “dehistoricizes and 
decontextualizes the text into sentences, fragments, or even individual words 
that he then recombines with other biblical passages in a dense web of inter-textuality 
through a system of cross-referencing that is one of the main char-acteristics 
of his hermeneutics” (27). Eckhart is concerned “with the basic opposition 
between inner and outer” (ibid.) in his exegesis. Precisely as biblical preacher 
Eckhart endeavors to “break through” or “explode” the text for its hid-den 
meaning in order to benefit the hearer of his word, but “his word” must always 
be the “Word of God, which is ‘God’s Power and God’s Wisdom’ (1 Cor 1:34)” (29). 
McGinn concludes: “Eckhart’s place in the history of Western mysticism is 
primarily rooted in the German preaching of the lebemeister, but his 
vernacular message cannot be understood apart from the Latin learning of the 
lesemeister who had absorbed and recast the spiritual wisdom of a 
millennium” (34).

The relationship of Creator and creature, God and human, has been ex-plained 
in various ways throughout the history of Christian theology, and specifically 
as part of mysticism. McGinn rehearses the various attempts to classify and 
explain mystical experience. He advances “mysticism of the ground” to describe 
the Meister’s project. He finds this a “helpful prism for under-standing the 
special character of the mysticism of Eckhart and those influenced by him, 
Dominican and non-Dominican” (37). Eckhart proclaimed this new explanation of 
mysticism in his blunt and thought-provoking way: “God’s ground and my ground is 
the same ground” (38). McGinn goes on to assert, “The consciousness of the 
ground, a form of awareness different from all other forms of experience and 
knowing, is the foundation of Meister Eckhart’s mysticism” (ibid.). 

The Middle High German word grunt (ground) is presented as the most 
appropriate breakthrough concept for piecing together mysticism from both the 
German and the Latin works. McGinn calls grunt a “master metaphor” or 
“ex-plosive metaphor” that discloses its meanings in a multifaceted way that no 
Latin term or group of terms could express. Because of this, grunt 
becomes the very “ground” of Eckhart’s mysticism. It operates as the key to the 
Meister’s way of expressing the relationships of God and humans, Creator and 
creature, and the inner life of the Trinity. It explains, in a way that 
Brautmystik (bridal mysticism) cannot, how God and man are one. It seeks to 
explain the ancient maxim: God became man, so that man might become God. Bridal 
mysticism, the safer choice in explaining this union, offers an explanation of 
the unity and distinction involved that seems quite logical. For Eckhart, this 
account is wholly unsatisfying and ultimately untrue. Eckhart treads on shaky 
ground when he claims, as McGinn describes it, “the ground is nothing other that 
[sic] the ‘uncreated something in the soul’ (not of the soul)” (45). 
McGinn explains, “The language of the ground is meant to confuse in order to 
enlighten” (49). 

The role of the theologian/preacher is to help to proclaim this new mystical 
teaching. McGinn asserts that “it is within the very act of preaching and the
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ascesis of attentive listening that awareness of the divine birth taking 
place in the ground is attained” (53). A cycle of four sermons (Pfeiffer I-IV) 
showing how the eternal birth takes place in the grunt “contains one of 
the Dominican’s most extensive explorations of the language of the ground” (54). 
McGinn calls these sermons “a vernacular summa of his mysticism” 
(ibid.). Eckhart made clear the importance of the ground when he wrote: “This 
[the ground] is by nature receptive to nothing save only the divine essence, 
without mediation. Here God enters the soul with his all, not merely with a 
part” (56). Eckhart insists that utter passivity of the person is the only 
possible preparation for this to happen. Eckhart thus explains the dynamic of 
union in terms of “flowing” and uses the Thomistic concept of exitusreditus
to describe the entire process by which the human comes forth from God and 
returns to God. His favorite biblical texts used to fashion this construct are 
the revelation of God as “I am who am” (Exod 3:14) and the creation from 
nothing. He moves on to the inner life of the Trinity as an exemplar of 
“flowing” and the “source” of all “flowing-out.” 

Eckhart’s account of the meeting of God and human can be summarized by 
adverting to some of his favorite texts. “While all things held quiet silence 
and night was in the midst of its course, your Almighty Word, Lord, came down 
from heaven” (Wis 18:14). This text prophetically speaks of the Incarnation. It 
may also speak of the encounter of the soul with God, for such a meeting depends 
upon the total passivity of the soul and the gracious divine initiative to begin 
the union and bring it to fruition. Eckhart also favored another quotation to 
help image the union. “I will lead you into the desert and speak to your heart” 
(Hos 2:14). This was also presumably a favorite verse of St. Dominic because it 
is quoted in the ninth of his Nine Ways of Prayer, which speaks of the heights 
of contemplation. There it is used to indicate the solitude and intimacy 
necessary for a mystical encounter, for it is in such a place that the Word can 
be spoken and the believer may hear it and let it penetrate into his being. This 
verse has rich associations with the Exodus event. The Israelites wandered in 
the desert totally at the mercy and under the care of their God, being fed on 
manna and quail, guided by the cloud and the pillar of fire, led by God’s 
appointed leader, Moses. The experience of Israel in the desert, as the prophets 
reflected on that time, becomes a fond memory of aloneness with God, a 
privileged meeting with their God. 

McGinn also shows that “Eckhart’s mysticism has an important Spirit-centered 
dimension” (89). Since that is so, love must play a vital role in the 
relationship of the Trinity and humans. “For this reason, the very same love 
with which the Father loves the Son and the Son loves the Father must be the 
love by which we love God” (ibid.). He even claims that Eckhart would believe 
that “we are fully united to God because we are the Holy Spirit, the 
very bond of the triune God” (ibid.). Ultimately, McGinn wants to “show how 
God’s inner life as a communion of three Persons is both the source of all that 
is and the way by which we find our way home” (90). 

Throughout this book, McGinn shows how Eckhart is like other 
theologians—using phrases such as “Like any good medieval theologian”—but 
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he also shows how totally unique his teachings are by contrasting them to 
those of St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Augustine, and others. Eckhart’s basic weakness 
is also mentioned: “Although Eckhart analyzed the harmful effects of the fall of 
humanity on the order of the universe and in daily life, his fundamentally 
optimistic view of creation had little appreciation for the demonic power of 
evil” (106).

McGinn presents a fascinating exposition on the meaning of imago Dei 
first by rehearsing earlier teachings on it and then contrasting imago 
with ad imaginem. Eckhart’s teaching radicalizes something that is 
already quite radical. “‘If I am to know God without medium,’ says Eckhart in 
Pr. 70, “without image, and without likeness, God actually has to become me and 
I have to become God’” (111). Just as in the Incarnation God underwent 
hominification so that humans might be deified, so for every soul God must be 
hominified so that the soul might be deified. This can only happen because of 
the grunt. It can only happen because of the “uncreated something” in 
the soul and “this uncreated something in the soul is intellect insofar as 
it is intellect” (113). 

The task of the preacher was to “rouse his hearers to a new state of 
awareness that would lead back to the divine ground within” (114); “Eckhart 
basically wanted his audience … to be so dedicated to fulfilling the will of 
God, so unconcerned with self, that their every action proceeds from the 
‘well-exercised ground’ in which God and humans are one” (161). 

An appendix on Eckhart’s sources is a very valuable addition to the book; the 
notes are extremely useful and informative. The book as a whole is as clear as 
an exposition of Eckhart can get, profound in its simplicity and simple in its 
profundity. If Eckhart’s teachings are true then he truly was, as he claimed, 
the man from whom God hid nothing.

  

Leonard P. Hindsley




Providence College

    Providence, Rhode Island 







[bookmark: Josef Fuchs]Josef Fuchs on Natural Law. By Mark 
Graham. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2002. Pp. 292. $49.95 
(cloth) ISBN 0-87840-382-5.

Mark Graham has written a very useful book. Students now have a cogent source 
to help them grasp the parade of complicated journal articles and books on 
revisionist thought that have appeared over the last decades. Graham’s book may 
well supersede other sources on revisionist thinking and become a standard of 
sorts for those interested in both the recent history of Western moral theology 
and a clear and fair defense of the revisionist method itself. Graham is 
excellent at analyzing both the strengths of revisionism as phrased by Fuchs and 
others, 
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and clearly noting its weaknesses. He has researched the critics of Fuchs as 
well and explicated their thinking fully and fairly. Fuchs himself is presented 
as groundbreaking in his move from a “nature”-centered natural-law approach to a
recta ratio approach, but also noted is his frustrating generalized 
thinking and expression as he attempts to explain his method. 

The key controversial point within Fuchs’s method, as expected, centers 
around the theoretical existence or nonexistence of intrinsically evil acts. 
Graham invites the reader to consider this issue again as he discloses his own 
agreement with Fuchs on the nonexistence of such acts, known from the object 
alone. Graham also gives one of the clearest explanations of what revisionists 
do and do not hold regarding judgments about moral evil. 


  Nobody [i.e. revisionists] denies that formal norms such as “be just” … 
  are always valid… . Nor does anyone dispute that analytic moral norms such 
  as “do not commit murder” … are exceptionless… . A third class of 
  valid exceptionless norms, which articulates specific circumstances for an act 
  to be considered wrong, also is not disputed by anyone. “Do not kill your 
  spouse in anger or jealousy.” The only class of norms at issue in the 
  contemporary controversy over exceptionless norms is that prohibiting 
  concrete, specifiable actions in which the object chosen by the moral agent 
  and described in … morally neutral language is always wrong, regardless of 
  attendant circumstances. (224-25) 



This last class is the group of norms that traditional moralists would call 
intrinsically evil, prohibiting actions that are known to be morally wrong from 
the object alone (e.g., do not contracept during intercourse, do kill babies 
in utero). 

In Graham’s approach to the problem the real rub is to be found in the 
theoretical realm since many moral norms in the practical arena can be 
considered exceptionless. “Although one might be able to imagine circumstances 
in which the norm ‘do not intentionally engage in sexual intercourse with 
someone other than your spouse’ would be inapplicable, the current absence of 
these circumstances and the inability to foresee the emergence of these 
circumstances in the near or distant future means that the norm, on the 
practical level, should be considered exceptionless”(225). The strength of the 
book lies in Graham’s own analysis of Fuchs and in his nuancing and applying of 
Fuchs’s principles to current moral problems. 

The book consists of six chapters in two parts. In part 1, Graham reviews the 
early Fuchs in his rejection of situational ethics, and in his articulation of 
natural law as an unwritten internal law corresponding to the demands of human 
nature which gives rise to norms cast in propositional form (37). Graham also 
deals with Fuchs’s role on the papal birth-control commission in part 1. In part 
2, Fuch’s new and developing views on theological anthropology, recto
ratio, 
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Christian faith, and natural law are all reviewed and analyzed. Graham 
characterizes Fuchs’s conversion as one that led him to posit that human nature 
is an indispensable but insufficient source for moral analysis. Nature does not 
disclose ethical obligation but only its own being. “Human nature indicates 
general human goods … but specific knowledge of natural law requires reason 
to interpret and assess the concrete situation” (126). Most provocatively Graham 
describes Fuchs’s ideas as leading to such conclusions as “salvation has no 
intrinsic, necessary relation to categorical actions; they might express the 
status of one’s fundamental option … but categorical actions are no longer 
directly linked to one’s soteriological standing” (123).

The disconnect between one’s freely chosen acts and their relation to one’s 
salvation is of course a weighty consideration for those theologians and 
church-men who reject Fuchs’s approach to moral thinking. For Fuchs a person’s 
moral standing before God is to be found in the agent’s “striving,” not his or 
her accomplishing what is objectively right. Is it really just moral effort or 
striving that orders one to communion with God? One is led to ask, “Doesn’t 
actually living the moral truth have some impact upon communion with God”?

After reading this work I am convinced that Fuchs’s influence on future moral 
theologians will be minor, even as it now wanes for certain contemporary 
thinkers. Graham’s attempt to apply Fuchs’s thought to a contemporary problem 
such as topsoil erosion underscores how nondescript Fuchs’s method really is. 
Graham concludes by saying that Fuchs’s “methodology not only allows for, but 
requires, that natural law analysis consider the manifold links, sometimes 
remote and subtle, between individual acts and their consequences.” Whose 
methodology doesn’t do this? Even the traditionalist has to do just this kind of 
analysis for the myriad of moral problems that are not considered intrinsically 
evil, including the problem of topsoil erosion. Recta ratio, Fuchs’s 
expression for moral deliberation that does not depend exclusively on attending 
to human nature, is simply the mind apprehending the truth as best it can within 
a context of real relationships and allegiances, guided by available analytic 
and synthetic mental tools. Outside of the clearly reforming principle of 
rejecting intrinsically evil acts, no unique approach to moral discernment has 
been put forth by Fuchs. 

Fuchs is basically a thinker in the formal realm of moral theology. He is not 
a casuist in any real sense. Graham notes that Fuchs’s work must be completed in 
normative ways. “The generality of Fuchs’ presentation precludes any 
determinative notion of the human good” (135). Since Fuchs rejects the theory of 
intrinsically evil acts “nothing in Fuchs’ theological anthropology, as it 
stands, immediately rules any moral judgment out of court” (136). This is not to 
say that he does not eventually get to judgment about right and wrong, but it is 
not really an objective judgment for others to follow but simply a guideline for 
one to consult in any concrete situation. In the end, for Fuchs, the moralist 
ought to stay on the formal level of his or her craft because only the agent 
involved in the concrete decision can “name goods” (140). Graham, himself, finds 
this approach too formal and not robust enough, offering only “general moral 
guidance and formal human values” (ibid.). 
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Whether or not Fuchs has retrieved Thomas’s understanding of natural law 
correctly—and many like John Finnis (Moral Absolutes, 36-37) believe 
that he did not—Graham’s own work will, we hope, continue and his own approach 
to moral method become more specified. I cannot accept the arguments against the 
theoretical existence of intrinsically evil acts but I can welcome Graham’s 
conclusion that 


  we should regard the accumulated moral judgments synthesized in moral norms 
  and tested over long periods of time as correct and indicative of recta 
  ratio. There might arise instances … that will reveal defects in 
  certain … norms and render them inapplicable in specific concrete 
  situations, but this possibility should not influence one’s practical, 
  everyday readiness and willingness to accept received ethical wisdom as valid. 
  (230) 



One ought not normally make the hoped-for development of moral doctrine a 
standard of behavior, unless he or she has been anointed with some gift of 
prophecy. The sound pragmatic norms of the “received ethical wisdom,” such as do 
not commit adultery, or do not kill innocent life, reflect truths that have 
stood the test of time. 

In the final chapter, Graham charts a course for the future for those who are 
interested in completing Fuchs’s work. The list of labor unfinished by Fuchs 
makes evident why so many have found his method wanting. Graham admits that 
Fuchs needed to develop an anthropology—indeed, he notes, “he never outlines in 
any detail the contents of human nature.” Graham posits that the “wedding of 
human nature and contemporary personalism might prove to be a highly potent 
anthropological basis for Roman Catholic natural law theory.” This has already 
been done by John Paul II, and other thinkers, who of course disagree with 
Fuchs’s approach to naming moral evil. Graham also notes that there are grave 
problems with Fuchs’ inability to set a standard for assessing the value of 
disparate goods. The whole approach to determining the so-called premoral values 
and disvalues, so central to revisionists, thereby appears “arbitrary”(245). 
Finally, Graham mentions the soteriological issue again, as Fuchs disengages 
salvation from concrete acts by placing it in the realm of striving to be good, 
not actually performing right actions. This move, Graham argues, removes an 
inherent bias against the unintelligent person in moral theology theory. Does 
it? Fuchs’s system demands that each person not be guided by moral norms but 
that each 


  

  individual moral agent whose knowledge of concrete circumstances and various 
  premoral values and disvalues at stake allow her to discern the right course 
  of action in the immediate situation… . By insisting that all premoral 
  values and disvalues of an action be considered to determine its 
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  rightness or wrongness, whether proximate or remote, or direct or indirect, 
  or slight or readily apparent … Fuchs expand[s] our understanding of an 
  action’s moral import. (250) 



I do not know how such complexity assists the “unintelligent” any better than 
the simple norm of “do not engage in sex outside of marriage,” or “do not kill 
innocent persons,” or “do not beat your spouse.” How does this level the playing 
field and deliver a more “egalitarian” moral method?

Whether or not one accepts the revisionist school, Graham has given us a 
vital source of reflection on the method itself which can be utilized to argue 
for its demise or, for those so interested, its ongoing development. If 
revisionists are practical absolutists in the area of intrinsically evil acts, 
we can continue to engage in dialogue about the theoretical level. With so much 
work left unfinished by Fuchs, Graham will be working hard over the next decade 
to complete it himself. I look forward to him developing a moral method and the 
conversation that ensues. Graham’s take on the revisionist approach is expressed 
in such irenic tones one can only wonder what his voice would have contributed 
to lessening the shrill pitch and personal venom during the 1970s and 1980s in 
American moral theological circles. Perhaps we could only have such a voice 
because of the passage of time. Conversation with such a partner as Graham 
promises to be both civil and quite productive.

James Keating 



Pontifical College Josephinum

    Columbus, Ohio 



[bookmark: Bernard Lonergan]Bernard Lonergan’s Philosophy of Religion: 
From Philosophy of God to Philosophy of Religious Studies. By Jim Kanaris. 
Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 2002. Pp. xii + 200. $21.95 (paper). IBSN 
0-7914-5466-5. 

In this insightful study, Jim Kanaris successfully demonstrates his thesis 
that we should refer to Bernard Lonergan’s “philosophy of religion as it is 
literally, as a philosophy of religious studies, distinguishing it 
firstly from his philosophy of God and secondly from his model of religion” (6). 
Following the historical method, he traces the emergence of Lonergan’s 
philosophy of religion and aptly demarcates it both from his older philosophy of 
God and from his model of religious experience, which is more or less 
concomitant with his philosophy of religion. He considers the notion of 
religious experience as the linchpin between Lonergan’s early philosophy of God 
and his later philosophy of religion (5; see chart, 145).
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Kanaris rightly sees that Lonergan’s philosophy of religion is a 
“foundational methodology of religious studies” (131). It plays two roles. 
First, its ground in cognitional theory provides a heuristic structure for 
research; second, it proceeds in a dialectical fashion as it critically examines 
actual practices in religious studies. “Dialectic is all about engaging implicit 
and explicit assumptions (cognitional, metaphysical, ethical, and religious) 
that shape methodical and methodological inquiry and their horizons” (121). 
Again, Lonergan’s philosophy of religion is not the same thing as his model of 
religion. “The shift, then, is from articulating his own model to scrutinizing 
the philosophical assumptions of models proposed by religion scholars” (123). 
While the model is undoubtedly valuable, the foundational-dialectical tool 
offered by Lonergan is methodologically more basic.

Kanaris’s complex interpretation of Lonergan is sound throughout. He shows 
his understanding to be nuanced as he characterizes two stages in Lonergan’s 
development, that is, from an intellectualist stance to a position that covers 
the whole of human intentionality, culminating in the fourth level (the level of 
values and religion). He is also balanced as he does not want to exaggerate the 
reorientation: Lonergan’s Kehre seems to have been more a shift than a 
break (11, 62, 80, 95, 98, 104). Kanaris is generally favorable to Lonergan 
while being aware of his limitations, for instance, the use that Lonergan makes 
of Heiler, which seems to have misled Lindbeck in his construing of Lonergan 
(111-12). He situates the issues and options within a contemporary context and 
shows that some of Lonergan’s solutions overlap with those of other 
philosophers. At other times, he clarifies Lonergan’s thought by contrast, for 
instance with Chalmers on consciousness (32-35). Or he elucidates with clarity 
the debate between Lonergan and Rasmussen (82-83). In sum, he is perfectly 
acquainted with the primary and the secondary literature. Readers of The 
Thomist are likely to be interested in what he says about Lonergan’s 
Thomist side (11-13, 63, 65-66, 69, 73, 79-80).

Kanaris often introduces useful clarifications, for example, three notions of 
experience (24, 29-30 with a chart, and 41). Moreover, the distinction between, 
on the one hand, Lonergan’s cognitional theory and, on the other hand, 
epistemology in the Cartesian manner is particularly helpful (27). Whereas 
cognitional theory directly derives from the self’s actual performance, most 
modern epistemologies endeavor logically to establish foundations. This 
contrasting characterization may be applied to the battle between the 
foundationalists and the antifoundationalists. Similarly, the difference in 
preoccupation and style between Lonergan’s philosophy of religion and 
Anglo-American forms of it helps the reader to realize that the later Lonergan’s 
work was more about phenomenology and hermeneutics than a logic disconnected 
from existential concerns (147-49).

In this serious, although never boring, book, it is refreshing to come across 
humorous remarks such as the one about Aquinas and Tolkien (12), and bold 
phrases such as “a whiff of leonine quality” (32, quoting Chalmers), or 
“conceptually incarcerating” (50).
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Readers who would like to know more about Kanaris’s thinking will find the 
list of his articles on page 184 of his book. Because it explains the main 
concepts elaborated by Lonergan, this study constitutes a good general 
introduction to several fundamental aspects of Lonergan’s thought.

 

Louis Roy, O.P.




Boston College

    Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts 
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2003. Pp. xxiii + 563. $59.95 (cloth), $39.95 (paper). 

    ISBN 0-8132-1095-X
(cloth), 0-8132-1096-8 (paper).


	Metaphysics, as many recognize these days, has fallen on hard times. Through the
course of modern philosophy, it has lost its vital contact with reality and disappeared
into the abstractions of “ontology.” In this work, Oliva Blanchette takes up the
challenge of renewing metaphysical inquiry in the third millennium by deconstructing
modern ontology and reconstructing thought as it relates to the concrete. This can be
accomplished, he believes, only by returning to a “more ancient view” of this science.
He sees his book, accordingly, as “an effort at critical reconstruction in the philosophy
of being or metaphysics as understood in the ancient sense.” He begins with
Heidegger, “who has done more than anyone else in our time to bring the question of
being back to the forefront of philosophy,” but also enlists the help of Plato, Aristotle,
and Aquinas, whom he names “the last great metaphysician in the ancient mode”
(xiv-xv).


	Blanchette describes this massive work engagingly as a “play” or “dialog”
between the author and the reader in which the reader must take an active part since
“one does not do metaphysics except on one’s own intellectual initiative” and through
the exercise of “one’s own critical reflection” (xvi). The play has six parts, dealing
with the question, meaning, properties, structure, communication, and summit of
being. 


	Part I takes up the subject and method of metaphysics. Rejecting the essentialism
of Suarez, Wolff, Kant, and Heidegger, Blanchette argues that “only being taken
precisely as being can be taken as the proper subject of metaphysics” (25-26). He
begins by affirming that “knowing is of being” and then reviews the different ways
of knowing or different sciences to arrive at “the idea of a first kind of knowing.”
Finally he asks “how the subject of investigation for this first kind of knowing or this
first philosophy is to be conceived” (26). This does not involve any judgment about
material or immaterial being since being as it “presents itself in the very first act of
knowing,” in the “primordial conception of being,” is “neither material nor
immaterial, but simply being, including both, if the two are to be distinguished” (27-28).
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	In describing the method of metaphysics, Blanchette analyzes the act of
intelligence into “understanding” (simple apprehension) and “critical reflection”
(judgment). It is in the exercise of judgment that being presents itself to our knowing,
and metaphysics begins “in the reflection that occurs in any serious exercise of
judgment” (45, 70). Metaphysics is “the attempt to formulate this reflective presence
of being in an exercise of judgment that transcends the judgments of direct
experience” (74). There is no gap between knowing and being since being is not some
“thing in itself” (Kant), but is “simply what is known when knowing takes place”
(76). Since being is given in the act or “actual exercise” of judgment, the task of
metaphysics is to penetrate the exercise of judgment and so “elaborate the full
meaning of being both conceptually and in act” (77).


	In the second part of his essay, Blanchette considers the meaning of being. The
notion of being involves three aspects: haecceity (this-ness), quiddity, and the act of
being (115). Since being is not a category, but a concept that transcends the categories
of Aristotle, it has its own transcendental order which can only be expressed through
the use of analogy (117). In his discussion of analogy and its distinction from
univocity and equivocation, Blanchette provides some helpful insights into the
tendency (or even the duty) of the particular sciences to treat their subject matter
univocally (a tendency, he notes, which opens the way to reductionism and which, we
might add, often plagues the contemporary dialogue between empirical science and
theology) (122, 128).


	Analogy is a key element “in the reconstruction of a metaphysics that is true to
the question of being in its difference and in its diversity” (120). For being is not to
be seen as “some generic category in which all beings could equally fit,” but rather
as “an order of different beings unified conceptually by a reference to one” (119).
Using Aquinas’s discussion from the Commentary on the Sentences (I Sent., d. 19, q.
5, a. 2, ad 1), Blanchette shows how both differences and similarities of meaning are
built into the analogous term. He departs from Aquinas and Aristotle, however, in his
argument that the “one” or the “prime analogate” for being is neither substance
(Aristotle, Metaphys. 1003 b5-10) nor God (Aquinas, STh I, q. 13, aa. 5-6), but rather
the human being (130-39). In this, he notes that he is following Heidegger and also
intentionally beginning with what is better known to us rather than better known in
itself. By limiting being to the way “it presents itself in experience,” however, he
does seem in danger (despite his arguments to the contrary) of limiting the
metaphysical enterprise to the realm of human experience: “Only with a primary
analogate properly located in the human being can we proceed to a metaphysical
account of the differences of being as given in experience. For being can be
understood in the full analogy of its difference only through reference to this
one—pros touto hen” (138-40). 


	In part 3, Blanchette gives a careful and nuanced discussion of the transcen-dental
modes of being, including not only being as one, true, and good, but also being as
active and being as universe. Here again, “it is from human being and in relation to
human being that we come to understand all of being.” Being is 
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understood as true and good not in relation to divine being, but “from the standpoint
of our own intelligence and will” (194). With this starting point, it is not clear that
his attempt “to think of being in its transcendental openness, even to the point of
infinity” really escapes the limits of human thought and experience in which the
discussion is framed (195-96). “Truth and goodness are properties of being precisely
in this relation of all being or beings to human being as both intelligence and
appetite.” Though admittedly not itself “the summit of being or the norm of all truth
and goodness,” human being remains “the being around which our conception of
being as given in experience is ordered” (232-33).


	Blanchette’s treatment of the structure of being in part 4 begins with a discussion
of the differences in being and the distinction between being and becoming and then
goes on to consider substance, matter (potency), form (act), the act of being, and the
real distinction between essence and the act of being. In distinguishing being from
becoming, he uses the “unsurpassed” (249) arguments of Aristotle to negotiate
between Parmenides and Heraclitus (and Whitehead). He also points out some
helpful similarities between Aristotle’s principles of change and certain features of
modern science (255). His discussion of matter provides a useful corrective to the
tendency to reductionism in modern science (286) and brings out an often overlooked
“dynamic” aspect in the passivity of prime matter (294, 297).


	In part 5, Blanchette retrieves the notion of final cause which is generally
neglected by modern science and puts the notion of efficient cause into a metaphysical
rather than merely mechanistic context. Final cause is explained in relation to formal
cause, and efficient cause in relation to material cause. Here, accepting human being
as the primary analogate of being is useful since it immediately allows the notion of
intentionality (evidently a characteristic of human activity) to enter into the broader
discussion of causality. Final causality explains why different beings tend to interact,
and efficient causality explains how they interact in the communication of being
(406). Blanchette’s careful explanation of how beings constitute a “universe” only
through their dynamic interactions can serve as a corrective to those who would
characterize the world of Aristotle or Aquinas as “static.”


	The final part of the book takes up the question of God as the summit of being.
Rather than starting with a particular being or a particular relationship among beings
as Aquinas does in his five ways (STh I, q. 2, a. 3), Blanchette begins with a question
about the cause of all being “in its commonality” (479). He asserts that “[u]nless we
first raise the question of being as being, we cannot in any way raise the question of
a universal cause of being as being” and asserts that even “when one agrees to the
conclusion that God exists, say, in faith, if there is not metaphysical understanding,
it can only be a non sequitur open to all sorts of misunderstandings” (493-94).
Although he employs Aquinas’s five ways to establish the existence of God, he tends
to ground them in human experience rather than reality. He asserts, for instance, that
Aquinas begins his first three ways of showing that God exists with “different aspects
of being as 
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given in experience” (505). A careful reading of Aquinas, however, shows that he
begins not with being under the aspect of experience, but with being as such: “It is
certain and evident to our senses, that in the world some things are in motion” (STh
I, q. 2, a. 3), not that some things are experienced as being in motion. Blanchette’s
example of a pool player who hits a ball which sinks another ball is a helpful
illustration of a cause that causes the motion of another, but it does not seem an
adequate representation of the “per se subordinated moving causes” required in the
first way (508), where the last in the series cannot act unless the first is presently
active.


	In his discussion of transcendence and immanence, Blanchette is concerned to
show the limits of philosophy. While theology may have God as its subject,
metaphysics attains God only as the principle of its subject. He clearly explains that
philosophy is not able to know what God is, but then suggests that theology is capable
of such knowledge: “Let us think back to the notion of theology we have already
referred to as the science that would have God as the subject of its consideration. We
have argued that metaphysics, by itself as the science of being as being, cannot give
rise to any kind of positive theology of this kind, since that would have to presuppose
that it can give us an account of what God is as God, which, as we have also argued
metaphysics cannot do” (551). For Aquinas, however, even theology cannot give an
account of what God is: “By revelation of grace in this life we cannot know of God
what he is,” and “[n]either a Catholic nor a pagan knows the very nature of God as
it is in itself.” (STh I, q. 12, a. 13, ad 1; STh I, q. 13, a. 10, ad 5).


	Blanchette has produced a book of colossal breadth and depth of erudition, and
the criticisms raised here in no way diminish that accomplishment. It is a work that
solidly establishes the metaphysical enterprise at the beginning of the third
millennium. All contemporary philosophers will surely find profit in its careful study.





Michael J.
Dodds, O.P.






		Dominican School of Philosophy and Theology

       		Berkeley, California




		[bookmark: restore]Restoring Faith in Reason. Edited by
 Laurence Paul Hemming  and 

        Susan Frank
Parsons.  London: SCM Press, 2002. Pp. 320. $24.95 (paper). ISBN
0334028418.

	The bulk of this book (pp. 1-173) consists of the Latin text of the 1998 encyclical
letter Fides et ratio, together with a facing-page English translation. This is followed
by a commentary on the encyclical by James McEvoy (175-98), and then by seven
essays on various aspects and implications of the letter. The 
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essays, by Wayne J. Hankey, Laurence Paul Hemming, Eilert Herms, Nicholas Lash,
Aristotle Papanikolaou, Robert Sokolowski, and Janet Soskice, are mostly by Catholic
philosophers and theologians, but Orthodox (Papanikolaou) and Protestant (Herms)
Christianity are represented as well. There are, in addition, name- and subject-indexes to the encyclical and the interpretive materials. The volume is presented by
the editors as “the first in what we hope will be a number of studies which, in
different ways, and from a variety of perspectives, will pay generous heed to the
questions which Fides et ratio has raised” (xii).


	The Latin text provided is the same (save one or two misprints) as the official text
published in the Acta apostolicae sedis; but the English translation, made by Anthony
Meredith and Hemming (with, the acknowledgments suggest, some help from others),
differs in many minor and some major ways from the official version, released in
1998 and now available in many printed forms and at the Vatican website
(www.vatican.va). The editors write that they do not intend this new English version
to supplant the official translation (v); but they provide explanation neither of just
why they thought a new English version necessary or useful, nor of the principles by
which it was made. Discussion of these matters would have been useful and
interesting. It is, after all, far from usual to offer new and competing translations of
curial documents, and the fact that Hemming and Parsons chose to do so must mean
that they were dissatisfied with the one already on offer. They do not here tell us why,
though Hemming is on record (in New Blackfriars) as being dissatisfied with the
official translation, and he is not alone in that.


	Most of the differences between the two translations are stylistic, and in general
this new translation is less wooden and more like English than the official one. It is
also more gender-neutral, though not consistently so (in this matter, as in some
others, it reads like the work of a committee in need of a final going-over from a
single hand). But there are also places where the differences between the two
translations are substantive. I have not made a systematic and complete comparison
of the two versions with the Latin, but I have taken a few soundings by looking at
interesting passages where the official version had seemed to me wanting. The new
translation usually does better than the old. For example, in an interesting passage in
the third paragraph of §13, on the signs given by revelation to aid the understanding,
the old translation introduces talk of the mind’s autonomy which is quite absent from
the Latin, and garbles a number of distinctions that are present in the Latin. The new
translation gets this right. There are similar advantages in the new translation’s
rendering of passages in §67 and §80. But in §23, the new translation introduces a
mistake not present in the old by seeming to say that our ordinary, limited modes of
thought cannot express themselves, when in fact what they cannot express is
revelatae sapientiae altitudo (the trouble is either a typographical error in the English
or a misreading of pronoun reference in the Latin).


	In general, the new translation is better than the old, and its very existence
usefully presses the question of how approved vernacular versions of curial texts are
made, for it makes it easy to see that the official English version is sometimes 
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sufficiently far from the Latin to suggest that perhaps it was not made from the Latin
at all, or at least not from the Latin that constitutes the official text. This thought
gains substance when, as an hour or two’s work comparing the official English
version with the official German and French (with these we reach the limit of this
reviewer’s linguistic capabilities) versions (something the Vatican’s website makes
easy) will show, it is sometimes the case that all three (or two of the three) are closer
to one another than to the Latin. There is a complicated story here, no doubt, whose
details it would be interesting to know, as would be the linguistic details of the
composition of this and other encyclicals. Hemming and Parsons deserve our thanks
for making one part of the difficulty easier to see. But the very existence of their
version also raises questions about textual authority: their volume carries no
imprimatur or nihil obstat, and their version therefore has no magisterial weight.
Nevertheless, its existence surely (and perhaps interestingly) reduces the magisterial
significance of the official version simply by introducing a competitor.


	McEvoy’s commentary is a sympathetic analysis, meant not to engage the
encyclical critically or to develop its lines of thought, but rather to clarify its structure,
assumptions, and sources. It does all this well (though without startling insight), and
is especially good on the significance of the exemplary figures discussed in the
encyclical. I was taken aback, though, by the claim that among the encyclical’s
nineteenth- and twentieth-century exemplars, “John Henry Newman is the first …
not unsurprisingly” (194). Is McEvoy really surprised? This is probably a
typographical error, but it might also, I suppose, be a coded message.


	Hankey’s essay, “Practical Considerations about Teaching Philosophy and
Theology Now” (199-205), is an allusive diatribe occasioned by Fides et ratio‘s
emphasis upon the need for proper philosophical education for priests (and others).
Hankey does not like dogmatic neo-Scholasticism; he likes even less “theology as
post-modern mythopoiesis” (205)—by this he may mean Radical Orthodoxy; and he
would like the skills of reading to be better taught and more widely known. He
mentions, but neither argues for nor fully explains, a view of the relation between
philosophy and theology that may be like that of Fides et ratio. But it is hard to tell.


	Herms’s essay, “Objective Truth: Relations between Truth and Revelation in the
Encyclical Fides et ratio” (206-24), provides exactly what its title suggests: a careful
textual analysis of the (various) ways in which veritas is presented and theorized in
Fides et ratio, with special attention to the relations between these usages and the
encyclical’s understanding of revelation. Herms’s reading is fundamentally
sympathetic: he suggests, rightly, that more is needed than Fides et ratio provides by
way of an epistemology that explains our natural ability to know the truth—indeed,
our flagrans desiderium (§24) for it. The encyclical is suggestive but not systematic
here, and Herms points the way toward what would have to be done in order to
become systematic.


	Lash’s essay, “Visio Unica et Ordinata Scientiae” (225-36), while fundamentally
supportive of the encyclical’s plea for a counter to the increasing 
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fragmentation of knowledge evident in university settings and public culture, protests
two points: first, the encyclical’s tendency to hypostatize ‘philosophy’ as though its
identity had been stable through history; and second, the encyclical’s insufficient
awareness of the depth of the fragmentation of which it speaks, and the sheer
unlikeliness that it can be remedied in the university. Lash identifies the distinction
between faith and reason that informs the encyclical as excessively dependent upon
an “endlessly misleading early modern distinction between faith and reason” (231).
There is certainly something in this, but Lash is himself insufficiently historical. An
Augustinian distinction between what it is to believe (credere) a truth and what it is
to know (cognoscere, etc.) one is cer-tainly not identical with (say) Locke’s
distinction between faith and knowledge, but neither is it quite dissimilar. About the
second criticism Lash is abundantly and importantly right: the hope Fides et ratio
expresses for unification of knowledge is best understood as eschatological.


	Papanikolaou’s essay, “Reasonable Faith and a Trinitarian Logic: Faith and
Reason in Orthodox Theology” (237-55), has more to say about Orthodox theology
than about Fides et ratio. Its central criticism of the latter is that the encyclical
requires assent to a particular philosophy of being as a necessary condition for assent
to the doctrine of the Trinity. This is not, I think, a correct reading of the encyclical.
It would be better to say that what Fides et ratio requires is some philosophy of
universal scope rather than any particular instance of such; and that the relation of
philosophy to theology in the encyclical is not one of simple priority but rather one
of symbiosis. But there is no doubt that Papanikolaou’s criticism does apply to some
among the varieties of neo-Scholasticism, and that there are deep problems with the
position he criticizes even if the encyclical does not hold it.


	Scola’s essay, “The Integrity of Human Experience: Cultural Dimensions and
Implications of the Encyclical Fides et ratio” (256-76), begins from §§63-71 of the
encyclical, where the relation between culture and cultures is discussed. Scola’s is an
extraordinarily wide-ranging essay, dense with literary, historical, and artistic
allusion. It uses Fides et ratio as a springboard for discussion of analogy, nature, the
contemporary civic and political sphere, and so on, and for the most part does not
closely engage the text of the encyclical. It is not susceptible to easy summary.


	Sokolowski’s essay, “The Autonomy of Philosophy in Fides et ratio” (277-91),
written with his customary pellucid elegance, explores the complex view of the
relation between faith and philosophy (which latter he understands as a particular
form of reason) found in the encyclical. What Sokolowski does in this essay is
essentially to apply his own understanding of this matter, worked out at length in,
inter alia, The God of Faith and Reason (1995), to the encyclical as an exegetical
device. This works well if one is persuaded (as I am) of the essential rightness of
Sokolowski’s view, but it must be admitted that the encyclical can be read in other
ways, and that the density and ambiguity of some of its formulations stands in
contrast to the sharp, cool elegance of Sokolowski’s prose.
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	Soskice’s essay, “Fides et ratio: The Postmodern Pope” (292-96), provides a brief
and jaunty summary of the encyclical’s main goals, with special interest in its
analysis of our cultural malaise, mixed in equal parts of nihilism and despair, and in
its recommendation to return philosophy to its large-scale interests in fundamental
and final questions.


	A task for the future, one I have yet to see taken up with the energy it deserves
in the now extensive literature on the encyclical, and certainly absent from this
volume, is discussion of why none of the encyclical’s exemplars of philosophy done
well are taken from what is sometimes (misleadingly) called the Anglo-American
analytical tradition. There is a tendency among Catholic philosophers to think that the
only Egyptians who need to be despoiled are the phenomenological (Husserl, Scheler,
Heidegger, and after) and hermeutical (Levinas, Ricoeur) ones; and that those best
equipped to do the despoiling will always be Thomists of one stripe or another. The
pope’s own philosophical work shows that a rich harvest can be reaped in this way.
But I suspect that there is more to be said about what the ratio evident in the work
of philosophers (some Catholic and some very much not) such as Elizabeth
Anscombe, Peter Geach, Michael Dummett, Philippa Foot, Alvin Plantinga, and Peter
van Inwagen might have to offer to the tasks limned by Fides et ratio. It may be that
the editors of this volume, being as I think English, are in a good position to take up
that task in future volumes in this series.


	This is, then, a mixed bag, as are all such collections. Some of the individual
contributions provide deep and useful insight into the encyclical and the issues it
propounds. Yet the volume’s truly distinctive (if somewhat puzzling) contribution is
the new translation it provides. 





Paul J. Griffiths     




		University of Illinois at Chicago

       		Chicago, Illinois
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            New
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	The modern project known as “theodicy” has been with us a long time—at least
since Leibniz’s book of that title published in 1710. The theological appeal of this
project is undeniable. No religious person wants to believe that his or her God is a
monster who sends planes crashing into buildings or wills a child’s death by cancer.
On the other hand, theodicy’s critics—and they have been many—have wondered if
the price to be paid is too great. Is not the God of theodicy a rationalized deity,
constructed according to human needs and purposes? Don’t pious attempts to make
sense of evil tend toward rendering it 
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tolerable? It is understandable if some prefer to endure the mystery of evil in faith,
rather than offering blasphemous explanations for its existence.


	John Thiel’s God, Evil, and Innocent Suffering is one long, determined effort to
resist the temptations of theodicy. Thiel seeks to offer a theological account of evil
and suffering that “move[s] within the language of scripture and tradition,” its
rationality governed by “the most basic Christian claims of faith” (3). At the same
time, Thiel is not entirely happy with the ways in which the classical tradition has
approached these issues. His book seeks to chart an alternative course within the
tradition that can better address the mystery of evil.


	The key term of his inquiry is found in the book’s title: innocent suffering. Thiel
argues that for much of the tradition, there is really no such thing as innocent
suffering. Augustine believed that most human suffering could be accounted for on
the basis of the Fall. This theological answer reflects a deep religious urge to see God
as just and loving. If innocent suffering exists, then God is indeed a monster; so if
God has the character we attribute to him, then suffering cannot be innocent. As Thiel
rightly says, “the denial of innocent suffering lets the Christian God be the Christian
God” (12). But this orthodox explanation does not sit well with our experience. We
know there is innocent suffering in the world. From the Book of Job to Eli Wiesel’s
The Trial of God, the protest rises that some suffer all out of proportion to their
supposed guilt. The usual example brought forward in modernity is the suffering of
children—those we tellingly refer to as “innocents.” 


	Yet it is not only the Augustinian tradition that has problems acknowledging
innocent suffering. Thiel argues that modern theologians who construe suffering as
educative, such as John Hick or Richard Swinburne, likewise evade the issue. While
Hick certainly does not think people deserve to suffer, he does see them as
responsible for “transforming” suffering into meaning. Here is the familiar free-will
defense: a world of suffering is better than a world without, because it is better to be
free than to be determined. Thiel correctly sees a problem here. Doesn’t Hick’s view
reduce horrendous evil to an opportunity for personal growth? A different version of
this problem is found in process theology, whose finite God is capable of turning the
caprices of nature and history into a joyous future. Here, too, scandal dissolves within
a scheme of evolutionary progress.


	If both modern and premodern approaches to suffering fail, what is the
alternative? Thiel’s own constructive proposal seeks to hold together three
assumptions: (1) traditional Christian beliefs in God’s absolute goodness,
omnipotence, and omnipresence are to be affirmed; (2) innocent suffering is real, and
must not be softened in an attempt to render it “meaningful”; and (3) God neither
permits nor wills evil in any form. This third point is crucial. More specifically,
Thiel’s account seeks to “reject the view that God is the cause of suffering either by
permitting the evil victimization of some by others, or by willing suffering through
natural means, including the limitations of the human condition such as disease, old
age, and death. Indeed, I shall argue that God neither permits, nor wills, nor causes
any kind of suffering and death” (59).


	Against what he sees as the tradition’s tendency to make God an agent of death,
Thiel simply denies that this is so. Key texts within the canon portray God 
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as the author of life, and therefore as the enemy and overcomer of death (“he will
swallow up death forever” [Isa 25:7]; “Death will be no more” [Rev 21:4]). A
consistent understanding God as life-giver means that there is no “place” for
suffering, even in the sense of God’s permissive will. Death and suffering are simply
what God resists with every power at his disposal. Thiel bolsters his case by
highlighting the biblical theme of promise and by appealing to the Christus victor
motif in the Fathers. Far more so than Anselm, the “dramatic” theory of atonement
allows us to see God’s relation to death as one of sheer opposition. 


	Thiel’s penultimate chapter seeks to find a way of affirming the force of the
doctrine of original sin—humanity’s radical need for grace—while denying one of its
corollaries: death as divine retribution. With God removed as agent of suffering and
death, we are left with the suffering that innocents experience at the hands of others
and from what Thiel calls “precedent evil” (his term for “natural” evil). God does not
cause, but is present to our suffering. The final chapter attempts to rethink
Christology and discipleship in light of innocent suffering. Like many contemporary
theologians, Thiel places the resurrection rather than the cross at the center of God’s
purposes. Christ’s suffering and death are not the means by which God saves the
world, but show us “God’s solidarity with humanity in the midst of its own innocent
suffering. Jesus’ suffering reveals God’s judgment on death’s dehumanizing power”
(163). 


	My major worry about the book is whether the central notion of innocent suffering
is made to do far too much work. On the one hand, Thiel is surely right to criticize the
traditional equation between suffering and divine retribution. The Bible itself
questions this view, most decisively in the teaching of Jesus himself (e.g., the tower
of Siloam, the man born blind). On the other hand, Thiel’s desire to distance God as
much as possible from suffering and death may lead to a rather tepid doctrine of
creation. God may not have created the creature’s bondage to decay, but God did
make creatures who were vulnerable to decay, and who therefore suffer. Death is not
“natural,” but finitude is—and it is difficult to imagine creatures who do not die, in
at least a physical sense. God’s relation to suffering and death is extraordinarily
complex. I worry that Thiel’s account may, despite his best intentions, result in a
dualism in which God’s moral purity is preserved at the cost of his concrete
involvement in the world. What is needed here is a nuanced account of the relation
between creation and redemption. Such an account is made difficult when a single
notion (“innocent suffering”) is made to bear too much weight.


	Despite these problems, the book is a creative and challenging exercise in
Christian theology. Thiel’s intellectual clarity does not come at the expense of moral
passion. He invites us to ponder how to respond faithfully to the mystery of suffering
in a world created by the God of life. 


Joseph L. Mangina     


 
		Wycliffe College, Toronto School of Theology

       		Toronto, Ontario, Canada
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[bookmark: revelation]Revelation and the Church: Vatican II in the Twenty-First Century. Edited by 

    Raymond A. Lucker and  William C.
McDonough. Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 2003.
Pp. 283. $24.00 (paper).

     ISBN 1570754799.


	The reception of any general council is always a slow and arduous process.
Competing theological schools inevitably arise to claim fidelity to the true spirit of
the previous synod. The Second Vatican Council (1962-65) has predictably
engendered debate on some issues that were already neuralgic during its four sessions
(e.g., the relationship between papal primacy and episcopal collegiality), and on other
issues that would only surface in later years (e.g., the challenges to marriage and
procreative sexuality). A group of Catholic scholars has compiled a collection of
essays that seeks to move beyond the polarizations that have resulted from
disagreement over the nature, structures, and competencies of Church authorities to
engage those hotbed topics that continue to be ecclesially divisive. Yet the present
volume clearly takes its stand within a school that seeks to correct, or at least query,
current magisterial interpretations on the basis of principles allegedly embedded in
Vatican II’s documents. 


	The career of Raymond A. Lucker, the late bishop of New Ulm, Minnesota, who
died of cancer in 2001, serves as the inspiration behind this collection. Throughout
his episcopacy, and briefly into his retirement, Bishop Lucker sought to fulfill the
council’s mandate to bring core Catholic teachings to bear on contemporary realities,
and in a manner persuasive to modern-day believers. In recognition of his efforts to
bridge scientific theology and pastoral practice, the Catholic Theological Society of
America honored him in 2000 with a lifetime achievement award. Well into the final
weeks of his battle with cancer, the bishop took notes from his hospital bed on
articles that addressed his favorite theme of “change” and organic development in the
life and teachings of the Church. 


	The authors of this volume take up a number of Raymond Lucker’s key
theological interests, and reflect on them in the light of the bishop’s published
writings and private notes. Under the rubric of “revelation,” the evolutionary
character of Catholic doctrine is discussed with a view to showing that no pope or
council ever achieves a final interpretation of an article of faith. In the other three
sections the essays treat a wide variety of themes having to do with episcopal
leadership, liturgy, life issues, and just war. Consistently, the authors seek to widen
the possibilities of acceptable positions against a perceived narrowing of options by
the Vatican over the last quarter century. 


	Among the many topics discussed, four may be highlighted as having exacerbated
tensions between the majority of the theological establishment and the magisterium,
but also between certain elements within the hierarchy itself. Regardless of who Pope
John Paul II’s successor may be, the next papacy will still be occupied with the issues
of (1) the proper function of the Church’s teaching organs, (2) levels of authority in
what the Church teaches, and (3) the relationship between universal structures and
local structures in carrying out the Church’s mission of evangelization.
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	In matters such as the ordination of women and the Church’s opposition to same-sex unions, none of the authors—as far as I can tell—directly endorse positions
opposed by the magisterium. Their criticism rather takes aim at the processes by
which the magisterium arrives at its determinations. Bishops Lucker, in the essay that
opens the volume, calls for a “free and open discussion” by all bishops, theologians,
and other lay faithful before Rome insists on submission to its teaching on women
and the priesthood. The implication to be drawn from his statement is that the pope
somehow failed to consult the broader church when he issued the 1994 declaration
Ordinatio sacerdotalis, which called for a “firm assent” to the teaching that only men
can be ordained. Along with Susan Wood, Bishop Lucker finds the authoritative
weight given to this teaching by the Vatican rather dubious. Cardinal Ratzinger’s
1995 “Response” to a query from an episcopal conference states that the declaration
merely confirms a nonreformable teaching of the ordinary magisterium, which is to
say, a definitive exercise of the entire episcopate scattered throughout the world but
teaching in concert. The clarification of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith, however, did little to dispel confusion for Bishop Lucker. He finds it
questionable that the magisterium could teach definitively outside of an ecumenical
council or an ex cathedra statement by a pope on a matter that does not touch on the
core of revelation. Within Bishop Lucker’s categories, a definitive teaching on
matters that pertain to safeguarding the integrity of the deposit of faith—what is
traditionally referred to as “secondary object”—would seemingly have to be generated
by the extraordinary magisterium. In other words, the issue of women’s ordination
ought to have been left for an ecu-menical council, in which bishops meet on a even
playing field to adjudicate matters of great import for the entire ecclesial body.


	The problem in applying Bishop Lucker’s categories to the teaching on women
and the priesthood—as well as other rulings of the Holy See on such matters as
artificial birth control and the status of Anglican orders—lies with the categories
themselves. Since Vatican II there has been an expansion of the purview of the
ordinary magisterium in regard to definitive, nonreformable teaching—partly due, I
would suggest, to the need for the hierarchy to respond quickly to pressing moral
developments in both the scientific and political arenas. Bishop Lucker wants an
extended debate on matters that have polarized portions of the faithful in the Western
countries, while leaving definitive pronouncements to rare exercises of conciliar or
papal infallibility. But such self-imposed constraints could end up paralyzing the
Church at precisely those moments when her voice is needed to defend human dignity
and human life against the assaults of technology and certain deleterious trends in the
culture.


	As a shepherd who fostered many kinds of dialogue within his local church,
Bishop Lucker places great confidence in the capacity of the laity to recognize
Catholic truth. He is right to argue on the basis of Vatican II that the lay faithful must
be “consulted” in the development of teaching on faith and morals, and that all
definitively taught doctrine must undergo a “reception” “by the whole body of the
faithful” (Lumen gentium 12). Unless the teachings on marriage and 
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family life are recognized as in accord with the faith by a preponderance of devout
Catholics, they will eventually be dismissed as mere hollow utterances. But Cardinal
Newman, in his defense of the need to consult the laity, carefully distinguishes
between “seeking their opinion”—as if the whole body had specialized
knowledge—and determining their deeper resonance, often expressed devotionally,
with what is being proposed de fide. In acknowledging the laity’s prophetic charism
of truth, the contributors to this volume tend to underplay the prophetic aspect of the
bishop’s ministry, which can be beneficially collaborative and dialogical, but may at
times also require taking a firm stand against the flow of public opinion into which
the more vocal portions of the laity are sometimes swept. 


	In reading through the essays one also hesitates to go along with the way in which
certain concepts are employed philosophically. “We are always advancing toward the
full truth,” Bishop Lucker asserts. “We do not yet have the fullness of truth. No one
does.” Statements to this effect draw support from those biblical exegetes and
historians who apply critical methods to show up the time-conditioned character of
past and present formulations of faith. Within the dominant framework of this
volume, truth becomes the hard-fought attainment of the present generation that has
the courage to pursue critical research and dialogue to their limits. Only through
communal discernment can the problems of local adaptation of the liturgy, the moral
limits of war, and the demands for more participatory structures of church government
be resolved. Our history has taught us that the Church changes in her life and self-understanding, and to remain a dynamic presence in the lives of today’s Catholics it
will have to become more conscious of the hard lessons learned in regard to
flexibility, adaptability, and diversity. 


	While these values do indeed correspond to an authentic aspect of the Church’s
mission, they can perhaps too easily tend to underwrite an inadequate concept of truth
that ultimately undermines credibility. If our understanding of truth is to be fully
Catholic, it cannot fail to do justice to our past inheritance that makes possible any
real advance in doctrinal or moral understanding. Catholic engagement in either its
own inner-ecclesial arena or the public square begins with the premise that certain
infallible truths make discussion possible. We do not create them, for they precede
us. Any discussion of the terrorist attacks of September 11th, for instance, that does
not presuppose the principle that innocent human life can never be directly targeted
for destruction is not worthy of the Catholic’s engagement. And while we may never
exhaust nor perfectly express the meanings of these non-negotiable truths, they come
to us adequately formulated by the authentic tradition whose guardians continue to
be the Church’s pastors.


	A major difficulty with several of the essays in this volume is that their
understanding of catholicity seems somewhat truncated. The ongoing postconciliar
debate over the legitimate autonomy of local churches, and their corresponding
episcopal conferences, reflects a larger problem of how we conceive the catholicity
of local communities. Squabbles over Rome’s right to 
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certify and withhold approval of liturgical texts and other pastoral initiatives of the
local hierarchy will continue to be a source of irritation until local bodies—from the
parochial to the national level—cultivate a proper sense of communion that
acknowledges that the Eucharist demands of every community that celebrates it (“in
union with John Paul our Pope …”) a desire for direction and confirmation from the
organs of the universal Church.


	William C. McDonough, in honor of his late friend and esteemed bishop, has put
together a series of essays that seek to advance contemporary discussion on issues that
divide Catholics. Some attempt faithfully to sum up official Church teaching, and
then respectfully invite reflection on the means by which it is generated and
disseminated. Others seem to read into papal and other magisterial texts positions
that are difficulty to justify—as when William McDonough and Catherine Michaud
assert that John Paul II’s Jubilee “apologies” constituted an actual “development of
doctrine.” Terence Nichols’s piece on evolutionary science and faith stands out as an
example of Catholicism’s proper engagement with culture.


	Raymond A. Lucker chose for his episcopal motto the words of the distraught
father whose sick son Jesus’ disciples were unable to cure: “Lord, I do believe. Help
my lack of faith” (Mark 9:24). Bishop Lucker and his academic colleagues who have
honored him with this volume show themselves to be men and women deeply
committed to passing on the faith in these troubled times for the Catholic Church.
Would that their efforts, however, had widened the conversation to include other
voices more resonant with the less trendy convictions of John Paul II and his
coworkers at the Vatican. Then we might have had a conversation even more
“catholic.”







James Massa     




		Immaculate Conception Seminary

       		Huntington, New York
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	One of the main currents in German scholarship on Eckhart over the past few
decades has been to show how deeply Eckhart’s thought was rooted in the life-world
of medieval religious praxis and the thought-world of high Scholasticism. Mojsisch’s
book is among the best-researched and best-argued products of this trend that, far
from depreciating the originality of Eckhart, has only made more striking Eckhart’s
originality and profundity by laying bare his debt to Scholastic thought. It is therefore
good to see this work available in 
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English translation, since perhaps it will, from now on, receive more attention from
English-speaking scholars who can only benefit from its often dense, but always
illuminating, analyses.


	Mojsisch remarks near the outset that, for Eckhart, as for all Scholastic
theologians, faith and Scripture form the basis of all genuine thinking. For Eckhart,
human reasoning attains to truth not by its own power but only insofar as it is applied
to unlocking the inner meaning of Scripture. By the same token, the inner meaning
of Scripture becomes intelligible only insofar as it is framed in terms of rationes
naturales or “natural reasonings” that express the parabolic content of Scripture in
rational, conceptual form. As Mojsisch puts it, “Eckhart’s methodological demand
consists in showing how the godly (divina) and the human (humana) realms—the
realm of the divine and that of the naturalia (res naturales), artificialia and
moralia—reciprocally illuminate one another” (8). Eckhart, moreover—and this is the
thesis of Mojsisch’s book—articulates this mutual illumination in terms of the
Scholastic language of analogy, univocity, and unity. Analogy articulates the relation
of res naturales (and of the soul qua res naturalis) to God; univocity articulates the
relations immanent without the Godhead (such as the Trinity and other divine
mysteries). Both relations, however, are grounded in the divine unity where, qua
intellect, the soul is reborn from analogically differentiated creature to univocally
related son of God.


	The strong influences of Thomas Aquinas, Albert the Great, and the German
Dominican School of Scholastic theology are evident on Eckhart’s thinking, as
Mojsisch immediately makes clear. Particularly noteworthy is the concept of the
causa essentialis developed by Theodoric of Freiburg, an older contemporary of
Eckhart. In Proclean fashion, Theodoric argues that there is a hierarchy of essential
causality in which each essential effect is contained immanently in the essential cause
above it. To the extent that an effect is independent from its cause, it is related to its
cause analogically; but to the extent that it is still in its cause, it is related to it
univocally. Eckhart’s insight was to apply this notion of causa essentialis to the
nature of the intellect, which both essentially is and is not what it knows. Eckhart
develops this insight in the first two Parisian Questions, which Mojsisch explains in
this way:



Beings are not beings in their cause, since the cause, insofar as
it is in itself, is thought as a causa univoca, which does not effect
something in the manner of a causa analoga, but instead founds
it in the manner of a principium (causa essentialis primo-prima
as principium)… . As a causa univoca, God is not a being, since
as such a cause he is reason and not the cause of beings. Solely
as a causa analoga does God make it possible for being to be
beings at all. (40)




As such, the intellect qua intellect, insofar as it is the principle or causa essentialis
of all existents, cannot be an existent itself. Thus, insofar as something is its 
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intelligible essence, it is in its cause univocally speaking; but as existent, it is outside
of its cause and thus can only be spoken of analogically with its cause.


	 In his analysis of Eckhart’s theory of analogy, Mojsisch concentrates on the
prologues to the Opus tripartitum—particularly on the thesis “Esse est deus.” By the
thesis “Esse est deus” Eckhart means that all transcendental perfections belong to
God alone. Creatures themselves, insofar as they are limited and conditioned, cannot
be the source of these perfections; they must derive them directly from God. Insofar
as it is “this or that” existent, the creature has nothing of existence, oneness, truth,
or goodness in itself. These perfections can be predicated of it only in the same way
that “health” can be predicated of food or urine: not formally but by imputation. “As
Eckhart himself remarks, his doctrine of analogy serves the sole purpose of
underscoring the weakness of the creature over against the sublimity of God, the sole
purpose of demarcating the nullity of the creature in itself” (59). Thus, the creature
always “hungers and thirsts” after God precisely because it lacks within itself any of
the transcendental perfections: in an argument very reminiscent of Plato’s
Symposium, Eckhart asserts that the creature’s very analogically delimited “being”
is the desire and not the possession of the fullness of existence. 


	But this is not the whole story: the creature qua human soul is capable of a
univocal relation with God not despite but precisely because of the “nullity” of the
creature in itself. The two paradigms that Eckhart uses to explain this relation
between the soul and God are those of justice and the just man, on the one hand, and
archetype and image, on the other. The just man, insofar as he is just, is related to
justice in itself (i.e., God) not analogically but univocally. Empty of himself, the just
man does not appropriate the divine in-working in a limited analogically way but in
a fully univocal way in which God’s working is his working precisely because he
accepts all things equally without appropriating them to his own measure. The same
with the image and its archetype: the image insofar as it is image derives all of its
being and acting from its archetype; it thus does not appropriate the archetype
analogically but univocally—all the while remaining utterly distinct from its
archetype since it is nothing in itself as image. These two paradigms are paradigms
for Eckhart of the soul’s relation to God insofar as the soul is just and lives out of
God’s image within it. 


	The moments of analogy and univocity, however, are united for Eckhart in
transcendent unity, which Eckhart defines as “indistinct” (“Unum est indis-tinctum”).
Oneness, as a transcendental perfection, stands in immediate relation to ens or esse
precisely because it adds nothing to being—it introduces no distinction or division
into being and “for this reason it is able to display the gist, the purity or the apex of
being, the divine essence as the ground of being” (98). As “indistinctum,” the divine
unity is indistinct from all existents; but at the same time, this indistinction makes the
divine unity utterly distinct from all creatures. As such, it is opposed to all analogized
being, representing the pure “isticheit” or “is-ness” out of which all creatures have
their “borrowed” existence. And this purity of existence in which there is no division
resulting from analogically differentiated creaturely existence is nothing other than
the purity of the 
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intellect: pure unity and pure intellect are interchangeable because both find their
utter distinction from all things in their utter indistinction from all things. As Eckhart
notes: “Deus enim unus est intellectus, et intellectus est deus unus.” 


	 It is thus in the final chapter, “The Theory of the Soul,” that we find the real
payoff of Mojsisch’s analysis. The doctrines of analogy, univocity, and unity really
describe and are rooted in moments in the inner life of the soul and its union with
God. It is thus no accident that Eckhart takes as his leitmotif the Augustinian
injunction: “Noli foras ire, in te ipsum redi. In interiore homine habitat veritas. Et si
tuam naturam mutabilem inveneris, transcende et te ipsum” (131). Thus, insofar as
the soul has “let go” of all creatures, it moves from subsisting in its analogically
differentiated being to being univocally related to God, “adding nothing” to God by
being without any attachment to creatures or creaturely ideas (149). What Eckhart
calls the “spark” of the soul is precisely this possibility to be conformed to God not
analogically but in a unity that gives birth to a univocal relation between the soul and
God. In particular, and in marked contrast to Albert and the entire German Dominican
School, Eckhart sees the possible intellect (as opposed to the agent intellect) as the
basis of the divine image within the soul precisely because the possible intellect is
both all things and none of them: it does not receive the divine being in an
analogically differentiated way but is able, due to its own inherent “nothingness,” to
be conformed univocally to the divine in-working. 


	That is why, for Eckhart, John was closer to the truth than Paul when he said that
we were no longer “servants” but “friends” of God: “As servant (according to Paul),
the spark of the soul, or the ground of the soul, is subject to the relation of analogue
dependence; as friend (according to John), it is characterized by univocal
correlationality, and is to this extent beyond the created being of the soul, being
uncreated and uncreatable” (155). As Mojsisch further explains, “This innermost of
the soul is univocally related to transcendental being” (158). This transition from
analogically differentiated to univocally related being is made not through theory but
through spiritual praxis—the praxis of detachment and letting go whereby there is
actually “nothing” in the innermost ground of the soul to be analogically
differentiated: “He is supposed to have nothing, not to be a place in which God can
act analogically, but instead to let God act in himself and to be God’s acting in
himself” (160-61). The entire thinking of Eckhart could, then, be summed up by his
short aphorism: “Aliquid est in anima, quod est increatum et increabile; si tota anima
esset talis, esset increata et increabilis, et hoc est intellectus” (169). Qua creatures,
human beings are analogically related to the pure being of God; but qua intellectual,
we can come to share univocally in the life of the divine unity. 


	I have only three relatively minor criticisms to make of the book. The first has to
do with the introductory pages: Mojsisch does not make clear his thesis until after
several pages of what are, in my view, superfluous, disorienting, and highly abstract
general theoretical considerations. He could have dispensed with the first six pages
without any loss to his argument. My second comment has to do with the translation
itself. Orrin Sommerell is to be commended for tackling 
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such a difficult text and producing a good workable translation out of difficult,
academic German. Nevertheless, too often the translation reads not like natural, if
academic, English prose but precisely like a translation from academic German in
which the sentences are overly long and the subordinate clauses tangle and pile up.
Finally, while the editors are to be commended for retaining all citations from Eckhart
in the original Latin or Middle High German, they leave these in the text and relegate
the English translations to an appendix. This arrangement, to be sure, presents no
difficulty to the Eckhart scholar; but in view of a more general readership, which this
book merits, it would have made more sense to reverse this arrangement. 


	But these criticisms are, as I have said, minor. This work is essential to any
understanding of Eckhart and should be in the library of any institution where
Eckhart’s works are taught and studied. 





Robert J. Dobie     

		La Salle University

       		Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
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In order to avoid expecting more from this book than the author intends, one must
note carefully some key distinctions he makes in his preface and introduction. For one
thing, although the Japanese Zen thinkers Daisetz Teitaro Suzuki, Nishitani Keiji,
and Hisamatsu Shin’ichi are treated in the last three of the book’s ten chapters, Roy
deals almost exclusively with Western thinkers in the first seven chapters, in
accordance with his stated aim of furthering a Western philosophy of religion (xi).
The dialogue with Japanese thinkers announced in the subtitle is therefore not
extensive or pervasive. Moreover, Roy expressly limits his understanding of mystical
consciousness to states marked by low levels of physiological and cognitive activity
and therefore does not deal with any mystical phenomena that could be described as
“consciousness-of”; he thus excludes not only somewhat uncommon phenomena like
visions and auditions but also thoughts and feelings that could be a normal part of
someone’s relationship with God. This restriction, he claims, allows him to deal only
with that sort of mystical consciousness that can quite easily be brought into dialogue
with Zen (xx).
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	That last-named exclusion means that Roy will focus on only the last two of the
following three kinds of consciousness to which he alludes at numerous places in his
book. “Consciousness-of” he terms “consciousness C,” the consciousness we have of
things and people in our ordinary activities. It is, by definition, an awareness of
objects. Likewise part of our ordinary consciousness is what Roy calls “consciousness
B,” a prereflective, unobjectified kind of knowing that permeates all of our ordinary
states and activities. One simply knows that something is happening without knowing
any specific object. “Consciousness A,” by which Roy means mystical consciousness
(in the restricted sense of mysticism indicated above), is likewise “consciousness-in,”
but unlike consciousness B it obtains in objectless states, states beyond any
distinction between subject and object, the kind of state regularly called “emptiness”
in Mahayana Buddhist thought. Roy deals primarily with these two forms of
consciousness-in (especially consciousness A) and states that one of his main
objectives is to show that it is not only Eastern thinkers who have recognized and
written about them. As he says in the final paragraph of the book, “I hope I have
demonstrated that, contrary to what is commonly believed, numerous thinkers in the
West have delved into the riches of those human discoveries” (191). 


	Roy’s attempted demonstration begins with a survey of Western philosophies of
consciousness (part 1 of the book, consisting of three chapters), proceeds through a
fairly detailed consideration of three “classic” Western thinkers (part 2, with chapters
on Plotinus, Eckhart, and Schleiermacher), and concludes in part 3 with “a dialogue
with Zen philosophy,” consisting of paired chapters on Western and Japanese views
of the self (chapters 7 and 8) and a second paired set on Western and Japanese views
of nothingness.


	In his opening two chapters Roy treats Western philosophical accounts of ordinary
consciousness, relying primarily on the works of Brentano, Husserl, Sartre, and
Lonergan but supplementing these with references to more recent and lesser-known
scholars like John Crosby and Elizabeth Morelli. One of the most important parts of
these chapters is Roy’s treatment of Sartre. Following Husserl, the French
philosopher insists in Being and Nothingness that all consciousness is consciousness
of something; there is, he claims, no consciousness that is not a positing of an object
that transcends purely immanent mental operations. Despite this insistence, Sartre
does recognize the existence of what Roy calls consciousness-in as the condition of
consciousness-of, as when Sartre writes in The Transcendence of the Ego of a “non-positional consciousness” that does not posit itself as its own object, or when in Being
and Nothingness he affirms that the consciousness we have of ourselves is not some
addition to the consciousness that we simply are: “This consciousness, as we know,
can be only non-positional; it is we-as-consciousness since it is not distinct from our
being.”


	Roy concludes his first two chapters by noting that consciousness-in usually
accompanies intentionality, that is, consciousness of objects in our normal daily
experience. He claims that there is, however, an exception to this, a kind of
consciousness-in where intentionality is not operative. This is mystical 
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consciousness, in the restricted sense noted at the beginning of this review. That there
is such consciousness has been affirmed by a number of thinkers to whom Roy
alludes, including Robert Forman, Sebastian Moore, James Price, David Granfield,
and—above all—Bernard Lonergan. What Roy finds especially pronounced and
crucial in Lonergan is his insistence that there is a kind of immediacy that derives not
from the data of sense but from the data of consciousness. This is a “mediated
immediacy”—mediated inasmuch as it is necessarily shaped by language, but
immediate in that it is given to us directly in the awareness we have of our own acts
and states. When instantiated in any kind of union that takes place between humans,
it is necessarily embodied in sensory perception and movement, whereas mystical
union transcends such limits by heading toward what is infinite in meaning and value.
All values trigger affective responses, including relatively permanent feelings of
which the most basic is that of being in love. When such being-in-love constitutes the
sort of religious disposition that is unconditional and unrestricted, we have what
Lonergan calls “being in love with God.” This point is absolutely pivotal for the rest
of Roy’s book, for the “more” of mystical experience is precisely “the element of
infinite lovingness” (50). At crucial junctures in his book, Roy regularly notes the
affective nature of mysticism in the restricted sense in which he uses the term. While
refusing to affirm that love is “the kernel of mysticism” (the Japanese writers with
whom Roy is in dialogue usually refrain from talking about love since it is generally
viewed as the locus of desire and the pursuit of self-centered gratification), Roy
nevertheless does make a claim which I take to be the most central in his entire book,
namely, that all the thinkers he has discussed “would undoubtedly concur that
mystical consciousness is the most important ingredient of a personal transformation
which roots out obstacles to genuine loving” (189).


	Perhaps the best way of indicating the significance of the treatment of Plotinus,
Eckhart, and Schleiermacher in the three chapters of part 2 is to say that Roy uses
their writings to show what he means by claiming that mystical consciousness, unlike
consciousness B, is not “part and parcel of intentionality” (32). After all, could one
not argue that God is the mystic’s intended object, the object of a Lonerganian “being
in love in an unrestricted fashion”? No, Roy would reply, precisely because the mystic
does not meet God as an object over against himself or herself. For Plotinus, the soul
partakes of the Intellect (nous) even as the Intellect partakes of the One or the Good
(which Plotinus sometimes calls God or the Father), and in such participation the soul
is entirely void of any act of understanding. In Plotinus’s words, the soul “puts away
all the shape which it has, even whatever shape of the intelligible there may be in it”
(Enneads 6.7.34); it is “without form” and “ignoring all things” (6.9.7). Union with
the One is not identity, but it is felt as identity: “The seer does not see and does not
distinguish and does not imagine two, but it is as if he had become someone else and
he is not himself, … having joined, as it were, centre to centre” (6.9.10).


	This same kind of experienced transcending of dualism is also found in Eckhart.
Roy quotes what is perhaps Eckhart’s best-known German sermon as 


page 489

a particularly forceful expression of this transcendence: “While I yet stood in my first
cause, I had no God and was my own cause: then I wanted nothing and desired
nothing, for I was bare being and the knower of myself in the enjoyment of truth”
(Sermon 52). Such claims, which got Eckhart into trouble with the guardians of
ecclesiastical orthodoxy, can only be understood by adverting to the opening clause
of Eckhart’s sentence and its basis in the traditional doctrine of the divine ideas,
which are strictly one with God in the divine simplicity. The mystic’s “breakthrough”
(durchbruch) is the movement away from a nameable God to the utterly simple,
ineffable Godhead that Plotinus regularly called “the One.” Eckhart’s main
differences from Plotinus—and in Roy’s view a definite advance over the pagan
thinker—are, first, that Eckhart does not see mysticism as an escape from the body,
a flight of the alone to the Alone, but rather teaches that eternity can be actualized
“when one is busy with ordinary chores” (94), and, second, that this actualization can
be a lasting state or disposition and not simply a discrete, momentary event, as
Plotinus implies.


	The third and last “classic” thinker whom Roy discusses in part 2 of his book is
Friedrich Schleiermacher. This chapter simply incorporates the major part of an
article Roy wrote for the Journal of Religion together with some paragraphs from an
article in the journal Method. Although Roy astutely shows that Schleiermacher,
unlike many German thinkers, recognizes the reality of a prereflective consciousness
as distinct from the unconscious on the one hand and reflective consciousness on the
other, Roy devotes much of the chapter to faulting Schleiermacher for failing to give
a successful explication of consciousness-in. In this sense, Roy does not here advance
his argument in any positive way. I believe the other chapters would have cohered
better if the Schleiermacher material had been left as a self-contained article instead
of being inserted into this book.


	Part 3 of the book is especially interesting, for it is only here that Roy makes the
case for a convergence between the thought of Western thinkers like Plotinus,
Eckhart, and Lonergan and that of the Zen thinkers Suzuki, Nishitani, and Hisamatsu.
In his fourth chapter, dealing specifically with Eckhart, Roy had already stressed the
medieval Dominican’s insistence on detachment (abegescheidenheit) from everything,
not merely material possessions and pleasures but even religious practices and a
sense of doing God’s will. In the same Sermon 52 quoted above, Eckhart says, “As
long as a man is so disposed that it is his will with which he would do the most
beloved will of God, that man has not the poverty we are speaking about, for that man
has a will to serve God’s will—and that is not true poverty!” In his final chapters,
Roy points out numerous parallels to this kind of detachment in the Zen writers, a
detachment that in both East and West is commonly spoken of in terms of conversion.
Nishitani writes of an “existential conversion” in which “the self does not cease being
a personal being. What is left behind is only the person-centered mode of grasping
person, that is, the mode of being wherein the person is caught up in itself.” Having
left that behind, what remains is “emptiness,” which Nishitani 
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calls “a standpoint of absolute non-attachment” that opens up “a place which in every
way serves as the ultimate locale for a meeting between people.”


	It is this emphasis on interpersonal encounter, which at one point Nishitani even
calls “a field where self and others are bound together in divine agape,” that allows
Roy to emphasize how authors from both the Western and Zen traditions highlight the
affective side of mystical consciousness. As noted earlier, Roy is reluctant to call love
simply “the kernel of mysticism,” but in the final, summational paragraphs of his
book he makes the strong claim that “mystical enlightenment creates an ambience of
equanimity … thanks to which authentic love, compassion, and patience, which
allow a person to transcend oneself towards other people, become natural (albeit not
easy) and work themselves out in act-like affects and in deeds” (189-90). Roy admits
that mystical consciousness can be distorted. People can become attached to their
meditative or contem-plative practices or complacently enjoy their spiritual
performance, which is why Roy approvingly quotes Bergson to the effect that the
complete mystic is one whose “contemplation is engulfed in action” and adds that “in
their insistence on action, Bergson, Eckhart, and the Japanese Zen practitioners
remarkably converge” (190).


	From my own conversations with some Japanese practitioners of Zen I can readily
affirm Roy’s final point. The hours of sitting in the meditation hall are integrally
related to the rest of one’s life, so much so that flashes of enlighten-ment may occur
just as frequently in the kitchen or rice paddy as in the zendo. The convergence with
Eckhart and other mystical writers in the Christian tradition is obvious. That this
“insistence on action” concerns not only the way we relate to other persons but also
to the rest of the world around us is also rightly emphasized by Roy, above all in his
reference to the way Nishitani understands the salutary effect of Francis of Assisi’s
addressing a cauterizing iron as “Brother Fire,” a passage that Roy considers the high
point of Nishitani’s Religion and Nothingness (177). For these reasons, Roy can
certainly be said to have met his objective of making a contribution toward showing
how interfaith dialogue can be enhanced by using the language of consciousness. His
book could accordingly serve in graduate courses in interreligious dialogue as well
as in more general courses in the philosophy of religion. The only significant
weakness of the work is the intrusion of the chapter on Schleiermacher (who is
scarcely even mentioned elsewhere in the book), though any revised edition could
also profit from a more thoroughgoing integration of the material from the East
instead of relegating it primarily to the final four chapters.


 
James A. Wiseman,
O.S.B.     
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	Tiziana Suarez-Nani’s two-volume “philosophical portrait of the angel”
encompasses four themes. The subjectivity of the angel and the cosmological function
of spiritual creatures are treated in the first book, and angelic knowledge and
communication in the second. 


	Suarez-Nani begins Les anges et la philosophie by observing that the notion that
angel-like beings exist derives from a long tradition of conceiving the universe as
ordered, where order is understood to consist in hierarchy and interconnection. She
then introduces the principal figures in this tradition. Proclus and other neo-Platonists
advocated the view that there should be an uninterrupted chain of intermediary beings
between the first principle and the least of the beings derived from it. Pseudo-Dionysius, while rejecting many of the details of Proclus’s system, retained the
general notion that the universe requires a hierarchical structure, to which he added
notions of his own. According to Suarez-Nani, the Book of Causes was even more
influential than Pseudo-Dionysius for the elaboration of philosophical views
concerning angels in the thirteenth century (Les anges et la philosophie, 19). This
work was successful in transmitting neo-Platonism to the thirteenth century because
its re-elaboration of Proclus was close to the metaphysics of Pseudo-Dionysius—that
is, it was monotheist and creationist, and devoid of demigods. Other influences on
thirteenth-century angelology include Aristotle, Avicenna, and Augustine. The
thinkers whose views Suarez-Nani intends to examines in depth are two students of
St. Albert, Thomas Aquinas and Thierry of Freiberg.


	The first chapter of part 1 is entitled “The Angelic Subjectivity: Nature and
Individuation of Angels.” (I do not recall Aquinas speaking of “subjectivity”; it would
have been useful to define this term.) By way of preface, Suarez-Nani speaks about
the reason why Aquinas regards angels as needed for the order of the universe. The
discussion here is one of the least satisfying parts of a book that insists upon the
pertinence of philosophy to questions concerning angels. It would have been helpful
if all of the philosophers who made a case for the existence of separated
substances—or even just those whom Aquinas mentions in his opusculum on
separated substances—had been surveyed, and then categorized.


	Suarez-Nani explains how Aquinas’s position on the existence of angels derives
from his position on the finality of creation. Aquinas holds that God creates because
he desires to communicate his goodness, and in doing so to produce something like
unto himself. Since no single creature comes in any way close to being an adequate
likeness of God, God produces a diversity of beings. Suarez-Nani does not ask
whether the notion that God freely creates in order to share his goodness with other
beings, and thereby produce a reflection of his
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 own goodness, is philosophical or theological, and if philosophical, who first
enunciated it. Once it is granted, it is not hard to see that the universe would be
defective as a reflection of God if there were no beings that were like to God by
having a purely intellectual nature (ibid., 30).


	Suarez-Nani next takes up the manner in which angels are individuals. She first
explains Aquinas’s teaching on matter as principle of individuation in material
beings, and then gives a straightforward exposition of his teaching on the
individuality of angels. I question though her assertion that “the [imperfect] condition
of the human individual … is ultimately due to a material substrate which imprisons
[the individual]” (ibid., 45). That something is imperfect is not synonymous with its
being defective. Human beings are less perfect than angels because of their body and
their mode of cognition which is dependent upon sense knowledge obtained through
the body. This does not conflict with the notion that the reason the human intellect
is united to the body is for its perfection, something Suarez-Nani acknowledges in her
second book (Connaissance et langage des anges, 31).


	In chapter 2, Suarez-Nani considers the views of Thierry of Freiburg. Thierry
holds that “one individuality is constituted each time parts are added to the essence
of a thing, though these parts are not necessarily material” (Les anges et la
philosophie, 56). This is the basis for his position that there can be many angels of
the same species. Aquinas, on the other hand, maintains that a multitude of angels of
the same species could not exist any more than a multitude of separated whitenesses
could exist—whiteness is not many except according as it is found in many
substances (STh I, q. 50, a. 4). Suarez-Nani does not attempt to adjudicate between
these two views. She in fact misunderstands Aquinas’s views on individuation.
Aquinas never says that “one form can only be individuated by its reception in
matter” (Les anges et la philosophie, 61), but only that things that agree in form can
only differ numerically due to matter. This mistake may be at the root of Suarez-Nani’s assertion that “the angels of Thomas … are not individuals, but realities
possessing a certain universality” (ibid., 72). Aquinas, to the contrary, affirms that
angels are persons (ScG IV, c. 55), and by “person” he means an individual substance
of a rational nature.


	Another place where it would have been helpful to put Aquinas’s views alongside
Thierry’s regards Thierry’s hierarchy of being: the One (God), Intelligences, souls of
the heavens, angels, human souls. This hierarchy is based on notions such as that one
intelligence can proceed from another by a mode of essential causality which was
given to it by God, a mode of production inferior to creation (Les anges et la
philosophie, 64, 68), and that the intelligences “are intellects by essence, who are not
subject to any difference between their faculty, their operation, and their substance”
(ibid., 66). Aquinas is open to the existence of intelligent creatures other than humans
and angels, but rejects Thierry’s Proclean schema, holding rather that immaterial
creatures cannot assist in the production of another immaterial being (ibid., 98), and
that in God alone there is an identity of faculty, operation, and substance. 
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	The second part of the book is devoted to examining the view that separated
substances are movers of celestial bodies. Aristotle’s rationale for this view is that the
motion of these bodies (circular, unchanging, and eternal) appears to be qualitatively
different from the motions of bodies on earth, and this requires a proportionate cause.
According to Suarez-Nani, the reason that eternal, immobile causes other than the
unmoved mover are needed to account for these motions is that the unmoved mover
“cannot directly apply itself to the celestial spheres” (ibid., 95). Aristotle never says
that. Rather he attributes the simple spatial movement of the universe to the prime
unmoved mover (Metaphysics 1073a29, 30), and thinks that the other eternal motions
such as those of the planets should each have their own immobile and eternal mover.
Suarez-Nani next discusses Aquinas’s rejection of Avicenna’s intermediaries which
are creators. She notes in regard to change, as opposed to creation, Aquinas accepts
the need (“exigence”) for mediation. It would be worth pointing out that such
mediation is not an absolute necessity, but that God freely chooses to use secondary
causes in order to communicate greater goodness to creatures, by not only making
them to be, but also to be causes. The notion that it is appropriate for a king to have
many ministers should also have been more fully developed (Les anges et la
philosophie, 114 n. 2, and 142). Suarez-Nani does not consistently distinguish what
God as omnipotent could do, but would not do, in keeping with his wisdom. 


	After noting that Aquinas shares Aristotle’s views about the imperishable nature
of the heavens, Suarez-Nani goes on to lay out Aquinas’s arguments for why the
motion of the heavenly bodies depends on an intellectual substance as mover, rather
than on an intrinsic principle or an external material mover. One is left wondering
whether anything in Aquinas’s arguments can be recuperated given the false view he
had about the nature of the stars and planets. Is there anything to the notion that
nature is submitted to the action of separated substances? The notion of a twofold
order in the universe that Thomas speaks of would have been useful for sorting out
the philosophers’ views on separated substances: “order in things is found according
to these two things, namely, according as one thing is better than others, and
according as one is moved by others” (STh I, q. 103, a. 4, ad 1). If one looks at the
general notion, and not at the details of the philosophers’ views, it seems reasonable
to think there would be a being intermediary in excellence between God and humans.
It is harder to find a philosophical justification for the notion that these beings play
a causal role vis-à-vis material creation.


	Suarez-Nani asserts that while Aquinas was not preoccupied with whether the
separated substances moving the heavens are the angels of the Dionysian hierarchy,
one can argue that the two coincide (Les anges et la philosophie, 117). Although
Aquinas does not ask whether angels and the philosophers’ separated substances are
the same beings in precisely those terms, in STh I, q. 110, a. 1 he does give an
affirmative answer to the question of whether angels preside over the movements of
corporeal creatures, noting that philosphers and Doctors alike held that there were
incorporeal substances that ruled over the corporeal realm. 
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He seems to regard the angels’ rule over corporeal creation in a generic way which
includes both bringing messages to humans, as well as moving natural bodies (STh
I, q. 112, a. 1, ad 4). Indeed, for Aquinas, that an angel be sent as minister is
equivalent to the angel “doing something in regard to some corporeal creature
according to divine command” (STh I, q. 112, a. 4). Moreover, he answers the
question of whether all angels are sent on missions by reference to the Dionysian
hierarchy, where it is the lower angels who interact with humans, while mid-ranking
angels act on the heavens. Unlike St. Albert who appears to have thought that
philosophy has nothing to say about the angels of theology (Les anges et la
philosophie, 126), Aquinas regards the two descriptions of these immaterial beings
as compatible. At the same time he counsels against binding theological teachings
about angels to determinations made by philosophers (ibid., 131). And on the
question of whether the heavens are ensouled, he says that it is of no concern to the
faith one way or the other (ibid., 137 and 167 n. 1).


	The chapter devoted to Thierry of Freiberg and the animation of the heavens
seems of dubious value in this context. What seems to be typical of Thierry and of
every philosopher who treats of separated substances is that each has his own system
of intermediaries with no hard evidence to back it up. Eternal heavenly bodies make
a nice intermediary in theory, and animated ones perhaps less so, but the reality is
that these things do not exist, and it is chiefly of historical interest by what defective
reasoning and/or verbal gymnastics the philosophers concluded that the existence of
such intermediaries was necessary.


	Suarez-Nani begins Connaissance et langage des anges by recounting Aquinas’s
views on angelic knowledge, following closely the Summa Theologiae. “The angel is
a purely spiritual substance which subsists as a pure form—or essence—dependent
as to its being, and by that very fact marked by potentiality” (Connaissance et
langage des anges, 20). Angels are limited beings whose nature does not comprehend
all things, and for this reason they need to be perfected by intelligible species in order
to understand things. These species cannot come from things, as is the case of humans
who acquire ideas starting from sense experience of things, because angels are
immaterial. The source of these species, then, must be God. As coming from God,
“Formae intellectus angelici sunt excellentiores rebus ipsis, utpote divinae essentiae
propinquiores” (ibid., 29). Morever, the closer the angel is to God who knows all
things by knowing himself, the fewer and more universal its intelligible species are. 


	Suarez-Nani next takes up angelic cognition from the point of view of what is
known, starting with the angel’s knowledge of itself. Angels do not need an
intelligible form to know themselves because they are “in the genus of intelligible
things as a subsisting intelligible form” (STh I, q. 56, a. 1). They thus know
themselves through their own form. Suarez-Nani points out how this self-knowledge
constitutes a certain intermediary between divine and human knowledge. God knows
all things through himself, while humans require a medium cognitionis for every
object of thought, including their humanity. Angels know themselves through
themselves while requiring a medium cognitionis for everything else, other angels
included. Suarez-Nani sees this intermediary
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 character of angelic knowledge as filling the function of a connexio universi
(Connaissance et langage des anges, 39). As for knowledge of God, angels do not
know him through an intelligible species such as they have for other things, but they
know him (granted they do not comprehend him) by knowing their own nature insofar
as “the image of God is impressed in the very nature of the angel through its essence”
(STh I, q. 56, a. 3). The angel is thus a mirror of sorts representing God’s image. 


	Suarez-Nani next walks us through STh I, q. 57, aa. 1-5, where Aquinas explains
whether angels know material things, individuals, and future contingents, secrets of
the heart, and mysteries of grace; she then considers STh I, q. 58, aa. 1-7, concerning
the modalities of angelic knowledge.


	Part 1, chapter 2 takes up the views of Giles of Rome. Giles argues in favor of the
need for intelligible species in order for an angel to understand things other than
itself, using Aristotle’s reasoning in De Anima. The thing known must be in the
knower in some way. It cannot be in the knower entitatively. There-fore, it can only
be in the knower by way of likeness. Giles and Aquinas agree that the intelligible
forms in the angels do not come from things, and both adopt the Augustinian position
that “just as the ratio by which a creature is made is in the Word of God prior to
being in the creature itself which is made, thus also knowledge of that same ratio first
comes to be in the intellectual creature, and then exists in the very make-up of the
creature” (STh I, q. 55, a. 2; Connaissance et langage des anges, 119, 120). Giles
further holds that “the proper object of the angelic intellect is neither the universal
nor the particular, but the whole thing according to its entire being” (Connaissance
et langage des anges, 106). (Suarez-Nani omits to consider whether Aquinas would
agree with this.) Giles takes up an interesting objection to the notion that angelic
species are innate and not received from things, namely, that this view seems unable
to account for how the angel knows new events, such as a baby being born (ibid.,
122). It seems that the event itself would cause a change in angelic knowledge. Giles
maintains that “when things come forth into existence the angel begins to understand
other things which it did not understand before through the same species that it
[always] had within itself” (ibid., 157 n. 3). Aquinas seems to adopt the same view
in STh I, q. 57, a. 3, ad 3, although our author does not mention this.


	Too often Giles’s and Thomas’s view are not put side by side. Thomas denies that
angels can know what any rational being is thinking, other than by probable signs,
while Giles affirms that higher angels can know which intelligible species a lower
angel is thinking about, albeit not precisely what the latter is considering in that
species. A comparison of the rationale each gives would have been helpful. It would
also have been useful to compare the three acts of cognition an angel can carry on
simultaneously that Giles speaks of to the morning and evening knowledge that
Aquinas speaks of.


	Suarez-Nani begins her discussion of Aquinas’s views on angelic speech (locutio)
by distinguishing locutio from illuminatio. In the Summa, Aquinas takes the position
that “in angels, all illumination is speech, but not all speech is illumination” (STh I,
q. 107, a. 2). Suarez-Nani only mentions his position in the 
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Sentences (I Sent., d. 11, q. 2, a. 3), namely, that speech differs from illumination in
revealing a content that does not intellectually perfect the other (Connaissance et
langage des anges, 187, 198). She does not alert us to the (apparent) change of view.
Aquinas does consistently hold that lower angels can speak to higher angels, but
cannot illuminate them. Suarez-Nani also misses Aquinas’s reason for why an angel’s
thoughts are unknown to other angels, unless it chooses to reveal them (ibid., 189),
a reason that applies to angels and humans alike: “The will of the rational creature
is subject to God alone, and therefore those things which depend on the will alone… are known to God alone … a manifest case of [which] is that a person consider
something in act” (STh I, q. 57, a. 4). Since it is the angel’s will alone that prevents
other angels from knowing its thoughts, in order for it to manifest its thoughts to
another, it simply has to will to do so (STh I, q. 107, a. 1, ad 1). One cannot help but
marvel at the beauty of a form of speech that results in perfect understanding between
speaker and listener (Connaissance et langage des anges, 207). 


	The discussion of exactly what effect one angel has on another when it speaks to
that other is less than satisfying. Suarez-Nani quotes De Veritate, q. 9, a. 5, ad 2 to
the effect that “angelus loquens nihil facit in angelo cui loquitur.” However, this is
a response to a specific objection, namely, that it would be incongruous for a lower
angel to speak to higher angel. It is far from clear that an angel who is spoken to is
never affected by the speaker (e.g., when the speaker reveals mysteries of grace
previously unknown to the listener). Indeed, De Veritate, q. 9, a. 2 seems rather to
indicate that angels can cooperate in a certain manner with God in perfecting a
listener (something that Suarez-Nani seems to acknowledge later on [ibid., 117]).
Towards the end of the chapter, Suarez-Nani claims that Aquinas does not address
whether angels speak to humans because it is an “embarrassing” question liable to
“compromise the status of angels as purely spiritual beings” (ibid., 204). However,
Aquinas in fact specifically mentions speech in STh I, q. 52, a. 3, where he asks
whether angels exercise life activities in the bodies that they assume. Plainly angels
are not going to communicate to us by simply choosing to reveal their thoughts to us,
given the limitations of our mode of understanding. Angels will then have to move
bodies, in a way reminiscent of a voice-synthesizer, to communicate with us in a
manner we can understand. 


	I was not convinced that Giles of Rome contributes much to understanding the
speech of angels. For instance, he holds that angels communicate with each other
using sensible signs such as they use when communicating with us. Now, one uses
sign language to communicate with a person who can hear when that person does not
speak one’s language; there would be no point in doing so with someone who did
(i.e., with a view to communication alone). Why then would angels use an inferior
form of communication to speak to each other? Giles would even have angels
communicating via images they generate in the imagination of a human or animal
(ibid., 213). He also claims that angels write messages in the heavens to each other
which cannot be read by humans (ibid., 215). For Giles, angels cannot by simple
choice reveal specifically what they are 
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thinking to other angels, but need to do so via the intermediary of a signum
intelligibilium. But there is an obvious problem with this position: either this
intermediary is natural the way a concept is naturally a likeness of things, or it is
arbitrary. If it is natural, then it is redundant. If it is arbitrary, how would it ever
become associated in the mind of another with the concept the angel wished to
communicate? The latter criticism also applies to the heavenly writing which Giles
says is arbitrary (ibid., 238). It never occurs to Giles that the arbitrary sign can have
no meaning to another unless there is some way for the other to connect the sign to
its content. Human beings do this in the first instance through pointing or the like.
Yet according to Giles, regardless of what arbitrary sign an angelic speaker chooses
to use to express a given thought, that thought will be immediately understood by
other angels to whom the message is directed (ibid., 236). Such an association of sign
with thought would be possible if the listening angel knew the other angel’s thoughts
when the other chose to reveal them—but then the addition of an arbitrary sign would
be superfluous. 


	Suarez-Nani repeatedly suggests that angels are models or paradigms for humans
with respect to knowledge (ibid., 141, 148), speech (ibid., 207), and, in her first
book, subjectivity as well (Les anges et la philosophie, 188, 189). While there are
points of contact—as is to be expected in a well-ordered universe (e.g., the habit of
intellectus in humans)—angels and humans are also meant to differ, and thus the
more perfect cannot always serve as a model for the less perfect. Humans cannot do
other than acquire intellectual knowledge starting from sense experience, nor can we
do without sensible signs in order to communicate. Suarez-Nani does admit that we
are not to take angelic knowledge as our norm, but this observation is tucked in a
footnote, and more often we are told the angel represents “an ideal that the human
being aspires to” (Connaissance et langage des anges, 169). Also problematic is her
insistence on how much angelology can teach us about ourselves (ibid., 9, 169, 170).
Human cognition and speech are things we have direct experience of, and thus the
nature of these things is better known to us than is the nature of angelic cognition and
speech. In some ways our understanding of angelic cognition is dependent upon our
understanding of human cognition (e.g., we understand angels’ intelligible species
by reference to the concepts in our practical intellect). Acknowledging this
dependency does not preclude affirming that the comparison of humans to angels does
give us a better understanding of ourselves and of our place in the universe. 


	Suarez-Nani is to be commended for daring to treat so difficult a philosophical
subject as the angels. She brings to our attention a wealth of fascinating texts
(including the articles on angels included on the syllabus of errors in 1277). The
scholarship is thorough, and the copious Latin footnotes very helpful. One can hope
that as a result of her efforts philosophical reflection on angels will come back into
vogue.
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	In his classic The Nature of Doctrine: Toward a Post-Liberal Theology, George
Lindbeck distinguished between a cognitivist, an experiential-expres-sivist, and a
cultural-linguistic understanding of Christian doctrine. The major approaches to the
interpretation of the thought of Thomas Aquinas over the past century can be seen to
correspond, mutatis mutandis, to these categories. The neo-Scholastic
school—represented by Garrigou-Lagrange, Maritain, Journet, and in recent times,
Ralph McInerny and John Wippel—presents a rather cognitivist version of Aquinas,
stressing the philosophical doctrine that can be distilled from Thomas’s oeuvre. The
Transcendental Thomist school— inaugurated by Maréchal and Rousselot and
brought to prominence by Lotz, Rahner, and Lonergan—offers a more experiential-expressivist reading of Thomas, emphasizing the subjective sensibilities that inform
and condition his teaching. In the last couple of decades, a third school has emerged,
one that places emphasis neither on propositions nor underlying experience, but
rather on the densely textured and unique world that the writings of Aquinas create
and on the form of life that made them possible. This approach, which might be styled
cultural-linguistic or postliberal, is on vivid display in Nicholas Healy’s Thomas
Aquinas: Theologian of the Christian Life. A concern of postliberal Thomists such
as Healy is that both neo-Scholasticism and Transcendental Thomism, in their
preoccupation to ground the claims of faith in something more elemental (truths
arrived at through philosophical reason for the former and universally available
experience for the latter), are essentially modernisms, which allow the content of
revelation to be marginalized or muted. But Thomas Aquinas was not a modern
foundationalist and his principal interlocutor was not the skeptical nonbeliever; hence
a new path of interpretation—more in line with the assumptions and preoccupations
of Thomas’s time—must be essayed.


	It is of supreme importance for Healy that Aquinas was a Dominican, a member
of the Order of Preachers, charged with the task of proclaiming the good news of
Jesus Christ risen from the dead. Though Karl Barth and many others have
complained that Thomas’s Christology is incidental to his system, Healy argues
throughout his book that evangelical proclamation is, in point of fact, the organizing
and animating principle of Thomas’s intellectual work. He agrees with Torrell that
Aquinas is best read as a Christian spiritual master. Part of the problem is that
contemporary interpreters of the Angelic Doctor, saddled as they are with
foundationalist assumptions, tend to believe that what comes first is what is most
important. Thus because Thomas discusses God in a largely philosophical way in the
first part of the Summa Theologiae and gets to a consideration of Jesus Christ only in
the third part, it appears as though the rational account provides the ground, setting,
and context for the Christology. Healy suggests that this is to have it precisely
backward, to forget that the 
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Thomas’s masterpiece is structured along the lines of a liturgical procession in which
the most significant players come, not at the beginning, but at the end.


	When we follow Healy’s examination of Aquinas’s Christology, a key feature
emerges with special clarity. In accord with the formula of Chalcedon, Thomas
affirms that divinity and humanity come together in Jesus in a noncompetitive but
asymmetrical manner, since the natures are joined “without mixing, mingling, or
confusion” but are embedded, so to speak, in the unity of the divine person of the
Logos. The creaturely is not overwhelmed, but rather enhanced, by the proximity of
the divine, and this noncompetitiveness is guaranteed through the power and primacy
of the divine. What is ruled out by this Christology is a view that would either
construe God and the creaturely as rivals or allow God to be in any sense positioned
by the creaturely. This dynamic understanding of Jesus, which contains elements of
what contemporary theologians would call both “high” and “low” Christology,
provides, on Healy’s reading, the hermeneutical lens for reading the whole of
Aquinas’s evangelical work.


	The Christological lens is particularly clarifying in regard to Thomas’s
understanding of the relationship between reason and revelation. Healy cites a line
from Etienne Gilson which rather painfully indicates a fatal flaw in the standard
Scholastic interpretation of this issue: “it is natural that [Thomas’s] first question
should be about the existence of God. On this problem, however, a theologian cannot
do much more than apply to the philosopher for philosophical information. The
existence of God is a philosophical problem.” What Gilson states, with almost brutal
clarity, is the foundationalist view that in regard to its most basic and essential
question—the very being of God—theology is entirely dependent upon and positioned
by natural philosophy. Healy correctly observes that nothing could be further from the
biblical mind of Aquinas. Of course, the question of God’s existence is not first in the
Summa Theologiae; instead, it is an inquiry into the nature of sacra doctrina, the
intellectual discipline that Thomas will be following throughout the work. In the
course of that opening quaestio, Aquinas makes eminently plain that philosophical
wisdom is in no sense a foundation for the theological enterprise, but is instead a
means employed by the theologian in his pedagogical task of leading people
(manuductio) toward the fullness of the revealed mysteries. If one were looking for
foundations for sacra doctrina, one would have to appeal, not to philosophy, but to
the knowledge of God enjoyed by God himself and by the saints, for theology is a
subalternate science, deriving its principles from that higher scientia. Throughout his
writings—and no more clearly than in his commentary on the Gospel of
John—Thomas shows that human reason is itself a participation in the light of the
divine intellect. This means that natural reason could never be construed as standing
outside of divine influence and requiring a correlation to it. The famous proofs for
God’s existence, which Gilson bizarrely saw as providing the philosophical
justification for the theological endeavor, are in fact prime instances of the
manuductio that Aquinas spoke of. The finite and fallen mind needs to be led
gradually and in accord with its compromised capacities to see 
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the truth of the biblical revelation concerning God. It is this modest (though
pedagogically important) service that the proofs perform. Thus philosophical reason
finds itself positioned and elevated by a higher theological reason in which it
participates, mirroring the relationship between the human and divine natures in
Jesus.


	Another area in which the Christological hermeneutic is clarifying is Aquinas’s
naming of God. As David Burrell, Fergus Kerr, and many others have pointed out, the
central feature of Thomas’s doctrine of God is its radical apophaticism: we know God
as something unknown. This negative theology appears most clearly in the discussion
of God’s simplicity. In claiming simplicitas of God, Thomas is not making a positive
statement about the divine nature (which remains opaque to us in this life); rather,
he is removing from the concept of God anything that smacks of the creaturely:
mutability, finitude, dependency, and, most elementally, participation in a higher
cause. What Healy helps us to see is that this via remotionis flows, not only from the
anti-idolatry texts of the Old Tesatment, but also and especially from the
Christological assertions that Aquinas inherited from the orthodox tradition. Were
God a worldly nature, he would enter necessarily into competition with other finite
natures, but since we know through Jesus that God is capable of uniting himself
hypostatically and noncompetitively with a creature, God must be utterly unlike
anything in the world. He must be known as something unknown. Thus the assertion
of the divine simplicity is ultimately Christological in form and evangelical in
purpose.


	Whitehead and his innumerable theological disciples have argued that the
immutable and perfect God, not really related to the world, is a philosophical
abstraction at odds with the warm and responsive God implied in the teaching of the
Galilean prophet Jesus. Healy effectively shows how Aquinas derives God’s absolute
character not so much from Aristotle as from Jesus, the Incarnate Lord. Precisely
because the God of the Incarnation is not a being in or alongside the world, he cannot
be caught in the nexus of conditioned relationality, responding to the influences and
actions of finite things. Instead, all of God’s relations to the world that he has made
are metaphysically prior and primordial, so that, to give but one example, his
knowledge of the universe is not derived from the universe’s existence, but rather
vice versa. But this means that the absolute God is in fact far more intimately
connected to creatures (indeed closer to them than they are to themselves) than any
finite and passive supreme existent could possibly be. The paradox is that Thomas’s
denial of a “real” relation between God and the universe is tantamount to his
insistence that God is in all things by essence, presence, and power—and in the most
intimate way (intime).


	Another implication of this radical divine otherness is the noninvasive manner in
which God grounds created causality. Thomas is absolutely uncompromising in his
claim that God governs the universe and that his providence extends to particulars.
The true God is neither the indifferent prime mover of Aristotle nor the distant
watchmaker of the Deists; instead, he is the power that stretches from end to end
mightily and orders all things sweetly, as the book of Wisdom puts it. However, this
all-embracing divine influence does 
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not rule out the real activity of secondary created causes because, once again, God’s
activity is modally other and hence noncompetitive. Healy demonstrates how the
aporias concerning God’s involvement in the world that have bedeviled so many
modern religious philosophers simply didn’t exist for Aquinas, because he was
operating out of a distinctively Chalcedonian metaphysics.


	The second part of the Summa Theologiae, which deals with the human journey
back to God, is by far the largest of the three major sections of the work, and
throughout the Middle Ages it was the most copied and commented upon. Healy joins
a number of contemporary Thomists who are attempting to recover the importance of
the treatise on the moral life in the overall context of Thomas’s writing. Here again,
the Christological hermeneutic is applied. Though he borrowed liberally from
Aristotle’s doctrine of the acquired virtues, Thomas never held that natural virtue is
sufficient unto itself. Rather, it has to be surrounded and elevated by the theological
virtues of faith, hope, and love, since they alone open the human mind and will to
their proper, supernatural end. Just as philosophy is transfigured by revelation, so the
natural virtues are both maintained and transformed by the theological virtues. In both
cases, the asymmetrical but noncompetitive relation between Christ’s natures
provides the theoretical framework.


	The organization of material in Healy’s book is helpful, and his writing is both
lively and clear. But his greatest contribution is the simple reminder that Thomas was
a Christian theologian, a master of the sacra pagina, and a faithful member of the
Order of Preachers. When that primary evangelical identity is forgotten, one begins
to create the caricatures of Aquinas with which we are all too familiar. 





Robert Barron     






		Mundelein Seminary
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	Interpretive studies of the Anselmian corpus are often impeded by their self-partitioned scope. The argument of Proslogion, for example, will be considered
without the context of the greater treatise; Cur Deus Homo will be presented
independently of Anselm’s understanding of reditus or concordia; or the prayers will
be cast as the summit rather than the youth of his spirituality. Such sequestering of
concepts and isolation of treatises ignores the discursive and 
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integrated character of the thought of Anselm of Canterbury. Moreover, it sacrifices
the culminative character of his work.


	Emery de Gaál Gyulai studies Anselm without these encumbrances. The Art of
Equanimity looks at the full expanse of Anselm’s works and finds there a pervasive
(albeit seldom studied) thematic and a consistent method and protocol. Gyulai then
translates those into a deftly prosecuted avenue whereby that saint’s teachings can be
approached and penetrated. 


	The bracing character of Gyulai’s analysis is demonstrated even in his book’s
earliest pages. While he acknowledges Anselm’s debt to Augustine (as does Anselm
himself, of course) and recognizes the influence of Platonic insight, Gyulai focuses
instead on Plotinus as the true antecedent of Anselmian thought. He reveals more
correlation than debt in the link between Plotinus and Anselm, but he mines their
intersection effectively and purposefully, creating a prosperous and persuasive
alternative grounding for Anselmian thought. 


	The other influence emphasized by Gyulai is Benedictine monasticism. This, too,
provides for a rich interpretive elaboration of Anselm. Scholars commonly provide
lip-service to Anselm’s monastic allegiance, but rarely is its rôle specified or
delineated so persuasively. Gyulai displays an impressive familiarity with the
Benedictine rule and life, placing Anselm solidly and congenially in its context. This
makes a significant contribution to his explicandum of Anselm. By allowing Anselm
his Benedictine voice (cf. p. 14), Gyulai secures an essential key to what he terms the
“via Anselmi.” Benedict is cast as the root of both deed and thought in Anselm.


	According to Gyulai, Anselm sees a “finite human person grounded in an infinite
origin” (16). Finite and infinite are distinct, yet the finite is not inherently “unrelated
or separate.” This, by Gyulai’s appraisal, allows perspective; it “permits one to
behold the essential in life” (17). That understanding is fundamental to the argument
that follows. It figures into that whole concept of ‘necessary conclusions’ (Anselm’s
necessariis rationibus) that serves as the core dynamic of Anselmian reason. Gyulai’s
approach employs strong metaphysical consciousness and integration. Unlike the
approach embraced in modernity (at least as depicted by Gyulai), this mindset is
responsive and indebted to an immanent Lord. It recognizes and accepts the reality
of truth and thus provides for “humanity’s greater authenticity” (21).


	By careful distinctions and insightful deductions, Gyulai installs this as the
foundation of the Anselmian hermeneutic. In particular, he emphasizes that Anselm’s
method disallows compartmentalization. Philosophy and theology are not disparate,
neither are they divided into subdisciplines. Their integration is fundamental to the
insight they allow, a character that reflects humanity’s alignment with the Lord: just
as divinity has integral oneness, so does properly oriented thought. Indeed, Gyulai
suggests, it is reason and faith that are enlisted by Anselm, not philosophy and
theology. That is an important distinction. Perspective is fundamental in Anselm.
Repeatedly, he imposes his own definitions and specifications on his subjects,
ensuring that they are aligned with truth (by his understanding of it). Gyulai conveys
an appealing excitement as he 
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discusses the vitality of this vision, invariably setting Anselm’s insights (according
to the peculiar grounding he provides) within the provisions of Christian dogma. 


	Here Gyulai’s emphasis on the correlation with Plotinus proves especially fecund.
The author exposes a “congeniality” that exists between Plotinus and Anselm
(discussed most explicitly in chapter 2) that lets each lend depth and exposition to the
other. At the core of their intersection, Gyulai maintains, is their insistence that a
person’s reason is “sustained by the object of its thinking” (43). Both Plotinus and
Anselm, he suggests, recognize a divine predication in truth. For them, “everything
that [comes] forth from God is destined also to be traceable back to its origin” (45).
Anselm’s continere is very much Plotinus’s synechein; both terms reflect the
indebtedness and dependence that weighs upon human beings in relation to God.


	That relationship is a recurring theme in Anselm’s thought, and Gyulai sees it as
indicative of a distinctly mystic point of view. According to Anselm, a person
identifies with the principle itself. Each individual is grounded in the One. He would
have being and Being intersect; “an access to the One is opened in spite of all
essential differences” (52).


	Gyulai also addresses Anselm’s correlation with Scripture, patristic sources
(especially Gregory of Nyssa and Pseudo-Dionysius), and other mediaevals, but
Benedict remains his most profound alignment. Gyulai mines Anselm’s compatibility
with his monastic predecessor, using it as a prime element in the Anselmian
hermeneutic. Benedict provides context for Anselm’s life and thought (cf. the
discussion in chapter 3). Moreover, the congruence with Benedict colors his approach
to truth and to the person’s life of truth. Regula Benedicti‘s vision of an existence
wherein God is glorified, articulated, and reflected—in all that is and in all that is
done—is fundamental to Anselm. He embraces the absolute character of Benedictine
life where (as Gyulai articulates it), “No nook is left for profanity to seek refuge from
God” (91).


	Gyulai develops the Benedictine insight and its relevance to Anselm in
considerable detail. His point, realizing how integrally Anselm adopts the monastic
founder’s perspective, is that Benedict endowed this later monk-abbot-bishop with
vital confidence in a mysticism that disallows any “hiatus between idea and reality,
between idea and image” (95). In Anselm’s hands, where there is little indulgence
of gray areas, that requires a full and comprehensive correlation with divinity. Gyulai
convincingly portrays Anselm as profoundly influenced by the practicability that the
cloister assigns to this ambition. This is a “continuation” of Plotinus, he suggests,
proposing an intelligent, active, willed, purposeful correlation that accents “the divine
in the human being” while envisioning “already in his terrestrial existence the
heavenly Jerusalem” (99). In this, Gyulai differentiates the vision shared by Benedict
and Anselm from that proposed in mainstream Scholasticism. In particular, he notes
that for them experientia is necessarily part of the work at hand; the scientia of later
Scholastics cannot command the field autonomously. In the Benedictine standard “ora
et labora,” Gyulai finds the “hermeneutical locus of the monastic mind” (101); he
identifies it as a pivotal ideal for both Benedict and Anselm, and the


page 504

 core element in separating monastic theology from ordinary dogmatic theology. Truth
is lived as well as known. By that standard, Gyulai contends, Anselm’s monasticism
functions comprehensively, that is, in attitude, aspiration, character, and execution.


	The importance of this understanding in explicating Anselm’s outlook and
thought is profound. It provides him with a hermeneutic that, in a sense, pursues the
divine character, presence, and honor (to use Anselm’s term) in all that is.
Recognizing in Anselm this mystic orientation allows Gyulai to render his
hermeneutics with fresh and laudable nuance and precision. In particular, he
recognizes that Anselm’s thought cannot profitably be grasped independently of the
reality of divinity. All thinking is for Anselm “a meditation on the One” (114).


	This Anselmian insight is nurtured, explicated, and developed by Gyulai through
fourteen chapters. He makes his argument effectively, calling upon his comfortable
command of the full corpus of Anselm’s works and his able and confident grasp of
how the monastic experience is elemental in a monk’s definition of self and of the
self’s ambition. In consequence, Gyulai’s study should inform and enrich both
scholars and students. This is a book of value and importance. As Gyulai plumbs
Anselm’s integrated life and teaching, he invests in that doctor’s tuition and
perspective renewed life and vigor. 


	Because of the generous merit of Gyulai’s text, this book’s few flaws seem
especially peccable. The notes, for example, appear not to have been perfected as
conscientiously as was the text (e.g., indicating “Constable Giles” instead of “Giles
Constable” [91 n. 9]). Throughout this volume, there is a distracting and sometimes
disorienting failure to italicize passages in other languages. References to Regula
Benedicti give the chapter number, but never the verse. There is inconsistency in
giving translations, too: Latin is sometimes translated, but often not; Greek passages
are translated, but German and French seldom are. Such fluctuations disrupt the flow
of Gyulai’s narrative. There is also an unfortunate tendency to populate this text with
unapplied references. Especially in the earliest chapters, multiple invocations of
philosophers and others are injected without delineation or specification of their
relevance.


	The publisher is at fault, too, for having imposed some questionable production
standards. In particular, the microscopic typeface works against Gyulai’s text.
Spacing—or rather, its inadequate employment—gives a jumbled, crowded
appearance. Chapters begin at the top of the page and are not set off by size,
placement, or character. The lack of italics when rendering non-English words and
passages (as mentioned above) confuses inference and substance. The absence of
headings atop each page also limits navigation. Aesthetic concerns generally are
ignored in both printing and presentation.


	Gyulai’s argument in this book is overwhelmingly astute and precisely rendered.
Indeed, he has a singular ability to use exactly the right word (e.g., his use of
dialectical to explain Anselm’s view of the “relationship between justice and mercy”
[191]). His seventh chapter (on soteriology) deserves special 
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acknowledgment as a model of precision and penetration in handling the Anselmian
insight. 


	In The Art of Equanimity Emery de Gaál Gyulai has made a significant
contribution to the study of Anselm’s thought. He affords the dimension as well as
the substance whereby the Anselmian corpus can rightly be exposed to new
generations of inquirers. 





Paschal Baumstein, O.S.B.     



Belmont Abbey

        Belmont, North Carolina
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Incomprehensible God: Thomas Aquinas on the Interplay of Positive and Negative
Theology. By Gregory P. Rocca, O.P.
Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2004. Pp. xxv + 412.
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Gregory Rocca’s book is a uniquely valuable
contribution to the literature of Thomism. It is at present the most complete
and careful coverage we have of St. Thomas’s position on how we can speak
intelligibly, philosophically, about God. We must be able to speak positively
about God, yet he remains a mystery that exceeds the power of our finite minds
to grasp comprehensively. Speaking the Incomprehensible God is about
Aquinas’s remarkable balancing act between positive and negative theology, as
they are called technically. All competent Thomists admit the presence of both
strands of theology (philosophy of God) in St. Thomas. But they differ,
sometimes significantly, on how they interpret the relation between the two
paths, the relative importance of each and the relation of priority between
them.

The author has the balance between positive
and negative theology in St. Thomas exactly right, and expresses this central
message of the book beautifully in two early paragraphs:

The Dionysian path to
God is fundamentally twofold: the way of negation and the way of affirmation, or
more precisely, the way of negation based on God as the transcendent Beyond and
affirmation based on God as Cause of all things.

As we shall see,
Aquinas will often interpret the Dionysian maxim about God’s absolute
unknowability to mean something quite different than what Dionysius originally
intended. Aquinas will also elicit a threefold path from the statements of
Dionysius, and he will tend to emphasize a domesticated version of the Dionysian
via negativa, inasmuch as in his hands it becomes a “way”
comfortably at ease within the contours of the positive theology. (25)

The author goes on to develop each point in
detail—first of all negative theology, then analogy, and finally positive
theology. (I would have preferred if he had handled first the positive bond of
similitude deriving from creation, then the negative as a qualification of this.
But he has preferred to move from
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negative to positive theology.) First he
develops the incomprehensibility of God, then the via negativa as a
part of the threefold path of affirmation through causal similitude, negation of
any attributes containing imperfection or finitude in their meaning, and
reaffirmation of the perfection in its preeminent transcendent state in God.
Both these points he handles well, taking us carefully through all the relevant
texts in St. Thomas.

The author next deals with analogy as the tool
for speaking positively about God. He does this first in Aristotle, then follows
all the windings of Thomas’s successive attempts to develop a general theory of
analogy to meet the needs of his own much richer metaphysical vision. Aquinas
tries persistently—and unsuccessfully—to fit these constructs into the
framework of Aristotle, but he ends up dropping them, one by one, as inadequate
to handle the intrinsic proportional similitude between God and creatures that
is required by his own metaphysical vision, which goes far beyond Aristotle. The
Aristotelian theory, as shown by the examples adduced by the author, is
radically inadequate to explain any really intrinsic proportional similitude
between its analogates, let alone between substances, and least of all between
God and other beings. The author admits that the one general theory St. Thomas
tries to defend most explicitly—namely, that analogy holds when a given
positive attribute is predicated of one primary analogate intrinsically and
properly, and of all the other analogates only by some relation to the primary
one, as food as cause of health in an animal and clear urine as an effect of
health—in fact prescinds from, is “neutral” toward, whether the
relation in the secondary analogates indicates an intrinsic similitude or not
with the primary one.

This may be a helpful general linguistic
theory of analogy, and is always present in some way in all the Thomistic uses
of analogy. But by itself it is not enough to express Thomas’s own rich
metaphysical theory of the bond of intrinsic proportional similitude between God
and his creatures based on his creative act of sharing his own perfections with
them in diverse positive, though limited, ways. Aquinas finally comes around, in
his later works from the Summa contra Gentiles and the Summa
Theologiae on, to stating simply and clearly his own version of the special
analogy required to speak meaningfully of the relation between God and creatures
that flows from creation. Thomas describes this in terms of analogy based on the
ontological structure of participation between creatures and God,
“predication by participation,” as he calls it. When a higher cause,
especially a universal and transcendent one like God, shares his goodness and
perfections in various finite modes of participation with lower beings caused by
it, this generates a shared bond of intrinsic though limited similitude between
all the effects and their source, which can only be described in analogous
language (ScG I, c. 32; De Pot., q. 7, a. 7, ad 2; STh
I, q. 13, a. 5; etc.) And since “participation” denotes an intrinsic
similitude between effects and their cause, the analogous language expressing it
must also signify intrinsic similitude between all its analogates. This theory
of analogy and its metaphysical foundation go far beyond Aristotle and any of
his theories or practice of analogy. I wish the author had explained and
emphasized a little more strongly and 
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clearly at the end of his study of analogy
this notion of analogous predication by participation as Aquinas’s principal
tool in explaining how we can speak positively about God. He does, however,
later on in chapter 9, speak beautifully of “Participation: Aquinas’s
Christian View of the Universe.” He is clearly aware of the central
importance of participation in the metaphysics of Aquinas, but in his long
patient examination of the detail of the texts the clear vision of the forest
sometimes gets submerged in that of the trees. Lastly, one of the most important
points the author makes in his treatment of analogy is that for Thomas analogous
terms do not become analogous as isolated concepts, but only when linked to
judgment, that is, as actually predicated of diverse subjects—contrary to some
other Thomistic traditions, such as seems to be the case with Cajetan and his
school of commentators, on whom the author has an illuminating commentary in
chapter 5.

In the third part of the book, “Crucial
Truths about God,” the author unfolds piece by piece the main contents of
what we can say positively about God: the existence of God, creation, the
likeness between creatures and God, the real distinction between esse
and essence in all creatures, the immanence and transcendence of God, the divine
infinity, eternity, etc. Then in a final part on “The Divine Names,”
building on what has gone before, he sums up how we can speak intelligibly of
God in positive human language that yet respects and leaves intact the
unsoundable depths of the divine mystery. It would take too long to discuss all
these points in detail, but the author handles them carefully and well. There is
a mine of informative explanation to be explored here. In his many detailed
footnotes the author shows an amazingly broad acquaintance with the whole range
of relevant scholarly literature on almost all points. Readers can only be most
grateful to have available such a rich treasury of well-informed, well-balanced
commentary on Aquinas’s philosophy of God.

In a very rich and eloquent conclusion the
author sums up what he considers the unique contribution of St. Thomas: namely,
his carefully balanced interweaving of positive and negative theology that
reveals “the tensioned structure of any truth about God” (a
beautifully terse and insightful phrase!). He shows the importance for the life
of the Church of such a grounding of the intelligibility of its religious and
liturgical worship of God, where we must somehow speak meaningfully of God in
word and action. And it is a much-needed corrective to the common practice of so
many contemporary continental philosophers of religion who routinely, following
the lead of Heidegger and the postmodernists, overemphasize the
negative-theology path almost to the exclusion of the positive.

Aquinas insists that it is possible, though
difficult, to come to know the existence of God, creation, and some of his main
attributes by the resources of philosophical reason under its own power; he also
believes that he has shown how it can be done. Rocca is nevertheless convinced
that Aquinas is primarily guided and motivated, although he is not always aware
of it, by an implicit background of the light of faith in his discovery of the
nature of God as infinite subsistent pure act of being, and of God as the
transcendent, gracious and 




  
  

  


page 636

absolutely free Creator of a radically
contingent universe. This may well be the case historically, although I tend
myself to go along with St. Thomas in granting a stronger power to reason. Or
can we not say that although the first discovery of one of these truths may well
come from the illumination of faith, this very light then clarifies and focuses
the natural light of our human reason so that it itself now clearly sees the
intrinsic, even the unique, intelligibility of the truth in question? But the
author’s reflections, based on his immense knowledge of the texts, deserve the
most serious critical meditation.

My one regret is that in his summary of the
conclusions of the book at the end he did not reaffirm more strongly and
explicitly what I consider the central philosophical message of the book, so
beautifully stated in chapter 1, on the priority of relation between the
positive and negative theology in Aquinas. That is, the foundational relation
between God and creatures is that of creation, which generates the basic
similitude between creatures and their Source that grounds the positive path of
theology, and that only within this positive foundational relation does
the negative theology fit “comfortably” as a set of purifying
qualifications to preserve the unsoundable depths of the divine mystery
underlying all.



W. Norris Clarke, S.J.






Fordham University
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This is a somewhat unplaceable book,
but—especially to readers of The Thomist—no less interesting for
that. Its editor, Père Serge-Thomas Bonino, O. P., who is editor likewise of
the Revue Thomiste, regards it as the “manifesto” of
the “Toulouse School” of Thomism—which is simultaneously a Fribourg
(Switzerland) School, as the provenance of the essays contained in this volume
suggests. But for reasons underlined by the archbishop of Vienna, Cardinal
Christoph Schönborn, in his foreword, the term “manifesto” is also
felt to be a trifle risky, owing to what might be deemed its inappropriately
partisan and polemical connotations. So by a play on words the introduction puts
its emphasis, rather, on what the book makes manifest. And this—we are
informed—is not a “party” at all but rather the continuing
intellectual vitality of the tradition of thought stemming from Thomas, above
all in its power to contribute to “contemporary doctrinal debates, both in
philosophy and theology” (11).

One would like to know (but discretion forbids
enquiring) what was the editor’s first reaction when he received the Schönborn
preface. The cardinal 
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seems grateful for the renaissance of not
merely historical but also doctrinal interest in Thomas’s corpus—as shown, for
example, by Veritatis splendor and Fides et ratio, the Pope’s
“two most doctrinal encyclicals” (5). He appears even more
preoccupied, however, by a possible new Thomistic bid for conceptual hegemony in
Catholic thought. Accordingly, his preface sounds a somewhat minatory note. A
new generation of Thomist writers may well represent a grace for the Church. But
this will only be a fruitful grace if they avoid the arrogance of which previous
Thomistic revivals were guilty. Thomas is the doctor communis not
because his distinctive fashion of organizing the intelligible content of
revelation imposes itself to the exclusion of all others. He is the common
doctor precisely because of the quality of his openness to receive from as many
strands as possible of the philosophical, biblical, and patristic tradition. We
remember that Cardinal Schönborn’s own first love was the Greek Fathers, who
saved a number of European Dominicans of his generation from Neo-Modernism at a
time when Thomism was seen—even in the Dominican Order in, say, France—as
politically hardly recuperable, whatever the regrets this aroused. So he fires a
warning shot across the bows of these Dominicans, who with one exception are
considerably younger than himself. Schönborn is cer-tainly thinking of the
conflict in the 1940s and 1950s between Henri de Lubac, S. J., (a lover of the
Fathers first if a Thomist a good second) and one of the heroes—if not the
principal hero—of the new Toulouse-Fribourg revival, Marie-Michel Labourdette,
O. P., (a Thomist as committed to the commentators as to Aquinas himself).

In fact, Labourdette, an extraordinarily
intelligent and well-read man, did not deny the need to nourish Thomism from
without, which could include a fresh reading of its own sources. He simply
affirmed the desirability of maintaining its structural principles. And this
fits with Bonino’s account of what is distinctive about the Thomism represented
by these pages. This will be, Bonino explains, a Thomism that is anxious to
study Thomas in his historical context—without, however, incarcerating him
there. It will treat Thomas as a sapiential master for whom theology is more
primary than philosophy—without, however, denying the diverse epistemological
bases of these disciplines in the way sometimes found in the High Anglican
interpretation of Thomas in the Radical Orthodoxy movement. It will be seriously
interested in the major Thomistic commentators who are unlikely to have got
absolutely everything wrong or added nothing whatsoever of value—without,
however, excluding the possibility that any given commentator may have missed
quite a good deal. The new Thomism will then proceed to deploy the resources
thus acquired by putting them at the service of contemporary theology,
philosophy, and, more widely, culture—without, however, concealing the fact
that these are the resources of a tradition which possess, therefore,
their own coherence and cannot simply be turned into a quarry for this or that
disparate purpose.

The essays that make up the meat of the
book—and which, evidently, the editor understands to embody this ethos—are
grouped into five constellations. An opening section considers fundamental
theology and so corresponds, broadly
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speaking, to the initial question of the Prima
pars. In what manner does Thomas practice theology, exegesis, and
philosophy, within the unity of his exploration of sacra doctrina? The
first of a trio of doctrinal sections considers in turn the theology of God, One
and Three, and of the human person not only made in God’s image but considered
in his or her “integral reality.” This is followed by a group of
essays on “Christ and the Church,” including there a sketchy but
suggestive approach to Thomism and ecumenism as well as a more audacious
proposal about (Thomism and) interreligious dialogue. The final doctrinal
heading provides the rubric for five contributions brought together as
“morals and spiritual life.” The book ends with two useful chronicles
of Thomism after Thomas, some bibliographical advice for French-speaking
readers, potted biographies of the authors and a postword from Père (now
Cardinal) Georges Cottier, the erstwhile Theologian of the Pontifical Household.

I began this review by calling this book
“unplaceable.” The difficulty of identifying its real subject matter
arises from the very different approaches of these essayists to the topics
assigned. Some are content with a straightforward exposition of St Thomas’s
thought. Others not only make little or no reference to Thomas’s actual
writings, they deal with issues he hardly addressed. They do so, however,
according to principles imagined, whether credibly or otherwise, to be internal
to his thought. Thus the account of Thomas’s Christology by Gilbert Narcisse
would satisfy the most exigent historical theologian, whereas Charles Morerod’s
idea that the Thomistic contribution to the official bilateral dialogues in the
modern ecumenical movement should consist in investigating the philosophical
presuppositions of the high contracting parties is a request for an entirely
novel initiative. The most valuable essay for a student of the historical Thomas
is almost certainly Jean-Miguel Garrigues’s study of Thomist anthropology which,
by a subtle reading of, especially, De malo makes a convincing case
that the “personalist” element in Thomas’s account of human agency has
been insufficiently appreciated. This has implications for how Thomas evaluated
not only the voluntary, concrete, and singular, but also the dialectic of
intellect and will in man’s union with God. It should also be said that the
level of conceptual demand varies greatly, from the limpid simplicities of
Gilles Emery on questions about God in Thomas and today, to the high refinement
of Emmanuel Perrier on “sources of law [or possibly ‘right’, = droit],”
which is probably more pertinent to British than to American readers since much
of it presumes the Continental-type jurisprudence now entering the English legal
system through the incorporation of European Union law.

Personally, I found most useful in this
collection Henry Donneaud’s survey of the French Thomism of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries which includes material not easily available elsewhere. I
found rather alarming Benoît-Dominique de la Soujeole’s request to consider
what is valid in the truth- and value-systems of the nonbiblical religions
“participated ecclesiality” (162): that is a formula which, precisely
by trespassing on terrain otherwise allotted to the non-Catholic Christian
churches and ecclesial communities, proclaims its own excessiveness. (“Ecclesiality
of desire”—De la Soujeole’s alternative etiquette—is
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less objectionable.) Thierry-Dominique
Humbrecht’s essay, “God and Being, or the New Covenant,” will very
likely prove the most useful in Anglophone countries to professional teachers of
Catholic philosophy and theology. Since phenomenology’s “theocentric
turn,” the issue of the relation of God and being now has a widely
recognised pertinence that only Thomists generally appreciated before. That in
itself is a testimony to the perennial value of the tradition of Thomist thought
which these (mostly) still young men, or men in young middle-age, are continuing
with courage, learning, and that peculiar French combination of spirituality
with intellectual flair.

I noticed with pleasure the name of Hans Urs
von Balthasar, invoked positively and at a crucial point in Humbrecht’s
argument—though a Balthasar-ian connection is subterraneously present likewise
in the discussion of the beautiful in Narcisse’s article on the realism of St
Thomas. This is a book with very few footnotes or perhaps he would have
mentioned his own doctoral thesis which compared Balthasar’s mind-set as
disclosed in Herrlichkeit with Thomas’s appeal to convenientia,
or revelatory “fittingness”—itself, he argues, a category of
theological aesthetics. Among the “new masters,” Balthasar’s writing
is surely one direction in which Thomists could look in order to amplify the
theological resources of their tradition—not, of course, uncritically, or
without the necessary adjustments that foundational Thomist principles may
suggest. This would only be, after all, to repay the compliment Balthasar
himself paid Thomas in treating his Christian metaphysic as the high-point,
ontologically speaking, of the West.



Aidan Nichols, O. P. 
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A reworking of a set of
public lectures, this book proved to be the author’s last, as Gunton died
unexpectedly in 2003 after a prolific thirty years as a Reformed theologian in
England. As the preposition in the title indicates, the work is not a systematic
exposition of the divine attributes themselves but a critical discussion of the
way they have been and ought to be treated. The first four chapters raise the
various theological issues at stake in how and what we predicate of God’s nature
and character, but for the most part they offer a sustained criticism of the
classical manner of attribution. The last four chapters are more constructive,
although Gunton’s own proposals for theological predication and brief
discussions of certain attributes are neither fully developed 
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nor neatly presented. Although one can
appreciate a few of his criticisms and even the general trajectory he wishes
treatment of the attributes now to take, those of more Catholic theological
sensibilities will have difficulty identifying with his general discounting of
the tradition’s development, based as it is on a Barthian tendency to oppose
philosophical reasoning about what God must be against revelation’s account of
God’s historical actions on our behalf.

In the preface Gunton says his original
intention to offer a more com-prehensive treatment of the attributes gave way to
a growing dissatisfaction with how the tradition came to define proper
theological predication. In his assessment, the doctrine of the divine
attributes was often done by using the wrong method, developing the wrong
content, and treating things in the wrong order (8). Early Christian theologians
emulated the Neoplatonic approach to characterize God as essentially that which
the world is not. In favoring a cosmological method of philosophical abstraction
from the imperfections found in the world, the tradition displaced the Old
Testament as the proper theological foundation of the doctrine of God and
neglected to draw God’s character more positively from his saving actions in the
economy. While explicitly critical of Origen, Pseudo-Dionysius, John of
Damascus, and Aquinas, Gunton especially indicts The Divine Names for
the tradition’s excessively negative approach to and characterization of God,
one that conceived the relation of God and the world as opposed to one another,
in marked contrast to what the incarnation implies. Gunton criticizes the method
for its emphasis upon the unknowability of God because it discounts what divine
revelation is meant to provide for us and the manner we are given to know
it—not by philosophical deduction but by the mediating work of the Son and
Spirit to make the Father known. Insisting that the economy, and the incarnation
especially, give us knowledge of God’s actual being, he rejects the Thomistic
position that theological language is analogical in favor of Scotus’s claim that
it is univocal. In the end Gunton does not say that the classical attributes of
God in the tradition are mistaken; rather, his lament is that “the
negative, metaphysical and impersonal attributes so dominate the discussion that
the personal and action-based attributes [such as love and holiness] appear to
have been marginalized” (51).

To reverse the tradition’s shortcomings,
Gunton advocates an approach that knows God not by abstracting from the
world but by attending to how the incarnation makes God known within
the structures of space and time. His driving question is, what difference does
the Trinity, understood both economically and immanently, make in a theological
account of the divine attributes? In light of the economic Trinity, the account
of the divine attributes must be more narrative in form and founded upon divine
action as beginning in the Father, put into effect through the Son, and brought
to completion or perfection by the Holy Spirit. The Trinitarian acts of
creation, salvation, and redemption serve as a better context for treating the
divine attributes more positively because divine action occurs within and for
the world and entails no dualistic opposition between matter and spirit.
Articulating what constitutes God’s character in light of the Trinitarian form
of divine action serves to 
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overcome the tradition’s rather monadic
conception of the divine attributes that developed on the principle opera ad
extra trinitatis sunt indivisa.

In regard to the immanent or eternal Trinity,
Gunton wonders how the divine attributes differ in light of the truth that God
is eternally a communion of three persons in relation. Gunton insists “that
treatments of the being or essence of God must be trinitarian from the
outset” (98), since our knowledge of God is known in a Trinitarian way by
the mediatorial work of the Son and the Spirit. The graced privilege of knowing
the hypostases—knowledge in the form of personal relation given us in our koinonia
with God achieved in the economy—gives us knowledge of the essence of God,
since the “three persons are the being of God, and if we know the
Father through the Son and in the Spirit we know the being of God” (112).
Ultimately Gunton seeks a three-subject account of each divine perfection
because the attributes refer not to the divine nature but to the persons.
However, instead of delivering the goods and articulating what the attributes
are in light of the Trinity, Gunton continues his reading of the tradition,
referencing a few rather non-Trinitarian treatments of the attributes that he
unconvincingly says are closer in spirit to his project. He does, briefly,
redefine some attributes in terms of God’s historical action—for example,
divine omnipotence is not so much pure, unrestricted power but the action of God
in the cross of Jesus, while divine immutability is economically the constancy
of God from creation through redemption. One of the more constructive
contributions in the work is a reworking of Barth’s rather volun-tarist
understanding of divine freedom to one that is ordered by the Spirit towards
communion. Yet in the end Gunton does not offer a Trinitarian account of all the
divine attributes but a discussion of the proper attribute of each divine
person. Following St. Paul’s Trinitarian benediction in 2 Corinthians 13:14, he
identifies the Father’s primary characteristic as love (agavph), the Son’s as
grace or mercy (cavri”), and the Holy Spirit’s as fellowship or communion (koinwniva).
The love that is the Father is the origin and end of all economic acts, grace
the form of that love made manifest in the world by the Son’s redemptive act,
and communion, with knowledge and freedom, the sanctifying and perfecting action
of the Holy Spirit.

It is important to note that Gunton does not
subscribe to the current fad in contemporary theology that simply rejects many
classical attributes like immutability or impassibility. Though he admits that
the tradition was “not naïve” and “had good reason to say the
things that it did about God” (22), he never stops to wonder how a method
of predication with all the faults he ascribes to it was able to generate a list
of attributes which he does not really find problematic in themselves, only in
the priority given to them (109). His reading of that tradition is superficial
and unsympathetic, where differences in form, method, and emphasis are taken to
imply a fundamental antithesis of content. He maintains that the negative way
should be rejected absolutely (154), primarily because it opposes God and his
creation. Yet for all of its philosophical borrowings the tradition
fundamentally rests upon the biblical doctrine of creation, and thus looks to
the cosmos, known in the light of faith to be made
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in the Logos and ordered by the Spirit, for
evidence of God’s wisdom, power, and goodness. The tradition, which was not
wanting for commentaries on Genesis, never set God and the world in a relation
of opposition but rather contrasted their respective properties, seeing the
characteristics of each as opposite precisely because the Uncreated cannot be
identified with the created. Gunton’s appeal to the doctrine of the incarnation
for a univocal understanding of God’s nature does not work because the
incarnation presupposes this nonidentity of the divine and human at root in the
doctrine of creation. And his claim that “in light of the gospel we must be
free to confess that we are granted to know the very being of God” (111)
tends to overlook the complementary scriptural teaching that our knowledge is
imperfect (e.g., 1 Cor 13:12) or, as Rahner put it, that even in his
self-revelation God remains mysterious. In his insistence that the economy
privileges us with knowledge of God not otherwise available to us, Gunton
obfuscates the distinction between the knowledge of faith where we know that
God is love, holy, three persons, etc., and the knowledge of understanding
pursued in theology where we search for the best way to express what is
God’s love, holiness, etc.

As much as Gunton helps one to see value in a
more explicitly Trinitarian account of the divine attributes, his approach gains
only by losing. It is one thing to hold that the divine essence should be
treated with reference to the divine persons; it something else entirely to hold
that nothing ought to be said specifically or directly of the divine essence
itself. A “problem that is intrinsic to the tradition, Catholic and
Protestant alike, [is] to treat natures as things which have attributes. But
natures are not hypostases, and so do not have attributes” (149). What
Gunton really attempts is an account of the attributes with no reference to the
divine nature; only definitions of divine perfections framed in an
hypostatically and economically distinct manner pass muster. Thus his
redefinition of divine simplicity rests not on the absolute oneness of the
divine essence, but upon the perichoretic communion that cannot be broken
(122-23). What this seemingly subtle change excludes is the possibility of
predicating the perfections of the nature to each person singly, not just
communally. St. Gregory of Nazianzus taught that “each person considered in
himself is entirely God” (Oratio 40, 41), but this indiscriminate
sense of the divine perfections is lost by treating the attributes always in
reference to the hypostases in their economic or immanent relations. In the end
this approach confounds the difference between the attributes and the personal
notions, between what is true of God as God and what is distinctly true of each
person in relation to the others. It also tends to lose the important benefit
(very much needed in many contemporary theologies of God) that comes from
discussing the divine nature qua nature: theological appreciation of
its transcendent disparity over any created nature, including our own. 



Michael A. Hoonhout 
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[bookmark: will]Will There Be Free Will
in Heaven? Freedom, Impeccability, and Beatitude.
By Simon Francis Gaine. London and New York: T & T Clark, 2003. Pp 141.
$40.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-567-08950-9.

The beatific vision excludes the possibility
of sin. Thus George Wall concludes that the blessed are unfree. John Donnelly,
conversely, sacrifices the impeccability of the blessed in favor of their
freedom (3-7). According to Simon Francis Gaine, Wall and Donnelly are led to
these unorthodox views because of an inadequate conception of freedom. Gaine
intends to show not only that the freedom of the blessed is coherent with the
beatific vision, but that freedom, correctly understood, has its fullest
development when the blessed are in complete possession of God and when they are
no longer subject to sin. What leads one to see a tension between freedom and
impeccability is the under-standing of freedom as “freedom of
indifference.” The tension is solved, however, when one adopts the
patristic and Thomistic conception of freedom, which the author, borrowing an
expression from Pinckaers, calls “freedom for excellence.”

Gaine investigates the problem of freedom in
heaven mostly from the theological perspective. His main interest is seemingly
to defend the orthodox view of eschatology according to which freedom is
supremely possessed by the blessed. The framework of the problem of freedom in
the presence of the universal good is clearly theological, yet it is also of
great philosophical relevance: what is at stake is the understanding of the
perfect mode of freedom and the definition of freedom. The question of the
freedom of the blessed thus becomes a litmus test for an author’s understanding
of freedom and a test case for the coherence of his psychology and moral theory.
The historical approach to this question gives rise to an interesting
observation: “It seems that the more voluntarist a theologian becomes, the
more he must perhaps limit the freedom of the blessed in order to maintain an
orthodox position on impeccability” (84).

The main authors Gaine studies are Aquinas,
Scotus, Ockham, and Suárez. He first examines Suárez, who is significant as an
historian, as it were, of medieval philosophy, and as one of the most
influential thinkers to transmit medieval thought to modernity. Suárez provides
us with a helpful conceptual tool by distinguishing between an intrinsic cause
(i.e., the vision of God) of impeccability and an extrinsic cause (i.e., God’s
providence or grace). Suárez attributes the intrinsic view, a position he
himself adopts, to Thomas, while he classifies Scotus’s and Ockham’s views as
extrinsic (16-21). Regarding the question of how there is freedom in the
blessed, Suárez reviews the classical solutions of Augustine and Anselm of
Canterbury for whom freedom, understood as freedom from the slavery of sin
(Augustine) and as the power to preserve rectitude (Anselm), is fully realized
in heaven. But Suárez considers this an equivocal use of the notion of freedom,
since in its core, freedom means for him not freedom from sin, but freedom from
obligation and absence of necessity. In this regard, Suárez admits that the
blessed are free to a certain extent, but due 
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to the necessitating character of the divine
vision, this freedom is diminished (21-32).

On Scotus’s account, the finite will of a
creature has essentially the power to do otherwise than it does. This does not
change in the vision of God. Though one cannot unwill or “nill” (nolle)
happiness, one can always turn one’s attention away from happiness and thus
“not will” it (non velle). The vision of God does not by
itself alter the will’s capacity to turn away from God. It is God, not as
beheld, but as providing a special grace, who prevents the blessed from sinning.
God extrinsically determines the will so as to remain steadfast in the free
enjoyment of the beatific vision (35-68).

Ockham understands freedom as freedom of
indifference: whatever the practical intellect dictates, the will has the power
to will its opposite. The will does not necessarily will the good in general and
it is capable of willing evil as such. The will is thus equally free to will or
to nill beatitude and to will or nill God. Even when God is clearly seen, there
is no necessary beatific act of fruition. Precisely because the beatific act is
entirely caused by God, the blessed cannot nill God: this is what guarantees the
perpetuity of beatitude and the impecca-bility of the blessed. Freedom of
indifference remains in the blessed with regard to those acts which are not
sinful. Ockham extends the scope of freedom toward evil under the aspect of
evil, and yet limits the self-determination of free acts in heaven: he
safeguards the impeccability of the blessed only by assuming that the acts of
fruition of the blessed are not caused by them but by God (71-84).

If the conception of freedom as something
completely unlimited results in the denial or reduction of freedom in the state
of perfection, we may have to rethink what freedom really is. Gaine’s discussion
of an adequate understanding of freedom is dependent on Pinckaers’s analysis of
the discrepancy between freedom of indifference and freedom for excellence.
Freedom of indifference is detached from the natural inclination to the good and
to happiness. The desire for happiness as the ultimate end is no longer what
gives unity to the moral life; rather, morality is seen as the continual
subordination to law, the law being an expression of the will of the lawgiver
(God or political authority). Freedom for excellence, conversely, is the
development of the natural inclinations to the good, the true, etc., by means of
the moral virtues. It is a freedom that grows in proportion to the stable
adherence to the true good. The closer one comes to God, who is the fulfillment
of all desire, the more perfect is one’s freedom for excellence (87-102).

The test case of the beatific vision does not
jeopardize the freedom for excellence, but rather confirms the adequacy of this
understanding of freedom. In the possession of God, freedom is fulfilled. There
is no tension between freedom and impeccability. In its consummation, freedom is
a gift of grace. Grace does not destroy nature, but perfects it (119-28). But if
freedom for excellence in its completion is essentially the unfailing adhesion
to the good, in which sense do the blessed still enjoy free choice (liberum
arbitrium)? Aquinas offers an answer to this question. God, though
necessarily willing his own 
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goodness, freely decides to share his goodness
with creatures. The blessed angels have no tendency to opposites with regard to
God; rather, they freely exercise a role in divine providence with regard to
humans. They are no longer free to sin (which constitutes not a perfection but
rather a defect of the will), but they are free to choose among opposites, with
the order of the end kept in view. In similar fashion, the saints in heaven can
still exercise free choice, though they cannot depart from God (128-34).

Gaine offers us an elegant solution to the
theological problem of freedom in its eschatological dimension. He does not
neglect the philosophical relevance of this question, since he is interested in
elaborating an adequate definition of freedom. Yet he does not exhaust the rich
philosophical potential implied in the problem: while he examines at length the
relation between free choice and impeccability, he could have addressed other
important topics in more detail, (e.g., the relation between freedom and
necessity and the compatibility of freedom and determination). In order to
achieve this goal, a more detailed discussion of each author’s notion of freedom
or free choice outside of the contexts of eschatology would have been necessary.
A closer look at medieval conceptions of free choice and of freedom reveals that
the opposition between freedom of indifference and freedom for excellence is
inadequate to describe the problems at hand. Medieval authors developed the two
notions of freedom in order to solve different difficulties, and these two
notions are in fact not incompatible: freedom of indifference focuses on the
contingency of the act of free choice, whereas freedom for excellence accounts
for the relation between freedom and the attainment of one’s end. The real
question, which Gaine does indeed to some extent address, is the place of
natural inclinations in an author’s psychology and ethical theory: are acts of
free choice elicited independently from inclinations to happiness or not? A
greater philosophical awareness could also have rendered Gaine more attentive
regarding his use of the notion of “free will.” Does he consistently
intend liberum arbitrium? If so, then “free choice” or
“free decision” would have been a better translation, because whether
freedom is rooted in the intellect or in the will or in both is a matter of
debate. Perhaps some of these limitations could have been avoided had Gaine made
more use of secondary sources, including important non-English literature. These
reservations set aside, Gaine offers us an interesting and engaging study that
uses a specific theological problem to investigate a problem of general
relevance: the correct understanding of freedom.

TOBIAS HOFFMANN
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The unified project of
Alasdair MacIntyre’s later work, beginning with After
Virtue, constitutes an important contribution to the study
of philosophy. Nevertheless, secondary works on MacIntyre have until recently
been restricted mainly to journal articles and book reviews, many of them
critical, with much of that criticism based on misinterpretation. Errant critics
have faulted MacIntyre for constructing a fairly conventional but entirely
unworkable metaethical theory, for trying to advance Thomistic natural law while
rejecting the metaphysics presupposed by it, and for allowing religion or
ideology to drive his work. The mixed quality of this criticism—some of it
produced by respected scholars—may confirm MacIntyre’s comment on the ways that
audiences hear lectures (Three Rival
Versions of Moral Enquiry,
2), but it certainly indicates the need for good secondary literature on
MacIntyre. Alasdair MacIntyre, edited by Mark Murphy, will go a long way to
help fill this need.



The book focuses on MacIntyre’s “After
Virtue project.” The authors of the seven essays provide some measured
criticism, but the explication of MacIntyre’s position remains the focus of the
book from beginning to end, and that end is pursued with considerable clarity.
These writers come from a variety of specializations and show a real interest in
MacIntyre’s ideas; their work places MacIntyre’s philosophy in the broader
context of contemporary thought, reveals some of the crucial influences on its
development, and identifies some of the criticisms of it. Gordon Graham offers a
very useful study of MacIntyre’s account of the role of history in the work of
moral philosophy. Jean Porter explores the meaning and implications of
MacIntyre’s theory of tradition. Stephen Turner gives an excellent introduction
to MacIntyre’s work in the philosophy of the social sciences. J. L. A. Garcia
offers an interesting reading of MacIntyre’s critique of modern moral
philosophy. David Solomon provides a masterful exposition of MacIntyre’s
assessment and critique of contemporary moral philosophy. Mark Murphy’s own
contribution to the book is a study of MacIntyre’s political philosophy. Terry
Pinkard completes the volume by examining MacIntyre’s critique of modernity.

Solomon’s essay, “MacIntyre and
Contemporary Moral Philosophy,” is easily the most important contribution
to this book. Writing with the authority of a friend and colleague, Solomon
traces the development of MacIntyre’s ethical positions, and places his
contribution to contemporary moral philosophy within the broader debates over
metaethics, normative ethics, and applied ethics. Solomon draws on works from
all stages of MacIntyre’s career, beginning with his unpublished master’s
thesis, The Significance of Moral Judgments, to show that “the
continuities in MacIntyre’s ethical thought are more important than the changes
in it” (114). Solomon demonstrates that “MacIntyre’s reputation as an 
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outsider to mainstream academic moral
philosophy is misleading.” His philosophy has, in fact, developed in and
through his engagement with contemporary ethical thought. Solomon traces
MacIntyre’s critique of conventional metaethics, from the criticism of Moore’s
intuitionism and Stevenson’s emotivism in his master’s thesis, through his
criticism of Hare, and of conventional normative theories, both Kantian and
consequentialist, to the synthetic achievement of After Virtue. Noting
that MacIntyre’s ethical theories “do not fit neatly” into any of the
four standard categories of normative ethics (deontology, consequentialism,
virtue ethics, and anti-theory), Solomon shows what MacIntyre shares with and
rejects in each of them. Solomon ends by addressing two lines of criticism that
have been advanced against After Virtue: (1) that MacIntyre’s
assessment of contemporary moral culture is wrong, and (2) that MacIntyre’s
characterization of the limitations of human inquiry is inconsistent with his
claim “to be a moral realist whose central theoretical ambition in ethics
is to achieve the truth (not just warranted assertibility) about ethics and to
provide rational support for the claim that what is achieved is truth”
(145). Solomon’s essay should become a standard reference in any future work on
MacIntyre.

Turner’s “MacIntyre in the Province of
the Philosophy of the Social Sciences” will also prove to be of great value
to the study of MacIntyre’s work. The theory of rationality that MacIntyre
develops in Whose Justice? Which Rationality? and Three Rival
Versions of Moral Enquiry has more in common with the philosophy of science
than with conventional epistemology, and this chapter helps to explain how
MacIntyre’s theory of rationality developed. Turner opens a perspective on
MacIntyre that situates his later work on rationality within his work in the
philosophy of the social sciences. Turner’s selection of texts will prove useful
to any student of MacIntyre who is looking for a starting point to probe these
issues.

Murphy’s chapter, “MacIntyre’s Political
Philosophy,” provides a clarifying summary of MacIntyre’s political views.
Readers of After Virtue may be familiar with MacIntyre’s claims that
“Natural or human rights … are fictions” (After Virtue,
70) and that “What matters at this stage is the construction of local forms
of community within which civility and the intellectual and moral life can be
sustained through the new dark ages that are already upon us” (After
Virtue, 263). Murphy shows how these claims fit into the larger picture of
MacIntyre’s concern with natural law, the role of common goods in shared
deliberation, and the impossibility of engaging in shared deliberation in the
political structures of modern states (which MacIntyre has compared to
“giant utility companies” [Dependent Rational Animals, 132]).
As is the case with Turner’s article, the breadth of Murphy’s documentation will
make this an excellent starting point for further research.

One more especially valuable feature of the
book is Graham’s summary of MacIntyre’s history of the rise of Hume in the
Scottish Enlightenment in Whose Justice? Which Rationality? Responding
to Robert Wokler’s complaint that 
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MacIntyre misrepresented Francis Hutcheson as
a “conservative” rather than as a “vigorously critical
reformer” of Scottish education (25; citing Robert Wokler, “Projecting
the Enlightenment” in After MacIntyre [Notre Dame: Univesity of
Notre Dame Press, 1994], 116), Graham clarifies the issues at play in one of the
most difficult parts of Whose Justice? Which Rationality? Graham’s
answer vindicates MacIntyre against Wokler’s complaint and highlights what
MacIntyre takes to be the crucial break in philosophical history that leads to
the emotivist culture described in After Virtue.

This book provides an excellent introduction
to MacIntyre’s philosophy, but the picture that it draws is incomplete because
the book lacks any sustained discussion of his metaphysics. Porter considers
some of the epistemological implications of MacIntyre’s Aquinas Lecture (51-52);
Murphy addresses MacIntyre’s account of natural law (167-70) and raises a
question about MacIntyre’s metaphysics (195 n. 7); but neither follows this
thread to consider the metaphysics presupposed by After Virtue,
described to some extent in Whose Justice? Which Rationality? and Three
Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry, and declared quite explicitly in the
Aquinas Lecture. Others have written on this topic (see Thomas Hibbs, “MacIntyre’s
Postmodern Thomism,” The Thomist 57 [1993]: 277-97; Kent Reames,
“Metaphysics, History, and Moral Philosophy,” The Thomist 62
[1998]: 419-43); and Christopher Lutz, Tradition in the Ethics of Alasdair
MacIntyre: Relativism, Thomism, and Philosophy [Lanham, Md.: Lexington
Books, 2004]). The absence of a study of MacIntyre’s Thomism leaves this
introduction to his later work incomplete, and ignoring MacIntyre’s metaphysics
has troublesome implications for at least one of the chapters in the book.

Pinkard’s chapter includes an extended, though
somewhat implicit, defense against Martha Nussbaum’s assertion that MacIntyre’s
later work indulges in nostalgia for an orderly Catholic past that has never
really existed (Martha Nussbaum, “Recoiling from Reason,” New York
Review of Books 36 no. 19 [1989]: 36-42). “Any reasonably close
reading of his work … belies such an interpretation,” Pinkard declares
(181), and that is certainly the case. But the reading that Pinkard presents
does not adequately address MacIntyre’s moral realism, his defense of Thomistic
natural law, or his embrace of the classical metaphysical tradition presupposed
by both of these. One might be left wondering why a highly qualified scholar
like Nussbaum would accuse MacIntyre of nostalgia in the first place. Pinkard
recognizes MacIntyre’s realism (186-87, 190) but otherwise ignores the
metaphysical theme altogether, and draws two conclusions that seem out of place:
(1) “In MacIntyre’s view … moral reality itself changes as conceptions
of the good themselves change—there is neither one moral reality out there
waiting for us to respond to it, nor a substantive constraint bound up with the
formal conditions of constructing such a reality” (184); and (2) “the
problem of the existence of a ‘natural’ standard of practical reasoning—taking
‘natural’ here in its eighteenth-century sense as embodying those standards that
are ‘fixed’ in contrast with the variable standards 
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of ‘positive’ law—appears just as acute for
MacIntyre, who eschews appeal to pre-Galilean conceptions of nature, as it is
for the Kantians who accept the same thing.” Pinkard does not draw the
important distinction between MacIntyre’s philosophical methods and his
substantive positions. MacIntyre’s philosophical method is entirely
contemporary, and this may tend to conceal his metaphysical commitments; but he
uses contemporary philosophical resources to mark out the limits of those
resources, to identify the questions that those resources cannot address, to
mark out an intellectual space that a properly constituted metaphysics could
fill, and to suggest that at least one tradition of inquiry is already at peace
with the fruitfulness of its own approach to those problems (see MacIntyre’s
response to Susan Coleman in “A Partial Response to My Critics” in After
MacIntyre, 300). What Pinkard provides, then, is an excellent account of
MacIntyre’s methods that overlooks a crucial part of the trajectory of
MacIntyre’s work.

Graham’s question about “The Disquieting
Suggestion” of After Virtue marks a different kind of problem.
Graham asks: “What are the moral equivalents of widespread riots, factories
being burned down, books destroyed, physicists lynched? What is the counterpart
to the Know-Nothing political movement? And when did all this happen? And
where?” He answers that “in subsequent pages [MacIntyre] records no
social and political episodes of the type that mark his imaginary history of
science that have hitherto gone unnoticed” (16). This is simply not the
case. In chapters 4 and 5 of After Virtue, MacIntyre identifies the
predecessor culture to emotivism as the secularized Protestant culture of
certain parts of northern Europe, and identifies the analogous event as the
Protestant Reformation (an event that displaced moral philosophy and submitted
the monastic centers that studied it to considerable violence) and argues that
the scientific revolution only compounded the problem. Solomon explains:
“Our ability to know and act in accord with the divine law was denied by
the voluntarism of the Protestant reformers and their acceptance of a strong
doctrine of original sin, while the teleological conception of nature at the
heart of the classical conception of human life was abandoned with the
acceptance of the new mechanistic science” (135). Identifying the
counterpart to the Know-Nothing movement and the predecessor culture to
emotivism in After Virtue is crucial to understanding MacIntyre’s
decision in Whose Justice? Which Rationality? to discuss the history of
the enlightenment in Scotland rather than in France (see After MacIntyre,
299), a decision that some critics found altogether unfathomable (19). This
minor oversight takes little away from the value of Graham’s chapter, however,
as his study of MacIntyre’s history of the Scottish Enlightenment makes the
issues involved very clear.

Another minor difficulty arises in Porter’s
chapter on MacIntyre’s use of the term “tradition.” Porter’s
exposition is excellent, but it includes a critique that seems to be
inconsistent with that exposition on at least one point. Porter identifies some
of the conditions that are required “for an encounter between two rival
traditions to take place” that could allow one tradition to gain insights 
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from its rival to help overcome an
epistemological crisis. These include (1) “genuine contact” which
entails “sustained contact” and that adherents of each tradition
“remain sufficiently open to consider the claims of the rival tradition
seriously,” and (2) the ability “to recognize that the alternative
presents a genuine rival, that the alternative offers a distinct account of the
same realities with which they themselves are concerned” (48-49). This is a
good statement of MacIntyre’s position. Differing traditions, even traditions
that rival each other, can coexist in mutual ignorance or mutual dismissal for
an indefinite amount of time. It is only when the adherents of one moral
tradition find themselves in an epistemological crisis that they are likely to
take a keen interest in the moral and intellectual resources of their rivals
(this was a key point in MacIntyre’s “Epistemological Crisis, Dramatic
Narrative, and the Philosophy of Science,” Monist 60 [1977]:
453-72). MacIntyre’s theory of tradition is not a conventional metaethical
theory; it is, more humbly yet more profoundly, an account of the ways in which
real traditions may interact when their committed adherents are trying to solve
real problems. So when Porter turns to criticism a few pages later, it is
surprising that her questions seem to suggest that MacIntyre is offering a
conventional metaethical theory: “[I]t is not clear how the rival claims of
disparate moral traditions could be adjudicated. Indeed, it is not clear that
there could be sufficient genuine conflict between moral traditions for them to
count as genuinely rival traditions” (54). Consequently, she raises this
question: Can unrelated traditions challenge each other? If Porter’s preceding
description of MacIntyre’s position is correct—and I am convinced that it
is—then the answer is that it depends on whether and to what extent contingent
circumstances bring the adherents of such traditions into genuine contact. As
MacIntyre insists in “Epistemological Crises,” such crises cannot be
manufactured. The question of how to adjudicate the rival claims of disparate
moral traditions seems more at home in the conventional metaethics that
MacIntyre rejects.

Murphy’s book would be worth its price for its
bibliography alone, but it would be equally valuable if it contained only the
essays by Solomon or Turner. Dependable in its interpretations, well documented,
and highly readable, it will help professionals, students, and general readers
to understand MacIntyre’s thought and its importance, along with some of the
more significant criticisms that have been advanced against it. While the lack
of a discussion of MacIntyre’s Thomism leaves it incomplete, Alasdair
MacIntyre goes a long way to help fill the need for good secondary
literature on MacIntyre, and it raises the bar in the study of Alasdair
MacIntyre to a new level.

 



Christopher Stephen Lutz 





Saint Meinrad School of Theology
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[bookmark: litter]Littérature et théologie:
Une saison en enfer. By
Olivier-Thomas Venard, O.P. Geneve: Ad Solem, 2002. Pp. 505. 47 . ISBN
2884820051.





In the years
immediately following Vatican II, Thomists often despaired of Aquinas having any
further influence on Catholic thought. In fact, more recent years have seen a
remarkable rediscovery of Thomas Aquinas himself, and of his relevance to our
intellectual milieu. An integral part of this fresh appropriation has been
theological as well as philosophical; indeed, most recently (under Josef
Pieper’s inspiration) we have put pay to that bifurcation of theology and
philosophy which bedeviled neo-Thomism and has been institutionalized in
Catholic colleges and universities in North America. We have seen how closely
such a reading was tied to a modernist bifurcation between reason and everything
else. The merit of postmodern reflection has been to restore Newman’s reminder
(bolstered by Gadamer) that all inquiry is at root fiduciary, so faith can count
as well as a mode of knowing—provided it profits from that critical assessment
which each Abrahamic tradition has espoused in its better moments.
Olivier-Thomas Venard’s amazing work fits into the genre just described, moving
it astutely in the direction of literary studies: a second subtitle reads
“Thomas Aquinas: Poet Theologian,” while the principal subtitle is
taken from the masterwork of Rimbaud.

Briefly, the intent of the author—a Dominican
teaching at the École Biblique in Jerusalem—is to recover the literary
potential of Aquinas’s composition of his theological inquiry, notably in the Summa
Theologiae, and to do so by facing off his mode of expression with the
poetic oeuvre of Rimbaud. This requires him initially to show how theological
inquiry must be literary through and through. He accomplishes this by deftly
deconstructing the conceptualist ethos that dominated neo-Thomism, and doing so
from a careful clarification of the sense in which Aquinas himself purposed to
establish theologia as a scientia. We have come to eschew
translating those terms precisely to keep readers from importing contemporary
notions into a medieval discourse. And it turns out that medieval discourse
proves far more congenial to the postmodern sensibility in which we all live,
even if it may take a work like this to persuade us of that fact. While Venard’s
guides are multiple, two especially reflect the dimensions of this work:
Marie-Dominique Chenu and George Steiner (notably his Real Presences).
Chenu insisted on historical appropriation of Aquinas in the face of ideological
retrieval, while Steiner has effectively reminded poststructuralist literary
critics how their attempt to erase the author is rooted in their original denial
of a creator. In fact, Venard’s work is designed to show how Aquinas’s literary
strategies, especially in the lapidary prose of the Summa, can be
compared to poetic composition in the way they succeed in manifesting what
cannot be expressed directly.

Along the way, Venard shows how Aquinas’s
analogical use of language employs metaphor effectively and judiciously to make
its point, thereby deconstructing the way in which conceptualist Thomists needed
to sever analogy from metaphor. In fact, this reminder could encapsulate the
entire thesis of Venard’s exploration: analogous discourse in divinis
must always retain a hint of 
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metaphor, since the primary analogate—God—resists
conceptualization, as does the res significata of any divine name. That
means, of course, there can be no “theory of analogy” short of a set
of judiciously assembled reminders: in a postmodern reading of Aquinas sensitive
to its medieval setting, Wittgenstein prevails! Philosophers wedded to a
conceptualist mode have never been able to make sense of “analogy”;
the literary maneuver proposed here (in an astutely philosophical mode) could
help enlarge their appreciation of medieval modes of inquiry by showing how
attention to literary composition can effectively improve an inquiry of
philosophical theology. That will, however, require sustained work—not simply
because conceptual univocity offers a handy default mode for philosophers, but
also because this study is a demanding one, as a summary of the sections
reveals.

The book is unabashedly theological in tone,
tracing a sustained attention to verbal composition to the emanation of the Word
in God. It is this focus that legitimizes the author’s literary scrutiny of the Summa
in the initial section: “From Theology to Literature.” What
follows—“From Literature to Theology”—takes its initial steps with
Arthur Rimbaud to espouse the literary vocation of a poet, as that call has
fascinated poststructuralists in their quest for a transcendence devoid of a
disturbing divinity. Venard takes Steiner a step further to show how an
explicitly Trinitarian model of Word can effectively (and uniquely?) restore
“the lost Word” for which so many continue to search. Then from the
“poetic of God in the thirteenth century” we are moved to an effective
(yet always proleptic) symbol of presence in the Eucharist. Part
3—“Rhetorical Synthesis and the Summa Theologiae“—begins
with a penetrating analysis of the “burning bush” (Exod 3),
juxtaposing and interweaving Gilson’s insight into its role of privileging esse
for medieval thought with postmodern aspirations for poetry. Here is where the
inquiry reaps philosophical fruit, exalting that mode of inquiry dubbed convenientia
by medievals, and found wanting by later theologians hoping for more direct
articulation, if not proof, of matters divine. Venard makes masterful use of
Aquinas’s proposal of theology as a “subalternate scientia,”
likening it to astronomy as it makes use of mathematics, to remind us how
theologians must alter the philosophical categories that will prove
indispensable to them. (This chapter speaks directly to analytic
“philosophers of religion,” though without directly addressing them.)
So we are treated to a reconstruction of the task of theological composition,
with an eye to a scientia which must proceed so conscious of its
subject as at best to attempt to display that subject as an object,
since conceptualization will not only fail to be adequate, but when proposed can
so mislead as to falsify its object (i.e., since adequacy is what
conceptualization seeks and promises).

Finally, we are treated to three
“impressions” that might help us to grasp the centrality of the
“person of Christ” to this work which proposes to “englobe all
the historical actions of Jesus … in an original and holistic work of manifestation:
as the Word, incarnate, never ceases to be the first and supreme sage,” and
whose composition “coincides with a vital conception of creation continuing
at each instant, as a work common to the triune God, yet whose 
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master pattern is the Word-Son” (458).
These “impressions” derive from Aquinas’s commentaries on Aristotle,
in this case, the Metaphysics and Posterior Analytics. From
the first, we are directed to “Aristotle’s inquiry into the most
appropriate way to come to know the nature of things” (459). Here,
it seems, every relevant form of inquiry is demanded, though all need to be
sifted; poets have their place as well, though it will be relativized. What
counts, of course, is the act of sifting, which Aristotle identified with the dialectic
of Plato. From the Posterior Analytics, we are treated to the vexing
issue of foreknowledge needed to come to know anything—the famous “Meno-problem,
which leads us into the presumption dear to both Aristotle and Aquinas, of a
“profound harmony between the steps of reason and processes of nature”
(466)—yet one for which Aquinas’s creation-centered scheme can more effectively
account. Finally, also from the Posterior Analytics, we note how one
must recognize “wisdom as a habitus for first principles”
(468), and we are invited to link this commentary on Aristotle with Aquinas’s
commentary on John, where “Christ is explicitly designated as the unique
principle of science” (479) as, of course, the Word though whom the
universe is created. So this work mimics the journey of discovery which is the Summa,
and does do by detailing for us the manner in which it has explicitly been
constructed, and the relevance such construction has to our efforts to
understand in these arcane arenas. Such a rediscovery of Aquinas’s genius for
literary composition can return us to an attentiveness which conceptualist modes
of thought had all but obscured, and reawaken our appreciation of the literary
challenges that constructing an authentically analogous mode of discourse will
pose. Caveant scriptores, yet accomplishments like this one can display
the fruits of genuine apprenticeship to a literary master of philosophical
theology. We are promised two successor volumes, to carry this thesis into more
explicitly philosophical and then theological domains. The second has been
completed, and the third is in process. Ad multos annos! 







David B. Burrell, C.S.C. 
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The Very Rich Hours of Jacques Maritain
is a relentless statement of the relationship between philosophy and faith in
the man whom Yves Simon called the only genius in Catholic philosophy in three
hundred years. It is also McInerny’s testimony to the sanctity of Maritain and
the magnificent example 




  
  

  


page 654

he was for Catholic students of philosophy
during the golden years of twentieth-century Thomism, which supported
philosophizing in an atmosphere of faith.

The intriguing title shows that the real
biography of Maritain is a spiritual biography, which McInerny divides according
to the liturgical day. Using the hours from Matins to Compline as the frame for
the birth-to-death events of Maritain’s life and work, McInerny begins the book
with an “invitatory”: an account of the visit of Edith Stein in 1932
to the Thomistic Study Circle at the Maritains’ home in the Paris suburb of
Meudon. McInerny uses her visit to illustrate the spiritual as well as
intellectual attraction of the Maritains’ lives and thought, in this case an
appeal felt by a brilliant young philosopher who would one day become a saint.

For those who have read much of Maritain, this
book may disappoint, for it is not a thorough treatment of the Maritainian
corpus. Neither is it an intensive examination of Jacques’s spiritual life in
the typical way of spiritual biography, which would have required more personal
details about his life in Paris, Toronto, etc., and included correspondence with
spiritual intimates and testimonies from friends. The real audience for the book
is persons wanting a provocative account of philosophy as found in a Catholic
thinker whose fundamental interest was faith, sanctity, and union with God.

McInerny repeats the factual elements of
Maritain’s life, ones familiar to readers of Maritain and to be found in other
works, including Raïssa’s evocative memoirs, We Have Been Friends Together
and Adventures in Grace. He writes interestingly of the distinguished
and rather secular Parisian family into which Jacques was born in 1882; of his
youthful friendships with Charles Péguy and Ernest Psichari; of Jacques and Raïssa’s
student days at the Sorbonne, first under the influence of skeptical professors,
and then listening to the lectures of Henri Bergson, through whom “their
metaphysical gloom began to lift” (17). In 1904, the year of their
marriage, they read Leon Bloy’s novel The Woman Who Was Poor and then
met Bloy, a man contemptuous of philosophy but heroic in faith, who became their
godfather. Bloy answered their question of why one lives. The answer: to be a
saint. Jacques and Raïssa were convinced that their baptism into the Catholic
Church would separate them from family and friends and even the very activity of
philosophical thought. But two years later they began to study the writings of
St. Thomas after meeting the Dominican theologian Humbert Clerissac, who told
Jacques that Christian life is based on knowing that God is Truth. Bloy was the
occasion of bringing rest to their hearts and souls, Clerissac and St. Thomas of
bringing certitude to their minds.

McInerny also writes of well-known public
intellectual/spiritual events in Maritain’s life, such as Jacques’s initial
acceptance and eventual rejection of Action Française; his and Raïssa’s
association with notable French artists like Jean Cocteau and Andre Gide; his
friendship with eminent Catholics with whom he sometimes quarreled: George
Bernanos, Paul Claudel, and Reginald Garrigou-LaGrange; his North American
period in the 1940s and 1950s, particularly at New York and Princeton; his
ambassadorship from France to the Vatican following World War II; the death of
Raïssa in 1960; and his last years at 
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Toulouse with the Little Brothers of Jesus. He
also describes the unusual occurrence early in Jacques’s career when a young
French soldier, Pierre Villard, who had once taken a course from Jacques and
whom he later spiritually counseled, died in combat in 1918 and left Jacques a
sizeable inheritance. That bequest supported Jacques and Raïssa in their work,
including the study circle at Meudon, which became a center of both
philosophical study and spiritual life.

Naturally, the association most to be noted in
Jacques’s life is that with Raïssa. According to Jacques’s own avowal she was
the greatest influence on his life and work. Some have questioned the merits of
her poetry or the depths of her spirituality, but it is clear that Jacques
doubted neither. He believed his wife to be a fine poet, but more importantly he
believed she was a saint. In 1912, Jacques and Raïssa took a vow of chastity,
not because of any hesitation about the goodness of sexual love but from a
desire to follow one of the counsels of the evangelical life. Jacques and Raïssa’s
life together for sixty years was, in the midst of intellectual combats,
personal illnesses, and the tragedies of the great wars, the story of two people
in love with each other and God. Raïssa died on 4 November 1960 and soon after
Jacques read her journals and published them. He saw Raïssa as a mystic of high
order and felt her spiritual journals were of the rank of Thérèse of Lisieux
and John of the Cross.

McInerny is a master teacher of the vast
literature Maritain produced as he manages—along with the main theme of the
book—to attend to many essential ideas in Maritain’s philosophical work and to
summarize Thomistic principles that animated Jacques’s work. One easily finds in
Jacques’s writings instances of his contemporaneity, his desire to reach people,
including thinkers of his time; one also finds a recurrent anti-modernism.
McInerny reminds us of Maritain’s detestation of the modern turn from the
transcendent in philosophy and culture and his unremitting campaign against all
modern philosophers (whom in other ways he often admired) from Descartes to Kant
to Sartre, who denied the intelligibility of being and the primacy of the other
in cognition. His anti- and pro- attitudes towards the modern mind were
associated not only with his commitment to the perennial philosophy of St.
Thomas but also with his ultimate religious motivation and his conviction of the
goodness in the heart of the common man, who spontaneously seeks the
transcendental dimensions of the true, the good, and the beautiful and whose
natural reason achieves a preconceptual outline of metaphysics.

For some persons interested in Maritain’s
philosophy, it was his work in aesthetics and politics that was most
significant. Also clearest in these fields is his application of Thomism to
modern life and his trust in the human instinct for the beautiful and the good.
Concerning art and poetry, he said that the soul of the artist or poet
inevitably inclines to something beautiful to be made. His analysis emphasizes
the artist’s and writer’s awareness of his unique creative intuition,
manifesting an attention to the personal in art that has evolved over the
millennia and finds its source in understanding God as a Trinity of persons.
Such aesthetics in the hands of Maritain guided him in fulfilling his and Raïssa’s
resolve, during their retreat year of 1919, as Benedictine oblates living near 
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Solesmes, to enter into the world of high
culture. Thus, the Thomistic Study Circle involved an apostolate to the artists
and poets who came to Meudon. Jacques and Raïssa encouraged their artist
friends, including famously atheistic and sinful ones, towards Catholicism. They
felt that such artists, in their creative intuition, had, in and beyond their
personal torments, a light and desire for the Beauty that redeems.

During the 1930s Maritain turned to political
questions, publishing his masterful political-philosophical work, Integral
Humanism, in 1936. Underneath anthropomorphic humanism and its forms of
democratic governments there is an authentic inspiration that proscribes
partisanship, seeks a just and tran-scendent balance of political views, and
entails an ultimate assent to the divine. The natural-law theory of Aquinas and
other classical thinkers has been lost sight of but still can be present—along
with its gospel foundations—in practical conclusions, as in an agreement on
human rights. Maritain did not seek a sacral polity but, rather, one in which
Christian faith is exercised with tolerance throughout pluralistic societies, in
which it remains the case that the common man has, by inclination, a grasp of
the goodness of the precepts of the natural law.

Was Maritain the quintessential Thomist
McInerny claims he was? McInerny says that Maritain scrupulously analyzed the
texts of Aquinas but that when he wrote he sought to show the contemporary
relevance of St. Thomas’s principles. He had taken to heart Leo XIII’s
exhortation about applying St. Thomas to the present age. And in Maritain’s use
those principles had one end in view, the link between reason and faith.

Maritain’s book on Christian philosophy
appeared in 1933. Wanting to preserve the autonomy of philosophy, he said that
certain, significant, and ultimate knowledge can be had through reason alone.
Yet he had one exception for faith’s influence: while theoretical reason
suffices to achieve certainties about God or an angelic order, in the practical
historical order of decision about concrete moral acts reason alone is not
enough. Since we are ordered to but one end, a supernatural one, an adequate
moral philosophy depends on the higher light of faith and theology.

Maritain’s life work, and McInerny’s book,
invite us to wonder how a Catholic’s faith affects his philosophy without
violating the rights of the natural intelligence. Many Catholic philosophers
will keep their own spiritual and intellectual lives more separate than Maritain
did his, and this constant tying of the two in McInerny’s book will distract or
disturb them. On the other hand, there are Gilsonians who hold that Maritain
never appreciated St. Thomas’s theological use of philosophy.

The question remains: in what way did
Maritain’s faith affect his philosophy—apart from his distinctive notion of
moral philosophy adequately considered? McInerny profusely demonstrates the fact
of some sort of connection between Maritain’s philosophy and his faith. He does
not explain the connection, though what he repeats from Maritain about the
distinction between the nature and the state of philosophical reason is helpful.
Of its nature 
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philosophical wisdom requires only reason. But
the attainment of that wisdom can be helped or harmed by the state, or
subjective condition, of the thinker (e.g., living in an environment supportive
of faith or one contrary to it). I think analogously of Maritain speaking of the
teacher of mathematics or astronomy or engineering, a teacher who does not
believe in a Christian mathematics, etc., but who possesses Christian wisdom and
whose “teaching overflows from a soul dedicated to contemplation” and
which can convey to the student “an unspoken intimation of the immortal
value of truth, and of those rational laws and harmony which are at play in
things and whose primary roots are in the divine intellect” (The
Education of Man: The Educational Philosophy of Jacques Maritain, edited
with an introduction by Donald and Idella Gallagher [Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday and Company, Inc, 1962], 136).

I add a few comments on this provocative
question of the connection between faith and reason. First, is there a proper
positive dependence of the Catholic philosopher on the authoritative teachings
of the Church? Do, and ought, revelation, Church doctrine, and theology
influence our philosophy only negatively? Did the Tridentine Church from 1900 to
1960 play a significant role in Maritain’s philosophical thought and
commitments? Have some of us who received our higher education in America in the
1940s and 1950s had more trouble than we ought in grounding our personal
philosophizing because of an inappropriate dependence on the link made by Leo
XIII and other popes of St. Thomas and the intelligibility of Catholic faith?
But the greater question is this: are there atemporal certainties of revelation,
doctrine, and, yes, theology that support the perennial philosophy of St.
Thomas, Jacques Maritain, and potentially all Catholic philosophers?

Second, the ailing Yves Simon, in his last,
dramatic lecture at Notre Dame, said he himself preferred not to engage in the
religious references or the apostolic concern one finds constantly in Maritain’s
philosophical writings, because he preferred a way that insured epistemological
purity and logical rigor. No doubt Maritain also greatly valued such purity and
rigor, yet evidently he did not feel they were threatened by bringing up so
regularly, in all of his writings, the religious, the theological, and the
mystical. In spite of the rich association of reason and faith in Maritain’s
work, no Christian philosopher—as Simon himself went on to note in the same
lecture—has been more insistent than Maritain in asserting the distinction
between philosophy and faith, in arguing for the autonomy of philosophy, in
dedicating himself to being, which is intelligible to human reason.

We can suppose in Maritain a great integrality
of soul in which he experienced the proportions and linkages between his faith
and reason. He had a heroic capacity to relate to both God and world. This union
without confusion of the things of heaven and the things of earth was Maritain’s
glory. He had a continuous willingness to allow the higher life and light of
faith to absorb and assist him, to find analogies between faith and reason, and
even, perhaps, to view mystically the philosophical order itself. McInerny says
of Maritain: “The ideal of the intellectual life that he embodied inspired
generations of laypeople who 
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decided to devote their lives to philosophy or
to theology or to see whatever they did sub specie aeternitatis”
(80). Perhaps it was this last and sublime factor that Maritain encouraged or
helped elicit most from his students and readers. I suspect that Maritain’s
experience of God, and his seeing things from God’s point of view, were the
principal causes of the religious references in his philosophical writings. But,
no matter how absorbed in God or how divinely inspired is one’s understanding of
things now, and even in eternity, one ought never to let go of the realm and
rights of sense and reason. This conviction of the value of creation, including
human intellection, was the source of Maritain’s fidelity to the philosophical
order.

Third, a given Catholic philosopher could be a
saint who never admits the light of faith in any way into his philosophy.
Another Catholic philosopher could be avoiding deep faith in and love of God, an
openness to holiness, and even a needed renunciation of his philosophical
reason. Are we Catholic intellectuals humble when we hesitate on the quest for
sanctity? How many of us when we were young and heard and read the words and
knew of the way of Jacques Maritain were moved to a kinship of life and thought?
How many of us have been open to the same sort of immolation of philosophical
thinking as Jacques was early in his adult life and have refused the sacrifice?
The natural, and supernatural, cognition of God and all things as related to God
is not particularly present in the Catholic college and university today, not
just because of a proper and passionate dedication to the relative autonomy of
participated being and the rights and demands of reason but also, sometimes,
because of our lack of faith and courage: our professional cowardliness,
humiliation, and lust, our dalliance caused by an adoration of the earth, and
our dilatoriness in looking at the face of God.

In any case, I finished McInerny’s book with
gratitude to the director of the Jacques Maritain Center for writing it as he
has and being as he is.
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In the Neoplatonism of Plotinus, all elements
of the world lie between the One, which is fully actual and transcendent, and
matter, which is mere potentiality and the sheer deprivation of being. This
world view has both epistemological and ethical dimensions. As matter is brought
into being through its attraction to the One, so too does it gain in
intelligibility and form such that 
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the resultant objects are fit to be
comprehended by the soul. Though attached to a body, the soul may purify itself
through asceticism and contemplation and rise up toward the source of existence
and truth. Down to the present day, the Plotinian outlook has exerted a
tremendous influence on the study of Platonism itself, with the result that it
has become almost an historical truism that Plato posits supersensible forms or
ideas, eternal and transcendent, that condition the material world of sensible
objects. Yet it often seems that Plato fails to specify precisely the
relationship between forms and particulars—sometimes speaking as if forms were
strictly separate and apart from particulars and sometimes as if forms were
present in and seen through particulars. Neoplatonism, therefore, presents
itself as a clarification of Platonic philosophy, by fixing the ambiguous status
of forms vis-à-vis particulars and describing the series of intermediary
elements.

I offer the preceding comments to illustrate
the sort of Platonism that is assumed in the background of Lloyd Gerson’s Knowing
Persons: A Study in Plato. Gerson’s central thesis is that a distinction
between “human being” and “person,” or alternatively,
between “embodied soul” and “disembodied ideal” underlies
Platonic philosophy. He suggests that once this distinction is appreciated, it
renders various aspects of the Platonic dialogues more clear and coherent.
Broadly speaking, the Platonic philosophy to which Gerson refers is a two-world
metaphysics consisting of the priority of the forms and the posteriority of the
material, sensible world. The soul’s task both intellectually and morally is to
free itself as much as possible from the body, to distance itself from sensible
things, and to rise up toward the intelligible forms. As Gerson states,
“One of my main contentions is that Plato’s account of personhood or the
self has to be understood from the ‘top down,’ i.e. within the context of his
hierarchical metaphysics” (9-10). Once Plato’s dualistic metaphysics is
stipulated, it serves as a framework for a conceptual resolution of his notion
of person: “we shall discover that there are good textual grounds for
insisting that Plato distinguishes between the endowment of personhood and the
achievement of personhood and that our endowment—the persons we are here
below—does stand to an ideal of achievement roughly as images stand to their
eternal exemplars. If this is so, much of what Plato says about person can be
illuminated by bringing the metaphysics to bear on the psychology” (3).
Thus, Gerson’s thesis could be reformulated as follows: given this fixed
metaphysical background, a concept of ‘person’ can be posited that is in logical
harmony with it. The bulk of the book consists in a reading of various passages
from the dialogues in light of the “embodied soul/disembodied ideal”
distinction. Chapter 2 focuses on the manner in which this distinction plays out
in the Phaedo; chapter 3 deals with the division of the soul in the Republic
and Phaedrus; chapters 4 and 5 discuss the accounts of knowledge in the
Republic and Theaetetus, respectively, and how these views
touch on the concept of ‘person’; and chapter 6 rounds out the book with short
discussion of the Timaeus, Philebus, and the Laws.
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Gerson holds that the distinction between
“embodied soul” and “disembodied ideal” overcomes the
simplistic psychological dualism between body and soul often attributed to
Plato, and he holds that this misunderstanding arises due to the fact that Greek
has only one world for “person” and “human being”, namely, anthropos.
Consequently, “[s]ince he [Plato] does not have a technical or even
semi-technical term for ‘person’ as distinct from the ordinary words for a human
being … it is not an entirely straightforward matter to show exactly how the
distinction is operating in a given text” (2). Thus, when Gerson writes
that “Plato does indeed wish to distinguish between human beings and
persons” or “for Plato, a person is a soul and a human being is a
composite of soul and body” (ibid.), he is not referring to Plato’s
descriptions of persons as we find them in the dialogues, since on the surface
no such distinction can be seen; rather, he is referring to the intended meaning
discovered in the dialogues and uncovered through his own analysis of them.
Hence, his method consists in positing the distinction between “embodied
soul” and “disembodied ideal,” applying it to the dialogues, and
then setting out to find whether this distinction is contained within them. The
payoff of this method is that it allows Gerson to discern connections between
various Platonic doctrines not previously apparent—for example, to bring
Platonic ethics and psychology into more of a logical harmony with its
metaphysics and epistemology (see, e.g., comments on 3-4 and 9-10 as well as
chapter 4 on the Republic‘s account of knowledge); to show the
motivations in Plato’s mind from one doctrine to the next, from dialogue to
dialogue (see, e.g., 48-49, 97-98, 149, and 157 for comments concerning how
Plato deepens his account of personhood in order to buttress moral and
epistemological doctrines); and to restore certain other teachings to a logical
consistency (see, e.g., the discussion of akrasia at 40-49).

There is no doubt that Gerson’s
distinction—the “separation thesis,” let us call it—reflects
something of the spirit of Socrates’ arguments in which the soul is represented
as sometimes abiding in, sometimes separate from, a body, but always superior to
the body and its proper ruler. Moreover, in certain dialogues the theme of the
soul’s superiority to the body is sharpened and intensified to a degree that
approaches Gerson’s distinction—most notably, the discussion of the Phaedo
where the theme of dying looms large and where philosophy itself is defined as
preparation for the separation of body and soul (see Phaedo 63e-69d,
81a-84b, and 114c in the concluding myth). Yet I wonder whether the separation
thesis sufficiently captures the nuances and complexities of the Platonic
treatment of the soul and body across all the dialogues. Consider the account of
the soul in the Republic. A central concern of the dialogue is the
taming of eros and thumos, passions associated with the body
but also amenable to reason and calculation. While there is no doubt that the Republic
deemphasizes the role of the body and trumpets the rule of reason, are we
warranted in concluding that the dialogue’s main ethical and educative advice is
that the body is bad and contaminating and that the soul needs to escape from
its confines and those of the material world generally? After all, a central
teaching of the Republic does appear to be that an integration of
reason and desire is a precondition of political
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life and that this integration culminates in
the person of the philosopher-king. One could argue that it is the
philosopher-king who lives most consciously and fully in the material world
precisely because he understands the eternal principles that govern it and
therefore achieves the harmonization of body and soul most perfectly.

It is not my aim here to argue for this
“harmonization thesis” but only to suggest that Gerson’s study could
be viewed as a platform from which to begin a broader consideration of Platonic
philosophy. Indeed, even in those dialogues where the “ideal of
disembodiment” or Plato’s “other-worldliness” is at its height,
the separation thesis still might be shown to be an aspect of a larger thesis
positing a harmony of body and soul. So the Phaedo, for example, which
places the greatest emphasis on separation of body and soul, also describes a
subsequent reunion of the two in a future life. The proofs for the soul’s
immortality explicitly point to the soul’s ongoing return to the body (see
72a-d). Indeed, Socrates’ initial arguments in the Phaedo use the
notion of “recollection” to argue for the soul’s existence prior to
entering a body and thus concern embodiment rather than disembodiment. Even in
the concluding myth, Socrates says that the path to Hades “is neither one
nor simple” and that individuals, “having undergone [in Hades] what
they must and stayed there for the appointed time … are led back here by
another guide after long periods of time” (107e-108a). That separation is a
moment in a greater circular motion of the soul through the cosmos is evident in
the myths that concern recollection, immortality, and reincarnation in the Meno
(81b-d), the Phaedrus (248a-250c), and the Republic
(614b-621d). More generally, all of Plato’s eschatological myths—including
those where separation predominates over circularity, such as the myths of the Gorgias
(523a-527e) and the Phaedo—present themselves as backdrops for the
soul’s behavior and self-understanding in its present incarnation.

If such a step is taken to bring the
separation thesis into greater harmony with the Platonic myths in which the soul
is at the center, it would also help to resolve some tensions in Gerson’s
assessment of Plato’s notion of “person.” First, the soul’s relation
to the body need no longer be exclusively characterized as a kind of
schizophrenia or “Stockholm syndrome” (276), since the soul’s
pro-cession through the cosmos brings it to a better comprehension of the
demands of embodied life through its comprehension of the principles that govern
the material world. Second, it would obviate the necessary though unstated
implication of Gerson’s analysis that the philosopher feels this sense of
divided personality most acutely and painfully, since he is closest to the
“disembodied ideal” and so most conscious of his ineliminable
attachment to the body (cf. statements about the philosopher on 277 and 279-80).
Rather, the life of the philosopher would best integrate body and soul precisely
since he attains the most perspicuous view of the world and sees the body in its
proper place. Third, this would substantiate Gerson’s claim—a tenuous one in my
view—that embodiment is an image of disembodiment and that the life of
practical judgment is an image of the theoretical life of pure knowledge (see,
e.g., 278).
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Indeed, the separation thesis implies that the
practical life is in opposition to the theoretical life, since the practical
life increases the individual’s interest in and dependence upon the material
world. By identifying separation as a moment in the greater cycle of
harmonization, one could explain the widening vision acquired by the soul as it
proceeds through the cosmos as an extension of the perspicuous understanding of
concrete circumstances required for practical judgment. In sum, Knowing
Persons presents a view of the Platonic dialogues whose basic
interpretative principle brings to light a central aspect of the Platonic
cosmos. The discussions of the dialogues found in the book are worthy of
consideration and valuable to scholars, even if one does not hold that
separation is the ultimate aim of Platonic philosophy.

 



Joe McCoy 
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The Dictionnaire
de spiritualité
entry on Pierre Doré, O.P. (written in 1957), noted that the
mid-sixteenth-century works of this spiritual and controversialist writer had
not yet been systematically studied. With this monograph, John Langlois, O.P.,
has enriched our bibliographical knowledge of Doré‘s numerous publications and
has taken up three areas of his teaching for systematic examination.

After an introduction surveying the
perceptions and judgments on Doré advanced by historians, a chapter sketches
the setting of his life and work as a friar who entered a priory of the reformed
Gallican Dominican Congregation in 1514 and then pursued studies in Paris to the
doctorate in 1532. A helpful overview of Doré‘s publications follows, which is
supported by an appendix on the first publication of each, on the known
reprints, and on their presence today in forty libraries. Doré published
thirty-five works between 1525 and 1569, with an exceptional burst of
productivity in vernacular works in 1538-41. The works draw extensively on
Scripture, at time straining texts to find in them spiritual nourishment in
metaphorical expressions or apologetical support for Catholic doctrine and
practice, contrasted with Protestant teaching.

A first systematic chapter treats Doré‘s
vernacular instructions on lived religiosity, in which the Reformation sola
fide is countered by insistence on faith formed by love, with faith as the
root, hope the trunk, and charity the branches of our tree of life. The
“ways to paradise” go along paths sketched by the 
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Matthean beatitudes, each connected with a
reward, in accord with with the Catholic doctrine of merit. A narrative such as
Jesus’ encounter with the woman of Samaria shows that the first grace is granted
gratuitously, though it then leads to God asking us to become active in good
works on his behalf. Augustine enters with the contrast of creation sine
nobis and salvation only cum nobis, but Aquinas’s influence is
pervasive even without extensive citation, hardly needed by Doré‘s lay readers.

A chapter on the Eucharist and priesthood
reviews works aiming to counter Calvin, with emphatic teaching on Christ’s gift
of his body and blood, present by transubstantiation, as the remedy for the
deleterious effects of original sin. One should hear, listen attentively, and
hold adamantly to the word of Christ, “This is my body,”
where the neuter hoc must refer to corpus, not to a masculine panis.
But while Doré was constrained to meet Calvinistic arguments, his works press
on to explain the ceremonies of the Mass in a way intended to engender devout
attendance. He instructs on the rightful dispositions for receiving Holy
Communion and even quietly lifts a passage from Calvin to insist on more
frequent reception of this medicine of our weakness and bond of intimacy with
God than was heretofore the rule.

The third systematic chapter, on the virtuous
life, features Doré‘s longest work, L’image de vertu (1540, with six
reprints), which draws on the whole of Scripture to set before the reader the
very perfection of a godly life, as given exemplary concrete form in the Blessed
Virgin Mary. One should contemplate the virtues of Mary so as to grow in desire
for them and to pray earnestly for her help in gaining them. Doré knows well
our daily struggles, and presents God’s grace which triumphed in Mary as
essential to ordering our divided hearts. Temptations should not lead to morose
doubts, for they are signs that the devil wants to upset one’s progress in
virtue. Strikingly, L’image includes a defense of Mary’s Immaculate
Conception. Doré cites a typical argument then regnant in the Parisian Faculty
of Theology, namely, the quasi-definition issued by the Council of Basel (in
1439, when in schism from Pope Eugenius IV), but he goes on to show the presence
of immaculist doctrine in the early works of Aquinas (he cites Aquinas here, but
with only partial accuracy). For Doré, a foray into doctrinal history is less
important than the demonstration in Mary of God’s grace fully triumphant,
offering us a pledge of our eventual transformation by the same grace.

Langlois devotes space to the immediate French
context of Doré‘s work, especially to his close connection with the House of
Guise and other women of the nobility to whom he dedicated some works. I would
suggest a larger European context in the “theology-for-piety,” which
is being recognized as a significant category of religious writing in the
fifteenth century. The Parisian Chancellor Jean Gerson is something of a father
figure in this development, which has been studied by Bernd Hamm of Erlangen,
who coined the term Frömmigkeitstheologie, and Christoph Burger of
Amsterdam. Langlois practically defines the category with regard to Doré‘s
desire to edify, inspire, and inflame the heart on the basis of a solid theology
that nourishes the intellect (83).
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Throughout Langlois’s study, Doré‘s
question-and-answer catechism, the Dyalogue instructoire (1538, six
repints to 1545) serves to illustrate his instruction on the fundamentals of
Catholic faith and doctrine. The work was the first adult catechism in French,
brought out even before the Parisian Faculty of Theology framed its twenty-six
Articles of Faith in 1543. Late in the book it is termed a forerunner of
Canisius’s catechisms (1555 and after) and the Catechismus Romanus of
1566. But a more natural connection would be with the work that in fact
succeeded it in France, Émond Auger’s Catéchisme et sommaire de la
religion crestienne (Lyon, 1563), published during Doré‘s lifetime, with
the same anti-Calvinist concerns of his work. Auger swept the French
catechetical field in the late sixteenth century, and the differences with Doré‘s
Dyalogue would certainly be instructive.

A final issue to be addressed in integrating
the works of Pierre Doré into the history of Catholic spiritual instruction
would be to characterize their relation to the popular piety that went before
and then followed after. Clearly, as a Doctor of Paris, inventive adapter of
scriptural narratives, and close reader of Aquinas, Doré represents a move
beyond the hyperactive devotionalism of pilgrimages, shrines, relics, patron
saints, and indulgences that flourished in Europe around the year 1500. He
inculcates a recentering and refounding in Scripture and central doctrines. But
what about the religiosity that followed? Jean Delumeau characterized this in
numerous works, based mainly on French materials, as a religiosity of anxious
fear over the danger of losing eternal salvation. Doré shows something else, a
more holistic piety, being inculcated in works of the mid-sixteenth century, and
so raises a question about the Delumeau theses, at least about their
applicability to the decades just before the outbreak of the French religious
wars.

Jared Wicks, S.J.
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THE COGNITIVE STRUCTURE OF THE NATURAL LAW
AND THE TRUTH OF SUBJECTIVITY(1)


Martin Rhonheimer


Pontifical University of the Holy Cross


Rome, Italy


I. A “Dualistic Fallacy” and the Essentially Cognitive
Character of the Natural Law


	


A) A Historical Reminiscence: The “Nature-Reason” Dichotomy


	In a book bearing the title Lex naturae, which was published
almost half a century ago and became before Vatican Council II
an obligatory work of reference, moral theologian Josef Fuchs
presented a systematic exposition of the formulations of the
Magisterium of the Church on the natural moral law.(2) He thought
that he had found “two series” of formulations. The first series
referred to the “ontological foundation” of the natural law, the
“nature of things”: these formulations identified the natural law
with the “corporeal-spiritual nature of man” and thus understood
it as nature, which was normative for human action. On the basis
of this first approach, the natural law was regarded as a normative
order placed within the order of things. On the other hand, the



page 2second series of formulations was said to refer to what Fuchs
called “the noetic aspect of the natural law, its being written into
the heart, its natural ability to be recognised by man.”(3)




	With this schematization, Fuchs echoed an approach that was
widespread in the neo-Scholastic theology and philosophy of the
period, which without doubt also influenced the language of not
a few documents of the Magisterium. According to this approach,
the “natural law” is an order of nature that is knowable by man,
and, once known, imposes itself immediately as a norm of moral
action.(4) This schema, in essential terms, is dualistic because it is
based upon a dichotomy between “nature” and “natural order”
(the objective aspect) on the one hand, and “reason” and “moral
knowledge” (the subjective aspect) on the other: the natural law
is situated in the sphere of nature; it is the function of reason to
read the moral order placed in nature and to follow this order in
free action. Only in this sense can one affirm that the natural law
“is written in the heart of man”: it is an objective, normative
natural order that is subjectively known and applied to action. But
an observation must be made here: according to this notion what
is “written in the heart of man” is not so much the natural law in
its objective being as it is the subjective knowledge of this law.
The natural law itself is said to be a kind of code of moral norms,
found in nature as an “object” of knowledge—though, as “law,”
independent of this last.


	This notion is based upon what I would like to call a “dualistic
fallacy.” In my judgment, it is difficult to match this way of
speaking about the natural law with the long tradition of the
doctrine on lex naturalis, of which St. Thomas was not only a
privileged witness but also perhaps the most lucid and original
continuator. For this tradition, the natural law was never simply
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a “natural order,” the object of the knowledge of the subject
which only through this knowledge would become something
“written in the heart” of man. Indeed, this tradition understood
the natural law as a special form of moral knowledge (i.e., as
natural knowledge of good and evil), and thus affirmed the
essentially cognitive character of the natural law. According to
this tradition, the natural law is “written in the heart of man” not
only because it is “something known” but specifically because the
very intellectual opening of the human subject to moral good
constitutes a “law” for human acts. Since this opening takes place
in a natural way it can really be called a natural law. Thus St.
Ambrose, almost a thousand years before St. Thomas Aquinas,
when paraphrasing the famous passage from the letter of St. Paul
to the Romans (2:14ff.), spoke about the natural law, which for
him was like the “word of God” written into our hearts, in the
following terms: “for this reason the ideas of good and evil have
sprung up in us, whereby we understand by nature that what is
evil must be avoided, and equally by nature we know that there
has been prescribed for us what is good.”(5) The natural law is this
practical, and thus preceptive, natural knowledge of moral good
and evil.(6)


	Understood in these terms, the natural law shows that it is
located specifically on the side of the subject and, as a result, that
it is really “subjective.” Its objectivity—and thus the objectivity of
the moral norms based upon it—consists in the fact that in this
natural knowledge of human good the truth of subjectivity is
expressed. As we will see in a more detailed way later on in this
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paper, the natural law is, in fact, the intrinsic principle of truth of
practical reason.


	It is certainly the case that for the purposes of daily
communication and pastoral language expressing oneself in the
terms of this dualist schema can in many cases be sufficient and
even useful. This schema can also be enough to defend the
existence of a natural right—that is to say, the idea that
underlying and prior to any positive legal norm there exists an
objective normative order of good and right. Finally, it expresses
the idea that for subjectivity—for the moral knowledge of the
acting subject—there exists an objective rule of truth that is not to
be identified with what the subject in fact believes to be true and
good. In this last sense, the natural law, indeed, is that moral
norm that establishes the truth of subjectivity, defending it from
affirming as really good that which is good only in appearance.


	However, the dualistic schema does not fail seriously to lead
astray the analysis of the natural law and the whole of the ethical-normative discourse based upon it, to the point of rendering such
a discourse unintelligible and not very convincing in rational
terms. The counterposing of objective “nature” (the “natural
order”) on the one side, and subjective “reason” (“moral knowl-edge”) on the other, favors a “physicalist” understanding of the
natural law. In a physicalist notion of the natural law, this “law”
is identified with the merely natural structures and ends upon
which  a moral normativeness is conferred in an immediate way.


B) An Alternative: The Anthropology of the Essential Unity of
“Nature” and “Reason”


This dualistic fallacy obfuscates the fact that reason, as a
cognitive faculty, and thus the very subjectivity of the moral agent,
is a part of what we call the “nature of man.” It is precisely the
intellectual acts, of which reason is the discursive part, that open
the human subject to an understanding of the human good
according to the truth of his “being a person” (i.e., a corporeal-spiritual unity). This is a good that reveals itself to be a “good of
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the person” only in the face of intellectual cognition. This good,
therefore, is not a simple “object” which is said to be face to face
with the knowing subject as a simple “natural given fact.” It is also
a part of the same knowing subject because in the cognitive acts
it is manifested, and in a certain sense constituted, through its
intelligibility. 


We are here face to face with an anthropological and
metaphysical fact that, through the employment of the right
approach of moral philosophy, seems to me to be of decisive
importance: the “nature of man” is not conceivable without the
intellectual part and the corresponding acts of the intellect and of
reason. As I have argued in detailed fashion elsewhere,(7) action
always certainly follows and expresses, according to St. Thomas
Aquinas, the being of every thing (agere sequitur esse), but at the
same time this means that the being of things, that is to say their
essence or nature, of which acts are a consequence, in itself is
unknown to us. We know it by knowing the specific faculties of
each nature. The faculties are known by their acts, but we know
the acts by their objects.(8) The object of human freedom—which
lies in reason and the will as appetitus in ratione—is specifically
good in the multiple forms of its self-expression. For this reason,
to know the nature of man we must first know, however
paradoxical this may seem, the specifically human good. This
applies, in principle, also to nonrational animals—however, in this
case we can know their good through an observation of their
behavior (i.e., certain typical regularities and normalities).


	In the case of man, who acts on the basis of freedom, that
which takes place regularly and with “normality” is not a criterion
by which to determine his good. Human persons act on the basis
of reason and thus with freedom, since reason is “open to many
things” and can have “various notions of good”—false ones as
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well as true.(9) Thus the ethical question is raised. Ethics is not a
philosophy of nature; it does not describe regular, and thus
natural, behavior.(10) The human nature that we are looking for as
a foundation for human action, and of which moral good is the
adequate expression, can be found by us only to the extent to
which we already know the human good. Knowledge of human
nature is not the point of departure for ethics, and even less for
the practical reason of each acting subject: it is, rather, its result.
We must already know the human good to interpret “nature”
rightly and thereby reach the concept of human nature, which is
full of normative meaning. This human good we know, indeed,
through the natural law, which therefore must be understood as
a cognitive principle—as a form, that is to say, of moral
knowledge.


	We can now state clearly, therefore, that the human good is
not simply an object “given” to intellectual acts. The very nature
of the intellect—emanating as it does from the spiritual soul
which is a substantial form and thus the life principle of its
corporeality—means that what is really good for man is, in a
certain sense, constituted and formulated only in the intellectual
acts themselves.


	The human and moral good is essentially a bonum rationis: a
good of reason, for reason, and formulated by reason.(11) Only
within the horizon of this good, as it appears before the
intellectual acts of the soul, does “human nature” reveal itself in
its normative significance. As a result, and even if at first sight this
may seem paradoxical, knowledge of the human good precedes
the right understanding of human nature. This cannot reveal its
normative character before all that is natural in man has been
interpreted in the light of that good that is the object of the acts
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of the intellect—and (as we will see later) not of the speculative
intellect but of the practical intellect, from which the natural law
emanates.


	As a consequence, it does not seem adequate in moral
philosophy, and even less in an analysis of the “natural law,” to
depict human reason as the faculty “that knows” in the face of a
nature that is “that which is known.” This schema simplifies
things, just as certain neo-Scholastic theories have simplified the
analysis of the natural law, obscuring its real nature.(12) We need
once again to discover human reason specifically because it is also
“nature”; the reason, that is to say, that naturally knows the good
to be done and the evil to be avoided.


II. The Approach of St. Thomas Aquinas: Beyond the
Dualistic Fallacy


A) A Long-forgotten Text


	It is symptomatic that Fuchs in his above-mentioned book did
not take suitably into account a text of the Magisterium on the
natural law that is, to my knowledge, the only one in which the
notion of the natural law appears as the subject of papal teaching,
and not simply in order to expound on a particular subject of
morality. I am referring here to the brief and summarizing ex-position on the natural law that is presented, within the much
wider context of the teaching on human freedom and the moral
law, in the encyclical Libertas praestantissimum of Leo XIII.(13)
Fuchs quotes this text only in an incomplete fashion, without
ascribing particular importance to it, and, it appears, without
grasping its deep meaning. In fact, the text could not be associated 
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with either of the two “series” of texts that make up Fuchs’s
schema. But it is also fitting to mention that this text had never
been taken up in any subsequent document of the Magisterium!
It was not until the encyclical Veritatis splendor of John Paul II,
published in 1993, that it was quoted once again (and suitably
emphasized) in a document of the Magisterium, together, as we
will see, with another key text by St. Thomas Aquinas on the
natural law.


	In fact, according to the doctrine of St. Thomas, which was
admirably summarized in the encyclical of Leo XIII, the concept
of the natural law did not form a part of the rather simplistic
alternative mentioned above. For St. Thomas, the natural law is
placed at one and the same time on the side of the knowing
subject and on that of the objectivity of the truth of “nature.”
According to this conception, the natural law is first and foremost
the natural way by which man knows the human good in a
practical and imperative way according to truth, a knowing, that
for its part, renders manifest that moral order that we usually call
the “natural order.”


B) The Natural Law: A “Praescriptio Rationis”


	The text of Leo XIII, taken up in Veritatis splendor (n. 44),
fundamentally contains three assertions. The first places us in a
decisive way within the right approach. This text affirms first of
all that the natural law “is written and engraved in the heart of
each and every man, since it is none other than human reason
itself which commands us to do good and counsels us not to sin.”
These words provide a formal or essential definition of what the
natural law is: it is not “human nature” or “an order of nature”;
nor is it a norm encountered in the nature of things. It is
something “written and engraved in the heart of each and every
man.” It is “human reason itself” because it commands us to do
good and forbids us to sin. The natural law, therefore, is
specifically practical reason, and, in more precise terms, the set of
determined judgments of practical reason—those judgments, that
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is to say, that naturally make us do good and flee from evil. For
this reason, in the next sentence, the text of Leo XIII calls the
natural law a praescriptio rationis, a “prescription of reason,” a
term that is near, if not identical, to the terminology of St.
Thomas, for whom the natural law, like every law, is an ordinatio
rationis.(14)


	Because of this, the natural law possesses in a precise sense the
character of a “law.” It is not a law in the sense of the physical or
natural laws of modern science. This way of speaking about the
“natural laws” as natural regularities, orientations, and structures,
knowable to man and then applicable at a practical level, is
already a derived and improper use of the term “law,” which,
although it also has roots in Stoic thought, arose with modern
science. When Kepler spoke about the “leges celeritatis et
tarditatis” of the earth, and Newton formulated his “leges motus,”
they were certainly not speaking about a rational principle that
orders acts, but rather of structures and regularities that are,
indeed, nature. Inasmuch as these “laws” are nature, they are
certainly an effect of the ordering reason of the Creator, but
considered in themselves they remain a natural structure that is
simply an object of speculative knowledge.(15)


	It would be an anachronism to interpret texts such as those of
St. Thomas Aquinas on the natural law within the approach of the
modern natural sciences.(16) When St. Thomas speaks about a 	
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“law,” he speaks about it in a legal-political sense, by analogy with
human laws, with the divine law, and with the eternal law that is
the ordering reason of God. In this sense, “law” is an ordinatio
rationis, or rational prescription, that is to say an imperative act
of reason that directs, in a given sphere, human acts to their end,
which is always a certain good.(17) “Nature” as nature does not
have the character of being law. “Law” is always aliquid pertinens
ad rationem:(18) laws can be established by the eternal reason of
God, by the reason of a human legislator, but also naturally by the
natural reason of every individual man precisely because this last
knows in a natural and prescriptive—that is to say, practical—way
the good to be done and the evil to be avoided, thereby ordering
his action to the due end. For this reason, for St. Thomas the first
principle of practical reason and the first precept of the natural
law are exactly the same: bonum est faciendum et prosequendum
et malum vitandum.(19)


	The formally rational and cognitive character of the natural
law is confirmed by a text of St. Thomas that is twice quoted in
Veritatis splendor (nn. 12 and 40). It affirms that the natural law
is “nothing other than the light of understanding infused in us by
God, whereby we understand what must be done and what must
be avoided.”(20) Without doubt, this formulation expresses in a
more categorical and a clearer way the rational and cognitive
character of the natural law. Like every law, the natural law is, as
St. Thomas would later say in Summa Theologiae, “something
constituted by reason” (aliquid a ratione constitutum)(21) and a 	
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“work of reason” (opus rationis).(22) The natural law, in fact, pro-ceeds from the light of understanding that God gave to man at the
moment of his creation. The natural law is a set of cognitive acts
that make us perceive in an imperative, that is to say practical,
way the good to be performed and the evil to be avoided. This
law is called the natural law precisely “because the reason which
promulgates it is proper to human nature,” in the same way that
the intellect that has been given to man by the Creator is a part of
human nature. It is a law that man through his intellectual acts
establishes, formulates, or promulgates naturally.(23)


C) The Natural Law as “The Participation of the Eternal Law in
the Rational Creature”


We now come to the second assertion of the text by Leo XIII
that is quoted in Veritatis splendor: “But this prescription of
human reason could not have the force of law unless it were the
voice and the interpreter of some higher reason to which our
spirit and our freedom must be subject.” Paraphrasing Leo’s text,
Veritatis splendor then continues: “Indeed, the force of law
consists in its authority to impose duties, to confer rights and
sanction certain behaviour.” Veritatis splendor then goes on by
quoting Leo: “Now all of this, clearly, could not exist in man if,
as his own supreme legislator, he gave himself the rule of his own
actions.”


	This second assertion says that these prescriptive acts of human
reason really have the character and the force of a law: they
impose duties and confer rights, as well as sanctioning certain
behavior. Reason can have such authority only because it is the
voice of a higher authority on which it depends and to which it is
subject. This statement is important not only because it affirms the
subjection of human reason to the reason of its Creator, but also
because it refers human reason, in the establishing of its norma-tiveness, not so much to “nature” or to a “natural order” as to
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divine reason! This last is the eternal law which is the ratio of
divine wisdom by which it guides all acts and movements,(24)
thereby ordering things to their due end.(25) The providence of God
is manifested in a natural way in the natural law: God teaches
man his own true good in an imperative way, that is to say, in the
form of law, through man’s own cognitive acts.


	With this we come to the third assertion of the text by Leo
XIII, an assertion that exactly confirms the perspective that has
just been outlined: “It follows that the natural law is itself the
eternal law, implanted in beings endowed with reason, and
inclining them towards their right action and end; it is none other
than the eternal reason of the Creator and the Ruler of the
universe.” Human reason, therefore, because it is the natural law,
refers back not to nature but to God. It is important not to
misunderstand this statement. The idea is not that to know good
human reason needs to be instructed by God in the sense of
receiving a revelation that is added to what human reason is able
to know. The text that has been quoted asserts precisely the
opposite. The natural law is the eternal law itself: the eternal law
of God manifests itself in the natural law and specifically through
it achieves its goal of directing human action to its due end. The
eternal law is thus known to the extent to which the natural law
is explained and becomes effective, that is to say, through the
natural reason of man. In other words: the natural law is really a
participation of eternal law; it is its possession in a cognitive and
active way.


D) “Participated Theonomy”: The Normative Task of Human
Reason


Therefore, practical reason, because it is natural law and
proceeds on the basis of the natural law, is really the authoritative
guide for action, imposes duties, and formulates rights. Man  
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possesses real autonomy precisely because his autonomy is
“participated theonomy”: participation and self-possession of the
eternal law.(26) This is expressed by St. Thomas Aquinas in various
famous formulations such as “the natural law is none other than
the participation of the eternal law in the rational creature,”(27) or
that by his reason man “shares in divine providence, providing for
himself and for others,”(28) and that the eternal law, leaving aside
an additional revelation, which is always possible, is revealed
specifically through the natural law, that is to say through the
“natural reason,” which “derives its own image” from the eternal
law.(29) In the logic of the argument of St. Thomas all these texts,
and in particular the most famous one according to which the
natural law is the participation of the eternal law in the rational
creature, do not aim in the least to affirm the theonomic character
of the natural law, but seek, rather, to establish the normative
character of human reason, since this last is none other than an
“impress of the divine light within us,” by which we can discern
good from evil, which is precisely what the natural law does.(30)


	These clarifications are important because the reference to the
eternal law, that is to say, the affirmation of the subjection of
prescriptive acts of human reason (which are called “natural law”)
to a higher wisdom does not relativize in any way the preceptive
task of the practical reason of the human person, nor does it make
us think that to know the human good one needs every time an
explicit reference to God. Indeed, commanding and moving 	
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belongs to the nature of practical reason. Practical reason is the
beginning of practice and moves the agent to follow or to avoid
what he believes good or bad. This is not to be understood as if
human reason were only directed to knowing relations of
adequacy in an indicative but not yet imperative way, requiring (in
order to become preceptive and properly practical) to have
recourse to knowledge of God as the author of this order of good,
and thus as legislator (this was in the early seventeenth century the
opinion of Francisco Suárez).(31) Human nature is already in itself
constituted in such a way that reason, because moved by the will
and inserted into the appetitive dynamism of the natural
inclinations, really moves to practice and to good.


	Explicit knowledge of the participatory character of this
intellectual motion towards known good—knowledge, that is to
say, of the subjection of man’s reason to the reason of his
Creator—is not necessary to explain the existence of an awareness
of a real and specific obligatory character of known good. This is
due to the fact that because “good” is something “true”—
otherwise it would not be intelligible—the true and the good
mutually include each other. The judgments of practical reason
have as their object good as regards acting from the aspect of its
truth. Like the speculative intellect, the practical intellect knows
truth.(32) Known good, therefore, is a “practical truth.”(33) Truth,
however, imposes itself on the conscience because of its own
“being true.” Thus, the known good of reason obliges the know-ing subject in the same way in which known truth requires assent.
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Furthermore, the judgment of practical reason has the character
of a dictate which includes in itself the vis obligandi.(34)


	Explicit cognition of the participated nature of the natural law
and the moral order established by it does not therefore constitute
the practical and imperative value of human reason, but enriches
it in a way that is known as practical truth derived from a
transcendent higher source, that which in certain circumstances
and extreme situations can also supply the decisive motive for an
effective subjection to the dictates of the natural law. In addition,
explicit awareness of the “participative subjection” of human
reason to divine reason prepares the moral experience to take part
in an experience that is also specifically religious, an experience
that is eliminated by the mistaken affirmation of absolute
autonomy on the part of man.


	As a result, the knowing of the participated character adds the
“ratio legis” in the real sense of the term, being subordinated and
subjected to a higher law, the law of God. Even if the natural law,
as the work of practical reason, possesses in a real sense the
character of a “law,” the ratio legis is not made explicit or
concomitantly reflected at the moment when these practical
judgments of the natural law are carried out. The fundamental
moral experience of man is not that of following a “law,” but the
experience of the truth of good, and, in more precise terms, in the
light of the first practical principle, the experience of bonum
faciendum, of “the good to be done.” However, in knowing
explicitly the participated character of these practical judgments,
man is able to understand that his autonomy is expressive of a
theonomy: he will understand the good known by him not only
as a “good to be done” but also as the will of God.(35) Saint Thomas
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Aquinas, in fact, on this aspect of the natural law, says rather
little. As a good Aristotelian,(36) he emphasizes, rather, the other
aspect, that is to say the prescriptive and driving nature of
practical reason, which it is thus capable of specifically actuating
as “natural law.” In this sense, St. Thomas does not hesitate to
affirm that reason, which is the principle of morality, in man
relates to his proper good just as the prince and the judge relate
to the good of the State.(37)


III. The Natural Law as the Ordinatio of Practical
Reason: The Approach of St. Thomas Aquinas(38)


A) Human Reason in the Context of the Natural Inclinations


	Having arrived at this point, and to save 
the idea that the natural law and the “natural order to be known and applied” 
are the same, one could make the objection that God in fact reveals himself “in 
nature” and that reason is participation of the eternal law of God precisely to 
the extent to which it knows and makes its own an order that is inserted into 
nature. Indeed, such a notion of the natural law and its relationship to the 
eternal law is well known, historically. This is the Stoic notion, which 
influenced the
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tradition of natural law that came down to us through Roman
law. The idea, typical of Stoa, that the eternal law is to be
identified with the cosmic order and that it is therefore
decipherable through a knowledge of nature, of which man is a
part, opens the way to a notion of law and natural right that in
the Western tradition has been very important.


	This historical tradition certainly contains a part of the truth.
However, a majority of the Fathers of the Church, who were
themselves influenced by Stoicism, placed emphasis on the
rational, intellectual, and cognitive character of the natural law,
and thereby introduced a significant transformation into their
reception of Stoic philosophy.(39) The Fathers perceived nature as
the creation of a God and coming from an eternal law that are
transcendent and thus not to be identified with the natural order.
For the Stoics, human ratio is not the participation and image of
a transcendent ratio, but a logos that is inherent in nature itself.
The human ratio thus becomes a kind of reflection of what nature
already contains in terms of inclinations and ends; man, in
oikeiosis, rationally assimilates this natural order.(40) It is thus that
one explains the famous formulations of Cicero which, read
within a post-Stoic and even Christian context, appear rather
ambiguous or at least insufficient: law is said to be “highest
reason, inherent in nature which commands us as to what must be
done and forbids the contrary.”(41) It seems no less ambiguous and
insufficient to speak about an “unwritten but naturally given law
… which we grasp, take and tear from nature,”(42) and finally (to
cite Cicero’s most famous formulation) to call the natural law
simply “right reason, in agreement with nature.”(43)





Page 18


	For the Fathers of the Church, the imago of this God in the
world is neither nature nor the cosmic order: the image of the
Creator is present solely in the spiritual soul of man, in particular
in his intellect and thus in his acts of practical reason. Practical
reason does not simply reflect “nature”; rather, in being an active
participation of the divine intellect, human reason in its turn
illuminates nature, rendering it fully intelligible. This is how one
explains the statements on the natural law such as the one cited
above of St. Ambrose, which agrees perfectly with the Thomistic
notion of the natural law because it emphasizes its cognitive
character: “we understand by nature that what is evil must be
avoided, and equally by nature we know that there has been
prescribed for us what is good.” It seems evident that the author
of these words conceives of the natural law first and foremost as
a form of moral knowledge: namely, the practical and natural
knowledge of good and evil, which, for St. Ambrose, is “the word
of God” within us. We do not find the divine logos either in
nature or on “tablets of stone,” but “imprinted in our hearts,
because of the living Spirit of God. Thus the judgment of our
conscience constitutes a law to itself.”(44)


	Nature as a “given natural order” and in this sense an “object”
for reason belongs to the concept of the natural law in yet another
fashion: once it has been established that the natural law is the
natural way of achieving practical knowledge of the human good,
we are directed to the question of how such natural practical
knowledge of good can be acquired. In order to understand this,
it should be kept in mind that man, although he has an intellectual
faculty, is not his intellect. Analogously, not even the acts of the
intellect or reason (both theoretical and practical) are carried out
by intellectual power alone. Actus sunt suppositi: acts are not of
the individual faculties but of the concrete subject in the totality
of his being. It is not reason that knows but the person in the
globality of his corporeal-spiritual being who knows through his 
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reason. Man is a set of tendencies and vital, sensual, and
intellectual/volitional inclinations. The “person” is all of this.


It is certainly the case that man is a “person” thanks to his
spirituality, but the “human person” is all that is formed by the
spirit and body in a unity of substance. Man is not an embodied
spirit since he does not belong to the order of spirits. Man belongs
to the order of animals, and before anything else he is an animal.(45)
The human person is essentially a living body, animated, however,
by a spiritual soul that allows this living body, this animal, to carry
out not only spiritual acts but also all the other acts of his animal
character in a way that is impregnated with the life of the spirit
and thus under the guidance of reason: the unity of substance of
corporeity/animal character and of spirituality transforms the
meaning and the contents of man’s corporeity and animal
character themselves. Inversely, however, they also confer on the
spiritual being of man its specifically human and earthly
character—that is, the character of a spiritual existence that never
takes place at the margin of the same natural corporeity and
animal character of man and his natural environment (the world),
but specifically through it. This applies to all the acts both of the
speculative intellect, which without a body are not possible for us,
and of the practical intellect, which without the natural
inclinations could not be practical and move towards action.


At this point, however, the question poses itself: how can we
understand these natural functions and inclinations, in particular
those that arise from the corporeal and animal being of man?
Undoubtedly, these tendencies and inclinations—we may think for
example of the inclination to conserve oneself or the sexual
inclination—are obviously practical, that is to say they push the
agent to pursue their good and their own end and thus move
towards action. Every natural inclination possesses a natura its
own good and end (bonum et finis proprium). However, at the
level of their mere naturalness, does following the tendency to
conserve oneself or the sexual inclination also mean following the 	
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good and end due to man? How can we know what is not only
specific to these inclinations according to their particular nature
but also due to the person, that is to say, at the moment of
following these inclinations, good for man as man?(46)


	It is at this point that there begins in a real sense the analysis of
the internal structure and of the “functioning” of the natural law.
This analysis, in fact, will explain how the natural law forms a
part of the order of nature, expresses it, and in a certain sense
constitutes it. However, this natural order, to repeat the point
once again, is not an entity that man as a knowing and acting
agent finds himself, so to speak, in front of. It is a natural order
of which the same natural cognitive acts—the natural acts of
practical reason—form a part. Thus one discovers a reason that is
also specifically nature (a kind of “ratio ut natura“). It is for this
reason that the natural law can really be called “inside man” and
that one can say that it is “engraved in his soul.”


	But how can one say that the natural law, understood as
practical reason which naturally moves towards good, constitutes
the moral order? Precisely because the lumen rationis naturalis so
much spoken about by St. Thomas Aquinas is created ad imaginem
by divine reason.(47) Specifically, because the natural law is a real
participation of the eternal law—and this, in the particular case of
the rational creature, in an active way—the natural law can be
considered properly as constituted by natural reason, just as the
entire order of good is at its origins constituted by divine reason,
which is the eternal law.(48) This participation displays itself not
only in subjection to the eternal law, but also by its participation
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in the specific ordering function of the eternal law that constitutes
the moral order, even if human reason, as only participated and
created cognitive light, does this not by creating any truth at all
but by knowing it and thereby finding it in its own being,
essentially constituted by the natural inclinations as well.(49)


B) To Re-read Summa Theolgiae I-II, q. 94 a. 2


The locus classicus where St. Thomas Aquinas expounds the
genesis and the cognitive structure of the natural law is the
famous article 2 of question 94 of the Prima Secundae. Here St.
Thomas affirms three things:


	(1) The natural law is the work of practical reason, which has
its own starting point and does not derive its principles from
speculative reason.


	(2) The natural law is a practical and preceptive knowing of
the human good which unfolds on the basis of the embedding of
human reason in the dynamism of the natural inclinations.


	(3) Grasped by practical reason, the goods and ends of the
natural inclinations are understood and affirmed as constituting
human good; at the same time, however, these inclinations with
their goods and ends are regulated and ordered by reason, that is
to say integrated into the whole of the corporeal-spiritual being
of the human person, and thereby also transformed. Only as such
do they belong to the natural law and are the natural law.


	I will now explain these three points in greater detail, keeping
closely to the text of STh I-II, q. 92, a. 2 as I do so.
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1. The natural law is the work of practical reason, which has its
own starting point and does not derive its principles from
speculative reason.(50)


As St. Thomas expounds in detail, the precepts of the natural
law have a relationship to practical reason that mirrors the
relationship of the demonstrative principles to speculative (or
theoretical) reason. The precepts of the natural law are, therefore,
principles—practical principles—and thus are not derived from
other forms of knowledge. The practical principles or precepts of
the natural law are not applications of forms of speculative
knowledge of human nature. Rather, they are acts in which the
natural order of human good at its origins manifests itself
rationally, that is to say as an ordo rationis. The practical
principles, having their own point of departure, which is not
derived, are thus immediately intuited (otherwise they would not
be principles, as St. Thomas affirms). Just as the speculative
intellect has its starting point in the experience of being and in the
evidence of the absolute contrary nature of a being and a
nonbeing, and in this way comes to formulate its first principle
(viz., the principle of noncontradiction), so also, not in a
consecutive or derived way but in parallel fashion, practical
reason begins from a primary experience, irreducible to other
experiences—namely, the experience of “good” as a correlate and
formal content of our tendencies (bonum est quod omnia
appetunt).(51)
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	From this point of departure there springs, in an immediate
and indemonstrable way, the first principle of practical reason,
which is also the first precept of the natural law: bonum est
faciendum et prosequendum, et malum vitandum. Just as the
principle of noncontradiction is not a principle apart, from which
would be deduced other forms of knowledge, but rather a
founding principle that is implicit in every other form of
knowledge of being, so also from the first principle of practical
reason nothing more concrete can be derived. It is, rather, the
foundation, which is implicitly always present, of every further
form of practical knowledge of both a universal and a particular
kind. This principle confers on the judgments of practical reason
the operative dynamic of the prosecutio or of the fuga. These last
are what we can call the “practical copula” which is not that of
theoretical affirmation and negation (“is”/“is not”), but a
specifically practical kind of affirmation/negation, which, in fact,
moves: it makes good be done and evil be avoided.


	The first principle of practical reason is not, therefore, a purely
logical principle, a kind of “logical structure” of the practical
precepts, but rather already the first principle of practice, and at
the same time the first principle of morality.(52) This first principle
of practical reason, which St. Thomas Aquinas identifies with the
first precept of the natural law, constitutes man jointly as a
practical subject and as a moral subject. All the subsequent
principles formulated by practical reason (i.e., all of the natural
law) will participate in this double function. The natural law, in
fact, has this double meaning of being: at one and the same time
a principle of practice and a principle of morality. The natural law
in its original and deepest meaning is not a norm that from the
outside regulates human action. It is, instead, the intrinsic 	
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principle itself of human practice, and this in the real meaning of
the term: it ensures that man acts. But this human acting is from
the outset moral acting, that is to say in virtue of the natural law
itself it takes place from the outset within the moral difference of
“good/evil.”


2. The natural law is a practical and preceptive knowing of the
human good which unfolds on the basis of the embedding of
human reason in the dynamism of the natural inclinations.


	The second step of STh I-II, q. 92, a. 2 is an explanation of the
genesis of the other precepts of the natural law (or the other
principles of practical reason). These already have a more specific
content. They are not deduced, as has already been observed,
from the first principle, but they constitute themselves through a
natural and spontaneous process in which practical reason—
always under the influence of the “practical copula” which
commands doing and pursuing good and avoiding evil—
understands the individual goods (ends) of the natural tendencies
or inclinations of its own being. This is a genuine experience of
the human subject, an experience that is eminently and essentially
practical, and that is not derived from any other form of
knowledge.(53) It is the originating experience of itself as being 	
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moving towards good in the multiplicity of the natural
inclinations specific to man, and is, therefore, of a practical and
moral character. It is also constitutive of every other experience
of specific human nature, just as it is the point of departure for
subsequent investigations through theoretical speculation. For this
reason the metaphysics of man (philosophical anthropology) pre-supposes this practical experience of the natural law: the natural
law as natural knowing of good is the presupposition of
knowledge of human nature.(54)


	As a consequence, the natural law is a practical and preceptive
knowing of the human good, that good which unfolds on the basis
of the embedding of human reason in the dynamism of the natural
inclinations. Practical reason has the character of an imperium: it
is a reason that orders and moves because it is reason that
operates within an “inclinational environment.”(55) Through
practical reason, the natural tendencies and inclinations become
a good for reason, they are rationally ordered, and in the order of
reason—but only at this intellectual level—they are confirmed as
human goods.


	In this second step, St. Thomas Aquinas affirms that on the
basis of the dynamics of the first practical principle everything
that practical reason understands as human good forms a part, as
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a good to be done or an evil to be avoided, of the precepts of the
natural law.(56) On the basis of this formulation, it now becomes
clear that the natural law is specifically constituted in the process
of the deployment of practical reason within the dynamics of the
natural inclinations. For this reason, St. Thomas can go on and
affirm that “reason naturally grasps everything towards which
man has a natural inclination in considering them goods, and as
a result as something to pursue with works, and their contrary as
an evil to be avoided. Thus, the order of the precepts of the
natural law follows the order of the natural inclinations.”(57)


	Saint Thomas begins at this point to speak about the individual
natural inclinations—beginning from these inclinations of the
precepts of the natural law—without entering further into details
about their rational constitution. He does not speak about them,
in my opinion, for rather obvious reasons. In the first place, the
subject of this article is simply the demonstration that the natural
law does not consist solely of a single precept but contains a
plurality of them.(58) Having explained that the genesis of the
precepts of the natural law is due to the constituent relationship
between practical reason and the natural inclinations, and that
within man is to be found a plurality of such inclinations, this
article has achieved its purpose. In the second place, other aspects
that refer to the nature of law in general and the natural law, as
well as the fundamental doctrine on reason as a measure and rule
of the morality of human acts, have already been addressed in
previous articles.(59) However, St. Thomas makes a brief reference 
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to this doctrine in the reply to the second objection. Thus it is that
we come to the third point.


3. Grasped by practical reason, the goods and ends of the natural
inclinations are understood and affirmed as constituting human
good; at the same time, however, these inclinations with their
goods and ends are regulated and ordered by reason, that is to say
integrated into the whole of the corporeal-spiritual being of the
human person, and thereby also transformed. Only as such do they
belong to the natural law and are the natural law.


In his answer to the second objection, St. Thomas states that
“all the inclinations of any part of human nature, that is to say the
concupiscible and irascible parts, as they are regulated by reason,
belong to the natural law.”(60) The natural inclinations in their pure
naturalness are not yet the “natural law.” They form a part of it
because they are regulated by reason; however, the natural law is
formally the judgments of practical reason whose object is the
individual goods and specific ends of the natural inclinations. In
these practical and preceptive judgments these specific goods and
ends become, in the order of reason, judged as what is due, that
is to say as ends, goods, and due acts. This is the terminology
employed by St. Thomas: in participating through the possession
of the lumen rationis naturalis in the eternal law—the ordering
reason of God—man is not simply guided by the different natural
inclinations towards their own acts and ends, but possesses, at a
rational level, a specific natural inclination ad debitum actum et
finem.(61)


	This agrees perfectly with St. Thomas’s doctrine on the
constitution of the moral object by reason. Indeed, the rational
constitution of the human good in the sphere of the specific goods
and ends of the individual natural inclinations, on the one hand,
and the constitution of the moral object, differently from the 	
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object in the pure genus naturae, on the other, are analogous
processes. The similarity is explained by the fact that “in human
acts good and evil are determined in relation to reason.”(62) This
analysis of the constitution of human good also agrees with the
statement by Aquinas to the effect that moral acts, in their kind,
“are made up of forms because they are conceived by reason.”(63)
Indeed, reason has a relationship to the natural inclinations—
because they are natural—that mirrors that of the relationship
between form and matter. Together they form a complex unity
(the same applies to the moral object, which is made up of materia
circa quam and the formal part, which comes from reason).(64) The
naturalness of good, as it is formulated in the natural law, cannot,
however, be reduced to the simple naturalness of the individual
natural inclinations and their goods, ends, and acts. Such a
reduction would be equivalent to reducing the genus moris of an
act to its genus naturae, to confusing the “moral object” and the
“physical object” of a human act. The natural law, as the above-quoted text by Leo XIII affirms, inclines man ad debitum actum
et finem and thus makes the eternal law itself effective. This
would not be possible without the regulating and ordering act of
reason.
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C) The Natural Law as Practical and Preceptive Knowledge of
Human Good


In this way it becomes possible to do full justice to the
preceding statements on the law in general and on the natural law
in particular. According to St. Thomas, the law in general is what
regulates human acts. This, however, is the task of reason: it is for
reason to order to an end. For this reason, the law is aliquid
pertinens ad rationem.(65) At a more concrete level, by “law” is
meant the “universal practical judgments (propositions) of prac-tical reason, ordered to acting.”(66) In this sense, the natural law,
too, est aliquid per rationem constitutum, and, like every
judgment, is an opus rationis.(67)


	To be precise, the natural law is a conjunction of the natural
judgments of practical reason, which in a preceptive or imperative
way express the good to be done and the evil to be avoided in the
sphere of the ends indicated by the natural inclinations. The
conjunction of the natural inclinations, ordered by reason,
constitutes and defines human identity, and thus also the natural
moral order of man. It is thus the natural law that makes “human
nature” and that order of reason which is normative for action
appear. As a result, the manifestation of the foundations of the
objective moral order already presupposes the cognitive presence
of the natural law. This last cannot be deduced from such an
order since it is the natural law itself that makes this order known. 


The natural law, in concrete terms, is the set of judgments of
practical reason that contains what is “by nature reasonable.” In
truth, within these judgments there is a certain complexity: there
are judgments that are immediately evident and carried out with
natural spontaneity (the first principles or very common
principles, such as the golden rule),(68) and others that, through the
inventive principle of natural reason, are not deduced from the 	
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first but are discursively found in the light of the first principles
(the secondary precepts of the natural law, which already refer to
types of action such as “respecting other people’s property, “don’t
kill,” etc.).(69) These preceptive imperative practical judgments
(which those of prudence, at the level of particular judgments,
are) move towards acting (or dissuade from acting). In this sense,
the precepts of the natural law are not properly “norms” that,
when applied by the moral conscience, regulate the freedom of
the person and his acting. These practical judgments of natural
reason, which form a natural law, are rather the foundation and
the point of departure of acting as moral acting. As I have already
observed, these judgments or forms of practical knowledge
constitute the person as a practical and moral subject, both at a
general level and in the various spheres of human action,
corresponding to the various moral virtues. For this reason St.
Thomas Aquinas can state that “the first orientation of our actions
to an end takes place through the natural law.”(70) This means that
without the natural law there would not be in the least any acting;
every acting pursues an end, and without such pursuing, action
would not take place.


	Conjointly, however, the natural law is a set of judgments
about the fundamental goods that should be achieved, the goods
that define the order of moral good which is an ordo rationis.
Therefore, speaking formally and in a proper way, the natural law
is not known on the basis of a moral order, or deduced from it;
rather, it is precisely the natural law that constitutes and realizes
the moral order as an ordo rationis—it is this order that manifests
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“human nature” in its morally normative meaning. The order of
reason, however, is none other than eternal law which is
manifested through and in the natural law because the natural law
is the eternal law, present in human practical reasonableness.


D) The Natural Law and the Moral Conscience


	It is important to emphasize that the intellect, as a spiritual
faculty, has the capacity to reflect in an unlimited way on its own
acts. The human intellect reflects on these natural judgments of
practical reason, thereby discovering this moral order and this
“human nature” as an object of the speculative intellect, as an
anthropological reality full of normative meaning. But great care
should be employed here: this normativeness is not deduced from
or read in a nature that is “in front of” knowing man—on the
contrary, it is the original normativeness of practical reason itself
which, due to its location within the dynamics of the natural
inclinations, explains itself through natural judgments on the
human good. These last form an original, irreducible, and
fundamental experience. It is an experience in which
simultaneously the human being (the anthropological identity of
the subject) and the normative aspect of this human identity
manifest themselves.


In analyzing the level of reflection on this moral experience,
one comes to a second concept of “natural law,” not in the formal
but in the material sense. This derived concept refers solely to the
propositional contents of these judgments of practical reason and
the corresponding moral experience, which in a proper and
primary sense are the natural law. Through reflection of the
intellect on its own practical and ordering acts a habitus of forms
of normative moral knowledge is formed, which is the natural law
as a habitus of the principles and foundation of “moral science”
(this habitus of the first principles is also called synderesis).(71)
These forms of knowledge are normative articulations, or moral 	
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norms, which, in virtue of the natural way they manifest
themselves in the first judgments of practical reason, appear in the
conscience as the voice of a truth to which the subject must
subject himself, and which are applied to concrete acting through
the judgment of the conscience. I will confine myself here to this
brief reference to this question, to which I have dedicated a more
detailed exposition elsewhere.(72)


E) The Natural Law and Natural Right


	We have seen that the natural law is a combination of the
judgments of practical reason which in a preceptive or imperative
way express the good to be done and the evil to be avoided in the
sphere of the ends indicated by the natural inclinations. These
inclinations are many in number and arise from all the other strata
of the complex nature of the human person. Saint Thomas
Aquinas speaks about the inclination to conserve oneself: this is
a basic tendency, but when pursued within the order of reason it
is pursued in concordance with other needs (e.g., of justice, of
benevolence towards one’s neighbor, of respect for the common
good). “Conserving oneself,” as something contained within the
natural law, is not only the simple natural inclination in its pure
naturalness. Man is also able to sacrifice his own life for the good
of others.


	The same is applicable to the other example mentioned by St.
Thomas: the sexual inclination between a man and a woman.
Grasped by reason as a human good and made the content of a
practical judgment, the object of this inclination is more than an
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inclination found in pure nature. It is more than that which, in the
words of the Roman jurist Ulpian, “nature has taught all
animals.”(73) This natural inclination, grasped by reason and
pursued in the order of reason—at the personal level—becomes
love between two people, love with the requirement of
exclusiveness (uniqueness) and of indissoluble faithfulness
between persons (i.e., it is not mere attraction between bodies!),
persons who understand that they are united in the task of
transmitting human life. Faithful and indissoluble marriage
between two people of different sexes, united in the shared task
of transmitting human life, is precisely the truth of sexuality; it is
sexuality understood as the human good of marriage. Like all the
other forms of friendship and virtue, this specific type of
friendship, which is what marriage is, is not found “in nature.” It
is the property and norm of a moral order, to which man has
access through the natural law as an ordinatio rationis. What,
according to Ulpian, “nature has taught all animals” is certainly a
presupposition for human love as well, but it does not yet express
adequately the natural moral order to which this love belongs. As
a result, in the case of man, what “nature has taught all animals”
is not even sufficient to establish any dutifulness or normativeness.
If the animal does what its nature, endowed with a richness of
instincts, prescribes to it, it performs its function. Can the same be
said of man?


	The most important inclinations, however, arise immediately
from the spiritual nature of man. Saint Thomas mentions the
natural inclination to know the truth, in particular the truth about
God, and the natural inclination to live in society. Man naturally
flees from ignorance and tries not to offend other men. Indeed, it
is the natural law that constitutes the first notions of justice—as
of every other virtue—and that also makes possible the notion of
“natural right” (i.e., something that is “right by nature”). Any
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notion of a natural right already presupposes the active presence
or the deployment within the subject of the natural law. If the
natural law, and with it the ordinatio of practical reason, did not
form principles of justice, nothing could ever be perceived as
something that was “naturally right.” Every notion of “right”
would be derived from a positive law, whether divine (revealed),
or human. The notion of what is “right” would be nothing, as
Thrasymachus says, but the self-interest and advantage of the
strongest.(74) Not only would the condition of a “natural right” be
unthinkable, but so too would be the very concept of “right” as
“good” and as “due to somebody.”


	At times, the terms “natural law” and “natural right” are used
indistinctly and as synonyms. This, however, causes a great deal
of confusion. For the premodern tradition, the ius naturale is the
same as iustum naturale: a “right” is that which on the basis of a
certain fittingness is due to somebody. For example, in the case of
an action of buying and selling, every commodity has its price;
while the concrete price, according to St. Thomas Aquinas, can be
established in line with convention, the fact that a commodity has
a price, and thereby a “commodity-price” relationship, is natural.
To pay a price thus corresponds to the ius naturale.(75) The modern
concept of “right” is semantically somewhat different: it becomes
above all else a subjective right, a claim or right “to something.”(76)
This is what is meant by the rights of freedom and, in general,
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human rights. The ius naturale, as we find it in the Thomistic
tradition, is a given fact, a fittingness secundum naturam, the
foundation of the order of justice. The ius is specifically the object
of the virtue of justice (which is defined as the “firm and constant
willingness to give each person his due”). For this reason as well,
the terms “natural law” and “natural right” should be distin-guished. The natural law does not refer only to justice concerning
acts in relationship with other people; it regulates all the moral
virtues, including the acts that concern the agent subject himself,
like those that belong to the sphere of temperance or fortitude. 


	It is, however, of the greatest importance to underline that the
notion of “ius” is not self-founding and is not even simply “given”
in nature. Like all moral notions, the notion of right is constituted
specifically within the deployment of the natural law. What is a
“natural given fact,” which is relevant in some aspects and
presupposed for the formation of the natural law, is certain
relations of fittingness (such as, for example, the famous
coniunctio maris et feminae as a natural relation of adaequatio, or
the relationship between “commodity” and “price,” and also
many other relations of fittingness and Sachverhalte, which are
intuitively graspable “from the nature of things,” as we are taught
by the classic Roman jurists of the epoch of the Principate).(77)
However, the normativeness of these “relations of fittingness” or
adaequationes and the very notion of due (debitum) come from
practical reason, which alone is able to order these relations of
fittingness towards the end of virtue, which is the good of the
human person. Certainly, these notions come from natural reason,
and in this sense are they indeed natural. They are natural in the
same sense in which the natural law and the reason that
constitutes it are natural. Through it, all these notions that belong 
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to the order of justice are constituted. What St. Thomas states in
general regarding the relationship between law and right can also
certainly be applied to the relationship between the natural law
and natural right, that is to say, “the law is not, in a proper sense,
right, but rather that which in a certain sense ensures that what is
a right is a right.”(78)


	A natural right, therefore, is not properly a normativeness
deduced from nature or “read” in it, but rather the result of a
reading of the natural structures in the light of the principles of
the natural law. Bearing this in mind is  important in order not to
fall into a vicious circle or to become guilty of a petitio principii
when establishing arguments based upon the natural law. Notions
such as that of “something due” to one’s neighbor, of “not
offending,” of “not harming,” the notion itself of reciprocity
(expressed by the golden rule) and of equality (of which every
form of justice is a determined type) come from this natural
inclination to live in society with other men, to communicate with
them, to relate to them with acts of exchange and distribution,
etc. Without the natural law there would be no notion of “a right”
and of “something being right,” since every notion of
normativeness or dutifulness in relations between men would be
absent. At this completely fundamental level, too, “the law is not,
in a proper sense, right, but rather that which in a certain sense
ensures that what is a right is a right” applies.


Furthermore, the notion of “due” and of “right” (ius) as well,
which is inherent in every relationship of justice, is not yet
sufficient. In order that what is due can fall under the principle of
the natural law (bonum faciendum, etc.), the “right” must
manifest itself as a “good.” Indeed, St. Thomas Aquinas says that
“to give somebody what is due has the property of a good.”(79) One
needs, therefore, to trace the notion of right and due back to the
notion of good or of bonum humanum. Why is the “right” a
human good for him who in this way places himself in a
relationship with another person? Because of the golden rule, 	
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which forms part of the first principles of the natural law, and
which for its part presupposes the fundamental recognition of
another person as being “equal to me.” Such a recognition, the
foundation of every justice, is once again the work of reason.(80)


IV. To Understand the Natural Law in the Context of
Ethics of the Virtues


	I am convinced that from the Thomistic conception of the
natural law are derived a multitude of consequences of great
importance and fruitfulness for moral philosophy, in terms of
both its basic approach and its internal structure.(81) Here I will
concentrate on some aspects that appear to me of particular
pertinence in the present context.


A) The Natural Law and the Ethics of the Virtues
	Were we to dismiss the rather simplistic idea that the natural
law is simply a conjunction of norms to be read in a natural order
that is “in front of our eyes” and to realize, instead, that the
natural law is specifically something constituted in the natural
judgments of the natural reason of each man, we would then
understand better that the natural law is really “written and
engraved” in the human soul. We would recognize as well the
ontological meaning of the natural law, namely, that it is an
expression of human nature and the moral order rooted in this
nature. Indeed, this law brought forth by the practical reason of
the subject is specifically human nature in its normative dynamics:
it is simultaneously the self-possession of the subject—a real
autonomy, which is participated theonomy—and an objective
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norm which, in the face of the moral conscience, imposes itself
with the force and the authority of truth.


	To conceive of the natural law, as St. Thomas Aquinas does, as
a set of natural principles of practical reason opens up the road to
understanding the intimate connection between the precepts of
the natural law and the moral virtues. Indeed, the moral virtues,
too, are essentially a type of ordinatio rationis: as habitus they are
the order of reason, “sealed and imprinted” in the concupiscible
(temperance) and irascible (fortitude) inclinations and in the
rational appetite called “will” (justice).(82) Given that man is
essentially formed by a rational soul, he has a “natural inclination
to act according to reason,” and this is to live the virtues whose
acts are, therefore, imposed by the natural law.(83) The moral
virtues are the fulfilment of the natural law at the level of
concrete acting since they are the habitus of choosing what is
good for man at a concrete level.(84) For this reason, the precepts
of the natural law are precisely the principles of prudence.(85) The
“truth of subjectivity,” of which the natural law at the level of the
principles is the foundation, is ultimately guaranteed through the
possession of the moral virtues, whose function, as Aristotle
taught us, lies in ensuring that there appears as good to the subject
that which is also good according to truth.(86) The individual virtues
do this by deploying the “appetitive” part of the human being, the
sense tendencies, and the will, according to the requirements of
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reason. In this way, the secundum rationem agere,(87) founded in
the natural law, is fulfilled in the moral virtues, which also
manifest their function of giving full efficacy to the natural law.
The intimate nexus between the natural law and moral virtue
makes clear why it is that vice is one of the principal causes of the
obscuring of the natural law in man. The Thomistic conception
thus opens the road to an approach in ethics and moral theology
that is centered not simply on the “law” but rather on the virtues.


B) The Permanence of the Natural Law and Contemporary
Questions of Respect for Human Life


	At the present time there is no absence of voices that affirm
that the natural law, and with it respect for natural right, has
fallen into oblivion or has become irrelevant both for individuals
and for political society and the laws on which that society is
based. In this view, the lack of respect for, and even the denial of,
the natural law is to be found in the widespread diffusion of
contraceptive practices, abortion, and technologies of reproduc-tion (which give rise to the serious problem of human embryos
frozen while “waiting” to be used in a “useful” way, the attempts
to use them for the attaining of stem cells for medical research,
therapeutic cloning, etc.).


	In my opinion, this diagnosis is not entirely correct. It seems to
me important to test it well in order that the subsequent treatment
be well chosen. Indeed, if one were to argue that the natural law
is a given fact, which is easily and by self-evidence decipherable
in the “nature of things” in such a way that those who are not
capable, or deny the existence, of such a “law of nature” would be
mere deniers of an evident truth, then the only therapy would be
to attempt to overcome them through an insistent affirmation of
what they deny. This seems logical: the person who denies what
is evident and intuitively knowable should not be answered with
arguments but rather with blame, rebukes, and indignation.
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	I think, however, that things are infinitely more complex. I do
not believe that our contemporaries deny what is evident and
intuitively knowable. I do not believe, therefore, that they speci-fically deny the fundamental precepts of the natural law. Indeed,
in relation to what is evident (viz., the first precepts of the natural
law), there is at the present time a surprising consensus. This
consensus bears witness to the presence of the natural law in the
consciences of men. Otherwise, the fact that forms of behavior
such as killing innocent people, adultery, lying or theft, hating
one’s neighbor, envy, rash judgments, defamation, and many
similar things are generally seen as being dishonest would be
incomprehensible. Obviously, this does not change the fact that in
reality innocent people are killed, slander is used for private and
public purposes, and theft, hatred, and defamation and so many
other kinds of injustice are commonplace. But this, because of
human wickedness and weakness, has always been the case. Right
up until our days, these forms of behavior have always been
disapproved of by people who are regarded as being endowed
with healthy judgment. Without the effective presence of the
natural law in the hearts of men this would not be possible, and
indeed the very notions of “adultery,” “murder,” “lying,” “theft,”
etc., all of which imply that a person possesses a concept of
“justice,” which itself is a work of the natural law, would not be
possible.


	It is certainly true that in contemporary culture there exists a
widespread tendency to reject, in principle, an “objective” and
universal morality. This phenomenon of ethical individualism and
subjectivism at a personal level, is, however, linked to another
that from certain points of view is in opposition to it: today in
public life and in the assessment of both individual and
institutional human action in the social, political, and economic
fields, more than at any previous time in history, moral norms
(under the name of “human rights”) which declare themselves to
be universal and impose themselves with the force of their
objective value, are considered the obligatory point of reference.
This seems to be another sign of the fact that the natural law is far
from having fallen into oblivion.
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	On the other hand, even among the many defenders of the
existence of a natural law there are discordant opinions as to what
its contents really are—that is to say, as to what human reason
naturally points out to us as being “good” and “a matter of duty.”
A consensus exists only at the level of the most important shared
and specific precepts. But there exists a whole level of so-called
“remote” precepts which, according to St. Thomas, are difficult
to understand for most men, and which, in his view, can be
understood without error only by “the wisest.”(88) Indeed, it is at
this level that there exist among believers and nonbelievers alike
great differences of opinion. Issues such as contraception, divorce,
even abortion from certain aspects (i.e., when it is practiced with
a contraceptive mentality),(89) the prohibition of therapeutic
cloning or in vitro fertilization, are, from the point of view of the
“natural law,” rather remote subjects, whose intrinsic moral
quality is at times difficult to perceive. On the other hand, it is
easy for everyone, even today, to understand the disordered
character of killing, of adultery, of lying and of theft, of hatred
for one’s neighbor, of envy, of rash judgments, of defamation,
etc.—forms of behavior and inner attitudes to which the principal
precepts of the natural law refer.


	With technological progress the possibilities of intervening in
nature—in that which is “given” and presupposed—are constantly
increasing. The power of man is being extended to what in past
periods was simply something to be accepted as “natural” or as
“immutable” and that presented itself to man in the form of a
destiny to which he had to bend in docile fashion. We now have
the power to change—at least in many aspects—the “human
condition,” to modify it in line with our perspectives (which are
not necessarily illicit) of happiness and well-being (one may think
here of reproductive technology, genetics, etc.). Finally, in
modern society the autonomy of the individual has grown to an
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extent that it never had before. The identity of persons is not
inexorably defined in terms of determined social roles, which are
preestablished for insertion into a specific historical, social, or
family context. At the level of principle, this process should be
regarded as a great gain. But it is logical that this development
also renders certain absolute moral prohibitions (at least as
regards their social utility) less intelligible. Where the social
context no longer predefines determined roles for every
individual person or for groups of people (defined, e.g., according
to their sex) it becomes more difficult to understand certain moral
values and norms which in the past were supported by the
processes of socialization and the general configuration of society
and by the constrictions imposed by the shared circumstances of
life.


	Let us take a contemporary example: experimentation on
human life for beneficial motives, such as the treatment of
illnesses, has always been a dream of men, and not only of
scientists. Today it seems that we are able to do this, and the
pressure to do so increases not because the natural law is no
longer recognized but because the power of man over nature has
increased, generating challenges hitherto unknown.


	The person who today opts for experimentation on human
embryos and in this contexts affirms emphatically that an embryo
is not yet a being with the dignity and the rights of a human
person, does not deny the natural law but specifically (albeit
implicitly) confirms it. In fact, he does not want to exploit a
human person for a good end, and thus is forced to deny that an
embryo has the status of a person. The error here is not connected
with the natural law. It is not properly an error of practical
knowledge, but is first of all an error of a theoretical kind. The
case in question involves an erroneous statement about reality—an
error of metaphysical anthropology which certainly causes a grave
injustice (viz., the exploitation of certain human individuals for
the benefit of other people). Nobody wishes to advocate that the
personal dignity of some human beings may be licitly violated in
order to benefit the majority; this would clearly contradict the
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natural law. Instead, one simply denies these human beings the
status of a person, so as to “exempt” them from what natural law
commands.


	In other cases, however, such an error can be due to a real and
proper act of discrimination arising from an unjust will which
searches above all else for its own well-being, self-determination,
or the achievement of personal project—often perhaps licit but
pursued at the expense of other people. In this context of
injustice, the error of not recognizing the dignity and the rights of
unborn human beings, even in the embryonic form of human life,
expresses itself as an authentic practical error—that is to say, as
injustice.(90) To be habitually involved in such an error causes the
obscuring of the natural law in one’s own heart, and gradually
renders ineffective the light of natural reason in guiding one’s
own action towards the true good of man.


	To appeal to the self-evidence of the natural law, or natural
right, cannot be of great help for those people who are in this way
involved in evil. At the same time, those who out of good faith or
simple ignorance (or the pressures of the environment in which
they live) need to be instructed in the truth will find appeals to
presumed forms of self-evidence which are not forthcoming
(except in certain conditions) insufficient. In other words, very
many, perhaps the majority, of the moral problems that are
disputed today refer to matters that one would say have to do
with precepts of the natural law that are rather “remote.” At this
level, there is no self-evidence. The inventive process of natural
reason can be seriously misled by the concrete forms of con-ditioning to which the subject is exposed in his social environ-ment, by his biographical or cultural context, and by the pressures
and material constraints of the world of work. One may think
here, for example, of children and young people who grow up in
a society in which divorce and thus “articulated” families
(“children with four parents,” etc.) have become the norm. In
such a situation appeals to self-evidence cannot be of much help. 
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One wants on the one hand arguments, and on the other (for
those people who have the grounding to accept it), instruction by
means of a recognized authority.


	But this is not all. It should also be mentioned that the self-evidence of certain requirements of the natural law can be
justified only in the context of Christian faith and with the grace
that is conferred within the context of a Christian life to live out
all the requirements of the natural moral order within the
perspective of the mystery of the Cross. This order, even though
it is in itself intelligible to everyone, includes for the actual
existing man some difficulties and has at times a paradoxical
character that renders the human good unintelligible. Only in the
light of the faith does the natural law also recover all its
intelligibility and humanity. This is not because it is in itself not
rationally knowable, but because outside the order of the
redemption this intelligibility can often seem illusory and even a
burden. It may seem to involve inhuman requirements that are
incompatible with the desire for happiness inserted into the
human heart.(91) Moreover, for the natural law to reveal itself as a
part of that truth which makes us free, what is needed is a patient
work of diffusion of good, and of the light of faith, and a
subsequent permeation of social structures with the spirit of
Christ.
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Preface


This essay proposes a reconsideration of the teaching of St.
Thomas Aquinas regarding the nature of moral intention,
and of the object of the moral act. The occasion for
rethinking this doctrine is what I consider to be errors about
intention and the moral object latent within Cajetan’s account of
self-defense by private citizens in his commentary on the Summa
Theologiae of St. Thomas Aquinas—errors that have recently
become a full-fledged explicit doctrine in the works of John
Finnis, Germain Grisez, and Joseph Boyle. 


	In a recent article in The Thomist,(1) these authors seek to
illustrate their action theory with the prime example of cranio-tomy. I will first briefly consider craniotomy, and indicate two
criticisms that I will pursue through the rest of the paper. Then I
will follow the thread of these authors’ argument back to John
Finnis’s account of killing in self-defense, and even further to the
standard account of double effect and killing in self-defense most
prominently articulated by Cajetan in his commentary on St.
Thomas’s treatment of the matter in STh II-II, question 64, article
7. Following this I will set forth the outline of an account of 
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intention, the moral object, and double effect that contrasts
sharply both with the standard schema derived from Cajetan and
with the new natural law theory. Both as a systematic account,
and as an interpretation of the teaching of Aquinas, this outline
seems to me to be superior.


I. The Article 


To illustrate their analysis of intention and the moral object,
Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle select the case of craniotomy. They
write: “What matters is whether the killing is brought about as an
end sought (obviously not) or as a chosen means—in other words,
whether it is the object, in the sense defined in Veritatis splendor,
of the act of the surgeon who performs the craniotomy.” They
point out that the species of the moral object is distinct from the
merely natural species of an act, because the moral character of an
act cannot be reduced to its merely physical character. Here the
authors rightly cite Thomas:



  
As Aquinas regularly puts it, the species of a human act, which
(when measured by reason’s requirements) settles the moral
character of the act as good or bad, right or wrong, is not its
species in genere naturae (in the order of nature) but its species in
genere moris (in the order of human deliberating and choosing).(2)


  



As the saying has it, the man who pushes an elderly lady into
the way of an oncoming motor car and the one who pushes her
out of the way are both men who push old ladies around. The
physical character of the act isn’t enough to provide us with its
moral type or species. But here the authors press even further.
They quote Stephen Brock’s criticism of their teaching in a
footnote. Brock writes as follows:



  
Thomas’s view would allow us to suppose that the surgeon is not
aiming at the fetus’s death, not crushing the skull in order that the
fetus die. But—also on Thomas’s view—regardless of his further
aim, his act is aimed at producing the crushed skull of an innocent
person; and surely it is to that extent unjust… . 
  




 

page 47



  

How unjust is it? Well, what is the value of an intact skull? The
person’s life depends on it.(3)


  



The authors comment:



  
But Brock fails to show that the object of the surgeon’s chosen act
is better described as “producing the crushed skull of an innocent
person” than as “cranium-narrowing for the purposes of removal
from the birth-canal”—a description he set aside as “a merely
abstract description” or “redescribing.”(4)


  



Yet how we describe the act does not alter the factual proposition
that directly to crush the fetus’s skull is by this means to kill him. 


In the more standard account indebted to Cajetan, it is cus-tomary to distinguish craniotomy from the removal of a cancerous
gravid uterus by pointing out that the latter act does not directly
kill the fetus, and that the uterus in this case would need in any
event to be removed in order to save the mother’s life. So often
a distinction is made between indirect killing—the type of act in
which the cancer-ridden fetus is indirectly caused to die—and
direct killing, for example by crushing the skull in craniotomy.
Opposing this customary view, Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle argue
that 



  

this difference does not show that craniotomy is direct killing. A
counter-example makes this clear. All those acts of self-defense of
the kind that Aquinas shows need involve no intent to kill and no
direct killing are nonetheless performed “upon” the person
killed.(5)


  



Here they believe they have found a pivotal point of connection
between the traditional view of intention and moral object in the
case of self-defense and their own general account. This is the
launching pad of their defense.


Responding to a different critic for whom, again, the issue of
“redescription of the act” is central, they argue that
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What counts for moral analysis is not what may or may not be
included in various descriptions that might be given by observers,
or even by acting persons reflecting on what they have done, but
what is or is not included within a proposal developed in
deliberation for possible adoption by choice. Only the truthful
articulation of that proposal can be a description that specifies an
act for the purposes of moral analysis. Our contention, which
Flannery fails to discuss, much less refute, is that when someone
chooses to do a craniotomy on a baby to save his or her mother’s
life in an obstetrical predicament, the morally relevant description
of the act would not include killing the baby.(6)


  



II. Response


At this juncture I want to unveil two criticisms which I will
pursue throughout the rest of my remarks. First, while the moral
species cannot be reduced to the physical species, neither can the
nature or physical species of the act be excluded as one of the
essential causal elements in determining the moral species,
because the nature of the deed done constitutes what St. Thomas
Aquinas calls “the matter of the act.”


In their Thomist article, Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle introduce a
whole series of examples, whose basic structure and point are
predominantly the same. In these examples, intention is construed
as a purely logical entity or proposal. But intention regards the
raw materials of our action, which are not pure logical entities,
but have a natural character. The essential matter of the act—the
physical character of what is done—cannot simply be excluded
from the object. As Thomas puts it, “The exterior action is the
object of the will, inasmuch as it is proposed to the will by the
reason, as good apprehended and ordained by the reason.”(7) So the
object of the will is the exterior act itself—under a certain ratio,
to be sure, but nonetheless truly and wholly present. The essential
matter of the act, the physical character of what is done, may not
be excluded. Else, all we need do in order to change the nature of
the object of one and the same act is to change our descriptions.
Hence in craniotomy “the baby’s death is a side effect of changing
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the dimensions of its skull”; hence Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle argue
that when one knowingly blows up an aircraft carrying passengers
in order to obtain insurance payment, “the passengers’ death,
being outside the proposal, is not intended by the bomber”; and
so on. 


One must beware of angelism regarding the moral species of
human actions. Saint Thomas Aquinas is well known for teaching
that the circumstances, object, and end of any act all contribute to
its good or evil (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 4), and that any defect in
circumstance, object, or end is sufficient to render an action bad
(STh I-II, q. 20, a. 2).(8) With respect to the object, the defect may
be in its matter or in its form. The essential matter of the act must
always be included in the moral object, and is one—albeit only
one—causal element in determining the moral species. The object
is formal with respect to the individual act but this does not mean
that its essential matter is or may be excluded from its definition.(9)


While the primary goodness of an act is derived from its object
(STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2) an accident/circumstance can augment the
good or evil of the act, and can add species to the act either by
causing a new condition to be considered in it (e.g., woundedness
in a limb making an escape effort by a prisoner to be more or less
seriously flawed), or because the circumstance becomes the object
of a further act (De Malo, q. 2, a. 6, ad 2 and ad 9). But if
circumstance is important, the essential matter of the act is even
more important. One may say that there are two aspects of any
moral action: the aspect that makes it preferred by the agent (its
relation to the end sought) and the integral nature or essential
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matter of the act without which there is no act. The moral object
of an act is the act itself—inclusive of its essential matter or
integral nature—under the ratio of its order to the end sought: it
is not solely and simply that ratio apart from the essential matter
or integral nature of the act.


My second criticism is that these authors’ use of “intention” as
a univocal concept indifferently regarding end and means blurs in
their account the fundamentally analogous character of intention
in the work of Aquinas. This is to say that while the species
derived from the end contains the species derived from the object
(i.e., when the object is naturally ordered to the end), nonetheless
intention most formally and chiefly regards the end, and choice
the means. In other words, what is simply intended is distinct
from what is not simply intended. In the normative case wherein
the moral object is naturally ordered to the end, the most formal,
defining, containing species of the act is derived from the end
(which is simply intended) and the species derived from the object
is merely a determination of this species and is contained within
it. 


What is praeter intentionem then is not necessarily “accidental”
vis-à-vis the species of the intention, because most formally and in
the normative case the species of the object is an essential
determination of the species of the end. Rather what is praeter
intentionem may be accidental vis-à-vis the simple intention
itself—as it is accidental to a trip as such that it be an automotive
trip, and the automotive “character” of the action is contained
within and defined by the ratio of “trip to grandfather’s house”
rather than, say, contained within and defined by the ratio of
“demolition derby.” The selfsame element can simultaneously be
essentially contained within the defining moral species of an act
and praeter intentionem in the sense of being per accidens with
respect to the simple intention of the end. This is just to say that
there are two senses of praeter intentionem.


Hence it is completely consistent to hold (1) that the object is
not praeter intentionem, because its species is contained by the
species derived from the end, while (2) holding the doctrine—
which St. Thomas Aquinas explicitly holds—that most formally
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and properly intention of the end is distinct from choice of the
means and that the moral object is not the end. This makes clearer
a case like that of deliberately lethal self-defense, in which a lethal
act is contained within a defensive species because under the
circumstances it is naturally proportioned to the end of defense,
and wherein (1) the killing is not the object of simple intention
while (2) it is chosen and willed as means and contained within
the object of the moral act.


As St. Thomas states, “Just as intention regards the end, so
does choice regard the means.”(10) Only by extension of the proper
sense of “intention” are the means spoken of as intended. One
intends the end simpliciter as a condition of intending the end-through-the-means, such that the end is always what primarily is
intended and the object is intended derivatively or in a secondary
sense.


III. Self-Defense by Private Citizens


These two problems (removing the matter of the act from the
moral object, and losing sight of the analogical nature of
intention) are especially prominent in Finnis’s treatment of the
issue of killing in self-defense.(11) In his book Aquinas,(12) Finnis
considers the deliberate choice of lethal means where no other
means are available for self-defense to be merely a side-effect of
the morally good intention of self-defense. He also argues that life
is the subject of an exceptionless immunity from “every form of
action done, by any private person whatsoever, with intent to
destroy or even to damage that life.”(13) In other words, Finnis
considers private killing (or even private harming) to be
intrinsically evil, something that cannot morally be intended
either as means or as end. Finnis writes about this view that:
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It does no more than state the conditions on which one can
rationally affirm that there are some kinds of acts (identifiable
without using moral qualifications such as ‘unjust’, ‘careless’,
‘excessively damaging’) which must be excluded from one’s
further deliberations and choices, whatever the circumstances (in
omnnem eventum).(14)


  



But if killing or even harming must be excluded from one’s
deliberations whatever the circumstances, then one cannot
deliberately choose to use lethal means in self-defense. Finnis
nonetheless wishes to defend the acceptability of deliberate use of
deadly force in self-defense where no other proportionate means
may be found to safeguard the innocent. As he puts it:



  
Have I then no right to resist the vicious or insane killer’s attack?
On the contrary, I can rightly resist the attack, preserving myself
(or one or more others) by using whatever means are reasonably
necessary for, and part and parcel of, repelling it. I do not lose
this right just because I can foresee that these means will probably
or even certainly have as their side-effect the assailant’s death. For
in doing what I do, I need not—and must not—be intending to
kill (or indeed harm). I can—and should—be intending and
choosing no more than to do what it takes to stop the attack
(repellendi iniuriam). That is the object {obiectum; finis} or
purpose of my acting; and the effect on my assailant’s life is a
side-effect, outside the intention {praeter intentionem} or set of
intentions from which the action gets its per se character as a
morally assessable act.(15)


  



Yet if it is exceptionlessly prohibited either deliberately to kill
or to harm, whether as end or as means, then the deliberate
choice of such means when only these means are proportioned to
the end of stopping an unjust assault must be evil. Finnis wishes
to hold the premise but not the conclusion. So he suggests that in
these cases the killing is a mere side-effect of a good end. In fact,
he goes so far as to say even of the attempt to assassinate Hitler,
and of killing in time of warfare, that these manifest merely a
desire to incapacitate. He treats even the aggressive killing
characteristic of warfare and assassination as mere side-effects of
self-defense. 


The difference here with St. Thomas is not in Finnis’s desire to
affirm that deliberate use of lethal force in self-defense may be
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permissible. The problem is threefold: first, in regard to Finnis’s
affirmation—quite contrary to St. Thomas’s teaching —that life
is exceptionlessly immune from every form of action done by a
private party with intent to destroy or damage it; second, in the
complete evisceration of the matter of the act of lethal defense;
and third, in his reduction of the character of the moral object to
“the purpose of my acting,” which misconstrues the nature of
intention. By contrast, according to St. Thomas, for an act to be
good, it must be so both in regard to the end, and with respect to
its due matter and circumstances. (16)


IV. The View of Cajetan(17)


On the older view of Cajetan—evident in his commentary on
the passage about self-defense in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7—it is also
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true that killing in defense is a “side-effect” or consequence of a
good act. A defensive act which otherwise will not occur is viewed
as efficiently “triggered” by the onslaught of an unjust assault. 


On Cajetan’s account the defender does not seek to kill as an
end, unlike the executioner (the killing is an essential part of the
penalty whose just imposition is an end of the executioner’s
preparation and action), nor even as a means. Although the citizen
does use a lethal means, this use is actually conceived as a
consequence of the defense called for by the unjust assault. Thus,
in those cases where only a lethal means suffices to stop the
assault, the lethality is considered not direct but indirect, an
unintended by-product of one’s defense.


Cajetan argues as follows in interpreting STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7:



  
For the end and the means to the end fall under intention, as is
clear with a doctor who intends health through a draught or diet.
But that which as consequence follows from the necessity of the
end does not fall under intention, but arises existing outside the
intention, as is clear from the weakening of the body that follows
from healing medicine. Likewise in two different ways it may be
licit to kill, that of the public person and the private: for the
public person, as for instance a soldier, orders the death of the
enemy as a means to the end subordinated to the common good
as is said in the text, but the private person does not intend to kill
that he may be saved, but intends to save himself not depriving
himself in defense—even though the death of the other should
necessarily follow from this defense. And so in this way the latter
(the private person) kills per accidens, while the former (the public
officer) kills per se.


  



Surely in a sense it is true that lethality is not essential to the
simple intention of the end of defense, for defense as such does
not always require use of a lethal means. But since in the case
where the moral object is by nature ordered to the end the species
derived from the object is contained within the species derived
from the end, it is by no means clear that lethality as such cannot
specify an act that is defensive in its intent. That something be
accidental vis-à-vis the simple intention of the end does not signify
that it is accidental with respect to the object, just as traveling by
car is accidental vis-à-vis the simple intention to travel, but is not
accidental to a car trip. Yet Cajetan seems to consider homicide in
defense never as a means required by just defense, but only as a
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consequence of such defense—hence his adducing of the line “that
which as consequence follows from the necessity of the end does
not fall under intention.” If by “consequence” we mean to include
the idea of means, then—since in such a case as defense the
species of the object is contained within the species of the
end—the lethal act may be said to follow from the end of defense
or to be a consequence of it. But he puts consequence outside
intention, and also comments that “the end and the means to the
end fall under intention”—which properly understood is quite
true. So it would seem that on his account we do not have the
option of viewing a private citizen’s deliberate choice of a lethal
means of defense as a “consequence” or of just killing in defense
as ever including lethality within the moral object. The problem
here is also that Cajetan’s explicit comparison is between the
soldier or public person who kills as a means to the end
subordinated to the common good, and the private person “who
does not intend to kill that he may be saved.” “Intent” in this
passage—given the phrase “that he may be saved” (“non intendit
occidere, ut seipsum salvet”)—seems to refer to intention of the
means, rather than to the more formal sense of intention as
chiefly and properly regarding the end. Yet, to the contrary: in
some cases it seems that precisely what happens is that a defender
kills for the sake of achieving a defense. That is to say, in some
cases only a lethal act is such, qua lethal, as to achieve the effect
of defense, and so for this reason it is deliberately chosen as such
rather than merely following in the way that consequences follow.
In such a case the lethal act appears to be both defensive and a
means.


The whole well-known schema of double effect that comes
largely as a gloss upon Cajetan’s construction of Thomas’s
teaching about self-defense by private parties is well known. An
act must be good in object, end, and circumstance, but it may have
two effects, one good and one evil. The evil effect cannot be the
cause of the good effect, nor can the good effect be trivial and the
evil effect be great, if the act is to be moral. This schema has been
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applied to everything from medical ethics to modern warfare to
the issue of self-defense. 


On this account, the deliberate use of a lethal means is not only
considered to be a side-effect, but as a corollary it is held not to
be part of the object of the act performed.(18) According to this
traditional Cajetanian schema, if the killing in self-defense were
included in the object of the act, it would be direct and therefore
would in the proper sense of the term be intended. For the
Cajetanian schema this would violate the principle that a private
citizen may never intend to kill. Thus both in the traditional
schema and in the new natural law theory propounded by Finnis,
Grisez, and Boyle, intention seems to be treated as indifferently
embracing end and means.


On both these points of similarity with the new natural law
theory (that just killing in self-defense is never to be included
within the moral object of the defensive act, and that intention
indifferently embraces end and means), I believe the traditional
schema to be either misleading or incorrect, and hence I judge the
new natural law theory to be even more seriously in error, both
as a speculative account and as an account of the doctrine of St.
Thomas. Now we will consider St. Thomas’s actual account of
legitimate killing by private parties in justifiable defense, and in
this consideration show the basis for rejecting these two points. 


V. St. Thomas’s Teaching about Killing by Private Parties 


in Legitimate Self-Defense


A) Intention, Praeter Intentionem, and Species


Contrary both to the traditional schema and the new natural
law theory, I believe that it is clear from St. Thomas’s teaching in
STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 that he means that it is wrong for a private
citizen ever to intend to kill as an end (e.g., in the way an 	
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executioner kills).(19) Thomas does say that “as it is unlawful to take
a man’s life, except for the public authority acting for the
common good, as stated above, it is not lawful for a man to intend
killing a man in self-defense, except for such as have public
authority.”(20) This passage is often read as indicating the wrong-ness of choosing to kill the aggressor as a means of self-defense.
Such a reading must regard “intention” as pertaining properly to
the object as such rather than to the end—a conclusion I consider
misleading. 


One serious argument supporting this common conclusion is
that in this article Thomas is using “intentio” not in its narrower
technical meaning, according to which “intentio” (intention of the
end) is opposed to “electio” (choice of the means), but in the
sense of “purpose” or “proposal,” in a way that includes the
means. Accordingly, “praeter intentionem” or “apart from inten-tion” might be taken to mean “unintentional” in the sense of
being outside both the end and the moral object. Understood in
this manner, Thomas’s words at the beginning of STh II-II, q. 64,
a. 7 would indicate that he does not use the term in the meaning
he insists upon so clearly and formally elsewhere. The critical
lines to be interpreted are as follows:



  
Nothing hinders one act from having two effects, only one of
which is intended, while the other is beside the intention. Now
moral acts take their species 
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according to what is intended, and not according to what is beside
the intention, since this is accidental.(21)


  




Thus the following argument could be brought against my
emphasis on intention as belonging chiefly to the end: if Thomas
referred the words that “moral acts take their species according to
what is intended, and not according to what is beside the
intention” to “intentio” in the proper sense of the willing of the
end, this could be taken to suggest that moral acts never receive
their moral species from what is chosen as a means, but only from
the end to which the intention refers. And a view that removes the
species of the object from the moral equation is more suggestive
of the view of Abelard—which ignores the moral species of the
object—than of a proper explanation of the text at hand.


Yet, to the contrary, the above-quoted lines of St. Thomas
about the species of actions deriving from what is intended should
be understood in relation to two essential points: (1) his teaching
that when the object is naturally ordered to the end the moral
species derived from the end is the defining species; and (2) his
clear teaching that in the case of just lethal defense by a private
party the lethal act of defense is naturally ordered to the end of
just defense such that there is only one defining and formally
containing species, and that is the species of defense derived from
the end.


With respect to the first point, there are only two possible
cases: either the object is by its nature ordered to the end, or it is
not. In the first case there is but one defining species and that is
derived from the end, of which the species of the object is an
essential determination. Thomas compares the species derived
from the end in this case to a genus and the species derived from
the object to a specific difference—but the specific difference is
contained within the genus. In the second case, in which the
object by its nature is not ordered to the end, the object has a 	
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separate means-end structure that is accidental vis-à-vis the further
end, just as theft is accidental to adultery. In such a case, one is
looking at two acts and two species.(22) This separate means-end
structure is itself either one in which the means is not naturally
ordered to the end—and hence the means presents yet another
separate means-end structure—or else one in which the means is
naturally ordered to the end. But if it is the latter, then the species
derived from the end is most formal and defining, and once again,
the species derived from the object is an essential determination
of it. 


In the case wherein the object is naturally proportioned to the
end, the species of the object is contained within the more formal
species derived from the end. This is not Abelardian. The problem
with Abelard’s position consists in its failure to acknowledge that
certain types of actions are by nature ordered to the end
deficiently irrespective of their further ordering. That is, the
Abelardian position denies the natural moral teleology of each act,
looking only to the larger end (or at times even consequence) of
an act, rather than considering each act in its natural moral
teleology. In St. Thomas’s view, by contrast, a relation and pro-portion to the end is included in the object of the external act
(STh I-II, q. 18, a. 4, ad 2), and by nature the end is most formal.


In Thomas’s analysis of moral action, the typical case is one in
which the object is naturally ordered to the end. There are indeed
composite act-structures composed of distinct acts for some
general purpose, as with the example of theft ordered to adultery.
In this latter case, the nature and end of theft is understood, and
added to this is the further ordering of this act to another act with
a distinct species (adultery) so that there are two species—each
derived from the end of the respective act—one of which per
accidens is “for the sake of” the other. And in this case the species
from the end of theft is less formal than that from the end of
adultery, because per accidens the first is for the second. But the
per se is prior to the per accidens, and even this composite analysis
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requires prior understanding of the per se structure of the moral
act, which is that of an object naturally ordered to an end. Thus
the dictum that moral acts receive their species from that which
is intended (”Morales autem actus recipiunt speciem secundum id
quod intenditur”) is fully compatible with the use of St. Thomas’s
standard sense of “intention” as most formally regarding the end. 


Since the moral object is always defined as contained within
the species of its proper end, it is never praeter intentionem in the
sense of being outside the species of its proper end (i.e., the end
to which it is naturally ordered). But in a different and more
pertinent sense, clearly the object is praeter intentionem in the
sense that the object is not the end, and it is the object that is
ordered to the end, and the species of the object is an essential
determination of the species derived from the end and not the
other way around. 


Because the moral species of objects are essential
determinations of the defining species derived from their proper
or natural ends, it is most formally quite true to say that moral
acts receive their species from that which is intended, but not
from that which is outside or apart from intention, which is per
accidens. When Thomas says that what is beside or apart from
intention is “per accidens” this “per accidens” pertains to the
simple intention as such, in the way that we might say that it is
accidental to the intention of a trip whether one drives, flies, or
takes a bus. And this is why Thomas makes the further point (in
STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7), that even if an act proceeds from a good
intention it may be unlawful if it is disproportionate to the end.
This is possible precisely because in the sense in which he is
speaking the object is “accidental” to the end, such that one must
further determine whether it be naturally ordered to the end or
not in order to judge properly of its moral species. Vis-à-vis lethal
defense, this is a way of pointing out that it is not enough for one
to know that someone chooses a lethal defense to judge its moral
species: rather, one must know and judge the relation of this
moral object to the protection of the innocent.
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The teaching of St. Thomas that the determination of the end
is formal with respect to that of the object (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 7, ad
3) is critical, and it directly pertains to what St. Thomas asserts
about the case of justified defense. Hence, to the question why it
should be licit to kill, but not to commit fornication or adultery,
as a means of defense, he replies that “It should be said that the
act of fornication or adultery is not necessarily ordered to the
conservation of life, as is the act from which at times homicide
follows.”(23) In other words, lethal defense has a natural relation to
the stopping of unjust endangering assault. Homicide “sometimes”
follows because it is accidental to defense as such that it require
homicide: but it is not accidental to this defense that it be such as
actually to require it. Granted that there are cases wherein killing
is only a consequence of a defense, there are other cases where
lethal means need be deliberately employed to defend the
innocent, and where they are employed within the generic ratio
of defense, solely because this is the only proportionate means
which can effectuate defense. Hence there is—as St. Thomas
says—one species for such an act from which homicide at times
follows, namely, the species of a defensive act. While the means
chosen is deliberately lethal, what is intended in the slaying is
defense, and the slaying is an essential determination of this act of
defense. 


Thus there are two effects of the one act: one that is properly
intended as the end of the defense (preservation of the life of an
innocent), and one that is the deliberately chosen means of
defense (a lethal act stopping—by killing—the assailant). When
the sole or most reasonable proportionate means naturally
ordered to defense is a lethal means, deliberate choice of the
lethal act is defensive (in species) while having an effect distinct
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from (or praeter) the protection of the innocent, namely, the
death of the malefactor.


B) Just Defense and the Analogical Structure of Intention


If it be granted that the above considerations remove the
objection that Thomas cannot in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 mean by
“intention” that which he normally means, then the only way to
avoid the logic of this passage is—as with the standard Cajetanian
account of defense, and also that of Finnis, Grisez, and Boyle—to
treat intention as properly and most formally pertaining to the
means. But far from intention being chiefly of the means, it is
chiefly of the end, and where the object is by its nature ordered to
the end, the most formal and defining species is derived from the
end, of which the object is an essential determination. If the end,
accordingly, is defensive—to protect the innocent—the presence
of homicide is not “intentional” because the homicide is wholly
for the sake of defense, and not for any other reason.


One naturally seeks for comparisons. The case of homicide
within justified defense should not, for example, be compared
with the case of chemotherapy, in which the treatment, which is
ordered to the killing of cancer cells, also (because it is relatively
undifferentiated) frequently results in the killing of good cells.
The former is not achieved by means of the latter; the latter
merely accompanies the former. By contrast, in certain cases of
defense in which only a lethal means may suffice to stop the
assailant, the killing of the assailant is precisely that which causes
the cessation of the assault; it is properly speaking a means
deliberately chosen because either it is the only, or at least the
most reasonable, means of stopping the assault. 


A proper medical analogy might be the following: taking an
emetic medicine which will cause the vomiting up of a poison as
the means to keep this poison from harming the patient. Here the
bad effect of vomiting (from the vantage point of general health)
is precisely what it is that causes the good effect of getting the
poison out of one’s system. The species of the object is contained
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within the species of the end (who would think a prescription for
vomiting to be a good thing simply for the sake of vomiting, as
though vomiting were a good in itself?). Homicide is permitted in
justified defense only insofar as it is either the only or the best
means to justified defense. When this is true there is no doubt that
it is naturally ordered to its end, and hence that what is intended
is not killing but defense, although killing is chosen as a means to
defense.(24)


Thus it also appears that the accounts of Finnis, Grisez, and
Boyle fail to note an important aspect of the comparison that St.
Thomas is making. An officer of the law might in some circum-stances (as has happened historically) follow instructions to “shoot
to kill” even in defense against a merely diversionary or weak
delaying tactic by a criminal band—not because of the gravity of
the threat to the officers themselves, but because should the band
succeed in escaping this would pose a threat to society at large. By
contrast, a private citizen cannot ever rightly use the occasion of
defense to seek the death of the assailant as an end, but must
pursue merely the goal of defense, forfeiting deadly means if these
are not necessary to the defensive purpose. If they are necessary,
the private citizen ought to deploy them without malice, acting
against the aggressor only for the sake of the protection of the
innocent.


Also lost in these readings is St. Thomas’s argument from the
Prima Secundae (STh I-II, q. 100, a. 8, ad 3) to the effect that:



  
The slaying of a man is forbidden in the decalogue, in so far as it
bears the character of something undue: for in this sense the
precept contains the very essence of justice. Human law cannot
make it lawful for a man to be slain unduly. But it is not undue
for evil-doers or foes of the common weal to be slain: hence this
is not contrary to the precept of the decalogue; and such a killing
is no murder as forbidden by that precept, as Augustine observes
(De Lib. Arb. i, 4).
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Thomas here refers to “lawful slaying”—that is, not only to
execution but to the kind of slaying in justified defense that courts
have always accepted as lawful.


To repeat: for St. Thomas that which primarily is spoken of as
being “intended” is the end, whereas the object of one’s external
act (which is as means to the end) is primarily spoken of by St.
Thomas qua means as “chosen.” Hence the following words of St.
Thomas:



  
Accordingly, in so far as the movement of the will is to the means,
as ordained to the end, it is called “choice”; but insofar as the
movement of the will is to the end as acquired by the means, it is
called “intention.” A sign of this is that we can have intention of
the end without having determined the means which are the
object of choice.(25) 


  



One may use the terms “end” and “intention” analogously, but in
the focal and most proper sense, as St. Thomas puts it (STh I-II,
q. 13, a. 4), “Just as intention regards the end, so does choice
regard the means”; or (STh I-II, q. 12, a. 1, ad 4): “Intention is an
act of the will in regard to the end.” The notion of intention only
can extend to means at all because and insofar as they are ordered
to an end. Because one deliberates regarding means, one does
indeed in an analogous sense intend them: they are rationally
chosen and hence ought be morally choiceworthy. But this is a
secondary and derivative sense of intention by comparison with
the primary sense, which regards the end of the external act which
is the raison d’etre of the whole. The error to be avoided is that of
treating intention as generally meant to refer globally both to
means and to end. When the will moves to the means as ordered
to the end, Thomas speaks of “choice.” That is, most properly we
choose the means as ordered toward the end. When consequently
the will moves toward the end as acquired by the means, we
intend the end through them. The choosing of the means exists in
relation to what is chiefly, properly, and formally intended, what
is intended simpliciter: the end. Hence intention has an essentially
analogical structure, and the analogy is an analogy of attribution
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or pros hen equivocation because intention is chiefly of the end.
Apart from the intention of the end there are no means and there
is no human action.


Thus read, St. Thomas teaches that a private citizen may never
intend as an end—like the executioner—to kill. Yet the private
citizen may deliberately deploy a lethal means(26) when this is the
only reasonable recourse in a just defense.(27) The proof that the
killing is not embraced as an end is that if the assailant stops the
assault or surrenders the defender does not then proceed to kill
him. The cessation of the lethal act under these circumstances
strongly contrasts with the act of the headsman, who if the first
swing does not kill will take another stroke because the act of the
executioner is ordered to exact a retributive penalty of death
essentially ordered to justice. The executioner is not conditioning
his act on something that the condemned is or is not doing at
present, but rather on the judgment of justice indicating that this
individual must suffer a penalty of death. The executioner, who
seeks to apply this penalty, does indeed as an essential element
thereof “intend” to slay, because he does indeed intend as an end
the administration of a justly lethal penalty. 


This view of the contrast between private defense and public
execution or other public slaying engages a different interpre-tation of “double effect.” For on this reading of intention, in
private defense one effect is the end sought and attained—that of
protecting life—while the other effect is precisely willed as a
means to that effect, and is apart from intention narrowly speak-ing (i.e., intention regards the end), while as pertains to species it
is not apart from intention (i.e., it is a lethal act contained within
the species of defense because it is naturally ordered to defense).(28)
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Consider the heart surgeon cutting open a victim on the
operating table. He lays open a man’s chest precisely as a means
to the intended end of repairing the man’s heart and hence
promoting his life. Were he to choose to cut open the chest as an
end simpliciter—as though it were good in itself—the act would
not be justifiable. But as ordered to the end of health it is justi-fiable.(29) The species derived from the object is contained within
the species derived from the end, and modifies it. As regards
species, the act is not praeter intentionem; the laying open of the
chest is a medical act rather than merely an act of carnage. Thus
what could never be simply intended as an end by a private
citizen—rending open a person’s chest as though it were good for
its own sake—may be intended as a means, because it lies within
the genus of medical acts: its species is medical.(30) This analysis
conforms to how persons who have needed deliberately to use
lethal means in defense actually speak: “I didn’t want to kill him”
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(i.e., there is no simple intention of killing as an end) “but he gave
me no choice” (i.e., only lethal means were objectively propor-tioned successfully to effect the end of defense).


An important distinction should be made here between a lethal
act of defense and a lethal act imposed as a judicial penalty. It is
never permissible deliberately and directly to kill an innocent
person. But the notion of innocence here is broader than that of
moral innocence. The reason why the tradition has always
permitted killing in justified defense is precisely that even when
the killed assailant is not morally responsible for his conduct, the
assailant is still not performatively innocent, not innocent of
performing aggressive and endangering acts which some are
obligated to resist by proportionate means. Unlike judicial
penalty, there is no question of assessing moral responsibility of
the assailant prior to mounting a defense, nor of calibrating one’s
resistance on the basis of the assailant’s guilt. The use of lethal
force in just self-defense is predicated not on the moral
responsibility of the assailant, but on his lack of performative
innocence. The datum that this person is, for whatever reason,
unjustly endangering others, combined with the calling of
someone to protect those endangered, yields the need for defense.
Judicial penalty essentially requires prior judgment of guilt,
whereas defense does not (and for the most part cannot) require
such judgment, but instead requires only the judgment of actual
assault and of that lack of performative innocence which pertains
to one who undertakes gravely harmful, destructive, or life-threatening actions. We justly view the following to be two
radically different cases: (1) the case of a man who only can
achieve the defense of his child by applying a knowably lethal
weapon against a madman who is not morally culpable for his
actions, and (2) a hypothetical judge who would sentence an
accused assailant to death prior to any determination of moral
guilt.


Having introduced this distinction between moral and
performative innocence, one might wonder how it applies to the
case of craniotomy. Might one defend the position of Finnis, 	
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Grisez, and Boyle on craniotomy by claiming that the fetus is not
performatively innocent, and thus that the moral norm that it is
never permissibile deliberately and directly to kill an innocent
person does not apply? On the contrary, one must maintain that
the fetus is not even possibly guilty of merely performing any
aggressive conduct that could wrongfully endanger the mother.


C) Avoiding Angelism


I have already spoken of the danger of angelism regarding the
moral object. The abstraction from the matter of the act of
defense in the Cajetanian scenario is arresting. We are encouraged
to view an act of defense as something almost efficiently caused
by the assailant whose acts call forth a defense.(31)


In this case of just lethal defense, what is the object of the act,
what is the act “about”? Saint Thomas teaches (STh I-II, q. 18, a.
2, ad 2) that “The object is not the matter ‘of which’ (a thing is
made), but the matter ‘about which’ (something is done); and
stands in relation to the act as its form, as it were, through giving
it its species.” When a defender justly deploys lethal means, the
act is about stopping an unjust assault by lethal means. Knowable
or extremely probable lethality is included in the object, as a
proper accident that materially differentiates the object of such a
defensive act owing to the gravity of the means. Finnis, Grisez,
and Boyle ask (rightly) why we ought exclude the matter of the
act in the case of the deliberate use of lethal means in defense, but
include the matter in the case of the craniotomy. The answer must
finally be that the matter should be included in each case.


VI. Conclusion 


Because the moral object is constituted in relation to reason,
the new natural law theorists treat the relation of the moral object
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to reason as though reason need not take stock of its real physical
nature. This evacuation of due matter from the moral object is a
mistake. The place where the same mistake appears prominently
in the tradition regards the nature of moral intention in a lethal
act of just defense by a private citizen. This is why Finnis, Grisez,
and Boyle make such a point of referring to the traditional
account of killing in private defense. 


The traditional schema of double-effect articulates many truths
about human action. In the form deployed by Cajetan it makes
perfect sense regarding a consequence rather than a deliberate
effect of action (and hence applies well to the case in which a
lethal means is not deliberately employed because of its unique
suitability to repulsing an aggressor, and accordingly wherein the
killing is merely a consequence of the defense rather than its
chosen means). The very effectiveness of such reasoning where it
does apply—in distinguishing mere consequences from the object
of the act—may be traced to its focus upon causal “directness,”
which indeed pertains to the matter of the act. But still it tends (as
is seen in Cajetan’s analysis of defense)—although less completely
than the new natural law theory—to treat intention as a univocal
concept indifferently applicable to both end and means. This view
of intention forgets that we can speak meaningfully of intention
even before any means has yet been either deliberated or chosen.
It forgets that intention is principally, properly, and formally of
the end, and that we speak of “intending” the means of the
external act only by analogical extension, and that this very
extension is only possible because the means are ordered to the
prime target of intention which is the end. The very reason why
the species derived from the object is contained within the species
derived from the end is that the object is naturally ordered to the
end. Yet this very datum indicates that intention must chiefly
regard the end, and only secondarily and by extension pertains to
the means. 


The argument that deliberate lethality in just defense is not
naturally ordered to defense suggests a separate means-end act
structure. While this is possible in a case of unjustified lethal 	
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action, this does not regard justified lethal defense, and is contrary
to Thomas’s teaching on the question. Hence Thomas expressly
distinguishes the case (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 7) where the moral object
is naturally a separate act to itself from that in which the object by
its very nature is ordered to the end. And Thomas expressly
affirms that the act of defense from which homicide at times
follows is naturally ordered to defense (STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, ad
4). For in the first case the moral action is contained under two
disparate moral species, while in the second case—such as killing
in self-defense—it is contained under only one. 


At times from the pursuit of the end of defense homicide will
follow—sometimes only by way of consequence, but also
sometimes because no other effective means of defense is
otherwise available, such that a lethal act is naturally proportioned
to the end of defense. The sole difference (if we are speaking of
just defensive action) is that in one case killing is required to stop
the assailant, while in the other it is not but follows only by way
of consequence. Saint Thomas’s expression about defense as “the
act from which sometimes homicide follows” (STh II-II, q. 64, a.
7, ad 4) is such as really to pertain, albeit quite differently, to each
of these cases.


In conclusion, four points stand out: first, the per se
connection of moral object and end in the normative case in
which the object is naturally proportioned to the end; second, the
need to include the essential matter of the act—its integral nature
or physical character—within the moral object under the ratio of
its order to the end (or, in other words, to renounce moral
angelism about the object); third, the analogical structure of
intention in Thomas’s teaching, in which intention is properly and
chiefly of the end, while choice is of the means, which means are
only secondarily spoken of as “intended”; and, fourth, that the
rationes of judicial punishment and of defense are fundamentally
diverse, because judicial punishment follows a judgment of moral
guilt, while defense follows a judgment of what is proportionate
in resisting attack or the per se agent of destructive action.
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The traditional account of object and end suffers from certain
anomalous topical weaknesses, which are made more systematic
in the new natural law theorists. Recognizing this permits one to
return to the flexible, powerful, and realistic account of St.
Thomas, that has much yet to teach us in the midst of
contemporary questions.(32)
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is, killing here enters into the definition of the end, by reason of the very nature of the
penalty. A friend jests that the only way in which double-effect would make sense of this
penalty would be if it were inflicted in a manner similar to Russian Roulette, and the
executioner were constrained by law to keep firing a pistol only one of whose chambers would
eventually be secretly loaded. Hence the executioner could plausibly hope each time that he
would fire a blank. This is, of course, not the way in which executions are ordered—but even
if they were so ordered with respect to the executioner, by nature this could not be true of the
choice of the judge or jury who pass sentence of death and command execution of the penalty.
These must seek the imposition of a penalty whose definition entails homicide.

[bookmark: N_20_]20. 
 STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7: “Sed quia occidere hominem non licet nisi publica auctoritate
propter bonum commune, ut ex supradictis patet; illicitum est quod homo intendat occidere
hominem ut seipsum defendat, nisi ei qui habet publicam auctoritatem.”

[bookmark: N_21_]21. 
 STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7: “nihil prohibet unius actus esse duos effectus, quorum alter solum
sit in intentione, alius vero sit praeter intentionem. Morales autem actus recipiunt speciem
secundum id quod intenditur, non autem ab eo quod est praeter intentionem, cum sit per
accidens.”

[bookmark: N_22_]22. 
Although since the one act is intended because of the other, we can say with Thomas that
the malefactor is more adulterer than thief (STh q. 18, a. 6).

[bookmark: N_23_]23. 
 STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, ad 4: “Dicendum quod actus fornicationis vel adulterii non
ordinatur ad conservationem propriae vitae ex necessitate, sicut actus ex quo quandoque
sequitur homicidium.” For obvious reasons I believe that “sequitur” should be translated as
“follows” rather than “results,” as the former includes both cases wherein lethality is not
deliberately chosen but occurs accidentally as well as those in which a lethal means is chosen
as the only proportionate means of just defense.

[bookmark: N_24_]24.  Ergo in those cases in which a lethal act is chosen because only a lethal act as such is
sufficient to the defensive purpose of stopping the assailant, the material difference of the
defensive act is its lethality. Nonetheless, inasmuch as the object is naturally ordered to its end,
the species of the object is contained within the species derived from the end: and so the moral
object is defensive in nature.

[bookmark: N_25_]25. 
 STh I-II, q. 12, a. 4, ad 3; see also STh I-II, q. 12, a. 1; STh I-II, q. 12, a. 3.

[bookmark: N_26_]26. 
 STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7.

[bookmark: N_27_]27. 
 Ibid.: “Nor is it necessary for salvation that a man omit the act of moderate self-defense
in order to avoid killing the other man” (“Nec est necessrium ad salutem ut hunc actum
moderatae tutelae praetermittat ad evitandam occisionem alterius”). In other words, if the
option is knowably either to defend effectively or to avoid killing, and the defense is just, one
deliberately chooses to defend rather than avoid killing.

[bookmark: N_28_]28.  That this is St. Thomas’s view of intention here is made quite clear in his response to the
third objection, concerning the irregularity of killing in defense by clerics. Here he notes that
“And for this reason a cleric, although he slays a man in self-defense, is irregular, even though he
intends not to kill him but to defend himself” (“Et propter hoc clericus, etiam si se defendendo
interficiat aliquem, irregularis est, quamvis non intendat interficere, sed seipsum defendere”).
One notes three crucial things: (1)Thomas defines the intention of the cleric with reference to the
end of defense and not with reference to the lethal means deliberately deployed; (2)Thomas
includes the matter of the act in the moral object—since a cleric is obligated by law not to slay,
and since slaying is in the matter of the act of deliberately lethal defense, Thomas considers the
cleric who slays in defense to be “irregular”; (3)because clerics are under a special legal
constraint not to kill, and killing is included in the moral object of the act of deliberate lethal
defense as the matter thereof, this—relative to the legal enactment—brings about a different
species. Of course, what is involved is a deliberate act. Saint Thomas comments in the response
to the third objection of the very next article that accidentally caused death contravenes the
canons only in cases where this occurs because someone is acting illicitly or without due care.
Now a cleric fleeing might accidentally cause death too even if using care, but this wouldn’t
make him irregular. What is involved is deliberately lethal defense.

[bookmark: N_29_]29. 
 The point here is not that the other version of double-effect is not useful, but that its
usefulness pertains to distinguishing consequences from the object of the act, while for the
case of deliberate choice of lethal means in defense (and for certain other cases) this version
is unavailing.

[bookmark: N_30_]30. 
 One can imagine an interlocutor asking: how can ripping open someone’s chest in bloody
fashion be medicinal? The answer needs to show the natural proportion of this act to the
medicinal end, that is, that this is an act required by and ordered to those medicinal acts in
heart surgery which cure rather than harm. Similarly, the act of lethal defense is one whose
natural proportion to the end of defense must be shown, that is, that it is an act required by
and ordered to the protection of innocents. Even then, it also must be shown not to threaten
undue harm to other innocents, nor to use force or inflict damage exceeding what is required
for an effective and sure defense.

[bookmark: N_31_]31.  The images prompted are consistent with the idea of a passive system whose triggering
occurs while the owner may be asleep. But were the assailant efficiently charged with one’s
defense, there would be none, because he seeks to victimize the defender. He bears final
responsibility for his own harm, but he is not a suicide: an act of defense is called for.

[bookmark: N_32_]32. 
 I have been happy to discover that, in essentials, this is also the interpretation held by the
great Dominican commentator Francisco de Vitoria—the founder of international law—in his
commentary on the Secunda Secundae. Speaking of defense, he follows Thomas in
underscoring the difference between choice and intention. As intention pertains to the end,
he argues that where there is a defensive end, no simple desire to kill, and no other
proportionate means of defense save a lethal means, one may in a just defense deliberately
deploy the lethal means. The lethal act that is necessary to defense is licit to will but not to
intend (defense must be the intention). Hence Vitoria writes: “Si enim qui se defendit non
habeat alia arma sino un arcabuz, tunc clarum est quod non potest se defendere nisi
occidendo. Ergo etiam licet velle occidere. Et quando ultra arguitur: ergo licet intendere: nego
consequentiam, quia differentia est inter electionem et intentionem, quia intentio est ejus quod
per se intentum est us finis. Sic ergo non licet propter se intendere mortem alterius, sed solum
facere totum quod probabiliter potest ad defensionem suam. Sic etiam infirmus propter
salutem vult abscindere brachium, sed non hoc intendit, cum non vellit de per se quod
abscindatur brachium. Et breviter, ne in hoc maneat scrupulus, dicimus quod totum quod est
necessarium ad defensionem, totum illud licet velle, sed non intendere” (Francisco de Vitoria,
O.P., Commmentarios a la Secunda secundae de Santo Tomas, Tomo III: De Justitia [q. 57-66], ed. Beltran de Deredia, O.P., Biblioteca de Teologos Espanoles, volume 4, dirigida por
los Dominicos de las Provincias de Espana). I am indebted for this discovery to the congenial
erudition of Dr. John Boyle of the University of St. Thomas.
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When the same human action is considered from different
perspectives, one can describe it and assess its value in
quite different ways. The actions of giving food to a
person in need or taking the wallet of a stranger can be described
in their ontological dimension as having a certain being, to be
characterized as motion, belonging to the categories of quality,
quantity, and location. The actions can also be described in their
natural and biological dimension as moving one’s hands and
fingers in a certain way, caused by the contraction of the muscles
which in turn proceeds from stimuli in the nervous system.
Finally, they can be considered in their moral dimension: What is
the person doing? Why is he or she doing it? Is the action good or
bad? Is the agent responsible for this act?


	Moral philosophers are interested in considering actions from
this last perspective. Thus, they ask two main questions. First,
what constitutes the specifically moral character of actions?
Second, how can one assess the moral value of an action?


	In medieval thought, deeds have a moral quality insofar as they
are [bookmark: OLE_LINK2]performed deliberately and freely. In other words, morally
relevant acts arise from reason and will.(1) But actions are not
judged on the basis of the agent’s disposition alone, that is, his
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reason and will, but also on the basis of the action itself and of
what it accomplishes. In other words, the agent, the action, and
the effects are taken into account. The difficulty, however,
consists in conceiving these subjective and objective factors as a
unity and to assess their specifically moral character.


	In this paper I will study different medieval explanations of
moral goodness in relation to the principles from which the moral
quality arises. Special attention will be given to the importance
that each author attributes to the end of the agent (i.e., to the
reason why he acts). The end is either superior or subordinate to
the object of the action (i.e., what the person is doing), and the
various authors studied here hold different views about which one
of the two is more significant for moral action. When a moral
theory focuses mainly on the object of the act, the moral value of
actions is assessed primarily from the perspective of the action
itself. By contrast, when the end of the action occupies the central
role, moral goodness is considered principally from the viewpoint
of the agent. A single moral theory may consider both per-spectives, but which perspective predominates has crucial
consequences.


	The purpose of this paper is to show how Aquinas develops an
ethic that puts the agent at the center of morality, by considering
the end as the chief factor in moral actions. Consequently, at its
very foundation, Aquinas’s moral theory understands moral action
as human action. By contrast, if ethics focuses primarily on the
object and considers the end an accidental feature of the act, it
threatens to limit itself to the question of what is allowed and
what is not. Yet each person desires to know primarily why to do
things rather than what to do. When I know why to do
something, I then become interested in what is the most fitting
action to accomplish the end.


	In addition to looking at Aquinas, I will consider Abelard,
Lombard, Albert, and Duns Scotus—partly in order to put
Aquinas’s account into its historical context and partly in order to
contrast the differences between them and Aquinas.
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	I will discuss the authors in historical sequence and study the
position of each by, first, asking how each one accounts for the
moral dimension of actions as opposed to their natural dimen-sions, and, second, analyzing their explanation of the constituent
factors of moral goodness.


I. Abelard


	 It is well known that Peter Abelard emphasizes the intention
as the only criterion for the goodness or badness of actions. This
view presupposes an understanding of the action (opus) as morally
neutral or indifferent in itself, when it is not informed by a good
or bad intention.(2) Thus, a deed can be good (bonum), without
being done well (bene, i.e., bona intentione). Moreover, only
when its intention is good is an action morally good. For instance,
two different persons may execute someone who is convicted of
a crime. One of them, however, does so merely because he hates
the criminal, while the other one intends to establish justice. Both
do what is just, but one does so from a bad intention, the other
from a good intention.(3) 


	From the time that the Synod of Sens (1140) condemned a
number of propositions taken from Abelard’s theological and
ethical doctrine, his ethics has been accused of subjectivism.
Recent scholarship has argued that this is due to a misunder-standing of his doctrine and that Abelard does in fact emphasize
objective conditions for morally good actions.(4) Indeed, Abelard
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mentions that for the intention to be good, a good motivation is
not sufficient; the action must also be truly pleasing to God and
not impede God’s plan. To be truly pleasing to God requires a full
assessment of the situation at hand. One must foresee how one’s
action may or may not be in line with God’s designs. Further-more, the intention must spring from a love of God for His own
sake, and not merely because of the goods that He provides for
us. In short, the intention is good only when both the objective
value of the act (its being in accord with God’s plans) and the
subjective condition of the agent (the motivation to do the good
for the sake of the good and from love of God) are good.(5) Thus,
for Abelard intention is a wider notion than motivation, and there
are objective, not merely subjective, conditions that must be met
for an intention to be good. Yet the intention as such is the mental
act and not the external act. Accordingly, Abelard defines sin in
terms of a mental act: sin does not consist in what the transgressor
does, but in his consent to do what is prohibited.(6) When one has
consented to commit a sin, or conversely, when one intends to do
something good, the external act that realizes one’s intent does
not add to one’s merit or demerit.(7)


	The true difficulty of Abelard’s account is not his alleged
subjectivism, but rather the fact that he defines the objective value
of actions on the basis of the intention alone. This has two
problematic consequences: first, Abelard says little about what
actions are in fact to be done or to be avoided; second, he
overcharges the notion of intention by demanding that it not only
consist of a good motivation, but that it also contain the right
assessment of what is to be done, in accord with God’s will.(8) 


	Abelard clearly focuses on the agent, and secondarily on the
action, when he discusses the moral character of actions. The
moral value of actions arises from the will. Yet his account of how
	



	page 77


it extends from the will to the entire spectrum of morally relevant
acts (i.e., other mental acts and external acts) is problematic.


II. Peter Lombard


	With regard to the centrality of the intention, Peter Lombard’s
doctrine resembles Abelard’s, except that he holds that certain
acts are bad in themselves. His main importance lies in the fact
that in his Sentences, Lombard sets the stage for further dis-cussions about the moral character of actions. Later theologians
heavily depend on Lombard’s Sentences with respect to the
vocabulary they employ, the questions they commonly address,
and the authoritative statements of Scripture and the Fathers of
the Church they take into account.(9)


	The question of the specifically moral character of actions is
implicit in several passages from the Sentences, particularly in
distinctions 35-44 of book II. Lombard distinguishes between the
ontological character and the moral value of actions. Even a bad
will and bad actions are good, insofar as they are (i.e., insofar as
they are actions). A will qua will and an action qua action are
from God; yet insofar as the act is disordered, against the law, or
not related to a suitable end (finis debitus), it is a sin.(10)


	How can the will, which is naturally good, become bad? And
why does sin consist in a disorder of the will rather than of the
intellect or of other potencies of the soul?(11) Lombard’s answer is
neither elaborate nor very clear. To will bad things is always bad,
whereas to understand or think about bad things is not necessarily
bad, though occasionally it is. The act of the will somehow
transcends the natural order: as a potency, the will is a natural
thing, and thus it is good insofar as it is. The act of the will, 	
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however, is not part of the natural order (non esse de
naturalibus).(12) Following St. Augustine, the Magister stresses that
the will controls its own acts. Only when an act is voluntary can
it be considered a sin. Therefore, sin cannot be without the will.(13)


	Lombard explicitly distinguishes between two aspects of
action: an interior act (the mental act) and an exterior act (the
performed work, operatio). Though he does not limit the interior
act to the act of the will, as later authors will do, this distinction
helps him to discuss the good intention of the will separately from
the goodness of the act that is actually performed.(14) He admits
that a good intention is an essential condition for the whole action
to be good, but he does not limit the sphere of moral relevance to
the intention.(15)


	In the Sentences, Lombard first considers the criteria according
to which the will is considered good. What makes the will good
or bad is the end that it pursues. The end is good if it is informed
by charity—that is, if the will desires happiness, eternal life, and
God himself.(16) Lombard then inquires as to whether the external
act is assessed in the same way as the act of the will. If the will
becomes good by desiring a good end, does the external act itself
also become good when it is ordered to a good end?


	Actions are good when they are done from a good intention
(i.e., when they spring from a good will) and when they are
ordered to a good end.(17) But is this also a sufficient condition? On
this question, Lombard alludes to Abelard and his school:
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But it is asked if all deeds of man are good or bad because of the
will and the end. According to some, this is the case. They say that
all acts are indifferent, so that they are per se neither good nor
bad, but each act becomes good from a good intention and bad
from a bad intention. In their view, each act can be good, if it is
done with a good intention.(18)


Lombard’s account of the Abelardian position, though one-sided,
has the merit of sharpening the terms of the question for later
discussion. While Lombard acknowledges the importance of a
good will, a complete assessment of the goodness of actions also
has to take into account the intrinsic value of the actions
themselves. He adduces several citations from Augustine—
particularly from Contra mendacium—to confirm this point. To
feed the poor is always good, as long as it is not done with a bad
intention. Theft, fornication, and blasphemy are sins, no matter
whether they are done for a good or a bad end. It is not sufficient
to ask why something is done—one must also ask what is done.(19)
Lombard concludes that a good will depends on the end, and
good actions in turn require a good will that desires a good end.
Yet actions done by a good will and for the sake of a good end
may still be bad, that is, when the deeds (opera) are per se bad.(20)


	The following passage formulates the chief terms in which
Lombard’s position influences later accounts:



  
We quite carefully expounded the view of those who say that all
acts are good in their natural dimension, and that they are good
insofar as they are… . Some also add that certain acts are good
not only in essence, but also in genus, such as feeding the hungry,
which is an act belonging to the genus of Works of Mercy. They
call certain acts absolutely or perfectly good, when not only the
essence or 
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genus is good, but when also the cause and the end are good, such
as are those that arise from a good will and that are measured by
a good end.(21) 


  



III. Albert the Great


	For generations of theologians, Peter Lombard’s analysis of
human action became the standard account: actions are
considered first with respect to their natural (i.e., ontological)
goodness, to which the moral goodness is added in the manner of
an accident, like a second degree of goodness. The moral
goodness depends mainly on the so-called bonum in (or ex)
genere, with a further degree of goodness flowing from the bonum
ex circumstantiis. The end of the action is often referred to as one
of the circumstances. By way of example, I will consider here the
position of Albert the Great.


	For Albert, actions are ultimately caused by God, and thus
contain a natural goodness to which moral goodness or badness
relate like accidents (bonitas et malitia accidunt actioni). Granted
that moral goodness and badness are nonessential features of
actions in their natural dimension, the question becomes whether
this is true for moral actions as well. For Albert, the answer is yes:
good and bad, that is, the moral quality of an action, are
considered accidental and not essential features of moral actions,
just as fast and slow are accidental marks of motion.(22)


	One has the impression that when discussing moral actions,
Albert’s account is too closely tied to the ontological viewpoint.
For Albert, good and bad cannot be considered as two substantial
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forms that would constitute two different species of the genus
“voluntary actions.” Three arguments show this: (1) Evil is a
privation. And since privations do not specify things, it follows
that evil does not specify the moral action. (2) Though an act of
sexual intercourse can be good or bad (e.g., a conjugal act as
opposed to an act of fornication), the good and bad act belong to
the same species. The same holds for the act of giving alms:
though it can be good or bad (e.g., insofar as it is performed with
a good or a bad intention), good and bad do not alter the species
of the act. (3) That which is the cause of a substance is also the
cause of its specific difference. Yet the (ultimate) cause of the
action—God—is not the cause of its being evil. Therefore, good
and bad are not specific differences of the action.(23)


	As a result of this outlook, morality tends to be considered
more from the perspective of the action itself than from that of
the agent. Thus the predominantly ontological perspective
obscures the specifically moral character of actions. Albert’s
account of the conditions for moral goodness and badness reflects
this limited viewpoint.


	Albert is very clear about the fact that moral actions originate
in reason and will.(24) Yet he does not define the value of moral
actions from this origin, but describes it rather as an accident
added to the natural goodness of actions. He thereby fails to
conceive of the factors that constitute the moral goodness of
actions as originating from the agent and as extending towards the
exterior act.


	Like Peter Lombard, Albert mentions a number of conditions
that constitute the moral goodness of actions. The most general
condition, constituting the bonum in genere, is a debita materia—
the matter with which the action is dealing should be “suitable.”
Each act must have the right proportion to its materia, as feeding
is rightly proportioned to the hungry, teaching to the ignorant,
comforting to someone who is sad. Other acts cannot be in right
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proportion to any materia (e.g., acts of adultery or murder).(25) And
there are still further conditions for moral goodness, namely, that
actions be performed for a good end and from a good intention
(the intention regards the means to the end) and that all
circumstances be appropriate.(26)


	None of these factors (debita materia, good end, good
intention, appropriate circumstances) can be missing. Albert cites
the famous adage of Dionysius: “Good results from the entire
cause, evil from each particular defect.” As Albert explains, each
factor of moral goodness is an integral cause constituting the
morally good action, just as each wall is an integral cause of a
house.(27) This explanation reveals a weakness intrinsic to Albert’s
account of moral goodness, because he does not indicate any
order of priority among those factors. Clearly, the end of the
action has no privileged role in Albert’s explanation.


	Yet, from the theological point of view, the end of the action
(under different viewpoints understood as charity, beatitude, or
God) plays the primary role. From this perspective, the
aforementioned conditions must of course be taken into account:
the debita materia, the intention, and the circumstances. For the
philosopher, on the other hand, there is no unifying motive for all
actions. Albert emphasizes this contrast in his discussion of
indifferent acts: for the philosopher, there can be many
indifferent acts, because there is no unifying virtue that would
relate all acts to a final end. By contrast, the theologian considers
charity to be the virtue that is the ultimate purpose of all acts.
Thus there are no morally indifferent acts, since each act must be
motivated by charity.(28)
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IV. Aquinas


	Aquinas, like Albert, discusses the question whether good and
bad are essential differences of the moral action, but his solution
is radically different from that of his teacher.(29) Thomas cites some
of Albert’s arguments in the objections and draws the opposite
conclusion, developing a new understanding of what is at the core
of morality. Consequently, he profoundly alters the understanding
of moral goodness and of its constituent factors.



  
Actions are specifically different according to the diversity of
forms, which are the principles of the actions, even though the
agents might not differ specifically. For instance, heating and
cooling are specifically different, just as are heat and cold. Now,
the form of the will is the end and the good, which is its object
(i.e., that which is willed). Therefore, in the acts of the will it
must be the notion of the end that determines the specific
difference. And since acts have an ethical dimension because they
are voluntary, the difference in species in the moral order depends
on the diversity of the end. Since good and bad depend upon the
relation [of the act] toward the end, they have to be essential
differences in the moral order.(30)
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	It is due to the strict distinction between the natural and the
moral dimension of actions that Albert’s objections lose their
weight. (1) Good and bad are specific differences of the action not
qua action, but qua voluntary action. (2) In the natural order, a
conjugal act is not specifically different from an act of fornication,
but in the ethical order they are quite different. (3) Evil as a
specific difference does not add anything to the essence of the
action insofar as the action partakes in being (which of course is
caused by God), but it does insofar as it is founded upon an end
that is unsuitable for the will.(31)


	Thomas is guided by the idea that in the domain of ethics the
essential properties of actions are constituted by that which makes
them voluntary actions. Voluntary actions are actus morales or
actus humani, proceeding from liberum arbitrium (i.e., the will in
connection with reason).(32) The text of the Sentences Commentary
focuses unilaterally on the will. In the Summa, however, Thomas
not only reiterates the main points with respect to the will (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 6), but also attributes the specification of moral acts
to reason (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 5). This is significant, because reason
and will are complementary with respect to the elements that
constitute actions: the act of the will is the interior act and is
related to the end, whereas reason regards the object of the
exterior act. The key passage of article 5 is as follows:



  
Now in human actions, good and evil are predicated in reference
to the reason… . For that is good for a thing which suits it in
regard to its form; and evil, that which is against the order of its
form. It is therefore evident that the difference of good and evil
considered in reference to the object is an essential difference in
relation to reason; that is to say, according as the object is suitable
or unsuitable to reason. Now certain actions are called human or
moral, inasmuch as they proceed from the reason. Consequently
it is evident that good and evil diversify the species in human
actions; since essential differences cause a difference of species.(33)
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	In both texts, the viewpoint is no longer that of the natural
order in which moral goodness and badness appear to be
accidental features of the act. Instead, the perspective has
changed: with the consideration of the natural order set aside,
actions are now considered exclusively in the moral order. Here
their genuinely ethical dimension is not an accidental feature but
rather the starting point of all further considerations. Moreover,
moral goodness and badness are essential characteristics of the
action.


	Described from the standpoint of the moral order, actions are
specified by forms—not by substantial forms, as Albert had
understandably ruled out in his discussion of the topic, but rather
by forms in an analogical sense.


	In each of the two texts quoted above, the notion of “form”
takes a different meaning. In the quotation from the Sentences
Commentary, the form is described as a principle of action. As a
principle of action, this specifying form is not considered from the
point of view of the exterior act (i.e., the act of any other potency
of the soul or of the bodily members), but from the perspective of
the interior act (i.e., the act of the will) which commands the
exterior act.(34) The form of the will is its object, which is the end
and the good.[bookmark: _Ref26690863](35) Therefore, when the will desires a good end (e.g.,
to help the needy), then the will itself is good, and when it wills
a bad end (e.g., to act for the sake of vainglory), then the will
itself is bad.


	In the text of the Summa, however, the form is not the
principle, but rather the criterion for a good or bad action. This
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criterion is the due proportion of an object to reason. In this
sense, there can be good or bad objects of an act. The term
“object” is of course not understood in the ontological sense (in
fact, all things are good insofar as they are), but as the materia
circa quam, that is, what the agent is doing (thinking, walking,
stealing, etc.). For example, the object “to make use of what is
one’s own” (uti re sua) is properly proportioned to reason, but “to
take what belongs to another” (accipere aliena) does not have this
proportion.(36)


	In this new perspective, in which the moral character of actions
is considered according to their principle (the will with its end) in
light of the criterion for their goodness and badness (the object as
judged by reason), the question of what constitutes the moral
goodness of the actions is altered as well. The main focus lies no
longer in a sequence of degrees of goodness, namely, natural
goodness, bonum ex genere, as well as the goodness that comes
from the end and the circumstances. Rather, the question of moral
goodness concerns the interrelationship between the interior act
and the exterior act. How does the interior act of the will
communicate its goodness or badness to the exterior act of other
potencies of the soul or of the bodily members, and, inversely,
how does the goodness or badness of the exterior act determine
the moral value of the interior act? This comes down to the
question of how the end as the object of the will, on the one hand,
and the object of the exterior act, on the other hand, are
intertwined in moral action.(37) The analysis of this question will
reveal in which way the two specifications of moral action that
Aquinas mentions in the Summa (one by the will and the other by
reason) are related to each other.


	The interior and exterior act together constitute one action.
Thomas’s view about how they do this evolved from his  
	Sentences
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Commentary to the later De Malo and the Summa. At the
beginning of his career, Aquinas held the position that the interior
acts of the will alone pertain to the moral order, whereas the
exterior acts that are commanded by the will belong to the moral
domain only per accidens.(38) In later texts, however, he considers
the interior and exterior act to be joined by an essential unity:



  
Now that which is on the part of the will is formal in regard to
that which is on the part of the external action: because the will
uses the limbs to act as instruments; nor have external actions any
measure of morality, save in so far as they are voluntary.
Consequently the species of a human act is considered formally
with regard to the end, but materially with regard to the object of
the external action.(39)


  



The interior and exterior act are linked so as to communicate to
each other their goodness and badness. The interior act influences
the goodness of the exterior act in the order of the execution of
the act as a whole. Insofar as an act is ordered to an end, it
originates in the interior act of the will and its goodness depends
on the will, because the end is the proper object of the will. The
will commands the execution of exterior acts and orders them to
an end. Therefore, an exterior act which is by itself good can
become corrupted by a bad intention, as when someone gives alms
in order to be praised. Inversely, by way of preconceiving and
desiring exterior acts, that is, in the order of intention, these acts
can corrupt the internal act of the will. If bad acts like theft,
adultery, or homicide become the object of the will, the will itself
becomes bad.(40)


	Since the end is the primary principle of moral action, no
deliberate action can be good if it is not ordered to a suitable end.
For this reason, Aquinas denies that any individual act may be
indifferent.(41)
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	When one considers exterior acts by themselves, however,
abstracting from their origin in the interior act of the will, the
perspective changes. Now their goodness depends on the fact that
their object and circumstances be adequately ordered to reason. In
fact, it is apparent to reason, not to the will, whether an act
concerns the suitable matter (materia) and circumstances.(42) For
example, it is apparent to reason that a conjugal act is a fitting
object, while an act of adultery is an unfitting object, even though
with respect to the generative power, both acts can be equally
good.(43) From the perspective of the exterior act taken by itself,
even the end appears as a circumstance, and with respect to the
natural order, the end is an accident.(44) Moreover, from this point
of view the traditional discussion of the constituent factors of
moral goodness is legitimate. Aquinas does in fact echo this
account at the beginning of his treatise on the goodness and
badness of actions, in strict analogy to natural goodness. In articles
1-4 of question 18 he considers first the analogy between natural
and moral goodness, and then examines the moral quality that
comes from the object, the circumstances and—most
importantly—the end.


	In sum, in Aquinas’s account the origin of moral goodness lies
in the will of the agent and proceeds to the exterior action, which
has objective criteria of goodness that are assessed by a judgment
of reason. Additionally, the effects of an action have to be taken
into account, insofar as they either can be foreseen or insofar as
they follow per se from the act.(45)


	In comparison to earlier accounts, Aquinas inverts the process
that determines the moral goodness of an actions. The starting
point is no longer the action’s natural goodness to which the
bonum ex genere and the circumstances are added. By contrast,
moral goodness originates in the will and the end as its object, and
extends to acts that are commanded by the will. Accordingly, the
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end as intended by the agent now plays a prime role in the
qualification of moral action.


V. Duns Scotus


	The starting point of Duns Scotus’s moral theory is not the
tradition that goes back to Peter Lombard. Rather, his ethics is
based upon an analysis of the Aristotelian notion of praxis.
Interestingly, his account of the moral qualification of actions
closely resembles that of Lombard, although it is based upon this
new foundation.


	For Duns Scotus the question of what constitutes the moral
order as opposed to the natural order depends on his conception
of practical science (scientia practica). The object of practical
science is praxis, which is an act of the will that presupposes the
judgment of right reason. Primarily, the notion of praxis indicates
the interior act of the will (actus elicitus).(46) If praxis as the object
of ethics springs from an act of the will that follows upon right
reason, it would seem that praxis—and consequently ethics—is
primarily defined by the relation of an act to its end. Yet for
Scotus this is not so. The will is not characterized mainly by its
pursuit of an end, but by its freedom to act or not to act, or to
perform this action or its opposite.(47) Not surprisingly, then, a
consideration is not called practical knowledge because it
considers a certain end to be realized. Rather, practical knowledge
depends on the object and the intellect.(48) A craftsman has practical
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knowledge (the knowledge that allows him to produce furniture,
for example) not because he actually intends to realize this or that
piece of furniture as his end, but because of his capacity to
produce it. Likewise, a surgeon has practical knowledge even
when he does not want to operate, and thus when he does not
intend a certain end. Therefore, the craftsman’s and the surgeon’s
practical knowledge depends not on the end they intend to pursue,
but on the type of object with which they are concerned (e.g.,
wood rather than stones, human bodies rather than machines) and
on their intellect.(49) The subject of ethics is not defined by the end,
which is happiness.(50)


	Just as the object of the act is the essential condition for
practical knowledge, it is also that factor which first specifies the
moral act.(51) The end is a secondary factor in practical knowledge
and appears as a mere circumstance in the analysis of moral
goodness.


	In distinction 7 of the second book of his Sentences Com-mentary, Scotus distinguishes a threefold moral goodness that adds
to the natural goodness of an act insofar as the act is a positive
being. Three degrees of badness correspond to the three levels of
moral goodness. In this text, he actually analyzes the moral
goodness from the perspective of the act of the will (volitio)
without explicit discussion as to how this extends to the exterior
act.(52) The act of the will has the first moral goodness (“ex genere“)
insofar as it extends to an object that suits this act according to the
prescription of right reason. Scotus gives the example of
almsgiving. On account of its having a suitable object, the act
already belongs to the moral order (genus moris). The act of the
will has a second type of moral goodness (“bonum in specie 	
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moris“) in addition to the first one, when the will follows reason’s
prescription with respect to all the circumstances that the act must
have. Scotus gives the example of almsgiving from one’s own
goods, to a poor person in need, in a place that is most
appropriate to the poor, and from love of God.(53) If in addition to
these two conditions the act of the will arises from charity, it
possesses a third degree of goodness. It is then performed not
from natural inclination alone, but from charity, that is, from
grace.(54)


	This division of different types of moral goodness is based on
the principles of each type of goodness: reason, the will, and
grace. It says little about the relation between the object, the end,
and the circumstances. The central discussion of this set of
relations is in distinction 40 of book II. Here I cite from the
Ordinatio:



  
[T]he first reason for its goodness is its appropriateness to the
agent in question, namely, because it is free it is said to be moral.
And this is something a morally good and a morally bad act have
in common, for if an act is not from the will, then it is neither
praiseworthy nor reprehensible. The second condition has to do
with the object. If this is something appropriate, then the act is
good generically, because it is still indifferent to the further aspects
of goodness that arise because of the special circumstances, just as
the genus is indifferent with respect to many differences. After this
the first circumstance is that of the end itself. But this does not
suffice apart from the other circumstances, such as the
circumstance of its form, for example, that it take place in a
becoming fashion, a point pertaining to the fourth circumstance,
after which come the more extrinsic circumstances, such as time
and place and the like.(55)
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What is striking in this text is that the end is considered a to be
circumstance—albeit the most important one. Like Albert the
Great, Duns Scotus considers the end as the principal cause of
moral goodness only from the theological point of view: the act
has goodness of merit (which is added upon moral goodness)
when it is elicited from charity.(56)


	Given that Scotus does not consider the end to be the primary
and unifying factor of all moral actions, it is not surprising that he
admits the existence of indifferent acts—not only in species, but
also in individual cases, and even with respect to meritorious acts
(because God does not command to refer all our acts to God).(57)


VI. Conclusion


	The authors whose theory most resembles that of Thomas Peter
Abelard and Peter Lombard. In these authors, the moral
assessment of actions is considered mainly from the perspective of
the agent, focusing on the end that he pursues. Let us first
consider Abelard and Aquinas. In neither does this imply a
subjectivist account of ethics. In fact, both authors consider the
role of the end in relation to the external actions that are actually
performed. Both affirm objective criteria not only for the action,
but also for the end. In Abelard, the action must be truly pleasing
to God and must be intended as such. In Aquinas, the objective
value of external actions is assessed by reason, which judges the
object of the action and its circumstances to be suitable to reason
or not. In other words, the criterion for goodness is derived from
the object. The will is the origin of the action, insofar as it intends
that action for its own sake or as a means to something else. From
this perspective, the goodness depends on the end. This goodness
is no less objective than the goodness that comes from the object.
In fact, certain ends are objectively good (insofar as they truly lead
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to happiness), while others are objectively bad. For Aquinas, the
end is the essential factor of moral action. Only when considering
the external act by itself or from the point of view of natural
goodness is the end an accidental factor of the action.


	In Peter Lombard, the pursuit of a good end is central.  Yet his
discussion of natural goodness and moral goodness has led some
thinkers to depart from this view (at least in their philosophical
perspective).


	Albert the Great and Duns Scotus differ from Aquinas mainly
in that they consider the end to be an accidental feature of the
action. In Albert, this is due to the fact that his point of departure
is the natural goodness that the action has insofar as it is, whereas
the moral character of actions is added like an accident to its
natural goodness. In his view, the end adds a further degree of
goodness to natural goodness and to the bonum ex genere, which
is due to a suitable object. Scotus comes to a similar conclusion—
the end of an action is less important than its object—though on
the basis of different presuppositions.


	Each of these latter views takes all factors of a morally good
action into account: a good object, a good end, appropriate
circumstances. Nevertheless, they neglect to relate these factors in
such a way that properly takes the dynamic of the human will and
reason into consideration. As theologians, however, Albert and
Duns Scotus attribute the highest importance to the end, as
informed by charity.


	By insisting on the primary role of the end in moral actions,
Aquinas conceives of morality essentially as the pursuit of an end.
The problem of good and evil is mainly a question of what end
one desires and how one goes about achieving the ends. This
seems to be in agreement with experience: as humans, we act for
a reason. Therefore, Thomas’s remark that “the principle of
human acts, insofar as they are human, is the end”(58) can be
understood as follows: we cannot carry out an action that truly 
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corresponds to our nature if we do not perform it with the desire
for some end, that is, for an ideal.(59)
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Contemporary ethics tends to simplify the moral universe
by recognizing relatively few factors as determinants of
morality. A person is virtuous if he is respectful of others,
reliable, industrious, tolerant of differences. Or he is immoral if
he acts uncharitably, lacks compassion, or is disrespectful of the
rights of others. Even if, for instance, a violation of the rights of
another is brought about by means of particular type of
action—by, for instance, failing to respect a contract previously
agreed to—the determining factor is not the lack of
correspondence between what is done and what was promised but
rather the attitude that leads to acts of that type, which attitude
could just as well be understood as a lack of compassion or of
fellow-feeling. 	


	The moral universe that Thomas Aquinas depicts in his ethical
writings is a much more complicated affair.(1) Of course, the more
general virtues are important in his theory: faith, hope, and



page 96charity; prudence, temperance, fortitude, and justice. But in
addition to these, he recognizes a number of other, subsidiary
virtues: the various types of justice (distributive, commutative,
general, and particular), religio, and epieikeia, for instance. If we
turn to vices (while bearing in mind that the structure of vice
mirrors that of virtue), the picture becomes more interesting still.
There we find gluttony, derision, back-biting, simony, ingratitude,
presumption, pusillanimity, cruelty, etc. But even this does not
fully capture the difference between the Thomistic moral universe
and that of contemporary ethics. It is not as if Thomas were more
willing than we typically are to divide up the various types of
virtue. Rather, in good Aristotelian fashion, he starts from the
wide variety of acts regarded as moral or immoral in the world in
which he lives, and then seeks to understand them by analyzing
their characteristics and by classifying them according to type. 




	One way to gain an appreciation of all this is to study
Thomas’s understanding of the object of the moral act, since the
object is the place where our actions hook onto the moral
universe—and hook on to it, indeed, at discrete, well-defined
points. I propose, therefore, in this essay to examine fairly closely
the corpus of Summa Theologiae I-II, question 18, article 2, in
which Thomas confronts the question whether an act of man has
its goodness or badness from its object. This passage will serve as
springboard for the consideration of other related passages both
in Thomas and in other authors, especially Albert the Great. 


I


	Here are the first couple of sentences of STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2: 



  
I respond that, as was stated above, the good and
evil of an action, as also of other things, depends
upon fullness of being or the defect thereof. The
first thing, however, that appears to pertain to
fullness of being is that which gives a thing its
species. Just as a natural thing has its species from
its form, so an action has its species from its
object—and so also a movement [has its species]
from its terminus. 
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We might very well ask, why does goodness depend on fullness of
being? The basic building blocks of the physical world are
substances, such as animals, which are characterized by unity and
sense: they “hang together.” We come to understand what a snail
is, for instance, once we understand what parts it has and how
they fit together to enable a snail to do what snails do. The unity
is important since without it the good of the snail is not achieved.
If snails’ brains were not such as to connect up with their sensory
organs, they would never have existed; there would be no species
“snail.” And if an individual snail’s brain fails to connect up with
its sensory organs, it dies: it descends into nonbeing or, perhaps,
never enjoys being (as a snail) in the first place. A snail that lacks
unity and sense—whose defective parts do not allow it to function
as it should—is like a bad argument. If a person employs an
invalid syllogistic figure such as fails to establish a link between
the major and the minor terms, his argument fails because it lacks
intelligibility: he fails to link up one intelligible unit with another
and thus to bring us (and himself) to the desired conclusion.(2) So
also a snail whose overall functioning is impeded in such a way
that its end cannot be achieved. 


	In both these cases there is not only a lack of intelligibility and
of good achieved; there is also a lack of being. Of course, if a snail
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limps through life, never really thriving, its individual parts still
have being: they just do not fit together very well. Similarly with
a broken syllogism: although the individual premisses do not
connect up, they do make sense on their own. Nonetheless, there
is lack of being in both these cases since the good that might have
been is not. When Thomas says, therefore, that the good and evil
of things including actions “depends upon fullness of being or the
defect thereof,” the word “fullness” (plenitudo) bears a certain
weight. He acknowledges in STh I-II, q. 18, a. 1 that even sins are,
up to a certain point, good since they have being: they are acts
emerging from a human person. But their good is less than what
could be expected, given what a rational nature is capable of. 


	What then is the connection between fullness of being and
species? For Thomas also says that the first thing pertaining to
fullness of being is “that which gives a thing its species.” If a
physical substance is on the way to fullness of being in any sense,
it must at least be in possession of its basic form. Even if a snail is
maimed in some way, if it is at least a snail, it has some degree of
fullness of being. But suppose that it never gets going as a snail,
that it emerges lifeless from the generation process, a
disconnected conglomeration of snail parts. This is obviously a
worse state: it is to have less being than if the snail were merely
maimed somehow.


	Now actions, not being physical substances, receive their
species not from a form but from an object. To be complete,
therefore, even in the most basic sense, they must hit a target such
as corresponds to what is being done. Take, for instance, the
linguistic act of assertion. A man manages to assert something
only if he succeeds in offering up a linguistic entity that holds
together syntactically; but it is also necessary that he intend that
what he says should correspond to the truth, for that is what
assertion is (its species). Even if he chooses to lie, he must, at least
for a moment, will to assert something, which assertion is a sort
of leaning out toward that something as if it were true, even
while, in another part of his consciousness, he knows that it is
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not.(3) When a man behaves in this latter way, there is something
wrong at the very basis of what he is doing: something
unintelligible.


	Thomas goes on in STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2 to say:



  
And so, just as the first goodness of a natural thing
depends upon its form, which gives it its species, so
also the first goodness of a moral act depends upon
an appropriate object. For this reason it is called by
some bonum ex genere: for example, to use
something belonging to oneself.[bookmark: _Ref482601671](4) 


  



Here he is making a point similar to the one we have just seen
regarding assertion: that there is something fundamentally more
complete and intelligible about using one’s own property as
opposed to the property of someone else. He is employing here
the expression “to use” (uti) in a very strong sense, that is, the
sense isolated two questions earlier where the “user” is said to
assume a certain perquisite over a thing: 



  
“to use” is to apply some principle of action to an
action, just as “to consent” is to apply a movement
of the appetite to something appetible… . One
does not apply something to another unless one
exercises free will over it, which does not occur
unless one knows how to refer something to
another thing—and this pertains to the intellect.(5)
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It is this type of “use” that immediately offends a person if he
comes come home one day and finds a stranger making free with
his personal belongings. Such experiences of basic goodness and
badness point to some of the basic building blocks of the moral
universe. In the tradition leading up to and including Thomas, this
approach is often associated with the phrase “to fall upon
appropriate/inappropriate matter” (cadere super debitam/
indebitam materiam). An act is bonum in genere if it “falls upon
appropriate matter”; it is malum in genere if it “falls upon
inappropriate matter.” Thus, when one feeds a hungry person,
one’s action (feeding) falls upon appropriate matter; when one
appropriates the property of another, one’s action (“using”) falls
upon inappropriate matter. There is a sort of primal intelligibility
to giving food to a hungry person or to using one’s own things. 


II


	At this point, it will be well worth our while to consider the
philosophical history of the concept bonum ex genere, mentioned
in the portion of STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2 just quoted, for the history
tells us much about the concept’s meaning in Thomas Aquinas.(6) 


	A decisive moment comes in Peter Abelard’s Ethics, where
Abelard argues that Judas the betrayer performed the same action
as God the Father—he handed Jesus over to death—but that
surely he did not do well. “For God thinks not of what is done
but in what mind it may be done, and the merit or glory of the
doer lies in the intention, not in the deed.”(7) A bit later he says,



  
Works in fact, which as we have previously said are
common to the damned and the elect alike, are all
indifferent in themselves and should be called good
or bad only on account of the intention of the
agent—not, that is, because it is good or 
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bad for them to be done but because they are done
well or badly, that is, by that intention by which it
is or is not fitting that they should be done.(8) 


  



	Among the authors who react against this approach, while
attempting to preserve the truth that lies within it, is Peter
Lombard. He sides with Augustine, who, he says, “most evidently
teaches in the book Contra mendacium that all acts are to be
judged good or evil according to their intention and cause, except
for certain ones that are so bad that they could never be good,
even if they might appear to have a good cause.”(9) With Augustine
still in mind, he concludes: 



  
From this it would seem to follow that a will or an
action is not always judged evil due to its end, as in
those things which are sins per se. For these, when
someone acts for some good cause, appear to have
a good end. The will is not evil due to the end, nor
does the action become evil due to the will, but the
will becomes deformed due to the action.(10) 


  



Although Lombard’s basic point is simply that there are some
actions that in themselves are not indifferent, he also reports the
use of an expression that comes close to “bonum ex genere.” He
notes first that a number of important authorities hold that



  
all acts in their essence, that is in as much as they
are, are good; certain acts, however, in as much as
they come about inordinately, are sins. And they
further 
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add that certain acts are good not only in their
essence but also in their genus [sed etiam genere
bonos], such as to refresh the thirsty, which act is of
the genus of works of mercy. They say, however,
that certain acts are absolutely and perfectly good,
such as not only the essence or the genus commend
but also the cause and end—for instance, those
which proceed from a good will and look toward a
good end.(11)


  



An act that is good “in its genus” would be one that is good not
just because it is but because it belongs to a certain class of acts. 


	In Albert the Great we find many of the same ideas, although,
more than his predecessors, he is interested in giving an account
of the way in which a type of act might be regarded as indifferent.
He seems to believe that Peter Lombard associates the indifferent
with the bonum in genere.(12) In any case, in the body of his  
	De
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bono, tractatus 1, question 2, article 4, he offers the following
discourse regarding these and related concepts: 



  
It needs to be said that “genus” is understood here
[i.e., by Albert in this his solution] in the sense of
the first subject.(13) The first simpliciter in morals,
however, is that which could be such as to be
worthy of praise, as is a virtue, or of blame, as is a
vice—that is to say, an act that is voluntary, due to
the choice and deliberation directed towards the
thing willed. This act is open to both of the
contraries and equally. The “good in genus”
[bonum in genere], on the other hand, does not
mean the first simpliciter in morals but is ordered
more toward one of the contraries, i.e., the good of
virtue—just as neither is the evil in genus about the
first simpliciter in morals but is inclined more
towards vice.(14) 


  



	In his response to the second objection of the same article,
Albert argues that talk of the bonum in genere does not imply that
one is abstracting from every circumstance but only from the
circumstance that fixes the species, just as, in logic, talk of the
genus abstracts from the specific differentiae.(15) Thus, the 
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objection’s argument that the bonum in genere abstracts from the
voluntariness of the act does not apply. Since the objection argues
that the “first subject” (primum subiectum) is, thus, “pre-voluntary,” Albert’s response would suggest that he, on the
contrary, holds that the first subject is voluntary. This is borne out
when we turn again to the body of the article (i.e., the passage
translated just above). Here Albert associates genus (but not
bonum/malum in genere) with the first subject and associates this,
in turn, with the voluntary. He then says that the bonum in genere
“does not mean the first simpliciter in morals but is ordered more
toward one of the contraries.” Thus, there is something below the
bonum/malum in genere that belongs to morals—in fact, it is the
“first simpliciter in morals”—which is, however, only “open to
both of the contraries [bonum and malum] and equally.” 


	Albert goes on in the body the article to associate the first
subject with the matter of an act, although matter in the sense of
materia circa quam.(16) Thus, when dealing with the bonum and
malum in genere it is not as if there were one material (like wood)
out of which one might build either a house or a ship; rather, the
materia circa quam is intrinsically tied up with its corresponding
form. We do not start with independent matter that might then
become either good or bad. What exists, at least at this level of
moral analysis, are only the bonum and malum in genere; each of
these has as its basis “the first simpliciter in morals,” a voluntary
act. The matter, as Albert says here, is not only matter but also
end—which is to say that it, the matter, in some way contributes
to the moral quality of the act. 


	But this remark about the materia circa quam ought not to
blind us to the fact the genus, “the first simpliciter in morals,” is
for Albert quite distinct from bonum and malum. In objection 6
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of this article, the materia upon which an act bonum/malum in
genere falls is associated with the object; and this latter is
expounded by means of De anima II, 4, where Aristotle says that,
in order to give a complete account of the powers of the soul,
such as “the thinking power,” we need first to give an account of
the “objects” of the corresponding activities—or, more literally,
an account of “the things that stand opposite” (taV ajntikeivmena 


[De anima II, 4, 415a20]) these activities. The objection argues
that since in this way the object specifies the act—that is, it gives
it a species as opposed to a genus—the definition of the bonum in
genere as an act that falls upon appropriate matter is faulty.
Albert’s response is to argue that an act is indeed defined by its
object but that this does not place it in a species but rather in a
genus: “As for that which is brought against the second definition
[i.e., the definition of the bonum in genere as an act falling on
appropriate matter],(17) it needs to be said that, in truth, acts of the
soul are defined by their objects; but it is not the case therefore
that the act of free will on account of its matter is placed in the
being of a special virtue.”(18) 


	There are cases in which the moral act is even more decisively
cut off from the object or matter toward which it is nonetheless
directed. Objection 7 of this article argues that for an act to fall
upon appropriate matter cannot be for it to be bonum in genere
since “to know one’s own” (wife) is for one’s act of intercourse to
fall upon the appropriate matter but her being one’s wife is a
circumstance and, as such, cannot pertain to the action’s genus.
Albert’s answer is simply to concede that “to know one’s own” is
not for one’s act to fall upon appropriate matter:



  
In my opinion, as the objection shows, in the
expression “to know one’s own,” “one’s own”
introduces a circumstance; and, for this reason,
there is present not just a proportion of the act with
respect to the matter but also with respect to
circumstances. For there are many voluntary acts
which turn out by no means to be proportioned
only to the appropriate matter but always to matter
invested 
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with circumstances—for instance, “to have
intercourse with” and “to kill” and such things. The
appropriate matter of intercourse is not wife.
Similarly, the appropriate matter of killing is not
man. If, however, one speaks of killing that which
ought to be killed and of having intercourse with
one’s own, by means of the “that which ought to be
killed” and the “one’s own,” circumstances are
introduced by means of which these acts are pulled
into the special virtues, i.e., into justice and
conjugal continence.(19) 


  



It is true that Albert says here that (for instance) the act of having
intercourse with one’s wife is proportioned not just to the
circumstance that she is one’s wife (a circumstance depending on
the laws of the land, a particular ceremony, etc.), but also to
appropriate matter. But this appropriate matter belongs to quite
a different sphere of analysis. With respect to intercourse, it
would be woman (not wife); with respect to killing, it would be
animal (including man), considered in such a way that justice has
no bearing. Appropriate matter in this sense, then, would belong
just to natural science where one considers independently of
morality males having intercourse with females and the physics of
killing animals. 


III


	To return to STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2, we are now in a position to
see how Thomas’s approach differs from that of his predecessors
and, in particular, from that of his teacher Albert the Great. To
retrace our steps a bit, in the first part of STh I-II, q. 18, a. 2,
Thomas makes the point about the goodness of an action
depending on fullness of being, which fullness depends on the
action connecting up in an appropriate manner with the object or
terminus of the action. Then he says: 
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And so, just as the first goodness of a natural thing
depends upon its form, which gives it its species, so
also the first goodness of a moral act depends upon
an appropriate object. For this reason it is called by
some bonum ex genere: for example, to use
something belonging to oneself.


  



In other words, at the most basic level of moral analysis we find
the object of the act itself. Thomas then explains: 



  
And just as in natural things the first evil is if a
generated thing does not arrive at its specific form,
for instance, if a man is not generated but
something instead of a man, so also the first evil in
moral actions is that which is from the object, such
as to take another’s property.(20) 


  



Here we see, again, at the most basic level, not something that can
find itself in either of two contradictory states, the bonum in
genere or the malum in genere, as we see in Albert; rather, for
Thomas, the first goodness is the perfection or the complete
intelligibility of the activity in question. The corresponding “first
evil” is just the inevitable flip-side of the first goodness: a sort of
monstrosity.(21) It is for this reason that he says in STh I-II, q. 18,
a. 2 that the first goodness of a moral act “is called by some
bonum ex genere.” In contrast to what we have seen in Albert’s De
bono (tract. 1, q. 2, a. 4, ad 6), Thomas prefers in such contexts
to speak of species rather than genus.(22) 
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	The result of this different approach is that Thomistic actions
attach much more readily to the moral universe than do Albert’s.
Qua intelligible as moral actions they cannot but attach to the
moral universe since their being moral actions at all entails their
having a terminus or object. The object, whether it involve
appropriate or inappropriate matter,(23) brings the action into the
moral universe itself and not, as sometimes in Albert, into a
particular virtue or into a specification of the moral action as
either good or bad. 


	In Albert, with his talk of the morality of actions as distinct
from their genus (i.e., their genus as voluntary acts), there is
something left unexplained. Even granting that his distinction
“first subject”/bonum (or malum) in genere is only logical, still, he
remains vulnerable to the objection: But is not the activity of the
will itself good? It is certainly not, in itself, bad. What is apparent
in this explanatory gap in Albert’s theory is that he does not fully
appreciate that there is really only one type of reality in the moral
universe: the positive side of pairs such as truth-telling/lying, using
what belongs to oneself/using what belongs to another. The act of
the will itself belongs on this positive side. The correlative evil act
of the will is evil because it has less intelligibility (and therefore
being) than is possible. Either it is incoherent in some way, given
man’s nature and final end, or it is corrupt at its very root.(24) 
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	Another result of this approach is that Thomas can give the
impression of being very tough regarding even the most
“innocent” transgressions of the natural law. Take lying, for
instance. “A lie,” he says, “is evil ex genere. It is an act falling
upon inappropriate matter, since spoken words are naturally signs
of thoughts and it is unnatural and inappropriate that someone
should signify by means of a spoken word that which he does not
have in his mind.”(25) Thus, all lies are sins, even the notorious lie
told to the Nazis who come to the door asking whether there are
Jews inside—and so also is the “jocose” lie, “in which is intended
some light amusement.” Thomas’s reason for calling a lie,
including the lie told to the Nazis, a sin is that a lie receives its
character as sin “not just from the damage it does but from its
inordinateness” (STh II-II, q. 110, a. 3, ad 4). “From its
inordinateness”: he is referring to its falling upon inappropriate
matter. This is also his reason for calling the jocose lie a sin: the
words do not match up with their object; the act, qua act, is
deformed. 


	In arguments about the morality of lying, this is very often
tacitly acknowledged (and then ignored), for the problem is often
stated as “whether lying is possibly moral in certain situations,”
“can a person lie to the Nazis at the door,” etc. Thus it is
acknowledged that lying is lying but it is argued that lying is not
immoral. For Thomas, this is to attempt to shift philosophy’s
attention away from an essential aspect of its work. Before
addressing the circumstances in which an action is performed, we
must first understand what is being done, and this can be either
well-ordered or not, possessed of basic health or not. We simply
do not have the choice of ignoring that which is done since that
is the object of analysis. It needs to be emphasized, however, that
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for Thomas jocose and officious lies (the latter being lies “in
which is intended the good of one’s neighbor”) are, except in
special circumstances, venial sins. We ought not to commit them,
but they do not destroy the spiritual principle of life within us, as
do mortal sins.(26) 


	With respect to the moral analysis of adultery, mentioned by
Albert in De bono (tract. 1, q. 2, a. 4), the contrast with Thomas
is even more stark. As we have seen, in considering the marriage
act versus adultery, Albert does not think that we arrive at the
bonum/malum in genere, let alone at the genus presupposed by
these two. On the other hand, with refreshing the thirsty, teaching
the ignorant, or consoling the grieving,(27) insofar as these actions
engage directly with the appropriate matter, we are at the level of
the bonum in genere (below which is the act of the will itself, the
genus), with sexual intercourse appropriate matter (which
determines the bonum in genere) is not a wife but woman. That a
woman is one’s wife is a circumstance, determined by promises,
procedures, etc.; and circumstances, according to Albert, cannot
determine the genus. Rather, circumstances are added on to the
more basic level: intercourse has as its object a woman, who, as
circumstances would have it, is either one’s own wife or not. 


	Thomas will have none of this. For him, the very structure of
the moral universe comprehends human constructs such as
marriage vows. Marriage vows pertain to reason; since morality
is about what is in accordance with reason (or not), when we
arrive at the consideration of whether the woman is one’s wife or
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not, we are at bedrock: the bonum [malum] in genere.(28) Given
that we are rational animals, this is the most basic issue: that is,
whether one is lying with one’s wife (or not). Of course, lying
with one’s wife is lying with a woman; but the latter consideration
belongs to quite a different sphere of analysis, even if it is true
that one cannot lie with one’s wife unless she is a woman.(29) 


	Thomas makes this point in an especially clear manner in De
malo, q. 2, a. 4. There the issue is whether all acts are indifferent.
Those wishing to say that they are often attempt to introduce a
nonmoral foundation for acts in order then to be able to say that,
at bottom, all acts are indifferent (see, for example, objections 4
through 6). But Thomas insists on keeping the two spheres of
analysis separate:



  
So, if one considers objects of human 
acts that have differences according to something pertaining per se to reason, 
the acts will be different in species according to whether they are acts of 
reason, even if they are not different species according to whether they are 
acts of some other power. For example, to know one’s own wife and to know a wife 
not one’s own are acts having objects differing according to something 
pertaining to reason: “one’s own” and “not one’s own” are determined according 
to a rule of reason—which differences, however, are accidental with respect to 
the generative power or even to the concupiscible power. And therefore to know 
one’s own and to know one not one’s own differ in species according to whether 
they are acts of reason, but not according to whether they are acts of the 
generative or the concupiscible 
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power. In so far as they are human 
acts, to that extent they are acts of reason; for this reason, therefore, it is 
clear that they differ in species in so far as they are human acts.(30)


  



	In his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, as part of a general
consideration of the logical structure of factual reality,
Wittgenstein asks, “Where in the world is the metaphysical subject
to be noted?”(31) Echoing Aristotle’s De anima II, 4, he compares
the reality that stands opposite the subject to the field of vision.
The latter is made possible by the eye but the eye never appears
in it—nor, Wittgenstein adds, is there anything in the field of
vision from which it could be concluded that it is seen from an
eye. Gathering the whole of reality into the subject in this way has
the effect of eliminating the subjective—the subjective, that is, in
the very common, post-Cartesian sense.(32) As Wittgenstein puts it:
“Here we see that solipsism strictly carried out coincides with
pure realism. The I in solipsism shrinks to an extensionless point
and there remains the reality co-ordinated with it.”(33) 
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	Although it is distinct from the factual universe of the
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, Thomas’s moral universe can be
understood in much the same way. Since it is made up entirely of
the same type of reality, the possibility of playing one type off
against another is excluded. One cannot argue, for instance, that
a doctor, physically speaking, may have crushed the skull of a
fetus but his intention was good—he did it, for example, in order
to save the life of the mother or in order to ensure her mental
health. Nor does one offer a full account of the ethical status of
an adulterer by saying that he is charitable and compassionate.
Thomas’s moral universe is much more complicated than that.
Ethics is about human actions, and one engages in ethical analysis
by asking, first of all, whether the basic thing done is in accor-dance with reason or not. A surgical intervention that falls upon
the skull of a fetus rather than upon its appropriate matter, a
diseased or otherwise dangerous organ, is not reasonable since it
is vitiated in its object. Intercourse with one’s wife, the
appropriate matter of human sexual relations, is in itself reason-able, although, due to circumstances, it may be unreasonable.
Appropriate and inappropriate matter is (nearly) as multifarious
as the actions to which it corresponds—and it is always
determined by what is or is not in accordance with reason. 


IV


	What about those acts which even Thomas acknowledges do
not have an object that is good or bad in genere? Granted that acts
such as giving food to the hungry and drink to the thirsty hook
right on to the moral universe (i.e., at their objects) in such a way
that we cannot pull their moral content away from the acts
themselves, do not acts that are not bonum [malum] in genere,
such as “to pick up straw from the ground or to go into a field,”
take on moral character as a sort of addendum? For even Thomas
acknowledges that such acts are “indifferent according to their
species” (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 8). He goes on, as is well-known, in
the very next article to say that, nonetheless, provided they 	
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proceed from deliberative reason, such acts qua individual acts are
not indifferent; but, even still, is not the moral character a sort of
accessory to the act itself?


	Let us look at what Thomas says in the second of these articles
where indifference is denied of individual acts. He explains first
that the moral character of an act sometimes comes not from its
object but from circumstances attaching to the act—and especially
from the intention of the end (STh I-II, q. 18, a. 9). It is this latter
that pulls the act (per quam trahatur) into the realm of the moral.



  
For since it belongs to reason to put things in order,
an act proceeding from deliberative reason, if it is
not ordered toward an appropriate end, has the
character of evil in as much as it is incompatible
with reason. But if it is ordered to an appropriate
end, it is compatible with the order of reason and
for that reason it has the character of good.(34) 


  



It is significant that Thomas uses here the same approach, and
some of the same language, that he uses in talking about the
bonum [malum] in genere. As there, the good is good because it
has intelligibility or fullness of being. The rational agent is judged
by whether he puts—or, at least, attempts to put—things in order
in such a way that there is a path from his action to an
appropriate end (ad debitum finem). In the event that he does so,
Thomas would not say that the act “falls upon appropriate
matter” (supra debitam materiam), for that would make the object
bonum in genere. However, besides this, the point is the same: a
good act must be one whose terminus is not such as to spoil the
perfection of the act. An act bad on account of this sort of
contamination in its natural progress (or path) would not be a
“monstrosity,” for the species is not impeded at its origin; but it
would not be fully rational, fully intelligible, either. 
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	But where is this “appropriate end” found? Does it exist in the
agent or does it occupy a particular spot in the moral universe?
Consider for a moment the basic structure of a human action. At
one pole we find the act of the will, at the other the action itself:
that which the agent chooses to do.(35) The “appropriate end”
(debitum finem) spoken of in STh I-II, q. 18, a. 9 clearly cannot
be in the will itself. Thomas explains why in the first article of the
Prima Secundae concerning the structure of human action,
whether it is always for an end. He holds that it is. An objection
would have it that, since the last end (of a particular series of
practical steps) might be an action and since the last end is not for
an end (that is why it is called “last end”), there are some actions
(for instance, this one that comes at the end of the series) that are
not for an end. 


	Thomas’s reply is that even in this case the object of the action
is different from the act of the will itself. 



  
An act is said to be voluntary in two ways: first,
because it is commanded by the will, such as to
walk or to speak; secondly, because it is elicited by
the will, such as to will itself. It is impossible,
however, that the very act elicited by the will might
be a last end. For the object of the will is an end,
just as the object of the act of seeing is color. Thus,
just as it is impossible that the first visible thing
should be the seeing itself (since every seeing is of
some visible object), so also it is impossible that the
first appetible thing, which is an end, should be the
willing itself. One can only conclude, then, that, if
a human action is a last end, it is commanded by
the will.(36) 


  



In other words, even in the difficult case under consideration—in
which, for logical reasons, we would seem to have to say that the
structure of the action is not two-poled—even in this case, there
are two poles: one being the act of will, the other being the action
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commanded by the will. The end inheres in that. Our
philosophical attention is borne willy-nilly away from the act of
the will itself to the action performed.


	Let us return to the question at issue: Where does an action
whose moral character depends on a circumstance exist? Does it
exist in the agent? Or does it occupy a particular spot in the moral
universe? The question needs to be better formulated since we are
not talking about the physical but rather the moral universe.(37) The
two are connected—a faithful husband has intercourse with a
(physical) woman, a person physically picks up straw from the
ground—but the analysis of these two universes is quite different.
In a sense the moral act never really leaves the “inner” since an
act is not a moral act unless it is intended and understood. On the
other hand, this does not mean that it cannot occupy a particular
spot in the moral universe, for any moral action has the bipolar
structure described just above: it involves not just an act of the
will but an act of the will to do something. The action that the
agent chooses to do is in a particular spot in the sense that it is has
a definite, delimited structure.


	So, with this clarification in place, we can say that an action
that receives its moral character due to a circumstance must hook
directly onto the moral universe since that circumstance in effect
establishes what, morally, the agent is doing. To expand upon
Thomas’s example, picking up straw from the ground may be
indifferent in species, but if picking it up in certain circumstances
implies disrespect for someone who deserves respect, what the
agent is doing, morally, in picking up the straw is being
disrespectful. “Being disrespectful” goes right to the terminus of
his action and it is there that that action hooks on to the moral
universe. That hook is necessarily moral (i.e., not indifferent)
since, as we have seen, the moral universe contains no other type
of object. 


	In STh I-II, q. 18, a. 10, Thomas explains how the
metaphysical differences between natural and moral objects allows
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a circumstance to determine the moral species of an act. The
passage is worth quoting in full since it tells us a great deal about
how he conceives of the moral universe. The question at issue is
whether a circumstance can place a moral act into the species of
the good or the bad. Thomas replies:



  
[J]ust as the species of natural things is constituted
by their natural forms, so the species of moral acts
are constituted by their forms as conceived by
reason, as is clear from what was said above [STh I-II, q. 18, a. 5]. But since a nature is fixed toward
one thing and it is not possible for a process of
nature to continue infinitely, it is necessary for it to
arrive at some final form, from which it takes its
specific difference and after which there cannot be
another specific difference. Thus it is that in natural
things that which is accidental with respect to
something cannot be accepted as a difference
constituting its species. 


	But the process of reason is not fixed toward any
one thing but, whatever is given, it can proceed
further. And thus that which in one act is accepted
as a circumstance superadded to the object that
determines the species of the act, can again be
accepted by ordering reason as the principal
condition of the object determining the species of
the act. For instance, to take something not one’s
own has its species from the idea “not one’s own”:
it is thus placed in the species of theft. If besides
this one considers the aspect of place or time, this
will be to consider a circumstance. But since reason
can bring order also with respect to place and time
and other such things, it can happen that the
condition of place attendant upon the object is
regarded as contrary to the order of reason. For
instance, reason dictates that one do no damage to
a sacred place; thus, to take something not one’s
own from a sacred place adds a special repugnance
with respect to the order of reason. And, therefore,
place, which was first considered as a circumstance,
is now considered as the principal condition of the
object and as repugnant to reason. And in this way,
whenever some circumstance relates to the special
order of reason, either for it or against it, it is
necessary that the circumstance give to the moral
act its species as good or evil.


  



	One must acknowledge, as does Thomas here, that the moral
universe is an extremely fluid affair.(38) Since the objects of this
universe are moral objects, some of them are realized, some not.
And, as we see here, a slight shift in circumstances or intention
can suddenly change the very species of an act. But none of these
factors makes the moral universe insusceptible of precise analysis.
All the many factors swimming about in practical reason find their
primary existence (or intelligibility) not there but in theoretical 
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reason, where they clearly do admit of precise analysis.(39) A doctor
can choose to remove a cancerous uterus—or not—because there
are such things as uteruses and since scalpels cut through tissue,
etc. He can choose not to reveal to a patient at a particular time
his true condition because the circumstance “time of the action”
exists in the factual universe. The specific intelligibility that these
things have in theoretical reason is transferred to the practical
realm in a more disconnected fashion. 


	This disconnectedness does not mean, however, that a
complete and precise analysis of how the moral universe functions
is impossible. It does not mean that a philosopher must recede to
indefinite talk about compassion and fellow-feeling to the
exclusion of any attempt to analyze in a rigorous and responsible
manner the moral universe. That is the philosopher’s job: to make
sense of and to put in order all the relevant factors—general and
more particular—of the universe with which he is occupied.
Thomas Aquinas does this by transferring to the practical sphere
the language in terms of which he (and all philosophers of his
day) organized the natural world: he speaks, that is, of actions’
species, genera, matter, natural ends, circumstances, etc., without
ever pretending that the moral universe behaves in the same way
as the physical universe. The result is a theory of fascinating detail
and irreproachable consistency.(40) 
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Kevin Flannery’s recent book, Acts amid Precepts,(1) is
divided into two parts, the first of which treats “Precepts”
the second “Acts,” and each part, in turn, is subdivided into
four dense chapters. In these eight chapters, Flannery champions
what he proposes as a genuinely Aristotelian—that is, non-deductivist—reading of Aquinas’s natural law theory. In dialectical
opposition to Martha Nussbaum’s presentation of Aristotle,
Flannery’s Aristotle, although sensitive to the flexible and
improvisatory character of morally correct particular decisions,
also recognizes—like Aquinas—“objective, exceptionless moral
principles” that are “associated with the divine” (5). It is easy to
credit Flannery’s general view: the first principles of the natural
law do not allow us, by a simple process of deduction, to attain
the morally correct judgment about complicated and, let us say,
culturally novel, particular cases. Aquinas himself is well aware
that even clear-minded and experienced moral “experts”—
meaning only those ethicians working within the framework of
correct moral principles—can make mistakes about the particular
application of the relevant moral precepts as well as about nitty-gritty factual issues. 
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	Thomistic natural law theory, then, is not a top-down
“spinning out” of lower from higher precepts. Flannery attempts
to make this evident by reconstructing the Thomistic theory
according to his own, worked-over model (chapters 1 and 8) of
Aristotelian practical reasoning. The challenge, which Flannery
resolutely faces, is to formulate a more coherent version of
Aristotle’s sketchily developed practical syllogism (the conclusion
of which is a choice/action) than the one that D. J. Allan provided
in his now widely abandoned interpretation. Flannery closely
follows Anthony Kenny: unlike the (solely) “truth preserving”
theoretical syllogism, the “good preserving/attaining” practical
syllogism moves analytically “upstream” toward the predicate
term of the major premiss. Moreover, the conclusion of the
practical syllogism, since it always can be defeated by extraneous
but pertinent factors, is not necessitated by its premisses. Practical
reasoning is not exclusively a technical determination of the
means to ulterior or extrinsic ends; in ethics, praxis, as
distinguished from poesis, can be considered either an intrinsic
constituent of the end or an end in itself. In either case, practical
reasoning is anchored, securely, in universal ends/goods. But since
they must be apprehended experientially, pleasure and pain can
corrupt practical reason’s intellectual grasp of these archai.


	With this notion of practical reason in mind, Flannery finds (in
chapter 2) the Thomistic subject matter (in STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2)
for an Aristotelian science of natural law ethics. The multiplicity
of natural law precepts can be unified, after the fashion of
Aristotle’s pros hen relationship, by being referred to one
foundational precept—the famous but morally indeterminate First
Principle of Practical Reason (FPPR), “Good is to be done and
pursued; evil is to be avoided.” First principles, by definition , are
indemonstrable; they cannot be deduced from any prior propo-sition. However, an elenchic proof of first principles—showing
that to deny them is, implicitly, to assert them—is possible.
Imitating Aristotle’s elenchic proof for the Principle of
Contradiction, Flannery constructs a similar proof for the FPPR.
Denying the FPPR negates the possibility of any action. Any 
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human choice in pursuit of an end that could be recognized as
intelligent and intelligible involves acting for an object of desire
that (because it is under some description desired) is an apparent
good which, at the moment of choice, excludes its contrary;
otherwise there would be no reason for the agent to choose and
no actual choice.


	Flannery, guided by Aquinas’s somewhat desultory remarks,
schematically groups with the foundational FPPR other per se
nota (roughly meaning self-evidently and commonly known)
primary or axiomatic precepts: for example, “Evil is to be done
to no man.” Immediately falling under these axioms are the more
determinate per se nota precepts which are focused on the ends
universally set for practical reason by our natural inclinations
towards certain basic or unrevisable human goods: for example,
life, health, knowledge, and friendship. Placed under these per se
nota natural-inclination precepts is a tier of easily deducible
conclusions, namely, the Decalogue. Thereafter, in varying
degrees of remotion, more specific precepts follow (though by a
determinatio, not by strict deduction). About the latter, Flannery
thoroughly and convincingly shows the limits of “deductivism” or
argument by “synthesis” (compositio) from principles downwards
to conclusions. Even in geometry, “analysis” (resolutio) from
assumed propositions to their principles plays an important
heuristic role. 


	Ethics, in reasoning from principles to particular actions, never
has the deductive rigor of mathematics; rather, moral agents
typically begin with an indeterminate grasp on the basic goods
and, through deliberation (which proceeds modo resolutivo),
attempt to determine the means whereby those goods may be
attained. Although the secondary precepts of the natural law (the
Decalogue) can be deduced from the primary per se nota precepts,
the formation of subsequent and more particularized precepts
requires experience and wider information; that is, they are
contingent determinations of the primary precepts, whether
through specification of more general principles or collateral
inference, rather than necessary conclusions therefrom. 
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	Flannery helpfully explains (chapter 3) why metaphysics does
not provide the particular sciences with their own proper first
principle. Contrary to the standard (neo-Platonizing) interpreta-tion, sometimes mistakenly attributed to the influential sixteenth-century Aristotelian commentator Jocopo Zabarella, both
Aristotle and Aquinas acknowledge the logical distance between
metaphysical common principles and the proper principles of any
particular science. Along with the common first principles
simpliciter, each generically distinct science has its own proper
first principles which any demonstration in that genus must
assume. A so-called subalternated science is one that receives its
proper first principles from its subalternating or superior
science—as, for example, optics does from geometry. Metaphysics
does not give such principles. It does study the proper principles
of the particular sciences, but only insofar as they fall under the
proper subject matter of metaphysics, being qua being. Thus, the
subject matters of the particular sciences (being under some
particular determination) are subordinate to the universal subject
matter of metaphysics, but the other sciences are not logically
subalternated to metaphysics.


	On whether it is possible to commensurate goods—an issue
that sharply divides the so-called new natural law theorists
(notably Grisez and Finnis) from their consequentialist adversaries
who readily weigh and balance goods—Flannery correctly notes
that Aquinas’s sketchy remarks (in STh I-II, q. 94, a. 2) about a
hierarchy of basic goods and corresponding self-evident precepts
provide scant and perhaps ambiguous guidance. Does Aquinas’s
tripartite metaphysical ordering of human inclinations—directed
to corresponding ontic, vital and animal, and rational goods—
imply an ascending ranking of superior, and, in conflict situations,
overriding practical or decision-guiding values? Flannery finds
(chapter 4) an answer in Aristotle’s convoluted mathematical and
metaphysical distinctions between counting and ordering.
Aristotle allows (Rhet. I, 7, 1363b36-38) that one good can be
considered greater than another, although the ranking can vary
according to the criterion used: for example, the good is 
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considered to be greater, if one uses a causal criterion, because it
is either the principle or the end of the other. But, contrary to the
classical consequentialist calculus, to count (by adding units so as
to compare a greater to a lesser sum of goodness) is not to order
goods. To over-simplify, things—which Aristotle tags “indivi-sibles” and Flannery calls “relatively indistinguishable”—can be
counted because they have a “common idea”; things that differ in
kind or have “no common idea,” since they do not vary according
to more or less quantity or intensity, are not comparable or
commensurable (sumbltos), but they can be ordered (positioned
as prior or posterior). Flannery concludes, plausibly but without
showing any direct dependence of Aquinas on Aristotle, that the
practical goods in the Thomistic hierarchy are not to be regarded
as commensurable since they cannot be ranked more or less good
according to some common measure of goodness.


	Textual considerations aside, does Flannery’s conclusion really
settle the contemporary issue whether one may ever choose to
override—not by the commensuration but by some ordering
principle—one precept in favor of another? Flannery admonishes
the consequentialist not to forget that the order of precepts is
“founded upon goods” (108) but, here, it would be relevantly
more precise to say the order of goods—in which case, overriding
one precept in favor of another is not an obvious case of attacking
the (ontological) “infrastructure” of the hierarchical “system of
precepts.” If it is rational to order the goods, might it not also be
rational in some circumstances to prefer one good ranked higher
over another? Admittedly, allowing for preferential choices
among ranked goods hardly resolves the question whether it is
permissible to “directly attack” some basic good. Flannery devotes
considerable attention to the latter issue which is, in fact, the
central theme of his book. First, though, he examines (chapters 5
and 6) the Thomistic notion of “free choice” (liberum arbitrium).


	Contemporary discussions of free choice/decision often begin
by affirming or denying Odon Lottin’s claim (publicized first
in1928 and, thereafter, reasserted with various nuances until the
mid-1950s) that Aquinas moved away (around 1270, with the
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publication of the De Malo, specifically in question 6 thereof)
from an Aristotelian intellectual determinism towards a more
radically voluntaristic notion of freedom: the exercise of free
choice is grounded in the will’s absolute spontaneous act and
precisely quantum ad exercitium the will is not determined by the
prior formal or final causality (quantum ad specificationem) of the
intellect. Flannery thinks that Lottin’s repeatedly adjusted thesis
lacks “a clear sense” (115). Skeptical about any alleged develop-ment of this Thomistic doctrine, Flannery holds that Aquinas’s
notion of freedom consistently remained intellectualistic and,
historically speaking, Aristotelian and not anticipatorily modern.
Contrary to Lonergan’s reading, De Malo, q. 6 is not only a
repudiation of a theory that equates freedom with noncoercion
(lack of external force), but, also, of any “compatibilism” that
would allow freedom to be consistent with interior necessity of
choice. The latter as well as the former theory is opposed to both
faith and sound philosophy.


	Flannery, although he occasionally reads Aquinas into Aristotle
(consider his interpretation [124] of De Anima, III, 19, 433a16-20), accurately locates the Thomistic ground of freedom in the
intellect. Aquinas’s account of freedom is “intellectualist”: a free
choice is grounded in a free judgment of practical reason. A
judgment actually made remains free if it has not been necessi-tated by the intellectual apprehension of the goodness of the
possible object of choice. Since only that which is good in every
respect—that is, the infinite and perfect good that is indeter-minately desired by the will under the ratio of “happiness”—
necessitates the intellectual judgment of its goodness, any actual
judgment about a finite good is contingent or free because the
intellect would have been able to consider that good as somehow
imperfect and, therefore, the will would have been able to choose
otherwise. The views of Lottin and others notwithstanding, there
is no radical spontaneity of will apart from intellect: in regard to
its object, the will is always formally determined by the intellect.
Even in the case of choosing whether or not to consider thinking
about (and, consequently, necessarily desiring) the perfect good
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(happiness or some necessary constituent thereof), the will’s
freedom is grounded upon the intellectual judgment that “Now is
not the time to think about happiness!” But sustaining Aquinas’s
psychology of free choice is the mutual reflexio of intellect and
will. Flannery’s intellectualist account would be in finer tune with
Aquinas (and not just Aristotle!) if he had paid more attention to
that reflexio. Certainly, Aquinas’s ordering of the sequence of
internal intellectual and volitional acts (which treats electio before
consilium/iudicium) highlights volition: the sequence is viewed as
internal specifications of the global act of willing (velle). 


	Flannery’s treatment of the Principle of Double Effect (chapter
7) is yet more troublesome. He alters the terminology of Aquinas:
instead of referring to an action with two effects, one “good” (the
effect directly intended) and the other “bad” (the effect—praeter
intentionem—foreseen but not directly intended), Flannery refers
to the latter as the “immoral side effect” of the action (167).
Unfortunately, this altered terminology, which replaces the
couplet “good/bad” with “moral/immoral,” confuses, in a number
of important ways, Aquinas’s main point: the agent’s intention,
not the effects of his action, are properly labeled “moral” or
“immoral.” The action itself (taken apart from the agent’s inten-tion) has two equally real effects; in referring to its bad effect, we
must be talking about its nonmoral “badness” since the foreseen
bad effect is precisely not, in the morally constitutive sense, an
object of the will. As foreseen but not intended, the bad effect is
no less morally permissible than the good effect. Lethal self-defense is legitimate because it does not require willing moral evil,
not because the moral evil of killing is outweighed by the moral
good of self-preservation.


	Furthermore, in applying the Principle of Double Effect, we do
not want to connote (as we properly do when we speak about
intending means-ends) two conjoined but subordinated volitional
objects, both of which are subject to moral evaluation.
Accordingly, the praeter intentionem that qualifies what otherwise
would be the morally bad effect seems better translated (or
understood) as being “outside” rather than merely “besides” the
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intention: it is “self-defense,” not “killing,” that is declared
normatively determinative of the nonetheless lethal action.
However, either translation requires an explanation of why the
foreseen death of the miscreant assailant—that death, which in
some circumstances, surely is the phenomenological focus of the
would-be victim’s consciousness—is not the intention that
determines the morally relevant description of the self-defender’s
action. Why, in other words, is his action correctly called “self-defense,” not “murder”? Flannery rehearses a number of tricky
but somewhat jejune cases in order to show that the distinction
between intending and foreseeing, if carefully placed, can preserve
the self-defender from directly willing moral evil (killing another
human being). But he does not explore or effectively foreclose the
alternative explanation that it is our prior moral commitments
(our belief, for other reasons, that self-defense is morally
permissible) that actually motivate and control our description of
what the would-be victim “intends.” Flannery obliquely stirs up
suspicions about the alleged purity of the agent’s intentions, when
he speaks about the vexed nineteenth-century issue of craniotomy
and the whimsical twentieth-century philosophical character, the
stuck “fat potholer,” who can only be dislodged by being blown
up, a misfortune that, thereby, saves his trapped comrades from
death by drowning. Grisez and Boyle (though not the more
squeamish Vatican house theologians who ruled negatively on
craniotomy) “feel” (sic [175])—doubtless, more accurately,
“conclude”—that both cases of killings are permitted by the
Principle of Double Effect.


	Flannery, who holds that it is never permissible directly to
attack any one of the basic goods, has new natural law theory
worries about those public officials whom Aquinas permits—for
the sake of the superior common good—to intend directly the
death of the worst criminals. Grisez rejects Aquinas’s permission
as simply incoherent with what should be the Thomistic as well as
his own theory of inviolable basic goods. But Flannery, who wants
to terminate what are otherwise “inherently interminable debates”
(176) about the scope of the Principle of Double Effect, takes a
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different tack; he attempts to bond Grisez to MacIntyre by
introducing the notion of goods taken to be inviolable because
they are presupposed “as ends of human practices” (ibid.). Quite
apart from the fact that he offers no textual evidence that even
remotely indicates that the Platonic/Aristotelian notion of craft
forms the implicit background to Aquinas’s understanding or use
of the Principle of Double Effect, Flannery’s claim—in the case of
the officially impermissible craniotomy as opposed to the
officially permissible removal of a cancerous uterus—lacks
requisite argumentative support: it assumes exactly what needs to
be proved—a normative and universally binding identification of
the goods to be promoted by “medical craft.” Presumably,
Flannery is not just making an historical point about what the
Hippocratic or some other medical code forbade or might forbid.
According to whose craft definition, then, must it be normatively
asserted that the fetus, whose head is being crushed, and not the
imperilled mother, is the “patient” whose medical good must be
promoted? Clearly, not Professor Boyle’s; not, given their notion
of “therapeutic” abortion, the American Medical Association’s;
and not, to stretch to a no less ominous point, the Dutch
Government’s, which licenses physicians to carry out the practice
of voluntary euthanasia. Alas, the moral dilemmas surrounding
the application of the Principle of Double Effect to apparent cases
of directly intended killing cannot be plausibly solved by
appealing to historical or de facto craft definitions of “medicine.”
In our utilitarian society, it is revisionist morals that determine the
norms of the craft, not vice versa.


	Flannery’s explanation (187) of why we ought not to blow up
the fat potholer—that there is no law enshrining “fixed paths of
behavior” which permits us to do so—is unpersuasive. Aquinas,
under the general rubric of vices opposed to commutative justice
(specifically homicide in STh II-II, q. 64), talks about (a. 7) the
“lawfulness” of self-defense and he quotes, in his usual proof-text
fashion, the jurists who allow for it. However, the horizon of the
discussion is set not by the practices of human or statutory law (as
Flannery opines) but by natural law. In the body of the article, the
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lawful is clearly grounded in the natural and Aquinas’s contention
is that one may always licitly intend a natural good whatever the
statutory law may or may not say. Flannery acknowledges that
natural law grounds positive law but his interpretation reverses
Aquinas’s point of view: it is the positive law that Aquinas is
concerned to show as not “necessarily standing outside and
separate from” (188) the natural law—not vice versa as Flannery
puts it. And from the standpoint of the natural law, it may indeed
be open to the morally stout hearted, as Boyle has also argued, to
dynamite the potholer if it can be shown, ceteris paribus, that his
death is not directly intended. 


	Aquinas contrasts laws that have merely statutory force and
laws that, while also posited, have a force primarily “derived”
from the natural law itself. But Flannery over-emphasizes (73-78)
the degree to which the determinatio of tertiary or quaternary
natural law precepts coincides with—or perhaps requires?—their
being posited in statutory law. His explanation that it is morally
permissible for the public official directly to intend to kill the
miscreant, because such killing is permitted by the statutory law,
floats far above what is discernible in Aquinas’s text and is
dubious in its own right. Aquinas allows the public official directly
to intend the death of the miscreant if doing so is necessary for
the well being of the community. This permission follows easily
enough from what STh II-II, q. 64, a. 2 had already established:
the subordination, implicitly moral as well as explicitly
ontological (see especially ad 3), of the individual to the social
whole. Prima facie, article 7 can be read as permitting—without
any apparent worry about damaging the “infrastructure of
morality” (192)—the public official to override (“attack” by the
standards of the new natural law theorists) the miscreant’s
undoubted but lesser good (his life) in favor of a greater good, the
well being of the community. For Aquinas, it is not what the law
permits but the intention of the public official (that he directly
intends to kill for the sake of preserving the common good rather
than from any private animosity) that ultimately counts.
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	In his effort to rescue natural law theory from a “top-down,”
deductive approach to moral decision-making, Flannery pro-pounds (chapter 8)—with an impressive logical facility—detailed
schematizations of the differences between the demonstrative
syllogisms of theoretical reason and the quasi-syllogistic argu-ments constructed and looser implications attained in practical
reasoning. Flannery’s schematizations have more to do with
logical theory than the practical science of ethics, which is perhaps
one reason that Aquinas never provided them. Anyway, I am
uncertain of their hermeneutical value: Flannery is so preoccupied
(37-39) with the scientific ordering of practical reason’s precepts
that he comes close to reversing the plain sense of Aquinas: per se
nota precepts are ranked first in practical science because they are
epistemically primary and common—not vice versa. In the same
vein, while I am eager not to attribute to Aquinas “Cartesian”
issues about self-evidence, much of what Thomas says about
“common principles known to all” (in the very texts that Flannery
adduces to the contrary [see 38 n. 40]) does inextricably involve
epistemological (and ontological) issues of language and meaning
and not just their place in the structure of scientific knowledge.
Such issues—because of their import for sound morals—are at the
core of STh I-II, q. 94, a. 4: “Whether the Natural Law is the
Same in All Men?” But on this point, Flannery wavers: “the
structure of the system does depend upon [epistemological]
considerations” (49). As puzzling, though quite in line with his
shift of ethics towards things theoretic, is Flannery’s assertion that
in “in order to know whether an action is an attack on a basic
good, we must situate it within the context of the system … of
natural law” (48). Meeting the latter demand, which seems driven
by Flannery’s pursuit of logical tidiness, would require some fancy
or at least theoretically “wise” (logical) footwork not at all
necessary for practical or moral knowledge. By contrast, Aquinas
simply grants (STh I-II, q. 94, a. 4; I-II, q. 100, a. 1) that all
practically rational agents know the communes conceptiones or
principles of the natural law which have universal applicability
(rectitudo); the proximate conclusions that follow upon the 
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principles of practical reason (= the Decalogue) are also
exceptionless and can be known “at once” with but “a little
reflection” by all agents, at least those agents whose practical
thinking is not disoriented by sinful passions. Presumably, then,
violations of these prescribed basic or natural goods can be known
with equal facility by all practically rational agents.


	Historically minded reviewers have already objected to
Flannery’s use of Aristotle to control, sometimes on a tenuous
textual basis, his interpretation of Aquinas. But Flannery explicitly
disavows “antiquarianism” (xvii), although he does not thereby
reject, as his footnotes evidence, all historical erudition.
Nonetheless, Flannery pursues his philosophical concerns,
perhaps because they are rather narrowly construed, apart from
a systematic interpretation of Aquinas’s moral science. That is,
Flannery makes no attempt to locate Thomistic natural law theory
against Aquinas’s far wider Christian horizons, which subsume the
natural law and the Old Law into the New Law of the Beatitudes.
Yet, it is precisely this subsumption—which certainly transforms
if it does not break open the Aristotelian model—that structures
the whole of Thomistic moral wisdom. 


	It remains Flannery’s project to show how Thomistic natural
law theory could be conformed to a revised Aristotelian model of
a quasi-“deductive” practical science. In doing so, successfully I
would think, Flannery provides many competent and useful
discussions of things logical: his appendix on Aquinas’s notion of
per se predication is especially commendable. Despite his
conscientious efforts, Flannery’s success in fulfilling his main task,
showing how—not just as an exercise in Thomistic exegesis but in
normative ethical theory—an act with an “evil effect” can still be
“morally upright” (xiii), seems more questionable. Such questions,
of course, are the usual price for saying anything normative. Still,
to the objections that I have suggested throughout this review, I
shall add one more demurral. I am less confident than Flannery
that “free and honest” political and professional discourse, which,
in fact, is often untethered from any explicit moral framework,
acknowledges and much less accepts the burden of connecting 
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unproven but assumed (ethical) theses “with the relevant first
principles” of morality. For sobering evidence that the burden can
be too easily jettisoned, fathom the recent dissenting pronounce-ment (contra the recommended moratorium on stem cell
research) from scientist members on the U.S. President’s Council
on Bioethics (Science, vol. 297, no. 5589 [September 2002]:
1957).


	Flannery, for his part, has somewhat naively backed himself,
via MacIntyre, into an almost Hegelian position—that Moralität,
however ideally grounded in a priori or quasi-innate principles of
practical reason, is actually dependent upon reflective social
practices or Sittlichkeit that is “sifted through,” an experiential
sifting that “leads up [sic] to the principles that constitute human
happiness” (193). So put, are we being led to Hegelian principles
or Thomistic conclusions? No matter; there is something more
urgent to ponder. Given the history of Nazi Germany, whose
baleful legalism knew no bounds, Flannery’s bland assertion is
astonishing, not reassuring: “One can intend to kill without
attacking the basic good of human life if the intention is in
accordance with law” (192). Flannery adds, almost as an
afterthought, that “legitimate practices” are those permitted “by
good laws” (193, emphasis added)—all true, but the perennial
challenge is exactly how to frame criteria for “sifting through”
and identifying the latter.
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Scholars have long been interested in the first article of
Thomas Aquinas’s Disputed Questions on Truth (De Veritate).
Most of this interest has been focused on Thomas’s discussion of
the general modes of being (modi entis generales consequentes omne
ens), which later thinkers have come to refer to as “the transcendentals.”
Indeed, influential commentators like Umberto Eco,(1) Armand Maurer,(2)
and Francis Kovach(3) have all turned to this text primarily—and
sometimes only—for its insights about the transcendentals. 


	The most important recent contribution to this exegetical tradition
was made by Jan Aertsen in his Medieval Philosophy and the
Transcendentals: The Case of Thomas Aquinas. While Aertsen admits
that Thomas “never wrote a separate treatise on the transcendentals,”(4)
he also claims that Thomas left “three texts [I Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 3; De
Veritate, q. 1, a. 1; and De Veritate, q. 21, a. 1] … that have a more
general character and present the doctrine [of the transcendentals] in its
entirety.”(5) Of these three texts, Aertsen takes the first article of De 
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Veritate to contain “Thomas’s most complete account and afford insight
into the interests motiving transcendental thought.”(6) It is therefore
unsurprising that Aertsen reads De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1 as a
predominantly ontological and epistemological discourse that privileges
the transcendental modes of being.(7)


	There are, of course, scholars who resist reading the first article of
De Veritate as though it were primarily a discussion of the
transcendentals. In 1989, Adrian Reimers published an article entitled
“St. Thomas’s Intentions at De Veritate 1, 1,” in which he argued that
“St. Thomas’s analysis of these transcendentals is logical in nature,
rather than ontological… . The ultimate purpose of De Veritate 1, 1 is
to define a word, namely, ‘truth’.”(8) 


	Even stated in these broad terms, Reimers’s claim has met objection
from the leading contemporary expositor of Thomas’s doctrine of the
transcendentals. Aertsen writes: 



  
This approach yields too limited a picture of Thomas’s intentions. The question is
“What is truth?”, and Thomas looks into the conditions for every investigation into
what something is. As we observed earlier, it is evident from the arguments pro and
contra that the question actually disputed in 1.1 is whether truth is altogether the
same as being. If Thomas were merely interested in a logical definition of truth, we
are left with no explanation as to why he unfolds the doctrine of the transcendentals
in precisely this text.(9)


  



The argument between these exegetes is complicated, in part because
their dispute is over Thomas’s mode of discourse as well as the question
he intended to investigate. Thus, one aspect of the controversy derives
from the fact that Reimers believes that Thomas’s aims in this text are
logical, whereas Aertsen maintains that they are more ontological and
epistemological. The other aspect of the dispute arises from differing
assessments of Thomas’s central intention in the text. Reimers thinks
Thomas intended primarily to discern a definition of truth, but Aertsen



page 199

holds that Reimers’s interpretation of the text does not have the
resources to explain one of the most striking features of the text,
namely, Thomas’s discussion of the general modes of being. 


	In this paper, I wish to address the latter, more fundamental aspect
of this controversy: what was Thomas’s intention at De Veritate, q. 1,
a. 1? I contend that his primary intention was to define truth.(10) This
thesis can be supported both by close reading of the first article itself
and by analysis of the larger organizational structure of the De Veritate.
Thus, I will first examine the text of De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1 in order to
explain how the discussion of the transcendentals fits into Thomas’s
attempt to define truth (section I). I will then pause to consider two
objections against my reading of this text. The first is the objection
raised by Aertsen: why would Thomas discuss the transcendentals in a
text where his primary aim was to define truth (section II)? The second
objection is a more powerful modification of the first: even if one can
account for Thomas’s discussing the transcendentals as part of his
attempt to define truth, how are we to explain the striking detail of this
discussion—detail that does not seem to be demanded by the task of
defining truth (section III)? After addressing these two objections, I will
sketch the structure of the entire De Veritate in order to show how this
larger structure emphasizes the primacy of truth, not the
transcendentals, in the first question (section IV). Thus, I will attempt
to produce both “microscopic” and “macroscopic” textual evidence for
construing question 1, article 1 primarily as an attempt to define truth.
Finally, to defray any concerns that this dispute might be just a minor
exegetical skirmish, I will conclude with a few words about the
significance of this problem for the study of Aquinas’s philosophy and,
indeed, medieval thought in general (section V).


I. The Schema of De Veritate 1.1
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	Since the question of Thomas’s central intention here is primarily a
matter of textual interpretation, it must be resolved by turning to the
text. To save time, I will focus my consideration of the first article on
the corpus, examining it schematically rather than line by line. However,
we should at least note the question, objections, and objections sed
contra that set the context for Thomas’s response.


	Thomas begins the first article of the De Veritate with a simple
announcement: “The question concerns truth. And first it is asked ‘what
is truth?’ [“quid est veritas?”].”(11) The question speaks directly to the
exegetical dispute at hand, and it seems clear that Thomas means to
investigate the nature of truth. Indeed, the familiar “quid est”
formulation suggests that the investigation will culminate in a definition
of truth.


	However, the article is no sooner underway than Thomas seems to
shift direction. In the first objection, he writes: “It seems that the true is
altogether the same as being. In his book The Soliloquies, Augustine
says ‘the true is that which is’; but that which is is nothing other than
being. Therefore, ‘true’ signifies altogether the same thing as ‘being.’”(12)
Thomas’s first argument sed contra clarifies the point at issue in the
objections: “On the contrary, ‘useless repetition of the same thing is
meaningless’ [nugatio]. If, therefore, the true were the same as being,
it would be meaningless when a being is called ‘true,’ which is false;
therefore they are not the same.”(13) Notice that the question disputed in
these arguments is not precisely “what is truth?” but rather “whether
truth is altogether the same as being?” At first blush, it is not clear how
the dispute about the relationship between being and truth is relevant to
the announced question regarding the quiddity of truth. On the other
hand, if Thomas were primarily interested in truth as a transcendental
property of being, the question of the relationship between truth and
being would be more obviously germane.
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	Since the announced question and the objections provide ambivalent
testimony, we must turn to the corpus of the article for clarification of
Thomas’s purpose. Thomas begins his response in a remarkable way:
“Just as it is necessary to make a reduction to per se nota principles in
matters of demonstration, so too when investigating the definition of any
thing, lest there be an infinite regress, and science and cognition perish
altogether.”(14) The claim that demonstrations must be reduced (or at least
reducible) to first principles is commonplace, but Thomas’s application
of this demand to definitions is more striking. One would normally
expect a definition to be reduced only to a genus and a specific
difference. Nevertheless, Thomas begins his response by suggest-ing
that all quiddities must in fact be reducible to that which the intellect
first conceives. Following Avicenna, he states that this first concept is
being (ens). Thus, all other concepts must be taken from some addition
to being.


	Therein lies the rub. For, as Thomas points out, “nothing can be
added to being as though it were extrinsic to it, in the manner in which
a difference is added to a genus or an accident to a subject, since every
nature is essentially a being [ens].”(15) When defining a thing, we usually
distinguish the species by adding a specific difference to the genus. But
when the term to be defined transcends all genera—as truth does—there
is no genus to which the species can be reduced; the only “category”
sufficiently broad to contain it is being, and (as Aristotle noted) nothing
can be added to being in the manner of a genus because there is no
difference outside of being to specify it.(16) 
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	Fortunately, as Thomas points out, there are other ways of adding to
being. For while nothing can add to being in the manner of something
extrinsic to it, a term can express a “mode of being” that is not made
explicit by the term “being” itself, thereby adding to being in ratione if
not in re.(17) This logical addition to being can happen in two ways, as
Thomas explains.(18) The first type of addition results in the “special
modes” of being, namely, the categories of substance and the nine
accidents. But each of these categories has a more restricted scope than
being, so this manner of addition cannot produce a term (or concept)
that is coextensive with being. The second manner of addition, however,
results in concepts that are coextensive with being, or as Thomas states:
“such that the expressed mode be a general mode consequent upon all
being” (“ita quod modus expressus sit modus generalis consequens
omne ens”).(19) Now, something can be said of every being either in itself
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(in se) or in relation to another (in ordine ad aliud), and one can speak
in each of these ways either affirmatively or negatively. Thus, the terms
“being” (ens) and “thing” (res) are said affirmatively of every being in
itself with respect to its act of being and its essence, respectively. The
term “one” (unum) is said negatively of every being in itself inasmuch
as it is not divided from itself. Thomas then turns to the modes of being
taken in relation to another, stating that we call every being “something”
(aliquid) inasmuch as it is divided from other beings. It is noteworthy
that Thomas seems to have reversed his previous order here, mentioning
what might be construed as the negative relational mode of being before
the positive. Of course, in order for there to be a positive relational
mode of being, there must be some thing capable of being related to
every being (“quod natum sit convenire cum omni ente”). This thing,
according to Aristotle, is the soul.(20) But the soul has two faculties
through which it relates to being: the intellect and the appetite (vis
cognitiva et appetitiva).(21) The relation between being and appetite is
expressed by the term “good” (bonum). The relation between being and
intellect is expressed by the term “true” (verum).


	For the most part, Thomas’s discussion of the so-called
“transcendentals” is now complete. And yet (following the line
numbering of the Leonine edition), nearly forty percent of the corpus
remains (40 out of 105 lines). These remaining lines should be of great
interest in assessing the role of the transcendentals in the article, as well
as Thomas’s primary intention in the text.


	Thomas’s next step is rather peculiar. Having explained that the term
“true” bespeaks a relation between being and intellect, Thomas goes into
some detail about the cognitive process and how it relates to the ratio
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of truth.(22) He notes that cognition is perfected through the assimilation
of the knower to the thing known, in such a way that this assimilation
is the “cause of cognition.” Thomas calls this assimilation the
“adequation” of intellect and thing (adaequatio intellectus et rei), and
says that the ratio of the “true” is formally completed in it. Then, in
rather pointed fashion, Thomas notes that cognition follows this
conformity as its effect and is not the conformity itself. This emphatic
distinction is passing strange, given that the relation of conformity does
not actually exist until cognition occurs; nevertheless, Thomas insists on
it. He is also careful to point out that the entitas rei (the “real
existence”) of the known object precedes the ratio of the true.


	The purpose of this foray into the metaphysics of cognition becomes
clear when we reach the culmination of Thomas’s response. Thomas
states that “according to this … truth or the ‘true’ is found to be
defined in three ways.”(23) In the first way, it is described according to
that which precedes the formal perfection of truth, namely, the
extramental existent. (Thus, Thomas notes, the definitions of Augustine
and Avicenna speak of truth as though it were equivalent to being.) In
the second way, truth is defined according to that which formally
completes the ratio of truth, namely, the adaequatio intellectus et rei.
(Thus, the definitions Thomas attributes to Isaac Israeli, Anselm, and
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Aristotle posit a conformity of understanding and thing.(24)) Finally, truth
has been defined according to that which is, properly speaking,
consequent upon the formal ratio of truth: presumably, Thomas means
that this group of definitions speaks to cognition as the effect of truth,
following the analysis he provided in his discussion of cognition.
(Thomas locates the definitions attributed to Hilary and Augustine’s De
vera religione in this third category.)


	The schema of the corpus is, then, roughly as follows. First, Thomas
states that all concepts must be reducible to the first concept (being),
lest conceptual knowledge be unfounded. Second, observing that this
reduction of concepts to being actually presents a problem for
constructing other concepts, he notes the way(s) in which one cannot
add to being and gestures toward a general way in which one can add to
being. Third, he mentions the first precise way in which one can actually
add to being, a procedure that produces the special modes of being.
Fourth, he explores the second precise way in which one can add to
being, a procedure that produces general modes of being; this
exploration culminates in the description of truth as a general mode of
being said in relation to intellect. Fifth, he offers a tripartite analysis of
the metaphysics of cognition that situates truth more precisely as a
conformity between extramental being (the cause of truth) and cognition
(the effect of truth). Sixth, Thomas reconciles his preferred definition of
truth as a conformity of intellect and thing with other authoritative
statements by using a taxonomy of analogous senses of truth derived
from the tripartite analysis of cognition he just provided. Thus, in spite
of the fact that the objections emphasize the problem of what truth adds
to being, the corpus concludes precisely where the opening question
would seem to lead, namely, with a consideration of the quiddity of 
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truth. Indeed, the rather elaborate structure of the corpus appears to be
ordered toward articulating Thomas’s definition of truth as a general
mode of being said in relation to intellect and then harmonizing this
definition with others Thomas has inherited from authoritative thinkers.
Thomas’s comments about the transcendental modes of being occur en
route to accomplishing these more primary tasks.


II. Objection 1: Why Discuss the Transcendentals Here?


	With the schema of the entire corpus in view, we are now positioned
to see whether the presence of the transcendentals in question 1, article
1 is consistent with the notion that Thomas’s central intention there was
to define truth. It has been shown that the article begins in search of the
quiddity of truth and ends with a discussion of the same topic. But how
are we to meet Aertsen’s objection concerning the middle of the article:
Why does Thomas discuss the transcendentals here if his purpose was
merely to define truth?(25)


	It seems to me that the unity of this text is best appreciated from the
vantage point of its final lines. The corpus of the article culminates in
a discussion of the proper and received definitions of truth. Looking
backward from this discussion, we can see that there are perfectly
natural connections among Thomas’s treatment of the problem of
adding to being, his survey of the transcendental modes of being, his
sketch of the metaphysics of cognition, and his ultimate concern to
discern the quiddity of truth. Truth is, after all, transcendental; it
transcends all genera. Thus, it cannot be defined according to the normal
formula of “genus + specific difference,” but must be reduced to
something more general than the categories themselves. Since the most
fundamental concept we possess is being, Thomas reasonably begins his
attempt to define truth by making a resolution to being as that which the
intellect first conceives. But there is a problem with trying to form
definitions by adding to being—at least if one expects to proceed in the
manner according to which a species is formed by adding to a 
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genus—for there can be no difference that lies outside the nature of
being, and thus no species can be formed from being as a genus. To
distinguish truth from being, then, Thomas must explain the ways in
which we can in fact add to being, namely, by constructing terms that
express modes of being not made explicit by the term “being” itself.
This can happen in two ways, and Thomas examines both. The first way
results in the formation of the categories; but since each category has a
more restricted scope than being itself, Thomas must eschew this
manner of addition as a means for generating a transcendental term. The
second way, however, can produce general modes of being. Thomas
explores certain possibilities for forming such modes en route to
articulating the one that is said of being in relation to intellect, namely,
truth. 


	It is worth noting that even while sketching these tran-scendentals
Thomas seems to have the definition of truth in sight: for, when
discussing the relational transcendentals, he reverses both his initial
order of treating “positive” modes before “negative” ones and (perhaps
more importantly) the proper ontological order whereby true precedes
good. One might assume he does this so that his discussion will
culminate with the ratio of truth as a gen-eral mode of being consisting
in the adaequatio intellectus et rei. 


	This hypothesis is borne out in the lines that follow the discussion of
general modes of being, where Thomas sketches the tripartite
metaphysics of cognition in order to establish a taxonomy for the
received definitions of truth. This taxonomy is, of course, arranged
according to the logic of analogy. Properly speaking, truth consists in
the adaequatio intellectus et rei; but “true” can also be said per
posterius of both the cause of truth (extramental being) and the effect
of truth (cognition). While Thomas uses this logic to reconcile his
description of truth as adaequatio intellectus et rei with others he
inherits from philosophical and theological authorities, we should not
lose sight of the fact that the focal point of the taxonomy is still the ratio
of truth. Thus, taken in one glimpse, the various parts of the article do
cohere. And if Thomas devotes a fair amount of consideration both to
the problem of adding to being and to transcendental modes of being, it
is because these topics are integral to his attempt to answer the question
“quid est veritas?”
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III. Objection 2: Why Discuss the Transcendentals in Such
Detail? 


	Even if one allows that the task of defining truth calls for a
discussion of how general modes of being can be formed by adding to
being, it is not immediately clear that the detail with which Thomas
carries out this discussion is demanded by the goal of defining truth.
Would it not have sufficed for Thomas simply to have noted that truth
adds to being a relation to intellect? Or perhaps that there are two ways
in which one can add to being, and that one of these ways produces
general modes of being such as truth, which is a general mode of being
in relation to intellect? But Thomas goes to the trouble of listing and
characterizing as many as six transcendentals. One might use this fact
to formulate a second, more powerful objection against my reading of
Thomas’s intention in De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1: Why would Thomas
describe the general modes of being in such detail unless he were
interested in them for their own sake?


	In response to this objection, one might note that Thomas’s
description of truth as a relation between being and intellect
(convenientia entis ad intellectum) seems to have embedded within it
certain alternative (onto)logical possibilities that Thomas considers in
an orderly manner as he approaches the description of truth.(26) His
description of truth, taken in its context, can be glossed as ‘a mode of
being generally consequent on every being in relation to intellect’
(modus entis generalis consequens omne ens in ordine ad intellectum).
We can parse this description into the following parts: modus entis -
generalis consequens omne ens - in ordine - ad - intellectum. I
suggest that each of these components is one of at least two
(onto)logical options from which Thomas chooses in order to form his
description of truth.


	To begin with, every concept is either definable within the genera of
the ten categories or it is not. If not, then the concept can only be
described as a modus entis and not by a genus/difference definition.
Thomas’s description of truth will therefore not be a proper definition,
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but will express a mode of being not expressed by the term “being”
itself. Within the set of modes of being, there are two possibilities: (I)
speciales or (II) generales consequentes omne ens. Option I, the
speciales modi, includes both substance and the nine accidents. Option
II, the modi entis generales consequentes omne ens, includes two
further possibilities. A mode of being can be consequent on all being
either (A) in se or (B) in ordine. Within IIA, something can be said of
being either (1) affirmatively or (2) negatively. There can be affirmed
of each being both (a) an act of existence and (b) an essence. Thus, we
have the terms “ens” (IIA1a) and “res” (IIA1b), respectively.
Negatively speaking, it can be denied of each being that it is divided
within itself: this is the meaning of “unum” (IIA2). It has already been
noted that modes of being can also be distinguished by relations (in
ordine) between being and something else (IIB). These relations too can
be said, loosely speaking, either negatively (secundum divisionem)
(IIB1) or affirmatively (secundum convenientiam) (IIB2). One might
use the Latin prepositions “ab” and “ad” to signal these possibilities.
The former course is taken when one notes that a being is divided from
(ab) everything else, as when one says that it is “aliquid” (IIB1). For
there to be a mode of being distinguished by a positive relation to (ad)
something else, though, there must be some thing that is capable of
being related to every being. Thomas notes that the soul is such a thing.
Now, the soul has two faculties through which it can be joined to beings:
(a) the appetite and (b) the intellect. Thus, there can be distinguished
two modes of being in ordine ad: one is comprised of the relation
between being and the appetite, “bonum” (IIB2a), the other is comprised
of the relation between being and the intellect, “verum” (IIB2b).
Following the formalization included in these divisions, then, Thomas’s
description of truth as a general mode of being consisting of the
convenientia entis ad intellectum holds the place “IIB2b,” namely,
modus entis [(II) generalis consequens omne ens] [(B) in ordine] [(2)
ad] [(b) intellectum]. 


	In retrospect, Thomas’s list of transcendental properties looks
strikingly like a sketch of the options through which Thomas must
navigate in order to formulate “IIB2b.” If this is in fact how the list
emerges, then the transcendental terms included in this discussion are by
and large nothing more than the names of the options Thomas faces as
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he attempts to describe truth in this way. Moreover, the “list” of
transcendentals Thomas offers in this article would have to be regarded
as being deeply influenced by his goal of articulating the formulation
“IIB2b.”(27)


	One benefit of this interpretation is that it nicely highlights how the
middle of the article is in fact the middle and not the goal. By looking
backward from Thomas’s definition of truth, we can see how deftly he
navigates modi entis generales consequentes omne ens to move from
the foundational concept of being to the mode of being generalis
consequens omne ens in ordine ad intellectum. It is precisely en route
to describing this latter mode of being (truth) that Thomas elaborates
other (onto)logical possibilities for modi entis generales consequentes
omne ens.


	Nevertheless, it must be acknowledged that the preceding
explanation of the options implicit in Thomas’s description of truth is
not entirely sufficient to account for the detail of Thomas’s discussion
of general modes of being. Thomas could have generated the
classification of truth as a modus entis generalis consequens omne ens
in ordine ad intellectum simply by noting that modes of being can be
distinguished by relations, or certainly by noting that they can be
distinguished either according to being in se or by relation to something
else. Why, then, does Thomas mention the negative possibilities, unum
and aliquid? Moreover, what leads him to draw the apparently ultrafine
distinction between ens and res? 


	The transcendentals were obviously on Thomas’s mind when he
penned this article. This is understandable, since he clearly assumes
truth to be transcendental in this text. What is more, one would be hard
pressed to find thirteenth-century discussions of the transcendentals that
did not acknowledge unum as a property of being. The roots of this
tradition run as deeply as Aristotle’s Metaphysics, and, in fact, unum
was the model transcendental for some of the earliest thirteenth-century
treatises on the subject.(28) In Thomas’s intellectual milieu, it would have



page 211

been customary, even expected, to incorporate unity when mentioning
transcen-dental properties.


	Aliquid‘s role in the article can be explained by two factors. First,
by including unum in the discussion, Thomas maintains the practice of
defining transcendentals negatively. This practice, placed alongside the
formulation of relational transcendentals, suggests the possibility of a
negatively defined relational transcen-dental (that is, a transcendental
defined by division rather than correspondence). Thus, Thomas might
have included aliquid in his discussion merely to articulate the logical
option of a relational analogue to unum. In addition, Avicenna describes
aliquid and ens as two names for the same concept.(29) Since Thomas
cites Avicenna’s Metaphysics in the article, one might reasonably
suspect that a reading of this text has informed Thomas’s thought on the
various modes of being and that aliquid‘s presence in the article is a
manifestation of Avicenna’s influence.


	Finally, the presence of res in Thomas’s discussion might be
explained in three ways. First, Avicenna lists res as one of the three first
impressions.(30) Thus, as with aliquid, Thomas might simply have
included res by way of articulating a thought he gleaned from his
reading of Avicenna. A second possibility emerges from Thomas’s
response to the third objection sed contra.(31) The objector’s argument
depends on an equation of “quod est” and “ens.” Thomas refutes the
argument by noting that “ens” is taken with respect to a thing’s esse, not
its essence (quod est); as we learn in the corpus, “res” is said with
reference to a thing’s essence. Thus, Thomas’s response to this
argument depends on the distinction between “ens” and “res.”(32) It is
entirely plausible that he draws this distinction in the corpus in 
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anticipation of invoking it in his responses to the objections. The third
explanation is more philosophically loaded. If all modi entis generales
consequentes omne ens are concepts that can and must be resolved into
ens, then ens itself might not be a modus entis generalis consequens
omne ens. In other words, ens might not be a mode of being so much as
it is being itself. If this is right, another term must be found to hold the
place of something said affirmatively of every ens in se. “Res” is
precisely such a term, and it is therefore possible that Thomas included
“res” not as a second modus entis generalis consequens omne ens in se
dicitur affirmative, but as the only one. 


	To admit that Thomas fills out his sketch of modi entis generales
consequentes omne ens a bit more fully than his task of defining truth
might demand is not, however, to yield that the article aims primarily
at discussing the transcendentals, much less that it is a treatise on the
transcendentals. Consider an example. If I were to give someone
directions for driving from Sioux Falls, South Dakota to South Bend,
Indiana, I might say: “Take Interstate 90 east through Minnesota,
Wisconsin, and Illinois. As you come into Chicago, you will pass
O’Hare International Airport; soon you’ll be able to see the Sears’
Tower, which some say is the world’s tallest building; then you’ll pass
Comiskey Park, home of the Chicago White Sox. About 90 miles past
Chicago, you’ll see the exits for South Bend.” Now, even though my
long-winded directions say things about the windy city, it would be
peculiar to call them a description of Chicago, and even more peculiar
to say that the whole thing is a treatise on Chicago. These directions
unquestionably contain more information about Chicago than would be
essential for making one’s way to South Bend; but they also omit many
matters one would want to include when discussing Chicago in its own
right. Thus, the whole discussion is best construed as a set of directions
from Sioux Falls to South Bend. The directions elaborate on a few
points of interest along the way; but even these elaborations are
influenced by the goal of getting to South Bend.(33) Similarly, the best
way to describe the corpus of De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1, including every
mention it makes of transcendental properties, is as an attempt to define
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truth. To be sure, the article contains interesting and sometimes
nonessential comments about modes of being that we recognize as
transcendentals. Indeed, the transcendentals help to set the context from
which Thomas’s definition of truth emerges. The significance of that
context should not be underestimated; but it should also not obscure the
fact that the entire discussion is ordered toward defining truth. 


IV. The Structure of the De Veritate


	While careful attention to the first article is essential for
understanding Thomas’s intentions there, it is not the only textual
evidence that bears on the issue. For just as a thorough understanding
of the first article provides a foundation for interpreting the rest of the
De Veritate, so too analysis of the structure of the entire work reveals
those features of the first article that Thomas meant to bear most
weight. As we shall soon see, the larger structure provides additional
evidence that Thomas’s purpose in the first article was primarily to
investigate the ratio of truth.(34) 


	In order to discern the structure of the work, let us survey the
twenty-nine questions that comprise the Disputed Questions on Truth.(35)
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The first question is entitled “De veritate,” and the larger work takes its
name from here. Questions 2 through 20 all deal, in one way or another,
with matters of intellect (divine, angelic, human, speculative, practical,
before the fall, in heaven, etc.).(36) Question 21 is concerned with the
good. And questions 22 through 29 all deal with the appetites (e.g.,
divine and human wills, passions, etc.). The pivotal questions in the
structure of the disputation are questions 1 and 21. As it happens, these
texts also speak most directly to the transcendentals, so they have shared
the fate of being isolated in order to examine that doctrine. But, within
the context of the entire set of disputations, questions 1 and 21 mark the
beginnings of more extended and more prominent discussions in
questions 2 through 20 and questions 22 through 29, respectively. The
discussion of truth in question 1 is propaedeutic to the lengthy
consideration of intellect in the nineteen questions that follow, and the
discussion of goodness prepares for Thomas’s treatment of appetite in
the eight questions that follow it. 


	The model for this structure is the Aristotelian account of the
relationships between faculties of the soul and their objects. As the
Philosopher notes in book II of De Anima, we must consider the object
before we can investigate the act and the faculty that are actualized by
it.(37) Accordingly, Thomas must discuss truth (the object of the intellect)
before turning to the intellect itself, and must discuss goodness (the
object of the appetite) before turning to the appetite itself. Indeed, when
the metaphysical and psychological backdrop of the work is appreciated,
it becomes clear that the entire structure of the disputed questions rests
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on the account of truth as object of intellect that Thomas proposes in
question 1. It is interesting to note that Thomas brought the conceptual
underpinnings of this structure to our attention in the corpus of the first
article, where the interaction among powers of the soul and extramental
beings is the sine qua non of his attempt to distinguish truth as a
relational transcendental. Thus, the first article provides an interpretive
key to the rest of the work by calling to mind the Aristotelian
metaphysics of cognition and appetition that shapes the entire
disputation; at the same time, the larger structure of the De Veritate lays
stress on the investigation of truth as the object of intellect in question
1. Ultimately, the same conclusion seems to emerge from both close
reading of the first article and analysis of the larger structure of the
disputed questions: Thomas’s primary intention in q. 1, a. 1 was to
examine truth, not the transcendentals.


V. The Significance of the Dispute


	There is, then, both microscopic and macroscopic textual evidence
that Thomas’s primary intention at De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1 was to
investigate the nature of truth. Aertsen’s question about this
interpretation must be taken seriously, for the transcendentals are
prominent in the article. But the discussion of general modes of being is
not at odds with the endeavor to define truth; it is part of it. Lest the
reader think this dispute has no significance beyond the exegetical
debate, though, I shall conclude by mentioning three ways in which a
proper understanding of Thomas’s intentions at De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1
is important for larger issues.


	First, for Thomas, metaphysics is the science that studies ens
inquantum ens and its attributes.(38) Inasmuch as the transcen-
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dentals are attributes of being, they are of obvious importance for
metaphysics. Now, De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1 has often been treated as a
kind of systematic treatise on the transcendentals, leading scholars to
take the article’s “list” of general modes of being as canonical. Thus, if
a term does not appear on this “list” (and especially if it does not appear
on similar “lists”), that term is often assumed not to be a transcendental.
However, if Thomas’s purpose in this article was not to exposit the
transcendentals systematically but rather to define truth, merely
sketching some of the possibilities for constructing transcendental modes
of being along the way, then it would be imprudent to deny that a mode
of being is transcendental simply because it does not appear here. I am
thinking, of course, of beauty in particular. Misconstruing the intent of
this article has led some to reject beauty’s status as a transcendental.(39)
This is a metaphysical issue of some importance.


	A second reason why it is important to have a proper understanding
of De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1 is that our interpretation of this article affects
the way we read—or perhaps, do not read—the rest of the text.
According to my rather unscientific tabulation, the Disputed Questions
on Truth is Thomas’s third largest work. Only his Commentary on the
Sentences and his Summa Theologiae are larger.(40) And yet, I know of
only one rather slim, dated study that treats the work as a whole.(41) This
strikes me as an unfortunate lacuna, not only because of the scope of
these Disputed Questions, but also because they represent an interesting
historical moment in Thomas’s work—namely, the beginning of his
independent scholarly career and his first attempt at organizing a large
body of doctrine without the external constraints one encounters when
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commenting upon an authoritative text.(42) I suspect that at least one
reason why we have not attended to this significant work as a
“systematic” accomplishment is that we have not been inclined to regard
it as an organized whole, and a reading of the first article that fails to
appreciate how it is the beginning of a larger whole does nothing to
alleviate this shortcoming. On the other hand, recognizing Thomas’s
efforts to define truth in article 1 as part of his larger endeavor to
investigate the object of the intellect (in question 1) and ultimately the
intellect itself (in questions 2 through 20) is a good first step toward
understanding and evaluating the Disputed Questions on Truth as an
integrated work. 


	Finally, two recent books have made rather sweeping claims about
St. Thomas’s thought—and indeed medieval thought in general—based
largely on their authors’ readings of the Disputed Questions on Truth.
In Medieval Philosophy and the Transcen-dentals: The Case of
Thomas Aquinas, Jan Aertsen suggests that the transcendentals are the
hallmark of medieval philosophy (which, incidentally, he means to
distinguish quite sharply from medieval theology). Moreover, Aertsen’s
appropriation of Thomas’s doctrine of the transcendentals, and thus of
medieval philosophy more generally, is grounded firmly in his inter-pretation of De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1. More recently, in their book Truth
in Aquinas,(43) John Milbank and Catherine Pickstock have attempted to
appropriate Thomas’s teaching on truth as an antidote to modern
rejections of correspondence theories and realism; interestingly, they
claim that Thomas’s doctrine of truth is theological through and
through, and they too ground their claims (at least in part) in a reading
of De Veritate.(44) It seems, then, that contemporary appropriations of
Thomas’s thought and even medieval thought are being forged against
De Veritate. We should make our best effort to appropriate these texts
according to Thomas’s own intentions.
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	Thus, for the sake of metaphysical speculation, for the sake of an
historical appreciation of Thomas’s various attempts to organize large
bodies of doctrine, and for the sake of producing accurate
appropriations of Thomas’s thought, it is important to understand
Thomas’s intention in De Veritate, q. 1, a. 1. From beginning to end, his
intention was to answer the question “quid est veritas?”(45)
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Both Thomas Aquinas and Bonaventure, having completed their
doctoral cursus in the 1250s, could leave the Sentences of Peter
Lombard behind and apply their own theological acumen to the
organization of sacra doctrina. Since Bonaventure was elected Minister
General of his order in the same year he was recognized as a master by
the University of Paris, his academic career was curtailed. He did
manage in that same year, in response to the request of many students,
to compose his Breviloquium, universally recognized as an attractive,
accessible, and profound work of doctrinal synthesis.(1) Aquinas had the
opportunity to teach for many years before he began around 1265-66 to
write his Summa Theologiae, his crowning achieve-ment. Though
unfinished, this work, far more extensive than the Breviloquium, made
available to students of his era and to us the fruit of his mature thought
in a carefully devised pedagogical order.(2)


	In this essay we are principally concerned with the Summa and its
ordering of topics, but to help us highlight its distinctive features we will
contrast it with the Breviloquium. As our title suggests, the place given
to Christ in these two syntheses offers a locus of significant comparison.
On first reading, Christ is clearly at the center of the Breviloquium but
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appears not to be at the center of the Summa. What role does Christ
play in the organization of the Summa? That is the question that will
propel our investigation.


	To begin, let us briefly evoke the Breviloquium. That work stays
much closer to the structure of Lombard’s four books than does
Aquinas’s Summa. Nonetheless the changes Bonaventure makes to
Lombard’s plan, which appear slight on the surface, result in major
improvements. The plan of his work in comparison to that of Lombard
is presented in the following diagram:


 


Bonaventure



Lombard



Prologue

On Scripture and theology

Book 1: Introduction;


God as One and God as Triune



Part 1

The Trinity of God, followed by
appropriated attributes: efficiency and
power to the Father, exemplarity and
wisdom to the Son; finality and will to the
Spirit (Brev. 1.6.9). 



Part 2

The World
Creature of God

God as Origin
(appropriated to
Father: Brev. 2.5.5)

Book 2: 


Creation; 


Original Justice;


Grace




Part 3

The Corruption
of Sin

God as Restorer
(preceded by an
account of the need
for restoration);
Sending of the Word
as Exemplar



Part 4

Incarnation of
the Word


Book 3: 

Incarnation; 


Redemption;


Virtues, Gifts, Precepts



Part 5

The Grace of the
Holy Spirit

God as End; Sending
of the Spirit to
achieve the return of
human creatures to
God.



Part 6

Sacramental
Medicine


Book 4: 


Sacraments;


Last Things



Part 7

Final Judgment







Two major differences need to be brought out. First, the Breviloquium
brings out the tacit Trinitarian structure of Lombard’s work. In part 1,
after a brief conspectus of the whole work, Bonaventure immediately
goes to the heart of the matter which is God as triune, whereas Lombard
begins his treatment with the existence of God. Bonaventure also
tightens up Lombard’s subsequent consideration of attributes of God by
selecting those that can be seen in a clear relationship of appropriation
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to the persons of the Trinity and in their role in the Trinitarian unfolding
of the rest of his treatise.(3) 


	Second, Bonaventure aligns his Trinitarian structure more closely to
the Trinitarian structure of the creeds. The treatment of grace and the
virtues is somewhat scattered in Lombard (partly in book II and partly
in book III). Bonaventure goes back to the order of his own teacher,
Alexander of Hales, and deals with both together after his treatment of
the incarnate Christ, presenting them as the gift of the Spirit flowing
from the risen Christ and poured out in Pentecost.(4) This sequence is
pedagogically simpler, more attractive, and, most importantly, closer to
the basic pattern of salvation history articulated in the creeds, in which
forgiving grace is affirmed after the article that proclaims belief in the
Holy Spirit. Thus Bonaventure’s Trinitarian pattern is not a speculative
whim but his way of articulating the profoundly imbedded economic
pattern according to which the Father sends the Son and the risen Christ
imparts the grace of the Holy Spirit (Brev. 4.10.4). In this sequence the
second person occupies the middle position. Christ was already in a
middle position within Lombard’s Sentences, but the Breviloquium
gives this centrality a firmer and more systematic basis.


	Before moving on to Aquinas’s Summa and its structure, let us
clarify certain hermeneutical assumptions. In various passages of the
Summa, notably the prologues to its three parts, Aquinas left us an
account of how he conceived its plan. Though these passages are of
capital importance, they will not set a limit to our efforts to understand
this plan. Like other classic theological works, the Summa is singularly
able to evoke the mystery of God for human minds in their present
pilgrim state, and thus has attracted an ongoing community of
interpretation around itself. While this community seeks to unearth signs
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of Aquinas’s intent in devising a plan for his Summa, it also, as
instanced by many recent scholarly attempts, considers the text as it
stands on its own, and looks for other fruitful patterns and correlations
not clearly intended by Aquinas but that may have been part of the
habitual texture of his mind. We have no intention of reviewing different
attempts at grasping the structures of the Summa and pronouncing all
of them, or all of them but one, to be wrong. Our keynote is
complementarity and multivalence rather than exclusion and univocity.
Our hope is to single out helpful interpretative clues that are more
explicit and stimulate further re-reading of the text within its community
of interpretation. Our responsibility is to be as respectful of the Mystery
as are Bonaventure and Aquinas themselves.


	We will begin with the Trinitarian sequence proposed by Albert
Patfoort, which emerges from a straightforward narrative reading of the
Summa‘s text, similar to our reading of the Brevilo-quium. We will then
attempt to probe the text with the help of Michel Corbin, Yves Congar,
P. E. Persson, and Jean-Pierre Torrell, and then relate their efforts,
which yield sets of concen-tric sequences, to the earlier exitus-reditus
pattern proposed by M.-D. Chenu. We will then assess the role played
by the creeds in shaping the Summa, and finally seek a context for the
Summa‘s plan in Aquinas’s view of the way in which the theological
endeavor of the Summa constitutes a science. At this point we will have
moved from what is explicitly evoked by Thomas to what unobtrusively
but powerfully animates the Summa from within.


I. The Summa‘s Plan as Trinitarian:


The Father/Spirit/Son Sequence


	The Breviloquium is faithful in its broad systematic lines to the
sequence of Father-Son-Spirit suggested by the creeds. The classical
salvation-historical approach of the creeds which Bonaventure follows
is narrative and linear: it presents in succession the events of creation,
fall, incarnation, redemption, effusion of the spirit, grace, sacraments,
and final beatitude. This narrative is subsumed into a Father-Son-Spirit
sequence, in accord with the Johannine pattern of the Father sending the
Son, and the Son in turn promising us an Advocate, his Spirit. 
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	By contrast, Aquinas’s Summa seems to take a significantly different
tack: what in these earlier syntheses is found under the aegis of the Son
is found in the Summa‘s Tertia Pars, and what is under the aegis of the
Spirit is found in the Secunda Pars. Thus the sequence appears to be
changed to Father-Spirit-Son, with Christ losing his central position.
Albert Patfoort is a clear interpreter of Thomas on this sequence:



  
The rest of the Ia Pars (qq. 44-119) naturally comes under the aegis of the Father,
from whom all “proceeds,” including the Son and the Holy Spirit, whose processions,
Aquinas states in an almost untranslatable formula, are ratio and causa of the
procession of creatures (cf. Ia, q. 45, aa. 6-7). We can further state that, all things
considered, the IIa Pars in turn presents the dynamism of what St. Thomas, after St.
Augustine, likes to call the gratia Spiritus Sancti (cf Ia IIae, q. 106, passim; q. 109,
a. 9, ad 2; q. 114, a. 3, etc.), whose role is to give life to our free disposition of
ourselves and of things, and, finally, the IIIa Pars is manifestly the domain of the
Son.(5)


  



	The Secunda Pars contains Thomas’s moral theology, and in his
view that moral theology is intrinsically pneumatological.(6) Christ and
his work of redemption comes later, in the Tertia Pars.(7) At the core of
God’s salvific activity is found the Spirit rather than the earthly Christ,
who is more contingent, more bound up with space and time. It is clear
that the Summa does not conform to the more usual narrative structure
found in the Breviloquium. But other facets need to be explored.


II. The Summa’s Plan as Concentric


	As we continue our scrutiny, there emerges a complex pattern of
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narrowing concentric circles with Christ and his work in the center. We
will explore three related sequences. The first, taken from the prologues
to the three parts of the Summa, may well express some of Aquinas’s
intention in organizing his materials. The other two are based on textual
correlations that have emerged among later interpreters.


	The first sequence has been thoroughly studied by Michel Corbin. In
sum, Aquinas studies God and his work (creation) in the Prima Pars;
in the Secunda Pars he singles out among the creatures of God human
beings and their work, which is to do those acts that will lead them to
their beatitude in God; in the Tertia Pars he singles out among human
beings Jesus Christ, the God-Man, and his work, which is to lead human
beings to their beatitude. Corbin is careful to highlight this dynamic
perspective.(8) Aquinas does not deal with static essences but seeks
faithfully to reflect God’s initiating freedom and our responsive
freedom, which are at the heart of salvation history.


	The prologue texts do manifest this dynamic perspective. The Prima
Pars considers not just God but creation as the work of God, the
Secunda Pars not just human beings but also the human actions that
lead them to or away from beatitude, the Tertia Pars not just Christ but
also his benefits, that is, his redemptive work on our behalf. 


	The second sequence is found in the work of P. E. Persson. He builds
on an insight of Yves Congar into the relevance of III Sent., d. 4, q. 3,
a. 2, qcla. 2 for the plan of the Summa.(9) This sequence begins with the
most general presence of God in creation per essentiam, potentiam, et
praesentiam (Prima Pars), through a more special presence in those
sanctified through grace (though the Secunda Pars deals with man and
his work, what makes that work possible is grace, the consideration of
which constitutes the climax of the Prima Secundae), and ending with
God’s unique presence to Jesus Christ through hypostatic union (dealt
with in the opening of the Tertia Pars). 




Page 227

	The third sequence, which is similar to the second, is evoked by
Jean-Pierre Torrell when he presents STh I, question 93, article 4 on the
various ways in which human beings image God and relates these ways
to the exitus-reditus theme. In the broadest sense all humans are the
image of God in their aptitude to know and love God: this the Prima
Pars deals with. This image is enhanced in the just who actually love
and know God through the new creation of grace (Prima Secundae), and
comes to its fulfillment in the glorified who know and love God
perfectly. We find here again a similar pattern of narrowing concentric
circles, with a narrower beginning (all human beings as created by God,
rather than all creation) and a broader ending (all the glorified, rather
than Jesus Christ).(10) 


	While all three sequences shed light on the rich complexity of the
Summa, the one developed by Corbin has a clearer textual warrant.
Setting these three sequences side by side, and recalling the Trinitarian
appropriations presented by Patfoort, we get the following diagram:


	



First Sequence: 


The prologues to the
Prima, Secunda, and
Tertia Partes 


(Corbin)


Second Sequence:


III Sent., d. 4 , q. 3,  a.
3, qcla. 2


The presence of God


(Persson & Congar)


Third Sequence:


I, q. 93, a. 4:


The image of God
(Torrell)


Trinitarian 


appropriation


(Patfoort)



Ia

God and his work,
which is creation(11)

God’s presence to
creation per
essentiam, potentiam,
praesentiam

The image of God in
all humans as
created by God
(exitus)

Father


IIa

(within creation):
Man and his work,
which is acts leading
toward beatitude(12)

God’s presence to the
just 


per gratiam


The image of God in
those who are
sanctified through
grace (beginning of
the reditus)

Spirit


IIIa

(among humans):
Christ and his
redemptive work,
which leads to the
glory of the blessed

God’s presence to
Christ


per unionem


The image of God
come to its
perfection in the
glorified (end of the
reditus).

Son
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Let us comment on each of the parts of the Summa, focusing on
differences in the way each of the sequences treats them.


	Prima Pars. The third sequence differs from the other two, in that it
begins not with creation in general but with the creation of human
beings and their powers. The Summa offers a basis for this: the Prima
Pars describes human creatures and their powers in great detail as a
prolegomenon on human activity (Secunda Pars), whereas the rest of
creation is given a somewhat briefer treatment.


	Secunda Pars. Here the first sequence appears to be out of harmony
with the others: rather than stressing God’s work of grace, it stresses the
human work of free acts leading to beatitude. Let us address this
apparent difference in the context of a more detailed comment on the
Secunda Pars, which is longer and more complex than the other two
parts of the Summa.


	Given the purpose of the Summa as a manual for beginners
preparing for sacerdotal ministry as Dominicans, the large place given
to what Aquinas himself refers to as res moralis is not surprising. The
outline of the Secunda Pars leads up to and away from the treatise on
the gratia Spiritus sancti, which empowers us on our journey toward
the beatitude for which we are created.


	(1) The Prima Secundae begins with beatitude and with the basic
structures and intrinsic principles of the human activity by which we
journey toward it. 
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	(2) Under the heading of intrinsic principles it turns to sin and its
effects on the human race, above all moral impotence. This sets the
stage for the organization of the rest of the Prima Secundae in terms
alluding to Augustine’s De Spiritu et Littera(13) (STh I-II, q. 90, prol.):
God is the extrinsic principle of our good acts, teaching us by the law
(STh I-II, qq. 90-108), and enabling us through grace (STh I-II, qq. 109-14). 


	(3) The treatise on grace which brings the Prima Secundae to a close
is the high point of the Secunda Pars as a whole. What becomes clear
in this treatise is that the work of human beings toward beatitude
featured in the prologue to the Secunda Pars is totally empowered and
permeated by grace. Grace both operates within the human heart and
cooperates with human acts (STh I-II, q. 111, a. 2). Thus we can say
without contradiction that the Secunda Pars deals with both God’s work
of grace and the meritorious work of human beings toward their
beatitude.


	(4) Based on the Prima Secundae, the Secunda Secundae develops
in great detail specific features of the moral life enabled by grace:
theological and cardinal virtues, various offices and states of life.


	(5) As we move to consider these offices and states, the focus begins
to narrow and the stage is set for the consideration in the Tertia Pars of
a particular human with his particular salvific mission and the graces
that pertain to it.


	Tertia Pars. The second sequence features Christ himself and the
third the glorified incorporated in him, but the first sequence contains
both of these aspects, thus suggesting that there is no contradiction here.
Indeed paradoxically in the particularity of Jesus Christ is to be found
the greatest universality. More specifically, the grace that endows the
human nature of Christ is at once the grace of a singular human being
(STh III, q. 7) and the grace of the one who, because of his identity, is
head of absolutely every human being (STh III, q. 8, esp. aa. 3 and 5).
Indeed as the Tertia Pars moves from the being to the activity of Jesus,
it leads us from the particular body of the earthly Christ to the all-inclusive mystical body of the risen Christ, of which he is the head and
in which he dispenses the sacraments, preparing us for glory, thus 
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continuing his active presence among us.(14) This part of the Summa is
incomplete, but the direction Aquinas intended to take, executed by the
compilers of the Supplementum, was toward the risen glory to which
humans have access through Christ.


	To sum up thus far: Our foray beyond the narrative
Father/Spirit/Son reading suggested by Patfoort invites us to consider
an alternative way of viewing the structure of the Summa. Patfoort’s
narrative reading is linear and diachronic, considering the first part, then
the second, and finally the third. The alternative reading is retrospective
and synchronic: having come to the end of the Summa we look back at
the parts and how they relate to each other. In this perspective the
Summa can be depicted as a cone with three slices. The bottom and
foundational one depicts the creation-wide scope of the Prima Pars, the
middle one the human scope of the Secunda Pars, and the narrowest one
the Christ-related scope of the Tertia Pars. Looking at the cone from the
top down suggests to us a concentric articulation of the themes of the
Summa. In this view Christ, while treated last, is within the narrowest
circle, and in this sense a point of convergence, a center, rather than an
appendix awkwardly tacked on to the Summa.


III. The Summa’s Plan as Cyclic: Exitus and Reditus


	Since 1940, Chenu’s application to the Summa of the cyclic exitus-reditus pattern explicitly used by Aquinas in his Commentary on the
Sentences(15) has been a quasi-obligatory point of reference in scholarly
discourse on this topic. It has been accepted by most, albeit with
modifications, and rejected by some others.(16) The main evidence for the
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application of this cyclic pattern is found in the prologue to STh I,
question 2. There Aquinas tells us that, after dealing with God in se, he
will deal with God as efficient and final cause of created things, as the
One from whom they proceed and toward whom they strive. In the most
generic sense this task seems complete within the Prima Pars: after
speaking of creation, Aquinas deals with God’s governance of creatures
toward their end which is Godself (esp. STh I, q. 103, a. 2).(17) But, as we
read in this prologue, Aquinas is specially interested in God as principle
and end of rational creatures. This explains the facts that in the Prima
Pars humans as they proceed from God are singled out for more
thorough treatment, that the entire Secunda Pars is devoted to their
movement to their end which is God, and the Tertia Pars to Christ’s
humanity which is the way for them to achieve their end. The exitus is
concentrated in the Prima Pars, the basis for the reditus of human
beings to God is described in the Prima Pars (qq. 75-119), the
principles by which the reditus of human creatures actually takes place
in the Secunda Pars, and the concrete unfolding through Christ of that
reditus in the Tertia Pars. The terms exitus and reditus are not used in
the prologue to STh I, question 2, but they are found in the
corresponding prologue to Aquinas’s Commentary on the Sentences (I
Sent., d. 2, prol.). 


	Does Chenu’s application of this schema, seemingly imported from
neo-Platonic philosophy, to the Summa still stand as a valid
contribution? Does this schema lead us to the view that the Prima Pars
and Secunda Pars offer the abstract and necessary structures that
govern creatures’ egress from and return to God, while the Tertia Pars
is scarcely more than an appendix reflecting the contingencies and 
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particularities of a salvation history which in the perspective of pre-Christian Greek thought would at best have been of subsidiary
importance? In response we must note that in the corresponding
prologue passage in the Commentary on the Sentences Aquinas makes
a clear link with a scriptural text: “I am the alpha and the omega” (Rev
2:2). In addition, rather than speak of exitus, the Prima Pars uses the
scriptural language of processio—the processions internal to the Trinity
and their prolongation in the procession of creatures from their maker
(STh I, q. 2, prol.; and I, q. 44, prol.). These scriptural references are
crucial. They suggest that in the end exitus-reditus is not a neo-Platonic
structure imposed on Christian revelation but one that facilitates the
clearer expression of a fundamental scriptural pattern.


	For Aquinas the use of philosophy is ancillary, and ultimately
philosophical categories of whatever provenance are judged and
reshaped by revealed doctrine (STh I, q. 1, a. 6, ad 2). How are the
categories of exitus and reditus reshaped by their use within this
theological context? Rather than being imbued with a necessitarian
world view, they are, as we have seen, permeated through and through
by freedom. This is clear from the fact that God’s work is not necessary
emanation but free creation (Prima Pars); the work of human beings is
not necessary return but the intersection of divine and human freedom
in graced acts (Secunda Pars); and the work of Jesus Christ is not an
unavoidable incarnation and redemption but the expression of God’s
supreme freedom (Tertia Pars). In sum, the application of exitus-reditus
to the Summa offers a broader context for the concentric patterns
articulated earlier, and in turn these patterns help to validate exitus-reditus as part of the theological patrimony rather than as a
philosophical intrusion. Interrelated with these concentric patterns, it
remains a valuable contribution to the conversation.


IV. The Summa’s Plan as Creedal


	We saw earlier how in key respects the Breviloquium adheres more
closely to the flow of the creeds than does Lombard’s Sentences. In our
effort to probe the rationale for the Summa‘s plan, we need to explore
more closely how this plan relates to the creedal articulation of faith, 
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foundational in any Christian theological exposition. Aquinas deals with
creeds(18) and articles of faith in the treatise on the virtue of faith (STh II-II, qq. 1-7). We will focus on the corpus of STh II-II, question 1, articles
7 and 8. 


	Article 7 begins by setting up a parallel between the role played by
articles of faith in theology and the first indemonstrable principles in
other sciences.(19) Given the scientific intent of Thomas’s Summa, a study
of the articles of the faith in their internal structure and their pattern of
derivation will help us grasp the basis of the Summa‘s structure. What
emerges in this article and in the next is the statement and expansion of
a twofold principle based on Hebrews 11:6 and John 17:3, which serves
to distinguish the articles of the creed in a way that coheres with the
apparent distinction in the Summa between what pertains to God (Prima
Pars and Secunda Pars) and what pertains to Christ (Tertia Pars):(20) 
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The Divinity of God

The Humanity of Christ

Comments


1

He that comes to God
must believe that He exists

and rewards those who seek
Him

This the text of Heb 11:6,
quoted in STh II-II, q. 1, a.
7


2

God’s existence

God’s providence over the
salvation of human beings

These are the primary
matters of faith in which
all articles of faith are
implicitly found


3

that they may know Thee

and Jesus Christ whom
Thou hast sent

John’s description of
eternal life in John 17:3,
quoted in STh I-II, q. 1, a.
8


4


the secret of the Godhead, to
see which is beatitude

the mystery of Christ’s
humanity, by which we have
access to beatitude

Both of these mysteries
are objects of the beatific
vision


5

unity of the Godhead;

trinity of the persons (3);


works proper to the
Godhead:


 -of nature (creation);


 -of grace (sanctification);


 -of glory (resurrection and
life everlasting);


incarnation or conception;


virginal birth;


passion, death, burial;


descent into hell;


resurrection;


ascension;


coming for the judgement


Aquinas puts the 7 articles
referring to the majesty of
the Godhead before the 7
on the humanity of Christ.
Aquinas also provides for
an alternate configuration
that would give 6+6 rather
than 7+7 articles




 
Rows 1-2 pertain to STh II-II, question 1, article 7, and rows 3-5 to STh
II-II, question 1, article 8. Article 7 deals with the increase in the articles
of faith from Old Testament times to the coming of Christ. The
scriptural base for this article is provided by the Hebrew text (row 1),
which includes Christ implicitly under the rubric of God’s providential
care for humanity. Article 8 deals with the explicitation of the articles
of faith after the coming of Christ. Here Aquinas brings in the text from
John (row 3), which in its second member alludes specifically to the
mystery of Christ rather than generally to providence.(21) The beginning
of the corpus of article 8 recapitulates the distinctions made in article 7
(evoked in row 4), which shows the continuity of these two articles.
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	Row 5, crucial for our purpose here, shows how the articles of the
creed are explicitations of the two members of the John 17:3 text, the
first set dealing with the divinity of God, the second with the humanity
of Christ. To do this, Aquinas must deviate from the narrative sequence
of the creeds, and adopt a more systematic reordering.(22) First, in the
creeds the articles on the humanity of Christ do not occur at the end
under the second major heading, which they do in the systematic
ordering. Second, rather than being together as they are in this ordering,
the articles on the three persons are spread out in the creeds.


	It is in the first book of the Compendium Theologiae, a brief
exposition of the content of Christian belief,(23) that Aquinas most closely
follows this systematic ordering. The work of nature (creation) is
represented in the Compendium as the first effect of God which is esse
(I Comp. Theol., c. 67); the work of grace becomes the second effect in
which God’s providence applies specially to rational creatures, on whom
God bestows grace and whose sins he forgives (I Comp. Theol., cc.
143-47). That effect is appropriated to the Spirit and corresponds to
three sections of the creed which follow upon the Holy Spirit: the holy
catholic church, the communion of saints, and the remission of sins (I
Comp. Theol., c. 147). The work of glory in the Compendium begins in
chapter 148 when Aquinas moves on to the consummation of human
beings, and through them of the whole creation, and then deals with
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resurrection, eternal life, and the remuneration of both good and evil.(24)
Having fully dealt with the topics under the rubric of God’s divinity,
Aquinas then goes on to Christ’s humanity in chapters 185-246.


	The Summa contains the same elements and follows the same basic
pattern as the Compendium, but with some differences.


	First, the Prima Pars, like the beginning of the Compendium, covers
the unity of God, the trinity of Persons, and the work of creation, in that
order.(25) 


	Second, the Secunda Pars, the focus of which is anthropological and
moral, begins with an extensive development on human activity and its
principles, comes to a climax in its consideration of the work of grace,
and is followed in the Secunda Secundae by a thorough study of virtues,
states, and offices. Some of this anthropological material (e.g., on
human beatitude) is subsumed in the Compendium under the work of
creation. Some of it is missing from the Compendium, but may have
been intended for the unfinished book 2 on hope (and good intention)
and the projected book 3 on charity (and good behavior). It is clear that
humanity’s graced journey to God offers a clear thematic focus in the
Summa which it does not in the Compendium.(26)


	Third, unlike the Breviloquium, both the Compendium and the
Summa put the humanity of Christ in their final part. However, in one
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vital respect the Summa follows the order of the creeds whereas the
Compendium follows the systematic ordering we have described: the
humanity of Christ precedes the work of glory in the Summa (and in the
creeds) but follows it in the Compendium. The work of glory, together
with the sacraments not dealt with in the Compendium, is seen in the
Summa as a benefit conferred by Christ, the via ad beatitudinem:


	

Breviloquium: closest to the
creedal narrative

Compendium: closest to the
systematic reordering of the
articles of the creed

Summa: a further reordering
by Thomas


God, triune and one

God, one and triune

God, one and triune


work of creation

work of creation

work of creation


Christ

work of grace

work of grace /humans


work of grace

work of glory (sacraments
omitted)

Christ


work of glory (preceded by
sacraments)

Christ

work of glory (preceded by
sacraments)





The treatment of the humanity of Christ comes across more as an
appendix in the Compendium than it does in the Summa. The Summa
maintains the humanity of Christ as a block to be dealt with in its final
part, but subsumes it into the overall exitus-reditus pattern identified by
Chenu by making it precede the treatise on the consummation of all
things. The Summa also maintains a clear parallelism between its three
parts, each developing one of the three works of God featured in the
creeds: creation (Prima Pars), grace (Secunda Pars), and glory (Tertia
Pars). At the same time it provides a process of concentration in which
Christ is clearly the consummation of the work of theology (Tertia Pars,
prol.) through the sequence that leads from God and creation to humans
and grace and finally to Christ and glory. The themes of the Summa are
deeply rooted in the creeds, but their ordering represents a significant
step by Aquinas toward greater clarity and harmony.

V. The Structure of the Summa: 


Methodological Considerations
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	We have developed a variety of perspectives on how Aquinas
organized the themes of Christian doctrine in his Summa and how this
organization is rooted in the creeds. We have discovered a rich network
of meanings and have opted for multivalence rather than seeking one
absolutely clear and all-sufficient interpretation. Does the theological
methodology Aquinas uses in the Summa, articulated in STh I, question
1, help us understand more deeply his use and reconfiguration of the
creedal articles in that work?


	Sacred doctrine is to be scientific (STh I, q. 1, a. 2) and
argumentative (STh I, q. 1, a. 8). Scientific argumentation in the
Aristotelian sense moves deductively from causes to effects, from
principles to conclusions, but argumentation can be taken more widely
to mean any discursus of the mind moving from one truth to another
(De Verit., q. 2, a. 4, ad 5), including the opposite movement of
induction, from effects to causes (STh I, q. 1, a. 7, ad 1). Aquinas does
not want to lock sacra doctrina into the cate-gory of strict deductive
science. There is room for movement not only from causes to effects but
also from effects to causes, as well as for the use of metaphor and image
to lead one into the mystery which rational categories cannot exhaust
(STh I, q. 1, a. 9). 


	Unlike the sciences known to Aristotle, sacra doctrina proceeds
from principles established by the light of a higher science, that of God
and the blessed (STh I, q. 1, a. 2), transmitted to us through revelation.
That revelation is expressed in the canonical Scriptures, and its
principles in the articles of faith (STh I, q. 1, a. 5, ad 1; I, q. 1, a. 7; I,
q. 1, a. 8), which clearly summarize what is found diffusely and
obscurely in Scripture (STh II-II, q. 1, a. 9, ad 1).


	In the example of scientific argumentation Aquinas often uses,(27) one
article of faith, the resurrection of the dead, is causally derived from
another, the resurrection of Christ. More broadly, theologians try to
network in meaningful causal sequences all the articles of faith which,
in the piecemeal fashion adapted to our limited intellects, God reveals
to us.(28) In this way they help us imperfectly approximate the simplicity
and comprehensiveness of vision of which faith is a foretaste. A key part
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of this theological task is the identification of appropriate originating
points for a network of intelligible relations as all-encompassing as
possible. What are the more universal, foundational, and generative
doctrines that can shed light on all other doctrines, and how can that
process of derivation take place? Building on a tradition concerning the
way in which the articles of the creed can be summed up, recapitulated,
and structured, Aquinas developed his final answer to these questions
in his Summa, adapting the patterns of Aristotelian science as his model.
We will now deal with his endeavor in both its foreground and its
background.


A) The Summa’s Plan as Scientific: Foreground


	Science in the sense of Aristotle and the elucidation—Aquinas uses
the term “major manifestatio” (STh I, q. 1, a. 5, ad 2)—of the articles
of faith relate to each other as tool to be used and purpose to be
achieved. Like other Aristotelian tools and categories used by Aquinas,
this tool is adapted, even transformed, in the process of being used.
Indeed philosophical texts, even those of Aristotle, are the least of the
authorities used in theology (STh I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2). Moreover, sacred
doctrine sits in judgment on the principles, conclusions, and methods of
philosophical science. Thus we ought not to expect Aquinas univocally
to apply the principles of Aristotelian science to his theological
enterprise.


	The ideal of Aristotelian science is to know not just what is in fact
the case but also why it is the case: one seeks to grasp the necessary and
universally valid connection of facts with the causal principles from
which they are derived and which are better known.(29) The more
powerful and probative the principles, the more scientific the knowledge.
Because the principles of sacra doctrina derive from more certain and
more comprehensive knowledge, that of God, this science differs from
the sciences known to Aristotle not as a deficient instance but as a 
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higher realization. The more scriptural and creedal principles play a role
in theology, the more scientific it is.(30) 


	A problem, however, arises from the fact that some articles of faith
are contingent and/or singular rather than necessary and/or universal as
they should be to function as Aristotelian principles. Creation and
incarnation depend upon the freedom of God; the stories recounted in
both testaments are shot through with freedom both human and divine.(31)
In his scientific search Aquinas singles out the most universal and
necessary articles of faith, which, including the other articles implicitly,
can serve as deductive starting points akin to first principles. When he
derives or explicates more particular and contingent articles of faith
from the universal and necessary ones, he is careful not to claim that
this procedure yields the same kind of necessary knowledge it might in
Aristotelian science. What he wants us to grasp is that in the light of
faith the particular truth that is seen as a conclusion is appropriate,
fitting, and linked intelligibly with other articles of faith. We cannot
pierce the mystery of the divine mind, pretending to understand how
God could not have acted otherwise than he did, but our contemplative
study of what God has done and revealed to us enables an attractive
pattern to emerge. We are able to discern the harmony of the articles of
faith, and in the proportion between the parts of sacred doctrine we
sense the divine wisdom.(32)
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	One dimension of this scientific approach is that the Summa
consistently treats complex topics after it has considered the simple
principles from which they can be readily seen to flow. For instance, the
study of human nature in the Prima Pars is preceded by a study of
angelic and physical creation, that we might better comprehend the
composite of the spiritual and the corporeal which is the human being.
Likewise the study of Christ who is the God-Man (Tertia Pars) is
preceded by a study of God (Prima Pars) and of man (Secunda Pars).
Christ comes at the end not because he is relatively unimportant but
because key building blocks had to be in place before that section of the
Summa could be undertaken.(33) In greater detail:


	(1) Having dealt with God in Godself, and as efficient and final
cause, we have the basis for considering human beings who in their free,
graced actions are in the image of God; having dealt with God and
God’s human image, we can study Christ. Just as in the Trinity the Son
proceeds from the Father, and the Spirit from the Father and the Son, so
too in the Summa the study of the human image in the Secunda Pars
flows from the study of the divine exemplar in the Prima Pars and the
study of Christ in the Tertia Pars flows from the study of both divine
exemplar and human image. 


	(2) The Prima Pars does not present God abstractly, but God in his
desire to share his life with creatures, and the Secunda Pars does not
present man abstractly, but man in his orientation toward God.(34) Thus
the Christology of the Tertia Pars yokes together a God already wanting
to share in human nature, and a human nature already in its depths
oriented to God. Just as the Spirit is the bond of unity of Father and
Son, so too Christ is the bond of unity between God and man.


	These two points allow yet another pattern to emerge out of the text
of the Summa. This pattern mirrors the processions of the Trinity and
in it the humanity of Christ plays the bonding role the Spirit plays
within the Trinity.


B) The Summa’s Plan as Scientific: Background
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	The scientific order of presentation, which begins with the broadest
and most generative principles and deductively moves toward detailed
exposition, presupposes that one has discovered what those principles
are. Thus prior to a pedagogically ordered scientific exposition (ordo
disciplinae), there is a process of discovery (ordo inventionis). To
discover the principles of sacra doctrina, accessible in their clarity only
to God and to the blessed, but revealed to us in Scripture and
summarized for us in the articles of faith, a sure guide is needed. As
Aquinas tells us in the Tertia Pars, this sure guide is Christ, the via
veritatis, the teacher par excellence. 


	Let us not, however, unduly limit the scope of Christ’s teaching
activity. The Tertia Pars deals not just with the Jesus who ministered
in Galilee and Judea but also with the totus Christus, head and
members, who through the Church continues to teach to this day.
During his earthly ministry Jesus himself taught the Jews of his day, but
he entrusts the task of teaching the Gentiles to his apostles (STh III, q.
42, a. 1, c and ad 2); he himself teaches in such a way as to imprint his
teaching in the hearts of his hearers rather than on paper (STh III, q. 42,
a. 4), and he follows a certain order, teaching his disciples that they in
turn might teach others (ibid.),(35) orally and in writing. Thus we have a
process of doctrinal communication beginning with Christ who teaches
orally and empowers his disciples to preach and to write, and so on
down through the ages. There accumulates a body of materials
accessible to the theologian, beginning with Scripture, followed by the
articles of faith which summarize the Scriptures, followed by the
councils, followed by approved patristic sources, followed by
theologians, followed by philosophical sources whose authority is least
(cf. STh I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2). The theologian uses them all within the
Church, which has the power to regulate them.


	These sources stimulate a lengthy process of discovery in which
various elements of the truth, communicated to us in the narrative
sequence of the Scriptures, are collected, analyzed, and brought to a
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point where they can cohere in a suitable pedagogical order. In the
Summa that order begins with God, continues with man, and culminates
in the God-man incarnate, who leads humankind through the vicissitudes
of history toward God. As Aquinas tells us, God is at the beginning of
the theological project and animates it throughout: all theological topics
are such because of their relationship to God. But if we look at the
Summa not just in its content but also in its performance, not only does
it end with the total Christ in whom we have access to eternal life, but
it also begins with the same total Christ who teaches us down through
the centuries, giving to us the principles we need for the systematic
elaboration of sacra doctrina. The order of scientific pedagogy leads
from God to Christ; the order of discovery leads from Christ to God.


	This links up with two related articles that deal with the formal
object (STh I, q. 1, a. 3) and with the subject matter (STh I, q. 1, a. 7)
of sacra doctrina.(36) More foundational and pertinent to the order of
discovery, STh I, question 1, article 3 tells us that the science which is
sacra doctrina deals with particular topics inasmuch as they are
revealable, just as the eye sees things inasmuch as they are colored. This
unifies a multitude of topics under the formal object of revealability. But
is there a more immediate and concretely discernible way in which they
can be seen to constitute one subject matter? Derivative and more
pertinent to the order of pedagogy, STh I, question 1, article 7 tells us
that these topics are all treated under the aspect of God: they either are
God or refer to God as beginning and end.(37) This last phrase
summarizes the pedagogical order of the Summa.


	The formal object and the subject matter of sacra doctrina are
intimately related: revealable truths are precisely those that relate to God
and to our journey to God (STh I, q. 1, a. 1). In a variant formulation,
God reveals to us what we cannot know by ourselves, namely, God’s
own self-knowledge, and all else known in the unifying perspective of
that self-knowledge (STh I, q. 1, a. 6).(38)




Page 244

	Where does Christ fit into this? It is clear that the total Christ is not
the unifying subject matter of sacra doctrina (STh I, q. 1, a. 7). Yet, as
we have seen, that science unfolds from God in the direction of the total
Christ in which all humans find their way to God. Moreover, if we
return to the perspective of STh I, question 1, article 3, what makes it
possible for us to have a science whose subject matter is God and all
else in relation to God is revelation, and as we know, revelation takes
place uniquely through Jesus Christ. Again we go back to the incisive
sentence of Eugene Rogers: the more scientific the Summa is, the more
Christoform it is.(39) 


	In sum, the God-Christ sequence (order of pedagogy) which we have
analyzed in different facets throughout this paper can be expanded. As
we have just seen, in the order of discovery Christ and his revelation is
prior to the doctrine of God. That doctrine is both the terminus of the
order of discovery and the beginning of the order of scientific
exposition. This gives us a sequence of Christ-God-Christ. A further
expansion is possible as well, if we go back to the broadest context set
by STh I, question 1, article 1 and articulated in Chenu’s exitus-reditus
pattern. Christ’s revelation is grounded in God’s salvific choice from all
eternity to offer men a destiny that is utterly beyond their ken. That
destiny is intimacy with God, achieved through the way which is Jesus
Christ. Our pattern is now expanded to God-Christ-God-Christ-God. All
begins with God and ends with God.


	This sequence can be expressed in the following diagram:
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Order of Discovery: God / total Christ / God






1 God who
chooses to reveal
Godself as the
destiny of human
beings

2 The total
Christ as the
vehicle for this
revelation

3 Doctrine of God
as providing the
principles and
ratio formalis of
sacred doctrine as
science

4 Christ the
revealer as the
goal toward
which sacred
doctrine is
headed

5 God as the one
toward whom
Christ leads
human beings






Order of Discipline: God / total Christ / God





 
Thus Christ plays a twofold role in sacred doctrine. In the order of
discovery his role is that of actually revealing God to us. He taught us
during his earthly ministry but also continues to teach us as the total
Christ, body and members, through the Church down through the ages
(column 2). In the order of scientific exposition he is the summit and
culmination of the whole theological enterprise as Aquinas conceives it
in the Summa (column 4). But then in the broadest sense, before Christ
the revealer there is God’s project of inviting us into intimacy with
himself (column 1), and after Christ the culmination there is the God to
whom Christ leads us (column 5), completing the circle. In this
approach, Christ continues to be a culmination, as Corbin claims, but
within an exitus-reditus context, as Chenu reminds us.
VI. Conclusion


	If nothing else, our exploration of the Summa has established that it
is indeed a classic text, multidimensional, with many facets and
perspectives, worth returning to over and over again because each time
one struggles with it one is blessed with new insight. A number of
organizing patterns for the Summa have emerged in the course of this
essay. Priority must be ascribed to those which stem directly from the
prologues in which Aquinas expresses his own intentions, but clustering
around them are others that emerge from a scrutiny of the text, which
at most were part of the habitual texture of Aquinas’s mind. The point
of this exercise is not to single out the one pattern that excludes all
others but to disclose the richness of thought available to us when they
are all held together.
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	There is an obvious sense, from the narrative ordering by Patfoort
of the three parts in their diachronic sequence, that the Spirit occupies
the middle position in the sequence of the Summa that Christ occupies
in the Breviloquium. But as we continued to probe how the themes of
the Summa are related to one another synchronically, especially through
a study of the prologues, we found a variety of concentric schemes,
which show us how Aquinas gets to the final part of the Summa, whose
topic is Christ and his benefits, only after he has developed the broader
themes that contextualize and prepare for it. The whole work converges
on and culminates in Christ. The doctrine of Christ occupies a central
position in the Summa. This position may be less conspicuous than it is
in the Breviloquium, but nonetheless it is powerfully operative.


	This is confirmed in the final sections of the essay in which we
sought out why Aquinas proceeded as he did in organizing the Summa.
Our initial foray into the creedal roots of the Summa unearthed another
pattern, based on a systematic exposition of the creeds that goes back
to Philip the Chancellor, in which the treatment of the incarnate Christ
is found in a second part parallel to the first part which deals with God
and God’s works. This precludes the notion that Christ was treated as
an afterthought in the Summa. We then probed the method of the
Summa and discovered in the foreground the role Christ plays in binding
together its parts. A further scrutiny disclosed the background role
played by Christ as the revealer of the principles required for the proper
scientific unfolding of sacra doctrina. 


	The Spirit, and God as beginning and end, play a key role in the
structuring of the Summa. But so does Christ. His role is pervasive and
does not allow itself to be encapsulated in a simple formula.
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In his book When did I begin?, Norman M. Ford argues that,
because up until about the fourteenth day a single human em-bryo can split in such a way that twins (or other sibling groups)
result, the embryo during this period cannot be considered a
human individual.(1) In historical support of this thesis, he cites
Aristotle, who, according to Ford, holds that the sensitive
soul—which is a prerequisite for the presence of the rational or
properly human soul—enters the embryo some forty days after
conception for males, ninety days for females.(2) Ford has been
challenged on his interpretation of Aristotle by the prominent
Aristotelian Enrico Berti, who argues that, if we bear in mind
especially Aristotle’s application of the doctrine of first act to the
beginnings of human life, we must acknowledge that for him the
human soul is present from conception.(3) 
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	In the first part of this essay, I set out Berti’s position. In the
second part, I expound what I believe to be the correct inter-pretation of Aristotle’s embryology, which in certain aspects
favors Ford’s position. In the third part, I consider what positive
use Ford might be able to make of Aristotle’s embryology, con-cluding that there is not much: once we make certain adjustments
so as to take into account contemporary embryology, Berti’s
general approach (if not its details) is more applicable. In the
fourth part, I acknowledge, however, that any such Aristotelian
approach must still deal with Ford’s argument regarding twinning.
Here some other ideas of Aristotle’s prove useful, for Aristotle
was aware of the possibility that substances might split, and he
constructed his theory of substance accordingly. In the fifth part,
I conclude with a few words about a philosophico-theological
issue raised by the present approach.


I


	Berti’s position depends upon three passages: a famous one in
De generatione animalium (GA) 2.3(4) that appears to speak of a
succession of souls; a passage in De anima (De an.) 2.3 that
compares souls and geometrical figures; and, finally, a passage in
Metaphysics (Metaph.) 9.7 that applies the idea of first act to the
beginnings of human life. 


	In GA 2.3, Aristotle says that it is necessary to enquire
especially about the sensitive soul (which is the mark of an
animal), “does this exist originally in the semen and in the embryo
or not, and if it does whence does it come?” He continues:
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For nobody would put down the embryo [toV kuvhma (736a32)] as soulless or in
every sense bereft of life (since both the semen and the embryo [tav te spevrmata
kaiV taV kuhvmata (736a33-34)] of animals live no less than those of plants), and
it is productive up to a certain point. That then they possess the nutritive soul is
plain (and plain is it from the discussions elsewhere about soul [De an. 2.4
(415a23-26)] why this soul must be acquired first). As they develop they also
acquire the sensitive soul in virtue of which an animal is an animal …(5) For, e.g.,
an animal does not become at the same time an animal and a man or a horse or
any other particular animal. For the end is developed last, and the peculiar
character of the species is the end of the generation in each individual. 


	Hence arises a question of the greatest difficulty, which we must strive to
solve to the best of our ability and as far as possible. When and how and whence
is a share in reason acquired by those animals that participate in this principle?
It is plain that the semen and the embryo [taV spevrmata kaiV taV kuhvmata (736b8-9)], while not yet separate, must be assumed to have the nutritive soul
potentially, but not actually, until (like those embryos [tw’n kuhmavtwn (736b11)]
that are separated from the mother) it absorbs nourishment and performs the
function of the nutritive soul. For at first all such things seem to live the life of
a plant.(6)


	And it is clear that we must be guided by this in speaking of the sensitive and
the rational soul. For all three kinds of soul, not only the nutritive, must be
possessed potentially before they are possessed in actuality. [And it is necessary
either that they should all come into being in the embryo without existing
previously outside it, or that they should all exist previously, or that some should
so exist and others not. Again, it is necessary that they should either come into
being in the material supplied by the female without entering with the semen of
the male, or come from the male and be imparted to the material in the female.
If the latter, then either all of them, or none, or some must come into being in
the male from outside.]


	Now that it is impossible for them all to preexist is clear from this
consideration. Plainly those principles whose activity is bodily cannot exist
without a body, e.g., walking cannot exist without feet. For the same reason also
they cannot enter from outside. For neither is it possible for them to enter by
themselves, being inseparable from a body, nor yet in a body, for the semen is
only a residue of the nutriment in process of change. It remains, then, for the
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reason alone so to enter and alone to be divine, for no bodily activity has any
connection with the activity of reason.[bookmark: _Ref482601671](7)


  



	Berti understands this passage as asserting that the embryo
“already possesses a soul, and therefore it cannot have received
it—according to Aristotelian doctrine—otherwise than from the
sperm.” The soul that it “already possesses” is a nutritive soul:
“only later is there generated the perceptive—that is, the
sensitive—soul, while the question concerning the intellect is left
in suspense.”(8) Berti also interprets the remark, “It is plain that the
semen and the embryo, while not yet separate, must be assumed
to have the nutritive soul potentially, but not actually, until (like
those embryos that are separated from the mother) it absorbs
nourishment and performs the function of the nutritive soul” (GA
2.3 [736b8-12]), as saying that, “before existing as an individual
on its own, i.e., when it is still only seed, the embryo has a soul
only in potency; when, however, it exists properly as an embryo,
i.e., after the union of the seed furnished by the father with the
material furnished by the mother, it has at that point a soul in
act.”(9) The soul present after the union of the male and female
contributions is a nutritive soul; the sensitive and the rational
souls are yet in potenza, awaiting the development of the proper
organs (as Aristotle says, “those principles whose activity is bodily
cannot exist without a body, e.g., walking cannot exist without
feet”). Since the rational soul is present in potency, Berti suggests,
it appears that Aristotle is distinguishing it from the intellect,
which, even according to this passage, comes in “from the
outside.”(10) 




Page 253


	Satisfied that Aristotle is saying in GA 2.3 that right from the
beginning the embryo is possessed of a nutritive soul in act and
the other two souls in potency, Berti introduces the passage from
De an. 2.3. His intention in doing so is to show that the type of
potency attaching to the rational soul is such that we can say that
the rational soul is present in the embryo right from the
beginning.



  
The cases of figure and soul are exactly parallel; for the particulars subsumed
under the common name in both cases—figures and living beings—constitute a
series, each successive term of which potentially contains its predecessor, e.g., the
square the triangle, the sensory power the self-nutritive. Hence we must ask in
the case of each order of living things, What is its soul, i.e., What is the soul of
plant, man, beast? … For the power of perception is never found apart from the
power of self-nutrition … . Again, among living things that possess sense some
have the power of locomotion, some not. Lastly, certain living beings—a small
minority—possess calculation and thought, for (among mortal beings) those
which possess calculation have all the other powers above mentioned, while the
converse does not hold… . Reflective thought [qewrhtikoV” nou’”] presents a
different problem.(11) 


  



It is clear, notes Berti, that Aristotle holds that in any living being
there is just one soul.(12) In human beings, that soul is rational;
thus, when Aristotle says in GA 2.3 that the rational (and the
sensitive) souls are in the embryo in potency, even at that point
we must assume that the real soul is the rational, and that it
contains the other two (or, at least, the corresponding faculties).
To quote Berti, “Here, as one sees, Aristotle affirms that the
superior soul contains in itself the inferior, and not vice-versa.
Thus, in the human embryo, one must suppose that there is
already contained the soul superior to all, i.e., the rational, which
however possesses in act only the nutritive faculty, and in potency
the sensitive and rational.”(13) Berti also acknowledges that, for the
rational faculty to be able to operate, there is required intelletto
teoretico (i.e., qewrhtikoV” nou’”), an issue that Aristotle remands
to another forum.
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	How is this possible? How can a soul that is only in potency in
the embryo contain the soul (or the faculty) that is already there
in act? This is possible by means of the Aristotelian conception
that the soul is “first act of a body which has life in potency.”(14)
When a person knows a language but is asleep, the language is
both in act (first act) and in potency. Before he learned the
language, it was (in another sense) in potency; now that it is
learned, it is in act. But it can, so to speak, be put in act in a more
perfect sense: the person can wake up and use the language. This
is sometimes called second act. Thus, right from the beginning,
the embryo can be said to have a rational soul in act (i.e., in first
act), although this will only be put in act fully (i.e., in second act)
once the necessary organs develop, etc. 


	Berti’s third passage, from Metaph. 9.7, is offered in
confirmation of the former argument. In it Aristotle is explaining
what it means to be in potency for something. That which is
potentially a house is not such until all the material is gathered
and there is present someone who wants to build a house.
Similarly, a doctor cannot cure just any material—he cannot, for
instance, cure a dead body; he needs a body that is disposed to be
healed. Aristotle discusses here also semen (or seed, spevrma). “But
we must distinguish when a thing exists potentially and when it
does not; for it is not at any and every time. E.g., is earth
potentially a man? No—but rather when it has already become
seed, and perhaps not even then, as not everything can be healed
by the medical art or by chance, but there is a certain kind of
thing which is capable of it, and only this is potentially healthy.”(15)
This is not the passage quoted by Berti in support of his thesis that
the embryo contains the rational soul in (first) act; that passage is
the following, which comes a few lines later:



  
E.g., the seed is not yet potentially a man; for it must be deposited in something
other than itself and undergo a change. But when through its own motive
principle it has already got such and such attributes, in this state it is already 
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potentially a man; while in the former state it needs another motive principle,
just as earth is not yet potentially a statue (for it must first change in order to
become brass).(16)


  



This passage demonstrates, according to Berti, the difference
between the semen and the embryo. The former is not yet a man,
the latter is: a man in potency, by which is to be understood a
man in first act. The difference between the former and the latter
is that the latter has its own “motive principle” (ajrchv). Like the
material for the house in the presence of the builder and the
properly disposed body in the presence of the doctor, from the
man in potency a full-grown man will result if no impediment
presents itself. Berti concludes, “if the embryo is already in
potency, it must already possess in act, as first act, the soul that is
proper to the human species, even if it is not capable of exercising
immediately all the faculties—that is, it possesses in act only the
nutritive faculty and in potency the others.”(17)


II


	In order to deal with Berti’s general understanding of
Aristotle’s embryology, we need now to go back to the first
passage, that is, the passage from GA 2.3. We have seen that Berti
interprets the remark that, before they are separate, “the semen
and the embryo [taV spevrmata kaiV taV kuhvmata (736b8-9)]” have
the nutritive soul potentially as saying that the relevant change
occurs “after the union of the seed furnished by the father with
the material furnished by the mother.” Berti rather slides over the
fact that in GA 2.3 Aristotle speaks of two types of embryo—or,
perhaps better, two stages of the same embryo. The first stage he
associates closely with the semen, not only in the piece just 
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referred to (where he speaks of both the semen and the embryo
as “not yet separate”) but also at the beginning of the passage:
“since both the semen and the embryo [tav te spevrmata kaiV taV
kuhvmata (736a33-34)] of animals live no less than those of
plants.” It is only at the second stage, with respect to which
Aristotle mentions the embryo and not the semen, that we have
that which “absorbs nourishment and performs the function of the
nutritive soul.” This is the embryo that has become “separate”
from the mother, in the sense that it has bodily integrity and
movement of its own.(18) This is consistent with what he says
elsewhere in GA, where the embryo requires some time in the
presence of the semen—or, more precisely, in the presence of that
which it brings: its pneuma—before it launches out on its own.
During this time the pneuma is working upon the embryo, but in
an external way—that is, in such a way that the embryo cannot be
said to have its own “motive principle” or ajrchv and therefore
cannot be a man in first act.


	In GA 1.21 and 22, Aristotle insists that in the life of the early
embryo the action of the pneuma is external. At the beginning of
GA 1.21, he asks a number of crucial questions about the
relationship between the semen and the menses (the female
contribution to animal generation).(19) He wants to know “how it
is that the male contributes to generation and how it is that the
semen from the male is the cause of the offspring”; and he asks:
“Does it exist in the body of the embryo as a part of it from the
first [povteron wJ” ejnupavrcon kaiV movrion o]n eujquV”], mingling with
the material which comes from the female? Or does the semen
communicate nothing to the material body of the embryo but only
to the power and movement in it?” (GA 1.21 [729b2-6]; emphasis
added). His answer is quite emphatic: “the latter alternative
appears to be the right one both a priori and in view of the facts.
For, if we consider the question on general grounds, we find that,
whenever one thing is made from two of which one is active and
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the other passive, the active agent does not exist in that which is
made” (GA 1.21 [729b8-11]; emphasis added). He acknowledges,
of course, that the formation of the embryo does take place within
the female, not the male (GA 1.22 [730a32-b1]); but even this, he
says, can be accounted for in terms of his standard examples of
crafts: “the carpenter must keep in close connection with his
timber and the potter with his clay, and generally all
workmanship and the ultimate movement imparted to matter
must be connected with the material concerned, as, for instance,
architecture is in the buildings it makes” (GA 1.22 [730b6-8]). A
craftsman nonetheless always remains external to his artifact (see
Metaph. 9.7 [1049a11-12]).


	In GA 2.1 Aristotle comes back to this issue, suggesting at first
that the operation of the semen must be internal to the embryo:
“Now it would appear irrational to suppose that any of either the
internal organs [splavgcnwn (734a2)] or the other parts is made by
something external, since one thing cannot set up a motion in
another without touching it, nor can a thing be affected in any
way by anything that does not set up a motion in it” (GA 2.1
[734a2-4]). (The parts of the body mentioned here would include
the so-called homoeomerous parts such as blood, flesh, and the
material of bones.)(20) After mentioning some possible objections,
he says that it is necessary to make some distinctions; in
particular, we must determine in what sense it is impossible that
the parts might be generated by something external (GA 2.1
[734b4-7]): “For if in a certain sense they cannot, yet in another
sense they can.”



  
It is possible, then, that A should move B, and B move C; that, in fact, the case
should be the same as with the automatic toys. For the parts of such toys while
at rest have a sort of potentiality of motion in them, and when any external force
puts the first of them in motion, immediately the next is moved in actuality. As,
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then, in these automatic toys the external force moves the parts in a certain sense
(not by touching any part at the moment, but by having touched one previously),
in like manner also that from which the semen comes, or in other words that
which made the semen, sets up the movement in the embryo and makes the parts
of it by having first touched something though not continuing to touch it. In a
way it is the innate motion that does this, as the act of building builds the house.
(GA 2.1 [734b9-17])


  



When Aristotle says here that “that from which the semen comes,
or in other words that which made the semen, sets up the
movement in the embryo,” he has in mind his doctrine that the
semen (and its pneuma) function as tools of the father.(21) The
“automatic toys” are a bit of a mystery, but it is clear that, having
once received an impulse, they could prolong that motion and
thus appear to move themselves.(22) The upshot of the passage is
clearly that, at least during the initial stages of embryonic
development, what might appear to be action on the part of the
embryo is not its own; that is, the embryo has not yet the “motive
principle” mentioned in Metaph. 9.7, Berti’s third passage. 


	This is not to say, however, that the movement (or
development) of the early embryo is to be wholly and simply
assimilated to the mechanical movement of automatic toys. In GA
2.5, just after referring once again to the automatic toys, Aristotle
says, “When some of the natural philosophers say that like is
brought to like, this must be understood, not in the sense that the
parts are moved as changing place, but that they stay where they
are and the movement is a change of quality [ajlloiouvmena, 
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(741b12)] (such as softness, hardness, color, and the other
differences of the homoeomerous parts)” (GA 2.5 [741b9-14]). It
is not at all clear why Aristotle is conceding anything here to “the
natural philosophers” (he has just earlier rejected the utility of the
principle “like is brought to like” (GA 2.4 [740b12-14]); but it is
clear that he does not understand the action of the semen as
sheerly mechanical. It is external but it does bring about a real
alteration (ajlloivwsi”) in the material provided by the mother, not
just a shifting of parts. The alteration of which he speaks is again,
and significantly, alteration of the characteristics of the
homoeomerous parts. These are, of course, to be distinguished
from the nonhomoeomerous parts such as the heart, brain, eyes,
etc., which are, according to GA 2.3, required for the presence of
certain faculties of the soul: “Plainly those principles whose
activity is bodily cannot exist without a body, e.g. walking cannot
exist without feet” (736b22-24). Nothing that Aristotle says
excludes, however, the possibility that the semen’s work upon the
maternal material might result in the formation of organs
(splavgcnwn; see GA 2.1 [734a2]). 


	But the most important piece of evidence for the present
interpretation comes in GA 2.4. Having explained that the action
of the semen upon the female material is like the way that rennet
acts upon milk in order to curdle (or “set”: sunivsthsi [739b24])
it, Aristotle again makes the point that, at the beginning, the
embryo has the life of a plant (GA 2.4 [739b34]). The plant,
which contains a “motive principle” (ajrchv), only eventually
produces the analogues of organs: the shoot, the root, etc. In an
animal, it is with one of these organs that come along eventually
that one is to associate the motive principle of the organism itself:
the heart.



  
So also in the embryo all the parts exist potentially in a way, but the first
principle is furthest on the road to realization. Therefore the heart is first
differentiated in actuality. This is clear not only to the senses (for it is so) but
also on theoretical grounds. For whenever the young animal has been separated
from both parents it must be able to manage itself, like a son who has set up
house away from his father. Hence it must have a first motive principle [dei’ 
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ajrchVn e[cein (740a7-8)] from which comes the ordering of the body at a later
stage also, for if it is to come in from outside at a later period to dwell in it, not
only may the question be asked at what time it is to do so, but also we may
object that, when each of the parts is separating from the rest, it is necessary that
this principle should exist first from which comes growth and movement to the
other parts. (GA 2.4 [740a1-13])


  




Notable in this passage are the words “whenever the young animal
has been separated”; they correspond to the remark in GA 2.3
about the semen and the embryo which, “while not yet separate,
must be assumed to have the nutritive soul potentially, but not
actually, until (like those embryos that are separated from the
mother) it absorbs nourishment and performs the function of the
nutritive soul” (GA 2.3 [736b8-12]). Aristotle says in the passage
we are now examining that only once this separation, which
coincides with the formation of the heart, has occurred do we
have the all-important motive principle. A couple of chapters
later, Aristotle says that it is the heart that organizes the whole
subsequent life of the organism: “if there is anything of this sort
which must exist in animals, containing the principle and end of
all their nature [toV pavsh” e[con th’” fuvsew” ajrchVn kaiV tevlo”
(742b1)], this must be the first to come into being—first, that is,
considered as the moving power, but simultaneous with the whole
embryo if considered as a part of the end” (GA 2.6 [742a37-b3]). 


	Putting all these ideas together, the scheme that forces itself
upon us is one in which the animal embryo has initially the life of
a plant, although with this difference: a plant has an internal
motive principle, whereas an embryo is moved along by the
continued action of the semen, which is only internal in the way
that the motion of automatic toys is internal. Eventually, however,
the principle of the animal’s own nutritive life is constructed out
of the material provided by the mother. This principle is the
heart. Aristotle very clearly associates it with the animal’s nutritive
life in lines coming shortly after the longer passage just quoted:



  
Therefore it is that the heart appears first distinctly marked off in all the
sanguinea, for this is the first principle [ajrchv] of both homoeomerous and
nonhomoeomerous parts, since from the moment that the animal or organism
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needs nourishment, from that moment does this deserve to be called its principle
[ajrchvn (740a19)]. For that which exists grows, and the nutriment, in its final
stage, of an animal is the blood or its analogue, and of this the blood-vessels are
the receptacle, and that is why the heart is the principle of these also. (GA 2.4
[740a17-23])


  



	We are not therefore to associate the nutritive life of the
animal with the nutritive life one sees in the early developing
embryo. The former is related more to plant life, and the nutritive
faculty in animals is quite different. As Aristotle says in De an.
2.3, “It is … evident that a single definition can be given of soul
only in the same sense as one can be given of figure… . Hence
we must ask in the case of each order of living things, What is its
soul, i.e. What is the soul of plant, animal, man?” (De an. 2.3
[414b20-33]). It is true that the nutritive faculty of a plant can be
said to fall under the same definition as the nutritive faculty of
man, but this would only be a logical definition: the nutritive life
of a plant is radically different from that of a man (similar to the
way that a triangle is radically different from a square).(23) In fact,
it is difficult even to say that the early embryo has a nutritive soul,
although it does, as we have seen, “seem to live the life of a plant”
(GA 2.3 [736b12-13]). Immediate after the passage about the
automatic toys in GA 2.1, Aristotle says of the pneuma, “Plainly,
then, while there is something [i.e., the pneuma] which makes the
parts, this does not exist as a definite object [tovde ti], nor does it
exist in the semen at the first as a complete part.”(24) If the early
embryo had a soul, it would inform its body and together they
would constitute a tovde ti in such a way that also the form could
be said to be a tovde ti (see Metaph. 7.3 [1029a27-30]). As things
are, according to Aristotle, the pneuma never really enters into the
material presented by the mother. A genuine tovde ti—and a 
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genuine soul—arrives on the scene only with the appearance of
the heart. 


	When does all this happen? In Historia animalium, Aristotle
says that “[i]n the case of male children the first movement usually
occurs on the right-hand side of the womb and about the fortieth
day, but if the child be a female then on the left-hand side and
about the ninetieth day” (HA 7.3 [583b3-5]). “About this period,”
he says, “the embryo begins to resolve [scivzetai] into distinct
parts, it having hitherto consisted of a fleshlike substance without
distinction of parts [a[narqron sunevsthke krew’de”]” (HA 7.3
[583b9-11]). But Aristotle warns us not to look for precise
answers to such questions, that is, answers that apply across the
board (HA 7.3 [583b5-9]). Although here in Historia animalium
he says that, in these first days of the quickened embryo, “all the
limbs are plain to see, including the penis, and the eyes also,
which as in other animals are of great size” (HA 7.3 [583b18-20]),
we have also seen him say that, although “all the parts exist
potentially in a way at the same time … the first principle is
furthest on the road to realization. Therefore the heart is first
differentiated in actuality” (GA 2.4 [740a2-4]; see also PA 3.4
[666a20-23]). Two chapters later, he says that the heart is
followed immediately by the head: “that part which contains the
first principle comes into being first, next to this the upper half of
the body. This is why the parts about the head, and particularly
the eyes, appear largest in the embryo at an early stage, while the
parts below the umbilicus, as the legs, are small; for the lower
parts are for the sake of the upper, and are neither parts of the
end nor able to form it” (GA 2.6 [742b12-17]). 


	So, the organs necessary for the various functions of the animal
appear more-or-less at the same time: the heart first, but the head
and the eyes follow shortly thereupon. We have already seen that
the heart is associated with nutrition, but it is also tied up with
sensation: “the motions of pain and pleasure, and generally of all
sensation, plainly have their source in the heart, and find in it
their ultimate termination” (PA 3.4 [666a11-13]; see also GA 2.6
[742a32-33], regarding locomotion). Indeed, as we have already
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seen, the heart is in animals the “principle and end of all their
nature” (GA 2.6 [742b1]; emphasis added). And the organ
corresponding to the sense of touch is the body itself (GA 2.6
[743b37-744a1]), which would seem to have its human beginning
simultaneously with the heart. 


	This is all evidence in support of Berti’s thesis that the various
faculties arrive at one time. Even if the primary sense organs
appear after the heart, the heart is involved not just in nutrition
but also in sensation. As for the rational part, since it requires no
physical organ (although in men it presupposes the sensitive
functions), there is no difficulty locating its inception also at this
beginning, that is, when the heart is first formed. This would be
consistent with Aristotle’s remark in De an. 2.3, comparing the
functions of the soul to geometrical figures: “for the particulars
subsumed under the common name in both cases—figures and
living beings—constitute a series, each successive term of which
potentially contains its predecessor” (414b29-30).(25)


	The present interpretation also partially supports Berti’s use of
Metaph. 9.7, regarding the embryo as first act. This becomes more
apparent, however, if we make a slight revision to the text that
Berti gives us. In his translation, the seed is said not to become
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potentially a man (i.e., a man in first act) until it is first “deposited
in something other than itself and [undergoes] a change.” The
word “deposited” in the phrase “deposited in something other
than itself”—which suggest that the man is there in first act (in
Berti’s words) “after the union of the seed furnished by the father
with the material furnished by the mother”(26)—corresponds to the
Greek word pesei’n inserted by Ross at 1049a15. It appears in no
manuscript, although pseudo-Alexander includes it in a
paraphrase of the passage.(27) Read without the word pesei’n, the
passage runs as follows:



  
[T]he seed is not yet potentially a man; for it must further undergo a change in
a foreign medium. But when through its own motive principle it has already got
such and such attributes, in this state it is already potentially a man; while in the
former state it needs another motive principle. (Metaph. 9.7 [1049a14-17])


  



Ross argues that here Aristotle “is not taking account of his own
view that the spevrma forms no part of the matter of the offspring
but is its formal and efficient cause”;(28) but another explanation
might be that Aristotle is using the word “seed” (spevrma, Metaph.
9.7 [1049a14]) in the generic sense that does not exclude the
female contribution or the embryo itself.(29) In any case, the passage
without the word pesei’n no longer suggests that the crucial
moment is the moment when the seed falls onto the menses but
says only that it (or, more correctly, the embryo), must “undergo
a change”—sometime or another. This moment is to be associated
with the first presence of the motive principle. And this latter is
surely to be associated with the heart, which becomes visible 
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sometime around the fortieth day in males, the ninetieth in
females (HA 7.3; GA 2.4, 6). Berti is correct to apply the
Aristotelian idea of first act and Metaph. 9.7 in particular to the
question of the onset of the human soul; he errs, in my opinion,
regarding the timing of this onset. 


III


	Does all this play into Norman Ford’s hand? Can Ford call
Aristotle in support of his thesis that the human individual is not
present at conception? In a way yes, in a way no. In order to
understand the impact of Aristotle’s embryology (both biological
and metaphysical) on Ford’s theory, we need to understand why
Aristotle puts the onset of the motive principle at forty days (or
so) rather than earlier. 


	Let us go back to Aristotle’s “crucial questions” asked at the
beginning of GA 1.21 about the relationship between semen and
menses. As we have seen, he says there that we must ask



  
how it is that the male contributes to generation and how it is that the semen
from the male is the cause of the offspring. Does it exist in the body of the
embryo as a part of it from the first, mingling with the material which comes
from the female? Or does the semen communicate nothing to the material body
of the embryo but only to the power and movement in it? (GA 1.21 [729b1-6])


  



It may not be immediately apparent, but in this passage Aristotle
is peering down the alley where eventually genetic theory was to
be discovered, and turning away for lack of light. He is asking
whether there is something physical in the male semen that
combines with the female element to form the embryo. He has in
mind theories of his day, collectively known as “pangenesis,”
according to which the semen contained something drawn from
every part of the body that would, after copulation, grow into a
full-sized animal.(30) Its advocates sometimes spoke of a small 
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animal (zw/‘on mikrovn [722b4-5]) (or, in humans, the so-called
homunculus) passed along in the semen.(31) Aristotle had no
evidence that there was any such object in the semen, nor any
such resulting articulation in the embryo itself, up until at least the
fortieth day. Until that point, he says, the embryo is “fleshlike”
(krew’de”, HA 7.3 [583b10-11]), which puts it among the
homoeomerous parts (Mete. 4.10 [388a16]; PA 1.1 [640b18-20]).
It is “without distinction of parts” (a[narqron, HA 7.3 [583b9]).
Aristotle does say that within the female element are found all the
parts of the animal in potency (GA 2.4 [740b18-21]), even those
that distinguish the sexes (GA 2.3 [737a24-25]); but this must
mean that they are found in potency the way that a bed is found
in potency in the wood that stands before the carpenter, for
Aristotle denies elsewhere that sex is determined at conception
(GA 1.18 [723a23-b3]; 4.1 [763b26-27]). For him, sex
differentiation depends upon the strength of heat in the semen
(GA 4.1 [766a16-22]), which goes to work on the menses, only
eventually producing organs, as we have seen. 


	Most interestingly, there were theories available in the
intellectual culture within which Aristotle worked that, at least in
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certain respects, come closer than his own to modern genetic
theory. Aristotle himself is our best source regarding these
theories. He recounts, as we have seen, that “some say that [the
semen] comes from the whole of the body” (GA 1.17 [721b11-12]). (Since some such thinkers were open to the idea that semen
was produced by both parents [GA 1.17 (721b6-8)], “semen” here
need not mean male semen.) One of their reasons for believing
this was that children resemble their parents: “for the young are
born like them part for part as well as in the whole body; if then
the coming of the semen from the whole body is cause of the
resemblance of the whole, so the parts would be like because it
comes from each of the parts” (GA 1.17 [721b20-24]). Since the
semen comes from all parts of the body, it would contain
somehow all the traits that are passed on to the children.
Empedocles even had a theory that exploited the idea of a part
corresponding to a companion part, the two contributing to the
whole progeny; he held, that is, that “there is a sort of tally in the
male and female, and that the whole offspring does not come
from either, ‘but sundered is the fashion of limbs, some in the
man’s, <some in the woman’s seed hidden>’” (GA 1.18 [722b10-12])(32) This is not a bad way of representing the way in which the
male and female gametes both contribute to the genetic material
of the zygote.


	There is much that is correct in such theories. As we now
know, there does exist right from the beginning in the embryo
that which determines individual traits of the eventual progeny:
DNA. It is not drawn from the whole body, originating rather in
the appropriate organs of the parents’ bodies, but it does contain
information and “instructions” corresponding to every part of the
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parents’ bodies. Moreover—and this is important—DNA is
physically present in the gametes and then in the embryo from the
moment of conception. Thus, when Aristotle asks his “crucial
question” about how the male contributes to generation—“Does
it exist in the body of the embryo as a part of it from the first [wJ”
ejnupavrcon kaiV movrion], mingling with the material which comes
from the female?” (GA 1.21 [729b2-4])—and subsequently
answers no, the semen “communicates nothing to the material
body of the embryo but only to the power and movement in it”
(GA 1.21 [729b4-6; see also 729b8-9]), he is wrong, at least
regarding the existence of something of the semen in the body of
the embryo. 


	But Aristotle also had good reasons for rejecting the pangenesis
of his day. It was often quite crudely physicalist. Anaxagoras, an
exponent of the theory, asks, “How can hair come from not-hair?”;(33) so he evidently thought that hair somehow found its way
into the semen. Moreover, Aristotle, displaying not a little genetic
sophistication, argues that the proponents of pangenesis had no
way of explaining how a child can resemble a remote ancestor:
“for the resemblances recur at an interval of many generations, as
in the case of the woman in Elis who had intercourse with a
negro; her daughter was not negroid but the son of that daughter
was” (GA 1.18 [722a8-11]).(34) They have no way of explaining
either, says Aristotle, how a full plant can grow from just a cutting
(ibid. [722a11-14]). 


	Aristotle offers many other such arguments, some stronger
than others, but his basic one is this: the proponents of pangenesis
had no concrete evidence for their theory (see GA 2.1 [734a20-25]). When one takes a look at the early (aborted) embryo, one
sees no differentiation (HA 7.3 [583b20-21]). Nor did Aristotle
see such articulation in the semen or in the menses (GA 1.20 	


	page
269


[729a20-33]; 2.1 [734a33-b3]). Therefore, he sought a theory
that would explain how from unarticulated matter a fully
articulated fetus and human person could grow. The theory
involved, naturally enough, a number of his favorite concepts:
potency and act, passion and motion, matter and form. The semen
contributes nothing physical to the embryo but only form and
movement, in the transmission of which it serves (along with
pneuma) as tool of the father. To use a standard Aristotelian
example (see, for instance, GA 1.18 [722a30-b1]), think of a
word. It can be broken down into syllables and ultimately letters
(which we can assume are purely physical). That which the semen
passes on is the arrangement (sunqevsew” [722a35]) of the letters,
not the letters. In the passage where he asks his “crucial
questions,” he speaks of the semen’s bringing shape or form
(morfhVn) to the menses, as well as “power and movement”
(duvnami” kaiV kivnhsi”, GA 1.21 [729b4-8]). In the succeeding
chapter, comparing the action of the semen to the work of a
carpenter, he says that it transfers to the material “the shape and
the form” (hJ morfhV kaiV toV ei\do”, GA 1.22 [730b14]). 


	We now know that DNA also involves a certain arrangement
of its various constituent elements (the nucleotide pairs, adenine-thymine and guanine-cytosine), which play the primary role in
relaying genetic information. Neither an arrangement nor
information is, strictly speaking, physical. Aristotle had this right.
What he did not know was that, in actual fact, the genetic
information that enters into the embryo from the father is
attached to physical objects: nucleotides and amino acids.
According to Aristotle, the father’s contribution is just form,
combined somehow with propulsion; the female contribution, as
we have already noted, is (relatively) undifferentiated matter. The
organs of the embryo arrive—but only eventually—because the
power and movement passed along by the semen (and pneuma)
impose form—human form—upon this matter. 


	But had Aristotle known what modern scientists know, what
would he have said? He would certainly have had no trouble with
the idea that genetic information is attached to matter; if 
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anything, it was an embarrassment for his actual theory that form
is transmitted by way of something as vague as pneuma (which is
not a tovde ti, as we saw above when looking at GA 2.1[734b17-19]). Moreover, there is certainly no reason he would have felt
obliged to jettison his theory of potency and act. It must have
been difficult for him explain how pneuma (of which he gives no
systematic analysis) can carry power and movement;(35) and, no
doubt, he felt himself on more stable philosophical ground once
he was able to identify an organic body moving along by means of
its own “motive principle” (GA 2.4 [740a1-13]). Once upon the
secure terrain of physical causation, he could invoke potency and
act with impunity. Physical genetic material (DNA) was what he
wanted all along but could not find. 


	Can then Norman Ford call Aristotle in support of the
argument that the human individual is not present at conception?
As I suggested above: in a way yes, in a way no. Ford is correct to
say that Aristotle does not hold that the human soul is present in
the embryo from the moment of conception. But, in the end, this
is a support only for someone who wants to maintain an
antiquated biology that sees both the male and the female
contributions to human generation as lacking physical
articulation. Ford is no such person. Once we make the
adjustments, taking into account advances in contemporary
biology and embryology, we can make good use especially of
Aristotle’s idea of first act, as expounded by Berti. The result is a
philosophically rich account of how the human soul can be
present in the conceptus from the beginning, that is, from the
moment when the two gametes meet. 


IV


	We are not out of the woods yet. As we have seen, Ford’s
central argument is that, since up until about the fourteenth day
a single human embryo can split, thereby producing twins, the
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embryo during this period cannot be considered a human
individual. Aristotle can be of use here too since, as it happens, he
has quite a bit to say about such splitting.(36) It will serve our
purposes to look at a couple of the pertinent passages. They
concern not human embryos but rather plants and annelids such
as earthworms; but, for reasons I shall explain below, we can
apply these Aristotelian ideas in considering the twinning that
occurs with human embryos.


	The first passage is found in De an. 2.2. Aristotle has noted
that the soul is the source of such phenomena as the “powers of
self-nutrition, sensation, thinking, and movement.” He then asks
whether such powers (or faculties) are located spatially. 



  
In the case of certain of these powers, the answers to these questions are easy,
in the case of others we are puzzled what to say. Just as in the case of plants
which when divided are observed to continue to live though separated from one
another (thus showing that in their case the soul of each individual plant was
actually one, potentially many), so we notice a similar result in other varieties of
soul, i.e. in insects which have been cut in two; each of the segments possesses
both sensation and local movement; and if sensation, necessarily also imagination
and appetition; for, where there is sensation, there is also pleasure and pain, and,
where these, necessarily also desire. (413b15-24)

  




Thus the nutritive and sensitive powers are spatially fixed by the
material they happen to inform. More important for present
purposes, however, is the way in which this happens. As Aristotle
says, “in their case the soul of each individual … was actually
one, potentially many” (ou[sh” th’” ejn aujtoi’” yuch’” ejnteleceiva/
meVn mia’” ejn eJkavstw/ futw/’, dunavmei deV pleiovnwn [413b18-19]). 


	In the prologue to Plato’s Parmenides, the character
Parmenides leads his interlocutor Socrates into aporia by pursuing
the question whether, when something participates in an Idea, it
participates in all of it or just a part (Parm. 131A5-6). Socrates is
inclined to say, “in all of it,” but then Parmenides proposes the
example of a sail (131B8). He suggests that Socrates’s subsuming
the many men under one Idea in which they participate wholly is
like covering them with a sail and then affirming that each man
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stands under all of the sail instead of under just a part of it (Parm.
131C2-8). Socrates is thus forced to assert, “the Ideas themselves
are divisible and the things that participate in them participate in
a part; in any object there will be not be the entire Idea but a
part” (Parm. 131C5-8); but this position too is rejected by
Parmenides. 


	Aristotle’s remark in De an. 2.2 is, in effect, a response to this
aporia. Whereas Plato, on account of such aporiai, is forever
inclined to push forms (his “Ideas”) off into a separate
suprasensible realm, Aristotle insists that in material substances,
in any case, although form is distinct from matter, it is nonetheless
tied to it in such a way that it follows its appropriate matter in its
entirety. It can do this since form is not subject to the same causal
processes as matter. It is neither generated nor does it corrupt
(Metaph. 7.9 [1034b8]; 8.3 [1043b14-18]; 12.3 [1069b35]); it is
indivisible (Metaph. 7.8 [1034a8]); in short, it is not potentially
something and then that something in act. It is rather composites
of matter and form that are generated and corrupt and are subject
to other changes. 


	One of the advantages of this theory is that, using it, Aristotle
can explain what is happening when, for instance, an earthworm
is split in two and suddenly becomes two earthworms—two
different substances. This is not a problem for him since form is
not the sort of thing that can split. In order for splitting to occur,
obviously, there would have to be something that can be first one
and later two; but a form, qua form, is always one: the form of
man recognized in Socrates is the same form recognized in
Parmenides. Now, although Socrates and Parmenides are thus one
in species, they are two in number, as Aristotle never tires of
saying (e.g., Metaph. 5.6 [1016b32-33]; 7.8 [1034a7-8]).
Number, however, pertains to their matter, not to their form as
such. Thus, Aristotle can say (in the above passage) that, in the
case of plants and certain divisible animals, each individual is
“actually one, potentially many.” After a split occurs—which splits
can only occur on the material level—the whole of the form (i.e.,
the “whole nature” of the form) is found in both pieces, now 
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spatially separated. This is no more mysterious than when we
divide a lump of gold in two and notice that the resulting pieces
are entirely gold. When we divide a material substance, we divide
material, not form. We effect two composites sharing fully in the
same form; we do not split a form. 


	Our second passage is taken from Metaph. 7.16. In it Aristotle
is explaining that the actuality—the act—of a substance excludes
there being other acts within it. His examples have mostly to do
with parts that, because of the complexity of their governing
substance, can never have independent existence; but he also
mentions divisible animals. 



  
Evidently even of the things that are thought to be substances, most are only
potentialities,—e.g. the parts of animals (for none of them exists separately; and
when they are separated, then too they exist, all of them, merely as matter) and
earth and fire and air; for none of them is one, but they are like a heap before
it is fused by heat [pefqh’/ (1040b9)] and some one thing is made out of the bits.(37)
One might suppose especially that the parts of living things and the
corresponding parts of the soul are both, i.e. exist both actually and potentially,
because they have sources of movement in something in their joints; for which
reason some animals live when divided. Yet all the parts must exist only
potentially, when they are one and continuous by nature—not by force or even
by growing together, for such a phenomenon is an abnormality. (1040b5-16)


  



Obviously, in this passage unity is a key concept. Something can
only be in act as a substance if it is a unity of its parts. This unity
prevents the parts from being substances in their own right—that
is, from being substances in act; they must remain in potency.
Most such parts do not in fact become substances in act when the
unity of the original substance is lost. When a man dies, his
disparate parts become not individual men but “a heap.” But in
some cases the potentiality in the part does become act. What is
it that allows this to happen? There are present in the parts, such
as the parts of earthworms, sources of movement (tw/’ ajrcaV” e[cein
kinhvsew” [1040b12-13]), that can survive a division. While still
within the body of the original earthworm, they are in potency;
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after a division, the ancillary sources of movement become central
sources and we have new substances.


	We have now a number of Aristotelian doctrines before us; we
must see whether they can be applied in the analysis of the early
embryo. There is a prima facie case against such an application:
Aristotle himself does not speak of twinning as occurring in this
fashion. This is easily dealt with. Knowing little about the true
nature and functioning of the early embryo, he had no idea that
embryos might split in the early days of gestation. For him, in
other animals, twins resulted from large amounts of menses; in
man, “because of the moisture or heat of his body” (GA 4.4
[772a18-22, b3-4]). Taking into account what we now know
about monozygotic twinning, we can do what Aristotle did not
know how to do: apply his account of how some animals can be
divided to the early human embryo. 


	In De juventute et senectute 2, Aristotle remarks: “Divisible
animals are like a number of animals grown together, but animals
of superior construction behave differently because their
constitution is a unity of the highest possible kind” (Juv. 2
[468b9-12]). Among “animals of superior construction” Aristotle
no doubt includes man, but we now know that the clause
excluding them from division and survival applies only once the
embryo gets passed its first fourteen days or so (past the
“primitive streak stage”).(38) Before that period we can indeed say
that men are “like a number of men grown together.”(39) As we
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have seen, in saying this of dividing animals, Aristotle does not
mean that there are many actual animals in the original; he is
referring rather to potential animals. All the elements required to
produce a fully grown animal out of a part are present in that
part. Once a split occurs, that part is an animal in first act. So also
with the early human embryo. Before the split, it is one, but
potentially two (or more) since at least certain of its parts have
within them that which is required to become unities with motive
principles of their own. In response to Ford, therefore, we can say
that there are no Aristotelian reasons independent of his primitive
biology to say that the earliest human embryo is not a human
being. If an earthworm is split, resulting in two earthworms, we
do not deny that the original earthworm was an earthworm. 


V


	This still leaves a large number of difficulties to be dealt with.
I will address just one of them, an important one, which is
partially theological in character. Does not this approach
constitute traducianism, that is, the belief that the soul is passed
on from one human individual to another rather than created by
God? Traducianism has long been an issue associated with
Aristotelian embryology due to statements in Aristotle suggesting
that the soul of the embryo comes from the father (see, for
instance, GA 2.4 [738b25-26]). For those who wish to combine
Aristotle’s properly philosophical ideas with modern biology,
however, traducianism with respect to progenitor and conceptus
is no longer an issue. It is now clear that the male and female
gametes are involved equally in conception—that is, in the
production of the genetically structured entity to which, on
Aristotelian grounds, one can assign a human soul in first act.
Even if someone should still want to say that both male and
female contribute somehow to the embryo’s soul, the latter is, at
the moment of conception, undoubtedly a “new thing,” coming
into existence, to a significant extent by chance, when the oocyte
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comes in contact with one of the sperm racing toward it. But in
the production of monozygotic twins we have a different
situation, which does indeed raise the specter of traducianism. Let
us call an original embryo “embryo-1”; let us say too that it is of
four cells that split into “embryo-2” and “embryo-3,” containing
two cells each (the two embryos then developing in the usual
way). In the production of these monozygotic twins, the life and
the motive principles of embryos-2 and -3 clearly come from
embryo-1. Moreover, since it now appears that monozygotic
twinning of humans can be provoked, it would also appear that a
scientist working in a laboratory (or operating room) could be the
immediate cause of such a transfer of life or motive principle.(40) 


	Here perhaps Thomas Aquinas can be of some help. There are
a number of passages in which he allows that the nutritive and
sensitive souls might arrive in the embryo “by transmission”—that
is, in a way that would constitute an acceptable sort of
traducianism. (Thomas holds that these souls enter the embryo as
parts of a succession: nutritive, sensitive, then rational.)(41) In the
second book of his commentary on the Sentences, for instance,
after discussing the positions of some other philosophers
(including Plato, Avicenna, and Themistius), he cites Aristotle’s De
an. and GA and says, “the position of Aristotle is much more
reasonable, for nothing begins or comes about or is generated
except according to the way in which it has its being; and,
therefore, we concede that the sensitive soul and the nutritive are
by transmission.”(42) In a passage in the Summa contra Gentiles, he
actually says that such transmission occurs in worms (in 


page 277


animalibus anulosis) that live after being divided.(43) Exploiting
these ideas, a philosopher intent on avoiding traducianism could
acknowledge that, when embryo-1 splits, it transmits nutritive and
sensitive souls to embryo-2 and embryo-3. He could then employ
another type of explanation for the rational soul, perhaps arguing
that the operations of the rational soul “do not come about by
means of any corporeal organ” (ScG II, c. 68) and that, therefore,
the rational soul’s generation must be of a different, nonphysical
order.(44) Since the creation of the rational soul is independent of
the physical development of the embryo, except that the rational
cannot be present before the sensitive, such a philosopher could
say that, when the split occurs, God creates two new souls. These
new souls are, of course, rational souls; and, since a man is
possessed of just one soul, the nutritive and the sensitive souls are
present within these rational souls as faculties (we recall De an.
2.3 [414b28-415a12], Berti’s second passage). But the nutritive
and sensitive faculties were indeed transmitted by embryo-1. 


	As I have said, there remain a number of difficulties to be dealt
with, having to do especially with the relationship of the rational
soul of embryo-1 to that of its two “progeny” and with the threat
of an unacceptable type of dualism, given that we are suggesting
that a new soul (for instance, the soul of embryo-3) comes to
inhabit a body—or at least part of a body—previously occupied
by another soul (that of embryo-1). But I must leave these issues
to another occasion. For the present, however, I believe we can
say that, with a number of adjustments made necessary by 
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scientific advances, Aristotle can be applied fruitfully in
contemporary embryology.(45) 
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In recent years two scholars have attacked the thesis that Thomas
Aquinas has an Augustinian view of pagan virtue. Bonnie Kent
argues that according to Thomas an individual can fully possess
acquired moral virtues even without the virtue of charity.(1) These natural
virtues are directed towards purely natural happiness. According to her
interpretation, even though there are moral virtues that cannot be
acquired without grace, such as charity and religion, these virtues are
supernatural and not natural. Consequently, a naturally virtuous agent
need not be correctly ordered to God through charity. Similarly, Brian
Shanley stresses the difference between Thomas and Augustine, but
from the standpoint of political virtue.(2) According to Shanley, Thomas
thinks that the pagans were able completely to possess the political
virtues without grace even though they did not have a right order to
God. 
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	Kent and Shanley disagree over the role of grace in Thomas’s moral
theory. In Kent’s view, Thomas thinks that there are two ends of moral
action.(3) The natural virtues without grace direct us to that imperfect
happiness which is commensurate with human nature. In contrast, the
supernatural virtues direct us to that happiness which exceeds our
natural capabilities. Although only Christians may possess the
supernatural virtues, anyone can acquire the moral virtues. Shanley’s
interpretation is more Augustinian.(4) He understands Thomas to hold that
there is only one end for humans, namely, the beatific vision of God.
Being ordered to this end requires grace, which was first lost through
original sin. Nevertheless, Shanley does interpret Thomas as saying that
through their natural powers alone pre-Christian pagans were able
completely to acquire the political virtues, which fully ordered them to
the political common good. Consequently, Shanley’s interpretation
resembles that of Kent insofar as he thinks that some humans were able
fully to acquire the natural virtues without the assistance of grace.
Moreover, both Shanley and Kent think that for Thomas the virtue of
religion and the love of God over self are not necessary conditions for
the full acquisition of the natural moral virtues. In general, they both
contrast Augustine’s negative assessment of pagan virtue with that of
Thomas Aquinas.(5) 


	In this article I will argue that, although Thomas’s understanding of
moral virtue is more developed than that of Augustine, they both agree
on two central points, namely, (1) that humans without grace are unable
to fulfill even their natural obligations, and (2) that someone without
grace cannot possess the same type of perfect acquired moral virtue that
can be possessed by someone with grace. The article is divided into
three parts. In the first, I will show that Augustine holds views that are
similar to the above two theses. In the second, I will show that according
to Thomas there are obligations based on human nature that cannot be
fulfilled by the unassisted abilities of fallen humans. In the third, I will
argue that Thomas’s political virtue is simply acquired moral virtue,
which indirectly depends on grace for its full possession.
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I




	Augustine’s remarks about pagan virtue are scattered throughout his
writings, and there is no scholarly agreement on how the various
passages can be reconciled. Nevertheless, Augustine consistently
distinguishes between Christian virtue, vice, and an intermediate state
that can be identified with pagan virtue.(6) It seems that the moral habits
of bad Christians would also fall into this intermediate state. Although
Augustine does not describe pagans as truly virtuous, neither does he
think that they are all equally vicious.


	Augustine’s most famous treatment of pagan virtue is in De civitate
dei, in which he argues that those qualities which we identify as virtues
are in fact vices if they are not directed toward God. The purpose of the
De civitate dei is to defend Christianity against the criticisms of pagans.
Consequently, it seems plausible that Augustine would disparage pagan
virtue in this work. Nevertheless, he distinguishes sharply between the
moral status of the good Romans and that of the wicked. Although some
Romans, such as Nero, acted out of a desire for domination, other
Romans restrained their lower appetites so that they might win the
praise of men.(7) Moreover, Augustine praises Cato because he did not
seek glory to the extent that Julius Caesar did. Cato received honor from
the city without having to ask for it.(8) Augustine attributes the success
of the Republic to men like Cato who were good in their way.(9) Even
though in this text Augustine does emphasize the insufficiency of pagan
virtue, he never states that the pagan virtues are the same as pagan
vices.(10) There is a distinction between (1) Christian virtue, (2) pagan
virtue, and (3) vices. 
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	In his controversy with Pelagians such as Julian of Eclanum,
Augustine is concerned with pagan virtue insofar as it might seem that
the pagans can be virtuous without the assistance of grace. In the
Contra Julianum, Augustine distinguishes between a duty (officium)
and the end (finis) to which the duty is directed.(11) Although pagans
might perform good acts, they cannot perform them in a good way.(12)
Even though Augustine thinks that the performance of such a duty is
sinful if the duty is not ordered to God, he also states that these badly
performed duties will not be punished as severely as those acts which
are always vicious.(13) For example, Fabricius was not good but he will
be punished less severely than Cataline, since Cataline was much worse.
In the Contra Julianum Augustine’s polemic against Pelagianism
requires that he disparage pagan virtue. In a late epistle he states in the
less contentious context of civic virtue that some pagans have a certain
uprightness (probitas).(14) Nevertheless, Augustine consistently maintains
that for a duty to be salvific it has to be directed towards God. There
seems to be a distinction between (1) acts that are not even potentially
salvific, (2) acts that are potentially salvific but in fact are not, and (3)
acts that are actually salvific because they are directed towards the final
end, which is God. Although this distinction does not exactly correspond
to the threefold distinction in De civitate dei, it does show that
Augustine does not merely dismiss pagan virtue.


	In his refutation of Pelagianism, Augustine is concerned not just with
pagan virtues, but also with the claim that someone can fulfill moral
obligations without the assistance of grace. One of the effects of original
sin is to limit the range of free choice. Although Augustine seems to
think that the obligation to love God can be known apart from divine
revelation, he also thinks that pagans are unable properly to love God.(15)
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In De gratia et libero arbitrio, he discusses the command to love God
“with the whole heart, the whole soul, and the whole mind.”(16) He agrees
with the Pelagians that it is possible to fulfill this commandment at least
partially. The dispute is over how this commandment can be fulfilled.
Augustine writes, “from where is this love [caritas] of God and
neighbor in men, unless from God himself? For if it is not from God, but
from men, the Pelagians prevail; if however from God, we prevail over
the Pelagians.”(17) He clearly thinks that there are moral precepts that
cannot be fulfilled without the assistance of grace. 


	There is a connection between Augustine’s position that loving God
requires grace and his cautiousness about pagan virtue. If the obligation
to love God is not at least partially fulfilled, then there can be no right
order to God. There can be no true virtue without this order. Therefore,
grace is a necessary condition for virtue. It will be shown that Thomas
remains basically faithful to this Augustinian position. 



II




	Although Thomas Aquinas emphasizes that even sinners and infidels
can perform many good actions, he agrees with Augustine that it is
impossible for someone to live a virtuous life if his natural powers are
unassisted by grace. To understand Thomas’s position on this question,
it is helpful to make some distinctions about his understanding of human
nature. I will follow this by showing that there is at least one obligation
(and perhaps more) that can never be fulfilled because of the weakness
of fallen human nature. Last, I will show that, according to Thomas,
someone without grace will commit bad actions which order him away
from his last end.


	 In Thomas’s time there was a discussion about whether Adam and
Eve were originally created with grace, or whether there was a time in
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which they lived only according to their natural abilities.(18) Thomas relies
on the authority of the Fathers and the original rectitude of the soul to
argue that Adam and Eve were created with grace in the state of original
justice.(19) Nevertheless, God could have created humans in a purely
natural state. Thomas thinks that it is worthwhile to discuss what
humans can do out of their natural abilities alone (ex puris
naturalibus).(20) Since Thomas makes this remark in the context of
whether humans were created without grace, it seems that a discussion
about natural abilities alone is a discussion about the hypothetical state
of pure nature. Even though God did not create man without grace, he
could have, and by thinking about such a state we can fruitfully discuss
our natural abilities. However, one could also follow the sixteenth-century commentators Thomas de Vio Cajetan and Domingo Bañez in
holding that the phrase “ex puris naturalibus” refers to the state of
original justice, but abstracting the influence of grace.(21) The important
doctrine here is that according to either interpretation Thomas is
discussing a human nature that is unharmed by the Fall. He describes
human nature in this state as integral human nature, which is to be
contrasted with the fallen human nature which is transmitted after the
sin of Adam. This fallen human nature can be healed through the
influence of grace.(22)


	Although in his earlier writings Thomas does not emphasize the
influence of original sin on free choice, in his later writings he clearly
states that after the Fall it is impossible for man to fulfill certain
precepts of the law. In his early Scriptum super libros sententiarum
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(1252-56), he discusses whether God’s precepts can be fulfilled in the
context of a distinction between the act that falls under the precept and
the intention of the lawgiver.(23) Without grace someone can perform the
substance of a required act, but he cannot perform the act in the way in
which God wants it to be performed, namely, through charity. In the
Quaestiones disputatae De Veritate (1250), Thomas again distinguishes
between the substance and the mode of an act, although in this
discussion he focuses not on the lawgiver but on the different goods that
are involved, namely, that good which is proportionate to human nature
and that good which exceeds it.(24) The difference between the goods is
not connected to the substance of an act, but to the way it is performed.
Without grace someone can perform a required act, but not according
to the way in which God wants to elevate it to a supernatural good. In
both of these early passages, Thomas emphasizes that grace is necessary
for merit, but he does not mention that it is needed to heal the effects of
original sin and to make possible the very performance of some actions. 


	These early treatments contrast with the clearer and more mature
discussion of the Prima Secundae (1271), in which Thomas asks,
“Whether a man without grace through his natural abilities is able to
fulfill the precepts of the law.”(25) In his response to the question he again
makes the distinction between the substance of the work and the mode
of acting, but he also sharply distinguishes between integral human
nature and corrupt human nature. In a state of integral nature it is
possible for someone to fulfill the law according to the substance of the
work commanded, but not according to the mode, since this requires
charity. In contrast, in the state of corrupted nature it is impossible to
fulfill even the substance of the divine command without healing grace.
Here Thomas’s conclusion in the earlier works is applied only to a state
of integral nature and not to actually existing human nature. This
emphasis on fallen nature’s weakness is reflected in the In Epistolam ad
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Romanos (1271-73).(26) In this commentary on St. Paul he explicitly
adverts to Pelagius’s error, that is, the belief that someone can obey the
law through natural powers. Although the Gentiles could naturally know
the law, they could fulfill it only if they converted to the faith. In his
discussion of Thomas’s doctrine of justification, Henri Bouillard argued
that whereas earlier in his teaching Thomas shared his contemporaries’s
ignorance of Augustine’s anti-Pelagian polemics, he later shows a deep
knowledge of them.(27) As a result of his reading, Thomas adopted an
Augustinian anti-Pelagian stance that was unusual for his time. It is at
any rate clear that in his final years he holds that on account of original
sin humans are unable to fulfill the law unless they are healed by God’s
grace.


	Thomas thinks that the precept to love God above everything is an
example of a natural obligation that cannot be fulfilled by a fallen
human being who is unaffected by grace. In the Prima Secundae, he
clearly states that the love of God above everything is connatural to
humans.(28) In a state of integral nature humans can perform any
connatural work, including that of loving God. However, the will of a
fallen human is corrupted through original sin, and it is impossible in
this state to love God without healing grace. This love of God above
everything is clearly a natural moral obligation. In the Secunda
Secundae, Thomas uses the natural obligation to love God to support
his argument for the obligation to love God out of charity.(29) Just as there
is a obligation to love God naturally, since God is the source of natural
goods, there is also an obligation to love God by the love of charity,
since God is the source of supernatural beatitude. The supernatural 
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obligation is explained in terms of the natural obligation. Thomas
emphasizes that this natural obligation is not difficult to discover. In the
Prima Secundae, he states that the natural love of God is a part of the
natural law which is more easily known than the precepts of the
Decalogue.(30) Thomas holds the Augustinian view that although this
obligation is known through natural reason, it cannot be fulfilled by
fallen humans unless they receive supernatural assistance. 


	Thomas does not separate religious obligations from the moral life.(31)
Religion is a moral and not a theological virtue. Its basis is not in
revelation, but rather in the honor that all humans naturally owe to
God.(32) Like the other moral virtues, its object is not the last end directly,
which is God, but the means to the end, such as sacrifices and
devotions. Nevertheless, since it is about those things which are ordered
to God, it is more important than the other moral virtues.(33) Thomas is
clear that humans are required to offer sacrifice to God because of the
natural law.(34) This obligation is based not on a special divine command,
but rather on the natural inclination of all humans. Although Thomas is
clear about the necessity of grace for the fulfillment of the command to
love God, he does not explicitly state that grace is necessary for
performing such religious duties as sacrifices.(35) But like Augustine, and
indeed most ancient and medieval moralists, Thomas thinks that the
virtue of religion is a necessary condition for a good life. 


	Thomas’s early discussion of the difference between Christian and
pagan contemplation shows how the specifically Christian religion is
necessary for the good life. Contemplation is a cause of devotion, which
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is a religious act.(36) Even in his early Scriptum super libros
sententiarum, Thomas clearly distinguishes between the contemplation
of philosophers and that of the saints.(37) The philosophers love God as
their own perfection, and consequently their act proceeds from self-love.
In contrast, through contemplation the saints are able to love God more
than themselves. Whereas Aristotle makes philosophical contemplation
the highest act, Thomas argues that the philosopher’s contemplation is
inferior to that of a Christian. Both Augustine and Thomas argue that
even the philosophers were unable to order properly their activities
towards God.(38)


	Although the love of God may be the only natural duty that can
never be fulfilled without healing grace, Thomas does argue that without
grace someone will eventually fail even with respect to other obligations.
The Fall has affected the entire moral life. In the Prima Secundae,
Thomas states that in the state of integral nature someone could avoid
all sin with merely the natural help of God.(39) However, one result of
original sin is that reason is submissive not to God but rather to the
lower appetites. Although a fallen human without grace can avoid a
particular mortal sin, he will eventually commit one. In his parallel
discussion in the Summa contra Gentiles, Thomas states that
Pelagianism errs in its rejection of this point.


	Like Augustine, Thomas thinks that grace is a necessary condition
for the complete fulfillment of moral duties. This necessity can be
understood in two ways. First, there is at least one natural moral
obligation that cannot be fulfilled unless the agent has been healed by
grace. Since it is necessary for the agent to love God more than himself
in order to have a proper order to his own last end, without grace
someone cannot be directed to either his supernatural or his natural end.
Second, an agent without grace will eventually commit seriously bad
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acts. According to Thomas, grace is necessary for the moral life because
of the harmful effect of original sin on human nature.



III




	Thomas not only agrees with Augustine’s thesis that without grace
it is impossible to fulfill natural moral obligations, he also agrees with
the thesis that although pagan virtue differs from vice, it is not the same
as the acquired virtue of a good Christian. My argument for this latter
point will begin by showing that political virtue is a common name for
acquired moral virtue. Then I will explain how in Thomas’s view even
the acquired moral virtue of a good Christian is different from that of
someone who is not correctly ordered to God.


	The distinction between the moral and the theological virtues was
worked out in the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries. Simon of
Tournai was among the first to distinguish between the political virtues,
by which the citizen is disposed towards the good of the city, and the
Catholic virtues, by which the believer is disposed to obey religious
laws, which direct him to heavenly beatitude.(40) Pagans can possess the
political virtues, but only believers can possess the Catholic virtues.
Among others, William of Auxerre emphasized that the political virtues
can be acquired without grace through the repetition of acts, whereas
grace is necessary for the acquisition of theological virtue.(41) William
also mentions that the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity
differ from the political in that they have God as their immediate
object.(42) He seems to disagree with Augustine about the necessity of
grace for moral virtue.(43) Does Thomas Aquinas follow William?
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	As Shanley observes, Thomas does describe acquired moral virtue
as political virtue, and he states that this virtue is concerned with the
political common good. This language can be misleading if two facts are
not kept in mind. First, as I have stated, the identification of moral
virtues as political virtues is standard for medieval thinkers. Thomas is
merely repeating common usage.(44) Thomas at no point claims that the
acquired virtues are political in the sense that their full possession is
possible even without a proper ordering to God. Second, for ancient and
medieval thinkers, and perhaps especially for Thomas, the common
good encompasses much more than it does in later politics and political
philosophy.(45) According to Thomas, each individual is a part of the
political community and as such becomes good only in the context of the
community.(46) An individual’s private good cannot exist apart from the
family and the political unit. Many of the acts that Thomas attributes to
the acquired moral virtues would not seem political to us. For example,
a pagan can exercise the virtues of temperance and justice by rendering
his marriage debt.(47) Moreover, we have seen that religion is an acquired
moral virtue. Thomas does not oppose the religious to the political.
Secularism is a contemporary phenomenon that Thomas would find not
only irreligious, but also unnatural and politically harmful. Furthermore,
although religion and politics are distinct, there is an important sense in
which the political community can enact laws for religious acts insofar
as they are related to the political common good.(48) Consequently,
although Thomas distinguishes between the supernatural end of man and
the political common good, he does not think that they are independent.
The pagans were able to perform some good political acts. The issue is
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whether without charity someone can acquire moral habits that are the
same as the acquired virtues possessed by someone who is correctly
ordered to God. Can an agent be virtuous if he has only the political
virtues and not the virtue of charity?


	Shanley attacks the claim of Jacques Maritain and the commentators
that the existence of a virtue is connected with its being ordered to God
as the last end.(49) This claim is based on a reading of Prima Secundae,
question 65, articles 1-2. In article 1, Thomas discusses the connection
between the moral virtues. He states that some virtues (virtutes morales
imperfectae) are imperfect because they are merely inclinations to good
actions, whereas perfect virtues are inclinations to performing good
actions in a good manner. These perfect moral virtues (virtutes morales
perfectae) are connected to each other. One reason for this connection
is that the exercise of perfect moral virtues requires prudence for
making right choices for the sake of the end. The virtues are inclinations
towards an end and prudence chooses the means to the end.(50) There can
be no perfect virtue without prudence.


	 In article 2, Thomas discusses “whether the moral virtues can exist
without charity.”(51) In this article he distinguishes between acquired and
infused virtues. Since the moral virtues are concerned with actions that
are ordered to an end that does not exceed the faculty of human nature,
even pagans can possess such virtues. In contrast, those virtues are
perfectly and truly virtues which are concerned with actions directed
towards the last supernatural end of man.(52) This ordering to the end
shows that there must be a connection between the virtue of prudence
and charity. 
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	Shanley’s interpretation of Thomas does not give proper emphasis
to this connection. Prudence is more concerned with the correct order to
the last end, which comes through charity, than with those particular
ends which are brought about through the exercise of the other virtues.(53)
Since the last end is supernatural, the infused moral virtues are more
perfect than the merely acquired virtues. Consequently, Thomas states
that only the infused virtues are perfect virtues simpliciter, since they
order a man towards the final end simpliciter. In contrast, the acquired
moral virtues are virtues secundum quid, since they order a man only to
the last end in some genus (respectu finis ultimi in aliquo generi), and
not to the last end simpliciter. Shanley understands the perfect/imperfect
distinction in this second article to be very different from the
perfect/imperfect distinction in the first. According to Shanley, the
moral virtues that are acquired by the pagans are imperfect in the sense
that they do not direct someone towards the last end simpliciter (a. 2),
but perfect in the sense that they are connected through prudence (a. 1).
Consequently, when in the beginning of article 2 Thomas says that the
acquired moral virtues existed in many pagans (in multis gentilibus),
Shanley understands him to say that many pagans possessed moral
virtues that were connected with each other. In contrast, Maritain and
John of St. Thomas argue that in the state of fallen nature there can be
no ordering to the natural end without an ordering to the supernatural
end. Consequently, although acquired and infused prudence are distinct,
there cannot even be perfect acquired prudence in an individual who
does not have the infused virtues and whose actions are not ordered to
his supernatural end. Moreover, without perfect acquired prudence it is
impossible fully to possess the other acquired moral virtues. Therefore,
without charity there is no prudence and the moral virtues are not
connected.


	Shanley notes that in article 2 Thomas states that only the infused
virtues are perfectly and unqualifiedly virtues. Whereas in the previous
article “perfect” is used to describe acquired virtues that are connected
with each other through prudence, in this article “perfect” is used only
to describe the infused virtues which are concerned with the 
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supernatural last end. Shanley makes an interesting point which has not
been discussed much in the literature. But he seems to conclude from
this new perfect/imperfect distinction that without charity there can be
acquired virtues that are imperfect in that they are not infused and yet
perfect in the sense that they are connected with each other through
prudence. In contrast, John of St. Thomas and Maritain deny that there
can even be connected acquired virtues in someone who lacks charity.
Support for their interpretation can be found in the Secunda Secundae,
question 23, article 7, in which Thomas asks, “whether without charity
there can be some true virtue.”(54) This article contains a more complete
description of ways in which different virtues order someone to different
goods. Thomas distinguishes between the last end and a proximate end.
There are correspondingly two different goods, namely, the last good,
which is the enjoyment of God, and the proximate good. A new
distinction is then made between that proximate end which is a true good
and that which is a false good. A habit that orders someone to a false
good is not a virtue but rather a false similitude of virtue. A habit that
orders someone to the final end of man is true virtue in an unqualified
sense (virtus vera simpliciter). The remaining kind of virtue is that
which orders someone to a particular proximate good which is orderable
to the final good, for example the conservation of the political
community.(55) Thomas argues that this virtue is true because it orders
someone to at true good. Nevertheless, it is imperfect if these true goods
are not referred to the last supernatural end.


	The point in this discussion is not just that acquired virtues are
imperfect because they do not directly order the agent to the
supernatural end. It seems that Shanley overlooks Thomas’s distinction
between true goods that are referred to God and those that are not. In the
response to the objection that those without charity can produce good
acts, Thomas distinguishes between those acts which are incompatible
with charity and those which are compatible with charity but performed 
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by someone who lacks charity.(56) Someone can make an act of faith or
of hope without charity, just as in this condition someone can perform
certain naturally good acts. These acts will be good in their genus, but
they will not be perfectly good. Even though they are capable of being
ordered to God, they are not in fact so ordered.(57) A disordered agent can
have a habit or disposition to perform good actions;(58) nevertheless, this
disposition or habit does not make the agent good.(59) Both Kent and
Shanley seem to conflate the following two positions: (1) that agents
without charity can perform good acts, and (2) that there can be good
agents who lack charity. But Thomas denies this latter position.
Someone who does not care much for God may do good by giving alms
to the poor. His frequent almsgiving may even become a sort of habit.
Nevertheless, despite his good actions, such a person will never be good.
His very imperfect true virtues will be disconnected and not ordered to
his proper last end, which is God.


	The distinction between being capable of being ordered and actually
being ordered is also invoked in a discussion of whether some infidels
are able to be chaste and just. Thomas emphasizes that they can never
possess true justice or chastity because they lack the correct order to
God.(60) Shanley thinks that Thomas is stating that certain infidels who
have not deliberately rejected God and Christian belief are able to
perform good acts. But Thomas seems to be making a completely
different point, which is that those who are turned away from God can
perform good actions even while they are turned away from him. 
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Thomas is not thinking about a neutral state in which an individual has
not yet decided for or against God.


	Thomas emphasizes the distinction between an infidel’s good acts
and the good acts of a Christian in Secunda Secundae, question 10,
article 4, which asks, “whether every action of an infidel is a sin.”(61) The
disagreement over whether there can be a neutral state affects the
interpretation of this discussion. According to Shanley, Thomas is
discussing only a secundum quid infidel, who would seem to be a
person who has not yet believed and is not guilty of unbelief.(62) Such
persons can perform good acts because they occupy a middle state in
which they are not ordered to or away from God, but rather to or away
from a more proximate good. But the statement that an infidel can
perform good acts is meant to show that even a disordered agent can
perform good actions. So long as an infidel is not referring the act to the
end of disbelief, he is able to perform a good act. It seems to me that
Thomas would classify pre-Christian pagans as either those who have
implicit faith and are ordered to God or as those who have turned away
from him. 


	Support for my view may be seen in the fact that Thomas’s
argument for the possibility of an infidel’s good actions is similar to his
argument for the possibility of a sinner’s good actions. Thomas is
considering a real infidel and not a basically good pagan who as yet
does not know the Christian God. Thomas’s concern with real infidelity
can be especially seen in his discussion of Cornelius.(63) When it is argued
that Cornelius was an infidel and yet able to perform good acts, Thomas
states that Cornelius was not an infidel since he had implicit faith. Here
Thomas is clearly describing an infidel as someone who is turned
against God. Nevertheless, even though an infidel is turned against God,
it does not follow that all of his acts are referred to his infidelity.
Although the infidel is not acting for the sake of the last end, his action
could be performed by someone who so acts. The infidel acts well by
performing a good action that is not referred to his final end, which is
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himself; inversely, the Christian sins by performing an action that is not
referred to the end of faith.(64) A basically bad person can perform some
good actions, and a basically good person can perform some bad
actions. In the De Malo, Thomas similarly discusses how a good act can
be performed by someone who lacks charity.(65) Every human action is
either good or bad. For someone who has charity, a good action is
meritorious and a bad action is demeritorious. Someone who lacks
charity can commit bad and therefore demeritorious acts. Nevertheless,
he can also perform some good acts. These good acts will not be
demeritorious, but neither will they be meritorious, since the agent lacks
charity. Consequently, there are some human acts that are neither
meritorious nor demeritorious: namely, good but not meritorious acts. 


	These passages show that when Thomas mentions the good actions
of an infidel or a sinner, he is discussing acts that can be referred to God
even though they in fact are not. Consequently, there is a problem only
with ordering such an act to its last end. But this disorder means that the
relevant moral habit will be imperfect, since the agent does not have a
unified moral life. Unlike Augustine, Thomas carefully distinguishes
between the goodness of an act, which comes from the act’s object, and
the end of an act.(66) Thomas at times is much more concerned with the
goodness or badness of an isolated act. Augustine is almost always
concerned with the fundamental orientation of the agent towards God or
towards his own self. Nevertheless, as both John of St. Thomas and
Maritain note, Thomas never repudiates the basically Augustinian
position that a correct ordering to God through charity is a necessary
condition for perfect acquired virtue.


	Part of the contrast between Shanley’s view and the traditional one
may lie in his view of the relationship of the acquired virtues to the last
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end.(67) He seems to reject the notion of a natural end of man and states
that acquired natural virtue is concerned with the best good that can be
obtained apart from grace. But, as we have shown, because of the Fall
it is impossible without grace even to obtain many connatural goods,
including the most important one, which is God. Thomas does
emphasize that God is the natural last end. When the acquired moral
virtues are connected with each other through prudence they are ordered
to this last end. Without this ordering to God they can be habits or
dispositions to good actions, but they will not be the perfect acquired
virtues which make the agent good.(68) 


	Shanley finds support for his position that those without charity can
have connected acquired virtues in Thomas’s De virtutibus
cardinalibus, article 2, in which Thomas asks, “Whether the virtues are
connected; so that he who has one, has all?”(69) In this passage Thomas
distinguishes between three grades of virtue. According to the first
grade, the virtues are natural inclinations to the good and are not
connected by prudence. Thomas states that these virtues are altogether
imperfect. According to the second grade, virtues order someone to the
good properly speaking (bonum simpliciter), but insofar as it is found
in those things which pertain to the rule of human actions and is known
through prudence. These virtues are connected through prudence.
According to the third grade, the virtues order someone to the good
properly speaking (bonum simpliciter) and as it is obtained through
charity. These virtues are connected through charity. According to
Shanley, this threefold distinction shows that pagans can have those
virtues which belong to the second grade even though they cannot have
charity and the infused moral virtues. He seems to infer the position that
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the acquired virtues can fully exist without charity from the fact that the
acquired virtues are connected through acquired prudence. To the best
of my knowledge, neither John of St. Thomas nor Maritain denies that
the acquired moral virtues are connected through prudence.(70) The real
issue is whether the virtue of prudence can exist in someone who lacks
charity. Thomas does not address the issue in this article, which is not
surprising since the discussion is about the ways in which the virtues are
connected and not about whether the moral virtues can exist without
charity. For Shanley’s interpretation to be correct, Thomas would have
to be arguing not only that the acquired virtues are connected through
prudence, but also that someone who does not have charity can have
prudence. There are no hints in the text that Thomas so argues.
Moreover, as we have seen, Thomas’s discussion in Prima Secundae,
question 65, article 2, would contradict that conclusion.


	According to Shanley, pagans were able to possess the acquired
moral virtues without being ordered to God as their last end. But
Thomas thinks that each person must make a choice between being
ordered to God and being ordered to himself.(71) This choice has been
much discussed in the literature on whether non-Christians can be
saved.(72) Thomas argues that upon attaining the age of reason everyone
must be ordered either to the due end (ad debitum finem) or away from
it. Those who are ordered to this due end have grace, and those who lack
this order lack grace. Shanley argues that at least for pre-Christian
pagans this due end can be any sort of genuine good.(73) Since the passage
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is about whether someone has grace or not, his interpretation appears to
entail the conclusion that someone who orders himself towards a
genuine good must be in a state of grace. But according to Thomas,
even someone who lacks grace and is turned away from God can be
ordered to some genuine goods. Consequently, the due end in this
passage requires an ordering of goods to God. Whereas Shanley
suggests that the infidel may have never made a choice for or against
God, Thomas thinks that this choice must be made. Anyone who makes
the wrong choice is not ordered to God. Consequently, although
disordered agents may have habits that direct them to goods that are
referred to God, these acts in fact are not so referred. These habits or
dispositions are not connected virtues. The infidel cannot have perfect
acquired prudence because he does not direct his activities towards the
last end.


	What is Thomas’s view of “pagan” virtue? A moral habit or
disposition is possessed by an agent who either is or is not ordered to
God, his natural and supernatural last end. A non-Christian may be so
directed only if he has implicit faith and the theological virtue of charity.
Only when an agent has grace can he can possess acquired virtues that
are directed to God in different ways by both acquired and infused
prudence, and unified by charity. Someone without charity can
consistently perform good actions and it is in this sense that he can be
said to have true virtue. Nevertheless, this true virtue will be very
imperfect even on only a natural level.


	On my reading of them, both Kent and Shanley think that at least
some agents can develop the same virtues as Christians and in the same
manner. By “same virtues” I mean “virtues with the same formal
object.” By “in the same manner” I mean “connected through prudence.”
The acquired virtues differ from the infused virtues on account of their
formal object and rule.(74) On the views of Kent and Shanley, it seems
that a Christian and a pagan could perform the same brave action and
develop the same habit of bravery. According to Kent, this habit of 
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bravery orders the non-Christian to his natural end; according to
Shanley, it orders the agent to the political good. Since, as Thomas
states, virtues are distinguished by their own formal objects and not only
by the last end of the agent, it follows that Christians and pagans could
have the same acquired moral virtue. Moreover, if the pagans have the
other acquired moral virtues, including prudence, they will fully possess
the same habits that are possessed by Christians. Both Christians and
pagans will have moral virtues that are connected through prudence.
According to my interpretation, no agent can be ordered to the natural
end without at the same time being ordered to the supernatural end
through charity. Moreover, this ordering to the natural end is a
necessary condition for acquired prudence and the unity of the acquired
moral virtues. Consequently, if a pagan possesses acquired moral
virtues that are connected with each other through prudence, it follows
that he must be ordered to even the supernatural last end, which requires
charity. In short, such a pagan must have implicit faith. 


 	Thomas agrees with Augustine on two issues. First, those who are
not ordered to God can have a sort of virtue that is distinct from vice.
Second, those who are so disordered cannot fully possess the acquired
virtues. Thomas differs from Augustine in emphasizing that even these
bad agents can perform good acts and have corresponding habits or
dispositions. But this difference is not as important as their deeper
agreement. Thomas and Augustine differ in part because of the different
contexts in which they wrote and developed their thought. Augustine
never developed a systematic moral theory in which he discussed the
goodness of an act as opposed to the goodness of the agent. His
concerns were more doctrinal and polemical. He was fighting Pelagians
and pagans. In contrast, Thomas was concerned with incorporating
Aristotle’s moral theory into a Scholastic and for him increasingly
Augustinian framework. Nevertheless, Thomas and Augustine agree on
the central point that an agent can never be good without being ordered
to God through grace. As we showed in the first part, Thomas’s position
on pagan virtue seems to have developed in the same direction as his
views on justification. Unlike many medieval theologians, Thomas
thoroughly adopted Augustine’s anti-Pelagian stance. Both Augustine
and Thomas emphasize not only the weakness but also the insufficiency
of fallen human nature.
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IV




	Both Kent and Shanley seem to contrast an Augustinian position in
which pagan virtues are really vices and a Thomistic position in which
at least some persons can lead a morally virtuous life without the
assistance of grace. I think that neither Augustine nor Thomas holds the
views that are attributed to them. Although Augustine does say that
pagan virtues are only similar to true virtues, he does distinguish
carefully between pagans who perform good actions and those who are
vicious. Thomas’s position is especially complex. The dispute between
the non-Augustinian reading of Thomas and the more traditional version
is not over whether Thomas says that pagans can have “true” virtues.
Everyone admits that he does. The question is whether without grace
someone can be good by the fact that he has acquired virtues that are
perfect—that is, connected with the other virtues through prudence.
Although Thomas thinks that pagans without charity can have true
virtues, he does not think that they can lead morally virtuous lives. By
“true virtues” he means only habits or dispositions for performing good
actions. Without charity someone can perform good actions, but he can
never be good. 


	One advantage of rejecting the Augustinian interpretation of Thomas
is that it would make possible the existence of a Thomistic moral
philosophy that is completely independent of revelation. By emphasizing
the weakness of fallen human nature Thomas makes it difficult for
moral philosophy to be entirely independent of moral theology.(75) Kent
follows Cajetan in thinking that moral philosophy is about nature and
has no need of revelation.(76) Moreover, she argues for the further point
that a naturally moral life is possible without the virtue of religion.
Shanley’s claim is much narrower and more in tune with Thomas’s
Augustinian heritage. Although Shanley seems to think that Thomas’s
moral philosophy cannot be separated from moral theology, he does
think that for pre-Christian pagans all the acquired virtues, even the
virtue of prudence, can be possessed without charity and the infused
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moral virtues. But, as John of St. Thomas observed, there is a difficulty
in this position.(77) In a state of pure nature it would be possible to be
ordered to a purely natural last end. However, since we do not live in a
state of pure nature, it is impossible for us to be ordered to the last
natural end and away from the last supernatural end. Consequently,
anyone who lacks the supernatural virtue of charity is ordered away
from the last natural end. Although someone in this state can perform
good acts, he cannot possess even the acquired moral virtues in the same
way that they are possessed by someone who is ordered to God through
charity.


	Both Kent and Shanley neglect Thomas’s position that original sin
has destroyed our ability to acquire fully even the natural virtues
without grace. The Augustinianism of Thomas’s moral theory is not just
in his belief that all men are called to an end whose attainment exceeds
the natural abilities of human nature, but also in his position that these
natural abilities have themselves been corrupted. Both Augustine and
Thomas can explain why most humans fail to attain their last end. Many
animals flourish; few humans do. Aristotle recognized that few are
virtuous but he did not give a complete explanation of why this is so.(78)
According to Thomas, few of us attain our last end because we need
God’s grace to heal our corrupted natural powers and to raise us to our
supernatural end.(79) 


	Thomas’s moral theory is more nuanced and consistent than that of
Augustine. Nevertheless, Thomas agrees with Augustine that the
virtuous life is impossible without the assistance of grace. Some duties
are impossible to fulfill on account of the corruption of human nature
through sin. Consequently, grace is needed to heal human nature.
Moreover, the virtue of charity is necessary for a correct ordering to
God. Someone who does not have charity can only have imperfect
acquired moral virtues which are not directed to either the natural or 
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supernatural last end of man. Although such a person may perform good
actions, he will never possess the perfect acquired moral virtues.(80)
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TO GIVE SERIOUS ATTENTION to Aquinas’s Summa
Theologiae is to be continually amazed at the extent of the
harmonies and deep resonances that echo through its
different parts.(1) It works like a hologram, manifesting now this,
now that, now some other dimension. In this essay, I wish to pay
attention to the theological intentionality of St. Thomas’s ap-proach, in a way that might enrich our reading, and to continue
the discussion that has been taking place more recently in the
pages of this journal. It will involve asking what kind of
consciousness Aquinas brings to his theological investigation,
attending less to the metaphysical objectification of faculties, their
objects, and the realities affirmed, and more to the experience in
which all this occurs. It will mean a general kind of theological
“intentionality analysis” of Thomas’s approach—while, at the
same time, deferring to specialists in the area of theological
phenomenology for a fuller context.(2) 
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For practical purposes, I propose to concentrate on that “new
presentational whole” that Brian Shanley(3) has persuasively
described in Aquinas’s treatment of the mystery of God, with
particular, but not exclusive, reference to the Summa Theologiae.
The complex unfolding of its theology admittedly reduces most
of us today, however provecti in some respects, to the status of
incipientes, “beginners”—in the sense that the postmodern
context is always one of beginning again. No matter how
generally misunderstood or unnaturally schematized it often is,
Thomas’s approach to God remains a classic resource to be
continually retrieved in the history of theological reflection.(4)


To suggest something of the holographic, multidimensional
disclosure of the divine mystery, I will present this reflection in
four interrelated parts. The first deals more generally with the
kind of intentionality that pervades the theological enterprise. The
second treats of the horizon in which it unfolds. The third deals
with the field of communicative intentionality in which theology
explores the God-world relationship. The fourth returns to the
Trinitarian narrative that underpins the whole.


I. Theological Intentionality


In this section, I will attempt to sketch five key aspects of
Aquinas’s theological intentionality. While this is entirely focused
on the divine salvific subject, it unfolds with a high sense of the
unique sapiential character of theological knowing. Yet there is a
mood of discretion and humility, a kind of “deconstructive”
attitude, which rejects any absolutist claims in regard to what it
seeks to know, and with regard to the theological standpoint
itself. 
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A) Aquinas’s Intention


In the prologue to the Prima Pars, Thomas accepts his role as
“a teacher of catholic truth” (catholicae veritatis doctor). The
catholic span of the that truth will include, at different junctures
of theological exposition, philosophical, psychological, doctrinal,
moral, spiritual, legal, political, sacramental, and eschatological
dimensions of the whole. The scope of his concern is evidently
intent on disclosing the “holic” in the “cat-holic.” Yet he cannot
write everything all at once, and so he proceeds in such a way as
to guide his much admired “beginners”  along a fruitful path at
the outset of their career as preachers and theologians.(5) Just as
there are stages and degrees in charity distinguished through
different types of studium (STh II-II, q. 24, a. 9), so also are there
different levels of growth in the theological wisdom Thomas seeks
to inculcate. For this reason, the ordo disciplinae is designed to
avoid the confusions inevitable in a thicket of textual commentary
and controversy—or, for that matter, occasioned by those
unnatural and disjointed divisions often introduced in various
efforts to schematize the exposition of the Summa. Aquinas’s
steady intention is to present the universe of Christian existence
and experience specifically sub ratione Dei (STh I, q. 1, a. 8), in
the light of the self-revealing God. In this regard, he states his
reliance on God’s help in addressing the task with brevity and
clarity, “inasmuch as the matter will allow” (STh I, prol.). After
all, “God matters” are inherently elusive. Because in this life we
do not know the divine essence, we must make do with the data
of what God has done—the “God-effect” in the realms of nature
and grace (STh I, q. 1, a. 7, ad 1).


The theologian par excellence is here necessarily treading a
fine line, in a way that suggests the holographic quality inherent
in his approach to God. The theological standpoint, the horizon
of infinite Be-ing,(6) the inner vitality of the Mystery 	
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communicating itself to creation and indwelling human con-sciousness as known and loved in our knowing and loving—these
are all dimensions in the disclosure of what intrinsically exceeds
human understanding. As a “word about God” (STh I, q. 1, a. 7,
sed contra), theology, like the Word it serves, is itself not “any
kind of word, but a word breathing love” (STh I, q. 43, a. 5, ad
2), as it participates in the eternal light of God’s own self-utterance. The light in which theology proceeds is “nothing other
than a certain participated similitude in uncreated light” (STh I,
q. 84, a. 5), “manifesting” everything that falls under it.(7)
Moreover, like all truth, theological truth results from a
movement of the Spirit.(8)


B) Dimensions of Saving Knowledge


First, theological discourse is always analogical (STh I, q. 13,
a. 5).(9) Without the analogical dimension theology would be at the
mercy of its own univocal construction, to end at best in an
immobile mythological system. The way of analogy defers to the
unobjectifiable excess of Be-ing, the loving source of all that is
(STh I, q. 20, a. 2).


Second, it operates within a much larger field of disclosure.
The divine mystery intends our beatitude. Far from being an
object of detached intellectual curiosity, it is our destiny, our last
end, whose attraction is felt through the whole of creation, and is
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especially manifested in our human God-ward existence.(10) To
suppress this eschatological dimension would be to deprive
theology of its basic dynamism and hope as a science of salvation.


Third, though our pilgrim path must wait on the ultimate God-light of happiness, and though God is the “unknown one to whom
we are united,” there are also “many and more excellent effects”
(STh I, q. 12, a. 13, ad 1) that communicate a revelation of
Trinitarian life which we are called to participate in and image
forth. These effects are data in a special sense, for they are
indwelling and transforming dona, actualized in the grace of the
divine missions (STh I, q. 43, a. 6). Forgetfulness of the economy
of grace and the missions at any stage would bleach Thomas’s
approach of its Trinitarian color.(11) For the gift of grace works its
own transformation, enabling the recipient to know and love God
in a new intimacy.(12) Analogical knowing, therefore, anticipates a
God-intended eschatological beatitude and is animated by the gifts
inherent in the divine missions. Just as the divine Word, as just
mentioned, is “not any kind of word, but a word breathing love,”
so the Spirit is not any kind of spirit, but the Love who proceeds
from the Father and the Son.(13) A certain holographic inten-tionality is implied, as the various dimensions of data are
considered. God is at once the object of theological inquiry, the
source of the data it considers, and the light and the love in which
such data are interpreted.


In the prologue of the first question (STh I, q. 1), Thomas
determines the limits of sacred doctrine (qualis sit et ad quae se
extendat). It is characterized by a unique kind of excess. Human
	



page 340


learning, typified in philosophy, works within the scope of
human reason. But the God of salvation and revelation “surpasses
the grasp of reason.” Our intending, be it cognitional or moral,
must be ordered to this transcendent destiny, in assenting to the
divine truth on which “the whole of human salvation … which
is in God” depends (STh I, q. 1, a. 1). Theology must recognize
this “wholeness,” namely, the totality of the salvation that only
God can give, the “things of God that have come to us by divine
revelation.” It is a realm of knowledge inaccessible to human
reason alone.(14) Though it covers materially many of the questions
typical of philosophy, the kind of knowing theology inculcates is
generically different from any purely philosophical notion of God
(STh I, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2; cf. ScG II, c. 4). It unfolds in a different
horizon.(15) It is an exploration conducted within the world on the
way to salvation.(16) 


Citing the authority of Augustine, Aquinas sees theology as
engendering, nourishing, protecting, and strengthening a healthy
faith (STh I, q. 1, a. 2, sed contra). Despite its intrinsic limitations,
it exhibits a dimension of a distinctive intentionality in that it is
not dealing with something altogether absent or unrealized. At the
upper limit of its intentionality, as a subalternate science, it draws
on the luminous intentionality of both “God and the blessed”—of
those who are experiencing the fulfillment of faith and love in the
beatific vision. To this degree, the intentionality of theology has
a dimension of realized eschatology even if its ordered sequences
must take their own time.(17) The faith and charity that animate
sacra doctrina already participate in the communicative bliss of
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God’s own self-knowledge and love.(18) Theology thus unfolds in
a field of divine-human friendship as charity causes us to
participate in the Spirit “who is the love of the Father and the
Son” (STh II-II, q. 24, a. 2; cf. II-II, q. 23, a. 1). In this it is the
friendly science par excellence.


C) A Way of Wisdom


The intentionality of theology exhibits the character of a
higher form of wisdom as it seeks to conform its “word about
God” to the Word of God, and the love it breathes (STh I, q. 1,
a. 6). Like philosophical wisdom, it reaches toward the creator, in
order to judge of all things in the light of the first cause, knowable
only through creatures. But there is a difference. Because its
specific data are accessible only through faith and revelation,
theology is constituted within a manifold field of communication.
It is focused on what God reveals of what is known “only to him
about himself, and communicated to others.”(19) This kind of
intentionality is determined, therefore, not only by the objective
data of revelation, but by the divine subjective intentionality
communicating itself to the created intentional subject. 


In due course, the question will arise: if God is so self-revealing, what is the reality of that self that informs both the
mode and the content of divine self-revelation? The answer to this
question is anticipated by referring to that even higher type of
wisdom, the gift of the Spirit, by which the graced mind judges of
the things of God. Through the connaturality of charity
theological consciousness “not only studies but experiences the
divine reality” (non solum discens sed patiens divina [ibid., ad 3]).
It is a receptive openness to the divine giver. Nonetheless, even
though theology is ideally affected by the wisdom of experience
flowing from the indwelling of God in grace, it still remains an
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ordered intellectual exploration (ibid.).(20) Though discens et
patiens divina in a higher register of wisdom, on its level it is
discens et patiens humana, humbly accepting the human limits to
our knowledge of God in this life, and yet responding to the data,
the “given,” that lie within its scope. On that level, it must be able
to defend its own procedures and integrity, even for those who
would make no claims to mystical wisdom.(21) The intimacy of
affective union with God is never a refuge from the demands of
intelligence, even if charity and its experience underpin all such
thinking.(22)


There is, therefore, an inevitable complexity in the cognitive
intentionality here considered. There are many propositions and
concepts (STh I-II, q. 27, a. 2, ad 2). What is evident to God in
the simplicity of the one Word (STh II-II, q. 1, a. 2) is necessarily
complex in our minds which are embodied in space and time, for
what is known is in the knower after the manner in which that
knower exists. Our present human condition demands the
laborious complexity of concepts, judgments, and doctrines if the
simple object of faith is to be respected. Yet this is not to miss
seeing the forest because of the trees. For irradiating the complex
creativity of the theological mind at work is the God-given
intentionality of faith which already attains the divine reality
(ibid., ad 2). Consequently, the numberless aspects of faith’s
inquiry are to be so ordered as to allow the simplicity of the
divine Word to shine through—not to have it obscured by the
complexity of the theological process. Although the life of faith is
not the vision of the blessed (STh II-II, q. 1, a. 5), hope for that
vision and the persuasiones of theological reason keep the mind
directed to divine Truth and open to the ultimate evidence, only
attainable through God’s ultimate communication (STh II-II, q. 1,
a. 5, ad 2). As faith touches on the divine reality and hope elevates
and strengthens the will to rely on God in pursuance of its God-
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given end, charity, for its part, already anticipates its eschato-logical fulfillment in a kind of spiritual union that already savors
what is finally to be revealed. In its affective and unitive role,
charity, “the mother and root of all virtues” (STh I-II, q. 62, a. 4),
is the source of the most intimate wisdom and experience of the
divine reality. Love already dwells in the loved object (STh I-II, q.
28, a. 2), and participates in its loving (STh II-II, q. 23, a. 2, ad 1).
Such love inspires a search for ways of enlarging our apprehension
and appreciation of what that divine lover has revealed.(23) 


Theology realizes that its intelligence can never be complete,
that it must be patient with its groping conceptions (STh II-II, q.
23, a. 6, ad 1). On the other hand, the will in its affectivity need
show no such patience; it reaches toward the divine reality in
itself, beyond the clouded and fragmented mode of our human
judgments (STh II-II, q. 27, a. 4). As loved, God indwells the
consciousness of lover. To the measure that theological
intentionality is animated by charity it cannot be content with a
superficial or monodimensional understanding of the divine
other; rather, it seeks to appreciate its every aspect, and to
penetrate it more deeply—just as the Holy Spirit searches the
depths of God (STh I-II, q. 28, a. 2).


Our knowledge of God in this life limps behind the attainment
of love. However, here Thomas refers to a certain “circulation”
in theological intentionality (STh II-II, q. 27, a. 4, ad 2). The
cognitive dimension is affected and underpinned by an undertow
of union and experience (STh I-II, q. 28, a. 2). In this circulation,
intellect and will embrace each other in a mutual inclusion (STh
I, q. 16, a. 4, ad 1). The intellect understands the will carrying it
toward the unknown divine object; and the will prompts the
intellect to understand more worthily what intrinsically exceeds
its grasp. Knowledge is, in this case, one particular good desired
by the will to fulfill the imperatives of union with the beloved
(STh I, q. 16, a. 4, ad 1; I-II, q. 4, a. 4, ad 2; II-II, q. 109, a. 2, ad
1). It occurs within the communication of friendship, in a heart-


page 344


to-heart communication (STh I-II, q. 28, a. 2), which has God as
its source, form, and end.(24)


D) A “Deconstructive” Attitude


Still, the intentionality of the theological life does not unfold
in uncritical self-assurance, as though it somehow possessed the
divine mystery as an object, and forgot the radically unknown
character of God. Inherent in the Thomist attitude, while it is
focused on God, is a kind of ongoing deconstruction, as it
relativizes its own complex conceptuality and defers its final
evidence till the vision of God, face to face. It has appeared to
some as an extreme example of onto-theology, the very paradigm
of presentiality and systematization.(25) After all, its metaphysical
framework comprehends even psychology in its ambit, as human
nature operates through the spiritual faculties of intellect and will,
elicits acts determined by their respective objects, and so on.
However, it should not be forgotten that the disclosive realism of
Aquinas’s open, questioning mode of exploring the data of faith
is underscored with the constant acknowledgment that we do not
know what God is in this life (STh I, q. 12, a. 1), and that even
the believer is united to the divine “as if to one unknown” (STh I,
q. 12, a. 13, ad 1).(26) Thomas, in fact, extends this unknowability
of the divine object to include even the subjective state of the
believing theologian. He allows that it may be possible for some
to know that they are in the state of grace through a special
revelation (STh I-II, q. 112, a. 5). But this does not seem to be a
common theological privilege. Neither is it possible to judge one’s
state in the light of God himself, the source and object of grace,
since God, in the immensity of his light (ibid., ad 3), is unknown
in this life. All that is left, even for the theologian, is to make a
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discerning judgment, “by way of conjecture through some signs”
(coniecturaliter per aliqua signa), such as delight in God, contempt
for anything less than God, and a pure conscience. This can be
readily translated as a joy in the theological task, and a refusal of
all kinds of reductive ways of knowing dominated by some
gnoseological or cultural idol. The intentionality of faith would
thus rely on a certain experiential assurance (per quandam
experientiam dulcedinis), in a theological consciousness operating
within the domain of grace.


E) The Theological Subject


It is understandable that one would speak of God as the object
of theology. But that is not Thomas’s precise language. God is the
subject of the theological science. Everything theology considers
is sub ratione Dei—God as the heart and horizon of faith’s
theological explorations. While there is no possibility of knowing
the divine essence in this life, we do have, as mentioned already,
divine communications, the effects registered in the realm of both
nature and grace (STh I, q. 1, a. 7, ad 1). These are instanced in
the whole range of theological data, for example, the sacraments,
the work of redemption, the whole Christ, head and members—to
say nothing of creation itself. God acts in the God-originated,
God-informed, and God-finalized world of our existence. The
essentially unknown God is known only in and through his
creative and salvific activities, which include our own seeking,
questioning, believing, and loving. In this regard, theology is an
inductive or disclosive procedure, a movement from the data and
the dona, from the given to the Giver. This is the sense in which
God is the subject of theology. The divine mystery is not as a
theoretical object somehow analyzable through human rationality.
Rather—and this tends to anticipate something of the modern
sense of the term—the subject, the personal reality, is freely self-revealed so as to realize a relationship of intersubjectivity that
already fully reigns among the blessed. The effects of divine
communication take the place of a definition of the divine reality
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(ibid.; cf. also STh I, q. 13, a. 8 ad 2). As the subject of theology,
God is allowed a self-definition that looks to its ultimate evidence
in the light of the beatific vision.


Theological intentionality is not constricted to a foundational
first principle of reason discoursing on an abstract object. It
participates in a cointentionality of ecclesial faith illumined by the
self-revealing God, objectified in the inspired Scriptures, creed,
sacraments, and theologal life of the Church, as it promises an
ultimate fulfillment (STh I, q. 1, a. 8). This does not mean that
theology ceases to be an intelligent activity (ibid., ad 2). Grace
perfects nature, and does not destroy it. The grace of faith and
charity subsumes our intellectual capacities to manifest the divine
reality in its proper light. The thoughtfulness of theology is
integral to faith and serves it, just as the natural inclination of the
will to the good is fulfilled in the gift of charity, and serves its life.
On the other hand, theological wisdom argues its position, not by
way of a philosophical objectification of the aspirations of the
human spirit, but primarily in terms of the scriptural data which
convey an inspired witness to God and his works (STh I, q. 1, aa.
8-10).


II. The Horizon of Theological Intentionality


This section attempts to clarify the theological horizon in
which the world is critically apprehended as God’s creation. In
this regard, God is related to the world and intimately present to
it, yet, at the same time, eminently absent as a known and
classifiable object within it. The notion of divine Be-ing has a
theological function. It makes a clearing space in which the
Trinitarian life of God can be appreciated as the source and end
of worldly existence.


A) God beyond and within the World


In his path of disclosure, Thomas sets himself to address, first,
the divine reality itself, and then the manner in which God is the
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fulfillment of the rational creature. God’s pure otherness in
infinite Be-ing dominates the horizon in which the spiritual nature
of the human can unfold (STh I, q. 2, prol.). These two
indefinables, the Be-ing of God and our transcendent fulfillment
in God, are linked concretely in Christ as the way, not only of our
journey into God, but as the visible mission by which God has
made his way to us through the incarnation of the Word, the
primary effect of God’s saving power. The Christ of the Tertia
Pars is the via incarnate, transvaluing the values attributable to the
divine essence.(27)


Yet the intimacy of God’s self-revelation in the created world
operates out of the boundless horizon in which God transcends
that world (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2). There is, as it were, an
ineffable space of God’s absence and distance contrasted with the
accessible presence of everything that is not God. This “remotion”
or otherness of the divine reality in regard to the created universe
prepares for another dimension of otherness, namely, that of the
Trinitarian interrelated otherness within God confessed in the
distinction of the persons (STh I, q. 2, prol.) In due course, the
Trinitarian differentiation of the notion of divine Be-ing and its
self-presence will lead to a consideration of the manner in which
created being comes forth from God, and is marked with its
Trinitarian origin, especially in the knowing and loving of
spiritual beings (e.g., STh I, q. 45, a. 7, ad 3) . 


The theologian inhabits the world as the sphere of divine
disclosure. However sublime its aspiration to participate in the
divine intentionality through faith and love, Aquinas’s theology
never loses sight of this dynamic, actual world of interlocking and
mutually conditioning realities. Within this world, and from this
world, we are oriented, even if sub quadam confusione (STh I, q.
2, a. 1, ad 1), to the infinite ground of all that is. Aquinas’s viae
are not refuting atheism in any modern sense.(28) None of the
Greek, Jewish, and Arabian thinkers and commentators to which
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he refers doubted the existence of God. Rather, his viae are more
invitations to the believer to a receptive and reflective self-positioning within the universe. For human intelligence, in
following the movement of universal being, consents, as it were,
to a fundamental dynamic that leads to both the possibility and
the ultimate impossibility of naming the God who is like nothing
in the world. In this ascent of the mind to God, Thomas is more
a continuator of the older monastic theology than a rationalist
modern philosopher. He is not applying general concepts to God,
but inviting his fellow viatores into the movement, the via, of
beings to Be-ing (STh I, q. 2, a. 3). The world is inhabited as the
theater in which the unknowable God is necessarily present and
already at work. Its reality is quasi-sacramental, contemplated, not
as a sphere of delimited interrelating objectively visualized
entities, but as a totality intrinsically God-ward in its constitution.
It is the place of wonder, drawing the mind beyond itself, beyond
its commonsense visible appearances, into the “no-thing-ness” of
Be-ing. In the five ways of disclosure (demonstratio), the
experience of the universe takes us beyond our apprehensions,
beyond the superficial presence of an object limited to sense data,
imagination, or concept, to the all-actuating presence-in-absence
of unknown Be-ing.


In our contemplation of this world as the theater of divine
activity, God is intimated, through our manifold experience of the
universe of being, as the light in which the world is intelligible in
its ultimate reality—indeed, as that which has been loved into
being (STh I, q. 20, a. 2). In this theological horizon, God and
human intelligence do not so much confront one another as they
are related in a form of mutual inclusion: the world cannot be
really known unrelated to God, and the divine source and agent
of all that is cannot be disclosed unless through the effects of its
action within that world. In this primal connection, as A. N.
Williams notes, the self-revealing God is described already in
relationship to the world.(29) Notions that will be part of a fuller
disclosure, “demonstration,” and “manifestation” of God—such
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as Be-ing, truth, goodness, life, happiness, person, and spiritual
activity—are implicit in this initial beholding of the world as it is
experienced. The revealed name of God in Exodus 3:14, “I am
who I am,” while it evokes the particular history of revelation, is
located within a larger context—that is, within the intentionality
of what all name as “God” (STh I, q. 13, a. 9). As Thomas goes on
to state, “The name, God, is employed to signify something
existing beyond everything, which is the principle of all, and yet
is removed from all. This is what those using the name God
mean” (STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2). Thomas is situating his theology,
not only with regard to the biblical and doctrinal data, but also in
such a way as to include a much larger history of knowing and
naming God. 


The dynamics of remotion result, as Thomas himself admits,
more in a consideration of how God is not than of how he is.
Divine Be-ing infinitely exceeds every mode of being within the
immediate world of our existence. God transcends the finite
realm—by being its immanent ground, ultimate intelligibility, and
transcendent fulfillment. Aquinas deploys categories such as
causality, perfection, intelligence, and so forth, but never in a way
that effaces the background notion of God as sheer Be-ing. This
functions as a kind of clearing space in which the mystery of God
can be explored, affirmed, but never fully known.


B) The Divine Simplicity


Following Augustine, Thomas accents the simplicity of the
divine subject. This is the realm in which the Trinitarian
relationships will be disclosed, for neither the unity nor the trinity
can be anything but itself, undivided into parts, a pure act that
knows no potentialities nor any composite principles nor external
dependence (STh I, q. 3, a. 4). Since all division, separation, and
potentiality are removed from the divine, all-simple reality (STh
I, q. 3, prol.), the whole of God is involved in each of the divinely
wrought effects and manifestations—though at this juncture the
question of the Trinity of distinct persons is deferred. However
	



page 350


that it is to be conceived, it will not be at the expense of the
divine simplicity. In the fullest sense of the words, God simply is,
all actual and simple Be-ing, whatever the complexity of our
concepts, whatever the number of our propositions, whatever the
number and division of the questions that make up the ordo
doctrinae. Divine Be-ing is outside every genus and difference
(STh I, q. 3, a. 5), as the self-involved source and sustainer of all
that is. As omnino simplex (STh I, q. 3, a. 7), God cannot enter
into composition with anything—not as a world soul related to
the world as a body; nor a pure potentiality, however creative, as
a kind of transcendent prime matter (STh I, q. 3, a. 8)—the
recurring problem for process thought especially in some recent
ecological versions.(30) In short, God is present not as an ultimate
object at the apex of a universe of interrelated objects, but as
something else, an absence, a “no-thing,” outside the whole order
of the universe of beings. In the universe of potentiality and
composition and generic and specific differences, statically
imagined or conceived as presentations of being, the “to be” of
any concrete reality is the all-enacting perfection. The act of being
draws the mind to go beyond itself toward another realm, beyond
imagination and concept, to Be-ing itself, “of all things the most
perfect … the actuality of all things” (esse est perfectissimum
omnium … actualitas omnium rerum [STh I, q. 4, a. 1, ad 3]).
Since only God can be the source of this enacting “to be,” God is
necessarily “intimately within everything” (STh I, q. 8, a. 1). The
absence results in the most intimate form of presence. The
remotion of Be-ing from the world enables our understanding of
its return, so to speak, with the immanence of the Creator to
creation.


Further dimensions of this divine within-ness will be disclosed
in the light of Trinitarian revelation. There are anticipations of
this in that the divine immanence to creation is realized in two
possible manners,(31) both of which are of basic importance in the
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fullest Trinitarian theology: “God is in a reality in two ways:
causally, and intentionally—as what is known is in the knower
and what is desired is in the desirer. In this special way, God is in
the rational creature knowing and loving him either actually or
habitually, as in grace” (STh I, q. 8, a. 3). Absolutely presupposed
is the causal presence of the divine giver of being, in the
innermost constitution of all that is. In that metaphysical donation
of being, God is the “Be-ing-giving-being.” But already at this
point of divine immanence the subject of theology is appreciated
in what today we can call its intersubjectivity. The divine subject
indwells human subjects in the cognitive and affective dimensions
of human existence—the interiority of the creature communicates
with the interiority of God. Flowing from the fact that we are
known and loved by God in the divine intentionality, we are
enabled to know and love God in our human intentional being.
We note, therefore, the importance of intentionality and
affectivity in Thomas’s account: he is not allowing his students to
be limited or confined to what can appear to be a purely objective
and almost physical apprehension of being—with Be-ing simply
causing being as an effect, without any implication of interiority
or intersubjectivity.(32) Not to appreciate this is to risk a very
defective understanding of the relatio rationis of God’s relation to
the world. 


C) The Limits of Theology


Given the radiance of God, theology is vespertilionine in its
search (STh I, q. 1, a. 1): the bat cannot bear sunlight, as it flits
through its environment only with radar-like soundings of its dark
world. Still, our state is not essentially nocturnal; there is a natural
desire to see God, and to come into the light—otherwise there
would be a contradiction to faith which, as Chrysostom observes,
promises a perfect knowledge of the Father and the Son (STh I, q.
12, a. 1). The clouded state of our intelligence (STh I, q. 12, a. 2)
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already participates in the divine light—“in thy light we see light”
(Ps 36:9). Human intelligence, at the culminating point of God’s
self-communication, will be strengthened by the light of glory to
see God face to face. God will be in the creature as the known is
in the knower, no longer according to the darkness of the human
mode, but in accord with a divine mode, as God, in a final gift,
joins himself to the created intellect (STh 1, q. 12, a. 4). This is a
super-gift elevating the capacity of the human spirit (STh I, q. 12,
a. 5, ad 1 and ad 3), making it deiform, and like to God (cf. 1
John 3:2).


In the meantime of our earthly existence, “God is known
through the phantasms of his effects” (STh I, q. 12, a. 3 ad 2). An
intriguing phrase: it suggests how the intelligence of faith moves
from its sensory and imaginative experience through the active
light of understanding, to conceive and judge of the reality of
these effects and their transcendent cause in the inexpressible
realm of the divine (always Trinitarian) subject (STh I, q. 12, a.
13). The following words anticipate the pattern of what is to be
addressed at a later stage: there are more excellent effects, and
within that activity, a foreshadowing of the divine missions:



  

Though through the revelation of grace in this life we do not know the divine
essence, and so are united with God as to one unknown, nonetheless we know
him more fully in that more, and more excellent, effects are shown us and in as
much as we attribute to God through divine revelation things which natural
reason cannot attain, namely that God is three and one. (Ibid., ad 1)


  




	


	Though faith is kind of knowing participating in the
intentionality of the divine subject (ibid., ad 3), its mode of
knowing is constricted by the connatural scope of the human
mind situated in time and space. The transcendent realm can be
approached only “by way of eminence, causality and negation”
(STh I, q. 13, a. 8, ad 2). Infinite Be-ing remains what it is, outside
the whole created order, with everything ordered and related to
it. But God is not to be thought of as frustrating the human effort
to know him, but as lovingly respecting the creaturely mode of
our present existence (STh I, q. 13, a. 7). In this regard, we stand
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securely on the floor or ground of our existence, but without any
ceiling on either understanding or aspiration. 


	


D) “The One Who Is” 


	To a visualist ocular model of knowing, the affirmation of
God’s Be-ing must appear as an experience of absence rather than
presence, a journey into “no-thing,” an occupation of nowhere.
But theological judgment has its own realist intentionality; and the
intentionality of faith truly intends its divine subject. Given the
supracategorial realm of divine Be-ing, the biblical name of God
in Exodus as Qui est (Exod 3:14) is the most proper to God (STh
I, q. 13, a. 11). God exceeds all form and conceptions of being, as
a boundless oceanic fullness of Be-ing in which we are immersed.
The designation of God as “the One Who is” implies no limitation
on the form or mode of existence. All other names appear as
delimited and specific in their range; hence it is the most open-ended kind of designation, connoting the limitless breadth and
timeless actuality of the divine reality.


	“The One Who Is” is, therefore, the most appropriate name in
our efforts to affirm the divine Being from below (ibid., ad 1). But
as regards the actual singular reality of God, in the revelation and
action that occurs from above, the personal, biblically based 
“God” and YHWH are more appropriate for the invocative
naming of the divine. In this interplay of philosophy and faith—
from above and from below—affirming God as Be-ing does not
replace the religious designation of God, but works to elucidate
it. In the theological disclosure of the divine mystery, the history
of salvation is set within a universe grounded in Be-ing; and Be-ing itself awaits the self-revelation that occurs only in the history
of salvation. 


	Thomas responds to an objection that cites Dionysius, a
representative of the common patristic tradition of naming God
first of all the supreme good from which all the gifts flow (ibid.,
ad 2). He replies that God is good because God is Be-ing; God’s
“Be-ing for” creation as its ultimate good is explicable only in
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terms of God being Be-ing in itself, the ground of a universe that
has no claim to exist of itself. All our ways of naming the divine,
while triggered by the divine effects, are not reducible to God’s
relationship to creation (ibid., ad 3). What God is, even though
disclosed within the world, is not defined by creation. As
transcending creation, as in the world by being beyond it, “the
One Who Is” is not annexed to any created economy made up of
modes of being and the interrelationship of beings.(33)


Predictably, both biblical scholarship and deconstructionist
philosophy find this blending of biblical and metaphysical thought
suspect. Gilson’s “metaphysics of Exodus” appears as a confusion
of two different modes of discourse. On the other hand, one
would expect the biblical authors to be rather nervous about
speaking of God as “non-being.” While the Lord is not in the
earthquake, the wind, or the fire, but in the “sound of sheer
silence” (1 Kgs 19:11-13), it would be hard to tell the author of
the Book of Consolation in Isaiah that God “is not” (cf. Isa 40-41). This is even more problematic in the face of the more explicit
philosophizing of the thirteenth chapter of The Wisdom of
Solomon (Wis 13:1-19). Indeed, no less a scholar than Eric
Voegelin, in his monumental Order and History, has interpreted
both the cultural movement of ancient Greece and the religious
journey of Israel as a progressive conversion to the transcendence
of “being,” as he terms it.(34) In his comparison of ancient symbols,
he discerns a movement of metaxy, of the in-between-ness of
symbol and being, in a kind of deconstruction of religious and
philosophical symbols in the light of transcendent Be-ing, thereby
precluding any gnostic idolatry. He deliberately differs from the
generality of contemporary biblical historians who could not
imagine how an early nomad people could come to such a
transcendent sense of God. But here Voegelin agrees with Gilson:
while there is no metaphysics in Exodus, there is a certain
metaphysics of Exodus. He allows that “the Christian inter-pretation is well founded on the text,” common as it is to 	
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Damascene and Aquinas alike. The intentionality of faith has
realist implications. Voegelin proceeds to review in an
appreciative manner how Thomas unpacked the meaning of the
great symbolic experience of Exodus in terms of “being.” This
approach not only throws light on how the notion of divine Be-ing functions in the movement of Thomist thought, but suggests
also why any reduction of the Thomist movement of thought to
an immobile system is precluded. God’s Be-ing is not an inert
conceptualizable content, but an undertow drawing sense,
imagination, concept, and word into a realm of silence and
adoration. The notion of “the One who is” pervades every aspect
of theological intentionality, but neither as a starting point nor as
a label attached to an object already understood. The mind is “led
by the hand” (manuductio) from the immediacy of sense
impressions and imagination (phantasmata) to its ultimate realm
of communion with God.(35) 


Hence, the Be-ing of God is not a concept nor a simple
intuition. The following passage serves as a summary as Thomas
notes the two ways in which divine Be-ing can be considered:



  
In one way, it means the act of being; in the other way, it means the making of
a judgment which the mind comes to by joining a predicate to a subject. In the
first way of taking “to be,” we cannot know the “To-Be” of God, just as we
cannot know the divine essence either. This leaves only the second way: we
know that this judgment which we make about God when we say “God is” to be
true. And we know this only from the divine effects.(36)


  



It is thus clear that no initial mystical intuition of Be-ing is
implied; nor is there any way beyond words and language to
affirm a truth that can neither be contained by any human concept
nor adequately signified in the domain of discourse. But within
the critical performance of language and within the ordered
unfolding of questions, “the One who is,” while remaining
radically unknown, can be affirmed, in an anticipatory answer to
each of the questions arising from the data of faith and 
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experience.(37) Such a “knowing unknowing” is possible only
because of the divine effects, the self-diffusiveness of Be-ing—in
creation, grace, revelation, and, indeed, in the ongoing life of the
Church.(38) In other words, the divine Giver is known only in the
divine giving, even while any adequate understanding of either the
Giver or the gifts is impossible.


E) The Plenitude of Be-ing


As a docta ignorantia,(39) theology is, however, a knowing or
tutored unknowing. Though the mind moves from divinely
wrought effects to their transcendent cause, from the gifts to the
Giver, the manner in which such judgments are true in the divine
mystery is an absence at the heart of all theological discourse. All
our efforts to name God “fail in representing him.”(40) There is no
question of visualizing the divine or of conceptualizing the
manner in which God is God. The divine subject is intended, but
never contained in theological objectification. Because of the
eminently divine difference, there is an endless deferral inscribed
into theological intentionality, awaiting that final communication
that only God can give.(41)


Question 14 of the Prima Pars opens up a more vital
consideration of the divine Be-ing as conscious of itself and the
whole of creation in the intentionality of knowing and loving (STh
I, q. 14, prol.). God is maximally self-knowing (STh I, q. 14, a. 2,
ad 1), understanding himself, in the sheer actuality of Be-ing, and
all else through himself (ibid., ad 3). The divine knowing and
willing is immanent to Be-ing, for it is not determined from 	
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without (STh I, q. 14, a. 4): “things are because God knows them”
(STh I, q. 14, a. 8, sed contra).(42) Because the divine understanding
is sheer act (STh I, q. 18, a. 3), “God has the most perfect and
eternal life because his intellect is most perfect and ever in act.”
The same holds good for the divine willing (STh I, q. 19, a. 1).
We note in both cases the flavor of Thomas’s language—esse,
intelligere, velle—verbs rather than nouns. The hermeneutical
space is being cleared for the Trinitarian considerations of the
intersubjective character of divine Be-ing constituted through the
speaking of the Word by way of understanding, and the
procession of the Spirit by way of love.


A later question addresses the passion and moral feeling in
God—on the analogy with human passions and moral habits,
expressed in perfections such as love, justice, and mercy and
providence (prudence) (STh I, q. 20, prol.; I, q. 22, prol.) This
consideration brings out the plenitude of Be-ing, and connects it
with the actual history of salvation. It leads in turn to a profound
theology of love. Aquinas makes explicit reference to the New
Testament, “God is love” (1 John 4:16) (STh I, q. 20, a. 1, sed
contra). “To be” and “to love” are one and the same in God. In
terms of the divine Being-for-us in creation and grace, love is
identified as the prime root of all movements of the will.
Inasmuch as things are, they are good; and in as much as they are
good, they are the outcome of the divine communicative love, not
as objects already existing in some prior way, but as deriving from
the divine love itself: “the love of God is actively infusive and
creative of the goodness of things” (STh I, q. 20, a. 2). Just as
being has its source in divine Be-ing, all created goodness arises
from divine loving. The goodness of all creation reaches a climax
in a special love-wrought goodness of human existence, since God
can enjoy a love of friendship only with intelligent beings (ibid.,
ad 3). In creating human being, the divine Subject lovingly brings
a world of many subjects into being, in an intersubjective universe
of friendship.
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A question concerning the divine bliss both follows on the
consideration of what belongs to the unity of the divine essence
(STh I, q. 26, prol.) and introduces the explicitly Trinitarian series
of questions—even if some puzzles remain as to the precise
positioning of this question.(43) But what is evidently reemphasized
is that the beatitude of God is a feature of the communicative
intentionality of the divine Be-ing. Since the divine Be-ing is
God’s intelligere, that actual, simple intelligence is necessarily
divine bliss, understood as the perfect good of an intellectual
nature, knowing itself in act and in action (STh I, q. 24, a. 1).
God’s joyful self-possession redounds to bliss to others who are
assimilated to it (STh I, q. 26, a. 2; I, q. 26, a. 3, ad 1). All
beatitude eminently preexists in God (STh I, q. 26, a. 4), in the
sure and continuous contemplation of himself and others, and in
the activity of governing the universe. The emphasis on the
salvific economy of beatitude might explain why Thomas brackets
divine beatitude out of a purely essential consideration pertaining
to the divine ad intra. For a communication of blissful
intentionality is involved: God possesses the happiness that he
actively wills in friendship with his creatures. This highlights the
sheer gratuity of the essentially blissful God seeking the beatitude
of created others. In short, God’s happiness makes room for
others to share in it.


To summarize: the theological horizon embraces the world as
a field of divine disclosure. Though, from one point of view, Be-ing is infinitely removed from the world of beings, it is present as
the intentional source and goal of all that is, and especially within
the intentional existence of the spiritual being. The notion of Be-ing is a clearing space in which the blissful love calls everything
and everyone into being. We now proceed to an explicit
consideration of the field of communicative intentionality in 	
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which human beings can appreciate themselves as the imaging of
the divine Trinitarian reality.


III. The Hologram of Communicative Intentionality


This section moves to the explicitly Trinitarian intentionality
of Aquinas’s theology. The understanding and love hitherto
inscribed into the dynamics of the theological project now appear
as a way of disclosing the understanding and love that constitute
the life of the Trinity itself. In that disclosure, creation, and
especially spiritual creation, is illumined as the sphere of
Trinitarian communication.


A) Divine Intentionality


Aquinas moves from a consideration of the unity of the divine
essence to an explicit consideration of the Trinity of the persons
(STh I, q. 27, prol.). To that end, he sketches a delicate
interrelationship between divine and human intentionality. He
draws attention to biblical references to procession metaphors,
while bearing constantly in mind the manner in which both Arians
and Sabellians have failed to grasp the intentionality of the
intradivine communicative life. Focusing on the intentional
meaning of processions, Aquinas appeals to the psychological
experience of immanent operations—implicit in his presentation
so far—as not incompatible with either the biblical references or
doctrinal orthodoxy: “whoever understands, from that very fact
there proceeds an intellectual conception, a verbum cordis.” Such
an understanding of procession as related to immanent operations
is in accord with the Trinitarian fides catholica. Moreover, this
way of conceiving procession in God accords with the divine
simplicity of Be-ing which has figured so prominently from the
beginning of his treatment (STh I, q. 27, a. 1, ad 2). The more
perfect the understanding, the more intimate to the knower is the
conception of what is understood, a key to understanding how
neither the divine unity nor the divine simplicity are 	
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compromised. Furthermore, the luminous intimacy of the divine
Word spoken by the Father includes a knowledge of everything
that is external to God (ibid., ad 3), namely, the universe that God
knows and loves into being. 


Divine Be-ing is the habitation of infinite light and love. Since
the Word is the luminous evidence of infinite goodness, God
cannot be conceived as detached from himself, but is
unrestrictedly consenting to the goodness he is, and can be for the
other, both ad intra and ad extra. The divine self-understanding
and self-expression reach beyond themselves to love what is so
understood and conceived. A second dimension of affective
interiority, namely, love, which has been stirring in Thomas’s
theological exposition up to this point, is declared: “according to
the working of the will there is found in us a kind of other
procession, namely the procession of love, according to which the
beloved is in the lover, just as, through the conception of the
word, the reality spoken or understood is in the understanding
mind” (STh I, q. 27, a. 3). Hence, there is a certain order (ibid.,
ad 3): there is no procession of love unless it is related to the
procession of the Word. In contrast to human experience, God is
not joined to himself “as if to one unknown” (cf. STh I, q. 12, a.
13, ad 1), but loves himself as one who is known, and self-expressed in the Word. In this, divine love is supremely intelligent
or rational. The love that animates the moral life as it is presented
in the Secunda Pars is a disclosure of Be-ing and the manifestation
of truth. Intelligence and rationality underpin all values and moral
action. Conversely, divine loving, originating as it does in God’s
self-understanding and self-expression, underscores the value of
intelligence and its deepest rationality.(44) Yet the inmost center of
divine truth moves beyond its self-expression to the self-giving of
love, not just to a conception of the divine other, but to a real
communion with the other. In this regard, love does not consist
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in expressing the other to itself, but proceeds more ecstatically, as
a kind of impulse and surrender to the attraction of the other—as
a spiritus (STh I, q. 27, a. 4). When this “certain vital motion and
impulse” is experienced in loving, someone is said to be moved
and impelled to action. The Spirit as the impulse or impetus of
love receives the fullness of divine Be-ing from the Father and the
Son in their joint loving: “From the fact that someone loves
something, there occurs a certain impression, if I may so speak, of
the reality loved in the affect of the lover, according as the loved
object is in the lover as the reality understood is in the one who
understands” (STh I, q. 37, a. 1). The plenitude of the Trinitarian
Be-ing is a limitlessly realized interiority—as infinite Be-ing,
knowing and known; and as infinite Be-ing, loving and loved:
“Just as when someone knows and loves himself he is in himself
not only through a [particular] identity, but as one known is in the
one who knows, and as the one who is loved is within the one
who is loving” (ibid.; cf. Compendium Theologiae I, c. 50). 


Although there is no before or after in the divine life, there is
a sequence in the order of our understanding. It is not as though
the Trinity were somehow caught in fieri, in a state of becoming.
There is, however, a holographic development in our theological
understanding and in our capacity to express what has been
understood. Gilles Emery nicely observes that, by giving
systematic priority to divine unity of essence as an explicative
principle, the consequent explicit treatment of the Father is
always in the light of his intrinsic relational reference to the
Word/Son.(45) Though there may be good biblical reasons for
considering the Father at the beginning of any theological
exposition—and so banishing any prior divine essence from
consideration—Thomas’s systematic accent on the unity of the
divine essence suggests the principle by which the Father acts, the
transcendent realm in which all divine action and relationship
occurs—and the notion of Be-ing which serves as the disclosive
space in which all theological words, symbols, and ideas point
beyond themselves to their unknowable eminent realization. Thus,
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Thomist theology is not primarily a “Patrology,” but a theology
in a more comprehensive Trinitarian sense; for the Father is not,
as it were, already constituted independently before, or apart
from, his generative and spirative acts and interpersonal
relationships. The divine subject is the Trinity, not the Father
alone. Both the Word and the Spirit are eternally subsisting
persons (tam Verbum quam Amor est subsistens [STh I, q. 37, a.
1, ad 2]). Despite the bias of language and imagination, the Spirit
is not an impersonal medium in which the Father and the Son
operationally merge, but the third person proceeding from them
and uniting them in their loving (STh I, q. 37, a. 1, ad 3). 


Hence, “both the Father and the Son are said to love by the
Holy Spirit or by proceeding Love, both themselves and us”: (et
Pater et Filius dicuntur diligentes Spiritu Sancto, vel Amore
procedente, et se, et nos [STh I, q. 37, a. 2; see also ad 3]). All
creation, actual and possible, is located within this innermost
Trinitarian interiority. Not only are “we” known in the Word and
loved in the Spirit, but, through a gifted participation in the divine
Word and in the proceeding Love, we are enabled truly to know
God and rightly to love the revealed God (STh I, q. 38, a. 1). 


The notion of the simplicity of Be-ing does not cancel the
reality of the relationships. It discloses the horizon in which their
distinctive reality can be properly affirmed within the eternal and
self-communicating vitality of God. Even if there is an expository
order of theological conceptions and categories, the actual vitality
of Trinitarian Be-ing always eludes both relative and absolute
ways of affirming it. In this regard, there is only a distinction of
reason between the divine person and the divine nature (STh I, q.
39, a. 1). Theological intentionality moves forward through a
continual and patient “recycling” or reiteration of the notions of
the nature and person.(46) The notion of God as transcendent Be-ing, while it removes God from the world and affirms the divine
reality as outside every genus of being, and beyond any human
conception, does not swallow up the divine persons in an
undifferentiated essence. Through the notional acts and relations
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it is disclosed as a realm of communion and communication. By
holding to a distinction of reason in this regard, Aquinas is, in
effect, respecting the personal and interpersonal character of the
divine subject, and its self-communication to creation. For the
theological intelligence that makes this “distinction of reason”
recognizes that God is not conditioned by any nondivine reality.
It therefore excludes any real distinction in God other than that
involved in the divine self-communication. It thereby highlights
the intentional character of the Trinity’s relationship with
spiritual creation, as God knowingly and lovingly relates to
created subjects in the full reality of interpersonal life—both of
God and of ourselves. In other words, the Trinity is essentially
God, and God is essentially Trinitarian, thus precluding the
absurdity of the one divine reality somehow deciding to become
Trinitarian for its benefit or our own! 


B) Intra-Trinitarian Communication


In such matters, theological progress is possible only by way of
a contemplation of Be-ing and its necessary immanent
intentionality, explored and, to some degree, understood in terms
of the created Trinitarian image we are.(47) What is eminently
realized in God is the perfection of spiritual consciousness that we
experience in our own knowing and loving. We cannot choose
not to understand, since understanding is the very nature of our
intelligence. Nor can we choose not to delight in the value of our
understanding and loving, since that would be a denial of what we
most radically are. Thomas sums up this point by simply observing
that God naturally wills and loves himself, but others freely (STh
I, q. 41, a. 2, ad 3); and that intellectual conceptions flow
naturally, not by the will. There is a natural dynamic inherent in
the intelligence involved, the ipsum quia that Frederick Crowe
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refers to.(48) The Word is spoken, not as contingently caused by the
Father, but because the infinite self-expressiveness of the Father
is identical with light of divine intelligence. When it comes to the
divine order of processions, no temporal or privileged priority is
implied. Here Thomas approves of Augustine’s pithy statement,
“not that one is before the other, but that one proceeds from the
other” (non quo alter sit prius altero, sed quo alter est ex altero
[STh I, q. 42, a. 3]): the Word and Spirit are not temporally
subsequent to the Father, even if they proceed from him. Thus, in
the one divine consciousness, the Father is God by uttering the
Word and breathing with the Word; the Son is God as begotten
and spoken; the Spirit is God as the affective inwardness of God,
loved as known and expressed in the Word. The great Thomistic
Commentator, Cardinal Cajetan, warned over four hundred years
ago as he reflected on Thomas’s account of the divine
transcendence:



  
In God, in reality or in the real order, there is one reality which is not purely
absolute not purely relative, nor is it mixed or composed of or resulting from
both; but in a most eminent manner it formally contains that which is relative
(indeed, many relative entities) and that which is absolute. We err if we approach
God with the categories of absolute and relative as though we imagined such a
distinction to be established in some way prior to the divine reality itself, and
believed that one member of the distinction was subordinate to the other. For
the divine reality is prior to being and its differences; it is above being, beyond
one , and so on.(49)


  



	The concepts of absolute and relative, and, consequently, of
unity and community, are governed by a larger theological
intentionality proceeding by way of negation to the transcendent
eminence of the tripersonal reality (STh I, q. 28, a. 3, ad 3). Each
divine person distinctly and really subsists in, and, indeed, as
divine Be-ing: for example, “the Father is not less than the Trinity
as a whole” (tantus est Pater quanta tota Trinitas [STh I, q. 30, a.
1, ad 4]). The vitality of intradivine communication does not
imply either a sharing or a triplication of the divine essence. The
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divine person is alius, not aliud, a distinct divine “someone,” an
other in relation to others. This “incommunicability” of the divine
persons in their relative opposition makes for the special character
of interpersonal communication. It is founded in the infinite
depth of self-communication and self-presence (STh I, q. 37, a. 1).
Indicative of the reality of this interpersonal communication is a
certain order: for the Son proceeds from the Father, not vice
versa (STh I, q. 31, a. 1, ad 2). And yet this order is eternal,
precluding any temporal succession (STh I, q. 36, a. 3, ad 3). The
Son is not generated “before” the Spirit proceeds; for both belong
to the eternal Now of divine life. Hence, acknowledging the
Trinitarian order does not suggest an intradivine delegation of
powers (ibid., ad 4), but rather the recognition of the
intersubjectivity within the reality of the divine Subject—the
“relational opposition” of traditional doctrine (STh I, q. 36, a. 4).
The divine simplicity, far from implying either a negation or
diminishment of Trinitarian unity, is the reason for unique
interpersonal communion within God, just as the relational
opposition between incommunicable properties of the divine
persons guarantees the distinctive reality of Trinitarian
communication. 


	In that vital unity of the three persons there is a circularity of
mutual presence and indwelling. This triunity is based on the
unreserved communication of the divine essence. The whole deity
of the Father is communicated to the Son and the Spirit. Each is
God, and the possessor of all that God is, even while the
opposition of relationships remains. Indeed, even given the polar
opposition of the relationships, the distinct reality of each
subsistent relationship is inconceivable apart from the others: the
Father is pure Son-wardness and Spirit-wardness; the Son is God
by being purely Father-ward and Spirit-ward, just as the Holy
Spirit is pure Father-and-Son-wardness. Moreover, from a more
intentional perspective, in the light of divine understanding, the
Father consciously conceives within himself the Word expressive
of all that the Trinity is, and can be for others. For his part, the
Son is the conscious and subsistent expression of all that the
Father is as the principle both of himself and of the Holy Spirit,
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and, indeed, of all creation. In the same vein, the Spirit is the
ecstasy of love toward the totality of the Trinity in the eternity of
its life, and in its free temporal communication to the world (STh
I, q. 42, a. 5). In the light of the triunity that includes both the
divine simplicity and the communion of persons, all created
inwardness of one entity in another is deficient (ibid., ad 1).
Individual human consciousness, for example, is not the whole of
human being, and its acts are varied, limited, and fragmented in
time. On the other hand, a community of human individuals is a
contingent coexistence of separate persons, ebbing and flowing in
the vicissitudes of human communication and relationships.


	We have been trying to bring out something of the
interrelationship of divine and human intentionality in the
Thomist theology of Trinitarian life. The more theologians,
working at the lowly level of their own experience of knowing
and loving the divine subject, have been able to disclose the
communicative reality of the life of the Trinity, the more they
return to themselves and to the creation of which they are a part
to appreciate the whole as a sphere of Trinitarian action and
presence. The next section will attempt to explicate this point in
a more concrete manner.


	


IV. The Trinitarian Narrative: 


Moving within the Hologram


	In this final section, we will stress the relativity of the
psychological analogy in regard to the “given” or revealed reality
of the Trinity in the experience of Christian faith. We will show
that the work of “appropriating” Trinitarian faith is never
complete, and that it leads back to where it began, to the self-giving of the divine persons in the history of grace and salvation.


	 


A) The Psychological Analogy


	Given the inevitable complexity of the concepts of processions,
relationships, and notional acts, we must reiterate the importance
of the data of faith to Thomas’s exposition (STh I, q. 32, a. 1). As
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faith adores God as self-revealed in Word and Spirit, theology
reverently explores the manner in which God has such a self to
give. But, detached from the data of faith, theological
explanations can only be derisory, for the utter originality of the
divine self-revelation would be displaced. Nonetheless, a critical
consistency in our disclosure of the mystery is enabled by the use
of the psychological analogy, grounded in the most intimate of
human experiences of knowing and loving: “given the self-revelation of the Trinity, this kind of thinking is appropriate, but
not so as sufficiently to prove the Trinity of persons” (trinitate
posita, congruent huiusmodi rationes; non tamen ita quod per has
rationes sufficienter probetur trinitas personarum [ibid., ad 2]).
The governing reality is always the biblical narrative, and the
subsequent liturgical and doctrinal expressions of the Church
itself.(50) 


On the other hand, the search for further theological
knowledge of the Trinity is necessitated if faith is to penetrate the
deepest meaning of creation, a divine gift, given in divine freedom
(ibid., ad 3). Though there is a superabundant self-diffusion of the
divine Good, creation is the work of an artist rather than the
impersonal overflow of substance (STh I, q. 34, a. 3). Our
understanding of creation looks back to the Father, the divine
source, understanding of himself and the Son and the Holy Spirit,
and all else.(51) The Father’s Word expresses the whole Trinity, and
all the possibilities of contingent creation (ibid.). The divine Word
is expressive and operative in regard to all creation, and so is
genitus creator (ibid., ad 3). Likewise, with regard to the Holy
Spirit, we read, “As the Father expresses in his Word himself and
the creature, so the Father and the Son are said to love by the
Holy Spirit of proceeding love both themselves and us” (STh I, q.
37, a. 2; cf. also ad 3).(52)
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Creation, then, is not an impersonal, automatic overflow, but
has its source and form in the divine processions (STh I, q. 45, a.
6). Trinitarian faith thus affects our sense of creation.(53) Our
graced conformity to the divine persons enables us to detect the
trace of the divine three in the universe. Since the processions are
the cause of creation, the universe is most radically illuminated,
not by a “process theology” based on the interaction of contingent
entities, but by a “procession theology” deriving from the Trinity
itself. The Trinity has created the world out of its immanent life
of intelligence and love, and is thus intentionally related to all
creation. Creation is gifted existence, intrinsically marked with its
Trinitarian origin and destiny. The Trinitarian character of the
universe appears most clearly in the spiritual subject, in its
knowing and loving (STh I, q. 45, a. 7). Thus, the human mind is
the special site of the disclosure of the inner reality of the
Trinitarian cause. At one level, the contemplation of faith can
discern in the world traces of its Trinitarian origin. But in the case
of the Trinitarian image occurring within human consciousness
and its intentional activities, there results a more inward
conformity to the divine persons as they indwell creation in a new
way.(54) From both points of view, the Trinity of persons is the
explanatory cause of creation “in some way” (cf. ibid., ad 3),
manifested both in the character of the universe in general and
specifically in spiritual beings within it.


B) Appropriation


In the dynamics of holographic reiteration, the essential
attributes are appropriated to manifest the Trinitarian faith,
making the less known manifest through the more known (STh I,
q. 39, a. 7)—not that we should be under any illusion that we
have an adequate knowledge of such divine attributes. Nor, for
that matter, are the attributes to be detached from an explicitly
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Trinitarian setting.(55) The context of appropriation is constructed
through the consideration of the notional acts and the
relationships they imply by means of the psychological analogy.
The psychological analogy can bring both clarification and its own
kind of experiential intimacy, for it enables the Trinitarian
mystery to be subjectively “appropriated” as the form and
dynamism of one’s own intentional existence.


This analogical instance of theology, operating by means of
cognitive and affective self-appropriation, works in a much larger
field of meaningful attributions—appropriation in the traditional
sense. It is not a theological word-play, but a technique designed
“to manifest the persons,” and to be “a manifestation of the truth”
(ibid., ad 1).(56) In the psychological analogy, the persons are
affirmed in propriis, while the essential attributes are connoted. In
appropriation, the reverse procedure is more the case. It is a
useful reminder of the unfinished business of Trinitarian theology.
The experience of faith is always more than even the best kind of
analogical thinking. And theology itself acknowledges in the
mystery of God’s Be-ing aspects of eminence and interpersonal
communication that necessarily transcend the valuable
clarification that the psychological analogy offers. While
Thomas’s methodical unfolding of the divine mystery proceeded
by first creating the limitless space of the divine
transcendence—the divine Be-ing and its attributes—it moved
forward through the psychological analogy to consider the
processions and the relationships they imply. But in a third phase,
there is a doubling back in order to include the whole of tradition
in its scriptural, mystical, and liturgical riches.


This total field of faith’s experience guides the activity of
appropriation. The divine subject thus always transcends—and
expands—the intentionality of the human subject. For example,
Trinitarian theology has in recent times included specific attention
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to divine revelation as related to the cross and resurrection.(57) This
in turn has provoked an examination of how the psychological
analogy works within the narrative drama of Trinitarian
revelation, calling into play further symbolic, aesthetic, and
affective and psychological dimensions of human experience as
subject to the transformative action of grace.(58) Here, the
possibility of a new range of appropriations emerges, based, not
merely on the metaphysical properties of being, but on
dimensions of human consciousness itself. In this regard, the
psychological image is thereby notably enhanced, rather than
replaced. The divine persons, though given, are never com-prehended in any theological scheme because of the play of
appropriations made possible in the scriptural narrative. As
theology serves the disclosure of the self-revealing subject, its
intentionality is always more than the sum total of theological
techniques.(59) Nor should it be forgotten that the gifts of the Spirit,
especially wisdom, understanding, and knowledge, operate in a
suprarational or instinctual mode in relation to the
nonconceptualizable concreteness of the Trinitarian
communication (STh I-II, q. 68, aa. 1-2).


In short, the practice of appropriation reminds theology not to
lose contact with its data-dona. The aim of appropriation,
therefore, is to stimulate the most meaningful rhetoric of our
Trinitarian experience, to manifest the persons in the truth to be
affirmed and as the mystery to be adored and invoked.(60) 


C) The Missions


With the divine missions, the effects of the Trinitarian God
that have been so basic to Thomas’s presentation of God’s self-
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revelation are introduced in a new key of personal self-communication of an intentional order. God’s Be-ing has been
progressively identified as the eternal communion of the divine
persons, disclosed through a free communication or extension of
the communal life of the Trinity. Through the missions,
Trinitarian Be-ing enfolds created spiritual being into itself. Here
there are two polarities (STh I, q. 43, a. 1). In the first place, the
eternal Trinity in its interpersonal vitality is involved, for the
missions of the Word and Spirit have a properly divine origin.
Second, there results a transformed intentionality as the human
subject, in its knowing and loving, relates to the divine subject—in
its own self-knowing and loving. The Trinity becomes newly
present in the interpersonal knowledge and love existing between
the Trinitarian selfhood of God and the human self (novus modus
essendi in alio). The unique visible mission of the Incarnation is
designed to manifest the salvific intention of God’s love as a
concrete human nature is assumed into personal union with the
Word. But in the realm of grace any number of intentional human
subjects are assumed into a new intimacy with the Trinity now
known and loved in a new way.


Because God cannot be conditioned by creation in any way,
there is only a “relationship of reason” (STh I, q. 28, a. 1, ad 3)
between God and the world. But this often confusing phrase can
now be understood in its proper light. It is an eternal relatio
interpersonalis, a free divine self-determination embracing all
creation in the speaking of the Word and in the breathing of
Love. Its ontological, world-changing effect is the gift of grace by
which the spiritual creature begins to participate in God’s own
life.


This divine-human communication has a history, for it occurs
in two interrelated ways (STh I, q. 43, a. 2). In the visible
missions, the Word and Spirit are sent in an historical visibility.
The hypostatic incarnation of the Word is the visible mission of
the Son. Related to this is the Pentecostal economy of special
divinely wrought signs manifesting the gift of the Spirit. These
visible missions are marked with the particularities of space and
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time, and so necessarily are exposed to the contingencies of
history and the particularity of the divine economy enacted within
it. God’s communications are not reserved for pure spirits, but
meet human existence in its temporal, historical embodiment (STh
I, q. 43, a. 7; cf. I, q. 88, a. 3). God reaches out to human beings
in a manner that accords with their nature (connaturaliter). In this
way, the invisible mysteries are made known through the visible,
that is, what falls within the immediate scope of our present mode
of knowing. The incarnate visibility of the Son anchors in the
world of immediate human experience the extent of God’s self-giving. On the other hand, the precise extent of the visible
missions is moderated by the concrete good of the Church—not
so that believers should cling to the visible economy of God’s gift,
but that faith be confirmed and inspired in its origins—by the
coming of Christ and the witness of the apostles and early
disciples. 


For their part, the invisible missions operate in the interiority
of grace, coextensive with the history of all holy lives (STh I, q.
43, a. 6, ad 1).(61) Our intentional existence is drawn into the
transcendent depth of divine communion underlying all creation.
God, knowing and loving, indwells the soul, as known and loved
in return (STh I, q. 43, a. 3). The giving is interpersonal. It
originates with the Trinitarian intentionality of God, and its term
is the created spiritual mode of consciousness proper to the
human person. As a result, our intentional consciousness is
conformed to the divine persons (STh I, q. 43, a. 5, ad 2). A
dynamic assimilation to the Spirit by way of love is related to an
assimilation to the Son by way of wisdom, for the Word is “not
any kind of word, but a word breathing love.” The psychological
analogy previously interpreted in more or less metaphysical-psychological terms is now grounded in experience marked by an
interior enlightenment that “bursts forth in love.” In this
Augustinian perspective, the Trinity becomes an experienced
reality—implying a certain affectively experimental way of 	
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knowing.(62) Both missions communicate in “the one root of grace,”
but with the complementary effects of enlightenment and
affectivity. In consequence, the graced believer does not simply
behold God as an cognitive object, but is related to the Trinity in
its subjectivity, by participating in the Trinitarian vitality of divine
Be-ing. 


Presupposed to any understanding of the missions is the
Trinity’s intimate presence to all creation. This is an indwelling
proper to the creative activity of Be-ing, acting in love for all that
is, “inpouring and creating the goodness in things” (STh I, q. 20,
a. 2). But this universal, essential indwelling blooms to a new
intimacy in the human heart and mind.(63) The gift of grace
awakens the spiritual creature to the wisdom and love that enable
it to dwell in the Trinitarian God. A certain interpenetration of
divine and human consciousness is implied, for the divine persons
do not deal with their personal creation impersonally. Through
the reciprocal indwelling brought about by grace, the created
person is drawn into the Trinity’s interpersonal communal life.
The deiform creature, known and loved by God, now knowingly
and lovingly participates in God’s own self-knowledge and self-love. God is thus present, not in a kind of metaphysical physicality
after the manner of a depersonalized ontology, but intentionally,
in the knowing and loving that have their roots in God’s own
Trinitarian consciousness. In this regard, the human being no
longer simply beholds divine effects from without, but is enfolded
into the divine communal life, knowing and loving God from
within, in a growing interior familiarity that reaches its fulfillment
only in heaven (STh I, q. 93, aa. 6-7). Consequently, Thomas’s
treatment of the missions is marked with a subtle interplay
between presence and absence, between the visible and the
invisible, and between the “already” in terms of Christian
experience, and the “not yet” of its eschatological fulfillment.
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CONCLUSION


 
Through the four interweaving sections of this reflection, we
have been attempting to show the holistic character of the
Thomist disclosure of the divine mystery. The first section
concentrated more on the subjective standpoint of the theologian
in the humble and discrete exploration of the divine subject. This
led into a sense of both God and the world in the light of infinite
Be-ing, the boundless space in which theology must unfold. From
there, a third section led into the field of communicative
intentionality in which Thomist theology seeks to understand the
God-world relationship, while the fourth part returned to the
Trinitarian narrative that underpins the whole and that stands at
the origin of all Christian theology.We hope to have indicated something of the holographic
intentionality of Thomas’s disclosure of the divine subject, the
God of revelation. The data are the Trinitarian dona; the field in
which they can be understood, in terms of both the gifts and the
giver, is the limitless horizon of Be-ing, love and beatitude. The
psychological appropriation of the Trinitarian mystery both
clarifies the divine vitality of interpersonal communion and
throws light on the manner in which the believer participates in
that life by being conformed to the wisdom of the Word and the
love of the Spirit. The result is a mutual indwelling, a two-way
intentional communion, as human intentionality provides an
analogy for the Trinitarian life of God, and as that Trinitarian life
transforms our intentional existence into a divine dwelling place,
to be the image of God (STh I, q. 93, a. 4).(64) Though the humble
path of theology is always veiled in the mediations of sense and
imagination and the complexity of human reason, it remains a
progressive entry into the manner in which God knows and loves
himself within the Trinitarian mystery (cf. STh I, q. 93, aa. 5-8).
It celebrates our being joined to God, even if the reality attained
by our faith and love defers a full knowledge of the giver of all
gifts to a fulfillment beyond this life.
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SPIRIT IN THE WORLD, the published form of Karl Rahner’s
rejected doctoral dissertation, and Hearer of the Word, a
series of lectures given in 1937, are the works in which
Rahner undertakes a decisive response to the Kantian critique of
metaphysics, developing a philosophical anthropology of
incarnate spirit centered on an interpretation of St. Thomas
Aquinas by way of Pierre Rousselot, Joseph Maréchal, and Martin
Heidegger.(1) Through an analysis of the metaphysical constituents
of human knowledge, Rahner seeks a contemporary justification
of “the possibility of metaphysics within the horizon of space and
time.”(2) 


	The thesis of this essay is that the central argument Rahner
makes in accomplishing this goal—the conscious but unthematic
affirmation of the Absolutely Real is a condition of the possibility
of knowing the worldly, finite real(3)—is dependent upon St. 
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Thomas’s metaphysics of participation, which Rahner develops as
an intrinsic part of his metaphysics of knowledge. From this
perspective, Rahner’s forceful advocacy of “the thorough-going
analogy of the concept of being”(4) can be upheld in the face of
criticism that his defense of metaphysics depends upon a univocal
concept of being.


	In order properly to grasp Rahner’s justification of meta-physics, it is necessary to consider its profoundly Thomistic
provenance. Rahner’s reliance upon and fidelity to Thomas’s
metaphysical vision, while often questioned by Rahner’s critics,(5)
and well-concealed by Rahner himself at key points, comes into
clear view with the metaphysics of participation. This line of
analysis requires a brief consideration of Thomas’s novel approach
to the venerable idea of participation; then follows an analysis of
Rahner’s metaphysics of the intellect, with particular attention to
his development of a Thomistic metaphysics of participation
within an analysis of judgment. Finally, Rahner’s metaphysics of
participation is presented as the means whereby a key difficulty in
his analysis may be clarified: the claim that the human intellect
“co-affirms” Absolute Being in every act of knowledge.
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I. St. Thomas on Causal Participation


	A bedrock principle of the metaphysics of St. Thomas is that
“there is a certain mode of likeness of things to God.”(6) Thomas
specifies this likeness in terms of existence,(7) and then
characterizes this existential likeness in terms of cause and effect:
“it belongs to the nature of action that an agent produce its like,
since each thing acts according as it is in act.”(8) In the case of the
relationship between God and creation, the nature of the causality
that produces this existential likeness is the key element for an
accurate interpretation of Thomas’s metaphysics. Thomas states
his own position with compelling clarity: “Creatures are said to
resemble God, not by sharing a form of the same specific or
generic type, but only analogously, inasmuch as God exists by
nature, and other things partake existence [et alia per
participationem].”(9) Existence (esse) is what God is and what all
creatures share in,(10) and causal participation is how Thomas
understands the analogical relationship between divine existence
and creaturely existence.
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	Causal participation is the deepest and most original level of
Aquinas’s metaphysics,(11) in which he synthesizes Neoplatonic
participation, the Aristotelian distinction between act and
potency, and his own notion of existence as the intensive act of all
perfections. For instance, in the Summa contra Gentiles,(12) Thomas
argues on traditional Neoplatonic lines that since similarity is a
mode of unity, and unity cannot be grounded in multiplicity,
unity of its nature precedes multiplicity; thus, a real perfection
shared by many subjects demands as its ontological ground a
single source, a causal agent from which each instantiation
ultimately derives the common perfection by participation.(13)
Thomas applies this reasoning to existence (esse): to account for
the real plurality of existing things, there must be a source that is
existence itself, because “whatever is such by participation
originates in what is such by essence.”(14) It is God’s nature to 
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exist,(15) and so he causes existence in creatures,(16) not through
impartation of a common form, but by participation: 



  
being [esse] is common to everything that is. Above all causes, then, there must
be a cause whose proper action is to give being [esse]… . God is being [ens] by
His own essence, because He is the very act of being [esse]. Every other being
[ens], however, is a being [ens] by participation… . God, therefore, is the cause
of being [essendi] to all other things.(17)


  



	It is at this point, where Thomas has established the causal
relationship between the source of existence and the participant
in existence that he executes the master stroke of transposing the
Neoplatonic doctrine of participation into the Aristotelian frame-work of act and potency.(18) In the commentary on the Liber de
causis, one of his last works, Thomas writes: “because it is not its
own being but subsists in participated being, the subsisting form
itself is compared to participated being as potency to act or matter
to form.”(19) Essence receives and limits existence as potency
receives and limits act. Thus, each finite thing (ens) is a composite
unity, a synthesis of essence (the “whatness” [quidditas] of a thing,
its distinctive nature),(20) and the act of existence (the interior act
of a thing which makes it to be).(21) Everything that is not subsistent
existence receives its existence,(22) and existence is “contracted”
into “a certain diminished participation”(23) by this receiving
essence.(24) There results a hierarchy of beings, in which “some are
fuller beings than others.”(25)
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	This doctrine is cogently summarized in a passage from the
Quaestiones Quodlibetales:



  
Every created substance is composed of potency and act: for it is manifest that
God alone is his own act of existence [esse], as essentially existing, in that
obviously his act of existence is his substance, which can be said of no other
being: for subsistent being can be only one, just as subsistent whiteness can be
only one. Therefore it is necessary that any other thing whatsoever be a
participative being; so that in it the substance participating existence is one thing,
and the existence itself participated is another. However, every participant is
situated to the participated as potency to act; so, therefore, every created
substance is composed from potency and act, that is, from that which is and
existence.(26)



  



	It will be seen in the next section that Rahner is in substantial
agreement with Thomas on all the points contained in this
passage: (1) God exists in a necessary, nonparticipatory manner;
(2) God alone exists in this way; (3) everything else exists in
participatory dependence upon God; (4) this participation is
partial because of the distinction in all created reality between
receiving essence and received existence;(27) and (5) the relation of
participant to participated is that of limiting potency to limitless
act. This last point establishes the analogical relationship between
subsistent Esse and created esse. Their resemblance is not a matter
of shared form but of the similitude of participating existence to
unparticipated Esse. At the heart of every actually existing thing
is, in Gilson’s phrase, “a participated image of the pure Act of
Being.”(28) 


	One question remains to this brief compass of Thomas’s
doctrine of participation, but it is a crucial one for properly 
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understanding Thomas’s metaphysics and Rahner’s reliance on
Thomas. When Thomas teaches that created things “partake
existence,” does he mean that created existents participate directly
in the divine esse? Or is it a question of the participation by
creatures in what Thomas calls esse commune?


	In order to answer this question, a measure of clarity is
required regarding the meaning Thomas gives to some key
metaphysical terms.


	(A) Esse (also Ipsum Esse Subsistens, Esse Divinum, Esse
Absolutum): the one, self-subsisting existence, the pure act which
is limited by no distinct essence and participates in no other
existence.(29)


	(B) esse (also esse ipsum rei, actus essendi): the actual existence
of a created thing, in distinction to its essence; the intrinsic act of
being whereby all forms and natures exist,(30) “the actuality of all
acts, and therefore the perfection of all perfections,”(31) that which
is “more intimately and profoundly interior to things than
anything else.”(32) Esse is not a genus divided into species, but the
act of being distinguished by its reception in many subjects,(33) in
each of which the act of existence forms a similitude of the divine
Esse and so has a real participation in the divine.


	(C) ens: an individual, concrete existent,(34) composed of essence
and the act of esse. To be an ens is to be in act, to “have
existence,”(35) either as a substance (in distinction from sheer
potentiality),(36) or, in a secondary sense, an accident.(37) Every ens
“‘is’ inasmuch as it participates in an act of being.”(38) 


	(D) ens commune (also ens inquantum est ens): like esse
commune, this is universal and exists only in the order of thought.
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Ens commune is esse commune viewed as concretized by an
essential principle. Ens commune is the idea of existence received
by essence, of composite being in the most general sense. It is the
idea of concretized existence (just as esse commune is the idea of
participated existence).


	(E) esse commune: this does not subsist apart from individual
existents,(39) but is the whole of created being considered from the
angle of its participatory-causal dependence on esse subsistens.
Esse commune is esse considered abstractly, as existence
susceptible to participation. It is a logical construct designating
participated existence in dependence upon God. Ens commune
and esse commune are equal in extension (everything finite falls
under both), yet logically differ in that things are said to
participate in esse commune but not ens commune. This follows
from the nature of the ideas, the latter denoting existence received
by essence, and the former, the fullness of the unreceived actus
essendi.(40) In this narrow sense, esse commune is the esse in which
every ens logically participates,(41) the act of existence that is
common to all, considered universally rather than as received by
any concrete entity. This common, created existence depends
upon but does not include God.(42) This will be considered in more
detail below.
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	For St. Thomas, it is ens commune, existence compounded
with essence, that is the subject of metaphysics; Thomas does not
include God in the subject matter of metaphysics per se. Theology,
based in revelation, is the science of God; metaphysics is “the
science of being-in-general,” the science of ens commune or ens
inquantum est ens.(43) However, Thomas writes, although “we
cannot know the quiddity of any separated substance by means of
a speculative science,” yet “the speculative sciences enable us to
know of the existence of these substances and some of their
traits.”(44) Metaphysics studies God indirectly, in via resolutionis,(45)
as the cause of what does fall within ens commune, as the
principle of created being.(46) As John Wippel observes, Thomas
(unlike Avicenna, Siger of Brabant, and Duns Scotus) excludes
God from the direct subject matter of metaphysics precisely
because God is not included under ens commune. Thomas
explicitly asserts that esse subsistens is not identical to ens
commune or esse commune. The whole of chapter 26 of book 1
of the Summa contra Gentiles is given over to showing that God
“cannot be that being by which each thing formally is.”(47) Thomas
argues that to see God as the formal being of existents would lead
to God’s being having a cause (as all nonsubsistent beings do), and
so render him a nonnecessary being.(48) He also argues that what is
common exists only in the order of thought (e.g., “animal” does
not subsist apart from Socrates, Plato, a dog, etc.). “Much less,
then, is common being itself something outside all existing things,
save only for being in the intellect.”(49) If God were included in esse
commune, therefore, He would exist only in the intellect.


	 In the De Potentia, Thomas repeats this: “God’s being [Esse
Divinum] which is his essence, is not universal being [esse 
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commune], but being distinct from all other being: so that by his
very being God is distinct from every other being.”(50) In the
Summa Theologiae, Thomas characterizes Esse Divinum as
something from which, by its very definition, further specification
is positively excluded (as reason is positively excluded from the
definition of irrational animals), and esse commune as that whose
definition contains no further specification, but that is open to
such specification (as reason is not included in the general
definition of animals, but also is not positively excluded from it).(51)
Later in the same work, Aquinas avers that 



  
God exists in everything; not indeed as part of their substance or as an accident,
but as an agent is present to that in which its action is taking place… . The
perfection of his nature places God above everything, and yet as causing their
existence he also exists in everything.(52) 


  



In his commentary on Pseudo-Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus,
Thomas holds that God is the cause of esse commune; that every
existent falls under esse commune, but God does not; and that
every created existent participates in esse, but God does not.(53)
Although some texts appear to speak of a direct participation in
esse subsistens,(54) the context of causality (first act, first principle)
and the specification of a mode of participation (similitude,
composition) are almost always present, and combine to support
an interpretation in which Thomas does not see participation as
a pantheistic piece-taking of the divine.(55) Thomas is asserting a
participated, efficiently caused likeness of the divine esse within
every finite being. Every finite existent’s actus essendi is efficiently
caused by God and stands as a likeness to the divine in virtue of
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its (caused) existence.(56) This is supported by Thomas’s distinction
between the procession of persons within the Triune God and the
procession of creatures from God.(57) In the Trinity, the divine
essence is unparticipated, but its likeness is propagated and
multiplied in creatures. Thus, divinity proceeds into creatures and
is multiplied in them in the sense of caused likeness, not in a
pantheistic parceling out of existence.(58)


	Summarily, Thomas explicitly and consistently refuses to
identify esse subsistens with either ens commune or esse
commune. The question remains as to how these three are related.
As Wippel writes, Thomas holds that all concrete things (entia)
participate in esse commune in the sense of logically sharing in,
but not exhausting, the possibilities of created existence;(59) and as
observed earlier, ens commune is the logical idea of created
existence in composition with essence. The participation of all
things in each of these two is a logical participation. However, for
Thomas a concrete thing really participates in subsistent, divine
being in the sense that it is caused by God, and so possesses a
similitude of the divine being in its own limited act of existence.
Since the whole realm of such concrete things taken abstractly is
just what Thomas means by esse commune, Wippel’s conclusion
is correct: the ontological foundation for asserting that all created
things participate in esse commune is their causal participation in
esse subsistens.(60)


	In the next section, we shall examine how this metaphysics of
participation forms the ineluctable background to Rahner’s
metaphysics of knowledge. The clarification of this dependence
of Rahner on Thomas will also help clarify Rahner’s claim that
Absolute Being is unthematically co-affirmed in every act of
human knowing.
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II. Rahner’s Method: Indications of Participation


	Rahner himself never draws sustained attention to the theme
of participation. He uses the term infrequently,(61) even when
arguing for the continuity between his own work and that of St.
Thomas. However, Rahner’s method of “retrieving” from Thomas
what was present but implicit licenses an effort to read Rahner in
like manner, and Rahner’s theological methodology itself provides
evidence of his assimilation of Thomas’s metaphysics of
participation.


	Rahner approaches being in the first instance, unlike Thomas,
from a consideration of the metaphysics of judgment and the
proximate and ultimate finalities of the human intellect. He
regards this approach to metaphysics as no more than the
transposition of Thomistic insights from an object-centered
ontology into the metaphysics of knowledge, a Heideggerian
conversion of ontic language into ontological:(62) 
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any consideration at all in formal ontology can really be developed ontologically
only if it is transposed into a problem in the metaphysics of knowledge. Really
ontological concepts can be acquired only in union with their corresponding
concepts in the metaphysics of knowledge.(63) 


  



In Thomas’s approach, it is “on the basis of the idea of creation
[that] an ontology of participation can be built up.”(64) In Rahner’s
approach, the “inner similarity and community”(65) of reality is
approached through an analysis of judgment. Rahner holds that
“every finite being points to Absolute Being,” but under the
influence of Kant and Maréchal(66) he starts from the implicit
affirmation of Absolute Esse as it takes place in the judgment, an
affirmation he roots in the nature of the agent intellect as “in a
special way … a participation in the light of Absolute Spirit.”(67)
In fine, the ontological constitution of human being is revealed in
the dynamics of knowledge, because “there is always [a] question
of a noetic hylomorphism, to which there corresponds an
ontological hylomorphism in the objects, in the sense of a
thoroughgoing determination of knowing by being.”(68)


	While this shift in method is not accompanied by an articulated
metaphysics of participation, it does present elements
fundamental to such a metaphysics: (1) the ontological distinction
between limitation and limitlessness, (2) the analogical
relationship between these two (at this point, simply in the use of
esse for both), (3) the assertion that the affirmation of Absolute
Esse is the condition of the possibility (in an as yet unspecified
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way) of the affirmation of limited esse, and (4) the assertion of the
correspondence of these affirmations to the structure of reality.(69)
As the next section will argue, Rahner’s analysis of judgment
retains this methodological focus on finite and infinite esse, and
articulates their relationship in terms of causal participation.


	Before considering the details of this analysis of judgment, we
must canvass briefly the dispute over Rahner’s starting point. His
project hinges upon the transposition of Thomistic ontology into
the idiom of human knowing. One of his favorite examples is
drawn from natural theology. The traditional proofs of God’s
existence are given in terms of the metaphysics of being, in which
the condition of the possibility of finite being, or some aspect of
it, is the existence of an infinite, necessary being. However, in the
metaphysics of knowledge, it is rather the affirmation of finite
being that demands as the condition of its possibility the
affirmation of the existence of an absolute being. It is the
intellect’s capacity to make such an affirmation of unlimited being
that makes objective knowledge possible, “since only through it
do we know the limitation of the finite being as such a
limitation.”(70) But just this is the well-known rub for many
Thomists: How do we get to claims about real being from a
starting point in the a priori conditions of knowledge? Are not a
metaphysical critique and a transcendental critique, as Gilson
writes, “essentially incompatible positions,” since in Thomism “it
is forbidden to limit in advance, in any way at all, the claim of the
metaphysical critique (so-called) to a total, objective grasp of
being as it is”?(71) “Without a doubt, even in a metaphysical critique
the subject plays a role in the constitution of the known object,
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but a metaphysical critique is forbidden to place in question the
‘objective absolute’ which knowledge attains.”(72) How can such
critical realism justify its own realism?


	In Rahner’s approach, the subjectivity of the knower is
achieved in the reditio completa in se which is also always
simultaneously the achievement of objective knowledge.(73) His
transcendental approach is not the snapping of the bond of
Thomist realism, but its articulation within a metaphysics of
knowledge which is from the start also a metaphysics of being. As
Jack Bonsor argues, Rahner avoids the subject-object breach of the
Cartesian tradition by defining subjectivity from the start as that
which comes about through relationship with (rather than prior
to) the other.(74) Thus, at the conclusion of Spirit in the World,
Rahner argues that metaphysics



  
first comes to itself in its content through the a posteriori… . the openness of
the a priori for the a posteriori, of the transcendental for the categorical, is not
something secondary, perhaps merely a subsequent piecing together of two
completely separable contents of reality and knowledge, but it is the fundamental
definition of the contents of the one metaphysics of man… . For although the
basis upon which Thomas places all his philosophizing from the outset is the
world, yet it is precisely the world into which the spirit of man—in turning to
the phantasm—has already entered. For strictly speaking, the first-known, the
first thing encountering man, is not the world in its ‘spiritless’ existence, but the
world—itself—as transformed by the light of the spirit, the world in which man
sees himself.(75)


  



For Rahner, as for Thomas, the object of metaphysics is ens
commune, the act of existence as confined by the potency of
essentia.(76) The shift from an ontic to an ontological perspective is
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not the dissolution of this goal through the claim to a
metaphysical foundation in “an a priori notion of being viewed as
welling up spontaneously from the dynamically oriented faculty
of the knowing subject.”(77) Rather, such a methodological shift
focuses on the subjectivity always already unthematically present
in Thomas’s development of his ontic metaphysics.(78) The
following sections will lend probative weight to this Thomistic
reading of Rahner.


III. The Analysis of Judgment


A) The Dynamics of Judgment


	For St. Thomas, human thought is not the mere connection of
concepts; rather, it is judgment, the assertion that some thing
exists, the affirmation that a thing is. Truth is adaequatio
intellectus et rei, so true judgments, as Gilson observes, “unite in
the mind what is united in reality, or they separate in the mind
what is separated in reality. And what is thus united or separated
is always existence.”(79) Rahner shares Thomas’s realism, and agrees
that judgment is the fundamental act of human thought, since
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knowledge is always knowing something of something.(80) This
something is not an ideal esse or a realm of pure essences.(81)
Thomas knows the real only as esse, what Rahner calls “to-be-actual” (Wirklichsein) and “to-be-real” (Realsein). Thomas’s denial
that created truth is eternal, but is a matter of the intellect’s
realized judgment,(82) and his oft-repeated definition of truth as
adaequatio rei et intellectus, does not admit, according to Rahner,
of an interpretation of res as ideal being, a “pure order of
essences” or “in-itself which is in principle independent of the
world.”(83) For Thomas, judgment always attains to existence.(84)


	However, these judgments about existence are made regarding
material reality, which is the first object of the human intellect.(85)
The mind has immaterial knowledge of material things. This
means that human knowing is bipolar: intellectual and sensible,
conceptual and receptive, a priori and a posteriori. Human
knowledge as judgment is the grasp of material things as existing.
Since the modes of being of the knowing and the known differ,
the sensible must in some manner be made intelligible.(86) Thomas
holds that, in addition to sensibility, human knowledge requires
an agent intellect,(87) a faculty capable of making the forms of
material things actually intelligible. Thomas calls this process
“abstraction”: the agent intellect works upon the sense images
(phantasms) of existing things, “abstracting the universal from the
particular, the idea from sense images, to consider the nature of
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a species without considering individuating conditions represented
by images.”(88)


	Rahner takes up the issue of judgment at this point, and moves
one step back in the line of Thomas’s reasoning. For Thomas, the
fact that we have intellectual knowledge of material things means
that we must assume the existence of an agent intellect capable of
abstracting universal form from individuating matter. Rahner
asks: What are the dynamics of the agent intellect? How is it able
to abstract the form of a material object?(89)


	Rahner’s solution begins with the definition of the act of
abstraction as the grasping of limitation. Abstraction is a
measuring of reality, the gauging of ontological limitation, the
determination that this universal (e.g., green), belongs to this
object, and so is limited. Rahner calls this the problem of the
contingency of the form: How can it be known that the form is
only contingently limited by this particular existent, and thus is in
itself broader and so applicable to other existents? This
contingency is not part of the form’s content but is the form’s
mode of being (as “confined” or “contracted”), and so is not given
in intuition.(90) Here we see the problem of the one and the many,
addressed by St. Thomas in the first instance through ontology,
transposed by Rahner into the realm of epistemology.


	Rahner approaches this question by considering the goal of the
human intellect. He shares Thomas’s realism, and holds that it is
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the things themselves that we know, rather than images of
things.(91) He now specifies this through the Thomistic distinction
between complexio and concretio. Human thinking, which
Thomas holds is always knowledge of the “concreted form” in
abstraction,(92) necessarily involves these two distinct but
inseparable acts. Concretio is the formation of a universal concept,
and complexio is judgment proper, the reference of a universal
concept to an existing thing.(93) In concretio, a universal concept is
abstracted, one which is ordered to predication of many
existents.(94) There can be no thought so abstract, no concept so
universalized, that it loses its ordination to a possible “this.” No
concept can be thought of completely outside a concretio,(95) for
even the most abstract metaphysical concepts still include an
intuitional element.(96) The intellect is incapable of stopping cold
at the abstraction of form, and then deciding whether or not to
refer such concepts to a subject.(97) Concepts are intrinsically
ordered to the concrete, since human thought is abstract thinking
about concrete reality, and so the abstracted forms must
constantly be referred back—“converted”—to the phantasms, the
images of sensible reality produced by the mind.(98) “The Thomistic
theses that intellectually there are only universal concepts, and
that the universal concept is known only in a conversion to the
phantasm, are the two descriptions of this one structure of any
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and all of our knowledge, and they must be kept together.”(99) All
knowledge, regardless of the supramundanity of the object or the
abstractness of the concept, is knowledge in “likeness and
parables.”(100) The universal is always given in and with the
abstractive grasp of the sensible form as limited, and so even
highly abstract concepts retain a reference to an existent. This
reference is enacted in judgment.


	Rahner uses color as an example. If I try to think of “green” by
itself, independent of any colored thing, this universal concept
unavoidably becomes an individual thing which is again a
synthesis of a universal and a subject. In trying to think it in utter
abstraction, I invariably distinguish a universal (that which makes
color color—coloredness) and a subject (that which becomes
“color” through coloredness). A concept always contains in itself
a universal (“this thing of this kind”), and the universal as such is
always still conceived as a subject (“this of this kind”).


	What the metaphysics of hylomorphism required from
Thomas—the assertion of the agent intellect in order to explain
intellectual knowledge of sensible, material objects(101)—the
metaphysics of judgment demands from Rahner.(102) In Rahner’s
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example, “This tree is green,” the judgment that this existing tree
is green is made possible only by a power that is capable of
recognizing “tree” and “green” as forms limited in, and so broader
than, this particular green tree. This power makes thought
possible by revealing form as limited,(103) by surpassing the given
object in a recognition of wider possibilities. It is to the nature of
this “recognition” that we now turn. 


B) The Scope of the “Vorgriff”: “Esse Absolutum”


	The agent intellect is, in Rahner’s understanding, the power of
grasping the universal from the concrete, of seeing the form in its
“referability” to many concrete existents,(104) of grasping the form
as “a known intelligibility that exists in many and can be
predicated of many.”(105) The intellect knows an object given in
sensibility by abstracting its form, that is, apprehending its form
as limited. The “illumination” of the phantasm effected by the
agent intellect is just this grasp of the contingent limitation of a
form in a given object. Since conceptual, objective knowledge
does exist, this power, which Rahner terms Vorgriff, must exist.
The Vorgriff is neither an inborn idea of being nor an objective
intuition of God (both of which would be independent of
sensibility). It is “the spontaneity of the human spirit,”(106) the
nexus of sensibility and intellect, and Rahner describes it so:



  
It is an a priori power given with human nature. It is the dynamic movement of
the spirit toward the absolute range of all possible object [sic]. In this movement,
the single objects are grasped as single stages of this finality; thus they are known
as profiled against this absolute range of all the knowable. On account of the
Vorgriff the single object is always already known under the horizon of the
absolute ideal of knowledge and posited within the conscious domain of all that
which may be known. That is why it is also always known as not filling this
domain completely, hence as limited. And insofar as it is thus known as limited,
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the quidditative determination is grasped as wider itself, as relatively unlimited.
In other words, it is abstracted.(107)


  



In this definition of the Vorgriff as the dynamism of the human
intellect, we find the answer to the question of the scope of the
agent intellect or Vorgriff (now used by Rahner interchangeably,
along with excessus)(108) which makes the recognition of limitation
possible: “the absolute range of all the knowable.”


	This contention brings the matter of the contemporary
justification of metaphysics to a head. Kant’s proposed
refoundation of metaphysics hinges on the limitation of
theoretical knowledge, knowledge of what is, to sensibility.(109) The
success of Kant’s project is jeopardized if these limits are not
strictly enforceable, since the possibility of theoretical knowledge
beyond the sensible realm is the theistic necrosis Kant seeks to
excise from metaphysics. Thus, the question of the extent of the
intellect’s Vorgriff—mobile, material being, more, or less(110)—is
pivotal for Rahner’s justification of metaphysics after Kant. It is
also the point at which Rahner’s assimilation of Thomas’s vision
becomes most evident, because the demonstration of the Vorgriff‘s
true range is inseparable from the metaphysics of participation. 


	Rahner’s argument is based on two key assertions: (1) the
complexio affirms not just a limitation of form, but a limitation of
existence; (2) in order to affirm these limitations of existence and
essence, the agent intellect/Vorgriff must “pre-apprehend”
unlimited esse.(111) Regarding the first assertion, Rahner’s reasoning
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is completely Thomistic: essence, as distinct from esse, can be the
object of judgment only insofar as the former is in potency to the
latter. “Thomas knows essences only as the limiting potency of
esse, as the real ground and expression of the fact that esse in the
individual ‘this’ is not given in unlimited fulness. Beyond that they
are nothing.”(112) Just as judgment affirms the limitation of essence
(tree) and accident (green), it simultaneously affirms the limitation
of esse; indeed, the latter is the condition of the former.(113) The
intellect is able to grasp the object as one only because it grasps
esse as limited by properties which the esse itself unites.(114) Esse is
the unifying ground of both subject and predicate, the actual unity
of the ens which is always given prior to and independently of
judgment, and which judgment realizes anew.(115) Thus, Rahner
calls it “the act of quidditative determinations.”(116)


	Before proceeding to the second part of Rahner’s argument, it
should be noted that he has nearly completed his eduction of the
metaphysics of participation from the metaphysics of knowledge.
Within his analysis of judgment, Rahner has defined the
relationship of the concrete object to being as that of ens to esse;
further, he has specified this relationship as the participation of
limited existence in unlimited existence itself; finally, this
limitation is understood to be a matter of limitless esse received by
the limiting potency of essence—the key Thomistic move,
securing the unity of the concrete object and the universality of
esse within the limitation of essence. Rahner follows Thomas here
precisely: “The concrete essence of something which exists in
itself, expressed in the concretizing as such, is thus the expression
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of the extent to which, in a definite existent, esse, the ground of
reality for an existent, can let such an existent really exist.”(117) For
Rahner, therefore, judgment is the grasp of the metaphysical
structure of the object: participating existence limited by essence.
Rahner makes this clear in a text from Spirit:



  
[T]he judgment which ascribes certain quidditative determinations to something
which exists in itself, to the exclusion of other possible determinations, is
implicitly and precisely a judgment that esse does not belong in all its fullness to
this thing which exists in itself. But this also means that the real objects of our
judgments are not distinguished perhaps merely by their quidditative
determinations, but precisely by their esse as the ground of these latter. Thus,
every judgment is precisely a critique of the object, an evaluation of the measure
of esse which belongs to what is judged. In the essential judgment, the thing-which-exists-in-itself which is meant in the subject of the proposition is limited
by the quiddity of the predicate which, as form, already expresses limit in itself;
it is partially deprived of the fullness which esse expresses in itself. Therefore, the
objects of possible judgments are distinguished in their esse as such: esse can be
affirmed of them only analogously insofar as the determinations in each of them
are related in the same way to the ground of their reality, that is, to the esse
proper to each, and insofar as the esse of each of these objects as limited by its
essence must be understood as a partial realization of esse in itself.(118)


  



Rahner repeats this understanding of judgment, and specifies the
metaphysical participation involved, in two texts from Hearer of
the Word:



  
The agent intellect is the “light” that permeates the sense object, i.e., puts it
within the domain of being as such, thus revealing how it participates in being
as such.(119)


  




  
[B]eing is comprehended as the being of a being, whereby we both separate and
connect being and a being, and we refer being to a subject distinct from it and
whose being it is. This is but another way of saying that through the Vorgriff we
comprehend being only through the concept of a certain being given through the
senses. Being and a being are not the same things, for pure being is the ultimate
whither of the spirit in its absolute transcendence. Here it can no longer be
analyzed into being and a subject which only shares being. But what being is 
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becomes clear to our finite receptive knowledge only in the reception of a sense
object that is comprehended as a stage of the spirit on its way to being as such.
That is why it is comprehended as a participation of being as such, as in
possession of being to the extent of its essence.(120)


  



	It is here evident that Rahner’s analysis of the nature and
conditions of judgment concludes to a metaphysics of
participation that is thoroughly Thomistic. In its grasp of the
metaphysical structure of esse-essentia, judgment is intrinsically a
judgment of analogous participation, the intellect’s measurement
of the essential limitation of existence whereby all created things
are joined to one another in the analogy of being. The judgmental
reference of a concept to an existent is in its very nature the
cognitional re-enactment of the existential synthesis of an ens(121)
in which its existence participates in—“partially realizes”—esse
itself. The concrete existent is limited by its essence, unlike the
absolute Being which is, and does not share, existence. Thus,
every concrete existent is known as a stage of being, a partial
fulfillment of esse commune which is the ultimate finality of the
human intellect.(122)


	Finally, it remains to address the second part of Rahner’s
argument: judgment as the measurement of existence limited by
essence requires as the condition of its possibility an anticipation
of Absolute Being; that is, Absolute Being is necessarily affirmed
in the knowledge of concrete beings.


	Again, esse is always known simultaneously with a “conversion
to a definite form limiting esse,”(123) and so is known as
nonabsolute, as both one and many, as demonstrated above. 
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Rahner’s central, and controverted, claim is that Esse Absolutum
is unthematically co-affirmed simultaneously with every thematic
affirmation of limited esse. Esse Absolutum is never grasped
objectively in the judgment, but always unthematically, in a co-affirmation which Rahner terms “transcendental experience of the
Absolute.”(124) In the anticipation of the Vorgriff, there occurs a
nonobjective and unthematic consciousness of Esse Ipsum
Subsistens. Rahner offers a highly compressed and rather cryptic
argument in support of this contention: 



  
But in this pre-apprehension as the necessary and always already realized
condition of knowledge … the existence of an Absolute Being is also affirmed
simultaneously. For any possible object which can come to exist in the breadth
of the pre-apprehension is simultaneously affirmed. An Absolute Being would
completely fill up the breadth of this pre-apprehension. Hence it is
simultaneously affirmed as real (since it cannot be grasped as merely possible).
In this sense, but only in this sense, it can be said: the pre-apprehension attains
to God… . because the reality of God as that of absolute esse is implicitly
affirmed simultaneously by the breadth of the pre-apprehension, by esse
commune.(125) 


  



	What is to be made of Rahner’s contention that the Vorgriff auf
esse attains not to Esse Absolutum but esse commune, yet also
“aims at God”? This question is especially pressing because
Rahner fails to give a detailed account of esse commune. John
McDermott suggests that perhaps Heidegger’s influence on
Rahner accounts for the role given esse commune; and/or, that
Rahner feared that a direct orientation of the agent intellect to
Esse Absolutum would destroy the distinction between the natural
and supernatural orders, since only the beatific vision could fulfill
such an orientation.(126)


	I would like to suggest a third possibility: Rahner’s thinking
follows the logic of the metaphysics of participation. Certainly,
Rahner never says as much; however, in light of his analysis of
judgment, his assertion that the Vorgriff‘s anticipation of esse 
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commune also “goes to God” makes perfect sense. McDermott is
certainly correct that, for theological reasons, Rahner wishes to
avoid the specter of ontologism.(127) However, Rahner also rejects
“the possibility of an immediate apprehension of absolute esse as
an object of the first order”(128) on philosophical grounds: namely,
the conversion to the phantasm. Again, the esse commune pre-apprehended in the judgment is known “implicitly and
simultaneously as able to be limited by quidditative deter-minations, and as already limited,” since the anticipation is always
realized in judgement; that is, in “a simultaneous conversion to a
definite form limiting esse and in the conversion to the
phantasm.”(129)


	Summarily, the scope of the human intellect is, according to
Rahner’s analysis of judgment, an unrestricted openness to the
whole scope of restrictable being—esse commune(130)—not
unrestricted being (Esse Absolutum), because the human intellect
is tied to sensibility. The metaphysics of participation is the
Thomistic route to explaining the relationship between
unrestricted Esse and esse commune. Rahner affirms this route as
well, concluding that because the dynamism of the human
intellect is open to the whole breadth of restrictable esse, Absolute
Being is necessarily co-affirmed: “the range of the Vorgriff extends
towards being as such, with no inner limit in itself, and therefore
includes also the absolute Being of God.”(131) This contention must
now be examined.
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IV. Participation as a Clarification of Rahner’s Thought


	As seen above, Spirit in the World describes the whither of the
Vorgriff as esse commune,(132) and holds that this excessus towards
limitable being also “implicitly and simultaneously affirms an
absolute esse.”(133) Hearer of the Word, although it does not use the
term “common being,” communicates its substance when it
teaches that the scope of the Vorgriff is “the absolute range of all
possible objects” and “the absolute range of all the knowable.”(134)
It also repeats the argument of Spirit that, since an Absolute Being
would completely fill the range of the Vorgriff, it is co-affirmed as
real; and so “the Vorgriff aims at God.”(135) Yet Rahner never gives
an explicit account of the metaphysical relationship between esse
commune and Esse Absolutum; indeed, in his later works, he
tends to drop all reference to esse commune, speaking instead of
the human openness to absolute Mystery tout court.(136) Rahner
does not specify how esse and Esse are implicitly and
simultaneously connected in a sequence of co-affirmation, why
“[t]he Vorgriff intends God’s absolute being in this sense that the
absolute being is always and basically co-affirmed by the basically
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unlimited range of the Vorgriff.”(137) Nevertheless, in light of the
participation metaphysics revealed in the analysis of judgment,
this critical connection may be illuminated.


	In Thomas’s metaphysics, as considered earlier, a causal link is
posited between limited existence and absolute existence:(138)
limitless Ipsum Esse is the source of esse restricted by essence, and
so the study of ens commune can lead to a limited knowledge of
God.(139) Rahner endorses this view; but, as we would expect, this
causal link is translated from ontic to ontological terms: the
affirmation of Esse Absolutum is the condition of the possibility
of the knowledge of limited being. 



  
For to know God as the ground of the existent does not mean: to know that
God (as already known beforehand) is the ground of the thing, but: to know that
the ground, already and always opened simultaneously in knowing the existent
as being, is the Absolute Being, that is, God, and thus to know God for the first
time… . [T]he fundamental act of metaphysics is not some causal inference from
an existent as such to its ground, which also would not have to be more than an
existent, but the opening of the knower to being as such as the ground of the
existent and its knowledge. But that is given precisely in the excessus… . Since
the way of causality already presupposes the knowledge that the esse of the
existent is “received,” which knowledge of limitedness already presupposes a
concept of being as such as its condition, it is evident that the excessus in the
sense which we give it is already a presupposition for the way of causality.(140)


  



	The final link of Rahner’s argument is now in place. Esse
Absolutum is co-affirmed with the anticipation of esse commune
in terms of their causal relationship; and just this causal
relationship is evident in the analysis of judgment. First, in
judgment a finite being is “profiled” against esse commune, “the
totality of the possible objects of human knowledge,”(141) and thus
is known as an essential limitation of received existence. Second,
this recognition itself presupposes that the anticipation of esse
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commune which makes objective knowledge possible is, in fact,
simultaneously the unthematic anticipation of Absolute Being.
Finally, since the Vorgriff is the power of spirit to transcend the
whole scope of esse commune—to know, at least in principle, all
things—the human intellect is nothing less than the ability to
grasp the whole of finite reality in relation to its ground: Esse
Absolutum.(142) Again, this does not produce objective knowledge
of the essence of this ground, since this would involve a further
excessus beyond Absolute Being. Rather, Absolute Being is
“affirmed simultaneously as the condition of the possibility of the
objective knowledge of that existent which alone is represented to
the intuition, mobile being (ens mobile).”(143) Just as judgment
grasps the green tree as “a participation of being as such, as in
possession of being to the extent of its essence,”(144) as an object
whose esse “as limited by its essence must be understood as a
partial realization of esse in itself,”(145) so, too, judgment grasps the
whole of participating being (esse commune) as a partial
realization of the fullness of Esse.


	The proper clarification of Rahner’s argument would run so:
Unlimitable being is necessarily affirmed in every judgment as the
cause of both limitable being and the knowledge of limitable
being. As such, the former certainly would “fill up the breadth” of
the anticipation of the latter, whose scope is esse commune, but
only in the sense of infinitely exceeding it, while standing in a
causal relationship of participation to it (just as each finite object
is known as a participant in esse). The affirmation of the green
tree’s existence requires as its condition the movement of the
intellect towards the scope of all participating existence (esse
commune), and the condition of the possibility of this movement
is the Vorgriff towards infinite, subsistent Esse. Like every
affirmation of esse, the affirmation of esse commune is the
affirmation of something that is causally dependent upon Esse
Absolutum. In this, Rahner follows Aquinas, who, as Wippel 
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observes, moves from individual existents participating in esse
commune “to the caused character of such beings, and then to the
existence of their participated source (esse subsistens). Once this
is established, one can then speak of them as actually participating
in esse subsistens as well.”(146) It is this metaphysical context that
makes it possible to understand Rahner’s talk of “the pre-apprehension of esse, which implicitly and simultaneously affirms
an absolute esse”(147) in causal-participatory terms. It justifies his
contention that the Vorgriff “aims at God,” in the same way that,
from a purely ontic perspective, the metaphysical structure of
finite being points to God. 


	In this understanding, I believe, is the key to interpreting some
puzzling remarks in Rahner’s work. In his 1974 essay “An
Investigation of the Incomprehensibility of God in St. Thomas
Aquinas,” Rahner writes that the affirmative synthesis of ‘what’
and ‘something’ in human thought also affirms esse as the divine
reality unknown in the statement, but also making the statement
possible. “All human knowing, despite the possible intelligibility
of the ‘what’ which is predicated, is enfolded in an
incomprehensibility which forms an image of the divine
incomprehensibility.”(148) What is this “image of the divine
incomprehensibility”? Why not simply say that human knowing
is enfolded in the divine incomprehensibility per se? We may now
say that Rahner’s thought here is that the incomprehensibility at
work in every statement is the Vorgriff auf esse commune, the
anticipation of the limitless but limitable, utterly empty horizon
of created being as such, which is an “image of the divine
incomprehensibility” of intrinsically illimitable Esse Absolutum,
to which it is causally related in both judgment and existence.


	Another text demanding careful reading comes from Hearer of
the Word: “‘being’ [Sein] in itself and in the most formal sense
cannot be intrinsically fixated. Being is an analogous concept and
this analogy shows in the purely analogical way in which every
single being returns to itself, can be present to itself… . Every
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activity, from the purely material up to the inner life of the triune
God, is but a gradation of this one metaphysical theme, of the one
meaning of being: self-possession.”(149) This text, with its
regrettable talk of “one meaning” without careful and explicit
qualification, lends itself to an idolatrous reading in which the
concept of being as self-presence serves as the abstract, a priori
concept capable of univocally embracing both esse commune and
esse subsistens, in direct contradiction to the teaching of St.
Thomas.


	The charge that in transcendental theology God is identified
with being in general had already been lodged against Rahner’s
intellectual mentor, Joseph Maréchal;(150) and Rahner, too, is
subject to the suspicion that in his metaphysics “esse is more
fundamental than God.”(151) Understandable as these concerns are,
I have tried to demonstrate (while not exculpating Rahner’s lack
of clarity) that they are not ultimately justifiable. Rahner’s
argument must be seen within the context of the metaphysics of
participation he develops in Spirit in the World and Hearer of the
Word. He holds that the metaphysical investigation of judgment
necessarily posits a causal relationship between Esse Ipsum 
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Subsistens and esse commune; further, he holds the human
intellect to be ordered to the latter. The dynamism of the Vorgriff
to the whole scope of esse commune is not an ontologistic
infringement on God because in the metaphysics of participation
esse is not an abstract concept arrived at prior to the distinction
between God and creatures, and then applied equally (=
univocally) to both along with suitable logical modifications
(commune, Absolutum).(152) Rather, like Thomas, Rahner sees that
God is precisely as that being which is distinguished from beings
as their cause.(153) Rudi te Velde’s assessment of Thomas on this
critical point applies equally well to Rahner:



  
In Aquinas, being does not play the role of a common term which is neutral and
prior to the distinction between God and creature. God and creature are not
similar in respect of being in spite of their difference. God is said to be, not from
a conceptual perspective which is neutral to this distinction between God and
creatures, but as cause of the being common to all creatures; and as cause God
is distinguished from all other beings. So it is precisely as being that God is
distinguished from other beings. God and creature are distinguished from each
other with respect to the same, God has being per essentiam, a creature has being
per participationem. The distinction should not be accounted for by an addition
to a common factor, since God is distinguished from all creatures precisely as the
common cause of their being.(154) 


  



The distinction between esse commune and Esse Absolutum, brief
as its explication is in Rahner, is still not a distinction between
types of being (restricted and unrestricted) that are intrinsically
related by a common nature. Rather, the relation, as it must be in
a Christian context, is that of cause of existence to existents. In
Rahner’s appropriation of Thomas, this is taken from the angle of
the human intellect’s openness to common being and the
predication of being of finite realities. This and this alone is the 
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context for predicating esse of God; and this predication, for
Rahner as for Thomas, is always analogical.(155)


V. Conclusion


	Based in an analysis of the uniquely human phenomenon of
judgment, Rahner’s metaphysics follows Thomas in bringing forth
a vision of reality in which being is conceived analogously as
caused by Esse Absolutum and flowing into a hierarchy of
participatory diversi modi existendi.(156) This ontological structure
is revealed through the dynamism of the intellect towards esse
commune as enacted in the affirmation of the limited, caused,
participating existence of finite objects. Rahner proceeds from
Thomas’s “metaphysics of light”(157) to the metaphysics of
participation, in which God as Absolute Being is the light that
makes finite, analogical knowledge possible. But this light is not
direct: it is mediated, ultimately, through the whole breadth of
finite being (esse commune), which is the unthematic horizon of
all knowledge of finite reality. The analogy of being between
finite esse and absolute Esse is enacted in every intellectual grasp
of concrete reality through sensibility and abstraction; and so, we
may say, analogy-in-participation is the true meaning of the
“conversion to the phantasm,” the permanent structure of the
human intellect in all its knowing. For Rahner, knowledge works
just as St. Thomas taught: “all univocal predicates are based on
one nonunivocal analogical predicate, that of being.”(158) Herein
lies the possibility of Christian metaphysics after Kant, a
metaphysics of knowledge that necessarily affirms, as the
condition of the possibility of human knowing, the ontological
relationship of participation between creatures and their Creator.
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WHAT IS THE RELATION of reason to revelation in the
thought of Meister Eckhart? How central is this relation
to his thought? This article will argue that this relation
constitutes the center of Eckhart’s thought and that it is his
distinct understanding of the relation of reason to revelation that
defines and distinguishes his theologico-philosophical project as
a whole.(1) 
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	Eckhart’s project is thoroughly theological insofar as his
thought is almost entirely taken up in the exegesis of sacred
Scripture. All of his work, including his famous vernacular
sermons, is a commentary of some type or other on the text of
Scripture. For Eckhart, genuine thought cannot be otherwise,
seeing that all real human thought is nothing but a response to the
primal Word or Logos that speaks to us (in all creation, to be
sure, but) most directly in the revealed text of Scripture.
According to Eckhart, therefore, in Scripture we find the ultimate
truths not only of God but of all the sciences. It follows that, for
Eckhart, all sciences are clearly subordinate to theology and their
ultimate truth comes to light only in the interpretation of
Scripture. 


Nevertheless, Eckhart’s project is also genuinely philosophical.
This is not only because he argues, as we shall see below, that it
is necessary to apply philosophical categories to the “images and
parables” of Scripture in order to uncover their inner, and hence
universal, sense. Eckhart also wants to show how, in being applied
to Scripture, the lived inner sense or truth of these otherwise
static, objective categories of philosophical thought is revealed. In
other words, Eckhart attempts to show that philosophical
categories of thought as found in the writings of, say, Aristotle
attain the fullness of their truth-content only when understood in
relation to the soul’s ascent to and union with God, because it is
only in this ascent and union that the soul is able to come to know
these categories in their ideal origin (who is, of course, God).
Eckhart’s thought, therefore, presents us with a sophisticated
critique of philosophic reason in an attempt to show that the 	
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categories of philosophic reason are as much in need of
interpretation as the text of Scripture. But it is the Word of God
as revealed in Scripture and not any human ratiocination, even
that of the great Aristotle, that provides the interpretive key
necessary for understanding the inner truth of philosophical
categories, for Scripture, under the cover of its images and
parables, presents to us in the fullest way possible the story of the
soul’s ascent to and union with God.


Central to Eckhart’s interpretation of Scripture is the birth of
the Son in the soul. For Eckhart, all interpretive activity aims at
this inner birth of the divine Word in the soul; it aims at cracking
the “outer shell” of the text to reveal its “hidden marrow” which
is precisely the process of this inner birth. Eckhart thus argues that
the Christian life is not one of mere rational assent to the divine
Word of Scripture but an actual giving birth to this Word in the
innermost ground of the soul, which then bears fruit in a life of
detached freedom and love. The Christian life is a life of living the
Word, of proclaiming and manifesting the Word in all of one’s
actions. Without this existential transformation, the Word of God
becomes a mere objective category of rational thought like any
other category found in Aristotle. Thus, for Eckhart, the primal
truth in which all other truths can be known is known only in this
birth in which the soul does not merely have the divine Word or
Truth as an object but in which its very mode of existing and
knowing is transformed by this Word. This birth, then, is not a
mere experience among other experiences(2) but is something much
more fundamental—a new way of structuring experience, one in
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which the soul lets God be in itself and in all things and thus
comes to exist in absolute freedom. In this way, Eckhart carries
forward the Augustinian tradition of illumination: the birth of the
Son in the soul describes a process of illumination in which is
revealed the inner truth not only of Scripture but of all the
sciences.


I. Reason and Revelation in Eckhart 


	Meister Eckhart interprets Scripture using as his basic premise
that truth is one: God is the truth and, since God is one, the
ultimate truth of things is one. All particular truths derive
whatever truth they have from God, who is the prima veritas or
“first truth,” and in whose light they are known.(3) Eckhart, of
course, like his fellow Dominican Thomas Aquinas, takes this
basic premise from the Neoplatonic tradition. According to this
tradition, all particular perfections in things (e.g., truth) must
derive from a level of reality in which they are perfectly united,
for multiplicity follows upon change and decay and no general
perfections can change or decay. They must, then, be united in
what the Neoplatonists call the “One,” which Eckhart identifies
with God. Thus Eckhart will say in his general prologue to the
Opus tripartitum as a basic axiom of his thought: “What is
divided in the inferior is always one and undivided in the
superior. It clearly follows that the superior is in no way divided
in the inferior; but, while remaining undivided, it gathers together
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and unites what is divided in the inferior.”(4) That is, to the degree
that anything is perfect and a principle of the less perfect, to that
degree it is one. This holds in particular for the perfection of
truth: the cause of intelligibility in all created things, and thus the
cause of many truths that can arise from the created intellect’s
adequation with them, cannot itself be multiple, but must be one.
Eckhart can therefore also say that “Moses, Christ, and the
philosopher teach the same thing.”(5) He is quick to add that the
truth of all three is not of the same value, since what the
philosopher teaches is only probable, while what Moses teaches
is worthy of belief and what Christ teaches is truth in all its
certainty.(6) Nevertheless, all truth, be it found in revelation or in
creation as understood through philosophy, has the same source,
God who is truth itself. 


	But, as Eckhart implies, while truth is one, we human beings
apprehend in different ways, some more adequate than others. All
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human modes of knowing, even that mode of knowing that takes
revelation as its primary source, are imperfect and inadequate
when it comes to knowing God. God is one; but the human
intellect knows the truth, as Thomas Aquinas showed, only by
forming judgments through composition and division.(7) This
means that the human intellect, by virtue of the very mode of its
operation, cannot of itself know truth in its utter simplicity. It can
know it only in a round-about fashion by forming judgments
based on the separation and union of subjects and predicates. In
other words, the human intellect, in trying to grasp God by means
of the finite categories of its thought, breaks up the divine unity
into a multiplicity of attributes that, in itself, already falsifies what
it is trying to know. 


	Eckhart addresses this problem in his Commentary on Exodus,
where the influence of Maimonides is particularly strong. The
Jewish philosopher took as one of his central problems the
relation of the multiple divine attributes to the divine unity and
how it is possible for us humans to predicate accurately and
adequately these attributes of God. In discussing a passage from
Philippians 2, in which the Apostle says, “I have given him a name
which is above every name,” Eckhart notes:



  
From this the true answer of that knotty and famous question whether there is
a distinction of attributes in God or only in our intellect’s way of grasping is
clear and evident. It is certain that the distinction of divine attributes, for
example, power, wisdom, goodness, and the like, is totally on the side of the
intellect that receives and draws knowledge of such things from and through
creatures. Creatures, by the fact that they are from the One but below the One,
necessarily fall into number, plurality, distinction, guilt, and fault, a condition by
which they are numbered among all the things that are. That which commits an
offense in the One and against the One incurs the guilt of distinction and
happens to all things. This is one explanation of what is said in James 2: “He
who offends in one point has been made guilty in all” (Jm. 2:10). The distinction
which the term “all” implies is indeed, guilt, fault, and defect in existence and
unity. Everything that exists is either above all and above number, or is
numbered among all things. But above all and outside number there is only the
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One. No difference at all is or can be in the One, but “All difference is below the
One,” as it says in the Fountain of Life, Book 5.(8)


  



	When it comes to the problem of how we are to predicate any
attributes of God, Eckhart clearly sides with Maimonides against
Aquinas. Whereas Aquinas argued that some knowledge of God
is open to us through the analogical predication of perfections
from creatures to God, Eckhart argues that to conceive of any
multiplicity even of perfections in God is already to misconceive
God.(9) As Maimonides argued, any predication that we make from
creatures to God will already be equivocal by the mere fact that
what exists in a multiple fashion in creatures can only exist in
perfect unity in God. But unity is such an integral aspect of divine
perfection that any perfection in God will be totally unlike what
that perfection is in the created thing. In God it will exist in unity
with all other perfections, while in creatures it will not. 


	The upshot of this for Eckhart is that human reason is helpless
to know God apart from revelation. This does not mean that
Eckhartian thought is a species of irrational enthusiasm: quite to
the contrary, Eckhart leaves human reason an essential role in
coming to any knowledge of God. However, for Eckhart reason
can operate effectively and according to its inner nature only
under the tutelage of Scripture. The goal of any talk about God is
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not to describe God or to give us speculative knowledge about
God, for all such talk is ultimately futile. It is rather to lead the
believer to a new mode of existing in God, one that is,
paradoxically, possible only when the human intellect has been
stripped of any and all preconceptions about the nature of God,
so that there is a new basis for knowing God not as this or that
object of reason but as the very basis of all of its knowledge (i.e.,
of God and creatures).(10)


	From this we can understand why, in the prologue to his Book
of the Parables of Genesis,(11) Eckhart states that the diversity of
sciences was created together with the human soul and has no
correlate in God, appealing, interestingly enough, to Plato for
support: “This is the reason why the philosophers of the Academy
used to hold that all the intellectual sciences, the theological and
the natural, and even the virtues in relation to the ethical sciences,
were created together with the soul.”(12) The plurality of sciences,
then, is something of a “falling away” from the divine unity and
belongs to the multiplicity of the external and objective created
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world. The “objects” or “proper subject matter” of all the human
sciences are therefore, in a sense, a creation of human reason
because they multiply the oneness of God, the ultimate reality,
into many different attributes or objects (a problem with which
Maimonides and many Islamic thinkers concerned themselves) or,
in an analogous way, they posit a plurality of sources of creation
when there is really only one. Human reason is structurally unable
to grasp God’s oneness or the oneness of creation’s source.
Indeed, reason does not produce unity but division and diversity:
it divides reality into “regions” of being and, even more
fundamentally, it makes what is known into an object, separate
and alien from the knower when ultimately knower and known
are one in the divine unity. 


	The only way to overcome this alienating effect of reason is to
present its truths under the cover of parables or myths, so that it
will stimulate the hearer to the activity of interpretation and thus
to an inward penetration and experience of the divine mystery.
Thus, according to Eckhart even a philosopher and metaphysician
like Plato spoke about divine, natural, and ethical problems in the
form of myths or parables because he recognized the inadequacy
of the static and objective categories of metaphysics for capturing
the reality of God’s dynamic unity.(13) For Eckhart, the ultimate
goal of interpreting Scripture is to find Christ, both within the
text and within the soul, for ultimately, Christ is born in the soul
when that soul encounters Christ in the deepest meaning of
Scripture.


	From the oneness of God and the oneness of divine truth,
Eckhart draws the following conclusions: as pure unity or
oneness, God is both the objective or transcendent being or
existence on whom our existence absolutely depends, and the
inner or immanent principle of our existence.(14) God as the
transcendent cause of creation also corresponds to the immanent
ground of the soul. As Eckhart argues in his  
	Commentary on 	
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Wisdom, God’s transcendence is defined by his very immanence
in all things, most of all in the soul.(15) It is in the soul that God
comes to understanding and hence is received in his essential
nature, which is transcendent to all created being. Or, as Eckhart
puts it in a sermon that we shall analyze more fully later: “God is
in all things. The more he is in things, the more he is outside
things; the more within, the more outside; the more outside, the
more within.”(16) In other words, God is the inner principle of our
existence precisely because he is the absolute existence on which
our own existence and knowledge of him depend. The more we
turn our attention inward the more we come to know God in
both his immanence and his transcendence. This again means that
we cannot know God except by revelation, precisely because our
existence depends absolutely on God and we therefore know him
not as an object but as the ground of our existence. But at the
same time, God is the inner principle of this knowledge and we
can only know this knowledge as an inner principle through
subjecting revelation in its outward form (i.e., as “sacred text”) to
a rigorous rational analysis that unlocks the inner, universal sense
that is active and salvific in its effects.(17) 
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	This dialectic of immanence and transcendence is reflected in
the sacred texts: the outer or literal sense of the text corresponds
to an inner or parabolic meaning. “In his exegesis, as everywhere
in his thought, Eckhart is concerned with the basic opposition
between inner and outer”(18)—and, one could also add, their
essential harmony. At the beginning of his Commentary on John,
Eckhart asserts that he will explain, “as in all his works,” the
meaning of Holy Scripture “through the help of the natural
arguments of the philosophers.”(19) But at the same time, he notes,
this use of the “natural arguments” (rationes naturales) of the
philosophers will also yield the truth of philosophy because the
inner sense of these categories is intimated in a parabolic fashion
in Scripture: “The truths of natural principles, conclusions and
properties are well intimated for him ‘who has ears to hear’ (Matt
13:43) in the very words of sacred scripture, which are
interpreted through the natural truths.”(20) It follows for Eckhart
that the task of the metaphysician is no different from that of the
theologian: to make the divine ratio in and through which all
beings are created transparent to reason.(21) Both, therefore, must
turn to Scripture for a proper investigation of the truth because it
is in Scripture that the metaphysician finds most clearly and 	
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directly expressed the primal idea or ratio by which all things
were created, for “God is the author of Sacred Scripture” (deus
autem auctor sacrae scripturae) and “every truth comes from the
Truth itself; it is contained in it, derived from it, and is intended
by it.”(22) It is in Holy Scripture that all mysteries of the various
human sciences, both speculative and practical, are hidden:
“Sacred Scripture frequently tells a story in such a way that it also
contains and suggests mysteries, teaches about the natures of
things, and directs and orders moral actions.”(23) 


	In his first Commentary on Genesis, Eckhart says that what the
metaphysician investigates is not the efficient or final causes of
things—these causes belong to things insofar as they are distinct
and particular and thus belong to the science of physics—but their
ideal or exemplary causes:



  

… the reason of things is a principle in such a way that it does not have or look
to an exterior cause, but looks within to the essence alone. Therefore, the
metaphysician who considers the entity of things proves nothing through
exterior causes, that is, efficient and final causes. This is the principle, namely,
the ideal reason, in which God created all things without looking to anything
outside himself.(24) 
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Eckhart repeats this conception of metaphysics again in the
opening pages of his Commentary on John: metaphysics consists
of an investigation of the rationes prior to all things, their causes,
and that which the intellect accepts when it knows the thing in its
intrinsic principles (in ipsis principiis intrinsecis).(25) In this passage,
Eckhart is operating with a classic scholastic distinction between
concepts or rationes abstracted by the human intellect from
sensible particulars and the transcendent “ideas” or rationes
divinae in and through which God creates and that are identical
with the divine substance. The concept or ratio abstracted from
sensible particulars approximates the primal idea of the thing
from which it has been abstracted, but it can never be identical
with it because the created copy of the idea falls infinitely short of
its ideal exemplar. Thus Aquinas argues that we cannot, in this life
or in via, know created things directly in the divine ideas but only
indirectly, abstracting the form from the sensible particular, which
is in turn created in accordance with a divine idea.(26) Eckhart, on
the other hand, argues that Scripture, insofar as it reveals the
primal ratio or idea in which all things have been created,
contains within itself the key to knowing created beings in their
divine idea.(27) Thus, insofar as we apply the categories of reason
to the interpretation of the parables of Scripture, what in effect
happens is that the human intellect is raised, by grace, to an 
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intellection of all things in their divine ideas and the limits of
human discursive reasoning become palpable. 


	The truths of metaphysics and even physics, therefore, lie
hidden under the “husk” of the images and parables of Scripture.
The interpreter who wishes to know the true sense of all human
concepts and all categories of human reason must use them to
penetrate into the hidden depths of Scripture, where all concepts
and categories of reason are illuminated by the divine ratio, who
is Christ himself: 



  
No one can be thought to understand the scriptures who does not know how to
find its hidden marrow—Christ, the Truth. Hidden under the parables we are
speaking of are very many of the properties that belong to God alone, the First
Principle, and that point to his nature. Enclosed there are to be found the virtues
and the principles of the sciences, the keys to metaphysics, physics and ethics, as
well as universal rules. Also there we find the most sacred emanation of the
divine Persons with their properties …(28)


  



Scripture reveals the “properties that belong to God alone,” which
are, as the prologues to the Opus tripartitum tell us, “existence,
unity, truth, and goodness” or the transcendentalia. These are the
first or most basic concepts of the intellect corresponding to the
most basic properties of things. Nevertheless, these properties, by
their very infinitude and perfection, Eckhart argues, belong
properly to God alone. They cannot be derived from creatures,
since creatures are always limited to a genus and species while the
transcendentalia “cut across” all categories; they can therefore
only come from God and be revealed by God.(29) Revelation, then,
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can be the only source of a proper knowledge of these most basic
properties and, by extension, of the first principles of all the
sciences. That is why Eckhart asserts in his Commentary on John
that “knowledge of God and cognition of divine things is not
received from things outside of us but in accordance with
revelation.”(30) For Eckhart, this revelation finds its fulfillment in
Christ, who is the embodiment of the divine ratio or rational
principle of all things and in whom the transcendentalia and the
first principles of all the sciences find their concrete expression.
It is significant that Eckhart includes the Trinity in his discussion
of the transcendentals and other first principles. The doctrine of
the Trinity describes for him the formal emanation of the divine
ratio within the Godhead and, as such, the process by which the
soul also comes to understand the first principles of all things by
giving birth to the Son in its innermost ground. 


	Eckhart thus sees the opening verse of John, “In the beginning
was the Word,” as the metaphysical fulfillment of the “physics” of
the Old Testament. According to Eckhart, “the gospel
contemplates being qua being,”(31) or God as the formal cause of all
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things, while the Old Testament only gives us a knowledge of God
as creator, that is, God as the efficient and final cause of all
things. When we know God as the efficient and final cause of
creation, we know him as somehow divided off from creation
and, therefore, we do not know him as he is in himself (i.e., in his
absolute unity, which embraces all that exists).(32) Only when we
strip God of such causality do we know him as the simultaneously
transcendent and immanent ratio or formal cause of creation.
Thus the gospels give us a properly metaphysical or philosophical
knowledge of God in his pure formal ratio because Christ is the
formal logos or ratio of creation. Scripture, then, gives us direct
access to the proper subject matter of metaphysics, under the veil
(velamen) of parables. But this “veil” is essential because it draws
the soul into the inner sense of divine truths and thereby draws
the soul into itself, where it can encounter and live these truths
unhindered by the limitations put on the soul’s life by the forms
of finite rational thought. 


	Eckhart’s thought is therefore a thoroughly hermeneutical
endeavor: it is almost wholly concerned with the interpretation of
the sacred text and the reactivation in the soul of the believer of
its inner unity with God at the core of that text’s meaning.
“Eckhart believed that mystical consciousness was fundamentally
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hermeneutical; that is, it is achieved in the act of hearing,
interpreting, and preaching the Bible.”(33) For Eckhart “mystical”
meant primarily the inner, hidden meaning of the sacred text.(34)
And precisely because this meaning is hidden, it is transformative,
requiring the soul to enter at first with her intellect and then with
her entire existence into the meaning of Scripture. Bernard
McGinn notes that we cannot separate Eckhart’s Biblical exegesis
from his activity as a preacher: not only are all of his sermons
mini-commentaries of sorts on Sacred Scripture, but the activity
of preaching and of putting into action the words of Scripture is
an essential completing of the hermeneutic act—giving birth to
the inner sense of Scripture and hence of all the human sciences
as well in both the preacher and the hearer.(35) Indeed, for Eckhart
the revealed Word is in a fundamental way prior not only in the
order of knowing God but also in the order of “being” or reality
itself. In his first Parisian Question, a disputation that dates from
his first professorship at Paris and therefore relatively early in his
career, Eckhart notes: “The Evangelist did not say: ‘In the
beginning was being, and God was being’” but rather he said, “In
the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God.”(36)
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That is, prior to “being” or, more accurately, our understanding
of “being,” is the revelation of being in the primal Word or
logos/ratio of all things. Prior to our knowing beings or even being
as such is the openness or clearing, to use Heidegger’s term, in
which beings and even being as such can appear. For Eckhart,
what opens up beings and being itself to our understanding is the
divine Word, which is contained in Scripture but is understood
fully only when we give birth to that Word in the innermost
ground of our souls. Given this understanding of the relation of
reason to revelation in the Parisian Questions, Eckhart will be
forced subsequently to rethink quite radically the relation of
reason to revelation since, ultimately, the truths of human reason,
which can be resolved into the most fundamental concept,
“being,” can only find their truth and fulfillment in revelation.(37)


II. From Outer Text to Inner Birth 


	Eckhart’s entire intention is to reinsert the objective categories
of speculative thought, whether in theology or in metaphysics,
into their origin and basis in the soul’s living union with God in
and through the divine Word or ratio. Eckhart’s thought is, then,
just as much practical as it is speculative. The goal of his
dialectical critique of reason and revelation is to reactivate in the
believer an awareness of the always actual, but unrealized union
of the soul with God in its innermost ground. Speculative thought
as well as the parables of Scripture are to be “deconstructed” so
as to reveal what both presuppose: the absolute unity of all truth
and the soul’s inner experience of that unity in detached freedom.
Speculative thought deconstructs revelation and revelation
deconstructs speculative thought so as to reveal this inner union
at the basis of both and to make it available for appropriation in
the soul of each and every believer. Or, in words closer to those
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of Eckhart, it is only in “proclaiming the Word”—in bringing
forth the Word and giving birth to it, in the act of preaching it or
in the infinitely little actions of our lives—that the Word or
primal ratio is understood. As Alois Haas puts it, “This
actualization of the birth of the Son, which must again be seen in
the image of the breakthrough, opens up for Eckhart the
possibility of connecting faith with knowledge.”(38) Faith, in
Eckhart’s thought, is not a mere assent to the literal meaning of
Scripture and therefore separate from intellectual knowledge
understood as the union of the intellect with what it knows (in
this case, God). Rather, faith is a form, indeed the highest form, of
intellectual knowledge in which the intellect is itself illuminated
in its very operation by the inner sense of Scripture, which in turn
unlocks for it the keys to understanding not only Scripture but
also all the philosophical sciences.


	This relation of the inner to the outer Word comes most to the
fore in Eckhart’s sermon “Praedica Verbum.” Here Eckhart starts
by commenting on a verse of Scripture that refers to St. Dominic,
the founder of his order, the Dominicans or ordo praedicatorum
(order of preachers). The verse is from 2 Timothy 4:2, which
Eckhart paraphrases as “Speak the word, speak it externally, speak
it forth, bring it forth, give birth to the Word!” Following this
paraphrase, he launches into the following remark:



  
It is a marvelous thing that something flows out yet remains within. That a word
flows out yet remains within is certainly marvelous. That all creatures flow out
and yet remain within is a wonder. What God has given and what he has
promised to give is simply marvelous, incomprehensible, unbelievable. And this
is as it should be; for if it were intelligible and believable, it would not be right.
God is in all things. The more he is in things, the more he is outside the things;
the more within, the more outside: the more outside, the more within.(39)


  



Eckhart understands God’s presence in creation as one of
simultaneous transcendence and immanence: to the degree that
God is in all things, to that degree he is beyond all things,
confined to none of them. And to the degree that God is beyond
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or outside of all things, to that degree is he their inner principle
and source. These are the logical implications of God’s absolute
unity. Eckhart compares God to a word: just as a word
communicates its meaning to all that hear it and yet remains what
it is independent of those who hear it, so does God communicate
being to all those who receive or “hear” him while he remains
who he is apart from creatures. In God as in the word, the inner
and the outer coincide. 


	But which creature can be said to receive or “hear” God most
fully? Which creature is potentially capable of having its being
conform wholly to the divine being in listening to this divine
communication? For Eckhart, both the human being and the angel
are such creatures. For the human being and angel are present to
themselves in a way that no other creatures are and, by being
present to themselves, are able to discover God within themselves
as the “within” that is also wholly “without.” Eckhart focuses on
the implications of this divine communication for human beings,
for it was, after all, human nature that God assumed and in which
he gave birth to his Son:



  
God is in all things; but God as divine and God as intelligent is nowhere so
intensely present as he is in the soul and in the angels; if you will, in the
innermost and in the highest [part] of the soul� There, where time never
entered nor image shined in, in this innermost and highest [part] of the soul,
God creates this whole world. Everything that God created six thousand years
ago when he made the world and everything he will yet create in a thousand
years (if the world lasts that long), all this he creates in the innermost and in the
highest of the soul. Everything that is past, everything that is present, and
everything that is future God creates in the innermost of the soul�. The Father
gives birth to his Son in the innermost of the soul and gives birth to you with his
only-begotten Son, not less.(40) 


  



All that God accomplishes, including the creation and the birth of
the Son, occurs in the eternal “Now,” which, being not subject to
time, is known only in the innermost part of the soul. Only the
intellectual soul is able to abstract from every hic et nunc or every
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here and now.(41) Since God creates all things in this inner and
eternal Now, the inner meaning not only of Scripture but also of
all of creation and of all the human sciences—physical,
metaphysical, and moral—that study creation and ultimately God
resides only here. 


	It is only in bringing forth the Word within in detachment that
the soul comes to understand the divine Truth, as it manifests
itself in both the sciences of reason and in revelation. Eckhart
continues saying:



  
“Speak the word, speak it externally, speak it forth, bring it forth, give birth to
the Word!” “Speak it externally.” That something is spoken from the outside is
a common thing. This, however, is spoken within. “Speak it externally!” This
means: Be aware that this is within you. The prophet says, “God spoke one
thing, and I heard two” (Cf. Ps. 61:12). This is true. God has only ever spoken
one thing. His speech is only one. In this one speaking he speaks his Son and,
together with him, the Holy Spirit and all creatures; and there is only one
speaking in God. But the prophet says, “I heard two,” that is, I understood God
and creatures. Where God speaks it, it is God; but here it is creature. People
imagine that God only became man there [in Palestine]. This is not true. God has
just as much become man here [in the soul] as there, and he has become man so
that he might give birth to you, his only-begotten Son, and nothing less.(42)


  



Here Eckhart repeats a theme we have seen throughout this
article: that human reason can only overlay God’s utter oneness
with a multiplicity of conceptual categories or figurative and
parabolic images, and therefore remains ignorant of God as God.
It is only when the soul penetrates beyond the particularity of the
historical events narrated in Scripture to their inner meaning that
it is able to allow God to give birth to his Son within it. When this
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happens, the soul is then able to understand God in his absolute
oneness. It understands not God along with creatures but
creatures in God, because, giving birth to God’s Son within itself,
it comes to subsist in God’s eternal and absolutely free activity.
This understanding can only occur in a soul that is completely
detached from all creatures, for only in such a soul can God find
the emptiness and receptivity into which God can give birth.(43)
Eckhart thus finishes his sermon with this remark: “Direct all your
works to God. There are many people who do not understand
this, and this seems to me hardly surprising. For the person who
is to understand this must be totally detached and elevated above
all things.” For Eckhart, we know and live in the divine Truth
only when we are free, and we are free only insofar as we act with
detachment. But what makes possible this detachment is not
anything created or human, but the eternally detached freedom of
God who, by giving birth to his Son in the soul, allows the soul to
participate in that freedom. And by participating in God’s
freedom, the soul also comes to know the inner truth of Scripture,
which is to say, of God, and the true inner sense of revelation and
therefore of all truth.


	As the passage cited above makes clear, the events and parables
of Scripture signify not merely contingent historical or mythical
events; more profoundly, they signify eternal and universal
processes bound up necessarily in the divine life. The most
notable of these is, of course, the birth of the Son in the soul, for
it is by this process that the soul is united to God. In light of this
view of the biblical text, Eckhart sees these parables as signifying
as well the inner and true meaning of universal, objective
philosophical categories (most notably those of Aristotle). For
Eckhart, then, natural reasons can show us the necessity of
spiritual truths revealed in Scripture while, at the same time,
Scripture can show us the true inner sense of the truths of reason
as rooted in the detached soul’s experience of its own nothingness
in divine unity. Thus Eckhart uses Aristotle’s notion of “natural
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place” in his little vernacular treatise, “On Detachment,” to
describe the necessity of the union between God and the detached
soul: “I prove that detachment compels God to come to me in this
way; it is because everything longs to achieve its own natural
place [cf. Aristotle’s Physica , 212b17-22]. Now God’s natural
place is unity and purity, and that comes from detachment.
Therefore God must of necessity give himself to a heart that has
detachment.”(44) A little further on in the treatise, Eckhart makes
reference to Aristotle’s argument that the human intellect is a sort
of empty tablet to illustrate a basic principle of the union of the
soul with God, that is, that just as a wax tablet is able to be
written upon legibly only when it is wiped clean, so only when the
soul is empty and free in its inwardness from all creaturely
attachments is it able to receive and be informed by God.(45) When
God and the detached soul are united, then, it is in the same way
that knower and known or perceived and perceiver are united in
one activity. For, as Aristotle argued, when we know something
the act by which something is known is the exact same act by
which the knower knows it. But for Eckhart, only Scripture can
show both the universal and the inner significance of this truth. In
other words, it is not the case that the detached soul’s dynamic
union with God is a species of union of mover and the moved (or
of the knower and the thing known) but rather these latter are
merely species and imitations of the soul’s union with God or,
more fundamentally, of God’s union with his Only-Begotten Son:



  
Matter and form are the two principles of things in such a way that they are still
one in existence and have one act of existence and one activity. Operation
follows existence. This is what the figure of chapter two declares, “They were
two in one flesh” (Gn. 2:24). And so the sense faculty and the sense object, the
intellect and the intelligible object, though two in potency, are one in act. The
one act belongs to both. The faculty of sight is actually seeing and the visible
object is actually seen in the same utterly simple act.(46) 
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What Scripture reveals is that Aristotelian philosophy (and all
philosophy in general) has its primal root in the inner union of
the detached soul with God, which then the soul, in its falling
away into the multiplicity of the created world and the various
sciences, reformulates in the objective terms of philosophical or
mythical-historical discourse, in the process forgetting and
covering over that original, concrete, lived, inner union with the
divine unity with stale speculative abstractions.


	It follows that the inner sense or meaning of both revelation
and the truths of human reason or philosophy is primarily for
Eckhart a practical sense. That is to say, its truth is only
understood in free and detached activity that is in union with
God’s free and detached activity. Thus, in his Latin sermon given
at Paris on the occasion of the feast day of Saint Augustine,
Eckhart, in discussing Boethius’ ordering of the sciences, mentions
the practitioners of the three main speculative sciences, the
“physicus,” the “mathematicus” and the “ethicus sive theologus”
(the ethical philosopher or theologian).(47) This list implies that all
talk about God, whether in philosophy or theology, can only find
its truth in a certain way of life. And that way of life is one that is
embedded in an ethical activity that is utterly free and detached
from created things, concepts, or volitions. Thus Eckhart in
several places, most notably in the beginning of his Commentary
on John,(48) compares the relation of God and the free, detached
soul to that of justice itself to the just man. The just man is the
man who “seeks nothing in his works.”(49) The just man works
completely detached from created things, treating all creatures
with perfect equality. Indeed, the just man, Eckhart says, is equal
to nothing.(50) As a result, the just man does not work for anything
outside of himself or for any goal external to justice itself. Or, as
Eckhart puts it in one of his striking expressions, the just man
works “without a why”: he works simply for the sake of the work
itself. When a man is perfectly just, he seeks nothing in his own
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nature but everything in justice. And since God is, for Eckhart,
justice itself, the just man lives, moves, and works in God: “The
just man lives in God and God in him because God is born in the
just man and the just man in God” and “God is justice. Therefore,
whoever is in justice is in God and is God.”(51) Thus insofar as the
just man is just and lives in justice, he is of one nature with God;
but because justice gives birth to the just man, they are also
distinct. In other words, for the just man, who lives “without a
why” detached from everything that is created, whether material
or immaterial, justice is not a mere abstract concept—an
intelligible form abstracted from sensible substances—but a fully
concrete and living idea that is the ground of the just man’s very
existence and, more particularly, of his living and acting and
loving. This is perhaps why Eckhart chose to concentrate on the
“notion” of justice in describing the kind of operative or “verbal”
unity(52) that occurs between the detached soul and God: justice
cannot be understood by means of intellectual abstraction from
sensible things; it can only be understood in perfectly detached,
free, and loving action.	


	As Eckhart also puts it, the just man stands to justice as the
word stands to its idea.(53) It is therefore the just man who, living
without a why in detached freedom, “breaks through” to the
primal Word or divine ratio which is the inner truth of both 	
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revelation and philosophy. Thus Eckhart notes, in his sermon
“iusti vivent in aeternum“: 



  
One should not accept or esteem God as being outside of oneself, but as one’s
own and as what is within one; nor should one serve or labor for any
recompense, not for God or for his honor or for anything that is outside oneself,
but only for that which one’s own being and one’s own life is within one. Some
simple people think that they will see God as if he were standing there and they
here. It is not so. God and I, we are one. I accept God into me in knowing; I go
into God in loving� Working and becoming are one. If a carpenter does not
work, nothing becomes of the house. If the axe is not doing anything, nothing
is becoming anything. In this working God and I are one; he is working and I am
becoming. The fire changes anything into itself that is put into it and this takes
on fire’s own nature. The wood does not change the fire into itself, but the fire
changes the wood into itself. So are we changed into God, that we shall know
him as he is.(54)


  



It is in the practical life of detachment and justice that the soul is
united to God, indeed, is changed into God not by virtue of
anything of its own but purely by its detached action. It is only
then that the soul knows God not as some object “over there” but
as the very ground of its existence. And it is only then that it
comes to know God as he is.	


III. Meister Eckhart and Scholastic Thought


	The proper understanding of the relation of reason to
revelation was one of the central preoccupations of medieval
thought. It might therefore be good to close this article with a
quick look at how Eckhart’s view of the subject compares with the
understanding of the relation of reason to revelation found in the
work of Thomas Aquinas, not only because of the towering
importance of Aquinas for Scholastic thought in general but also
because Eckhart himself, as a Dominican professor of theology
teaching a generation after Aquinas’s death, considered himself a
Thomist vigorously defending at Paris Thomistic theses from
Franciscan attacks. This comparison cannot pretend to be
exhaustive, since such a comparison is beyond the scope of this
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article, but it will be sufficient to draw out the specific differences
of Eckhart’s approach, especially since it is in so many of his
teachings quite naturally very close to that of his illustrious
Dominican predecessor.


	The difference in the understanding of the relation of reason
to revelation as we find it in Thomas and Eckhart may be stated
quite simply and concisely as follows: for Aquinas, as for Eckhart,
truth is one and there can be no fundamental conflict between the
truths of reason and those of revelation. For both, revelation gives
us truths about God that are both more complete and more
certain than the truths of reason. They differ, however, on the
adequacy with which reason, unaided by revelation, can give us
knowledge of God. For Aquinas, reason unaided by revelation can
give us, albeit with much toil and uncertainty, truths about God.
In other words, for Aquinas there are truths of faith that are
inaccessible to human understanding and there are truths of
reason knowable to us apart from any revelation. For Eckhart,
however, there is nothing in Scripture that cannot be given a
rational interpretation: even teachings such as those of the Trinity
and the Incarnation can, according to him, be understood in terms
of philosophical categories such as the transcendentals. By the
same token, there is no truth of reason, be it “physical,
metaphysical, or moral” that is not intimated in Holy Writ nor is
there any rational truth that does not have its divine idea hidden
in Scripture. Thus, it is in Scripture that the full truth of rational
concepts is revealed. As we have seen, Eckhart does not mean to
say that we can know things apart from revelation—the contrary
is clearly the case—nor that divine mysteries can be understood by
the finite intellect—on the contrary, he argues that ultimately all
finite intellectual categories must be abandoned. But he will insist
that both the truths of reason and the truths of revelation have an
inner meaning or sense that can only be revealed in the inner
ground of the soul. In other words, while Aquinas keeps reason
and revelation in separate if overlapping spheres, in Eckhart they
overlap entirely: the truths of reason find their inner sense in 
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revelation and the truths of revelation find their inner sense in the
inner ground of the intellect.(55)


	This complete overlapping of reason and revelation means that
all truths have an inner “mystical sense.” That is, Eckhart’s project
appears to be a systematic attempt to translate the “outward,”
objective form of both revelation and reason into terms that
describe the soul’s inner union with God and the birth of the Son
within itself.(56) For Eckhart the true, primal sense of the term
revelatio is this inner union with God in which God infuses his
own Word into the innermost ground of the soul.(57) Thus, by
recasting the parables of Scripture into the conceptual language of
philosophy, Eckhart hopes to uncover their universal, which is
also to say, their inner, lived sense—“lived” in that they form the
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basis of a new way of existing. This sense, of course, always refers
to the soul’s inner unity with God which is eternal and beyond all
experience but which makes a new way of experiencing possible;
that is, an existence of complete detached freedom. Or to put it
another way, Aquinas’s understanding of the relation of reason to
revelation has much to do with his rejection of Augustinian
illuminationism and his view that the human being attains
knowledge by means of a natural light created with the soul.
Eckhart’s thought, on the other hand, not only retains, but as we
have seen, develops this illuminationism and makes it, in his
teaching of the birth of the Son in the soul, the center of his
thought.


	The primal ratio or Word, according to Eckhart, speaks and is
known by the soul as the ratio of all things only insofar as it is
received inwardly in the intellect. For it is only in and by the
intellect that God is stripped of all objective being (esse)—that is,
of being understood as efficient or final cause (or in the
vernacular sermons as the “why” and “wherefore”)—and is
known in God’s self. Thus, according to Eckhart in one of his
Latin sermons, it is in the intellect and in the intellect alone that
revelation finds “its fulfillment”: 



  
Note: revelation finds its fulfillment properly speaking in intellect or, even more,
in the essence of the soul, which, properly speaking seeks existence (esse). To be
God, however, is to be naked without any veil (Esse autem deus esse nudum sine
velamine est). Or take both together: in the essence of the soul, insofar as it is
intellectual, it is, according to Maimonides, bound to the supreme God himself
and is thus the “genus of God.” It follows that the essence does not generate in
the Godhead (in divinis) nor does it bring forth the Word. Nor does it give birth
to the Word unless it has the character of intellect. The Son does not proceed
unless under the property of intellect.(58) 
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Thus the very existence of God is his “nakedness” or his
revelation of existence: Esse autem deus esse nudum sine velamine
est. That is, his very existence is to reveal himself, to be Word.
This self-revelation can only come about in and through the
intellect, which is why Eckhart, in the Parisian Questions, says
that God is essentially intellect. And so the soul, “which properly
speaking, seeks existence,” finds existence only insofar as it is
purely intellectual, that is, detached from every finite existent and
turned purely inward. In Eckhart’s assertion that “revelation finds
its fulfillment properly speaking in the intellect,” we find a
statement of his theologico-philosophical project in its purity:
revelation, properly understood, is a purely inner event immanent
in and perfective of the intellect. Revelation is not something that
comes from “without” but is an emanation from within, described
by Eckhart as a “birth” that comes to the soul not by virtue of its
finite existence but by virtue of its potentially infinite intellectual
nature. 


	Thus to the question as to whether Eckhart is a theologian or
a philosopher, the answer is that he is both. He is both, however,
by virtue of his theologico-philosophical project properly
understood, which is to penetrate into the inner, primal ratio of
Scripture by means of rationes naturales. By doing so, Eckhart
claims to uncover the inner existential sense of both Scripture and
philosophy, making him both a theologian and philosopher in the
true sense of the words not despite but precisely because of the
hermeneutical nature of his thought. For Eckhart, Scripture
reveals to us the divine ratio of all things, who is Christ, and
within that ratio the ideas or transcendent exemplars of all things.
These ideas are normally inaccessible to human reason, limited as
it is to abstraction of intelligible forms from sensible particulars.
It is, then, only when the parabolic sense of revelation is
understood in conceptual terms and the concepts of philosophy
are understood in parabolic terms, that their source of meaning in
the divine ratio is understood and lived as the birth of the Son in
the soul.
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I


THE NOTION OF “PLACE” is central to Aristotle’s
understanding of the motions of inanimate natural bodies.
According to Aristotle, “the energeia of a light body is to be
in a place, and up; and it is prevented whenever it is in a contrary
place” (Physics 255b11-13).(1) He states further that “it is the
nature of [heavy and light bodies] each to be at a certain place,
and to be light and to be heavy is just this, specifically, to be up in
the case of the light or to be down in the case of the heavy”
(255b16ff). It is vital therefore that we rightly understand what
Aristotle means by “place,” and how he sees place functioning as
a principle of motion in nature. We must ask, for example, how
a “place” can be the final cause and actuality (energeia) of a
natural body. What does it really mean for a natural body, such as
fire, to be in potency to a specific place, such as “up”? What is it
about “up” that makes it the natural place for fire? Such
questions, moreover, must be answered in a manner consistent
with Aristotle’s overall philosophy of nature. 


	In order to come to grips with the notion of place and its role
in natural motion, I will examine Aristotle’s discussion of place as
it is found in Physics 6.1-5. My goal here is to extract Aristotle’s
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principled understanding of place. Only after examining and
properly understanding Aristotle’s notion of place can we
accurately judge its role in natural motion.


	In presenting my understanding of Aristotle’s doctrine, I will
challenge the arguments that Helen S. Lang has offered on these
questions. Lang contends that Aristotle’s concept of nature is
essentially tied to an understanding of place according to which
it serves both as a principle of order in the universe and as the
actuality, and hence the cause of motion, of inanimate bodies. She
claims that absolute immobility is the most important feature of
Aristotle’s notion of place. 


	In my judgment, Lang’s interpretation of place conflicts both
with the texts of Aristotle and with Aristotle’s overall natural
philosophy. According to Lang, place is itself a cause of order in
the universe, a formal constituent that renders the whole universe
ordered and determinate, and hence is like a formal cause; yet
Aristotle states explicitly that place cannot be a formal cause.
Lang’s claims require that place exist prior to and independent of
bodies; as I will show, however, according to Aristotle’s
principled argument, place can in no way be taken as prior to or
independent of natural bodies. Lang also claims that “respective
proper place is the actuality and hence the mover of each
element”: as an actuality, place serves as a final cause, and as a
mover, it serves as an efficient cause. Yet Aristotle explicitly states
that place is neither a final nor an efficient cause. How a place, by
itself, can be the actuality of an element is never adequately
addressed by Lang. Nor does she ever articulate her understanding
of “actuality.” I will argue that her account of place illicitly
abstracts from the natural bodies that constitute place.


	Lang further argues that “intrinsic directionality” and absolute
immobility of the cosmos are inseparable from Aristotle’s natural
philosophy in general. To remove absolute directionality from
Aristotle’s physics (that is, to say that “up” and “down” are
relative, and have no absolute natural ground), Lang suggests,
would be to annihilate Aristotle’s understanding of nature. I will
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argue that such claims are not supported by Aristotle’s texts, or by
his overall natural philosophy. 


	After my criticism of Lang, I shall present and defend James A.
Weisheipl’s analysis of place in Aristotle. Contrary to Lang,
Weisheipl argues that absolute place is not an essential feature of
Aristotle’s general understanding of nature and natural motion.
Moreover, according to Weisheipl, Aristotle’s own argument for
absolute place—that is, the notion that there is an intrinsic up and
an intrinsic down to the universe, and that natural directionality
is not relative—is not validly made. I shall present his
arguments—with which I agree—for both of these positions. But
of primary interest is Weisheipl’s understanding that the most
important characteristic of “real” or “natural” place is that it is
made up of real bodies having active and passive properties, and
that these surrounding bodies constitute an environment that is
either hospitable or repellant to the body in that place. Again, on
these points I find Weisheipl to be correct. 


	The goal of this paper, then, is first to liberate the essential
points of Aristotle’s understanding of natural place from what I
take to be Lang’s faulty interpretation, and second to defend
Weisheipl’s account. 


II


	Aristotle’s treatment of “place” is found in book 4 of the
Physics, following the definition and discussion of motion in book
3. Aristotle must address the notion of place since it is regarded
by many to be among those things required for motion.(2) His goal
in book 4 is, in part, to provide an alternative to “void,” a concept
that was advanced by the Greek atomists. It is clear that for the
atomists the existence of void (that is, extended non-being) was
absolutely required for local motion to occur; void was the
atomists’ solution to the Parmenidean problem of change. In the
notion of “place,” however, Aristotle seeks to provide an 	
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alternative to the metaphysical absurdity and physical incoherence
of the atomists’ void. 


	Before defining “place,” Aristotle sets out four requirements
that the definition must meet:


	1.  A place is what contains that of which it is the place, and it is no part of
the thing contained.


	2.  The primary place is neither less nor greater than the thing contained.


	3.  A place can be left behind by the thing contained and is separable from
it.


	4.  Every place has the attribute of being up or down; and by nature every
body travels to its proper place, and it does so in the direction of up or down.
(Physics 211a1-7)


	With these conditions in mind, Aristotle goes on to provide the
following definition of place: “the containing body’s boundary
which is in contact with what is contained” (Physics 212a6). Lang
and Weisheipl offer two competing interpretations of this
definition. A comparison of the two will highlight its significance.


III


	Lang’s interpretation of the Physics as a whole stresses the
importance of the elements and place: “Taken together,” she
writes, “place and the elements constitute nature, and so an
examination of them exhibits nature as everywhere a cause of
order.”(3) She states her thesis as follows: 



  
As I shall argue, place, as a first limit, serves as a cause of order: it renders the
cosmos determinate in respect to “where things are and are moved.” Hence,
place is … a cause of motion insofar as it is a source of motion.(4)


  



According to Lang, Aristotle’s account of place presupposes “his
definitions of motion and nature, and it solves the problems posed
by these definitions”;(5) she thus suggests that there is a seamless
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connection between the notions of “place,” “nature,” and
“motion.” Place is even able to cause the elements to move:
“respective proper place is the actuality and hence the mover of
each element.”(6) According to Lang, because of Aristotle’s
definition of place as the first limit of the containing body, his
philosophy of nature must conclude that “the cosmos is
intrinsically directional: ‘up’, ‘down’, ‘left’, ‘right’, ‘front’, and
‘back’ are not just relative to us but are given in the cosmos
itself.”(7) “Intrinsically directional” seems to mean something
similar to what Weisheipl calls the “absolute localization of
position,”(8) in so far as both notions require place to be absolutely
unmoved, and direction to be determined absolutely within the
universe as a whole. Lang holds (contrary to Weisheipl) that such
absolute place is inseparable from Aristotle’s notion of nature.
Her interpretation makes elemental motion impossible without
her particular understanding of place.(9) She argues that “the
differentiation of ‘up’, ‘down’, etc., is the most important feature
of place both for Aristotle’s account of place as in some sense
required by things in motion and for his account of elemental
motion in the De Caelo.”(10) She argues that, as a limit, place is like
form, and therefore a cause of order: “the intrinsic directionality
of the cosmos is a formal characteristic precisely because it is
granted by place, which, like form, is a limit.”(11) “Place,”
according to Lang, “renders the cosmos determinate in respect to
‘where’ with the result that all things that are, are ‘somewhere.’”(12)


	In order to grasp precisely what Lang is arguing, let us consider
her claims in light of one of the “places” and one of the elements.
“Up” in the universe is, according to Lang, designated, or 	
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“determined,” by the principle called “place.” She also claims that
“up,” simply, is the actuality of one of the elements—namely,
fire.(13) So, as motion, for Aristotle, is the actuality of the
potentiality qua potential of a body, and as fire’s natural potency
is to be “up,” and the universe has an “up” because of the
constitutive ordering principle of place, Lang concludes that place
is a cause that defines the actuality of fire. According to Lang,
place itself is an actuality: “place as an actuality causes the motion
of the elements.”(14) This is why the “actuality of fire,” simply, is
for fire to be in a specific place—namely, “up.” For Lang, “fire
being up” is tantamount to “fire being actual.” She writes:



  
For example, when the light (or upward) is held downward, it is only potentially
in its proper place, and conversely, when the heavy (or downward) is held
upward; but when the light is upward (or the heavy downward) each is in its
proper place, their respective motions are complete, and they are actually.(15)


  



The same analysis applies for the other elements with equal
validity:



  
[T]o achieve its proper place is for each element to achieve its form and actuality.
As a limit, place causes all motion by rendering the cosmos determinate and so
producing the proper place for each element within the cosmos. Proper place
within the cosmos causes the motion of each element … just as any actuality
causes the actualization of the potency naturally orientated toward it.(16)


  



	This, then, is Lang’s answer to the question of how place is a
cause of natural motion. She is clear that the cosmos is rendered
determinate by “place,” which is to say that place designates the
various “wheres” in the universe. Hence, focusing on its limiting
characteristic, she takes place to be a formal cause. Her position
can be summed up as follows: the universe has an actual up, an
actual down, and other determined and actual “wheres” because
of “place”; the distinct positions in the universe which are 
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established by place, according to Lang’s reading, are also the
“actualities” and “forms” of the elements—that is to say, it is part
of the essence of an element to be in a specific place in the
universe; when it is in its proper place, its potential for being in
that place is made actual. Place, then, according to Lang, is a
formal and final cause of motion, and in some way a moving
cause.


	However, when Aristotle poses the question of how place
might be a cause, he rules out certain possible answers:



  
Further, of which of the things would one posit a place to be a cause? For it can
be no cause in any of the four senses of ‘cause’, whether as matter of things (for
no thing consists of it), or as form or formula of things or as end or as a mover
of things. (209a19 [emphasis added])


  



At the end of his treatment of place, Aristotle provides a positive
answer to this question of place’s causality:



  
[I]t is reasonable that each body should travel to its own place, for things in
succession and in contact but not by force are alike in kind, and they are
unaffected by each other when they are by nature together… . And further, it
is not without reason that each [body] stays in its proper place. For any given
part of the whole place is like a divisible part in relation to the whole, as if one
were to disturb a part of water or air. And it is also in this manner that air is
related to water, as if one of them were matter and the other a form, that is,
water as if the matter for air and air as if the actuality [entelecheia] of the other;
for water is potentially air, and it is in another manner that air is potentially
water. (212b30-213a4)


  



	An example might be helpful. According to this passage, air
stays in its proper place because it is surrounded by air; air moves
to its proper place because bodies that are not like it in kind affect
it. A body of air, that is, does not move itself, nor does one part
of it move another; the body, as a whole, is homoeomerous—each
part is identical in kind to the whole: “[f]or any given part of the
whole place is like a divisible part in relation to the whole.”(17) As
homoeomerous, no part of the body has something that another
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part lacks; thus, one part of a homoeomerous body cannot be
moved by another part of it. Without contrariety, there can be no
motion. Thus, when a particular body of air reaches its proper
place, it is in that place with other “bodies of air”; and these
bodies do not act upon, nor are they affected by, each other.(18) A
body is moved out of place, a place that is not its own, because
the surrounding bodies (which make up that place) are unlike it
and affect it in such a way as to cause it to move. Air is able to act
upon water because air has something that water does not; the
need for contrariety is here met.


	Two points must be made regarding this passage. First,
Aristotle is explaining why things stay in their “own” place, their
“proper” place. He claims that a certain place is said to belong to
each kind of body. Lang asserts that this is because place itself is
the actuality of the body. Aristotle’s answer is notably different,
for in explaining the causes of natural motions, he speaks
explicitly, not of place, but of bodies acting upon and being acted
upon by each other. Place is not a cause of motion or rest; other
bodies are. Bodies stay in places whenever they are not affected(19)
by the surrounding bodies. 


	The second point is that, in this passage, actuality (entelecheia)
is not attributed to place itself, but rather to bodies (matter-form
composites such as air and water). As we proceed we shall see
more clearly the connection between place, bodies, and actuality.
But here let it be said that Aristotle refrains from calling place
itself an actuality.
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	Moreover, even if Lang were right about the causal role of
place in the motions of the elements, one would find it difficult
to apply her account to the natural places of living things. Such
places are complex and moveable, as experience shows; some
animals, for example, migrate with the change of seasons because
the character of one area changes—that is, it becomes too cold or
too hot. Further, it is unclear how the import of place’s “intrinsic
directionality” would involve an account of the natural motions
of living bodies; the simple motions of simple, nonliving bodies
might be one thing, but the complex motions of complex bodies,
that is, living natural bodies, seem to be another. These complex
bodies are all found within the same general “place” in the
cosmos, as Lang would have it; they are above the center of the
earth, and well below fire, occupying the same general region as
water and air. But if each natural body, including living beings,
has its own proper, natural place—a place that corresponds to its
specific nature and actuality—then Lang’s account is inadequate
for treating the great diversity of what we might call biological
“places,” or “habitats” required for the diversity of natural
organisms. Her account would be limited to the elements qua
principles of the heavens; consequently, “place” as considered in
the Physics would not be a matter to consider in biological
sciences. This deficiency alone casts considerable doubt on the
validity of her analysis, for the Physics is a general account of the
intelligible principles of all natural substances, not only of the
inanimate substances that comprise the universe. The specific
analysis of the universe as a whole, in terms of its inanimate parts,
is found in the De Caelo.


	But what does it mean for “up” to be the “actuality” of fire?
The answer that “up” is the proper or natural place of fire
certainly does not satisfy. Why is “up” the proper or natural place
of fire? Lang’s answer seems to be simply that “up” is one part of
the ordered result for which place is the principal cause; as she
would say, “up” is the “where” in the universe—designated by
place—for fire, and that is why fire goes “up.” Fire by nature is in
potency to being “up”; “up” is designated in the universe by 	
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“place.” So, fire goes up. But the question that I take to be most
fundamental has not been addressed: what does it mean for “up”
to be the “actuality” of fire? What does Lang think “actuality”
means? 


	Lang makes an important error at the outset. In order to arrive
at her conclusion—that “place is a single principle that determines
the cosmos as a whole and the elements from which all natural
things and artifacts are composed”(20)—she begins with the claim
that “[p]lace and the moveable body are not conjoined as two
bodies in contact, but as a limit (place), and what is limited
(movable body).”(21) The problem with this formulation is that
Aristotle defines place as the limit, not of the movable body that
is contained, but of the body that contains the movable body. In
listing the initial requirements for a valid understanding of place,
Aristotle said that “A place is what contains that of which it is the
place, and it is no part of the thing contained” (211a1-7). He
concluded that place is “the containing body’s boundary which is
in contact with what is contained” (212a6 [emphasis added]).


 	Lang’s error may seem to be a small one, but it takes on great
significance since her argument expressly hinges on what she takes
to be the differing characteristics of a limit and what is in fact
limited. She states that among the ways a limit is different from
what is limited is that the former is “a formal constitutive part,
indivisible, more closely identified with substance and more
honorable.”(22) She desires to call place a limit, and thereby
attribute to it all these characteristics proper to limit. If her
interpretation is going to invest “limit” with such importance,
however, it is obviously quite important that the designation of
the “limit” and “the limited” be correct. In identifying the
contained body, rather than the containing body, as “the limited,”
however, she makes a critical error. Consider the following:



  

Aristotle has already asserted that the conjunction between container and
contained most nearly parallels that of form and matter: the limit and the limited
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are conjoined as constitutive principle and that which is constituted. In this
sense, place is not just “next to,” “just beyond,” or “in contact with” the first
contained body any more than a surface or a form is merely next to or in contact
with what is bounded by it. Rather, the limit and the limited together comprise
one being, the first heaven, as boundary and bounded.(23)


  



Here Lang treats place as if it were the limit of the “contained
body,” but, again, we have noted that Aristotle defines place as
the limit of the containing or surrounding body (see Physics
212a20). Sometimes Lang employs a correct definition of place,
as when she states that “[b]y definition a limit must limit
something, and place is the limit of the surrounding body.” She
continues in this very passage, however, with the following: 



  
But the contained should not be thought of as contained by another body;
rather, it is immediately in the limit, i.e., place. Hence, although the limit (of the
containing body) and the contained are obviously “touching,” they are not two
bodies which are divided by touching… . Rather, the relation of the limit to the
limited resembles the relation of form and matter. (24)


  



Lang’s point is, I take it, that the “contained” (or the body in
place) should not be thought of as in the containing body, but
rather as in the limit of the containing body. Lang then takes
advantage of the fact that, since it is indivisible, the “limit” of the
containing body is just as much the limit of the body that is
contained—the limit belongs to both bodies equally. So the
correct way of thinking of the relation of a body and its place is
not to think of the body in relation to the body that surrounds it,
for the contained body is not immediately “in” the surrounding
body; rather, for Lang, the relation of the body in place to place
itself is one of limited to limit, and, going further, of matter to
form.


	Aristotle, of course, had rejected the attribution of formal
causality to place,(25) for the third requirement for an adequate
understanding of place listed by Aristotle was that “a place can be
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left behind by the thing contained and is separable from it”
(211a5). Form cannot be separated from its matter; thus, Aristotle
states that “it is not difficult to see that place cannot be either of
these [matter or form], for neither form nor matter exists
separately from the thing, but its place can exist separately from
it” (209b23). In her attempt to give a causal role to place, Lang
overstates the similarities between limit and form, and neglects
the explicitly stated differences between form and place. She does
acknowledge that, for Aristotle, place cannot be a cause as form
(“It cannot be one of the four causes, i.e., form, matter, moving
cause or final”),(26) but this admission is undermined when she later
continues to use “form” language in describing place’s causal role;
for example, “[t]he limit is a formal not a material constitutive
part.”(27) 


	So, in order to establish place as a formal constitutive cause of
the order in the universe, Lang makes place the “limit” of the
body in place (that is, of the surrounded body).(28) Hence, she
essentially says that place can be considered as the limit of the
body that is contained. This interpretation, however, would make
place identical to the body’s shape, and Aristotle explicitly rejects
such an identification:



  
Because place is a thing that contains, it is thought to be shape; for the extremes
of what contains and of what is contained coincide. Now both are limits, but not
of the same thing. The one is the form of the thing [this is the shape of the
contained body]; the other is the place of the containing body. (210b12-14). 


  



The line that separates the contained body from the containing
body is, as Lang has noted, indivisible, but it is absolutely clear
from this passage that when Aristotle is talking about place he is
talking about the limit of the surrounding body; place, as a limit,
is not thought, by Aristotle, to “belong” in any meaningful way to
the body contained “in” place. If this limit does not belong to the
contained body, there is no way we can speak of it as a formal
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constituent of that body. We can conclude, then, that Lang’s
attempt to invest place with the characteristics of eidos fails.
Aristotle explicitly addresses and maintains the difference between
eidos, on the one hand, and topos, on the other.


	There is another point in Lang’s analysis that it is important to
address, a point that, as we will see, contrasts sharply with
Weisheipl’s analysis. Weisheipl holds that there are two essential
features of Aristotle’s notion of place, namely, the qualitative
surrounding environment, on the one hand, and the relative
immobility of the limit, on the other. Lang, however, focuses
strictly on the motionless limit, even separating it from the
qualities of the environment:



  
By definition a limit must limit something, and place is the limit of the
surrounding body. But the contained should not be thought of as contained by
another body; rather, it is immediately in the limit, i.e., place. Hence, although
the limit (of the containing body) and the contained are obviously “touching,”
they are not two bodies that are divided but touching, e.g., water and a jug when
the water is in the jug. Rather, the relation of the limit to the limited resembles
the relation of form to matter.(29)


  



For Lang, water is not, in the most precise sense, “in” a jug;
rather, water is in a “limit,” a limit it shares with the jug. This
limit, in the consideration of which all properties of the jug are
excluded, constitutes, for Lang, the “place” of the water, and its
relation to the contained water “resembles the relation of form to
matter.” Note, then, that for Lang place is a key principle in
nature, and yet it is constituted by no more than what is
essentially a mathematical limit. The causal power of place,
according to Lang, is not traced back to the natural powers of a
body. Rather, she understands Aristotle to be saying that the limit
of a body, considered in abstraction from all active and passive
properties of the surrounding bodies, has the power to move
bodies in an orderly way. 


	Lang also advances a peculiar interpretation of the term “first
place” (proton topos). Aristotle makes mention of “first” or 
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“primary place” in his list of requirements for a valid
understanding of place, where he notes that the “primary place is
neither less nor greater than the thing contained”(211a3). Lang’s
contention is that “place is not the ‘first’ [unmoved limit of what
is contained] in the sense of ‘nearest’ to the contained body… .
Place [rather] is first as the whole heaven is what first surrounds
everything that is contained within the heaven.”(30) Instead of being
the nearest limit, the primary place is thus the widest limit that
surrounds all bodies in the universe. The argument Lang provides
in support of this interpretation is that “place in the sense of the
heaven … is the ‘common’ place for all things and, so, the more
proper object of the investigation” of general physics.(31) 


	The confusion here comes from the fact that “common” can be
taken in at least two different ways. Lang’s main focus is on the
requirement that place be common to all natural bodies, since a
general science of physics is concerned with what is common to
all natural things. However, she thinks that place must be
common in the sense of “the common place,” that is, the place
which all things are in together, or “in common.” 


	Aristotle does indeed discuss a “common (koina) place,” and
by this term he does mean the place in which all things are; but
this does not mean that he holds that the all-inclusive “common
place” is the one place properly investigated by physics. There is,
rather, a second, and far more plausible alternative as to how
“place” should be understood as “common” to all natural bodies.
In the Physics, Aristotle is interested in those intelligible features
which are found in each and every motion or movable being, and
place is one of these “common” features. “Common” need not
mean a specific one that belongs to all; it more plausibly refers to
some generic feature that is specified for each specifically different
body. Similarly, Aristotle’s common or general definition of
nature is a fine example of an account that belongs to all things in
general, but differs specifically for each species. It is not because
all things are in one place that place is common to all natural 	
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bodies; rather it is because all things are in places that place is
common to all bodies.


	It can be shown, moreover, that Lang does not rightly
characterize Aristotle’s use of the term “first place” (proton
topos). At the beginning of book 4, Aristotle says that 



  

there may be a common place in which all bodies are, or a proper place in which
a given body is primarily [prot] (I mean, for example, that you now are in the
heaven because you are in the air, and this is in the heaven, and you are in the
air because you are on the earth, and similarly you are in this because you are in
this place, which nothing greater than you surrounds), if the primary place
surrounds each of the bodies, it [that is, place] would be a certain limit. (209a32-33)


  



Lang asserts that because the Physics is about nature in general, we
may take it that the notion of place that Aristotle discusses is the
general, or common place for all of nature. The passage above,
however, says that the “first place” is what immediately surrounds
and is no greater than the individual body. This reading is
confirmed, also, in the following passage:



  
As to what place is, this should become evident. Let us consider whatever seems
truly to belong to it according to itself. We think it fitting that place be the first
surrounding of that of which it is the place, and nothing of the pragma [in this
case, the thing in place]; and the first is neither lesser nor greater; it can be left
behind by that [which it contains] and is separable; and in addition to these all
places have the up and the down, and each of the bodies are carried and remain
by nature in the proper places. (210b34-211a6)


  



In this list of requirements, we see clearly that “first place” is not
that which contains everything, nor is it the place common to all
things; rather, it is clearly the boundary of the body that
immediately contains the contained body; “first place” is no less
nor greater in magnitude than the body in place. Aristotle says
that a thing is said to be 



  
in the air—but not in all of it—because the innermost part of the air which
contains the thing is in the air (for if the place [of the thing] were all the air, the
place of a thing would not be equal to the thing, though it is thought to be equal,
and this is the first [place] in which the thing is). (211a25-29, emended)
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Thus, the understanding of primary place explicitly rejected by
Lang, namely, the nearest boundary, is precisely the one held by
Aristotle. First place is not a single feature of the cosmos, or some
ultimate order of the universe as a whole, as Lang would have it.
Rather, it refers to the limit of the most immediate surrounding
body that contains the particular body under consideration.


	Lang nevertheless defends her identification of first place with
the common place by asserting that a local, relative place “cannot
be place in the fullest and most important sense precisely because
it is moved, and place must be unmoved.”(32) Her argument for
why absolute immobility is the “most important” feature of place
is based on her view that place is a limit and source of order of
the whole cosmos, a view that finds no justification in the texts of
Aristotle. Certainly it is true that Aristotle did say that place was
unmoved, but the examples he provides for the importance of
immobility (an object in a boat, which is itself moving in a flowing
river) suggest that relative immobility, in fact, often suffices (see
212a15ff). 


	To conclude our criticism of Lang, let us consider one last
passage from Aristotle:



  
By nature … each [of the six directions] is distinct and exists apart from the
others; for the up direction is not any chance direction but where fire and a light
object is carried, and likewise the down direction is not any chance direction but
where heavy or earthy bodies are carried, so that these [directions] differ not
only in position but also in power. (208b18-22, emended) 


  



This text contradicts Lang in an important way. The designation
of direction is not a result of place differentiating the cosmos;
rather, direction is designated according to the ordered behaviors
of natural bodies. In other words, Lang thinks that “place” is a
cause because it designates the intrinsic directionality of the
cosmos, thereby serving as a principle of order; because of this,
fire has an actual place designated for it, and that is why it goes
where it goes. But Aristotle is saying something different: fire has
a nature that causes it to behave in regular and orderly ways; one
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of these regular behaviors, we may say, is that it moves away from
earth. Fire moves according to its nature; it responds and reacts
in an orderly way to the surroundings it is in at any time. When
Aristotle says that the “up direction is not any chance direction
but where fire and a light object is carried,” we see that the order
found in “place” is a result of natural substances being ordered in
their behaviors. Up must be understood in terms of the motions
of fire and other light bodies; down in terms of the ordered
motions of earth and other heavy bodies. The principle that
renders Aristotle’s cosmos determinate with regard to place, then,
is in truth the ordered motions and behaviors of natural
substances. Were place itself understood in abstraction from or
prior to the bodies that make it up (as Lang understands it), it
would be a mathematical abstraction which in no way could
account for motion; but Aristotle rejects this conception of place.
In his view, place has no causal power other than those properties
which are found in the bodies that constitute the surrounding
environment. If place is understood as merely a limit, abstracting
from consideration any natural properties of the surrounding
bodies, place is left utterly incapable of causing any motion. 


	In sum, then, Lang’s thesis is not supported by the texts of
Aristotle. She claims that place is a cause of order, a formal
constituent that renders the whole universe ordered and
determinant; she claims that place is an actuality, the actuality of
the elements. She also attempts to show that the intrinsic
directionality of place (which is another way of saying “the
geocentric universe”) is an essential element in Aristotle’s account
of nature. Place, for Lang, is similar to a mathematical limit of a
body; its power is independent of any natural powers grounded
in the body—thus place turns out to be prior in being and power
to natural bodies. 


	As I have shown, however, Lang’s analysis is a distortion of
Aristotle’s argument. For Aristotle place is the limit of the
containing body, not the body contained, and this point makes it
impossible for place to be a formal cause. Nowhere does Aristotle
intimate that place (independent of bodies) has any power to 
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move bodies or bring about order in the cosmos. I have also
questioned whether absolute, immobile place, though unarguably
maintained by Aristotle, is really essential to his understanding of
nature. Lang has attempted to commit Aristotle to this position
with arguments Aristotle himself, I am confident, would have
rejected. We shall see in Weisheipl’s account that place derives all
of its power from the bodies that make it up. Weisheipl’s claim
that bodies are the subjects of passive and active properties is far
more in keeping with Aristotle’s understanding of nature, and it
also serves as a legitimate means of doing away with the
geocentric universe.


IV


	It is in his article “Space and Gravitation”(33) that Weisheipl
presents an account of “place” that is essentially Aristotelian,
though not tied to the archaic elements of Aristotle’s cosmology.
For Weisheipl, the important point to be made is that “place”
differs from atomistic void in that the former is “real” while the
latter is an abstraction of the mind. Weisheipl notes that for
Aristotle void, as extended non-being, is a metaphysical
impossibility: “But Aristotle rightly objected that there can be no
such extension existing apart from bodies.”(34) Dimension and
magnitude are quantitative accidents, requiring an underlying
subject for their existence.(35)


	Weisheipl agrees with Lang that place is necessary to explain
the motion of bodies, but he makes an all-important addition to
this claim: “real place” is what is needed, and not space or void
which are mathematical abstractions. Weisheipl notes, “Aristotle,
who has little to say about space, insists that real motion can be
explained only in relation to real place, a physical ambient for
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which a body has an innate preference.”(36) How a body might have
an innate preference for one place over another could be
discussed at greater length, but what is important here is that
place, for Weisheipl, is a “physical” reality, which involves bodies
with active and passive properties.(37)


	Weisheipl identifies two essential features of the Aristotelian
notion of place. First and foremost, place is “an environment, ‘the
innermost boundary of what contains’ (212a20-21)”; and
secondarily, “it is motionless, allowing bodies to move from one
place to another.”(38) Weisheipl argues that, depending on the
science, these two features vary in importance. 



  
From the natural philosopher’s point of view the environment is very important
in explaining the movement and survival of bodies; the mathematician,
abstracting from all qualitative considerations, is much more concerned with the
immobility of place and the relations of distance.(39)


  



Environment, as understood by Weisheipl, is not merely the
innermost boundary of that which contains, considered in a
mathematical manner; that is to say, it is not merely the
quantitative, geometrical dimensions that limit the body
mathematically. Rather, environment also includes the active and
passive qualities possessed by the containing body. Every natural
body possesses such qualities, and a complete account of natural
phenomena, therefore, must include these in its consideration.
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Unlike Lang, Weisheipl argues that “immobility” is not a key
consideration for the natural philosopher. In fact, he argues that
Aristotle’s argument for the absolute immobility of space is both
unsound in itself, and unhelpful to the natural philosopher.


	In direct opposition to Lang, Weisheipl argues that place is not
a principle of absolute differentiation and directionality in the
universe. To say so, according to Weisheipl, is to misunderstand
the essentials of place. 



  
To say that different kinds of bodies have different ‘natural places’ is not to say
that they have an absolute localization in space. A natural place is essentially a
qualitative environment which is congenial to a particular nature and to which
that nature spontaneously moves. Should the environment itself move, the body
would not remain fixed in a point of space but would accompany or
spontaneously seek out the nearest suitable environment.(40)


  



For Aristotle, the only things that have qualities are substances.
So, if natural place is “essentially a qualitative environment,” then
it is constituted, not principally by spatial location, but by the
character of the bodies found in that location. Place being proper
to the nature of a body is not a result of spatial locality, but the
qualitative environment of the surroundings. The upshot of this
is that substances, for Aristotle, are prior in being to place, and
especially natural place, a point that runs contrary to Lang’s
argument. 


	Lang had argued that place, being itself the actuality of the
elemental bodies, is prior to the bodies that are in place; and
because “up” is actual because of the definition given to it by
place, “up” can be the actuality of fire—and hence we see why
place is the cause of elemental motion. In contrast, Weisheipl
claims that “[i]t is not to a position in space that natural bodies
spontaneously move to but to an environment.”(41) 


	Weisheipl’s notion of environment, which is garnered from
and consistent with experience, “has nothing to do with absolute
position in the universe.” Continuing, Weisheipl notes: “Our 	
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conception of an absolute space endowed with fixed positions
arises from the imagination. Moreover, there is nothing about this
imaginative space which can account for the movement of bodies
in the universe.”(42) For Weisheipl, it is not immobility, or any
spatial location, but instead the qualitative features of place that
explain the motion of bodies. For “to explain” is “to state a
cause,” and while the immobility of place and spatial locations are
important as frames of reference for measurements or descriptions
of bodies in motion, they do not cause motion or behavior.
Rather, qualities of bodies (that is, their active and passive
properties) are the efficient causes of the motions and particular
behaviors we encounter in experience.


	Lang argues that absolute immobility is the most important
feature of the Aristotelian conception of place.(43) Although
Weisheipl concedes that Aristotle does in fact provide an
argument for the absolute immobility of place, he claims that this
argument neither grows organically from, nor is required by, the
principles of nature that Aristotle presents in books 1-3 of the
Physics; rather, according to Weisheipl, Aristotle “is really trying
to justify the absolute character of platonic space.”(44) Weisheipl
claims that not only is the claim of absolute immobility
unnecessary, it conflicts with Aristotle’s own principles of
scientific investigation and his own argument. That is, the concern
does not originate organically from his principled approach to
nature, but rather from a tradition to which he is no doubt
indebted, but with which he is also in profound disagreement, not
only in doctrines (e.g., relation of form and matter, accounts of
change), but in methodology (e.g., the role of the sense 	
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experience in human knowing).(45) So when Weisheipl criticizes
Aristotle’s argument for the immobility of place, he believes he is
liberating the valid, Aristotelian notion of natural place from a
debilitating appendage not essentially tied to it.


	Weisheipl’s criticism proceeds from two grounds. First of all,
Aristotle’s claim (which, according to Weisheipl, is really Plato’s)
that place in the universe is designated absolutely with an
immobile “up” and “down” is not justified.(46) Aristotle was in no
position to declare that there was an absolute and immovable
order and dimension to place: 



  
If we are talking about an order or situs existing in reality, what basis is there for
saying that it has absolute immobility? According to what framework is that
order the same and immovable? To say that there exists an absolute matrix
against which the immobility of positions has absolute significance is to assert
something without justification. All we can really [or validly] assert is that the
relative positions quoad nos are the same and immovable… . This is all we are
justified in meaning, and this is all we need to mean.(47)


  



Not only, however, is the claim to the immobility of space
groundless, but it is entirely unhelpful in coming to a true
understanding of the nature of things:
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Furthermore, even assuming that an absolute immobility could be ascribed to
space, this space would have no value in explaining the movement of bodies to
one place rather than another. An undifferentiated ‘space’ cannot account for the
difference of movement. It is place rather than space which yields an explanation
of locomotion. Physical place, being a qualitative environment, can account for
the spontaneous movement of a body to one place rather than another, for it is
within the intentionality of natures to seek a suitable environment in which to
thrive and to reach fulfillment. While it is true that place must manifest a certain
‘immobility’, there is no need to think of it as absolute. All that is evident in
experience is the relative immobility of natural place; and this is all that is
required to explain the movements given in human experience.(48)


  



For the natural philosopher who wishes to state the causes of
motion and of movable being, place must be considered with its
qualitative properties. Even though place is defined by Aristotle
as the innermost limit of the containing body, this limit cannot be
understood in abstraction from the natural body to which it
belongs, and still be a consideration of real place, that is, place as
we experience it in the natural world. Mathematical, spatial limit
is a cause of no body or movement. Only qualitative place, or, as
Weisheipl prefers, “environment,” is capable of explaining the
motion and behavior of bodies, since the qualities possessed by
the containing body act upon the body which is contained.
Aristotle’s definition of place as a limit still holds for Weisheipl.
The difference between Lang and Weisheipl is that in her
consideration, Lang abstracted all natural qualities from place (she
“spatialized” place), whereas Weisheipl does not so abstract. 


V


	Helen Lang tries to show how place is a cause of motion and
order in the nature. At 209a19 Aristotle asks the same question: 



  
Further, of which of the things would one posit a place to be a cause? For it can
be no cause in any of the four senses of ‘cause’, whether as matter of things (for
no thing consists of it), or as form or formula of things or as end or as a mover
of things.
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Lang, however, claims that place, having priority to bodies, is in
fact a formal and final cause of nature and motion. In her view
place is a formal cause, since it is a limit; and it is a final cause
since it is an “actuality.” Her interpretation not only runs contrary
to certain foundational claims of Aristotle’s natural philosophy, it
explicitly contradicts Aristotle’s stated positions specifically
regarding natural place. 


	Weisheipl, on the other hand, provides a far more compelling
account of Aristotle’s understanding of place and its importance
for physics, for Weisheipl’s account is more in keeping with
Aristotle’s general philosophy of nature, and it does not explicitly
contradict his stated claims. Even when Weisheipl disagrees with
Aristotle, or points out an error in his argument, as in the case of
Aristotle’s absolutely immobile place and geocentrism, he does so
within parameters that are recognizably Aristotelian.
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I. Postliberalism: A “Radical Tradition”


Few Protestant theologians in America deserve to be
taken as seriously by Catholic readers as George Lindbeck.
The former Yale professor attended three of the four
sessions of Vatican II (1962-64) as a delegate of the Lutheran
World Federation, and in the decades following the council
participated in the key bilateral Catholic-Lutheran dialogues that
culminated in the 1999 Joint Declaration on Justification. Lind-beck’s early scholarship in medieval scholasticism had already
inclined him to see points of continuity between Catholic authors
like Aquinas and Duns Scotus and the later Protestant Reformers.
As a Lutheran he has always identified with the evangelical
catholicity of the Augsburg Confession (1530), as opposed to
those strains of the Reformation more hostile to Catholic sensi-bilities. Among the graduate students he mentored at Yale are a
number of Catholics—some of whom have appeared in the pages
of this journal—who have applied his postliberal principles to a
number of theological areas. More than a half-century of research
and promotion of efforts to restore church unity and foster
interreligious cooperation suggest strong sympathies with the
goals of Catholic reform engendered by Vatican II.


	One of Lindbeck’s former Roman Catholic students, James
Buckley, has compiled a helpful reader that demonstrates the
appeal of the Yale scholar’s postliberal theology and methodology
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to a variety of audiences. The Church in a Postliberal Age belongs
to a series of volumes that Eerdmans calls “Radical Traditions.”(1)
The “radical” methodology that Lindbeck employs in the interest
of recommitting the adherents of particular faith traditions to the
truth claims that shape religious identity and practice has
influenced theologians of varying Christian confessions, as well as
some Jewish and Muslim scholars. Against the homogenizing
tendencies of today’s liberal culture, the defense of religious
particularity and singularity cuts across denominational and
cultural differences. The postliberal method, which received its
definitive elucidation in Lindbeck’s The Nature of Doctrine
(1984), places “dogmatic faithfulness” and “practical applica-bility” ahead of “apologetic intelligibility.” Christian theology best
serves the church not when it translates the believer’s core
convictions into a supposedly nonpartisan and universal idiom
(preliberal approach), nor when it seeks to illumine the believer’s
inner sentiments of which those convictions are merely expressive
(liberal approach), but rather when it fosters an assimilation of the
believer into a universe of meaning that is engendered by the
biblical story of Jesus and Israel (postliberal approach). Doctrines,
as Lindbeck has argued, should be viewed not as primarily
informative or symbolic, but instead as regulative of Christian
belief, worship, and action in the world.


	It would be difficult to overestimate the stimulating effect of
this postliberal manifesto on a generation of Anglo-American
scholars. The impression that Lindbeck had given voice to what
some observers thought of as an emergent “Yale school”—which
included his colleagues Hans Frei, David Kelsey, and Paul
Holmer—helped to elicit swift reactions from varying and
disparate quarters. Charges of relativism could be heard from
cognitive propositionalists who read into some of Lindbeck’s
statements a disregard for the ontological status of dogmatic
assertions. Experiential expressivists—or those whom Lindbeck
appeared to identify as such—saw his reliance on analytical 
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philosophy (Ludwig Wittgenstein) and cultural anthropology
(Clifford Geertz) as a smokescreen for a rehashed Barthian style
fideism. More recently, deconstructionist minded critics have
questioned whether postliberalism’s tendency to immunize the
biblical story against critiques from the outside does not itself hide
a hegemonic intent to regain the “center” of Western culture
which had been lost through post-Enlightenment secularization.
Yet other scholars searching for a means of opposing the “acids of
modernity” that corrode confidence in communal religion and its
particular truth claims have found in postliberalism, and in
Lindbeck’s cultural linguistic theory in particular, a research
program that fosters faithfulness to one’s own tribe while avoiding
the unsavory aspects of fundamentalism or a wholesale sectarian
retreat from culture. 


	Lindbeck himself has expressed surprise at the amount of
controversy generated by his postliberal theory. Its purpose, he
has argued, has always been to explicate the lessons learned from
the ecumenical dialogues. The cultural-linguistic theory of religion
and doctrine assumes for him a subordinate role in the overall
effort to build bridges between religions and ecclesial com-munions. The primary concern has been to show how supposedly
contradictory formulations of Christian doctrine on such matters
as infallibility and justifying faith might be shown to be
compatible on the twofold basis of their linguistic coherence with
the universal norm of Scripture and their moral coherence with a
way of life that the other side can identify as Christian. As
Lindbeck notes in The Nature of Doctrine, the theory could be
employed to demonstrate how positions that have been
historically opposed can now appear as complementary aspects of
a more comprehensive grasp of the truth.


	By the late 1980s Lindbeck’s primary focus shifted from his
“pre-theological” concerns with cultural-linguistic theory and
comparative dogmatics to rethinking the nature and purpose of
the church. Against a changed ecclesial setting, in which efforts to
resolve doctrinal differences among the confessions have yielded
only a modest harvest, and ecumenism itself has been largely 
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redefined in terms of a shared commitment to peace, justice, and
protecting the earth, Lindbeck has been laying the groundwork
for an ecclesiology that looks to healing the primordial “division”
of Christianity, namely, that between the church and the
synagogue. The Israel-like vision of the Church, developed in the
most trenchant of his essays in the Buckley volume, serves as
something of a “tease” for readers anxious for a fuller and more
systematic treatment of postliberal ecclesiology, on which
Lindbeck has been rumored to be working for more than a decade
and a half.


	For the remainder of this review, I propose to examine five
aspects of Lindbeck’s postliberal proposals for the church.
Beginning with (II) an examination of the nature of the church as
the people of God in radical continuity with Israel, I will then
assess in briefer fashion (III) Lindbeck’s treatment of three
additional areas that normally fall under a general study of
ecclesiology: (A) ecclesial organization, (B) the teaching office,
and (C) the mission ad extra. My overall concern in engaging this
collection of essays, which spans more than three decades of
scholarship, is to determine how congruent Lindbeck’s proposals
are with key developments in Catholic ecclesial self-understanding
since Vatican II. While I maintain that Lindbeck’s intriguing vision
deserves a warm reception among Catholic scholars—especially
those proposals that touch on the Catholic Church’s irreversible
commitment to overcoming doctrinal differences between itself
and other communions—I am also aware that his re-visioning of
the church necessitates careful scrutiny. 


II. The Nature of the Church


	Fundamental to Lindbeck’s concerns is the need to
demonstrate that the church and Israel form a single people. The
coming of Christ brings about no rupture in the history of
salvation. In the seminal reflections of Paul, Israel remains the
true vine and the Gentile Christians are the branches grafted to
the tree (Rom 11:11-36). For the early Christians, Jesus of 
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Nazareth institutes the new covenant in order that the one people
of God might be enlarged, not replaced. By means of the covenant
made in Christ’s blood, the uncircumcised now share in the
covenant with Abraham; or to put it another way, the first
covenant has now achieved in Jesus the universal efficacy that had
inhered in it from the beginning (Gen 12:3). There is no break
between the followers of Jesus and the rest of Israel, for together
they form one “household” (Eph 2:19) and one human being
(Eph 3:6). Both groups retain their identity as agents in a
continuous narrative in which God’s saving will unfolds in
surprising ways. 


	What are Christians then? For Lindbeck they form not “the
new Israel” or “the new people of God” (both are nonbiblical
terms), but rather that portion of God’s single people who know
themselves to be living in the time after the messianic era has
begun, but before the final coming of the kingdom. In ecclesiology
redefined as Israelology, the unity in identity of Christians and
Jews serves not only to ground a proper understanding of the
church, but also to help heal that primordial division within
Christian history which has underwritten centuries of anti-Semitism and planted the seed for all ensuing schisms among the
disciples of Christ. 


	 To argue that church and Israel make up a single people
implies a return to a nascent Christian awareness. Followers of
Jesus, Lindbeck argues, found their personal and corporate
identity within the only culture-forming narrative available to
them, that is, the story of Israel. With Old Testament Scripture as
a template, these Christians could interpret themselves as another
faithful remnant which had passed from death to life by means of
God’s saving hand (1 Pet 3:18-22). But no less importantly for
these first generations, less favorable parts of the Old Testament
could also be applied to the church and her members. In Paul’s
interpretation of the Torah, the bad examples of Israel’s adultery
and idolatry serve as types (typoi) written as a warning to
Christians who might be similarly tempted (1 Cor 10:5-10). Far
from being a sinless community, Christians know that judgment
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begins within their own household (1 Pet 4:17). One clear
difference between this exegesis and the kind that would inform
the supercessionist theologies of the postapostolic period is that
Jesus Christ alone—and not the church—is the fulfillment of the
various types that foreshadow him in the Old Testament (cf. Matt
2:15). The church—according to what is purportedly the
dominant Pauline view—is not the anti-type or “reality” in
relation to Israel the “shadow,” but rather the continuation of that
same people of God, only now in the age and with the
composition of the Gentiles. 


	The choice of Israel as the primary template for ecclesial self-description appears to serve a dual purpose for Lindbeck the
Lutheran and ecumenist. For one, it casts the discussion in
categories consonant with a sola scriptura approach to doctrine.
The “people of God” image has long been considered ecu-menically fruitful on account of its strong biblical inspiration and
capacity to counter the triumphalist strain in ecclesiology, which
identifies the church as sinless and its teachings as irreformable.
When realistic-narrative is allowed to render the true nature of
the church, the description can only be of an empirical agent and
not some invisible, “all holy” essence that lies beyond the space-time world in which human struggle with sin abounds. An
“invisible church,” Lindbeck maintains, is as biblically odd as an
invisible Israel.


	The Israelological approach also draws support from a large
body of contemporary New Testament scholarship that uncovers
the threads of continuity between Judaism and the organizational
patterns and self-understanding of nascent Christianity. Today
scholars of varying confessional ties agree that the teaching of
Jesus and the views of the New Testament writers assume the
permanent validity of Israel’s relationship with God, its ethical
teachings, and its communal structures (many of which were
adopted by the early church). These same biblical scholars care-fully distinguish anti-Jewish polemic in the New Testament—
which has to do with concrete historical contexts—from later
hostility or persecution of the Jews as Jews. The latter form of
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anti-Semitism, the Pontifical Biblical Commission has recently
argued, has no basis in the New Testament. What are sometimes
found in Christian Scripture, the commission states in its
document The Jewish People and Their Scriptures in the Christian
Bible, “are reproaches addressed to certain categories of Jews for
religious reasons, as well as polemical texts to defend the
Christian apostolate against Jews who oppose it.”


	In making the “one people of God” image foundational,
Lindbeck provides a framework that allows for critical engage-ment with anti-Judaism and greater appreciation of the Jewish
faith as a partner to the church in its own self-discovery.
Christianity needs Judaism as it needs no other religion, Pope
John Paul II has argued. In a 1980 visit to the synagogue in
Mainz, the pope enunciated the principle that the “encounter
between the people of God of the Old Covenant, which has never
been abrogated by God, and that of the New Covenant is also an
internal dialogue in our church, similar to that between the first
and second part of the Bible.” In pursuit of this dialogue,
Lindbeck insists that the story of Israel must once again provide
the narrative context for unfolding everything else about the
church, including its traditional marks of unity, holiness,
catholicity, and apostolicity. From now on Christians must think
of themselves as “honorary Jews”—an expression that Lindbeck
borrows from Lutheran bishop and exegete Krister Stendahl.


	One may share with Lindbeck many of the same motives for
advancing an Israel-like view of the church, and still question
whether the template he employs is indeed the most fruitful one
or even the most biblically faithful one. The same 2001 document
of the Pontifical Biblical Commission that argues for the internal
role played by Judaism in the formation of early Christian identity
also treats two other values that factor into New Testament
interpretation. A hermeneutic of “continuity” must be balanced by
a hermeneutic of “discontinuity” and “fulfillment” in order to
account for what is distinct about the mission of Jesus, and also to
make room for the Jewish interpretation of the Old Testament as
a “possible” reading. Rather than merely fulfill Old Testament
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Scripture, Jesus sheds new light on them to uncover meanings that
would scarcely have been recognizable to many of his Jewish
contemporaries. As the Christian messiah, Jesus does not merely
re-gather the people of God through his prophetic work and life-saving death, but also re-creates them as an altogether new
community of faith. As sharers in the Passover of Jesus, Christians
become in Paul’s pleromatic words “a new creation” (Gal 6:15)
that anticipates but has not yet achieved the participation of all of
Israel (cf. Rom 11:23-33). 


	It is questionable whether Lindbeck’s interpretive framework
corresponds precisely to that of the early Christians. While he
acknowledges that for the New Testament writers Israel’s story
has been “transposed into a new key through Christ,” it is not
always clear what this Christological transposition entails. What
does it mean, for example, to be the people of God “in
Christ”—an expression that appears with frequency in Pauline
texts? Do not baptism and Eucharistic communion constitute a
bond stronger than that of natural blood ties (cf. 1 Cor
10:16)—and one that, at least to some degree, eludes empirical
description? Is the “new human being” of Ephesians 2:11-14 the
composite of all Christians and Jews (as Lindbeck supposes), or is
it rather made up of those who “have been brought near by the
blood of Christ”? Does the church come to birth from the womb
of Israel, or from the crucified one who is raised up in order to
draw all people to himself (cf. John 12:32; 19:34)? In answering
these questions many patristic exegetes appear to be closer to the
early Christian consciousness than is Lindbeck, whose empirical
definition excludes giving priority to the invisible bonds that unite
believers in Christ.


 	The postliberal emphasis on the empirical church also appears
to reverse the direction that has gradually become dominant in
Roman Catholic ecclesiology over the past two centuries. Against
the backdrop of the late medieval and Tridentine notion of the
church as societas perfecta, theologians like Johann Adam Möhler
(1796-1838) set the agenda for modern Catholic ecclesiology by
seeking to move beyond an overly empirical church concept that
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emphasized external structures at the expense of the Church’s
interior life. For St. Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621) and other
earlier proponents of Tridentine reform, appeal to a visible
church-society—indeed one as concrete as the Kingdom of France
and the Republic of Venice—helped to define Roman ecclesiology
over and against Calvin’s “invisible church” of the elect. But by
the mid-twentieth century Pius XII’s encyclical Mystici Corporis
Christi (1943) could build on decades of biblical and patristic
research that uncovered a more organic notion that did justice to
the interior dimensions of ecclesial communion, even while
maintaining the identity of the Mystical Body with the historic
Roman Catholic Church. The proper ordering of the invisible and
the visible aspects of the Church occupied a number of
theologians who would help shape the agenda of Vatican II,
including Emile Mersch (1890-1940), Yves Congar (1904-1995),
and Henri de Lubac (1896-1991). It was de Lubac’s analysis of the
sacramental character of the Church that helped to frame the
entire discussion of the church constitution, Lumen gentium. 


 	By endorsing Lindbeck’s call for a church as visible as historic
Israel, the Catholic interpreter would be swimming against the
tide of nearly two hundred years of ecclesiological development.
It is doubtful whether an exclusive focus on “people of God” can
provide a sufficient basis for ecclesial self-understanding and
reform. The Second Vatican Council makes a strategic decision by
including the discussion of “people of God” in the second chapter
of Lumen gentium, only after treating the mystery dimension of
the church as sacrament of unity and instrument of salvation. For
Lindbeck the selection of one image or concept over another
appears somewhat arbitrary. Yet for the bishops at the 1985
Roman Synod, convened to assess the reception of Vatican II, the
“people of God” metaphor cannot stand alone. In seeking to
counter “a unilateral presentation of the Church as a purely
institutional structure devoid of her Mystery,” the synod’s Final
Report insists that “people of God” must be viewed as mutually
dependent with the other biblical images taken up in Lumen
gentium, such as body of Christ and temple of the Holy Spirit. In
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language that cautions against over-reaction to the institutional
ecclesiology dominant in the pre-Vatican II era, the document
asserts that we “cannot replace a false unilateral vision of the
Church as purely hierarchical with a new sociological conception
which is also unilateral.” It would seem that from the standpoint
of these developments, Lindbeck’s proposal for an Israel-like view
of the church could only be judged acceptable by the Catholic if
it were expanded to include other concepts.


III. Topics in Ecclesiology 


A) Organization of the Church


	Turning to specific topics in ecclesiology, Lindbeck finds broad
application for the Israel template. The neuralgic issue of the
indispensability of the threefold office of bishops-presbyters-deacons emerges from the ecumenical dialogues in which the Yale
scholar has been a participant. For Lindbeck’s Lutheran associates,
whatever benefits the episcopal order might have served in
guiding the formulation of the faith and maintaining unity in the
early centuries, its present and future role must be subordinated
to the rule of faith found in Scripture. The freedom of the gospel
demands that all ministerial structures be, in principle, adaptable
to changing circumstances. Catholics, by contrast, find in the
historic order of bishops a permanent embodiment of the church’s
Christological foundation. Faithfulness to Christ demands
communion with the successors of the apostles who carry out his
mission to the nations. Seeking to bridge the divide between
Catholic institutionalism and Protestant functionalism, Lindbeck
argues not for the replacement of Catholic leadership structures,
but for their reform on the basis of biblical warrants. 


	Within the narrative of Scripture leadership develops according
to both institutional and functionalist patterns. Lindbeck sees the
changing forms of Israel’s government from the time of the judges
through the monarchy to the period of the diaspora as evidence
for the Protestant insistence on functionality as a providentially
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sanctioned standard. Yet the same scriptural story also points up
how “functionally important” are such long-surviving institutions
as the Davidic monarchy, which—analogous to long-surviving
species—“can incorporate in their genetic code a wealth of
evolutionary wisdom unmatched by conscious calculation.” Even
Paul is made to recognize that his own divinely authorized mission
to the Gentiles requires approbation from the apostolic leadership
in Jerusalem which is also sanctioned by God (Gal 2:2-6).
Tradition counts for the postliberal theologian, and ruptures in
the continuity of tradition-bearing offices “are to be avoided
except when absolutely necessary, and even then the search for
precedents is important.”


	Lindbeck extends this principle of tradition’s functional
importance into the postbiblical world. God’s providential
guidance of his people continues into the era of the early church
when the episcopal structure becomes the unifying power for
maintaining catholic faith and worship. Protestants should have
no trouble accepting the historic episcopate—at least in the form
in which the Lima text, Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry (1982)
recommends it—as something congruent with the biblical
conviction that Christ does not desert his church. In fact the
communion network of early Christianity, in which bishops
certified one another’s orthodoxy by means of communion letters
and various liturgical devices, provides something of a model for
the organizational pattern that Lindbeck believes will secure
Christianity’s survival in the third millennium. Within this
postliberal vision, the church begins to resemble a “Christian
Internationale of sect-like groups” in which otherwise autono-mous communities remain mutually accountable after the pattern
of the catholic ecumene of the late Roman empire. 


	In reappraising leadership structures on the basis of early
church communio, Lindbeck follows a general trend in
ecumenical theology. Yet by recommending that the episcopal
ministry be restored to those Reformation communities currently
lacking it, he makes an historical case for the utility of this office
in maintaining unity both within and among the particular 
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churches. Tied to this “functionalist” argument is the insistence
that neither the episcopal order nor any other can be thought of
as irreversible. Protestants necessarily view the claim “that a
specific ordering of the church is permanently optimal as
infringing on God’s freedom, confusing law and gospel, and
endangering the principle that human beings, including church
communities, are justified by faith, not by works.” Remaining
nonepiscopal has been for much of Reformation Christianity a
matter of defending the authentic gospel against corrupting
alternatives. Were the policy to be reversed for the sake of inter-church unity, the decision would remain, by virtue of the
“Scripture alone” and “faith alone” principles, of necessity
provisional. 


	It is questionable whether adopting the episcopal structure
under these conditions passes the test of commensurability with
the Catholic understanding of ministry as fundamentally
sacramental. Eucharistic ecclesiology, as it has developed within
Catholic circles since Vatican II, has increasingly emphasized the
correspondence between structures of worship and office. The
episcopal order cannot be added “from the outside” as a matter
of expediency, even for so laudable a cause as inter-church unity,
but rather emerges “from within” as both an expression and a
guarantee of the church’s essential unity that was present on the
day of Pentecost and can never be lost. For this reason, a valid
Eucharist requires a valid episcopal order: the eucharistic body of
Christ, which is one before it becomes present on the many altars
of the world, always exists in relation to both the church and its
episcopal ministry which remain one before they are actualized in
particular churches (dioceses). This priority of the universal
church over particular churches and their local altar communities,
defended in the Vatican document Some Aspects of the Church
Understood as Communion (1992), is linked to the priority of the
episcopal college over the admission to the episcopal office of
each of its members. Bishops do not form themselves into an
association for the sake of mutual accountability, as Lindbeck
would seem to suggest. Rather, they are inserted upon their 
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episcopal consecration into an already existing college that stands
in succession to the apostles. It is this connection across space and
time with the universal college that renders the eucharistic
celebration of the bishop (or of one his delegates) truly catholic.
Missing from Lindbeck’s ecclesiology is a clear sense of how the
episcopal order arises not only as means of securing the church’s
organizational unity, but also as a requirement of its sacramental
worship. It is uncertain to this writer whether postliberal
ecclesiology, in seeking to preserve catholic structures,  preserves
their catholicity.


(B) The Teaching Office


	Seeking to reconcile historic antinomies has occupied many of
Lindbeck’s labors in the Catholic-Lutheran dialogues. Ecumenical
experience has taught the Yale scholar that when it comes to
specific confessional statements, and the teaching organs that
generate these statements, scholars today must attend to the
cultural-linguistic contexts in which beliefs are formulated. For
example, Lutheran statements on justification belong to a
Lutheran linguistic system that develops along existential and
personalistic lines to address a specific set of problems (e.g., the
need for passive submission to the word of God). The doctrinal
assertions of Trent, however, reveal an indebtedness to the
metaphysical categories of Scholasticism which are employed to
address wholly different concerns (e.g., human cooperation with
grace). Both thought-forms ultimately take their departure from
the biblical story and its subsequent formulations in the early
creeds, but neither should be evaluated according to the standards
of the other’s categories. “The unity of the churches is not
properly attained by surrender, capitulation, or loss of identity on
either side,” Lindbeck argues, but rather by demonstrations of
how each side’s doctrine remains faithful to the meta-theological
rule—in the case of justification, the human being’s utter
dependency on God for salvation—embedded in the gospel. 
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	Obedience to the word of God as attested in Scripture
functions as the meta-rule for assessing every doctrine and every
means of producing doctrine. In Lindbeck’s reading of Vatican II’s
Constitution on Divine Revelation, no. 10, tradition no longer
constitutes an independent source from Scripture (as it did in
certain Tridentine theologies), but is rather the interpretive
context for rendering the word of God. The same conciliar text
also maintains that the Catholic Magisterium “is not above the
word of God, but serves it, teaching only what has been handed
on.” In pointing to these passages from Vatican II, Lindbeck
appears to be wanting to make room within official Catholic
teaching for a sola scriptura position that gives to sacred Scripture
the status of ultimate norm. Yet the same conciliar constitution
advances an argument against the exclusive sufficiency of
Scripture (Dei Verbum, no. 9), and in favor of the coinherence of
tradition, Scripture, and magisterium (no. 10). Each of these three
streams flows from the same divine “wellspring” and cannot exist
without the other two. Scripture, while being in some sense the
unnormed measure of Christian belief, nonetheless requires a
living voice for its faithful elucidation in every age.


	Looking across the Reformation divide at Catholicism the
Protestant quarrels not with whether there are infallible teachings,
but with the claim for an indispensable office that teaches
infallibly. Protestants accept infallible beliefs, such as those
contained in Scripture and the creeds, but not permanently
infallible structures. Yet even in this instance of disagreement the
postliberal task becomes that of trying to identify the truth
contained beneath centuries of cultural-linguistic overgrowth—or
as Lindbeck puts it, “to extract a tumorous growth from a vital
organ without committing suicide.” While lacking this vital organ,
Protestants must acknowledge that their own evangelical beliefs
only found expression by means of instruments that were at one
time permitted by divine providence to speak binding truth.


	What reforms need to take place within the Catholic
Magisterium before inter-church unity can be achieved? Lindbeck
offers three recommendations that have been germane to a 
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number of the ecumenical dialogues. First, conciliar infallibility
must demonstrate true ecumenicity. From a Protestant standpoint,
the Council of Trent was incapable of speaking for the whole
church because it lacked the representation of much of western
Christendom. Second, both conciliar and papal infallibility must
be tied to the principle of reception. No confessional statement
has the guarantee of infallibility merely by fulfilling some juridical
or formal conditions quite apart from its recognition as belonging
to the faith by a biblically formed people—what Catholics identify
as the sensus fidelium. Third, the Catholic teaching office must
always present its dogmatic statements—the Marian ones of the
past, and any future ones—in such a way that other churches and
communions can recognize them, “even if not necessarily true, as
not opposed to the gospel of Jesus Christ.” 


	Even if these conditions were ultimately able to be harmonized
with the claims of both Vatican I and Vatican II—and that is a big
“if”—the achievement would not logically require of Protestants
an acceptance of either papal or conciliar infallibility as
constitutive of the church’s life and mission. The ultimate terms
of reunion would allow Catholics to continue believing that when
certain conditions are met popes and councils have immunity
from error when they teach definitively, whereas Protestants
would only be made to hope that such were indeed the case.
Within Lindbeck’s vision of doctrinal reconciliation, the
Reformation’s rejection of the indispensability of the hierarchical
priesthood as the final arbiter of Christian truth continues to be
upheld. A teaching office may exist in the postliberal blueprints
for a reunited church, but it appears that its authority is finally
subsumed by the sola scriptura principle.


(C) The Mission to the World


	In turning to the last of the topics, the most distinctive
challenges in postliberal ecclesiology come into view. Alternative
theologies have misconstrued the purpose of the church’s mission,
which is neither the salvation of souls—as if the church exhausted
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God’s saving activity in history—nor the amelioration of unjust
conditions in society. Both the narrowly sectarian gospel and the
social gospel miss the point. In Lindbeck’s understanding the
possibilities of both salvation and damnation actually increase
when one enters the Christian community, as evidenced by its
history which tells the story of both faithfulness and rejection of
Christ’s kingdom of agapeic love. The church’s most crucial
service on behalf of the world is rather to be a sign, “to give
witness to the God who judges and saves, not to save those who
would otherwise be damned.” Christians must be concerned first
with the quality of their own communal and personal witness, and
not with repairing the wider society nor the spiritual condition of
its inhabitants.


	Effective witnesses requires formation within communities that
build Christian character and seek to understand the world from
the vantage point of the Christian story. Such training is arduous,
as the early church must have understood when it required
prolonged catechesis for its initiates. Unlike the Pharisees, whom
Jesus condemns for traveling far and wide to make proselytes
(Matt 23:15), the early Christians insisted on several years of
immersion in the teachings and practices of the new faith so that
a wholly new way of apprehending self and world could emerge.
The restoration of the ancient Rite of Christian Initiation of
Adults (RCIA), and its accompanying catechumenal process in
today’s Catholic parishes, offers perhaps the clearest example of
a post-Vatican II reform congruent with Lindbeck’s vision for the
future church. 


	Rethinking the church along the lines of pre-Constantinian
Christianity follows from Lindbeck’s earliest writings in the
Buckley volume, which forecast the conditions under which the
church can survive in an age of rapid de-Christianization.
Borrowing from Karl Rahner the image of the “diaspora church,”
Lindbeck remains cautiously optimistic about the possibilities of
reassuming the minority status that characterized the Christian
movement in the early centuries, and that has always distinguished
the situation of Jews outside the land of Israel. As the histories of
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both communities demonstrate, the Christian people can have a
vast influence on culture even when their numbers remain
relatively small. Sociologically, sectarian status need not exclude
an orientation toward culture that is fully catholic and engaged. 


	Yet in order for the church to reacquire this kind of evangelical
efficacy within society, its internal unity and catholic identity must
be firm. “Thus those whose convictions and values are radically
different from the majority must huddle together in cohesive
groups of the like-minded in order mutually to support each other
in maintaining their minority definitions of the real and the
good.” By becoming more Israel-like, more conscious of its place
within the one people of God, Christians can acquire a
faithfulness to the sacred texts and rituals that can positively shape
their identity and make the church’s presence in society truly
transformative. A biblically informed sensus fidelium may be
perhaps the most potent Christian means of combating injustice
and helping to create a global environment in which peace among
the religions and ethnic communities can prevail. 


	


IV. Concluding Remarks


	This writer believes that Lindbeck’s postliberal proposals fall
short of being fully reconcilable with a postconciliar Catholic view
of the nature, structure, and teaching function of the church.
Without certain modifications, Israelology and the postliberal
recommendations for reforming ecclesial structures remain
unacceptable on Catholic dogmatic grounds. Yet when it comes to
the general thrust of Lindbeck’s assessment of the church’s
relationship with culture, a different response from the Catholic
may be called for. Like Christians of other confessions, Catholics
know themselves to be living in what Lindbeck describes as the
middle period of post-Enlightenment secularization, in which the
forces of history are gradually transforming the churches
sociologically into sect-like enclaves. Progressive secularization,
and not the proselytizing efforts of Pentecostals, Christian
fundamentalists, and (more recently) Muslims, has been the 
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principal cause of defections from the Catholic Church in places
like Latin America. The cultural landscape looks different from
the way it might have appeared forty years ago when the fathers
of Vatican II anticipated an era of rapprochement between the
church and modern culture. An era in conciliar theology that
regarded the Catholic gospel as translatable into terms set by some
of the modern philosophical systems seems all but completely
ended. Younger Catholic scholars are more inclined to inquire
into the thought-forms engendered by the texts and practices of
their own particular tradition or that of another group, rather
than to assess the claims of faith from some allegedly neutral
philosophical perspective. For some time now, faithfulness to
one’s own particularity has counted as a higher value (even in
interfaith and ecumenical discussions) than seeking some universal
ground on which to stand. 


	Perhaps George Lindbeck’s most enduring legacy will have
been to provide the theological warrants for repositioning the
churches in relation to contemporary culture. One young Austrian
interpreter of postliberalism, Andreas Eckerstorfer, argues
persuasively for this point in his book Kirche in der postmodernen
Welt (2001). Certainly in the wake of the sex abuse scandals,
attacks on Catholic leadership and teaching by elements within
the culture have reawakened old suspicions about whether
America can provide a hospitable cultural environment in which
authentic Catholicism can thrive. Yet the same church crisis might
also be said to offer evidence for what might seem to be a most
anti-postliberal viewpoint, namely, that the church sometimes is
severely lacking in the resources for its own self-reform. Time will
tell whether the voice of Professor Lindbeck and his postliberal
supporters can not only diagnose our present predicaments, but
also provide viable solutions.







[bookmark: N_1_]1.  George A. Lindbeck, The Church in a Postliberal Age, ed. James J. Buckley (Grand Rapids,
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THOMAS
AQUINAS
is famous for maintaining that all human knowledge in this life, even of God,
begins in the senses.[bookmark: _ftnref1][1] Clearly, such a statement
oversimplifies his posi-tion.
Rapture, prophecy, faith, and self-knowledge surpass or stretch the maxim in
various ways. Yet they are not outright exceptions to it.


Thomas maintains also that
in this life, one knows realities external to the self by means of their
likenesses in one’s self, such as sensible and intelligible species. But the
beatific vision is unmediated, for no likeness in the intellect would be
adequate to make known the essence of God.


In this article, I shall try to ascertain what
Thomas thought about spiritual cognition. In spiritual cognition, one would
“see” a superior, immaterial being (the Deity or an angel) by means of an
intelligible form that the object itself has impressed directly on one’s
intellect; and the function of that form would be the same in relation to
the knower and to the known as that of intelligible or sensible species in
one’s direct cognition of created forms. Just as the eye sees the redness of a
red apple by means of a sensible species of redness in the
eye, so also would the intellect see God by means of an intelligible species
that God has impressed on the intellect.


Did Thomas believe that
spiritual cognition was possible at all in this life? If one knew God in this
way, what
would one know?


I raise these questions for two
reasons. First, Thomas himself posits a purely spiritual way of seeing God,
mediated only by infused species, in two early works.[bookmark: _ftnref2][2] But he posits it there only hypothetically, to be
excluded as a possible way of knowing the divine essence. Moreover, in one
of these texts, he rules out such cognition as a possible way of contemplating
God at all in via.[bookmark: _ftnref3][3]


Second, Thomas attributes
spiritual cognition of some sort to Adam before the Fall and even to
contemplatives after it.[bookmark: _ftnref4][4] In prelapsarian
cognition, God makes God’s self known to the mind by means of an interior,
spiritual influence, and that influence functions as a mental species by which
one knows God. Just as one sees a stone by means of a sensible species of the
stone in one’s eye,
Thomas argues, so Adam knew God by means of an interior, spiritual influence.


My purpose in this article is threefold: to consider
the hypothetical mediated vision of God; to consider Thomas’s account of
prelapsarian cognition; and to inquire whether the two modes of cognition are
fundamentally the same or different. These are rather arcane topics by modern
standards, but inquiry into them highlights some salient features of Thomas’s
cognitive theory. I shall first outline Thomas’s account of cognitive mediation,
which is crucial for what follows.


 


I. Cognitive
Mediation


 


 According
to Thomas, all knowledge of external realities, apart from the unmediated
vision of the divine essence, is obtained through formal representations, or
“likenesses” (similitudines), in
the knower. Thomas posits four kinds of representative likeness: the sensible
species (in a sense organ), the phantasm (a sensory representation of a real or
imaginary object in the imagination), the intelligible species (the end result
of abstraction),
and the concept, or word (a mental definition produced by the possible
intellect).[bookmark: _ftnref5][5] It is chiefly with
reference to species (sensible and intelligible) that Thomas articulates the
modes of cognitive mediation. His account presupposes that it makes sense to
speak of the intellect’s
knowing things,
as well as its knowing that propositions are true. Indeed, that is its primary
operation. What the sense organs know are simple accidental forms, such as
external colors. And what the intellect knows in the first place are material
quiddities, considered in abstraction from their material conditions and thus
universally. Such simple apprehension is not a judgment about any subject, but,
according to Thomas, it does have a certain truth value. Indeed, it is infallible.[bookmark: _ftnref6][6] In what sense such quiddities are
real and external to the intellect is a question that need not detain us here.


In the disputed questions De
Veritate and the seventh Quodlibet, which date from his first
Parisian regency (1256–59), Thomas distinguishes three distinct modes of
cognitive mediation. As usual, sight is the paradigm and the master metaphor
that he uses to analyze cognition.[bookmark: _ftnref7][7] First, there is the means “under
which” (medium sub quo) one sees. This causes what is potentially
knowable to become actually knowable. Physical light is the means under which
the eye sees colors, and the light of the agent intellect is the means under
which the intellect knows quiddities. Second, there is the means “by which” (medium
quo) one sees, such as a sensible or intelligible species. Third, there
may be a means “in which” one knows something, or “from which” one receives
knowledge (medium in quo, medium a quo), which Thomas likens to a
mirror, or mirror image (speculum).[bookmark: _ftnref8][8]


 The
distinction between the second and third forms of mediation, which one might
characterize respectively as “formal” and “objective,” is crucial here.[bookmark: _ftnref9][9] Thomas explains the distinction in
the De Veritate as follows:


 



  

[I]n corporeal vision … the
medium by which [quo] the object is seen is the species itself of the
sensible thing present in the eye, which, as the form of the one who sees
inasmuch as he sees, is the principle of the visual operation. An example of
the medium from which [a quo] one receives cognition of the seen object
is the mirror from which the species of some visible thing, such as a stone,
may sometimes come to the eye, rather than immediately from the stone itself.
And these … are found also in intellectual vision… . The intelligible
species, by which [qua] the possible intellect is caused actually to
understand, corresponds to the visible species. And an effect from which [a
quo] one comes to know a cause is comparable to the medium from which one
receives knowledge of a visible object, as from a mirror. In such cases, the
likeness of a cause is impressed on our understanding not immediately by the
cause, but by the effect, in which the likeness of the cause is reflected.
Hence cognition of this sort is said to be specular, because of its similarity
to vision that comes through a mirror.[bookmark: _ftnref10][10]


  




 


 In
the seventh Quodlibet, Thomas points out that it is only when there is a
medium a quo—that is, an intermediate object— that cognition is
said to be indirect (mediata). Someone who is looking at a stone is said
to see it directly even though such vision requires not only light as the medium
sub quo but also the received sensible species of the stone as the medium
quo.[bookmark: _ftnref11][11] Thomas does not regard the medium
quo as such as an object of knowledge. Indeed, it is only by reflecting upon
the process of cognition that one becomes aware of its existence.[bookmark: _ftnref12][12] When I see the redness of an apple,
what I see is the external redness, and not the sensible species by which I see
it.


Because no likeness in the intellect
would be sufficient to make known the essence of God, Thomas argues, one cannot
know that essence unless God joins God’s self to the intellect as an
intelligible form.[bookmark: _ftnref13][13] In the beatific vision, therefore,
there is neither a medium a quo nor a medium quo, but only a medium
sub quo, namely, an infused light that enhances or perhaps takes the place
of the agent intellect and enables the soul to be united with God and thereby
to see God’s essence.[bookmark: _ftnref14][14] According to Thomas, it is
precisely because that light, while supernaturally bestowed, is a created form
that even the beatific vision is not comprehensive.[bookmark: _ftnref15][15] The blessed do not know God to the
extent that God is knowable, and therefore they apprehend rather than
comprehend God. Nevertheless, they do see the divine essence. The medium quo
and the medium sub quo limit cognition in different ways.


 Rapture,
too, according to Thomas, is an unmediated vision of the divine essence.
Rapture is not an exception to the rule that one cannot know God’s essence in
this life because the rapt person is temporarily removed from this life.[bookmark: _ftnref16][16]


 Even
dimly specular knowledge of God can be construed as vision of a sort: one sees
God through a mirror and obscurely. And persons who have some special,
revelatory insight that is mediated externally or by phantasms may properly be
said to see God.[bookmark: _ftnref17][17] Nevertheless, the term “vision” in
its strictest sense characterizes direct rather than inferred knowledge. One
may infer the presence of a fox in the woods by its signs, such as its
footprints, or one may actually see the fox. But even vision in the
strictest sense is usually mediated by species, for “that thing whose likeness
exists in the intellect is known to the intellect by way of vision, just as a
likeness of something seen corporeally is in the sense of the one who sees.”[bookmark: _ftnref18][18] Knowledge of God achieved simply
through infused species would amount to vision precisely inasmuch as the
mediation would be formal rather than objective (although, as we shall see,
there is a sense in which such vision would be indirect, for what one would see
would not be the divine essence).


 


II.
Cognitive Mirrors


 


 Thomas
characterizes causally inferred, externally mediated knowledge of God as
specular.[bookmark: _ftnref19][19] The notion comes from 1 Corinthians
13:12: “Now we see through a mirror obscurely [per speculum in aenigmate],
but then face to face.” The term “specular” usually implies that the cognition
is dim (“enigmatic”) as well as indirect.


 Yet
the metaphor of mirrors is ambiguous. Its use in 1 Corinthians suggests
cognition that is dim and indirect, while the function of actual mirrors
suggests cognition that is virtually immediate, and in which ideally the medium
is hardly noticeable.[bookmark: _ftnref20][20]


 Thus
in the Summa contra Gentiles, discussing angelic cognition, Thomas
distinguishes between (a) seeing something as if in a mirror and (b)
discursively inferring its existence through its effects. In discursive causal
inference, there are two acts of understanding (cognitiones): that by
which one knows the effect, and that by which one knows the cause. A reasoned
inference separates the two. But when one sees something in a mirror, there is
only a single act of cognition, for one grasps both the inter-mediate object
and the ultimate object at once. It is by simple mirror vision of this sort,
Thomas argues, and not through discur-sive inference, that one angel knows God
through another angel.[bookmark: _ftnref21][21]


 In
simple mirror vision, according to Thomas, one knows yet need not notice the
medium. It becomes what one might call an “unnoticed mirror.” In the De
Veritate, discussing how the angels know God, Thomas argues that whenever
something is visible in its image, one may consider the image either as a thing
in itself or precisely as an image; and in the latter case, the motion of the
cognitive power toward the image is the same as its motion toward the object.
Likewise, when one knows a cause through an effect, the motion of the cognitive
power can proceed to the cause “immediately,” so that one does not think about
anything else. “And in this way,” Thomas concludes, “the intellect of a wayfarer
is able to think about God without thinking about any creature.”[bookmark: _ftnref22][22] Such considerations may blur but
they do not negate the distinction between a medium quo and a medium
a quo.


 


III.
The Avicennan Model: 


Knowledge
through Impression


 


 In
two early works—his commentaries on book 4 of Peter Lombard’s Sentences
and on Boethius’s De Trinitate—Thomas considers how one might know God
not through species abstracted from sense data or by the mediation of external
creatures, but through intelligible species that God has impressed directly on
the intellect. In both passages, Thomas cites Avicenna.


 In
his commentary on book 4 of the Sentences, Thomas is inquiring as to how
the human intellect can know God’s essence.[bookmark: _ftnref23][23] His response is largely a rehearsal
of discussions and debates among philosophers about knowledge of separate
substances.[bookmark: _ftnref24][24] Thomas explains that the problems
met by the theologians regarding knowledge of the divine essence are parallel
to problems met by the philosophers regarding quidditative knowledge of
separate substances (i.e., of intelligences, which Christians call “angels”).
Having shown that no species derived from our sensible experience of material
things is sufficient as a means for quidditative knowledge even of created
separate substances, let alone of God, Thomas turns to consider knowledge by
impressed species.


 He
notes that, according to Avicenna in the Metaphysics, one can understand
separate substances through “the intentions of their quiddities,” that is,
through likenesses that are not abstracted from them but are rather impressed
by them. For one cannot intellectually abstract anything from a being that is
already immaterial. But Thomas argues that even if one could know God through
impression, such knowledge would still fall short of the vision of the divine
essence.[bookmark: _ftnref25][25] His reasoning turns on the
principle that “what is received by something is present there according to the
manner of the recipient.” Since the created intellect falls far short of being
perfectly like God, any species received by it will be insufficiently like God
for quidditative knowledge.


 Thomas
uses Avicenna’s opinion as the premise of an objection in the same article.
According to Thomas, Avicenna argues that when we know a separate substance,
what is in our intellect cannot be the very essence of that substance but is
rather an impression of it. But one could not know the divine essence in this
way, the argument proceeds, for God is more different from us than “any angel
or intelligence.” Therefore if this were how we knew God, we would not know the
divine essence.[bookmark: _ftnref26][26]


 Thomas
begins his reply by stating that he does not agree with Avicenna, and that
other philosophers disagree with him as well. Thomas probably refers here to
Alexander of Aphrodisias and Averroës, whose positions on knowledge of separate
substances he has summarized, with qualified approval, in the body of the
article. For just as they maintain that one knows separate substances when the
(separate) agent intellect is united with the human soul as its form, so also, mutatis
mutandis, Thomas maintains that in the beatific vision, God will be united
to the human intellect as its form. Thomas rejects the position that he
attributes here to Avicenna: that the intellect cannot know another essence
except by means of some likeness in itself. But Thomas adds, “unless perhaps we
wish to say that Avicenna understands the knowledge of separate substances
insofar as they are known by the habits of the speculative sciences and of the
likenesses of things.”[bookmark: _ftnref27][27] On this view, any mental
representation by which one knew something about God, even if derived from
sense data, would be an impression of God, merely because it is less simple and
less spiritual than God. Thomas probably has in mind here a position that he
attributes to Aristotle: that through abstraction from sense data and
syllogistic reasoning, one can arrive at a certain refined (but natural)
knowledge of separate substances, the most sublime and felicitous knowledge
possible in this life.[bookmark: _ftnref28][28] But that is not how Thomas
interprets Avicenna in the body of the article.


 Thomas
cites Avicenna’s opinion also in his commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate. Reviewing
the various ways in which one might know something, Thomas notes that one might
see something through a form that does not come from the object by abstraction,
but rather is impressed by the object on the knower, “as Avicenna says that we
know the intelligences through their impressions in us.” In that case, “the
thing is simpler than the likeness through which it is known.”[bookmark: _ftnref29][29] But Thomas argues that no likeness
of God impressed on the human intellect would suffice for quidditative
knowledge of God, since God “infinitely surpasses every created form.”[bookmark: _ftnref30][30]


 To
what passage in Avicenna does Thomas refer? In both critical editions of the
commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate— Bruno Decker’s and the Leonine
edition—the editors cite here a passage from book 5 of Avicenna’s De anima
regarding the agent intellect.[bookmark: _ftnref31][31] But in the Scriptum, Thomas
refers to Avicenna’s Metaphysics. Moreover, he gives no indication that
he links the idea of knowledge of separate substances through impression with
Avicenna’s theory about the agent intellect.[bookmark: _ftnref32][32] The reference is rather to a
passage from book 3 of Avicenna’s Metaphysics regarding the difference
between cognition of material forms and cognition of separate substances.[bookmark: _ftnref33][33]


 The
chapter from which this passage comes concerns the similitude between
quiddities in reality and in the mind. Since there are both accidental and
substantial forms in reality, must there be both accidental and substantial
forms in the intellect to represent them? By insisting on the “intentional”
character of mental forms, Avicenna can show that all mental forms, as such,
are accidents, and that knowledge itself (scientia) is accidental. The
agent intellect and other separate substances seem to present a special case.
Since they are simple essences, not composites, how can one distinguish a
quiddity from the thing itself? Must the mind become united with their very
essence to know them? Avicenna argues that the mind understands them not
directly, by their essence, but rather by “the intentions of their quiddities.”
The intellect must abstract material forms from matter to know them, but
separate substances impress their own forms upon the intellect, as material
forms would do too if they existed separately (which, needless to say, they do
not).[bookmark: _ftnref34][34]


 What
Thomas posits in both of these passages, I submit, is a purely spiritual
cognition that would result in a mediated vision of God. But it is important to
note that he posits it only hypothetically. Moreover, in the passage from his
commentary on Boethius, Thomas adds that such knowledge does not occur at all in
via:


 


Nor is God known by us in this life
through purely intelligible forms that have some resemblance to him, because of
the connaturality of our intellect toward phantasms, as has been said. Hence it
remains that God is known only through the form of his effects.[bookmark: _ftnref35][35]


 


 There
is another passage in the Scriptum in which Thomas refers to knowing God
through impression rather than abstraction, and in this case his use of the
notion is affirmative. The passage occurs in book 1, distinction 3,
where Thomas asks whether any created intellect can know God.[bookmark: _ftnref36][36] He explains in the body of the
article that his question is not whether created intellects can have an
unmediated knowledge of the divine essence (which he postpones until book 4),
but whether God can be known in any way. Thomas’s treatment of knowledge
in this article is therefore broad and nonspecific. In the remainder of the
response, he simply affirms that God is knowable, and goes on to argue that
created intellects can never know God to the extent that God is knowable per
se, and therefore can never comprehend the divine essence, since knowledge
of something is always proportionate to the knower rather than to the known.[bookmark: _ftnref37][37]


 The
five objections are designed to show that God cannot be known in any way.
According to the third, no intellect can know God because things are known only
through species, by which the intellect is assimilated to its objects. But
intelligible species presuppose abstraction. Since God is entirely simple, no
species can be abstracted from God; and therefore we cannot know God.[bookmark: _ftnref38][38] In reply, Thomas argues that we can
know both God and the angels “not through abstraction, but through their
impression on our understanding.”[bookmark: _ftnref39][39] Since any species exists in the
knower in a manner that befits the knower, Thomas explains, abstracted species
are simpler than their objects, while the impressed species through which we
know immaterial substances are less simple than what they represent.[bookmark: _ftnref40][40]


 This
reply has puzzled scholars such as Ferdnand Van Steenberghen and John F.
Wippel.[bookmark: _ftnref41][41] Its flavor seems unchar-acteristic
and too reminiscent of Platonic-Augustinian illumina-tion. What does Thomas
mean by “impression”? And is he referring here (as he does in reply to the
fifth argument) to a supernatural mode of cognition?


 Augustinian
ideas of illumination are surely in the background. As Wippel points out,
Augustine says in the De libero arbitrio that “notions” of happiness and
of wisdom have been “impressed” by God on our minds.[bookmark: _ftnref42][42] Moreover, Bonaventure refers to
knowledge of God by an impressed likeness when commenting, like Thomas, on book
1, distinction 3, of the Sentences, and here Bonaventure appeals to the
authority of Augustine. Bonaventure concedes that God cannot be known through
an abstracted likeness, since such likenesses are more spiritual than the
objects from which they are abstracted. But he argues that “the intellect is
informed by a certain knowledge [of God] that is a kind of likeness that is
not abstracted but impressed, being inferior to God because it is in an
inferior nature, yet superior to the soul insofar as it makes the soul better.”[bookmark: _ftnref43][43] Here Bonaventure cites a text from De
Trinitate in which Augustine argues that we know God, just as we know
material objects, through some likeness in the soul (a position analogous to
Avicenna’s regarding knowledge of separate substances).[bookmark: _ftnref44][44] It is clear from another passage in
Bonaventure’s commentary that he has in mind an innate idea of God inscribed on
the human intellect.[bookmark: _ftnref45][45] But Thomas says that humans know angels,
as well as God, through impression, a reference that points rather to Avicenna’s
influence than to Augustine’s.


 It
is highly unlikely that Thomas is proposing a Platonic doctrine of
illumination. He may have in mind a purely spiritual, supernatural knowledge of
God that is mediated by infused species. But why go to such lengths to defend
the nonspecific position that God is knowable in some way? Since the
problem posed in the objection is that no species can be abstracted from God
because God is entirely simple, it is likely that when Thomas refers to our
knowing immaterial things not through abstraction but “through their impression
on our understanding,” he is referring to any knowledge of an object
attained by means of a mental species that is less simple than the object.[bookmark: _ftnref46][46] In that case, even quite ordinary,
natural, sense-based knowledge of God (if any such there be) would be attained
“through an impression” rather than through abstraction, and any
species, phantasm, or concept by means of which one understood God or an angel
would necessarily be an impression. This is indeed the alternative (and
improbable) reading of Avicenna’s theory that Thomas proposes in book 4 of the Scriptum.[bookmark: _ftnref47][47] If the last interpretation is
correct, Thomas must have borrowed the vocabulary and conceptual apparatus of
knowledge through “impression” from its Augustinian and Avicennan settings but
adapted it to fit his own Aristotelian empiricism (and in so doing, deprived it
of most of its explanatory force).


 The
fifth argument is based on an analogical syllogism whose major premise is from
Aristotle: the intellect is to phantasms as vision is to colors. But one cannot
see anything without colors. Therefore the intellect cannot know anything
without phantasms. But there can be no phantasms of God. For proof of this
premise (the minor of a second syllogism), Thomas quotes Isaiah 40:18: “What
image will you make of him?”[bookmark: _ftnref48][48] In reply, Thomas begins by saying
that Aristotle was talking about such cognition as is connatural to us in this
life.[bookmark: _ftnref49][49] It is true that one cannot know God
in this way except through phantasms, and phantasms not of God himself but of
the effects of God. But this does not preclude a higher, supernatural way of
knowing God “through the influence of divine light,” for which phantasms are
not necessary.[bookmark: _ftnref50][50] Thomas may be referring here to
some infused, supernatural knowledge of God that is possible in this life. Or
he may be referring to the beatific vision, which is supernatural too but not
possible in this life.


 


IV. The
Limitations of Mediated Vision


 


 Why
should knowledge by impressed species be insufficient for quidditative
knowledge of God? And if such cognition were possible, what would its content
be? What would one see by mediated vision?


 The
only medium in the beatific vision is the medium sub quo: God illumines
the intellect, and thus disposes it for union.[bookmark: _ftnref51][51] No created form can adequately
represent the divine essence, whether as a medium a quo or as a medium
quo. Thomas uses three kinds of argument to show that one cannot know the
divine essence in this life.


 First,
there is a line of argument pertaining chiefly to specular, externally mediated
cognition. Thomas maintains that while God is manifest in creatures as a cause
is manifest in its effects, creatures do not reveal the essence of the Creator
because they do not “equal the power of their cause” (non adaequantur
virtuti suae causae).[bookmark: _ftnref52][52] This idea deserves detailed
exposition, but the point is that a form reveals what it is by what it does:
the external efficacy of an agent manifests the agent’s intrinsic power (virtus),
which in turn reflects its quiddity.[bookmark: _ftnref53][53] But God does not reveal the divine
power in creation to this extent, for as creator, God is an equivocal cause.[bookmark: _ftnref54][54] Therefore causally inferred
cognition shows only that God is, not what God is.


 Second,
Thomas argues that no species that the mind has abstracted from material things
is adequate for quidditative knowledge of any immaterial form, whether
uncreated or created. For however mentally separated from its material
conditions a material form may be, it is still a material form.[bookmark: _ftnref55][55] In the De Veritate, Thomas
mentions that the essence of angels, unlike that of God, can be known “through
certain intelligible species that differ from their essence,” although not
through species abstracted from phantasms.[bookmark: _ftnref56][56] Clearly, Thomas has in mind here
the Avicennan model of vision by impression, but he may be referring to how
angels understand other angels, and not to how human beings might understand
angels.


 Third,
Thomas argues that no representative likeness in the intellect, whatever its
source, can ever be sufficient (as a medium quo) for quidditative
knowledge of God. This line of argument, which is the most comprehensive in
scope and renders the other two strictly redundant, depends on the principle
that the representation or species by which one knows an object must be a good
likeness of it.


 Thomas
assumes that the species and the external essence that it represents are
comparable forms, and that one can know the latter only if the former exactly
resembles it.[bookmark: _ftnref57][57] He notes that one could not see
white by means of a sensible species of yellow. But he argues also that the two
things, while formally the same, need not (and usually do not) have the same
mode of being.[bookmark: _ftnref58][58] The form by which one sees the
redness of a red apple has a quite different mode of being in the eye from that
which the external sensible form has in the apple. Hence the alteration (immutatio)
that a corporeal form engenders when it replicates itself in matter (as when
fire makes something hot) is quite different from the alteration whereby the
form communicates itself to the senses. Thomas characterizes alteration that
produces sensation, whether such alteration occurs in the intervening medium or
in the sense organ itself, as intentional or spiritual; and he characterizes
the alteration by which material forms replicate themselves in matter as
material or natural.[bookmark: _ftnref59][59] A sensible form may affect the
sense organ materially as well, but that is accidental to sensory cognition and
may even obstruct it (as when a bright light dazzles the eye).[bookmark: _ftnref60][60]


 Thomas
uses several arguments to show that no mental likeness, from whatever source,
is adequate for quidditative knowledge of God. The gist of all of them is that
a mental likeness is a created form, and that no created form is sufficiently
like God. In his commentary on book 4 of the Sentences, Thomas
distinguishes between the modus essendi and ratio speciei of the
representative species. A species in the knower need not (and usually does not)
have the same mode of being as the external form has, but it must have the same
ratio speciei. Since any created thing is like God neither in species
nor in genus but only by analogy,[bookmark: _ftnref61][61] no species in a created intellect
can serve as the means by which one knows the divine essence.[bookmark: _ftnref62][62] Thomas uses essentially the same
argument in his gloss on 1 Corinthians 13:12 and in the Compendium
Theologiae.[bookmark: _ftnref63][63] In his commentary on Boethius’s De
Trinitate, Thomas observes simply that “any likeness impressed on the human
intellect would not suffice to make God’s essence known, since that infinitely
exceeds every created form. For this reason, God is not accessible to the
intellect through any created form, as Augustine says.”[bookmark: _ftnref64][64] Thomas has in mind a familiar auctoritas,
apparently not authentic, in which Augustine says that God “escapes every form
of our understanding.”[bookmark: _ftnref65][65]


 In
the Summa Theologiae, Thomas presents three arguments to prove that one
cannot know the divine essence through any mental likeness.[bookmark: _ftnref66][66] The first is an argument from
authority. Dionysius says that one cannot know superior things “through
likenesses of the inferior order of things” (per similitudines inferioris
ordinis rerum).[bookmark: _ftnref67][67] For example, Thomas explains, “the
essence of an incorporeal thing cannot be known through the species of a body.”
The auctoritas is ambiguous, for one can construe the genitive in two
ways (as in “pictures of Picasso”). Notwithstanding Thomas’s example (which is
reminiscent of his critique of Avempace),[bookmark: _ftnref68][68] he takes the dictum to refer not
only to likenesses resembling and representing inferior things, but to any
likeness that in itself belongs to the inferior order. Thus he proceeds with
the following argument a fortiori: “How much less, therefore, can the
essence of God be seen through any created species whatsoever.”


 The
other two arguments likewise eliminate any mental likeness as an adequate
means. Since God’s essence is the same as his being, no created form can match
or represent his essence. Furthermore, the divine essence is boundless,
containing in itself “super-eminently” and at once every perfection that a
created intellect is able to signify or to understand separately, such as
wisdom, power, and being. No created species can represent such an essence
because every created form is limited and determinate. Thomas uses similar
arguments when commenting on John 1:18.[bookmark: _ftnref69][69]


 The
point of these arguments is to show that one can know the divine essence only
by an unmediated vision, in which God unites God’s self to the intellect as an
intelligible form. But suppose, even per impossibile, that one could see
God in some way by mediated vision, in the manner envisaged in the Avicennan
theory: that one could see God through impressed, “purely intelligible”
species. Thomas posits species in a knower as the medium quo by which an
external object is directly known, and the direct object of such vision
is something that is known quidditatively: in sensory cognition, it is an
external accidental form. Impressed species are insufficient for a vision of
the divine essence. But what would one see? The object would not be the divine
essence, but neither would it be a created form (although the intelligible
species by which one saw it would be a created form).


 Thomas
has an answer to this question. Someone who saw God through impressed species
would see not the essence of God but some lesser, attenuated vision of God’s
brilliance: “Hence even some who maintain that one can see the divine essence
only in this way [i.e., by an impressed likeness] have said that it is not the
essence itself that will be seen [in the beatific vision], but a certain
brightness [fulgor], which is like its radiance.”[bookmark: _ftnref70][70] Thomas gives no clue as to the
identity of those against whom he is arguing. Commenting on 1 Corinthians, he
describes what would be seen as a “refulgence of [God’s] brightness.”[bookmark: _ftnref71][71] In the seventh Quodlibet,
Thomas points out that the received species of a stone allows us to see the
stone quidditatively and directly only because it represents the stone
completely. Thus if one could see God through an impressed species, one would
not see the divine essence directly because the mental representation would be
incomplete. Rather, one would see a shadow (umbra) of God, for the
species would be received according to the mode of the recipient.[bookmark: _ftnref72][72] Just as color, as attenuated light
(lux obumbrata), represents light in the eye, so the  impressed species would represent God in the
mind.[bookmark: _ftnref73][73] I take it that the refulgence or
shadow would have no existence prior to or independent of its being seen. It
would be nothing more than a limited way of seeing God’s self.


 Thomas’s
account of the mediated vision of God is similar to Gregory the Great’s account
of contemplation, with which Thomas was familiar.[bookmark: _ftnref74][74] Working within a framework of ideas
taken from Augustine, Gregory expounds a notion of contem-plation as an interior
mental ascent to the Godhead. Such contemplation is possible only for someone
who has suppressed the data of the senses and returned within the mind.[bookmark: _ftnref75][75] Gregory uses metaphors of light to
characterize what is seen, although he casts his account of contemplation in
theologically negative and morally heroic terms. He interprets Jacob’s
wrestling with an angel as an allegory of contemplation.[bookmark: _ftnref76][76] Purified by tears of compunction,
the mind reaches up to the heights of contem-plation, but it is dragged down
again and falls back into its mundane condition, providentially learning a
vital lesson in humility. Like Jacob, contemplatives must limp through their
mundane life.


 Yet
even at the height of its ascent, according to Gregory, what the mind
contemplates is not God “in his brightness” or “what he himself is,” but rather
something “under” that brightness or “under” God.[bookmark: _ftnref77][77] Commenting on Ezekiel 2:1—“a vision
of the likeness of the glory of the Lord”—Gregory points out that what is seen
is not God’s glory itself but rather a likeness of that glory.[bookmark: _ftnref78][78] Although “holy men raise themselves
up in lofty contemplation,” they “cannot see God as he is.”[bookmark: _ftnref79][79]


 


V.
Knowledge of God before the Fall


 


 In
his commentary on the book 2 of the Sentences, and again in his Quaestiones
Disputatae De Veritate, Thomas attributes to Adam before the Fall a way of
knowing God that fits the definition of spiritual cognition outlined above. The
aim in such discussions is to show that Adam’s way of knowing God was in some
sense a middle way between our present, fallen manner of knowing and the
beatific vision.[bookmark: _ftnref80][80]


 In
the Scriptum, responding to the question whether Adam in Paradise saw
the divine essence, Thomas argues that one may see something in three ways: (1)
through its own essence, as the eye sees light; (2) through some effect that it
engenders in the mind of the seer, as when the eye sees a stone through the
stone’s likeness in itself; or (3) through some external object of vision, as
one sees someone else’s face in a mirror.[bookmark: _ftnref81][81]


 God
sees his own self in the first way. The light of glory supernaturally raises
both angels and human beings to this way of seeing God in the beatific vision.


 The
angels are naturally able to see God in the second way (i.e., through an inner
likeness), for the light of their own intellect is a likeness of the uncreated
light. “By knowing the light of their own nature, which is a likeness of the
uncreated light, they see God.”


 After
the Fall, human beings know God in the third way. Here one knows God through
some effect outside the intellect, whether the effect is natural or spiritual.
Thus the philosophers achieve some knowledge of God by natural cognition,
through under-standing created things. And through faith, one believes in
things that have been revealed to others “through the influence of spiritual
light.” In both cases, Thomas adds, one sees God as if through a mirror, as
Paul says.


 Yet
before the Fall, Adam was so elevated by grace that, like the angels, he knew
God in the second way, that is, through “some effect flowing into the intellect
of the seer” rather than “through some effect outside the mind of the seer, in
which a divine likeness is produced.” Such knowledge of God is natural for the
angels but supernatural among human beings. Here Thomas uses an argument a
fortiori: even after the Fall, some contemplatives who are worthy of
“divine revelations” know God in this way; how much more so did Adam in the
state of original justice.[bookmark: _ftnref82][82]


 Thomas
presents a similar account of Adam’s prelapsarian knowledge of God in the
disputed questions De Veritate, again in an article on whether before
sin Adam knew the essence of God. Peter Lombard says that before sin Adam saw
God “without a medium” (sine medio). But according to Thomas, that does
not imply that Adam saw the divine essence, for (as we have seen) there are
different kinds of cognitive medium.[bookmark: _ftnref83][83] After sin, human beings need a medium
a quo to know God: they can know God only through creatures, by indirect,
specular cognition, as St. Paul explains in Romans 1:20. But human beings did
not need a medium of this sort before the first sin, although they did need
something analogous to sensible species in vision, that is, a medium quo.
It is only as a result of sin that one needs an intermediate object (medium
a quo) to know God:


 



  

Man did not need this medium [i.e., a
medium a quo] in the state of innocence, but he did require the
medium that is like a species [i.e., a medium quo] of what is seen. This
is because he saw God through some spiritual light divinely infused into the
human mind, which was a kind of expressed likeness of the uncreated light.[bookmark: _ftnref84][84]


  




 


 What
Thomas characterizes as light in this passage is not, as usual, a medium sub
quo (the mind’s power to make things intelligible) but a medium quo,
which functions as a mental species. While fallen human beings need all three
media, Thomas argues, Adam needed only a medium sub quo and a medium
quo to know God before he sinned, while the blessed need only a medium
sub quo.[bookmark: _ftnref85][85]


 Although
Thomas says here that before sin human beings did not need specular
cognition to know God, he believes that they knew God in this way as well. Thus
in the following article, he asks whether Adam in the condition of innocence
also knew God through creatures. He answers yes. Adam knew God “through an
internal inspiration from the irradiation of divine wisdom,” and thus through a
“spiritual likeness impressed on his mind” rather than “from visible
creatures.” But Adam also knew God through the senses and phantasms. Hence his
knowledge of God was twofold, being like that of the angels in one way (for
they know God through an “internal inspiration”), and like our own, fallen
knowledge in another way. Because Adam already knew from within what he found
without, specular cognition then was not the same as it is now. In us, specular
cognition is like the inquiry of someone who discovers the truth, by proceeding
from the known to the unknown. In Adam, it was like the process of remembering,
whereby someone who already knows the truth habitually (as a science) proceeds
from things actually known to things that have been known.[bookmark: _ftnref86][86]


 


VI.
Prelapsarian Cognition and Phantasms


 


 In
spiritual cognition of God, one would know God by means of an intelligible form
that God himself has impressed directly on one’s intellect, and the function of
that form would be the same in relation to the knower and to the known as that
of intelligible or sensible species in one’s direct cognition of created forms
and substances. Prelapsarian contemplation of God, as described in the Scriptum
and the De Veritate, is clearly spiritual cognition as defined above.
Thomas himself compares the infused influence by which Adam would have known
God to sensible species in sight.


 Yet
in the Boethian commentary, having hypothetically considered cognition through
impressed species, Thomas argues that in this life one cannot know God “through
purely intelligible forms that have some resemblance to him, because of the
connaturality of our intellect toward phantasms.” Therefore, he concludes, “God
is known only through the form of his effects” (i.e., through inference from
external, corporeal creatures).[bookmark: _ftnref87][87]


 In
speaking of knowing God through “purely intelligible forms,” Thomas may be
referring to intellectual cognition that occurs without recourse to phantasms,
or he may be distinguishing immaterial forms from material forms considered in
abstraction from their material conditions. Elsewhere he argues against the
theory (which he attributes to Avempace) that one can arrive at knowledge of
immaterial quiddities (and thus of separate substances) merely by taking
abstraction of material quiddities to its ultimate extent (i.e., to the point
at which a quiddity is no longer a quiddity of something).[bookmark: _ftnref88][88]


 If
one assumes that in referring to the life of wayfarers (status huius viae)
in this passage from the Boethian commentary Thomas includes the state of
“original justice,”[bookmark: _ftnref89][89] there is some inconsistency between
what he says here and what he says about prelapsarian cognition. Yet one can
resolve most of the dissonance if one assumes that even in prelapsarian
cognition of God, according to Thomas, the intellect depends on phantasms, at
least as mental symbols if not as sources of information. Three pieces of
circumstantial evidence support this interpretation.


 First,
in the De Veritate, discussing whether Adam knew the essence of angels
before he sinned, Thomas argues that, even then, the human intellect could know
only by “inspecting” phantasms.[bookmark: _ftnref90][90] He concedes that the intellect
might be made supernaturally capable of receiving knowledge in another way, as
the body can be modified by a miracle. But even before sin, he argues, Adam’s
condition was that of someone in via. In this life, grace may make one
capable of knowing some intelligible object (such as the Trinity) that one could
not know by reason alone, but one’s manner of knowing remains
essentially the same. Adam’s proper manner of knowing, like ours, was to know
through phantasms, and such cognition would not have sufficed for quidditative
knowledge of angels. If Adam knew the essence of angels, therefore, he must
have done so in a rapture. Thomas mentions in the same article that Adam
enjoyed infused knowledge of God.[bookmark: _ftnref91][91]


 Second,
Thomas argues in the Summa Theologiae that even the most sublime, purely
“intellectual” forms of prophecy involve the use the phantasms, because it is
“connatural to man according to the state of the present life” that he cannot
understand without them.[bookmark: _ftnref92][92] To analyze the means and modes of
prophecy, Thomas considers two aspects of cognition: the intrinsic powers of
the human intellect, characterized here as intellectual light; and the basic
data with which the intellect works, namely, phantasms.[bookmark: _ftnref93][93] God may supernaturally supplement
human knowledge by enhancing either the intellectual light or the phantasms
that the light illumines; and God may supernaturally enhance phantasms either
by presenting real external objects that are outside the normal course of
nature or by introducing nonveridical phantasms directly into the imagination.
Thomas regards that mode of prophecy in which there is only a new light of
understanding, applied to the common data of the senses, as the most excellent
and sublime, for he construes it (notwithstanding its dependence on phantasms)
as purely “intellectual.”[bookmark: _ftnref94][94]


 In
an unusual passage, Thomas mentions that God may cause prophetic revelation “by
impressing intelligible species on the mind itself, as is evident regarding
those who receive knowledge or wisdom, such as Solomon and the Apostles.”[bookmark: _ftnref95][95] But we must presume that even in
that case, according to Thomas, supernatural understanding depends upon
phantasms.


 The
third piece of evidence pertains to contemplation, to which Thomas himself
compares prelapsarian cognition. Commenting on John 1:18 (“No one has ever seen
God”), he seems to imply that contemplative cognition is purely spiritual. He
explains that there are four ways in which one may be said to see God in this
life. First, God may reveal himself in a special way through some created,
external object, as when Abraham saw the three men (Gen 18:4). Second, one may
see God through an imaginary representation (a nonveridical phantasm), as in
prophetic visions. Third, one may see God through an intelligible species
abstracted from sense data, as when someone gains an insight into the magnitude
of God through considering the magnitude of creatures (Wis 13:5; Rom 1:20).
Fourth, God may be seen “through some spiritual light infused into spiritual
minds in contemplation.” Such was the vision, Thomas explains, whereby Jacob
saw God “face to face” (Gen 32:30), and which according to Gregory occurs to
those engaged in “lofty contemplation.”[bookmark: _ftnref96][96]


 Yet
in the Summa Theologiae, responding to a text from the Moralia in
which Gregory speaks of contemplatives withdrawing within themselves and
leaving behind the “shadows of corporeal things,” Thomas argues that even such
contemplation depends on phantasms. According to Thomas, Gregory does not mean
that contemplation is entirely free from the shadows of corporeal things, but
that it should not remain in them (i.e., it should treat them as unnoticed
mirrors). While knowing them, it should reach beyond them toward intelligible
truth.[bookmark: _ftnref97][97] Thomas is not really the sensualist
that he has become in popular theological imagination. The less one is aware of
sensible things and images, in his view, the better. But he maintains that all
knowledge in this life depends in some way on phantasms, and that phantasms
properly repre-sent sensible creatures, and represent God only very
deficiently, as mental symbols that are more unlike than like God.


 It
seems that, in Thomas’s view, the “connaturality” of one’s cognitive dependence
on phantasms rules out the possibility of any purely spiritual cognition
in this life, grace notwithstanding. In natural knowledge, that dependence is
congruent with a mode of cognition based on sensory information. Although the
intellect, by means of intelligible species, knows quiddities in abstraction
from their material conditions, what it sees are material forms, and it cannot
actually think of them except as instantiated in phantasms (much as a geometer
cannot reason without dia-grams).[bookmark: _ftnref98][98] In spiritual cognition, on the
contrary, the mind is informed by an interior, spiritual influence, and the
object of such cognition is not a material form but God. But even then, the
mind needs phantasms, at least to think about what it knows. In short, Adam
achieved spiritual cognition, according to Thomas, but not purely
spiritual cognition.


 


VII.
Prelapsarian Cognition and Inference


 


 Thomas
distinguishes categorically between the indirect, inferential knowledge of a
cause through its effects, and the direct knowledge of something by means of a
mental likeness. That is why, in two early works, he introduces the notion of
knowledge through impressed species as well as arguing that one cannot reach
quidditative knowledge of God by inference from created effects. In the Summa
Theologiae, he argues that the intelligible species is a quo and not
a quod of understanding: a means, not an object. Needless to say, one can
know the species, in his view, or he would not be discussing it. But Thomas
argues that one knows about the species only through a secondary, reflexive act
of cognition.[bookmark: _ftnref99][99] If one knows an object, X, by means
of an intelligible species, Y, one’s knowledge of X is prior to one’s knowledge
of Y, and the latter is not necessary for the former. The opposite is the case
in objectively mediated knowledge: one knows the medium first, and thereby
knows the ultimate object. Even in cases of simple specular cognition (where
one knows the image and its object at once) or of cognition through unnoticed
mirrors, the priorities are essentially the same. Here there is no direct
knowledge of the object in relation to which knowledge of the medium would be
secondary and reflexive.


 Prelapsarian
cognition, on Thomas’s analysis, was vision-like inasmuch as the mediating
likeness of God was spiritual, not corporeal, and above all inasmuch as it was
inside, not outside, the seer’s intellect. But does that likeness function as a
medium quo, as if it were a mental species, in every respect?
There is some evidence that Thomas considers such cognition to involve a
special kind of inference, in which self-knowledge precedes knowledge of the
source. And if he is being consistent, that should distinguish the interior
medium in prelapsarian cognition from the intelligible species in one’s direct
cognition of external things.


 First,
Thomas says that the prelapsarian cognition that Adam enjoyed by grace belongs
naturally to the angels, and he sometimes construes the angels’ natural
knowledge of God as based on self-knowledge. Second, his account of
prelapsarian cognition in the Summa Theologiae is subtly different from
that in earlier works and seems to presuppose that Adam’s distinctive manner of
knowing God was introspective but specular.












 According
to Thomas’s analysis, the angel knows God through the natural illumination of
its own intellect, and Thomas con-strues this innate form as a medium quo.
Thus he explains in the Summa contra Gentiles that the angel knows God
through itself insofar as a likeness of the cause in the effect is itself a
form by which (forma qua) the effect knows the cause. Likewise, a box or
chest, if it were intelligent, might know through its own form the art by which
it was made, for its form resembles the art.[bookmark: _ftnref100][100] Thomas does not regard such
mediation as mirror-like. In the same passage, by contrast, he argues that one
angel knows God through another angel simply by seeing both the effect itself
and the cause in the effect with a single act of cognition, as one sees
someone else in a mirror, rather than by reasoning from effect to cause, as
happens when one uses a posteriori demonstration.


 Yet
even in his earliest treatment of prelapsarian cognition, Thomas says that the
angels see God introspectively “by knowing the light of their own nature, which
is a likeness of the uncreated light.”[bookmark: _ftnref101][101] And in the Summa contra
Gentiles, discussing whether one could know the divine essence by knowing
angels, Thomas explains that the angel knows God by knowing itself, although in
the same passage he construes the interior likeness as a medium quo of
vision:


 



  

The separate intellectual substance,
by knowing its own essence, knows also that which is above itself… . This
must be so especially when that which is above itself is its cause, since a
likeness of a cause must be found in its effects. Hence, since God is the cause
of all created intellectual substances … it is necessary that separate
intellectual substances, by knowing their own essence, also know God himself by
way of a certain vision. For that thing whose likeness exists in the intellect
is known to the intellect by way of vision, just as a likeness of something
seen corporeally is in the sense of the one who sees.[bookmark: _ftnref102][102]


  




 


It makes no difference to Thomas, it
seems, whether one construes the angel’s innate illumination as a medium quo
of vision or as an intermediate object of knowledge (as if it were an interior medium
in quo).












 In
the Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae, Thomas seems to construe
Adam’s prelapsarian cognition as specular and inferential, albeit
introspective. He seems no longer to distinguish, as he did in earlier works,
between Adam’s knowing God in a created form, as in a mirror, and Adam’s
knowing God by a form, as by a medium quo. Thomas’s guiding
thought is still that prelapsarian knowledge of God was akin to that of the
angels, but he now construes it as based on contemplation of certain
“intelligible effects”:


 



  

Hence the first man was not impeded
by exterior things from a clear and firm contemplation of intelligible effects,
which he perceived by an irradiation of first truth, whether by natural or by
graced cognition. Hence Augustine says in Book XI of the De Genesi ad
litteram that “perhaps God used formerly to speak to the first human beings
as he speaks to the angels, by illumining their minds with unchangeable truth,
albeit not by so great a participation in the divine essence as that of which
angels are capable.”[bookmark: _ftnref103][103]


  




 


The contrast made in the first
sentence between exterior things and intelligible effects implies that the
latter were within Adam’s mind. The “irradiation of first truth” seems to be
the medium sub quo under which Thomas understood these interior effects.
It is interesting that Thomas now allows that Adam may have enjoyed such
insight even naturally.


 In
the same article, again responding to Peter Lombard’s assertion that Adam knew
God sine medio, Thomas argues that Adam did not need to reach knowledge
of God by reasoned inference from effects, as one would use a middle term in a
syllogism to reach an unknown conclusion. Rather, Adam saw God at once in
God’s effects, and especially in the “intelligible effects,” as one might
see a man’s image in a mirror.[bookmark: _ftnref104][104] If these intelligible effects were
within Adam’s mind, Thomas is now construing even prelapsarian cognition as
essentially mirror-like.












These differences from his earlier
treatments of prelapsarian cognition may reflect some development in his
thought (for he composed the Prima Pars in Rome, 1265–68). But Thomas
does not seem to recognize any distinction between (a) the mind’s knowing God
via reflection on spiritual influences within itself (a knowledge perhaps
mediated by phantasms) and (b) the mind’s knowing God in a vision-like manner,
such that the interior spiritual influence functions as a medium quo.


 


VIII.
Conclusion


 


 There
is no doubt that Thomas attributed spiritual cognition to Adam before the Fall
(and presumably to Eve too, but she usually gets left out of these
discussions). In such cognition, as in the higher levels of contemplation, God
represents God’s self to the mind rather by means of an infused, spiritual
influence than by means of external objects or phantasms; and the function of
the interior influence is the same as (or at least closely analogous to) that
of cognitive species in one’s natural knowledge of created, material forms. 


 Thus
far, prelapsarian or contemplative cognition seems to be the same as the
mediated vision of God that Thomas posits hypothetically (citing Avicenna) in
the Scriptum and the Super Boetium De Trinitate. But further
scrutiny suggests two possible differences.


 First,
it seems that in Thomas’s view prelapsarian cognition (unlike the hypothetical
mediated vision) was inferential, such that Adam’s cognition of the infused,
interior influence was prior to his knowledge of its source. On this view, the
function of the infused influence in prelapsarian cognition is like but not
exactly the same as that of a medium quo in sensory vision or in the
intellection of simple quiddities. But this difference is tenuous, for one
might argue that the distinction between formal and objective mediation is less
clear than I have assumed here.[bookmark: _ftnref105][105]












 Second,
there is some fairly strong (if not quite conclusive) evidence that Thomas
assumed that prelapsarian cognition, unlike the hypothetical mediated vision,
was dependent on phantasms. Thus one may reasonably conclude that Thomas
construed prelapsarian cognition as spiritual but not as purely
spiritual.


 Both
of these conclusions would raise further questions. Why did Thomas construe the
infused spiritual influence in prelap-sarian cognition, like the sensible
species in sight, as a medium quo? What was the point of the equation?
In what sense, according to Thomas, was prelapsarian or contemplative
cog-nition a vision of God? Did he believe that Adam, like the
hypothetical subject of the mediated vision of God, had witnessed God’s
radiance or shadow? Did he believe that contemplatives enjoyed vision of this
sort? That is not improbable, for in his commentary on Boethius’s De
Trinitate, Thomas quotes Pope Gregory’s gloss on Genesis 32:30 (“I have
seen the Lord face to face”) when describing the most sublime, grace-assisted
heights of the via negativa: “The vision of the soul, when it reaches
out toward God, is beaten back by the dazzling brilliance of his immensity.”[bookmark: _ftnref106][106]


 


Appendix:
Rapture


 


 Rapture,
according to Thomas, is an extraordinary, pre-mortem vision of the divine
essence attained while the subject is in a trance. The term “rapture” comes
from 2 Corinthians 12:2–4, where St. Paul recounts how he was “caught up” (raptus)
into the third heaven. Thomas believes that Moses as well as Paul experienced
rapture.[bookmark: _ftnref107][107] He concedes that Adam may have seen
the divine essence in a rapture too, during his “deep sleep” (sopor),[bookmark: _ftnref108][108]












 although he says that one cannot be certain about this: perhaps
Adam was elevated only so far as to grasp the divine mysteries at a more
profound level.[bookmark: _ftnref109][109]
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contemplation in the present life.”[bookmark: _ftnref110][110] But even contemplation is normally
mediated by phantasms, at least of imaginary objects.[bookmark: _ftnref111][111]


 Rapture
is not an exception to the rule that one cannot know God’s essence in this
life, according to Thomas, for the rapt person is temporarily absent.[bookmark: _ftnref112][112] He or she is insensible, with vital
signs reduced to a minimum.[bookmark: _ftnref113][113] More precisely, the rapt person is
still “potentially” in this life, inasmuch as the soul is still united to the
body as its form, but he or she is not “actually” in this life, inasmuch as the
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 An
anonymous fourteenth-century novella tells how a Beguine experienced rapture as
she sat in a corner of a church. So caught up was she that the people carried
her away and wanted to bury her. Her confessor insisted that she was alive, but
they could find no signs of life in her. When she returned to normal, she said,
“Oh, poor me, I am here again.”[bookmark: _ftnref115][115] It may have been the prevalence at
a popular level of such stories and experiences that led Thomas to discuss
rapture at length in the Summa Theologiae.[bookmark: _ftnref116][116]
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  THE TEACHING OF THE Second Vatican Council on the sacramentality of the
  episcopate, together with its insistence that all three munera of
  teaching, sanctifying, and ruling are imparted by episcopal ordination, seems
  to lead naturally to the idea that the character imparted by the sacrament is
  the locus of the munera of teaching and ruling in the same way as it
  has always been thought to be the seat of the power of sanctifying. Moreover,
  certain conciliar passages seem practically to suggest this. So, Lumen
  gentium 21b, just after stating that all three munera are
  conferred by consecration, adds the following:
  
  

  it is very clear
  that by the imposition of hands and the words of consecration the grace of the
  Holy Spirit is conferred in such a way and a sacred character is imprinted in
  such a way that, in an outstanding and visible way, bishops discharge the
  functions of Christ himself as Teacher, Pastor and Priest, and act in his
  person [perspicuum est manuum impositione et verbis consecrationis gratiam
  Spiritus Sancti ita conferri et sacrum characterem ita imprimi, ut Episcopi
  eminenti ac adspectabili modo, ipsius Christi Magistri, Pastoris et Pontificis
  partes sustineant et in Eius persona agant].
  
  

  Presbyterorum ordinis 2c also says:
  
  

  the priesthood of
  presbyters is conferred by that special sacrament in which presbyters, by the
  anointing of the Holy Spirit, are signed with a special character and thus
  configured to Christ the Priest, in such a way that they can act in the person
  of Christ the Head [Sacerdotium Presbyterorum … peculiari … illo
  Sacramento confertur, quo Presbyteri, unctione Spiritus Sancti, 
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  speciali
  charactere signantur et sic Christo Sacerdoti configurantur, ita ut in persona
  Christi Capitis agere valeant].
  
  

  Acting in the person of Christ the Head, moreover, is a matter of
  instructing, sanctifying, and ruling the Church his body—all three—as is
  clear from the first part of Presbyterorum ordinis 2c.

  It is not surprising, therefore, to find certain scholars, among them the
  most able, asserting that the character is, or is the locus of, all three munera,
  and without making any distinctions. Thus Jean Galot comments on the passage
  from Presbyterorum ordinis: “The character provides the
  foundation for the empowerment to speak in the name of Christ, to proclaim the
  Word of God, and to expound with authority the gospel message… . Note that
  the power conferred by the character is not just cultic and sacramental.”
  If the character has in the past been understood to be limited in that way,
  that is a mistake that we need not repeat, according to Galot.(1)
  For Ghislain Lafont, the council “expands the meaning of the [character]:
  it cannot be reduced to an instrumental power over the Eucharist.” The
  character makes the bishop pastor, and “confirms and consecrates a
  Christian’s charism of presiding over a particular Church.” It
  “habituates” him generally and across the board “to act
  responsibly in the name and with the authority of Christ … in the acts of
  his ministry.”(2) And Sara Butler has this
  to say apropos of Lumen gentium 21:
  
  

  According
  to the Council … the sacrament itself confers a new share in Christ’s
  threefold office of priest, prophet (or teacher), and pastor. The character
  imposed by episcopal ordination is explicitly linked to the sacramental role
  of bishops, who “take the part of Christ himself, teacher, shepherd and
  priest, and act as his representatives” or “in eius persona.”(3)
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  The first statement is unassailable; it is the second I
  wish to contest. For thinkers such as Butler and Galot, presumably, just as
  the character has been understood (especially by Thomists) to be or at least
  to include the stable and inamissable power of sanctifying, so also it is or
  at least includes similarly indelible powers of teaching and ruling.
  

  Lumen
  gentium21b
  conduces to this view, however, only if it is read in such a way that the
  character alone enables the bishop to act in the person of Christ the teacher,
  pastor, and priest. But this is certainly contrary to the literal sense of the
  text, which mentions grace in addition to the character. Both grace and the
  character enable the bishop to function in the said way. The English
  translation in the Flannery edition indeed reads: “the grace of the Holy
  Spirit is given, and a sacred character is impressed in such wise that bishops
  … take the place of Christ himself, teacher, shepherd and priest.”
  Here, grace and the character are separated by a comma, and no comma separates
  the character from episcopal action in the person of Christ. This suggests
  that all three munera are founded in the character. But the Latin
  text joins grace and the character in one breath, and separates off acting in
  the person of Christ from both with a comma, more easily supporting the
  reading that both grace and the character conspire to produce that effect.(4)
  Moreover, the English omits the first ita, the one that says
  “grace is conferred in such a way,” and keeps only the
  second, “a character is imprinted in such wise.” But the
  double use of the Latin ita makes it perfectly plain that the result
  clause (ut Episcopi … sustineant et … agant) is a function of
  both grace and the character.

  Neither the commentary of G. Philips
  on Lumen gentium as a whole nor that of J. Lécuyer on paragraph 21
  supports viewing the character as the locus of the munera; they do
  not announce any such thing as an intended development concerning the nature
  of the character in the theology of orders.(5) 
  On the contrary, Lécuyer notes that
  the council leaves to theologians the task of 
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  elucidating the nature of the grace and character conferred by the
  sacrament, and the relation between them.(6)
  Lécuyer knows; he served on the subcommittee of the doctrinal commission
  charged with assembling De ecclesia.(7)
  

  Presbyterorum ordinis
  2c seems more favorable to the view of Galot and Butler. The character itself
  is presented as a function of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, and without
  break, it is the character alone that is said to be imprinted that
  “thus” (sic) they are configured to Christ “in such a
  way” (ita) that they are able to act in the person of Christ the
  head. Configuration to Christ has long been associated with the theology of
  the character.(8) The last clause seems to draw
  from the fact of configuration the ability to represent Christ. This text,
  then, looks as if it makes the character itself the factor in virtue of which
  the priest acts in the person of Christ the teacher, the pastor, and the
  priest.

  The trouble with such a view can be
  briefly stated. While it is certainly part of the received tradition of the
  Church that sacramental acts of validly consecrated bishops are themselves
  valid, and so have the effect intended, it is by no means part of the
  tradition of the Church that the magisterial and gubernatorial acts of validly
  ordained prelates are similarly never other than successful. That is, bishops
  can teach heresy; also, bishops can so govern as to tear down and not build up
  the Church. The teaching and ruling functions of bishops and priests can
  misfire in a way their sanctifying function cannot.(9)

  In this article, I will examine
  whether the council in fact commits us to the view that the character is a
  power for teaching and ruling in the same way it has been thought to be the
  power of sanctifying, that is, potestas ordinis. Did the council
  fathers intend to teach that the character imparted by episcopal ordination is
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  substantially the same as the powers or munera of teaching and
  ruling? The Acta Synodalia will answer this question
  directly and in fairly short order. The answer is no, and this is perfectly
  clear from the relationes accompanying the final versions of the
  documents. It will be necessary, however, to canvass all the speeches and
  observations of the fathers to see whether and to what extent and with what
  approval they entertained the view of Galot and Butler. The meager results of
  this canvass show the council was hardly aware of the possibility of reading
  things as do Galot and Butler. But the speeches and observations of the
  fathers also contain some resources for thinking about the munera in their difference and distinction.
  In a concluding section, I will suggest a more comprehensive view of the
  matter on the basis of these resources.
  
  

  

  I. The Acta Synodalia
  for Lumen gentium 21.(10)
  
  

  
  A survey of the Acta
  reveals that there is nothing to support reading Lumen gentium 21 as conducing to the problematic view.
  Neither Philips nor Lécuyer alerts us to any development con-cerning the idea
  of the sacramental character of bishops because there is nothing to alert us
  to.

  We can begin with the relatio
  of Cardinal König (21 September 1964) presenting the next-to-final version of
  Lumen gentium 18-21. This version of LG 21, König explains,
  rearranges the paragraphs so as to start with the priesthood of Christ.(11)
  The text prefers to speak of the episcopacy as the fullness rather than as the
  highest grade of orders, so as to indicate a whole in which priests
  participate. More nearly touching our concern, it states positively and
  unambiguously that consecration confers all three episcopal munera.(12)
  Very nearly touching our concern, it states the
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   sacramentality of the
  episcopate more positively than the previous text: instead of saying that a
  bishop cannot be returned to the state of a laymen or simple priest, it speaks
  of his acting in the person of Christ. Since it was on the basis of the
  character that it was said that a bishop could not become again a simple
  priest or layman, is it on the same basis that a bishop acts in the person of
  Christ in discharging all three munera? This would be a reasonable
  inference. It sets up the view of Galot and Butler. It is also, as we shall
  see, what one prominent father thinks the text implies. Directly touching our
  question, however, König explains that in affirming that consecration imparts
  a character, “the words were chosen in such a way as to abstract from
  disputed questions: 
  namely, whether it be a new
  character or only a broadening of presbyteral character, and so on.”(13)
  Evidently, there is no innovation or development intended with respect to the
  understanding of the character of orders. König notes that the text intends
  also to avoid the question—obscura quaestio—of presbyteral
  ordinations (i.e., ordinations to the priesthood and diaconate by priests),
  and says merely that, through the sacrament of orders, only bishops assume new
  members into the episcopal body.(14) 
  
  

  
  In the relatio with which
  the final text was presented (17 November 1964), the Doctrinal Commission
  declares that consecration imparts not just an aptitude or disposition for the
  munera of ruling and teaching, but the munera themselves.(15)
  For the commission’s understanding of “munus,” we can
  appeal to the Nota praevia explicativa 2, which says that “the
  word munus is used, and not power [potestas], because that
  could be understood as a power ad actum expedita.” However, to
  the request that the text say that the powers of ruling and teaching derive
  from the power of sanctifying, the commission thinks it good that the text do
  no more than state the fact of the conferral of the powers, “and not
  enter into the question of their connection with one another.”(16)
  To the request to add text stating explicitly that the 

  
   

  
    
    

    
  

  page
  545
   
  

   council intends to
  settle no disputed questions as to the origin of jurisdiction and the power of
  teaching or any question concerning character, it is answered, not that the
  council is here settling such questions, but that the theological
  qualification of the text has already been sufficiently declared.(17)
  Finally, to the request that the character imparted by orders be described as
  dispositive, once again the commission responds that it thinks it good not to
  enter into disputed questions.(18)

  These two relationes make
  it impossible to see Lumen gentium 21 as positively teaching and
  intending to teach that the character consists 
  
  of the three powers together. On the
  other hand, there was evidently some sentiment for expressing things
  differently, or more fully relative to the character. In turning to the
  speeches and written comments of the fathers, I canvass widely for remarks on
  or relative to episcopal character.
  
  

  A) Speeches and Comments, First
  Session, on the First Schema “De ecclesia”
  
  

  

  The schema De ecclesia
  was distributed to the council fathers on 23 November 1962.(19)
  The composition of chapter 3, on the sacramentality of the episcopate, had
  been left to Joseph Lécuyer. Number 11 of this chapter states (1) that
  episcopal consecration confers the power of sanctifying, (2) that the powers
  of teaching and governing, instituted by Christ, are closely united (arcto
  vinculo coniungeretur) with the power of sanctifying, (3) that
  consecration confers grace, and so (4) the episcopacy is the highest grade of
  the sacrament of orders. Further, (5) a consecrated bishop also receives a
  sacramental character, such that (6) he can never become a simple priest or a
  layman again (7), nor 
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   lose the power of validly confirming and of validly
  ordaining ministers.(20)

  The fourth chapter of the schema, on
  residential bishops, was entrusted to H. Schauf. It tackled the difficult
  question of jurisdiction at number 14, and took the line that jurisdiction is
  not conferred by ordination, but results, directly or indirectly, from papal
  mission.(21) This did not survive the
  consideration of the Central Preparatory Commission, however, and the text was
  altered to read that ordination confers together with the munus of
  sanctifying the munera of teaching and ruling as well. The exercise
  of jurisdiction, nevertheless, is said to be received not from ordination but
  from the pope.(22)

  Discussion of the schema lasted
  seven days and began on 1 December 1962.(23)
  There was considerable focus on the origin of jurisdiction, but no discussion
  of character. The written observations are more interesting for our topic.
  There are many observations to the effect that consecration imparts all three munera,
  with due care taken often enough to distinguish this from particular
  jurisdiction or its exercise. Bishop Charue says that “the power to teach
  exists ontologically in every consecrated bishop.”(24)
  There is also considerable concern that episcopal power be said to be
  radically collegial, so that the munera are exercised in virtue of
  consecration and location in the college. In all this, the focus is
  on the simple affirmation that consecration imparts a responsibility for the
  whole Church, exercised by the college of bishops as such. A few observations
  contain some more thoughtful view of the munera.
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  Cardinal Richaud wants to say that
  the basic or radical power of a bishop, including titular bishops, for ruling
  the whole Church in association with the other members of the college comes
  from consecration, not from a share in papal jurisdiction, although
  consecration does not of course of itself give particular jurisdiction for a
  diocese. Richaud makes episcopal jurisdiction for the whole Church depend on
  the principle of St. Thomas that distinction of orders depends on relation to
  the Eucharist: “the power of jurisdiction in regard to the Mystical Body
  belongs to bishops from its connection with the fuller and more complete power
  which they enjoy for the Eucharistic Body, the permanence of which bishops
  alone can guarantee through the ordination of priests.”(25)
  In this way a principle that previously had been used to deny the
  sacramentality of episcopal orders—since bishops and priests were said to be
  the same in that they had equal power to consecrate the Eucharist—is made to
  ground their distinction.(26) Here, the
  capacities to teach and rule might be said to flow from the power of
  sanctifying, and all three munera would be rooted in the character.
  

  There are two interventions on the
  nature of teaching that nicely balance each other. First, Bishop Bergonzini
  holds that as when a minister sanctifies, Christ sanctifies, so when a bishop
  teaches, Christ teaches (recalling Augustine: “It is Christ who preaches
  Christ”).(27) This puts the exercises of
  the munera, and perhaps the munera themselves, all on the
  same footing. If the power to sanctify is identified with the character, then
  so also might be the power to teach. On the other hand, Bishop Darmancier
  criticizes the schema where it says (chapter 7, De ecclesiae magisterio):
  “whoever hears this magisterium hears, not men, but Christ himself
  teaching.” He agrees that “he who hears you hears me” but not
  that “he who hears you does not hear you.” For men who preach the
  gospel are free, and have minds already much informed. “A human
  instrument must mix something of himself with the teaching of Christ, since in
  all instrumental
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   operations, the nature and quality of the instrument cannot
  be changed without the effect being changed. The same writer using two
  different typewriters will produce two different pages; and the more living
  and conscious the instrument, the more he will impress his own character on
  the work.”(28) And this, in turn, argues
  for a difference in the standing of the two munera.

  The 300 pages of the second series
  of written observations submitted between the first and second periods rarely
  touch on the relation of the munera either to one another or to
  character.(29) I report three observations of
  more interest.

  Archbishop Joseph Lefèbvre quotes
  Lécuyer to the effect that by ordination bishops enjoy the power of ruling,
  and are strengthened with the grace and charisms for their pastoral mission.(30)
  This is important since it puts more in play than simply “power” and
  “grace.”

  Bishop Elchinger wants to say that
  episcopal consecration inserts a man into the college of bishops; as well, he
  wants an affirmation of character. Indeed, a man is modified by the sacrament
  in his being, in his position relative to God and men. He becomes the voice of
  God and the hand of God, and Elchinger speaks of these two things 
  seemingly as both functions of the
  character.(31) This is reminiscent of
  Bergonzini. 
  

  
  Father Prou, Superior General of the
  French Benedictine Congregation, takes a Trinitarian line: the missio
  of Christ confers authority, jurisdiction, on those sent; the missio
  of the Holy Spirit confers the instrumental power of orders and as well the
  gifts (dotes) for assistance in teaching in order that the missio
  from Christ be fulfilled. As the mission of the Son is the mission of the Son
  breathing the Spirit, and as the Spirit is not from the Father alone, so the
  mission from the Son cannot be fruitfully fulfilled without the virtus
  of the Spirit, nor can the virtus of the Spirit be legitimately
  exercised except by an inheritor of the mission of
  
  

  
    
    

    
  

  page
  549
   
  

   Christ.(32)
  Accordingly, one is constituted a member of the college by consecration and missio
  together: consecration gives instrumental power to sanctify and the assistance
  of the Holy Spirit for teaching; the canonical mission is a continuation of
  the mission of the Son, and is a potestas auctoritativa (St. Albert).(33)
  Again, there is an awareness that there is more in question than sanctifying
  grace and character understood as inamissable power. Also, there is a
  distinction between a power or capacity to do something and the proximate
  authority to do it. 
  
  

  B) The New Draft Schema: The
  Text of G. Philips
  
  

  As has been many times told, the
  mass of the criticism the first schema De ecclesia encountered in the
  opening session of the council urged its abandonment. In place of that text
  (the produc-tion of Ottaviani, S. Tromp, and R. Gagnebet), the Doctrinal
  Commission’s subcommission on the Church adopted a text prepared by G.
  Philips.(34)

  The Philips text is a step backward
  in that it repeats the first schema’s number 11, saying only that the powers
  of teaching and ruling are aptly united with the power of orders. The
  statement of the first schema at number 14, that consecration gives these
  powers, 
  is dropped. The new schema also
  drops the idea that a bishop can never lose the power to confirm and ordain,
  and so elides the question of the distinction of bishop and priest at this
  point. On the other hand, it keeps the idea that the bishop cannot be reduced
  to the state of a simple priest or laymen, and this as a function of the
  character. The chief focus of the council’s considerations of the episcopate,
  however, was collegiality. This topic the Philip’s text brings forward as it
  makes the college of bishops, the successor of the college of apostles, the
  subject of supreme teaching and governing power in the Church. From this
  strategic move, all else will follow.
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  1. First Comments on the Philips
  Text
  
  

  The Philips text was sent to the
  fathers on 22 April and 19 July 1963. Extensive written observations were
  submitted during the intersession between the second and third periods of the
  council. Again, there are calls for a statement of the sacramental origin of
  the threefold munera. Practically equivalently, there are assertions
  that consecration inserts a man into the college of bishops. Bishop Carli
  wants a declaration that consecration imparts a proper character to the
  bishop. He does not say but probably understands that it is the potestas
  ordinis in virtue of which a bishop cannot lose the power to confirm or
  ordain, since he wants that phrase restored.(35)
  Bishop Elchinger observes that all three munera are exercised in the
  celebration of the Eucharist.(36) Prior
  General Healy, O. Carm., notes that while potestas ordinis inheres
  perpetually, the assistance of the Holy Spirit that confers in-defectibility
  is capable of more or less and is not inhering.(37)
  Elchinger’s view conduces to identifying the character with the three powers;
  Healy’s does not, since the assistance of the Holy Spirit enabling teaching at
  the highest level is not a stable power. Evidently,
  however, these are not necessary implications.
  
  

  2. Speeches and Written Observation
  on the Philips Text
  
  

  Bishop Cirarda Lachiondo’s speech
  indicates there was no common mind of the fathers on our topic. He wants to
  say nothing about the character except that it exists, since there is no
  agreement on its nature or distinction from presbyteral character.(38)
  As to the substance of the issue, Bishop Höffner, speaking for many
  German-speaking bishops, distinguishes the
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   three munera and two potestates:
  the former are offices or ministries in which power is to be concretized.(39)

  Material from the written
  observations can be put into four batches. First, there is more expression of
  the view that conse-cration gives all three munera and locates a man
  in the collegium. Second, there is the question of the distinction of
  bishop and priest.

  Third, a considerable number of
  observations distinguish and relate the munera. In line with Höffner,
  for whom potestas sanctificandi is given with consecration while the
  other two functions are given only as munera not yet proximate to
  act, Archbishop Calabria takes the text correctly to mean that ordination
  indeed gives three munera, and the graces to discharge them, but only
  one power, potestas ordinis.(40) This
  sort of remark indicates an apprehension that the munera do not all
  have the same footing, but it is concerned more with preserving order in the
  Church than with anything else. Some think of the munus of teaching
  in such a way that the sacrament can be seen to give more than can be
  described in the ordinary categories of power and grace. Bishop Lamont
  distinguishes the virtus sacramentalis given by consecration, the
  same for all bishops, and the charism of divine assistance for, for example,
  teaching infallibly.(41) Again, Bishop Cantero
  Cuadrado and three others say that bishops have the capacity so to teach
  “from the constant power and help of the Holy Spirit who 
  was promised and given by the
  Lord.”(42) Bishop Topel for his part
  orders the munera and holds that the munera of teaching and
  ruling are praeambula to the munus sanctificandi.(43)
  Similarly, Archbishop Olaechae Loizaga thinks the ministry of word and rule is
  founded in the sacrificial ministry of making the Eucharist, and not in a
  simple canonical mission.(44) This could be
  developed in such a way as to locate all three
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   powers in the character. For
  his part, Bishop Graziano thinks the text already ascribes all episcopal power
  to character, and wrongly, to the detriment of the monarchical nature of
  church.(45) Last, Bishop d’Almeida Trindade
  importantly distinguishes the function of sanctifying from the other two in
  relation to Christ, who is not present in the same way in the three functions:
  as priest, the bishop is an instrument of Christ; but he is not an instrument
  of Christ in teaching and ruling, strictly speaking. Rather, he teaches and
  rules in his own name or in the name of the Church.(46)

  Fourth, there is the observation of
  Bishop Paul Yoshigoro Taguchi, which deserves a place by itself for the
  interest it has and the speculative satisfaction it gives.(47)
  Commenting on number 19 (the bishop as teacher), he notes that the munus
  docendi, the episcopal capacity to teach, is a gift of the
  intellectual order, like the light of faith or the light of glory. It is not a
  mere right to teach—which belongs to the potestas regiminis—but an
  internal power, leading to infallibility, an augmentum intellectuale,
  bespeaking the assistance of the Holy Spirit. The capacity to teach is a gift
  for declaring the magnalia Dei with power to convert men,
  or, as he has it, it is an illumination for writing, or the power of a
  two-edged sword for debate and rendering testimony before tribunals, or
  spiritual unction for writing in the saints and doctors of the Church. Again,
  it is the assistance of the Spirit for infallible definition, a gift in the
  way of prophecy. And the munus regendi—a ius—includes
  but is not exhausted by the other two. This is part of the solution: the munera
  of teaching and ruling are
  rights, although not merely rights.
  The distinction between a right to teach and rule (given at least
  fundamentally to whoever has the episcopal power to sanctify and given by the
  act that gives the power to sanctify), from a capacity to teach and
  rule is to be remembered.
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  C) Closing on the Final Text
  
  

  An emended text was distributed to
  the fathers in the third session of the council, on 15 September 1964. In this
  version, chapter 2 is devoted to the People of God and chapter 3 to the
  hierarchy. This is the next-to-last draft before the final version of Lumen
  gentium. It is where we started our review of the Acta.

  The teaching on the episcopacy as a
  sacrament, as we have seen, now comprises the following assertions. (1)
  Episcopal consecration transmits the same spiritual gift as the apostles gave
  to their helpers by the imposition of hands. (2) This consecration is the
  fullness of the sacrament of orders (and no longer the “highest
  grade”). (3) With the munus of sanctifying, consecration confers
  the munera of teaching and ruling, which “of their nature”
  cannot be exercised except in communion with the episcopal college and its
  head. This is a return to the original schema De ecclesia, number 14.
  (4) Imposition of hands and the words of consecration so impart grace and so
  impart a sacred character that bishops take the part of Christ the Teacher,
  Shepherd, and Priest, and act in his name. This evocation of the bishop as
  acting in the person of Christ according to all three munera is new.
  (5) Wherefore, only bishops can assume new members into the episcopal body
  through the sacrament of orders. The Philips text had dropped the statement
  that, from the character, bishops have an inamissable power to confirm and
  ordain; the new text drops as well the statement that, because of the
  character, a bishop cannot be reduced to a simple priest or laymen again.(48)

  The accompanying relatio
  for number 21 anticipates what Cardinal König will say on 21 September. It
  adverts to the desire to conceive presbyters as participating in the powers of
  the bishop, hence the change from “highest grade” to
  “fullness” of orders. It explains that 
  
  it wishes to avoid the question of
  whether priests can ordain priests—hence the simple assertion that bishops
  can be made only by bishops. It explains also that the inability of a bishop
  to become a layman again is dropped and that the dignity 
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   of the bishop is
  expressed more positively. This more positive expression is the statement that
  bishops act in the person of Christ. “Bishops are said to act in the
  person of Christ, and not only as Priest, but also as Teacher and Pastor: for
  the whole munus of bishops ought to find expression.”(49)
  

  It is here, it will be recalled,
  that the text opens up to the reading of Butler and Galot. Since it was on the
  basis of the character that it was said a bishop could not become again a
  simple priest or a layman, it seems reasonable to infer that it is on the same
  basis that a bishop acts in the person of Christ in all three munera.
  In fact, as we observed at the very beginning of this essay, the text does not
  exactly say that, and as to the nature of the character itself, the relatio
  says only that “the words prescind from the disputed questions which some
  of the fathers touched on.”(50)

  Written observations on this emended
  text, as touching our question, were brief. There is continued minority
  resistance to the sacrament as conferring all three munera, sometimes
  on the ground that the positions remain disputed questions. On the other hand,
  Bishop Groblicki wants the text to go further than it does, and state that
  priests and deacons do not have the power to ordain; because of the power to
  ordain, the munus dirigendi pascendique gregis belongs to
  bishops connaturally, as it does not to priests.(51)
  There is here the idea of consecration conferring some sort of basic right to
  rule and teach.

  Relative to conferral of the munera
  of teaching and ruling, Cardinal Browne says that “if the word munera
  is taken for the gifts of grace (dona gratiae) by which the one
  consecrated is rendered apt to exercise the office of teaching and ruling, the
  text, as is evident, can be admitted.” If it is taken to mean that
  consecration confers the very potestas of teaching and ruling ex
  auctoritate, however, it is not to be admitted.(52)
  Here, we might say, ordination gives a capacity in the form of gifts and
  graces, but 
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   it does not give power ad actum expedita, as the Nota
  praevia explicativa will have it.

  Cardinal J. Lefèbvre speaks for
  many when he distinguishes the munus regendi and
  jurisdiction, the first a sacred power given by God with consecration, the
  second a temperatio of the power, received by law; the question of
  the origin of jurisdiction remains open.(53)

  Bishop Carli’s remarks bear more
  explicitly on our question. He stands with those for whom the distinction
  between the substance and exercise of jurisdiction, its immediate derivation
  from God, and episcopal character as a new impression are all disputed
  questions.(54) Nor for him does the liturgy
  settle the issue of jurisdiction.(55)
  Especially important for us, he wants to drop the statement that bishops act in
  persona Christi magistri et pastoris, for, he explains, the character
  configures the bishop to Christ the priest, and not necessarily to Christ as
  teacher and shepherd.(56) Notice, then, that
  he understands the text to affirm the interpretation of Butler and Galot. 
  
   
  

  D) Conclusions 
  
  

  

  Four conclusions can be drawn from a survey of this conciliar material. First,
  although the question of the identity of the munera with the character is quite beyond the intention of
  the text of Lumen gentium,
  it seems to be suggested if not strictly entailed by some views of some
  fathers. Second, Elchinger and perhaps Richaud seem close to conceiving this
  very idea of the identity of the munera
  with the character, and seem to favor it. Third, it is only Carli and Graziano
  of whom we can say with certainty that they clearly and expressly entertain
  the idea of the identity, only to disapprove of it. Fourth, there are some
  fathers who are concerned, variously, to trace the differences among the munera,
  or to conceive of an effect of the sacrament in addition 
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   to grace and power,
  or to make a distinction between a power and a right.
   
  

  II.
  The Acta Synodalia for Presbyterorum ordinis 2c.(57)
  
  

  We noted that the relevant text from
  Presbyterorum ordinis seemed to support the problematic view that, in
  the same way that the character is the power of sanctifying it is also the
  power of teaching and ruling. Once again, we can begin with the last relationes
  and then review the constitution of the text from the beginning.

  The final text was distributed on 2
  December 1965. The accompanying relatio reports a change from saying
  presbyters are given a character (speciali charactere donantur) to
  saying they are marked with a character (speciali charactere signantur).
  But to the suggestion that the sic of sic Christo Sacerdoti
  configurantur should be suppressed, lest one conclude that it is in
  virtue only of the character alone and by itself that the priest is configured
  to Christ the priest, the commission observed that although the text indeed
  says by what reason the priest is configured to Christ, namely, the character,
  “it is by no means suggested that the character is the only thing by
  which priests are configured to Christ.”(58)
  Nor therefore can it be concluded that it is in virtue only of the character
  that the priest acts in the person of Christ for the triplex munera.

  Substantially, this answers the
  question about what the council intends to teach with these lines, but as with
  Lumen gentium, so here we will canvas the background of this text to
  see what thought was given to this matter by the fathers. 
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  A) De clericis, Schema
  propositionum de sacerdotibus, De vita et ministerio sacerdotali
  
  

  

  Jean Frisque very justly remarks that “the history of the Decree is as
  long as that of the council itself.”(59)
  He includes here the De clericis,
  distributed 21 April 1963, the Schema
  propositionum de sacerdotibus (May 1964), and the Schema propositionum de vita et ministerio sacerdotali
  (October 1964).(60) 
  In fact, the prehistory of the text
  of Presbyterorum ordinis that concerns us begins with paragraph 2 of
  the schema of 20 November 1965. There are only a few things of note to report
  before that from a discussion that rarely bears on the character as an
  important theme.

  De clericis
  2 speaks of the priest as made an instrument of Christ by the sacrament of
  orders and the character it imparts; by this consecration, moreover, priests
  represent the priesthood of Christ and act in his name. For his part,
  Archbishop Ménager called for precision on the notion of an instrument: the
  priest is an instrument of Christ in the strict sense only in things like
  consecrating the elements at Mass; he is not an instrument, but only a
  minister, in nonsacramental acts, for “he acts from himself (e.g. in
  speaking and preaching) even if he is expounding the teaching of Christ and
  preaching in the name of Christ and the Church.”(61)
  This kind of observation is important in thinking about the difference of the munera.

  Second, a very high theology of
  priesthood finds expression at this moment of the council. So, Bishop Théas
  laments the loss in De vita a ministerio of a statement that the
  priest acts in persona Christi. The priest’s whole ministry is so to
  be characterized, and therefore the priest is rightly styled an alter
  Christus.(62) Again, 
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  Bishop Flores Martin
  speaks of the priest as “Christ himself mystically incarnate.”(63)

  Third, there is an important speech
  of Archbishop Sartre, also on De vita et ministerio. For him, the
  point of departure of the council’s statement on priests should be the mission
  of the whole Church, the apostolic mission as received from the Father,
  through the Son, in the Spirit, so that men may share in the Paschal Mystery.
  Within this comprehensive ecclesial mission, the priest’s mission has its
  origin in that of Christ himself. What is distinctive about the priest’s
  cooperation in the apostolic mission, moreover, is that it is 
  essentially sacramental, in both
  origin and end, while the cooperation of the layman is purely spiritual.(64)
  

  Many of the written observations on De
  vita bear on the very issue of priestly mission raised by Sartre.
  “Mission” might be taken in a more juridical or a more theological
  sense, and that is the source of some disagreement. This means there is some
  replay of the discussion building to chapter 3 of Lumen gentium about
  jurisdiction. It also begins a line of development that suggests the position
  of Galot and Butler.

  Resuming the concerns around chapter
  3 of Lumen gentium, Bishop Bereciartua y Balerdi and seven fathers do
  not think it can be said that a priest’s mission is given with ordination;
  ordination gives only potestas ordinis.(65)
  And for Archbishop McQuaid, mission is joined to the sacrament, rather than
  coming from it.(66) On the other hand, in the
  line that will invite identifying the character with the munera,
  Bishop Ferrari understands mission more theologically. By consecration, there
  is established a relation to the Trinity: to the Father, in the acquisition of
  a supernatural personality; to the Son, in being configured to Christ the
  Priest, Teacher, and King and so sharing in the action of these offices; and
  to the Spirit, as sharing the mission of Christ.(67)
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  Last, for Archbishop Shehan, the
  foundation of the priest’s call to holiness is not only that by the sacrament
  and the character he is made an instrument of Christ and can act in his
  person, but also that by the sacrament and character he is configured to
  Christ and given a special role in his priesthood, his mediatorship.(68)
  By sacrament and the character—but what if one just says
  “character,” and makes that the basis of acting in the person of
  Christ for all three munera? Again, for Bishop Philippe, it is by
  force of the character that the priest is alter Christus: “since
  it is by force of the character of orders that he is the minister and
  instrument by which Christ continues his saving work, especially in the
  Eucharistic sacrifice.”(69)
  “Especially,” but not exclusively.

  To this point, the character is not
  connected in any explicit way to the teaching and shepherding functions of the
  priest. There are, however, suggestions of this connection. First,
  configuration to Christ is traditionally imputed to character, and Ferrari
  speaks of configuration to Christ in the threefold office. Second, character
  is associated with acting in the person of Christ, and “acting in the
  person of Christ” is expanding its range.
  
  

  B) To “Presbyterorum
  ordinis”
   
  

  The schema De clericis and
  its subsequent transfigurations could not easily support the heavy demands of
  the fathers. There was a desire to speak of the priest in his relation to the
  laity, to bishops, to other priests, and to Christ. There was a desire to
  relate the priest’s holiness more closely to his ministry. There was a need to
  balance the priest as one consecrated with the priest as one sent. A new point
  of departure in a new draft was ready by 20 November 1964.(70)
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  1. Text of 20 November 1964 (First
  Draft of Presbyterorum ordinis)
  
  

  Following the prooemium,
  this text addresses the nature of the priesthood in its first paragraph. The
  point of departure is the mission of the Church, in which all the faithful
  exercise a royal priesthood, offering spiritual sacrifices to God through
  Christ. Everyone has a part in the mission of the Church, but only some are
  consecrated to represent the priesthood of Christ the Head and act in his
  person. It is through these priests that the Church offers a visible
  sacrifice, the sacrifice Christ offered of himself on the cross. These priests
  share in the authority by which Christ instructs, sanctifies, and rules his
  body, and it is by a special sacrament that they are incorporated into the
  mission of the bishops, which insertion is a share in the priesthood of
  Christ. Just as bishops are configured to the person of Christ the Head by
  force of their consecration, in the same way, although sub-ordinately, priests
  are consecrated to Christ the Head.(71)

  In all this, there is no mention of
  priestly character at all. The concern is not to knit up any loose threads of
  the customary theology of orders and its appreciation of the effects of
  orders, but firmly to reinsert the entire of theology of orders within an
  ecclesiological framework hammered out in the production of Lumen gentium.

  Written comments on this text prior
  to the next conciliar session were extensive, but not much concerned with the
  theology of the character.(72) Archbishop
  Philippe understands that it is character that configures to Christ, which
  configuration grounds the priest’s share in the bishop’s mission.(73)
  But does this mission in which the priest shares by his character include
  teaching and ruling?
  
  

  
  For Cardinal Döpfner, this would
  seem so. He wants the character to be mentioned at number 1 in the following
  wise:
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   “adorned with the sacerdotal character, priests are able to
  exercise the special power of Christ the Head in his body which is the
  Church.”(74) This suggests a conception
  of character that includes more than potestas ordinis, power in
  regard to the Real Body of Christ. Döpfner maintains that the priest
  represents the priest-hood of Christ “especially” in offering Mass,
  but that he acts in the person of Christ in exercising all three munera.
  His explana-tion of that proposed text, however, does not declare his mind on
  this.

  Bishop Elchinger’s observations are
  characteristically noteworthy. He wants the priest to be seen in the context
  of the mission of Christ, of the Church, of the bishop. He wants the priest’s
  spirituality to be seen as rooted in the discharge of a threefold munus,
  as with St. Thomas, for whom the priest must live in the acts of his ministry.
  Further, “priestly ordination does not in the first place confer the
  power to celebrate the Eucharist or to preach the Word of God. By the
  presbyterate, the bishop sacramentally gathers helpers to himself who, even if
  they are dispersed in order to accomplish their ministry, must exercise it at
  the interior of a collective pastorate that is referred to the Episcopal
  College.”(75) This suggests that the
  character is to be the locus of all three munera.
  
  

  2. Revised Schema Sent 12 June 1965
  (Text of the Debate of October 1965)
  
  

  

  The changes can be briefly summarized. The priest is defined no longer first
  in relation to the baptized—his priesthood in relation to priesthood of the
  faithful—but in relation to the apostles and the bishops. Lumen
  gentium 28 is repeated, according to which, through the apostles, Christ made their
  successors, the bishops, share in his own consecration and mission. Bishops in
  turn pass on their ministry in a subordinate mode to priests. The priest is
  fashioned after the image of Christ the High Priest to discharge the threefold
  munera and shares in 
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  the authority of Christ the Head to do so. By
  ordination he is configured in a special way to Christ the Priest, and so,
  sharing in the mission of the bishop, he can act in the person of Christ the
  Head, Teacher, Priest, and Rector. Rather than being incorporated into the
  mission of the bishop, he is now said to share in it; and both together share
  in the priesthood of Christ.(76)

  This is the text debated in October
  1965, and there is still no mention of character at number 2. There will be
  calls for its insertion into the text, but the center of the debate is rather
  over how fundamentally to think of the priest: should he be seen first of all
  as one consecrated to God or as one sent?(77)
  Archbishop Marty called attention to just this fact in his relatio of
  16 October 1965. There are, he said, two conceptions of the priest in the
  requests of the fathers, and both find a place in the new schema: first, there
  is an emphasis on consecration, by the sacrament, and on personal union with
  Christ, the source of holiness; second, there is a focus on mission, received
  in the sacrament from Christ, and by which the priest becomes a member of the
  presbyterium and so becomes a helper of the bishops and acts in the person of
  Christ.(78)

  The forces brought to bear in
  shaping the final text are very evident in the speeches of October. There is
  much support for a statement of the “ontological” consecration of
  the priest, his “ontological” participation in the priesthood of
  Christ. This is quite traditionally allied with a call to mention the
  character imparted by the sacrament of orders. There is also great support for
  describing the priest as one sent, one sharing in the mission of Christ, and
  so exercising all three munera of sanctifying, teaching, and ruling.
  And then there is a mediating position, which identifies the ontological
  consecration of the priest with his being given a share in the mission of
  Christ. At that point, one is near to seeing the character, 
  traditionally understood as the very
  ground of the ontological consecration, as giving also the munera,
  the powers, to teach and to rule, and not only to sanctify. Some
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  fathers—Döpfner,
  Henriquez Jimenez—come very close to saying this very thing, and Weber will
  in fact say it. The text will not say it, although that is its drift. By a
  sort of accident of composition, as we shall see, that is the drift—not the
  intention—of the text.

  Cardinal Richaud speaks strongly for
  the priest as one consecrated. He wants a statement that is less exclusively
  oriented to the activity (ministry) of the priest, and one that takes in the
  life of the priest as founded in his consecration, beginning with the priest’s
  donation of himself in love to God. Moreover, “the excellence of the
  sacramental character is not to be forgotten, because it seals in the intimate
  heart of presbyters the bond of love between God and the priest and effects a
  true and special consecration in the soul of the priest, just as in baptism
  and in confirmation the sacramental character places in the depths of the
  Christian soul something sacred, under the action of the Holy Spirit.”(79)
  Others speak in the same vein in favor of a greater stress on the ontological
  condition of the priest, but without always mentioning character.(80)
  These bishops speak of mission, but it is subordinate to consecration. The
  priest shares in the mission of the bishop because he shares in the priesthood
  of Christ, and not vice versa, as in text.(81)

  Following the other line of thought,
  Bishop de Roo and 133 others take the mission of the Church to the world as
  the controlling point of departure. Within this mission, the hierarchy is a
  “sacrament of Christ, Shepherd and Head,” and the priest is one
  “in whom Christ the Shepherd prosecutes his call sacramentally.” The
  priest is therefore leader of the flock. “By priestly ordination, God
  gives the priest the mandate and the specific grace for this task [munus]
  and sends him.” And de Roo speaks of varia munera, both
  traditional and newly come to light, that are united in the priest’s ministry.(82)
  By force of the sacrament and in all three of the standard munera,
  “priests 
  
   
  become a
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  sacrament of Christ, a visible and effective
  sign of his mission in the Church.”(83)

  It is the emphasis on ordination as
  effecting a share in the apostolic mission that swings us into the
  comprehensive, mediating position. Cardinal Rugambwa has it that the priest’s
  mission is from ordination. Broadly, he seems to be thinking of the mission in
  threefold terms. He does not mention character, but speaks the idea: the
  priest is “incorporated with Christ in an ineffable and indelible
  way.”(84)

  Bishop Henriquez Jimenez wants the
  point of departure in number 1 to be in the priest’s “ontological
  configuration to Christ the priest, as well as in his real participation in
  Christ’s unique and eternal priesthood.” Priests are signed by the
  character of Christ’s priesthood and so offer the unbloody sacrifice; and
  their participation in his priesthood is not a mere “external deputa-tion,”
  but is an ontological consecration, a real configuration to Christ the priest,
  a true and indelible and permanent power “by which the power of the
  priesthood of Christ is rendered visibly present in the Church and the
  world.”(85) It is only from this point
  that we should proceed to existential questions. Therefore, the character
  should be mentioned in number 1: “the teaching about character should be
  brought to light,” and “sacerdotal being placed once again in the
  ontological configuration to Christ the priest, and in a real, though
  ministerial, participation in His priesthood.” Further, this ontological
  share in the priesthood of Christ is also a share in his mission.(86)
  It is a true sharing in the ministry and munera of bishops, and
  ordination confers the munera of sanctifying, teaching, and ruling in
  a mode subordinate to that of the bishops (and not to be exercised apart from
  hierarchical communion). Therefore, number 1 is to be emended: by ordination
  priests are “in a new way ontologically configured to Christ the
  Priest.”(87) For all this, the bishop
  does not identify all
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   the munera with character and seems rather to
  take the character for potestas ordinis as 
  ordinarily understood.(88)
  The implication of saying that the character is an ontological share in the
  mission of Christ as a whole is not seen.
  
  

  
  Last in this development, let us
  consider Cardinal Döpfner, speaking for another 65 German-speaking bishops.
  They think it good that the schema takes in the threefold munera.(89)
  Arguing that we should speak of participation not in the mission of the bishop
  but rather in the mission of Christ, they say: “The reason why the priest
  can act in the person of Christ consists in his participation (sacramental) in
  the mission of Christ.”(90) There is a
  “sacramental” share in Christ’s mission; it is threefold, and we are
  very close to thinking that character, which had more narrowly been understood
  as a sacramental share in priesthood of Christ, founds all three munera.

  The same things can be noted in the
  written observations. First, there is again expression of the view in which
  the priest’s ontological consecration is fundamental.(91)
  There are also many expressions in line with seeing the priest as one sent.(92)
  And there are observations that keep both emphases. Archbishop Morcillo
  González says that presbyters were immediately instituted by the apostles or
  their successors, and that this priesthood is a configuration to the
  priesthood of Christ and a participation of the priesthood of Christ; priests
  are subordinate to bishops, but their munera and ministry are given
  by ordination itself.(93) And according to
  Bishop Weber: “By the imposition of our hands an inamissable grace is
  given to them which they call up daily… . This grace consists in the
  special sacramental character of orders, 
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   whence there flows a share in the munera
  of the priesthood of Christ himself.” This seems to include munera
  with respect to the body of Christ which is the Church. It seems to be the
  position of Galot and Butler.(94) 
  
  
  
  

  3. Text Distributed 12 November 1965
  
  

  This is the next-to-final text,
  approved paragraph by paragraph, 12-13 November. In this text, the mission of
  the priest, the work of evangelization, is styled, after St. Paul, as itself a
  cultic act and one that ends in the celebration of the Eucharist. The glory of
  God which is the end of priestly ministry consists in the free and conscious
  acceptance of the work of God in Christ. So have been balanced the missionary
  and cultic-consecratory lines of thought.(95)
  This text is the first to mention that ordination gives the priest a
  character; however, there is no observation on or explanation of this in the relatio.(96)
  As in the case of Lumen gentium, the concern was not the intricacies
  of the ontology of the effect of orders. The focus was on the priest’s
  relation to the mission of the Church, to the faithful and their priesthood,
  and to the bishops, and on holiness, life, and ministry.

  The same conclusions can be drawn
  from this survey of material as were drawn for the material surrounding Lumen
  gentium. First, although the question of the identity of the munera
  with the character is quite beyond the intention of the text of Presbyterorum
  ordinis, it is suggested if not strictly entailed by some views of some
  fathers. Second, Döpfner, Elchinger, Henriquez Jimenez, and perhaps Philippe
  seem close to conceiving this very idea of the identity of the munera
  with the character, and seem to favor it. Weber does conceive it. Third, there
  are some few fathers who are concerned to trace the differences of the munera
  and their exercise. 
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  III. Concluding Synthetic Proposal
  
  

  What is to be salvaged from the
  mountain of conciliar material touching on or at least coming close to the
  idea of sacerdotal and episcopal character? Not very much. Still, there are
  some hints, some few thoughtful distinctions that emerge from the vast ocean
  of words of the orationes and animadversiones so faithfully
  preserved in the Acta. If 
  we put them together, we cannot say
  that we have the teaching of the council; on the point at issue, the council
  is silent, as the final relationes accompanying the texts make plain.
  But we may be able to outline some more satisfying view of the nature of the
  effect of episcopal and priestly ordination than Galot and Butler give us.
  
  

  
  My proposal undertakes three
  necessary tasks. First, we need to say something about the differences of the munera.
  Second, we need to think in a more capacious way about the effects of the
  sacrament, and find some effect of the sacrament in addition to a sort of
  generally conceived “grace” and an indelible “power.”
  Third, we need to distinguish the munera as rights and as powers. 
  
  

  A) Differences of the “munera”
  
  

  The differences of the munera
  are to be told off from the differences of their exercises.(97)
  We need first simply to think about sanctifying, teaching, and ruling as
  actions. That is the priora quoad nos, after all. Whatever we say
  about what enables these things must have its point of departure in the things
  enabled. For this we have to look at the experience of Christians and to the
  judgment of the Church as to when and under what circumstances teaching,
  ruling, and sanctifying are successful and when they are not. Looked at this
  way, there are very great and important differences between sanctifying, on
  the one hand, and ruling and teaching, on the other.

  Our experience as Catholic
  Christians, and the judgment of the Church, is that a validly ordained
  priest’s sacramental actions are
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   themselves always valid, as long as the
  priest (or bishop) “intends to do what the Church intends.” The
  priest or bishop may be foolish, badly instructed, or even wicked. But if the
  priest intends to consecrate the elements at Mass, the elements are
  consecrated, the action successful. And if the bishop intends to ordain a man,
  the man is ordained, the action of ordination successful.

  Why does the success of the action
  demand (as a minimum, not as an ideal) so little on the priest’s or bishop’s
  part? The answer is that the only indispensable thing
  the priest or bishop contributes is the constitution of the sign of the
  sacrament. For this he must have enough of his wits about him to mean the
  sign. But he need not believe the sign truly signifies what it does, much less
  that it truly effects what it does. In the first place, the sign is presented
  to the faith of the recipient, not his faith. In the second place, the priest
  is not the principal agent of the sacramental action, the sanctifying action.
  He is a tool to provide a tool, namely, the sign, to the principal agent,
  namely Christ.
  
  

  
  Why then, it will be asked, cannot
  anyone with enough wit to make the sign be the instrument of the sacramental
  action? Once again, the answer is that the minister is an instrument. To be
  such, however, he must be made to be such. That is, the priest or bishop must
  be rendered apt to be the instruments they are. Not all consecrate or ordain
  in the Church. If this is not a brute, but an intelligible, fact, then we
  shall say as well that not all can consecrate or ordain. In the
  “can” is contained the idea of capacity or power. Nor is the power
  merely an ecclesially juridically constituted power. For Christian experience
  and Church judgment recognize that even outside and against the law, validly
  ordained priests validly consecrate, and validly ordained bishops validly
  ordain.

  Why this is a good and saving
  arrangement of the economy of sign and rite in which the power of the Lord’s
  cross is extended to touch the believing Christian gathered into the assembly
  of the Church, we cannot go into here. But this arrangement is the arrangement
  recognized by the Church as fact.

  For all that the essential action of
  the minister of sacrament is to provide a sign, we must not mistake the
  sacraments as teachings
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   merely. They teach and instruct, surely; but first of
  all they are doings. The sacraments change things. If one says in reply that a
  teaching can change things, too, we must observe that it does so first by
  changing the mind: that is, the display of reality a teaching is serves in the
  first place merely to show something to someone who may choose to exercise his
  agency on the basis of that display, but who is first of all simply a beholder
  of the display. Teaching addresses the mind, and if it changes things, it does
  so through the agency of the
  one who beholds the display. But
  sanctifying touches the heart and does so through the display of the
  sacramental sign apprehended in faith. This sign is in the last place the
  instrument, not of the minister, but of the one who by his word makes all
  things, and by this sacramental word changes the Christian heart. To be sure,
  the sign “works” through its apprehension in faith on the part of
  the recipient. But there is no subsequent choice on his part to act;
  apprehending and believing what the sign says, he is rather acted upon.

  The action of priestly sanctifying
  is therefore something inserted into Christ’s sanctifying; it is an
  instrumental piece of the Lord’s activity of baptizing or forgiving sins. All
  that is required is that one is made a suitable instrument, and one must
  intend to do what the Church does.

  If sanctifying is a doing, the
  Lord’s doing using the action of the priest, teaching and ruling are by
  contrast both displays. Teaching shows us what is. Ruling is a teaching that
  shows us what is to be done: it is the display of some action as good, and
  therefore to be embraced by the one ruled. In neither case is the priest an
  instrument in the way he is in sanctifying.

  Let us speak first of teaching. We
  can say that sanctifying and teaching both are ministerial, but unlike
  sanctifying, teaching is not itself a piece of the Lord’s preaching. We could
  perhaps rather say that it is a repetition of it. The Lord’s preaching, his
  very own discourse, is of course like the minister’s a display and not a
  doing. It so displays the world that it evokes a doing, an action, on the part
  of the hearers. But first, it is an articulation of how things are: “the
  kingdom of God is at hand.” Second, it evokes
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  response—“Repent!”—but it is not itself the response; it is not an
  action.

  Now, because it is a display, it is
  quotable. When I quote someone, we can say, if we want and as Bergonzoni and
  Elchinger said at the council, that the one quoted speaks.(98)
  Certainly, what was first made present in his speech is made present in the
  speech of another. Although it accomplishes the display of what first was
  displayed by the original speaker, however, quotation is nonetheless not the very speaking of the
  original speaker. This is the point of Ménager.(99)
  If speaking were a doing, and changed some piece of the world, we should say
  that it is imitable rather than quotable. For in a doing, the very
  particularity of what is acted on prevents it from being transportable in the
  way speech is. Just because display does not change, but lights up, it is
  moveable in a way it could not otherwise be. Crossing the Rubicon as Caesar
  did, in his time and place, could happen but once. Just because it is not a
  doing, but a displaying, however, saying “Caesar crossed the
  Rubicon” is infinitely reproducible. Its display of what Caesar did but
  once can be rearticulated again and again. Because things once displayed can
  be redisplayed across space and time, the message of the Lord can be made
  present in many places and times. That is sufficient description of the
  teaching of the Church, the teaching of priest or hierarch. We need not say as
  well that the Lord is the very one speaking as we must for baptism say that he
  is the very one baptizing. The baptizing of this one is not repeatable. It is
  a doing. Telling of this baptism, or of baptism as such, is repeatable.
  Teaching is display; baptizing or consecrating is a doing.(100)
  
  

  
  What the apostle or bishop or priest
  does subsequently to the teaching of the Lord, therefore, is to repeat the
  news he first delivered, redisplay his original display of how God’s eschaton
  is now available in time. Better, in Robert Sokolowski’s sense, the preaching
  of apostle or priest is a quotation of the Lord’s
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   teaching.(101)
  This is the difference. In quoting, I display something as displayed
  by a previous speaker. In repeating, I let slip away the display as previously
  displayed; I say the words and make the articulation, as it were, on my own.
  Evidently, the preacher is to quote believingly, but it is altogether formal
  to the discharge of his function that he “quote”—that is, that he
  not let slip the fact that the news in question is not delivered on his
  authority, but on another’s. Moreover, in ordinary quotation, the one who
  quotes can in principle check things out for himself. “Mary said the car
  was out of gas.” I can myself verify this, and then I no longer need to
  take Mary’s word for it. But if I take it as true that the kingdom is at hand,
  on the ground that the Lord said so, I am not in a position to check this out
  on my own. If I pass on this message, I must not give the impression that I
  say it on my own authority. I must always quote. I must always display the
  presence of the kingdom as first displayed by Christ.
  

  Now, in this way, there is an
  important difference between the ways in which sanctifying and preaching or
  teaching can fail. Sanctifying fails if I do not intend to do what the Church
  does in the sacrament. The essential thing I contribute is the constitution of
  a sign—the pouring of the water and the words of baptism, for instance. I can
  constitute this sign even if I do not believe that baptism cleanses
  consciences, even if I do not believe there is a God. What I
  “intend” is not the action of cleansing consciences; if I do not
  believe baptism does that, there is no such action for me to approve or
  “intend.” Even if I do believe, my priestly intention is not that
  consciences be cleansed, for the very good reason that I do not think myself
  the principal agent so cleansing consciences. What I am intending is the
  liturgical action, the bare sacramentum tantum, the sign of the
  sacrament, which, if I have faith, I am confident the principal agent uses to
  cleanse consciences. Failing that—failing the making of the sign—moreover,
  the principal agent has no instrument to use to cleanse consciences
  sacramentally, and there is no sacramental cleansing.
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  Evidently, for the teaching of the
  priest and bishop to be successful, it must at least accurately repeat the
  teaching of the Lord. It has the most audacious because most humble
  aim—audacious as reporting the words of the Lord of hosts; humble as a mere
  messenger who presents himself always only as such. Because teaching is a
  repetition of a display originally not the speaker’s own, however, the priest
  or bishop can get it wrong, even when he intends to get it right. He can
  forget parts; he can add on parts that were not originally there but that he
  thinks are restatement or statement of implication. When he does this, he
  fails in his audacious/humble task of being a messenger. Christian experience
  and the judgment of the Church are quite certain of the fact that priest and
  bishop sometimes teach as the gospel what is not the gospel. For all that they
  are validly 
  ordained, their teaching is not
  universally and unfailingly successful as is their sanctifying activity. This
  several of the fathers pointed out.(102) That
  means that, if ordination gives the power to teach, it does not give a power
  like the power to consecrate or ordain. The power to teach is quite fully
  “delible.”
  
  

  
  In fact, preaching and teaching can
  fail far more easily than sanctifying. A lack of faith will seriously erode
  successful teaching. Let us recall Gadamer’s discussion of teaching in Truth
  and Method. Teaching, or preaching, is an act of interpretation. All
  interpretation depends on the foreunderstanding with which one approaches the
  text. The relevant foreunderstanding with which to approach and understand the
  Scriptures is faith.(103) So, if there is no
  faith, there is no understanding of the message, and therefore no successful
  quotation of the message.

  Of course, there can be literal
  quotation in the very words of the Gospels—reading the text—just as there
  can be literal quotation (and there had better be) of the liturgical texts for
  the sacraments. But if teaching the text is interpreting the text, then
  interpreting the text is also applying the text.(104)
  This usually takes more than only saying once again the very words. So, apart
  from
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   faith, teaching the gospel, whether evangelically,
  catechetically, or
  theologically, really cannot go forward.

  The same is true for ruling. Let us
  think of the ruling in question as the application of a kind of law. This law
  is not simply a collection of administrative rules ensuring administrative
  efficiency and valid for any bureaucracy. Such is part of ecclesiastical
  governance, but it is not the most important part. The most important part is
  ordering the life of the community according to the law of the gospel. This is
  the law of the cross, as when Paul urges us to have the mind of Christ, who
  although he was divine, emptied himself. It is the law whereby he who was rich
  became poor for our sake. It is the double law of love, love of God with our
  whole heart, love of neighbor as ourselves. The intelligibility of these laws,
  the fact that they really do conduce to the common good of the community, is
  not obvious. It, 
  
  too, is beheld in faith, or not at
  all. Therefore, one’s ability to rule by these laws is strictly dependent on
  faith.
  

  Preaching in the first place aims to
  say what is; ruling aims as well to say what should be. Arguably, it is more
  difficult, and is more easily corrupted. It requires an exercise of prudence,
  of political prudence, as teaching does not, or not to the same extent. This
  prudence will be the marshaling of means unto the common good, where the
  common good of the Church is an order not just of justice but of charity.
  Therefore it will not happen without charity. Ruling seems more dependent,
  requires more. If teaching depends especially on faith, ruling depends on both
  faith and charity. Ruling can therefore fail in more ways than teaching. The
  priest can fail to remember the gospel law, or he can change it, add to it.
  The priest or bishop can also fail in charity and so render himself incapable
  of applying the law of charity.

  Ordination is not the basic grant of
  faith to a Christian, just as it is not the basic grant of charity. But the
  things that it does give for the discharge of teaching and ruling are
  parasitic on faith and charity and can be lost if they are lost, the way the
  power to sanctify cannot be so lost. What are these things?
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  B) The Effects of the Sacrament
  
  

  

  The things given in ordination are the things prayed for in the ordination
  prayers. Some of these things, once received, are more stable than others—a
  fact that is generally recognized.(105)
  Most stable, as implied by Christian sacramental experience and the Church’s
  judgment of the validity of sacramental acts, is the power to sanctify in
  celebrating the sacraments. It is this power St. Thomas identifies with a
  character that cannot be lost.

  What of other endowments? Lefèbvre
  spoke of charisms, Prou of dotes for teaching and the fulfillment of
  a bishop’s mission.(106) For teaching
  infallibly, there are dona (Browne), or the charism of divine
  assistance (Lamont), or the virtus et auxilium of the Spirit (Cantero
  
  Cuadrado).(107)
  Taguchi speaks variously of an illumination or an augmentum intellectuale
  or of something like the gift of prophecy for teaching.(108)
  

  For infallible teaching, supposing
  more is wanted than an assistentia per se negativa, we could very
  well imagine a transitory assistance like that which St. Thomas supposes for
  prophecy.(109) But on the supposition that
  the endowment in question is something for the teaching of the bishop in
  general, something therefore more stable, we shall have to reach for the
  category of habit—a relatively permanent but by no means indelible
  determination of a power.(110) So, St. Thomas
  knows of a gratuitous grace, “the word of wisdom and knowledge,” a
  grace that is ordered to the public teaching of prelates.(111)
  This grace, moreover, is really identical with the gifts of wisdom and
  knowledge, gifts of the Holy Spirit, and differs from them only according as
  it bespeaks an especial fullness of the gifts.(112)
  As to 
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   ruling, the gift of counsel also can be a gratuitous grace.(113)
  It is the gift associated with practical wisdom, with prudence, and so with
  governing. (114) The gifts of the Holy
  Spirit, we recall, render a man especially receptive to actual grace, to the
  promptings of the Holy Spirit,(115) including
  the inspirations relative to teaching and instructing and being practically
  wise, the very things a bishop needs every day. Such gifts are better
  understood as habits rather than as powers, and this in contrast to the
  character imprinted by orders.(116) These
  gifts, moreover, can be lost, and are lost with the loss of charity.(117)
  
  

  C) The “Munera” as
  Rights and as Powers
   
  

  As a final step, we need to
  distinguish between the right to teach and rule on the one hand and a capacity
  to teach and rule (to discern the true, to behold what is to be done) on the
  other. If by the first we mean a legally constituted and recognized right,
  then the second is more a “natural right” so to teach and rule.

  In giving a certain fullness of the
  gifts of the Holy Spirit, ordination gives the capacity to teach and rule, the
  capacity to interpret Scripture for these people now and the capacity to see
  how the law of Christ is to be fulfilled here and now. Is this also the right
  to teach and rule? Taguchi said that what is given for teaching by the
  sacrament, an augmentum intellectuale, is not a “mere
  right” to teach. It is not a merely juridical reality, because it is a
  real capacity.(118) It is, we might say, a
  natural right to teach, in the sense that any such capacity bespeaks a sort of
  native rightness of its exercise. Moreover, the right to teach is included in
  the bishop’s potestas regiminis, a right to rule that includes the
  right to exercise the munus of sanctifying, too. We might, then,
  delineate the matter as follows.
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  First, it should be mentioned that
  just in giving the power to sanctify, ordination gives a call, an aptitude for
  the other munera, in the sense that it is fitting that the one who
  sanctifies teach and rule. Groblicki seemed to have a sense of this: who has
  the power to ordain connaturally rules and teaches.(119)

  Second, as the Doctrinal Commission
  insisted, ordination is not a mere deputation to rule and teach; it gives real
  capacities so to do.(120) If we think of
  these capacities as a kind of abundance of the relevant gifts of the Holy
  Spirit, then we can recognize them as by nature giving title to be exercised.
  The capacity just is a sort of natural right to be used. But if the capacities
  can be lost, then this kind of right can be lost too.

  Third, there is juridical right,
  with the canonical mission and exercised only in hierarchical communion. This
  may be given to and not withdrawn from one who has not the real capacities to
  rule and teach as grounded in the gifts. It may be given to one who once had
  but who lost the capacities. Also, given by law, it is revocable by law, 
  and is revoked when someone shows
  himself manifestly incompetent to teach and rule.(121)
  
   
  
  
  

  
  D) Conclusion
  
  

  
  In this way, we recover the older and entirely sane sense of the relatively
  less stable capacities, in comparison to the power to sanctify, possessed by
  prelates and priests. Not recovering this sense conduces to bad consequences.
  We may be tempted to inflate episcopal (and, in their order, presbyteral) acts
  of teaching and ruling. When such inflation becomes unbearable because of
  heresy or malfeasance, we will be tempted to reject the whole idea of a sacred
  hierarchy. We must distinguish. What is true is that we
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   are given a sacred
  hierarchy permanently sacred in its sanctifying function, sacred in its
  teaching function when discharged by men of faith, and sacred in its ruling
  function when discharged by men of charity.

  The idea that the powers of ruling
  and teaching are as stable as that of sanctifying and for the same reason is
  suggested by the wording of texts, and Galot, Lafont, and Butler cannot be
  faulted for seeing it there. It is suggested because the council associates
  the three munera with the ideas of configuration to Christ and acting
  in the person of Christ, and these ideas themselves once upon a time were more
  narrowly associated with the power of sanctifying, itself identified with
  character. But the idea that the powers of ruling and teaching are as stable
  as that of sanctifying and for the same reason is not stated by the texts. To
  the few, very few persons who saw this possible implication of the texts, the
  final relationes replied that it is not a legitimate inference from
  the texts. Indeed, it is evident from the Acta that there is really
  not much concern at all with the nature of the character, presbyteral or
  episcopal. The association of themes that leads to the idea of founding all
  the munera in the character is, in fact, quite accidental. The text
  of Presbyterorum ordinis is imitating the text of Lumen gentium,
  and the crucial wording of the text of Lumen gentium is an accident
  of the desire to state positively what had been stated negatively in a
  previous draft, namely the dignity of episcopal office, 
  and to express it
  with respect to all the munera in words formerly restricted to
  expressing it with respect to just one.
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PARTICIPANTS IN THE ongoing debate over inclusive language translations of the
Bible may find themselves with strange bedfellows. Those who oppose these
translations include not only traditional orthodox believers but also not a few
feminists. The latter group fears that inclusive language tends to soften
“the harsh and intransigent message of a truly patriarchal document.”(1)
Sherry Simon summarizes this position as follows:





Inclusive language
translations do not go far enough in either of the (contradictory) directions
favored by feminist translators. They do not reveal the potentially
woman-friendly aspects of the Bible, nor do they expose its unflinching
patriarchy. They stand in ideologically ambiguous territory, seemingly provoking
more confusion than they resolve.(2)

On the other side of the battle lines we find not only the remaining
feminists and their sympathizers but surprisingly also some evangelical
Protestant scholars. For example, Mark L. Strauss and D. A. Carson, who identify
themselves as “com-plementarians” opposed to a feminist agenda, have
each devoted
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an entire volume to a vigorous defense of “moderate”
inclusive-language translations.(3)

 



I.
Inclusive Language and Revelation





This confused situation will come into clearer focus if we consider where the
various participants in the debate stand with regard to the doctrines of
revelation and inspiration. More radical feminists have either dispensed with
such notions entirely or significantly redefined them. Elisabeth Schüssler
Fiorenza, for example, proposes that the Bible is no longer to be regarded as an
authoritative “source” of revelation but as a “resource” for
feminism. “Women’s experience in their struggle for liberation”
replaces the Bible as the “normative authority” and starting point for
theology. Indeed the very notion that the Bible is the word of God is “an
archetypal oppressive myth that must be rejected.”(4)

Nicholas King, a Catholic who favors
inclusive-language translations of Scripture, represents a slightly less radical
position: the Bible is “androcentric and patriarchal beyond our power of
remedy” but should not be abandoned altogether since, amid all the hurtful
patriarchy, it contains “whispers of liberation … for all who are
oppressed.”(5) Presumably this is where King
would locate “the revelation of God,” to which he often refers. But it
is not clear how such “revelation” could ever function normatively or
be accessed objectively since King concludes that “the Bible is already
geared to making us relativize all speech about God and 




  
  

  


page
581



about Jesus; and that is what I
suggest that the feminist critique of the Bible should teach us to do.”(6)

Certainly neither Strauss nor Carson
would accept King’s view, to say nothing of Schüssler Fiorenza’s. In fact,
their entire argument in favor of inclusive language is based on the belief that
the Bible is the word of God and ought for that very reason to be translated as
accurately as possible. They maintain that because of alleged recent changes in
English usage the goal of accuracy in translation not only permits but actually
requires the use of inclusive language. Strauss summarizes his position as
follows:

[T]hough I am a complementarian, from a linguistic and hermeneutical
perspective I see validity in the introduction of inclusive language—when that
language demonstrably represents the biblical author’s intended meaning. This
perspective is not based on a social or political feminist agenda (I oppose such
an agenda) but on the nature of language and translation.(7)

It is precisely on the basis of
“the nature of language and translation” that I wish to take issue
with the conclusions of Strauss and Carson. This article will demonstrate that
inclusive-language translation fails because it runs counter to the nature of
linguistic innovation and communication and rests on a faulty notion of what is
involved in translation. It may be possible to translate this or that passage
into inclusive language without distortion, but ultimately there will be a
conflict of interests. Inclusive language and accuracy of translation are on a
collision course.

I have chosen Strauss and Carson as
dialogue partners because I share their belief in the divine inspiration of
Sacred Scripture and their commitment to fidelity in translation. Furthermore, I
appreciate the irenic tone of their books and their sincere attempt to be even
handed. I find little basis for dialogue with those feminists who regard the
Bible as inherently oppressive, though I
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happen to agree with those who hold
that inclusive-language translations “do not reveal the potentially
woman-friendly aspects of the Bible” and cause “more confusion than
they resolve.”

II.
A Non-Random Test Case





As a test case I will examine Galatians 3:23-4:7 and its translation in the New
Revised Standard Version (NRSV) of 1989. This passage was chosen not randomly
but because it contains some of the central affirmations of the New Testament.
If the clear transmission of revealed truth is impeded by the NRSV translators’
attempt to avoid “the danger of linguistic sexism,”(8)
we might have reason to doubt the claim that inclusive language is a matter of
“preferences that have nothing to do with faith or dogma.”(9)
Furthermore, among the truths at stake in the translation of this passage is
Paul’s striking expression of the equal dignity of women and men in Christ (Gal
3:28). Now, if it can be shown that inclusive-language translations actually
obscure this pro-feminine dimension of divine revelation, we would have not only
a situation of considerable irony but also cause to
suspect that there might be something inherently problematic in the very attempt
to translate the biblical text “inclusively.” For if inclusive
language fails to convey the dignity of women even when that is the author’s
point, how will it succeed elsewhere?

No two
inclusive-language translations are quite alike. But the NRSV, which is widely
used throughout the English-speaking world by both Protestants and Catholics, is
representative of a whole wave of moderate inclusive-language revisions produced
during the 1980s and 1990s, all intended to replace popular translations made
earlier in the century. These revisions are classified as “moderate”
because for the most part the inclusive language they employ is restricted to
references to human beings.  
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Unlike the more radical inclusive
translations, they retain traditional terminology when referring to God or
Christ. In other words, they use “anthropological”—but not
“theological” or “christological”—inclusive language.(10)
Even among these moderate inclusive-language translations there are significant
differences, both in principles and in procedure,(11)
but in the case of Galatians 3:23-4:7, our critique of the NRSV would apply mutatis
mutandis to all other attempts to translate this text
“inclusively.” For this is one of those passages where push comes to
shove and one must simply choose between inclusive language and fidelity to the
original.

For sake of comparison, the NRSV text
of Gal 3:23-4:7 is placed alongside that of the version it replaced, the RSV (NT
first published in 1946). Words and phrases directly affected by the adoption of
inclusive language are set in italics.
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Galatians 3:23-4:7

RSV (1946)

[3:23] Now before faith came, we were confined
under the law, kept under restraint until faith should be revealed. [24] So that
the law was our custodian until Christ came, that we might be justified by
faith. [25] But now that faith has come, we are no longer under a custodian;
[26] for in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, through faith. [27]
For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. [28] There
is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male
nor female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus. [29] And if you are Christ’s,
then you are Abraham’s offspring, heirs according to promise. [4:1] I mean that the
heir, as long as he is a child, is no better than a slave, though he is the
owner of all the estate; [2] but he is under guardians and
trustees until the date set by the father. [3] So with us; when we were children,
we were slaves to the elemental spirits of the universe. [4] But when the time
had fully come, God sent forth his Son, born of woman, born under the law, [5]
to redeem those who were under the law, so that we might receive adoption as sons.
[6] And because you are sons, God has sent the Spirit of his Son into
our hearts, crying, “Abba! Father!” [7] So through God you are no
longer a slave but a son, and if a son then an heir.

NRSV (1989)

[3:23] Now before faith came, we were
imprisoned and guarded under the law until faith would be revealed. [24]
Therefore the law was our disciplinarian until Christ came, so that we might be
justified by faith. [25] But now that faith has come, we are no longer subject
to a disciplinarian, [26] for in Christ Jesus you are all children of
God through faith. [27] As many of you as were baptized into Christ have clothed
yourselves with Christ. [28] There is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longer
slave or free, there is no longer male and female; for all of you are one in
Christ Jesus. [29] And if you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s
offspring, heirs according to the promise. [4:1] My point is this: heirs, as
long as they are minors, are no better than slaves, though they are the owners
of all the property; [2] but they remain under guardians and trustees
until the date set by the father. [3] So with us; while we were minors,
we were enslaved to the elemental spirits of the world. [4] But when the
fullness of time had come, God sent his Son, born of a woman, born under the
law, [5] in order to redeem those who were under the law, so that we might
receive adoption as children. [6] And because you are children,
God has sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying, “Abba!
Father!” [7] So you are no longer a slave but a child, and if a child
then also an heir, through God.
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III. The Literal Sense of
“Sons”

The primary difficulty that this passage posed for the NRSV translators, as
they attempted to carry out their mandate to eliminate “masculine-oriented
language,”(12) was how to render the six
occurrences of uiJov”
(traditionally “son[s]”) and the single occurrence of the compound uiJoqesiva (traditionally
“adoption as sons”). In four of the six occurrences of uiJov”
they have opted for the gender-neutral “child(ren)” (3:26; 4:6-7),
while in the remaining two cases, where uiJov”
refers to Christ, they have retained the traditional “Son” (4:4, 6).
The one occurrence of uiJoqesiva
has been translated “adoption as children” (4:5).

At the outset of our assessment of
these translation choices, it is important to note that, while many proponents
of inclusive language appeal to alleged recent changes in English usage,(13)
such an argument does not seem to be relevant when it comes to the word “son(s).”
It is not the case that “son(s)” was once used generically and only
recently has been perceived to exclude females. Apart from “Bible
English” (i.e., biblical translations and biblically derived theological
and spiritual discourse), the word “son(s)” has rarely if ever been
understood to include females. Thus when the translators of the RSV and other
pre-inclusive-language versions used “son(s)” to render uiJov”
in Gal 3:23-4:7, they were not translating in accord with standard English usage
but were relying on the reader’s ability to gather from the context that Paul
was referring to females as well as males. But since Paul first states
emphatically that “in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God,”
then explicitly notes that he is referring to “as many of you as were
baptized,” and even adds that in Christ “there is not male and
female” (3:26-28),(14) only a rather
incompetent reader would
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get hung up on the unusual usage of
“son(s)” and conclude that this word could refer only to males.(15)

Another typical argument in favor of
inclusive language points out that in some cases a Greek (or Hebrew) word that
is gender-neutral has been traditionally rendered by an English word that
normally refers only to males. The parade example is Greek ajdelfoiv,
which can refer to a mixed group of male and female siblings,(16)
while English “brothers” is not normally so used. Thus, in the many
places where the NT uses ajdelfoiv
figuratively to refer to members
of the Christian community, the NRSV employs a variety of paraphrases:
“brothers and sisters” (Gal 1:11; 3:15; 5:13; 6:18; Phil 1:14; 3:1,
17; 4:1), “friends” (Gal 4:12, 28, 31; 5:11; 6:1; Phil 4:21),
“beloved” (Phil 1:12; 3:13; 4:8), or even “members of God’s
family” (Gal 1:2; cf. Rom 8:29).(17) Some
proponents of inclusive language claim that, far from distorting 
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the meaning of the original, such
renderings are actually “more accurate” than the traditional
“brothers” or “brethren.”(18)

But whatever one thinks of this
argument, it does not apply to the case of Greek uiJov” and English “son.” While lexemes in different languages rarely
have identical semantic ranges, these two actually come pretty close. In the
nonbiblical Koine Greek of Paul’s day, uiJov”  had a range of senses
similar to English “son.”(19) Thus,
the singular uiJov”
referred to a male offspring, not to a daughter (qugavthr).
And to refer to a mixed group of male and female offspring, one normally used a
gender-neutral term such as tevkna
(“children”) or paidiva
(“[young] children”), not the plural uiJoiv
(“sons”).(20)
Or one could specify that both sons (uiJoiv)
and daughters (qugatevre”)
were involved.(21)
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Generally speaking, this usage is
reflected even in the translation-Greek of the Septuagint (LXX), provided it is
a question of the proper or literal sense of terms.(22)
Thus when Hebrew banim means “children” of both sexes,(23)
it is typically rendered tevkna
(e.g., Gen 3:16; 30:1; 31:16; 32:12); but when it refers specifically to males, uiJoiv is
used (e.g., Gen 5:4; 6:10; 9:19; 10:25; 11:11; 19:12; 29:34; 34:25; 35:29;
37:35; 46:15). In the NT, similarly, the plural uiJoiv may
refer to two or more male offspring (e.g., Matt 20:20-21; Luke 15:11; Acts 7:29;
19:14; Gal 4:22; Heb 11:21) but never to a mixed group of (literal) sons and
daughters.(24) In the latter case one finds paidiva
(e.g., Matt 11:16; 14:21; Luke 11:7) or more commonly tevkna
(e.g., Matt 7:11; 27:25; Mark
10:29; Luke 14:26 [cf. Matt 10:37]; Luke 23:28; Acts 21:5; 1 Cor 7:14; 2 Cor
12:14; Col 3:20-21; Titus 1:6).

The point of all this is that the
Greek lexeme uiJov”
is every bit as much a “masculine-oriented” term as is English
“son.” According to its literal or proper sense it refers to males.
This literal usage forms the foundation upon which any figurative use will be
built. Or, to change the image, the proper sense is the sounding board off which
the various figurative senses of uiJov”
will 
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be heard. Thus the usage by which Paul
refers to human beings of both sexes as “sons of God” (uiJoiV
qeou`) represents an extension of
the “masculine-oriented” term uiJov” to include females. Of course, Paul did not originate this usage, and so
we must briefly consider its somewhat complex background.





IV. The Inclusive Use of “Sons”





In the Old Testament, Yahweh refers to Israel corporately as his “son”
(Hebrew ben = Greek uiJov”
[Exod 4:22; Jer 31:20; Hos 11:1]),(25)
or in the plural as his “sons” (banim). In the latter case, because banim
is unmarked for sexual gender (see note 23 above) and because the various
contexts do not indicate otherwise, it is quite natural to assume that Israelite
females are included. And in at least one passage (Isa 43:6), this is made
explicit by Yahweh’s reference to “my sons … and my daughters”
(banay … u-benotay), which the LXX, naturally, renders
touV” uiJouv” mou … kaiV taV” qugatevra” mou.
But in the remaining instances of this usage, the LXX translators must choose
between rendering banim as uiJoiv
(Deut 14:1; Isa 1:2; Jer 3:14; Hos
2:1) or as tevkna
(Deut 32:5; Isa 63:8). The former
has the advantage of preserving the theologically important correlation to
Israel’s corporate identity as Yahweh’s “son” (ben = uiJov”),
but the latter more readily suggests that females are included.

Thus, while uiJoiV
qeou` and tevkna qeou` may both refer to the Israelites as chosen for a filial relationship
with Yahweh, these phrases are not completely interchangeable. Nor is it simply
the case that uiJoiv
represents a wooden rendering of banim and tevkna
a more idiomatic one. These assertions are confirmed by a brief examination of
the Book of Wisdom, which was composed in idiomatic Greek just before the turn
of the era (probably in Alexandria) and which seems to have played a formative
role in
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Paul’s thinking.(26)
The Book of Wisdom contains about as many references to Israel’s sonship as do
all other OT books combined and represents in this regard (as in so many other
ways) something of a synthesis of OT theology and a bridge to the NT. In light
of these observations, it is striking to note how the author of Wisdom favors uiJoiv
(Wis 9:7; 12:19, 21; 16:10, 26;
18:4) over tevkna
(only 16:21). That we should not
ascribe this tendency to sexism is clear from the fact that in the first of
these passages the author explicitly refers to Israel as God’s “sons and
daughters” (uiJw`n
… kaiV qugatevrwn [9:7]),
echoing Isaiah 43:6 and anticipating 2 Corinthians 6:18.



Why, then, does the author of Wisdom
favor uiJoiv over
tevkna?
Clearly he wants his readers to perceive the connection between his motif of
seven references to “the sons/children of God” (plural) and the two
references to “the son [uiJov”] of
God” (singular) found near the beginning and end of the book (2:18; 18:13).
The first part of the book (chaps. 1-5) is dominated by the figure of the
righteous sufferer who is both “servant of the Lord” (2:13) and
“son of God” (2:18). Because he “boasts that God is his
father” (2:16), this man is mocked, tortured, and put to death by those who
do not understand that man was made in God’s “image” precisely in
order to enjoy the incorruptible life of divine filiation (2:23). But God grants
imperishable life to the righteous sufferer and raises him up to the glorious
status of “the sons of God” or “holy ones” (5:5 [probably a
reference to the angels]).

Writing just a decade or two prior to
the Incarnation, and drawing upon the riches of Torah, prophecy, and wisdom,
this inspired author seems to have thus glimpsed the manner by which Israel
would realize its true identity and vocation as “servant of the Lord”
and “son of God”: not through a return to the glorious wealth and
political power of Solomon but in the person of a
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poor, humble, and righteous sufferer
imbued with divine wisdom.(27) In the central
portion of the book (chaps. 6-9) the author adopts, with no little irony, the
persona of Solomon (sans the greed, lust, oppressiveness, and idolatry of the
historical figure) and humbly prays to receive the wisdom necessary to be a just
king over God’s “sons and daughters” (9:7). Finally, through his
midrash (interpretive retelling) of Israel’s early history (chaps. 10-19) the
author constantly reminds his contemporary Jews (who, like the Hebrews of old,
live in Egypt) that as God’s “sons” they are called to be holy and
righteous in the midst of a pagan world and that they will be sustained in
persecution and nourished by revelation. The motif of sonship concludes when the
Egyptians, chastised by plagues, are compelled to acknowledge Israel to be
“God’s son” (qeou` uiJovn; 18:13). This
collective use of uiJov” brings us full
circle, recalling not only Wisdom 2:18 but Exodus 4:22, the OT’s first reference
to God’s fatherhood and Israel’s sonship.

The Book of Wisdom’s theology of
sonship thus sets the stage for the NT, where, of course, we find further
developments. Under the title “Son of God” (oJ
uiJoV” tou` qeou`), Jesus is
revealed to be the definitive embodiment and representative of Israel, the
Messiah, the righteous sufferer, and the eternal Son of the Father. Israel’s
prerogative of sonship is fully realized in him and is the heritage of his
followers, who are called “sons” (uiJoiv) or
“children” (tevkna) of God. The former
usage is found in the Synoptic Gospels (Matt 5:9, 45; Luke 6:35; 20:36), the
latter in the Johannine Literature (John 1:12; 11:52; 1 John 3:1-2, 10; 5:2). In
the Pauline epistles we find an even split, each term used (with this sense) six
times. But the distribution is uneven, with tevkna
used more broadly (Rom 8:16-17, 21; 9:8; Eph 5:1; Phil 2:15). In fact, aside
from OT quotations (Rom 9:26; 2 Cor 6:18), uiJoiv is
confined to our passage in Galatians (3:26; 4:6) and the parallel passage in
Romans (8:14, 19). But it is striking that
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whereas in Romans 8 Paul alternates
between uiJoiv and
tevkna,
in Galatians he uses only uiJoiv,
apparently avoiding tevkna. The reasons for
this will be discussed below.

We may now summarize this part of the
argument. The Greek lexeme uiJov”,
according to its literal or proper sense, refers to males (both in the singular
and the plural). Like its English counterpart “son,” it is a
“masculine-oriented” term. The biblical expression by which Israelites
or Christians are referred to as God’s uiJoiv
thus represents an extension of the term to include females (precisely the sort
of usage that the NRSV translators have set out to eliminate). The author of the
Book of Wisdom strongly favors uiJoiv
(which he clearly intends in a
gender-inclusive sense [cf. 9:7]) over tevkna,
apparently in order to underscore the correlations among: (1) Israel’s corporate
covenantal identity as uiJoV” qeou`, (2) the plurality of righteous Israelites as uiJoiV
qeou`, and (3) the individual
righteous sufferer as uiJoV”
qeou`. Paul, for his part, refers
to Christians both as uiJoiV qeou` and tevkna
qeou` but in Galatians 3:23-4:7
has restricted himself to the former expression. In other words, like the author
of Wisdom, Paul has chosen to use a “masculine-oriented” term
“inclusively.” As will become clear below, our capacity to understand
his meaning and to receive revelation through his words depends in large part on
our appreciation of this fact.





V. The Status of Sons





Next, we must attend to the distinction between inclusive language that is
“anthropological” (referring to human beings) and that which is
“theological” or “christological” (referring to God or
Christ). Moderate inclusive-language translations such as the NRSV are primarily
concerned with anthropological inclusive language and have for the most part
retained traditional masculine language when referring to God or Christ.(28)
Thus, in our passage the NRSV renders uiJov”
with “child(ren)” when the reference is to mere human beings but
retains the traditional “Son” when the
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reference is to Christ. By contrast, Burton H.
Throckmorton’s more radical translation employs inclusive language that is
anthropological, theological, and christological, as exemplified by his
rendering of Gal 4:6. “And because you are children, God has sent the
Spirit of God’s Child into our hearts, crying, ‘God!  Mother and
Father!’”(29) While such a rendering leaps
across the hermeneutical gap and transforms Paul’s richly evocative biblical
diction into the banal jargon of political correctness,(30)
it does, almost in spite of itself, preserve one important dimension of Paul’s
argument that has nearly vanished in the NRSV. By maintaining a certain
consistency in his rendering of uiJov”
(“Child” when the reference is to Christ, “children” when it
is to Christians), Throckmorton enables us to glimpse the correlation Paul
wishes us to see between Christ’s eternal Sonship and our filial adoption. The
latter is a participation in the former.

This point is, moreover, hardly
peripheral to Paul’s argument. His tight Trinitarian formula (“God has sent
forth the Spirit of his Son”) indicates that the Holy Spirit is precisely
the Spirit of eternal filiation, whose action in our hearts and minds is
required if we are to enter into Jesus’ relationship to the Father. This is
further underscored by Paul’s coupling of the Aramaic abba of Jesus’
prayer with Greek oJ pathvr (cf. Mark 14:36).
The reader of the NRSV could easily overlook all of this, since the first clue
is obscured. Apparently Jesus is “Son,” but we are mere
“children.”(31) In a passage in which
Paul draws a sharp contrast between the “child” (nhvpio”)
who is still in his minority and the
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“son” (uiJov”)
who has come of age, the text as translated in the NRSV seems to qualify our
relationship with God in a way that runs counter to Paul’s intention.

There is, of course, a huge difference
between Christ’s Sonship and ours, as Paul indicates by using the word uiJoqesiva
(“adoptive sonship”)
in reference to the latter. One might even be tempted to defend the NRSV as
safeguarding this distinction, especially in light of the fact that elsewhere in
the NT the Johannine Literature consistently refers to Christ as uiJov”
but studiously avoids this term when speaking of Christians, using tevkna
(“children”) instead. But that is exactly the point. The various
formulations of Paul, John, and the other sacred authors play complementary
roles within the NT’s overall witness to the mystery of Christ. A translation
that fails to allow each of these authors to speak in his own voice risks
upsetting this delicate canonical balance and to that degree does not serve
revelation.

Next we should note that the NRSV
committee’s decision to use the gender-inclusive “child(ren)” to
translate the anthropo-logical occurrences of uiJov” in Galatians 3:23-4:7 has caused a ripple effect. For in the old RSV
(and most other English trans-lations) “child(ren)” had already been
employed in this passage to render the word nhvpio” (4:1, 3). Since Paul’s
argument, as just noted, hinges on a sharp distinction between nhvpio”
(“babe, child” [here: the heir during his minority]) and uiJov” (“son”
[here: the heir having come of age]), there was no question of using the same
English word to translate both Greek terms. Such a procedure would have made
nonsense of the passage.(32)

Instead, the NRSV translators use the
word “minor(s)” to render nhvpio”. In and of itself, this is an excellent choice and arguably an
improvement over the RSV, since “minor” pinpoints the precise sense of
nhvpio”
that Paul intends in this context. But this only serves to highlight a further
problem with using “child(ren)” for uiJov”.
For English “child” by no means connotes 
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that one so called has come of age, is
no longer in need of  guardians, and
is ready to take possession of the inheritance. If anything, the word is
suggestive of just the opposite. Although the NRSV translators attempt to
establish a semantic opposition between “minor” and “child,”
the two words sound more like synonyms. Thus, despite considerable ingenuity,
the NRSV translators are not able both to eliminate “masculine-oriented
language” and to give the reader the best possible opportunity to follow
Paul’s dense and subtle line of argumentation. As Bruce Metzger confesses in his
preface to the NRSV, “more than once the Committee found that [its] several
mandates stood in tension and even in conflict.”(33)
In the case of Galatians 3:23-4:7 the tension between inclusive language and
accuracy of translation has been resolved in favor of the former.

Making explicit reference to Galatians
4:7, Carson attempts to forestall this sort of criticism and to defend the
procedure of rendering uiJov”
with “child(ren).” He argues that since Greek tevknon
(“child”) refers to an
heir elsewhere in the NT (Mark 12:19; Luke 1:7; Acts 7:5), there is no reason
why English “child(ren)” cannot refer to the heir(s) in the Galatians
passage, even if it happens to be translating uiJov” (rather than tevknon). His examination
of Romans 8:14-21 seems to clinch the matter. In this passage, which contains a
very close parallel to Galatians 4:4-7, Paul freely alternates between uiJov”
and tevknon,
so that “it is difficult in the flow of this context to detect [any]
significant semantic distinction between the two terms.”(34)
Carson thus implies that while Paul in fact uses uiJov” in Galatians, he could just as easily have used tevknon
(or oscillated between the two terms as he has in Romans) with no real
difference in meaning.

The lexemes uiJov”
and tevknon overlap
semantically, to be sure, but there are important differences between them
(beyond those discussed above), both paradigmatically and in the specific
circum-stances of NT usage. For example, tevknon can
suggest a certain tenderness, affection, or intimacy, especially in direct
address.
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This is true both in the Greek papyri,
where the term is sometimes “used as a form of kindly address, even in the
case of grown-up persons,”(35) and in the
NT, where it often refers figuratively to fellow Christians, as when a pastor
addresses the members of his flock (e.g., 1 Cor 4:14, 17; 2 Cor 6:13; 1 Tim 1:2;
2 Tim 2:1; Titus 1:4; 3 John 4).(36) Thus Paul
addresses the Galatians as “my children” (tevkna
mou) when he wishes to adopt a
maternal tone (Gal 4:19; cf. the reference to Paul’s “labor pains”).

On the other hand, when NT authors
choose uiJoiv
to refer figuratively to Christians, the accent is usually on the great dignity
and free status of these “sons [i.e., full citizens] of the kingdom”
(Matt 13:38). Note for example this brief parable.

Jesus said: “What do you think, Simon? From
whom do the kings of the earth collect taxes and tribute? From their sons [uiJoiv]
or from foreigners?” When he said, “From foreigners,” Jesus said
to him: “So then, the sons are free” (Matt 17:25b-26; cf. John 8:36).





Moreover, even without a modifier such as gnhvsio”
(“legitimate”), uiJov” can
connote legitimacy of sonship, in semantic opposition to novqo”
(“bastard”).

Persevere in discipline; God is treating you as sons [uiJoiv].
For what son is there whom the father does not discipline? But if you are
without discipline, in which all have become partakers, you are bastards [novqoi]
and not [true] sons (Heb 12:7-8).



These nuances and others still must be
taken into consideration when assessing Paul’s usage. Why does he restrict
himself to uiJov”
in Galatians 3:23-4:7 but alternate between this term and tevknon
in the parallel passage in Romans
8? The Achilles heel in Carson’s argument is his failure to note several
significant differences between the two texts. Paul’s consistent use of uiJov”
(and avoidance of tevknon)
in Galatians is by no means inconsequential, as Carson seems to suggest, but is
carefully calculated and crucial to his argument, as I shall demonstrate
presently. Even in Romans 8, the 
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alternation between uiJov”
and tevknon
is not entirely random. For example, the close conjunction between the
expression uiJoiV
qeou` (“sons of God”) in
Romans 8:14 and the phrase pneu`ma uiJoqesiva” (“Spirit of adoptive sonship”) in 8:15 serves to indicate the
important correlation between Christ’s filial relationship with the Father and
ours. Only after having established this connection is Paul free to switch from uiJoiV
qeou` to tevkna qeou` in 8:16-17.





VI. Paul’s Teaching in Galatians





In order better to grasp Paul’s teaching, let us turn now to those features of
Galatians 3:23-4:7 that find no close parallel in Romans 8:14-17. To begin with,
the salvation-historical dimension of Paul’s argument is more to the fore in
this part of Gala-tians than in Romans 8. In the former passage Paul is
explicitly concerned with the role of the Law within the divine pedagogy.(37)
The OT Israelite is a nhvpio” under
the law, but the Christian (whether Jew or gentile), justified by faith, is a uiJov”
come of age and thus has taken possession of the inheritance.(38) The full irony of this claim appears only against
the backdrop of the OT’s teaching about Israel’s sonship. Israel is identified
as Yahweh’s “first-born son” at
the moment when they are delivered from Egyptian slavery and given the Law at
Sinai (Exod 4:22; cf. Hos 11:1). But according to Paul, it is precisely at this
point that Israel passes into a different sort of bondage. Israel under the Law
is like the heir during his minority and thus “no different from a
slave” (Gal 4:1).

The promised inheritance belongs to
the seed of Abraham, “who is
Christ” (3:16), and Christians become this seed by being incorporated into
Christ through baptism (3:27-29). Paradoxically, even those Christians who have
the status of slaves within Greco-Roman society enjoy this sonship (3:28). And
while
uiJoqesiva
is the prerogative of Israel (Rom
9:4), Gentiles too may
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now be incorporated into “the Israel of God”—apart
from circumcision—and thereby become “sons” (Gal 3:26-28; 6:16). Thus,
while circumcision, the sign of the old covenant, serves as a boundary marker
between Jew and Gentile and is administered to males over against females,
baptism initiates all into a single dignity, that of Christ the heir.

 Next we must attend to
Paul’s assertion that in Christ “there is not male and female” (3:28),
which at first glance seems out of place in this context,[bookmark: _ednref1]39
but upon closer inspection proves to be integral to Paul’s vision of life in
Christ. The phrase “male and female”
(a[rsen
kaiV qh`lu) alludes to Genesis 1:2740
and thus adumbrates Paul’s teaching that life in Christ amounts to “a new
creation” (Gal 6:15; 2 Cor 5:17). The point is not that baptism somehow
restores human beings to a pristine androgynous state,41 nor that it
confers equal societal rights upon them as autonomous
individuals,42 but that it brings them into “the koinwniva
of [God’s] Son” (cf. 1 Cor
1:9).



 





Page
599



Genesis 1 presents “man” (adam)
as a creature uniquely endowed with a capacity to receive the gift of existence,
and all of creation, from the hand of the Creator in a free act of reciprocal
knowledge and love. We call this endowment “personhood.” The careful
formulation of 1:27 (“in the image of God he created him; male and female
he created them”) indicates that sexual differentiation and the interhuman
relationality that it symbolizes are integral to human personhood. Even after
the primal disobedience, sexual intercourse in humans is not merely a matter of
animal instinct but an occasion for interpersonal “knowledge” and for
free cooperation with the Creator (cf. 4:1). But the power of sin prevents man
from a full realization of personhood and in a particular way subjects the
man-woman relationship to dynamics of disordered desire and male domination
(3:16).



To what extent such
dynamics of sin might be enshrined within the Torah itself is a complex and
controversial subject.43 Suffice it to say that while the Torah
offers glimpses into the true dignity and personhood of women (beginning with
Gen 1:27 itself), the Mosaic covenant does not provide an antidote to the
fundamental problem of sin. And for Paul that is the bottom line. The Law does
not “impart life” (Gal 3:21) and thus bring about the reconciliation
with God necessary for human persons to realize fully their personhood. This
only happens when “we participate in the eternal act of love of the Son,
now made available by the Holy Spirit through the transformed humanity of
Christ. This is what it means to say ‘Abba.’”44



Jews living under the Law and
Gentiles living in ignorance of God are both alike “enslaved” under the
“weak and beggarly elements” of “the world” (4:3, 9). They are trapped
within roles and ways of relating that are dictated by norms of “the world”
(i.e., human society insofar as it is a manifestation of our
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collective attempt to assert and
maintain our autonomy over against the Creator) and thus capable of, at best,
only a very imperfect realization of their human (male and female) personhood.
Galatians is all about emancipation from this predicament. “For freedom Christ
has set us free” (5:1). “You are no longer a slave but a son” (4:7).
Christ’s self-donation rescues us “from the present evil age” (1:4). As
Francis Martin formulates it, “the persona accorded by this world has
been superseded by the personhood conferred by faith and baptism.”45



But this freedom comes about only
through the cross, “through which the world is crucified” to us, and we
“to the world” (6:14). This “co-crucifixion” with Christ (2:19) is
necessary because the Son’s eternal act of love for the Father enters into our
history through the Incarnation and is most perfectly available to faith through
Jesus’ death on the cross.  The
“koinwniva of
the Son” into which we are called (1 Cor 1:9) is precisely a “koinwniva
in his sufferings” (Phil 3:10; cf. 1 Pet 4:13), and as these are
re-presented to us in the Eucharist, it is a koinwniva
in his body and blood (1 Cor 10:16). Inasmuch as this brings us into the eternal
filiation, it is “koinwniva
with the Father” (1 John
1:3); and insofar as it heals our interhuman relationality, it gives us “koinwniva
with each other” (1:7).
Finally, since all of this is possible only through a healing grace that touches
our hearts and minds, it is “koinwniva in the Holy
Spirit” (2 Cor 13:13).46

Thus Paul’s surprising allusion to
Genesis 1:27 in Galatians 3:28 (“there is not male and
female”) does not, as a superficial reading might conclude, subvert the
biblical vision of the human person, as if to suggest that sexual
differentiation is unimportant to Christians or that God’s original intention
for human beings is unrealizable. On the contrary, within the broad context of
his argument, which pivots on a sharp contrast—but not a radical
discontinuity—between “two covenants” (4:24), Paul wishes to
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indicate that male-female
relationality as marred by sin and as lived out in “the world” and
under the Law has been replaced by a koinwniva that makes women and men
“one in Christ” (3:28).47Sexual distinction is not
obliterated but is taken up into a new mode of relating and a new
complementarity in Christ, who is “the last Adam” (1 Cor 15:45).

The Church, and each of its members,
is both filial and maternal. It is filial by virtue of its union with Christ in
his self-donation of crucified love (Gal 1:4; 2:19-20; 6:14) and in his prayer
to the Father (4:6). It is maternal in the apostolic “labor” and moral
transformation by which Christ is formed within each member (4:19) and in the
glorious eschatological freedom by which it is even now “the Jerusalem
above … our mother” (4:26). The Church as mother is prefigured by
Israel’s matriarch Sarah, the “free woman” who conceives and gives
birth “through a promise” and “according to the Spirit”
(4:23, 29). And at the definitive turning point in salvation history we find
another “woman,” who provides the organic link between OT Israel and
the Church: she gives birth “under the law,” but this birth leads to
redemption from the law and the reception of uiJoqesiva
(4:4-5).

VII.
The Fatal Flaw of Inclusive Language



Now that we have clarified Paul’s
teaching in Galatians 3:23-4:7, we may resolve the issue of his use of the word uiJov”
and its translation. Let us pose the question as starkly as possible. If Paul is
concerned with the equal status and dignity of Jew and Greek, of slave and free,
of male and female, why on earth
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does he choose a word that evokes
Israel’s unique prerogative of sonship, seems to exclude slaves, and is
“masculine-oriented” (i.e., does not normally refer to women)? Why
does he not employ a more obviously inclusive expression such as tevkna
(as in Rom 8:16-17) or uiJoiV
kaiV qugatevre” (as in 2 Cor
6:18)? The answer is simple. It is precisely the “exclusive” sense of uiJov” that serves as the backdrop for Paul’s “inclusive” use of the
term. The contrast between the two enables him to indicate the true status of
the Christian, which derives from the sonship promised to Israel and is
analogous to the privileged status that the world accords to men over women and
to free persons over slaves. He thus intends a certain irony in his own
“inclusive” use of the “masculine-oriented” term uiJov”.
In Christ, Gentiles are as much “sons” as are Jews; slaves are as much
“sons” as are freemen; and females are as much “sons” as are
males.

When considering the semantics of a
word such as uiJov”,
it is helpful to distinguish between the paradigmatic axis of meaning and the
syntagmatic axis. The former is an abstraction from the multitudinous concrete
uses of a word by a given community of speakers or in a given group of texts, as
when the various senses of that word are listed in a dictionary or lexicon. The
syntagmatic axis refers to the use of a word in a specific speech act or text.48
The interaction between these two axes can be quite subtle. Thus Paul’s use of uiJov”
in Galatians (the syntagmatic axis) certainly respects and builds upon the ways
this term was used in the Septuagint and in Greco-Roman society (the
paradigmatic axis), but it also bends the term a bit, to ironic effect. As Paul
Mankowski notes: “In linguistic terms, there is no such thing as inclusive
or exclusive language. Language is a vehicle of thought, capable of
being steered in any direction by any speaker.”49

In fact, what is sometimes labeled
“exclusive language” is actually the inclusive use of terms
that in other contexts can refer
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specifically to males, while the
expression “inclusive language” is applied, misleadingly, to the
avoidance of the inclusive use of such terms. If in polite company I say,
“Man does not live by bread alone,” offense might be taken, not
because anyone seriously misunderstands me to be referring only to males but
precisely because I am using the “masculine-oriented” word
“man” inclusively. Insofar as there is an external societal
pressure upon the speaker to avoid such usage, Mankowski suggests, so-called
inclusive language amounts to a sort of “etiquette.”50  We
adhere to this etiquette, not out of fear of being misunderstood but so as not
to appear boorish.

Does Paul want his female readers in
Galatia to “feel included” among his addressees and as members of the
Body of Christ? Clearly he does. Better still, he wishes them to know
that they are included. But it is the overall tenor of his argument (and the
truth to which it bears witness) that accomplishes this, not the systematic
avoidance of certain words or uses of words. Ironically, the NRSV’s imposition
of the etiquette of “inclusive language” upon Paul’s discourse
actually obscures what he is saying about the equal dignity of women and men in
Christ! Because Paul’s “woman-friendly” message depends largely on the
inclusive use of a “masculine-oriented” term (uiJov”),
it simply cannot be translated accurately into “inclusive language.”



 We are dealing here not with an isolated case of poor
translation but with a fatal flaw inherent in the inclusive-language project.
Insofar as the NRSV imposes the terms of discourse upon the sacred author, it is
doomed to failure. For it is of the very nature of language that a speaker or
author—and not least a theologian—must be free to adopt and adapt a vocabulary
that is suitable to what he or she wishes to communicate. The role of the reader
(or translator) is not to tell the author what words (or senses of words) he or
she can or cannot use; rather the reader must attempt to understand what is
written on its own terms.51
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Naturally, the author who wishes to be
understood may not flout convention (the paradigmatic axis) entirely. But this
still leaves plenty of room for innovation (along the syntagmatic axis). The
beauty of language is that speakers and writers tend to be highly creative,
while listeners and readers have an amazing ability to adjust to that
originality. That is why we are often able to understand a new word, a new sense
of a word, or a new idiom the first time we hear it. This is the genius of human
language, apart from which double entendre, innuendo, metaphor, and poetry would
all be impossible.

A simple illustration from everyday
spoken language may help. Some years ago I moved to New Orleans, and being a
Yankee, encountered many new word uses and idioms. I recall vividly the first
time a Louisiana native told me to “have a good evening” at 12:30 in
the afternoon. In the interval of perhaps 1.5 seconds between her words and my
response (“Thanks—you too!”) my mind rapidly processed a series of
possibilities, which if spelled out discursively might look like this:
“Perhaps she has lost track of time and thinks that it is late afternoon.
No, not likely. Could it be some kind of joke—that I should have a good evening
but perhaps a miserable afternoon? No, we just met, and she seems serious.
Eureka, I have it! In the local dialect ‘evening’ can refer to anytime after
noon!” This sort of intuitive process goes on constantly, every time we
encounter a new linguistic innovation. But it operates so rapidly that we are
rarely even conscious of it.

Linguistic communication depends on
thousands of extremely subtle contextual clues, and our highly agile minds
enable us to adjust to them spontaneously. To take another example, imagine that
you are sitting in a restaurant and catch just a fragment of the conversation at
the next table, in which someone says, “She lost the second set.” In a
microsecond the incomparable “search engine” with which you are
endowed sorts through the dozens of distinct senses—verbal, adjectival, and
nominal—that the word
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“set” has in Modern English
and does the same for the other words in the sentence. You conclude that the
conversation is about tennis. And you are almost certainly correct. Of course,
it is just possible that it concerns someone’s having mislaid a set of china,
but this is far less likely.

The problem with inclusive
language—especially when it is imposed on a text through translation—is that
it works against the normal process of linguistic communication and innovation.
It throws a monkey wrench into an extremely sophisticated and delicate
mechanism. Inclusive-language translators and their defenders operate under the
erroneous assumption that certain “words or phrases” in and of
themselves “deny the common dignity of all the baptized.”52
They have adjudged “sons” to be one such term and forbidden Paul to
use it inclusively. This is a remarkably naïve approach to “the nature of
language and translation.”

Naturally, a study of fourteen verses
in one translation can hardly claim to settle the issue of inclusive language
once and for all. Much remains to be said. Strauss complains that critics of
inclusive language “have tended to find a few examples of poor translation
in a particular version and then draw sweeping conclusions about the inaccuracy
of inclusive language.” This is unfair, he points out, because all
translations contain inaccuracies. “There is no such thing as a perfect
translation.”53That is true, of course. Therefore I have
attempted to indicate not only where the NRSV is inaccurate but precisely how
and why it has gone astray. If a translation contains an inaccuracy and this is
pointed out, we should be able to correct the mistake. But how could the
inaccuracies in the NRSV rendering of Galatians 3:23-4:7 be remedied—unless we
are willing to forego inclusive language itself and abandon the goal of
eliminating “masculine oriented
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language” from the biblical text?54For
it is precisely by means of the “masculine oriented” term uiJov” that Paul
teaches us about the equal dignity of women and men in Christ.55



[bookmark: N_1_]1. Sherry Simon, Gender
in Translation: Cultural Identity and the Politics of Transmission (London
and New York: Routledge, 1996), 125. 



[bookmark: N_2_]2. Ibid.,
129. Simon seems sympathetic with this view (which she associates with Phyllis
Bird and Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza among others), but in the end she hedges
her bets: “There is no single feminist approach to Bible translation”
(133). 



[bookmark: N_3_]3. D.
A. Carson, The Inclusive-Language Debate: A Plea for Realism (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Baker; Leicester: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 11; Mark L. Strauss,
Distorting Scripture? The Challenge of Bible Translation & Gender
Accuracy (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 25.
Complementarians (as opposed to egalitarians) “believe Scripture sets out
distinct roles for men and women in the church and in the home” (ibid.). 



[bookmark: N_4_]4. Elisabeth
Schüssler Fiorenza, Bread Not Stone: The Challenge of Feminist Biblical
Interpretation (Boston: Beacon Press, 1984), quotations from pp. 14, 13,
and 10 respectively. 



[bookmark: N_5_]5. Nicholas
King, Whispers of Liberation: Feminist Perspectives on the New Testament
(New York and Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1998), 35. 



[bookmark: N_6_]6. Ibid.,
38. 



[bookmark: N_7_]7. Strauss,
Distorting Scripture, 25. According to Strauss, “The inclusive
language debate is not about altering the original texts of Scripture (the
Hebrew or Greek texts) but about how best to translate those texts into
clear, accurate and contemporary English” (28). 



[bookmark: N_8_]8. See
Bruce M. Metzger, “To the Reader,” in The Holy Bible, Containing
the Old and New Testaments with the Apocryphal/Deuterocanonical Books, New
Revised Standard Version (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1989), xiv. 



[bookmark: N_9_]9. Joseph
Jensen, “Inclusive Language and the Bible,” America 172 (5
November 1994): 18. 



[bookmark: N_10_]10. This
terminology is intended to be more precise and comprehensive than the usual
distinction between “horizontal” and “vertical,” but it is
certainly not meant to disguise the fact that even anthropological inclusive
language can have theological ramifications. In any case, even some moderate
inclusive-language translations, including the NRSV, show a tendency to
“thin out” masculine pronouns for God, without resorting to feminine
or inanimate pronouns (Carson, The Inclusive-Language Debate, 24). The
NRSV also occasionally refers to Christ as a “human being” rather than
a “man” (translating a[nqrwpo”)
“when the translators felt that Christ’s humanity, not his maleness, was
being stressed” (Strauss, Distorting Scripture, 45). Neither of
these tendencies is mentioned in the NRSV preface, which speaks only of a
mandate to avoid masculine language “in references to men and women”
(Metzger, “To the Reader,” xiv). 



[bookmark: N_11_]11. As
a striking example, inclusive language is employed much more cautiously and
under the guidance of a more coherent set of principles in the Revised NT of the
New American Bible (1986) than in the Revised Psalms (1991) found under the same
cover. Joseph Jensen’s attempts to defend the latter revision against its many
critics appear disingenuous. Jensen (a member of the translation team and chair
of the board of editors) claims that the Revised Psalms “is merely
gender-inclusive where the meaning [of the original Hebrew] clearly calls for
such inclusiveness” (“Watch Your Language! Of Princes and Music
Directors,” America 174 [8 June 1996]: 9). But this is manifestly
not the case. For example, the translators resort to all manner of
circumlocution to avoid the word “man” when translating Hebrew géber
(“man”), a lexeme that always refers to a male and is thus always
rendered vir in Jerome’s Psalterium iuxta Hebreos (Pss 18:26;
34:9; 37:23; 40:5; 52:9; 94:12; 127:5). They do this even when the immediate
context refers to the “wife” of the géber in question
(128:3-4)! 



[bookmark: N_12_]12. Metzger,
“To the Reader,” xiv. 



[bookmark: N_13_]13. Carson,
The Inclusive-Language Debate, 183-92; Strauss, Distorting
Scripture, 140-46; Jensen, “Inclusive Language,” 14. 



[bookmark: N_14_]14. Unless
otherwise indicated, biblical translations are my own. 



[bookmark: N_15_]15. By
contrast, even a very competent reader could be confused by the translation
“children” in the NRSV and the NAB Revised NT. Note that the
translators of the latter revision find it necessary to include a marginal note
(on 3:26) explaining that the Greek term literally means “sons” and
that this is in contrast to the young child under a disciplinarian. It is also
interesting to note that both the King James Version (1611) and the Rheims NT
(1582) use “children” to translate uiJoiv
(or Latin filii) in 3:26. But they are constrained by the force of
Paul’s argument to use “son(s)” throughout the rest of the passage. 



[bookmark: N_16_]16. W.
Bauer, F. W. Danker, W. F. Arndt, and F. W. Gingrich, A Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (3rd
ed.; Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 18. 



[bookmark: N_17_]17. Such
variety is itself curious. Did the translators fear that using “brothers
and sisters” for every figurative use of ajdelfoiv
would make inclusive language too conspicuous or tedious? If not, why did
earlier translators (cf. RSV) not feel the same need to employ a variety of
renderings for ajdelfoiv? Generally
speaking, the NRSV tends toward “formal equivalence” and
“concordance of terminology,” and yet the freedom with which it
handles terms such as ajdelfoiv
(or uiJoiv) suggests a degree of concern
with “receptor response” reminiscent of the
“dynamic-equivalence” translations in vogue during the 1960s and
1970s. (For an explanation of these terms, see Eugene A. Nida, Toward a
Science of Translating [Leiden: Brill, 1964], 159-60, 165-67.) The more
cautious translators of the NAB Revised NT, who refer to the translation of ajdelfoiv
as “an especially delicate problem,” chose to retain the traditional
rendering “brothers,” noting that “[t]here has never been any
doubt that this designation includes all members of the Christian
community, both male and female” (“Preface to the Revised
Edition,” in Saint Joseph Edition of the New American Bible [New
York: Catholic Book Publishing, 1986], 7). 



[bookmark: N_18_]18. Strauss,
Distorting Scripture, 15; cf. Carson, The Inclusive-Language
Debate, 130-31. It is amusing to note, however, that in a literal context
where there is almost no doubt that both males and females are meant, and where
it is a question of those who will betray Christ’s disciples to death (Luke
21:16), the NRSV renders ajdelfoiv
simply “brothers”! Apparently
accuracy is less a concern in such cases. 



[bookmark: N_19_]19. The
claims made in this paragraph are based on my examination of hundreds of
non-literary Koine papyri (mostly from the period 200 B.C. to A.D. 200)
including searches run via the Perseus Digital Library (www.perseus.tufts.edu).
For a convenient overview of the use of uiJoV”,
see James Hope Moulton and George Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek New
Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri and Other Non-Literary Sources
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1930; repr. 1972), 649. 



[bookmark: N_20_]20. The
one clear exception of which I am aware is in a “deed of disownment”
from the Byzantine period, approximately 500 years after the time of Paul (P.
Cairo Maspero 67353, as found in A. S. Hunt and C. C. Edgar, Select Papyri
I, Loeb Classical Library [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1932], 262-67). The author refers to his “parricidal children (toi`” patrolwv/oi” mou uiJoi`”)
and then gives their four names, two male and two female. 



[bookmark: N_21_]21. Thus,
for example, in P. Oxyrhynchus 1464 (A.D. 250), we read: “I have sacrificed
and made libation and tasted the offering along with Taos my wife and Ammonius
and Ammonianus my sons [uiJoi`”]
and Thecla my daughter [qugatriv]”
(A. S. Hunt and C. C. Edgar, Select Papyri II, Loeb Classical Library
[Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1934], 352-53). Other clear
examples accessible through the Perseus Digital Library include (with my
translation of the pertinent passages): P. Michigan 5.322a (A.D. 46), line 38
(“my aforementioned sons and my four daughters”); BGU 5.1210 (circa
A.D. 150), line 67 (the property of the deceased is to be given “to their
sons and daughters and [other] heirs”); and P. Oxyrhynchus 3.533 (second or
third century A.D.), lines 26-27 (“greet Statia my daughter and Heraclides
and Apion my sons”). Even in biblically influenced discourse and in a
context where the terms are used to refer to spiritual offspring, uiJoiV
kaiV qugatevre”
(“sons and daughters”) is a natural enough expression (Epistle of
Barnabas 1:1). 



[bookmark: N_22_]22. When
uiJoiv refers beyond the first
generation of offspring and means “descendents,” it does include
females. But here it is a question of Semitic idioms such as “the sons of
Israel” (= “the Israelites” [e.g., Judg 1:1]). Other more
figurative idioms involving uiJoiv and
inclusive of both genders are frequent in the LXX (e.g., “sons of
unrighteousness” = “unrighteous persons” [2 Sam 3:34]) and in the
NT (e.g., “sons of light” = “persons who live in the light”
[1 Thess 5:5]). But such expressions do not touch upon our argument concerning
the translation of Gal 3:23-4:7. 



[bookmark: N_23_]23. Because
the Hebrew words for “son” (ben) and “daughter” (bat)
are cognates (from Proto-Semitic binu* and bintu*
respectively), the grammatically masculine plural form banim
serves as the “unmarked” term with respect to sexual gender
and can thus mean either “sons” or “children.” When a Hebrew
author wishes to specify that females are involved, the “marked” form banot
(“daughters”) is employed, as in the common phrase banim u-banot
(“sons and daughters”). In this respect, Hebrew is like Latin (cf.
filius, filia, filii, filiae) and unlike Greek or English or German (where the
words for “son” and “daughter” are not cognates). 



[bookmark: N_24_]24.  In
John 4:12 the reference is probably to Jacob’s twelve male children (thus even
the NRSV renders uiJoiv “sons”
here); it is less likely that the author wishes us to think also of Dinah (cf.
NAB: “children”). 



[bookmark: N_25_]25.  LXX
Hos 11:1 refers to the “children” (tevkna) of Israel, not
to God’s “son.” This may reflect a Hebrew Vorlage that
differed slightly from the Masoretic Text. 



[bookmark: N_26_]26. Wisdom
is probably the only OT book to be composed entirely in Greek (even 2 Maccabees
contains a lengthy passage [1:1-2:18] that seems to be translated from a Semitic
original), and it is almost certainly the last book of the OT to be written
(circa 20 B.C.). Its influence on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans is generally
recognized, but one finds echoes also in Galatians. For example, Paul’s use of
the verb ejxapostevllw
(“send forth”) in Gal 4:4-6 draws upon Wis 9:10 (“Send her
[Wisdom] forth from the holy heavens”). 



[bookmark: N_27_]27. “Now
the further off a thing is, the less distinctly it is seen; and so those who
were near Christ’s advent had a more distinct knowledge of the good things to be
hoped for” (STh II-II, q. 1, a. 7, ad. 1; trans. Anton C. Pegis, Basic
Writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas, vol. 2 [New York: Random House, 1945],
1066). 



[bookmark: N_28_]28. See
note 10 above. 



[bookmark: N_29_]29. Burton
H. Throckmorton, Jr., The Gospels and the Letters of Paul: An
Inclusive-Language Edition (Cleveland: Pilgrim Press, 1992), 212.
Throckmorton even employs what might be termed “ancestral inclusive
language.” For example, he has Paul say that Christians are “offspring
of Abraham and Sarah, heirs according to promise” (Gal 3:29;
emphasis added). 



[bookmark: N_30_]30. To
Throckmorton’s credit, he has at least preserved a modicum of intimacy in his
rendering of abba oJ pathvr. The same
cannot be said for the translators of the NTILB, who render the phrase, “O,
My dear Parent!” (The New Testament of the Inclusive Language Bible
[Notre Dame, Ind.: Cross Cultural Publications, 1994], 215). 



[bookmark: N_31_]31. According
to Strauss, “To argue that this connection is ‘obscured’ in the NRSV is
probably nitpicking” (Distorting Scripture, 162). Given the
importance of the truths of revelation that are at stake, I am willing to run
that risk. 



[bookmark: N_32_]32. This
does not stop Throckmorton or the NTILB translators, however. In blatant
disregard for Paul’s train of thought, they employ “child(ren)” to
render both nhvpio” and uiJov”.
The resulting translation is not only inaccurate but unintelligible. 



[bookmark: N_33_]33. Metzger,
“To the Reader,” xiv. 



[bookmark: N_34_]34. Carson,
The Inclusive-Language Debate, 132-33 (quotation from p. 133). 



[bookmark: N_35_]35. Moulton
and Milligan, Vocabulary, 628. 



[bookmark: N_36_]36. The
diminutive teknivon may also carry
this connotation (e.g., 1 John 2:1, 28). 



[bookmark: N_37_]37. In
Romans Paul has already dealt with this matter in 2:17-3:20 and 7:1-25. After a
concise summary in 8:1-4, he can move on to devote the remainder of the chapter
to the spiritual dynamics of the Christian life. 



[bookmark: N_38_]38. Once
Paul moves beyond this stage of the argument and no longer needs the semantic
opposition between minority and majority, he is free to use the word tevknon
(cf. Gal 4:28). 



39
Note
that it finds no parallel in 1 Cor 12:13 or Col 3:11.



40. Here
we must credit the NRSV with an improvement over the RSV, which obscures the
allusion by translating Gal 3:28 too freely (“there is neither male nor
female”).



41. Citing
apocryphal and gnostic parallels, Hans Dieter Betz (Galatians, Hermeneia
[Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979]) finds in Gal 3:28 a reference to “the
metaphysical removal of the biological sex distinction” (196), coupled
with a pre-Pauline “doctrine of an androgynous Christ-redeemer” (199).
“Being ‘one in Christ Jesus’ (Gal 3:28d) would then be a form of
‘imitation of Christ’ and would follow from the inclusion of the Christian
into the ‘body of Christ.’ Since Christ is androgynous, his ‘body’ would
be also, and so would the Christians who are the members of that ‘body’”
(ibid.). Betz grants that “definite proof” for this hypothesis is lacking,
since all of the pertinent parallels are later than Galatians (ibid.), and that
Paul “has obviously changed his position in 1 Corinthians” (200). Betz’s
lengthy and learned discussion is marred by his failure to account for either
the allusion to Gen 1:27 or Paul’s use of the masculine pronoun ei|” (not
the neuter e{n) in the phrase “one in Christ” (see note 47 below).



[bookmark: N_39_]42. Betz
rightly rejects overspiritualized interpretations that would reduce the
threefold egalitarianism of Gal 3:28 to the spiritual realm, as if Paul’s words
had no concrete social, political, or even ecclesiastical ramifications
whatsoever (Betz, Galatians, 189 n. 68). At the same time, an
overpoliticized interpretation that misses the spiritual and sacramental root of
ecclesiastical and social transformation would be equally reductionistic. As
Betz notes, “Paul makes these statements not as utopian ideals or as
ethical demands, but as accomplished facts” (189). The discussion below
aims to get at the heart of the matter without entering into broader questions
such as the precise relationship between the Church and the world. For a
balanced exegesis of Gal 3:28, see James D. G. Dunn, A Commentary on the
Epistle to the Galatians (London: A & C Black, 1993), 205-8. 



[bookmark: N_40_]43. Contrast,
for example, the respective interpretations of Num 5:11-31 (the suspected
adultress) in Jacob Milgrom, Numbers, JPS Torah Commentary
(Philadelphia and New York: Jewish Publication Society, 1990), 346-54; and
Dennis T. Olson, Numbers, Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox Press,
1996), 35-39. 



44. Francis Martin,
 The
Feminist Question: Feminist Theology in the Light of Christian Tradition
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1994), 324.



45. Ibid.,326.



[bookmark: N_41_]46. According
to Thomas Aquinas, the grace of the Holy Spirit is a “spiritual seed
transmitted to the place of spiritual generation, i.e., man’s mind or heart,
because they are born sons of God through a renewal of the mind” (Commentary
on Galatians [4.3]; trans. F. R. Larcher [Albany: Magi Books, 1966], 119). 



[bookmark: N_42_]47. F.
F. Bruce is right to compare the “one body” statements of Rom 12:5 and
1 Cor 10:17 (Commentary on Galatians,NIGTC [Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1982], 190; cf. Dunn, Galatians, 207). But in Gal 3:28, as
noted above, Paul uses the masculine singular form of “one” (ei|”)
rather than the neuter singular (e{n).
Presumably he would have used the latter had he intended an ellipsis for
“one body,” or even if he had meant “one” in a more general
sense (cf. John 11:52). Instead he seems to be thinking more in terms of
incorporation into the one person of the Incarnate Son of God. Cf. Eph
2:14-16, where we find first the general sense of “one” (neuter e{n),
then the notion of incorporation into the person of Christ (masculine e{na
kainoVn a[nqrwpon),
and finally the image of the body of Christ (neuter eJniV
swvmati). 



[bookmark: N_43_]48. The
terminology is that of Ferdinand de Saussure and corresponds to Roman Jakobson’s
polarity between “selection” and “combination” (see Linda R.
Waugh, Roman Jakobson’s Science of Language [Lisse: Peter de Ridder,
1976], 32-36). 



[bookmark: N_44_]49. Paul
Mankowski, S.J., “The Necessary Failure of Inclusive-Language Translations:
A Linguistic Elucidation,” The Thomist 62 (1998): 456. 



[bookmark: N_45_]50. Ibid.




[bookmark: N_46_]51. In
other words, inclusive-language translation fails because it does not respect
the distinction between “encoder” and “decoder.” “[F]or
the encoder, selection is the antecedent (analytic) operation, while contexture
is the subsequent (synthetic) operation, whereas the decoder is confronted with
the synthesis and proceeds to the analysis” (Waugh, Roman Jakobson’s
Science of Language, 34). Granted that translators fill both roles, they
are first and foremost decoders, and even as encoders their primary
responsibility is to facilitate, insofar as possible, the reader’s decoding of
the original communication. 



[bookmark: N_47_]52. This
expression is taken from Criteria for the Evaluation of Inclusive Language
Translations of Scripture Texts Proposed for Liturgical Use (no. 17), a
document produced by the Joint Committee on Inclusive Language and approved by
the National Conference of Catholic Bishops in November 1990 (cited favorably in
Jensen, “Inclusive Language and the Bible,” 14). 



[bookmark: N_48_]53. Strauss,
Distorting Scripture, 28. 



[bookmark: N_49_]54. One
might, of course, attempt to employ inclusive language only where it does not
obscure the original and leave passages such as Gal 3:23-4:7 in traditional
biblical English. There are, however, at least two problems with such a
procedure. First, it would require translators to do a thorough exegesis of
every single passage with an eye toward identifying those passages that cannot
be accurately rendered into inclusive language—a virtually impossible task.
(Note that even the translators of the NAB Revised NT, who are rather
discriminating in their use of inclusive language and attempt to subordinate it
to “fidelity to what the text says” [“Preface to the Revised
Edition,” 6], have botched Gal 3:23-4:7 in much the same way as have the
NRSV translators. See note 15 above.) Second, this procedure would amount to the
adoption of two distinct sets of translation principles, introducing a certain
unevenness into the discourse and obscuring any number of intertextual
connections both within Galatians and between Galatians and other books of
Scripture. 



[bookmark: N_50_]55. My
colleagues Andrew Minto, Stephen Hildebrand, and Michael Sirilla read an earlier
draft of this article and offered valuable suggestions for its revision. I
gratefully acknowledge their contributions without holding them responsible for
any remaining deficiencies. 




  








Web server status








The
Thomist 67 (2003): 607-22



AUGUSTINE, ARISTOTLE, AND THE CONFESSIONS


Michael P. Foley


University
of Notre Dame


Notre
Dame, Indiana


THOUGH AUGUSTINE’S FAMILIARITY with Aristotle has in general been well
documented, its deeper implications remain unclear. (1) On the one hand, Augustine knew
enough about Peripatetic thought to appeal to it when he needed to—so much so,
in fact, that in their bitter correspondence Julian of Eclanum mockingly calls
Augustine Aristoteles poenorum. (2) Unlike
several other Church Fathers, Augustine held no disparaging views of Aristotle
and generally referred to him with respect. Augustine calls the books of
Aristotle “recondite and obscure” (reconditos
et obscuros), a statement not intended as a criticism, for the
point of the passage in which the remark occurs is how to understand the books
of the Old Testament, which are also laudably recondite and obscure. (3)
Augustine does say at one point that Aristotle is not Plato’s equal, but the
inferiority in question concerns eloquence—et
eloquio Platoni quidem impar—not philosophical merit. (4) Indeed,
the very idea of starkly contrasting Plato and Aristotle, so natural to us who
live in the luminous shadow of Raphael’s “School of Athens,” would
seem exaggerated and almost vulgar to Augustine, who writes in his first work
as a Christian believer:
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Regarding the education, teaching, and mores by which the soul is taken
care of: because there was no lack of the most astute and discerning men to
teach in their discussions that Aristotle and Plato harmonize with each other
in such a way that [only] to the unlearned and inattentive do they seem to
conflict, there has crystallized over many centuries and through many
arguments, in my opinion, a single discipline of philosophy most true. (5)


Such a cautious yet sanguine view of the compatibility
of Plato and Aristotle does not stray far from the opinion of say, Cicero, who
expresses similar sentiments in his dialogues (6)
and who even addresses both Plato and Aristotle as friends.
(7) What bears noting for our present considerations is that
Augustine is hereby appropriating the opinion as his own, an appropriation that
may suggest something more than mere trust in his philosophically eclectic
predecessors.


On the other hand,
however, it is generally agreed that Augustine’s knowledge of Aristotelian
thought was, as Michael W. Tkacz puts it, “limited and indirect.” (8) Latin Christians in the fourth and fifth
centuries had hardly any first-hand exposure to Aristotle’s original writings
except for a few treatises on logic, a paucity that forced thinkers like
Augustine to rely on Cicero, Varro, and various Neoplatonists for an avenue
into Peripatetic philosophy as a whole. (9) Needless
to say, these mediators did not expound every facet of Aristotle’s thought, but
only those parts germane to their own objectives. Further, how faithful their
teachings about Aristotle were remains an open question. All of this renders
Augustine’s use of Aristotle—to say nothing of our ability to make accurate
judgments of that use—problematic. 


There is, however, one Aristotelian work that we know with relative
certainty Augustine did read on his own, alone and unaided: the Categories.
Augustine’s interaction with 
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 the Categories, carefully recounted in the Confessions, is
more complicated than initially appears, extending as it does far beyond the
passage in which it is explicitly discussed. Nevertheless, it is an interaction
worth tracing, for the way in which Augustine engages Aristotle’s thought in
the Confessions
reveals much about the extent to which and the manner in which he was capable
of benefitting from non-Platonic sources. The goal of this essay is to
scrutinize that engagement as closely as possible in an effort to better
surmise Augustine’s relationship to the non-Platonic veins of classical
philosophy.


I. The Abuse of the Categories


In Confessions
4.16.28, Augustine mentions the Categories of Aristotle for the first—and nominally the
only—time:


And what did it profit me that, when I was just twenty years old and
there came into my hands a certain Aristotelian work called the Ten Categories, I read it and understood it, alone? (10)


Such a mastery of the text was no small feat.
The Categories, which deals with the mental grasp of simple or
incomplex things, is itself anything but simple or uncomplicated. (11) Augustine mentions others who admitted that
they barely understood the work even after being helped by the “most
learned masters” (magistris eruditissimis), masters who not only
lectured on it, but who “drew many [diagrams] in the dust” (sed
multa in pulvere depingentibus) in an effort to explain it
(4.16.28). Yet these privileged students could not tell Augustine anything that
he had not already discovered on his own. “What the book was saying,”
Augustine writes, “seemed clear enough to me” (satis aperte mihi
videbantur loquentes (ibid.).


For the young Augustine, comprehending a difficult subject matter without
any assistance was thus a cause of glee, especially since several of his
instructors and their pupils were eager but unable to make a similar boast. Yet
by the time he writes the Confessions, 
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 Augustine realizes that his easy grasp of the Categories was an
occasion for downfall, puffing up his pride and hindering his return to God.


What did this profit me, seeing that it harmed me when, imagining that
whatever had being was included within these ten categories, I tried in this
way to understand even you, my God, wonderfully simple and immutable? (12)


The Categories, it appears, led
Augustine down the erroneous path of trying to fit God into one of the praedicamenta
of substance, quality, quantity, etc. There thus seems to be ample reason to
concur with James D. O’Donnell’s conclusion that for Augustine, the
“theoretical instruments” of Aristotle were “defective” by
virtue of Aristotle’s “ignorance of the truth about God.” (13)


Nevertheless, on the
basis of the testimony of the Confessions, it is perhaps safer to
conclude that the defects in question belong more to the young Augustine than
to Aristotle. Augustine does not offer a direct critique of the Categories,
stressing instead his own culpability in whatever errors they may have
occasioned. He was the one, not Aristotle, who persisted in imagining that
whatever had being was to be placed in one of the categories. And he was the
one who did so out of the impression that God was someone or something
“subject to His own greatness or beauty, so that they were in Him as in a
subject, as in bodies” (quasi et tu subiectus esses magnitudini tuae
aut pulchritudini, ut illa essent in te quasi in subiecto sicut in corpore)
(4.16.29). Such a carnal conception of God can hardly be associated with the Categories,
which does not treat of being qua being or intelligible realities per
se, let alone deity. (14) But it is much
associated with the young Augustine, who continually struggled with
metaphysical 
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 materialism until he read the books of the Platonists. (15) Augustine’s conclusion to book 4 sums up
nicely the thrust of his point here: none of the ostensibly good things to
which he had been exposed, whether Aristotle or the liberal arts, could be of
any use to him as long as he held that God was a sort of luminous body
(4.16.31).


If this is the case,
Augustine’s discussion of the Categories is not a condemnation of
Peripatetic thought but an illustration of his own depravity at that time in
his life. For though Augustine understood (or should have understood) that the Categories
was not about God, he nevertheless, out of pride and vanity, used the work to
misconceive God. This ties into one of the cardinal themes of the Confessions—that
only the humble truly reach God—but it also explains why the reading of the Categories
is brought up in book 4, despite the fact that the incident took place six or
seven years earlier than the events recounted in that book. For the central
theme of book 4 is what Augustine refers to as the “pride of life” (ambitio
saeculi) (10.30.41). Book 4 begins with Augustine’s pride in the liberal
arts and ends on the same point. And it is in this same book that Augustine
mentions that he was being rebuffed by God because God “resists the
proud” (superbis resistis) (4.16.26). Augustine’s treatment of
the Categories is, in fact, primarily in terms of pride, first as an
occasion of pride in others, and then in himself (4.16.28, 29).
(16) 


II. The Confessions’ Pattern of Abuse and
Reuse


The theme of Confessions
4.16.28 and 29, then, is not the demerits of Aristotle’s Categories,
but Augustine’s misuse of those Categories, a misuse precipitated on
the one hand by his lack of intellectual conversion—which would have enabled
him to differentiate material and spiritual substances—and on the other by his
lack of moral conversion, which would have granted him the humility to approach
God in a more fertile manner. Such a depiction is significant, for it 
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 not only
betokens Augustine’s lack of animus against Aristotle, but it forms part of a
broader pattern in the Confessions that discloses precisely how
Augustine is using his literary sources. That pattern, to which we now must
turn, is encoded in the structure of books 1 through 9.


As several scholars
have noted, the first nine books of the Confessions (the narration of
Augustine’s past) are arranged chiastically, with the middle of the middle book
serving as the pivot of its two wings. (17) In
the first half of the chiasm (1.1.1-5.7.13) Augustine is spiraling downward
away from God, while in the second half (5.8.14-9.13.37) he gradually returns
to God. The “direction” in which Augustine is going has an enormous
bearing on how well he is able to relate to what is around him. For example,
Frederick Crosson speculates that one of the reasons there are hardly any
proper names of acquaintances in the first half of the historical narrative and
an abundance of names in the second half is that it dramatizes how Augustine’s
flight from God is also a flight from authentic friendship, while his return to
God also marks a return to community. (18)
Augustine is capable of relating well to the people around him only when his
right relation to God is restored.


What is true for
people in Augustine’s life is also true for external goods: things that are
dismissed in the earlier part of the Confessions as occasions or
instruments of sin have a strange tendency of reemerging later in the work in a
more positive light. The things in question can be places, such as bathhouses
(in book 2 they are the scene of Patricius’s vulgar boasts about his son’s
pubescence but in book 9 they enable a bereaved Augustine to weep for his
deceased  
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 mother). (19) They can be objects,
such as a fig tree (Augustine foolishly believes that Manichean elders have
power over theophorous weeping figs in book 3, while in book 8 Augustine,
before reading the theocentric passages of St. Paul, wisely sheds real tears
under a fig tree). (20) They can also be
activities: in book 4 Augustine rejects the bibliomancy of randomly reading a
verse for personal guidance, yet this is precisely what he does in response to
the voice admonishing him to “take and read” in book 8. (21) And they can even be languages: in book 1
Augustine says he had little use for Greek as a boy, while in book 9 is found
the only Greek word used in the Confessions (22)
(a delightfully subtle confirmation of the chiastic thesis as well as an answer
to Augustine’s prayer—made, significantly, when he discusses his boyhood
aversion to Greek—that he may use well whatever he has learned) (1.15.24). 


Though it might be
tempting to read in all this an inconsistency, what this chiastically grounded
tandem reveals is a dynamic pattern of godless “misuse” and godly
“reuse,” where the good use of things is contingent on the degree to
which the user has been morally, intellectually, and religiously converted.
When Augustine, unconverted and unrepentant, is spiraling away from God in the
first half of the narrative, he abuses all of the things around him because,
with his own desires in a state of turmoil, he is incapable of using anything
properly. Conversely, when he begins his ascent back to God in the second half
through a multiform and ongoing conversion, the very things that were once
“deadly” to him may now serve as occasions of grace rather than sin
since his soul has now gained the wherewithal to make good use of them.
Augustine’s narrative, in other words, is driven at least in part by a poetics
of use and abuse that in many cases has more to do with the agent than with the
object, with the condition of the user than with the qualities of what is being
used.
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Augustine’s use and
abuse of books—one of the most salient and constituent themes of the Confessions—is
no exception to this rule. Just as the very items or activities that led
Augustine down a path of misery are the same ones that, when reordered, help
him in his return to God, so too are the same authors who initially seem so
harmful or useless to him “redeemed” in his eyes once his eyes have
been healed and strengthened to see things properly. In book 1 Terence is a
blight for introducing the rapist who follows Jove as a “model of
fornication” (exemplum stupri), yet the same playwright proves quite
useful in framing the question that Augustine answers so eloquently in book 10:
“Why does truth engender hatred?” (cur autem veritas parit odium). (23) Vergil is castigated in book 1 for his
romantic tale of Dido and Aeneas, yet the Aeneid makes several
reappearances in the Confessions, the scene in book 5 of Augustine
leaving Monica weeping at the shores (Augustine’s imitation of the dramatic
climax of Dido and Aeneas’s affair) being only the most prominent. (24) In book 3 Cicero’s Hortensius,
through no fault of its own, sets the stage for Augustine’s initial misreading
of Scripture and for his entering into the Manichean sect, but its reuse at
Cassiciacum helps him and his friends prepare for their baptism in book 9. (25)


III. The Reuse of the Categories


The same is true for
Aristotle’s appearance in the Confessions. Though the Categories
initially serves as a stumbling-block for an intellectually and morally proud
Augustine, it silently reemerges several times later in the Confessions
to be better utilized by an older and wiser Augustine. First, several of
Augustine’s own conjectures  
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 about time in book 11 resonate with the
Aristotelian teaching found in the Categories—for example, that time
is a continuous quantity (Categ. 4b25; cf. Conf. 11.26.33),
that no part of it continues to exist (Categ. 5a27; cf. Conf.
11.27.34, 35), and that it is therefore similar in its nature to speech (Categ.
5a35; cf. Conf. 11.27.34). (26)
Second, the driving question of the Categories—how to predicate the
presence of things—forms part of the backdrop against which Augustine answers
one of the driving questions of the Confessions: how to understand the
presence of God, be it in the events of one’s life, in one’s memory, in
time/eternity, in nature, in history, or in itself. Augustine’s conclusions
about divine presence are manifold, but one thread that runs throughout is the
understanding that God’s presence is, in the strict sense of the word, unique.
The Confessions, then, can be seen as a sustained illustration of
Augustine’s insight at the end of book 4 that God does not fit into any of the
categories of human reasoning (God is not an individuated substance; he has no
quantity, quality, etc.). This insight does not deny the validity of the
categories; indeed there is a way in which one must rely on them in order to
show how God utterly transcends them. But what it does do is set into sharp
relief, by way of apophasis, the ineffable presence of God. In this
respect the placement of Aristotle’s Categories at the end of book 4
not only crystallizes the problem of encountering and thematizing God’s
presence (thus setting the stage for its eventual resolution in books 7 through
10), but functions as an important foil for demonstrating what we do not mean
when we say, “God is present.” 


The clearest and
most significant reuse of Aristotle, however, occurs in Confessions 12.29.40,
where Augustine lifts Aristotle’s discussion of the four kinds of priority from
Categories 14a25-14b20. In that section of the Categories,
Aristotle examines what it means to say that one thing is prior to another.
Initially, he posits that there are 
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 four possibilities: (1) priority of time
(kataV crovnon), where A is said to be prior to B if it is older than or came
before B (Categ. 14a27); (2) priority of existence or being (kataV
thVn tou` ei^nai), where A is prior to B if A’s existence follows from B’s, but
B’s does not follow from A’s (Categ. 14a30-31); (3) priority of
arrangement (katav tavxin), where one thing is said to prior to another
according to some order, such as letters being prior to syllables (Categ.
14b1); and (4) priority of nature (fuvsi”), where one thing is said to be
prior to another if it is honored more (Categ. 14b5). Aristotle,
however, does not seem entirely happy with the fourth priority, remarking that
this is how “the many” (oiJ polloiV) tend to speak. (Perhaps this is why
he goes on to describe it as the most different from, or “alien to”
(ajllotriwvtato”), the others [Categ. 14b7].) Aristotle’s
ambivalence is compounded by his unexpectedly adding a fifth priority, one in
which “of two things whose existence follows from each other … one
which is in any way the cause of the other is prior by nature to it” (Categ.
14b10). (27) The example Aristotle gives is the
fact that a man exists and the statement “A man
exists.” Both follow from each other but do not reciprocally cause each
other, for the fact causes the statement to be true, not vice versa.
Significantly, Aristotle also refers to the fifth kind as a priority by nature
(fuvsi”).


The odd way in which
Aristotle lists the priorities serves two purposes. First, his ambivalence
about the fourth priority underscores its dubious status as a natural priority.
To honor one thing more than another is indeed a kind of priority, but it is a
priority of human convention or whim, not nature. By stating that priority of
honor is what is thought to be prior by nature by ordinary men and
women, Aristotle is implicitly drawing our attention to the difficulty that the
vast majority of human beings have in properly differentiating personal or
conventional opinions about reality from reality itself. What the many consider
natural is, upon deeper reflection, often revealed to be nothing more than
personal or cultural bias. On the other hand, the fifth kind of priority, the
kind that is grasped by someone capable of differentiating different modes 
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 of
being (i.e., a philosopher), is truly “natural.” Further, by listing
the fifth priority separately as he does, Aristotle underscores its differences
from the first four. Unlike the other kinds of priority, which compare simple
things to each other, the fifth is a comparison of things with different modes,
of a thing existing in reality and a truth existing in the mind.
(28)


In book 12 of the Confessions
Augustine also lists four kinds of priority: eternity (aeternitas),
time (tempus), choice (electio), and origin (origo)
(12.29.40). He describes them in the following way:


[Something is said to be prior by] eternity, as God [is prior to] all
things; by time, as the flower [is prior to] the fruit; by choice, as the fruit
[is prior to] the flower; by origin, as the sound [is prior to] the song. (29)






In these chapters Augustine has been
canvassing a number of different orthodox interpretations of Genesis 1:1 and 1:2,
an endeavor which yields no definitive conclusions about the meaning of the
text but which at least demonstrates the legitimacy of interpretative
plurality. (30) The priorities are introduced
in an attempt to clarify one such valid interpretation, the opinion that the
verse “In the beginning God made” means “First God made”
(12.28.38). In order to avoid a possible contradiction with the rest of the
Genesis passage, the subscriber to this view would need to understand
“first” in a non-temporal sense—hence the need to explore different
notions of priority.


Despite differences in nomenclature, a comparison of Aristotle’s and
Augustine’s lists reveals striking similarities. Augustine, for example, keeps
Aristotle’s initial topography of four priorities (31) but
readily accepts Aristotle’s unstated demotion of the fourth, the so-called
priority by nature, to a priority of human whim. Thus in his own list Augustine
will refer to the “priority of choice” (electio) and 
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 give as an example
the fact that most men and women will choose the delicious and nutritious fruit
over the pretty but useless flower. There is also a strong affinity, if not
identity, between Augustine’s “priority of origin” and Aristotle’s “priority
of order.” Not only is Augustine’s example of sound and song comparable to
Aristotle’s example of letter and syllable, but his renaming of it in terms of
origin conforms to Aristotle’s treatment of this priority as a logical ordering
of first principles and propositions, the former of which constitutes the
starting point for the latter.[bookmark: _Ref10728602] (32) Even
the priorities most distinct from each other, Aristotle’s “priority of
existence” and Augustine’s “priority of eternity,” betray an
intriguing compatibility. For Aristotle, the priority of existence means that
A’s existence follows from B’s, but B’s does not follow from A’s. Were one to
substitute “God” and “all things” (the two referents Augustine
uses to exemplify the priority of eternity) for A and B, one would arrive at
the following statement:


God is prior to all things as God’s existence follows from the
existence of all things, but the existence of all things does not follow from God’s
existence. 


Such a compatibility by no means suggests
that the two priorities are the same; on the contrary, as A. Solignac, S.J.,
notes in his explication of 12.29.40, the priority of eternity is the only one
of Augustine’s priorities that requires a uniquely Christian view of God
“immutably creating mutable beings.” (33)
But if this is the case, then Augustine’s priority of eternity would mark a
development of Aristotle’s priority of existence in light of divine revelation.
Thanks to the proficiency wrought by his ongoing conversions, Augustine has
indeed learned to make good use of the Categories.


IV. Possible Difficulties


Before proceeding
any further, however, I should point out that there are two possible
difficulties with my contention that Confessions 12.29.40 includes a
silent but salient use of chapter 12 of Aristotle’s  
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 Categories. First,
given Augustine’s liberal use of Neoplatonic sources, it may be more likely
that he took the foundation for his theories on priority from some work other
than the Categories. This would explain, for instance, his alteration
of the Aristotelian order of the categories listed in book 4 from
“substance, quantity, and quality” to “substance, quality, and
quantity,” the latter order being the one transmitted by one or more veins
of the Neoplatonic tradition. (34) It is
certainly true that Augustine could have culled the different meanings of
“first” from such sources, although concrete evidence is wanting.
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Categories and Isagoge, both of
which are dedicated to an analysis of Aristotle’s Categories, make no
mention of the priorities, and neither does Plotinus’s Enneads; for
that matter, none of the great investigators of Augustine’s sources—namely,
Pierre Courcelle, Harold Hagendahl, John J. O’Meara, Robert O’Connell, and
James D. O’Donnell—have ever drawn a connection between 12.29.40 and a
Platonic text. Yet even if a Neoplatonic derivation is possible, it is still
not unreasonable to turn first to the Categories as a likely source
for Augustine’s views on priority, as this is the only relevant book that we
know Augustine read. (Which Neoplatonic works he read, on the other hand,
remains a hotly contested point. (35)) Nor
would our hypothesis preclude a Neoplatonic influence. For if Augustine’s list
of the categories in 4.16.28 betrays a Neoplatonic hermeneutic (which to some
scholars, incidentally, is a big “if”), then this merely establishes
that Augustine’s memory or appropriation of Aristotle was affected to some
degree by his interaction with Neoplatonism. The same dynamic could be
operative in his knowledge of the priorities without in any way denying that
Aristotle is his primary, albeit quasi-mediated, interlocutor. 


The second
difficulty concerns the consensus among modern scholars that the last five
chapters of the Categories (which include the discussion on the
priorities) are spurious. (36) This may indeed
be the  
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 case, but what is essential for our purposes is not whether Aristotle
wrote 11b15-15b32 of the Categories (dubbed the postpraedicamenta),
but whether Augustine thought that Aristotle wrote them. Based on the
evidence we have of late-fourth-century views on the Aristotelian corpus, it
seems relatively safe to conclude that Augustine did indeed consider the post-praedicamenta
genuine. It is generally acknowledged that Andronicus, a Peripatetic editor
from the first century B.C., knew of the last five chapters
(37) and that subsequent commentators on the Categories—for
example, Dexippus (early 4th century A.D.), Ammonius (5th
century), Philoponus (mid-5th century), and Simplicius (early 6th
century)—either wrote on these sections or alluded to them.
(38) Porphyry also knew of the postpraedicamenta and
considered them authentic. (39) This being the
case, when the Ten Categories came into Augustine’s hands, the work
almost certainly included 11b15-15b32, all of it dutifully ascribed to
Aristotle. 


V. Conclusion


Augustine’s use of
Aristotle in the Confessions is not only consistent with his qualified
appreciation of the philosopher in the rest of his writings, but it also
suggests an engagement with Aristotelian philosophy that extends more deeply
than has generally been recognized. Through a dexterous return to the Categories,
Augustine was able to overcome the pitfalls of his adolescent arrogance by
taking Aristotle’s teachings on time and priority and weaving them into his own
mature reflections on these topics in books 11 and 12 of the Confessions.
This, of course, does not render Augustine an “Aristotelian” any more
than Thomas Aquinas’s frequent appeal to the writings of pseudo-Dionysius make
him a “Neoplatonist.” But it does attest to a certain resourcefulness
and independence of mind on Augustine’s part, to say nothing of a bold
willingness to fuse together diverse schools of thought. For that matter,
Augustine’s “synthesis” of different philosophical traditions may
even suggest a greater compatibility between Aristotle and Plato than our own
stereotypes currently allow. Rather than disregarding Augustine’s conclusions 
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about the recondite harmony of classical philosophy’s twin giants as the aping
of a Ciceronian or Plotinian tenet (both of these authors being themselves
often unjustly dismissed as “eclectic”), (40)
Augustine’s position on the Academy and the Lyceum may be one that merits our
serious consideration. 
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Like Steven Long[bookmark: _ftnref1][1] 
I am disturbed by the view maintaining that crushing a baby’s skull is not
necessarily an act of killing the baby; yet I am unconvinced by his counter
analysis of Aquinas. The difficulty concerns the nature—or the moral species—of
a doctor’s act when she performs a craniotomy in order to save the life of the
mother. Is the doctor’s action a resizing of the head or a killing of the baby?
Aquinas, of course, does not discuss craniotomies, but Long thinks he may find
an answer to the difficulty in Aquinas’s discussion of self-defense. After all,
the problem is more general than craniotomies, encompassing the nature of all
moral actions. What is, for example, the moral nature of the act of killing in
self-defense? Is it a killing in order to save one’s life or is it a repelling
of the attack, with the side-effect of the assailant’s death?


 In what follows, I do not dispute many of Long’s criticisms of
the view he opposes, but I do dispute his own interpretation of Aquinas. He has
attempted to construct a theory from a few difficult passages, while he has
failed to address the many passages that might call his view into question. I
propose, therefore, to do three things. First, I will lay out Long’s view;
second, I will show that his view cannot be reconciled with Aquinas’s; and
finally, I 
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will tentatively suggest
the direction to go for a better interpretation.[bookmark: _ftnref2][2]


 


I.
Long’s View


 


 The dispute focuses on the text of STh II-II, q. 64, a.
7, in which Aquinas discusses self-defense. Aquinas claims that the defender
can intend to preserve her own life, but she cannot intend to kill the
assailant. The relevant passages are worth quoting:


 



  

Nothing hinders one action
from having two effects, one of which is within intention and the other of
which is outside intention. But moral actions receive their species according
to that which is intended, and not from that which is outside intention, since
this is per accidens, as is plain from what has been said. From an act
of self-defense, then, two effects can follow: the preservation of one’s own
life and the killing of the assailant. Acts of this sort, if what is intended
is the preservation of one’s own life, do not have the formality of being
unlawful, since it is natural to anything to preserve its own existence insofar
as it can… .


 It is unlawful for a man to intend to kill a man in order to
defend himself, except for those who have public authority, who while intending
to kill a man for self-defense, refer this act to the public good, as is plain
for soldiers fighting the enemy, or for a minister of the judge fighting
against robbers, although even these sin if they are moved by private desires.[bookmark: _ftnref3][3]


  




 





page 
625




 The uncontroversial first claim, that it is legitimate to intend to
preserve one’s own life, poses no difficulty, but the second claim, that the
defender cannot intend to kill the assailant, has generated much controversy,
largely over the meaning of the word ‘intend’. Some say that intention includes
the means aimed at, and therefore in self-defense one can in no way
legitimately aim to kill, either as an end or as a means, but Long claims that
in this text ‘intention’ refers only to intention of the end, which is
Aquinas’s primary meaning of intention. On Long’s reading, then, Aquinas is
saying that one cannot intend to kill as an end, but it might be permissible to
kill as a means to the goal of saving one’s life. In favor of his
interpretation Long cites many passages in which Aquinas says that intention
concerns the end while choice is of the means. “Just as intention concerns the
end, so choice concerns those that are ordered to the end.”[bookmark: _ftnref4][4]


 The act of self-defense, then, may have two effects, the
preservation of one’s life and the death of the assailant. While one can intend
(as an end) to preserve one’s life, it is impermissible to intend to kill (as
an end) in order to save oneself. It is permissible, according to Long’s
interpretation, to choose to kill as a means. The proscription applies only to
intention, not to choice, and therefore only to the end and not to the means.
Long’s idea seems to be something like the following: killing is legitimate if
one chooses it as a necessary but unwelcome means to achieve the good goal of
preserving one’s life, but one cannot begin to want the assailant’s death as
something desirable in itself, apart from its utility in saving. As long as one
desires the killing simply as a means, it does not give moral species to the
action, for it is not intended, and so the action falls under the species of
self-preservation. But when one begins to desire the killing as an end, as
something desirable apart from its utility, then it is intended and the action
falls under the unlawful species of killing.
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 This
interpretation seems to imply the unacceptable conclusion that the means never
give moral species to an action, and that many wrong actions can be justified
on the basis of good intentions. Robin Hood, for example, does not intend to
steal, for he desires it only as a means to give to the poor; his action,
therefore, is not specified as theft, but as almsgiving. Similar arguments can
be made for just about any action, from adultery to murder. Long’s position, it
seems, reduces to a morality of intention, an Abelardianism in which only a
person’s goals determine the good or evil of her actions, the actions
themselves never playing a role in morality.


 Long is ready with a reply to this difficulty. He says that the
means chosen do in fact give moral species to human actions, for the action
chosen as a means has its own object and its own natural order to some end,
from which it receives its species. There are two sources of the species of
human actions, namely, the object of the action and the end intended by the
agent. The action of theft has its own object and gives species to the action,
no matter the intentions of Robin Hood.


 At this point, it seems that Long is only getting himself into
deeper water, for he is trying to interpret a text that states that what is
outside intention does not give species. Long claims that the means is outside
intention, but then he goes on to claim that the means does in fact give
species. In other words, he says that what is outside intention gives species,
when the very text he is trying to understand explicitly states the opposite.
Long’s attempt to extricate himself from this perplexity is rather convoluted.
Nevertheless, he reaches a coherent position, however much he must stretch the
text of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 to do so.


 Without ever referring us to any text or passage of Aquinas,
Long relies upon a teaching that undoubtedly arises from STh I-II, q.
18, aa. 6 and 7. As Long puts it, “When the object [of an action] is naturally
ordered to the end, then the moral species derived from the end is the defining
species.”[bookmark: _ftnref5][5]
Or as Aquinas says,
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When the object is not per
se ordered to the end, then the specific difference from the object is not per
se determinative of the species from the end, and vice versa. It follows
that one of these species is not under the other, but the moral act is under
two disparate species, for example, we say that he who steals in order to
commit adultery, commits two evils in one act. On the other hand, if the object
is per se ordered to the end, one of the differences is per se
determinative of the other, and one of the species will be contained under the
other.[bookmark: _ftnref6][6]


  




 


Aquinas goes on to say that
the species from the object is contained under the species from the end.


 We have, then, Long’s two sources of moral species, the object
and the end; we have the idea of the object being naturally (or per se)
ordered to the end; and we have the idea of the species from the end being the
defining species. Unfortunately, it is still far from evident how this teaching
is supposed to get Long out of his dilemma. Add one further teaching—that
killing is sometimes naturally ordered to self-preservation—and we are still
left in the fog. Long derives this last teaching, plausibly enough, from the
fourth reply of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7. The objection says that no one
is allowed to commit adultery or to fornicate in order that he may save his own
life. Since killing is worse than either of these sins, then neither can
someone kill to save his own life. Aquinas responds that, “The act of
fornication or of adultery is not ordered of necessity to preserving one’s own
life, as is the act from which killing sometimes follows.”[bookmark: _ftnref7][7]


 We have yet to see how these ideas are supposed to reconcile the
claims that what is outside intention does not give species, yet the means,
which is outside intention, does give species. Let us 
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begin by considering the
ideal case in which the act of killing is naturally ordered to the end of
self-preservation, and in which the defender chooses to kill only as a means,
without intending to kill as an end (which is precisely the case that Long
thinks is justified by STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7). The means gives us the
species of killing, while the end intended gives us the species of
self-preservation, but since the object of killing is naturally ordered to the
end, it follows that its species is not entirely disparate; rather, it falls
under the species of self-preservation. The species from the object serves
merely to narrow the defining species of self-defense, which is derived from
the end, into something like ‘lethal self-defense’.[bookmark: _ftnref8][8] What matters
is that it remains, in species, an act of self-defense, which Aquinas
explicitly states is legitimate.


 Now suppose that the defender wants to kill not simply as a
means but as an end. No longer can his act of killing fall under the species of
self-defense. Rather, killing is intended and so becomes an independent species
of its own, which Aquinas states is unlawful.


 Finally, consider the act of fornication as used to preserve
one’s own life (e.g., one is threatened with death if one does not fornicate).
Suppose that the person chooses to fornicate only as a means, and in no way
intends it as an end. Can we then say that fornication is legitimate because it
falls under the broader species of self-defense, so that it becomes
‘fornicating self-defense’? No, we cannot, for fornication is not naturally
ordered to preserving one’s life, so it, like the instance of stealing in order
to commit adultery, must give rise to an entirely separate species. Similarly,
if some act of killing were not properly proportioned to self-preservation, it
would not simply narrow the defining species of self-defense, but would
generate its own species, which again would be unlawful.


 We have, then, three cases. (1) The act of killing is naturally
ordered to self-defense and it is not intended as an end; then we have a single
species of lethal self-defense. (2) The act of killing is naturally ordered to
self-defense, but it is intended as a good in 
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itself; then we have
killing as an independent species of its own, not falling under self-defense.
(3) The act of killing (or fornicating) is not naturally ordered to
self-defense, so that even if it were chosen merely as a means it would
nevertheless give rise to an independent species of its own. Because
self-defense is an acceptable act, the first case, which falls under the
species of self-defense, is morally good. Since a private individual cannot
kill (as an action with its own independent species), it follows that the
second two cases are evil. Long, by the way, fits the craniotomy case, in which
the doctor crushes the head of the baby (and so kills the baby) in the third
case; killing the baby is not naturally ordered to saving the mother, he says,
for the baby is in no way engaged in an action of endangering the mother.[bookmark: _ftnref9][9]


 The position so far laid out is internally consistent, even if
it leaves gaping holes, such as the problem of determining when an action is
naturally ordered to an end, but it still has not got Long out of the woods. It
is a fine account of self-defense, but it is no account of Aquinas’s statement
that what is outside intention, being per accidens, does not give
species. Why would Aquinas make such a statement so clearly contrary to his
teaching that the means do give species?


 First of all, by praeter intentionem Aquinas means
what is outside the general intention.[bookmark: _ftnref10][10] Suppose I intend
to take a trip to Chicago. Such a general intention is as yet indeterminate as
to whether I will take a plane, a train, or an automobile. In other words, the
means to get to Chicago is outside the scope of the general intention to go to
Chicago. Similarly, the means of defense is outside the general intention to
defend myself. Now since, in the ideal case (1) above, the species of the
action ultimately falls under the end of self-defense, it is, says Long, quite
appropriate to say that the object (or means) does not give species;[bookmark: _ftnref11][11]
it merely determines the species, rather than gives an independent species of
its own. For the first case, then, Aquinas’s statement is true: what is praeter
intentionem (the means) does 
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not give species. Aquinas’s
statement does not apply to the second case, of course, since killing is
intended as an end. But the third case, in which the means is outside intention
yet gives its own independent species, remains a difficulty for Long. The third
case simply does not fit under Aquinas’s general principle that what is outside
intention does not give species. Why, on Long’s reading, does Aquinas ignore
this third case when he gives the general statement about species? Quite
naturally, thinks Long, because by knowing that the action is lethal, we do not
yet know whether it fits the third case; we must further determine whether the
action is naturally ordered to the end, which is why Aquinas goes on to say
that even with a good intention, the act of self-defense can be unlawful, if it
is not proportioned to the end.[bookmark: _ftnref12][12]


 All of this may seem quite natural to Steven Long, but I will
not, even at this point, hide my skepticism. Aquinas seems to be giving a
general principle, that what falls outside intention does not give species, but
in his actual theory, the principle turns out not to be general at all. It is,
in fact, only a principle for the ideal case, the situation in which the means
chosen is naturally ordered to the end intended. Even then the principle holds
only in an attenuated way, since the chosen means, which is outside intention,
further determines the species (e.g., making it defense by killing or lethal
defense). Rather than tell us that his principle is not general, Aquinas gives
it a quasi-general application because, says Long, we don’t know just from the
intention whether we have a case in which it applies. All the more reason, it
seems to me, for Aquinas to clarify the scope of this principle when he lays it
out at the beginning of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7.


 With that note, let us turn to our second task, criticizing
Long’s account.


 


II.
Problems with Long’s Account


 


 I will cover the
following four difficulties with Long’s account: (1) According to Aquinas,
intention does indeed concern the 
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means as well as the end;
(2) Long ignores the fact that the proxi-mate end is most important in
determining the species; (3) Long’s use of praeter intentionem does not
correspond with Aquinas’s; and (4) even the public official cannot do what Long
says he can, namely, intend to kill as an end.


 As I criticize Long’s view, I will invariably make points that
tell in favor of the view opposed by Long, what he calls the Cajetanian
interpretation, but my arguments should not be taken as a defense of the
Cajetanian interpretation, a view with which I have my differences, at least as
it is usually applied to self-defense in current discussions.[bookmark: _ftnref13][13]


 


A) Intention of the Means


 


 According to Cajetan’s reading of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7,
Aquinas prohibits not only intending killing as an end but also intending
killing as a means; the death must be a result, a side-effect, of the action
that is intended, which is simply an action of repelling the attack. Long, on
the other hand, says that the means chosen does not fall under intention, so
that one may legitimately choose to kill in order to save one’s life.


 As we have seen, on this point Long actually provides textual
evidence corroborating his claim, leaving no doubt that for Aquinas intention
concerns the end while choice concerns the means. Unfortunately, Long ignores
crucial passages that throw his interpretation into doubt.[bookmark: _ftnref14][14] In
particular he ignores STh I-II, q. 12, aa. 2 and 3, two articles that
directly address the question of whether intention could ever concern the
means, or what is ordered to the end (ad finem). The first of these
articles asks whether intention concerns only the ultimate end. In response,
Aquinas says,
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As was said, intention
refers to the end insofar as it is the term of the movement of the will. In a
movement, however, a term may be taken in two ways, either as the ultimate
term, which is rested in and which is the term of the whole movement, or as
some mediate term, which is the beginning of one part of the movement and the
end or term of another part. For example, in the movement which goes from A to
C by way of B, C is the ultimate term, while B is a term but not ultimate.
Intention may bear upon both of these sorts of terms, so that while it is
always of the end, it need not always concern the ultimate end.[bookmark: _ftnref15][15]


  




 


The next article gives us
an application of this teaching.


 



  

Intention is not only of the
ultimate end, as was said, but also of the mediate end. Someone may, however,
intend both the proximate end and the ultimate end at the same time. For
example, at the same time someone may intend both to prepare medicine and to
regain his health.[bookmark: _ftnref16][16]


  




 


Clearly, as Cajetan
recognized when he cited this example while commenting on STh II-II, q.
64, a. 7, preparing medicine is a means to the end of attaining health, yet it
is intended as a mediate end, which may also be called ad finem (as in STh
I-II, q. 12, a. 4), usually translated as ‘means’. In other words, it is
certainly true that intention concerns the end, both ultimate and mediate, and
not the means. The problem is that the means is also an end, albeit a mediate
end. Preparing medicine, when viewed in relation to the goal of health, is a
means; at the same time it is an end of the agent or an end of other actions,
such as moving one’s hands. When Aquinas says, then, that intention concerns
the end and choice concerns the means, he does not exclude the possibility that
they both concern the same object, which may itself be ad finem; one may
both choose to prepare the medicine 


 




 





page 
633




and intend to prepare the
medicine. Both these can concern the means; they differ in the formality under
which they move toward that means. Intention moves toward the means as a
mediate end, while choice moves toward it precisely as something ordered toward
a more ultimate end.[bookmark: _ftnref17][17]


 Long claims that ‘intention’, when applied to the means, is
being used analogously. Unfortunately, he cites no passages of Aquinas
indicating such. Article 12 of the Prima Secundae, of which we have
quoted articles 2 and 3 above, directly addresses the topic of intention.
Therefore, if Aquinas were using intention in an extended sense of the term, we
should expect him to tell us so. Yet he does no such thing. He has a single
meaning of intention in mind that applies both to the ultimate end and to the
mediate end, both to health and to the preparation of medicine. In contrast,
when Aquinas asks whether the act of willing (voluntas) concerns the
means, he says that properly speaking it does not, leaving open an
improper or analogous sense in which it does.[bookmark: _ftnref18][18] Or again,
when he asks whether enjoyment (fruitio) concerns only the ultimate end,
he says that a mediate end that has its own pleasure may be enjoyed in some
way of speaking.[bookmark: _ftnref19][19]
Aquinas uses no such terminology when he speaks of someone intending the
mediate end of preparing medicine. Intention is intention, whether it concerns
the ultimate end or the mediate end.


 If one kills in order to save oneself, then the ultimate end is
the preservation of one’s own life, but a more mediate end is the means of
killing. Intention applies to both of these ends, even though the second one
may also be called a means. To read STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, then, in a
Cajetanian fashion, as prohibiting intention of the means of killing is not, as
Long suggests, using ‘intention’ in an extended sense, apart from Aquinas’s
usual meaning.
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B) The Proximate End Gives
Species


 


 Long might very well reply that while intention can refer to the 
mediate end, and hence the means, nevertheless, the intention determines


 the species of 
actions, which is the concern of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, is the further 
end rather than the mediate end, for, as we have seen, the 


end gives the defining or 
formal species while the means merely provides a further determination. So it 
would seem, if we read merely 


 STh I-II, q. 18, aa. 
6 and 7. Unfortunately, once again, Long ignores some crucial texts suggesting 
that the intention that specifies is precisely 


the intention of the mediate 
end or means. Aquinas repeatedly affirms that the species of human actions come 
from the proximate end


 rather than the remote 
end. For example, he says,


 




Profit or glory is the
remote end of the dissembler, as it is of the liar, but the species is not
taken from this end, but from the proximate end, which is to  


show oneself other
than one is.[bookmark: _ftnref20][20]





 


In order to avoid possible
confusion, I have chosen a text in which it is clear that Aquinas is referring
to the proximate end of the will, and  


not the end of the exterior action.
Another such text is STh I-II, q. 1, a. 3, the very text in which Aquinas 
establishes that human actions 


are specified by the end. 
The corpus leaves no doubt that Aquinas is speaking of the end of the will, yet 
in the reply to the third objection, 


he says,


 




One and the same action,
insofar as it arises from the agent, is ordered to only one proximate end, from
which the act has its species, but it may be  


ordered to many remote ends, of
which one is the end of the other.[bookmark: _ftnref21][21]





 


In another place he says
that, “Those things that are ordered to an end may be diversified by the end in
two ways. In one way 
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because they are ordered to
diverse ends, and this makes for a diversity of species, most of all if the end
is proximate.”[bookmark: _ftnref22][22]
Elsewhere,  


he identifies the proximate end with the object: “Moral actions do
not have their species from the remote end but from the proximate  


end, which is
the object.”[bookmark: _ftnref23][23]
It is not clear whether this object is the same as the object that Long
considers to be the specifying element  


of the means or exterior action, the materia
circa quam that is mentioned in STh I-II, q. 18, aa. 6 and 7, but
there is good reason to suppose  


it is. In STh I-II, q. 73, a. 3, ad 1,
Aquinas says, “The object, even if it is the materia circa quam in which
the act terminates, has the formality


 of an end, insofar as the intention of
the agent is led into it.”[bookmark: _ftnref24][24]
The materia circa quam, then, specifies insofar as it is an intended end 


of the agent. When one kills 
in order to save oneself, the object of the act of killing serves as an object 
only insofar as it is an end intended 


by the agent.











 How are these texts concerning the proximate end to be
reconciled with STh I-II, q. 18, aa. 6 and 7, which say that the remote
end intended[bookmark: _ftnref25][25]
is formal with regard to the species of actions? Unfortunately, the answer to
this question is far from clear, and I will not attempt it here. The only point
that I need to make is that the proximate end intended, which is the same as
the means, does indeed give species. It is simply false to say that the 
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intention of the means does
not gives species. When Aquinas says in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, that
actions take their species from what is intended, he could not possibly have
meant to exclude intention of the means.


 


C) “Praeter Intentionem”
Does Not Concern General Intention


 


 Long claims that in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, when Aquinas
says that what is praeter intentionem is per accidens and hence
does not give species to an action, he is referring to a general intention, to
which the means are outside intention, just as a general intention to go to
Chicago need not include any determinate means of getting there. Long provides
us with no other texts in which Aquinas uses praeter intentionem in this
way, especially texts in which he uses it to delineate the species of action.
In fact, Aquinas sometimes does use praeter intentionem in this way. In
the De Veritate, when Aquinas is wondering whether God creates with one
or many ideas, he says that if someone has a general intention to make a
triangle, then it is outside his intention whether it be large or small, and
more generally he says that if an agent has only a general intention, then the
details (which would include the means of bringing it about) are outside his
intention.[bookmark: _ftnref26][26]
However, I cannot find anywhere that Aquinas uses this sense of praeter
intentionem when he is referring to the specification of actions. A cursory
examination of examples indicates that Aquinas does not use praeter
intentionem to exclude the means from giving species. He uses it, rather,
to exclude what Cajetan wanted to exclude, namely, a consequence or side-effect
of an action.[bookmark: _ftnref27][27]


 For example, Aquinas says that active scandal is not a distinct
species when the spiritual downfall of one’s neighbor is outside intention, “as
when someone in his inordinate deeds or words intends only to satisfy his own
will and not to give someone the occasion of ruin.”[bookmark: _ftnref28][28] Clearly,
Aquinas does not mean the occasion 
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of downfall is chosen as a means, for it is
not a means at all. Rather, the occasion for ruin follows from his own sinful
behavior as a consequence.


 Aquinas says that a sin does not take its species from its
punishment, because the punishment is praeter intentionem.[bookmark: _ftnref29][29]
He cannot mean that the sinner merely chooses the punishment as a means.
Plainly, the sinner foresees the punishment as an undesirable consequence of
his actions.


 Although all virtuous activities reveal the truth of oneself, as
an act of courage reveals that one has courage, only in the virtue of
truthfulness is this per se intended; for the other virtues, this
self-revelation is praeter intentionem and so it does not give species.[bookmark: _ftnref30][30]
Once again, it is clear that the act of revealing one’s nature does not serve
as a means of accomplishing the brave act; rather, someone does a brave act,
and consequently he reveals his nature.[bookmark: _ftnref31][31]


 It is not impossible, of course, that in STh II-II, q.
64, a. 7, Aquinas is using praeter intentionem to exclude the means from
giving species, even though elsewhere he uses it to exclude the consequences of
action, but there seems no good reason to suppose that he is, apart from Long’s
a priori assumption that Aquinas must think it is legitimate to choose
to kill in order to defend oneself.


 Long’s use of praeter intentionem also forces him into an
awkward reading of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, ad 4, which we have
previously quoted as saying, “The act of fornication or of adultery is not
ordered to preserving one’s own life from necessity, as is the act from which
killing sometimes follows.”[bookmark: _ftnref32][32]
Long concludes that adultery and fornication are not naturally ordered to
saving 
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one’s life, so they cannot
fall under the species of the end, namely, self-defense. Killing, on the other
hand, has a natural order to saving one’s life, and so it does fall under the
species of the end. The difficulty with Long’s interpretation involves “the act
from which killing sometimes follows.” Cajetan, of course, supposes this action
has killing as a side-effect. Long cannot read the killing as a side-effect,
for he thinks the killing is chosen as a means. In what sense, then, does
killing follow upon the act? According to Long, it follows upon the act
of self-defense because defense, by itself, does not require homicide, even if this
defense requires homicide.[bookmark: _ftnref33][33]
In other words, Long is relying upon his notion of the general intention to
defend oneself, to which the particular means, such as killing, are praeter
intentionem. The means, in effect, follow upon the end, just so long
as a variety of means is sometimes employed for the end.


 This reading is awkward enough as it stands, but upon scrutiny
it becomes almost incoherent. What is the act of killing? Is it the act that is
naturally ordered to self-preservation, or is it what sometimes follows upon
such an act? Long’s position demands that killing is itself the act that is
naturally ordered to self-preservation, for if it were not, then the act of
killing would not be contained under the species of defense. The fourth reply,
however, says that killing is what follows upon the act ordered to
self-preservation. It cannot be both. Either killing is itself ordered to
preservation, or it follows upon the act ordered to preservation. We might also
ask what act is naturally ordered to preserving one’s life. As we have seen,
Long requires that killing itself be naturally ordered to preserving one’s
life, but that is not how he reads the fourth reply. Rather, he says that
killing follows upon the very act of self-preservation. And then the reply
becomes a sort of tautology: the act from which killing sometimes follows,
which is the act of preserving one’s life, is naturally ordered to preserving
one’s life. There is simply no satisfying way to read the fourth reply given
Long’s interpretation.
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D) The Public Official Does
Not Intend to Kill as an End


 


 Long says that it is wrong to intend to kill because one somehow
desires the killing as good in itself. The private individual, he says, can
desire killing only as a means; the public official alone can want killing as
desirable in itself. Long is wrong on both points. The private individual
cannot desire killing even as a means, and the public official does not desire
killing as good in itself. Let us quote once again the pertinent text from STh
II-II, q. 64, a. 7:


 



  

It is unlawful for a man to
intend to kill a man in order to defend himself, except for those who have
public authority, who while intending to kill a man for self-defense, refer
this act to the public good, as is plain for soldiers fighting the enemy, or
for a minister of the judge fighting against robbers, although even these sin
if they are moved by private desires.[bookmark: _ftnref34][34]


  




 


 The opening statement could hardly be better worded to describe
intending to kill as a means to save oneself. Aquinas is not talking about
killing as desirable in itself; he is talking about killing in order to
defend oneself. This sort of killing, the sort that is ordered as a means to
one’s defense, is permissible for the public official but not for the private
individual. And the public official must “refer this act to the public good,”
which does not seem like a description of wanting something as an end, a good
in itself.


 Long uses this notion of ordering to the common good to suppose
that public officials might “shoot to kill even in defense against a merely
diversionary or weak delaying tactic by a criminal band—not because of the
gravity of the threat to the officers themselves, but because should the band
succeed in escaping this would pose a threat to society at large.”[bookmark: _ftnref35][35]
Long gives no evidence 
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to indicate that this is
the sort of case Aquinas has in mind. While Aquinas is talking about intending
to kill in order to defend oneself, Long’s case seems more concerned with
intending to kill in order to prevent escape, two quite different situations.
No doubt public officials are sometimes justified in killing for this reason,
but this is not the case Aquinas has in mind.


 According to Long, Aquinas allows the private individual to kill
as a means (at least for self-defense); what he prohibits is killing as an end.
We do not have to go far from STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, however, to see
that Long must be wrong. Just one article earlier Aquinas asks whether it is
ever legitimate to kill the innocent. He answers that one may kill sinners by
ordering it to the common good, but that the innocent may never be killed.[bookmark: _ftnref36][36]
Three articles earlier, Aquinas asks whether the private individual can kill
sinners. He answers that he cannot, for only those who have care of the common
good may order a killing to the common good.[bookmark: _ftnref37][37] Killing of
the innocent is never allowed; killing of evildoers is allowed only to the
public officials; it readily follows that private individuals are never allowed
to kill.[bookmark: _ftnref38][38]
Indeed, Aquinas goes so far as to say,


 



  

Doing something for the
benefit of the common good that harms no one is lawful for any private person,
but if the benefit involves harm to another person, then it should not be done,
except on the basis of the judgement of him to whom it pertains to decide what
may be taken from the parts for the safety of the whole.[bookmark: _ftnref39][39]
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 Other texts, as well, confirm our second point, that the public
official does not intend to kill as an end in Long’s sense. The virtue of
vengeance, for instance, aims at someone’s evil, but it does not aim at this
evil in itself, but rather only insofar as some other good is attained through
it.


 



  

In the case of vengeance we
must consider the mind-set of the one seeking vindication. If his intention is
led primarily into the evil of the one upon whom he takes vindication, and
rests in it, then vindication is in all ways unlawful, for to take pleasure in
another’s evil pertains to hatred… . On the other hand, if the intention of
the avenger is led principally into some good that is attained through the
punishment of the sinner (for example, that the sinner may amend, or at least
that he be restrained and not disturb others, and to maintain justice and to
honor God), then the vindication may be lawful, supposing that other necessary
circumstances are observed.[bookmark: _ftnref40][40]


  




 


Even God, when he punishes,
does not seek the evil of death itself, but only the justice associated with
it.


 



  

Death may be considered in
two ways. First, it may be considered insofar as it is a certain evil of human
nature; as such, it is not from God but is a defect following on human sin.
Second, death may be considered insofar as it has a formality of goodness,
namely, insofar as it is a just punishment; as such, it is from God. Thus,
Augustine says that God is not the author of death, except insofar as it is a
punishment.[bookmark: _ftnref41][41]


  




 The public official, says Long, will act until he succeeds in
killing the condemned criminal, but the private individual will act to kill
only so long as the assailant poses a threat.[bookmark: _ftnref42][42] He concludes
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that the former is killing
as an end, while the latter is not. He should rather conclude, it seems, that
killing remains a means for the private individual only so long as there is an
imminent threat, but that killing remains a means for the executioner
independent of any immediate threat.


 Interestingly, Long brings lack of innocence into his account of
self-defense. He says that the assailant must be performatively non-innocent,
that is, he must be engaged in threatening activity.[bookmark: _ftnref43][43] Apparently,
this performative guilt is a condition for killing to be naturally ordered to
self-defense, and so to fall under the species of self-defense. According to
Long, the doctor is not allowed to kill a baby in order to save the mother
because the baby is not performatively guilty.[bookmark: _ftnref44][44] None of this
appears in STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, in which Aquinas never refers to the
guilt or innocence of the assailant.


 


III.
What to Do with STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7


 


 My analysis here has been largely negative, showing that Long’s
interpretation of STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 is flawed; I have failed to
supply a better interpretation in its place. What can I say positively by way
of interpreting intention within this text? Unfortunately, not much. I think it
is a mistake to begin with STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7, which is a very
difficult text. Furthermore, I think that most readers approach the text with
the wrong presuppositions and intuitions. If one supposes, as Long does (as
well as do those he opposes), that Aquinas is defending contemporary intuitions
concerning self-defense, then one has already got off on the wrong foot.
Aquinas gives little evidence to indicate exactly which situations he thinks
meet his conditions for self-defense and which do not. I think the conditions
are very stringent and few instances of self-defense meet them.[bookmark: _ftnref45][45]
But 
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whether I am correct or
not, it is a mistake to begin with this text, and it is a mistake to begin with
presuppositions about what it is saying. In my mind, Aquinas’s action theory
should be examined and understood apart from this text; when this theory is
understood well, then we can turn to his article on self-defense. If we begin
as Long does (and in this regard he is little different from most others), and
suppose that STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 must justify actions in which we
kill as a means to preserve our lives, then we might very well distort the
meaning of the text to meet this presupposition. What if, after all, Aquinas
thought such actions are not justified? I think such actions are justified, but
then I also think that STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 does not justify them.[bookmark: _ftnref46][46]
To make the text justify such acts of self-defense one must stretch and twist
the texts too much, as Long himself has done.


 STh II-II, q. 64, a. 7 is clear on a few points about
intention: (1) the species of human actions are taken from what is intended;
(2) what is praeter intentionem does not give species; (3) some actions
that have two effects can have one effect intended but the other praeter
intentionem; (4) the public official can intend something the private
individual cannot; and given the wording, I think it is hard to get around (5)
the public official can intend to kill as a means, while the private individual
cannot. These five points are indeed a meager start, but then again, if I am
correct, they are not a start at all. They should be the conclusion of an
examination of other aspects of Aquinas’s thought.


 If we wish to find within Aquinas a solution to the problem of
the craniotomy case, we should look elsewhere than STh II-II, q. 64, a.
7. While intention plays a prominent role in Aquinas’s analysis of
self-defense, I suspect that it may play only a minor role in an understanding
the nature of craniotomy.
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	Some histories of philosophy, like the admirable one of
Frederick Copleston, only attempt to give an accurate
account of various philosophies in their general historical
setting. Others, like Bertrand Russell in his absurd A
History of Western Philosophy or Étienne Gilson in his
brilliant The Unity of Philosophical Experience proffer an
argument for a particular philosophical position. Deely
takes the second view and says that a good history of
philosophy must be itself philosophy.


	The thesis of this book, a history as brilliant as Gilson’s
and certainly one of the most original and comprehensive
recent efforts to explain the value and scope of philosophy,
is that postmodernism is not, as Heidegger claimed, the
end of philosophy, but a promising new beginning. Ancient
Philosophy discovered Substance. The Latin Age
discovered Being. The Modern Age took the byway of
Ideas. Thus with Descartes, modernity took a road that
wobbled between idealism and empiricism and dead-ended in solipsism. Postmodernity is about to return to the
true road it missed, although that true road lay open to it at
the end of the Latin Age, the highway of the Sign. It will at
last be freed of its solipsism and enabled to recognize that
the world is a network of mind-dependent and mind-independent relations, of reality and cultural interpretation,
that can be distinguished in order to be rightly united. This
is not the postmodernity of Derrida, since that is merely the
last gasp of modernity; it is the postmodernity of Charles
Peirce—and, I must add, of Deely himself. 


	As Deely has explained Peirce, semiotics, the doctrine
of signs that transcends the distinction between the real
and the mental and enables us to make this distinction and
interrelation clear, makes available to us today the major
achievements of the three past ages of understanding.
Ancient philosophy attained the notion of “sign” as regards
natural signs, but even the masterly logic, psychology, and
epistemology of Aristotle did not explicitly extend the
concept of semeion to mental signs. The Latin Age,
especially in the philosophy of being of Aquinas, took this
major step, but its full implications were recognized only at
its end, in the writings of Jean Poinsot (John of St.
Thomas, O.P.). In the third 
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Age of Modernity, beginning with Descartes, the failure to
recognize this semiotic achievement resulted in the war of
Idealism vs. Empiricism. But this Empiricism, by its
assumption that what we know are not beings but
representations, was as solipsistic as was Idealism. With
Peirce, who went behind Modernity to recover something
of the first two Ages, although mainly in its Scotistic
version, the Fourth Age of Postmodernity has begun with
the recognition that the Sign transcends the natural and
the mental worlds by distinguishing and relating them in
the complex web of historical cultures. 


	For Deely, however, as for Gilson, the philosophy of
being of Thomas Aquinas remains central to this historical
development. If Peirce had known Aquinas and what
Poinsot made explicit in Aquinas rather than Scotus, and
if in this new century Thomists can escape their
Neoscholastic or Transcendentalist dead-ends, Post-Modernism will be saved from Modernism’s destruction of
philosophy. The reason that St. Thomas’s philosophy of
being remains fundamental even in this semiotic age is
that it was he who showed us that the primum cognitum,
the primary object of intelligence, is “being” in a sense that
transcends mind-independent being and mind-dependent
being. Only in this way does it become possible to
establish the principle of contradiction by which real
objects, which cannot contradict themselves, are
distinguished from what human thought in its efforts to deal
with real objects necessarily or arbitrarily projects on
reality. Naïve realism cannot make this distinction, and
idealism, no matter how sophisticated, cannot escape the
contradictory and solipsistic world of its own construction.


	This fundamental epistemological position of Aquinas
was based on Aristotle’s distinction between sense
cognition and intellectual cognition and the dependence of
the latter on the former. Aquinas was acquainted not only
with Aristotle’s notion of how we know through natural
signs, from effect to cause, but also with Augustine’s
insight that there are not only natural signs but also cultural
signs, as for example the Christian sacraments. Thus it
became clear for Aquinas and scholasticism that signs are
both natural and instrumental. At the culmination of
Baroque scholasticism, Jean Poinsot’s Tractatus de Signis
demonstrates that this indifference of the sign to mind-independence or mind-dependence makes it possible for
us to relate the real and the ideal without detriment to
either. Immediately after this establishment of semiotics
Poinsot’s achievement was overwhelmed by the rise of
Cartesian Modernity and it was not until Peirce creatively
took up an undeveloped suggestion of Locke that a
genuine semiotics again emerged.


	What Peirce saw clearly, and Poinsot had in Scholastic
terms anticipated, was the triadic relational nature of the
sign. A sign is not simply something by mediation of which
something else is known, a dyadic relation of sign and
signified, but a triadic relation between first an object
known A (the sign), another object known through the first
object (the terminating object) C, and what Peirce called
the “interpretant,” that is, a third object of knowledge that
is precisely the relation of signification between the first
two objects, B. For 
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example, a scientist observes that heavy objects fall (A)
and infers that they have the property of gravity (C),
because he understands this in terms of what in his
scientific perspective he knows to be the logical relation of
cause to effect (B). This critical or scientific understanding
is possible only if the scientist does not confuse the logical
relation of inference from effect to cause (which is purely
mind-dependent) with the real dependence of effect on
cause. If he does not make this distinction he falls either
into Hume’s empiricist notion that we do not know causal
relations or Kant’s idealist notion that this relation is a
merely mental projection. One has only to look at current
quantum theory to see into what puzzles such confusions
have plunged modern science. As the Nobel Laureate in
Physics Richard Feynman is often quoted as saying, “I
think that I can safely say that nobody understands
quantum mechanics.” 


	Poinsot, following Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s account of
the category of relation, showed that predicamental
(categorial) relation cannot be sensed but only known
intellectually, and that it is supersubjective, since although
it is a relation it exists not in a subject but between subjects
that only supply its foundations. Since this is the nature of
a relation, the triadic relation that constitutes a sign is
independent of whether these subjects that supply its
foundations are real or ideal. They are the sign-vehicles,
not the relations that constitute the sign as such. It is this
indifference of the sign relation to the real and the ideal,
therefore, that makes it possible for semiotics, the study of
the sign, as distinguished from semiology, the study of
culturally determined signs, to deal with the intricate web
of reality and ideality that constitutes the Lebenswelt or
nature-culture world in which humans live. 


	It is by distinguishing and relating natural and cultural
signs without confusion that we are not only freed for
practical decisions, but also are enabled to make progress
in theoretical knowledge as an historical process (not as a
finished, dogmatic product) without falling into
deconstructionist skepticism. Thus Deely pictures the
history of thought as progressive, yet subject to occasional
dead-ends, that can, however, eventually be overcome
(and not without some positive profit). Thus Deely
emphasizes that what is important is not just semiotics but
semiosis, the action of signs by which thought is led from
one insight to another through the intricate web of natural
truth and cultural construction. 


	I believe that this work of Deely will make a major
contribution to the revival of Thomism because it shows so
vividly how Thomists can proceed to assimilate the positive
achievements of modernity as a point of departure for a
vigorous postmodernity. Moreover, Deely’s treatment of
Aquinas’s own thought is excellent. He acutely exposes a
number of Neothomist misreadings, such as the “Christian
philosophy” confusion, the reduction of metaphysics to the
single topic of esse, the over-emphasis on the originality of
the real-distinction of essence and existence in Aquinas,
and the Cajetanian mishandling of the doctrine of analogy. 
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	What was lacking in the great synthesis worked by
Aquinas was an adequate consideration of the way the
historic development of culture and the perspective of
individuals within their culture both limits and opens up
their understanding of reality. While St. Thomas well
understood that “a thing is received in the mode of its
recipient,” the pioneering culture in which he lived tended
to naïve objectivity. What modern thought from Descartes
to Heidegger achieved was a painful reflection on how
much of our Lebenswelt is a cultural veil through which
reality reveals itself with difficulty. Our efforts to understand
the world do in fact—not totally, as Kant claimed, but in a
major way—conceal it. This has now become evident in
quantum theory where the action of observation is so
entangled with the observed facts.


	In keeping with this emphasis, Deely writes in a style that
is at once erudite, critically argumentative, and vigorously
personal—indeed, sometimes more personal than is often
considered academically “proper.” He lets us see that he
is an active participant in this ongoing dialogue, employing
a touch of polemical rhetoric as well as patient analysis. I
enjoyed this liveliness of style in a very long and complex
work and welcomed the immense amount of information
contained in its lengthy bibliography and appendices. 


	On certain topics, however, Deely is not entirely faithful
to his own emphasis on cultural contextuality. For example,
he calls the Pseudo-Dionysius a “forger,” when in the
culture of that writer a pious pseudonymity was acceptable
(even in the Sacred Scriptures), since its purpose was not
so much to claim a spurious authority as to express
humble deference to it. Similarly his unnuanced criticisms
of the Inquisition are more “modern” than “postmodern.” In
particular, I prefer St. Thomas’s benign reading of Aristotle
on the question of creation and whether the Unmoved
Mover knows the world to that of Deely, who follows
current scholarship in this matter. While certainly Aristotle
never speaks of creatio ex nihilo or of God’s knowledge of
creation, neither does he deny these truths; moreover, they
are consistent with his metaphysical principles, while a
denial of them, as Aquinas shows, would make Aristotle
contradict himself—not likely in the Father of Logic. It
should be noted that one of Aristotle’s lost dialogues was
On Prayer and that his will provides for sacrifices.
Abraham P. Bos in his Cosmic and Meta-Cosmic Theology
in Aristotle’s Lost Dialogues (1989) has well argued that
these are mature works in which Aristotle chose another
literary form for his more religious speculations. 


	I must confess, moreover, that if I were to write a history
of philosophy, I would center it not on the theme of sign, as
important as Deely has convinced me that this theme is,
but on Aristotle’s discovery of First Philosophy in the sense
of a science of Being as inclusive of immaterial as well as
material existents. Deely does indeed accept the
Aristotelian demonstration of the existence of an
immaterial First Cause from sensibly observed change in
the world, and hence I find that we are in fundamental
agreement. 


	To sum up, Deely’s perspective on thought as a network
of semiosis escapes idealism by firmly grounding thought
in sense observation and saves the 
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epistemology of Aristotle and Aquinas as against Plato,
Descartes, Hume, Kant, and Derrida, while at the same
time showing how human thought exists always in a
cultural context. No Thomist who faces the challenges of
the postmodern age can afford to neglect this massive,
lively, and profound work.


Benedict M. Ashley, O. P.     


	Saint Louis University


		Saint Louis, Missouri




		[bookmark: Contemplation]Contemplation and Incarnation: The Theology of Marie-Dominique Chenu. By Christophe F. Potworowski.
Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2001.
Pp.xviii + 334. $49.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-7735-2255-7.


 


	As an introductory note to this book rightly remarks,
Marie-Dominique Chenu (1895-1990) was, as historian of
theology, reformer of Scholasticism, and pastoral
strategist, a major figure of the twentieth-century Catholic
Church. This book would be worth buying for its Chenu
bibliography alone (fourteen hundred items occupying
nearly one hundred pages of text and hence almost a third
of the book’s length). But, fortunately, given its relatively
high price, it contains rather more than that.


	Its title is helpful, for Christophe Potworowski seeks to
make two claims. The first is that Chenu’s initial attraction
to the Dominican Order as essentially a contemplative
Order continued throughout his life to command his
theological work even though the vocabulary of
contemplation ceased to play a dominant role in his later
writing. The second claim is that the concept of incarnation
(though whether this is the dogmatic concept of the
Incarnation of the Word or the sociocultural one of human
embodiment remains an open question) at all points
governs Chenu’s corpus as a pastoral theologian, a
practitioner of applied theology. It is this second discussion
that will arouse most interest in circles outside the limited
world of the Dominican family, not least because it
underlines—almost against the intentions of the
author—the rather alarming ambiguousness with which the
Incarnation/incarnation theme is sounded.


	A major lacuna in the work is apparent from its opening.
Since this is the first full-scale study of Chenu to appear in
English, a biographical introduction would have been
useful. As it is, a great deal is made to turn on Chenu’s first
visit, in 1913, to Le Saulchoir du Kain, the study-house, in
Belgian exile, of the Province of France. There his
Dominican vocation was discovered at a stroke, thanks to
the intensity of the liturgical, contemplative, and studious
life so zealously represented by that establishment.
Clearly, that visit was momentous for him. So much is not
conjecture, but the simple sense of Chenu’s own words. It
seems to 
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have caused, however, a curious imbalance in his estimate
of the Order’s nature. Like at least the early Chenu, the
present reviewer is also committed to a canonical,
monastic, and studious view of the Dominican vocation.
But to maintain that the Order is essentially a
contemplative Order, some individuals within which are
deputed to preaching, is tantamount to saying that it is the
moniales of the Order, its enclosed nuns, and not the
friars, who best represent St Dominic’s intention. No
wonder that Chenu was later tempted by a transfer of his
vows to the Carthusians! And, more importantly for the
Church historian, no wonder, too, that discovery of the
crying need for apostolic preaching in the many de-Christianized milieux of mid-twentieth-century France
precipitated something of a crisis in his sense of the
proportions of the Dominican vocation and the practical
strategies that cohere with it. A good deal of the
subsequent ambivalence about incarnation language in
Chenu’s work (so it might be speculated) takes its rise from
here.


	Of the book’s six full chapters, two are devoted to the
contemplation theme, and four to its incarnation
complement. Potworowski opens by looking at Chenu’s
theology of contemplation, with its spirited refusal of the
false oppositions of mysticism and asceticism, mysticism
and intellectualism. Chenu used Thomas’s theology of the
virtues and gifts to reassert the happy conjunction of
affectivity and knowing, in the appropriation of a grace to
which, especially in the more advanced forms of mystical
understanding, passivity (“docility” might be a better word)
is all. Potworowski has little difficulty in showing how much
Chenu’s theology of faith—and hence his fundamental
theology at large—profited from his strong contemplative
orientation. The light of faith is the presence within us of
the divine self-witnessing, the inchoate apprehension of
the beatifying Good. Building on the work of Ambroise
Gardeil, Le Saluchoir’s Regent, Chenu stressed how in
faith a mystical perception is accompanied by assent to
propositions—a symptom of the “theandric” nature of the
act of faith, where divine revelation enters the fabric of
human concepts to transform them from within. Crucial to
Chenu’s development of Gardeilisme was his
discovery—this time as historian of mediaeval theology—of
the fashion in which Thomas had set to work the principle
of the (quasi-) subalternation of the sciences in order to
make just this point. (It is noteworthy that Potworowski
makes far less use of Chenu’s investigations of the
symbolic theology of the twelfth century than he does his
work on the rational dogmatics of the thirteenth.) The
theological life of the mind takes wings from the original
appropriation of revelation. Cogitatio is essential to faith, in
the ever-renewed enquiry of the believer who must remain
dissatisfied until the open vision of God arrives. The donné
of biblical revelation calls for the construit of a
metaphysically informed Catholic dogmatics.


	All this is excellent stuff, though the early twenty-first-century context for reading it could hardly be more
different, in terms of ecclesial emphasis, than that of the
years between the two World Wars. Chenu highlights the
human dimension of the act of faith against those who
would treat faith’s supernatural 
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character as a charter for docetism. If the act of faith be, as
Chenu thought, Chalcedonian, uniting the divine and
human in perfect synergy, the threat to that union comes
today far more from “Nestorianism” in fundamental
theology than the tacit “Monophysitism” Chenu divined
among the inter-War Scholastics.


	From here to Potworowski’s chapters on Chenu’s
incarnationalism is a relatively easy step to take. In this
discussion of the act of faith, the model of the Incarnation
has surfaced, even if, as the author admits, it is absent
from Théologie comme science itself. Though the
successive editions of that master-work conceal the fact,
Chenu’s involvement in the (by and large, not very
successful) attempts of the French Church at pastoral
strategy took more and more of his time and energies from
the 1940s onwards. Chenu’s growing conviction that the
“law of incarnation” found in the “divine Economy”
necessitated more attention than had previously been
given to the material, social, and historical aspects of the
human situation, and his belief that the transcendent
dimension of the human spirit fulfills itself in fulfilling the
world, translated into socio-political options of a broadly
Leftist, and impressionistically marxisant, kind. His project
is comparable to that of the Annales school of French
historians of culture in the period. As Potworowski
explains, Chenu much admired them.


	The later Chenu appealed to patristic notions of
oikonomia as a way of rendering more evangelically
preachable a theology inclined to present itself as,
principally, a sacred metaphysics. This was welcome, but
the notion that the “progressive humanisation of humanity”
is “the way of divinisation” (these are not only citations
from Chenu but watchwords) seems to render the
Incarnation more of a parable, albeit a really enacted one,
than actually the means of human salvation. Indeed, the
term “incarnation” becomes hopelessly overstretched when
made the clarion cry of a Catholic Action itself undergoing,
by the 1950s, rapid secularization of goals as well as
means 


	Of course, when animating, in the worker-priest
movement, those who were going to be ministering to
sections of society alienated from the Church, the desire to
avoid excessively ecclesiastical language was legitimate,
even praiseworthy. But despite the stress on the need to
address the concrete, analysis and rhetoric—as witness
the chapters here on “Church, Society and Mission” and
“Word as Sign”—became extraordinarily abstract. After the
Second Vatican Council the combination of the two,
infuriating to Anglo-Saxons, was thoroughly typical of
official Catholicism in the French-speaking world.


	Attempts to imagine the flesh these skeletons might bear
suggest that the idea of “the signs of the times” functioned
as something of a code word for a social-philanthropic
humanitarianism of a corporatist-Liberal kind. That at least
was its increasing fate in Catholic parlance until the
Extraordinary Synod of 1985 tackled the matter.


	One closes this book with a sense of regret that the
development of French Catholicism, to which he so greatly
contributed, channelled Chenu’s energies into an applied
theology whose merits are far from patent, and away from
the 
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renewal of dogmatics by spirituality and historical
ressourcement. For the latter renewal he was admirably
equipped. And at it, despite occasional questionable
formulations, he excelled.


 Aidan Nichols, O. P.     


	Blackfriars


		Cambridge, Great Britain




		[bookmark: The Ethics]The Ethics of Aquinas. Edited by Stephen J. Pope.
Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press,
2002. Pp. 544. $39.95 (paper). ISBN 0-87840-888-6.


 

	There are many reasons to applaud the recent
resurgence of scholarly interest in the moral thought of
Thomas Aquinas. Among the most salutary is the recovery
of the complex and fundamentally theological character of
Aquinas’s oeuvre. The conventional account of Aquinas as
the epitome of medieval “natural law” theory, whose place
in the history of western ethics is little more than a
sideshow along the golden road to modernity, has always
been deeply flawed, of course. Now it is increasingly
difficult to deny this fact; and thus almost impossible to
pretend to students (or oneself) that the “Treatise on Law”
(STh I-II, qq. 90-97) represents the sum and substance of
Aquinas’s reflections on the moral life. Those who persist
in doing so might justifiably complain that what Pope Leo
XIII in Aeterni Patris (1879) called the “rivulets” of the
angelic doctor’s teaching are today too numerous and far
flung to admit more than a nod in the direction of this
complex and theologically minded Aquinas. No more.


	In The Ethics of Aquinas, editor Stephen Pope has
produced a compendium of recent work on Aquinas’s
moral thought that in one large but manageable volume
brings this wide and diffuse scholarship together. As Pope
acknowledges in the book’s preface, there has been no
dearth of brief overviews of Thomistic ethics (his own is
included in an introduction to the volume); and on various
aspects of Aquinas’s moral thought (e.g., on human acts,
on the will, on the virtues, etc.) there has over the last few
decades been a veritable tsunami of monographs.
However, there has never been anything quite like this: a
“comprehensive treatment of the basic moral arguments
and content of Aquinas’s major moral work, the Second
Part of the Summa theologiae” (xi).


	Although the book deliberately addresses a wide
audience—beginner as well as specialist—those unfamiliar
with the primary texts will likely find this volume unhelpful
in the extreme. To the extent it addresses beginners, The
Ethics of Aquinas, like the Summa itself, presumes of its
reader a considerable amount of preparation if not interest
in Thomistic moral theory. In other words, if one is looking
for a secondary source to use in a standard undergraduate
introduction 


page 141


to Aquinas’s moral thought, then one of those brief
overviews would probably be a better choice. As a
resource for advanced undergraduate and graduate study,
on the other hand, there is, truly, nothing quite like this
book. 


	The book is divided into three main sections, which are
introduced by three “orienting essays.” The first is Leonard
Boyle’s slightly reworked version of his influential Gilson
Lecture (Toronto), “The Setting of the Summa Theologiae
of St. Thomas,” originally published in 1982. The decision
to put Boyle’s essay at the front of the volume reflects not
simply the recognition of that essay’s influence on
subsequent inquiry into Aquinas’s ethics (it is frequently
cited in the notes to many of the other essays in this
collection), but an editorial commitment to the importance
of historical context in interpreting both Aquinas’s moral
thought and the reception of that thought in times and
places leading down to and including our own. In fact, if
this book has an editorial slant—Pope is emphatic that the
selection of contributors does not represent the
canonization of any one interpretation of Aquinas’s moral
thought—it is the insistence on the coherence of Thomist
moral theory as a tradition of inquiry, “a scene of lively
intellectual development.”


	Of course, it takes more than a juxtaposition of divergent
interpretations, or the history of such interpretations, to
make this case, and Pope could be faulted for not
attending to the complex questions raised by the claim that
Thomistic moral theory represents a single coherent
tradition, rather than multiple traditions (e.g., Dominican,
Redemptorist, Jesuit, analytic, etc.), of inquiry. At the very
least one needs some sort of criteria for identifying
divergence, to say nothing of development, within a
tradition in the first place. Many moral theologians, for
example, are fond of citing Boyle’s essay in defense of
their attempts to restore the Secunda Pars to its place
within the Summa (having been dislodged from the Prima
and Tertia Pars by John of Freiburg and his epigones), and
thereby reconnect Aquinas’s ethics to his doctrines of God,
creation, and Christ. However, as even Boyle notes at the
conclusion of his lecture, “one could argue” that Thomas
himself “was not particularly concerned about the
circulation of these parts individually, or about the
inviolability of the Summa theologiae as a whole,” or “that
the relationship between the parts of the Summa is not as
clear as it might be in the various prefaces.” 


	We obviously don’t have Aquinas around to give us an
answer—to tell us, say, which “rivulet” is more faithful to
the source: Pinckaers’s, Finnis’s, or Fuchs’s. For his part,
Leo XIII thought that “the established agreement of learned
men” would suffice to distinguish the corrupt from the “pure
and clear.” On the other hand, Pope’s emphasis on the
established disagreement among scholars, though a
testament to liveliness, doesn’t tell us much by itself. Yet,
if the placement of Frederick Lawrence’s essay (“Lonergan
and Aquinas: The Postmodern Problematic of Theology
and Ethics”) at the other end of this volume is any
indication, then the coherence of a single tradition of
Thomistic ethics likely depends, in Eric Voegelin’s
memorable phrase, less on the minting of more Thomists
than on the emergence of another Thomas. Given the
already broad 
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scope of this book, it is difficult to imagine saying more
than this within the confines of a single volume.


	The point is however reinforced in different ways by both
of the remaining two “orienting” essays. In his essay on
“The Sources of the Ethics of St. Thomas Aquinas,”
Servais Pinckaers concludes that a proper understanding
of Aquinas’s moral thought requires that one prayerfully
meditate upon the gospels and put them into practice, “as
St. Thomas did,” before one ever opens the Summa. Pope
similarly notes that the “inner dynamic” of Aquinas’s ethic
leads not to good works, but a transformed life, ultimately
the beatific vision.


	After these introductory essays, parts I and II turn to
detailed commentary and analysis of the various “treatises”
of the Secunda Pars, with part I addressing those of the
Prima Secundae and part II the Secunda Secundae. Each
of the contributions to these sections is written by a well-known and established student of Aquinas, most of them
English-speaking. The essays are all of a very high caliber,
extensively annotated, with helpful guides for further
reading. For the most part, they stick to straightforward
exposition of the relevant portion of the Summa. The
charge to the authors was clearly to present in as
intelligible and concise a manner the origin, meaning, and
problematic character of fundamental concepts (e.g.,
happiness, will, act, habit, sin, virtue, etc.) as Aquinas
employs them. Nevertheless, in more than a few cases,
engagement with contemporary debate over the
interpretation of a specific passage, or with secular critics
of Aquinas’s thought more generally, peeks through. This
is all to the good. 


	Two of the more notable instances of this engagement
are Daniel Westberg’s analysis of STh I-II, qq. 18-21, in
which he briefly takes up the controversy between
“revisionists” and “conservatives” over the question of
intrinsically evil acts. His summary and conclusions
regarding this debate, drawing in part on the work of Jean
Porter, are surely among the most lucid available. Neither
revisionists nor conservatives can claim Aquinas as
exclusively their own. In her interpretation of STh I-II, qq.
71-89, Eileen Sweeney confronts Martha Nussbaum’s
“misreading” of Aquinas as the archetypal rationalist,
whose underlying aim is to iron out the inherent
ambiguities of human action by appeal to a univocal rule
and a single scale of values. Aquinas is far more
complicated than this, argues Sweeney, and in fact
incorporates into his Summa precisely that appreciation for
the contingent that Nussbaum so esteems in Aristotle and
the Greek Tragedians.


	The third and final section examines the “Twentieth-Century Legacy” of Thomistic moral thought. Thomas
O’Meara surveys the interpretation of Aquinas by various
Dominican theologians, including a few manualists who
probably deserve more widespread attention than they
have received: Dominic Prümmer and Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange. Raphael Gallagher looks at the Redemptorist
and Jesuit traditions, and, with the help of Pinckaers,
raises some very tantalizing (and pressing) questions
about the necessity of bringing Thomistic moral vocabulary
into dialogue “with language more directly associated with
experience.” Clifford Kossel provides an extensively
annotated survey of Thomistic moral philosophy in the
twentieth century, an extremely 
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helpful contribution since this tradition is something moral
theologians, to their discredit, often bypass. An essay by
Thomas Hibbs on post-Vatican II interpretations of
Aquinas’s ethics should simply be required reading in
every master’s and doctoral program in Christian ethics.
The final two contributions depart from this narrative mode.
Ludger Honnefelder investigates the interplay of
contemporary “teleological” theories of morality, with their
emphasis on the evaluation of consequences, within
current Thomistic moral philosophy. Finally, as mentioned
above, Frederick Lawrence presents the work of Bernard
Lonergan, in its own way as vast and rich as that of
Aquinas, as the result of Lonergan’s lifelong
“hermeneutical exchange” with Aquinas. That exchange
enabled Lonergan to formulate his distinctive account of
human experience, or more precisely, his account of
human consciousness as experience, informed by the
rhythms of both gift (grace) and achievement. In this
respect, and in the implications of his method for a
sustained critique of modern politics, culture, and
philosophy, Lonergan exemplifies both the enduring power
of Aquinas’s moral thought and the inescapably theological
nature of his project. 


	In books of this sort and size there is always room to
quibble about what might have been included, but wasn’t.
For example, there is virtually no explicit attention given to
the influence of the Thomistic tradition on the development
of magisterial moral pronouncements (especially those of
John Paul II), or in the various strata of liberationist ethics,
or in the ongoing ecumenical encounters between
Catholic, Protestant, Reformed, and Orthodox theologians.
But these omissions are far from serious, and one is not
left with the sense that the book is somehow incomplete
because of them. The Ethics of Aquinas is still worthy of
becoming one of the more frequently consulted secondary
sources in the ongoing and lively investigation of Aquinas’s
moral thought.


Paul J.Wojda     


	University of St. Thomas


		St. Paul, Minnesota
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	This volume, intended to serve as a textbook, consists
of seven chapters that examine the three theological
virtues and the four cardinal virtues (acquired and infused),
along with the associated gifts of the Holy Spirit and
beatitudes. As such, it provides a thorough introduction to
Aquinas’s theology of the virtues. The great achievement
of the book consists in displaying how the analysis of the
theological and cardinal virtues provides a richly textured,
supple outline of the Christian life. 
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	Some moral theorists today reject moral absolutes on
the grounds that the complex situations of real life militate
against normative depictions of Christian holiness. In
contrast to casuistry or to moral theories that focus upon
the will, however, the study of the virtues offers an account
of the acting person that properly contextualizes, in light of
creation and grace, the explication of the moral absolute
(102). The virtuous life is predicated upon the reality that
certain ends—a just society, for example—are perfective
of human nature. These ends follow from the kind of
beings that human persons are, namely, rational animals
called to a supernatural vocation of union with the Trinity.
Human beings thus have hierarchically ordered ends that
correspond to the psychological intellective and appetitive
powers (knowing and loving), as well as to the operation of
properly directed human passions. When adequately set
forth, Cessario points out, the theology of the virtues
exposes the rich relationship of the psychological powers
and the human passions, thus identifying important
foundations not only for moral theology, but also for the
applied science of psychology. 


	The theology of the virtues nicely illumines the fallacy of
the two-tier model of nature and grace. The study of the
virtues displays the profound integration of nature and
grace in two ways: by identifying the guiding supernatural
ends inscribed by the theological virtues (above all charity),
and by appreciating the distinction between acquired and
infused moral virtues (101). Reflection upon moral virtue as
acquired enables the theologian to give due weight to the
significance of creation in understanding the human
person. Without supposing that Adam, after sin, was an
instance of “pure human nature” (69), the theologian
becomes attentive to “the human person as a creature”
with “specific capacities and built-in teleologies” (102)
grounded in God’s eternal law or wise ordering of his
creation (106, 131). Further reflection upon moral virtue as
infused allows the theologian to grasp the moral life under
the aspect of redeemed (graced) creation shaped by the
life of charity. In this regard, Cessario quotes with approval
Hans Urs von Balthasar: 



  
Von Balthasar speaks about the “‘opening
up’ to ‘the Gentiles’ (Gal 3:14) that is
effected in the gathering together of Jesus’
followers and the bestowing on them of the
Holy Spirit (through faith in him).” The same
kind of opening up takes place in the moral
life through the graced translation of the
human virtues—what we call the infused
virtues. Because Jesus promises the
guidance of the Holy Spirit to all those who
are gathered in his name, the Christian
believer is a man or woman whose soul
brims with a graced discretion that continues
to develop during the course of a virtuous
life.” (99) 


  



The rich interplay of creation and grace—the manifold
ways in which grace interiorly elevates and perfects human
nature (individually and socially, as the Body of Christ) in
attaining its ultimate end of Trinitarian communion—shines
forth in the theology of the virtues. As Cessario puts it,
“only charity can uphold the whole ensemble of authentic
virtues, so that the human person achieves the 
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freedom that the New Testament promises to those who
remain united with Christ” (71).


	The benefit of a study that encompasses the theological
virtues (faith, hope, and love) and the cardinal or moral
virtues (prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance), in
relation to the gifts of the Holy Spirit, is its ability to probe
into the distinctions both between and within the virtues. In
this way, the richness of the virtuous life finds the full
portrayal that it deserves. In distinguishing, for example,
theological hope from theological charity, Cessario
explores whether hope “subordinates God to the person’s
own self-interest” (43). Charity loves God for his own sake;
hope loves God “as a source from which other good things
come to us” (45). This distinction opposes the veiled
spiritualism that, in the name of an allegedly purer
Christianity, always threatens to undercut the actual
richness of the believer’s salvific relationship to God.
Cessario reminds us, “In the excesses of 17th-century
French spiritual idealism, some actually spoke about
l’amour pur, a love so disengaged from the self that it could
continue even in the damned” (38). Against such thin
accounts, virtue-based moral theology, with its attention to
the integral, subjective, and potential parts (see the
schema on page 116) of the moral virtues as well as their
contrary vices, provides an extraordinarily thick account of
the Christian life. It thus not only avoids what Cessario
refers to as “the disastrous separation of moral from
ascetical and mystical theology which took place in the
post-Tridentine period” (13), but also the individualism that
plagues rival understandings of the Christian life. 


	Cessario emphasizes the social constitution of the “full
flourishing” of Christian life in describing each virtue. He
pays special attention to the ways in which the Church, as
the supernatural Body of Christ, shapes but does not
subsume the distinct ends of the family and the political
community (136, as well as his chapter on charity). Given
the significance for virtue ethics of the social embodiment
of the Christian life, it is not surprising that many Protestant
and Catholic theologians influenced by virtue ethics have
accepted the notions of “tradition-constituted enquiry” and
of theology as normed by the practices and doctrines of
the Church. Protestant theologians of such a bent,
however, paradoxically often find themselves decisively at
odds with the moral teachings of the governing bodies of
their denominations. By contrast, Cessario successfully
advances in concrete form a tradition-constituted and
ecclesially normed moral theology. For Cessario, moral
theology, as theology, is a participation in God’s “saving
instruction” (8). The project of moral theology is both made
possible and duly circumscribed by its ecclesial matrix:
“Christian theology falls within the larger communication of
divine truth that constitutes God’s holy instruction to his
people” (9). This “larger communication of divine truth”
includes the definitive articulation of the meaning of
revelation—including the constitutive elements of Christian
holiness, the moral life—by the Councils and Popes,
informed by the saints and doctors of the Church. For this
reason, Cessario does not hesitate either to rely upon
Aquinas’s theology, given its significance in the Church’s
articulation of the moral life, or to advert frequently to
Magisterial teaching.
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	In drawing out the necessity that moral theology abide
humbly within a “larger communication of divine truth,”
Cessario frequently uses phrases such as “the moral
theologian must recognize” or “the inspired Word of God
supplies” or “for the Christian believer, the life that the New
Testament describes” or “the Christian tradition holds.”
Such appeals to normative authority, he suggests,
characterize moral theology that accepts the ability of the
Church to instruct believers accurately about the life of
holiness that directs the believer to faith’s ultimate end,
union with God himself. Indeed, the moral theologian who
is unable to identify the Church’s teachings as normative
finds himself in the false position of either denying the
Church’s ability to proclaim authentic Christian revelation
to ordinary believers in need of Christ’s truth, or of laying
claim, qua theologian, to the “larger communication of
divine truth” that God wills to be expressed not through
individual theologians but through the Church in accord
with her visible apostolic structure. 


	The Virtues, or the Examined Life fills a lacuna in
Cessario’s work, and is therefore best read within the
context of his work as a whole. The chapter on faith refers
the reader to Cessario’s Christian Faith and the
Theological Life. Many of the insights conveyed in this
larger treatment are not repeated in this chapter. Instead,
the chapter on faith focuses upon themes that lay the
groundwork for what follows in the later chapters, such as
the relationship of nature and grace (Cessario beautifully
compares this relationship to the angels’ evening and
morning knowledge [6]) and the nature of the gifts of the
Holy Spirit (13-18). Not only the first chapter, but also the
entire book is enriched by familiarity with Cessario’s
corpus. The opening pages, in which Cessario develops
his accounts of nature and grace, the gifts, and the
virtuous habitus, should lead the attentive reader to
Cessario’s The Moral Virtues and Theological Ethics. The
chapter on justice, with its evocative comments on
satisfaction and Christ’s saving work (133, 143), finds
valuable expansion in his The Godly Image: Christ and
Salvation in Catholic Theology from Anselm to Aquinas.
The frequent references to the blessed Virgin Mary (esp.
32, 195-97) invite a reading of his spiritual meditation
Perpetual Angelus: As the Saints Pray the Rosary. Lastly,
the ecclesial and Thomistic character of Cessario’s
presentation of the virtuous life should direct the reader to
his most important study thus far, his comprehensive
Introduction to Moral Theology. When The Virtues, or the
Examined Life is joined with these earlier books, the
comprehensiveness of Cessario’s understanding of the
Christian moral life will be fully seen. 


	Given Cessario’s exposition of the wondrous unity and
extraordinary complexity of the virtuous life, one might be
left with the question of whether such a life has ever been
lived or could ever be lived by ordinary Christians. The
unity of the virtues is such that a fault in one of the
potential parts of prudence, for example, shakes the entire
edifice. Furthermore, Cessario testifies to the fact that “no
adequate proportion exists between human nature and the
goal of beatific fellowship with God” (17). Surely such a
delicate, complex, and ambitious edifice as this cannot be
lived out in ordinary experience? One suspects that herein
lies the pull of casuistic and voluntarist accounts of the
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Christian life. At first glance, such accounts may well seem
more realistic, either by putting the best possible light upon
our failures (the former), or by suggesting that despite the
inability of grace to change us deeply, nonetheless by
God’s grace we might still be able to grit our teeth and will
our obedience to God’s commands. As Cessario notes,
however, “In a certain sense, everyone remains a beginner
in the spiritual life” (58). The Christian confession that
God’s grace is more powerful than our sins reminds us
that, despite our real continued unworthiness, grace
penetrates to the very core of our being. Cessario affirms
that “a full theological vision, such as one finds in the
writings of von Balthasar, consistently places the order of
grace firmly within the natural world” (164). The theology of
the virtues, like the theological virtue of hope, thus bears
marvelous witness to the ongoing victory, even in the midst
of apparent defeat, of God’s supreme love—enacted, after
all, upon a Cross. 


 
Matthew Levering     



	Ave Maria College


		Ypsilanti, Michigan




		[bookmark: Being as]Being as Symbol: On the Origins and Development of Karl Rahner’s Metaphysics. By Stephen M. Fields, S.J.
Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press,
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	This work offers a historical, systematic, and constructive
interpretation of Karl Rahner’s metaphysics based on the
concept of Realsymbol. Fields isolates four predicates of
the concept and describes the purported sources for each.
This structures his presentation: Rahner’s notion of real
symbol is “analogous” in view of his metaphysics of
knowledge and theology of the Trinity (chap. 2); it is
“sacramental,” stemming from his theology of the Eucharist
and the Church (chap. 3); it is “self-perfecting” in view of
his metaphysics of change and becoming (chap. 4); and it
is “embodied thought” as found in Rahner’s metaphysics
of language (chap. 5). Additionally, Fields locates historical
antecedents that fund Rahner’s concept of the real symbol.
These include contributions to the notion of analogy and
symbol in Neo-Thomism, Blondel, and Maréchal; Thomistic
antecedents in the theology of the sacraments; romantic
(Goethe) and idealist (Hegel) contributions to the notion of
the real symbol as self-perfecting; and precedents in
Möhler, Goethe, Kant, Hegel, and Heidegger to the idea of
the Realsymbol as embodied thought. In an afterword,
Fields offers his critical reflections on the notion of the
future of the concept of the real symbol, drawing on the
thought of Balthasar and Ricoeur. 


	The basic premise of the work is that the Realsymbol is
the key to understanding Rahner’s metaphysics and
indeed his thought as a whole. 
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Although some secondary works are cited in support of this
assertion, this thesis is generally assumed rather than
defended. Rather, the purported focus of the book is the
“origins” of the Realsymbol in philosophical theories of
symbol. The author admits that the search for
philosophical “sources” of Rahner’s thought is “largely
speculative,” since Rahner rarely acknowledges them (5).
Hence the decision “which modern philosophers should be
considered origins of the Realsymbol and in what sense”
(4) is not based on Rahner’s actual reliance on these
thinkers as sources, but depends upon “correlations”
among their theories of symbol and his. The result is a
speculative reconstruction of the “core” of Rahner’s
metaphysics based on his concept of the real symbol. 


	The Realsymbol is explicated in terms of its predicates,
which not only structure the presentation but are thought
to disclose the fundamental structure of Rahner’s
metaphysics and allow for the exploration of historical
antecedents. But these predicates are in fact less
significant than the dialectic of subject-object described as
“intrinsic, dynamic, and reciprocal” (47, passim). It is this
Hegelian-like dialectic which recurs throughout the book
and gives structure to the presentation. Hence the
“analogy of being” in Rahner turns out to be dialectic of
finite spirit, the predicate “sacramental” is disclosed in the
“intrinsic, dynamic, and reciprocal” character of the
Eucharist, in the identity-in-difference of the Trinity, in the
human person as body and soul, and in the dialectic of
language and thought; the predicate “self-perfecting”
(Selbstvollzug?) explicates this dialectic and thus forms the
heart of the presentation, and the chapter on “embodied
thought” illustrates the same dialectic with regard to
language and being. 


	As a result, the book offers a more important, if more
contested, reading of Rahner’s work than the author
himself realizes (4). The “unique contribution” is less his
attention to the philosophical “origins” of Rahner’s thought
and the author’s sure grasp of a diverse range of thinkers,
movements and philosophical idioms, than it is the thesis
that the Hegelian-like dialectical logic of the Realsymbol is
the key to Rahner’s metaphysics, and consequently the
key to understanding his thought as a whole. It is this
constructive thesis, rather than the historical reconstruction
of philosophical sources, that is the key contribution of the
book.


	While this relativizes the problems associated with
finding philosophical sources for Rahner’s thought, it raises
other difficulties. One of these is the author’s method of
speculative reconstruction which leads him to a systematic
and philosophical interpretation of Rahner’s thought.
Another is the assumption that metaphysics serves as the
“basis for Catholic theology” (98) or that philosophy
(metaphysics) alone is adequate for interpreting religion
(ibid.). Although the latter judgment is qualified, there are
interpretative questions here about the relation of
philosophy and theology in Rahner’s thought that need to
be addressed. 


	The fundamental interpretative issue is whether
Rahner’s metaphysics is funded by a Hegelian-like
dialectical logic (65-70, 99). A Hegelian interpretation of
Rahner would explain the apparent ambiguity involved in
the description of 
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the subject of inquiry itself, which is alternatively described
as a study of Rahner’s metaphysics (1, subtitle), as the
history of the idea “Realsymbol” (5), and as the “philosophy
of symbol and Rahner’s place in it” (ibid.). Is the
assumption that the idea “Realsymbol,” implicit in
philosophy “from Kant to Heidegger,” becomes realized or
explicit in Rahner’s philosophy? This would explain the
appeal to “latent” aspects of the idea in previous thinkers
and in Rahner himself (ibid.).


	Another issue, related to the speculative character of this
work, is the question of the systematization of Rahner’s
thought. Is Rahner as systematic as Being as Symbol
assumes? How are Rahner’s own remarks about the
unsystematic and occasional character of his writings to be
reconciled with this interpretation of his work? Does this
speculative appraisal impose an interpretative
straightjacket on Rahner—precisely of the sort Rahner
opposed in Scholasticism? 


	Whatever the judgment about these and other questions,
the speculative interpretation of Being as Symbol recalls
the early philosophical appraisals of Rahner’s work in
terms of both its technical language and its philosophical
elegance. It cuts against the grain of most contemporary
research, but offers a way of reading Rahner that is
internally coherent and consistent. The question, as with
any interpretation, is whether it is warranted by the reading
of Rahner’s texts themselves. 


Michael G. Parker     


	Fordham University


		Bronx, New York
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(paper).


 

	The principle of double effect (PDE) has a long and rich
history. While an account of the distinction between that
which is intended in one’s act and that which is praeter
intentionem can be traced back to Aquinas, the
significance of an action having a “double effect” for
morality was first formulated as a principle by John of St.
Thomas. Although the PDE can be found in the Catholic
manuals of moral theology going back four centuries, the
heyday for the formulation and application of the principle
is in the casuistry of the Catholic manuals of the nineteenth
century.


	The present volume, as indicated in the subtitle, is
concerned not with the history and context of the PDE but
with the debate over the principle in recent Anglo-American
analytic philosophy. The most important impetus for this
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discussion arose from a work by a twentieth-century
Catholic philosopher not primarily addressing the PDE. In
her 1957 work Intention (and in other essays published
shortly thereafter), Elizabeth Anscombe brought a
Wittgensteinian sensibility to bear generally on debates in
action theory and the philosophy of psychology, and more
specifically on understandings and misunderstandings of
the PDE. No less a philosopher than Donald Davidson
referred to this work as the “most important treatment of
action since Aristotle.” Inspiring or at least influencing a
generation of action theorists who began writing on the
topic in the 1960s—from Davidson, Foot, and Searle to
MacIntyre, Kenny, Grisez, and Donagan—Anscombe
reinvigorated discussion of the PDE. Ironically, while
Anscombe herself understood that the PDE lay on the
periphery of moral theory and moral theology and could
only be intelligently addressed if the PDE were seen as
such and brought into conversation with questions about
the total orientation of a person’s life and his possession of
various virtues and vices, significant groups of theologians
and philosophers have attached (and continue to attach)
great weight to the proper “resolution” of the PDE, for the
most part independently of broader questions of moral
methodology. On the one hand, a whole moral
methodology in moral theology (known as
“proportionalism”) was created out of an interpretation of
the PDE. While the PDE has not had quite that impact in
philosophy, The Doctrine of Double Effect: Philosophers
Debate a Controversial Moral Principle provides a rich
range of examples of its continued appeal among
contemporary Anglo-American analytic moral philosophers.


	The book is divided into five sections. The first section
seeks to present an understanding of the principle itself,
though it provides but a single essay, Joseph Boyle’s
“Toward Understanding the Principle of Double Effect”
(1980). The editor considers this to be the most helpful
presentation of the principle that neither explicitly defends
or critiques it. 


	The second and third sections collect a number of the
best-known critiques and defenses of the PDE in the
analytic philosophical literature since Anscombe’s
Intention. Critics include Jonathon Bennett, Nancy Davis,
and Don Marquis, while the defenders are Warren Quinn,
Thomas Nagel, and a later essay by Anscombe. Philippa
Foot is given the rare honor of getting both to critique the
principle (her classic 1967 article “The Problem of Abortion
and the Principle of Double Effect”) and to defend it (in her
1985 volte-face “Morality, Action, and Outcome”).


	Sections 4 and 5 are entitled “Discussion” and
“Applications.” The discussion section consists of two
debates: the first recapitulates and extends a discussion
over the significance of “closeness” as applied to terror vs.
strategic bombing that is taken up by Foot and Quinn
earlier in the volume; the second debate deals with the
issue of affirmative action, a debate that seems to belong
in section 5. The “application” section begins with
Anscombe’s “War and Murder” and an excerpt from
Walzer’s Just and Unjust Wars, both of which address
issues of noncombatant immunity and proportionality.
Unfortunately, the excerpt from Walzer does not include
his discussion of “supreme emergency,” which at best
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relativizes the significance of the PDE in his work. The two
articles present contrasting and somewhat
incommensurable positions, and in so doing signal
important underlying questions for students reading the
essays in tandem. The remaining essays take up such
issues as the difference between suicide and self-sacrifice,
risks involved in the use of nuclear power (presumably the
ethics of, for example, increasing the speed limit would
also do), and the classic PDE question regarding the use
of pain-relieving opiates knowing that their use hastens the
death of some patients by weakening and eventually
suppressing their respiratory system. The topics here
discussed are practically all addressed in earlier essays;
one wonders about the need for this section. Having said
that, the essays in this section are all competent and
usually enlightening.


	The editor hopes to “offer a thorough introduction to the
DDE [doctrine of double effect] and the important issues
surrounding the DDE.” If one is teaching an advanced
undergraduate or graduate course in moral philosophy and
wanted to spend a significant section of the course on the
PDE, this would make an excellent and reasonably priced
collection of essays. In using this volume, students will be
exposed to and challenged by many of the most important
recent philosophical commentators on the PDE. In
providing many of the canonical texts on the PDE by
contemporary analytic philosophers, the editor will have
pleased many moral philosophers seeking a text to teach.


	While there is much to commend in the volume, it is not
clear that it is a “thorough” introduction to the PDE. A
thorough introduction would not only acknowledge the
many different formulations of the PDE over the centuries,
but also represent the view that the way a thinker
formulates the principle will (and should) be influenced by
the particular moral tradition(s) of which he is either an
adherent or an unwitting advocate. For example, while
many of the essays acknowledge that the principle arises
from the Catholic tradition, no essay either defends or
challenges the adequacy of simply extracting the PDE for
use in Anglo-American philosophy with hardly more than
an historical reference to the Catholic moral tradition. One
would think that after MacIntyre (and, e.g., Taylor,
Hauerwas, and Jonsen and Toulmin), the question of the
importance of a moral tradition for understanding and
employing the PDE would have at least to be addressed.
This is all the more striking since Anscombe herself
expressed a similar view. 


	This weakness could be relatively easily addressed by a
number of different means. For example, in 1991, Joseph
Boyle addressed the issue with his article “Who Is Entitled
to Double Effect?” This article prompted a response by
Alan Donagan, which was the last piece Donagan
composed before his death in 1991. “Who Is Entitled to
Double Effect?” also has the advantage of addressing
criticisms made by Richard McCormick to Boyle’s 1980
essay, which Boyle considered to have exposed a
significant flaw in the earlier piece.


	There are a number of minor weaknesses in the volume.
It would be of great assistance to novices to the debate if
the introduction contextualized the various essays in the
volume (e.g., providing an historical context, pointing out
issues to which essayists are often tacitly responding). One
strength of the collection is 
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that many of essays refer to each other. While an editor’s
note is sometimes inserted next to footnotes pointing out
that the essay there noted is located elsewhere in the
volume, this is not done consistently, and the
corresponding page number in the volume is never
indicated. Finally, the book has no subject index, and the
“Case” index omits mention of many of the famous cases
discussed in the volume. A select bibliography of important
essays taking up the subject of double effect not included
in the volume would also have been helpful. These
weaknesses notwithstanding, the book is an important and
significant collection of essays on the PDE, and is
appropriate for use in advanced undergraduate classes in
moral theory, as well as graduate classes either in moral
theory or on issues of warfare or biomedical ethics.


John Berkman     


	The Catholic University of America


		Washington, D.C.
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	James Franklin’s The Science Of Conjecture traces the
discovery of rational methods of evaluating evidence and
of dealing with uncertainty, methods that have been much
used in law, commerce, science, philosophy, and logic in
order to get at the truth in cases in which certainty is not
attainable. They were in use long before Pascal, and
continue to be employed in the evaluation of evidence,
whether it to be in legal situations by judges and juries, or
in science in the balancing of reasons for and against
competing scientific theories, or indeed in ordinary
language situations about what is more or less probable,
more or less likely. Probability may or may not be
expressed in numerical terms; it may avoid numbers
completely, as is obviously the case in “prove beyond
reasonable doubt.” Franklin warns us against the easy
assumption that in probability numbers are good, words
bad.	He distinguishes between a Whig history and an
Enlightenment one and insists that his is Whig history. An
Enlightenment history, he says, is one in which a heap of
perfectly formed propositions, previously hidden in
darkness, are gradually brought to light. A Whig history is
“a story of the Advance of Knowledge as the forces of
Reason roll back the frontiers of ignorance. As such it does
not exactly need a conclusion, as it records the gradual
discovery of preexisting intellectual terrain in more or less
rational order. Generally, a new idea in probability is seen
to replace an older one because it is a better idea” (321).
Probability is more like law, or psychoanalysis, in which
there are 
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confused conceptions that work reasonably well in
practice, and in which progress lies in clarifying those
conceptions while keeping them grounded in reality. It is in
such cases that there is a need for the historian to set out
what the situation was like before and after the transition
in ideas and to explain how it occurred.


	That is what the book is about: a study of how notions
and distinctions required for nondeductive reasoning have
been teased out. Their development took place over many
centuries and in response to many practical demands
largely, but not exclusively, in areas of law and of
conscience.


	Franklin explains how predecessors of Pascal and
Fermat learnt to handle—without any trace of
irrationality—such notions as attaching weight to certain
kinds of evidence. They also learned to distinguish such
concepts as “suspicion,” “simple presumptions,”
“presumptions of law,” and “conjectures.” Early writers on
probability can therefore be regarded as having made
advances if they distinguish between conclusive and
inconclusive evidence and if they grade evidence by
understanding that it can make a conclusion “almost
certain,” “more likely than not,” and so on. Franklin shows
that rationality cannot be restricted to what is
demonstrable, and probability cannot be restricted to what
can be expressed in numerical terms. 


	One can admire not only the range of topics with which
Franklin deals, but also his command of the material
extending through Roman Law, evidence as found in
mediaeval law, Renaissance Law, ecclesiastical disputes
about doubts, the doctrine of probabilism, skepticism, laws
of God and laws of nature, and much else besides.
Prominent among the thinkers concerned with matters of
evidence were Scholastics, often Thomists, such as Vitoria
and his school.


	Franklin exhibits an impressive breadth of knowledge
and sureness of touch. Add to this a felicitous writing style
that expresses difficult matter with an ease and clarity that
leaves little doubt about the continuity of argument whether
within chapters or between chapters. The quotations from
figures encountered in the text are unfailingly apposite, and
are enhanced by parentheses of key words in their original
language, thereby helping to allay any suspicion that
liberties are being taken by the translators. 


	The book is an important corrective to the influence of
the widely read The Emergence of Probability: A History of
Probability Prior to Pascal, by Ian Hacking. Hacking
maintained that “until the end of the Renaissance, one of
our concepts of evidence was lacking: that by which one
thing can indicate, contingently, the states of something
else.” He went so far has to claim that, in the Renaissance,
“a probable opinion was not one supported by evidence
but one which was approved by some authority, or by the
testimony of respected judges.” The Science of Conjecture
shows that these two crucial claims are not supported by
the evidence—and indeed, that there is an abundance of
counter evidence. A further by-product of the book is that
it provides a much needed antidote to some of the more
nonsensical claims of postmodernism.
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	The Science of Conjecture  is a masterly work,
beautifully written, and based on encyclopaedic research,
all references to which have been carefully annotated. It is
simply a tour de force that is unlikely to be surpassed for
many a year.


Barry Miller     


	University Of New England


		Armidale, New South Wales, Australia
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	In this the most recent volume of the editorial work of
David Flood, O.F.M., we have an excellent critical edition
of the commentary by Peter John Olivi on the Acts of the
Apostles. Produced, as Flood observes (viii), somewhere
in southern France and, in all probability, towards the end
of Olivi’s life (1248-98), the Lectura super Actus
Apostolorum is the record of lectures delivered to younger
friars. Although it draws heavily upon the traditional
medieval sources for an Acts commentary, such as the
Expositio Actuum Apostolorum and the Retractatio in Actus
Apostolorum of venerable Bede and Rabanus Maurus’s
Super Actus Apostolorum, the Lectura evinces its
Franciscan origin in, among other points, the explanations
of the paupertas humilis of the early apostolic community.
This poverty, as Olivi is anxious to point out, excluded not
simply individual claims to ownership, but even ownership
on the part of the community (88-92)


	The work is divided into two major sections: the first part
comprises the proemium and the commentary on chapter
1 of Acts; the second is composed of four subsections,
each one of which is named according to one of the
seasons of the year and treats its share of the remaining
27 chapters as part of the light metaphor that Olivi draws
from the Canticle of Canticles (6:10): “Who is that woman
going forth like the rising of the dawn, beautiful as the
moon, choice like the sun, and terrible to behold, like an
army arrayed for battle?” But, in spite of his typically
medieval interest in numerology, Olivi also shows
considerable sensitivity to historical detail and accuracy,
even taking the effort to study the texts of the Jewish
historian Josephus found in Bede and elsewhere.


	A noteworthy passage in this substantial commentary is
the one bearing upon chapter 17 of Acts, wherein St. Paul
attempts to convince the Athenian philosophers that they
should accept his teaching about Christ crucified and
raised from the dead. Here Olivi, speaking to a group of
younger and less urbane friars who may not have done
much reading in philosophical texts, recounts a brief history
of ancient philosophy, using as his primary source
Augustine’s De 
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civitate Dei, while, interestingly enough, not drawing upon
the richest source at his disposal for presenting the history
of earlier classical philosophy, Aristotle’s Metaphysica.
Perhaps Olivi’s intention was to keep the overview of the
subject as clear as possible for the simple and humble
friars (simplices [336]) to whom he was then lecturing.


	The edition is based upon the five known manuscripts
along with quoted excerpts taken from the sermons of
Bernardino of Siena. As Flood shows in his introduction,
four of the five manuscripts fall into two groups that present
texts of good quality. When the two groups are not in
agreement, the reading of the majority of the witnesses is
usually sound; in the cases when there are no majority
readings, Flood maintains that the reading of the Naples
manuscript (Bibliotheca Nazionale, cod. vii AA 45) is
usually the best available choice because of its tendency
to preserve typically Olivian expressions. Overall, the
quality of the text is superb, the punctuation helpful, and
the sources clearly documented, evidencing the
remarkable scholarship of the editor, who has spent years
reading and studying the writings of the Occitan master.


	In addition to the introduction and the text, the volume
contains annotationes et auctoritates or the apparatus
fontium, an index of manuscripts cited, an English
summary of the commentary, an extremely handy listing of
doubts and quaestiones raised by Olivi in the midst of his
fundamentally literal commentary, an index of unusual
Latin words found in the text, an index of authorities cited,
and a general index. The fourth of these items, the listing
of dubia and quaestiones, should prove quite useful to
historians of philosophy and theology in addition to
scholars of biblical commentaries, because it will give them
entry into the more speculative parts of the commentary
and allow for comparison to Olivi’s other published writings
such as the famous commentary on the Sentences
published by Fr. Jansen in the Bibliotheca Franciscana
Scholastica.


	This volume should be purchased by every library
seeking to keep its collection up to date in the areas of
medieval theology and biblical interpretation. The present
edition is only part of a series of Olivian texts that are
currently appearing in critical edition in Europe and the
United States (see, for example, Olivi’s Expositio in
Canticum Canticorum, ed. Johannes Schlageter, O.F.M.
[Grottaferrata: Editiones Collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1999).
Let us hope that through the continued efforts of the
Franciscan Institute and Fr. David Flood even more biblical
commentaries will be forthcoming so that greater attention
may be paid to this influential and ingenious Franciscan
philosopher-theologian.


Timothy B. Noone     


	The Catholic University of America


		Washington, D.C.





Web server status






BOOK REVIEWS


		[bookmark: Heidegger's Atheism]		Heidegger’s
Atheism: The Refusal of a Theological Voice. By Laurence Paul
Hemming. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2002. Pp. 344.
$45.00 (cloth). ISBN 0-268-03058-8.


	Readers of Laurence Paul Hemming’s recent book on Heidegger should not
neglect to recall the extent to which Heidegger himself radically transformed our
understanding of what it means to give an “interpretation.” Hemming’s discussion
displays a constant awareness of our indebtedness to Heidegger in this regard. His
book is best conceived as a careful listening to and thinking with Heidegger rather
than as a more traditional exegesis of the philosopher’s writings. This is not to imply
that Hemming is unconcerned about Heidegger’s meaning. But from a Heideggerian
perspective, “meaning” itself has an event-like character, so that it can never simply
be “fixed” or determined once and for all. Moreover, it is revealed as much in what
Heidegger suggested (pointed to) but left unsaid as in what he actually wrote and had
to say.


	Readers of The Thomist will be familiar with Hemming’s splendid essay on
“Heidegger’s God,” published in 1998; this new book on Heidegger’s Atheism
represents an amplification and a development of the argument sketched in that
article. Here the juxtaposition of titles is itself already informative about the author’s
original insight: Heidegger’s atheism is the portal through which any interpreter must
pass in order to have the opportunity even for a glimpse of Heidegger’s God.


	Regarded separately, neither title would seem to represent a viewpoint that is
particularly startling or original. A number of interpreters have insisted that
Heidegger is best understood as an atheist (sometimes even as a nihilist), and that he
consistently said so for anyone who has ears to hear. Equally common have been
those commentaries preoccupied with Heidegger’s God; indeed, Heidegger has been
frequently portrayed as a thinker of great religious significance, and few modern
philosophers exercised as powerful an influence over developments in twentieth-century Christian theology. Hemming, however, wants to maintain both perspectives
at once. It is possible to describe Heidegger as an atheist, while also regarding him
as a deeply religious thinker, albeit as one whose God does not appear in those places
where his interpreters typically have been inclined to look.
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	 Heiddegger’s writings embody a lifelong meditation on the history of the concept
of being. Hemming notes that the Heideggerian corpus “reeks of God” without
actually saying very much about the Deity. Some scholars—most notably Karl
Löwith—have tried to account for this peculiar fact by suggesting that Heidegger
	 “supplanted God with being” (2); and many readers who discern in Heidegger’s
works a perspective friendlier to theology than the one that Löwith delineated are
nevertheless inclined to conflate Heidegger’s idea of God with his concept of being.
Hemming emphatically rejects all such readings. Being, for Heidegger, is always
finite and can never be spoken of God. Moreover, Hemming’s account “decidedly
overlooks the understanding of the holy that Heidegger develops, particularly in
relation to Hölderlin” (17). Consequently, his discussion either rebuts or circumvents
the two most common strategies for explaining Heidegger’s religious significance.


	Hemming’s own strategy is to argue that “Heidegger’s atheism … is an explicitly
Christian affair”; moreover, that his atheism consists precisely in his refusal of “the
way the Christian God has been woven into human thinking” (18). At the same time,
Heidegger’s refusal is conceived as a “vibrant pedagogy,” one that brings the reader
to address the question of God in the very process of exposing “the extent to which
so much which claims to speak of God does not do so” (50). This is a clearing away
of the God of metaphysics in order to make room for the God of faith, but not at all
in the sense that Kant proposed. It is not essentially an epistemological move,
exposing a gap in the order of knowledge that only faith can fill. The atheistic refusal
of God as being (highest being, ground of being, first cause, etc.) is simultaneously
the coming to myself as this being, my being, grounded in nothing; and “this
groundlessness is the ontological grounding possibility of discovering (in faith) myself
to have been created by God” (59). The rejection of a “God already known to me as
what grounds me” (162) is the preparing of a space within Dasein to meet the God
who speaks to me, the God revealed in faith, not as pure presence but as an “event
in being” (73).


	This strategy is enacted in Hemming’s own prolonged meditation on the full range
of Heidegger’s writing, from the earliest pronouncement of his atheism in 1921 to his
most mature reflections. After an extended introduction that supplies a useful
summary of the book’s structure and basic argument, Hemming proceeds to explore
the early work, Heidegger’s youthful theological inquiries and the original
development of his philosophical atheism against that theological background. This
discussion culminates in a consideration of Heidegger’s Phänomenologie und
Theologie, the publication of a lecture originally delivered at Tübingen in 1927.
There theology is identified explicitly as the “science of faith,” as Hemming explains,
“in no sense concerned with a disclosure of the essence of God or of God’s being as
such, but only my being in its comported faithfulness to God” (65).


	Already in this second chapter, Hemming eschews the standard account (again,
originating with Löwith) of an “early Heidegger” who stands in opposition to the
“later Heidegger,” the contrast being marked in terms of an	
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	 alleged “hermeneutic turn
from the structural analytic of Dasein to the analysis of being as such” (69). In the
next three chapters, Hemming presents his own understanding of the meaning of the
“turn” (Kehre) in Heidegger’s philosophy, as well as its relation to the “event”
(Ereignis). These pages are laced with insight; while the detailed analysis there
resists neat summary, the upshot of this discussion is Hemming’s insistence on the
basic unity of Heidegger’s thought. On Hemming’s account, the “turn” does not refer
to something primarily autobiographical, representing a basic change in Heidegger’s
	thinking; rather, it refers to Heidegger’s own thinking about time and change (101).
That thinking is decisively shaped by the event of Nietzsche’s pronouncement of the
death of God, so that the turn is manifested in the history of Western thought as a
turning away from ontotheology, from God as ground or highest being. With
Nietzsche, the “ground becomes groundless and weightless,” so that all being,
everything, is now “secured in terms of becoming” (168).


	With these chapters, Hemming sets the stage for the analysis in the second half of
the book, where he more fully articulates his understanding of Heidegger’s God. This
begins negatively, in chapter 6, with a review of Heidegger’s critique of traditional
Christian theology, but concludes more positively, in chapter 9, with a brilliant and
enormously stimulating set of deliberations on the challenge that Heidegger’s atheism
represents for contemporary theologians. (Indeed, Hemming has already begun to
respond to that challenge here.) In between, there is important material dealing with
Heidegger’s consideration of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, the relationship between
Heidegger and medieval thought (particularly Aquinas), and Hemming’s own sharply
critical evaluation of Jean-Luc Marion’s theological appropriation of certain
Heideggerian insights. These last two topics are linked since, in Hemming’s view,
Marion’s somewhat ambivalent interpretation of Aquinas is related to his
misunderstanding of Heidegger’s ontological difference. It is his failure properly to
situate the experience of faith within the finite structures of Dasein that leads Marion
to attempt to think God without the “I,” that is, without “the very self that
Heidegger’s atheism has painstakingly brought to light and elaborated so carefully as
a possibility” (261). While trying to think of “God without being,” Hemming
contends, Marion remains trapped within a notion of being that is “resolutely
metaphysical.”


	Aquinas avoids such a trap to the extent that his doctrine of analogy is regarded
as playing a specific role for faith and is not construed as a metaphysical claim (191).
Hemming explains that this was Heidegger’s understanding of how Aquinas both
conceived and employed the concept of analogy. Hemming’s reading of Heidegger on
this issue is subtly persuasive; it is another matter to persuade the reader that
Heidegger’s understanding of Aquinas is the correct one, that Aquinas himself was
not involved in the very sort of metaphysical project that makes Marion so nervous.
This is a complex issue, certainly not to be resolved in a few brief remarks—perhaps
not likely to be resolved even in a series of lengthy discussions. I raise the issue only
because some readers (including myself) will not be so disturbed by the prospect of
Aquinas (or anyone
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	 else) engaging in the sort of traditional metaphysical inquiry that
tends to be labeled as “ontotheology.” The claim that “being and God are the same”
(167) is a worrisome claim only to the extent that one has a very precise sense of
what extraordinarily vague terms like “God” and “being” are supposed to mean. I am
not attempting here to echo Carnap’s famous/infamous critique of Heidegger’s
philosophy, a critique that I regard as being massively insensitive to Heidegger’s most
valuable insights. But I do think that some of Heidegger’s talk about metaphysics as
“ontotheology” results in a kind of unfortunate caricature, that he (and so perhaps
Hemming) has paid insufficient attention to the logic of vagueness and to how it
needs to be applied to such considerations.


	I raise the issue, also, because Hemming has established (now in this book, but
also in numerous other publications) a highly original and fiercely independent
viewpoint, but one that obviously bears a discernible resemblance to the theological
perspective of Radical Orthodoxy. Yet Hemming’s remarks here about Heidegger and
nihilism display a distinctive tone of voice that clearly sets him apart not only from
Marion but also from the Radical Orthodox theologians. Nevertheless, like the latter,
he seems invested in the project of demonstrating the extent to which Aquinas got
things right, no matter how confused Aquinas’s contemporaries, successors, and most
prominent interpreters may have been. Moreover, he appears to share the perspective
defended by these theologians that things began to go especially and disastrously
wrong when Duns Scotus appeared upon the scene, with the promulgation of his
doctrine of the univocity of being. It is only a short step from Scotus through Suarez
to Descartes. Nominalism rears its ugly head and the truth of being is forgotten,
obscured in a cloud of ontotheological dust.


	This evaluation of Scotus and Scotism is inferred from what Hemming writes in
the book, not a careful summary of what he actually has to say. (Hemming addresses
Scotus more directly in the 1998 Thomist essay that forms the précis for this extended
argument.) But even the relative silence about Scotus is curious here, not just because
Heidegger began his career by thinking/writing about (albeit spurious) Scotistic texts,
but because Scotus’s historically prominent theory of univocity, his idea of God as
“infinite being,” have him lurking everywhere in the shadows of Hemming’s (and
Heidegger’s) argument as it unfolds.


	The fact that Hemming evaluates the claims that Heidegger refused to voice,
organizing his interpretation around what Heidegger left unsaid, makes me feel a bit
more comfortable about observing Hemming’s silence on certain issues. He is also
silent about the potential influence of non-Christian, specifically East Asian religious
ideas on the development of Heidegger’s “atheistic” theology. In what sense would
Hemming want to insist that Heidegger’s atheism is an “explicitly Christian affair”?
In terms of its origin? Or in terms also of its philosophical development and enduring
religious significance?


	The most important things that Hemming leaves unsaid, of course, are those things
that go beyond saying, sometimes shattering language like a fragile vase, sometimes
hidden in the “babble” of our metaphysical saying. I was moved by 
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	the experience of
reading and re-reading Hemming’s concluding reflections on the “ontology of love.”
In often poetic language, he articulates a Heideggerian metaphysics of care, one that
reveals love as a “mode of knowing”—again, the fragile knowing of finite creatures
living in time, grounded in no determinate thing, reaching out for but never reaching
the “place of God” (280). Hemming, thinking with Heidegger, wants to turn our
attention back to the self as “the horizon where God is revealed,” the finite space
where God, this God who cannot be spoken, nevertheless speaks. This God can be
named in prayer (281), but it is a prayer that must eventually “enter into silence”
(290). Heidegger’s atheism exposes the nature of Heidegger’s God as a profound
indeterminacy; appropriately, this prayer is characterized by a certain detachment
(Gelassenheit), a love that is a turning toward and a waiting for God.


Michael L. Raposa


	Lehigh University


				Bethlehem, Pennsylvania







[bookmark: Natural Law]Natural Law and Practical Reasoning. By Mark C. Murphy. Cambridge Studies in
Philosophy and Law. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001. Pp. 284.
$54.95. ISBN 0-521-80229-6.
	Recent moral philosophy has seen a great interest in characteristically premodern
modes of moral thought. There is a sense among many that the basic strategies of
modern moral philosophy have led to interminable disagreement, even as they have
led to increasingly sophisticated formulations of problems and analyses of concepts.
Put another way, the achievements of analytical philosophy have tended to show with
increasing precision the shortcomings of modern ethics (I have in mind mostly
English ethics, but also the various forms of Kantianism), while failing to produce
better models. This has led many philosophers trained in analytical methods to
reexamine ancient and medieval accounts, among them the tradition of natural law
most often, but not exclusively, associated with the thought of Aquinas. Much of this
work has been more suggestive than definitive, but there are several large-scale
constructive achievements, John Finnis’s being perhaps the most prominent example.
The recovery of natural law theory in analytical terms is thus an obvious and
necessary project of contemporary moral philosophy. There are, however, obstacles.
The best-known obstacle is the thesis associated with Hume and Moore that one
cannot derive morally evaluative principles from factual statements. There is also the
issue, first pinpointed by Elizabeth Anscombe, that most modern moral philosophy
cannot justify the sorts of absolute moral rules associated with premodern morality.
But natural law theory has often aimed to
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	 do precisely that. There are also well-known problems concerning the role in natural law theory of the sort of teleology
largely rejected by modern science. All of this suggests that perhaps there is simply
too much disagreement at too basic a level between anything like traditional natural
law and modern analytical philosophy. Finnis’s work has aimed to meet these
challenges, but has remained controversial among more traditional Thomists on
account of its own peculiarities. Mark C. Murphy’s Natural Law and Practical
Reasoning thus enters a controversy already in progress. The book aims to do what
others have either merely gestured at or attempted to do without garnering great
acceptance, that is, to present a natural law theory that is expounded largely in the
language and techniques of analytical philosophy, but that is grounded in the main
theoretical commitments of the tradition.


	Murphy offers a natural law account that aims to be a theory of practical reason,
that is, one that explains the intelligibility and reasonableness of action. He begins
by specifying the necessary elements in any plausible natural law theory: it must offer
	a catalogue of basic goods grounded in human nature and it must offer standards of
practical rationality justified by reference to those goods (1-3). Accordingly, Murphy
first offers an account of the basic goods that constitute reasons for action connected
to human nature and then proposes standards of practical reasonableness. In
approaching the first task Murphy confronts a disagreement internal to recent natural
law theory: namely, the disagreement between those who see the principles of
practical reason as derived from an account of human nature (“derivationists”) and
those who see them as indemonstrable and not derived from speculative judgments
(“inclinationists”). The first view, common among more traditional Thomists and
Aristotelians, is represented by Anthony Lisska in his 1996 book, Aquinas’s Theory
of Natural Law: An Analytic Reconstruction; the latter mainly by John Finnis.
Murphy argues for what one might call a modified inclinationism. He quickly rejects
derivationism for, first, violating Hume’s law and, second, for making it difficult to
see how ordinary persons could have access to basic moral knowledge. He criticizes
Finnis’s inclinationism, however, for failing to reconcile the claim that basic moral
principles are self-evident with the claim that the goodness of such goods is explained
by human nature (14-17). Murphy’s own inclinationism aims to solve this problem
by defending an account of practical reasoning that relates moral principles to human
nature without committing the naturalistic fallacy. He pursues this task by proposing
two large arguments upon which the rest of the account—which mainly consists of
defensive arguments for his own approach and a more detailed spelling out of actual
principles of practical reasoning—rests.


	The first of these two arguments is called the “real identity thesis” and is intended
to provide the epistemic basis of a natural law theory that does not run afoul of
Hume’s law. The thesis proposes an understanding of the relationship between
speculative and practical judgments based on an analogy between different types of
indexical statements. Just as one cannot derive statements like “Murphy is in his
office” from statements (made by Murphy) like “I am in my office” or vice versa, so
one cannot derive judgments about how one should act 
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	from statements about the
human good as such. Nevertheless, there can be a “tight correspondence” between the
content of the two statements. So the content of practical judgments of what one
should do is logically independent and underivable from speculative judgments about
the human good, but also identical. Moreover, working dialectically between the two,
one can recognize their logical difference, but still find them mutually illuminating
(19, 40, 137).


	The second argument, called the “functional composition thesis,” concerns claims
about the human good itself. Murphy defends the notion that there is a (compound or
inclusive) function that can be ascribed to human beings as such and that such a
function can be related to goodness. The thesis itself is explained by way of an
interpretation of Aristotle’s function argument in Nicomachean Ethics 1.7, relating
the function of parts in a whole to the notion that the whole itself has a function.
Function is then related to flourishing with the help of Mark Bedau’s defense of a
teleological account of functioning and his classification of teleology into three
groups, one of which is the sort of full-blooded teleology advocated by Aristotle. This
	describes human flourishing; a lesser grade of teleology describes other nonhuman
parts of nature.


	Having proposed these two theses, Murphy sets about formulating and defending
an account that, like Finnis’s theory, is grounded in a set of basic goods that
constitute reasons for action. Murphy’s list is, however, somewhat different from
Finnis’s. He proposes the following basic goods: life, knowledge, aesthetic
experience, excellence in play and work, excellence in agency, inner peace, friendship
and community, religion, and happiness. This last concerns the formation by agents
of rational life plans through which to realize the good. The goods are analyzed
dialectically by means of both speculative judgments about flourishing and practical
judgments. With respect to practical reason, however, the goods are, as the real
identity thesis states, fundamental reasons for action. From them Murphy derives
principles of practical reason that govern both plans of action and agents. The most
important of these preclude dismissing or devaluing basic goods or devaluing persons
(in the context of agent-neutral goods). Like Finnis, Murphy also holds that the basic
goods are incommensurable, although, unlike Finnis, he thinks it may be possible to
order them hierarchically. A defensible hierarchy among goods, however, would not
add much to the formulation of practical principles (198). Murphy’s theory then is
one based on the notion that the human good is objective, concerned with human
welfare, and anti-consequentialist.


	Finally, Murphy argues that specifically moral imperative force is added to the
principles of practical reason when it is impossible to decide on some opposed course
of action without a practical error. Generalizing from this leads to specifically moral
principles that preclude inter alia discrimination, lying, and callousness.


	There is a great deal to chew over in Murphy’s account and no one can accuse him
of being too stingy with arguments. He responds in great detail to a dizzying number
and variety of objections to his various proposals and formulations relating to his
claims about the objectivity of well-being and alternative
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	 contemporary views. This
book should and will be a focus of debate among those who advocate various versions
of natural right in moral, political, and legal philosophy. What I want to offer is not
so much criticism as observations and questions of the sort that seem to me natural
from an Aristotelian-Thomistic perspective. They all are related to what seem to me
the distinctly modern elements in Murphy’s natural law theory.


	First, Murphy’s dismissal of what he calls “derivationism” is based on what seems
a rather casual acceptance of Hume’s and Moore’s views about the naturalistic
fallacy. There have been a number of proposals advanced, even within analytical
philosophy, to explain away the so-called fallacy of deriving values from facts: one
thinks of Geach, Searle, and Prior, not to mention MacIntyre. So why does Murphy
adopt Lisska as the only representative of derivationism worth refuting? One reason
is perhaps that Lisska, unlike most of those mentioned above, argues against Hume’s
law as an explicit proponent of natural law theory, but the question is broader than
just natural law and Murphy chooses his opponents more broadly elsewhere in the
book. Moreover, it does not seem to me that Lisska makes the strongest case.


	From a more explicitly Thomistic perspective there are questions about the
“functional composition thesis” and about the catalogue of and relationship between
	the basic goods. On the first point, Murphy is clearly concerned that a defense of a
naturalistic account of flourishing looks too teleological for modern natural science.
His adoption of Bedau’s grades of teleology manages only to put this question off by
proposing a kind of modified dualism: human flourishing manifests full teleology,
while other parts of nature manifest lower grades of it. Perhaps that is the best we can
do, but it seems unlikely that many proponents of anti-teleological science will be
persuaded by it. On the second point, Murphy, like Finnis, holds that the basic goods
are incommensurable. He does allow that there may be room for the notion of
hierarchy among the goods (190-98); however, he evinces considerably more caution
about this than either Aristotle or Aquinas, both of whom clearly defend the
superiority of contemplation.


	There are two other issues concerning the character of Murphy’s account vis-à-vis
traditional natural law theory that bear a somewhat paradoxical relationship to one
another. Murphy criticizes derivationism for making it unclear how plain persons
have access to basic moral knowledge. On finishing Natural Law and Practical
Rationality, however, one wonders just how much easier plain persons have it on the
basis of Murphy’s account. At the same time, the actual cache of specific moral
knowledge one carries away from the book may appear rather small. Murphy writes
that he arrives at “thinner conclusions than those reached by a number of writers in
the natural law tradition” on the basis of the principles of practical reason his theory
generates (216), and a bit later confesses that those principles are “highly abstract,”
but that this is not so worrisome since working through the “more interesting moral
requirements that can be generated from these fundamental principles would be
extremely tedious,” adding that his study is not primarily concerned with “the more 
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casuistical questions that arise within natural law theory” (230). It is fair enough that
one cannot do everything in one book; however, a very large part of the controversy
over natural law theory surely concerns the specific moral judgments about
controversial questions that the tradition has proposed and the modern rejection of
them. Murphy confines himself to brief discussions of discrimination, lying, and
callousness. In the first of these discussions he actually mentions the controversy over
discrimination against homosexuals by the military (231). The question of same-sex
marriage, however, is of far greater moment and involves (in part, at least) the same
principle. One may wonder if the thinness of these conclusions is related to Murphy’s
acceptance of Hume’s law at the start.


	These questions notwithstanding, Natural Law and Practical Rationality is an
important book and one that should be studied by all contemporary students of the
issues it treats. The book succeeds in advancing the project of an analytical natural
law theory where others have failed, and contains many illuminating discussions of
various related and subsidiary questions. The writing is clear and the quality of
philosophical argument is very high. There has been a virtual rebirth of interest in
and contribution to moral, political, and legal philosophy in the natural law tradition
in recent years. Murphy’s contribution to this increasingly lively and important
conversation is among the most noteworthy and valuable.


V. Bradley Lewis




	The Catholic University of America


				Washington, D.C.







		[bookmark: An Essay on]		An Essay on Divine Authority. By Mark C. Murphy. Cornell Studies in the
Philosophy of Religion. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2002. Pp. x
+198. $39.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8014-4030-0.
	In this book, Mark C. Murphy explores the question of God’s rule over created
beings. He challenges the view—widely held by theists and non-theists alike—that,
if God exists, human beings must be bound by obligations of obedience to Him. He
argues that this view—what he calls the ‘authority thesis’—is not sustained by any
of the arguments usually made in its behalf, including those drawn from Scripture and
tradition. In fact, he goes so far as to maintain that the authority thesis in all of its
forms is not merely rationally unsupported but false (150).


	What disturbs Murphy is the claim that divine commands are ‘constitutive’:
“When authority A issues a dictate that B , B typically cites the reason that A told
B to as at least part of the reason to do that B has” (12). In other words,
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	 the
authority’s command provides a reason for action as such, independent of his superior
knowledge of the consequences and of other practically relevant features of the
proposed action, and his power to alter the practical situation (e.g., by attaching good
or bad consequences to our choices. One concern that seems to underlie Murphy’s
rejection of universal divine authority in this sense is the ‘Wicked Bible’ problem:
could God have commanded adultery, without at the same time altering the
biological, psychological, or social dimensions of sex and reproduction? Another
concern is respect for the autonomy of rational beings, which in his view supports a
presumption against belief in authority relations (sec. 6.5).


	The apparent radicalism of Murphy’s conclusion is an illusion. He supports ‘the
compliance thesis’: “it is a necessary truth that if God commands a rational creature
to do , then this creature has decisive reasons to do ” (21). As he sums up the
practical implications of this view, “orthodox theism holds that if one holds that a
command really is from God, the thing to do is to adhere to it, to have absolute trust
that following the command is the thing to do” (135).


	Murphy not only defends the compliance thesis, he also defends divine authority
in the strict sense, though as a contingent matter. Rational beings have decisive
reasons to subject themselves to divine rule, and, to the extent that they have chosen
to let God’s decrees take the place of their own practical reasoning, they are under
divine authority in the fullest sense. The key here is the concept of determination
(160-68), whereby law and conventional morality sometimes give concrete application
and therefore practical force to broad and indeterminate moral requirements. Thus a
man tempted to drink to excess may reasonably adopt the rule, “Stop drinking when
your wife tells you to do so” (165); in the same way the believer, if reasonable, will
	allow God to specify the content of otherwise abstract moral requirements. (The
transformation of the will required for God to have authority can even happen without
consciousness, as in the soul of a baptized infant [154 n. 1]). Miller concludes:
“God’s authority will be, we may hope, fully actualized in the next life. Thy kingdom
come” (187).


	Murphy suggests, unsurprisingly but with little argument, that natural reason
cannot support the radical demands of Christian love (184ff.), though, as he points
out, Mill and possibly John Finnis think otherwise (186 n. 11). A touchier example
of how his approach works concerns homosexual practices.


	Murphy relies heavily on Thomas Nagel’s account of sexuality and sexual
perversion, which conspicuously ignores even the manifest bodily differences between
the two sexes. On the basis of Nagel’s analysis, he criticizes the natural law argument
against homosexual practices propounded by Germain Grisez and his followers: for
all such philosophers can show, ‘homosex’ “involves an intricately structured play
activity, requiring of the participants a tremendous responsiveness to the other’s
reactions; further, the depth of the sexual response is such that it holds those
experiencing it so completely in its sway, makes those experiencing so vulnerable,
that it could only be appropriate for those that are expressing and fostering an
intimate friendship” (180-81). Homosex is, on this 
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	view, rather like playing a duet,
or rather engaging in a friendly wrestling match, with no referee to intervene if the
parties yield to anger and do one another permanent damage; in any case, it is not a
manifestation of mere hedonism. (That there is nothing to some form of activity but
pleasure seems unprovable anyway.)


	Murphy holds that Christians can accept this view of sexuality while maintaining
their traditional condemnation of homosexual sodomy. For homosexual behavior is
morally problematic even on natural law grounds (182), and God specifies the
relevant moral principles so as to forbid it. In other words, “homosexual sodomy is
wrong because it is contrary to the divine command, not because it is contrary to the
principles of natural practical reasonableness” (ibid.). “On this account, the sin of
those [if culpable] who engage in homosexual sodomy outside the range of divine
authority is not unchastity, but pride” (183; cf. n. 8). This is not as liberal a doctrine
as some readers might think, since Christian ethics regards pride as a far more serious
matter than sins of the flesh. Its implications for the policies of the secular state might
be a different matter, however (cf. 177 n. 5).


	The whole book is argued with admirable courage, rigor, and thoroughness.
Murphy’s refusal to strain natural law reasoning to reach theologically correct
conclusions is welcome, and his solution to the question of homosexual practices is
worthy of serious attention. Following his difficult argument is, however, impeded
by his insistence on “politically correct” pronouns—in one case she for Moses, though
in the context of a parable (138). And his argument concerning homosexuality
concedes too much, on the strictly philosophical level, to the contemporary prejudice
against taking sexual difference seriously, even when dealing with sexual behavior,
in which the distinctively male or female features of the human body are most
prominent.


 Moreover, in my judgment, he has not confronted the case for divine authority in
its most radical and most credible form, all of whose elements can be found in his
presentation. The ethics of divine authority at its best is a metaethical thesis (see
chap. 4). Like most such theses, it forms a part of a larger metaphysical
perspective—in this case, theism. Like all such theses, it works from, and tries to
make sense of, a pre-critical ‘gut’ morality resting on the mutual understandings and
convergent emotional responses of the members of society. Hence adherents of the
ethics of divine authority can agree with naturalists about the immorality of terrorism
and child abuse, and debate them about sexual morality or assisted suicide, even
while disagreeing with them about questions of moral theory (see 79). Naturalists do
not necessarily fail to be “masterful users of deontic concepts” (ibid.): they merely
hold a metaphysics, and consequently a metaethics, that theists regard as in error, and
this may distort their use of deontic concepts at least upon occasion.


	Doubts about whether we, in fact, ought to obey God can be taken as showing
“that one’s relationship with God has somehow gone awry” (82). For such a person
is on the way to abandoning theism, and with it the most natural theistic metaethical
doctrine. And, like metaethical doctrines generally, a 
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	metaethics of divine authority
makes some forms of moral argument easier and others more difficult, but does not
uniquely determine the resulting moral code.


	The ethics of divine authority has two pillars. First, God is a perfect being, so
there will be no incoherencies or other flaws in His decrees (see chap. 3). Second,
God is “creator of all things visible and invisible,” and this includes both the
requirements of morality and the human beings to which these requirements apply.
This conjunction disposes of the ‘Wicked Bible’ problem: some moral requirements
flow from the divine nature in the, admittedly obscure, way both necessary truths and
lesser necessary beings do. (This consideration means that ‘divine command ethics’
is not the most accurate expression for the view in question, but does not militate
against the term ‘divine authority’.)


	Nor is the problem of human autonomy serious. We are right to accept a
presumption against authority relations among human beings (see sec. 6.5), because
other human beings are finite, fallible, and sinful like ourselves; and more
fundamentally because they too are created beings. (I pass over the messy problems
created by the doctrine of the Incarnation.) But if God is our creator in a radical sense,
then these considerations do not apply to His authority. Moreover, we can see
inadequate formulations such as that we owe God a debt of gratitude for our very
being (sec. 5.4) and that we are His property (sec. 5.3) as partial expressions of the
fact that we are wholly His creation. As for the importance of voluntary submission
to God’s will (see sec. 7.4), there is profound spiritual wisdom in consenting to what
one already is.


	Though this form of the ethics of divine authority meets Murphy’s critique, it is
not necessarily problem-free. We have, first, to defend its underlying theism against
the charge of meaninglessness or incoherence. Second, that morality issues from God
tells us very little about the actual requirements of morality, or how we are to find out
what they are. An important issue is one Murphy only mentions in passing, that one
might be “imprudent in deciding what sources should be recognized as correctly
	containing the content of God’s commands” (170). The relative roles of Scripture,
tradition, contemporary religious leaders, and independent moral reasoning remain
to be defined.


	I conclude with a discussion of Murphy’s account of the (almost) sacrifice of Isaac
(41-45). In what must be something like the most hairsplitting argument on record,
he maintains “that God intends that Abraham kill Isaac, yet that God does not intend
Isaac to be killed by Abraham, but also that God’s perfect rationality is thereby left
intact” (43). A divorced husband, he argues, might intend that his daughter respect
her mother, but not that his former wife, whom he hates, be respected by her daughter
(42). But to save the father’s rationality in this case, we need to suppose that he
wants his daughter to respect her mother for the sake of her own moral character, and
not for any benefit his ex-wife might gain from such respect. Such complex intentions
could cover all his desires without his having incompatible intentions about logically
equivalent states of affairs.


	On the view of divine authority suggested here, a smoother if less fundamentalist
reading of Genesis 22 is possible. The passage dramatizes two 
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	propositions: (1) If
God requires you to give up your most central moral commitments, you should. (2)
God does not, in fact, require you to do so.


Phillip E. Devine


		Providence College


				Providence, Rhode Island







		[bookmark: After Aquinas:]		After Aquinas: Versions of Thomism. By Fergus Kerr. Malden, Mass. and Oxford:
Blackwell Publishing, 2002. Pp. viii + 254. $26.95 (paperback). ISBN 
0631213139.
	After Aquinas is a survey of “non-standard” scholarship covering a wide range of
topics in the thought of Thomas Aquinas that is designed to destabilize and subvert
the “standard” account derived from a “Leonine Thomism” infected by “arid
Aristotelianism.” Those conversant with contemporary trends in Aquinas will perhaps
wonder if the “standard account” is still worthy of the name and whether the book’s
target is not a corpse long-buried. Perhaps, however, it is a specter still alive in some
theological circles, in which case Kerr’s book is a salutary remedy. Even if the
“standard” account no longer exists as such, this book provides an interesting and
lively tour through some contemporary trends in Thomism; it should prove especially
helpful to theologians because it is carried out as a running dialogue with Barth and
his followers.


	After an overview of Aquinas’s life and times, Kerr begins by tackling two basic
misreadings that originate in the Leonine project of appropriating Aquinas as an
antidote to modernity. The first is treated in a chapter on “Overcoming Epistemology”
	occasioned by “a variety of anti-Cartesian Thomisms, all treating Thomas as an ally
in an anachronistically conceived struggle to defeat modernity” (18). Kerr argues that
Aquinas does indeed provide a way to subvert the Cartesian problematic, just not in
the way envisioned by Transcendental Thomists or Neoscholastic realists. As Kerr
describes his own experience, the best way to exorcize Descartes is with a heavy dose
of Wittgenstein (as he showed in his masterful Theology after Wittgenstein).
Underlying Wittgenstein’s claim that “the human body is the best picture of the
human soul” is an intuition about human nature very close to Aquinas’s
hylomorphism such that “the discipline of being subjected to Wittgenstein’s exposure
of the absurdities of assuming that the interior life is radically private prepare[s] us
to understand Thomas Aquinas’s pre-Cartesian account of the human mind and will”
(21). Against the “subjectivist-individualist” standpoint that characterizes modernity
(including Barth), Aquinas operates within a “objective-participant” standpoint that
sees the intelligibility of the world realized in mind-world identity as a function of the
collaboration of knower and known. Ultimately Aquinas’s	
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	 confidence about human
knowing derives not from a prophylactic argument against skepticism/solipsism, but
rather from a theological conviction that we are created in the image and likeness of
an intelligent God and set in a world designed for us to realize that identity.


	The second major misreading of Aquinas stems from assimilating his approach to
apologetic responses to Enlightenment skepticism. It is precisely this reading of
Aquinas that led Barth to denounce natural theology and analogy as the work of the
anti-Christ because of the way in which it supposedly subordinates the living Triune
God to a monolithic idol. The role and nature of the famous quinquae viae in Aquinas
lie at the heart of this debate. In a chapter that is a “Prolegomena to Natural
Theology,” Kerr argues that we cannot begin to understand Aquinas if we see him as
operating within modern philosophical categories. Aquinas presupposes a much
broader notion of causality that does not map on to the modern tendency to reduce
causality to mechanism and matter. Instead, he has a rich notion of agent causation
wherein the Creator’s omnicausality is not a monocausality wiping out genuine
creaturely causality; there is double agency without rivalry. Aquinas’s notion of
substance is likewise unmodern insofar as it is dynamic and relational (as per Norris
Clarke) rather than static and monolithic. Kerr next offers “Ways of Reading the Five
Ways” as an exercise in securing divine transcendence against broadly Anselmian
claims about God’s existence being per se nota rather than as an answer to a modern
atheisitic evidentialist challenge. God is not available as a natural object of human
cognition except obliquely on the basis of a posteriori argumentation that leaves
God’s transcendence intact. Aquinas himself was well aware of the cognitive and
religious gap between the limited conclusions of the five ways and the triune God, but
nonetheless he was confident on the basis of the doctrine of creation that the world
provides some kind of cognitive purchase on its Maker. Kerr devotes a chapter to
“Stories of Being,” designed to unpack Aquinas’s notion of God as Ipsum esse
subsistens. After noting that Aquinas’s doctrine of what we can know about God is
fundamentally ordered towards its completion in beatific deification, Kerr explores
some of the major attempts to come to terms with the doctrine of God as subsistent
existence. As Kerr notes, the “seas of language run high” in any attempt to explore
	this doctrine, and he ultimately evinces little sympathy for Gilsonian, Heideggerian,
and Balthasarian readings of Aquinas’s metaphysics. In the end they offer
incommensurable and often barely intelligible readings of Aquinas.


	Kerr devotes two chapters to Aquinas’s moral thought. The first explores the
problems involved in treating Aquinas as a natural law ethicist. Building on the work
of Russell Hittinger, Pamela Hall, and Servais Pinckaers, Kerr shows that it is wrong-headed to extract Aquinas’s doctrine of natural law from its broader theological
context of providence, beatitude, virtue, sin, and grace as if it could stand on its own
as a putative ethics. Indeed there is no modern “ethics” to be found in Aquinas
because his concern is explicitly theological. In a companion chapter on “Theological
Ethics,” Kerr argues (obviously influenced by Pinckaers) that Aquinas’s moral
theology is best characterized as an ethics of divine 
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	beatitude. The Secunda Pars is
dominated by the idea that we are created in the image and likeness of God for the
sake of beatific union. In this life the focus is how human beings become disposed in
the right way (virtues, gifts, and beatitudes) so as actively to grow into the kind of
persons who find fulfillment in God. This conformity of images to the divine requires
the redeeming action of the Image, so that Aquinas’s ethics is Christological as well,
insofar as the only way to beatitude is through the redeeming work of Christ. In a
penultimate chapter on “Christ in the Summa Theologiae,” Kerr explores some
further themes in Aquinas’s Christology, focusing on his personal devotion to the
crucified Christ and his discussion of the motive for the Incarnation.


	The discussion of ethics leads to a chapter on the “Quarrels about Grace”
occasioned by de Lubac’s Surnaturel. Kerr rightfully notes that the quarrel attempted
to find answers to a nature-grace problematic that was foreign to Aquinas because he
never worried about a hypothetical “nature” and its relationship to a grace coming to
it from outside; for Aquinas, there was only the one divine economy that had never
known a nature apart from grace. Aquinas views creation as ordered to its
consummation in grace, and the human person as being made for a share in divine life
or divinization. Hence his central axiom: grace does not destroy nature, but perfects
it. This fit between nature and grace, however it is parsed by the participants in the
quarrel, is deeply disquieting to Barthians, who view sinful nature as needing to be
destroyed and recreated by grace and so see in Aquinas’s doctrine a thinly disguised
Pelagian optimism. Kerr argues that Aquinas was faithful to the Augustinian
tradition’s emphasis on the need for grace, but with a parallel and compatible fidelity
to the Greek Patristic tradition of deification. Kerr thus devotes an entire chapter to
the theme of “Deified Creaturehood.” Aquinas was a realist about grace and took
seriously the claim in 2 Peter 1:4 that grace makes us partakers in the divine nature.
Kerr relies heavily on the work of A. N. Williams on deification, arguing that
Aquinas’s theological anthropology is best understood as a mystical theology focused
on the condition for the possibility of union with God.


	The final chapter considers “God in the Summa Theologiae.” In response to the
standard Reformed complaint, voiced vigorously by Barth, that Aquinas’s God is a
static monad constrained by Greek essentialism, Kerr explores how Aquinas’s
doctrine of God is biblical, Trinitarian, relational, and dynamic (it is puzzling why
this chapter did not follow the earlier discussion of God’s nature). His most novel
	claim is that Aquinas’s God is better conceived as a verb and an event than a noun
and an entity, if the former couplet is conceived as connoting activity and the latter
is conceptually tied to stasis. At the very heart of the triune God is the procession of
persons in knowing and loving; thus the activity of Ipsum esse subsistens is nothing
other than relational knowing and loving. There is no nature of God antecedent to or
independent of Trinitarian personal activity, even if that nature is first approached
intellectually in abstraction from the Trinity. The very persons of the Trinity are
constituted by their activity and relations with each other; borrowing from Thomas
Weinandy, Kerr notes that because the names that designate the persons do so on the
basis of their 
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	relational activities, they are best seen as verbs rather than nouns. Thus
whether we think of God as Ipsum esse subsistens or Trinity, as one nature or three-personed, God is defined by activity.


	Kerr concludes his survey with this observation: “Thomas’s thought, perhaps over
a range of issues, contains within itself the Janus-like ambiguities that generate
competing interpretations that can never by reconciled… . all along the line
Thomas’s work, we may surely say, offers readers today little of the ‘synthesis’ and
‘equilibrium’ for which it was widely admired 50 years ago, but, on the contrary,
reveals a loose-endedness in its constantly repeated discussions of finally
unresolvable problems” (210) Herein lies the central problem of this work: Is this
unresolved ambiguity really in Aquinas or is it rather more a reflection of the author’s
inability or unwillingness to adjudicate competing interpretations? It is both the
strength and, in my view, the weakness of this book that it leaves the reader with all
sorts of unresolved questions. It is a strength of the book that it reviews competing
interpretations of Aquinas’s theology in an undogmatic, fair-minded, and perspicuous
manner; not only beginning theology students but also specialists will learn much
from such an approach. Yet the weakness of this approach is that it leaves competing
interpretations unresolved in a way that implies that the problem is in Aquinas rather
than in his interpreters. Kerr’s intuitions are generally on the mark and it is clear that
he has more sympathy for some views than others, but he consistently balks at taking
an explicit stand in favor of one line of interpretation. Aquinas’s thought hangs
together much better than Kerr leads the reader to believe, despite the loose-endedness of his interpreters. While it was perhaps a fault of Leonine Thomism to
treat Aquinas as having straightforward answers to all the questions, it was right to
attribute to him a unified view of the whole. There may be versions of Thomism, as
Kerr’s book discloses, but that does not mean that there are versions of Thomas.


Brian J. Shanley, O.P.


		The Catholic University of America


				Washington, D.C.







		[bookmark: Christ's Fulfillment]		Christ’s Fulfillment of Torah and Temple: Salvation according to Thomas Aquinas.
By Matthew Levering. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2002.


Pp. 264. $44.00 (cloth), $24.00 (paper). ISBN 0-268-02272-0 (cloth), 0-268-02273-0
(paper).

	The Vatican II declaration Nostra Aetate placed interreligious dialogue at the
center of Catholic theology in our day. In many ways, the most important dimension
of that dialogue is with the Jewish people. Carried on in the shadow of the Shoah and
yet with the élan given to Catholic-Jewish dialogue by the 
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	words and actions of John
Paul II, the direction set by Nostra Aetate has been developed and has enabled a type
of honest interaction that would have seemed impossible before its promulgation on
October 28, 1965. Many difficulties lie ahead, of course, but some of the means of
overcoming these have become apparent in recent years.


	One of the most important means of furthering the dialogue is undoubtedly serious
and mutual theological reflection on the nature of the relation between Jews who do
not believe in Christ and Christians. How can we understand John Paul II’s words,
delivered in the synagogue at Mainz, November 17, 1980, calling the Jews, “the
people of God of the Old Covenant that has never been revoked by God”? Clearly we
are being invited to undertake a work of retrieval that will force us out of familiar
categories and provide the energy and depth we need to look at the reality of Israel
in our own day and to begin to work toward a development of doctrine.


	Matthew Levering’s book is an example of the type of research and reflection
needed if we are to recover in greater fullness the robust thinking of the past, in this
case that of Thomas Aquinas, in regard to the ongoing mystery of Israel. As the title
indicates, Levering wishes to see how Aquinas understands Christ’s fulfillment of
both Torah and Temple. The first part of the book is dedicated to the first question
and is followed by the second part concerning Christ and the Temple. Each part is
made up of three chapters, and the book ends with a concluding chapter.


	In chapter 1, Levering offers a response to Michael Wyschogrod’s objection that
Aquinas’s division of the Law into three aspects—moral, ceremonial, and
judicial—does not respect the integrity of the Torah as understood by Jews, who see
in its every aspect an expression of the one will of God. Levering points out that for
Aquinas the Mosaic Law is the principal exterior expression of God’s ordering of
human beings to their supernatural end. The interior expression and empowerment
to achieve this end is the Holy Spirit himself. Thus, nothing of the Law is lost; it is
rather fulfilled, that is, brought to higher realization in Christ. Far from holding that
the people of the Old Covenant were deprived of grace, Aquinas, considering that the
grace of the New Law (the Holy Spirit), preceded the state of the New Law, holds
that Jewish observance, even of the ceremonial law, was a means of grace through an
implicit faith in the Christ to come: “The ancient Fathers, by observing the
sacraments of the law, were brought towards Christ through the same faith and love
by which we are still brought towards him” (STh III, q. 8, a. 3, ad 3). Chapter 2
discusses some of the consequences Aquinas draws from the fact that Jesus, as the
Incarnate Wisdom of God, acts out that Wisdom in his life, his teaching, his
observance of the Law, and particularly in the principal events of his life.


	In chapter 3, Levering links Christ’s threefold office of priest, prophet, and king,
especially as these are brought to their consummation on the cross, as providing
	another way of understanding how Aquinas understands Christ’s fulfillment of the
whole Law. While it is true that there are two significant sentences in the Tertia Pars
that refer to this threefold office (see 178 n. 73), this 	
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	does not seem to have been an
operating organizing principle in Aquinas’s treatment of the Incarnation and
Redemption. Nevertheless, Levering makes good use of these dimensions of Christ’s
person and activity to return once again to the notion of fulfillment of the Law
according to Aquinas’s division of the Law into ceremonial (priest), judicial (king),
and moral (prophet). In regard to the first two of these Levering cites STh III, q. 35,
a. 7, ad 1: “Christ’s priesthood and kingdom were consummated principally in his
passion.” The last lines of chapter 3 speak of the one reality and activity of Christ in
its threefold manifestation: prophet—the source of the Inner Teacher, the Spirit who
mediates the will of the Father; priest—continuing to be the one who sanctifies
believers and brings them into the presence of the Father; king—governing his
Church according to the perfection of the Divine law whose principal intention is to
“establish man in friendship with God” (STh I-II, q. 99, a. 2). While the heavenly
state of Christ will be considered in relation to the new Temple, his Body, these lines
invite further study regarding the fact that the Law is being fulfilled now by the
heavenly action of Christ and the share that believers have in this activity.


	In part 2, Levering considers Christ’s fulfillment of the Temple. At this point his
Jewish dialogue partner is Jon Levenson, who develops a theology of the relation
between Sion, the Law, and Zion, the place of David’s city and the Temple, utilizing
the theme of the “cosmic mountain” as outlined by Mircea Eliade. According to
Levenson the Old Testament, and particularly Rabbinic theology, looks upon the
Temple as located on the “cosmic mountain,” thus manifesting God transcendent
“presence.” This presence is not dependent upon the existence of the physical
Temple; even now it is the mysterious center of Jewish life, that “place” of holiness
outlined and effected by observance of the Torah in such a way that it can be said that
people become the Temple of YHWH.


	Levenson derives much of his thought from the theology of the “name” present in
the dedicatory prayer of 1 Kings 8 and elsewhere. So too, in the opinion of Aquinas,
“God’s ‘name’ dwelt in Israel’s Temple because the Temple was the place where the
holy sacrificial liturgy, which God had instructed Israel to perform, manifested God’s
‘name’” (95). Aquinas, of course, goes on to develop this in terms of the whole
Christ, Head and members, the Blessed Virgin Mary, and each individual Christian,
each in his own interconnected way being a place of the worship of the Trinity in
sacrificial holiness. The consummation of this worship, proleptically manifested at
the Transfiguration and realized in the Resurrection of Christ, is seen to be the eternal
and glorious liturgy of the whole Body of Christ in heaven.


	After acknowledging, at the beginning of chapter 5, that an account of the
Christian life that illustrates how it is meant to fulfill the Torah is necessary for a
complete presentation of Aquinas’s notion of fulfillment, Levering goes on to
concentrate on the Mystical Body of Christ and the sacraments as the place where the
Temple worship is fulfilled. This fulfillment is not complete, of course, since for
Aquinas and the biblical tradition he adheres to both the worship and sacramenta of
the Old Law and in another way those of the New Law are 
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	consummated in the 	beatific vision. The perfection of worship and the perfect fulfillment of the covenant
are found in the passion of Christ. Thus, relying on Aquinas’s teaching, Levering
states: “In both Israel and the Church, inclusion in the Mystical Body is achieved
through the spiritual realities of faith and charity, but these spiritual realities cannot
be cut off from corresponding physical ‘signs’ or sacraments—Israel’s Temple and
its fulfillment in the Church’s sacramental structure and worship” (121).


	In the final chapter Levering treats of what he calls “the liturgical consummation
of history” (129): the beatific vision, the ultimate sacrifice of praise shared and
offered by all in the heavenly Jerusalem who make up one Body, one Temple of the
Messiah. It is here that, in and through Christ, the Temple worship, which reached
its earthly fulfillment in the Passion of Christ prolonged and participated in by his
Body, finally reaches its consummation. In STh I-II, q. 103, a. 3, Aquinas sketches out
the three stages of worship: “One state was in respect of faith and hope and in the
means of obtaining them [the Old Law]… . Another state of the interior worship is
that in which we have faith and hope in heavenly goods, as in things present or past
[the New Law]… . The third state is that in which both are possessed as present;
wherein nothing is believed in as lacking, nothing hoped for as being yet to come.
Such is the state of the Blessed. In this state of the Blessed, then, nothing in regard
to the worship of God will be figurative; there will be naught but thanksgiving and
voice of praise (Isa 51:3)” (127).


	This fine work makes a serious contribution to the kind of retrieval theology that
must be done before we Christians can approach Jewish-Christian relations in our
own day with a genuine spiritual and theological understanding of what the Scriptures
and Tradition actually teach. Terms like “supersessionism” and “evangelization” are
used with little understanding of what the New Testament and the great theologians
and mystics of our tradition actually teach. The undoubted and manifold sins of the
past, to speak only of the Christian side, must be repented of and never repeated, but
there is as well the golden thread of genuine teaching that must be joined to our
modern efforts if the dialogue is to be honest and fruitful.


	In regard to Aquinas himself, more work is needed to develop his thought
regarding what we call now the “unrevoked covenant.” His views on the ways in
which Christians should relate to Jews, often misunderstood and confused with those
of his contemporaries, must be clarified; a study in this line of thought is soon to be
published. Finally Aquinas’s teaching on the Beatitudes as the Christian activity that
fulfills the Torah must be set forth, and indeed lived in a public and widespread way,
before our claim to be the heirs of God’s revelation to Israel will be credible.


Francis Martin


		Intercultural Forum, John Paul II Cultural Center


				Washington, D.C.
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		[bookmark: Lonergan]Lonergan and the Philosophy of Historical Existence. By Thomas J. McPartland.
Columbia, Mo.: University of Missouri Press, 2001. Pp. 303. $37.50 (cloth).
ISBN 0-8262-1345-6.


Lonergan and the Philosophy of Historical Existence reveals the ongoing
maturation of those scholars who continue to appropriate Lonergan’s work and
explore its ramifications. More specifically McPartland’s book participates in a
serious discussion on the integration of Lonergan’s notions of metaphysics, culture,
and history, and his relationship to such modern and contemporary figures as
Descartes, Hume, Kant, Hegel, Husserl, Dilthey, Heidegger, Polanyi, Gadamer,
Ricoeur, Habermas, and especially Eric Voegelin.


	McPartland’s objective is to articulate a philosophy of history that is a
differentiated form of wisdom and is capable of mediating historical existence. The
result is both personal and communal. As personal, it is an authentic subjectivity that
is a love of wisdom and a species of religious love that is differentiated by functional
specialization and a personal existential attunement to the in-between. As communal,
it is a community of lovers of wisdom, collaborating in a functionally specialized
community called Cosmopolis.


	McPartland develops his view of wisdom by rooting it in a restoration of a
metaphysics of historical existence an analysis of the horizon of a subject.  As the
summary presentation of Lonergan’s notion of the person (chap. 1) and of
metaphysics expressed as generalized emergent probability (chap. 2) reveals, only the
human being who has undergone an adequate development in the great achievements
of the past and the present can supply the context for this analysis.  This analysis,
subsequently, provides a heuristic tool that McPartland uses to reveal both what can
be appreciated in various authors on philosophy and history and their limits and
distortions. He sets up the heuristic in chapter 1 by identifying two opposed theories
of knowledge, the confrontational view and the isomorphic. In Lonergan’s Insight, the
confrontational view of knowledge and reality is based on the senses, and is
summarized by Lonergan’s phrase “already-out-there-now-real.” The isomorphic view
is based on the questions for understanding, which seek insights, and questions for
reflection, which seek judgments. Thus, reality is not something “out-there.” It is
what is grasped or mediated in the human person by a compound of experience,
understanding, and judging. Experience constitutes the cognitive appropriation of the
potency of reality, understanding mediates the intelligibility of reality, and judgment
mediates the truth of reality as understood. This is not to say that this compound
creates the real. It is not to say that the reality that is known is not distinct from
knowing. It is not to say that cognition is not a part of reality. Rather, it is an
epistemological articulation of the relationship between cognition and reality, which
is precisely what prompted the modern and postmodern questions that resulted in a
rejection of metaphysics and, in the end, promoted historicism. McPartland makes the
two opposed theories of cognition fundamental in his dialectical analysis, and crucial
in his method for the analysis of historical
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	 existence. This method, which McPartland
calls a “dialectical hermeneutic,” is used to engage various modern and postmodern
authors (chap. 3) and to recover a notion of historicity that rejects historicism (chap.
4). In chapter 5, it effects an integration of reason and history.


	As chapter 6 reveals, a community of those who live in openness to the “in-between,” whose performance and interpretation match the “basic horizon” of a
human existence incarnate with a particular historicity, is necessary for the realization
	of a stewardship of historical existence mediated by a dialectical hermeneutic. This
chapter is entirely devoted to that community called Cosmopolis. It is a community
that must be open to the transcendental norms that call forth the development of
positions and the rejection of counter-positions. In chapter 7, McPartland sets forth
the differentiated wisdom that will be required to accomplish this task, a wisdom that
is more than merely cognitive because it has roots in religious love, and in fact is a
form of religious love. This form of religious love must unite with a functionally
specialized philosophy in order fully to effect its comprehensive objective. The
subsequent chapters develop this wisdom in its existential elements and its relation
to the work of Eric Voegelin, giving further nuances to the meaning of authentic
subjectivity and authentic historical existence.


	It must be noted that this authenticity has a significant limit not adequately
developed in McPartland’s book. Lonergan reveals in Insight the concrete incapacity
of Cosmpolis. It is rare to find “lovers of wisdom,” even rarer to find a community of
such lovers, even rarer yet to find persons and communities with a functionally
specialized differentiation of wisdom, and concretely impossible to find a Cosmopolis
that is effective in acting as a steward of historical existence. Lonergan points to the
myriad of “philosophies” as illustrations of this point. On its own, the genuine,
positional philosophy will lack effective authority among the myriad of counter-positions.


	McPartland’s attunement to the Transcendent and the in-between, to this
philosophical form of religious experience, needs to be complemented by something
that allows it to be truly effective. A philosophy of historical existence cannot stop at
Cosmopolis. Cosmopolis needs to be complemented by a hope transcendent to its own
innate powers, a hope that constitutes a higher form of historical existence. That
transcendent hope is expressed by Lonergan as a type of “special transcendent
knowledge” in Insight. In Method in Theology, it becomes a hope for a Divine
“entrance into the world mediated by meaning.” This hope is for more than a personal
attunement to the Transcendent, a self which then ex-presses in symbols and
incarnately. Rather, it is a hope for the Transcendent to become incarnate, and to
enter into a communal mediation of self-transcending subjects.


	Furthermore, for Cosmopolis to be truly effective in its mediation of historical
existence, something beyond the transcendent hope already mentioned is needed:
namely, that hope’s fulfillment in an actual Divine entrance into history. The inner-word needs to be mediated by a truly effective outer word that is 





page 327

	constituted in some
manner by the Beyond, the Transcendent, or the one whom we commonly identify as
God. And in becoming a recurring fixture of historical existence, this hope for a
Divine entrance combined with the actual Divine entrance itself must also include a
further hope and realization: a hope for a permanence of the meaning of that outer-word, carried in particular kinds of roles and tasks that comprise a divinely
constituted community in which Cosmopolis can be truly actuated. This would be the
step that takes McPartland’s impressive and worthwhile integration to the next stage,
and beyond the limits of Voegelin’s own rich and insightful project.


 McPartland’s book reveals the power of authentic subjectivity in healing the
cultural and social rifts caused by the intellectual dialectic of the two positions on
knowledge, and the historical supremacy of the confrontational view of knowledge in
many modern and postmodern versions of life and history. The method of self-appropriation that Lonergan espouses and McPartland utilizes facilitates a restoration
of metaphysics and a hermeneutic that grounds a metaphysics of development, which
in turn becomes a powerful tool for rejecting historicism while maintaining both
historicity and normativity.


	McPartland’s integration of metaphysics into the philosophy of history is
encouraging on its own terms. Metaphysics is one of the topics that has been
somewhat neglected in studies of Lonergan’s writings over the years, perhaps because
its fullest treatment arises in the second half of Insight, and many are only beginning
to penetrate the significance of that second half. Yet Lonergan apparently wished in
his last days that he had spent more time emphasizing metaphysics. In his earlier
days, he had been consumed by the formulation of a metaphysics of history. Many
outside of Lonergan circles or those who never took any classes with him would
probably be surprised to discover that he had said anything extensive on metaphysics.
To many, he is a Transcendental Thomist or a neo-Kantian Thomist, and this usually
means attention to the subject and ignorance of the object. Yet Lonergan’s notion of
metaphysics restores the validity of that science in the face of a modern world that has
converted it into a treatment of angels and strange phenomena. It is a welcome sign
to see that Lonergan’s notion of metaphysics is introduced into McPartland’s
discussion of historical existence.


	On a number of minor points and one or two major ones, I would raise questions
about McPartland’s position on the human subject, on metaphysics, and on
Cosmopolis; however, as he repeatedly asserts, the real issue is the project of human
life and that project has its roots in the primordial question seeking the ultimate
answer. This book and the solutions it offers to a plethora of persistent philosophical
and cultural deformations of soul and society merits serious consideration by
philosophers and historians. Complement this analysis of the deformations both with
the ineptitude of those deformed souls at reversing counter-positions and with a hope
for a Divine solution and the result would be a more complete account of historical
existence. Then complement it with the actual Divine solution and the result would
give Cosmopolis a solid  
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	hope for a real effective participation in the stewardship of
historical existence by a wisdom that is both functionally specialized and ordained by
the Divine entrance into the world mediated by meaning.


David Fleischacker


		Mount Marty College


				Yankton, South Dakota





		[bookmark: The Unspoken]		The Unspoken  Word: Negative Theology in Meister Eckhart’s German Sermons. By
Bruce Milem. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
2002. Pp ix + 192. $44.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1019-4.


	Meister Eckhart’s life and works continue to fascinate scholars, religious people,
non-Christians, and even atheists. His texts, both in Latin and in his elegantly
expressive Middle High German, have received much academic attention on both
sides of the Atlantic and indeed worldwide. The interpretation of his treatises and
sermons depends to a great extent upon the interpreter—scholars, Christians,
Buddhists, etc. All seem to find some basis for their own beliefs or a connection to
their opinions in the writings of the Master. The effort to unearth the riches of his
teachings has produced some bizarre conclusions. In this book, Bruce Milem makes
an effort to place Eckhart’s use of negative theology in a broader context and succeeds
in reminding any interpreter of Eckhart’s writings of some essential facts which, if
ignored, lead to very strange interpretations of the Master’s theology and method.


	According to the title, Milem is presenting to the scholarly community a study of
negative theology in Meister Eckhart’s German sermons. However, it seems that he
relegates this goal to a place of secondary importance. Instead, he proposes to
describe “a new way of reading Meister Eckhart’s sermons” (4). Milem argues that
“instead of stating doctrine or describing mystical experience, Eckhart … primarily
involves his audience in a complex interpretive exercise by deliberately giving
difficult sermons that emphasize their own status as products of language. The
sermons’ self-referential quality opens the door to thinking about the relation between
the sermons and the divine truths they claim to articulate” (ibid.).


	As a starting point, Milem considers Eckhart’s own agenda, using the famous
quotation from German sermon 53 (Misit Dominus) and from which the title of this
study derives: “God is a word, an unspoken word.” He concludes that “any
consideration of [Eckhart’s] preaching must begin with the problems raised by God’s
ineffability” (5), and goes on to pose a very important question: “If divine nature is
truly unspeakable and ineffable, how can Eckhart even name it, let alone say
something about it?” (6). To grapple with this issue he makes use of
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	 Michael A.
Sells’s Mystical Language of Unsaying. In using Sells’s theory regarding any
possibility of using human language to speak of the utterly transcendent, he returns
to Eckhart’s sermon and asks: “What does it mean to call God an ineffable, unspoken
word? What kind of word is this, and why is it unspoken?” (8). Milem employs this
use of interrogative technique throughout his study to do exactly what he claims
Eckhart is up to in his sermons. Eckhart wanted to get the hearers of his sermon to
think, to be actively engaged in the sermon and to be challenged by its difficulties.
He wanted “to transform their understanding of themselves and God” (150). Milem
takes his readers along the same path by constantly posing multiple questions in order
to engage the reader’s mind in the difficulties of Eckhart’s thought. He wants the
reader to think of Eckhart’s teachings according to his own methodology so that they
will understand Eckhart, his method, and his message in a new way.


	Surprisingly, Milem also uses the drama theory of Bertolt Brecht (1898-1956) to
conclude something about Eckhart’s preaching method. Both authors, operating
within the limits of their creative works, had a primarily didactic purpose in mind.
According to Milem, an appreciation of Brecht’s use of an alienation effect
(Verfremdungseffekt) helps the modern reader understand the sermons in a new way.
“Eckhart wanted his audience to remember that they [the sermons] were being given
by a human being in time” (12). He continues this comparison: “Strange though it
may seem, Eckhart’s sermons are like dramatic performances, where one focuses not
only on what the actors say, but also on what they do and how they interact with each
other” (15). This intrusion of the theatrical into the homiletic moment seems far more
Brechtian than Eckhartian. From Eckhart we have nothing but texts, no description
of his sermon delivery that would support any comparison to Brecht’s carefully
crafted stage directions to achieve the desired alienation effect. This may apply,
however, in a merely verbal sense as when Eckhart seems almost to shout “Now
understand me correctly!” in Sermon 16b or “And now see and pay heed!” in Sermon
2, and as at the conclusion of Sermon 52, where he seems even dismissive. Eckhart
delivered highly complex and theological sermons to a congregation of learned
individuals—otherwise they would be pointless, for no ordinary person would have
a chance of understanding his message. The ordinary man in the pew would take
Eckhart’s admonition not to worry about it quite seriously. Brecht addresses all levels
of society and by the use of various alienation techniques he keeps his audiences
thinking (so the theory goes) and hopes to accomplish his didactic purposes. The
other function of the Brechtian alienation technique is to prevent the audience from
identifying or sympathizing with the characters precisely to force the members of the
audience to concentrate solely on the didactic, propagandistic message. Such a
function clearly shows the deficiencies of Marxist anthropology, for it reduced human
beings to the status of mere rational creatures without any affective or emotional
lives.


	Regarding methodology, the author offers reasons why he has chosen German
sermons and not Latin: “But I believe the best way to proceed is to treat the Latin and
German halves of his work separately and to examine his activity in 
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	each before
asking how the two halves fit together. Only in taking them separately at first can one
be reasonably sure of discovering their true relationship” (17). That makes sense
since this is really about the methodology of four German sermons rather than a study
of negative theology that would automatically entail the use of all of Eckhart’s
writings pertinent to the topic. Even though Milem adamantly limits his study to four
German sermons, his analysis and discussion prove to be quite interesting.


	Milem devotes a chapter each to four German sermons: 52 (Beati pauperes
spiritu), 2 (Intravit Jesus), 16b (Quasi vas auri solidem), and 6 (Justi vivent in
aeternum). Before he begins consideration of each sermon in turn, he makes a
statement about Eckhart’s method: “Eckhart speaks as he does to get his listeners
started on thinking about themselves in relation to the divine, a process that ideally
should arrive at the mystery that God is both one with and distinct from all creatures,
including sermons and their interpreters” (21). Sermon 52 “functions as a sort of
image of the soul” (19) that is both caught in time and yet has an eternal destiny.
	Eckhart seeks to explain the paradoxes inherent in human existence by using the
image as a way of being able to speak of the soul as both united to and separate from
God. Milem continues this consideration of paradoxes in his analysis of Sermon 2,
where he discusses the critical use of images as being necessary. In Sermon 16b he
writes of the image and claims that an image clearly reveals its dependence on its
source rather than accurately reproducing its source (20). Jesus is the image of the
invisible God, the Word made flesh who reveals the Father, for whoever sees Jesus
sees the Father. The complexity of the proper ways of speaking of Jesus’ nature and
his relation to the other persons of the blessed Trinity offers a paradigm for speaking
about the human person as the image of God. In discussing Sermon 6 Milem asserts
“the understanding of the image affects his notion of justice by which he means ideal
Christian practice” (20).


	Milem devotes his final chapter to Eckhart’s preaching and modestly asserts that
his conclusions “must be tentative” (143) precisely because he has considered only
four of possibly 120 sermons. The four sermons focus on three topics: “the
relationship between God and other beings, whether and how humans can know God,
and the shape and rationale of Christian practice and action” (144). Here Milem
considers the maelstrom of paradoxes produced from the sermons of the
Meister—paradoxes that intentionally force the listener to grapple with the
sometimes outrageous assertions of the preacher. The goal of Eckhart’s methodology
had to do with getting the “listeners to transform their understanding of themselves
and God” (150).


	Milem deftly makes use of all the sources one would expect in a study of Meister
Eckhart. Clearly the topic has caused him to become immersed in the scholarship and
to think deeply about Eckhart’s sermons “that even now make one wonder what was
going on when he preached” (160). This results in a careful study that places the
varied readings of Eckhart’s theology—from incomprehensible Christian mystic to
atheistic Zen practitioner—into its true context. One can really wonder at God as the
“unspoken word” and pursue a 
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	course of negative theology only after God has spoken
the word. The paradoxes that Eckhart preaches come out of the inherent paradoxes
of Christian truths. It took the Church centuries to formulate anything accurate,
incomplete as the Nicene Creed may be, about the identity of Jesus, who is both true
God and true Man, born in time and yet eternal, God from God, Light from Light, true
God from true God, begotten, not made, one in being with the Father, etc. The
Fathers of the early ecumenical councils produced a creedal statement of truth
expressed, believed, and affirmed while acknowledging that there is much more that
cannot be expressed about God. God has revealed himself through his Word, Jesus
Christ, and through the inspired texts, and yet remains shrouded in transcendent
mystery, unable to be grasped completely by human knowing.


	This interesting study could have been improved by the inclusion of complete new
translations of the German sermons considered here. The quotations used to illustrate
the author’s point differ enough from any text available that a complete translation
would have been very useful. The conclusion of Sermon 6 illustrates the difference
in translation and therefore in interpretation. Eckhart’s conclusion, in Middle High
German, runs  “Daz wir die gerehticheit minnen durch sich selben und got ane
	warumbe.” Milem translates this as, “That we love justice through itself and God
without why.” By contrast, the translation contained in Meister Eckhart: The
Essential Sermons, Commentaries, Treatises, and Defense reads, “That we may love
justice for its own sake and for God, without asking return.” A complete text of the
four sermons also would have allowed the reader to experience Eckhart’s style and
wonder about the effects the sermon would have had on Eckhart’s congregation. It
would have permitted the reader to place each sermon in its own context so that the
power of Eckhart’s words, the flow of his logic, and the impact of his shocking
statements may have their full effect. The challenges of the original delivery for a
congregation that knows that the Word was spoken at and in creation, that the Word
became flesh and dwelt among us, and yet hears Eckhart proclaim that God is a
word—an unspoken word—can impact the modern reader as well.


Leonard P. Hindsley


	Providence College


				Providence, Rhode Island




		[bookmark: Medieval]		Medieval  Masters: Essays in Memory of Msgr. E. A. Synan. Edited by R. E. Houser.
Houston: Center for Thomistic Studies, 1999. Pp. 287. $15.00 (paper). ISBN
0-268-04214-4.


	Edward A. Synan (1918-97), while a praelatus honorarius, was generally
addressed by his students as Father Synan. At the time of his sudden death on 3 
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August 1997 he was a senior Fellow Emeritus of the Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Stidies, Toronto and a Professor Emeritus in the Department of Philosophy,
University of Toronto. He began his thirty-eight-year career at Toronto in 1959 and
he served as President of the Institute from 1973 to 1979, and again as acting
president in 1989 and 1990. A native of New Jersey, and graduate of Seton Hall, he
studied at Louvain and then continued studies at Toronto under Etienne Gilson and
Anton C. Pegis, earning a Ph.D. and a Licentiate in Mediaeval Studies in 1951.
Before coming to Toronto he held a chair of philosophy at Seton Hall (1952-59) and
became associated there with Msgr. John Oesterreicher in the promotion of Christian-Jewish relations. His first book, in 1965, was The Popes and the Jews in the Middle
Ages, and he went on to produce a number of other specialized mediaeval studies.


	Such details fail to depict the man his students remember as a person who was a
charming conversationalist as well as an exciting preacher, and a friend who
supported them through their graduate studies. These eleven essays by Synan’s
former students are an offering of tribute to their beloved teacher. M. Jean Kitchel,
in “Remembering Synan,” offers her personal reminiscences of the numerous times
Fr. Synan befriended her when she was a beginning graduate student. Her account of
	his many generosities to her reflects the kind of person he was to his many students.
The remaining ten essays are more technical pieces. In most cases they were probably
based on the specialized doctoral research of their authors, often less-well-known
masters of mediaeval thought.


	Jorge J. E. Gracia, in his “Metaphysical Epistemological and Linguistic
Approaches to Universals: Porphyry, Boethius, and Abailard,” studies the treatment
of universals. He shows the conventional interpretation of the history of philosophy,
according to which it developed over the centuries from an emphasis on the
metaphysical to the epistemological to the linguistic in the contemporary times is
inaccurate since the early medieval work of the authors he studies involved all three
approaches. For Gracia the metaphysical is the basic and primary way.


	David Twetten examines “Albert the Great’s Early Conflations of Philosophy and
Theology on the Issue of Universal Causality.” He shows how Albert changed his
position with respect to the roles of philosophy and theology, reflecting the situation
in the early thirteenth century as the writings of Aristotle and his Arabian
commentators were becoming better known and having their impact on the work of
the Christian theologians.


	Timothy B. Noone contrasts the thought of Bonaventure and Scotus, both
Franciscans, on the theory of knowledge. He shows there was a movement from
Bonaventure’s use of Augustinian illumination to the moderate realism of Scotus,
who had to take into account the work of Henry of Ghent. “One must conclude that
Scotus’s epistemology is in fundamental continuity with that of Thomas Aquinas,
although the focus of Scotus’s own thought is the doctrine of Henry Ghent.”


	R. E. Houser, the editor of this volume, contributes a lengthy examination of
“Bonaventure’s Three-Fold Way to God.” He shows that Bonaventure used 
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	different
approaches to the demonstration of the existence of God. Well aware of the logical
requirements presented by Aristotle, Bonaventure had a certain enthusiasm for the
approach of Anselm which Houser prefers to call the “noetilogical” rather than the
Kantian “ontological.” He shows Bonaventure working to present a more effective
version of Augustinian illumination as well as a cosmological argument (effect to
cause) which Houser calls “aitiological,” using transcendental Truth as the starting
point. The argument reminds one of Aquinas’s fourth way, since it concludes via a
theory of participation in a God who is Truth Itself, and consequently Being Itself.


	Richard C. Taylor examines ” Averroës’ Epistemology and Its Critique by
Aquinas.” Those familiar with the De Unitate Intellectus contra Averroistas will find
the essay gives a more sympathetic treatment of Averroës, especially on there being
one “material intellect” for all men. Taylor shows an extraordinary command of
primary and secondary sources relating to Averroës, and his essay is a challenge to
those who believed Aquinas had achieved victory in interpreting Aristotle’s De
Anima.


	In “Creation, Numbers, and Nature: On Aquinas’s Quodlibet 8, 1.1.” Kevin White
shows how a challenging question asked at a session of disputed questions can lead
to the most profound metaphysical analysis. The question was whether the number
six is the Creator or a creature. A perfect number is one that is the sum of all its
factors (as, e.g., six is the sum of one, two, and three). Moreover, six was the subject
	of some reflection since Genesis tells us God created everything in six days. This
essay leads us into an investigation of the being of natures, and how they exist in
creatures, in God, and in themselves.


	Barry F. Brown, in “Act, Potency and the Real Distinction of Essence and
Existence in Aquinas,” reviews this basic topic of Thomistic metaphysics and how we
came to know this distinction—and whether or not it is a first principle. The essay is
an interesting examination also of how actuality is limited by the potency it actualizes
and how this relates to the metaphysics of participation. It is one of the most readable
papers in the series.


	In “Love of Friendship and the Perfection of Finite Reasons,” Janice L. Schultz
undertakes an analysis of Aquinas’ amor amicitae, “love of friendship,” and argues
against a paper by David Gallagher that only a moral love is faithful to St. Thomas’s
understanding of that love. “But essential to true self-love is setting aside self-indulgence as the criterion of behavior, which must be accompanied by the acceptance
of a moral standard to which the self is subordinate.” Only a morally ordered love of
friendship can further our perfection as persons.


	R. James Long takes up the topic of “Aquinas and the Cosmic Christ,” which leads
to an examination of whether Christ, as the Second Person of the Trinity, would have
become incarnated as a human if Adam had not sinned. Did Christ come because he
chose to redeem mankind for the sin of Adam, or would he have become incarnate
had there been no original sin? Long studies the texts of Aquinas relating to this
question and finds him responding in the negative.


	



Page 334

	Mary Catherine Summers examines “Walter Burley: A Student of John Duns
Scotus?” and in doing so explores the early fourteenth century, a period so often
neglected by those who judge that medieval thought peaked in the thirteenth century.
An odd tradition held that Burley had been a student of Scotus, and then later came
to oppose him. Summers judges that Burley “heard” Scotus lecture at Oxford early
in his student career, was influenced by him, but when in his own professional career
he came to consider the limits of what can be known by natural reason (excluding
revelation), his conclusion reflected more the influence of Henry of Ghent than that
of Scotus.


	This collection of essays does honor to Fr. Synan and is another fine contribution
to the series of Thomistic Papers published by the University of St. Thomas Center
for Thomistic Studies.


Desmond J. FitzGerald
		University of San Francisco


				San Francisco, California
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		[bookmark: Proportionalism]Proportionalism and the Natural Law Tradition. By Christopher Kaczor.
Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2002. Pp.
x + 228. $49.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1093-3.


In 1989 Richard McCormick observed that a shift had occurred in Catholic
moral theology. A “revisionist” perspective on moral analysis, known as
“proportionalism,” had emerged among Catholic ethicists. Briefly stated,
proportionalism is a method for determining the moral rightness or wrongness
of actions and for identifying exceptions to moral norms. McCormick further
asserted that most Catholic moral theologians embrace some form of
proportionalism. Whether or not this second assertion is still valid,
proportionalism remains deeply influential. Yet, does proportionalism mark a
renewal of moral theology, as revisionist theologians claim, or is it a corruption?
In his insightful and well-written analysis of proportionalism, Christopher
Kaczor attempts to answer this question.


Kaczor begins his study by describing proportionalism as understood by its
proponents (ch. 1). He offers the reader a sympathetic account of
proportionalism’s inherent attractiveness as a solution to the problems facing
moral theology. He then considers proportionalism’s relationship to the manuals
of moral theology (ch. 2). Although many revisionists see proportionalism as
rejecting the manuals and returning to the thought of Aquinas, Kaczor holds
instead that proportionalism develops aspects of manualist thought that diverge
sharply from Aquinas. Kaczor explains that although proportionalists reach a
number of conclusions that manualists would reject, proportionalism is rooted
in the moral psychology of the manuals and develops features latent in it.
Specifically, proportionalism’s view of intention, the central place it affords
double-effect reasoning, and even its understanding of proportion all resemble
the dominant manualist perspective on moral analysis. Kaczor next offers an
admirable sketch of Aquinas’s theory of action, emphasizing the difference
between intended and foreseen consequences. This enables Kaczor to compare
Thomistic and proportionalist ways of analyzing specific cases and to introduce
his initial criticisms of the proportionalist perspective (ch. 3). In the remaining
chapters, Kaczor considers features of human action that proportionalists
themselves consider fundamentally important: the object of the human act (ch.
4), the character of practical reasoning (chs. 5 and 6), and the nature of moral
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norms (ch. 7). In these latter chapters Kaczor develops his case against the thesis
that proportionalism is a renewal of moral theology. He argues instead that
proportionalism harnesses the terminology of the “natural law tradition” only
to undermine its core conclusions. Instead of effecting a harmonious evolution
in Catholic moral thought, proportionalism marks a revolution that overturns
the tradition’s fundamental principles.


In considering the initial “plausibility of proportionalism,” Kaczor introduces
the principal protagonists (Knauer, Janssens, Schüller, Fuchs, McCormick, etc.),
and places them in the context of their contribution to proportionalism’s
development. This first chapter is slender, yet it sketches accurately
proportionalism’s central concepts: pre-moral good and evil, proportionate
reason, the rightness/goodness distinction, deontology vs. teleology, the question
of intrinsically evil acts and of exceptionless moral norms. Kaczor covers ground
here familiar to anyone who has followed the debate. His account is clear and
well structured. Those unfamiliar with proportionalism will find this chapter an
accessible introduction to it.


Kaczor’s account of the relationship between proportionalism and the
tradition of the manuals is perhaps his most important contribution to the
contemporary discussion. Without downplaying the differences between
proportionalists and the manuals, Kaczor traces convincingly how the
proportionalist perspective presupposes a manualist conception of human
agency. In portraying the manualist roots of proportionalism, Kaczor also
underlines how both these perspectives differ from Aquinas. 


First, there is the issue of double-effect reasoning. Aquinas only employs
double-effect reasoning once, in a single article of the Secunda Secundae, where
it enables him to apply in a particular case (self-defense) the more fundamental
principles he introduced in the Prima Secundae. Both manualists and
proportionalists, however, place double-effect reasoning at the center of their
thought, transforming double-effect reasoning itself into a fundamental principle,
whether this be the “principle of double-effect,” or the “principle of
proportionate reason.”


Second, manualists and proportionalists share similar conceptions of
proportionality. For both, the relevant proportion is between the good and bad
effects of an act, which (borrowing from Brian Johnstone) Kaczor describes as
the “effect/effect proportion.” For example, both groups determine the morality
of an act of self-defense by analyzing the proportion between what they consider
as the two effects of the act: the death of the aggressor and the preservation of
the defender’s life. Kaczor notes, however, that Aquinas considers the relevant
proportion to be that between an act and its (intrinsic) end—the “act/end
proportion.” Aquinas uses the concept of proportionality to affirm that the
defender should use only the force necessary to stop the attack. The agent’s
action (force used against an unjust aggressor) should be proportionate to the
intrinsic end of the action intended (self-defense).


Third, manualists and proportionalists share an equally impoverished account
of intention. While Aquinas recognizes the inner stages of action, describing 	
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agents as intending an end, manualists and proportionalists neglect the interior
features of action and simply describe agents as causing effects. Kaczor explains
that this impoverished view leads both manualists and proportionalists to
underestimate the moral value of the Thomistic distinction between intended
and foreseen consequences.


Kaczor explains that while foresight functions as a prediction concerning
future events and pertains solely to the intellect, intention entails desire and
primarily belongs to the will. For example, although we may be held responsible
for an act’s foreseen consequences, we are only described as intending those acts
we directly will. Kaczor holds, however, that proportionalists deny the moral
significance of this distinction, at least concerning what they describe as “pre-moral goods and evils.” They affirm that what we directly intend in the
mechanics of executing the act (what some call “psychological intention”) is not
of itself morally significant. What matters is the “moral intention,” which is
solely determined by the presence or absence of proportionate reason between
the “pre-moral goods and evils” effected. From this perspective, the pre-moral
evil caused (such as killing a human being) becomes a moral evil (murder) only
if we will it without a proportionate reason. On the other hand, if the pre-moral
evil of killing is done for a proportionate pre-moral good (saving innocent life)
then the act is morally good and one who intends such an act has a morally good
intention. He is intending self-defense. Kaczor rightly counters, however, that
what we psychologically intend has a moral component. It affects our moral
character. Yet, Kaczor also recognizes that to understand this we need to
understand more about practical reasoning’s role in defining the act’s object.


Kaczor remarks that at issue in proportionalism is the nature of the object.
How do we determine an act’s object? All agree that certain specific features
(sometimes called the “specifying circumstances”) determine or change an act’s
object. For example, the specific identity of the person with whom one has
sexual relations—one’s spouse or the spouse of another—changes the object
(moral character) of the act. The proportionalists, however, go further and assert
that the consequences of one’s action also enter into the object. Some
proportionalists interpret this to mean that an agent’s motive (remote end) is a
constitutive component of the moral object of the act. Others seek to retain the
distinction between end and object, but nonetheless see the moral object as
constructed from a larger set of circumstances than traditional moral analysis
would admit. Either way, at issue is whether and which consequences are
constitutive of the moral object. 


Kaczor notes, however, that a theory that regards the motive (or other
consequences of the act) as constitutive of the object could in principle justify
virtually any “pre-moral evil” in the presence of a proportionate pre-moral good.
For example, from the proportionalist perspective, why couldn’t a sheriff kill an
innocent person if doing so would save the lives of many others? After sketching
the “secondary conditions” proportionalists formulate to show why such actions
are not in fact permissible, Kaczor demonstrates how these solutions fail to
convince. Indeed, he suggests that when proportionalists employ secondary 	


page
484


conditions the are actually drawing on a richer conception of human action than
their theory itself allows.


Kaczor portrays the determination of the object as posing two challenges.
First, there is the challenge of determining what belongs to the agent’s intention,
as apposed to being simply something the agent foresees as a possible outcome.
Second, within the agent’s intention, there is the specific challenge of
distinguishing the direct object of the agent’s intention (proximate end) from the
agent’s motive (remote end). In response to the first of these two challenges,
Kaczor offers four criteria. An outcome is intended if: (1) achievement of the
effect presents a problem requiring deliberation; (2) it constrains other
intentions; (3) the agent endeavors to achieve the effect, perhaps being forced
to return to deliberation if circumstances change; and (4) failure to realize the
effect is a failure in the agent’s plan. Kaczor persuasively illustrates how these
criteria function by applying them to several difficult cases.


Kaczor responds to the second challenge—how to distinguish the proximate
from the remote end—by proposing the following principle: the intention is
accomplished without remainder in the act itself, while the motive is not so
accomplished. He offers the example of three actions generically the same (giving
money to another), but differing specifically by having different proximate and
remote intentions: bribing someone to save another’s life; loaning money to
manipulate the recipient, giving a gift to show love. He notes that in each case
the proximate end is effected in the very act of giving money: a bride is offered,
a loan or a gift is given. On the other hand, not only are the motives not effected
in the act, they might never be. There is no guarantee that the bribe will save a
life or the loan will manipulate. 


Many readers will find this second solution unsatisfactory, especially as
Kaczor applies itto kidney transplantation. He rightly rejects proportionalist
attempts to portray the motive as a component of the moral object. Nevertheless,
certain complex human actions remain unintelligible if defined too strictly in
terms of the physical agency of the agent. For example, when the Catechism
defines lying as “speaking a falsehood with the intention of [cum voluntate ad]
deceiving” (2482), it is recognizing an intentional element integral to the object
but distinct from the motive. Note too that in this definition, the “intention to
deceive” is not effected without remainder in the act done (speaking a
falsehood), which it would have to be if Kaczor’s criterion for establishing the
object were correct, since for the Catechism the intention to deceive is a
constitutive component of lying. Instead, as with organ transplantation, the
success of the action (deception) may depend on factors outside of the agent’s
control. Moreover, Kaczor’s failure to allow an expanded object forces him to
explain the morality of organ transplantation by affirming that the removal of
a kidney from healthy donor does not mutilate the donor’s body, something that
is hardly credible. It makes more sense to describe the object of the surgeon’s
intention as directed toward the entire transplantation process, with the health
of the recipient being his motive. Although this is not the place to develop this
critique, I would like to suggest that a better way to distinguish the proximate
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from the remote end would be by developing a criterion of intelligibility. For
example, is the removal the kidney intelligible to the surgeon himself apart from
direct reference to its subsequent placement in the sick recipient?


Even with these limitations, however, Kaczor’s study is a remarkable
achievement. It is simply the best book-length critique of proportionalism
currently available. Anyone wishing to understand proportionalism and why it
fails as method of moral analysis would do well to read Kaczor’s book.


 
Michael Sherwin, O.P.
	University of Fribourg


		Fribourg, Switzerland





 
		[bookmark: The Fullness]The Fullness of Being: A New Paradigm for Existence. By Barry Miller. Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 2002. Pp. 184. $29.95
(cloth). ISBN 0-268-02864-8.This book proposes a new analysis of the relation between any individual and
its instance of existence. This new paradigm replaces construing an individual’s
instance of existence as inhering in that individual, as, for example, wisdom
inheres in Socrates. What defeats this latter analysis is that, given that things are
logically prior to their properties and that it is due to his existence that Socrates
is something actual to begin with, how could an instance of existence be a
property inhering in Socrates when there is nothing there for it to inhere in (56)?
Further, if Socrates is said to what individuates his property of existence, how
again and for the same reason can that possibly be the case? How can Socrates
play any role whatsoever in the individuation of his own property of existence
without having some reality independently of the latter, which he does not
(103)? Again, if, like wisdom, virtue, etc., Socrates’ existence is a real property
that inheres in Socrates, then just as we add something to the subject when we
say that Socrates is wise, virtuous, etc., so too should we add something to
Socrates when we say that he exists (82-83, 104). But a legion of modern and
recent philosophers have echoed Kant’s insistence that nothing is added to the
concept of the subject when we say that Socrates exists. It follows that unlike
wisdom or virtue, existence is not to be construed as being a real property that
inheres in a subject. Finally, construing existence as a property that inheres in an
individual invites strange entities such as a subsistent Pegasus (40ff.). If ‘exists’
is a first-level predicate then so too is ‘does not exist’ (24). But then in order to
deny that Pegasus exists one must assume that Pegasus in some sense has being.
Since this is intolerable, it must be denied that ‘exists’ is a first-level predicate.
But supposing it true that existence is a property of individuals if and only if
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‘exists’ is a predicate of individuals, it follows that existence cannot be construed
as being a real property that inheres in an individual. 


Many answer these puzzles by denying in the first instance that ‘exists’ is a
first-level predicate and hence that existence is a property of individuals. This
move is made by Hume, Kant, Frege, Russell, Quine, and C. J. F. Williams,
among others, all of whom insist that ‘exists’ occurs redundantly in ‘Socrates
exists.’ Hence, Miller refers to these philosophers as redundancy-theorists about
existence (2-13). Non-redundancy theorists, according to him, include Avicenna,
Henry of Ghent, Aquinas, and himself. The task for non-redundancy theorists
is to show how the above problems can be skirted without denying that existence
is a real property of individuals. To the question of how an instance of existence
could ever be said to be predicated of Socrates when the latter has no actuality
independently that existence, Avicenna and Henry of Ghent answer that
Socrates’ essence has a special being or existence of its own, that is, esse
essentiae, which is different from Socrates’ instance of existence (esse existentiae)
(14-15). The question is answered, then, by positing something that is
independent of Socrates’ instance of existence and of which Socrates’ instance
of existence (esse existentiae) is predicated. And that is Socrates’ esse essentiae.
As for Aquinas, Miller holds that while the Angelic Doctor rightly rejected the
notion of an esse essentiae (and hence the solution of Avicenna and Henry of
Ghent) he nonetheless proffered no solution of his own (16).


Miller contends that the solutions of these two medieval non-redundancy-theorists on the one hand as well as recent redundancy-theorists on the other are
not only wrong but also have a common source. For though their solutions are
different, they all make the same false assumption from which the problems in
question spring in the first place. That assumption is that if existence is a
property of individuals, then the relation between them is one in which the latter
inheres in the former. Thus, Socrates’ instance of existence inheres in Socrates
just as do his non-existential properties of wisdom and virtue. That, however,
cannot be so. For the inherence-relation implies that the inhering property
depends for its actuality on the subject in which it inheres, as, for example,
Socrates’ wisdom depends on Socrates. But when it comes to the property of
existence, it is just the other way around. Though Socrates’ instance of existence
depends on Socrates for its individuation, Socrates depends for his actuality on
his property of existence and not vice versa. 


To dissolve the problems, then, one need not and should not either deny that
existence is a real property of individuals (the ploy of redundancy-theorists) or
introduce some extra and peculiar esse essentiae for an individual’s existence to
inhere in (the answer of some medieval non-redundancy-theorists). Instead, one
should drop the assumption that an individual’s instance of existence inheres in
that individual and say that it is bounded by that individual (95ff.).


Miller explains this bound/bounded relation by the analogy of a glass ball
with etching on its surface (102). In the person Socrates, the Socrates element is
to the element of his instance of existence what the glass of the ball is to its
etched surface. As the etched surface contributes no glass to the ball but simply
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marks its limit or bound, so too the individuating or Socrates element in the
Socrates contributes no actuality to the existing Socrates but simply marks the
reach, limit, or bound of what does contribute all the actuality, namely, Socrates’
instance of existence. In a much less complex individual like Andy the amoeba,
the same analogy holds. In Andy, the Andy element is to the element of his
instance of existence what the etched surface of a glass ball is to the glass of the
ball, except that here the etching on the ball is much less complex, reflecting the
more primitive life of amoebae. Socrates, then, depends on his instance of
existence for his actuality whereas Socrates’ instance of existence depends on
Socrates for its individuation. Alternatively, as regards actuality, Socrates is
incomplete in respect to his instance of existence, whereas, as regard
individuation, Socrates’ instance of existence is incomplete in respect to Socrates
(141).


Under this shift all actuality comes from the bounded or existence element.
Even so, the bound element plays a role, albeit a secondary one, in the make-up
of any individual. It supplies what Miller calls the quidditative content of a thing
(119-21). The latter does two things: it both individuates the thing’s instance of
existence and maps the reaches of its instance of existence. (99ff.). It is to its
instance of existence what an architect’s plan, which is embodied in a building,
is to the building’s instance of existence. As the reach of a building’s instance of
existence can be neither more nor less than the building’s plan, so too the reach
of Socrates’ instance of existence can be neither more nor less than the pattern,
bound, or quidditative content of Socrates. The wealth or complexity of any
instance of existence is directly relative to the complexity of the pattern or
bound of which it is the instance of existence (116). 


It might seem that this assay is inconsistent. Miller rejects the view (adopted
Kenny and Hughes) that Socrates’ instance of existence is irrelevant to both the
kind of thing Socrates is and all his non-existential properties. That unacceptably
makes existence the most impoverished of properties; it is simply that by which
an individual is something rather than nothing. Yet Miller insists that the bound
or Socrates element includes not just Socrates but all his non-existential
properties, a move that seemingly does make the existence element entirely
impoverished. Miller would answer by distinguishing saying (falsely) that
Socrates’ instance of existence is itself human, wise, virtuous, etc. from saying
(truly) that it is that by virtue of which Socrates is human, wise, virtuous, etc.
(123-25). That allows Socrates’ bound to contain all his non-existential
properties without impoverishing, as do redundancy theorists, Socrates’ instance
of existence.


The ascending wealth among instances of existence from stones to amoebae
to humans makes us wonder if the series has an upper terminus. Is there an
instance of existence without any bound at all, one that is ‘boundlessly’ rich
(132)? Such a being would be concrete rather than abstract and yet would be
unbounded, utterly simple, and infinitely rich. Like the idea of a singularity in
physics, it would be ontologically (as opposed to physically) both infinitely dense
and utterly simple (ibid.). This is the idea of subsistent existence in philosophers
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like Maimonides and Aquinas, that is, the being that is identical with its
existence. Now the intelligibility of the notion of subsistent existence has been
called into question. Miller devotes chapter 6 to defending an interpretation of
subsistent existence that avoids the stock objections to that notion. 


One problem with the notion takes the form of a dilemma. It parallels the
dilemma that Plantinga raises against the idea of divine simplicity. Subsistent
existence is identical either with existence as such or with an instance of
existence. If the former, subsistent existence is abstract and not concrete and
ends up being ontologically impoverished. But if the latter, then like all property
instances subsistent existence is incomplete (136). Second, the very idea of
subsistent existence is incoherent. In God or subsistent existence the properties
of existence, wisdom, power, etc. are identical with God and hence with each
other (134). But how is this either meaningful or possible? Third, the idea of a
completely unbounded instance of existence is prima facie self-contradictory,
since, as the function of a bound is to individuate, such a property instance
would be one that belonged to no individual whatsoever (132).


To answer these and other problems with the intelligibility of the concept of
subsistent existence, Miller proposes a limit case account of subsistent existence
(141ff.). This replaces a limit simpliciter construal of subsistent existence, an
assay of subsistent existence under which none of the objections in question can
be answered.


The difference is that the limit simpliciter of a series is itself a member of the
series and differs from other members in degree only, even if its difference from
them is very great. Under this idea of a limit God’s wisdom and ours are
generically the same even though God’s wisdom is wisdom to the maximum
degree. By contrast, the limit case of a series is not itself a member of the series
and differs absolutely from any and all members of the series. So here the limit
of the series and the members of the series are not generically the same. There
is no univocity between them. Thus, the limit case of a series of shorter and
shorter lines is a point, which is not itself a line. Though they differ absolutely
and not just in degree, the limit case of a series and the members of the series are
nonetheless remotely similar as is shown by the fact that they are not
interchangeable (140). The limit case of a series of shorter lines (i.e., a point) is
not interchangeable with the limit case of a series of polygons with ever-increasing sides (i.e., a circle). Thus, under a limit case account of subsistent
existence, though wisdom in God is absolutely different from wisdom in us and
not just the maximum extension of our wisdom, still, the two are remotely
similar. But this similarity is not generic as is the case between a limit simpliciter
of a series and the members of that series.


Now under a limit case (though not a limit simpliciter) account of subsistent
existence, the above troubles with subsistent existence fade away. Thus, though
it is self-contradictory to say that with respect to individuation an instance of
existence is complete, there is no contradiction in saying this about a limit case
instance of existence. For not being itself an instance of existence, a limit case
instance of existence needs nothing else to individuate it (146). Again, though
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it is inconsistent to say that with respect to actuality a bound of existence is
complete, one consistently says this about a limit case bound of existence, just
as one consistently says that a circle, the limit case of polygons with increasing
sides, does not have sides. For not being itself a bound, a limit case bound needs
nothing else to actualize it (ibid.). So under a limit case account of subsistent
existence it makes sense to say that God or subsistent existence is the identity of
two limit cases, namely, the limit case instance of existence and the limit case
bound of existence (149-50). To say the former is not to say that subsistent
existence is an instance of existence and hence incomplete from the side of a
bound. And to say the latter is not to say that subsistent existence is a bound and
hence incomplete in respect to existence. In this way is the utter simplicity yet
infinite density or richness of subsistent existence made possible (152ff.). In this
way too is it saved from the incoherence that accrues to it when, instead of being
assayed as a limit case, it is assayed as a limit simpliciter.


Toward criticizing the paradigm shift, does not the same problem about
treating existence as inhering in Socrates resurface in the analysis of ‘Socrates is
human’? Socrates is an individuated pattern which is individuated in its own
right and not by an individuator (100-101). But then, just as we can ask what is
there for existence to inhere in in ‘Socrates exists’, so too can we ask what is the
subject for human to inhere in in ‘Socrates is human’. It cannot be an
individuator since there is none. Nor is it Socrates’ humanity since that evidently
inheres in the subject, Socrates. Nor is it even Socrates’ instance of existence,
since Miller holds that that depends for its individuation on Socrates’ individual
pattern of humanity, which, as was said, is not subject but what inheres in the
subject, Socrates. So the same problem that Miller solves via the bound/bounded
relation on the level of existential statements is resurrected in his program on the
level of predication by species where recourse to that solution is excluded. 


That calls for a single, broad-based account that settles the issue on both
levels. That seems to be an analysis in terms of the relation of actuality to
potentiality. Thus, to the question, “What is there for Socrates’ existence to be
referred to in ‘Socrates exists’?” the answer is being in the sense of essence,
where essence is related to existence as potentiality to its actuation in the order
of existence. Similarly, to the question, “What is there for ‘human’ to be referred
to in ‘Socrates is human’?” the answer is being in the sense of primal matter,
where primal matter is related to the form human as potentiality to its actuation
in the order of essence.


John Peterson
	University of Rhode Island


		Kingston, Rhode Island




page 490


		[bookmark: The One]The One and the Many: A Contemporary Thomistic Metaphysics. By W. Norris
Clarke, S.J. Notre Dame, Ind: University of Notre Dame Press, 2001. Pp.
324. $45.00 (cloth), $24.00 (paper). ISBN 0-268-03706-X (cloth), 0-268-03707-8 (paper).


This book is intended to be “an advanced textbook of systematic metaphysics
in the Thomistic Tradition.” It seems to be geared towards advanced
undergraduate students, or possibly graduate students. Clarke describes it as a
“creative retrieval” of Thomistic metaphysics, one that adapts the teaching of St.
Thomas in light of modern science and contemporary thought; it does not seek
to provide a strictly faithful rendering of Aquinas’s teaching. The book is divided
into short thematic chapters. Each chapter contains a set of helpful questions for
review and discussion and most sections of the book are followed by a list of
articles for further reading.


The book begins with some introductory chapters dealing with the nature of
metaphysics as a science, covering themes such as the distinctive subject matter
of metaphysics, its possibility, various meanings of “being,” and types of analogy.
It is in these early chapters that we get the clearest sense of Clarke’s distinctive
take on Thomism. The remainder of the book is divided into two main parts.
The first part deals with the intrinsic principles of finite being. This part of the
book contains an extensive treatment of the internal structure of finite beings
through a discussion of three metaphysical compositions: existence/essence,
form/matter, and substance/accident. Clarke devotes a lot of attention to the
relation between form and matter since he thinks these concepts need to be
adapted to modern science. The second part of the book is devoted to the
extrinsic causes of finite being. It begins with a detailed discussion of efficient
and final causality and then turns to a series of proofs for the existence of God
and a discussion of the divine attributes. The remainder of the second part of the
book contains a discussion of the transcendentals, a treatment of the problem of
evil and an interesting chapter on evolution (Clarke maintains that evolution as
a fact is undeniable, but he argues that there must be a higher cause guiding the
evolutionary process). The final chapter is a meditative overview of metaphysics
using the image of the universe as journey (away from and back towards God).
Human beings play a unique role in this cosmic story because they are the
mediators between the material cosmos and its divine source; the material
universe would be incomplete without a rational being able to appreciate the
divine gift of being and to give thanks to God in return.


Perhaps the most unique aspect of Clarke’s approach to metaphysics—a
variation of existential Thomism—is his contention that every being, by its very
nature, pours over into action which is self-revealing and self-communicative.
The reader will find that this idea is applied in a number of ways throughout the
book, but it plays an especially important role at the beginning where Clarke
clarifies the subject matter and starting point of metaphysics. Since every being
communicates itself through action to other beings and in turn receives the
action of other beings upon it, it is through the mutual interaction of one being
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upon another that the universe is constituted: “all the real beings that count, that
make a difference, are dynamically active ones, that pour over through self-manifesting, self-communicating action to connect up with other real beings, and
form a community of interacting existents we call call a ‘universe’” (33). What
is important for Clarke’s analysis is not simply the principle that first act is
completed by, or teleologically ordered towards, second act, but that all action
in some way terminates in, or is communicated to, another—”to be is to be
generous” (34). Clarke seems to suggest that being qua being is self-revealing and
self-communicative. The obvious objection to this claim is that a totally self-sufficient being, namely, God, could exist without communicating with anything
other than itself. Noting this objection, Clarke admits that in principle a perfect
being would be free to create or not to create, but he insists nonetheless that
since God has in fact created the universe in which we live, we can conclude that
even a perfect being has an “intrinsic tendency” to communicate his being with
others. The ultimate reason why there is a universe, he maintains, is that “it is
the very nature of God himself to be self-communicative love” (33). It is hard to
know what to make of this claim. If God freely creates the world, it is not clear
how the universe results from the very nature of God as self-communicative. One
might appeal to the diffusion of being within the Godhead as evidence that a
perfect being is self-communicative, but such an argument would move us
beyond metaphysics towards revealed theology.


A second point that Clarke makes is that it is through action that we come to
know the world. “Action is precisely the self-revelation of being. Action that is
indeterminate, that reveals nothing about the nature from which it proceeds, is
not action at all” (35). This is a key point since, according to Clarke, a
contemporary metaphysics must begin by addressing the skepticism that stems
from the Cartesian doubt of the senses and the Kantian critique of metaphysics.
“What is needed, to reassure the self-doubting contemporary mind of the natural
affinity of the mind for the real and of the possibility of a metaphysics of real
being, is a starting point of metaphysics that involves a direct existential
encounter with the real so luminous or self-revealing that it is not open to
practical (I do not say logical) personal doubt or uncertainty” (39). Clarke goes
on to suggest that the most fruitful existential encounter with which to begin a
contemporary metaphysics is the “We are” manifested in interpersonal dialogue,
an experience that contrasts with the “I think, therefore I am” of the solitary
Cartesian mind faced with the problem of how to connect with the world.
Moreover, interpersonal dialogue gives us an immediate insight into the fact that
we are parts of a larger whole since it “plunges us immediately into real being as
a community of distinct but intercommunicating centers giving and receiving
from each other across the bridge of self-expressive action. In a word, it reveals
to us that to be is to be together, actively present to each other” (40). Further
consideration of this provocative statement could lead the reader in any number
of directions.


Clarke’s understanding of being as self-communicative prompts him to make
some significant modifications of traditional Thomistic metaphysics at various
	



page 492


points in the book. For example, he modifies the traditional list of the
transcendentals. He affirms St. Thomas’s understanding of the transcendentals
as positive predicates of every real being which, though convertible with being,
express an aspect of being that is not made explicit by the term “being” (e.g.,
“one,” “true” and “good”), but he thinks that “active” ought to be added to the
list since “every being, insofar as it actually exists, has a natural tendency to
communicate itself, to pour over into self-manifesting, self-revealing action,
expressing its own nature by it characteristic activities” (294). But, it is unclear
whether “action” as a transcendental notion is distinct from the concept of
“being.” In fact, earlier in the book when Clarke explains what is meant by the
term “being” he argues that for something to be is not to be something static or
inert, “but a dynamic act or presence that makes any essence or nature to be real,
to present itself actively to other real beings” (79-80). Even if one were to
resolve this difficulty, one must still address the question of whether God’s own
activity—at least as an object of unaided human reason—is necessarily self-communicating.


The treatment of form and matter is another interesting and unique part of
Clarke’s analysis since he proposes a significant revision of the hylomorphic
theory. All material things are constituted by two principles, form and matter.
They can be described as co-principles because neither can exist independently;
together they constitute a material thing. Thus far, Clarke’s analysis is faithful to
the teaching of St. Thomas. But he goes on to “adapt” it in light of modern
science:



  
The impression given by Aristotle and some textbook presentations
of the doctrine is that every composition of form/matter is between
a form … united directly to pure formless primary matter with no
intermediate levels. That is too simplistic a picture. In fact, though
there is definitely one major, central organizing form that operates as
the one fully autonomous and operative essential form, it organizes
and controls lower levels of organized elements—cells, molecules,
atoms, subatomic particles. These already have a certain formal
structure of their own taken over and controlled by the central form
to make them part of a higher whole; they are not purely
indeterminate formless matter lacking any formal structure at all.
They are rather subordinate levels of formal organization taken over
and controlled or used by the higher central form for the goals of the
organism as a whole, hence no longer operating autonomously. (99)


  



According to Clarke, modern science shows us that complex things (e.g., living
things) are constituted by various layers of organization-atoms, molecules,
cells-and that this layering refutes the notion that a substantial form is united
directly to prime matter, that is, pure formless matter. He admits that when we
reach the lowest level of the subatomic particle, substantial form is united to
formless matter; all higher forms, however, are united to prime matter only
through intermediate forms. He insists that in a complex being there is only one
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dominant or controlling form that is fully autonomous; all other forms are
subordinate to a higher form and, through successive layers, ultimately to a single
dominant form. Nonetheless, he asserts that the substantial forms of complex
things do not inform prime matter directly; rather the simpler substances
themselves serve as a matter for a higher form since they are capable of being
“taken over,” that is, directed towards the goals of the larger organism.


Clarke’s attempt to integrate philosophy and experimental science is laudable,
but such an endeavor runs the risk of undermining the ontological analysis that
serves as the basis for Thomistic metaphysics and natural philosophy. The
difficulty here is that Clarke’s adaptation seems to fundamentally alter the
notions of form and matter. Since matter cannot have any actual existence
without form, St. Thomas insists that substantial form causes the matter to be
absolutely: “if there is a form which does not give unqualified existence to
matter but which accrues to matter that is already actually existing through
another form, then such a form will not be a substantial form” (Q. D. De Anima,
q. 9). Since, on Clarke’s account, what is ordered and directed towards a further
end is something that already is a being with its own formal structure, he appears
to turn the form/matter relationship into that of agent/patient and to undermine
the substantial unity of a complex being by positing a plurality of substantial
forms.


The chapter on proofs for the existence of God is somewhat disappointing
since Clarke makes no attempt to discuss the traditional Five Ways. He presents
two sets of arguments: (1) cosmological arguments, which begin with the world
as a whole and proceed to a single ultimate source by way of efficient and final
causality; and (2) arguments that begin from our own inner consciousness and
proceed towards God as the ultimate goal of our own drive towards Truth and
Goodness. One or two of the arguments roughly correspond to one of the Five
Ways (e.g., he presents an argument from design closely resembling the Fifth
Way), but others seem to be altogether different arguments. One suspects that
Clarke has doubts about the validity of some of the Five Ways. Earlier in the
book he suggests that the First Way is no longer valid since Newtonian
mechanics has shown that inertial motion does not require a cause.
Unfortunately, Clarke does not discuss what he takes to be the strengths and/or
weaknesses of the Five Ways. Given their importance for any Thomistically
inspired metaphysics, however, one would expect a discussion of these
arguments.


Clarke has written a very interesting and provocative book, one that is likely
to inspire future students to study metaphysics in the Thomistic tradition. We are
especially indebted to Clarke for his willingness to engage modern science and
his contribution to the revival of metaphysics as a systematic study.


 
John Goyette
	Thomas Aquinas College


		Santa Paula, California
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		[bookmark: The Ethical]The Ethical Thought of Hans Urs von Balthasar. By Christopher Steck, S.J.
New York: Crossroad, 2001. Pp. 217. $35.00 (paper). ISBN 0-8245-1915-9.


Christopher Steck’s book is interesting in a number of ways. It is interesting
in itself—clearly and engagingly written as well as full of insights—but it is also
interesting for what it indicates about the place of Balthasar in contemporary
Catholic theology. This book in some ways signals the long-deferred
“mainstreaming” of Balthasar among English-speaking Catholic theologians, his
liberation from the ghetto of “antimodernism” or “conservatism” where some
writers had interred him. As such, it offers hope that Catholic theology is moving
beyond the misleading categories of “liberal” and “conservative.”


Steck has written a book that might serve as an introduction to Balthasar for
ethicists, but could equally well serve as an introduction for a more general
audience. Though Steck focuses on issues that might be of particular concern to
those in the guild of ethics, such as questions of human agency, virtues, and
natural law, he also recognizes that part of the importance of Balthasar is his
refusal to separate theology and ethics. One cannot understand Balthasar’s
ethical thought without having a grasp of his entire theological vision. Thus, one
must become familiar with what he says about Trinity and Christology before
one can even begin to approach what he has to say about human agency. Much
of the book is devoted to topics that many theological ethicists have not thought
about (in a professional way) since seminary. Steck gives such lucid exposition
of Balthasar’s Trinitarian thought and his notion of “mission” that even those
ethicists whose theological tools are a bit rusty will be able to follow the
considerable complexities of Balthasar’s thought.


At the same time, Steck is more than simply an expositor of Balthasar; he
presents and argues for a specific synthesis of Balthasar’s thought with regard to
its use in Christian ethical reflection. On his account, Balthasar presents us with
a variation on “divine command ethics,” a form of ethics that, Steck notes, has
been “traditionally viewed as antithetical to Catholic moral commitments” (1).
This approach, which he plausibly attributes to the influence of Barth on
Balthasar, stresses “obedience” rather than “fulfillment,” and thus seems to run
counter to the teleological approach found in either the virtue-based ethics of
Thomism or the maximizing of goods of proportionalism. Yet Steck argues that
Balthasar effects a transformation of divine command ethics—what he calls an
“Ignatian reconfiguration” (152)—that brings together the poles of obedience
and fulfillment. This involves a “contemplation of the world in light of the
gospel,” which is “a fundamental practice of Ignatius’ Spiritual Exercises” (ibid.).
In other words, the divine command is mediated to use through worldly
structures, which must be subjected to the discerning contemplation that seeks
to know ultimate human fulfillment.


We might think of Balthasar as seeking to reconcile two contrasting pairs: the
“vertical” and “horizontal” and the “universal” and “particular.” In both cases,
Christ is the key to the reconciliation. In him, the vertical and the horizontal
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meet, and we contemplate the universal in the particular. The divine command
that comes to us calls us to the human fulfillment that we contemplate in Christ
as the appearing of divine glory. As Steck puts it, Balthasar makes “the bipolarity
between human agency and earthly goods participate in and mediate vibrantly
the encounter between the human person and God who approaches us in Christ”
(153). Steck recognizes that Balthasar is part of the revolution in Catholic
theology flowing from de Lubac and others, which sought a closer integration
of nature and grace, and which has had a considerable impact in the field of
ethics. But he also recognizes that many Catholic ethicists offer “only a truncated
form of de Lubac’s theory of grace” (98). By this he means that they, like de
Lubac, see human beings always already oriented to life with God, but fail to
stress, as de Lubac always did, that such orientation only finds fulfillment
through Christ. In other words, recent Catholic ethics has tended to stress the
horizontal and the universal at the expense of the vertical and the particular.
What Balthasar offers, in Steck’s reading, is a way of holding these things
together.


However, ethicists who find Steck’s account of Balthasar compelling might yet
be frustrated when they try to imagine what material difference this theology
makes to how they do ethics. Steck’s argument operates on a fairly abstract level,
never really addressing what most would think of as “ethical issues,” apart from
occasional, passing mention of things like the environment or refugees or crime
control (see, e.g., 153). In a sense, Steck is hardly to blame for this; as he notes,
Balthasar himself never really discusses concrete issues. But does this constitute
a flaw in Balthasar’s theology (Barth, after all, devoted considerable space in the
Church Dogmatics to discussion of concrete moral issues)? In trying to defend
Balthasar on this count he notes that his theory of the Christian life “lacks the
ordered tidiness associated with good theories. There is no formula which draws
the vertical and horizontal together into a systematic relationship and which
would then allow us to progress straightforwardly from the intrahorizontal
claims of our finite existence to a claim about what the personal God of Jesus
Christ is calling us to do in this moment” (159-60). Fair enough. Balthasar resists
the temptation to offer either a theological or an ethical system that could then
by “applied” to concrete situations. But this is precisely why discussion of
concrete examples is needed: not as deductions from an ethical system, but as
models that shape the imagination. As Aristotle knew, we need models to imitate
in order to develop the kind of practical wisdom that allows us to make right
judgments. Balthasar seems to recognize this in the realm of theology. The
volumes of The Glory of the Lord on “Clerical Styles” and “Lay Styles” serve to
display the kind of theological aesthetics Balthasar is talking about by giving us
accounts of how figures in the tradition have themselves done theology. These
are not simply illustrative, rather they are integral to “getting” what Balthasar is
talking about; his interpretations of Bonaventure, Hopkins, and others train us
in how to do theology in such a way as to take seriously God’s glory. Perhaps
what Balthasar needed to offer was a kind of “hagiography” of people like Franz
Jaegerstetter or Madeleine Delbrel in order to train us in how we ought to think
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about war or economics, and perhaps the failure to do so is a serious failure in
his ethical thought. If Steck’s book could be improved in any way, I would think
it would be by providing some such exemplars, along with a “Balthasarian”
reading of their lives.


As I mentioned at the outset, the other thing that makes Steck’s book so
interesting is that it signals something of a shift in how Balthasar is being
appropriated in the English-speaking world. Though he was considered part of
the theological avant garde in the 1950s and early 1960s, the general perception
is that he took a “conservative turn” (along with de Lubac) in the late 1960s,
breaking with the journal Concilium and founding the rival journal Communio.
In particular his somewhat ill-tempered screed in The Moment of Christian
Witness (a masterpiece of Christian polemic), which was directed perhaps at
Rahner or perhaps at some of Rahner’s more simpleminded popularizers, seemed
to locate him firmly in the “traditionalist” or “restorationist” camp. The result
of this is that, at least in America, he was looked upon with suspicion in many
Catholic theology departments, when he was noticed at all. During the 1970s,
especially, his books were more or less unavailable in English—older works
having gone out of print and newer works remaining untranslated. This began
to be remedied in the 1980s, thanks to Ignatius Press and T & T Clark, who
began the mammoth project of translating Balthasar’s trilogy. But the perception
of Ignatius Press as a “conservative” publishing house only increased some
people’s anxiety about Balthasar. And the fact that John Paul II granted him a
cardinal’s hat shortly before his death sealed his fate in some people’s eyes.


Of course it is easy to find so-called “conservative” views expressed by
Balthasar on such topics as the ordination of women or liberation theology. But
to focus on litmus test issues is to miss the deeply radical nature of Balthasar’s
theology. For example, despite his strong affirmation of the role of the papacy,
his ecclesiology is hardly “restorationist.” From his early work, Razing the
Bastions, to his later theology of the secular institute, he represents a radical
break with the fortress mentality of Tridentine Catholicism. Likewise, his
understanding of the “internal kenosis” of the persons of the Trinity is enough
to make a traditional Thomist shudder, just as it made Karl Rahner accuse him
of “gnosticism.” Again and again, if one looks not at specific issues but at the
larger theological structures, Balthasar is a far more radical theologian than
Rahner. Indeed, Rahner would routinely cite Denzinger in support of his views,
while Balthasar devoted his volumes on Clerical and Lay Styles, as well as
specific studies of non-Western theologians such as Gregory of Nyssa and
Maximus the Confessor, to constructing a sort of “counter-tradition” in Catholic
theology. Correspondingly, Balthasar was also noticeably lukewarm toward
Augustine and Aquinas, the traditional towering figures of Catholic theology.
Aquinas appears an almost marginal figure in Balthasar’s counter-tradition, and
in some ways Augustine is actively opposed (see, for example, Dare We Hope?).


Steck’s book is interesting because he is aware of the radicality of Balthasar’s
theology and sees the difference it can make for how we do ethics. It is probably
no accident that the book began as a dissertation at Yale, where for several years
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George Lindbeck taught a course on Rahner and Balthasar that examined them
in a context that was free from most of the theological politics of Roman
Catholicism. I am not aware of any direct influence of Lindbeck on Steck, but my
point is that even today it would be difficult to write a dissertation on Balthasar
in an American Catholic theology department without being labeled as somehow
“conservative” or “restorationist.” 


Similarly, books on Balthasar tend to get dumped by many theologians into
the dustbin of “conservatism.” A case in point is David Schindler’s Heart of the
World, Center of the Church. Though the economic perspective is, according to
conventional thinking, far to the left of anything on the American political
spectrum, many commentators seemed simply baffled by the book largely
because they were unable to fit it into preconceived categories, thus blunting its
impact. It would be a shame if Steck’s book suffered the same fate, though his
attention to a relatively minor thing like gender-inclusive language might
forestall too preemptive a judgement. Indeed, the book, unlike Schindler’s,
avoids the neuraligic issue of gender entirely. Whether or not this is
intentional—and whether or not one can do complete justice to Balthasar
without attention to issues of gender—this omission may help the book receive
a fair initial reading among those who have been previously suspicious of
Balthasar. 


Any fair reading of this book makes clear that Steck employs Balthasar in such
a way that ethics becomes a quite messy affair, rather than the neat set of moral
absolutes normally associated, rightly or wrongly, with the term “conservatism.”
He takes seriously the theodramatic rejection of the “epic” view that would seek
to derive exceptionless moral norms by an abstract process of reasoning. While
Steck does not endorse the proportionalist critique of moral absolutes, he also
does not accept the kind of New Natural Law ethics represented by thinkers like
Finnis and Grisez. Rather, he proposes what I would call an “ethics of
discipleship,” which looks neither to the maximization of goods nor to the
application of universal moral laws, but rather to the following of Christ, which
can, at times, be a messy and uncertain affair.


In this way, Steck uses Balthasar to offer us a moral theology that, like
Balthasar himself, is radically traditional, transcending the misleading labels of
“conservative” and “liberal.” Indeed, I would argue that it is not that different
from the moral theology of Thomas himself, which is not ultimately about
natural law or even about virtue, but rather about sequela Christi, the following
of Christ. I hope that Steck’s book is a sign that Catholic theologians are finally
getting over the now-tired “progressive” versus “conservative” debates that
followed the Second Vatican Council and can get about the task of helping the
Church witness to Christ before the watching world.


Frederick Christian Bauerschmidt 


	Loyola College


		Baltimore, Maryland
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		[bookmark: The Passions]The Passions of Christ’s Soul in the Theology of St. Thomas Aquinas. By Paul
Gondreau. Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des
Mittelalters, neue Folge, Band 61. Münster: Aschendorff, 2002. Pp. 516.
ISBN 3402040107 (paper). 


In this learned and very detailed study Gondreau examines St. Thomas’s
doctrine of the passions of Christ, a subject which has never been treated in so
much detail. He compares what Aquinas writes with his sources, such as
Aristotle, Nemesius, St. John Damascene and others and points out the amazing
analyses of Thomas, his faithfulness to the image of Jesus depicted in the New
Testament and his stress on the passibility of Christ. The dominating place of
Holy Scripture in Aquinas’s theology is repeatedly underlined..


After two chapters on the Christological and the anthropological sources of
Aquinas’s theology of Christ’s passion, Gondreau discusses what he calls the five
foundational principles of this theology: the hypostatic union, the integrity of
Christ’s humanity, his absolute sinlessness, the principles of economy, and
fittingness.


Chapter 4 deals with the passible soul of Christ, chapter 5 with the manner
in which the passions were present in Christ. Gondreau pays special attention to
the specific “passions” mentioned in Summa Theologiae III, question 15, to close
his study with some remarks on the passions of Christ and his enjoyment of the
vision of God. The book is enriched by a detailed bibliography and indices of
names, principal terms, and abbreviations. An enormous amount of work went
into this study, which is the most complete treatment to date of the issue and a
work of solid theology. Its treatment of the Angelic Doctor’s doctrine of Christ’s
passions commands admiration and assent.


A difficult question is whether Jesus ever experienced the onset of antecedent
passions, that is, passions not commanded by reason and will. Gondreau denies
this, although on certain occasions he seems to leave the answer open when
recalling the seldom used term “pro-passions” (cf. 366). However, if by an
antecedent passion in Christ we understand an emotion that is elicited by his
totally well-ordered sensitive appetite, penetrated by reason, it would seem that
the reality of Jesus’ human nature demands the occurrence of such passions, not
previously commanded by reason—such as, for instance, spontaneous sadness
and compassion when confronted with human suffering. Such emotions were not
commanded by Jesus’ will although they were in harmony with it. A further
point that demands some comment is that the author finds difficulty with the
fact that, when speaking of the passions of Christ, St. Thomas does not deal with
all eleven passions as studied in the Prima Secundae. The answer lies perhaps in
the fact that in the Tertia Pars he does not intend to give an exhaustive treatment
of whatever is implied by the sensitive nature of Christ, but deals with those
feelings and experiences, attested by the Gospels, which seem at odds with the
fullness of science and grace in Christ, as flowing from the hypostatic union. For
instance, the admiratio of Jesus, discussed in STh III, q. 15, a. 8, seems to create
a problem, not because it is a passion, but because it appears to point to some
	



page 499


form of ignorance. In his treatment of this issue and elsewhere Gondreau parts
way with Aquinas in that, following a number of contemporary authors, he
prefers not to admit the presence of the beatific vision and the scientia infusa in
Christ. However, a rejection creates serious difficulties. If one ascribes the
fullness of grace and virtue to Christ, why not the fullness of knowledge, as
Colossians 2:3 suggests Jesus possesses? 


I conclude with some minor points. I wonder whether Gondreau does not too
easily speak of “sources” of Aquinas’s doctrine. The presence of a parallel text
in an earlier author, known to Aquinas, does not necessarily mean that it is a
source of his doctrine. Another difficulty a reader may experience is that, at least
in the first part of the book, Gondreau does not sufficiently keep apart the
passibility of Jesus and the emotions of the sensitive appetite, called passions.
Physical suffering and pain do not come under the latter but are the loss of a
natural disposition. Gondreau himself writes that the notion of passions as
defects is virtually absent from the treatise of emotions in general (in the Prima
Secundae) (220). Does this not imply that we should sharply distinguish between
these two senses of the term “passion” when dealing with Christ’s passibility and
emotions? 


 
Leo J. Elders, S.V.D.
	Institute of Theology “Rolduc”


		Kerkrade, The Netherlands



 		
[bookmark: Modus]“Modus et Forma”: A New Approach to the Exegesis of Saint Thomas Aquinas
with an Application to the “Lectura super Epistolam ad Ephesios.” By
Christopher T. Baglow. Analecta Biblica 149. Rome: Editrice Pontificio
Istituto Biblico, 2002. Pp.290. $18.00 (paper). ISBN 88-7653-149-1.


Christopher Baglow’s “Modus et Forma” posits two admirable methodological
norms for scholars interested in mining Thomas’s biblical commentaries (and,
indeed, any of the medieval scriptural commentaries): namely, “a) that a truly
systematic and comprehensive approach to Thomas’ biblical commentaries is
necessary for a fruitful encounter with his biblical corpus, and b) that such an
approach must be united to the analysis of his actual practice as an exegete” (17).
These two “fundamental assertions” provide the structure for Baglow’s work. 


Part 1 aims at a “truly systematic and comprehensive approach” by examining
standard methods of inquiry into Thomas’s exegesis (19-22); the nonnarrative
suitability for theological or moral exposition demonstrated in the Lectura super
Iohannem, Lectura super Epistolas Pauli Apostoli, and the Expositio super Iob as
supported by Aquinas’s “… envisioning biblical authorship as focused not on
narrative primarily, but rather on meaning transmitted by concepts” (36); the
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relationship between sacra scriptura and sacra doctrina by which Thomas
“doctrinalizes scripture … [and draws] the narrative and historical parts of the
Bible into a unity with the parts which are more expository” (44); Aquinas’s
hermeneutical approach which is the literal sense of the text, “… Thomas’
major preoccupation as an exegete, … on which his theory of interpretation
focuses” (45); the status quaestionis and appraisal of Thomas’s hermeneutics
through A. A. Torrance’s (55) and O. H. Pesch’s (73) critique of his “Aristotelian
schematization” of Scripture, as well as C. Clifton Black’s negative appraisal
(e.g., of Thomas’s homogenizing exegesis, “constructive” development of the
literal sense [62, 65-66]). Chapter 3 attempts to forge a template (89-112)
through a detailed “Genre-Identification Approach” to “formulate a
comprehensive approach for the benefit of those who would attempt to consider
other Thomistic biblical commentaries.” Baglow’s proposal has three principal
subdivisions: pre-analysis (textual pre-analysis, Thomas’s exegetical framework,
and auctoritates [93-100]), Thomas’s analysis of the parts of the text (minor
divisions, words and phrases, interpretive conclusions, use of auctoritates [100-110]) and summative overall evaluation (similarities/differences from Thomas’s
other works, lectura, expositio, postilla as theological models, miscellaneous data
[110-12]).


In part 2 Baglow applies—although not exhaustively—the Genre-Identification Approach to Thomas’ Lectura Super Epistolam ad Ephesios,
namely: pre-Analysis (115-38), Thomas’s analysis of select texts from Ephesians
(139-231), and the overall evaluation of the Ephesians Lectura and its potential
contribution to contemporary theology (233-75) guided by the architectonic
theme de institutione ecclesiasticae unitatis. Thomas provides this theme in his
thematic subdivision of the Pauline letters (Super Epistolas Pauli Apostoli,
prol.,11), and Baglow applies it analogously to the internal structure of
Ephesians itself. A useful, if all too brief, bibliography (277-90) completes the
work. (With reference to “completion,” unfortunately, the book is missing some
of the author’s original text (see 171-72 as well as the missing n. 134.)


Part 2 is most successful when Baglow isolates specific texts that demonstrate
Thomas’s ecclesiological themes, attending directly to the commentary texts.
However, several serious methodological difficulties emerge which demonstrate
that Baglow’s twofold norms are not realized.


Baglow is extraordinarily dependent upon secondary sources, especially in his
use of Sabra and the self-selected theological critiques mentioned above. While
these sources represent an array of views, the author’s analysis cannot be labeled
either comprehensive nor systematic. Repeatedly the reader looks in vain to
discover original texts to substantiate claims which are not mediated through
Torrance, Clifton, Black, Pesch, Yaffee, or Sabra. One yearns for Baglow to
encounter the texts of Thomas directly. This becomes most crucial when the
reader seeks to explain Baglow’s functionally equivalent use of sacra doctrina and
sacra scriptura by a close reading of question 1 of the Prima Pars, especially
article 3. Sacra doctrina is more comprehensive than Baglow claims. It is in fact
all knowledge taught us by God’s grace. Theology is therefore a single science,
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enjoying a single formal light. In other words, our being taught by God is prior
to the establishment of distinct theological disciplines or crafts. Sacra scriptura
is therefore considered under sacra doctrina, “as under one science” (STh I, q. 1,
a. 3). Baglow summons Torrance (not Thomas) only to conclude: “we are only
one step away from Thomas’ characterization of sacra doctrina itself as a science.
This is preeminently a science of Scripture, which serves as the locus of greatest
proof in theological argumentation” (48). Much of Baglow’s subsequent
argumentation depends upon getting this relationship of Scripture to the sacra
doctrina right at the outset, which he fails to do. This leads to an important
(albeit unsustainable) claim: “Therefore in a very real (though not absolute)
sense, Job and the Pauline Epistles functionally resemble Thomas’ conception of
Scripture as sacra doctrina much more than other parts of Scripture, which in his
mind depend upon the former to teach ‘more openly’ than they do” (41). Later
comparison between two textual groupings, headed by the Fourth Gospel and
the Pauline Epistles, attempts to further refine an internal ranking of suitability
by a very select statistical analysis through Valkenberg. Baglow concludes, “the
commentaries on Job, John and Paul are of a higher quality than the rest,
revealing a certain presuppositional bias on Thomas’ part for conceiving of
Scripture in a non-narrative way” (51). He claims to have “searched Thomas’
exegetical principles for an explanation” (ibid.) but fails adequately to cite
Thomas’s own texts rather than secondary interpreters. In the final analysis,
these exegetical principles and Thomas’s presuppositionless bias, to a large
degree, elude the author and the reader alike. While Baglow’s analysis is
suggestive, his failure to be truly comprehensive and systematic and to provide
a close reading of the text leads him to propose effectively a theological canon
within the canon. The fact that there exists no presuppositionless exegesis
(whether of scriptural or theological texts like those of Aquinas) makes Baglow’s
use of secondary authors appear eclectic and a hindrance to his stated objectives.


A second methodological difficulty is the failure to use works of Thomas that
are contemporaneous with the Lectura ad Ephesios, especially the Summa
Theologiae. Baglow accepts Torrell’s chronology of Aquinas’s works uncritically.
As a result, he neglects a substantial resource to illumine his understanding of the
Headship or Capital Grace of Christ in the commentary, and the relationship
between the Jewish people and Gentiles. Nevertheless, the study is strongest in
part 2, wherein Baglow mines the ecclesiological elements embedded in
Thomas’s commentary. Yet, at times, Baglow seems to be on a “search and rescue
mission” at the expense of a more comprehensive and systematic analysis; the
result is a leveling effect, which reference to the Summa Theologiae would have
precluded. It is not that the author is unaware of the resource; indeed, Thomas’s
comments on Ephesians 4:25-28 “bear the mark of ST 1.75-102, which Thomas
composed during the period in his career in which he lectured on Ephesians”
(213). Baglow states: “… one must beware the tendency to use synthetic works
(i.e. the Summae) as primary interpretive guides-these are not necessarily the
best works for this activity, especially in the case of the Pauline commentaries.
In all cases, the commentary itself must be given pride-of-place, it is the work
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under analysis, and no other” (107). Such a methodological principle is rooted
in a misunderstanding of textual genres as well as the nature of sacra doctrina.
An example may prove useful here. The Prima Pars was written, according to
Weisheipl, between 1266 and November 1268, that is, prior to Thomas’s second
Parisian regency when the Romans Commentary (CRO) received its “final” form.
CRO 763, for example, demonstrates a substantial material congruence with STh
I, q. 23, a. 4—if not a material borrowing altogether. The discussion of the
relationship of Gentiles and the Jewish people is framed by Aquinas in his
commentary on Romans 9-11 by God’s providence, predestination, and election.
What we see in CRO and in other Thomistic texts, especially the Summa
Theologiae, is that predestination and the ancillary doctrine of election account
for the ongoing role and status of the Jews as a privileged, temporal
manifestation of God’s eternal will. God’s election of the Jews and the call of the
Gentiles retain a temporal tension or ambiguity which Paul himself recognized
and which he struggled to articulate in corporate and individual aspects. Thomas
preserves the inherent ambiguity of the Apostle and seeks to provide an explicit
theological rationale for the soteriological interdependence of Jews and Gentiles,
and by implication, of his Jewish and Christian contemporaries. As he did with
John 10:16 in ad Ephesios, Thomas punctuates CRO with John 4:22: “Salvation
is from the Jews.” A similar intertextual analysis of Baglow’s Genre-Identification
Approach is eschewed if not practically lacking. His assertion that the Pauline
commentaries are not best interpreted by synthetic works demonstrates again his
failure to attend to the primary texts (especially contemporaneous texts) of
Thomas and their potential for mutual illumination. Baglow does not successfully
demonstrate his theory in practice.


Baglow might have considered profitably how the headship of Christ amounts
to a created grace given to the Risen Lord to exercise his Lordship over the
Church. Aquinas emphasizes the perfection of Christ’s grace required for such
authority. Furthermore, for Thomas, there is a direct correlation between the
hypostatic union and its potential effects upon the composite elements of body
and soul. Under the formality of soteriology, Christ merits the power of
bestowing grace on all the members of the church. Most significantly, Thomas
ascribes these prerogatives to Jesus in accord with his two natures: as God, he
authoritatively bestows the Holy Spirit; as man, it belongs to him instrumentally
to give grace. The instrumentality of his assumed humanity pertains to the
entirety of Christ’s being. Therefore, no aspect of properly human existence goes
untouched by the power of Christ. Paul, in fact, would express the same truth
as the Lordship of Christ. The capital grace of Christ thus would strengthen
Baglow’s assertion that Thomas’s ecclesiology “is founded on an even more
essential christology. In fact, he has forged what could be called an
ecclesiological soteriology in response to the text, in which Christ saves
humanity by uniting it” (179) But for Aquinas, Christ is far more than “an
exemplar for all human activity in the church regarding the unity of her
members” (240).
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Baglow’s goals are as important as they are ambitious. The Genre-Identification Approach is a useful template, but it can lead to erroneously
thinking that data collection and literary analysis lead to a unified theologia. I
applaud Baglow’s efforts to break new hermeneutical ground by an inductive
method and his expressed desire to be comprehensive and systematic. He
recognizes that medieval commentary is a worthy dialogue partner, even if he
sometimes exhibits an overly naive and uncritical stance toward the adequacy of
determining textual meaning by means of corporate exegetical efforts—as if
these are somehow devoid of philosophical or theological presuppositions. In
addition, there are lamentable references to post-Tridentine caricatures of
complex theological matters which function more as gratuitous “straw-man”
arguments than as substantive contributions (235, 243) and erode the author’s
credibility. 


At the very least, “Modus et Forma” warrants a close reading for those seeking
to understand what one medieval theologian may have thought about the sacred
page, in this case, Paul’s Letter to the Ephesians, as well as how he may have
thought about the sacred page itself. This is a new business for biblical scholars
in pursuit of a Thomistic theologia, but this study also demonstrates the need to
be trained equally in two disciplines: biblical hermeneutics and Thomistic
studies.


 
Steven C. Boguslawski, O.P.
	Sacred Heart Major Seminary


		Detroit, Michigan
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[bookmark: Thomas Aquinas Trinitarian]Thomas Aquinas’ Trinitarian 
Theology: A
Study in Theological Method. By
Timothy L. Smith. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
2003. Pp. 258. $59.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-8132-1097-6.


The Trinitarian theology of Thomas Aquinas is
difficult and its interpretation remains a subject of controversy. The majority
of twentieth-century theologians have severely criticized it: some have seen it
as an attempt to provide a rational demonstration of the Trinity, others have
characterized it as speculative reflection detached from the economy of
salvation. Going back to Theodore of Régnon, and continuing through Michael
Schmaus and Karl Rahner, many theologians have seen in St. Thomas the representative
par excellence of an essentialist “Latin tradition” as
opposed to a personalist “Greek tradition.” Even today, manuals of
theology continue to reproduce clichés of this sort. For this reason, Timothy
Smith’s work, which purports to show the inaccuracy of such interpretations, is
a welcome contribution. Smith does not concentrate on the doctrinal content of
Aquinas’s theology but rather on his method, for a proper understanding of this
method is required in order to have a correct reading of the treatise on the
Trinity. The trajectory of this study is not linear. First of all, Smith
provides an exposition of the context and the structure of the questions on the
Trinity in the Summa Theologiae (chap. 1), then the order observed in
the study of essence and of the divine persons (chap. 2), next the coordination
of essential and proper terms (chap. 3, with a discussion of Trinitarian
appropriations), and then the historical context of theological language (chap.
4). Finally, he underlines St. Thomas’s originality in what constitutes the
heart of the matter: naming God (chap. 5). This project allows us to lay to
rest the methodological criticisms often leveled at Aquinas.


Smith’s research has much to recommend it. He
aptly demonstrates that history and soteriology occupy a central place in the
structure of the Summa Theologiae (12-20). He convincingly
demonstrates that, for St. Thomas, the doctrine of the Trinity is “the
interpretive framework for understanding all other doctrines” (29). In
comparing Augustine and Thomas, Smith shows that it is impossible to speak of a
single “Latin tradition” in Trinitarian theology (68-70, 119, 231).
He also clearly establishes that for St. Thomas, the persons are never
conceived of as a derivation of the divine essence. This is a veritable leitmotif:
it is impossible rationally to demonstrate the Trinitarian processions (70-79, 
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129-130, etc.). The study of properties and of
appropriations manifests that the originality of Thomas resides in his theory
of the divine names (112). This fundamental point is made explicit by an
analysis of the distinction that Aquinas makes between the manner of signifying
(modus significandi) and what is signified (res significata;
140-44). We name God as we know him; we do not know what God is in Himself, but
only what God is not; however, we are able to make affirmative statements, with
a substantial value, about God. These elements of the doctrine of analogy are
indispensable in order to grasp the methodology of the treatise on the Trinity.
At this point, Smith enters into a long discussion to show that, thanks to the
distinction between the modus significandi and the res
significata, the Thomistic doctrine of analogy respects the
incomprehensibility of God without leading to agnosticism: our language
signifies the divine reality by means of concepts formed by our mind; it
depends upon the mode of our knowledge and the reality outside the mind. There
is neither an exact correspondence between our language and the known reality
nor is there an equivocation of the agnostic type. In a long historical
discussion (160-203), Smith shows that, on the one hand, such a denial of
“linguistic immediacy” excludes any direct influence of the modistae
(“speculative grammarians”) on St. Thomas. On the other hand,
however, Aquinas clearly upholds the affirmative and substantial value of the
language that revelation gives us to name and come to know the Triune God. Our
naming, although imperfect and incomplete, “does indeed refer to God
properly” (233): the aim “is not grammatical but metaphysical”
(234). The goal of this study is thus attained: “We showed that Thomas’
Trinitarian language is not a rational demonstration but a logical presentation
and investigation of doctrine” (231). Such is the project of “faith
seeking understanding” which this work serves to illuminate.


In order to demonstrate the unity of the
treatise on God in St. Thomas, Smith takes up the solution formerly proposed by
Carl Sträter, S.J.: when Thomas considers the divine essence (STh I,
qq. 2-26), the word “essence” means “the total essence,”
that is to say “the total divine reality” (pp. 24-25). Yet it is
debatable whether Sträter’s solution resolves the problem: as I have previously
written elsewhere (The Thomist 64 [2000]: 534), the concept of
“total essence” is quite embarrassing. If questions 2-26 of the Prima
Pars refer to such “total divine reality,” does this mean that
questions 27-43, which are about the distinction of the persons, refer to
something “less total,” or different from the “total reality of
God”? The distinction between what is “common” and what is
“proper” to the divine persons, apart from being much more
traditional in Christian doctrine, may prove more helpful in explaining the
structure of the treatise in the Summa. Moreover, along with Sträter,
Smith attributes to Cajetan responsibility for the modern interpretations that
have separated the treatise on the “One God” and that on the
“Triune God” (39-46). Granted that Cajetan introduces some new
precisions in the reading of St. Thomas, it nevertheless can be shown that
there are important similarities with some of Aquinas’s own explanations. Thus,
for example, Smith reproaches Cajetan for thinking that the 
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subject of the phrase “God creates”
refers to the divine essence as an absolute and concrete subsistence (45). Yet,
is this affirmation so far from St. Thomas’s position? Aquinas explains: “creatio
est opus essentiae divinae, unde est opus suppositi indistincti” (I Sent.,
d. 29, q. 1, a. 4, ad 2). The proceedings brought against Cajetan here do not
help to resolve the problem of interpreting Thomas.


Smith credits the Summa with having
clarified the concept of procession and, this is of note, having eliminated the
term “natural” from the discussion of processions (84). But he claims
that the name “Son” “has virtually no epistemological value
except as it is indicative of the mutual distinctions within the Trinity”
(105). He therefore distinguishes between “Proper names” (capital P)
and “proper names”: the former (Father, Son, Holy Spirit) tell us
that there are distinctions in God by means of relations of origin, although
“they do not, however, tell us about the proper identity of the Father, or
of the Son, or of the Holy Spirit” (109), while the latter (Word, Love,
Gift) are called proper “simply by reason of being specific to one
Person” (107; cf. 105, 108-9). Thus, the term “Love” “has
only negligible semantic import” (107). These explanations are very
disappointing. Smith does not seem to consider the precise relationship between
the name “Son” and the name “Word,” and he pays little
attention to the function of the study of the name “Love”: the
analogy of the Word and of Love, which is at the very heart of Thomas’s
Trinitarian doctrine, is thus obscured. The same malaise might be said to
afflict his understanding of the relationship between origins and relations in
God. How are we to understand the statement that “For Thomas the origins
and relations of the Persons are not distinct at all, not even according to our
understanding” (153)? If our mind does not distinguish between origins
(procession) and relations, why then does St. Thomas study them in a distinct
manner? Smith’s work contains other expressions that seem either awkward or
unfortunate. Despite the fact that he clearly maintains the affirmative and
substantial character of our language about God, his explanations concerning
the proper names of the divine persons tend surprisingly toward apophatism,
bordering on agnosticism (see for example 154-55).


My final criticism concerns the historical
aspect of the question. Smith demonstrates, with great erudition, how St.
Thomas distinguishes himself from the modistae: on this point, it is
by means of the history of doctrine that the originality of Aquinas is brought
to light. Yet this historical aspect is hardly appealed to in the study of the
treatise on the Trinity itself: missing here is a discussion of Thomas’s
contemporaries. On one point, at least, Smith does compare Aquinas with St.
Albert the Great on their interpretation of Pseudo-Dionysius (210-28). He
argues that Albert names God first “good” rather than
“being,” thereby disagreeing with Aquinas. Albert’s basis for naming
God by way of analogy “is not, as it is for Thomas, the participation of
creatures in the divine perfections” (211, cf. 225); Albert also
“denies that we can have access to the being of God even in the beatific
vision” (ibid.). According to Smith, Albert’s reading of the Divine
Names is guided by the complete negation of knowing and 
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language, because Albert teaches that we can
reach God only as cause of creatures and not as He is in himself, so that
Albert’s understanding of divine names is “fundamentally negative”
(218). For Albert, “divine predication remains equivocal” (216).
While it is true that Albert strongly emphasizes the negative aspect of
analogy, perhaps his thought is more complex. On the one hand, he maintains
that the name “being” naturally precedes the name “good”:
it is solely in respect to the relationship to effects, that is the “prout
sunt in causa,” that the name “good” has a priority over
the name “being” (Albert, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus,
c. 13 [ed. Colon., t. 37/1, p. 449]; cf. Albert, I Sent., d. 2, a.
14). This teaching is in fact identical to that of St. Thomas. In his
commentary on Dionysius’s Divine Names, Albert emphasizes the second
point of view, namely the divine attributes as cause of creatures, because such
is the subject matter of the Divine Names (in Albert’s
interpretation). On the other hand, Albert does not say that we attain to God
solely under the aspect of his activity ad extra. Certainly, we come
to know God from our knowledge of creatures, but our analogical knowledge is
capable of naming that which belongs to God substantially (secundum
substantiam) and absolutely (and not only causally). This appears clearly
in Albert, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, c. 1 (ed. Colon., t.
37/1, pp. 2, 25, 35, etc.), as was established by Francis Ruello (Les
“noms divins” et leurs “raisons” selon saint
Albert le Grand commentateur du “De divinis nominibus” [Paris:
Vrin, 1963], pp. 43-117). For these reasons, granting that Albert can be
interpreted in many different ways, Smith’s interpretation seems at least
questionable.


Timothy Smith’s study is very useful for
definitively dismissing certain criticisms leveled against St. Thomas’s
theology, in particular the charge that sees in Aquinas a rationalist attempt
to demonstrate the Trinity. The attention paid to methodology and analogy is
also key: Smith is to be commended for clearly calling this to mind. But on
some points, it seems to me that this present work remains incomplete and
contains debatable interpretations. Perhaps it would be necessary to study the
content of Trinitarian doctrine in a more detailed fashion, for in St. Thomas,
method is intimately linked with the object of study. A historical approach in
this line of research could also be useful were it to be pursued not only in
the Summa but in Thomas’s other works as well and then comparing them
with those of other theologians in the thirteenth century. (Translated by John
Langlois, O.P.)


Gilles
Emery 


University of Fribourg


Fribourg, Switzerland
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The [bookmark: Act of Faith]Act of Faith:
Christian Faith and the Moral Self.
By Eric O. Springsted. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2002. Pp. xiii + 271.
$24.00 (paper). ISBN 0-8028-4888-5.




Faith can be a troublesome concept in the
contemporary world. From the journals of analytic philosophy to the classrooms
of undergraduates, positions begin from doubt, cynicism, and unbelief. In this
supposedly neutral, critical tribunal, philosophers and students alike weigh
the relative merits of belief versus unbelief. This process suggests that
believing in the Christian revelation is a matter of assenting to one among
several differing interpretations of quantum physics. Faith cannot survive this
initial position of indifference unscathed. Faith must be a personal act in
which the person does not merely assent indifferently to a proposition, but
submits himself to the God revealed in Jesus Christ through the assent to the
propositions that make that revelation intelligible.


Eric Springsted’s book presents an extensive
intellectual meditation on various issues surrounding his thesis that the act
of faith must be a personal act of the moral self. His book offers not a
continuous narrative, but rather vignettes, each of which deepen the reader’s
understanding of the topic. This is not a criticism of the book, for it is
surely an accomplishment to have chapters on John and Paul, on Aquinas and
Calvin, and on Nussbaum and Weil. Through each of the different chapters,
Springsted argues why the only sound justification of religious beliefs must be
one that acts from within those beliefs and begins with the first-person
viewpoint of the person engaged in the act of believing. The strength of the
book lies in its ability to situate historically many of the modern
presuppositions for the justification of religious beliefs. Here the book draws
upon the rich historicist, philosophical literature of the past several decades
as expressed in diverse ways by authors such as Charles Taylor, Diogenes Allen,
William Placher, Hans-Georg Gadamer, and Hilary Putnam. An adequate
understanding of the Christian act of faith requires precisely those
philosophical commitments that were falsely set aside in modernity. Similar to
John Milbank’s Theology and Social Theory, this book supports the
claim that one simply cannot keep asking the Christian faith to make itself
intelligible to philosophical standards that were devised from an
anti-Christian philosophical standpoint.


The analysis of the will in Augustine sheds
helpful light on the metaphysical and anthropological commitments necessary to
make the act of faith intelligible. The author shows that David Hume conceived
of human free will in nonmetaphysical terms. Free will, for Hume, consists in
the ability to do or not to do something, thus not in any status of the moral
self as inclined to a particular kind of perfection. Augustine and Aquinas
clearly admitted the former while also holding the latter notions of freedom.
(Servais Pinckaers, O.P., has shown the nominalist prejudice for focusing on the
freedom from interference and excluding the freedom for excellence.) Hume thus
incorrectly separated the moral self from the specific acts of the person. The
former became an 
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unnecessary superstition that could be cut
away with critical reason; the latter became neutral, episodic acts that must
be evaluated no longer as perfective of the human person, but merely as
conforming to reason now conceived exclusively as a calculating machine. The
author does a splendid job of articulating how the opposing views on the
justification of moral beliefs stem from prior disagreements about the nature
of the will. 


In Augustine’s intellectual struggles to
overcome Manichaeanism, he discovered that the source of evil was his own will.
Yet for him to judge his will as evil, he could not understand his will as a
neutral agent capable of doing or not doing something. To root evil in the will
meant that the evil will had to be judged defective. The significance of the
evil act lies not in itself, but in the fact that it is performed by a
particular agent, an agent turning away from its own perfection. As Springsted
summarizes, “if evil is a privation of form, it is the will itself that is
deficient… . Evil is not simply a matter of choosing bad things, it is also
a reason to question the choosers” (112). Against Hume’s anti-metaphysical
reduction of the will, Augustine’s view of the will presents the will as
fundamentally ordered toward the good. With a teleological conception of the
will, all considerations of actions of the will—and this includes here the
willing involved in the assent of faith—must include the first-person
perspective. “The moral self is determined not so much by its public
action or even potentially for action as it is by the vision of the good to
which it assents, with and by which it identifies itself, and to which it is
therefore bound” (116). The agent either chooses to assent to the truth of
God as the center of the universe or refuses to do so. The “I” in the
“I assent” or the “I refuse to assent” must remain for
philosophical analysis. The central thesis of Springsted’s book is that the
issue of the justification of religious beliefs simply cannot be adequately
analyzed from a neutral, third-person perspective. It is not a court of impartial,
disinterested reason, but a claim that demands an answer from each human being.


The book offers a sustained criticism of an
exclusively intellectualistic view of belief. For Springsted, faith is not a
matter of getting it right, but becoming good. He argues that Calvin and
Aquinas would have agreed that the person cannot assent to the truth of faith
while rejecting the good. Here Springsted fights rationalistic accounts of the
faith and ends up largely following the voluntarist tradition. A deeper appreciation
of intellectualist accounts of faith would have helped. There are surely more
options than rationalism and voluntarism; Springsted himself clearly wants to
safeguard some intellectual content of faith. He attempts to do so by
retrieving from Newman the description of faith as “thinking with
assent.” Nonetheless, readers who are wary of the specters of voluntarism
in faith and desire a more adequate presentation of Aquinas’s view on faith
should read Romanus Cessario’s 1996 book, Christian Faith and the
Theological Life. Knowing the truth about God means that the mind is
achieving its highest purpose. Faith is a personal relationship with God in the
assent of the mind, yet the person can still reject the truth it sees. The
object of the intellectual assent of faith—namely, God—does not fully
determine the will. The mere fact that we can conceive of a rational creature
knowing this 
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truth, yet rejecting it, demonstrates this
lack of determination. The intellectualist claim that faith is irreducibly an
intellectual assent does not deny that the intellectual assent involves the
movement of the will. No divorce of intellect and will has occurred—rather a
distinction. Faith assents to God as true, yet the will must choose to love God
as good.


Some readers may question the ultimate
presentation of religion indicated in the book. The author states at one point
that Kant achieved a “genuine insight into the relation between religion
and morality” (222). Religion “is a sense that in the face of another
the obligation to her is unconditional, that it is mine, that I am claimed by
it, that I ought to pay attention to her.” The author continues,
“God’s relation to the soul … is experienced as a moral relation that
makes itself felt, and that is lived out in the obligations we have to the
world around us.” There is a danger here of delimiting
“religion” to the love of neighbor without an explicit subordination
to the love of God. Springsted’s apparent Kantian commitments appear to lead
him to offer an account of religion that is not theocentric. Springsted’s work
would be improved by going beyond the understanding of obligation to the much
deeper notion of justice, the primary duty to worship God. Although the author
shows a keen historical sensitivity in exposing the problematic nature of the
modern tendency to justify belief from an imaginary third-person perspective,
here he seems to accept Kant’s reduction of religion to moral obligation. This
reviewer wonders whether Springsted could have eschewed more clearly a
potential dichotomy between the personal character of faith and the God who is
reached through the specific propositions included in revelation. 


As already suggested, this failure with
respect to the nature of religion highlights another aspect of faith. Although
we approach the question of faith, to be sure, from our personal, communal, and
historical experience, the theological exposition of the mystery of faith must
not limit itself to this experience. The experience of faith, instead, needs to
be located within a larger theocentric account. How does God bring the rational
creature into union with Himself? That union ultimately includes the perfection
of the image of God in the human person as the believer is joined by faith and
charity to the tri-personed God. God elevates the human creature through the
gift of faith as the intellect assents to God Himself through all He has
revealed. Through the gift of faith, human beings join themselves to God
through a friendship borne of God’s communication of Himself to them. In this
way, the options for considering the act of faith need not be seen exclusively
to be first-person versus third-person accounts since a theocentric perspective
remains. The second-person account of Augustine in his Confessions
comes to mind: “You converted me to yourself.”


Michael
Dauphinais 




Ave Maria University


Naples, Florida
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[bookmark: Modern Catholic]Modern Catholic Social Documents &
Political Economy. By Albino Barrera,
O.P. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2001. Pp. 340. $69.95
(cloth). ISBN 0-87840-856-8.


The purpose of Albino Barrera’s Modern
Catholic Social Documents & Political Economy is to provide a
“small step” towards an interdisciplinary examination of the claims
of Catholic social teaching. It is successful in this endeavor, providing an
extensive evaluation of Catholic social teaching and contrasting it with
secular economics literature. In doing so it makes a helpful contribution
towards dialogue between Catholic and secular economic perspectives. 


The book is divided into five parts. The first
part examines the economics underlying modern Catholic social teaching, the
second reviews the evolution of this teaching from the Scholastic to the modern
periods, and the third contrasts it with contemporary secular economic thought.
Part 4 engages a number of postindustrial economic questions, and provides a
sound explication of the principles of the universal destination of goods,
private property, and the primacy of labor over capital, showing how all three
are “distinct from each other, yet inseparable” (204-5). 


The book’s attempt at a broad synthesis of
modern Catholic social teaching, including both Church documents and secondary
material, is found in part 5. The author charges that modern Catholic social
documents serve as an “amorphous presentation” of Catholic social
teaching that allows “a broad spectrum of political philosophy, from
liberation theology to classical liberalism [to] confidently claim selected
texts of this tradition as an affirmation of their own position” (viii).
He also notes, however, that if “used together as a single analytical
framework, the tradition’s complex set of principles and norms prevents [the]
abuses, misuses or extremes to which such teachings can be carried when used
singly,” without reference to the rest of the body of teaching (185).
Accordingly, he attempts to build two frameworks to summarize this complex set
of principles and norms. The first helps to interpret the principles of
Catholic social teaching, while the second is a diagnostic framework for
examining social dilemmas and possible solutions in terms of the common good. 


The first framework lays its foundation in
human dignity, based on the human person’s creation by God in his image,
redemption by Christ, and destiny for union with God (251-52). The
actualization of this dignity is then presented as integral human development,
seen in terms of our response to the gift of self, of the earth, and of each
other (258-61). 


The second framework provides a series of
questions that are meant to aid in examining particular social dilemmas. These
questions are divided into two groups, addressing due order and due proportion
of the common good. The former deals with the relationship of the person to God
and to others in the community, of the community to the marginalized and to the
individual, and of the individual and the community to the goods of the earth.
Examining the relationship between the community and the marginalized, for
example, the 
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framework incorporates principles of
participation, relative equality, and the preferential option for the poor, and
asks of any particular proposal what “does it accomplish with respect to
the community’s commitment to the marginalized?” The questions about due
proportion cover the distribution of benefits flowing from the use of the goods
of the earth, equitable distribution of gains and burdens across the community,
and service to the whole person and to every person (300-301). These frameworks
represent a substantial effort to summarize the Catholic social teachings of
the past one hundred years. 


The scope and comprehensiveness of these
frameworks are impressive. Somewhat problematic is the fact that the author
does not make a point of distinguishing between normative magisterial teaching
and commentaries on that teaching. For example, in exploring the question of
what counts as superfluous income, Barrera considers both Pope John XXIII’s
teaching on human rights in Magister et magistra and the concept of
three strategic imperatives developed by David Hollenbach, S.J., giving them
apparently equal weight (189). Such an approach is common in literature in this
field, but the attentive reader will notice that some of the problems raised
with respect to Catholic social teaching turn out to be problems primarily with
the commentaries. 


For example, the author spends several pages
addressing the “deficiencies of the social documents of the past hundred
years” with respect to egalitarianism (181-85, 190). Yet the only
positions he criticizes in these particular pages as deficient are those of the
Yale Task Force on Pacem in terris; of Drew Christiansen, S.J.; and of
the National Conference of Catholic Bishops. The only time he mentions a
magisterial document issued with the full authority of the universal Church
within this particular discussion is when he admits the contributions that Laborem
exercens and Centesimus annus have made to towards a more
balanced egalitarianism. 


Another example lies in the book’s
consideration of China’s one-child policy as an example of the difficulty of
addressing conflicting rights. This policy is alleged to create a tradeoff by
going “against the social right to found a family and procreate … but
is justified by the state as necessary if it is to provide adequately for the
infrastructure to service the social right to food, clothing, shelter, rest,
and medical care” (188). Barrera then asks whether this is a real
tradeoff, and if it is so, what guidelines are available in Catholic social
teaching for making the tradeoff. On the grounds of the right to life, such a
policy is clearly and obviously immoral, so there is no tradeoff involved. But
even were we able somehow to bracket the life issue, the remaining issue of the
apparently conflicting rights between families and the state is quite handily
addressed by Catholic teaching, both in general terms by the principle of
subsidiarity and also more directly in the Church’s teaching on the rights of
parents. 


Such examples are worth attending to, though
they do not invalidate Barrera’s approach. The real problem caused by the lack
of a clear distinction between magisterial documents and secondary sources is a
narrowing down of the potential fruitfulness and even, in a certain sense, a
stifling of the creativity of the original teachings. Papal encyclicals on
economic and political questions over the 
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past one hundred years do not contain canons,
and—like many other magisterial statements during this period—do not resolve
specific questions. Their style is more exhortative: they lay out general
principles and extend them to particular issues, and in doing so can be
extremely fruitful. Two examples are the principle of subsidiarity, an idea
originally defined in the encyclical Quadragesimo anno, and Laborem
exercens‘s distinction between the objective and subjective senses of
work, and its claim that “in the first place, work is ‘for man,’ and not
man ‘for work.’” These are just two of several creative ideas found in
Catholic social teaching, many of which are original to this teaching. These
ideas are rich and fecund, and can serve as the source and inspiration for
fresh solutions to the economic, political, and social problems of a particular
place and time. 


While the style of the modern papal social
encyclicals is one of a general vision that encourages us to try different
approaches and to be imaginative, the style of commentaries on these
encyclicals is not. Commentaries on Catholic social teaching tend instead to
narrow down the ideas presented for the purposes of studying and critiquing
them. Many of the commentaries used by Barrera appear to resort almost
exclusively to discussion of public-policy alternatives, and this appears to
influence his own work. To a point, this is understandable. The book is about
political economy, and therefore attention to political decisions about the
economy would seem to be appropriately its primary focus. Also, the author
himself notes that, since the Middle Ages, Catholic social teaching has evolved
away from purely personal considerations to the consideration of issues of
social structures. Nevertheless, the central role of personal initiative and
responsibility is affirmed throughout the modern social encyclicals. But even
while citing the microfinance movement—in most cases a private, not public,
initiative—as “one of the most successful projects of recent development
economics” (237), Barrera appears to confine himself almost exclusively to
a public-policy perspective.


This narrowing down of the range of possible
solutions to economic, political, and social problems to include only legal and
regulatory actions diminishes the fruitfulness of the original magisterial
teachings and risks excluding other, more creative solutions. So, for example,
the book seems to accept that “vibrant job creation” and
“alternative work arrangements such as co-management, co-ownership and
profit sharing” will always be conflicting objectives (see 188). This may
perhaps be the case when we consider only public-policy options, but others,
inspired directly by Catholic social teaching, have found ways to resolve this
problem through private initiative. The Antigonish cooperative movement of the
1930s led by Tompkins and Coady; the Distributist movement of Hillaire Belloc,
G. K. Chesterton, and Fr. Vincent McNabb, O.P. (and the latter’s agrarian
colony at Ditchling), also in the 1930s; the Mondragon cooperative movement
founded by Arizmendiarrieta (1950s to the present); and the Focolare movement’s
Economics of Communion, which since the early 1990s has grown to include almost
eight hundred firms on five continents, are all examples of original solutions
to this problem, animated by Catholic social teaching. 
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Barrera’s project could be furthered by a
reading that attempts to develop something simply out of the magisterial
documents themselves. In fact, the book is at its best when Barrera does
exactly this. In the chapter on the universal destination of goods—the
teaching that the goods of the earth are intended for the benefit of all—he is
forced to rely on magisterial teaching almost exclusively, because of the
dearth of secondary material on this subject. Here he presents an impressive
overview of the development of this teaching, and then convincingly shows how
it is extended to address the needs of a knowledge-based economy where
intellectual property is becoming increasingly more important relative to
physical property.


Modern Catholic Social Documents &
Political Economy is an ambitious
effort to synthesize Catholic social teaching that makes an important
contribution to scholarship in this area. A stronger focus on the original
Church documents themselves would only enrich the effort.


Andrew V.
Abela 




The Catholic University of America


Washington, D.C.








[bookmark: The Letters]The Letters and Diaries of John Henry
Newman, vol. 8. Edited by Gerard
Tracey. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999. Pp. xxvii + 644. $125 (cloth). ISBN
0-19-920403-9.


I had so wanted to begin this review with the
following remark: “Gerard Tracey, I am pleased to report, is a worthy
successor to the magisterial editing of Cardinal Newman’s letters begun by the
late Fr. Stephen Dessain, his mentor.” Gerard Tracey was such a worthy editor
to be sure, but Newman scholars were numbed to learn of Gerard’s untimely death
on 20 January 2003. More about Gerard Tracey is found infra.


Letters and Diaries, vol. 8 (LD 8) covers the tumultuous period in
Newman’s life from January 1841 until May 1842. His own foreboding words in the
Apologia capture the period’s poignancy: “From the end of 1841, I
was on my death-bed, as regards my membership with the Anglican Church.”
During these fifteen months Newman wrote Tract 90, experienced its seismic
effects in the English church, saw his Via Media’s branch-church conception
shredded by the establishment of a bishopric in Jerusalem, and felt the entire
Oxford Movement (his and Pusey’s and Keble’s) put on a sort of trial in the
voting for the Poetry Professorship by the entire body of M.A.s of the
university. The only other comparable period in Newman’s life of such sustained
drama and intense correspondence came in 1869-70, when Vatican I defined papal
infallibility (see my review of LD 25 in The Thomist, April
1974). By Lent of 1842 Newman was 
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by stages “retiring” to Littlemore,
the quasi-monastic cottage setting he leased, which lay almost three miles from
Oxford. Projected volumes 9 and 10 will cover these remaining months in the
Anglican church until Newman’s “conforming” to Rome—his customary
phrase for it—in October 1845. They are crucial times in Newman’s discernment
process, during which he worked out a vision of doctrinal development that
freed him from the major criticisms leveled against Roman dogmas, but these
more hidden months were not nearly as dramatic as LD 8’s fifteen
months. (For readers unfamiliar with the Letters and Diaries
publishing strategy: Stephen Dessain began with Newman’s Roman Catholic period,
1845-90, volumes 11 to 31, having first mapped out a printing prospectus for
the extant corpus of over twenty thousand Newman letters. The projected ten
volumes of Anglican letters then began appearing, following Dessain’s own untimely
death. Tracey edited volumes 6, 7, and the present 8.)


The careful reconstruction of the critical
text, its necessary clarifying footnotes, the thumbnail descriptions of persons
mentioned in the text, and the sourcing of Newman’s letters are all present in
the expected quality of Dessain’s legacy. Moreover, given the commotion of
these fifteen months, Tracey has given more ample play to the inclusion of
letters to Newman (many from Keble and Pusey) and letters between other
principal players (e.g., Richard Church’s long letter to Frederic Rogers
surveying Oxford contretemps [108-11]). He has also provided supplementary
material in appendices (e.g., Newman’s seven “Catholicus” letters to The
Times of London, later reproduced in Discussions and Arguments of
Newman’s Uniform Edition [pp. 254-305], and which presaged principles that
subsequently appeared in Idea of a University and Grammar of
Assent, as well as Sir Robert Peel’s speech at Tamworth that prompted
these letters; the episcopal “charges” of six bishops against Tract
90, including that of Bishop Sumner of Chester, which Newman called “flat
heresy” [LD 8:320]). The thumbnail sketches of mentioned persons
at the volume’s end are a real boon in understanding who the chief players of
the Oxford Movement were. In assuming editorship at volume 6, Tracey had recast
and strengthened all previous sketches, volumes 7 and 8 thus building on volume
6 and sketching only first-time mentioned personalities. I would recommend
readers of volume 8 to photocopy the personal sketches of the earlier two
volumes, which will then provide a complete dramatis personae.


Readers of the Apologia have long
been struck by Newman’s forceful description of the three great
“blows” that “finally shattered my faith in the Anglican Church”
(139, 143): the history of Monophysitism and Arianism portraying a Via-Media-type
position as heretical, successive episcopal “charges” condemning the
teaching of Tract 90, and parliamentary establishment of a Jerusalem bishopric
having intercommunion with Prussian Protestants. Volume 7 presented lively
letters about the first blow (cf. my review of LD7 in The Thomist,
April 1997). In the present review I would wish to supplement and nuance what Apologia
readers already know about the latter two blows.


First, a prefatory primer on the Via Media
and Branch doctrines, close yet distinct ideas, and necessary for
grasping what follows. The Via Media describes 
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the Church of England as ecclesially
positioned between Roman Catholicism and Reformation Protestantism. It
recognizes with the Reformers pastoral abuses and doctrinal innovations in the
Church of Rome. It recognizes with Rome fundamental heresies in Reformation
churches. Anglicanism, accordingly, is essentially Catholic in ecclesiology (e.g.,
a God-given episcopacy, sacramental efficacy), and with Roman Catholicism and
Greek Orthodoxy it exists unfortunately in disunity today. All three are
branches of the primitive undivided Apostolic Church. But if a living branch,
then the doctrines of the Ancient Church should live on in the Anglican
formularies, such as the Prayer Book and the Thirty-Nine Articles. Tract 90 was
Newman’s attempt in early 1841, his experimentum crucis (Apologia,
130), to prove this true for the Articles.


Readers of LD 8 will be surprised by
how quietly the affair begins. Save for the 1/19/41 diary entry, “hard at
Number 90 and went [to dinner party] forgetting to shave” (21), there is
not a single letter or diary entry about crafting the Tract, save for a few suggestions
from John Keble sent on 2/19. Years later Newman updated his 2/27 diary:
“This was the first day of the Number 90 row” (45). After the
“Letter of the Four Tutors” (Churton, Wilson, Griffiths, and Tait,
who later became archbishop of Canterbury) arrived on 3/8/41, letters to and
from Newman fly fast, and they fascinate us far more than the less detailed
account in the Apologia could. We learn from his letter to
brother-in-law Tom Mozley (58) that his other aim in writing Ninety was to keep
people from “conforming” to Rome who liked Rome uncritically—Newman
remained keen about Roman abuses—and were unpersuaded by a Via Media
view. Newman and the founders of the Movement of 1833 called these younger
Tractarians “Ultras” (e.g., W. G. Ward, F. Oakeley). From letters to
and from Edward Pusey, we learn that Pusey thought people would not be ready
for Ninety, that he thought the Catholic interpretations of the Articles to be
the natural ones whereas Newman always thought them allowable ones (LD
8:76 n.1), and that it was Pusey who suggested Richard Jelf, that
“over-cautions” Fellow of Oriel (LD 8:63), as the recipient
of Newman’s subsequent explanation of Ninety. Pusey reckoned that this
clarification would have staved off condemnation by the Hebdomadal Board (i.e.,
the heads of the constituent Oxford colleges who met weekly), had it come into
the Board’s hands twelve hours earlier than it did (LD 8:72 n.1).


Apropos the Letter to Jelf (LD 8:78-88),
completed 3/13/41, a lengthy ellipsis unfortunately occurs at the final
sentence on page 88, wherein Newman argued that a narrow, somewhat Protestant
reading of the Articles pushes Anglicans out the door and toward Rome. The Letter
is, of course, fully printed in Via Media 2:376-91, along with
postscripts reflecting Newman’s 3/19/41 letter to W. F. Hook (LD
8:98-99, which also gives Hook’s letter to him). Gerard Tracey is not at fault
for the printing slip, and I would wish the story known for his sake, albeit
posthumously. Some years ago Tracey told me that OUP had outsourced the text to
India for typesetting, and numerous glitches subsequently surfaced. He scoured
the galleys and caught most of them. Readers of LD 8 need simply be
made aware of the dropped paragraphs.
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On 3/15/41 the Heads of Houses censured Ninety
for “evading … and reconciling subscription to [the Articles] with the
adoption of errors, which they were designed to counter” (LD 8:77).
With his earliest Oxford friend, John Bowden, Newman took solace that their
indictment spoke of evasion and not heresy (ibid). To the same friend a
fortnight later Newman is encouraging a Declaration from university M.A.s in
support of the Catholic principles of the Tracts, but when Bishop Bagot of
Oxford chilled the idea, Newman backed off and the Declaration was aborted.


In these letters Pusey emerges as the one who
attempted to block episcopal condemnation through back-channel discussions (see
LD 8:281, reporting a Pusey meeting with Howley), and a number of
letters corroborate Apologia (90) about an “understanding”
that no condemnation would ensue if the Tracts ceased and Tractarian incentives
abated (see Howley of Canterbury’s letter to Bagot [LD 8:101] and
Newman’s to M. Giberne [LD 8:189]). Tempers cooled to such an extent
that Newman wrote his sister Jemima on 3/30/41 that “our Tract affair is
settled” (LD 8:145). It was not, as we now know, because the
bishops began breaking the deal with their “charges” to their
diocesan clergy. Instructive all through the dealing and the deal breaking is
Newman’s sense of obedience to bishops, especially his own, Richard Bagot of
Oxford. Newman’s letter to Bagot (LD 8:129ff and in Via Media 2:395ff.),
which along with Jelf can be taken as clarifying explanations of
Ninety, expresses in the clearest manner his willingness to obey a bishop’s
wishes. (See also LD 8:165 for the same resolve, though on 2/19/42 he
writes to Keble [LD 8:466], that should a bishop become heretical,
one’s obedience to him is absolved; in this case one can appeal over him to
Convocation, a structure akin to a national episcopal conference today.)


Were a bishop or bishops to suppress Tract 90
as heretical—a far more serious charge than being evasive—Newman was prepared
to resign his clerical office and return to lay communion in the church. He and
Keble exchanged letters to this effect because they could not subscribe the
Articles in the sense the bishops might mandate (LD 8:120). One might
wonder why Newman would not envision simply leaving Anglicanism. Many letters
make clear that although the Anglican bishops were unwittingly doing Rome’s
work in closing down hospitality for Catholic sensibilities, at home as it were
in Anglicanism, two considerations slowed Newman from defecting: Rome,
admittedly by branch theory a natural home for Catholic principles, still had
abuses aplenty and, secondly, all true discernment requires patience,
long-endured patience (LD 8:220 captures both issues).


Correspondence begins at this time with Fr.
Charles Russell of Maynooth, him whom Apologia 194 credits with having
“more to do with my conversion than any one else,” because in a
nonpolemical way this learned Irish priest gently pointed out misconceptions
about Tridentine teachings. On the other hand, Newman outlined his faults with
Roman Catholicism in letters sent Russell (LD 8:174, 177, 182).
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All Newman’s letters to Mary Holmes, who had
been governess for W. M. Thackeray’s children and later fraternized with
Anthony Trollope, invite perusal of what is involved in a genuine conversion
from one church to another. Newman is as much being autobiographical in these
letters as he is instructing Ms. Holmes, who would become a Roman Catholic a
year before her spiritual director did. The theme of patience is paramount, and
a few illustrations of rightful patience at work merit mention. “Never
trust a first suggestion,” he wrote Ms. Holmes on 8/8/41, “you cannot
tell whether the voice is from above or from below. Your rule is, not to attend
to it but to go on as usual. At first shrink from it. If it is from God, it
will in due time return. And hence to all great changes, a season of thought
and preparation is a necessary introduction, if we would know what God’s will
is” (LD 8:239). Concerning reputedly miraculous events happening
in devotional Catholicism, Newman urged a particular patience that remains ever
timely: “Do not think that I wish to speak lightly, or even skeptically,
of the existence of a divine and miraculous system of Providence among us even
now. But I think it a kind of evidence as to which one is very likely to
deceive oneself, and that if any evidence required time and delay before it was
received, it was this” (LD 8:318).


Do not be swayed by superficial
attractiveness, Newman cautions her further. “You are framing in idea a
religion of all joy. No. A sinner’s religion must have sorrow… . A true
church must have its abasing, its chill, its severe doctrines” (LD
8:248). To Robert Wilberforce, former Oriel Fellow during the famous Tutorship
scrape of 1830 with Provost Hawkins, he added additional justification for his
own deliberateness: “Recollect that I wish to be guided not by controversy
[i.e., arguments pro and con] but by ethos, so that (please God)
nothing would seem to me a reason for so very awful and dreadful a step …
but the quiet growth of a feeling through many years” (LD 8:452).
Even when the orthodoxy of Anglicanism seemed melted away, Newman remained
steadfast in his commitment to the Church, as in these memorable words to a
confident Maria Giberne, “I shall never be loath, when necessary, to call
heresy heresy, and am never going to retreat before heresy until like mephytic
gas it is suffocating outright” (LD 8:392). Conversion to Roman
Catholicism is still four years off!


Letters in the fall of 1841 describe
“this deplorable Jerusalem matter,” “this hideous business”
to send a bishop to Palestine to shepherd a handful of Anglicans and large
numbers of Lutherans and Monophysites (LD 8:290, 292). A drafted but
unsent letter to the Times lays out the problems, concluding
“What is the worth of Episcopacy without orthodoxy? What is it but a husk
pretending to be what it is not?” (LD 8:316). For Newman’s
theology, this government initiative, which had been promoted by Prussian
ambassador Bunsen, undid his branch theory. To Henry Woodgate he confided on
11/12/41, “if we are now to recognize the Protestants as Catholic
brethren, the ground is cut from under me. I shall have taught people that
there is a Church, somewhere, and the Archbishop will teach them it is
not to be found at home” (LD 8:327). (Branch theory assumed that
the English Church served Anglicans on English soil and did not encroach
elsewhere save for private chaplains.) Newman was at that moment 
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preparing four Advent sermons, he told
Woodgate resignedly, whose motif was “the duty of our keeping to
ourselves” (presumably nos. 21-24 in Sermons on Subjects of the Day).


Oxford professorships are voted “in
Convocation” by its M.A.s, those in college residence and those in careers
elsewhere, and they are customarily low-turnout affairs. The poetry
professorship in 1841-42 was not to be customary. Pusey picked up the politics
early: “I am sorry to say that the election to the Poetry Professorship is
to be made a party question against [Isaac] Williams. People are canvassing
against him, because he is a writer in the Tracts” (LD 8:260 n.
3). There was an initial sentiment among the Tractarians for Williams to
withdraw and thus to avoid another controversy so soon after Tract 90. But two
other sentiments came to overrule withdrawal. If enough M.A.s, even if not
enough for victory, could line up behind Williams—recall that the bishops
chilled the idea of a declaration in favor of Ninety—then a large number of
university men would be making a public statement for Tractarian principles.
Newman, in addition, wrote Williams himself apropos episcopal pressure on him
to step down: “such a termination of the contest is pregnant with evil to
the integrity of the Church. If the Church by all its acts signifies
that it is other than the Church Catholic, Catholic minds will leave it. As to
you, the Bishops, like Varney, are seething a kid in its mother’s milk”
(from Walter Scott’s Kenilworth; that is, the bishops utilize
Williams’s known Tractarian value of obedience to them to order him alone, not
both contenders, to step down [LD 8:420]). A straw poll of committed
votes was subsequently taken—623 Williams vs. 921 Garbett—after which
Williams did step down, a strong pro-Tractarian statement having been made.


Apologia (162) mentions the three friends (Henry and Robert
Wilberforce, Frederic Rogers) to whom alone Newman confided how thoroughly
unsettled he had become in Anglicanism. He lacked his 1/26/42 letter to Robert
when writing the Apologia, but LD 8:440-42 provides it and
Robert’s hasty response, “I don’t think that I ever was so shocked by any
communication.” What Apologia does not mention, and the letter
does, is that the “blows” of 1841 that had tied his theological hands
forced him “back upon the internal or personal Notes of the
Church,” such as sanctity, in order to remain in conscience where
Providence had placed him by baptism. Wanting to keep Ms. Holmes from
abandoning the English Church, Newman wrote her: “I assure you that I
conceive myself to have the most certain proofs, though of course I cannot
communicate them to another, that the Presence of Christ is still with us. And
I shrink from the ingratitude and profaneness of turning from that
Presence in the hope of finding it elsewhere. Suppose it elsewhere. How do I
know I should find it? Is it not enough if I have it now? … At present the
Pillar of the Cloud is with [our church]” (LD 8:366; the phrase
is the official name, of course, of his “Lead Kindly Light” poem).


Some miscellaneous matters should be noticed
in addition to the major “church topics” above. Henry Edward Manning,
who as cardinal figures so largely in Newman’s Roman Catholic life, is
encountered sporadically. One 
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senses, even this early, a coolness between
the two men. Although he has Tractarian leanings, the Archdeacon of Chichester
comes through more in league with Gladstone and church politics than with the
Oxford men. On 7/25/41 Newman writes him condolingly on the fourth anniversary
of his wife’s death (LD 8:229). William George Ward, who later
collaborated with Manning to thwart Newman, comes through very supportively in
these letters, and vice versa. Newman chided his brother-in-law for mistreating
Ward, noting somewhat curiously to Tom Mozley “that any one else but a
person so singularly sweet tempered as he (for this is his strong point, from
being fat I suppose) would have taken offense at it” (LD 8:438).
Newman’s greatest friend of his Catholic years, Fr. Ambrose St. John, appears
for the first time as a diary entry on 4/21/41, mentioned among the clergy
attending the consecration of Keble’s chapel at Hursley.


Newman’s siblings figure prominently. John,
Harriett, Jemima, and Frank collectively fret over shiftless Charles, who would
not get a job (LD 8:254, 302 n. 3, 463), and first-born John notes to
his sisters that “C has at last turned sharp upon me” (LD
8:297). Harriett disowned John lifelong after her brother converted, and even
though the sisters and the two Mozley brothers whom they married were quite
Tractarian in views, Harriett’s coolness and reserve to John’s writings can be
felt this early (LD 8:341, 385). While she never condoned the 1845
conversion, Jemima on the other hand stayed in contact with her brother, and a
greater warmth than Harriett’s in writing John even in 1841 can be detected (LD
8:363).


Thomas Arnold, the epitome of the liberal
Oriel Common Room noetic and retaining immense cachet as Master of Rugby after
leaving Oxford, groused that “Mr. Newman and his friends appear to hate
the nineteenth century” (preferring Antiquity to its values), and to
invest the patristic period and the New Testament with equal authority (LD
8:103-4). A possible verbal dual with Arnold made Newman feel
“dismal” at the prospect of debating this master polemicist, the only
instance of controverting that ever seemed to cow Newman, so far as I know.


Newman’s letters abound with aphorisms still
current, for example, “one man’s food is another man’s poison” (LD
8:228), and with humor seasoned to the occasion, as when he responds to a
concerned correspondent on whom a mutual friend had dumped personal woes.
“You should consider too that he rids himself of his anxiety by
sending it to you. Only do not keep it, but ship it off to some penal
settlement or destroy it outright” (LD 8:404). Whether with humor
or understatement or with a nephew’s protectiveness, he writes his beloved Aunt
Elizabeth when acknowledging her birthday greetings that “it dismays one
that life is going on with so little to show for it” (LD 8:470).
Sure!


I cannot conclude without returning to Mr.
Gerard Tracey. He loved bringing Newman’s letters into public light, and as
time-consuming as a volume’s editing was, he was unstinting in his availability
to every Newman scholar who came to the Birmingham Oratory to research. His
obituary in the London Times (30 
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January 2003) noted his uncommon generosity,
and I attest to it, too. The Letters and Diaries series will publish
over 20,000 Newman letters. I once asked Tracey to guess how many more Newman
actually wrote, and he answered “another 20,000.” Take, as instance,
the diary entry for 1/26/41, where Newman lists eleven letters he wrote on this
day, of which we have only two (LD 8:23). Some letters have turned up
since Fr. Dessain began this series. Tracey was already planning supplemental
volumes to the originally envisioned thirty-one. His masterly hand is missed.
(Bro. Francis McGrath, F.M.S., a distinguished Newman scholar, has been
appointed his successor.)


Oxford University Press is also to be
acknowledged appreciatively. These volumes are meant for libraries, and such
books do not make much money for presses. But OUP has stood steadfastly behind the
project. There was a time when only Newman’s Uniform Edition was
quoted in Newman scholarship, but as the Newman of the letters has been
mainstreamed into scholarly consciousness—and this is relatively recently—one
now sees Letters and Diaries referenced liberally. Perhaps this is the
finest acknowledgment readers can render Oxford University Press.


Edward
Jeremy Miller 




Gwynedd-Mercy College


Gwynedd Valley, Pennsylvania







[bookmark: John Paul II]John Paul II and the Legacy of
“Dignitatis humanae.” By
Herminio Rico, S.J. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2002. Pp.
228. $59.95 (cloth). ISBN 0-87840-889-4.


Even at a first glance at this book by
Portuguese Jesuit Herminio Rico suggests reasons that one should read it
carefully. First of all, it deals with the theme of the heritage of the Second
Vatican Council, to whose implementation Catholics all over the world are still
called. Second, the author takes up the theme of interpretation and adoption of
the heritage of the council by John Paul II, which is still the subject of much
debate between critics and enthusiasts of the present pontificate. Third, the
book promises critical considerations about freedom, or more precisely, about
religious freedom, as a key to the understanding of modern culture and the way
in which modernity is interpreted by John Paul II.


The book consists of two parts. The first is
devoted to an analysis of the declaration Dignitatis humanae and to
the presentation of theological debates connected with the declaration. The
second part is devoted to the place of this document in John Paul II’s
pontificate. The first chapter presents one of the 
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author’s major theses, which is that the
declaration Dignitatis humanae, understood in light of the history of
the Church, serves three important functions. First, since it grants every
human person the right to religious freedom, the declaration has redefined the
relations between the state and the Church. In this new formula, in which Rico
follows Marie-Dominique Chenu, the Constantinian era ends, and the secular
authorities are no longer under an obligation to promote the mission of the
Church. In the context of such an interpretation of Dignitatis humanae,
religious freedom is understood as an inalienable and natural right of every
human person. 


Second, the declaration condemns the religious
persecution committed by the governments of states under the influence of
ideologies hostile towards religion, especially communism. In this sense,
religious freedom is understood, according to Rico, first of all as the right
of the Church to operate and exist freely. It is worth pointing out here a
certain lack of ecumenical sensitivity in the book. Rico makes a dangerous and
illegitimate distortion of the content of the declaration. He claims that this
declaration is about the defense of the Church against state interference,
suggesting that first of all it is about the Catholic Church. In fact, the
declaration (and this is one of the great achievements of the council’s
theology) defends the rights of all religious communities and
churches. The defense of the rights of the Catholic Church is only one of the
many applications of this more universal attitude. It is worth noting that John
Paul II became involved in the 1980s in the defense of the rights of believers
in Central-Eastern Europe against enforced atheism—not only Catholics in
Poland, but also Christians of other denominations in the Soviet Union,
Romania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, etc.


The third application of the declaration has
to do with the cultural relativism and indifferentism of the late twentieth
century. The fundamental question, put forward by Rico in the context of John
Paul II’s pontificate, is whether the declaration, which played so important a
role in the first two historical contexts mentioned, may apply equally to
present relativistic democracy.


In his considerations concerning the place and
meaning of Dignitatis humanae in the thought and activities of John
Paul II, Rico notices that the pope was personally involved in each of these
three contexts. Nevertheless, the author’s criticism of the present pontificate
is based on the argument that both during the Second Vatican Council and during
the first part of his pontificate John Paul II interpreted Dignitatis
humanae in the light of the Catholic Church’s fight in Central-Eastern
Europe with atheistic communism. One of Rico’s major criticism about the
present pontificate is that John Paul II is insensitive to the first
application of Dignitatis humanae, namely, the identification of the
right to religious freedom as a universal right. This is the basis of the
Church’s presence in modern, liberal Western democracies. The fact that John
Paul II is deeply rooted in the Polish Church, according to Rico, has resulted
in primacy being given to the defense of the institutional rights of the
Catholic Church against pressure from a totalitarian, atheistic state. Because
of the great similarity 
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between the first and the third application of
Dignitatis humanae, says Rico, the fact that John Paul II has
underestimated the first application means that in the second part of his
pontificate he has been unable to find the place in his theology and style of
work for the right to religious freedom.


Rico’s assertion that John Paul II is
interested in the conciliar declaration on religious freedom only in the
context of the Catholic Church’s fight with communism in Central-Eastern Europe
contains a misunderstanding as well as a false interpretation of the present
pontificate. One can indicate two inconsistent points within such a stance.
First, the interest of John Paul II in the situation of believers in Eastern
Europe has been a part of his responsibilities as a shepherd of the universal
Church, as it has been in his interest in the situation of Catholics in Chile
under the government of the right-wing Pinochet regime, or in the Philippines
under Marcos. Rico seems not to notice that the declaration on religious
freedom has become for the pope an inspiration and an efficient tool of fighting
for freedom of conscience and believers’ rights not only in Poland, but
everywhere where these rights have been abused, in countries as different as
Mexico, Nicaragua, the Philippines, or Chile. The declaration on religious
freedom is an inspiration for the pope also in a situation in which a lay
democratic state forbids believing citizens to express their religious beliefs
in the public sphere. John Paul II has many times emphasized this injustice and
abuse of the right to religious freedom. Rico does not take into account the
fact that in Western, liberal democracies the debate concerning the place of
religion in the public sphere is far from complete, and many events following
September 11, 2001 indicate that it will start again. For the reader it is
difficult not to have the impression that in spite of Rico’s intellectually
sophisticated analyses his conclusions express a rather stereotypical
interpretation of the pontificate, which, especially in the 1980s, one could
encounter daily in the popular press: namely, the pope from Eastern Europe does
not understand Western, liberal democracy.


Second, a careful reader of the play Our
God’s Brother, by Karol Wojtya, and John Paul II’s social encyclicals,
first of all Laborem exercens, will see that communism has never been
for John Paul II mainly a political phenomenon, as Rico seems to think. The
pope’s criticism of communism aims at finding the cultural and anthropological
sources of the modern European crisis. John Paul II states that this crisis
does not limit itself to the works of Marx and Engels, but goes back to the
constitutional philosophical currents of the West. Traces of the pope’s
topography of the sources of modern crisis can be found almost in all his
documents, first of all in the encyclicals, from Redemptor hominis
(1979) to Fides et ratio (1998). In view of this extremely ambitious
intellectual project of John Paul II, Rico’s views seem rather banal. Rico
claims that the attitude of dialogue with the world, represented by the
declaration Dignitatis humanae, has been replaced during the present
pontificate by a confrontational attitude tested in the conflict with
communism. This attitude refers to the nineteenth-century model of the Church
as a besieged fortress. The author’s own proposal for building the 
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relations between the Church and the
contemporary world amounts, by contrast, to a general call for renewing the
dialogue between the Church and the world, a dialogue which is the only way to
reach the truth and in which all sides are allowed a say.


Because the author undertook to consider so
difficult a theme as the relation between the theology of John Paul II and the
message of the declaration Dignitatis humanae, it should come as no
surprise that the reader’s attention is drawn by problems and questions that
have not been considered in the book. Some of them seem to be conditions sine
qua non of an adequate consideration of the theme. The fundamental
question, which is not present in the book, concerns the problem of changes in
the situation of Europe and the world that occurred in the second part of the
twentieth century, between two events which are reference points in our debate:
the announcement of the declaration on religious freedom Dignitatis humanae
(1965) and the jubilee year 2000, which may be considered as the culmination of
the present pontificate. Is the dramatic tone that undoubtedly appears in the
recent encyclicals of John Paul II (Veritatis splendor [1993], Evangelium
vitae [1995], and Fides et ratio [1998]) in some sense justified
by the state of world affairs? Many serious commentators, even outside the
Catholic Church, claim that this is so. Rico’s suggestion that the pope’s
attitude, which is confrontational and not dialogical, results from his being
burdened by communism cannot be taken seriously in such a context.


The book has much in its favor. Undoubtedly,
its first, historical part is the most worthy of recommendation. This part is
devoted to the declaration Dignitatis humanae as well as the conciliar
and postconciliar theological debates related to the declaration. The author
shows a great knowledge of rich secondary literature concerning Dignitatis
humanae and presents it in the book in a precise fashion. Rico’s bibliographical
references can serve everyone interested in the subject as very helpful
material for further studies.


Nevertheless, Rico’s reflection concerning the
pontificate of John Paul II is disappointing. Stereotypical views concerning
the burdening of the pope with communism cannot replace the serious
intellectual involvement the book’s subject matter requires. Unfortunately, the
project undertaken by the author of explaining the relation between the
theology of John Paul II and the declaration on religious freedom Dignitatis
humanae has not been carried out properly. It still awaits a creative
approach.


Jarosaw
Kupczak, O.P. 




Dominican House of Studies


Cracow, Poland
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[bookmark: Christologie im]Christologie im
Horizont der Seinsfrage:
Über die epistemologischen und metaphysischen Voraussetzungen des Bekenntnisses
zur universalen Heilsmittlerschaft Jesu Christi. By Michael Stickelbroeck. Münchener Theologische
Studien, II. Systematische Abteilung, 59. Band. St. Ottilien: EOS Verlag, 2002.
Pp. 713. 68 € (cloth). ISBN 3-8306-7133-4.


The ubiquitous phenomenon of globalization
poses a heretofore unknown challenge to every world religion: namely, to
reconsider more “radically” (in the literal sense of the word: going
to the roots) the epistemology upon which it is built. Religious pluralism, the
acceptance of which is characteristic of the postmodern mind frame, fails to
address the internal way a particular faith tradition arrives at its belief. Christologie
im Horizont der Seinsfrage takes up this challenge head on and attempts to
uncover anew for the twenty-first century the epistemological basis for
Christian belief in the divine Logos who became incarnate and redeemed all of
humankind.


In this voluminous study, Michael
Stickelbroeck discusses from an ontological perspective the basis for
Christological dogmas and lucidly examines the epistemological and metaphysical
prerequisites for claiming the universal mediation of salvation by Jesus
Christ. The study achieves two objectives: (1) preventing Christian faith from
falling into the trap of mere myth and (2) evidencing its credibility in
confrontation with the decisive philosophical criteria: namely, reality and
rationality. The author teaches systematic theology at a Catholic college in
Austria and wrote this Habilitationsschrift under the direction of the
recently appointed bishop of Regensburg Gerhard L. Müller, professor of
dogmatics at Munich University and member of the International Theological
Commission.


Stickelbroeck observes, in the wake of
profound upheavals in philosophy and a subsequent rephrasing of Christology in
the second half of the twentieth century, a crisis of plausibility and a lack
of acceptance of classical dogmatic Christology. He claims that the inner
connection between Christology and a metaphysical view of concrete reality—and
thereby between philosophy and theology—fades from view. Without a proper
philosophical and more precisely epistemological basis the New Testament and
early Church statements, up to Nicaea and Chalcedon, concerning Jesus Christ
cannot be understood, let alone retrieved. An antimetaphysical option in favor
of a Kantian epistemological skepticism leads in Stickelbroeck’s view to a
rejection of natural theology (Bultmann) and, as a consequence, to postmodern
agnosticism. He probes how Christology could be reconciled to current
plausiblities and finds the answer in the appropriation of metaphysics.


Stickelbroeck investigates the conditions
requisite for human beings to accept in faith God’s “absolute
self-revelation” in history. How is “the coincidence of God and
humankind in the person of Jesus Christ” accessible to cognition? What are
the natural premises one must presuppose for faith to come about? How might a
human person become the mediating center for revelation and salvation?
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Stickelbroeck considers Descartes’s turn to
subjective consciousness and Kant’s reduction of speculative human reason to
the realm of sense objects as major impediments to metaphysics and therefore to
understanding Christology. He questions whether indeed human experience is
unable to grasp more than what human sense perception allows. Using the
difference in German between Wirklichkeit (= the realm of cause and
effect) and Realität (= all of reality) he offers an epistemology that
is not only able to apprehend actual reality but that is also a metaphysical,
overarching concept enabling a realistic appreciation of Christological creedal
sentences. For this he draws heavily on Thomas Aquinas. The principle similitude
rei intellectae enables grasping a matter as it is in se. This
Thomistic formal principle for insight explains the viability of an
extrapolation from general sense content to the inner intelligibility of the
totality of reality (= Realität). 


Stickelbroeck apprehends Thomas’s view of the
inner intelligibility of being as overcoming skepticism with respect to
metaphysical insight. Thomas holds that the human mind is able to abstract from
sense experience something like a sweeping and all-encompassing meaning. The intellectus
agens is capable of investigating sense experience and accessing thereby
an intelligible object (= intelligere in sensibus). By virtue of the lumen
naturale the human mind is capable of abstraction, that is, it is able to
arrive at insight into essence.


While Kant poses the question of the
conditions for possibility of insight, Thomas’s point of departure is the
incontrovertible fact that insight is already being constantly gained a priori
by the human mind. Here Stickelbroeck points to a “certain circle”
because insight and the object of insight imply an overarching intelligibility.
A priori insight is always insight into the actual reality of a concrete object
and not the mere imagination of an object, as Kant thought. The recognized
object becomes thus part of the geistige(s) Leben (= intellectual
life, 516) of the one who gained insight into it. There is a quodammodo
unum fieri which enables the subject gaining insight to transcend itself
in the act of insight. 


It is of utmost significance for a
propositional communication of Christology that the term accessed in insight
represents for philosophy of language as verbum interius an actual
meaning. The term expresses a certain content based on the fact that the human
mind with its indwelling intentionality grasps something that by and of itself
is intelligible. The external word receives its meaning from this interior word
(term). While the “linguistic turn” (Russell, Wittgenstein, Carnap)
focuses on cognition’s dependency on particular linguistic contexts, Thomas
discovers the human mind’s capacity for abstraction and its ability to grasp
essences. In spite of linguistic and cultural constraints, human cognition
leads to the universality of the human intelligence accessing universally valid
statements and ultimately the ability to transcend. 


It is on this basis that the author is able to
present a biblical theological overview of the revealed identity of Jesus with
his Father and his preexistence. A survey of Christology (Justin Martyr,
Irenaeus, Arius, Athanasius, Nestorius, Leontius of Byzantium, Leontius of
Jerusalem, and Maximus the Confessor) up 
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to and including Chalcedon follows. The God
acting in the covenant is evidenced in fact as “the God of the
philosophers” (Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle, and Plotinus). Especially
Paul, the Synoptics, and John serve to illustrate that the Christian doctrine
of God is closely allied with an ontology and metaphysics asserting the
personhood of the God-man. 


Having established this, the second part of
the book deals with the Christological designs of E. Schillebeeckx, E. Jüngel,
and J. Hick—interweaving pertinent aspects of their respective indebtedness to
previous intellectual history. Here the author demonstrates how theologians
professing to make do with no philosophy at all are actually influenced by
philosophical presuppositions and/or by preceding ideological decisions. The
deficits that arise from defining the personhood of Christ without metaphysics
and a sound epistemological basis are uncovered. These three radically
different positions are tested against Thomas’s thought and are found seriously
defective. 


Is not Schillebeeckx merely making
subjectivity the hermeneutic norm par excellence when he postulates the
criterion of “salvific relevance”? The Dutch theologian’s
epistemology is uncovered as “positivistic empiricism,” essentially
indebted to Wittgenstein’s “language game.” As a result the
hypothesis of the God-man is tested against human cognitional truth. Human-historic
experience becomes the criterion for the profession of faith in the
resurrection of Jesus. For human acceptance of the notion of “God,”
God must enter the categorical world. Schillebeeckx accepts theoretically two
variations of the language play: in one Jesus is conveyed in conversational
discourse as a human person; in the other Christ is discussed as the divine
Logos. No mediation between the two occurs, as to the mind of Schillebeeckx
personhood cannot be conceived of outside history. Only in life does an
individual gradually become a person. As a consequence hypostatic union is not
an ontological reality (preceding incarnation), but merely a psychic
consciousness “into” which Jesus lives. Here Stickelbroeck identifies
Kant’s concept of the “self” as the basis for Schillebeeckx’s
definition of consciousness. As Stickelbroeck points out, however, such
philosophy of consciousness fails to countenance the substantiality of any
given person. The horizon of creaturely immanence becomes in this matrix the exclusive
“proving grounds” for Christology. The pragmatic usefulness of
theological statements for an individual to master existence ethically is now
the criterion for Christological statements. This “dominance of a
functionalistic thinking” makes it impossible to understand the issue in a
nonutilitarian way. Jesus’ relevance is reduced to that of an ethical exemplar.
Revelation as the principle for religious insight is ignored. In
Schillebeeckx’s perspective salvation and profane history become identical and
God no longer impacts the categorical conditions of this world. 


While the author welcomes Jüngel’s consistent
staurocentric and Trinitarian approach, he considers Jüngel’s statement that
God identifies himself with Jesus much too restrained to affirm the Logos’
preexistence. Jüngel insists on the identity of Jesus with the Logos, but tears
the unity of Jesus’ personhood apart when he introduces a difference between
anhypostasy and enhypostasy, and so 
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between the immanent meaning of Jesus’ life
and his significance in redemption. In Jüngel’s view, the Logos remained always
superior to the earthly Jesus. Stickelbroeck asks how Jüngel is then able to
appreciate the pro nobis of crucifixion. He falls short of the creed’s
“one in Being with the Father.” He is unable to state an essential
identity of Father and Son. Rejecting the analogia entis, he cannot
follow the understanding of being as essence’s actus essendi in the
nature of things. However, only jointly do being and essence form an individual.
The Thomistic concept of knowing God lumine naturali intellectus
remains alien to Jüngel.


By surrendering the principle of adaequatio
rei et intellectus, Hick’s theology becomes merely descriptive in
character, allowing only for a pragmatic, not a rational, horizon. Jesus loses
his identity with the only-begotten Son of God. The Blessed Trinity finds no
expression in the Word. Christology is metaphorical. Thus one is able to
understand why Hick’s Christ ranks on the same level as Hindu gods. This second
part of the book illustrates the need for theology to be consciously open for
metaphysical questions.


In the third part, Stickelbroeck develops
epistemological preconditions for the Christological dogmas. He shows Cartesian
dualism to be one of the sources for scientism in modern sciences. He regards
the Kantian gnoseological foundational option as tearing faith and reason
asunder. While attempting a synthesis of sensationalism (empiricism) and
rationalism (idealism), Kant finally must admit that his attempted synthesis
failed. He cannot achieve a true access to intelligible reality from sense
perception and on the basis of an immanentistic epistemology. Stickelbroeck
shows that Thomas’s metaphysics is not beholden to a rationalistic metaphysics
of terms. The background for Thomas’s epistemology is divined in his ontology
as an act of being and personhood—as an actus omnium actuum—which is
not subsumed under the order of the merely created, but refers to God as the ipsum
esse.


In cognition a true statement is arrived at
but is not limited to this fact. The human mind is able to reflect upon this
circumstance again and to arrive thereby at an insight into meaning. It grasps
intelligible structures and is able to abstract an essential content from these.
A special section of the book is devoted to Lonergan’s concept of “dynamic
intentionality” on actual reality and the discussion of
“transcendence of insight.” Apart from and independent of
psychological, social, or historic conditions, absolute judgments are possible.
As the Christologies discussed evidence insight into God as creating
difficulties, the author also discusses natural theology’s possibilities,
necessity, and limits. He pleads for a negative theology, which overcomes
agnosticism, affirms divine revelation, and yet does not reduce God to finite
history. Only a divine reality of yet greater transcendence—tamquam
ignotum—can do justice to Jesus as the Christ, that is, as the God-man.
With this background Stickelbroeck reflects on God’s suffering with and for
human beings.


The author is careful not to suggest that
faith could be “deduced” from natural reason. Faithful to Thomas, he
sustains a marked difference between philosophical insight into matters divine
and faith insight grounded in 
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supernatural grace throughout the study.
Highly interesting is his discussion of why faith cannot be reduced to a
practical coming to terms with reality in the vein of a functionalistic
understanding of religion. In his estimation faith means addressing existentially
propositional truth head on. Faith widens the cognitional horizon of humankind
to participation in God’s self-recognition by way of mediation on part of the
incarnate divine Logos—per speculum et in aenigmate.


Stickelbroeck depicts Locke’s departure from
an ontological understanding of personhood as causing a reduction of personhood
to crude self-consciousness. Reading Thomas closely, in the final section he
discusses the ontologically relevant Trinitarian understanding of the term
“personhood.” Showing the intimate relationship between philosophy
and theology, Stickelbroeck highlights the relevance of the term
“person” for both Christology and (therefore also) anthropology.
Thereby the dependence of ontology on Trinitarian theology becomes apparent.
The reader becomes acutely aware that one is only able to reflect properly on
divine self-communication if one apprehends in Jesus the eternal Son sent forth
from inner-Trinitarian life. Thereby the Blessed Trinity is evidenced not as a
superfluous adiaphoron, but as the transcendental-logical precondition for
appreciating properly the mystery of incarnation. 


Trinitarian personhood in turn is the
enablement of a creaturely personhood that is far more than mere
self-consciousness. As Jesus is the eternal Son of God, human beings are able
to partake really in divine Sonship and in divine life. The true and real
coincidence of God and humankind in Jesus Christ vouches for inner divine
relationality to flow into humankind, thus becoming the basis for a renewal of
the latter’s relational identity as children of God. Faith does not come about
by forming analogously predicated terms, but by cognition judging truth. Only
then is Christian faith in the unique mediation of salvation by Christ more
than a particular tradition and becomes what it indeed claims: universal truth
(John 17:17).


The reader is left with the sense that a
central issue confounding some modern-day Christologies is solved. The outlines
of the original Christological synthesis are being retraced and its lasting
relevance shown: the identity of the eternal Logos with the concrete historic
mediator Jesus as the Christ. It would be intriguing to know how Stickelbroeck
would evaluate such varied Christological contributions as those of von Balthasar,
Boff, Kereszty, O’Collins, or Eastern theology.


The viability of the path Stickelbroeck
chooses—the analogia entis of Thomas—is further confirmed by an
unlikely witness: quantum physics. In the nineteenth century empirical sciences
provided the basis for naturalism. While classical physics took the place of
metaphysics as a major point of reference for some theologies, sciences now
apprehend in the immanent world “a knowing world spirit” (Carl
Friedrich v. Weizsäcker), “a nature possessing an intellectual
component” and even a “world soul” (Hans-Peter Dürr).
Microscopic matter contains information suggesting reality’s overarching
purpose and meaning (N.B. not only of palpable reality, but of the totality of
reality). In hindsight some later-twentieth-century Christologies must be
faulted for being too much influenced 
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by a mechanical understanding of physics, in
vogue already well prior to 1950. With the advent of quantum physics is it not
now high time for theology to “demythologize the program of
demythologization”? Ontology is by its very “nature” infinitely
more than mere facticity. Stickelbroeck’s critical appraisal of representative
Christologies—by way of reintroducing Thomas’s central notion of the analogia
entis to the current discussion—serves this purpose and, one might add,
serves the purposes of ministry as well.


My survey cannot do justice to the wealth of
materials, distinctions, and thoughts Stickelbroeck has put into this book.
This remarkable scholarly study not only addresses burning Christological
issues in an effective manner, it may well also contribute to a revival of a
healthy and balanced appreciation for the thought of Thomas Aquinas. In order
to treat such difficult material adequately Stickelbroeck employs sophisticated,
but always comprehensible, German, discusses a vast array of up-to-date
literature and compares it to a multitude of theological sources from
Christianity’s first centuries. 


Emery De
Gaál 


 


University of St. Mary of the Lake


Mundelein, Illinois
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FUNERAL HOMILY FOR WILLIAM J. HILL, O.P.


Brian J. Shanley, O.P.


Dominican House of Studies Chapel


Washington, D.C.


October 17, 2001


The easter gospel that we proclaim today (Jn 21:15-19) was the
one that we used when we celebrated Bill’s 50th anniversary of
ordination on June 10, 2000. It struck me then as providentially
provided to explore the mystery of Bill’s priesthood, and it still strikes
me now as the best way to articulate the witness of his life. As the
gospel reminds us, at the heart of Christian discipleship is a response to
the invitation from Jesus Christ to follow him. It is an open-ended
invitation to embark upon a life-long journey where we do not always
know where we are going. The gospel tells us that there might be a
marked discrepancy between the way we follow Christ when we are
young and the way we might be compelled to follow him when we are
older. Bill knew this, for in a remarkable 1985 homily at the Catholic
Theological Society of America convention he began:



  
“It is an awesome thing to fall into the hands of the living God.” … It may help to
note, in the face of the awesomeness of this task [the ministry of the Word], that
Christian existence is a pilgrimage, a matter of being “on the way,” that Christianity
and even Christ himself were once in ancient times referred to simply as “the Way.”
We set out, however, not alone but in the company of Christ who is the Great
Voyager. If we are indeed pilgrims of the Absolute, Christ is the great Voyager,
before us and ahead of us, showing the way. Turned towards him, our life and our
work finds its focus there, on He who is God’s own Son. In him does there meet our
faith and God’s faithfulness. In life we can be aimlessly carried along, driven by
forces beyond us—or we can deliberately set out on a personal pilgrimage that is
acknowledged and embraced. But this means undertaking an inner spiritual voyage
with no set itinerary. And if we are to tell God’s people of it—at least if we are to tell
of that pilgrimage which Christ himself undertook—we must travel it ourselves…
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and so this Christian voyage takes us eventually (there is no escaping it) into
uncharted waters, or to change the image, into the wasteland, into the dark wood.(1)



  



Presciently, the journey did end there for Bill, as it had, he noted, for
Aquinas before him. But before it did, Bill had years like Peter and like
Aquinas, where he went about and did as he willed.


When You Were Young …




		Bill’s pastoral ministry, the way he fed Christ’s sheep when he was
young, was the ministry of the Word as a Dominican theologian. He was
a scholar, a teacher, and a preacher. 


A) Scholar


		At a Dominican conference on Thomism in the Third
Millennium
held in Chicago in April of 1999, there was a session devoted to Bill’s
intellectual accomplishments at which Cathy Hilkert, Greg Rocca, and
I spoke about Bill’s achievements. This is not the place to rehearse
Bill’s academic accomplishments; rather, I would like to highlight the
qualities of his mind that I admire most. Bill believed that Thomism
must be capable of absorbing, within the perspective of its own wisdom,
insights into truth originating elsewhere, but without violating its own
inner coherence and character. Thomism has to be open to truth,
wherever it is found, just as St. Thomas was; it needs to be self-correcting in the face of truth claims made outside of Thomism. If it is
going to be viable as a contemporary mode of thought, a living tradition,
then Thomism must also consider and answer contemporary questions.
It would not be enough simply to repeat Aquinas’s insights, but rather
they must be re-thought, extended, and stretched. Bill believed that the
thought of St. Thomas had latent depths that could be mined so as to
address contemporary concerns. If you look at a typical Bill Hill article,
you will be amazed at the number of dialogue partners that he had. Bill
read widely and sympathetically. His aim was not so much to refute
those he dialogued with as it was to learn their questions. He then would
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articulate an alternative approach from out of the re-sources of the
Thomistic tradition. Bill did what Aquinas did. Rester fidèle à ce qu’on
fut, tout reprendre par le début, as he was fond of quoting Merleau-Ponty. In this Bill was my intellectual hero and model. I think his
intellectual attitude is exactly that which ought to mark a Dominican in
the spirit of Thomas Aquinas. 


		That same night in Chicago, Leonard Boyle gave an address that was
the highlight of the conference. A great man of Bill’s generation, he
reminded all of the Dominicans there of the ultimate purpose of the
study of theology in the Dominican Order: cura animarum through
preaching and hearing con-fessions. We study the Word in order to
preach it to others in such a way as to lead them to conversion. Thomas
Aquinas under-stood this: all his study was at the service of the Order’s
ministry of the Word. And so was Bill Hill’s. 


B) Teacher


		One of the principal ways that Aquinas and Bill Hill served the
mission of the Order was through studium teaching. For almost 20 years
Bill taught Dominican students here at the House of Studies [in
Washington, D.C.]. Like St. Thomas, Bill had a tremendous intellectual
concentration or abstractio mentis in the classroom. Countless
Dominicans remember his trademark way of teaching: he would stare at
a spot on the wall and then begin to speak. Questions would bring him
out of his thoughts and into an absolute concentration on the query. His
teaching has informed literally hundreds of Dominican teachers and
preachers. Even if they have forgotten how analogy works, their
preaching has been informed by the vision of God at the heart of sacra
doctrina that they learned from Bill. 


		Eventually, like Thomas Aquinas, Bill was called to university
teaching at the then contemporary American equivalent of the University
of Paris: The Catholic University of America. There Bill really
blossomed intellectually and again influenced scores of students in both
their preaching and their teaching. And if the truth be told, I believe the
ones whom Bill was most proud of from those years are here among us:
Cathy Hilkert and Kathleen Cannon. Bill had a predilection for his
women grad students; he came alive among them. Try as we might, we
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male students could never quite capture Bill’s attention in the same way.
This ease with women is a testimony to the formative influence of Bill’s
mother and his loving sisters here present.


C) Preacher


		Bill’s theological interest in preaching has been under-appreciated.
The last three essays in Search for the Absent God are about the
theology of preaching and they are splendid. In the Dominican tradition,
theology is for the purpose of preaching a saving word. Cathy Hilkert
articulates a common vision with Bill when she describes preaching as
“Naming Grace” in human experience. Bill is remembered by the
brethren as a theologically thick preacher, but he was also enamored of
poetry. I never recall hearing him preach, but if the homily at the CTSA
is any indication, he could be inspired.



When You Are Older …




The Three-Personed God, Bill’s magnum opus, derives its title from
one of the Holy Sonnets by John Donne. But if we look at the opening
lines of the poem, we can see that it also constitutes a kind of prophetic
articulation of the character of Bill’s final voyage: 


Batter my heart, three-person’d God, for you


As yet but knock, breathe, shine, and seek to mend.


That I may rise and stand, o’erthrow me’nd bend


Your force to break, blow, burn, and make me new.


Be careful what you pray for. From 1983 onward, Bill was bent,
broken, and made new. He was bound, stretched out, and taken where
he would not go: Parkinson’s disease and the loss of control over his
own body. It was painful to watch. Bill fought it valiantly. I remember
especially accompanying him to a Washington Redskins game (one of
his great passions) as he was declining steeply; he was determined to go,
even though the sub-way ride, the walk to RFK Stadium, and the climb
to our seats was painfully difficult. Bill had entered into the wasteland,
the dark wood, the way of the Cross, just as Thomas Aquinas had, only
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Bill’s time was longer. It was an extremely difficult period for Bill. But
he never complained, indulged in self-pity, or gave in to bitterness. His
was a kind of Christian stoicism. 


		Yet it was truly a dark night of the soul for him. Earlier, in the 1985
homily, he had described the pilgrimage of life as what “takes place in
the deep places of our spirit, in that country of the heart whose native
language is prayer… to not want to pray anymore is to wither and die
as a Christian.”(2) He was a man of prayer. But as the illness bore in on
him, prayer became harder and harder. Occasionally I would ask him
whether he was able to pray and he would reply, “It is very hard.” And
it was. I think what Bill experienced is what he himself described as
God’s presence in a mode of absence. Search for the Absent God, his
final work of collected essays, expresses Bill’s spiritual mood,
especially in the epigraph from Simone Weil: “It is when from the
uttermost depths of our being we need a sound which does mean some-thing—when we cry out for an answer and it is not granted—that we
touch the silence of God.” Bill touched that silence. He traveled the
failure and apparent absence of God with Christ on Calvary.


		Bill’s lifeline through all that time was fidelity to the Eucharist. It
reminds me of Andre Dubus’s description of another horse lover in “A
Father’s Story”: 



  
I cannot achieve contemplation, as some can; and so, having to face and forgive my
own failures, I have learned from them both the necessity and wonder of ritual. For
ritual allows those who cannot will themselves out of the secular to perform the
spiritual, as dancing allows the tongue-tied man a ceremony of love. And, while my
mind dwells on breakfast, or Major or Duchess tethered under the Church eave, there
is, as I take the Host from Fr. Paul and place it on my tongue and return to the pew,
a feeling that I am thankful that I have not lost in forty-eight years since my first
communion. At its center is excitement; and spreading out from it is the peace of
certainty.(3)


  



The Eucharist that he used to celebrate here, later in the Dominic Chapel
with someone from the community when he could no longer attend
Community Mass, and finally at Carroll Manor Nursing Home, was like
this for Bill. When his tongue was tied by Parkinson’s Disease and his
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spirit incapable of contemplation, there was always the peace of the
Eucharist. Like Aquinas, Bill’s spiritual center was the Eucharist.


		All through that time, Bill never wrote again and never preached a
homily, but his acceptance of the Cross of Christ in his life was more
eloquent witness and preaching to those of us who saw him than
anything he ever wrote. His suffering enriched the community, it made
us better; it was a privilege to take care of him. All the theology he had
studied, contemplated, and preached came to a head in the great sermon
that was his patient endurance of suffering. It is a sermon that I shall
never forget. Bill never stopped preaching. And he never stopped feeding
preachers.


		At the end of his homily to the CTSA in 1985, Bill concluded:



  
Alan Jones concludes his little book on Christ [Journey into Christ] by recounting a
story from Mallory’s Morte d’Arthur: A group of pilgrims put up for the night in an
inn are awakened by peals of laughter coming from one of the rooms occupied by a
retired archbishop who is still asleep. When they awaken him he tells them of his
dream of Jesus handing men and women up a ladder into heaven, among whom is
Lancelot. And he exclaims: “Ah, Jesus mercy! Why did you wake me? I was never so
merry and well at ease in all my life.” And he laughed and laughed and laughed. And
that is the way it will be at the end of the pilgrimage. It all ends with laughter in
heaven.(4)	


  



I like to think of Bill laughing now in heaven; laughter was not
something that came easily in these last years. And I like to think of one
day laughing with him, and with all of you, in heaven. That is the way
that all our pilgrimages should end. Bill’s is over. Ours is still ongoing.
And until it is over, let us take to heart as our pilgrim task the other
epigraph to The Three-Personed God that encapsulates the passion of
Bill’s life:


Affairs are now soul size.


The enterprise


Is exploration into God.


			—Christopher Fry


			   A Sleep of Prisoners





page 7

May we follow the Great Voyager who is Christ half so well as Bill,
until it all ends with laughter in heaven. 
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ST. THOMAS AQUINAS: TEACHER(1)


William J. Hill, O.P.


The man we honor today, St. Thomas Aquinas, whose spirit we
celebrate and strive to make our own, was (and is) many things
to many people. But in a particular sense, he was one thing only:
he was a teacher—something that should resonate for an audience of
university professors and students. He saw himself single-mindedly as
a “doctor veritatis”; he knew precisely what he was doing, why he was
doing it, and never seriously considered abandoning teaching from the
time he began in 1252 at the University of Paris until 1273 in Naples,
three months before his death. He was not a parish priest, not an
itinerant preacher, not a retreat master, not a foreign missionary, not
even an editor. He refused the bishopric, and later when he heard rumors
that he would be made cardinal (along with Bonaventure) at the Council
of Lyons to which he had been summoned, he prayed that God might let
him die first; for, in his own words “this will mean an end to my
teaching”—and God took him at his word. He knew something that
those of us who teach know intimately—that teaching is simultaneously
two things: (1) it is utter joy, and (2) it is constant martyrdom. The first
means for some of us that we could never do anything else even if we
wished; the second means that doing it fits the paradoxical purposes of
God in his mysterious work of human restoration. The true teacher
knows what Thomas knew, namely that he brings to the domain of
higher learning, in however frail a way, the life’s blood, the vital spark
that sets in motion and sustains that process of transcending one’s own
limitations, of human flourishing, without which the world is surely a
poorer and darker place. 
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The Christian Story


		What then did he teach? Quite simply the Christian story. In the
sense that, in the ambiance of the university, he mediated it according
to the most rigorous critical standards of the human intelligence,
convinced that faith itself was a desire and a need to understand, and
that faith and reason, far from contending one against the other, made
common cause in the interest of human flourishing.


		The well-spring of this lay in that he was intoxicated by the
transcendent power of a universe touched by God. In Christian iconography, he is represented holding a blazing sun in his hands which flames
through him, at once illuminating the mind and inflaming the heart. It is
really a double-edged vision of the universe—marked on one side with
stability and structure, calling forth the demanding discipline of
metaphysics, representing an Archimedean point in reality where the
center holds and things do not fall apart, imaging the staying power of
a God who is eternal. On the other side, it is a vision open to history and
to the sweet contingencies of God’s love for us; here life is viewed as
adventure where nothing escapes change and everything is on the verge
of becoming new, under the guidance of a God who, in Christ, has made
our temporal order his own; this is a history given to us by God to be at
once our responsibility and our glory.


		Aquinas was, in short, a man who stood in the very midst of God’s
creation, which he understood as summoned out of the Void for no other
reason than to make the human person—who stands at its apex and
gives it voice—the beneficiary of his love; a cosmos on which Aquinas
readily discerned God’s finger-prints. At the same time, he was a
Christian believer who heard that Word, interpretive of the universe,
which is derived neither from nature nor from profane history, but is
exclusively God’s self-utterance and self-communication; a domain of
saving history in which the very face of God lies revealed for us in the
humanity of Jesus the Christ.


Its Origin in Conversion


		But whence came this personal vision of the Christian story that
enabled Thomas to re-present it with such breadth, such depth, such
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power? Ultimately, surely, from nothing less than God’s unexacted
grace. But grace means conversion, a surrender to God’s love flooding
the heart. Only thereby can one appro-priate in a deeply personal way
such truths as the folly of a God who loves his creatures utterly. But
such turning to God exacts its price; it means giving oneself over into
the hands of God and that can mean a wrenching from everything in
which one formerly found security and comfort; in any encounter with
the living God the stakes are high and involve the taking of a great risk.


		St. Thomas was large-souled enough to do so, but “he was forced to
enter a wasteland, a dark wood, the painful realm of what the Bible calls
‘metanoia.’ He came through to the other side but was barely able to tell
us something of his vision.”(2) On Wednesday morning of December 6,
1273, Thomas celebrated Mass and immediately afterward declared that
he would never again write or dictate a word. He underwent an
experience of which he would only say, in explanation: “I have been
given to understand things in such wise as to make everything else I
have written seem worthless by comparison.” And so his Summa
remained ever unfinished. In itself, what occurred was only the final
culmination of what had been gradually happening all his life, of what
his teaching had always sprung from.


Ourselves as Heirs of Aquinas


		What then of us who stand heir to Aquinas? For us, the Christian
story no longer seems able to bear the freight it once did. We have
rendered it trivial and banal, perhaps because we have so devalued the
secular and profane, rendering it neutral and hollow, empty of all signs
of the Transcendent. Even our human-ized world has become not so
much liberating as oppressive and at cross-purposes with our deepest
instincts. The culture lends itself far less to that turning to God we call
metanoia than it does to something different by far—paranoia.
Different in that the latter brings forth, not mystics, but schizophrenics.


		Now surely one must be loyal to one’s own age—just as to one’s
family, friends, nation, or church—if for no other reason than that
God’s Providence has put us here at this particular time; it is after all
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our age. And so what is meant here is no blanket condemnation of the
contemporary world, but only a refusal of its excesses and negativities.
Yet there is a sense in which these give to our times the contours of a
vast wasteland, of a dark wood. If so then perhaps those very
negativities bring us face to face with the need for conversion—not of
hearts alone, but of minds also—quite as was St. Thomas in his
radically different culture. The context of our conversion is more public
and social than was his, which appears confined to the interior of his
spirit. But it is no less a genuine summons to metanoia to reappropriate
the Christ story for our age somewhat as he did for us.


		Perhaps, then, the very eclipse of God from culture will enable us to
grasp again certain truths obscured and covered over:


		That there are dimensions of human existence wherein we stand open
to Transcendent Mystery;


		Which Absolute Mystery is not unintelligibility but
inexhaustible
depth, so that far from being a restriction on human freedom it is its
very basis and condition;


		So that, in Christian life, we are pilgrims entered upon a journey to
the Absolute that is filled with adventure, creativity, and discovery;


		And that theology offers no final answers (as if nothing more remains to be said) because it is a process and a quest rather than a
finished product.


		What a wonderful irony that a theology that proceeds entirely by
way of questions (as does Aquinas’s Summa) should never have been
finished—a double irony, really, in that it came to a halt in the question
on penance, on conversion. This means we cannot content ourselves
with what Thomas said and thought; it is rather our task to creatively
carry forward his project in the crisis of our times; to dialogue with the
subject matter through what he did say, and perhaps to hear therein
undertones that he did not.


		Heidegger has written that “the light has gone out of the West” and
that Western culture can only await a new dawn—yet he urges that now
is the time to get “on the way,” to rejoin the path that leads back to a
recovery of the Being of the beings (a phrase not terribly unlike some
that we find in Thomas himself). That Way leads into the future and so
we in our time and place must trace it out for ourselves. But it has been
done before, and one of the values of both the life and the work of this 
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teacher, St. Thomas Aquinas, is the assurance he gives us that down
that path, God’s truth, which is always gift and grace, lies in wait for
us.







[bookmark: N_1_]1.  A homily given on the
feast of Thomas Aquinas. While the date and place are not known with
certainty, it is highly probable that it was given at The Catholic University of America.

[bookmark: N_2_]2.  Alan Jones, Journey into Christ (New York: Seabury Press, 1977), 32; the play on the words
metanoia and paranoia is also owed to this work.
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Thomas aquinas has no philosophy of mind, contrary to the central thesis of Anthony Kenny’s recent
 Aquinas on Mind. (1)
My argument in this paper is that there is a shift in Aquinas’s discussion of cognition from an Augustinian
 philosophy of
mind toward a more full-blooded Aristotelian psychology. Something like the account of mind that Kenny attributes to
Aquinas can be found in his very early work. But there is no philosophy of mind in Aquinas precisely where Kenny says it is
to be found, in the first part of the Summa Theologiae in the questions Kenny refers to as the “Treatise on Man.” (2) Aquinas
has no philosophy of mind, because he does not think there is any such thing as the mind described by Kenny. The reasons
for denying the existence of this mind have to do with Aquinas’s greater appropriation of Aristotle’s account of the soul in
the “Treatise on Man.” This Aristotelian emphasis on the soul is perhaps the most important contribution that Thomists can
make to contemporary philosophy of mind.



I. Kenny’s Mind





The mind is a single joint power essentially constituted from the subordinate and distinct powers of intellect and will. In

Aquinas on Mind, this is the account that Kenny provides of the “Aristotelian” philosophy of mind that he argues is to be
found in the  Summa
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Theologiae. He hopes to distance Aristotelians like Aquinas from Cartesian accounts of the mind that he believes place
misguided emphasis upon consciousness as the fundamental characteristic of mind, consciousness being understood as
immediate, privileged, and private accessibility to introspection. According to Kenny, Aquinas’s philosophy of mind is to be
found primarily and in its most “mature and developed” (3) form in questions 75-89 of the Prima pars. To justify this
approach, he writes:






  
    

of course since the greatest medieval philosophers were theologians first and philosophers second, it is to their theological
treatises rather than to their commentaries on De anima that one turns for their insights into philosophy of mind. (4)





    

  




So, on the basis of the Summa Theologiae, considered apart from and “rather than” the De Anima, Kenny attributes to
Aquinas the view that the mind is a joint power, other than the powers of intellect and will alone, but one that combines the
two. The intellect is most helpfully thought of as the capacity for operation with signs, and the will as the capacity for the
pursuit of rational goals. (5)Contrasting the Aristotelian view of the mind with what he has identified as the Cartesian, he writes:






  
    

only human beings could think abstract thoughts and take rational decisions: they are marked off from the other animals by
the possession of intellect and will, and it was these two faculties which essentially constituted the mind. (6)


    

  




And later:
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Humans, in addition to the powers of animals, have mind (which combines a cognitive power, the intellect, with an
appetitive power, the will.) (7)





    

  




Thus, the ‘mind’ is “essentially constituted” from the two faculties of intellect and will, and is a faculty other than each taken
singly. Notice also that this Aristotelian mind “marks [us] off from other animals,” and it is understood to be a power “in
addition to the powers of animals.”


Kenny does use ‘mind’ to refer only to intellect, when he writes, “for the Aristotelians what made [it] true that [mind is what
distinguishes] human beings from other animals was that mind was restricted to intellect.” (8) However, almost immediately
he clarifies this statement:






  
    

the clearest insight into the nature of the mind is to be obtained from the Aristotelian viewpoint. The mind is to be identified
with the intellect, that is the capacity for acquiring linguistic and symbolic abilities. The will, too, is part of the mind, as the
Aristotelian tradition maintained, but that is because intellect and will are two aspects of a single indivisible capacity. (9)





    

  




What is the relationship between the intellect and the mind? Do we have here two words for the same thing? Following
Augustine, Aquinas thinks of the mind as consisting not just of intellect, but of intellect plus will. (10)





Kenny never pursues this single reference to Augustine with a general discussion of Augustine’s influence on Aquinas.
Rather, in general he identifies his account of mind in Aquinas as distinctly Aristotelian.



The discrepancy involving intellect and will is easy to explain. Animals without intellect have a desire for the good that is
appropriate to their form of life. In human beings the will is the desire for the good appropriate to the specifically human
form of life. But the desire for the good in human animals differs from the desire for the good in nonhuman animals precisely
because of the way in which the desire is informed by general intellectual comprehension of the good, in addition to sense
cognition of the good, and the estimative reason that grasps the particularities of the good here and 
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now. It is no surprise that in Kenny’s account the intellect is at times emphasized over the will. Desire for the good is will in
humans because of its association with intellect, and it is intellect that human animals distinctively have. Non-human animals
have cognitive faculties short of intellect, so they do not have will. Human beings alone have a mind on Kenny’s account of
Aquinas, because human beings alone have intellect, and a desire that surpasses merely animal desire for the good, a desire
that comes together with intellect to essentially constitute the ‘mind’. Kenny denies that ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ are two words
for the same thing. But he is not simply claiming that ‘mind’ refers to the collection or set of two powers. He is claiming that
it refers to a power itself, essentially constituted from the two. It is a “single indivisible capacity,” other than intellect or will
taken singly; the latter are the mind’s “two aspects.”


One feature of this account that stands out is the absence of the cognitive powers of sensation. Descartes had included
sensation within the mind, which was tied up with his denial that animals have minds; animals are mere res extensa. With
Descartes, more recent philosophy also tends to include sensation within the mind, but rejects the metaphysical dualism of
res cogitans and res extensa. Sensation and intellection can then be classed generally under the heading ‘cognition’, so that
what becomes broadly distinctive of mind is the capacity for cognition and desire associated with cognition, thus opening the
door to nonhuman animals with minds. (11)One might think that on Kenny’s account of Aquinas other animals could have
something analogous to mind, essentially constituted by their highest powers of cognition, sensation, and the sensual desire
for the good, even if they do not have mindsproperly speaking because they lack the essential constituents of the power of
mind: intellect, and the desire for the good that corresponds to it, will. But according to Kenny, Aquinas will allow no such
analogous use of ‘mind’ since, “for Aristotelians before Descartes the mind was essentially the faculty, or set of faculties,
which set off human beings from other animals.” (12) Other animals are capable of sensation and sensation-informed desire.
However, according to Kenny they have no minds; he agrees with Descartes at least in that judgment. Thus, in order to
preserve 



page 19

the strong distinction between human beings and other animals, it is necessary to maintain a strong distinction between the
mind and those powers that Kenny calls “animal powers.”


Kenny recognizes that Aquinas argues for only one soul in a human being, unlike other mediaeval thinkers who argued for
the plurality of vegetative, sensitive, and rational principles. But Kenny preserves that plurality in a weaker sense, by his
emphasis upon a strong distinction within the soul between the set of powers of vegetative and sensitive life on the one
hand, and mind as a thoroughly different power of the soul on the other. It is for this reason that the philosophy of mind is
for Kenny himself, and not just in his account of Aquinas, a distinct philosophical discipline from whatever discipline(s)
study the set of powers constitutive of sensation, as he makes clear in his book The Metaphysics of Mind. So, even though
the “Treatise on Man” starts with question 75 of thePrima pars, for Kenny Aquinas’s philosophy of mind only starts at
question 79 with the discussion of intellect followed by the discussion of will, that is, only after finishing the discussion of
the sensitive powers of the soul in question 78. (13) And though Kenny does include a brief discussion of Aquinas on
sensation in Aquinas on Mind, it is not properly speaking part of Aquinas’s philosophy of mind. The senses are usefully
considered as a precursor to, but not part of the subject matter of, the philosophy of mind, “because when [Aquinas] goes on
to treat of intellectual knowledge itself he will often explain what he has to say by making a contrast with his account of
sense-perception.” (14) Powers of sensation are not objects of study within the philosophy of mind, but useful foils for getting
at the object of study, the joint power of intellect and will. Finally, the mind is a power of the soul but is not identical with
the soul, since the soul possesses sensitive powers that are not part of the mind. (15)


In Aquinas on Mind Kenny provides only an exegetical account of Aquinas on mind without advocating it. But in the
aspects I have summarized, it is almost identical to Kenny’s own account of mind that he provides in The Metaphysics of
Mind. For Kenny himself the mind is supposed to function as what sets us apart from animals. “Human beings … were
marked off from the other animals by the possession 
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of intellect and will, and it was these two faculties which essentially constituted the mind.” (16) Again, he identifies this
position as the Aristotelian view, and he adopts it for his own in The Metaphysics of Mind, including the exclusion of the
sense powers from the mind. The mind can be defined as “the capacity for behavior of the complicated and symbolic kinds
which constitute the linguistic, social, moral, economic, scientific, cultural and other characteristic activities of human beings
in society.” (17) So, he writes:






  
    

we may wish to have a word to refer to the cluster of sensory capacities in the way in which ‘mind’, in my usage refers to the
cluster of capacities whose major members are the intellect and will. The most appropriate word seems to be ‘psyche’. If we
adopt this usage we can say that whereas only humans have minds, humans and other animals have psyches. (18)





    

  




However, Kenny does not think the mind is just a “cluster of capacities.” It is itself a capacity. We have to be careful to
understand Kenny’s use of terms. His own use of ‘psyche’ should be distinguished from his use of ‘soul’ in his analysis of
Aquinas. When he argues that for Aquinas the mind is not identical to the soul, by ‘soul’ he means the Aristotelian substantial
first principle of life as Aquinas uses the Latin ‘anima’. But Kenny’s use of ‘psyche’ should not be confused with either
Aquinas’s use of ‘anima’ or Kenny’s use of ‘soul’. In Kenny’s use, ‘psyche’ is no more identical to anima or ‘soul’ than is ‘mind’,
since there are powers not contained within psyche, namely the mind and its constituent parts. So, for Kenny ‘mind’ and
‘psyche’ mark the major divisions of the powers within a human being.


Kenny is no substance dualist. “[Human beings] are bodies with certain psychological capacities [minds].” (19) Still, his
account displays a strong residuum of Cartesian methodological dualism, the dualism that separates the philosophical study
of mind from the scientific study of everything else, including the animal life of the human body. It was clear in Kenny’s
account of Aquinas that ‘mind’ and ‘psyche’ mark divisions within the human soul or anima; but it is not so clear in 
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Kenny himself, since he avoids talk of the soul in contemporary philosophy. (20) Here Kenny departs from Aquinas. One
might ask, why, after all, are we looking at Aquinas’s philosophy of mind, not soul? The reason for this is rooted in the death
of the Aristotelian soul in modern thought. As Kenny describes the situation in Aquinas on Mind, (21) philosophers still have
something to do, since no matter how much the natural sciences advance in their study of human life, the formal principle of
which used to be, but is no longer, called the soul, there will always be the mind for philosophers to think about. Thus, there
will always be the philosophy of mind, if not soul, as an element in the “irreducible core amenable only to philosophy.” (22)
Kenny then reads Aquinas in such a way that the latter can make an important contribution to that core of today’s
philosophy, even if we must discard what he had to say about the soul.


Thus, Kenny resorts to his own use of ‘psyche’ to preserve the clear distinction between the principle of animal life and the
principle of distinctively human life; for all practical purposes, in his own account of mind these principles are distinct, not
parts of the whole that Aquinas had called the soul. (23) If he did think that they are parts of a larger whole, it is a major
lacuna of his philosophy of mind not to account for their place in the larger whole, since, as Aquinas often remarked, a part
qua part cannot be understood apart from the whole of which it is a part. Kenny does have a discussion of sensation in The
Metaphysics of Mind, but mostly for its contrast with intellect as a mental power. In his own work, in order to emphasize
the strong distinction between sensitive animal life and mental life, he reintroduces the plurality of principles within each
human being that Aquinas was at pains to deny, the principle that is the unity of the sensitive life of the animal (psyche) and
the principle that is the unity of the the rational life of the human being (mind). As Kenny puts it, “humans and other 
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animals have psyches,” while “only humans have minds.” The result is a clear distinction between the philosophy of mind and
whatever discipline or disciplines study psyche as such. What is absent is any intimation of a philosophy of soul or anima, the
principle that is the unity of sensitive and rational life in a human being. Against the background of Kenny’s own philosophy
of mind, Aquinas’s relevance is premised upon divorcing his philosophy of mind from his philosophy of soul.



II. Absence of Mind in Aquinas





I maintain that Aquinas has no such philosophy of mind, because for Aristotelian reasons he does not think that the term
Kenny has analyzed successfully refers. My argument is divided into two parts. The first looks at Aquinas’s discussion of
‘mind’ in the De Veritate. There he holds a view similar to the one Kenny attributes to him, but it is Augustinian in form
rather than Aristotelian. Once we recognize this early view, we can better understand his rejection of it in the Summa, under
the influence of his commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima. This is the subject of the second part.



A) Augustine’s “De Trinitate” and the Early Thomistic Account of Mind





The clearest Augustinian influence upon Aquinas in his early discussion of mind is Augustine’s De Trinitate, particularly the
last half of the work where Augustine turns from biblical exegesis to a systematic examination of the doctrine of the Holy
Trinity. (24)Augustine’s goal is to find in creation the most adequate image of the Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. In
most of material creation one finds traces or signs of God; but it is only by turning away from sensible objects, and inward
toward his own conscious experience of himself as a spiritual, rational being, that Augustine thinks he can find an adequate
image of the Holy Trinity. This movement is the transition from the ‘outer man’ to the ‘inner man’. Success is guaranteed,
because if the mind simply recalls itself to itself from its
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alienation it “simply cannot not know itself”; (25) all it need do is remember. The image must be adequate to the doctrine
Augustine holds by faith, namely, that there is but one being, God, and three distinct Persons, who are yet each said to be
the one being that is God. After trying out a number of possible images, each of which is found to be inadequate, he finds
the adequate image in the mind remembering itself, knowing itself, and loving itself. The key triad is constituted by memory,
intellect, and will.


Augustine argues a number of theses about this trinity in the mind. First, “love and knowledge are not in the mind as in a
subject, but they too are substantially, just as the mind itself is; and even if they are posited relatively to each other, still each
of them is its own substance.” (26) Indeed, “the mind therefore and its love and knowledge are three somethings, and these
three are one thing, and when they are complete they are equal.” (27) Finally, “memory, understanding, and will are not three
lives but one life, nor three minds but one mind. So it follows of course that they are not three substances but one
substance.” (28) This substance is the inner man, that part of the soul that is mind, as opposed to the outer man, that part of
the soul that involves sensation and bodily life. Sensation is not part of the mind, even if it is part of the soul. And the life of
the mind is effectively distinguished and isolated from what we share in common with animals. Echoing his analysis of the
Holy Trinity, Augustine says that ‘mind’, like ‘God’, is said absolutely of memory, intellect, and will, and it signifies being or
substance; memory is mind, intellect is mind, and will is mind. ‘Memory’, ‘intellect’, and ‘will’, like ‘Father’, ‘Son’, and ‘Holy
Spirit’ are said relatively, that is, with reference to another. Augustine’s thesis is that memory, intellect, and will are not three
minds, but one; and these are not powers or faculties of the mind; they are the three distinct acts of the one mind.


There are a number of points in Augustine’s analysis that need to be noted before I move on to its influence on Aquinas.
There is the simple truism that one has a mind, as well as what it consists in. Augustine asks rhetorically, “what after all is so
intimately known and so aware of its own existence as that by which things enter into 
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our awareness, namely the mind?” (29) There is also the methodological move of turning within, and away from the body and
a presumed knowledge of sense objects. The methodological focus upon the mind apart from the body and its acts finds its
justification in the major distinction within the soul between the outer man and the inner man. The outer man is the soul
focussed upon its relation to body, while the inner man is the soul focussed upon the spiritual and the inner presence of
eternal truth. This is not simply a nominal distinction, as if two words of different sense are being applied to the same thing.
It finds its justification in a distinction within the soul between the mind and the principle that Augustine speaks of
enigmatically as “quickening” the body. He writes:






  
    

Anything in our consciousness that we have in common with animals is rightly said to be still part of the outer man. It is not
just the body alone that is to be reckoned as the outer man, but the body with its own kind of life attached, which quickens
the body’s structure and all the senses it is equipped with in order to sense things outside. (30)





    

  




Is this “life” that “quickens the body’s structure” a principle distinct from the soul, or is it a part within the soul? Augustine is
not clear. That it is not part of the soul is suggested when he writes that it is the body’s “own kind of life attached.” That it is
a part of the soul is suggested when he writes “we observe that we share even with animals those other parts of the soul
which are impressed with the likenesses of bodies”; (31) whatever “quickens the body’s structure and all the senses” is a part
of the soul rather than a distinct soul of the body; mind is another distinct part. But, however the ambiguity might be
resolved, it is clear that this quickening principle is distinct from the mind, since it is not the role of the mind to “quicken the
body’s structure and all the senses.” The mind itself has a special unity apart from the lower powers of the soul associated
with this “quickening” life.


The parallel is clear between Kenny’s ‘psyche’ and Augustine’s “life which quickens the body’s structure and all the senses,”
as is the methodological turning away from the life of the body as part of the philosophy of mind. The sensitive life of the
body plays roughly the same role in Augustine as it does in Kenny and Kenny’s account of 
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Aquinas, namely, as an external foil against which to study the mind, as something to be turned away from to reach a
clearer, purer understanding of mind. If we look to Augustine, Kenny seems to be right about how mind “sets [us] off” from
other animals, and with his ‘psyche’ and ‘mind’ he effectively recapitulates Augustine’s ‘outer man’ and ‘inner man’.





B) The Augustinian Mind in Aquinas’s “Quaestiones Disputatae de Veritate”





Aquinas devotes question 10 of the De Veritate to the mind. This question was delivered in the second year of his first
Parisian regency (1257-58), more than a decade before he produced the commentary on the De Anima and the “Treatise on
Man.” The theme of the question is Augustinian: “Concerning the mind, in which there is an image of the Trinity, in the first
article it is asked, insofar as there is in the mind an image of the Trinity, whether the mind is the essence of the soul, or some
power of it.” (32)Augustine is cited mostly in the objections, which establishes him as the authority for the question at hand.
All but one of the citations come from books 9-14 of the De Trinitate, the source of my discussion of Augustine. The
structure of the question follows Augustine’s plan of turning from the outer man to the inner, then upward to God, as
Aquinas asks about the mind’s cognition of material things, then its knowledge of itself, then whether God can be known in
this life, ending with the question whether the Trinity of Persons can be known in this life through natural reason.


It would be a mistake to conclude that this Augustinian setting excludes the very strong presence of Aristotelian themes
through-out the discussion, as if Aristotle were for all practical purposes unknown. The issue at play throughout the
question is how to incorporate Aristotelian themes within Augustine’s discussion of the mind as imago Dei. The tension
shows itself in a number of ways. Where Augustine refrained from calling memory, intellect, and will “powers” of the soul,
Aquinas does not hesitate to do so. In the body of the response Aquinas affirms that the mind itself is a power of the soul
and not its essence. “The mind is said to be the highest power in our soul.” But the image of God is said to be in us
according to what 
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is highest in us, and so the image of God is only in us insofar as it is in the mind. Aquinas introduces here an Aristotelian
theme that the soul itself is named from its highest power, which here he asserts is mind. The soul itself can be called ‘mind’,
secondarily and by analogy. Augustine, on the other hand, had been careful to avoid calling the human soul ‘mind’ because of
the soul’s function of “quickening” the body, a function that is shared with animal souls. Aquinas has no such qualm.


This willingness to call the entire soul by its highest power enables Aquinas to handle a distinct challenge from Augustine’s
authority. Augustine had written that memory, intellect, and will are “one mind, one essence, one life.” It was clear that
these are not distinct powers of the soul, but three acts of the mind. But there is an ambiguity in Augustine about the mind
and the soul. The mind seems to be what is essential to, and the substance of, the soul; but Augustine did not identify the
mind with the whole soul, having made the distinction between the part of the soul that is the mind and the sensitive part that
“quickens” the body. The problem, brought about by the Aristotelian analysis of powers, is that against Augustine’s authority
Aquinas has iden-tified the mind with a distinct power of the soul, not its “essence or substance.” In the body of the response
he makes no reference to memory, intellect, and will, the Augustinian triad. He  only writes of understanding:






  
    

‘Mind’ or ‘mens’ is taken from the verb to measure (mensurando)… . So, the word mind is applied to the soul in the same
way as understanding is. For understanding knows about things only by measuring them.





    

  




It is on the basis of its being said in the same way as ‘understanding’ that mind is said to be the highest power of the soul,
such that the soul is appropriately called by the same name.


In the responses to the objections Aquinas does introduce the trinity of memory, intellect, and will. In response to the fifth
objection, he takes up Augustine’s thesis about the unity of the mind, only to reaffirm that these are three powers. Explaining
what Augustine meant, Aquinas writes, 






  
    

these three are one essence insofar as they proceed from the one essence of the mind, … one mind insofar as they fall under
the one mind as parts under a whole, just as sight and hearing fall under the sensitive part of the soul. 
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Notice that he is using ‘mind’ in two senses here. When he says “one essence insofar as they proceed from the one essence of
the mind,” ‘mind’ is used in the analogous sense applied to the soul, since the powers flow from the essence of the soul. But
when he says that they are “one mind insofar as they fall under the one mind as parts under a whole,” ‘mind’ is used in its
proper sense applied to the highest power of the soul, as the comparison to the sense powers shows.


Aquinas also introduces an Aristotelian principle from De Anima 2.4 (415a14-16), where Aristotle begins to discuss his
classifications of soul against the background of his predecessors, namely, that souls are distinguished by their powers,
powers are distinguished by their acts, and acts are distinguished by their objects. This principle is the cornerstone for a clear
departure in Aquinas from the Augustinian background of the De Trinitate toward a distinctively Aristotelian position. He
achieves this departure by employing a second Aristotelian principle, namely, that a thing is known only insofar as it is in act.
The mind can only be known from its powers. From the second principle, it follows that the powers can only be known from
their acts. Then from the first principle it follows that the powers can only be known by their objects, since their objects
distinguish their acts. But Aquinas argues that the proper object of the human intellect is the understanding of material
nature. Therefore, insofar as the other powers of the mind come into act consequent upon the act of intellect, it follows that
the mind can only be known by knowing how it engages the material world. But its engagement with the material world
presupposes acts of sensation. So it follows that the study of the mind essentially involves a consideration of the body and its
sense powers, even though they are not parts of the mind. This is a clear rejection of the Augustinian methodological claim
that the mind can only be known clearly by turning away from its prior and alienating engagement with the body and the
sense powers. Study of the sense powers is integral to the philosophy of mind for Aquinas in the De Veritate, not a contrast
or foil. For Augustine the mind separated from the world is transparent to itself, while for Aquinas it is more or less opaque.


In answer to the question whether God can be known in this life through His essence, Aquinas employs the distinction
familiar from the Posterior Analytics between demonstration quia that God exists and 
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demonstration propter quid about what God’s existence consists in. Because of the orientation of the mind to material nature
the first is available to natural reason, while the second is not. Even if Aquinas is following an Augustinian form of
movement from the outer man, to the inner, up to God, his argument is also deeply Aristotelian insofar as the effects from
which God’s existence is demonstrated are not the eternal truths that Augustine sees within but the material objects that
Aquinas sees around him.


Aristotle’s influence here is neither slight or occasional. It permeates the discussion, and sets the stage for the dialectic with
Augustine. Still, the controlling theme is Augustine’s discussion in the De Trinitate. All of the articles are about the mind,
not the soul. Despite the argument above about the need in the study of the mind to understand how the body engages the
material world through the sense powers, in practice very little is said of the soul, other than the discussion of how memory,
intellect, and will flow out of the essence of the soul. In effect, soul takes a back seat to mind.


A difficulty begins to emerge here. Even if the soul can be called ‘mind’ from its highest power, the mind is not identical with
the soul. I noted how Aquinas argues that memory, intellect, and will are a unity by arguing that they are distinct powers
flowing from the essential unity of the soul. But if that is how they are a unity, then for the same reason they form the same
unity with the powers of growth, nutrition, reproduction, all the powers of sensation, and so on. All the powers of the
human soul flow from its essential unity. There appears to be no particular philosophical reason for singling out memory,
intellect, and will for specialconsideration as the subject of a disputed question, much less a philosophy. But from Augustine
the mind is supposed to be recognizable as a special unity of three, memory, intellect, and will, recognizable even to those
who cannot recognize it as an image of the Holy Trinity. What the light of faith adds is the ability to see in it an imago Dei,
“as in a mirror darkly.”


The mind, rather than the soul, is singled out for special con-sideration here because Aquinas is concerned with a theological
question the governing authority of which is Augustine’s dis-cussion. Like Augustine before him, and unlike Aristotle,
Aquinas is pursuing a discussion of the image of God in the mind of man, not the soul. However, if there were no unity of
mind other than the unity of the soul, there would be nothing to be discussed. The key to 
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understanding Aquinas’s disputed question is his ability to find a special Augustinian unity in the mind that constitutes its
special status, other than the Aristotelian unity its powers share with all the powers of the human soul as flowing from its
essence.


It is in the response to the objections to the first article that Aquinas finds just such a special unity. In response to the second
objection Aquinas argues that, considering intellect and will as issuing from the essence of the soul, will is “on a par
withintellect,” (33) unlike the other appetitive powers, which are inferior to the intellect. This is an important point for him to
make, since in the body of the response he had not discussed the Trinitarian character of the mind, but simply associated
‘mind’ verbally with ‘understanding’. Now in engaging the authority of Augustine he develops what he had done in the body
of the response. “Mind includes within it will and intellect, without at the same time being the essence of the soul, insofar as
it names a certain class of powers of the soul.” (34) However, all that is asserted here is that ‘mind’ denotes a collection of the
highest powers of the soul. It does not assert that there is a unity to those powers that goes beyond the unity they possess as
powers of the soul.


This response is important because it singles out will as “on a par” with intellect. Augustine too had said that they are equal.
A year later Aquinas will reject this position in question 22 of the De Veritate, which is addressed to the will itself. (35) In
article 10 of question 22, he argues that will and intellect are distinct powers of the soul. Then, in article 11, he argues that
taken simply intellect is superior to will. Throughout question 22 ‘mind’ as a relevant term disappears. The major terms used
are ‘soul’, ‘intellect’, and ‘will’. ‘Mind’ occurs only twice, in both instances within objections, one quoting Augustine’s De
Trinitate on the image of God (De Verit., q. 22, a. 11, 
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obj. 1), and the other paraphrasing Aristotle’s claim in the Metaphysics (1027b20-25) that truth is “in the mind” (De Verit.,
q. 22, a. 5, obj. 8). In the latter case, the objector uses ‘mind’ as a synonym for ‘intellect’; but in his response Aquinas does
not use ‘mind’ at all, but rather ‘intellect’. In the former case, the objection requires taking ‘mind’ as a synonym for intellect,
since the objector argues that the will is an inferior power to the intellect according to Augustine who had said that man is
an image of God according to his “reason, mind, or intelligence.” In responding to this argument, Aquinas substitutes
intellective part of the soul for mind, and includes will within it. This may just be a terminological shift, since intellective part
clearly includes intellect and will. And that use is not inconsistent with, but rather reflects, the class of powers that Aquinas
had named as ‘mind’ back in question 10. Mind or the intellective part of the soul may be nothing more than that class of
powers, which leaves unanswered the question whether they possess any special unity beyond the unity they share with all of
the powers of the soul.


However, Aquinas finds just the special unity of intellect and will required in the response to the seventh objection to article
1 of question 10. The objector argues that “acts that are specifically different do not come from one power. Yet Augustine
says that [memory, understanding, and will] all come from the mind. Therefore, [since these acts are specifically different],
the mind is not a power of the soul, but is the essence of the soul itself.” Aquinas responds,






  
    

Just as the sensitive part of the soul is not understood to be some one power over and above the particular powers contained
within it, but is a certain potential whole containing all of them as parts, so also the mind is not some one power over and
above memory, intellect, and will, but is a certain potential whole containing these three, just as we see that the power to
build homes contains the power to cut stones, and erect walls.





    

  




Here Aquinas argues that the three form a potential whole, distinct from that formed by the sensitive powers. The mind is a
distinct part of the soul, not simply a classification of its highest powers, just as the sensitive part is not simply a
classification of its lower powers. The members of the mental class form a distinct
 potential whole  within the soul.
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The character of that potential whole may still seem somewhat ambiguous, since it is not a power “over and above” the
other powers. So what is it? It is a power of the soul, as the body of the article and the response to the next objection (ad 8)
inform us. The objection argued that mind must be the essence of the soul, since a power of the soul cannot be the subject of
other powers. But the mind, as Augustine had said, is the subject of the image of the Trinity which is constituted from
memory, intellect, and will. Aquinas responds:






  
    

When ‘mind’ names the power itself, it is not compared to the understanding and the will as subject, but more as whole to
parts. But if ‘mind’ is taken for the essence of the soul, according as it naturally flows as a power from the soul, then it names
the subject of the powers.





    

  




One of the results of Aquinas’s response in the body of the article was that the soul could be named from its highest power,
which is mind. But ‘mind’ properly speaking names a potential whole constituted by its parts, the powers of memory,
intellect, and will. And that potential whole, as this response tells us, is itself a power, while the subject of any power is the
soul.


It appears that there is a conflict with the response to the seventh objection, since Aquinas there had said that the mind is not
a power over and above the three powers, while the response to the eighth objection suggests that it is. The mind is not
identical to memory, intellect, and will each taken singly. Since it contains them, it seems it has to be a power over and
above them. The conflict is resolved in the response to objection 9, the last objection and response. Objection: “no power
includes within itself many powers. But the mind includes intellect and will. Therefore it cannot be a power, but is the
essence of the soul.” Response: “one particular power does not include under itself many powers, but nothing prohibits
many powers as parts from being included under one general power, just as under one part of the body are included many
organic parts, the fingers under the hand, for example.” The mind is a potential whole of three powers that is itself a power,
but it is a general power as opposed to the particularpowers that it unites. In the case of the mind, we are to think that
memory, intellect, and will are like the fingers of the hand. We can analyze them in thought apart from the mind, 
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but they cannot exist as the powers that they are apart from the power of the mind. They cannot do what particular powers
do, if they are not united as constituting the general power of the mind, just as fingers cannot do what fingers do except as
integral parts of a hand. The general power of the mind just is the particular powers of memory, intellect, and will; it is not a
power over and above them.


Here, in the Aristotelian language of powers, we see Aquinas beautifully preserving Augustine’s strong emphasis upon the
image of the Trinity in the unity of the mind constituted from the three; a unity of one thing absolutely, yet constituted from
three relatively. The mind as a part of the soul has its own special unity beyond the unity of the soul, and is distinguished
from the sensitive part of the soul that we share in common with animals. This is the philosophy of mind that Kenny had
argued is to be found in its most developed form only in the Summa Theologiae written more than a decade later, the joint
power essentially constituted from intellect and will. (36) It is now appropriate to turn to the Summa to see if Kenny is correct
in his assessment of it.



C) Aquinas and the Summa Theologiae on Mind





1. The Semantic Claim





There are three parts to my argument about the Summa, the first semantic, the second systematic, and the third
philosophical. First, meaning becomes clear from use. Aquinas does use the Latin term ‘mens’ in the first part of the Summa:
261 times according to theIndex Thomisticus (by comparison, he uses ‘intellectus’ 1900 times, and ‘voluntas’ 904). But as
Aquinas uses the term in the first part of the Summa, ‘mens’ or ‘mind’ is simply a synonym for ‘intellect’. This use is directly
against what Kenny had pointedly claimed, namely, that ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ are not two words for the same thing. Often
times Aquinas uses ‘mens’ in an informal way to cite an authority, as for example when he writes, “according to the mind of
Augustine …” or “according to the mind of Damascene …”, much as we might say, “according to the mind of the framers.
…” But at the beginning
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of the “Treatise on Man” it is the soul that is under consideration, and now in a formal sense Aquinas consistently calls the
soul “intellect or mind.” Other times the power of intellect itself is the subject under consideration. In both sets of usages,
the synonymy between ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ is constant, even quasi-defined.


In his first reference to mind at the beginning of the “Treatise on Man,” Aquinas argues that the intellectual principle is the
substantial form of the body, which is thus incorporeal and subsistent:






  
    

therefore, the intellectual principle itself, which is called mind or intellect, has a per se operation, which it does not
communicate to the body… . It must be concluded therefore that the human soul, which is called intellect or mind, is
something incorporeal and subsistent. (37) 





    

  




Notice the use of ‘mind’ and ‘intellect’ to refer indifferently to the intellectual principle or soul. In the sed contra Aquinas had
quoted a passage from Augustine that asserted that the “human mind” is a substance, from which the sed contra concluded,
“therefore the nature of the human mind is not only incorporeal, but a substance, that is, something subsistent.” (38) So,
Aquinas calls the soul “mind or intellect,” and interprets Augustine to that effect, though Augustine avoids doing so in the
De Trinitate.


Consider one instance of particular importance. In question 82, article 3, Aquinas raises the question whether the power of
intellect is a power higher than the will, the issue he raised in question 22 of the De Veritate. There he argued that the
intellect is absolutely speaking a higher power, against the Augustinian position that they are equal. In question 22,
Aristotle’s Metaphysics was quoted in one of the objections as saying that truth is in the “mind,” one of the few instances of
‘mind’ as a term in the question. But in his response, Aquinas made no use at all of ‘mind’, and confined himself to using only
‘intellect’. Here in the Summadiscussion, by contrast, Aquinas argues the same point that intellect is a higher power than will.
But the difference is that now he paraphrases the same quotation from Aristotle in his own response:






  
    

The philosopher says that good and evil which are the objects of the will, are in things; the true and the false which are
objects of the intellect, are in the mind.


    

  






Page 34


‘Mind’ is a synonym for ‘intellect’ as distinguished from ‘will’. This was how the objector in the earlier disputed question used
it, but not Aquinas; now Aquinas himself has adopted that use.


If we look at Aquinas’s commentary on the Metaphysics, we repeatedly see the expression “in the mind, that is, in the
intellect.” (39)The reason for this use of ‘mind’ seems to be that while Aristotle’s Greek text had ‘dianoia’ or ‘thought’, so that
the sense of the text is that the true and the false are in thought, the Latin translation that Aquinas had has ‘mente’ for
‘dianoia’, not ‘intellectu’. So Aquinas is explaining that by ‘mente’ or ‘mind’ we should understand ‘intellectu’ or ‘intellect.’ The
clarification is his, not something in the Latin Metaphysics. The reason for this clarification is straightfoward. Aquinas
commented on the De Anima three years earlier, in 1268. But the Latin De Anima very rarely uses ‘mens’ (9 times), but
rather ‘intellectus’ (630 times); in the few instances in which ‘mens’ is used, it is a straightforward synonym for ‘intellectus’.
One important instance in his De Anima commentary is this same Metaphysicspassage, in the discussion of the intellect’s acts
of simple and complex understanding (III De Anima, lect. 11). Throughout the discussion he had been using ‘intellectus’, not
‘mens’. ‘Mens’ only appears in the direct quotation from Aristotle; indeed it is one of only two instances of ‘mens’ throughout
the commentary on the third book of the De Anima. So, in reading and in commenting upon the Metaphysics passage three
years later, when he writes “in the mind, that is, in the intellect,” he is simply rendering it consistent with the De Anima,
which he knew well from his commentary. Question 82, article 3 of the Prima pars, written at roughly the same time, reflects
that result, a result that was not reflected in question 22 of the De Veritate, written a decade earlier.


In the Summa calling the soul “intellect or mind” might appear confusing, since intellect is but one power of the soul, not the
soul itself. Kenny argues that in Aquinas the mind is not identical with the soul. If Kenny is right about the Summa, then
Aquinas’s discussion appears to be a mass of confusions. However, Aquinas writes that the soul is called intellect or mind,
not that it isintellect or mind. Why does Aquinas call the soul “mind or intellect”? He answers that question for us, and at the
same time interprets Augustine, when in question 79 he asks “whether the intellect is a power of the soul.” He 
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answers in the affirmative, that “it is necessary to say … that the intellect is a power of the soul, and is not the essence of
the soul itself.” (40) Of particular interest is his response to the first objection, which once again cites Augustine’s authority
that “mind and spirit are not spoken of relatively, but show the essence.” (41) Aquinas responds that just as we speak of a
sensitive soul of lower animals from its primary or chief power of sensation:






  
    

similarly, the intellectual soul is at times called by the name ‘intellect’, as from its highest power, as it is said in I de Anima,
that intellect is a substance. And also in this way Augustine says that mind is spirit or essence. (42)





    

  




This is just the principle Aquinas had used in the De Veritate. In both discussions, calling the soul “intellect or mind” is
merely a way of speaking “at times,” a mere calling. It is a use of analogous terms. In the Summa we see Aquinas explicitly
identifying Augustine’s use of ‘mind’ with his own use of ‘intellect’, with no reference at all to memory or will. In the De
Veritate, ‘mind’ was not simply a synonym for ‘intellect’, but referred to a general power essentially constituted from the
particular powers of will and intellect, akin to the way the hand is essentially constituted from the fingers. In the Summa
‘mind’ is simply a synonym for ‘intellect’—two words for the same thing.


So, in the Summa the soul is called “intellect or mind” analogously because of its highest power, intellect or mind in the
primary sense. Time and again, Augustine is interpreted by Aquinas as maintaining roughly the same position. In the
response to the very next objection Aquinas writes:








  
    

the appetitive power is associated in part with the sensitive power and in part with the intellectual, inasmuch as in its mode
of operation it employs a corporeal organ or does not, since appetite follows apprehension. And according to this,
Augustine puts will in mind, and the philosopher [Aristotle] in the reason. (43)





    

  




This passage might appear to support Kenny’s reading if we did not already know that Aquinas now treats ‘mind’ as a
synonym for ‘intellect’. On the contrary, according to Aquinas, Augustine puts will “in the mind,” not because it is a part of
the mind, but because of 
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its association with the “intellect or mind.” Will is the appetite that follows the apprehension of “intellect or mind.” By this
account he explains what we are to take Augustine to mean when he “puts will in mind.” It is just another manner of
speak-ing. Aquinas’s practice is constant when Augustine’s authority is now cited. The intellective part of the soul consists in
the powers closely associated with intellect or mind. No suggestion is made that they form a potential whole that is itself a
power, as was argued in the De Veritate. Now ‘intellective part’ is nothing more than a phrase for the classification of the
powers associated with the intellect. Most importantly, ‘mind’ is uniformly associated with ‘intellect’ alone. In the “Treatise
on Man,” and later in question 93 in the discussion of the imago Dei itself, if Augustine is quoted as asserting that mind is
composed of intellect, memory, and will, Aquinas will interpret that as the manner of speaking by analogy in which ‘mind’ or
‘intellect’ applies to the soul, or where will is associated with intellect or mind. (44) No suggestion is made that there is a
general power constituted from memory, intellect, and will to which ‘mind’ refers.


The importance of comparing Aquinas’s analyses in the Summa and the De Veritate is evident, since it makes clear that he
now avoids the general power he had called mind in the De Veritate. Semantically this result is an embarrassment for
Kenny’s reading of the “Treatise on Man.” It suggests that if one continues to speak of a “philosophy of mind” in the Summa
one can only mean one of two things. Either one intends to speak of a “philos-ophy of soul” an option rejected by Kenny as
anachronistic, or one intends to speak of a “philosophy of intellect,” an option woefully inadequate for both Aquinas and
Kenny. It is inadequate for Aquinas since it would be a philosophy built upon a power or capacity without taking into
account what it is a power of. In the De Veritate soul had taken a back seat to mind. Here in the Summa “intellect or mind”
must take a back seat to soul. It is inadequate for Kenny, since a philosophy of intellect would not capture the broad range
of topics covered in the philosophy of mind that he takes at face value from recent philosophy, the broad range 
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of “mentalistic concepts” (45) like belief, hope, desire of the will, and so on, that “set us apart” from mere animals.





2. The Systematic Claim





Is this simply a semantic point? Even if Aquinas’s use of the term ‘mind’ is not what Kenny’s analysis would suggest, isn’t it
possible that Aquinas is still committed to a single joint “indivisible” power that combines intellect and will, and that Kenny
is substantively correct about the Summa? On the contrary, there is no discussion of Kenny’s mind in the Summa, by any
name. In theSumma Aquinas discusses the soul (STh I, q. 75) and its union with body (STh I, q. 76). The powers are treated
first in general (STh I, q. 77), and then in particular (STh I, qq. 78-82). Intellect as a power is discussed separately in
question 79 from will in question 82. It is in this last question, specifically article 3, that intellect and will are compared with
one another, concerning which is the higher power. But in all of these discussions, we look in vain for a discussion of the
power that Kenny attributes to Aquinas, the single indivisible power essentially constituted from intellect and will. If Kenny
were substantively correct, we would expect a discussion of this power once the discussions of intellect and will are on the
table. Certainly, one would expect it in those articles where Aquinas compares intellect and will. We would expect an
account of how they form a “general power,” as we saw in the De Veritate, or in Kenny’s words, how they are “two aspects
of a single indivisible capacity.” There is no such discussion in the “Treatise on Man.”





3. The Philosophical Claim





Granted that Aquinas does not use the term ‘mens’ to refer to what Kenny describes, and granted that the Summa contains
no discussion, philosophical or otherwise, of what Kenny describes, isn’t it still possible to mine the Summa for philosophical
insights that can be suitably extended and applied to what Kenny describes? What would 
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Aquinas have to say about what philosophers like Kenny now call the mind, given what Aquinas does write in the Summa?
My claim is that Aquinas would deny that there is any such thing as what Kenny describes.


There are two good Aristotelian reasons why there should be no such philosophy of mind as described by Kenny. The first
has to do with the object and act of the mind. The acts of intellect and will do not occur in isolation from one another; their
interaction is very intimate for Aquinas (STh I, q. 82, a. 4). The will like an efficient cause moves the intellect to its act,
while the intellect provides the intelligible form of the will’s movement. But they do not come together in a general power. 


In question 77, article 3 Aquinas argues that powers of the soul are distinguished from one another by their acts, which acts
are in turn distinguished by their objects. This principle from De Anima 2.4 was present in the De Veritate discussion; Kenny
makes extensive use of it throughout Aquinas on Mind (esp. in chaps. 10 and 12). ‘Object’ here does not have the current
metaphysical sense of “thing that exists” or “value of a bound variable,” but is rather whatever affects a passive power, or
whatever the goal is of an active power. Aquinas uses color as the object of vision for an example of an object of a passive
power, and physical maturity as the object of an active power like growth. We might say the object of chess is to mate one’s
opponent, without thereby positing some thing in the world that is that object. Kenny summarizes Aquinas’s discussion this way:








  
    

Powers are specified by their exercises (S 1, 77, 3). That is to say, you can only understand what the power to  is if you
know what ing is. One power differs from another if its exercises and its objects differ; for instance the ability to swim is
different from the ability to fly, because swimming is different from flying; and the ability to bake bread is different from the
ability to bake biscuits, because bread is different from biscuits. (46)





    

  




Thus, the principle requires that one determine the powers of the substance by an analysis of its acts. Unless one can say
what the power does, what it achieves, there is no reason for the Aristotelian to posit the existence of a power. There is a
danger, as Kenny puts it, of “multiplying powers without multiplying their exercises.” (47)
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However, even though Kenny applies the principle to the intellect alone, and to the will alone, in his analysis of Aquinas on
mind he never asks “what does the mind do?” Intellect has its object, namely, universal truth. Will has its object, namely,
universal good (STh I, q. 82, a. 4, ad 1). But according to the principle, if the mind is an “indivisible power” other than the
intellect alone, and other than the will alone, but “essentially constituted” from them, it must have a determinate act that
distinguishes it from these powers. If we proceed according to the principle, we must distinguish its specific act by its
specific object. So what is the specific object of mind? If it is a passive power, what specifically affects it? If it is an active
power, what does the mind specifically achieve? Do the objects of intellect and will combine to form a joint object of mind,
the true-good, or the good-truth, as opposed to the false-good, or the bad-truth? No; according to Aquinas, the good and
the true are found wherever being is found. It is the act of intellect to respond to the truth of being, while it is the act of will
to move toward the good of being. The unity of truth and goodness that is found in all being is not reflected in a joint
indivisible power that essentially unites will and intellect. That unity is to be found in the human soul, of which intellect and
will are powers, the soul that is the first principle of life of a human being whose telos is to live the good life of a rational
animal informed by the truth of things.


If we look back at the De Veritate, it is clear that Aquinas takes the existence of the mind for granted from Augustine’s
discussion in order to specify what it is, not that it is. Recall that Aquinas uses house building as an example of a “general
power” con-stituted from the particular powers of stone cutting and raising walls. In that example we can specify the object
of the general power, houses. And houses are other than, but constituted from, the objects of the particular powers, cut
stones and walls. But Aquinas, like Kenny, only uses the principle in the De Veritate to distinguish will from intellect, and
both from the sense powers. It is striking that he never actually applies it to the mind. In other words, in the De Veritate
Aquinas never tells us what the mind does. Even if it is an imago Dei, that is not its act; consequently it provides no
philosophical warrant for thinking that there is a mind, and a corresponding philosophy of mind. Later in the Summa,
Augustine’s ‘mind’ is absent precisely because it has nothing to do.
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In The Metaphysics of Mind, Kenny himself said that the mind can be defined as “the capacity for behavior of the
complicated and symbolic kinds which constitute the linguistic, social, moral, economic, scientific, cultural and other
characteristic activities of human beings in society.” (48) He offers no good argument that there is any such capacity. At best
he has given a nominal definition of a term that might be used to argue that there is such a capacity. Kenny takes ‘mind’ to be
a successful referring term, and attributes that commitment to Aquinas. Descartes thought simple reflection upon oneself
made it impossible to doubt that one is a thinking thing. Kenny, avoiding Descartes’s private introspection, still uses the
same basic argument from reflection. He thinks that simple reflection upon one’s activity of reading makes it clear that one
has a mind. He writes, “you have a mind, as is proved by the fact that you read and understand what I have written.” (49) But
the existence of the mind that Kenny has defined doesn’t follow from that. What follows, by his own analysis of the terms, is
that I have an intellect, since it is the intellect that is the power to comprehend and manipulate symbols. It might follow that
I have a will, since presumably I want and have chosen to engage in the act of reading. But it does not follow that in addition
I have an “indivisible power” that is essentially constituted from intellect and will. As if sensing this failure, Kenny quickly
adds “that human beings in general have minds and bodies … is simply a truism,” (50) which is to say, in no need of proof (cf.
Augustine’s rhetorical question, “what after all is so intimately known and so aware of its own existence?”). There is no
reason for thinking that the term nominally defined by Kenny connotes anything more than a complex of objects and acts
united by the principle of human life, the soul, not the mind, of a rational, social, political animal.


The second reason for denying that there is a mind has to do with the definition of man: man is a rational animal. Kenny
writes, “in the scholastic jargon, animal is the genus, man is the species, and ‘rational’ indicates the specific difference which
marks out the species within the genus.” (51) Aquinas writes in the Summa (STh I, q. 76, a. 4, ad 4) that we can consider
what is common to man and other 
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animals separately from that by which they differ. Sensation is common, from which the genus animal is taken. The
difference is taken from the “something more” that a man can do that other animals cannot, namely, reason in virtue of his
intellect. Though Kenny avoids Aquinas’s commentary, this is the movement of Aristotle’s De Anima as it considers the
hierarchy of souls from the vegetative, through the sensitive, to the rational, with each grade of soul including within itself
the powers of the one below it; it is here that the principle from the De Anima that the soul is named from its highest power
finds its greatest application. Kenny goes on to note that “a specific difference is, according to Aristotelian theory, a form.
Therefore the intellectual principle which is denoted by the word ‘rational’ must be the human being’s form.” (52)


Kenny then identifies the highest power with the mind, the joint power of intellect and will as he has analyzed it. If he is
right, we would expect that the specific difference would be taken from mind. And in question 10 of the De Veritate
Aquinas does just that, when he replies to objection 6 of the first article. The objection is that the mind is what distinguishes
us from brute animals, and since that distinction is a substantial distinction, it cannot be grounded in a simple power of the
soul, but must be the essence of the soul itself. Aquinas responds by appealing to the principle of naming the essence of the
soul from its highest power. He finishes by writing:






  
    

Hence sensible, according as it is the difference constitutive of an animal, is not taken from sense as it names a power, but as
it names the essence of the soul itself, from which such a power flows. And it is similar for rational, or of that which has a
mind. (53)





    

  




We know that in the De Veritate he means by ‘mind’ that which has a special general power constituted from intellect and
will. But he returns to this same objection in the Summa when considering whether the essence of the soul is its power (STh
I, q. 77, a. 1). The repetition occurs in the seventh objection. His response to the objection is almost identical to what it had
been in the De Veritate, except that now he makes no mention of mind. Why not? Because there is no such thing as the mind
essentially constituted from intellect and will.


Aquinas’s negative position in the Summa on the plurality of souls debate is crucial for understanding this absence of mind. I
claimed
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above that Kenny reintroduces this issue in his own distinction between mind and psyche. “Humans and animals have
psyches,” while human beings have minds in addition. Aquinas addresses the plurality argument in question 76. In the third
article he asks, “whether beyond the intellectual soul there are in a man other souls essentially different from it?” His
response is no. But objection 4 raises the problem that man is taken to be in the genus animal from his sensitive body, a
“body animated by a sensitive soul,” while rationality, taken from the “intellectual soul,” is taken to be the specific difference
or form that makes man distinctive. The “intellectual soul” must therefore be really distinct from the “sensitive soul” that
animates the body. Aquinas’s response is crucial for understanding his general position:






  
    

From diverse intelligible characteristics or logical intentions, which follow upon the mode of understanding, it is not
necessary to posit a diversity in the natures of things, since reason is able to apprehend one and the same thing in diverse
ways. (54)





    

  




The “one and the same thing” he has in mind here is human nature, the formal principle of which is the human soul. The
diverse intelligible characteristics are the nutritive, sensitive, and rational features exhibited in human life. He argues in the
body of the response that the higher soul possesses “virtually” the characteristics distinctive of lower classes of soul,
sensitive or nutritive as the case may be. He means nothing mysterious by this “virtual” presence. He means that
characteristics flow from a single formal principle that are not distinctive of it but distinctive of others, in addition to the
characteristics that are distinctive of it. The characteristics that are not distinctive give rise to the “logical intention” of the
genus, while the characteristic(s) that are distinctive give rise to the specific difference. Thus the plurality that is found in our
understanding of X is not necessarily grounded in a plurality of distinct principles in X. To fail to see this fundamental point
is what Aquinas identifies as the “error of the Platonists,” to confuse, that is, the mode of knowing with the thing known.


Insofar as Aquinas’s “philosophy of mind” only begins with question 79, Kenny is not interested in question 76. A fortiori he
is not interested in the point of the response to objection 4, that the duality 
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of the notions does not reflect a duality in the thing defined. Aquinas’s response is based upon the position that a definition is
only adequate if the unity of genus and specific difference within it signifies an identity, the absolute unity of the thing
defined. (55) For man “rational animal” works, where “flying animal” does not. However, the point is not that in defining a
species two features or properties are tied together in reality by some metaphysical glue (i.e., the soul). It is that in defining a
species, man for example, neither notion in the definition, rational or animal, is adequately understood without the other,
since they are diverse notions taken from “one and the same thing.” We can think of animal apart from rational or any other
specific difference; but when we do, our thinking is inadequate to reality until we specify the form that animality takes in
actual species of things like men, or horses, or bats. (56) What Kenny misses is that questions 79-89 are specifying the rational
form that animality takes in being human; our understanding of animal applied to human beings is inadequate without being
so specified as rational.


Conversely, Kenny fails to recognize that our understanding of what rationality consists in, as discussed in 79-89, is
determined by our sensitive animal natures. In question 79, article 8, Aquinas asks whether reason is a power distinct from
intellect. His answer is negative; rationality is the form that understanding takes in us, namely, to “move” discursively in our
understanding from one thing known to another. This rational form of understanding is distinguished from the form that it
takes in spiritual beings like angels and God that do not move from one thing known to another, but understand in one
simple act the totality of what we understand partially, discursively, and rationally. The reason why (propter quid) our
understanding must move from one thing known to another is its abstractive character, that it arrives at what it knows from
its engagement with sensation, which knowledge is always incomplete, and awaits completion in the propositions we form,
and the arguments we build from those propositions. (57) Consequently, even though the act of intellect is not the act of a
bodily organ (STh I, q. 75, a. 2), the determinate form it takes in being human, rationality, 
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is determined by its union in the soul with the sense powers of an animal. So, the very notion or concept of rationality that
Aquinas uses throughout his “philosophy of mind” cannot be adequately understood apart from its rootedness in the animal
nature that it is identical with in re. Thus, the actual discussion of the sense powers in the Summa takes on a much greater
material importance than it had in the De Veritate. The greater importance reflects the importance given to the discussion of
sensation in Aquinas’s commentary on book 2 of the De Anima, and the transition from sensation to reason in the
commentary on the initial chapters of book 3. If we are to understand reason and rationality, we must understand it as
grounded in sensitive animal life; rationality is the form that understanding takes in the sensitive life of a specific kind of
animal. (58)


Aquinas argues for the unity of the vegetative, sensitive, and rational principles in the human being, against those who would
assign a principle or principles for the vegetative and sensitive life of the human being, and another distinct principle for the
rational or mental life of the human being, which second principle would include within it the intellect and will. One can see
the seed of this thirteenth-century debate in the ambiguity of Augustine’s treatment of the soul and mind. According to
Augustine, the soul quickens the body, and yet has a mental life clearly distinguished from the life of the body, a mental life
so distinct that he identifies a part of the soul, the mind, with the substance and essence of the soul, and speaks only
fleetingly of the soul’s “quickening” function of the body with “its own life attached.” It is ambiguous whether the quickening
principle is a part of the same soul of which the mind is a part. The later plurality of souls position clarifies Augustine’s
ambiguity in favor of separating clearly the animal life from the mental. In the thirteenth century, employing the newly
rediscovered Aristotelian terms and principles, it is clear to almost everyone (the pluralists) that the human being, having
two principles of life, in effect lives two lives. He lives the life of an animal animated by his animal soul, and he lives a
distinct mental life animated by his mental soul. So the definition “mental or rational animal,” in its manifest complexity,
tracks two distinct forms of life, one higher and another lower. It 
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distinguishes the human species from the genus animal, in the sense of separating or “setting off” rational life from animal
life.


On the contrary, for Aquinas we live but one life, the life of a rational animal. That is the point of his response to the fourth
objection. Aquinas argues that the principle of rational life just is “one and the same thing” as the principle of animal life in
the human being. Thus the life of the mind or intellect is identically the life of the animal that is human. In the body of the
response, he takes this position explicitly in order to preserve the integrity and unity of human life.





If it were the case, therefore, that a man lives from one form, namely the vegetative soul, is an animal from another form,
namely the sensitive soul, and is a man from another, namely the rational soul, it would follow that a man would not be
absolutely one thing.



And,






  
    

Therefore it is necessary that it is the same form through which a thing is an animal, and through which it is a man; otherwise
a man would not truly be an animal, and so animal could not be predicated in the definition of man (59)





    

  




We see the fateful step taken by beginning Aquinas’s “philosophy of mind” with question 79; it separates methodologically,
and in practice metaphysically, the mind from the soul. Aquinas leaves no doubt about his desire to emphasize the absolute
unity of human life in all its manifestations; animal could not be included in the definition of man, if the principle of animal
life were not “one and the same thing” as the principle of rational life in man. The argument goes both ways: it follows that
rational could not be included in the definition of any animal; no animal could “truly be” rational.


For Aquinas, to be an animal and to be rational is the same form of life in a human being. The definition rational animal
provides an account of the species, not in the sense of separating or “setting off” distinctively human mental life from animal
life, but rather in marking the form of life that being an animal takes in being human. It displays the character of animal life in
a human being as rational, as an animal life that eats reasonably, reproduces reasonably, grows reasonably, employs the
senses reasonably, or ought to given what he 



page 46

is; rational is not a distinct principle preceding or following these bodily acts and interacting causally with them, but the
human form of them. Among the libraries, concert halls, and stock markets that Kenny has in mind, one also finds the
economic transactions of grocery stores, the construction of sewers, the licensing of sex, and the certification of birth.


It might be objected that Aquinas argues that the act of intellect is not the act of a bodily organ, from which it follows that it
is not an animal act. However, that conclusion only follows if every act of an animal is the act of a bodily organ. But that is
the point at issue when he argues that it is not the act of a bodily organ, and yet is the act of the being that is a living body.
He is not arguing that there is a nonanimal act engaged in by human beings, but simply that there is an animal act that is not
the act of a bodily organ. This thesis is reflected in the argument that it is precisely because it is an act of an animal that
intellect in human beings is discursive and thus rational. Reason is the act of neither an angel nor a god, but of an animal.


In question 10 of the De Veritate, Aquinas showed no concern at all about the plurality of souls debate. He maintained the
special unity of the mind apart from all the other powers of the soul in order to preserve Augustine’s analysis in Aristotelian
terms. But in the Summa the plurality of souls debate is one of the main topics. It is now clear that Aquinas drops the
Augustinian power of mind that he had argued for in the De Veritate precisely because it left the door open for separating
the mental life of a man from his animal life almost exactly in the way that the plurality of souls position does. His opponents
could very easily argue on Aristotelian grounds that if the mental life of intellect and will has the special unity that Aquinas
attributes to it in the De Veritate, other than the essential unity of the soul shared with animals in the sensitive life, then such
a special life can only be justified by an essential principle of mental life (a mental soul) distinct from the essential principle of
animal life (an animal soul). Resistance to that move could only be ad hoc on Aquinas’s part. By eliminating Augustine’s
mind in the Summa, Aquinas is effectively eliminating any suggestion that to be human is to be anything other than an animal
whose form of life is rational. The duality manifest in the definition rational animal does not correspond to a duality in the
thing defined. On the contrary, the unity of the two elements of the definition corresponds to the absolute unity of the form
of human 
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life. The unity of intellect and will is not preserved in a special power that separates man from animals. Rather, like all the
other human powers, it is preserved in the unity of the soul that unites man to animals, insofar as it specifies the form that
animal life takes in being human.


According to Kenny, the discussion of the sense powers in the Summa is supposed to form a contrast by which to
understand better the distinctiveness of mind. On the contrary, nothing could be further from Aquinas’s intent throughout the
discussion. Reason, and consequently will, are what they are because of the way in which they are determined by their
relationship to the sense powers in the human soul. The discussion of the sense powers is not a foil over against which to
understand the mind, but rather an integral condition for understanding the powers of human intellect and will. In question
76 we see Aquinas arguing that in a man the principle of intellectual and volitional life is identically the principle of nutritive
and sensitive life, a claim that does not sit well with Kenny’s real dualism between psyche and mind. Any philosophy of
“intellect or mind” in Aquinas must be a philosophical psychology.


Kenny does look at question 76 in the last chapter of Aquinas on Mind. But the title of his chapter illustrates my point:
“Mind and Body.” The question of mind and body is Descartes’s question, not Aquinas’s. Aquinas’s question in his own
words “concerns the union of soul and body.” Aquinas’s first order of business in article 1 is to establish the identity of the
substantial form of the human being, that is, whether the “principle by which we primarily understand, whether it is called
intellect or intellectual soul, is the form of the body.” This is manifestly not a question about how a single joint indivisible
power essentially constituted from intellect and will is related to a body. Indeed, despite the title of his chapter, Kenny’s
discussion of question 76 says next to nothing about the mind, as he raises problems for Aquinas’s thesis in the response to
the fifth objection in article 1 that the soul is a subsistent entity. Those problems are worthy of separate consideration, but
beside the point here. Kenny recognizes Aquinas’s claim, “if there had been a plurality of forms … one could not say that it
was one and the same human being who thought, loved, felt, heard, ate, drank, slept, and had a certain weight and size.” (60)
What Kenny fails to do is examine what 
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the unity of substantial form implies for the “philosophy of mind” that he finds only in, and subsequent to, question 79. It is
not only that the same being eats as thinks, with the soul providing the metaphysical glue that makes them both the acts of
one and the same being. Rather, it is that reasonable is the formal character of human eating, reproduction, and so on.


This is the point that Kenny fails to address in his own Metaphysics of Mind, namely, how his two principles, mind and
psyche, can constitute the integral life of an animal whose form of life is rational. Kenny had presented his account as the
Aristotelian account of the mind. If my analysis is correct, it is clear that what he provided was actually much closer to St.
Thomas’s understanding of Augustine than of Aristotle, with mind a match for Augustine’s inner man, and psyche a match
for his outer man. Indeed it is clear that Kenny’s own philosophy of mind suffers from the same Augustinian ambiguity that
the medieval pluralists tried to clarify and solve. If mind has its own unity that distinguishes human beings in the sense of
“separating them off” from other animals, how are we to understand its relationship to the unity of psyche that Kenny grants
we share with animals? If Kenny wants to deny that this is a substance dualism, the medieval pluralists are certainly justified
in asking him, just what sort of dualism is it? Methodological dualism very easily becomes metaphysical.


Kenny is really just providing us with a modified Cartesian account of mind. After Descartes, the problem with
Aristotelian-ism, even for those like Kenny who eschew Cartesian metaphysics and introspective philosophical psychology,
is that Aristotle wrote aDe Anima, not a De Mente. (61) What Kenny despairs of, in his defense of the philosophy of mind, is
any serious philosophical study of the unity of human life. The life sciences study in an empirical way how we are like
animals (psyche), while philosophy studies in a non-empirical way how we are “set off” from animals (mind). But there is no
discipline that studies what it is like to be a human animal, an animal whose form of life is rational. Does the mind distinguish
us from animals, or does it distinguish us as animals?
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III. Cartesian Philosophy of Mind versus Aristotelian Psychology



Kenny thinks Aquinas is important to contemporary philosophy of mind. So do I, but for different reasons. Here I can only
make a suggestion. It is Aquinas’s commitment to the unity of human life in the soul that philosophers working within the
Aristotelian tradition can contribute to the philosophy of mind. Kenny correctly estimates the confusing set of ideas that
come to mind if one uses ‘soul’ in contemporary discourse. (62) But that is no reason to fail to argue for the Aristotelian
principle it signifies, even as one might avoid the term.



Kenny straightforwardly assumes the methodological dualism that for all practical purposes is the soul of contemporary
philosophy of mind. He describes how the progress of science has carved away at the philosophical disciplines present in
Aristotle’s corpus. Still, the philosophy of mind is part of the “irreducible core amenable only to philosophy.” The natural
sciences describe man empirically, while the philosophy of mind analyzes mind nonempirically and philosophically. One does
not have to advocate the type-type identity theory of J. J. Smart and U. T. Place to recognize the Cartesian methodological
turn taken in the philosophy of mind when it was rejected. (63) Hilary Putnam has also recently described present-day
philosophy of mind as methodologically Cartesian. (64) Despite the strong parallels with the Augustinian account, it is
Descartes who provides the proximate setting for Kenny and recent philosophy, where Augustine had provided it for
Aquinas. Descartes’s heavy debt to Augustine for the substance of his description of mind is well known. (65) Indeed, it would
be ironic if in the major arguments and controversies of recent philosophy of mind one saw, “as in a mirror 
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darkly,” the far-off traces, likenesses, and shadows of Augustine’s search for the adequate image of God. Kenny leaves us
with a study of the distinctively human, the mental that “sets us off” from other animals, the “[thinking] thing that doubts,
understands, affirms, denies, is willing and unwilling.” (66) The methodological dualism very quickly becomes a
quasi-metaphysical dualism, as reflected in his distinction between psyche and mind, or leaves us with the antinomy that
animates recent philosophy of mind—how can the thing exhaustively described empirically be related to, or identified with,
the thing “irreducibly” analyzed philosophically.


Philosophers working in the tradition of Aquinas need to argue that this Cartesian methodological dualism fails to capture
either human life empirically or the mind philosophically. We need correctly to identify the problem—the loss of form, of
substantial form, of the soul—and remedy it. The temptation is to think that the mind tacks some level of reality onto the
biological life we share with animals. That additional reality somehow engages biological life, and explains it by providing
some mysterious causal relations. Here I think all the different varieties of reductive materialism or physicalism in the
philosophy of mind have grasped a truth. They insist upon the unity of human life. What these approaches lack is the natural
principle of form, and, in this case, soul. The problem is not with the unity of human action, but the reductionist or
eliminativist stance. We need to recover the understanding of the plurality of the sciences as modes of abstraction from the
unity of being, rather than hermetically sealed conceptual schemes that need to be identified with another, reduced, or
eliminated.


If we return to Kenny’s own description of mind, that it is “the capacity for behavior of the complicated and symbolic kinds
which constitute the linguistic, social, moral, economic, scientific, cultural and other characteristic activities of human beings
in society,” it should be clear that one cannot adequately reflect upon that complex reality without taking into consideration
that we are living bodies. If that reflection is going to be well in-formed, it must be informed by our scientific knowledge of
ourselves as living bodies. But we do not adequately understand our human growth, nutrition, and reproduction, those
charac-teristics that at one level of description 
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we share with animals and plants, if we do not understand it as reasonable and chosen.


Consider the least obvious case, the power of growth. It is surely conditioned and limited by the biological properties that at
one level of description we share with other animals, and even with plants. Both Aristotle and St. Thomas say that reason
and choice play no part in the operation of the underlying chemical and biological processes involved in the move toward the
“perfect quantity” appropriate to human life. (67) For this reason growth is referred to as a “natural power” rather than a
sensitive or a rational one. Yet when I was 10 my parents would not let me drink iced tea, because, they said, “it will stunt
your growth.” Perhaps that claim was empirically false, perhaps not. But my knowledge of its truth or ignorance of its
falsehood certainly had a bearing upon the course that my growth took, insofar as it had a bearing upon the form that my
choices and eating habits took. What is just as important is that the knowledge or ignorance did not function as an efficient
cause of my growth or lack thereof. The tea functions in that way, if anything does. In general, we certainly believe that our
growth is determined by diet and exercise as we pursue chosen goals, and the means necessary for achieving them. For this
reason, Aquinas holds that even though it is a “natural power,” the power of growth or natural augmen-tation takes place in
a “higher way” insofar as it is a power of the rational soul. (68) In addition, the nutritive power, which in human beings is
informed by reason and choice, “ministers to” the power of growth. (69) Consequently, the power of growth does not operate
simply according to the underlying necessities of the biochemical processes involved, but in human beings is informed by
reason. However, whatever causality our knowledge exhibits here, it is something other than efficient. It functions as the
form of our subsequent actions, which affects our growth, as it is an aspect of the substantial forms that animate our bodies.


Readers familiar with the debate in recent philosophy of mind between reductive and nonreductive physicalists know that the
argument between them may be adequately described in terms of the 
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question whether the mind is something “over and above” the living body exhaustively described by the natural sciences. The
problem of mental causation is perhaps the key problem for delineating how the many answers to that question are mapped
among one another. (70) Authors who recognize that Aquinas is not a straightforward substance dualist, and who are
interested in placing Aquinas on that map, will place him squarely in the camp of the nonreductive physicalists, and then
struggle with the form that his nonreductive physicalism takes.


However, readers familiar with Aristotle’s Metaphysics or Aquinas’s commentary on it should know the conceptual difficulty
of posing the problem in this way about forms, particularly the substantial form that is the soul. Consider the mundane sort
of example Aristotle would likely begin with. Is the sphericity of a bronze sphere some thing or reality “over and above” the
bronze sphere? The answer to that question is no. The sphericity is certainly other than the bronze, since the same bronze
may just as likely be fashioned into a bronze cube. But in general, the form of X is other than the matter of X, while it is not
some thing “over and above” X—mutatis mutandis for substantial forms and living things. When the bronze is shaped into a
sphere, the sculptor is not adding some thing to it, “over and above” it. (71) He is modifying its shape. Along those lines it is
incoherent to ask how the sphericity acts upon the bronze, that is, what it causes in the bronze in the sense of efficient
causation pertinent to the problem of mental causation. The sphericity does nothing to the bronze to make it a bronze
sphere; that is the job of the sculptor. Rather, the sphericity is the actuality of the bronze being a sphere.


Adverting to the intellectual and volitional aspect of human life does not provide an additional causal explanation of human
behavior in the sense of efficient causation pertinent to the problem of mental causation and the reductive/nonreductive
physicalist debate; it 
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provides the adequate description of human behavior that is to be explained. A distinct burden of article 1 of question 76 of
the Summa was to show that the intellectual principle that is identical to the soul is united to the body not as an agent cause
of the body’s motion, but as its form; to maintain the opposite would undermine the unity of human action, and the human
person. The walking of a dog and the walking of a human being share a description. But when we provide that description,
we have not yet provided an adequate description of what the human being does, so that we can try to find an adequate
causal explanation of it. When we have provided an adequate description of human walking, which involves intellect and
will, we no longer have a description that applies to dogs. And it is then that we can go about looking for an adequate
explanation of a human being walking, which will no doubt involve material, efficient, and teleological environmental causes,
as well as prior agency. But in providing the adequate description of the action, what we are doing is recognizing the form
that human action takes, specifying its characteristics. In doing so, we recognize and specify the soul of a rational animal.
“My attitude towards him is an attitude towards a soul. I am not of the opinion that he has a soul,” and “the human body is
the best picture of the human soul.” (72) The sphericity of the bronze is right there for all to see.


Kenny seems to understand this last Aristotelian point. He writes that there are certain “mentalistic concepts, such as desire,
belief,intention, motive, and reason” that “cannot be understood apart from their function in explaining and rendering
intelligible the behavior of human agents.” These do not provide an “explanatory theory” in a “causal hypothetical form.”
Rather they are involved in the appropriate characterization of human behavior. (73) But Kenny is torn between what look like
irreconcilable positions: namely, this Aristotelian insight and his methodological allegiance to the philosophy of mind since
Descartes. Granting the Aristotelian insight about the “mentalistic concepts,” why should we go on to grant that they “are
the subject-matter” of something called the “philosophy of mind,” (74) part of the “irreducible core” that will “always remain… 
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amenable only to philosophy,” (75) after the empirical dissection of Aristotle’s soul? If they cannot be understood apart from
their function in explaining human behavior, how can they be understood apart from the capacities that Kenny associates
with the psyche (which is not part of the subject matter of the philosophy of mind), unless specifically human behavior does
not involve psyche? By contrast, for Aquinas reason is what it is precisely because human behavior involves the powers of
sensation. Mentalistic concepts applied to human behavior cannot be understood apart from the behavior of human animals.


Why should we think that there is a special human capacity that is responsible for bringing all of these “mentalistic concepts”
into play in human behavior? Kenny thinks that “Descartes in effect substituted privacy for rationality as the mark of the
mental.” (76)That’s not really true. Perhaps Descartes added that to the mental. But when he reflected upon his clear and
distinct idea of res cogitans, he did not mention privacy. He enumerated as the essential characteristics of mind that, “it is a
thing which doubts, understands, [conceives], affirms, denies, wills, refuses, which also imagines and feels.” (77) For all
practical purposes, with the exceptions of sensation or feeling and imagination, that set is coextensive with the “mentalistic
concepts” that Kenny has said is the “subject-matter of the philosophy of mind.” Descartes enumerates the acts of the
thinking-willing thing. With the minor modification of excluding sensation, Kenny echoes him when he writes, “the mind, as
the capacity for intellectual abilities, is a volitional as well as a cognitive capacity, [which] includes the will as well as the
intellect.” (78) And when Kenny insists that the non-empirical analysis of this mind is part of the “irreducible core amenable
only to philosophy,” isn’t he simply claiming for philosophers the special nonempirical insight into the mind that Descartes
had insisted upon, even if he does not want to call it introspective?


The only reason for thinking that there is such a thing as the mind that Kenny describes is that since Descartes that is what
the philosophy of mind has been about. Kenny’s exclusion of sensation 
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from the mind is a difference of detail from Descartes, not a difference of substance. “We are up against one of the great
sources of philosophical bewilderment: a substantive makes us look for a thing that corresponds to it.” (79) Insofar as we have
a term, ‘mind’, that functions like a referring term in our use, we assume that there must be some thing, the mind, that it
refers to; it is “simply a truism.” Kenny’s assumption of the legitimacy of the philosophy of mind is an example of that
mistake pointed out by Wittgenstein. Aquinas did not make that mistake. What Kenny misses is that Aquinas does not share
the Cartesian obsession with consciousness and introspection, precisely because he does not share the Cartesian obsession
with the mind. (80)
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Are you sure you really need that?” We are all familiar with this
sort of question. In allocating resources in our personal and
social lives, we often assign a key role to distinguishing what
people need from what they do not need or perhaps merely desire. David
Macarov, for example, claims that a basic function of social welfare
programs is to distinguish needs from desires.(1) Discourse about needs
(“needs discourse”) also plays a key role in various psycho-social
theories of development and well-being.(2) But needs discourse is not
merely practical in nature; it raises a host of complex theoretical
problems related to defining needs, distinguishing basic needs from other
needs, determining the relation between culture and needs, and so forth.(3)
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	Yet, however pervasive is the role of needs discourse in
contemporary life, that role pales in face of the foundational role
Aquinas assigns to it in his conception of human life, both individual
and social. One of the fundamental properties of happiness is self-sufficiency, namely, that it is in itself (per se) sufficient as a final end
of human life. Commenting on Aristotle’s claim that happiness is a self-sufficient good because it needs nothing exterior (nullo exterior
indigentem),(4) Aquinas observes that the happiness of this life “has self-sufficiency, since, namely, it contains in itself everything that is
necessary for a human.”(5) At the same time, the self-sufficiency of
happiness entails that humans are naturally social, since “one person
does not suffice for things necessary for life if he lives alone.”(6) Further,
the major communities in everyday human life are defined and
distinguished from one another in terms of the sorts of needs they satisfy
and the corresponding degree of self-sufficiency they attain.


	The household (domus) provides those things which are necessary
for daily life. The household is the locus of the most elemental human
associations between man and woman, master and slave, and father and
son, each of which Aquinas, following Aristotle, claims to be necessary
for the generation and the preservation of life.(7) The vicus, which
Aquinas defines in terms of the street of a medieval town in which a
particular art or craft was practiced, provides the necessities required
for the practice of the craft and, thus, for the satisfaction of those needs
which the single family cannot provide.(8) The city, to which both the
household 
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and the vicus are ordered, is the perfect community and the most self-sufficient, precisely because it supplies “all the things necessary to
[human] life” (omnia necessaria vitae).(9)


	Moreover, Aquinas strikingly observes that every human
communicatio or association is ordered to something necessary for
life.(10) So, too, he argues that our use of wealth (divitiae) should be
determined by or ordered to what is necessary.(11) He makes the following
blunt claim about the proper use of wealth:



  
Since the use of wealth is ordered to providing the necessities of life and making such
provision ought be ordinate, it is evident that the person who does not use wealth in
order to provide for necessities of the present life uses wealth inordinately and
recedes from virtue.(12)


  




		These considerations amply illustrate the foundational role that
Aquinas assigns to necessaria vitae (“things necessary for life”) in
understanding individual and social life, associations, and 
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economic exchange. Nevertheless, there is no discussion in the
secondary literature that provides an exegetical or conceptual analysis
of Aquinas’s conception of the necessities of life or the more basic
concept of necessity from an end. I will undertake such an analysis in
this paper. 


		There are, to be sure, a host of normative, moral, and critical
philosophical questions that must be asked regarding Aquinas’s
conception of the nature and role of “needs” in human life. It is also
important to engage Aquinas with contemporary discussions of needs.
But for these latter tasks to be apt and fruitful, it is important to set
forth Aquinas’s understanding of needs and to identify the many texts
in which he discusses this matter. This is especially important because
Aquinas does not provide an ex-tended treatment of needs in any one
work. His remarks are scattered throughout a number of writings.
Moreover, some of the most interesting and important texts about
necessities of life and necessity from an end are found in texts
concerning the sacraments and the spiritual life. These texts rarely seem
to be the subject of scholarly analysis.


		In the first section, I will set forth Aquinas’s basic under-standing of
necessity in relation to an end, especially as this concept applies to
human ends. In the second section, I will consider the general question
of the universality and particularity of what is necessary for an end. In
the third section, I will take up the problem of whether Aquinas provides
criteria for comparing and prioritizing needs. This problem is at the
heart of con-temporary discussions of “basic needs.” Finally, the
essentially social character of human life means that human needs, at
least those that bear on the natural life of humans, are inevitably
contextualized, in part at least, by the diverse, determinate, and
conventional social worlds in which people live. I will briefly explore
this matter in the fourth section.


I. Necessity from an End


		In this paper, I am concerned with one sort of necessity: necessity in
relation to an end (necessitas ad finem) or what 
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Aquinas at times calls conditional or suppositional necessity (necessitas
ex conditione or necessitas ex suppositione).(13) Aquinas defines
necessity in relation to an end and distinguishes it from other senses of
necessity as follows:



  
Necessity is said in many ways. The necessary is what cannot not be. This necessity
belongs to something in one way because of an intrinsic principle, whether
material—as when we say that everything composed from contraries is
corruptible—or formal—as when we say that it is necessary for a triangle to have
three angles equal to two right angles. This is a natural and absolute necessity. In the
other sense, it belongs to something that it cannot not be because of something
extrinsic, whether an end or an agent. The necessity is because of the end when
someone cannot attain some end or attain it well without this thing, as food is said to
be necessary to life and a horse to a journey. This is called the necessity because of
[or from] an end which is also called utility. Necessity because of an agent belongs
to something when it is forced by some agent so that it cannot act in a contrary
manner, and this is called the necessity of compulsion.(14)
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		To begin, let me take note of Aquinas’s vocabulary in discussing
necessity from an end, where the end is human life.(15) 


	(A) Necessarium vitae [humanae] (“what is necessary for [human]
life”). One often finds the plural construction necessaria vitae
[humanae] (“things necessary for [human] life”).(16)


	(B) Necessarium ad vitam or, in the plural, necessaria ad vitam
(“what is necessary to/in relation to life” or “things necessary to/in
relation to life”).(17)
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	(C) Necessitas vitae (“necessity of life”) and necessitates vitae
(“necessities of life”).(18)


	(D) As far as I can determine, Aquinas uses the expression
necessitas ad vitam (“necessity in relation to life”) only once, and he
does not use the plural form necessitates ad vitam (“things necessary to
life”).(19)


	Oddly, the phrases necessaria vitae and necessitates vitae do not
appear to have the same denotation. The plural form necessi-tates vitae
seems always to refer to material things necessary for ends pursued in
this life.(20) However, the plural form necessaria vitae includes not only
material things, but also moral virtues,(21) prudence,(22) prayer,(23) love,(24)
revealed teaching,(25) friends,(26) the sacraments,(27) recreation,(28) etc.


	It also should be noted that, while Aquinas often uses the phrase vita
humana in a generic or unqualified manner, he	
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frequently refers to different “sorts” of human life. One finds, for
example, references to what is needed for the spiritual life,(29) the bodily
life,(30) the natural life,(31) the domestic life,(32) the pleasurable life, the civic
life, the contemplative life,(33) the active life,(34) the religious life,(35) the
Christian life,(36) etc.


	Finally, it is particularly important to note a “twofold neces-sity” in
any statement expressing necessity from an end. Ends as such exist only
as the ends of some entity. This means that if X is necessary for end Y,
it is necessary with respect to the end in relation to the entity pursuing
the end. In other words, the formula X is necessary for Y is an elliptical
way of saying that X is necessary for A to attain Y at all or very well.(37)


	Thomas defines and/or characterizes “what is necessary on the
condition of an end” in a number of texts.(38) I shall focus my discussion
on four of them.


T1: “What is necessary on the condition of an end is that without which someone
cannot attain some end or attain it very easily. Moreover, this end is twofold: either
in regard to being (esse)—and in this sense food or nutrition are said to be necessary,
since without them a person cannot exist (esse)—or as 
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pertaining to well-being (bene esse). In this manner, a ship is said to be necessary to
sail over the sea, since without it a person cannot carry out his action.”(39)


T2: “The necessity from the supposition of an end is twofold. In one sense, what is
necessary is that without which something cannot be conserved in being, as nutrition
is [necessary] for an animal. In another sense, something is necessary as that without
which what pertains to well-being cannot be attained, as a horse is said to be
necessary to move about at will and medicine to this: that a person live healthfully.
… Some [sacraments], such as baptism and penance, are necessary in the first sense,
namely, those without which a person cannot live in the spiritual life. Some however
are [necessary] as that without which cannot be attained some effect which pertains
to the well-being of the spiritual life. Confirmation and all the other sacraments are
necessary in this sense.”(40)


T3: “In wanting (desiring) the end, we do not of necessity desire those things which
exist in relation to the end unless they are such that without them the end cannot
exist. So, desiring the conservation of life, we desire food. Desiring travel, we desire
a ship. However, we do not in this way desire out of necessity those things without
which the end can exist such as a horse for traveling, since we can travel without it.”(41)


T4: “Something is said to be necessary in respect of an end in two senses. In one
sense, as that without which an end cannot exist, as food is necessary for human life.
And this is unqualifiedly necessary for the end. In the other sense, that without which
the end cannot be attained fittingly is called something necessary as, for example, is
a horse for a journey. But this is not unqualifiedly necessary 
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for an end. Three of the sacraments are necessary in the first sense. Two are necessary
for the individual person: baptism unqualifiedly and absolutely as well as penance on
the supposition of mortal sin after baptism. However, the sacrament of orders is a
necessity of the church, since where there is no ruler the people are corrupted (Prov.
11:14). The other sacraments are necessary in the other sense: for confirmation
perfects baptism in a certain manner, extreme unction perfects penance, while
matrimony conserves through propagation the multitude of the church.”(42)


		Consider T1. Something can be necessary for an end in two senses:
either as that without which the end cannot exist—I will call this “necessityA”—or as that without which the end cannot be attained easily
or fittingly (convenienter)—I will call this “necessityB.”(43) T1 and T2
define necessity from an end with respect to any particular end (aliquis
finis). However, in T1, the single end with respect to which things are
said to be necessary for humans is specified either as existence (esse) or
as well-being (bene esse).(44) The only things necessaryA for human life,
then, are those things without which people cannot live or exist.
Anything else that is necessary for people is necessaryB for human well-being. Notice that, according to T1, the ship is given as necessaryB for
a person to take the voyage.(45) Hence according to TI, the ship 
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is necessary for the person to make an ocean voyage in exactly the same
sense that, in other texts, a horse is said to be necessary for the person
to take a journey.(46) 


	Thomas repeats this basic schema in T2 except that “life” is
analogically extended to refer to “spiritual life”; otherwise bap-tism
could not be regarded as necessary for life in the first sense (necessityA),
since people surely do not cease to exist if they have not been baptized.(47)
T2, then, invokes a distinction between the life of the body and the life
of the soul.(48) Rather than take human life or existence in a simple or
unqualified sense, as in T1, T2 distinguishes between two “sorts” of
human life. Presumably, once we allow that things necessary for human
life can be specified according to two different ends (viz., the natural life
and the spiritual life), there is presumably no reason why we could not
also posit as ends other sorts or “domains” of human life: the moral life,
the contemplative life, the domestic life, the civic life, etc.


	Note, however, that even with this more extensive speci-fication of
ends (various categories of human life), we still cannot clearly
discriminate between the ways in which things are needed for many
proximate ends that we pursue, for example, the difference between the
manner in which a ship might be necessary for a voyage and a horse
might be necessary for a journey. Yet, Aquinas implies exactly this sort
of discrimination in T3: relative to making an ocean voyage, the ship is
necessaryA,while relative	
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to a journey on land, the horse is necessaryB. Implicitly, T3 extends the
distinction between necessityA and necessityB to any end that we pursue,
not just the end of living (vivere) or living well (bene vivere), or some
sort of life such as the spiritual life. T4 allows for this distinction in
regard to human ends in a clearer and more formal manner than T1 and
T2. That is, even though in T4 Aquinas cites food as necessary for life
to illustrate necessityA, he could also have used the example of the ship
as necessaryA for an ocean voyage, since the end for humans is simply
referred to as an end, and not human life (existence), or some specific
type of life.


	This extension is crucial if we are to sort out the ways in which
things are needed for ends that are embedded in chains of subordinate
and superordinate ends. Consider the example in which someone must
sail to some city in order to obtain money.(49) Even if we grant that the
ship is necessaryA to make the voyage and to get the money, it can still
be asked whether someone needs the money. For example, (1) Smith
might need the money to buy food in time of famine, or (2) Johnson
might need the money to finance a wedding in keeping with the demands
of his social station, or (3) Jones, who is a merchant, might need the
money to buy expensive clothing typically worn by the aristocracy.
Conversely, (4) Brown might need the money to embellish her family’s
diet with foods that are sought for their pleasure but that, while not
harmful, are certainly not necessaryA/B for maintaining life or health.


	If we assume that one has no access to food unless one has the
money to buy it, then in case (1) obtaining money to buy food is
necessaryA for one’s survival according to both T1 and T4.


	Aquinas would probably grant that financing a wedding according
to one’s social state, in case (2), is a legitimate necessity.(50) Using T1,
the ship and the money can only be re-	
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garded as necessaryB for Johnson. Using T4, the ship is necessaryA for
Johnson to get the money, the money is necessaryA for Johnson to
finance the wedding, while the wedding itself might be necessaryA or
necessaryB to maintain Johnson’s social state according to the customs
of the society in which Johnson lives, and maintaining social status is
necessaryB with regard to one’s well-being.


	For Aquinas, it is wrong to acquire clothing (and especially lavish
clothing) that is not in keeping with one’s social state as in case (3).(51)
Not only is such acquisition not necessary for people’s well-being, it is
necessary that one avoid such acquisition. So according to T1, the ship
and the money are not necessary for Jones in any sense. According to
formula T4, the ship is necessaryA for getting the money and the money
is necessaryA for buying the clothes, although neither the ship nor the
money is necessaryA/B for Jones’s well-being. Of course, as Aristotle
points out in Metaphysics 5.6, things may be necessary not only to
achieve some good but also to avoid some harm. So, for example, if one
thought that acquiring inordinate clothing was a mortal sin, then, on
both T1 and T4, it would be necessaryA to avoid such an action to
preserve one’s spiritual life.


	Case (4) is rather more difficult. As I noted at the beginning of the
paper, Aquinas argues that material goods are licitly used only so far as
they are ordered to some necessity of life. Yet, he also acknowledges
that the temperate person can licitly consume foods that are pleasurable
so long as they are not harmful to health even if they are not necessary
to health in terms of either necessityA/B.(52) According to T1, neither the
ship nor the money would be necessaryA or necessaryB to Brown.
According to T4, while neither the money nor the ship is necessaryA/B
regarding Brown’s existence or well-being, the ship is still necessaryA to
obtain the money, and the money is necessaryA to acquire the food
(assuming that there is no other way to acquire the food).
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	To sum up: T1 does not clearly provide a criterion for determining
whether something is necessaryA/B for a partial end which may be
ordered to our existence or our well-being. T4 provides a more nuanced
formula for assessing what is needed for any end, independently of the
relation of a particular end to further ends or the final end of preserving
and perfecting our existence. This more nuanced formula is important,
since, as we have seen, something may be necessary in some sense for
a specific end, which end may be necessary in the same or different
sense with regard to a further end. The further end, though, may or may
not be necessary for preserving or protecting our existence; indeed, it
may be harmful to either pursuit. Consider a priest who consecrates the
host in order to administer poison.(53) Putting poison in the bread is
causally indifferent to performing the sacrament, yet necessary to
carrying out an undetected murder of a rival, and clearly harmful to the
priest if he is caught and found guilty of murder. Nevertheless, the fact
that it is immoral to intend to murder someone in no way mitigates the
necessity of using a poisoned host to accomplish the proximate end of
an undetected murder.


	Before we turn to a discussion of the universality and parti-cularity
of needs, I want to spend a moment discussing necessityB. Note that the
difference between necessityA and necessityB does not consist in a
mitigated sense of necessity. In T1, T2, and T4 both sorts of necessity
are expressed in terms of an indis-pensability (sine qua non) criterion.
Yet it must be admitted that Aquinas does not always understand the
indispensability criterion of necessityB in a strict sense. On the one hand,
the virtues are necessaryB and strictly indispensable for a person to live
well, since happiness consists in activity according to virtue.(54) On the
other hand, the things that are necessary to live according to one’s social
state are not “indivisible” in nature, since many external goods can be
added or subtracted from what people have while	
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they are still able to live according to their social condition or state in a
fitting manner.(55)


	Aquinas specifies the formal difference between the senses of
necessityA and necessityB with reference to the condition in which the
end exists: whether it exists at all or whether it exists well or fittingly
(convenienter). But how are we to understand this notion of
“fittingness”? The word convenire (and its related forms) appears more
than eight thousand times in Aquinas’s writings, and it takes on various
meanings in different contexts. For example, something is said
convenienter of another thing when it follows from the nature of the
thing (e.g., as laughter follows from human nature).(56) In other contexts
(typically in regard to a moral good), the conveniens is distinguished
from what is harmful.(57) But our focus here is conveniens in relation to
what is necessary for attaining an end. Aquinas’s typical example of the
necessity of the horse for the journey seems to view the conveniens in
terms of sheer facility or convenience: it is easier to get around on a
horse than by foot.(58) On the other hand, confirmation does not just make
salvation easier, but rather it perfects baptism in a certain way
(“confirmatio perficit baptismum quodammodo”).(59) At times however,
something is fitting to an end because of the customs of a particular
group. For example, Aquinas argued that it was fitting and required for
priests in the Greek and Latin churches to celebrate the Eucharist with
leavened or unleavened bread according to the respective customs of
their church.(60) In another sense, something is fitting with respect to the
“dignity” of a particular office or state: rulers and popes may wear
certain luxurious apparel in keeping with the demands of their office and	
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the respect it is supposed to be given.(61) So, in this sense, a certain
dignitary might require a horse for a journey, not because the horse
makes the journey easier but because the office requires it.


II. Universality and Particularity of What Is Necessary for
an End


	A core issue in contemporary analysis of human needs is whether
needs are universal for all people or whether they can be particularized
according to culture, history, or other factors. While Aquinas thinks that
some things such as food and friendship are needed universally by
people relative to the ends of preserving and perfecting their existence,
he also allows that the necessity of something for an end can be
conditioned by various circumstantial factors. So, he recognizes that
people need things to live according to the customs of their society and
according to their social state within a given society. One person may
need certain things to fulfill certain social roles or demands that will be
unnecessary and perhaps even harmful to others.(62)


	Even things necessaryA for the very existence of the end may be
relative to historical conditions and circumstances. People caught in
Pompeii could have escaped the eruption of Mount Vesuvius only if they
had access to a ship. Indeed, even Aquinas’s standard example of food
needed to sustain life to illustrate necessityA is not without some
specification a “universal need.” As Aquinas notes:



  
Although food is maximally necessary without qualification for the body, nevertheless
this is not so for each food. For if someone abstains from one food, he can be
sustained by another.(63)
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		T4 touches on the matter of the universality/particularity of things
needed for an end. Indeed, T4 contains an interesting anomaly, for it is
the only text is which Aquinas defines something necessary for an end
as necessary simpliciter (without qualification) for an end.(64) In every
other text where he formally distinguishes necessity from an end from
other sorts of necessity (e.g., necessity because of formal or material
causes), he is careful to describe necessity from an end as necessity ex
conditione/ suppositione finis rather than as necessity from an end
absolute or simpliciter.(65) Necessity from an end arises from an extrinsic
rela-tion between the means and the end, whereas formal or material
necessity is due to an intrinsic relation between the things that are
necessary. Typically, what is said simpliciter is contrasted with what is
said secundum quid or relationally. While Thomas never describes
necessity from an end as necessarium/necessitas secun-dum quid, that
formulation seems implicit given the characteri-zation of such necessity
as ex conditione/suppositione finis. What is necessary because of
intrinsic factors (either formal or material) is necessary universally: for
example, all triangles have three angles. Necessity due to intrinsic
factors is described as unquali-fied or absolute precisely for this reason.
What is necessary for an end by supposition would always seem to be
conditional or relational in character even if it is always required for the
end, 
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since the universality is not traced back to an intrinsic relation between
X and Y.(66) Hence, it is odd that Aquinas would describe any sort of
necessity from an end as unqualified or absolute.


	It is even more striking that in T4 Aquinas gives two different senses
in which something necessary for an end is necessary without
qualification for the end. In the first sense, what is necessaryA for the
very existence of an end is said to be necessary without qualification
(e.g., food is necessary without qualification for preserving life) while
things necessaryB for ends (such as a horse for a journey) are said not
to be necessary without qualification. In the second sense, baptism is
said to be necessaryA absolutely and without qualification for salvation,
whereas penance is necessaryA for salvation, not absolutely or without
qualification but only on the condition that someone commits mortal sin.
Aquinas does not offer a parallel distinction regarding things that are
necessaryB for some end.


	Notice that, in comparison with necessityB, necessityA is not said to
be unqualified because things necessaryA are universally required for
their ends (e.g., food for survival), while things necessaryB are not
universally required for their ends (e.g., a horse for a journey). Rather,
Aquinas uses simpliciter to characterize something needed universally
for an end when he describes the difference between the necessityA of
baptism for salvation and the necessityA of penance for salvation.
Everyone needs baptism to be saved; only those who commit mortal sin
after baptism require penance. If so, then the contrast between the
unqualified necessityA of food for life and the “qualified” necessityB of
a horse for the journey cannot be traced to a difference in scope or
universality per se.


	In STh I, q. 5, a. 1, ad 1, Aquinas draws a distinction between ens
simpliciter—said of a being in light of its substantial being which
causes it to be actual rather than potential—and ens secundum
quid—said of something in regard to an actuality it receives over and
above its mere substantial existence (e.g., that	
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something is white). Aquinas seems to be drawing a similar distinction
in T4 when he calls something necessaryA for an end necessary without
qualification. Means necessaryA for an end are necessary without
qualification for the end because the end is being considered simply or
without qualification: that is, merely in regard to its existence. Things
necessaryB for an end, then, are necessary secundum quid, or relatively,
because the end is being considered in regard to some particular state
over and above its mere existence, that is, a more perfect rather than a
less perfect state.


	To sum up, then, there are three senses in which the pair
simpliciter/secundum quid can apply to necessity from an end.(67) First,
in contrast to what is necessary simpliciter for something because of
formal or material factors, nothing necessary for an end is necessary
without qualification but only conditionally or suppositionally, and
therefore, relationally (secundum quid).


	Second, anything that is necessaryA for an end is necessary
simpliciter for the end, while anything necessaryB for an end is
necessary in relation to the more or less perfect existence of the end. In
this sense, something is necessaryA without qualification for an end
regardless of whether it is universally required for the end (e.g.,
baptism) or required only under certain conditions (e.g., penance). Of
course, one needs to be cautious in claiming that, in this second sense,
something is necessary without qualification for an end. Food, for
example, is necessary for the conservation of the body only on the
condition that one refers to the body in its natural state (whether or not
before the fall)(68) and not to the glorified or resurrected body (assuming
that in some sense it is the same body as one’s natural body).(69) So too,
even baptism is necessaryA for the spiritual life only given the existence
of original sin.


	Third, whatever is universally necessaryA for an end is necessary
simpliciter for the end, while what is necessaryA for an end in certain
contexts is necessary secundum quid for the end.	
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Although Aquinas does not do so, it is easy to extend this third sense to
things necessaryB for an end. Friendship is universally necessaryB for
human well-being and, therefore, necessary without qualification for
human well-being. Horses might often be neces-sary to make a journey
easier or “move about at will,” but they are not always so, for example,
if one is trying to chase Br’er Rabbit through a very dense thicket.
Hence, they are necessaryB in relation to the journey and the
circumstances under which it taken.


	The third sense of what is necessary simpliciter for an end obviously
sets forth the distinction between what might be regarded as “universal”
and “particular” needs. As I noted earlier, it is a mistake to formulate
the notion of a need, or of something necessary for an end, simply in
terms of a relation between what is needed and the end. Needs
statements—in Aquinas’s language, statements expressing necessity
from an end—make reference to the entity, A, for which Y is an end as
well as the context, Z, in which the end is pursued. So, a complete
statement expressing necessity from an end is that X is necessary for A
to attain end Y in conditions Z. Although Thomas never develops the
formula for necessity from an end in precisely this way, I see no reason
why he would reject it. Indeed, given the way in which he distinguishes
between the conditions under which baptism and penance are necessary
for salvation, there is every reason to think that he would accept it. Two
examples will illustrate the importance of this precision.


	In T4, Aquinas holds that baptism is unqualifiedly necessary for
salvation both in the sense that we cannot have spiritual life without
baptism and in the sense that everyone must be baptized in order to be
saved. However, the necessityA of baptism for salvation is true only
relative to humans and not relative to God. In responding to the question
whether it was necessary that God institute the sacraments after the fall,
Aquinas writes:



  
The sacraments were not necessary according to an absolute necessity, as it is
necessary that God exist, since they would have been instituted in virtue of divine
goodness alone. But they were instituted according to the necessity which arises from
the supposition of an end, not so that God could not save humans without them, since
he does not bind his power to the sacraments … (as food
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is necessary to human life), but since he accomplishes a more congruous reparation
of humans though the sacraments, as a horse is necessary for a journey, since a person
can travel more easily on a horse.(70) 


  



So, God need not have instituted the sacraments to save humans, and he
is not bound to provide salvation through them. In other words, from
God’s point of view and with reference to the end of securing our
salvation, the sacraments enjoy only necessityB and they are not strictly
indispensable even in that sense. The necessity of the sacraments for our
salvation might seem to be different from the necessity of creating food
so that humans can live. So, for Aquinas,



  
Necessity in God’s works cannot arise except from the form which is the end of
operation. For seeing that the form is not infinite, it has determined principles
without which it cannot exist in a determined mode of being. Thus we might say, for
instance, supposing that God intends to make a human, that it is necessary and due
that he give him a rational soul and an organic body, without which there cannot be
a human.(71) 


  



		Moreover, “if God willed the existence of plants and animals, it was
due that he should make the heavenly bodies, whereby those things are
preserved. If he willed the existence of man, it was necessary for him to
make plants and animals and other things like them which man needs for
perfect existence.”(72) God need not have created anything, yet having
willed to create a universe in which there are people it was necessary,
given human 
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nature, that he create humans with a sensible body and a rational soul
and that he create the things without which humans could not exist or be
naturally perfected. And yet God does not “bind his power to natural
things so that he cannot act outside them when he wills what he
accomplishes in miraculous acts.”(73) Indeed, in relation to creatures,
there is a sense in which God is not sub-ject to any necessity from an
end, both because God’s own end, which is his goodness, does not
require that he produce anything at all and because “there is no doubt
that God can introduce many other means to some end than those which
in some manner have been determined to an end.”(74) In sum, so far as
God has willed to produce effects according to the order of nature, these
effects come to existence and attain perfection in light of the means they
naturally require. Yet he is not bound to necessity from an end in either
sense that things are necessary for ends.


	To the second example: just as something may be necessaryA for us
to obtain a certain end while for God it is at most necessaryB,
individuals may have to contend with certain means that are necessaryA
for them to pursue ends which are only necessaryB or not necessary at
all from the standpoint of society or collective human action. Consider
someone who wishes to attend a particular graduate program in which
the applicant must have a 3.5 GPA even to be considered. Certainly this
requirement is humanly constructed and enforced by those who
administer the program. It was probably not necessary that they
establish this requirement for admittance to the program in the sense
that food is necessary for life,(75) but rather it may have been selected for
any number of reasons for the sake of controlling admission to the
program. At most, the GPA requirement is necessaryB from the	
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standpoint of those who create and enforce the requirement. From the
standpoint of the individual applicant, however, the requirement is
necessaryA for consideration for admission (so long, of course, as the
requirement is rigidly enforced by those who administer the program).
In regard to the individual applicant, having the 3.5 GPA is necessaryA
for admission to the program just as food is necessaryA for the
preservation of the applicant’s life. In any event, these two examples
should make evident that the necessity of X for end Y is determined by
reference both to the entity pursuing the end and the conditions under
which the end is pursued.


III. Basic Needs


	The concept of basic needs is fundamental to much contemporary
discussion of needs.(76) The importance of this topic is not just theoretical;
it has significant moral import once we grant that “needs claims” by
themselves carry no moral weight. The mere fact that A needs X for Y
does not imply that A has any right to or moral claim on X. However,
the concept of basic needs is often formulated to provide such moral
warrant to needs, especially in the area of public policy and the
distribution of scarce resources.(77) At its core, the distinction between
basic and	
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non-basic needs implies that needs can somehow be compared with one
another to be ranked or prioritized. Since needs claims do not carry
automatic moral weight, they must be ranked or prioritized within moral
discourse regardless of whether one develops a concept of basic needs.


	Is there any basis in Aquinas for articulating a notion of basic needs?
Or, more fundamentally and accurately, in what ways does Aquinas
rank and prioritize needs? From the outset, I want to emphasize that
Aquinas never uses a phrase that we could translate as “basic
necessities.” Indeed, my answer to the first question is largely negative.
I explore the second question to establish a basis for subsequent
research regarding the moral weight which Aquinas might give to needs
claims. Hence, let me suggest six senses in which Aquinas seems to
prioritize things necessary for an end in relation to one another.


	(1) “Things necessary for life” or “necessities of life”
(necessaria/necessitates vitae) have priority over other things that
people need but that are not included among the necessities of life.


	(2) What is necessaryA for an end is prior to what is necessaryB for
an end. This is the order of necessity (via necessitatis).


	(3) What is necessaryA/B for (human) life and perfection is prior to
what is necessaryA /B for some specific end pursued by someone.


	(4) What is necessaryA/ B for the existence or perfection of an end and
is directly ordered to the existence of the end (i.e., universally required
by all those who pursue the end) is prior to what is necessaryA/B for the
existence of the end under certain circumstances or supervening
accidents.


	(5) Relative to the order of perfection (via perfectionis), the
perfection of an end is prior to the mere existence of an end, since in the
order of perfection, act takes priority over potentiality. Hence, what is
necessaryB for the perfection of an end is prior to what is necessaryA for
the mere existence of an end.
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	(6) So far as one end is deemed prior to another end, then what is
necessaryA/B for the first end may be prior to what is necessaryA and/or
what is necessaryB for the second end.


	In the first sense, “necessities of life” (necessaria/necessitates vitae)
are somehow prior to other things that people need. Certainly, we often
use the phrase “necessities of life” in this manner, for example, in
defining poverty lines as the point at which people have only the income
to provide the necessities of life. Of course, the phrase “necessities of
life” has a more or less narrow sense in contemporary usage. At times,
it may refer only to mere subsistence needs. At other times, it may
extend to what people need to preserve some minimally decent social
status (e.g., in most industrial societies this might include having a
refrigerator or telephone, or being literate). Aquinas provides no settled
meaning to the terms necessaria/necessitates vitae. As I noted earlier,
while the phrase necessitates vitae seems to refer principally to material
things needed in this life, the phrase necessaria vitae seems to extend to
virtually anything that is necessary for humans ends related to the
conservation or perfection of life. Presumably the “necessities of life”
will not include what people need for proximate ends that are immoral,
harmful to a person’s life, or are not necessaryA/B for our existence or
perfection. On the other hand, “necessities of life” could include
anything that people need for the ends that they pursue (unless the ends
are immoral or harmful), since presumably all proximate ends are
chosen for the sake of well-being or happiness considered as a perfect,
final, and self-sufficient good. But I find no clear textual evidence that
Aquinas distinguishes between what is necessary for human life (taken
in the broadest sense) and what is necessary for people to pursue some
end but which does not fall into the category of the “necessities of life.”
That is, the first sense for prioritizing needs appears to reflect a more
modern distinction than one employed by Aquinas.


	In the second sense, what is necessaryA for an end is prior to what is
necessaryB for an end, since the end cannot exist at all without what is
necessaryA for it. But if this distinction is to serve as a basis for
distinguishing between basic and non-basic human	



page 86

needs, to which end should we refer? It is tempting to say human life or
existence. But then does one mean life in an unqualified sense or in some
more specified sense: natural life, moral life, spiritual life, civic life,
etc.? It is tempting to take life in an unqualified sense, but then the only
things necessaryA for human life will be those things that are required
for mere existence or survival. But this is quite minimal, since as
Aquinas says, “nature is content with little.”(78) Aquinas might appear to
give some support to prioritizing needs in this way when he sets forth a
sense in which someone is said to need (indiget) something.



  
Necessity conditioned on the supposition of an end is twofold. On the one hand, as
that without which one cannot attain an intended end, e.g., one cannot attain the
conservation of life without food. On the other hand, as that without which someone
cannot attain an end easily, namely, as a horse is said to be necessary for a person to
take a journey. The name “utility” is common to both of these modes of necessity… but the name “need” is more related to the first of the modes. For we are properly
said to need that without which we cannot attain an end.(79) 


  



This text reflects a general priority of what is necessaryA for an end, and
apparently any end, over what is only necessaryB for it. So, if one
adopts this criterion as the basis for distinguishing basic from non-basic
needs and, thus, specifies the end as human life in an unqualified sense,
then, for example, a person properly needs only the food he or she
requires to stay alive. However, the food that is required to perform
one’s work or to attain health is only useful but not needed.(80) On this
view, we would not need 
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(indiget) either moral virtues or the sacraments for our life (if “life” is
taken without qualification) even though we could be said to need the
moral virtues for moral life and natural happiness, and we could be said
to need baptism or penance for spiritual life, since moral virtue,
baptism, and penance are necessaryA for the moral life and the spiritual
life respectively.


	Let us, then, turn to the third sense in which needs can be ranked.
For Aquinas, humans tend to their own perfection and well-being, both
natural and supernatural. Human life is not ordered just to living
(existing) but to living (existing) well. In contrast to the narrow sense,
given above, in which people can be said to need (indiget) something,
Aquinas provides a more expansive definition:



  
Someone is said to need something without qualification and relationally. Someone
needs without qualification that without which he cannot be conserved in being or in
his perfection… . But someone relationally needs that without which he cannot attain
some intended end, or cannot attain it well, or in some manner.(81)
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In this text, we can say that we need (indiget) whatever is necessaryA or
necessaryB for any end we pursue.(82) However, the key distinction in this
text is between what is we need simpliciter, that is, for our life and
perfection, and what we need secundum quid, that is, in relation to some
particular end. Supposing that what is said simpliciter has some priority
over what is said secundum quid, then we have a third sense for
prioritizing things people need: what people need without qualification
for life and perfection is prior to what people need for the existence and
perfection of some particular end. In this sense, basic needs might be
regarded as those things which people need simpliciter, that is to say,
for their life and perfection. Non-basic needs would be those required
relationally, that is, for some specific end which was not required to
conserve someone in his or her perfection and existence. It is clear that
basic needs would encompass a much broader set of needs than what is
simply necessaryA for maintaining life in an unqualified sense. In this
more expansive sense, so-called subsistence needs, moral virtues, and
the sacraments would all count as basic needs, whereas neither a horse
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necessaryB to make a journey easier nor a ship necessaryA to make an
ocean voyage would be basic unless they were related to conserving life
and perfection.


	This leads to the fourth sense for ranking needs. Suppose one needs
a ship in order to survive, as did the folks in Pompeii when they tried to
escape the eruption of Mt. Vesuvius. In that situation, should we regard
a ship as a basic need? Imagine some kind soul setting out to satisfy the
basic needs of the folks on the shore in Pompeii by distributing to them
crates of food unloaded from ships in the harbor and refusing to let the
people use the ships. So too, does penance count as a basic need for the
spiritual life, since it is only necessaryA for spiritual life on the
supposition of actual sin? While the ship for the folks in Pompeii and
the sacrament of penance for those committing a mortal sin might be
included as what is necessary simpliciter for conserving life and
perfection according to the third sense for prioritizing needs, Aquinas
explicitly acknowledges a sense in which what is universally
necessaryA/B for an end takes priority over what is necessaryA/B only
under certain circumstances.(83) Consider the following text:



  
That which exists in itself precedes naturally that which is accidental, as substance
precedes accident. Now some sacraments are, of themselves, ordered to human
salvation, e.g., baptism, which is spiritual birth, confirmation which is spiritual
growth, and the Eucharist which is spiritual food. However, penance is ordered to
human salvation accidentally as it were, and on something being supposed, namely,
sin. For unless someone actually sins, he would not stand in need of penance and yet
he would need baptism, confirmation, and the Eucharist; even as in the life of the
body, a person would need no medical treatment, unless he were ill. Yet life, birth,
growth, and nutrition are in themselves necessary to man.(84) 
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Hence, if X and Y are necessaryA or necessaryB for the same end, X is
prior to Y if it is directly or per se related to the existence and or
perfection of the end rather than required only in certain circumstances.
This is the fourth sense for prioritizing or ranking what is necessary for
some end. Notice that prioritizing needs on this basis cuts across the
distinction between necessityA and necessityB. Moreover, on this
criterion, what is per se necessaryB for the perfection of an end takes
priority over what is necessaryA for the end but only under certain
circumstances. Taken as a criterion for basic needs, then, presumably
only those things which all people need for life and perfection would be
counted as basic needs. So, to return to an earlier example, if we
adopted this criterion for satisfying basic needs and we were authorized
only to satisfy the basic needs of the folks in Pompeii, then they would
only get the food but would not be allowed passage on the ships.


		Next, let us consider the fifth criterion for ranking needs. Consider
the groups faith, hope, and charity on the one hand and baptism,
confirmation, and the Eucharist on the other. All of them are necessary
in some sense for the spiritual life of humans.(85) In the order of necessity
(via necessitatis), faith is prior to and more necessary than hope and
charity, while baptism is prior to and more necessary than confirmation
and the Eucharist.(86) Yet from 
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the point of view of the order of perfection (via perfectionis), charity is
prior to faith and hope because it perfects our love of God,(87) while the
Eucharist is necessary for the consummation of spiritual life and,
therefore, as perfecting the effect of the sacraments of baptism and
confirmation.(88) Aquinas never explicitly describes charity or the
Eucharist as more necessary than faith and hope or baptism and
confirmation respectively.(89) Yet relative to the perfection of the spiritual
life, charity and the Eucharist are in a sense more necessary than the
others, since they produce the full perfection of the spiritual life. If there
can be no spiritual life without baptism or faith, there can be no fully
perfect spiritual life without the Eucharist and charity. Here, then, I
would suggest that we have a fifth sense of prioritizing things necessary
to an end. Relative to the order of perfection (via perfectionis), the
perfection of an end is prior to the mere existence of an end, since all
things are ordered to their proper end as their actualization; hence what
is necessaryB for the perfection of an end is prior to what is only
necesaaryA for the mere existence of an end.
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	The sixth sense of ranking needs is perhaps the most complex. So far
as one end is deemed prior to another end, then what is necessaryA/B for
the first end may be prior to what is necessaryA/B for the second end. For
example, Aquinas writes that spiritual alms are in some sense more
necessary to people than corporeal alms. He defends this view against
objections that give a constant priority to corporeal alms over spiritual
alms on the ground that what pertains to the life of the body is more
necessary than what pertains to the life of the spirit. Aquinas’s most
nuanced response to this objection is found in IV Sententiarum:



  
Alms have efficacy, as was said, on the part of the giver and on the part of the
recipient… . In relation to the recipient, alms can be measured in two ways, either
by reason of the good which is conferred, and in this sense spiritual alms are
preeminent, or [they can be measured] by reason of what is necessary. In this sense
some spiritual alms are more important than some corporeal alms, namely those
[spiritual alms] which are ordered against fault are more important than any corporeal
alms, since a person ought more to avoid fault than some bodily defect, even death.
However, some corporeal alms, namely, those which are directed to the sustenance
of life, are more necessary than spiritual alms, namely, those which are directed to
well-being. But those [spiritual alms] which are directed to spiritual well-being are
more necessary than those which are directed to corporeal well-being. In this way it
is evident that some spiritual alms are more important than all corporeal alms and
similarly in kind when speaking of both sorts of alms.(90)


  



		Hence, even though, for example, food is necessary without
qualification for human life, supplying food to people may not always
take precedence over supplying spiritual alms, if the latter 
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are necessary to avoid some fault. The same thing would be true in
relation to preserving one’s moral integrity: at times it may be necessary
to expose oneself to death in order to conserve moral virtue. (Consider
the case of prisoners of war who can obtain food only if they disclose
military secrets.) So too, even though Aquinas writes that one should
never give that without which one cannot live (things necessaryA for
natural life), he nevertheless allows that even in conditions where
someone has only enough to preserve the life of herself and her family,
she might still give “to a great person through whom the church and the
republic are sustained, for it is praiseworthy to expose oneself and those
in one’s care to mortal danger to free such a person, since the common
good is to be preferred to one’s own good.”(91)


	As I have illustrated in the previous discussion, each of these criteria
might provide some basis for distinguishing between basic and non-basic needs, but this is a merely linguistic accom-plishment, since it
recasts one of Aquinas’s distinctions in a more modern idiom. It is not
clear that any of the six criteria provide some automatic moral warrant
for the needs that are prioritized according to each particular criterion.
Moreover, I am not certain it is worth the effort to find some basis in
Aquinas for defining basic needs or, that to be relevant to contemporary
discussions of needs, one must find this sort of basis in Aquinas’s
writings. As I have argued elsewhere, the project of conceptualizing
basic needs is often mired in stipulation, driven by social and political
ideology, and complicated by normative and moral concerns.(92) Rather
than trying to graft the modern category of basic needs onto Aquinas in
an anachronistic manner, it seems more profit-able to look at the various
sorts of distinctions and comparisons he makes among needs, assess
them on their merits, and	
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determine to what extent they might be helpful to contemporary
assessments of needs.


IV. The Political and Conventional Context for Human
Needs


	The fourth criterion for prioritizing needs relies on a belief that some
things are necessary for human life and perfection as directly or per se
ordered to life and perfection. This belief seems to imply that there are
certain things that people naturally need or need by nature, and that
these needs might be determined through a strictly rational sort of
analysis that considers human nature alone (that is, humans qua
humans). While this model might be appealing in the abstract, since
needs presumably based on our nature would enjoy the strongest sort of
priority, the model requires substantive modification when one considers
what people need in their actual, determinate existence. This model does
not really take into account the manner in which human needs are
determined by the social contexts in which people live.


	Recall that for Aquinas humans are essentially social and they must
live in civil society in order to live well (at least in regard to natural
happiness). Individuals stand in relation to the city as parts to a whole
and, as such, the well-being of the individual is ordered to the well-being
of the community in which he or she lives.(93) On more than one occasion,
for example, Aquinas explicitly adopts the view that the common good
of the city takes precedence over the good of the individual and that,
implicitly, the good of the individual is subordinate to the good of the
community.(94) 
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	The common good of the city is not just the sum of the goods of the
individuals who live in the city, but rather it is the good proper to the
city as city.(95) For Aquinas, the city is the perfect community so far as
it satisfies all the necessities of life. Yet the city can secure and maintain
its self-sufficiency only so far as it has a proper order (i.e., peace).(96) The
city attains its due order so far as it is ordered to the proper advantage
of its members. But this proper order requires that the parts of the city
(i.e., the individuals and communities within the city) be harmoniously
ordered with relation to one another and the city. Hence, the ends that
individuals pursue must be determined relative to the ends of the city in
such a way that the ends pursued by individuals are conducive to
preserving the order and harmony of the city. That is, an individual’s
determination of what he or she needs in order to pursue particular ends
is embedded in the political context of what is required to maintain the
proper order of the city or community in which the individual lives. This
latter determination is not properly made by individuals as such—who
look to their own private good—but by the ruler of the community who
is charged with caring for the common good.(97) Aquinas gives a vivid
articulation of the responsibility of the ruler in this matter when he
discusses the duties of the ruler who is able to found a city. As God
providentially provides all that is needed for each species, the founder of the city or kingdom must mark out the chosen place according to the
exigencies of things necessary for the perfection of the city and kingdom.
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. . Indeed, he must provide for each one what is necessary for his particular condition
and state in life; otherwise, the kingdom or city could never endure.(98)


		Conversely, individuals should determine what they need according
to their condition or state. So, in reciting the fourth petition of the
Lord’s prayer and in following the injunction of 1 Timothy 6:9,
individuals do not beg for “daily bread” in an unqualified sense, nor are
they expected to be content with food and clothing without qualification.
In asking that we be given our “daily bread,” we are requesting all the
temporal things necessary for us, and we should ask for these things and
be content with them according to our social condition and state.(99)


	Moreover, individuals cannot determine what they need through a
strictly rational analysis, since the social order in which people live is
formatively shaped by custom and, therefore, it has a fundamentally
conventional character to it. It is precisely in this regard that the earlier
sense in which people are said to need something—either in regard to
their existence or perfection (which seems specified by nature) or to
some specific end proposed by the will—becomes blurred, since what
individuals need is determined, in part at least, by their locus in a social
order which is, in part, conventionally determined by custom.


	It is not possible in this paper to provide a complete exegetical or
conceptual analysis of Aquinas’s conception of custom. For the present,
the following will suffice: custom arises through collectively repeated
actions (whether deliberate or not) that take on the character of a
“habit” or second nature.(100) Customs are	
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subjected to the rule of reason and they cannot licitly abrogate divine or
natural law.(101) Nevertheless, people are bound to live according to the
lawful customs of society in which they live.(102) So, in responding to
what counts as moderation in clothing, Aquinas approvingly cites
Augustine: “Those offenses, which are contrary to the customs of
people, are to be avoided according to the customs generally prevailing,
so that a thing agreed upon and confirmed by the custom or law of any
city or nation may not be violated at the lawless pleasure of anyone
whether citizen or foreigner. For any part is offensive which does not
harmonize with its whole.”(103)


	More important for my purposes, Aquinas recognizes that one group
can have customs that are incompatible with the customs of another
group even though both sets of custom are consistent with reason and
both are binding on people subjected to them. The result is that a person
is required to perform actions in one community that should be avoided
in another community. Consider the following solution to the question
of whether the Eucharist may be celebrated with leavened or unleavened
bread.


Two things may be considered touching the matter of this sacrament, namely, what
is necessary and what is fitting. It is necessary that the bread be wheaten, without
which the sacrament is not perfected. However, it is not necessary for the sacrament
that the bread is unleavened or leavened, since it can be celebrated with either… .
But it is suitable [conveniens] that every priest observe the rite of his church in the
celebration of the sacrament. Now in this matter there are various customs of the
churches… . Hence, as a priest sins by celebrating with leavened bread in the Latin
church, so a Greek priest celebrating with unleavened bread in a church of the Greeks
would also sin by perverting the rite of his church.(104)
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		In this text, the necessary and the fitting are contrasted with regard
to the matter (that is, the bread) of the Eucharist. It is necessaryA for the
priest to use wheat bread in celebrating the Eucharist, but only fitting
(necessaryB?) for the priest to use leavened or unleavened bread .
However, since a priest sins if he does not use the type of bread that is
required by the custom of his church, it is clear that it is necessary that
the priest celebrate the Eucharist with the bread required by his tradition
in order to avoid sin.(105) Even though the injunction to obey the customs
of one’s society is not absolute if those customs run counter to natural
or divine law, the injunction appears to be licit prima facie, and it does
not seem to be justifiably overridden because of the preferences or
desires of individuals. In any event, though, people cannot and ought not
avoid referring to the social group in which they live in order to
determine what they need.


	The question of what people need can be raised in regard to any
particular end that people pursue both in regard to merely attaining the
end and to attaining it well or perfectly. But the various ends people
pursue must be ordered to the final end of human life, which is our
beatitude—the perfect knowledge and love of God in the next life. While
beatitude transcends any natural happiness, the latter is found only
within the city. Hence, the assessments of what people need to attain
particular ends or even personal happiness is embedded in a political
context in which the ends that people pursue ought be ordered to the
common good and the peace of the city, since it is only within the city
that people attain any complete natural happiness. So far as political
and social life is legitimately determined by custom and so far as people
are bound to follow the customs of their society, human needs are
conventional in the sense that what people need
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is shaped by social and institutional roles and the conventions that
determine those institutions and roles.
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is a single end—human existence or life—considered in regard to its simple existence or in regard
to its perfection rather than to say that there are two ends.

[bookmark: N_45_]45. 
 Aquinas offers the example of a ship as a means necessary to achieve an end in four other
places: III Sent., d. 20, q. 1, a. 1, sol. 3; ScG III, c. 138; STh I, q. 19, a. 3; and V Metaphys., lect. 6.
In the last text, the ship is said to be necessary for the voyage in the sense of necessityB. Following
Aristotle, the focus is on the necessity of the ship for someone to obtain a particular good, namely,
the money (which is the end of making the voyage), rather than on the necessity of the ship for
someone simply to make the voyage. The text from the Summa Theologiae (T3 above) uses the
ship/voyage example to illustrate necessityA. The first two texts employ the ship/voyage example to
illustrate necessity of an end without specifying what sort of necessity is involved. 

[bookmark: N_46_]46. 
 For the use of the horse example, see II Sent., d. 29, q. 1, a. 1; IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, sol. 1;
d. 7, q. 1, a. 1, sol. 2; STh I, q. 82, a. 1; III, q. 1, a. 2; III, q. 65, a. 4; Quodl. 4, q. 12, a. 2, ad 3; XII
Metaphys., lect. 7.

[bookmark: N_47_]47. 
 Spiritual life, or the life of the soul, happens when the will is united by a right intention to God
and moved by an intrinsic principle (namely, charity) to love of God and neighbor. The damned do
not cease to exist even though they are spiritually dead (see ScG III, c. 139). See ScG IV, c. 58 for
a detailed comparison between the spiritual life and the corporeal life or natural life. 

[bookmark: N_48_]48. 
 While Aquinas frequently contrasts the spiritual life with the bodily life, the distinction is better
expressed as that between the spiritual life and the natural life, which includes the life of the body as
well as the life of natural reason, e.g., the moral life (vita moralia).

[bookmark: N_49_]49. 
 V Metaphys., lect. 6. The example is Aristotle’s (see Metaphysics 5.5.1015a25). 

[bookmark: N_50_]50. 
 The reasons are (a) that we are to ask for, and be content with, material things according to our
social state and the customs of the society in which we live (In orationem Dominicam 4) and (b) that
Aquinas places limits on the alms one should give to retain one’s social status by arguing that “no
one should remain ‘indecently’ in some state” (“quia nullus debet indecenter in aliquo statu manere”
[IV Sent., d. 15, q. 2, a. 4, sol. 1]). On this point see also STh II-II, q. 32, a. 6. In both these texts
Aquinas distinguishes between what is necessaryA as that without which one cannot live and what is
necessaryB as that without which one cannot maintain one’s social state.

[bookmark: N_51_]51. 
 In orationem Dominicam 4.

[bookmark: N_52_]52. 
 STh II-II, q. 141, a. 6, ad 2.

[bookmark: N_53_]53. 
 STh III, q. 74, a. 2, ad 2. Aquinas cites the example for a somewhat different purpose and
without the detail I am giving. Aquinas notes that the mere intention to poison someone counts as a
sin. Of course, positive law might distinguish between attempted murder and actual murder.

[bookmark: N_54_]54. 
 STh I, q. 88, a. 1.

[bookmark: N_55_]55. 
 IV Sent., d. 15, q. 2, a. 4, sol. 1; STh III, q. 32, a. 6. Of course, one could say that external
material goods are strictly indispensable for one’s well-being or social state even though this or that
particular good may not be indispensable and necessaryB for one’s well-being or social state.

[bookmark: N_56_]56. 
 I Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 1, ad 1; and STh II-II, q. 32, a. 6.

[bookmark: N_57_]57. 
 Cf. II Sent., d. 24, q. 2, a. 1; and STh I-II, q. 81, a. 2.

[bookmark: N_58_]58. 
 XII Metaphys., lect. 7.

[bookmark: N_59_]59. 
 STh III, q. 65, a. 4. Cf. IV Sent., d. 7, q. 2, a. 2, sol. 2; ScG IV, c. 58; STh III, q. 72, a. 2, ad
2.

[bookmark: N_60_]60. 
 STh III, q. 74, a. 4. See below for further discussion of this text.

[bookmark: N_61_]61. 
 Cf. Contra impug. Dei, c. 8, ad 9.

[bookmark: N_62_]62. 
 See STh II-II, q. 188, a. 7, where Aquinas defines the poverty lines for various types of
religious orders in terms of the different material things the orders require to fulfill their apostolates.
See John D. Jones, “Poverty and Subsistence,” Gregorianum 75 (1994): 141-44, 147 for a
discussion of this matter.

[bookmark: N_63_]63. 
 “Quamvis esca sit simpliciter maxime necessaria corpori, non tamen quaelibet esca. Si enim
aliquis ab una esca abstineat, potest alia sustentari” (Contra impug. Dei, c. 15, ad 9). Moreover, food
is not just necessaryA to sustain life. Aquinas is quite aware that food is necessary for people to
achieve other ends. He offers an interesting discussion of this point in response to an objection that
fasting is wrong, since it involves not only abstaining from superfluous food but also from necessary
food and since to abstain from necessary food implies that one would kill oneself. Thomas notes that
food is necessary for people in two basic senses. The first sense (necessityA) is for survival. The
second sense (necessityB) is to maintain the condition or “health” (valetudo) of the body. Moreover,
this condition can be taken in two senses: either (a) in respect to what is required for actions dictated
“by one’s office or the society among which one lives” (“ex officio vel ex societate eorum ad quos
convivit”) or (b) in respect to the “best condition of the body” (“optimam corporis dispositionem”)
(IV Sent., d. 15, q. 3, a. 1, sol. 2, ad 3). 

[bookmark: N_64_]64. 
 See also IV Sent., d. 15, q. 2, a. 4, sol. 1, where Aquinas characterizes that without which a
person cannot live or exist as “what is necessary without qualification as if according to an absolute
necessity” (“necessarium simpliciter quasi necessitate absoluta”). See also the text from the Contra
impugnantes Dei cited in the note above which describes food as “maximally necessary without
qualification for the body.” These two examples together with the text from STh III, q. 65, a. 4 show
that over the course of his career Aquinas accepted a characterization of what is necessaryA for human
life as necessary simpliciter for an end even though this characterization never enters into the
definition of necessity from an end until STh III, q. 65, a. 4. 

[bookmark: N_65_]65. 
 See the texts cited in note 14 above.

[bookmark: N_66_]66. 
 Although see STh III, q. 84, a. 6, where Aquinas distinguishes between what is directly or per
se ordered to an end and what is necessary for an end only because of certain accidental factors. See
below for discussion of this text.

[bookmark: N_67_]67. 
 Later (see note 84 below), I will specify a fourth sense in which this pair applies to necessity
from an end.
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 STh I, q. 97, a. 3.
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 ScG IV, c. 83.

[bookmark: N_70_]70. 
 “Sacramenta non erant necessaria necessitate absoluta, sicut necessarium est deum esse, cum
ex sola divina bonitate instituta sint, sed de necessitate quae est ex suppositione finis; non ita tamen
quod sine his deus hominem sanare non posset, quia sacramentis virtutem suam non alligavit …
(sicut cibus necessarius est ad vitam humanam), sed quia per sacramenta magis congrue fit hominis
reparatio; sicut equus dicitur necessarius ad iter, quia in equo facilius homo vadit” (IV Sent., d. 1,
q. 1, a. 2, sol. 1; cf. STh III, q. 64, a. 7).

[bookmark: N_71_]71. 
 “In operibus divinis esse non potest nisi ex forma, quae est finis operationis. Ipsa enim cum non
sit infinita, habet determinata principia, sine quibus esse non potest; et determinatum modum essendi,
ut si dicamus, quod supposito quod deus intendat hominem facere, necessarium est et debitum quod
animam rationalem ei conferat et corpus organicum, sine quibus homo esse non potest” (De Pot., q.
3, a. 16). The form which is the end of operation (activity) is the created form that God produces, for
example, the created form of a human. 

[bookmark: N_72_]72. 
 “Si animalia et plantas deus esse voluit, debitum fuit ut caelestia corpora faceret, ex quibus
conservantur; et si hominem esse voluit, oportuit facere plantas et animalia, et alia huiusmodi quibus
homo indiget ad esse perfectum” (ScG II, c. 28).

[bookmark: N_73_]73. 
 “Deus non alligavit virtutem suam rebus naturalibus, ut non possit praeter eas operari cum
voluerit quod in miraculosis actibus facit” (IV Sent., d. 6, q. 1, a. 1, sol. 2). See also STh I, q. 105,
a. 6 and I-II, q. 51, a. 4 where Aquinas indicates that God can produce the effects of secondary causes
without those causes, and Comp. theol. I, c. 136 where the production of an effect outside the order
of secondary causes (“praeter ordinem causarum secundarum”) is called a miracle.

[bookmark: N_74_]74. 
 “Non est dubium quin deus ad aliquem finem posset inducere multis aliis viis etiam quam illis
quae modo determinatae sunt ad finem aliquem” (III Sent., d. 20, q. 1, a. 1, sol. 3).

[bookmark: N_75_]75. 
 Unless, of course, they are subject to others such as an accreditation agency which mandates
the requirement and has the power to terminate the program.

[bookmark: N_76_]76. 
 See the works listed in note 3 above for literature in this area. Perhpas the best single treatment
of the problem of basic needs is found in Katrin Lederer and Johan Galtung, eds., Human Needs: A
Contribution to the Current Debate (Cambridge, Mass.: Oelgeschlager, Gunn & Hain, 1980). 

[bookmark: N_77_]77. 
 On the other hand, the inability of people to satisfy certain sorts of needs, e.g., minimal
subsistence needs, might seem to provide some moral basis for positive rights. Aquinas, for example,
follows a patristic and canonical principle that allows people in extreme necessity (necessitas
extrema) to take from others without their permission what is required to alleviate the necessity (STh
II-II, q. 66, a. 7, ad 2). For a general discussion of the sense and use of this principle in the Middle
Ages see Giles Couvreur, Les pauvres ont-ilt des droits? (Rome, 1961). Since I do not want to
pursue the normative aspects of identifying and obtaining things which are necessary for an end, I will
not pursue this question in this paper. However, for some references in this area see: James Sterba,
Contmporary Social and Political Philosophy (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1995)
for an attempt to assess various schemes of distributive justice with regard to meeting a minimalist
conception of basic needs; Robert Goodin, “The Priority of Needs,” Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 45 (1980): 615-25; C. Dyke, Philosophy of Economics (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1981); David Hollenbach, Claims in Conflict: Retrieving and Renewing
the Catholic Human Rights Tradition (New York: Paulist Press, 1979), 204ff; and David
Braybrooke, Meeting Needs (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1987). 

[bookmark: N_78_]78. 
 “modicis natura contenta est” (IV Sent., d. 15, q. 3, a. 1, sol. 2, ad 3).

[bookmark: N_79_]79. 
 “Necessitas [conditionata ex suppositione finis] est duplex: quaedam scilicet sine qua non potest
haberi finis intentus, sicut sine cibo non potest haberi conservatio vitae; quaedam vero sine qua non
potest aliquis ad finem de facili pertingere, sicut dicitur equus necessarius homini ad peragendum
iter: et nomen utilitatis commune est utrique modorum necessitatis …; sed nomen indigentiae magis
se habet ad primum modum eorum: illo enim proprie dicimur indigere sine quo finem consequi non
possumus” (II Sent., d. 29, q. 1, a. 1).

[bookmark: N_80_]80. 
 At this point, of course, normative concerns quickly arise. Even if we grant that what is
necessaryA for human life is more basic that what is necessaryB for human life, it is controversial
whether only things necessaryA for human life are basic in the sense of having some exclusive moral
claim for satisfaction. Surely, Aquinas would grant that being virtuous is necessaryA for human well-being and that creating conditions (e.g., education of children and the establishment of positive law)
in which proper moral habits can be formed is at least necessaryB for the formation of those habits.
Indeed, he follows Aristotle in viewing the education of children as one of the necessities of life which
is provided by the household (I Polit., lect. 7; and Aristotle, Politics 1.13.1260b12-15). But creating
such conditions would not count as basic needs on the present interpretation any more than the virtues
would count as basic needs. Seebohn Rowntree in an oft-quoted text well describes the lives of
families who have access merely to subsistence good: They “must never spend a penny on railway
fare or omnibus. They must never go to the country unless they walk. They must never purchase a
half-penny newspaper or spend a penny to buy a ticket for a popular concert. They must write no
letters to absent children for they cannot afford the postage. They must never contribute anything to
their church or chapel, or give any help to a neighbor which costs money … nothing must be bought
except that what is absolutely necessary for the maintenance of physical health” (quoted in Bradley
Schiller, The Economics of Poverty and Discrimination, 5th ed. [Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice
Hall, 1989], 18). 

[bookmark: N_81_]81. 
 “Aliquis dicitur indigere aliquo et simpliciter et secundum quid. Simpliciter quidem indiget
aliquis illo sine quo non potest conservari in esse vel in sua perfectione… . Sed secundum quid
indiget aliquis illo sine quo non potest aliquem finem intentum habere, vel non ita bene, vel tali
modo” (IV Sent., d. 44, q. 2, a. 3, sol. 2, ad 2). Aquinas’s example in making this distinction is a bit
unclear. He makes the distinction in response to a question of whether glorified or resurrected bodies
move (i.e., engage in locomotion) as a result of any need (indigentia). He responds that they do not
have any need simpliciter to move since their beatitude (i.e., uninterrupted contemplation of God)
completely suffices for their perfection. On the other hand, he admits that the glorified bodies might
engage in locomotion for various reasons, e.g., simply to actualize the power they have to move.
Aquinas acknowledges that this motion does not diminish the beatitude of the glorified bodies;
certainly it does not increase the beatitude. This discussion is certainly arcane, at least from our point
of view, and it is not clear how the distinction between the two senses of needing something relates
to human life, since many of our particular actions are ordered toward conserving our existence and
perfection (e.g., individual actions of eating, studying, doing things with friends, etc.). It seems that
something may be needed relatively for a particular end only if it is indifferent to conserving our
existence or perfection. But the text does not clearly justify this view. It is possible that this criterion
will collapse into the first criterion if we identify necessities of life (necessaria vitae) with what we
need simpliciter, that is, for conserving our life and perfection. Yet, Aquinas does not make this sort
of identification, and it is not clear that he restricts the concept of necessaria vitae in this way.

[bookmark: N_82_]82. 
 Despite the rather restricted sense given to indigere in the text from II Sent., quoted above,
Aquinas typically uses indigere in the broader senses given in the text from IV Sent., See, for
example, “Ille qui dat usuram non simpliciter voluntarie dat, sed cum quadam necessitate, inquantum
indiget pecuniam accipere mutuo, quam ille qui habet non vult sine usura mutuare” (“The person
who pays usury does not without qualifcation do so voluntarily, but in terms of a certain necessity:
he accepts the loan in so far as he needs money, because the person who has the money will not loan
it without usury” [STh II-II, q. 78, a. 1, ad 7]). See also “Si non habeat pecuniam in promptu unde
emat equum sed oportet eam acquirere per operationem alicuius artificii, ad quae exercenda iterum
indigeat quaerere instrumenta alicuius artificii” (“If someone does not have money at hand in order
to buy a horse, but must acquire [the money] through performing some art, for the exercise of which
he needs to seek out the instrument of that art …” [II De caelo et mundo, c. 18]).

[bookmark: N_83_]83. 
 Here, of course, I refer to the third sense in which something is necessary simpliciter/secundum
quid for an end, which clearly is quite different from the third criterion just given for ranking needs,
namely, the sense in which we need (indiget) something simpliciter for life and perfection, but only
secundum quid in relation to a particular end. In effect, the third criterion for ranking needs yields
a fourth sense in which the pair simplictier/secundum quid applies to necessity from an end.

[bookmark: N_84_]84. 
 “Id quod est per se, naturaliter prius est eo quod est per accidens, sicut et substantia prior est
accidente. Sacramenta autem quaedam per se ordinantur ad salutem hominis, sicut baptismus, qui
est spiritualis generatio et confirmatio, quae est spirituale augmentum, et eucharistia, quae est
spirituale nutrimentum. Poenitentia autem ordinatur ad salutem hominis quasi per accidens,
supposito quodam, scilicet ex suppositione peccati. Nisi enim homo peccaret actualiter, poenitentia
non indigeret, indigeret tamen baptismo et confirmatione et eucharistia, sicut et in vita corporali non
indigeret homo medicatione nisi infirmaretur, indiget autem homo per se ad vitam generatione,
augmento et nutrimento” (STh III, q. 84, a. 6). Cf. ScG III, c. 154.

[bookmark: N_85_]85. 
 IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, sol. 1; ScG IV, c. 58; STh III, q. 65, a. 4.

[bookmark: N_86_]86. 
 Consider the following text, “According to the order of necessity, baptism is the greatest of the
sacraments; yet from the point of view of perfection, order comes first; while confirmation holds a
middle place. The sacraments of penance and extreme unction are at a degree inferior to those
mentioned above; because, as stated above, they are ordered to the Christian life, not directly, but
accidentally, as it were, that is to say, as remedies against supervening defects. And among these,
extreme unction is compared to penance, as confirmation to baptism; in such a way, that penance is
more necessary, whereas extreme unction is more perfect” (“Nam in via necessitatis, baptismus est
potissimum sacramentorum; in via autem perfectionis, sacramentum ordinis; medio autem modo se
habet sacramentum confirmationis. Sacramentum vero poenitentiae et extremae unctionis sunt
inferioris gradus a praedictis sacramentis, quia, sicut dictum est, ordinantur ad vitam christianam non
per se, sed quasi per accidens, scilicet in remedium supervenientis defectus. Inter quae tamen extrema
unctio comparatur ad poenitentiam sicut confirmatio ad baptismum, ita scilicet quod poenitentia est
maioris necessitatis, sed extrema unctio est maioris perfectionis” [STh III, q. 65, a. 3]). Note that
earlier in this same article, Aquinas argued that the Eucharist is the greatest or most important
(potissimum) of all the sacraments, since it is their end and, therefore, perfects all the others. So it
seems that the claim that the sacrament of orders comes first in the order of perfection needs some
qualification. Second, given that in STh III, q. 65, a. 4 (T4 above), Aquinas holds that the sacrament
of orders is necessaryA for the Church, it is odd that here he would view it as first in the order of
perfection. For another contrast between the order of necessity and the order of perfection see
Reportationes ineditae Leoninae n. 3 (In I Cor. 12.22).

[bookmark: N_87_]87. 
 For the inverse relations among faith, hope, and charity in terms of necessity and perfection see
STh I-II, q. 62, a. 4.

[bookmark: N_88_]88. 
 STh III, q. 73, a. 3. On the one hand, charity is the end of faith and hope, while the Eucharist
is the end of baptism and confirmation (and indeed of all the other sacraments). On the other, charity
and the Eucharist are themselves means to the full perfection of the spiritual life. It is in the latter
sense that charity and the Eucharist are said to be necessary in relation to an end. 

[bookmark: N_89_]89. 
 Although note the following remark: “It is better to assist others in spiritual matters than in
temporal matters to the extent that spiritual things are more important than temporal things and more
necessary to attaining the end of beatitude” (“est autem maius subvenire alteri in spiritualibus quam
in temporalibus: quanto spiritualia sunt temporalibus potiora, et magis necessaria ad finem
beatitudinis consequendum” [ScG III, c. 134]).

[bookmark: N_90_]90. 
 “Eleemosyna habet efficaciam, ut dictum est, et ex parte dantis, et ex parte recipientis… . ex
parte autem recipientis potest mensurari eleemosyna dupliciter; vel ratione boni quod confertur, et
sic adhuc eleemosyna spiritualis praeeminet: vel ratione necessarii, et sic quaedam spirituales sunt
quibusdam corporalibus potiores, scilicet quae contra culpam ordinantur, quibuscumque eleemosynis
corporalibus: quia homo magis debet vitare culpam quam aliquem defectum corporalem, etiam
mortem. Quaedam vero corporales, quae scilicet sunt ad sustentationem vitae, quibusdam
eleemosynis spiritualibus magis sunt necessariae, scilicet quae sunt ad bene esse; sed illae quae sunt
ad bene esse spirituale, sunt magis necessariae illis quae sunt ad bene esse corporale. Sic ergo patet
quod omnibus corporalibus eleemosynis aliquae spirituales potiores sunt, et similiter in genere
loquendo de utrisque” (IV Sent., d. 15, q. 2, a. 3, sol. 3). Cf. STh III, q. 32, a. 3. Unfortunately,
Aquinas does not provide clear examples to illustrate these various priorities.

[bookmark: N_91_]91. 
 “alicui magnae personae, per quam ecclesia vel respublica sustentaretur, quia pro talis personae
liberatione seipsum et suos laudabiliter periculo mortis exponeret, cum bonum commune sit proprio
praeferendum” (STh II-II, q. 32, a. 6).

[bookmark: N_92_]92. 
 See John Jones, “How Basic Are Basic Needs?” The Journal for Peace and Justice Studies
8 (1997): 44-48. Analysis of basic needs is complicated in a bad sense by moral concerns when those
concerns are the driving force behind the definition of basic needs (i.e., one formulates a definition
of basic needs so that it fits with the particular moral agenda one has).

[bookmark: N_93_]93. 
 See, e.g., STh I-II, q. 90, a. 3, ad 3; I-II, q. 92, a. 1, ad 3; II-II, q. 58, a. 7, ad 2; II-II, q. 61, a.
1; II-II, q. 64, a. 4; and II-II, q. 64, a. 5. For a discussion of the various meanings of “common good”
for Aquinas, see Gregory Froelich, “The Equivocal Status of ‘Bonum Commune,’” New
Scholasticism 63 (Winter 1989): 38-57.

[bookmark: N_94_]94. 
 “Bonum multitudinis est maius quam bonum unius qui est de multitudine” (STh II-II, q. 39,
a. 3, ad 2) is a typical version of this principle. For discussions of this controversial principle see
Jamie Vélez-Sáenz, The Doctrine of the Common Good of Civil Society in the Works of St. Thomas
Aquinas (Ph.D. diss., University of Notre Dame, 1951): 67-92; I. Th. Eshmann, “A Thomistic
Glossary on the Principle of the Preeminence of the Common Good,” Medieval Studies 5 (1943):
123-65; Charles De Koninck, “In Defence of St. Thomas: A Reply to Father Eschmann’s Attack on
the Primacy of the Common Good,” Laval théologique et philosophique 1 (1945): 3-103; and
Michael A. Smith, Human Dignity and the Common Good in the Aristotelian-Thomistic Tradition
(Lewiston, N.Y.: Edwin Mellen Press, 1995): 83-121. The books by Vélez-Sáenz and Smith provide
bibliographies listing other studies relating to the general notion of the common good in Aquinas’s
thought.

[bookmark: N_95_]95. 
 For a general discussion of the nature of a social community, its good , and its relation to the
individuals who are its members, see Vélez-Sáenz, Doctrine of the Common Good of Civil Society,
3-33. See also Michael A Smith, “Common Advantage and Common Good,” Laval théologique et
philosophique 51 (1995): 111-25.

[bookmark: N_96_]96. 
 IV Sent., d. 49, q. 1, a. 2, sol.4; ScG III, c. 146; III Ethic., lect. 8.

[bookmark: N_97_]97. 
 I De Regim. Princ., cc. 1 and 2. This argument provides the basis for the view that monarchy
is the best form of government.

[bookmark: N_98_]98. 
 “Deinde necesse est ut locum electum institutor civitatis aut regni distinguat secundum
exigentiam eorum quae perfectio civitatis aut regni requirit… . demum vero providendum est ut
singulis necessaria suppetant secundum uniuscuiusque constitutionem et statum: aliter enim
nequaquam posset regnum vel civitas commanere” (I De Regim. Princ., c. 14).

[bookmark: N_99_]99. 
 In orationem Dominican 4 and Quodl. 10, q. 6, a. 3, ad 2. I am convinced, although Aquinas
never explicitly adopts this view, that the injunction to individuals to determine what they need
according to their condition and state is imposed not just for the moral well-being of the individuals
but also for the sake of maintaining the proper order of the community in which individuals live.

[bookmark: N_100_]100. 
 See STh I-II, q. 63, a. 4, ad2; I-II, q. 32, a. 2, ad 3; I-II, q. 58, a. 1. This view compares
interestingly with Berger and Luckmann’s conception of institutions as collectively produced
routinized typifications which easily become reified—a second nature: “this is how things are done,”
not “this is how we do things” (Social Construction of Reality [Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday &
Co., 1967], 53-67).

[bookmark: N_101_]101. 
 STh I-II, q. 97, a. 3, ad 1; II-II, q. 100, a. 2 and ad 4; II-II, q. 154, a. 9, ad 3; Quodl. 2, q. 4,
a. 3.

[bookmark: N_102_]102. 
 STh I-II, q. 97, a. 3, II-II, q. 77, a. 2, ad 2.

[bookmark: N_103_]103. 
 “quae contra mores hominum sunt flagitia, pro morum diversitate vitanda sunt, ut pactum inter
se civitatis et gentis consuetudine vel lege firmatum, nulla civis aut peregrini libidine violetur. turpis
enim est omnis pars universo suo non congruens” (STh II-II, q. 169, a. 1). Augustine’s text is from
Confessiones 3.8.

[bookmark: N_104_]104. 
 “Circa materiam huius sacramenti duo possunt considerari, scilicet quid sit necessarium, et
quid conveniens. Necessarium quidem est ut sit panis triticeus … sine quo non perficitur
sacramentum. Non est autem de necessitate sacramenti quod sit azymus vel fermentatus, quia in
utroque confici potest. Conveniens autem est ut unusquisque servet ritum suae ecclesiae in
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NATURAL OBLIGATION: HOW RATIONALLY KNOWN
TRUTH DETERMINES ETHICAL GOOD AND EVIL


John C. Cahalan


Methuen, Massachusetts


Aristotle, the medievals, and Hume, in their own ways,
held that the “good” is that which is desired or desirable in
some manner. Hume concluded that reason cannot dictate
to desires about values since desires determine what things are
values and what are not. When reason makes value judgments, it
is a “slave” of desire; it only reports what desires do. Hume was,
in effect, saying that his predecessors had not gone far enough in
drawing out the implications of the fact that “good” means that
which is desired. But some of Hume’s Scholastic predecessors had
seen more of those implications than he did. In fact, they had seen
enough to provide the basis for a reply to Hume about how
reason prescribes to desire. I will try to make that reply explicit.


	To paraphrase Aristotle and Hume, calling something “good”
presupposes an inclination (a desire or a choice) toward some
goal. Inclinations toward goals, in turn, presuppose dispositions
for those inclinations (appetites). If there is a specifically moral
kind of goodness, calling something morally good or evil must
reflect an inclination toward some specific kind of goal whose
achievement is what we mean by “moral” good, an inclination of
which we are capable because we have dispositions to be inclined
to that achievement. I hope to show that insufficient attention to
the nature of that goal is what generates reason/appetite, is/ought,
fact/value and deontology/teleology problems in ethics.


	The implicit reply to Hume that I will explicate bases ethics on
a “natural inclination” to the goal of acting “in accord with
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reason.”(1) I will argue that we necessarily have that goal and that
“accord with reason” means accord with premoral knowledge of
what things, especially persons, are. Hume failed to see that
rational beings must have that goal. That goal implies that love of
persons for their own sake (traditionally called “love of
friendship”) has priority over love of other goods (“love of
concupiscence”), and that the duty to love persons, human or
divine, for their own sake is both self-evident and ethically
primary.(2) But if “accord with reason” refers, as it often seems to
do, to value judgments reason makes by the standard of some goal
other than accord with knowledge of what things are, the other
goal would be a good (for example, happiness, pleasure, or even
contemplation or virtue) other than persons as such, and the duty
to love persons for their own sake would be neither primary nor
self-evident but derived from the duty to will that other good.


I


	What is the nature of moral obligation, or the nature of the
good and evil that are specifically moral, rather than aesthetic,
medical, economic, etc.?


	Assume that by a printing error a mountain ranger’s manual
says that physical action X will prevent an avalanche, when in fact
X will cause an avalanche. A ranger believes the manual and
inculpably uses that belief in choosing to perform X. Lives are
lost. Here there is evil but no moral evil. Now someone
deliberately performs X with the intention of killing innocent
victims. There is moral evil, but what is it? Whatever the nature
of that evil is, it characterizes the internal act of choosing. It
consists neither of the physical motions performed nor of the
accumulation of external goods and evils in their results, because
these can be the same in both cases. If it consists of a relation
between the choice and results external to the choice, that relation
is a property of the choice, not the results.
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	When we judge choices to be morally good or bad, we imply
a standard by which choices are to be judged. A standard ex-presses a goal, a finality, to be achieved by whatever is being
judged by the standard. If the goal is achieved, the thing is good;
if not, the thing is bad. Hence in judging a choice to be morally
good or bad, we are judging it by whether or not it achieves some
goal that we are holding it to. In calling a choice bad, we are
saying that something is lacking in the behavior of choosing that
“should” be there, that “ought” to be there, where “should” and
“ought” are defined by the goal by which we are measuring the
choice. Whatever that goal is, the achievement of it constitutes
moral good and the failure to achieve it moral evil.


	Further, we apply the standards we call “moral” to choices
based on relevant rational knowledge, not choices based on
inculpable ignorance. Choices can have many kinds of defects. I
might invest unwisely, where “unwisely” refers to a defect caused
by ignorance of financial conditions. But we only hold morally
responsible those who have enough relevant rational knowledge.
If we are obligated to obtain knowledge before we act, that
obligation depends on our having enough previous knowledge.
Acts that are the objects of moral choice are not just physical
movements but acts of seeking this end by these means in these
circumstances with rational knowledge of what these things, and
the things to which choosing the act relates us, are. 


	Rational “knowledge” here means rational awareness,
awareness at the level of reason rather than that of sensation,
imagination, or memory.(3) The medievals called the disposition
enabling us to make reason-based choices the “rational” appetite
or the “will.” They thought that these names designated a single
power identifiable as such and distinguishable from other powers.
That may indeed be true, but nothing I say here will depend on its
being true. It is much more convenient, however, to refer to what
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enables us to make reason-based choices as a rational appetite
than as the disposition(s) enabling us to make reason-based
choices. If there is such a thing as moral value, it must correspond
to a specific kind of orientation to achievement re-sulting from
our having a disposition or set of dispositions describable, even if
collectively, as a rational appetite, since the achievement in
question is a quality of reason-based choices. It is we who would
be oriented to that goal because we have a rational appetite, not
the appetite itself that has that goal, just as it is we who are
oriented to seeing by means of the sense of sight, not the sense of
sight alone that is oriented to seeing. But if we keep that fact in
mind, it will be more convenient to speak of “the goal of the
rational appetite” than “the goal to which we are oriented by
means of the rational appetite.”


II


	Solving Hume’s problem about the relation of reason to desire
takes more than dubbing some appetite “rational.” We need to
know what goal choices based on rational knowledge have, such
that success or failure in achieving that goal makes choices
morally good or evil, respectively.


	Diverse ethical systems state the conditions for moral value
differently. However, all ethical systems agree that at least in
certain cases the moral value of a choice is determined by the
accumulation of “good” or “bad” consequences external to the
choice. Since these consequences are external to the seat of speci-fically moral value, they must be good or bad in a sense that is not
directly moral. Rather, moral good and evil derive from this prior
good and evil. Even ethical systems that hold some choices to be
intrinsically morally good or bad regardless of consequences grant
that the moral value of other choices depends on consequences
external to the choices. So all ethical systems sometimes apply
criteria of morality that are (officially) the only criteria for
utilitarian, consequentialist, or proportionalist systems.
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	When an ethical system applies such criteria, it is holding
reason-based choices to the goal of conforming to rationally
known truths about values (that is, about human ends and the
means of achieving them), values that are not themselves moral.
For example, Al is wrong to play loud music at 4 a.m., if other
people are kept awake. Al may achieve more of his ends, but the
total amount of human ends achieved is decreased; for sleep is
more important for the achievement of further human ends than
is loud music. Even utilitarianism and its cousins measure reason-based choices by the goal of conforming to rationally known
truths about nonmoral values. For most utilitarians, morality is
specified by the total accumulation of fulfilled human ends, not a
human individual’s, or a subset of individuals’, accumulation of
ends. Presumably this is because reason tells them that, since the
inclinations to ends that exist in human beings are the measures
of value, a greater accumulation of fulfilled human ends is of
more value than a lesser accumulation. If reason did not tell them
this, they might as well believe that a lesser accumulation of
fulfilled ends is of more value.


	Utilitarianism also defines “ought” in terms of the greatest
accumulation of fulfilled human ends because its goal is an ethics
that conforms to what reason knows about values. Any ethics is
undertaken in the belief that we know truths about values and in
pursuit of the goal of conforming to what we know about values.
Hume, for example, wrote book 3 of the Treatise in pursuit of an
ethics consistent with what he thought reason had informed him
about values (namely, that values do not derive from reason) in
book 2. And most ethicists today hold that a necessary condition
for the success of an ethics is conformity to that same alleged
piece (as well as other alleged pieces) of rational knowledge.


	Do our choices necessarily have the goal of moral goodness as
defined by conformity to reason’s knowledge of values? Or does
that definition state a condition that needs to be satisfied only if
we happen to choose the goal of being moral? If the latter,
nothing reason could tell us would make a choice that puts our
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interests ahead of the totality of the interests of all persons
necessarily defective.


	To see how it is possible that choices necessarily have the goal
of conforming to what reason knows about values, consider
another aspect of our conscious life, belief. We use the word
“belief” for a state that happens to include a relation to a goal
(namely, truth), such that if a belief does not attain that goal, the
belief is intrinsically defective, that is, defective by the standard of
a finality that is part of what it is. A false belief may have relations
to other goals by reason of which it is not defective. The mere
existence of a belief, true or false, is an achievement relative to
our prior disposition to form beliefs. But whatever goals of other
kinds beliefs may have, a false belief is necessarily defective in at
least one respect, because beliefs happen to be states with the
conscious goal of truth.


	Could reason-based choices similarly have, as part of what they
are, the intrinsic goal of conforming to what reason knows about
values? The answer seems to depend on answering a prior
question, namely, what does it mean to “conform to” what reason
knows about values. This is no more easy to answer than the
question of what is the conformity of true belief to what things
are. And the latter has, like all philosophy’s questions, proven
extremely difficult to answer. To see the parallel between a
belief’s conformity to what things are and a choice’s, however, we
need only a minimal account of what “conformity” requires. 


	That a true belief conforms to what things are means, at least,
that for the belief to be false things would have not to be what
they are in some specifiable way or ways. Likewise, for a false
belief to be true, things would have not to be what they are in
some way. For example, “Grass is green” would be false and
“Grass is red” true if grass were red.


	To say that a choice must conform to rational knowledge is to
say that for a morally bad choice not to be bad, some truth known
by reason about values would have to be false. But for a truth
about values to be false, things would have not to be what they
are; for truths about human ends and means are just a subset of
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truths about what things are. So for a morally bad choice to be
morally good, or vice versa, things would have to not be what
they are in certain ways (ways to be described in what follows).


	If reason-based choices, then, have the goal of conforming to
what reason knows about values, what makes a choice morally
good is that it consciously relates to things as if they are what they
are, as inculpably believed by reason, while a bad choice relates to
things as if they are not what they are. The level of generality
represented by “truths about what things are” would have made
it unclear to start the explanation of the rational appe-tite there,
rather than at the level of “truths about values.” How could the
rational appetite produce a choice not in conformity with a truth
like “Water is wet”? We can make defective choices based on
ignorance of such truths, but that kind of defect is not moral, if
the ignorance is inculpable. So most truths are not related to
choices in a way that enables us knowingly to choose as if they
were not true. But some truths (in other words, some facts),
especially truths about what persons, human or divine, are, are
thus related to choices and necessarily so.


	Any desire or any affective state that is based on cognition has
for its object what something is, where “something” can be an
entity, event, state of affairs, action, experience, or anything else
that might count as a possible existent. To a great extent, a theory
of value can be neutral toward specific ontologies, but it cannot
be neutral toward ontology in general. Whatever acquires the
designation “value” does so because it is desired. Desires,
however, are desires-for some (at least putatively) possible reality.
The reason desires must have a possible reality as their object is
the same as the reason sometimes given why metaphysics talks
about being: there is nothing else to talk about. Likewise, there is
nothing else to desire than what some possible reality is.


	The result of a desire is that something has a status in our
system of values that it would not have otherwise. Because of the
way we desire things, some things are higher values for us than
others. We desire what they are more than we desire what other
things are. And we value some things as ends and other things as
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means whose value derives from ends. Inasmuch as desires make
what things are values for us, we can call desires “evaluations” of
what things are, evaluations of what things are as being more or
less of that to which, or a means to that to which, the appetite
producing the desire is oriented. 


	Likewise, the result of a reason-based choice is that something
is given the status of an end or a means to an end for us. To be
given such a status is to be assigned a value; to be assigned a value
is to be evaluated. So choices are evaluations of what things are.
And any time a choice is required potential values are in
opposition; if not, we would not have to make a choice between
them. So choices are evaluations of things that give them differing
places in our value system (not our system of beliefs about what
our values ought to be, but the system of values that in fact
motivate our actions). Any choice evaluates what something is to
be more of a value than what something else is.


	Also, if we are disposed to produce a desire for X when we do
not have X, we are disposed to produce a state of satisfaction in
X when we have X. So a desire for something evaluates it to be a
certain kind of thing, the kind of thing by which the appetite will
be at least partially satisfied. Since desires evaluate what things are
to be that to which, or means to that to which, an appetite is
oriented, desires cannot avoid relating to things as if things are
this or that. Evaluations must evaluate things to be this or that, as
beliefs judge things to be this or that.(4) If the thing so evaluated is
not that kind of thing, the evaluation is defective by the standard
of the appetite’s goal. For example, disease, tiredness, drugs,
excessive heat or cold, etc., can make us misevaluate an
experience presented by a memory or an image to be the kind of
experience that will please a sensory appetite.


	But even if sensory desires could not be defective, reason-based
choices can be. In the case of chosen (desired) acts, both the object
of choice—an act of seeking this end in this situation by this
means, knowing what these things are—and the choice (the 	
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desire) can be good or bad by the rational appetite’s standard. A
good choice is a choice of a good act, that is, an act by which we
consciously relate to things as if they are what they are known to
be and so fulfill the rational appetite’s orientation. Fulfilling the
rational appetite’s orientation contributes to happiness, but what
makes a choice good is not that it causes happiness or satisfaction
of desire. What makes a thing good (desired) are those aspects of
it for which it is desired, not its being desired; if not, then
circularly, that for which it is desired, and so called “good,”
would be the fact that it is desired. Value is not subjective; desire
is a response to what a thing is. Being desired is exterior to a
thing; what is good (desired) about it is interior to it.(5)


	Moral value is “objective,” that is, determined by what things
are, in two, more specific ways. First, acts chosen by the rational
appetite are called “good” because they fulfill the appetite’s
orientation to choices that consciously relate us to things as being
what they are. So a chosen act is good, not just because of what it
is, which holds for the object of any appetite, but because
choosing it relates us to things other than the act itself as being
what they are. Second, conforming to reason is the natural goal of
the rational appetite’s acts, so their success or failure in attaining
this goal makes what they are good or bad necessarily and
intrinsically, not just hypothetically due to our wish to hold them
to that standard. (For the rational appetite deontology is
teleology, and vice versa.) Likewise, success or failure in attaining
the goal of truth necessarily makes what a belief is good or bad,
since the goal of truth is a standard intrinsic to an act of belief. So
moral value is objective in every relevant sense.


	I will now show, first, that in giving things different positions
in our system of values, choices achieve or fail to achieve the goal
of conforming to what things are as known by reason, and second,
that acts of the rational appetite necessarily have that goal. I will
focus on two fundamental moral claims, that we should love God
above all things and our neighbors as ourselves.
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III





If we believe that God is an infinitely perfect being, our choices
“should” give him the place, in our system of values, of being the
absolutely highest value, the value to which all other values must
be subordinate, where “should” is defined by the rational
appetite’s goal. Since desires value what things are, the infinitely
perfect being possesses everything that the desires of any possible
appetite could value, everything any possible desire could be a
response to. If failing to give the infinitely perfect being the place
of our highest value does not violate the rational appetite’s goal,
one of these truths is not true: the infinitely perfect being is what
he is; or, the objects of desire and choice are what things are.
	Again, any choice assigns something a comparative place in our
values higher than something else. If we are tempted to choose
acts like blasphemy, lying under oath, offering incense to idols,
etc., we are being tempted so to choose that we give God the
status, in our system of values, of being less than the highest and
ruling value. In so doing we would be evaluating the infinite being
as if there was something greater than it in respect to what the
rational appetite is oriented to value: being as known by reason.
It is inconsistent with rationally known truth to place a higher
value on what anything else is than on what God is, because
reason knows that God has as much of what the rational appetite
is oriented to value as anything else can have plus infinitely more.(6)


	An appetite with the goal of conforming to rationally known
truths about what things are has the goal of evaluating things to
be what they are, which amounts to having the goal of giving
things the value of being what they are. To fail to choose in
conformity with reason’s knowledge of X is to fail to give X the
value of being what it is. What X is in our values should, by the
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rational appetite’s standard, be the same as what X is in reality.
Someone who loves God above all things is giving him the value
of being what he is: the possessor of everything that any appetite
can desire. If a choice so evaluates God that his place in our
system of values is other than that of the highest and ruling value,
the choice does not conform to what he is and so is defective;
what God is in our values is inconsistent with what he really is.


	The example of God shows how choices can fail to conform to
what things are. Reason’s goal is awareness of what things are,
and our dispositions for choosing are dispositions for choosing on
the basis of rational knowledge. So in comparatively evaluating
things, choices cannot avoid relating to things as if the way they
are evaluated is the way they really are. Wherever a choice can fail
to conform to knowledge about what things are, an exercise of
our dispositions to make reason-based choices is defective if it
fails to conform to that knowledge and so treats things as if they
are not what they are known to be.


	 Given the options for choice that happen to be open to us,
certain things are so related to what we are and to what the ends
we can choose are that we cannot avoid either giving them or
failing to give them a value that conforms to what they are. Which
beliefs these are may not be identifiable in advance. The beliefs
that are so related to our choices depend on our circum-stances,
not just on the finality of the rational appetite. If only God and
myself existed, or if other people existed but my choices never
related me to them, I could not comparatively evaluate other
human beings and myself in ways that either conform or fail to
conform to what we are. But though the possibility of valuing a
hat, for example, to be other than what it is may not be open to
me,(7) I cannot avoid situations where it is possible so to evaluate
persons, human or divine. There are times when I cannot avoid
choosing consciously to act toward persons as if they are what
they are or as if they are not what they are.
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IV


	I will now argue that choices achieve or fail to achieve the
hypothesized goal of conforming to what things are with
reference to the second basic moral claim, that we should love
other human beings as ourselves.


	All ethical systems at times make moral judgments by
calculating consequences external to choices. Conversely, all
ethical systems, even utilitarianism and its relatives, make some
moral judgments preceding the judgments that come from
calculating consequences. Prior to any calculation we must choose
whose interests should be included in the calculation and whether
or not their interests should be counted equally. Calculation
cannot begin until these choices (as well as other choices) are
made. Since these are choices about how we should calculate,
utilitarians presuppose moral choices not made by calculating
consequences external to the choices.(8) Most utilitarians hold, for
example, that we should count the interests of all human beings
equally. But whom should we count as human beings: fetuses,
children, the irreversibly insane or comatose? And not all
utilitarians would agree that we should count human beings’
interests equally. For example, should we provide for the interests
of those who cannot defend their own interests before calculating
how a choice affects everyone else? So even utilitarianism and its
relatives make those moral issues which are settled by calculating
subordinate to those issues settled before calculating.


	In unwitting agreement with most ethical systems, utilitarian-ism and its relatives imply that the evil in a choice to gain goods
for ourselves at the expense of the greatest good of the greatest
number really consists of being unjust to others. We do not give
others’ interests the place due them, relative to ours, in our
values, and so we do not treat other persons in a manner that is
due them. If justice is an end by which we measure moral value,
can the rational appetite’s goal explain justice, that is, explain
what it is for something to be “due” someone?
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	Suppose that I am competing with someone on a test to decide
which of us gets a job and that our reasons for wanting the job do
not make it more important for me to be hired (for example, I do
not have a special need, such as a sick child who will not get
medical care if I am not hired). Why is it wrong for me to cheat
on the test to ensure that I get the job?


	In choosing to cheat, I am not giving the other person’s
interests a value equal to mine; for I am not giving him an equal
opportunity to attain the end we both seek. Why is it wrong to
value our interests unequally? Both my child and my rose bush
need food to live, but I do not consider the interests of a plant
equal to those of a child. Neither the need for food nor the desire
for a job exists in abstraction; each exists as a feature of a concrete
entity. I do not consider the interests of a plant to be equal to
those of a child because I do not give that concrete entity, the
plant, a place in my values equal to that of the child. If my choices
treated features, like the need for food or the desire for a job, as
anything other than features of the concrete entities they belong
to, my choices would be defective by the standard of the rational
appetite’s goal of conforming to reason’s knowledge. Reason
knows that only concrete entities, not their features in abstraction
from the entities, exist. To give the interests of another person a
value equal to mine is to treat the other person as in some sense
equal to me. 


	The goal that measures morality is not equality but valuing
things to be what they are. Unequal evaluation is a way to violate
that goal: If two things are the same in respect X, but I do not
value them to be the same in that respect, what they are in my
values cannot be what they are in reality. But people are unequal
in many ways; when we so value them, are we not valuing them
as if they are what they are? Since reason can know all aspects of
things, there might seem to be no link between the rational
appetite and any specific aspect of things. Unless there is a specific
feature or features of things that obligates by being what it is, the
only obligation the rational appetite’s finality could impose would
be to evaluate hierarchically by degrees of being. If reason knows
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that dogs are higher on the scale of being than plants, why would
I not be obligated to sacrifice my rose bush rather than my dog,
if I have to choose between them?


	In fact, there is a feature of things necessarily linked to the
rational appetite’s goal with respect to which, if I put my interests
ahead of another person’s, I necessarily violate the rational
appetite’s goal. First, since we are in a conflict of interests, I must
give myself a higher status as a pursuer of ends. To give my pursuit
of ends a higher place in my values is the same as giving myself a
higher place as a pursuer of ends. The recipients of the
evaluations are concrete entities insofar as they are the agents and
subjects of conflicting interests. The comparative positioning does
not stop at our desires because reason is aware of the desires as
emanating from and belonging to the other person and myself. In
valuing myself to be higher as a pursuer of ends, I am valuing
myself to be higher as being a maker of reason-based choices.


	But, second, while most human adults are alike in having some
rational knowledge, the knowledge on which our choices are
based is not equal. Does the mere fact that another person has
some rational knowledge determine whether a choice to cheat him
conforms to what things are? Yes, because of a feature all rational
pursuers of ends share that, due to the way it is linked to the
rational appetite’s goal, obligates the rational appetite by being
what it is. The rational appetite necessarily orients us to the goal
of making evaluations by freely choosing our own ends. 


	At issue in the finality of the rational appetite is not the degree
of our rational knowledge but our orientation to use whatever
knowledge we have to pursue ends that are our own because we
choose them freely. We can evaluate our diversities only by freely
choosing some end as the standard for evaluating. So the basis of
any unequal evaluation is a prior sameness that is more
fundamental than our diversity by the standard of a goal prior to
the end by which we evaluate our diversity, the goal of making
free choices of the ends that give value to acts like evaluating
differences. Suppose a person commits murder but then kills
himself; he has failed to treat his victim equally in the respect that
	



	page 115


enables us to make any evaluation at all and determines the value
of all subsequent evaluations. In a conflict of interests, we cannot
avoid treating ourselves and others as equal or unequal with
respect to being free choosers of ends, since that is the point of
conflict. 


	But inequality is not the most precise reason why putting our
interests ahead of others’ misevaluates free beings; we are valuing
them as if they are not what they are because we are valuing them
as if they are not ends-in-themselves.(9) The only function of
choices is to give, or to refuse to give, things the value of being
our ends or means to our ends. We can evaluate other persons by
whether they contribute to, frustrate, or are indifferent to our
ends. If so, we are evaluating them as, and so giving them the
value of being, means to our ends. Since we freely determine our
own ends, we can evaluate everything else only by reference to
our chosen ends. How is it possible, then, to relate to other
persons in any way other than valuing them as means to our ends?
We can choose the end of treating other persons as things that,
like ourselves but unlike nonpersons, pursue their good by
directing their action to freely chosen ends. Thus, we can choose
our ends in a way that gives other people the status in our values
of things whose action is directed to their own freely chosen ends
or to our ends as opposed to theirs. If the former, we are
evaluating them as ends-in-themselves, things whose action is for
the sake of ends of their own choosing, not our ends to the
exclusion of theirs.


	Since reason knows that other persons freely determine the
ends to which their action is directed,(10) our choices cannot avoid
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either being or not being in accord with reason with respect to
other persons being pursuers of ends that they determine for
themselves. When we choose the end of treating a person as
something whose action is directed to ends he gives himself, what
he is in our evaluations is what he is in reality. When we value
him only as a positive, negative, or indifferent means to our ends,
what he is in our evaluations contradicts what he is in reality. In
our evaluations he is something whose action is directed to our
ends to the exclusion of also being directed to ends he gives
himself.


	To evaluate the actions of another person as not being for the
sake of ends set by that person is intrinsically defective—just as is
the belief that persons do not set their own ends—by the standard
of the rational appetite’s goal. Valuing another person as someone
who sets the ends of his actions, however, fulfills the rational
appetite’s goal; we value him as if he is what he is. Although we
can evaluate things only by reference to our own chosen ends, one
of the ends we can choose is the end of being moral by fulfilling
the rational appetite’s goal.(11) We choose the end of being moral
when we choose to treat other persons as being what we know
them to be, determiners of the ends to which their action is
directed. 


In my evaluations, it is not only a person’s actions but also his
existence that either are or are not for the sake of his own ends.
I cannot place a value on his orientation to pursue ends in
abstraction from placing a value on him; the way I value his
orientation to ends is the way I value him. When I give his
interests a status equal to mine, he has the place in my values of
someone “worthy,” by the standard of the goal of the appetite
doing the evaluating, to pursue his own freely chosen ends. When 	
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I give his interests a status subordinate to mine, the place his
actions, and hence he himself, has in my values is that of existing
to accomplish my ends as opposed to his. If so, the comparative
places that we have in my values are not the places that we have
in reality. Equality is not the core issue. To evaluate another
person as if he were not the same as I with respect to being the
determiner of his ends violates the rational appetite’s goal because
it evaluates him as being other than he is.


	Another way to put it is to note that the rational appetite
cannot avoid being oriented to evaluating things according to
rational knowledge specifically for the sake of freely making
things ends or means. Any appetite’s acts evaluate things to be the
kind of thing, or a means to it, that the appetite is oriented to.
The rational appetite must have the goal of evaluating things
according to our knowledge of them concerning the rational
appetite’s own orientation freely to make things ends or means.
So in setting our own ends, we cannot avoid giving other people
the place in our values of being oriented to the pursuit of their
own freely chosen ends or the pursuit of our ends to the exclusion
of theirs.


	The fact that persons must evaluate other things by ends they
freely choose provides another important way to put it. Since the
value of other things must be measured by the freely chosen ends
of persons, to evaluate persons as being what they are, we must
evaluate them to be that for the sake of which every other value,
that is, everything else, exists. If I do not value a person as
something for the sake of which everything else exists, I am not
valuing him as being what he is. (I can also misevaluate myself as
if I were not something for the sake of which everything else
exists—see section VIII.)


	It would be contradictory for the rational appetite’s goal to
require us to will someone’s achievement of ends chosen in
violation of that goal. To exist for the sake of our own ends is to
exist for the sake of achieving our good by our free choice of ends.
We do not choose ends in a vacuum but to fulfill goals we are
oriented to prior to making choices. Valuing a person as oriented
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to his own ends means willing his good as my own; if I am
indifferent to his good, I am evaluating his orientation to goods by
my ends to the exclusion of his. And prior to making choices we
are oriented to goals other than being moral, goals such as
contemplation and nutrition, that we must will for persons or fail
to evaluate persons as being what they are. If I know that reason,
which gives us free choice, also orients us to the goal of
contemplation, I cannot consistently value persons as oriented to
freely choose their own ends, unless I will that they achieve the
good of contemplation; I cannot value them to be things with one
orientation but not the other. And I must choose to ensure, if I am
able, that ends-in-themselves have enough food to achieve goods
that the rational appetite’s goal requires them to achieve, if they
are able; otherwise, in my values they are not oriented to have
what they need to achieve their ends, and so not oriented to
achieving their ends.


	To value someone as being what he is, I need not will his
achievement of goods that the rational appetite’s finality does not
require him to seek. What he is makes it intrinsically defective for
him not to freely choose ends in accord with reason; what he is
does not make it intrinsically defective for him to fail to achieve
a chosen end that is itself morally neutral.(12) But giving his pursuit
of such ends a place equal to mine in my values is required by the
goal of valuing persons to be free pursuers of ends. The rational
appetite’s goal can also settle disputes about degrees of importance
in the pursuit of goods by what we need, as determined by what
we are prior to making a choice, to achieve morally required
goods. If Al’s loud music at 4 a.m. deprives me of something that
human nature makes more necessary than music to achieve ends
that I am required to achieve, if I am able, he is not giving my
achievement of ends a place equal to his in his values, and so is
evaluating me by his ends to the exclusion of mine.(13) 




page 119


	Finally, for finite things the rational appetite’s goal of
conformity to what things are does not imply a scale of value
based directly on a scale of being. For the rational appetite to
value things as this or that is not to value them as animal,
vegetable, or mineral. It is to evaluate them with respect to
whether they are free choosers of ends, since freely making things
ends and means is what reason-based choices do. So our use of
nonfree beings should conform to knowledge, not of their place
on a scale of being, but of their relation to the ends of beings that
are ends-in-themselves; human nature makes water more necessary
for achieving our ends than dogs.(14)



V


	Morality does not exist by accident. If reason exists, an appetite
naturally oriented to freely valuing things as being what reason
knows them to be must exist also. And if an appetite has that
natural goal, its failure to achieve that goal is of necessity evil. 


	 We cannot avoid using reason in directing our actions toward
ends. Our ideas of future ends pursued while we are rationally
aware, and of the means to achieve them, must be founded on our
knowledge of what things are that already exist. But our use of
reason is superfluous if the purpose is not to be guided by (and
therefore conformed to) what reason knows. Also, our satisfaction
in attained ends comes from rational awareness of what exists
when the ends exist. But appetites produce satisfaction in the
attainment of that to which they are oriented. Only an appetite
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whose orientations are linked to the objects of rational awareness
will produce satisfaction as a result of that kind of awareness.


	Also, if none of our appetites had the goal of conforming to
what we know by reason, either we would not make use of
reason’s awareness of what things are in seeking ends, or if we did,
we could not achieve our ends except by accident, since only by
accident would our appetites move us to ends in a manner that
conforms to the object of rational knowledge, what things are.


	Also, if we did not have an appetite oriented to valuing being
in the broadest sense, we would not have free choice; for all our
appetites would be for particular modes of being. The only desires
we would then have often come in conflict with rationally known
truths about values. So our desires would often necessitate our
behaving in ways contrary to the only nonarbitrary standard for
ethical value. For as we saw above, even utilitarianism must
measure ethical value by rationally known truths about what
things are, which is the one standard able to be nonarbitrary.


	Also, since choices are able to relate to things as if they are not
what reason knows them to be, note how paradoxical it would
have been for nature (not to mention God) to give us both reason
and will and not give us the goal of willing things in conformity
with reason. Unless beings with reason were oriented to pursue
ends in accord with reason, evolution would not have selected
reason since reason would not have enhanced survival.


	I will briefly state two more technical arguments. First, the fact
that “good” is a description of a thing by a being of reason which
states that the thing is a term of a relation of desire does not make
goodness subjective. Since goodness is not a real feature added to
those making a thing what it is, what is good (desired) about
something is not really distinct from, but is identical with, what it
is (a fact the post-Humean “naturalistic fallacy” fails to grasp).(15)
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Moral good, then, requires that a specific kind of identity with
what things are be associated with a goal of our dispositions for
reason-based choices, moral good being a property of such
choices. The “what something is” that is the good for the rational
appetite must be the same as a “what something is” that is a truth
known by reason; so evil in the rational appetite’s act must be a
privation of what something is for reason being the same as what
the rational appetite desires. And the convertibility of the good
with being implies that love of friendship for persons has priority
over love of concupiscence for other things.(16)


	Second, the rational appetite evaluates things by causing the
intellect to make an ultimate practical judgment such as “Action
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X is my good.”(17) The goal that measures the correctness of this
judgment is not speculative truth. X may accidentally cause my
death; if so, “X is my good” is speculatively false. Still that judg-ment may have practical truth, if it conforms to right desire (good
will).(18) But “rightness” of desire depends on what I inculpably
believe. If I believe X will cause my death, “X is my good” may
not conform to right desire. Since practical truth presupposes
rightness of desire, the beliefs on which rightness of desire
depends must be beliefs about what is speculatively true, especially
truths about the ends for which chosen acts are means. Rightness
of desire depends on conformity to the speculative truths of moral
knowledge, but moral knowledge must be awareness of conformity
to speculative knowledge. We have a vicious circle unless, in the
final analysis, what makes the desire that causes ultimate practical
judgments morally “right” is conformity to truths of speculative,
not practical, knowledge (see section VII). 


VI


	What is the value of a person so brain damaged that he cannot
make reason-based choices? 


	The interests of an agent that first exists as a zygote are equal
to ours because orientations to goals are what measure value. The
orientation to future free choices of ends is what makes us ends-in-themselves. The agent existing at the zygote stage, and at every
stage of human development, is oriented to future free choices of
ends and so is an end-in-itself.(19)


	Features acquired later cannot make an agent that first exists as
a zygote into an end-in-itself. Acquired features get their value by
serving the agent’s interests, as determined by orientations to goals
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that exist from the zygote stage on.(20) AIDS is an acquired feature
that does not bestow value on its subject, since it is against its
subject’s interests. Acquired features bestow only a relative value,
a value relative to orientations to goals that remain in existence,
at least at the genetic level, as the agent that first exists as a zygote
makes itself into each succeeding human stage. If a zygote’s genetic
orientation to choice were not that of an end-in-itself, nothing
would be an end-in-itself. 


	If a brain-damaged human agent also were not an end-in-itself,
nothing would be. The failure to develop a feature, or to be able
to use a feature, that would be in his interest cannot make a brain-damaged human being cease being an end-in-itself. If it did, his
value would depend on his acquired features, rather than their
value depending on their relation to him; so he would not have
been an end-in-itself to begin with as a zygote. Treating a brain-damaged person as if he is not an end-in-itself is treating him as if
he is not what he is.


	Another way to put it is that a brain-damaged person has, at the
least, an orientation to free choice of the same kind as the zygote:
the genome by which the zygote is oriented to develop the
proximate dispositions for choice. A brain-damaged person may
no longer share with the zygote the ability to develop those
dispositions. But he still shares the ability to, and the orientation
to, keep himself in existence; and he keeps himself in existence as
an agent with an orientation, at the genetic level, toward free
choice. His orientation to keep himself in existence as such an
agent even includes the zygote’s way of doing that, by cellular
division passing the genome to new cells. The activity of keeping
itself in existence as an agent with a genetic orientation to free
choice is the underlying feature making any agent an end-in-itself.
In an adult the continued existence of proximate dispositions for
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choice is caused by the underlying actions by which the adult
maintains its existence. The actions by which an adult maintains
its existence are more complex than the zygote’s. But we would
not be living adults if cells in our body did not continue to
reproduce our genome the same way the zygote’s causality does.
A brain-damaged agent keeps himself in existence—and has an
interest in doing so, since he is oriented to doing so—as an entity
that also has, at the most fundamental level, an orientation to free
choice. He maintains his existence as an end-in-itself until the
death of the brain stem, when he no longer keeps himself in
existence as an agent with an orientation to free choice.


	When I put my interest ahead of another’s, my comparative
evaluation cannot stop at our interests in abstraction from the
entities whose interests they are; for reason is aware of our needs
and desires as effects of dispositions belonging to us. If the fact
that our desires are actualizations of dispositions requires evalu-ations made by the rational appetite not to stop at the desires, the
same fact requires evaluations not to stop at the more proximate
dispositions but to extend to the most fundamental dispositions of
which the more proximate are actualizations. In an adult, the
orientation to free choice does not require the existence of
proximate dispositions for choice, such as a fully alert adult has;
sleepers, the drunk, and the comatose have orientations to free
choice at deeper causal levels. A choice that devalues a brain-damaged person’s way of being oriented to goals has value for us
only because we share with him an orientation to goals more
fundamental than the choice. Our choice to value him as less than
an end-in-itself treats him as if he were not what he is, a being
with an orientation to free choice of the same kind that most
fundamentally gives value to our choice. And the choice violates
the rational appetite’s goal in another way: it is ir-rational because
arbitrary; it cannot have a reasoned basis. It is a choice of which
way of being oriented to goals will be our measure of value. But
a choice of any way of being oriented to freely chosen ends other
than the most fundamental way must be arbitrary since that choice
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has value for us only because our most fundamental orientation to
the free choice of ends gives value to it.(21) 


VII


	“Evaluate things to be what they are” is not a moral principle.
Consider that its epistemic analogue, “Judge things to be what
they are,” is not a principle that any science can use to determine
what judgments to make about what things are. That epistemic
“principle” comes from a reflexive, after-the-fact analysis of what
goes on in first-order, non-reflexive inquiries that use principles
like “Expect similar causes to have similar effects,” “Do not
multiply entities without necessity,” etc. Likewise, “Evaluate things
to be what they are” does not directly help us decide what choices
are defective or not defective, though indirectly it might, just as
epistemology might indirectly help the first-order sciences.


	So the rational appetite’s goal does not give us moral principles
like “Choose in conformity with reason.” It gives us principles,
like “Do not put your interests ahead of another person’s,” “Treat
persons as ends, not means,” and others, that express causal
conditions without which a choice cannot achieve the goal of
evaluating things to be what they are. The reflexive analysis of
what it means for such principles to obligate requires reference to
the fact that choices have the goal of valuing things in conformity
with reason. But we no more need that analysis to know that other
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persons deserve treatment as ends-in-themselves from reason-based choices than we need the philosophy of logic to know that
modus ponens is valid or epistemology to trust our senses.


	Our original, prephilosophic knowledge that choices are
morally good or bad comes from the inclinations that are the
reasons why we call things good or bad. Without an awareness of
those inclinations we could not have our awareness of things as
good or bad, since to be good or bad is to be a term to which we
are related by such an inclination. We need concepts to
understand moral value. But the experience from which moral
concepts derive is an awareness of inclinations, an awareness that
cannot depend on mental states, such as concepts, other than the
inclinations themselves; if it did, those inclinations would not
themselves be conscious states.


	When a child reaches the age of reason, he acquires a
nonreflexive awareness that he sets his own ends; for that is what
his conscious choices do. He is also aware that behind the
behavior of other people are unobserved states like those he
nonreflexively observes in himself; for he can ask others to think
of a number, remember, close their eyes and imagine, etc. He is
aware, then, that others are like him in being able to set their own
ends. So when he ponders choice X, which puts his interests ahead
of another’s, he can know that X is wrong.


	Beyond his awareness that X would evaluate himself and
another person unequally, and so contrary to what he knows them
both to be, he gets his awareness that such an evaluation is morally
wrong from the fact that the rational appetite’s finality
simultaneously enters his awareness as a conscious inclination to
choose in conformity with what he knows about the other
person.(22) That inclination makes him aware of X as conflicting
with a goal of what he is doing in making a reason-based choice.
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To ask how we first become aware of a choice as morally good or
bad is to ask how we first become aware of it as achieving or not
achieving the rational appetite’s goal. The only possible origin is
an awareness of the choice as the term, or as contra-term, of the
rational appetite’s inclination to its goal, which requires an
awareness of the rational appetite’s inclination. This is the origin
of “practical” knowledge of a moral, rather than technical, kind. 


	The rational appetite’s inclination is to conform to knowledge
we already have; so that knowledge precedes the inclination the
awareness of which makes moral knowledge moral. The
knowledge that we possess prior to being aware of the rational
appetite’s inclination must be either practical knowledge of a
technical kind like “To achieve end Y, make choice X,” or
speculative knowledge like “The other person can set his own
ends,” not moral knowledge. Moral knowledge cannot originate
from an inclination to conform to merely technical truths. If the
end in question, Y, is not the goal of the rational appetite prior to
choice, failure to act as if knowledge of how to achieve it is true
does not violate the standard of morality. After I have chosen end
Y, to act as if what I inculpably believe true about how to achieve
Y were not true would amount to absence of sound mind, not
immorality. Knowledge of how to achieve the rational appetite’s
goal, however, is moral, not technical, by hypothesis. So the goal
of conforming to premoral knowledge must be that of conforming
to speculative knowledge, like the knowledge that persons can set
their own ends or that God’s being is infinite. If not, moral
knowledge would exist before that awareness of the rational
appetite’s finality that initiates moral knowledge.


	We express our initial moral awareness by forming concepts
that are the moral meanings of “good,” “bad,” “right,” “wrong,”
“ought,” “should,” etc. Then, when we ask “Ought I do X,” about
reason-based choices, awareness of the meaning of “ought” is
presupposed in the asking. We cannot ask the question if we do
not have an awareness of the orientation that gives “ought” its
meaning. So when I ask “Is it right to do X,” it would be irrelevant
to ask “‘right’ by the standard of whose goal or of what goal?” The
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finality that provides the standard by which to answer that
question is presupposed in the asking. Here “presupposed” does
not refer to a logical premise but to the conscious state of affairs
that causes reason to function morally.(23)


	When we ask “Should we love God above all things or other
persons as if they are ends-in-themselves,” the moral principles in
question are self-evident, known true by the meanings of their
terms, to practical reason. It is self-evident to speculative reason
that a choice to love the infinitely perfect being above all else
values his being according to what it is, and that, if we do not give
a being who sets his own ends the place in our values of someone
ordered to ends he gives himself, what he is in our values is not
what he is in reality. And since awareness through inclination of
the rational appetite’s goal of valuing things to be what they are is
presupposed when we use “should,” it is self-evident to practical
reason that we should love God and other people in these ways.


VIII


	The moral defect in a choice that does not conform to what
things are is intrinsic to the choice just as falsehood is an intrinsic
defect in a belief. So all morally evil choices are intrinsically evil.
But some choices have as their objects acts that we can also call
intrinsically evil. An act that is an object of choice makes a choice
evil by causing it to value things as if they are not what they are.
The choice of some acts is evil only under certain conditions. But
the definitions of terms like “suicide,” “murder,” “artificial
contraception,” “getting drunk,” and others include causal factors
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sufficient to make a choice of any such act evil by the rational
appetite’s standard. Such an act is “intrinsically” evil in the sense
that, no matter what good effects it may have, choosing it requires
us to value things to be other than what we know they are.(24)


	Murder and suicide put out of existence that for the sake of
which everything else exists; so choosing them values the end
achieved as if it were a higher good than ends-in-themselves. Also,
if a choice gives sex the status in our values of not existing for the
sake of making persons, persons do not have the status in our
values of being that for the sake of which everything else exists;
for the existence of persons is not even that for the sake of which
a means of making persons exists. But by refraining from sex, we
can sacrifice other goods rather than value sex as if it did not exist
for the sake of making persons and so value persons as if they 	
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were not that for the sake of which everything else exists.(25) Also,
drunkenness differs from drug-caused unconsciousness in that we
continue to act in ways that would otherwise be under the control
of the rational appetite. Since we are valuing some other good
over rational control of our acts, which is what makes us ends-in-themselves, we are evaluating being an end-in-itself as if it were
not being that for the sake of which everything exists.


	Definitions of other acts also express necessary conditions for
choices to conform to reason. But the definitions of some acts, like
“breaking a promise,” include causal factors sufficient to make a
choice defective unless other factors exist that involve something
that the rational appetite should value more highly than keeping a
promise, value more highly by the standard of what human ends-in-themselves need in order to achieve their ends. Reason tells us
that achieving ends requires social arrangements such as promises,
but reason also tells us that there are some things we need more,
like food. If keeping a promise to play golf would put a child at
risk of starving, we would be sacrificing the greater good of one
end-in-itself to the lesser good of another and so fail to treat the
child’s interests as equal to those of other persons. 


	In some cases, we know that the combination of notes defining
an act produces the effect that choosing the act is wrong. If so, the
relation of those notes to a choice’s defectiveness can be stated in
unqualified formulas like “Killing an innocent person is always
wrong.” In other cases, we know that the defining notes produce
this effect unless impeded from doing so by other causes, or unless
other causes produce the opposite effect, although the possible
mitigating factors are too numerous to include in a definition of
a term. If so, the relation of the defining notes to a choice’s
defectiveness must be qualified by a ceteris paribus clause as in
“Breaking a promise is wrong, all other things being equal.” 


	The latter cases, however, are not morally neutral. Failure to
follow the general principle always requires justification; if no
mitigating causes are present, the notes in the definition are
sufficient to cause a defective choice. Likewise, the law of 	
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induction tells us that similar causes have similar effects, all other
things being equal; so in the absence of other causes, we know the
kind of effect that will occur.


	Other action terms, such as “playing loud music,” refer to
morally neutral acts. Their definitions do not include conditions
sufficient to make the choice of the act either successful or
defective by the standard of the rational appetite’s goal. Effects of
individual cases (effects other than those defining an act) on
people’s ability to pursue ends determine whether choosing the act
puts our interests ahead of others’. Loud music at 4 a.m. can
deprive other persons of sleep, which human nature makes us
need more than entertainment to achieve our ends.


IX


	This analysis of moral obligation is implied by our everyday
beliefs. Before we are misled by philosophy or pseudo-social
science, we know that a deliberate injustice done to a person is
something evil independently of our subjective preferences, evil in
its nature. To believe that act X does not give someone his due is
to believe that what he is is due something, and hence that to
deprive him of his due is to treat him as if he is not what he is. But
does X treat him as if he is not what he is because something is
due what he is; or is something due him because treating him
otherwise would treat him as if he is not what he is? To answer
this question note that what is “due” him must also be due him by
the standard of some goal to which we are oriented. We know that
it is not due him from his cat but from beings with a certain goal.
What goal?


	From our own case we also know that, once we have achieved
rational awareness, directing ourselves to an end amounts to
choosing to use one consciously conceived causal connection
rather than another as the plan by which we direct our action.(26)
We can bomb a factory because we use our belief that bombing it 
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will help win a war to direct ourselves to that end, or not bomb it
because we use our belief that not bombing it will save a loved
one’s life to direct ourselves to that end.(27) But we cannot avoid
choosing to use a consciously conceived causal connection (even
a superstitious hope we choose to view as consistent with rational
knowledge) as our plan, nor can we avoid knowing that we must
choose a consciously conceived causal connection for the purpose
of being guided by, and so of acting in conformity with, rational
knowledge. So we know that contravening that purpose would
violate a naturally necessary goal of reason-based choices. Is that
purpose the goal that makes something due someone from us? 


	We also know that we cannot blame for an injustice someone
who is inculpably deprived of the relevant rational knowledge,
which is knowledge of what some thing or things are, since that is
what reason knows. So we know that it is knowledge of what
someone is that causes knowledge of what he is due. Hence, the
answer to our question whether X fails to treat someone as if he
is what he is because something is due him is no; something is due
him because treating him otherwise would fail to treat him as if he
is what he is. And we know that treating him as if he is not what
reason knows him to be is intrinsically evil because we know that
it violates a naturally necessary goal of reason-based choices. For
a rational appetite, what ought to be (what achieves the appetite’s
goal) is that what something is in our values be the same as what
it is in itself.(28)
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animals in ways that risk weakening that disposition is not morally neutral.

[bookmark: N_15_]15.  Aquinas, STh I, q. 5, a. 1. These more technical arguments derive from principles of
Aquinas. For him, the rational appetite’s acting “in accord with reason” cannot merely be
conforming to value judgments reason makes using as the standard some goal(s), X, other than
that of treating things as if they are what reason knows them to be. In his ethics, love of
friendship has priority over love of concupiscence (see David M. Gallagher, “Person and
Ethics in Aquinas,” Acta Philosophica 4 [1995] 51-71; Janice L. Schultz, “Love of Friendship
and Perfection of Finite Persons in Aquinas,” in Medieval Masters, ed. R. E. Houser [Houston:
Center for Thomistic Studies, 1999] 209-32), and the obligations to love of friendship for
God and neighbor are primary and self-evident. Goal X would be other than valuing divine
and human persons to be what they are, and that is what love of friendship is. Since those
obligations and our knowledge of them would derive from love of concupiscence for goods
like happiness, contemplation, or the “basic human goods” of Grisez, Finnis, and Boyle, etc.,
they would be neither primary nor self-evident. The basic obligation must be to value divine
and human persons to be, in their own ways, things for the sake of which everything else
exists, as Aquinas knew them to be (see n. 9). We are not “obligated” to so choose that we
relate to things as if they are what they are in our values. We cannot avoid doing so. That is
why choices are intrinsically defective when what things are is not what they are in our values;
if such choices were not defective, the true and the good would not both be convertible with
being. What gives value to all possible ends is in God; free beings are ends-in-themselves, and
other beings are not. So choices that make things ends and means in our values cannot avoid
relating us to things as if they are or are not what they are. Since there is such a thing as divine
and human persons not being, in our chosen values, what they are in reality, why would
Aquinas need any other criterion to explain the moral evil of those choices? The moral
obligation to will X, as opposed to the natural inclination to X, must come from the natural
inclination to value persons, including ourselves, to be what they are, not vice versa.

[bookmark: N_16_]16.  Aquinas, STh I-II, q. 26, a. 4.These loves are not distinct acts; love of friendship wills
other goods for the friend. Love of friendship relates to ethics presented from the viewpoint
of goods loved by concupiscence, such as happiness, contemplation, or “the basic human
goods” thus: Love of friendship’s duty to will, by love of concupiscence, the good for persons
does not tell us what that good is. But human nature makes it impossible to value human
beings as we are without willing, or declining to will, by love of concupiscence, many specific
goods for us. Goods loved by concupiscence provide content (matter) for acts for which love
of friendship provides the moral form, the form of being a moral duty: It is for the sake of
persons that we have the duty to will other goods. This fact is implied by, even if it is not the
same as, charity’s being the form of the other virtues (STh II-II, q. 23, aa. 7 and 8); they provide
content for acts informed by charity, which is principally love of friendship.

[the above #16 endnote has been corrected and does not read the same as the 
hardcopy edition. The hardcopy and this electronic copy previously read: “(STh III, q. 23, aa. 
7 and 8)”]
[bookmark: N_17_]17.  Simon, Freedom of Choice, 97-127; Aquinas, De Veritate q. 24, a. 1, ad 17 and 20; q.
24, a. 2.

[bookmark: N_18_]18. 
 Yves Simon, Practical Knowledge, ed. Robert J. Mulvaney (New York: Fordham
University Press, 1991), 11-17; Aquinas, STh I-II, q. 57, a. 5 ad 3; In Ethic. VI, lect 2 (n.
1131).

[bookmark: N_19_]19.  John C. Cahalan, “A Prolegomenon to Any Future Ethics of Abortion,” Life and
Learning VIII: Proceedings of the Eighth University Faculty for Life Conference, ed. Joseph W.
Koterski, S.J. (Washington: University Faculty for Life, 1999), 327-62.

[bookmark: N_20_]20.  We could choose not to speak of “goals,” “interests,” “ends,” etc. before that agent is
conscious, but only of its orientations to produce “effects.” That choice, however, would get
its “value” from an effect I am aiming at, and an effect has value because of what it is, not
what it is called. Zygotes are oriented to produce effects of the same kind as I am, effects
chosen by the rational appetite. So I could achieve nothing by that choice of terminology, or
any other choice, that is of higher value than what zygotes are oriented to.

[bookmark: N_21_]21. What good are a brain-damaged person’s orientations to him if they cannot be fulfilled?
Ends-in-themselves are that for the sake of which everything else exists. They are the good,
for an appetite that evaluates things to be what they are, to which all other goods are relative.
To put an end-in-itself out of existence because he cannot attain other goods is to treat his
existence as if it is not the existence of a good that is absolute by the rational appetite’s
standard; we are valuing the good he lacks more highly than him. Also, to value an entity as
not being an end-in-itself since it lacks features that would be in its interest, as measured by
its orientation to goals, amounts to valuing features in abstraction from the entity. But it is the
entity whose interests give value to features, not vice versa. Also, his malady is defective as
measured by whose orientation to goals, his or ours? He has the reachable goal, and so the
interest, of maintaining his existence as a certain kind of being; if that kind of being has
orientations that make him an end-in-itself, we must value his interests as those of an end-in-itself, and hence as goods of ours. But to end his life, we must choose our own ends in a way
that excludes his achieving any end. So we are valuing him as if he is not what he is, a being
whose orientations are those of an end-in-itself.

[bookmark: N_22_]22.  Awareness of the rational appetite’s inclination is not a special tingle or twitch. Included,
implicitly or explicitly, in the awareness that we are faced with a choice is the fact that we
cannot avoid basing the choice on rational knowledge, and so the fact that we cannot avoid
the culpability or credit that comes from the choice’s being based on knowledge of what the
things the choice relates us to are. So normally we are nonreflexively aware that we are
oriented to making choices that have the goal of conforming to reason’s knowledge. 

[bookmark: N_23_]23.  Immoral choices conflict with both practical knowledge (belief) of the moral kind and
speculative knowledge, the former knowledge telling us that the latter conflict is evil. The
truth of items of moral knowledge can be explained speculatively, as I am trying to do,
without making moral knowledge speculative. The statement, “‘We should love God above
all things’ expresses a requirement for fulfilling the rational appetite’s goal,” is speculative
knowledge about an item of moral knowledge. The moral knowledge is not deduced from
speculative knowledge of the rational appetite’s goal. That speculative knowledge enters the
reflexive speculative analysis of the nature of moral value, not into practical awareness of a
choice’s moral value. The speculative knowledge that enters our moral knowledge that we
should love God and our neighbor is knowledge of what these entities are. 

[bookmark: N_24_]24.  We can see why choosing a certain kind of act is immoral under all conditions only by
seeing why the act’s nature would cause any choice of it to violate the rational appetite’s
finality. Thus, Aquinas always assumes that moral evil is by nature a property of the interior
act of choice. “Principium bonitatis et malitiae humanorum [i.e., moral] actuum est ex actu
voluntatis” (STh I-II, q. 19, a. 2; see De Malo q. 2, a. 2, ad 3, 5, 10, 11, and 12). Even De
Malo q. 2, a. 3, where at first we might not expect it, calls “moral” only culpa, not peccatum.
Why a choice has this property is a different question. The cause of a choice’s being morally
evil can be the object, the intention, and/or the circumstances. The physical evil of a chosen
act may alone be sufficient to determine that a choice would violate the rational appetite’s
goal. “Moral evil” is primarily said of a choice, not the chosen act, as “healthy” is said first of
bodies, not food; but the features that constitute the ratio of a chosen act can determine a
choice’s moral value, just as what food is can cause health in a body. For example, the phrase
“killing an innocent person” describes an act whose evil is physical rather than specifically
moral (STh I-II, q. 19, a. 1, obj. 3 and ad 3); the phrase could describe an animal’s act. But
once reason recognizes that ratio, a different act, the act of choosing to kill, must be defective
in a specifically moral way. And so the nonmoral ratio (the described act was not yet morally
characterized; “innocent” makes a moral reference, but to something other than the act
described) acquires a moral property, that of being a cause of moral evil in reason-based
choices, required by its defining notes; as a result, the act belongs to a moral, as well as
physical, category. “Inquantum [objectum] cadit sub ordine rationis pertinet ad genus moris
(the object does not belong to a moral type insofar as it is what it is, but insofar as the
performance of the act is directed by reason [cf. “secundum quod est in apprehensione,” De
Malo 2, 3]), et causat [malitiam] moralem in actu voluntatis” (it belongs to a moral type
because what it is would cause the rational appetite’s goal to be violated) (STh I-II, q. 19, a.
1, ad 3; and see De Malo q. 2, a. 2, ad 12). In other words, what the chosen act is, “quantum
est in se” (STh III, q. 23, a. 7), is not suitable matter to receive, from a will with charity, the
form of being a virtuous act.

[bookmark: N_25_]25.  A detailed version of this new birth-control argument is available from the author

[bookmark: N_26_]26.  See my comments on De Malo q. 1, a. 3 in “Making Something out of Nihilation,” 192-93.

[bookmark: N_27_]27.  Note that what is inside or outside of our intention is determined by which causal
connection we choose to use as a plan.

[bookmark: N_28_]28. 
 I am grateful for the kind help of Janice Schultz Aldrich, Lawrence Dewan, Thomas
Hibbs, Michael Pakaluk, and an anonymous reviewer.
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CATHOLIC BIOETHICS: THREE RECENT STUDIES(1)
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There is a law that goes into effect when buying a new
computer: it will be outdated and cheaper to buy six
months later. Something similar happens when a theologian writes a book on the subject of medical moral theology:
some new moral problem will emerge after the book is sent to the
printers. It is also very difficult to explain and defend the
Church’s teaching on medical moral questions and much easier to
create one’s own norms while criticizing the Church for being
obstinate or behind the cultural times. This article discusses three
recent books that attempt to do the former rather than the latter.(2)


I. Two Textbooks: Ashley and O’Rourke and May


A) Complementary Approaches


	Since 1978, Benedict Ashley, O.P., and Kevin O’Rourke, O.P.,
have published four editions of their Healthcare Ethics: A
Theological Analysis. The first edition ran 14 chapters and 506
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pages; the latest revision has 15 chapters and 520 pages. It would
be very valuable for the community of scholars and students who
have specialized in this field if someone would write an overview
of all these editions. It must be noted that the theology and moral
conclusions of Ashley and O’Rourke evolved over the years, yet
newer and newer medico-moral problems confronted the Church
and world just as the latest of their editions came out. It was not
their fault, for example, that when this edition was finally printed
(1998) it contained nothing on Alan Shewmon’s latest scientific
doubts about brain death, the human genome project, or ethical
questions concerning the separation of Siamese twins; the book
was being printed when these issues surfaced. Similarly, when
William May’s Catholic Bioethics and the Gift of Human Life was
finally printed, it contained nothing either on the Siamese
question or on Pope John Paul’s assertion that there is a moral
certainty that total brain death can still be used as a criterion for
true death. It is presently impossible to write the definitive and
complete text in this field because scientific and medical advances
or moral problems occur very quickly, and new moral perplexities
emerge sometimes it seems on a monthly basis. Still, both books,
each in its own way, are invaluable tools for learning the basic
principles of this theological and philosophical science. What may
not be found in one text can often be discovered in the other.
They are in agreement for the most part on the mainline problems
associated with medical ethics but also disagree on several key
issues, including the use of artificial hydration and nutrition for
permanent-vegetative-state (PVS) cases and the use of
methotrexate as a method for coping with tubal pregnancies.
These issues have not yet been settled by the Church’s
magisterium, so lively disagreement is reasonable. On other con-troversial issues both resolved and unresolved by the magisterium,
they manage to agree but from different perspectives.


	Ashley and O’Rourke come from a long Thomistic natural-law
tradition in their analysis of the field of Catholic medical moral
theology, but they also attempt to synthesize, coordinate, and
criticize a whole gamut of authors who have written in the field
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of medical moral ethics both within and outside the Thomistic
and even the Catholic tradition. Their guiding light is called
“prudential personalism.” Many moral answers to medical
problems are not moral absolutes. The virtue of prudence is
necessary to solve these problems (e.g., what is ordinary and
extraordinary medical care in particular clinical cases) in the
concrete order of health care. The solutions must be such that the
dignity of the human person is upheld and perfected rather than
harmed. But what is perfecting or harmful is not always easy to
determine in some cases.


	Ashley and O’Rourke divide their book into five parts, three
sections dealing with pastoral concerns and the other two with the
core of medical moral problems. The first three sections deal
primarily with the meaning of being human as an ensouled body,
responsibility for one’s health, uses of stewardship, patients’
rights, the healthcare profession itself, and the team that sur-rounds healthcare administration. They raise the dilemmas facing
many Catholic hospitals today concerning institutional identity,
relations with the state, and the purpose of ethics committees. In
the final chapter of the book (chap. 15, which could have been
placed in the earlier sections), the authors rightly argue for a
holistic view of care which must include the spiritual dimension
of the human person. In this light they offer timely advice to
priests, religious sisters, and other spiritual counselors. 


	The reason for all these chapters, which deal with moral
theology or ethics in the broad sense of the word, is quite simple.
The authors’ goal is to reach a wide audience in the healthcare
profession, some of whom may not be Catholic or even Christian.
However, all medical personnel need to understand their own
work as fully human, and not merely technical; doctors and nur-ses especially need to communicate to patients a great deal of
compassion. The authors therefore want to show nurses and doc-tors alike that there are many nuances involved in healthcare that
extend beyond simply giving people medicine or operating on
their bodies. Ashley and O’Rourke also show the problems that
emerge from a for-profit healthcare system and why such a system
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has the tendency to neglect people’s medical needs, thus violating
their rights. In doing so, the authors remind the Catholic
community at large how important it is to care for the human
person even if he or she cannot afford the medical expenses such
care involves. Also, it is necessary for the government to be aware
of its obligation to take care of its poorer citizens, an obligation
that arises from the dignity of the human person which grounds
civil society.


	Chapters 7 and 8 begin the more formal treatment of ethics.
Here the authors begin to reflect on principles and metho-dologies, teleology, and higher norms coming from Christian
faith, hope, and love. They also ask whether there is such a per-spective as Christian ethics or whether this is simply natural-law
ethics.


	Chapter 9 begins the heart of the book which deals with the
critical issues of artificial reproduction, fetal testing, abortion,
contraception, genetic interventions, experimentation, mental
illness, death, truth telling, euthanasia, and letting people die.
Here the authors face the moral dilemmas head on and come
down on the side of the Church’s teaching. They do have some
disagreements with other loyal theologians and students in matters
that have not been pronounced upon by ecclesiastical authority.
For example, in the area of assisted reproduction, they do not
favor GIFT, a procedure that others loyal to the magisterium
claim respects the moral integrity of the conjugal act. Also, Ashley
and O’Rourke disagree with many on the issue of artificial feeding
and hydration of those locked in what is unfortunately called the
“persistent vegetative state” (as if humans became vegetables in a
specific illness). They argue that since these human persons cannot
function with their higher centers of life, nor feed themselves,
such care as tube feeding is disproportionate to their needs; these
people are really imminently dying and so should be allowed to
die by withdrawing food and drink. Ashley and O’Rourke do not
label such withdrawal as euthanasia but maintain that it is simply
letting a person die. According to them, the artificial tubal feeding
and hydrating merely prolongs the dying process (a conclusion
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that both the Pennsylvania Bishops and the American Bishops’
Pro-Life Committee, along with William May do not accept).


	William May’s work, Catholic Bioethics, is arranged in a
different order with a somewhat different audience in mind. He
makes no mention of pastoral theology as part of medical moral
theology and simply divides his material into eight chapters of
mostly direct moral questions with his replies and criticism of
other theologians, including Ashley and O’Rourke. 


	Chapter 1 begins with a clear presentation in summary form of
the major contemporary documentation relating to medical moral
ethics from John Paul II and the Congregation of Doctrine and
Faith: namely, Evangelium Vitae, 
Veritatis Splendor, Donum Vitae,
Declaration on Procured Abortion, and the Declaration on
Euthanasia. Chapter 2 is a very precise and critical review of what
theologians call “fundamental moral theology” with the help of
Veritatis Splendor and St. Thomas Aquinas. It leads to an iden-tification of the first principles of natural law, and a discussion of
how they differ from norms and why they are so necessary for
integral human fulfillment as perfected by the redemption of Jesus
Christ. As one reads these first two chapters, it is quite clear that
this book is for theologians who wish to follow the teaching of the
Church doing theology, not simply from reason alone but with
the light of the magisterium. It will become quite clear throughout
the text that May is trying to root his conclusions deeply in sacred
sources. By contrast, Ashley and O’Rourke, whose intended
audience includes more than Catholics, appeal more to reason and
refer to the magisterium of the Church more in their notes than
in the text itself.


	In chapters 3 to 8, May takes up most of the same questions as
Ashley and O’Rourke but adds newer problems: rescuing frozen
embryos (not found in Ashley and O’Rourke); abortion (direct
and indirect) and management of ectopic pregnancies; cloning
(not mentioned by Ashley and O’Rourke); a critique of GIFT; a
critique of Grisez, Boyle, and Lee on craniotomy (not found in
Ashley and O’Rourke); experimentation on human subjects; gene
therapy and screening; euthanasia, assisted suicide, and care of the
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dying; caring for the permanently unconscious; experimenting on
the newly born (contra the U.S. Bishops’ older Directives which
left a loophole and also not commented upon by Ashley and
O’Rourke); PVS cases; defining death in light of Shewmon’s
challenge against total brain death as normative clinical sign of
death; and finally, Shewmon’s criticisms of using total brain death
as the criterion for organ transplantation. Other subjects taken up
by May in which he comes to positions that are contrary to those
of Ashley and O’Rourke are the following: extreme caution in the
use of fertility drugs; the ordinary comfort care of PVS patients
(artificial feeding and hydrating as ordinarily obligatory); and
methotrexate and salpingostomy as immoral management of tubal
pregnancies (contra Moraczewski).


	For professors and students of Catholic medical moral
theology alike, these two books—taken together and notwith-standing the legitimate disputes among them—are a veritable gold
mine because most of the main-line questions at present in this
area of theology are discussed by each text. They disagree on
several key questions on which the Church has yet to rule, and the
debate is informative. What May will leave out of, for example,
his consideration of the pastoral practice of holistic care of the
patient, Ashley and O’Rourke provide. When Ashley and
O’Rourke argue their convictions without direct recourse to the
magisterium, May, often coming to the same conclusions, readily
supplies the basic references to the salient texts in the text or
endnotes. One could almost say these books bespeak a spring-time
for theology wherein a homogeneous evolution of moral doctrine
is taking place.


B) Criticisms


	Looking back over Ashley and O’Rourke, we seem to find
times when they could be less ambiguous on some of their minor
positions. For instance, in the introduction, it might have been
better said that some positions in the Catholic ethical systems are
complete and fixed (moral absolutes forbidding certain acts for
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example) while at the same time some solutions are historical and
dynamic in character because they depend more on prudence than
on matters of principle. Furthermore, on page 20, when making
reference to Aquinas’s list of needs in the Summa 
Theologiae (I-II,
q. 94, a. 2), it might have been better to say that this is not a
taxative and static but a dynamic list. Finally, one wonders if a
view of healthcare as being concerned about all levels of activity,
bodily as well as spiritual, blurs some distinctions between the
ethicist, the counselor, and the medical doctor. Ashley and
O’Rourke are quite right to point out the need for these people to
work together. Perhaps, however, it would be most helpful to give
one definition simply for the healthcare personnel, another for
the ethicist, and another for the counselor, taking into account
their specific roles.


	It would seem that Ashley and O’Rourke give a poor example
of counseling the lesser evil where they encourage someone to
take the anovulant pill rather than the abortifacient pill (58). In
this instance, the doctor seems to be a proximate material
cooperator in an evil act. This is different from the case where a
mother tells her abusive and drunken husband not to beat their
son with a baseball bat but use only a belt instead. She does not
give him the belt (unlike the doctor who encourages the taking of
the anovulant pill) but merely, by advice, tries to lower the
threshold of physical evil inflicted on her son. A Catholic doctor
especially should not directly encourage his patients to take—or
worse, give them—something the use of which appears to be
intrinsically evil. 


	Ashley and O’Rourke address the problems of transsexualism,
and give some criteria that would have to be met in order for
surgery to be morally viable (341ff.). They believe that the
problem is primarily psychological, and therefore that
psychotherapy is in order. I am even less sanguine than Ashley and
O’Rourke that surgery could ever conceivably be morally viable.
It is worth noting that more psychological treatment is usually
needed after the procedure because the operation offers mere
temporary not permanent relief from undue anxiety. To undergo
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such a mutilation to end a serious anxiety temporarily does not
seem to square with the principle of totality especially since one’s
genetic sexual make-up is largely determined by the X and Y
chromosomes. Therefore the problem seems to be not biological
but environmental. If this problem is not biological but
psychological, how can one justify an operation to change one’s
sex, as it were? The sex is really not changed and the psycho-logical problem remains.


	Like May, Ashley and O’Rourke neglect to speculate about the
question of experimenting on spontaneously aborted or mis-carried dead embryos. This is unfortunate, especially since it is
possible in theory to establish “banks” of those embryos rather
than using fetuses from recently procured abortions. The latter
procedure, now federally funded in the United States for sixty
stem-cell lines, would seem to be in complicity with those engaged
in the abortion “industry” (material cooperation in evil); the
former, assuming the consent of the parents, would not.


	At the beginning of chapter 13, Ashley and O’Rourke seem to
adopt the position of Boros, Rahner, and others that death is
somehow a ratification of life or an active consummation, a
maturing self-realization. While this may have been true for the
majority of saints as they faced death, it was not true for all (St.
Alphonsus Liguori had a most difficult death to endure
psychologically). Most people do not experience death as Ashley
and O’Rourke describe it but more negatively as a punishment
which Catholic teaching says flows primarily as a result of original
sin (CCC 400, 402 etc.). 


	Since the treatment of AIDS is mentioned from time to time by
Ashley and O’Rourke (not discussed at all by May), they might
have done a great service if they had given some insight regarding
other sexually transmitted diseases as well. Today, there is an even
more pandemic problem in the United States called HPV or the
human papilloma virus which, according to the Washington Times
(7 Nov. 2000, p. 2), has infected an estimated 24 million people.
There are over thirty-one strains, one of which can actually cause
cancer. This is a serious medical problem that deserves some 	
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moral reflection. It is a side effect of (usually wrongful) sexual
intercourse that affects heterosexuals as much as homosexuals,
and is in no way prevented by the use of condoms. 


	Finally, Ashley and O’Rourke have left out the distinction
between neurosis and psychosis. This was done perhaps for the
sake of simplification, but such a distinction explains why there
are some radically different types of psychiatric treatment. 


	Ashley and O’Rourke’s book is more extensive than May’s, and
thus presents more grounds for criticism. This does not mean that
May’s book is a paragon of perfection. At times, May clips his
arguments too quickly when it might have been helpful if several
more paragraphs were inserted. This is true especially in the
sections dealing with cloning and the danger of rape. Also, a
history of the Holy See’s position on craniotomy might have been
a more effective way of dealing with Grisez et al.‘s position.
Furthermore, the work done by the diocese of Peoria could have
been mentioned in the analysis of rape because its protocol for
Catholic hospitals seems to be the most articulate moral solution
to the problem and is consistent with May’s thinking. 


	In his treatment of Shewmon’s thesis concerning total brain
death, May could have said more about how Shewmon has
changed his conclusion twice based upon newer observations of
the problem. Shewmon persuaded the Holy See to incorporate
into its documents brain death as the criterion for death. Recently,
as a result of newer research and reflection, he has attempted to
show that it is not a valid criterion for death. After pondering
John Paul’s speech to the Transplant Congress (L’Osservatore
Romano, English edition, 30 Aug. 2000, 1-2), the theologian who
is sympathetic to May’s perspectives could argue that while the
Church accepts from the community of science that total brain
death is a criterion for death with “moral certainty,” she does not
yet officially endorse it fully because it is in the area principally of
a scientific conclusion rather than a direct moral question. Science
deals with the clinical signs of death rather than a philosophical
or theological question of death, which falls under the Church’s
sacred deposit. And Shewmon among others, since August 2001,
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has raised grave scientific doubts concerning total brain death as
the criterion for death itself.


	May says very little about the questions surrounding the evil of
sterilization such as vasectomy and tubal ligations which can have
serious evil side effects on wives and husbands both medically and
morally. A few paragraphs should have included something
regarding the possibilities of reversing the various operations.
Finally, May leaves out of his treatment altogether a consideration
of psychiatry and its methods in treating mental illness. This
would seem to be a serious omission that needs to be addressed in
a later edition of the book. Fortunately, Ashley and O’Rourke
deal with these vital questions, ranging from neurosis to
homosexuality (which the association of psychotherapists still
claims to be a mental illness, contrary to the association of
psychiatrists). 


	Neither May nor Ashley and O’Rourke attempt to explore the
right or wrong kinds of “Living Wills.” Ashley and O’Rourke
seem to think that these wills should not be binding (432). How-ever, it would seem that it might be possible to write out the key
principles in such tight legal language that one would be protected
from abusive medical behavior on the part of the medi-cal staff of
a hospital or even the local government. In any case, a solid
criticism of some suggested forms already available for leaving
instructions to health-care proxies or advanced medical directives
is necessary for even the ordinary parish priest so that he may
guide his parishioners away from signing documents that could
lead to their being euthanized. May, on the other hand, while also
opposed to writing up a “living will,” has some important things
to say about the “durable power of attorney.” 


	These and other gaps in the subject matter in these books
might be due to limitations of space placed on the authors by the
publishers. Possibly Georgetown University Press was more
generous in that regard in giving Ashley and O’Rourke a great
deal more room to develop their arguments than Our Sunday
Visitor did with May. Notwithstanding, it would be very helpful
for future editions if both books had cases presented after each
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chapter with questions for students to debate, as is done in more
secular treatments of bioethics.


C) An Appeal to the Magisterium


	There are some questions in dispute of notable importance,
and both sides are convinced they are right. One is reminded of
the sizable majority of theologians from the 1970s until the 1990s
who were convinced that the “uterine isolation” for women who
had many caesarian operations was morally correct until the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith taught that it was
morally incorrect and essentially another form of sterilization
since the uterus “as such” is not directly life threatening to the
woman. Similarly, there were some who taught that stimulating
an early birth of an anacephalic fetus was legitimate as a means to
help the mother cope with such a birth, until the Holy See cor-rected them. It would seem that in these perplexing and
complicated matters, one should be more cautious in presenting
one’s own analysis as the correct or final solution. Sometimes,
Ashley and O’Rourke seem a little too eager to withhold
hydration and nutrition from PVS cases. May would have built an
even stronger case in this matter if he had cited John Paul’s words
to the bishops of California, Nevada, and Hawaii: “The
presumption should be in favor of providing medically assisted
nutrition and hydration to all patients who need them” (in
L’Osservatore Romano, English edition, 7 Oct. 1998, 6).


	The disagreements between these theologians on some major
medical moral issues indicates that there are several topics ripe for
the magisterium to make a decision one way or the other regard-ing the truth or falsity of certain moral conundrums, such as
artificial feeding and hydration of PVS patients. For now, three
fine authors and many bishops are at loggerheads on whether PVS
patients are imminently dying or are better understood as being
severely handicapped or impaired. If the former, perhaps they do
not truly “need” artificial hydration and feeding; if the latter, they
surely do. If the answer to these questions is not simply for 	
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doctors to decide but for philosophers and theologians as well, it
would seem to be within the competence of the magisterium to
settle. Is it sheer “vitalism” (life for life’s sake) to artificially feed
and hydrate these patients? If not, then to withhold these vital
means would be objectively a form of euthanasia. If the inability
to feed oneself the normal way is not “imminent death,” then this
would obligate the next of kin to take care of these patients within
reason, unless there were excessively burdensome factors
impeding those taking care of them.


	There are other questions on which the arguments have come
to a standstill. For example, in an area where both May and
Ashley and O’Rourke agree, does GIFT as a means for an infertile
couple to have children interfere with the conjugal act or assist it?
Further, is non-therapeutic research on babies in conformity with
the statements of the Holy See against non-therapeutic experi-mentation on fetuses, or are the circumstances substantially
different once the child is born? Further, is rescuing frozen
embryos by married or unmarried relatives intrinsically evil by its
very object or is the object morally good? Thomists in general
prefer to let theologians argue things out, leaving some wiggle
room for personal freedom of choice in obscure matters of
morals. However, with respect to some of these particular
questions, if not most, so many people in the concrete order are
left to make decisions on their own. Therefore, it does seem
reasonable for the sake of ordinary people’s consciences that the
Church’s teaching office, like an umpire or referee, teach officially
and make a judgment on whether certain more difficult con-clusions of these authors are in conformity with the gospel or not.
The reasons for both sides of the disputes are in both textbooks
and it would seem that no new arguments will be forthcoming.


II. A Manual: Cataldo and Moraczewski


	Catholic Health Care Ethics: A Manual for Ethics Committees,
is not a textbook for those beginning in the field of medical moral
ethics in the Catholic tradition but for those already schooled in
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medical moral theology. It is composed of six parts broken down
into thirty-one chapters written by twenty-six very competent
individuals working in their respective fields of expertise, each
and all, attempting to follow the Church’s official teaching. The
text is not bound but comes with a binder so that when future
solutions are received from the magisterium or new medical
problems or solutions arise, the National Catholic Bioethics
Center can easily send supplements to the text since this field is an
on-going challenge for the ethicist. The spirit of the all the
authors of this manual or handbook can be summed up by citing
a paragraph written by Peter J. Cataldo and Albert S.
Moraczewski, O.P., in their article “Pregnancy Prevention after
Sexual Assault” (part 3, chap. 11, p. 17): 


This conclusion represents our considered theological and ethical opinion (and
that of the other NCBC staff ethicists). If this opinion is found in error by the
magisterium, or is found to be in any way inconsistent with the teaching of the
magisterium, then we will gladly retract the opinion and uphold the teaching of
the magisterium.


Questions disputed among theologians such as May and
Moraczewski are treated without bitter polemics as the “Editorial
Summation” will say:


Generally, if there are two compelling but contrary bodies of theological opinion
about a moral issue by experts whose work is [in] accordance with the
Magisterium of the church, and there is no specific magisterial teaching on the
issue that would resolve the matter, the decision makers may licitly act on either
opinion until such time that the Magisterium has resolved the question. Because
less is known about the effect of methotrexate on the embryo and the possibility
of the direct destruction of its life, the position of the National Catholic
Bioethics Center is that this drug ought not be used in the treatment of ectopic
pregnancy at the present time.


	The Manual contains selected statements of the papal
magisterium together with an extensive bibliography and an
index. There are selected references and bibliography after each
individual essay as well. Some of these studies have been crafted
on previous issues of Medics and Ethics by the same authors but
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more often than not the Manual contains first-time material of a
very high quality. After each essay, there is an “Editorial
Summation” where from time to time, the editors will state that
a particular problem has not yet been solved by the magisterium
and so one is free to follow what he or she thinks is the truth even
after the editors give their personal opinions or the judgment of
the Center. 


	Part 1 begins with the material studied in fundamental moral
theology with certain adaptations for bioethics. This is a good
review of some aspects of fundamental moral theology. Part 2
reflects on the moral responsibilities of ethics committees
themselves—something left out of Ashley and O’Rourke as well
as May. Parts 3 and 4, the more difficult sections of the 
Manual,
take up “Beginning-of-Life Issues” and “End-of-Life Issues”
respectively. Part 5 develops selected clinical issues for under-standing wisely organ donation, genetic medicine, experimen-tation, and religious freedom and treatment restrictions. Part 6
concludes with institutional issues (note particularly chapters 27
and 28 on the problems of cooperating with non-Catholic
partnerships).


	Since the Manual was written for ethics committees and not
beginners in the field, much of the material presupposes a great
deal of familiarity with the subject matter and its methodology.
Nevertheless, as a supplement to May and Ashley and O’Rourke,
it takes its readers, intellectually speaking, to some very clinical or
“on-site” practical problems whereby one has to apply the
principles learned from the other two textbooks reviewed herein.
Ashley and O’Rourke will speak about holistic medicine and some
problems with for-profit hospital care today, and the 
Manual
expands these questions from different points of view. Also, the
Manual‘s treatment of the responsibilities of ethics committees in
hospitals also includes the bishop’s committee, if he chooses to
have one.


	One might make a few minor critical observations of moral
theory. One wonders if the principle of double effect could be
applied in preeclampsia (a disease of the placenta) prior to 
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viability unless one could show that the placenta belongs to the
mother not the child (part 3, chap. 10A, p. 3). Further, a deeper
treatment of neurological criteria for death is needed in light of
Dr. Alan Shewmon’s brilliant address given to the 18th
International Congress of the Transplantation Society on 29
August 2000. And Grisez’s treatment of formal and material
cooperation as found in Difficult Moral Questions (appendix 2)
should be further studied and commented upon since he raises
questions there not heretofore discussed by theologians.


	The selection of texts of the magisterium or bishops could have
been edited down to the salient points of bioethics, thus allowing
the addition of more sources, such as the Charter for Health Care
Workers (May 1994) issued by the Pontifical Council for Pastoral
Assistance, several passages from the Catechism of the Catholic
Church, and other documents on cloning, stem-cell research, and
the like.


	Textbooks on Catholic teaching of medical moral theology for
at least the next ten years will have to begin with both Ashley and
O’Rourke and May because together they lay such strong
foundations for future speculation and practical decision making.
One would hope that someday other problems not referred to in
these texts such as indicated above will be mentioned and
included in new editions of these fine works, which can be so easy
for any reviewer to criticize but very difficult to produce himself.
As newer scientific discoveries are made in this field, John Paul’s
guiding words will have to be taken into more account: 



  
    
      
We have devised the astounding capacity to intervene in the very wellsprings of
life: man can use this power for good, within the bounds of the moral law, or he
can succumb to the short-sighted pride of a science which accepts no limits, but
tramples on the respect due to every human being… . (“O Mother, intercede for
us,” L’Osservatore Romano [11 Oct. 2000], 7)
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 PSALM 22:


VOX CHRISTI OR ISRAELITE TEMPLE LITURGY?


Gregory Vall


Franciscan University


Steubenville, Ohio


At a conference in New York City in 1988, Joseph Car-dinal Ratzinger encouraged biblical scholars and theo-logians to continue to work toward a suitable synthesis
between the historical-critical approach to biblical interpretation
and the more decidedly theological and spiritual approach
characteristic of most traditional or “pre-critical” exegesis.


You can call the patristic-medieval exegetical approach Method
A. The historical-critical approach, the modern approach … is
Method B. What I am calling for is not a return to Method A, but
a development of a Method C, taking advantage of the strengths
of both Method A and Method B, but cognizant of the
shortcomings of both.(1)


	While these matters are, of course, more complex than
A-B-C, the schema may be a helpful one.(2) I share the cardinal’s
basic 
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position, namely that both Method A and Method B have their
strengths and weaknesses and that the development of a
Method C is both possible and desirable.(3) I would merely add
that several approaches that do not fall neatly under either
Method A or Method B might also have a contribution to make
to a Method C synthesis. These range from traditional Jewish
exegesis to some of the newer methodologies which emerged
as rivals to historical- criticism in the latter half of the twentieth
century (e.g., narrative criticism).


	One of the most important points of contrast between
traditional exegesis and historical-critical exegesis concerns the
interpretation of the Old Testament and its relationship to the
New Testament. Method A reads the Old Testament Christo-logically, sometimes to the point of disregarding its context in
Israelite history, whereas Method B interprets the Old Testament
on its own terms, sometimes to the point of severing its link to
the New Testament.(4) Method C, I suggest, would integrate
these two 
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approaches by discerning the genuine organic connections
between Old Testament and New Testament.(5)


	For this to occur, the New Testament’s own Christological
interpretation of the Old Testament must not be regarded as
merely one among many possible “readings.” It is rather the her-meneutical key that discloses the inspired “logic” of the Old
Testament. Christ is the telos at which the divinely orchestrated
trajectories of the Old Testament’s various component parts
converge. But these theological and spiritual trajectories of the
Old Testament cannot be discerned on the basis of the telos
alone. The exegesis of a given Old Testament text must be
allowed to unfold according to principles and categories intrinsic
to that text. This unfolding will be aided by historical and
literary-critical tools and procedures but must not be hampered
by positivist or historicist presuppositions and goals.(6) The Old
Testament is to be read on its own terms but also under the
guiding light of Christ. In the end these two will be found to be
one and the same, since “the Spirit of Christ” was already
present to Israel prior to the Incarnation, exercising an influence
upon the authors of the Old Testament and preparing Israel for
Yahweh’s eschatological kingdom (1 Pet 1:10-11).


	The Book of Psalms presents a unique challenge in this
regard. No other book of the Old Testament has been so
thoroughly assimilated by Christian tradition, yet there are few
books of the Bible for which the respective exegetical
conclusions of Method A and Method B diverge so widely. This
has been especially true for the past one hundred years or so,
in which the scholarship of the Psalms has been dominated by
the form-critical approach of 
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Hermann Gunkel. As Brevard Childs notes, because form
criticism clarifies the original sociological and liturgical context
of the Psalms, it makes the Church’s traditional use of the
Psalter seem “highly arbitrary and far removed from the original
function within ancient Israel. With one stroke Gunkel appeared
to have rendered all pre-critical exegesis of the Psalter invalid.”(7)
Childs goes on to note that this situation has, somewhat
paradoxically, made Christian scholars anxious to reconcile the
two approaches and “bridge the gap between critical exegesis
and the actual faith of the church.”(8)


	Psalm 22 presents an interesting case in point. It is frequently
quoted or alluded to in the New Testament, and it is treasured
in Christian tradition as a unique prophetic witness to the
Passion of Christ. Historical-critical exegesis poses a serious
challenge to this traditional view, but Christian scholars who
practice historical- critical exegesis seem eager in the case of
Psalm 22 to account for, if not to justify, its use in the New
Testament. The remainder of this article will examine Psalm 22
as a test case for Method C exegesis, in hope of offering a
modest contribution to a much larger project.(9) We shall
consider: (1) the Method A inter-pretation of Psalm 22 as the
vox Christi, (2) the Method B at-tempt to locate this psalm in an
Old Testament Israelite context, (3) various attempts to
reconcile this Old Testament setting with the New Testament
use of Psalm 22, and (4) a Method C attempt to describe the
organic connection between the psalm in its Old Testament
context and Jesus’ quotation of it from the cross (Matt 27:46;
Mark 15:34).


I. Method A: The Vox Christi


	While the New Testament quotes or alludes to a small
handful of verses from Psalm 22, the Church Fathers take the
process to 
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its logical conclusion by referring the entire psalm to Christ’s
death and Resurrection. But the Fathers do far more than this.
They do not treat Psalm 22 as a typological foreshadowing, nor
is the reference to Christ understood to be the psalm’s spiritual
sense. Rather, in Psalm 22 the Fathers hear the vox Christi, the
very words of Christ as he prays to the Father upon the cross,
and this is treated as the psalm’s sensus litteralis.


	The Fathers assume that King David was the human author
of Psalm 22, but they demonstrate no desire whatsoever to
locate the psalm in David’s life or in any other Old Testament
context. David is merely a mouthpiece, through whom “the
Prophetic Spirit speaks in the name of Christ.”(10) He is “the king
and prophet who spoke these words” but “endured none of
these sufferings.”(11) It is important to note that this interpretation
was forged in an apologetic context. For Justin Martyr,
Tertullian, and Lactantius alike, it is not enough to ignore the Old
Testament context of Psalm 22; they must emphatically deny
that it even has one. If Trypho the Jew or Marcion of Pontus can
refer this psalm to David or another Israelite, its authority as a
unique prophetic witness to Christ may be doubted. But the
apologists argue that this is impossible. “David himself did not
suffer this cross, nor did any other king of the Jews.”(12) Rather,
Psalm 22 contains “the entire passion of Christ, who was even
then prophetically declaring His glory.”(13)


	Two commentators of the Antiochene School challenged the
vox Christi interpretation and sought an Old Testament context
for Psalm 22. Diodore of Tarsus and his student Theodore of
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Mopsuestia hold that this psalm describes the afflictions
suffered by David during the revolt of Absalom.(14) It is spoken “by
the person of David,” not “by the person of the Lord.”(15) Diodore
grants that the psalm contains certain “partial likenesses” to the
Passion of Christ, but these do not disrupt the basic “plan”
(hypothesis) of the psalm taken as a whole.(16) He notes how one
detail after another “fits David” better than it “fits the Lord,”(17) but
even those details which “ended up” fitting the Lord’s Passion
first “happened historically” to David.(18) Theodore’s interpretation
is, if anything, even more strict. Christ merely borrowed a line
from Psalm 22 to speak of his own sufferings, and this in no way
justifies taking the psalm as such to refer to him.(19)


	This Antiochene exegesis of Psalm 22, however, stood no
chance of dislodging the vox Christi interpretation. The latter
found an authoritative voice in Augustine and was widely dis-seminated with the popular Expositio Psalmorum of Cassio-dorus.(20) Meanwhile Diodore and Theodore were condemned as
heretics.


	At the same time, Cassiodorus’s detailed exposition has the
unintended effect of exposing three serious weaknesses in the
traditional interpretation. First, passages which do not seem
appropriate on the lips of Christ are given strained inter-pretations. For example, how can the celibate Christ speak of
“my 
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seed” (v. 31)? Cassiodorus answers that “seed” here refers to
“the works which He revealed on the earth at the time of His
incarnation.”(21) Second, over this exposition of the literal sense,
an equally arbitrary interpretation of the spiritual sense is
sometimes superimposed. On the line, “my tongue cleaves to
my jaws” (v. 16), Cassiodorus comments: “His tongue denotes
the apostles as preachers, who cleaved to Christ’s jaws in
maintaining His commands.”(22) Third, and most critical for our
purposes, the vox Christi interpretation forces Cassiodorus to
deny Old Testament Israel its rightful place in the psalm. The
phrase “seed of Israel” (v. 24) must be interpreted so as to refer
to Christians.(23) Indeed Israel only figures into the psalm as the
enemies of Christ. The “calves” and “fat bulls” who surround the
psalm’s speaker (v. 13) “are clearly the Jewish people.”(24)


	Thomas Aquinas’s exposition of Psalm 22 is more
sophisticated and less arbitrary than that of Cassiodorus. For
example, Thomas relates the phrase “my tongue cleaves to my
jaws” (v. 16) to Christ’s silence during his passion (citing Ezek
3:26 in support), an interpretation that goes back to Justin
Martyr.(25) This seems preferable to the comment of Cassiodorus
cited above. But in the end Thomas’s exposition serves to
confirm the authority of the vox Christi interpretation with its
inherent limitations.(26) Thomas is emphatic that the psalmist
speaks “in the person of Christ praying” (in persona Christi
orantis)(27) and that the reference to 
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Christ’s Passion is the psalm’s “literal sense.”(28) Thus Psalm 22
is still effectively denied an Old Testament context.


	But along with its patent weaknesses, the Method A
interpretation of Psalm 22 has certain strengths. First, it takes
seriously the foundational New Testament insight that the “Spirit
of Christ” was already present to Old Testament Israel, “bearing
witness in advance to the sufferings destined for Christ and the
glories to follow” (1 Pet 1:11).(29) Second, it does justice to the
fact that Christ himself takes up this prayer and makes it his own
precisely at the most pivotal moment in salvation history, and to
the fact that all four evangelists make allusion to Psalm 22 in
recounting his Passion. In other words, the vox Christi inter-pretation respectfully follows a seminal intuition regarding this
psalm, one that traces back to the apostolic Church and indeed
to the Lord himself—who, we should remember, was an Israelite
and thus ought to have had some idea what the psalm really
meant.(30)


	Finally, by listening to Psalm 22 as a prayer offered by Christ
during the extremity of his suffering, the more astute of the
Method A exegetes are able to disclose something of this text’s
remarkable spiritual quality. Thomas, in particular, shows real
Textgefühl when he comments on the psalm’s splendid imagery.
For example, the phrase, “like water I am poured out” (v. 15),
suggests to him a complete effusion of life. “If oil is poured out,
some remains in the vessel, and if wine is poured out, at least
some aroma remains in the vessel. But from water nothing 
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remains.”(31) On the other hand, “Upon you was I cast from the
womb” (v. 11) suggests total dependence on God and thus “the
perfection of hope.”(32) Taken together, these two comments
adumbrate an important insight into Psalm 22, namely, that this
prayer illustrates dramatically how an exalted hope may be
present in the midst of the deepest desolation, indeed how total
reliance on God can only be perfectly realized through an
experience of God-forsakenness. As one recent commentator
has noted, this juxtaposition of complaint and trust, which is
char-acteristic of the entire psalm, is already found in nuce in its
opening line. The one who complains of being forsaken by God
still calls upon Yahweh as “my God, my God.”(33) The line quoted
by Jesus, then, is an epitome of the psalm’s spirituality.


II. Method B: The Old Testament Context


	Like the Antiochene school, modern historical-critical
exegesis strives to locate Psalm 22 in its proper Old Testament
context. But unlike Diodore and Theodore, Method B
commentators reject the idea that this context is to be found in
the life of King David.(34) Indeed, since the advent of the
form-critical method in the late nineteenth century, the tendency
has been to locate most psalms not “in particular historical
events, but in the cultic life of the community.”(35) Accordingly,
Psalm 22 is said to have been composed for use in the Temple
liturgy.(36) It begins as a prayer of lament and petition (vv. 2-22)
to be offered by “persons who were severely sick and
threatened by death.”(37) It continues with a 
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jubilant hymn of praise “in the midst of the assembly” (vv.
23-27), and it concludes with an exalted eschatological vision of
universal homage to Israel’s God (vv. 28-32).


	Scholars variously explain the abrupt transition between
verses 22 and 23. Many hold that the petitioner received an
“oracle of salvation” from a Temple functionary at precisely this
point.(38) Others (correctly, in my opinion) question the grounds
for such an assumption.(39) In any case, Psalm 22 is “the basis of
a liturgy, in which the worshiper moves from lament to prayer,
and finally to praise and thanksgiving.”(40) As we shall see, this
dynamic and dramatic character of the psalm and the
“movement” of prayer which it is designed to engender are
crucial to understanding its theology and spiritual function.
Psalm 22 has a sort of “plot” in which something “happens.”(41) 


	Of particular concern to Method B scholars has been the
liturgical and theological identity of the psalm’s speaker, the “I”
who laments, petitions, and praises God. Having already swept
aside the patristic-medieval view that the speaker is Christ and
the Antiochene view that he is David, early form critics also
rejected the traditional Jewish view, which held that the “I”
represents Israel as a collective; rather, they maintained that the
speaker is simply an individual Israelite.(42) This does not mean
that Psalm 22 originated with the sufferings of a particular
Israelite, but simply that it was composed for and made
available to any suffering Israelite who might come to the
Temple to petition Yahweh. This is part of a more general
form-critical trend, which views the sufferings described in the
individual laments throughout the 
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Psalter as stereotypical, like those found in other Ancient Near
Eastern laments.(43) 


	Other scholars, however, were quick to point out that Psalm
22 seems to differ from other laments in precisely this regard. Its
extremely graphic images suggest a physical suffering so
severe and a spiritual trial so intense that one can hardly think
of an “ordinary member” of the Israelite community. For
Hans-Joachim Kraus, the speaker is “an archetypal figure,” and
in Psalm 22 “the ‘archetypal affliction’ of Godforsakenness is
being suffered in a mortal sickness.”(44) Still other scholars
returned to something akin to the traditional Jewish
interpretation. For Alphonse Deissler the speaker of Psalm 22
represents Israel, and this explains why he possesses both
collective and individual traits.(45) Earlier Charles Briggs had
compared the sufferer of Psalm 22 with the figures of Mother
Zion in the book of Lamentations and the Servant of Yahweh in
Isaiah 40-55. In all of these texts, individual sufferings are
“combined with national experiences.” The speaker of Psalm 22
is thus taken to be an “idealized” representation of the early
post-exilic remnant, harassed by neighboring nations.(46)


	Without turning Psalm 22 into an historical allegory, as Briggs
virtually does, we might still locate it within certain theological
developments of the exilic and early post-exilic periods. Indeed,
several twentieth-century commentators associate Psalm 22
with anawim piety, a spiritual development that finds its earliest
articulation in Zephaniah (seventh century b.c.), comes to
classic expression in Lamentations 3 (sixth century b.c.), and
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encompasses a large number of Psalms.(47) In verses 24-27, the
speaker of Psalm 22 addresses a group of anawim (“afflicted,
lowly, humble ones”), whom he also refers to as his “brethren.”
In verse 25, he calls himself an ani (functionally, the singular of
anawim) and refers to his suffering as anut (“affliction”; a
cognate noun). Kraus is correct to reject the notion that we are
dealing here with a distinct “religious party” or faction in ancient
Israel.(48) Nevertheless, the anawim are “brothers … in a
religious sense,” a group constituted by a shared “theological
spiritual identity.”(49)


	The anawim are those who “fear” and “seek” Yahweh (vv. 24,
27). By also calling them “the seed of Jacob” and “the seed of
Israel” (v. 24), the psalmist does not mean to suggest that Israel
secundum carnem and the anawim are coterminous groups.
Rather, the anawim are thus identified as “the true Israel.”(50) As
James L. Mays puts it, the anawim are “thinking and speaking
about themselves and their relation to God in a way that is
beginning to redefine what it means to be Israel.”(51)


	This is a crucial point. Mays has indicated, in a more
satisfactory way than Briggs, the manner by which the speaker
of Psalm 22 might be said to represent Israel. For Briggs the
representation takes place on a literary plane, by a sort of
symbolism or allegory. The sufferer of Psalm 22 stands for
Israel. As Gunkel notes, this is problematic, since the speaker
also addresses other pious Israelites.(52) Who, then, would they
represent? But for Mays the sufferer of Psalm 22 is an ani,
indeed the “prototypical” member of the anawim, and it is only
as an ani that he represents Israel. That is, the anawim are
those who most fully assume the true identity and vocation of
Israel, and the 
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sufferer of Psalm 22 most fully manifests the spiritual character
of this group. Thus, “the figure in the psalm shares in the
corporate vocation of Israel.”(53)


III. The Search for a Synthesis


	There is a consensus among historical-critical commentators
that Psalm 22 is not predictive of the Passion and Resurrection
of Christ. It is neither “prophetic” nor “messianic.”(54) This
conclusion is based on solid form criticism, which observes that,
in terms of genre, Psalm 22 is neither a prophetic oracle nor a
royal psalm. Thus it was not “intended” to be a prediction of the
sufferings and subsequent glory of Christ.(55) Such an
interpretation would seem to sever Psalm 22 from its New
Testament use and its Method A interpretation.


	But some scholars maintain that this discrepancy between
traditional exegesis and form-critical analysis only forces one to
consider the relationship between Psalm 22 and the Passion
narratives from new angles. Kraus looks for the “inner
connections” between the two and finds them in the “archetypal”
character of the psalm and of the afflictions it describes. Jesus’
praying of Psalm 22 on the cross indicates that he “identifies
himself with the entire fullness of suffering.”(56) Similarly, Claus
Westermann holds that Christ “has descended into the depths
of human suffering of which the psalm speaks.”(57) Thus,
according to A. A. Anderson, “the real point of contact between
the Psalmist 
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and Christ is the reality of suffering and faith, not simply the
poetic language.”(58)


	This Method B effort to locate the true continuity between Old
Testament and New Testament at the level of “reality” rather
than at the level of language or concepts provides a promising
point of synthesis with Method A. Thomas Aquinas teaches that
while the literal sense of Scripture is a matter of words signifying
“things” (that is, realities), the spiritual sense is a matter of these
same things having a signification of their own. Thus, for
example, “the things of the Old Law signify the things of the New
Law.”(59) We might posit, then, that the words of Psalm 22 refer
to Old Testament realities, namely, the suffering of Israel’s
anawim and their “habitual, trustful recourse”(60) to Yahweh (the
literal sense), and that these realities themselves, not the words
of the psalm as such, “signify” in some manner the sufferings of
Christ and his recourse to the Father on the cross (the spiritual
sense).


	But precisely there is the rub. What could “signify” mean in
such a statement? If the Israelite author of Psalm 22 does not
seem to have intended his text to be predictive, how can we
imply that the Old Testament realities of which Psalm 22 speaks
have a proleptic and not merely coincidental correspondence to
New Testament realities? Method A would presumably make
appeal at this point to divine inspiration, noting that God is
author of both Sacred Scripture (the words) and Sacred History
(the “things”). But Method B exegetes seem reluctant to do the
same.(61) Deissler, 
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writing in the 1960s, employed the then popular notion of
Heilsgeschichte in order to link Psalm 22 to Jesus Christ, in
whom salvation history reaches its “culminating point.” But while
such categories seem to imply at least some sort of divine
providence over history, Deissler insists that Psalm 22 is “not a
prophetic text, and still less a prediction.”(62)


	Perhaps this is merely to agree with Thomas that the sig-nification of the realities of Sacred History goes beyond the
signification of the mere words of the biblical text. On the other
hand, we may be glimpsing a problem inherent in Method B.
How can historical-critical exegesis, with its tendency toward
positivism, accommodate a developed notion of divinely directed
and revelatory history, much less a truly operative notion of
biblical inspiration? Does Method B have trouble with the idea of
inspiration precisely because it does not have an adequate
philosophy of history, or for that matter, of human action? In
other words, is the failure to perceive or allow for a “vertical
dimension” of events the cause of Method B’s failure to allow for
a “vertical dimension” of texts?(63)


	Perhaps the observation, valid in itself, that Psalm 22 is not
prophetic or messianic in its literary genre serves as a smoke
screen. Is Method B capable of proclaiming any Old Testament
text of any genre to be truly predictive of New Testament
events? And if not, how can it continue to appeal to “salvation
history” in order to find the “real connection” between Old
Testament and New Testament? Not surprisingly, the notion of
Heilsgeschichte, in the sense of God’s salvific self-disclosure in
real history, has been dying a slow death in biblical scholarship
in recent decades. Thomas L. Thompson, for example,
maintains that the term Heilsgeschichte is to be retained only in
the sense of “a form of theologically motivated Tendenz in
Israel’s view of its past.” As “a concept of revelation” or “a view
of the history of Israel itself as salvific,” it has been “largely
discredited.”(64)
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	Many recent commentators on Psalm 22, while not
subscribing to this position explicitly, seem to have accepted its
terms implicitly. They view the connection between the psalm
and Christ’s Passion not in terms of a divinely directed and
salvific sequence of events but entirely as a matter of
interpretive hind-sight. According to Peter C. Craigie, for
example, Psalm 22 is “not messianic in its original sense or
setting,” but “it may be interpreted from a NT perspective as a
messianic psalm”; thus in the hands of the evangelists it “takes
on the appearance of anti-cipatory prophecy.”(65) For Patrick D.
Miller, Psalm 22 provided the early Christians with “interpretive
clues to the meaning of the Passion” and thus served as a
“hermeneutical guide.”(66) Similarly, J. Clinton McCann states that
the psalm supplied the evangelists with “a rich resource … for
articulating the meaning of both the cross and the
resurrection.”(67)


	These statements are true as far as they go, but they do not
go far enough. Is there not the risk of reducing everything to
interpretation? As long as we speak only of how the psalm is
interpreted from a New Testament perspective and do not
demonstrate the appropriateness of this interpretation from an
Old Testament perspective, a Christological reading of the
psalm will appear arbitrary or merely imaginative. A yawning
chasm will remain between the Testaments, and no synthesis
will have been achieved between Method A and Method B.


IV. Method C: The Organic Connection


	The single most important point of contact between Old
Testament Israel and the New Testament Church is, of course,
Jesus himself.(68) This observation has a special pertinence to our
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discussion of Psalm 22. Jesus’ use of this classic anawim prayer
from the cross is consistent with the overall Synoptic
presentation of his relationship with the Father,(69) which is one of
profound intimacy(70) and complete dependence—traits that are
by no means lacking even from the Johannine portrait. In fact,
the Marcan and Matthean “My God, my God” discloses the
same essential spirituality as the Lucan “Into your hands” and
the Johannine “I thirst,” which are also drawn from the Psalter.(71)
In other words, we have a range of witnesses supplying the
basic contours of the Israelite piety of the historical Jesus. They
indicate that in his hour of trial he prayed as one of the
anawim.(72)


	As we have seen, for some scholars the essential link
between Psalm 22 in its Old Testament context and Jesus’ use
of it on the cross is the reality of human suffering, generically
speaking, and Jesus’ profound participation in this reality. But it
would be a grave mistake to minimize or omit from consideration
the Israelite context of the sufferings described in Psalm 22 and
the Israelite context of Jesus’ own sufferings. If Jesus enters
into human suffering, he does so as an Israelite who enters into
Israel’s sufferings. Indeed, by taking up the prayer of the
anawim he identifies himself as one who has assumed and is
living out Israel’s 
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true identity and vocation. To appreciate this, we must return
once more to the Old Testament context of Psalm 22 and
examine certain aspects of the anawim piety that this psalm
embodies.


	First, what is most distinctive of, and fundamental to, the
Israelite context of Psalm 22 (and the rest of the Old Testament)
is revelation. The ani does not use the expression “my God” to
refer to his personally chosen image for unknowable tran-scendence but to call upon Yahweh, the savior of Israel. The ani
is a member of a community of faith which extends from “our
ancestors” (v. 5) down through the present generation and to
future generations (vv. 31-32). The sarcasm of those who
ridicule him betrays their antagonism toward this faith (vv. 8-9),
so that we might even say that the ani is, in a sense, persecuted
for the word of God. Through this ordeal the ani will gain a
deeper understanding of who Yahweh is and will bear witness
to God’s “name” (v. 23).


	Second, the ani is one who is keenly aware of his total
lifelong dependence on God. Yahweh is, as it were, the midwife
who pulls him “from the womb” (v. 10) and the undertaker who
lays him “in the dust of death” (v. 16). And for the entire
intervening period he is “thrown upon” God (v. 11). It is true that
all human beings are in fact utterly dependent on God, but those
who are seriously afflicted or poor or denied justice(73) are more
likely to recognize this utter dependence. Their “troubles drive
them to rely on Yahweh alone.” They are mocked for this very
thing. They flee to take refuge in “the precincts of the sanctuary”
and “with great intensity … turn to God.”(74)


	Third, God allows the anawim to experience vulnerability.
This is described in extreme terms in Psalm 22, where the ani
is 
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stripped of his clothes, bound hand and foot, surrounded by his
enemies, and stared at (vv. 17-18). Equally striking are the
images by which the ani speaks of his intense physical pain (vv.
15-16). They suggest a keen awareness of his own mortality.
The image of water being poured out, for example, recalls the
proverbial saying of the woman of Tekoa: “We all must die—like
water spilled on the ground, which cannot be gathered up again”
(2 Sam 14:14). This is the ultimate vulnerability, and it presents
the ultimate spiritual trial. For, to Old Testament Israel, death
means estrangement from God.(75) 


	The crucial question is how the sufferer will respond to all of
this. It is not affliction itself that makes one an ani but the
manner in which one undergoes affliction.(76) Every affliction calls
for an act of trust, and the most severe afflictions will prove
whether or not one is a true ani. To bring one’s affliction to the
Temple and to take up this prayer is itself an act of faith; it is to
choose to let oneself be guided through the experience of trial
by the words of a liturgy.


	Psalm 22 is a model anawim prayer. “To use it was to set
oneself in its paradigm.”(77) The prayer is designed to lead the
sufferer through a process. This process begins with a frank
acknowledgment of feelings of abandonment, an articulation of
the experience of God-forsakenness. The profound emotions of
a spiritual trial are released as the sufferer laments his
deplorable condition; he feels like “a worm and not a man” (v. 7).
But the genius of this prayer is that it helps the lamenter to be
brutally honest with God while remaining within a framework of
faith, intimacy, and reverence. Words of lamentation and
complaint are interwoven with words of petition and even praise.
Furthermore, by phrasing his complaint as a question (“why
have you forsaken me?”) the sufferer opens himself to an
answer.
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	The turning point of the psalm and the decisive moment in
the liturgy come with verses 20-22. This passage places the
divine name upon the sufferer’s lips, followed by a string of
confident and very personal petitions (“Hasten to help me… .
Rescue my soul… . Save me”). These words call for a great act
of faith on the part of the lamenter, commensurate to the severe
trial through which he is passing. If he is allowing himself to be
led by the words of the liturgy, he will begin to experience a real
change at this point, an interior renewal. Before circumstances
change, there must be a change of attitude and a renewal of
commitment. Otherwise the affliction will not have served its
purpose as a means of purification and deepening of trust.


	Next, the psalm leads the worshiper into a hymn of praise.
Whereas he formerly was “the reproach of mankind and
despised by the people [of Israel]” (v. 7), he now experiences
renewed fellowship with other Israelites, especially fellow
anawim (vv. 23-27), and proclaims the kingship of Yahweh over
the Gentiles (vv. 28-31). His mockers had assumed that his
severe affliction was a sign of God’s displeasure and distance,
and he himself had been tempted to draw the same conclusion.
But now, aided by the words of the psalm and under the
influence of the spirit of prayer of which the psalm-liturgy is a
vehicle, he recognizes that God has not “hidden his face” but
has “listened” to his cry for help. Moreover, he realizes now that
Yahweh is not the sort of God who “despises” or “detests” the
“affliction of an afflicted one” (anut ani; v. 25).


	In some respects, this last point is the most significant
theological claim in the entire psalm, and it may help us to locate
Psalm 22 in the larger context of Israel’s theological
development during the exilic and early post-exilic periods. In
particular, we have in mind the simple but profound insight that
affliction, far from necessarily indicating divine disapproval or the
condem-nation of sin, may often be “the painful means chosen
by God to lead man to total surrender, to a form of denudation
in His presence, to a dramatic purification of faith,” as Albert
Gelin so aptly expresses it.(78) This truth (which finds a variety of
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articulations in Lamentations, Job, Isaiah 40-55, Genesis, and
the Psalter) became a key element in post-exilic Israel’s new
awareness of her true identity and vocation. At least some
Israelites came to understand that it would not be through a
glorious renewal of the Davidic-Solomonic Empire that Israel
would realize its destiny as “a light to the nations” (Isa 42:6). On
the contrary, only a humble, docile remnant could inherit “the
everlasting covenant, the sure promises made to David,” and
thereby assume David’s vocation to be “a witness to the
peoples” (55:3-4). Those who accept this call to be the “Servant
of Yahweh” constitute the true Israel.


	Something of how suffering and witness are connected may
be indicated in the remarkable final verses of Psalm 22, where
the universal dimensions and eschatological orientation of
Yahweh’s kingship are proclaimed. Apparently it is precisely
Yahweh’s saving action on behalf of the ani that the Gentiles are
to “remember” and on the basis of which they will “turn to
Yahweh” and come under his rule (v. 28; cf. v. 31).(79) Thus none
of the sufferings of Israel’s least ones—of all those anonymous
anawim who prayed in the spirit if not the actual words of Psalm
22 down through the centuries—is permitted to fall through the
cracks of historical contingency. Rather, they are all gathered up
into a divine plan of salvation, which not only extends to “the
ends of the earth” (v. 28) but mysteriously unfolds in history in
such a way as to encompass both those who have already
“gone done into the dust” (v. 30) and those who are “yet to be
born” (v. 32). God’s universal salvific will is forever founded on
his particular historical dealings with Israel.


	Psalm 22, then, gives post-exilic Israel a way of praying that
prepares her for the eschatological kingdom of Yahweh. It
teaches Israel that she will discover her true identity and fulfill
her vocation insofar as she lives and prays as the anawim. It
may even imply (though not so clearly as Isa 55:3-4) that the
anawim will replace the Davidic monarchy as the instrument
through which Yahweh will usher in his universal reign. Thus,
while it does not 
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contain the word or concept “Messiah,” it refers to that which is
truly “messianic.” As Mays expresses it, the ani of Psalm 22
participates in “the corporate vocation of Israel and the
messianic role of David.”(80)


	On the cross Jesus takes Psalm 22 upon his lips as an
Israelite who had lived his life as an ani and who now faced his
ultimate trial. Finding himself surrounded, and mocked for his
trust in God, and seeing his clothes divided among his
assailants, the particular appropriateness of this psalm must
have impressed itself upon him. He prayed the opening line of
Psalm 22 both to express the depth of his suffering and
desolation and to make a solemn act of trust in God.(81) In other
words, this psalm presumably helped him to pray through his
trial, just as it was designed to do. As he experienced the total
vulnerability of having his hands and feet nailed to the cross,(82)
as his arms and legs were wrenched at the joints, and as he felt
the life pour out of him like water, what other prayer in the entire
tradition of his people could have served him so well?


	But it is clear that Jesus did not see himself as just another
Israelite, or even as just another ani. By habitually calling upon
God as “Father” throughout his ministry, Jesus had indicated
that he embodied Israel’s unique filial relationship to God (see
Exod 4:22), and indeed that he himself was the true Israel.(83)
Moreover, he was convinced that his own suffering and death
would usher in the eschatological kingdom of God. Nor is it
implausible to suggest that meditation on Psalm 22 had played
a part in his coming to this conviction. As the quintessential ani,
Jesus would live out Israel’s spiritual destiny.


	N. T. Wright has made a strong case that the historical
Jesus, already during his ministry and especially in his final trip
to 
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Jerusalem, not only considered himself the Messiah, but quite
deliberately acted out a messianic drama.(84) Wright
demonstrates how Jesus derived his understanding of
messiahship from the Scriptures and notes how remarkably well
Psalm 22, with its pattern of suffering and restitution, matches
“Jesus’ mindset, aims and beliefs.”(85)


	This raises the possibility that Jesus quoted Psalm 22 not
only for his own sake but for the benefit of the witnesses
surrounding him, as a final, albeit cryptic, proclamation of his
identity and of the salvation-historical significance of what he
was at that moment undergoing. If so, the misapprehension of
his words by some of those present (Matt 27:47-49; Mark
15:35-36) appears tragically ironic, whereas the New Testament
use of Psalm 22 as an inter-pretive key to the Passion shows
itself to be a matter of fidelity to the Master’s dying words.


	Accordingly, Psalm 22 reveals that Jesus’ Passion was the
ultimate act of anawim piety. As he hung upon the cross and
poured out his life, Jesus made a conscious and deliberate
decision to entrust himself to God. He did this, moreover, with
all his Israelite “brethren” (v. 23) and “all the clans of the
nations” (v. 28) in mind. Jesus experienced fully humanity’s
alienation from God, and in the midst of this very experience he
rendered God perfect devotion on humanity’s behalf. Because
of who Jesus is, and because of the intensity of his love for God
and neighbor, his act of humble submission is salvific for all
human beings, provided they conform themselves to his way of
relating to God—that is, provided they too become anawim (cf.
Heb 5:7-9).


	Finally, a Method C study of Psalm 22 can increase our
appreciation for the epiphanic quality of Jesus’ death on the
cross. This is the single act in all of history by which the inner life
of the Blessed Trinity is most fully revealed, and Jesus’
quotation of Psalm 22:2 (like his other “last words”) discloses an
interior dimension of this divine-human act. Far from indicating
that the Father had turned his back on the Crucified, Jesus’
praying of 
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Psalm 22 (or even its first line) would have confirmed his abiding
intimacy with the Father and assured him that God “does not
despise or detest the affliction of an afflicted one” (v. 25).


	At the same time, Jesus’ quotation of Psalm 22:2 expresses
real human spiritual desolation, and this fact must not be swept
aside with facile explanations. The paradox of desolation in the
midst of unbroken communion can, however, be illuminated
through meditation on the Incarnation, in conjunction with our
Method C interpretation of Psalm 22. The communion of being
and love which the Son has with the Father in the Holy Spirit
from all eternity is now (from the first moment of the Incarnation)
lived in and through a concrete humanity.(86) Thus, after having
related to the Father for thirty-some years by means of a
somatically based human intellect, imagination, and will (all
mysteriously united to his divine personhood), on the cross
Jesus experienced the violent rending asunder of the body-soul
unity.(87) Psalm 22 accents the somatic dimension of such a
spiritual trial in typically Hebraic fashion. The dissolution of those
bodily members which symbolize spiritual capacities is
described poetically in the most concrete of terms.


My heart has become like wax,


melting within my breast;


my palate is dry like a potsherd,


my tongue cleaves to my jaws;


you lay me in the dust of death. (Vv. 15b-16)


	Death involves for all of us a surrender of the human faculties
by which we have related to God throughout our lives. It is thus
the ultimate spiritual trial and life’s culminating opportunity to
make a perfect act of faith, hope, and love. Death, therefore, is
itself a paradox, since that which came into the world because
of sin (Rom 5:12) has become by grace our last and best
chance to reverse Adam’s usurpation of his own life by
rendering ourselves 
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back to God. Of course, this transformation of human death is
effected precisely by Christ’s self-offering on Golgotha, by which
he consecrated his humanity (in solidarity with all humanity)
perfectly to the Father. But in Psalm 22 we see Israel already
participating—by prophetic anticipation and however
imperfectly—in Christ’s Passion.


Concluding Remarks


	By describing Psalm 22’s function as a model prayer of
post-exilic anawim piety and relating this function to Jesus’ own
use of this psalm, we have attempted to demonstrate something
of the organic continuity between Old Testament and New
Testament. But if this exercise is to contribute to the
development of the “thoroughly relevant hermeneutic” for which
Cardinal Ratzinger is calling,(88) we must insist that we are not
dealing here with a clever appropriation of an Old Testament
text on the part of Jesus or the early Church, nor with a
spontaneous evolution of religious ideas and experiences.
Rather we discern in both the composition and the intended use
of Psalm 22 a divine “directedness” and forward-leading
intentionality at work in Israel’s history. In accord with Method A,
we wish to take quite seriously the New Testament’s claim that
the pre-incarnate Word was already active among Old
Testament Israel.


	At the same time, we would not restrict this activity to isolated
moments of textual inspiration. According to Method A, Christ
spoke through David, but what he says through David in Psalm
22 is disconnected not only from David’s own life but from
Israel’s broader historical experience. For Method B, by
contrast, Christ has nothing to do with the composition of Psalm
22, nor with its use by Israel during the Old Testament period.
Rather, either Jesus or the early Church, or both, drew upon the
psalm as a resource or interpretive guide in order to make
sense out of Jesus’ Passion and death. The remarkable
similarity between Psalm 22 and the Passion narratives,
contemporary exegetes imply, must be 
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due to some combination of historical contingencies, Jesus’ self-
interpretation, and the evangelists’ intertextual hermeneutic. The
one conclusion which Method B would seem to wish to avoid is
that Psalm 22 was actually composed for Jesus, that it is in any
real sense prophetic, predictive, or messianic.


	Our proposal is not merely that God was involved in the
composition of Psalm 22 but that the “Spirit of Messiah” (1 Pet
1:11) guided and inspired the entire process by which anawim
piety developed in Israel, a process that takes in not only the
inspired composition of Psalm 22 but also its intended use.
Moreover, this process was part and parcel of the broader
“divine pedagogy” by which the Blessed Trinity was teaching
and forming Israel and preparing her for the advent of the
Messiah.(89) When the Messiah came, he was led, in his
humanity, to an under-standing of Israel’s true identity and
vocation—and therefore to an understanding of his own identity
and vocation—by the liturgical and spiritual traditions that he
himself, in his pre-existent divinity, had formed among his
people and by the very Scriptures that he had likewise inspired.
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For most of its history, the locus classicus for the
discussion of original sin, antedating even Augustine
with whom the phrase “original sin” first appears, was
Romans 5:12.(1) Recent years, however, have seen this
passage supplanted by another drawn from the Pauline
corpus, namely, Colossians 1:16.(2) The Romans passage
had long been taken as proof of our union in the first man
and his sin, but it is our antecedent relation to Christ that
has occupied the attention of contemporary 
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theology. “Original sin,” writes Brian McDermott, “says
something profound and true about human history, insofar
as it can be thought of sine Christo.” But in fact, he
continues, the world is not without Christ and it never has
been. “Structurally, thanks to the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus, all of history is in Christo and ad
Christum.”(3) The idea of the primacy of Christ and the
universal offer and action of his grace ab initio, to which sin
has always been subsequent and subordinate, has been
the predominant influence in Catholic work on original sin
over the past thirty years. And with the ascendancy of this
Christocentrism, one may argue, reflection on sin has
returned to its roots. For it is precisely Christ whom Paul
takes as the key to understanding the nature and extent of
sin.(4)


	There is, however, still another benefit that has come
with the new emphasis on Christ, beyond that of reminding
us how much more the grace of God has abounded “in the
grace of that one man Jesus Christ” than sin has
condemned (Rom 5:15). It is the benefit of shifting
attention away from the issue of the first man’s sin, or the
first couple’s, or whether there was a first couple rather
than a first human community, or whether human
communities have arisen separately in different places at
different times, or whether any sin has or could implicate
the entire race, has or could be transmitted, or whether
there could possibly have been such a place as paradise
and in what sense human sin may have affected creation.
All these questions have proven to be somewhat
embarrassing in the face of contemporary science. If the
central claim is that all grace is gratia Christi and that, in
one way or another, everyone is in need of it, then the
issue of whether and how this universal need is tied to the
sin of Adam becomes of secondary importance. The same
is true of the problem of evil, physical and moral. What is
primary is that Christ reverses evil; it is of less moment
whether and how Adam introduced it. In fact, 
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it has seemed to many theologians that so long as Christ’s
primacy is asserted in faith, the problem of evil may be
addressed entirely from the standpoint of experience. And
indeed the tendency has been to situate the theology of sin
within a general evolutionary view of the world. In such a
view physical evil is understood as a function of the law of
entropy governing matter, and moral evil is a necessary
feature of the beginning stage of psychological
development, gradually and only incompletely overcome as
the drives of the id are brought under control by the
superego.(5)


	Yet the implications of this view are unsettling. Human
history is represented as being, of its nature, a condition of
defect and sin. Salvation, rather than operating in and
through history as its true medium, is essentially
eschatological; it is the transcendent force of Christ
overcoming the recalcitrance of history, driving it on to a
somewhat extraneous, even if predestined, end. “A more
processive, evolutionary perspective,” Stephen Duffy has
recently written, views original sin, “not as the disastrous
residue of some primal crime but as a present conflict
between our history and the dynamics of the ultimate. It is
the contradiction between what human beings are and
what they are called to become in Christ.”(6) It is not, Duffy
explains, the old Manichean idea that to be finite is to be
evil, but rather that because we are finite we must begin in
evil. “‘Original sin,’” he states,
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is a code word for a mise en situation, an involuntary
existential condition that is natural to humans as
disordered and incomplete. Human evil, therefore, must be
grasped as underdevelopment by reference to a future
goal and as statistical necessity in an evolving universe. It
is difficult to imagine a world created for development and
the becoming of freedom where evil is not a structural
component.(7)


  



	Of course the doctrine of creation, as traditionally
understood, had never supposed that the world was
“created for development and the becoming of freedom.”
The belief was that the sovereign God had created
freedom as complete, though not perfect, and a human
order that was mature, even if not possessing its final form.
What Duffy describes is more reminiscent of the classical
belief in the inherent instability of all that exists outside the
divine. Hence the irony that at the very moment when
theology has rediscovered the significance of relating
Christ to creation, it has burdened itself with something of
the same pessimism that haunted the pagans. The
purpose of this essay is to determine whether there may
not be a way out from under this burden.


I


	We will begin by offering a brief history of the use of 
Colossians 1:16. The passage under discussion reads as follows:



  
15He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all
creation; 16for in him all things were created, in heaven and
on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or
dominions or principalities or authorities—all things were
created through him and for him. 17He is before all things,
and in him all things hold together. He is the head of the
body, the church; he is the beginning, the first-born from
the dead, that in everything he might be preeminent. 19For
in him all the fulness of God was pleased to dwell, 20and
through him to reconcile to himself all things, whether on
earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of his cross.


  



It is commonplace today to take Christ as the subject of
this passage: Christ as pre-existing creation in verses 15-16, and Christ 
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become “historic” through the incarnation in verses 17-20,(8)
though actually no subject is expressly named. The lines
immediately preceding (vv. 13-14) speak of our having
been transferred by God to the kingdom of his beloved
Son, “in whom we have redemption, the forgiveness of
sins.” Many commentators believe that 1:15-20 comprise
a Christian hymn that has been inserted here by the letter’s
author,(9) perhaps accounting for why no name is mentioned
until verse 24, when it is indeed the title “Christ.” It has
even been maintained that the author deliberately sought
to bring a Christic association to the hymn by interpolating
the phrase “of the church” in 1:18a.(10) This is not a matter
of mere semantics. As Martin Hengel observes, despite the
fact that the title “Christ” is used in the Pauline letters as a
virtual second name for Jesus, it is always a name with a
meaning—the anointed one who bought the promises of
the old covenant with his blood.(11)


	Nevertheless, exegetes routinely assume that the title
“Christ” implied in verse 16 may be regarded as just
another way of speaking of divine Wisdom (which name
Paul applies to Christ in 1 Cor. 1:24) or the Word (which
Paul never uses at all). Hence, when it is said in 1:16 that
“in him all things were created,” the meaning is that God
created all things through his Word, or through his
Wisdom.(12) So G. B. Caird states that Colossians 1:16 is
widely considered to be “one of the three New Testament
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examples of Wisdom or Logos Christology” (the other two
being John 1:1-14 and Heb 1:1-4)(13) which reflect the
influence of the Hellenistic Judaism one may find,
biblically, in such passages as Proverbs 8:22-31; Wisdom
7:22-30; Sirach 24:1-22; Baruch 3:9-4:1, and extra-biblically in the thought of Philo.(14)


	If this interpretation of the “in him” (ejn aujtw`/ ) of
Colossians 1:16 to mean “Christ or the Word” is standard
today, it was also standard among the early writers of the
Church, in particular Origen, who made the greatest use of
this passage in his work. Origen understood the verse as
teaching that the transcendent God created the world
through his Word as an instrumental and exemplary cause,
that in the Word, God both guides and unifies what he has
created.(15) This became the established reading for the
Alexandrian tradition.(16) Interestingly enough, the sixth-century writer Pseudo-Dionysius referred to Colossians
1:16 for the sake of enumerating the levels of heavenly
beings created by God,(17) and relied instead on verse 17 to
speak of God, rather than simply the Word, as the Source
who is drawing all things back to himself.(18) Notwithstanding
the Areopagite’s enduring authority, it is the Alexandrian
Logos theology that one encounters in the medieval
commentaries.(19)


Colossians 1:16 was brought to new theological
prominence, as J. A. Lyons has shown, by the nineteenth-century rise of science.(20) It first appeared among
Protestant writers—not 
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surprisingly, perhaps, given the Protestant regard for
biblical study, and the disregard under which this study had
been languishing among Catholic theologians for
centuries. Yet the traditional Protestant focus on individual
salvation, and on Christ’s relation to his Church, was a
source of resistance to the new talk of Christ as the
“cosmic” head and redeemer of the universe.(21)
It was the
work of systematic theologians that underlay the
cosmological turn, reasoning that the fact of Christ’s
divinity implied a transcendent role as savior.(22)Scholars
began to realize that here was the basis for a new
apologetic, a Christ-centered response to the view of
reality being promulgated by science.


	E. W. Grinfield, in The Christian Cosmos (1857),
attempting to recover the insights of the early Fathers,
advanced the idea that Christ is the world’s creator. He
believed that it would be a way of commending Christian
belief to the scientific mind if the claim that Christ, the
image of God, is impressed upon things were understood
as explaining the laws of nature and our capacity to
discover them.(23) The great exegete J. B. Lightfoot was an 
influential proponent of the thesis that Colossians 1:16-17
represents a Pauline development of Philo’s doctrine of the
Logos as God’s mediator with creation, and the principle of
order and unity in the world. Like Grinfield, he maintained
that belief in Christ not only accords with science, but
explains the possibility of science and establishes the
ground of the phenomena with which science deals. Christ,
he wrote in his Colossians commentary of 1875:
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impresses upon creation that unity and solidarity which
makes it a cosmos instead of a chaos. Thus (to take one
instance) the action of gravitation, which keeps in their
places things fixed and regulates the motions of things
moving, is an expression of His mind.(24)
 


  





	It was in fact science, in the form of evolution, that led
theologians to go beyond what was still basically a
classical view of the transcendent Logos. More than the
repository of the divine ideas, who imparts intelligible order
according to the Father’s design, the Logos, Christ, is also
immanent, joined to humanity, and is carrying creation
back to God. Henry Drummond in Natural Law in the
Spiritual World (1883) described nature as imbued with a
dynamic principle of evolution, impelling it on to ever-higher
levels of development, and yet as being unable of itself to
make any advance. God has had to intervene repeatedly,
first to raise inanimate creation to life, then to raise
humanity from living creatures, and finally, through Christ’s
redemptive incarnation, to bring humanity, and with
humanity all of nature, to himself as creation’s destined
end.(25) In a similar vein, J. R. Illingworth argued that the
doctrine of God creating the world in Christ actually
strengthened the theory of evolution. For the Darwinian
mechanism of natural selection acting on randomly
occurring variations in a species cannot account either for
the p